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Interacting diffusions and trees of excursions:
convergence and comparison
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Abstract

We consider systems of interacting diffusions with local population regulation representing populations
on countably many islands. Our main result shows that the total mass process of such a system is bounded
above by the total mass process of a tree of excursions with appropriate drift and diffusion coefficients. As
a corollary, this entails a sufficient, explicit condition for extinction of the total mass as time tends to infin-
ity. On the way to our comparison result, we establish that systems of interacting diffusions with uniform
migration between finitely many islands converge to a tree of excursions as the number of islands tends
to infinity. In the special case of logistic branching, this leads to a duality between a tree of excursions
and the solution of a McKean-Vlasov equation.
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1 Introduction

In population dynamics and population genetics a prominent role is played by diffusion processes on
I with I = [0,00) or I = [0, 1] driven by stochastic differential equations (SDEs) of the form

dX(i) = {Z Xi(J)m(j, 1) — Xa (i) + M(Xt(i))]dt +1/02(Xe(2) dBi(i), i€ G, (1.1)

j€G

for ¢t > 0 where G is a finite or countable set and (B,(i)):>0, ¢ € G, are independent standard Brownian
motions and where (m(j,1)),cc is a stochastic matrix. We will refer to the solution (X;);>o of (1.1) as
(G, m, u,o?)-process. In appropriate timescales and for suitable choices of ; and o2, the component X, (i)
describes the (rescaled) population size on island i € G at time ¢ > 0, or the relative frequency of a genetic
type that is present on island 7 € G at time ¢ > 0. The linear interaction term on the right-hand side
of (1.1) models a mass flow between the islands, which might be caused by migration of individuals or
a flow of genes. Here we will use a picture from population dynamics. The coefficient o?(z) then is the
infinitesimal variance of the local population size given its current value = € [0,00). A classical case are
Feller’s branching diffusions where o?(z) = const - z for z € [0,00). Moreover the drift term p describes
the mean growth rate of a local population apart from immigration from other islands and emigration. A
prototypical example is u(z) = (K — z), i.e. logistic growth.
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Interacting diffusions and trees of excursions

Here we address the question of the maximal effect of the migration matrix m(i, j); jec for fixed p and
o?. We will show in Theorem 3.8 that the total mass process (}_;. X¢(i)):>0 of (X;)¢>0 is dominated by
a tree of excursions, which has been constructed in [21]. This dominating process does not depend on G
or on the migration matrix. The intuition which leads to this comparison result is as follows. Consider a
model with supercritical population-size independent branching and additional deaths due to competition
within each island of G, i.e., i is a concave function with x(0) = 0 and o2 is a linear function. Now compare
different distributions of individuals over space. If there is at most one individual on each island, then there
are no deaths due to competition until the next birth or migration event. If, however, all individuals are on
the same island, then there are deaths due to competition. The effect of the population-size independent
branching is the same in both situations. We infer that more individuals survive if the distribution of
individuals is more uniform over space. Now the migration dynamics which distributes mass uniformly
over space would be uniform migration on G. As there is no uniform migration on an infinite set G, we
approximate G with larger and larger finite subsets and consider uniform migration on the finite subsets.
This intuition leads to considering an N-island model (X}¥);>o for N € N which is the solution of (1.1) with
G:={1,...,N}and m(i,j) := &, i,j € G, that is, the solution of

N
dXN () = {}V ZXtN(j) - XN@) + /L(XtN(i)):| dt + /o2 (X] (i) dB(i), i€{1,2,...,N}, (1.2)

for t € [0,00) for every N € N. We will refer to this N-island model as (N, u,o?)-process. Now if the
initial configuration X}’ converges in distribution to X, as N — oo, then the above intuition leads to the
assertion that the total mass of the (G, m, u, o%)-process is dominated by the limit of the total mass process
of an N-island model (X} );>0 as N — oo

N
> oX(i) < lim YO XN(i), t>0, (1.3)
i=1

4 N—o00 4
i€G =

where the stochastic order being used here will be specified in (3.14) below. We confirm this intuition in
Theorem 3.8. Please note that a comparison result analogous to (1.3) of a (G, m, u,o?)-process with an
N-island process cannot be expected in general for finite N € N.

Next we review part of the literature on the comparison and on the limit in (1.3) and begin with
the limits of the N-island model as N — oo. Starting with Kac (1957) and McKean (1967), the case of
exchangeable initial configurations XY, N € N, (so that Zjvzl XV (j)is O(N) as N — o0) has been studied
intensively (e.g. [18, 30, 35] and the references therein). The most general result assumes the drift and
the diffusion coefficient to depend continuously on z; and on the measure % E;V: 10z; forz € 1 N_If,
in addition, certain Lyapunov conditions hold and if o(z) # 0 for all z € I, then (X} (i));>0 converges
in distribution as N — oo to a limiting process (M;);>o for every ¢ € N which in our case solves the
McKean-Vlasov equation

AMy = [EM, = My + p(0My)] dt + /0 (M,) dB, (1.4)

for t € [0,00), see Theorem 4.1 of [18]. In particular, the Lyapunov assumptions of this theorem are
satisfied if the coefficients are locally Lipschitz continuous and satisfy a linear growth condition, see
Proposition 5.1 of [18]. To the best of our knowledge, our case of Hélder—%—continuous diffusion coefficients
which are not strictly positive has not been considered so far. Proposition 4.29 below fills this gap. The
idea of comparing a (G, m, u,c?)-process with a limit of N-island processes is due to Hutzenthaler and
Wakolbinger (2007). Their Proposition 2.2 establishes for the case of an associated initial configuration
X with identically distributed marginals and concave p that X;(i) < M, in a suitable stochastic order for
every t € [0,00) and every i € G. As a corollary hereof and of an extinction result for the McKean-Vlasov
process (1.4), Hutzenthaler and Wakolbinger (2007) obtain a sufficient condition for local extinction of the
(G, m, u,o?)-process, see Theorem 1 in [23].

In this paper we focus on initial configurations with bounded total mass (so that Z?’:l XM (5) is O(1)
as N — o0). The main difficulty here is that the limit of (X}¥);>0 as N — oo was unknown so far. We
will establish convergence of (X}V);>0 as N — oo in Theorem 3.3 below for the case of additive o2. This
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is the first convergence result of the N-island process in case of bounded total mass (together with the
concurrent preprint [13] of Dawson and Greven who consider interacting Wright-Fisher diffusions with
selection and rare mutations). The limiting process turns out to be a forest of (mass) excursions started
in x;, © € N. This forest of excursions has been constructed and analysed in [21] and has been denoted
as virgin island model, see also Section 2 for a formal definition. In this model, every migrant populates
a new island, similar to the infinite-alleles model in which every mutation produces a new allele. Jean
Bertoin turned this idea into a tree of alleles [7] and a partition into colonies [6] (see also Section 7 of
Pardoux and Wakolbinger (2010) for a connection with the virgin island model). In particular, Bertoin [7]
shows in case of state-independent branching that the virgin island model is the diffusion approximation
of a discrete mass branching process.

Here is a brief heuristics how a forest of (mass) excursions emerges from the (IV, i, o2)-processes as
N — oo. Due to bounded initial mass, the total mass up to a finite time is also bounded in N € N, see
Lemma 4.7. So the total mass that immigrates into a fixed island is of order O(1/N) as N — co. Among
this immigrated mass might be a “successful” founder producing a substantial family. The probability of
this event is of order O(1/N) (this follows from (2.4) since S(g) ~ S (0)e as ¢ — o). Among N islands,
there is then a Poisson number of islands having a founder whose progeny reaches a fixed level § > 0,
say. Moreover all of these founders are on distinct islands. The reason for this is that the probability to
have two successful founders on the same island is of order O(1/N?). Consequently, this does not appear
within N islands in the limit as N — oo, see Lemma 4.21 for the details. Thus, in the limit as N — oo,
every “successful” emigrant populates a previously unpopulated island. The evolution of the population
size on every freshly populated island is described by a random (mass) excursion. These mass excursions
are born (densely in time) in a Poissonian manner on ever new islands with an intensity proportional to
the currently extant mass, and, once born, follow the SDE

dY, = —Y,dt + p(Yy)dt + /o2(Y,) dB; . (1.5)

Formally, this is described by means of the excursion measure () associated with (1.5) in the sense of
Pitman and Yor (1982) (see also [21]). The intensity measure with which a path (Ut)tzo spawns a “daughter”
excursion born at time ¢ > 0 is 7; dt ® @Q. The roots of the forest are random paths which are independent
solutions of (1.5). The virgin island model is then a countable family V := {(s, x)} of islands where island
(s,x) is populated at time s > 0 and carries mass x;—s at time ¢ > 0.

One tree of excursions in the forest of excursions is illustrated in Figure 1. Note that Figure 1 does not
contain the whole tree. In fact islands are populated by emigrants densely in time but only finitely many
excursions started by these emigrants reach a given strictly positive height. Now a noteworthy observation
is that the tree structure provides us with independence of disjoint subtrees. Putting this differently, the
virgin island model is a branching process in discrete time in the sense of Jifina (1958) except that there
are now infinitely many types, one for each excursion path. Due to this branching structure, the virgin
island model is easier to study than the N-island process. Several authors considered analogue of the
virgin island model in the case of state-independent branching; see [1, 5, 6, 7, 14, 20, 29, 42, 46] for a
selection of articles.

To state our convergence result of Theorem 3.3 more formally, denote the population size spectrum
of the (N, u,o0?)-process as (¥ := Zivzl dxn(y for all t € [0,00) and for every N € N. Furthermore
define the population size spectrum of the virgin island model as (; := Z(S)X) ey Ox,_, forall t € [0,00).
Our convergence result asserts that the population size spectra converge in distribution, i.e., (V¥ — ( in
distribution as NV — oo; see Theorem 3.3 for the precise statement.

Now we state the comparison result (1.3) more precisely. Recall that u is the infinitesimal mean in a
non-spatial situation. We assume p to be subadditive. Then a population of size x that is separated into two
islands experiences (in sum) a larger growth rate than a population of the same size that is concentrated
on one island. Thus the virgin island model should offer in expectation a more prolific evolution of the
total mass than a model (1.1) with the same coefficients p and o2. The infinitesimal variance o2 has an
impact on a comparison in distribution. More precisely the stochastic order in (1.3) depends on whether

o? is superadditive, additive or subadditive. In our prototype example of additive o2, the stochastic order
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Figure 1: Subtree of the Virgin Island Model. Only offspring islands with a certain excursion height are drawn. Note that infinitely
many islands are colonized e.g. between times s; and s».

is the usual increasing order. In that case we have that

E[f(éXt(i)ﬂéE[f( > )] 2o, (1.6)

(s,x)€EV

for every non-decreasing function f: [0, 00) — [0, 00). If 02 is superadditive or subadditive, then we will use
concave, non-decreasing functions and convex, non-decreasing functions, respectively. In fact Theorem 3.8
is a comparison result not only on the one-dimensional, but on the finite dimensional distributions. Thereby
results on the distribution of the total mass of the virgin island model have an immediate impact on the
distribution of interacting diffusions with local population regulation.

As a very special application of our comparison result, we obtain a sufficient condition for global extinc-
tion for interacting diffusions with local population regulation. Here we speak of global extinction if the
total mass ), ., X;(i) converges to zero in distribution as ¢ — oo whenever ), Xo(i) < oo. Theorem 2
of [21] shows under certain assumptions that global extinction of the virgin island model with coefficients

w1 and o is equivalent to
* oy /y —x + p(x) >
—————= €exp ————dx |dy < 1. (1.7)
/0 a*(y)/2 ( o 0*(x)/2

As a consequence of (1.6), if condition (1.7) is satisfied, then the (G,m, u,o?)-process dies out globally
no matter what the migration matrix m(:,-) is. Here are further implications of our comparison result.
Theorem 2 of [21] together with (1.6) implies an upper bound for the survival probability of (X;);>o.
Theorem 3 of [21] yields an upper bound for E[[;* ", X,(i)ds] if the left-hand side of (1.7) is strictly
smaller than one and an upper bound for the growth rate of fot E[} jcq Xs(i)ds] as t — oo if (1.7) fails to
hold. Moreover Theorem 4 of [21] implies an upper bound for the growth rate of ), . X;(i) as t — oo
if (1.7) fails to hold.
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Here is a selection of models for which one could think of a similar comparison result. Mueller and
Tribe (1994) investigate a one-dimensional SPDE analog of interacting Feller branching diffusions with
logistic growth. Bolker and Pacala (1997) propose a branching random walk in which the individual
mortality rate is increased by a weighted sum of the entire population. Etheridge (2004) studies two
diffusion limits hereof. The “stepping stone version of the Bolker-Pacala model” is a system of interacting
Feller branching diffusions with non-local logistic growth. The “superprocess version of the Bolker-Pacala
model” is an analog of this in continuous space. Blath, Etheridge and Meredith (2007) study a two-type
version hereof, which is a spatial extension of the classical Lotka-Volterra model. Fournier and Méléard
(2004) generalize the model of Bolker and Pacala (1997) by allowing spatial dependence of all rates. A
model in discrete time and discrete space is constructed in Birkner and Depperschmidt (2007). In that
paper an individual has a Poisson number of offspring with mean depending on the current configuration
and, once created, offspring take an independent random walk step from the location of their mother.

2 The virgin island model

The virgin island model without immigration has been introduced in [21]. Here we slightly generalize
this model by adding independent immigration of mass.

The virgin island model is an analog of (1.1) in which every emigrant populates a new island. Islands
with positive mass at time zero evolve as the one-dimensional diffusion (Y;);>¢ solving (1.5). The following
assumption guarantees existence and uniqueness of a strong [0, co)-valued solution of equation (1.5), see
e.g. Theorem IV.3.1 in [24].

Assumption 2.1. The set [ is an interval of length |I| € (0, co] which is either of the form [0, |I|] if |I| < oo or
of the form [0, o) if |I| = co. The functions pi: I — R and o%: I — [0, 00) are locally Lipschitz continuous in
I and satisfy (0) = 0 = 02(0) and if |I| < oo, then pu(|I]) < 0 = o2(|I]). The function o*(-) is strictly positive
on (0,|I|) and the function yu(-) is globally upward Lipschitz continuous, that is, p(xz) — u(y) < L|z —y|
whenever x > y € I where L,, € [0,00) is a finite constant. Furthermore o? satisfies the growth condition
0%(y) < L,(y + y?) for ally € I where L, € [0,00) is a finite constant.

Note that zero is a trap for (Y;);>o, thatis, ¥; = 0 implies Y;;, = 0 for all s > 0.

Mass emigrates from each island at rate one and colonizes new islands. A new population should evolve
as the process (Y;);>o and should start from a single individual which has mass zero due to the diffusion
approximation. Thus we need the law of excursions of (Y;);>o from the trap zero. For this, define the set
of excursions from zero by

U :={x € C((—00,0),[0,00)): Tp € (0,00], xt =0 V¢ € (—00,0] U [Tp,00)} (2.1)

where T, = T,(x) := inf{t > 0: x; = y} is the first hitting time of y € [0,00). The set U is furnished
with locally uniform convergence. For existence of the excursion measure ) and in order to apply the
results of [21], we need to assume additional properties of j(-) and of o(-). For the motivation of these
assumptions, we refer the reader to [21]. Assume fOE %@)dy < oo for some 0 < ¢ < |I|. Then the scale
function S: I — [0, 00) defined through

s(z) :=exp (— /OZ W d:zc), S(y) == /Oy s(z)dz, z,yel. (2.2)

is well-defined.

Assumption 2.2. The functions p(-) and o?(-) satisfy

c I1]
y y
dy < d/ — 7 _dy< (2.3
A 2 Y 2 ysiy) YT )

for some 0 < e < |I|.
Under Assumption 2.2, the process (Y;);>¢ hits zero in finite time almost surely and the expected total em-

igration intensity of the virgin island model is finite, see Lemma 9.5 and Lemma 9.6 in [21]. Moreover the
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scale function S(-) is well-defined and satisfies S’ (0) = 1. A generic example which satisfies Assumption 2.2
is p(y) = c1y™ — cay”™2, 0%(y) = c3y™® where ¢y, ca,c3 > 0, k2 > k1 > 1 and k3 € [1,2). Assumption 2.2 is not
met by 0%(y) = 3>

The excursion measure () of the SDE (1.5) has first been described in Pitman and Yor (1982). Here we
use the description of ) as limit of the law of (Y%);>¢ started in ¢ > 0 and rescaled with S(¢) as ¢ — 0.
More formally, under Assuming 2.1 and 2.2, Theorem 1 in [21] implies that there exists a unique o-finite
measure () on U such that

lim <SP0 = [ PO 2.4)
for every bounded continuous function F: C([0,c0), [0,00)) — R for which there exists a § > 0 such that
F(x) = 0 whenever sup,~ox; < 0. The reader might want to think of () as describing the evolution of
a population founded by a single individual. In the special case o%(y) = 2By, u(y) = cy with 3 > 0 and
¢ € R, the process (Y;):>o is Feller’s branching diffusion whose law is infinitely divisible. In that case the
excursion measure coincides with the canonical measure.

Having introduced the excursion measure, we now construct the virgin island model with constant
immigration rate ¢ € [0, c0) and started in (z)zen C I. Let {(Y*"*);0: k € N} be independent solutions
of (1.5) such that Yok’“ = x;, almost surely. Moreover let I1? be a Poisson point process on [0,00) x U with
intensity measure

E[I°(dt ® dy)] = 0 dt @ Q(dy). (2.5)

The elements of the Poisson point process II¢ are the islands whose founders immigrated into the system.
Next we construct all islands which are colonized from a given mother island. Let {TI("*X): (n, s, x) €
Ny x [0,00) x C([0,00),1)} be a set of independent Poisson point processes on [0,00) x U with intensity
measure

E[I"™X(dt @ d)] = xi—s dt @ Q(dp) (n,s,X) € Ng x [0,00) x C([0,00),I). (2.6)

All ingredients are assumed to be independent. The elements of the Poisson point process II1("*X) are the
islands which descend from an island with population size trajectory (x;—s):>o and where the ancestral
lineages of individuals living on these islands have exactly n € Ny migration events. Now the 0-th genera-
tion is a random o-finite measure on [0, o) x C([0,00), I) defined through V(© =3, O(0,yken) 1%, The
(n + 1)-st generation, n > 0, is the random o-finite measure on all islands which have been colonized from
islands of the n-th generation, that is, V(**+1) .= > (s.6)evim (58 for all n € Ny. The virgin island model
V is then the sum of all of these measures

vie 30 v, 2.7)

ne]Nzo

We call V the virgin island model with immigration rate 6 and initial configuration (zx)xen-

3 Main results

We begin with convergence of the N-island process. In this convergence, we allow the drift function
pn and the diffusion function on to depend on N in order to include the case of weak immigration. For
example, one could be interested in an N-island model with logistic branching and weak immigration at
rate £ on each island. In that case, one would set iy (z) = & + vz(K — ) and 0% (z) := z for z € I. The
equation of the N-island process now reads as

X () = [ DX ) = X0+ (XN ) o (X2 0) a0 @1

where ¢ = 1,..., N and where (B;(¢)):>0, ¢ € N, are independent standard Brownian motions. The idea to
include weak immigration into a convergence result is due to [12] who independently obtain convergence
of an N-island model using different methods.

Define jiy (z) := un(z)—pn(0) for z € I. For the (N, uy, 0% )-process to converge, we need assumptions
on py, 0% and on the initial distribution.
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Assumption 3.1. Define I := [0,00). The functions uy,p: I — R are locally Lipschitz continuous on I.
The sequence (un)nven converges pointwise to p as N — oo. In addition, N-uyn(0) — 0 € [0,00) as N — oo
and 0 < Npun(0) < 20 for all N € N. The diffusion functions 0%, and o are linear, that is, 03;(z) = Byz
and 0?(x) = Bx for some constants By, 3 > 0 and all N € N. Furthermore 3y converges to 3 as N — oo.
Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 hold for p and o2. Moreover (un)Nen is uniformly upward Lipschitz continuous,
that is, pun(x) — un(y) < Ly|lz —y| forallz >y € I, N € N and some constant L, € [0, 00).

Here is an example. If uy(z) = & 4 C12" — Cy2"* and 0% () = =, then Assumption 3.1 is satisfied if

N
1 <Ky < kgand Ca(k; — 1) > 0.

Assumption 3.2. The random variables (Xo(i))ien and (X{'(i))i<n are defined on the same probability

space for each N € N. There exists a random permutation 7", ... , 7% of {1,..., N} for each N € N such
that
N
. N N N _
lim E [Z X0 (i) — X2 (r! )@ 0. (3.2)

i=1
Furthermore the total mass of X,(-) has finite expectation E[", .\ Xo(i)] < oc.

If (x;);en C I is a summable sequence, then Assumption 3.2 is satisfied for X,(i) = z; and X}V (i) = =,
t<NeN.

Next we introduce the topology for the weak convergence of the N-island process. What will be rele-
vant here is not any specific numbering of the islands but the statistics (or “spectrum”) of their population
sizes, described by the sum of Dirac measures at each time point, that is,

N
(S onro) 6.3
=1

t<T

where 0§, is the Dirac measure on x € I. The state space of the measure-valued process (3.3) is the set
M, (I) of o-finite measures on I. We equip the state space M, (I) with the vague topology on I \ {0}.
For weak convergence of M, (I ) -valued processes, we equip the space of cadlag-functions from [0, co) to
M, (I) with the Skorokhod topology (e.g. [16]).

Now we formulate the convergence of the (N, uy, U?V)-process defined in (3.1).

Theorem 3.3. Suppose that (,U,N)NGN and (UJQV)N@N
tions (X3 (i))i<n and (Xo(i))ien satisfy Assumption 3.2. Then, for every T € [0,00), we have that

N
(Z 5X3V(i>) = ( Z 57;”) as N — co (3.4)
i=1 t<T ( t<T

s,m)EV

satisfy Assumption 3.1 and that the initial configura-

in distribution where V is the virgin island model with immigration rate 6 = limy_,o, Nuy(0) and initial
configuration (Xo(4))ien-

The proof is deferred to Section 4.

Remark 3.4. For readability we rewrite the convergence in terms of test functions. The weak conver-
gence (3.4) is equivalent to

meb(Emo )|l (S ) e

for every bounded continuous function F' on C([QTLIR) and every continuous function f: I — R with
compact support in (0, |I|). This equivalence follows from Theorem 2.2 of [38] if M, (I) is equipped with
the weak topology, the case of the vague topology follows analogously. Applications often require functions
f with non-compact support. The following condition might be useful in that case. Let F' be a continuous
function on C([O7 7], ]R) satisfying the Lipschitz condition

|F(n) = F(7)| < Lp Y |m, — i, vn,7 € C([0,T],R) (3.6)
j=1
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for some 0 < t; < --- <t, <T. In addition let f: I — R be a continuous function satisfying | f(z)| < Lz
for all z € I. Then following the arguments in the proof of Lemma 4.21 below, one can show that (3.5)
holds with F and f replaced by F' and f, respectively. o

The assumptions of Theorem 3.3 are satisfied for branching diffusions with local population regulation.
A prominent example is the N-island model with logistic drift ;(z) = y2(K — x) and with o?(z) = 28z for
x € [0,00) and some constants v, K, 5 > 0. More generally, Theorem 3.3 can be applied if u(z) = vz — ¢(z)
and o2(z) = 2z for x € [0, 00) where ¢(-) is a concave function with ¢ (0) € R. We believe that Theorem 3.3
also holds for non-linear infinitesimal variances such as o%(z) = x(1 — ) in case of the Wright-Fisher
diffusion. Our proof requires linearity only for one argument which is the step from equation (4.105) to
equation (4.106).

In case of logistic branching, we obtain a noteworthy duality of the total mass process

Vi= > Xees, t20. (3.7)
(s,x)eV

of the virgin island model with the mean field model (Mt)tzo defined in (1.4). By Theorem 3 of [23],
systems of interacting Feller branching diffusions with logistic drift satisfy a duality relation which for the
(N,vy(K —y),2By)-process reads as

BV [ 3R X O] S prL e BT O] vy 120 (3.8)
where the notation E¥%' refers to the initial configuration XV = (y,0,...,0) and E*! refers to X' =
(z,...,z). This duality is established in [23] via a generator calculation, in Swart (2006) via dualities

between Lloyd-Sudbury particle models and in [3] by following ancestral lineages of forward and backward
processes in a graphical representation. Now let N — oo in (3.8). Then the left-hand side converges to the
Laplace transform of the total mass process of the virgin island model (without immigration) according
to Theorem 3.3 and the right-hand side converges to the Laplace transform of the mean field model (1.4)
according to Proposition 4.29 below. This proves the following corollary.

Corollary 3.5. Let (V;);>0 be the total mass process of the virgin island model without immigration
starting on only one island. Furthermore let (M;);>o be the solution of (1.4), both with coefficients
w(y) = vy(K — y) and o?(y) = 28y fory € [0,00) where v, K, 3 > 0. Then

EY {e*%m} _[E® {e*%Mty} Va,y,t>0 (3.9)

where [EY and E” refer to V, = y and My = x, respectively.

Together with known results on the mean field model (1.4), this corollary leads to a computable expres-
sion for the extinction probability of the virgin island model.

Corollary 3.6. Let (V;);>o be as in Corollary 3.5. Then V; converges to a random variable V,, in distribu-
tion ast — oo. If

/ exp (K’yx — ’YQﬂxQ)exp(—x) dr <1, (3.10)
0
then P[V,, = 0] = 1. If condition (3.10) fails to hold, then
oo
PY[Voe =0] =1 — PY[Vy = 0] = / e"FVET(dx) € (0,1) (3.11)
0
where PV refers to Vy = y € (0,00). The parameter p € (0, c0) is the unique solution of
* K -1 T2
yB (K —y exp( y——y)dy:() (3.12)
/0 ( ) p 26
and the probability distribution I, is defined by
C “(p—2) (K = =)
I',(dz) = —pexp (/ dz) dx (3.13)

on (0,00) where C,, is a normalizing constant.
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Proof. Theorem 2 of [21] shows convergence in distribution of V; to V, as t — oo and P(V,, = 0) =1
if (3.10) holds. If (3.10) fails to hold, then Corollary 3.5 together with convergence of V; implies conver-
gence in distribution of M; to a variable M, as t — oco. The distribution of M, is necessarily an invariant
distribution of the mean field model (1.4) and is nontrivial. Lemma 5.1 of [23] shows that there is exactly
one nontrivial invariant distribution for (1.4) and this distribution is given by (3.13). O

The second main result is a comparison of systems of locally regulated diffusions with the virgin island
model. For its formulation, we introduce three stochastic orders which are inspired by Cox et al. (1996).
Let Z = (Z;)i>0 and Z = (Z;)1>0 be two stochastic processes with state space /. We say that Z is dominated
by Z with respect to a set F of test functions on path space if

Z <y Z < E[F(Z)] <E[F(Z)] VYFEeF. (3.14)

The first order is ‘the usual stochastic order’ <y in which Z is dominated by Z if there is a coupling of Z
and Z in which Z; is dominated by Z; for all £ > 0 almost surely. Assuming path continuity, an equivalent
condition is as follows. Denote the set of non-decreasing test functions of n € N arguments by

]:52 = ]-'i@(S) = {f: S™ — R| f is non-decreasing, f is bounded or f > 0} (3.15)

for a set S C [0, 00). Furthermore let I . be the set of non-decreasing functions which depend on finitely
many time-space points

F.ir:=F,4(G,S):= {F: C([0,00) x G, 8) = R|Fn € No 3 (t1,41), ..., (tn,in) € [0,00) x G

(3.16)
3f € F"(S) such that F(1) = f (i, (i), -, (in)) }.

If there is no space component, then we simply write F, 4 (S). In this notation, Z < Z is equivalent to

Z <p,, Z, see Subsection 4.B.1 in Shaked and Shanthikumar (1994).

We will use two more stochastic orders. In the literature, the set of non-decreasing, convex functions is
often used. Here an adequate set is the collection of non-decreasing functions whose second order partial
derivatives are non-negative. As we do not want to assume smoothness, we slightly weaken the latter
assumption. We say for 1 < i,j < n that a function f: R"™ — R is (i, j)-convex if

f(z—&-hlel—khgej)—f(z—|—h1el)—f(z+hze])+f(z) ZO VZE]Rn,hl,hQ ZO (317)

Note that if f is smooth, then this is equivalent to #;zi f > 0. In addition note that f is (¢, %)-convex if and
only if f is convex in the i-th component. Moreover we say that f is (i,7)-concave if —f is (i, j)-convex.
A function is called directionally convex (e.g. Shaked and Shanthikumar 1990) if it is (¢, j)-convex for all
1 < 4,5 < n. Such functions are also referred to as L-superadditive functions (e.g. Riischendorf 1983).
Define the set of increasing, directionally convex functions as

F = {f e F{"): fis (i, j)-convex for all 1 < i,j < n} (3.18)

and similarly 7, _ with ’(i, j)-convex’ replaced by (i, j)-concave’. Furthermore define F,, and IF,_ as
in (3.16) with ]-'f@ replaced by ]ﬂ(:jz and ]-]@ respectively. Now we have introduced three stochastic

n

orders <p,,, <r,_ and <, . Note that ]-](:2 contains all mixed monomials and that ]-'i
functions 1 — exp (— Y1 | Ajz;) with Aq,..., A, > 0.

For the solution (Xt)tzo of (1.1) to be well-defined, we additionally assume the migration matrix to be
substochastic.

) contains all

Assumption 3.7. The set G is (at most) countable and the matrix (m(j,i));:cc is non-negative and sub-
stochastic, i.e., m(j,k) > 0and ), ,m(j,i) <1 forall j,k € G.

Note that Assumption 2.1 together with Assumption 3.7 guarantees existence and uniqueness of a strong
solution of (1.1) with values in {x € I¢: |z| < co}. This follows from Proposition 2.1 and inequality (48)
of [23] by letting the weight function o; 1 for ¢ € G and using monotone convergence.
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Theorem 3.8. Assume 2.1, 2.2 and 3.7. If 4 is concave and if o2 is superadditive, then we have that

(Z Xt(i))»o <F,_([0,00)) <Vt>t20- (3.19)

i€G

If ;1 is concave and o? is subadditive, then inequality (3.19) holds with F,_ replaced by F, . If j is
subadditive and o? is additive, then inequality (3.19) holds with F, _ replaced by F ...

The proof is deferred to Section 5. Comparisons of diffusions at fixed time points are well-known. Cox et
al. (1996) establish a comparison between the finite-dimensional distributions of two diffusions where the
test functions have product structure. To the best of our knowledge, Theorem 3.8 is the first comparison
result with general test functions on the finite-dimensional distributions. The techniques we develop for
this in Subsection 5.1 might allow to generalize the comparison results of Cox et al. (1996) on interacting
diffusions and the comparison results of Bergenthum and Riischendorf (2007) on semimartingales.

The assumption of i being subadditive is natural in the following sense. Let us assume that letting two
1-island processes with initial masses x and ¥, respectively, evolve independently is better in expectation
for the total mass than letting one 1-island process with initial mass x + y evolve. This assumption implies
that oty . )

u(a:+y)=limEXt 7x7y§limEXt +EX, —z -y
t—0 t t—0 t

= p(x) + py) (3.20)

for all z,y, z + y € I and thus subadditivity of the infinitesimal mean . If o2 is not additive, then we need
the stronger assumption of i being concave for Lemma 5.4.

From Theorem 3.8 and a global extinction result for the virgin island model, we obtain a condition for
global extinction of systems of locally regulated diffusions. According to Theorem 2 of [21], the total mass
of the virgin island model converges in distribution to zero as ¢ — oo if and only if condition (3.21) below
is satisfied. Together with Theorem 2, this proves the following corollary.

Corollary 3.9. Assume 2.1, 3.7 and 2.2. Suppose that u is subadditive and o? is additive, or that i is
concave and o? is superadditive. Then

implies global extinction of the solution (X;);>o of (1.1), that is, ), . X:(i) 2 0 as t — oo whenever
> icc Xo(i) < oo almost surely.

Proof. The function [0,00) > 2+ 1 —e ** € F L NF,_ forevery A € [0,00). If 02 is superadditive (or even
additive), then Theorem 2 above and Theorem 2 of [21] imply that

E[1- e Tiec Xe] <B1- eV 2% 0 (3.22)
for all A € [0, 00). Convergence of the Laplace transform then implies weak convergence. O

In case of logistic branching (u(y) = yy(K — y), o?(y) = 2By), condition (3.21) simplifies to condi-
tion (3.10).

4 Convergence to the virgin island model
4.1 Outline

First we outline the intuition behind the proof. The virgin island process is a tree of excursions whereas
the N-island process has no tree structure. It happens in the latter process that different emigrants
colonize the same island. In addition, the N-island process is not loop-free. An individual could migrate
from island 1 to island 3 and then back to island 1. That these two effects vanish in the limit as the number
of islands tends to infinity will be established in two separate steps.

The first step ensures that the limit of the N-island process as N — oo is loop-free. For this purpose,
we decompose the N-island process according to the number of migration steps. Throughout the paper,
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we say that an individual has migration level k € Ny at time ¢ € [0,00) if its ancestral lineage contains
exactly k migration steps. For example, an individual starting on island 1 at time 0, moving to island 3 and
then back to island 1 has migration level 2. Let N € N. We define a system {(X,"""(i))¢>0: k € Ng,i < N}
of diffusions such that XtN k(z) consists of the mass on island 7 at time ¢ with migration level k. Recall
fin(z) = pn(z) — py(0) for all z € I. Define X ¥ (i) = Lp—oXY (i) foralli € {1,...,N} and k € Ny. Let
(XM @), Bf(z’))t>0 i < N,k € No} be a solution of

N
, 1 1y ,
X ) = 35 2o XTHE) = X)) db+ Lemop (0) dt
-

XN,k:

N m
Zm>0 X ) m>0
XN k ( N,
0t W XN (i) dBE ()
N ’II'L Z )
Zm>0 X m>0

forallt € [0,00), ¢ = 1,...,N and k € N, where XtN’_1 := 0 for¢t > 0 and ¢ < N and where the family
{(Bk('))t>0~ i,k € NO} is a system of independent standard Brownian motions. Here we implicitly used

71y AN (z +y) and of - JN(yc + ) as functions of (x,y) € [0,00)2\ {(0,0)} into
the point (0,0), where N € N. Any weak solutlon of (4.1) will be denoted as a (N, uy, o3 )-process with
migration levels. See Lemma 4.3 for existence of a weak solution of (4.1).

Lemma 4.23 below indicates that the individuals with migration level & at a fixed time are concentrated
on essentially finitely many islands in the limit N — oco. A later migration event will not hit these essen-
tially finitely many islands because hitting a fixed island has probability % Therefore we expect that all
individuals on an island have the same migration level. Inserting this into (4.1) suggests to consider the
solution {(Z;""(i))i>0: i < N,k € No} of

4z () ( Zzwl = 2 () + L ouN<0>+ﬁN(Zi“’“<i>))dt
(4.2)

+/o% (ZNR@) dBEG), ZYF6) = xF6),  i=1,..,N,

where ZtN’_1 :=0forallt>0andi < N.We will refer to this solution as the loop-free (N, u, O'sz)-pI‘OCGSS
or as loop-free N-island model. Note that this is a (C_r’,m7u,o2)-process with G := {1,2,...,N} x Ny
and migration matrix m((i, k), (j,1)) = +Li—g41 for (i,k),(j,!) € G. In particularly, we may and will
choose {(ZtN’k(i))tZO: i < N,k € No} to be the solution of (4.2) with respect to the Brownian motion of
a weak solution of (4.1) for every N € N. Consequently there exists a unique strong solution under
Assumption 2.1. Lemma 4.25 below establishes the assertion that the distance between the (N, uy,0%)-
process with migration levels and the loop-free (N, uy, o?v)-process converges to zero in a suitable sense
as N — oo. It turns out that some difficulties arise from the different forms of the diffusion coefficients
in the (N, un, 0% )-process with migration levels and in the loop-free (N, uy,o% )-process. As we could
not resolve these difficulties, we additionally assume for Lemma 4.25 that o% is linear. Then we have that
z0%(y)/y = 0% (z) forz = XVF (i) and y = S XNm( ) and the diffusion coefficients in (4.1) and in (4.2)
are similar. Our proof of Lemma 4.25 is a moment estimate in the spirit of Yamada and Watanabe (1971).

In Subsection 4.3 we show that two emigrants colonize different islands in the limit N — oco. Let us
rephrase this more formally Recall that {(BF(i));>0: i < N} is independent of {(B.(i))i>0: | < k,i < N}.

Thus, conditioned on {Z ZNF1(j): t > 0}, the loop-free (N, jun, 0% )-process (Z; ¥ (i))y>o on island i
with migration level k > 1 evolves as the solution of
Ay = CN( ) at - VoSt + fin (Y00) dt + /0% (Y0C)dBy, t > s, (4.3)

starting at time s = 0 in ;¢ = 0 driven by the Brownian motion (B;);>o = (Bf(i)):>0 for each i < N where
Cn(t) = Z Lz *=1(5). Note that (Yt]g “(i))¢>s, i < N, are independent and identically distributed. Now
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let(n: [0,00) = N-I:={N-z:z € I} be afixed path and let (Yt{\;’C(i))tZS, i < N, be independent solutions
of (4.3). We are interested in the total mass (Y, ¥;1(i)),. as N — co. As Y%¢(i) = 0 and as the

immigration rate on island ¢ tends to zero, the process (Yt{\sf’c(i))tZS converges to zero as N — oo for every
1 € IN. However, as mass of order O(%\’) immigrates on a fixed island, the probability that the excursion
started by these immigrants reaches a certain level § > 0, say, is of order O(%\’) as the convergence in (2.4)
indicates. Now as there are N independent trials, the Poisson limit theorem should imply that

N
<Z Sy (i)) = ( / S, T1(du, dn)> as N — oo (4.4)
- s<t<T s<t<T

where II is a Poisson point process with intensity measure A}im (v (u)du® Q(dn) if this limit exists. We will
—00

prove (4.4) in Lemma 4.21 by reversing time.
For convergence of the loop-free (N, uy, U?V)-process, we do not need to assume linearity of the diffu-
sion function. Here we may replace Assumption 3.1 with the following weaker assumption.

Assumption 4.1. The functions uy,p: I — R and 0%, 0%: I — [0, 00) are locally Lipschitz continuous on I.
The sequence (uy, 0% ) Nen converges pointwise to (u, 0?) as N — oo. In addition, N-uy(0) — 6 € [0,00) as
N — oo and Nun(0) < 20 for all N € N. The functions ux and o%; satisfy uy(0) > 0 = 03,(0) and if |I| < oo,
then pn(|I]) < 0 = 0%(|I|). Assumption 2.1 and 2.2 hold for i and o2. Moreover (uy)nen is uniformly
upward Lipschitz continuous in zero, that is un(xz) — pn(y) < L,z —y| forallz > y € I, N € N and some
constant L,, € [0,00). The sequence (0% ) nen Satisfies the uniform growth condition 0% (y) < L,(y+y?) for
ally € I, N € N where L, € [0,00) is a finite constant and satisfies that lim info<,_,o inf yen 0% () /02(y) >
0.

Note that if 012\, is linear, then Assumption 4.1 implies Assumption 3.1.

some steps of our proof are based on second-moment estimates and require the following assumption
of uniformly finite second moments of the initial distribution. This assumption is then relaxed in further
steps.

Assumption 4.2. The initial distribution satisfies that

sup E[(i Xév(i))z} < oo0. (4.5)

NeN

4.2 Preliminaries

In this subsection we establish preliminary results such as moment estimates and existence of the
processes. The quick reader might want to skip this subsection. We begin with weak existence of the
N-island process with migration levels.

Lemma 4.3. Assume 4.1. The (N, uy, o3 )-process with migration levels exists in the weak sense, that is,
equation (4.1) has a weak solution for every N € IN.

Proof. As the proof is fairly standard, we only give an outline. Approximate (4.1) with stochastic differ-
ential equations for which weak solutions exist. For example, approximate py and o3 locally uniformly
with bounded continuous functions py , and U]ZV,n’ respectively. Consider the solution (XtN ’k’”)tzo of (4.1)
with ux and 012\[ replaced by pn , and UIQV,n' respectively, and which only depends on the migration levels
k < n. Then this solution has a weak solution according to Theorem V.23.5 and Theorem V.20.1 of [40] as
the coefficients are bounded and continuous and the stochastic differential equation is finite-dimensional.
Show that the formal generator hereof converges to the formal generator associated with (4.1). In addition
establish tightness of (X*"), cx using moment estimates as in Lemma 4.7 for fixed N € N but uniformly
in n € N. Then apply the tightness criterion of Aldous (1978). Then there exists a converging subsequence
and its limit solves the martingale problem associated with (4.1), see Lemma 4.5.1 in [16]. From this
solution of the martingale problem, construct a weak solution of (4.1) as in Theorem V.20.1 of [40]. O

Next we prove that the N-island model with migration levels is indeed a decomposition of the N-island
model (3.1).

EJP 17 (2012), paper 71. ejp.ejpecp.org
Page 12/49


http://dx.doi.org/10.1214/EJP.v17-2278
http://ejp.ejpecp.org/

Interacting diffusions and trees of excursions

Lemma 4 4. Assume 4.1. Fix N € N and let { (X" (i), B (1))
Then {(X{¥(i))i>0: i < N} defined through

: k € No,i < N} be a solution of (4.1).

t>0"

=Y XM@), t>0,i<N, (4.6)
k>0

is the unique solution of the N-island model (3.1) corresponding to standard Brownian motions defined
through

N k
dBy(i) = Iys _ x¥m(i)s0 > %d#( )+ L Ny _dB (D) >0 (4.7)
k>0 m>0 ( ) -

for everyi < N.

Proof. The process (By(1)):>0 is a continuous martingale with quadratic variation process [B(i), B(j)]: =
d;;t. Therefore Lévy’s characterization (e.g. Theorem IV.33.1 in [40]) implies that (4.7) defines a standard
Brownian motion. Moreover it follows from summing (4.1) over k € Nj that ()N(tN (i) 1>0 Solves (3.1).
Pathwise uniqueness of (3.1) has been established in Proposition 2.1 of [23]. O

In the following lemmas, let the process {(X; ¥ (i), BF (i i));>0: k € No,i < N} be a solution of (4.1) and

let the process {(Z}"*(i), B¥(i i))i>0: k € No,i < N} be the solution of (4.2). Define a stopping time N e
[0, 00) through

7N .= 1nf{t >0: Z PNC ARG R ARG = K} (4.8)

=1 m>0

for every K € [0,00) and every N € N.

Lemma 4.5. Assume 4.1. Then we have that

sup]E[ZZXNk

t=T L33 k=0

N
)(X0")ien, = (J?N]ll_o)leJNo] < (29T+ZT/£V>@L“T (4.9)
=1

for every configuration ¥ € IV, every T € [0,0) and every N € N. The analogous assertion holds for the
loop-free (N, uy, 0% )-processes, N € N.

Proof. Fix N € N and T' < co. By Assumption 4.1 we have that uy(z) < L,z + % for all z € I. According
to Lemma 4.4, {(XtN(z‘))tZO: i < N} defined through (4.6) is a solution of (3.1). Sum (3.1) over i < N, stop
at time 7 and take expectations to obtain that

[ZXWK } Zx +/ L E[ZXS/\T ]+20d5 (4.10)

for every t < T and K € [0,00). Note that the right-hand side is finite. Now Gronwall’s inequality implies

that N
[Z XN (i } < (D al +20m) et (4.11)
i=1

forallt <T and K € [0,00). Letting K — oo, path continuity and Fatou’s lemma yield that

sup]E[iv: XtN(')} —bupELZ: hmmeM (i )}

t<T L t<T
(4.12)
N
<supliminf B |3 XN v ()] < (Dol +207) el
sopti B[S 20 = (S 207)e
This proves inequality (4.9). The inequality for the loop-free N-island process follows similarly. O
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Lemma 4.6. Assume 3.2 and 4.1. Then we have that

> g3 (B0 + 270) < .13

for every T € [0, c0).

Proof. We prove inequality (4.13) for the solution of (4.1). The estimate for the solution of (4.2) is analo-
gous.

Recall fin(z) = pn(z) — pun(0) for all z € I. Apply Itd6’s formula to Z XN’“( ), take expectations,
estimate finy(x) < L,z for all z € I and take suprema to obtain that

Nk:
sup supE » X; )<1 sup [E xN
NeNt<T ; h= ONelN ; 0
(4.14)

+/ 215 + sup supEZ(X“ i)+ LX)
0 NeN s<t i=1

for all 7' > 0 and all k£ € INy. Note that the right-hand side is finite due to Lemma 4.5 and Assumption 3.2.
Summing over k£ < K € N and applying Gronwall’s inequality implies that

sup sup E ZXN k < ( sup E Z X(J)u )+ 20T> e+ Lu)T (4.15)
o NeNt<T MeN
for every K € IN. Letting K — oo proves (4.13). O

Lemma 4.7. Assume 4.1. Then we have that

|:<bupz > XN ) . (X3"ien, = (xN]llzo)le]No:|

t<T 50 m>0

(4.16)
N
< 4[(2 :cfv>2 + 20T + 1} (1 +T(46 + LU)eL“T> 2L+ Lo)T
i=1

for every configuration 2V € IV, every T € [0,0) and every N € N. The analogous assertion holds for the
loop-free (N, un, 0% )-process.

Proof. Fix N € N, T € [0,00) and a configuration %V € IV, Accordlng to Lemma 4.4, (> °_, xNm )i>o0 is
an N-island model. Recall from Assumption 4.1 that pn (z) < L,z + 22 =: fiy(z) for all z € I. Thus Lemma
3.3 of [23] implies that the (N, uy, 0% )-process is dominated by the (N, jin, 03, )-process (X}¥);>¢ starting
in X}V = 2. Using It6’s formula and 0% (z) < L, (z + 22) for all x € I, we get that

i=1

(4.17)

for every t < T and every K € IN. We used Lemma 4.5 for the last but one inequality and the estimate
a < 1+ a? for a € R for the last inequality. Note that the right-hand side is finite. Applying Doob’s L?
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submartingale inequality (e.g. Theorem I1.70.2 in [39]) to the submartingale Zf\il XN (i), using Fatou’s
lemma and applying Gronwall’s inequality to (4.17), we conclude that

elpan (3 32 6 0) ] < el (S0 0)') < eyl (S 10)

t<T N S0 t<T t<T
(4.18)
2 2
< 4supli fIE[( XN H<4 ( N) 20T + 1 (1 T(40 + L, LuT) (2Lu+Lo)T
soptn i [(3° 52 0)] < (L) 207-4] (14 704 1))
The proof in the case of the loop-free N-island model is analogous. O

Recall 7 from (4.8). Next we show that stopping at the time TK has no impact within a finite time
interval in the limit K — oo.

Lemma 4.8. Assume 4.1 and 4.2. Then any solution of (4.1) satisfies that

lim sup su IEsup XNm ]l }0 (4.19)

for every T € [0,00). The analogous assertion holds for the loop-free (N, juy, 0% )-process.

Proof. Rewriting {7 < T} = {sup,<y SV Zm>O(XNm( )+ ZN™(i)) > K}, the assertion follows from
the Markov inequality and from the second-moment estimate of Lemma 4.7. O

Lemma 4.9. Assume 4.1. Then the N-island process (X}");>o solving the SDE (3.1) satisfies that

N
%Z sup (XN ‘Xo = N]
(4.20)

N
<2<}VZ( )+ 2 8L, T( 2+ £ Yol el )exp(40(1+T)(1+LH+Lg)2T)
i=1 i=1

for every configuration 2V € IV, every T € [0,0) and every N € N.

Proof. Fix N € N and 2V € IV throughout the proof. Assumption 4.1 implies that puy(z) < L,z + 2¢ =:
fin(x) for all z € I. Thus Lemma 3.3 of [23] implies that the (N, ux, o3)-process (X}¥);>o is dominated by
the (N, jiy,03)-process (X;¥);>o starting in XV = 2. Applying Doob’s L? submartingale inequality (e.g.
Theorem 11.70.2 in [39]), Jensen’s inequality and o%(z) < L, (z + 2?) for all z € I, we get that

E

_ . 2
sup (XtN(z) — va) ]
te(0,T)

2

| sp (/t}VZXjV() V(@) + LX) + %dw/otmva())dm))

te[0,7]
s ( /U Con (XY (i))st(i))Q]

< 6T/OT1E[(}V ZN:X;V(j))Q + (L + 1)2(X§V(i))2 - ‘}\?j]d5+8/OTE [0} (XJ7(@)] ds

< QIE)K OTI{,ZN:va(j)+ (L, + D)XN(@) + QJgds)T +2FE

< /OT E [61“}V i (X;V(j))z + (6T(L, +1)* +8L,) (Xﬁ’(i))z) 4 AT SLUXSN(Z')} ds
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foralli € {1,2,..., N} and, using Lemma 4.5,

N

%Z sup (XN ]212 ? <R

E
i—1 t€(0,T]

N
< 40(1+T)(1+ L, + Lo) / [ Z sup (XN )1ds+48” +16L, T+ (26T+mev)eLHT
i—1 T€[0,3] i=1

for all T € [0,00). The right-hand side is finite due to Lemma 4.7. Therefore, Gronwall’s lemma implies
that

N N
2 > A 2
E |+ Z sup X ()| <E|+ Z sup (XtN(z)) ]
‘75 telo, T] i—1 t€[0,7T]

(4.21)

N N

< (2}V + 4870 4 161, T L (20T +3 va)eL“T> exp (40(1 + T)(1 + L,, + L,)>T)

i=1 1=

for all T € [0, 00) and this finishes the proof. O

Next we prove some preliminary results for the solution (Yt{Z»C)Qo of (4.3).

Lemma 4.10. Assume 4.1. Let (x: [0,00) — N-I = {N -x: x € I} be a locally square Lebesgue integrable
function for every N € N. Then we have that

EI[(SiggTKﬁ’C)Q} < Cr [x+x2+ STCNA([T) (szz\gr)fdr] (4.22)

forallx € I,0 < s <T, N € N and some constant Cr < co which does not depend on xz, N or on (y.

Proof. The proof is similar to the proof of Lemma 4.7, so we omit it. O

Lemma 4.11. Assume 4.1. Let (x: [0,00) — N-I be a locally square Lebesgue integrable function for
every N € N. Furthermore let (n{\QC(i))m, 1 < N, be independent solutions of (4.3) starting in YSI\gC(z) =
0,17 < N, for every N € N. Then we have that

2 T (v ()
su N <C [/ r) 4+ ) dr] (4.23)
L<t£)T<Z } 4 s G (r) N
forall0 < s <T, N € N and some constant C'; < oo which does not depend on N or (y.

Proof. The proof is similar to the proof of Lemma 4.7, so we omit it. O

Lemma 4.12. Assume 4.1 and fix T € [0,00). Let (Y;'\)i>s and (V,y )>s be two solutions of (4.3) with

respect to the same Brownian motion such that Y%;* = z and YS{\QC —=y. If(w,Cy: [0,T) — N-I are square
Lebesgue integrable, then we have that

Ehnﬁ<—2ﬁ9+]s&“*ﬁ(;/?@wm—&wdew+W—yﬁ) (4.24)

forall N € N, forall0 < s <t <T and all z,y € I where z* = max(z,0) for all z € R.

Proof. As in Theorem 1 of Yamada and Watanabe (1971) [47], an approximation of z — zT with c2-
functions (see also the proof of Lemma 4.25 for this approximation) results in

Ay -y o), (4.25)

t,s

d(thg’C 7YN C) ]lYNC YN<>0

Taking expectations, the upward Lipschitz continuity of iy implies that
E [(Yfi’g - Yth)W

¢ - (4.26)
< (x— / (Cn(r )) dr+ L, /E[(}frﬁvC—Yr{ivC) | dr
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for all ¢ > s. The right-hand side is finite due to Lemma 4.10. Therefore, Gronwall’s inequality im-
plies (4.24). O

Now we study the solution (Yt{\sf’c)tZS of (4.3) in which {y = c is a constant ¢ € [0,0) for every N € N
with N > ¢/|I|. Let a point « € (0, |I]) be fixed. Recall the scale function S from (2.2). Define the scale
function Sy of (Yt{\i’c)tzs through

* ¢/N F—x+ pn(x) Y

sn(z) :=exp (—/ —————dx —/ 7(117), Sn(y) = sn(z)dz (4.27)
o ox(2)/2 o on(x)/2 0

for all y,z € I. We point out that using two reference points (« and 0) in the definition of Sy is unusual

but this definition differs from the standard definition with a single reference point « only by a constant

factor. The next two lemmas involve the speed measures

2 2
————dy, my(dy) = 5———dy (4.28)
W) ) R ®)
as measures on (0, |]) for every N € N. Note that under Assumption 4.1, my(-) converges as a measure
on (0, |I|) vaguely to m(-) as N — oc.

m(dy) =

Lemma 4.13. Assume 4.1 and 2.2. If{y: [0,00) — N-I is locally square Lebesgue integrable for every

N € N, then s

tim sup [ [ [f ()] = B [ ()] [ matir) = 0 (4.29)
for all s <t < oo and all functions fy: I —+ R, N € N, with sup, 7 Supyen W < o0.
Proof. Fix s < t < oc and define C' := sup,,c; SUPN@N% € [0,00). Let (V;%"),>, and

(Y N:¢0),>5 be solutions of (4.3) with respect to the same Brownian motion satisfying Y/;** = x and
YN:¢:0 = 0. According to Assumptions 4.1 and 2.2, there exist real numbers ¢, 8y € (0,|I| A @) such that

0% (y) > eo?(y) forall y € [0, 5] and all N € N and such that f06° y/o%(y) dy < co. The first-moment estimate
of Lemma 4.12 provides us with the inequality

§
sup [ B [£w(V)] - B [ (V)] | muv(do)
NeN Jo

5 B
< sup / IE[C’|Y;]\S]C‘T - thi"“” mp(dz) < sup / C el xmy(dr) (4.30)
NeN Jo NeNJo

5 s
2 ° 2L,
SCGL“t/ xidamexp(/ L dz)
o €0(z) o €0?(z)

for every ¢ € (0,d0). The right-hand side of (4.30) converges to zero as 6 — 0 by the dominated convergence
theorem. O

Lemma 4.14. Assume 4.1. If ¢ > 0, then

%mN((O,é)) 21 asN - oo (4.31)

for every § € (0,|I| A ) such that f06 y/o?(y) dy < oo and inf ¢ (o,5) inf ven 0% (y) /0 (y) > 0.

Proof. Fix 6 € (0,|I| A @) such that f(f y/o?(y)dy < oo and inf,e (s infyen 0% (y)/o?(y) > 0 and fix ¢ €
(0, 00). Integration by parts yields that

c . voc Y2+ an(z
NmN((O’(S)):/O UJQV(/;\)T/QGXP(/Q c712v(/a]:\)[/2d$)eXp(/o Mdm)dy

y Y _ y s
_ {exp ( / 26(/1\)7 Tt / xj(“)N/(;) da:)] (4.32)

p O'N T 0 O'N X 0

é ~ ~
—y+in(y) /y ¢/N /y —z + fin (x)
— ——————— exp ———dr + ——————=dx ) dy
/o oy (y)/2 ( o on(7)/2 o ox(x)/2 )
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for every N € N. As ¢% is Lipschitz continuous in [0,a] and oy (0) = 0, fo(j mdag = —oo for every
N
N € N. Letting N — oo in (4.32) and applying the dominated convergence theorem shows that

5 _ 2 6 _ v —x x
o _g Y —x x) o
—ow ([ ?é‘fz) o) = o (f] St o),
which is equal to one. O

We recall the following lemma from [21], see Lemma 9.8 there.

Lemma 4.15. Assume 2.1 and 2.2. Let (Q be the excursion measure defined through (2.4). Then

T xedt) QUdy) = T ([ —x2—|— M) 1) dy < . (4.34)
0 o 0%(y)/2 o*(x)/2

The last result of this subsection is a variation of the second moment estimate of Lemma 4.7. Define a
stopping time 75 € [0, oo] through

— inf ({t >0 ZXN ) > K} U {oo}) (4.35)
for every K € [0,00) and every N € N.
Lemma 4.16. Assume 4.1, 2.2 and 4.2. Then we have that

2
sup Z]E[( sup MT}J},(i)) ] < 00 (4.36)

NeN t€[0,T]
forallT € [0,00) and all K € N.

Proof. Fix T € [0,00) and K € N. Lemma 3.3 in [23] shows that, on the event {7% > t}, X}V (i) is bounded
from above by YN KANun(0) gor all ¢ € [0,T] almost surely for every N € N. By Assumption 4.1 we have

that Nun(0) < 20 for all N € N. Together with the second-moment estimate of Lemma 4.10, this implies

that
N 2
E[( sup XV N ) } ]E[]EX @ {( sup Y, K+20> ”
; |:(te[0,T] n K Z t€[0,T) b0

3

N 2 K420 (K +20)?
Ny~
gCT;(E[XO ()]—HE[(XO (z)) }—i—T T ) (4.37)
M 2
< C’T<sup IE[ZXO } + sup ]EU 3 x4 (0) ] + T(K + 20) +T(K+29)2>
MeN LT MEN P
for every N € N and some constant Cr < co. The right-hand side is finite due to Assumption 4.2. O

4.3 Poisson limit of independent diffusions with vanishing immigration

In this subsection, we prove (4.4) which is the central step in the proof of Theorem 3.3. Our proof
is based on reversing time in the stationary process. For the time reversal, we consider the following
stationary situation. Excursions from zero of the solution process (Y;):>o of the SDE (1.5) start at times
given by the points of an homogeneous Poisson point process on R with rate 1. This process of immigrating
excursions is invariant for the dynamics of (Y;):>o restricted to non-extinction, see (4.38). Now the time
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reversal of an excursion is again governed by the excursion measure, see Lemma 4.17. As a consequence,
reversing time in the process of immigrating excursions does not change the distribution.

Let us retell this argument more formally. Consider a Poisson point process II on (—oo,00) x U with
intensity measure ds ® (. Then Z(S)n) eI 5(77“5)@1 is the process of immigrating excursions. Note that at a
fixed time ¢, 3, ey Oy, is a Poisson point process on (0, c0) with intensity measure

o) 0
/_ Q(ni—s € dy)ds = /_ Q(n—s € dy) ds = m(dy) (4.38)

where m is the speed measure defined in (4.28). Here we used that 7 = 0 for ¢t € (—o0,0] for all n € U. The
relation (4.38) between the speed measure and the excursion measure has been established in Lemma 9.8
of [21] by exploiting a well-known explicit formula for [EY fOOO f(Yy) ds. 1t is also well-known (e.g. (15.5.34)
in [27]) that the speed measure m is an invariant measure for the sub-Markov semigroup E f(Y;)1y,>o.
This can also be seen from (4.38) by noting that Q(ns € dy) is an entrance measure for this sub-Markov
semigroup. Thus the process of immigrating excursions is indeed invariant for the dynamics of (Y%):>0
restricted to non-extinction.

Now we show that reversing time in the process of immigrating excursions does not change the distri-
bution of the process. The process (Y;);>¢ restricted to non-extinction is time-reversible when started in
the invariant measure m, that is,

/E””F((Yt)tST)ILyTN)m(dx) = /EwF((YT,t)tST)ILYT>0m(dx) (4.39)
I I

for every T € [0,00) and every non-negative measurable function on C([0,7]), see Section 13 of Chapter
15 in [27]. The next lemma shows that if the speed measure m is replaced by the left-hand side of (4.38),
then (4.39) can be extended to allow for extinction. First we state the Markov property of the excursion
measure. Definition (2.4) of @) as rescaled law of (Y;);>¢ together with the Markov property of (Y%):>o
implies that

/F((m)ogth>F(("TH)Qo)Q(dn) :/F((m)ogth>]EnTF((K)tzo)c’?(dn) (4.40)

for all measurable functions F, F': C([0,00), [0,00)) — [0,00) satisfying F(0) = 0 = F(0) and every T €
[0,00). Here and below, 0 denotes the function which is = 0.

Lemma 4.17. Assume 2.1 and 2.2. Then

// ((—<)een) ds Qldn) = // ((rr—t-5)1em ) ds Q(dn) (4.41)

for all T € R and all measurable functions F': C([0,00)) — [0, c0).

Proof. 1t suffices (see e.g. Theorem 14.12 in [28]) to establish (4.41) for F,(n) := H:;l fi(ne,) where
t1 < ...<t, € Rand fi,..., fn € Cy([0,00),[0,00)). If F,(0) > 0, then both sides of (4.41) are infinite.
For the rest of the proof, we assume F,(0) = 0, that is, f;(0) = 0 for at least one ¢ € {1,...,n}. We may
even assume f; € CC((O, 00), [0, oo)) for at least one i € {1,...,n}. Otherwise approximate f; monotonically
from below with test functions which have compact support. In addition, we may without loss of generality
assume t; = 0 = 7. Otherwise use a time translation.

If F,, vanishes on {n: gy = 0 or n;, = 0}, then (4.41) is essentially (4.39). To see this, consider

/ /ﬂnfs>0Fn((ﬁtfs)te]a)]lmryo Q(dn)ds
(440)/ / n_ S>OE FL((Yt)te[o7t,n})]lYtn>0} Q(dﬁ)dé‘ (4.42)

/IEL [F ((Y;f)te[()t ])]lyt >0} (dz).

(4438)

EJP 17 (2012), paper 71. ejp.ejpecp.org
Page 19/49


http://dx.doi.org/10.1214/EJP.v17-2278
http://ejp.ejpecp.org/

Interacting diffusions and trees of excursions

Applying (4.39) with T' = t,,, reversing the calculation in (4.42) and substituting s — ¢,, — s shows that
/ / Ly_.>ofn ((nt—s)te[o,tn]) Ly, >0 Q(dn)ds
— / /]]'7]—.<>0Fn((ntn_t_s)te[o,tn])]]'ntn,—s>0 Q(dn)dS (443)

(o)
:/ /]]'n—tn—s>0Fn((n*tfs)te[o,tn])]]‘ﬂ—s>0 Q(dn)ds

We prove (4.41) with F replaced by F,, by induction on n € IN. The base case n = 1 follows from a time
translation. The induction step n —1 — n follows directly from (4.43) if f1(0) = 0 = f,,(0). If £,(0) > 0, then

/ / (h—)retoun) Tn s 0T, =0 ds Qd)

fn(0)< J [ B (o)t sol1 = 1, 50) dsQ(dn)>

— £a(0 </ / Pt (0=t seouy) L0 (1 nntns>o)dsQ(dn>)
-/ / (1t Dseonn ) Tnrs0lyo. =0 ds Q(dn),

(4.44)

For the second step we used linearity, applied the induction hypothesis and equation (4.43) and again
used linearity. Adding (4.43) and (4.44) proves the induction step in case of f1(0) = 0. The remaining case
f1(0) > 0 follows from a similar calculation as in (4.44). This completes the proof of Lemma 4.17. O

Lemma 4.18. Assume 2.1 and 2.2. Then the solution process (Yt)tzo of the SDE (1.5) satisfies that

for all measurable functions F': C([0,T],I) — [0, c0) satisfying F(0) = 0 and all T' € [0, cc).

Proof. Express the speed measure in terms of the excursion measure as in (4.38)

0
/IIExF((Y%)te[O,T])m(dx) = /_OO/ln_s>0]E7778F((Yt)te[o,T])Q(d77) ds

= // ]11775>0F((77t75)t€[0’T])d5 Q(dn) (4.46)
// 77T t—s te[O T])Q(dn) ds.
The last two steps are the Markov property (4.40) and Lemma 4.17, respectively. O

With Lemma 4.18 in hand, we now reverse time to prove a first version of the Poisson approxima-
tion (4.4).

Lemma 4.19. Assume 4.1 and 2.2. Let ¢, s € [0,00) be real numbers. Let (Yt s )t>s be the solution of (4.3)
with {y(-) = ¢ and Y\;* = 0 for every N € N with N > ¢/|I|. Then

Jim NE[fy (v = ¢ / [ fotn)@an)ar (4.47)

for all t € [s,00) and all functions fy: I — R, N € Ny, with sup,_,c;Supyen M < oo, with
limpy 00 N|fN( )‘ = 0 and with lim y_, fN( ) fo( ) forally e I.
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Proof. If ¢ = 0, then both sides of (4.47) are equal to zero. So for the rest of the proof we assume ¢ > 0.
Let ¢,d0 € (0, ) be such that 0% (y) > e0?(y) for all y € [0,8] and such that f05° y/o?(y)dy < oo.
Lemma 4.14 provides us with N/my ((0,6)) — cas N — oo for all § € (0,8). Thus

c : N o c
N NE OO = i @ ()
§
=clim [ E"[fx(Y/09)]my(dz) + C(6)

N—oo Jq

(4.48)

for all 6 € (0,dp) and all t € [s,00) where C': [0,09] — R is a suitable function. The term C(§) converges to
zero as § — 0 according to Lemma 4.13.

The speed measure my is an invariant (non-probability) measure for (Yt]\i C)tzo, see e.g. (15.5.34)
in [27]. Thus we may reverse time. As we let N — oo, we will exploit that (Y 5 “)i>0 converges weakly to
the solution process (Y;);>, of the SDE (1.5). In addition, my(dy) converges vaguely to m(dy) as N — oo
due to the dominated convergence theorem and Assumptions 4.1 and 2.2 as the densities converge. These
observations imply that

0
lim E”[fn (Y, N, y) ] mn (de) = hm fN( PY [Y < 6)mu(dy)

N—oc0

(4.49)
/fo YPY[Y;_, < 8]ml(dy) = // Jo(tems) Ly, <adr Q(dy) ‘“—°>// Jolxir ) dr Q(dy).

The last but one step is Lemma 4.18 and the last step follows from the dominated convergence theorem
together with Lemma 4.15. Putting (4.48) and (4.49) together completes the proof of Lemma 4.19. O

Next we use induction to generalize Lemma 4.19 to test functions which depend on finitely many time
coordinates. For this let & r be the following set of bounded functions on C([s,7],1) for 0 < s < T < oo
which depend on finitely many coordinates and which are globally Lipschitz continuous in every coordinate

Esr = {C([S,T],I) SnHHfi(mi) eER:neN,s<t;<...<t, <T, 4.50)
i=1 .

fi,-s fn € C(I,R) are bounded and globally Lipschitz continuous}

for every T € [s,00) and every s € [0,00). Due to the Lipschitz continuity and boundedness of fi,..., fy,
there exists a constant Ly € (0, 00) such that

\F(n) = FM| < Le > |, —0e,|  ¥m.n€C([s,T],1) (4.51)
j=1

forall F € & rand all 0 < s <T < co. Note that the set &; 1 is closed under multiplication and separates
points in C([s,T],I) for all 0 < s < T < oo. Thus the linear span of & r is an algebra which separates
points in C([s,T],I) for all 0 < s < T < oo. According to Theorem 3.4.5 in [16] the linear span of & 1 is
distribution determining for measures on C([s,7],I) and sois & p forall 0 < s < T < oc.

Lemma 4.20. Assume 4.1 and 2.2. Let 0 < s < T < oo. Suppose that (: [s,00) — [0,00) and that
(n: [s,00) — N-I are square Lebesgue integrable and that LT I¢(r) = Cn(r)|dr — 0 as N — oo. Let

(Y;V)teis,00) Satisty (4.3). Then
A}TOONEOF((K{Z’C%G[S,T]) =/ C(T)/F((Xt—r)te[s,T])Q(dX) dr e R (4.52)

for all functions F' € &; 7.
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Proof. Let L € (0,00) be such that F satisfies (4.51) and let F' be bounded by Cr € (0, 00). Moreover, let

(Y:)te[s,) be the pathwise unique stochastic process such that (Y});e[s,00) and (Ytﬁ@)te[sm) are solutions
of (4.3) with respect to the same Brownian motion. Lemma 4.12 implies that

lim NIEOF((Y;Z C)te[s,T]) ~ lim NEOF((Yﬁ’C)te[S,T])‘

N—oo N—oo
: 0|y N.C N
S J\}E;IlOCNLF Zl E -X/t]‘:s - S/;jas (4.53)
J=

T
< Ly -nefT lim KA'N(T) —C(r)|dr:0.
N—oo [

Therefore, it suffices to prove (4.52) with C ~ replaced by (. A similar argument shows that we may assume
¢ to be bounded; otherwise replace ¢ by min(¢, M) and let M — oc.

We begin with the case of ¢ being a simple function. W.l.o.g. we consider ¢(-) = >1" ¢ 1y, , ¢,)()
where ¢y, ...,c, > 0 and ty = s as we may let F' depend trivially on further time points. The proof of (4.52)
is by induction on n. The case n = 1 has been settled in Lemma 4.19. For the induction step we split up
the left-hand side of (4.52) into two terms according to whether the process at time t; is essentially zero
or not. In order to formalize the notion “essentially zero”, choose a function ¢;5 € C> (I , [0, 1]) such that
¢s(z) = 1 for x > 26 and ¢s(z) = 0 for x < § for every & € (0,|]). Furthermore define Fy(n) := [\, fi(n:,)
for all n € C([t1,T],1).

First we consider the case that the process is away from 0 at time ¢;. The following equation (4.57)
shows that we may discard immigration after time ¢;. For this, note that the moment estimate of Lemma
4.12 implies that

HEyFQ(QQ{\tZC)te[tl,T]) - EyFQ((K*tl)te[tuT})‘ B ’EZE((K%CLE[%T]) - ]EZFQ(OQ’“)%[%T])H
= ’EyE((thXf)te[tl,T]) EZFQ(QQ tf)te[tl,ﬂ)’ * ‘Eyg((n‘“)tewo _EZFQ((n‘tl)te[tth)’ (4.54)

n
<2Lp Y elnllimdly — 2|
j=2

for all y,z € I and all N € N. Consequently, the sequence of functions

I35y ¢5(y)f1(y)‘EyF2((thif)te[tm) - EyFQ((n_tl)te[thT])‘ €R, NeN, (4.55)

is uniformly globally Lipschitz continuous and satisfies that
Jim_¢5(y) /1 (y)\lEyFQ((nfif)te[thT]) ~EYFy ((ntl)te[tl,ﬂ) ] =0 (4.56)

forally € I and all 6 € (0,|I]). Lemma 4.19 thus implies that

N—o00

lim NE° [m () AN - B B () segmy) ~ B B (Vi) ) H =0 @57

for all § € (0,]1]). If the process is essentially zero at time ¢; (that is 1 — ¢ ( fjlv f) ~ 1), then we may restart

the process at time ¢; in the state 0. The Lipschitz continuity of fi,..., f, together with the moment
estimate of Lemma 4.12 provides us with

: c ,C1 Noer — ,
thHPNEO{(l_% tjlvel ’fl tjlve Vs F2<(Yt],\tfl<)te[tl,T]) — (0 )EOF2(( tf1<)t€[t1,T])’:|

N —oc0

< limsupNE® [ (1= 65 (V) nLpebt v (4.58)

t1,s
N—o00

=t [ (1= ot @a
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for all § € (0,|I]). The last step is Lemma 4.19. By the dominated convergence theorem together with
Lemma 4.15, the right-hand side of (4.58) converges to zero as 6 — 0. Therefore, using (4.57), (4.58),
the Markov property, Lemma 4.19, limy_, E° [¢5(Y;"<*)] = 0 for all § > 0 and applying the induction
hypothesis

Jim NEO[F((v2) )]
= 1im N]EO[(QZ;( tjl\chl) +1-— ¢6( t]1V961)>F<(Yt],g7C)te[s,T])]

= tim Jim NE[o5 (vY0) £ (V2B By (Vi) i )]

+ lim lim E° [1 — @5 (Ytjlvscl )] fi (O)JJEIIOONIEO [FQ ((Y;J,\tfic)te[tl,:r])}

6—0N —o00

= }E% /:1 1 /¢6 (thf'r‘)fl (thfr)]EX“*r {Fb ((Yt*tl)te[tlj])}Q(dX) dr
10 [ 60) [ B0 ) Qa0 dr

= /:0 C(T)/F((Xt—v-)te[s,T]>Q(dX) dr.

The last step follows from the pointwise convergence ¢s(z) — 1 as § — 0 for every = € (0,|I|) together
with the dominated convergence theorem and from the Markov property (4.40). Finally let ¢ be integrable.
Approximate ¢ with simple functions ({,)nen. Applying Lemma 4.12, it is straight forward to show that
equation (4.52) with { replaced by (,, converges to equation (4.52) as n — oo. O

(4.59)

Lemma 4.21. Assume 4.1 and 2.2. Fix s € [0,00). Suppose that (: [s,00) — [0,00) and y : [s,00) = N - 1
are locally square integrable functions for N € N and that (y — ¢ as N — oo in L},.. Let (Y;{Z’C(i))te[sm),
i < N, be independent solutions of (4.3) satisfying YSAQC( ) =0 for every N € N. Then we have that

5 On,_ (du, dn) as N — oo (4.60)
s<t<T

where 11 is a Poisson point process on [s,c0) x U with intensity measure ((u)du ® Q(dn). Moreover let F'
be a continuous function from C([s, 00), ]R) to R satisfying the Lipschitz condition

\F(n)=Fm)| <Led |m, —n,|  Vn,7€C(s,00),R) (4.61)
j=1

forsomes <t; <.-- <t
function satisfying\ ( )

e (S0, )] = roama), )} ws

Proof. Let F C CZ(I N (0,00),R) be a countable dense subset of C..(I N (0,c0),R). Tightness of

N
{ (2_; 51@{?‘(1-))%[&00) : N € JN} (4.63)

» <T,somen € N and some Ly € (0,00). In addition let f: I — R be a continuous
| <L g for all x € I. Then we have that

follows from tightness of

:NelN} VfecF. (4.64)

$,00)

{(i:f(yxi*f ),

This type of argument has been established in Theorem 2.1 of Roelly-Coppoletta (1986) for the weak
topology and Cy. Following the proof hereof, one can show the analogous argument for the vague topology
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and C.. Fix f € F and define S}, := >N FYN € i)) for all ¢t € [s,00) and N € N. Note that f is globally
Lipschitz continuous. For K € N and fixed ¢ € [s, o), global Lipschitz continuity of f implies that

N

L F L 3

stz 1] = R[S vt = 3 g e i 09
i=1

for some constant L; < oo and for all N € IN. The right-hand side is finite according to Lemma 4.12 and
converges to zero as K — oo. This proves tightness of SN, N € N, for every ¢ € [s,00). For the second

t,s7

part of the Aldous criterion, fix T € [s,00) and let 7y, N € N, be stopping times which values in [s,7]. In
addition define

GNf(x) = (CNT(t) —x—|—/1N(x)>f/(x)—|—%<712V(a:)f”(a:) Vrzel,te[s,00),NeN. (4.66)

The functions /iy, on and o% are uniformly globally Lipschitz continuous on the support of f according
to Assumption 4.1. Therefore there exists a constant Cy € [1,00) such that |G} f(z)| < C (CN ) 4 z) and

(f’oN)Q(x) < Cjzforallz eI, t € [s,00) and all N € N. For fixed 7 > 0 and ¢ € [0, 1], we use Itd’s formula
to obtain that

2
nzIP|:|S7J'\1[V+6,s - TN 5| >77:| <]E|:(STN+55 57]'\1]\1 5) :|

:E{(i\':/mwgivf YNC du+Z/TN+5
i=1 77N
SgC]%E{(LTN+5< (« )du) } +3C7E [ Z/ YTJJ\’V};“ )2]

N

+3ZE[/ Fon) (YN, G ))dU} (4.67)

< 3C%E UTTN+5(§N(u))2du] +3C20F U (Z YN G ) du}

N

@) aB.0) |

+3C3E / ijius )du}

MeN MeN s<u<T+1

T+1 ,
Cf sup / (CM(U)) du+566’f sup ]EO[ sup (ZYMC ) ] +53CJ%

for all § < § and for all N € N. The right-hand side of (4.67) is finite by Lemma 4.11. Letting § — 0, the
left-hand side of (4.67) converges to zero uniformly in N € N and § < §. This proves tightness of (4.63)
according to the Aldous criterion, see Aldous (1978).

Next we prove convergence of finite-dimensional distributions. Letn € N, f € Fwith f >0, s <t; <
- <tpand Ap,- -, A, € [0,00) be arbitrary. Using independence we obtain that

E[e— lejsx,s}zm[{ NS s (v ] IJ—V” 7:1Ajf(xfj:§u>)]

(4.68)

NEO {1 D 3/ W (O £<1 )} N
(- |

for all N € N. Note that 1 — e~ 25=1 M7/ (@) — > (1—eMF@i))e ~ SIS NF@D) for all @y, ..., 2, € [0,00).
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Applying Lemma 4.20 to each summand of this telescope sum we get that

lim E|e” ;lzlkjsgﬁ} = exp (— lim NEO{ X A-ff(Yt?’fﬂ))D

b = exp < // (1-e > Ajf(’“f’”))er(dn)) (4.69)
-E |:eXp (— ; Aj / f(ntj,u)n(du, dn)ﬂ .

This proves convergence of finite-dimensional distributions. -
It remains to prove (4.62), which includes non-bounded test functions. Let F' and f as in (4.62). By
the previous step and by the Skorokhod representation of weak convergence (e.g. Theorem I11.86.1 in [39])

there exists a version of {( i 5Y N )) refsco) V€ N} which converges almost surely as N — co. For

every K € N, let hi: [0,00) — [0, 1] be a continuous function which satisfies hi(z) = 1for every z € [, K]
and hg(z) = 0 for every z ¢ [5%,2K]. Then f-hx € C.(IN(0,00),R) for all K € N. Thus

{M/\F((iv: (F-hi) (VS (i )))te[sm)):NeN} (4.70)

i=1

converges almost surely as N — oo for all M, K € N. Next we observe that

 fe[r(S oo, )] -Bpeer((S o), )]
]E[F((if(ﬂ’f(i)))te[sm))1 PN T @ODreto o) > M”

. 2
Y, ] el ))) } (4.71)
i=1 e

n N 2
_ 1 NS
0) + 57 sup 2L LR K dovlve (z)> ]
eN 1

=1 1=

= lim
N—oo

IN
0
o
o}
&=
/
S]]
/
—
[]=
h
vz
e
=

AN
L
o

J

1= N

< —2F(0) + 2L2L2nzsupE[ sup YS< )]
M (©) M NeN  Lt€[s,tn] Zt

for all M € N. The right-hand side is finite due to Lemma 4.11 for every M € N and converges to zero as
M — oo. The Lipschitz condition (4.61) implies that

oo, ] (s
< T ZLFLf [z VS (1 e (V50|

N
— o N,Cys .
< ]\}gnoo;LFLfE [; thj’s (Z)(]ls‘lpte[s,tn] Yt{\;’c(i)ZK + ]lYt?'f <( )< 11():| (472)
anLf [ N N.¢ 2 LR N.¢
< sup E| sup ( Yfi) :|+LL lim N]EO[Y_’fl /\i}
K NeN  lte[s,tn] ; e () F fj;]\/%oo PRAOKAS
TLLFLJ? 0|: NC n tj L
< sup E" | sup ( Y5 ( ) + LgL7 / CT/X— A = Q(dx)dr
K Nen tE[s,tn] Z ' r sz:; s ) b M QU

forall M, K € N. For the last step, we applied Lemma 4.20. The right-hand side of (4.72) is finite according
to Lemmas 4.11 and 4.15 and converges to zero as K — oo for every M € N according to the dominated
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convergence theorem. Thus

am B[P (3 702 Le[s,w))H@mm{M cr(( o)., )]

N
= lim lim B {MAF((/ (fhi) (ne—u) T (du, dn o) )]

- {F«/ F (=) 1(du, dn))t6[8700)>:| '

The last equality follows from the dominated convergence theorem together with Assumption 2.2. This
proves (4.62). O

Remark: Instead of referring to Theorem 2.1 of Roelly-Coppoletta (1986) one could alternatively apply
Theorem 3.1 of Jakubowski (1986).

4.4 Convergence of the loop-free process
Recall the loop-free N-island process from (4.2). The following lemma shows that the loop-free N-island
process converges to the virgin island model.

Lemma 4.22. Assume 4.1, 2.2, 3.2 and 4.2. Then we have that

N oo
<ZZ5th,k(i)> ( > bn. ) as N — 0o (4.74)
; t< t<T

(s,m€eV
for every T € [0, c0).

Proof. Fix T € [0,00). Let F C C2((0,00),R) be a countable dense subset of C.((0,00),R). Tightness of
the left-hand side of (4.74) in N € N follows from tightness of

{(iif(z{vxk(i)))td: NEIN} VfeF. (4.75)

i=1 k=0

This type of argument has been established in Theorem 2.1 of Roelly-Coppoletta (1986) for the weak
topology and C,. Following the proof hereof, one can show the analogous argument for the vague topology
and C.. Fix f € F and define SN := 20 S°7° (2% (i) forall t < T and N € N. For fixed ¢ € [0,00),
global Lipschitz continuity of f implies that

P[|sY| > K| < f]E{ZZZNk} 'sup]E{Z ZMk} (4.76)

K
i=1 k=0 MeN 1,77 k=0

for some constant L; < oo and for all K, N € IN. The right-hand side is finite according to Lemma 4.5. This
proves tightness of (4.75) for every fixed time point. For the second part of the Aldous criterion, let 7y,
N € N, be stopping times which are uniformly bounded by 7T'. In addition define H(z) := Zivzl Soreo f(zh)
and

N o N N oo
GNH(z :ZZ(L;\?OZ:z:?_lffor]lk:O,uN(O)JrﬂN( ) Z;

1=1 k=0 Jj=1

" @77

l\J\H

for all z = (2%);<n ren, € IV *No. Assumption 4.1 implies that the functions uy, ox and 0% are uniformly
globally Lipschitz continuous on the support of f. Moreover Ny (0) is bounded by 26 uniformly in N € IN.
Therefore there exists a constant Cy € [1,00) such that |GV H (z)| < Cp (260 + ZZ L xk) forall z =
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(2%);<n ren, and all N € N and such that ((f/JN)(y)) < Cpyforally € I and N € N. For fixed > 0 and

0 € [0,1], we use It6’s formula to obtain that

U] ]P“STNH Shel > 7’} < E{(STN” Sr )2}

:E[(/TNMQNH(ZiV du+22/m+6 f on) (ZVF (i) dBE (i >) }
™ i=1 k=0
(4.78)
32012{13[(/ 20+ZZZZV’_“W ”+ZZZE{/ (f ow) " (225 (0))du]
0 i=1 k=0 i=1 k=0
<44 CHASJ%%EL?%&(%—F;]CZOZM’“ )}

for all § < § and for all N € N. The second step follows from (a + b) < 2a? + 2b? for a,b € R and from

It0’s isometry. In the last step we used that ( fo du) <9 fo ))2du for every integrable function h.
The right-hand side of (4.78) is finite according to Lemma 4.7. Lettmg 5 — 0, the left-hand side of (4.78)
converges to zero uniformly in N € N and ¢ < J. Tightness of (4.75) now follows from the Aldous criterion,
see Aldous (1978).

It remains to identify the limit of the left-hand side of (4.74) by proving that

th Eexp( Z)\jiif ZNk )—]Eexp(i i Z f(nt._s)) (4.79)

j=1  k=0i=1 0 (s,mev®

for all A\y,..., A\, >0, forall 0 <¢; < --- <t,, forall m,n € Ny and for all non-negative f € Cz ((0,0)).
Lemma 4.6 justifies to restrict the summation over k to finitely many summands. We prove (4.79) by
induction on m € Ny using the Poisson limit (4.60) for independent one-dimensional diffusions. Define
F(n) == Z;;l Ajf(ne,) for every n € C([0,00),I). Note that I' satisfies the Lipschitz condition (3.6) for

some constant Lr € (0,00). Let (Yx\é’c(i))po and (}7%4(@)) be solutions of (4.3) with respect to the
Brownian motion (BY(7)):>o such that YO%’C(') Xo(7), YNC( ) = 0 and (y(-) = Nupn(0) for every N € N
and ¢ € N. In addition let (Yt('))po, i € N, be independent solutions of (1.5) with Yj(-) = X,(-). Note that

ZN"(i) is the solution of (4.3) with respect to the Brownian motion (BY(i));>o with Z3 °(i) = X (i) for
every i < N and every N € N. Recall the random permutation 7" from Assumption 3.2. The first-moment
estimate of Lemma 4.12 implies that

’E[exp (—iF((Z{V’O(i))tZO)ﬂ [exp( ZF( (¥ <) t>0>>“
<ILp ZZIE“ZQ{C t%(i)” < Lpekutn ;E[Z

Jj=11i=1 =1

X3 - X000

for all N € N. of Lemma 4.12. Letting N — oo the right-hand side converges to zero according to Assump-
tion 3.2. The process (Y,fg’c(i))KN in turn is close to (Y,fg’g(i))KN except for islands with a significant
amount of mass at time zero. Formalizing this we use Lemma 4.12 to obtain that

i [elo (= 32 #(050).))] B fow (- #1500, )

i=K+1
: Lty : _ NGl
< KlgnooLpne n | Z E[Xo(i)] + hmool\}gn E[l exp ( ZF((Yto (z))tZo))].
i=K+1 i=1
The first summand on the right-hand side is zero according to Assumption 3.2. Note that uy — p and

on — 0 as N — oo by Assumption 4.1. Thus (YN C(z))t> , converges in distribution to the zero function as
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N — oo for every fixed i € N. Consequently the second summand on the right-hand side is zero. Moreover
(th\é’c(z‘))po converges in distribution to (Y;(i)),., as N — oo for every fixed i € N. These observations
imply that™ B

sl )

= it o (- S r( D) )| |eww (- i_ilF((Y;%‘u))tzo))}
~ Jim B {exp ( ;F( Yii m)ﬂ lim T [exp (—iF((f@%" (z‘))m)ﬂ

- E{exp ( S F((, t>0))]E{exp (— ) F(<nts)t>o)ﬂ

i=1 (s,m) el
=K {exp (— F((m—s)tzo))] .
(s,meV©®

/—\

The last but one step follows from Lemma 4.21 with (x(-) = Ny (0) and ¢(-) = 6. This proves (4.79) in the
base case m = 0.

For the induction step m — m + 1, we observe that a version of (Z; ())¢>0 conditioned on (n(r) :=
ZJ L ZNm(5), r > 0, is given by the one-dimensional diffusion (Yt{\éc)tzo with vanishing immigration.

N,m+1

Thus we may realize (Z,"""'(i));>0 by choosing a suitable version of (Z""™(j))i>0, 5 = 1,...,N, and
by independently sampling a version of (th\é’c)tzo whose driving Brownian motion is independent of

{(ZN™())is0: § = 1,...,N}. Tightness of {(XN, S, 5Zy,k(i))t§T} together with the induction hy-
pothesis implies that

(o)

for every m < m. Thanks to the Skorokhod representation of weak convergence (e.g. Theorem 11.86.1
in [39]), we may assume that the convergence in (4.80) holds almost surely. As a consequence we obtain

that
N
<Zdth,m(i)> —>( Z 577,,5) as N — oo (4.81)
i=1 t<

= (s,mEVim =

(Z > 5ms) as N — oo (4.80)
t<T

t<T k=0 (s,m)eV®)

holds almost surely. Using arguments from the proof of (4.62), one can deduce from this that

N
(Z Zj“"%i)) o, (V,}”“) as N — oo (4.82)
i=1 t<T t<T

holds almost surely where the total mass of the n-th generation of the virgin island model is defined as

viWi= 3 pe, t20, (4.83)
(s,meV™

for every n € Ny. Together with continuity of (ns)s o fot Ins — s(m)| ds, (4.82) implies that

N—o00

/ \ZZN’” — V™ |ds =50  almost surely. (4.84)

Now the main step of the proof is Lemma 4.21 with (y(t) := Zl L Z™(6) and ((t) = Vt(m) for all t > 0.
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Lemma 4.21 implies that

'MZ

Il
—

]E{exp (- F((Ziv’mﬂ)tST))|(Z~M7m)MEN}

3

{eXp( ZF( t<T))’(Z'M7m)M€1N} (4.85)
—E [exp (— / F((n—o)s<r) IO (ds, dn)) ’v(m)} as N — oo

almost surely. Here II("+1) conditioned on V(™) is a Poisson point process on [0,00) x U with intensity
measure

E {H(m“)(ds, dn)wm)} = V™ ds ® Q(dn)

(4.86)
= Y tbeeds@QUn) = Y EN"Y)(ds,dy).

(r,p)eyim) (r,p)ep(m)

Due to this decomposition of I, we may realize II"t1) conditioned on V(™ as the independent
superposition of {TI™*%): (s,4) € V(™ 1. In other words, II™*+Y) is equal in distribution to the (m + 1)st-
generation of the virgin island model. Therefore we get that

m+1 N
Jin o (- 3 3 F((2040) 2r))]
k=0 i=1
- m N N
=E A}gnoo exp (— kZ: Z F ZN k ) [eXp (— Z F(Z_N’m-i_l(in) ‘ (ZM77YL)M€N]:|
=0 i=1 =1

:E_exp( Z Z F((m— St<T)>IE[exp(— Z F<(nt5)t<T))‘V(m)H

k=0 (s,n)eV®) (s,m)eyim+1)
m—+1
Bleo (-3 X F(on-er)]
k=0 (s,7)€V®)
which proves (4.79) and completes the proof of Lemma 4.22. O

4.5 Reducing to the loop-free (N, iy, 0% )-process

Next we show that the (NN, ux, o3 )-process with migration levels and the loop-free (N, iy, 0% )-process
are identical in the limit N — co. Our proof formalizes the following intuition. The individuals of a certain
migration level are concentrated on essentially finitely many islands. That these finitely many islands are
populated by migrants of a different migration level has a probability of order % As a consequence, all
individuals on one fixed island have the same migration level in the limit N — oco. This intuition is subject
of Lemma 4.24.

First we show that a generation cannot be dispersed uniformly over all islands. To obtain this inter-
pretation from the following lemma, assume XtN k(z) ~ % for all i < N and some time ¢ > 0. Then the
cutting operation in (4.87) has no effect for N large enough. However it is clear that the total mass of
all individuals with migration level k does not tend to zero as N — oo. Thus, as a consequence of the
following lemma, X;}V"* (i) ~ + cannot be true.

Lemma 4.23. Assume 4.1, 3.2 and 4.2. Then any solution of (4.1) satisfies

3 swp E[Z (XN’“( )/\5)] =0 (4.87)

k>0 NEN

for all t € [0,00). The assertion is also true if X" (i) is replaced by Z; " (i).
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Proof. Fix T € [0,00) and t € [0,7]. According to Lemma 4.6, for each ¢ > 0, there exists a ky € IN such
that

> sup suplE{ZX;V’k(i)] <e. (4.88)

k>ko NeN s<T i—1

Thus it suffices to prove convergence of every summand in (4.87). In addition, if we forget the migration
levels in the (N, uy, 03;)-process with migration levels, then we obtain the N-island model. More formally,
Lemma 4.4 shows that

=Y XM™(i) Vi< Nt>0 (4.89)

m>0

defines an N-island model. Recall 7 from (4.8) and fix K € N. According to Lemma 4.8 it suffices to
prove (4.87) with expectation being restrlcted to the event {7 > t} for every N € N. Now Lemma 3.3

in [23] shows that, on the event {7& > t}, X}V (i) is stochastically bounded above by YN NN () Hence
we get forall N, K € N, k € Ny and § > 0 that

E[i (X“()M)ﬂ N>t}

=1

WE

E[HXN(M(X <>A6)nw>t}+m[21xw<z }

1

.
Il

(4.90)

EXo ()nd {}/t%,K+NuN(0) A 5] n %E[Z X{)V(i)}
=1

-

@
Il
-

=

<

B[O ] 4003 B[ (K30 A d)] + 2 sup B[ 316
i=1 =

for some constant C; < oco. The last step follows from Lemma 4.12. Next we let N — oo and § — 0 in (4.90).
Applying Lemma 4.21 with {n := K + Nux(0) and using Assumption 3.2, we see that the limit of (4.90) as
N — oo and as 6 — 0 is bounded above by

lim (K -+ ) // Xt—r A8) dr Q(dx) + C/ [i( )} (4.91)

=1

forevery K € N and 6 > 0. The first summand in (4.91) is zero by the dominated convergence theorem and
Lemma 4.15. The last summand converges to zero as 6 — 0 by the dominated convergence theorem and
Assumption 3.2. This completes the proof of (4.87). The proof of (4.87) with X" (i) replaced by Z}"* (i)
is similar O

Now we prove that all individuals on a fixed island have the same migration level in the limit N — oo.
More precisely, we show that X,\"* (i) and 3 20 X XN'™(i) cannot be big at the same time for any i < N or
any k € Ny.

Lemma 4.24. Assume 4.1, 3.2 and 4.2. Then any solution of (4.1) satisfies

lim sup E[ZZXN’“ > X } =0 (4.92)

N—oo
st<T 1377 >0 m£k

for every T € [0,00). The assertion is also true if X, " (i) is replaced by Z} " (i).

Proof. We begin with the case s = t. Fix K € N and recall %}}’ from (4.8). By the uniform local Lipschitz
continuity of puy, there exists a finite constant Ly such that jiy(z) < Lga forall z < K and all N € N.
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Applying It6’s formula, we see that

N N
YD X @) D0 XPIN (@) <23 % Xy (1) (0) dt
i=1 k>0

i=1 k>0 m#k
+ZZX§XT’“K ' Z( Zxﬁ"}v Yi)dt+ LX) N()dt+thN’m(i)> (4.93)
i=1 k>0 m#k
N ~
DI I C ZXin )+ LX)+ 4340 )
i=1 k>0 m#k

where (MY (i))¢>0 and (M;V"*(i));>o are suitable martingales for each i < N and k,m € Ny. Now take
expectations to obtain that

{ZZXMN Zxﬁ"}m}gzuzv /t [ﬁ:g N (@) ds

i=1 k>0 m#k
)3 3EAENORS 3p SRS IE?
i=1 k>0 j 1m>0
. L& e (4.94)
1 .
+A E[Z N s/\‘rK Z Z XS/\T :|
k>0 =1 i=1 m>0
—|—2LK/ [ZZX/\TK ZXNm }
i=1 k>0 m#k

for every N € N and ¢ < T. Note that the right-hand side is finite. Using Gronwall’s inequality, xx(0) <
260/N and 21111 > k>0 XNk (i) < K, we conclude that

tATR

1
Sup]E[E > X (i) Y X0 (i)} < TUAOK +2K%)-ebxt (4.95)
t=<T L33 k>0 m#k

for every N € IN. Letting N — oo proves (4.92) in the case s = t. For the case s < t, apply It6’s formula in

t/\TK
N,
X (@) Y / dXN™(4) (4.96)
m+#k S/\TK
and use similar estimates as above. The case s > ¢ is analogous to the case s < t. O

Knowing that there is asymptotically at most one generation on every island, we are now in a position

to prove that (X;""(4)),.  and (Z""(i)) . are close to each other.

>0 >0

Lemma 4.25. Assume 3.1, 3.2 and 4.2. For each N € N, let
{(X7F(@), BE (i) 50 k € Noyi < N} (4.97)

be a solution of (4.1) and let
{(Z}""(i));50: k € No,i < N'} (4.98)

be the unique solution of (4.2) with {(Bf(i));>0} replaced by {(Bf(i))i>0}. Then
N oo
E[ZZ]XZV’k(i)—ZtN’k(i)\ —0 asN — oo (4.99)
i=1 k=0
for every t € [0,0).
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Proof. In the first step, assume that 0%, and py are uniformly globally Lipschitz continuous and bounded.
The general case will later be handled by a stopping argument.

Define 2t := max(z,0) and z~ := (—x) and
z~, respectively, separately. As R > x — z is not differentiable, we will apply Itd’s formula to ¢,, being
defined as follows. Let 1 =ag > a3 > -+ > a, > --- > 0 satisfy

1 a a
1 1 1 n—1 1
/ —du=1, / fdu:Q,...,/ —du=n,. (4.100)
a; U ay U an u

Note that a,, — 0 as n — oo. For every n € N, there exists a continuous function ,: R — [0, 00) with
support in (a,, a,—1) such that

2 An—1
0 < ¢p(u) < — forall u > 0 and / Y (z)de = 1. (4.101)
nu a

n

Note that 1, (1) < % for all v > 0 and n € N. With this, we define the function
x y
On(T) = ]lr>0/ dy/ Yn(u)du, z€R, (4.102)
0 0

for every n € N. These functions satisfy ¢, € C3(R), |6, (z)| < 1, ¢, (x) = Lysotbn(x), ¢n(z) < zt and
¢r(z)—xT as k — oo for every x € R and n € N.

Denote the difference process by AF(i) := XN"*(i) — ZN'*(i) foralli € G, t > 0, k € Ny and N € N.
The dependence on N is suppressed for the sake of a more compact notation. By definition of ¢, 1 <

¢n(x) + an_1 Azt forall z € R and n € N. Thus

SR e < 3 el

i=1 k=0 k=K 41 MEN

+E[;kz_o¢m( ]+Z sup E[Z (aNzlAXtM”“(i)ﬂ

(4.103)

M>1

forall K € N and N € IN. The first summand on the right-hand side converges to zero as K — oo uniformly
in N € N according to Lemma 4.6. The last summand on the right-hand side converges to zero as N — oo
according to Lemma 4.23. Consequently

lim sup [ [Z 3 (Ak )*} < limsup lim sup [i i b2 (Af(z’))} . (4.104)

N—o0 —1 k=0 N—oc0 im1 k—0

To estimate the right-hand side, we apply It6’s formula to obtain that
N
dy_on: (ML) =
i=1
XM )0k (oo X7 (1))

— /o2 (ZNF @) | dBrF(
Z; S X % (2 () | aBt()
N 1 N
Z ve (AF () (NZA’“ ") - A’“())d (4.105)
v XA (Ss X))
PR 0 (g S (@) )
N " . Nk 2 00 N,m - 2
Ak [ [ XA (T X))
LT S o X2 0) TRET@) |
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for every k € No. Now we simplify the last summand on the right-hand side using the assumption of 0%
being linear. This linearity implies that z - 0% (y)/y = 0% (x ) for z = XV*(i) and y = °°°_ XV (i). In

m=0

addition take expectations, estimate |<;S/N2 (z)] <1 and use —¢ NQ( z) -z <0 for z € R. Thus we have that

d N

B[ v (ak)]

< JE[EN: |A,’f‘1(j)|} +]E[i |l (X" @) - ﬂN(ZtN’k(z'))”
- . (4.106)
N XNR ) (5 XN G)

HE[;’ zgf ) ) v(x40) |

vy 2SO (o () o (2 ) |

for every t > 0, k € Ny and N € N. The last but one summand on the right-hand side is estimated
as follows. Let d > 0. In case of X;""(i) > ¢, apply the inequality |oSpan(a+0b) — fin(a)| < 2L,b with
a = X" () and b = Zf:;ék XN™@G). In case of X]VF < 4, use |in(z)] < L,z for all > 0. For the last
summand on the right-hand side use (yz—/y)? < |z —y|and |0} (z) — o3 (y )\ < L,|z — y| for z,y € [0, 00).
Moreover recall ¢/]:,2 (z) < &7 forall z > 0. Define L := L, V L,. Hence, we get that

d N
SB[ on(ak)]
v v
<E[} [aF ()] + LE[D [xVH0) - 24|
. = (4.107)
+2LE[Z]1XM 15 > X )]
mk
N S\
4 2LE [; (M) 5)} +E [; J\%]
forevery t > 0, k € Ny and N € N. Summing over k € {0,..., K} leads to
d K N
B[S Y ove (240
k=0 i=1
< (1+L)E[§:§:‘Af(i)” [ZZXN’“ 3 XN ] (4.108)
k=0 i=1 k=0 i=1 m#k
© N Wi, £
+2L]ELZ_O; (Xt ( )Aé)} +(K+1)%

for every t > 0 and K, N € N. The last three summands on the right-hand side of (4.108) converge to
zero uniformly in ¢ € [0,7] if we first let N — oo and then ¢ — 0. This follows from Lemma 4.24 and
Lemma 4.23. After inserting (4.108) into (4.104), we see that

hmsupE[ZZ(M ) } /(1+L llmsupE[ii’ H (4.109)

N—oo —1 k=0 N—oo i=1 k=0

for all t € [0, 7). Note that the right-hand side is finite by Lemma 4.6. Similarly we obtain (4.109) with (-)™
replaced by | - |. Finally apply Gronwall’s inequality to arrive at (4.99).
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In the second step, we consider functions 03, and uy which are not globally Lipschitz-continuous. For
each K > 0 choose function 012\,) x and pun g which agree with on and py, respectively, on [0, K] and
which are uniformly globally Lipschitz continuous and uniformly bounded. Existence of such functions
follows from the uniform local Lipschitz continuity of o3 and uy. Recall the stopping time 7, K, N €
N, from (4.8). The process {(Z)N"™(i)) ,: i < N,m € No} agrees with the loop-free (N, 0% x, /N i)-
process on the event {7 > t}. Furthermore the process {(X"(i)) s IS Nym e Ny} agrees with

an (N, 012\,7](, [N,k )-Process with migration levels on {7 > t}. Therefore

N oo
limsupE[ZZ ‘X —zZNF ) Lg»} —0 (4.110)

N—oo i=1 k=0

for every K > 0 by the preceding step. Lemma 4.8 handles the event {7& < t}. This completes the proof
of Lemma 4.25. O

4.6 Proof of Theorem 3.3

Proof of Theorem 3.3. First we prove Theorem 3.3 under the additional Assumption 4.2. This will be
relaxed later.

We begin with convergence of finite-dimensional distributions. Recall & ¢ from (4.50). Let F(n) =
[T;—, fi(m;) € & r satisfy the Lipschitz condition (4.51) with Lipschitz constant Ly € (0,00) and let F' be
bounded by Cr < oco. Furthermore let the function f: I — R have compact support in (0, |I]), let f be
bounded by Cy < oo and let f be globally Lipschitz continuous with Lipschitz constant L; € (0, 00). Recall
the (N, un,on)-process with migration levels from (4.1). We will exploit below that all individuals on one
island have the same migration level in order to show that

N

]\}iixlmEF<<Zf (xN (i) )KT) :NhgloolEF((iif(Xth’“(i)))tg). (4.111)

i=1 k=0

Assuming (4.111) we now prove convergence of finite-dimensional distributions. We may replace the
(N, un, 0% )-process with migration levels in (4.111) by the loop-free process because of Lemma 4.25 and
the Lipschitz continuity of F and f. Hence (4.111) and Lemma 4.25 imply that

(4.112)

The last equality is the convergence of the loop-free (N, uy, 0% )-process to the virgin island model and
has been established in Lemma 4.22.

Next we prove (4.111). According to Lemma 4.4 if we ignore the migration levels in the (N, uy, 0%)-
process with migration levels, then we obtain a version of the (N, uy, 0% )-process, that is,

N N o
(S rrm) ) = e ((Sr(X x0),,) e
i=1 = i=1  m=0 =
For proving (4.111) we observe that

‘1 - Z ]lxk>6’ < lem<s vmeNo + Lamzr: zm>6a0>6° Z Lyk>s

k=0
<1 = "Ny at
< lapm<s vmen, + 52 T T
k=0 £k

(4.114)
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for every sequence (z¥)ren, C [0,00) and every § > 0. Thus we get that

E!Zf(zow ») (1 ZO XNk)>5)\
m=0 l;ék
=:C’(N,(5,t)

forall N € N, ¢ > 0 and 6 > 0. The second summand on the right-hand side converges to zero as N — oo
according to Lemma 4.24. The first summand on the right-hand side converges to zero as § — 0 uniformly
in NV € N according to Lemma 4.23. Using (4.115) we obtain that

L (S wma)),,) e (S o) )|

=1 k=0

S 8fS (5 1070) o)

+Z:CN5t +XH:E{§:§: XNWM’ (thjk(z))” (4.116)
L J;l . j=1 =1k=
<F>E [ZZX i)ZXS’”(z‘)}

j=1 i=1 k=0 m#k
n n N oo
+Y C(N,5,t;)+ Ly E {Z > XRG) A 5}
j=1 j=1 i=1 k=0

forall N € N and 6 > 0. Letting first N — oo and then § — 0, the right-hand side converges to zero
according to Lemmas 4.24 and 4.23 and according to the preceding step. Inserting this into (4.113)
proves (4.111).

The next step is to prove tightness. This is analogous to the tightness proof in Lemma 4.21. Use
Lemmas 4.8 and 4.16 instead of Lemma 4.11. So we omit this step.

It remains to prove Theorem 3.3 in the case when Assumption 4.2 fails to hold. Fix T' € [0,00). Let
H: Dp(r) ([0,T]) — R be a bounded continuous function on measure-valued cadlag-paths. It follows
from Assumption 3.2 that S~ | XN (i) converges in L' and thus also in distribution to 3 sec Xo(i). By the
Skorokhod representation theorem (e.g. Theorem I1.86.1 in [39]), there exists a version of {Xév( ): N e N}
such that Zfil X{"(i) converges almost surely to >_,. Xo(i) as N — oo. Now the previous step implies

that
el o] (£ ), ]

(u,m)€V
almost surely. Taking expectations and applying the dominated convergence theorem results in

sla((Zon) )] ==l £ ), )] a0

(u,m)€V
almost surely. This finishes the proof of Theorem 3.3. O
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4.7 McKean-Vlasov limit of the N-island model as N —

Proposition 4.29 below establishes convergence of the N-island model as N — oo in the case of ex-
changeable initial configurations. First we prove estimate (4.122) which implies pathwise uniqueness and
monotonicity of the solution. The following lemma is a special case of Lemma 4.12. Define x* = max(z,0)
for all x € R.

Lemma 4.26. Let Assumption 2.1 be fulfilled, let x,y € I, s € [0,00) and let C C: [s,00) — I be locally
square Lebesgue integrable. Then there exists a unique strong solution (Yf; ,Yt 2 )iels,0) Of

AYS = ((t)dt — Yordt + p(YET) dt + /o2 (Y )dB, (4.119)

= () dt — VS dt + p(VSS) d o2(Y$")dB, (4.120)

having almost surely continuous paths and satisfying YC r=ux, bey =y for all s > 0. Moreover

E [ - v s e | ()~ )t o ») (@.121)

for allt € [s,0).

Lemma 4.27. Let Assumption 2.1 be fulfilled. Moreover let (M,;);>o and (M;);>o be two solutions of the
McKean-Vlasov equation (1.4) with respect to the same Brownian motion having almost surely continuous
paths and satisfying E[|Mo| + |My|] < co. Then

up E [(M; — My)*] < T+ ] [(My — Mo)*] (4.122)
te[0,T

forall T € [0, 0).

Proof. Applying Lemma 4.26 and Jensen’s inequality yields that

E (M, // [ E[Ml.e _ Yt:%[MLy>+] P(M, € dx, My € dy)
< oot ([ @100 ~ 0L dr + B[ (040 - 310) "] 123
0
< b /Ot B[(M, = M,) "] dr + " E[ (Mo — Mo) ]

forallt € [0,7] and all T’ € [0, c0). Therefore, Gronwall’s inequality implies inequality (4.122). O

Lemma 4.28. Let Assumption 2.1 be fulfilled and let M, be an I-valued random variable with E[|My|] < oo.
Then the McKean-Vlasov equation (1.4) has a unique strong solution (M;);>¢.

Proof. Fix a standard Brownian motion (B,);>o which is independent of M. Let the processes (Z(k))tzo,
k € Ny, be the unique strong solutions of

Az = 1 E[25 V] dt — zPat + w(Z2F)) dt + /o2 (2F)dB, (4.124)

and Z(()k) = M, for k € Nyg. We show by induction on k¥ € N, that Zt(k) < Zt(kﬂ) for all t € [0,00)
and k& € Ny almost surely. The base case k = 0 follows from E[Zt(o)] > 0 for all t € [0,00) and from
a time inhomogeneous version of the monotonicity result in Lemma 3.3 in [23]. For the induction step
k — k + 1, note that the induction hypothesis implies that E[Zt(k)] < IE[Zt(kH)] forall t € [0,00). Thus the
induction step follows from a time inhomogeneous version of the monotonicity result in Lemma 3.3 in [23].
Consequently the process (M;);>o defined through M, =71 limjy_ . Zt(k) for t € [0,00) is a well-defined
progressively measurable stochastic process with values in 7 U {oo}. Note that Lemma 4.26 implies that

t t
E[ZY] < e (B[Mo] +/ o1 B2 D] ds) < bt (B[My] +/ E[z"] ds) (4.125)
0 0
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for all kK € Ny and all ¢ € [0, 00). By induction on k € Ny, we get that IE[Zt(k)] is finite for all £ € Ny and all
t € [0,00). Therefore the monotone convergence theorem and Gronwall’s lemma result in
E[M,] = E[ lim Z*] = lim E[Z"] < 2T+ E [My] (4.126)
k—o0 k—o0
forall ¢ € [0,7] and all T' € [0,00). Next we show that (M;);>o solves the McKean-Vlasov equation (1.4).
Define a stopping time 7x := inf({t € [0,00): M; > K} U {o0}) € [0,00] for every K € N. Doob’s L?
inequality (e.g. Theorem II1.70.2 in [39]) implies that

TATK tATK tATK 2
E / ‘,u(MS) - M(ZS(@)‘ds +E| sup (/ o(M,)dB, —/ a(Zg’f))st)
0 tefo,7] \Jo 0
r k 4 k 2
< /0 E HM(Ms/\TK) - /’L(ng/\)TK)‘ds} + 4/0 E [<U(M5An<) - U(ZS(A)TK)) } ds (4.127)

T

[p(@) —p(y)l lo* (2) =02 (y)| (k)

< sup % +4 sup ?y‘y / E “Ms/\n( — ZS/\TK{:| ds
z#y€[0,K] z#y€[0,K] 0

forall T € [0,00), K € N and all k € Ng. The right-hand side converges to 0 as k¥ — oo for every K € N and
every T € [0,00) by the dominated convergence theorem. Thus, letting & — oo in (4.124) and using (4.127),
we conclude that (M;),;>¢ solves the McKean-Vlasov equation (1.4) for all ¢ € [0, 7x] almost surely for all
K € N, that is, (Mt)tzo is a solution of the McKean-Vlasov equation (1.4). This proves existence of a
solution.

Applying Lemma 4.27 twice implies that two solutions (M;);>o and (M;);>o of (1.4) with respect to
the same Brownian motion and with the same initial point have the same finite-dimensional distributions.
Together with path continuity this yields pathwise uniqueness and - together with weak existence - that
the SDE (1.4) is exact (Definition V.9.3 in [40]). Moreover Lemma 4.27 implies almost sure monotonicity
and continuity of the solution in the initial point. More precisely if My < M, almost surely then M, < M,
almost surely for all ¢ € [0,00) and, due to path continuity, M; < M; for all ¢ € [0,cc0) almost surely. The
proof of Theorem V.13.1 in [40] shows that if the solution of an exact SDE is almost surely continuous in
the initial point, then there exists a unique strong solution. This finishes the proof of Lemma 4.28. O

Recall the (N, p1, 0%)-island process (X}¥);>o from (1.2). Let M;(I) be the set of probability measures on
I equipped with the Prohorov metric, which induces weak convergence (see e.g. Theorem 3.3.1 in [16]).
Moreover let M3(I) = {v € M;(I): (v,2?) = [z?v(dz) < oo be the set of probability measures on I with
finite second moments on which a sequence (v,,),en converges to v € M3(I) ifand only if v,, — v asn — 0o
in M;(I) and sup,,cy (Vn, #?) < oo. The space C([0,00), M;(I)) is endowed with the topology of uniform
convergence and the subspace C([0, 00), M3(I)) is endowed with a topology such that v, — v as n — oo in
C([0, 00), M3(I)) if and only if v, — v as n — oo in C([0, 00), My (1)) and sup,,c SUP;e(o, 71 {Vn(t), %) < oo for
every T € [0, ), for details see Appendix B in [18].

Proposition 4.29. Let Assumption 2.1 be fulfilled and let My be an I-valued random variable. More-
over let X" (j), j < N, be exchangeable random variables with values in I for every N € N such that
supyen E[(X{'(1))%] < oo, such that X{¥ (1) — M, in distribution as N — oo and such that + Z;V:1 SxN () =
E[Sns,] in distribution in M3(I) as N — oo. Let (X}¥);>0 be the unique solution of (1.2) and let (M;);>o be
the unique solution of (1.4). Then (X (i))i>0 — (M;)t>0 in distribution as N — oo for every i € N and
(h% SV 6XtN(i))te[O,oo) - (E [61Wt])te[o,oo) in distribution in C([0,00), M?) as N — oco. Moreover we have
that

Nl

\/NIEJ“XtN(l) - Mf” < o+ (\/NIE[|X5V(1) - MOH +/Ot (Var (M.)) ds> € [0,00) (4.128)

forall N € N and all t € [0, 0).

Proof. Theorem 4.1 of Gartner (1988) establishes an analogous assertion under general assumptions in-
cluding the ellipticity assumption that (in our notation) o?(z) > 0 for all # € I. This assumption is not
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satisfied in our situation. Nevertheless, parts of the proof of Theorem 4.1 of Gartner (1988) carry over to
our situation.

We only prove the assertion for ¢ = 1, the general case being analogous. First we show that the
distributions of the sequence (% ij:l 5Xt1v(k),XgV(1))te[07oo), N € N, are relatively sequentially weakly
compact. For this, we introduce more notation. Let A(v): C*(I) — C(I), v € M?(I), be operators defined
through

AW f(z) = f (2) ( / 2w(dz) — a + ,u(x)) + 1 (@)0?(2) (4.129)
I
forall x € I, f € C*(I) and all v € M?(I) and let the operators GV: C*(IV) — C(IV), N € N, be defined
through

N N N N N
z) = 52 f(x) (zlv D w— u(%)) +3Y a%ﬂx)ﬁ(xk) =D A (le Z‘Swj>f<x)

k=1 j=1 k=1 k=1 j=1
forall z € IV, f € C*(I"V) and all N € N where A}, is the operator A acting on the k-th variable. Note that
the N-island process (1.2) solves the well-posed martingale problem for GV for every N € N. The functions
p and o are continuous so that Assumption (A) of [18] is satisfied except for ¢(0) = 0 and o (1) = 0if |1| < 0.
Define functions \: [0,00) 3 2 +— 2(1+ L, +20 + L,)(1 + z) € (0,00) and : [ 3z +— 1+ 22 € (0,00). Then
[° dz/A(z) = oo and (v, A(v)p) < A((v,¢)) for every v € M3(I) due to Assumption 2.1 so that Assumption
(B) of [18] is satisfied. Lemma 4.9 and the inequality ¢ < 1 + a2 for a € R yield that

2 1 2
lim sup IP | sup XN >r| < lim —sup E | sup XN
r—00 NeN te[0,T] N kz:l )) T—= T NeN t€[0,7T) N ; ))
< lim - (24T92 +8L T(29T + 1) T 1 (14 8L,TebT) sup E [ D OUFT) (14 Lyt Lo)*T
rT—oo T NeN
=0

for every T € [0,00). This implies assumption (i) of Lemma 1.4 of [18]. The proof of assertion (ii) in the
proof of Theorem 1.5 of [18] only requires that sup,c;no,,(|(2)] + [o(x)]) < oo for every r € [0, 00) (which
follows from Assumption 2.1) and carries over to our situation without further changes. This implies
assumption (ii) of Lemma 1.4 of [18]. Lemma 1.4 of [18] thus yields that the distributions of the se-
quence (40, 5X1N(k))te[07oo), N € N, are relatively sequentially weakly compact in C([0,00), M2(I)).
In addition, the proof of Theorem 4.1 of [18] shows relative weak compactness of (X}¥(1));>0, N €
N, in C([0,00),I) (without using Assumptions (C) or (E) in [18]). This proves that the distributions
of the sequence (XtN(l)7 % Zszl 6XtN(k))t€[0,oo)' N € N, are relatively sequentially weakly compact in
C([0,00), I x M3(I)).

Next we identify the weak limit of the sequence (XN (1), & S5, 5XtN(k))tE[O,OO)' N € N. Let (M¢(5))i>0
be the unique strong solution of (1.4) with respect to the Brownian motion (B;(j)):>¢ for every j € N such
that My(j), j € N, are independent copies of My. As in Theorem 1 of Yamada and Watanabe (1971) [47],
an approximation of the function R > = — |z| € [0, 00) with C2-functions (see also the proof of Lemma 4.25
for this approximation) results in

d) XN (5) = Me(5)] = sgn (XY (5) — Me(5))d(X N (5) — Me(5)) (4.130)

forall j € {1,...,N} and all N € N. Taking expectations and using Assumption 2.1 yields that
N

E[zlv i_v: |XN () — Mt(j)@ - IELIV Z | X357 (4) — Mo(j)|]

< }Vi/ﬂa[\ i M, ()] [+ sen (X2 () = M) (X () - u(Ms<j>))}ds (4.131)
g/ot H;fﬁ: ()]Hds—i—(l—i—L / Hi‘xlv (’)”ds
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forall N € N and all ¢ € [0,00). Therefore, Gronwall’s inequality implies that

]E[|X§V(1) (1) IE{ |XN Mt(j)@
1 N t 1 N
< (L) t<E|: Z XN () — Mo(j )@ +/ EHNZMS(@ — E[M,(1)] Hds)
=1 0 k=1 (4.132)
t N 3
< e(1+Lu)t<1E My (1) +/ (Var 1 M, (k) ) ds)
15 u (v (& o w0)
o+ L)t ( [’Xo / Var )) ds)
forall N € N and all ¢ € [0,00). This proves inequality (4.128). Moreover we infer that
’E[g&34»wzu% id%ﬁzﬁmﬁ@ﬁ“”]_m{eEﬁlMMwmx?JﬂﬂﬁU%“DW‘
n n N
sZMMk&Uﬂ@MMZ}@\;Zﬂ@&Wﬂmmmﬂﬂ (4.133)
j=1 j=1 k=1
<3 (A sup BE=LONR [N ) -, ()] + 30 Rk (Var (1504, (1))

1 £yl j=1

<.
I

forall N € N, 0 < t; <to < ...<tn <00, MyeeesAnsAy.. A € [0,00), all globally Lipschitz continu-

ous functions f1,..., fn: I — [0,00) and all n € N. The right-hand side converges to 0 as N — oo due

to inequality (4.132). This identifies the limit and, together with tightness, implies that the sequence
N o

(XN(1), &>, 5X{V(k))te[o,oo)' N € N, converges to (Mt’]E[aM‘])te[O,oo) in distribution in C([0,00),1 x

M3(I)). This finishes the proof of Proposition 4.29. O

5 Comparison with the virgin island model

As in Section 4, we define a loop-free process. Let {(Zt(k)(i))tzoz k € No,i € G} be the solution of

a2 =( X 28 mti) - 2800 + w20 @) ) at

jeG (5.1)
+\/02(ZP ) dBEG), 28 (i) = 14— X0(i), i€ G ke Ny,
where we agree on Zt(fl)(i) :=0fort > 0 and ¢ € G. We will refer to this process as the loop-free

(G, m, u,0?)-process. The main two steps in our proof of Theorem 3.8 are as follows. Lemma 5.8 below
shows that the total mass of the (G,m,u,c?)-process is dominated by the total mass of the loop-free
(G, m, u,0?)-process. Lemma 5.10 then proves that the total mass of the loop-free (G, m, u, c?)-process is
dominated by the total mass of the virgin island model. Our proof of Lemma 5.10 exploits the hierarchical
structure of the loop-free process. Note that conditioned on migration level k—1, the islands with migration
level k are independent one-dimensional diffusions. We prepare this in Subsection 5.2 by studying the one-
dimensional time-inhomogeneous diffusion

AYST (i) = () dt — Y ()dt + p(YE () dt + 1/ o2 (Y (i) d By (i) (5.2)

where V" = 2 € I and s > 0. The path ¢{ € C([0,00),I) will later represent the mass immigrating from
lower migration levels.

The core of the comparison result is the following generator calculation which manifests the intuition
that separating mass onto different islands increases the total mass. If { = ¢ is constant, then a formal
generator of (Y, )i>s is

1,

GOf(a) = (c =+ p@)f (@) + 5o*@)f (x) el (5.3)
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where f € CQ(I), see e.g. Section 5.3 in [16]. Recall .Fj_ll from (3.18).

Lemma 5.1. Assume 2.1. Suppose that c,c;,co € I satisfy ¢ < ¢; + co. Assume u to be subadditive, that is,
w(x +vy) < p(x) + p(y) forallz,y € I withx +y € I. Letz,y,x +y € I. If 0% is superadditive, then

GO f(a+y) < (GEVF(-+1)) (@) + (G f(x+))(y) VfeFH nc (5.4)
If o2 is subadditive, then

GO f(@+y) < (G f(+y) (@) + (G fx+))y) ¥ feFnc (5.5)
If o2 is additive, then

GO f(x+y) < (GfC+p) (@) + (G flx+))y) ¥ feFLlnc (5.6)

Proof. For f € ]-](rll

NC?, the first derivative is non-negative and the second derivative is nonpositive. Thus

G fa+y) = f @ +y)(c— @ +y) +uety) + 5 @ +y)o’@+y)

< fary)a-a+p@)+ 31 @ +y)o@) .

+f(z+y) (02 —y+ u(y)) + %f” (z +y)o*(y)
= (G f(-+y) (@) + (G fz+ ) (v).

This is inequality (5.4). The proof of inequality (5.5) is analogous. If ¢? is additive, then o?(x + y) =
o%(x) + 02(y) and no property of f~ is needed in the above calculation. O

As a remark, we observe that the operator on the right-hand side of (5.4) is a formal generator of the
superposition (Y;°1'" +¥;2¥) _ of two independent solutions of (5.2). This follows from Theorem 4.10.1
in [16].

We will lift inequality (5.4) between formal generators to an inequality between the associated semi-
groups. For this we use an integration by parts formula. For its formulation, let Gg and Gr be two
generators associated with the semigroups (S;):>0 and (73);>0, respectively. Then, for ¢ € [0, c0), we have
that

t>s

t
Sif = 1if = [ Tieu(Gs - Gr)S.1 ds (5.8)
0

if Ssf € D(Gs) ND(Gr) for all s < t, see p. 367 in Liggett (1985). The idea of using (5.8) for a comparison
is borrowed from Cox et al. (1996). As the generator inequality (5.4) holds for functions in ]-](rll, we need
to show that the semigroup of ()Qf;')tzs preserves ]-](rll. This is subject of the following subsection.

5.1 Preservation of convexity

We write z,, := (21,...,2,) for z1,...,2, € R and n € N. The i-th unit row vector is denoted as e; for
every i € N. Recall F") from (3.18).

Lemma 5.2. Foreveryn € N and f € ]-](:32([0, 00)), we have that

k

f(ln + i hjeij) - f(LL + Z hjeij) > f(ln + hleil) - flz,) (5.9)
=1

j=2
for all z,, € [0,00)", all hy,...,hy >0, all (iy,...,ix) € {1,...,n}* and all k € N. The reverse inequality
holds jfffﬁ is replaced by }'J(r"_)
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Proof. The proof is by induction on k£ € N. The base case k = 1 is trivial. Now assume that (5.9) holds for
some k > 1. Fixz,, € [0,00)", h1,...,hx > 0and (i1,...,ix) € {1,...,n}*. Applying the induction hypothesis
at location z,, + 2522 hje;, to the index tuple (i1, ix41), we obtain that

k k
f(&n + ) hjei, + hie, + hk+1€ik+1) - f(@n + ) hjei, + hk+1€ik+1)

= 7= (5.10)
k k
> f(&n + Z hje;; + hleil) - f(&n + Zhjeij) > f(ln + hleil) — flz,)-
=2 j=2
The last step is again the induction hypothesis. O
Lemma 5.3. Letn € N, c € [0,00) and f € ]-"ELTU([O, 00)). Then the two functions
Fr10,00)" = Ryz,, — (21,0, Ty ) (5.11)
and
f:[0,00)" = R,z, — f(x1,...,2n,c) (5.12)

are elements of]-j(:ﬂz ([0, oo)). This is also true if 7 is replaced by F,_ and F, 1, respectively.

Proof. The functions f and f are non-decreasing and either bounded or non-negative. It is clear that f
is again (7, j)-convex for 1 < ¢,5 < n and that fis (i,j)-convex for 1 < i,5 < n — 1. It remains to prove
(i, n)-convexity of f for 1 <i < n. Applying Lemma 5.2 at location z,, ,, to the index tuple (i,n,n + 1), we
obtain for all Ay, hy > 0 that

f(@n + hlei + h2€n7 Ty + hQ) = f(@n.t,-l + hlei + thn + h2€n+1) ‘wnJrl:;cn,
> (£(@ag1 + haen + haensn) + f (@ + hie) = F(2011) ) lonizen (5.13)
= f(z, + hoen, n + h2) + f (2, + h1ei, x) = f(2,,, 7)),

that is, f is (i, n)-convex. O
Lemma 5.4. Assume 2.1. Letn € N and f € F\"/" ([0,00)). Then the function

(1, 2n) = Bf (1,0, 20, V) (5.14)

is an element offi@([& oo)) for every 0 < s <'t. If u is concave, then this property still holds iffi’;rl) is

replaced by ]—'ﬁfl) and if}'ﬁg is replaced by }](2 respectively.

Proof. Fix(0 < s < tandn € N. We only prove the case of ;1 being concave and f € }'ﬂfl) as the remaining
cases are similar. According to Lemma 5.3, it suffices to prove that

f: [0,00)" " = R, (X1, .., Tng1) — Ef(xl, .. ,xn,thf"“) (5.15)

is an element of ]-'S:fl) ([0, oo)) Let (Yff)tzs, 2 € I, be solutions of (5.2) with respect to the same Brownian
motion. It is known that V,%;" < ¥,%"*" holds almost surely for all + < z + € I, see e.g. Theorem V.43.1
in [40] for the time-homogeneous case. Thus the function f is again non-decreasing. Moreover f inherits

(i, j)-convexity from f for every 1 < i, j < n. It remains to show that f is (i,n + 1)-convex for 1 <i < n+ 1.
If i <n, then (i,n + 1)-convexity of f at the point (z1,...,zn, thf”“) implies that
f(£n+1 + hlei + h2€n+1) = ]Ef(gn + hlei, Ytimnﬂ + Ytirn+1+h2 o th:;znﬂ)
> Bf (2, + b Yl ") + Bf (2, Vi) — Bf (2, Vi) (5.16)
= f(£n+1 + hlei) + f(£n+1 + h26n+1) - f<£n+1)
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for every hy,hy > 0 and (z1,...,2,) € [0,00)", that is, (i,n + 1)-convexity of f in the case i < n. One can
establish convexity of

Y f(T1, 20, y) (5.17)

as in Lemma 6.1 of [23] (this Lemma 6.1 shows concavity if f is (n + 1,n + 1)-concave and smooth; for the
general case, approximate f, u and ¢ with smooth functions and exploit that convexity is preserved under
pointwise limits). This step uses concavity of p. Consequently, f is (n + 1,n + 1)-convex. This completes

the proof of f € ]-"J(:fl)([o, 00)). O

Lemma 5.4 extends Proposition 16 of Cox et al. (1996) [11]. This Proposition 16 is used in [11] to
establish a comparison result between diffusions with different diffusion functions, see Theorem 1 in [11].
Using the above Lemma 5.4, this comparison result can be extended to more general test functions.

5.2 Decomposition of a one-dimensional diffusion with immigration into subfamilies

Feller’s branching diffusion with immigration can be decomposed into independent families which
originate either from an individual at time zero or from an immigrant, see e.g. Theorem 1.3 in Li and Shiga
(1995). A diffusion does in general not agree with its family decomposition if individuals interact with each
other, e.g. if the branching rate depends on the population size. If the drift function is subadditive and
if the branching function is superadditive, however, then we get at least a comparison result. In that
situation, the diffusion is dominated by its family decomposition. More precisely, the total mass increases
in the order <y, if we let all subfamilies evolve independently, see Lemma 5.7 below. The following
lemma is a first step in this direction.

Lemma 5.5. Assume 2.1. Let z,y,z 4y € I and let {,(: [0, 00) — [0,00) be locally Lebesgue integrable. If
u is concave and o2 is superadditive, then

(Vs ) | Soetoon (YY) Vs, (5.18)

t>s t>s

where (Y;"),., and (st’”‘)ps are independent processes. If j is concave and o? is subadditive, then
inequality (5.18) holds with P, _ replaced by F, . If u is subadditive and o? is additive, then inequal-
ity (5.18) holds with F _ replaced by F ..

Proof. Let F,,(n) = fn(Mtys---smt,) € F+_([0,00)) where f,, € ffr"_)([(),oo)). We begin with the case of ¢,
being simple functions. W.l.o.g. we consider ((t) = 37, ¢; 1, , +,)(t) and C(t) = S0, &1y, , +,)(t) where

Cl,.sCn,C1,...,6n > 0, g = s and ¢,41 = co as we may let I}, depend trivially on further time points. We
will prove by induction on n € N that

EF ()L, ) SER (G +15),2,). (5.19)

For the base case n = 1 additionally assume f; € C2. Approximate ¢ and p with functions o, ; € C*(RR)
having the following properties. All derivatives Jl(k),ul(k), k € Ny, are bounded, y; is concave and o} is
superadditive. Both functions vanish at zero. If |I| < oo, then p;(|I|) < 0 = o7(|I]). Moreover p;(z) — u(x)
and o}(z) — o?(z) as | — oo for all # € I. Let (Y;;"')i>s, « € I, be solutions of (5.2) with 2 and 4

replaced by o7 and u,, respectively, and let (fftf;y’l)tZS, y € I, be an independent version hereof. Then

x = Sifi(x) == Efi (th;“) is twice continuously differentiable for every ¢ > s, see Theorem 8.4.3 in
Gikhman and Skorokhod (1969). In addition, Lemma 5.4 proves S; f1 € ]-](rll forall ¢ € [s,t;]. Consequently,

we may apply Lemma 5.1 to S; f; € f(ﬁl N C? for every t € [s,t1] and the integration by parts formula (5.8)
yields that

B[ 5= 50)] < B[ 1+ 750 20

Now as | — oo, (Y1), converges weakly to (Y,""");>¢ for every z € I, see Lemma 19 in Cox et al.
(1996) for a sketch of the proof. Therefore letting [ — oo in (5.20) proves (5.19) for n = 1if f; € C2. The
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case of general f; € ]—'J(rll follows by approximating f; with smooth functions in ]-](rll. For the induction
step n — n + 1, define

oY1, Yn) = IEan(yl, . 7yn;Y;ij_§:?:) YV (Y1, yn) €1 (5.21)

Note that the induction hypothesis implies that

fn(x1+y17"'7xn+yn) S]Efn+l (xl"_ylw"?xn—i_ynay;ai“ +}~/C)y" ) (522)

nt1,tn tnti,tn

and that Lemma 5.4 implies that fn € }](rn,) Therefore, using the Markov property and the induction
hypothesis, we get that
EF, . (y<+5,x+y) —EJ, <Y<+é,z+y’ o yt<+§,z+y)

t1,s

t1,89 n»S

S ]Ef’l (}/tfzz + }N/C,y R 72&72 + }N/I‘/Cly)
(5.23)

<E [IE [fm (0 9o YT, + VS0
=R, (YSF+ VY
n+1 t,s t,s
t>s

for all z,y € I satisfying x + y € I. The last step follows from the Markov property and from independence
of the two processes. This proves (5.19).

In case of general functions ¢ and ¢, approximate ¢ and ¢ with simple functions ¢; and ¢;, [ € N, respec-
tively. The process Y.ﬁé’w converges in the sense of finite-dimensional distributions in L', see Lemma 4.10,
and due to tightness also weakly to the process ch This completes the proof as the remaining cases are
analogous. O

17:Yt€€ » Yi _Yti,,Z:| :|

Lemma 5.6. Assume 2.1 and 2.2. Then we have that

N T
< S oz ) = (/ /5nt_sﬂ(dy,dn)> as N — oo (5.24)
= Y (#) o< 0 s<t<T

forallx > 0 and all s < T where Il is a Poisson point process on [0, 00) x U with intensity measure Leb ® Q.

t<T

Proof. The proof is analogous to the proof of Lemma 4.21. For convergence of finite-dimensional distribu-
tions use the convergence (2.4) instead of Lemma 4.21. Tightness follows from an estimate as in (4.67)
together with boundedness (see Lemma 9.9 in [21]) of second moments. O

Finally we prove the main result of this subsection. The following lemma shows that the total mass
increases if we let all subfamilies evolve independently. In the special case of i and o2 being linear, in-
equality (5.25) is actually an equality according to the classical family decomposition of Feller’s branching
diffusion with immigration.

Lemma 5.7. Assume 2.1. Let (: [0,00) — [0,00) be locally Lebesgue integrable and let x € I. If the drift
function u is concave and the diffusion function o2 is superadditive, then

() o <o ([ [edtadn + [ [ fitnan) (5.25)

for every s > 0 where Il is a Poisson point process on [0, c0) x U with intensity measure Leb ® () and where
11 is an independent Poisson point process on [0, oo) x U with intensity measure ((s) ds ® Q. If ji is concave
and o2 is subadditive, then (5.25) holds with IF _ replaced by [F, . If i is subadditive and ¢? is additive,
then (5.25) holds with F, _ replaced by IF, ..
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Proof. The idea is to split the initial mass and the immigrating mass into smaller and smaller pieces. Fix
s > 0. Let i be concave and let 02 be superadditive. According to Lemma 5.5

N N
z 0,& . o500,
(Ytﬁ;‘)f> <F._([0,50)) (ZYt,sN(zH v,y (z)) (5.26)
t>s =1 ; t>s

for every N € IN where all processes are independent of each other. Letting N — oo in (5.26), the right-
hand side of (5.26) converges to the right-hand side of (5.25), see Lemma 4.21 and Lemma 5.6. The
remaining cases are analogous. O

5.3 The (G, m, u,c?)-process is dominated by the loop-free (G, m, i, 0%)-process

Lemma 5.8. Assume 2.1. If uu is concave and o2 is superadditive, then
Xt) <F, (G000 < Z(k)) : (5.27)
( >0 +-(G,[0,00)) kz:;) t 50

If i is concave and o? is subadditive, then inequality (5.27) holds with F,_ replaced by F,,. If u is
subadditive and o2 is additive, then inequality (5.27) holds with IF, _ replaced by F ..

Proof. Assume that p is subadditive and that ¢? is superadditive. We follow the proof of Lemma 5.5 and
begin with a generator calculation similar to Lemma 5.1. Let GX and GZ denote the formal generators of
(G, m, p, 0%)-process and of the loop-free (G, m, i, 02)-process, respectively. Assume that f € C? ([O, oo)G) N

]-"J(rll ([0,00)¢) depends only on finitely many coordinates. Associated with this test function is

F(@Micren, ) = f<z x.(k)> (5.28)
k=0

where (z");caren, € I*No. Note that f € D(G%) = C?(I9*No). The first partial derivatives f; :=
(5= 50-) F (X rso 2 ®) ), i € G, are non-negative and the second partial derivatives

fii = (%)f(i xﬁ’”), ieaq, (5.29)
k=0

are nonpositive. Thus we see that

(%) ()
-2 [Z (3 emi. - f:“ - u(§m§k>))] + ;zf (3 4)

i€G SjeG k=0 k=0
k=0 YicG  jeG zeG

=2 [Z (S m i) — o 4 (@) + 3 3 fao® (@) ]
k=0 YieG  jeG ZEG

= ng((mz('k))iec,keﬂ\lo)

for every (mgk))iegﬂkem € IG*No Now we wish to apply the integration by parts formula (5.8). In order to
guarantee x — E*f(X,) € D(G¥), approximate f with smooth functions in ]—'J(rll, approximate y and o as
in the proof of Lemma 5.5 and approximate G with finite sets. Moreover in order to exploit the generator
inequality (5.30) in the integration by parts formula (5.8), we note that = — E* f(X,) € ffl (see Lemma
6.1 in [23]). Therefore the integration by parts formula (5.8) together with inequality (5.30) implies that

B (£(X,)) < B (f(i Zt(’”)) v £ e F([0,0)%) (5.31)
k=0
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for all (.T?(;k))iecyke]l\]g € JIG*No  In addition note that (Xt)t>0 is stochastically non-decreasing in its ini-
tial configuration, see Lemma 3.3 in [23]. As stochastic monotonicity is the only input into the proof of
Lemma 5.4, the assertion of Lemma 5.4 holds also for (X;);>0. Thus, for all f € ]-](r"fl) ([0,00)%), we have
that

(I9)" 3 (21, ... xn) = B f (21, 20, Xp) € FUU(19). (5.32)

Using this, the assertion follows as in the proof of Lemma 5.5 by induction on the number of arguments of
FeF;_(0,00)%). O

5.4 The loop-free process is dominated by the virgin island model

We show in Lemma 5.10 below that the total mass of the loop-free process is dominated by the total
mass of the virgin island model. In the proof of this lemma, we use that the Poisson point processes
appearing in the definition of the virgin island model preserve convexity in a suitable way. This is subject
of the following lemma.

Lemma 5.9. For every vector z = (z1,...,2m) € [0,00)™, m € N, let II2) be a Poisson point process
on a Polish space S with intensity measure Y .- z;j; where i, ..., ji,, are fixed measures on S. If f €

F"([0,50)), n € N, then the function
f1[0,00)"™ S R, (z,2) = Ef (2, (9,112))) (5.33)

is an element of Fi"fm)([(),oo)) for every measurable test function g: S — [0,00) satisfying (g, p;) =
[ gdup; < oo fori=1,...,m. Analogous results hold if . _ is replaced by F. and F,., respectively.

Proof. The function f is non-decreasing in the first n variables and (i,j)-concave for all 1 < 4,5 < n.
Furthermore f is non-decreasing in the last m variables as II1(2) is stochastically non-decreasing in z. Fix
1 <i4,57 <mand hy,hy > 0. Let the Poisson point processes @), (i) and m1h2¢) be independent. Fix
z € [0,00)™, z € [0,00)" and a measurable test function g: S — [0,00). Note that IT2) 4 [1(*1¢:) 4 T1(h2¢5)
has the same distribution as IT1(zthi€ithz¢;)  Therefore, using (n + 1,n + 1)-concavity of f in the point
(z, (g, T1(2))), we obtain that

Ef (2. (9. G e e))) 4 B (2, (9.19)))

— B (0. 09) + (0.110%) o+ (. 102) ) + B (2. (9,19 )
<Bf(2.(9.10) + (g.1010)) 4 B (2. (0.119) + (g.1102))
= f(z, 2+ hie;) + f(z, 2z + haej).

(5.34)

For the last step, note that I1(2) 4 I1("1¢) has the same distribution as H(ﬁhiei) and that I1® + I1(72¢)) has
the same distribution as IT1(z+"2¢5), This proves (n + i,n + j)-concavity of f for all 1 < 4,7 < m. Similar
arguments prove (i,n + j)-concavity for 1 <i<nand 1< j <m. O

Recall the total mass process (Vt(n))tzo of the n-th generation of the virgin island model from (4.83) for
every n € Ny. Define \Zt(k)| =Y ica Zt(k) for ¢t € [0,00) and k € Ny.

Lemma 5.10. Assume 2.1 and 3.7. If i is concave and o2 is superadditive, then

(k) (k)
<(|Zt |)k:0>""k0)t20 SF+—({0-,---J€0}’[0700)) ((Vt )k:():"'vko)tzo (5.35)

for every ko € Ny. If 1 is concave and o2 is subadditive, then inequality (5.35) holds with F _ replaced by
F, .. If u is subadditive and o2 is additive, then inequality (5.35) holds with IF, _ replaced by F , .

Proof. We prove (5.35) by induction on kg € INy. The base case ky = 0 follows from |Z.(0)| 2yvO we apply
Lemma 5.7 for the induction step kg — kg + 1. Fix

Fo1(X) = farr Y, x i)y e By ({0, ko + 13,0, 00)) (5.36)
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where ki,...,knp1 € {0,..., ko + 1} and 0 < 51 < -+ < spqq. Let I, i € G,¢ € C([0,00),[0,00)), be

independent Poisson point processes on [0,00) x U, independent of {Z() ... Z(k0)} and with IT%¢ 4 ¢
where TI¢ has intensity measure
B¢ (du, dn) = ¢(u)du @ Q(dn). (5.37)

Note that conditioned on Ci(ko)(-) = Yica Z.(ko)(j)m(j,z'), the law of Zi(kOH)(i) is equal to the law of

(ko) (ko)
Y,i’j ’ ’O(i) (defined in (5.2)) where Y,% ’ ’O(i), 1 € G, are independent of each other. Thus conditioning
on {Z© . . . Z*0)} and applying Lemma 5.7 with z = 0 and s = 0, we obtain that

E |:Fn+1 ((’Z(k) |)k_0,...,ko+1):|
_ ]E{IE)[Fnﬂ((]Z(k)|)kzo,_“7ko,E;Y.,Cékw’o(i)) | (Z”“))k:o_.ko]}
i€

gIE: (s Z/ /n, <™ (du dn))} (5.38)

i€G

_ElF, n+1((|Z( Do / /n e 6™ (du, dn))]
sm' n+1((|z(’f>| Ry Ay e L dn))]

The last inequality follows from }_,_. C(k(’ () = Xiec zko) Yicam(y,i) < \Z(k“)| where we used the
inequality » ., m(j,4) < 1 from Assumption 3.7, and where we used that F,; is non-decreasing. Next we

would like to apply the induction hypothesis. However the right-hand side of (5.38) depends on (|Zt( ) De>o
through a continuum of time points and not only through finitely many time points. To remedy this, we
approximate the Poisson point process on the right-hand side of (5.38) by approximating (\Zt(ko)|)t20 with
simple functions. For each N > m > max(s,,2n), choose a discretization {to,..., %2} of [0, m] of maximal
width % such that tg = 0, t,,2 = m and {s1,...,8,} C {to,...,t;m2}. Define l; := k; if t; € {s1,...,5,} and
l; := 0 otherwise. For a path (x;)¢>0 € C([0,00), [0,00)), define

t) =Y Xt L,y 4 (t) fort >0. (5.39)

Note that (D, x)(t) — x; for every ¢ > 0 as m — oo. Thus the intensity measure EIIP=x"" (du, dn)
converges to Erx"*” (du,dn) as m — oco. This convergence of the intensity measures implies weak conver-
gence of the Poisson point process TIPmx 0
function f: [0, oo)m2Jrl — R defined through

l (ko)
f(xﬁ?),---wi 22)> Ef, +1<xs’f1)7--~,xsn / /77 —JTPmX (du dn)) (5.40)

to the Poisson point process X"’ Due to Lemma 5.9, the

is an element of .F_Tj“ ([O, oo)) Now we apply the induction hypothesis and obtain that

E[F((|Z(’“>|)k_o,_._ko7 / o/ n.uHZ““‘”(du,dn))]
(e o [ )]
< Jim B [F((V(k))k—o... k/ /n—uHD”V(kO)(du, dn))} (5.41)

:E{ (V). / /n ~Y (du dn))}
-E {F((V(k))k_o,m’ko, V<’“0+1))} .

Putting (5.38) and (5.41) together completes the induction step. O
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5.5 Proof of the comparison result of Theorem 3.8

Proof of Theorem 3.8. We prove the case of i being concave and o2 being superadditive. The remaining
two cases are analogous. According to Lemma 5.8 we have that

<Z Xt@')) <ro_([0.00)) (ZZ%’”(%‘)) (5.42)
ieA t>0 i€A k=0 t>0

for every finite subset A C G. Letting A ~ G, we see that the total mass of the (G, m, i, o?)-process is
dominated by the total mass of the loop-free (G, m, i1, 02)-process. Now we get from Lemma 5.10 that

ko i
(Z |z )!) SE(0) (
k=0

t> k=

ko
Vf’”) (5.43)
0 t>0

for every kg € N. Letting ky — oo, we obtain that the total mass of the loop-free (G,m, i, c?)-process
is dominated by the total mass of the virgin island model. Therefore, the total mass of the (G,m, u,o?)-
process is dominated by the total mass of the virgin island model. O
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