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LEITERS TO THE EDITOR

Dear Editor,

Comments on a paper by A. J. Branford

Branford [1] states and proves that the overflow process from an N -state
birth-death process is a renewal process with inter-event times characterized
by a hyperexponential distribution with N components. The same result and a
similar proof were published earlier in [3]. The proof in [3] is in fact somewhat
shorter since use was made of Chihara's important result ([2], Theorem 1.9.1
and Corollary) that a sequence of polynomials defined by a recurrence relation
of the form

Pn+1(X) = (x - an)Pn(x) - PnPn-l(X),

Po(x) = 1, P1(x) = x - ao

is orthogonal on [0, (0) (that is, the zeros ofPn(x) are all positive) ifand only if
positive numbers An and J1n + h n ~ 0, exist such that ao= Ao, an+ 1 = An + 1 +
J1n + 1 and Pn + 1 = A"j.1n + 1, n ~ 0. The same theorem can be employed to shorten
considerably the proof of the second result in [1] which says that any
hyperexponential distribution with N components can be viewed as the
interoverflow time distribution of an N-state birth-death process. Namely,
Wendroff's theorem in [4] guarantees the existence of a sequence of monic
polynomials {qn(x)} which is not only orthogonal, that is,

qn+l(X) = (x - cn)qn(x) - dnqn-l(x),

but also orthogonal on ( - 00,0]. Writing rn(x) = ( - l)n qn( - x), it follows
that

rn+1(x) = (x + cn)rn(x) - dnrn- 1(x),

while {rn(x)} is orthogonal on [0,00). Application of Chihara's theorem to
{rn(x)} then yields that positive numbers An and J1n+b n ~ 0, exist such that
(3.4) and (3.5) of [1] are satisfied.
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Dear Editor,

Yours sincerely,
ERIK A. VAN DOORN

I write this in reply to a letter from Erik A. van Doorn concerning my recent
paper Branford (1986). The material in this paper appeared in unpublished
form in Branford (1980).

In his letter, Dr van Doorn points out that the result stated as Theorem 1 of
Branford (1986) appeared with a similar proof in van Doorn (1984). This
result, however, was never claimed to be new, and several earlier references
were given in Branford (1986), in particular

' ... have been demonstrated in, or can easily be derived
from, existing results (Karlin and McGregor (1959), ...'.

An application of the result alluded to in Karlin and McGregor (1959) gives
the formula for the Laplace-Stieltjes transform of the probability distribution
function for the time between successive overflows, that is, (2.6) of Branford
(1986). This formula of Karlin and McGregor (1959) forms the cornerstone of
the proof offered in van Doorn (1984), and so the proofs in Branford (1986)
and van Doorn (1984) overlap only in the application of standard orthogonal
polynomial results to provide an inversion of the Laplace-Stieltjes transform.

As stated, the reasons for offering the proofofTheorem 1 in Branford (1986)
were to give a derivation of (2.6) directly from first principles rather than by
appealing to it as a corollary to the result ofKarlin and McGregor (1959) which
is itself a corollary, this direct derivation then to provide the basis of the proof
of Theorem 2 of Branford (1986).

Theorem 2 of Branford (1986) and its proof have not to my knowledge
appeared elsewhere.
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