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Abstract

We study a class of multitype branching Lévy processes, where particles move according to type-dependent
Lévy processes, switch types via an irreducible Markov chain, and branch according to type-dependent laws.
This framework generalizes multitype branching Brownian motions.

Using techniques of Markov additive processes, we develop a spine decomposition. This approach further
enables us to prove convergence results for the additive martingales and derivative martingales, and establish
the existence and uniqueness of travelling wave solutions to the corresponding multitype FKPP equations.
In particular, applying our results to the on-off branching Brownian motion model resolves several open
problems posed by Blath et al. (2025).
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travelling wave.

Introduction
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«11.1 A motivating model: on-off branching Brownian motions

1

N The starting point of this work is a model introduced by Blath et al. in [10]. Motivated by the biological
concepts of dormancy and seed banks the authors proposed a branching particle system with two types: active
L) and dormant. The two types are distinguished by different branching rates, reproduction laws, and motion
N dynamics. Furthermore, particles switch between the active and dormant states at certain rates. This system
> can be viewed as an extension of the well-known (single-type) branching Brownian motion (BBM) and is called
on-off BBMs. Similar to the classical BBM, the on-off BBMs are connected to travelling wave solutions of two-
type Fisher-Kolmogorov-Petrovskii-Piskounov (FKPP) equations, featured with dormancy mechanisms. While
[10] establishes the convergence of additive martingales and the existence of travelling waves in the supercritical
regime, several problems remain open, including the following ones posed by these authors [10, Section 4]:

e The uniqueness of the travelling waves.

e A probabilistic representation of the travelling waves akin to the Lalley-Sellke [38] construction.
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e Convergence of martingales and the existence of travelling waves in the critical regime.

A classical technique for addressing such questions is the spine decomposition, which is a seminal method in
branching process theory (see e.g. [53]). However, its application to the on-off BBMs is non-trivial. Although
the literature on single-type and multitype BBMs is vast, it usually assumes the underlying particle motion is
identical for all types; this is crucially different from the on/off BBMs, where the motions of particles are type-
dependent. This seemingly minor extension introduces non-trivial technical difficulties. As Blath et al. note
[10], “the quadratic variation is truly probabilistic, making an application of the Girsanov Theorem difficult.”
This inherent difficulty has thus posed a major obstacle to adapting the powerful spine decomposition technique.

One initial motivation for this work is to overcome this obstacle. We find that the essence of the problem
is easier captured when we shift to a more general framework: branching particle systems with type-dependent
Lévy processes. This perspective is naturally related to Markov additive processes (MAPs), which provide a
clearer view of the underlying structure and the necessary mathematical tools to handle the heterogeneity. In
this framework, we introduce a new spine decomposition. This allows us to provide a systematic approach to
studying such branching systems and, in particular, resolve several open problems identified by Blath et al.
[10] mentioned above.

1.2 Multitype branching Lévy processes viewed as branching MAPs

Our models are multitype branching Lévy processes with a finite type space Z = {1,...,d}, for some d € N.
Each particle is assigned a type ¢ € Z and moves in R according to a type-dependent Lévy process. They
further randomly either branches, generating offspring that all inherit its current type, or switches to a new
type. All particles evolve independently of one another. Specifically, the model is described as follows.

e (Movement) For each particle of type i € Z, its movement is governed by a R-valued Lévy process
(xi(t),t > 0). For § > 0, when the exponential moment E[e~:()] is finite, we define the Laplace
exponent ¢; such that

Ele 0] = exp(¢s(0)t) < 00, Vit > 0.

The Laplace exponent ¢; is given by
Ui2 2 —0x
¢i(0) = ?9 — a0 + A (e -1+ xG]l{mSl}) Ai(dz) < o0,

with o2 > 0, a; € R and A; is a sigma-finite measure on R\ {0}. The generator A; f(z) is given by

)

Aif(2) = 30300, (2) + 20,5 @) + [

[ [FG ) = £@) — yLgenonf @) Astay). (1)

We assume at least one of y; is non-trivial (non-constant).

e (Branching) At rate 5; > 0, a particle of type i gives birth to a number of offspring according to
i = (pi(k),k > 0), and the children are all of type i and located at the same place as the death point
of the parent. We suppose that each offspring has finite expectation

mi =Y kui(k) € [0,00),  i€T.
k>1

e (Switching types) Each particle changes its type according to a continuous-time Markov chain © on Z,
with intensity matrix @ = (¢ij)1<i j<n, and possibly makes a jump at the time when it changes type.
More precisely, at rate g;; > 0, a particle of type ¢ switches to the type j € Z, and at the same time makes



a jump in space according to the law of a real-valued random variable U;;, with convention that U;; = 0
if ¢i; = 0, and that U;; = 0. Fori € 7, let ¢; = —q;; = Zj# ¢ij- When E[e~%Vij] is finite, we define

Gij(0) = E[e™%ii] < 0o, and G(6) := (Gij(0))i jez-

We always suppose that
@ is irreducible.

As the state space is finite, we deduce that © is positively recurrent and admits a unique invariant
distribution denoted by 7 = (m;,1 € 7).

This model naturally includes the multitype BBMs as prototypes. Processes combining Lévy behaviour
with Markovian type-switching are known as the Markov additive processes (MAPs), which provides a suitable
framework for our analysis. Specifically, consider a cadlag process (x(t)):>0 on R, and a right-continuous jump
process (O(t))s>0 on Z. Assume that the joint process (x, ©) is adapted to a filtration (H¢):>o satisfying the
usual conditions.

Definition 1.1 (Markov additive process (MAP)). We say that (x(t),0(t))>0 is a Markov additive
process (MAP) if for all s,t >0 and i € I, given {O(t) =i}, the pair (x(t+s) —x(t),O(t + s)) is independent
of Hy and has the same law as (x(s) — x(0),0(s)) given {O(0) =i}.

The theory of MAPs is well-established and has prominent applications in e.g. classical applied probabilistic
models for queues. We refer to [4, Chapter XI], [29, Chapter 2] and [18, Appendix| for detailed discussions.
The following proposition is well-known, giving a standard representation for MAPs.

Proposition 1.2. Let (x(t),0(t))>0 be a MAP. Let 0 =Ty < T1 < ... be successive jump times of ©. For

each i,j5 € I, there exist an i.i.d. sequence of random variables (Ui"j,

processes (x',n > 1), such that these ©, x7, Ujs are independent, and that for n >0, t € [Tn, Trt1),

n > 1), and an i.i.d. sequence of Lévy

X(t) = ]l{n>0} (X(Tn_) + UZ + X?(t - Tn)) )
where i = O(T,—) and j = O(T},).

This representation has an intuitive interpretation: the process © governs a time-dependent random envi-
ronment. When O is at state ¢ € Z, the position x evolves according to a copy of the Lévy process ;. Once
© changes from ¢ to j, x has an additional transitional jump U;;. Then x evolves according to a copy of x;
until the next jump of ©. In this context, we say that (x,©) is a MAP associated with ((x:)iez,©, (Usj)i jez)s
or equivalently, with characteristic triplet ((¢i)icz, @, G). For o > 0, suppose that ¢;(a) < oo, Gyj(a) < o0,
1,7 € . Then it is well-known that, for i,j € Z,

Eoile=liop=pn] = (" @)y, 20,
where the matrix exponent F'(«) is given by
F(a) = diag(¢i(@))iez + Q o G(a), (1.2)

where @ o G(a) denotes the entrywise matrix multiplication of @ and G(«).

Therefore, we can define our multitype branching Lévy process model, equivalently as a branching Markov
additive process on the space R x Z as follows.

e The spatial motion and type-switching are governed by a MAP (x, ©) associated with ((x:)iez, ©, (Uij)i je1);



e When a particle is located at (z,i) € R x Z, it splits at rate §;, giving birth to a random number of
offsprings distributed according to p; := (pi(k),k > 0), and the children are all initially located at the
parent’s position (z, ). Each offspring particle evolves independently of the others.

The construction of such a particle system may be carried out recursively in a genealogical manner, with
the set of individuals indexed by the Ulam—Harris notation, thereby encoding the genealogy of the particles.
More details are given in Section 2.3. Each particle indexed by wu is assigned with birth time b, (the global
time) and lifetime 7,. For ¢t > 0, let N be the collection of particles alive at time ¢, with u € A} if and only
if t € [by,by + 1y)), and (X, (t), Ju(t)) be the position and state of the particle u € A;. Denote by P, ; the
probability law of the particle systems with one initial particle of type i € Z and position x € R, and by E, ;
the expectation under P ;.

1.3 Main results

We can now state our main results. We define
dom = {q € R: ¢;(q) < 00,G;j(q) < 00,Vi,j € T}.

Note that 0 € dom. Let 6 := sup dom € [0, +oc]. Then for each 6 € [0,0), we have ¢;() < oo and G;;(0) < oo
for every i, j € Z. The subsequent results primarily assume 6 > 0 and utilize positive values of #. If the domain
of finiteness were confined to negative , one could apply a sign change by considering — X,,(¢), thereby shifting
the analysis back to the positive regime.

Theorem 1.3 (Matrix exponent). For 6 € [0,0) and i,j € I, define

0 _
Mz'(,j)(t) = Eo,i[ Z e HX“(t)]l{Ju(t):j} , t>0.
uEN:

Then for the matriz M©)(t) := (M(H)

i (t))ijez, we have

MO (1) = MO ¢ >0,
where the matriz exponent M(0) is given by

M(0) = diag(p1(0),...,04(0)) + Q o G(0) + diag(Bim1 — B, ..., Bama — Pa), (1.3)
where Q o G(0) denotes the entry-wise multiplication of Q and G(0).

Let 6 € [0,0). By the Perron-Frobenius (PF) theorem (see [52, Theorem 1.1] or [25, Theorem 8.3.4]), since
M@ (t) is a matrix with positive entries, the matrix M(#) has a PF cigenvalue A(f). This eigenvalue ()
is real and larger than the real part of any other eigenvalues of M(0), and its associated right eigenvector
V() = (Vi(d),i € T) has strictly positive entries. Furthermore, because the entries of M(6) are infinitely
differentiable on (0,0), the PF eigenvalue A() and the corresponding eigenvector V(6) are also infinitely
differentiable on this interval. The properties above of the PF eigenvalue are introduced in Lemma 2.3 and
Lemma 2.4.

We observe that the number of particles (Zue/\/t L7, (=1} -+ Doue, l{Ju(t):d})tzo, forms a continuous-
time multitype branching process (see e.g. [5]): for each particle of type i € Z, it is replaced by k particles
of type i at rate fBju;(k) for k > 0; whereas it is replaced by one type j particle at rate g;; for j # i. When
0 =0, M(0) = Q + diag(Bym1 — B1,--.,Bama — Ba) serves as the generator of the first moment semigroup
of (ZUEM L, (=1} - - Doue, I{Ju(t)zd})t>0 and the PF eigenvalue A(0) determines the extinction behaviour
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with a phase transition. Denote the survival event by
S = {#N; > 1,Vt > 0}.

When A(0) > 0, the multitype branching process is called supercritical, and the survival probabilities P, ;(.7) >
0 for all ¢ € Z. More precisely, define the extinction probabilities

q; := PLI(HtZO,#M:O) :1_Px,i(y)a 1€T.

By [5, Theorem 2], the vector q := (qu,...,qq) is the unique solution in [0,1]¢\ {(1,...,1)} to the equation:

diag(ﬁl(ZMi(k‘)Slf - 51), oy ﬁd(ZMz’(k)Slg - Sd)) +Q(s1,...,5a) =0. (1.4)

k>0 k>0

The process also satisfies the “positive regularity” and “non-singularity” in [24, Theorem 2.7.1] and [24, Corol-
lary 1 of Theorem 2.7.2]. Therefore the unique solution q also lies in [0,1)%. Whereas when A(0) < 0, the
extinction happens P ;-a.s. Vo € R,i € Z, i.e. Py ;() = 0.

In what follows, we will always work in the supercritical regime A(0) > 0. Summarizing, we assume that
(A1) 6 € (0,+00] and A(0) > 0.

For each 6 € [0,0), define
Wat) = 3 e PR ORO0Y, o)
ueN;

By Theorem 1.3, (Wp(t))i>0 is a P, ;-martingale. We call it the additive martingale. Since (Wp(t))i>0 is a
non-negative martingale, it converges a.s. to non-negative limit, denoted by Wjy(oo). The following theorem
gives the L!-convergence result for (Wy(t)):>o.

Theorem 1.4 (L!'-convergence). Let 6 € [0,0). On the event .7, the additive martingale Wy(t) converges to
Wy(o0) in LY(P,;) for all z € R, i € T if and only if ON'(8) < A(0) and > k>1(klogk)uj(k) < oo forallj €.

Moreover, when Wy converges in L}(P;), we have Py ; ({Wp(00) > 0}A.) = 0, where A represents the
symmetric difference between two sets.

By the main Theorem of [32], the function ¢ — A(q) is strictly convex on (0,6). It follows that g ~ ¥
either attains its unique minimum in the interval (0,6) or approaches the infimum at the boundaries 0 or @
(note that # could be +00). The next assumption specifies that the minimum is attained in the interior.

(A2) The function g — ¥ attains its unique minimum at some 6* € (0, 0); or equivalently, there exists

0* € (0,0) such that A(6*) = 0* N (6*).

We refer to § = 6* as the critical regime; @ < N(0), corresponding to § € (0*,0), as the subcritical regime;
and @ > N(60), corresponding to 6 € (0,0*), as the supercritical regime. Under the assumption (A2), the

L!'-convergence in Theorem 1.4 only happens in the supercritical regime 6 € (0, 6*).

As an application of Theorem 1.4, we obtain the velocity of the leftmost particle.

Corollary 1.5 (Velocity of the leftmost particle). Assume (A1), (A2), and 3, (klogk)u;(k) < +oo,
for all j € Z. Then, for any x € R and i € Z, Py ;-a.5. on the non-extinction event .7,
mingen;, Xy (t) A(6%)

i = — .
t—g-noo t o*




The main tool we use in the proof of Theorem 1.4 is the spine decomposition. The spine decomposition is
a powerful technique in the study of branching processes. Typically, it contains two steps. The first step is a
change of measure, and the second step is a deconstruction of the process in the new probability measure. For
the details of the spine decomposition on classic branching systems, one can refer to [40, 53] for applications
on branching random walks (BRWs), [34] for applications on branching Brownian motions (BBMs), and [48]
for applications on branching Markov processes (BMPs). In our model, we established a spine decomposition,
which is introduced formally in Section 2.3, and proved in Section 5. This framework provides a powerful tool
for deeper analysis of the model, which we employ here to study the derivative martingale and the travelling
waves.

For 0 € (0,0), define the derivative martingale

=) e OOy, 0 (0)(Xu(t) + N (0)) =V, n(0)], >0
u€EN
Note that we intuitively have Zy(t) := —0pWpy(t). At criticality 8 = 6*, the derivative martingale is a crucial

object for understanding the fine structure of the frontier in branching systems; see, for example, [1, 53]
for applications on branching random walks, [34, 38] for applications on BBMs and [50] for applications on
multitype BBMs.

Using the spine decomposition, we prove the convergence of the critical derivative martingale.

Theorem 1.6 (Critical derivative martingale). Assume (A1) and (A2). Then Zy«(t) converges Py ;-a.s.
to a non-negative limit Zg«(c0), as t — oo. If furthermore

> k(logk)?u(k) < oo,  VjEL, (1.5)
k>1

holds, then we have Py ; ({Zp«(o0) > 0}A.Y) = 0.

The FKPP equation is a well-known reaction-diffusion equation that appears in population genetics and
ecology. Its connection to branching processes was first studied via probabilistic tools in [44]. Since then, it
has been widely studied in probability, particularly in branching systems, see, for example, [12], [36], [34], [38]
and [50]. In the study of FKPP equation, the existence, uniqueness and the asymptotic of the travelling wave
solutions are particularly interested. One can find a “common pattern” in these works of FKPP equations. In
the supercritical regime, the travelling wave solutions are often strongly connected to the limit of the additive
martingale; while in the critical regime, it is related to the limit of the derivative martingale; while in the
subcritical regime, there is no travelling wave solution.

For i € Z, let g;(s) := > ;50 1i(k)s*, s € [0,1], be the generating function of y;, and A; be the generator
given in (1.1). Our model is associated with the following FKPP type equation on Ry x R x Z:

&l(g;c’i) = Au(t,z,i) + ; ij </R u(t,z+vy, j)P(U;j€dy) — u(t, z, z)) + 5; (gi(u(t, x,1)) —u(t, z, z)) (1.6)

Indeed, we prove in Proposition 4.1 that u(t,z,i) := E.; [Hue/\ft u(0, Xy (t), Ju(t))] gives a mild solution of

(1.6), in the sense that it satisfies the following integral equation:

Bigi( ( 51 t 3 +Z%g/ S y+§z(t 5) ) (Uz] € dy)
JF#i

- (Qi+5¢)U(Safi(t—s)ai)]d3- (1.7)

alt, 2,3) = Ba s [u(0, &(2), )] + /O E.,




If we look for constant solutions of the FKPP equation (1.6) of the form u(t,z,i) = s; € [0,1] for i € Z, then
the problem reduces to solving the equation (1.4). As we have seen, it admits only two constant solutions in
[0,1]%: g = (q1,...q4) and (1,...,1). We are interested in studying non-constant, travelling wave solutions
that connect these two equilibria. To this end, let us introduce the following class of functions RxZ — [0, 1]:

T = {f ’ Vi € Z,x — f(x,i) is non-decreasing in z, ll)m f(z,i) = q; and le f(z,i) = 1} . (1.8)
r—r—00 T—>00

A travelling wave solution is then defined as follows.

Definition 1.7 (Travelling waves). Let p € R and ® € T1. If u(t,x,i) := ®(z — pt,i) is a solution of the
FKPP equation (1.7), then we say that ® is a travelling wave solution with speed p.

Theorem 1.8 (Existence and uniqueness of travelling waves). Assume (A1), (A2), and 6 € (0,0).

(i) (Supercritical regime) If ON'(0) < A(0) and ;- (klogk)u;(k) < oo for all j € I, then the function

Dy(z,i) = By s [e—We(OO)] =Ey; [e_efemwﬁ(oo)} 1§ a travelling wave solution with speed pg = @ > /\%T).

(i) (Critical regime) If 0*N'(0%) = A(0%) and ) ;- k(logk)?*u;(k) < oo for all j € I, then ®ps(x,i) =

E;; [e_ZG*(OO)] =Eo; [6_679120*(00)} s a travelling wave solution with speed pg« = )‘(99:).

(iii) (Subcritical regime) If p < )‘(99;), there are no travelling wave solutions with speed p.

Suppose furthermore that the branching MAP is spectrally negative (that is the MAP (x,©) associated with
((X4)iez, ©, (Uij)ijez) has no positive jumps), then the travelling wave solutions given in the supercritical and
critical regimes are unique in Ty.

1.4 Related works

Branching Brownian motion (BBM) and branching random walks (BRW) are canonical probabilistic models,
with significant applications in statistical physics and population biology. These processes provide insights
for understanding phenomena ranging from the extremes of log-correlated random fields and the structure of
mean-field spin glasses to the dynamics described by diffusion-reaction equations. The classical case of a single
particle type has been extensively studied. For a comprehensive treatment, we refer the reader to [53] and [11].

For branching Lévy process, there have been a recent increasing interests; see [47, 26, 28, 49], to list just a
few. An extended model with infinite branching rate has been introduced by [9] and the martingale convergence
results have been studied in [8, 43].

The theory of branching processes has been generalized to the multitype case. Kesten and Stigum [31]
established a key limit theorem for the discrete-time multitype branching processes, using the famous L log L
moment condition for the reproduction law. Athreya [5] proved this result for continuous-time settings. In
the context of branching Brownian motion, Ren and Yang [50] studied irreducible multitype cases, offering a
probabilistic proof for the existence, uniqueness and asymptotic behaviours of the corresponding travelling wave
solutions. More recently, Hou et al. [27] proved that the extremal process of an irreducible multitype branching
Brownian motion converges weakly to a cluster point process. For reducible cases, two-type branching Brownian
motions have been investigated in [7] and [41]. Note that, a common assumption in these works on multitype
BBM has been that all particle types share the same underlying motion process. This is distinct from our

setting, where the underlying processes differ among types.

A further generalization considers types in a general measurable space, which introduces significant new
challenges, even without the presence of the spatial motion. There are significant new challenges. For the
analysis of survival properties, we refer to [3] for an Llog L condition in the model with countably many types,
and to [42] for a comprehensive treatment of the case with uncountably many types.



1.5 Examples: two-type BBMs

To make connections with results in [10, 12], let us exam in detail a specific case of our model: a two-type
branching Brownian motion. Particles have two types {1,2}. For i = 1,2, a type i particle undergoes a
Brownian motion with drift a; € R and variance o2 > 0; it branches at rate 8; > 0 into offspring of the same
type at its current location, with offspring numbers distributed according to p,;. Furthermore, at rate g1 > 0
(for type 1) or g2 > 0 (for type 2), the particle switches to the other type without displacement. All particles
evolve independently. Let m; = >, o pi(k)k, i = 1,2. Assume S1(m1 — 1) + B2(m2 — 1) > 0 and 0% + 03 > 0
to avoid degenerate cases. -

The matrix exponent in Theorem 1.3 is given by

_(H0O0) a
M) = < 72 f2(9)>’

where f;(0) := %01-292 —a; —q;+ Bi(m; — 1), i = 1,2. Then explicit calculation shows that the PF eigenvalue is

A(0) = % (fl( + f2(0) + V/(1(0) — f2(0))? —1—40162)
with its corresponding PF eigenvector
Vi(0) =1, Val0) = —-(A(0) ~ (6)).

Then M(0) and A(6) are finite for every 6 € (0, +00). We check by the explicit formula of A(#) that A(0+) > 0,
and when 6 — +o0, )‘(99) — +00. There is a unique minimum in (0, 400) of the function ¢ — AMa) , achieved at
the solution 6* of X (0*)6* = \(0*). Therefore assumptions (A1) and (A2) are satisfied.

For i € {1,2}, recall in (1.6), gi(s) = >3, pi(k)s*. The corresponding FKPP equation is given by

2
aula(i, ) %(,2 5”:;(7;56) 4 By (1 (un(t,2)) — wi(t,2)) — qus(t, @) + qrua(t, @),
81&8(? JU) % %882(75@ + B (QQ(UQ(t, x)) — uQ(t, x)) + qouq (t’ x) _ QQUQ(t, :E)

Having checked all the assumptions, we conclude that the statements in Theorem 1.4, Corollary 1.5, Theo-
rem 1.6 and Theorem 1.8 (including the uniqueness part) all hold for the two-type branching Brownian motion.

A connection with in [10] This formulation of two-type branching Brownian motions encompasses the
on-off branching Brownian motion models proposed by [10], where the two types are referred to as “active”
and “dormant”. When [y = 09 = 0, we obtain the Variant I model defined by [10, (1.16)]; when 82 = 01 = 0,
we obtain the variant II model in [10, (1.19)].

In [10], although not explicitly stated, the last formula on page 10 has assumed > k%u;(k) < oo. This
already implies Y, (klog? k)p;(k) < oo. Compared to [10], our work provides several extensions:

e For the linear speed of the leftmost particle, the result matches [10, Theorem 1.9].

e When 0 > 6%, we deduce the same results on the additive martingale [10, Proposition 2.7] and travelling
waves [10, Theorem 1.13].

e When 0 < 6 < 6*, we have the same results on the additive martingale [10, Theorem 2.3 and Proposition
2.4] and travelling waves [10, Theorem 1.10].

e When 6 = 6*, we include new results on martingale convergence, and also the existence and uniqueness



of the travelling wave solutions, answering the open questions in [10].

A connection with [12] The model in [12] is recovered by setting the drifts to zero (a; = 0) and requiring
strictly positive branching rates (8; > 0 for ¢ = 1,2). In [12], Since the production law is given by u1(2) =
p2(2) = 1, it also satisfies 3, (klog? k)u;(k) < oo. Our results are consistent with [12]:

e For the linear speed of the leftmost particle, the result matches the speed in [12, Theorem 1.41].
e When 6 > 6%, we include the non-existence of the travelling wave solutions.

e When 0 < 0 < 6%, the L'-convergence is consistent with [12, Theorem 1.39]. We also deduce the same
existence and uniqueness results in [12, Theorem 1.41].

e When 6 = 0*, we include new results on martingale convergence, and also the existence and uniqueness
of the travelling wave solutions.

1.6 Perspectives and further questions

1. Generalization to non-local branching with infinite branching rate It is straightforward to extend
our models to include non-local branching governed by a point process. We can further accommodate infinite
branching rates as in [9], using similar approximation methods given there. This generalization would establish
a connection with multitype growth-fragmentations [16, 17].

2. Necessary conditions for the non-triviality of the derivative martingale limit For the single-
type BBM case, (1.5) has been proven to be necessary and sufficient for the critical derivative martingale
to converge to a non-trivial limit in [55]; similar results are also known as the Aidékon—Chen condition for
single-type BRWs [1, 15], and for branching Lévy processes with infinite branching rates [43]. We conjecture
that an analogous statement still holds for our multitype model, namely the condition (1.5) is both necessary
and sufficient. Indeed, we believe that the methods from [43] should be applicable to our model; however, a
full proof would require a further study of the perpetual integral of a conditioned MAP.

3. Uniqueness of travelling waves In Theorem 1.8, the assumption of spectrally negative jumps is used
to establish uniqueness. We believe this assumption is redundant. Extending the result to processes with two-
sided jumps requires a more refined analysis. We expect that the techniques from [2], which first establishes
asymptotics of the travelling waves and then use these to prove uniqueness, are applicable.

4. Finer study of the leftmost position and extremal process It would be interesting to develop a
refined analysis of the leftmost position, e.g. by studying the convergence of min,en;, Xu(t) + )‘%9* )t as well as

the extremal process. This is closely related to the convergence of FKPP solutions to travelling waves and the
precise information on the front propagation. The spine decomposition in the current work allows the methods
in [53] to be adapted to the multitype setting.

5. Infinitely many types A natural generalization is to consider more general type spaces, with countable or
uncountable infinitely many types. Comparing with finitely many types, this can lead to significantly different
behaviours; for example, local extinction of each type would no longer be equivalent to global extinction of
the entire population [3]. This framework naturally connects to heterogeneous models of spatially dependent
branching and movement. Developing such an extension would require studies on general Markov additive
processes, where the underlying modulating processes are general Markov processes, as opposed to Markov
chains on a finite space; see [42] for recent development.



1.7 Organization of the paper

The remaining of this work is organized as follows. In Section 2, we first introduce preliminary tools for
MAPs and establish the spine decomposition theorem. Then we apply the spine decomposition to deduce the
L!-convergence of the additive martingales (Theorem 1.4) and determine the velocity of the leftmost particle
(Corollary 1.5). In Section 3, we prove Theorem 1.6 the convergence of the critical derivative martingale and
give a sufficient condition for the limit to be non-trivial. In Section 4, we use the martingale limits to give a
probabilistic representation of the travelling wave solutions, and therefore prove the existence and uniqueness
(Theorem 1.8). The proofs treat the supercritical and the critical regimes separately. In Section 5, we give
detailed proofs of the spine decomposition theorem, including a “Girsanov transformation” of MAPs.

2 The Spine decomposition

2.1 Preliminaries on MAPs

This section provides the necessary preliminaries on Markov additive processes (MAPSs) defined as in Defini-
tion 1.1. We refer to [29, Chapter 2] and [18, Appendix] for detailed discussions on this topic.

Recall from Proposition 1.2 that a MAP (x, ©) is associated with a family of Lévy processes (x;)iez with
respective Laplace exponents (¢;);ez, a Markov chain with intensity matrix © and a family of random variables
(Uij)i,jer with Laplace transform G' = (Gijj)i jez. The matrix exponent of the MAP F'(«) is given by (1.2).
@)t are all strictly positive. From the Perron-Frobenius (PF)
theory, F'(«) admits a PF eigenvalue which is real and larger than the real part of any other eigenvalues; see

Since O is irreducible, the entries of the matrix ef'(

for example [52, Theorem 1.1]. Based on the PF eigenvalue, we have the following law of large numbers.

Proposition 2.1 ( [29, Propositions 2.13, 2.15 and Lemma 2.14]). Suppose (x(t),0(t))>0 is a MAP
with matriz exponent F(a) = diag(¢pi(a))iez + Q o G(«). Let v(«v) be the Perron-Frobenius eigenvalue of F ().
Then () is infinitely differentiable for o > 0, and one can define v'(0) as the right derivative. Moreover, it
holds that Py ;-a.s.

im XY — () = B, (1)),

t—oo ¢

for alli € T and x € R, where m = (m;)iez 18 the stationary distribution of Markov chain ©. Moreover, when
the MAP is not degenerate (not constant) and E-[x(1)] =0, it holds that Py ;-a.s.

lim sup x(t) = +oo, liminf x(t) = —oc.
t—o0 t—o0

The following lemma for the perpetual integral of a MAP will be used to prove Theorem 3.2. For more
studies on the perpetual integrals of Lévy processes we refer to [6, 33].

Lemma 2.2. Let (x(t),0(t))t>0 be a MAP. Suppose O is irreducible. Let f: Ry x T — Ry be a bounded
non-negative measurable function. Suppose that f is eventually non-increasing and that

f(z,k)dr < 00, VkeT. (2.1)
Ry
Denote o := inf{t > 0: x(t) < 0}. Then we have, for any x >0 andi € T,
u| [ 005 061 ] < .
+

Proof. In this proof we denote by C, > 0 suitable constants for n > 1. We first treat the case when y is
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non-lattice. Using [18, Theorem 27], we have

By [/ fx )11{To>s}d8]

<CIZZ/ /ZEM SR, (d2) f(x +y — 2, k)

keZ jez Y ¥=0

—0122/ o /m ZR+ (du) Ry, ;(d2) f (u, k). (2.2)

kel je1

Here (RZj)i,jEZ are the potential measures for the ascending ladder height process associated with (x,©),
and (R; ;) ez are those for the descending ladder height process; see [18, Equation (27)] for more details.
When x is lattice, then each Lévy process y; is a compound Poisson process on the same lattice {rZ} for
some r > 0, and the analysis is similar to discrete random walks. In this case, the renewal measures can be
expressed via the (strong or weak) ascending ladders, analogous to the renewal measure for discrete random
walks. Let (R )Z jez denote the renewal measures for the strongly ascending ladder height process of x, and
let (R )Z jeT denote the renewal measures for the weakly descending ladder height process. Specifically, we
define the renewal measures as follows. Let 75 := 0 (resp. T— := 0) and define recursively for n > 0 that
T7 = inf{t > T : x(t) > x(T;7)} (resp. Tn_+1 = inf{t > TnS :x(t) < x(T7)}). Let Hy := x(T.7) (resp.
HS := x(T%)) be the strongly ascending (resp. weakly descending) ladder heights. Then we define, for integer

m >0 and k <0,
Z IL{H>—rm® Ty _j}]
n=0

Eo,i ZH{HE:rk,@(TE)zj}]‘
n=0

Then by similar arguments as in the proof of [18, Theorem 27|, we deduce a lattice analogue (c.f. [54, Page 209
P3] for the random walk case) of (2.2):

Rfj({rm}) —EO i

RS ({rk}) =

oo |z/r]

< ZZZ > Ry ({nrh) Ry ({mr}) f(x + (n — m)r, k)

k€T jeZ n=0 m=0

=01y > /ze[oz]/mzz—? (du)R5; ;(dz) f (u, k).

kel jeT

Es,i F(x(s), ©(5)) Liry>syds

R4

It follows from the Markov renewal theorem (see e.g. [37] or [4, Section VII.4]) that they are non-negative and
there exists A > 0 ! such that

R;fj([nA, (n+1)A)), R ;([nA, (n + 1)A)), R7;([n4, (n +1)A)), Rfj([nA, (n+1)A)) < ClA, Vn > 0.

For simplicity, we only consider non-lattice case in the rest of the proof. The proof also works for lattice case
if we replace R;rj and R;; with R;; and Rfj.

Recall that f is bounded and eventually non-increasing; replacing the value of f on a compact set by a
constant, we can find a function f > f, which is bounded and non-increasing such that

fla,k)dz < [ f(a,k)dz + Cs.
Ry Ry

!Note that it holds in fact for any A > 0 for the non-lattice case; for the lattice case, take A larger than the span.

11



As (2.1) holds, we also have fR x k)dz < co. Since f is bounded and non-increasing, we deduce that

n%:o/ue[m ) )f(u, k)R (du) < n%:of(n R)RY(InA, (n+1)4))

SZf(nA,k)CzASCﬁCzZ/ o) )f(u,k)du
ue[(n—1)A,nA

n>0 n>1

It follows that
Flu, k)R] (du) < c5+02/ flu, k)d

Ry

Plugging this inequality to (2.2), we have
Ea [ f<x<s>,e<s>>u{m>s}ds}
+

<Ciy Y C5+02/ f(u /G[O ]R,;j(dz)

k€T jeI
<Gy / f(u k)du+1) " Ry (0, 1)
kez YUz jET
which is finite under the assumption (2.1). O

2.2 The Matrix exponent and Perron-Frobenius eigenvalue

In this section, we prove Theorem 1.3 and then introduce some properties of the Perron-Frobenius eigenvalue
(PF eigenvalue).

Proof of Theorem 1.3. We decompose the process at the first time when the initial particle branches or changes
its type; when the initial particle starts at type 4, it has exponential distribution with parameter 5; + ¢;, where
q; = Zl;ﬁi ¢i1 = —qs;- By the branching property, we have, for every ¢ > 0

t
MZ(’? (t) = e~ (Bitai)t ,tbi(0 )]L{l -t + 3, i / (Bi + qi)e*(ﬁﬂrqz‘)ses@‘(9)miMi(z) (t — s)ds
4 ¢ Ql
g | G age e S G0 — s

l;éz

Let DO (¢) := diag (e!(%(®)-Fi~a
equation we have

i))lgigd’ C = diag(Bim;)1<i<a, and E := diag (¢;);<;<4- Then by the previous

MO (t) = D(e)(t)—i—/tD( () CMO) (¢ — s) ds+/ DO (s)(Q o G(O) + EYMO(t — 5)ds

/ DOt — 5)(C+ Qo G(0) + EYMY (s)ds.
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Let B := diag ((¢:(0) — B; — Gi))1<i<ca- Then
t t
) p ) _ 0) p(©) 0 (s o M®
/OB M (s)ds—/OB DY (s d3+/ /D r)(C+QoG(0)+ E)MY (r)drds
/ dD®) (s / / (s — )ds (C + Q 0 G(6) + E)M® () dr
=DO(t) - I+/ (DOt —r) = I)(C + Qo G(O) + E)YM® (r)dr
0
=MDt -1 - / t(c +QoG(0) + E)YMD(r)dr.
0
Therefore,
t t
MO =1+ / (B9 +C+QoGB)+E)YM® (s)ds =T + / M(O)M D (s)ds,
0 0

where we used the definition of M(#) given by (1.3). We deduce from this integral equation that M©)(t)
M) v > 0.

oo

As mentioned in Section 1, we introduce some preliminary results on the Perron-Frobenius (PF) theory in
the following Lemmas; see for example [52, Theorem 1.1} or [25, Theorem 8.3.4] for proofs.

Lemma 2.3. Let M(0) be defined by (1.3) and let A(0) denote the PF eigenvalue. Then we have:
1. X(0) is real and larger than the real part of any other eigenvalues of M(0).

2. The eigenvector w.r.t. N(0) is unique up to constant multiplication. Let Y (0) = (Y1(0),...Ya(0))T and
V(0) = (Vi(0),...Va(#))T denote the corresponding left and right eigenvectors respectively. Without
loss of generality, we normalize the two eigenvectors with 7' V() = 1 and Y ()V(0) = 1, where
m=(m1,...,mq) " is the stationary distribution of Markov chain J. The entries of Y (0) and V (0) are all
strictly positive.

3. If U(0) is a right eigenvector of M(0) with positive entries, then we have U(0) = ¢V (0) for some ¢ > 0.

With the same method as in the proof of Proposition 2.13 of [29], we have the following lemma on differ-
entiability of A\(#) and V' (0).

Lemma 2.4. With the notation of Lemma 2.3, each of the functions 0 — X(0), Y (0) and V(0) is infinitely
differentiable on (0,6). Moreover, we have

—

N(9) =Y T(@OM OV (0),
where M'(0) is the entry-wise derivative of M(0).

In the rest of the paper, we refer to A(6) as the PF eigenvalue of M () and V() as the PF eigenvector,
with the same normalization in Lemma 2.3.

2.3 Measure change by the additive martingale

Let us first give a formal construction of our branching MAP model as a marked Galton-Watson tree. Let
N ={1,2,3,...}. Denote the Ulam-Harris labels by

U={e}u|JN"

neN
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A planar tree 7 is a subset of U such that

e O € 7 (the ancestor);
e for u,v € U, uv € 7 implies u € 7;

e for all u € 7, there exists A, € {1,2,...} such that for j € N, uj € 7 if and only if 1 < j < A,.

Let T be the space of planar trees. We use the notation v < u to denote that v is an ancestor of u.

For a branching MAP, we denote the initial particle by @ € U and its birth time by by = 0. Say it is
initially located at € R with type i € Z. Then we define (Xg, Jz) to be a MAP with triplet ((¢;)icz, Q,G)
starting from (z,7). Let us recursively construct a tree 7 € T and assigned each particle v € 7 with a mark
(Xu, Ju, Muy Ay) in the following way.

e For each particle uw € 7, given the birth time b, and (Xy(t), Ju(t))t>p,, its lifetime 7, is specified by
the first jump time of a non-homogeneous Poisson process with rate 87, (s—p,), s > 0. At the death time
dy = by + 1y, the particle u gives birth to an offspring, with the number of children A, distributed
according to the offspring law 115, (4,), all located at X, (d,) with type Ju(du)-

e For each child particle v = uj with j = 1,... A, its birth time is b, := d,. We construct a process
(Xo(t), Ju(t))e>b, such that (X, (s+by), Ju(s+by))s>0 is a MAP with triplet ((¢;)icz, @, G) starting from
(Xy(by), Jy(by)) = (Xu(dy), Ju(dy)), independent of the others.

We write (7, M) as a shorthand for the marked Galton-Watson tree {(u, Xy, Ju, N, Ay) : uw € 7}. The state-
space is T = {(1, M) : 7 € T} and we denote its law by P, ;. For s <t and u € Ny, we still use (Xy(s), Ju(s))
to denote the position and type of particle u or its ancestor at time s. For ¢t > 0, define F; to be the o-algebra
generated by

(wy Juy Ay My {Xu(8) + 8 € [by, by + M)} w € 7 with d, < t) and
(u, Ju, {Xu(s) : s € [by,t]} :u e T withte[by,dy,)):7€T ’

Set F = U>0Ft.

Assume (A1) holds and let § € (0,60). For ¢ > 0, recall that A; denote the particles alive at time ¢. Then
u € M if b, <t < dy and (Xy(t), Ju(t)) gives its position and type at time ¢. Recall that the additive
martingale is

Wo(t) = > e OXulRODy, (0), >0
uEN;

It follows from Theorem 1.3 that Wy(t) has constant expectation. The Markov property then implies that it is
a non-negative martingale under P, ; for all z € R and i € 7.

For any z € R, ¢ € Z, define a new probability measure Pgﬂ by

dpP? . ¢
wi| . Wolt) (2.3)
AP, |-

t

We next study the process under the new measure szi by the spine approach. For simplicity, we first introduce
the definition of the spine under the assumption that each particle has at least one child. However, all the
results in this subsection also hold for the case allowing the possibility of no offspring when a particle dies.
For this general case, we give the details at the end of Section 5.1. Specifically, a spine is a distinguished
genealogical line of descendants from the ancestor. We write the spine as £ = {& : t > 0}, where & € 7 is the
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label of the distinguished particle at time t. We write u € £ if u = & for some ¢ > 0. Let O, be the set of u’s
children except the one in the spine. Now let

T = {(r,M,6): £C T €T

be the space of marked trees in 7 with a distinguished spine £. Recall that the filtration (F;);>0 contains all
the information about the marked tree. Then we define for every ¢ > 0 a new sigma-algebra by adding the
information of the spine:

Fri=o0(Fi,{&:0<s<t}).
Let F := UpsoFt.

Let J¢ := (J¢,(t),t > 0) denote the type process of the spine and X¢ := (X, (t),t > 0) its spatial movement.
We also use X¢(t) and Je(t) as shorthand for X¢, (t) and J¢, (t), respectively. For u € 7, we use |u| to denote
the generation of u. Define n; := |&|, which tells us which generation the spine node is in, then n := (n4,t > 0)
is the counting process of fission times along the spine. Define

§t = O'(Jg(s),Xg(S) 0<s< t), é\t = U(g~t, {55 :0<s< t} ) {ﬂu,u = gt})u

) (2.
gt = U(gt7 {gs :0<s< t} ’ {UUJA’UJU = gt})

We extend P, ; on (7, F) to a probability measure 15“ on (T, F) so that the spine is a single genealogical
line of descendants chosen from the underlying tree. Since the children of a particle with type j are all of type
j, we assume that at each fission time along the spine we make a uniform choice among the offspring. Then
for u € T, we have

~ 1
Px’z‘(& =1u ’ .Ft) = H{UEM} H a1 t>0. (2.5)

v<u

Lemma 2.5. Fort >0, define

G = Z (H AU> e—@Xu(t)—A(G)tVJu(t)(G)IL{&ZU}.

uweEN; \v=<u

Then the process ((t,t > 0) is a lsz,i—martmgale with respect to {Fy,t > 0}.
The proof of Lemma 2.5 is postponed to Section 5. Now define a probability measure f’gl on (7~’, F ) by
dP?,
df)m,'i

— S o (2.6)

ft * CO’ -

By (2.5), we deduce that
Ex,i[ct]l{ft=u} ‘ ft] = e79Xu(t)i)\(e)tVJu(t) (e)ﬂ{ue./\/t}

It follows that Em[g | Ftl = D uen, e_(’X“(t)_’\(‘))tVJu(t)(Q) = Wpy(t) and thus the projection of 1521 on F is
Pzﬂ-. Consequently, we also deduce that

e_exu(t)—A(G)tVJu(t) ()L fueniy

~9 B B
Px,i(gt =u | ]:t) - Wg(t)

. (2.7)
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Indeed, for any B € F;, we have by (2.6) and (2.5) that

- 1
PZJEt::“%B]::;:@ﬁ7(9) v | ] Ave 07 Wﬁvﬁauﬂ9)1h£ﬁﬁ}ﬂ31
v v=<u
1 —0X,(t)—A(O
= ) KOO, ) (0)Lgueniy L)

Since the projection of P . on F; is PY . we also have by (2.3) that

1‘7,’

Ezﬂ; Ex,i [e—eXu(t)_)\(e)tvju 0 (0) :ﬂ-{uej\/t} ]]-B:| )

e OOV, (O hwenyle| _ 1
20 e Vi)

This completes the proof of (2.7).

To describe the particle system under the law P’ .. we introduce the following change of measure for MAPs,

xr ’L’
which is a variation of [46, Proposition 5.6]; its proof is postponed to Section 5.

Lemma 2.6. For any x € R and i € Z, let (x,©) be a MAP with triplet ((¢i)icz, Q,G) under law Py ;. For

0 € (0,0), define
2y (t) i= e~ OO (Bm=D) Oy () ¢ >, (2.8)

It is a Py ;-martingale. Define a new probability measure Pgﬂ- by

dP? =
= ¢ (t) , t >0,
dIP’m Fx©) =0(0)

where (}"t(x’@),t > 0) is the natural filtration of the MAP (x,®). Then under P? i (X, ©)t>0) is a MAP with
the following characteristics: for k,j € T,

_ Vi(0)Gli (0 ~0z
qkj = M7 (Ukj €dx) = ¢ P(Ukj € dz), Vj #k,
Vi(6) Gr;(0) (2.9)
Qek = — Zakja o = o%, Ak = ay, — Oop — /331{[0,1]}(\5U|)(1 — e ") Ap(dz), Ap(de) = e Ay (da).
7k

Therefore the corresponding MAP triplet is given by ((qgi)ief, Q= (Qrj)k,jeT, G = (CNr’kj)mGI) , where ¢~Sk(a) =
op(a+0) — ¢(0) for k € I, and Gyj(a) = Géf a(;re fork,jeT.

We now give the spine decomposition for P?  and the proof is also postponed in Section 5. Since the

x,i

projection of P ; on Fis P?

4 the latter is also described by this spine decomposition.

Theorem 2.7 (Spine decomposition). Let z € R and i € Z. Under P?
as follows.

the branching MAP is described

Cﬂl’

e The spine & evolves according to a MAP (x,©) of law ]P)fm‘ with characteristics given by (2.9).

o Given the type process Je(t) of the spine, the branching rate of the spine at time t > 0 is given by
/BJg(t)mJE(t); when it splits, it gives birth to an offspring of the same type at the same position. The

number of children is given by the size-biased law (f1;(k) = k“]( ) Jk>1), forjeT.

e Choose one child uniformly at random, which continues as the spine; for the other children, each of them
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leads a subpopulation of the original law P shifted to their point and time of creation. The spine continues
m a similar way.

A direct consequence is the following many-to-one formula, which is well-known in context of branching
particle systems: for every non-negative measurable function g and any (z, 1),

Ox

g Ees | 3 a000, ) KOO, 0)] B fo(Xe(0), 0] =L foCx. 0] (210
’ ueN;

2.4 Proof of Theorem 1.4

Before proving Theorem 1.4, we first give some lemmas.

Lemma 2.8. For any x € R,i € Z, the linear speed of the spine under 1331 18

lim 7X£(t) =
t—oo

~N(9).

Proof. According to Lemma 2.6, under P? . the spine behaves as a MAP with matrix exponent

l"L’

F(a) = diag(¢:(@))iez + (G ()

1,J€L

For each i € T, set Vi(a) := VilB4a) and note that Gii(0) = Gii(0 + ) = 1, we have

Vi(0)
F(0)T (a))s = (dilar + ) — R ORI
J#i
= (bz(a—l-g quj ¢9+Zé+20+a Z%] ‘(/Zegz] ) ‘Z(a)
J#i JFi
B V(0 +a) V)| )=
_ ([M(em)w i— [M(H)Vi(e) > Vi()

= (A0 + @) — A(9)) Vi(a).

Therefore, (‘71 (@),..., Vd(a)) is an eigenvector of F'(a)) with all entries positive. Then it is a PF eigenvector
of F(a), with the PF eigenvalue M) = A(a+6) — A(8). Then, according to Lemma 2.1, the MAP has a linear
speed of —(\)'(0) = =\ (). O

We are now ready to prove Theorem 1.4.

Proof of Theorem 1.4.

The degenerate phase Suppose that at least one of the following two conditions hold: (i) 6N (0) > A(0);
(ii) there exists some j € Z such that >, (klogk)u;(k) = +o00. We next show that limsup,_,. Wy(t) = +oo

f’z’i—a.s. and then by [19, Theorem 4.3.5] we conclude that Wy(t) converges to 0, P, ;-a.s.
(i) We first assume that 6N (6) > A(6). Under P?

2> the branching system does not extinct. For ¢ > 0,

Why(t) > e—GXg(t)—)\(G)tng (t) ().
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By Lemma 2.8, we have limy_,oc X¢(t)/t = =N (), lsgﬂ-—a.s. Thus, when X (0) > A(f), we have

P!, (lim sup(—0X¢(t) — \(0)t) = +oo> =1. (2.11)

t—o00

When 60X (0) = A\(6), by Proposition 2.1, we also have (2.11). Therefore limsup,_,., Wy(t) = 400, f’z,i—a.s.

(ii) We next assume that there exists some j € Z such that ;- (klogk)u;(k) = +oo. We also assume
that X' () < \(); otherwise it falls into the first case.

Let N;(n) denote the total number of fissions (branchings) in the spine £ (across all types) by the time state

j undergoes its n-th fission. Furthermore, let 7T, be the n-th fission time of the spine. Under this definition, at

time TN]. (n)» the spine £ undergoes its n-th fission on state j for all n > 1. Therefore {Ag(TNj(n)) = AgTN ( )}n>1
[1ON

is an i.i.d. sequence with law (z;(k))x>1. Since Efm [log Ag(TNj(n))} = mi] > k>1(klogk)p;(k) = +oo, by Borel-
Cantelli’s lemma,
. log A¢(Tn;(n))
limsup ——————*

n—00 n

= 400, f’ii—a.s.. (2.12)

For t > 0, j € Z, define Dj(t) := fg H{Jg(s):j}ds as the cumulative time the spine spends in state j by time
t. Forn > 1, D, (TNj (n)) denotes the cumulative time spent in state j up to the occurrence of the n-th fission

event on state j. Since the spine undergoes fissions at rate B}- := jm; when in state j, the strong law of large

numbers implies

D;(Ty. _
DiTww) _ L g o (2.13)

lim i

n—oo n B 37].7
Since (J¢(t),t > 0) is an irreducible Markov chain under lggi, we have limy_, » D%(t) = 7 a.s., where (7}) ez
is the invariant distribution of (J¢(t),t > 0). Notice that Ty, () — 00 as n — oo, then we have
D;(Ty, ~
lim M =7;, PY,as. (2.14)
n—oo TNj (’I’L) ’
According to TheorNem 2.7, the process (Tn)n>1 is a Cox process on Ry directed by (J¢(t))e>0 with rate BJf(t)dt.
Since miniez G < B Je(t) < Maxjer B for all t > 0, the n-th arrival time T}, is stochastically bounded by the

n-th arrival time of two Poisson point processes with intensity max;cz Eldt and min;ez Eldt. Then we have

TNJ‘(TL) 1 ~9

T
lim inf > liminf — > ———— P! _as. (2.15)
n—00 Nj (n) n—oo N maxer 3 )
T, 1 ~
limsup — < ———, P? .-as. (2.16)
n—oo T minez B ’

Combining (2.13), (2.14), and (2.15) we have

Di(Tx-om) Tv-tn s _
lim inf — liminf ——" i Tnsw) T o Bis g g0 o (2.17)
n—oo Nj(n)  noo0 Di(Tn,y)  Tnymy Ni(n) — maxier §;

By (2.17) and (2.12), we have
log Ae(T . (n, log Ae(Ty.(n, ~
lim sup M > lim sup M liminf — 1 = +00 Pii—a.s.,

18



which implies

lim sup
n—oo

log A¢ (T, ~
MZ+OO PY -as. (2.18)
n b

At time T,,, we have a lower bound

Wo(Ty) = Ag(Ty)e PXe T =20y, 0 (0)
:exp{n (gg() - — (E() +)\<6))>}VJ§(Tn)(9>. (2.19)

n n T,

In the case of ON'(0) < A(0) and ;- (klogk)u;(k) = +oo for some j € Z, by (2.16), (2.18) and (2.19), we

again have limsup;_, ., Wy(t) = +o0, PY ;-a.s.

The £!'-convergence phase On the other hand, assume that 0\ (0) < A(6) and Y, (klog k)p;(k) < oo for
all j € Z. We prove that the additive martingale converges in £!(P,;). Recall that G is defined by (2.4), being
the o-field generated by the motion and type of the spine, its fission time and its children. By [53, Lemma 4.2],
it suffices to show:

lim sup Efm (Wo(t) | G] < 400, f’gﬂ-—a.s. (2.20)

t—+o0

With notation in section 2.3, we have the following decomposition:

B0 [Wo(t) | G = e X020, (0) + > Lyg, <y Ae(Tn)e XTI XOTyy 0 h(0). (2.21)

n=1

By (2.21), we have

JET n=1
_ e—OXE(t)—)\(G)tVJé ) (0)

+ Z Z Ly7, <4y €xp {Nj(n)

JEL n=1

log A¢(Tn;(n)) N Tnymy [ 0Xe(Tym) )
Nj(n) Nj(n) TN, (n)

o,

When 60X (0) < A(6), the first term above converges to 0, f’gﬂ-—a.s. Since » ;1 (klog k)p;(k) < +oo for Vj € Z,
by the Borel-Cantelli lemma, we have

~ log Ae(Tn. (n
Pf“- (limsup 8 LEIN; () el i )) :0)
’ n—-+oo N](TL)

Therefore, for any j € Z, by (2.15), there exists ¢; > 0 such that

log A (T o) T { 0Xe(Twy:n
hmsup<0g e(Tvym) NJ<><_ ¢(Tnym)

N;j(n) Nj(n) TN, (n)

n—o0

/\(0)>> <c; (ON(0) — A(9)) <0, P! -as.

Then we have (2.20).
We now show that, when Wjy converges in £1(P,;), we have Wy(oo) > 0 on the non-extinction event ..
Define w(i) := P, ;(Wy(co0) = 0), for i € Z, and w := (w(1),...,w(d)). Note that w(i) does not depend on z.
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By [19, Theorem 4.3.5], when Wy converges in £!(P,,;), we have E, ; [%&)‘?} = 1. This implies & # (1,...,1).

By strong Markov property on the first branching/type-changing time, we have

w(i) = Bi(X ko i (R)w(@i)*) + 34 qijw(5)
Bi + qi ’

for ¢ € Z. This is equivalent to the equation:

diag <51(Zui(1€)w(1)k —w()), o Ba( 3 milkyw(@)” - w(d))) +QuT =0.

k>0 k>0

This is the same equation as (1.4). Then & is the unique solution on [0,1]¢ \ {(1,...,1)} of the equation,
and therefore W = ¢, i.e. P, ;(Wy(oco) = 0) = P, ;(-°). Note that ¢ C {Wy(oco) = 0}. This implies
P, {Wy(c0) > 0}A) = 0. O

2.5 Velocity of the leftmost particle

Proof of Corollary 1.5. For simplicity, we write L; := ming,en;, Xy (t).
We first show that, P, ;-a.s. on ., we have
A0) _ A9)

liminf& >— inf —F =-— : (2.22)
t—+o0 oclo=.) 0 0*

We start by deriving a simple lower bound for Wjy(t) on .#.

Wo(t) 2 exp {—0L; — A(0)t} min Vi (6).

By Theorem 1.4 , when 6 € [0*,0), the additive martingale Wy(t) converges to 0, P, ;-a.s. Therefore by the

above inequality, P, ;-a.s. on ./
lim (6L + \(0)t) = oco. (2.23)
t——+o0

This implies (2.22).
We then show that, P, ;-a.s. on ./, we have

L
limsup — < — sup N(8) = N (6%). (2.24)
t—+o0 0e(0,0%)

Using Proposition 2.1 to the spine under f’gz yields that

lim sup Le < limsup Xelt) _ ~XN() P?.as.
t—+o00 t t—+o00 t ’
Therefore, limsup, ., | o % < =N(9), Pf;,i—a.s. Since Theorem 1.4 yields that me and P, ; are equivalent on the
non-extinction event ., we have limsup,_,, % < —\(0) almost surely under P, ;. Optimizing in 6§ € (0, 6*)
yields (2.24).
Combining (2.22) and (2.24), and using the identity \'(6*) = )‘(99:) from (A2), we complete the proof. [
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3 Convergence of the derivative martingales

In this section, we assume (A1) (A2) and prove Theorem 1.6 for the derivative martingale at criticality 6 = 6*.
The proof relies on a study of the truncated derivative martingales that we introduce in section 3.1.

3.1 Truncated derivative martingales

Recall the spine decomposition in Section 2.3. Under assumption (A2), we perform the change of measure with
the critical value # = 6*. Then the spine (X¢(t), Je(t))i>0 under Pf::i is a MAP with matrix exponent given by
Lemma 2.6. Define

(Xe(t), Je(t)) := (6" Xe(t) + A(07), Je(t), ¢t =0.

In particular, we have Eg*l [)?g(t)] =0 and Eg*l[)?g(t)] < 00.

For x € R, let 7, := inf{t > 0: )A(E(t) < z}. According to [18, Theorem 29|, there exists finite and
non-negative functions (R;);e7, such that the process

(Rjg(t) ()?g(t))]l{70>t}, t>0) isa non-negative 138;- -martingale. (3.1)

The function (R;);cr are continuous and non-decreasing, which are referred to as the renewal functions for the
MAP (X¢(t), Je(t)) o

Lemma 3.1. There ezists a constant cre, € (0,00), such that for every i € Z,

lim Ri(u)

u—+o0 u

= Cren-

Proof. Since Eg*z[(—)?g)Q(t)] < 00, we know from [18, Theorem 35 and Lemma 38] that (—)?5, J¢) has tight
overshoot under f’g;, andAequivalently, ;jel 7~rj}~38; [H—(1)] € (0,00), where H~ is the So-calleii descending
ladder height process of (X¢, J¢) under Pg; and 7 is the stationary distribution of J¢(t) under Pg;. 2 Then
it follows from the Markov renewal theory (see e.g. [37] or [18, Theorem 28 (i)]; note that the version we use
here holds for the lattice case as well) that

72
lim ) _ ;JEHI i € (0,00). O
umteo U > jer TiEq;[H(1)]

For b > max(—0*z,0), we define the truncated derivative martingale under Py ;:

b v -X *
200 =Y R (Rl +5) L go0mnpe V@) 20, (3.2)
ueEN B

where )?u(t) = 0" X, (t) + A(0%)t. Indeed, applying the many-to-one formula (2.10) and then (3.1), we have

Em,i [Zéé) (t)} = W(e*)e—e*zﬁg’; [RJE(t) ()?f(t) + b)]l V}(@*)e_e*xRi(H*x + b)

{infsgt )?5(8)2—1)} =
Then it follows from the branching property that Z, (Ii) (t) is a non-negative martingale under P, ;, and therefore

converges a.s. to a limit Z(i)(oo) >0ast— o0.

The convergence of the derivative martingale, stated in Theorem 1.6, would rely on the £' convergence of

)

the truncated derivative martingale Z (2 . We give the following theorem.

2Note that, as remarked by [18, Page 1995], we do not require non-lattice assumption.
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Theorem 3.2 (Uniform integrability). Let z € R and b > max(—0*z,0). Assume (A1), (A2), and (1.5).
(b)
Then Ze(lj) is a uniform integrable martingale under Py ;, and E.; [m} =1

3.2 Proof of Theorem 3.2

In this subsection we prove Theorem 3.2. To simplify the analysis, we perform the linear transformation
Xu(t) = 6* Xy (t) + A(0)t, t > 0. This yields a new branching MAP (X, (t), J,(t)) for which assumption (A2)
becomes:

(A3) A\(0%) = N(6*) = 0 and 6* = 1.

Since the results are preserved under the linear transformation, it suffices to prove for the transformed branching
MAP, and then the corresponding statements for the original branching MAP follow immediately.

Therefore, we assume that the assumptions (A1) and (A3) hold for the branching MAP (X, (), J,(t)) and

prove Theorem 3.2. To study the £! convergence of the truncated derivative martingale Zél:), let us introduce
a further change of measure. For any x > —b and i € Z, let sz be defined as in (2.6) with 8* = 1. Recall by

Lemma 2.6 that the spine (X¢(t), Je(t)) under P’ is a MAP with characteristics given by (2.9). Then define

Tt
a change of measure by the martingale (3.1) associated with the spine: for every ¢ > 0,

df’;i

x,i

_ Rj.t)(Xe(t) +b)

Ri(z + 1) L fint, <, Xe(s)2-b}" (3.3)

Fi

To describe the law of the spine under P! . let us denote by ngi the law of a MAP (x, ©) with characteristics

x,0°

given by (2.9) and define a change of measure:
T

dPx,i

dp?

x,0

__ Rew (x(t) +b)
=R tb) Hintex@z-)

(3.4)

]_—t(x,@)

Then Pl,i is known as the law of a MAP conditioned to stay positive; we refer to [18, Appendices A.7-A.8] for
more details. Lévy processes (with single type) conditioned to stay positive have been the subject of a large
literature; we refer to [13] and reference therein. Define P;i as the projection of 1311 on (7, F). By projection
(2.7) and change of measure (2.3), we also deduce the connection with the original law P ;: for t > 0,

P},
de,i

70
Ri(z +b)

Fi

Similar to Theorem 2.7 for 13227 under 133”, we also have a spinal description of the dynamics, specified in
the following proposition. The only difference lies in the spine’s movement. Specifically, the spine under 1512 is

a MAP conditioned to stay positive, whereas under 132*1 it is unconditioned. For completeness we give a proof
of Proposition 3.3 in Section 5.3.

Proposition 3.3. Let x € R and i € Z. Under P! . the branching MAP is described as follows.

x5’

e There is a spine starting from position x with type i and moves according to a MAP conditioned to stay
positive defined by (3.4).

o Given the type process © of the spine, the branching rate at time t > 0 is given by Beo,me,; when it splits,
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it gives birth to an offspring of the same type at the same position. The number of children is given by
the size-biased law f1;(k) := k”#gk), fork>1andjeT.

e Choose one child uniformly at random, which continues as the spine; each of the other children leads a
subpopulation of the original law P, independent of each other. The spine continues in a similar way.

Proof of Theorem 3.2. Denote by M(ds, dk) the counting measure (on Ry X Z~g) of the spine’s fission times
and number of children. Let G be the o-field generated by the spine (X¢, J¢) and M, as given in Lemma 2.21.

By [53, Lemma 4.2], to show that (Z(gi) (t),t > 0) is uniformly integrable, and E, ; [ZZ%)(Z;)] =1, it suffices to
pye
prove that

lim sup E;l {Zéli) (1) ‘ g] < 0 f’;i—a.s. (3.5)

t—00

By the spinal decomposition, we have

B, [20))|6] = Ro+ Xe(t)e < + /[0 s, FRC (b Xe(5))Vi () (0%)e e IM(ds, dk).
| XZ>0

As X¢(t) under 1312 is a MAP conditioned to stay above —b, by [18, Proposition 33] we have lim;_,o X¢(t) =
+00 f’;i—a.s. Therefore the first term above converges to 0, f’l’i—a.s.

To deal with the second term, we divide the above integral into two parts
Al = / k1 Ix,.(s) RJg(s)(b + X§<3))VJ5(8)(6*)67X§(8)M(d3ﬂ dk)7
Ry xZ>o {kgeS ¢ }

A2:= k1 Ry (5) (b + Xe(5)) Vi () (07)e¥<CIM(ds, dE).
i /R+xz>0 {k>e%xs<8>} Je() (0 Xe () Vi) (07)e (ds, dk)

We now prove that A7 and As are both lgl,i—a.s. finite.

Recall that M is a Cox process, in the sense that given (X¢(t), J¢(t))i>0, the conditional distribution of M
is a Poisson point process with intensity S Je(tydt ® dp Je(t), With each ;i the size-biased offspring distribution.

Let C7 := max;ecr BZ > 0. The compensation formula leads to

E! [4)] < O7E] [ /R Ry (b + Xe()Vir (o (8)e <O (3 fig, (k)k1 {Méxg(s)})ds]
+ k>1 -

E xy —2 s
< Cz/R Elz [RJE(S)(bjLXg(s))VJg(S)(Q Je~ 3 Xel )} ds
+

g, [ R0t Xe(s) £y = 2Xe(s)
= CI/]&_ Eac,i I: Rl(b—kx) RJf(S)(b+Xg(s))ﬂ{infrgsXg(r)sz}vfg(s)(g )e 3¢ :|d8.

Since [ R2(b+z)V;(0%)e "e*/3dx < C [ 2?e2*/3dx < oo, by Lemma 2.2, E;l[Al] < 00, and therefore, 4; < oo,
B s

On the other hand, to prove As is lsz’i—a.s. finite, it suffices to prove that the following integral is finite:

\/R+><Z>o {k>6%X§<S>} (dS,dk) < 0, x,i a8
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Again, by the compensation formula, we have
E!,[I] < C1E], d
CI |: R+ ;#Js k>e%X§(s)} S

< C'z/+ M{Z/LJS {k>83X5<5)}]dS

k>0

- Ryt + Xe(s) i
-0 [ B s it izoa) PRI o }]ds'

Applying Lemma 2.2 with f(r,7) := (b+7) > 3> #5(k)L{310g k>r}, We Obtain

/b f(T‘,j)d’l“ :/ b+T Z/.,LJ ]]-{310gk>r}dr

- k>1

<= i 2,
<3 Z:r?&xuz(k)(fﬂogk +)

This is finite under the assumption (1.5), as we have

> maxfii(k)(logh)? < Y 0> (k) (logh)® =D — Zm k(log k)?
E>1

1€ k>1 zeI k>1

Applying Lemma 2.2 with f(r, j) leads to EI;@[I | < co. This completes the proof of (3.5), thereby establishing
the desired result. ]

3.3 Proof of Theorem 1.6

Proof of Theorem 1.6. Applying (2.23) to the critical parameter §* = 1, we deduce that

f inf X, — P, -as. . .
tl}inooulenj\f&X u(t) = 400, %r>10u16nNt (t) > —o0, zi-a.8. on .7 (3.6)

Fix € > 0. By (3.6), there exists b = b(¢) > 0 such that P, ;(inf;>oinfyepn;, Xu(t) > 0| ) > 1 —¢.

We consider the truncated martingale Z, (2). Recall that, for any fixed 6 > 0, we have by Lemma 3.1 that,
for all u sufficiently large, (¢ren — 0)u < R;i(u) < (¢ren + 0)u, for all i € Z. We define

Ze* Z X _Xu t) VJu(t)
ueEN;

Then on the event . N {inf;>o inf,epn;, Xy (t) > —b}, when ¢ is sufficiently large, we have
(cren — 0)Zpe (t) + bWian () < Z52 (1) < (cren + 6) Zpo (t) + bW (8),

or equivalently
1
Cren + 0

As t — oo, we have by Theorem 1.4 (the critical case) that Wy-(t) converges to 0, P ;-a.s. and that that

(20 (1) = 5Wor () < Zpe(t) < ———(Z0 (1) — bWo- (1)),

Cren — 0
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Zél:) (t) converges to a nonnegative limit Z, (I:)(oo), P, ;-a.s. on .. Then letting 6 — 0, we conclude that

lim Zy.(t) = ! Zg:)(oo), on {inf inf X, (t) > —b} ns.

t—00 Cren t>0 ueN;

We claim that lim¢ o0 (Zg« (t) — Z4.(t)) = 0, on {infi>g inf,epn, Xo(t) > —b} N7, By definition, we have

Zoge(t) = Zpo(t) = = Y e OV (67). (3.7)
uEN
Since 7 is a finite set, {“?’((90:))} . is a bounded set. Then (3.7) is dominated by the additive martingale W (t),
i i€

thus converges to 0, P, ;-a.s.

Therefore we have already proved, on the event {inf;>qinf,cpn; Xu(t) > —b} N .7, Cren - limisoo Zp= (1) =
Z(Si)(oo). Finally, letting b — +o00, as limy_,o Py (infi>o infyepn, Xo(t) > —b|5”) = 1, we deduce the P, ;-a.s.
convergence on . of the derivative martingale Z and the identity

lim Zgi) (00), Pgi-as.

Cren * Zg+(00) = b—o00

(b)
Moreover, if (1.5) holds, then by Theorem 3.2, E,; [Z(’* (00)

] = 1. The identity above implies that

P, i(Zgp-(c0) > 0) > 0. We claim that P, ;(Zp«(c0) = 0) does not depend on z. In fact, Vo € R, we
have
* = 1 * = - 1i — 7(X“(t)7x) *
Zg-(00) = lim Zg-(t) = ¢ lim Y (Xu(t) — 2)e Vi (07).

t—o00

uEN;

Therefore,
P:B,i (ZG* (OO) = 0) = Pmﬂ' (}i}m Z (Xu(t) — l’)e_(X"(t)_x)VJu(t) (9*) = O) = PO,i(ZQ* (OO) = 0)
oouef\ft

Similar to the analysis in the proof of Theorem 1.4, denote w(i) := Py i(Zp«(c0) = 0). Then (w(i))iez will
satisfy equation (1.4), which yields @@ = . On the other hand, .7 C {Zp+(c0) = 0}. Consequently, we have
P, ({Zg(00) > 0}A7) = 0. O

4 FKPP equations and travelling waves

Recall that, for p € R and a function ® € 77, with 77 given by (1.8), ® is called a travelling wave solution
of the FKPP equation (1.7) with speed p, if u(t,z,7) := ®(z — pt, i) is a solution of (1.7), i.e. ® satisfies the
equation

(I)(J?, Z) = Eerpt,i [(I)(Xi(t)7 2)]

t
+ /0 Eotpti [ﬁigi(q)(Xi(t —5) = ps,i)) + Y qi;®(Uij + xi(t — 5) — ps,§) — (g + B:)(xi(t — ) — ps, i) | ds.
j#i
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By setting X;(t) := xi(t) + pt, we have equivalently
O(z,i) =Eqi [P(Xi(t), 1)]

+ /0 Ex,i[ﬁigx (Rilt=5),1) + 3 a5y (Ui + Ri(t—5),5) — (@i + B @(Ri(t—5), ) |ds.  (4.1)
J#i

Note that the generator of x; is A; + pc%, with A; given by (1.1). Then the travelling wave ® is a mild solution
of the following equations: for ¢ € 7,

0= (At g ) 0+ [ (0o +9.0) - . DEW, € dy) + Bilas((a. ) — 0,1
J#i

In this section we prove Theorem 1.8. We first present in Section 4.1 the multiplicative martingale that is
related to a travelling wave, and then prove the existence and uniqueness in Sections 4.2 and 4.3 respectively.

4.1 Martingale problem
Let us first build a connection between a branching MAP and a FKPP equation (1.7).

Proposition 4.1. Let up: R x Z — [0,1] be a measurable function. Fort >0z € R and i € Z, we define

u(t, 1) — “[Huo )|,

ueN;

with the usual convention [[;coci = 1. Then the function u is a solution of the FKPP equation (1.7).

Proof. Recall that, the initial particle of type ¢ € Z moves according to a Lévy process x;. By decomposition
at the first time when it branches or switches to a different type, we have

u(t, x, 'l) - ei(qurﬁi)t]Ez,i [UO(&(t)v Z)] / ~latBr Z qU i - Uij + Xi(r)a ])] dr
J#i

t
" / e~ @HBI B i [gi(u(t — 7, xi(r), 0))] dr.
0
Applying this expression to u(t — s, x;(s), 1) leads to
u(t = s,xis), i) = e EHPIIE G s uo (it - s),6)]

t—s
_|_/0 —(qi+8s) "Eyi(s) Z|:B7ng( (t—s—r,xi(r) +quu (t—s—rUj+xi(r),j)|dr. (4.2)
JF#i

Note that, by the Markov property of a Lévy process, we have

E; i [uo(xi(t),i)] =Ez; [EXi(s),i [uo(xi(t —s), z)]] , Vs € [0,¢].

Taking expectation to (4.2) and changing variables with w = s+, with an application of the Markov property,
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we deduce that
Eui [u(t — s, xi(s),9)] = e @HAIU=IE, . Tug(xi(t),4)]

t
+ /e_(Qi‘f‘/Bi)(w_s)Ex’i [ﬁigi(u( —w, xi(w),1)) + Z gju(t —w,Us; + Xi(w),j)} dw. (4.3)
s j#i

Integrating (4.3) over s, then adding to u(t, z,i) and using Fubini’s theorem, we conclude that

u(t,z,i) + (g + 5@‘)/0 Eyi [u(t — s, xi(s),1)]

t
=Ey.i [uo(xi(t),)] +/O Egi [ﬁigi(u( —w, xi(w), 1) + > giult —w, Usj + Xi(w),j)] dw.
J#

A change of variables yields the equation. O

Proposition 4.2 (Martingale problem). For any 0 € (0,0), a function ®y € Ty is a travelling wave with
speed pg = %0), if and only if

IT 2o(Xu®) + pot, Ju(t)),  t=0,
uEN;

is a martingale under Eg ;, for any ¢ € I.

Proof. Let ®y € T be a solution of the martingale problem with speed py. By the martingale property, for
every ¢ € R and ¢t > 0 we have the identity

gz — pot,i) = xpgtz[H(I)e t) + pot, Ju(t }: xz[Hq)G ())}

ueN ueNy

It follows from Proposition 4.1 that u(t, z,i) := ®g(x — pyt, i) is a solution of the FKPP with initial condition
u(0,x,7) = ®y(x,1), so by definition Py is a travelling wave.

Conversely, let @ be a travelling wave with speed pg. Our goal is to prove that [, ., Po(Xu(t)+ pat, Ju(t))
is a martingale. Applying Proposition 4.1 to the branching MAP (X, (t) = X, (t) + pet,t > 0), we have the
identity

.| [T oo+ X0 200)]

uGNt

= Ex,i [(I)G(SC\z(t)a Z)} + /0 Tl |:6zg7,(q)0(Xz(t - 8 + Z qU®0 Uzy + Xz(t - S) .7) (Qi + B@)(I)O(S&(t - 5)7 Z) ds.
J#i

Due to (4.1), the latter is equal to ®g(x, ). Therefore, E, ; [Hue/\/’t Dg(z+ Xu(t), Ju(t))} = ®(z,1) is a constant
for every t. It follows from the Markov property that [],cx, (I)g()?u(t), Ju(t)) is a martingale under P, ;. [

4.2 Proof of existence of travelling waves

We assume (Al) (A2) and show the existence of travelling wave solution with speed p > %. Recall that,

by the convexity of A\, 6 — (9) strictly decreases from +o00 to (9:) on (0,6*]. Therefore, for any p > )‘(99:),

there exists a unique 6 € (0,6*) such that p = %. Recall that Wy(t) = e~ MOt Y ueN; e_‘gX“(t)VJu(t)(H) and
Wy(o0) = limy_,oo Wy(t) almost surely under P
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Lemma 4.3. Suppose 0 € (0,0) with 0N (0) < \(0) and > ks1(klogk)ui(k) < oo for all j € Z. Define a
function @g: R x T — [0,1] by (z,i) — Pg(z,i) = Eg; [G_WB(OO)] =Eo,; [e_eiemwe(oo)] Then ®¢ is a travelling
A(0)

wave solution with speed =5=.

Proof. First, it follows from the spatial homogeneity of the branching MAP that

(Wo(o0), Py) & (af’xwe(oo), Po,i) .

This yields that E; ; [efwe(oo)] = Eo; {676_%”’9(0")] and ®g(x,7) is well defined. Moreover, it follows from

Theorem 1.4 that when OX' () < A(6) and >, (klogk)u;(k) < oo for all j € Z, Wy(c0) is non-degenerate and
Py.i(Wy(c0) = 0) = q;. Thus we have

lim ®p(z,i) = lim Eg, [e_eieww“’(oo)} =q; and lim Py(z,i) = 1.

T—r—00 T—r—00 T—r—00

Since ®¢y(z,i) = Eo; [e‘fezW"(oo)} and Wy(c0) is non-negative, we get that x — ®y(x,7) is non-decreasing in
x. Thus, &y € T1.

By the decomposition at time s > 0, we deduce that, P, ;-a.s.,

Wo(oo) = e 2@ 3™ Wi (c0), (4.4)
UENS

where We(u)(oo) is the limit of the additive martingale for the branching Markov additive process starting from
(Xu(s), Ju(s)); given Fs, {We(u)(oo) : u € N} are conditionally independent.
Fort >0, z € R and 7 € Z, with ®y in the statement, we define

u(t,x,i) == Py (a} - )\(:)t,i) =Ey; [exp {—e’\(e)t_ea:WQ(oo)H =E;; [exp {—e/\w)tWQ(oo)}] .

Let 0 < s <, then by (4.4) and the branching property, we get that

u(t,z,i) = By exp{ — A O)te=A0)s Z We(u)(oo)}]
UGNS
= Bu| 1T Braoeo oo -0 00} | = Bas| T ute - 5. %090 0)

UEN u€EN

In particular, setting s = ¢, we have

utt,) = Bas| T 0. X0 2(0)| = Bu | [T 2060, 200

uEN ueN;

It follows from Proposition 4.1 that u(t,z,i) satisfies the FKPP equation. Recall that u(t,z,i) := ®p (x —

@t, i), then ®y is a travelling wave with speed @ by definition. O

Recall that Zy+(o00) is the limit of the derivative martingale with the critical parameter.

Lemma 4.4. Suppose Y~ k(log k)?p;(k) < oo for all j € I. Then the function ®g-(x,7) = By, [e=Z67 ()] =

Eo,; [e_eiozzf’* (OO)} is a travelling wave solution with speed ' (6*) = )‘(9%*).
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Proof. Using the argument similar to the proof of Lemma 4.3, we have that ®g« is well defined and ®y« €
Ti. Recall that Zg-(t) = e AONY o e=0"Xu(t) [VJu(t)(Q*)(Xu(t)+X(9*)t) —v;u(t)(e*)} and Zp-(c0) =
limy 00 Zp+ (t) almost surely under P, ;. Therefore, we know that under P,

Zg+(00) £ 20 37 (zg)(oo) + A’(e*)swgi‘)(oo)) ,
UENS

where We(f ) (c0) and Ze(f) (00) are the limits of the additive martingale and derivative martingale for the Markov
branching additive process starting from (X, (s), Jy(s)), respectively, and given Fj, {(Wéf)(oo), Zéf)(oo) tu €
N;} are independent. Since limy_,o, Wy (t) = 0 almost surely, we have

Zp-(00) £ @ 3™ 70 (c0).
uG/\/s

The remaining arguments are very similar to the proof of Theorem 4.3 and we omit the details. O

Proof Theorem 1.8: the existence part. By Lemmas 4.3 and 4.4, it remains to show the non-existence of trav-
elling waves with speed p < )‘%9* ). The proof is an extension of classical arguments (see e.g. [22]). By Corollary

1.5 the velocity of the leftmost particle is =\ (6*). As p < Agi*) = X (6*), we have P, ;-a.s.

lim <min Xu(t) + pt) = —o00, on.”.

t—oo \ uEN:
Let ® be a solution of the martingale problem with parameter p, then for every t > 0, it holds that

®(x,i) = E[ [T 2(Xu(@®) + pt, Ju(t))} —E,; { (Lpgey + Lisy) [ @(Xu(t) + pt, Ju(t))
uEN; uEN}

< qi+Eo; [n{y}cb(x + min X () + pt, Ju(t))].
ueN;
Since ® € 71, we have P, ;-a.s. on .7,

: . < 1 N )
lim sup ®(z + min X,(f) + pt, Ju(t) < lim max &(y, j) = maxq
By Fatou’s lemma, we deduce that ®(x,7) < q; +(1—q;) maxjez q; for all 2 € R and 7 € Z. Choose ig € Z such
that q;, = maxjez q;. Thus, ®(x,ip) < qiy + (1 — qjy)di; = 1 — (1 — q;y)* < 1 for all z € R, which contradicts
to the fact that ® € 7. O

4.3 Proof of uniqueness of travelling waves

We now prove the uniqueness of travelling waves, for which we further assume that the branching MAP is
spectrally negative; this assumption means that, for all ¢ € Z, the Lévy process x; has no positive jumps (its
Lévy measure satisfies A;(0,00) = 0) and P(U;; < 0) = 1 for all 4, j € Z. In this proof, we follow the general
ideas of [34, 55].

Proof Theorem 1.8: the uniqueness part. We treat the supercritical (§ € (0,0)) and critical (6 = 6*) regimes
separately.
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Supercritical regime Let 0 € (0,0) with py = @ > %. Consider a branching MAP under law Pg; and

define the space-time barrier
D@po) .= {(y,t) € R x Ry : y + pot = x} for z > 0.

When a particle crosses this barrier, it is stopped immediately. According to [51, Theorem 46.2], a Lévy process
without positive jumps that crosses an upper barrier from below must do so continuously. Consequently, a
particle governed by such a process is stopped upon hitting the barrier. Let C(z,pg) denotes the random
collection of particles stopped at the barrier, then is a stopping line, as it satisfies the fundamental property
that, if u € C(x, pg), then v ¢ C(x, pg) for all v < u; see [14, 30]. Then we have the following properties.

e For any u € C(z, pp) and v < u, we have v ¢ C(z, pg). By (2.23), we have that lim;_, o (min,ep;, X, (t) +
pot) = 0o Py, ;-a.s. on .7, then all lines of descendants from the ancestor hit @re) for all z > .

o lim, o inf {|u| : uw € C(x, pp)} = oo, where |u| is the generation of the particle u. This follows from the
fact that the number of offspring in the n-th generation is finite almost surely, and their life lengths are
finite almost surely. Therefore, max {X,(s) : |u| = n,s < d, } must be finite almost surely. Then, we get
that inf {|u| : w € C(z, pg)} tends to infinity as z — oco.

e For x < y and any u € C(y, pp), there exists a unique v € C(z, pg) such that v < w. This follows from
the first point and the fact that when the particles hit the barrier. Let Fp.(z,y) be the natural filtration
generated by ancestral types and spatial paths receding from particles at the moment they hit NG (see
[14, 30] for precise definition). Therefore, for & < y, F(z.pg) C Fprv.eg)-

o Let Cj(z, pp) denotes the random collection of type j particles stopped at the barrier '@re) We claim
that (#C;(z, pp) : j € Z) forms a supercritical continuous-time branching process where x > 0 plays the
role of time. First, we use P, ;) ; to denote the law of branching MAP with the initial particle starting
from space-time position (z,t) of type i. Then it follows from the spatial homogeneity of MAP that for

. d. . .
(z1,t1), (zo,tz) € T@P0) we have (#Cj(y,p0) = § € TPy, 1)) = (FCj(y,p0) : J € T; P (gy45),) With
y > z and any i € Z. Moreover, the law of (#Cj(y,pe) : j € T;P(4, 1)) only depends on the “time”
y — x between the stopping lines and the type i of the initial particle.

We use o to denote the stopping time when the particle v hit the barrier INCTN By the strong Markov
branching property on stopping lines (see [14, 45] for branching Brownian motions and [35] for branching
Lévy processes), we know that given Fi.(z.,), the processes (#C;j(y, pg) : 5 € I,y > 75 P (x,(62),0%),Ju(02))
for u € Ny are independent. Therefore, (#Cj(x, pp) : j € Z;Py;) satisfies the definition on [5, Page 200]
and forms a continuous-time branching process indexed by x > 0.

Moreover, since all lines of descendants from the ancestor will hit the barrier T'®*¢) we know that the
process along the stopping line will survive on the event .. Thus, the continuous-time branching process
(#Cj(z,pp) : j € I,z > 0) is supercritical.

Define mfj(a;) = Eoi[#Cj(x, pg)], i, j € I. Since the matrix () of the branching MAP is irreducible, we have

that the matrix M?(z) := (m% (x))i,jer is irreducible. By the property of a continuous-time branching process,

there exists a positive matrix A% such that M 9(3;) = A7 By the Perron-Frobenius theorem, A% has a positive
PF eigenvalue 1’ with corresponding right and left eigenvectors h? := (h? : i € T) and 7% := (7¢ : i € T) such
that (7%, %) = (79,1) = 1. Therefore,

S ml(x)e " = h?, for all i € T, (4.5)
JET

30



Furthermore, by the Kesten-Stigum theorem (see, for example, [20, Theorem 2.1]), we know that

le #Ci(x,pg)e*”% = wag, Py -a.s. (4.6)

for some non-negative random variable W?.
We next define

Wo(pg) = Z e IXu(EDAOTY, o (0) = Z #C;i(x, pg)Vi(0)e %, z>0. (4.7)
u€C(x,pp) i€T

Recall by Theorem 1.4 that Wy(oo) = limy_,oc Wy(t) holds Py -a.s. and in El(Po,i). By the strong Markov
property at the stopping line, we have that

Eo,i [Wo(00)|Frerg | = lim Eo; [Wy(t)|Fpe.ee ]
t—o00

— lim ( Z e_exu(gg)—,\(e)angu(Ji)(9)+ Z e—OXu(t)—A(e)tVJu(t)(9)>

t—o0
u€C (z,pp),08<t uEN,0Z>t

where we used the fact {u € N; : 6% >t} — 0 as t — co. Then (Wy(pg),z > 0) is a Pg ;-martingale with
respect to {Fp,pg @ ¢ > 0} and

Wy(o0) = lim Wa(pg) = lim » #Ci(x, po)Vi(0)e ",  Po-as. and in L (Po,). (4.9)
i€l

Note that m?j (x) = Eoi[#Cj(x, pg)]. Taking expectation on the both sides of (4.7) and then letting x — oo,
we get that

lim Y mf(x)eV;(0) = Vi(6). (4.10)
JET

Therefore, combining (4.10) with (4.5), we have n’ = 6 and hY = ¢V;(6). Then, (4.6) will be

lim #C;(x, pg)e % = nfW?. (4.11)
T—00
By (4.9) again,
o~
Wy(oo) =Y —afw? =W’/ 4.12
o) =3 e /e (1.12)

On the other hand, let ®y be a travelling wave with speed py. For z € R, define

My(z,p0) = [ ®o(z+ Xulol) + pooil, Ju(ol)) (4.13)
uEC(I,pg)

= exp { > " #Cj(x, po) log Dy(z +9E,j)}-

jE€T

Then, we claim that (Mz(z,pg),m > 0) is a Pg;-martingale with respect to {Fp(.p) : © > 0}. To see this, we
define

Mi(z,p0) = [] ®olz+ Xult) + pot, Ju(t)),  t>0.
uENy

By Proposition 4.2, (M(z,pg),t > 0) is a non-negative bounded martingale with respect to {F; : t > 0}.
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Therefore, P ;-a.s.
Moo(z, pp) := lim My(z, pg)
t—o0

exists and is non-degenerated. Similarly as (4.8), we deduce by the bounded convergence theorem and the
strong Markov property that

Eo,i [Moo (2, p9)| Freeg) | = Hm Eo; [ My (2, po)| Friap) |

= lim < 11 Oo(z + Xuloh) + poos, Ju(0D) x [ @olz + Xu(t) + pot, Ju(t))>
t—o0
ueC(z,pp),08<t uEN;,0E>t

= [ @elz+ Xulow) + poos, Ju(of)) = Ma(z, po),
UEC(%PG)

where we also used the fact that lim¢ o (mingen; Xu(t) + pot) = oo, Poj-a.s. on & (see (2.23)), and that
iMoo [Tuen, oose Po(z + Xult) + pot, Ju(t)) = 1 on ¢ Thus, (My(z,pe),z > 0) is a Pg;-martingale and
converges to My (z, pg) in EI(PW) and Py ;-a.s. as  — oo. Therefore, we have

lim — Z #Ci(x, pg)log Py(z +z,7) = —man;o log Mx(z,pg) = —log Mo (2, pp)- (4.14)

T—00 -
JET

By (4.14) and (4.11), we have o := limgo0 — > _je7 775603” log ®p(x, j) exists. Taking expectation in (4.13), it
follows from the bounded convergence theorem and equations (4.11) (4.12) that

im, 37z, pn)] = Bo | Jim exp { 54050, po g (= +.2.5) |

T—00 -
JET

jET

_ : 01576 0z .
_E07i[$ll>ngoexp{Z7TjW e logq)g(z—i—m,j)H
Lh_}m exp { Z w?cWe(oo)eem log ®y(z + x, 7) H

Critical regime pp« = N (0*) = )‘(69:). let g« be a travelling wave with speed pg«. Recall that Cj(x, pg~)

denotes the random collection of type i particles stopped at the barrier I'®*e*) | Similarly as in the supercritical
case, we have that

Mo (2, po-) :eXP{Z#Cj(ffape*)10g@9*(2+$7j)}7 x>0 (4.15)
JEL
is a P ;-martingale which converges to ®p«(2,4) a.s. and in £L1(Py ;).
For b > 0, let us also add a killing barrier at T(=%#¢*) for this branching MAP, which means the truncation
as in (3.2). Define @(a:, pe+) to be the collection of type i particles that are stopped at the barrier T(®*o*) for
the truncated branching MAP and let C(z, pg+) := Uier Ci(z, pg+). Let 70" be the event that the branching

MAP survives and remains entirely to the right of T(=%¢*) such that the truncation does not take effect on
the event v(=%¢). By (2.23) applied to 6*, we know that Pg;(y("%%") | .#) — 1 as b — co. On the event

787 we have Cy(x, pg-) = Cy(w, pg+) and
IILH;—;I#CJ(%M*NOE; Do+ (2 + 2, ) (4.16)
J
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exists and is non-negative. Define

o

__p* T(m) _ * *
ZP(po) = Y R, ) (Xu(m?) + pperf®) + b)e” XNy ) (67)
ueé(%pe*)
=Y Rj(w +b)#Cj(x, po- )" V;(607).
jez

Let fr(m,pe*) be the natural filtration generated by ancestral type and spatial paths receding from particles at
the moment they hit T'(@?6*) before meeting I'(=0Po*) . With similar arguments as in the proof of (4.8), we deduce
by the strong Markov property that, (Zg(gb) (po+),x > 0) is a Pg ;-martingale with respect to {]?F(z,pg*) cx >0}
and

lim > Rj(x + b)#Cj(x, pg-)e U 2Vi(6%) = ZY) (c0). (4.17)

T—00 4
JET

The arguments of (4.7) and (4.9) still work for § = 6*. Therefore, we have

: ~ —0*xy 7 (n*\ _ ~
xhﬁ\nolo;#C] (x,pg=)e " “V;(0") =0, Po,-as. (4.18)
j

By (4.17), (4.18) and Lemma 3.1, we get that

; o Ne= 0Ty (9%) = 7 _
xli)rgoze;cmnx#cj(x,pg )e " TVi(0%) = Zp (00), Pog-as. (4.19)
j

Similarly to the arguments for supercritical speed regime, we know that (#Cj(x, pg+) : i € I)z>0 forms a

supercritical continuous-time branching process where x plays the role of time. Again, by the Kesten-Stigum

theorem ([20, Theorem 2.1]), there is a non-negative vector 7" = (z¢" : i € Z) with (%", 1) = 1, such that for

all i € Z, Py ;(limy—y00 #C (2, po+ ) /#C(x, pg=) = WJQ* | ) = 1. Therefore,
lim #éj(z, o) #C (x, pg+) = 7r§*, Py -a.s. on (7brer), (4.20)
T—00
Applying (4.20) to (4.19), we deduce that, for all j € Z,
lim crena#C(x, pg)e 0% (x? V(%)) = Zégli)(oo), P -a.s. on ~(~brer),
T—r00
Using (4.20) again, we have, for j € Z,
. ~ 0"z _ = (b) _ (=b.pp+)
lim crenx#Cj(x, po-)e =T;Zy. (0), Pog-a.s. ony .
T—>00

where 7; = ﬂg*/(w(’*, V(6*)). Combining this with (4.16), we have

R
JET
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exists and is positive. It follows that, Pg;-a.s. on ’y(*b’po*),

lim Y #Cj(, po) log Dg- (2 + , )
JET
= lim ok x_lee*m%jZ(gi)(oo) log @y« (2 + x,7)

T—r00 ren
JjET

_ 1,0 —0*z 1 Ttz 1 gy~
- TenZ ( ) a}g&; z [E—l—Ze Uy 1qu>0*(z+x .7)
J

— —1 Z( )( ) —Q*zﬁ‘

'ren

Recalling that Pg;(7(~%%") | .#) — 1 as b — oo and M,(z, pg+) given by (4.15) is an £'-martingale, we deduce
by the the bounded convergence theorem that

Pg-(2,7) = Eo,i nggo M, (=, pe*)} =Eo,; [GXD { Jim. > #Cj(x, po+) log Do- (2 + vaj)}]
jez

= lim Eol[exp{ lim Z#C x, po+) log Py« (2 + x, j)} e bpe*)}+ﬂ{yc}:|

b—o0
]EI

:blggoEol[exp{ lim Z#C x, po+) log Pp« (2 + z, j)} [ bpe*)}+]].{yc}:|

]GI

blggoEol [exp{ ;ean )( Je —9*25} ﬂ{y(—bvf’a*)}—i_ﬂ{yc}}

=Ey; [GXP{ BZg-(c0)e™"* H ,

where we used the fact that both lim, o0 37 #Cj (2, pg) log g+ (2 + 2, j) and Zp-(c0) are zero Po; on 7°.
This completes the proof. ]

5 Proof of the spine decomposition theorem

5.1 The spine decomposition with respect to the additive martingale

We use the same notations in Section 2.3 and give the proofs of the results in Section 2.3. First, we assume
that each particle has at least one child and prove Theorems 2.7 under this assumption. Then, we will prove
these results allowing the possibility of no offspring when a particle dies.

Intuitively, We can construct a probability measure szm,i) on .77} by

df’x,i (T, Ma 5) |]T‘t
1 v.i
=dPy; ((Xe, Je)e) ALPY (ng) T msean)(Av) T - T dPxcan)eqan) (1 M)F7 )] (5.1)
v=<&t v=<&t Y jwj€e0,

where

o P, ; is the law of the Markov additive process (X¢(t), J¢(t)) with MAP triplet ((¢4)iez, @, G) starting
from (z,%), which gives the motion of the spine, and (X¢, J¢); is short for ((X¢(s), Je(s)),0 < s < t);

e Recall that n = (n; : t > 0) is the counting process of fission times along the spine, i.e. ny = |{4| is the
generation of &. We write L?(¢) for the law of a Poisson (Cox) process with rate 5(6;)dt and ny is short
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for (ns: 0 <s <t).
o i Jg(dv)(ArU) is the probability that a particle with type J¢(d,) has an offspring of size A,;

° A% represents that we choose the spine uniformly and O, is the set of v’s children except the one in the
spine;

o (1,M);” stands for the marked subtree rooted at vj shifted by time d,,, and the subscript ¢ — s indicates
that thls time-shifted subtree evolves until time t — s.

We have defined in Lemma 2.5 that

Gt = Z (HA ) e (e)tVJu(t)(e)ﬂ{ft:“}'

uwEN; \v=<u

To prove that ((,t > 0, 15“) is a martingale, we proceeds by decomposing (; into the product of three parts
Ct(l), t(2) and Ct(g), which will be defined sequentially as the argument develops. We also need the following
definition from [39].

Definition 5.1. Suppose that (Q,H, P) is a probability space, {H¢,t > 0} is a filtration on (Q,H) and K is a
sub-o-field of H. A real-valued process {U,t > 0} on (Q,H, P) is called a P(-|K)-martingale with respect to

(i) It is adapted to {H;V K,t > 0};
(i) For anyt >0, E|U| < o0;

(iii) For anyt > s,
E(UdHs VK)=Us, a.s.

We also say that {U;,t > 0} is a martingale with respect to {H;,t > 0} given K.

First, by [21, Theorem 5.4], we have the following lemma.

Lemma 5.2. Suppose that, given the path of the type process Je, n = (ng : t > 0) is a Cox process on Ry with
intensity B(Je(t))dt along the path of Je(t). Then, in the sense of Definition 5.1,

O i= T mteta)-exp {~ [ (tm =03 0eloDas}

V<&t

is an LfB(Jf)—margngale with respect to the natural filtration {L;,t > 0} of n given G, where ((m — 1)8)(i) :=
(m; — 1)B;, and G is defined in (2.4) as the o-field generated by the positions and types of the spine.

Define a probability measure LM Je) py

= I mtet@n) e { = [ (o= 1)}

Lt v<&t

dLmA Je)
drpse)

Then LU s the law of a Cox process with intensity (mB)(Je(t))dt.

Recall that Zy(¢) is defined by (2.8). Similarly, for any u € Ny, we define

20 (1) 1= e OXuO=AO [ (Bn—1)(Ju())ds ) t)(0)-
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Lemma 5.3. Define

t
Q(Q) Eé )( t) = e—@Xg(t)—)\(G)t—&—fO(ﬁ(m—l))(Jg(s))dst_&(t)(9), t>0.

Then (Ct(Q),t >0) is a f’xji—martz'ngale with respect to (Gy,t > 0).

Proof. Recall that Wy(t) = >, cn, e~ OXu()+AO)) Vi.)(0). By the many-to-one formula (for example, see [23]),
we have

B Wo(0)] = Eag [ e NOHR G DNOMvG, (6)] = o f24(1) (5.2)

Note that E,;[Wp(t)] = e *V;(), hence we have E,;[Z4(t)] = Z(0). Combining this with the Markov
property of a MAP, we deduce that (Zg(t),t > 0) is a P, ;-martingale. Since we read from (5.1) that the law
of (X¢, J¢) under P ; is P, ;, the desired result follows. O

The next lemma follows from [21, Theorem 5.5].

Lemma 5.4. The process

(3) Ay
= —_— t>0
t ) - Yy
vllt m(Je(dy))
is a f’m( | G)-martingale with respect to {Fy,t > 0}.
Summarizing, we check straightforwardly the identity

= (HA ) SOXORDOY O —y = GGV, E>0.

wEN; \v<u

We are now ready to prove that ((¢,t > 0) is a martingale.

Proof of Lemma 2.5. The proof is similar to that in [48, Lemma 2.7]. ( t(l),t > 0) is a P,;(:|G)-martingale
with respect to {F;, ¢ > O} and (CtB t>0)isa f’xi(~|§)—martingale with respect to {F,¢ > 0}. Note that

G C QA, and Ct(l) € é, Ct( e F. [ 9, Lemma 2 3], we have (Ct(l)(t(?’),t > 0) is a f’m7i(-|’gv)-martingale with
respect to {ft,t > 0}. Note that Ct eg, Ct Ct € F,. Using [39, Lemma 2.3] again, we get that ({;,t > 0)
is a P, ;-martingale with respect to {F;,¢ > 0}. O

Lemma 5.5. Wy(t) is the projection of {; onto Fy, that is,
Wo(t) = Pai(Gi | o).

Proof. Note that
—0Xu(
Z H A € X )tVJu( )(Q)H{St:u}

uEN; v<u
Therefore,
Poi(G | F) =Y [[Ae OO, (0)Pri(Ligmuy | Fo) = > e X020y, 0 (0),
ueN; v<u ueN;
where we used f’m(]l{ft:u} | F) = Tloeu o 4 This completes the proof. O
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Proof of Theorem 2.7. Recall that the probability measure 153” is defined by

P, G
d]’.sx’i Fi B CO‘
Then by (5.1) we have
df)?:,z (7-7 M7 g) |]T‘t
¢ () 1 7B0J6) e -(3) 1 v
:?dpx,i ((Xe, Je)t) G /dLPYE (ng) G H 1 (dy) (Av) H T H AP x, (d,), 7 (do) (T M) 75
v<E&¢ V<& v JFEO,

MJg(dv) (A”U>A'U H

=dP? ; ((Xe, Je)e) ALV (ny) H m(Je(dy))

v=<&t

v=<&t v JWFEO,

Here we also use the probability measure Pgﬂ- given by Lemma 2.6, whose proof is postponed to Section 5.2;
in particular, under ]P’%Z» a MAP has characteristics given by (2.9). Then we read from (5.3) the description of
the particle system stated in the theorem. O

Now we prove Theorem 2.7, allowing the possibility of no offspring when a particle dies. Our proof follows
the construction of the spine decomposition for branching Markov processes given in [48].

We now require a slight modification to the definition of a marked tree with a distinguished spine. Let f
be a fictitious node not in 7. Following the construction in [48, Page 6], a spine £ on a marked tree (7, M) is a
subset of 7 U {f} such that

e geéand |EN(NU{t})|=1forallt>0.
o Ifuef and v < u, then v € £.

o If u € £ and A, > 0, then there exists a unique j = 1,--- , A, with uj € & If u € £ and A, = 0, then
ENN; is empty for all £ > d,,. In this case, we will write u = T — 1.

Then we call di_; the “lifetime” of the spine. Let & := u be the unique element v € £ N (N; U {f}). Similar to
[48, Equation (2.2)], we have

df):p,i (7-7 M7 g) ’_ft

1

:ﬂ{EtET}deri ((Xg’ Jﬁ)t) dLB(Jé)(nt) H IU’Jﬁ(dU)(A'U) H Af H dPX{(dv)ajé(dv)((T M)t d'u)
v=<&t v=& v F:vF €Oy,
+ e = dPoi (Xe, J)o) ALV ) TT prean o) T |5 TT dPxeasecan (M),
v<t-1 v<t—1 JU]EO

In this case, we also define

G= ) (HA> OOV, 0 (0) L=y

weEN; \v<u
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Define

— T mle(d)) - exo {— /0 Md*“((m - l)ﬁ)(Jg(S))ds},

v<&
Ct(2) — efGXg(t/\dT,l) A(O) (ENds 1 +f0 L(B(m— 1))(J§(s))dsv i (9)?
A,
Ct(g) = H {EtGNt} H
e = 15

where the last equality follows from the fact that A;_; = 0 when & = {. By [48, Lemma 2.6], we know that

Lemmas 5.2 and~5.4 hold in this case. By Lemma 2.6, it is easy to show that {Ct@), t >0} is a P, ;-martingale
with respect to ;. Then, we have

G ="
and Lemma 2.5 holds. The definition of (; yields that 13271(& € N;) = 1. Thus,

df’z,z (7—7 M7 g) |]?t

1 v,
II [ I P e ((m0))7,)

V<&t v JUFEO,

=dP;; (Xe, Je)e) ALV (my) T

V<&t

Theorems 2.7 still holds.

5.2 Proof of Lemma 2.6

Proof of Lemma 2.6. We use the method of extended generator in [46]. Following [46] and the notations in

Proposition 1.2, we first decompose y; = ( ) Xg ), where {Xt ,t >0} and {X§2), t > 0} are two independent

processes,
= USiry om) Lita<t

n>1

is a pure jump continuous-time Markov process, and X( ) behaves in law as a Lévy process with Laplace
exponent ¢;, when O(¢) = i. Thus, the process (X§ ), O(t)) has extended generator

zhm/ fx+y, k) = f(z,)))P(Uy € dy) = Zﬁm/ [z +y, k)P(Usx € dy),

ki - ke

with domain D(A(l)) consisting of absolutely continuous functions for which the above integrals are finite.
Notice that we have ¢; = —¢; = — > 4i Qik- For i € T, the Lévy process with Laplace exponent ¢; has
extended generator

o2 >
Alg(z) = aig' (z) + -5 9"(@) +/ (9(x +y) — g(x) — Lyy<3yg' () Ai(dy),

with domain C?(R) C D(AY).
Then the process <X§2),X§1),@t> has extended generator A, such that Vg € C3(R) C D(A?) and Vf €
D(AW),
A(gf)(@,y,1) = g(x) (AN [)(y,4) + f(y, i) (A'g) ().
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Take §(x) := €%, F(y,i) := e~ V;(6) and h(z,y,1) := §() F(y,7) = e~ V;(6), we have

(AR pd) =S qu [

keZ -
— o0ty <[Q o GOV (0)); + @(9)%(9))
= e 0@ (NO)Vi(0) — Bi(m; — 1)Vi(0))

= (M) — Bi(m; — 1)) h(x,y, ).

eIV ()P (Ui € ds) + e~ V;(0)gs(0)e 0

[e.e]
o

For t > 0, define

Eﬁ(t) — }(X(Q)(t), (1)(t), @(t)) exp (_ /Ot (AE(X(Q)(S)’X(l)(s),@(s))d8>

RO, (5), 605)
e (= [[00) - s - n(@.)as) = 240,

By [46, Lemma 3.1], (Eﬁ(t),t > 0) is a P, ;-local martingale. Since Ex,i[Eﬁ(t)] = IEM[EE;’(%))] =1 by (5.2), then

—~

E" is a true martingale. According to [46, Lemma 4.1][46, Theorem 4.2], define the probability change

dIP’g’i
dP, ;

Fox®) T Ep(0)

then under P? (X(2), XD, ©) has extended generator

~ 1 ~ -
AF = = [A(Fh) — FAR)

where F' € D(A) = D(A). Take F(z,y,i) = g(z)f(y,i) for any g € D(AY), f € D(AW). Recall that

W, y,9) = §0) f(y, 1), 5(x) = €% and (3, i) = e*Vi(6). Then
AF(e,.0) = AFR)@,1.1) = Pla.3.) - (O) = Bi(m, = 1)
7= (AU + 1T @) ~ 1900) = i = 1)
o) Ta(w1) + £, ) - (1) — F(,)9(x)(NO) — Bilms — 1),

where

NN @iVe(8) [ s BVe=TP(Unr € ds
i) =3 5 |t s (U € )

and

2
I(x,i) = ai(g'(z) = 09(x)) + (9" (w) — 20/ (z) + 6°g(x))

[ (oo + 907 = glo) — Tggenysl(0) = 9(a) Asla)

Moreover, with notations in (2.9), we define A; and AD) as follows: for any g € D(A?) = D(A?) and f €
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D(A) = D(AD),

. 52 o0 N
Alg(x) =i/ (z) + 5 9"(w) + / (9(x +y) — g(x) = gy <199 () Ai(dy),

AOf) =Y [ (fo+ 0 k)~ F PO € dp) = Y@ [ flo+y P € dy).
ki —00 kez —00

Then by straightforward computation, we have I1(y,1) = AD f(y,4) + (qis — Gis) f(y,9), and Io(z,i) = A;g(z).
Therefore,

9(@) (AW £)(y, ) + f(y, 1) (Ag) (@) + f(y,1)9(2) (g — Tus) + ¢:(0) — A(B) + Bi(m; — 1))
9(@)(AD f)(y.7) + f(y. ) (A'g) (),

where the last equality is deduced from the definition of PF eigenvector V (6) of M (6):
(@i = @) + 63(0) = A(0) + By — 1) ) Vi(0) = M)V ()]s = A(O)Vi(0) = 0.

This implies that, under P? ., (y,©) is a MAP with the given characteristics in the lemma. O

x,00

5.3 The spine decomposition with respect to the truncated derivative martingale

We now prove Proposition 3.3, the spine decomposition used in Section 3.2. The proof is analogous to that for
the additive martingale, but with the spine’s movement now governed by a MAP conditioned to stay positive
(non-negative). For simplicity, we assume that each particle has at least one child; the extension to allow
extinction can be treated in a similar way as what we have done in the additive martingale case. Here we fix
0 = 0* and let X¢(t) = 0* Xe () + A0F)t, Xe = 0*xi + A0t

Recall the change of measure defined in (3.3). We have already explained that the spine ()?5, Je¢) has the
law of a MAP conditioned to stay positive given by (3.4).

We still define ¢(V) as in Lemma 5.2 and ¢ as in Lemma 5.4. Analogously to ¢(® in Lemma 5.3, we define
291 o 2
¢ = Ry 1y (Xe(t) + b)]l{infogsgtfé(s)z_b}ct( )

where (Rj(x),j € I,z € R,) is defined in (3.1), as the renewal function of ()?5, J¢) under 152*2 By Lemma 5.3
and the definition of ij‘ in (3.4), the process ()?5, J¢) under 151,2 has the same law as (x, ©) under }P’;i7 ie. it

is a MAP conditioned to stay above —b. By Lemma 5.3 again, (Ct(2), t>0)isa f’m—martingale with respect to
(G, t > 0), therefore (C?)T, t>0)isa f’;i—martingale with respect to (G, ¢ > 0).

Then we set
¢ =P

=2 (H Av)RJu<t)(Xs<t) O it (Renz 036 Vi (07) L=y

ueN; Nv<u
Then (CtT, t>0, 13“) is a martingale with respect to {F;,¢ > 0}. So we can define

pT
dP, ;
dP;;

G
= 2t
A%
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Similarly as (5.3), we can decompose

dP (7, M,¢) |7,
1 v
deﬂ%N@bkMdem@@quIuMmUmIIL4 Hjﬂwme%MnM»@ﬂ

v=<&t v=<&t v Jwi€Oy

:dpgt,i ((Xe, Je)o) AL (my) H
v=<&t

:U'Jf(dv)(Av)Av 1 v
e W T aPxean (0072,
¢ v=<&t JjEO,

This matches the description the branching MAP under f’ll in Proposition 3.3.
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