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STRONG SURVIVAL AND EXTINCTION FOR BRANCHING RANDOM
WALKS VIA A NEW ORDER FOR GENERATING FUNCTIONS

DANIELA BERTACCHI AND FABIO ZUCCA

ABSTRACT. We consider general discrete-time branching random walks on a countable set X.
According to these processes, a particle at x € X generates a random number of children and
places them at (some of) the sites of X, not necessarily independently nor with the same law
at different starting vertices z. We introduce a new type of stochastic ordering of branching
random walks, generalizing the germ order introduced by Hutchcroft in [13], which relies on the
generating function of the process. We prove that given two branching random walks with law p
and v respectively, with g > v, then in every set where there is extinction according to u, there is
extinction also according to v. Moreover, in every set where there is strong local survival according
to v, there is strong local survival also according to p, provided that the supremum of the global
extinction probabilities, for the v-process, taken over all starting points z, is strictly smaller than
1. New conditions for survival and strong survival for inhomogeneous branching random walks
are provided. We also extend a result of Moyal [16] which claims that, under some conditions, the
global extinction probability for a branching random walk is the only fixed point of its generating
function, whose supremum over all starting coordinates, may be equal to 1.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The branching random walk (or briefly BRW) on an at most countable set X is a process which
describes the evolution of a population breeding and dying on X. The elements of X can be seen
as the locations where individuals of the population may live.

A general BRW is defined once we fix the reproduction law g = {p, }zex (see Section 2] for
details). All particles at site 2 breed and place children according to p,, which incorporates not
only information about how many the children are, but also about where they are sent to live. In
this sense particles do not walk, but there is a random walk of the population as a whole.

The branching process can be seen as a particular case of the BRW, where X is reduced to a
singleton and the only information needed is the reproduction law p defined on N. If locations are
seen as types, the branching process has only one type, while the BRW is also known as multi-
type branching process. A natural way to define a BRW on X is to couple a family of branching
processes, given by reproduction laws {p. }recx, and a random walk with transition matrix P on X.
Each individual at x has a p,-distributed number of offspring, which are independently dispersed
according to the random walk. We call this kind of process BRW with independent diffusion. We
remark that for general BRW, the dispersal of the progeny may not be independent nor based on a
random walk (for instance we may place two children at a given vertex with probability p and one
child at each of a couple of other vertices with probability 1 — p).

We are interested in the long-term behaviour of the process in fixed subsets of X. In the long run,
for any A C X, a BRW starting with one individual at € X can go extinct in A (no individuals
alive in A from a certain time on) or survive in A (infinitely many visits to A). If the probability of
extinction in A is equal to 1, we say that there is extinction in A, and we say that there is survival
in A otherwise. There is global survival when there is survival in X and we have strong survival in
A when, conditioned on global survival, there is survival in A.
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Clearly, the probability of extinction in A depends on the starting vertex z. Then, letting = vary
in X, we get an extinction probability vector the we denote by q(A). If we allow A to vary among
the subsets of X, we have the family of all extinction probability vectors of the BRW.

For the branching process, it is well known that the long-term behaviour and the extinction
probability are linked with the generating function of p: G(2) := >, p(n)z", z € [0,1]. Provided
that the process is nontrivial, that is p(1) < 1, this generating function has at most two fixed
points: the extinction probability and 1. In the case of a general BRW it is possible to define a
(multi-dimensional) generating function which plays a similar role, but as soon as X is not finite,
the situation gets far more complex: there might be infinitely many fixed points and infinitely many
extinction probability vectors (see Section [2.3]); moreover there can be fixed points that are not
extinction probability vectors. It is still true, however, that the vector 1 is always a fixed point
of the generating function and the global extinction probability vector (that is, the probability of
extinction in the whole space X) is always the smallest fixed point.

The fact that the generating function of the process entains all the information on its behaviour
is exploited in the main result of the present paper. In [I3] the author focussed on BRWs with
independent diffusion and reproduction law p equal for all sites and introduced a new stochastic
ordering. This order is named germ order and is based on a comparison between the one-dimensional
generating functions of the reproduction laws. The author was able to compare BRWs which are
defined by the same underlying random walk P on X and differ only by the reproduction law, which
is constant along X.

We define the germ order for general BRWs and extend [13, Theorem 1.3], by proving the following
(a more precise statement is given by Theorem F.3)).

Theorem 1.1. Let p and v be the law of two BRWs on a countable space X and let p> germv.

(1) In any set where there is p-extinction, there is v-extinction.
(2) If the supremum of the global v-extinction probabilities, over all starting coordinates, is
smaller than 1, then in any set where there is v-strong survival, there is p-strong survival.

The request in the second part of the statement may appear technical at first glance, but it is
worth remarking that under very mild conditions, among all fixed points, only the global extinction
probability vector may satisfy this condition. Indeed we extend a result of [I6], which states that,
under certain conditions, the global extinction probability vector is the only fixed point which may
have coordinates bounded from above by some § < 1. We are able to prove that under no conditions
at all, the global extinction probability vector is the only extinction probability vector with this
property. Moreover, if a mild condition is satisfied (see Theorem [B]), it is also the only fixed point
with supremum different from 1. This result allows us to simplify the original proof of [I3, Theorem
1.3] and extend it to the case of general BRWs.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section [2] we introduce the process formally and we give
the basic definitions. Section is devoted to the main object of study: the generating function
G of the BRW, which is already known to be useful since extinction probabilities are (some of) its
fixed points. In particular, Proposition 2.4l shows that fixed points of G can be found by iterating
the function itself on suitable starting vectors. As shown in Section [Z4] fixed points can be used
to construct special martingales which are useful tools for proving the main result of Section [B
Theorem B.Il This theorem aims to show that, given a generic (not necessarily irreducible) BRW, if
there exists < 1 such that the probability of extinction in A, starting from any x € X, is smaller
than 4, then q(A) = q(X). The same can be said for any fixed point z: if all its coordinates are
small than § for some § < 1, then z = q(X), provided that the BRW satisfies a mild sufficient
condition. We show that without this condition, there are examples where the property does not
hold for fixed points (see ExamplesB2and[B3]). Section@lis devoted to the relation between survival
(resp. strong survival) for two BRWs satisfying a non-trivial order (called germ order). We recall
the usual stochastic order for BRWs and introduce the pgf and the germ orders, which are based
on the behavior of the two generating functions. These two definitions extend to general BRWs the
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corresponding ones which were given in [I3] for BRWs which can be projected onto a branching
process. The germ order is weaker than the pgf order which is weaker than the usual stochastic
order (the latter is the classic order used for coupling BRWs). The main result of the section,
Theorem [£3] deals with the germ order, while Theorem [£.4] deals with the pgf order. For two BRWs
with independent diffusion we find a condition equivalent to germ-order (see Proposition [£7]). The
results of this Section generalize the results in [I3]. As explained in details at the end of the section,
by using Theorem and Proposition [£.7] we are able to prove new and powerful conditions for
survival and strong survival for inhomogeneous BRWs. All the proofs, along with technical lemmas
can be found in Section The final Appendix is devoted to the construction of R¥ as a Polish
space which is essential for coupling processes stochastically ordered in the classical way.

2. BASIC DEFINITIONS AND PROPERTIES

2.1. The process. Given an at most countable set X, a discrete-time BRW is a process {n, }nen,
where n,, () is the number of particles alive at € X at time n. The dynamics is described as follows:
consider the (countable) measurable space (Sx,2°%) where Sx := {f : X — N: >, f(y) < +oo}
and let g = {1z }zex be a family of probability measures on (Sx,2°%). A particle of generation n,
at site x € X, lives one unit of time; after that, a function f € Sx is chosen at random according to
the law p,. This function describes the number of children and their positions, that is, the original
particle is replaced by f(y) particles at y, for all y € X. The choice of f is independent for all
breeding particles.

An explicit construction is the following: given a family {fi nz}inenzex of independent Sx-
valued random variable such that, for every € X, {fin.« }inen have the common law pi;, then the
discrete-time BRW {1, },en is defined iteratively as follow

N (Y) 00 j
T (@) = > > fing@) = > > My =iy O Finy(@) (2.1)
yeX i=1 yeX j=0 i=1

starting from an initial condition 79. The actual canonical construction can be carried on, by using
Kolmogorov’s Theorem, in such a way that the probability space and the process {n, }nen are fixed,
while the probability measure depends on the starting configuration and the family p. When the
initial configuration is 7, then the corresponding probability measure is denoted by P, and the
expectation by E;l. In the particular case when the initial state is one particle at z, namely 7 = ¢,
a.s., then we write P; and Ej;. When p is fixed, we avoid the subscript p in the above notations.
Similarly, when a result holds for every initial condition 7 (or when the initial condition is fixed)
we avoid the superscripts 7 and . We denote the BRW by (X, p); if needed, the initial value will
be indicated each time. Clearly, (X, u) is a Markov chain with absorbing state 0, the configuration
with no particles at all sites. We denote by {F;, }nen the filtration associated to the process, namely,
Fn = a(fi7j,m: ,jeENj<n, z¢€ X). Note that Fy is the trivial o-algebra. By using 21J) it is
easy to see that the BRW is adapted to {F, }nen, that is, 0, is F,-measurable for every n € N.

The total number of children associated to f is represented by the function H : Sx — N defined
by H(f) = > cx f(y); the associated law p,(-) := pz(H71(+)) is the law of the random number of
children of a particle living at . We denote by may == > ¢cg, f(y)uz(f) the expected number of
children that a particle living at = sends to y. It is easy to show that Zye x May = Pg Where p; is
the expected value of the law p,.

In particular, if p, does not depend on x € X, we say that the BRW can be projected on a
branching process (see [6] for details). If a BRW can be projected onto a BRW defined on a finite
set, then it is called F-BRW (see [8, Section 2.3] , Remark or [2, 19] for the details on the
properties of this projection map). The case of the projection on a branching process, is a particular
case of F~-BRW, where the finite set reduces to a singleton. Other examples are the so called quasi-
transitive BRWs (see [7, Section 2.4, p. 408] for the formal definition), where the action of the
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group of automorphisms of the BRW (namely, bijective maps preserving the reproduction laws) has
a finite number j of orbits: the finite set onto which we project has cardinality j. When there is
just one orbit, then the BRW is called transitive (which is thus a particular case of BRW projected
on a branching process). We note that in general, an F-BRW does not need to be transitive nor
quasi-transitive.

It is important to note that, for a generic BRW, the locations of the offsprings are not (necessarily)
chosen independently, but they are assigned by the function f € Sx. We denote by P the diffusion
matriz with entries p(z,y) = Mmyy/py. When the children are dispersed independently, they are
placed according to P and the process is called BRW with independent diffusion: in this case

|
) = pa Zf Uexfy Hp:vyf(y) Vf e Sx. (2.2)

yeX HyEX f(y T oyex

To a generic discrete-time BRW we associate a graph (X, E,,) where (x,y) € E, if and only if
Mgy > 0. We say that there is a path from z to y of length n, and we write z 2y, if it is possible
to find a finite sequence {z;}?_, (where n € N) such that zy = z, z,, = y and (x;, z;41) € E,, for all
1=0,...,n—1. Clearly = Doz forall w € X; if there exists n € N such that z = y, then we write
z — y. Whenever x — y and y — = we write z = y. If the graph (X, E,,) is connected, then we say
that the BRW is irreducible.

In order to avoid trivial situations where particles have one offspring almost surely, we assume
henceforth the following.

Assumption 2.1. For all x € X there is a vertex y = x such that p,(f: 3, ,—, f(w) =1) <1.
2.2. Survival and extinction.

Definition 2.2. We call survival in A C X the event

S(A) := { lim sup Z M (Y },

n—-+oo

and we denote by E(A) = S(A)C the event that we call extinction in A. We define the extinction
probability vector q(A) as q(z, A) :=P*(E(A)) for x € X.

It is important to note that, in the canonical construction, the events {£(A), S(A)}acx and the
corresponding random variables {1¢(A), 1s(A)} aca are fixed and do not depend on p and the initial
configuration 7. The dependence on p and 7 is in the probability measure P;.

Definition 2.3.
(1) The process survives in A C X, starting from x € X, if

q(z, A) <1

otherwise the process goes extinct in A (or dies out in A).
(2) The process survives globally, starting from x, if it survives in X.
(8) There is strong survival in A C X, starting from x € X, if q(z, A) = q(z, X) < 1

In the rest of the paper we use the notation q(z,y) instead of q(z, {y}) for all z,y € X. When there
is no survival with positive probability, we say that there is extinction and the fact that extinction
occurs almost surely will be tacitly understood. It is worth noting that, in the irreducible case, for
every A C X, the inequality q(x, A) < 1 holds for some x € X if and only if it holds for every
x € X (although it may be q(z, A) # q(y, A) for some = # y). For details and results on survival
and extinction see for instance [0, [19].



2.3. Infinite-dimensional generating function. To the family {u,}.cx, we associate the fol-
lowing generating function G, : [0, 1]% — [0, 1]%,

Gulzle) = Y wa(f) [T 2(9)’® =E°[ [T 2(e)" @], (2.3)

feSx yeX yeX

where G (z|z) is the  coordinate of G, (z). The family {j,}.cx is uniquely determined by G (see
for instance [7, Section 2.3] or [8, Section 2.2] and Lemma [5.T]). Henceforth, when possible, we write
G instead of G,. The function G is continuous with respect to the pointwise convergence topology
of [0,1]% and nondecreasing with respect to the usual partial order of [0, 1]% (see [5, Sections 2 and
3] for further details). It is easy to show that for all z < v, ¢t = G(z +t(v — z)) is a convex function
and, in some cases, it is a strictly convex function (see [7, Lemma 5.1]); nevertheless, in general, the
function G is convex (see [8, Section 3.1]). The generating function of the total number of children
satisfies ¢ (t) 1= >, oy pz(n)t™ = G(t1]x) for all 2 € X and t € [0,1].

As in the case of a branching process, extinction probabilities are fixed points of G. The smallest
fixed point is q(X): more generally, given a solution of G(z) < z, then z > q(X). Consider now
the closed sets Fg := {z € [0,1]%: G(z) = z}, Ug := {z € [0,1]%: G(z) < z} and Lg := {z €
[0,1]: G(z) > z}; clearly Fg = Ug N Lg. Moreover, by the monotonicity property, G(Ug) C Ug
and G(Lg) C Lg. The iteration of G produces sequences converging to fixed points.

Proposition 2.4. Fir zy € [0,1]% and define, iteratively, 2,1 := G(z,) for all n € N. Suppose
that z, — z as n — +oo for some z € [0,1]X. Then z € Fg. Moreover, fix w € [0,1]%.

(1) If w € Ug then w > zg implies w > z (the converse holds for zg € Lg).
(2) If w € Lg then w < zg implies w < z (the converse holds for zg € Ug).

The proof is straightforward (see for instance [5]). The sequence {z, }nen defined in the previous
proposition converges if zg € L (resp. zg € Ug): in that case z,, T z (resp. z, | z) for some z € Fg.

We note that q(X) is not only the smallest fixed point of G, but also of any of its iterates G,
where G := G and GTD .= G o G for every n > 1. Indeed it is known (see for instance
[19]) that q(X) = lim;_,; o G™(0) = lim;_,; oo G#™(0) for every n > 1. By Proposition 24, since
0 € Lg is the smallest point of [0,1]X, the above sequence converges to the smallest fixed point of
G™ for all n > 1.

Let us briefly address the question of the cardinality of the set of fixed points F and its subset
ext(Q) := {z € [0,1]*: z = q(A), A C X}, that is, the set of extinction probability vectors; the
question is relevant in the case of irreducible processes, otherwise it is very easy to find examples
where these sets are finite or infinite. It is clear that the cardinality of both sets is at most ¢ := 2%o
(where X is the cardinality of N). Let us denote the cardinality of a set by #. An example can
be found in [8] where #Fg = ¢ while #ext(G) = 2; whence there are fixed points which are not
extinction probability vectors. In [7, Example 4.2] there is an irreducible BRW where #ext(G) > 3,
in [I0] there is an example where #ext(G) > 4 and in [9] there is an example where #ext(G) = c.
The question on the cardinality of ext(G) was completely solved in [I] where it has been shown that,
for every choice of N € NU {Rg, ¢} there exists an irreducible BRW where the cardinality of ext(G)
is V.

We note that if the BRW has independent diffusion (see equation (Z2])), then

G(z|z) = ¢.(Pz(x)), Vze X,zel0,1]%, (2.4)
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where ¢, (t) := >,y p2(i)t* is the generating function of the total number of children of a particle
at @ and Pz(z) = > v p(z,y)z(y). Indeed, by using the definition of G and equation ([2.2)

|
et = 3 0r | 10 n”i’ifi.nw i

fe€Sx yeX ye yeX yeX
P ILOIEDY o 1L =)™
neN fesSx H yeX
Syex Fw)=
=Y (> pla y)z(y))" = 6. (Pa()).
neN yeX

Clearly ¢, (t) = ¢, (t1(x)) = G(t1]z).
2.4. A useful martingale. Given z € [0,1]% and w € [0, +00)%, we define z% € [0,1] as
z¥ = H z(z)"V®),
zeX

Note that this infinite product always converges, being the limit of a nonincreasing sequence (for
any choice of ordering of the elements in X).

The first result gives an explicit expression of the conditional expectation of the above product
in terms of the generating function of the process.

Lemma 2.5. For every z € [0,1]%, m >0, k > 1 and for every initial condition 1, we have
E" [zt | F] = (G(k) (z))"™, P-a.s.
The previous lemma and Doob’s Martingale Theorem imply the following.

Proposition 2.6. For every give initial staten, if z € Lg (resp. z € Ug), then EN[z"+1|F,] > 2z
(resp. EN[z"+1|F,] < 2" ) for all n > 0.

In particular if z € Fg, then {2" },en is a martingale and there exists a [0,1]-valued, Fuo-
measurable random variable W, such that,

z™ — W,, P"-a.s. and in LP(P7) Vp > 1.
Moreover EN[W,|F,] = z™ P"-a.s.
Note that, for every z € [0,1]%, we have that z"™ — 1 on £(X); whence if z € Fg, then W, = 1,

P7-a.s. on £(X). Moreover, by the martingale property, E"[W,] = 2" and E*[W,] = z(x). This
martingale plays a crucial role in the proof of Theorem [31]

Corollary 2.7. If AC X, then q(A)"™ — lg(ay P"-a.s. and in LP(P") for all p > 1.
The following corollary gives monotonicity of the limit W, with respect to z.

Corollary 2.8. Ifz and v are two fized points, then the following are equivalent
(1) z>v
(2) P1(W, > W,,) =1 for every initial condition n € Sx
(8) P*(W, > W) =1 for every x € X.

3. UPPER BOUNDS RESULTS FOR EXTINCTION PROBABILITIES AND FIXED POINTS

By using the martingales of Section 2.4l we can remove the assumption of irreducibility from [16]
Lemma 3.3], a result which says that, under a mild condition, if the coordinates of v € Fg are
bounded away from 1, then v = q(X). Note that Theorem Bl (1) says that no assumptions are
needed to prove that the same property holds for all v extinction probability vectors. Theorem [3.]
plays a key role in Section [



Theorem 3.1. Let (X, p) be a generic BRW (not necessarily irreducible).

(1) If A C X such that q(A) # q(X), then sup,cx q(z, A) = 1.
(2) If infgex q(x, X) > 0, then for all z € Fg, z # q(X) we have that sup,¢ x z(x) = 1.

The assumption inf,cx q(z, X) > 0, which is needed in the second part of the previous proposi-
tion, cannot be removed without replacing it by other assumptions. Indeed, without this assuption,
there are examples of BRWs with an uncountable number of fixed points z (clearly different from
q(X)) such that sup,cx z(z) < 1. Example B.2 shows a reducible case, while an irreducible one can
be found in Example 3.3

Example 3.2. Let X =N and {py}nen such that p, € (0,1) for alln € N and 3" (1 —pp) < +00;
this implies that [];-opi € (0,1) and [, pi 71 as n — +oo. Consider a BRW where a particle at
n has 1 child at n + 1 with probability p, and no children with probability 1 — p,,. Clearly n, = Jy,
or ny, = 0.

A straightforward computation shows that G(z|n) = 1 — p, + ppz(n + 1). Moreover it is easy to
show that q(n,X) =1 —[[;2, pi whence inf,enq(n, X) = 0. More generally, q(A) = q(X) if A is
infinite and q(A) =1 if A is finite.

Given zg € (1 —T[;2ypi, 1) = (a(0,X), 1), then the recursive relation zp11 =1 — (1 — z,)/pn
uniquely defines a strictly decreasing and strictly positive sequence such that z, > 1 — T2 pi.
Indeed, by rewriting the recursive equality, 1 — zp41 = (1 — 2,)/pn > 1 — 2z, for all n € N. The
inequality z, > 1 — ]2, p; can be proven easily by induction on n. Note that z(n) := z, for all
n € N defines a fized point of G. Moreover sup,,cyz(n) = z(0) = zo < 1.

We observe, that every fized point w can be constructed by interation w(n+1) := 1—(1—w(n))/pn
for all n € N starting from w(0) € [q(0, X), 1]. Indeed the 0-th coordinate of a fized point belongs
to the interval [q(0, X), 1] and the iteration equality is equivalent to G(w|n) = w(n). Thus, in this
case, for every fized point w (different from 1) we have sup, ey w(n) < 1.

Example 3.3. Let X = N and {pn}nen as in Example[32 Moreover let {r,} be a sequence such
that 1 —p, —ry, > 0. Consider a BRW where a particle at n > 1 has 1 child at n+ 1 with probability
Pn, 1 child at n — 1 with probability v, and no children with probability 1 — p,, — ry,. Suppose that
ro = 0, whence a particle at O has 1 child at 1 with probability py and no children with probability
1 — po. A straightforward computation shows that

G(zln) = {

1—pp—rn+ppz(n+1)+rzin—1) n>1
1 —po + poz(l) n=0.

Clearly the generating function is smaller that the generating function of Examplel3.Z, since G(z|n) =
1—pp+pnz(n+1)—r,(1—2z(n—1)) <1—p, +ppz(n+1); whence q(n, X) < 1—1[;2, pi; again,
inf,enq(n, X) =0.
In order to prove that there are fixed points, different from q(X), with all coordinates smaller
than § (for some § < 1), it suffices to find at least two distinct fixed points with this property.
Given zg € (1 — [[i2ypi» 1) C (q(0, X), 1), the recursive relation

e 1—(1-20)/po n=0
n 1+ (1 —zp—1)rn/pn— (1 —2,)/pn n>1

uniquely defines a strictly decreasing and strictly positive sequence such that z, > 1 — T2, pi.
more precisely, we prove that zo > zn—1 > 2, > 1 — [[;2, pi by induction on n. The inequality
1 =TI, pi < 21 < 29 is trivial. Suppose that 1 — T2, pi < zn < zn—1 < 20, that is [[;2, pi >
1—2zp >1—2,1>1—2. Note that, 1 — zp41 = (1 — 25) — (1 — zp—1)rn)/on > (1 — 2,) —
(1 —zp)rn)/pn > (1= 22)(1 = 1r0)/pn > 1 — 2, > 1 — 2o since, by hypothesis, 1 — p,, —rp, > 0,
that is, (1 —r,)/pn > 1. On the other hand, since 1 — z,—1 > 1 — 29 > 0, we have 1 — 2,41 =
(1= 2n) = (1= 2pn—1)rn)/Pn < (1 = 2z0)/Pn < P [ P = [imrsq Pi- Then z(n) := 2, for all
n € N defines a fized point of G with sup,cy2z(n) =2z(0) = 2o < 1.
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Moreover, as in Example[32, all fized points w (different from 1) satisfy sup, o w(n) < 1.
On may wonder when inf,cx q(z, X) > 0; the following remark gives a sufficient condition.

Remark 3.4. Ifinfyex p,(0) > 0, then infyex z(x) > 0 for every fized point z(including q(A) for
every A C X ). Indeed z(x) = G(z|z) > pz(0).

Note that the existence of a nonempty subset A satisfying inf,cx q(x, A) > 0 implies the existence
of y € X such that infcx q(x,y) > 0.

It is worth noting that the existence of a positive lower bound for an extinction probability vector
is a sufficient condition for the asymptotic explosion of the population. A precise statement is given
by the following lemma.

Lemma 3.5. Let A C X. If infrexq(z,4) > 0, then P"({3,cxnm(z) — 4o} NS(A)) =
P1(S(A)).

4. GERM ORDER: EXTINCTION AND STRONG SURVIVAL

Here we discuss extinction and strong survival for BRWs under different types of stochastic
dominations. We are generalizing the results in [I3] by considering generic BRWs instead of BRWs
projected on a branching process (see Section [2Z1] for the definition).

Define L(A) := >, c 4 nen () the total number of visits in A; clearly, q(z, A) = P*(L(A) <
+00) for all # € X. Moreover let L, (A) := " 4 <, ni(z) be the number of visits in A before time
n; clearly L,(A) 1+ L(A) as n — +o0. -

Definition 4.1. Let p := {piz}zex and v := {v;}rex be two families of measures on RX with
support on Sx. Let Gy, and G, be the generating functions.

(1) p = v if and only if py = vy for all x € X, that is, if and only if for every R -valued
nondecreasing measurable function F we have [ Fdu, > [ Fdv, for all z € X such that the
integrals are well defined.

(2) u>pgev if and only if Gu(z) < Gy(z) for all z € [0,1]%.

(3) W= germV if and only if there exists § € [0,1) Gu(z) < Gy(z) for all z € [5,1].

We observe that p = v = p>peV = [ >gem? but the reverse implications do not hold.
We recall that for real-valued measures (that is, when X is a singleton), g »= v is equivalent to the
existence of two random variables 1, ¢ with laws p and v respectively, such that n > ¢ a.s. (this
construction is usually referred as an ordered coupling). This result can be extended to measures on
partially ordered, compact metric spaces ([I5, Theorem 2.4]) and to measures on partially ordered
Polish spaces (see for instance [I4, Theorem 1]).

It is not difficult to show that R¥, with a suitable finite metric, is a partially ordered Polish
space, as we show in the Appendix.

In this paper we deal with the weaker order >germ . The following result shows that >germ is a
partial order.

Proposition 4.2. The binary relation > germ 15 a partial order.

We note that if X is a singleton, by [I7, Theorem 10.18], 1 is an isolated solution of Gy (z) = G, (),
whence in this case >germ defines a total order; as a consequence, >gem is a total order on the class
of BRWs projected on a branching process (which is the class studied in [13]). As soon as #X > 2
and the total offspring distributions {p; }zcx are not constant with respect to x, then >germ is not
a total order (see the discussion after Proposition [4.7)). Note that the germ order defined here is a
generalization of the germ order defined in [I3] (see Proposition E.T).

The main result of this section is the following; this result generalizes [13, Theorem 1.3]. Although
our proof uses similar arguments, we stress that Theorem [3.T] allows us to simplify part of the proof
of Theorem 3] compared to [I3], Theorem 1.3] obtaining a more general result at the same time.
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Theorem 4.3. Let > germv and A C X.
(1) If x € X, then q*(z, A) =1 implies q”(z, A) = 1.
(2) Ifsup,cx q”(z, X) <1, then @”(x, A) = q¥(z, X) for all x € X implies g*(x, A) = g*(z, X)
forallx e X.

Roughly speaking, extinction in A for (X, p) implies extinction in A for (X,v). Moreover strong
survival in A for (X,») implies strong survival in A for (X,p) (the same statement for survival
follows from Theorem (1)).

Clearly, the germ order is not the only condition which allows to deduce strong survival for (X, p)
given the same behavior for (X,v). For instance if u, and v, agree outside a set A, then strong
survival in A for (X, ) is equivalent to strong survival for (X,v) (see [8, Theorem 4.2] or [9, Theorem
2.4]).

As a warm-up in Section [}l we start by proving the same result under the stronger assumption
ft>perv. Under this assumption, one can easily prove that g(X) < g”(X); indeed G,(q” (X)) <
G.(q" (X)) = q”(X). The following result generalizes [I3] Corollary 2.2]. As in the previous case,
Theorem [B.1] simplifies part of the proof of Theorem [4.4] compared to [I3] Corollary 2.2].

Theorem 4.4. Let > pgv and A C X.
(1) If x € X, then g*(z, A) = 1 implies ¢* (z, A)
x

(2) Ifsup,cx q”(z, X) < 1, then @¥(x, A) = q”(
forall x € X.

=1.
, X) for allx € X implies g*(z, A) = g#(x, X)

Remark 4.5. One may wonder when condition sup,cx d(z, X) < 1 is satisfied. We note that it
holds if and only if there exist v € [0,1] and § € [0,1] such that G™ (v) < v < &1 for some n > 1
(apply Proposition [27)). In particular if

G (61) < 61 for somen > 1 and § € [0,1], (4.5)

then sup,cx q(x, X) < 8. An easy computation shows that G(01|x) = Y . pz(n)d" where p, is
the law of the number of children of a particle at x (see the definition in Section [21]). Whence if
the family of laws {py: : x € X} is finite and they are all supercritical, then equation (@3 holds.
Indeed, in this case, for each x there exist §, € [0,1) such that ), . pz(n)d) < 65 (choose 6, = 9,
if px = py) thus G(01) < 01 where § = maxzex 5. However, condition [@D) may be satisfied even
when p, is subcritical for some x € X.

Remark 4.6. Anothe setting where it is easy to verify that sup, ¢ x 4(X) < 1 is the case of F-BRWs,
which are BRWs with finitely many "neighborhood types” (a generalization of quasi-transitive BRWs,
see for instance [8, Section 2.3] for the precise definition and properties).

For these BRWs, q(-, X) assumes only a finite number of values. Indeed, (X,p) is an F-BRW
if it can be projected onto a BRW (Y,v) where Y is finite; more precisely, there exist a surjective
map g : X — Y such that G,(z 0 g) = Gy(z) og for all z € [0,1]Y (see [6, Section 3.1] for explicit
computations). In [8 Section 2.3] it has been shown that q*(X) = q¥(X) o g whence, if (Y,v) is
supercritical and irreducible, then sup,x q*(z,X) = sup,cx q”(g(z),Y) = max,ecy q”(y,Y) < 1.
A characterization of F-BRWs with independent diffusion is given in [3] Proposition 4.8].

The following result characterizes germ domination for BRWs with independent diffusion in terms
of germ order of its one-dimensional laws of the total number of offspring, which also proves to be
necessary in the case of general BRWs. Recall that the (one-dimensional) generating function ¢, of
the total number of offspring can be retrieved from the generating function G of the process. Indeed

¢z(t) = Gu(tl]x).

Proposition 4.7. Suppose that (X,p) and (X,v) are BRWs and denote by ¢ and ¢¥ the gener-
ating functions of the total number of offspring of the particles at x, according to the laws p and v
respectively, for all x € X. Consider the following for any fixed § < 1:

(1) Gu(z) < Gy (z) for all z € |4, 1%;



(2) B (t) < @¥(t) for allt € [6,1] and all z € X.
Then (1) = (2). Moreover if (X,u) and (X,v) are BRWs with independent diffusion with the same
matriz P (see equations 2.2) and (24)), then (2) = (1).

We note that, in general, germ domination of all breeding laws does not imply germ ordering,
even when X is finite. Take for instance X = {z,y} and

5 1 4 /5 +y\2 1
6V TG 5( 6 )+5
Gu(z,y) = Gy(z,y) =
142z 1+ bz +y)/6
3 3

Roughly speaking, according to p every particle in  has 2 children (1 in 2 and 1 in y) with probability
5/6 and no children with probability 1/6, while every particle in y has 1 child in  with probability
2/3 and no children with probability 1/3. According to v, on the other hand, each particle in  has
2 children with probability 4/5 and no children with probability 1/5 while each particle in y has 1
child with probability 2/3 and no children with probability 1/3; in this case each newborn is placed
independently at random in 2 with probability 5/6 or in y with probability 1/6. Clearly (2) holds
for 6 = 0 indeed, for all ¢ € [0,1) we have

5 1
224z 24 -
6 + 6 5t +
Gu(t,t) = < =Gy (t,t)
14 2¢ 14 2¢
3 3
nevertheless )
5 1 (5t +1) 1
)=—4+=>——""—+-=G, (1
Gulw,1) = %+ 2> 2 b o = Gulb 1)

for all t € (1/10, 1); thus G, and G, are incomparable. Moreover, if there exist =,y € X such that
P >germ ¢ and ¢ >germ ¢, then, according to Proposition @7, G, and G, are incomparable.

Conditions for survival in A or in X for general BRWs are usually difficult to find (see for instance
[19, Theorem 4.1] and [7, Theorems 3.1 and 3.2]). Theorem (1) and Proposition B7] together
provide a powerful tool to prove survival for BRWs with independent diffusion. Indeed suppose that
(X,v) is a BRW with independent diffusion and survives in A. Then, any other BRW (X, ) with
independent diffusion, with the same matrix P, such that condition (2) of Proposition F7] holds,
survives in A, no matter how inhomogeneous the offspring distributions of (X, u) are. This applies
for instance to the case of global survival (A = X). If (X,v) is an F-BRW, then it survives globally
if and only if the Perron-Frobenius eigenvalue of a finite matrix is strictly larger than 1 (see [19]
Theorem 4.3], [1, Theorem 3.1] and [7, Section 2.4]). An F-BRW with independent diffusion is
completely described by [3, Proposition 4.8]. Thus, we may be able to identify when (X,v) survives
globally and, by Theorem [£3] (1), claim that (X, u) survives globally as well, even if (X, u) can be
fairly inhomogeneous.

Another application of Proposition 7] is the following: suppose that (X,v) is an irreducible
and quasi-transitive BRW with independent diffusion (see for instance [7, Section 2.4]). Consider
another BRW with independent diffusion (X, ) such that condition (2) of Proposition .7 holds. If
there exists € X such that ¥ (z,z) < 1, then for every nonempty set A C X we have g#(w, X) =
q*(w,A) < 1for all w € X. Indeed, if y € A C X, according to [7, Corollary 3.2], " (z,z) < 1
implies ¢”(w, X) < ¢¥(z,4) < @”(w,y) = ¢*(w,X) < 1 for all w € X. Moreover, since a quasi-
transitive BRW is an F-BRW, by Remark we have sup,,cx 9”(w, X) < 1. Proposition .7 and
Theorem [4.3] yields the claim.

The following example shows that if we have two BRWs with independent diffusion and the
offspring distribution has a certain expression, then the pgf ordering is equivalent to the coordinate-
wise ordering of the first moment matrices.
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Example 4.8. If p satisfies equation [2.2)), then G(z|x) = Y . pz(n)(Pz(x))" (see Section[Z3).
If, in particular, py(n) = #(lf% )™ (as in the discrete-time counterpart of a continuous-time
BRW), then the previous expression becomes G(z|z) = (1+ pP(1—z)(x))~! or, in a more compact
way,

1
14+ M(1-12)

where M is the first-moment matriz and Mv(x) = p,Pv(xz). Suppose that p and v satisfy equa-
tion (Z2)); let M, and M, be the first moment matrices of p and v respectively. By using equa-
tion @6), M, > M, (with the usual natural partial order) if and only if p>,0v. Therefore,
Theorem [{.4)(1) applies.

In order to apply Theorem [{.7)(2) we need sup,cx q”(z,X) < 1. According to Remark [{.5, a
sufficient condition for sup,cx q”(z,X) < 1 is the existence of 6 < 1 such that G, (d1l|z) < ¢ for all
x € X:if G is as in equation [0 this condition is equivalent to inf,cx p¥ < 4o0.

G(z) (4.6)

We close this section with an application of Theorem [£.3] to survival in a sequence of subsets.

Corollary 4.9. Let p> germV and consider a sequence {Ap}n en of subsets of X.

(1) Ifr e X and]P’,”f(limsupnﬁjLoo{ZyeAn m(y) > O}) > 0, then Pﬁ(limsupnﬁJroo{ZyeAn M (y) >
0}) > 0.

(2) If sup,cx q”(z,X) < 1 and ]P),”f(liminfnﬁJroo{EyeAn m(y) =0}) = q”(z, X) forallz € X,
then P (lim infs oo {d e, M(y) = 0}) = q*(z, X) for allz € X.

(3) If sup,ex 9”(z,X) <1 and P,ﬂf(limsupn_,Jroo{EyeAn Ma(y) > 0}S(X)) =1 forallz € X,
then Py, (limsup,,_, o {3, ca, M (y) > 0}S(X)) =1Vz € X.

Example 4.10. As an application of Corollary[{.9 consider o metric d on X ; for instance, d could
be the natural metric induced by a connected graph structure on X. Fix xog € X and define the
mazimal displacement as M, = lg(xy - max{d(zo,y): y € X, n,(y) > 0}. Then, given o > 0 and
[N~ (0,+00),

limsup M,/ f(n) < o, Py°-a.s. = limsup M,/ f(n) < o, Pp°-a.s.

n—-+o0o n—-+o0o

The details can be found in Section [3

We observe that, in principle, the main results of this section can be extended to BRWs in varying
environment; these are BRWs where gt = {piynrex nen and the reproduction law of a particle at
x at time n i8 py . Such processes admit a space-time counterpart (as in the proof of Lemma [57]
see also [4]) which is a BRW in a fixed environment. Such an extension, however, goes beyond the
purpose of this paper.

5. PROOFS

Since Lemma and Proposition hold for every initial condition 7, in order to avoid a
cumbersome notation, in the proofs we use P and E instead of P7 and E".

Proof of LemmalZ3 Let k = 1. We write the explicit expression of 1,,11 as a function of 7, and
identify 1, (w) with a function h € Sx. Then

E[z"+ | Fyn] = IE{ H z(x)zyex > fi,m,y(w)|]:m:|
xeX (5-7)

= 3 U = WE[ [] ) Zoex ZE @7, ], P
heSx rzeX
11



where in the last equality we used the fact that 7, is F,,-measurable. Using indepedence of f; ,, ,
and F,,, we get

E[ [ 2(0)>vex S fima (@) ;m} {H I1 H Yima @] Poas.

zeX zeX yeX i=1

Now, since {fim.y(®)}imenyex is a family of independent random variables, this expectation can
be written as (by definition of G)

h(y)

IT [T e IT o)™ = 11 HGzW
yeX i=1 recX yeX i=1
Thus (7)) becomes
h(y)
Bz |Fn] = D> Wopm =h) [] [[ Glaly) = D 10m = n) [ Glaly)"®
hESx yeX i=1 heSx yeX (5.8)
= Z 1(nm = h) H G(zly)"™ W) = G(z)", P-a.s.
heSx yeX

which proves the claim for k£ = 1.
The claim is proven by induction on k. Indeed

B[z | Fin] = E B[z Fn 1] o
|: nm+k 1 |]: :|
N
= (6" (e)" = (@@, Pas
where in the last line we used the induction hypothesis and the definition of G*). O

Proof of Proposition [2Z.0. The two inequalities come from Lemma [Z.5] and they hold for every initial
state of the process; in particular if z € Fg, then {2}, ¢y is a martingale.

Note that {z" },en is uniformly bounded by the constant function 1, whence it is a uniformly
integrable family. Thus [I8, Theorem 14.1] (or [II, Theorem 9.4.5]) implies that, for all p > 1

z™ — W,, P-as.and in LP(P)
where the LP(P) convergence comes from the a.s. convergence and the Bounded Convergence Theo-

rem. The L!(P)-convergence and the fact that E[z"|F,] = z for all m > n implies E[W,|F,] =
z'm . 0

Proof of Corollary@ Note that E"[llg(4)|Fn] = q(A)". Indeed, it is enough to note that, for
every sequence {f;}? ; in Sx, the Markov property implies

Pn( ( )|771:f17---777n:fn): ( ( )|77n:fn):q(A)fn-
By Proposition 2.8 {q(A)™ },en is a martingale and, by [I8, Theorem 14.2] (or [11, Theorem 9.4.8],
since llg(ay € LP(P?), then E"[1g )| Fn] — E7[Iga)|Foc] = lg(ay, P"-a.s. and in LP(P") for all
p=1 O

Proof of Corollary[2.8. The equivalence between (2) and (3) follows from the identity P = ¢ x *?iﬁ)

P* where * is the usual convolution product of measures. Let us see the details.

(2) = (3). There is nothing to prove.

(3) = (2). Consider, on a suitable probability space, a family {{n%"},}ienzex of independent

BRWs such that néw = 0,. By the superimposition property (or by equation ([2])) we have that

Nn = D pex Zl 1 nfﬁ is a BRW with initial condition . Whence the law of {n%*}, is P* and
12



the law of {n,}, is P". Clearly 2’ = [[,cy H?fl) 2. Since 2z’ — W) as., then zm —
[Lex H?S) Wh® a.s. A similar argument holds for v instead of z. By hypothesis Wi* > Wi®
a.s. whence [], .y [ wie > [Tex [T Wi as.

(1) = (2). Suppose that z > v, then z"™ > v'" P7-a.s. thus by taking the limit as n — +oo,
Proposition 226 yields P"(W, > W) = 1.

(2) = (1). Finally, suppose that P*(W, > W,) = 1 for every x € X. Then z(z) = E*[W,] >
E*[Wy] = v(z) for all z € X. O

In order to prove Theorem B.I(2), we need Lemma B35 thus we proceed with its proof first.

Proof of Lemma[33 Let inf,cx q(x,A) =: @ > 0. If @« = 1, then there is nothing to prove, since
P7(S(A)) =0. If o < 1, from Corollary 27 we have that, P"-a.s. on S(A),

— 1 n i Soex (@)
O—ngrfooq(A) > lim q%wex .

n—-+o0o
Thus P7({lim,,_, 4 oo a2=eex ™) =0} N S(A)) = P"(S(A)), which implies the claim. 0

Proof of Theorem [3]l

(1) The statement is [I, Corollary 4.2].

(2) Assume now that inf,cx q(z, X) > 0. By hypothesis, z(x) > q(z, X) for all x € X and
there exists xo such that z(zg) > q(xo, X). Suppose by contradiction that z(z) < 1 —«¢
for all z € X, for some € > 0. Let W, := lim,,_, 4o 2™ (which exists by Lemma 2). On
E(X) we have W, = 1 (see discussion after Proposition 2:6)). By Lemma B3 on S(X),
Wo = limy, 4002 < lim, 4 00(1 — E)ZIEX () — (0, P*o-a.s. Whence W, = 1 (X),
P*o-a.s. Thus

q(zo, X) < z(xo) = E*[W,] = E* [l (X)] = q(x0, X)
which is a contradiction.
O

functions defined on [0,1]%. To this aim we need a lemma.

We prove now that the binary relation >gem is a partial order on the space of all generating

Lemma 5.1. Let G(z) be a holomorphic function defined on D™ where D is the closed unit ball in
C. Suppose that G vanishes on [0,1]" for some 0 < & < 1. Then G vanishes on D™.

Proof. We first prove the statement for n = 2. Let z = (2(1),2(2)). Fix z(1) € [4,1] (meaning
that the imaginary part of z(1) is 0 and the real part belongs to the interval) and let G,(1)(w) :=
G(z(1),w) for all w € D. By hypothesis, G(1) is a holomorphic function of one complex variable
which vanishes on the real interval [, 1]. Since this interval has at least one limit point in D, then
it is well-known that G ;y(w) = 0 for all w € D (see for instance [17, Theorem 10.18]). This proves
that G vanishes on [d, 1] x D.

Now fix s € D and define G4(&) := G(&,s) for all £ € D. This is again a holomorphic function
of one complex variable which vanishes on the real interval [0, 1]. By the same argument as before,
Gs(€) =0 for all £ € D. This means that G(z) vanishes in D?. The statement for a general n > 2
follows easily by induction. O

Proof of Proposition [[.2 The relation >germ is clearly reflexive and transitive. Let us prove it is
antisymmetric. Suppose that g >germ ¥ and v >germ pt, that is, there exists 6 < 1 such that for all
z € [6,1]%, then G,(z) = G, (z); we prove that g = v (this is equivalent to G, = G, as discussed in
Section 23)). It is enough to prove that p, = v, (or equivalently that G, (-|z) = G, (-|z)) for every
fixed z € X.

To this aim, note that equation (Z3) defines a continuous function G on DX where D = {z €
C: |z| < 1} is the closed disk of radius 1 in the complex plane. Whence when X is finite, for
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every fixed z € X, the generating function G(-|z) can be seen as a holomorphic function of several
variables. In this case the result follow from Lemma [} indeed since G, (-|xz) — Gy (-|z) vanishes on
[6,1]%, then, by Lemma 5] it vanishes on DX whence p.(f) — vz (f) = 0 for every f € Sx.

Now let X be infinite; given a subset Y C X define V(Y) :={z € [0,1]*: z(z) =1,Vz € X \ YV}
and let m : V(Y) ~ [0,1]¥ be the bijective map defined as m(z) := z|y (the restriction of z to
Y). Given f € Sx define < f >y:= {g € Sx: gly = f|v} the set of functions extending the
restriction of f to Y; moreover define Sx(Y) := {f € Sx: {f > 0} C Y}} the set of finitely
supported functions on X whose support is in Y. Clearly, since x — f(2)l(z € Y) is a map in
Sx(Y) and < f >y=< f(-)I(- € Y) >y, then the map f —< f >y is a bijection from Sx(Y)
onto {< f >;: f € Sx}. Roughly speaking, < f >y are equivalence classes containing exactly
one function g € Sx(Y) and since every g € Sx(Y) belongs to a class, there is a one to one
correspondence between Sx (YY) and {< f >;: f € Sx}.

We observe now that G (-|z)|v(y) and G, (-|z))|v(y) can be seen as functions defined on [0, 1]",
indeed G (7 1(-)|x)|v(v) = Gu(r~'(-)|z) and 7~ is a bijection from [0,1]" onto V(Y) (and the
same holds for v). More precisely

Gu(m M (@)l) = D (< f>y) [T 20)'™,

feSx(Y) yey

and an analogous expression holds for G,,. Suppose that Y is finite; since G, (771 (-)|z) = Gy (771 (-)|z)
on [4,1]Y the same equality holds on V(Y') (by Lemmal[5.1]). This implies easily that u, (< f >y) =
ve(< f >v) for every f € Sx(Y) or, equivalently, for every f € Sx. Consider now a fixed sequence
of finite subsets of X, say {Y,}nen, such that ¥, C Y,y and {J,cy Yo = X. Then, for all f € Sx
we have < f >y, ., C< f >y, and (), on(< f >v,) = {f}, therefore

po(f) = Hm pe(< f>v,) = lm ve(<f>v,)=rva(f).

O

Before proving Theorem [4.3] as a warm-up we prove Theorem .4} to this aim we need a prepara-
tory lemma.

Lemma 5.2. Let p>,5v and A C X. Then Ejlexp(—tL(A))] < Effexp(—tL(A))] for all t > 0,
zeX.

Proof. We prove by induction on n that Ej[exp(—tL,(A))] < Ejlexp(—tL,(A))] forallt >0,z € X.
the claim follows from the Bounded Convergence Theorem.

If n = 0, then, for all z € X and ¢ € [0, +00), Ef[exp(—tLo(A))] = exp(—t)1a(z) + Tye(x) =
g fexp(—tLo(4))].

Let n > 0 and suppose that Ej[exp(—tL,(A))] < Ej[exp(—tL,(A))] for all t > 0, z € X. We
have

Ej [exp(—tLn11(A))] = (exp(—t)1a (@) + Lae(2)) D pa(f) [] Eplexp(~tL,(A))
feSx yeX

= (exp(—t)1a(2) + Lo (2)) G (B [exp(—t L, (A))]])
nauction) < (€xp(—t)La () + Lo ()G (BY [exp(—tLn(A))]|2)
(bt order) < (xp(—)La () + Lye (2)) Gy (EY [exp(—tLn(A))]]2)
— B3 exp(—t Lo (A))].
O
Proof of Theorem [{4)
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(1) By the Bounded Convergence Theorem and Lemma [5.2] for all z € X and A C X we have
2 —p* = i x —
q"(x, A) =P (L(A) < +o0) = t1—1>%1+ E,[exp(—tL(A))]
< Jim Ejfexp(—tL(A))] = Py(L(4) < +o0) = q"(z, 4).
—

(2) We know from (1) and from the hypotheses that,
q*(4) < q”(4) = q"(X).
Then sup,c x g#(z, A) < 1 which, according to Theorem Bl , implies g*(A) = g#(X).
(]

We can prove now Theorem 4.3l We need two preparatory lemmas. The first one is the analogous
of [13} Lemma 2.3] and the proof is on the same line. As usual, V and A denote the maximum and
the minimum respectively.

Lemma 5.3. Let p>germv and A C X. Then there exists § < 1 such that for all t € (6,1] and all
reX,
Eg [tMEA>0] > ¢ v Ex[e-(A)].

Proof. From Definition {1l for every z € [§,1]X (that is, for every z € [0, 1]X such that 61 <z < 1)
we have G,(z) < Gy(z). If t = 1 there is nothing to prove. Let us fix t € (4,1). Clearly Gu(z) <
Gy (z) for all z € [t, 1]X.

The strategy of the proof is to find Voo, Woo € [t, 1]X such that EZ[t1(A>0] > v (2) > weo () >
tv Eﬁ[tL(A)] for all z € X. To this aim define I, I, : [t,1]X > [t,1]¥ as follows

Tuz(x) == (tV tﬂ(meA)G,‘(ZM)) A z(z)

t reA (5.9)

=tV ("G (zlr) Az(x) = {t V (Gulzlz) Aa(z)) z¢ A

and I, is defined analogously by using G, instead of G),. It is easy to show that I,, ], are nonde-
creasing, continuous functions on [t, 1]X. Moreover, for all z € [t,1]* we have t1 < [,z < I,z < z.
Define recursively

vo(z) = wo(x) := t1@€A) | vp € X,

Vg1 = g, Vn € N,

Wit = IpyWp, Vn € N,
whence {w,, }nen and {v, }nen are nonincreasing sequences in [t, 1]¥ such that t1 < w, < v, < z,
therefore v, | Voo, Wi | Woo and t1 < wo, < v < z. By the same arguments of Proposition 2.4]
we have I, Voo = Voo and I,Wo = Woo. We prove now, by induction on n € N, that w,(z) >
tv Eﬁ[tL"(A)] for all n € N which, in turn, implies woo(2) >tV Eﬁ[tL(A)]. If n = 0, then wo(z) =
t1=€A) > v EgL [tEo(A)] since N(z € A) = Lo(A). Suppose that the inequality holds for n € N, then,
by using that the BRW is a stationary Markov process and that the set of descendants of different
particles belonging to a fixed generation are independent, we have for all z € X

EZ[thJrl(A)] — EZ [EZ[tL”H(A)‘}—ln — tl(ze4) Z te(f) H Ez[th(A)]f(y)
feSx yeX
— tIl(zGA)G”(EI(‘-)[th(A)”:E) < tIl(mGA)G”(Wn|I)
(where E,(;)[tL"(A)] represents the vector y +— Ej[t£»(4)]). Note that in the last inequality we used

the induction hypothesis and the fact that G, is nondecreasing. Clearly Ej [tEnt1(A)] < E; [tEn(A)] <
w, (), thus

+v Eﬁ[th+l(A)] <tv (Wn(CC) A tn(:”GA)G“(WnLZ?)) = [,Wy, = Wpy1.
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Now we prove that EZ[t1(A)>0)] > v (z) forallz € X. Let us define D := {z € X: v (z) = t};
clearly, since t < voo(z) < t1@€4) for all € X, then D D A. Define recursively

hy(z) := t'*€P) vr e X
hn+1 = Iuhn Vn € N.

The sequence {h,},en is nondecreasing therefore h,, | h,, for some h,, € [t,1]X. Moreover,
since I, Voo = Voo < hg, then t < voo(z) < hoo(z) < t1#€D): thus h,(z) = ¢t for all z € D.
On the other hand, if x ¢ D, then, by definition of D, t < v (z) < hy(z) for all n € N and
Gy(hy,|z) > Gy (Veo|T) = Voo (x) > ¢ for all n € N. Therefore, by using equation (&3],

t x€eD
Boi(@) = {G,,(hn|x) Ah(z) = ¢D.

Define E, (D) as the number of particles in D by time n with no ancestors in D and let E(D) :=
lim,—, y oo En(D) (note that E,4+1(D) > E,(D)). If, for instance, x € D, then E, (D) = 1 for all
n € N. We want to prove that h,(z) = EZ[t?»(P)] for all z € X which, according to the Bounded
Convergence Theorem, implies ho (z) = EZ[tP(P)] for all € X. To this aim note that L(A) > 0
implies E(D) > 1, therefore EZ[tEZD)] < Ez[tAL(A)>0)] for all 2 € X. Define hy,(z) := EZ[t¥(P))
for all z € X. By using again the fact that the BRW is a stationary Markov process and that the
progenies of different particles are independent, we see that the (nonincreasing) sequence {hy, (z) }nen
satisfies the following recursive equation for all z € X

t zeD
Eg [y [tP+ (D) | F]] = (#) z¢D

W) =D vl [] B PNV = Gy (hlz) = by (2) A Gy (hy|z)

feSx yeX

o (a) = B[ )] = {

where, in the last equality, we used the fact that, by definition, Hn+1(x) < }Nln(:v) for all z € X,
which implies Gy, (hy|z) = hyqi(x) < h,(x) for all x ¢ D. We observe that hg = hg since
EZ[Eo(D)] = I(x € D) for all € X; moreover the sequences {h,(z)}nen and {h,(x)}nen satisfy
the same recursive equation, hence h,, = h,, for all n € N. This yields

EZ[MEA>0] > E2[tP(P)] = lim hy(z) = lim hy(z) = hee > vae.

n—-+oo n—-+oo

O

Lemma 5.4. Let p>germv and A C X. Then there exists 6 < 1 such that for all t € (6,1) and all
reX,
q“(x, A)Vi—t

v >

Proof. In order to prove this lemma (by using Lemma[5.3]) we define an auxiliary space-time version
of the BRW (as in [I3], Lemma 2.3]). More precisely, given a BRW {n,},en on X we denote by
{nst}nen a BRW on X x N that we call space-time version of the original process and which is defined
by nt(x,m) := n,(x)d(n,m) (where 6(n,m) =1 if n = m and 0 otherwise). Roughly speaking, the
particles in x at time n in the original BRW, are now placed in (x,n) at time n in the st-BRW. The
space-time version of p, say p®t is defined as follows, Vg € Sxxy and V(z,n) € X x N,

» (g)_{uz(f) if g = f@bnis

Fia.m 0 otherwise

where (f ®6;)(y,7) := f(y)d(i, ) for all (y,j) € X x N.
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Elementary computations show that for all z € [0,1]%*N, G, (z|(z,n)) = Gu(z(-,n + 1)|z) and
Gyot (z|(z,n)) = Gu(z(-,n + 1)|2). If p>germv, then p*' > 0mvt. Indeed if z € [5,1]5 %N (where
§ < 1), then z(-,n) € [6,1]% for all n € N whence

Gust(2|(x,n)) = Gu(z(-,n + 1)|z) < Gy(z(-,n + 1)|x) = Gy (z|(x,n))
for all (z,n) € X x N.

Moreover A C X is visited infinitely often by (X, ) (resp. (X,v)) if and only if A x N is visited
infinitely often by (X x N, %) (resp. (X x N,»*")). In particular g*(z, A) = q*” ((x,n), A x N) and
o’ (z,A) = ¢ ((z,n), A x N) for all (z,n) € X x N, A C X. Thus, it suffices to prove the lemma
for the space-time version of the BRW.

To avoid a cumbersome notation, for the rest of the proof we write g and v instead of ! and v*!

respectively. Moreover we use P, and Py," to denote the laws of the space-time processes starting
from (z,n). Given A C X x N, we define A;, := AN (X X [k, +00)). We observe that

L(A) = 400 < L(A;) > 0, Vk € N <= L(A) > 0, for infinitely many k € N

since {L(Ag+1) > 0} C {L(Ax) > 0} and at every fixed time the number of particles is finite.
Whence {L(A) = +o00} = (eniL(Ax) > 0} and {L(A) < +oo} = liminfren{L(Ax) = 0}. This
implies W(L(Ag) > 0) | 1(L(A) = 400). Note that L(A) = o0 implies L(Ay) = +oo for all k € N
while L(A) < 400 implies L(Ay) = 0 eventually as k — +oo.

We apply Lemma 53] to Ay and, for every fixed (z,n) € X x N, we obtain

Eg [t EA0>0) > ¢ A B [EE(A)], (5.10)
According to the Monotone Convergence Theorem
Jlim EgniEA0>0) = Epn (D=0 < (1 - ¢¥((z,n), 4)) + @ ((5,0), 4). (5.11)
—+00

According to the Bounded Convergence Theorem , if t < 1
lim EZ[tHA40)] = LM I(L(A) < +00)] = g*((z,n), A). (5.12)

k—+oo
By using equations (510), (5.I1)) and (EI2) we obtain
t(l =’ ((z,n), A) + q“((z,n), A) = t A¢*((z,n), A)
which yields the result. ([

Proof of Theorem [{.3

(1) Fix € X and suppose that g#(x, A) = 1. Then by Lemma [5.4) if we choose t € (J,1) we
have “ A)
q*(z, A)Vit—t 1—t
Y(x,A) > = =
(@, 4) 2 1—¢ 1—t
(2) Suppose that q¥(A) = ¢”(X) and that sup,c x 9 (2, X) < 1. Then, by Lemma [5.4]

sup,ex g (x, A) Vi -1 > SUPzex qt(z,A) —t

1.

1> sup q“(z, X) = sup q”(z,A) > >
r€X z€X 1-1¢ 1-1¢

which is equivalent to sup,cx q#(z, A) < 1. According to Theorem B.I] the last inequality
implies g#(A) = g*(X).
O

Proof of Proposition [[.7 (1) = (2). Using the hypothesis and the expression for ¢,, we get that for
every t € [0,1] and for all z € X,

¢ (1) = Gu(tl]z) < Gy(t1]z) = ¢ ().
(2) = (1). Recall that, for BRWs with independent diffusion, the generating functions are G, (z|z) =

¢*(Pz(z)) and G,(z|z) = ¢%(Pz(x)). We observe that the map z — Pz is nondecreasing and
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continuous from [0,1]¥ into itself; in particular, if z € [§,1]* for some § < 1, then Pz € [4,1]*.
Indeed Pt1 = t1 therefore §1 = P61 < Pz < P1 = 1. Take z € [§,1]%; then for all z € X

Gu(zlr) = ¢ (Pz(x)) < ¢ (Pz(x)) = Gy (z|z)
where we used the inequality ¢#(t) < ¢¥(t) for t = Pz(x) € [, 1] (due to the monotonicity of P). [

Proof of Corollary[{.9. Consider, as in the proof of Lemma [5.4 the space-time version {3}, ey of
the process. Clearly

mep{ 32 w0 >0} =87(Y (4 x )

where S*!(-) is the survival event of the space-time process. Recall that, for all A C X, g#(z, A) =
" ((z,n), A x N) and q*(z,A) = q*" ((z,n), A x N) for all (z,n) € X x N. (1) and (2) fol-
lows from Theorem applied to the space-time process. (3) follow from (2) by noting that

limsup, oo {>-yca, M (y) > 0} C S(X). O
Details on Example[J.10} We note that
Puo(limsup My, /f(n) < a) =1 <= Pﬁ“(limsup Z M (y) > 0}) =0, Ve >0
n—-+oo n—+00

y: d(zo,y)>(a+te) f(n)

and a similar equality holds for v. The result follows by applying Corollary to As = {y €
X:d(zo,y) > (a+¢)f(n)} 0

6. APPENDIX: PRODUCT OF METRIC SPACES

In this appendix we show how the product of metric spaces can be endowed with a finite metric
which generates the pointwise convergence topology. We also address separability and completeness.
We note that RX can be endowed with a finite metric which turns it into a Polish space.

Lemma 6.1. Consider a metric space (Y,d) and a function f € L*([0,+00)) such that f is non

increasing a.e. and [ f(t)dt > 0 for all € > 0. Then di(z,y) = fod(z’y)f(t)dt for all z,y € Y
defines a finite metric which generates the same topology.

Proof. Note that f is a.s. nonnegative and foa f(t)dt = 0 if and only if a = 0. Whence d;(z,y) >0
for all z,¢t € Y and the equality holds if and only if d(z,y) = 0, that is, z = y. As for the triangle
inequality

d(z,z) d(z,y)
dy(z,2) +dy(2,9) = / F(t)dt + / F(t)at

d(x,z) d(z,y)
2/0 f(t)dt+/0 ft+d(z, z))dt

d(z,z) d(z,2z)+d(z,y)
:/ f@&+/, FlHdt
0 d(z,z)

d(z,2z)+d(z,y) d(z,z)
= / f(t)dt > / fO)dt = di(z,y).
0 0

Finally di (z,y) < ||fll1 := [y~ f(t)dt < 400 for all 2,y € Y.
Let us prove that the topology is the same. On the one hand B(z,r) = By(z, [ f(t)dt) for all
r > 0. On the other hand, ¢ — f(;: f(¢)dt is right continuous in 0, whence for every r > 0 there exists
e > 0 such that 0 < fos f(®)dt =:ry <r, that is, B(z,r) 2 By(z,71). O
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An example is given by f := 1l 5s) which gives di(z,y) = min(d(z,y), M), where M > 0. Since
the topology is the same, if the original metric space is separable (resp. complete) the same hold for
the new one. The advantage of a finite metric is clear in the following lemma.

We suppose that {(Yy,, dn)}}nes is a countable (finite or infinite) sequence of finite metric spaces
where sup,, ey, dn(z,y) = M, < +o0.

Proposition 6.2. Let {a, }nes a sequence of positive real numbers such that >
Consider the product space []
topology ). Then

neg OnMp < +00.

ne Yn endowed with the product topology (the pointwise convergence

d(z,v) =Y andn(z(n),v(n)) (6.13)

neJ

is a finite metric on || Y, which generates the pointwise convergence topology.

neJ

Proof. The defining properties of a metric for d follow easily from the corresponding properties for
every d,.

We denote by y an element of the product space and y(i) is called the ith coordinate. Recall
that the product topology of [], ;Y is the smallest topology containing the basic open sets <
E, >nesi={y € [l,c;Yn: y(i) € E;, Vi € S}, where S C J is finite and E; is an open subset of Y;
(for every i € S).

Suppose that A C [],.; Y is an open set and y € A. Then, by definition of product topology,
there exist a finite S C J and a collection of open sets {E;};cs such that y €< E; >;csC A. Since
y(i) € E; and E; is open, then for every ¢ € S, there exists r; > 0 such that y (i) € B,(y(i),r:) C E;.
Define S8 := min{«;r;: i € S}; it is easy to show that B(y,) C< F; >;cs. Indeed, if z € B(y, ),
then d(y, z) < 8 which implies d;(y(i),z(i)) < a '8 <r; for all i € S. Whence, z €< E; >;cs.

Conversely, consider B(y,r). We show that there exist a finite S C J and a collection of open
sets {E;}ies such that y €< E; >iesC B(y,r). Since ) ;an,M, < +o0o, there exists a finite
S C J such that }°, g anMy, < 1/2. Define ry, :=r/(2a,#5) for every n € S where #S5 < 400
is the cardinality of S. If z is such that d,(y(n),z(n)) <r, for all n € S. Then

d(y,z) =Y du(y(n),z(n)an + Y duly(n),z(n))ay,

nes neJ\S
SZTnan—l— Z Mya, <r/24+7r/2=71
nes neJ\S

Whence, if E,, := B, (y(n),r,) for all n € S, then y €< E; >,5C B(y,r).
]

The following lemma is elementary but we include it for the sake of completeness. It generalizes
to metric spaces a well-known result on total convergence in normed space.

Lemma 6.3. Let (Y,d) be a metric space. The space is complete if and only if every sequence
{itien such that Y ;o d(yi, yir1) < +00 converges.

Proof. Suppose that (Y, d) is complete. By using the triangle inequality, d(yn, Ym) < ZIZ;I A(yi, Yit1)
forall n < m, if Y7,y d(yi,yir1) < +00, then {y; }ien is a Cauchy sequence, whence it is convergent.
Conversely, suppose that every sequence {y;};en such that ZieN d(yi, Yiy1) < +00 converges.
Let {y;}ien be a Cauchy sequence. Define n; := min{n € N: d(y;,y,) < 1/271 Vjim > n}.
By construction Y, e d(Yn, s Yniyy) < iy 1/27 = 1 < 400, whence the subsequence {yn, }ien
converges to some z € Y. Let € > 0 and i, such that 1/2% < e. By continuity, d(yn,_,z) < 1/2%*!
and d(yn,_, yn) < 1/2F for every n > n;_. Thus, for alln > n;_, d(yn, 2) < d(Yn,_ , 2)+d(Yn,_, yn) <

1/2% < e and this proves that the space is complete.
O
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Remark 6.4. It is known, see for instance [12], that if every Y; is separable and the cardinality of
J is at most 2%, then [1.c; Yn is separable. The converse is trivial.

Moreover, by using Lemmal63 it is easy to show that every finite metric space (Y;,d;) is complete
if and only if [],,c; Yn is complete with the distance (6.I3). Indeed, suppose that every finite metric
space (Yi,d;) is complete. Since d(y,z)/c; > di(y(i),z(i)) for every i € J, if 3 cnd(Yn,Yni1) <
+o00, then Y, o di(yn(i),ynt1(i)) < oo for every i € J; thus di(yn(i),z(i)) = 0 as n — +oo for
some z(i) € Y;. Since the topology generated by d is the pointwise convergence topology (or by direct
computation by using the Bounded Convergence Theorem) we have d(yn,z) — 0 as n — 400 where
z(i) := z(i) for all i € J; whence ([],c; Yn,d) is complete. Conversely suppose that ([],c; Yn,d)
is complete and fix j € J. Fiz also z € [],,c; Yn and suppose that Y-, dj(yi,yit1) < +00 where
{yi}ien is a sequence in Y;. For every fized i € N, define y; as y;(n) := z(n) for all n # j and
yi(j) = yi- Then 3 ey d(¥i, yit1) = a; X ien 3 (Yis Yiv1) < +oo whence d(yi, w) — 0 as i — +00
for some w € [, c;Yn which implies d;(y;, w(j)) = d;(yi(j),w(j)) = 0 as i — +oo. This proves
that (Y;,d;) is complete.

Thus, every finite metric space (Y;,d;) is Polish if and only if [],,c ; Yn is a Polish metric space
with the distance defined by equation 6.I3). This applies for instance to RX endowed with the
distance

min(|z(n) —v(n)|,1
dzv) =Y (I=( )Qn (n)], 1)
neJ
where {x;: i € J} is a (finite or infinite) enumeration of X and J := {1,...,#X}. Whence RX is
a Polish metric space and the metric d generates the pointwise convergence topology.

Since [0,1]% and NX are closed subsets of RX | they are Polish metric spaces as well. In particular
every measure [, supported on Sx C NX, can be seen as a measure defined on NX or RX. We note
that RX is a partially ordered Polish metric space, meaning that the set {(z,v) € RX x RX:z < v}
is a closed subset of RX x RX.
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