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ASYMPTOTIC BEHAVIOR OF A FELLER
EVOLUTION FAMILY INVOLVED IN THE
FISHER-WRIGHT MODEL
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Abstract

We study the evolution in time of the joint distribution of a pair of Feller processes,
related by the fact that some random time ago they were identical, evolving as a single
Feller process; from that time on, they began to evolve independently, conditional on
a state at the time of split, according to the same Feller transition probabilities. Such
processes are involved in the Fisher—Wright model: the distribution of the time counted
backwards from the present to the time of split in the past is a function of deterministic
but time-varying effective size 2N of the population from which the two processes are
sampled. In terms of a corresponding family of Feller operators, assuming asymptotic
stability or ergodicity of the process of mutation, we find the limit form of the distribution
of such pairs of processes sampled from decaying, asymptotically constant, and growing
populations. In the case where mutation is not asymptotically stable or ergodic, limit
distributions are found for the distribution of relative differences.
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1. Introduction

This paper is a continuation of the series [4], [6], [7], [9], and [10] devoted to a study of
the interplay between two of the main forces in population genetics, i.e. mutation and genetic
drift. As explained below, from the stochastic point of view, this study is about pairs of random
processes that evolved as a single random process, and from a certain time in the past on,
conditional on a state at the time of split, began to evolve independently. Joint distributions
of such processes are functions of the population size which influences the power of the drift
and, hence, the distribution of the time t counted backwards from the present to the time of
the split in the past. In this paper we assume a Fellerian nature to these processes, and we
introduce the corresponding evolution family of operators that describes the evolution in time
of the distributions of these processes, and study the asymptotic behavior of the family.

Genetic drift is often defined as a random change of the frequency of a particular allele (i.e.
a variant of the way the chromosome may look at a particular place, this place being called the
locus) in a finite population; in virtually infinite populations this frequency is constant. Since
random events may result in not passing some part of the genetic material to the next generation,
if there are no mutations, all the members of a population eventually share one allele, and all
the other alleles become extinct: this is the case in the classical model due to Wright and Fisher
[20], [46], and this effect of genetic drift is particularly visible in small populations.
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In the presence of mutation these two forces compete, with mutation introducing new variants
to the population and drift striving to make the population uniform. Contemporary studies focus
on models involving, along with drift, other forces of population genetics: mutation, selection,
and recombination [13], [14], [15], [34], [42]. Such Fisher—Wright-type models are of growing
interest for both mathematicians and geneticists, but their ‘forward’ mathematical analysis is
quite complicated. Fortunately, as shown in the crucial papers by Kingman [31] and Tajima
[45], if no selection and recombination is involved, the ‘backward’ structure of these models is
quite simple [5], [20], [46]. In particular, in a large population of size 2N the time to the most
recent common ancestor of two individuals is approximately exponential with parameter 2N.

Kingman’s [31] approach allows analyzing selectively neutral loci. A locus is said to be
selectively neutral if it does not play any vital role for the organism, and, hence, it is not under
selective pressure. Well-known examples of such loci include some of the microsatellites and
sequences in the hypervariable regions I and 2 of mitochondrial DNA (see the references in [9]
and [10]). At such loci, it is reasonable to assume that the process of mutation is independent
of coalescence and, thus, may be superimposed on the ancestral lineages. This allows writing
explicit equations for the joint distributions of the attributes, such as the microsatellite length or
the number of substitutions in a DNA sequence, of two individuals sampled from a population.
These distributions are the main focus of our study. Generalizations of Kingman’s coalescent
include models with recombination, but in models involving drift, mutation, and recombination
it is difficult, if possible at all, to find an equation for the joint distributions [6], [34], [39], [42].

We are interested in the model where population size varies in time. We assume that, from a
time 7 in the past onwards, the evolution of the size of the population is known and given by a
function 2N : [f9, 00) — R™. We assume that 2N is measurable and bounded away from 0 on
any finite interval. In applications, 2N is usually strictly positive and continuous, except maybe
for a finite number of points where it has left- and right-hand limits. “The population size’ 2N
is in fact the ‘relative limit population size’ and does not necessarily take even or integer values,
and the factor 2 is only conventional [24]. The time viewed backwards from time ¢ > fg to the
most recent common ancestor of two chromosomes is a generally improper random variable
Tt

P(t; € B) = / g(t,t —s)ds, (1)
B

where 8B is a Borel subset of [0, t — #y) and

1 |
g(t,s) = MGXP<—/S mdu)

In particular, the probability that there will be no coalescence in the interval [#y, #) is

t t 1
P(f)=1—/mg(f7u)du=exp(—/to mdu) 2)

Such an approach, which is a variation of [24] and [46], allows treating populations that are
not clonal, having several unrelated ancestors (e.g. bacteria or viruses). Even though the time
interval [#g, ¢) in which such populations are observed may be long, it may happen that there is
no coalescence of ancestral lineages in it. Hence, the joint distribution of attributes of interest
to us observed at time ¢ > o depends on the distribution at 7y (see (8), below).
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2. Definition of the evolution family

2.1. Some functional analytic notions

2.1.1. The mutation semigroup and its tensor product. Let 8 be a locally compact Hausdorff
space; its points will be denoted by p, g, etc. Let {P;, t > 0} be a Feller semigroup on C¢(4)
with generator A [22], [40]. The same symbol, i.e. { P;, t > 0}, denotes a transition family of
probability kernels on 4 associated with this semigroup, so that we have [40]

Pif(p) = L f @) Pi(p, dg), pesd, 1=0, feCo(d). 3

This semigroup models the process of mutation on a single individual (locus); a state (an allele)
of the locus is a point of §.

The completion Cy(8 Y®:Co(8) of the algebraic tensor product Cop(8) ® Co(48) of two
copies of Cy(48) in the injective tensor norm is isometrically isomorphic to Co (8 x 4); see [12].
Functions f € Co(8 x 4§) of the form

fp, ) = fi(p) f2(q), 4

where f; € Co(8),i = 1, 2, are called elementary tensors and denoted by f1 ® f>. The tensor
product semigroup {U;, t > 0}, Uy = Py ® P; in Co(8 x &), of two copies of {P;, t > 0} is
given by

Ulf(pv CI) 2/5 § f(p/t q/)Pt(p’ dp/)Pt(qv dq/)

This semigroup describes the evolution of two independent Markov processes, both with
transition probabilities governed by the semigroup { P, ¢t > 0}. The set D(A) @ D(A), i.e. the
set of elementary tensors (4) with both f; in D(A), is a core for the generator G of {U;, t > 0},
and wehave Gf = Af1 ® f» + f1 ® Afs for f1, f» € D(A); see [2].

2.1.2. The space of symmetric functions. The map Z: § x § — 4§ x & given by (p, q)
Z(p,q) = (q, p) is ahomeomorphism. Let Cos(8 x &) be the subspace of Co(8 x 4) formed
by symmetric functions, i.e. functions f satisfying f o Z = f, and let M (8 x &) be the space of
finite regular Borel measures on 4 x 4. In Appendix A we show that Cos (8 x 4) is isometrically
isomorphic to the space of continuous functions C¢(Sa) on a certain locally compact space Sa,
and its dual is the space of symmetric measures, i.e. measures u € M($ x §) equal to their
transports via Z.

2.1.3. Two operators and a semigroup. Let ®: Co(8 x 8) — Co(8) be given by Of =
fod, f e Co(8x38),where p(p) = (p, p), p € 8. The dual operator ®*, mapping the space
M (8) of finite regular Borel measures on 4 into M (4 x 4), assigns to a measure its transport
viathemap¢: 8§ — 8 x 4.

Let K*: Ms(8 x8) — M(S) be givenby K*u(B) = u(B x 8), where B is a Borel subset
of & (if p is the joint distribution of a pair of exchangeable random variables then K*pu is the
(marginal) distribution of both of them). The operator K * isthe dualto K : Co(8) — Cos($x8)

given by (Kf)(p.q) = 3(f(p) + f(@)).
We check directly that

OKf =f, feCo¥), K*O*u=pn, ne M), )
and UKf=KPf >0, feCo). (6)
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We define the operators P,¥ := K P,©, t >0, in Co(8 x §). By (5), PEPX = Rﬁt
and [0,00) > t — P,’P is strongly continuous, yet {P,¥, t > 0} is not a strongly contin-
uous semigroup in the usual sense, as PO>I4 = KO # I := Ic,(sx4) (the identity operator in
Co(8 x 8)). In fact, KOf (p, q) = 3(f (p, ) + f(q,9))- By (6),

UPX =P, sit>0 (7

2.2. The definition of the evolution family

Let us consider two exchangeable Feller processes {X1(¢), ¢ > to} and {X2(¢), t > fp} with
values in 4. We assume that at each ¢ > 79 we know that at time ¢t — t;, these two processes
were identical and evolved as a single process with transition probabilities governed by a Feller
semigroup {Py, t > 0} on Cy(4) with generator A; the distribution of t; is given by (1).
Furthermore, at time #(, the single process referred to above (which is the most recent common
ancestor of our processes) was distributed according to the marginal distribution calculated from
the joint distribution of the processes. Finally, we assume that from time o, = r — 7, onward,
conditional on the state at the time of split, these processes began to evolve independently yet
with the same transition probabilities as before.

Suppose that at time #y the joint distribution of the two processes was a measure y €
Ms(8 x &). What is their distribution w5, at time ¢ > fo? With probability (2), there was
no coalescence of ancestral lines in the time interval [fo, ] and the two processes evolved
independently from each other all this time. Conditionally on this event, u, 4, equals U, n
(U}; is the dual to U,). If coalescence occurred at time s € [1g, 1), i.e. if ; = ¢ — s, then at
time s the distribution of the processes was concentrated on the diagonal (p, p), p € 4, and
was given by ©* P, K* i, where Py is the dual to P,. Indeed, up to time s, the two processes
evolved as a single Feller process with transition probabilities {P;, ¢ > 0}, and this process at
time o had the distribution K * 1. From the time s onward, the processes evolved independently.

Hence, conditional on coalescence at time s, the distribution is U;” (©* P | K* . Therefore,

t

B = POUL 1+ / g(t, U O PE, K*uds. ®)

0]

The reasoning presented above is merely formal (it may be made rigorous, for example, if
4 is denumerable [9]); in particular, existence of the above integral requires a proof. However,
in view of the assumption of the Fellerian nature of the processes involved, we are led to
introducing and studying the ‘dual’ operators S(z, s), fo < s <t < 00, in Cos(8 x §) defined
by

t
S, s)f = ps(t)Uz—str/ 8, V)KPy_sOU;—, f dv
St
= Ps(t)Uz—sf+f g(t, V)P Uiy f dv, ©))

where p; (1) = exp(— f; du /2N (u)), so that

t
/ g, v)dv=1— ps(2). (10)

Since the function v = K P,_®U;_, f € Cps(8 x 4) is strongly continuous and v — g(¢, v)
is measurable, the integral in (9) is well defined as a strong Bochner integral.
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Although § is a family of operators in Cos(8 x 4), the above definition works well for
f € Co(8 x 8),and S(t, s) f thus defined belongs to Co(8 x 4). In other words, we may treat
S as a family of operators in Co(48 x 4) leaving Cos(8 x 4) invariant.

Using (7), (9), (10), the semigroup property, and p,(¢)g(s, w) = g(t, w), we check that S
is an evolution family of operators in the sense that

S(s,u)S(t,s) =S(t,u) forto<u<s<t<o0, (11)

S(s,s) = I, and (s,t) — S(t,s) is strongly continuous. It is a Feller family since it is
strongly continuous, and the operators map Cp(4 x 4§) into itself, while leaving the positive
cone invariant. We have ||S(¢, s)|| < 1. The reversed order in (11) should be noted: it is the dual
operators S*(¢, s), typ < s < t, that satisfy the relation $*(z, s)S*(s, u) = S*(¢, u) appearing in
the definition of an evolution family common in operator theory [17], [33], [37]. The fact that
in general the continuity assumption is not satisfied for $* is precisely the reason why studying
Feller evolution families as defined above is important in probability [47, Chapter §].
By (5). (6), and the semigroup property, K P, _;OU,_,Kf = K P;_; f, so that, by (9) and
(10),
St,s)Kf = KPi_f, f € Co(¥). (12)

By (6), this expresses the fact that in the model with drift, marginal distributions of the processes
are the same as in the model without drift (compare [7, Equation (5)]).

2.3. S as a perturbation of U

In order to obtain more information concerning § let us define the operators

1t
S°(t, 5) = exp(/ %)S(r, 5)

4 1 u dU K
=U,_ P> U_,fdu, th<s=<t s
””/S 2N(u)exp<fs 2N(v>> wms U/ du,fo =5 1< 00

and note that they also form an evolution family.

Proposition 1. Forty <s <t,

t
1
SC(t,s) = Ui_g +/s WUM_XK@SO(Z, u)du, (13)
t
1
and S°(t,s) = U;_; +/s MSO(L{, $HKOU,_, du. (14)

Proof. Relation (14) follows immediately from (12) and the definition of S°. By (5) and (7),
Uu—sK@P;Iiu Uy =Uy— PU’I:M Uiy = P,;Ils U;—y, and, by 6),Uy—sKOU;_, = P,;I:s Ui—u.
Hence,

U, KOS°(t,u) = P U +/t L /U dw V\pz a4y
u—s s =r, Uiy 2N p . 2N(w) v—s Yr—p dV.

Thus, changing the order of integration in the double integral obtained by inserting the definition
of §¢(t, u) into (13) shows that the right-hand side of (13) is

U +/l ! 1+/v ! /U W N 4 )P U dv = 50, s)
_ S ———ex —— ) du _pdv = ,8),
=T 2N @) . 2N TP\, 2Nw) s Ui

proving (13).
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The interpretation of (13) and (14) is that S° is a perturbation of the evolution family
Uw—s, n < s <t < 00, by bounded linear operators B®(u) = K©O/2N(u) (compare
[17, p. 487]) or, what is the same, that S is the perturbation of U,_g, 10 < s < t < 00,
by bounded linear operators B(u) = (K® — I)/2N (u). As the next proposition shows, this
remark may be made more specific in the case where 2N is continuously differentiable. We
omit its straightforward but lengthy proof.

Proposition 2. For f € D(G) and t at which 2N is continuous,

3 1 1
PRIGDERG s)(Gf - 2N(t)f NG K@f), t>s,

with right-hand derivative at t = s. Moreover, if 2N is continuously differentiable, for f €
D(G), S(t,s) f belongs to D(G) and

1 1
—ZN(S)+T()K®>S(I S)f fh<s=<t,

83—SS(1‘, 5) = —(G

with left-hand derivative at s = t and right-hand derivative at s = ty.

By the classical result of Kato [29] (compare [17, p. 479] or [33, Chapter 2, Theorems 3.6
and 3.7]), if 2N is continuously differentiable then, for each t > 1y, the Cauchy problem in
Co(8 x 4§),

O _ Grs) + o KOx(s) L o) (15)
=Gx(s _— x(s) — ————x(s),
ds 2N(t —s) 2N(t —s)
0<s<t—r1rpand x(0) = f € D(G), is well posed. The function [0, ¢ — #p] > s > x(s) is a
solution to (15) if and only if [#g, 1] 2 s = y(s) = x (¢ — s) solves the following (Kolmogorov
backward) problem:

dy(s) _ 1 X
ds GY©) = N KO + 2N( )
to <s <t, yit) = f € D(G). Since x(s) = S(,t — s) solves (15), y(s) = S(¢, s) is the
solution to (16).

If the population size 2N (¢) = 2N is constant, (15) and (16) are time homogeneous and
S(t,s) = S;_;, where {S}, t > 0} is the semigroup generated by G + K® /2N — I /2N . Then
g(t,v) = e~ ~V/2N ;2 N and (9) agrees with the form of {S}, ¢ > 0} derived by means of the
Phillips perturbation theorem (compare [5, p. 325]).

y(s), (16)

2.4. Examples
Example 1. (Two related standard Brownian motions.) In this case § = R,

2
P f(p) = ( )f(p+q)dq, t>0,peR,

=l
and Af = 1d2 /d p? with maximal domain. Then, see [41], G = A is the closure of Ag =
2(dz/dp +d2/dq2) and problem (16) takes the following form. Given fy(p, g) € D(A), we
are looking for an f such that f(p,q,1) = fo(p,q), f (-~ s) € D(A) for each s € [1o, 11,
and, forfg <s <t,

9 1
—f(”asq D Af(pgs) — WP+ f@a. )+ ZN( i a0,
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Example 2. (Two related szmple symmetric randomwalks.) In this case A is abounded operator
in Co(Z) given by Af(p) = 2f(p + 1)+ 2f(p — 1) — f(p). The operator G is bounded as

well,and Gf(p.q) = 3(f(p+ 1.9+ f(p—1L. @)+ f(p.g+ D+ f(p.q— 1) —2f(p, q).
Problem (16) takes the form

f(p.q.8) _

1
o5 —E(f(p+1,q,s)+f(p— g, )+ f(p,g+1,5)+ f(p,g—1,5))

1 1
—M(f(p p.s)+ fq.q, S)H(W() +2>f(p q,5),

fo < s < t, with “final condition’ f(p, ¢, 1) = fo(p, q), where fo € Co(Z?).

3. Asymptotic behavior

In this section we study the asymptotic behavior of S(¢, s), fp < s <t < 00, as a function
of 2N. Cases of interest are (i) a decaying population, where lim;_, o, 2N (¢) = 0, (ii) an
asymptotically constant population, where lim;_, o, 2N (f) = 2Ny > 0, (iii) slow growth to
00, where lim;_, o 2N (t) = oo while ft dt/2N(t) = oo, and (iv) fast growth to co, where
lim; oo 2N () = oo while fl dt/2N (t) < oo. Examples of (iii) and (iv), respectively, are
linear growth 2N (t) =t + a, Where a > —tg, and exponential growth 2N (t) = Me®!, where
M, @ > 0. For importance of linear growth, see [3].

3.1. Convergence of S(¢,s) ast — oo

This subsection and the whole section is centered around Theorem 1, below. In the prelim-
inary Proposition 3, below, we show that, for convergence of S(z, s) as t — 00, it is necessary
for { P;, t > 0} to be asymptotically stable in the sense of having a limit Py, at co. (Sufficient
conditions for asymptotic stability are given in [35].) In Theorem 1 we show that in the main four
scenarios of population size behavior, asymptotic stability of { P;, t+ > 0} implies convergence
of S(t, s) ast — oo, and we provide an explicit form of the limit in terms of population size.

Proposition 3. Suppose that the strong limit, lim;_, o S(t, 5), exists for some s > to. Then the
limit
= lim P, (17)

t—0o0

exists.
Proof. By (5) and (12), ®S(t,s)K = OK P,_; = P,_;.

Lemma 1. Let u;, t > s, be the measure on [0,t — s) with density g(t,t — -). Assume that
the population decays. Then, ast — 00, |u; converges weakly to the Dirac measure at Q.

Proof. We have g(t,t — v) = —(d/dv) exp(— [, dw/2N(w)). Hence,

/t—s d t dw
gt,t —v)dv=1-—ex (—/ )—)1 ast — 00
0 A AR T0%)

and, for any § € (0,1 — s),

1) t dw
/g(t,t—v)dv:l—exp(—/ >—>1 ast — oo.
0 1—s 2N (w)
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Lemma 2. Suppose that the population is asymptotically constant, and let . = 1/2Ng. Then
lim;oo fy e ™V — g(t, 1 — v)|dv = 0.

Proof. Since lim;_ o0 g(t, 1 — v) = Ae™*? for all v > 0 and lim,_ fo g, t —v)dv =
lim;— o0 A fo *e " dv = 1, the lemma follows by Scheffé’s theorem.

Theorem 1. Suppose that limit (17) exists. Then the strong limit Usy = lim;— oo U; also
exists. Moreover, in the four main scenarios of population size behavior, the limit S(co, s) 1=
lim;_, o0 S(t, 5) exists for all s > ty. Finally, except in the case of fast growth, the limit S(c0) =
S(00, 5) does not depend on s and

(a) in the case of a decaying population, S(00) = K P5o©®;

(b) in the case of an asymptotically constant population, S(00) = ALK Poo® (X — G) !,
where » = (2Ng)~L;
(c) in the case of slow growth to 00, §(00) = K Poo®Uso;

(d) in the case of fast growth to oo,

stooo == [ i Jomt [ s o= [ gy )R
o= N )T T ) avw TP\, v oo
(

18)

Proof. The limit Uy, exists because on elementary tensors f ® g, where f, g € Co(48), we
have lim; oo Ut[ f ® gl = lim; 00 Pr f @ Prg = Poo f @ Pxog, such tensors form a linearly
dense setin Co(8 x &), and ||Us|| <1, t > 0.

(a) We omit this argument as it is a simpler version of the one used to prove Proposition 5,
below. The only difference is that here we use

t—s
S, s)f = ps(t)Ut—sf+/ gt t —v)P Uy f dv, (19)
0

which is a version of (9), instead of (23), below, used in Proposition 5.

(b) Since || ps (1) Us—s || < ps(t), the first term in (19) vanishes as t — oo. By the dominated
convergence theorem, A K Poo® (A — G) ™! = lim;_, o0 A fol SemMvpE UU dv. However, the
distance between this last integral and the integral in (19) does not exceed f Sre™M —g(t,t—
v)| dv, which in Lemma 2 was proved to vanish as r — co.

(c) As in the proof of (b), the first term in (19) vanishes as  — 00. On the other hand, as in
Lemma 1, lim;_, oo f(;‘_‘v g(t,t —v)dv = 1. Moreover, for any § € (0,1 — s),

§ t dw
gt,t —v)ydv=1—ex (—/ )—)0 ast — oo
/0 P\ 2hw)
and

[H (.1 —v)d ( /t dw ) ( /t dw ) 0 ast
g , I —V V = €X — — €X — — ast — OoQ.
e PUT Joss 2N (w) PU U 2vaw

In other words, both the measures 1, of Lemma 1 and the measures v;, where vy is the transport
of u, via the map v — ¢ — s — v, when considered as measures on [0, co], converge to the
Dirac measure at oo (see Remark 3, below).
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Given f € Cp(8 x 8) and ¢ > 0, we may choose ad > O sothat |U, f —Us f|| < &/3 and
|PyOUs f — Poo®Ux f || < &/3 for v > §. Next, we may choose a large #; > 2§ + s so that

t—s

s
f g(t,t—v)dv—i—/ gt,t —v)dv <
0 )

t—s—

fort > 1.

&
31
Then, forv € [6,t — s — §],

||KPZ—S—U®UUf - KPoo®Uoof” = ”KPt—s—v@va - KPt—s—v®Uoof”
+ ”KPt—x—v@Uoof - KPoo®Uoof”

2
< 3€.

Writing K Poo®Uy as lim;_, o0 f;*s*a g(t,t — v)K Px®Uy dv and splitting the integral in
(19) into two integrals over [0, 8]U [t —s — 6, ¢ — s] and [8, t — s — 8], we see that, fort > 11,
the upper limit of the distance between K P»,®Ux, and the integral in (19) does not exceed
e/3+ %5 =e.

(d) The first term in (9) converges to exp(— fs * dv /2N (v))Us. Moreover, the integral in
(9) may be written as

®  dy ro % dv o
exp(/ 2N(v)>/ ING) exp(—/ ZN(U))PM_SU,_M du.
t s u

This last integral converges, by the Lebesgue dominated convergence theorem, to the second
term in (18), while lim/—, o exp(/;”™ dv/2N(v)) = 1.

Example 3. A probabilistic interpretation of (17) is that distributions of the process of mutation
converge weakly to an invariant distribution [21]. A typical example here is the Ornstein—
Uhlenbeck process [40], where the invariant distribution is normal. In this context Theorem 1(d)
says that in the case of a rapidly growing population the joint distribution of a pair of Ornstein—
Uhlenbeck processes related via family ties converges weakly to the distribution of a pair of
independent normal random variables. Theorem 1(a) says that if the population decays, the
limit distribution is that of a pair of two exact copies of a single normal random variable. In
Theorem 1(c) and (d), the limit distribution is a distribution of a pair of two related normal
random variables with correlation decreasing as 2N increases. Itis interesting that even for 2N
growing to oo, but slowly, some correlation of the processes involved is still visible.

3.2. Convergence of averages

In applications, not many mutations may be modeled by asymptotically stable semigroups.
Hence, in this subsection we consider a more general case where the semigroup is ergodic [1],
[17], [22] to study strong convergence in Cp(8 x &) of averages

t
Ag = " / S(t,u)du, o <s <t <o, (20)
.
and
t
A§z=t— S(u, s)du, fp<s<t<o0. 1)
, =5/
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In Proposition 4, below, we show that, for convergence of any of these averages, it is necessary
that {P;, + > 0} is ergodic. In Propositions 5 and 6, below, we show that in the case of
decaying and asymptotically constant populations ergodicity of the semigroup is sufficient for
convergence of Ay ;. In Proposition 7, below, we show that in the fast growth case ergodicity
of the semigroup {U;, ¢+ > 0} implies convergence of A;?’t. It is still an open problem what
happens to Ay, in the case of an expanding population and what happens to A? , in the cases
of a decaying, asymptotically constant, and slowly growing population. Our Remark 3, below,
explains why it is difficult to treat these cases.

Fort > 0,let P := (1/1) [y Py du. We have P, € L(Co(8)) with || P|| < 1. (The converse

is also true [16]: if P, are contractions then so are P;.)

Proposition 4. Suppose that one of the strong limits lim;_, o As,; and lim;_, A;Et exists for
some s > ty. Then {P;, t > 0} is ergodic in that the strong limit

lim P, =: Pu (22)

11— o0
exists.
Proof. By (5) and (12), ©A, K = OAKK = OKP_; = Pr_,.

Our next two propositions are devoted to averages A ;. In order to obtain a more explicit
formula for these operators, we use (19) with s = u, integrate from u = s to u = ¢, and change
the order of summation in the double integral. This gives

N

1 t I—=s t—s—v -
Asp = —— pu(®)Us—y du +/ gt 1 — U)KﬁPtfsva)Uv dv. (23)
0

t—s J

If limit (20) exists for some s > fg then it exists for all s > 7y, and all these limits are equal.
The limit operator is then denoted A .

Proposition 5. Suppose that limit (22) exists and that the population decays. Then the limit
Ao exists and

Aco = K Poo0®. (24)

Proof. The first integral in (23) converges to 0, for p, (¢) converges to 0 and ||U;—_,| < 1.
Given f € Co(8 x 8) and ¢ > 0, we choose § > 0 so that ||U, f — f|| < /3 forv € [0, §].
Next, we choose 71 so large that f;_s g(t,t —v)dv < ¢/3||f| and | P,Of — Pou®Of | < /3
for all > t; — s — § (this is possible by Lemma 1). For such 7 and v,

t—s—v = t—s—v - 2¢
K P_s_yOU, f — K——— P Of || < —,
t—s t—s 3
and so
t—s—v - _ 2¢ 1)
K——P_; ,OUyf — KPxOf | < —+—IfI.
t—s 3 t—s

Writing the right-hand side of (24) as lim;_, oo f(;s g(t,t — v)K P»,® dv and splitting the second
integral in (23) into integrals over [0, §] and [§, t — s], we see that, as t — oo, the upper
limit of the distance between this integral and the right-hand side of (24) does not exceed
limsup,_, .,[26/3 4+ (8/(t — s fIl + /3] =e.
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Proposition 6. (Compare [7, Proposition 3].) Suppose that limit (22) exists and that the
population is asymptotically constant. Then the limit A exists and

Aoo = AKPs®(A — G)~ ', where = (2No)~ . (25)

Proof. As in Proposition 5, the first integral in (23) converges to 0 as 1 — o0, for p,(¢)
converges to 0 and |[U;—, || < 1. Inview of ||((t —s —v)/(t —5)) Pi—y—s|| < || Pr—s—v|| < 1 for
v € [0, r — 5] and the Lebesgue dominated convergence theorem, the right-hand side of (25) is
the limit of

=, t—s—V -
A e ""K——P_;_,0OU,dv ast — oo.
0 t—s
Consequently, it suffices to show that the distance between this integral and the second integral
in (23) converges to 0. This distance, however, does not exceed fot gt t —v) — re M| dv.
Lemma 2 completes the proof.

Remark 1. Propositions 5 and 6 agree in the sense that (24) may be obtained from (25) by
letting 1. — oo.

We turn to the averages Af,l. Lets > s > fg be given. Using (11), we write

AC —;/SS(M s)du—l—ﬂS(? s) ! ftS(u s)du
SET s ’ t—s =5 J; ’ ’
to see that if A7 | :=lim;—,o0 AF, exists (strongly) then so does A7 o, = lim;—o0 A7, and
AS o = S(, s)A;OO.

For Proposition 7, below, we would like to know that ergodicity of {P;, t > 0} implies
ergodicity of {U;, t > 0}, i.e. that the existence of limit (22) implies the existence of the
(strong) limit

t
lim U, := Uy, where U, = 1 f U, du. (26)
t—00 t Jo
Even though this conjecture seems to be a natural one, its proof has so far eluded us. (Szucs’ [44]
result concerns the two-parameter semigroup {P; ® Ps, s,¢ > 0} and not the one-parameter
semigroup {U; = P; ® P;, t > 0}, and shows that the strong limit lim; ;_, 5o (1/51) fg fot P, ®
P, du dv exists.) Hence, in Proposition 7, instead of assuming the existence of limit (22) we
assume the existence of limit (26). (If 4 is compact, 14 belongs to Co(48). Then taking a simple
tensor f ® 14, we check that ergodicity of {U,, ¢ > 0} implies ergodicity of {P;, r > 0}.)

Proposition 7. Suppose that limit (26) exists and that the population grows rapidly to co. Then
AS o exists for all s > to and

_ _ ©  dv _ e 1 B ©  dv R _
A“""”"( / 2N(v)>UOO+/S 2N(u)eXp< / 2N(v)>PHd”U°°' @7

Proof. Substituting (9) with ¢ = u into (21) and changing the order of integration in the
resulting double integral, we obtain

1 t—s
A?,t = / ps(u +s)Uy, du
t—s Jo

+/l L pmt-v | flv /Hv W Ny du)d,  @28)
€X —_ u V.
Covey i =si=v )y TP N )M
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The second integrand does not exceed exp(ftf:o dw/2N (w))¢ (v), where ¢ (v) = (1/2N (v)) X
exp(— fvoo dw/2N(w)) is integrable in [s, co] with

o0 o0 dw
/ ¢()ydv =1 —exp(—/ 2N(w)>'

Hence, by the dominated convergence theorem, we need to prove that, for any v > s, the strong

limit, as t — oo, of
1 t—v u+v dw
Viyi= - U,d
v t—v/o exp< ,/v 2N(w)> u

exists and equals exp(— fvoo dw/2N (w))Us. To this end, given & > 0, we choose k so large
that u + v > k implies that exp(— fvuﬂ dw/2N (w)) — exp(— [;° dw/2N(w)) < &. Then,
splitting V; , and U;_, into two integrals over [0, k] and [k, ¢ — v], respectively, we see that
Vi — exp(— fvoo dw/ZN(w))U,,UH < 2k/(t — v) + ¢, proving convergence of the second
integral in (28) to the second term in (27). The rest is done similarly.

Remark 2. As aby-product of the proof, we see that if limit (26) exists in the operator topology
(i.e. if the semigroup is uniformly mean ergodic [17]) then so does limit (27).

Remark 3. The proofs presented in the previous and present subsections are given in the spirit
of [9]. A somewhat different approach is presented in [4]. To explain this approach in more
detail, we note that the limiting behavior of S(z, #p) is closely related to weak convergence,
as t — oo, of the pair of random variables (t;, 0;), where oy = t — 19 — 7, and 7; is a
generally improper random variable t; with distribution given by (1). Infact, by (9), S(z, t9) f =
p)Ui—s f —KOU;_s f)+E K P;, Uy, f, where E stands for the expected value. Ast — oo,
the pairs (t;, oy) converge weakly to a pair (t, o) distributed in [0, oc] x [0, co] according to
Table 1 (see [4]). This fact may be used to offer another proof of Theorem 1, and sheds further
light on the results of the present section. For example, the key to the proofs of Propositions 5
and 6 is (23); the second integral in this equation is almost the same asE K ((r —s — 1) /(¢ —
s))130, OUy,. This allows calculating the limit, as t — oo, if 7 is finite (the first two rows in the
table); when t is infinite, this formula is of no help. The key to the proof of Proposition 7 is
(28), which allows calculating the limit only in the case where o is finite.

TABLE 1.

Behavior of N(t) Random variable Random variable o
lim;, oo N(t) =0 0 00
lim;— oo N(t) = N, Exponential with

0<N<oo parameter 2N 00
lim;—, 00 N(#) = 00,

Jiol du/2N(u) = oo 00 00
lim;_ oo N(t) = 00, Finite

Jiol du/2N () < oo 00 P(o > w) =1 —exp(— [,%,, du/2N )

P(o = 0) = exp(— [, du/2N (u))

https://doi.org/10.1239/aap/1222868184 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1239/aap/1222868184

746 A. BOBROWSKI

4. Coherence

For the (unrestricted, symmetric) simple random walk or the standard Brownian motion,
the semigroup {P;, + > 0} is neither asymptotically stable nor ergodic. Although a pair of
simple random walks related via family ties has no stationary distribution, these processes
are coherent. This has been observed by Moran [36]. Inspired by Moran, Kingman [30]
considered a discrete-time Fisher—Wright model with constant population size 2N and mutation
in the form of a random walk, and showed that, as n — oo, the vector X, 2 — X,,.1, X3 —
Xn1,.--, Xn2n — Xpn,1 converges in distribution; here X, ; is the ith member of the nth
generation of the population, i = 1,...,2N, and n > 1. In this section we want to prove a
similar result in the case where the population varies in time and its individuals are represented
as random processes with values in a locally compact group. We assume that mutation follows
a Lévy process in this group. At each instant of time, we draw a pair of processes from such
a population and study the asymptotic behavior of the distribution of the difference between
these processes, with the difference taken in the sense of the underlying group.

4.1. Mutations in the form of a Lévy process

We assume that 4 is a topological group and that the process of mutation is modeled as a Lévy
process in 4. Specifically, we assume that we are given a continuous convolution semigroup
{m, t = 0} of probability measures on 4. This, by definition, means that (a) m; x my; =
Mits, S, > 0, (b) mg = 8., where e is the neutral element of 4 and &, is the corresponding
Dirac measure, and (¢) lim;— 0+ m; = mg in the weak* topology. We recall that m % n is the
transport of the product measure m @ n on § x & viathe map 8 x 8§ > (p,q) — pq € 8. The
corresponding semigroup { Py, t > 0} on Cy(8), given by

Pif(p) = ,/4 f(pg)m:(dq), 120, feCo(8), (29)

is strongly continuous [26]. Equation (29) is a special case of (3) with P;(p, B) = mt(p_lB),
where B isaBorel subsetof 8 and p~! B = {¢; pq € B}. If § isaLie group then the generator of
{P;, t > 0} is described by Hunt’s theorem [26]. The corresponding tensor product semigroup
{U;, t = 0} is given by

Uf(p.q) = /g /4 f(pp',qq" ym:(dpm,(dg"), 120, feCo(8x3). (30)

4.2. The difference operator D

Let {X1(t), t > tp} and {X2(2), t > to} be two &-valued processes sampled from the
Fisher—Wright population. Since 4 is not assumed to be abelian, there are four ways in which a
difference between these processes may be defined: (a) (X ()" X2(1), (b) X2()(X1(1) 7L,
(©) (X2t)~ X1 (1), or (d) X1(1)(X2(r))~ L. Since the processes are exchangeable, though,
the distributions of (a) and (c) are the same, and so are the distributions of (b) and (d). Also,
definition (b) does not agree well with (29). We could work with (b), but then we would need
to replace (29) with P, f(p) = f 5 S (gp)m;(dq); the results would be analogous. Hence, in
what follows we will consider only (a).

In order to find the distribution of (X (7)) "' X2(¢), we would need to apply an operator D*
to the joint distribution of X (¢) and X (#); given a symmetric probability measure m on § x 4,
D* maps it into the transport of m via the map § x 8 > (p, ¢q) — p~'q. Hence, we would
like to consider S(¢, s) D, where D: Co(8) — Cos(8 x &) is a predual to D*. For a bounded
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measurable f on 4, let

Df(p.q)=5(f(p~ ')+ fa'p)).  p.qes.

Then Df is symmetric and [, ¢ Df dm = [, f dD*m. However, D does not map Co($) into
Co(8 x 48); for example, if f € Co(R) with f(0) # O then Df(p, p) = f(0) #0, p e R.
Fortunately, as Lemma 3, below, shows, if the left and right uniform structures on 4 are
equivalent, D maps the space C,(8) of bounded, uniformly continuous functions on 4 into
Cy (8 x 48). Furthermore, see [26], (29) defines a strongly continuous semigroup in Cy,(4§).
Since (30) may be seen as a particular case of (29) (with 4 replaced by 8 x 4§ and m, replaced
by m; ® m;), the tensor product semigroup {U;, t > 0} maps C, (4 x &) into itself. (Here,
4 x 4 is a group with componentwise multiplication and product topology.) Hence, we consider
S(t, s)D as operators on Cy, (§).

We recall that the left or right uniform structure on a locally compact group is the family of
sets L y or, respectively, Ry, where N is a neighborhood of the neutral element e of §, Ly
is the set of all (p, g) € 8 x 8 such that p~'g € N, and Ry is the set of all (p,q) € 8 x 4
such that gp~! € W (see [25]). A real- or complex-valued function f on 4§ is said to be
uniformly continuous with respect to the left or right uniform structure if, for any ¢ > 0,
there exists a neighborhood N such that (p, g) € Ly or, respectively, (p,g) € Ry implies
that | f(p) — f(q)| < e. The space C(8) is a subspace of C, (4), the space of real bounded
functions that are uniformly continuous with respect to left (or right) uniform structures.

Lemma 3. Suppose that the left and right uniform structures on 8 are equivalent. Then D
maps C,, (8) into C,, (8 x §).

Proof. Let f € C,(8). Since f is uniformly continuous with respect to the left uniform
structure, given ¢ > 0, we may find a neighborhood N of e such that | f(p) — f(g)| < ¢
whenever p~!q € M. Next, the left and right structures being equivalent, we may choose N’
such that p~!g € N’ implies that gp~' € N . Since the map (p, ¢) — pq is continuous, there
is a neighborhood N of e such that p, g € N implies that pg € N’'. Moreover, N’ may be
assumed to have the property that p € N implies that p~! € N (otherwise we may define a
new N as N N (N”)~1). Finally, there exists a neighborhood & of e such that gp~! € N
whenever p~'qg € N”. For p1, pa, q1, and g2 in 8, we have

"

pflpz e N and qflqz e N pzpfl e N and qzqfl e N
p1p2_1 e N” and qqu_l e N
pipy g e N
a7 'pipy'gp e N

If(pyta) — F(py )l < e

Ll

By symmetry,pl_lpg e N andql_lqz e N implythat|f(q1_1p1)—f(q2_1p2)| < ¢.Hence,
IDf(p1,q1) — Df(p2,q2)| < & whenever pl_lpz € N and ql_lqz € N'. This shows that
Df € Cu(8 % 8).

4.3. The evolution family 7'(-, -)

Let P} f(p) = [, f(gp)mi(dq) = [, f(q~" p)m,(dq). Then, since P; commutes with P/,
P, := P; P/ defines a strongly continuous semigroup. We have

PO f(p) = /5 A £ pgymi (dgymy (dr). 31)
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Moreover, A<>f Af + A% f, f € D(A) N D(A?), where A, A, and A are generators of
{P;, t >0}, {P , t >0}, and {PO, t > 0}, respectively.

Proposition 8. We have S(¢t,s)D = DT (t,s), tg <s <t < 0o, where
o ' o
T, s)f =ps@P f+ @D/ gt,v)P, fdv. (32)
s
Moreover, T(t,s), tg < s <t < 00, is an evolution family in Co(8).

Proof. The following two properties of D are the key to the proof:

ODf(p) = f(e), p € s, (33)
U,D=DP’,  t>0.

The first of these is immediate, while the second follows by (31) and

1
UiDf (P, @) = 5 A A fUPH " p g + F@H g pp)m(dpHm(dg)).

Now, by (33), P,®D = ©D and K ,®Df(p,q) = f(e) = DODf(p, q) for f € C,(¥)
and ¢ > 0. This implies the first part of the proposition by (9). The rest is straightforward (use
PPOD = OD, 1 > 0).

We see in particular that the distribution of (X )1 X20) depends on the distribution of
(X1(t0), X2(to)) only via the distribution of (X (t0)) " X2(19). The operators 7 (¢, s) describe
the evolution of the distribution of the relative differences in time.

Proposition 9. Let A be the generator of the semigroup {PO, t > 0}. Suppose that 2N (-) is
continuously differentiable. Then, for f € D(Ao) andt > to, x(s) = T (¢, s) f is the solution
to the following (Kolmogorov backward) problem:

dx (s)
ds

—Apx(s) —

ING) 2N( yrermEsstx@=/Gh

Proof. For f € D(Ag), the first term in (32) belongs to D(Ag). The second term, say
T\(t,s)f, is a constant function and so belongs to D(A¢) as well, and ApT (¢, s)f = 0.
Moreover, direct differentiation gives

dT(t,s)f
ds 2N

=—AoT(t,s)f +

1
POPLS = psOAGPLf = 5 ODP (P f

(I —eD)P°
2N()p3( )( ) r— sf
On the other hand, (33) gives ® DT (¢t,s) = Ti(¢,s). Hence, by (32), (I — ®D)T(¢t,s) =
ps@®) — @D)Pﬁs. This shows that y(s) = T (¢, s) f solves (34). Uniqueness of solutions is
proved as in Subsection 2.2 (immediately after Proposition 2).

By (33), (34) shows that genetic drift may be interpreted as a tendency to concentrate
the distribution of relative differences around the neutral element. We illustrate this fact and
Proposition 9 by the following examples.
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Example 4. (Two related Brownian motions with constant drift.) Let b > 0 and ¢ € R be
given constants. Also, let § = R and let

1 (q —ct)2>
dm; = exp| ———— | dg, t >0, mg=24p.
' 3w bi p( ) q 0 0

In this case

2
P f(p) = / eXp(——)f(p+q + ct)dg, t>0, peR,

«/_

and, since R is abelian, P,t is given by the same formula with ¢ replaced by —c. Thus,

d b d? d
A———+c and Af=—— —¢c—
2 dp? dp 2 dp? dp

with common maximal domain in C,(R), and so Ay = A + A* = bd?/ dp? with the same
domain. Therefore, (34) becomes

dx(s, p) dzx(s, p) 1
=-b — ,0 to<s <t, R,
ds 2 aNg OO N TE ), bsssihope

with final condition x (¢, -) = f, f € D(Agp).

Example 5. (Two related telegraph processes.) Let a and v be given positive constants, and
let {M (¢), t > 0} be a Poisson process with E M (t) = at. The process

t
pf=<v / (—HM® gs, (—1>M“>), >0,
0

is referred to as the telegraph process since, as shown by Kac [28], who was inspired by
Goldstein [23], the solutions to the telegraph equation may be expressed by means of its
expected values [5], [19], [38]. Its state space is a noncommutative locally compact group
4§ =R x {—1, 1} with the topology induced from R2 and the multiplication rule (z, k)(§,]) =
(It + &, kl). The left and right uniform structures on 4 are equivalent. The distributions m, of
pr, t > 0, form a continuous convolution semigroup of probability measures on 4 [5], [32],
and their explicit form is known [5], [27], [38], [43], but will not be used here. The space
C, (8) is isometrically isomorphic to the Cartesian product of two copies of Cy, (R) with the
norm ||(f1, f2)Il = max;=12 || fillc,®)-

Let D be the set composed of pairs (fi, f2) € C,(R) x Cy,(R) such that both f; are
differentiable and f € C,(R), i = 1,2. We claim that D is the domain of the generator A
of {Pr, 1 =0}, and A(f1, f2) = v(f{, f3) +a(f2, f1) —a(fi, f2) for (f1, f2) € D, where
f(l’) f(—=1). Since (1, k)(vt, 1) = (t + vt, k), D is the domain of the generator A4 of the
semigroup {PA, t > 0} givenby PA f(p) = f(p(vt, 1)), andwehave A% (f1, f2) = v(f], f3)
for (f1, f2) € D. Moreover, e’ E Lmn=0y f(pp:) = P,‘f(p). Hence,

17 e P f(p) — PAF(p) =t " E =1y f(por) + 1t e Eljpy=2) f(ppr) (35)

for f € C,(8), p € 8,and ¢t > 0. The second term on the right-hand side converges to 0,
as t — 04, uniformly in p € 4. On the set where M (¢) = 1, the distance between p; and
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(0, —1) does not exceed vt. Hence, by continuity of f, the first term converges to f(p(0, —1))
uniformly in p € 4. Therefore, (35) shows that f belongs to the domain of A if and only if it
belongs to the domain of A4 and Af(p) = A* f(p) + af(p(0, —1)) — af (p) for p € 8 and
f in the domain, as claimed.

The same argument shows that D is the domain of the generator A® of {P,ﬁ, t > 0} and
AX(f1, f2) = v(=f], f3) +a(fa. f1) — a(fi, f2) for (f1, f2) € D.

Since Ay f = Af + AYf, f € D(A) N D(AY), D is contained in the domain D(Agp) of
Ao and Ag(fi. f2) = Qa(fr)e — 2af1, 20f3 + 2a(fi)e — 2af2), where fo(t) = L(f(x) +
f(=1)). The operator given by the right-hand side here, with domain £’ composed of pairs
(f1, o) € C,(R) x C,(R), where f> is differentiable with fz/ € Cy,(R), is a bounded
perturbation of the generator of the Feller semigroup (P, t > 0}, where P,< f(r,1) = f(z, 1)
and Pﬂf(r, —1) = fQ2vt + 1, —1), t € R. Hence, by Phillips’ perturbation theorem [5],
[17], [37], it generates a Feller semigroup. On the other hand, by the Dynkin—Reuter lemma
(see, e.g. [41, p. 237]), it cannot be a proper extension of A, and we must have D(Ag) = D'.
Hence, (34) becomes

dxi (s,
xl((iss p) _ —a(xa2(s, p) + x2(s, —p)) + 2axi (s, p) + 2N(s)(xl(p) — x1(0)),
dxz((ii, p) = —2ux5(s, p) — a(xi(s, p) + x1(s, —p)) + 2axa(s, p)
1
+ ING) (x2(p) — x1(0)),

forfg <s <t,withx(t,) = (f1, ) € D'.

Example 6. (Two related Lévy processes on the Klein group.) Let & be the (commutative) Klein
group with four elements pi, ..., pa (neutral element p;, and multiplication rules p;p3 =
P4, papsa = p3, and p3ps = p) endowed with the discrete topology. Any finite measure m
on 4 may be identified with a four-dimensional column vector with nonnegative coordinates,
and any continuous convolution semigroup of probability measures on 4 is of the form (see
[5, pp- 291-292])

1 +1 +1 +1 +1
1| F1o—1 -1 +1
_ 1 _
m; = 4G aE where G A1 41 1| (36)
rh +1 41 -1 -1

and r; = exp(—%(az + a3)), 13 = exp(—%(az + ay)), and r4 = CXP(—%((B + ay)) for
some nonnegative constants oz, @3, and o4. The left canonical representation R: m +— Ry,
of the convolution algebra of measures on 4 maps a measure represented by numbers a;, i =
1,2, 3, 4, into the matrix R,, with rows (ai, az, a3, asq), (az, ay, as, az), (a3, aq, ay, ap), and
(a4, a3, az, ay) so that m * n is the matrix product of R,, and n. Moreover, if members of
C,(8) = Cp(8) = C(48) are identified with row vectors then P;f is the matrix product
of f and R,,. Also, A is bounded and may be represented by the matrix of the form of
Rm with a; replaced by «;, i = 1,...,4, where o] = — 2?22 «;. Since 4 is abelian and
pfl =pi,i=1,...,4, Pt:t = P; and so P,<> = Py;. Therefore, Ao f = 2 fA (the matrix
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product) and (34) becomes

% = —2a1x1(s) — 2a2x2(s) — 203x3(5) — 2at4x4(s),

% = —2ax1(s) — 201x2(s) — 2004x3(s) — 2a3x4(s) + 2Nl(s) (x2(s) — x1(5)),

% = —203x1(s) — 20t4x2(5) — 2001 x3(5) — 2a2x4(s) + 2Nl(s) (x3(5) — x1(5)),

% = —20u4x1(s) — 203x2(s) — 2002x3(s) — 2a1x4(s) + 2Nl(s) (xa(s) — x1(5)),
fortp <s <t,withx;(t) = fieR,i=1,...,4

4.4. Asymptotic behavior of relative differences

4.4.1. Asymptotically constant population. Proposition 8 reduces the problem of studying the
asymptotic behavior of the distribution of relative differences to that of studying the asymptotic
behavior of T (¢, s), tg < s < t, ast — oo. The main result of this subsection says that, as
t — oo, regardless of the form of the initial distribution, the distribution of the difference of
two Lévy processes related via family ties in a population of asymptotically constant size 2Ny
converges weakly to the measure represented via the functional f +— A (A — A<>)’1 f(e), where
A = (2Np)~! and e is the neutral element in §.

Theorem 2. Suppose that the population size is asymptotically constant. Then
tlim T(t,s)f =A0D( — A<>)_1f = AR - A<>)_1f(e)) 1s, feCi(¥).
—>00

Proof. Rewriting (32), T(t,s)f = ps (t)P,?Sf + 0D fooo 10,:—s)(v)g(t, t — v)PUOf dv.
The first term here is bounded by p,(#)| f|| and, hence, converges to 0 as t — oo. Since
the integrand in the second term is bounded by (constant)e™(©"an0v|| £|| and converges, for
all v, to Ae™*Y PU<> f, the claim follows by the dominated convergence theorem.

A similar theorem was obtained in [9] in the case where § was the group of integers.

Example 7. (Two related Brownian motions (continued).) We come back to the situation of
Example 4 and recall that [5], [40], [41], [47]

Rif(p) =0 —Ae) " f(p) = exp(—vVAb~lgh f(p+q)dg.  (37)

1 o0
24/ bA /—oo
Hence,

1 /x [®
A — Ag)F(0) E\fz | exoabTans@da

This means that the distance between two Brownian motions with diffusion coefficient b, drawn
from a Fisher—Wright population of approximately constant size 2Ny, has bilateral exponential
distribution (see [21, p. 49]) with parameter « = (2Nyb)~1/2.

Example 8. (Two related telegraph processes (continued).) In Example 5, (g1, g2) = (A —
Ao)~'(f1, f2), where A := 1/2N solves

rg1 — 2a(g2)e + 2ag1 = fi,
rg2 — 2vgy — 2a(g1)e + 2ag2 = fa.
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Substituting
2a 1
81= "0, ——(g2)e + A—I——Zafl
into the second equation, we obtain
(» +2a)g2 —2vg) — < ——(82)e = 2—a(fl)e + f2.
A+2a A+2a

By the main result of [8],

+a

1 A
82 = R(Rufﬂ/ + (Ru(f1)e ) + —— R, f2

2v ()\+2 )
a R 442 R
+ 2 w(f1)e — m w(f2)os

where = (A2 + 4a)/8v%, Ry, is given by (37) with b = 1 and ho(7) 1= 3 (h(r) — h(—1))
for h € C,,(R). Hence,

1 a?

A+2af 2U()»—|—2 )( ,u(f2)o) + p,(fZ)e-Fm

81 = R;A(fl)e-

Moreover,
00 0
(Ryho)' (0) = (R,Lh)’(O):/. e’mh(r)dr—/ eV2ip(t)de
0 —00

and
l o0
R, he(0) = R,h(0) = —/ e V2T p (1) dr, h e Cyu(R).
I I 20 )

Hence, Ag1(0) = A(A — A¢) ™! (f1, £2)((0, 1)) equals

p1f1(0)+pz\/g f e V2T £ (1) do
00 0

+ 0321 / e VT fy (1) dt + pay/21 / eV (1) dr, (38)
0 —00

where p1 = A/(A 4 2a), p» = a1 /202 (A +2a), p3 = ar/8v>u + ar/2v/2u(h + 2a), and
P4 = ar/8v2u — a/2v/2[(x + 2a) are positive with Y7_, p; = 1.

This means that the limit distribution of the difference of two telegraph processes related
via family ties in a population of asymptotically constant size is a convex combination of two
probability measures on R x {1} and two probability measures on R x {—1}. On R x {1}, these
are the point mass at (0, 1) and the bilateral exponential distribution with parameter o = /2,
and on R x {—1}, these are the exponential distribution with parameter o = /2 and its
mirrored distribution (see [21, p. 49]).

Remark 4. Forv = \/a, letting a — oo in (38), we obtain ()»/4)R;L/2f1 )+ /B Ry )2 12(0);
if fi = fo = f, thisis the quantlty obtained in Example 7 (with b = 2) This is a reflection of
the fact that, as a — 00, \/a f (—1)M®) ds converges in distribution to a standard Brownian
motion [5], [19], [38].
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Example 9. (Two related Lévy processes on the Klein group (continued).) The neutral element
of the Klein group is pj, and A(A — AQ)_1 f(p1) is the scalar product of the row vector f
and the first column of the matrix A(A —24)~! = (A/2)(1/2 — A)~!. In other words, the
distribution of the difference between two exchangeable Lévy processes with values in the
Klein group drawn from the Fisher—Wright population of asymptotically constant size 2N is
the first column of (A/2)(A/2 — A)~!. On the other hand, by (36), (A/2)(A/2 — A)~! equals

» ooe*“/zﬁﬁ dt =R o0 =R .
2 Jo my O8=N02) 52 exp(=0/Dtm, dt = Y(1/8)GuT>

where o = [ e= MDA, 5, ry, i) dt = (2/A,2/(A — 21n72), 2/(A — In73), 2/ (A — Inry)).
Since, for any m, the first column of R, is simply m, the searched-for distribution is (1/ )G .

4.4.2. Expanding population. For most of the theory developed in this paper, it has been
convenient to focus on spaces of real functions. However, in turning to the Fourier transform,
a step we are to take in this subsection, we need to work with complex, uniformly continuous
functions on R. Fortunately, all the results from the previous subsections translate to the case of
complex functions, with possible cosmetic changes. Hence, we may and will consider C, (R)
as the space of complex, bounded uniformly continuous functions on R.

It is the genetic drift that is the reason for the existence of a stationary distribution of relative
differences found in Theorem 2, and in the absence of this force, there is no hope for a similar
result. Inrapidly growing populations, the joint distributions of attributes of pairs of individuals
behave essentially as if they were independent. However, if the population size does not grow
to infinity sufficiently fast, there may remain subtle dependencies between them. We illustrate
this by considering the case where 4 = R and mutation is modeled by a real Lévy process
of bounded variance o2(r) = bt and expected value ct, where b > 0 and ¢ € R are given
constants [21, Chapter IX.4]. In terms of the semigroup {7, ¢ > 0}, this means that (compare
[21, Chapter X VII])

Pre, = eV, (39)

where e; (p) = eltp,

00 eltp 1 — itp .
Y(t)=>b —ZM(dp)+1cr,
—o0 p

and M is a probability measure. (This is the Lévy—Khintchine formula in the case of finite
variances.)

Theorem 3. Suppose that (39) holds and that the population size grows to infinity rapidly,
so that ft dt/2N(t) =: k < 00. Fort > 1y, let X(t) = (X1(t), X2(t)) be a random vector
such that S(t t0)f(p,q) =Ef(p+X1(1),q9 + Xz(t)) f € C,(R?). Then, as t — o0, the
vectors Y (1) = (Y1(¢), Y2(¢)) = (1/\/_)(X1(t) —ct', Xo(t) — ct’), wheret’ =t — ty, tend in
distribution to a normal vector with characteristic function exp(—b(t2 +02) /2).

Proof. Introducing e; (p,q) = ec(p)es(gq) for 7,0, p,q € R we obtain Uje;, =
e’ (‘/’(t”‘”("))ef,g, t > 0. Since Oe; s = €74, a straightforward calculation shows that

KPy_,OU;_yer o = e(v—t0)¢(1+0)e(t—v)(llf(t)-i-lﬁ(a))KCIJFU, v € [to, 1].

https://doi.org/10.1239/aap/1222868184 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1239/aap/1222868184

754 A. BOBROWSKI

Therefore, by (9), Eexp(it X1(¢)) exp(ic X2 (1)) = S(t, to)e¢,+ (0, 0) equals

t

pro(@)e! VOV / g(t, )WV UV UEOHY @) gy
to

and so

Eexp(itY1 (1)) exp(io Y2(1)) = pi (1) CXP(I/(%(J?) + M%)))

®  ds o o0 ds)
+exp</, 2N<s))/,02N(v>exp<_/v ING)

cor{owm( 5+ )

o o) ()

where Y(7) = ¥ (1) —ict. We have lim; , o0 190 (t/+/1) = limp—.o1 (Yo(ht) —Y0(0))/ h* =
(¢2 / 2)1,0 0) = —(¢2 /2)b. Hence, all the moduli of the exponents involving 19 being bounded
by 1, by the dominated convergence theorem, we have

tlim Eexp(itY)(¢)) exp(io Y2 (?))
— 00
2 2 [ee) [ee) 2 2
_K T“+o0 / 1 / ds T“+o0
= —-b e — — ) d —b
e exp( > )+ . IN®) exp : ING) v exp >
2 2
7°+4+0
= —-b .
exp( 2 >

This completes the proof.

Example 10. This example shows that the assumption of fast growth is crucial for Theorem 3

to hold. We consider simple linear growth: 2N(¢) = ¢’ + a, where a > 0. Then g(¢, v) =

a , T

= — t —_—
2ol (3

a

= e (n(5) (7))
‘L’2 +02 1— e—rab
T

1/(t' +a), py(t) =a/(a+1t'), and
Eexp(itY1(?)) exp(io Y2 (1))
+ ! /ex ((v—t)W( g
t'+a ), P 07¥0
X exp((l —v) (WO ) + Y (
1
+
t'+a
P = 10)Y0(z/VT + 0/V/1) = exp((t — 10) Wo(t/VT) + Yolo/VT)) |
Yo(r /N1 + 0 /1) = Yot /1) — oo /1)
— exp(—b 5 o
Clearly, the limit vector has normal, but correlated coordinates.

)

ast — 00.
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Appendix A

Proposition 10. The dual to Cos(8 x 8) is (isometrically isomorphic to) the space Ms(8 x 8)
of finite regular symmetric Borel measures on 8 x 4.

Proof. A symmetric Borel measure x induces a bounded functional f +— [ sxs J dpnon
Cos(8 x 4). On the other hand, by the Hahn—Banach and the Riesz representation theorems,
a bounded functional F on Cos($ x $) may be extended to the functional f + | sxg S dvon
Co(8 x &) with the same norm, where v is a finite regular Borel measure on § x §. Let vz be
the transport of v via Z. We have

fdvz :/ fdv for f e Cos(8 x 8).
Ix 48 Ix 48

Hence, Ff = f Sx4 f du, where u = %(v+vz) is aregular, finite, symmetric Borel measure on
& x 8. Moreover, an f € Co(8 x §) may be written as f = f;+ fas, Where fg = %(f—l—foZ) is
symmetric and fps = %(f—foZ) isasymmetric, sothat [ fdu = [ fodp while || fs|| < |1 1.
Hence,

| F ll (Cos (8% 8)) = sup
feCo(8x8),lIfII=1

fd/i' = [l s (8% 8)-
x4

Let R be the equivalence relation in § x 4 given by

P.OR(P ¢ <= Zp,.q)=2Z0p.q).

The quotient space 4 = (8 x 4)/R is equipped with the natural topology, termed quotient
topology [11], defined as the family of all sets B in 8, such that M~ B is an open setin § x 4,
where M is the canonical map assigning the class [(p, g)] € 8 to a point (p,gq) € 8 x 4.
This topology is the strongest in which M is continuous.

Lemma 4. The map M is both open and closed. Moreover, for a compact set KX C 4, the
counterimage M~ X of X is compact.

Proof. Suppose that @ is an open setin 8 x 8. Then M ~'M©@ = 9 U Z© is open, and so is
M @. Similarly, suppose that C is closed in § x 4. Then MY (ME)®) = (CUZE)® is open,
C U ZC being closed. Thus, (M C)€ is open in 5, whence M C is closed.

Let a nonempty K C 48, be compact. A subset 4 of § x 4 is said to be antisymmetric if

ANZAC{(p,p)edx8;peid}

The family of antisymmetric subsets of M ~! X is partially ordered by the relation of inclusion,
and nonempty, as it contains at least one singleton. Also, any linearly ordered subfamily of this
family has an upper bound, namely the union of all elements of this subfamily. Hence, by the
Kuratowski—Zorn lemma, there exists a maximal antisymmetric subset, say #,,, of M -lx.

The map M establishes a one-to-one correspondence between elements of +4,, and elements
of K. Indeed, M restricted to this set is injective, A, being antisymmetric, and ‘onto’, since
A,, is maximal. Hence, a straightforward reasoning based on the fact that M is open shows
that A, is compact.

On the other hand, ZA,, C M~ X is also antisymmetric and maximal, and so, by the same
reasoning, it is compact. Finally, M !X is compact as a union of two compact sets, namely
Ay, and Z A, .
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Clearly, 8 is a Hausdorff space. Since, by Lemma 4, it is also the image of the locally
compact space 4 x 4 via an open map, 8, is locally compact [18].

Proposition 11. The spaces Co(8,) and Cos(8 x 8) are isometrically isomorphic.

Proof. For a continuous symmetric function f on 4 x &, define Jf on 5 by Jf ([(p, ¢)]) =
f(p,q), where [-] is an equivalence class of R. By the definition of the topology in 84, Jf is
continuous, and

sup [Jf (&)= sup |f(p,q)| (finite or infinite).
Eedn (p.q)e8x4

Also,

{Eeda | Jf(E) #0} =MU, where U={(p.q)edx8]| f(p.q)#0}

Hence, M being continuous, the support
supp(Jf) = MU D MU = M supp(f).

On the other hand, M being closed, M supp(f) is closed, and so, since M supp(f) contains
MU,
supp(Jf) = MU C M supp(f).

Hence,
supp(J f) = M supp(f). (40)

If f has compact support then, by (40), supp(Jf) is compact as the continuous image of
the compact set supp(f). This implies that J maps Cos(8 x §) into Co(8) in an isometric
manner. On the other hand, if g on 44 is continuous with compact support then f := go M is
symmetric (for M o Z = M) and, by Lemma 4 and (40), has compact support; clearly, g = J f.
Thus, J being an isometry and having dense image is onto.
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