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Abstract. We study the ergodic property of a continuous-state branching process with immigration and competition. The exponential
ergodicity in a weighted total variation distance is proved under natural assumptions. The main theorem applies to subcritical, critical
and supercritical branching mechanisms, including all those of stable types. The proof is based on the construction of a Markov
coupling process and the choice of a nonsymmetric control function for the distance. Those are designed to identify and to take the
advantage of the dominating factor from the branching, immigration and competition mechanisms in different parts of the state space.
The approach provides a way of finding a lower bound of the ergodicity rate.

Résumé. Nous étudions la propriété ergodique d’un processus de branchement en temps et espace continu avec I’immigration et la
compétition. L’ergodicité exponentielle dans une distance de variation totale pondérée est prouvée sous des hypotheses naturelles.
Le théoréme principal s’applique aux mécanismes de branchement sous-critiques, critiques et sur-critiques, y compris tous les types
stables. La démonstration est basée sur la construction d’un processus Markovien de couplage et le choix d’une fonction de contrdle
non symétrique pour la distance. Ceux-ci sont congus pour identifier et profiter du facteur dominant des mécanismes de branchement,
d’immigration et de compétition dans les parties différentes de I’espace d’états. Cette approche permet de trouver une borne inférieure
de la vitesse d’ergodicité.
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1. Introduction

Classical Galton—Watson branching processes are Markov processes taking values of nonnegative integers. They are
models for the evolution of populations where the progenies of individuals are described by i.i.d. random variables.
Standard references on those processes are Athreya and Ney [3] and Harris [31]. The study of continuous-state branching
processes (CB-processes) was initiated by Feller [22], who noticed that a one-dimensional diffusion process may arise
as the limit of a sequence of rescaled Galton—Watson branching processes. The result was extended by Lamperti [35] to
the situation where the limiting process may have discontinuous sample paths; see also Aliev and Shchurenkov [2] and
Grimvall [29]. Let ¥ be a function on [0, co) with the Lévy—Khintchine representation:

(1.1 LD(/\):b/\+c)\2+/ (e =14+ A2lp<y)p(d2), A>0,
0

where b € R and ¢ > 0 are constants and (1 A 22)u(dz) is a finite measure on (0, 00). The transition semigroup (Q¢)¢>0
of a CB-process with branching mechanism ¥ is defined by

(1.2) / e MQy(x,dy) =e "N 2 >0,A>0,
Ry
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where ¢ — v, () is the unique strictly positive solution to the differential equation

7]
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The CB-process is eventually degenerate in the sense that it tends to either zero or infinity as ¢ — oo. In fact, the process

may explode at a finite time with strictly positive probability. It almost surely has an infinite lifetime if and only if its
branching mechanism satisfies the following conservativeness condition:

dA
" f e

see, e.g., Grey [28, p.670]. In order that the integral on the left-hand side of (1.4) is convergent, we have necessarily that
U'(0) = —oo. Let v(0) = limy 04+ v¢(A) for ¢ > 0. Under condition (1.4), we have v;(0) = 0 for every ¢ > 0, which is
also the unique solution to (1.3) with A = 0. The first moments of the transition probabilities of the CB-process are given
by

(1.3) (A) ==2(v(N), vo(A)=A

(1.5) / yQi(x,dy) =zexp{ — ¥/ (0+)t}, t,z>0,
R+
where
v'(0+)=0b- /OO zp(dz).
1

The branching mechanism ¥ is said to be subcritical, critical or supercritical according as ¥’ (0+) > 0, #'(0+) =0 or
W'(04) < 0, respectively. Let c > 0, a € R and 0 < e < 2 be constants. The stable branching mechanism is defined by

aX+cA? + oA\, l<a<?2,
(1.6) U(\) =1 ar+cA\? +orlog), a=1,
aX+c)\? — o)\, 0<a<l.

Clearly, the conservativeness condition (1.4) fails for the stable branching mechanismifo >0and0 <a <1.Ifo >0
and 0 < o < 1, then ¥/(04) = —oo and the CB-process has infinite first moments by (1.5).
Example 1.1. Suppose that ¥(\) = a)\ + oA'T®, where ¢ >0, a € R and 1 < o < 2. Then ¥'(0) = a > —oo and
condition (1.4) is satisfied. By solving (1.3) in this case, we see that
e )\
ve(N) = V=R t>0,A>0,
(14 0qa(a,t)ro—1]

where ¢ (a,t) = a1 (1 — e~ (@=D) for g # 0 and ¢, (0,) = (. — 1)t.

Example 1.2. Suppose that ¥(\) = aA + oAlog A, where o > 0 and a € R. Then condition (1.4) is satisfied. In this case,
we have

vi(\) = exp {e*"t log A — ap(o, t)}, t>0,A>0,
where p(0,t) = 1(1 — e %) for ¢ > 0 and p(0,t) = ¢. In particular, if & > 0, then

lim v;(A) = vee =€~ A >0,

t—o0

which implies that, by weak convergence on [0, o],

lim Q¢(x,-) =e ">+ (1 —e "> )0, x>0.

t—o0

Example 1.3. Suppose that ¥(\) = a\ + cA“, where 0 > 0, « € R and 0 < « < 1. Then condition (1.4) is not satisfied.
By solving (1.3) in this case, we have

v¢(A) = [opala,t) + )\170‘67(170‘)‘"} 1/(170‘), t>0,A>0,
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where po(a,t) = a1 (1 — e~ (1=%) for q # 0 and p, (0, 1) = (1 — «)t. In particular, if a > 0, then

v(0):= lim v, (A) = [opa (a, 1))/, £ >0

and

1/(1—a)
lim v () = Voo := (f) ., A>0.

t—o00 a

The last limit implies that, by weak convergence on [0, co],
Jim Qi) =00 + (1 — 7"

The CB-processes defined by (1.2) and (1.3) involve rich mathematical structures and have been applied to the research
in several important areas. In particular, Bertoin and Le Gall [6] gave a representation of the genealogical structure
of the general CB-processes by Bochner’s subordination and used the representation to give a precise description of
the connection between the so-called Neveu’s CB-process with branching mechanism A — Alog A and the coalescent
processes introduced by Bolthausen and Sznitman [10] in the study of spin glasses. Berestycki et al. [4] proved Neveu’s
CB-process may arise in a limit theorem of some rescaled particle systems. General stochastic flows associated with
coalescent processes and CB-processes were studied by Bertoin and Le Gall [7-9]. Constructions of the flows by strong
solutions of stochastic equations were given by Dawson and Li [17].

Continuous-state branching processes with immigration (CBI-processes) were introduced by Kawazu and Watanabe
[33] in their study of scaling limits of discrete branching processes with immigration; see also Aliev [1]. Let @ be an
immigration mechanism, which is a function on [0, co) with the Lévy—Khintchine representation:

(1.7) @(/\)Zﬂ/\-i-/oo (1—e*Mu(d2), A>0,
0

where 8 >0 and (1 A z)r(dz) is a finite measure on (0, 00). Then a CBI-process with parameters (¥, ) has transition
semigroup (QF);>o characterized by

(1.8) /]R e NQP (x,dy) = exp{ — 20t (A) — /Ot @(US(A))ds}, A >0,

where ¢ — v;(\) is defined by (1.3). The CBI-process is a natural model for the study of ergodicity, where the immigration
ensures that the stationary distribution is not the degenerate distribution at zero. A sufficient and necessary integrability
condition for the ergodicity in weak convergence of the process was announced in Pinsky [52]; see Li [39] for a proof of
the result. The exponential ergodicity of the CBI-process in the total variation distance was proved in Li and Ma [42] and
the corresponding results for measure-valued processes were established in Friesen et al. [24] and Li [41], which improve
the earlier results of Stannat [55, 56] for processes with special branching mechanisms. The exponential ergodicity in a
suitably chosen Wasserstein distance was established by Friesen et al. [26] for affine Markov processes, which include
finite-dimensional CBI-processes as a special case. The key tools of those explorations are the characterizations of the
transition probabilities by Laplace transforms given as in (1.3) and (1.8). Since typical critical or supercritical CBI-
processes eventually go to infinity, the studies of their ergodicities have mainly been focused on subcritical mechanisms.
To get the ergodicity in the total variation distance, Li and Ma [42] also assumed the following Grey’s condition: ¥(\) >0
for sufficiently large A and

T dA
(1.9) / To <

Those restrictions unfortunately exclude some interesting branching mechanisms as those in Examples 1.2 and 1.3.

In this work we provide a general framework for exponential ergodicity applicable to branching mechanisms in the full
range of criticality. To do so, a natural way is to incorporate a competition mechanism into the model. This consideration
has been inspired by the work of Lambert [34], who defined a logistic growth branching process to model the pairwise
competition between individuals in the population. The process was constructed in [34] by a random time change from a
spectrally positive Ornstein—Uhlenbeck type process. More general branching population systems with competition were
studied in depth by Berestycki et al. [S] and Pardoux [51]; see also Foucart [23] and Friesen et al. [25]. Our aim here is
to understand whether and how a strong competition could balance the branching and the immigration to guarantee the



exponential ergodicity. These are not clear as the process may have infinite first moments, which means the population
could be very large. In fact, to study the ergodic behavior we should first understand whether the competition could
prevent the population from exploding at a finite time when (1.4) is not satisfied. The emphasis here is the interplay
among the branching, immigration and competition mechanisms.

1.1. Main results

Suppose that (2, F, F;, P) is a filtered probability space satisfying the usual hypotheses. Let { L(ds,du)} be a spectrally
one-sided time-space (F;)-Lévy white noise with the Lévy-Itd decomposition:

1 e8]
L(ds,du) =W (ds,du) — bdsdu +/ zM(ds,dz,du) +/ zM(ds,dz,du),
0 1

where W (ds, du) is a Gaussian white noise on (0, c0)? based on 2cdsdu and M (ds, dz, du) is a Poisson random measure
on (0,00)% with intensity dsp(dz)du and compensated measure M (ds, dz,du) := M (ds,dz,du) — dspu(dz)du. Here
and in the sequel, we make the convention that

x Yy [e%s}
/ :—/ :/ and/ :/ , r>yeR.
Y T (y,] x (z,00)

Let {n(t) : t > 0} be an (F;)-subordinator defined by

t 00
(1.10) n(t) Zﬁt—i—/ / zN(ds,dz),
0 Jo

where N (ds, dz) is a Poisson random measure on (0, 00)? with intensity dsv(dz). Suppose that { L(ds,dw)} and {n(¢)}
are independent of each other. Let g be a competition mechanism, which by definition is a nondecreasing and continuous
function on [0, c0) satisfying g(0) = 0. For any Fj-measurable random variable (0) > 0, we consider the stochastic
equation:

t px(s—) t
(1.11) x(t) = 2(0) +/O /0 L(ds,du) —/O g(z(s))ds + n(t).

We say an (F;)-adapted cadlag process {z(t) : t > 0} taking values in R, := [0, oc] is a solution to (1.11) if the equa-
tion holds almost surely when ¢ is replaced by ¢ A (, for each ¢t > 0 and n > 1, where ¢, = inf{t > 0: x(t) > n}
with inf () = co. We call ¢ := lim,,_, ¢, the lifetime of {x(t)} and make the convention that x(t) = oo for ¢t > (. If
¢ = oo almost surely, we say the process {x(t)} is conservative. We shall prove that there is a pathwise unique solution
to (1.11); see Theorem 2.1. Then the solution {x(t)} is a strong Markov process in R. Let (P;);>0 be the transition
semigroup of {x(t)}. We shall call any Markov process with transition semigroup (P, );>0 a continuous-state branching
process with immigration and competition (CBIC-process). Constructions of CB- and CBI-processes in terms of similar
stochastic equations were suggested by Bertoin and Le Gall [9] and Dawson and Li [16, 17]. The CBIC-process extends
the population models of Berestycki et al. [5] and Pardoux [51] by the additional immigration structure. A more gen-
eral continuous-state population model in random environments was introduced by Palau and Pardo [50] by solving a
stochastic equation driven by Brownian motions and Poisson random measures.

We need to introduce some concepts in order to present our main results. Let C?(R ) be the linear space of twice
continuously differentiable functions on R ;. For z > 0 and f € C%(R ) write

(1.12) Li(2) = cof"(z) + o / T LA (@) - 2 (@)1 ey u(d2)

(3= bo g )+ | AL f@(dz),
where

A f(@) = flx+2) = f(2).

Let D(L) denote the linear space consisting of functions f € C%(R.) such that the two integrals on the right-hand side
of (1.12) are convergent and define continuous functions on R. Let CZ (IR ) be the space of bounded and continuous
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functions on R with bounded and continuous derivatives up to the second order. Then C?(R.) C D(L). In general,
we allow f and Lf to be unbounded functions. We shall see that (L,D(L)) is a restriction of the generator of the
CBIC-process.

Given a nonnegative Borel function V on R, we denote by Py (R.) the set of Borel probability measures v on R
such that

/ V(z)y(dz) < oo.
Ry
Let Wy be the V-weighted total variation distance on Py (R) defined by

(113) W (1) = / L+ V@)l —nldz), 7.n€Py(Ry),

where | - | denotes the total variation measure. We shall see that Wy, is actually the Wasserstein distance determined by
the metric

More precisely, we have

(1.15) Wy (y.m) = inf / dy (z,y)m(dz, dy),
meC(v,m) JR2

where C(v,n) is the collection of all probability measures on R%r with marginals v and n; see Lemma 5.3. The consid-
eration of this distance was inspired by Hairer and Mattingly [30]; see also [21, 43]. In particular, if V = 0, then Wy,
reduces to the total variation distance. The other two frequently used weight functions are given by

(1.16) Vi(z) =2 and Vigg(z) =log(l+x), x>0.

We say a conservative CBIC-process {xz(t) : t > 0} or its transition semigroup (P;);>¢ i exponentially ergodic in the
distance Wy, with rate A, > 0 if it possesses a unique stationary probability distribution -y and there is a nonnegative
function 7 — C'(n) on Py (R4 ) such that

(1.17) Wy (y,nP;) < C(n)e ™", t>0,n€Py(Ry).
The exponential ergodicity (1.17) follows by standard arguments if there is a constant & > 0 such that
(118) WV(Pt(xu)7Pt(y7))§Ke7>\*th(xuy)7 t>0.

Given o-finite measures ;1 and v on R, we write o A v for p — (u — v)y =v — (v — p), where the subscript “+”
stands for the upper variation of the signed measure in its Jordan decomposition. Let y * v denote the convolution of x
and v defined by, for all positive Borel functions f on R,

[ 1@ @) = [ utaw) [ s+ piao).

R R R

For a nonnegative function V' € D(L) and constants Cy, C7 > 0 let us consider the inequality
(1.19) LV(z) <Co—C1V(z), z>0.

Condition 1.1. There exists a constant \g > 0 such that ¥ (\g) > 0 and @(\g) > 0.

Condition 1.2. One of the following conditions is satisfied: (i) Grey’s condition (1.9); (ii) for some constants ¢y > 0 and
ko >0,

(1.20) K(x) == [ A (05 % 1)](0,00) + [V A (05 % 1)](0,00) > Ko, |z| < co.

Condition 1.3. There is a nonnegative function V' € D(L) satisfying (1.19) and V' (x) — oo as  — oo.
We now present the main result of this paper.



Theorem 1.1. Suppose that Conditions 1.1, 1.2 and 1.3 are satisfied. Then the CBIC-process is conservative and there
are constants K > 0 and A, > 0 such that (1.18) holds. Consequently, the CBIC-process is exponentially ergodic in the
V -weighted total variation distance with rate A, > 0.

The advantage of Theorem 1.1 is that it works for general branching mechanisms without criticality restriction. In
particular, it applies to all the stable branching mechanisms given by (1.6). Furthermore, the proof of the theorem actually
provides a way of finding the exponential ergodicity rate A, > 0, which is important in applications; see Remark 5.4. Here,
Condition 1.1 is introduced to avoid some extreme cases of (1.11). If the condition fails, then either subordinator 7(¢)
vanishes or the Lévy field L(ds, du) only has nonnegative increments. In any of those cases, the immigration essentially
plays no role in the ergodic behavior. Conditions like (1.20) have been considered in the study of ergodicities of Ornstein-
Uhlenbeck type processes with nonlinear drift; see, e.g., [37, 43, 45, 46, 53]. Our condition (1.20) is actually weaker than
the corresponding assumptions for exponential ergodicities in those previous papers, where one usually required x(z) —
oo as z — 0. In particular, the condition is satisfied if y1(dz) or v(dz) is bounded below by the measure 1, ,(z)dz for
some 7 > 0 and v > u > 0. The existence of a function V' € D(L) with the property like (1.19) has become a standard
assumption in the study of uniqueness and ergodicity problems of Markov processes following Chen [11-14]; see also
Down et al. [18] and Meyn and Tweedie [47-49]. For the CBIC-process, the condition means roughly that the competition
mechanism wins its confrontation against the branching and immigration when the population is large. Typically, this is
equivalent to a simple growth condition for the competition mechanism.

Proposition 1.2. Suppose that the measures p and v satisfy the integrability condition

(L.21) / zu(dz) —i—/ zv(dz) < oo.
1 1
Then V4 € D(L) satisfies (1.19) if and only if
(1.22) lim inf 9(x) +b— / zu(dz) > 0.
T—00 €T 1

Proposition 1.3. Suppose that the measures i and v satisfy the integrability condition

(1.23) /OO log(1 + z)pu(dz) + /OO log(1 + z)v(dz) < cc.
1 1

Then Viog € D(L) satisfies (1.19) if and only if

(1.24) nminf{ﬂ ’ /mlog(ui)u(dz)}m.
1

T—00 xlogx_log:v 1+

Under the integrability condition (1.21), the CBIC-process has finite first moments. In this case, condition (1.22) means
the competition mechanism should grow at least linearly with a sufficiently large rate. In particular, if g(z) = ax for
2 > 0, the CBIC-process reduces to a CBI-process with branching mechanism A — aA + ¥()\) and (1.22) simply means
the branching mechanism should be subcritical. This is consistent with the subcriticality condition in [42, Theorem 2.5],
but here we do not need to assume Grey’s condition. The conditions of Proposition 1.3 apply to supercritical branching
mechanisms including those with infinite first moments but finite logarithmic moments.

1.2. Stable branching CBIC-processes

These processes are solutions of stochastic differential equations driven by spectrally one-sided Lévy processes. Let m,
be the o-finite measure on (0, 00) defined by

(a—DI'2-a) 2772z, 1<a <2,
(1.25) me(dz) = ¢ z72dz, a=1,
I'(l—a) tz7t72dz, 0<a<l,

where I" is the Gamma function. Let {M,(ds,dz)} be a time-space (F)-Poisson random measure on (0, 00)? with
intensity dsm,, (dz) and compensated measure M, (ds,dz). Let {z,(¢)} be the spectrally positive a-stable Lévy process
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// o(ds,dz), l<a<?,
t [e'e]

(1.26) 20 (t) = //zMa(ds,dz)—i—// 2My(ds,dz), a=1,
0 1

// o(ds,dz), O<a<l.

Let { B(t)} be a standard (F;)-Brownian motion and let {n(¢)} be the (F;)-subordinator defined by (1.10). Suppose that
{B(t)}, {za(t)} and {n(t)} are independent of each other. Given any Fy-measurable random variable 2(0) > 0, we shall
construct the CBIC-process {z(t) : ¢ > 0} with stable branching mechanism defined by (1.6) in terms of the stochastic
differential equations, for a« =1,

defined by

(1.27) dz(t) = \/2cx(t)dB(t) + ox(t—)dz1(t) + ox(t) log(ox(t))dt — ax(t)dt — g(x(t))dt + dn(t)
and, for a # 1,
(1.28) da(t) = v/2cx(t)dB(t) + v/ aox(t—)dza(t) — azx(t)dt — g(x(t))dt + dn(t);

see Theorem 2.4. By applying Theorem 1.1 and Propositions 1.2 and 1.3 to the stable branching mechanisms, we obtain
the following:

Corollary 1.4. Suppose that the branching mechanism is given by (1.6) with 1 < o < 2. In addition, assume that

/ zv(dz) < oo and liminf 9(x) > —a.
1

T—00 X

Then the CBIC-process is exponentially ergodic in the V; -weighted total variation distance.

Corollary 1.5. Suppose that the branching mechanism is given by (1.6) with 0 < o <1 and that @ > 0 or ¢ > 0 for
0 < « < 1. In addition, assume that

/100 log(1 4 2)v(dz) < oo

and
g(x) o
li f 0 1
1wn—1>1<>% r2-o - I'(l —a)sin(ar)’ <a<d
liminf 9(z) o, a=1.

z—oo xlogx

Then the CBIC-process is exponentially ergodic in the V},s-weighted total variation distance.

In the situation of Corollary 1.5, the CBIC-process has infinite first moments, so the result has no counterpart in the
setting of CBI-processes, where exponential ergodicities can only be considered for subcritical branching mechanisms.
The assumption that a > 0 or ¢ > 0 for 0 < a < 1 in the corollary comes from Condition 1.1. If this were not satisfied,
there would not be sufficient fluctuations in the CBIC-process as the two remaining noise terms in (1.28) are both nonde-
creasing. As we explained before, if 0 > 0 and 0 < o < 1, then condition (1.4) fails and the corresponding CBI-process
without competition explodes at a finite time.

1.3. More examples

The following examples concern further applications of the results presented above and show the conditions we introduce
are sharp in typical situations.

Example 1.4. Consider the CBI-process with branching and immigration mechanisms given respectively by (1.1) and
(1.7) with b> 0, 8> 0 and ¢ = v(0,00) = 0. We assume that x(dz) is given by

pdz) =Y malk,k+1)0k1(dz) + @ ma[l/(k+1),1/k)51/(d2),
k=1 k=1
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where 1 < o < 2 and m,, (dz) is the o-finite measure on (0, co) defined by (1.25). Then the branching mechanism satisfies
Grey’s condition (1.9) since

U(A) >bA+ N\ = bA—l—oz/ (e — 1+ A2)ma(dz).
0

By Proposition 1.2, the CBI-process is exponentially ergodic relative to the V;-weighted total variation distance. The
exponential ergodicity in the total variation distance of the process can also be derived from Li and Ma [42, Theorem 2.5].
In this case, Condition 1.2-(ii) is not satisfied because [1 A (J5 * 11)](0,00) = 0 when « is any irrational number. O

Example 1.5. Consider the CBI-process with branching and immigration mechanisms given respectively by (1.1) and
(1.7) with b>0, 8 >0 and ¢ = v(0,00) = 0. In addition, assume that ji(dz) = r1(,,.)(2)dz for some 7 > 0 and 0 <
u < v < 1. In this case, the branching mechanism satisfies Condition 1.2-(ii). By Proposition 1.2, the CBI-process is
exponentially ergodic relative to the V;-weighted total variation distance. However, the branching mechanism does not
satisfy Grey’s condition (1.9) as

1
lim Ao (\) = b+/ 2u(dz) = b+ = (v —u?),
A—00 0 2

Therefore the exponentially ergodicity in the total variation distance of the process does not follow from Li and Ma [42,

Theorem 2.5]. One can also see that the conditions of Li and Wang [37, Theorem 1.1] are not satisfied. O

Example 1.6. Consider the CBI-process with branching and immigration mechanisms given by (1.1) and (1.7), respec-
tively. Suppose that (1.21) holds and the branching mechanism is critical, that is,

by :=b— / zu(dz) = 0.
1
It is known that
/ yP(0,dy) =tB + t/ zv(dz);
R, 0

see, e.g., Li [40, p.33]. The right-hand side tends to infinity as ¢ — oo, so the CBI-process is not exponentially ergodic in
the V;-weighted total variation distance. This shows the conditions of Corollary 1.4 are sharp. O

Example 1.7. Let ¥ be the stable branching mechanisms given by (1.6). By the proof of Theorem 2.4, the CBIC-process
has generator L defined by (1.12) with b= a + oh, and p(dz) = aom,(dz), where m,, and h,, are defined by (1.25)
and (2.6), respectively. Let us consider the case where v =1 and b = ¢ = v(0,00) = 0. It is easy to show that

g9(z) B

1+x+1—|—:17'

ox
LViog(x) = 112 [1 +log(1+ :C)] —

If 68 > 0 and g(z) = oxlog(1l + x) for x > 0, there is a constant A > 0 such that LVje(x) > A, and so

t

Viog () Pe (%, dy) = Vieg(x) + / Py LViog(x)ds > Vieg(z) + At.
Ry 0

Consequently, the CBIC-process is not exponentially ergodic in the Vj,,-weighted total variation distance. When 0 < o <
1, a similar example can be given by considering the function g(z) = [I'(1 — &) sin(an)] ~tom2?~. Then the conditions
of Corollary 1.5 are sharp. O

1.4. The approach of coupling and distance

The characterizations like (1.3) and (1.8) are not available for the CBIC-process. Our proof of Theorem 1.1 is based on
the approach of coupling and distance. Those techniques have played important roles in the ergodic theory of Markov
processes. We refer to Chen [14, 15] for systematical treatments of the techniques. In particular, a number of results on
the exponential ergodicity have been obtained by this method for Ornstein-Uhlenbeck type processes with nonlinear drifts
defined by stochastic differential equations of the form:

(1.29) de(t) = dL(t) — g(z(t))dt, t>0,
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where {L(t) : t > 0} is a Lévy process and the drift coefficient g is sufficiently regular so that there is a unique solution to
the equation. When the driving noise is a Brownian motion, the exponential ergodicity and related problems were studied
by Eberle and his coauthors [19-21] and Luo and Wang [44]. For discontinuous Lévy noises, the ergodicity problem
was investigated by Liang et al. [43], Luo and Wang [45], Schilling and Wang [53] and Majka [46]. The feature of those
processes is that the random noise in (1.29) is both temporarily and spatially homogeneous.

The main difficulty of the proof of Theorem 1.1 is that the branching fluctuations become small and rare when the
process is close to zero, which is clear from (1.11) or (1.12). A similar phenomenon has been noticed in nonlinear
branching processes by Li and Wang [37]; see also [36, 38]. The difficulty was treated in [37] by introducing conditions on
the asymptotics at zero of the branching coefficients. We cannot do that in our setting here since the branching coefficients
here have to be linear. The key of our proof is the design of a Markov coupling process and a nonsymmetric control
function. More precisely, we construct a two-dimensional Markov coupling process {(X;,Y;) : t >0} on R2 , where both
{X;:t>0} and {Y}, : t > 0} are Markov processes with transition semigroup (P,);>o. The coupling process satisfies
Xr4t = Yrys for every ¢ > 0, where T = inf{¢t > 0: X; = Y;} with inf() = co by convention is the succeeding or
coupling time. We need to make the coupling succeed as early as possible, which is realized by reflecting the noises in
suitable ways; see Remark 3.6. Then we define a non-symmetric function G with the exponential contraction property:
fort>0and (z,y) € R%,

(1.30) ptGo(,T, y) < e_’\*tGo(:v, Y),

where (Pt)tzo is the transition semigroup of the coupling process. The function G should control the distance dy in the
sense that there are constants co > ¢1 > 0 such that, for (z,y) € Ri,

(1.31) c1Go(z,y) < dy(z,y) < c2Go(z,y).

Then we deduce the estimate (1.18) from (1.30) and (1.31). The non-symmetric control function makes it possible to
identify the dominating factor from the branching, immigration and competition mechanisms in different parts of the
space, which is important in establishing the estimate (1.30). By those devices we not only overcome the difficulty caused
by the degeneracy of the branching coefficients but also weaken the fluctuation conditions introduced for the exponential
ergodicity of the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck type processes; see, e.g., [37, 43, 45, 46, 53]. In fact, the assumptions on the drift
coefficient in Corollaries 1.4 and 1.5 are also weaker than those in the previous papers, where lower bounds of the
increment g(z) — g(y) for > y > 0 were required. We believe that the method used here could be adapted to more
general classes of processes with Lévy driving noises.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, the existence and uniqueness of solutions to the stochastic
equations (1.11), (1.27) and (1.28) are proved. In Section 3, we give the construction of the Markov coupling process. In
Section 4, some necessary estimates for the coupling generator are established. The proofs of the ergodicity results are
given in Section 5.

Acknowledgement. We would like to express our sincere thanks to an anonymous referee for helpful comments and
suggestions, which have led to a number of improvements of the paper.

2. Stochastic equations of CBIC-processes

In this section, we prove the existence and pathwise uniqueness of solutions to the stochastic equations (1.11), (1.27) and
(1.28), which give constructions of the CBIC-processes.

Theorem 2.1. For any Fy-measurable random variable z:(0) > 0, there is a pathwise unique solution {z(t) : t > 0} to
(1.11).

Proof. By Theorem 2.5 of Dawson and Li [17], for each n > 1 there is a pathwise unique solution {x,,(¢) : t > 0} to

t px(s—) t
(2.1 z(t) = z(0) +/0 /0 W (ds,du) +/0 [B —bxz(s) — g(x(s))]ds

t ol opx(s—) t poo  px(s—)
+/ / / zM(ds,dz,du)+/ / / (z An)M(ds,dz,du)
o Jo Jo oJ1 Jo

+/Ot/ooo(z/\n)N(ds,dz).
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Let (,, = inf{t > 0: x,(t) > n}. From the pathwise uniqueness for (2.1) it follows that ¢,, is nondecreasing in n > 1 and

Tn1(t) = 2, (t) for 0 <t < (. Clearly, the pathwise unique solution {x(¢) : ¢ > 0} to (1.11) is given by x(¢) = x,,(¢)
for 0 <t < (, and z(t) = oo for t > ¢ :=limy, 00 (- O

By the above theorem we have given a construction of the CBIC-process. The next result justifies the fact that the
operator (L, D(L)) defined by (1.12) is a restriction of the generator of the process.

Theorem 2.2. Let {x(t) : t > 0} be the pathwise unique solution to (1.11) and let {,, = inf{t > 0: x(¢) > n}. Then for
any n>1and f € D(L) we have

tACn
2.2) F@(t A G)) = F(x(0)) + / Lf(x(s))ds + My (1),

where {M,,(t) : t > 0} is a martingale defined by

2.3) / e / W (ds, du) + / e / A, f(w(s=)) N (ds,dz)
+ /0 e /O /0 I(s_)Azf(x(s—))M(ds,dz,du).

Proof. By (1.11) the process {x(t) : t > 0} is a semimartingale. For any f € D(L), we can use Itd’s formula to see that

tACn tACn z(s—)
Falt A G)) = F((0)) — / F((s))g(a(s))ds + / / £ (@(s—))L(ds, du)

+/ [ [A:f(a(s=)) = 2f'(x(s=))] N(ds, dz)
) " pinc, tACn
= f((0)) —/0 f'(z(s)) ds+/ / =))W (ds, du)

tACn
[6 — bi(s)] £ (x(s))ds + ¢ / £(s) " (x(s))ds

/Wn/ / . )A L f(a(s—)) M (ds, dz, du)

w [ atoas / [4.f(0() 2 (6)) 1 ) (d2)

/Wn/ A f(z (ds,dz)+/omcn ds/ooo A, f(z(s))v(dz).

Then (2.2) holds with M, () defined by (2.3). Since z(s—) < n for 0 < s < (,, it is easy to show that {M,,(¢) : t > 0} is
a martingale. (]
Proposition 2.3. Suppose that Condition 1.3 is satisfied. Then the solution {z(¢) : t > 0} to (1.11) is conservative and
(2.4) E[V(z(t)] <E[V(2(0)]e < + CoCy M (1 —e M), t>0.

Proof. There is no loss of generality to assume E[V(z(0))] < co. Recall that ,, = inf{t > 0: z(t) > n} and ¢ =
lim,, s~ C,- By applying (2.2) to the function V' and using integration by parts we have

tACn
2.5) 1N (2(t A C)) = V(2(0)) + /0 O3 [CLV (a(s)) + LV (x(s))]ds + M(1),
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/m@/ eC18 f' (2(s))W (ds, du) /M%/ e A (a(s-)
L[ e st

In view of (1.19), we can take the expectations in both sides of (2.5) to obtain

where

=

(ds,dz)

E[e? "V (2(t A Ga))] < E[V (2(0)] + CoCy ' (91 —1).
By Fatou’s lemma it follows that
E[e“ OV (z(t A ()] <E[V(2(0))] + CoCrt (et - 1)

with the convention V' (00) = co. Then P(¢ <t) =0 and (2.4) follows. Since ¢t > 0 was arbitrary, we have ¢ = co almost
surely. (]

Theorem 2.4. For any Fy-measurable random variable x(0) > 0, there are pathwise unique solutions to (1.27) and (1.28),
and the solutions are CBIC-processes with competition mechanism g, stable branching mechanisms ¥ given by (1.6) and
immigration mechanism @ given by (1.7).

Proof. Let {z(t)} be the solution to (1.11) with {M(ds,dz,du)} being a Poisson random measure on (0,o0)® with
intensity aodsm, (dz)du, where m, (dz) is given by (1.25). Moreover, we take b = a + ch,,, where

—al'(2—a)7 l<a<?,
(2.6) ha =40, a=1,
al—a) 'rl—-a) !, oO<a<l.

If ¢ > 0, one can see that

t px(s) 1
= Toos W(ds,du) + //115 W(ds,du
/0 /0 Taante) >0 ( {2(s)=0} )

defines a standard Brownian motion and

t t px(s)
/ V2cx(s)dB(s) = / W(ds,du).
0 0 Jo

In the sequel, we assume o > 0, for otherwise the proof is simpler. Let { M, (ds,dz)} be the random measure on (0, 00)?
defined by, for B € B(0, o),

M 0 t X B / / / 1{x(s >0}1B(#I(S_))M(ds,dz,du)

1/(ao)
+/ / / l{x(s,)zo}lB(Z)M(dS,dZ,du).
0 Jo 0

One can show as in Li [39, pp.287-288] that { M, (ds, dz)} is a Poisson random measure with intensity dsm,(dz). Let
{za(t)} be the a-stable Lévy processes defined by (1.26). It is easy to see that

[ v = [ [ [ tan s oh [ o0

// / M(ds,dz, du).

Then (1.27) and (1.28) hold. By Fu and Li [27, Theorem 5.1], for any n > 1 there is a pathwise unique solution to the
stochastic equation:

+/Ot \/MdB(s)—l-/ot/ol ow(s—)= N (ds, dz)
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/ / ox(s—)(z An)Mi(ds, dz)—l—o/otx(s) log(ox(s))ds
- [+ oot + 000

Since n > 1 is arbitrary, the pathwise uniqueness also holds for (1.27). A similar argument gives the pathwise uniqueness
of (1.28). These give the results of the theorem; see, e.g., Situ [54, p.76 and p.104]. O

3. Construction of the coupling process

Throughout this section, we assume the CBIC-process with an arbitrary initial value is conservative. By Proposition 2.3,
this is true if Condition 1.3 is satisfied. We shall give the construction of a Markov coupling of the CBIC-process. Given
x € R and a general o-finite measure m on (0, 00), we define another o-finite measure on (0, c0) by

1
3.1) mg(dz) = 3 [m A (6, xm)](dz).
It is easy to see that
(3.2) my =0, *m_, and m,(0,0V z] =0.
Moreover, we have

1

(3.3) m4(0,00) =m_,(0,00) < §m(|:v|,oo)
For any z,y > 0 write my ,, = my_5 + My—y,. One can show that both x — m,(dz) and (x,y) — mg ,(dz) are kernels.

For notational convenience, we also write those kernels as m(x,dz) and m(z,y,dz), respectively. We shall use those
notations and facts to the Lévy measures ;¢ and v of the CBIC-process. For x € R and z > 0 we set

p(x,dz)
p(dz)

v(z,dz)

(3.4) p1(x,2) = W

, Ti(x,2) =

By (3.1), the above Radon-Nikodym derivatives exist and satisfy

N | =

1
supsup p1(x,2) < =, supsupr(x,z) <
z€R 2>0 2 z€R 2>0

In view of (3.2), we have
(3.5) pi(z,z)=ri(x,z)=0, 0<z<0Va.
For z,y > 0 and z > 0 let

pa(z,y,2) = pr(x —y,2) + pr(y — x,2)

and

7’2(517,.%2) :Tl('r - yvz) +T1(y - x,z).

Suppose that ({2, F, F;, P) is a filtered probability space satisfying the usual hypotheses. Let { Wy (ds, du)} be a time-
space (F;)-Gaussian white noise on (0, 00)? based on 2cdsdu. Let {My(ds,dz,du,dv)} be a time-space (F;)-Poisson
random measure on (0,00)? x (0,1] with intensity dsj(dz)dudv and compensated measure { M (ds, dz, du, dv)}. Let
{No(ds,dz,dv)} be a time-space (F)-Poisson random measure on (0,00)? x (0, 1] with intensity dsv(dz)dv. We as-
sume those random noises are independent of each other. Here the extra component (0, 1] of the Poisson random measures
is introduced for the convenience of disassembling the jumps in the construction of the coupling process. Let {7} be the

(F)-subordinator defined by
t  poo 1
i :Bt—l—/ / / 2Np(ds,dz, dv).
oJo Jo
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Let {Lo(ds,du)} and {L{(ds,du)} be two accompanying spectrally one-sided time-space (F;)-Lévy white noises de-
fined by

(3.6) Lo(ds,du) = Wy(ds,du) — bdsdu +/ / zMo(ds, dz,du,dv)
{0<2z<1} J{0o<v<1}

+/ / zMop(ds,dz, du,dv)
{1<z<oo} J{0<v<1}

and

3.7 L§(ds,du) = — Wy(ds,du) — bdsdu + / zMo(ds, dz, du, dv)
{0<2<1} J{0<v<1}

+/ / zMop(ds, dz, du, dv).
{1<z<o0} J{0<v<1}

By Theorem 2.1, for any Fj-measurable random variable X, > 0 we can construct a CBIC-process {X; : ¢ > 0} by the
pathwise unique solution to the stochastic integral equation:

t pXe_ t
(3.8) X, =Xo+ / / Lo(ds,du) — / g(Xs)ds + ;.
0 Jo 0

Theorem 3.1. Let Y, be an Fp-measurable random variable satisfying Xy > Y, > 0. Then there is a pathwise unique
solution {(Y%,&;) : t > 0} to the system of stochastic equations:

t Ys— t
(3.9) Y, = Yo+ / / Lo(ds, du) - / g(¥)ds +
tAT JO 0
tAT Ys_
o[ [ Liasaw v
0 0

and
tAT  poo Y. p1(Yeo —Xs—,2)
(3.10) &= / / / / (Xs— — Y- )My(ds,dz,du, dv)
0 0 0 0
tAT  poo pri(Ye——Xo_,2)
/ / / Xsf _}/S*)NO(dSadZadv)
tAT . p2(Xs—,Ys_,2)
/ / / / (Yo — X5 )Mo(ds,dz,du,dv)
p1(Yoo —Xs—,2)
tAT T2(X —, Y5 7Z)
/ / / Y- — Xs-)No(ds,dz, dv),
Tl(Ys )Z)
where
(3.11) T=imf{t>0: X, <YV;}=inf{t>0: Xy =Y;or X;_ =Y;:_}.

Moreover, we have X1 = Yy forevery t > 0if T' < oo.

In the proof of the above theorem, we shall see that the pure jump process {&; : ¢ > 0} has at most a finite number of
jumps. In order to give the proof, we make some preparations. By Theorem 2.1, there is a CBIC-process {Zy(t) : t > 0}
defined by the pathwise unique solution to

t ZQ(S*) t
(3.12) Zot)=Yo+ [ [ Lifds.du)~ [ g(Za(s)ds+ .
0 Jo 0
Lemma 3.2. Let Uy = inf{t > 0: X; < Zy(¢t)}. Under the assumptions of Theorem 3.1, we have

(3.13) Up=inf{t>0: X, = Zo(t)} =inf{t > 0: X,_ = Zy(t—)}.
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Proof. From (3.8) and (3.12) it is easy to see that X, = Z(t—) implies X; = Zy(¢). It follows that
U <inf{t >0: X; =Zp(t)} <inf{t > 0: X;— = Zo(t—)}.

Then (3.13) holds if U; = co. In the case of Uy < oo, we clearly have X7, — > Zo(U;—) and X; > Zy(t) for 0 <t < Uj.

By (3.8) and (3.12),
o0 XU17 1
AXy, :/ / / / 2My(ds,dz,du,dv)
{U:} JO 0 0

=) 1
+/ / / 2zNp(ds,dz,dv)
{U.}J0 0
o0 Z()(Ul—) 1
2/ / / / zMy(ds,dz,du,dv)
{tirJo Jo 0
0o 1
—i—/ / / zNo(ds,dz,dv) = AZy(Uy).
wirJo Jo

On the other hand, by the right continuity of the processes,
XUl— =+ A)([]1 = XU1 < ZQ(Ul) = ZQ(Ul_) + AZO(Ul)

Then we must have Xy, - = Zo(U1—) and AXy, = AZy(Uy), implying Xy, = Zo(Uy). Those yield (3.13). O

By (3.13) and the definition of U; we have X, > Z(s—) > 0 for 0 < s < U;. Let us consider the pure jump process
{&(t) :t > 0} given by

tAU1 00 Zo(s—) p1(Zo(s—)—Xs—,2)
(3.14) €olt) = / / / / (X, — Zo(s—)]Mo(ds, dz, du, dv)
0 0 0 0
tAU1 e r1(Zo(s—)—Xs—,z2)
+ / / / (X — Zo(s—)]No(ds, dz,dv)

tAUy Zo(s— p2(Xs—,Z0(s—),2)
/ / / / [Zo(5—) — Xo_|Mo(ds, dz, du, dv)
P

1ZQS)X )

tAU1 Xs 7Z0(5 )Z)
+f / / [Zo(5—) — X No(ds, dz, dv).

1(Zo(s—)—Xs—,2)

The process makes its first jump at time o1 A 71, where

o =inf{t >0: A& (t) = X¢— — Zo(t—)}
and

m=inf{t >0: A& (t) = Zo(t—) — Xt }.

In view of (3.3) and (3.4), forany x >y >0,

w(z —y,00) < 0o

N~

/OO p1(z —y,2)u(dz) = /OO p1(y — @, 2)u(dz) <
0 0

and

oo oo 1
/0 ri(x —y,2z)v(dz) = /0 ri(y —z,2)r(dz) < il/(x — Y, 00) < 00.

Then the stopping times o and 71 occur at the same rate

[Zo(s—) /000 01 (Xs— — Zo(s—), 2)u(dz) + /000 r1(Xs— — Zo(s—),2z)r(dz) | ds.
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It follows that

(3.15) P(Ul <T1|0'1/\T1<OO):P(T1<01|01/\T1<OO):—
Fort >0 let
(3.16) Yb(f):ZO(t/\Ul N o1 /\Tl)—l—fo(t/\Ul N o1 /\Tl).

Lemma 3.3. Under the assumptions of Theorem 3.1, we have X,, = Y;(01) > 0 on the event {07 < 7y < oo} and
X, > Yy(m1) > 0 on the event {7 < o7 < 00}.

Proof. (1) On the event {07 < 71 < 0o} we have o1 < U; and so o1 < Uy A 71. By (3.14) and the definition of o7 we
have

(3.17) Ao(o1) = Xo,— — Zo(01—) > 0

oo Z()((Tl—) p1(Z0((7’1—)—X017,Z)
/ / / / My(ds,dz,du,dv)
{1y Jo  Jo 0
oo rri(Zo(o1—)—Xoq—,2)
+/ / / No(ds,dz,dv) =1
{(7'1} 0 0

By the temporarily homogeneous nature of the Poisson random measures, we can enlarge the integration intervals of u
and v without changing the equality above. In particular, we have

o0 Zo(Ulf) 1 o) 1
/ / / / Mo(ds,dz,du,dv)—i—/ / / No(ds,dz,du)
{0’1} 0 0 0 {0’1} 0 0
o) Xoq— 1 [e%s) 1
:/ / / / Mo(ds,dz,du,dv)—i—/ / / No(ds,dz,du) =1.
{(7'1} 0 0 0 {(7'1} 0 0
It follows that

oo pZo(o1—) 1 - 1
z(o1) ::/ / / / zMo(ds,dz,du,dv)—i—/ / / 2No(ds,dz,du)
{70 0 0 {o1} /0 0
o [ Xoyo 1 Jo
:/ / / / ZMO(dS’dZ’d“vde/ / / No(ds, dz, du),
{en} JO 0 0 {o1}J0 0

which means z(01) = AZy(01) = AX,, by (3.8) and (3.12). This together with (3.17) yields

and

Zo(O'l) +€O(Ul) = Zo(O'l—) + AZO(O'l) + A&)(O’l) :XUI, + AXa'l = Xgl > 0.

By (3.16) we have Yy (01) = X5, > 0.
(2) On the event {71 < 01 < oo} we have 71 < U; and so 71 < Uy A 01. By (3.14) and the definition of 7, we have

(3.18) Abo(1) = Zo(r1—) — X5, - <0
and
o0 Zo 7'1 ) p2(X-,—17 Zo 7'1 )Z)
/ / / / My(ds,dz, du,dv)
{7'1} 0 0 ZO(TI 7'1* Z

Xr—Zo(T1—),2)
/ / / No(ds,dz,dv) =1.
{m} r1(Zo(T1—)—Xr, - ,2)

In view of (3.5) and (3.18), for 0 < z < — A&y (1) we have

p2(Xr -, Zo(11—),2) — p1(Zo(11—) — X7, -, 2) = p1(=A&(71),2) =0
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and
TQ(XTI,, Zo(’?'l—), Z) — Tl(Zo(Tl—) — Xﬁ,, Z) = Tl(—Ago(Tl), Z) = O
It follows that
Zo(t1—)  pp2(Xe—,2Z0(T1—),2)
(3.19) z(11) / / / / zMop(ds,dz,du,dv)
{m} p1(Zo(T1—)— X7y —,2)

Xrl )ZO T1— )Z)
/ / / zNo(ds,dz,du) > —A&y(71) > 0.
{m} T

1(Zo(T1—)—=Xry - ,2)
As in Part (1) of this the proof, one sees z(11) = AZy(m1) = AX,,, and so
0< Z()(Tl—) < Zo(Tl—) + AZO(Tl) + A&)(Tl) < Xﬁ, + AX‘rl = Xﬁ-

Then we have 0 < Yy (71) < X, by (3.16). O

Proof of Theorem 3.1. We give an inductive construction of the process {(Y7,&;) : t > 0} in a sequence of steps. The
construction also yields the pathwise uniqueness of the solution of the equation system (3.9)-(3.10).

Step 1. We start with the process {(X¢, Zo(t)) : t > 0} defined by (3.8) and (3.12). Consider separately the cases
o1 =7 =00, 01 <71 and 71 < o1. In the case of o1 =7 = oo, we have £y(t) = 0 for all ¢ > 0. Then the process
{(Y,&) :t >0} is defined by T'=U; and

&=0,Y,=Zy(t \NT) + X; — Xynr.

In the case of 071 < 71 < 00, we have X, = Yy(o1) > 0 by Lemma 3.3. Then the process {(Y;,&) : ¢ > 0} is given by
T =01 and

&=8&0NT), Y =Yo(tAT)+ Xi — Xinr.

In case of 73 < 01 < 0o, we clearly have Y; = Zy(t) and & = 0 for 0 < ¢ < 71. The continuing construction of
{(Yr,4¢,&r,4¢) : t > 0} is given in the next step.

Step 2. Suppose that 71 < o1 < oco. In this case, we have X, > Y;(71) > 0 by Lemma 3.3. Let X; (¢) = X, 4 for
t > 0. Then {X;(t): ¢t >0} is also a CBIC-process. From (3.8) it follows that

t Xl(s—) t
(3.20) X1(t)=Xr, —I—/ / Li(ds,du) — / 9(X1(8))ds + nry 44,
o Jo 0

where L;(ds,du) = Lo(m1 + ds,du). By Theorem 2.1 we can construct another CBIC-process {Z1(t) : t > 0} by the
pathwise unique solution to

Z1(s— t
(3.21) Z1(t) =Yo(m1) / / 1(ds,du) — /g(Zl(s))ds—i-nﬁH,
0

where Lj(ds,du) = L§(m1 + ds,du). Then we repeat the procedure of in the first step for the process {(X1(¢), Z1(t)) :
t>0}.

In view of (3.15), we only need a finite number of sequential steps to complete the construction of {(Y;,&;) : ¢ > 0},
which means that the process {&; : t > 0} has at most a finite number of jumps. By the construction, we have (3.11) and
X714t =Yy forevery t > 0. [l

Remark 3.4. By Theorem 3.1, the process {(Xt,Y:) : t > 0} defined by (3.8) and (3.9) with X, > Y > 0 actually lives
in the space D := {(x,y): x>y >0} C Rﬁ_. Here we think of the coupling time 7" as a part of the solution. We may also
say that {(X;,Y;,&;) : t > 0} is a pathwise unique solution to the system of equations (3.8), (3.9) and (3.10).

Theorem 3.5. The solution {Y; : ¢ > 0} to (3.9) is a CBIC-process.
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Proof. Let {N(ds,dz)} be the optional random measure defined by, for ¢ > 0 and A € B(0, 00),

t poo pri(Yeo—Xs—,2)
N((0,t] x A) = / / / 1a(z+ Xs— —Ys_)No(ds,dz,dv)
ro(Xs—,Ys_,2)
/ / / 14(z+ Y- — X5 )No(ds,dz,dv)

Yoo —Xs—,2)

+/ / / 14(2)No(ds,dz,dv).
0 Jo ro(Xs—,Ys—,2)

Then N (ds,dz) has predictable compensator N (ds,dz) determined by

N((0,t] x A) = /tds/oOO 1a(z+ X =Y ) (YVse — X, 2)v(d2)

d 1a(z+ Y — X ) (X = Yo, 2)v(d2)
Ot
d

ds 1a(z4 Yo — X Ww(Xs— — Y ,d2)
ds 14(2)[v(dz) — v(Xs-,Ys—,d2)].

fouf

/‘s/ 14(2)[1 = ra(X,_, Ve, 2)]0(d2)
/ds/ La(s 4+ Xo — Yo 0(Ya. — X, dz2)
fof

ofef

In view of (3.2), for any z > y > 0 we have
/000 lA(z—i-x—y)u(y—x,dz)—l—/ooo 1a(z+y—2)v(x —y,dz)
:/Ooo 1A(z)l/(x—y,dz)+/ooo 14(2)v(y —x,dz)
2/000 14(2)v(x,y,dz).

Then N((0,¢] x A) = tv(A), and so N (ds,dz) is a Poisson random measure on (0,00)2 with intensity dsv(dz); see,
e.g., Theorem II1.6.2 in Tkeda and Watanabe [32, p.75]. Let { M (ds, dz,du)} be the optional random measure defined by,

fort>0and A, B € B(0,00),

t 0o (Yoo —Xs—,2)
M((0,¢] XAXB):/ / / / 1a(z 4 Xs— — Ys_)My(ds,dz, du, dv)

P2 Xs Y 7Z)
/ / / / 1a(z+ Y- — Xs—)My(ds,dz,du, dv)
p1(YS,—X ,Z)

+// // 14(2)My(ds,dz,du,dv).
0 J0 B Jp2(Xs—,Ys—,2)

By similar calculations as above one can see {M (ds,dz,du)} is a Poisson random measure on (0,00)% with intensity
dsp(dz)du. Let {n(t)} be the (F;)-subordinator defined by (1.10). Let { L(ds,du)} be the time-space (F;)-Lévy noise

defined by
L(ds,du) = — 1«7y Wo(ds,du) — bdsdu + / zM (ds,dz, du)
N {0<2<1}
+ 1>y Wo(ds,du) + 2zM (ds,dz,du)
{1<z<oo}

From (3.9) and (3.10) we obtain

n_m+fAanMm—A}mmHmm
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Then {Y; : t > 0} is a CBIC-process by the uniqueness of the solution to the equation. O

The pathwise uniqueness of the solutions to (3.8) and (3.9) implies that {(X;,Y;) : ¢ > 0} is a Markov process. Then
it is a Markov coupling of the CBIC-process. Since zero is a trap for { X; — Y; : t > 0}, we have

-XS

t tAT Ys
(3.22) X, —Y,=Xo- Yo+ / Wo(ds, du) + 2 / Wo(ds, du)
0

YS

_/t[g( - ds+///xs/zM0dsdzdudv)
// /Xs/zModsdzdudv) &.

Remark 3.6. Concerning the coupling process, what is important to us is its movement before the succeeding time.
To establish (1.18) and (1.30), we need to make the coupling succeed as early as possible. The Gaussian and Poissonian
integrals on the right-hand side of (3.22) are important in bringing the process to the success. Clearly, the second Gaussian
integral comes from the reflection of the Gaussian component in (3.7). The Poisson noises cannot be reflected directly
as the CBIC-processes have no negative jumps. The pure jump process {&; : t > 0} defined by (3.10) gives a proper
formulation of the reflections of the discontinuous noises. In view of (3.15), a possible jump of this process at time s > 0
would take the values X — Y, >0 and Y;_ — X,_ < 0 with equal probability 1/2. The introduction of the process
{&; : t > 0} was inspired by the construction of a coupling process of Luo and Wang [45]; see also [37, 43]. In fact, if
Grey’s condition (1.9) is not satisfied, the success of the coupling process can only come with the first positive jump of

{gttZO}

4. The coupling generator

In this section, we assume the CBIC-process with an arbitrary initial value is conservative. We shall give a characterization
for the generator of the Markov coupling process {(X;,Y;) : t > 0} defined by (3.8) and (3.9) in terms of a martingale
problem. We also establish some estimates for the generator, which provide the basis for the proof of the exponential
ergodicity. Recall that {(X;,Y;) : ¢ > 0} has state space D := {(x,y) : 2 >y > 0}. Let A= {(z,2): 2> 0} C D and
A¢ =D\ A. Given a function F' on D twice continuously differentiable on A°, we write

(41) LF(CC,y):EoF(I,y)—FElF(CC,y), (CC,y)eAC,
where
4.2) LoF(x,y) = [8—bx — g(x)| Fi(x,y) + [B— by — ()| Fy (2,y) + cxFy, (x,y)

+cyFy, (z,y) = 2cy ) (x,y) + /OOO [F(z+ 2,9+ 2)— F(z,y)|v(d?)
o) [ PG+ 20) - o) - o)t e ()

ty / [F(z+ 2,y +2) — F(z,y) — (F) + F)(@,4) 71 o<y (d2)
0
and

(4.3) IilF(a:,y):y/ [F(z422y+z—z)— Fz+2,y+ 2)| pa—y(dz)
0
—i—y/ [F(z+z,342)— F(x+2,y+ 2)| py—a(d2)
0
+/ [F(a:—l—z,Qy—l—z—a:)—F(:z:—l—z,y—i—z)]yz,y(dz)
0

+/OO [F(z+z,2+2)— Fz+2,y+2)|vy_o(dz).
0
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Let D(E) denote the linear space consisting of the functions /' such that the integrals in (4.2) and (4.3) are convergent and
define functions locally bounded on compact subsets of A°. The operator L determines the movement of the coupling
process before its succeeding time. In particular, the component Ly is induced by the process {&; : t > 0} defined by
(3.10). We call (L, D(L)) the coupling generator of the CBIC-process. The precise meaning of this terminology is made
clear by the martingale problem given in the following:

Theorem 4.1. Let {(X¢,Y;):t > 0} be the Markov coupling process defined by (3.8) and (3.9) with Xy > Y5 > 0 and let
Cr=inf{t>0:X,>nor X, —Y, <1/n}. Then for any n > 1 and F € D(L) we have

tAC) B
4.4) F(Xincs, Yinc:) = F(Xo, Yo) + / LF(X,,Ys)ds + My(t),
0

where {M,,(t) : t > 0} is a martingale.

Proof. By (3.8), (3.9) and (3.10), the process {(X¢ncx,Yia¢:) 1t > 0} is a semimartingale taking values in A U D,,,
where D,, = {(z,y) € D:x —y >1/n}. In view of the three equations, a possible jump (AX,, AY) of the process at
time s > 0 is brought about by a point (s, z,u, v) € supp(My) with 0 < u < X,_ or by a point (s, z,v) € supp(Ny). The
details of the jump in the two cases are given, respectively, by

(z,24+ Xs— — Ys_),u e (0,Ys_],v € (0,p1(s,2)],

(AXS,AYVS): (Z,Z—‘,—Y_—XS_),UE(O,Y;_],UE(ﬁl(S,Z),ﬁQ(S,Z)],
(2,2), ue (0,Ys_],v e (pa(s, 2),1],
(2,0), ue (Yo, Xs_],ve(0,1],

where p1(s, z) = p1(Xs— — Y-, 2) and pa(s, 2) = p2(X,s—, Y-, ), and
(z,2+ Xs— = Ys_),v e (0,71(s,2)],
(AX,, AY,) =< (2, 2+ Yse — X)), v € (71(s,2),T2(s, 2)],
(z,2), v € (Fa(s, 2),1].

where 71 (s,2) =71 (Xs— — Ys_,2) and 72(s, 2) = r2(Xs—,Ys—, 2). Then the coupling process may have totally seven
different types of jumps. Observe also that (X,_,Ys_) € D,, C A° when 0 < s < (. Forany (z,y) € A° write

LoF(z,y) = caFl,(z,y) + cyFy),(z,y) — 2cyFy (z,y) — g(x) Fi(z,y) — 9(y) F (2, y).

We can use It6’s formula to see
NG, INC: X
F(Xings Yingy) = Fto Yo + [ LaP Ot Yods+ [ [ FXe Yoo ) Lo du)
0 0 0

_ tACE
Py Y Lifdsdu) + [ (P P (X Yo,

Ys
0
oo (Yee phi(s,2)
/0 /0 /0 FI(Xo_, Y ) (X — Yol )Mo(ds, dz, du, do)

(=)
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—2F (X, Yoo ) = (24 Yoo — X )Fy(X,—, Y, )| Mo(ds,dz, du, dv)

EACE e
/ / / / F(Xs—+2,Y,_ +2)— F(Xs-,Ys2)
P2 SZ)

—2(Fy + F)) (X, Y, )| Mo(ds, dz, du, dv)

tINC:  poo pXs— 1
i / / / / [P(X, +2,Y, )~ F(X, Y, )
0 0 Y, 0

— 2F(Xs—, Y )| Mo(ds, dz, du, dv)

tAC:  poo pri(s,z)
+/ / / I:F(X57+Z7X57+Z)_F(X57;}/S*)
0 0 0

—2F( XY ) = (2+ Xoo =Y, )F) (X, Y, )| No(ds,dz,dv)

tAC) 72(s,2)
/ / / XS—+Z72YS—+Z_XS—)_F('XS—7YS—)

1(8,2)

—2F (X, Yo ) = (24 Yoo — Xy )Fy(X,—,Y,_ )| No(ds,dz,dv)

NG, poo pl
+/ / / [F(Xe—+2,Ys +2)— F(X,_,Y,")
0 0 7o (s,z)

—2(F, + F}) (X, Y, )| No(ds,dz,dv)

tNG, tAC, s—
=F(Xo,Yy) + / LQF(XS,Y ds+/ / Fl(Xs—,Ys_)Lo(ds,du)

7Y o NG,
/ / Fy(Xs—,Ys_)L(ds,du) + / (Fy + F,)(Xs—, Y )dn,

tAC p1(s,2)
+/ / / / I:F(X57 +Z7X57+Z)_F(X57;}/S*)
0 0 0 0

—2(F, + F})(X,_, Y, )| My(ds,dz, du, dv)

NG - ph2(s,2)
/ / / / (Xs_—l—z,QYS_—i—z—XS_)
p1(s,2)

_F(Xsfvn*) - Z(F; +F';)(X577}/S*)} Mo(dS,dZ,du,dU)

NG, poo Yo 1
+/ / / / [F(Xee+ 2.Yee +2) — F(Xo_,Ya_)
0 0 0 p2(s,2)

—2(F) + F)) (X, Y, )| Mo(ds, dz, du, dv)

A oo pXso 1
i / / / / [P(X, +2,Y, )~ F(X, Y, )
0 0 Y. 0

— 2F(Xs—, Y )| Mo(ds, dz, du, dv)

tAC:  poo  pri(s,z)
+/ / / I:F(X57+Z7X57+Z)_F(X57;}/S*)
0 0 0

_Z(F/ + F;)(XS,,}/Sf)]No(dS,dZ,dU)

tAC) 72(s,2)
/ / / F(Xso +2,2Ys_ +2—X,)
(s,2)

—F(Xo_,Ys ) — 2(F, 4 F,)(Xs—,Ys_)] No(ds,dz, dv)
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tAC:  poo pl
+/ / / [F(Xe—+2,Ys +2)— F(X,_,Y,")
0 0 72 (s,z)

_Z(Fcé + F;)(Xsfa}/S*)]No(dsadzadv)'

By some further cancellations of the terms,

NG tAC
4.5) F(XMc;,YMq) = F(Xo,Yo) +/ LoF(X,,Ys)ds +/ (B —bX,)FL(Xs,Ys)ds
0 0

tAC:  pXs
0 A A A AL AR

/MC / 57/ / F'(X,_,Ys_)zMo(ds,dz, du, dv)

+/ (B—bY)F'(XS,Y)ds—/MC / F)(Xs,Ys)Wo(ds, du)
/MC /Y/ / FI(X,_,Y,_)=No(ds,dz, du, dv)

+/0M<n /000/0 ) /om(m [F(Xoe +2Xo +2)—F(X, Y, )

—1p<nz(F, + F’)(XS,,YS,)} My(ds,dz, du, dv)

tAC, Y- p2(s, Z)
/ / / / F(Xso +2,2Ys- +2—Xs2)
p1(s,2)

_F(Xsfanf) - l{zSI}Z(Fx + F;)(Xsfanf)} Mo(ds,dz,du,dv)

tNC,  poo pYso 1
+/ / / / [F(Xoe+ 2.Yee +2) — F(Xo_,Y_)
0 0 0 p2(s,2)

—1p<y2(FL + F))(Xo—, Yeo)) ] Mo(ds, dz, du, dv)

NG poo pXso 1
i / / / / [P(X, +2,Y, )~ F(X, Y, )
0 0 Y. 0

— 1 2FL(Xs—, Yoo )| Mo(ds, dz, du, dv)

tAC:  poo  pri(s,z)
+/ / / [F(Xe— +2,Xe— +2)
0 o Jo

- F(Xsfvnf)} No(dsvdzvdv)

A, 72 (s,2)
/ / / F(Xe— +2,2Ys +2— X,)
(s,2)

— F(X,_,Y,_)| No(ds,dz,dv)

tAG,  poo pl
+/ / / [F(Xo-+2,Ys +2)
0 0 72 (s,z)

- F(Xsfvnf)} No(dsvdzvdv)

t/\CH -
+ / LoF(X,,Y,)ds,
0



”
where
LaF(e) =y [ [Flot2+2) = Flow) = (FL+ ()1 e n(d2)
+y/ooo [Fx+ 22+ 2) — F(x+ 2,5+ 2)] jty_o(d2)
+y/000 [Flx+22y+z—2)— Flx+2,y+2)] fta—y(dz)
o) [ [Fletam) = o) - Blep)stpen]n(d)

),

[£°(
/000 [F(x—i—z,x—l—z)—F(x—i—z,y—l—z)}uy,x(dz)
[F(

8

x+z,y+z)— F(m,y)}u(dz)

+
8

+

/ T+2,2y+z—x)— F(x+ 2,y + 2)|va—y(dz).
0
Clearly, we have
LF(z,y) = (8 — ba)FL(z,y) + (B — by)F,(z,y) + Lo F (z,y) + L3 F ().

Since Y- < X, <nfor0 < s <}, the stochastic integrals on the right-hand side of (4.5) define a martingale { M, (¢) :
t > 0}. Then the desired result follows. O

We next consider two special forms of the function F' € D(ﬂ). Recall that CZ (IR ) denotes the space of bounded and
continuous functions on R} with bounded and continuous derivatives up to the second order.

Lemma 4.2. Suppose that f € CZ (IR, ) is a nonnegative, nondecreasing and concave function. Let

Then F € D(L) and, for (x,y) € A°,
47 LF(@,y) < (& —y)|ef"(z—y) —bf'(@ —y) + / [f(e—y+2)—flz—y)

— f'(x — y)2l<ay) M(dz)] :

Proof. By (4.2) and (4.3) it is clear that F' € D(L). Since g is nondecreasing and f is nonnegative, nondecreasing and
concave, by (4.2) we have, for (z,y) € A,

LoF(z,y) = —[bx —by+g(z) — g)] f'(x —y) + c(z + 3y) " (z — y)

t ) / @yt ) — fla—y) — (o -y ey ] u(dz)
<(z—) [ef"(x—y) —bf'(x—y>+/0°° [fl@—y+2) - f(e—y)
e —y)zl{zq}]u(dz)].

On the other hand, since f(2z) — 2f(z) <0 for any z > 0, by (4.3) it is easy to see that

LyF(z,y) = y[f 2z — y)) = 2/ (& = )] ta—y (0, 00) + [ [ (2(x — ) — 2 (x —y)]va—y (0, 00) 0.

These together with (4.1) yield (4.7). ]
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Lemma 4.3. Suppose that f € CZ(R.) is a nonnegative, nondecreasing and concave function and ¢ € CZ(R4) is a
nonnegative nonincreasing function. Let

(4.8) F(Ia y) = (b(I)f(:E - y)]-{;v;éy}a (xvy) eD.
Then F € D(L) and, for (z,y) € A°,
4.9) LF(z,y) < cyd(a) f" (x = y) + [B = b — g(2)] ¢/ (2) f (= — y)

+yo(@) [f(2(a =) = 2f(x = y)] ta—y (0, 00)
&) [f2(x —y)) — 2f (z — y)]va—y(0,00)
—i—AlF(:v, y) + A F(z,y),

where
(4.10) Ay F(z,y) = flz—7y) [cng)”(:l?) —y /Ooo [0(x 4 2) — ¢(x)] py—o(d2)
e /oo [p(x +2) — p(z) — ¢ (2)21 o<1y | p(d2)
0
+ [T lote+2) - o) 0= i)
and
@.11) AoF(e,y) = (- 1)(a) [cf”(w o) -t [ [famye)

ey~ [ y)zl{zq}]u(dz)} |

Proof. According to the definition of F, we have F'(z,z) =0 for z > 0. By (4.2) and (4.3) one can see that F' € D(f))
and, for (x,y) € A€,

LoF(z,y) = [B— bz — g(2)] ¢/ (2) f(x —y) — [bz — by + g(z) — g(y)]¢(z) ' (z — y)
+c(x 4 3y)p(x) f' (x —y) + 2c(z + y)¢' (x) f'(x — y) + cx¢” () f(x —y)

Ho—y) [ b+ )@y +2) - o))
0
—¢(@)f' (x = y)2l <y — &' () f(2 = y)2locay] u(dz)
wufa=y) [ [ole+2) - 6(e) = 0 (@)1 oen ()
Hie=) [ [oa+2) - 6@]v(a)
0
and
ErF (o) =y[ 2o =) = fa =) [ o+ sy (@)
~ufa=y) [ ola+ yd2) = f(a=1) JRECERICE
HE ) = fa-u)] [ 0wty (de).
0
Recall that f and g are nondecreasing and ¢ is nonincreasing. Then we have

LoF(z,y) < [B — b — g(x)]¢/ (@) f(x —y) = b(z — y)p(@) f' (x —y)
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+cxg(z) f"(x —y) + cxd” (z) f(x — y)

+<x—y>/0°° [ba+2)f@—y+2) — (@) (e —y +2)
. —¢/($)f(17—y)21{z51}}#(d2)
+(z - y)o(a) /0 [f(z—y+2)— fl@—y)— f'(z — )l ey u(d2)

Cyf(e—y) /0 T bt 2) — ola) — ¢ (@)21 oy ld2)

iz —y) / bz + 2) — B(a)] v(d2)

< [B—bx—g(x)]¢' () f(x—y) — bz —y)p(z)f (x —y)
+cxp(x) [ (x —y) + cx¢” (x) f(x — y)

taf(e—y) / T ol +2) — 6(@) — ¢ ()21 ey ] (d2)
(e~ 9)ol) /O T @yt ) - fla—y) - o — g e n(dz)
+ie-) [ T o+ 2) — o)) (d2)
0
and
LiF(z,y) = yo(2) [ f(2(x — y)) — 2f (2 — y)] pta—y (0, 00)
Lylf @ —y) — flz ) / T 6@+ 2) — ()] j—y (d2)

o0

—yie—y) / [6(z + 2) — B(2)] y—s (d2)

0

@) [F2 - ) — 2F (@ — y)]ve_y(0,00)
L@ —y) — fla—y)] / b+ 2) — b(@)]va_y(d2)
_fla—y) / [6(z + 2) — ()] vy—s(d2)

<yo(2)[f(2(z —y)) — 2f (x — )| pa—y (0, 00)

yfa—y) / ot 2) — o) jy—s (d2)
@) £ - ) — 2f (@ — y)]ve_y(0,00)

fle—y) / T (@t 2) — o) vya(d2),

where we have used the relation fi,—,,(0,00) = 1y (0, 00). Returning to (4.1) and reorganizing the terms we get (4.9).
O

In the sequeil, we assume there is some Ag > 0 such that ¥(\p) > 0. Under Grey’s condition (1.9), we can define
some Fy € D(L) by choosing an explicit form of the function f € CZ(R..) in (4.6). To do so, take any Ao > 0 such that
U(A) >0 for A\ > \g and

!
——dA< 1.
/>\o (A

Fix a constant 6 > 4 and define

(4.12) Fo(z,y)=[0+h(x—y)]1ryy, (2,y)€D,
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where

1 e
h(z) :A TR

0

By Lemma 4.2 we have Fj, € D(L). It is easy to see that

(4.13) 0<Fy(z,y) <146, (x,y)e A

Proposition 4.4. Suppose that Condition 1.2-(i) is satisfied. Let Fy € D(L) be defined by (4.12). Then for any [ > 1 there
is a constant Ay > 0 such that

(4.14) LFy(2,y) < —AaFo(2,y)1(s—y<ry, (z,y) € A%

Proof. It is clear that h € C?(R) and the function is a nonnegative, nondecreasing and concave. By (4.7) one can see
that, for (x,y) € A€,

LFy(z,y) < —/ (z — y)e MENIN = —e~Po(z=v),
Ao
Forl>1let Ay = (1+6)"'e % Then LFy(z,y) < —e % < =Xy Fy(z,y) when 0 <z — y < L. 0

We may also define a function Fyy € D(L) by special choices of the functions f € C2(Ry) and ¢ € C2(R, ) in (4.8).
To do so, fix A\g > 0 such that ¥(\g) > 0 and let

(4.15) Y(z)=1—e2%  £>0.

For constants 0 < zp < 1 and 6 > 4 to be specified later, we define

0+ (1—x/x0)3, 0<z<m,
(4.16) o(x _{

0, T > xg.
Then define the function

4.17) Fo(w,y) = o(@)[1+ (@ = y)|Lipryy, (2,9) €D.
By Lemma 4.3 we have Fy € D(L). It is easy to see that
(4.18) 0 < Fo(r,y) <2(1+0), (r,y)cA”

Lemma 4.5. Let Fy € D(L) be a function of the form (4.17). Then for any [ > 1 there is a constant A; > 0 such that, for
(z,y) € A%,

(4.19) LFy(x,y) < —eAgfye ™Y —Oyp, ) (0,00) = MOP(x — y)1ga_y<y
0y (0,50) + [y (0,5) + (@) + J(@)] [T+ 0o — )] o)
=] [ [+ 6@ - (@) e
where

(4.20) I(x) =B — bz — g(x)]¢' (x)

and

(4.21) J(z)= 3—926 (2c+ /01 z2u(dz)) :



26

I;roof. Since 1(0) = 0 and 1) is concave, we have ¢)(2z) < 2¢)(z) for z > 0. Then from (4.9) it follows that, for (z,y) €
LFy(z,y) < cyp(a)y” (z — y) + [B — b — g()]' (2)[1 + 9 (z — y)]
+y¢(w) [V(2(x —y)) — 2¢(x — y) — 1 p1a—y (0,00)
(@) [¥(2(z —y)) — 2¢(z —y) — 1]va—y (0,00)
+A1Fo($ay) + Ay Fy(x,y)
< —eAjlye Y I(@)[1+ (@ — y)] — Oypa—y (0, 00)

— 013y (0,00) + AL Fy(2,y) + A2 Fy (w,y),

where we have also used the fact that ¢(x) > 6. By the definition of ¢, we know that for all =, z > 0,

3z
0< ¢($) - ¢(£L' + Z) < 1{z§zo}7 0< _¢/(:I;)Z < _1{x<xg}7

¢ (x) < %l{mgwo}, (@ +2) — d(z) — ¢ (2)z < ?ilmo}

From (4.10) it follows that
Aaieg) = (1400 =) |ero (@)~ [ (6o +2) = 0] y-0 (2

v [ oo +2) - o) - 6 @)2]uta)

w7 ot +2) - 60— ey )(a2)]

2

1
3z

[1—1—1/1 T —y { 5 + Yhte—y(0, oo)+x/ 2 (dz)} 1{a<ao}
Zy 0 o

1 +Y(x y)] o ¢ T+ 2) ¢(x)} (v— Vy—w)(dz)l{xgxo}
[1 + ’l/J xr — ] [yﬂm y O OO) + J(,T)] 1{x§xg}
)

1+ Y(r—y ] o ¢ T+ 2) ¢(x)} (v— Vy—w)(dz)l{xéxo}'

In view of (4.11), we have

AoFo(e,y) = (@ — )o(e) [a//’(a: —p-we—n+ [ " e+ z—y)

~ (e 3) = (o~ D)L e ()|
—(z = y)o(x)e I (Ny)
— 21— e MoEmw))ge ol gv(Aon{m_yg}.
By putting together the above estimates we get (4.19) with \; = Ay 'e ! ¥ () > O
Proposition 4.6. Suppose that Condition 1.2-(ii) is satisfied. Let Fp € D(i) be a function defined by (4.17). Then for any
[ > 1 there is a constant Ao > 0 such that
(4‘22) .Z/Fo(l', y) < _)‘QFO(:I;7 y)l{xfygl}a (LL', y) € A

Proof. The idea of the proof is to identify and take the advantage of the dominating factor among the branching, immi-
gration and competition mechanisms in different parts of the space A¢. Under Condition 1.2-(ii), we can choose constants
x>0 and z € (0, co) such that

(4.23) eAZe™% 411, (0,00) + 1, (0,00) > 2k, 0 <z <.
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Note that I(z) = 0 for all > x¢. By (4.19) we have, for z > x,
(4.24) LFy(x,y) < =0y[eAfe ") 4 1, (0,00)] = Orz—y(0,00)
—MOY(x —y)1y<iy-
Since xg < 1 <1, using (4.19) again we see, for 0 < z < xy),
(4.25) LFy(x,y) < —eAfye @Y —ypg_y(0,00) [0 =1 = (z — y)]
—0vy—y(0,00) — MOY(z —y) + [I(z) + J(z)] [1 + ¢(z — y)]

[t (e — )] / o +2) = 6(@)] (v — vys)(d2).

With these estimates at hand, we prove the desired assertion by considering the following three cases.

(1) We first consider the case of x > xo. We will apply (4.24) and consider separately three subcases. From (4.24) it is
easy to see LFy (z,y) <0 when x — y > 1. When x0/2 < x — y <, noticing that ) is nondecreasing and using the facts
¢ <1+ 60and <1, we have

LFy(r,y) < ~MOG(E ~ ) < ~ 25 [p(a — ) + Y(w0/2)]

<2y ay/)[1 4o )] < - 200D

2(1+0) Fo(z,y).

When x — y < x0/2, we have y > x(/2 and so, by (4.23) and (4.24),

——2leAze @) 4y (0,00) 4 vy (0,00)] — MO (z — y)
—0z0k — M OYp(z —y) < —(zor AN)O[L+ Y (z —y)]

0
< —(xok A Al)l—MFO(x’y)'

(ii) Let us consider the case of = € (0, 7z, where r € (0,1/2] will be specified later. Recall that § > 4 and ¢ < 1.
Then, according to (4.25), for x € [0, rxo],

LFy(z,y) < [I(z) + J(@)] [1 + 4 (z —y)] = Ora—y (0, 00)

(e — )] / 6@+ 2) = $(@)] (7 — vy—e)(d2)Liszan)
< 1+ e = 9)] [ 10 4 () = vy 0.0

= [T ot +2) - o) 0 -yt

Since 0 < z;p < 1, we can choose 7, € (0,1/2] and ¢ > 0 such that, for 0 < 2 < r.xq,

4.26) 1) =y (0:00) + [ 80+ 2) = 9(0)] 0~ 1y-0)(02)
< 1)~ ey 0.0) - | °° (1-2) ' -wia)
[ 0-5) - (-5 e e
< e+ o)A (1- ) — 000~ 5 [ w-mmn(a
|

o [ B
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386 1

<2 [+ 9w) - 22— 4 / TUAPw(dz) < -

where for the last inequality we have used the Condition 1.1 for ¢ and the fact that g is a continuous function with
g(0) = 0. Now we take

(4.27) r::r*A{E%g(20+l/422M@hg)1]
0

From (4.21) it follows that, for « € [0, rx],

N[

Ja)< X (2e+ /0 1 22u(dz) ) <

Zo

Recall that 6 > 4 and ¢ < 1. Then, for = € [0, rzg],

— J(@)][1+¢(z—y)]

1+ —y)] < —ﬁ%(w)-

LFy(z,y) < —q
<-J
2

(iii) We finally consider the case of € (rxzg, zo]. In this case, we have

3 3 !
1)< 2 bieo + o)), )< 2 (204 [ 2uias)).
Zo Zo 0
Now we take
3 1
(4.28) H= - {2c+ [blzo + g(x0) +/ zzu(dz)}
0 0
and
2H 4H 8H
4.2 0= 4, — .
(4.29) Inax{ "\ TRz’ Alw(mco/Q)}
From (4.25) it follows that
(4.30) f/Fo(x,y) < —c)%@ye_’\o(m_y) — Ylg—y(0,00) [9 —1—9(z— y)} — Ovy—y(0,00)

+w(:v—y)[l(:c) + J(z) —)\16‘} + I(z)+ J(x)
< —eX2ye™EY) (0, 00) [0 —1—1(x0)] — Ore_y(0,00)
+Y(x—y)(H—-M0)+H

0
< - C)\geye—ko(m—y) - Ey:um*y(ov OO) - HVI,y(O, OO)
A0
— %w(:ﬁ —y)+ H.

When y > rx(/2, we have x — y < rao/2 and, by (4.23),

— 0 — Lyt (0,00) — 0,y (0,00) <~ 20,
Returning to (4.30), we obtain
Lhy(wy) < -0 2ye gy s i
< _97°sz B %Hw(x—y)
<—(52 ) g (14 ¥z —y)]
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IN

rRIQ 0
_( 7 " ’\1) it oY)

When y € [0,720/2), we have  — y > 29 /2 and hence

LFy(z,y) < —/%91/)(:17 —y)+H
<= 2u(e —y) - Ltra/2) + H
<2200 —y) - 220 oo )
< MDD ) |y y)
< —%Fo(%y)'
Combining all the estimates in the three cases, we obtain (4.22). [l

5. The exponential ergodicity

In this section, we prove the exponential contraction property (1.30) for a suitable control function. From this property
we derive the exponential ergodicity of the CBIC-process. Throughout the section, we assume that Conditions 1.1, 1.2
and 1.3 are satisfied. By Proposition 2.3, the CBIC-process with an arbitrary initial value is conservative. Let

(5.1 Va(z,y) =V (x) +V(y), Volz,y) =Va(z,y)lizry, (x,y)€D.

Let Fy € D(L) be given as in Propositions 4.4 and 4.6 under Condition 1.2-(i) and Condition 1.2-(ii), respectively. For a
constant € > ( to be specified later, define

(52) GO(I,y):EFo(.fC,y)+V0(I,y), (I,y)ED

By (4.13) and (4.18) it is easy to show that (1.31) holds.

Proposition 5.1. We can define a function Gy € D(L) by (5.2) such that, for some constant A, > 0,
(5.3) LGo(z,y) < —A\Go(z,y), (x,y) € A

Proof. Clearly, for any (z,y) € A° the expression (4.2) of LoF (z,y) only depends on the restriction of F' to A°. Then

Vo € D(L) and
(5.4) LoVo(z,y) = LoVa(z,y) = LV (z) + LV (y).

Since 0 = Vy(z,2) < Va(z, 2) for z > 0, by (4.3) we have f)l\/o(:zr,y) < f)ﬂ/g(a:,y). But, by (4.3), (5.1) and the first
equality in (3.2),

LiVo(z,y) = y/ooo [V(2y+2z—2) = V(y+2)] po—y(d2)
o [ Ve +2) =Vl 2)-(2)
+ /OOO V(2y+2—a) — Viy+2)]va_y(d2)
+ /000 [V(z+2) = V(y+2)]vy—o(dz) =0.
It follows that

LGo(x,y) < eLFo(z,y) + LV (z) + LV (y).
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Let [ > 1 be sufficiently large such that V'(z) > 12Cy/C4 for z > [ and let Ay > 0 be the corresponding constant given by
Propositions 4.4 and 4.6 under Condition 1.2-(i) and Condition 1.2-(ii), respectively. Now let ¢ = 4C/(A26). By (1.19)
we have

LGo(z,y) < —XaFo(@,y)1{ay<i) +2C0 — C1 [V (2) + V (1)].
When x > [, since 6 > 4, we can use (4.13) or (4.18) to see

LGo(z,y) <20 — C1 [V(z) + V(y)]
Cy

< —4Cy — > [V(z)+V(y)]
< —%Eﬂ)(%y) - % [V(z)+V(y)]
< —% (% A Cl)Go(,T,y).

When z <, using (4.13) or (4.18) again we have

LGo(z,y) < —eXaFy(z,y) +2Co — C1 [V (z) + V(y)]

A Ao
S _%Fo(xuy)_ =2

+2Co — C1[V(z) + V(y)]
< ~Z2Ryay) - [V (@) +V ()]

< —(% A Cl)Go(x,y).

Then (5.3) holds with A, = 2(Cy A \2)/5 > 0. O

Theorem 5.2. Let Gy € D(L) and A, > 0 be given as in Proposition 5.1. Then we have (1.30) for ¢ > 0 and (z,y) € D.

Proof. It suffices to consider (x,y) € A°. Let {(X},Y;) : t > 0} be the Markov coupling defined by (3.8) and (3.9) with
(X0,Yy) = (x,y). Recall that ¥ =inf{t > 0: X; >n or X; —Y; < 1/n}. By Proposition 2.3 and Theorem 3.1, the
process {(X¢,Y:) : t > 0} is conservative. Then (3.11) implies lim,, o ¢ = lim,, o0 T3, = T', where T, = inf{t > 0:
X; —Y; <1/n}.By Theorem 4.1 and integration by parts, for any n > 1 we have

tAC) 5
(5.5) e)‘*(tM")Go(XtAc; Yines) = Go(z,y) + / M (L + N)Go(Xs,Ys)ds + M, (t),
0

where {M,,(t) : t > 0} is a martingale. From (5.3) and (5.5) it follows that
E[e)‘*(MQ)Go(XtAc;,}QAc; )} < Go(z,y),
and so
E[eA*(t/\Q)GO(XMq,Y}Aq)l{KT}] < Go(z,y).
Since Go(x,z) =0 for x > 0 and Xp4, = Yy, for ¢t > 0, we can let n — oo and use Fatou’s lemma to get
E[eM'Go(X,,Y)] =E[eM'Go(X1, Vi)l <1y] < Go(z,y),

which clearly implies (1.30). O

The result of the next lemma should be already known, but we could not find a reference. For the convenience of the
reader, we give a simple proof of the result here.

Lemma 5.3. The expressions (1.13) and (1.15) for the V' -weighted total variation distance Wy, are equivalent.
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Proof. For v,n € Py(Ry) let U =supp((y —n)—) and U® =R \ U, where (v — n)_ denotes the lower variation of
the signed measure y — 7 in its Jordan decomposition. If = € C(~,7), then

J

dy (2, y)m(dz, dy) = / 24 V(2) + V(y)]1 oy r(de, dy)

2
R

L.

- / 1+ V()] (de) + / 14 V(y)n(dy) — 2 / 1+ V(2)]n(dz, dy)
R, Ry

2
+

2+ V(z)+V(y)|r(de,dy) — 2/]R2 1+ V(2)]1p=yym(de,dy)

UxU
-2 14 V(y)]r(de,dy)
UexUc¢
> / V@) + / TV @nty) -2 /U 1+ V(@) (de)

~2 [ 1+ vy
— [ 4 v@hn+ [ Ve -2 [ 1+ V@l A
R, R, R,
= [ n+v@ln - i)

One the other hand, let 7. € C(~y,7) be defined by

(v =m)*"(dz)(y = 1)~ (dy)
(v=m)*(Ry) '

where (7 A n). is the image of v A 1 under the mapping : — (x, x) from R to Ri. It is easy to see that

T (dz, dy) = (v A n)«(dz, dy) +

1 _
[ avem ) = g [ 1 v@lo - @6 - 0w

m/wm[l+V(y)](7—77)+(d:v)(7—n)‘(dy)

+
= [Bev@ir-mran+ [ 1+ vele - @

Those clearly imply the desired result. (]

Proof of Theorem 1.1. By Theorem 5.2, we have (1.30) for (z,y) € D. It is easy to see that P;((x,),-) is a coupling
of Pi(z,-) and P;(y,-). Then (1.18) follows from (1.30) and (1.31) with K = cz/c;. By the convexity of the Wasserstein
distance we have, for any v, € Py (R4 ) and 7 € C(v,7),

Wy (yPe,nP;) < Wy (/R Pi(z,)m(dz, dy), Pi(y, -)w(dx,dy))

2 2
+ R

< [ o), Pl Drtaray) < Ko [y (et dy)

2 2
R R}

see, e.g., Villani [57, Theorem 4.8]. It follows that

(5.6) Wy (vPi,nP;) < Ke Mt inf / dy (z,y)m(dx,dy) = Ke_)‘*th(v7 n).
TeC(v,m) JR2

Then for sufficiently large r > 0, the operator P, on Py (R ) is contractive. By the Banach fixed point theorem and the
completeness of Py (R, ), there is a unique ~, € Py (R4) such that v, P, = ~,.. Now we fix such an r > 0 and define
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y=r""t for v Psds. By the Chapman-Kolmogorov equation, for 0 < ¢ < r we have

1 r+t 1 r 1 t
vP; = —/ ¥rPsds = —/ v Psds + —/ Y Py sds
T Jt T Ji ™ Jo

1" I I
=~ ersds + - ’Y’I‘PSdS = - ’YTPst =7
rJt ™ Jo ™ Jo

More generally, for any ¢ > 0 there is a unique integer £ > 0 such that 0 < ¢ — kr < r. Then 7P, = yPir Pi—jor =
~P;_jr = . By applying (5.6) again we obtain (1.17) with C(n) = KWy (v, 7). O

Proofs of Propositions 1.2 and 1.3. Under the integrability condition (1.21), we have V; € D(L). By (1.12) it is easy to
see that

LVi(z) =8 —bx —g(x)] + I/loo zpu(dz) + /OOO 2v(dz).

Then (1.19) is equivalent to (1.22). The integrability condition (1.23) implies Viog € D(L). By (1.12) we have

¢ o z z
LViog () :__(1+$)2 +I/O {10g (1+ 1+:v) - —1+$1{z§1}}ﬂ(dz)
B— bz — () /m :
—_— log (1 dz).
+ T2 + | og( +1+x)u( 2)

By Taylor’s expansion, we have

1
z z (1 —w)du
| (1 ) =2 / -
1+e 08 +1+:c : o (1+z+uz)?
By the dominated convergence theorem,

1 1
. 2 z z _l 2
i [ [ (s ) [ e

It follows that

1
T z z
5.7 I [1 (1 —) - } dz) = 0.
S zggologx/o 8 +1—|—$C 1+2 p(dz)
Then (1.19) is equivalent to (1.24). [l

Proofs of Corollaries 1.4 and 1.5. Corollary 1.4 follows easily by Proposition 1.2. Then it remains to prove Corol-
lary 1.5. By the proof of Theorem 2.4, the CBIC-process with stable branching mechanism has generator L defined
by (1.12) with b = a 4+ oh,, and pu(dz) = aom,(dz), where m,, and h,, are defined by (1.25) and (2.6), respectively. For
a =1, by elementary calculus we have

> z 1 1 24
1 (1 —)—d :(—)1 2 1 ( )
/1 og +1+x Sz T2 0g(2 + z) + log T2

For 0 < o < 1, by Zwillinger [58, 3.194.4, p.318] we have

/Oolo (1++=) L 4 i
z= :
0 & 14/ zlte asin(am)(1 + z)>

It follows that
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T 1

+asin(a7r)(1+:1c)0‘ 1-—a)(1+2)
Then Corollary 1.5 follows by Proposition 1.3 and (5.7). O

Remark 5.4. Our approach provides a way of finding the exponential ergodicity rate A, > 0. Let Cy > 0 and C; > 0 be
as in (1.19). Then A\, = 2(C1 A A2)/5 by the proof of Proposition 5.1. To determine A2 > 0, under Condition 1.2-(i) we
follow the proof of Proposition 4.4, while under Condition 1.2-(ii) we follow the steps given below:

(1) determine k = (Ao, ¢o) and zg = (Ao, co) by (4.23);

(2) choose I =1(Cy, 1) as in the proof of Proposition 5.1;

3) let A\ = /\ale*)“’l W (o) as in the proof of Lemma 4.5;

(4) determine g = q(x0), 7« = 7« (20) and r = r(z) by (4.26) and (4.27);

(5) define H = H(zg) and 6 = 6(A\1, 0, k, ) by (4.28) and (4.29);

(6) choose Ao = A2(A1, g, K, 7,0, q) as indicated in the proof of Proposition 4.6.

Example 5.1. Let ¥(\) =A%, &()\) = X and g(z) = 2%, where 1 < o < 2. In this case, it is easy to see that Conditions 1.1
and 1.2-(i) are satisfied and

LVi(x)=1—-2><2-Vi(z), x>0.

Then (1.19) holds for V; with Cy =2 and C; = 1. Take 6 =4 in (4.12). According the proof of Proposition 5.1, we can
choose [ = 12C/C = 24. Next take A2 = (1 + 6) ~te=% =e~96 /5 as in the proof of Proposition 4.4. Finally, we have
A 22(01/\)\2)/5226796/25. O

The estimates in the procedure of determining the constant A, > 0 are certainly not optimal. It remains an interesting
problem to improve the arguments to get the optimal exponential ergodicity rate.
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