arXiv:2107.07097v1 [math.PR] 15 Jul 2021

CONVERGENCE RATE FOR A CLASS OF SUPERCRITICAL SUPERPROCESSES

RONGLI LIU, YAN-XIA REN, AND RENMING SONG

Abstract Suppose X = {X_t, t ≥ 0} is a supercritical superprocess. Let ϕ be the non-negative eigenfunction of the mean semigroup of X corresponding to the principal eigenvalue λ > 0. Then M_t(ϕ) = e^{−λt}⟨ϕ, X_t⟩, t ≥ 0, is a non-negative martingale with almost sure limit M_∞(ϕ). In this paper we study the rate at which M_t(ϕ) − M_∞(ϕ) converges to 0 as t → ∞ when the process may not have finite variance. Under some conditions on the mean semigroup, we provide sufficient and necessary conditions for the rate in the almost sure sense. Some results on the convergence rate in L^p with p ∈ (1, 2) are also obtained.

Keywords supercritical superprocess, convergence rate, infinite variance, spine decomposition, principal eigenvalue, eigenfunction, martingale 2010 MR Subject Classification primary 60J68; secondary 60F15; 60F25; 60G57

1. Introduction and Main Results

Let {Z_n, n ≥ 0} be a Galton-Watson process with Z_0 = 1 and offspring mean m := EZ_1 > 1, and let W_n := m^{−n}Z_n. Then {W_n, n ≥ 0} is a non-negative martingale with almost sure limit W_∞. It is well-known that W_n converges to W_∞ in L^1 if and only if E(Z_1 log^+ Z_1) < ∞. In the case E(Z_1 log^+ Z_1) < ∞, it is natural to consider the rate at which W_∞ − W_n converges to 0. In this paper we are mainly concerned with the convergence rate in the almost sure sense, when the process may not have finite variance. This type of results first appeared in Asmussen [2], and then in the book of Asmussen and Hering [3]. The following result is from [3, Theorem II.4.1, p. 36]: Theorem A. (i) Let p ∈ (1, 2) and 1/p + 1/q = 1. Then

(1.1) W_∞ − W_n = o(m^{−n/q}) a.s. as n → ∞

if and only if E(Z^p_1 ) < ∞.

(ii) Let α > 0. Then_∞ ∑ n=1 n^{α−1}(W_∞ − W_n) converges a.s.

if and only if E(Z_1(log^+ Z_1)^{1+α}) < ∞.

The research of R. Liu is supported in part by NSFC (Grant No. 11301261), and the Fundamental Research Funds for the Central Universities (Grant No. 2017RC007).

The research of Y.-X. Ren is supported in part by NSFC (Grant Nos. 11731009 and 12071011), the National Key R&D Program of China (No. 2020YFA0712900), and LMEQF.

The research of R. Song is supported in part by a grant from the Simons Foundation (#429343, Renming Song). 1

(iii) Let α > 0. Then W_∞ − W_n = o(n^{−α}) a.s. as n → ∞ if and only if E [ Z_1 ( log Z_1 − log n ) I_{{Z1>n}} ] = o([log n]^{−α}), as n → ∞.

Asmussen [2] also discussed corresponding results for finite type Galton-Watson processes, and continuous time Galton-Watson processes. For multigroup branching diffusions on bounded domains, convergence rate corresponding to Theorem A (i) is considered in [3, Section 13, Chapter VIII]. A sufficient condition, corresponding to E(Z^p_1 ) < ∞, is given for (1.1) to hold, see [3, Theorem VIII.13.2, p.343]. The goal of this paper is to prove the counterparts of the results in Theorem A for a class of superprocesses.

Before we give our model and results, we first review some related work in the literature. For any p > 1, the L^p convergence rate of W_n −W_∞ to 0 is obtained in Liu [15, Proposition 1.3]. Huang and Liu [9] obtained L^p convergence rates for similar martingales in quenched and annealed senses for branching processes in random environment. In [1, 10, 11], a class of non-negative intrinsic martingales W_n for supercritical branching random walks were investigated. Let W_∞ be the almost sure limit of W_n as n → ∞. Necessary and sufficient conditions for the L^p-convergence, p > 1, of the series

(1.2) ∞∑ n=1 e^{an}(W_∞ − W_n), a > 0, were obtained in [1], which may be viewed as the exponential rate of convergence of E|W_∞ − W_n|^p to 0 as n → ∞. In [10], sufficient conditions for the almost sure convergence of the series ∞∑ n=0 f(n)(W_∞ − W_n) (1.3)

were obtained, where f is a function regularly varying at ∞ with index larger than −1. [11] investigated sufficient conditions for (1.2) to converge in the almost sure sense. For general supercritical indecomposable multi-type branching processes, sufficient conditions for polynomial rate of convergence in the sense of convergence in probability were given in [12].

We now introduce the setup of this paper. We always assume that E is a locally compact separable metric space. We will use E_∂ := E ∪ {∂} to denote the one-point compactification of E. We will use B(E) and B(E_∂ ) to denote the Borel σ-fields on E and E_∂ respectively. B_b(E) (respectively B^+(E), respectively B^+_b (E)) will denote the set of all bounded (respectively nonnegative, respectively bounded and non-negative) real-valued Borel functions on E. All functions f on E will be automatically extended to E_∂ by setting f(∂) = 0.

We will always assume that ξ = {(ξ_t)_{t≥0}; Π_x, x ∈ E} is a Hunt process on E and ζ = inf{t > 0 : ξ_t = ∂} is the lifetime of ξ. We use (P_t)_{t≥0} to denote the semigroup of ξ acting on functions defined on E and (P_t)_{t≥0} to denote the semigroup of ξ acting on functions defined on E_∂ . We mention in passing that it is important that we take E_∂ to be the one-point compactification of E. For example, if E is a bounded smooth domain of R^d , ξ is the killed Brownian motion in E and ∂ was added as an isolated point, then ξ will not be a Hunt process. Let the branching mechanism ψ be a function on E × R_+ given by ψ(x, z) = −β(x)z + 1 2 α(x)z^2 + ∫ (0,∞) (e^{−zr} − 1 + zr)π(x, dr), x ∈ E, z ≥ 0, (1.4)

where α ≥ 0 and β are both in B_b(E), and π is a kernel from (E, B(E)) to (R_+ , B(R_+ )) satisfying

(1.5) ∫_∞ 0 (r ∧ r^2)π(·, dr) ∈ B^+_b (E). Note that this assumption implies that, for any fixed z > 0, ψ(·, z) is bounded on E. We extend ψ to a branching mechanism ψ on E_∂ by defining ψ(∂, z) = 0 for all z ≥ 0.

Let M(E) (resp. M(E_∂ )) denote the space of all finite Borel measures on E (resp. E_∂ ) equipped with the topology of weak convergence. Any μ ∈ M(E) will be identified with its zero extension in μ ∈ M(E_∂ ). For any μ ∈ M(E_∂ ) and f ∈ B(E_∂ ), we use ⟨f, μ⟩ or μ(f) to denote the integral of f with respect to μ whenever the integral is well-defined. For f ∈ B^+_b (E_∂ ), there is a unique locally bounded non-negative map (t, x) → V_tf(x) on R_+ × E_∂ such that

(1.6) V_tf(x) + Π_x [ ∫ t 0 ψ ( ξ_s, V_{t−s}f(ξ_s) ) ds ] = Π_x[f(ξ_t)], t ≥ 0, x ∈ E_∂ .

Here, local boundedness of the map (t, x) → V_tf(x) means that for any T > 0, sup 0≤t≤T,x∈E V_tf(x) < ∞. Similarly, for f ∈ B^+_b (E), there is a unique locally bounded non-negative map (t, x) → V_tf(x) on R_+ × E such that

(1.7) V_tf(x) + Π_x [ ∫ t∧ζ 0 ψ ( ξ_s, V_{t−s}f(ξ_s) ) ds ] = Π_x[f(ξ_t)1_{{t<ζ}}], t ≥ 0, x ∈ E. There exists an M(E_∂ )-valued Hunt process X = {(X_t)_{t≥0}; P_μ, μ ∈ M(E_∂ )} such that P_μ[e^{−X t(f)}] = e^{−μ(V tf)}, t ≥ 0, f ∈ B^+_b (E_∂ ). This process X is known as a (ξ, ψ)-superprocess. See [16, Section 2.3 and Theorem 5.11] for more details. Let ι(μ) be the restriction of a measure μ ∈ M(E_∂ ) to E and X_t = ι(X_t). It follows from the proof of [16, Theorem 5.12] that X = {(X_t)_{t≥0}; P_μ, μ ∈ M(E)} is an M(E)-valued Markov process such that P_μ[e^{−Xt(f)}] = e^{−μ(Vtf)}, t ≥ 0, f ∈ B^+_b (E). However, since we have taken E_∂ to be the one-point-compatification of E, X is in general not a Hunt process and does not have good regularity properties. Since X_t(f) = X_t(f) for any function f on E and we are only interested in quantities of the form X_t(f), we can work with the Hunt process X when necessary. When the initial value is δ_x, x ∈ E, we write P_x for P_{δx} . We use (P^β_t )_{t≥0} to denote the following Feynman-Kac semigroup

P^β_t f(x) = Π_x ( exp (∫_t 0 β(ξ_s)ds ) f(ξ_t)I_{{t<ζ}} ) , x ∈ E, f ∈ B^+_b (E).

Then it is known (see [16, Proposition 2.27]) that for any μ ∈ M(E), (1.8) P_μ[X_t(f)] = μ(P^β_t f), t ≥ 0, f ∈ B^+_b (E).

(P^β_t )_{t≥0} is called the mean semigroup of X. For this mean semigroup, we will always assume that Assumption 1. There exist a constant λ > 0, a positive function ϕ ∈ B_b(E) and a probability measure ν with full support on E such that for any t ≥ 0, P^β_t ϕ = e^{λt}ϕ, νP^β_t = e^{λt}ν and ν(ϕ) = 1.

Denote by L^+_1 (ν) the collection of non-negative Borel functions on E which are integrable with respect to the measure ν. Denote by 0 the null measure on E and E_∂ . Write M^0(E) = M(E)\{0} and M^0(E_∂ ) = M(E_∂ ) \ {0}

We further assume that the following assumption holds:

Assumption 2. For all t > 0, x ∈ E, and f ∈ L^+_1 (ν), it holds that P^β_t f(x) = e^{λt}ϕ(x)ν(f)(1+C_{t,x,f} ) for some C_{t,x,f} ∈ R, and that lim_{t→∞} c_t = 0, where c_t := sup_{x∈E,f∈L}+_{1 (ν)} |C_{t,x,f} |.

Note that lim_{t→∞} c_t = 0 implies that there exists t_0 > 0 such that sup_{t>t0} sup x∈E,f∈L^+_1 (ν) |C_{t,x,f} | < ∞. Without loss of generality, throughout this paper we will assume t_0 = 1.

For examples satisfying Assumptions 1 and 2, see [19, Section 1.3] and [21, Section 1.4]. Define (1.9) M_t(ϕ) := e^{−λt}⟨ϕ, X_t⟩, t ≥ 0. It follows from (1.8) and Assumption 1 that {M_t(ϕ), t ≥ 0} is a non-negative càdlàg martingale, see (2.11) below. By the martingale convergence theorem, M_t(ϕ) has an almost sure limit as t → ∞. We denote this limit as M_∞(ϕ). In this paper, we study the rate at which M_t(ϕ) converges to M_∞(ϕ) as t → ∞.

To state our results we need to introduce some notation. Define a new kernel π^ϕ(x, dr) from (E, B(E)) to (R_+ , B(R_+ )) such that for any non-negative Borel function f on R_+ , (1.10) ∫_∞ 0 f(r)π^ϕ(x, dr) = ∫_∞ 0 f(rϕ(x))π(x, dr), x ∈ E. By (1.5) and the boundedness of ϕ, π^ϕ satisfies ∫_∞ 0 (r ∧ r^2)π^ϕ(x, dr) = ϕ(x) [ ∫ 1/ϕ(x) 0 r^2ϕ(x)π(x, dr) + ∫_∞ 1/ϕ(x) rπ(x, dr) ]

≤ ϕ(x) ( ‖ϕ ∫_1 0 r^2π(·, dr)‖_∞ + 2‖ ∫_∞ 1∧1/‖ϕ‖_∞ rπ(x, dr)‖_∞ ) . Denote by C := ‖ϕ

∫_1 0 r^2π(·, dr)‖_∞ + 2‖ ∫_∞ 1∧1/‖ϕ‖_∞ rπ(x, dr)‖∞. Then (1.11) ∫_∞ 0 (r ∧ r^2)π^ϕ(x, dr) ≤ Cϕ(x).

In [17], we studied the relationship between M_∞(ϕ) being a non-zero random variable and the following function l:

(1.12) l(y) := ∫_∞ 1 r ln rπ^ϕ(y, dr), y ∈ E, and established an L log L criterion (see Proposition 1.1 below) for a class of superdiffusions with α = 0. It is easy to check that this criterion still holds for the superprocesses described above. Proposition 1.1. [17, Theorem 1.1] Suppose that Assumptions 1-2 hold and μ ∈ M^0(E). Then P_μ(M_∞(ϕ)) = ⟨ϕ, μ⟩ if and only if the following L log L condition holds:

(1.13) ∫ E l(y)ν(dy) < ∞. Moreover, if (1.13) holds, then for any μ ∈ M^0_f (E), {M_∞(ϕ) > 0} = {X_t > 0, ∀t > 0}, P_μ-a.s. Otherwise, M_∞(ϕ) = 0, P_μ-a.s. for any μ ∈ M^0(E).

Throughout this paper, we assume that (1.13) holds. Thus M_t(ϕ) converges to M_∞(ϕ) P_μ-almost surely and in L^1(P_μ) for any μ ∈ M^0(E).

Since M_s(ϕ) is right continuous, for any a^∗ > 0, we can define

(1.14) A_t(a^∗) = ∫_t 0 e^{λsa∗} ( M_∞(ϕ) − M_s(ϕ) ) ds, t ∈ [0, ∞). Note that A_t(a^∗) − A_1(a^∗) = ∫_t 1 e^{λsa∗} ( M_∞(ϕ) − M_s(ϕ) ) ds, t ≥ 1. The convergence of A_t(a^∗) − A_1(a^∗) as t → ∞ is related to the rate at which M_∞(ϕ) − M_t(ϕ) converges to 0 as t → ∞. Our first result is the following criterion for the L^p convergence rate of M_∞(ϕ) − M_t(ϕ) to 0 as t → ∞. We use the usual notation ‖ · ‖_p to denote the L^p norm with p ≥ 1. Theorem 1.2. Assume that Assumptions 1-2 and (1.13) hold. Let 1 < a < p ≤ 2 and^1_a +^1_{a∗} = 1.

(1) If (1.15) ∫ E ν(dy) ∫_∞ 1 r^pπ^ϕ(y, dr) < ∞, then for any μ ∈ M^0(E), (A_t(a^∗) − A_1(a^∗)) converges in L^p(P_μ) and P_μ-almost surely as t → ∞. (2) If for some μ ∈ M^0(E), (A_t(a^∗) − A_1(a^∗)) converges in L^p(P_μ) as t → ∞, then it must converge P_μ-almost surely and (1.15) holds.

(3) If (1.15) holds, ‖M_∞(ϕ) − M_t(ϕ)‖_p = o(e^{− λt}a^∗ ) as t → ∞. (4) If ‖M_∞(ϕ) − M_t(ϕ)‖_p = o(1) as t → ∞, then (1.15) holds.

For a Galton-Watson process Z, it is proved in [15, Proposition 1.3] that if E(Z^p_1 ) < ∞ for some p > 1, then there exists some c > 0 such that ‖W_n − W_∞‖_p ≤ { cm^{− 1q n}, if p ∈ (1, 2], cm^{− 1}2^n, if p > 2.

The above results imply that ‖W_n − W_∞‖_p = o(m^{− n}a^∗ ) for 1 < a < p ≤ 2, which corresponds to our Theorem 1.2(3), and ‖W_n − W_∞‖_p = o(ρ^{−n}) for any ρ < m^{1/2}. If ∫_∞ 1 r^2π(x, dr) is bounded (which implies that (1.15) holds for p = 2), by the central limit theorem (see [22, Theorem 1.4]), e^{−λt/2}(M_t(ϕ) − M_∞(ϕ)) converges to Z √ M_∞(ϕ) with Z being a normal random variable with mean zero and independent of M_∞(ϕ). In [22], the mean semigroup P^β_t is assumed to be symmetric with respect to some measure m, and the assumptions on (P^β_t )_{t≥0} are slightly different, but the central limit theorem also holds in the nonsymmetric case, see [23] for the corresponding results for branching Markov processes. A question related to Theorem 1.2 is whether the results still holds for a = p < 2. The following theorem gives necessary and sufficient conditions for the almost sure convergence for the case of a = p < 2.

Theorem 1.3. Suppose that Assumptions 1-2 and (1.13) hold. Let 1 < p < 2, 1/p + 1/q = 1.

(1) If (1.15) holds, then for any μ ∈ M^0(E), as t → ∞, A_t(q) converges P_μ-a.s. and

M_t(ϕ) − M_∞(ϕ) = o(e^{− λtq} ), P_μ-a.s.

(2) Suppose there exist B > 0 and T_0 > 0 such that

(1.16) sup_{x∈E} 1 ϕ(x) ∫_∞ t π^ϕ(x, dr) ≤ B ∫ E ν(dy) ∫_∞ t π^ϕ(y, dr), t > T_0. If (1.17) ∫ E ν(dy) ∫_∞ 1 r^pπ^ϕ(y, dr) = ∞, then for any μ ∈ M^0(E), M_t(ϕ) − M_∞(ϕ) = o(e^{− λtq} ) P_μ-a.s. does not hold as t → ∞.

Theorem 1.4. Assume that Assumptions 1-2 and (1.13) hold.

(1) For any γ > 0,

(1.18) ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_∞ 1 r(ln r)^{γ+1}π^ϕ(x, dr) < ∞ implies that, for any μ ∈ M^0(E), ∫_t 0 s^{γ−1}(M_∞(ϕ) − M_s(ϕ))ds converges P_μ-almost surely as t → ∞, and M_∞(ϕ) − M_t(ϕ) = o(t^{−γ} ), P_μ-a.s.

If (1.18) holds with γ ≥ 1, then ∫_∞ 0 (M_∞(ϕ) − M_t(ϕ))dt exists P_μ-almost surely for any μ ∈ M^0(E).

(2) Suppose that there exist b > 0, T_1 > 0 and a Borel set F ⊂ E with ν(F ) > 0 such that

(1.19) inf_{x∈F} 1 ϕ(x) ∫_∞ t rπ^ϕ(x, dr) ≥ b ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_∞ t rπ^ϕ(x, dr), t > T_1. If there is γ ∈ (0, ∞) such that

(1.20) ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_∞ 1 r(ln r)^{γ+1}π^ϕ(x, dr) = ∞, then for any μ ∈ M^0(E), ∫_t 0 s^{γ−1}(M_∞(ϕ) − M_s(ϕ))ds does not converge P_μ-a.s. as t → ∞.

If, as t → ∞,

(1.21) ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_∞ t r(ln r − ln t)π^ϕ(x, dr) = o ( (ln t)^{−γ} ) does not hold, then M_∞(ϕ) − M_t(ϕ) = o(t^{−γ} ), P_μ-a.s. does not hold as well.

It was noted in [3, Theorem II.4.1, p.36] that (1.18) implies (1.21), and (1.21) implies that ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_∞ 1 r(ln r)^{γ+1−ε}π^ϕ(x, dr) < ∞ for all 0 < ε ≤ γ. This says that (1.18) is slightly stronger than (1.21).

We make a few remarks about (1.16) and (1.19). Note that by definition, ∫_∞ t π^ϕ(x, dr) = ∫_∞ t/ϕ(x) π(x, dr) = π (x, (t/ϕ(x), ∞)) . If π(x, dr) = γ(x)r^{−1−α}dr with α ∈ (1, 2) and γ a bounded non-negative Borel function, then ∫_∞ t π^ϕ(x, dr) = 1 α γ(x)t^{−α}ϕ(x)^α. Hence 1 ϕ(x) ∫_∞ t π^ϕ(x, dr) = 1 α γ(x)t^{−α}ϕ(x)^{α−1} and ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_∞ t π^ϕ(x, dr) = t^{−α} α ∫ E ν(dx)γ(x)ϕ(x)^α. Since γ and ϕ are bounded, (1.16) is satisfied. Similarly, by definition, ∫_∞ t rπ^ϕ(x, dr) = ϕ(x) ∫_∞ t/ϕ(x) rπ(x, dr). Similarly, we have 1 ϕ(x) ∫_∞ t rπ^ϕ(x, dr) = 1 α − 1 γ(x)ϕ(x)^{α−1}t^{1−α} and ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_∞ t rπ^ϕ(x, dr) = t^{1−α} α − 1 ∫ E γ(x)ϕ(x)^αν(dx). Thus (1.19) is satisfied if ν({x : γ(x) > 0}) > 0. It is easy to generalize the remarks above on (1.16) and (1.19) to the case when π(x, dr) = γ(x)r^{−1−α}s(r)dr with α ∈ (1, 2), γ a bounded non-negative Borel function, and s a local bounded non-negative Borel function (0, ∞) which is slowly varying at ∞.

The remainder of this article is organized as follows. In Section 2.1, we present a stochastic integral representation of superprocesses which will be used in later sections. In Section 2.2, we introduce a spine decomposition of superprocesses which is used in the proof of Lemma 3.5. The main results are proved in Section 3. Lemma 3.5 plays a key role in the proof of Theorem 1.3.

In this paper, we use the convention that an expression of the type a ≲ b means that there exists a positive constant N which is independent of a and b such that a ≤ Nb. Moreover, if a ≲ b and b ≲ a, we shall write a ≍ b.

2. Superprocesses

2.1. Stochastic Integral Representation of Superprocesses. Without loss of generality, we assume that our process X is the coordinate process on

D := {w = (w_t)_{t≥0} : w is an M(E_∂ )-valued càdlàg function on [0, ∞).}.

We assume that (F_∞, (F_t)_{t≥0}) is the natural filtration on D , completed as usual with the F_∞- measurable and P_μ-negligible sets for every μ ∈ M(E_∂ ). Let W^+_0 be the family of M(E_∂ )-valued càdlàg functions on (0, ∞) with 0 as a trap and with lim_{t↓0} w_t = 0. W^+_0 can be regarded as a subset of D .

Throughout this paper assume that P_x(X_t(1) = 0) > 0 for any x ∈ E and t > 0, which implies that there exists a unique family of σ-finite measures {N_x ; x ∈ E} on W^+_0 such that for any μ ∈ M(E), if N (dw) is a Poisson random measure on W^+_0 with intensity measure

N_μ (dw) := ∫ E N_x (dw)μ(dx), then the process defined by

~X_0 = μ, ~X_t = ∫ W^+_0 w_tN (dw), t > 0 is a realization of the superprocess X = {(X_t)_{t≥0}; P_μ, μ ∈ M(E)}. Furthermore, N_x (⟨f, w_t⟩) = P_x⟨f, X_t⟩ for any f ∈ B^+(E) (see [16, Theorem 8.22] and [24, Section 2.2]). {N_x ; x ∈ E} can be regarded as measures on D carried by W^+_0 .

Let us recall the stochastic integral representation of superprocesses, for more details see [8] or [16, Chapter 7]. Let (A, D(A)) be the weak infinitesimal generator of ξ as defined in [7, Section 4]. For any f ∈ D(A), P_tf(x) − f(x) t → Af(x), bounded and pointwisely as t → 0.

We will use the standard notation △X_s = X_s −X_{s−} for the jump of X at time s. Let C^2_0 (R) denote the set of all twice continuously differentiable functions on R vanishing at infinity. It is known (cf. [7, Theorem 1.5]) that the superprocess X is a solution to the following martingale problem: for any φ ∈ D(A) and h ∈ C^2_0 (R), h(⟨φ, X_t⟩) − h(⟨φ, μ⟩) − ∫_t 0 h^′(⟨φ, X_s⟩)⟨(A + β)φ, X_s⟩ds − 1 2 ∫_t 0 h^{′′}(⟨φ, X_s⟩)⟨αφ^2, X_s⟩ds − ∫_t 0 ∫ E ∫ (0,∞) ( h(⟨φ, X_s⟩ + rφ(x)) − h(⟨φ, X_s⟩) − h^′(⟨φ, X_s⟩)rφ(x) ) π(x, dr)X_{s−}(dx)ds (2.1)

is a P_μ-martingale for any μ ∈ M^0(E_∂ ).

By [8, Proposition 2.1] (also see [16, Theorem 7.13]), for any φ ∈ D(A) and μ ∈ M^0(E_∂ ),

(2.2) ⟨φ, X_t⟩ = ⟨φ, μ⟩ + S^J_t (φ) + S^C_t (φ) + ∫_t 0 ⟨(A + β)φ, X_s⟩ds, where S^C_t (φ) is a continuous P_μ-local martingale and S^J_t (φ) is a P_μ-pure jump martingale. The quadratic variation process of the continuous local martingale S^C_t (φ) is given by

(2.3) ⟨S^C (φ)⟩_t = ∫_t 0 ⟨αφ^2, X_s⟩ds. Next, we characterize the pure jump martingale (S^J_t (φ), t ≥ 0). Let J denote the set of all jump times of X and δ denote the Dirac measure. From the last part of (2.1), we see that the only possible jumps of X are point measures of the form rδ_x with r > 0 and x ∈ E_∂ , see [14, Section 2.3]. Thus the predictable compensator of the random measure (for the definition of the predictable compensator of a random measure, see, for instance [5, p.107]) N := ∑ s∈J δ_{(s,△Xs)} is a random measure ^N on R_+ × M(E_∂ ) such that for any nonnegative predictable function F on R_+ × Ω × M(E_∂ ), ∫_∞ 0 ∫ M(E_∂ ) F (s, ω, υ) ^N (ds, dυ) = ∫_∞ 0 ds ∫ E X_{s−}(dx) ∫_∞ 0 F (s, ω, rδ_x)π(x, dr), (2.4)

where π(x, dr) is the kernel of the branching mechanism ψ. Therefore we have P_μ [ ∑ s∈J F (s, ω, △X_s) ] = P_μ ∫_∞ 0 ds ∫ E X_{s−}(dx) ∫_∞ 0 F (s, ω, rδ_x)π(x, dr). (2.5)

See [5, p.111].

Let F be a Borel function on R_+ × M(E_∂ ) satisfying P_μ [( ∑ s∈[0,t],s∈J F (s, ΔX_s)^2 )_{1/2}] < ∞, for all μ ∈ M(E_∂ ).

Then the stochastic integral of F with respect to the compensated random measure N − ^N ∫_t 0 ∫ M(E_∂ ) F (s, υ)(N − ^N)(ds, dυ) can be defined (cf. [14] and the references therein) as the unique purely discontinuous martingale (vanishing at time 0) whose jumps are indistinguishable from 1_J (s)F (s, ΔX_s).

Suppose that g is a Borel function on R_+ × E. Define F_g(s, υ) := ∫ E g(s, x)υ(dx), υ ∈ M(E_∂ ), (2.6) whenever the integral above makes sense. When g is a bounded Borel function on R_+ × E, for any μ ∈ M(E), P_μ [( ∑ s∈[0,t],s∈J Fg(s, ΔX s) 2 )_{1/2}] = P_μ [( ∑ s∈[0,t],s∈J (∫ E g(s, x)(ΔX_s)(dx) )_2)1/2]

≤ ‖g‖_∞P_μ ∑ s∈[0,t],s∈J ⟨1, ΔX_s⟩^2I_{{⟨1,ΔX s⟩≤1}} + ∑ s∈[0,t],s∈J ⟨1, ΔX_s⟩^21_{{⟨1,ΔX s⟩>1}} 1/2

≤ ‖g‖_∞P_μ ∑ s∈[0,t],s∈J ⟨1, ΔX_s⟩^21_{{⟨1,ΔX s⟩≤1}} 1/2

+‖g‖_∞P_μ ∑ s∈[0,t],s∈J ⟨1, ΔX_s⟩^21_{{⟨1,ΔX s⟩>1}} 1/2 . Using the first two displays on [14, p.203], we get

P_μ ∑ s∈[0,t],s∈J F_g(s, ΔX_s)^2 1/2 < ∞. (2.7)

Therefore, if g is bounded on R_+ × E, then the integral ∫_t 0 ∫ M(E_∂ ) Fg(s, υ)(N − ^N)(ds, dυ) is well defined and is a martingale. Define the martingale measure S^J (ds, dx) by ∫_t 0 ∫ E g(s, x)S^J (ds, dx) := ∫_t 0 ∫ M(E_∂ ) F_g(s, υ)(N − ^N)(ds, dυ). (2.8) Thus the pure jump martingale S^J_t (φ) in (2.2) can be written as S^J_t (φ) = ∫_t 0 ∫ E φ(x)S^J (ds, dx). A martingale measure S^C (ds, dx) can be defined (see [8] or [20] for the precise definition) so that the continuous martingale in (2.2) can be expressed as S^C_t (φ) = ∫_t 0 ∫ E φ(x)S^C (ds, dx). Summing up these two martingale measures, we get a martingale measure (2.9) M(ds, dx) = S^J (ds, dx) + S^C (ds, dx). Using this, [8, Proposition 2.14] and applying a limit argument, one can show that for any bounded Borel function g on E, (2.10) ⟨g, X_t⟩ = ⟨P^β_t g, μ⟩ + ∫_t 0 ∫ E P^β_{t−s}g(x)S^J (ds, dx) + ∫_t 0 ∫ E P^β_{t−s}g(x)S^C (ds, dx).

In particular, taking g = ϕ in (2.10), where ϕ is the positive eigenfunction of P^β_t given in Assumption 1, we get the expression for the martingale (M_t(ϕ))_{t≥0}: M_t(ϕ) = ⟨ϕ, μ⟩ + ∫_t 0 e^{−λs} ∫ E ϕ(x)S^J (ds, dx) + ∫_t 0 e^{−λs} ∫ E ϕ(x)S^C (ds, dx). (2.11) Therefore the limit M_∞(ϕ) of M_t(ϕ) can be written as (2.12) M_∞(ϕ) = ⟨ϕ, μ⟩ + ∫_∞ 0 e^{−λs} ∫ E ϕ(x)S^J (ds, dx) + ∫_∞ 0 e^{−λs} ∫ E ϕ(x)S^C (ds, dx). For the jump part above, we always handle the ‘small jumps’ and the ‘large jumps’ separately.

Now let us give the precise definitions of ‘small jumps’ and ‘large jumps’. Given ρ ∈ (0, ∞], a jump at time s is called ‘small’ if 0 < ΔX_s(ϕ) < e^{λρ s}, and ‘large’ if △X_s(ϕ) ≥ e^{λρ s}, where △X_s(ϕ) = rϕ(x) when △X_s = rδ_x with r > 0 and x ∈ E. Define N^{(1,ρ)} := ∑ 0<△X_s(ϕ)<e^{λρ s} δ_{(s,△Xs)}, N^{(2,ρ)} := ∑ △X_s(ϕ)≥e^{λρ s} δ_{(s,△Xs)},

and denote the compensators of N^{(1,ρ)} and N^{(2,ρ)} by ^N^{(1,ρ)} and ^N^{(1,ρ)} respectively. Then for any non-negative Borel function F on R_+ × M(E_∂ ), ∫_∞ 0 ∫ M(E_∂ ) F (s, υ) ^N^{(1,ρ)}(ds, dυ) = ∫_∞ 0 ds ∫ E X_{s−}(dx) ∫_e^λρ^s 0 F (s, rϕ(x)^{−1}δ_x)π^ϕ(x, dr) and ∫_∞ 0 ∫ M(E_∂ ) F (s, υ) ^N^{(2,ρ)}(ds, dυ) = ∫_∞ 0 ds ∫ E X_{s−}(dx) ∫_∞ e^{λρ s} F (s, rϕ(x)^{−1}δ_x)π^ϕ(x, dr), where π^ϕ was defined in (1.10). Let J^{(1,ρ)} denote the set of jump times of N^{(1,ρ)}, and let J^{(2,ρ)} denote the set of jump times of N^{(2,ρ)}. Then ∫_∞ 0 ∫ M(E_∂ ) F (s, υ)N^{(1,ρ)}(ds, dυ) = ∑ s∈J^{(1,ρ)} F (s, △X_s), ∫_∞ 0 ∫ M(E_∂ ) F (s, υ)N^{(2,ρ)}(ds, dυ) = ∑ s∈J^{(2,ρ)} F (s, △X_s). Similar to the way we constructed S^J (ds, dx) from N(ds, dυ), we can construct two martingale measures S^{(1,ρ)}(ds, dx) and S^{(2,ρ)}(ds, dx) respectively from N^{(1,ρ)}(ds, dυ) and N^{(2,ρ)}(ds, dυ). Then for any bounded Borel function g on R_+ × E, we can obtain the following martingales, for t > 0, (2.13) S^{(1,ρ)}_t (g) = ∫_t 0 ∫ E g(s, x)S^{(1,ρ)}(ds, dx) = ∫_t 0 ∫ M(E_∂ ) F_g(s, υ)(N^{(1,ρ)} − ^N^{(1,ρ)})(ds, dυ) and (2.14) S^{(2,ρ)}_t (g) = ∫_t 0 ∫ E g(s, x)S^{(2,ρ)}(ds, dx) = ∫_t 0 ∫ M(E_∂ ) F_g(s, υ)(N^{(2,ρ)} − ^N^{(2,ρ)})(ds, dυ), where F_g(s, υ) = ∫ E g(s, x)υ(dx).

2.2. Spine Decomposition of Superprocesses. Recall that {(ξ_t)_{t≥0}; Π_x, x ∈ E} is the spatial motion. Let (F^ξ_t )_{t≥0} be the natural filtration of (ξ_t)_{t≥0}. For each x ∈ E, let ~Π_x be the probability measure defined by d~Π_x|_F ξ_t dΠ_x|_F ξ_t = e^{∫ t}0^{β(ξs)ds}ϕ(ξ_t)1_{{t<ζ}} e^{λt}ϕ(x) , t ≥ 0. (2.15)

It can be verified (see [13] for example) that the process {(ξ_t)_{t≥0}; ~Π_x, x ∈ E} is a time homogeneous Markov process. For any μ ∈ M(E), define (ϕμ)(dx) := ϕ(x)μ(dx). For any μ ∈ M^0(E), we define

Π_μ(·) := μ(E)^{−1} ∫ E Π_x(·)μ(dx) and ~Π_μ(·) := μ(E)^{−1} ∫ E ~Π_x(·)μ(dx). For any μ ∈ M^0(E), we define the probability measure ~P_μ by d~P_μ|_{Ft} dP_μ|_{Ft} = M_t(ϕ) μ(ϕ) , t ≥ 0. (2.16)

It is known (see, for instance, [17]) that for any t > 0, ( X_t; ~P_μ )_d = ( X_t + ∑ σ∈D^C ∩[0,t] X^{C,σ}_{t−σ} + ∑ σ∈D^J ∩[0,t] X^{J,σ}_{t−σ} ; Q_μ ) . (2.17)

The right-hand side is constructed as follows.

(i) {(ξ_t)_{t≥0}; Q_μ } is a Markov process, called the spine process, with

{(ξ_t)_{t≥0}; Q_μ }^d= {(ξ_t)_{t≥0}; ~Π_{ϕμ}};

(ii) Conditioned on (ξ_t)_{t≥0}, the continuum immigration {(X^{C,σ} )_{σ∈D}C ; Q_μ (·|(ξ_t)_{t≥0})} is a D - valued point process such that

(2.18) n(ds, dw) := ∑ σ∈D^C δ_{(σ,X}C,σ_)(ds, dw) is a Poisson random measure on R_+ × D with intensity n(ds, dw) := α(ξ_s)ds · N_{ξs} (dw); (iii) Conditioned on (ξ_t)_{t≥0}, the discrete immigration {(X^{J,σ} )_{σ∈D}J ; Q_μ (·|(ξ_t)_{t≥0})} is a D -valued point process such that m(ds, dw) := ∑ σ∈D^J δ(σ,X^{J,σ} )(ds, dw) is a Poisson random measure

on R_+ × D with intensity m(ds, dw) := ds · ∫ (0,∞) yP_{yδξs} (X ∈ dw)π(ξ_s, dy); (2.19)

(vi) Given (ξ_t)_{t≥0}, (X^{C,σ} )_{σ∈D}C and (X^{J,σ} )_{σ∈D}J are independent.

(v) {(X_t)_{t≥0}; Q_μ } is a copy of the superprocess {(X_t)_{t≥0}; P_μ}, and is independent of (ξ_t)_{t≥0}, (X^{C,σ})_{σ∈D}C and (X^{J,σ})_{σ∈D}J .

{(ξ_t)_{t≥0}, (X^{C,σ} )_{σ∈D}C , (X^{J,σ})_{σ∈D}J , (X_t)_{t≥0}; Q_μ } is called a spine decomposition of {(X_t)_{t≥0}; ~P_μ}. Put Z^C_t := ∑ σ∈D^C ∩[0,t] X^{C,σ}_{t−σ} and Z^J_t := ∑ σ∈D^J ∩[0,t] X^{J,σ}_{t−σ} , t > 0. Then the spine representation (2.17) of X can be simplified as for any t ≥ 0, ( X_t; ~P_μ )_d = ( X_t + Z^C_t + Z^J_t ; Q_μ ) . (2.20)

3. Proofs of Main Results

3.1. Some Lemmas. Recall the definition (1.14), i.e.,

A_t(q) = ∫_t 0 e^{λsq} (M_∞(ϕ) − M_s(ϕ))ds, t ∈ [0, ∞). Let A(q) denote the almost sure limit of A_t(q) as t → ∞ whenever it exists. For any p > 0, g(s, x) := e^{−λsp} ϕ(x) is bounded on R_+ × E, and thus we can define a martingale ( ~A_t(p))_{t≥0} by

(3.1) ~A_t(p) = ∫_t 0 e^{−λsp} ∫ E ϕ(x)M(ds, dx), t ≥ 0. When the almost sure limit of this martingale exists as t → ∞, we denote the limit by ~A(p) and write it in the integral form ~A(p) := ∫_∞ 0 e^{−λsp} ∫ E ϕ(x)M(ds, dx). Lemma 3.1. Assume that (1.13) holds. Suppose p ∈ (1, 2], 1/p + 1/q = 1, r > 1, and μ ∈ M^0(E).

(1) ~A_t(p) converges P_μ-almost surely as t → ∞ if and only if A_t(q) converges P_μ-almost surely and M_∞(ϕ) − M_t(ϕ) = o ( e^{− λtq} ) , P_μ-almost surely as t → ∞. In this case, we have

(3.2) A(q) = q ~A(p) λ − q λ (M_∞(ϕ) − M_0(ϕ)), P_μ-a.s.

(2) A_t(q) − A_1(q) is in L^r(P_μ) and converges in L^r(P_μ) as t → ∞ if and only if ~A_t(p) − ~A_1(p) is in L^r(P_μ) and converges in L^r(P_μ) as t → ∞. In this case, we have

(3.3) A(q) − A_1(q) = q λ ( ~A(p) − ~A_1(p)) − q λ e^{λq} (M_∞(ϕ) − M_1(ϕ)) in L^r(P_μ),

where A(q) − A_1(q) (resp. ~A(p) − ~A_1(p)) is the L^r(P_μ)-limit of A_t(q) − A_1(q) (resp. ~A_t(p) − ~A_1(p)) as t → ∞. Proof: The assumption (1.13) implies the uniform integrability of M_t(ϕ), t ∈ [0, ∞]. Consequently, M_t(ϕ) is bounded on [0, ∞] P_μ-almost surely. By the bounded convergence theorem and the stochastic Fubini theorem for martingale measures (c.f. [16, Theorem 7.24]), for any T > 0,

A_T (q) = lim_{l→∞} ∫_T 0 e^{λtq} dt ∫_l t e^{−λs} ∫ E ϕ(x)M(ds, dx) (3.4)

= lim_{l→∞} ∫_l 0 e^{−λs} ∫ E ϕ(x)M(ds, dx) ∫_{s∧T} 0 e^{λtq} dt = q λ lim_{l→∞} ∫_l 0 e^{−λs}(e^{λ(s∧T )q} − 1) ∫ E ϕ(x)M(ds, dx)

= q λ ∫_T 0 e^{−λsp} ∫ E ϕ(x)M(ds, dx) + q λ e^{λTq} ( M_∞(ϕ) − M_T (ϕ) ) − q λ (M_∞(ϕ) − M_0(ϕ)) = q λ ~A_T (p) + q λ e^{λTq} ( M_∞(ϕ) − M_T (ϕ) ) − q λ (M_∞(ϕ) − M_0(ϕ)).

Note that A^′_t(q) := dA_t(q) dt = e^{λtq} ( M_∞(ϕ) − M_t(ϕ) ) for almost every t ∈ (0, ∞). Therefore (3.4) can be rewritten as

(3.5) − λ q A_t(q) + A^′_t(q) = (M_∞(ϕ) − M_0(ϕ)) − ~A_t(p), a.e. t > 0.

From this we get that e^{− λq t}A_t(q) = q λ (M_∞(ϕ) − M_0(ϕ))(1 − e^{− λq t}) − ∫_t 0 e^{− λq s} ~A_s(p)ds, a.e. t > 0. Combining this with (3.5), we get that for almost every t ∈ (0, ∞),

e^{− λq t}A^′_t(q) = (M_∞(ϕ) − M_0(ϕ))(1 − e^{− λq t}) − λ q ∫_t 0 e^{− λq s} ~A_s(p)ds (3.6) +e^{− λq t}(M_∞(ϕ) − M_0(ϕ)) − e^{− λq t} ~A_t(p) = (M_∞(ϕ) − M_0(ϕ)) − e^{− λq t} ~A_t(p) − λ q ∫_t 0 e^{− λq s} ~A_s(p)ds. Since for a.e. t > 0, e^{− λq t}A^′_t(q) = M_∞(ϕ) − M_t(ϕ), we have for almost all T, t > 0, e^{− λq t}A^′_t(q) − e^{− λq (T +t)}A^′_{T +t}(q) = M_{T +t}(ϕ) − M_t(ϕ). Using (3.6), we get that for almost all T, t > 0,

e^{λq T} (M_{T +t}(ϕ) − M_T (ϕ))

(3.7) = e^{− λq t} ~A_{T +t}(p) − ~A_T (p) + λ q ∫_t 0 e^{− λq s} ~A_{T +s}ds = (e^{− λq t} − 1) ~A_{T +t}(p) + ( ~A_{T +t}(p) − ~A_T (p)) + λ q ∫_t 0 e^{− λq s} ~A_{T +s}(p)ds. Since (1 − e^{− λq t}) ~A_{T +t} = λ q ∫_t 0 e^{− λq s} ~A_{T +t}ds, (3.7) can be written as: for almost all T, t > 0,

(3.8) e^{λq T} (M_{T +t}(ϕ) − M_T (ϕ)) = ~A_{T +t}(p) − ~A_T (p) − λ q ∫_t 0 e^{− λq s} ( ~A_{T +t}(p) − ~A_{T +s}(p) ) ds. (1) If A_T (q) converges P_μ-almost surely as T → ∞ and lim_{T →∞} e^{λTq} ( M_∞(ϕ)−M_T (ϕ) ) = 0 P_μ-a.s.

then by (3.4), ~A_T (p) converges P_μ-almost surely as T → ∞, and (3.2) follows. Conversely, if ~A_T (p) converges P_μ-a.s. as T → ∞, then for any ε > 0, there is ~T (ω) > 0 such that for T > ~T (ω) and t, s ≥ 0, | | ~A_{T +t}(p) − ~A_{T +s}(p) | | < ε. Using (3.8) and the right continuity of M_t(ϕ), we have for any t, T > 0, | |e^{λq T} (MT +t(ϕ) − MT (ϕ)) | | ≤ | ~AT +t(p) − ~AT (p)| + λ q ∫_t 0 e^{− λq s} | | ~AT +t(p) − ~AT +s(p) | | ds

≤ ε + ε λ q ∫_t 0 e^{− λq s}ds ≤ 2ε. Letting t → ∞, we get that for T > ~T , | |e^λ_q T (M_∞(ϕ) − M_T (ϕ)) | | ≤ 2ε. Since ε > 0 is arbitrary, we

have P_μ ( lim_{T →∞} e^{λq T} (M_∞(ϕ) − M_T (ϕ)) = 0 ) = 1.

Thus by (3.4), A_T (q) converges P_μ-almost surely as T → ∞.

(2) Now we consider the L^r(P_μ) convergence. For any T ≥ 1, note that ∫_{T +1} T e^{λq t}(M_∞(ϕ) − M_t(ϕ))dt = ∫_{T +1} T e^{λq t}(M_∞(ϕ) − M_{T +1}(ϕ))dt +

∫_{T +1} T e^{λq t}(M_{T +1}(ϕ) − M_t(ϕ))dt = q λ (M_∞(ϕ) − M_{T +1}(ϕ))e^{λq (T +1)} ( 1 − e^{−λ/q} ) + P_μ (∫_{T +1} T e^{λq t}(M_∞(ϕ) − M_t(ϕ))dt | |F_{T +1} ) , which can be written as

A_{T +1}(q) − A_T (q)

(3.9) = q λ (M_∞(ϕ) − M_{T +1}(ϕ))e^{λq (T +1)} ( 1 − e^{−λ/q} ) + P_μ ( A_{T +1}(q) − A_T (q) | |F_{T +1}) . By Jensen’s inequality, P_μ | P_μ ( A_{T +1}(q) − A_T (q) | F_{T +1} )|_r ≤ P_μ |A_{T +1}(q) − A_T (q)|^r .

If A_t(q) − A_1(q) is in L^r(P_μ) and has an L^r(P_μ) limit as t → ∞, then by (3.9), {(M_∞(ϕ) − M_T (ϕ))e^{λq T} , T ≥ 1} is bounded in L^r(P_μ). We obtain from (3.4) that the martingale {( ~A_t(p) − ~A_1(p)); t ≥ 1} is Lr(P_μ) bounded as well. Thus the martingale ~A_t(p) − ~A_1(p) has an Lr(P_μ) limit as t → ∞. Conversely, if ~A_t(p) − ~A_1(p) is in L^r(P_μ) and has an L^r(P_μ) limit ~A(p) − ~A_1(p) as t → ∞, thanks to (3.8) and Jensen’s inequality, for t ≥ 1, P_μ [| |e^{λt}q (M_∞(ϕ) − M_t(ϕ)) | |^r ] (3.10) ≲ P_μ| ~A(p) − ~A_t(p)|^r + λ q ∫_∞ 0 e^{− λq s}P_μ | | ~A(p) − ~At+s(p) | |^r ds. Applying the dominated convergence theorem to the second term of the right-hand above, we get

(3.11) lim_{t→∞} P_μ | e^{λtq} ( M_∞(ϕ) − M_t(ϕ) )|_r = 0.

By Minkowski’s inequality, for any t_1, t_2 ≥ 1, in (3.4), we deduce that ‖A_{t1} (q) − A_{t2} (q)‖_r ≤ q λ [ ‖ ~A_{t1} (p) − ~A_{t2} (p)‖_r + ‖e^{λt1q} (M_∞(ϕ) − M_{t1} (ϕ))‖_r + ‖e^{λt2q} (M_∞(ϕ) − M_{t2} (ϕ))‖_r ] . Therefore, A_t(q) − A_1(q) is in L^r(P_μ) and has an L^r(P_μ) limit as t → ∞. □

Lemma 3.2. Suppose μ ∈ M^0(E) and γ > 0 is a constant. Define for t ≥ 0, ~C_t(γ) = ∫_t 0 e^{−λs}s^γ ∫ E ϕ(x)M(ds, dx), C_t(γ) = ∫_t 0 s^{γ−1}(M_∞(ϕ) − M_s(ϕ))ds. Then ~C_t(γ) converges P_μ-almost surely as t → ∞ if and only if C_t(γ) converges and t^{γ−1}(M_∞(ϕ) − M_t(ϕ)) = o(t^{−1}), P_μ-almost surely as t → ∞. When ~C_t(γ) (resp. C_t(γ)) converges as t → ∞, we denote its limit by ~C(γ) (resp. C(γ)). Then we have (3.12) γ ~C(γ) = C(γ), P_μ-a.s.

Proof: The proof is similar to that of Lemma 3.1. Similar to (3.4), we have for any T > 0,

C_T (γ) = lim_{l→∞} ∫_T 0 t^{γ−1}dt ∫_l t e^{−λs} ∫ E ϕ(x)M(ds, dx) (3.13)

= lim_{l→∞} ∫_l 0 e^{−λs} ∫ E ϕ(x)M(ds, dx) ∫_{s∧T} 0 t^{γ−1}dt = 1 γ lim_{l→∞} ∫_l 0 e^{−λs}(s ∧ T )^γ ∫ E ϕ(x)M(ds, dx) = 1 γ ∫_T 0 e^{−λs}s^γ ∫ E ϕ(x)M(ds, dx) + 1 γ T^γ ( M_∞(ϕ) − M_T (ϕ) )

= 1 γ ~C_T (γ) + 1 γ T^γ [ M_∞(ϕ) − M_T (ϕ) ] . If C_t(γ) converges and t^{γ−1}(M_∞(ϕ)−M_t(ϕ)) = o(t^{−1}) as t → ∞ P_μ-almost surely. Using (3.13), we get ~C_T (γ) converges P_μ-almost surely and (3.12) holds. We now deduce the almost sure convergence of C_t(γ) and t^γ [ M_∞(ϕ) − M_t(ϕ) ] from the a.s. convergence of ~C_t(γ). From (3.13), we get T^γ [ M_∞(ϕ) − M_T (ϕ) ] = γC_T (γ) − ~C_T (γ) and T^γ [ M_∞(ϕ) − M_{T +t}(ϕ) ] = T^γ (T + t)^γ [ γC_{T +t}(γ) − ~C_{T +t}(γ) ] . It follows from the two displays above that T^γ [ M_{T +t}(ϕ) − M_T (ϕ) ] = γT^γ [ C_T (γ) T^γ − C_{T +t}(γ) (T + t)^γ ] + [ T^γ (T + t)^γ ~C_{T +t}(γ) − ~C_T (γ) ] . (3.14)

Noticing that t^γ (M_∞(ϕ) − M_t(ϕ)) = t dC_t(γ) dt = tC^′_t(γ) for a.e. t > 0, (3.13) can be written as γC_t(γ) − tC^′_t(γ) = ~C_t(γ), a.e. t > 0. From this we get that for any t, T > 0, C_T (γ) T^γ − C_{T +t}(γ) (T + t)^γ = ∫_{T +t} T ~C_s(γ) s^{γ+1} ds. (3.15)

Simple calculations yield T^γ (T + t)^γ ~C_{T +t}(γ) − ~C_T (γ) = ~C_{T +t}(γ) − ~C_T (γ) − γT^γ ∫_{T +t} T ~C_{T +t}(γ) s^{γ+1} ds. (3.16)

Combining (3.14), (3.15) and (3.16), we get

(3.17) T^γ [M_{T +t}(ϕ) − M_T (ϕ)] = ~C_{T +t}(γ) − ~C_T (γ) − γT^γ ∫_{T +t} T ~C_{T +t}(γ) − ~C_s(γ) s^{γ+1} ds. If ~C_t(γ) converges P_μ-almost surely as t → ∞, by using the argument in the proof of Lemma 3.1(1) after (3.8), we get

(3.18) lim_{t→∞} t^γ [M_∞(ϕ) − M_t(ϕ)] = 0, P_μ-a.s.

Therefore, it follows from (3.13) that C_t(γ) converges P_μ-almost surely and (3.12) holds as well. □

Remark 3.3. Suppose that L(ds, dx) is a random measure on [0, ∞) × E such that, as t → ∞,

L_t := ∫_t 0 e^{−λs} ∫ E ϕ(x)L(ds, dx) → L_∞, P_μ-a.s. where L_∞ is a finite random variable. Using arguments similar to those in the proof of Lemma 3.2, we can show that for any γ > 0, ∫_T 0 e^{−λs}s^γ ∫ E ϕ(x)L(ds, dx) converges P_μ-almost surely as T → ∞ if and only if ∫_T 0 t^{γ−1}dt ∫_∞ t e^{−λs} ∫ E ϕ(x)L(ds, dx) = ∫_T 0 t^{γ−1}(L_∞ − L_t)dt converges and L_∞ − L_T = o(T^{−γ} ), P_μ-almost surely as T → ∞.

Lemma 3.4. Assume that Assumptions 1-2 and (1.13) hold. Let 1 ≤ a < p ≤ 2.

(1) If (1.15) holds, then for any μ ∈ M^0(E), ( ~A_t(a) − ~A_1(a)) is in L^p(P_μ) and converges in L^p(P_μ) and therefore P_μ-almost surely as t → ∞.

(2) Suppose that for some μ ∈ M^0(E), ( ~A_t(a) − ~A_1(a)) is in L^p(P_μ) and converges in L^p(P_μ) as t → ∞, then it must converge P_μ-almost surely as t → ∞ and (1.15) holds.

Proof: (1) Suppose condition (1.15) holds. From the definition (3.1) of ~A_t(a) and (2.9), we only need to consider the convergences of ∫_t 1 e^{− λa s} ∫ E ϕ(x)S^J (ds, dx) and ∫_t 1 e^{− λa s} ∫ E ϕ(x)S^C (ds, dx) as t → ∞. Recall that definitions of S^{(1,∞)}_t and S^{(2,∞)}_t given in (2.13) and (2.14) with ρ = ∞. For the “small jump” part, by the Burkholder-Davis-Gundy inequality, we have P_μ [ (sup_{t≥0} S^{(1,∞)}_t (e^{− λa ·}ϕ))^2 ] ≲ P_μ (∫_∞ 0 ∫ M(E_∂ ) F^2_{e− λa ·ϕ}(s, υ) ^N^{(1,∞)}(ds, dυ) )

= P_μ ∫_∞ 0 ds ∫ E X_s(dx) ∫_1 0 F^2_{e− λa ·ϕ}(s, rϕ(x)^{−1}δ_x)π^ϕ(x, dr) = ∫_∞ 0 e^{− 2λa s}⟨P^β_s (∫_1 0 r^2π^ϕ(·, dr) ) , μ⟩ds.

Thanks to (1.11), we have P_μ [( sup_{t≥0} S^{(1,∞)}_t (e^{− λa ·}ϕ)

)_2] ≲ ∫_∞ 0 e^{− 2λa s}⟨P^β_s ϕ, μ⟩ds (3.19) = a (2 − a)λ ∫ E ϕ(y)μ(dy) < ∞, where in the last equality, we used the fact that e^{−λs}P^β_s ϕ = ϕ for s ≥ 0. Applying the Burkholder- Davis-Gundy inequality to S^{(2,∞)}_t (e^{− λ}a^·ϕ)), we obtain that for 1 < p ≤ 2, P_μ [| | sup t≥1 ( S^{(2,∞)} t (e^{− λa ·}ϕ) − S^{(2,∞)}_1 (e^{− λa ·}ϕ) )| |^p ] ≲ P_μ [ ∑ s∈[1,∞)∩J^{(2,∞)} F_{e−} λ_{a ·ϕ}(s, ΔX_s)^2 ] p_2

≤ P_μ [ ∑ s∈[1,∞)∩J^{(2,∞)} F_{e−} λ_{a ·ϕ}(s, ΔX_s)^p ]

= P_μ ∫_∞ 1 ds ∫ E X_s(dx) ∫_∞ 1 F^p_{e− λa ·ϕ}(s, rϕ(x)^{−1}δ_x)π^ϕ(x, dr) = ∫_∞ 1 e^{− pλa s}⟨P^β_s (∫_∞ 1 r^pπ^ϕ(·, dr) ) , μ⟩ds. Set h(x) := ∫_∞ 1 r^pπ^ϕ(x, dr). Condition (1.15) says that h ∈ L^+_1 (ν). Note that p > a. If μ ∈ M^0(E), by Assumption 2, ∫_∞ 1 e^{− pλa s}⟨P^β_s (∫_∞ 1 r^pπ^ϕ(·, dr) ) , μ⟩ds ≲ μ(ϕ)ν(h) ( 1 + sup t>1,x∈E |C_{t,x,h}| ) ∫ ∞ 1 e^−(^{pa −1})^{λs}ds < ∞. Therefore, P_μ [| | sup t≥1 ( S^{(2,∞)} t (e^{− λa ·}ϕ) − S^{(2,∞)}_1 (e^{− λa ·}ϕ) )| |^p ] < ∞. (3.20)

Combining (3.19) and (3.20), we get P_μ [| | sup t≥1 ∫_t 1 e^{− λa s} ∫ E ϕ(x)S^J (ds, dx) | |^p ] < ∞. (3.21)

We also have

sup_{t≥0} P_μ [( ∫_t 0 e^{− λa s} ∫ E ϕ(x)S^C (ds, dx) )_2] = P_μ ∫_∞ 0 e^{− 2a λs}⟨αϕ^2, X_s⟩ds (3.22) = ∫_∞ 0 e^{− 2a λs}ds ∫ E P^β_s (αϕ^2)(y)μ(dy) ≤ a‖αϕ‖_∞ (2 − a)λ ⟨ϕ, μ⟩ < ∞. Consequently, by (3.21) and (3.22), sup_{t≥1} P_μ ( | ~A_t(a) − ~A_1(a)|^p ) < ∞. Thus ~A_t(a) − ~A_1(a) is in L^p(P_μ) and converges in L^p(P_μ) and P_μ-almost surely as t → ∞.

(2) Suppose that, for some μ ∈ M^0(E), ~A_t(a)− ~A_1(a) → ~A(a)− ~A_1(a) in L^p(P_μ) as t → ∞. Then P_μ ( | ~A(a) − ~A_1(a)|^p ) < ∞. Since ~A_t(a) is a P_μ-martingale, it must converge P_μ-almost surely as t → ∞. By Jensen’s inequality, for any t > 1,

P_μ(| ~A_t(a) − ~A_1(a)|^p) = P_μ (| |Pμ ( ~A(a) − ~A_1(a) | |F_t )| |^p ) ≤ P_μ(| ~A(a) − ~A_1(a)|^p) < ∞.

We have shown in (3.19) and (3.22) that P_μ [( S^{(1,∞)} t (e^{− λa ·}ϕ) )_2] < ∞ and P_μ [( ∫_t 0 e^{− λa s} ∫ E ϕ(x)S^C (ds, dx) )_2] < ∞. Therefore, by the definition of ~A_t(a) given in (3.1), we have that for any t ≥ 0,

(3.23) P_μ (| |S^{(2,∞)}_t (e^{− λa ·}ϕ) − S^{(2,∞)}_1 (e^{− λa ·}ϕ) | |^p) < ∞. Note that it follows from (3.10) that P_μ(|M_∞(ϕ) − M_1(ϕ)|^p) < ∞ when P_μ(| ~A(a) − ~A_1(a)|^p) < ∞. Therefore, P_μ [ M_∞(ϕ)^p | |F1 ] ≲ P_μ [ |M_∞(ϕ) − M_1(ϕ)|^p | |F1 ] + M_1(ϕ)^p < ∞.

Since {M_t(ϕ); t ≥ 1} is a martingale with respect to (F_t)_{t≥1} under P_μ(·|F_1), we have almost surely P_μ [ sup_{t≥1} M_t(ϕ)^p | |F1 ] ≲ P_μ [ M_∞(ϕ)^p | |F1 ] < ∞. Thus for the compensator ^N^{(2,∞)} of the “big jumps”, we have P_μ-almost surely P_μ [ ( ∫ t 1 ∫ M(E_∂ ) F_{e−} λ_{a ·ϕ}(s, υ) ^N^{(2,∞)}(ds, dυ) )_p| |F1 ] (3.24) = P_μ [( ∫_t 1 e^{− λa s}ds ∫ E X_s(dx) ∫_∞ 1 rπ^ϕ(x, dr) )_p| |F1 ]

≲ P_μ [( ∫_t 1 e^{λa∗ s}M_s(ϕ)ds )_p| |F1 ] ≤ f^p_a (t)P_μ ( sup_{s≤t} M_s(ϕ)^p | |F_1 )

≲ f^p_a (t)P_μ ( M_t(ϕ)^p | | |F1 ) ≤ f^p_a (t)P_μ ( M_∞(ϕ)^p | | |F1 ) < ∞, t ≥ 1,

where 1 a^∗ + 1 a = 1 and f_a(t) = a^∗ λ e^λa^{∗ t}, a > 1 t, a = 1, and in the first inequality we used (1.11). It

follows from (3.23) and (3.24) that for any t > 1, P_μ [( ∫_t 1 ∫ M(E_∂ ) F_{e−} λ_{a ·ϕ}(s, υ)N^{(2,∞)}(ds, dυ) )_p| |F1 ] < ∞. Since p > 1, {X_t} is Markov and F_e−λ·_ϕ(s, υ) ≥ 0, for any t > 0, ∞ > P_{X1} [( ∫_t 0 ∫ M(E_∂ ) F_{e−} λ_{a ·ϕ}(s + 1, υ)N^{(2,∞)}(ds, dυ) )_p]

= P_{X1} ( ∑ s∈(0,t] ⋂ J^{(2,+∞)}

F_{e−} λ_{a ·ϕ}(s + 1, ΔX_s) )_p

≥ P_{X1} ∑ s∈(0,t] ⋂ J^{(2,+∞)} ( F_{e−} λ_{a ·ϕ}(s + 1, ΔX_s) )_p

= P_{X1} ( ∫ t 0 e^{− pλa (s+1)}ds ∫ E X_s(dx) ∫_∞ 1 r^pπ^ϕ(x, dr) )

= ∫_t 0 e^{− pλa (s+1)}ds ∫ E P^β_s ( ∫ ∞ 1 r^pπ^ϕ(·, dr) ) (y)X_1(dy), which implies that for any T ≥ 1, ∫_{1+T} T e^{− pλa s}ds ∫ E P^β_s h(y)X_1(dy) < ∞, where h(x) = ∫_∞ 1 r^pπ^ϕ(x, dr) as before. Since ν is a probability measure, h ∧ L ∈ L^+_1 (ν) for any L > 0. Let c_t = sup_{x∈E,f∈L}+_{1 (ν)} |C_{t,x,f} | be as in Assumption 2. Then lim_{t→∞} c_t = 0. Choose T > 0 such that when t > T , c_t ≤ 1/2. Applying Assumption 2 again, we get that for t > T , e^{λt}ϕ(y)ν(h ∧ L) ≤ 2P^β_t h(y). Integrating both sides of the above inequality with respect to e^{− p}a^{λt}dtX_1(dy) on [T, T + 1] × E, we obtain ν(h ∧ L)X_1(ϕ) (^p_a − 1)λ e^{−( pa −1)λT} ( 1 − e^{−( pa −1)λ} ) ≤ ∫_{T +1} T e^{− pa λt}dt ∫ E ν(h ∧ L)e^{λt}ϕ(y)X_1(dy) ≤ 2 ∫_{1+T} T e^{− pa λt}dt ∫ E P^β_s h(y)X_1(dy) < ∞. Since the last term in the above inequality does not depend on L, letting L → ∞ we get ν(h) = ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_∞ 1 r^pπ^ϕ(x, dr) < ∞. The proof is now complete. □

Lemma 3.5. Suppose (1.16) holds and T_0 is the constant in (1.16). Then there is a constant K > 0 such that, for any μ ∈ M^0(E), and any t, n, a, b > 0 satisfying 0 < b < a and e^{bn} > T_0, ~P_μ(⟨ϕ, X_t⟩ > e^{an}) ≤ 3⟨ϕ, μ⟩e^{λt−an} + Ke^{λt−(a−b)n} + Kt ∫ E ν(dy) ∫_∞ e^{bn} rπ^ϕ(y, dr). Proof: It follows from the spine decomposition that ~P_μ(⟨ϕ, X_t⟩ > e^{an}) = Q_μ ( ⟨ϕ, X_t⟩ + ⟨ϕ, Z^C_t ⟩ + ⟨ϕ, Z^J_t ⟩ > e^{an} )

≤ Q_μ ( ⟨ϕ, X_t⟩ > 1 3 e^{an} ) + Q_μ ( ⟨ϕ, Z^C_t ⟩ > 1 3 e^{an} ) + Q_μ ( ⟨ϕ, Z^J_t ⟩ > 1 3 e^{an} ) (3.25) ≤ 3Q_μ ⟨ϕ, X_t⟩ e^{an} + 3Q_μ ⟨ϕ, Z^C_t ⟩ e^{an} + Q_μ ( ⟨ϕ, Z^J_t ⟩ > 1/3e^{an} ) . Noting that Q_μ ⟨ϕ, X_t⟩ = P_μ⟨ϕ, X_t⟩ = e^{λt}⟨ϕ, μ⟩, we get 3Q_μ ⟨ϕ, X_t⟩ e^{an} ≤ 3⟨ϕ, μ⟩e^{λt−an}. Since Q_μ ⟨ϕ, Z^C_t ⟩ = ~Π_{ϕμ} [∫_t 0 α(ξ_s)ϕ(ξ_s)e^{λ(t−s)}ds ] ≤ 2‖αϕ‖_∞e^{λt} λ , it follows that 3Q_μ ⟨ϕ, Z^C_t ⟩ e^{an} ≤ 6‖αϕ‖_∞e^{λt}e^{−an} λ . (3.26)

Let m_σ = X^{J,σ}_0 (E) for σ ∈ D^J . From the construction of Z^J_t , we can estimate the third term in (3.25) as follows:

Q_μ ( ⟨ϕ, Z^J_t ⟩ > 1 3 e^{an} ) ≤ Q_μ ∑ σ∈DJ ∩[0,t] m_σ ϕ(ξ_σ )>e^{bn} ⟨ϕ, X^{J,σ}_{t−σ} ⟩ > 1 6 e^{an} + Q_μ ∑ σ∈DJ ∩[0,t] m_σ ϕ(ξ_σ )≤e^{bn} ⟨ϕ, X^{J,σ}_{t−σ} ⟩ > 1 6 e^{an} .

By the Markov inequality,

Q_μ ∑ σ∈DJ ∩[0,t] m_σ ϕ(ξ_σ )≤e^{bn} ⟨ϕ, X^{J,σ}_{t−σ} ⟩ > 1 6 e^{an} ≤ 6e^{−an}Q_μ ∑ σ∈DJ ∩[0,t] m_σ ϕ(ξ_σ )≤e^{bn} ⟨ϕ, X^{J,σ}_{t−σ} ⟩ (3.27)

= 6e^{−an} ~Π_{ϕμ} [∫_t 0 e^{λ(t−s)}ϕ^{−1}(ξ_s)ds ∫_ebn 0 r^2π^ϕ(ξ_s, dr) ]

= 6e^{−an} ~Π_{ϕμ} ∫_t 0 e^{λ(t−s)}ϕ^{−1}(ξ_s)ds (∫_1 0 r^2π^ϕ(ξ_s, dr) + ∫_ebn 1 r^2π^ϕ(ξ_s, dr) )

≤ 6e^{−(a−b)n} ~Π_{ϕμ} ∫_t 0 e^{λ(t−s)}ϕ^{−1}(ξ_s)ds ∫_∞ 0 (r ∧ r^2)π^ϕ(ξ_s, dr). Thus by (1.11) and (3.27),

(3.28) Q_μ ∑ σ∈DJ ∩[0,t] m_σ ϕ(ξ_σ )≤e^{bn} ⟨ϕ, X^{J,σ}_{t−σ} ⟩ > 1 6 e^{an} ≤ 6C λ e^{λt−(a−b)n} := Ae^{λt−(a−b)n},

where A = 6C λ and C is the constant in (1.11). It is obvious that A is independent of μ, t, a and b.

When the event { ∑ σ∈DJ ∩[0,t] m_σ ϕ(ξ_σ )>e^{bn} ⟨ϕ, X^{J,σ}_{t−σ} ⟩ > 1 6 e^{an} } occurs, ♯{σ ∈ D^J ∩ [0, t]; m_σ ϕ(ξ_σ) > e^{bn}} ≥ 1.

Thus

Q_μ ∑ σ∈DJ ∩[0,t] m_σ ϕ(ξ_σ )>e^{bn} ⟨ϕ, X^{J,σ}_{t−σ} ⟩ > 1 6 e^{an} ≤ Q_μ ∑ σ∈DJ ∩[0,t] m_σ ϕ(ξ_σ )>e^{bn} 1 ≥ 1

≤ Q_μ ∑ σ∈DJ ∩[0,t] m_σ ϕ(ξ_σ )>e^{bn} 1 = ~Π_{ϕμ} [∫_t 0 ds ∫_∞ e^{bn} rπ^ϕ(ξ_s, dr) ] .

When e^{bn} ≥ T_0, we have ~Π_{ϕμ} [∫_t 0 ds ∫_∞ e^{bn} rπ^ϕ(ξ_s, dr) ] ≤ B ~Π_{ϕμ} [∫_t 0 ϕ(ξ_s)ds ∫ E ν(dy) ∫_∞ e^{bn} rπ^ϕ(y, dr) ] .

Therefore,

Q_μ ∑ σ∈DJ ∩[0,t] m_σ ϕ(ξ_σ )>e^{bn} ⟨ϕ, X^{m,σ}_{t−σ} ⟩ > 1 6 e^{an} ≤ Bt‖ϕ‖_∞ ∫ E ν(dy) ∫_∞ e^{bn} rπ^ϕ(y, dr). (3.29)

Put K = 6‖αϕ‖_∞ λ + A + B‖ϕ‖_∞, which is independent of μ, t, a and b. Combining (3.25), (3.26), (3.28) and (3.29), we obtain ~P_μ(⟨ϕ, X_t⟩ > e^{an}) ≤ 3⟨ϕ, μ⟩e^{λt−an} + Ke^{λt−(a−b)n} + Kt ∫ E ν(dy) ∫_∞ e^{bn} rπ^ϕ(y, dr). □ 3.2. Proofs of Main Results. In this subsection, we give the proofs of our main results. Proof of Theorem 1.2: (1) Suppose (1.15) holds. Using Lemma 3.4(1) with 1 < a < p ≤ 2, ( ~A_t(a) − ~A_1(a)) converges in L^p(P_μ) and P_μ-almost surely as t → ∞. Then by Lemma 3.1(2), (A_t(a^∗) − A_1(a^∗)) converges in L^p(P_μ) as t → ∞.

(2) Suppose that for some μ ∈ M^0(E), (A_t(a^∗) − A_1(a^∗)) converges in L^p(P_μ) as t → ∞. By Lemma 3.1(2), ( ~A_t(a) − ~A_1(a)) converges in L^p(P_μ) as t → ∞. Applying Lemma 3.4(2), we get that it converges P_μ-almost surely as t → ∞ and (1.15) holds. It now follows from Lemma 3.1(1) that (A_t(a^∗) − A_1(a^∗)) converges P_μ-almost surely as t → ∞.

(3) According to (1), ( ~A_t(a^∗) − ~A_1(a^∗)) converges in L^p(P_μ) as t → ∞. Repeating the argument leading to (3.11), we get lim_{t→∞} P_μ | |e^{λt}_a∗ (M_∞(ϕ) − M_t(ϕ)) | |^p = 0.

Thus the assertion of (3) holds.

(4) This is the result of Lemma 3.4(2) with a = 1. □

Proof of Theorem 1.3: (1) Suppose (1.15) holds and μ ∈ M^0(E). Since ( ~A_t(p)) is a martingale, it converges P_μ-almost surely as t → ∞ if it is uniformly integrable. Note that ~A_t(p) = ∫_1 0 e^{−λsp} ∫ E ϕ(x)M(ds, dx) + ∫_t 1 e^{−λsp} ∫ E ϕ(x)M(ds, dx), t ≥ 1. We only need to consider the convergence of ∫_t 1 e^{−λsp} ∫ E ϕ(x)M(ds, dx) as t → ∞. For the “small jumps” part, we have, for t > 0, P_μ [( ∫_t 1 e^{− λp s} ∫ E ϕ(x)S^{(1,p)}(ds, dx) )_2]

≲ ∫_t 1 e^{−2λp s}ds ∫ E P^β_s ( ∫ e^{λp s} 0 r^2π^ϕ(·, dr) ) (y)μ(dy)

≲ μ(ϕ) ∫_∞ 1 e^{(1− 2p )λs}ds ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_e^λp^s 0 r^2π^ϕ(x, dr)

≤ ∫_∞ 1 e^{λs(1− 2p )}ds ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_1 0 r^2π^ϕ(x, dr) + ∫_∞ 1 e^{λs(1− 2p )}ds ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_e^λp^s 1 r^2π^ϕ(x, dr) = I + II, where in the second inequality we used Assumption 2. Since p < 2, we have I < ∞. When (1.15) holds, by Fubini’s theorem, we get II ≤ ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_∞ 1 r^2π^ϕ(x, dr) ∫_∞ p λ ln r e^{λs(1− 2p )}ds ≲ ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_∞ 1 r^pπ^ϕ(x, dr) < ∞. It follows that (3.30) sup_{t>1} P_μ [( ∫_t 1 e^{− λp s} ∫ E ϕ(x)S^{(1,p)}(ds, dx) )_2] < ∞. For the “big jumps” part, using Assumption 2 and Fubini’s theorem again, we get P_μ sup_{t>1} | | ∫_t 1 e^{− λp s} ∫ E ϕ(x)S^{(2,p)}(ds, dx) | | (3.31) ≤ 2P_μ ∫_∞ 1 ds ∫ E X_s(dx) ∫_∞ e^{λs/p} F_{e−} λ_{p ·ϕ}(s, rϕ(x)^{−1}δ_x)π^ϕ(x, dr) ≲ ∫_∞ 1 e^{λq s}ds ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_∞ e^{λp s} rπ^ϕ(x, dr) ≲ ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_∞ 1 r^pπ^ϕ(x, dr) < ∞. For the continuum part, we have the following estimates:

sup_{t>1} P_μ [(∫_t 1 e^{− λp s} ∫ E ϕ(x)S^C (ds, dx) )_2] = P_μ ∫_∞ 1 e^{− 2λp s}ds ∫ E α(x)ϕ(x)^2X_s(dx) ≲ ∫_∞ 1 e^{−λs(2/p−1)}ds ∫ E α(x)ϕ(x)^2ν(dx). Since p < 2, (3.32) sup_{t>1} P_μ [(∫_t 1 e^{− λp s} ∫ E ϕ(x)S^C (ds, dx) )_2] < ∞.

Combining (3.30), (3.31) and (3.32), we obtain that ∫_t 1 e^{−λsp} ∫ E ϕ(x)M(ds, dx) is uniformly integrable. Thus ~A_t(p) converges P_μ-almost surely as t → ∞. By Lemma 3.1, A_t(q) converges P_μ-almost surely as t → ∞ and M_∞(ϕ) − M_t(ϕ) = o ( e^{− λq t} ) , P_μ-a.s. as t → ∞.

(2) Now we suppose

(3.33) ∫ E ν(dy) ∫_∞ 1 r^pπ^ϕ(y, dr) = ∞ and μ ∈ M^0(E). By Assumption 2, there is t_0 > 0 such that for any f ∈ L^+_1 (ν) and t > t_0,

(3.34) P^β_t f(x) ≥ 1 2 e^{λt}ϕ(x)ν(f), x ∈ E. Without loss of generality, we assume t_0 = 1/2. Set ρ_t = e^{λt/q}(M_∞(ϕ) − M_t(ϕ)), t > 0. For any n ∈ N and 1/2 ≤ t ≤ 1, note that Δρ_{n+t} = −e^{−λ(n+t)/p}ΔX_{n+t}(ϕ), and thus ΔX_{n+t}(ϕ) > 2e^{λn/p} implies that |ρ_{n+t}| > e^{−λ/p} or | |ρ_{(n+t)−} | | > e^{−λ/p}. Define

B_n = ∑ 1 2 ≤t<1 1_{{△Xn+t(ϕ)>2e}λn/p_} > 0 . Then we have {B_n, i.o.} implies ρ_t = o(1) does not hold as t → ∞ . Therefore, we only need to prove P_μ(B_n, i.o.) > 0. If we can prove that

(3.35) ∞∑ n=1 P_μ ( B_n | | |Fn ) = ∞, a.s. on {M_∞(ϕ) > 0},

then by the second conditional Borel-Cantelli lemma (see, [6, Theorem 5.3.2]), P_μ(B_n, i.o.) = P_μ (^∞∑ n=1 P_μ ( B_n | |F_n) = ∞) ≥ P_μ(M_∞(ϕ) > 0) > 0.

Therefore, we only need to prove (3.35).

To prove (3.35), we will estimate the probability P(Y > 0) for the non-negative random variable Y := ∑ n+^1_2 ≤t<n+1 1{△X_t(ϕ)>2e^{λn/p}} defined on some probability space with probability P. Our

basic idea is to use the inequality P(Y > 0) ≥^{(PY )2}_{PY 2} . However, Y may not have second moment. Thus we consider ∑ n+1/2≤t<n+1 1{△X_t(ϕ)>2e^{λn/p}} ⋂ C^A_n (t) for some appropriate events C A n (t). We will prove (3.35) in 4 steps.

Step 1. We first prove that

(3.36) ∞∑ n=1 P_μ ( ∑ n+^1_2 ≤t<n+1 1_{{△Xt(ϕ)>2e}λn/p_} | |Fn ) = ∞ a.s. on {M_∞(ϕ) > 0}. Using (3.34) with t_0 = 1/2, we have P_μ ( ∑ n+^1_2 ≤t<n+1 1_{{△Xt(ϕ)>2e}λn/p_} | |Fn ) = ⟨ ∫ 1 1 2 dsP^β_s ( ∫ ∞ 2e^{λn/p} π^ϕ(·, dr) ) , X_n ⟩ (3.37)

≳ ⟨ϕ, X_n⟩ ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_∞ 2e^{λn/p} π^ϕ(x, dr). Therefore,

(3.38) ∞∑ n=1 P_μ ( ∑ n+^1_2 ≤t<n+1 1_{{△Xt(ϕ)>2e}λn/p_} | |F_n) ≳^∞∑ n=1 ⟨ϕ, X_n⟩ ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_∞ 2e^{λn/p} π^ϕ(x, dr).

Since lim_{n→∞} e^{−λn}⟨ϕ, X_n⟩ = M_∞(ϕ) almost surely, on the event {M_∞(ϕ) > 0}, the convergence of the right-hand side of (3.38) is equivalent to the convergence of the series ∞∑ n=1 e^{λn} ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_∞ 2e^{λn/p} π^ϕ(x, dr). Since e^{λs} is increasing and ∫_∞ 2e^{λs/p} π ϕ(x, dr) is decreasing in s, we have ∞∑ n=1 e^{λn} ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_∞ 2e^{λn/p} π^ϕ(x, dr) ≥ ∫_∞ 0 e^{λs}ds ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_∞ 2e^{λ/p}e^{λs/p} π^ϕ(x, dr) = ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_∞ 2e^{λ/p} π^ϕ(x, dr) ∫ p_{λ ln r−} p_{λ ln(2e}λ/p_) 0 e^{λs}ds ≳ ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_∞ 2e^{λ/p} r^pπ^ϕ(x, dr). Therefore (3.36) follows from (3.33).

Step 2. Suppose A > 0 is an arbitrary fixed constant. For any integer n ≥ 1, define

(3.39) C^A_n (t) = { ⟨ ∫ 2e^{λn/p} π ϕ(·, dr), X_{t−}⟩ e^{λn}⟨ ∫ 2e^{λn/p} π ϕ(·, dr), ν⟩ < L } , n + 1 2 ≤ t < n + 1, and (3.40) C^>_n (t) = { ⟨ ∫ 2e^{λn/p} π ϕ(·, dr), X_{t−}⟩ e^{λn}⟨ ∫ 2e^{λn/p} π ϕ(·, dr), ν⟩ > L/2 } , 1 2 ≤ t < 1, where L is chosen large enough so that for any μ ∈ M^0(E) satisfying ⟨ϕ, μ⟩ < A,

(3.41) P_μ ( (C^A_n (t))^c ) < 1 4 , n ≥ 1, n + 1 2 ≤ t < n, and for any μ ∈ M^0(E) satisfying ⟨ϕ, μ⟩ < Ae^{λn},

(3.42) P_μ ( C^>_n (t) ) < 1 2 , n ≥ 1, t ∈ [ 1 2 , 1]. The existence of such an L is guaranteed by P_μ ( ⟨ ∫ 2e^{λn/p} π ϕ(·, dr), X_{t−}⟩ e^{λn}⟨ ∫ 2e^{λn/p} π ϕ(·, dr), ν⟩ > L ) ≤ P_μ ( ⟨ ∫ 2e^{λn/p} π ϕ(·, dr), X_{t−}⟩ ) Le^{λn}⟨ ∫ 2e^{λn/p} π ϕ(·, dr), ν⟩ ≤ (1 + c_t)e^{λt}⟨ϕ, μ⟩ Le^{λn} ≤ Ae^λ(1 + c_t) L , if n + 1 2 ≤ t < n + 1 and ⟨ϕ, μ⟩ < A, or if 1 2 ≤ t < 1 and ⟨ϕ, μ⟩ < Ae^{λn}. The first inequality above is the Markov inequality, and c_t is the quantity in Assumption 2 which is bounded for t > 1/2. Thus L can be chosen large enough to assure both (3.41) and (3.42) hold. In this step, we will prove that there is N ∈ N such that when n > N, P_μ-almost surely on {M_n(ϕ) ≤ A}, P_μ ( ∑ n+1/2≤t<n+1 1_{{△Xt(ϕ)>2e}λn/p_}^⋂_CA_{n (t)} | | |Fn ) (3.43)

≥ 1 4 P_μ ∑ n+1/2≤t<n+1 1_{{△Xt(ϕ)>2e}λn/p_} | |Fn .

We divide X_n into [e^{λn}] disjoint parts each with value [e^{λn}]^{−1}X_n. For i = 1, 2, . . . , [e^{λn}], let (X^{(i)}_s , 0 ≤ s < 1) be the superprocess with the i-th part as its initial mass. By the branching property of superprocesses, X^{(i)}_s , i = 1, 2, . . . , [e^{λn}], are independent and identically distributed as P_{[e}λn_]−1_{Xn} under P_μ ( · | |Fn ) = P_{Xn} (·). Thus for any i = 1, 2, . . . , [e^{λn}],

(C^A_n (s))^c = { ⟨ ∫ 2e^{λn/p} π ϕ(·, dr), X_{s−}⟩ e^{λn}⟨ ∫ 2e^{λn/p} π ϕ(·, dr), ν⟩ > L }

⊂ { ⟨ ∫ 2e^{λn/p} π ϕ(·, dr), X^{(i)}_{s−}⟩ e^{λn}⟨ ∫ 2e^{λn/p} π ϕ(·, dr), ν⟩ > L/2 } ⋃ ∑ j≠i⟨ ∫ 2e^{λn/p} π ϕ(·, dr), X^{(j)}_{s−}⟩ e^{λn}⟨ ∫ 2e^{λn/p} π ϕ(·, dr), ν⟩ > L/2

:= C^{(i)}_n (s) ⋃ C^{(≠i)}_n (s), n + 1 2 ≤ s < n + 1, n ≥ 1. Consider the conditional expectation:

E_n := P_μ ( ∑ n+^1_2 ≤t<n+1 1_{{△Xt(ϕ)>2e}λn/p_{}\C}A_{n (t)} | |Fn )

= P_{Xn} (∫_1 1 2 1_{(C}A_{n (s))}c ds ∫ E X_{s−}(dx) ∫_∞ 2e^{λp n} π^ϕ(x, dr) )

= [e^{λn}]∑

i=1 P_{Xn} (∫_1 1 2 1_{(C}A_{n (s))}c ds ∫ E X^{(i)}_{s−}(dx) ∫_∞ 2e^{λp n} π^ϕ(x, dr) )

≤ [e^{λn}]∑

i=1 P_{Xn} (∫_1 1 2 (1_C(i)_{n (s)} + 1_C(≠i)_{n (s)})ds ∫ E X^{(i)}_{s−}(dx) ∫_∞ 2e^{λp n} π^ϕ(x, dr) )

≤ [e^{λn}]∑

i=1 P_{Xn} (∫_1 1 2 1_C(i)_{n (s)}ds ∫ E X^{(i)}_{s−}(dx) ∫_∞ 2e^{λp n} π^ϕ(x, dr) )

+ [e^{λn}]∑

i=1 P_{Xn} (∫_1 1 2 1_C(≠i)_{n (s)}ds ∫ E X^{(i)}_{s−}(dx) ∫_∞ e^{λp n} π^ϕ(x, dr) )

:= I^{(1)}_n + I^{(2)}_n .

Since X^{(i)} and X^{(≠i)} = ∑ j≠i X (j) are independent,

1_{{Mn(ϕ)≤A}}I^{(2)}_n = [e^{λn}]∑

i=1 I_{{Mn(ϕ)≤A}}P_{Xn} (∫_1 1 2 1_C(≠i)_{n (s)}ds ∫ E X^{(i)}_{s−}(dx) ∫_∞ e^{λp n} π^ϕ(x, dr) )

= [e^{λn}]∑

i=1 ∫_1 1 2 ds1_{{Mn(ϕ)≤A}}P_{Xn} ( C^{(≠i)}_n (s) ) P_{Xn} (∫ E X^{(i)}_{s−}(dx) ∫_∞ e^{λp n} π^ϕ(x, dr) )

≤ [e^{λn}]∑

i=1 ∫_1 1 2 ds1_{{Mn(ϕ)≤A}}P_{Xn} ( C^>_n (s) ) P_{Xn} (∫ E X^{(i)}_{s−}(dx) ∫_∞ e^{λp n} π^ϕ(x, dr) ) . On the event {M_n(ϕ) ≤ A}, we have ⟨ϕ, X_n⟩ ≤ Ae^{λn}. Therefore,

(3.44) 1_{{Mn(ϕ)≤A}}I^{(2)}_n ≤ 1_{{Mn(ϕ)≤A}} 1 2 P_μ ∑ n+^1_2 ≤t<n+1 1_{{△Xt(ϕ)>2e}λn/p_} | |F_n .

As for I^{(1)}_n , when 2e^{λp n} > T_0, by assumption (1.16), ∫ E X^{(i)}_{s−}(dx) ∫_∞ 2e^{λp n} π^ϕ(x, dr) ≤ B⟨ϕ, X^{(i)}_{s−}⟩ ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_∞ 2e^{λp n} π^ϕ(x, dr), s ∈ [ 1 2 , 1). Therefore, C^{(i)}_n (s) ⊂ {⟨ϕ, X^{(i)}_{s−}⟩ ≥ L 2B e^{λn}}, s ∈ [ 1 2 , 1) and I^{(1)}_n = [e^{λn}]∑

i=1 P_{Xn} (∫_1 1 2 1_C(i)_{n (s)}ds ∫ E X^{(i)}_{s−}(dx) ∫_∞ 2e^{λp n} π^ϕ(x, dr) )

≤ Be^{λn} ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_∞ 2e^{λp n} π^ϕ(x, dr)P_{[e}λn_]−1_{Xn} ∫_1 1 2 ⟨ϕ, X_{s−}⟩1_{{⟨ϕ,X s−⟩≥} L_{2B eλn}}ds = Be^{λn} ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_∞ 2e^{λp n} π^ϕ(x, dr) ∫_1 1 2 P_{[e}λn_]−1_{Xn} ⟨ϕ, X_s⟩1_{{⟨ϕ,Xs⟩≥} L_{2B eλn}}ds = Be^{λn}[e^{λn}]^{−1}X_n(ϕ) ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_∞ 2e^{λp n} π^ϕ(x, dr) ∫_1 1 2 e^{λs}ds~P_{[e}λn_]−1_{Xn} ( ⟨ϕ, X_s⟩ ≥ L 2B e^{λn} ) . Note that we may choose L large enough that^L_{2B} ≥ 1. From Lemma 3.5, for any 0 < b < λ, and any 1/2 < s < 1, on the set {M_n(ϕ) ≤ A}, there is a constant ~K > 0 such that almost surely ~P_{[eλn]−1Xn} ( ⟨ϕ, X_s⟩ ≥ L 2B e^{λn} ) ≤ ~P_{[e}λn_]−1_{Xn} ( ⟨ϕ, X_s⟩ ≥ e^{λn} )

≤ 3[e^{λn}]^{−1}⟨ϕ, X_n⟩e^{λs−λn} + Ke^{λs−(λ−b)n} + Ks ∫ E ν(dy) ∫_∞ e^{bn} rπ^ϕ(y, dr) ≤ ~Ke^{−(λ−b)n} + ~K ∫ E ν(dy) ∫_∞ e^{bn} rπ^ϕ(y, dr).

Therefore, 1_{{Mn(ϕ)≤A}}I^{(1)}_n ≲ 1_{{Mn(ϕ)≤A}}X_n(ϕ) (∫ E ν(dx) ∫_∞ 2e^{λp n} π^ϕ(x, dr) ) [ e^{−(λ−b)n} + ∫ E ν(dy) ∫_∞ e^{bn} rπ^ϕ(y, dr) ]

≲ 1_{{Mn(ϕ)≤A}}P_μ ( ∑ n+^1_2 ≤t<n+1 1_{{△Xt(ϕ)>2e}λn/p_} | |F_n) [ e^{−(λ−b)n} + ∫ E ν(dy) ∫_∞ e^{bn} rπ^ϕ(y, dr) ] ,

where the last inequality follows from (3.37). Since lim_{n→∞} e^{−(λ−b)n} + ∫ E ν(dy) ∫_∞ e^{bn} rn ϕ(y, dr) = 0, we can choose N > 0 such that when n ≥ N, we have e^{bn} > T_0 and 1_{{Mn(ϕ)≤A}}I^{(1)}_n ≤ 1 4 1_{{Mn(ϕ)≤A}}P_μ ( ∑ n+^1_2 ≤t<n+1 1_{{△Xt(ϕ)>2e}λn/p_} | |F_n), P_μ-a.s. (3.45)

Combining (3.44) and (3.45), we get, when n > N, on {M_n(ϕ) ≤ A},

E_n ≤ I^{(1)}_n + I^{(2)}_n ≤ 3 4 1_{{Mn(ϕ)≤A}}P_μ ( ∑ n+^1_2 ≤t<n+1 1_{{△Xt(ϕ)>2e}λn/p_} | |Fn ) , P_μ-a.s.

Therefore, when n > N, on {M_n(ϕ) ≤ A}, P_μ ( ∑ n+1/2≤t<n+1 1_{{△Xt(ϕ)>2e}λn/p_}^⋂_CA_{n (t)} | |Fn )

≥ P_μ ( ∑ n+1/2≤t<n+1 1_{{△Xt(ϕ)>2e}λn/p_} | |F_n) − E_n

≥ 1 4 P_μ ∑ n+1/2≤t<n+1 1_{{△Xt(ϕ)>2e}λn/p_} | F_n , P_μ-a.s.

This proves (3.43).

Step 3. In this step, we prove that, on {M_∞(ϕ) > 0, sup_n M_n(ϕ) ≤ A},

(3.46) ∞∑ n=1 P_μ ∑ n+1/2≤t<n+1 1_{{△Xt(ϕ)>2e} λn_{p } ⋂ CAn (t)} > 0 | |F_n = ∞, P_μ-a.s.

Let N be a number large enough so that (3.43) almost surely holds on {M_n(ϕ) ≤ A} for any n ≥ N. Then on the event {M_∞(ϕ) > 0, sup_n M_n(ϕ) ≤ A}, m∑ n=N 1_{{Mn(ϕ)≤A}}P_μ ( ∑ n+1/2≤t<n+1 1_{{△Xt(ϕ)>2e}λn/p_}^⋂_CA_{n (t)} | |F_n)

≥ 1 4 m∑ n=N 1_{{Mn(ϕ)≤A}}P_μ ∑ n+1/2≤t<n+1 1_{{△Xt(ϕ)>2e}λn/p_} | |Fn

= 1 4 m∑ n=N P_μ ∑ n+1/2≤t<n+1 1_{{△Xt(ϕ)>2e}λn/p_} | |F_n , P_μ-a.s.

By (3.36), letting m → ∞ in the display above, we get that, on {sup_{n>1} M_n(ϕ) ≤ A, M_∞(ϕ) > 0}, ∞∑ n=1 P_μ ( ∑ n+1/2≤t<n+1 1_{{△Xt(ϕ)>2e}λn/p_}^⋂_CA_{n (t)} | |F_n) = ∞, P_μ-a.s.

Let ~C_n(t) := { △X_t(ϕ) > 2e^{λnp} } ⋂ C^A_n (t). Now we consider the second moments:

P_μ ( ∑ n+1/2≤t<n+1 1_{{△Xt(ϕ)>2e} λn_{p } ⋂ CAn (t)} )_2| |Fn = 2P_μ [ ∑ n+1/2≤t_1 <t_2<n+1 1_{~Cn(t1 )}1_{~Cn (t2)} | |F_n] + P_μ[ ∑ n+1/2≤t<n+1 1{_{△Xt(ϕ)>2e} λn_p }_{⋂ CAn (t)} | |F_n].

Define I^{(3)}_n := 2P_μ [ ∑ n+1/2≤t_1 <t_2<n+1 1 ~C_n(t_1 )1 ~C_n(t_2 ) | |F_n], then

I^{(3)}_n = 2P_μ [ ∑ n+1/2≤t_1<n+1 1_{~Cn(t1)}P_μ ( ∑ t_1<t_2<n+1 1_{~Cn(t2 )} | |F_{t1} ) | |F_n]

≤ 2P_μ [ ∑ n+1/2≤t_1<n+1 1_{~Cn(t1 )}P_{Xt1} (∫_{n+1} t_1 1_CA_{n (s)}ds ∫ E X_{s−}(dx) ∫_∞ 2e^{λn/p} π^ϕ(x, dr) ) | |F_n]

≤ 2Le^{λn} ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_∞ 2e^{λn/p} π^ϕ(x, dr) · P_μ [ ∑ n+1/2≤t_1<n+1 1_{~Cn(t1 )} | |F_n]

≲ e^{λn}⟨ϕ, X_n⟩^{−1}P^2_μ [ ∑ n+1/2≤t_1 <n+1 1{_{△Xt1 (ϕ)>2e} λn_p } | |Fn ] ,

where the last inequality comes from (3.37). Consequently

P_μ ( ∑ n+1/2≤t<n+1 1_{{△Xt(ϕ)>2e} λn_{p } ⋂ CAn (t)} )_2| |Fn (3.47)

≲ 1 M_n(ϕ) P^2_μ [ ∑ n+1/2≤t<n+1 1{_{△Xt(ϕ)>2e} λn_p } | |Fn ] + P_μ [ ∑ n+1/2≤t<n+1 1{_{△Xt(ϕ)>2e} λn_p }_{⋂ CAn (t)} | |Fn ] .

Now by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, when n > N, on the event {M_∞(ϕ) > 0, sup_n M_n(ϕ) ≤ A},

P_μ ∑ n+1/2≤t<n+1 1_{{△Xt(ϕ)>2e} λn_{p } ⋂ CAn (t)} > 0 | |F_n

≥ P^2_μ ( ∑ n+1/2≤t<n+1 1{△X_t(ϕ)>2e^{λn}_p } ⋂ C_{An} (t) | |F_n )

P_μ (( ∑ n+1/2≤t<n+1 1{△X_t(ϕ)>2e^{λn}_p } ⋂ C_{An} (t) )_2| |Fn )

≳ 1 16 P^2_μ ( ∑ n+1/2≤t<n+1 1{△X_t(ϕ)>2e^{λn}_p } | |Fn )

M_n(ϕ)^{−1}P^2_μ [ ∑ n+1/2≤t_1 <n+1 1{△X_{t1} (ϕ)>2e^{λn}_p } | |F_n] + P_μ[ ∑_{n+1/2≤t1<n+1} 1{ △X_{t1} (ϕ)>2e^{λnp} } | |F_n]

≳ P_μ ( ∑ n+1/2≤t<n+1 1{△X_t(ϕ)>2e^{λn}_p } | |F_n )

M_n(ϕ)^{−1}P_μ [ ∑ n+1/2≤t_1 <n+1 1{△X_{t1} (ϕ)>2e^{λn}_p } | |Fn ] + 1

≳ M_n(ϕ) ⋀ P_μ ∑ n+1/2≤t<n+1 1_{{△Xt(ϕ)>2e} λn_{p }} | |F_n , P_μ-a.s.

where the second inequality comes from (3.43) and (3.47), and the last inequality comes from the fact that^x_{y+1} ≥^x_{2(y∧1)} ≳^x_y ∧ x for any x, y > 0. Since we are working on {M_∞(ϕ) > 0} and we have proved (3.36), (3.46) follows from the inequalities above.

Step 4. By the second conditional Borel-Cantelli lemma (see, [6, Theorem 5.3.2]), (3.46) implies that P_μ ( B_n i.o. | |M_∞(ϕ) > 0, sup n M_n(ϕ) ≤ A ) = 1.

Note that sup_{n≥1} M_n(ϕ) < ∞ P_μ-almost surely. The above equation holds for any constant A > 0. Letting A → ∞, we get (3.35). Consequently,

lim sup t→∞ | |e_{λt/q} (M_∞(ϕ) − M_t(ϕ)) | | ≥ e_{−λ/p} with positive probability. The proof is complete. □

For γ > 0, define

(3.48) f(s) = e^{λs}s^{−γ} , s > 0.

Direct computation shows that f^′(s) = f(s)(λ − γs^{−1}). Thus when s > γ/λ, f(s) is a strictly increasing function. If g is the inverse function of f on (γ/λ, ∞), then (g(r))^′ = 1 r(λ − γg(r)^{−1}) . It is obvious that lim_{r→∞} g(r) = ∞. Therefore, there is a constant R > γ/λ such that for r > R,

(3.49) 1 λr ≤ (g(r))^′ ≤ 2 λr . Consequently, when r → ∞,

(3.50) g(r) ≍ ln r.

Proof of Theorem 1.4: (1) The main idea is similar to that of the proof of Theorem 1.3. We will use Lemma 3.2 and different truncating functions to analyze the convergency of ~C_t(γ). First, for the continuous part, by the Burkholder-Davis-Gundy inequality, P_μ [( sup_{t>1} ∫_t 1 e^{−λs}s^γ ∫ E ϕ(x)S^C (ds, dx) )_2] (3.51)

≲ sup_{t>1} P_μ ∫_t 1 e^{−2λs}s^{2γ} ds ∫ E α(x)ϕ(x)^2X_s(dx) ≲ ∫_∞ 1 e^{−λs}s^{2γ} ds ∫ E α(x)ϕ(x)^2ν(dx) < ∞. For the jump part, we still handle the ‘small jumps’ and the ‘large jumps’ separately. Define N^{(1)} := ∑ 0<△X_s(ϕ)<e^{λs}s^{−γ} δ_{(s,△Xs)} and N^{(2)} := ∑ △X_s(ϕ)≥e^{λs}s^{−γ} δ_{(s,△Xs)},

and denote the compensators of N^{(1)} and N^{(2)} by ^N^{(1)} and ^N^{(2)} respectively. We write S^{(J,1)} and S^{(J,2)} for the corresponding martingale measures. For the ‘large jumps’, P_μ | | ∫_∞ 1 e^{−λs}s^γ ∫ E ϕ(x)S^{(J,2)}(ds, dx) | | ≤ 2P_μ ∫_∞ 1 e^{−λs}s^γ ds ∫ E X_s(dx) ∫_∞ e^{λs}s^{−γ} rπ^ϕ(x, dr) ≲ ∫_∞ 1 s^γ ds ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_∞ e^{λs}s^{−γ} rπ^ϕ(x, dr) = ∫_{R∨1} 1 s^γ ds ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_∞ e^{λs}s^{−γ} rπ^ϕ(x, dr) + ∫_∞ R∨1 s^γ ds ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_∞ e^{λs}s^{−γ} rπ^ϕ(x, dr) := I + II, where R > γ/λ is a number such that (3.49) holds for r > R. It is obvious that I < ∞, we only need to investigate the finiteness of II. Recall that f is defined by (3.48) and g is the inverse of f on (γ/λ, ∞). Applying Fubini’s Theorem, II ≤ ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_∞ f(γ/λ) rπ^ϕ(x, dr) ∫_{g(r)} 0 s^γ ds It follows from (3.50) that ∫_{g(r)} 0 s^γ ds = g(r)^{γ+1} γ + 1

≍ (ln r)^{γ+1} for r > R.

Thus when (1.18) holds, we have

sup_{t>1} P_μ | | ∫_t 1 e^{−λs}s^γ ∫ E ϕ(x)S^{(J,2)}(ds, dx) | | < ∞.

Therefore the process ∫_t 1 e^{−λs}s^γ ∫ E ϕ(x)S^{(J,2)}(ds, dx) converges P_μ-a.s. and in L^1(P_μ). Now let us analyze the ‘small jumps’ part. P_μ [( sup_{t>1} ∫_t 1 e^{−λs}s^γ ∫ E ϕ(x)S^{(J,1)}(ds, dx) )_2]

= ∫_∞ 1 e^{−2λs}s^{2γ} ds ∫ E P^β_s ( ∫ f(s) 0 r^2π^ϕ(·, dr) ) (y)μ(dy) ≲ ∫_∞ 1 s^γ /f(s)ds ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_{f(s)} 0 r^2π^ϕ(x, dr) ≤ ∫_∞ 1 s^γ /f(s)ds ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_1 0 r^2π^ϕ(x, dr) + ∫_{1∨R} 1 s^γ /f(s)ds ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_{1∨f(s)} 1 r^2π^ϕ(x, dr) + ∫_∞ 1∨R s^γ /f(s)ds ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_{1∨f(s)} 1 r^2π^ϕ(x, dr) := III + IV + V. It is easy to check that both III and IV are finite. Applying Fubini’s theorem in V , we get V ≤ ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_∞ 1 r^2π^ϕ(x, dr) ∫_∞ g(r) s^γ /f(s)ds. Let H(r) = ∫_∞ g(r) s γ /f(s)ds, then lim_{r→∞} H(r) = 0. Note that as r → ∞,

H^′(r) = g(r)^γ g^′(r) f(g(r)) ≍ (ln r)^γ r^2 .

Thus H(r) ≍

(ln r)^γ r as r → ∞. Therefore, V < ∞ when (1.18) holds. Hence it follows that the martingale ∫_t 1 e^{−λs}s^γ ∫ E ϕ(x)S^{(J,1)}(ds, dx) converges P_μ-a.s. and in L^2(P_μ) as t → ∞. In conclusion, when the moment condition (1.18) holds, the martingale ~C_t(γ) converges P_μ-almost surely and in L^1(P_μ) as t → ∞. It follows from Lemma 3.2 that ∫_t 0 s^{γ−1}(M_∞(ϕ) − M_s(ϕ))ds converges P_μ-a.s.

and M_∞(ϕ) − M_t(ϕ) = o(t^{−γ} ), P_μ-a.s. as t → ∞. In particular, when γ ≥ 1, ∫_∞ 0 (M_∞(ϕ) − M_t(ϕ))dt < ∞, P_μ-a.s. (2) Now let us consider the case that ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_∞ 1 r(ln r)^{1+γ} π^ϕ(x, dr) = ∞. Without loss of generality, we may assume that

(3.52) ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_∞ 1 r(ln r)^γ π^ϕ(x, dr) < ∞. In fact, if ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_∞ 1 r(ln r)^γ π^ϕ(x, dr) = ∞, then by assumption (1.13), γ > 1. Therefore there is some γ̃ > 0 and some integer n > 0 such that γ = n + γ̃,

(3.53) ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_∞ 1 r(ln r)^{1+γ̃} π^ϕ(x, dr) = ∞

and ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_∞ 1 r(ln r)^{γ̃} π^ϕ(x, dr) < ∞. If we can prove that C_t(~γ) does not converge as t → ∞, then C_t(γ) does not converge either.

Let ^N^{(2)} be the compensator of N^{(2)}. Then for any non-negative Borel function F on R_+ × M(E_∂ ), ∫_∞ 0 ∫ M(E_∂ ) F (s, υ) ^N^{(2)}(ds, dυ) = ∫_∞ 0 ds ∫ E X_s(dx) ∫_∞ f(s) F (s, rϕ(x)^{−1}δ_x)π^ϕ(x, dr). Define a measure L(ds, dx) on [0, ∞)×E such that for any non-negative Borel function g on R_+ ×E, ∫_∞ 0 ∫ E g(s, x)L(ds, dx) = ∫_∞ 0 ∫ M(E_∂ ) F_g(s, υ) ^N^{(2)}(ds, dυ), which is equivalent to ∫_∞ 0 ∫ E g(s, x)L(ds, dx) = ∫_∞ 0 ds ∫ E ϕ^{−1}(x)X_s(dx) ∫_∞ f(s) rg(s, x)π^ϕ(x, dr). Suppose μ ∈ M^0(E). We claim that as t → ∞,

(3.54) K_t(γ) := ∫_t 1 e^{−λs}s^γ ∫ E ϕ(x) [M(ds, dx) + L(ds, dx)] converges P_μ-a.s.

In fact, for the continuous part of M, by (3.51), ∫_t 1 e^{−λs}s^γ ∫ E ϕ(x)S^C (ds, dx) converges P_μ-almost surely as t → ∞. For the ‘small jump’ part, using the arguments for the ‘small jumps’ in (1), assumption (3.52) is enough to guarantee that ∫_t 1 e^{−λs}s^γ ∫ E ϕ(x)S^{(J,1)}(ds, dx) converges P_μ-almost surely as t → ∞. We are left to analyze the ‘big jumps’ part. Thanks to assumption (3.52),

P_μ ∑ ΔXs(ϕ)≥f (s) s>1 1 = P^μ (∫_∞ 1 ds ∫ E X_s(dx) ∫_∞ f(s) π^ϕ(x, dr) )

= ∫ E μ(dy) ∫_∞ 1 dsP^β_s ( ∫ ∞ f(s) π^ϕ(·, dr) ) (y) ≲ μ(ϕ) ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_∞ 1 e^{λs}ds ∫_∞ f(s) π^ϕ(x, dr) ≤ ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_∞ f(^γ_λ ) π^ϕ(x, dr) ∫_{g(r)} 0 e^{λs}ds ≲ ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_∞ 1 r(ln^+ r)^γ π^ϕ(x, dr) < ∞, where the second to last inequality comes from (3.50) and the fact that ∫_{g(r)} 0 e^{λs}ds = 1 λ f(s)s^γ | |^{g(r)}_0 = 1 λ (rg(r)^γ − 1). Thus the measure N^{(2)} is a finite measure. Consequently we have as t → ∞,

(3.55) ∫_t 1 ∫ M(E) F_e−λs_sγ_{ϕ(x)}(s, υ)N^{(2)}(ds, dυ) → ∑ ΔXs(ϕ)≥(s) s>1 e^{−λs}s^γ ΔX_s(ϕ) < ∞,

since the sum is a finite sum. Now (3.55) implies our claim (3.54).

Set L_t = ∫_t 0 e^{−λs} ∫ E ϕ(x)L(ds, dx) and let L_∞ denote its increasing limit. Then

L_∞ = ∫_∞ 0 e^{−λs} ∫ E ϕ(x)L(ds, dx). We first claim that L_∞ < ∞, P_μ-a.s. In fact, by the definition (3.48) of f, f(s) ≥ f(γ/λ) for any s > 0. Thus it follows from (1.11) that for any s > 0, ∫_∞ f(s) rπ^ϕ(x, dr) ≤ ∫_∞ f(γ/λ) rπ^ϕ(x, dr) ≲ ϕ(x). Thus ∫_{γ/λ} 0 e^{−λs} ∫ E ϕ(x)L(ds, dx) = ∫_{γ/λ} 0 e^{−λs}ds ∫ E X_{s−}(dx) ∫_∞ f(s) rπ^ϕ(x, dr) ≲ ∫_{γ/λ} 0 e^{−λs}ds ∫ E ϕ(x)X_s(dx) = ∫_{γ/λ} 0 M_s(ϕ)ds < ∞, P_μ-a.s. By Assumption 2, P_μ (∫_∞ γ/λ e^{−λs} ∫ E ϕ(x)L(ds, dx) ) = P_μ (∫_∞ γ/λ e^{−λs}ds ∫ E X_{s−}(dx) ∫_∞ f(s) rπ^ϕ(x, dr) )

= ∫_∞ γ/λ e^{−λs}ds ∫ E μ(dy)P^β_s (∫_∞ f(s) rπ^ϕ(·, dr) ) (y) ≲ ∫_∞ γ/λ ds ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_∞ f(s) rπ^ϕ(x, dr) = ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_∞ f(γ/λ) rπ^ϕ(x, dr) ∫_{g(r)} γ/λ ds ≤ ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_∞ f(λ/γ) rg(r)π^ϕ(x, dr) < ∞, which implies our claim.

Now using Lemma 3.2 and Remark 3.3, (3.54) implies that ∫_t 0 s^{γ−1} (M_∞(ϕ) − M_s(ϕ) + L_∞ − L_s) ds converges and (M_∞(ϕ)−M_t(ϕ))+(L_∞ −L_t) = o(t^{−γ} ) P_μ-a.s. Thus the P_μ-almost sure convergence of ∫_t 0 s^{γ−1} (M_∞(ϕ) − M_s(ϕ)) ds as t → ∞ is equivalent to that ∫_t 0 s^{γ−1} (L_∞ − L_s) ds converges P_μalmost surely to a finite random variable as t → ∞, and M_∞(ϕ) − M_t(ϕ) = o(t^{−γ} ) if and only if (L_∞ − L_t) does. Since the integrand is non-negative, we always have limit ∫_∞ 1 s^{γ−1} (L_∞ − L_s) ds ≤ ∞. If we can prove that, under the assumption (1.19),

(3.56) P_μ (∫_∞ 1 s^{γ−1} (L_∞ − L_s) ds = ∞ ) > 0. Then ∫_t 0 s^{γ−1} (M_∞(ϕ) − M_s(ϕ)) ds does not converge P_μ-almost surely as t → ∞. Now we are left to prove (3.56). Note that by (1.19), there exists T_2 > max(T_1, γ/λ) such that for t ≥ T_2,

L_∞ − L_t = ∫_∞ t e^{−λs}ds ∫ E X_{s−}(dx) ∫_∞ f(s) rπ^ϕ(x, dr) ≳ ∫_∞ t e^{−λs}ds ∫ F ϕ(x)X_{s−}(dx) ∫_∞ f(s) r ∫ E ν(dy)π^ϕ(y, dr). Put ρ(dr) = ∫ E ν(dy)π^ϕ(y, dr). Then for t ≥ T_2, L_∞ − L_t ≳ ∫_∞ t e^{−λs}X_s(ϕ1_F )ds ∫_∞ f(s) rρ(dr) (3.57) ≳ ∞∑ n=1+[t]

∫_{n+1} n dse^{−λs}X_s(ϕ1_F ) ∫_∞ f(s) rρ(dr)

≳ ∞∑ n=1+[t] ∫_∞ f(n+1) rρ(dr) ∫_{n+1} n e^{−λs}X_s(ϕ1_F )ds. The third inequality comes from the fact that f(s) is an increasing function for s > γ/λ. It is easy to check that

∫_{1+T2} 0 t^{γ−1}dt ∑_∞ n=1+[t] ∫_∞ f(n+1) rρ(dr) ∫_{n+1} n e^{−λs}X_s(ϕI_F )ds < ∞ P_μ-almost surely. So ∫_∞ 1+T_2 t γ−1dt ∑_∞ n=1+[t] ∫_∞ f(n+1) rρ(dr) ∫_{n+1} n e^{−λs}X_s(ϕ1_F )ds have the same convergence property as ∫_∞ 0 t^{γ−1}dt ∑_∞ n=1+[t] ∫_∞ f(n+1) rρ(dr) ∫_{n+1} n e^{−λs}X_s(ϕ1_F )ds. By Theorem 4.1 in the Appendix, the two integrals above converge almost surely on {M_∞(ϕ) > 0} if and only if the following integral ∫_∞ 0 t^{γ−1}dt ∞∑ n=1+[t] ∫_∞ f(n+1) rρ(dr) is finite. Exchanging the order of integration, we obtain ∫_∞ 0 t^{γ−1}dt ∞∑ n=1+[t] ∫_∞ f(n+1) rρ(dr) ≥ ∫_∞ 0 t^{γ−1}dt ∫_∞ t+1 ds ∫_∞ f(s) rρ(dr)

= ∫_∞ 1 ds ∫_{s−1} 0 dt ∫_∞ f(s) rρ(dr) = 1 γ ∫_∞ 1 (s − 1)^γ ds ∫_∞ f(s) rρ(dr) ≥ 1 γ ∫_∞ f(γ/λ) r ∫_{g(r)∨1} (γ/λ)∨1 (s − 1)^γ ds = 1 γ(γ + 1) ∫_∞ f(γ/λ) r[(g(r) − 1)^{γ+1} − (γ/λ ∨ 1 − 1)^{γ+1}]ρ(dr) = ∞.

The last equality is due to that g(r) ≍ ln r as r → ∞ and (1.20). Thus on the event {M_∞(ϕ) > 0}, which has positive probability, ∫_∞ 0 s^{γ−1} (L_∞ − L_s) ds = ∞, almost surely. Thus (3.56) is valid and the proof is complete.

Now we analyze the convergence rate of L_∞ − L_t. It follows from (3.57), Theorem 4.1 and the monotonicity of f that, on {M_∞(ϕ) > 0}, almost surely when t ≥ T_2, L_∞ − L_t ≳ ∫_∞ t ds ∫_∞ f(s) rρ(dr) = ∫_∞ f(t) r[g(r) − t]ρ(dr). If L_∞ − L_t = o(t^{−γ} ), then ∫_∞ f(t) r[g(r) − t]ρ(dr) = o(t −γ ), or equivalently, ∫_∞ t r[g(r) − g(t)]ρ(dr) = o(g(t)^{−γ} ) as t → ∞. From (3.49), ∫_∞ t r[g(r) − g(t)]ρ(dr) = ∫_∞ t rρ(dr) ∫_r t g^′(u)du ≍ ∫_∞ t r[ln r − ln t]ρ(dr). By (3.50), ∫_∞ t r[g(r) − g(t)]ρ(dr) = o(g(t)^{−γ} ) is equivalent to ∫_∞ t r[ln r − ln t]ρ(dr) = o((ln t)^{−γ} ).

Conversely, when ∫_∞ t r[ln r − ln t]ρ(dr) = o((ln t)^{−γ} ) as t → ∞ does not hold, L_∞ − L_t = o(t^{−γ} ) does not hold almost surely. Consequently M_∞(ϕ) − M_t(ϕ) = o(t^{−γ} ) does not hold almost surely. □

4. Appendix

In this appendix, we prove the following result used in the proof of Theorem 1.4.

Theorem 4.1. For any Borel subset F of E and μ ∈ M(E), lim_{n→∞} ∫_{n+1} n e^{−λs}⟨ϕ1_F , X_s⟩ds = ⟨ϕ1_F , ν⟩M_∞(ϕ), P_μ-a.s. The proof of this theorem is based on the following five results. The idea of the proof is mainly from [18]. For any n ∈ N, u > 0, and h ∈ B^+_b (E), define H_{n+u}(h) := e^{−λ(n+u)} ∫_{n+u} 0 ∫ E P^β_{(n+u)−s}(ϕh)(x)S^{(1,1)} (ds, dx),

L_{n+u}(h) := e^{−λ(n+u)} ∫_{n+u} 0 ∫ E P^β_{(n+u)−s}(ϕh)(x)S^{(2,1)}(ds, dx), and C_{n+u}(h) := e^{−λ(n+u)} ∫_{n+u} 0 ∫ E (P^β_{(n+u)−s}ϕh)(x)S^C (ds, dx). Lemma 4.2. If ∫ E l(x)ν(dx) < ∞, then for any u > 0, μ ∈ M(E) and h ∈ B^+_b (E),

(4.1) ∞∑ n=1 P_μ [ H_{n+u}(h) − P_μ(H_{n+u}(h) | F_n)

]_2 < ∞ and (4.2) lim_{n→∞} ( H_{n+u}(h) − P_μ[H_{n+u}(h) | F_n] ) = 0, in L^2(P_μ) and P_μ-a.s.

Moreover, (4.3) lim_{n→∞}

∫_1 0 ( H_{n+u}(h) − P_μ[H_{n+u}(h) | |F_n]) du = 0, P_μ-a.s.

Proof: Since P^β_t (ϕh) is bounded on [0, T ] × E for any T > 0, the process H_t(h) := e^{−λ(n+u)} ∫_t 0 ∫ E P^β_{(n+u)−s}(ϕh)(x)S^{(1,1)}(ds, dx), t ∈ [0, n + u] is a martingale with respect to (F_t)_{t≤n+u}. Thus P_μ(H_{n+u}(h) | F_n) = e^{−λ(n+u)} ∫_n 0 ∫ E P^β_{(n+u)−s}(ϕh)(x)S^{(1,1)}(ds, dx), and hence (4.4) H_{n+u}(h) − P_μ(H_{n+u}(h) | |F_n) = e^{−λ(n+u)} ∫_{n+u} n ∫ E P^β_{(n+u)−s}(ϕh)(x)S^{(1,1)}(ds, dx). Since M_t := e^{−λ(n+u)} ∫_t n ∫ E P^β_{(n+u)−s}(ϕh)(x)S^{(1,1)}(ds, dx) = ∫_t n ∫ M(E_∂ ) F_{e−λ(n+u)P} β_{(n+u)−·(ϕh)}(s, υ)(N^{(1,1)} − ^N^{(1,1)})(ds, dυ), t ∈ [n, n + u] is a martingale with quadratic variation ∫_t n ∫ M_f (E_∂ ) F^2_{e−λ(n+u)P β(n+u)−·(ϕh)}(s, v) ^N^{(1,1)}(ds, dv), we have P_μ [[ H_{n+u}(h) − P_μ(H_{n+u}(h) | |F_n)]^2 ] (4.5) = P_μ ∫_{n+u} n ∫ M(E_∂ ) F^2_{e−λ(n+u)P β(n+u)−·(ϕh)}(s, υ) ^N^{(1,1)}(ds, dυ) = P_μ [ ∑ s∈ ~J^{(1,1)}_{n,u} F^2_{e−λ(n+u)P β(n+u)−·(ϕh)}(s, ΔX_s) ] ,

where ~J^{(1,1)}_{n,u} = J^{(1,1)} ⋂ [n, n + u]. Note that for any h ∈ B^+_b (E), (4.6) P^β_t (ϕh)(y) ≤ ‖h‖_∞e^{λt}ϕ(y), ∀ t ≥ 0, y ∈ E. Therefore we obtain P_μ [ ∑ s∈ ~J^{(1,1)}_{n,u} F^2_{e−λ(n+u)P β(n+u)−·(ϕh)}(s, ΔX_s) ]

= P_μ ∫_{n+u} n ds ∫ E X_s(dx) ∫_eλs 0 F^2_{e−λ(n+u)P β(n+u)−·(ϕh)}(s, rϕ(x)^{−1}δ_x)π^ϕ(x, dr)

= e^{−2λ(n+u)} ∫_{n+u} n ds ∫ E μ(dy)P^β_s (∫_{eλs} 0 [P^β_{(n+u)−s}(ϕh)(·)ϕ(·)^{−1} ]^2r^2π^ϕ(·, dr) ) (y)

≤ ‖h‖^2_∞ ∫_{n+u} n e^{−2λs}ds ∫ E μ(dy)P^β_s (∫_{eλs} 0 r^2π^ϕ(·, dr) ) (y), where in the second equality we used the fact that F_{e−λ(n+u)P} β_{(n+u)−·(ϕh)}(s, rϕ(x)^{−1}δ_x) = re^{−λ(n+u)}ϕ^{−1}(x)P^β_{(n+u)−s}(ϕh)(x) (4.7)

and in the last inequality we used (4.6). From the fact that ∫_eλs 0 r^2π^ϕ(·, dr) is integrable with respect to ν for any s > 0, it follows that P_μ [ ∑ s∈ ~J^{(1,1)}_{n,u} F^2_{e−λ(n+u)P β(n+u)−·(ϕh)}(s, ΔX_s) ]

≤ C‖h‖^2_∞⟨ϕ, μ⟩ ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_∞ n e^{−λs}ds ∫_eλs 0 r^2π^ϕ(x, dr). Summing over n, we get ∞∑ n=1 P_μ [ ∑ s∈ ~J^{(1,1)}_{n,u} F_{e−λ(n+u)P} β_{(n+u)−·(ϕh)}(s, ΔX_s)^2 ] (4.8)

≤ ∞∑ n=1 C‖h‖^2_∞⟨ϕ, μ⟩ ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_∞ n e^{−λs}ds ∫_eλs 0 r^2π^ϕ(x, dr)

≤ C‖h‖^2_∞⟨ϕ, μ⟩ ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_∞ 0 dt ∫_∞ t e^{−λs}ds ∫_eλs 0 r^2π^ϕ(x, dr) = C‖h‖^2_∞⟨ϕ, μ⟩ ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_∞ 0 se^{−λs}ds ∫_eλs 0 r^2π^ϕ(x, dr) ≤ C‖h‖^2_∞⟨ϕ, μ⟩ ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_∞ 1 r^2π^ϕ(x, dr) ∫_∞ λ^{−1} ln r se^{−λs}ds + C‖h‖^2_∞⟨ϕ, μ⟩ ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_1 0 r^2π^ϕ(x, dr) ∫_∞ 0 se^{−λs}ds =: I + II. Using the assumption ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_∞ 0 (r ∧ r^2)π^ϕ(x, dr) < ∞, we immediately get that II < ∞. On the other hand, I = C λ^2 ‖h‖^2_∞⟨ϕ, μ⟩ ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_∞ 1 r(ln r + 1)π^ϕ(x, dr). Now we can use ∫ E l(x)ν(dx) < ∞ and ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_∞ 0 (r ∧ r^2)π^ϕ(x, dr) < ∞ again to get that I < ∞.

The proof of (4.1) is now complete. For any ε > 0, using (4.1) and Chebyshev’s inequality we have ∞∑ n=1 P_μ (| H_{n+u}(h) − P_μ[H_{n+u}(h) | F_n] | > ε )

≤ ε^{−2} ∞∑ n=1 P_μ [ H_{n+u}(h) − P_μ(H_{n+u}(h) | F_n)

]_2 < ∞. Then (4.2) follows easily from the Borel-Cantelli lemma. (4.3) follows from (4.8) and the bounded

convergence theorem. □

Lemma 4.3. If ∫ E l(x)ν(dx) < ∞, then for any u > 0, μ ∈ M(E) and h ∈ B^+_b (E) we have

(4.9) lim_{n→∞} L_{n+u}(h) − P_μ [ L_{n+u}(h) | F_n ] = 0, in L^1(P_μ) and P_μ-a.s. and (4.10) lim_{n→∞}

∫_1 0 ( L_{n+u}(h) − P_μ [ L_{n+u}(h) | |F_n]) du = 0, P_μ-a.s. Proof. It is easy to see that P_μ [ L_{n+u}(h) | F_n ] = e^{−λ(n+u)} ∫_n 0 ∫ E P^β_{(n+u)−s}(ϕh)(x)S^{(2,1)}(ds, dx). Therefore, | |L_{n+u}(h) − P_μ [L_{n+u}(h) | |F_n] | | (4.11) = | | |e^{−λ(n+u)} ∫_{n+u} n ∫ E P^β_{(n+u)−s}(ϕh)(x)S^{(2,1)}(ds, dx) | | | = | | | | ∫_{n+u} n ∫ M(E_∂ ) F_{e−λ(n+u)P} β_{(n+u)−·(ϕh)(·)}(s, υ)(N^{(2,1)} − ^N^{(2,1)})(ds, dυ) | | | | ≤ ∫_{n+u} n ∫ M(E_∂ ) F_{e−λ(n+u)P} β_{(n+u)−·(ϕh)(·)}(s, υ)(N^{(2,1)} + ^N^{(2,1)})(ds, dυ). Using (4.6) we get, ∫_{n+u} n ∫ M(E_∂ ) F_{e−λ(n+u)P} β_{(n+u)−·(ϕh)(·)}(s, υ)(N^{(2,1)} + ^N^{(2,1)})(ds, dυ) ≤ ∫_∞ n ∫ M(E_∂ ) F_{‖h‖∞e}−λ·_ϕ(s, υ)(N^{(2,1)} + ^N^{(2,1)})(ds, dυ) Taking expectation, we obtain P_μ ∫_∞ n ∫ M(E_∂ ) F_{‖h‖∞e}−λ·_ϕ(s, υ)(N^{(2,1)} + ^N^{(2,1)})(ds, dυ) = 2‖h‖_∞P_μ [∫_∞ n e^{−λs}ds ∫ E X_s(dx) ∫_∞ e^{λs} rπ^ϕ(x, dr) ]

= 2‖h‖_∞ ∫_∞ n e^{−λs}ds ∫ E μ(dy)P^β_s (∫_∞ e^{λs} rπ^ϕ(·, dr) ) (y) ≤ 2C‖h‖_∞⟨ϕ, μ⟩ ∫_∞ n ds ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_∞ e^{λs} rπ^ϕ(x, dr) ≤ 2C‖h‖_∞⟨ϕ, μ⟩ ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_∞ e^{λn} rπ^ϕ(x, dr) ∫_λ−1_{ln r} 0 ds

= 2C‖h‖_∞ λ ⟨ϕ, μ⟩ ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_∞ e^{λn} r ln rπ^ϕ(x, dr). Note that ∫ E ν(dx) ∫_∞ e^{λn} r ln rπ ϕ(x, dr) ≤ ∫ E l(x)ν(dx) < ∞. Applying the dominated convergence theorem and using the fact that ∫_∞ n ∫ M(E_∂ ) F_{‖h‖∞e}−λ·_ϕ(s, υ)(N^{(2,1)} + ^N^{(2,1)})(ds, dυ) is decreasing in n, we obtain that, when ∫ E l(x)ν(dx) < ∞, (4.12) lim_{n→∞} ∫_∞ n ∫ M(E_∂ )

F_{‖h‖∞e}−λ·_ϕ(s, υ)(N^{(2,1)} + ^N^{(2,1)})(ds, dυ) = 0, in L^1(P_μ) and P_μ-a.s.

Therefore by (4.11), we have (4.9) and (4.10). The proof is complete. □

Lemma 4.4. For any u > 0, μ ∈ M(E) and h ∈ B^+_b (E) we have

(4.13) lim_{n→∞} C_{n+u}(h) − P_μ[C_{n+u}(h) | |F_n] = 0, in L^2(P_μ) and P_μ-a.s. and (4.14) lim_{n→∞}

∫_1 0 ( C_{n+u}(h) − P_μ[C_{n+u}(h) | F_n] ) du = 0, P_μ-a.s.

Proof: Note that P_μ(C_{n+u}(h) | |F_n) = e^{−λ(n+u)} ∫_n 0 ∫ E (P^β_{(n+u)−s}ϕh)(x)S^C (ds, dx), and then

(4.15) C_{n+u}(h) − P_μ[C_{n+u}(h) | |F_n] = e^{−λ(n+u)} ∫_{n+u} n ∫ E (P^β_{(n+u)−s}ϕh)(x)S^C (ds, dx). From the quadratic variation formula, it follows that P_μ [[ C_{n+u}(h) − P_μ(C_{n+u}(h) | F_n)

]_2] (4.16) = ∫_{n+u} n e^{−2λ(n+u)}ds ∫ E μ(dx)P^β_s (( P^β_{(n+u)−s}ϕh )_2 (·)α(·) ) (x) ≤ ‖h‖^2_∞ ∫_{n+u} n e^{−λs}ds ∫ E P^β_s (αϕ^2)(x)μ(dx) ≤ 1 λ ‖ϕα‖_∞‖h‖^2_∞⟨ϕ, μ⟩e^{−λn}. Therefore, we have

(4.17) ∞∑ n=1 P_μ [ C_{n+u}(h) − P_μ(C_{n+u}(h) | F_n)

]_2 < ∞. By the Borel-Cantelli lemma, we get (4.13). (4.14) follows from the bounded convergence theorem. □

Theorem 4.5. If ∫ E l(x)ν(dx) < ∞, then for any μ ∈ M(E) and h ∈ B^+_b (E) we have lim_{n→∞} e^{−λn}⟨ϕh, X_n⟩ = M_∞(ϕ) ∫ E ϕ(z)h(z)ν(dz), in L^1(P_μ) and P_μ-a.s.

Proof: By combining the three lemmas above, we can easily get that, if ∫ E l(x)ν(dx) < ∞, then for any u > 0, μ ∈ M(E) and h ∈ B^+_b (E) we have (4.18) lim_{n→∞} e^{−λ(n+u)}⟨ϕh, X_{n+u}⟩ − P_μ [ e^{−λ(n+u)}⟨ϕh, X_{n+u}⟩ | F_n ] = 0, in L^1(P_μ) and P_μ-a.s.

Indeed, e^{−λ(n+u)}⟨ϕh, X_{n+u}⟩ can be decomposed into four parts: e^{−λ(n+u)}⟨ϕh, X_{n+u}⟩ = e^{−λ(n+u)}⟨P^β_{n+u}(ϕh), μ⟩ + e^{−λ(n+u)} ∫_{n+u} 0 ∫ E P^β_{(n+u)−s}(ϕh)(x)M(ds, dx) = e^{−λ(n+u)}⟨P^β_{n+u}(ϕh), μ⟩ + H_{n+u}(h) + L_{n+u}(h) + C_{n+u}(h). Therefore, e^{−λ(n+u)}⟨ϕh, X_{n+u}⟩ − P_μ [ e^{−λ(n+u)}⟨ϕh, X_{n+u}⟩ | |F_n ] = H_{n+u}(h) − P_μ [H_{n+u}(h)|F_n] + L_{n+u}(h) − P_μ [L_{n+u}(h)|F_n] + C_{n+u}(h) − P_μ [C_{n+u}(h)|F_n] . Now (4.18) follows immediately from Lemmas 4.2–4.4. By the mean formula and the Markov property of superprocesses, we have (4.19) P_μ [ e^{−λ(n+u)}⟨ϕh, X_{n+u}⟩ | |F_n ] = e^{−λn}⟨e^{−λu}P^β_u (ϕh), X_n⟩. By Assumption 2, e^{−λu}P^β_u (ϕh)(x) = ϕ(x)⟨ϕh, ν⟩(1 + C_{u,x,ϕh}), where |C_{u,x,ϕh}| ≤ c_u and lim_{u→∞} c_u = 0. Hence, e^{−λn}⟨e^{−λu}P^β_u (ϕh), X_n⟩ ≥ (1 − c_u)e^{−λn}⟨ϕ, X_n⟩⟨ϕh, ν⟩ = (1 − c_u)M_n(ϕ)⟨ϕh, ν⟩, P_μ-a.s. (4.20) and e^{−λn}⟨e^{−λm}P^β_m(ϕh), X_n⟩ ≤ (1 + c_m)e^{−λn}⟨ϕ, X_n⟩⟨ϕh, ν⟩ = (1 + c_m)M_n(ϕ)⟨ϕh, ν⟩, P_μ-a.s.

(4.21) Using (4.19), (4.18) and (4.21), we get that for any u > 0, lim sup n→∞ e^{−λn}⟨ϕh, X_n⟩ = lim sup_{n→∞} e^{−λ(n+u)}⟨ϕh, X_{n+u}⟩ = lim sup n→∞ e^{−λn}⟨e^{−λu}P^β_u (ϕh), X_n⟩ ≤ lim sup_{n→∞} (1 + c_u)M_n(ϕ)⟨ϕh, ν⟩ = (1 + c_u)M_∞(ϕ)⟨ϕh, ν⟩.

Letting u → ∞, we get (4.22) lim sup_{n→∞} e^{−λn}⟨ϕh, X_n⟩ ≤ M_∞(ϕ)⟨ϕh, ν⟩. Similarly, using (4.19), (4.18) and (4.20) we get that for any u > 0, lim inf n→∞ e^{−λn}⟨ϕh, X_n⟩ = lim inf_{n→∞} e^{−λ(n+u)}⟨ϕh, X_{n+u}⟩ = lim inf n→∞ e^{−λn}⟨e^{−λu}P^β_u (ϕh), X_n⟩ ≥ lim inf_{n→∞} (1 − c_u)M_n(ϕ)⟨ϕh, ν⟩ = (1 − c_u)M_∞(ϕ)⟨ϕh, ν⟩. Letting u → ∞, we get (4.23) lim inf_{n→∞} e^{−λn}⟨ϕh, X_n⟩ ≥ M_∞(ϕ)⟨ϕh, ν⟩. Combining (4.22) and (4.23) we arrive at the almost sure assertion of the theorem. Since e^{−λn}⟨ϕh, X_n⟩ is controlled by a constant multiple of M_n(ϕ), which is uniformly integrable by Proposition 1.1, the L^1 assertion now follows immediately from the almost sure assertion. □

Proof of Theorem 4.1: For any s > n e^{−λs}⟨ϕ1_F , X_s⟩ = e^{−λs}⟨P^β_{s−n}(ϕ1_F ), X_n⟩ + e^{−λs} ∫_s n P^β_{s−u}(ϕ1_F )(x)M(du, dx) = e^{−λs}⟨P^β_{s−n}(ϕ1_F ), X_n⟩ + ( H_s(ϕ1_F ) − P_μ[H_s(ϕ1_F ) | |F_n]) + (L_s(ϕ1_F ) − P_μ [L_s(ϕ1_F )|F_n]) + C_s(ϕ1_F ) − P_μ [C_s(ϕ1_F )|F_n] .

Hence,

∫_{n+1} n e^{−λs}⟨ϕ1_F , X_s⟩ds = ∫_{n+1} n e^{−λs}⟨P^β_{s−n}(ϕ1_F ), X_n⟩ds + ∫_{n+1} n ( H_s(ϕ1_F ) − P_μ[H_s(ϕ1_F ) | |F_n]) ds + ∫_{n+1} n (L_s(ϕ1_F ) − P_μ [L_s(ϕ1_F )|F_n]) ds +

∫_{n+1} n C_s(ϕ1_F ) − P_μ [C_s(ϕ1_F )|F_n] ds = e^{−λn}⟨ (∫_1 0 e^{−λs}P^β_s (ϕ1_F )ds ) , X_n⟩ + ∫_1 0 ( H_{n+s}(ϕ1_F ) − P_μ[H_{n+s}(ϕ1_F ) | |F_n]) ds + ∫_1 0 (L_{s+n}(ϕ1_F ) − P_μ [L_{s+n}(ϕ1_F )|F_n]) ds +

∫_1 0 C_{n+s}(ϕ1_F ) − P_μ [C_{n+s}(ϕ1_F )|F_n] ds.

= I_n + II_n + III_n + IV_n.

It has been shown in Lemma 4.2, Lemma 4.3 and Lemma 4.4 that lim_{n→∞} II_n + III_n + IV_n = 0.

Since

∫_1 0 e^{−λs}P^β_s (ϕI_F )(x)ds ≤ ϕ(x), by Theorem 4.5, lim_{n→∞} e^{−λn}⟨ (∫_1 0 e^{−λs}P^β_s (ϕ1_F )ds ) , X_n⟩ = M_∞(ϕ)⟨ ∫_1 0 e^{−λs}P^β_s (ϕ1_F )(x)ds, ν⟩ = M_∞(ϕ)⟨ϕI_F , ν⟩. □

References

[1] Alsmeyer, G., Iksanov, A., Polotskiy, S. and Rösler,U. (2009). Exponential rate of Lp convergence of intrinsic martingales in supercritical branching random walks. Theory Stoch. Process. 15(2): 1–18.

[2] Asmussen, S. (1976). Convergence rates for branching Processes. Ann. Probab. 4(1): 139–146. [3] Asmussen, S. and Hering, H. (1983). Branching processes. Progress in Probability and Statistics 3: Birkhäuser Boston Inc, Boston, MA.

[4] Chung, K. L. and Zhao, Z. (1995). From Brownian motion to Schrödinger’s equation. Springer, Berlin. [5] Dawson, D. A. (1993). Measure-valued Markov processes. Lecture Notes Math. 1541: 1–260, Hennequin, P.L.

ed. Springer, Berlin.

[6] Durrett, R. (2010). Probability: theory and examples (4th edition). Cambridge University Press. [7] Fitzsimmons, P. J. (1988). Construction and regularity of measure-valued Markov branching processes. Israel J.

Math. 64: 337–361.

[8] Fitzsimmons, P. J. (1992). On the martingale problem for measure-valued Markov branching processes. in:

Seminar on Stochastic Processes 1991, Cinlar, E.; Chung, K.L.; Sharpe, M. (Eds.) 39–51. [9] Huang, C. and Liu, Q. (2014). Convergence in L^p and its exponential rate for a branching process in a random environment. Electron. J. Probab. 19(104): 1–22.

[10] Iksanov, O. M. (2006). On the rate of convergence of a regular martingale related to a branching random walk.

Ukrainian Math. J. 58(3): 368–387.

[11] Iksanov, A. and Meiners, M. (2010). Exponential rate of almost sure convergence of intrinsic martingales in supercritical branching random walks. J. Appl. Probab. 47(2): 513–525.

[12] Iksanov, A. and Meiners, M. (2015). Rate of convergence in the law of large numbers for supercritical general multi-type branching processes. Stochastic Process. Appl. 125: 708–738.

[13] Kim, P. and Song, R. (2008). Intrinsic ultracontractivity of non-symmetric diffusion semigroups in bounded domains. Tohoku Math. J. 60: 527–547.

[14] Le Gall, J.-F. and Mytnik, L. (2005). Stochastic integral representation and regularity of the density for the exit measure of super-Brownian motion. Ann. Probab. 33: 194–222.

[15] Liu, Q. (2001). Local dimensions of the branching measure on a Galton-Watson tree. Ann. Inst. Henri Poincaré Probab. Stat. 37: 195–222.

[16] Li, Z. (2011). Measure valued branching Markov processes. Probability and its Applications (New York). Springer, Berlin.

[17] Liu, R.-L. Ren, Y.-X. and Song, R. (2009). L log L criteria for a class of superdiffusons. J. Appl. Probab. 46:

479–496.

[18] Liu, R.-L. Ren, Y.-X. and Song, R. (2013). Strong law of large numbers for a class of superdiffusons. Acta Appl.

Math. 123(1): 73–97.

[19] Liu, R.-L. Ren, Y.-X., Song, R. and Sun, Z. (2021). Quasi-stationary distributions for subcritical superprocesses.

Stochastic Process. Appl. 132: 108–134.

[20] Perkins, E. (2002). Dawson-Watanabe superprocesses and measure-valued diffusions. Lecture Notes in Math.

1781: 135–192, Springer, Berlin.

[21] Ren, Y.-X., Song, R. and Zhang, R. (2015). Limit theorems for some critical superprocesses. Illinois J. Math.

59: 235–276.

[22] Ren, Y.-X., Song, R. and Zhang, R. (2015). Central limit theorems for supercritical superprocesses. Stochastic Process. Appl. 125: 428–457.

[23] Ren, Y.-X., Song, R. and Zhang, R. (2017). Central limit theorems for supercritical branching nonsymmetric Markov processes Ann. Probab. 45: 564–623.

[24] Ren, Y.-X., Song, R. and Zhang, R. (2018). William decomposition for superprocesses. Electron. J. Probab. 23:

1–33.

Rong-Li Liu: Mathematics and Applied Mathematics, Beijing Jiaotong University, Beijing 100044, P. R. China. E-mail: rlliu@bjtu.edu.cn

Yan-Xia Ren: LMAM School of Mathematical Sciences & Center for Statistical Science, Peking University, Beijing 100871, P. R. China. E-mail: yxren@math.pku.edu.cn

Renming Song: Department of Mathematics, University of Illinois, Urbana, IL 61801 U.S.A.. E-mail: rsong@illinois.edu