arXiv:1804.04905v1 [math.PR] 13 Apr 2018

On a Feynman-Kac approach to growth-fragmentation semigroups and their asymptotic behaviors

Jean Bertoin^∗

This work develops further a probabilist approach to the asymptotic behavior of growth-fragmentation semigroups via the Feynman-Kac formula, which was introduced in a joint article with A.R. Watson [4]. Here, it is first shown that the sufficient condition for a Malthusian behavior which was established in [4], is also necessary. We then provide a simple criterion to ensure exponential speed of convergence, which enables us to treat cases than were not covered previously in the literature.

Keywords: Growth-fragmentation equation, Feynman–Kac formula, Malthus exponent, Krein- Rutman theorem, exponential ergodicity.

2010 Mathematics Subject Classification: 35Q92, 37A30, 47D06, 60G46, 60J25.

1 Introduction

Imagine a population, for instance of cells or of bacterias, where individuals grow and divide as time passes, and such that the evolution of each individual only depends on its own mass, without interaction between different individuals. Assume also that when a division event happens, the sum of the masses of daughters resulting from the division equals the mass of the mother before division. In other words, the total mass is a preserved quantity when division occurs, but may grow between consecutive division events. Growth-fragmentation equations provide a mathematical model for such dynamics, by describing the evolution of concentrations of individuals as a function of masses and time. The rate of growth of an individual may depend on its mass, and the rate at which a mother produces daughters may also depend both on the mass of the mother just before division and on the masses of its daughters right after the division.

∗Institute of Mathematics, University of Zurich, Switzerland

Specifically, one considers an operator of the form

Af(x) = c(x)f^′(x) +

�_x 0 f(y)k(x, y)dy − K(x)f(x), x > 0, (1)

which is defined on some domain D_A of smooth functions f : (0, ∞) → R. Here c(x) describes the growth rate as a function of the mass, and k(x, y) the rate at which a daughter particle with mass y appears as the result of the division of a mother particle with mass x > y. Finally, K(x) is the total rate of division of individuals with mass x, and the assumption of conservation of mass at division events thus translates into

K(x) =

�_x 0 y x k(x, y)dy. (2)

Under fairly simple general assumptions on the rates c and k that will be introduced later on, A is the infinitesimal generator of a strongly continuous positive semigroup (T_t)_{t≥0}, so that a growth-fragmentation equation can be given in the form

dT_tf dt = AT_tf , f ∈ D_A.

In this setting, the measure μ_t(x, dy) on (0, ∞) such that

T_tf(x) = � (0,∞

f(y)μ_t(x, dy) := ⟨μ_t(x, ·), f⟩

describes the concentration at time t of individuals of mass y, when one starts at time 0 from a unit concentration of individuals of mass x, i.e. μ_0(x, dy) = δ_x(dy).

In general, there is of course no explicit expression for the growth-fragmentation semigroup (T_t)_{t≥0}, and many works in this area are concerned with its large time asymptotic behavior. See in particular [1, 2, 3, 6, 11, 12, 16, 17, 18, 20] and further references therein. Typically, one expects that under adequate assumptions on the rates of growth and of fragmentation, there exists a principal eigenvalue ρ ∈ R such that

lim_{t→∞} e^{−ρt}T_tf(x) = h(x)⟨ν, f⟩, x > 0, (3)

at least for every continuous and compactly supported function f : (0, ∞) → R. Here, ν(dy) is a Radon measure on (0, ∞), which is often referred to as the asymptotic profile, and h some positive function. We stress that (3) may fail; see for instance Doumic and Escobedo [10] and Gabriel [12].

When (3) holds, it is further important to be able to estimate the speed of convergence. Indeed, say for ρ > 0, an indefinite exponential growth is of course unrealistic in practice, and the growth-fragmentation equation can only be pertinent for describing rather early stages of the evolution of a population when certain effects such as competition between individuals for space or resources can be neglected. As a consequence, the notions of principal eigenvalue and of asymptotic profile are only relevant for applications when the convergence in (3) occurs fast enough.

Spectral theory for semigroups and generators yields a well-established and classical framework for establishing the validity of (3), again provided that the growth and fragmentation rates are properly chosen. In short, if one can find positive eigenelements, namely a Radon measure ν and a positive function h on (0, ∞), such that for some ρ ∈ R:

Ah = ρh , A^∗ν = ρν, and ⟨ν, h⟩ = 1,

where A^∗ denotes the dual of A, then the so-called general relative entropy method (see in particular Chapter 6 in Perthame [19] and Michel et al. [17]) shows that (3) holds. In turn, explicit criteria in terms of the rates of growth c and of fragmentation k that ensure the existence of positive eigenelements, have been obtained by Michel [16] and by Doumic and Gabriel [11]. These works rely crucially on the Krein-Rutman theorem, a version of the Perron-Frobenius theorem for positive compact operators. On the other hand, exponential rate of convergence in (3) is essentially equivalent to the existence of a spectral gap. This has been obtained under specific assumptions on the growth and fragmentation rates notably by Perthame and Ryzhik [20], Laurençot and Perthame [14], Cáceres et al. [6] and Mischler and Scher [18].

Quite recently, together with A.R. Watson [4], we devised a probabilistic approach to (3), which circumvents spectral theory of semigroups and further provides probabilistic expressions for the various quantities of interest. This requires some assumptions on the growth rate c and the fragmentation k that we now introduce. First,

the function x → c(x)/x is continuous, positive and bounded on (0, ∞), (4)

and second, writing k̄(x, y) := x^{−1}yk(x, y) for every 0 < y < x,

the map x → k̄(x, ·) from (0, ∞) to L^1(dy) is continuous and bounded. (5)

Our probabilistic approach relies on an instrumental Markov process X = (X_t)_{t≥0} with infinitesimal generator

Gf(x) := c(x)f^′(x) +

�_x 0 (f(y) − f(x))k̄(x, y) dy. (6)

Assumption (5) guaranties that the total jump rate (2) remains bounded, so the jump times of X never accumulate. One says X is piecewise deterministic (see [7] and references therein), in the sense that the trajectory t → X_t is driven by the steady flow velocity c between two consecutive jumps, and jump times and locations are the sole source of randomness. We finally assume that

the Markov process X is irreducible, (7)

that is, for every x, y > 0, the probability that the Markov process started from x visits y > 0 is strictly positive. Roughly speaking, this means that there are no strict subintervals I of (0, ∞) that form traps for X, in the sense that once the path enters I, it cannot exit from I. Because X is piecewise deterministic and has only downwards jumps, this can be ensured by a simple non-degeneracy assumption on the fragmentation kernel k; see the forthcoming Lemma 3.1 and its proof for details.

The growth-fragmentation semigroup T_t can then be given by a Feynman-Kac formula (we refer to [9] for treatise on this topic in discrete time):

T_tf(x) = xE_x � E_t f(X_t) X_t � , with E_t := exp

�_t 0 c(X_s) X_s ds � , (8)

where E_x stands for the expectation when X starts at X_0 = x. The first hitting time of y > 0 by X, H(y) := inf {t > 0 : X_t = y} , (9) and the Laplace transform

L_{x,y}(q) := E_x � e^{−qH(y)}E_{H(y)}, H(y) < ∞ � , q ∈ R, (10)

then play a key role for the asymptotic behavior of T_t as we shall now explain.

Note that L_{x,y} is always a non-increasing convex function with values in (0, ∞], with lim_{q→∞} L_{x,y}(q) = 0 and lim_{q→−∞} L_{x,y}(q) = ∞. In particular, it possesses a rightderivative L^′_{x,y}(q) at every point q of its effective domain, i.e. with L_{x,y}(q) < ∞. Defining the Malthus exponent by

λ := inf{q ∈ R : L_{x,x}(q) < 1} (11)

(actually, this definition does not depend on x > 0), the main results of [4] can be summarized as follows. First, if

L_{x,x}(λ) = 1 and − L^′_{x,x}(λ) < ∞ (12)

(again, this condition does not depend on x), then (3) holds with ρ = λ. Moreover, the asymptotic profile ν and the function h are given for some arbitrarily chosen x_0 > 0 by

h(y) = yL_{y,x0} (λ) and ν(dy) = dy h(y)c(y)|L^′_{y,y}(λ)|

, y > 0. (13)

Second, if there exists some q < λ and x > 0 with L_{x,x}(q) < ∞, (14) then the convergence (3) takes place exponentially fast. Specifically, there exists β > 0 such that e^{−λt}T_tf(x) = h(x)⟨ν, f⟩ + o(e^{−βt}) as t → ∞ (15) for every continuous function f with compact support and every x > 0. We stress that, by convexity of L_{x,x}, (14) is of course a stronger requirement than (12).

Throughout the rest of this work, we always assume that (4), (5) and (7) hold. We have two main purposes. First, we shall observe that the condition (12) is also necessary for the Malthusian behavior (3), and in particular, whenever the latter holds, the principal eigenvalue ρ is always given by the Malthus exponent defined by (11). We shall actually establish an even slightly stronger result.

Theorem 1.1. Suppose that for some ρ ∈ R:

(i) there exist x_1 > 0 and a continuous function f : (0, ∞) → R_+ with compact support and f ≢ 0, such that lim sup t→∞ e^{−ρt}T_tf(x_1) < ∞,

(ii) there exist x_2 > 0 and a continuous function g : (0, ∞) → R_+ with compact support, such that lim inf t→∞ e^{−ρt}T_tg(x_2) > 0.

Then ρ = λ, (12) holds and thus also the Malthusian behavior (3) with (13).

The assumptions in (12) and (14) are given in terms of the Laplace transform L_{x,y} rather than directly in terms of the coefficients c and k as one might have wished, and the second purpose of the present work is to remedy (at least partly) this problem by providing the following simple criterion.

Theorem 1.2. If the Malthus exponent λ defined in (11) and the growth rate c fulfill

lim sup

x→0+

c(x) x < λ and lim sup_{x→∞} c(x) x < λ, (16)

then the exponential convergence (15) holds.

Theorem 1.2 might seem unsatisfactory, as its requirements are not given only in terms of the rates c and k, but also involve the Malthus exponent λ. However, there are simple explicit conditions in terms of c and k only that ensure (16). In particular, it is easily seen that λ > inf_{x>0} c(x)/x when X is recurrent and c is not linear, cf. Proposition 3.4(ii) in [4]. Thus (16) is then fulfilled whenever

lim_{x→0+} c(x) x = lim_{x→∞} c(x) x = inf_{x>0} c(x) x . (17)

In turn, explicit conditions in terms of c and k guarantying recurrence for X are easy to obtain, as we shall further discuss in Section 3.6(i-ii). This yields explicit criteria for (15) that enables us to treat cases than were not covered previously in the literature.

It may be interesting to discuss a bit further Criterion (16). Requesting an upperbound for the growth rate at infinity should not come as a surprise as similar assumptions are made in the literature to prevent the formation of too large particles. For instance, Doumic Jauffret and Gabriel [11] request (among other assumptions) that lim_{x→∞} xK(x)/c(x) = ∞, which forces in our setting lim_{x→∞} c(x)/x = 0 since we also assumed in (5) that the total rate of fragmentation K remains bounded; see Equation (13) in [11], and also Equation (11) in Balagué et al. [1]. On the other hand, imposing an upper-bound for the growth rate at 0+ may be more surprising, as on the contrary, it is often assumed in the literature that the growth for small particles should be strong enough in order to prevent shattering (see notably Equation (11) in [11] and Equation

(10) in [1]). One might be further puzzled by the fact that the fragmentation rate k does not appear explicitly in (16); however, the value of the Malthus exponent λ depends of course both on c and k.

Let us also try to offer a rather informal interpretation of (16). The Feynman- Kac formula provides a representation of the growth-fragmentation semigroup (T_t)_{t≥0} in terms of a weighted particle (X_t, E_t), where X_t is the location of the particle at time t and E_t its weight. The weight thus increases at rate c(x)/x when the particle is located at x, and in this setting, the Malthus exponent λ can be interpreted as the long-time average rate of increase of the weight. Then (16) means that the weight of the particle increases more slowly than on average when the particle is either close to 0 or close to ∞. Informally, the particle has thus a more important contribution to the Feynman- Kac formula when it stays away from 0 and from ∞, that is essentially when it remains confined in a compact interval. And it is precisely for processes staying in compact spaces that exponential ergodicity is expected.

The rest of this article is organized as follows. The two theorems are established in the next two sections, where the main ideas of the proofs are sketched first. We also gather in Section 3.6 miscellaneous comments about Theorem 1.2, notably discussing further the connection with earlier results in the literature.

We conclude this introduction by recalling that the Feynman-Kac functional E defined in (8) is multiplicative, in the sense that for every s, t ≥ 0, there is the identity

E_{t+s} = E_t × (E_s ∘ θ_t),

where E_s ∘ θ_t stands for the functional E_s evaluated for the shifted path X ∘ θ_t = X_{t+·}. In the sequel, this basic property will be often used without specific mentions, notably in combination with the Markov property.

2 Proof of Theorem 1.1

The arguments for proving Theorem 1.1 belong to the same vein as in [4], with the difference that the role of remarkable martingales there is rather played here by supermartingales. Specifically, we shall first establish some properties of the first hitting time H(y) and of its Laplace transform L_{x,y}, which are then applied to introduce supermartingales related to the Feynman-Kac formula. Then we shall use the latter and introduce another one-parameter family of (possibly defective) Markov process Y^{(q)} by probability tilting. This yields a more direct probabilistic representation the growth-fragmentation semigroup, and analyzing the behavior of Y^{(q)} via the regeneration property at return times then readily yields the conclusion.

We start by considering the motion t → x(t) of a Lagrangian particle in the steady flow velocity c, viz. dx(t) = c(x(t))dt, which governs the dynamics of the piecewise deterministic process X between consecutive jump times, and introduce some notation in this setting that will be useful in several parts of this work. For 0 < x < y, denote by s(x, y) the travel time from x to y, that is x(s(x, y)) = y when x(0) = x.

Obviously s(·, ·) decreases in the first variable and increases in the second one. Consider also the event Λ_{x,y} that process X started at x reaches y before making any jump. Since K(z) is the total jump rate when the process is located at z, we have

p(x, y) := P_x(Λ_{x,y}) = exp � − �_{s(x,y)} 0 K(x(t))dt � = exp � − �_y x K(z) c(z) dz � . (18)

This is a positive quantity which increases with x and decreases with y.

We proceed with the following uniform lower-bound for the cumulative distribution functions of first hitting times (9).

Lemma 2.1. For every 0 < a < b, there exists t(a, b) ∈ R_+ such that inf x,y∈[a,b]

P_x(H(y) < t(a, b)) > 0.

Proof. Consider first the process X started from b. The irreducibility assumption (7) ensures that we can find two real numbers q(a, b) ∈ (0, 1) and r(a, b) > 0 such that P_b(H(a) < r(a, b)) > q(a, b).

Next consider the process X started from an arbitrary point x ∈ [a, b]. By focusing on trajectories which first hit b before having any jump, then need an amount of time less than r(a, b) for traveling from b to a, and finally hit y ∈ [a, b] before having any further jump, we deduce from an application of the strong Markov property that there is the lowerbound P_x(H(y) < 2s(a, b) + r(a, b)) > p(a, b)^2q(a, b) > 0.

This proves our claim with t(a, b) = 2s(a, b) + r(a, b).

Next, recall the notation (10) for the Laplace transform L_{x,y}, (11) for the Malthus exponent, and fix x_1 > 0 arbitrarily. Lemma 2.2. For every q ≥ λ, the function ℓ_q : x → L_{x,x1} (q), x > 0, is bounded away from 0 and from ∞ on every compact interval of (0, ∞).

Proof. Let us assume that q > 0, the case when q ≤ 0 being somewhat simpler. We have plainly ℓ_q(x) ≥ v_q(x, x_1) := E_x � e^{−qH(x1)}, H(x_1) < ∞ � . Fix a > 0 arbitrarily small and b > 0 arbitrarily large, with a < x_1 < b. Lemma 2.1 ensures the existence of t(a, b) > 0 and p > 0 such that, for all x, y ∈ [a, b], v_q(x, y) ≥ E_x � e^{−qH(y)}, H(y) < t(a, b) � ≥ pe^{−qt(a,b)}.

A fortiori, inf_{a≤x≤b} ℓ_q(x) > 0.

On the other hand, our assumption q ≥ λ and the very definition (11) entail that L_{x1,x1} (q^′) < 1 for every q^′ > q. Equation (16) in [4] states that then L_{x,x1} (q^′)L_{x1,x}(q^′) < 1 for every x > 0. By right-continuity of the functions L_{x,y}, we have ℓ_q(x) = L_{x,x1} (q) ≤ 1/L_{x1,x}(q), and since L_{x1,x}(q) ≥ v_q(x_1, x) ≥ pe^{−qt(a,b)}, we conclude that sup_{a≤x≤b} ℓ_q(x) < ∞.

Theorem 4.4 in [4], which states that if L_{x,x}(λ) = 1, then the process � e^{−λt}ℓ_λ(X_t)E_t � t≥0 is a martingale, is a cornerstone of the probabilistic approach which is developed there. Here is a version of the latter in terms supermartingales. Lemma 2.3. For every q ≥ λ, the process S^{(q)}_t := e^{−qt}ℓ_q(X_t)E_t, t ≥ 0 is a P_x-supermartingale for every x > 0. Proof. Write N_t := #{0 < s ≤ t : X_s = x_1}, t ≥ 0 for the process which counts the number of visits of X to x_1 as time passes, and R_n := inf{t > 0 : N_t = n}, n ≥ 1 for the instant when X returns to x_1 for the n-th time. Write also (F_t)_{t≥0} for the natural filtration of X and recall that the return times R_n are (F_t)-stopping times. Further, writing G_n := F_{Rn} , we know that for every t ≥ 0, N_t + 1 is a (G_n)-stopping time and the first return to x_1 after time t can be expressed as D_t := inf{s > t : X_s = x_1} = R_{Nt+1}.

On the one hand, we see from the Markov property at time t and the definition of the function ℓ_q in Lemma 2.2 that for every x > 0,

S^{(q)}_t = E_x � e^{−qDt} E_{Dt} 1_{{Dt<∞}} | F_t � = E_x � e^{−qRNt+1} E_{RNt+1} 1_{{RNt+1<∞}} | F_t � . (19)

On the other hand, the strong Markov property and the fact that L_{x1,x1} (q) ≤ 1 (from the definition (11) and our assumption q ≥ λ) entail that for every x > 0,

e^{−qRn} E_{Rn} 1_{{Rn<∞}} , n ≥ 1

is a P_x-supermartingale in the filtration (G_n)_{n≥1}. Since for s ≤ t, N_s + 1 ≤ N_t + 1 are two (G_n)-stopping times, it follows from the optional sampling theorem for nonnegative supermartingales that

E_x � e^{−qRNt+1} E_{RNt+1} 1_{{RNt+1<∞}} | G_{Ns+1} � ≤ e^{−qRNs+1} E_{RNs+1} 1_{{RNs+1<∞}}.

Then on both sides, take the conditional expectation given F_s, which is a sub-algebra of F_{Ds} = G_{Ns+1}. We get from (19) (applied at time s rather than t)

E_x � e^{−qRNt+1} E_{RNt+1} 1_{{RNt+1<∞}} | F_s � ≤ S^{(q)}_s .

We conclude the proof by using once again (19) and the so-called tower property of conditional expectations on the left-hand.

The supermartingale S^{(q)} in Lemma 2.3 enables us to introduce a possibly defective (i.e. possibly with finite lifetime ζ) càdlàg Markov process Y^{(q)} = (Y^{(q)}_t )_{0≤t<ζ} with distribution denoted by P^{(q)} as follows. For every t ≥ 0 and every nonnegative functional F defined on Skorokhod’s space D_{[0,t]} of càdlàg paths ω : [0, t] → (0, ∞), one sets

E^{(q)}_x [F ((Y^{(q)}_s )_{0≤s≤t}), ζ > t] = 1 ℓ_q(x)

E_x [S^{(q)}_t F ((X_s)_{0≤s≤t})], x > 0.

We stress that the distribution of (Y^{(q)}_s )_{0≤s≤t} under the conditional law P^{(q)}_x (· | ζ > t) is absolutely continuous with respect to that (X_s)_{0≤s≤t} under P_x, and as a consequence, Y^{(q)} inherits irreducibility from (7).

Lemma 2.4. (i) Suppose that the assumption (i) of Theorem 1.1 holds. Then ρ ≥ λ. (ii) Suppose further that the assumption (ii) of Theorem 1.1 also holds, and set Y := Y^{(ρ)}. Then there exists b > 0 and s > 0 sufficiently large, such that

lim inf t→∞ P^{(ρ)}_b (Y_r = b for some r ∈ [t, t + s]) > 0.

Proof. (i) Suppose ρ < λ and pick any q ∈ (ρ, λ). On the one hand, since q > ρ, assumption (i) of Theorem 1.1 entails that

�_∞ 0 e^{−qt}T_tf(x_1)dt < ∞

for some x_1 > 0 and some continuous function f : (0, ∞) → R_+ with f ≢ 0. On the other hand, as q < λ, we have L_{x1,x1} (q) ≥ 1, and the assertion above contradicts Proposition 3.3 in [4].

(ii) Thanks to (i), we may now take q = ρ. Note from the very definition of Y that the Feynman-Kac formula (8) can be translated as follows: for every x > 0 and every continuous and compactly supported function f : (0, ∞) → R, there is the identity e^{−ρt} xℓ(x)

T_tf(x) = E^{(ρ)}_x � f(Y_t) Y_tℓ(Y_t)

, ζ > t � , (20)

with ℓ := ℓ_ρ. Combining this with assumption (ii) of Theorem 1.1 and the fact that, thanks to Lemma 2.2, ℓ remains bounded away from 0 on compact intervals of (0, ∞), we deduce that lim inf t→∞ P^{(ρ)}_{x2} (Y_t ∈ [a, b], ζ > t) > 0, (21) for any 0 < a < b such that Supp(g) ⊆ [a, b].

On the other hand, recall the notation from the first paragraph in the proof of Lemma 2.1, and for every x ∈ [a, b], consider the probability p^{(ρ)}(x) that process Y started at x reaches b at time s(x, b), before dying or making any jump. The obvious bound S^{(ρ)}_t ≥ ℓ(X_t) exp(−ρ^+t) (where ρ^+ stands for the positive part of ρ) yields

p^{(ρ)}(x) = 1 ℓ(x)

E_x � S^{(ρ)}_{s(x,b)}, X has no jump before time s(x, b) �

≥ ℓ(b) ℓ(x) exp � −ρ^+s(x, b) � p(x, b) ≥ ℓ(b) sup_{[a,b]} ℓ exp � −ρ^+s(a, b) � p(a, b).

Again by Lemma 2.2 and the first paragraph in the proof of Lemma 2.1, the right-hand above is positive, hence inf_{[a,b]} p^{(ρ)} > 0.

We now see from the Markov property of Y that

P^{(ρ)}_{x2} (Y_r = b for some r ∈ [t, t + s(a, b)]) ≥ inf_{[a,b]} p^{(ρ)} × P^{(ρ)}_{x2} (Y_t ∈ [a, b], ζ > t),

and then, combining with (21), that lim inf t→∞ P^{(ρ)}_{x2} (Y_r = b for some r ∈ [t, t + s(a, b)]) > 0.

Recalling that Y is irreducible and applying the strong Markov property at time H_Y (b) completes the proof.

We readily deduce from Lemma 2.4 the following Corollary 2.5. Under the assumptions (i) and (ii) of Theorem 1.1, the Markov process Y = Y^{(ρ)} is point-recurrent and positive, that is E_x (H_Y (y)) < ∞ for every x, y > 0, where H_Y (y) := inf{t ∈ (0, ζ) : Y_t = y} stands for the first hitting time of y by the process Y , with the usual convention that inf ∅ = ∞.

Proof. We start by observing from Lemma 2.4(ii), the irreducibility of Y , and an application of the strong Markov property at time H_Y (b) that b must be a recurrent state for Y , i.e.

P_b(H_Y (b) < ∞) = 1.

By the strong Markov property at return times, the set of passage times at b, {t ≥ 0 : Y_t = b} is regenerative, i.e. it can be expressed as the set of partial sums of a sequence of independent copies of the variable H_Y (b). Its so-called renewal function is given by

U(t) := E_b (Card{r ≤ t : Y_r = b}) , t ≥ 0,

and the elementary renewal theorem shows that

lim_{t→∞} t^{−1}U(t) = 1/E_b (H_Y (b)).

Again from an application of the strong Markov property at the first hitting time of b under P^{(ρ)}_{x2} , we easily see that for every s > 0, there is the lower bound

lim_{t→∞} t^{−1}U(t) ≥ s^{−1} lim inf_{t→∞} P^{(ρ)}_{x2} (Y_r = b for some r ∈ [t, t + s]) ,

and we now can deduce from Lemma 2.4(ii) that E_b (H_Y (b)) < ∞. Since Y is irreducible, the conclusion of the statement follows.

We now have all the ingredients needed to prove Theorem 1.1. Indeed, Corollary 2.5 implies that under the assumptions (i) and (ii) of Theorem 1.1, Y cannot be defective, i.e. P^{(ρ)}_x (ζ = ∞) = 1. That is, equivalently, E_x (S^{(ρ)}_t ) = ℓ(x) for all t ≥ 0, and since a supermartingale with a constant expectation must be a martingale, S^{(ρ)} is a P_xmartingale for every x > 0.

Then, point-recurrence for Y gives for every x > 0

1 = lim_{t→∞} P^{(ρ)}_x (H_Y (x) ≤ t) = lim_{t→∞} 1 ℓ(x)

E_x [S^{(ρ)}_t , H(x) ≤ t].

On the other hand, the martingale property of S^{(ρ)} under P_x and the optional sampling theorem yield

E_x [S^{(ρ)}_t , H(x) ≤ t] = E_x [S^{(ρ)}_{H(x)}, H(x) ≤ t] = ℓ(x)E_x [e^{−ρH(x)}E_{H(x)}, H(x) ≤ t].

We deduce by monotone convergence that

L_{x,x}(ρ) = E_x [e^{−ρH(x)}E_{H(x)}, H(x) < ∞] = 1,

which implies both that λ = ρ and the first condition in (12) holds.

We now see that the function ℓ = ℓ_ρ = ℓ_λ here is the same as that in Section 4 of [4], the martingale S^{(ρ)} coincides with the martingale M there, and finally, the Markov process Y here is the same as that in Section 5 of [4]. Recall from Corollary 2.5 that Y is positive recurrent, and we conclude from Lemma 5.2(i) in [4] that the right-derivative of the Laplace transform L_{x,x}(·) at λ is necessarily finite, which is the second condition in (12). The proof of Theorem 1.1 is now completed.

3 Proof of Theorem 1.2

Our goal in this section is to check that, when the assumptions of Theorem 1.2 are fulfilled, then (14) holds, as the exponential convergence then follows from Theorem 1.1 in [4]. This will be achieved in three main steps.

To start with, we work on a compact interval [a, b], where 0 < a < b are given, and consider the first exit-time

σ(a, b) := inf{t > 0 : X_t ∉ [a, b]}.

We first discuss irreducibility for the process killed when exiting from [a, b], which is a necessary preamble for the rest of our analysis. We then verify that the Krein-Rutman theorem can be applied in this compact setting, by analyzing the trajectories of X. This yields a principal eigenvalue ρ_{a,b} for the system where particles are killed when exiting [a, b], and a corresponding positive eigenfunction h_{a,b}. We then construct useful martingales from the latter, which in turn will enable us to compute certain expectations by application of optional sampling.

For the next step, we fix the lower-boundary point a small enough (respectively, the upper-boundary point b large enough), and let b tend to ∞ (respectively, a tend to 0+). We shall establish the existence of λ_a < λ and a non-degenerate function g_a : [a, ∞) → R_+ (respectively, λ^b < λ and g^b : (0, b] → R_+ ) such that the process g_a(X_t)E_te^{−λat}1_{{t<σ(a,∞)}} (respectively, g^b(X_t)E_te^{−λbt}1_{{t<H(b)}}) is a supermartingale.

Finally, (14) is established by putting the pieces together. In short, we pick a large enough interval [a, b], q < λ close enough to λ, decompose the excursion of the process away from its starting point at certain first-exit times, and estimate the various pieces using the preceding steps.

3.1 Irreducibility in compact intervals

We start by addressing the slightly technical question of irreducibility. Even though X has been assumed to be irreducible, it may happen that for some 0 < a < b, there exist two states x < y both in (a, b) such that no path of X started from y can reach x without exiting first from [a, b]. Recall however that the probability that X started from x follows the flow velocity without having jumps until it reaches y is always positive, so the problem can only arise when the starting point is larger than the target. When this occurs, the process killed at time σ(a, b) is then no longer irreducible, and this creates an obstacle for our analysis.

We call an interval (a, b) with 0 < a < b good, if the process killed at time σ(a, b) remains irreducible, that is if

P_x(H(y) < σ(a, b)) > 0 for all x, y ∈ (a, b). (22)

We now argue that we can always find good intervals (a, b) with a > 0 as small as we wish and b as large as we wish.

Lemma 3.1. For every ε ∈ (0, 1), there exists a good interval (a, b) with a < ε and b > 1/ε.

Proof. Consider any β > 0 such that total jump rate K(β) > 0, and then any α < β such that the right-neighborhood of α belongs to the support of k̄(β, ·), i.e.

�_x

α k̄(β, y)dy > 0 for all x > α. Thanks to (5), the same still holds when we replace β by any β^′ < β close enough to β, and using again the fact that on any finite time interval, the probability that X follows the flow velocity without having jump is positive, we now readily see that (22) holds for a = α and b = β.

Such intervals (α, β) form a covering of (0, ∞), as otherwise, the assumption of irreducibility (7) would fail. There thus exists a finite covering of the compact interval [ε, 1/ε], say {(α_i, β_i) : i = 1, . . . , n}, and it is then easy to check from the strong Markov property that a = min α_i and b = max β_i fulfill the requirements of the statement.

3.2 Applying the Krein-Rutman theorem in a compact interval

We next consider the Banach space C_0[a, b) of continuous functions f : [a, b] → R with f(b) = 0, endowed with the usual norm ‖f‖ = sup_{x∈[a,b)} |f(x)|. The reason for imposing f(b) = 0 is that the two boundary points the interval [a, b] have a different status for the Markov process killed at time σ(a, b). Specifically, a is an entrance boundary, in the sense that the process started at a then stays in [a, b] for a strictly positive amount of time P_a-a.s., whereas b is an exit boundary, meaning that the process started at b leaves [a, b] instantaneously P_b-a.s. We do not assume right now that the interval (a, b) is good, but this assumption will of course be essential in a later part of our analysis.

Recall our assumption (4) and define q_c := 1 + sup_{x>0} c(x)/x, so that

E_te^{−tqc} ≤ e^{−t} for all t ≥ 0.

We introduce for every bounded measurable function f : [a, b] → R

U_{a,b}f(x) := E_x

�_{σ(a,b)} 0 f(X_t)E_te^{−tqc} dt � , x ∈ [a, b].

Lemma 3.2. The operator U_{a,b} maps C_0[a, b) into itself. More precisely the family of functions {U_{a,b}f : ‖f‖ ≤ 1} is equicontinuous.

Proof. We first note that U_{a,b}f(b) = 0 (since σ(a, b) = 0, P_b-a.s.), and also that U_{a,b} is a contraction, i.e. ‖U_{a,b}f‖ ≤ ‖f‖. Then recall that for 0 < x < y, s(x, y) denotes the travel time from x to y for a Lagrangian particle driven by the flow velocity c, and that Λ_{x,y} stands for the event that X starts from x and reaches y before making any jump. Observe that on that event, we have

ln E_{s(x,y)} =

�_{s(x,y)} 0 c(x(s)) x(s) ds = ln y − ln x.

Take a ≤ x < y ≤ b. By decomposing the trajectory at time s(x, y) and applying the Markov property on the event Λ_{x,y}, we now easily see that for every f with ‖f‖ ≤ 1, there is the inequality

|U_{a,b}f(x) − U_{a,b}f(y)| ≤ 2(1 − P_x(Λ_{x,y})) + s(x, y) + � � � � y x e^{−qcs(x,y)} − 1 � � � � . On the one hand, (18) shows that 1 − P_x(Λ_{x,y}) converges to 0 as y − x → 0+, uniformly for a ≤ x < y ≤ b. On the other hand, it is easily checked that the same holds for s(x, y) (because the flow velocity c is bounded away from 0 on [a, b]). This entails that sup x,y∈[a,b],|y−x|<ε

|U_{a,b}f(x) − U_{a,b}f(y)| → 0 as ε → 0+,

uniformly for f with ‖f‖ ≤ 1, and our claim is proven.

The subspace C^+_0 [a, b) of nonnegative functions in C_0[a, b) is a reproducing cone, that is C^+_0 [a, b) is a closed convex set which is stable by multiplication by nonnegative constants, and f = f^+ − f^− is a decomposition of a generic function f ∈ C_0[a, b) as the difference of two functions in C^+_0 [a, b). We stress that, due to the 0 boundary condition at b, the interior of C^+_0 [a, b) is empty and C^+_0 [a, b) is not a solid cone.

It follows from Lemma 3.2 by the Arzelà-Ascoli theorem that the operator U_{a,b} is compact. Obviously, it is also positive, i.e. maps the cone C^+_0 [a, b) into itself. However, since C^+_0 [a, b) is not a solid cone, U_{a,b} is not strongly positive, and in order to apply the Krein-Rutman theorem to U_{a,b}, we thus still need to establish positivity of its spectral radius.

Lemma 3.3. For every good interval (a, b), the spectral radius r(a, b) of U_{a,b} is positive.

Proof. Let U^n_{a,b} denote the n-th power of U_{a,b}, so that by Gelfand’s formula,

r(a, b) = lim_{n→∞} sup{‖U^n_{a,b}f‖^{1/n} : f ∈ C_0[a, b), ‖f‖ ≤ 1}.

Take any a^′ < b^′ in (a, b) and consider the function f ∈ C^+_0 [a, b) with ‖f‖ = 1, such that f ≡ 1 on [a, a^′], f ≡ 0 on [b^′, b], and f(x) = (b^′ − x)/(b^′ − a^′) for x ∈ [a^′, b^′]. Since (a, b) is good, P_b′ (H(a^′) < σ(a, b)) > 0, and it follows from the strong Markov property applied at time H(a^′) that

U_{a,b}f(b^′) ≥ E_b′ � E_{H(a}′_)e^{−qcH(a′)}, H(a^′) < σ(a, b) � U_{a,b}f(a^′) > 0.

For every x ∈ [a, b^′], by focusing on the event Λ_{x,b}′ where trajectories follow the steady flow velocity c until the hitting time of b^′ without having any jump, and then applying the strong Markov property at time H(b^′), we get the lowerbound

U_{a,b}f(x) ≥ b^′ x exp(−q_cs(x, b^′))P_x(Λ_{x,b}′ )U_{a,b}f(b^′).

Then, plainly, inf_{a≤x≤b′} U_{a,b}f(x) ≥ γ := exp(−q_cs(a, b^′))P_a(Λ_{a,b}′ )U_{a,b}f(b^′) > 0, and therefore we have U_{a,b}f(x) ≥ γf(x) for all x ∈ [a, b]. Since U_{a,b} is a positive operator, we conclude from Gelfand’s formula that γ is a lowerbound for the spectral radius, and a fortiori r(a, b) > 0.

We have now checked all the requirements for the Krein-Rutman theorem (see, e.g. Chapter 6 in Deimling [8]), which asserts that the spectral radius r(a, b) is then an eigenvalue of the operator U_{a,b} and also of the dual operator U^∗_{a,b}, and that the corresponding eigenfunctions can be chosen positive. In this direction, recall from the Riesz-Markov representation theorem that any linear functional on C_0[a, b) which is positive (in the sense that it maps C^+_0 [a, b) into R_+ ), can be represented by a finite Borel measure on [a, b] that has no atom at b. Plainly, the dual operator U^∗_{a,b} maps any such measure, say m, to another finite measure U^∗_{a,b}m on [a, b] without atom at b, via the identity ⟨U^∗_{a,b}m, f⟩ = ⟨m, U_{a,b}f⟩ for all f ∈ C^+_0 [a, b).

This is the first milestone for the proof of Theorem 1.2, and we record it for future use. Proposition 3.4. Let (a, b) be a good interval. Then there exist a function h_{a,b} ∈ C^+_0 [a, b) with h_{a,b}(x) > 0 for every x ∈ [a, b) and a finite measure ν_{a,b} on [a, b] with ν_{a,b}({b}) = 0, such that ⟨ν_{a,b}, h_{a,b}⟩ = 1 , U_{a,b}h_{a,b} = r(a, b)h_{a,b} , and U^∗_{a,b}ν_{a,b} = r(a, b)ν_{a,b}.

Proof. We are only left with the proof of the positivity assertion for h_{a,b} on [a, b). But this immediately follows from the irreducibility (22), the identity

h_{a,b}(x) = r(a, b)^{−1}E_x

�_{σ(a,b)} 0 h_{a,b}(X_t)E_te^{−tqc} dt � , and the fact that h_{a,b} ∈ C^+_0 [a, b) is not identically 0.

Proposition 3.4 enables us to introduce the following useful martingale. Lemma 3.5. Set ρ_{a,b} := q_c − 1/r(a, b). The process M_{a,b}(t) := 1_{{t<σ(a,b)}}h_{a,b}(X_t)E_te^{−tρa,b} , t ≥ 0 is a P_x-martingale for every x ∈ [a, b].

Proof. Recall that (F_t)_{t≥0} denotes the natural filtration of X. By the Markov property, we can express the martingale

M_t := E_x

�_{σ(a,b)} 0 h_{a,b}(X_s)E_se^{−sqc} ds | F_t �

as M_t =

�_{t∧σ(a,b)} 0 h_{a,b}(X_s)E_se^{−sqc} ds + 1_{{t<σ(a,b)}}E_te^{−tqc} U_{a,b}h_{a,b}(X_t).

From the identity U_{a,b}h_{a,b} = r(a, b)h_{a,b} and stochastic calculus, we deduce that

M_{a,b}(t) = M_{a,b}(0) + 1 r(a, b)

�_t 0 e^{−sqc} dM_s,

and the stochastic integral in the right-hand side is a P_x-martingale.

We now arrive at a second milestone of the proof of Theorem 1.2. Proposition 3.6. Take any good interval (a, b). Then for all x, y ∈ (a, b), there is the identity E_x � E_{H(y)}e^{−ρa,bH(y)}, H(y) < σ(a, b) � = h_{a,b}(x)/h_{a,b}(y).

Proof. Perhaps, it could be tempting to try to derive the statement from Lemma 3.5 by an application of optional sampling to the martingale M_{a,b} and the stopping time H(y). Note however that this would not be legitimate as the latter is not bounded and the martingale M_{a,b} is not uniformly integrable.

We use the martingale M_{a,b} to introduce a new Markov process (Z_t)_{t≥0} on [a, b) with law P^{(a,b)}_x , by setting

E^{(a,b)}_x [F ((Z_s)_{0≤s≤t})] = 1 h_{a,b}(x)

E_x [M_{a,b}(t)F ((X_s)_{0≤s≤t})],

where F stands for a generic nonnegative functional defined on Skorokhod’s space D_{[0,t]}. Recall Proposition 3.4 and consider the probability measure m_{a,b}(dx) := h_{a,b}(x)ν_{a,b}(dx) on [a, b). We claim that m_{a,b} is a stationary distribution for Z. In this direction, define first for every bounded measurable function f : [a, b) → R and every q > 0

V^qf(x) := E_x

�_{σ(a,b)} 0 f(X_t)E_te^{−(q+qc)t}dt � , x ∈ [a, b].

In particular, V^0 = U_{a,b} and the resolvent equation reads V^q = U_{a,b} − qU_{a,b}V^q. With this notation at hand, and recalling from Lemma 3.5 that ρ_{a,b} = q_c − 1/r(a, b), we have

E^{(a,b)}_{ma,b}

�_∞ 0 e^{−qt}f(Z_t)dt � = E_{νa,b}

�_{σ(a,b)} 0 e^{−(q+qc−1/r(a,b))t}f(X_t)h_{a,b}(X_t)E_tdt �

= ⟨ν_{a,b}, V^{q−1/r(a,b)}(fh_{a,b})⟩ = ⟨ν_{a,b}, U_{a,b}(fh_{a,b})⟩ − (q − 1/r(a, b))⟨ν_{a,b}, U_{a,b}V^{q−1/r(a,b)}(fh_{a,b})⟩ = r(a, b)⟨ν_{a,b}, fh_{a,b}⟩ − (r(a, b)q − 1)⟨ν_{a,b}, V^{q−1/r(a,b)}(fh_{a,b})⟩, where we used the resolvent equation at the third line, and that U^∗_{a,b}ν_{a,b} = r(a, b)ν_{a,b} at the fourth. This yields

E^{(a,b)}_{ma,b}

�_∞ 0 e^{−qt}f(Z_t)dt � = q^{−1}⟨ν_{a,b}, fh_{a,b}⟩ = q^{−1}⟨m_{a,b}, f⟩, showing that indeed m_{a,b} is a stationary law for Z.

Plainly, Z inherits irreducibility from (22). Further, just as X, its trajectories have only negative jumps and increase between two consecutive jumps times. The existence of a stationary law then easily implies point recurrence, so that for all x, y ∈ (a, b), in the obvious notation,

1 = lim_{t→∞} P^{(a,b)}_x (H_Z (y) ≤ t) = lim_{t→∞} 1 h_{a,b}(x)

E_x [M_{a,b}(t), H(y) ≤ t ∧ σ(a, b)] = h_{a,b}(y) h_{a,b}(x) lim_{t→∞} E_x [E_{H(y)}e^{−ρa,bH(y)}, H(y) ≤ t ∧ σ(a, b)],

where the last equality stems from Lemma 3.5 and Doob’s optional sampling theorem. By monotone convergence, this proves that E_x � E_{H(y)}e^{−ρa,bH(y)}, H(y) < σ(a, b) � = h_{a,b}(x) h_{a,b}(y) .

Proposition 3.6 enables us to compare the eigenvalues ρ_{a,b} for nested good intervals, and also with the Malthus exponent λ. Lemma 3.7. We have:

(i) Let (a, b) and (a^′, b^′) two good intervals with a < a^′ < b^′ < b. Then ρ_a′_{,b}′ < ρ_{a,b} < λ.

(ii) λ = sup{ρ_{a,b} : (a, b) is a good interval}.

Proof. (i) Since σ(a^′, b^′) ≤ σ(a, b) and the inequality is strict with positive P_x-probability for any x ∈ [a^′, b^′], it follows from Proposition 3.6 that

E_x � E_{H(x)}e^{−ρa′,b′ H(x)}, H(x) < σ(a, b) � > 1 = E_x � E_{H(x)}e^{−ρa,bH(x)}, H(x) < σ(a, b) � . This forces ρ_a′_{,b}′ < ρ_{a,b}. Similarly,

E_x (E_{H(x)}e^{−λH(x)}, H(x) < σ(a, b)) < E_x (E_{H(x)}e^{−λH(x)}, H(x) < ∞) ≤ 1, where the second inequality follows from the right-continuity of the Laplace transform L_{x,x} and the definition (11) of the Malthus exponent. This yields ρ_{a,b} < λ.

(ii) Set ρ̄ := sup{ρ_{a,b} : (a, b) is a good interval}. Then, by monotone convergence and Lemma 3.1, we have E_x � E_{H(x)}e^{−ρ̄H(x)}, H(x) < ∞ � = sup{E_x � E_{H(x)}e^{−ρ̄H(x)}, H(x) < σ(a, b) � : (a, b) is a good interval} ≤ sup{E_x � E_{H(x)}e^{−ρa,bH(x)}, H(x) < σ(a, b) � : (a, b) is a good interval}, showing that L_{x,x}(ρ̄) ≤ 1. Hence ρ̄ ≥ λ, and the converse inequality follows from (i).

3.3 Letting the upper-boundary point go to ∞

Next, for a > 0, we write σ(a, ∞) = lim_{b→∞} σ(a, b) = inf{t > 0 : X_t < a} for the first passage time below the level a and state the main result of this sub-section: Proposition 3.8. Assume lim sup_{x→∞} c(x)/x < λ. Then the following hold:

(i) There exists a good interval (a, b) such that sup_{x≥b} c(x)/x < ρ_{a,b}. (ii) For every b^′ ∈ (a, b) with sup_{x≥b}′ c(x)/x ≤ ρ_{a,b}, there exists λ_a ∈ [ρ_{a,b}, λ) with E_b′ � E_{H(b}′_)e^{−λaH(b′)}, H(b^′) < σ(a, ∞) � = 1.

Proof. (i) We first use Lemma 3.7 and the assumption that lim sup_{x→∞} c(x)/x < λ to find a good interval (α, β) with lim sup_{x→∞} c(x)/x < ρ_{α,β}. Then consider γ := sup{x > 0 : c(x)/x ≥ ρ_{α,β}} < ∞, and choose a good interval (a, b) with 0 < a < α and b > β ∨ γ. By Lemma 3.7(i), we have then ρ_{a,b} > ρ_{α,β} , and a fortiori c(x)/x < ρ_{a,b} for all x ≥ b.

(ii) Consider the convex and nonincreasing function Φ : R → (0, ∞] defined by Φ(q) := E_b′ � E_{H(b}′_)e^{−qH(b′)}, H(b^′) < σ(a, ∞) � . Clearly from (10) and (11), Φ(λ) < L_b′_{,b}′ (λ) ≤ 1, and we now check that Φ(ρ_{a,b}) ∈ [1, ∞). This will entail our claim, by taking for λ_a the unique solution to Φ(q) = 1.

The lower bound should be plain from Proposition 3.6; indeed^1 Φ(ρ_{a,b}) ≥ E_b′ � E_{H(b}′_)e^{−ρa,bH(b′)}, H(b^′) < σ(a, b) � = 1.

On the other hand, recall that the process started from b^′ first stays in [b^′, ∞) until it eventually makes a jump across b^′ at time σ(b^′, ∞), and then stays in (0, b^′) until it eventually hits b^′ for the first time at the instant H(b^′). Recall that sup_{x≥b}′ c(x)/x ≤ ρ_{a,b}, which ensures that E_{σ(b}′_{,∞)}e^{−ρa,bσ(b′,∞)} ≤ 1. An application of the strong Markov property at time σ(b^′, ∞) then enables us to bound Φ(ρ_{a,b}) from above by � [a,b^′)

E_x � E_{H(b}′_)e^{−ρa,bH(b′)}, H(b^′) < σ(a, b) � P_b′ (X_{σ(b}′_{,∞)} ∈ dx, σ(b^′, ∞) < ∞) = � [a,b^′)

h_{a,b}(x) h_{a,b}(b^′)

P_b′ (X_{σ(b}′_{,∞)} ∈ dx, σ(b^′, ∞) < ∞),

where the equality is seen from Proposition 3.6. Since h_{a,b} is bounded and h_{a,b}(b^′) > 0, we conclude that Φ(ρ_{a,b}) < ∞.

1 We point out that this inequality may actually be an equality, as it may happen that the events {H(b^′) < σ(a, b)} and {H(b^′) < σ(a, ∞)} coincide P_b′ -a.s. Specifically, irreducibility may fail for the process X killed when crossing the level a, and it can occur that once the process X becomes larger than b, it can no longer visit b^′ without exiting first from [a, ∞). Nonetheless, irreducibility will not be an issue in this subsection.

In turn, Proposition 3.8(ii) yields another remarkable martingale.

Corollary 3.9. Under the same assumptions and notation as in Proposition 3.8, introduce the function

g_a(x) := E_x � E_{H(b}′_)e^{−λaH(b′ )}, H(b^′) < σ(a, ∞) � , x ≥ a.

Then the process M_a(t) := g_a(X_t)E_te^{−λat}1_{{t<σ(a,∞)}}, t ≥ 0

is a P_x-martingale for all x ∈ [a, ∞).

Proof. Since g_a(b^′) = 1 by the very definition of λ_a in Proposition 3.8, the claim follows from the same argument as in the proof of Theorem 4.4 of [4].

3.4 Letting the lower-boundary point go to 0

We now rather fix the upper-boundary point b and let the lower-boundary point a tend to 0, and develop results similar to those of the preceding sub-section. Some arguments and statements need to be adapted to that case, other simply work just as well. Beware in particular that the notation λ^b below refers to a quantity that depends on the upperboundary point b, and not to the Malthus exponent raised to the power b. Note also that due to the absence of positive jumps, the identity lim_{a→0} σ(a, b) = H(b) holds P_x-a.s. for all x < b.

Proposition 3.10. Assume lim sup_{x→0} c(x)/x < λ. Then the following hold:

(i) There exist a good interval (a, b) such that sup_{x≤a} c(x)/x < ρ_{a,b}. (ii) For every a^′ ∈ (a, b) with sup_{x≤a}′ c(x)/x ≤ ρ_{a,b} and every b^{′′} ∈ (a^′, b) sufficiently close to b, there exists then λ^b < λ with

E_a′ � E_{H(a}′_)e^{−λbH(a′)}, H(a^′) < H(b^{′′}) � ∈ (0, 1].

Proof. (i) The argument is just the same as in Proposition 3.8(i).

(ii) The irreducibility (22) entails that P_a′ (H(a^′) < H(b^{′′})) > 0 provided that b^{′′} ∈ (a^′, b) is chosen close enough to b. Then consider the convex and nonincreasing function Ψ : R → (0, ∞] defined by

Ψ(q) := E_a′ � E_{H(a}′_)e^{−qH(a′ )}, H(a^′) < H(b^{′′}) � . Since ρ_{a,b} < λ by Lemma 3.7, we may pick r ∈ (ρ_{a,b}, λ). We shall check that Ψ(r) < ∞ and our claim then follows. Indeed, if actually Ψ(r) ≤ 1 then we simply take λ^b = r. Otherwise, since we have always Ψ(λ) < L_a′_{,a}′ (λ) ≤ 1, the equation Ψ(q) = 1 has a unique solution λ^b ∈ (r, λ).

On the event H(a^′) < H(b^{′′}), the process started from a^′ first stays in [a^′, b^{′′}] until it makes a jump across a^′ at time σ(a^′, b^{′′}), and then stays in (0, a^′) until it eventually hits a^′ for the first time at the instant H(a^′). Since sup_{x≤a′} c(x)/x ≤ ρ_{a,b} < r,

on the event that H(a^′) < H(b^{′′}), there is the inequality E_{H(a}′_)e^{−rH(a′ )} ≤ E_{σ(a}′_{,b}′′_)e^{−rσ(a′ ,b′′)}.

We have therefore

E_a′ � E_{H(a}′_)e^{−rH(a′ )}, H(a^′) < H(b^{′′}) � ≤ E_a′ � E_{σ(a}′_{,b}′′_)e^{−rσ(a′ ,b′′)}, H(a^′) < H(b^{′′}) �

= E_a′ � � � t≥0 E_te^{−rt}1_{{t≤σ(a}′_{,b}′′_{),Xt<a}′_} � �

= E_a′

�_{σ(a′ ,b′′)} 0 E_te^{−rt}

�_{a′} 0 k̄(X_{t−}, y)dy � dt �

≤ ‖K‖E_a′

�_{σ(a′ ,b′′)} 0 E_te^{−rt}dt � , where the third line stems from the fact that the predictable compensator of the jump process of X is k̄(X_{t−}, y)dydt, and on the last line, ‖K‖ = sup_{x>0} K(x) is the maximal jump rate.

We then write δ := r − ρ_{a,b} > 0 and use the inequality

E_a′ � E_te^{−rt}, t < σ(a^′, b^{′′}) � ≤ e^{−δt} min_{[a}′_{,b}′′_] h_{a,b}

E_a′ � E_te^{−ρa,bt}h_{a,b}(X_t), t < σ(a, b) �

= e^{−δt} h_{a,b}(a^′) min_{[a}′_{,b}′′_] h_{a,b} , where the equality is seen from Lemma 3.5. Since min_{[a}′_{,b}′′_] h_{a,b} > 0 by Proposition 3.4, we now get that �_∞ 0 E_a′ � E_te^{−rt}1_{{t<σ(a}′_{,b}′′_{)}} � dt < ∞, which entails our claim.

Proposition 3.10(ii) enables us to repeat the argument for the proof of Lemma 2.3, and this yields the following weak analog of Corollary 3.9.

Corollary 3.11. Notation and assumptions are as in Proposition 3.10. For 0 < x < b^{′′}, we consider g^b(x) := E_x � E_{H(a}′_)e^{−λbH(a′ )}, H(a^′) < H(b^{′′}) � . The process S^b(t) := g^b(X_t)E_te^{−λbt}1_{{t<H(b}′′_{)}}, t ≥ 0.

is then a P_x-supermartingale for every 0 < x < b^{′′}.

We have now completed all the preliminary steps needed to establish Theorem 1.2.

3.5 Proof of (14)

We first pick two good intervals (a, b) and (a^′, b^′) with 0 < a < a^′ < b^′ < b sufficiently large such that sup (0,a^′ ]∪[b^′,∞)

c(x)/x < ρ_{a,b}

(recall that this is indeed possible, thanks to Lemma 3.7 and the assumptions of Theorem 1.2). The irreducibility of the process killed when exiting from [a, b] shows that provided we choose b^{′′} ∈ (b^′, b) close enough to b, then P_b′ (H(a^′) < H(b^{′′})) > 0. Next, in the notation introduced in Proposition 3.8 and Proposition 3.10, take any max{ρ_{a,b}, λ_a, λ^b} < q < λ. In particular,

c(x)/x < q for all x ∈ (0, a^′] ∪ [b^′, ∞).

We shall prove that (14) holds with x = b^′. We thus let the process start from b^′ and split the excursion interval (0, H(b^′)) at times σ(b^′, ∞) and σ(a^′, ∞). Recall that σ(b^′, ∞) is the first instant when X jumps across b^′, so plainly σ(b^′, ∞) ≤ σ(a^′, ∞) P_b′ - a.s., and these two first-exit times may coincide with positive probability. Because X stays in [b^′, ∞) until time σ(b^′, ∞), we have

E_{σ(b}′_{,∞)}e^{−qσ(b′ ,∞)} ≤ 1 P_b′ -a.s.,

and we see from the strong Markov property that (14) will follow from

sup_{x≤b′} E_x � E_{H(b}′_)e^{−qH(b′)}, H(b^′) < ∞ � < ∞. (23)

First consider the case x ≤ a^′. The process started from x stays in (0, a^′] until time H(a^′), thus E_{H(a}′_)e^{−qH(a′ )} ≤ 1 P_x-a.s., and therefore we have, again from the strong Markov property,

E_x � E_{H(b}′_)e^{−qH(b′)}, H(b^′) < ∞ � ≤ E_a′ � E_{H(b}′_)e^{−qH(b′)}, H(b^′) < ∞ � . In the notation of Corollary 3.11, Proposition 3.10(ii) ensures that g^b(a^′) ∈ (0, 1], and since b^{′′} has been chosen such that P_b′ (H(a^′) < H(b^{′′})) > 0, we have also g^b(b^′) > 0. We now deduce from the optional sampling theorem applied to the supermartingale S^b in Corollary 3.11 and the stopping time H(b^′) < H(b^{′′}), that the right-hand side above is bounded by g^b(a^′)/g^b(b^′), and hence

sup_{x≤a′} E_x � E_{H(b}′_)e^{−qH(b′)}, H(b^′) < ∞ � ≤ g^b(a^′) g^b(b^′)

< ∞. (24)

Next, we consider the case x ∈ (a^′, b^′], and distinguish whether the process exits from [a^′, b^′] through the upper or the lower boundary. On the one hand, Lemma 3.5 and the optional sampling theorem readily yield for every x ∈ [a^′, b^′]:

E_x � E_{H(b}′_)e^{−qH(b′)}, H(b^′) < σ(a, b) � ≤ h_{a,b}(x) h_{a,b}(b^′) , and a fortiori sup a^′≤x≤b^′

E_x � E_{H(b}′_)e^{−qH(b′)}, H(b^′) ≤ σ(a^′, b^′) � ≤ max_{[a}′_{,b}′_] h_{a,b}

h_{a,b}(b^′)

< ∞.

On the other hand, the same argument as in the proof of Proposition 3.10(ii) shows that for every x ∈ [a^′, b^′]:

E_x � E_{σ(a}′_{,b}′_)e^{−qσ(a′ ,b′)}, σ(a^′, b^′) < H(b^′) � = E_x � � � t≥0 E_te^{−qt}1_{{t≤σ(a}′_{,b}′_{),Xt<a}′_} � �

≤ ‖K‖E_x

�_{σ(a′ ,b′)} 0 E_te^{−qt}dt �

≤ ‖K‖h_{a,b}(x) δ min_{[a}′_{,b}′_] h_{a,b} , where δ = q − ρ_a′_{,b}′ > 0 and ‖K‖ is the maximal jump rate. Combining this with (24) and the strong Markov property, we conclude that sup a^′≤x≤b^′

E_x � E_{H(b}′_)e^{−qH(b′)}, σ(a^′, b^′) < H(b^′) < ∞ � < ∞.

This completes the proof of (14), and thus of Theorem 1.1.

3.6 Miscellaneous comments about (16)

(i) We have argued in the Introduction that (16) yields the more explicit criterion (17) when X is recurrent, and we now discuss simple conditions in terms of the growth and fragmentation rates that ensure recurrence. Since X is irreducible and its trajectories have no positive jumps, point-recurrence can only fail if sample paths converge either to 0 or to ∞ a.s., which can easily be impeded by Fostertype conditions (see for instance [15] and [13] for general references). Typically, consider the power function f(x) = x^r for some r > 0, and assume that Gf(x) ≤ 0 for all large enough x. That is, for some x_∞ > 0:

rc(x)x^r +

�_x 0 (y^r − x^r)yk(x, y)dy ≤ 0 for all x ≥ x_∞. (25)

Then the process f(X_{t∧σ(x∞,∞)}) is a P_x-supermartingale for every x ≥ x_∞, and it follows that P_x(lim_{t→∞} X_t = ∞) = 0. Similarly, working now with negative powers and considering g(x) = x^{−q} for some q > 0, if for some x_0 > 0

−qc(x)x^{−q} +

�_x 0 (y^{−q} − x^{−q})yk(x, y)dy ≤ 0 for all x ≤ x_0, (26)

then the process g(X_{t∧H(x0)}) is a P_x-supermartingale for every x ≤ x_0, and it follows that P_x(lim_{t→∞} X_t = 0) = 0. We refer further to Bouguet [5], who considered specifically positive recurrence for the family of piecewise deterministic Markov processes that arise in our setting; see notably Theorem 4 and also Remark 3 there. Putting the pieces together and excluding implicitly the case of linear growth^2, we

2Linear growth rate c(x) = ax was already discussed in details in Section 6 of [4]

get that exponentially fast convergence (15) holds provided that (17), (25) and (26) are satisfied.

Recall that Doumic Jauffret and Gabriel [11] obtained conditions that ensure the existence of eigenelements and thus also the Malthusian behavior (3) by the general relative entropy method (however their approach does not yield exponential speed of convergence (15)). The comparison of those conditions displays certain resemblance and but also differences. For instance, (12) and (13) in [11] can be loosely related to (25) and (26) here; we do not need here to make assumptions such as (5,7,10) in [11]; on the other hand [11] also covers the situation where the growth rate c does not fulfill (4).

(ii) If we assume self-similarity of the fragmentation kernel, that is

k(x, y) = x^{−1}K(x)p(y/x), 0 < y < x,

where p ∈ L^1_+([0, 1]) with

�_1

0 p(u)udu = 1, then (25) and (26) translate respectively into c(x) xK(x)

≤ r^{−1}

�_1 0 (1 − u^r)up(u)du for all x ≥ x_∞ (27) and c(x) xK(x)

≥ q^{−1}

�_1 0 (u^{−q} − 1)up(u)du for all x ≤ x_0. (28)

Putting pieces together, we thus see that in the self-similar case, exponentially fast convergence (15) holds whenever (17), (27) and (28) are fulfilled. This should be compared with Theorem 1.11 of Balagué et al. [1] in which the existence of a spectral gap is asserted under more stringent conditions. We stress however that [1] also cover cases where the growth rate c does not fulfill (4). If we further assume that the total fragmentation rate is constant, say K(x) ≡ 1, then we are in the setting of Section 7 of [4] (one says that the fragmentation rate is homogeneous), and Theorem 1.2 also improves Proposition 7.1 in [4].

(iii) We point out that exponential speed of convergence (15) may hold without (16).

For instance, in the case of linear growth rate c(x) = ax, Section 6 in [4] discusses situations where λ = a and nonetheless (15) takes place.

(iv) We also recall from Corollary 4.5 and Lemma 4.6 in [4], that when (16) holds, then h is an eigenfunction for the eigenvalue λ of the growth-fragmentation operator A (in particular h belongs to the domain of A), and further the function x → h(x)/x is continuous and bounded.

References

[1] Daniel Balagué, José A. Cañizo, and Pierre Gabriel. Fine asymptotics of profiles and relaxation to equilibrium for growth-fragmentation equations with variable drift rates. Kinet. Relat. Models, 6(2):219–243, 2013. ISSN 1937-5093. doi:10.3934/krm.2013.6.219.

[2] Jacek Banasiak, Katarzyna Pichór, and Ryszard Rudnicki. Asynchronous exponential growth of a general structured population model. Acta Appl. Math., 119: 149–166, 2012. ISSN 0167-8019. doi:10.1007/s10440-011-9666-y.

[3] Étienne Bernard and Pierre Gabriel. Asymptotic behavior of the growth-fragmentation equation with bounded fragmentation rate. J. Funct. Anal., 272(8):3455–3485, 2017. ISSN 0022-1236. URL

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfa.2017.01.009.

[4] Jean Bertoin and Alexander R. Watson. A probabilistic approach to spectral analysis of growth-fragmentation equations. Journal of Functional Analysis, 274(8):2163 – 2204, 2018. ISSN 0022-1236. doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfa.2018.01.014. URL

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0022123618300387.

[5] Florian Bouguet. A probabilistic look at conservative growth-fragmentation equations. Séminaire de Probabilités (to appear), arXiv:1609.02414v2 [math.PR], 2016.

[6] María J. Cáceres, José A. Cañizo, and Stéphane Mischler. Rate of convergence to an asymptotic profile for the self-similar fragmentation and growth-fragmentation equations. J. Math. Pures Appl. (9), 96(4):334–362, 2011. ISSN 0021-7824. doi:10.1016/j.matpur.2011.01.003.

[7] Cloez, Bertrand, Dessalles, Renaud, Genadot, Alexandre, Malrieu, Florent, Marguet, Aline, and Yvinec, Romain. Probabilistic and piecewise deterministic models in biology. ESAIM: Procs, 60:225–245, 2017. doi:10.1051/proc/201760225. URL

https://doi.org/10.1051/proc/201760225.

[8] Klaus Deimling. Nonlinear functional analysis. Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 1985. ISBN 3-540-13928-1. URL https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-662-00547-7.

[9] Pierre Del Moral. Feynman-Kac formulae. Probability and its Applications (New York). Springer-Verlag, New York, 2004. ISBN 0-387-20268-4. URL

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4684-9393-1. Genealogical and interacting

particle systems with applications.

[10] Marie Doumic and Miguel Escobedo. Time asymptotics for a critical case in fragmentation and growth-fragmentation equations. Kinet. Relat. Models, 9(2):251–297, 2016. ISSN 1937-5093. doi:10.3934/krm.2016.9.251.

[11] Marie Doumic Jauffret and Pierre Gabriel. Eigenelements of a general aggregationfragmentation model. Math. Models Methods Appl. Sci., 20(5):757–783, 2010. ISSN 0218-2025. doi:10.1142/S021820251000443X.

[12] Pierre Gabriel. Long-time asymptotics for nonlinear growth-fragmentation equations. Commun. Math. Sci., 10(3):787–820, 2012. ISSN 1539-6746. URL

https://doi.org/10.4310/CMS.2012.v10.n3.a4.

[13] Martin Hairer. Convergence of Markov processes, 2016. URL

http://hairer.org/notes/Convergence.pdf. Online lecture notes.

[14] Philippe Laurençot and Benoit Perthame. Exponential decay for the growthfragmentation/cell-division equations. Commun. Math. Sci., 7(2):503–510, 06 2009. URL https://projecteuclid.org:443/euclid.cms/1243443992.

[15] Sean Meyn and Richard L. Tweedie. Markov chains and stochastic stability. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, second edition, 2009. ISBN 978-0-521-73182-9. doi:10.1017/CBO9780511626630.

[16] Philippe Michel. Existence of a solution to the cell division eigenproblem. Math.

Models Methods Appl. Sci., 16(7, suppl.):1125–1153, 2006. ISSN 0218-2025. doi:10.1142/S0218202506001480.

[17] Philippe Michel, Stéphane Mischler, and Benoît Perthame. General relative entropy inequality: an illustration on growth models. J. Math. Pures Appl. (9), 84(9):1235– 1260, 2005. ISSN 0021-7824. doi:10.1016/j.matpur.2005.04.001.

[18] S. Mischler and J. Scher. Spectral analysis of semigroups and growth-fragmentation equations. Ann. Inst. H. Poincaré Anal. Non Linéaire, 33(3):849–898, 2016. ISSN 0294-1449. doi:10.1016/j.anihpc.2015.01.007.

[19] Benoît Perthame. Transport equations in biology. Frontiers in Mathematics.

Birkhäuser Verlag, Basel, 2007. ISBN 978-3-7643-7841-7; 3-7643-7841-7.

[20] Benoît Perthame and Lenya Ryzhik. Exponential decay for the fragmentation or cell-division equation. Journal of Differential Equations, 210(1):155 – 177, 2005. ISSN 0022-0396. doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jde.2004.10.018. URL

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0022039604004231.