arXiv:2308.12493v2 [math.PR] 28 Aug 2023

Quasi-stationary distribution for continuous-state branching processes with competition

Pei-Sen Li^1, Jian Wang^2 and Xiaowen Zhou^3 1School of Mathematics and Statistics, Beijing Institute of Technology, Beijing 100872, China, peisenli@bit.edu.cn 2School of Mathematics and Statistics, Fuzhou 350007, China, jianwang@fjnu.edu.cn 3Department of Mathematics and Statistics, Concordia University, 1455 De Maisonneuve Blvd. W., Montreal, Canada, xiaowen.zhou@concordia.ca

Abstract: We study quasi-stationary distribution of the continuous-state branching process with competition introduced in Berestycki, Fittipaldi and Fontbona (Probab. Theory Relat. Fields, 2018). This process is constructed as the unique strong solution to a stochastic integral equation with jumps. An important example is the logistic branching process constructed in Lambert (Ann. Appl. Probab., 2005). We establish the strong Feller property, trajectory Feller property, Lyapunov condition, weak Feller property and irreducibility, respectively. These properties together allow us to prove that if the competition is strong enough near +∞, then there is a unique quasi-stationary distribution, which attracts all initial distributions with exponential rates.

Key words: continuous-state branching process; competition; strong Feller property; irreducibility; quasi-stationary distribution.

MSC (2020) Subject Classification: 60J80, 60J25, 60G51, 60G52

1 Introduction

1.1 Background and main result

The main objective of this work is to establish the existence, uniqueness and exponential convergence of quasi-stationary distribution for a population model, the continuous-state branching process with competition, introduced by Berestycki et al. [3]. This process is constructed as the unique strong solution to a stochastic integral equation with jumps, which will be presented later. The quasi-stationary distribution is a crucial concept in population models. It remains unchanged over time when the process is conditioned to survive and describes the asymptotic behavior of the process near extinction. For general introductions on this topic, we refer to the survey by Méléard and Villemonais [27] and the monograph by Collet et al. [11].

Consider a non-negative Markov process (Y_t)_{t≥0} on E such that either E = N = {0, 1, 2, . . . } or E = R_+ = [0, ∞). Assume that the state 0 is an absorbing state; that is, Y_t = 0 for t ≥ τ^−_0 , where τ^−_0 := inf{t ≥ 0 : Y_t = 0} is the extinction time with the convention inf ∅ = ∞. We say that a probability measure π on E\{0} is a quasi-stationary distribution (QSD for short) of (Y_t)_{t≥0} if, for all t ≥ 0 and any measurable set A ⊂ E\{0}, π(A) = P_π (Y_t ∈ A|τ^−_0 > t), where P_π denotes the distribution of the process Y with initial distribution π.

From the definition above and the Markov property, we see that π is a QSD if and only if it is a common, positive left-eigenvector of the killed transition semigroup; see [15, Remark 2.3]. So, in the finite state space, thanks to the Perrron-Frobenius theorem, we know there is a unique QSD; see [10, Section 1.2]. However, for Markov process taking values in an infinite state space, even simple models such as branching processes may have infinitely many QSDs. Indeed, the study of QSD began with Yaglom’s work [31] on Bienaymé–Galton–Watson branching processes, which can be represented as

X_n = X_{n−1}∑

i=1 ξ_{n,i}, n ≥ 1 with (ξ_{n,i}) being i.i.d. random variables. Let ρ = E (ξ_{n,i} ) be the mean of the offspring distribution. It was proved in Seneta and Vere-Jones [30] that in the sub-critical situation, i.e., ρ < 1, a Bienaymé–Galton–Watson branching process admits infinitely many QSDs. Later, Hope [16] solved the problem of characterizing all QSDs; see also Maillard [26] for an analytical approach to this problem.

Similar to the relation between random walk and Brownian motion, it is natural to consider branching models with continuous-state space R_+ . The study of continuous-state branching processes (CB-processes for short) was initiated by Feller [13], who noticed that a one-dimensional diffusion process may arise as the limit of a sequence of rescaled Bienaymé–Galton–Watson branching processes. The result was extended by Lamperti [19] to the situation where the limiting process may have discontinuous sample paths. Let Ψ be a function on [0, ∞) with the Lévy–Khintchine representation:

Ψ(λ) = bλ + cλ^2 + ∫_∞ 0 ( e^{−λz} − 1 + λz1_{{z≤1}} ) μ(dz), λ ≥ 0, (1.1)

where b ∈ R and c ≥ 0 are constants, and (1 ∧ z^2)μ(dz) is a finite measure on (0, ∞). The transition kernel Q_t(x, dy) of a CB-process with branching mechanism Ψ is defined by ∫ R_+ e^{−λy}Q_t(x, dy) = e^{−xvt(λ)}, x ≥ 0, λ > 0, (1.2) where t → v_t(λ) is the unique strictly positive solution to the differential equation ∂ ∂t v_t(λ) = −Ψ(v_t(λ)), v_0(λ) = λ. (1.3)

It is clear that Q_t(0, {0}) = 1 for all t ≥ 0, which implies that 0 is an absorbing state. The branching mechanism Ψ is said to be subcritical, critical or supercritical according as Ψ^′(0+) > 0, Ψ^′(0+) = 0 or Ψ^′(0+) < 0, respectively. In the sub-critical or critical situation, the CB-process will be surely absorbed by 0 in finite time if and only if Grey’s condition is satisfied; see Condition 1.1.

The quasi-stationary distribution properties of CB-processes are very similar to those of Bienaymé–Galton–Waston branching processes. Lambert [18] pointed out that under Condition 1.1, any subcritical CB-process has an infinite number of QSDs, and characterized all of them. His study is based on the branching property, i.e., for any t ≥ 0 and x, y ≥ 0, Q_t(x, ·) ∗ Q_t(y, ·) = Q_t(x + y, ·), (1.4) where “ ∗” denotes the convolution operator. This property means that different particles in population act independently of each other and allow the CB-processes to have rich mathematical structures. However, due to limited resources or other mechanisms, the branching property (1.4) is unlikely to be realistic in the real world. Those considerations motivate the study of CB-processes with competition.

A well-known deterministic model that can be used to model competition is the socalled logistic growth model, which is defined by the following ordinary differential equation:

dZ_t = (bZ_t − aZ^2_t ) dt.

Here the quadratic term can be interpreted ecologically, as it quantifies the negative interactions between each pair of individuals within the population. A stochastic analogue of this model was studied in Lambert [17] where a logistic growth branching process was introduced combining the features of the logistic growth model and the CB-process. The process was constructed in [17] by a random time change of a spectrally positive Ornstein–Uhlenbeck type process. Recently, Berestycki et al. [3] generalised the logistic growth branching process by considering a more general form of competition. Let (Ω, F , F_t, P) be a filtered probability space satisfying the usual hypotheses. Suppose that W (ds, du) is a Gaussian white noise on (0, ∞)^2 based on dsdu, M(ds, dz, du) is a Poisson random measure on (0, ∞)^3 with intensity dsμ(dz)du, and M̃(ds, dz, du) is the compensated measure. Berestycki et al. [3] constructed the continuous-state branching process with competition (CBC-process for short) as the unique strong solution to the following stochastic differential equation (SDE for short)

Y_t = Y_0 + √ 2c ∫_t 0 ∫_{Ys−} 0 W (ds, du) − ∫_t 0 [bY_s + g(Y_s)]ds + ∫_t 0 ∫_1 0 ∫_{Ys−} 0 zM̃ (ds, dz, du) + ∫_t 0 ∫_∞ 1 ∫_{Ys−} 0 zM(ds, dz, du), (1.5) which generalized SDE construction for CB-process established by Dawson and Li [12]. Here, b ∈ R and g is a continuous and non-decreasing function with g(0) = 0, describing the intensity of competition between individuals. In particular, when g(x) = ax^2 for some a > 0, the solution corresponds to the logistic branching process. When g(x) ≡ 0, the solution reduces to a CB-process with the transition semigroup satisfying (1.2). This is the only situation where the branching property (1.4) holds. If g(x) is not identically 0, the branching property and traditional methods fail, and we need to find a new approach to study this process.

Throughout this paper, we always assume that (1.5) has a unique non-explosive strong solution denoted by (Y_t)_{t≥0}; see Theorem 2.1 for related discussions. Recall that τ^−_0 := inf{t ≥ 0 : Y_t = 0} is the extinction time with the convention inf ∅ = ∞. Since all of the coefficients in equation (1.5) degenerate at state 0, we know 0 is an absorbing state for (Y_t)_{t≥0}; that is, Y_t = 0 a.s. for all t ≥ τ^−_0 , which agrees with the intuition that whenever the population size attains 0, nothing happens anymore, and the population size stays at 0 forever. We are going to establish the uniqueness and existence of the QSD of (Y_t)_{t≥0}, as well as the exponential convergence of conditional distribution.

To the best of our knowledge, the existing studies on this topic only concern the case that the jump terms in (1.5) vanish. In this instance, the solution reduces to the socalled generalized Feller diffusion process. Cattiaux et al. [6] established the sufficient conditions for the existence and uniqueness of the QSD for this process. In their proofs, spectral theory for self-adjoint operators plays an important role. However, this approach is not generally applicable since the Markov process corresponding to the solution to (1.5) is no longer symmetric when jump terms present. More recently, the QSD problem of this diffusion process was revisited by Champagnat and Villemonais [7] through a probability-based approach established in [8]. Nevertheless, their method requires an accurate estimate for the hitting probability, which seems to be difficult to establish when jump terms exist.

To present our main result, we need the following two conditions.

Condition 1.1. (Grey’s condition) There exists a constant θ > 0 such that Ψ(λ) > 0 for all λ > θ and ∫_∞ θ dλ Ψ(λ)

< ∞. (1.6)

Remark 1.1. (i) Condition 1.1 is a necessary and sufficient condition for a CB-process with branching mechanism Ψ to hit 0 in finite time with strictly positive probability; see Grey [14].

(ii) It is clear that Condition 1.1 is satisfied if c > 0 in (1.1). On the other hand, if there exist constants β ∈ (1, 2) and C > 0 such that μ(dz) ≥ 1_{{0<z≤1}}Cz^{−(1+β)}dz, then Condition 1.1 is also satisfied. To see this, we have

Ψ(λ) = bλ + cλ^2 + ∫_∞ 0 ( e^{−λz} − 1 + λz1_{{z≤1}} ) μ(dz) ≥ bλ + C ∫_1 0 ( e^{−λz} − 1 + λz ) z^{−(1+β)}dz − μ[1, ∞) ≥ bλ + C ∫_∞ 0 ( e^{−λz} − 1 + λz ) z^{−(1+β)}dz − Cλ ∫_∞ 1 z^{−β} dz − μ[1, ∞)

= bλ + CΓ(2 − β) β − 1 λ^β − Cλ β − 1 − μ[1, ∞). Hence, Condition 1.1 is satisfied.

Note that Condition 1.1 is necessary for CB-processes to have a QSD. This restriction unfortunately excludes some interesting branching mechanisms. An important example is the so-called Neveu’s branching process (with branching mechanism Ψ(λ) = λ log λ and Lévy measure μ(dz) = z^{−2}dz), which has rich mathematical structures and has found applications in various important area. In particular, Bertoin and Le Gall [4] provided a precise description of the connection between the so-called Neveu’s CB-process and the coalescent processes introduced by Bolthausen and Sznitman [5] in their study of spin glasses. Berestycki et al. [2] proved that Neveu’s CB-process may arise as a limit theorem of certain rescaled particle systems.

However, Condition 1.1 is not necessary for CBC-process to have a QSD. For the CBC-process (Y_t)_{t≥0} with Neveu’s type branching mechanism to have a unique QSD, we need an alternative condition on the competition mechanism near 0. Since Condition 1.1 holds for c ≠ 0, we only need to impose a condition for c = 0.

Condition 1.2. c = 0 and there exist constants θ ∈ (0, 1) and C > 0 such that

lim inf x→0 g(x)x^{−θ} > 0 and μ(dz) ≥ 1_{{0<z≤1}}Cz^{−2}dz. We next present the main result in this paper.

Theorem 1.2. Suppose that one of Conditions 1.1 and 1.2 holds and in addition there are constants c_0 > 0 and α ∈ (0, 2) such that 1_{{z>1}}μ(dz) dz ≤ c_0z^{−1−α}dz. Recall that function g is continuous and non-decreasing with g(0) = 0. For any increasing and strictly positive function φ ∈ C^1[0, ∞) satisfying ∫_∞ 1 1 rφ(r) dr < ∞, if the following

condition further holds lim_{x→∞} g(x) xφ(x) = ∞, α ∈ (1, 2), lim_{x→∞} g(x) xφ(x) log x = ∞, α = 1, lim_{x→∞} g(x) x^{2−α} = ∞, α ∈ (0, 1), then the solution (Y_t)_{t≥0} to (1.5) has a unique quasi-stationary distribution π. Moreover, there exists a constant λ > 0 such that for any Borel set A ⊂ (0, ∞), t > 0 and any initial distribution ν on (0, ∞), |P_ν (Y_t ∈ A|τ^−_0 > t) − π(A)| ≤ C(ν)e^{−λt}, where ν → C(ν) is a non-negative function.

1.2 Strategy of the approach

The proof of Theorem 1.2 relies on the recent paper by Guillin et al. [15], which establishes general results regarding the existence and uniqueness of the QSD of strongly Feller Markov processes. Denote by (P_t)_{t≥0} the transition semigroup of (Y_t)_{t≥0}. Let bB[0, ∞) be the space of all bounded Borel functions on [0, ∞), and let C_b[0, ∞) be the space of continuous bounded functions on [0, ∞). For T > 0, denote by D([0, T ], R_+ ) the space of R_+ -valued cádlág paths defined on [0, T ] and equipped with the Skorokhod topology. We next introduce five conditions to be verified under Condition 1.1 or 1.2. (C1) (Strong Feller property) For any t > 0 and f ∈ bB[0, ∞), x → P_tf(x) is continuous on [0, ∞).

(C2) (Trajectory Feller property) For any T > 0, x → P_x((Y_t)_{t∈[0,T ]} ∈ ·) is continuous in the sense of weak convergence.

From Itô’s formula and (1.5) one can check that for any f ∈ C^2_b [0, ∞) and x ∈ [0, ∞),

E_x f(Y_t) = f(x) + E_x [∫_t 0 Lf(Y_s)ds ] , where Lf(x) := −[bx + g(x)]f^′(x) + cxf^{′′}(x) + x ∫_∞ 0 [ f(x + z) − f(x) − zf^′(x)1_{{z≤1}} ] μ(dz). (1.7)

(C3) (Lyapunov condition) There exist a function W ∈ C^2_b [0, ∞) such that W (x) ≥ 1 for all x ∈ [0, ∞), and there are two sequences of positive constants (r_n)_{n≥1} and (b_n)_{n≥1}, where r_n → ∞ as n → ∞, and an increasing sequence of compact subsets (K_n)_{n≥1} of [0, ∞), such that for all n ≥ 1, −LW (x) ≥ r_nW (x) − b_n1_{Kn} (x), x ∈ [0, ∞). Let (P^0_t )_{t≥0} be the transition semigroup of the killed process (Y_t)_{0≤t<τ} −_0 ; that is, for any t ≥ 0 and f ∈ bB[0, ∞),

P^0_t f(x) := E_x [1_{{t<τ} −_{0 }}f(Y_t)], x ∈ (0, ∞).

Denote by P^0_t (x, dy) the transition kernel of the killed process (Y_t)_{0≤t<τ} −_0 .

(C4) (Weak Feller property) For a measure-separable class A of continuous bounded functions f with support contained in (0, ∞), x → P^0_t f(x) is continuous on (0, ∞). (C5) (Irreducibility) For all x, t > 0 and non-empty open set O ⊂ (0, ∞), P^0_t (x, O) > 0. In addition, there exists x_0 > 0 such that P_{x0} (τ^−_0 < ∞) > 0.

It follows from [15, Theorem 2.2] that, if all of the conditions (C1)–(C5) hold, then the result of Theorem 1.2 is valid. Therefore, before showing Theorem 1.2, we first present results concerning (C1) to (C5), respectively.

Proposition 1.3. Suppose that either Condition 1.1 is satisfied or there exist constants θ ∈ (0, 1), β ∈ (0, 2) and C > 0 such that lim inf x→0 g(x)x^{−θ} > 0 and μ(dz) ≥ 1_{{0<z≤1}}Cz^{−(1+β)}dz. Then (P_t)_{t≥0} has the strong Feller property (C1).

Proposition 1.4. The process (Y_t)_{t≥0} has the trajectory Feller property (C2). Proposition 1.5. Assume that 1_{{z>1}}μ(dz) dz ≤ c_0z^{−1−α}dz for some α ∈ (0, 2) and c_0 > 0. Let φ ∈ C^1[0, ∞) be an increasing and strictly positive function satisfying ∫_∞ 1 1 rφ(r) dr < ∞. If any of the following conditions further holds lim_{x→∞} g(x) xφ(x) = ∞ if α ∈ (1, 2), lim_{x→∞} g(x) xφ(x) log x = ∞ if α = 1, lim_{x→∞} g(x) x^{2−α} = ∞ if α ∈ (0, 1), then the Lyapunov condition (C3) is satisfied.

Proposition 1.6. Suppose that (P_t)_{t≥0} has the strong Feller property. Then the associated transition semigroup (P^0_t )_{t≥0} has the weak Feller property (C4). Condition 1.3. Either c > 0 or

∫_1 0 zμ(dz) = ∞.

Indeed, Condition 1.1 implies Condition 1.3. If c = 0 and

∫_1 0 zμ(dz) < ∞, then we have Ψ(λ) = bλ + ∫_∞ 0 ( e^{−λz} − 1 + λz1_{{z≤1}} ) μ(dz) ≤ bλ + ∫_1 0 ( e^{−λz} − 1 + λz ) μ(dz) ≤ bλ + λ ∫_1 0 zμ(dz), and hence Condition 1.1 is not satisfied.

Proposition 1.7. Suppose that Condition 1.3 holds. Then the irreducibility condition (C5) is satisfied.

With all the propositions above at hand, we can give the

Proof of Theorem 1.2. Applying Propositions 1.3, 1.4, 1.5, 1.6 and 1.7, we know that all the conditions (C1)–(C5) hold under Condition 1.1 or Condition 1.2. Then, it follows from [15, Theorem 2.2] that the statements in Theorem 1.2 are valid. □

One of the main difficulties comes from the fact that the coefficients tend to 0 when the process is close to 0, which is clear from (1.5). We shall mention two novel points in the proof of the propositions above. One is that, in order to show the strong Feller property for the CBC-process, we adopt a localization argument that reduces the required condition; see Subsection 2.2. The other is that, in showing the irreducibility, we also apply the Lamperti transform and comparison principle to reduce the problem to that on Lévy process; see Subsection 2.6.

2 Proof

In this section, we are going to prove Propositions 1.3–1.7. For the sake of completeness, we begin with the non-explosion of the unique strong solution to the SDE (1.5).

2.1 Uniqueness of the strong solution

Let L be the operator defined by (1.7). Let D(L) denote the linear space consisting of twice continuously differentiable functions on [0, ∞), such that the integral on the right-hand side of (1.7) converges, and Lf is a continuous function on [0, ∞).

Theorem 2.1. Suppose that there exist constants C_1, C_2 > 0 and a non-negative function V ∈ D(L) such that lim_{x→∞} V (x) = ∞ and

LV (x) ≤ C_1 + C_2V (x), x ∈ [0, ∞). (2.8)

Then, for any y ≥ 0, there is a pathwise unique non-explosive strong solution {Y_t : t ≥ 0} to (1.5) with Y_0 = y.

Proof. By Theorem 2.5 of Dawson and Li [12], for each n ≥ 1 there is a pathwise unique strong solution {y^{(n)}_t : t ≥ 0} to

y_t = y + ∫_t 0 ∫_{ys} 0 W (ds, du) + ∫_t 0 [−by_s − g(y_s)]ds + ∫_t 0 ∫_1 0 ∫_{ys−} 0 zM̃(ds, dz, du) + ∫_t 0 ∫_∞ 1 ∫_{ys−} 0 (z ∧ n)M(ds, dz, du). (2.9) Let ζ_n := inf{t ≥ 0 : y^{(n)}_t ≥ n}. From the pathwise uniqueness for (2.9) it follows that ζ_n is nondecreasing in n ≥ 1 and y^{(n+1)}_t = y^{(n)}_t for 0 ≤ t < ζ_n. Clearly, the pathwise unique solution {y_t : t ≥ 0} to (1.5) is given by y_t = y^{(n)}_t for 0 ≤ t < ζ_n and y_t = ∞ for t ≥ ζ := lim_{n→∞} ζ_n.

We next prove that the solution {y_t : t ≥ 0} is non-explosive, i.e., the explosion time ζ is infinite almost surely. By Itô’s formula, we have V (y_{t∧ζn} ) = V (y) + ∫_{t∧ζn} 0 LV (y_s)ds + M_n(t), (2.10)

where

M_n(t) = ∫_{t∧ζn} 0 ∫_{ys} 0 V^′(y_{s−})W (ds, du) + ∫_{t∧ζn} 0 ∫_∞ 0 ∫_{ys−} 0 (V (y_{s−} + z) − V (y_{s−}))M̃(ds, dz, du) (2.11)

is a martingale. Taking expectations on both sides of (2.10) and applying (2.8), we obtain E [V (y_{t∧ζn} )] ≤ V (y) + E [∫_t 0 (C_1 + C_2V (y_{s∧ζn} ) ds ] . By Gronwall’s lemma, it follows that, for any T > 0 and t ∈ (0, T ], E [V (y_{t∧ζn} )] ≤ (V (y) + C_1T )e^{C2t}.

Letting n → ∞ in the above and noting that V (x) → ∞ as x → ∞, we know that P(ζ ≤ t) = 0. By the arbitrariness of t and T , we have ζ = ∞ almost surely. □

2.2 Strong Feller property

The proof of the strong Feller property under Condition 1.1 or Condition 1.2 is mainly based on the probabilistic coupling method. We shall first prove the desired result under Condition 1.2, and then deal with Condition 1.1. In Li et al. [22], we have constructed a two-dimensional Markov coupling process {(X_t, Y_t) : t ≥ 0} on D := {(x, y) : x ≥ y ≥ 0}, where both (X_t)_{t≥0} and (Y_t)_{t≥0} are Markov processes with the same transition semigroup (P_t)_{t≥0}. The coupling process satisfies X_{T +t} = Y_{T +t} for every t ≥ 0, where T := inf{t ≥ 0 : X_t = Y_t} is the coupling time. We next give a characterization for the generator of the Markov coupling process {(X_t, Y_t) : t ≥ 0}. Let Δ = {(z, z) : z ≥ 0} ⊂ D and Δ^c = D \ Δ. Let μ_a = [μ ∧ (δ_a ∗ μ)]/2 for any a ∈ R. Given a function F on D which is twice continuously differentiable on Δ^c, we write for any (x, y) ∈ Δ^c, L̃F (x, y) := [ − bx − g(x)]F^′_x(x, y) + [ − by − g(y)]F^′_y(x, y) + cxF^{′′}_{xx}(x, y) + cyF^{′′}_{yy}(x, y) − 2cyF^{′′}_{xy}(x, y) + (x − y) ∫_∞ 0 [ F (x + z, y) − F (x, y) − F^′_x(x, y)z1_{{z≤1}} ] μ(dz) + y ∫_∞ 0 [ F (x + z, y + z) − F (x, y) − (F^′_x + F^′_y)(x, y)z1_{{z≤1}} ] μ(dz)

+ y ∫_∞ 0 [ F (x + z, 2y + z − x) − F (x + z, y + z) ] μ_{x−y}(dz) + y ∫_∞ 0 [ F (x + z, x + z) − F (x + z, y + z) ] μ_{y−x}(dz). (2.12)

Let D(L̃) denote the linear space consisting of the functions F such that the integrals in (2.12) are finite and L̃F is locally bounded on compact subsets of Δ^c. We call (L̃, D(L̃)) the coupling generator of the CBC-process {Y_t : t ≥ 0}. Let

ζ^∗_n := inf{t ≥ 0 : X_t ≥ n or X_t − Y_t ≤ 1/n}

and assume that (X_0, Y_0) = (x, y) ∈ Δ^c. Then, it follows from Li et al. [22, Theorem 4.1] that for any n ≥ 1 and F ∈ D(L̃) F (X_{t∧ζ}∗_n , Y_{t∧ζ}∗_n ) = F (x, y) + ∫_{t∧ζ}∗_n 0 L̃F (X_s, Y_s)ds + M_n(t), (2.13)

where {M_n(t) : t ≥ 0} is a martingale.

Note that when F (x, y) = f(x − y)1_{{(x,y)∈Δ}c_} for some f ∈ D(L), it is clear that F ∈ D(L̃). In this case, we also write L̃f(x, y) := L̃F (x, y) for convenience. Moreover, for any (x, y) ∈ Δ^c, L̃f(x, y) = −[b(x − y) + g(x) − g(y)]f^′(x − y) + c(x − y)f^{′′}(x − y) + 4cyf^{′′}(x − y) + (x − y) ∫_∞ 0 [ f(x + z − y) − f(x − y) − f^′(x − y)z1_{{z≤1}} ] μ(dz) +y[f(2x − 2y) − 2f(x − y)]μ_{x−y}(R_+ ) = −[g(x) − g(y)]f^′(x − y) + 4cyf^{′′}(x − y) + y[f(2x − 2y) − 2f(x − y)]μ_{x−y}(R_+ ) + Lf(x − y), (2.14)

where we used the fact that μ_{x−y}(0, ∞) = μ_{y−x}(0, ∞).

Before proving the main result in this part, we first establish the following two useful lemmas.

Lemma 2.2. Given two intervals (A, B) and (A^′, B^′) such that 0 < A < A^′ < B^′ < B < ∞, let (Y_t)_{t≥0} be a CBC-process with initial value y ∈ (A^′, B^′), and define S := inf{t > 0 : Y_t /∈ (A, B)}. Then, there is a constant C > 0 so that for any t ∈ (0, 1] and any y ∈ (A^′, B^′), P_y (S < t) ≤ Ct^{1/2}. Proof. Recall that (Y_t)_{t≥0} is the strong solution to the equation (1.5). For t > 0, define

M_t = √ 2c ∫_t 0 ∫_{Ys} 0 W (ds, du) + ∫_t 0 ∫_1 0 ∫_{Ys−} 0 zM̃ (ds, dz, du). Then, M_{t∧S} = Y_{t∧S} − Y_0 + Y^{(1)}_{t∧S} + Y^{(2)}_{t∧S} , t ≥ 0, where Y^{(1)}_t = ∫_t 0 [bY_s + g(Y_s)]ds and Y^{(2)}_t = − ∫_t 0 ∫_∞ 1 ∫_{Ys−} 0 zM(ds, dz, du). Let l = (A^′ − A) ∧ (B − B^′). Then, we have P_y (S < t) ≤ P_y (|Y_{t∧S} − y| ≥ l) ≤ P_y (|M_{t∧S} | > l/2) + P_y (|Y^{(1)}_{t∧S} | > l/2) + P_y (Y^{(2)}_{t∧S} ≠ 0).

(2.15)

It is clear that (M^∗_t )_{t≥0} := (M_{t∧S} )_{t≥0} is a martingale with quadratic variation process

⟨M^∗⟩_t = ∫_{t∧S} 0 2cY_sds + ∫_{t∧S} 0 Y_sds ∫_1 0 z^2μ(dz), t ≥ 0. Using the Jessen inequality and the Markov inequality we have P_y (|M_{t∧S} | > l/2) ≤ 2 l E_y |M^∗_t | ≤ 2 l (E_y |M^∗_t |^2)^{1/2} = 2 l (E_y ⟨M^∗⟩_t)^{1/2} = 2 l { E_y [∫_{t∧S} 0 2cY_sds ] + E_y [∫_{t∧S} 0 Y_sds ∫_1 0 z^2μ(dz) ]}_{1/2}

≤ 2 l ( 2c +

∫_1 0 z^2μ(dz) )_{1/2} t^{1/2}B^{1/2}.

(2.16)

Since x → g(x) is non-decreasing, we have |Y^{(1)}_{t∧S} | ≤ t(|b|B + g(B)) and hence P_y (|Y^{(1)}_{t∧S}| > l/2) ≤ 2t(|b|B + g(B))/l. (2.17) Noting that (Y^{(2)}_t )_{t≥0} is a pure jump process, and the waiting time before its first jump can be controlled by an exponential random variable, we have P_y (Y^{(2)}_{t∧S} ≠ 0) ≤ 1 − exp (−Bμ(1, ∞)t) ≤ Bμ(1, ∞)t. (2.18)

Finally, substituting (2.16), (2.17) and (2.18) into (2.15) gives the desired result. □ The following lemma provides a way to establish the strong Feller property by verifying a local inequality of the coupling generator L̃. We refer to Luo and Wang [25, Theorem 5.1] for a similar result in which a universal inequality is required.

Lemma 2.3. Given any interval (A, B) with 0 < A, B < ∞, if there exist constants l, C > 0 and a non-negative continuous function ϕ ∈ D(L) such that ϕ(0) = 0 and L̃Φ(x, y) ≤ −C, x, y ∈ (A, B) with l > x − y > 0, (2.19) where Φ(x, y) := ϕ(x−y)1_{{(x,y)∈Δ}c_}, then for any t > 0 and any f ∈ bB[0, ∞), x → P_tf(x) is uniformly continuous on (A, B).

Proof. Set T_n := inf{t ≥ 0 : X_t − Y_t ≤ 1/n} and S^∗ := inf{t > 0 : either X_t /∈ (A, B) or Y_t /∈ (A, B)}.

Then the coupling time T = lim_{n→∞} T_n. Let (A^′, B^′) be a sub-interval satisfying A < A^′ < B^′ < B. Assume that X_0 = x and Y_0 = y with A^′ < y < x < B^′. Take n large enough such that x − y > 1/n. Then, by (2.13), we have ϕ(X_{t∧Tn∧S}∗ − Y_{t∧Tn∧S}∗ ) = ϕ(x − y) + ∫_{t∧Tn∧S}∗ 0 L̃ϕ(X_s, Y_s)ds + M_{t∧Tn∧S∗} .

Since L̃ϕ(x, y) is bounded for x−y ∈ [1/n, l], we see that (M_{t∧Tn ∧S}∗ )_{t≥0} is a martingale. By taking expectations, and using the fact that X_t > Y_t for t ≤ T_n, and (2.19), we see that 0 ≤ E [ϕ(X_{t∧Tn ∧S}∗ − Y_{t∧Tn∧S}∗ )] = ϕ(x − y) + E [∫_{t∧Tn ∧S}∗ 0 L̃ϕ(X_s, Y_s)ds ]

≤ ϕ(x − y) − CE [t ∧ T_n ∧ S^∗]. Letting t → ∞ and n → ∞, we obtain E [T ∧ S^∗] ≤ ϕ(x − y) C . (2.20)

It follows that P(T ∧ S^∗ > t) ≤ ϕ(x − y) Ct and ϕ(x − y)^{1/2}P(ϕ(x − y)^{1/2} < S^∗ < T ) ≤ ϕ(x − y) C . Combining all the estimates above, we obtain P(T > t) ≤ P(T ∧ S^∗ > t) + P(S^∗ < T ) ≤ P{T ∧ S^∗ > t} + P(ϕ(x − y)^{1/2} < S^∗ < T ) + P(S^∗ ≤ ϕ(x − y)^{1/2}) ≤ ϕ(x − y) tC + ϕ(x − y)^{1/2} C + P(S^∗ ≤ ϕ(x − y)^{1/2}). (2.21)

Define S^X = inf{t > 0 : X_t /∈ (A, B)} and S^Y = inf{t > 0 : Y_t /∈ (A, B)}. Applying Lemma 2.2, (2.21) and the fact that

P(S^∗ ≤ ϕ(x − y)^{1/2}) ≤ P(S^X ≤ ϕ(x − y)^{1/2}) + P(S^Y ≤ ϕ(x − y)^{1/2}), we obtain lim x−y→0+ P(S^∗ ≤ ϕ(x − y)^{1/2}) = 0 uniformly for A^′ < y < x < B^′.

Thus, by the arbitrariness of (A^′, B^′), we know for any f ∈ bB[0, ∞), t > 0 and A < y < x < B, |P_tf(x) − P_tf(y)| = |E [(f(X_t ) − f(Y_t))1_{{T >t}}]| ≤ 2‖f‖_∞P(T > t) → 0 as x − y → 0 + . Hence, the desired assertion follows. □ Condition 2.1. (Fluctuation condition) There exist constants β ∈ (0, 2) and C > 0 such that μ(dz) ≥ 1_{{0<z≤1}}Cz^{−(1+β)}dz. (2.22) Proposition 2.4. Suppose that Condition 2.1 is satisfied. Then, for any f ∈ bB[0, ∞) and any t > 0, the mapping x → P_tf(x) is continuous on (0, ∞).

Proof. It follows from [25, Example 1.2] that there are some C_∗, κ > 0 so that for all x ∈ (0, κ) μ_x(R_+ ) > C_∗x^{−β} . (2.23) We take ρ = (β ∧ 1)/2. Define ϕ(r) := 1 − e^{−rρ} , r ≥ 0. (2.24) It is clear that for any r > 0,

ϕ(0) = 0, ϕ^′(r) = ρr^{ρ−1}e^{−rρ} > 0, ϕ^{′′}(r) = −ρr^{ρ−2}e^{−rρ} [1 − ρ + ρr^ρ] < 0 and ϕ^{(3)}(x) = ρ(2 − ρ)r^{ρ−3}e^{−rρ} [1 − ρ + ρr^ρ] + ρ^2r^{2ρ−3}e^{−rρ} [1 − 2ρ + ρr^ρ] ≥ 0.

In particular, for all x ∈ (0, 1/2), ∫_∞ 0 [ ϕ(x + z) − ϕ(x) − ϕ^′(x)z1_{{z≤1}} ] μ(dz) ≤ ∫_x 0 [ ϕ(x + z) − ϕ(x) − ϕ^′(x)z ] μ(dz) + μ(1, ∞) ≤ 1 2 ϕ^{′′}(2x) ∫_x 0 z^2μ(dz) + μ(1, ∞), where in the last inequality we used the mean value theorem and the fact that ϕ^{(3)} ≥ 0.

Recalling the definition of L in (1.7), we have for all x ∈ (0, 1/2), Lϕ(x) ≤ (−bx − g(x))ϕ^′(x) + [ c + 1 2 ∫_x 0 z^2μ(dz) ] xϕ^{′′}(2x) + xμ(1, ∞) ≤ |b|ρx^ρe^{−xρ} + xμ(1, ∞). (2.25)

On the other hand, by the mean value theorem again and the facts that ϕ(0) = 0, ϕ^{′′} ≤ 0 and ϕ^{(3)} ≥ 0, we know ϕ(2x) − 2ϕ(x) = ∫_{2x} 0 ϕ^′(u) du − 2 ∫_x 0 ϕ^′(u) du = ∫_x 0 ϕ^′(x + u) du − ∫_x 0 ϕ^′(u) du ≤ ∫_x 0 ϕ^′(2x)x du = ϕ^{′′}(2x)x^2.

Fix 0 < A < B and 0 < l < 1/2. Apply (2.14) with f replaced by ϕ. Since the function g is non-decreasing, for any x, y ∈ (A, B) with 0 < x − y < l, we have L̃ϕ(x, y) ≤ |b|ρ(x − y)^ρe^{−(x−y)ρ} + (x − y)μ(1, ∞) −4cyρ(1 − ρ)(x − y)^{ρ−2}e^{−(x−y)ρ} −2yρ(x − y)^2ϕ^{′′}(2(x − y))μ_{x−y}(R_+ ) ≤ |b|ρl^ρ + lμ(1, ∞) −2Aρ(1 − ρ)2^{ρ−2}(x − y)^ρe^{−(2l)ρ} μ_{x−y}(R_+ ). (2.26)

It follows from (2.23) that the last item on the right-hand side of (2.26) tends to −∞ as l → 0. Then, we can choose small enough l > 0 such that L̃ϕ(x, y) < −1 for all x, y ∈ (A, B) with 0 < x − y < l. This along with Lemma 2.3 and the arbitrariness of the interval (A, B) immediately gives the desired assertion. □

Proposition 2.5. Suppose that lim inf x→0+ g(x)x^{−θ} > 0 for some θ ∈ (0, 1). Then, for any t > 0 and any function f ∈ bB[0, ∞), lim_{x→0+} P_tf(x) = P_tf(0).

Proof. Let ϕ be the function defined by (2.24) with ρ = (1 − θ)/2. According to the first inequality in (2.25), we see that there is a sufficiently small δ ∈ (0, l) such that for any x ∈ (0, δ), Lϕ(x) < −1. Denote by {Y_t}_{t≥0} the solution to (1.5) with initial value y > 0, and define τ^+_δ := inf{t > 0 : Y_t > δ} and τ^−_ε := inf{t > 0 : Y_t ≤ ε} for δ > ε ≥ 0.

Similar to the proof of Theorem 2.1, applying Itô’s formula we obtain

ϕ(Y_{t∧τ} −_{ε ∧τ} +_δ ) = ϕ(y) + ∫_{t∧τ} −_{ε ∧τ} +_δ 0 Lϕ(Y_s)ds + M_t, where {M_t : t ≥ 0} is a martingale. Taking expectations on both sides of the above, we have 0 ≤ E_y [ϕ(Y_{t∧τ} −_{ε ∧τ} +_δ )] ≤ ϕ(y) − E_y [t ∧ τ^−_ε ∧ τ_δ] (2.27) Letting t → ∞ in the inequality above, we obtain E_y [τ^−_ε ∧ τ^+_δ ] ≤ ϕ(y).

Since ϕ is continuous and ϕ(0) = 0, using the Markov inequality, for any t > 0, we have P_y ( τ^−_0 ∧ τ^+_δ > t ) ≤ ϕ(y)/t → 0 as y → 0, On the other hand, using (2.27) again gives P_y ( τ^+_δ ≤ t ∧ τ^−_0 ) ≤ ϕ(y)/ϕ(δ) → 0 as y → 0. Putting two inequalities above together gives P_y ( τ^−_0 > t ) ≤ P_y ( τ^−_0 ∧ τ^+_δ > t ) + P_y ( τ^+_δ ≤ t ∧ τ^−_0 ) ≤ ϕ(y)/t + ϕ(y)/ϕ(δ), (2.28) which tends to 0 as y → 0. Thus, for any f ∈ bB[0, ∞) and t > 0, |P_tf(y) − P_tf(0)| ≤ |P_tf(y) − P_tf(0)| ≤ | |E_y [(f(Y_t) − f(0)) 1_{{τ −} 0 >t} ]| | ≤ 2‖f‖_∞P_y (τ^−_0 > t) → 0 as y → 0.

The proof is complete. □ To conclude this part, we will apply the comparison theorem to prove the strong Feller property under Condition 1.1.

Proposition 2.6. Suppose that Condition 1.1 is satisfied. Then (P_t)_{t≥0} has the strong Feller property.

Proof. Let {Y^{(1)}_t : t ≥ 0} and {Y^{(2)}_t : t ≥ 0} be two positive solutions to (1.5) with initial values y_1 > y_2 ≥ 0 respectively, and let Z_t = Y^{(1)}_t − Y^{(2)}_t for any t > 0. It is clear that {Z_t : t ≥ 0} takes value on R_+ and solves the following equation

Z_t = y_1 − y_2 − ∫_t 0 bZ_s ds + √ 2c ∫_t 0 ∫_{Zs} 0 W_1(ds, du) − ∫_t 0 [g(X_s) − g(Y_s)] ds + ∫_t 0 ∫_1 0 ∫_{Zs−} 0 z M̃_1(ds, dz, du) + ∫_t 0 ∫_∞ 1 ∫_{Zs−} 0 z M_1(ds, dz, du), (2.29) where W_1(ds, du) := W (ds, Y^{(2)}_{s−} + du) is a Gaussian white noise on (0, ∞)^2 with intensity dsdu, and M_1(ds, dz, du) := M(ds, dz, Y^{(2)}_{s−} + du) is a Poisson random measure on (0, ∞)^2 with intensity dsm(dz)du.

We introduce a new process (Z^′_t)_{t≥0} by

Z^′_t = y_1 − y_2 − ∫_t 0 bZ^′_s ds + √ 2c ∫_t 0 ∫_Z′_s 0 W_1(ds, du) + ∫_t 0 ∫_1 0 ∫_Z′_{s−} 0 z M̃_1(ds, dz, du) + ∫_t 0 ∫_∞ 1 ∫_Z′_{s−} 0 z M_1(ds, dz, du). Then (Z_t)_{t≥0} is a CB-process with branching mechanism Ψ and its transition kernel Q_t(x, dy) satisfies (1.2). It is clear that (Z_t)_{t≥0} can be controlled by (Z^′_t)_{t≥0}; that is, P(Z_t ≤ Z^′_t) = 1.

Note that Z_t = 0 for t ≥ T , where T := inf{t > 0 : Z_t = 0}. Then, for any f ∈ bB[0, ∞), |P_tf(y_1) − P_tf(y_2)| ≤ | | |E [ (f(Y^{(1)}_t ) − f(Y^{(2)}_t ))1_{{T >t}} ]| | ≤ 2‖f‖_∞Q_t(y_1 − y_2, (0, ∞)).

It follows from [23, Theorem 3.5] that if Condition 1.1 is satisfied, then Q_t(y_1 − y_2, (0, ∞)) = 1 − e^{−(y1 −y2)v̄t} → 0 as y_1 − y_2 → 0, where v̄_t < ∞ for all t > 0. As a consequence, we know the function x → P_tf(x) is continuous on [0, ∞). □ By directly applying Propositions 2.4, 2.5 and 2.6, we can prove Propositions 1.3.

2.3 Trajectory Feller property

Proof of Proposition 1.4. As in the proof of Proposition 2.6, let (Y^{(1)}_t )_{t≥0} and (Y^{(2)}_t )_{t≥0} be two positive solutions to (1.5) with initial values y_1 > y_2 ≥ 0 respectively, and let Z_t = Y^{(1)}_t − Y^{(2)}_t for any t ≥ 0. Then, (Z_t)_{t≥0} takes values on R_+ and satisfies (2.29).

Applying Itô’s formula in (2.29) and the facts that xe^{−x} ≤ 1 − e^{−x} for all x ≥ 0 and the function x → g(x) is increasing, we get

1 − e^{−Zt} = 1 − e^{−(y1−y2)} − Ψ(1) ∫_t 0 Z_se^{−Zs} ds − ∫_t 0 [g(Y^{(1)}_s ) − g(Y^{(2)}_s )]Z_se^{−Zs} ds + M_t

≤ 1 − e^{−(y1−y2)} + |Ψ(1)| ∫_t 0 (1 − e^{−Zs} )ds + M_t, (2.30) where Ψ is defined in (1.1), and

M_t = √ 2c ∫_t 0 ∫_{Zs−} 0 e^{−Zs−} W_1(ds, du) + ∫_t 0 ∫_∞ 0 ∫_{Zs−} 0 e^{−Zs−} [1 − e^{−z}]M̃_1(ds, du, dz)

is a martingale satisfying

E [M^2_t ] = [ 2c + ∫_∞ 0 (1 − e^{−z})^2m(dz) ] E [∫_t 0 Z_se^{−2Zs} ds ] . Taking expectations on both sides of (2.30), we obtain E [ 1 − e^{−Zt} ] ≤ 1 − e^{−(y1−y2)} + |Ψ(1)| ∫_t 0 E [1 − e^{−Zs} ]ds. Then, it follows from Gronwall’s inequality that for any t ≥ 0, E [ 1 − e^{−Zt} ] ≤ (1 − e^{−(y1−y2)})e^{|Ψ(1)|t}. (2.31)

On the other hand, taking supremes and expectations on both sides of (2.30), we obtain E [ sup 0≤t≤T ( 1 − e^{−Zt} ) ] ≤ 1 − e^{−(y1−y2)} + E [ sup 0≤t≤T M_t ]

+|Ψ(1)| ∫_T 0 E [1 − e^{−Zs} ]ds. (2.32)

It follows from Jensen’s inequality and Burkholder-Davis-Gundy’s inequality that { E [ sup 0≤t≤T M_t ]}_2 ≤ E [ sup 0≤t≤T M^2_t ] ≤ 4E [ M^2_T ]

≤ 4 [ 2c + ∫_∞ 0 (1 − e^{−z})^2μ(dz) ] E [∫_T 0 Z_se^{−2Zs} ds ] . (2.33)

Using (2.31) and the fact that xe^{−2x} ≤ xe^{−x} ≤ 1 − e^{−x} for all x ≥ 0, we obtain E [∫_T 0 Z_se^{−2Zs} ds ] ≤ E [∫_T 0 Z_se^{−Zs} ds ] ≤ T e^{|Ψ(1)|T} (1 − e^{−(y1−y2)}). (2.34)

Substituting (2.31), (2.33) and (2.34) into (2.32), we know that for any T > 0, there exists a constant C(T ) > 0 such that E [ sup 0≤t≤T ( 1 − e^{−Zt} ) ] ≤ C(T )(1 − e^{−(y1−y2)})^{1/2},

which implies that in probability lim y_1−y_2→0 sup 0≤t≤T |Y^{(1)}_t − Y^{(2)}_t | = 0.

Noting that the Skorokhod distance is dominated by the supreme norm, we complete the proof. □

2.4 Lyapunov condition

Lemma 2.7. Suppose that there is an increasing and strictly positive function g_0 ∈ C^1[0, ∞) so that

(i) ∫_∞ 1 1 g_0(z) dz < ∞; (ii) lim sup x→∞ [ x ∫_∞ x μ(dz) ∫_∞ x 1 g_0(z) dz ] < ∞ and lim sup x→∞ x ( |b| + ∫_x 1 z μ(dz) ) g_0(x) < ∞; (iii) lim_{x→∞} g(x) g_0(x) = ∞. Then (C3) is satisfied.

Proof. Define f ∈ C^2_b [0, ∞) such that f ≥ 1, f^′ ≥ 0 and f^{′′} ≤ 0 on R_+ , and

f(x) = 1 + ∫_x 1 1 g_0(y) dy, x ≥ 1. It follows from (i) that

1 ≤ f(x) ≤ 1 + ∫_∞ 1 1 g_0(y) dy =: C_0, x ≥ 0.

Then, applying the mean value theorem, we obtain that for any x ≥ 1, Lf(x) = −[bx + g(x)]f^′(x) + cxf^{′′}(x) + x ∫_∞ 0 [ f(x + z) − f(x) − zf^′(x)1_{{z≤1}} ] μ(dz) = [ −bx − g(x) + x ∫_x 1 z μ(dz) ] f^′(x) + cxf^{′′}(x) + x ∫_x 0 [ f(x + z) − f(x) − zf^′(x) ] μ(dz) +x ∫_∞ x [ f(x + z) − f(x) ] μ(dz) ≤ −bx − g(x) + x ∫_x 1 z μ(dz) g_0(x) + x ∫_∞ x μ(dz) ∫_∞ x 1 g_0(y) dy.

According to the inequality above, (ii) and (iii), one can take l ≥ 1 large enough such that for all x ≥ l, Lf(x) ≤ − g(x) 2g_0(x)

=: − 1 2 h(x) ≤ − 1 2C_0 h(x)f(x), where in the last inequality we used the fact that f(x) ≤ C_0 for all x ≥ 0.

Note again that, by (iii), h(x) → ∞ as x → ∞. For n = 1, 2, . . . , let

r_n = 1 2C_0 h^∗(l + n − 1), K_n = [0, l + n − 1], b_n = 2r_n + sup_{x∈Kn} |Lf(x)|,

where h^∗(r) = inf_{x≥r} h(x). Then, we see that (C3) is satisfied with W (x) = f(x). □ Proof of Proposition 1.5. Let g_0 ∈ C^1[0, ∞) be an increasing and strictly positive function such that for all x ≥ 1,

g_0(x) = xφ(x), α ∈ (1, 2), xφ(x) log (1 + x), α = 1, x^{2−α}, α ∈ (0, 1). Then the desired assertion is a consequence of Lemma 2.7.

2.5 Weak Feller property

Proof of Proposition 1.6. Let f be a continuous bounded function with support contained in (0, ∞). Set g(x) = { f(x), x > 0, 0, x = 0. It is clear that g ∈ bB[0, ∞) and

1_{{t<τ} −_{0 }}f(Y_t) = 1_{{t<τ} −_{0 }}g(Y_t) = 1_{{t<τ} −_{0 }}g(Y_t) + 1_{{t≥τ} −_{0 }}g(Y_t) = g(Y_t), where we used the fact that Y_t = 0 for all t ≥ τ^−_0 . From the definition of the killed semigroup (P^0_t )_{t≥0}, we see that

P^0_t f(x) − P^0_t f(y) = E_x [1_{{t<τ} −_{0 }}f(Y_t)] − E_y [1_{{t<τ} −_{0 }}f(Y_t)] = P_tg(x) − P_tg(y). By the strong Feller property of (P_t)_{t≥0}, we know the right hand side tends to zero as x − y → 0, which gives the desired assertion. □

2.6 Irreducibility

Let (X_t)_{t≥0} be a CB-process with branching mechanism Ψ; that is, (X_t)_{t≥0} is the strong solution to the SDE (1.5) with the function g replaced by 0. Then by Lamperti [20] there is a spectrally negative Lévy process (N_t)_{t≥0} with log-Laplace exponent Ψ, i.e.,

E_x [e^{−λNt} ] = e^{−λx+Ψ(λ)t}

such that N_η−1_{(t)∧S}−_0 = X_t, t ≥ 0, where

S^−_0 := inf{t > 0 : N_t ≤ 0}, η(t) := ∫_t 0 1 N_s ds and η^{−1}(t) := inf{s > 0 : η(s) > t}.

For any z > ε ≥ 0, let N^ε_t := N_{t∧S}−_ε and X^ε_t := X_{t∧T} −_ε , and define stopping times

S^−_ε := inf{t ≥ 0 : N_t ≤ ε} = inf{t ≥ 0 : N^ε_t ≤ ε},

T^−_ε := inf{t ≥ 0 : X_t ≤ ε} = inf{t ≥ 0 : X^ε_t ≤ ε}, S^{ε,+}_z := inf{t ≥ 0 : N^ε_t ≥ z} and T^{ε,+}_z := inf{t ≥ 0 : X^ε_t ≥ z}.

Then, from the random time change, we have for all 0 ≤ ε < z,

T^−_ε = ∫_S−_ε 0 1 N^ε_t dt and T^{ε,+}_z = ∫_Sε,+_z 0 1 N^ε_t dt. (2.35)

Lemma 2.8. Suppose that Condition 1.3 is satisfied. Then for all t > 0 and z, x > ε ≥ 0, we have P_x(S^−_ε < t) > 0 and P_x(S^{ε,+}_z < t) > 0.

Proof. It follows from Sato [29, Theorem 24.10 (i)] that under Condition 1.3 for any t > 0, the support of N_t is (−∞, +∞), and hence the first assertion holds.

We next turn to the proof of the second assertion. Let S^+_z := inf{t ≥ 0 : N_t ≥ z}. It is sufficient to prove that for any t small enough and any 0 ≤ ε < x < z, P_x(S^+_z < t < S^−_ε ) > 0.

If (N_t)_{t≥0} has a Brownian motion component (B_t)_{t≥0}, then (B_t)_{t≥0} is independent of (N_t −B_t)_{t≥0}. Without loss of generality we set B_0 = 0. Since (N_t −B_t)_{t≥0} is a Lévy process and has the same initial value as (N_t)_{t≥0}, applying the right-continuity of (N_t − B_t)_{t≥0}, we know P_x(lim_{t→0}(N_t − B_t) = x) = 1. Then, for small enough t > 0,

P_x(S^+_z < t < S^−_ε ) ≥P_x ( inf_{0≤s≤t}(N_s − B_s) > (x + ε)/2 )

× P ( sup_{0≤s≤t} B_s > z, inf_{0≤s≤t} B_s > −(x − ε)/2 ) > 0.

We next prove the case that (N_t)_{t≥0} is a pure jump process that can be expressed as N_t = x − bt + ∫_t 0 ∫_1 0 uÑ(ds, du) + ∫_t 0 ∫_∞ 1 uN(ds, du), where N(ds, du) denotes a Poisson random measure with intensity dsμ(du). We introduce a new process N^′_t = x − [ b + ∫_1 κ uμ(du) ] t + ∫_∞ 0 ∫_κ 0 uÑ(ds, du), with κ ∈ (0, 1] such that μ[κ, ∞) > 0. It is clear that

N_t = N^′_t + ∫_∞ 0 ∫_∞ κ uN(ds, du). Let S^{′−}_ε = inf{t ≥ 0 : N^′_t ≤ ε}. Then the stopping time S^{′−}_ε is independent of the process ( ∫_t 0 ∫_∞ κ uN(ds, du))_{t≥0}, and for small t > 0, P_x(S^{′−}_ε > t) > 0, because of the right continuity of t → N^′_t . Since the number of jumps associated with the Poisson integral ∫_t 0 ∫_∞ κ uN(ds, du) follows the Poisson distribution, we have P (∫_t 0 ∫_∞ κ uN(ds, du) > z ) > 0, z, t > 0. Therefore, for t > 0 small enough, P_x(S^+_z < t < S^−_ε ) ≥ P_x(S^+_z < t < S^{′−}_ε ) ≥ P (∫_t 0 ∫_∞ κ uN(ds, du) > z + ε ) P_x(S^{′−}_ε > t) > 0. The proof is complete. □ Lemma 2.9. Suppose that Condition 1.3 is satisfied. Then for all t > 0 and z, x > ε > 0, we have P_x(T^−_ε < t) > 0 and P_x(T^{ε,+}_z < t) > 0.

Proof. It follows from (2.35) that

T^−_ε = ∫_S−_ε 0 1 N_t dt ≤ ε^{−1}S^−_ε and T^{ε,+}_z = ∫_Sε,+_z 0 1 N_t dt ≤ ε^{−1}S^{ε,+}_z . Applying Lemma 2.8, we know for all t > 0,

P_x(T^−_ε < t) ≥ P_x(S^−_ε < εt) > 0 and P_x(T^{ε,+}_z < t) ≥ P_x(S^{ε,+}_z < εt) > 0.

The desired assertion follows. □ Recall that (Y_t)_{t≥0} is the CBC-process and τ^−_z := inf{t > 0 : Y_t ≤ z}, z ≥ 0. Now, we let σ_z := inf{t ≥ 0 : Y_t = z}, z ≥ 0.

We have the following result.

Lemma 2.10. Suppose that Condition 1.3 is satisfied. Then for any t, x, z > 0, we have P_x(σ_z < t) > 0. Proof. Choose a constant ε ∈ (0, x ∧ z). We first consider the case that x > z > 0. Since the CBC-process (Y_t)_{t≥0} has no negative jump, by a comparison argument and Lemma 2.9, we know that P_x(σ_z < t) ≥ P_x(τ^−_ε < t) ≥ P_x(T^−_ε < t) > 0.

We next consider the situation that 0 < x < z. Since the function g is locally bounded, there is a constant h := h(ε, z) > 0 such that g(y) < hy for all y ∈ [ε, z]. Let (X^h_t )_{t≥0} be the strong solution to (1.5) with g(x) replaced by hx. Then (X^h_t )_{t≥0} is a CB-process with the branching mechanism

Ψ^h(λ) = (b + h)λ + cλ^2 + ∫_∞ 0 ( e^{−λz} − 1 + λz1_{{z≤1}} ) μ(dz), λ ≥ 0. Let (Y^ε_t )_{t≥0} := (Y_{t∧τ} −_ε )_{t≥0} be the process (Y_t)_{t≥0} stopped at ε. Define stopping times σ^ε_z := inf{t ≥ 0 : Y^ε_t = z}, τ^{ε,+}_z := inf{t > 0 : Y^ε_t ≥ z} and T^{h,ε,+}_z := inf{t > 0 : X^{h,ε}_t ≥ z}. Then by a comparison result and Lemma 2.9 we have for any t > 0 and y > ε, P_x(τ^{ε,+}_z < t) ≥ P_x(T^{h,ε,+}_z < t) > 0 (2.36) and P_y (τ^{ε,−}_ε ≤ t/2) = P_y (τ^−_ε ≤ t/2) ≥ P_y (T^−_ε ≤ t/2) > 0. (2.37) Here for any y > y_0 ≥ ε, τ^{ε,−}_{y0} = inf{t > 0 : Y^ε_t ≤ y_0}.

On the other hand, it is clear that P_x(σ_z < t) ≥ P_x(σ_z < t ∧ τ^−_ε ) = P_x(σ^ε_z < t). (2.38)

Suppose that the process (Y^ε_t )_{t≥0} first upcrosses level z during the time interval (0, t/2), and then hits ε from above during [τ^{ε,+}_z , τ^{ε,+}_z + t/2). Then it has to reach z before time t, since the process (Y^ε_t )_{t≥0} has no negative jump. In other words, we have P_x(σ^ε_z < t) ≥ P_x(τ^{ε,+}_z < t/2, τ^{ε,−}_ε ∘ θ_τ ε,+_z < t/2) (2.39) where θ denotes the shift operator. By the strong Markov property, we know the righthand side can be written by P_x(τ^{ε,+}_z < t/2, τ^{ε,−}_ε ∘ θ_τ ε,+_z < t/2) = E_x [ 1_{{τ} ε,+_{z <t/2}}P_Y ε_{τ ε,+z} (τ^{ε,−}_ε < t/2) ] . (2.40)

Furthermore, by (2.37), P_Y ε_{τ ε,+z} (τ^{ε,−}_ε ≤ t/2) > 0 almost surely, which together with (2.36) gives E_x [ 1_{{τ} ε,+_{z <t/2}}P_Y ε_{τ ε,+z} (τ^{ε,−}_ε < t/2) ] > 0. (2.41)

Finally, putting (2.38), (2.39), (2.40) and (2.41) together yields the desired result. □

Proof of Proposition 1.7. Fix z ∈ O and t > 0. By Lemma 2.2, we can find a small enough s ∈ (0, t) such that P_u(z, O) > 0 for all u ≤ s. It follows from Lemma 2.10 that for any y > 0, P_y (σ_z < s) > 0. Applying the strong Markov property of (Y_t)_{t≥0} at time σ_z, we know that for any y > 0, P_s(y, O) ≥ E_y [ 1_{{σz <s}}P_{s−σz} (z, O) ] > 0. On the other hand, there exist a positive integer N and a real number u ∈ (0, (t − s) ∧ s) such that t − s = Nu. Then P_{t−s}(x, (0, ∞)) = ∫ (0,∞)^N P_u(x, dy_1)P_u(y_1, dy_2) · · · P_u(y_{N−1}, dy_N ) > 0.

Finally, P^0_t (x, O) = P_t(x, O) = ∫ (0,∞) P_s(y, O)P_{t−s}(x, dy) > 0. We next turn to prove the second assertion. Suppose that Condition 1.1 holds. Then by a comparison argument and [14, Theorem 1] we know that for all x, t > 0, P_x(τ^−_0 < t) ≥ P_x(T^−_0 < t) > 0.

Suppose that Condition 1.2 holds. Fix x, t > 0, according to (2.28), there is a z ∈ (0, x) such that P_z (τ^−_0 < t/2) > 0.

Then by the strong Markov property and Lemma 2.10, we obtain P_x(τ^−_0 < t) ≥ P_x(σ_z < t/2)P_z (τ^−_0 < t/2) > 0.

The proof is completed. □

Acknowledgements. This research is supported by the National Key R&D Program of China (Nos. 2022YFA1000033), the National Natural Science Foundation of China (Nos. 11831014, 12071076, 12225104 and 12271029), the Education and Research Support Program for Fujian Provincial Agencies and Natural Science ans Engineering Research Council of Canada (RGPIN-2021-04100).

References

[1] Benaïm, M., Champagnat, N., Ocafrain, W. and Villemonais, D. (2022). Quasi-compactness criterion for strong Feller kernels with an application to quasi-stationary distributions, hal- 03640205.

[2] Berestycki, J., Berestycki, N. and Schweinsberg, J. (2013). The genealogy of branching Brownian motion with absorption, Ann. Probab., 41, 527–618.

[3] Berestycki, J., Fittipaldi, M.C. and Fontbona, J. (2018). Ray-Knight representation of flows of branching processes with competition by pruning of Lévy trees, Probab. Theory Relat. Fields, 172, 725–788.

[4] Bertoin, J. and Le Gall, J.-F. (2000). The Bolthausen–Sznitman coalescent and the genealogy of continuous-state branching processes, Probab. Theory Related Fields, 117, 249–266.

[5] Bolthausen, E. and Sznitman, A.-S. (1998). On Ruelle’s probability cascades and an abstract cavity method, Commun. Math. Phys., 197, 247–276.

[6] Cattiaux, P., Collet, P., Lambert, A., Martínez, S., Méléard, S. and San Martín, J. (2009).

Quasi-stationary distributions and diffusion models in population dynamics, Ann. Probab., 37, 1926–1969.

[7] Champagnat, N. and Villemonais, D. (2015). Exponential convergence to quasi-stationary distribution for absorbed one-dimensional diffusions with killing, arXiv:1510.05794.

[8] Champagnat, N. and Villemonais, D. (2016). Exponential convergence to quasi-stationary distribution and Q-process, Probab. Theory Relat. Fields, 164, 243–283.

[9] Chen, M.-F. (2004). From Markov Chains to Non-Equilibrium Particle Systems, 2nd Ed.

World Scientific, Singapore.

[10] Collet, P., Martínez, S., Méléard, S. and San Martín, J. (2011). Quasi-stationary distributions for structured birth and death processes with mutations, Probab. Theory Relat. Fields, 151, 191–231.

[11] Collet, P., Martínez, S. and San Martín, J. (2016). Quasi-Stationary Distributions: Markov Chains, Diffusions and Dynamical Systems. Springer, Berlin.

[12] Dawson, D.A. and Li, Z. (2012). Stochastic equations, flows and measure-valued processes, Ann. Probab., 40, 813–857.

[13] Feller, W. (1951). Diffusion processes in genetics. In: Proceedings 2nd Berkeley Symp. Math.

Statist. Probab., 1950, 227–246. Univ. of California Press, Berkeley and Los Angeles.

[14] Grey, D.R. (1974). Asymptotic behaviour of continuous time, continuous state-space branching processes, J. Appl. Probab., 11, 669–677.

[15] Guillin, A., Nectoux, B. and Wu, L. (2020). Quasi-stationary distribution for strongly Feller Markov processes by Lyapunov functions and applications to hypoelliptic Hamiltonian systems, hal-03068461.

[16] Hoppe, F. M. (1980). On a Schrödinger equation arising in branching processes, Aeq. Math., 20, 33–37.

[17] Lambert, A. (2005). The branching process with logistic growth, Ann. Appl. Probab., 15, 1506–1535.

[18] Lambert, A. (2007). Quasi-stationary distributions and the continuous-state branching process conditioned to be never extinct, Electron. J. Probab., 12, 420–446.

[19] Lamperti, J. (1967). The limit of a sequence of branching processes, Z. Wahrsch. Verw.

Gebiete, 7, 271–288.

[20] Lamperti, J. (1967b). Continuous-state branching processes, Bull. Am. Math. Soc., 73, 382–386.

[21] Le, V. and Pardoux, É. (2020). Extinction time and the total mass of the continuous-state branching processes with competition, Stochastics, 92, 852–875.

[22] Li, P.-S., Li, Z., Wang, J. and Zhou, X. (2022). Exponential ergodicity of branching processes with immigration and competition, to appear in: Ann. Inst. Henri Poincaré Probab. Stat.

[23] Li, Z. (2011). Measure-Valued Branching Markov Processes, Springer, Heidelberg.

[24] Liang, M., Majka, M. and Wang, J. (2021). Exponential ergodicity for SDEs and McKean- Vlasov processes with Lévy noise, Ann. Inst. Henri Poincaré Probab. Stat., 57, 1665–1701.

[25] Luo, D. and Wang, J. (2019). Refined basic couplings and Wasserstein-type distances for SDEs with Lévy noises, Stochastic Process. Appl., 129, 3129–3173.

[26] Maillard, P. (2018). The λ-invariant measures of subcritical Bienaymé–Galton–Watson processes, Bernoulli, 24, 297–315.

[27] Méléard, S. and Villemonais, D. (2012). Quasi-stationary distributions and population processes, Probab. Surveys, 9, 340–410.

[28] Pardoux, E. (2016). Probabilistic Models of Population Evolution. Scaling Limits, Genealogies and Interactions. Springer, Switzerland.

[29] Sato, K. (1999). Lévy Processes and Infinitely Divisible Distributions, Cambridge University Press.

[30] Seneta, E., and Vere-Jones, D. (1966). On quasi-stationary distributions in discrete-time Markov chains with a denumerable infinity of states, J. Appl. Probab., 3, 403–434.

[31] Yaglom, A. M. (1947). Certain limit theorems of the theory of branching random processes, Doklady Akademii nauk SSSR, 56, 795–798.