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We study the evolution of a particle system whose genealogy is given by
a supercritical continuous time Galton—Watson tree. The particles move inde-
pendently according to a Markov process and when a branching event occurs,
the offspring locations depend on the position of the mother and the number
of offspring. We prove a law of large numbers for the empirical measure of
individuals alive at time 7. This relies on a probabilistic interpretation of its
intensity by mean of an auxiliary process. The latter has the same generator
as the Markov process along the branches plus additional jumps, associated
with branching events of accelerated rate and biased distribution. This comes
from the fact that choosing an individual uniformly at time ¢ favors lineages
with more branching events and larger offspring number. The central limit
theorem is considered on a special case. Several examples are developed, in-
cluding applications to splitting diffusions, cellular aging, branching Lévy
processes.

1. Introduction and main results. We consider a continuous time Galton—
Watson tree T, that is, a tree where each branch lives during an independent ex-
ponential time of mean 1/r, then splits into a random number of new branches
given by an independent random variable (r.v.) v of law (pi,k € N), where
N ={0,1,...}. We are interested in the following process indexed by this tree.
Along the edges of the tree, the process evolves as a cadlag strong Markov pro-
cess (Xy, t > 0) with values in a Polish space E and with infinitesimal generator L
of domain D(L). The branching event is nonlocal; the positions of the offspring
are described by a random vector (F l(k) (x,09),..., F k(k) (x, ®)), which depends on
the position x of the mother just before the branching event and on the number
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v = k of offspring; the randomness of these positions is modeled via the random
variable ®, which is uniform on [0, 1]. Finally, the newborn branches evolve inde-
pendently from each other.

This process is a branching Markov process for which there has been vast liter-
ature. We refer to Asmussen and Hering [2], Dawson [15] and Dawson, Gorostiza
and Li [16] for nonlocal branching processes similar to those considered here.
Whereas the literature often deals with limit theorems that consider superprocess
limits corresponding to high densities of small and rapidly branching particles (see,
e.g., Dawson [15], Dynkin [19], Evans and Steinsaltz [23]), here we stick with the
discrete tree in continuous time.

Let us also mention some results in the discrete time case. Markov chains
indexed by a binary tree have been studied in the symmetric independent case
(see, e.g., Athreya and Kang [4], Benjamini and Peres [8]) where for every x,
F 1(2) (x,®) and Fz(z) (x,®) are i.i.d. A motivation for considering asymmetric
branching comes from models for cell division. For instance, the binary tree can
be used to describe a dividing cell genealogy in discrete time. The Markov chain
indexed by this binary tree then indicates the evolution of some characteristic of
the cell, such as its growth rate, its quantity of proteins or parasites. .. and depends
on division events. Experiments (Stewart et al. [53]) indicate that the transmission
of this characteristic in the two daughter cells may be asymmetric. See Bercu, De
Saporta and Gégout-Petit [9] or Guyon [32] for asymmetric models for cellular
aging and Bansaye [6] for parasite infection. In Delmas and Marsalle [17] a gen-
eralization of these models where there might be 0, 1 or 2 daughters is studied.
Indeed under stress conditions, cells may divide less or even die. The branching
Markov chain, which in their case represents the cell’s growth rate, is then restarted
for each daughter cell at a value that depends on the mother’s growth rate and on
the total number of daughters.

We investigate the continuous time case and allow both asymmetry and random
number of offspring. To illustrate this model, let us give two simple examples re-
lated to parasite infection problems. In the first case, the cell divides in two daugh-
ter cells after an exponential time and a random fraction of parasites goes in one
of the daughter cells, whereas the rest go in the second one. In the second case, the
cell divides in k daughter cells and the process X is equally shared between each
of the k daughters: Vj € {1, ..., k}, F;k) (x, ®) = x/k. Notice that another similar
model has been investigated in Evans and Steinsaltz [23] where the evolution of
damages in a population of dividing cells is studied, but with a superprocess point
of view. The authors assume that the cell’s death rate depends on the damage of
the cell, which evolves as a diffusion between two fissions. When a division oc-
curs, there is an unbalanced transmission of damaged material that leads to the
consideration of nonlocal births. Further examples are developed in Section 5.

Our main purpose is to characterize the empirical distribution of this process.
More precisely, if we denote by N; the size of the living population V; at time ¢,
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and if (X}, u € V;) denotes the values of the Markov process for the different indi-
viduals of V;, we will focus on the following probability measure which describes
the state of the population:

1
W20 SN Sxu(dx), 1 €Ry.
Ni ueVv;
12
This is linked to the value of the process for an individual chosen uniformly at
time ¢, say U (), as we can see from this simple identity,

| TS t
[ {N:>0} Z [10.6 )] N,>0}f( ())]

ueV;

We show that the distribution of the path leading from the ancestor to a uniformly
chosen individual can be approximated by means of an auxiliary Markov process
Y with infinitesimal generator characterized by Vf € D(L),

+00 Di 1 k ®
() AF@=LF@ +rm 3 2 [S((FO (x,0) = £00) o
k=170 o

where we recall that » denotes the particle branching rate and where we introduce
m= Z ] kpk the mean offspring number. In this paper, we will be interested in
the supercrltlcal case m > 1, even if some remarks are made for the critical and
subcritical cases. The auxiliary process has the same generator L as the Markov
process running along the branches, plus jumps due to the branching. However,
we can observe a bias phenomenon: the resulting jump rate rm is equal to the
original rate r times the mean offspring number m and the resulting offspring dis-
tribution is the size-biased distribution (kpyx/m, k € N). For m > 1, for instance,
this is heuristically explained by the fact that when one chooses an individual uni-
formly in the population at time #, an individual belonging to a lineage with more
generations or with prolific ancestors is more likely to be chosen. Such biased
phenomena have already been observed in the field of branching processes (see,
e.g., Chauvin, Rouault and Wakolbinger [14], Hardy and Harris [33], Harris and
Roberts [34]). Here, we allow nonlocal births, prove pathwise results and estab-
lish laws of large numbers when Y is ergodic. Our approach is entirely based on a
probabilistic interpretation via the auxiliary process Y.

In case Y is ergodic, we prove the laws of large numbers stated in Theorems
1.1 and 1.3, where W stands for the renormalized asymptotic size of the number
of individuals at time ¢ (e.g., Athreya and Ney [5], Theorems 1 and 2, page 111),

W:= lim N;/E[N;] as. and {W>0}={vr>0,N, >0} a.s.
t——+o0

THEOREM 1.1. Ifthe auxiliary process Y is ergodic with invariant measure 7,
we have for any real continuous bounded function f on E,

@ lim 1N=0 3 FX) = w0 f f)n(dx)  in probability.

—00 t
ueV;
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This result in particular implies that for such function f,

3) lim E[f(X,U(”)wl>0]=/Ef(x)n(dx),

t——+00

where U () stands for a particle taken at random in the set V; of living particles at
time .

Theorem 1.1 is a consequence of Theorem 4.2 (which gives similar results un-
der weaker hypotheses) and of Remark 4.1. The convergence is proved using L2
techniques.

Theorem 1.1 also provides a limit theorem for the empirical distribution of the
tree indexed Markov process.

COROLLARY 1.2. Under the assumption of Theorem 1.1,

1
4) lim % 3 Sxu(dx) = Lw-oyw(dx)  in probability,
! ueV;

where the space M g (E) of finite measures on E is embedded with the weak con-
vergence topology.

We also give in Propositions 6.1 and 6.4 a result on the associated fluctuations.
Notice that contrary to the discrete case treated in Delmas and Marsalle [17], the
fluctuation process is a Gaussian process with a finite variational part.

In addition, we generalize the result of Theorem 1.1 to ancestral paths of parti-
cles (Theorem 1.3).

THEOREM 1.3. Assume that Y is ergodic with invariant measure m and that
for any bounded measurable function f,

Jlim B /(%] = fE Foom(dx).

Then for any real bounded measurable function ¢ on the Skorohod space
D([0, T'], E), we have the following convergence in probability:

1
lim =22 3 (X!t =T <5 <) =Exlo(Yeos < D)Lw 20,

t—00 i
ueV;

where, for simplicity, XY denotes the value of the tree indexed Markov process at
time s for the ancestor of u living at this time.

Biases that are typical to all renewal problems have been known for a long time
in the literature (see, e.g., Feller [24], Volume 2, Chapter 1). Size biased trees are
linked with the consideration of Palm measures, themselves related to the prob-
lem of building a population around the path of an individual picked uniformly
at random from the population alive at a certain time ¢. In Chauvin, Rouault and



MARKOV PROCESSES ON GALTON-WATSON TREES 2267

Wakolbinger [14] and in Hardy and Harris [33], a spinal decomposition is ob-
tained for continuous time branching processes. Their result states that along the
chosen line of descent, which constitutes a bridge between the initial condition and
the position of the particle chosen at time ¢, the birth times of the new branches
form a homogeneous Poisson point process of intensity »m while the reproduction
law that is seen along the branches is given by (kpx/m, k € N). Other references
for Palm measures, spinal decomposition and size-biased Galton—Watson can be
found in discrete time in Kallenberg [39], Liemant, Mattes and Wakolbinger [41]
and for the continuous time we mention Gorostiza, Roelly and Wakolbinger [31],
Geiger and Kauffmann [29], Geiger [28] or Olofsson [49]. Notice also that biases
for an individual chosen uniformly in a continuous time tree had previously been
observed by Samuels [52] and Biggins [12]. In the same vein, we refer to Nerman
and Jagers [47] for consideration of the pedigree of an individual chosen randomly
at time ¢ and to Lyons, Pemantle and Peres [42], Geiger [27] for spinal decompo-
sition of size biased discrete-time Galton—Watson processes.

Other motivating topics for this kind of results come from branching random
walks (see, e.g., Biggins [13], Rouault [51]) and homogeneous fragmentation (see
Bertoin [10, 11]). We refer to the examples in Section 5 for more details.

The law of large numbers that we obtain belongs to the family of law of large
numbers (LLN) for branching processes and superprocesses. We mention Ben-
jamini and Peres [8] and Delmas and Marsalle [17] in discrete time, with spatial
motion for the second reference. In continuous time, LLNs have been obtained by
Georgii and Baake [30] for multitype branching processes. Finally, in the more dif-
ferent setting of superprocesses (obtained by renormalization in large population
and where individuals are lost), Englidnder and Turaev [20], Engldnder and Winter
[21] and Evans and Steinsaltz [23] have proved similar results. Here, we work in
continuous time, discrete population, with spatial motion and nonlocal branching.
This framework allows us to trace individuals which may be interesting for statis-
tical applications. Our results are obtained by means of the auxiliary process Y,
while the other approaches involve spectral techniques and changes of measures
via martingales.

In Section 2, we define our Markov process indexed by a continuous time
Galton—Watson tree. We start with the description of the tree and then provide
a measure-valued description of the process of interest. In Section 3, we build an
auxiliary process Y and prove that its law is deeply related to the distribution of
the lineage of an individual drawn uniformly in the population. In Section 4, we
establish the laws of large numbers mentioned in Theorems 1.1 and 1.3. Several
examples are then investigated in Section 5: splitting diffusions indexed by a Yule
tree, a model for cellular aging generalizing Delmas and Marsalle [17] and an ap-
plication to nonlocal branching random walks. Finally, a central limit theorem is
considered for splitting diffusions in Section 6.
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2. Tree indexed Markov processes. We first give a description of the con-
tinuous time Galton—Watson trees and preliminary estimates in Section 2.1. Sec-
tion 2.2 is devoted to the definition of tree indexed Markov processes.

2.1. Galton—Watson trees in continuous time. In a first step we recall some
definitions about discrete trees. In a second step, we introduce continuous time
and finally, in a third step, we give the definition of the Galton—Watson tree in
continuous time. For all this section, we refer mainly to [18, 35, 40].

Discrete trees. Let
+oo

(5) u=Jam,

m=0
where N* = {1, 2, ...} with the convention (N*)? = {&}. For u € (N*)", we define
|u| = m the generation of u. If u = (uy,...,u,) and v = (vy, ..., vp) belong to U,
we write uv = (uy, ..., Uy, v1,..., vp) for the concatenation of u and v. We iden-

tify both @u and u& with u. We also introduce the following order relation: u < v
if there exists w € U such that v = uw; if, furthermore, w # &, we write u < v.
Finally, for u and v in U/ we define their most recent common ancestor (MRCA),
denoted by u A v, as the element w € U of highest generation such that w < u and
w <.

DEFINITION 2.1. A rooted ordered tree 7 is a subset of ¢/ such that:

() o7,
(ii) ifve 7 thenu < v implies u € 7,
(iii) for every u € 7, there exists a number v, € N such that if v, = 0 then
v > u implies v ¢ 7, otherwise uj € 7 if and only if 1 < j <v,.

Notice that a rooted ordered tree 7 is completely defined by the sequence
(vu, u € U) which gives the number of children for every individual. To obtain
a continuous time tree, we simply add the sequence of lifetimes.

Continuous time discrete trees. For a sequence (/,,, u € U) of nonnegative real
numbers, let us define

(6) Vueld —a@w)=) I, and Bu)=) L =aW)+l,

v<u v=u

with the convention (&) = 0. The variable /,, stands for the lifetime of individual
u while (1) and B(u) are its birth and death times. Let

7 U=U x [0, +00).
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DEFINITION 2.2. A continuous time rooted discrete tree (CT) is a subset T of
U such that:

(i) (2,0) €T,
(ii) the projection of T on U/, 7T, is a discrete rooted ordered tree,
(iii) there exists a sequence of nonnegative real numbers (/,,, u € ) such that
for every u € 7, (u,s) € T if and only if o (1) <s < B(u), where o(u) and S8 (u)
are defined by (6).

Let T be a CT. The set of individuals of T living at time ¢ is denoted by V;,
(8) Vi=lueld:(u,t) eT}={ueT alw) <t < B}

The number of individuals alive at time ¢ is N; = Card(V;). We denote by D; the
number of individuals which have died before time ¢,

©) D; =Card{u € 7 :8(u) < t}.
For (u,s) € T and t < s, we call u(¢) the ancestor of u living at time ¢,
(10) u(t)y=v if (v <u and (v, 1) € T).

Eventually, for (u, s) € T, we define the shift of T at (u, s) by 6, T = {(v,?) €
U:(uv,s +1t) € T}. Note that 0, 4T is still a CT.

Continuous time Galton—Watson trees. Henceforth, we work on some proba-
bility space denoted by (2, F, P).

DEFINITION 2.3.  We say that a random CT on (€2, F, P) is a continuous time
Galton—Watson tree with offspring distribution p = (px, k € N) and exponential
lifetime with mean 1/r if:

(1) The sequence of the numbers of offspring, (v,,u € i), is a sequence of
independent random variables with common distribution p.
(i) The sequence of lifetimes (I, u € U) is a sequence of independent expo-
nential random variables with mean 1/r.
(iii) The sequences (v,, u € U) and (I,,, u € U) are independent.

We suppose that the offspring distribution p has finite second moment. We in-
troduce

(11) m=Y kpy and ¢*=) (k—m)*ps,
k>0 k>0

its expectation and variance. The offspring distribution is critical (resp., supercrit-
ical, resp., subcritical) if m = 1 (resp., m > 1, resp., m < 1). In this work, we
mainly deal with the supercritical case.

We end Section 2.1 with some estimates on N; and D;. To begin with, the
following lemma gives an equivalent for N;.
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1 o= splitting Hmes
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32 [
1

FIG. 1. Continuous time Galton—Watson tree.

LEMMA 2.4. Fort € R, we have

(12) E[N,]=¢e "1,

2
(13) E[Ntz] — er(m—l)t + <ﬁ —l—m) (ezr(m—l)t _ er(m—l)t)’ ifm 21,

14 ¢rt, ifm=1.
Ifm > 1, there exists a nonnegative random variable W such that {W > 0} = {Vt >
0, Ny >0} as.,P(W>0)>0and

. Ny
lim =
t—+o0 K[ Ny]

(14) w a.s.and in L.

PROOF. The process (N;,t > 0) is a continuous time Markov branching
process so that the expectation and the variance of N, are well known (see
[5], Chapter III, Section 4). Almost sure convergence toward W is stated again
in [5] (Theorems 1 and 2, Chapter III, Section 7). Finally, since the martingale
(N,e_’(m_l)’, t > 0) is bounded in L?, we obtain the L? convergence (e.g., Theo-
rem 1.42, page 11 of [37]). O

We give the asymptotic behavior of D;, the number of deaths before ¢.

LEMMA 2.5. Ifm > 1, the following convergence holds a.s. and in L*:

) AT BD,]
with
(16) E[D,] = (m — 1)~ ("™~ D1 —1)

and W defined by (14).

PROOF. First remark that (D;, t > 0) is a counting process with compensator
(f(; rNyds,t >0). Weset AN, = Ny — N;_ sothatd Ny = AN; d D;. To prove (15),
it is sufficient to prove that e ™"~V [, goes to 0 a.s. and in L2, where I, = (m —
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1)D; — N;. Since I = (I;, t > 0) satisfies the following stochastic equation driven
by (D, 1 > 0):

(17) d][:(m—l —ANt)dD[,
we get that / is an L? martingale. We deduce that d (), = ¢?r N, dt and

t
E[I?]=14+E[(I)]=1 +g2r/ e m=Ds g
0
(18) 5
S r(m—1)t
=14+—=>— —1),
+ p— 1(e )

which implies the L? convergence of e ~D'[, to 0. Besides, the process

(e™" m=Drp ¢ > 0) is a supermartingale bounded in L? and hence, the conver-
gence also holds almost surely. [

EXAMPLE 1 (Yule tree). The so-called Yule tree is a continuous time Galton—
Watson tree with a deterministic offspring distribution: each individual of the pop-
ulation gives birth to 2 individuals, that is, p» =1 (i.e., p = &2, the Dirac mass
at 2). The Yule tree is thus a binary tree whose edges have independent exponen-
tial lengths with mean 1/r. In that case, W is exponential with mean 1 (see, e.g.,
[5], page 112). We deduce from Lemma 2.4 that, for r € R,

(19) E[N,]=¢" and E[N?]=2e*"—¢".

Notice that (19) is also a consequence of the well-known fact that N; is geometric
with parameter e ™! (see, e.g., [35], page 105).

2.2. Markov process indexed by the continuous time Galton—Watson tree. In
this section, we define the Markov process X1 = (X%, (u, t) € T) indexed by the
continuous time Galton—Watson tree T and with initial condition . Branching
Markov processes have already been the object of abundant literature (e.g., [2,
3, 5, 15, 22]). The process that we consider jumps at branching times (nonlocal
branching property) but these jumps may be dependent.

Let (E, £) be a Polish space. We denote by P (FE) the set of probability measures
on (E,¢&).

DEFINITION 2.6. Let X = (X;,t > 0) be a cadlag E-valued strong Markov
process. Let F = (F;k), 1 < j <k, k € N*) be a family of measurable functions
from E x [0, 1] to E. The continuous time branching Markov (CBM) process
Xt = (XY, (u,t) € T) with offspring distribution p, exponential lifetimes with
mean 1/r, offspring position F, underlying motion X and starting distribution
u € P(E), is defined recursively as follows:

(i) T is a continuous time Galton—Watson tree with offspring distribution p
and exponential lifetimes with mean 1/r.
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space

4

time

FI1G. 2. Continuous time Markov process indexed by the Galton—Watson tree of Figure 1.

(ii) Conditionally on T, X% = (X,@,t € [0, B(@))) is distributed as (X;,t €
[0, B(2))) with X distributed as .

(iii) Conditionally on T and X, the initial positions of the first generation off-
spring (XZ(M), 1 <u < vg) are given by (FL,(UQ)(X/?(@)_, 0®),1 <u < vgz) where
® is a uniform random variable on [0, 1].

(iv) Conditionally on X%, vg, By and (X Z(u), 1 < u < vgy), the tree-indexed

uv

Markov processes (X (v, 1) € O, aw)T) for 1 <u < vy are independent

) A : . T :
and, respectively, distributed as X with starting distribution the Dirac mass at
u
X

Forx € E, we define P, (A) = ]P’(A|X60 = x) for all A € F and denote by E, the
corresponding expectation. For u € P(E) we set in a classical manner P, (A) =
Jg Px(A)u(dx) and write E,, for the expectation w.r.t. P,,.

For u € 7, we extend the definition of X} when ¢ € [0, (1)) as follows: X}' =
X f(’), where u(¢), defined by (10), is the ancestor of u living at time 7.

Notice that foru € 7, (X}, t € [0, B(u))) does not encode the information about
the genealogy of u. We remedy this by introducing the following process (A}, t >

0) foru e U:
A= Z log(vy).

v=<u(t)

This process provides the birth times of the ancestors of u as well as their offspring
numbers. Notice that it is well defined for all u € U contrary to X. Indeed, the
state of u at its birth time, X, () 18 well defined only for u € T, since it depends
on the state of the parent and the number of its offspring.

For u € U, the process (A}, t € [0, B(u))) is a compound Poisson process with
rate r for the underlying Poisson process (S}, > 0) and increments distributed as
log(v) with v distributed as p, stopped at its (Ju| + 1)th jump.

In the sequel, we denote by X = (X“, A¥) the couple containing the informa-
tion on the position and genealogy of the particle u.
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2.3. Measure-valued description. Let Bp(E, R) be the set of real-valued mea-
surable bounded functions on E and M g(FE) the set of finite measures on E
embedded with the topology of weak convergence. For u € Mp(E) and f €

By(E,R) we write (u, f) = [ f(x)u(dx).
We introduce the following measures to represent the population at ¢:

(20) Zi=Y Suxy and Z;= ) Sy,

ucv; ueV;
where V; has been defined in (8). Note that (Z;, f) = Zuev, f(X}). Since X is
cadlag, we get that the process Z = (Z;, t > 0) is a cadlag measure-valued Markov
process of D(R4, M (E)).

Following Fournier and Méléard [26], we can describe the evolution of Z in
terms of stochastic differential equations (SDE). Let p(ds, du, dk, d9) be a Pois-
son point measure of intensity r ds @ n(du) ® p(dk) ® d6 where ds and d6 are
Lebesgue measures on R and [0, 1], respectively, n(du) is the counting measure
on U and p(dk) =) ;cn pidi(dk) is the offspring distribution. This measure p
gives the information on the branching events. Let L be the infinitesimal generator
of X.If Cb (R+ x E,R) denotes the space of continuous bounded functions that
are C1 in time with bounded derivatives, then for test functions f: (¢, x) — f;(x)
in Cb (]R+ x E,R) such that V¢ e R, f; € D(L), we have

t
(Zoo f) = fo(X2) + /0 /R (Lf () + 8, f () Zy (dx) ds + W]
+

t k
> Lt (X A0~ g
(2D 0 Juxxo.1] {ueV; }(;fs( j (X )) fs(X¥)
x p(ds,du,dk,do),

where Wtf is a martingale. Explicit expressions of this martingale and of the in-
finitesimal generator of (Z;, t > 0) can be obtained when the form of the generator
L is given.

EXAMPLE 2 (Splitted diffusions). The case when the Markov process X is a
real diffusion (£ = R) is an interesting example. Let L be given by

(22) Lf () = b0) f'(x) + ~ oG )f”( )

where we assume that b and o are bounded and Lipschitz continuous. In this case,
we can consider the following class of cylindrical functions from M g (R) into R
defined by ¢ s (Z) = ¢p((Z, f)) for f € C,%(R, R) and ¢ € Ci(R) which is known
to be convergence determining on P(Mr(R)) (see, e.g., [15], Theorem 3.2.6). We
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can define the infinitesimal generator £ of (Z;);>¢ for these functions as

(23) Lor(Z)=L19f(Z) + L29f(2),

where £ and £, correspond to the branching and motion parts. Such decomposi-
tions were already used in Dawson [15] (Section 2.10) and in Roelly and Rouault
[50], for instance. The generator £ is defined by

k
co@y=r[ [ Z( (Z,f>+2f(F}"’<x,e>)—f<x>)—¢f<Z>)
j=1

keN
X prd6 Z(dx)

with the convention that the sum over j is zero when k = 0. The generator £; is
given by

La¢f(Z) =(Z, L)' (Z, [) +(Z,0(x) ()" (Z, [)).

For a test function f:(z, x) — f;(x) in C;’Z(R+ x R, R), the evolution of (Z;,
t > 0) can then be described by the following SDE:

1] (k) _ u
(Zos f) = fo(XE >+/ /WNX[OH v ) (Zst (X" .6)) fs<Xs>>

x p(ds,du,dk,dd)
(24)

+ / t f (Lfy () + 8 f3(0)) Zy (dx) ds

+f 3 V20 (X1, fi(X¥) dBY,

ueVs

where (B"),cy is a family of independent standard Brownian motions. In [7],
such splitted diffusions are considered to describe a multi-level population. The
cells, which correspond to the individuals in the present setting, undergo binary
divisions and contain a continuum of parasites that evolves as a Feller diffusion
with drift b(x) = (b — d)x and diffusion o2(x) = 20 2x. At the branching time s
for the individual u, each daughter inherits a random fraction of the value of the

mother. The daughters u1 and u?2 start, respectively, at F' 1(2) (X¥ ,0)= G le)x b

and F2(2) (XY ,0)=01- G_I(Q))X;ﬂ, where G~! is the generalized inverse of G,
the cumulative distribution function of the random fraction.

3. The auxiliary Markov process and Many-to-One formulas. In this sec-
tion, we are interested in the distribution of the path of an individual picked at
random in the population at time ¢. By choosing uniformly among the individuals
present at time ¢, we give a more important weight to branches where there have
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been more divisions and more children since the proportion of the corresponding
offspring will be higher. Our pathwise approach generalizes [17] (discrete time)
and [7] (continuous time Yule process). As mentioned in the Introduction, this size
bias has already been observed by [12, 52] for the tree structure when considering
marginal distributions and by [14, 33] for local branching Markov process.

In Section 3.1, we introduce an auxiliary Markov process which approximates
the distribution of an individual picked at random among all the individuals living
at time 7. The relation between Xt and the auxiliary process also appears when
summing the contributions of all individuals of T (Section 3.2) and of all pairs of
individuals (Section 3.3).

3.1. Auxiliary process and Many-to-One formula at fixed time. We focus on
the law of an individual picked at random and show that it is obtained from an aux-
iliary Markov process. This auxiliary Markov process Y = (¥, A) has two compo-
nents. The component Y describes the motion on the space E. The second com-
ponent A encodes a virtual genealogy and Y can then be seen as the motion along
a random lineage of this genealogy. More precisely, A is a compound Poisson
process with rate rm; its jump times provide the branching events of the chosen
lineage and its jump sizes are related to the offspring number H whose distri-
bution is the size biased distribution of p. As for the motion, Y behaves like X
between two jumps of A. At these jump times, Y starts from a new position given
by FJ(H)(-, ®) where J is uniform on {1, ..., H} and ® is uniform on [0, 1].

For the definition of A, we shall consider the logarithm of the offspring number
as this is the quantity that is involved in the Girsanov formulas. Notice that we
cannot recover all the jump times from A unless there is no offspring number
equal to 1, that is, p; = 0. This can, however, always be achieved by changing the
value of the jump rate » and adding the jumps related to F° 1(1) to the process X.
Henceforth, we assume without loss of generality the following.

ASSUMPTION 3.1. The offspring distribution satisfies p; = 0.

By convention for a function f defined on an interval I, we set fr = (f(?),t €
¢)forany ¢ C 1.

DEFINITION 3.2. Let X be as in Definition 2.6 with starting distribution u €
‘P(E). The corresponding auxiliary process Y = (Y, A), with Y = (Y;,t > 0) and
A = (As,t >0),is an E x R-valued cadlag Markov process. The process (Y, A)
and Z = (I, k € N*), a sequence of random variables, are defined as follows:

(i) A is acompound Poisson process: A; = Z,‘j’zl log(Hy), where S = (S;,t >
0) is a Poisson process with intensity rm and (Hg, k € N*) are independent random
variables independent of S and with common distribution the size biased distribu-
tion of p (hpp/m, h € N*).
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(i) Conditionally on A, (Ix, k € N*) are independent random variables and I
is uniform on {1, ..., H}.

(iii) Conditionally on (A, Z), 71 = inf{t > 0; S; # Sp} is known and the process
Y|0,7,) s distributed as X[o,¢,).

(iv) Conditionally on (A,Z, Yjo.r,)), Y, is distributed as F;"(Yr,_, ©),
where © is an independent uniform random variable on [0, 1].

(v) The distribution of (Yz,1,,¢ > 0) conditionally on (A, Z, Yo 7)) is equal
to the distribution of ¥ conditionally on (A 4+; — A, t > 0) and (/144, k € N¥)
and started at Y7, .

We write £, when we take the expectation with respect to (¥, A,Z) and the
starting measure is  for the ¥ component. We also use the same convention as
those described just after Definition 2.6.

The formula (25) in the next proposition is similar to the so-called Many-to-One
theorem of Hardy and Harris [33] (Section 8.2) that enables expectation of sums
over particles in the branching process to be calculated in terms of an expecta-
tion of an auxiliary process. Notice that in our setting an individual may have no
offspring with positive probability (if pg > 0) which is not the case in [33].

PROPOSITION 3.3 (Many-to-One formula at fixed time). For t > 0 and for
any nonnegative measurable function f € B(D([0,¢], E x R), R,),

Bl ey, £(XG )]
E[N,]

(25) =Eu[f (Yjo.n)]-

REMARK 3.4.

(1) Asymptotically, N; and E[N;] are of same order on {W > 0} [see (14)].
Thus, the left-hand side of (25) can be seen as an approximation, for large ¢, of the
law of an individual picked at random in V;.

(2) For m > 1, a typical individual living at time ¢ has prolific ancestors with
shorter lives. For m < 1, a typical individual living at time ¢ has still prolific an-
cestors but with longer lives.

(3) If births are local [i.e., for all j <k, F{*(x,0) = x], then Y is distributed
as X.

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 3.3. Let A be a compound Poisson process as in
Definition 3.2(i). Let us show the following Girsanov formula, for any nonnegative
measurable function g:

(26) E[g(A0.1)] = E[g(Afg)e "~ VHA,
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where the process A’ is a compound process with rate r for the underlying Pois-
son process and increments distributed as log(v) with v distributed as p. Indeed,
g(Ajo,17) is a function of 7, of the times 7, = inf{r > 0; §; = ¢} —inf{r > 0; §; =
g — 1} and of jump sizes log(H,) of A,

g(Ap.n) = ZGq(t T, .., g Hiy oo Hy)

+1
X n=<t<Y w)

for some functions (Gq, g € N). We deduce that

E[g(A[o r])]

.....

q

phih'

<11 m ll{Z?_mst}) dty ---dig
i=1

t
Rq( Z rde™ VG(I tl,...,tq,h1,...,hq)
g=0""+ Ny, hy

s« e " m=Dr+3 log(hi) nph 1 S st )dtl -+ dty
i=1

— E[g(AE()7t])e_r(m_l)t+A;]-

Recall that (S;, t > 0) [resp., (S;, ¢ > 0)] is the underlying Poisson process of A
(resp., A"). Notice that if |u| = g, then {S} =¢q} = {ot(u) <t < B(u)}. We thus
deduce from (26) that for ¢ € N, u € U such that |u| =

QD E[g(Ap.a)lis=q] =E[g(Al e " VA gy < <pan -

Let ¢ € N*. By construction, conditionally on {A0.;] = A[0.11}, {S: = ¢}, {1, ...,
1) = u}, Yjo,1 is distributed as X 0.1] conditionally on {A?o,z] = A[0,71}- This holds

also for g = 0 with the convention that (/y, ..., I;) = &. Therefore, we have for
any nonnegative measurable functions g and f,
Evn[g(A0.n) f (Yo.)]
=2 > V=g Bulg(Ap0,0) f Vo) L. 1=y Lisi=q}]
ueld geN
=2 2 =g B8 (A0 Eulf (X0, Afo.0] ax , —ap0
ueld geN
X L1y, =y Lis,=qy]-
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Using the points (i) and (ii) of Definition 3.2, we see that

IP>(I] =M],...,Iq=uq|A[,{S[:q})

q

=[[1/Hc=e™  ifuy<H,...,us<H,
k=1

=0 otherwise.

Hence,
Eulg(Af0.n) f (Yi0.n)]

=22 2 V=) Eulg(A0.0)Eulf (X{o,1) 1A, Aliak =Apn
ueld geN

X e_Atl{ul SH],...,uqSHq}l{st:q}]

= Z Z 1{|u|=q}EM[g(A’[‘OJ])EM[f(X?O l])|A[0 t]] e—r(m=1

ueld geN
X 1{u|sz,...,uqSWHI,....uq_p}l{S}‘:q}]v
thanks to (27). Remark that for u = (uy, ..., uq),
{ur <vg,...,ug < vy} ={ueT},

and for such u, we have {S}' = g} = {u € V;} as noticed before. As a consequence,

Eulg(Aj.n) f (Yo.n)] =D Bulg(Alh ) f(X{o.)e " P Ley,]-
ueld

Finally, we use a monotone class argument to conclude. [

3.2. Many-to-One formulas over the whole tree. In this section we generalize
identity (25) on the link between the tree indexed process X1 and the auxiliary
Markov process Y by considering sums over the whole tree.

Let us consider the space D of nonnegative measurable functions f € B(R, x
D@4, E x R),R) such that f(r, y) = f(z, z) as soon as y[o,;) = z[0,r)- By con-
vention, if y is defined at least on [0, ¢), we will write f (¢, yjo,r)) for f(z, z) where
z is any function such that z[o ) = y[0,1)-

PROPOSITION 3.5 (Many-to-One formula over the whole tree). For all non-
negative measurable function f of D, we have

- +00 -
(28) Eu[z f(ﬂ(”)»Xf’o,ﬂ<u>))]=r/0 dse’ "R, [ £ (s, Yios)]-

ueT
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Before coming to the proof of Proposition 3.5, we introduce a notation that
will be very useful in the sequel. By convention for two functions f, g defined,
respectively, on two intervals I ¢, I, for [a,b) C I and [c,d) C I, we define the
concatenation [ f[a.5); &[¢,a)] = hy where J =[a, b+ (d —¢)),

ht) — f@), ifr €[a,b),
(t)_{g(c—i-(t—b)), ifte[b,d—c+b).

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 3.5. We first notice that if t is an exponential ran-
dom variable with mean 1/r (r > 0), then we have, for any nonnegative measur-
able function g,

(29) E[r /Or g(t)dt} =E[g()].
Besides, we have

Eu[Luer) f (B@). X{o )] = Eul[Liwer) £ (B@). [X[o iy Xi0.pw)-aw])].
where conditionally on X f‘o, auyy> B, {u € T}, X = (X, ¢) with X of distribution
qu

a(u)

and ¢ the constant process equal to Aj, ) Notice that we have chosen X

independent of 8(u). Thus, conditioning with respect to [)~( f‘O’a(u)); X [0,400) ], {u €
T} and using (29), we get

Epu[Luer) f (B, X[ giy)]

Bu)—a(u) ~u
:rE[l{MGT}A ds f(a(u) +S, X[O,(«Y(M)‘FY))]

We deduce,

~ Bu) ~
Ep[Yuery £ (BW), X{o. pauy)] =VE[1{ueT}/( ) ds f (s, Xf‘o,s))]
o(u

+00 >
= r/(; ds E[1ev,) f (s, X?O,s))]‘

Using Proposition 3.3, we get

EM[Z f(BQ), }?Fo,ﬂ(u)))] = r/o+°° ds EM[ Z f(s, }?fto,s))]

ueTl A
+o0 . o
= r‘/o ds er(m_ )SEM[f(S, Y[Ovs))]' ]

The equality (28) means that adding the contributions over all the individuals
in the Galton—Watson tree corresponds (at least for the first moment) to integrat-
ing the contribution of the auxiliary process over time with an exponential weight
e"m=D! which is the average number of living individuals at time ¢. Notice the
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weight is increasing if the Galton—Watson tree is supercritical and decreasing if it
is subcritical.

REMARK 3.6. We shall give two alternative formulas for (28).

(1) We deduce from (28) that, for all nonnegative measurable function f,

(30) B Y (8. Ko pn) | = Eul (7. o )e ™)

ueT

where 7 is an independent exponential random variable of mean 1/r. Thus, the
right-hand side of equation (28) can be read as the expectation of a functional of
the process Y up to an independent exponential time t of mean 1/r with a weight
er mt .

(2) Let ty =inf{t > 0; S; = g} the time of the gth jump for the compound Pois-
son process A. Using (29), it is easy to check that, for any nonnegative measurable
function g,

1 ~ +00 -
- Y Eule(Yo.r)- 79)] ZI’/O E.[8(Y10.5), )] ds.
g>1

Therefore, we deduce from (28) that, for all nonnegative measurable function f,

~ 1 -
G3D E“[Z f(ﬁ(“)’Xfo,/sw»)} = Y Eu[f(tq. Yio,r,)e " D).

ueT g>1

This formula emphasizes that the jumps of the auxiliary process correspond to
death times in the tree.

3.3. Identities for forks. In order to compute second moments, we shall need
the distribution of two individuals picked at random in the whole population and
which are not in the same lineage. As in the Many-to-One formula, it will involve
the auxiliary process.

First, we define the following sets of forks:

(32)  FU={(u,v) eU*:|lu Av| <min(lul, |v])} and FT =FUNT>.

Let J> be the operator defined for all nonnegative measurable function f from
(E x R)? to R by

~ 1
Rfe=[ X ¥ mf(EP0, 4+ logh),
(a,b)e(N*)2 k>max(a,b)

(33) a#b

FP(x,6), 1 + log(k)) 6.
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Informally, the functional J» describes the starting positions of two siblings. Notice
that we have

- 1
Tof o2y =m [ E[(H = D (F{" (x.0).% +log(H).
(34)
FYP(x,60), 1 +log(H))] 8,

where H has the size-biased offspring distribution and conditionally on H, (I, K)
is distributed as a drawing of a couple without replacement among the integers
{1,..., H}.

For measurable real functions f and g on E x R, we denote by f ® g the
real measurable function on (E x R)? defined by: (f ® g)(X, ) = f(X)g(¥) for
X,yeE xR,

PROPOSITION 3.7 (Many-to-One formula for forks over the whole tree). For
all nonnegative measurable functions ¢, W € D, we have

Eu«[ D> e(Bw), X[Oﬂ(u)))l/f(ﬂ(v)’ifo,ﬁ(u)))}

(u,v)eFT

35)  =Eu[e" RE[p(+ 7 [Fo.0: Yoo )™ |—r5p
QE[y(t + 7', [510.0; Yo, D™ Nymryop) Fe )],

where, under EM, T is exponential with mean 1/r independent of Y and, under
E. 5 (Y', ©') is distributed as (Y, A + 1), T) under E,.

PROOF. Notice that {(u,v) € FU)} is equal to {I(w,, ) € U>,3(a,b) €
(N*)2,a # b, u =wail, v = wbﬁ} Let A be the left-hand side of (35). We have

A= 3 3 Eufe(Bw) + (Bwaid) — Bw)),

weld a,beN* u,veld
a#b
[X70.80w))? X8 (w). Bwainy]) LwaireT)
x Y (B(w) + (B(wb?) — B(w)),

~ by

[Xi6.80n* Xigw).pwbin N wbvey]
Using the strong Markov property at time S(w), the conditional independence
between descendants and Proposition 3.5, we get

A=32 ) BulBrua [0+ [Fion: Yio.en o™ T —pa) s LwaeT)
wel a,beN*
a#b

(36) X B [W(t 47 [%0.0: Vo D™ 1 yp ) 5=

a(wb)

X Lpety]s
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where under I/ ;, (Y', ') is distributed as (Y, A+ 1), 7) under E,. As {wa, wb €
T} ={w e T} N {max{a, b} <v,} we have

A=Y Eu[lweny L E et + 7', [Fo.0: Yo oy )e™ ™ 1= g 5=5u
wel

4

(37) QE[y (1 + ', [Xj0.); ?[b,r')])ermr ]\t:ﬁ(w),f:)?w)

X (Xgw) )]

with J~2 defined by (33). The function under the expectation in (37) depends on
B(w) and X E‘(’)’ Bw))” Equality (30) then gives the result. [J

We shall give a version of Proposition 3.7 when the functions of the path depend
only on the terminal value of the path. We shall define J> as a simpler version
of J» [see definition (34)] acting only on the spatial motion; for all nonnegative
measurable function f from E? to R,

1
(38) Jgf(x)szo E[(H — 1) f(F™ (x,0), FI (x,6))]d6,

where (H, I, K) are as in (34).
As a direct consequence of Proposition 3.7 and of the fact that Y is cadlag, we
have the following corollary.

COROLLARY 3.8 (Many-to-One formula for forks over the whole tree). Let
(Q¢,t = 0) be the transition semi-group of Y. For all nonnegative measurable
functions f, g € D, we have

EM[ > f(ﬂ(u)’X?s(u)—)g(ﬁ(v),xg(v))}
(39) (u,v)eFT

= f[o ; o m=D)(s+t+t") o 14 dt' Qs (J2( Qs fi+s @ Qr&ri+s)),
,00)°
where fi(x) = f(t,x) and g;(x) = g(t,x) fort =0 and x € E.
We can also derive a Many-to-One formula for forks at fixed time.

PROPOSITION 3.9 (Many-to-One formula for forks at fixed time). Lett € R4
and @, be two nonnegative measurable functions on D([0, t], E). Then

IEM[ > w(if’o,t])w@f)o,t])}

(u,v)eV?
u#v

1 ~ -
(40) :rez“’"*l)f/oda(e*’(mfl)aEu[Jz(Ef[‘P([y[Osa)?Y[/O,t—a]])]li=f’

QS E[y ([(F0.05 Yo, r—a1)]j5=5) Ta)]),
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where, under IE;’)L, Y' is distributed as (Y, A + ) under E,.

The left-hand side of (40) approximates the distribution of a pair of individuals
uniformly chosen from the population at time ¢. Indeed, we have in the right-
hand side of (40) an exponential weight > "~D’ and thanks to Lemma 2.4, we
know that E[N,(N, — 1)] ~ Ce¥ ™=D! The distribution of the paths associated
with a random pair is described by the law of forks constituted of independent
portions of the auxiliary process Y and splitted at a time a € [0, ¢]. Notice that (40)
indicates that the fork splits at an exponential random time with mean 1/r(m — 1),
conditioned to be less than ¢.

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 3.9. The proof is similar to the proof of Proposi-

tion 3.7 except that we use Proposition 3.3 instead of Proposition 3.5 to obtain an
analogue of (36). U

4. Law of large numbers. In this section, we are interested in averages over
the population living at time ¢ for large . When the Galton—Watson tree is not
supercritical we have almost sure extinction and thus, we assume here that m > 1.

4.1. Results and comments. Notice that N; = 0 implies Z; = 0 and by con-
vention we set Z;/N; = 0 in this case. For r € R and f a real function defined
on E, we derive laws of large numbers for

(Zef) _ Tuer FXD (2 f) _ Tuey S
Ni N; E[N:] E[N]
provided the auxiliary process introduced in the previous section satisfies some

ergodic conditions.
Let (Q¢, t > 0) be the semigroup of the auxiliary process Y of Definition 3.2,

(42) Eulf(Y)]l=n0:f

for all © € P(E) and f nonnegative. Recall the operator J, defined in (38).
We shall consider the following ergodicity and integrability assumptions on f,
a real measurable function defined on E, and on u € P(E).

(41)

’

(H1) There exists a nonnegative finite measurable function g such that
Ol flx) <g(x)forallr >0and x € E.

(H2) There exists w € P(E) such that (m,|f]|) < +o0 and for all x € E,
limy— o0 Qs f (¥) = {1, ).

(H3) There exists & < r(m — 1) and ¢ > 0 such that /,LQ,fz < c1e* for every
t>0.

(H4) There exists @ < r(m — 1) and ¢» > 0 such that £ Q,/>(g ® g) < cre*’
for every t > 0 with g defined in (H1).

Notice that in (H3) and (H4), the constants «, ¢ and ¢ may depend on f and .
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REMARK 4.1. When the auxiliary process Y is ergodic [i.e., Y converges
in distribution to w € P(E)], the class of continuous bounded functions satisfies
(H1)-(H4) with g constant and o = 0. In some applications, one may have to con-
sider polynomially growing functions. This is why we shall consider hypotheses
(H1)—(H4) instead of the ergodic property in Theorem 4.2 or in Proposition 4.3.

The next theorem states the law of large numbers; the asymptotic empirical
measure is distributed as the stationary distribution 7 of Y.

THEOREM 4.2. For any u € P(E) and any real measurable function f de-
fined on E satisfying (H1)—(H4), we have

(Zi. f) .

43) t_)lgrnoo E[N,] (m, YW in L“(P,),

(44) Jim Z:. /) = (m, fYlyjweo)  inP,-probability
— 400 fi

with W defined by (14) and m defined in (H2).

For the proof which is postponed to Section 4.2, we use ideas developed in [17]
in a discrete time setting. We give an intuition of the result. According to Proposi-
tion 3.3, an individual chosen at random at time ¢ is heuristically distributed as Y;,
that is, as  for large ¢ thanks to the ergodic property of Y [see (H2)]. More-
over, two individuals chosen at random among the living individuals at time ¢ have
a MRCA who died early which implies that they behave almost independently.
Since Lemma 2.4 implies that the number of individuals alive at time ¢ grows to
infinity on {W # 0}, this yields the LLN stated in Theorem 4.2.

Notice that Theorem 1.1 is a direct consequence of Theorem 4.2 and Re-
mark 4.1.

We also present a LLN when summing over the set of all individuals who died
before time 7. Recall that D; =}, .7 1{g(u)</) denotes its cardinal.

Recall S in Definition 3.2. Notice that E[S;] = rmt. We shall consider a slightly
stronger hypothesis than (H3):

(H5) There exists @ < r(m — 1) and ¢3 > 0 such that EM[fZ(Y,)S,] < c3e¥ for
every t > 0.

PROPOSITION 4.3.  For any u € P(E) and any nonnegative measurable func-
tion f defined on E satisfying (H1)-(HS), we have
2uer J Xy I ipawy<ny

. . 2
(43) lim N (r YW in LA(B),
. Zue’]’ f(Xg(u)_)l{ﬂ(u)<t}
Am Tivi-0) D, = (7, [)Liw0)
(46)

in P, -probability
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with W defined by (14) and 7 defined in (H2).

We can then extend these results to path dependent functions. In particular, the
next theorem describes the asymptotic distribution of the motion and lineage of
an individual taken at random in the tree. In order to avoid a set of complicated
hypothesis we shall assume that Y is ergodic with limit distribution 7 and consider
bounded functions.

THEOREM 4.4. We assume that there exists w € P(E) such that for all
x € E, and all real-valued bounded measurable function f defined on E,
limy o Qr f(x) = (m, f). Let T > 0. For any real bounded measurable function
o on ([0, T], E x R;), we have

1
lim (X Al i
A BN, u;/ (=700 A—1.0 — A7)

=E[¢(Yjo.r7)]W in L*(P,,),

lim —- Z o(Xi—r.0 Afr—r.01 — A7)

uth
=E, [QO(Y[O’T])]I{W#()} in PM -probability
with W defined by (14).

Let J; be the following operator associated with the possible jumps of Y: for all
nonnegative measurable function f from E to R,

1
(47) T f(x) = m/o E[f(F{™" (x,0))]d6,

where H has the size-biased offspring distribution and, conditionally on H, [ is
uniformon {1, ..., H}.

PROPOSITION 4.5. We assume that there exists m € P(E) such that for
all x € E, and all real-valued bounded measurable function f defined on E,
limy 00 Q1 f (x) = (7, f).

Let ¢ be a real bounded measurable function defined on E-valued paths. We set
forx e E, f(x) =Ex[¢(Y[0,7,))], with T| from Definition 3.2. Then,

dueT (/’(X[a(u) ﬂ(u)))l{ﬂ(u)<t}

I~
,m E[D,] =(m, LYW in L*(Py),
. ZueT(p(X[ (), B( )))1 (u)<t}
(48) t_l)lglool{zv,>0} (”;)t - 7, J1 ) 1w 0

in P,-probability
with W defined by (14).
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REMARK 4.6. The hypothesis on Y in Theorem 4.4 and Proposition 4.5 is
slightly stronger than the ergodic condition (i.e., Y converges in distribution to ),
but it is fulfilled if Y converges to 7 for the distance in total variation [i.e., for all
x € E, limy oo supyeg |Px (Yy € A) — w(A)| = 0]. This property is very common
for ergodic processes.

4.2. Proofs.

PROOF OF THEOREM 4.2. We assume (H1)—(H4). We shall first prove (43)
for f such that (7, f) =0. We have

(Z. f)*]
B g | =4+ B
where
Ay :E[Nt]—ZEM[Z fZ(X,“)]
ueV;
and

BI=E[NT]2EM[ ) f<X:’>f(X;’)].
(u,v)eV}?

Uu#v
Notice that

(49) Ay =e DR 2 (vl ="V 0, £ — 0

t—00

thanks to (12) and (25) for the first equality and (H3) for the convergence. We
focus now on B;. Proposition 3.9 and then (H1) and (H4) imply that

EINIE,| T |f<X:‘>f<X,”>|}
(u,v)th2
u#v

t
= r/(; mOs 2(Qr—s|fI® Qt—s|f|)e_r(m_1)s ds
is finite and
t
oY b= 7’/(; Qs J2(Qr—s f ® Qt—sf)e_r(m_l)s ds.

Now, since (m, f) = 0, we deduce from (H2) that for s fixed and y,z €
E, lim/_oo(Qi—5f ® Qi—s f)(y,2) = 0. Thanks to (H1), there exists g such
that 15<[(Q/—sf ® Or—5f)| < (¢ ® g) and (H4) implies the finiteness of
Jods e =15 0. Jh(g ® g). Lebesgue’s theorem entails that

t
lim B = lim r / 105 J2(Qrs f ® Ory e M=D5 g — 0,
t—00 t—00 0
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This ends the proof of (43) when (&, f) =0.

In the general case we have
(Zi, f) (Zi, f = (7, /) N

(W = ) (g~ W)

E[N;] E[N;] E[N:]
Notice that if f and p satisfy (H1)-(H4) then so do f — (;, f) and w. The first
term of the sum in the right-hand side of (51) converges to 0 in L? thanks to the
first part of the proof. The second term converges to 0 in L? thanks to Lemma 2.4.
Hence, we get (43) if f and u satisfy (H1)-(H4). Equation (44) stems from (43)
and (14). O

(5D

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 4.3. We assume (H1)-(HS5). We shall first prove
(45) for f such that (m, f) =0. We have

2
E[D,]_ZEM[(Z f(Xfé(u)_)l{ﬂ(u)«}) ] =A;+ B/ +Cy,
ueT

where

A= E[Dd‘zEu[Z fz(Xg(u)—)l{ﬁ(M)<f}:|’
ueT

B = E[Dr]_zEu[ > f(XE(u)—)f(XE(v))1{ﬁ(u)<l,l3(v)<t}:|’
(u,v)eFT

C=2BD0 B, X (X ) F (X Mipr=n |

u<v,veT

The terms A; and B; will be handled similarly as in the proof of Proposition 4.2.

A, = rE[D,]"2 /0 Cds D[ £2(y, )]

52
42 r(m— 1)2

t
_ N7 r(m—1)s 2
= (er(mfl)t — 1)2/(; dse nwOs f t—>_)000

thanks to (28) for the first equality, (16) for the second and (H3) for the conver-
gence.
Notice that Corollary 3.8 and then (H1) and (H4) imply that

B X 1)l (X)L srn |

(u.v)EFT
= r3/ nQs (O fl® QS/,|f|)er(m—1)(s+S +5)
[0,400)3

X 1{s+s/<t,s+s”<t} dsds'ds"
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is finite and

r3(m —1)>

t= (erm=D1 _1)2

X / nwOs (0 f® Qs//f)er(m—l)(sﬂ/ﬂ/,)
[0,400)3

I g
X Vg5 <t,54s"<rydsds ds

1’3(1’}’1 _ 1)2e2r(m—l)l‘
T (@D )2

/[‘0 ooy’ dsdt'dt" uQsJr(Qi—y f @ Qi_in f)
, 00

r(m—1)(s—t'—t"
X e ( ) )1{s<t’<t,s<t”<t}-

Now, since (r, f) = 0, we deduce from (H2) that for ¢, fixed and y,z € E,
lim; & 00(Qi—r f ® Qs f)(y,z) = 0. Thanks to (H1), there exists g such that
[(Qr—+f ® Qi f)| < (g ® g) and (H4) implies that f[0,+oo)3 nQsJr(g ®g) x
e’(’”_1)(“_’/_t//)1{S<t/,s<,~} ds dt’ dt” is finite. Then, by Lebesgue’s theorem

(53) lim B; = 0.
t—00

Let us now consider C;. We have C; < C; + C; where

C; = E[D,]_ZEM[ Z f2(XE(v)—)1{ﬁ(v)<t}],

u<v,ve7

C,’/zE[D,]‘zEM[ > fz(X,”é(m_)l{ﬁ(v)«}]-

u<v,ve7

We deduce from (28) that

Cl = E[Dt]‘zEM[Z Ivlfz(X,'é(U)_)l{ﬁ(vkz}}
veT

=E[D,]"r /0 ' ds e TS [8,— 2 (Yo)]

rm—1>% ), 2
= m/o dse "SR, [S, £F2(Y)].
We deduce from (HS5) that

(54) lim C, =0.

t—00
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Using the conditional expectation w.r.t. X*, (16) and (28), we get

C/ = E[Dl]_ZEM[Z fZ(X,’éw)_)l{ﬁ(u)«}mE[Z Ligw)<r }] ]
ueT veT =t—pB(u)

“ - — —
e ZE’“‘[Zfz(xﬁm)—)l{ﬁ(u)«}(e’(m b ﬁ(””—l)]
ueT

t
= LE[Dt]_Z/ ds er(m_l)sEu[fz(Ys_)(er(m—l)(t—s) _ 1)]
m—1 0
m(m — 1)e" =Dt et )
(er(m—l)t _ 1)2 /(; dS/Lst .
We deduce from (H3) [or (HS)] that

(55) lim C;=0.

t—00

The proof of (45), when (m, f) =0, results from (52)—(54) and (55).
In the general case, we have

EIDA" Y f (XG0 ) ipwy<ny — (. /W

ueT

D
=EIDA™" D" (f (Xfy) — (1. ) pay <y + (0, f>(E[Dt¢] - W)'

uel
Notice that if f and p satisfy (H1)-(HS) then so do f — (m, f) and w. Thanks to

the first part of the proof and to Lemma 2.5, we get (45) if f and p satisfy (H1)-
(H5). The convergence in probability is thus obtained thanks to (45) and (14). [

(56)

PROOF OF THEOREM 4.4. The proof is similar to the proof of Theorem 4.2.
Some arguments are shorter as we assume that ¢ is bounded.
We shall first consider the case Ex[¢(Y[o,71)] = 0. We assume that ¢ > T'.

2
IE[N,]_ZIE,L[(Z o(Xit—1.> Afi—1.0) — ?—T)) ] = A, + B/ + B/,

ueV;

where

2 2
A; =E[N;] EM[Z o~ (Xfi—r.up M=) — tu—T)]»

ueV;

)
Bt/ =E[N:]"E, Z (p(Xﬁ_TJ], Alft—T,t] - A?—T)
(u,v)eV?
u#v

X Q(X{—7.0p Mr—1.0) — A;)—T)l{ﬂ(LMU)ZI—T}]’
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B/ = E[Nt]_zEu[ > e(Xf g Al — M)
(u,v)eV,2
u#v

X O(X[—1.4p Mi—1.0) — A;J—T)l{ﬁ(u/\vkt—T}]'

We assume that ¢ is bounded by a constant, say ¢. We have A, < c?E[N;]! so
that lim;_, o, A; = 0. We have, using Proposition 3.9,

|B]| < *E[N,17°E,, Z l{ﬂ(u/\v)>t—T}:|
(u,v)eV?
u#v

'
:c2r/0 efr(m*l)al{azt_T}da,

so that lim;_, oo B, = 0. B
We set f(x) =Ex[¢(Y[o,r])]. Using Proposition 3.9 once more, we get

Bt// - ft e—r(m—l)a
0

X EM[‘TZ(E{[(p(Y[,t—a—T,t—a]’ Aft—a—T,t—a] —Ai_a7)]
® IE{[go(y[/t—a—T,t—a]’ AEt—a—T,t—a] - A;—a—T)])(?a)]
X 1{a<t—T}da

t—T
—r /0 e 0 1 (Ot f ® Or—ar f) da.

By hypothesis on Y, we have that, for fixed a, limy_, o0 Q;—q—7f = (7, f) =0.
Using Lebesgue’s theorem, we get lim,_, o, B, = 0. This gives the result for the
LQ(IP’M) convergence when (m, f) = 0. We conclude in the general case and for
the convergence in probability as in the proof of Theorem 4.2. [

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 4.5. The proof is similar to the proof of Proposi-
tion 4.3. Some arguments are shorter as we assume that ¢ is bounded.
We shall first prove (48) for ¢ such that (7, J; f) = 0. We have

2
E[Dt]zEu[<Z (P(X?a(u)dg(u)))1{ﬂ(u)<t}) ] =A;+ B, + C,
ueTl

where

-2 2
A; =E[Dy] Eu[z ?(Xiaw).pw) 1{ﬁ(u)<t}]’
ucT
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-
B, =E[D,] Eu[ > SD(Xﬁy(u),ﬁ(u)))‘P(ija(u),,s(u)))1{/3(u)<t,/3(v)<t}]’
(u,v)eFT

-2
C; =2E[D] Eu[ > ‘P(Xf‘a(u),ﬂ(u»)?”(Xf)aw),ﬂ(v)))l{ﬂ(v)«}}~
u<v,vel

We assume that ¢ is bounded by a constant, say ¢. We have A; < ¢?/E[D,] so that
lim;_, o, A; = 0. Thanks to Corollary 3.8, we have

€l 2B B, 2 Ioltipor
vel

t
=2c°E[D,] 7> /0 dse"™mDSE,[8]

t
=2c2E[D,]72/ ds srme"M=Ds
0

This implies that lim;_, o, C; = 0.

We set h; (x) = Eyx[¢(X[0,7))1{z<s}], where 7 is an exponential random variable
with mean 1, independent of X.

Using the conditional expectation w.r.t. X “'where u’ is the ancestor of u, and
XV, where v’ is the ancestor of v, we have, according to u’ =v" oru’ # v/,

B, =B+ B/,

where
B| = E[Dz]‘zEu[ D= Salhi—piry © hi-pn) (X ) Lipan <) }
u'eT
B/ =EIDIE.| > Ji(hi—pw) (X))
W' W)eFT

x Ji (ht—ﬁ(v/))(Xg(v')—)l{ﬁ(u’)<t,/3(v/)<t}]-

Using the definition of J2, (38), we get | B/| < ?E[D;1" (¢c? + m* — m) and thus,
We deduce from Corollary 3.8, that

B// _ r3(m - 1)2
t (er(m—l)t _ 1)2

2 f ds dS/dS///J,QS J2(Qy Jihy—s—g & Qg J1hi—s—s7)
[0,400)3

r(m—1)(s+s"+s"
X e ( A )1{s+s/<t,s+s”<t}
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r3(m _ 1)262r(m—1)t
= (e m=Di _1)2

X / ds dv/dv”/'LQsJZ(Qtfsfv’thv/ ® Qr—s—vJ1hyr)
[0,+00)3

« 6_r(m_1)(s+v/+v”)1{v/<t—s,v”<t—s}-
By hypothesis on Y, we have that, for fixed s and v, lim;_ o Qr—s—yJ1hy =
(7, J1hy). Using Lebesgue’s theorem, we get

lim B/ = r3(m —1)? dsdv' dv"(m, J1hy)(m, Jlhv//>e—r(m—1)(s+v/+v”).
t—00 [0’_’_00)3

Notice that i, (x) = E[¢(Yjo.z;))e" ™D 17, 1]1/m so that

+o0 —r(m—1t 1
r(m— 1)/0 dthy(x)e” """ = E]Ex[(p(Y[O,n))]-

Recall f(x) = E,[@(Y[0.r;))]. We get lim;oo B = mm, J1 )2 =0.
Therefore, we get that

lim AI+B[+CZ»=O,
t—00

which gives the result for the LZ(IP’,L) convergence when (r, J; f) = 0. We con-
clude in the general case and for the convergence in probability as in the proof of
Proposition 4.3. [

5. Examples. We now investigate several examples. In Section 5.1, splitted
diffusions are considered as scholar examples. In Section 5.2, we give a biological
application to “cellular aging” when cells divide in continuous time, which is one
of the motivations of this work. In Section 5.3, we give a central limit theorem for
nonlocal branching Lévy processes.

5.1. Splitted real diffusions. A first example consists in binary branching: the
continuous tree T is a Yule tree. For the Markov process X, we consider a real
diffusion with generator

2
(57) Lf(x) = b(x) f(x) + "T(x)f“(x).

We assume that b and o are such that there exists a unique strong solution to the
corresponding SDE (see, e.g., [36], Theorem 3.2, page 182).

When a branching occurs, each daughter inherits a random fraction of the value
of the mother

FO,00=6"'O0)x, FPx,0)=01-G6"10))hx,
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where G is the cumulative distribution function of the random fraction in [0, 1]
associated with the branching event. We assume the distribution of the random
fraction is symmetric: G(x) =1 — G(1 — x).

The infinitesimal generator of Y is characterized for f € Cg (R, R) by

Af () =b(x) f'(x) +o(x) f"(x)

171
+or fo (E(f«;—l(e)x) ~ )
(58)

+ %(f((l -G 1®)x) - f(x))> do

1
— b)) + 0 () £ (x) + 2r fo (f(qx) — F())G(dqg).

Particular choices for the functions b and o are the following ones:

(i) If b(x) =0and o (x) = o, we obtain the splitted Brownian process.

(i) If b(x) = —B(x — ) and o(x) = o, we obtain the splitted Ornstein—
Uhlenbeck process.

@iii) If b(x) =1 and o(x) = 0, the deterministic process X can represent
the linear growth of some biological content of the cell (nutriments, proteins,
parasites. ..) which is shared randomly in the two daughter cells when the cell
divides. More precisely here, each daughter inherits random fraction of this bio-
logical content.

Let us note that if b(x) = Bx and o(x)? = o2x, we obtain the splitted Feller
branching diffusion. But in this case, almost surely, the auxiliary process either
becomes extinct or goes to infinity as t — co. The assumption (H2) is not satis-
fied. This process is studied in [7] as a model for parasite infection.

The following results give the asymptotic limit of the splitted diffusion under
some condition which is satisfied by the examples (i)—(iii). For this we use results
due to Meyn and Tweedie [45, 46].

PROPOSITION 5.1. Assume that Y is Feller and irreducible (see [46], pa-
ge 520) and that there exists K € R, such that for every |x| > K, b(x)/x < r' with
r' < r. Then the auxiliary process Y with generator A is ergodic with stationary
probability 7. Furthermore, ), cy, x«(dx)/N, converges weakly to 7t as t — 00
and this convergence holds in probability.

PROOF. Once we check that Y is ergodic, then Corollary 1.2 and the fact that
W defined by (14) is a.s. positive readily imply the weak convergence of the propo-
sition. To prove the ergodicity of Y, we use Theorem 4.1 of [45] and Theorem 6.1
of [46]. Since Y is Feller and irreducible, the process Y admits a unique invari-
ant probability measure 7 and is exponentially ergodic provided the condition
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(CD3) in [46] is satisfied. Namely, if there exists a positive measurable function
V :x +— V(x) such that lim,_, 15, V (x) = 400 and for which

(59) dc>0,deR,VxeR AV(x) < —cV(x)+d.

For V (x) = |x| regularized on an e-neighborhood of 0 (0 < ¢ < 1), we have

1
Vx| >¢ AV (x) =sign(x)b(x) + 2r|x|/0 (g—1)G(dqg)

(60)
=sign(x)b(x) — r|x|

as the distribution of G is symmetric. By assumption, there exists n > 0 and K > ¢,
such that (60) implies

61)  ¥xeR  AV() < -V )+ ( sup b0 + 7K )Lj=z)-

lx|<K
This implies (59) and finishes the proof; the geometric ergodicity expresses here
as

3 >0,B <400, Vt e Ry, Vx e R
(62)

sup  |Qrg(x) — (m, )| < B(1 + |xe P!
/18| <1+]ul U

REMARK 5.2. The examples (i)—(iii) satisfy the assumptions of Proposi-
tion 5.1. If » and o are bounded Lipschitz functions, X is Feller (e.g., [54], The-
orem 6.3.4, page 152) and thus, Y is also Feller. The Feller property also holds
for Ornstein—Uhlenbeck processes. The irreducibility property is well known for
diffusions as (i) and (ii) and trivial for (iii).

REMARK 5.3. If there exists K > 0 in Proposition 5.1 such that for every
x| > K, 2b(x)/x + 60 (x)/x% < ' with 7' < r [{ (1 — g*)2G(dg), then we can
use similar arguments as in the proof of Proposition 5.1. We get that the auxiliary
process Y is geometrically ergodic with

38 >0,B <+o00,Vte R, Vx e R
(63)
sup | Qig(x) — (m, 8)| < B+ |x|H)e P!
g/lg)|<1+|ul*

instead of (62). This will be used for the proof of the central limit theorem.

5.2. Cellular aging process. We now present a generalization to the continu-
ous time of Guyon [32] and Delmas and Marsalle [17] about cellular aging. When
a rod shaped cell divides, it produces a new end per progeny cell. So each new
cell has a pole (or end) which is new and another one which was created one or
more generations ago. This number of generations is the age of the cell. Since each
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cell has a new pole and an older one, at the next division one of the two daughters
will inherit the new pole and the other one will inherit the older pole. Experiments
indicate that the first one has a larger growth rate than the second one (see Stewart
et al. [53] for details), which indicates aging.

To detect this aging effect, [17, 32] used discrete time Markov models by look-
ing at cells of a given generation. Considering continuous time genealogical trees
may allow to take into account the asynchrony of cell divisions.

We consider the following model. Cells are characterized by a type n € {0, 1}
(type 0 corresponds to a cell of age 1 and type 1 to cell of greater age) and a
quantity ¢ (growth rate, quantity of damage in the cell) that evolves according to
a Markov process depending on the type of the cell. Cells may die, which leads
us to the following model. At rate r, each cell is replaced by one cell of type O
(resp., 1) with probability pg > 0 (resp., p; > 0), by two cells of type 0 and 1 with
probability po 1 > 0, or by no cell with probability 1 — po — p1 — po,1 = 0. The
way the quantity ¢ is given to a daughter depends on its type and on the fact that it
has or has not a sister.

This can be stated in the framework of Sections 2.2 and 3. For the sake of sim-
plicity, we shall assume that ¢ evolves as a real diffusion between two branching
times.

Let LY and L! be two diffusion generators; for f € C2(R x {0, 1}, R),

64) L'f@m)=b&.mdfCm+o@mai f&n.  nel01).

We assume there exists a unique strong solution to the corresponding two SDEs
(see, e.g., [36], Theorem 3.2, page 182). We consider the underlying process X =
((&,ms), t = 0) with generator

L&, n) =11=0 L' £ (£, 0) + 1=y L' £ (¢, D).

Notice the process (1;,¢ > 0) is constant between two branching times. The off-
spring distribution is

(65) p(dk) = (1 — po— p1 — po,1)do(dk) + (po + p1)81(dk) + po,182(dk).
The offspring position is given by

FO @, 1).0) = (802, 1. 61). 0 Lig,< po/(pot pi))

(66) +(21(¢, 1, 01), D1ig,> po/(po+p1)) s

FR(@om, 0 = (g2 n,0),i)  foriefo,1},

for some functions go, g1, g(()z), giz) and (01, 0,) a function of 6 such that if 9 is

uniform on [0, 1], then 81 and 6, are independent and uniform on [0, 1]. The divi-
sion is asymmetric if g(()z) * g?). One important issue is, using the LL.N (Section 4)
and fluctuation results, to test if the division is asymmetric, which means aging,
or not. Let us mention that a natural question would be to give the test in a more
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general model in which the division rate depends on the state of the cell and of the
quantity of interest ¢ (which is realistic if, e.g., ¢ describes the quantity of damage
of the cell).

Let us consider a test function f:(¢,¢,n) — f;(¢,n) in C;’Z(RJr x (R x
{0,1}), R) and let (B*),cys be a family of independent standard Brownian mo-
tions. The SDE describing the evolution of the population of cells then becomes,
with the notation of (64), (65) and (66),

(Z1, f1) =(Zo, fo)
t
+// 1ev, )
0 Jux{0,1,2)x[0,1]

k
x (Z FERW 0, 0) = g, n;‘_))

j=1
x p(ds,du,dk,dd)

t
LY S5 s Js\6, Zs ,
+/0 [l‘kx{o,u( fs@.m) + 0y f5(C.m) Zs(dg. dn) ds

t
+ [ X 2ot oc sty

ueVy

If Y is ergodic, then 1yy,50y > ,cv, Sxu (dx)/N; converges to a deterministic
nondegenerated measure on R x {0, 1}. Given a particular choice for the parame-
ters go, g1, g(()z), giz), LY L', po, p1 and po.1 of the model, one can use arguments
similar to the ones used in Proposition 5.1 and Remark 5.2 to prove the ergodicity
of Y. Let us give an example that can be viewed as a direct generalization of the
model of Delmas and Marsalle [17].

The quantity ¢ € R models the cell growth rate which is assumed constant dur-
ing the cell’s life: (¢, n) =0 and o (¢, n) = 0. For the functions go, g1, g(()z), gfz)
which describe the daugthers’ growth rates, as functions of their mothers’ charac-
teristics, we set

" 20(¢,m,0) = ap¢ + Po + €0, 81(&.n,0)=a1& + B +e1,

2 2
e @m0 =)l + By +ey,  &7C 00 =ail + B+,

where g, a1, o), @] € (—1, 1) and where By, B1, B, B| € R. The random variables
£0, €1, 86 and 8’1 generated thanks to the uniform variable 6 and their distributions
are as follows: 86 and 8/1 are Gaussian centered r.v. with variances o*g > 0 and 012 >
0, respectively, while (g9, £1) is a vector of Gaussian centered r.v. with covariance

21 p 2 .
o (,0 1), o >0, pe(—1,1).
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In [17], this model is used to test aging phenomena, for instance, which correspond
to (o, Bo) = (a1, B1). Delmas and Marsalle in discrete time prove that the auxil-
iary process, which correspond to the Markov chain associated here to the continu-
ous time pure jump process Y, is ergodic. As a consequence, Y is recurrent, admits
an invariant probability distribution [since the jump rate r(po + p1 +2po,1) is a
constant] and is hence ergodic (see, e.g., Norris [48]).

5.3. Branching Lévy process. We consider particles moving independently on
R following a Lévy process X and reproducing with constant rate r. Each child
jumps from the location of the mother when the branching occurs. We are inter-
ested in the rescaled population location at large time.

The generator of the underlying process X is given by

0.2
Lf(x) =bf"(x) + Tf//()c)
_ _ / Lovio)h
+/1;\{0}(f(x+y) f) =y Oy <n)h(@dy)

with b € R, 0 € Ry and /& a measure on R \ {0} such that fR\{O} y2h(dy) < +oo.
The particles reproduce at rate r in a random number of offspring distributed as
p = (pr, k € N) such that 3 ;- kpx > 1 (supercritical case). The offspring posi-
tion is defined as

(68) FOx.0) =x+a%0),  jell..... k.

where we recall that x is the location just before branching time and k is
the number of offspring. We assume the following second moment condition:
> keN Pk ZIJ‘-ZI ]E[A’; (®)2] < 0o, where @ is uniform on [0, 1].

PROPOSITION 5.4.  We have the following weak convergence in M g(R):

69) i

1 . e
t»?oo ﬁt Z S(X;,_ﬁt)/\/;(dx) =nmx(dx)ljws0) in probability,

MEV[
where 1y is the centered Gaussian probability measure with variance ¥ and

400 k

70 =b 1(y=11h(d E[A% @),
(70) B +A;\{O}y (yl=1) (y>+r];pkj§ (A% (@)
2 2 = £ k 2
(71 Y=0"4+ h(dy) + E[A%(®)“].
o fR\{O}y ¥ r};l’k; it
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PROOF. The auxiliary process Y is a Lévy process with generator
2
/ o 4
Af(x)=0bf (x)+ 7]‘ (x)

+ / (f @ +y) = £ = yf )Ly <1)h(dy)

+rmzkpk/ Z Flx+ak@) - £o0)de

In particular, we have for all x € R,

+00
E[Yi]=x +t(b + / 0 o YLz @Y) 1 Yoy E[Ak@n)

k=1 j=I
=x+pt,

E.[Y] — Ex[Y,]* = z(# - fR o yh(dy) +r Z Pr Z E[A%(©)° ])

k=1 =
= Xt.

Then, we deduce from the central limit theorem for Lévy processes or directly
from Lévy Khintchine formula, that ((Y; — Bt)/+/t,t > 0) converges in distribu-
tion to 7y This implies that for any fixed s, ((Y;_s; — Bt)/+/t,t > 0) converges in
distribution to 7y.

Let ¢ be a continuous bounded real function and define

fix):=p((x —pt)/vt)  fort>0,x eR.
Let (Q;,t > 0) be the transition semigroup of Y. We get that for any fixed s and
xeR,
(72) lim Qs fi(x) = (7, ¢).

t—+00
It is then very easy to adapt the proof of Theorem 4.2 with f replaced by
fi — (s, ¢); (49) holds since f; is uniformly bounded; (50) holds using simi-
lar arguments with (72) instead of (H2) and f; uniformly bounded instead of (H1)
and (H4). Similar arguments, as in the end of the proof of Theorem 4.2, imply that
for any continuous bounded real function ¢, the following convergence in proba-

bility holds:
) 1 X — pt ) 1
lim — QD( \/; )_l‘—l>r-|1:lOON (Zl" fl’)

= (rx, ) liw>0)-

This gives (69). O
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6. Central limit theorem.

6.1. Fluctuation process. In order to study the fluctuations associated to the
LLNs, Theorem 4.2, we shall use the martingale associated to Z; [see (21)]. We
focus on the simple case of splitted diffusions developed in Section 5.1. Our main
result for this section is stated as Proposition 6.4.

In the sequel, C denotes a constant that may change from line to line. We work
in the framework of Section 5.1.

We consider the following family, indexed by T > 0, of fluctuation processes.
For f € Bp(Ry,R)and ¢t >0

7 , T,
(73) (. f) =\/m<<EE;,T+Tf]> - I;[J\%]f>>’

where we recall that N, = Card(V;) = (Z;, 1) and Q; has been defined in (42). The
family Q; is the transition semigroup of the auxiliary process Y which is given by

t t t
(74) Y, =Xo+ /0 b(Yy)ds + /0 o(Yy)dB; — /0 (1 —@)Y,_p(ds.dq).

where X is an initial condition with distribution u, where (B;, t > 0) is a standard
real Browniarl motion and there p(ds,dqg)isa Pgisson point measure with inten-
sity 2r ds ® G(dg) with G such that [; 1, f(9)G(dq) = [jo.;(f(@)/2+ f(1 —
q)/2)G(dq). As in Section 5.1, we will assume in the sequel that G is symmetric.
In this case, (~?(dq) =G(dg).

The idea in (73) is to compare the independent trees that have grown from the
particles of Z7 between times 7 and ¢ + T, with the positions of independent
auxiliary processes at time ¢ and started at the positions Zr. We recall that L is the
generator defined in (57) and let J be the operator defined on the space of locally
integrable functions by

3 1
If@ = =S f@+r [ (F@0+ £((1 - 9x)Gid)
(75) ’

3 1
= —%f(x) +2rf0 flgx)Gdq).

This operator will naturally appear when computing the equation satisfied by n”
by applying (24) with f;(x) =e™"/2 f (x).

PROPOSITION 6.1. The fluctuation process (73) satisfies the following evolu-
tion equation:

T _ ! T T
(76) T f) = /O fR (Lf () + JF @)l (@dx)ds + MT (),
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where MtT (f) is a square integrable martingale with quadratic variation,
Zs—l—T (dx)

t
T _
M7 (f)) = /0 as [ o]

1
(77) X [rfo (f(q)+ f((1—g)x) — f(X))zG(dq)
+ 202 (x) f’(x)z]

The proof of this proposition is given in Section 6.3. In the following, we are
interested in the behavior of the fluctuation process when 7' — +-00. The processes
nT take their values in the space Mg(R) of signed measures. Since this space
endowed with the topology of weak convergence is not metrizable, we follow the
approach of Métivier [44] and Méléard [43] (see also [25, 55]) and embed M s(RR)
in weighted distribution spaces. This is described in the sequel. We then prove the
convergence of the fluctuation processes to a distribution-valued diffusion driven
by a Gaussian white noise (Proposition 6.4).

6.2. Convergence of the fluctuation process: The central limit theorem. Letus
introduce the Sobolev spaces that we will use (see, e.g., Adams [1]). We follow
in this the steps of [43, 44]. To obtain estimates of our fluctuation processes, the
following additional regularities for b and o are required as well as assumptions
on our auxiliary process.

ASSUMPTION 6.2. We assume the following:

() b and o are in C3(R, R) with bounded derivatives.
(i1) There exists K > 0 such that for every |x| > K, 2b(x)/x + 60 (x)/x2 <
with r' < r [ (1 — ¢**G(dq).
(iii) Y is ergodic with stationary measure w such that (r, |x|%) < +o0.
(iv) For every initial condition u such that (i, lx[8) < 400, SUp; cR, EM[YIS] <
+00.

REMARK 6.3.

(i) Notice that under Assumption 6.2(i), there exist b and & > 0 s.t. for all
x € R, we have [b(x)| < b(1 + |x|) and |o (x)| <& (1 + |x]).

(i) Conditions for the ergodicity of ¥ have been provided in Proposition 5.1
and Remarks 5.2 and 5.3. Under Assumption 6.2(ii), Remark 5.3 applies and we
have geometrical ergodicity with (63).

(iii)) The moment hypothesis of Assumption 6.2(iv) is fulfilled for the exam-
ples (i)—(iii) of Section 5.1 provided the initial condition satisfies (u, |x 18y < +o0.
This can be seen by using It6’s formula (e.g., [36], Theorem 5.1, page 67) and
Gronwall’s lemma. Moreover, for every p € {1, ..., 8}, E,[|Y;[] < +o00.
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(iv) Assumption 6.2(iii) and (iv) imply that Vp € {1,...,7}, Jp [x|P7w(dx) <
+o00 and lim;, {0 E,[|Y]P] = Ji |x|”7(dx). This is a consequence of the equi-
integrability of (|Y;|”);>o for p € {1,...,7}.

For j € Nand o € R, we denote by W/ the closure of C*° (R, R) with respect
to the norm

(k) 2 1/2
(78) ey = (X de) ,

2
=y /R LI

where g® is the kth derivative of g. The space W/% endowed with the norm
| - llwi.« defines a Hilbert space. We denote by W~/-¢ the dual space. Let C/-“ be
the space of functions g with j continuous derivatives and such that

lg® )

Yk < g =
J lx|—>+oo 1 4 |x|¥

When endowed with the norm

1g® ()]
(79) Igllcia :=_ sup =——

kfjxe]R 1 + |x|a

these spaces are Banach spaces and their dual spaces are denoted by C /%,
In the sequel, we will use the following embeddings (see [1, 43]):

CT0 < Wl oy W32 s C2 s WAl s 033
(80) s W34 s 24024 oy W34, 033
SWH S M Wy W s 070,

where H.S. means that the corresponding embedding is Hilbert—Schmidt (see [1],
page 173). Let us explain briefly why we use these embeddings. Following the
preliminary estimates of [43] (Proposition 3.4), it is possible to choose W% as
a reference space for our study. We control the norm of the martingale part in
W—*3 using the embeddings W*3 < €33 — W?3*. We obtain uniform estimate
for the norm of n! in C~*2. The spaces W~>2 and W~"! are used to apply
the tightness criterion in [43] (see our Lemma 6.8). The space C —7.0 s used for
proving uniqueness of the accumulation point of the family (n7)7=o.

PROPOSITION 6.4. Let Y > 0. The sequence (17T)T€R+ converges in D([0,
Y], C_7’0) when T — +00 to the unique solution in C([0, Y], C_7’0) of the fol-
lowing evolution equation:

(81) (i f) = /O /R (Lf (x) + J£ ()15 (dx) ds +VWWi(f),
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where W(f) is a Gaussian martingale independent of W and which bracket is
V(f) x t with

1
van=|. (r [ (@0 + (= a0x) - )G da)
82)

+202(x)f’(x)2>n(dx).

Notice that unlike the discrete case treated in [17], our fluctuation process here
has a finite variational part.

6.3. Proofs. We begin by establishing the evolution equation for 5’ that is
announced in Proposition 6.1.

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 6.1. From Lemma 2.4 and applying (24) with
fi(x) =e~"/2 f(x), we obtain

(Zigr, fle "0+
(83) = (Zr, e T2+ M (f)

t
# [ [ @reo+ 1p@)e DRz @ s,
where MtT (f) is a square integrable martingale with quadratic variation
t+T
M= [ ds [ e zi@n
1
(84) < |7 [[(F@0+ 70 =) = F@) 6

+ 2oz<x)f/(x)2}

which is the bracket announced in (77). Computing (Z;, f)e™ " /2

and taking the expectation gives, with (42) and Proposition 3.3,

in the same way

0 f W = [+ [ QuLf + I ds,

Integrating with respect to Z7 and multiplying by e " 7/2

(Zr, Q/ f)e " T=D/2

implies

(85)
—(Zr, fle" T2 4 fot e T2 g5(Zy, O (Lf + Jf)).

We deduce the announced result from (73), (83) and (85). O
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We now prove that our fluctuation process 1’ can be viewed as a process with
values in W—3# by following the preliminary estimates of [43] (Proposition 3.4).
This space W% is then chosen as reference space and in all the spaces appearing
in the second line of (80) that contain W~3#, the norm of ntT is finite and well
defined.

LEMMA 6.5. Let Y > Q. There exists a finite constant C that does not depend
on T noron Y such that

(86) sup Ep[lln] 113,541 < CemTHD).
t€[0,7]

PROOF. Let (¢p)pen+ be a complete orthonormal basis of W34 that are C®
with compact support. We have by Riesz representation theorem and Parseval’s
identity

—r+T) ), T2 —r(+T T 2
e NS 11, as =D (] gp)
p=1

2
e S (T )
t

p=1

S 2Z(<zt+r,¢p>2 L {2 ngopﬂ).

e E[N;171? E[NT]?

Under the Assumption 6.2(iii) and thanks to Remark 4.1 and Example 1, we use
the same proof as in Theorem 4.2, especially (49) and (50),

(Zsr,0p)  (Z7, Q,¢p>2}
E[N, 7] E[N7]?

0<Eu|:

+T
= e_r(H_T),bLQH_T(pZ + r/o 1QsJ2(Qii1—s¢0p ® QryT—s@ple " ds
(83)

T
+e " T u0r(Qipp)? +r /0 105 J2 (07— 010y ® Q15 Qr9p)e " ds

+T [l
=2 uQurdy+4r [ [ [ e2@xe 10 @nGdg)ds.
since by (38), the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality and symmetry of G,
S2(Qr47—5l9pl & Qi1 —sl@p)(x)

1
—2 /O (Qra7—sl0pl(@x) Q17— |0l (1 — @)x)) G (dq)

1
<2 Qur-w}@0Gda).
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We deduce from (87) and (88) that
e DR, [In! 12,451

(89) <47 [ Y g2 ou0uir(@n)

p=1
t+T 1 5
+8r/ / / Z(pp(qx)e_mﬂQt—f—T(dX)G(dq) ds.
0 0 RPZ]

Let us consider the linear forms D, ,(g) = g(gx) for g € [0,1], x e R and g €
W3,4 s C2’4

1Dy (&) =1g(gx)| < (A + |x[Dglcas < CU+ x|HIglwaa,

Using Riesz representation theorem and Parseval’s identity, we get

(90) Y D g(@p)* = Dxgll}y—34 < C(1+Ix[").
p=1
We deduce from (42), (89) and Assumption 6.2(iv) that
e DR, [ln/ 15,451

oD

) | — o—r+T)
< CE,[1+ |Yisr] ](e—’T + f) e

where the constant C is finite and does not depend on Y nor 7. The proof is
complete. [

We now turn to the proof of the central limit theorem stated in Proposition 6.4.
To achieve this aim, we first prove Lemma 6.6.

LEMMA 6.6. Suppose that Assumption 6.2 is satisfied and let T € R;..
(i) We have

(92) sup sup By [[In] 17421 < +o00.
TeR4 <Y

(ii) Let us denote by M,T the operator that associates M,T( f)to f.Then

(93) sup sup B, [[| M/ [[3,—45] < +o0.
TeR4 <Y

PROOF. Let us first deal with (93). We consider the following linear forms:
Dy 5(g) =0(x)g'(x) and D, 4(g) = g(gx) + g((1 —g)x) — g(x). Notice that for
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geW*3— (33 xeRandgq €0, 1],
1Dy o ()] = lo(x)g' (x)] <& (1 + |x]]g (x)]
<CU+xIHNeglcss < CU+1xMglyas,

|Dy 4 (8) = |g(gx) + g((1 —g)x) — g(x)|
<30+ 1xP)lgless < CA+1xP)lglyss,

where C is not dependent on x nor on g. This implies that Dy , and Dy , are
continuous from W*3 into R and their norms in W~*3 are upper bounded by
C(1+|x|*) and C(1 + |x]?), respectively. Let us consider a sequence of functions
(¢p) pen+ constituting a complete orthonormal basis of W*3 and that are C* with
compact support. Using Riesz representation theorem and Parseval’s identity, we
get

(94)

Y Dio(@p)? = Dxo sz < CUA+[x]®),

95) p=1
Y Dig(9p)* = 1Dy gllyy—s5 < CA+ [x]°).
p=1
We have
By sup 1M/ 14
<E, [Z sup M <¢p)2}
p=11=
<4> E (M (pp))]
p=>1
(96) =4fTTHr dsEM[ ?E[(]il/X)< / Z Dy (9)>G(dq)

2y Dx,a(sopﬁ)]

p=1
T+ Z,
sc/T dsEM[ E[(N ])(1+| | )]

T+7Y
:C‘/;w dSEM[(1+|Y5|8)]7

where the first inequality comes from [1], Lemma 6.52, the second is Doob’s in-
equality, the third line is a consequence of (77), the fourth inequality comes from
the bounds (95) and the last equality comes from (25). The proof is then finished
since by Assumption 6.2(iv), sup,~ EM[Y,S] < 00.
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Let us now consider the proof of (92). Recall J defined by (75). It is clear that
J is a bounded operator from C*? into itself

€ [J@licsz = Cllell sz,

where C does not depend on ¢ € C*+2.
Let us denote by U (¢) the semigroup of the diffusion with generator L given

by (57). Proposition 3.9 in [43] and Assumption 6.2 yield that for ¢ € C*? and
Y e C??

sup [U @) (@)llcs2 = Cllgllcs2  and
<Y

(98)
sup IU@ W) N33 < Clidrll s,
1<

where C does not depend on ¢ nor on .
Let us consider the test function y; : (s, x) — U (t — s)p(x) with ¢ € Cc*2. Us-
ing It6’s formula

T ! T ! T
n’ «p>=f0 (] ,JU<r—s>go>ds+f0 (M7, Ut — 5)p),

thatis, n! = [ Ut —s)*T*nlds+ [fU(t —s)*dMT, where U(t — s)* and J*
stand for the adjoint operators of U(t — s) and J. Then, fort <Y

Eullng 11741

t
(99) <2 [ B IUG 57T 0] 12 ea1ds
0
¢ 2
+2EMH/ UGt —s)*dM! ]
0 Cc—42
Thanks to (97) and (98), we have fors <t <Y,
(100) EullU @ —)* T n] 172421 < CELllIn! I3—s2)-

The second term of the right-hand side of (99) is upper bounded by considering
the norm in W—*3. To prove that

‘ 2
(101) sup supEM[ / Ut —s)*dM/!
TeR; t<T 0

] < +00,

w—43

we use similar arguments as those used for the proof 0f_(93) and (98)._In the proof
below, we replace the linear forms Dy , and Dy 4 by Dy ;5 and Dy ;s 4 With
Dy t—s5,6(9) = Dy o (U (t — 5)¢) and Dx,t—s,q(@) = Dx,q(U(t — s5)¢). Notice that
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by (94) for g € W3 — €33, x e Rand g € [0, 1],
|Dx.1,6(8)] = |Dxe U®)Q)] < CA+ x[H U ®)gll 33
<CU+IxIMlglless < CU+IxMgllyas,
|Dx.1.q(8)] = Dx.q U < CA+ xP) U 1)gll ¢35
< C+xP)lgllyss.

where C is not dependent on x. Using again Riesz representation theorem and
Parseval’s identity, we get

Y Drto(9p)? = 1 Dxllgy—as < C(1+|x[),
p=1

> Disg(9p)? = 1Dx gl 45 < CA+ [x]°),
p>1

where C is not dependent on x nor on g. We have with the same arguments as

in (96),
2
ol

Eu[sup
< EM[Z sup t(U(t - s)wp)szsT]

t
/ Ut —s)*dMm!
0

t<Y
p>1t§T 0

<4) E, [/ U —9)9,)° (MT)}

p=1

T+Y 1 _
_4 fT dsIE,L[ fR (r fo ;Dx,,_s,qu)%(dq)
Z (dx):|

2 D.xl s, 0
+ Z (‘pp)) E[N,]

p=1

T+7YT
fc/ dsE,[(1+ Y%,

The proof is then complete as sup,-o E,[Y; 8] < 0o by Assumption 6.2(iv).
Thus, we get from (99), (100) and (101)

t
B, ln7 12 —0.] < c(l + [ EM[||nZ||é_4,2]ds).

We use Gronwall’s lemma and the fact that £, [|| n,T ||’é,4,2] is locally bounded (see
Lemma 6.5) to conclude. [

We now prove the tightness of the fluctuation process.
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PROPOSITION 6.7. Let Y > 0. The sequence (17T)T€]RJr is tight in D([0, Y],
w=7h).

We use a tightness criterion from [38], which we recall (see [43], Lemma C,
page 217).

LEMMA 6.8. A sequence (G)T)TGR+ of Hilbert H-valued cadlag processes is
tight in D([0, Y], H) if the following conditions are satisfied:

(1) There exists a Hilbert space Hy such that Hy —ys. H and Vt <Y,
supreg, ELIO] 13,1 < +00.

(ii) (Aldous condition). For every € > 0, there exists § > 0 and Ty € R4 such
that for every sequence of stopping time 17 <Y,

T

T
tr+c — O llH >¢) <e.

sup sup P(]|®
T>Tyc<$

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 6.7. We shall use Lemma 6.8 with Hy = W—>:2
and H = W~"-1. Condition (i) is a direct consequence of the uniform estimates
obtained in (92) and of the fact that ||n] II%V,S,Z <C|nr ||2C,4’2.

Let us now turn to condition (ii). By the Rebolledo criterion (see, e.g., [38]),
it is sufficient to show the Aldous condition for the finite variation part and for
the trace of the martingale part of (76). Let (¢,),>1 be a complete orthonormal
system of W71 < C%!. We recall that the trace of the martingale part is defined
as try -7 (MT); =Y =1 (M7 (pp)); (see, e.g., [38]). Let & > 0 and let 77 < Y
be a sequence of stopping times. For Ty > 0 and § > 0, following the steps of (96),
we get

sup sup P([try 71 (M7 Y opic — try—21 (M7 )| > &)

T>Tyc<$
1 Tts| Z
< sup sup —E[/ <i,
T>Tyc<s € T E[NS+T]
(102) |
r [ 3 DrglepGdg)
0 p=1
+2Y Dualop)?)ds|.

p>1

Using the embedding W7-! — %! and computations similar to (94),

Y Dig(9p)* = 1Dx gl < CA+ [x]?),
p>1

Y Do (@p)* = I1Dx ol 1 < CA+ x|,
p>1
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Thus, (102) gives

sup sup P, (try,—7.1 «MT»-L—TJ’_S' — try-7.1 ((MT)),T| > g)

T>Tys<é8
C wts| 7
<= sup EM[/ <LT 1+ |x|4>i| ds
& T>T T E[Ns—f—T]

(103)

C 8
< — sup EM[ / (Zssep+r, 1+ |x|4>e—’<~‘+’f”>}ds
& T>Ty 0

C 8 _
<= sup | Eu[Ez, [(Zesr. 1+ x[*)e "] ds
€ T>7yJ0

by using the strong Markov property of (Z;,t > 0). Now, using the branching
property gives

Bz, [(Zsrr, 1+ |x[He 0+

- / Ey[(Zssr, 1+ Ix|he Tz (@y)
(104) N

_ /RIEy[l + Yy 1 Ze, (dy)

< /R (. 1+ x[%) + BA + 1y[He PS4z, (dy)

for some B and B > 0 given by (63) [see Remark 6.3(ii)]. Since we have a Yule
tree, E[N¢;] < E[Ny] = exp(rY). Moreover, using (24) where the integrand in
the second term of the right-hand side is negative for our choice f(x) = |x|* and
noticing that Z; is a positive measure, we obtain with localizing arguments that for
any t € R4,

Eul{Ziner, 1+ |x[H)]
ro_
< 1+ xY) + fo (8 + 246)Eu[{Zyney . 1+ x| ds.

We deduce from Gronwall’s lemma that
(105) Eul{Zep, 14+ 1219 < (e, 1 4 |x[4e®P+2407,
Then (103), (104) and (105) imply that

sup sup Py ([tryy—7.1 (M ) gy pe =ty (M7 ) 7] > &)
T>Tyc<$

(106)

< @(em + e(85+246)T)’

€
which ends the proof of the Aldous inequality for the trace of the martingale.
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REMARK 6.9. This also shows the tightness of (MT)TZ() in w71

> &
w-7.1

For the finite variation part,
r+¢ T T T
sup sup[[”(”/ (L+J)'n; ds —f (L+J)*n; ds
0 0

T>Tyc<ds
2
W—7-1i|

< r+¢
o) < sup sup g_zE[ [l B ds]
>Tps< T

T+¢ T
/ (L+J)'n; ds
T

T

1
< sup sup _2E[
T>Tyc<b €

< sup — fo ELnT 1. 1dr

CS(Y +6)
<————= sup supE[[In/ [Z-s.]-
& T>Tyt<Y
We use Cauchy—Schwarz’s inequality for the second inequality. For the third in-
equality, we notice that under the Assumption 6.2 and for ¢ € W1,

(108) [Lolics2 = Cliglicer = Cll@llyr.

as W1 < %!, We can make the right-hand side of (107) as small as we wish
thanks to (92) and this ends the proof of the tightness. [

Then we identify the limit by showing that the limiting values solve an equation
for which uniqueness holds. This will prove the central limit theorem.

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 6.4. First of all, by Remark 6.9, the sequence of
martingales (MT) 7~ is tightin W—7-! and thus also in C~7-? by (80). Let us prove
that in the latter space it is moreover C-tight in the sense of Jacod and Shiryaev
[37], page 315. Using the Proposition 3.26(iii) of this reference, it remains to prove
the convergence of sup, . || AM[ ||c-70 to 0 where AMT = MI — M . Since the
finite variation part of (76) is continuous, AM,T = An,T and since in (73) t —
(Z:, QO f) is continuous, we have for f € c’0,

sup |AM/ (f)]
IST

109) = supe TP flgto s+ TIXE )
t<Y

’

+ (1= glo, 1t + D)X DY — p(xHor D)

where u(w,t + T) € V47 is the label of the particle that undergoes division at
t + T and where g (w, t + T') is the fraction which appears in the splitting. By con-
vention, if there is no splitting at 4 7', the term in the supremum of the right-hand
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side of (109) is 0. Thus, sup, . [AM] (f)] <37 7/2|| flloo < 3™ T/2|| flIc70.
This proves that

(110) sup |AMT || c=7.0 <3e7T/2,
<Y

which converges a.s. to 0 when T — +oco. This finishes the proof of the C-
tightness of (M T)TZ() in C~79. The inequality (110) also ensures that the se-

quence sup, .y |AMT || 7.1 is uniformly integrable. From the LLN of Proposi-

tion 4.2, the integrand of (77) converges to W x V (f) which does not depend on
s any more. Thus, using Theorem 3.12, page 432 in [37], we obtain that (M T)TzO

converges in distribution in D([0, Y], C _7’0) to a Gaussian process WV with the
announced quadratic variation. Since W is (), o (1.)-measurable, it follows that
W and WV are independent.

By Proposition 6.7, the sequence (n7, T > 0) is tight in W71 and hence, also
in 70 by (80). Let n be an accumulation point in D([0, T], C~7-9). Because
of (76) and (110), n is almost surely a continuous process. Let us call again by
(nT)TZ(), with an abuse of notation, the subsequence that converges in law to 7.
Since 7 is continuous, we get from (76) that it solves (81). Using Gronwall’s in-
equality, we obtain that this equation admits in C([0, Y], C _7’0) a unique solution
for a given Gaussian white noise W which is in C~7-0. This achieves the proof.

]
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