arXiv:2502.17853v1 [math.PR] 25 Feb 2025

Stability analysis of a branching diffusion solver for nonlinear PDEs

Qiao Huang^1 Nicolas Privault^2

March 17, 2025

Abstract

Stochastic branching algorithms provide a useful alternative to grid-based schemes for the numerical solution of partial differential equations, particularly in high-dimensional settings. However, they require a strict control of the integrability of random functionals of branching processes in order to ensure the non-explosion of solutions. In this paper, we study the stability of a functional branching representation of PDE solutions by deriving sufficient criteria for the integrability of the multiplicative weighted progeny of stochastic branching processes. We also prove the uniqueness of mild solutions under uniform integrability assumptions on random functionals.

Keywords: Fully nonlinear PDEs, branching processes, random trees, weighted progeny, multiplicative progeny, Monte Carlo method.

Mathematics Subject Classification (2020): 35G20, 35K55, 35K58, 60H30, 60J85, 65C05.

1 Introduction

Consider the d-dimensional semi-linear heat equation ∂u ∂t (t, x) + Lu(t, x) + f(u(t, x)) = 0, (t, x) ∈ [0, T ) × R^d , u(T, x) = ϕ(x), x ∈ R^d , (1.1)

where f ∈ C^∞(R^d ) and ϕ : R^d → R are given functions, and

L := 1 2 Δ = 1 2 d∑ i=1 ∂^2_{xi} 1School of Mathematics, Southeast University, Nanjing 211189, P.R. China, and School of Physical and Mathematical Sciences, Nanyang Technological University, 21 Nanyang Link, Singapore 637371. qiao.huang@seu.edu.cn

2School of Physical and Mathematical Sciences, Nanyang Technological University, 21 Nanyang Link, Singapore 637371. nprivault@ntu.edu.sg

is the generator of the standard d-dimensional Brownian motion B = (B_t)_{t≥0}.

Probabilistic schemes for the numerical solution of partial differential equations provide a promising direction to overcome the curse of dimensionality. In the linear case with f(u(t, x)) = ru(t, x) and r ∈ R a constant, the solution of the PDE ∂_tu(t, x) + 1 2 Δu(t, x) + ru(t, x) = 0, u(T, x) = ϕ(x), (t, x) = (t, x_1, . . . , x_d) ∈ [0, T ] × R^d , is well known to admit the probabilistic representation

u(0, x) = e^{rT} E [ϕ(x + W_T )],

where (W_t)_{t≥0} is a standard Brownian motion.

More generally, probabilistic representations for the solutions of first and second order nonlinear PDEs can be obtained by representing u(t, x) as u(t, x) = Y^{t,x}_t , (t, x) ∈ [0, T ] × R, where (Y^{t,x}_s )_{t≤s≤T} is the solution of a backward stochastic differential equation (BSDE), see [Pen91], [PP92]. The BSDE method has been implemented in [HJE18] using a deep learning algorithm in the case where f depends on the first order derivative, see also [HPW20] for recent improvements. This method also extends to second order fully nonlinear PDEs by the use of second order backward stochastic differential equations, see e.g. [CSTV07], [STZ12].

Stochastic branching diffusion mechanisms [Sev58], [Sko64], [INW69, Example 3.4], represents an alternative to the BSDE method. See [McK75] for an application to the Kolmogorov- Petrovskii-Piskunov (KPP) equation, [CLM08] for existence of solutions of parabolic PDEs with power series nonlinearities, and [HL12] for the probabilistic representation of solutions of more general PDEs with polynomial nonlinearities. A linear wave equation has been treated in [DMT08] using Markov branching process, and a family of semilinear and higher-order hyperbolic PDEs has been considered in [HLT21].

Probabilistic representations for the solutions of nonlinear PDEs with polynomial nonlinearities have also been obtained using stochastic cascades, see [LS97], [Ram06], [BRT07], [BM10], [DMTW19], [DPTW23a], [DPTW23b], which provide numerical approximations of PDE solutions by series truncation. Stochastic branching methods have also been applied in e.g. [LM96], [HLOT^+19] to polynomial gradient nonlinearities.

In [NPP23a], a stochastic branching method that carries information on (functional) nonlinearities along a random tree has been introduced, with the aim of providing Monte

Carlo schemes for the numerical solution of fully nonlinear PDEs with gradients of arbitrary orders. The performance of this scheme has been investigated in [NPP23b], [NP23], [NPP24] via numerical experiments.

However, the above references generally assume the uniform integrability of random functionals and/or the existence of a solution, see [HLOT^+19, Theorem 3.5], [NPP23a, Theorem 4.2]. The goal of this paper is to carry out the stability analysis of this numerical scheme by ensuring the (uniform) integrability of the random functionals involved in the algorithm, based on conditions on the coefficients f and ϕ appearing in the PDE (1.1). For this, we aim at controlling the explosion of the underlying branching process in order to derive an interval of existence for the probabilistic solution.

Although there exists a rich classical literature on random trees and branching processes, see for example [Ken48], [Ott49], [Har63], [AN72], [BS84], it focuses mainly on estimating the progeny of processes. However, in our setting we are dealing with random product functionals based on the derivatives of the equation coefficients f and ϕ, which requires us to analyse the multiplicative weighted progeny of branching processes.

We proceed by dominating the original branching process using a binary branching process, whose integrability is studied separately. For this, we control the generating function of the corresponding multiplicative weighted progeny by showing that it satisfies a contact Hamilton–Jacobi (HJ) equation. Although this equation cannot be solved explicitly, we show that its solution satisfies a simpler Hamilton–Jacobi equation admitting a closed-form solution, from which we derive explicit bounds.

In Theorems 4.3 and 4.5 we respectively obtain probabilistic representations for the classical and viscosity solutions of the PDE (1.1) under integrability conditions on random functionals. Those integrability properties are shown to hold in Propositions 5.3 and 5.5 under factorial and exponential growth assumptions on the terminal condition ϕ, written in terms of the existence time T of solutions and on the derivatives ‖∂^αϕ‖_∞, ‖ ‖∂^α[f^{(j)}(ϕ)] ‖ ‖_∞, j ≥ 0. The proof of those results relies on stochastic dominance results and the control of the multiplicative weighted progeny of random binary trees derived Sections 6 and 7 via the solution of a related Hamilton–Jacobi equation in Section 8.

We proceed as follows. After introducing the notation of relevant branching diffusion mechanism in Sections 2 and 3, Section 4 gathers our main results on the probabilistic representation of nonlinear solutions under integrability assumptions on relevant random functionals which are derived in Section 5. A dominating binary branching process is constructed in Section 6, and the integrability of the multiplicative weighted progeny of binary branching processes is studied in Sections 7 and 8. Section 9 is devoted to fully nonlinear examples with explicit solutions, and Section 10 contains technical results on the uniqueness of solutions of PDE systems used in Section 4. Section 11 deals with the uniqueness and probabilistic representation of PDE system solutions under uniform integrability assumptions on random functionals. A numerical implementation of the branching mechanism proposed in this paper with application to the functional nonlinearity example (9.2) in Section 9 is available at https://github.com/nprivaul/deep_branching_v2/, and includes comparisons of the algorithm of this paper with that of [NPP24], and with the deep BSDE and deep Galerkin methods, for:

• the Allen-Cahn equation in dimensions up to 500, and

• Example (9.2) in dimensions up to 300.

We observe in particular that the branching algorithm is the only one to remain stable in higher dimensions with T = 0.5. Our results also generalize the construction of [HP25a] which has been applied to the Monte Carlo generation of ODE solutions in [HP25b].

Multi-index notations

We let N_{−1} := {−1, 0, 1, 2, 3, . . .}, N_0 := {0, 1, 2, . . .}, and N_1 := {1, 2, 3, . . .}. Given α = (α_1, α_2, . . . , α_d) ∈ N^d_0 a d-dimensional multi-index or d-tuple of non-negative integers, we set

|α| := α_1 + α_2 + · · · + α_d,

and we let the factorial of α ∈ N^d_0 be defined as

α! = α_1!α_2! · · · α_d!.

Using the partial order β ≤ α ⇔ β_i ≤ α_i i = 1, . . . , d, on N^d_0 , the binomial coefficients can be generalized to multi-indices β ≤ α ∈ N^d_0 as ( α β ) = ( α_1 β_1 )( α_2 β_2 ) · · · ( α_d β_d ) = α! β!(α − β)! . The α-power of a vector x ∈ R^d (or C^d ) is

x^α = x^{α1}_1 x^{α2}_2 . . . x^{αd}_d .

The partial derivative with order α is defined by

∂^α = ∂^{α1}_1 ∂^{α2}_2 . . . ∂^{αd}_d ,

where we denote ∂_i := ∂_{xi} , i = 1, . . . , d. The zero multi-index is 0 := (0, . . . , 0), while the unit multi-index is 1 := (1, . . . , 1). For i ∈ {1, . . . , d}, we denote by 1_i the multi-index whose i-th component is 1 and all others are 0, i.e., 1_i := (0, . . . , 0, 1 i-th , 0, . . . , 0). Clearly, ∂^0 = Id, ∂^{1i} = ∂_i. We will also use the gradient notation ∇ = (∂_1, . . . , ∂_d)^⊤.

2 Coding mechanism

In this section we introduce the use of codes which will be used to rewrite the PDE (1.1) as a PDE system in Lemma 2.3.

Definition 2.1. Let C_{∂x} and C_f denote the code sets consisting of the following maps:

C_{∂x} := { 1 α! ∂^α } α∈N^d_0 and C_f := { 1 α! ∂^α ∘ f^{(j)} } (α,j)∈N^d_0 ×N_0 , (2.1)

and let C(f) := C_f ∪ C_{∂x} .

In what follows, codes in C(f) will also be represented as elements of N^d_0 × N_{−1} , as

c = (α, −1) if c = 1 α! ∂^α, (α, j) if c = 1 α! ∂^α ∘ f^{(j)}, j ≥ 0. (2.2)

The following definition of the mechanism M only requires at most binary branching. It simplifies the construction of [NPP23a], [NPP24] in which the expansion of ∂^β ∘ f^{(j+1)} via the Faà di Bruno formula can yield higher number of branches.

Definition 2.2. Let M : C(f) → (R × C(f)) ⋃ (R × C(f) × C(f)) denote the mechanism defined by M ( 1 α! ∂^α ) = {( 1, 1 α! ∂^α ∘ f )} , (2.3) M ( 1 α! ∂^α ∘ f^{(j)} ) = {( 1, 1 (α − β)! ∂^{α−β} ∘ f, 1 β! ∂^β ∘ f^{(j+1)} )} 0≤β≤α ⋃ {( − 1 2 (1 + β_i)(1 + α_i − β_i), 1 (α − β + 1_i)! ∂^{α−β+1i} , 1 (β + 1_i)!

∂^{β+1i} ∘ f^{(j+1)} )} 0≤β≤α i=1,...,d ,

(α, j) ∈ N^d_0 × N_0 .

We note that for any c ∈ C(f), the first component z_1 of z ∈ M(c) is a scalar.

Lemma 2.3. Assume that the PDE (1.1) admits a classical solution u ∈ C^{1,∞}([0, T ] × R^d ). Then, the family (u_c)_{c∈C(f)} = (c(u))_{c∈C(f)} is a classical solution of the PDE system

(∂_t + L)u_c + ∑ z∈M(c) z_1 |z|∏ i=2 u_{zi} = 0, u_c(T ) = c(ϕ). (2.4)

Proof. For g ∈ C^∞(R) a test function we apply (1.1) to g(u), and get ( ∂ ∂t + 1 2 Δ ) g(u) = g^′(u) ( ∂u ∂t + 1 2 Δu ) + 1 2 d∑ i=1 ∂_i[g^′(u)]∂_iu

= −g^′(u)f(u) + 1 2 d∑ i=1 ∂_i[g^′(u)]∂_iu, and thus, by the Leibniz formula, for all α ∈ N^d_0 we have ( ∂ ∂t + 1 2 Δ ) ∂^α[g(u)] = − ∑ 0≤β≤α ( α β ) ∂^β [g^′(u)]∂^{α−β}[f(u)]

+ 1 2 d∑ i=1 ∑ 0≤β≤α ( α β ) ∂^{β+1i} [g^′(u)]∂^{α−β+1i} u,

which is (2.4) for c = α!^{−1}∂^α ∘ g^{(j)}. Similarly, we apply (1.1) to derive ( ∂ ∂t + 1 2 Δ ) ∂^αu = ∂^α ( ∂ ∂t + 1 2 Δ ) u = −∂^α[f(u)], α ∈ N^d_0 , which is (2.4) for c = α!^{−1}∂^α. □

In what follows, we let (S(t))_{t≥0} = (e^{tL})_{t≥0} denote the heat semigroup generated by L, that is, S(t)v(x) = ∫ R^d v(y)p_0(t, x − y)dy, where p_0(t, x) = 1 √ 2πt e^{−|x|2/(2t)}, x ∈ R^d , t > 0, is the standard heat kernel.

Definition 2.4. A mild solution of the system (2.4) is a family (u_c)_{c∈C(f)} ⊂ C_b([0, T ] × R^d ) such that the integral equations

u_c(t) = S(T − t)c(ϕ) + ∑ z∈M(c) z_1 ∫_T t S(s − t) |z|∏ i=2 u_{zi} (s) ds, t ∈ [0, T ], (2.5)

hold for every c ∈ C(f).

In particular, by Lemma 2.3, if the PDE (1.1) admits a classical solution u ∈ C^{1,∞}([0, T ] × R^d ), then (c(u))_{c∈C(f)} is also a mild solution of the system (2.4). However, if u is only a mild solution of the PDE (1.1) then (c(u))_{c∈C(f)} is not necessarily a mild solution of (2.4). In what follows, we denote, for (α, j) ∈ N^d_0 × N_{−1} ,

u_{α,j} = u_{α,−1} = u_c with c = 1 α! ∂^α if j = −1,

u_{α,j} = u_c with c = 1 α! ∂^α ∘ f^{(j)} if j ≥ 0,

(2.6)

then the system (2.4) reads ( ∂ ∂t + L ) u_{α,−1} + u_{α,0} = 0, u_{α,−1}(T ) = 1 α! ∂^αϕ, ( ∂ ∂t + L ) u_{α,j} + ∑ 0≤β≤α u_{α−β,0}u_{β,j+1} − 1 2 d∑ i=0 ∑ 0≤β≤α (1 + β_i)(1 + α_i − β_i)u_{α−β+1i,−1}u_{β+1i,j+1} = 0, u_{α,l}(T ) = 1 α! ∂^αf^{(l)}(ϕ), l ≥ 0. Letting U = (. . . , u_{α,−1}, . . . , u_{α,0}, . . . , u_{α,j}, . . .)^⊤, we have ( ∂ ∂t + L ) U + F (U) = 0, where F (U) = F ( (. . . , u_{α,−1}, . . . , u_{α,0}, . . . , u_{α,j}, . . .)^⊤ ) (2.7) = ( . . . , u_{α,0}, . . . , ∑ 0≤β≤α u_{α−β,0}u_{β,1} − 1 2 d∑ i=0 ∑ 0≤β≤α (1 + β_i)(1 + α_i − β_i)u_{α−β+1i,−1}u_{β+1i,1}, . . .

. . . , ∑ 0≤β≤α u_{α−β,0}u_{β,j+1} − 1 2 d∑ i=0 ∑ 0≤β≤α (1 + β_i)(1 + α_i − β_i)u_{α−β+1i,−1}u_{β+1i,j+1}, . . . )_⊤ ,

and the system (2.5) now reads U(t) = S(T − t)U(T ) + ∫_T t S(s − t)F (U(s))ds, t ∈ [0, T ]. 3 Coded branching diffusion

In this section, we construct an (age-dependent) coded branching diffusion process from the following ingredients defined on a sufficiently large filtered probability space (Ω, F, P, (F_s)_{s≥0}) and with the set of labels K := {∅} ∪ ⋃ n≥1 N^n_1 .

• Diffusion structure: a family (B^k)_{k∈K} of independent standard d-dimensional Brownian motions.

• Lifetimes: a family (τ_k)_{k∈K} of (i.i.d.) stopping times with common probability density ρ : R^+ → R.

• Coding mechanism: the pair (C(f), M) constructed in (2.1)-(2.3).

• Offsprings distribution: to every c ∈ C(f), we associate a random variable I^c = (I^c_k)_{1≤k≤|I}c_| in M(c) with probability distribution q_c(z) := P(I^c = z), z ∈ M(c). In particular, when c = α!^{−1}∂^α and z = (1, α!^{−1}∂^α ∘ f), we have q_c(z) = 1.

We also assume that the families (B^k)_{k∈K} , (τ_k)_{k∈K} and (I^c) are mutually independent. Given an initial data (t, x) ∈ [0, T ] × R^d and an initial code c^∅ := c ∈ C(f), an age-dependent branching diffusion with killing is constructed as follows:

• Start from a branch at position x ∈ R^d at time t, labelled ∅ and coded by c^∅ = c. This is the zeroth generation and is the common ancestor of all branches. The branch evolves according to X^∅ := x + B^∅_{·−t} with lifetime τ_∅. If the end time of life T_∅ := t + τ_∅ > T , the branch ∅ is killed and yields no offspring, else the branch splits at its end of life to |I^c| − 1 independent offsprings, which belong to the first generation. These offsprings are indexed by label k and coded by I^c_{k+1}, for k = 1, . . . , |I^c| − 1.

• For generation n ≥ 1, let the label for a branch be given by k = (k_1, . . . , k_{n−1}, k_n) ∈ N^n_+ and the code be given by c^k ∈ C(f). Denote by k^− := (k_1, . . . , k_{n−2}, k_{n−1}) the parent branch of k. The branch k starts from X^{k−}_{Tk−} at time T_k− , according to X^k := X^{k−}_{Tk−} + B^k_{·−Tk−} with lifetime τ_k. If the end time of life T_k := T_k− +τ_k > T , the branch k is killed without splitting to any offspring, else the branch splits at its end of life to |I^{ck} | − 1 independent offsprings, which belong to the (n + 1)-th generation. These offsprings are indexed by label (k, k_{n+1}) and coded by I^{ck}_{kn+1+1}, for k_{n+1} = 1, . . . , |I^{ck} | − 1.

Figure 1 presents a sample of coded and labelled random tree started from the code c = α!^{−1}∂^α.

t T_∅T_{(1)}

T_{(1,2)} T

(1, 2, 2) · · ·

T

(1, 2, 1) · · ·

(1, 2)

β!^{−1}∂^{α−β} ∘ f^{(1)}

T_{(1,1)}T^{(1,1,2)} T

(1, 1, 2, 2) · · ·

T

(1, 1, 2, 1) · · ·

(1, 1, 2)

(α − β)!^{−1}∂^{α−β} ∘ f^{(2)}

T

(1, 1, 1) (α − β − γ)!^{−1}∂^{α−β−γ}

(1, 1) (α − β)!^{−1}∂^{α−β} ∘ f

(1)α!^{−1}∂^α ∘ f ∅α!^{−1}∂^α

Figure 1: Sample of random tree started from c = α!^{−1}∂^α.

Figure 2 presents a sample of coded and labelled random tree started from the code c = α!^{−1}∂^α ∘ f^{(j)}.

t T_∅ T_{(2)} T

(2, 2)

γ!^{−1}∂^{γ+1i} ∘ f^{(j+2)}

T_{(2,2)}T

(1, 2, 2) · · ·

T

(1, 2, 1) · · ·

(2, 1) (α − β − γ)!^{−1}∂^{α−β−γ+1i}

(2)(α − β)!^{−1}∂^{α−β} ∘ f^{(j+1)}

T_{(1)} T

(1, 2)

γ!^{−1}∂^{γ+1i} ∘ f^{(j+1)}

T

(1, 1) (α − β − γ)!^{−1}∂^{α−β−γ+1i}

(1)(α − β)!^{−1}∂^{α−β} ∘ f^{(j)}

∅α!^{−1}∂^α ∘ f^{(j)}

Figure 2: Sample of random tree started from c = α!^{−1}∂^α ∘ f^{(j)}. The above construction yields a coded branching process, denoted by X^{x,c}_t = ( X^{x,c}_{t,s} ) s∈[t,T ], in which every branch has at most two offsprings. The label set of all branch ever living in the time period [t, T ] is denoted by K_{t,T} (c). The label set of those which die before or at time T is denoted by K^∘_{t,T} (c), whereas the set of those which die after time T is denoted by K^∂_{t,T} (c). For n ≥ 1, we also denote by K^n(c) the label set of branch of the n-th generation, and we let K^{∘,n}_{t,T} (c) := K^∘_{t,T} (c) ∩ K^n(c) and K^{∂,n}_{t,T} (c) := K^∂_{t,T} (c) ∩ K^n(c). 4 Probabilistic representation of PDE solutions

We consider the following functional on the path space: H_{t,T} ( X^{x,c}_t ) := ∏ k∈K^∂_{t,T} (c) c^k(ϕ) ( X^k_T ) ρ̄(T − T_k− ) ∏ k∈K^∘_{t,T} (c) I^{ck}_1 ρ(τ_k)q_ck ( I^{ck} ), (4.1)

where ρ̄(s) := P(τ_k > s) = ∫_∞ s ρ(r)dr, s > 0. Lemma 4.1. Assume that H_{t,T} ( X^{x,c}_t ) is L^1-integrable for all (t, x) ∈ [0, T ]×R^d and c ∈ C(f).

Then, the family (u_c)_{c∈C(f)} of functions defined as u_c(t, x) := E [ H_{t,T} ( X^{x,c}_t )] , (t, x) ∈ [0, T ] × R^d , c ∈ C(f), (4.2) satisfies the recursive relation u_c(t, x) = E c(ϕ) ( X^∅_T ) + ∫_T t ∑ z∈M(c) z_1 |z|∏ i=2 u_{zi} (s, X^∅_s )ds , (t, x) ∈ [0, T ] × R^d , (4.3) for every c ∈ C(f).

Proof. We have H_{t,T} ( X^{x,c}_t ) = H_{t,T} ( X^{x,c}_t )( 1_{{T∅>T }} + 1_{{T∅≤T }} ) = c(ϕ) ( X^∅_T ) ρ̄(T − T_∅− ) 1_{{T∅>T }} + 1_{{T∅≤T }} I^c_1

ρ(τ_∅)q_c(I^c) ∏ k∈K^∂_{t,T} (c) c^k(ϕ) ( X^k_T ) ∏ k∈K^∘_{t,T} (c)\{∅} I^{ck}_1

ρ(τ_k)q_ck ( I^{ck} )

= c(ϕ) ( X^∅_T ) ρ̄(T − t) 1_{{T∅>T }} + 1_{{T∅≤T }} I^c_1

ρ(τ_∅)q_c(I^c) |I^c|∏

i=2 H_{T∅,T} ( X^X ∅ T∅ ,I^c_i T_∅ ) , (4.4)

hence u_c(t, x) = E [ H_{t,T} ( X^{x,c}_t )]

= E c(ϕ) ( X^∅_T ) ρ̄(T − t) 1_{{τ∅>T −t}} + 1_{{τ∅≤T −t}} I^c_1

ρ(τ_∅)q_c(I^c) |I^c|∏

i=2 H_{t+τ∅,T} ( X^X ∅ t+τ∅ ,I c i t+τ_∅ )

= E c(ϕ)(X^∅_T ) + 1_{{τ∅≤T −t}} I^{c1} ρ(τ_∅)q_c(I^c) |I^c|∏

i=2 E [ H_{t+τ∅,T} ( X^X ∅ t+τ∅ ,I c i t+τ_∅ ) | | τ∅, X^∅_{t+τ∅} , I^c_i ]

= E c(ϕ)(X^∅_T ) + 1_{{τ∅≤T −t}} I^{c1} ρ(τ_∅)q_c(I^c) |I^c|∏

i=2 u_Ic_i ( t + τ_∅, X^∅_{t+τ∅} )

= E c(ϕ) ( X^∅_T ) + ∫_{T −t} 0 I^c_1

q_c(I^c) |I^c|∏

i=2 u_Ic_i ( t + s, X^∅_{t+s} ) ds

= E c(ϕ) ( X^∅_T ) + ∫_T t ∑ z∈M(c) z_1 |z|∏ i=2 u_{zi} ( s, X^∅_s ) ds .

Proposition 4.2. Assume that H_{t,T} ( X^{x,c}_t ) is L^1-integrable uniformly in (t, x) ∈ [0, T ] × R^d ,

and that c(ϕ) is bounded on R^d , for all c ∈ C(f). Then, the following assertions hold.

i) The family (u_c)_{c∈C(f)} defined in (4.2) is a mild solution of the PDE system (2.4).

ii) If u_f = f(u_{Id}), then u_{Id} is a mild solution of PDE (1.1).

iii) Let B ⊂ C_b(R^d )^{C(f)} such that

a) the PDE (1.1) admits a classical solution u ∈ C^{1,∞}([0, T ]×R^d ) with (c(u)(t))_{c∈C(f)} ⊂

B for all t ∈ [0, T ], and b) uniqueness of mild solutions such that (u_c(t))_{c∈C(f)} ∈ B for all t ∈ [0, T ] holds for the system (2.4).

Then, we have c(u) = u_c for all c ∈ C(f), and in particular, u = u_{Id} is a classical solution of the PDE (1.1).

Proof. i) The assumption shows that the functions (u_c)_{c∈C(f)} defined in (4.2) are bounded for all c ∈ C(f). In addition, by dominated convergence, for any bounded measurable function F : [0, T ] × R^d → R, the map (s, x) → E [ F ( s, X^∅_s ) | X^∅_0 = x ] = ∫ R^d F (s, y)p_0(s, x − y)dy is continuous on [t, T ] × R^d , since p_0(s, x − y) is continuous in (s, x, y) and integrable in y. Hence, it follows from (4.3) that the function u_c defined in (4.2) belongs to C_b([0, T ] × R^d ) for all c ∈ C(f). Moreover, X^∅ is a d-dimensional standard Brownian motion starting from x ∈ R^d , equation (4.3) is equivalent to the definition (2.5) of mild solutions after exchange of expectation and integral by dominated convergence. ii) Since u_f = f(u_{Id}), it follows from i) that

u_{Id}(t) = S(T − t)ϕ + ∫_T t S(s − t)u_f (s)ds = S(T − t)ϕ + ∫_T t S(s − t)f(u_{Id})(s)ds, t ∈ [0, T ]. Thus, u_{Id} is a mild solution of (1.1). iii) follows from i) and Lemma 2.3.

See Propositions 5.3 and 5.5 for sufficient conditions ensuring the integrability requirements of Proposition 4.2.

Assumption H. The probability density function ρ satisfies

i) ρ_∗(T ) := min_{s∈[0,T ]} ρ(s) > 0; and

ii) there exists λ > 0 such that ρ̄(r) ≥ e^{−λr} for all r ≥ 0.

As a consequence of Proposition 4.2-iii), Proposition 5.3 or 5.5, and Proposition 10.1, we have the following result.

Theorem 4.3. Suppose that i) Assumption H is satisfied,

ii) the PDE (1.1) admits a classical solution u ∈ C^{1,∞}([0, T ] × R^d ), and

iii) (c(u)(t))_{c∈C(f)} ∈ ℓ^∞_{w(0)} (C_b(R^d )) belongs to the weighted sequence space

ℓ^∞_w (C_b(R^d )) := { (v_{α,j} )_{(α,j)∈N}d_{0 ×N−1} ⊂ C_b(R^d ) : sup_{(α,j)∈Nd} 0 ×N_{−1} w_α‖v_{α,j} ‖_∞ < ∞ } ,

for all t ∈ [0, T ], where either:

a) (w_α)_{α∈N}d_0 := ((2θd)^{−|α|})_{α∈N}d_0 for some θ > 0 under the conditions of Proposition 5.3, or

b) (w_α)_{α∈N}d_0 := (C^{−|α|})_{α∈N}d_0 , with

C := max ( 1, − d log ( 2 ( 1 − e^{−λT} ) eδ_1δ_2θ^2d ) )

for some θ > 0 and δ_1, δ_2 > 0, under the conditions of Proposition 5.5.

Then, the solution u of the PDE (1.1) can be represented as u(t, x) = E [ H_{t,T} ( X^{x,Id}_t )] , (t, x) ∈ [0, T ] × R^d . Proof. Proposition 5.3 or 5.5 guarantees the integrability of H_{t,T} ( X^{x,c}_t ) uniformly in (t, x) ∈ [0, T ] × R^d for each c ∈ C(f), and their first assumption provide the boundedness of c(ϕ) for each c ∈ C(f). Thus, the global assumptions of Proposition 4.2 are fulfilled, and its assertion i) tells that the family (u_c(t, x))_{c∈C(f)} = ( E [ H_{t,T} ( X^{x,c}_t ) ] ) c∈C(f) is a mild solution of the PDE

system (2.4). Moreover, we see from Proposition 5.3 or 5.5, as well as Proposition 10.1, that the family (u_c)_{c∈C(f)} is the unique mild solution of the PDE system (2.4) in the weighted sequence space ℓ^∞_{w(0)} (C_b(R^d )) with weight w^{(0)}α = C^{−|α|}. Therefore, Proposition 4.2-iii) yields that c(u) = u_c for all c ∈ C(f). This finishes the proof.

Definition 4.4. A function u ∈ C([0, T ] × R^d ), with u(T ) = ϕ, is called a viscosity solution of the terminal-value problem (1.1) provided that:

i) (viscosity subsolution) for each v ∈ C^∞((0, T ) × R^d ), if u − v has a local maximum at a point (t_0, x_0) ∈ (0, T ) × R^d such that u = v at (t_0, x_0), then ∂v ∂t (t_0, x_0) + Lv(t_0, x_0) + f(v(t_0, x_0)) ≥ 0;

ii) (viscosity supersolution) for each v ∈ C^∞((0, T ) × R^d ), if u − v has a local minimum at a point (t_0, x_0) ∈ (0, T ) × R^d such that u = v at (t_0, x_0), then ∂v ∂t (t_0, x_0) + Lv(t_0, x_0) + f(v(t_0, x_0)) ≤ 0.

Next, we consider the existence of viscosity solutions for the PDE (1.1).

Theorem 4.5. Assume that i) H_{t,T} ( X^{x,c}_t ) is L^1-integrable for all (t, x) ∈ [0, T ] × R^d and c ∈ C(f),

ii) u_{Id} is continuous on [0, T ] × R^d , and

iii) u_f = f(u_{Id}).

Then, u := u_{Id} is a viscosity solution of (1.1).

Proof. For any δ > 0, it follows from Lemma 4.1 and the Markov property that u_c(t, x) = E u_c ( t + δ, X^∅_{t+δ} ) + ∫_{t+δ} t ∑ z∈M(c) z_1 |z|∏ i=2 u_{zi} (s, X^∅_s )ds .

Let v ∈ C^∞((0, T ) × R^d ) such that u − v has a local minimum 0 at (t, x) ∈ (0, T ) × R^d . By Itô’s formula E [ v_c ( t + δ, X^∅_{t+δ} )] = v_c(t, x) + E [∫_{t+δ} t ( ∂ ∂t + L ) v_c(s, X^∅_s )ds ] , we obtain E ∫_{t+δ} t ( ∂ ∂t + L ) v_c + ∑ z∈M(c) z_1 |z|∏ i=2 u_{zi} (s, X^∅_s )ds ≥ 0.

It then follows from the mean value and dominated convergence theorems that ( ∂ ∂t + L ) v_c + ∑ z∈M(c) z_1 |z|∏ i=2 u_{zi} (t, x) ≥ 0.

Set now c = Id. Since M(Id) = {(1, f)} and u_f (t, x) = f(u(t, x)) = f(v(t, x)), it follows that (( ∂ ∂t + L ) v + f ∘ v ) (t, x) ≥ 0. This shows that u is a viscosity subsolution. The assertion that u is a viscosity supersolution follows similarly.

5 Integrability of random functionals

In this section, in Propositions 5.3 and 5.5 we provide sufficient conditions ensuring that the integrability requirements of Proposition 4.2 on the functional H_{t,T} ( X^{x,c}_t ) are satisfied.

From the definition (4.1) of H_{t,T} ( X^{x,c}_t ) , letting

M_∘(c; z) := |z_1| ρ_∗(T )q_c(z)

, M_∂ (c) := ‖c(ϕ)‖_∞ ρ̄(T ) , (5.1)

we have | |H_{t,T} (X^{x,c}_t ) | | ≤ ∏ k∈K^∘_{t,T} (c) M_∘ ( c^k; I^{ck} ) ∏ k∈K^∂_{t,T} (c) M_∂ (c^k). (5.2)

Hence, under the uniform bound max(M_∘(c, z), M_∂ (c)) ≤ M, c ∈ C(f), z ∈ M(c), for some constant M > 0, we have | |H_{t,T} (X^{x,c}_t ) | | ≤ M^{|K}t,T^{(c)|}, a.s. In this case, the integrability problem of H_{t,T} ( X^{x,c}_t ) translates into the study of the generating function of the progeny |K_{t,T} (c)|, echoing the approach applied in [HP25b] to the ODE case.

However, in the current PDE setting, M_∘(c; z) in (5.1) is not uniformly bounded in c ∈ C(f) and z ∈ M(c). Indeed, taking c of the form c = α!^{−1}∂^α ∘ f^{(j)},

• the probability mass function q_c(z) cannot be lower bounded independently of α since it is a probability distribution on the set M(c), with cardinality

|M(c)| = (d + 1) d∏ i=1 (1 + α_i)

according to the mechanism (2.3);

• the first component z_1 of z ∈ M(c) in (2.3) is either 1 or −(1 + β_i)(1 + α_i − β_i)/2.

In what follows, we will use the following choice of probability distribution q_c on M(c) based on the first component z_1 of z ∈ M(c), c ∈ C(f).

Definition 5.1. Let c ∈ C(f).

i) If c is of the form c = α!^{−1}∂^α, we let q_c(z) := 1, z ∈ M(c).

ii) If c is of the form c = α!^{−1}∂^α ∘ f^{(j)}, we let

q_c(z) := q^{(0)}_α (β) := 1 d + 1 d∏ k=1 (1 + α_k)^{−1}, z_1 = 1,

q^{(i)}_α (β) :=

6(1 + β_i)(1 + α_i − β_i) (d + 1)(2 + α_i)(3 + α_i) d∏ k=1 (1 + α_k)^{−1}, z_1 = − 1 2 (1 + β_i)(1 + α_i − β_i),

(5.3) 0 ≤ β ≤ α, i = 1, . . . , d, z ∈ M(c). Remark 5.2. The fact that (q_c(z))_{z∈M(c)} is a probability distribution when c ∈ C(f) is of the form e.g. c = α!^{−1}∂^α ∘ f^{(j)} can be checked from the identities ∑ 0≤β≤α 1 = α_1∑

β_1=0 · · · α_d∑

β_d=0 1 = d∏ k=1 (1 + α_k) and ∑ 0≤β^′≤α (1 + β^′_i)(1 + α_i − β^′_i) = α_i∑

l=0 (1 + l)(1 + α_i − l) d∏ k=1 k≠i (1 + α_k)

= (2 + α_i)(3 + α_i) 6 d∏ k=1 (1 + α_k),

where the latter follows from the generating function calculation ∞∑ m=0 w^m m∑ k=0 (k + 1)(m − k + 1) = (_∞ ∑ k=0 (k + 1)w^k

)_2

= 1 (1 − w)^4 = ∑ k≥0 ( k + 3 k ) w^k. In particular, under Definition 5.1, from (5.1) we have M_∘(c; ·) ≡ 1 ρ_∗(T ) when c = 1 α! ∂^α, whereas when c = α!^{−1}∂^α ∘ f^{(j)} we have

M_∘(c; z) = d + 1 ρ_∗(T ) d∏ k=1 (1 + α_k), z_1 = 1,

d + 1 12ρ_∗(T )

(2 + α_i)(3 + α_i) d∏ k=1 (1 + α_k), z_1 = − 1 2 (1 + β_i)(1 + α_i − β_i),

(5.4) z ∈ M(c), c ∈ C(f), which is not uniformly bounded in c ∈ C(f) and z ∈ M(c).

In Propositions 5.3 and 5.5 we state factorial and exponential growth conditions on the terminal condition ϕ, for the integrability of the random functional H_{t,T} ( X^{x,c}_t ) . We observe in particular that only the values of f^{(j)} on the interval [inf_{x∈R}d ϕ(x), sup_{x∈R}d ϕ(x)] have an impact on the bounds of ∂^α[f^{(j)}(ϕ)], hence the nonlinearity f can be modified arbitrarily outside of that interval.

Proposition 5.3 (Factorial growth conditions). Under Assumption H, suppose that for some θ, r > 0 such that θr ≥ √ 2/d and δ_1, δ_2 > 0 such that min(θ^2r^2, 1) ≥ 1/((d + 1)δ_1δ_2), we have 1 ρ_∗(T ) ≤ δ_2, 1 ρ̄(T ) max ( ‖∂^αϕ‖_∞, (δ_2 ∨ 1) sup_{k≥0} ‖ ‖∂^α[f^{(k)}(ϕ)] ‖ ‖_∞ ) ≤ δ_1θ^{|α|} |α|−1∏

l=0 (r + l), α ∈ N^d_0 , ( 1 − e^{−λT} ) δ_1δ_2 < 2^{−(r+2)}R_{θ,r},

(5.5a)

(5.5b)

(5.5c)

where R_{θ,r} := (r + 1)^{r+1} 2θ^2r(r + 2)^{r+2}d

. (5.6)

Then, the functional H_{t,T} ( X^{x,c}_t ) is integrable uniformly in (t, x) ∈ [0, T ]×R^d , for all c ∈ C(f).

Moreover, there exists a constant C_{θ,r,d,δ1,δ2,λ,T} > 0 such that for any (α, j) ∈ N^d_0 × N_0 , and all codes c of the form ∂^α or ∂^α ∘ f^{(j)} we have E [| H_{t,T} ( X^{x,c}_t )|] ≤ C_{θ,r,d,δ1,δ2,λ,T} (2θd)^{|α|}, (t, x) ∈ [0, T ] × R^d . Proof. Letting

σ_∂ (α, −1) := δ_1 θ^{|α|} α! (|α| + r − 1)_{|α|}, σ^{(0)}_∘ (α, −1) := δ_2,

σ_∂ (α, j) := δ_1 δ_2 ∨ 1 θ^{|α|} α! (|α| + r − 1)_{|α|}, σ^{(0)}_∘ (α, j) := (d + 1)δ_2 d∏ k=1 (1 + α_k),

σ^{(i)}_∘ (α, j) := (d + 1) δ_2 12 (2 + α_i)(3 + α_i) d∏ k=1 (1 + α_k), j ≥ 0, 1 ≤ i ≤ d, and using the notation (2.2), the relations (5.4) and (5.5a)-(5.5b) yield

M_∘(c; z) = |z_1| ρ_∗(T )q_c(z)

≤ σ_∘(c; z), M_∂ (c) = ‖c(ϕ)‖_∞ ρ̄(T ) ≤ σ_∂ (c), z ∈ M(c), c ∈ C(f), hence from (5.2) we have | |H_{t,T} (X^{x,c}_t ) | | ≤ N^c_{σ,t,T} = ∏ k∈K^∘_{t,T} (c) σ_∘ ( c^k; I^{ck} ) ∏ k∈K^∂_{t,T} (c) σ_∂ (c^k).

In addition, taking κ := max(1, δ_2), and ~σ_∂ , ~σ_∘ as in (7.3), it follows from Lemma 8.3-i) that

the conditions (7.4a)-(7.4d) are fulfilled, hence by Proposition 6.2 we have E [| H_{t,T} ( X^{x,c}_t )|] ≤ E [ N^c_{σ,t,T} ] ≤ E [ ~ N^{α,j∨0}_{~σ,t,T} ] , for c = α!^{−1}∂^α and c = α!^{−1}∂^α ∘ f^{(j)}. Now, the choice of ~σ_∂ and ~σ_∘ ensures that the

conditions (8.20a)-(8.20c) are satisfied, hence from Corollary 8.8 we have E [| H_{t,T} ( X^{x,c}_t )|] ≲_{θ,r,d} (2θd)^{|α|}e^{−λ(T −t)}δ_1 2^{−(r+2)}R_{θ,r} − ( 1 − e^{−λ(T −t)} ) δ_1δ_2 ≤ (2θd)^{|α|}δ_1 2^{−(r+2)}R_{θ,r} − ( 1 − e^{−λT} ) δ_1δ_2 ≲_{θ,r,d,δ1,δ2,λ,T} (2θd)^{|α|}.

Remark 5.4. i) We may separate the assumption on code bounds (5.5b) into max ( ‖∂^αϕ‖_∞, (δ_2 ∨ 1) sup_{k≥0} ‖ ‖∂^α[f^{(k)}(ϕ)] ‖ ‖_∞ ) ≤ θ^{|α|} |α|∏ k=1 (r + k − 1), α ∈ N^d_0 and 1 ρ̄(T ) ≤ δ_1. (5.8)

We may also choose ρ(s) = λe^{−λs} for some λ > 0, which fulfills Assumption H-ii). Then,

the conditions (5.5a), (5.5c) and (5.8) on the time interval [0, T ] imply the quadratic

inequality 1 λ e^{2λT} ( 1 − e^{−λT} ) ≤ ( 1 − e^{−λT} ) δ_1δ_2 < 2^{−(r+2)}R_{θ,r},

in e^{λT} , which is solved as T < 1 λ log ( 1 2 + √ 1 4 + λ2^{−(r+2)}R_{θ,r} ) .

When λ varies in (0, ∞), it yields T < 2^{−(r+2)}R_{θ,r}. ii) The expression of R_{θ,r} in (5.6) tells that when either θ or r gets larger, 2^{−(r+2)}R_{θ,r} gets smaller. In other words, when the bounds of initial data and nonlinearity in (5.5b) get bigger, the time interval [0, T ] needs to be smaller due to (5.5c).

Proposition 5.5 (Exponential growth conditions). Under Assumption H, suppose that for some θ ≥ √ 2/d and δ_1, δ_2 > 0 such that min(θ^2, 1) ≥ 1/((d + 1)δ_1δ_2), we have 1 ρ_∗(T ) ≤ δ_2, 1 ρ̄(T ) max ( ‖∂^αϕ‖_∞, (δ_2 ∨ 1) sup_{k≥0} ‖ ‖∂^α[f^{(k)}(ϕ)] ‖ ‖_∞ ) ≤ δ_1θ^{|α|}, α ∈ N^d_0 , ( 1 − e^{−λT} ) δ_1δ_2 < R_θ := 1 2eθ^2d .

(5.9a)

(5.9b)

(5.9c) Then H_{t,T} ( X^{x,c}_t ) is integrable for all c ∈ C(f) and uniformly in (t, x) ∈ [0, T ]×R^d . Moreover, there exists a constant C_{θ,d,δ1,λ,T} > 0 such that for any (α, j) ∈ N^d_0 × N_0 , and all codes c of the form c = ∂^α or c = ∂^α ∘ f^{(j)},

E [| H_{t,T} ( X^{x,c}_t )|] ≤ C_{θ,d,δ1,λ,T} ( d log ( R_θ/ (( 1 − e^{−λT} ) δ_1δ_2 )) )_{|α|−1} , (t, x) ∈ [0, T ] × R^d . Proof. We let

σ_∂ (α, −1) := δ_1 θ^{|α|} α! , σ^{(0)}_∘ (α, −1) := δ_2,

σ_∂ (α, j) := δ_1 δ_2 ∨ 1 θ^{|α|} α! , σ^{(0)}_∘ (α, j) := (d + 1)δ_2 d∏ k=1 (1 + α_k),

σ^{(i)}_∘ (α, j) := (d + 1) δ_2 12 (2 + α_i)(3 + α_i) d∏ k=1 (1 + α_k), j ≥ 0, 1 ≤ i ≤ d,

the relations (5.4) and (5.5a)-(5.5b) yield

M_∘(c; z) ≤ σ_∘(c; z) and M_∂ (c) ≤ σ_∂ (c), hence from (5.2) we have | |H_{t,T} (X^{x,c}_t ) | | ≤ N^c_{σ,t,T} = ∏ k∈K^∘_{t,T} (c) σ_∘ ( c^k; I^{ck} ) ∏ k∈K^∂_{t,T} (c) σ_∂ (c^k).

In addition, taking κ := max(1, δ_2) and ~σ_∂ and ~σ_∘ as in (7.3), it follows from Lemma 8.6-i)

that (8.10)-(8.11) and therefore (7.4c)-(7.4d) are satisfied. Thus, by Proposition 6.2 we have E [| H_{t,T} ( X^{x,c}_t )|] ≤ E [ N^c_{σ,t,T} ] ≤ E [ ~ N^{α,j∨0}_{~σ,t,T} ]

for c = α!^{−1}∂^α and c = α!^{−1}∂^α ∘ f^{(j)}. Now, the choice of ~σ_∂ and ~σ_∘ ensures that the

conditions (8.20a)-(8.20c) are satisfied, hence we can conclude from Corollary 8.9.

Remark 5.6. It can be seen that when ( 1 − e^{−λT} ) δ_1δ_2 < e^{−d}R_θ, E [| H_{t,T} ( X^{x,c}_t )|] can have an exponential decay with respect to the absolute order of the

derivative in the code c.

6 Stochastic dominance

In order to control the integrability of the branching process X^{x,c}_t = ( X^{x,c}_{t,s} ) s∈[t,T ] which has

at most two offsprings at each generation, we introduce a secondary binary branching chain

~X_t = ( ~X_{t,s})_{s∈[t,T ]} which will be used to dominate X^{x,c}_t in a stochastic sense, and will be easier

to handle in future arguments, see Figure 3.

t T_∅T_{(1)}

T_{(1,2)} β!^{−1}∂^β ∘ f^′ or (β + 1_i)!^{−1}∂^{β+1i} ∘ f^′

T_{(1,1)}

(α − β)!^{−1}∂^{α−β} ∘ f or (α − β + 1_i)!^{−1}∂^{α−β+1i} α!^{−1}∂^α ∘ f α!^{−1}∂^α

(a) Original branching chain.

t T_∅ T_{(2)} β!^{−1}∂^β ∘ f^′ or (β + 1_i)!^{−1}∂^{β+1i} ∘ f^′

T_{(1)}

(α − β)!^{−1}∂^{α−β} ∘ f or (α − β + 1_i)!^{−1}∂^{α−β+1i} α!^{−1}∂^α ∘ f

(b) Dominating branching chain.

Figure 3: Original vs. dominating branching chain.

We denote by K := {∅} ∪ ⋃ n∈N_1 {1, 2} n the set of binary labels. The ingredients of the

dominating binary branching chain are the following.

• Lifetimes: a family of (i.i.d.) stopping times ( ~τ_k ) k∈K with common exponential distribution with parameter λ.

• Coding mechanism: we construct a mechanism ~M on the code set N^d_0 × N_0 by letting ~M((α, j)) := {((α − β, 0), (β, j + 1)), ((α − β + 1_i, 0), (β + 1_i, j + 1))}_{0≤β≤αi=1,...,d} . (6.1)

• Offsprings distribution: to every (α, j) ∈ N^d_0 × N_0 we associate a random variable ~I^{α,j} in ~M((α, j)) with probability distribution of the form q_α ( (α − β, 0), (β, j + 1) ) = q^{(0)}_α , q_α ( (α − β + 1_i, 0), (β + 1_i, j + 1) ) = q^{(i)}_α (β), (6.2)

where the families (~τ_k)_{k∈K} and (~ I^{ck} ) k∈K are mutually independent. Given an initial code c̃^∅ := (α, j) ∈ N^d_0 × N_0 , we also construct a continuous-time branching chain, as follows.

• Start a branch from time 0, indexed by label ∅ and coded by c̃^∅ = (α, j). This is the zeroth generation and the common ancestor of all branches. The branch has lifetime ~τ_∅, and at the end of its lifetime it splits to two first generation independent offsprings labelled k = 1, 2 and coded by ~I^{α,j}_1 and ~I^{α,j}_2 respectively.

• The label of a n-th generation branch is denoted by k = (k_1, . . . , k_{n−1}, k_n) ∈ {1, 2}^n, n ≥ 1, and its code is given by c̃^k ∈ N_0 . A branch k has parent label k^− := (k_1, . . . , k_{n−2}, k_{n−1}), starts at time ~T_k− and has lifetime ~τ_k. At time ~T_k := ~T_k− + ~τ_k the branch splits to two (n + 1)-th generation independent offsprings with labels (k, 1), (k, 2) and codes ~I^{c̃k}_1 , ~I^{c̃k}_2 , respectively.

We denote by ~K^∂_{t,T} (α, j), ~K^∘_{t,T} (α, j) ⊂ K the label set of all branches living at or having died before time T , respectively, and by ( ~ X_{t,s} ) s∈[t,T ]. the binary branching chain formed by the count of branches of ~K^∂_{t,T} (α, j) up to time s ∈ [t, T ]. Proposition 6.1 is consequence of e.g. Eq. (8) page 3 of [Ken48], [Har63, Example 13.2 page 112], [AN72, Example 5 page 109], see also Proposition 3.1 in [HP25a].

Proposition 6.1. The total progeny ~X_{t,T} , t ∈ [0, T ], has distribution P ( ~ X_{t,T} = n ) = { e^{−λ(T −t)} ( 1 − e^{−λ(T −t)} )_m , n = 2m + 1, 0, otherwise, m ≥ 0.

(6.3)

The stochastic dominance result of Proposition 6.2 is proved in two steps.

• Step one: for each α ∈ N^d_0 , we merge pairs of adjacent branches coded by ∂^α and ∂^α ∘ f into a single branch.

• Step two: we dominate the original distribution ρ of the lifetimes of branches using an exponential distribution.

In Proposition 6.2 we let

σ_∂ , σ^{(0)}_∘ : N^d_0 × N_{−1} → (0, ∞), σ^{(i)}_∘ : N^d_0 × N_0 → (0, ∞), i = 1, . . . , d, and ~σ_∂ , ~σ^{(0)}_∘ , ~σ^{(i)}_∘ : N^d_0 × N_0 → (0, ∞), i = 1, . . . , d, be weight functions on the branches of (X_{t,s})_{s∈[t,T ]} and ( ~ X_{t,s} ) s∈[t,T ], and we consider the

multiplicative progenies N^c_{σ,t,T} := ∏ k∈K^∘_{t,T} (c) σ_∘ ( c^k; I^{ck} ) ∏ k∈K^∂_{t,T} (c) σ_∂ (c^k), c ∈ C(f), (6.4)

~N^{α,j}_{~σ,t,T} := ∏ k∈ ~K^∘_{t,T} (α,j) ~σ_∘ ( c̃^k; ~I^{ck} ) ∏ k∈ ~K^∂_{t,T} (α,j) ~σ_∂ (c̃^k), (α, j) ∈ N^d_0 × N_0 ,

t ∈ [0, T ], where σ_∘(c; z) and ~σ_∘(α, j; z) are defined by

σ_∘(c; z) = σ^{(0)}_∘ (α, −1), c = 1 α! ∂^α σ^{(0)}_∘ (α, j), c = 1 α! ∂^α ∘ f^{(j)}, z_1 = 1, σ^{(i)}_∘ (α, j), c = 1 α! ∂^α ∘ f^{(j)}, z_1 = − 1 2 (1 + β_i) (1 + α_i − β_i) , c ∈ C(f), z ∈ M(c), 0 ≤ β ≤ α, i = 1, . . . , d, and

~σ_∘(α, j; z) = ~σ^{(0)}_∘ (α, j), z_1 = 1, ~σ^{(i)}_∘ (α, j), z_1 = − 1 2 (1 + β_i)(1 + α_i − β_i), 0 ≤ β ≤ α, i = 1, . . . , d. (α, j) ∈ N^d_0 × N_0 . We have the following stochastic domination result. Proposition 6.2. Under Assumption H-ii), suppose that for all (α, j) ∈ N^d_0 ×N_0 , 0 ≤ β ≤ α, and i = 1, . . . , d, we have i) σ_∂ (α, −1) ≤ ~σ_∂ (α, 0), σ_∂ (α, j) ≤ ~σ_∂ (α, j), (6.5) ii) max ( 1, σ_∂ (α − β, 0)σ_∂ (β, j + 1) σ^{(0)}_∘ (α, j) σ_∂ (α, j) ) ≤ ~σ_∂ (α − β, 0)~σ_∂ (β, j + 1) ~σ^{(0)}_∘ (α, j) ~σ_∂ (α, j) , (6.6)

iii) max ( 1, max ( σ_∂ (α − β + 1_i, −1) , σ_∂ (α − β + 1_i, 0) σ^{(0)}_∘ (α − β + 1_i, −1) )

× σ_∂ (β + 1_i, j + 1) σ^{(i)}_∘ (α, j) σ_∂ (α, j) ) ≤ ~σ_∂ (α − β + 1_i, 0) ~σ_∂ (β + 1_i, j + 1) ~σ^{(i)}_∘ (α, j) ~σ_∂ (α, j) . (6.7)

Then, for any (α, j) ∈ N^d_0 × N_0 and t ∈ [0, T ],

i) N^c_{σ,t,T} is stochastically dominated by ~N^{α,0}_{~σ,t,T} when c = 1 α! ∂^α;

ii) N^c_{σ,t,T} is stochastically dominated by ~N^{α,j}_{~σ,t,T} when c = 1 α! ∂^α_x ∘ f^{(j)}.

In other words, for any x ∈ R we have

P ( N^c_{σ,t,T} ≥ x ) ≤ P ( ~ N^{α,0}_{~σ,t,T} ≥ x ) , c = 1 α! ∂^α, P ( ~ N^{α,j}_{~σ,t,T} ≥ x ) , c = 1 α! ∂^α ∘ f^{(j)}, (α, j) ∈ N^d_0 × N_0 .

Proof. We introduce an intermediate binary branching chain X^{α,j}_t via a pathwise modification of the original branching chain X^{x,c}_t : since each branch coded by α!^{−1}∂^α has a unique offspring, which is coded by α!^{−1}∂^α ∘ f, we collect all such father-son pair of branches, and merge each pair as a single branch, recode it by α!^{−1}∂^α ∘ f, as shown in Figure 4.

t T_∅T_{(1)}

T_{(1,2)}

(1, 2, 2) · · ·

(1, 2, 1) · · ·

(1, 2)

β!^{−1}∂^β ∘ f^′ or (β + 1_i)!^{−1}∂^{β+1i} ∘ f^′

T_{(1,1)}

(1, 1, 2) · · ·

(1, 1, 1) · · ·

(1, 1)

(α − β)!^{−1}∂^{α−β} ∘ f or (α − β + 1_i)!^{−1}∂^{α−β+1i}

(1)α!^{−1}∂^α ∘ f ∅α!^{−1}∂^α

(a) Tree with a pair of initial branches.

t T_∅ T_{(2)}

(2, 2) · · ·

(2, 1)· · ·

(2) β!^{−1}∂^β ∘ f^′ or (β + 1_i)!^{−1}∂^{β+1i} ∘ f^′

T_{(1)}

(1, 2) · · ·

(1, 1)· · ·

(1) (α − β)!^{−1}∂^{α−β} ∘ f or (α − β + 1_i)!^{−1}∂^{α−β+1i}

∅α!^{−1}∂^α ∘ f

(b) Merged tree with a single branch.

Figure 4: Merging of pair branches into a single branch.

This modification yields the same mechanism as (6.1) and the same offspring distribution as (6.2), and thus, a binary branching chain with the same distribution as replacing the exponential lifetime distribution of ~X by the original lifetime distribution ρ.

Next, we reweigh all branches of the modified chain X^{α,j}_t coded by α!^{−1}∂^α ∘ f^{(j)} using the boundary weight ~σ_∂ (α, j) and the inner weights ~σ^{(0)}_∘ (α, j) and ~σ^{(i)}_∘ (α, j), we denote the resulting multiplicative weighted progeny of X^{α,j}_t by N^{α,j}_{~σ,t,T} := ∏ k∈K^∘_{t,T} (α,j) ~σ_∘ ( c̄^k; I^{ck} ) ∏ k∈K^∂_{t,T} (α,j) ~σ_∂ (c̄^k),

which can be rewritten as N^{α,j}_{~σ,t,T} = ~σ_∂ (α, j) ∏ k∈K,T_k≤T ΔN^{α,j}_{~σ,T k,T} , (6.8)

where ΔN^{α,j}_{~σ,T k,T} := ~σ_∂ (I^{c̄k}_1 )~σ_∂ (I^{c̄k}_2 ) ~σ_∘ ( c̄^k, I^{c̄k} ) ~σ_∂ (c̄^k) , and, letting c̄^k = (α, j), we have ΔN^{α,j}_{~σ,T k,T} = (6.9) ~σ_∂ (α − β, 0)~σ_∂ (β, j + 1) ~σ^{(0)}_∘ (α, j) ~σ_∂ (α, j) , I^{c̄k} = ( (α − β, 0), (β, j + 1) ) , ~σ_∂ (α − β + 1_i, 0)~σ_∂ (β + 1_i, j + 1) ~σ^{(i)}_∘ (α, j) ~σ_∂ (α, j) , I^{c̄k} = ( (α − β + 1_i, 0), (β + 1_i, j + 1) ) .

By Assumption H-ii), T_k − T_k− stochastically dominates ~T_k − ~T_k− for every k ∈ K \ {∅}, as we have

P(T_k − T_k− ≤ r) = 1 − ρ̄(r) ≤ 1 − e^{−λr} = P ( ~ T_k − ~T_k− ≤ r ) , r ≥ 0. By the independence of the sequences ( T_k − T_k− ) k∈K and ( ~ T_k − ~T_k− ) k∈K , we conclude from [SS07, Theorem 6.B.3] that (~τ_k = ~T_k − ~T_k− )_{k∈K} is stochastically dominated by (τ_k = T_k − T_k− )_{k∈K} . Using (6.8) and the independence between ( T_k ) k∈K and ( ΔN^{α,j}_{~σ,T k,T} ) k∈K , we derive P ( N^{α,j}_{~σ,t,T} ≥ x ) = E P ∏ k∈K,T_k≤T ΔN^{α,j}_{~σ,T k,T} ≥ x ~σ_∂ (α, j) | | | | ( T_k ) k∈K

= E P ∏ k∈K,tk ≤T branch k splits at tk

( ~σ_∘ ( c̃^k, ~I^{c̃k}

) ~σ_∂ (~I^{c̃k}_i ) ~σ_∂ (c̃^k) ) ≥ x ~σ_∂ (α, j) =:Φ((t_k)_{k∈K} )

|t_k=T_k,k∈K

= E [ Φ (( T_k ) k∈K )] =: E [Ψ((τ_k)_{k∈K} )], x ∈ R,

and similarly we have P ( ~ N^{α,j}_{~σ,t,T} ≥ x ) = E [Ψ((~τ_k )_{k∈K} )]. Since each summand in the definition of Φ is nonnegative due to (6.9) and the conditions (6.6)-(6.7) with 0 at the left hand side of inequalities, we see that the mapping

Ψ : [0, ∞)^K → [0, 1]

(t_k)_{k∈K} → Ψ((t_k)_{k∈K} )

is non-increasing in every component t_k. We apply the result that (τ_k)_{k∈K} stochastically dominates (~τ_k)_{k∈K} , and use the equivalent definition of stochastic dominance for random vectors [SS07, Eq. (6.B.4)], to reach, for any x ∈ R, P ( N^{α,j}_{~σ,t,T} ≥ x ) = E [Ψ((τ_k)_{k∈K} )]

≤ E [Ψ((~τ_k )_{k∈K} )] = P ( ~ N^{α,j}_{~σ,t,T} ≥ x ) , that is, N^{α,j}_{~σ,t,T} is stochastically dominated by ~N^{α,j}_{~σ,t,T} . To prove that N^c_{σ,t,T} is stochastically dominated by ~N^{α,j}_{~σ,t,T} , it suffices to show that N^c_{σ,t,T} can be dominated pathwise by the multiplicative weighted progeny N^{α,j}_{~σ,t,T} of the modified chain. For this, we rewrite (6.4) as N^c_{σ,t,T} = σ_∂ (c) ∏ k∈K,T_k ≤T ΔN^c_{Tk} , (6.10)

where

ΔN^c_{Tk} = σ_∘ ( c^k; I^{ck} ) σ_∂ (c^k) |I^{ck} |∏

i=2 σ_∂ (I^{ck}_i ),

whereas when c^k = α!^{−1}∂^α, we have

ΔN^c_{Tk} = σ_∂ (α, 0) σ^{(0)}_∘ (α, −1) σ_∂ (α, −1) . (6.11)

When c^k = α!^{−1}∂^α ∘ f^{(j)}, we have

ΔN^c_{Tk} = σ_∂ (α − β, 0)σ_∂ (β, j + 1) σ^{(0)}_∘ (α, j) σ_∂ (α, j) , I^{ck}_1 = 1, I^{ck}_3 = 1 β! ∂^β ∘ f^{(j+1)},

σ_∂ (α − β + 1_i, −1)σ_∂ (β + 1_i, j + 1) σ^{(i)}∘ (α, j) σ_∂ (α, j) , I^{ck}_3 = − 1 2 (β_i + 1)(α_i − β_i + 1). (6.12)

We observe from the construction of the modified chain X^{α,j}_t that, pathwise, all branches of X^{x,c}_t that split no later than T are reserved for X^{α,j}_t in the time interval [t, T ], with some pairs of those branches merged. We partition the set of branches K := {k ∈ K : T_k ≤ T } as K = K_m ∪ K^c_m, into the subset K_m of merged branches and its complement K^c_m. We consider the ‘merging’ map Λ from K into the set of branches K := {k ∈ K }_{T k≤T} , defined by mapping pairs in K_m into single elements in K, and by being injective on K^c_m. In this way, we can split the product over K in N^c_{σ,t,T} as ∏ k∈K,T_k ≤T = ∏ k∈K_m ∏ k∈K^c_m , and split the product over K in N^{α,j}_{~σ,t,T} as ∏ k∈K,T_k≤T = ∏ k∈Λ(K_m) ∏ k∈Λ(K^c_m) ∏ k∈K\Λ(K) .

The conditions (6.5)-(6.6) with 0 at the left hand side of inequalities, together with (6.9) imply ∏ k∈K\Λ(K) ΔN^{α,j}_{~σ,T k,T} ≥ 1. Condition (6.6) with σ_∂ (α − β, 0)σ_∂ (β, j + 1) σ^{(0)}_∘ (α, j) σ_∂ (α, j) and σ_∂ (α − β + 1_i, −1)σ_∂ (β + 1_i, j + 1) σ^{(i)}_∘ (α, j) σ_∂ (α, j) at the left hand side, together with (6.9) and (6.12), imply ∏ k∈K^c_m ΔN^c_{Tk} ≤ ∏ k∈Λ(K^c_m) ΔN^{α,j}_{~σ,T k,T} .

On the other hand, condition (6.7) with

σ_∂ (α − β + 1_i, 0)σ^{(0)}_∘ (α − β + 1_i, −1)σ_∂ (β + 1_i, j + 1) σ^{(i)}_∘ (α, j) σ_∂ (α, j) at the left hand side, together with (6.9) and (6.11)-(6.12), imply ∏ k∈K_m ΔN^c_{Tk} ≤ ∏ k∈Λ(K_m) ΔN^{α,j}_{~σ,T k,T} .

Finally, the condition (6.5) implies σ_∂ (c) ≤ ~σ_∂ (α, j), hence we can now conclude from (6.8) and (6.10) that N^c_{σ,t,T} ≤ N^{α,j}_{~σ,t,T} .

7 Multiplicative weighted progeny

In this section, we study the integrability of the dominating multiplicative weighted progeny ~N^{α,j}_{~σ,t,T} := ∏ k∈ ~K^∘_{t,T} (α,j) ~σ_∘ ( c̃^k; ~I^{ck} ) ∏ k∈ ~K^∂_{t,T} (α,j) ~σ_∂ ( c̃^k )

by deriving a Hamilton–Jacobi equation for its generating function.

Lemma 7.1. The conditional expectations

A^{~σ}_{α,j}(2k + 1) := E [ ~ N^{α,j}_{~σ,t,T} | | ~X_{t,T} = 2k + 1], (α, j) ∈ N^d_0 × N_0 , k ≥ 0, do not depend on t ∈ [0, T ], and they satisfy the recursion A^{~σ}_{α,j} (0) = ~σ_∂ (α, j), A^{~σ}_{α,j} (k + 1) = 1 k + 1 ∑ β+γ=α β,γ∈Nd0 ∑ l1+l2=k l1,l2≥0

( ~σ^{(0)}_∘ (α, j)q^{(0)}_α A^{~σ}_{γ,0}(l_1)A^{~σ}_{β,j+1}(l_2)

+ d∑ i=1 ~σ^{(i)}_∘ (α, j)q^{(i)}_α (β)A^{~σ}_{γ+1i,0}(l_1)A^{~σ}_{β+1i,j+1}(l_2) ) , k ≥ 0. Proof. Letting A^{~σ,t}_{α,j}(k) := E [ ~ N^{α,j}_{~σ,t,T} | | ~X_{t,T} = k], (α, j) ∈ N^d_0 × N_0 , and using (6.3), we have A^{~σ,t}_{α,j} (k + 1)P ( ~ X_{t,T} = 2k + 3 )

= ∑ 0≤β≤α ∫_T t λe^{−λ(s−t)} ∑ l1+l2=k l1,l2≥0 P ( ~ X_{s,T} = 2l_1 + 1 ) P ( ~ X_{s,T} = 2l_2 + 1 ) ( ~σ^{(0)}_∘ (α, j)q^{(0)}_α A^{~σ,t}_{α−β,0}(l_1)A^{~σ,t}_{β,j+1}(l_2)

+ d∑ i=1 ~σ^{(i)}_∘ (α, j)q^{(i)}_α (β)A^{~σ,t}_{α−β+1i,0}(l_1)A^{~σ,t}_{β+1i,j+1}(l_2) ) ds

= ∑ 0≤β≤α ∫_T t λe^{−λ(s−t)} ∑ l1+l2=k l1,l2≥0 e^{−2λ(T −s)} ( 1 − e^{−λ(T −s)} )_{l1+l2} ( ~σ^{(0)}_∘ (α, j)q^{(0)}_α A^{~σ,t}_{α−β,0}(l_1)A^{~σ,t}_{β,j+1}(l_2)

+ d∑ i=1 ~σ^{(i)}_∘ (α, j)q^{(i)}_α (β)A^{~σ,t}_{α−β+1i,0}(l_1)A^{~σ,t}_{β+1i,j+1}(l_2) ) ds

= λe^{−λ(T −t)} ∫_T t P ( ~ X_{s,T} = 2k + 1 ) ds ∑ 0≤β≤α ∑ l1+l2=k l1,l2≥0

( ~σ^{(0)}_∘ (α, j)q^{(0)}_α A^{~σ,t}_{α−β,0}(l_1)A^{~σ,t}_{β,j+1}(l_2)

+ d∑ i=1 ~σ^{(i)}_∘ (α, j)q^{(i)}_α (β)A^{~σ,t}_{α−β+1i,0}(l_1)A^{~σ,t}_{β+1i,j+1}(l_2) ) , and we conclude from the equalities λ ∫_T t P ( ~ X_{s,T} = 2k + 1 ) ds = λ ∫_T t e^{−λ(T −s)} ( 1 − e^{−λ(T −s)} )_k ds = λ k∑ j=0 (−1)^j ( k j ) ∫_T t e^{−λ(j+1)(T −s)}ds

= k∑ j=0 (−1)^j j + 1 ( k j ) (1 − e^{−λ(j+1)(T −t)}) = 1 k + 1 ( 1 − e^{−λ(T −t)} )_{k+1}

= 1 k + 1 e^{λ(T −t)}P ( ~ X_{t,T} = 2k + 3 ) .

The series E [ ~ N^{α,j}_{~σ,t,T} ] = ∑ k≥0 E [ ~ N^{α,j}_{~σ,t,T} | | ~X_{t,T} = 2k + 1]P( ~X_{t,T} = 2k + 1)

= e^{−λ(T −t)} ∞∑ k=0 ( 1 − e^{−λ(T −t)} )_k A^{~σ}_{α,j} (k), (7.1) converges absolutely for (α, j) ∈ N^d_0 × N_0 provided that

1 − e^{−λ(T −t)} < radius of convergence of the sequence ( A^{~σ}_{α,j}(k) ) k≥0. (7.2)

Now, for some constant κ > 1 we put

~σ_∂ (α, j) := κσ_∂ (α, j), ~σ^{(0)}_∘ (α, j) := σ^{(0)}_∘ (α, j), ~σ^{(i)}_∘ (α, j) := σ^{(i)}_∘ (α, j), (7.3)

so that the conditions (6.5)-(6.7) reduce to σ_∂ (α, −1) ≤ κσ_∂ (α, 0), σ^{(0)}_∘ (α, −1) ≤ κ, 1 ≤ ~σ_∂ (α − β, 0)~σ_∂ (β, j + 1) ~σ^{(0)}_∘ (α, j) ~σ_∂ (α, j) , 1 ≤ ~σ_∂ (α − β + 1_i, 0)~σ_∂ (β + 1_i, j + 1) ~σ^{(i)}_∘ (α, j) ~σ_∂ (α, j) ,

(7.4a) (7.4b)

(7.4c)

(7.4d)

(α, j) ∈ N^d_0 × N_0 , 0 ≤ β ≤ α, 1 ≤ i ≤ d.

In the following proposition the functions ~σ_∂ , ~σ^{(0)}_∘ , ~σ^{(i)}_∘ are independent of j, hence the values of A^{~σ}_{α,j} are also independent of j ≥ 0, and we denote A^{~σ}_α(k) := A^{~σ}_{α,j} (k), k ≥ 0. (7.5) Proposition 7.2. Given a positive sequence (g(α))_{α∈N}d_0 with generating function

G_0(x) := ∑ α∈N^d_0 g(α)x^α, x ∈ R^d ,

for α ∈ N^d_0 let ~σ_∂ (α) ≡ g(α), ~σ^{(0)}_∘ (α) ≡ (d + 1) d∏ k=1 (1 + α_k),

~σ^{(i)}_∘ (α) ≡ d + 1 12 (2 + α_i)(3 + α_i) d∏ k=1 (1 + α_k), i = 1, . . . , d.

(7.6a)

(7.6b)

(7.6c)

Then, under Definition 5.1, the bivariate generating function G(s, x) := ∑ (α,k)∈N^d_0 ×N_0 A^{~σ}_α(k)s^kx^α = ∑ (α,k)∈N^d_0 ×N_0 s^kx^αE [ ~ N^{α,j}_{~σ,t,T} | | ~X_{t,T} = k], (x, s) ∈ R^d × R,

satisfies the (backward in time) contact Hamilton–Jacobi equation ∂G ∂s (s, x) = G(s, x)^2 + 1 2 |∇G(s, x)|^2 , s < 0, G(0, x) = G_0(x), x ∈ R^d . (7.7)

Proof. Combining Lemma 7.1, (5.3), and (7.6a)-(7.6c), the sequence ( A^{~σ}_α(k) ) (α,k)∈N^d_0 ×N_0 satisfies A^{~σ}_α(0) = g(α), A^{~σ}_α(k + 1) = 1 k + 1 ∑ β+γ=α β,γ∈Nd0 ∑ l1+l2=k l1,l2≥0

( A^{~σ}_γ (l_1)A^{~σ}_β(l_2) + 1 2 d∑ i=1 (1 + γ_i)(1 + β_i)A^{~σ}_{γ+1i} (l_1)A^{~σ}_{β+1i} (l_2) ) , (7.8) which implies G(0, x) = ∑ α∈N^d_0 g(α)x^α, x ∈ R^d , and ∂G ∂s (s, x) = ∑ (α,k)∈N^d_0 ×N_0 (k + 1)A^{~σ}_α(k + 1)s^kx^α

= ∑ (α,k)∈N^d_0 ×N_0 s^kx^α ∑ β+γ=α β,γ∈Nd0 ∑ l1+l2=k l1,l2≥0

( A^{~σ}_γ (l_1)A^{~σ}_β(l_2) + 1 2 d∑ i=1 (1 + γ_i)(1 + β_i)A^{~σ}_{γ+1i} (l_1)A^{~σ}_{β+1i} (l_2) )

= ∑ (γ,l_1)N^d_0 ×N_0

A^{~σ}_γ (l_1)s^{l1} x^γ ∑ (β,l_2)∈N^d_0 ×N_0

A^{~σ}_β(l_2)s^{l2} x^β

+ 1 2 d∑ i=1 ∑ (γ,l_1)∈N^d_0 ×N_0

(1 + γ_i)A^{~σ}_{γ+1i} (l_1)s^{l1} x^γ ∑ (β,l_2)∈N^d_0 ×N_0

(1 + β_i)A^{~σ}_{β+1i} (l_2)s^{l2} x^β

= G(s, x)^2 + 1 2 d∑ i=1 ( ∂G ∂x_i (s, x) )_2 , which is (7.7). □

8 Hamilton–Jacobi solution

As the contact Hamilton–Jacobi equation (7.7) may not have a closed form solution, we shall dominate the sequence (A^{~σ}_α(k))_{(α,k)∈N}d_{0 ×N0} using a simpler equation. The following proposition is obtained by an argument similar to that of Proposition 7.2.

Lemma 8.1. Given a positive sequence (g(α))_{α∈N}d_0 with generating function

G_0(x) = ∑ α∈N^d_0 g(α)x^α, x ∈ R^d ,

let ( ^ A_α(k) ) (α,k)∈N^d_0 ×N_0 be defined by the recursion ^A_α(0) = g(α), ^A_α(k + 1) = 1 k + 1 ∑ β+γ=α β,γ∈Nd0 ∑ l1+l2=k l1,l2≥0 d∑ i=1 (1 + γ_i)(1 + β_i) ^A_{γ+1i} (l_1) ^A_{β+1i} (l_2), (8.1)

Then, the following statements hold true.

i) Under the condition

(1 + α_i) ^A_{α+1i} (k) ≥ √ 2 d ^A_α(k), (α, k) ∈ N^d_0 × N_0 , 1 ≤ i ≤ d, (8.2)

the sequence ( A^{~σ}_α(k) ) (α,k)∈N^d_0 ×N_0 is dominated by ( ^ A_α(k) ) (α,k)∈N^d_0 ×N_0 .

ii) The bivariate generating function ^G(s, x) := ∑ (α,k)∈N^d_0 ×N_0 ^A_α(k)x^αs^k, (s, x) ∈ R × R^d ,

of ( ^ A_α(k) ) (α,k)∈N^d_0 ×N_0 satisfies the (backward in time) Hamilton–Jacobi equation ∂ ^G ∂s (s, x) = | |∇ ^G(s, x) | |^2, s < 0, ^G(0, x) = G_0(x), x ∈ R^d . (8.3)

Proof. i) We prove this statement by induction on k ≥ 0. When k = 0 we clearly have ^A_α(0) ≥ A~σ_α(0) for all α ∈ N d_0 . Suppose that ^A_α(k′) ≥ A~σ_α(k′) for all α ∈ N d_0 and 0 ≤ k′ ≤ k.

Then, using (8.1) and the condition (8.2) as well as the induction hypothesis, we have

^A_α(k + 1) ≥ 1 k + 1 ∑ β+γ=α β,γ∈Nd0 ∑ l1+l2=k l1,l2≥0

( ^A_γ (l_1) ^A_β(l_2) + 1 2 d∑ i=1 (1 + γ_i)(1 + β_i) ^A_{γ+1i} (l_1) ^A_{β+1i} (l_2) )

≥ 1 k + 1 ∑ β+γ=α β,γ∈Nd0 ∑ l1+l2=k l1,l2≥0

( A^{~σ}_γ (l_1)A^{~σ}_β(l_2) + 1 2 d∑ i=1 (1 + γ_i)(1 + β_i)A^{~σ}_{γ+1i} (l_1)A^{~σ}_{β+1i} (l_2) )

= A^{~σ}_α(k + 1).

ii) As in the proof of Proposition 7.2, we have G(0, x) = ∑ α∈N^d_0 g(α)x^α, x ∈ R^d ,

and ∂G ∂s (s, x) = ∑ (α,k)∈N^d_0 ×N_0 (k + 1) ^A_α(k + 1)s^kx^α

= 1 2 ∑ (α,k)∈N^d_0 ×N_0 s^kx^α ∑ β+γ=α β,γ∈Nd0 ∑ l1+l2=k l1,l2≥0 d∑ i=1 (1 + γ_i)(1 + β_i) ^A_{γ+1i} (l_1) ^A_{β+1i} (l_2)

= 1 2 d∑ i=1 ∑ (γ,l_1)∈N^d_0 ×N_0

(1 + γ_i) ^A_{γ+1i} (l_1)s^{l1} x^γ ∑ (β,l_2)∈N^d_0 ×N_0

(1 + β_i) ^A_{β+1i} (l_2)s^{l2} x^β

= 1 2 d∑ i=1 ( ∂G ∂x_i (s, x) )_2 , which is (8.3). □

In the next proposition we solve the recursion (8.1).

Proposition 8.2. Assume that

G_0(x) := ^G(0, x) = ∑ α∈N^d_0 g(α)x^α, x ∈ R^d ,

is analytic in a neighborhood D of 0 ∈ R^d , and takes the form

G_0(x) = G_∗(x_1 + · · · + x_d), x ∈ R^d ,

with G_∗(z) = ∞∑ m=0 g_∗(m)z^m, z ∈ R, such that G^′_∗(z) ≠ 0 for all z ∈ R. Then, the recursion (8.1) admits the solution

^A_α(k) = (2d)^k (k + |α| − 1)! α!(k + 1)! ∑ m1 +···mk+1=k+|α|−1 m1,...mk+1≥0 k+1∏ j=1 ( (1 + m_j )g_∗(1 + m_j ) ) , (8.4)

k ≥ 0, α ∈ N^d_0 , where the above summation is over integer compositions. Proof. By the Hopf–Lax formula [Eva10, §3.3], the Hamilton–Jacobi equation (8.3) admits a unique weak solution given implicitly by ^G(s, x) = min_{y∈Rd} { −sL ( y − x s ) + G_0(y) } = min_{y∈Rd} { − |y − x|^2 4s + G_∗(⟨y⟩) } , s < 0, where we denote ⟨x⟩ = x_1 + · · · + x_d. For x in a neighborhood U of 0 in R^d , the minimizer y = y(s; x) of the above problem, if the minimum is achievable, should solve y_i − x_i G^′_∗(⟨y⟩) = 2s, i = 1, . . . , d, i.e., after summation over i = 1, . . . , d, ⟨y⟩ − ⟨x⟩ G^′_∗(⟨y⟩) = 2sd, from which we infer y_i − x_i = ⟨y⟩ − ⟨x⟩ d , i = 1, . . . , d. (8.5) As G^′_∗ ≠ 0, it follows from the Lagrange-Bürmann inversion formula that ⟨y⟩ = ⟨y(s; x)⟩ is analytical in s in an x-dependent interval I_x of 0, and admits the series expansion ⟨y(s; x)⟩ = ⟨x⟩ + ∞∑ k=1 (2sd)^ky_k(x), where y_k(x) := 1 k! lim_{z→⟨x⟩} ∂^{k−1} ∂z^{k−1} (G^′_∗(z))^k.

This yields the following candidate solution to the Hamilton–Jacobi equation (8.3): ^G(s, x) := −|y(s; x) − x|^2 4s + G_∗(⟨y(s; x)⟩) = −sd |G^′_∗(⟨y(s; x)⟩)|^2 + G_∗(⟨y(s; x)⟩) = − ⟨y(s; x)⟩ − ⟨x⟩ 2 G^′_∗(⟨y(s; x)⟩) + G_∗(⟨y(s; x)⟩). (8.6)

The domain of definition D = {(s, x) ∈ R × R^d : s ∈ I_x, x ∈ U} of ^G is the same as that of ⟨y(·; ·)⟩. Then, by (8.5), we have ∂ ^G ∂x_i (s, x) = − 1 2s d∑ j=1 (y_j(s; x) − x_j )(∂_{xi} y_j(s; x) − δ_{ij} ) + G^′_∗(⟨y(s; x)⟩) d∑ j=1 ∂_{xi} y_j(s; x)

= −G^′_∗(⟨y(s; x)⟩) d∑ j=1 (∂_{xi} y_j(s; x) − δ_{ij}) + G^′_∗(⟨y(s; x)⟩) d∑ j=1 ∂_{xi} y_j(s; x) = G^′_∗(⟨y(s; x)⟩) = ⟨y(s; x)⟩ − ⟨x⟩ 2sd = y_i(s; x) − x_i 2s = ∞∑ k=1 (2sd)^{k−1}y_k(x),

(8.7)

and ∂ ^G ∂s (s, x) = − 1 2s d∑ i=1 (y_i(s; x) − x_i)∂_sy_i(s; x)

+ |y(s; x) − x|^2 4s^2 + G^′_∗(⟨y(s; x)⟩) d∑ j=1 ∂_sy_j(s; x) = |y(s; x) − x|^2 4s^2 . These prove that the function ^G defined in (8.6) solves the Hamilton–Jacobi equation (8.3). It also follows from (8.7) that for any α ∈ N^d_0 with α_i ≠ 0 for some i = 1, . . . , d, we have ∂^α ^G ∂x^α (s, x) = ∞∑ k=1 (2sd)^{k−1}∂^{α−1i} y_k(x). (8.8)

Denoting by ^G_α(s) :=^∞ ∑ k=0 ^A_α(k)s^k, the generating function of ( ^ A_α(k))_{k≥0}, α ∈ N^d_0 , from (8.6) and (8.8) we have

^G_α(s) = 1 α! ∂^α ∂x^α ^G(s, 0) = 1 α! ∞∑ k=1 (2sd)^{k−1}∂^{α−1i} y_k(0), α > 0, hence

^A_α(k) = (2d)^k α! ∂^{α−1i} y_{k+1}(0) = (2d)^k α!(k + 1)! ∂^{k+|α|−1} ∂z^{k+|α|−1} [G^′_∗(z)]^{k+1}_{|z=0}

= (2d)^k (k + |α| − 1)! α!(k + 1)! ∑ m1+···mk+1=k+|α|−1 m1,...,mk+1≥0 k+1∏ j=1 (1 + m_j )g_∗(1 + m_j ), k ≥ 0,

which yields (8.4). □

Factorial growth conditions

Lemma 8.3. Given r, θ > 0, consider g defined as g(α) = (|α| + r − 1)_{|α|} θ^{|α|} α! , α ∈ N^d_0 , and assume that the condition min ( 1, θ^2r^2 2 ) ≥ 1 d + 1

(8.9)

holds. Then,

i) we have g(α − β) g(β) g(α) d∏ k=1 (1 + α_k) ≥ 1 (8.10) and 1 12 (2 + α_i)(3 + α_i)g(α − β + 1_i) g(β + 1_i) g(α) d∏ k=1 (1 + α_k) ≥ 1, (8.11)

0 ≤ β ≤ α, α ∈ N^d_0 . In addition, ii) the convergence radius of the generating function

^G_α(s) :=^∞ ∑ k=0 ^A_α(k)s^k,

is R_{θ,r} = (r + 1)^{r+1} 2θ^2r(r + 2)^{r+2}d

. (8.12)

Proof. We observe that when α is fixed, β → g(α − β) g(β) g(α) and β → g(α − β + 1_i) g(β + 1_i) g(α) achieve their respective minima 1 and θ^2(|α| + r)r/(1 + α_i) at β = 0 and β = α. Thus, for any 0 ≤ β ≤ α we have g(α − β) g(β) g(α) d∏ k=1 (1 + α_k) ≥ d∏ k=1 (1 + α_k) ≥ 1, and 1 12 (2 + α_i)(3 + α_i)g(α − β + 1_i) g(β + 1_i) g(α) d∏ k=1 (1 + α_k)

≥ θ^2 12 r(|α| + r)(2 + α_i)(3 + α_i) d∏ i≠k=1 (1 + α_k)

≥ θ^2 2 r^2.

In addition, we have

G_0(x) = ∑ α≥0 (|α| + r − 1)_{|α|} θ^{|α|} α! x^α = 1 (1 − θ⟨x⟩)^r := G_∗(⟨x⟩). It follows from (8.4) that

^A_α(k) = (2d)^k α!(k + 1)!

lim_{z→0} d^{k+|α|−1} dz^{k+|α|−1} [G^′_∗(z)]^{k+1}

= (2d)^k (θr)^{k+1} α!(k + 1)!

lim_{z→0} d^{k+|α|−1} dz^{k+|α|−1} (1 − θz)^{−(r+1)(k+1)}

= (2d)^k (θr)^{k+1} α!(k + 1)! θ^{k+|α|−1}[(r + 1)(k + 1)]^{k+|α|−1} = (2d)^kr^{k+1} θ^{2k+|α|} α! Γ((r + 2)k + r + |α|) (k + 1)!Γ((r + 1)(k + 1))

, α > 0, k ≥ 0. (8.13)

Thus, given that Γ(x + r)/Γ(x) = O(x^r) as x tends to infinity, the convergence radius of ^G_α is R_{θ,r} := lim sup_{k→∞} | | | | | ^A_α(k − 1) ^A_α(k) | | | | | = 1 2θ^2rd lim sup k→∞ Γ((r + 2)k − 2 + |α|) Γ((r + 1)k)

(k + 1)Γ((r + 1)(k + 1)) Γ((r + 2)k + r + |α|) = (r + 1)^{r+1} 2θ^2r(r + 2)^{r+2}d . □ Remark 8.4. For |α| = 1 and k ∈ N_0 , we have

^A_α(k) = −(2d)^kθ^{2k+|α|}r^{k+1}F_k(r + 2, r + 1)

= (−1)^k(2d)^kθ^{2k+|α|}r^{k+1}F_k(−(r + 1), −(r + 1)),

where for p, k, r > 0, F_k(p, r) is the Fuss–Catalan number [Mło10] defined by F_k(p, r) = r k ( kp + r − 1 k − 1 ) . Lemma 8.5. Assume that for some θ, r > 0 and all α ∈ N^d_0 we have ^A_α(0) ≤ (|α| + r − 1)_{|α|} θ^{|α|} α! . Then, for α = 0 we have ^G_0(|s|) < 1 2 ( r + 2 r + 1 )_{r+1} , |s| < R_{θ,r}, (8.14) while for |α| ≥ 1 we have ^G_α(|s|) ≲_{θ,r,d} 2^{r+2} (2θd)^{|α|} R_{θ,r} − |s| , |s| < R_{θ,r} 2^{r+2}

. (8.15)

Proof. By (8.6), we have ^G_0(s) = ^G(s, 0) = − ⟨y(s; 0)⟩ 2 G^′_∗(⟨y(s; 0)⟩) + G_∗(⟨y(s; 0)⟩) = 2 − θ(r + 2)⟨y(s; 0)⟩ 2(1 − θ⟨y(s; 0)⟩)^{r+1} .

Letting s ∈ (0, R_{θ,r}), since ⟨y(s; 0)⟩ is the real solution of (1 − θy)^{r+1}y = 2θrsd that is closer to 0, one can deduce that 0 < ⟨y(s; 0)⟩ < 1 θ(r + 2) . This implies

1 < ^G_0(s) < 1 2 ( r + 2 r + 1 )_{r+1} . On the other hand, it follows from Stirling’s formula Γ(z) ∼ √ 2πz(z/e)^z that y_{k+1}(0) =

Γ((r + 2)k + r + 1) (k + 1)!Γ((r + 1)(k + 1)) θ^{2k+1}r^{k+1} ≲_{θ,r} 1 (2dR_{θ,r})^{k+1} , k ≥ 0. Then, applying the inequalities ( s k ) ≤ (⌊s⌋ + 1) ( ⌊s⌋ k ) < (s + 1)2^{s+1} √ π max(1, s − 1) , k ∈ N_0 , s ≥ k, and ( |α| α ) < √ 2e^d ( √ 2π|α|)^{d−1} d^{|α|+d/2}, α ∈ N^d_0 , |α| ≥ 1, (8.16) we get ^A_α(k) = (2d)^kθ^{|α|−1} (|α| − 1)! α! ( (r + 2)k + r + |α| − 1 |α| − 1 ) y_{k+1}(0) ≲_{θ,r} (2d)^kθ^{|α|−1} (|α| − 1)! α! 2^{(r+2)k+r+|α|−1} (2dR_{θ,r})^{k+1} ≲_{θ,r,d} ( 2^{r+2} R_{θ,r} )_{k+1} ( |α| α ) (2θ)^{|α|} ≲_{θ,r,d} ( 2^{r+2} R_{θ,r} )_{k+1} (2θd)^{|α|}, α > 0, k ≥ 0. We conclude to ^G_α(|s|) =^∞ ∑ k=0 ^A_α(k)|s|^k ≲_{θ,r,d} (2θd)^{|α|} 2^{−(r+2)}R_{θ,r} − |s| , |α| ≥ 1.

Exponential growth conditions

Lemma 8.6. Let θ > 0, and consider g defined as g(α) = θ^{|α|} α! , α ∈ N^d_0 , and assume that the condition min ( 1, θ^2 2 ) ≥ 1 d + 1

(8.17)

holds. Then,

i) the conditions (8.10)-(8.11) are satisfied, and

ii) the convergence radius of the generating function

^G_α(s) :=^∞ ∑ k=0 ^A_α(k)s^k is R_θ = 1 2eθ^2d . Proof. For any 0 ≤ β ≤ α, we have g(α − β) g(β) g(α) d∏ k=1 (1 + α_k) = ( α β )_d∏ k=1 (1 + α_k) ≥ 1, and 1 12 (2 + α_i)(3 + α_i)g(α − β + 1_i) g(β + 1_i) g(α) d∏ k=1 (1 + α_k)

= θ^2 12 (3 + α_i) ( α + 21_i β + 1_i )_d∏ k=1 k≠i (1 + α_k)

≥ θ^2 2 , which shows (8.10)-(8.11). In addition, we have

G_0(x) = ∑ α∈N^d_0 θ^{|α|} α! x^α = e^{θ(x1+···+xd)} = e^{θ⟨x⟩}. It follows from (8.4) that for α > 0 and k ≥ 0,

^A_α(k) = (2d)^k α! ∂^{α−1i} y_{k+1}(0) (8.18) = (2d)^kθ^{k+1} α!(k + 1)! ∂^{k+|α|−1} ∂z^{k+|α|−1} e^{(k+1)θz} |z=0 = (2d)^k θ^{2k+|α|} α!k! (k + 1)^{k+|α|−2}, k ≥ 0, hence the convergence radius of ^G_α is

R_θ := lim sup_{k→∞} | | | | ^A_α(k − 1) ^A_α(k) | | | | = 1 2θ^2d lim sup k→∞ ( k k + 1 )_{k+|α|−2} = 1 2eθ^2d . □

Remark 8.7. One can plug the formula (8.18) for ( ^ A_α(k) ) (α,k)∈N^d_0 ×N_0 back into the recursion

(8.1), to find the following combinatorial identity k∑ l=0 ( k l ) (l + 1)^{l−1}(k − l + 1)^{k−l−1} = 2(k + 2)^{k−1},

which can be verified using generating functions, as follows: ∞∑ l=0 x^l l∑ k=0 (k + 1)^{k−1}(l − k + 1)^{l−k−1} k!(l − k)! = (_∞ ∑ k=0 (k + 1)^{k−1} k! x^k )_2

= ( W (−x) x )_2

= 2 ∞∑ k=0 (k + 2)^{k−1} x^k k! , where W is the Lambert function.

Integrability of multiplicative weighted progeny

Corollary 8.8 (Factorial growth conditions). Let θ, r > 0 such that θr ≥ √ 2 d . (8.19)

Assume that for some δ_1, δ_2 > 0 we have ~σ_∂ (α, j) ≤ δ_1 θ^{|α|} α! (|α| + r − 1)_{|α|}, ~σ^{(0)}_∘ (α, j) ≤ (d + 1)δ_2 d∏ k=1 (1 + α_k),

~σ^{(i)}_∘ (α, j) ≤ δ_2 d + 1 12 (2 + α_i)(3 + α_i) d∏ k=1 (1 + α_k),

(8.20a)

(8.20b)

(8.20c)

(α, j) ∈ N^d_0 × N_0 , i = 1, . . . , d, and ( 1 − e^{−λ(T −t)} ) δ_1δ_2 < R_{θ,r}. Then, we have the bound E [ ~ N^{0,j}_{~σ,t,T} ] < δ_1 2 ( r + 2 r + 1 )_{r+1} e^{−λ(T −t)}, j ≥ 0. (8.21) If, moreover, ( 1 − e^{−λ(T −t)} ) δ_1δ_2 < 2^{−(r+2)}R_{θ,r}, then for t ∈ [0, T ] we have E [ ~ N^{α,j}_{~σ,t,T} ] ≲_{θ,r,d} (2θd)^{|α|}e^{−λ(T −t)}δ_1 2^{−(r+2)}R_{θ,r} − ( 1 − e^{−λ(T −t)} ) δ_1δ_2 , |α| ≥ 1, j ≥ 0. (8.22) Proof. We note that under (8.19), the sequence ( ^ A_α(k) ) (α,k)∈N^d_0 ×N_0 satisfies condition (8.2),

as from (8.13) we have

(1 + α_i) ^A_{α+1i} (k) ^A_α(k) = ((r + 2)k + r + |α|)θ ≥ rθ, hence ( A^{~σ}_α(k) ) (α,k)∈N^d_0 ×N_0 is dominated by ( ^ A_α(k) ) (α,k)∈N^d_0 ×N_0 by Lemma 8.1-i). It follows

that the generating function

G^{~σ}_α(s) := ∑ k≥0 A^{~σ}_α(k)s^k = ∑ k≥0 s^kE [ ~ N^{α,j}_{~σ,t,T} | | ~X_{t,T} = k], s ∈ R,

converges absolutely, and we have G^{~σ}_α(s) ≤ ^G_α(|s|). It then follows from (7.1), (7.2)-(7.6c)

and (7.5) that, comparing (7.6a)-(7.6c) with (8.20a)-(8.20c), we have E [ ~ N^{α,j}_{~σ,t,T} ] = ∑ k≥0 E [ ~ N^{α,j}_{~σ,t,T} | ~ X_{t,T} = k ] P ( ~ X_{t,T} = k )

= e^{−λ(T −t)}G^{~σ}_α ( 1 − e^{−λ(T −t)} ) = e^{−λ(T −t)} ∞∑ k=0 ( 1 − e^{−λ(T −t)} )_k A^{~σ}_α(k),

≤ δ_1e^{−λ(T −t)} ∞∑ k=0 (( 1 − e^{−λ(T −t)} ) δ_1δ_2 )_k ^ A_α(k), ≤ δ_1e^{−λ(T −t)} ^G_α (( 1 − e^{−λ(T −t)} ) δ_1δ_2 ) , and we conclude to (8.21)-(8.22) from (8.14)-(8.15) in Lemma 8.5. □

Corollary 8.9 (Exponential growth conditions). Let θ > 0 such that θ ≥ √ 2 d . (8.23)

Assume that for some δ_1, δ_2 > 0 we have ~σ_∂ (α, j) ≤ δ_1 θ^{|α|} α! , (α, j) ∈ N^d_0 × N_0 ,

that (8.20b)-(8.20c) hold, and that ( 1 − e^{−λ(T −t)} ) δ_1δ_2 < R_θ = 1 2eθ^2d .

Then, for t ∈ [0, T ] we have E [ ~ N^{0,j}_{~σ,t,T} ] < δ_1 2 e^{1−λ(T −t)} and E [ ~ N^{α,j}_{~σ,t,T} ] ≲_{θ,d} δ_1e^{−λ(T −t)} ( d log ( R_θ/ (( 1 − e^{−λ(T −t)} ) δ_1δ_2 )) )_{|α|−1} , |α| ≥ 1, j ≥ 0. Proof. We note that under (8.23) the sequence ( ^ A_α(k) ) (α,k)∈N^d_0 ×N_0 satisfies condition (8.2),

as from (8.18) we have

(1 + α_i) ^A_{α+1i} (k) ^A_α(k) = (k + 1)θ ≥ θ. By (8.6), we have ^G_0(s) = ^G(s, 0) = 1 2 (2 − θ⟨y(s; 0)⟩)e^{θ⟨y(s;0)⟩}. Let s ∈ (0, 1/(2eθ^2d)). Since ⟨y⟩ = ⟨y(s; 0)⟩ is the real solution of ⟨y⟩e^{−θ⟨y⟩} = 2θsd closest to 0, one can deduce that 0 < ⟨y(s; 0)⟩ < 1/θ. This implies

1 < ^G_0(s) < e 2 . By Stirling’s formula, ^A_α(l) < (2d)^le^{l+1} √ 2πα! θ^{2l+|α|}(l + 1)^{|α|−2}, and thus, for α > 0, ^G_α(|s|) =^∞ ∑ k=0 ^A_α(k)|s|^k < θ^{|α|−2} 2d √ 2πα!|s| Li_{(2−|α|)} ( |s| R_θ ) , where Li is the polylogarithm function, which has the asymptotic behavior Li_{(2−|α|)} ( |s| R_θ ) ∼ (|α| − 2)! ( log R_θ |s| )_{1−|α|} , |α| → ∞. Using again (8.16), we obtain ^G_α(|s|) ≲_{θ,d} ( d log R_θ − log |s| )_{|α|−1} , |α| ≥ 1, and we conclude as in the proof of Corollary 8.8. □

9 Examples

Generic examples

Consider the upper bounds on codes in (5.5b) and (5.9b), written as max ( ‖∂^αϕ‖_∞, sup_{k≥0} ‖ ‖∂^α[f^{(k)}(ϕ)] ‖ ‖_∞ ) ≤ Θ(|α|), α ∈ N^d_0 , (9.1)

for some sequence (Θ(m))_{m≥0}. We note that such (9.1) simplifies in the following two trivial situations.

1) The nonlinearity f is a constant, or is the identity function f(u) = u. In this case, (9.1) reduces to ‖∂^αϕ‖_∞ ≤ Θ(|α|), α ∈ N^d_0 . 2) The terminal data ϕ is constant. In this case, (9.1) is satisfied for any smooth function f. In Proposition 9.1 we separate the assumptions for the terminal data ϕ and the nonlinearity f in (9.1).

Proposition 9.1. Assume that f^{(j)}(x) is uniformly bounded in x ∈ R^d and j ≥ 0, and that ‖∂^αϕ‖_∞ ≤ K(|α|), α ∈ N^d_0 , j ≥ 0, where (K(m))_{m≥0} is a positive sequence. Then, condition (9.1) is satisfied provided that i) K(m) ≤ Θ(m), m ≥ 1, and

ii) sup_{k≥0} ‖ ‖f^{(k)}(ϕ) ‖ ‖_∞B_m(K(1), . . . , K(m)) ≤ Θ(m), m ≥ 1, where B_m(x_1, . . . , x_m) denotes the complete exponential Bell polynomial of order m ≥ 1. Proof. By the multivariate Faà di Bruno formula ∂^n ∂x_{k1} · · · ∂x_{kn} [f^{(l)}(ϕ)] = ∑ π∈Π[n] f^{(l+#π)}(ϕ) ∏ S∈π ∂^{#S} ϕ ∏ j∈S ∂x_{kj} , where Π[n] is the set of all partitions of {1, . . . , n} and # denotes set cardinality, we have ‖ ‖∂^α[f^{(l)}(ϕ)] ‖ ‖_∞ ≤ ∑ π∈Π[|α|] ‖f^{(l+#π)}(ϕ)‖_∞ ∏ S∈π K(#S) ≤ sup_{j≥0} ‖ f^{(j)}(ϕ) ‖ ∞ ∑ π∈Π[|α|] ∏ S∈π K(#S) ≤ sup_{j≥0} ‖ f^{(j)}(ϕ) ‖ ∞B_{|α|}(K(1), . . . , K(|α|)). □

In the following cases, assuming sup_{k≥0} ‖ ‖f (k)(ϕ) ‖ ‖_∞ < ∞ we have several possible choices of K(m) when Θ(m) has the factorial form used in (5.5b):

1) K(m) = θ^m for some θ > 0 and Θ(m) ∼ θ^mm!. In this case, we have B_m(θ, . . . , θ) = m∑ k=1 θ^kS(m, k) ≤ θ^mB_m(1, . . . , 1) ≤ Θ(m), where S(m, k)’s are Stirling numbers of the second kind. This includes the case where the derivatives of ϕ are uniformly bounded when K(m) ≡ 1 is constant.

2) K(m) = θ^m(m − 1)! and Θ(m) ∼ θ^mm! for some θ > 0. In this case, we have

B_m(θ0!, . . . , θ^m(m − 1)!) = θ^mB_m(0!, . . . , (m − 1)!) = θ^mm!,

same choice for Θ as in (1) above.

3) K(m) = θ^mm! for some θ > 0 and Θ(m) ∼ (2θ)^mm! for some θ > 0. In this case, we have B_m(θ1!, . . . , θ^mm!) = θ^mB_m(1!, . . . , m!) = θ^m m∑ k=1 (m − 1)! (k − 1)! ( m k ) < (2θ)^m(m − 1)!.

Functional nonlinearity example

We consider the nonlinear PDE ∂u ∂t (t, x) + 1 2 ∂^2_xu(t, x) + 4e^{−u(t,x)} − 10e^{−u(t,x)/2} + e^{u(t,x)/2} − e^{u(t,x)} + 6 = 0, ϕ(x) = 2 log ( 2 + e^x 1 + e^x ) , (t, x) ∈ [0, T ] × R, (9.2) which admits the C^∞ solution

u(t, x) = 2 log ( 2 + e^{x−(T −t)} 1 + e^{x−(T −t)} ) ∈ (0, 2 log 2), (t, x) ∈ [0, T ] × R.

Proposition 9.2. The nonlinearity f(u) = 4e^{−u} − 10e^{−u/2} + e^{u/2} − e^u + 6 and terminal condition ϕ(x) = 2 log(1 + 1/(1 + e^x)) satisfy condition (5.5b) for r = 2, i.e. we have ‖ ϕ^{(m)} ‖ ∞ ≤ 2(θ(1 + θ))^m(m − 1)! and sup_{k≥0} ‖ [f^{(k)}(ϕ)]^{(m)} ‖ ≤ 10(θ(1 + θ))^m(m + 1)!, m ≥ 0.

Proof. Letting ζ(x) := 1/(1 + e^x) ∈ (0, 1), by the Faà di Bruno formula we have

ζ^{(m)}(x) = m∑ k=1 (−1)^kk!

(1 + e^x)^{k+1} B_{m,k}(e^x, . . . , e^x) = m∑ k=1 (−e^x)^kk! (1 + e^x)^{k+1} S(m, k), m ≥ 1, hence (9.4) yields ‖ ‖ζ^{(m)} ‖ ‖_∞ ≤ m∑ k=1 k!S(m, k) = 1 2 Li_{−m}(1/2) ∼ m! 2(log 2)^{m+1}

≤ θ^{m+1}m! (9.3)

for some θ > 1. As ϕ(x) = 2 log(1 + ζ(x)), we use Faà di Bruno’s formula again to derive

ϕ^{(m)}(x) = 2 m∑ k=1 (−1)^{k−1} (k − 1)!

(1 + ζ(x))^k B_{m,k}(ζ^′(x), . . . , ζ^{(m−k+1)}(x)), m ≥ 1, which, together with (9.3), implies ‖ ‖ϕ^{(m)} ‖ ‖_∞ ≤ 2 m∑ k=1 (k − 1)!B_{m,k}(θ^21!, . . . , θ^{m−k+2}(m − k + 1)!)

= 2 m∑ k=1 (k − 1)!θ^{m+k}B_{m,k}(1!, . . . , (m − k + 1)!)

= 2 m∑ k=1 (k − 1)!θ^{m+k} m! k! ( m − 1 k − 1 )

= 2θ^m(m − 1)! m∑ k=1 θ^k ( m k )

< 2(θ(1 + θ))^m(m − 1)!, m ≥ 1.

On the other hand, the nonlinearity f(u) = 4e^{−u} − 10e^{−u/2} + e^{u/2} − e^u + 6 satisfies

f^{(k)}(ϕ(x)) =

4(−1)^k (1 + ζ(x))^2 − 10(−1)^k 2^k(1 + ζ(x)) + 1 + ζ(x) 2^k

− (1 + ζ(x))^2 + 61_{{k=0}}, k ≥ 0,

i.e. f^{(k)}(ϕ(x)) = ψ_k(ζ(x)) with

ψ_k(z) :=

4(−1)^k (1 + z)^2 − 10(−1)^k 2^k(1 + z) + 1 + z 2^k

− (1 + z)^2 + 61_{{k=0}}, k ≥ 0.

Since ζ takes values in the interval (0, 1), it can be seen that sup_{k≥0} ‖ ‖f^{(k)}(ϕ) ‖ ‖_∞ < ∞. One

may also estimate the derivatives f^{(l)}(ϕ) in the same way as those of ϕ, as ‖ ‖ψ^{(k)}_l ‖ ‖_∞ ≤ 4(k + 1)! + 10k! + 1 + 2 < 10(k + 1)!, k, l ≥ 0.

Again, this together with (9.3) and Faà di Bruno’s formula yields ‖ ‖[f^{(k)}(ϕ)]^{(m)} ‖ ‖ ≤ 10 m∑ l=1 (l + 1)!B_{m,l}(θ^21!, . . . , θ^{m−l+2}(m − l + 1)!)

< 10(θ(1 + θ))^m(m + 1)!, k, m ≥ 0. □ Lemma 9.3. The polylogarithm function Li_s(z) satisfies Li_{−m} ( 1 2 ) = 2 m∑ k=1 k!S(m, k), m ≥ 1. (9.4) Proof. From [Woo92, Eq. (6.4)], we have Li_{−m} ( 1 2 ) = m∑ k=0 k!S(m + 1, k + 1). Recall that the Stirling numbers of the second kind satisfy S(m, 1) = S(m, m) = 1, m ≥ 1, and the recursion S(m + 1, k) = kS(m, k) + S(m, k − 1), m ≥ k ≥ 2. Thus, we have Li_{−m} ( 1 2 ) = S(m + 1, 1) + m!S(m + 1, m + 1) + m−1∑ k=1 [(k + 1)!S(m, k + 1) + k!S(m, k)]

= 1 + m! + m∑ k=2 k!S(m, k) + m−1∑ k=1 k!S(m, k)

= 2 m∑ k=1 k!S(m, k). □ 10 Uniqueness

In this section we prove the mild uniqueness result for PDE systems in a weighted sequence space used in the proof of Theorem 4.3. We write the Jacobian of the function F defined in (2.7) as DF (U) = ( ∂F_{α,j} ∂u_{β,i} ) α,β≥0, i,j≥−1 .

Then, we have ∂F_{α,−1} ∂u_{β,i} = 1_{{α=β}}1_{{i=0}}, and when j ≥ 0,

∂F_{α,j} ∂u_{β,i} = − 1 2 d∑ k=1 β_k(2 + α_k − β_k)u_{α−β+21k,j+1}1_{{1k≤β≤α+1k}}, i = −1, u_{α−β,j+1}1_{{0≤β≤α}}, i = 0, ( u_{α−β,0}1_{{0≤β≤α}} − 1 2 d∑ k=1 β_k(2 + α_k − β_k)u_{α−β+21k,−1}1_{{1k≤β≤α+1k}} ) 1_{{i=j+1}}, i ≥ 1. The operator norm of DF (V ) as a mapping from ℓ^∞_w (C_b(R^d )) to ℓ^∞_w′ (C_b(R^d )) is given by

‖DF (V )‖_{L(ℓ}∞_{w (Cb(R}d_{)),ℓ}∞_{w′ (Cb(R}d_{)))} = sup_{α≥0} j≥−1 w^′_α ∑ β≥0 i≥−1 1 w_β ‖ ‖ ‖ ∂F_{α,j} ∂u_{β,i} (V ) ‖ ‖ ‖_∞ , (10.1)

see [Mey23, Section 5.2]. When j = −1, the term inside the supremum of the right hand side is w^′_α ∑ β≥0 i≥−1 1_{{α=β}}1_{{i=0}}w^{−1}_β = w^′_α w_α , while when j ≥ 0 it is w^′_α ∑ β≥0 1 w_β ( 1 2 d∑ k=1 β_k(2 + α_k − β_k)‖v_{α−β+21k,j+1}‖_∞1_{{1k≤β≤α+1k}} + ‖v_{α−β,j+1}‖_∞1_{{0≤β≤α}} )

+ w^′_α ∑ β≥0 1 w_β ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ v_{α−β,0}1_{{0≤β≤α}} − 1 2 d∑ k=1 β_k(2 + α_k − β_k)v_{α−β+21k,−1}1_{{1k≤β≤α+1k}} ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_∞ . Proposition 10.1. The PDE system (2.4) has at most one mild solution in the weighted sequence space ℓ^∞_{w(0)} (C_b(R^d )) with weight w^{(0)}α := C^{−|α|}, for any C ≥ 1.

Proof. Suppose in contrast that there are two mild solutions U(t), ~U(t) ∈ ℓ^∞_{w(0)} (C_b(R^d )), t ∈ [0, T ], to the system (2.4) for a sufficiently small T > 0. Without loss of generality, we assume that both U and ~U lie in the unit ball B of ℓ^∞_{w(0)} (C_b(R^d )). This means that ‖u_{α,j}(t)‖_∞ ≤ C^{|α|}, ‖ũ_{α,j}(t)‖_∞ ≤ C^{|α|}, α ≥ 0, j ≥ −1, t ∈ [0, T ]. We define the family of weights

w^{(n)}_α := 1 C^{|α|}|α|^{(d+3)n} , n ≥ 0.

Then, clearly, ℓ^∞_{w(0)} (C_b(R^d )) ⊂ ℓ^∞_{w(n)} (C_b(R^d )) for all n ≥ 0. It follows from (10.1) that for any n ≥ 0 and V ∈ B we have ‖DF (V )‖_{L(ℓ}∞_{w(n) (Cb(R}d_{)),ℓ}∞_{w(n+1) (Cb (R}d_{)))} ≤ sup_{α∈Nd} 0 1 C^{|α|}|α|^{(d+3)(n+1)} max ( C^{|α|}|α|^{(d+3)n}, d∑ k=1 ∑ 1_k≤β≤α+1_k β_k(2 + α_k − β_k)C^{|α|−|β|+2}C^{|β|}|β|^{(d+3)n} + 2 ∑ 0≤β≤α C^{|α|−|β|}C^{|β|}|β|^{(d+3)n} )

= sup_{α∈Nd} 0 ( C^2 |α|^{(d+3)(n+1)} d∑ k=1 ∑ 1_k≤β≤α+1_k |β|^{(d+3)n}β_k(2 + α_k − β_k) + 2 |α|^{(d+3)(n+1)} ∑ 0≤β≤α |β|^{(d+3)n} )

≤ sup_{α∈Nd} 0 ( C^2 |α|^{(d+3)(n+1)} d∑ k=1 (2 + α_k)^2 4 ∑ 1_k≤β≤α+1_k |β|^{(d+3)n} + 2 |α|^{(d+3)(n+1)} ∑ 0≤β≤α |β|^{(d+3)n} )

≤ sup_{α∈Nd} 0 ( C^2 |α|^{(d+3)(n+1)} (|α| + 2d)^2 4 (1 + |α|)^{(d+3)n+d} + 2 |α|^{(d+3)(n+1)} |α|^{(d+3)n+d} )

≤ C_1, for some constant C_1 > 0 independent of n ∈ N_0 and V ∈ B. Since the heat semigroup (S(t))_{t≥0} acts on ℓ^∞_{w(n)} (C_b(R^d )) componentwise, we have ‖S(t)‖_{L(ℓ}∞_{w(n) (Cb(R}d_{)),ℓ}∞_{w(n) (Cb(R}d_{)))} = sup_{α≥0, j≥−1} w^′_α ∑ β≥0, i≥−1 ‖S(t)‖_{L(Cb(R}d_{),Cb(R}d_{))} 1_{{α=β}}1_{{i=j}} w_β = ‖S(t)‖_{L(Cb(R}d_{),Cb(R}d_{))} ≤ Ke^{μt}, for some K ≥ 1 and μ ∈ R independent of n ∈ N_0 . Then, we have ‖ ‖U(t) − ~U(t) ‖ ‖_{ℓ∞} w(n+1) (C_b(R^d )) = ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫_T t S(s − t)[F (U(s)) − F ( ~U(s))]ds ‖ ‖ ‖ ℓ^∞_{w(n+1)} (C_b (R^d)) ≤ Ke^{μ(T −t)} ∫_T t ‖F (U(s)) − F ( ~U(s))‖_ℓ∞_{w(n+1) (Cb(R}d_{))}ds ≤ Ke^{μ(T −t)} ∫_T t sup_{V ∈B} ‖DF (V )‖_{L(ℓ}∞_{w(n) (Cb (R}d_{)),ℓ}∞_{w(n+1) (Cb(R}d_{)))}‖U(s) − ~U(s)‖_ℓ∞_{w(n) (Cb(R}d_{))}ds ≤ C_1Ke^{μ(T −t)} ∫_T t ‖U(s) − ~U(s)‖_ℓ∞_{w(n) (Cb(R}d_{))}ds.

Repeating the above estimates, we get ‖ ‖U(t) − ~U(t) ‖ ‖_{ℓ∞} w(n) (C_b(R^d )) ≤ ( C_1Ke^{(T −t)μ} )_n ∫ t≤s_1≤···≤s_n≤T ‖ ‖U(s_n) − ~U(s_n) ‖ ‖_{ℓ∞} w(0) (C_b(R^d ))ds1 · · · dsn ≤ ( C_1Ke^{(T −t)μ} )_n n! sup_{t∈[0,T ]} ( (T − t)^n ‖ ‖U(t) − ~U(t) ‖ ‖_{ℓ∞} w(0)

(C_b(R^d )) ) , which implies, provided that T is small enough so that C_1Ke^{μ(T −t)}(T − t) < 1,

n! sup_{t∈[0,T ]} ‖ ‖U(t) − ~U (t) ‖ ‖_{ℓ∞} w(n) (C_b (R^d)) ≤ (C1K) n sup_{t∈[0,T ]} ( (e^{μ(T −t)}(T − t))^n ‖ ‖U(t) − ~U (t) ‖ ‖_{ℓ∞} w(0)

(C_b (R^d)) ) , (10.2)

which tends to 0 as n tends to infinity. If U ≠ ~U, then there exist at least one pair (α, j)

and t_0 ∈ [0, T ] such that ‖u_{α,j}(t_0) − ũ_{α,j}(t_0)‖_∞ > 0. Then

n! sup_{t∈[0,T ]} ‖ ‖U(t) − ~U(t) ‖ ‖_{ℓ∞} w(n) ≥ n! C^{|α|}|α|^{(d+3)n} ‖u_{α,j}(t_0) − ũ_{α,j}(t_0)‖_∞ where the right hand side tends to infinity as n tends to infinity, which leads to a contradiction

to (10.2).

11 Uniform integrability

In Proposition 11.1 we obtain the uniqueness and probabilistic representation of the solution

of the PDE system (2.4) under uniform integrability assumptions on random functionals.

Proposition 11.1. Assume that the PDE system (2.4) has a mild solution (u_c)_{c∈C(f)} ⊂

C_b([0, T ] × R^d ) and that for each (t, x) ∈ [0, T ] × R^d and c ∈ C(f), the sequence of random

variables H^{x,c}_{t,T,n} := ∏ k∈∪^n_{i=0}K^{∂,i}_{t,T} (c) c^k(ϕ) ( X^k_T ) ρ̄(T − T_k− ) ∏ k∈∪^n_{i=0}K^{∘,i}_{t,T} (c) I^{ck}_1

ρ(τ_k)q_ck ( I^{ck} ) ∏ k∈K^{n+1}(c)

u_ck ( T_k− , X^k_{Tk−} )

is uniformly integrable. Then, (u_c)_{c∈C(f)} can be represented as u_c(t, x) := E [ H_{t,T} ( X^{x,c}_t )] , (t, x) ∈ [0, T ] × R^d , c ∈ C(f). In particular, the uniqueness of mild solutions holds for the system (2.4).

Proof. By the definition (2.5) of mild solutions and recalling that (S(t))_{t≥0} is the heat semi-

group generated by the Brownian motion X^∅, we obtain the following Feynman-Kac representation: u_c(t, x) = E u_c ( T, X^∅_T ) + ∫_T t ∑ z∈M(c) z_1 |z|∏ i=2 u_{zi} (s, X^∅_s )ds

= E c(ϕ) ( X^∅_T ) ρ̄(T − t) 1_{{T∅>T }} + 1_{{T∅≤T }} I^c_1 ρ(τ_∅)q_c(I^c) |I^c|∏

i=2 u_Ic_i (T_∅, X^∅_{T∅} ) . (11.1)

where in the first equality, we used the dominated convergence theorem to exchange expectation and integral. It follows that u(t, x) = E [H^{x,c}_{t,T,0} ]. Next, since each offspring has the same dynamic as the parent branch, we can repeat the above calculations to write for the branch k ∈ K_1 with code c^k ∈ C(f),

u_ck (T_∅, X^∅_{T∅} ) = u_ck ( T_{k−}, X^k_{Tk−} )

= E c^k(ϕ) ( X^k_T ) ρ̄(T − T_{k−}) 1_{{Tk>T }} + 1_{{Tk ≤T }} I^{ck}_1 ρ ( τ^k ) q_ck ( I^{ck} ) |I^{ck} |∏

i=2 u_{Ic}k_i (T_k, X^k_{Tk} ) | | | | | F^{X∅}_{T∅} . We use the above result and plug it back in (11.1) to obtain u(t, x) = E [H^{x,c}_{t,T,1} ] by conditional independence of branches in K_1 given F^{X∅}_{T∅} . Similarly, we can show by iteration that for any n ∈ N_0 , u(t, x) = E [H^{x,c}_{t,T,n} ]. Observe that H^{x,c}_{t,T,n} converges to H_{t,T} ( X^{x,c}_t ) almost surely. In view of the uniform integrability of (H^{x,c}_{t,T,n})_{n≥0}, we get the desired result.

Remark 11.2. One can strengthen the first assumption as that the PDE system (2.4) has a classical solution (u_c)_{c∈C(f)} ⊂ C^{1,2}_b ([0, T ] × R^d ). In this case, one can then apply Itô’s formula to { u_c ( s, X^∅_s )} s≥t with a use of localization argument (cf. [KS91, Theorem 4.4.2]) to retrieval the Feynman-Kac representation (11.1), and obtain the uniqueness of classical solutions of (2.4).

In order to get rid of the existence assumption for PDE (1.1) in Theorem 4.3, we need to realize the consistency condition f(u_{Id}) = u_f in Proposition 4.2-iii). To this end, we expand f(u_{Id}) in the same way as the beginning of Subsection 2.

Suppose that the PDE system (2.4) has a classical solution (u_c)_{c∈C(f)} ⊂ C^{1,∞}_b ([0, T ]×R^d ). For a test function F ∈ C^∞(R), Since u_{Id} ∈ C^{1,∞}_b satisfies ∂u_{Id} ∂t + 1 2 Δu_{Id} + u_f = 0,

we have F (u_{Id}) ∈ C^{1,∞}_b , and ( ∂ ∂t + 1 2 Δ ) F (u_{Id}) = F^′(u_{Id}) ( ∂u_{Id} ∂t + 1 2 Δu_{Id} ) + 1 2 d∑ i=1 ∂_i[F^′(u_{Id})]∂_iu_{Id}

= −F^′(u_{Id})u_f + 1 2 d∑ i=1 ∂_i[F^′(u_{Id})]∂_iu_{Id}.

Also, ∂^α[F (u_{Id})] ∈ C^{1,∞}_b and ( ∂ ∂t + 1 2 Δ ) ∂^α[F (u_{Id})] = − ∑ 0≤β≤α ( α β ) ∂^β [F^′(u_{Id})]∂^{α−β} u_f

+ 1 2 d∑ i=1 ∑ 0≤β≤α ( α β ) ∂^{β+1i} [F^′(u_{Id})]∂^{α−β+1i} u_{Id}.

Moreover, we have ( ∂ ∂t + 1 2 Δ ) ∂^{α′′} u_{∂α}′_{α′!} = ∂^{α′′} ( ∂ ∂t + 1 2 Δ ) u_{∂α}′_{α′!} = −∂^{α′′} u_{∂α}′_{∘fα′!} . and ( ∂ ∂t + 1 2 Δ ) ∂^{α′′} u_{∂α}′_{∘f (j)α′!} = − ∑ 0≤β^{′′}≤α^{′′} ∑ 0≤β^′≤α^′ ( α^{′′} β^{′′} ) ∂^{β′′} u_{∂β}′_{∘f (j+1)β′!} ∂^{α′′ −β′′} u_{∂α}′_{−β}′_{∘f(α′−β′)!}

+ 1 2 d∑ i=1 ∑ 0≤β^{′′}≤α^{′′} ∑ 0≤β^′≤α^′ (1 + β^′_i)(1 + α^′_i − β^′_i) ( α^{′′} β^{′′} ) ∂^{β′′} u_{∂β}′_{+1i ∘f (j+1)} (β′+1i)! ∂^{α′′ −β′′} u_{∂α}′_{−β}′_{+1i} (α′−β′+1i)! . From the above formal derivations, we introduce a new code set: ^C(f) := C_f ∪ ^C_f ∪ ^C_{∂x} := { 1 α! ∂^α ∘ f^{(j)} : (α, j) ∈ N^d_0 × N_0 } ⋃ { α^′!

(α^′ + α^{′′})! ∂^{α′′} u_{∂α}′_{∘f (j)α′!} : α^′, α^{′′} ∈ N^d_0 , j ∈ N_0 } ⋃ { α′! (α^′ + α^{′′})!

∂^{α′′} u_{∂α}′_{α′!} : α^′, α^{′′} ∈ N^d_0 , α^′ + α^{′′} > 0 } , with new mechanism ^M ( 1 α! ∂^α ∘ f^{(j)} ) = {( 1, 1 (α − β)! ∂^{α−β} u_f , 1 β! ∂^β ∘ f^{(j+1)} ) , ( − 1 2 (1 + β_i)(1 + α_i − β_i), 1 (α − β + 1_i)! ∂^{α−β+1i} u_{Id}, 1 (β + 1_i)!

∂^{β+1i} ∘ f^{(j+1)} ) : 0 ≤ β ≤ α, i = 1, . . . , d } , ^M ( α^′!

(α^′ + α^{′′})! ∂^{α′′} u 1_{α′! ∂α}′ ) = {( 1, α^′!

(α^′ + α^{′′})! ∂^{α′′} u 1_{α′! ∂α}′_{∘f} )} , ^M ( α^′!

(α^′ + α^{′′})! ∂^{α′′} u 1_{α′! ∂α}′_{∘f (j)} ) = {((_{α−β} α^′−β^′ )(_β β^′ ) (_α α^′ ) , (α^′ − β^′)! (α − β)! ∂^{α′′ −β′′} u 1_{(α′−β′)! ∂α}′_{−β}′_{∘f} , β^′! β! ∂^{β′′} u 1_{β′! ∂}β′_{∘f} (j+1) ) ,

( − (1 + β_i)(1 + α_i − β_i) (_{α−β} α^′−β^′ )(_β β^′ ) 2 (_α α^′ ) , (α^′ − β^′ + 1_i)! (α − β + 1_i)! ∂^{α′′ −β′′} u_{1(α′−β′+1i)! ∂α}′_{−β}′_{+1i} , (β^′ + 1_i)! (β + 1_i)! ∂^{β′′} u_{1(β′+1i)! ∂β}′_{+1i ∘f (j+1)} ) : α = α^′ + α^{′′}, β = β^′ + β^{′′}, 0 ≤ β^′ ≤ α^′, 0 ≤ β^{′′} ≤ α^{′′}, i = 1, . . . , d } . If we denote ^u_{^c} := { ^c(u_{Id}), ^c ∈ C_f , ^c, ^c ∈ ^C_f ∪ ^C_{∂x} , then the above construction yields ( ∂ ∂t + L ) ^u_{^c} + ∑ ^z∈ ^M(^c) ^z_1 |^z|∏

i=2 ^u_{^zi} = 0, ^u_{^c}(T ) = ι(^c)(ϕ), (11.2)

where ι is the natural projection of ( ^C(f), ^M) onto (C(f), M), defined as the identity on C_f , and by letting ι ( α^′!

(α^′ + α^{′′})! ∂^{α′′} u_{α′!}−1_{∂α}′ ) := 1 (α^′ + α^{′′})! ∂^{α′ +α′′} and ι ( α^′!

(α^′ + α^{′′})! ∂^{α′′} u_{α′!}−1_{∂α}′_{∘f (j)} ) := 1 (α^′ + α^{′′})! ∂^{α′ +α′′} ∘ f^{(j)}. For ^c ∈ C_f ∪ ^C_{∂x} , and ^z ∈ ^M(^c), ι(^z) := (^z_1, ι(^z_2), ^z_3). For ^c ∈ ^C_f , and ^z ∈ ^M(^c), ι(^z) := ( 1, 1 (α − β)! ∂^{α−β} ∘ f, 1 β! ∂^β ∘ f^{(j+1)} ) , ^z_3 =^{β′!}_{β!} ∂^{β′′} u_β′_!−1_∂β′_{∘f} (j+1) ( − 1 2 (1 + β_i)(1 + α_i − β_i), ∂^{α−β+1i} (α − β + 1_i)! , ∂^{β+1i} ∘ f^{(j+1)}

(β + 1_i)! ) , ^z_3 =

(β^′ + 1_i)! (β + 1_i)! ∂^{β′′} u_{∂β}′_{+1i ∘f (j+1)} (β′+1i)! . Note that when ^c ∈ C_f ∪ ^C_{∂x} , z ∈ M(ι(^c)) can uniquely determine an ^z ∈ ^M(^c) such that z = ι(^z); when ^c = α!^{−1}α^′!∂^{α′′} u_{α′!−1∂α}′_{∘f (j)} ∈ ^C_f with α = α^′ + α^{′′}, M(ι(^c)) = M ( α!^{−1}∂^α ∘ f^{(j)} ) , we have ι^{−1} ( 1, 1 (α − β)! ∂^{α−β} ∘ f, 1 β! ∂^β ∘ f^{(j+1)} )

= {((_{α−β} α^′−β^′ )(_β β^′ ) (_α α^′ ) , (α^′ − β^′)! (α − β)! ∂^{α′′ −β′′} u_{∂α}′_{−β}′_{∘f(α′−β′)!} , β^′! β! ∂^{β′′} u_∂β′_{∘f} (j+1)_{β′!} )} β=β′+β′′ 0≤β′≤α′ 0≤β′′≤α′′ , and ι^{−1} ( − 1 2 (1 + β_i)(1 + α_i − β_i), 1 (α − β + 1_i)! ∂^{α−β+1i} , 1 (β + 1_i)!

∂^{β+1i} ∘ f^{(j+1)} )

= {( − (1 + β_i)(1 + α_i − β_i) (_{α−β} α^′−β^′ )(_β β^′ ) 2 (_α α^′ ) , (α^′ − β^′ + 1_i)! (α − β + 1_i)! ∂^{α′′ −β′′} u_{∂α}′_{−β}′_{+1i} (α′−β′+1i)! , (β^′ + 1_i)! (β + 1_i)! ∂^{β′′} u_{∂β}′_{+1i ∘f (j+1)} (β′+1i)! )

: α = α^′ + α^{′′}, β = β^′ + β^{′′}, 0 ≤ β^′ ≤ α^′, 0 ≤ β^{′′} ≤ α^{′′}, i = 1, . . . , d } . Next, we recode the original branching tree X^{x,c}_t by the new coding mechanism ( ^C(f), ^M). Take an ^c ∈ ^C(f) with c = ι(^c) as the initial code. We proceed with the following recoding procedure:

• If the initial code ^c ∈ C_f ∪ ^C_{∂x} , the initial branch has |I^c| − 1 offsprings coded originally by I^c_{k+1}, k = 1, . . . , |I^c| − 1, where I^c is a random variable in M(c) with probability q_c. As I^c can uniquely determine a random variable ^I^{^c} in ^M(^c) with I^c = ι(^I^{^c}), we now recode the offsprings by ^I^{^c}_{k+1}, k = 1, . . . , |I^c| − 1. Thus, the new offspring distribution, denoted by ^q_{^c}, is given by ^q_{^c}(^z) = q_{ι(^c)}(ι(^z)).

• If ^c =^{α′!}_{α!} ∂^{α′′} u_{1α′! ∂α}′_{∘f (j)} ∈ ^C_f with α = α^′ + α^{′′}, since c = ι(^c) =^1_{α!} ∂^α ∘ f^{(j)} ∈ C_f , the initial branch has two offsprings coded originally by I^c_{k+1}, k = 1, 2, where I^c is a random variable in M(^1_{α!} ∂^α ∘ f^{(j)}) with probability q_c. We sample a new random variable ^I^{^c} in ι^{−1}(z) conditionally to {I^c = z}, z ∈ M(^1_{α!} ∂^α ∘ f^{(j)}), by putting P (^ I^{^c} = ^z | I^c = z ) = (_{α−β} α^′−β^′ )(_β β^′ ) (_α α^′ ) = (_{α′′} β^{′′} )(_{α‘} β^′ ) (_α β ) , for z = ι(^z) with

z_1 = (_{α−β} α^′−β^′ )(_β β^′ ) (_α α^′ ) or z_1 = −

(1 + β_i)(1 + α_i − β_i) (_{α−β} α^′−β^′ )(_β β^′ ) 2 (_α α^′ ) , where β = β^′ + β^{′′}. This is a well-defined conditioning probability since ∑ β′+β′′=β 0≤β′≤α′ 0≤β′′≤α′′

( α^{′′} β^{′′} )( α^′ β^′ ) = ( α β ) .

Thus, the new offspring distribution, denoted by ^q_{^c}, is given by ^q_{^c}(^z) = (_{α′′} β^{′′} )(_{α′} β^′ ) (_α β ) q_c(z).

• Repeat these steps recursively.

The above recoding yields a new coded branching tree with coding mechanism ( ^C(f), ^M) and new offspring laws (^q_{^c} : ^c ∈ ^C(f)). We denoted it by ^X^{t,x,^c}. It has the same branching structure with the original branching tree X^{x,c}_t , but different codes. We denote the new code borne by the branch k by ^c^k. Then the relation of the original and new codes is given by

c^k = ι ( ^c^k ) . (11.3)

We also observe that by construction, we have ^z_1 ^q_{^c}(^z) = ι(^z)_1 q_{ι(^c)}(ι(^z)) . (11.4)

In Proposition 11.3 we obtain the probabilistic representation of the derivatives of the solution of the PDE system (2.4) under uniform integrability assumptions on random functionals.

Proposition 11.3. Assume that the PDE system (11.2) has a classical solution (u_c)_{c∈C(f)} ⊂ C^{1,∞}_b ([0, T ] × R^d ), and that for each (t, x) ∈ [0, T ] × R^d and c ∈ C(f) the sequence of random variables ^H^{x,^c}_{t,T,n} := ∏ k∈∪^n_{i=0}K^{∂,i}_{t,T} (c) c^k(ϕ) ( X^k_T ) ρ̄(T − T_k− ) ∏ k∈∪^n_{i=0}K^{∘,i}_{t,T} (c) I^{ck}_1 ρ(τ_k)q_ck ( I^{ck} ) ∏ k∈K^{n+1}(c) ^u_{^c}k ( T_k− , X^k_{Tk−} )

is uniformly integrable, where ^c = c, c ∈ C_f , 1 α! ∂^αu_{Id}, c = 1 α! ∂^α ∈ C_{∂x} . Then we have c(u_{Id}(t, x)) = E [ H_{t,T} ( X^{x,c}_t )] for all (t, x) ∈ [0, T ] × R^d and c ∈ C(f).

Proof. By the same arguments as Proposition 11.1, except replacing (2.4) by (11.2), we obtain the conclusion if the following sequence of random variables is uniformly integrable: ∏ k∈∪^n_{i=0}K^{∂,i}_{t,T} (c) ι ( ^c^k ) (ϕ) ( X^k_T ) ρ̄(T − T_k− ) ∏ k∈∪^n_{i=0}K^{∘,i}_{t,T} (c) ^I^c^k_1 ρ(τ_k)^q_{^c}k (^ I^{^ck} ) ∏ k∈K^{n+1}(c) ^u_{^c}k ( T_k− , X^k_{Tk−} ) ,

which equals ^H^{x,^c}_{t,T,n} by (11.3) and (11.4).

Acknowledgement. This research is supported by the National Research Foundation, Singapore. The work of Q. Huang is supported by the Start-Up Research Fund of Southeast University under Grant No. RF1028624194 and the Jiangsu Provincial Scientific Research Center of Applied Mathematics under Grant No. BK20233002.

References

[AN72] K.B. Athreya and P.E. Ney. Branching processes, volume Band 196 of Die Grundlehren der mathematischen Wissenschaften. Springer-Verlag, New York-Heidelberg, 1972.

[BM10] Y. Bakhtin and C. Mueller. Solutions of semilinear wave equation via stochastic cascades.

Commun. Stoch. Anal., 4(3):425–431, 2010.

[BRT07] D. Blömker, M. Romito, and R. Tribe. A probabilistic representation for the solutions to some non-linear PDEs using pruned branching trees. Ann. Inst. H. Poincaré Probab. Statist., 43(2):175–192, 2007.

[BS84] G.G. Brown and B.O. Shubert. On random binary trees. Math. Oper. Res., 9(1):43–65, 1984.

[CLM08] S. Chakraborty and J.A. López-Mimbela. Nonexplosion of a class of semilinear equations via branching particle representations. Advances in Appl. Probability, 40:250–272, 2008.

[CSTV07] P. Cheridito, H.M. Soner, N. Touzi, and N. Victoir. Second-order backward stochastic differential equations and fully nonlinear parabolic PDEs. Comm. Pure Appl. Math., 60(7):1081–1110, 2007.

[DMT08] R.C. Dalang, C. Mueller, and R. Tribe. A Feynman-Kac-type formula for the deterministic and stochastic wave equations and other P.D.E.’s. Trans. Amer. Math. Soc., 360(9):4681–4703, 2008.

[DMTW19] R. Dascaliuc, N. Michalowski, E. Thomann, and E.C. Waymire. Complex Burgers equation: a probabilistic perspective. In Sojourns in probability theory and statistical physics. I. Spin glasses and statistical mechanics, a Festschrift for Charles M. Newman, volume 298 of Springer Proc. Math. Stat., pages 138–170. Springer, Singapore, 2019.

[DPTW23a] R. Dascaliuc, T.N. Pham, E. Thomann, and E.C. Waymire. Doubly stochastic Yule cascades (Part I): The explosion problem in the time-reversible case. J. Funct. Anal., 284(1):Paper No. 109722, 25, 2023.

[DPTW23b] R. Dascaliuc, T.N. Pham, E. Thomann, and E.C. Waymire. Doubly stochastic Yule cascades (part II): The explosion problem in the non-reversible case. Ann. Inst. Henri Poincaré Probab. Stat., 59(4):1907–1933, 2023.

[Eva10] L.C. Evans. Partial differential equations, volume 19. American Mathematical Society, 2nd edition, 2010.

[Har63] T.E. Harris. The theory of branching processes, volume Band 119 of Die Grundlehren der mathematischen Wissenschaften. Springer-Verlag, Berlin; Prentice Hall, Inc., Englewood Cliffs, NJ, 1963.

[HJE18] J. Han, A. Jentzen, and W. E. Solving high-dimensional partial differential equations using deep learning. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 115(34):8505–8510, 2018.

[HL12] P. Henry-Labordère. Counterparty risk valuation: a marked branching diffusion approach.

Preprint arXiv:1203.2369, 2012.

[HLOT^+19] P. Henry-Labordère, N. Oudjane, X. Tan, N. Touzi, and X. Warin. Branching diffusion representation of semilinear PDEs and Monte Carlo approximation. Ann. Inst. H. Poincaré Probab. Statist., 55(1):184–210, 2019.

[HLT21] P. Henry-Labordère and N. Touzi. Branching diffusion representation for nonlinear Cauchy problems and Monte Carlo approximation. Ann. Appl. Probab., 31(5):2350–2375, 2021.

[HP25a] Q. Huang and N. Privault. Binary Galton–Watson trees with mutations. Preprint arXiv:2501.10951, 2025.

[HP25b] Q. Huang and N. Privault. Probabilistic representation of ODE solutions with quantitative estimates. Preprint arXiv:2502.10644, 2025.

[HPW20] C. Huré, H. Pham, and X. Warin. Deep backward schemes for high-dimensional nonlinear PDEs. Math. Comp., 89(324):1547–1579, 2020.

[INW69] N. Ikeda, M. Nagasawa, and S. Watanabe. Branching Markov processes I, II, III. J. Math.

Kyoto Univ., 8-9:233–278, 365–410, 95–160, 1968-1969.

[Ken48] D.G. Kendall. On the generalized “birth-and-death” process. Ann. Math. Statistics, 19:1–15, 1948.

[KS91] I. Karatzas and S. Shreve. Brownian motion and stochastic calculus, volume 113 of Graduate Texts in Mathematics. Springer-Verlag, New York, second edition, 1991.

[LM96] J.A. López-Mimbela. A probabilistic approach to existence of global solutions of a system of nonlinear differential equations. In Fourth Symposium on Probability Theory and Stochastic Processes (Spanish) (Guanajuato, 1996), volume 12 of Aportaciones Mat. Notas Investigación, pages 147–155. Soc. Mat. Mexicana, México, 1996.

[LS97] Y. Le Jan and A. S. Sznitman. Stochastic cascades and 3-dimensional Navier-Stokes equations.

Probab. Theory Related Fields, 109(3):343–366, 1997.

[McK75] H.P. McKean. Application of Brownian motion to the equation of Kolmogorov-Petrovskii- Piskunov. Comm. Pure Appl. Math., 28(3):323–331, 1975.

[Mey23] C.D. Meyer. Matrix analysis and applied linear algebra. SIAM, 2nd edition, 2023.

[Mło10] W. Młotkowski. Fuss-Catalan numbers in noncommutative probability. Doc. Math., 15:939– 955, 2010.

[NP23] J.Y. Nguwi and N. Privault. Numerical solution of the modified and non-Newtonian Burgers equations by stochastic coded trees. Japan Journal of Industrial and Applied Mathematics, 40:1745–1763, 2023.

[NPP23a] J.Y. Nguwi, G. Penent, and N. Privault. A fully nonlinear Feynman-Kac formula with derivatives of arbitrary orders. Journal of Evolution Equations, 23:Paper No. 22, 29pp., 2023.

[NPP23b] J.Y. Nguwi, G. Penent, and N. Privault. Numerical solution of the incompressible Navier- Stokes equation by a deep branching algorithm. Communications on Computational Physics, 34:261–289, 2023.

[NPP24] J.Y. Nguwi, G. Penent, and N. Privault. A deep branching solver for fully nonlinear partial differential equations. J. Comput. Phys., 499:112712, 2024.

[Ott49] R. Otter. The multiplicative process. The Annals of Mathematical Statistics, 20(2):206–224, 1949.

[Pen91] S. Peng. Probabilistic interpretation for systems of quasilinear parabolic partial differential equations. Stochastics Stochastics Rep., 37(1-2):61–74, 1991.

[PP92] É. Pardoux and S. Peng. Backward stochastic differential equations and quasilinear parabolic partial differential equations. In Stochastic partial differential equations and their applications (Charlotte, NC, 1991), volume 176 of Lecture Notes in Control and Inform. Sci., pages 200–217. Springer, Berlin, 1992.

[Ram06] J.M. Ramirez. Multiplicative cascades applied to PDEs (two numerical examples). J. Comput.

Phys., 214(1):122–136, 2006.

[Sev58] B.A. Sevast^′yanov. Branching stochastic processes for particles diffusing in a bounded domain with absorbing boundaries. Theory of Probability and its Applications, III(2):111–126, 1958.

[Sko64] A.V. Skorokhod. Branching diffusion processes. Teor. Verojatnost. i. Primenen., 9:492–497, 1964.

[SS07] M. Shaked and J.G. Shanthikumar. Stochastic orders. Springer Science+Business Media, LLC, 2007.

[STZ12] H.M. Soner, N. Touzi, and J. Zhang. Wellposedness of second order backward SDEs. Probab.

Theory Related Fields, 153(1-2):149–190, 2012.

[Woo92] D.C. Wood. The computation of polylogarithms. Technical report, 1992.