Chapter 2
Measure-Valued Branching Processes

A measure-valued process describes the evolution of a population that evolves ac-
cording to the law of chance. In this chapter we provide some basic characteriza-
tions and constructions for measure-valued branching processes. In particular, we
establish a one-to-one correspondence between those processes and cumulant semi-
groups. Some results for nonlinear integral evolution equations are proved, which
lead to an analytic construction of a class of measure-valued branching processes,
the so-called Dawson—Watanabe superprocesses. We shall construct the superpro-
cesses for admissible killing densities and general branching mechanisms that are
not necessarily decomposable into local and non-local parts. A number of moment
formulas for the superprocesses are also given.

2.1 Definitions and Basic Properties

Suppose that £ is a Lusin topological space and (();):+>0 is a conservative transition
semigroup on M (E). We say (Q¢):>o satisfies the branching property provided

Qt(ﬂl"‘HZa):Qt(ﬂly)*Qt(N%)y tZOa M1, 2 GM(E) (21)

Given the transition semigroup (Q;);>0, fort > 0 and f € B(E)™ let

Vif(x) = —log /M(E) e VHQ(6,,dv), x € E. (2.2)

We say (Q¢)¢>0 satisfies the regular branching property if for every ¢ > 0 and
f € B(E)™ the function V; f belongs to B(E)™ and

/ e " DQy (1, dv) = exp{—pn(Vif)}, p e M(E). (2.3)
M(E)
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30 2 Measure-Valued Branching Processes

Clearly, (Q¢):>0 has the branching property (2.1) if it satisfies the regular branching
property (2.3).

Theorem 2.1 If (Q:):>0 satisfies the branching property (2.1), then for any proba-
bility measures N1 and No on M (E) we have

(N1 * No)Qi = (N1Q¢) * (N2Q1), t>0. (2.4)

Proof. Foranyt > 0and f € B(E)™",

/ e V) (Ny « N3 ) Q¢ (dv)
M(E)

:/ (Nl*Nz)(du)/ e " NQu(p, dv)
M(E)

M(E)

— [ NNl [0y + )
M(E)? M(E)

= Ni(dp1)Na(dpo) / e =D Qy (11, dvr ) Q (pa, dvs)
M(E)? M(E)?

= / eful(f)(Nth)(dyl)/ e—v2(f) (N2Qy)(dw).
M(E) M(E)

Then (2.4) follows by the uniqueness of the Laplace functional. a

Proposition 2.2 If (Q):>o satisfies the branching property (2.1) and K is an in-
finitely divisible probability measure on M (E), then KQy is an infinitely divisible
probability measure on M (E) for any t > 0.

Proof. For n > 1 let K,, be the n-th root of K. By applying (2.4) inductively we
have (K,Q¢)*" = (K;")Q¢ = KQ:. Then KQ); is infinitely divisible. O

Suppose that T is an interval on the real line and (%;)er is a filtration. A
Markov process {(X¢, #;) : t € T} in M (E) with transition semigroup (Q¢)¢>0
satisfying the branching property (2.1) is called a measure-valued branching pro-
cess (MB-process). In particular, we call {(X;, %) : t € T'} a regular MB-process
if (Q¢)i>0 satisfies the regular branching property defined by (2.2) and (2.3).

Theorem 2.3 Suppose that {( Xy, %) : t € T} and {(Y2,%,) : t € T} are two
independent MB-processes with transition semigroup (Q¢)i>o0. Let Z, = X3 +Y;
and 7 = o(F: U4,). Then {(Z, 7)) : t € T} is also an MB-process with
transition semigroup (Q¢)>0.

Proof. Letr <t € T and suppose F' € b.Z, and G € b¥,. For any f € B(E)™"
we use the independence of {(X;,.%#;) : t € T} and {(Y},%;) : t € T} and the
branching property (2.1) to see that

E[FG exp{~Z(f)}]

= B[Fep{-X(/)}|B|Gen{-Yi(/)
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E[F [ o 0Q, (4 an]B[6 [ e Qv )]
M(E) M(E)

- E[FG e—"<f>Qt,T(zr,du)}.

M(E)

Then Proposition A.1 implies

Bltrew(-z(] =B[H [ Do, (2.a)

M(E)
for any H € b.77,. That gives the desired result. O

Recall that .#(E) denotes the convex cone of functionals on B(E)™ with the
representation (1.20). Let (V;);>0 be a family of operators on B(E)* and let
vz, f) = Vif(x). We call (V3);>0 a cumulant semigroup provided:

(1) v(z,-) € #(F)forallt >0andz € E;
2) V.V, =V, forevery r,t > 0.

By Theorem 1.36, if (V};):>0 is a cumulant semigroup, each operator V; has the
canonical representation

Vif(x) = Me(z, f) + /M(E)O (1—e D) Ly(a,dv), feBE)T, (2.5)

where A\¢(z,dy) is a bounded kernel on E and (1 A v(1))L¢(x,dv) is a bounded
kernel from F to M (E)°.

Theorem 2.4 The relation (2.3) establishes a one-to-one correspondence between
cumulant semigroups (Vi)i>0 on B(E)" and transition semigroups (Q)i>0 on
M (E) satisfying the regular branching property.

Proof. Suppose that (V};);>0 is a cumulant semigroup. By Theorem 1.35 we see that
(2.3) defines an infinitely divisible probability measure Q(u,-) on M (E). From
ViV = Vit we have Q,Q; = Q14 Thatis, (Q¢)¢>0 is a transition semigroup
on M(E). Conversely, suppose that (Q¢);>o is a transition semigroup on M (E)
satisfying the regular branching property. Then Q:(y, ) is an infinitely divisible
probability measure on M (E). This is true in particular for i = ,,, and so V; f(x)
has the representation (2.5) by Theorems 1.35 and 1.36. The semigroup property of
(Vi)>0 follows from that of (Q¢):>0. O

Example 2.1 Let M,(F) and My(F) denote respectively the subset of M (E) of
purely atomic measures and that of diffuse measures. Then each © € M(FE) has
the unique decomposition 1 = 1, + g for p, € M, (E) and pg € My(E). The
mappings ¢ — g and pu — pg are measurable; see Kallenberg (1975, pp.10—
11). Take two distinct real constants ¢, and ¢gq and let Q;(u,-) be the unit mass
concentrated at e“*? /1, +e“* 115. Then (Q4 )0 satisfies the branching property (2.1),
but it is not regular in the sense of (2.3).
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Theorem 2.5 Suppose that E is a compact metric space. If (V)1>o is a cumulant
semigroup on E preserving C(EYtY and V, f(x) — f(x) pointwise as t — 0 for
every f € C(E)™, then (2.3) defines a Feller semigroup (Q¢)t>0 on M (E). Con-
versely, if ((Q1)1>0 is a Feller semigroup having the branching property (2.1), then it
satisfies the regular branching property (2.3) with cumulant semigroup (V;)¢>o pre-
serving C(E)* and V, f (x) — f(z) pointwise as t — 0 for every f € C(E)*T.

Proof. If (V;)¢>0 is a cumulant semigroup on E that preserves C'(E)** and
Vif(x) — f(z) pointwise as t — 0 for every f € C(E)™™T, it is simple to
see that (2.3) defines a Feller semigroup on M (FE). For the converse, suppose
that (Q¢):>0 is a Feller semigroup on M (E) having the branching property (2.1).
Given f € B(E)" we define V; f(z) by (2.2). For any f € C(E)*" we clearly
have V,f € C(E)". If p = >_7 (pi/qi)ds, for z; € E and integers p; and
q; > 1, we have (2.3) by easy calculations based on (2.1). By an approximating
argument, the equality holds for all 4 € M(FE) and f € C(FE)™*. The exten-
sion from f € C(E)** to f € B(E)* is immediate by Proposition 1.3. Then
(Q+)t>0 satisfies the regular branching property. If there exists f € C(E)™*
so that V;f ¢ C(FE)"™T, the compactness of E assures the existence of a point
xo € E satisfying Vi f(xg) = 0, so the function u — exp{—pu(Vif)} does not
belong to Co(M (E)), yielding a contradiction. Then (V;):>( preserves C'(E)*T.
Since Q:F () — F(u) pointwise as ¢ — 0 for every F' € Cy(M(E)), we have
Vif(x) — f(z) pointwise as t — 0 for every f € C'(E)*T. O

In the rest of the book, we will only consider regular MB-processes and will omit
the adjective “regular”. Given the transition semigroup (Q;);>o of an MB-process
in M(E), we use (QF)¢>0 to denote its restriction to M (E)°.

Proposition 2.6 Suppose that (Qy):>o is defined by (2.3) with (V;)i>o given by
(2.5). If N = I(n, H) is an infinitely divisible probability measure on M (E), then
NQ: = I(n:, Hy) is infinitely divisible for every t > 0, where

= / n(dy)ely, ) and H, = / WALy, ) + HQE.  26)
E E

Proof. We first note that N @), is infinitely divisible by Proposition 2.2. For ¢ > 0
and f € B(E)* we have

_ —u(f) y
log/M(E)e NQ¢(dv)
= n(Vif) + / (1= e D) H(dv)
M(E)°
— [ atntwn+ [ a@) [ @)Ly
E E M(E)°
+/ (1—e "DV HQ; (dv).
M(E)°

Then NQ; = I(n, Hy) with (1, H;) given by (2.6). O
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Corollary 2.7 Suppose that (Q¢)>0 is defined by (2.3) with (V;)>0 given by (2.5).
Then for anyt > r > 0 and x € E we have

)\r+t('ra ) = / )‘T‘(x7 dy))‘t(y? ) (27)
E
and
L) = [ Mo )+ [ L), @9
E M(E)°
Proof. This follows by applying Proposition 2.6 to the infinitely divisible probabil-
ity measure Q,-(d,, ) on M (E). O

Suppose that (Q););>0 is the transition semigroup of an MB-process defined by
(2.3). In general, the corresponding cumulant semigroup (V})¢>0 has the represen-
tation (2.5). Let E° be the set of points € E such that \;(z, E) = 0 for all ¢ > 0.
Then x € E° if and only if

Vif(z) = /M(E)O (1—e ) Ly(a,dv), t>0,f€BE)T. (2.9

In view of (2.8), we have the following:

Proposition 2.8 For any x € E° the family of o-finite measures {L,(x,-) : t > 0}
on M (E)° constitute an entrance law for the restricted semigroup (Qf)¢>0.

2.2 Integral Evolution Equations

Let F be a Lusin topological space. Suppose that { = (2, .7, %, &, P,) is a Borel
right process in E with transition semigroup (P;)¢>o. Let {K(t) : ¢ > 0} be a
continuous additive functional of £ which is admissible in the sense that each w —
K;(w) is measurable with respect to the o-algebra Z© := o({& : t > 0}) and

k(t) := sup P, [K(t)] — 0, t— 0. (2.10)
rel

For any 3 € B(E) we write

mw=£a&mm& £>0.

Let b&(K) denote the set of functions 3 € B(E) so that ¢ — e~ X:(%) is a locally
bounded stochastic process. Recall that ||-|| denotes the supremum norm of functions
on E.
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Proposition 2.9 Ler f € B(E) and b, € b&(K). If the two locally bounded
Sunctions h,u € B([0,0) x E) satisfy

u(t,x) = P, [e KB f(¢)] + P, Ut e KB p(t — s,gs)K(ds)} ,(2.11)
0

they also satisfy

u(t,r) =P, I:e_Kt(b)f(é't)} + Pz{ /O G_KS(b)h(t B S,§S)K(ds)}
_Pw{/0 e—K,e(b)[ﬁ(fs)—b(§s)]u(t—s,§s)K(ds)}. (2.12)

Proof. Let K] (8) = K(B8) — K, (8) fort > r > 0. Since s — %, is a right
continuous filtration, the process

S Px[e_Kf(ﬁ)f(ftNQS] = eKd(ﬁ)Pr[e_Kt(ﬂ)f(gt)|<98]
is a.s. right continuous. Let g = 8 — b € b&(K). By the Markov property of &,
't
P.{ [Lale e M OR [ e K(as)

0

t
= Pz{ / g(€)e” P [em “”f(&)wf((ds)}

0

= lim PI{Z/ g(gs)e*KS(wPI[e*K:t/wB)f(gmyit/n}K(ds)}
(i—1)t/n

n it/n
— nlimePm{Pw{/(_ o g(62)o= Ko D= K8 f(e K (ds)| # ”/n”
i=1 i—1)t/n
= lt/n it/n
= nlimwsz{[ e/ g(€s)e™ KD K <ﬁ>f(a>f<(ds>}
i=1 i—1)t/n

_ Pm{ / tg(@)e*KS<b>e*Kf<6>f<st>K(ds>}
- Pz{ / tg(@)e*Kt<b>e*Kf(g>f<st>K<ds>}
= Po{f(€)e O (1 - e K],

By similar calculations we have

Pm{ /Otg(ﬁs)e—xs(b)pgg [/Of—se—m(ﬁ)h(t —s5—, {T,)K(dr)}}((ds)}

= P {/tg(s e @R [ On s ) K (s an) )
{ glene™ K ds)/ T (-, fr)K(dr)}

Pz} h(t —r, & )e” Kr® K (dr )/0 g(€)e™ Kr(g)K(dS)}

h(t — 7 &r)e  Kr®)(1 *Kr<9>)K(dr)}.

Ps

P
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Then we add up both sides of the two equations and use (2.11) to get (2.12). a

In the sequel, we assume 3 € b&(K) and f — ¢(-, f) is an operator from
B(E)T into B(E) which is bounded on B, (E)™" for every a > 0. For f € B(E)*
we consider the integral evolution equation

w(z) = Pyl K@ f(g)] Pm[ /teKS(5)¢(§S,vt_s)K(ds) . (@.13)

0

For the convenience of statement of the results, we formulate the following condi-
tions:

Condition 2.10 There is a constant L > 0 so that —¢(x, f) < L||f|| forz € E
and f € B(E)™".

Condition 2.11 For every a > 0 there is a constant L, > 0 so that

Slelglcb(x,f)—(b(%g)l S Lollf -9l fig€ Ba(E)".

Proposition 2.12 Letr > 0 and f € B(E)™. Then (t,z) — v(x
Sfort > 0 if and only if it satisfies the equation for 0 < t < r and (
satisfies

) satisfies (2.13)
t,x) = vrpe(x)

vrt(@) = Pfe D 6] < P | [ e 0 0 K@) @10
0]

Proof. Suppose that (¢t,x) — v(x) satisfies (2.13) for 0 < ¢ < r and (t,x) —
vr1¢(x) satisfies (2.14) for t > 0. Then we have

Ur+t(l') =P, [e_Kt(/B),U’I’(&-t)} _Pp, |:/t e_KS(B)¢(€s, 1)7,+t_S)K(dS):|
0
_ Px{e_K"(B)Pgt [e= Ko f(g,)] }
_ pm{e*Kt“’Pst { / efKS(m‘ﬁ(‘ss’“’s)K(ds)} }
L 40 -
-P, / e_K”<B)¢(£savr+t78)K(d5)
LJO R -
=P, [e Ko f(g,4,)] - Po / e KB gp(g, 4 o v )K(t+ ds)}
- =70 7
— P, /t e_Kg(ﬁ)(b(gS ) UT“—}—t—S)K(dS)
LJ0 -

= Pofo Kt f(e, )] - Py | / o e—KS<B>¢<sS,um_S)K(ds)}

~Pe / LK@ g6 v o) K (dS)]
LJO i

r r4+t
=P[O ] - P | [ e Dol v K ()]

Therefore (t,2) — v;(x) satisfies (2.13) for ¢t > 0. For the converse, suppose that
(2.13) holds for t > 0. The equation certainly holds for 0 < ¢ < r. By calculations
similar to the above we see (¢, x) — v,.4(x) satisfies (2.14). O
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Corollary 2.13 [ffor every f € B(E)" there is a unique locally bounded positive
solution (t, z) — v (z, f) to (2.13), then the operators Vy : f + v (-, f) on B(E)™T
constitute a semigroup.

Proof. Fix r > 0 and define u; = v; for 0 < ¢ < r and w4y = v4(-,v,) for
t > 0. By Proposition 2.12 we see (t,z) — u¢(x) solves (2.13) for ¢ > 0. Then
the uniqueness of the solution implies u,4; = v,y for all ¢ > 0. That gives the
semigroup property of (V;);>o. O

Proposition 2.14 Suppose that Condition 2.10 holds. Then there is an increasing
Sunction t — C(t) on [0,00) so that for any locally bounded positive solution
(t, ) — v(z, f) to (2.13) we have

sup [los(- /)l <C@OIfl,  t=0. (2.15)
0<s<t

Proof. Lett +— I(t) be an increasing function so that e=*+(%) < [(¢) for all t > 0.
By (2.13) and Condition 2.10 we have

e O < LD+ L) supP [/ [ve—s (5 f)I[ K (ds) |-
It follows that

sup [[vs (-, /) <UOIfI + LE@IE) sup [os(- I
0<s<t 0<s<t

Let § > 0 be sufficiently small so that Lk()I(d) < 1. For 0 < t < § the above
inequality implies

sup o, (-, /)l < 1) [1 = LEIO)] /]

0<s<t

Then the desired result follows by Proposition 2.12 and a successive application of
the above estimate. a

Proposition 2.15 If Condition 2.11 holds, there is at most one locally bounded pos-
itive solution (t, z) — vi(z, f) to (2.13).

Proof. Suppose that (t,x) — wu(x) and (¢,2) — v(z) are two locally bounded
positive solutions of (2.13). Let hi(x) = ut(z) — ve(x) and let I(¢) be as in the
proof of Proposition 2.14. For fixed T' > 0 we can use Proposition 2.14 to find a
constant ¢ > 0 so that ||u:|| < a and ||v|| < aforall 0 < ¢ < T. By (2.13) and
Condition 2.11 we have

[Ihel] < 1(t [/ |p(Es, ut—s _¢(557Ut—s)|K(d3):|

< L,l(t) sup P, {/ 1he—s || K ( ds]
zeE
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Then it is easy to get

sup |[hs|| < Lak(t)I(t) sup [[hs], 0<t<T.
0<s<t 0<s<t

Take 0 < 6 < T so that L,k(9)I(§) < 1. The above inequality implies ||h¢]| = 0

and hence u; = v; for 0 < ¢ < §. Then an application of Proposition 2.12 gives the

uniqueness of the solution to (2.13). O

Proposition 2.16 Let {¢,,} be a sequence of operators from B(E)"' into B(FE)
satisfying Conditions 2.10 and 2.11 with the constants L and L, independent of
n > 1. Suppose that lim,, .. ¢ (x, f) = ¢(x, f) uniformly on E x By (E)" for
everya > 0 andfor f, € B(E)" there is a unique locally bounded positive solution
t — v, (t) = v (t, ) to the equation

vn(t,2) = Pale M9 f,(&)] — P [/t e K g, (€4, un(t — 5))K(ds)|. (2.16)
0]

Iflim, oo fr. = f in the supremum norm, then the limit lim,, _, o vy, (t,2) = v(x)
exists and is uniform on [0, T] X E for every T > 0. Moreover, (t,z) — vi(x) is a
solution of (2.13).

Proof. Choose a sufficiently large constant @ > 0 so that {f,} C B,(E)". By
Proposition 2.14 there is an increasing ¢t — C(t) on [0, 00) so that

sup |lvn(s)l| < C(0)[[ful <aC(t),  t=0.

0<s<t

Fix T > 0 and let ¢ = aC(T). Fore > 0let N = N(e,c) be an integer so that
| fr — fl] <eand||¢n(-,h) — (-, h)|| < eforn > Nandh € B.(E)". Let [(t)
be as in the proof of Proposition 2.14 and let

Hy(ni,n2) = sup |[lvn,(s) — vp, ()]
0<s<t

By (2.16) and Condition 2.11 we have
Hy(ny,mg) < 21(8)[1 + k(t)]e + Lk (t)1(t) Hy(n1,n2)

for0 <t <Tandnj,ng > N.Take 0 < § < T sothat L.k(8)I(d) < 1. The above
inequality implies

Hi(n,mg) < 20(8)[1+ kO][1 - Lk(OUD)] e

for 0 < t < 4. Then vy, (¢, x) converges uniformly on [0, ] X E. By repeating the
above arguments and applying Proposition 2.12 we see the limit lim,, o, v, (¢, ) =
v¢(x) exists and is uniform on [0, 7] x E. Then letting n — oo in (2.16) we obtain
2.13). 0
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2.3 Dawson—Watanabe Superprocesses

In this section we give the construction of a general class of Dawson—Watanabe su-
perprocesses. For this purpose we need to discuss the existence of solutions of some
nonlinear integral evolution equations which define cumulant semigroups. Let E be
a Lusin topological space. Suppose that £ is a Borel right process in E with tran-
sition semigroup (P;);>o and {K(¢) : ¢ > 0} is a continuous admissible additive
functional of .

Lemma 2.17 Suppose thatb € B(E) and ~(x, dy) is a bounded kernel on E. Then
foreach f € B(E) there is a unique locally bounded solution (t,x) — m f(x) to
the linear evolution equation

mse) = Pose + 2. [ t (6emoa K ()
ef [ t e me- 6K ()}, @.17)

which defines a locally bounded semigroup (m;),>0 of kernels on E.

Proof. Letb™ = 0V band b~ = 0V (—b). By Proposition A.41 there is a unique
locally bounded solution (¢, x) +— m f(x) to the equation

mf(x) = Po[e D f(g)] + P{ /O t eKS(“)V(Es,m_sf)K(dS)}
+P£{ / t eKs<b+>b<ss>m_sf<§s>K<ds>},

0

which defines a locally bounded semigroup (m;);>0 of kernels on E. By Proposi-
tion 2.9 the above equation is equivalent to (2.17). a

Suppose that 7(z, dy) is a bounded kernel on E and v(1)H (z, dv) is a bounded
kernel from E to M (E)°. We consider a function b € B(F) and an operator f —
(-, f) on B(E)™ with the representation

v f) =n@ [ Qe Hed) 1y
M(E)°
From 7(x, dy) and H (z, dv) we can define the bounded kernel v(z, dy) on E by
y(z, dy) = n(x,dy) —|—/ v(dy)H (x,dv). (2.19)
M(E)°

Let 3 > 0 be a constant so that b(x) < (3 for all z € E. For fixed f € B(E)" set
uo(t, z) = 0 and define u, (¢, ) = u,(t, z, f) inductively by

tn i () = Pole 50O fe))] + Pm{ / Lo ) (g un (t s))K(ds>}
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test(B) — U —S s) - .
+Pm{/0 18— b€ un (t — 5, €)K(d )} (220

Proposition 2.18 For every f € B(E)" there is a unique locally bounded positive
solution (t,x) — ui(z, f) to the evolution equation

u(z) = Pa[f(&)] + Px{/o [V(&sr ue—s) — b(ﬁs)Uts(és)]K(dS)} 2.21)

Moreover, we have i f (x) > ui(z, f) =Tlimy,— oo un(t, 2, f) for all t > 0 and
x € E, where (7)i>0 is the semigroup defined by (2.17).

Proof. The operator f — (-, f) — bf clearly satisfies Condition 2.11 with L, =
I16]] + [|v(-,1)|| for all @ > 0. By Proposition 2.15 there is at most one locally
bounded positive solution to (2.21). We next claim that

Ogun—l(tvgjaf) §un(t,x,f) Sﬂtf(x)a tZOJSGE (222)

for every n > 1. By Proposition 2.9 we can also define (¢,x) — 7 f(z) by the
evolution equation

0

mf(z) = Pm[efKt(ﬁ)f(gt)} + P${/ eKs(B)y(gs,m_sf)K(ds)}

0

+ PI{ / LK) 18- b(fs)msf@s)ff(ds)}. (2.23)

Then for n = 1 the inequalities in (2.22) are trivial. Suppose they are true for some
n > 1. By the monotonicity of the operator f +— (-, f) + (3 — b) f we have

0< Un(t;J:yf) < ’U,n+1(t,$,f) < ’U(t,l‘,f),

where
o(t, @, f) = Pale XD f(&)] + Px{ / t e_K‘“’(ﬁ)?/J(fs,msf)K(dS)}
0
+Px{ / e—KsW’[ﬁ—b(sS)]msf(£s>K<ds>}- (2.24)

0

In view of (2.23) and (2.24) we have v(t,z, f) < m;f(x). Then (2.22) holds for
all n > 1. Let ug(x, f) =Tlimy,— o0 un (¢, z, f). From (2.20) we see that (¢, ) —
ug(x, f) is a locally bounded positive solution of

(o) = Ll O e0] + . t R i)}
e | Rl e (€K (@9

0



40 2 Measure-Valued Branching Processes
which is equivalent to (2.21) by Proposition 2.9. ad

Proposition 2.19 In the case where K (ds) = ds is the Lebesgue measure, we have
wi(z, f) =1lmy, o0 un (t, 2, f) uniformly on [0, T] x E x By (E)™ foreveryT > 0
and a > 0.

Proof. Let Dy, (t) = supg< <y [[Un(s) — un—1(s)||. From (2.20) it is easy to get

t
Dult) < (B + 1Bl + 7 D)) / Do_1(s1)ds1

B+ 1Bl + (. DI / ds, / Da_s(s2)dss

(ﬁ+HbII+H7 ||"1/ds1/ / 1 lldsn-1

<
<-

IN

< (n ol F(B (Il + Iy G DI AL
and hence
= Z ) < 1 FTexp{(B +[Ibll + [7 (-, DIDE} < oc.
Then lim,,—, o0 un (¢, z, f) = us(z, f) uniformly on [0, T] x E x B,(FE)™. O

Now we consider a more general operator f — ¢(-, f) as follows. Letb € B(E)
and ¢ € B(E)™. Let n(x,dy) be a bounded kernel on F and H(z,dv) a o-finite
kernel from E to M (E)°. Suppose that

sup /M(E)o {y(l) Av(1)? + uaj(l)}H(x,dV) < 00, (2.25)

zeE

where v,,(dy) denotes the restriction of v(dy) to E \ {z}. Forz € F and f €
B(E)* write

ol 1) = o))+ e)f () = [ (e
+/M(E)O [ — 1+ v({z}) f(x)] H(z, dv). (2.26)
By Taylor’s expansion it is easy to see that
e 1 u({a))f (@) = —valf) + ge ()
where 0 < 6 < v(f). Observe also that

le ™) — 1+ v({a}) f(@)] < v(f) +v({a}) f(2).
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Then the second integral on the right-hand side of (2.26) is bounded on E x B, (E)™
for every a > 0. Moreover, we can rewrite (2.26) into

. 1) = o)) + )2 = [ Fulady)
+ / [e_”(f) —1+v(f)|H(z,dv), (2.27)
M(E)°
where
~v(z,dy) = n(x, dy) +/ v, (dy)H (z, dv). (2.28)
M(E)°

For each integer n > 1 define

Pn(x, ) = b(x)f(z) + 2nc(z) f(2) +/ v(f)hn(v)H (2, dv)

M(E)°
/f (z,dy) — 2n%c(z)(1 — e F@/m)
/ (1—e ) h,(v)H(x,dv), (2.29)
M(B)°

where h,,(v) = 1 A [nv(1)]. It is easy to see ¢, (x, f) — ¢(z, f) increasingly as
n — oo. Forn > 1and f € B(E)™ we consider the equation

o(t.z) = PLIf(€)] —Pw{ / ¢n<§s,v<t—s>>K<ds>}. (2.30)

This is clearly a special case of (2.21). By Proposition 2.18 there is a unique locally
bounded positive solution (¢, x) — vy, (t, z, f) to (2.30).

Proposition 2.20 Suppose that ¢ and ~ are defined respectively by (2.27) and
(2.28). Let (mt)t>0 be defined by (2.17). Then for every f € B(E)™ there is a
unique locally bounded positive solution (t,z) — vi(z, f) to

v(z) = Py f(&) — UMS,UH K(ds)|, t>0,zeE. (231)

Moreover, we have i f () > vi(, f) =limy, 00 05 (¢, , f) fort > 0 and x € E.

Proof. Since ¢, (z, f) is increasing inn > 1 and f € B(E)™, by Proposition 2.18
we see vy, (t, x, f) is decreasing in n > 1. Let v(z, f) = limy, o0 vn(t, 2z, f) <
mt(x, f). In view of (2.29) and (2.30), we conclude by dominated convergence that
(t,z) — ve(x, f) is a locally bounded positive solution of (2.31). For ¢ > 0 and
f,9 € Ba(E)T we can use (2.27) to see

(2, ) = oz, )| < (bl + 2allcDIf = gl + (=, DIIf =g
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# [ =g e e, o),
M(E)°

By the mean-value theorem we have
v(f—g)+e "D -9 —y(f—g)(1—e?),
where v(f A g) <0 <v(fVg) <av(l).Itfollows that
(= g) + e —e D < || f — gll(v(1) A ar(1)?).

Then f — ¢(-, f) satisfies Condition 2.11 for some constant L, > 0 and the unique-
ness of the solution of (2.31) follows by Proposition 2.15. a

Theorem 2.21 Let ¢ be given by (2.26) or (2.27). For every f € B(E)" let
(t,x) — Vif(x) denote the unique locally bounded positive solution of (2.31).
Then the operators (Vi)i>o constitute a cumulant semigroup.

Proof. By (2.20) and Theorem 1.37 one checks inductively u,(t,z,-) € S (E)
for each n > 1. Now Corollary 1.34 and Propositions 2.18 and 2.20 imply first
ut(x,-) € F(F) for the solution of (2.21), and then v;(z,-) € #(E) for the solu-
tion of (2.31). The semigroup property of (V;);>o follows from Corollary 2.13. O

Let ¢ be given by (2.26) or (2.27) and let (V;);>0 be the cumulant semigroup
defined by (2.31). Then we can define a Markov transition semigroup (Q)¢>o on
M(E) by

/ e VDQu(n,dv) = exp{-p(Vif)},  feBE).  (2.32)
M(E)

If X is a Markov process in M (E) with transition semigroup (Q;);>0, we call it a
Dawson—Watanabe superprocess with parameters (£, K, ¢), or simply a (£, K, ¢)-
superprocess, where £ is the spatial motion, K is the killing functional or killing
density, and ¢ is the branching mechanism. If K (ds) = ds is the Lebesgue measure,
we call X a (&, ¢)-superprocess. In this case, we can rewrite (2.31) into

¢
ve(z) = P f(x) _/0 ds/Egb(yms)Pt,s(Ldy), re E,t>0. (2.33)

We say the branching mechanism is spatially constant if f — ¢(-, ) maps constant
functions to constant functions. In Chapter 4 we shall give some intuitive interpreta-
tions of the superprocesses in terms of limit theorems of branching particle systems.

Theorem 2.22 A realization {X; : t > 0} of the (§, K, ¢)-superprocess is right
continuous in probability.

Proof. Let f € C(E)™. Since ¢ is right continuous, the map ¢ — P, f(z) is right
continuous for every x € E, so (2.31) implies lim;_,o V; f(x) = f(x). From (2.32)
we get
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: —u(f) — oxpl— ,
ti [ e Q) = el ()

Then we have lim;_,o Q¢(x,-) = 0, weakly. For any ¢ > 0let B(p,e)¢ = {v €
M(E) : p(v,u) > €}, where p is the metric on M (FE) defined by (1.3). Then we
infer lim;_,o Q¢(p, B(u, €)¢) = 0. Using the Markov property of X and dominated
convergence we get

tlim+P{p(Xt,XT) >ep = tlim+P{Qt,T(Xr, B(X,,e))} =0
—T d

for every r > 0. Therefore ¢ — X, is right continuous in probability. a

For the (&, ¢)-superprocess we can give an alternate characterization of the cu-
mulant semigroup. Given a function b € B(E), we define a locally bounded semi-
group of Borel kernels (P?);>o on E by the following Feynman—Kac formula:

P f(z) =P, [e* Js b“s)“f(ft)}, z€E,feB(E). (2.34)

Then (2.17) can be rewritten into

¢
e f(x) = Pif(x) +/0 P_s(y—b)msf(x)ds, t>0,x€E, (2.35)

which is equivalent to

t
T f(z) = P f(z) + / PY 7y f(x)ds, t>0,z€k. (2.36)
0

From Proposition A.41 we have

s t Sp—1
mf(x) = PP f(z) + Y / dsy - / PP APl _, Pt f(z)ds,. (2.37)

n=1"0 0
Letb™ =0V band b~ = 0V (—b). By Proposition A.49 we have ||7;|| < e? for

all t > 0, where ¢ = |[b— || + [|7(-, D).

Theorem 2.23 Suppose that ¢ and v are defined respectively by (2.27) and (2.28).
Let (m¢)1>0 be defined by (2.35). Then (2.33) is equivalent to the evolution equation

vile) = mf () - /O s /E G0y, vs)T1— o (2, dy), 2.38)

where

b0y, f) = c(w) fy)* + / [ — 1+ u(f)]H(y,dv).  (2.39)

M(E)°
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Proof. We first show (2.33) implies (2.38). By applying Proposition 2.9 to (2.33)
we have

vilz) = PP f(x) — / Y [6(v:) — bv] (2)ds.

0

This combined with (2.36) implies

vr(z) = mef(z) / P go(v:)(2)ds + / PP (v, — 7, ) (2)ds

Then we use the above relation inductively to see
) = @)~ [P, o)) + (1,0

R b
_Z/O d81~--/0 Py 517 P81 2
i=2

Pl g (x)dss, (2.40)

Si—1—

where g, (z) = ¢o(x,v,,) and

wn(t7 m) / dsiy - / t s Psb — s, +]fy(/USn+l - 7rsn+1f)(ac)dsn+1.

Since 0 < vy, (x) < 7y, fx) < | flle®®n+1, we have

(I < 1A D]+ esot / dsl / ds, - / dspis

< Il DI

Then letting n — oo in (2.40) and using (2.37) we obtain (2.38). The uniqueness
of the solution to (2.38) follows from Gronwall’s inequality by standard arguments.
Then the two equations are equivalent. a

2.4 Examples of Superprocesses

The (¢, K, ¢)- and (&, ¢)-superprocesses we have constructed are quite wide. From
these one can derive the existence of various special classes of superprocesses. Some
special cases of the parameters are discussed in the following examples.

Example 2.2 Let | - | and (-, -) denote respectively the Euclidean norm and inner
product of R¥. For each 1 < i < d suppose that A — ¢;(])) is a function on Ri
with the representation
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Gi(A) = bidi + A7 + (13, A) +/ (em ) — 1+ Nu;) Hy(du),
R\ {0}

where ¢; > 0 and b; are constants, 7; € Ri is a vector, and H;(dw) is a o-finite
measure on R% \ {0} so that

/d (jul A fuf? + 3w, ) Hi () < oo,
R\ (0) o

By Proposition 2.20 and Theorem 2.21 for any A € R‘i there is a unique locally
bounded vector-valued solution ¢ — v(t, A) € R‘i to the evolution equation system

t
Uit \) = A —/ Gi(v(s, \))ds, > 0i=1,....d, (241
0
and there is a transition semigroup (Q)¢>0 on R‘j_ defined by
/ e_(/\’y)Qt(m,dy) = e~ (@A) AT € R‘i. (2.42)
re

From (2.41) we see that ¢ — wv;(t, A) is continuously differentiable. Then we can
rewrite the equation into the equivalent differential form

dvi

T BN =0t ), w0 =X, =1

A Markov process in Rff_ with transition semigroup (Q)¢>o given by (2.42) is called
a continuous-state branching process (CB-process).

Example 2.3 By a super-Brownian motion we mean a superprocess with Brownian
motion as underlying spatial motion. A particular super-Brownian motion is de-
scribed as follows. Let £ be a standard Brownian motion in R. It is well-known that
¢ has a continuous local time {2I(¢,y) : t > 0,y € R}, that s,

t
[nas= [ 2ena.  zoBeam; e
0 B

see, e.g., Ikeda and Watanabe (1989, p.113). Let p € M (R) and define the continu-
ous additive functional ¢t — K (t) by

K(t) = / At yp(dy), >0,

Then we have

P, (K (1)) = / p(dy) / ga(y — 2)ds <
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where

1
gi(z) = Noro exp{—2%/2t}, t>0,z€R. (2.44)

Thus ¢t — K (t) is admissible. In this case, we can rewrite (2.31) as

wl@) = Pif( /ds/qsy,vtsgs — 2)p(dy).

The corresponding (£, K, ¢)-superprocess is called a catalytic super-Brownian mo-
tion with catalyst measure p(dy).

Example 2.4 Letb € B(E) and ¢ € B(E)™. Let (u A u?)m(z,du) be a bounded
kernel from E to (0, c0). We define a Borel function (z, z) — ¢(z, z) on E x [0, 00)
by

d(z,2) = b(z)z + c(x)z* + /Ooo(e_zu — 14+ zu)m(x,du). (2.45)

Then (z, f) — ¢(x, f(x)) can be represented in the form (2.26) or (2.27). In this
case, we say the corresponding superprocess has a local branching mechanism. If
there is ¢ € B(E)™T so that ¢(z, 2) = ¢(z)2% forall z € E and z > 0, we say the
superprocess has a binary local branching mechanism.

Example 2.5 Let (z, f) — (x, f) be given by (2.18) and let (x, z) — ¢(z, 2)
be given by (2.45). Then the operator f +— ¢(-, f(-)) — ¥(, f) can be represented
in the form (2.26) or (2.27), so it defines a branching mechanism. A branching
mechanism of this type is said to be decomposable with local part ¢ and non-
local part . A superprocess with such a branching mechanism is referred to as
a (&, K, ¢, )-superprocess. In the special case of Lebesgue killing density, we call
it a (&, ¢, v)-superprocess. Of course, the expression ¢(-, f(-)) — ¥ (-, f) of a de-
composable branching mechanism is not unique.

Example 2.6 Let w(x,dy) be a probability kernel on E. Suppose that 3 € B(E)™"
and un(x, du) is a bounded kernel from F to (0, c0). Given the function

C(x,2) = B(x)z +/ (1 —e"*")n(z,du), reE,z2>0, (246)
0
we can define a non-local branching mechanism by

U(x, f) = (x, n(x, f)), r€FE, feB(E)T. (2.47)

If ¢(z,vy, 2) is given by (2.46) with = € E replaced by (z,y) € E?, we can define
another special non-local branching mechanism by

ble, f) = [E @y, f)n(edy),  zeE.feBE.  (248)
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Example 2.7 Let 1 < a < 2 be a constant and let 7y be a diffuse probability
measure on E. We can define a branching mechanism on E by

1) = [ Texp{mus(@) = wm(n)} =1+ /(@] 2o

In fact, it is easy to see
o) = [ [ Lk ul{a)) f )] H ),
M(E)°

where H (x,dv) is the image of u~!~*du under the mapping u — ud, + u?mg of
(0,1] into M (E)°. This branching mechanism cannot be decomposed into local and
non-local parts.

2.5 Some Moment Formulas

In this section, we prove some moment formulas for Dawson—Watanabe superpro-
cesses. Suppose that E is a Lusin topological space. Let £ be a Borel right process
in E with transition semigroup (P;);>¢ and resolvent (U%),>0. Lett — K(t) be a
continuous admissible additive functional of £ and let ¢ be a branching mechanism
given by (2.26) or (2.27). Recall that co = ||b~ || + ||7(-, 1)

Proposition 2.24 Let (V;);>¢ denote the cumulant semigroup of the (§, K, ¢)-
superprocess represented by (2.5). Then fort > 0, x € E and f € B(FE) we
have

mof (2) = Mz, f) + / o(f) La(, dv), (2.49)

M(E)°
where (7;)>0 is defined by (2.17).

Proof. Forany n > 1and f € B(E)" we have nv,(z, f/n) < mf(x) by Proposi-
tion 2.20. From (2.5) we see nv:(x, f/n) is increasing in n > 1. Then we use (2.27)
and (2.31) to see mf(x) = lim,,—,o nv¢(x, f/n) is the unique solution of (2.17).
By (2.5) we have

nug(z, f/n) = Mz, f) + /M(E)O n(l— e—V(f/n))Lt(x, dv).

Then (2.49) follows by monotone convergence. The equality for f € B(E) follows
by linearity. a

Corollary 2.25 If (V3)i>0 is the cumulant semigroup of the (€, K, ¢)-superprocess
represented by (2.5), then for any f,g € B(E)" we have



48 2 Measure-Valued Branching Processes
Vef(x) = Vig(a)| < mi(a,[f —gl),  t>0,z€kE, (2.50)
where (T)1> is defined by (2.17).

Proof. By the canonical representation (2.5) we have

Vif(2) = Vig(@)] < Ae(, [f = g]) +/ o) — e D|Ly(z, dv)
M(E)°

M@l =ab+ [ vl gD an)

Then (2.50) follows from (2.49). a

Corollary 2.26 Let (V;);>0 be the cumulant semigroup of the (&, ¢)-superprocess
represented canonically by (2.5). Then (2.49) holds with (7;)>0 defined by (2.35).
In particular, if ¢ is the local branching mechanism given by (2.45), the equality
holds with Ty = Ptb forallt > 0.

Proposition 2.27 Let (Q¢):>0 denote the transition semigroup of the (§, K, ¢)-
superprocess. Then fort > 0, uy € M(E) and f € B(E) we have

/ o (F)Qels dv) = (e ). @.51)
M(E)

where (T);> is defined by (2.17).

Proof. This follows by differentiating both sides of (2.32) and applying Proposi-
tion 2.24. a

Corollary 2.28 Let (Q;);>0 be the transition semigroup of the (§, ¢)-superprocess.
Then (2.51) holds with (m;)i>0 defined by (2.35). In particular, if ¢ is the local
branching mechanism given by (2.45), the equality holds with 7; = P} for allt > 0.

If b(x) > v(z,1) for all z € E, then (2.17) defines a Borel right transition semi-
group (m;)¢>0 by Theorem A.43. In this case, we say the (&, K, ¢)-superprocess
is subcritical. In particular, if (P;);>o is conservative and b(x) = v(z, 1) for all
x € E, then (m;);>0 is a conservative transition semigroup and we say the super-
process is critical. If (P;);>o is conservative and b(z) < v(z,1) forall z € E,
then m¢1(x) > 1 forall ¢ > 0 and z € E and we say the (£, K, ¢)-superprocess is
supercritical. The meanings of the notions are made clear by Proposition 2.27.

Proposition 2.29 Let (Q:):>0 denote the transition semigroup of the (&, K, ¢)-
superprocess. Then fort > 0, u € M(E) and (f,g) € B(E)" x B(E) we have

/ () DQu, dv) = expl—p(Vif I u(VES),  (2.52)
M(E)

where (t,x) — V f(x) is the unique locally bounded solution of
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VO (@) = Pagles) — [ / B(Ee Vi foVE DK (dsﬂ 2.53)

and (f,q) — (-, f,g) is the operator from B(E)™ x B(E) to B(E) defined by

P(, f,9) = b(z)g(x) + 2c(2) f(x)g(x) — /Eg(y)v(z,dy)

+ / v(g)(1 —e V) H(z, dv). (2.54)
M(E)°

Proof. By Proposition 2.27 the left-hand side of (2.52) is finite. For (f,g) €
B(E)*xB(E)" et V! f(z) = (d/d8)Vi(f+0g)(x)|g=0+- Then we get (2.52) and
(2.53) by differentiating both sides of (2.32) and (2.31). For (f, g) € B(E)" xB(E)
the result follows by linearity. For any » > 0 it is not hard to show that (2.53) holds
for all ¢ > 0 if and only if it holds for 0 < ¢ < r and

VI, f(x) = PLVIf(&) — { / B(Ea Vi s fL VA, K (ds)

holds for all ¢ > 0. Based on this fact, the uniqueness of the solution to (2.53)
follows by arguments similar to those in the proofs of Propositions 2.15 and 2.20.
O

Corollary 2.30 Let (f,g) € B(E)™ x B(E) and let (t,x) — V f(z) be defined
by (2.53). Then we have V7, f(x) = VthJthf(m)for allr,t > 0and x € E.

Proof. Forany (f,g) € B(E)* x B(E) we can use Proposition 2.29 and the semi-
group property of (Q¢):>0 to see

[ e Qi)
M(E)
_ / Qr(j1,d) / v(g)e "D Qu(n, dv).

M(E) M(E)
By applying (2.52) to both sides for y = &, we obtain the desired equality. a

Proposition 2.31 Let (V;);>¢ denote the cumulant semigroup of the (§, K, ¢)-
superprocess represented canonically by (2.5). Then for t > 0, x € FE and
(f,9) € B(E)™ x B(E) we have

VI f(x) = Mi(z,9) + / v(g)e ™D Ly(z, dv), (2.55)
M(E)

where the left-hand side is defined by (2.53).

Proof. Using the notation in the proof of Proposition 2.29, for (f,g) € B(E)™"
B(E)™ we get (2.55) by differentiating both sides of (2.5). Then the result for g €
B(E) follows by linearity. O



50 2 Measure-Valued Branching Processes

A direct proof of the existence of the solution of (2.53) can be given in the special
case K (ds) = ds. Let us rewrite the equation into

t
Vi f(a) = Pigl(a) — / ds / B Vof, VI Pr (i, dy). (2.56)
0 E

Proposition 2.32 Let (t,z) — V! f(x) be defined by (2.56). Let vo(t,z) = 0 and
define vy, (t, x) = vy (¢, z, f, g) inductively by

t
onsn(2) = Prg(a) — /0 ds /E G Vo, o) Prs(mydy). (2.57)

Then for every T > 0 we have vy, (z) — V7 f(x) uniformly on [0,T] x E.
Proof. Let D,,(t) = supg<s<; [[Vn(s) — vn—1(s)||. Forany ' > 0, since t ~ V. f
is locally bounded on [0, T'], by (2.54) and (2.57) there is a constant L > 0 so that

1
L g, 0<t<T

(n—1)

Then the result follows as in the proof of Proposition 2.19. O

t
Dy (t) < L/ Dyp_1(s)ds < -+ <
0

Proposition 2.33 Let (X;,%;,P) be a realization of the (£, K, ¢)-superprocess
such that P[Xo(1)] < oo and (my)>0 is the semigroup defined by (2.17). Let oe > 0
and let f € B(E)" be a-super-mean-valued for (mt)i>0. Then t — e~ ** Xy (f) is
a (%4,)-supermartingale.

Proof. Since f € B(E)™" is a-super-mean-valued for (7;):>0, by Proposition 2.27
for any ¢ > r > 0 we have

Ple X (f)|9] = e " Xp(m—rf) < e " X0 (f).
Therefore ¢ — e~ ** X, (f) is a (%;)-supermartingale. O

Corollary 2.34 Suppose that (X, %,, P) is a realization of the (£, ¢)-superprocess
such that P[Xo(1)] < oo and (m)i>0 is defined by (2.35). Let o > 0 and let
[ € B(E)' be an a-super-mean-valued function for (P;);>¢ satisfying ¢ :=
inf,ep f(x) > 0. Then for B > « + coe ™| f||, the process t +— e~ 25X, (f) is
a (%4;)-supermartingale.

Proof. Since f € B(E)™ is a-super-mean-valued for (P;);>0, we have P; f(z) <
e f(x). Recall that || f|| < ||f]|e“* by Proposition A.49. Then we use (2.36) to
see

mof(x) < el 1P f(a) + IIW(wl)HHflleC“t/0 Pi_s1(x)ds

t
< P10 () e e [P (o)ds
0
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< o)+ g [ " f(z)ds < e (a)
0

Then the result follows by Proposition 2.33. a

Corollary 2.35 Let ¢ be a local branching mechanism given by (2.45). Suppose that
(Xt, %, P) is a realization of the (€, ¢)-superprocess such that P[Xy(1)] < oo. Let
a > 0andlet f € B(E)T be an a-super-mean-valued function for (P;);>o. Then
forany a1 > a+ ||b7||, the process t — e~ X, (f) is a (%;)-supermartingale.

Proof. Since f € B(E)" is a-super-mean-valued for (P;)¢>(, we have
P f(z) < el 1P f(z) < eI 19 f(2) < e f(a).
Then we have the result by Proposition 2.33. a

Let F be the set of functions f € B(F) that are finely continuous relative to &.
Fix 5 > 0 and let (A4, Z(A)) be the weak generator of (P,);>¢ defined by Z(A) =
UPFand Af = Bf — gfor f = UPg € 2(A).

Theorem 2.36 Suppose that (X, %, P) is a progressive realization of the (€, ¢)-
superprocess such that P[Xo(1)] < oo. Then for any f € 9(A), the process

t
M(f) = Xo(f) — Xolf) - / Xu(Af £ f —bf)ds,  t>0,

is a (%;)-martingale.

Proof. Let (m;)¢>0 be defined by (2.35). For any ¢ > r > 0 we use Corollary 2.28
and the Markov property of {(X;,%;) : t > 0} to see that

P M, (f)[4] = P [Xt(f) Xo(f) - /0 Xo(Af +f - bf)ds

=P[Xt<f)— | X +af = bppas
~Xo(f) - /0 Xo(Af +7f — bf)ds
— X (mf) — /O X (ma(A oy — b)f)ds

~Xo(f) - /0 Xo(Af +~f —bf)ds

= X,(0) = Xo(P) = | XAAF+f b1

where we have also used Theorem A.55 for the last equality. That gives the martin-
gale property of {M;(f) : t > 0}. O
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We next give some second-moment formulas. For simplicity we only consider
the (&, ¢)-superprocess. In this case, the semigroup (7;);>0 is defined by (2.35). We
shall need the integral condition

sup/ v(1)2H (z,dv) < . (2.58)
M(E)°

rel

Proposition 2.37 Suppose that (2.58) holds. Let (Q)i>0 be the transition semi-
group of the (€, ¢)-superprocess. Then fort > 0, x € E and f € B(E) we have

/M(E) V() Ll dv) = /Ot ds/li,q(y’ﬂsf)Wth(%dy),

where (7;)>0 is defined by (2.35) and

«%ﬁzzwv@f+/ V(f)2H(y,dv). (2.59)

M(E)°

Proof. We first assume f € B(E)™. By applying Proposition 1.38 to (2.5), for any
6 > 0 we can define the function u;(z, 0) := (d/d0)v.(x, 0 f), which is given by

up(z,0) = \(x, f) —|—/ v(f)e DL, (z,dv). (2.60)
M(E)°
Then we differentiate both sides of (2.38) to obtain
t
u;(ma 9) = 7th(.’17) - 2/ dS/E C(y)vs(ya ef)ug(yv e)ﬂ-tfs(mvdy)
0
t
= [ ds [ b6 pyme o), @.61)
0 E
where
hs(%e7 f) = / y(u;(.’ 9))(1 _ e*V(ﬂs('vef)))H(y, dy)_
M(E)°
For any 0 > 0 let u} (z,0) = (d?/d6?)v;(z, 0 f). By Proposition 1.38,
" _ 2 —0v(f)
! (2,0) = — / V()26 Ly (2, dv). 2.62)
M(E)°
On the other hand, from (2.61) we have

(2,0) ——2/ ds/ )2+ s (y, 0.F)ug (y, )] me—s(z, dy)

—/ dS/ hs y,97f 7Tt75<x7dy)
0 E
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where

W.(y.0,f) = v(ul(-,0))%e O H(y, dv)
M(E)°

) (1 - e D Hy, ).
M(E)°

By dominated convergence we have

hm u;’ (x,0) / dS/ (y, ms [)mi—s(z, dy).
0

From this and (2.62) we get the desired equality for f € B(FE)™. The extension to
f € B(FE) is elementary. O

Proposition 2.38 Suppose that (2.58) holds. Let (Q¢)i>0 be the transition semi-
group of the (&, ¢)-superprocess. Then fort > 0, p € M(E) and f € B(E) w
have

t
/ V()2Qu(j1s dv) = p(mef)? + / ds / 0y, o Pmis(dy), (263)
M(E) 0 E

where (¢)>0 is defined by (2.35) and q(y, f) is defined by (2.59).

Proof. Let uj(z,60) and u} (x,0) be defined as in the proof of Proposition 2.37. In
view of (2.32), we have

/ V()2 D Qy (1, dv)
M(E)

= [u(ui(-0))* = n(uf(-,0))] exp{—p(v:(-,0))}.

By letting & — 0 in the above equation we obtain (2.63), first for f € B(E)™ and
then for f € B(E). O

Corollary 2.39 Let (Q)1)>0 be the transition semigroup of the (£, ¢)-superprocess
with local branching mechanism given by (2.45) and assume

x— ¢"(x,0) 1= 2c(x) + /OO w?m(x, du) (2.64)
0
is bounded on E. Then fort > 0, u € M(E) and f € B(E) we have
t
[ w02 Quundn) = e+ [ ds [ 6" pa 2t (o).
M(E) 0 E

Example 2.8 Suppose that X = (W,9,%,, X;,Q,,) is a (£, ¢)-superprocess with
binary local branching mechanism ¢(x,z) = c(z)z?/2. Let (V;);>0 denote the
cumulant semigroup of X. Fix f € B(E)" and define
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an

(n) _(_1yn—1Y
o @) = (()" VD@
Then we have vt(l)(x) = P,f(x) and
n—1 n—1 t
v§n) () = Z ( k ) / Pr_o(co® (=R (1) ds
k=1 0

forn = 2,3,.... The moments of X are determined by Q,,[X:(f)] = u(P:f) and

QuX:(f)"] = i: (n ; 1>/~L(U£n—k))Qu[Xt(f)k}.
k=0

2.6 Notes and Comments

The one-to-one correspondence stated in Theorem 2.4 was established in Watanabe
(1968) under some stronger assumptions. Theorem 2.5 was also proved in Watan-
abe (1968). Jifina (1964) studied the extinction problem of discrete-time branch-
ing processes taking values of finite measures on the positive half line. A class of
superprocesses over compact metric spaces were constructed in Watanabe (1968),
where it was shown those processes arise as high-density limits of branching par-
ticle systems. Silverstein (1969) constructed more general superprocesses with de-
composable branching mechanisms; see also Dawson et al. (2002c) and Dynkin
(1993a). Some inhomogeneous superprocesses with general branching mechanisms
were constructed in Dynkin (1994), who assumed the existence of a cadlag realiza-
tion of the underlying spatial motion and a technical condition on the tail behavior
of the kernel in the expression of the branching mechanism. The superprocesses
constructed in Dynkin (1994) are not necessarily conservative. Dawson et al. (1998)
proved that a general class of local branching (&, ¢, K')-superprocesses with a fixed
underlying spatial motion £ depend on the parameters (¢, K') continuously and the
superprocesses with Lebesgue killing density constitute a dense subset of the class.
Leduc (2000) constructed some Hunt superprocesses under a second-moment con-
dition.

Our assumptions on the branching mechanism guarantee that the correspond-
ing superprocesses have finite first-moments in the sense of (2.51). Let X =
(W,9,%,, X:,Q,) be a realization of the (&, K, ¢)-superprocess. For ¢ > 0 and
p € M(E) we can define the mean measure [,, ;, on E by

I,+(B) = Qu[X:(B)], B e BA(E).

The Campbell measure of the random measure X is the unique finite measure 7, ;
on E x M (E) such that
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Ry (B x A) = Qu[Xi(B)1a(Xy)], Be€A(E),Ac BM(E)).

In view of (2.52) we have
/ / g(2)e "R, (A, dv) = exp{—p(Ve ) u(VE ),
EJM(E)

where f € B(E)" and g € B(E). By the existence of regular conditional proba-
bilities, there is a probability kernel J,, +(x, dv) from E to M (E) so that

R, (dx,dv) = I, (dx)J, (2, dv), ze€ E,ve M(E).

The probability measures {J,, +(x,-) : * € E} are called Palm distributions of X;.
If (n,Y) is a random variable on E x M (E) distributed according to the Campbell
measure R, ;, then 7 is chosen according to the random measure Y and J,, +(, -)
is the conditional distribution of Y given n = x. See Dawson (1993) and Dawson
and Perkins (1991) for some applications of the Campbell measure and the Palm
distributions in the study of the superprocess.

Example 2.1 was given by Dynkin et al. (1994). Rhyzhov and Skorokhod (1970)
and Watanabe (1969) constructed CB-processes under conditions on the branching
mechanism weaker than those of Example 2.2. Moment formulas for superprocesses
as in Example 2.8 were established in Dynkin (1989a) and Konno and Shiga (1988).
A construction for super-Brownian motions was given in Ren (2001) under a weaker
admissibility assumption on the killing additive functional. A super-stable process
with infinite mean was constructed in Fleischmann and Sturm (2004) by a passage
to the limit.

The catalyst measure p(dy) in Example 2.3 can be time dependent. In fact, it can
be replaced by a measure-valued process {p; : t > 0}. The study of superprocesses
with measure-valued catalysts was initiated by Dawson and Fleischmann (1991,
1992). A binary local branching super-Brownian motion with super-Brownian cat-
alyst was constructed in Dawson and Fleischmann (1997a). The property of per-
sistence (no loss of expected mass in the long-time behavior) of the process with
underlying dimensions d < 3 was proved in Dawson and Fleischmann (1997a,
1997b) and Etheridge and Fleischmann (1998). This phenomenon is in contrast to
the super-Brownian motion with Lebesgue catalyst, where persistence only holds
in high dimensions. A construction of catalytic super-Brownian motion via colli-
sion local times was given in Morters and Vogt (2005). The long-time behavior of a
branching random walk in a random catalytic medium was investigated in Greven et
al. (1999). Englinder (2007) gave a survey of some recent topics in spatial branching
processes in deterministic and random media.

There is another important class of measure-valued Markov processes, the so-
called Fleming—Viot superprocesses. A Fleming—Viot superprocess takes values of
probability measures and describes the evolution of a genetic system involving mu-
tation, selection and recombination. The Saint-Flour lecture notes of Dawson (1993)
provide a complete survey of the literature before 1992 on both Dawson—Watanabe
and Fleming—Viot superprocesses. For a survey of the latter see also Ethier and
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Kurtz (1993). It was conjectured in Ethier and Kurtz (1993) that a Fleming—Viot
superprocess is reversible if and only if its mutation operator is of the uniform jump
type. This was proved in Li et al. (1999); see also Handa (2002) and Schmuland
and Sun (2002). A nice introduction of the theory of superprocesses was given
by Etheridge (2000), where Brownian spatial motion was mainly considered. The
connections between Dawson—Watanabe and Fleming—Viot superprocesses were in-
vestigated in Etheridge and March (1991), Perkins (1992) and Shiga (1990). The
two classes of superprocesses model large population systems in which branch-
ing or splitting occurs. The dual phenomenon is coalescent or coagulation. Bertoin
(2006) gave a comprehensive account of stochastic models involving fragmenta-
tion and coagulation. A kind of generalized Fleming—Viot superprocesses arising
from coalescent processes were studied in Bertoin and Le Gall (2003, 2005, 2006).
Feng (2010) provided an up-to-date account of Fleming—Viot superprocesses and
Poisson—Dirichlet type distributions. Durrett (2008) and Ewens (2004) gave com-
prehensive coverage of mathematical population genetics.
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