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SUMMARY

We prove three results concerning homogeneous fragmentations of the unit interval.
First we study the asymptotic behaviour of the size of the largest fragment at large
times. It is known that for some constant v, > 0 the size of the largest fragment
is roughly equal to exp(—vmaxt) at the large time ¢. We refine this result by showing
that the largest fragment’s size is roughly equal to ¢~ exp(—vmaxt) whenever ¢ is
large, where o > 0 is a constant we identify explicitly in terms of the characteristics
of the fragmentation process.

Next we turn our attention to killed fragmentation processes, in which fragments
smaller than exp(—wvt) are removed from the system at time t. We show that when v =
Umax + €, the killed process survives with probability roughly equal to exp(—Be~/?)
provided € is small, for a constant 5 > 0 which we calculate. Finally, when v = vax
we show that the killed process survives until the large time ¢ with probability roughly
equal to exp(—7t'/3) for a constant v > 0 which we calculate.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Fragmentation processes are mathematical models that describe the phenomenon of
objects breaking apart. This fracturing process arises naturally in many contexts:
“studies of stellar fragments in astrophysics, fractures and earthquakes in geophysics,
breaking of crystals in crystallograpy, degredation of large polymer chains in chem-
istry, DNA fragmentation in biology, fission of atoms in nuclear physics, [and] frag-
mentation of a hard drive in computer science” [14], among others. A glance at the
contents page of Fragmentation Phenomena [16] will convince the reader of the ubiq-
uity of fragmentation phenomena in the physical sciences, with titles ranging from
the prosaic Ezperimental Results on Single Particle of Cement Clinker to the playful
Surface and Coulomb Instabilities of Sheets, Bubbles and Donuts.

In fact, the first serious probabilistic work concerning fragmentation processes, dating
from 1941, and written by the father of modern probability himself, was motivated
by just such an application. Kolmogorov begins his paper On the logarithmic normal
distribution of particle sizes under grinding [30] (in a translation from the Russian
by G. Lindquist) by remarking that “In a recent paper N.K. Razumovskii indicates
many cases when the logarithms of particle sizes (gold grits in gold placers, rock
particles under grinding, etc.) obey approximately the Gauss distribution law”. In
an article of less than four pages, he proceeds to explain this observation by proving
a result that we would now describe as a “special case of the central limit theorem
for branching random walks” [14].

Work on fragmentation processes continued sporadically throughout the rest of the
twentieth century. In 1961, Aleksei Filippov, a student of Kolmogorov, proved a
result on the typical particle size of conservative self-similar fragmentations [24], a
result later rediscovered, for binary fragmentations, by Brennan and Durrett in 1987
[20]. Several contributions to the subject have also appeared in the physics litera-
ture, though the results obtained there are typically special cases of the more general
results appearing soon after in the work to be discussed below; see, for instance,[6].

All the fragmentation processes considered in the work mentioned above have in com-
mon that the time taken for a given particle to fracture is assumed to be almost surely
positive; moreover, the number of fragments produced by such an event, though in
some cases random, is always taken to be finite. It wasn’t until the year 2001 that



a rigorous formulation of fragmentation processes in their full generality appeared in
the literature. In his paper Homogeneous fragmentation processes [10], Jean Bertoin
used a powerful discrete construction based on a Poisson point process to allow for
instantaneous shattering of fragments into infinitely many fragments. This pioneer-
ing work was continued by Bertoin in [11], with further constructive groundwork laid
by Julien Berestycki [7] and Anne-Laure Basdevant [5]. These papers also contain
important first properties of fragmentation processes, and some further interesting
results.

The study of fragmentation processes now forms an active area of research, reflecting
the preponderance of natural questions one can ask about them. Using the theory of
regular variation, Bertoin describes the small-time proliferation of very small parti-
cles in [13]. In [15], sharp large deviation results are obtained for fragment sizes by
using the theory of probability tilting, discretization and the famous derivative mar-
tingale. In his paper Multifractal spectra of fragmentation processes, Julien Berestycki
employs martingale theory to calculate the Hausdorff dimension of fragments with
atypical exponential rates of decay. In [29], so-called “killed fragmentation processes”
are defined, and a criterion for their survival is identified. These papers form only a
drop in the ocean; since 2010, at least forty-five preprints with the word “fragmen-
tation” in their title have appeared on the arXiv under the “probability” classification.

In this thesis we will study conservative homogeneous fragmentations of the unit in-
terval. The word “conservative” means that, at all times, the total length of all the
fragments of the unit interval is unity. The word “homogeneous” means that the rate
at which particles break up does not depend on their size. Some of the work mentioned
above generalises such processes in two directions. First, dissipative fragmentations
allow for loss of mass through a deterministic process called erosion. Second, self-
similar fragmentations allow fragments to break up at a rate dependent on their size.
The latter generalization is of particular interest in physical applications, where, for
instance, one might imagine that smaller fragments of an object are more fragile,
and hence more prone to fracture. We content ourselves with the remark that these
more general processes can be recovered from conservative homogeneous fragmen-
tation processes via fairly simple transformations. Processes incorporating erosion
are obtained simply by introducing a deterministic exponential decay to the particle
sizes of a corresponding process with no erosion. Self-similar fragmentation processes
are obtained from homogeneous fragmentation processes via the now-classical Lam-
perti time transform, first introduced in 1962 [37]. Therefore, although the subclass
of fragmentation processes we consider may seem restrictive, results can, at least in
theory, be translated to the more general setting using these ideas.

Our main results concern the large-time asymptotics of fragmentation processes. First
we consider the size of the largest fragment at large times. The first work in this
direction is contained in [11], where the rate of exponential decay of this fragment
is calculated. We identify the polynomial correction to this rate of decay, which we
express explicitly in terms of parameters intrinsic to the fragmentation process.

Our second and third results concern the survival probability of killed fragmenta-
tions, using the killing regime introduced in [29]. At time ¢, particles of size smaller
than exp(—ct) are removed from the system. Depending on the value of the pa-
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rameter ¢, this system may survive or die. In [29], this behaviour is classified into
super- and sub-critical regimes, and the critical parameter value is identified. In the
super-critical regime, the process survives with positive probability. Our second re-
sult estimates this survival probability for values of ¢ slightly larger than the critical
value. In the critical case, the process dies almost surely. With this in mind, our
third result estimates the probability that a critically killed fragmentation survives
until a given large time.

We will employ a variety of tools and techniques to prove these results. The overarch-
ing theme is the theory of spines and changes of measure, championed in the seminal
paper by Lyons, Pemantle and Peres [38]. Roughly speaking, this approach seeks to
simplify the study of branching phenomena by identifying a “privileged” embedded
stochastic process called the spine, before relating its behaviour to the underlying
process by using a change of measure. This technique is now a cornerstone of modern
branching process theory, and has been used to elegantly tackle problems arising in
a variety of contexts. Examples include work by Chauvin and Roualt on branching
Brownian motion [21], Kyprianou on branching diffusions [34], Bertoin and Roualt
on homogeneous fragmentations [15], Athreya on Markov chains [4], Biggins and
Kyprianou [19] and Hu and Shi [27] on branching random walk, and Englédnder and
Kyprianou on superprocesses [23]; these references are borrowed from Matt Roberts’
thesis Spine Changes of Measure and Branching Diffusions [42].

Our spine turns out to be a centered Lévy process with further special characteris-
tics. An important part of our work will therefore consist in generalising several well
known results from the theory of random walk to the Lévy setting. This includes
a Lévy version of Mogulskii’s Theorem for large deviation probabilities of random
walk. With these tools in hand, the proofs will be completed using the second mo-
ment method.

The structure of this thesis is as follows. In the remainder of this chapter, we define
conservative homogeneous fragmentation processes, and survey their basic properties;
none of this work is original. In the next chapter, we will prove several preliminary
lemmas on these processes, and transfer results from random walks to Lévy processes.
Chapter 3 contains the proof of our first main result, and we prove our second and
third main results in Chapters 4 and 5 respectively.



1.1 What is a conservative homogeneous fragmen-
tation process?

1.1.1 Informal discussion

Before entering into technical formalities, we orientate ourselves with a dynamic de-
scription of a particular finite activity conservative homogeneous fragmentation pro-
cess. We start with the unit interval (0, 1), which serves as the “object” undergoing
fragmentation. After a random period of time 7 with an exponential distribution
of rate 1, we generate some random number 1 < N < oo of (0,1)-valued uniform
random variables, which we arrange in the usual order: 0 < a; < --- < ay < 1.
At times in [0, 7), the “value” of the fragmentation process is the interval (0,1); the
initial fragment has so far remained intact. At time 7, the fragmentation process
jumps to the “value” [(0,a1), (a1,a2),- -, (an,1)]. The interval-valued entries in this
vector are referred to as particles, fragments or blocks, and sometimes as children of
the parent interval (0,1). The jump discontinuity producing them from the parent
particle is variously referred to using the verbs fracture, fragment, split, dislocate, and
shatter. The subsequent evolution (from time 7 onwards) of each of these particles
is identical to the evolution of the parent particle (0, 1), provided we scale them to
unit length at their birth times. Finally, distinct children evolve independently of
their history and of one another. For instance, the interval (0,a;) shatters at time
T + o, where o is an independent copy of 7; the children of (0,a;) born at this time
are described by L uniform random variables concentrated on this interval, where L
is an independent copy of V.

This example illustrates many of the salient features of conservative homogeneous
fragmentation processes. First, the process is Markovian. Second, after scaling to
unit length, all particles evolve in exactly the same way and independently of one
another. This means, in particular, that the rate at which a particle fragments is
independent of its size; this is what “homogeneous” means. Finally, no mass is lost:
in the example above, the Lebesgue measure of the collection of fragments at any
time is, by construction, unity. This property is signified by the word “conservative”.

There are several phenomena consistent with these properties, however, that our ex-
ample lacks. In general, we allow particles to shatter instantaneously. More precisely,
we allow the infimum of times at which the process differs from (0,1) to be 0. Sec-
ond, we allow particles to shatter into infinitely many pieces (though all fragments
must have positive length). The word “crumbling” captures what happens to the
unit interval in this most general setting.

Providing a formal description of fragmentation processes incorporating these addi-
tional features is no easy feat. Before setting out to do so, Jean Bertoin remarks in
[10] that

13

the analysis of random processes in continuous times may be
much more subtle than that of their counterparts in discrete times. For
instance, the law of a random walk, say in R¢, is completely characterized
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by the distribution of its generic step, which is an arbitrary probability
measure on R?. The continuous time analogue of a random walk is a Lévy
process... [and] its structure is only revealed by the combination of the
celebrated Lévy-Khintchine formula and Lévy-It6 decomposition, which
are two deep and difficult results of probability theory.”

Bertoin achieves his explicit construction of homogeneous fragmentation processes by
encoding them as stochastic processes taking values in the space of partitions on N, an
approach based on the important paper The coalescent by John Kingman, published
in 1982 [28]. Briefly put, particle sizes are represented by the asymptotic frequencies
of blocks in the partitions, which exist almost surely in certain circumstances.

The laws of Bertoin’s partition-valued fragmentation processes are in one-to-one cor-
respondence with the laws of so-called ranked fragmentations, as shown by Julien
Berestycki in [7]; these are not quite what we want. In this thesis we will make use
of interval fragmentations. The example we began this section with is an example of
an interval fragmentation: in short, we retain information about the spatial position
of our fragments. For instance, the state [(0, ;11), (1. %), (3,1)] is considered to be dif-
ferent to the state [(0,1), (3,2), (2,1)], despite the fact that the collection of block
sizes equals (%, }L, }1) in both cases . In a ranked fragmentation process, particles are
always arranged in order of their size. As a result, the only information captured by
a ranked fragmentation process is the collection of particle sizes: clear genealogical
structure is not available. Unsurprisingly, the class of interval fragmentations can be
mapped surjectively to the class of ranked fragmentations, but the correspondence is

not one-to-one.

Further work done by Anne-Laure Basdevant in 2006 [5], and based on the earlier
work of Bertoin and Berestycki, completes the picture. She provides an explicit con-
struction of interval fragmentations using fragmentations taking values in the space
of compositions (ordered partitions) of N. Her paper also provides the fundamen-
tal link between interval fragmentations and composition-valued fragmentations, and
summarizes the links between the four kinds of fragmentations we have discussed.
Briefly put, interval and composition-valued fragmentations are in one-to-one cor-
respondence in law, as are ranked and partition-valued fragmentations; the former
classes are mapped surjectively to the latter classes by discarding all information
about the order of particles.

The questions we address in this thesis make sense and have the same answers re-
gardless of which type of fragmentation we use, so we end this section with a few
words on why we will make exclusive use (with one exception) of interval fragmenta-
tions. Ranked fragmentations are out of the question: the re-ordering of particles by
size destroys genealogical information that will play a central role in our proofs. In
contrast, given a fragment alive at some non-zero time in an interval fragmentation
process, we can trace its lineage back to the unit interval. That is, if we look at a
fragment (a,b) C (0,1) alive at time ¢, we can find nested intervals (as,bs) C (0,1)
(for s € [0,t]) such that (ag,by) = (0,1) and (as, b)) = (a,b). As it happens, both
partition- and composition-valued fragmentation processes also contain genealogical
information. Our final choice between the three appropriate candidates boils down



to the fact that useful pictures can most easily be drawn of interval fragmentations;
they are the most intuitive of the four models, and the easiest to get a handle on. The
principle value of partition- and composition-valued fragmentations is their discrete
nature, which we will not use (except on one important occasion).

1.1.2 The formal defintion

As we have seen, our fragments will be represented by disjoint open subintervals
of (0,1) whose union is the unit interval minus a countable set. In [11], Bertoin
establishes an elegant way of encoding such collections, by metrizing the space U
of open subsets of (0,1). Given an open set u € U, he introduces the continuous
function x,, on [0, 1] defined by

Xu(z) = min{|lz —y|: yeu}.
The distance between two open sets u,v € U is then given by

d(u,v) = |IxXu = Xolloo-

As Bertoin remarks, this definition coincides with the Hausdorff distance between u¢
and v¢; moreover, the space (U, d) is compact. We also endow U with the o—algebra
generated by the open sets corresponding to this distance, which we denote by B(U).

It is an elementary fact that that any open set in R has a unique decomposition
into a countable collection of disjoint open intervals. We will frequently need to
enumerate this countable collection, and do so by defining the following total order
on the collection of finite subintervals of R:

(a,b) < (c,d) = b—a<d—c or (b—a=d—cand a<c).

Given u € U we will write (u; : ¢ € N) for the elements in the decomposition of u
written in decreasing <—order, filling the tail of this sequence with empty sets in case
u has only finitely many components. Technical details aside, the point is that, given
a set u € U, the intervals in the collection (u; : i € N) correctly capture our intuitive
image of what “fragments” of (0,1) are.

With our state-space in hand, we need to specify how fragments are to break apart.
Our basic datum is a family (¢ : ¢ > 0) of probability measures defined on (U, B(UA)).
We fix an interval I := (a,b) C (0,1) and write Z for the set of open subsets of [
(with the distance inherited from U and the corresponding o—algebra). We let g;
stand for the unique affine map sending (0, 1) to I, and retain the notation g; for its
natural extension to a map from U to Z. We write ¢/ for the image measure of ¢,
under the map gr, so that ¢/ is a probability measure on Z. Given an open set u € U,
we let g stand for the distribution of UX;, where the X; are independent random
variables with laws ¢ respectively.

We are now ready to say exactly what a conservative homogeneous fragmentation is.
The following definition is lifted from [5].



Definition 1.1. A Markov process U := (U(t) : t > 0) taking values in U is called a
conservative homogeneous interval fragmentation if it has the following properties:

1. U is continuous in probability: for allt > 0 and € > 0,

P(d(U(t),U(s)) >€) — 0 as s — t.

2. U is nested: s >t = U(s) CU(t).

3. Fragmentation property: there exists some family (q; : t > 0) of probability
measures on U such that

V>0 Vs>t YAeBU) PU(s)e A|U®) = ¢ZPA).
4. Conservative property: |U(t)| =1 for all t > 0.

Throughout this thesis, |A| stands for the Lebesgue measure of a Borel set A. The
filtration generated by U is denoted by F := (F; : t > 0) after the usual comple-
tion. Sometimes we will want to start our fragmentation process from some u € U
other than (0,1). Accordingly, we write P, for the law of the fragmentation process
started from u € U, and E, for the corresponding expectation operator. We also
define P := P g ), with expectation operator E.

All fragmentation processes have regular versions. Indeed, for a fragmentation U let
us define a new process U™ by setting

vty = |J Us).

SE(t,00)NQ

Using the continuity in probability of U, it is easily verified that U™ is a version of
U, and that the sample paths of U" are almost surely cadlag (a map from R, to
a metric space is called cadlag if it has left limits and is right continuous). In the
remainder of this thesis, whenever we talk about a fragmentation U, we are implicitly
working with U™.

Since, with one exception, we will only consider conservative, homogeneous, interval
fragmentation processes in this thesis, such processes will henceforth be referred to
as “fragmentation processes”, without qualification, in those contexts where no con-
fusion can arise.

With Definition 1.1 in hand, we move on to an exposition of the key ideas that we
will use in our proofs. This entails studying several martingales, changes of measure,
spines and Lévy process theory.



1.2 Technical preliminaries

1.2.1 Dislocation measures

The kernel (¢: ¢t > 0) will make no further appearance in the rest of this thesis.
Instead, we work with the more useful class of dislocation measures, which capture
the same information [5]. Under the total order introduced in the previous section, u,
stands for the largest interval component in the decomposition of a given u € U. (In
case there are several largest components, u; is the one with the largest left endpoint.)

Definition 1.2. A measure v on U 1is called a dislocation measure if
v((0,1)) =0 and /(1 — Juy|)v(du) < oo
u

In [5], Basdevant shows that the collection of laws of conservative homogeneous in-
terval fragmentation processes is in one-to-one correspondence with the collection of
dislocation measures. Her proof proceeds by establishing a bijection between the laws
of interval fragmentation processes and the laws of fragmentation processes taking
values in the space of ordered partitions. She then shows that the latter class is in
bijective correspondence with the class of dislocation measures. This work is precisely
analogous to the work contained in [8], where ranked fragmentations and partition
fragmentations are shown to be in bijective correspondence. We remark that, for an
interval fragmentation process with corresponding dislocation measure v, the value
v(A) (which may be infinite) describes the rate at which a given particle breaks up
into fragments described by a given collection of possible configurations A € B(U).
The proof of all these statements can be found in [5].

The first condition in Definition 1.2 is self-explanatory; it says that something ac-
tually happens at fragmentation events. Whenever v(U) = oo, fragments shatter
instantaneously:

inf{t >0: U(t)#(0,1)} = 0, almost surely.

The second condition is necessary in this case to prevent fragments from being im-
mediately reduced to dust (particles of zero size).

In view of the display above, a fragmentation processes corresponding to a dislocation
measure with infinite mass is called an infinite activity fragmentation process. When
v has finite mass, the first time when U(t) differs from (0, 1) is exponentially dis-
tributed with rate v(U). Fragmentation processes corresponding to finite dislocation
measures are therefore given the qualifier finite activity.

We emphasize that phrase “finite activity” signifies the fact that a given fragment
waits a positive time before shattering; it does not mean that fragmentation events
are isolated in time. To illustrate this comment, consider the fragmentation pro-
cess corresponding to the dislocation measure which assigns unit mass to an atom at
U(2=(*+Y 27"} and no mass elsewhere. Then the time of the first dislocation event
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7 is well-defined. Furthermore, the set of all splitting times is dense in |7, c0) almost
surely. To see why, write ¢, for the time at which the interval (2-("*1 27") nec-
essarily alive at time 7, fractures. Then (o, : n € N) is collection of independent
exponentially distributed random variables with rate 1. It remains to make the trivial
observation that any infinite collection of independent continuous random variables
whose laws have support equal to [0, 00) is dense there almost surely.

In a similar vein, it is possible to have an infinite activity process in which each
dislocation event produces only finitely many new fragments. Indeed, define elements
o™ = (0,1)U(%,1) € U for each n > 2. Let v be a measure on I assigning mass 2

to v, and no mass elsewhere. Then

[e.e]
1
Ja-tubvan = Y= < .
u n=2 n
so v is a dislocation measure. On the other hand, v(U) = oo. Although jump dis-
continuities produce only finitely many new fragments, their infinite rate of arrival
guarantees that infinitely many fragments exist at arbitrarily small times.

We conclude this section by defining geometric dislocation measures. The dislocation
measure v is called geometric if there exists a number r» > 1 such that

{uGU: Vi € N dn € N such that ui:r_"}

is a v—full set (that is, its complement is null with respect to v). In view of the in-
tegrability condition in Definition 1.2, geometric dislocation measures are necessarily
finite. This is because the value 1 — |u;]| is bounded below by 1 —r~! > 0, v—almost
everywhere, for some r > 1.

1.2.2 Some Lévy Process Theory

Before carrying on with our discussion of fragmentation processes, it is now neces-
sary to say a bit about Lévy processes. Afterwards, we will discover important Lévy
processes embedded in the class of fragmentation processes, which will be invaluable
to us in the rest of this thesis.

A Lévy process is a Markov process issued from the origin with stationary and inde-
pendent increments, and almost surely cadlag paths. Their importance in the present
context has already been hinted at, and will be elucidated in the following sections.
Here we will discuss several special kinds of Lévy processes, and a few of their basic
properties. There are several monographs on the subject; we will refer to [35] in this
section. Other references include [9] and [44].

A subordinator is a Lévy process with increasing sample paths. A pure jump subor-
dinator is a Lévy process that can be expressed as a Poisson random sum of positive
jumps. To be precise, we say that a Lévy process S is a pure jump subordinator if
there exists a Poisson random measure N on [0, 00) x (0,00) such that for all t > 0,

Sy = / x N(ds x dx).
[0,¢]x (0,00)
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The Poisson random measure corresponding to a pure jump subordinator is uniquely
characterized by its Lévy measure II, which is defined by the equation EN(ds x dx) =
dsll(dz), and is concentrated on (0,00). If IT is the Lévy measure corresponding to
a pure jump subordinator, it is automatically true [35, Lemma 2.14] that

/ (IAz)I(dr) < oo
(0,00)

For Lévy processes in general, this inequality is only guaranteed to hold when the
integrand is replaced by 1 A 2.

Because subordinators only take positive values, they have Laplace exponents defined
on the non-negative half-line. The Laplace exponent ® of a subordinator X is defined
for A > 0 by the equation

exp(—®(\)) = Eexp(—AX3).

If S is a pure-jump subordinator, its Laplace exponent can be neatly expressed [35,
pg. 116] in terms of its Lévy measure II:

d(\) = /(0 )(1—e—“) I1(dx). (1.1)

This equation together with elementary measure theory tells us a lot about the
Laplace exponent of a pure jump subordinator. For instance, ® is infinitely dif-
ferentiable on (0,00). Differentiating once tells us that & increases strictly, and
differentiating twice tells us that ® is strictly concave. Clearly ®(0) = 0 for any
Laplace exponent, and ®(c0) < oo if and only if S is a compound Poisson process.
Of course, & may exist for negative values too. If )y is the infimum of those values
for which ® exists, then ® is infinitely differentiable, strictly increasing, and strictly
concave on (g, 00).

We will make frequent use of spectrally one-sided Lévy processes of bounded variation.
Spectrally one-sided Lévy processes are those with jumps of only one sign and non-
monotone paths. The class of spectrally one-sided processes of bounded variation
coincides with the class of those Lévy processes that are the difference between a
pure jump subordinator and a deterministic linear drift, or vice versa [35, pg. 58].

A spectrally positive (respectively negative) process has only positive (respectively
negative) jumps and non-monotone paths. If X is a spectrally positive Lévy process
of bounded variation, then 0 is irregular for [0, c0) relative to X [35, Theorem 6.5].
This means that the negative drift initially triumphs over the positive jumps, and
the process almost surely starts its life with a dip in the negative half-line. That is,

P(inf{t >0: X, €[0,00)} =0) = 0.

Similarly, if X is a spectrally negative process of bounded variation, then 0 is irreg-
ular for (—oo, 0] relative to X.
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To state the next property of Lévy processes we need, we fix a Lévy process X and
introduce random variables 7, := inf{t > 0: X; <a} and 7, := inf{t > 0: X; > b}
for a,b € R. If X is a spectrally positive process of bounded variation, we claim that
P(r-, < 757) > 0 for all @ > 0. Indeed, by the irregularity of 0 for [0, 00), there exist
some ty,r > 0 such that

p = P(X;,, <—r and X; <0 on (0,%]) > 0.
By the stationarity and independence of increments, we conclude that
P(r—, <7) > pl“"l > o

Finally, we introduce the FEsscher transform of a subordinator X. Let ® stand for
the Laplace exponent of X, which we suppose exists on the set A. (The set A is
an infinite interval, closed or open, with left end-point in (—o0,0].) For p € A we
introduce the process (E(t,p) : t > 0) defined by

E(t,p) == exp (P(p)t — pXy).

The process £(-,p) is a unit mean (F;)-martingale for each p € A [35, pg. 82],
allowing us to define the family of probability measures (Pp :p € A) by

ap?

il — t f t> 0.
det E(t,p) or t>0

In the sequel, it will be important for us to understand the characteristics of spec-
trally positive processes of bounded variation under these changes of measure. Let Z
be such a process, in which case it necessarily has the form Z, = X; — ct for some pure
jump subordinator X and some ¢ > 0. Under P? (defined relative to X, as above),
the process Z is still a spectrally positive process of bounded variation, and has the
same drift coefficient c. Write II for the Lévy measure of X under P. Then the Lévy
measure of Z under P? is e P*II(dx) for x € (0,00). Finally, Z under P? also has
a Laplace exponent on A; it is given by the function A — ®(\ + p) — ®(p) — ¢,
where ® denotes the Laplace exponent of X under P. We refer to [35, Theorem 3.9]
for a proof of these facts in a more general setting; see also [35, pg. 233] for further
discussion.

This completes our brief survey of Lévy process theory. We are now ready to explore
fragmentation processes in more detail.

1.2.3 Tagged fragments and the intrinsic subordinator

Given a fragmentation process U, it is natural to follow those intervals containing a
particular value x € (0, 1) as time passes. Accordingly, for all ¢ > 0 and x € (0,1) we

write
_— { U@ it e UE)
L 0 if x ¢ U(t),

for the component of U(t) which contains = € (0,1). (Recall that (U(t)); denotes
the ¢’th component of U(t) under the order introduced in §1.1.2.) We call Z7 the

11



x—tagged fragment at time t, and define corresponding length processes by I} := |Z7|.
We also use the z—tagged processes to define an important collection (£* : z € (0, 1))
of stochastic processes by setting

¢ = —logl/ for t>0,

where we define —log 0 := co. We call this collection the — log transform of U (see
Figure 1.1, page 14); it inherits genealogical information from U, allowing us to talk
about &—particles, {é—children, and so on. In section §1.4 we show that the collection
(¢€* : x € (0,1)) naturally corresponds to a branching random walk, whenever the
dislocation measure of U is finite.

Different x-tagged fragments have different laws, and are intrinsically dependent on
one another. For instance, it should be clear that

1 1 1 3
1t #+#1p = I #1;.

In order to overcome these difficulties, the key idea [10, 8] is to follow a randomly
tagged fragment and relate its behaviour to the fragmentation process as a whole. To
this end, we assume that the underlying probability space is rich enough to support a
random variable x which is distributed uniformly on (0, 1) and is independent of the
fragmentation process. Using this uniform random variable, we define the randomly
tagged interval process T = (I, : t > 0) by setting Z, := Z)}. We also define the
length process I = (I; : t > 0) by I := |Z;]. We note that, since the sets (U; : t > 0)
are nested, and each of them has Lebesgue measure 1 almost surely, the set

U, )\u@): ¢ >0
has Lebesgue measure 0 almost surely. It follows that

P(Z, #0 forall t >0) = 1.

Definition 1.3. We continue to write P for the joint law of the fragmentation process
and the random tag x, and E for the corresponding expectation operator. We write
G = (Gy : t > 0) for the enriched filtration defined by G, := o(F;, ;). In particular,
note that L is G-adapted.

The following fundamental result was first proven in [10] in the context of partition-
valued fragmentations. The following formulation, appropriate in the interval-valued
fragmentation context, can be found in [11]; see also [5].

Theorem 1.4. The [0, 00)-valued stochastic process & defined by
& = —logly for t>0

1S a pure-jump G-subordinator. Its Lévy measure is given by

L(dz) = e™* Zu(—log]uﬂ €dx), x€(0,00),

n=1

where v is the dislocation measure of the underlying fragmentation process.
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The process £ is called the intrinsic subordinator corresponding to the fragmentation
process U. Using equation (1.1), we can write its Laplace exponent ® in terms of L:

B(p) — /(0 (1) L),

We can also express ® in terms of the measure v [10, pg. 16]:

B(p) — /u<1—2|un|l+p) V(du). (1.2)

n=1

Note, in particular, that ®(0) = 0. This is because dislocation measures correspond-
ing to conservative fragmentation processes only give mass to those configurations
we U with Y2 |u,| =1 (cf. [5, pg. 408]).

We already know that ®(p) exists for values p > 0, and obviously the sum > ul*?
diverges whenever p < —1. It is possible, however, that (1.2) exists (that is, takes a
finite, necessarily negative value) for p € [—1,0). With this in mind, we define the

parameter
p := inf {p eR: /Z |un | TP (du) < oo} .
n=2

Note that the sum starts at n = 2; the integrability condition in Definition 1.2 controls
the size of |u;|. Using this integrability condition, it’s easy to check that p coincides
with the infimum of those p € R for which

oo
JATE S
u n=1

As discussed, we know that p € [~1,0]. The values ®(p) and ®'(p+) may or may not
be finite.

v(du) < oo.

Next, we introduce the parameter p, which is of central importance in characterising
the asymptotic properties of fragmentation processes. The following lemma is taken
from [12, pg. 10].

Lemma 1.5. The equation

()
1+p

has a unique solution p € (p,00). This solution is necessarily positive. We have the
equivalence

'(p) =

(L+p)®'(p) —@(p) >0 <= pe(p D)

The function

D(p)
H—
p 14+p

increases on (p,P) and decreases on (P, o0).
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Figure 1.1. A sample path of a finite activity fragmentation process U (top),
and the corresponding sample paths of the collection ((£F)i>0 @ = € (0,1))
(bottom). The intervals with labels 1,2,3,4 € (0, 1) correspond to the {—particle
positions with respective labels. In particular, note that —logw is a decreasing
map, so the largest particle is mapped to the smallest {—value. Particles that
reproduce before time ¢ are represented by hollow circles, and those that do not
by solid circles. The union of the grey intervals equals U(t), and the collection
of grey circles are the corresponding realization of the point process generated

by the collection (£F : z € (0,1)).
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Many interesting properties of fragmentation processes can be expressed in terms
of ® and the parameters associated with it. In §1.3 we discuss some large-time
asymptotic properties of fragmentation processes, which will hopefully give the reader
some intuition about how fragmentation processes behave. For now, we continue with
our technical survey.

1.2.4 Martingales, changes of measure, and spines

Before introducing our first class of martingales, we introduce the following useful
notation. For a Borel set A C (0, 1), we use the notation », , to represent sums
taken over the (countable) collection of distinct fragments alive at time t that are
subsets of A. We also write Z[x]t for Z[x]t:(o71), the sum taken over all distinct frag-
ments at time ¢.

Let us briefly explain how such sums can be rigorously constructed as random vari-
ables. We denote by D([0,t]) the space of cadlag functions on [0, ¢], and endow this
space with the Skorokhod topology. We endow D([0,t]) with the oc—algebra gener-
ated by the open sets of this topology, and write m*™D([0,t]) for the collection of
measurable functionals mapping D([0,t]) to [0,00). Finally, we let m(«) denote the
midpoint of the finite interval a, and let my; := m((Uy);), where we recall that (Uy);
is the ¢’th element in the decreasing rearrangement of the components of U, under
the total order introduced in §1.1.2. Then, given F' € m™D([0,t]) and a Borel set
A C(0,1), we define

ORI s <t) == > qwocay - P

[I]tZA iEN

15 < t).

The first important class of martingales we will use are the intrinsic additive martin-
gales, first defined in [12, pg. 10]. For p > p, define

M(t,p) = exp(®(p)t) > (IF)"*.

[z]¢

It is easy to show that (M (¢,p) : t > 0) is a non-negative, unit mean (F;)-martingale
whenever p > p. The martingale convergence theorem then tells us that M(-,p)
converges almost surely to an almost surely finite random variable, M (00, p). In fact
[12, Theorem 2|, whenever p € (p,D), the process M (-, p) is uniformly integrable, and
M (oo, p) > 0 almost surely. This result is the analogue of the work on branching
random walk contained in the famous paper [17] by John Biggins.

The second class of martingales we will use are the exponential martingales introduced
in §1.2.2, but now corresponding to the particular G—subordinator £. In fact, we will
only use £(-,p). To see why, write ¢; := ®(p)/(1 +p) = ?'(p), and introduce the
process ¢ defined by (; := & — cpt. Following the general theory in §1.2.2, we also
define a measure Q on G, := (| J{G; : t > 0}) by setting

aQ

- D > ().
P, E(t,p) for t>0
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Figure 1.2. Illustration of the power of the transformation (£,P) — (¢, Q)
in the worst-case scenario, in which p = 0, with ®'(0+) = oco. C; maps the
Laplace exponent ® of (&,P), and Cy maps the Laplace exponent A — ®(\ +
D) — ®(p) —cpA of (¢, Q). The line L is the tangent to C; at A = P, and therefore
has gradient ®'(p) = ¢p. Clearly, C; is sent to C2 by placing a new origin at
the solid circle, and taking differences between L and C; as illustrated by the
double-headed arrow. The diagram makes it clear that the Lévy process ((, Q)
is centred and has finite moments of all orders.

We have the following;:

Lemma 1.6. The process (¢, Q)

1. 1s a centered spectrally positive Lévy process of bounded variation;
2. has drift coefficient ¢z, and Lévy measure e P*L(dx); and

3. has finite exponential moments:

Vee [0,p—p) Vt >0 Qexp(e|¢]) < oo.

In other words, ((,Q) is just about the nicest kind of Lévy process there is, after
the compound Poisson process. Facts 1 and 2 (except the centeredness property) are
particular instances of the general theory described in §1.2.2. Fact 3 can be found
in [36, §4.1]. So we just need to show that the process is centered. From §1.2.2,
we know that the Laplace exponent of (¢,Q) is A — ®(A +p) — ®(p) — cgA. The
derivative of this function at 0, which coincides with the value Q (i, equals ®'(p) — cz.
By the definitions of p and ¢; we know that ®'(p) — ¢; = 0. An illustration of the
transformation (£, P) — (¢, Q) in terms of Laplace exponents is given in Figure 1.2.

The importance of the process (¢, Q) is reflected by the following Many-to-One
Lemma, which will be a fundamental tool in our proofs. To state it, we define the

family of processes ((* : x € (0,1)) by (f := & — ¢pt for t > 0.

16



Lemma 1.7. (MT1) For any map F € m™D([0,t]) and any starting configuration
u € U we have

E, Y F(F:s<t) ZQ PGP (¢, —log ] = s < 1)).

[z]¢

In particular,

EY F(¢:s<t) = Q(e"PUR(( s <)),

[z]¢

Proof. First we remind the reader of the notation }, , introduced earlier in this
section. In particular, Z[x] stands for the sum taken over distinct particles at time
t which result from the fragmentatlon of the interval wu;, which is E,—almost surely a
component of U(0). Now we make the following simple calculation:

EZF cs<t) = ZE Y F(Es<t)

[x]t Us

= ZE > F(E —loglu] s <),

=1 [a]::(0,1)
where the sums in ¢ should be regarded as finite in case u consists of finitely many
blocks. In the second equality we have used the fact that, fixing x € u;, the law of I}
under E,, is the same as the law of |u;|- I7 ™) under E, were g is the affine map sending

u; to (0,1). This means that the law of (¥ under E, equals the law of (/™ — log |u]
under E.

Now we make a size-biased pick: for a € R, we can write
EZF(Cf+a:3§t) = Esz'(fffl’p((f—l—a:sgt)
[z
= EY PxeZ/|R)-(I7)" F(+a:s<t)
]
= EY e (1) F(E +ais<i)

= E(L) " F(l+a:s<t).

The first and final lines are trivial. In the second we use the fact that the uniform
random variable y is independent of the fragmentation process. In the third line we
use the F;—measurability of everything outside the conditional probability in the line
before.

To obtain the required result it remains to use the definitions of the measure Q, the
process (;, and the special value ¢; = ®(p)(1 +p) "

aQ

dPg = exp(@(ﬁ)t—ﬁ&) = I{l exp(—(1+p)§t).

Substituting this simple rearrangement into the previous display yields the required
result. O
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The Many-to-One Lemma relates functionals of paths of fragmentation processes to
functionals of the paths of ¢. In view of this property, the process (¢, Q) is referred
to as the spine of the fragmentation process.

1.2.5 Frozen fragmentation processes

Usually the simple Many-to-One Lemma above will be sufficient for our purposes.
On one occasion, however, we will need a version that we can apply to frozen frag-
mentation processes. The following definition was introduced by Bertoin [11]. His
picturesquely named frosts bear the same relation to fragmentation processes as stop-
ping times do to Markov processes.

Definition 1.8. Let F* := (F} : t > 0) denote the filtration (completed by null sets)
generated by the process (ZF :t > 0). We call a random function T : (0,1) — [0, o0]
a frost for the fragmentation process U if

1. for all xz € (0,1), T, is an F*—stopping time; and

2. T, =T, whenever v € (0,1) and y € IF .

A fragmentation process U together with a frost T and a time t > 0 naturally
correspond to the element of & whose decomposition is given by

{Iﬁ:aze(O,l),Txgt} U {Z/: z€(0,1), T, >t} ;

see Figure 1.3, page 19. We will use the notation Z(T p to refer to sums taken over
the distinct interval components of this decomposition. Such sums can be constructed
rigorously as random variables, but this time we don’t labour the point.

Given a frost T, we introduce the G-stopping time 7(7') := T}, where y is the
uniformly distributed random tag used to define Z. We now state a Many-to-One
Lemma for frosts. It is proven in the same way as the standard Many-to-One Lemma.

Lemma 1.9. For each s € [0,t] let Fs be a map in m*tD([0, s]). For any frost T and
any starting configuration u € U we have

E, Z Fr((G:s<T,Nt) = Z Q(eCT”(ml)FTM(CS —log|u|: s <17 A t)),

(T,t) i=1

where T := 7(T'). In particular,

EY Fra(@is<TuAt) = Q(eMPIE (¢ s < 7 AY)).
(T1)

Our second and third main results concern the survival probability of killed fragmen-
tations, which we proceed to define in the next section.
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Figure 1.3. An illustration of the frost T := x — inf{t > 0 : I} < a} for
fixed a € (0,1). Time runs vertically. Whenever a fragment is produced whose
size is smaller than a, it is “frozen”, ceasing to break apart any further. These
fragments, in their frozen state, are represented at the time of their birth as
thick horizontal lines. The remaining fragments continue to evolve as usual;
this is signified by the vertical dashed lines. At the bottom of the figure, we
have illustrated the element of U corresponding to the frost 7' and the time ¢.

1.2.6 Fragmentation processes with killing

Given a fragmentation process, Knobloch and Kyprianou [29] fix parameters a, ¢ € R,
and introduce an embedded process in which particles born at time ¢ are removed
from the system if their size is less than exp(—a — ct). This corresponds to removing
the particle tagged by x € (0,1) from the system at time ¢ if and only if & > ¢t + a.
We will call the resulting process the (a, c)—killed fragmentation process. When a < 0,
the (a, c¢)-killed fragmentation process obviously dies immediately, so we can assume
that @ > 0. In fact, little loss of generality is incurred by making the assumption
a = 0, and, for simplicity, we will do so in the statements and proofs of our second
and third main results. We will refer to the (0, ¢)-killed fragmentation process as the
c-killed process; see Figure 1.4, page 20.

Let us now fix a fragmentation process, and consider what happens to the c-killed
process as c varies. It turns out that the case ¢ = ¢y is critical in the following
sense. Whenever ¢ < ¢, the c-killed process almost surely dies within a finite period
of time. When ¢ > ¢, the probability of survival lies in (0,1). With these facts
in mind, we say that a ckilled fragmentation process is supercritically killed when
¢ > cp, critically killed when ¢ = c5, and subcritically killed when ¢ < cp.
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Figure 1.4. The —log transform of a c-killed fragmentation process in case
v(U) < oo. L, is the graph of the map ¢ — ct. Particles whose {—values at
birth fall above this line, are killed instantly; they are represented by hollow
circles. The remaining particles (whose —log values correspond to the solid
circles) reproduce as normal.

Finally, we introduce some more notation that will be used later. For ¢ > 0, we let
p(€) stand for the survival probability of the (c;+¢)-killed fragmentation process. We
also let k(t) stand for the probability that the critically killed fragmentation survives
until time ¢t > 0. Later on, we will consider the asymptotics of p(e) as € | 0, and the
asymptotics of x(t) as t — 0.

1.2.7 Partition-valued fragmentation processes

In Chapter 2, we will show how to calculate the second moments of random variables
of the form
Z = ) F(II:0<s<t),
[z]

for elements F' € m™D([0, ¢]). One way of tackling this problem would be to formulate
a Many-to-Two Lemma, expressing second moments in terms of two randomly tagged
particles. Harris and Roberts [26] develop this approach for a large class of branching
processes, and address the more general problem of calculating £’th moments for any
integer k > 1. Our approach is slightly different—we will express second moments in
terms of a single randomly tagged particle—but the Many-to-Two approach would
work just as well.
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The first step is to write EZ? = EZ + EA, with

A= Y FIP:0<s<HF(IY: 0<s<t),
[z]e#[y]:e

where the sum is over distinct components of the fragmentation process which are
alive at time ¢. We would then like to proceed by using an ancestral decomposition
of the fragmentation process. As will become clear, giving such a decomposition
rigorous sense relies on the existence of a suitable Poissonian construction of frag-
mentation processes at the path-wise level. Such a construction is not available (in
the literature) for U—valued processes, beyond Basdevant’s tantalizing remark that
“A Poissonian construction of an [interval] fragmentation with no erosion is also pos-
sible... For more details, we refer to Berestycki [7] who has already proved this result
for [ranked] fragmentation and the same approach works in our case.” Rather than
pursue this approach, we will show how to relate a given U—valued fragmentation to
a particular partition-valued process whose Poissonian construction has been consid-
ered extensively in the literature (see, for instance, [10, 15]). We attempt to keep the
exposition as concise as possible. No material in this section is original; the construc-
tive work is lifted from [10], and the coup de grace is delivered by [5].

We start with a few definitions:

1. A partition of A C N is collection of pairwise disjoint, non-empty subsets of
N whose union equals A. For A C N, the symbol P(A) stands for the set of
partitions of A. We write P for P(N).

2. Given a set A C N and a partition I' € P(A), we write Np € N U {oo}
for the number of blocks (i.e. subsets of N) in I'. We then write the blocks
(Bf : 1 <i < Nr) of T in order of increasing least element. Normally we will
just write I' = (By, Ba, ...) with the understanding that this sequence may be
finite.

3. Forsets AC B C NandI' = (B, By, ...) € P(B), we write I" 4 for the element of
P(A) whose blocks are the non-empty entries in the sequence (B1NA, BoNA, ...).

4. For A C N we define P*(A) :={I' € P: I'y # {A}}. We write P* for P*(N),
which of course is just P — {N}.

5. We write [n] for {1, ...,n}, P, for P([n]), and P} for P*([n]). In particular, note
that elements of P} are partitions of N—not of [n].

6. Given a partition I' € P, we write I'™ for the block of I" that contains n.

For elements I' and A of P, we write n(I', A) for the supremum of those k¥ € N
witnessing I'iyy = Apy. Note that n(I', A) = oo if and only if I' = A. We then define
d(I'; A) := exp(—n(I', A)). The pair (P,d) is a compact metric space. We endow P
with the o—algebra generated by the collection of d—open subsets of P.

We also need to introduce a mechanism by which one partition can be used to dislo-
cate another. To this end, fix a set A C N, and a partition ' € P. Let (aq, as,...) be
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the increasing enumeration of the elements of A (this sequence may be finite). We
define an equivalence relation on A by saying that (a; ~ a;) if and only if i and j lie
in the same block of I'. The resulting equivalence classes form a partition of A which
we call " o A.

Now we fix A C N, a partition A = (A, Ay, ...) € P(A) and a partition T" € P.
Given k € N we define a new partition I' 5A € P(A) as follows. If k > Na, then the
operator I' é() acts as the identity: I' 5A=A. Otherwise, we replace the block Ay
with I" o Ay (as defined in the previous paragraph) and leave the blocks (A; : 7 # k)

in tact.

We emphasize that T’ 5 (1) may act as the identity on A, even when N > k. This
happens precisely when the set {1,2,...,Card(A)} is a subset of some block of T.
(This condition reduces to I' = {N} in case Card(Ay) = oo, but otherwise has non-
trivial import.)

Next we introduce the auxiliary space St C [0, 1] defined by

St = {312322...20: Zsizl},

which we endow with the topology of point-wise convergence. A measure A on St is
called a Lévy measure if it assigns no mass to the singleton {(1,0,0,...)}, and satisfies
the integrability condition

/&(1 —51) A(ds) < oo. (1.3)

Given an element s € S*, we follow Bertoin following Kingman by defining a proba-
bility measure P® on P using a “paint-box” construction. Let Y be a random variable
specified by setting P(Y = n) = s,, and let (Y; : i € N) be a sequence of independent
copies of Y. We define an equivalence relation on N by writing

(i~j,8) <= Y, =Y,

This relation generates a random partition of N whose law we denote by P°. Given
a Lévy measure A\, we define the mixture

() = [ Aas)- o)

which is a measure on P. We note that pu, is sigma-finite for all Lévy measures \.
Indeed, for any s # (1,0,0...), we have

P (P = 1—232 < 1—-s7 < n(l—sy)

k=1

and also P*({N}) = 0. It remains to note that P = |J P} U {N}, that Lévy measures
assign no mass to {(1,0,0, ...}, and to apply the integrability condition (1.3).
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Now we fix a Lévy measure, and show how to associate it with a P—valued stochastic
process. We have seen that (P, d) is a compact metric space—in particular, Polish—
and that © = pu, is a sigma finite measure on this space. We endow N with the
discrete metric, and write # for the counting measure. Then [0,00) x N x P is also
Polish, and Leb x # x p is a o-finite measure on this space. The machinery of
Poisson point processes can therefore grind into action. We let M be the Poisson
random measure on [0,00) x N x P with intensity Leb x # x u. We let M™ denote
the projection of M to the space [0,00) X [n] X Pf. The atoms of M™ arrive at the
finite rate n - u(Py). Fixing n € N, this observation allows us to construct a process

(7" : s > 0) according to the following rules:

1. W(()n) = [n].

2. 7™ is a pure jump process which jumps at time ¢ only if M™ has an atom on
the fibre {t} x [n] x PZ.

3. If M™ has an atom at (¢, k, 7) we define 7\ := 7 5 ™.

An atom (¢, k, ) of M™ may act trivially in the construction above; see the previous
paragraph beginning “We emphasize that...”.

The processes 7™ are piecewise constant and, by construction, right-continuous
(hence cadlag). Moreover, it is quite easy to see that they are compatible with
restriction in the sense that (Wt("ﬂ))[n] = 71" for allm € N at ¢ > 0. This allows us to
define a P-valued process II by insisting that for all n € N and ¢ > 0, the restriction
of TI; to [n] equals Wf"). Moreover, we can assert that II is a pure jump cadlag process.

To summarize, we have seen the following. There exists a pure jump cadlag process
that jumps only when M has atoms. When M has an atom at (¢, k, 7), the partition
I1(t—) is replaced by the partition 7 S II;_. There is clearly only one P-valued process
with these properties, and we call II = II(\) the Poissonian P—fragmentation with

Lévy measure A\. We make the following definition:

Definition 1.10. A P-valued process is called a conservative homogeneous P—frag-
mentation process if it is equal in law to TI(N\) for some Lévy measure \.

Now we turn our attention to the subject of asymptotic frequencies. A set A C N is
said to have an asymptotic frequency if the limit

lim L 4(AN 7))

n—oo N

exists, and then we write |A| for value of this limit. For an index set / C N and a
sequence (a; : i € I) of positive numbers with > a; < 1 we write (a; : i € I)* for the
decreasing rearrangement of (a; : i € I) (in case some of the a; are equal, we preserve
their original ordering in the rearrangement).

Lemma 1.11. Fiz a Poissonian P-valued fragmentation 11, write (Bi(t), Ba(t), ...)
for the blocks of 11(t), and N, for Ny,. The event

|Bi(t)| ezists and is postive for all t >0 and 1 <i < N,
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occurs with probability 1. On this event it is almost surely the case that

Nt

Z |Bi(t)] =1 for all t > 0.

=1

Suppose M has an atom at (t,k, ), and that N(t) > k. The sequence (|B;(t)] : 1 <
i < Ny) is equal to the sequence obtained by interpolating the values (|7;| - |Bi(t—)] :
1 < j < N,)¥ between the elements of (|Bi(t—)| :i#k, 1 <i< N(t—))*.

With regards to the final statement, we note that ;y—almost everywhere, |7;| # 0 for
all 1 < j < N;.

Let us summarise some other useful properties of conservative homogeneous P—valued
fragmentation processes. We recall that a permutation on N is called “finite” if
its restriction to N — [n] acts as the identity for some n € N, and note that any
permutation naturally induces a map from P to itself.

Theorem 1.12. Let II be a conservative homogeneous P—valued fragmentation pro-
cesses and assume that 11 is cadlag. Then

1. 1I has the Feller property.
2. 11 is exchangeable: for all finite permutations o on N, oll, is equal in law to I1;.

3. II has the fragmentation property: given 11, = (By, B, ...), the process
(TI(t + s) : s > 0) is equal in law to the process (Fgl) 0B, TP 0By, ... s> 0),
where the TW are independent copies of I1.

4. The event {|I1}| exists for all t > 0} has probability 1, and (—log |II}| : t > 0)
s a subordinator.

The second two properties are usually used to define P—valued fragmentations, before
showing that every such process has a Poissonian version.

Now we explain the fundamental relationship between U/—valued and P—-valued frag-
mentation processes. Let us fix a —valued fragmentation process U. We assume that
the underlying probability space is rich enough to support a sequence (X, : n € N)
of independent random variables each with the uniform distribution on (0, 1), which
are independent of U. In an abuse of notation, we will write E for the joint law of the
fragmentation process U, this sequence of random variables, and the uniform random
tag x we used before. Recalling that the set

Lo )\NT(@): t=>0}

almost surely has Lebesgue measure 0, it is E-almost surely the case than for all ¢
“simultaneously”, we can well-define an equivalence relation on N by

(t~7, U) <= X, and X lie in the same block of Uj.
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We let IV stand for the partition of N generated by this equivalence relation, and
then let TI(U) := (IIY : ¢ > 0). Finally, let us write o : Y — S* for the map u
(Jua], |uz,...). We note that if v is a dislocation measure, then gv is a Lévy measure.
The following result is obtained from [5] by first mapping U to a fragmentation taking
values in the space of ordered partitions of N, and then projecting this fragmentation
onto P.

Theorem 1.13. Fiz a U-valued fragmentation process U with dislocation measure v.
Then the process IL(U) is equal in law to II(ov).

1.3 What do fragmentation processes look like?

In this section we will discuss some existing results that describe the asymptotic be-
haviour of fragmentation processes, focusing first on results concerning the speed of
fragments, before turning our attention to killed fragmentation processes. We will
see that different qualitative behaviours arise depending on the underlying disloca-
tion measure v. These different cases can be separated conveniently using the Laplace
exponent ® of the intrinsic subordinator &.

We say the particle labelled by = € (0, 1) has speed v € [0, 00] if we have the almost
sure convergence
& _ —logly
t t
This means, of course, that at the large time ¢, the fragment containing the tag x has
size approximately equal to exp(—wvt). The interesting case where v = oo corresponds
to particles exhibiting superexzponential decay.

v as t — 00.

Before proceeding with our discussion, let’s introduce a few parameters that will ap-
pear frequently. We define vy, := ®'(0+) € (0, 00|, VUmin := ®'(p) = ¢z € (0,00), and
Umax = P’ (p+) € (0,00]. As we will see, these values, when finite, are the typical,
minimal and maximal particle speeds, respectively.

Jean Bertoin [12] carried out the first work on the asymptotic properties of fragmen-
tation processes in their most general form. (Although [12] was only published in
2003, preprints existed as early as 2001.) In this paper, the paths of fragmentation
processes are described using a family of random measures. For ¢ > 0, introduce the
measures p; on the Borel sets of [0, 00), where

Pt = Z ]tl‘ 6§f/t .
[z]¢

As usual, the measure ¢, attributes unit mass to the value a € [0, 00). Bertoin shows
that a law of large numbers and a central limit theorem hold for the measures (p; : t >
0) under certain hypotheses. To be precise, we introduce the value 0% := —®"(0+) €
(0, 00], and let p; stand for the image of p under the map x — /t(z — vyy,) /0.
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Then [12, Theorem 1(a)], as t — oo,

pti>5

Viyp whenever Vyp < 00, and

. P
pn — N whenever 0? < 00,

where N denotes the standard normal distribution.

One very simple consequence of the first convergence result in the previous display
is that &/t — vy, in probability, whenever vy, < oco. In fact, the strong law of
large numbers for the subordinator ¢ tells us that this convergence holds almost
surely. This simple result has an interesting implication. As Bertoin notes [12, pg.
7], the measure p; coincides with conditional distribution of &/t given the underlying
fragmentation process (after this conditioning, the “only randomness” comes from
the uniform random tag used in the definition of £). As a result, whenever v, < oo,

[{z € (0,1) : I* has speed vy,}| = 1.

This makes precise the statement that v, is the typical fragment speed, whenever
this value is finite.

In the case where vy, = 0o, Bertoin [12, Proposition 1] extends the two convergence
statements above, under the additional hypothesis that ® varies regularly at 0. The
statement of this theorem is rather complicated, so we omit it here.

Bertoin then proceeds to study large deviations of the measures (p; : ¢ > 0) by
applying the Gartner-Ellis theorem. Rather than quoting these results in full, let
us mention that they are used [12, pg. 15] to explicitly calculate the value of the
function C on (—o0,0) defined by

Cla) = lim lim log # {77 2€(0,1), 9" <17 <elotor}
in terms of the Legendre transform of a function associated with ®. Roughly speak-
ing, exp(C(a)t) is the number of particles at time ¢ of size exp(at), whenever t is
sufficiently large. Bertoin then uses the properties of the function C' to make the
following remark: almost surely there exist particles of size roughly exp(—vpnt) at
time ¢, though the number of such particles is always less than exp(nt) for all n > 0.
Moreover, there are no particles of larger size at time t.

The previous paragraph suggests that the size of the largest particle has size approx-

imately equal to exp(—vmint) at time ¢. Indeed, we refer to [14, Corollary 1.4] for a
proof of the following important fact: the convergence

1
;min{ff cxe(0,1)} = ¢
holds almost surely as ¢ — co. We remark that this holds true for all (conservative,

homogeneous) fragmentation processes; no special hypothesis on ® (or equivalently,
on the dislocation measure v) is required.
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We also make the important remark that this result does not imply the existence of
an x € (0,1) such that £/t — vmin as t — 0o. In general, this is not the case; the
largest particle at time ¢ > s is not necessarily a descendant of the largest particle at
time s.

So far, we’ve seen that the largest particle has speed v,;, and that the typical particle
speed is vy, Whenever this value is finite. Since ® is strictly concave and p > 0, we
know that vmin < vtyp, as we'd expect. Pursuing these ideas further, it’s natural to
ask whether particles exist with other speeds. This question is addressed in Julien
Berestycki’s paper Multifractal spectra of fragmentation processes. He calculates the
Hausdorff dimension of the set G, of particles of speed v,

€T
G, = {a: € (0,1): lim & _ v almost surely}
t—oo T
in terms of the Legendre transform of ®. Let us summarize his results, which are ob-
tained under the hypothesis that p < 0, forcing vy, < co. We use the notation D(v)
to stand for the Hausdorff dimension of G,. Berestycki proves the following state-
ments: D is a continuous function on (Vmin, Umax), D(Vtyp) = 1, and D(v) decreases
as |v — Uyyp| increases. Interestingly, it is not necessarily the case that D(v) — 0 as
U — Umax. Lhis reflects the existence of particles exhibiting superexponential decay,
which correspond to the set G.,. Whenever p > —1 and vy, = 00, Berestycki shows
that D(c0) = 1+ p. -

Another interesting question one can ask about fragmentations concerns the cardi-
nalities of the sets

Hoaolt) = {TF: 2 €(0,1), ae™™ <Ij <be "},

where 0 < a < b. Using powerful discretization methods, Bertoin and Rouault [15,
Corollary 2] are able to show that

1
tliglo n log #Hy a(t)

exists almost surely and takes positive values whenever v € (Vpin, Umax) and 0 < a < b.
This result makes precise the statement that the number of particles of size approxi-
mately equal to exp(—uvt) grows exponentially for any possible speed wv.

Now let us turn our attention to the theory of killed fragmentation processes, which
we introduced in §1.2.6. The killing scheme defined there was first implemented ex-
plicitly in 2014 by Knobloch and Kyprianou in their paper Survival of homogeneous
fragmentation processes with killing [29]. (In fact, as far as we know, killed fragmen-
tation processes haven’t been considered in the literature since.) Their paper contains
three main results, which we now summarize, writing ¢(a, ¢) for the probability that
the (a,c)-killed fragmentation process survives.

First they show that ¢(a,c) = 0 whenever ¢ < ¢, and that for fixed ¢ > ¢ the
function a +— ¢(a, ¢) is an increasing (0, 1)-valued function on [0, 00). Letting N*(t)
stand for the number of particles alive in the (a,c)-killed fragmentation process at
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time ¢, they then show that whenever the process survives, limsup,_, . N“°(t) = oo
almost surely. Finally, they show that the speed of the largest particle in a (a,c)-
killed process is still ¢; almost surely, on the event that the process survives.

Although [29] is the first paper to explicitly deal with killed fragmentation processes,
we mention that several results in Natalie Krell’s paper [31], published six years ear-
lier, can be interpreted as concerning fragmentation processes with two-sided killing.
In this context, she establishes more precise versions of some of the results mentioned
in the previous paragraph, under the hypothesis that the absolutely continuous part
of the dislocation measure assigns infinite mass to all intervals of the form [0, €) with
e > 0. Indeed, let N%*¢(¢) denote the number of particles alive at time ¢ which have
remained in the intervals (exp(a — ¢s),exp(b — ¢s)) for all s € [0,¢]. Krell shows that
with positive probability N**¢(cc) # 0 whenever a < 0 < b and ¢ > ¢;. Whenever
this obtains, she shows that N%*¢(t) almost surely grows at an exponential rate,
which she explicitly calculates in terms of the characteristics of the Lévy process &.

Having given a flavour of the qualitative properties of fragmentation processes, we
proceed in the next section to a discussion of our main results. This will include an ex-
planation of the intimate connection between fragmentation processes and branching
random walk, which provides the basis for our proofs. As we will explain, however,
the infinite activity exhibited by fragmentation processes in their full generality leads
to complications that must be treated with care.

1.4 Main results

Our first result concerns the size of the largest fragment of a conservative homoge-
neous fragmentation process. We show that the largest particle has roughly the size
t~* exp(—cpt) at time ¢, where o > 0 is a constant that we identify explicitly in terms
of the characteristics of the underlying process.

Theorem 1.14. Starting from any initial configuration in U, the following conver-
gence holds in probability, ast — oo:

minge(o,1) & — cpt
logt

3

Next we turn our attention to the class of killed fragmentation processes introduced
in §1.2.6. First we show that the survival probability of a (¢;+¢)-killed fragmentation
process is roughly exp (—61%) whenever € is small, where § > 0 is a constant that we
identify.

Theorem 1.15. The survival probability p(e) of the (cz + €)-killed fragmentation
process satisfies the following asymptotic identity:

2(1 +2)|®"(p
lifglel/Qlogp(e) = _\/W( +Z;)| (P)|
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Our third and final result concerns the long-term survival probability of a critically
killed fragmentation. We will show that the probability that such a process survives
until the large time ¢ is roughly exp(—vt!/3), where v > 0 is a constant that we
identify.

Theorem 1.16. The probability k(t) that the critically killed fragmentation process
survives until time t satisfies the following asymptotic identity:

3%(1 + mw@n)“g
2 .

1
lim — logk(t) = —<

t—00 t1/3

Having stated our main results, we conclude this chapter by discussing the key idea
that kick-starts our proofs: the connection between fragmentation processes and
branching random walk. In particular, we highlight the usefulness and limitations of
this relationship.

Given a fragmentation process U, we defined (in §1.2.3) an associated collection of
stochastic processes (€% : x € (0,1)) by setting & := —log|Z¥|. For fixed ¢ > 0, we
can encode the values & (as x ranges over representatives of interval components of

U(t)) using the point process
Wt = 2586

[z]¢

We write — log U for the stochastic process whose value at time ¢ is W;, and we endow
—log U with the genealogical information it naturally inherits from U.

Suppose now that U is a finite activity fragmentation process, and write 7 for the time
of the first dislocation event. Then the fragmentation property immediately implies
that —log U is equal in law to the branching random walk in continuous time (with
branching rate v(U)) generated by the point process W,. To see why, fix z € (0,1)
and write o + 7 for the time when Z? fractures. By the fragmentation property, the
following statement holds: 7 and ¢ are independent exponential random variables
with parameter v(U) and we have the following equality in law of point processes:

L

(I, )15 yeTi) L (I2: e (0,),

Moreover, these point processes are independent. Taking minus logarithms, we de-
duce that

(€ yeIt,)—& £ (:2e(0,1),

and that these point processes are independent. It follows that (W, : t > 1) is equal
in law to the point process obtained by rooting independent copies of (W, : ¢t > 0)
at each {-—particle alive at time 7, and taking their sum.

Branching random walk analogues of Theorems 1.14, 1.15 and 1.16 exist in the liter-

ature under hypotheses of varying severity; we refer to [3], [25] and [2] respectively.
In light of the connection between fragmentation processes and branching random
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walks just discussed, it is natural to expect that we might be able to adapt the proofs
contained in these papers to the present context; this is exactly what we do in the
following chapters. As Jean Bertoin’s comment (quoted on page 4) suggests, this
process of proof adaptation is not a trivial technical exercise.

In contrast to our method of proof adaptation, it is sometimes possible to use a
discretization method introduced by Bertoin and Rouault in [15] to directly transfer
results from branching random walks to fragmentation processes. We conclude this
chapter by briefly describing this method and explaining why it will not work for us
(at least in the case of our second and third main results).

Bertoin and Rouault start by observing that the process W" := (W,;, : n € N) is a
branching random walk in discrete time, even in the infinite activity case. Speaking
very roughly, they then send h | 0, and use the Croft-Kingman lemma, to extend
a famous result of John Biggins concerning discrete time branching random walk to
the fragmentation context. This is only possible because Biggins proved his result in
sufficient generality. In particular, Biggins does not exclude the possibility of infinite
offspring in his branching random walk. Nor does he assume that the point process
describing offspring positions can be constructed using a sequence of independent and
identically distributed random variables. In short, the branching random walk W"
satisfies the hypotheses of Biggins’ paper.

In contrast, our three references, [3], [25] and [2], assume at the very least that the
size of the first generation has a finite moment of order 1 + 4, for some § > 0. This
already restricts the scope of their results to branching random walks in which birth
events produce a finite number of offspring. Starker still, the third of these references
assumes that the number of offspring of an individual is a fixed (finite) number, and
also assumes that particle positions (relative to birth position) are given by indepen-
dent identically distributed random variables. The branching random walk W" does
not satisfy these hypotheses: offspring numbers are random, and may be infinite;
and particle positions are intrinsically dependent (the image of their values under the
map = — exp(—z) sum to unity, almost surely).

In this direction, we make a few further remarks concerning our first main result,
Theorem 1.14. In his paper Convergence in law of the minimum of a branching
random walk [1], Elie Aidékon shows that for some random variable D (which is
almost surely positive on the event that the branching random walk survives) and
some deterministic ¢ € (0, 00), the following convergence obtains:

lim P (Mn > x+ §logn> = E (e’cezD) ,
n—oo 2

where M, denotes the minimal particle position. As the author remarks, “We can
see our theorem as the analogue of the result of Lalley and Sellke in the case of the
branching Brownian motion: the minimum converges to a random shift of the Gum-
bel distribution.”

In the published version of this paper, various integrability conditions are assumed;
one of them is that the first generation size is almost surely finite (though need not
have a finite first moment). In the latest arXiv version (version 6, November 2013),
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however, even this mild hypothesis is not assumed, resulting in remarkably general
theorem. As the author notes, though, the non-lattice hypothesis is a necessary con-
dition for the result above to hold.

In fact, provided that the underlying dislocation measure is non-geometric, Dadoun
[22] has recently shown that the branching random walk W" satisfies all the hypothe-
ses of arXiv version 6 of [1]. He then applies the Croft-Kingman lemma to deduce
that the appropriate analogue of Aidékon’s result holds for fragmentation processes,
thereby providing finer information about the size of the largest fragment than our
Theorem 1.14 does.

We emphasize, though, that a branching random walk result with sufficient power
to yield a fragmentation result via the discretization method is only available in the
case of Theorem 1.14. Random walk results under sufficiently mild hypotheses do
not exist in the literature to grant similar proofs of Theorems 1.15 and 1.16.

In any case, we aim to present proofs that give some insight into why the intrinsic
structure of fragmentation processes negates the need for complicated collections of
moment conditions in the first place. It is natural to suspect that the questions we
ask (for instance, how large is the largest particle?) are not influenced by the presence
of (even infinitely many) very small particles. Our proofs, we hope, make clear how
this intuition plays out mathematically.
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CHAPTER 2

PRELIMINARY RESULTS

In this chapter we will develop the technical machinery required to adapt proofs of
branching random walk results to the fragmentation setting. The proofs of our three
main results proceed by the second moment method. Accordingly, the most impor-
tant result in this Chapter is Corollary 2.7, which provides a formula expressing the
second moment of certain functionals of fragmentation paths in terms of the spine
(¢, Q) and the dislocation measure of the underlying fragmentation process. This
result is contained in the first section of this chapter, where we also prove a collection
of simple statements needed later.

Since we will express second moments in terms of the spine, we need to be able
to estimate the probabilities that ({, Q) behaves in certain ways. The results we
need are contained in the second section of this chapter, and concern the fluctuation
theory of spectrally positive Lévy processes of bounded variation. We prove these
results by making reference to the theory centred random walks with finite variance.
In particular, we will give a “Lévy version” of Mogulskii’s Theorem concerning the
small deviations of paths of random walks, which is the main technical tool used in
Chapters 4 and 5.

2.1 First results on fragmentation processes

We warm up with a simple application of the Many-to-One Lemma for frozen frag-
mentations, bounding from above the probability that at least one fragment remains
“large” as time passes. This result will enable us to painlessly extract the easy halves
of Theorem 1.15 and Theorem 1.16 from their branching random walk analogues.

Lemma 2.1. Let f and g be non-negative continuous functions on [0,00), and sup-
pose that g — f increases. Then, for any t > 0,
[t]-1
P(Ere(01): (F<g Vs<t) < WP 3 (mlonfing,
i=0

where I :==Q(gs — fs < (< gs Vs<r) forr>0.
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Proof. We denote the probability we aim to bound above by p(t), and define the frost
T by
T, = nf{t>0: ¢ <g-f}

with inf () := co. We note that T, is an F*-stopping time by the Début Theorem (see
[43, 11.76]), since the stochastic process t — (¢ — (g: — f:) has cadlag paths almost
surely, and the set [0,00) is closed. Writing indicators in the form 1{-} (to avoid
subscripts), we make the trivial observation that

p(t) < P(3ze(0,1): (<gs Vs<T,At)

= P(Zl{ggfggs Vs <T, At} > 1).

(T.t)

Now we apply Markov’s inequality to bound p(t) above by

E D 1{¢! <g, Vs <T, At}.
(T:t)

Next we apply the Many-to-One Lemma for frosts to arrive at the bound
p(t) < QePML{( < go Vs <TALY),
where 7 is the G—stopping time inf {t >0: G<g— ft}.

We continue by partitioning the sample space according to whether or not the in-
equality 7 <t holds. If it does not, we have

Q(e(lw)c”tl{(s <g, Vs<7At and T > t})
Q(e(H@Ql{Cs <gs Vs <t and 7 > t})
e(H@th (Cs <gs Vs <t and 7 > t)

P9Q(gs — fo < s < g5 Vs < t).

IN

If it does, we have

Q(e(HmCT“l{CS <gs Vs<7Atand 7< t})

Q(e(lﬁ)@l{(s <gs Vs <71 and 7 < t})

[-1
< Z Q(G(H@GI{CS <gs Vs<7and i <7 <i+1}).
i—0

Now we show that the spectral positively of ( provides the bound (; < g, — f; on
{7 < oo}. Indeed, suppose that A := (; — (g, — f;) is positive. By the continuity
of the function g — f we can find 6 = 6(A) so small that the line L of gradient —c;
rooted at ¢, does not intersect the graph of ¢ — f on [7, 7 + 0]. But the path of { on
[T, T+ 0] lies almost surely above L. This means that (; > g5 — f for all s € [7, 7+].
We deduce that P(A > 0) = 0, else the definition of 7 is contradicted with positive
probability.
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Since the function g — f increases, we conclude that ¢, < g, — fr < giv1 — fir1 up to
a null set on the event {7 < i+ 1}. It follows that final expression in the previous
display is bounded by

-1
Z e(l+ﬁ)(gi+1_fi+1)Q(Cs <gs Vs<7, and 7> i),
=0

which in turn is trivially bounded above by

[t]—1
Z 6(1+ﬁ)(9i+1—fi+1)Q(gS —fi<(<g, Vs < Z)

=0

Putting the two bounds together gives the required statement. O

Now we move on to the main goal of this section—calculating second moments of
random variables of the form

> F(IF:se(0,1)). (2.1)

[z]¢

for appropriate elements F' € m*™D([0,t]). The first step is to translate the problem
into the language of P-valued fragmentations. Throughout this section we fix an
interval-valued fragmentation U. We then write II for the P—valued fragmentation
II(U) introduced in §1.2.7. We write I for the Poissonian fragmentation I'(pr), which,
according to Theorem 1.13, is equal in law to II.

Recall that we defined II using a collection of independent uniform random variables
{X; :i € N}. The first step is to relabel the summands in (2.1) using this collection.
To this end write Z? for the component of U(s) that contains X, and I for its
length. Then we have the almost sure equality

Y F(IF:sel0t]) = Y F(I:s€0t])-1(n=min{j: X; € I}'}).

[x]t neN

Now we want to replace I7 with |II?| and Z?" with II?. We claim that

Lemma 2.2. For each n € N,
e P(|II}| exists for all n € N and t > 0) = 1.

o The process (—log |II}| : t > 0) is a subordinator for each n € N.

Proof. We aim to apply Theorem 3 of [10]. At first glance this theorem is immediately
applicable, because II is a homogeneous fragmentation process (it is equal in law to
I'). Since we want the cadlag property (part of the definition of ‘subordinator’),
however, we need to check that the regularized version of II that Bertoin works with
is indistinguishable from II as we have defined it. We now show that this follows from
the fact that we work with cadlag interval-fragmentations.
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Bertoin’s regularisation (applied to our II) is defined as follows. For each ¢ introduce
a new partition II(¢+) defined by writing

(i ~ 7, II(t+)) = (i ~ g, TI(t")) for some t' € (t,00) N Q.

We will show that on the part of the sample space where II is well-defined, and where
t — U(t) is right-continuous (‘for all ¢ simulataneously’), the functions ¢ — II(¢) and
t — II(t+) coincide. So let us assume that U is right-continuous at ¢, and show that
II(t+) = II(t). (The following argument is path-wise; all random variables should be
read as realizations of random variables.) II(¢-+) is plainly finer than II(¢) so we need
to show that (i ~ 7,1I(¢)) implies (i ~ 7,11(t+)). To this end, suppose (i ~ 7,11(t)),
and fix a sequence (g,) of rationals decreasing strictly to t. Define V' := U(t) and
V. := U(q,). By hypothesis, V,, = V as n — oo. Let Z stand for the component of V'
containing X; and X;. By Lemma 2(i) of [11] we conclude that there are components
7, of V,, with the property that Z, — Z. Write Z,, = (an,b,) and Z = (a,b). We
deduce that |a,, —a| — 0 and that |b, —b| — 0. Since Z is open and contains X; and
X, we deduce that X; and X; both lie in Z,, whenever n is large enough. That is,
(i ~ 7,11(g,)) for all large n. O

Returning to our second moment problem, we conclude that for each n € N, the
process |II"| := (|II}| : t > 0) is well-defined, and right-continuous. Clearly the
process [" := (I}’ : t > 0) inherits right-continuity from U, and, by the law of large
numbers, is a version of |II"|. Right continuous versions are indistinguishable. We
conclude that

ZF(];Z 15 €[0,4]) * Lincmingjix,ezry) = ZF(|H?| 5 €[0,t]) - 1pminmp).-

neN neN

We now want to replace II with I' on the right-hand side. So far, we have worked with
indistinguishable random elements of the space D([0,¢]), so have not need to use any
special properties of F'. Since IT and I" are only equal in the sense of finite-dimensional
distributions, we now need to show that the functions F' we are interested in are, in
some sense, determined in a countable way. We now make this idea precise.

Let (¢; : i € N) be a sequence with entries [0, 00). For each k& € N fix a measurable
function A, : RF — [0,00), and fix a measurable function A : RY — [0,00). For a
map [ € D([0,t]) and k € N write f for the sequence (f(q1), ..., f(qr)), and write f
for the sequence (f(q1), f(g2),-..). We call ((¢;), (Ax), A) an approzimation scheme if
for each f € D([0,¢]) we have limy Ax(fr) = A(fxo)-

Definition 2.3. We call a function F : D([0,t]) — Ry nice if for some approzima-
tion scheme ((qx), (Ag), A) we have A(f.) = F(f) for all f € D([0,1]).

The point is that if F' is nice and the almost surely cadlag stochastic processes X and
Y are equal in law, then so are the random variables F'(Xs: 0 < s <) and F(X; :
0 <s < t) Indeed, Ak(Xk) = Ak(qu, ...,qu) is equal to Ak(Yk) = Ak(}/qu ...,ka)
in law. The former converges almost surely (on the part of the sample space where X
is cadlag) to A(X,,,...) = F(X,: 0 < s <t) and the latter converges almost surely
to A(Yy,,...) =F(Y;: 0<s<t).
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In short, provided F'is nice, we can replace II with I' in the previous display. This
completes the first step:

Lemma 2.4. Suppose that F': D([0,t]) — R is nice. Then

STF(UIzse04]) = Y P s €1[0,4])  Lpminry)-

[x]¢ neN
Next we give the only examples of nice functions we need.

Lemma 2.5. Fiz right-continuous functions a : [0,t] — R and b : [0,t] - RU oo
with a < b, and a measurable map g : R — [0,00). The following maps from D([0,¢])
to Ry are nice:

o F(f):=1(f(s) € K; Vs €]0,t)), where Ky := |as, by].
o With F as above, G(f) = F(f)-g(f(t)) .

Proof. The fact that F' is nice is witnessed by any enumeration (¢; : i € N) of
[0,¢) N Q, the functions Ag(zy,...,xx) = 1(z; € K(¢;) V1 <i < k), and the function
A(xy,...) = 1(z; € K(¢;) Vi € N). To see that G is nice, let ¢; := t and fix an
enumeration (g; : i > 2) of [0,¢) N Q. Define B; : R — [0, 00) arbitrarily. For k > 2,
define (with A and A as before) the maps By(x1, ..., zx) := g(x1) - Ap_1(x2, ..., 1),
and set Bg(z1,...) == g(x1) - A(xs,...). Then ((¢;), (By), B) witnesses how nice G
is. [l

In particular, the second example of a nice function shows that the interval [0,t) in
the definition of F' can be replaced with [0,¢] to obtain another nice function.

We are now ready to present the second moment calculation. Before proceeding, we
recall (c.f. §1.2.7) that the following result, and its corollary, could be interestingly
approached from a different angle, by formulating a Many-to-Two Lemma in the
sense of Harris and Roberts [26].

Let us first introduce some notation to stream-line the proof. Recall that I' is the
Poissonian fragmentation corresponding to our interval fragmentation U. For s > 0
and n € N, we define

dsn = 1(n=minI7) and AT =TT,

where I'? stands for the block of I'y which contains n € N. We will write A = (A;)
for the natural filtration associated with I', and E for the law of I'.

Proposition 2.6. Fizx a fragmentation process U with dislocation measure v. Fix
t > 0, right-continuous functions a : [0,t] - R and b : [0,t] — R with a < b, and
define K := [ag, bs]. Define the random variable Z by

Z = Y 1(I! € K, Vs € [0,1]).

[z
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Define the function F : [0,t] x [0,1] — [0, 00] by

F(r,a) = EZ (aIf € Keyp Vs €[0,t—7])

x]t r

and the function G : [0,00) x [0,1] x U — [0, 00] by

G(r,a,u) = ZFroz lu;|) F(r, o |ujl).
1#]

Then EZ? = EZ + \, where

t
A= / dr - E Z 1(I§€Ks VsE[O,r})/GOa?[fa ) (dU,)
u

0 [a],

Proof. We have seen that the functional f — 1(f, € Ky Vs € [0,¢]) is nice, so we
can use Lemma 2.4 to write

=) G UATEK, Ys€0,t]) = Zp.
For Borel sets o C [0,¢] and n € N, we define the event random variable A by
Al = 1(A € K Vs € a).

We are now going to calculate E Zp, and we start by separating “diagonal” and
“non-diagonal” terms:

Z72; = <Z Ot Afo,t]) <Z 5tfjA{07t])
ieN JjeN
= Zp + Z Ot,i Ot Alot A{o t]
1#£]
= Zp—+Y.

We now make crucial use of the Poissonian construction of I'. Let us write D, for
the set of times at which I' is discontinuous, and let us define D; := D, N [0,¢]. Un-
ravelling notation, we see that all non-zero elements in the sum Z - in the previous
display correspond to pairs of distinct blocks of I';. Let us fix 7, j E N with 7 # j.
We make the following observations. The process 7V7) used in the construction of
I is piecewise constant and right-continuous, and its jump times are a subset of (the
projection onto the time axis of) the atoms of the Poisson random measure M (V7
(the restricted random measure used to define 7(V7)). These atoms arrive at a finite
rate. As a result, there is a unique r = r;; € D, with the following properties: 7
and j lie in the same block of I'._, but in distinct blocks of I',.. It therefore makes
sense to call I'(r; j—) = [V(r; ;—) the most recent common ancestor of i and j. (Our
statement assumes that ¢ and j are eventually separated; this is true.)

We use these comments to give an ancestral decomposition of Y. Given (i » j,T'),
we find their most recent common ancestor I'._. We then find the siblings T'* and
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'L born to the parent I at time r which are the ancestors of i and j (respectively)
alive at time r. This verbal description gives rise to the following expression:

Y o= S0 by Loy > Senbnr D Guibig ALy AL
k#l

r€D: neN ierk

k€T jert
Now we give an explicit enumeration of D, in which each element is an A-stopping
time. Recall that the Poissonian fragmentation process I' corresponds to a Poisson
point process M on [0,00) x N x P. For each n,k € N, let us write P =
{k} x (P, — Pr), and M™*) for the restriction of the Poisson point process M

to [0,00) X Pk We write D(Mn’k) for the projection onto the time axis of the set

)

of atoms of M ¥ These atoms arrive at a finite rate, so DE\Z’]{ almost surely has

no limit points. We can therefore enumerate D](\Z’k) N Dy by writing its elements in
increasing size: (r\™" : i € N). We note that 7" is an A-stopping time it is the
i’th time a dislocation occurs corresponding to an element of P . This enumeration

allows us to write

EY = E Z Z 67—,nAﬁ],r) 1(F27¢F2) Z 5'r,k 5'r,l ]EAT < Z 515’1‘ 5157]'142[.7“,15] A{T,t}>7

reéDy neN k#l iEFIﬁ
n
klel'?_ jert

and to use the strong fragmentation property to calculate the conditional expec-
tations. Indeed, whenever r is an A-stopping time, we can use the independent
evolution of distinct blocks to write

EAT(Z 8ri 00 Al Af;,ﬂ) = (EATZ% Afr,ﬂ) (EAT > 0 Af},ﬂ)

z'el“’f ielrk jerk
jer;

whenever k # [ and 6, ;0,; = 1 (which means in particular that Ff and Fﬁ, are distinct
blocks of I';). The fragmentation property tells us that

Ea > 0 Ay = Ea, (th—m' 1(AF Al e K,y Vse0,t— r]))
ierk ieN

where the A— and d—values are derived from an independent fragmentation process
with the same law as I'. We can therefore write

Ea Y 6 Ay = FP(r,Af)
ielk
where we define the function F7” : [0, 00) x [0, 1] — [0, 00] by
FP(r,a) = EZ 6_ril(a Al € Ky Vs €0, —1]).
ieN

By Lemma 2.4, F and F” are identical. Applying this work to our ancestral decom-
position of Y yields the following formula:

BY = EY Y b undihy Lo sry Y. Sk 0y F(r, AR F(r,AL).

reDy neN k#l
kel
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The next step is to write all dislocation activity in terms of the atoms of M. There
is a slight technicality to be addressed, which is effectively induced by the fact that
we are working with the collection (I : n € N) which contains duplicate blocks
(whereas the Poissonian construction uses the ordering of blocks by least element,
which contains no duplicates). To deal with this, write ['s = (By(s), ...) where the
(Bi(s) : i € N) are the blocks of I'y written in order of least element. If n € By(s),
then we write f(s,n) = k. Writing (r, k., ) for the atoms of M, we can say that
EY is equal to

E ZZ 57" n Or l(f(r n)=k;) Z 5M 5M |7T7l“| 'A:"Lf)FOﬂ? ’7Tvy"| 'A?7)7

reDs neN i#£]

where 6% := 1(i = min7’). We are now in fantastic shape to apply the compensation
formula (see [9, pg. 7]), which tells us that EY equals

/tdr-]E (# x p)(dk,dn)-
0 NxP

Y S Aoy Lgtrmm=p) ) OF 67 F(r || - AL) F(r, 7] - AT),

neN 1#£j

where 07 := 1(i = min7'), and u := 1, the mixture of paint-boxes directed by the
Lévy measure pv. Now we note that for each n € N and r > 0 there is precisely one
k € N for which f(r—,n) = k (this says nothing more or less than “I',_ is a partition
of N”). Performing the sum in & (viz. the integral #(dk)), we conclude that EY is
equal to

/dr ]E/ (dm) > S Ay > 0T 6T F(r,|m'| - AL )F(r, |77] - AJ).
neN 1#£j

Now we translate the integral in 7 to an integral in u, recalling that u is equal to the
(pv)—mixture of paint-boxes. For any functions measurable functions f, g : [0,1] —
R, , and writing ¢; for the map that sends a sequence to its 2’th element, we have

/ (dm) - > o7 o7 f(Ix'g(|x?]) = /Slpl/ds (Zaw (|7 g |7rj|))

i#£] #
= / pv(ds) Zf
i£]
— / pl/ dS Zf Lz
i#]
= / v(du) - Z(sz‘ﬂu)(fbjp“)'
U i#j

In the first line we just use the definition of p as a mixture of paint-boxes; the second
equality is a simple consequence of the definition of the s—paint-box; the third is
trivial; and in the fourth we make a change of variables. It remains to note that ¢;pu
is precisely what we’ve been calling |u;| all along. We conclude that

t
EY = /dr-EZ Orm Al /y(du)-z F(r, Ju;| - A )F(r, |ug| - A7).
u

0 neN i#]
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Sample paths of the fragmentation I" have at most a countable number of discon-
tinuities. Lebesgue measure assigns zero mass to countable sets. We can therefore
replace r— with r in the previous expression, which, together with an application of
Fubini’s theorem, yields

t
EY = /dr/u(du)«]EZ Orin Al Glr, AL, )
0 u neN 7

where G is defined in the statement of the proposition. We know that, for fixed » > 0
and u € U, that the functional

D([O,t]) = f — 1(f(s)eK(s) Vse[0,r]) G(Tv f(r),u)

is nice, so Lemma 2.4 tells us that

EZ (ST,HA%,T] G(T’, A?,u) = EZ ]-(IgeKs VSE[O,T‘])G(T7 If?“)

neN [x]r

Returning to the previous display, we conclude that EY is equal to A (as defined in
the statement of the proposition). According to proposition Lemma 2.4, Z and Zp
are equal in law. We conclude that

EZ? = EZ} = EZp+EY = EZ+ ),
as required. O
The following corollary is obtained from the proposition above by applying the Many-

to-One Lemma. We state the corollary in terms of the (*—processes since we will only
use it in this form.

Corollary 2.7. Fiz a fragmentation process U with dislocation measure v. Fizt > 0,
right-continuous functions a : [0,t] — R and b : [0,t] — RUoo with a < b, and define
K = |as, bs|. Define the random variable Z by

Z = ) 1 €K, Vs €[0,1]).

[z]¢

Define the function F :[0,t] x R — [0, 00] by

F(r,a) = Q(€(1+ﬁ)Ct_T1(a+CseK§-+,- VsG[O,t—’r]))

and the function G : [0,00) x R x U — [0, 00| by

G(rya,u) = ZF(r,a—log\uiD F(r,a —log |u,|).
i

Then EZ%? = EZ + X\, where
t —
A= / dr - Q <6(1+p)<r Lic.ex, vse[o,r])/G(r, Gy ) y(du)>_
0 u
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At a certain point in the proof of the lower bounds of Theorem 1.15 and Theorem 1.16,
we will need to recognize the Lévy measure of (¢, Q) hidden in a rather complicated
expression. The next two results contain the required information.

We remind the reader that, given a measurable space (3;,G;), a measure space
(39, Go, 1) and a measurable function f : ¥; — ¥o, the image measure fu on (31, G1)

is defined by fu(-) == pnf=().

Lemma 2.8. For any non-negative measurable function g on (0,1], we have

/M v(du) - 3 Julg(ul) = / mg<e-x>e-x S u(—logui] € da)
- / g(e=)L(dx)

where L is the Lévy measure of ((,P), and where the sums are finite when the de-
composition of u contains finitely many fragments.

Proof. The proof is trivially completed by making two changes of variable. Let us
introduce, for each i € N, the projection map 7; : U — [0, 1], which maps the open
set u € U to |u,l, the length of its i’th largest interval component. Let’s also write
F := —log and G(z) := F~!(z) = exp(—z). Using the change of variables formula
under the maps U N {|u;| > 0} == (0, 1] N [0, 00) we obtain

[ wlattudtan = [ gt = [ *g(a) (mav)(da)
= [ GF@aGR@)
~ [ GG (Frw)as).
By definition, for a Borel set A C R, we have
Frw(A) = v(u € U - —log || € A).

The first equality in the statement of the lemma then follows by summing over i, and
the second follows from the explicit identification of L contained in §1.2.3. [

In Lemma 1.6, we saw that the Lévy measure IT of (¢,Q) is e P*L(dx). Applying
the previous lemma to the function x — zPg(x) for a given non-negative measurable
function ¢ on (0, 1], we deduce the following corollary:

Corollary 2.9. For any non-negative measurable function g on (0, 1], we have

[ vt Sl Tgtw) = [ gt

where 11 is the Lévy measure of ((, Q).
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The next two results in this section will allow us, later on, to move (—particle killing
barriers of the form ¢ — f(t) to killing barriers t +— f(t) + et'/3. We will need to do
this when proving Theorem 1.15 and Theorem 1.16, in order to apply our version of
Mogulskii’s Theorem.

Lemma 2.10. There exists n > 0 such that
P(3z € (0,1): (f<0Vse(0,1], ¢ <-n) > 0.
Proof. Define the random variable

Y o= > 1{{I<0Vse(0,1], ¢ <-n}

[z]1

We want to show that P(Y > 1) > 0 for some n > 0. Since Y is integer-valued, it
suffices to show that EY > 0. An application of the Many-to-One Lemma gives

EY = Q(e(l"'?)cl ; CS <0 Vse (0, 1]7 Cl S _T])

where of course Q(X;A) := Q(X1,4) for a random variable X and an event A.
Because (¢, Q) only jumps up and only drifts down (at rate cz), c.f. Lemma 1.6, we
know that (; is at least —cp. Consequently,

EY > 7Q(<0Vse (0,1, ¢ <—n)

where v := e~1*P) We will be done if we can show that the probability on the
right-hand side is positive for some n > 0.

Let us fix some A\ > ¢;. We proved in §1.2.2 that Q(7~, < 7)) > 0 (here the 7’s
are defined relative to (). Again using the structure of (Q,({) as summarized in
Lemma 1.6, we know that 7, > A/c; > 1. In consequence,

{7y <7} € {¢ <0 Vse(0,1]}.
The result follows immediately. O
The next result is a simple corollary of the previous lemma and the fragmentation
property.

Corollary 2.11. Fizn as in the previous lemma, and denote the positive probability
there by p. For allt > 0 and € > 0, we have

P(3z e (0,1): ¢F<0Vse(0,a], ¢§<—et'?) > p°

ﬂ},

where o = af(t, e,n) == [

The key point, as will become clear later, is that lim,_,. ¢t~/ log p®®<™ = o(¢). This
will give us just enough wiggle room.
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Proof. Using the previous lemma there exists, with probability at least p, a point
x1 € (0,1) such that ¢** stays below 0 on (0, 1] and ends below —n at time 1. Using
the fragmentation property and the previous lemma we can pick a point x5 € Z7",
again with probability at least p, such that (*2 remains below (" on (1,2] and ends

6t1/3

below (7' —n < —2n at time 2. Iterating this procedure a@ = | p | times, we find
(with probability at least p®) a point * € (0,1) such that ¢(*" < 0 on (0,a], and
¢ < —et!/3, ]

We are now going to present several results of John Biggins. The theorem to follow is
an amalgamation of the discussion preceding Theorem A in [17], and the contents of
Theorem B in [18]. First we set up the required notation. Given is a branching ran-
dom walk in discrete time, in which individuals alive at time a given time reproduce
independently of one another and the history of the process, and in the same way as
the initial ancestor, which is located at the origin. This process can be encoded as a
point process on the real line, which we denote by V. We let V' stand for the intensity
measure of V, defined by V(A) := EV(A) for Borel sets A C R. We also write V" for
the point process describing the positions of particles in generation n, and write V"
for its intensity. In a standard abuse of notation we write V"(y) for V" ((—o0, y]).

The Laplace transform m of V' is defined by

m(f) = / eV (dy)
R
whenever it exists and is finite. For all such values of 8, the process
W) = m(6)™ / e~ V" (dy)
R
is a non-negative martingale; its almost sure limit is denoted by W (#).

Next we define
6, = inf{0 e R: m(f) < oo} and
6, = sup{f € R: m(f) < oo}.

For 6 € (6,,6), we define

m'(6)
m(0)

bd) = — and then v(0) = m(0)exp (60b(0)).
According to the discussion preceding Theorem A in [17], the set (6, 602) Nv™ (1, 00)
is an open (possibly empty) interval, which we denote by (¥1,9;). For 6 € (6;,6,),
we also define

w(f) = 6b(0)+logm(8).
Given d > 0, we write ¢, for the measure on the Borel sets of R which gives weight
d to points on the lattice dZ, and assigns no mass elsewhere. We call a function
f:R — R directly Riemann integral with respect to {4 if [, |f|fa < 0o. When d = 0,
we use the notation dZ to stand for R, and ¢; to stand for the Lebesgue measure. In
this case, the usual definition of direct Riemann integrability applies.
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Theorem 2.12. Suppose that V is a point process on R, and define
d = max{h>0:V is concentrated on hZ}.

Suppose, in the notation introduced above, that the following hypotheses hold:

1. The function y — V(y) is finite for all y € R, has more than one point of
increase, and satisfies V(oco) > 1.

2. The value 0 lies in the (possibly empty) interval (91,v2), and that, for some
e >0,
E(W(l)(e) (log, W<1>(9))5/2+f) < .

3. The function g : R — R is directly Riemann integrable with respect to {,.
Then w(#) > 0, the inequalities 0 < W(0) < oo hold almost surely, and
B(n, 0) / gy —nb(9)) VW (dy) — W(0) / ™ g(y) Laldy)
R R
almost surely as n — oo, where
B(n,0) = ov2mn exp (—nw())
and
2 . m'(0)
- om(9)

In particular, the following limits hold almost surely as n — oo:

—b(0)* € (0,00).

B(n, 0)V"({nb(0) +y}) — de™W(9)
whenever d > 0 and y € dZ, and
B(n,0)V"(nb(0) +y,nb(0) +y +z)) — 07" (" — 1) W (0)
whenever d =0, y € R and x > 0.

Bertoin and Rouault provide an analogue of this result for fragmentation processes
in [15]. We prefer to rely on Biggins’ far earlier work, however, as it is more than
powerful enough for our purposes. In addition, Bertoin and Rouault restrict their at-
tention to non-geometric dislocation measures. This restriction excludes, for instance,
fragmentation processes in which each dislocation event produces a fixed number of
intervals equal in length. We want to avoid ruling out this very natural class of frag-
mentation processes in our proof.

With this collection of useful fragmentation results in hand, we move on to our dis-
cussion of the fluctuation theory of spectrally one-sided Lévy processes with bounded
variation.
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2.2 Fluctuations of Lévy Processes

As we saw in the introduction, the Many-to-One Lemma allows us to relate func-
tionals of fragmentation processes to their corresponding spines, denoted by (¢, Q).
We will be exclusively interested in functionals that count the number of particles
lying in certain intervals at given times. This corresponds, after applying the Many-
to-One Lemma, to studying a weighted Q-probability that ( lies in certain intervals
as time passes. In this section we will develop large-time asymptotic relations for
such probabilities, which we derive from well-trodden random walk theory. Although
the process of translating these results from discrete to continuous time is simple, to
the best of our knowledge the results we derive here are not explicitly stated in the
existing literature.

First we show that a “triangular” version of Mogulskii’s Theorem holds for Lévy
processes like ((, Q). The non-triangular result first appeared in [40], and has been
fruitfully applied ever since. We derive our version from the one contained in [25].

Lemma 2.13. For each t > 0, let X® be a spectrally positive Lévy process with
bounded variation. Suppose that the drift coefficient of all these processes is the same,
and call it —c < 0. Let a: R, — R, be a function satisfying a, — oo and a, = o(t*/?)
ast — co. Suppose that for some 1,02 > 0 the family (X® :t > 0) has the following
properties:

1. suptZIE]Xl(t)|2+" <00 ;
2. EXY = o(ay/t)

3. varX\" 5 0? as t — 0.

Let g1 < go be continuous functions on [0, 1] with g1(0) < 0 < ¢2(0), and define the

events
(t)

E, = {g1 (;)Sit < g (;) VsE[O,t]}.

a2 o2 (! dt
lim -t logP(E,) = — / :
P (E1) 2 Jo (g2(t) = 9u(2))?

Then

Moreover, for any b > 0,

) X 252 (1 dt
limﬁlogP E, = >g(1)-0b S / 2"
iS00 t ay 2 Jo (92(t) = u(2))

Proof. Denote the proposed limit by v < 0. Assume that we can find ¢ > 0 and a
sequence of positive numbers ¢, T oo such that

2

a

%logP(Etk) < v(l+4e€¢ < v VkeNlN
k

Define ny, := [t], b, := ay,, and SZ-("’“) = Xi(t’“) for 1 <i < ng. Forn e N\{n,: k€

N}, let Si(") =Y +--- 4+ Y, where the Y] iid copies of some random variable with
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variance 02 and zero mean. Also set b, := n'/3 for for n € N\ {n; : k € N}. Now
fix 6 > 0 so small that go — g1 —2J > 0 on [0, 1] and that ¢;(0) + < 0 < go(0) — ¢
(recall that g; and go are continuous), and define

i s i
Gn(6) = gl(—>+5§ . th(—)—(SVlgign .
n by, n

By construction, the array (Si(")) satisfies the hypotheses of the triangular version of
Mogulskii’s Theorem in [25]. This allows us to conclude that

.2 7o’ ! dt
Mim 108 P(Gn(9)) = == /0 (o) — o (6) — 2007 (22)

Now for each 6 > 0 we introduce the seminorm
A(f,0) = sup{|f(z) — f(y)]: z,y€0,1], |x—y[ <0}

defined on the space C([0,1]). For a fixed f € C([0,1]), the uniform continuity of f
is equivalent to the statement limg o A(f,6) = 0. Since tx, a;, — oo as k — o0, it is
therefore possible to choose K = K(§) € N so large that k > K forces

20(g1,t, ") + 20(g2. ) +ca; <6,

where we recall that c is the common drift of the Lévy processes (X® : ¢ > 0). The
point of all this is that

k> K@) = Gn(d)C E,. (2.3)

Before checking that this is the case, let us see how to conclude the argument. Using
this implication, we conclude that, for arbitrary (small) § > 0, we have

b2 2
limsup —% log P(G,, (§)) < limsupﬂlogP(Etk) < v(1l+e) < 9,
k—oo Tk k—oo Uk

recalling that b,, = a;, by definition. Using (2.2), we deduce that

202 [1 dt
T2 / (020 — i) 2 = 1T =7

for arbitrary (small) § > 0. Letting 0 | 0, we arrive at the contradiction v < v. It
remains to check (2.3), which is a simple consequence of the definition of K(§) and
the fact that the Lévy processes under consideration decrease by at most ¢\ over an
interval of length A. Let us suppose k > K (0) and that w € Gy, (0); that is,

: (nk) :
91(L)+5 < Sl—(w) < gg(i)—é V1 <i < ny.

For all n € N we define S(()”) := 0. This doesn’t affect the probabilities because

91(0) < 0 < ¢2(0), so ¢1(0) < Sé") < ¢2(0) for all n € N as a matter of deterministic
fact. We want to show that

Xs(tk)
g1 (i> < & < 9 (i) Vs € [0, 1]
122 ay 172
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So fix s € [0,tg]. Then s € [i,i + 1] for some 0 < i < ny. We have (all random
variables are evaluated at w)

Xétk) Sim) _ ) c
s S ()t
atk b?’bk ny bnk
S c
> — ) — A(gy, 0— —
- gl (nk> (gl nk ) + bnk
S S s &
= —_— — - - - A ot 5 -3 -
n(5)+ (o () 0 (7)) - dtmny o5
Now we note that
s s s(mp—ty) < 5 < 1
N tk n nktk - nktk - nk’

so that, returning to the previous display, we have

Xétk)
> 0 (i> — 20 (g1, ;) + 8- .

a/tk tk bnk

It remains to note that, since k > K(0), we have

—2A(g1,n; ") +6 — bi > 0.
g

To prove the other inequality in the definition of E;_(referring to X' and go), we
bound X{*) above by Si(ﬁ’{) + ¢ for s € [i,i + 1], and proceed as above.

Altogether, we’ve so far shown that

2
a

liminf % logP(E,) > 7.

iminf —*log P(E;) 2> 7
The proof of the upper bound uses the same discretization, but is essentially trivial,
as the set inclusion corresponding to the one we just proved will be reversed; and, if
a Levy process lies in some intervals for all times in [0, 7], it certainly does at times
i € [0,t] N N. The proof of the second statement is similar. O

In fact we will only use the ‘non-triangular’ version of the previous two results, which
follows as a simple corollary:

Lemma 2.14. Let X be a spectrally positive Lévy process with bounded variation.
Suppose X is centered and has finite moment of order 2+n for somen > 0. Then X
has finite variance which we denote by o®. Let a : R, — R, be a function satisfying
a; — oo and a; = o(t'?) as t — oo, and suppose that g, and go are continuous
functions on [0,1] satisfying g1 < go on [0,1] and g1(0) < 0 < go(0). Define events

E; fort >0 by
B, = {gl (;) < f—t < go (;) Vs € [O,t]}.

Then the two conclusions of Lemma 2.13 obtain.
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Our next result combines several results from [32], slightly adapted to our particular
needs. In particular, we direct the reader to Theorem 2.7(ii) of this review article,
which identifies the resolvent measure of a spectrally positive Lévy process killed on
passing below a fixed level.

Lemma 2.15. Let X be a spectrally positive Lévy process with zero mean and finite
variance 0. There exists a strictly increasing, absolutely continuous function W on
R that vanishes on the negative half-line, and has the following properties:

x

1. W(x)rv? as r — oo.

2. For all real numbers a < x and all non-negative measurable functions f on
[a, 00), we have

E, /O F(X) dt = /OO dv - f(0)[W(w—a) - W(o—a)].

The remaining results in this section are proved with reference to the corresponding
random walk results contained in the appendix of [3]. Our approach is simple: we
assume that the result in question does not hold for a given Lévy process, and obtain
a random walk contradicting the corresponding result in [3] by looking at the Lévy
process on a sufficiently fine mesh. First we state two elementary lemmas which will
be of use in carrying out such arguments. The first is a topological lemma whose proof
can be found in [41]. The second is a simple observation, recorded for convenience.

Lemma 2.16. Let U C [0,00) be open and unbounded. Then there exists h > 0
such that nh € U for infinitely many n € N.

Lemma 2.17.  Let X be a real-valued stochastic process issued from zero which is
right-continuous at the origin. Then

Ve>0 V6>0 Ja>0 suchthat P(|X|jpq >0) < e,
where | X |[j0,q] := SUPg<rcq [ Xt -
The following result corresponds to statement (A.1) in [3].
Proposition 2.18. Let X be a Lévy process with zero mean and finite variance.

Then

h
3C >0 such that YVh>C Vt>0 supP(r<X,<r+h) < Cs -
reR

Proof. Assume the above statement is not true, i.e. for some such Lévy process X,
the following statement holds:

hon

/2 -
n

VYneN Jh,>n 3, >0 Ir, € R such that P(rngthgrn—i—hn) > n
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Now select an a > 0 corresponding to the choices € = % and 6 = 1 in Lemma 2.17.
Evidently, for all n € N,

P(r, —1<X; <r,+hy+1 Vt€ [ty 1, +a)
> P(Tn < Xy, St by | Xe = Xo ltetntnta < 1)

> %P(TnSth <r,+hy) > gg—g :

where in the second inequality we have used the Markov property of the Lévy process
at time ¢,. Let U := |J,_, (tn, t, + a), which is an open set. Note that, to prevent
the probability in the first display of the proof from exceeding one, we must have
t, > n*, proving that U is unbounded. Lemma 2.16 therefore supplies an h > 0 and
two strictly increasing sequences (m;) and (n;) of natural numbers with the property
that, for all j € N we have m;h € [t,,,t,, + a]. Note that tn,/mj — h as j — oo. In
particular, there exists K > 0 such that K /m1 2 <1 /t for all Jj € N. Now define
a random walk on R by S, nh, and note that this random walk has zero mean
and finite variance. We estimate

P(ry, —1< Sm, < 1oy +hy +1)

> P(Tnj _1§Xt§rn]’+h”i+1 vt e [tnj’tnj—i—a])

> K
> —ni—=.
2 ]mjl./Q

Taking suprema and assuming without loss of generality that h,, > 2 for all j € N,
we find that, for all j € N,

K hn, +2
supP(r < Sp, <r4hn, +2) > —nj—5—,
reR 4 j/
contradicting (A.1) in [3]. O

Our next proposition corresponds to statement (A.3) in [3].

Proposition 2.19. Let X be a Lévy process with zero mean and finite variance.
Then, with X, := info<,<; X5, we have

1
limsup tY/? sup —— P(th —u) <00 .
t—00 w0 u+1

Proof. The statement in the proposition is equivalent to the following statement:

C

3C >0 9T >0 suchthat ¢t>7T = sup
w0 u+1

P(X, >~
For a contradiction, let us assume the converse of this statement holds. Then

YneN 3t,>n Fu, >0 such that
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As in Proposition 2.18, select a > 0 with the following property:

1
U, + 1

n
ott/2

P(X,>-u,—1 Vt€[tyt,+a]) >

Now choose sequences (m;) and (n;), and K > 0 precisely as in the proof of Propo-

sition 2.18. Select furthermore an M > 0 with the property that % < %1 Vu>1.

Defining the random walk (S, )nen as in Proposition 2.18, we estimate

K 1 1
<

EnJW S P(X,>—u,, —1 Vte€ [ty to, +a)

- unj1+ : P(S,, > —u, —1)

< sup oo P(S,, > —u—1) = swp % P (S, = —u)

S M Pl 2o S Mo oy Pl 2 )
This contradicts (A.3) in [3]. O

With Proposition 2.18 and Proposition 2.19 in hand, the proof of the following corol-
lary follows verbatim from the proof of Lemma A.1 of [3].

Corollary 2.20. Let C' be the constant whose existence is guaranteed by Proposi-
tion 2.18. For all C" > C there exists v = v(C") > 0 such that, for all a > 0 and
b > —a, the following inequality holds for all t > 0:

7{(1+a) A2 (14 a+D) /\t1/2}.

P(X,>-a, b< X, <b+(') < 3/

In particular, there exists v > 0 such that for all a > 0 and b > —a the following
inequality holds for all t > 0:

i{(1+a) /\tl/Q}{(1+a+b)2/\t}'

P(Xt Z —a, Xt S b) S t3/2

Our final result concerning fluctuation theory corresponds to Lemma A.3 in [3]. Like
our version of Mogulskii’s Theorem, this lemma is only stated for Lévy process that
are spectrally positive and have bounded variation.

Proposition 2.21. Let X be a spectrally positive Lévy process with bounded varia-
tion, zero mean, and finite variance. We write ¢ > 0 for the coefficient characterizing
the downward drift. For o > 0 let X;* := X, + a. Then there exists C > 0 such that,
for any f:[0,00) — R satisfying limsup, ,. .t~ /2f(t) < oo and f(t) > «, for all
large t, we have

lim inf #3/2 P(ﬁ >0, inf X°> f(t), f(t) < XS < f(t) +C) > 0. (24)

t—o00 t<s<2t
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Proof. Let us assume that there exists no such constant C' > 0, and fix an a > 0.
Select an a > 0 corresponding to the choices € = % and 0 = 1 in Lemma 2.17. Finally,
choose an h € (0, ; min{a, 2}). Define a random walk (S,,) by S, := X, and note
that (S,) satisfies the hypotheses of Lemma A.3 in [3]. Let K denote the positive
constant corresponding to (.S,) whose existence is guaranteed by Lemma A.3 in [3]
(there, K is called 2C'), and pick C' > K+1+a. Since, in particular, we are assuming
that (2.4) does not hold for C' = C, we infer the existence of a sequence (t;,) C [0, o0)
such that limy_... t = 00, and the existence of a function f with the properties given
in the statement of the proposition, which together satisfy

23 G @ : «a @ ~ 1
(%) Plaszo o, X025, f0) < X5 <[00 +C) < | (29)
for all k € N. Now define ny, := | % | —1. Note in particular that (ng+1)h € [tx—h, tx);
this will allow us to ensure that X > f(¢;) in the following computation. Define
ap, = f(tx) +a for each k € N, and a,, := 0 whenever there is no k such that n = n.
The important thing to note is that for any j,k € N with 7 < k and all » > 0 we
have

. «
min X > S;—rc+a > S,—rc+a > S, whenever r< —.
s€[jh,jh+r] &

Consequently, whenever r < 2 we find, for any k € N, that X3, . > S} Recalling that
nigh € [ty —2h,ty — h], we can write ty = nyh+ry for some 7, € [h,2h]. Consequently,

we deduce that
Xy = X9 > S provided e < g,
c

=t Lnghtrey = Eng

and the condition on 7 holds because we have selected i < 5-. We will use this in
the computation below, where we require {S, > 0} C {X7 > 0}. By the same
considerations, we also have the inclusion

L, X2 ) € | i 5> 100 o

since we have in fact picked h < £. We can therefore make the estimate

(&) P(xg >0, it X2 > f(t), f(t) < X5, < f(t) +C)

T <s<2ty
3/2 .
> > . >
> n/°P (ﬁnk >0, nkgjngrénk S; > fty) + a,
f(tk‘) + (04 S San < f(tk) + é - 17 ” Xt - X2nkhl|t€[2nkh,2tk} < 1)
> %ni/Q P <§nk >0, min S;> ay,, G, < So, < G, + K). (2.6)
ng<j<2nj

In the second inequality we used the fact that i < § and the Markov property of X
at time 2nih. Combining (2.5) and (2.6), we find that, for all £ € N, we have

3/2 . 2
nPP(S,, 20 min S an, 4y < S <an +K) < L
contradicting Lemma A.3 in [3]. O
We now have all the technical tools required for the proofs of our three main results,
which we embark on now. We begin with our theorem on the size of the largest
fragment.
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CHAPTER 3

LTHE LARGEST FRAGMENT OF A HOMOGENEOUS
FRAGMENTATION PROCESS

In this chapter we prove Theorem 1.14. This result is joint work with Andreas
Kyprianou and Peter Morters, and has been published in The Journal of Statistical
Physics [33].

Recall that the largest fragment decays exponentially at rate ®'(p), almost surely.
As discussed in the introduction, our theorem, which we state again now, refines this
result:

Theorem. Starting from any initial configuration in U, the following convergence
holds in probability, as t — oco:

minxe(oyl) Stm — Cﬁt
logt

3
— 5(1 +p) .

At this point let’s re-orientate ourselves with some very simple remarks. First, recall
that & := —log|ZF|. Since — log is a decreasing function, the largest particle at time
t corresponds to the smallest value of &F. Second, the reason we can write “min”
instead of “inf” is because there are always finitely many particles whose sizes are
greater than a given positive number.

Before giving the proof in full detail, we provide a brief sketch to explain the main
ideas. First let us emphasize our debt to Aidékon and Shi [3], on whose proof the
following work is based.

We start by breaking the result into an upper and lower bound. Throughout this
chapter the proposed limit is denoted by [. We will show that the following two
statements hold:

Pu(rrz(i)ri)@xgalogt)éo as tToo forall a<l; and (3.1)
ze (0,
lim sup MmN, & <l P,-almost surely. (3.2)
t—00 logt
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Since the second bound holds almost surely, it’s natural to ask whether we can
strengthen our theorem to an almost sure statement. In the discrete-time branching
random walk case, this is not possible (see [27, Theorem 1.2]), so we have good reason
to believe to believe that it isn’t possible here either.

The proof of the lower bound (3.1) is the easy part, and could be derived directly from
the random walk result using Lemma 2.1. We will prove it from scratch, however, as
the proof is short and consolidates the notation and ideas introduced in the previous
chapters. Fix a < [ and k € N. Let ZF stand for the number of z-labelled particles
that satisfy the inequality (¥ < alogt and the inequality (¥ > —Fk for all s € [0,¢].
Using the Many-to-One Lemma and Corollary 2.20, we will show that EZF — 0.
The reason why we introduce the truncation in k is so we can apply Corollary 2.20.
To remove the truncation, we will use the convergence of the additive martingale
introduced in §1.2.4 to show that the entire —log process almost surely lies above
some fixed level.

Now let’s discuss our approach to proving (3.2), which is significantly more compli-
cated. We will show, using the second moment method, that for any z € (0,1), ¢ > 0,
and sufficiently large s, we have

PEyeL: (), <( +llogs) > (logs)™. (3.3)

That is, a (—parent alive at time s will have a (—child exceeding its position at time
t + s by at most [logt with a probability that, as we will see below, is sufficiently
large. (In fact there will be constants all over the place, which we omit in this sketch
for clarity.)

Now fix € > 0. We will see that at a random time 7'(n, €) satisfying

T
lim sup 1(n, )
n ogn

Ke

for some constant K > 0 independent of ¢ and n, there are at least n® (—particles
alive whose positions do not exceed Kelogn. Let’s denote this set of n® (—particles
by L,. Let’s also call a (—particle, alive at time ¢, s—good if at least one of its
descendants alive at time ¢ + s exceeds the value of its parent by at most [ log s, and
s—bad otherwise. Using (3.3), we find that

€

P(all particles in £, are n-bad) < (1— (logn)™®)"

It is simple to show that

€

Z (1—(logn)™)" < oo.

n>4
By the Borel-Cantelli lemma, it follows that the event
lim inf {some particle in £, is n—good} (3.4)

has probability 1. This means that with probability 1 we can find a sequence of tags
(zn) C (0,1) such that Z7" € L, and

G < Gt llogn (3.5)
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for all sufficiently large n. Since Z7" € L, we know that
< Kelogn.
Combining this with (3.4) and (3.5) we find that almost surely, for all large n we have

in & < (Ke+1)logn.
i (T S (Ke+1)logn

For any = € (0,1) we know that

C%ﬁn = gﬁn —(Th+n) > ¢ — T,

where the inequality holds because &7, ,,, > &. It follows that almost surely the
following inequality holds for all large n:

inf ¢ < (Ke+1)logn+ 1,
z€(0,1)

almost surely. Dividing by log n and taking lim sup’s we deduce that

lim sup n < I+ (14 c¢p)Ke.
Nsn—oo 10T

Letting € go to zero, we arrive at nearly what we want, just with the delimiter of the
lim sup running through N. But this isn’t a problem because inf,¢ (1) ¢ is bounded

above on s € [n,n + 1] by inf,c01) (%11 + 5, and ¢z = o(logn).

We hope that this sketch will help the reader navigate their way through our detailed
proof, which we turn to now.

3.1 Proof of the lower bound

Fix an arbitrary a € (0,1), k € N and u € U. Define, for ¢ > 0, the random variable

zki= 3 1(G <alogt, ¢ = —k), (3.6)

[z]¢

where (7 := info<s<; (5. This random variable counts the number of ‘bad’ particles
(with a truncation we will remove later).

We estimate the mean of ZF under E, as follows:
E, ZF = ZQ<6Q(TD+1)1(Q —log |u;| < alogt, ¢, —log|u;| > —k:))
i=1
< o+ Z !Uz‘@“Q(Q —log|u;| < alogt, ¢, —logfu;| > —k:). (3.7)

In the first line we use MT1 (Lemma 1.7), and in the second we bound the exponential
factor using the indicator. Recalling that (¢, Q) is a spectrally positive Lévy process
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with zero mean and finite variance (c.f. Lemma 1.6), we can estimate a typical
probability on the right-hand side of the previous inequality using Corollary 2.20:

Q(Q —log |u;| < alogt, ¢, —log|u;| > —k;)
< 3t (k —log |ui| + 1)(k + alogt)?
< et (logt)*(1 — log |uil),

for some constants v, v, > 0 (where the latter depends on k). Putting this back into
(3.7), we find that, for all sufficiently large ¢,

E,Zf < P (logt)* Y " usPTH(1 - log |ui]).

Since p > 0, the function z — 2P(1 — log x) has an upper bound K > 0 on (0, 1), so
the sum on the right-hand side is bounded by K >’ |u;| = K. We deduce that

E,ZF < K, t*P 1732 (logt)?,
Since a(p+ 1) < I(p+ 1) = 3/2, this quantity goes to zero as t — oc.

To complete this part of the proof we must remove the truncation C > —k in (3.6).
To this end, we recall the intrinsic additive martingale correspondmg to p, which we
introduced in §1.2.4:

cI>(1o)tZ]ﬂc HH? = Zexp(—(l +7)¢)-
x]t [xh

By the martingale convergence theorem, M; converges to a finite limit P,—almost
surely as t — oo. Noting that p > 0, we find that

inf inf ¢ > —oo P,-almost surely.
t>0 z€(0,1)

Letting By, := {1nft>0 inf,eco,1) ¢ > k} for each k € N, it follows that

lim P, (By) = 1. (3.8)

k—o0

Next fix an arbitrary € > 0, and (using (3.8)) select k& = k(e) € N so large that
P,(By) > 1 —¢. Observing that ZF > 1p, >, WG < alogt) for all ¢ > 0, we may
then write,

P,(Zf =0) < Pu{Bkm{Zl(cfSalogt)z(J}} + Pu(Bf)
[]¢

< Pulzl(CfSOzlogt):O} + € (3.9)
=]

for all + > 0. We have already shown that E,(ZF) — 0 as t — oo, and so, since ZF
takes values in {0, 1,2, ...}, we deduce that P,(ZF = 0) — 1 as t T co. Combining
this observation with (3.9) we conclude that
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I = liminfP,(Zf =0) < 1lg£fpu{%:1(gt < alogt) _0] + €.

Since € > 0 was arbitrary, we deduce that lim;_,, P, [ th 1 (Cf < alog t) = ()] =1.
Finally, observe that

{Zl(éféalogt) =0} C { inf Cf>alogt},
z€(0,1)

2]

so that Pu(infme(m) ¢f > alog t) — last T oo, for arbitrary o < [. This is equivalent
to (3.1) . O

3.2 Proof of the upper bound

In this part of the proof, we can work under P without loss of generality. To see why,
note that we are now trying to show the existence of ‘big’ particles (in the sense made
precise by (3.2)). This means that, starting the fragmentation from general u € U,
we can immediately look only at the largest particle at time ¢ descending from wuq,
whose size we call By"". Let B; denote the size of the largest fragment at time ¢ in a
fragmentation issued from (0, 1). The fragmentation property implies that (B;"*,P,)
is equal in law to (|u;|B;, P). The numerator in (3.2) corresponding to these two
processes will therefore only differ by the additive constant — log |uy|, which, upon
division by logt, goes to zero in the limit.

3.2.1 Step 1: The second moment method

As mentioned in our sketch, we first want to show (up to some constants) that for
all z € (0,1), t > 0 and sufficiently large s we have

P(Ey eIy ¢, < ¢ +1ogt) > (logs)™ (3.10)

Let C > 0 be the larger of the two constants provided by Proposition 2.18 and
Proposition 2.21. Introduce the following intervals:

[—1, 00) if0<s<t
Js(t) = ([llogt, o) if t<s<2t
[llogt,llogt+ C| if s=2t.

The reason we work on the interval [0, 2¢] and not on [0, ] is simply to avoid messy
fractional indices like t/2.

For z € (0,1) and u,v € [0,2¢], define the events A7 = {(] € J(t) Vs € [u,v]},

and write Ag, := Afy,,. In what follows, Ap,, (with no superscript) means Ay .,
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where x is the uniformly distributed random tag in (0,1) in the definition of (.
Finally, define for ¢ > 0 the random variable

Zt = Z]'Agzct'

[z]2:

We want to show that P(Z; > 0) is eventually bounded below by some constant
multiple of (log#)~3. The key to doing this is the so-called Paley-Zygmund inequality,
which is a trivial consequence of the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality:

(E Z,)?

P(Z, >0) > (7D

In view of this inequality, we need to bound the first moment of Z; from above and the
second moment from below. In fact, we will show the following: for some 1,7, > 0,
we have

E(Z) > m; and (3.11)
Z? = Z,+ A, with (3.12)
EA, < vy(logt)?, (3.13)

for all large t. Before proving these facts, let’s see how we can use them to complete
the second moment argument. First we make the following simple calculation, valid
for all large t:

E(Z}) < m(logt)’ +E(Z) < [%(bgt)gﬂ] E(Z,)

< [%(log £)® + 1] 1E(Z,)°. (3.14)

In the first inequality we use (3.12) and (3.13), and in the next two inequalities we
use (3.11). First making use of the Paley-Zygmund inequality, and then of (3.14), we
find that

(BEZ,)? v
PO 2§78 2 (ogiy

for some v > 0 and all large ¢. The point is that

{min ¢ < zlog§+0} 2> {Zy >0}

z€(0,1)

so that, for all sufficiently large ¢, we have

P{min G < llogt+0} > P{min G < llog§+c}

z€(0,1) z€(0,1)
.
> P(Zp>0) > — L
= PR 2 Togiy
Y
>
— (logt)?

for some 7 and all large t. By the fragmentation property, this is equivalent (modulo
the constants C' and ) to our aim, (3.10).
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Let’s now complete this part of the proof by proving (3.11), (3.12) and (3.13).
Proof of (3.11): This is the easy part. Using MT1 we obtain
EZ, = Qe 1y,,) > 4#2Q(Ay) > v > 0,

for some v,~" > 0 and all large ¢t. In the first inequality we have used the indicator
to bound the exponential factor from below; the second uses Proposition 2.21. O

Proof of (3.12) and (3.13): Using Corollary 2.7 we find that EZ? = EZ; + A;, where

2t
A = /0 dr - Q (6(14'?’)@1,4[0"«] /MG(C'MU)V(CZU))

Glau) = 3 Fla—log |ul) F(a — log Ju]).
i£J

with

where, for a € R,

. C2t—r(ﬁ+1)
F(a) = Qe 1(a+Cs€Js+r(t) vselo,2t—r])”

For r € [0, ], let’s write A, for the integrand of the integral defining A,.
2t
It remains to show that:  EA; = / A(r)dr = O((logt)®) as t7 oo.
0

Notation: In the remainder of this section, positive constants (independent of t) will
be denoted by v > 0, the value of which will change from one inequality to another.

First we estimate F(a — log |u;|) for interval components u; of u € U and o € R:
using the indicator to bound the exponent we have

— . — C2t77‘(ﬁ+1)
F(OZ IOg |UZ|) Q@ 1 a—log |u;|+¢s € Js4r(t) Vs€[0,2t—r]>

< At [P e P fa - log |ul),
for some v > 0, with

f(o) = Q(9+CS € Joyr(t) Vs €[0,2t — r]), for 6 € R.

We estimate f in two different ways, depending on the value of r. For r € [¢,2¢],
Proposition 2.18 provides the estimate

fo) < Q(Czt—r € [llogt—0,llogt — 0+ QC’]> < vYng_,,
with ng := 6=/2 A1 for # > 0. This leads to the bound
2t 2t -
/t Ar)ydr < 1 t?’/t dr -n3, ,Q (e_(Hp)C’"lA[MJ , (3.15)
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where

Lo / p(du) - 3 P s P
u

i#]
Let us check that I; is finite. Indeed,

Z:|7~Lz‘|ﬁ+l|uj|]j+1 < Z|Uz‘||uj| = Z|Ui|(1—|uz‘|)

i#] i i
< (1= Jwl) + ) uil
i>2
= 2(1 — |w]).

In the first inequality we use the facts that |w;], |u;| < 1 and p > 0; in the first equality
we fix an interval component u; of u € U and sum over the interval components u; #
u; of u; and in the second inequality we use the fact that |u;| € (0,1). The finiteness
of I then follows from the integrability condition in the definition of dislocation
measures, Definition 1.2. It remains to estimate the expectation in (3.15):

Qe ™1, ) < 172Q(1ay, c<2tionn) + Qe P Va1 5201081

< t77Q(¢ = -1, ¢ < 2llogt) + t7°
< t732732(logt)? 4 73
< yt3(logt)?.

In the first line we split the event {¢,. > llogt} C Ay, into the events {¢, > 2llogt}
and {llogt < (. < 2llogt}. In the second line, we discard some information from
the indicator on the interval [t, 7] and estimate the exponential factor in the second
term using the indicator 1, >2/10g¢). In the penultimate line, we use Corollary 2.20
to estimate the remaining expectation. Returning to (3.15), we conclude that

2t 2t
/ Ar)dr < ~(log t)Q/ ny_.dr = O((logt)*),
t t

as required.

Now we look at A(r) for r € [0,¢]. This time we make the estimate, valid for § > —1:

) < Q (g% > 10, Coylllogt—0,llogt—0+ 20])
< y(2+6) (logt) (2t — )2
< v(2+0) (logt) t3/2
In the first inequality we throw away some information from the indicator on the

interval [¢,2t — r); in the second we use Corollary 2.20; and the final inequality uses
the fact that r € [0,¢]. Making the substitution § = o — log |u;|, we arrive at

fla—loglui]) < ~v(2+a—Iloglu) (logt)t 32

<
< 27(24a) (1 —log |ul) (logt) t~*/2
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for a > —1 (recall we intend to make the substitution o = (. > —1). This leads to
the bound

A(r) < v (logt)* Q (67(1@(’”(2 + Cr)zlA[o,r]) :
where

I ;:/ (du) - 3 [P s P (1 — log Jus])(1 — log Juy]).

i#£]

This time we note that the function = +— xﬁ(l — logz) is bounded on [0, 1], since
p > 0. This allows us to write I, < K [, v(du) - 3 |u;||u;| (for some K > 0), which
is finite by the same arguments we used for I 1- It remains to show that

t
/ dr-Q ((2 + CT)Qe_C’"(T’“)lA[O,T]) < 0o0.
0

We start by noting that the function z + (1 + z)2e~(*P) is bounded above on
[—1,00) by Ke™*, for some finite constant K > 0 (since p > 0). First using this fact,
and then Lemma 2.15, we find that

/Ot dr-Q ((2 +C) P+1)1 A, T]) < KQ/OT_l exp(—C,) dt

= K " exp(—v) [W(v+1) — W(v)] do,

-1

where W is the function discussed in Lemma 2.15 corresponding to the spectrally pos-
itive process (¢, Q). Since W is continuous and asymptotically linear, the rightmost
expression in the previous display is finite. O]

Let us summarize what we have shown so far:

Proposition 3.1. There exist constants C,~ > 0 such that for all sufficiently large t,

g
(logt)3

P{mm G < llogt+0} >

z€(0,1)

3.2.2 Step 2: The proliferation of large particles

As per our sketch, we now estimate how many particles are alive at integer times k
whose sizes are close to exp(—cpk), which is roughly the size of the largest particle.
First we introduce the following notation:

N(k,0) = {Z{ : ¢ <k}

We also define a function p : Ry — R, as follows. Recall that vp., = ®'(0+) €
(¢p, 00]. Also recall that the image of (p, p) under the continuous map @’ is (¢p, Umax)-
Now fix § > 0. If ¢54+6 < Umax, We find the unique ps € (p, D) satistying ®'(ps) = cz+0
and then set p(8) := (14 ps)®(ps) — ®(ps). Now suppose ¢z + 0 > vyax. This is only
possible in case Uyax < 00, 80 we can set 0, := 2 (vmax — ). We then set p(6) := p(6,),
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which we have already defined (note that c¢; 4+ 0. < vmax). Note that p(d) > 0 for all
0 > 0, by Lemma 1.5.

We will use Theorem 2.12 to prove the following proposition:

Proposition 3.2. For all § > 0 the following inequality holds almost surely:

|
liminf - log #N(k,0) = p(9).

Proof. We will apply Biggins’ result, Theorem 2.12, to the branching random walk
in discrete time generated by the point process

Y = Z (5510,
[z]a

which is concentrated on [0, 00). We note that, by the fragmentation property, the
process (V" : n € N) is equal in law to the process obtained by sampling {-values
at times in N. We also note that the branching random walk generated by V is con-
centrated on a lattice if and only if the dislocation measure v of the fragmentation
process is geometric. We will treat both cases in what follows.

First we need to identify identify the various functions and values discussed before
the statement of Theorem 2.12. We have

m(®) = E /[ VYol | = BY 1) = ep(-e(0-1)

[z]1 [x]1

yielding the identifications #; = 1 + p and 6, = oo. Similarly, we find that the

martingale (W (0)) coincides with the intrinsic additive martingale (see §1.2.4) cor-
responding to the value p = # — 1 and sampled at integer times. That is, for all
n € N, there is the equality W™ (0) = M(n,0 — 1) in law.

Next, we see that
b)) = d'(@—1) and v(f) = exp(0D'(H—1)— PO —1)).

It follows that the inequality v(f) > 1 is equivalent to the inequality 69'(0 — 1) —
®(6—1) > 0, which, according to Lemma 1.5, is in turn equivalent to ¢ € (1+p, 1+p).
We can therefore make the identification (J1,7;) = (1 +p,1+p). We also have

w(@) = 090 —1)—d@—1) and o*(0) = —0"(6 —1).

Now we verify that hypotheses 1 and 2 of Theorem 2.12 hold. Since V((—o0,y]) is
bounded deterministically by exp(y) by conservation of mass, V(y) is finite for all
y > 0. Since with positive probability at least one fragmentation event occurs before
time 1 (and fragmentation events always produce at least two particles), V(oco) > 1.
Next we check that V' has at least two points of increase. In fact, we show V has

61



infinitely many. Suppose that V' is constant on [a, 00) for some a > 0. Then for
y > a we have

0 = V-V = BEY lgeas — B Lgeaw)
[z]1 [z]1

as y — 00, by monotone convergence. But the right-hand side equals

Q(e(lJr@Cl]'(ﬁlE(a,oo)) > 67(1+§)CQ(£1 > Oé).

We conclude that Q(&; > a) = 0. Unless the fragmentation process is trivial, how-
ever, there exists some a > 0 such that jumps of £ (under Q) of size exceeding a
arrive according to a Poisson process with positive rate. The probability that more
than «/a such jumps arrive before time 1 is positive, giving a contradiction.

Now we verify hypothesis 2 of Theorem 2.12: we fix p > p and show that, for all
q>0,

B(M(1p) (log, M(Lp))") < oo

Recall that
M(Lp) = e*@Y ()" = yA,

[z]1

where we've written 7 := exp(®(p)) < oo and A, := 7 (If)'*P. Then note that

z|1
log, (ab) < log. (a) + log, (b) for all a,b > 0, and that (a + b)? < 2%(a? + b?) for all
a,b,q > 0. We deduce that

M(1,p) (log, M(1,p))* < 299A,((log, 7)* + (log, A4,)7)
Now EA, = exp(—®(p)) < oo, since p > p, so we just need to show that
E (4,(log, A))?) < oo

whenever p > p and ¢ > 0. Since (log, (y))? = o(y) as y — oo, for all ¢,e > 0, it
further suffices to show that for all p > p there exists € > 0 so small that EA},+6 < o0;

i.e., that
1+e€
E(Z([{”)Hp) < oo

[z1]

But this follows immediately from Lemma 4.5 of [36].

We will only need the conclusions (2.1) and (2.2) of Theorem 2.12, which now read
as follows. Define, for n € N and p > p,

Clk,p) = —(I)”(p)«/kae_k((“p)@/(p)_@(p)).
Then, in the lattice case (that is, when v is geometric),
C(k,p) VE({k®'(p) +y}) — del™™¥ M(oco, p)

almost surely as k — oo, for all p € (p,p) and y € dZ.
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In the non-lattice case,
C(k,p) VE([k®'(p) + 4, k¥ (p) +y +2)) — (14 p)~ PP —1)M (00, p)

almost surely as k — oo, for all p € (]2, P), all y € R and all z > 0.

In both cases, the martingale limit M (oo, p) satisfies the inequalities 0 < M (oo, p) <
oo almost surely. In the lattice case we set y = 0 and take logarithms, to deduce
that, almost surely,

. 1
lim - log V({E®'(p)}) = (1+p)%(p) — ®().
In the non-lattice case we start with the trivial observation that

VE((—o0, k®'(p) +y+ ) > V*([k®'(p) +y, kP (p) +y +z)).

We set y = —1 and x = 1/2. Taking logarithms then allows us to conclude that,
almost surely,

ligr_l)g}f % log V*((—o0, k®'(p)]) > (14 p)@'(p) — @(p).

Now let us define Né(t, 3) := {Z¥ : & < Bt}. We can summarize our conclusions
above, in both the lattice and non-lattice case, by asserting that for all p < p <P,
we have

li’ggf%bg#]\/’g(k,@’(p)) > (14 p)@'(p) — @(p)

almost surely.

It remains to note that N¢(k, c;+6) = N (k,d), and to use the definition of p. Indeed,
suppose that ¢z + 0 < Upax. Then

#N(k,0) = #N(k,cz+0) = #N(k, '(ps)),

so that .
1i,ggleog#/\/(k,5) > (14 ps)®(ps) — ®(ps) = p(9).

If c5 + 0 > Umax, We have
#N(k,0) > #N(k,0.).
As above, we deduce that
lim inf % log #N(5.K) > lim inf % log #N (G k) > p(6.) = plo),
—00 —00

completing the proof. O

Now we want to see how long it takes for #N (k,0) to exceed n® for e > 0 and n € N.
So for all such € and n we define

T(n,e,0) = inf{k e N: #N(k, o) > n}.

The following result follows from Proposition 3.2.

63



Corollary 3.3. The following inequality holds almost surely:

€
lim su T(n,e,0) < —-.
n%oop logn ( ) P( )

Proof. We will show that

1 ! —
{h}gg}lf 3 log #N(k,8) = p(d)} = {hff;fp log nT(n7 ©0) < p(0) }

So let us fix a sample point w in the left-hand side and show that w belongs to the
right-hand side (all random variables below are evaulated at w). For n € (0, p(9)),
there exists some integer M > 0 such that k > M forces

#N(k,6) > e(P(O)—mk
We have

T(n,e€, )

inf{k € N: #N(k,9) > n‘}
inf{k > M : #N(k,0) > n}

IN

IA

inf{k > M : e(P@)—mk > n‘}

€

max [ —— lo n—i—l,M)
(p(5)—n &

€
= ——— logn+1
p(6) =7
for all large n. We conclude that
€
lim su T(n,ed) < )
n—>oop logn ( ) p(6) —n
Since n was arbitrary, the claim follows. O

3.2.3 Step 3: Completing the argument

We are now ready to complete the argument using the Borel Cantelli Lemma. First,
fix arbitrary e > 0 and choose the |[n€] largest elements of N (1,T,) (we write T,
for T'(n,¢,1)), labelling them (Z™7 : 1 < j < |n€]). Since distinct particles evolve
independently, we know that

P( min (7 ., > —log|Z™| — ¢;T,, + llogn+ C V1 < j < [’rﬂ)

xeI™I

is bounded above by
[n€]
P( min ;> Llogn + c)

z€(0,1

which, by Proposition 3.1, is bounded above by
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whenever n is sufficiently large. We now claim that this expression is summable in
n. It clearly suffices to show that for any o > 0 and k € N we have

(- ) <

We will show that

/ (1— (logz)™" )xa de = / e’ (1—a* )eaz dr < oo.
4 log 4
by proving that the second integrand is o(e™*) as x — o0, or, equivalently, that

e (log(z") —log(z* — 1)) =22 — oo as z — oo.

But for all ¢ > 1 we have log'(s) > 1 Vs € [t — 1,], so log(z*) — log(z* — 1) > % for
all z > 1. It remains to note that x7%¢** — 22 — 0o as x — oo.

By the Borel Cantelli Lemma we deduce that, almost surely, for all sufficiently large
n there exists a j, € {1,..., [n°]} such that

min ¢, < —log|I™"| — T, +llogn+C

rEI™In

where Z™J" is an element of N'(1,T;,). But this means that
—log [T — T, < T,
On the other hand,

min (7 4, > min) Cfoyn = min & — (T, +n)

rCTnin ~  ze(01 z€(0,1)

v

min & — (T, +n
z€(0,1) fn p( )

= min (& — ;1.
ce(o,y P

Altogether, we deduce that, almost surely, for all large enough n we have

min ¢¢ < (1+¢)7T, +1logn+ C.

Diving by logn and sending n — oo, we deduce that

1 €
lim su min ¥ < (1+c5)— +1.
Nanﬁog log n 2€(0,1) o= p)P(l)

Letting € — 0 gives

. 1 .
lim sup min ¢; < [,
Non—oo 108 T 2€(0,1)

almost surely.
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For t € [n,n + 1] we have (¥ =& —cpt < &7, — cpn = (4, + ¢5. We deduce that,
whenever t € [n,n + 1], we have

1 1

L < e -

gt 2 S S g (i G )
log(n + 1) 1 o o

logn log(n+1) xrel%é% G ¥ log(n+1)

This is enough to show that

, o : 1 .
{hm sup min ¢, < l} - {hm sup — min ¢ < l}.
Nan—oo 10g 7 z€(0,1) R, 5t—o0 10g T z€(0,1)
Since the smaller of these events has probability 1, the proof is complete. O
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CHAPTER 4

SURVIVAL OF SUPERCRITICALLY KILLED
FRAGMENTATION PROCESSES

In this chapter we will prove Theorem 1.15, which concerns the asymptotic behaviour
of the survival probability of a (¢; + €)-killed fragmentation process as € | 0. We
refer the reader to §1.2.6 for a summary of the relevant definitions. Let’s state
Theorem 1.15 again:

Theorem. The survival probability p(e) of the (cz + €)—killed fragmentation process
satisfies the following asymptotic identity:

2(1 +2)|®"(p
liﬁ)lelﬂlogp(e) = _\/W( +3;)‘ (p)|

Our proof of this theorem is based on a paper by Gantert, Hu and Shi [25], in which
the authors address the analogous question in the context of branching random walk.
In fact, we will use Lemma 2.1 to extract the upper bound from this paper, without
much further work. The lower bound, on the other hand, must be proved from
scratch, and will rely on several applications of our version of Mogulskii’s Theorem,
Lemma 2.14.

4.1 Proof of the upper bound

In this section, we will prove that

w2(1+7)[%"(F)]

limsup €2 log p(e) < —\/

el0 2
We start by noting that, for all n € N, we have
ple) < P(Fzxe(0,1): ¢ <es Vsel0,n]). (4.1)

Next we fix an array (b(") 11 <7 < n)peny with bgn) < b;”) whenever ¢ > j. For each

)

n € N, we let f( be the function on [0, n] obtained by applying linear interpolation
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to the collection of coordinates {(z, (1 + p)—1b§”>) : 0 < i < n}, where we define

b(()n) .= b\" for all n € N. The function f™ is continuous and decreasing. Applying
Lemma 2.1 to (4.1) for each n € N leads to the bounds

n—1
— — . (n) n
ple) < eUtPnglm 4 g e(Hp)(e(ﬁl)_le)I}) Vn € N (4.2)
i=0

where, for each n € N,
M = Qer—f™ <¢ <er Vrelog]) for jefo,nNN.

Now we define a random walk S by setting S; := (1+D)¢; for i € N. First discretizing
in time and then using the definition of f gives

I < Qei— " <G <e Vi<y)

()

= Q((L+pei—b" < Si < (1+p)ei Vi< j).

Let us define
M= Qe — b < 8y < ei Vi <j).

Returning to (4.2), we deduce that

n—1
. (n) n
p(liﬁ) < e Y e UITRIY = Fn b o).
j=0

The argument b = (bﬁ”), e, bgn)) on the right-hand side means that F'is a function
of the whole (finite) sequence b™.

Now we fix 8 > 0 and make the explicit choice b := B(n —)'/3. It is shown in [25]
that for any 8 > 0 and N € N, the following inequality holds:

1/2 0
Ii —— _log F | Nk, b&¥%) < G(N
o {y og P (V00 ) < 6N0.5),
where
3o 0 1\?
— pl/2 _ s 7 R
G<N797B) : 0 ISIZI%E}\}T{—I{Q 252 ) N 5(1 N) )
o(1+1) FYCPRES V3 3202 N3 — (N —I)V/3
N N 232 N1/3 )

Here, og stands for the variance of S, which equals (1 4 p)?|®”(p)|. We immediately
deduce that for all # > 0 and N € N, we have

91/2 9<Nk‘)_2/3
li —1 —— ] < G(N,0,8).
o g oo (55) 5 G000

On the other hand, regardless of the values of # and N, the left-hand side of the
inequality above is equal to

€
lim sup €'/2 1o <—_) ,
€l0 &p 1 +p
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because € — p(€) is a monotone function. Altogether we deduce that

I /2] (L> < G(N,0,
e one (57) < G

for all N € N and 6,3 > 0. Now set

2 2
0 = 0)(B) = 7;; —é.
Then

lim sup €'/? 1o (L> < limlimsup G(N, 6 , ).
6wp gp 1+p/) — Blo N_@P ( 0(3), B)

But, according to [25], we have

im i oy (14 p)*[®" ()]
lim lim sup G(N, ¢ , < /25 _\/ .
B0 Nﬁoop ( 0(6) ﬁ) - 2 )
So
lim sup €'/2 log p (L) _\/7#(14_]—9)2@//@)‘.
€l0 1 + ]_9 2
The required result follows immediately. =

4.2 Proof of the lower bound

In this section we will show that

liminf /2 log p(e) > —

el0

\/w2(1 +1)|®"(5)] (43)

2

First we note that the method of the previous section is not applicable. The reason
why is essentially contained in the inequality “J J(n) >1 ;")” that we used there. Prob-
abilities of the form Q(f(s) < (s < g(s) Vs € [0,¢]) are dominated by probabilities
of the form Q(f(s) < (s < g(s) Vs € [0,t])NN), but not vice versa. It is also unclear
how to apply the discretization scheme of Bertoin and Rouault [15], for the reasons
briefly outlined at the end of the introduction. With these comments in mind, we
will now proceed to prove (4.3) from scratch, though our proof is still based on the
one contained in [25].

The central idea, as in [25], is to construct a Galton-Watson process whose survival
probability is dominated by p(¢€). Galton-Watson processes being easier to study than
fragmentation processes, this represents a significant reduction of our problem. The
method of constructing the appropriate Galton-Watson process used in [25] will not
work for us; the interested reader is referred to the first infimum in display (4.3) of
that paper, which in the fragmentation case equals zero, no matter how large their
M is.
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4.2.1 Constructing the Galton-Watson tree
For 0 < u < v <, we say a particle ZF alive at time ¢ remained f—low on [u, v] if

¢ < G+ B(s—u) for all s € [u,v].

s

We say a particle Z? alive at time ¢ was a—good on [u,v] if

for all integers 0 <7< [v—wu]—1 andforall #€[0,1], ¢/ .., < ¢ +ab.

U

Now we fix constants €, M, a > 0 and integers n > L > 1. Write Gy(e, M, a, n, L) for
the set of all particles alive at time n which remained (ae)-low on [0, L], and were
M-good on [L,n] (see Figure 4.1, page 71 ).

We iterate this definition relative to birth position to form a set of particles G, =
Gr(e, M,a,n, L) alive at time kn for each k& € N. To be precise, for k& > 1 let
Gr+1 denote the set particles alive at time (k + 1)n which descend from particles in
Gk, remained (ae)-low on [kn, kn + L], and were M-good on [kn + L, kn]. Clearly,
the fragmentation property implies that G := #G,. defines a Galton-Watson pro-
cess (G : k € N). We will write G = G(¢, M, a,n, L) for the Galton-Watson tree
generated by discarding spatial information contained in the collection of particles
(Gr : k € N).

Before studying the Galton-Watson tree G, we introduce a little bit more notation.
We let X, denote the descendants of the initial particle (0, 1) which are alive at time
1 and which were M—-good on [0, 1]. That is,

Xy = #{IF: "< Ms Vs e (0,1]}.

We then use X as an offspring distribution to generate another Galton-Watson pro-
cess, independent of the fragmentation process, and defined on the same probability
space. We call this process Oy, and write ZM for the size of its k’th generation.
The point is this. Fix j > 7 > 0 and a particle Z7 alive at time 7. The number of
descendants (alive at time j) of Z7 which were M-good on [1, j] is equal in law to Z .

For e,a > 0 and L € N, we let A(e, o, L) stand for the set of particles alive at time
L which remained (ae)-low on [0, L]:

Ale,a, L) = {Ij: (& <oaes Vs€[0,L]}.

The following lemma is a simple consequence of the construction of Gy, but will be
very useful; see Figure 4.2, page 72, for an illustration.

Lemma 4.1. G = #G; is equal in law to the sum of #.A(e, o, L) independent copies
of ZM .

Now we turn to studying the properties of G, and its relationship to the original

problem of estimating p(e) from below. Let us write S(e) for the event that the
(cy + €)-killed fragmentation process survives. We have the following:
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Figure 4.1. Symbolic sketch of a sample path ¢ — ¢ for z € (0, 1) such that
ZY € Gi. The line ¢; is the graph of ¢t — eat. The vertical dotted lines are one
unit of time apart. The line /5 has gradient M, as do the similar lines following
it. The circle is located at (n,(?).

Lemma 4.2. Fiz constants M,e > 0, a € (0,1) and integers n > L > 1 satisfying
the inequality
(n—L)M < (1-—a)el. (4.4)

The following inclusion then holds:
S(e) D> {G(e,M,a,n,L) survives}.

Of course, this inclusion implies that p(€) dominates the survival probability of
G(e, M, a,n, L), provided the parameters satisfy the conditions in the statement of
the lemma.

Proof. By induction it suffices to show that, whenever Z? € Gy, the inequality (7 < et
holds for all ¢ € [0,n]. For ¢t € [0, L] we know that (} < aet < et, since o € (0,1).
For t € [L,n], we know that

¢ < aeL+(t—L)M < aeL+(n—L)M < aeL+(1—a)el = eL < et.

In the first inequality we use the definition of the set G;; in the second we use the
fact that n exceeds t; in the third we use (4.4); and in the final inequality we use the
fact that ¢ exceeds L. O

Now we define, for b € R and t > 0, the probability
p(b,t) == PEx e (0,1): (¢ <bs Vse|0,t]).

The following lemma is the result of a simple application of the fragmentation prop-
erty at time L:

71



Figure 4.2. The ancestries of particles in G;. The circles at time L are the (—
values of particles in A(e, o, L). The curves illustrate their genealogical lines of
(—descent, which always lie beneath the line ¢; : s — aes. We have omitted the
necessary discontinuities at fragmentation events, where the curves branch. The
arrow emanating from a given circle points to the collection of its its descendants
alive at time n which were M—good on [L, n]—these descendants are represented
by x—marks. When the parameters €, M, a,n and L satisfy certain conditions,
the (—history of all x—marked particles lies below the line /5 : s +— €s, as we
show in Lemma 4.2.

Lemma 4.3. For any M,e,a > 0, and integersn > L > 1,
P(Gi(e, Ma.n, L) #0) = pu plac, L),
where py; denotes the survival probability of the Galton-Watson process © ;.

Of course, this lemma is useless to us unless py; > 0, so we now show that we can
pick M large enough to ensure the supercriticality of ©,;.

Lemma 4.4. The Galton-Watson process Oy is supercritical whenever M s large
enough.

Proof. We note that for any n € {1,2,...} we have

EXy = Zl(ggng vse[0,1])

E
> Q (e(H@Cl; (s <0 on (0, %], (s < % on [%,1]) .
Sending M — oo, we deduce that for any n € {1,2,...}
lim EXy > Q(e"P; ¢ <0 on (0,1]).

M—oc0
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Taking limits in n, and using the fact that 0 is irregular for [0, 00) relative to ¢, we
conclude that

lim EXy > Q%) = E )} 1€(l,0],

e (#0.)
completing the proof. O

In order to prove our next result about G, we will need the following result of McDi-
armid [39], quoted here as it appears in [25]:

Lemma 4.5. Whenever M is so large that O,y is supercritical, there exists qy > 1
such that
P(zZ) <qy| Z) >0) < q, Vn > 1.

Now we use this lemma to provide some information about the size of the first gen-
eration of G:

Lemma 4.6. Whenever M is so large that ©,; is supercritical, there exists a constant
Ky such that for all e, > 0 and integers n > L > 1, we have

P(1<G <gyt) < %

4

where gy > 1 s the constant from Lemma 4.5.

Proof. In the notation of Lemma 4.1 and the discussion preceding it, we define
A = A(e,a, L), and Z := ZM = We write A for the collection of midpoints of
the intervals in A. Finally, we define a := ¢}, *.

According to Lemma 4.1, (G; is equal in law to the sum of #.4 independent copies of
Z. For the inequality 1 < G; < a to obtain, none of these copies can exceed a, and
at least one must exceed zero; of course, G > 1 forces A # (). First conditioning on
F1, these observations lead to the inequality

P(1<Gi<a)

< E(l(#A>1) Ez, (Elx € A such that Z% >0, and Z* <a Vz € A>>,

where, given A, (Z7 : x € A) are independent copies of Z. The following calculation
is elementary: we have

Er, <3x € A such that Z* >0, and Z* <a Vz € A)
< #A-P(Z <o) P(1<Z<a).

Consequently,
P(1<G <a) < PA<Z< a)E(1(#A21) 4A - P(Z < a)#A_1>. (4.5)
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Now we need to make sure that P(Z < a) = P(ZM, < a) can be bounded away
from one, in a manner independent of n and L. But for all integers n > L > 1,

P(Z>a) = P(Z>0)P(Z>a|Z>0)

M (1 - Q&(WL))

M (1 - %\7[1) > 07

v

IV

where in the second line we use Lemma 4.5 (also recall that pys stands for the survival
probability of ©,;, which we are assuming to be positive). Let us write rky =
1—pup (1 — qM) < 1. Using the previous display, we can now write

B(Lgs #4 - P22, <) < B(Lya #4 - ol

for all integers n > L > 1. Noting that the function x — x3%! is bounded on [1, o)
whenever 5 € [0,1), the previous display allows us to bound the second factor in
(4.5) by a constant depending only on M. Applying Lemma 4.5 to the first factor
finishes the proof. 0

By fixing M so large that ©,, is supercritical, we arrive at the following summary of
what we have shown so far:

Proposition 4.7. There exist constants M, K,v > 0 and a constant ¢ > 1 such
that for all € > 0, all « € (0,1) and all integers n > L > 1 collectively satisfying
the inequality (n — L)M < (1 — a)el, we can construct a super-critical Galton-
Watson tree G = G(e, M, ,n, L), with first generation size G, that has the following
properties:

1. P(G survives) < p(e).

2. P(G>1) > yplea, L),

3. P(1<G<qt) < =

4.2.2 Survival below the ray ¢ — bt over finite time horizons

In light of Proposition 4.7, it shouldn’t be too surprising that the next step in the
proof of (4.3) is to provide quantitative information about the behaviour of p(-,-).
Proving the following proposition is the most technically challenging part of the proof
of Theorem 1.15.

Proposition 4.8. For any 6 > 0 we have

(1 +p)[2"(p)|
20 '

1 2/3
l1m1nf1—/310gp(9t Bt > —\/
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The proof of this proposition is long, so we break it up into several steps.

Step 1: Preliminaries. First we move the killing barrier s +— 0t=2/3s (for s € [0,1])
implicit in the definition of p(6t~2/3,¢) up a little, by the amount et'/3. To be precise,
Corollary 2.11 yields the following statement: there exists n > 0 such that for all
€,0 >0 and t > 0, we have

p(0t234) > p* - P(3x e (0,1): <0 Ps+et'? Vs e0,t]), (4.6)

where a = a(t,€,n) := [#} Since

.1 o
lim mlogp = o(1) as €10,

t—o00

we can focus on the second factor in (4.6) from now on. We define, for b € R, € > 0
and t > 0,

pe(bt) = PBre(0,1): ¢ <bs+et'? Vse|0,t]),

so that the second factor can be written as p.(#t=2/3,¢). The remainder of the proof
will consist in estimating this quantity from below using a second moment argument.

We define, for any A > 0, t > 0 and s € [0, t] the intervals

o 8 1/3 S 1/3

We note that I,(¢) has nothing to do with the length of the randomly tagged fragment
(which we called (t))—this length does not feature in what follows, so there is no
opportunity for confusion.

Next we count those fragments that have remained inside these intervals until time
t>0:

[z]¢

Then p.(6t=%/3t) > P(Z, > 0), and the Paley-Zygmund inequality tells us that

(EZ,)>
E(Z7)

P(Z, > 0)

We now rewrite the first and second moments of Z; in terms of the spine ((, Q).
Using the Many-to-One Lemma, we have

E, .= EZ, = Q<€(1+ﬁ)Ct1(Cs€Is(t) VSG[O,tD) — Q(e(lﬁo)ctlAM)

where for 0 < v < w <t we write A, for the event that ¢, € I(t) forallv < s < w.
By Corollary 2.7 we have
E(ZE) == Et + At7

where
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t
Ay o= /0 dr - Q (e(ler)CTlA[O’T]LG(CT,u)U(du)>’

Glavu) == 3 Fla —log lul) F(a — log uj]),
i#£j

with

and

L Gt—r(P+1)
F(CY) T QC 1(a+43615+r(t) VsG[O,t—'r])'

For future reference, we rewrite our application of the Paley-Zygmund inequality in
these terms:

p(0t723 1) > Eq .
’ - B+ A
Our task now is to find upper and lower bounds on E; and an upper bound on A;.
Unsurprisingly, the first two bounds are very easy; the third is where the difficulty
lies.

(4.7)

Step 2: Bounding E; from above and below. For the lower bound on E;, we start
with the following calculation:

E > Q(e“mft; G e L(t) Vse[0,4, ¢> 9751/3)
> e<1+ﬁ>9t”3Q(gs e L(t) Vs € [0,1], ¢ > etl/S). (4.8)
In the first inequality we have added the extra condition ¢, > 6t'/3, and in the second

we have used this condition to bound the exponential factor. Now we apply the
second part of our version of Mogulskii’s Theorem, Lemma 2.14, by noting that

Q¢ e L) Vs[04, ¢ 67

_ S Gt S Gt
so that
1 w202 w202
im — > 1/3) __ 7 s )
tlggo e log Q(CS € I,(t) Vs e [0,t], ¢ >0t St 2 %

Returning to (4.8), we deduce that

nlo?

2)%

. 1 _
h{ggfﬁlogE’t > (1+p)f—

Now we bound FE; from above in a similar fashion. We have

E, < e(1+ﬁ)(0+e>t1/3Q(gs € I (t) Vs € [O,t])

(147) (0+e)t1/3 S G s
e Q(@t A < nYE < 0t+e‘v’s€[0,t] :
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Mogulskii’s Theorem then allows us to deduce that

2 2

1 o
li —locE, < (1+7D)(0 _
msup srlog B < (14P)0+€) = 5=

Step 3: A preliminary upper bound on A;. We claim that for all ¢ > 0, we have

At S 7t6(1+ﬁ)(9+5)t1/3 sup hr,t © SUp gry (49)
rel0,t] rel0,t]

where 7 is a positive constant,

(147)[0(t—r)t=2/3 + (At )t1/3] sup Q(Cs € x4 () Vs € [0,t— r])
0<z< (A te)tl/3

hr,t = e

and

gt = QG EeL(t) Vse0,r])  sup Q¢ €+ Ji(t) Vs €[0,t—r]),
0<z< (Ate)tl/3
with

o S 1/3 S 1/3
Ju(t) = [Qm—()\+2e)t/, et%ﬂt/].

Before proving this claim we make two remarks. First, the second factors in the
definitions of h,; and g,, are the same, which will allow us to recycle some work
when estimating them from above. Second, the interval Jy(t) arises from widening the
interval I,(t) by et'/? at both endpoints. The reason for doing this will be explained
during the proof.

Proof. We fix r € [0,t] and start by estimating the integrand in the definition of
A; at this value. First we estimate away the sum in u; in the definition of G(«, u)
(explanations follow the calculation):

> Fa—log|uy|)
1#]

— Z 1w, P Q (e(lﬁ)(@”_log‘"]’l) i a—logluj| + s € Iy, (t) Vs €0, — r])
i#i

< PO+ —a(l4p) S QB+ € L) Vs € [0, —7]) Y Ju, T
el (t .
r i#£]

< (1 = |uy|) PP O+ P —a(4D) gy Q (B+¢ € Ln(t) Vs € 0,8 —1]).
Bel, (1)

In the first line we introduce and remove the multiplicative term |u;[P™'. In the
second we bound the exponential factor using information following the semicolon.
More precisely, on the event

{a —log|uj| + ¢ € Ly, (t) Vs € (0,8 —1]} (4.10)
we know that (by setting s =¢ —r)

Gor —logluy| € L(t)—a = [(#— N (@ +0t] —a,
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yielding the upper bound that we used in the calculation. We also know that un-
less o — log |u;| € I,(t), the event in (4.10) is null (this comes from setting s = 0
in the definition of the event). This explains the presence of the uniform bound

SUPger, (1) Q(- - - ) appearing above.

In the third line we use the elementary inequality > a? < (3 a;)” for non-negative se-
quences (a;) and p > 1, and the fact that, v-almost everywhere, we have ) . 4 lu;| =

So far we have shown that, for r > 0 and v € U, G((.,u) is bounded above, almost
surely, by

(MDD sup Q (B 4+ (, € Loy (1) Vs € [0,8 = 1]):
Bel(t)

D (=) PEG —log |u]).  (4.11)
But we are working on the event that (; € I(t) for all s € [0,7] (note the indicator
14, in the definition of A;). On this event, in particular, ¢, > 055 — AtY/3. This
means that we can bound the exponent in the previous display from above by

AP0+ — (5 = M) (145) = (147) [0(t—r)t 2+t |, (412)

By shifting the origin to the coordinate (r, right endpoint of I,(¢)) and using the fact
that the intervals I,(t) have constant width L, := |I.(t)| = (A + €)t}/? (for fixed t > 0
and varying r € [0,]), we note that

sup Q (B + ¢ € Ly (t) Vs €[0,t —1])

BeI-(t)
_ S 1/3 i] _ )
= 5w Q (gs €x+ [9t2/3 A+, o] Wselot—1]). (413)

When x = 0, the right endpoint of the interval corresponding to s = 0 in the right-
hand side of the previous display equals 0. Similarly, when x = L;, the left endpoint of
the interval corresponding to s = 0 equals 0. In order to be able to apply Mogulskii’s
Theorem in one fell swoop, therefore, we widen all the intervals by the amount et!/3.
That is, we introduce the intervals

o S 1/3 5 1/3
Jo(t) = [QW—()\jLQe)t/, emﬂt/],

for t > 0 and s € [0,¢], and make the trivial observation that, by (4.13), we have

sup Q (8 + ¢ € L (t) Vs € (0,8 —7])
BeI(t)

<  sup Q(C5€x+J5(t) VsE[O,t—r]).

0<x<L;

Putting this estimate, and the estimate (4.12), into (4.11), we conclude that, on the
event Aj,,

G(Gryu) < hpy ) (1= |w) PR (G — log Ju) (4.14)

i

78



where

hpy = (14D 00—t/ 3+ (et /7] sup Q(¢ € z+ Js(t) Vs € [0,¢—1]).

0<2<L;

The t—-dependence on the right-hand side of (4.14) looks a bit odd at first glance, but
this is because the event Ay, where the estimate is valid depends on . Now we use
our bound on G to make the following estimate (with the obvious interpretation in
case hy.; = 0):

I /u G (G u)p(du) < /M v(du) - Zj(l—|uil>1+pF<<r—log|ui|>-

By the definition of F', the right-hand side of this inequality is equal to

X o 1\1+p Ct—r(P+1)
/L{V(du) Z(l |Uz|) (Q et 1(a_10g‘u1_|+43615+r(t) VsE[O,t—r})) ‘

i a=(r

Next we introduce and remove the factor |u;|**P: the expression in the previous
display is equal to

/u’/<du)' D (=) P[P

(Ct—r—log u;]) (P+1)
(Qe t 1(a—10g‘ui|+<561‘g+r(t) VSG[D,tﬂ)) ’

a=C(r

Now we apply Corollary 2.9 to deduce that this expression is equal to

’
a=(r

/oo H(dx) . (1 _ e—x)1+ﬁ (Q 6(Ct7r+$)(ﬁ+l)1<
0

atatCa€lorr(t) Vse[O,t—r}))

which, by the elementary inequality 1 — exp(—z) < 1 Ax for x > 0, and the fact that
p > 0, is bounded above by

h : (Gmreta) (B41)
/0 (dz) - (1 A=) (Qe L atorgern) VSE[OJ_T]D ng'

Substituting this bound into the definition of A;, we deduce that
t 00
Ay < / dr - hpy / I(dz) - (1 A x) f(t,rx) (4.15)
0 0

where, for t > 0, r € [0,t¢] and > 0,

- (1+P)¢r (1+D) ((t—r+=)
f(t7T7 .17) T Q € 1A[0,r] |:Q6 1(a+x+CsEIS+T(t) Vse[O,t—r]):|

a:C'r
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Clearly, f(t,r,z) is ripe for simplification via the Markov property at time r (expla-
nations follow the calculation):

f(tr,x)
= Q (6(1+p)4r1A[07T] l:QgT€(1+p)(<t_€T+x)1(Cr+x+Cs+r_CT6[S+T(t) VSe[o,t—r])l)
= Q (6(1+p)(ct+x)1 Alo”'Jl(z+cs+reIs+r(t) VSE[O’tT]))
= Q (€(1+p)(ct+m)1A[0m]1(z+csels(t) Vse[r,t]))
< PO Q (¢ € () Vs € [0,7], @+ € I(t) Vs € [r,t)
< OTQG e L) ¥s € [07]) sup Q(G € w+ (1) Vs € 0,6~ 1])
= e(1+ﬁ)(9+e)t”3gm_ o

The first line is an application of the Markov property; in the second step, we bring
the G,—measurable expression inside the conditional expectation, and simplify the
resulting integrand; in the third equality we simplify the qualification in time; in the
first inequality we bound the exponential factor using the condition = + (; € I;(t).
The second inequality is obtained by using the Markov property at time r, and taking
a supremum in x.

Returning to (4.15), we deduce, after taking suprema in r, that

Ay < 7t€(1+ﬁ)(9+6)t1/3 sup hr,t' Sup gri
rel0,t] ref0,t]

where v := [;*(1 A 2)II(dx) < oo, completing the proof. O
To obtain an upper bound on A;, we now estimate sup, ¢ 4 ot and sup,¢po 4 gr-

Step 4: Bounding sup,cpy hrt from above. We remind the reader that

hpy = PRGN G QUG € Ju(E) Vs € [0, — 1))

0<z<L:

where L; := |L.(t)| = (A + e)t'/3.

Let N,k > 1 be integers, and set ¢t := Nk. We split the time interval [0,¢] in the
supremum sup,.¢(o 4 ¢ into intervals of the form [(I —1)k, k] for 1 <1 < N. Then we
replace all occurrences of r € [(I — 1)k, [k] in the definition of h,; with either (I — 1)k
or [k as appropriate, to deduce that
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sSup h’rt = max sup 6(14‘5) [Q(t—r)t*2/3+(>\+e)t1/3]
osre I<ISN (1-1)k<r<ik
sup Q (¢ € v+ Jy(t) Vs € [0,t —1])
0<zx<L¢
<  max e(1+§) [G(N—l—l-l)N—2/3k1/3+(>\+6)N1/3k1/3]
~ I<IKN
sup Q (G € @+ Jy(Nk) Vs € [0,(N — )k])
< max etD [O(N—I+1)N=2/3kL/3 4 (A ) N1/3k1/3]

1<I<N
sup Q (¢ € x4 Ji(Nk) V1 <i < (N —1)k). (4.16)
0<z<Lpnp
In the first inequality, for instance, we note that r € [(I — 1)k, lk] = t—1r >
(N — 1)k , so the qualification Vs € [0,¢ — r] is more stringent than the qualification
Vs € [0, (N — 1)k]. In the second inequality we have done nothing but throw away
qualification over non-integers.

We have now discretized time; the next step is to discretize space, partitioning [0, L]
(m=—1)Lnk mLyk

into the intervals [~ #<E] for 1 < m < N. It will also be convenient to write
the interval J;(Nk) as [a; nx, bi v |- This leads to the following inequality:

sup Q(QEx—i—Ji(Nk) V1<i< (N—l)k;) <

0<z<Lnk
m—1)L mL ,
| Jaxo Q (Ci € |:ai,N,k + %7 bi Nk + NNk , VI <i< (N~ l)k) :
(4.17)
Now we perform some rather ugly algebra. Let’s write cn; = (%)1/ . Then

the probability indexed by m on the right-hand side of the previous display can be
rewritten as follows:

m—1

N (A +€)eny

Q (9 c&?l (N+l)k — (A +2€)eny +
Gi

1
< (N _ 1)1/3k1/3

—2
Vs N = iom

+ecny + %(A +e)eny V1 <i<(N-— l)k:)
= Q(N,l,m, k).

The good news is we are now ready to apply Mogulskii’s Theorem to these probabil-
ities. The appropriate functions are

) = Oyt = (o 200w+ TRk et and
" _ m
gév’l’ (t) == 6 CN?Z t+ecn; + N()‘ +€)eny

First note that

1
gty — gy = (/\ + 3e + N()\ + €)> eng < (At 4de)eny
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whenever N is bigger than some Nj(e, \). Note that the m—dependence has been
eradicated; all further estimates are therefore true uniformly in 1 < m < N. We now
apply Mogulskii’s Theorem to arrive at the following conclusion:

For all €, A > 0 there exists N;(e,\) € N such that, whenever N > Nj, we have

1 w02 (N —1\"*
e G RO k) < - ()

for all 1 < m < N, which we rewrite as

w202 N —1

log Q(N, 1 < -

lim sup
k—o0

1
N1/31/3

Putting this estimate into (4.16), we deduce that, whenever N > Ny,

lim sup————-1og sup h,
k—)oole/skl/g gogrgll)\fk N
N—-1+1 20?2 N —1
< nNeg— o] _
= élf?fv{(pr N RO H O — o Ty }
= (1+Dp)0 +(/\+e)(1+ﬁ)—2 i

(A 4e)?

. [ m2o? (1+7)0
max — [ ——— — .
1<ISN N\ 2(\ + 4e)? b
Henceforth we assume that

A > BT Ao(6).

This inequality implies that the final maximum in the previous display is non-positive,
which results in the following summary of what we have shown in this step:

For all €,0 > 0, for all N € N, and for all A > \¢(0), there exists Ny = Nj(e, \) € N
such that whenever N > Ny, the following inequality obtains:

N 1 2 2
* + A+ +D) - ; o

lim sup log sup hyne < (1+p)0 N+ de)?

koo INVBEV3 72 ocr ok N

Step 5: Bounding sup,cp 4 grt from above. We remind the reader that

grt = Q¢ € I4(t) Vs €]0,7]) sup Q(CS €x+ Js(t) Vs €[0,t — r])
OS.TSLt
= Qpt- br,t-

where Ly := |I.(t)] = (A + €)t'/3.
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Again we fix integers N, k > 1 and set t := Nk. Forr € [(I—1)k, k] (with1 <1 < N),
we have

bove < sup Q(¢ € x4 J(Nk) Vs € [0, (N —1)k])

0<z<Lnk
< sup QG €x+ Ji(Nk) VI<i<(N-—1k).
0<z<Lnk

The final expression above is the same as the left-hand side of (4.17). Recycling the
work from Step 4, we conclude that for r € [(I — 1)k, lk], we have

2 2 N —1
logbr,Nk < ™9

= 2(A+4e2 N

1
hm sup NERIE

whenever N > N;. Now we turn to a,;. For r € [(I — 1)k, k] we have
arnke < QG € L(NK) VI <i<(I—1)k)

_ o i _ Gi
- Q (01{]\7,[ (l _ 1)k )\kN,l S (l _ 1)1/3k1/3

< Okyd— +ekN,lv1gz'g(z—1)k;),

N )1/3‘

where ky; = (5

We now use Mogulskii’s Theorem to deduce that, for r € [(I — 1)k, lk],

20?1 —1 20?2 -1
logar,Nk <

— 2A+€e?2 N T 2\+4e? N

. 1
VPSP N

Now note that SUP(—1)k<r<ik 9r,Nk < QI—1)k,Nk * bik, Nk since a,; decreases in r and b,
increases in r. Putting together our estimates for a,, and b, ;, we deduce that for all
N Z N17

. log < 20?1 —1 w202 N —1
1m . < - _
sup N33 S,?Sp,,glkg ok 2(A+4€)2 N 2(A+4€)2 N
B 202 N -1
 2(A+4e? N

The rightmost expression doesn’t depend on [, so we arrive at the following summary
of what we have shown in this step:

For all €,0 > 0, for all k&, N € N, and for all A > 0, there exists N; = Ny(¢,\) € N
such that whenever N > Ny, the following inequality obtains:

202 N -1
log sup g, nk

|
I < -
SR VT RVE R Wit L L T WS PR

whenever N > Nj.
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We note that although ¢ and A don’t feature explicitly in this inequality, they do
appear in the definition of g, ni, via the definition of the intervals J,(Nk).

Step 6: Completing the argument. Now we return to (4.9). Using the estimates we
obtained in the last two steps, we conclude that, whenever N > Ny (e, A),

N+1

1 _
fimsup s logAve £ (L+9)0-+€) + (L4 P + (A +)(1+)
2 2 2,2 N _ 1
_mo _mo (4.18)
2(A+4€)?2  2(A+4e)? N
In Step 2, we showed that
o 1 _ T2
and
1 _ w202
hm sup N logEne < (14+p)(0+¢€) — DIPTSR (4.20)

Using the monotonicity of ¢ — p.(#t=2/3,t) together with our Paley-Zygmund state-
ment, (4.7), we deduce that for all N > Ny,

1 2/3
hm 1nf1—/3 log pe(0t~%/3 1)

1 —2/3
= hlgglogf NiBR log p(0(Nk) / , Nk)

o 1
Z 211]?_l>gglf W log ENk

log Eng , hm sup log ANk} . (4.21)

1
N1/3k1/3

1
— max {hm sup N

Using (4.20) we find that

o2

2)2

1
1613)1 hirisup NBL

Using (4.18), we conclude that

o2

lim lim limsup ———— o

0 Nosoo  fseo NV3EL/3 logAnr < 2 ((1 +p)0 —

) (1PN (4.23)

Remember that we are working under the hypothesis that

o
A >N = —m8
T R+
which is equivalent to
nlo?
1+p)f—— > 0.
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In consequence, the right-hand side of (4.23) is greater than the right-hand side of
(4.22).

Now we return to (4.21). Using the fact that (a,b) — max(a,b) is continuous (al-
lowing us to take the limits in N and € inside the maximum), together with the
calculations we’ve just made, and also (4.19), we conclude that

e 1 /3 B
hrg(l)nfhgglfm log p(0t723.t) > —(14+D)A.

The conclusion follows by setting A = \q and using (4.6). O

4.2.3 Completing the proof

We are now in a position to prove the lower bound, (4.3). In fact, the only properties
of p(e) we will need are those contained in Proposition 4.7 and Proposition 4.8,
and two further simple analytic properties. The probability content to follow solely
concerns the Galton-Watson tree G. To emphasize this fact, we state the final step in
the following way. Let k be a real valued function defined on (0, a) x [0, 00), for some
a > 0, with the further property that the limit x(e, 00) exists for all € € (0,a). We
will say that x “satisfies Proposition 4.7” if Proposition 4.7 holds with occurrences
of p(-,-) replaced with x, and occurrences of p(-) replaced with (-, 00).

Proposition 4.9. Fiz a function £ : (0,a) x [0,00) — [0,1], for some a > 0.
Suppose that k increases in the first co-ordinate, decreases in the second, and that
lim o k(€e, 00) = 0. Suppose that k satisfies Proposition 4.7, and that

1

17 log KO3 1) > —Ag72 (4.24)

lim inf
t—o0
for some A > 0 and all § > 0. Then

linelui)nf e/?logk(e,00) > —A.
This is essentially what the authors of [25] show on pages 18-19 of their paper.
We emphasize that the proof to follow is identical to theirs; we make no claim to
originality in this step. Since it is short and simple, we include it to keep this half
of the proof self-contained. We remind the reader that M, K,~ and ¢ are constants
whose values are fixed by Proposition 4.7.

Proof. We start by fixing constants o € (0,1) and b > max{%, a((%g);g}. Let
n > 1, and let

b f
e=¢€(n) = ROTER and L = L(n) :==n — [n'/3].

Note, in particular, that for all sufficiently large n, the hypothesis (n — L)M <
(1 — a)eL of Proposition 4.7 is met, since b > =
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We are going now going to use the Galton-Watson tree discussed in Proposition 4.7.
As « and b are fixed, € is defined in terms of b and n, and L is defined in terms of
n, we can write G,, for G(e, a,n, L). Let p, denote the extinction probability of G,,
and write f, for the generating function of (G,,, which denotes the size of the first
generation of G,. That is,

fuls) = E(s%) for se[0,1].

Elementary theory tells us that p, is the smallest non-negative fixed point of f,,, so
for all r € (0, p,) we can write

p

' fl(s)ds.

Pn—T

e = Ju(0)+ /Op"_r £ (s)ds +

We also know that f, is an increasing, convex function. Consequently, f/ increases,
and f/(p,) < 1. This allows us to write

/Opn—” fu(s)ds < (pn—7)fp(pn—7) < fi(1—=7)

and

[ fids < o) < v

n

We deduce that
P < Ful0)+ L1 —7) + (4.25)

provided that 0 < r < p,. Next we use the inequality 1 —u < e ™ for u > 0 to write

fl=r) = o BG(1-1)%) <

1
1—r

E(G,e"%).

Further insisting that r < 1/2, we arrive at the following conclusion (deduced from
(4.25)):
1—p, > P(G,>1)—2E(G,e %) —r

whenever 0 < r < p, A % Since k satisfies Proposition 4.7, we know that P(G,, >
1) > vk(ae, L) > yr(ae,n) ; the second inequality holds because k decreases in its
second argument. Since the function u — ue™™" decreases on [%, 00), we can write

E(G,e™™) < E(Gpe™; 1<G, <r 7))+ r2e
< PP G, <r ) 4%

Elementary calculations tell us that x + 23 e™® decreases on [3,00). Consequently,
SUpg,s16 20" = (16)% ' < 3, so that SUP{o<r< i} r—3e~r < 1. Altogether, we
deduce that

1—p, > ve(ae,n) —2r P11 <G, <r?)—2r (4.26)

whenever 0 < r < p, A 1—16.

Now we claim that whenever (a,) is a non-negative sequence decreasing to zero,
lim,, x(a,,n) goes to zero too. Indeed, fix € > 0. Then for all large n, k(a,,n) <

86



k(€e,n) since r decreases in its first argument. We deduce that limsup,,_, . k(an,n) <
k(€e,00). Sending € to zero gives the required conclusion. On the other hand, we
are assuming that k(e,,00) > 1 — p,, for all n € N. Since lim, k(€,,00) = 0, we
deduce that lim, p, = 1. Putting these two statements together, we deduce that
Tr(aen,n) < pp A 1—16 for all sufficiently large n, since the left-hand side goes to 0 and
the right-hand side goes to 1/16. We can therefore use the values r = r,, := 1r(ae€,, n)

8
in the work above.

Now we claim that K ¢~ < r3 whenever n is sufficiently large. This is equivalent
to showing that ¢" L k(abn=%3 n)® > K (8/v)® whenever n is large. In fact, the
left-hand side of this inequality goes to infinity in n, because

1 , 1
h}gg}lf Ve log k(abn™°,n) > 3 log q.

To see why this inequality holds, note that the left-hand side exceeds —\(ab)~'/2 by
(3))?
a(log q)°

our hypothesis (4.24). Our assumption that b > does the rest.

Since r,, — 0 in n, we deduce from the result of the last paragraph that r2 > ¢l

for all large n. We can therefore write

P1<G,<r?) < P1<G,<¢""h)

qnfL

for all sufficiently large n. The second inequality uses point 3 of Proposition 4.7.
Going back to (4.26), we conclude that for all sufficiently large n,

1—p, > k(ae,,n) —2r, —2r, > %F&(O&En, n).
Recalling that k(e,,00) > 1 — p,, we deduce that
k(bn=23 00) > %n(abn_Q/g,n)
for all sufficiently large n. Using (4.24), we deduce that

P | _ _
llgg}fmlogﬁ(bn 23 50) > —Aab)7V2

Since € — k(€,00) decreases as € does, we conclude that

limionfel/Qlog/f(e,oo) > —da V2
e—

The argument is concluded by sending av — 1. O

To complete the proof of Theorem 1.15, it remains to note that the function (e, t) —
p(e, t) satisfies the additional hypotheses of Proposition 4.9. Indeed, survival becomes
increasingly difficult as e decreases (with ¢ fixed), and as ¢ increases (with € fixed).
This means that p increases in its first argument and decreases in its second. The

fact that lim.op(e,00) = 0 is a simple consequence of the upper bound proved
in §4.1. Finally, assumption (4.24) is satisfied (for the appropriate value of \) by
Proposition 4.8. ]
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CHAPTER b

SURVIVAL OF CRITICALLY KILLED
FRAGMENTATION PROCESSES

In this chapter we will prove Theorem 1.16, which concerns the asymptotic behaviour
of the probability that a c;—killed fragmentation process survives until large times.

Let’s state Theorem 1.16 again:

Theorem. The probability k(t) that the critically killed fragmentation process sur-
vives until time t satisfies the following asymptotic identity:

37%(1 +T9)2|‘I”’(ﬁ)|>1/ ’
i .

1
lim —logk(t) = —(

t—o0 t1/3

The structure of this chapter has much in common with that of Chapter 4. Again our
proof will be based on a paper which addresses the corresponding branching random
walk question, in this case Aidékon and Jaffuel [2]. We will use the work in this paper
to prove the upper bound using Lemma 2.1, and will prove the lower bound from
scratch using the second moment method in combination with Mogulskii’s Theorem,
Lemma 2.14.

The proof of the lower bound in this chapter has a few qualitative differences to the
proof of the lower bound of Theorem 1.15. The reason for this essentially derives
from the fact that the intervals we will use in when applying Mogulskii’s Theorem
in this chapter do not have constant width. In [2], the authors deal with this issue
by proving a series of sophisticated corollaries of Mogulskii’s Theorem; the reader is
referred to section 4 of that paper. We prefer to avoid using these corollaries, and
instead adopt a bare-hands approach. The resulting calculations are consequently
quite messy, but rely only on our simple version of Mogulskii’s Theorem.
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5.1 Proof of the upper bound

As in the proof of the upper bound in Chapter 4, we can use Lemma 2.1 (taking
g = 0 there) to arrive at the following conclusion:

For any array (bz(»") . 1 < i < n)yen satisfying b§”) < b;n) whenever 7 > j, and any
n € N, we have
b (

A(n) < I+ Ze (5.1)
where I\ := 1 for all n € N, and
S] = —Cj, Vj & N,
M= Qu<s <b vi<j), 1<j<n

For any centred random walk Y with finite variance 0%, any v > 0, and any array
(0™ : 1< i< n)nen, we define

n—1
FY(n,b™ v) = I)(/nT)L + Zeﬂ’b(ﬂl( n)
§=0
where ])(/773 =1 for all n € N, and where
) o= Q<Y< vi<j), 1<j<n

The right-hand side of (5.1) can then be written as F'°(n, 6™, 1+ p).

2.2

(n) 1/3 3noy 1/3
Now let us fix b := d(n — j)"/?, where d := < (H—p)) . The authors of [2] show on

page 1931 of their paper that for any v > 0,
1 3721252 1/3
limsup — YE log FY (n, 0™ v) < — <7T—> .
N3n—oo 1 2

For our embedded random walk S, 0% = —®”(p). Using the monotonicity of ¢ — k(t),
and taking v = 1 + p, we deduce that

_ (3w2<1 +§>2|<1>"<7o>|>”37

1
lim sup —= nYE logk(t) <

t—o00

completing the proof of the upper bound. n

5.2 Proof of the lower bound

In this section we will prove that

2 1 _2(13”_ 1/3
hmlnf IOin() > — (37T( +];) | (p)’) ‘
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We split the proof into several steps, which replicate those used in the proof of
Proposition 4.8.

Step 1: Preliminaries. 'This step is formally identical to the first step in the proof
of Proposition 4.8, with only the definitions of the intervals I(¢) differing. We will
repeat it anyway, to fix notation.

First note that
k(t) = PEx e (0,1): ¢¢ <0 Vsel0,t]).

First we move the killing barrier s — 0 on [0,¢] up by the amount et'/?: by Corol-
lary 2.11 and the fragmentation property, there exist n,p > 0 such that, for all ¢ > 0
and € > 0, we can write

k(t) > p* - P(3r e (0,1): (& <et? Vse[0,1]), (5.2)

where a = a(t, e,n) := (d:f

1. Since

1 o
tlgglo 73 logp® = oc(1),
we can focus on the second factor in (5.2) from now on. We will estimate this factor
by using the Paley-Zygmund inequality. To this end, we define, for t > 0, the random
variable

Z, = Y L eL(t) Vs e0,t]}

]
where this time
37202 \ /3
L) = [—d(t—s)"? e? with d = [—— .
(1) = [=d(t =)t wi e
Using the Paley-Zygmund inequality, we have
(EZ;)?

P(3z € (0,1): " <et'®Vse[0,t]) > P(Z >0)

v

EZ?

and we now proceed to write the first and second moments of Z; in terms of the spine

(C? Q)'

Using the Many-to-One Lemma, we have

E, = EZ, = Q(6(1+ﬁ)<t1(45615(t) vscod) = Q(e(l—‘_ﬁ)CtlA[o,t])

where for 0 < v < w <t we write Ay, ) for the event that ¢, € I(t) forallv < s < w.

By Corollary 2.7,
E(Z}) = E + A,

where

t
som [ Qe [ ).
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with
Glayu) = 3 Fla—loglay])F (o~ log|h),
ayFby

and

— thr(ﬁ"‘l)
F(a) T Q € 1 (a+CsEIS+7‘(t) VSE[O,t—’/‘]) ’

For future reference, we rewrite our application of the Paley-Zygmund inequality in
these terms: for all ¢ > 0, we have

E
E, + A,

P, == P(3ze(0,1): C<et'BVsel0,t]) > (5.3)

We now proceed to find upper and lower bounds on F;, and an upper bound on A;.

Step 2: Bounding E; from above and below. We start by using the bounds 0 < (; <
ett/3 on Apy to write

Now,

/
Q(Apyg) = Q(—d<1—§>13 < tf% < ¢ Vse[O,t]),

so that, by Lemma 2.14, we deduce that

) 1 7]_20.2 1 5
th—glo _t1/3 IOgQ (A[O,t} ) = — 5 /O (E + d(l — 3)1/3) ds
3202
= e A

By the dominated convergence theorem, f;(€) = o(1) as € | 0, since the integral in
the previous display approaches 3d=2 as € | 0. Returning to the first display of this
step, we deduce that

Lo 1 3no?
htrggf a7 log E Y + Ba(e)
and that
_ 1 3nlo? _ 3m?o?
llﬂilp a7 logky < — 2 + Bi(e) + (1 +ple = o + Pa(e).

Step 3: A preliminary upper bound on A,. Let us widen the intervals I,(t) by et'/3
on either side, by defining

Jo(t) = [—d(t —s)/® —et?/3, 2et'/3].

We also define
Lyy = |L{)| = d(t—s)"?+et!/3

and let v := [[%(1 A 2)II(dz) < oo.
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We claim that

A < ’yt€26(1+70)t1/3 sup h,; - Sup Gry (5.4)
r€[0,t] rel0,t]
where
hey = pd(14D) (t=r)/? sup Q (CS €x+ Jouo(t) Vs €1]0,t — r])
0<2< L
and

g = QG e L(t) Vse[0,7]) sup Q(¢ € w4 Jopr(t) Vs €[0,8 —1]).

0<z<Lyt

The proof of (5.4) is formally the same as the one contained in Step 2 of the proof of
Proposition 4.8. The only differences arise when estimating terms of the form e(!P)
on the event Ay, as we are using different intervals I,(t) in this section. For this
reason, we feel it’s safe to omit the details, and proceed to bounding sup, (o hr¢ and
SUp,.¢[0,4 grt from above.

Step 4: Bounding sup,ci 4 hry from above. We start by fixing integers N,k > 1. We
then set t = Nk, and split the time interval [0, ¢] into intervals of the form [(I—1)k, [k]
for 1 <1 < N. For r € [(l = 1)k,lk], we have (N — )k <t —r < (N — 1+ 1)k.
We also note that s + Lg; is a decreasing map and that J,(t) C J,(t) whenever
0 <u <w < t. These observations allow us to make the following estimate:

d(1+p)(t—r)1/3

sup h,; = max sup e
ref0,t] ! I<ISN (1—1)k<r<ik
sup Q ((s € 4 Jypr(t) Vs € [0, — 1))
0<z<Ly;

= _ 1/31.1/3
< max AP (N—1+1)1/ 2k
1<I<N

sup Q (¢ € @+ Jorqo1(Nk) Vs € [0, (N = 1)k]).

0<z<L(_1)k,Nk

Discretizing in s, we deduce that

sup h t < max ed(lJrﬁ)(NilJrl)l/Bkl/?) HlNk (55)
ref0,t] T aisN n
where
Hl,N,k = sup Q (CZ e+ Ji—i—(l—l)k(Nk) V1 S 1 S (N - l)k?)

0<z<L(_1)k,Nk

Let’s write Ly yx for Lg_1yx, vk The next step is to split the z-values in the supremum
over x € [0, L; n] in the definition of H; v into intervals of the form

[(m — 1) Ling mLing

1<m<N.
N TN } =M=

Write Jiyq—1)x(NE) as [aig, bigxk). Then H yj is bounded above by

m—1)L mL .
max Q (g c [au,k I % bisk + ]ZVN’“] ,V1<i<(N-— l)k:> .
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The probability indexed by m in the previous display can be rewritten as

N-—1+1 i 1/3 N 1Y% m-1
Q (—d{ — )k} —€ [ ] + QN e

N—-1 (N—1 N—1 N

Gi
S WonERs S N

1/3 m
:| + NQN’Z’G Vl S 7 S (N — l)k‘) s (56)

where

N —1 N —1

We want to apply Mogulskii’s Theorem (sending & to infinity) to estimate these prob-
abilities, for each pair 1 < m, [ < N. For minor technical reasons, we treat pairs with
1 <1< N — N'Y3 and pairs with N — N3 < [ < N separately.

N Y3 N 4113
aNe = €|: ] +d [—] )

Let’s start with the more difficult case, fixing 1 < m < land 1 <1 < N — N3,
The appropriate functions for applying Mogulskii’s Theorem, Lemma 2.14, to the
probabilities in (5.6) are

N—l+1 73 N ]V 1
ggn’l(t) = —d Al —€ = QN L e
N —1 N —1 N "
and s
N m
m,l L e
gy (t) == 2e [N—l] +NQN’I’€

for t € [0,1]. We have

N 1/3 N —1 1 1/3 .
:| d [—+ — t:| —+ aNJ’ = GNJ(t).

m,l - m,l _

Note that the m—dependence has disappeared; all the following estimates are therefore
true uniformly in m. Applying Lemma 2.14 to our work above, we find that

I ! logHyyp < 0 / e (t)dt (5.7)
imsup —————~1o — ) )
kaoop (N_ l)1/3k1/3 BHLNE = 2 0 A
We want to bound this expression above, which is equivalent to bounding Gy ; above;
this is where we use our restriction | < N — N'/3. For all such [,

N—-I+1 1

= 14+ —=— < 1+ —.
N —1 +N—l - +N1/3

Uniformly in 1 <[ <N - N /3 we can therefore use the bound

N-Il+1

< 1
N1 < +e€

for all sufficiently large N. We remark, in particular, that it will therefore be impor-
tant to take NV to infinity before € is sent to zero when concluding the argument.
The term 2% is O(N~2/%), uniformly in 1 < [ < N, so this term can be bounded
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above by € for all large N. These observations lead to the following bound, valid for
all large N and all 1 <1< N — N'/3:

N 13
Gua(t) < 3e {N_J + d(l+e—t) + €

N 13
46{]\7_[} + d(1+e—1t)"3

Returning to (5.7), we conclude that for all large N (and uniformly in ) we have

1
lim sup ————= log H; y &

k—o00 (Nk)1/3
202 (N —1\'* ! dt
. _7720 (T) / . (5.8)
0 [d(1+6—t)1/3+46 [—]1/3]

N-I

Returning to (5.5), with the restriction 1 <1 < N — N3 we conclude that for all
large enough N,

1 B 1/37.1/3
limsup ————lo ma AP NI+ 1) 3RS pp
k_wop (Nk)1/3 & lglgNj?\/lm I,N,k

is bounded above by the maximum over 1 <[ < N — N'/3 of

i1+7) (N—l+1)1/3 202 (N_z)1/3/1 dt 59)
P)| —————— —— | —— .
N 20 \ N 0 [(1+e—t)1/3+e'[ }1/3}2

N-I

)1/3

where ¢ := 4e¢/d. We want to replace the term (M)l/3 with (M . But this

N
can easily be done at e-expense, uniformly in [/, because

N—1+1\Y /N -\ 13
N—-I+1 (N = < { 3 _ (p_ N-1 }
1§l§n}\/’a;)§v1/3 {( N ) ( N > - xE[S]\LflPl,l] ! (’I )

which goes to zero in N by the uniform continuity of the map x — x'/3 on [0, 1]. As
a result, we can bound (5.9) above by

NI\ 222 /N-I\"Y ! dt
cratren (1) (Y
P 20 \ N 0 [(1+6—t)1/3+e’[ }1/3}2 10

N-I

for all sufficiently large N. Now note that

and that

3rlo? 3m2c? (22(1 +p)? 13 B 3r202(1 +p)? 1/3
242 2 RE o N ’
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so that in fact a := (1 +p)d = 3’;2;’2. Our upper bound now reads as the maximum
over 1 <1< N — N3 of

<N-z)1/3 1(N—l)1/3 1 dt
€+ « —_— - | — / 3
N A 0 [+ e—pve e [R]Y]

N
N—I
Now we need to study the expression in the curly brackets, which is bounded above

by

sup z(1 — I.(x)),
z€[0,1]

where

1 /! dt
L) = 3 [ —
3o [(14+e—t)/3 4 <]

2 (o2 g2
=z —— = dt.
/51/3 (Q?t + 6/)2

We state the next part of the proof as a lemma:
Lemma 5.1. The function x — x(1 — I.(x)) is increasing on [0, c0).

Proof. Define f(z) := x(1 — I.(x)). Then f'(z) = 1 — I.(x) — xI/(x). Elementary
calculations show that f/(x) > 0 if and only if

(1+e)t/3 3 1,2
/ xt—i—Sextht < 1,

1/3 (l‘t -+ 6')3
for all € [0, 00). Now we note that

0 Pt +3¢a®  6()%a
or (zt+e)3  (at+e€)

which is positive for x,¢ > 0. In other words, for fixed ¢, the integrand of the previous
display is increasing in z, and so we obtain an upper bound for the integral by sending
& — oo there. But then the integral equals (1 + ¢€)'/? — ¢'/3 which is strictly less than
one by the concavity of the function z — z/3. O

Using the previous lemma, we deduce that sup,co ) f(7) = f(1). Consequently, the
maximum of (5.10) over 1 <1 < N — N'/3 is bounded above, for all large N, by

1! dt
€+a{1_§/o [(1+e—t)1/3+e']2}' (5-11)

To be precise, we have shown so far that: for all € > 0 there exists Ny(e) € N such
that for all N > Ny the following expression is bounded above by (5.11):

I 1 D 1/31.1/3
lim sup ————=1lo max el D)VERYE g
MSUD /s 08 A, "
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It is very easy to deal with the values N — N'/3 < [ < N. Simply note that, since all
the Hy, are bounded above by 1, we have

max
N—-N1/3<I<N

= _ 1/31.1/3 - 1/3 1/31.1/3 1/91.1/3
AP (N—1+1)1/k Hing < A+ (N3 +1)/3k < Nk

for all N > 1, where c := 2'/3d(1 + p). We conclude that for all N > 1 we have

; 1 d(14p) (N—1+1)1/31/3 —2/9
hff:ip W log N—]\?ll/%)ilgNe Hiniy < N7

Returning to (5.5), we conclude that for all N > Ny(e), we have

li — 1 h,
P N 08 SR
1! dt
< e+cN~29 4 ¢ 1——/ 5
3Jo [(14+e€—1)13+¢]

= AN e).

We remark that upon letting N — oo and then € — 0, A(N, €) goes to zero; we’ll use
this at the end of the argument.

Step 5: Bounding sup,cp grt from above. We recall that

gre = QG eL(t) Vse[0,7]) sup Q(¢ € x4 Jour(t) Vs € (0,8 —1])

0<2<Lr:
=0 Qg br,t
where
Jo(t) = [=d(t —s)Y3 —et'/?, 2et!/?]
and
Loy = |I(t)] = d(t—s)"3 4 et'/?,

As before, we set t = Nk for integers N,k > 1. We have already shown (see (5.8))
that there exists Ny(e) € N such that for all N > Ny and 1 <1 < N — N3 we have

1
limsup ———=lo su b,
k%oop (Nk)/3 & (l—l)kgrglk ak

w202 <N—l)l/3/1 dt
< — _ .
2d2 N 0 [(1+€—t>1/3+€, |:_:|]_/3i|2

N-I

Now let’s use Mogulskii’s Theorem to treat the factor a,; in a similar way. For
r € [(l — 1)k, k], a, ni is bounded above by

N T G
= — — < —_—
At Q ( d L —1 (- 1)1{} = (I —1)3k1/3

e[ N r/g, Vlgig(l—l)k).

VAN

-1
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By Mogulskii’s Theorem we have

1 2 2 1
lim ————log Ay = ——o / dat
0 [( _

koo (I — 1)1/3KL/3 22

where €’ := €/d, so that

. 1 log A w202 (1—1\® [t dt
M /a3 08 ANLE = T 50 2
k—oo N1/3k 2d N 0 [(% . t)l/?) Lol [l_ll} 1/3:|

Now we combine our estimates for a,; and b,; to deduce that, for N > Ny(e) and
1 <1< N — N3 we have
d2

1
——— limsup ———=1 S r
31202 ﬂc}jp N1/3E1/3 o8 (zq)/lfgglkg v

N —1 1/3 [ —1 1/3
> (T) [N,l,e + (T) JN,l,e (512)

where

N-l

e dt
[N,l,e = g 1/3 2
0 [(1—1—6—15)1/3—1—6’[ ] }

and

-1

S ! dt
Nle -— 5/0 [(i_t)l/?’_i_e//[N]l/?’]Q'
1

We now work on estimating the right-hand side of (5.12) from below. The right-hand
side of (5.12) trivially equals

N . l 1/3 N _ l 1/3
(T) Ingo + <T) (Inge—Inip)

1—1\"* [—1\"*
(T) JInio + (T) (JN,l,e_ JN,Z,O)-

Now we make the explicit evaluations Iy;o = 1 and Jy; 0 = (%)1/3 — (%)1/3

which we substitute into the previous display; after rearrangement, we obtain
N—I+1\"* (N-—1\"?
1 S B
() (%)
N\ Y3
— Inie—1
()

() o )Ry o
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Note that
N_1+1 1/3 N1 1/3 - ) l+ 1 1/3 : I 1/3
N N N N N N
1 1/3 )
< sup (.ﬁE—{——) — /3
xE[O,l]{ N

_ N71/3

where the second equality follows from the concavity of the function = — z'/3. So,
uniformly in [, we obtain the following lower bound on the first line of (5.13):

_ 1/3 N\ 1/3
(R e

For the second line of (5.13), we can recycle some of the work we did in Step 4.
Indeed, in the notation used there, the second line of (5.13) is bounded below by

inf z(l.(x)—1) = — sup x(1— I(x)).
z€[0,1] z€[0,1]

But in Step 4 we showed that z +— z(1 — I.(z)) increases, so

sup z(1 —I.(z)) = 1—1(1).
z€[0,1]

It remains to deal with the third line of (5.13), which has the lower bound

1
inf 2l/3 1/ dt 1 (x_l _ 1)1/3
x€[0,1] 3 _ 1/3 "o 2 7
O (z=t—=t)/" 4 ez~ 1/3

which equals

: e x 1/3
inf ¢ - sdt — (1 —(1—2x)
z€0,1] | 3 Jp [<1 _ xt)l/g I (—:”]

We state the next part of the proof as a lemma:

Lemma 5.2. The function

F: o~ %/01 [(1xt:;1/3+crdt(1(1:6)1/3)

decreases on [0,1] for all ¢ > 0.

Proof. The derivative of F evalulated at x € [0, 1] equals

3

1/1 (1—at)® 4+ c+ %(1—%)*2/36#_ 1(1_ a3
3 3 z)
0 [(1—xt)1/3+c
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which is less than or equal to zero precisely when

dat < 1.

1 N 1/3 2zt (1 —2/3
(- x)z/?’/ (1—at)" +c+5(1 3mt)
0 [(1 —xt)l/?’—i—c]

First we make the change of variable s := 1 — xt, to transform this inequality into

ds < 1.

(1 —x)%/3 /1 s+ e+ 2(1—s)s?
T 1-x

[s1/3 +C]3

Then we make the change of variable w := s%2, which results in the equivalent
inequality
1—x)%3 ! 3uw? 2(1 — w?
ﬁ/ wlwto+ § ) g < 1. (5.14)
T (1—z)1/3 (’LU + C)

Call the integrand B(w, c). We have

9, 1+ cw?

—B = —6—— < 0.

dc (w, ) (w+c)t —

The left-hand side of (5.14) is therefore bounded above by

— )23 i _\2/3 pl 9
&/ B(w,0) dw = %/ 1+ — dw = 1.
( (

€ 1-x2)1/3 € 1—2)1/3 w3

as required. N

In consequence,

dt

1
inf F(x) = F(1) = —/ 5 — L.
z€]0,1] 3 0 [(1 _ t)1/3 + 6//:|

Let us summarize what we have shown so far: there exists Ny(¢) € N such that
whenever N > Ny we have

2d° I |
— 5 limsup ————=log  sup gk

1
> 1- N3 _ 1_1/ dt .
3Jo [(1+e€—1t)1/3+¢]

=: A (N,e). (5.15)

+ 6/I

1/1 dt .
_ 5 —
3 0 |:(1 _t>1/3

It remains to estimate g,; for values r € [(N — N'/®)k, Nk|, which is easy. We start
with the trivial inequalities

gve < QG ELE) Vse0,r]) < Q(G € L(NK) VI<i<(N—NYE).
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The probability on the right-hand side is equal to

N i 1/3
Q < —d [N — N3 (N — N1/3)l<;1

Gi N 1/3 ‘ s
= (N — N33R/ s € {m} , VI<i<(N-—-N")k

which in turn is bounded above by

; 1/3
e

Gi
< (N—N1/3)1/3k31/3 <

2, V1 <i< (N - N1/3)k>

for all N > Nj(e), for some Ni(€) € N. Using Mogulskii’s Theorem, we conclude that

hrn 1sup N1/ 1O g le;l)};ggm Jr Nk

3r20? (N — N33 1 /1 dt

- 2d? N1/3 3 /o [(1—1—e—t)1/3+e’]2
3r2o?

= —2—d2)\2(N, 6) (516)

where, as before, ¢ := 4e/d.

Now we combine our estimates (5.15) and (5.16). Writing Na(¢) = Ny V Ny, we
conclude that whenever N > N,, we have

3rlo?
log sup grnr <

1
hm sup Ni/aI 108 SUD 9 —2—d2()\1(N, €) A Xa(N,€)).

We now have all the ingredients required to complete the proof.

Step 6: Completing the argument. Combining Steps 3, 4 and 5 we deduce that for
any € > 0 and any N > Ny(e) we have

3rla?

li
1m sup P

log Ank < 2(1+Dple+ A(N,€) —

1
N1/3)1/3 ()\1(]\7, €) A A2(N, e))

Our statement of the Paley-Zygmund inequality, (5.3), implies that

1 1
hmmf 7 log P, > 211m1nf 5 log B

t—o00

1 1
— max {hm SUD 773 log E; , llm sup e log At}
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Applying this inequality along the sequence (Nk : k € N), and using the first display
of this step along with the results of Step 2, we deduce that

o 1
lgzigng?VZSE7§ kﬁgl%Vk

is bounded from below by

2( 372Td + Bu(e ))

3 2 .2 3 2

~ max {—% +Bs(e), 2(1+P)e+ AN, €) — = o 7 (AN, €) A dofe ))}
for any € > 0 and N > Ny(¢). Now we note that 3;(e) and fa(e) are o(1) as € | 0;
that lim. o limy_,o A(N, €) = 0; and that lim, o limy_,oo A\j(N,€) = 1 for i = 1 and 2.

3r202

2d?

Consequently, the expression in the previous display goes to — upon sending

N — oo and then € | 0.

On the other hand, by the monotonicity of the function ¢t — P;,

hm mf log P = hm 1nf log P for any N > 1.

(N k;)l (NI1/3
We deduce that

1 3202
hrg(l)nfhtmglft/ log P, > o

The lower bound then follows from (5.2), and the fact that

3n%o? _ (3n(1+p)*" (@) )""
2d? 2 ’

completing the proof of Theorem 1.16. O
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