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Abstract. We offer a probabilistic treatment of the classical problem of existence, uniqueness and asymptotics of monotone solu-
tions to the travelling wave equation associated to the parabolic semi-group equation of a super-Brownian motion with a general
branching mechanism. Whilst we are strongly guided by the reasoning in Kyprianou (Ann. Inst. Henri Poincaré Probab. Stat. 40
(2004) 53-72) for branching Brownian motion, the current paper offers a number of new insights. Our analysis incorporates the
role of Seneta—Heyde norming which, in the current setting, draws on classical work of Grey (J. Appl. Probab. 11 (1974) 669-677).
We give a pathwise explanation of Evans’ immortal particle picture (the spine decomposition) which uses the Dynkin—Kuznetsov
N-measure as a key ingredient. Moreover, in the spirit of Neveu’s stopping lines we make repeated use of Dynkin’s exit measures.
Additional complications arise from the general nature of the branching mechanism. As a consequence of the analysis we also
offer an exact X (log X )2 moment dichotomy for the almost sure convergence of the so-called derivative martingale at its critical
parameter to a non-trivial limit. This differs to the case of branching Brownian motion (Ann. Inst. Henri Poincaré Probab. Stat.
40 (2004) 53-72), and branching random walk (Adv. in Appl. Probab. 36 (2004) 544-581), where a moment ‘gap’ appears in the
necessary and sufficient conditions. Our probabilistic treatment allows us to replicate known existence, uniqueness and asymptotic
results for the travelling wave equation, which is related to a super-Brownian motion.

Résumé. Nous proposons une approche probabiliste au probleme classique de I’existence, de 1’unicité et du comportement asymp-
totique des solutions monotones de I’équation de propagation de front associée a 1’équation parabolique du super-mouvement
brownien de mécanisme de branchement général. Bien que largement inspiré par 1’approche de Kyprianou (Ann. Inst. Henri Poin-
caré Probab. Stat. 40 (2004) 53-72) pour le mouvement brownien branchant, cet article ouvre plusieurs perspectives nouvelles.
Notre analyse inclut le role de la normalisation de Seneta—Heyde qui, dans cette situation, s’inspire du travail classique de Grey
(J. Appl. Probab. 11 (1974) 669-677). Nous donnons une explication trajectorielle de la décomposition en épine (la particule im-
mortelle d’Evans), en utilisant la N-mesure de Dynkin—Kuznetsov comme ingrédient clef. En outre, dans 1’esprit des lignes d’arrét
de Neveu nous utilisons a plusieurs reprises les mesures de sortie de Dynkin. La nature générale du mécanisme de branchement
rend I’analyse du probléme plus délicate et nous proposons une dichotomie exacte basée sur un moment X (log X )2 pour la conver-
gence presque-stre de la martingale dérivée (pour la valeur critique de son parametre) vers une limite non-triviale. Ceci differe
du cas du mouvement brownien branchant (Ann. Inst. Henri Poincaré Probab. Stat. 40 (2004) 53-72) et de la marche aléatoire
branchante (Adv. in Appl. Probab. 36 (2004) 544-581), ol un écart dans les hypotheses sur les moments apparait entre les condi-
tions nécessaires et suffisantes. Notre approche probabiliste permet de retrouver des résultats connus d’existence, d’unicité et de
comportement asymptotique pour 1’équation de propagation de front reliée au super-mouvement brownien.
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1. Introduction

Suppose that X = {X;: ¢t > 0} is a (one-dimensional) ¥ -super-Brownian motion with general branching mechanism
Y taking the form

w(m=—ax+ﬁx2+/ (67 — 14 Ax)v(dx) (1)
(0,00)
for A > 0 where o = —'(07) € (0, 00), B > 0 and v is a measure concentrated on (0, o) which satisfies f(o ) x A

x2)v(dx) < 0o. Let Mg (R) be the space of finite measures on R and note that X is a M g (R)-valued Markov process
under P, for each 1 € M (R), where P,, is law of X with initial configuration u. We shall use standard inner product
notation, for f € C; (R) and u € Mp(R),

o) = fR FEOR).

Accordingly we shall write ||| = (1, 1).

The existence of our class of superprocesses is guaranteed by [8,9,11]. The following standard result from the
theory of superprocesses describes the evolution of X as a Markov process. For all f € CZ' (R), the space of positive,
uniformly bounded, continuous functions on R, and u € Mg (R),

—logEﬂ(e_(f’X’))zfuf(x,t)u(dx), weMp(R),t>0, )
R

where u ¢ (x, t) is the unique positive solution to the evolution equation for x € R and # > 0

9 192

Euf(x,t)—Emuf(x,t)—l//(uf(x,t)), 3)
with initial condition u s(x,0) = f(x). The reader is referred to Theorem 1.1 of Dynkin [7], Proposition 2.3 of
Fitzsimmons [17] and Proposition 2.2 of Watanabe [43] for further details; see also Dynkin [9,11] for a general
overview. The analogous object to (3) for branching Brownian motion is called the Fisher—Kolmogorov—Petrovski—
Piscounov (FKPP) equation and hence in the current setting we name (3) the FKPP equation for vy -super-Brownian
motion.

Recall that the total mass of the process X is a continuous-state branching process with branching mechanism .
Since there is no interaction between spatial motion and branching we can characterise the 1 -super-Brownian motions
into the categories of supercritical, critical and subcritical accordingly with the same categories for continuous-state
branching processes. Respectively, these cases correspond to 1/(07) < 0, ¥/(0%) = 0 and v'(07) > 0. The class
of yr-super-Brownian motions described above are necessarily supercritical. Such processes may exhibit explosive
behaviour, however, under the conditions assumed above, X remains finite at all positive times. We insist moreover
that 1 (00) = co which means that with positive probability the event lim;y || X;|| = O will occur. Equivalently
this means that the total mass process does not have monotone increasing paths; see for example the summary in
Chapter 10 of Kyprianou [27]. The probability of the event

&= |1im X, = 0}
ttoo
is described in terms of the largest root, say 1*, of the equation v (1) = 0. Note that it is known (cf. Chapter 8 of [27])
that ¥ is strictly convex with 1 (0) = 0 and hence since ¥ (c0) = oo and ¥’ (0") < 0 it follows that there are exactly

two roots in [0, 0c0), one of which is always 0. For u € Mp(R) we have

By (lim 1, =0) = eI, @
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In this article we shall also assume on occasion that

o 1
/ VS ¥ () du

This condition is equivalent to requiring that f (¢ foS (¥ (u) + au) du)~1/2dé < co. In combination with additional
assumptions on ¥ given above, (5) has a number of implications for the underlying superprocess. Firstly, if we denote
by R the smallest closed set in R such that supp X; € R for all ¢ > 0, then Sheu [40] shows that for all © € Mp(R)
with compact support,

d§ < oo. (%)

P, (R is compact) = e~ Ml

Secondly (5) implies that f 1 /¥ (§)dé < oo (cf. [40]) which in turn guarantees that the event £ agrees with the
event of extinction, namely {¢ < oo} where

¢ =inf{r > 0: || X,] =0}

Note that (5) cannot be satisfied for branching mechanisms which belong to bounded variation spectrally positive
Lévy processes.

Our primary concern in this paper will be to look at monotone travelling wave solutions to the FKPP equation
(3) through entirely probabilistic means. Specifically, we are interested in non-increasing solutions to (3) of the form
@ (x — ct), where @, > 0 and ¢ > 0 is the wave speed. That is to say @, solves

1
Ecpg/ +c®. — Y (D) =0. (6)

Moreover, for technical reasons which will become clear later, we shall be interested in the case that
P.(—00)=A1* and D.(4+00)=0.

Henceforth we shall say that any solution to (6) which respects the aforementioned conditions of non-negativity,
monotonicity and connecting the points A* at —oo to 0 at 400 is a travelling wave with wave speed c.

Starting with Kolmogorov et al. [24] and Fisher [16] there exists a variety of analytical treatments of travelling
wave equations similar to (6). We name but a few, for example Aronson and Weinberger [1], Bramson [3], Fife and
McLeod [15], Kametaka [23], Lau [29], Pinsky [37], Uchiyama [41], Volpert et al. [42]. Among these papers, the
problem discussed in Uchiyama [41], and later in Bramson [3], is closely related to the problem we are going to
investigate in this paper. The last two references consider travelling waves to the following semi-linear equation:

3 192
Euf(x,t)—Eﬁuf(x,t)—i-F(uf(x,t)), @)

where the function F is assumed to satisfy
FeC'[0,1], FO)=F(1)=0 and F(u)<0, O<u<]l. ®)

It turns out that it is possible to transform (3) into the setting (7). Indeed, it is a straighforward exercise to show
that, thanks to the smoothness and convexity properties of ¥ our assumption that ¥'(0+) < 0 as well as the fact that

v (A*) =0,
Fu) =y (A1 —u))/r* ©

respects the requirements in (8). It thus follows that u ¢ is a solution to (7) with F given by (9) if and only if A*(1 —u f)
is a solution to (3). This transformation applies equally well to convert solutions to (6) into travelling wave solutions
associated to (7).
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Restricting ourselves to the particular form (1) allows us to approach our analysis entirely through a probabilistic
treatment of super-Brownian motion. In this respect, our main results, Theorems 2.1 and 2.6 below, are not new from
the point of PDEs. (We shall elaborate further on the overlap of some of our conclusions with the PDE literature later
on.) Indeed this article is concerned with the probabilistic structures embedded within super-Brownian motion that
can be seen to explain the known travelling wave results, albeit for a smaller class of forcing terms v than existing
literature would allow.

There exists a suite of literature which gives a probabilistic handling of (7) and its travelling waves; see [3,4,6,
21,25,35,36]. Key to all of these papers is the relationship between the travelling wave equation and two types of
martingales found in branching Brownian motion commonly referred to as additive and multiplicative martingales.
Our objective in this paper is to show that many of the known probabilistic ideas can be adapted, subject to the use of
appropriate alternative technologies, to handle (6). In particular we shall largely work with Dynkin exit measures as
well a new pathwise version of Evans’ immortal particle decomposition of our 1-super-Brownian motion.

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows. In the next section we state our main results. These pertain to a
complete existence, uniqueness and asymptotic result for the travelling wave equation. In special cases, it is possible
to give more explicit details concerning the form of the solutions to the travelling wave equation in terms of martingale
limits. For this reason, part of our main results includes some martingale convergence theorems. One of our martingale
results, concerning the question of convergence to a non-trivial limit of the so-called derivative martingale, offers a
moment dichotomy which has not been previously achieved for the analogous martingales in the case of branching
Brownian motion and branching random walks. In Section 3 we examine certain Dynkin exit measures which will
be key to later analysis. The remaining sections are dedicated to the proofs of the main results with the exception of
Section 5 which provides the new pathwise spine (or immortal particle) decomposition that features heavily in the
proofs.

On a final note, we mention that the condition (5) appears to be a natural sufficient condition under which to
perform all of our analysis. This will become clear later on through several of the preparatory results. We refrain
from imposing this condition throughout the paper however (in favour of stating it when required) as a number of the
mathematical tools we appeal to, which are of intrinsic interest on their own, still have meaning without it.

2. Main results

Our first result gives us a very general characterisation of the existence, uniqueness and asymptotics of non-negative
travelling waves solving (6). Subsequently we give moment conditions under which some of the quantities involved
can be explicitly identified. For convenience we write A = /—24’(0%) and for each A € R define

e =—y'(07) /A +1/2. (10)

Note that for A € (0, A], ¢, has range [A, 00). In particular ¢, = A. We shall also write [P as shorthand for P, with
corresponding expectation operator given by [E.

Theorem 2.1.

(1) If (5) holds then no travelling waves exist with wave speed c if ¢ € [0, ¢).
(ii) A travelling wave exists with wave speed c if ¢ > c,. In particular for A € (0, 1] there exists a travelling wave
with wave speed c) which may be written in the form

B, (x) = —logE[e ™ "40)], (11)

where A()L) is a non-negative random variable such that { A(A) = 0} agrees with £, P-almost surely.
(iii) Suppose that ) € (0, A]. Then, up to an additive shift in its argument, there is a unique travelling wave at speed
Cy.
(iv) Moreover, when A € (0, A], there exists some constant k; € (0, 00) and a slowly varying function L) : (0, 00) —
(0, 00) such that
QC)L (x)

AT ey (2
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The conclusions given in the above theorem conform to what is already understood about the existence, uniqueness
and asymptotic decay of travelling wave solutions to the classical FKPP equation (7) and hence by the transformation
described in the Introduction, the non-linear equation (3). Indeed Theorem 1.1 in [41], for which the non-linear
function F in (7) belongs to a more general class than the one that the ¢ we consider here corresponds to, covers the
content of Theorem 2.1, perhaps with the exception of the representation (11). Under further assumptions the function
L, (z) is known to behave as —log z as z |, 0. This conclusion will also appear shortly in the forthcoming Theorem 2.6
with a comparison to existing literature.

As alluded to above, the next two main theorems make a clearer statement about the quantities A(X) and L; when
we impose additional assumptions. To do this, we need to introduce two families of P-martingales with respect to the
natural filtration F; := o (X,,; u <t). The first such family of martingales is identified in the following lemma.

Lemma 2.2. The process W(A) = {W;(XA): t > 0} where . € R and
W, (1) i=e e X)), 120, (13)
is a martingale.

Proof. The proof appeals to a classical technique which we briefly outline. Define for each x e R, g € C 2‘ R)
and 6,1 > 0, uf (x, 1) = —logEs, (e"?'¢%1)) and note that, with limits understood as 6 | 0, u,(x,)|g=0 = 0 and
ve(x, 1) :=E5 ((g, X;)) = Bug (x,1)/360]9—0. Differentiating in 6 in (3) shows that v, solves the equation

B] 1 9° .

o Ve D) =55 ug (e ) =9 (07 )ug (x, 1), (14)
with v, (x, 0) = g(x). Note that classical Feynman—Kac theory tells us that (14) has a unique solution and it is nec-

essarily equal to I, (e"”/(oﬂt g(&)) where {&: tr > 0} is a Brownian motion issued from x € R under the measure
IT,. The above procedure also works for g(x) = e™* in which case we easily conclude that for all x € R and 7 > 0,
e M Es ((e™", X;)) = e~**. Finally, the martingale property follows using the previous equality together with the
Markov branching property associated with X. (]

Note that W(}) is a non-negative martingale and therefore converges almost surely. As a corollary to the above
lemma, we may describe the second family of martingales we are interested in by taking the negative derivative in A

of W (). Note that this produces a signed martingale which does not necessarily converge almost surely.

Corollary 2.3. The process dW (1) := {0W;(A),t > 0}, where . € R and
a
OW,(0) = == Wi(0) = [t + e, X,), - 120, (15)
is also a martingale.

It turns out that the convergence of both these martingales in the appropriate sense is important to give a more
precise characterization of the limit A(A) and the normalizing sequence L; in Theorem 2.1. The following theorem
contains the necessary information.

Theorem 2.4.
(1) The almost sure limit of W (L), denoted by W, (1), is also an L (P)-limit if and only if || < A and

/ r(logr)v(dr) < oo.
[1,00)

When Wao (L)) is an L' (P)-limit the event {Wso (1) > 0} agrees with E€, P-almost surely. Otherwise, when it is not
an L' (P)-limit, its limit is identically zero.
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(i1) Assume that (5) holds. The martingale OW (L) has an almost sure non-negative limit when |\A| > A which is
identically zero when |A| > A and when |\| = A its limit is almost surely strictly positive on E€ if and only if

/ r(logr)?v(dr) < oo.
[1,00)

Remark 2.5. Note that other similar theorems exist for derivative martingales in the branching random walk, (2], and
branching Brownian motion, [25]. In those cases however, an exact dichotomy for convergence to a non-zero limit in
the critical regime was not achieved unlike the case here.

We may now turn to our final main theorem which is a refinement of Theorem 2.1 under additional assumptions.
For convenience we write Wy (A) and d W, (1) for the martingale limits (when it exists in the latter case).

Theorem 2.6. Assume (5).

(i) Suppose that f[l 0) r(logr)v(dr) < oo and A € (0,A). Then, up to an additive constant in its argument, the
travelling wave solution @, to (6) is given by

b, (x) =— logE[efe%xW"O()‘)],
and there is a constant k;,_ € (0, 0c0) such that

. P, (x)
1m =

x—>o00 e~Ax

ky.

(i1) Suppose that f[ r(log P2v(dr) < oo and A = A. Then, the critical travelling wave solution @), to (6) is given

by

1,00)

@, (x) = —logE[e™¢ W ®],
Moreover, there is a constant k)€ (0, 00) such that

. P, (x)
im =

X—>00 xe AX

k.. 16)

Remark 2.7. Note that

1
/ r2Y(r)dr <oco r(log r)v(dr) < oo,
0 [1,00)

1
/ r*2| logr|y(r)dr <oco <= r(logr)zv(dr) < 00.
0 [1,00)

Using these equivalences we see that our Theorem 2.6 agrees precisely with Theorems 2.1, 2.2 and 2.3 in Uchiyama
[41], where again, through the transformation described in the Introduction, we alert the reader to the fact that
Uchiyama allows for a more general setting. Such asymptotics are similarly prescribed in equations (1.13) and (1.14)
in Bramson [3] under slightly different assumptions. We can also use these equivalences to provide some examples in
which the moment conditions appearing in Theorem 2.6 hold or fail.

Firstly, we provide an example where (5) holds true but f[l 00) r(logr)v(dr) = oco. According to [38], Y1 (X)) =
AZlog='(1 4+ 1), A > 0 is a branching mechanism. By some elementary calculations, we can check that | satisfies
(5) but fol r=2y1 (r) dr = 0. Let vy be the measure v in (1) corresponding to V. Then f“’oo) rlogrvy(dr) = oo.

Secondly, we give an example where f[l,oo) r(logr)v(dr) < oo and f[],oo) r(log r)2v(dr) = . According to [38],
Yo(X) = A(Alogh — A + 1)/(log MNELA>0,is a branching mechanism. We can check that vy satisfies (5) and
fol r_zt/fz(r) dr < oo, but fol r_2|10gr|1//2(r) dr = co. Let vy be the measure v in (1) corresponding to r». Than
f[l’oo) rlogrvy(dr) < oo but f[l,oo) r(logr)?va(dr) = oo.
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3. Branching exit Markov systems and embedded continuous state branching processes

For each y, t > 0, define the space—time domain D; ={(x,u): x <y,u <t}andforeach ceRlet X ={X{: t >0}
be the sequence of measures which satisfies (f, X7) = (f(ct +-), X;) forall t >0 and f € C;‘(R). It is straight-
forward to deduce that for each u € Mp(R), (X°,P,) is a superprocess with general branching mechanism
¥ whose movement component corresponding to a Brownian motion with drift c¢. According to Dynkin’s the-
ory of exit measures [10] it is possible to describe the mass in the superprocess X¢ as it first exits the grow-
ing family of domains {D’: t > 0,y > 0} as a sequence of random measures on R x [0, c0), known as branch-
ing Markov exit measures, which we denote by {X ;')§: t >0,y > 0}. In particular, according to the characterisa-

tion for branching Markov exit measures given in Section 1.1 of [12], each of the random measures X %, is sup-
ported on BDtV = ({y} x [0,1)) U ((—o0, y] x {¢t}) and has the following defining Markov branching propérty. Let
}—E”v = O’(XC;: u<t,x<y)Forallt>r,y>z ue MpR)with suppu C (—o0o,z] and f € C;(D’,) such that
fx,t) = f(x,0)=: f(x) forall t >0,

=y (1=, XG)

Eu(e_ XD?’)U-“BC) =e t (17)

where, for all (x, s) in D!, u? is the unique positive solution of the partial differential equation

2

iuy (x,8) = =—u’-(x, 5) ~|—ciuy (x,s) — I/I(My (x s)) (18)
as 20x2° 17 ax 17 frmp
with boundary conditions u; (y,8)=f(y) for0 <s <t and u; (x,0) = f(x) for x < y. We may similarly consider

the branching Markov property of the exit measures X CD, where D" . =1{x,r): r <t,—z < x} with z > 0. Moreover,

define for convenience Dy = DJ° and by monotonicity one may also define X ;)y =limsp00 X ;’); [(y}x[0,0)-

An important consequence of the Markov branching property above is the following theorem which will feature
crucially in our proof of Theorem 2.1.

Theorem 3.1. Define for each y > 0 and ¢ > 0, Z5 := (1, X%y} = ||Xi)y|| and Z< = (1, X%,y> = ”X%ﬂ . For all
x € Rand X € (0, A] the following statements hold Ps_-almost surely.

(i) The process {Z;X: y > x} is a conservative supercritical continuous state branching process with growth rate .
Moreover, the process Z* becomes extinct with positive probability if and only if (5) holds.

(i1) The process {Z_?: y < —x} is a subcritical continuous state branching process with growth rate —A. Moreover,
there is almost sure extinction if and only if (5) holds.

Proof. First part of (i). For x <y and f € C;'(R x [0, 00)) such that f(x,?) = f(x,0) =: f(x) for all >0, let
v; (x,1) :=Es, ((f, X}, ). By performing a similar linearisation to the linearisation (14) of (3), we have that

Iy 19 y d (oY

STV 0D = S oS v ) F e ) — ¥ (0% )vy(x, 1), (19
with v;.(y, t)= f(y) fort > 0and v';(x, 0) = f(x) for x < y. The classical Feynman—Kac formula allows us to write
the unique solution to (19) as

vjen 0 =ME[e™V O g o), (20)

where r;‘ =inf{t > 0: & > y} and under I1¢, {&: t > 0} is a Brownian motion with drift ¢ issued from x. By means of
an increasing sequence of continuous functions which are valued 0 at y and which converge pointwise to 1(_oo,y](-),

it is now possible to deduce by monotone convergence that

Es, (X5, (=00, y] x {1})) =™V O [1¢ (oF > 1), 1)
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For x <y it is known that the density of ry+ is given by

y—x (y—ct)?
exp| ————), t>0. (22)
213 ( 2t )

Now let ¢ =c;, for A € (0, A]. From (21) and (22), an application of L"Hdpital’s rule shows that
Jim B, (X5 (=00, y1 x (11)) =0. (23)
It now follows from (20) with f =1, (21) and (23) that for all x € (—o0, y],
. T . _ . v, (0+) + A
B, (165, 1) = Him B, (| X5 ) = 119 [e 0 5 < oo =0,
Note also from (17) we have that forall a, b,6 > 0 and x € R,

— — a
Estya, (€0 XD>)) Egs, (e "% )EbS( AN (24)

showing that Z¢ is a conservative continuous state branching process.

First part of (ii). By symmetry, it suffices to prove that for A € (0, A], the process {Z; “*: x > 0} is a subcritical
continuous state branching process with growth rate —A. This conclusion follows from a similar analysis to the proof
of part (i), noting in particular that

Es, (

l—)sx 1) =m;[e AL ) <o0]= e My—x)

The details are left to the reader.
Second part of (ii). For any y > z, u € M(R) with suppu C (—o0,z] and 6 > 0,

—{0.Xp2 X

o N R 25)

where, by taking limits as ¢ and then r tend to infinity in (18), we have that ug is the unique positive solution to the
equation

0= 12 o — oLl — v o) 26)
29x2"0 Fax o

on (—oo, y] with boundary value uz (y)=90
This tells us that for each fixed 6 > 0,

E(efw,xg?)) — e O) _ e—ug(—x)’

where ug solves

2

10
0= ug(x)

0
39e —uf(x) — ¥ (ug (x)),

ox

on (—oo, 0) with boundary value ug(O) = 0. Written yet another way, this tells us that u} := uy (0) satisfies

132

8

on (0, oo) with boundary value ug =6.
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—ca.

On the other hand, if ¥_, is the branching mechanism of {Z, “*: x > 0}, then we also know that

0
a”)@c +v; (u5) =0

for x > 0. Combining the previous two differential equations, we easily deduce that

1

51//’_“ (”g)l/f—c‘x (“z) —av—q (”)66) = w(”)ec)

As {Z;“: x > 0} is subcritical, we know that ugo = 0. Thus by continuity, for each fixed 6 > 0, the range of {u’g‘ x>
0} contains [0, #]. As 6 may be made arbitrarily large, it follows that

131#2 W) —V—e, @) =Y @), u>0
4du’ "> M= ’ -

Subcriticality also implies that ¥_., (0) = 0.
Next note that

1 u u
2w =2, () e A W (s)ds = A s, @7)

As ¥_, tends to infinity at infinity, we may apply L'Hopital’s rule to deduce that

eV ()ds 1 1
1m 3 . —5 lim 7 .
utoo wiq (u) 2 utoo W—q (u)

(28)

Note it follows in a straightforward manner form the Lévy—Khintchine formula that the limit on the right-hand side
above exists (and may possibly equal zero). The limit (28) when combined with (27) now allows us to conclude that

d& < oco. 29)

o0 1 o0 1
—  dE <00 / _—
/ w—c;\ (E) /]f* w(u) du

As {Z,“*: x > 0} is subcritical, this is equivalent to saying that there is almost sure extinction if and only if (5) holds.

Second part of (i). Using exactly the same proof we can show that (29) holds with _., replaced by ¥, . The
desired result follows by recalling that f *1y Ye, (§) d§ < oo is the necessary and sufficient condition in the current
context for the event of extinction to agree with the event of becoming extinguished. ]

Corollary 3.2. Suppose that (5) holds. Fix x € R. For each ¢ > 0, let R™¢ be the smallest closed set containing

supp X; € for all t > 0. Then for all ¢ > c) = A we have that Ps_(supR ™ < 00) = 1 and for all ¢ < ¢, we have
Ps, (supR™¢ = 00|E€) = 1. In particular if R, = sup{y € R: X,(y, o0) > 0} then

. R
lim — = A, (30)

Ps, -almost surely on E€.

Proof. From Theorem 3.1(ii), under the assumption of (5), the process {Z; *: x > 0} is subcritical and becomes
extinct with probability 1. This implies that for all ¢ > ¢, = A, Ps, (sup/R "¢ < oo) = 1 and hence

. R,
limsup — <A,
tPoo

where R; = sup{y € R: X;(y, 00) > 0}.
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Next we want to show

. Ry
liminf — > A, (31
ttoo
on &€,

We shall use the conclusion of Theorem 2.4 to prove (31). The reader should note that the proof of Theorem 2.4,
which appears later in this paper, does not depend on the result we are currently proving. We also make use of an

argument which is essentially taken from Git et al. [18]. For 0 < € < A/2 and y = A — € note that e"* 1<y —e)r) <
eV =9%ec(r=97 "and hence

lim sup e—(yz/z—w/(oﬂ)z(ey-1(.5()/76)”’ Xt) <limsup 6_62’/2W, (—y+¢€)=0, (32)
tPoo ttoo

s, -almost surely. It follows that

1%m e‘(V2/2—'/f’<0+>>’(eV‘1(.>(y_g>,), Xt) = Woo(—y +6), (33)
1100
IPs, -almost surely. Note that by Theorem 2.4(i) the event { Woo (—y + €) > 0} agrees with £¢. Hence as € can be made
arbitrarily small, (31) follows on £ .

Together with (31) this implies the strong law of large numbers, (30), on £¢ and all other claims in the corollary
follow immediately. ]

Theorem 3.3. Suppose that ). € (0, \] and Z* = {Z;*: y > 0}. Then P-almost surely, {Z* extinguishes} agrees with
the event £.

Proof. First we establish that & := {Z“* extinguishes} C £. Begin by noting that, thanks to monotonicity,

lim X3, ((—o0. y1 x 1)) = 1 X,]. (34)

ytoo

Next note that since Z¢ is a supercritical conservative branching process, it follows that there is a Ao > 0 such that
P(£) = e%0. Using the Markov branching property for exit measures we have,

—holl X —x0X % (=00, ¥1x{1})
(¢ Y .

. Al
E(lg|]—'D*;) =e by <
Hence
—hoX' % (=00, y1x{t})
E[l' lim E(15|F% )1 ] <]E[1' I 2} 1 ]
Jim lim E(117p; e | < B| fim fim e ¢
= E lim e ol ¥l 1. |
t1oo
=0. (35)
Note that in the first equality we have used the fact that || X;*|| = || X;||. Our objective is to show that
E(lgeqg) =0,
and hence & C &, P-almost surely. To this end, in light of (35), it suffices to prove that £¢ € o (|, Uy>0 .7-";;,‘). Note
however that, by (34), || X;| € G(Uy>of'3§,)’ which implies that £ € o (|, Uy>0]:3tv)- )

Co

Now fix ¢ > 0. Note that the Markov branching property applied to the exit measure X ¢ implies that

—2F X

i =X (y)x[0,
PE =E@(EIFy) =Bl #]<Ble AT

]-
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Now taking limits as ¢ 1 oo we have with the help of both monotone and dominated convergence that

PE) <E[e Y8 — B2,

Taking limits again as y 1 oo we find that P(€) < P(Z“ extinguishes). Together with the conclusion of the previous
paragraph, we are forced to conclude that £ = {Z“ extinguishes}, P-almost surely, as required. ]

4. Proof of Theorem 2.1

Proof of Theorem 2.1(i). Suppose that there exists a travelling wave at speed ¢ € [0, ¢;) which we shall denote by @.
Forall x € R and # > 0, we have Es (e™(®X)) = e ™0 ("!) where u$, solves

2

a 1 o° a
5%‘4;()(,1‘)2Eﬁlx{&,(x,t)‘i‘Caucq;(X,t)_w(ué)(-xvt))v (36)

with initial condition u(x, 0) = @ (x). This partial differential equation has a unique positive solution for the same
reasons that (3) has a unique solution. Since @ (x) also solves (36), it follows that

B, (712 X7)) = =20,

Together with the branching property, this in turn implies that {e~(®-Xi): ¢ > 0} is a uniformly integrable martingale.
Its almost sure and L' (Ps, ) limit is denoted by M. The Markov branching property applied to the exit measure X7,

'
implies that for all x <y,

—(®,X¢
(X5

Es, (e : ) =R, [E(MooLf’lC);)] — o P

Note however that for all z € supp X i),_ we have by monotonicity, @ (z) > @ (y). Moreover, as a measure, we also have
X 3@- > X ;‘); |(—o0.y)xr}- It follows that

—@(MXS, ((—o0,y)x{t})
e P < Eax (e Dy

). (37)

Our next objective is to show that for any y > x,
P;, (linTliani)n (=00, ) x {n}) > 0) > 0. (38)
ntoo y

Suppose now that the probability in (38) is equal to zero for a given y > x. Let X (n) := X§,,((—00, y) x {n}) for
n > 0. Then ’

liminf X (n) =0, Ps, -as. (39)
n—oQ

Note that, under (5), O is an absorbing state for the sequence {X (n): n > 0} in the sense that X (m) = 0 implies that
X (m + k) =0 for all k > 0. Note that since {X‘bl [(—oo,y)x{r}): t > 0} is a superprocess with branching mechanism
i

and underlying motion which is that of a Brownian motion with drift ¢ killed on hitting y, and therefore Markovian,
then we have the estimate

Ps, (Im s.t. X (m) = 0]X(0), ..., X (n))

> inf P, (Eim s.t. X(m) = O)
willpll=X (n)

> inf P.(€)
wilpll=X (n)

— e—)\*X(n)‘
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Letting n — oo in the above inequality, by (39), we obtain that Ps (Im s.t. X(m) = 0) = 1. It follows that
liminf;1o0 LY > y Ps, -almost surely where L = inf{z: X{(—o00, z] > 0}. However, from Corollary 3.2, we also de-
duce that under (5),

which constitutes a contradiction. Therefore (38) holds for any y > x.
It follows by (38) and the Reverse Fatou Lemma, that

)<l

. —®(y) XS, (=00, ylx{n})
e~ ®™ < limsup Es, (e Y%y Y
ntoo

for all sufficiently large y > x. As x may be chosen arbitrarily in this argument, it follows that there exists a constant
C > O such that @ (x) > C for all x € R. This leads to a contradiction of the assumption that @ is a travelling wave. [J

Proof of Theorem 2.1(ii). Grey [19] solves the classical Seneta—Heyde norming problem for continuous state branch-
ing processes. In particular he shows that for all 1 € (0, A], taking account of the fact that Z“* is a continuous state
branching process with growth rate A, there exists a slowly varying function at 0, L, such that

lim e M Ly(e™)Z2 = A, (40)
oo

X

where A(A) > 0 is non-degenerate and the event {A(A) = 0} agrees with the event that Z* becomes extinguished
which in turn, by Theorem 3.3 agrees with the event £. Note from (40) and the fact that L, is slowly varying, it is
straightforward to show that for all © € Mg (R)

E, [exp{—A(k)}] = exp{—(q§, ,u)},
where for all x e R,
e ?W =E; [exp{—AW)}] = E[exp{—e " aM)}]. 1)
Note in particular that @ is a monotone decreasing function which is twice continuously differentiable on (0, co)

and moreover satisfies @ (00) =0 and @ (—o0) = A*.
The Markov branching property for Z<* implies that by conditioning on F C*x , where x, z € R, we get

e @ =E[exp{—e AW} =E[exp]- @ (x +2)25}]. (42)
Setting z =0, u =68, f = P, c=cy in (25) and (26) we see that @ necessarily solves
1
5<1>”+qu>’—1//(@):0, on R, (43)
as required. |

Proof of Theorem 2.1(iii) and (iv). Let A € (0, A] and assume that @, is a travelling wave solution to the equation
(6) with speed ¢, . From (2) and (3) it follows that for all z € R

e—<D(;)L(z) = ]ESZ [exp{—(@ck(- =+ C)Lt), Xt>}] = ESZ [exp{_(®c‘;\’ XICA>}] = E[exp{_<(pcx (Z + '), XtC)L)}]
and hence, together with the branching Markov property, we have that for all z € R

M,)"Z = exp{—(q)ck(z—i—-),Xf*)}, t>0, (44)
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is a positive uniformly integrable P-martingale. From (23) we may deduce that there exists a deterministic subsequence
{tn: n > 0} which increases to infinity (and may depend on x) such that

lim X', ((—00, ] x {tx}) = 0. (45)

ntoo

Now fix z € R and x > 0. Let M{}gz =limyy0o Mt)‘ ** then the branching Markov property applied to the exit measure
X, gives us
pr

B[ 17 ] = lim B[ 7

pie] = Jim exp{—{@c,, X5, |} = exp{—c, (x + 227},

From (44) we see that the event {M?,};Z = 1} contains in the event that X becomes extinguished which in turn, from the
proof of the previous part of the theorem, agrees with the event that {A(L) = 0}. Recalling (40), it follows that there
exist a set of positive P-probability on which Z“ has a strictly positive normalised limit, such that the normalising
sequence may be taken to be either e ¥ L; (e ™**) or ®; (x + z) as x 1 0o. It must therefore follow that there exists a
constant k., € (0, oo) such that

@, (x+72)

m-—— =k, ,.
X100 e_“L;L(e_“) -

As L, is slowly varying it is easy to see that k) ; = ek, where k; := kx.o.
This also tells us that

Mé‘o’z = exp{ —ke A } ,
and hence taking expectations with respect to P we see that
e Pa ) = E[exp{ —kre A }]

thus establishing uniqueness up to an additive constant. (]

Reviewing the proof of Theorem 2.1 we obtain the following corollary, a simpler version of which has appeared in
Neveu [36] and in parallel to writing of this paper, a similar result for branching Brownian motion has been described
in [34].

Corollary 4.1. For A € (0, A1, the continuous state branching process Z* has branching mechanism
Ve, (6) = @, (25,1(6))

for 6 € [0, A*] where @, is any version of the unique travelling wave at speed c). Alternatively V., solves the
differential equation

1d , _ 01"
Z@f W) +erfw=vyw), wue(0,1%),
with boundary conditions f(0) =0 and f(1.*) =0.

Proof. Since Z is a continuous time continuous state branching process with branching mechanism, say v, , equa-
tion (42) implies that @ (z) = u, (@ (x + z)), where for 6 > 0, u, (0) satisfies the semi-group equation
dux(0)
ax

+ Ve, (ux(6)) =0, (46)
with initial condition ug(0) = 6. Differentiating the equality @ (z) = u, (P (x + z)) with respect to x we get

Quy(P(z+x))  uy(0)
= +
dx a6 0= (z+x)

0 db/(z + x).
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By setting x = 0 in the previous equality, making use of (46) and the fact that dug(6)/96 = 1, we obtain that
D' (2) =, (9(2). 47)
The first part follows directly from (47). For the second part, one may differentiate (47) and obtain

D" (2) =Y., (P (2) Ve, (P (2)). (48)
Combining (47) and (48) with (43) and noting the domain of u := @ (x), x € R is (0, A*), we get

1
EI/féA WYe, () + e, (u) — ¥ (u) =0,

which is the claimed differential equation.

To show the boundary conditions, first note that in all cases, since, by Theorem 3.1, Z°* is conservative, we
necessarily have ¥, (0) = 0. For the other boundary condition recall from the beginning and the end of the proof
of Theorem 2.1(ii) that the event {A(A) = 0} agrees both with the event £ as well as the event that Z* becomes
extinguished. Hence we have P(Z“* becomes extinguished) = e™*" and then necessarily A* must be the largest root
in [0, co) of the equation ., (9) = 0. This justifies the boundary condition v, (A*) = 0. O

5. Pathwise spine decomposition

The convergence of the martingales W (1) and d W (X) to non-trivial limits will ultimately allow us to identify the
limiting variable A(A) as either Wy, (1) or d Wso(X). There is a well understood technique for branching particle pro-
cesses, due to Lyons et al. [33] and Lyons [32], which can be used to establish in a straightforward way conditions
under which the latter limits are non-trivial. This involves looking at how the given martingales (or variants of them)
perform as changes of measure. In the case of superprocesses, this technique can be seen under the pretext of Evans’
immortal particle decomposition; see for example Evans [14] and Engldnder and Kyprianou [13]. In the latter refer-
ences, the decomposition has only been explored through the semi-group of the underlying superprocess which has its
limitations when using it to analyse the martingales W (A) and d W ()) in the spirit of pathwise spine decompositions
for branching particle processes. In the analysis below, we give a new immortal particle decomposition for our class of
superprocesses which is defined in a pathwise sense and therefore lends itself to the aforementioned classical martin-
gale analysis. The feature which is in particular new to our spine decomposition is the use of the Dynkin—Kuznetsov
N-measure to describe a Poisson point process of immigration along the immortal particle. For branching mechanism
without quadratic term (i.e., § = 0 in the definition of ¥ given by (1)), a similar pathwise spine decomposition was
given by Liu et al. [31] when dealing with another martingale which, like W (}), was constructed from a positive
eigen-function to the linear semi-group of the underlying superprocess.

Let us move to our new spine decomposition and hencewith we start by defining some martingale changes of
measure. For each A € R and u© € Mg (R), let IP’;)‘ be defined by

—A
dP;,
dP,,

A%) -0
7 W) T

where F; = o (X,: s <t). Note in particular that Wo(1) = (e ™', ut). Next recall that for each x € R we defined the
process & := {&;: t > 0} under /I, to be a Brownian motion issued from x. If /T~ * is the law under which & is a
Brownian motion with drift —A € R issued from x € R, then for each t > 0,

dri*

X

— o~ ME—0)—221/2 49
dIT, ¢ ’ (49)

G

where G; = o (&, s < t). For convenience we shall also write

M) = / e M (O ITC). (50)

(e™*, u) Jr
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Theorem 5.1. Suppose that L e R, u € Mp(R) and g € C,'f (R). Then

t
E;A [e—<g,X,>] =E, [e—<g,xl>]nu—k [exp{ — /o ¢(ug(§,_s, s)) ds ” , (51)
where
$0) =90 — Y/ (0%) =281 + / (1= ) xv(dr), (52)
0

and ug is the unique solution of (3).

Proof. By the definition of E*, we get

1
(e=*, )
1 9

—A —(g0,X
:_<e_)\. M>e C’\tEﬂ<£e (86, X1)

E;A(e*@;Xﬁ) — Eu(e*)»cxf(e*)v, Xl)e*(gyxt))

0—0+>

with gg(x) := g(x) + 6e~**. Interchanging the expectation and differentiation, we get

E_)\ (e_<g’Xt>) = — #e_)‘cﬂ ie_Wg@ (1), 1)

. (e™*, ) a6

)

=0+

where ug, satisfies (3) with g replaced by gy. Note that, ug, = u,. Hence,

e—)\.CAte_h'ige (1), 1) i(”ge G, 1), M)

A (o= (8. X)) _
E (e t) (C_)",M) 00

" (53)

0=0*

Now let m8(x,t) := a%” 20 (X, 1) |g=o+ Tor all x € R. Taking derivatives in (3) with g replaced by g¢ and then taking
the limit as 6 goes to zero, we obtain the differential equation

Lm0y = 2L m8 (1) — 9 (ug (x, 1))m (x, 1),
mé(x,0) =e .

The classical Feynman—Kac formula gives

t
m8(x,t) =11, [e—l& exp{— / U (g (5. 9)) ds”.
0
Plugging back into (53) yields the following equality,
—h(a—(g,X
EM (e (g t>)
1

t
= mElt[e_@’X’)]/Re_)‘xu(dx)f[x [e—”ff—x)—wexp{—/o Ip’(ug(gt_s,s))dsH

=E;, [e_<g,Xx>]17;?» |:exp{ - / ¢(ug(§,_s, s)) ds”,
0

where in the final equality we have used (49) and the fact that Acy, = —'(07) + A2/2.
To complete the proof, note that the expression given for ¢ (1) on the right-hand side of (52) is obtained by straight-
forward differentiation of (1). O
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Equation (51) suggests that, under the measure P*, the superprocess X can be decomposed into two parts. The first
one is a copy of the original superprocess and the second one can be related to an independent process of immigration.
As we shall demonstrate next, the process of immigration is governed by a spine or immortal particle along which
two independent Poisson point processes of immigration occur. We need first to introduce some more notation.

Associated to the laws {IPs,: x € R} are the measures {N,: x € R}, defined on the same measurable space, which
satisfy

N (1 —e ¥)) = —log s, (e /%)) (54)

forall f € C: (R) and ¢ > 0. Such measures are formally defined and explored in detail in [12]. See also [30]. Note
that from the definition (54) it follows that

N ((f, X1)) = Es, ((f, X)),

whenever f € Clj (R).

The measures {N,: x € R} will play a crucial role in the forthcoming analysis. Intuitively speaking, the branching
property implies that IPs, is an infinitely divisible measure on the path space of X and (54) is a ‘Lévy—Khinchine’
formula in which N, plays the role of its ‘Lévy measure.’ In this sense, N, can be considered as the ‘rate’ at which
superprocesses ‘with zero initial mass’ contribute to a unit mass at position x. It is important to note that N is not a
probability measure as such.

With this measure in hand, let us now proceed to the definition of a measure-valued process of immigration, which
we denote by A = {A;: t > 0}. Fix x e Rand u € Mr(R).

(i) Spine: We take a copy of the process & = {&;: 1 > 0} under IT_ * and henceforth refer to it as the spine.
(i1) Continuum immigration: Suppose that n is a Poisson point process such that, for # > 0, given the spine &, n issues
a superprocess X™' at space—time position (&, 7) with rate dr x 28 dNg, .
(iii) Jump immigration: Suppose that m is a Poisson point process such that, independently of n, given the spine &,
m issues a superprocess X™ at space—time point (£, t) with initial mass r at rate dr x rv(dr) x dPys,, .

‘We now define for ¢ > 0,
Ar=X,+x™ 4 x™, (55)
where {Xl’: t > 0} is an independent copy of (X, P,),

xM=3"xM. 120 and XM=Y x™. >0

t—s> t—s>
s<t:n s<t:m

In the last two equalities we understand the first sum to be over times at which the process n has a point and the second
sum is understood similarly. Note that since the processes X ™ and X™ are initially zero valued it is clear that since
X, = p then Ag = p. In that case, we use the notation ]P’;’\x to denote the law of the pair (A, £). Note also that the
pair (A, &) are a time-homogenous Markov process. We are interested in the case that the initial position of the spine
& is randomised using the measure u via (50). In that case we shall write

Fr0 = [ e @i o
A ,

(e™, u)

for short. The next theorem identifies the process A as the pathwise spine decomposition of (X, ]P’;k) and in particular
it shows that as a process on its own A is Markovian.

Theorem 5.2. Forall L € R and u € Mr[R), (X, IP;}‘) and (A, IE;A) are equal in law.
Proof. Fix A € R. Firstly we must prove that for any # > 0 and 4 € M (R), we have

E; (e~ X)) = E 7 (e= &4, (56)

2
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where g € C ,j' (R), and for this it suffices to show that

~ n m t
Bt [emte XX )>]=HM)‘|:exp{—/0 ¢(ug(§,_s,s))ds}j|. (57)

Secondly we must show that (A, ﬁ;’\) is a Markov process.
To this end note that for g € C ;r (R),

B [e=te:Xi"+Xi™))

=B B e e e )

= HM’\{IEM)‘ |:exp{— > e X?’Ss)“é}ﬁu’\[exp{— > (s X:nf)“é} }, (58)

s<t:n s<t:m

where we have used the independence of X™ and X™. Applying Campbell’s formula to the first inner expectation
and using (54), we get

Euk[exp{— Z(g,x;‘fs)}(g} =exp|—28 /Ot/u — e~ (& X1=)) ANy, ds}

s<t:n

t
= exp —2,8/ —logEs, (e_<g’x”>)ds}
0

t
= exp —2,3/ ug(és,t—s)ds}
0

'
= exp —2,3/0 ug(gt_s,s)ds}. (59)

To deal with the second expectation in (58) first note that,

E,:X[exp{— > <g,X§“*§)}\s} :E;A[exp{_ > mxug(ss,r—s)}(é] (60)

s<t:m s<t:m

where for s > 0, my; = ||X:)n’s ||. In particular note that the process {m;: ¢t > 0} is a Poisson point process on (0, oo)2,
independent of &, with intensity d¢ x »v(dr). Hence, putting (59) and (60) into (58) and again appealing to Campbell’s
formula yields

B, [expl—{e x:™ + x™)}]

t
=1‘[M)‘{exp{—2,3/0 ug(é,_s,s)ds}]ﬁuk[exp{— Z msug(ss,t—s)“é]}

s<t:m

t t
= H;K{exp{—Z,B/ ug(&r—s,5) ds} exp{—/ / (1 _ e—rug(&fs,s))rv(dr) ds} }
0 0 J(0,00)

Taking note of (52) we have in conclusion that (57)~follows.
Next we turn our attention to showing that (A, IE”;A) is a Markov process. To this end, it suffices to show that for
all x e R,

P A& edx|A) = e ™ A, (dx). 61)

<e_)“’ At>
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Indeed, in that case it follows that for all g € C,'f (R)

INEM [ (&40 A, r<s] :IE;)‘[]ITZ;)‘[e_@’A’)l(ér,Ar): r §S]|Ar: r §s]

]E; []Eal x,)[ <g’A’>]|M,:AS’x,:§: A r fs]
=E* []E@, N Gl | P ey
_ —Ax T [a—{8 Ar—s)
=y e B
]]:j [ (8, A1 s)] W=y

where in the third equality we have used that (¢, A) is Markovian.
To show (61) it suffices to show that for all § € R

I~E_)”[e_(g’A’>IE_)‘[e_95‘ A ]] — ] e te 40 (eG4 A, (62)
iz u =" —A :
<e ) AT)
Note however that the left-hand side of (62) is equal to
= —(g, A1) a0 - 0 — —0(&—x)—ytTm— —(g,As
Euk[e (g )e § ] — e}’t <e_)v’ M) A{M(dx)e A+ )xnx k[e (& —x) ytEM)\[e (g >|§l]]
1 ~
_ oyt —(AH0)x 17— A0 [F—A40) [ a—(g. Ar)
i r=rerd I e i G |
—(A+0)-
— et e ’ M>IE—()»+9) [e—(g,/m] (63)
eh, )y ’
where y = (A +6)2/2 — A2/2.
On the other hand, by (56), the right-hand side of (62) is equal to
E, |:e_)‘”” e, X;) o (8.X0) (e~ O+0) x,)] _ME, [e—Wr@)mm (e~ 0 X, e‘“‘xﬁ}
(e™, 1) (e™, X1) {e™, w)
—(A+6)-
_onle ) - G0) [ X)), (64)
e "
Again appealing to (56) we see that both (63) and (64) agree and the proof is complete. (]

6. Proof of Theorem 2.4(i)

For reasons of symmetry, it sufficies to prove the result with A > 0. Now that we are in possession of a pathwise
spine decomposition, we may pursue a classical approach due to Lyons [32], see also Kyprianou [25], to prove The-
orem 2.4(i). The key element to the reasoning is the following measure theoretic result (see for example p. 242 of
Durrett [5]).
Let Woo (1) := limsup, , o, W;(1). Then
Wo(M) =00, Pras. & Wu(l)=0, Pas., (65)

Wo(h) <00, Pras. <= EWw)=1 (66)

Write for convenience P~ instead of @‘;O)‘. Thanks to the spine decomposition (Theorem 5.2) we may replace on
the left-hand sides of (65) and (66) P~* by P~ and W oo ()) by W;‘o (%) :=limsup, 4 o, WA (L) where

WAGR) = e M e, Ay).
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We shall study Wfo (1) with the help of the martingale decomposition (which follows from the spine decomposition)
under P,

WA =W/ 00+ Y e W0+ Y e WG, 67)

s<tn s<t:m

where W'(1) is an independent copy of W(X) under P, W™ (1) = e *a0=9(e=* XM} and W™’ (L) =
e*)LC)L (t—s) (ef)v’ X;n—’hn

Suppose that f[l ) r(logr)v(dr) < oo and X € (0, 1). First note that since W(A) is a P-martingale, it follows as
a standard result that W()x)71 is a P’*—supermaltingale (see for example [22]) and hence lim,jo0 W; (1) exists P*-
almost surely, and hence lim;4 o WIA () exists P~*-almost surely and is equal to Wo/é (A). Our objective is to show
that

limsup E*[WA ()€, m] < oo, (68)

ttoo

in which case Fatou’s lemma and the existence of lim;yo WtA ) = W:o(k) implies that, P—*-almost surely,
W:O (1) < oo. This in turn implies that P~*-almost surely, W, (1) < oo and hence, by (66), Wao (1) is an L' (P)
limit.

To this end note that, since E-* [W/(M)] =1, it suffices to prove that

lim sup IE_)‘ |: Z e—)"fks thfs 1) + Z e_M” W[II:SY )

1100 s<tm s<t:m

é,m] < 0.

First note that, P—*-almost surely,

limsupE—* |: Z e S WY (L)

1100 s<tm

t
£, mj| =limsup2p | e **Ng, [Wi—s(1)]ds
ttoo 0

t

=limsup2B | e " Es, [Wi—s(M)]ds

ttoo 0
)
=28 / e MEstas) 4o
0
< 00, (69)

where the second identity holds by (54) and the final inequality is a result of the strong law of large numbers for linear
Brownian motion together with the fact that & + ¢, ¢ has drift ¢, — A which is strictly positive when A € (0, 1).
Next, recalling that for all x € R, > 0,7 > 0, E,5, (W; (1)) = re **E(W; (1)) = re~**, we have that

E—)\I: Z e—hans th_l': (X)‘f, m] = [E_)‘[ Z mse_’\@f““)

s<t:m s<t:m

£, m] < Y me HETO, (70)

s>0;m

where we recall that the process {m;: ¢ > 0} is a Poisson point process, independent of £ and with intensity d¢ x rv(dr)
However, on the one hand we have that P~*-almost surely

o
E‘*[Z L <pjeHEH s}z [ [ e asuan
0,1) JO

s>0;m
[e ¢
=/ r2dv(dr)/ e M) g
0,1) 0

< 00. (71)
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On the other hand, define 79 =0 and 7; = inf{¢t > 7;_;: m; > 1},i =1,2,.... Note that, {7;: i > 0} are the times of
arrival in a Poisson process with arrival rate f 1.00) rv(dr). Recall that if {Z i > 1} is a sequence of i.i.d. random
variables with probability measure Q then it can easily be shown with the help of the Borel-Cantelli Lemma that,

Q-a.s.

0, ifQ(logtZz 00,
limsupi ' log Z; = l 0( g+ 1) < (72)
i =00 oo, if Q(log Zl) =
In this instance we would like to take Z; = m, which has common probability measure Q(dr) =rv(dr)/ f rv(dr)
on [1, 00). We have P~*-almost surely that
2 mslimzne OO0 =} Iy e HETOT < o0, (73)
s>0;m i>1

where the equality follows by virtue of the fact that entries in the first sum arrive at rate f[l ) rv(dr), which is finite,

and the final inequality follows from (72), the assumption f[l o) " logrv(dr) < oo, the fact that
T; 1

fimZ%—_ - (74)
itoo i f[l’oo)rv(dr)

and the strong law of large numbers for linear Brownian motion. In conclusion, (71) and (73) show that (70) is finite
and hence W (1) is an L' (P)-limit.

Finally we prove that {W,,(A) = 0} agrees with the event that X becomes extinguished. To this end let g =
Ps, (Woo(A) = 0) < 1. Note that g does not depend on x as Ws(A) under Ps. has the same law as e Wao (1)
under Ps, thanks to the definition of W () and the fact that the branching mechanism is not spatially dependent.
Taking conditional expectations and using the Markov branching property we have for all 7 > 0,

E( .. )=o) Fr) = g"Xi1.

Therefore, on the one hand, taking expectations across this last equality and then limits as # 1 oo, we easily deduce
with the help of the Dominated Convergence Theorem that P(W, (1) = 0) = e¢~*". On the other hand, noting that
&€ e ( ;=0 Fr), we also have that

P(E° 01 {Wao() = 0}) = B[ L lim E(1w.c1=0)| F) | = E[ 1 fim g ] =0,

Hence it follows that {W (1) = 0} = £, P-almost surely.

Next we deal with the cases that A > A or f[l, 00) r(logr)v(dr) = oo. Recall that, given &, the Poisson point process
m initiates a superprocess at time 7, X™7, with initial mass r at rate dr x rv(dr) x d]P)r(Sg[- For each 7; (defined in the
previous part of the proof) we have

WT/I_‘ A > my, e MEytan) - Pr,g (75)

Under ﬁ, & is a Brownian motion with drift —A and is independent of m. Note also that ¢, < A when A > A. Hence,
& + c,t is a Brownian motion with non-positive drift. Then, from (74) and (75) we conclude that when A > A,

lim sup W,A (A) > limsup e MEntat) —og Poas.
—00 i—00

It follows from (65) that W, (A) = 0, P-almost surely.

Now suppose that fll. ) r(logr)v(dr) = oo. Recall that under ﬁ_)\, & is a Brownian motion with drift —A. Then,

the strong law of large numbers gives P—*-almost surely, lim;_, ! (& + cpt) = c) — A. We thus have from (72),
(74) and (75) that P~ *-a.s.,
, Ti) T
limsupi~'log W,’I,‘ (») = limsupi~'logm,, — Alimsup Gu +am) 2 =00. (76)

i—00 i—00 i—00 Ti L
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—A ~ o —
Therefore, W (1) = oo, P~*-almost surely, and (65) implies that Wy, (1) = W 5o (A) = 0, P-almost surely.

Remark 6.1. One can easily go further with the analysis of W (L) through the pathwise spine decomposition. Indeed
following arguments in Hardy and Harris [20], sufficient conditions for LP (IP) convergence for p € (1, 2] are given in
[28].

7. Proof of Theorem 2.4(ii)

As with the case of W(A) we only give the proof for the case that A > 0 noting that reasoning involving symmetry
covers the case that A < 0. Recall that W (L) is a signed martingale and therefore does not necessarily converge
almost surely. A technique used by Kyprianou [25] to get round this problem in the case of a branching Brownian
motion is to consider a truncated form of the derivative martingale which is a positive martingale. In order to describe
the aforementioned martingale in the current context we need more notation.

Recall that the superprocess X¢ was defined as the superprocess whose movement component is that of a Brownian
motion with drift ¢ but whose branching mechanism is still /. Consider the domain D’_y ={(z,8): z>—y,s€(0,0)}.
Dynkin’s theory of exit measures may still be applied in this context and we denote the exit measure associated with
the domain D", for the process X * by X ?), for A > 0. Next define for all A > 0,

-y

b =ci—r=—y'(07)/r—1/2,

and note that b) > 0 for A € (0, A) and b, <0 for A > A.
In the spirit of [25] we introduce a new martingale, for each y > 0,

_ 1
vV, () = e—“w;((y + e, xg,ﬂ_), t>0. (77)

To show that V=Y(X) := {V, *(A): ¢ > 0} is a P-unit mean martingale, let H} = o (X%, : x <y,s <t) C K,
O‘(X)bs : X < 00,5 <t) and note that

E(yW, () + W, (W)IHY) = yV, > (3),

and that H}', N K, = 'H}. Hence

E(yWits (M) + 0Wips W HE 1K)

E(yVin )IK:) = E(
(yWits ) + W,y s (V) [HE)
(
(

YWigs ) + dWis WK 1 H])
YW, () + dW, (W) HE)

E
E
E

=yV, ).

It is clear that V=Y (1) is positive and hence there always exists an almost sure limit which we denote by V" ().
From Corollary 3.2 we know that, when A > A, P(—inf R < 00) = 1. It follows that on the event {inf R > — v}, for
this regime of A,

E(yW,(x) + W, (W)IH;) = yW, (L) + W, (),

and hence, letting t 1 00, yVao’ (L) = yWoo (L) + dWoo (1), where implicitly we understand the limit of dW (1) to
exist in the last equality because the limit V4’ (1) exists. Note however from Theorem 2.4(i) that W (1) = 0 when
A > A so that in fact

Yo' (M) = 3Wos (1) on {infR* > —y}. (78)
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As y may be taken arbitrarily large, it follows that d W, (1) > 0.

Remaining in the regime A > A, the proof that {d W, (X)) = 0} = £, P-almost surely goes along almost the same
lines as the earlier proof that { W, (A) = 0} = £, P-almost surely.

Taking account of the relationship between d W (1) and V= (1) for A > A, the proof of Theorem 2.4(ii) would now
follow directly from parts (ii) and (iii) of the following theorem; which itself plays the analogous role of Theorem 13
in Kyprianou [26].

Theorem 7.1. Fixy > 0.
() If» > A then V" (L) = 0 P-almost surely.
(i) If x l: A then Vo' (V) is an LY (P) limit if and only iff[l,oo) r(logr)?v(dr) < oo otherwise Voo’ (A) = 0 P-almost
surely.
(iii) If A € (0, 1) then Vo5’ (1) is an LY (P) limit if and only iff[l’oo) r(logr)v(dr) < oo otherwise Va5’ () =0 P-
almost surely.

Below we only give the proof of part (ii) of Therorem 7.1. Once this has been done, the proof of parts (i) and (iii)
should be apparent given the proof of Theorem 13 in Kyprianou [26] and we leave the details to the reader.

Proof of Theorem 7.1(ii). We shall again appeal to classical techniques based around using a martingale change of
measure. Specifically we are interested in understanding the change of measure
dP—
dp

=V, W), t>0, (79)
Fi

where y > 0. Similarly to Theorem 5.2 the change of measure induces a spine decomposition. In order to describe
it, recall that under II, the process & := {&;: t > 0} is a Brownian motion issued from x € R. If we let 7_, =
inf{t > 0: y + & + At <0} then another well known change of measure for Brownian motion is the following.
Fory >0,

dr—

_y+é& +Ate_ig,_&2
dr1

. t/zl{t<r_v}, t>0,
G y ‘

where G; = 0 (&: s <t) and IT = I1y. Under 7 the process {y +&; + At: t > 0} has the law of a standard Brownian
motion issued from y and conditioned never to enter the half line (—oo, 0). Otherwise said, the process y + & + At
is a Bessel-3 process issued from y. Bearing this last change of measure in mind, we have the following result which
describes the effect of the change of measure (79).

Theorem 7.2. Fix y > 0. Consider the process A as defined in (55) with the exception that the spine & is assigned the
measure I~ such that {y+& + A = 0} isa Bessel 3 process issued from y and x is chosen specifically equal
to 0. Denote its law by]P’ Y. Then (X, P- N=(A, P- .

For the sake of brevity we omit the proof mentioning instead that it requires very similar computations, with
obvious differences, to those of Theorems 5.1 and 5.2 combined.

Theorem 7.2 allows us to conclude that the process V= (1) under PV is equal in law to

_y _ c+ A — (v,
VAT = Y SR +éﬁy+—s’e—&<&+&f>v:£§’ OFEHL) 3

s<tn
A ) _
+ Z v+ E;-}- As) e,i(gs+b)vg,ss, (y+$:+Ls)(A), >0, (80)
s<t:m

under ﬁ"y, where V" 7Y (1) plays the role of V(1) for the process X’ and, given (£, m), V™%~ 0+&+29) (1) and
Vs =O+E+29) (3) play the role of V=0 +5s+29) (1) for the processes X™* and X™*, respectively under the laws P, 5,
and Njy.
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A similar statement to (66) tells us that if we can show P~ (lim SUP, 4o VA (L) < 00) = 1 then Vi’ (A) is an
L' (P) limit. Similar reasoning to the proof of Theorem 2.4(i) tells us that it now suffices to prove that

limsupIE_y(VtA’_y(&)E, m) < 00, 81

ttoo

almost surely. To this end, first recall that, given &, the Poisson point process n of immigration has intensity ds x
2B dNg, . It follows that

lim sup ﬁ‘y[ 37 (3 + & + As)e BEFRI YO ) H

1100 s<tn

t
=limsup28 | (y+& + AS)G_M&J@S)NO(V;I
0

1100

s s_( '+§v+&‘)
Y Y (WIE) ds

t
—limsup2B | (y+& +rs)e 2ETIR(Y T )18) ds
t1oo 0

o0
= / (3 + & + As)e 262 ds
0

< 00,

P~ -almost surely, where the final equality follows by virtue of the fact that {y + & + Af: t > 0} is a Bessel-3 process
issued from y and hence eventually grows no slower than ¢!/2¢ for any 1/2 > € > 0.
Next we note that

IE_)7|: Z (y + gs +AS)C—A(SS+AS) vthSssf(y+éx+A5)(A)

S<r:m

£, m} (82)

Z (y + ES + As)eil(&JrAS)Ems(sO (VIT::*_(}}JF%‘S"'&Y) (A) |€7 m)

s<t:m

D ms(y &+ hs)e HETE)

sS<t:m

- Z mg(y + & + &S)C—A(Esﬂs)

{my<ef@s+2s):m})

+ Z mg(y +& + &s)e—i(&ﬂs)

{myg Zeé‘(fs +4s) ‘m}

= 1+1I. (83)

We want to show that 7 and II are both P~ -almost surely finite. For I, choose 0 < ¢ < A, we have that

E~ () < /

x
r?u(dr) f (v + & + Ar)e 2D g
0,1) 0
o
4 / rv(dr) / (v +& + Anye” AOGET0 g
[1,00) 0

< Q.

Note that we have again used the fact that the assumption v’ (0%) € (—oo, 0) implies that f[ rv(dr) < oo.

1,00)
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To show that I is P—Y-almost surely finite, it suffices to note that
= % ]
{n1SZe€(5x+LS);m}
Y o0
= H()_y/ dt/ rv(dr)l{r>ea(s,+y)}
0 [1,00)
Y o0
:no_yf Vv(d’”)/ Al g tar<vte " logr)
[1,00) 0

o0
:/ rv(dr)/ dy/ p(t,X,y)ds
[1,00) {ly|<x+e~!logr} 0

1 ]
=c/ rudr) | —lsxte loer) 4
[1,00) R3

ly — x|
2x+e ogr
SC/ rv(dr)/ udu
[1,00) 0

C
= r(2x +e7! logr)zv(dr)

2 Ji1.00)
< 00,

where X = (x,0,0), p(t,X,y) is the probability density function of a three dimensional Brownian motion starting
from X, and C~is a positive constant. This tells us that, P~”-almost surely, I is a summation over a finite set, and
therefore /I is P~ -almost surely finite.

A=y

A similar statement to (65) tells us that if we can show Py (lim SUP; 100 Vi (L) =00) =1 then Vo' (L) =0
P-almost surely. Since each term in the identity (80) is non-negative, we just consider the m-immigration. If we prove
the supremum limit of the third term in (80) is infinity, then we are done. Let N be any positive number and define the
stochastic time sequence

71 :inf{t >0:my >1 VGN(E”LM)}, Tit1 :inf{t > T my > lVeN(€’+M}, i=1,....

Under P~ (-]€), m is a Poisson point process. Thus the process ZKZ l{msz 1veNEs+29)) is a Poisson process with
instant intensity floo }"U(d}”)l{r>eN(g,+y)} dr under P77 (-|€) and its domain is {z;: i = 1,2, ...}. Therefore,

DL sNeg i, <00, BTVCIE)-as.

T <O
o o0 ~
— / dt/ rv(dr) 1, Ne+any < 00, P=Y(-|&)-a.s.
0 1
Let a be some constant and define the set C = {fooo dt floorv(dr)l{r>eN(g,+y)} < a}. Recall that y + & + At is a
BES?(y) process under the probability P>, It is well known that BES®(y) is identically distributed to the modulus

process of B; + 3, where (B;, Q) is a three dimensional Brownian motion starting at 0 and y is a point in R3 with
norm y. Denote the modulus process by | B; + y|. We still use C to denote the same set corresponding to (B;, Q).

~ o0 o
E~Y |:1C/ dt/ rv(dr)l{r>ezv(s,+xr)}:|
0 1

o o0 N
= / dt/ rv(dr)IE_y[lcl{r>eN(g,+y)}]
0 1

o0 OO~
:\/] rv(dr)/(; E_y[lcl{é}-‘r&tSN’llogr}]dt
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00 00

:/1 rv(dr)/o QMg 15i<y+n-110gr)] 41
00 o

EQ[IC/I rv(dr) A 1{B,|§N110gf}dt:|'

Then under Q, |B;| is a BES?(0) process. Let [4 be the local time of | B;|. Exercise (2.5) in [39] tells us [$ is a
BESQ?(0). Then /4, 4 all, and Q(I}, = 0) = 0. For the given set C,

o oo
Q|:1C\/1. rv(dr) o 1{|B,|§N110gr}dt:|

r 0 N~llogr
=Q l(;/ rv(dr)/ lg’oda}
L 1 0
—Q 1c[°°z“ dafoorwdr)]
Q IC/ / u/ rv(dr)i|
/ ada / Vv(dr) / Q[lCl{lg’o>au}] du
0 eNa 0
> /ooada /oorv(dr)/oo[Q(C) —Q(aillgo > u)]+du
0 eNa 0
:/Ooada /Oorv(dr)/oo[(@(c) —Q(l;o < u)]+du.
0 eNa 0

Note that

oo 00 o] N~'logr 1 oo
/ ada/ rv(dr) :/ rv(dr)/ ada = =3 r(logr)zv(dr).
0 eNi 1 0 2N

Therefore, if P- Y(C) > 0, then fl r(logr)zv(dr) < 00, which means fl r(logr)zv(dr) oo implies my >
N +Am)

infinitely times P~Y-a.s. The process BES3(y) is transient, so lim;— o & + At = 00 P~Y-a.s. We reach
the conclusion that for any N > 0, there exist an increasing sequence of stochastic time {7;: i =1, 2, ...} such that

limsup my, (&, + rti)e N0 t20) — oo, (84)

i— 00
Consider the process V,A’fy (A) in (80). We deduce from (84) that

lim sup V,A’_y (1) > limsup VT?’_y )

t—00 i— 00

> limsup Z (y+§s+ks) —M&Hr)vrlln_ss (}+55+}»s)(&)
i—00

> limsup y_lmtl. y+&; + At )e 2y i)
i—00

= o0. |
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8. Proof of Theorem 2.6

(i) Under the given conditions, we know that there exists an L(P)-limit Wao (1) for the martingale W (1). In light of
Corollary 3.2 we have through, a now familiar projection, that

E(Woo (1)1 F3,) = lim B(Wao ()| F3y) =7 227

This has the implication that the normalizing sequence discussed in the proof of Theorem 2.1(ii) must satisfy
L (e™™) ~ 1 as x 1 oo and, up to a non-negative constant, A(L) = Weo (1).

(i) In a similar fashion, we note that under the given conditions of the theorem, for fixed y > 0, Vo’ is an L!(P)-
limit and hence

E(yVo'|Fp,) = (r +x)e 2 235

It follows that the normalizing sequence discussed in the proof of Theorem 2.1(ii) must instead satisfy L (e™2) ~x
as x 1 oo and, taking account of (78), we have, up to a non-negative constant, A(A) = d Wy (1).
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