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A moment approach to the law of large numbers for supercritical
branching Markov processes
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Abstract

We offer a new proof of the classical law of large numbers for a general class of branching Markov
processes based on the asymptotic behaviour of the moments developed in [10, TI]. Moreover, we show
that the law of the limiting random variable, that is the almost sure limit of the classical additive
martingale, is completely determined by its moments.

Keywords: Branching Markov process, moments, law of large numbers.
MSC 2020: 60J80, 60J68, 60F05.

1 Introduction

Understanding the asymptotic behaviour of moments has been a central topic of interest in the study
of branching processes [10, [7, I8, [, 1, 5]. Moment asymptotics provide a powerful tool for analysing
these processes, often revealing information about genealogical structure [9, [13], scaling limits [§], and
long-term dynamics [14], 16, 21]. The focus of this article is to show that moment asymptotics can be
used to obtain a classical law of large numbers (LLN) for a general class of branching Markov processes.
Moreover, we show that the limiting random variable is completely determined by its moments.

Similar to moment asymptotics, LLNs have been well studied for branching particle systems, [6l, 15, 20]
with the proofs often utilising spine decompositions and martingale convergence techniques. In this paper,
we present an alternative approach that exploits the moment asymptotics developed in [10].

Before we introduce the class of processes which we will work with, let us introduce some general notation.
Throughout, we let E be a Polish space and t ¢ E a cemetery (absorbing) point. We let B(F) denote the
space of real-valued bounded functions, BT (FE) denote the space of non-negative real bounded functions
and Bi(E), (resp. Bf (E)) denote those functions in B(E), (resp. BT(E)) that are bounded by unity.
We extend the definition of f € B(E) to EU{f} by setting f(f) = 0.

We let M(E) denote the space of atomic measure with non-negative integer total mass on E. For a
measure 4 and a function f € B(E), we write

ulf] == /E f(@)u(dz).

In the event that p has a density with respect to Lebesgue measure, say v, we slightly abuse notation and
write v[f] = [ f(z)v(z)d.
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1.1 Branching Markov processes

We consider a measure-valued stochastic process X = (Xy,¢ > 0) given by

Ny
X; = Z%(t), t>0,
=1

whose atoms {z;(t) : i = 1,..., N¢} evolve in EU{f} according to the following dynamics. From an initial
position x € FE, particles evolve independently in E according to a Markov process £ with semigroup
(Pt)i>0- When at y € E, particles branch at rate v(y), where v € BT(E), at which point the particle
gives birth according to the point process (Z,P,), where

N
Z=) 6.
=1

We will also often use the notation &, for the expectation associated to P,. We also let P, denote the
law of X when initiated from p € M(FE) and we write E,, for the associated expectation operator.

The process X is uniquely characterised via the non-linear semigroup
e @ = g5 [e= X fe BY(E),t>0,z¢cE,

which satisfies the evolution equation
e lA@) = p e~ (2) + /0 t Py[a[e™ve=1]](x)ds.
Here N
ﬂﬁ@%—v@ﬁxulﬂm>—ﬂw],

is the (non-linear) branching mechanism. We refer to X as a (P, G)-branching Markov process (BMP).

1.2 Assumptions and main result

One object that is central to understanding the asymptotic behaviour of branching Markov processes, X,
is its linear expectation semigroup,

el f](x) == Es, [Xe[f]], t20,z€FE, feB(E). (1.1)
Indeed, it is common that the semigroup 1 exhibits the following Perron Frobenius-type behaviour.

(H1) There exists A > 0, a bounded function ¢ € B(FE) and a probability measure with density ¢ on E,
such that, ¢[p] =1,

bilel(z) = eMo(x),  @llf]] = Elf],
and

sup e Mp(x) T u[f](w) — GIf]] = 0, ast— oo,
z€E,feB1(E)

Here A describes the leading order growth rate of the number of particles in the system and, in particular,
assumes that the system is supercritical; ¢ describes the stationary behaviour of the particles in the
system; ¢ can be thought of as an importance function that indicates how favourable each x € FE is for
survival of the process when initiated from z.

We also introduce an assumption on the moments of the offspring distribution that will not be used in
our main result but is necessary in order to present existing results.



(H2k) Fix k > 1. We assume that
sup £,[Z[1]%] < .
reE
This above assumption, along with the assumption on the branching rate, ensures that the k-th moment

of the process is bounded, uniformly in z. Moreover, defining wt(k) [f](x) := Es, [X([f)¥], t >0, f € B(E)
and x € E, the following result was obtained in [10], [I1].

Theorem. [10, (11, Theorem 2] Fix k > 2 and assume that|(H1) and|(H2k) hold. For £ <k andt > 0,
define

AP = suwp e Mu](@) - QB () Lela)
z€E,fEB] (E)

, (1.2)

where, Li(x) = 1 and we define iteratively for k > 2,

0

Li(x) = / T e (2) Ly, [fye. [ ﬂ o(a)) L, WH (2)ds,

with [ky, ..., kn]3 denoting the set of all non-negative N-tuples (ki,...,kn) such that Zf\il ki =k and at
least two of the k; are strictly positive. Then, for all £ < k

sup Age) < oo and tlim Ag) = 0. (1.3)
—00

t>0

Results of this kind have been extensively used in the subsequent study of non-local branching processes
including to establish the classical Yaglom limit in the critical case [14] [16], characterise their genealogical
structure [I, O] and understand their scaling limits [§]. Our main result shows how they can be used
to offer an alternative proof for well-known law of large numbers. Moreover, our proof enables one to
characterise the limiting random variable in terms of its moments.

Theorem 1.1. Assume that|(H1) holds and further assume that

sup &[2V] < oco. (1.4)
zeE

Then, for any x € E and f € BT (F), we have that

e MXf] S WLalf],  ast— oo,

under Ps,, where W, is the almost sure limit of e N Xy[¢]. Moreover, Wk is determined by its moments
which satisfy, for each k > 2, E[WE] = klo(x) Li(z).

Remark 1.2. Note that this result implies that e ™ X;(dy) — W,(dy) in law, as t — oo, which follows
from the fact that the theorem holds for all non-negative, bounded and continuous functions f.

We also obtain the following corollary by combining [10, 11, Theorem 5] with the above result.
Corollary 1.3. Under the assumptions of Theorem for any v € E and f € BT(E), we have

e_’\t/th[f]dngxgb[f], as t — o0.
0



The main contribution of Theorem is the fact that the law of W, can be completely characterised
by its moments. This is notable since these moments have explicit form as stated in . Moreover,
Theorem can be generalised to hold under a weaker version of that assumes the leading eigenvalue
is non-simple. In this setting, ¢, @ are replaced, respectively, by a collection of bounded eigenfunctions
Oy, on € B(E) and bounded functionals @1, ..., @, : B(E) — C, such that

k
sup e My[f](2) — Y @ilflei(z)| =0, ast— oo
z€E,fEB1(E) =

Again, the moments of W, are given explicitly (see [3]). Furthermore, this setting appears in many
non-trivial cases (see [3] for examples).

We also briefly comment on the moment assumption ((1.4). While this assumption is quite strong, it is
satisfied in several natural examples including growth-fragmentation processes with binary splitting [2],
neutron transport [15].

In the next section we discuss some preliminary results, including the so-called Stieltjes moment problem
and some basic theory on the convergence of random measures. Then we present the proof of Theorem

LT

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Moment convergence and the Stieltjes moment problem

Recall that in the “Stieltjes moment problem” one considers non-negative random variables, that is,
probability measures on a half-line [0, c0). For the moments s := E[X*] to determine the distribution of
X uniquely, it is sufficient that

s /P = oo, (2.1)

k=1

The condition in (2.1)) is called the Carleman condition. Various existing results give simpler criteria that
imply (2.1, usually involving bounds for si, or asymptotics as k — co. See, for example, [19 22]. In
what follows we will show that there exists C' > 0 such that

sp < CHLENZ, k> 1,

where in our case, s = k!sup,cp @(z)Lg(x). This and Stirling’s approximation then imply that (2.1
holds.

Regarding the convergence of moments we recall the following result.

Theorem 2.1 (Theorem 8.6. in [12]). Let X and X1, Xa,... be random variables with finite moments of
all orders, and suppose that E|X,|* — E|X|¥ as n — oo, for k > 1. If the moments of X determine the
distribution of X uniquely, then X, — X in law as n — oo.

If one only knows that si := lim,,_,oc F ]Xn\k exists but not a priori that they correspond to a probability
distribution, then it may seem that one needs to establish in addition that the laws of the X, are tight.
However, this comes for free, because by the Markov inequality, for tightness it is sufficient to check for
instance, that

sup B(X?2) < oo,

n>1

and this we already know as lim, o F|X,|? = s2.



2.2 Random measures
Below, we give a short summary on the convergence of random measures — for a reference see [17].

(i) Let X be a Polish space (complete separable metric space), let C.(X) denote the space of continuous
functions with compact support and let My denote the space of finite measures on X, equipped with
the vague topology. This space is then metrizable with a metric pyag and (Mux, pvag) is Polish too. Now
consider X, Xo, X1, X2,... where X and X; are M y-valued random elements (random measures). By
definition, X,, — X as n — oo in law means that for each bounded and continuous map

F: (Mvavag) - (Rvd)7

one has lim, . E(F(X,)) = E(F(X)). (Here d is the Euclidean metric.) Since Fy(v) := exp{—v(f)}
with some f € C.(X) is one such map, X,, = X as n — oo in law implies that

lim £, (f) := lim Bfexp{~ X, ()}] = Elexp{~X (£)}] =t £x(f). f € Ce(X). (2.2)

It is well known though that (2.2)) is not just necessary but also sufficient for concluding that X, — X as
n — oo in law. (Here Lx is the Laplace functional of X.)

(ii) Next, one can modify the above discussion by letting Cp(X) denote the space of bounded continuous
functions and considering My being equipped with the weak topology. Then this space is also metrizable
with a metric ppro (Prokhorov metric) and (M y, ppro) is Polish too. In this case, X;,, = X asn — oo in law
means that for each bounded and continuous map F' : (My, ppro) — (R, d), one has lim,, oo E(F(X,)) =
E(F(X)). Similarly to the case of vague topology, it is now clear that X,, — X in law implies that

lim £x, () = £x(1), f € G, (23)

and again, it is known that (2.3)) is in fact not just a necessary but also a sufficient condition for the
convergence in law.

3 Proof of Theorem (1.1

The general strategy of the proof is to use the fact that convergence of moments is sufficient if the limit
is determined uniquely by its moments, as discussed in Section Now, note that for any f € BT (F),
we have that
—At _ = —At —At ~
e U Xy[f] = @lfle” Xu[oo] + e X[ f — @S]

Since ¢[p] = 1, we have that ¢[f — @[f]¢] = 0 and thus the limit appearing in is equal to 0 for any
k > 1. In particular, taking ¢ = 2, this implies the second term converges in L? to 0 as t — oo, hence
it remains to show convergence of e*)‘tXt[go]. Since convergence of moments is already given in [10], it
remains to check that the limit W, is uniquely determined by its moments. As such, we will show that
there exists a constant C > 0, such that

kl'sup o(z)Li(z) < C*F7HEN? o supp(z)Ly(z) < C?*F71E (3.1)
ek z€eE

We prove this using induction.

The case k = 1 is immediate by taking C' = ||| < co. For k > 2, assume that, for each 1 < ¢ < k, (3.1)



holds. Note that,

o@Lae) <swés | YT elau ]| [ e e, ] ()ds

E .
e [kt ek 12 sk >0

< Cysupé&, Z H @(xj)ij (x])

E .
ve [t e ]2 ik >0

k -1
< C1C% 2kl sup &, < ) ,
= IEE Z 9 kl""?kN
k1, k]2

where, since A > 0, the second inequality is due to|(H1), and the final inequality is due to the inductive
hypothesis and that at least two of the k; are strictly positive. Importantly, C1 does not depend on k.
To complete the proof, we use the following lemma.

Lemma 3.1. There exists a constant C > 0 such that

k _1
su <c2VN, N>1.
k>11) Z (kh--.,kN) - -

=7 [k, kN

This, along with (|1.4)), then implies that

-1
sup sup &, Z <]<;1 k kN) < Oy, (3.2)

k>2 z€FE [k17'-'7kN]z
which yields (3.1]) with C' > C1Cs.

Proof of Lemma([3.1. For N,k > 1, define [k1,...,kn]k1 to denote the set of N-tuples (ki,...,kxn) such
that Z;V:1 k; = k and all the k; are greater than or equal to 1. We first claim that there exists a constant
C > 0 such that

k _1
sup su <C. 3.3
szllc;l) Z <k‘17-~~,/<?N> - (3:3)
[F1,e kN ]k 1

Let [kq,... ,kN]i , denote the subset of [ki,...,kn]r1 such that at least 3 of the k; are greater than 1.
Then,

k ! 22(k— N —1)!
sup sup Z < i > < sup sup Z (kz') <4, (3.4)
N>1k>1 ]2 1.3 RN N>1k>1 oy ]2, '

where we have obtained the first inequality by maximising the summands by taking all but three of the
ki = 1, and two of the remaining three k; = 2, and the second inequality by noting that the number of
summands is bounded by k!/(k — N —1)!. Next note that for all & > 2, [[k1,..., kn]k1 \ [F1,. .., kN]z,ﬂ <
3kN?, since at most 2 of the k; may differ from 1 and fixing one forces the choice of the other. Therefore,
by a similar argument to , there exists a constant C' > 0 such that

sup sup Z < b ) < sup sup Z (k=N+ 1! < C,

1
N>1k>1 ki,... kN N>1k>1 k!
=T ke ke \ [k kN Y =T ke ke \ [k kN DR

where in the final inequality we have used that the sum only has a non-zero number of summands when
k > N, and that the summand is o(k"'N~2) as N — oo uniformly in & > N. This and (3.4) give



(3.3). Now, consider the partition of [k1,...,kn] into the sets [ki,...,kn]ga, A C {1,..., N}, where
[k1,...,kN]k .4 consists of elements that satisfy k; = 0 for i € A and k; > 0 for i ¢ A. Using this partition
and (3.3]), we conclude the proof with the following bound

k -t k -t
e > (}h.“,kN> T > > (kh.“,kN>

k1, kN AC{1,...,N} [k1,....kN]k, A

N N k B

k1, kN—alk1
N
N
<C <2V
o5 ()=
a=0
where in the second equality we use that the summand only depends on A through |A|. O
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