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1 Introduction

We consider a one-dimensional branching random walk in discrete time. Before introducing
the model and the problem, we start with an example, borrowed from Pemantle [10], in the

study of binary search trees.
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Example 1.1 Let Ty be a binary tree (“bs” for binary search), rooted at e. Let (Y (x), = €
Tws) be a collection, indexed by the vertices of the tree, of i.i.d. Bernoulli random variables
, 2). For any vertex = € Tys\{e}, let [e, ] denote the shortest path
connecting e with z, and let Je, ] := [e, z]\{e}. We define

with mean p € (0

Ups(z) := D> Y(v), o€ Te\{e},

veE e, z]
and Ups(e) := 0. Then (Ups(x), @ € Tys) is a binary branching Bernoulli random walk. It is
known (Kingman [7], Hammersley [4], Biggins [2]) that

o1
lim — max Ups(x) = Yps, a.s.,

where the constant s = s(p) € (0, 1) is the unique solution of

s 1 - s
(1.1) Yos lOg % + (1 — 7ps) log l o

—log2 =

For any ¢ > 0, let ops(g,p) denote the probability that there exists an infinite ra
{e = xo, x1, T2, - -} such that Uws(z;) > (s — €)j for any j > 1. It is conjectured by
Pemantle [10] that there exists a constant fys(p) such tha

ﬁbs(p)
(1.2) log ops(e,p) ~ — iz e — 0.

We prove the conjecture, and give the value of Bps(p). Let () := log[2(pe’ + 1 — p)],
t > 0. Let t* = t*(p) > 0 be the unique solution of s (t*) = t*¢y,(t*). [One can then check
that the solution of equation (L)) is Vs = wbt—(t)] Our main result, Theorem below,
implies that conjecture (L2)) holds, with

7T * *
() 1= gt VR )]
A particular value of fys is as follows: if 0 < py < % is such that 16po(1 —po) =1 (i.e., if
Yos(po) = 3), then

m %’,s(po)>1/2 1
— (LX) e
Bonlp0) = 1 (125 ) o8

!By an infinite ray, we mean that each x; is the parent of z;1.
2Throughout the paper, by a(e) ~ b(e), ¢ — 0, we mean lim._,q % =1



where 1. (po) denotes the derivative of p — Js(p) at pg. This is, informally, in agreement
with the following theorem of Aldous ([I], Theorem 6): if p € (po, 3) is such that ys(p) =
% + ¢, then the probability that there exists an infinite ray = with Upg(z;) > %i, Vi>1,is

rlog(1/(4py) 1
exp (- 4(1g_ 2p0f1/2 e o), e—0. 0

As a matter of fact, the main result of this paper (Theorem below) is valid for more
general branching random walks: the tree Tys can be random (Galton-Watson), the random
variables assigned on the vertices of the tree are not necessarily Bernoulli, nor necessarily
identically distributed, nor necessarily independent if the vertices share a common parent.

Our model is as follows, which is a one-dimensional discrete-time branching random walk.
At the beginning, there is a single particle located at position x = 0. Its children, who form
the first generation, are positioned according to a certain point process. Each of the particles
in the first generation gives birth to new particles that are positioned (with respect to their
birth places) according to the same point process; they form the second generation. The
system goes on according to the same mechanism. We assume that for any n, each particle
at generation n produces new particles independently of each other and of everything up to
the n-th generation.

We denote by (U(x), |z] = n) the positions of the particles in the n-th generation, and
by Zy =3 ;= 1 the number of particles in the n-th generation. Clearly, (Z,, n > 0) forms
a Galton-Watson process. [In Example [I| Z,, = 2", whereas (U(z), |x| = 1) is a pair of
independent Bernoulli(p) random variables.]

We assume that for some d > 0,
(1.3) E(Z7) <00, E(Z)>1,

in particular, the Galton—Watson process (Z,, n > 0) is supercritical. We also assume that
there exists o, > 0 such that
(1.4) E( Z e6+U(I)> < 0.

|z|=1
An additional assumption is needed (which in Example [[T] corresponds to the condition

p < %) Let us define the logarithmic generating function for the branching walk:

(1.5) W(t) = logE( 3 etU@), t> 0.

|z|=1
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Let ¢ := sup{t : ¥(t) < oo}. Under condition (L4, we have 0 < ¢ < oo, and ¢ is C* on
(0, ¢). We assume that there exists t* € (0, ) such that

(1.6) B(t7) =t (t).

For discussions on this condition, see the examples presented after Theorem below.
Recall that (Kingman [7], Hammersley [4], Biggins [2]) conditional of the survival of the
system,

1
(1.7) lim —maxU(z) =7, a.s.,

where «y := % is a constant, with ¢* and ¢ (-) defined in (L) and (), respectively.
For ¢ > 0, let gy(e) denote the probability that there exists an infinite ray {e =:

xg, T1, T2, - - -} such that U(x;) > (y —¢)j for any j > 1. Our main result is as follows.

Theorem 1.2 Assume (I.3) and (T7.7). If (Z.0) holds, then

(1.8) log ou/(e) ~ —ﬁ[tw"(t*)w, e—0,

where t* and 1 are as in (L0) and (I5), respectively.
Since (U(x), || = 1) is not a deterministic set (excluded by the combination of (L] and

(L3)), the function ¢ is strictly convex on (0, ¢). In particular, we have 0 < " (t*) < oo.

We now discuss Assumption (LL6]) by means of a few examples.

Example [I.T] (continuation). In Example [T conditions (L3]) and (L4]) are obviously
satisfied, whereas (L.0) is equivalent to p < 3. In this case, (L.8) becomes (L.2). O

Example 1.3 Consider the example of Bernoulli branching random walk, i.e., such that
U(z) € {0, 1} for any |z[ = 1; to avoid trivial cases, we assume E(}_, _; L{y)=1}) > 0 and
E(Q =1 Luw=0y) > 0.

Condition (L4 is automatically satisfied as long as we assume ([L3]). Elementary com-
putations show that condition (L) is equivalent to E(3_,_; Liy@)=1}) < 1; in particular,
if we assign independent Bernoulli(p) random variables on the edge of a rooted binary tree,
this says that p < % U



Example 1.4 Assume the distribution of U is bounded from the above, i.e., there exists
a constant C' € R such that sup,_; U(z) < C. Let sy := esssupsupj,_, U(x) = sup{a €
R : P(supp, =1 U(z) > a) > 0} < oo. Under (L3) and (L.4), condition (L€ is satisfied if
sup, - U(z) does not have an atom at sy, i.e., if P{sup,_; U(z) = sy} = 0. O

The rest of the paper is as follows. In Section [2, we make a linear transformation of our
branching random walk so that it will become a boundary case in the sense of Biggins and
Kyprianou [3]; the linear transformation is possible due to Assumption (LL€). Section B is
devoted to the proof of the upper bound in Theorem [[L2] whereas in Section 4 we give the

proof of the lower bound.

2 A linear transformation

We define

(2.1) V(z) = —t"U(x) + (%) |z|.

Then

(2.2) E( S e—V<x>) —1, E( 3 V(x)e—W)) —0.

|lz|=1 |z|=1
The new branching random walk (V' (z)) satisfies lim,, % inf;—, V(2) = 0 a.s. condi-

tional on non-extinction. Let
(2.3) o(e) = o(V,e) := P{EI infinite ray {e =: xo, z1, xa, ---}: V(z;) <ej, Vj > 1}.

Theorem [[.2] will be a consequence of the following estimate: assume (2.2)), then

Vixex
(24) lOg Q(E) ~ _W’ E — 0,

where o is the constant in (2.5]) below.

It is (2.4]) we are going to prove: an upper bound is proved in Section [3, and a lower
bound in Section @l

We conclude this section with a change-of-probabilities formula, which is the raison d’étre
of the linear transformation. Let Sy := 0, and let (S; — S;_1, ¢ > 0) be a sequence of i.i.d.

random variables such that for any measurable function f: R — [0, c0),

E[f($)] =B Y eV (v(a)].

|z|=1
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In particular, E(S1) =0 (by (22))). In words, (S,) is a mean-zero random walk. We denote

(2.5) 0% = E(S?) = E[ 3 V(x)Ze—W] = (1) ().

|lz|=1

According to Biggins and Kyprianou [3], under (2:2]) and (L3), we have, for any n > 1

and any measurable function F': R" — [0, 00),

(2.6) B[S o VORWV(n), 1<i<n)| =BIF(S, 1<i<n))

|z|=n
where, for any z with |z| = n, {e =: o, z1, ..., 2, := x} is the shortest path connecting e
to x.

We complete this section by recalling a useful result of Mogulskii [9].

Fact 2.1 (Mogulskii [9]) Let Sy := 0 and let (S; — Si—1, © > 0) be a sequence of i.i.d.
random variables with E(S;) = 0 and ¢* := E(S}) € (0, 00). Let g1 < go be continuous
functions on [0, 1] with g1(0) < 0 < ¢2(0). Let (a;) be positive numbers with a; — oo and

a’—2 — 00. Consider the measurable event
J

E :={91 (3) < Sy, (i),v1§¢§j}.
J Qj )
We have ) o
as T dt
2.7 lim L logP(E;) = — / .
(27) Jon e PUE) === ) - s P
Moreover, for any b > 0,
a? S, w202 1 dt

2.8 lim ZlogP{E:, =L > gy(1) b} = — / )
(28) Jim S logP{ £y, T 2 (1)~} = =5 | o

The change-of-probabilities formula (2.6) and Mogulskii’s estimate (27) will be used

several times in the next sections.

3 Proof of Theorem [1.2: the upper bound

In this section, we prove the upper bound in (2.4)): under conditions (2.2]) and (L.3), we have

(3.1) limsup e'/%log p(e) < —7?1—72,
e—0 2



where o(¢) is defined in (23]), and o is the constant in (2.5]).
The main idea in this section is borrowed from Kesten [6]. We start with the trivial

inequality that for any n > 1 (an appropriate value for n = n(e) will be chosen later on),
o(e) < P{H | =n: Viz) <ei, Vi < n}

Let (b;, i@ > 0) be a sequence of non-negative real numbers whose value (depending on n)
will be given later on. For any z, let H(z) :=inf{i > 1: V(a;) < ei — b;}, with inf §) := co.
Then

o(e) < 01(e) + e2(e),

where
o(e) = P{am —n: H(z) = oo, V(z;) < i, Vi gn},
0s(2) = P{am —n: H(z) <n, V() < i, Vi gn}.

We now estimate g;(g) and py(¢) separately.
By definition,

0(e) = P

= P{ Z Licib,<v(zi)<ei, vi<n} = 1}

|z|=n

< E( Z 1{5i—bi<v($i)§€i,\#i§n}),

|z|=n

|z =n: ei—b <V(x;) < ei, Vign}

the last inequality being a consequence of Chebyshev’s inequality. Applying the change-of-
probabilities formula (28] to F(2) := €™ 1o p,<z<ei, vi<n) fOr 2 1= (21, -+, 2,) € R", this
yields, in the notation of (2.4)),

(3.2) oi(e) < E(es"l{ai_bi<gi§5i,Wgn}) < o P{si b < S <ei Vi< n}

To estimate gs(¢), we observe that

02(8) < Zp{amzn: H(z) = j, V() < &, vzgn}

IA
=

iP{HW =n: H(z)=j, V() <ei, vz'gj}.



Since {I|z|=n: H(x) =7, V(x;) <ei, Vi<jrC{3ly|l=7j: Hy) =7, V(y) <ei, Vi <
j}, this yields

< S P{3lyl = ¢ ei—bi< Vig) <ei Vi<, Vi) <ej— b
j=1

We can now use the same argument as for g;(¢), namely, Chebyshev’s inequality and then
the change-of-probability formula (2.2]), to see that

02(e) < ZE[Z 1{ei—bi<V(yi)§€i,Vi<j,V(yj)gej—bj}]

J=1 lyl=j
n
= Eledi1,.. S .
- € {ei—b;<S;<ei, Vi<j, Sj<ej—b;}
Jj=1

< Zeej—bfp{gz b < S < ei, Vi< j}.

=1
Together with ([3.2]), and recalling that o(¢) < 01(g) + 02(¢), this yields

oe) < e”‘P{ez’ —b; < S <ei, Vi< n} + Zeaj—bﬂ'P{ei —b; < S <ei, Vi< j}

i=1

— anI ‘l‘ Z ea(]—i-l J+1I )

where
1(j) ::P{ai—bi<5i§5i, ng}, 0<j<n.

The idea is now to apply Mogul’skii’s estimate (27) to I(j) for suitably chosen (b;).
Unfortunately, since ¢ depends on n, we are not allowed to apply (2.7)) simultaneously to all
I(7),0 < j <n. So let us first do a dirty trick, and then apply (27) to only a few of I(j).

We assume that (b;) is non-increasing. Fix an integer N > 2, and take n := kN for
k > 1. Then
k—1 N—1 (¢+1)k—1
Q(E) S akNI k’N + Z ea(]-i-l 3+1I + Z Z e&(]-i—l J+1I( )
=0 =1 j=tk
N—
(3.3) < &N I(EN) + kexp (ek . bk> Z ( (6+ 1)k — b(w)k)j*(ek).



We choose b; = bi(n) := b(n —i)"/* = b(kN —4)"/*, 0 < i < n, and ¢ := L5 = W,
where b > 0 and 6 > 0 are fixed constants. By definition, for 1 </ < N,

0oymi N S, 0oy o
1(0k) :P{e(—)2/3— b~ — LB < T <h()s L Wgﬁk}.

N €k_(£_£k; N’ K

Applying (Z7) to j := lk, a; == i'/3, gi(t) := 9(%)2/% — b(% — )3 and go(t) = 9(%)2/%,
we see that, for 1 </ < N,

1
limsup ———log I (¢k) < —

2o (! dt 3r2o? N3 — (N — ()3
ke (CR)1/5 0 -

2b? N2 2w /3 ’
where o is the constant in (2.5). Going back (B.3), we obtain:
01/2 6 1
hglsolip (Nk)l/g log Q<(Nkf)2/3) S 6 QN b,

where the constant ay; = ayy(0) is defined by

3rio? 0 1.,
.: I A NI
ANy 1&2%\)/(—1{ 202 ' N o1 N) ’
o(0+1) b1 — 0+ 1>1/3 _ 3n%0® N'3 - (N—f)l/?’}
N N 202 N1/3 '

Since € — p(¢) is non-decreasing, this yields

lim sup £/ log o(¢) < 6’1/2aN,b.

e—0

We let N — co. By definition,

2 2
limsup ayy < max{é’ _smo —=b, f(0, b)},

N—oo 2b2 ’

where f(6,b) := supeo, {0t — b(1 — )% — 3222 [1 — (1 — t)1/%]}.

Elementary computations show that as long as b < 3’;2;’2 < b+ 36, we have f(0,b) =
7'('20'2 7T2CT2 7'('20'2
0 — 32 + 3(35)1/2(3%2 - b)3/2. Thus max{f — 322, —b, f(0,b)} = max{f(ﬁ;bz, —b},
which equals —b if 0 = 55 — % As a consequence, for any b > 0 satisfying b < ?’ng,

2.2 2.2 3
: 1/2 =0 b |meo b
hr?—?ouPE/ log of¢) < —b 22 3 2 3

Letting b — 0, this yields ([B.I]) and completes the proof of the upper bound in Theorem [T.2]
O



4 Proof of Theorem [1.2: the lower bound

Before proceeding to the proof of the lower bound in Theorem [[.2] we recall two inequalities:
the first gives a useful lower tail estimate for the number of individuals in a super-critical
Galton—Watson process conditional on survival, whereas the second concerns an elementary
property of the conditional distribution of sum of independent random variables. Let us

recall that Z,, is the number of particles in the n-th generation.

Fact 4.1 (McDiarmid [8]) There exists 9 > 1 such that

(4.1) P{Z, <9"|Z,>0} <97,  Vn>1.

Fact 4.2 ([5]) If X, Xs, -+, Xy are independent non-negative random variables, and if

F : (0, 00) — Ry is non-increasing, then

B{ro )|

} < max E{F(X,)| X, > 0}.

1<i<N

This section is devoted to the proof of the lower bound in (24]): under conditions (2:2))

and (L3),

(4.2) lim inf £'/2 log (<) > ~ i

21/2 ’
where o(¢) and o are as in (2.3)) and (2.0), respectively.

The basic idea consists in constructing a new Galton-Watson tree G = G(¢g) within the
branching random walk, and obtaining a lower bound for p(¢) in terms of G.

Recall from (L7) that conditional on survival, maX| 1<j V(2) converges almost surely,
when j — o0, to a finite constant. Since the system survives with (strictly) positive proba-
bility, we can fix a sufficiently large constant v such that
(4.3) ;I;EP(I?E?J(V( x) < y]) % mfP(Z > 0, fﬁ}]{v(m) < 1/]) > 0,
where, as before, Z; := #{|z| = j}.

Fix a constant 0 < o < 1. For any integers n > L > 1 with (1 — a)eL > v(n — L), we
consider the set G, . = G, (L) defined by

Gne ={lz|=n:V(z;) <aei, V1 <i < L; V(zj) = V() < (1 —a)el, VL < j < n}.
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By definition, for any x € G,, ., we have V (z;) < ¢ei, V1 <i < n.

If G, # 0, the elements of G, . form the first generation of the new Galton-Watson
tree G, ., and we construct G, . by iterating the same procedure: for example, the second
generation in G,, . consists of y with |y| = 2n being a descendant of some = € G, such that
V(Ynsi) — V(r) < agi, V1 < i < L and that V(y,s;) — V(ynsr) < (1 —a)el, VL < j < n.

Let @, denote the probability of extinction of the Galton-Watson tree G,, .. It is clear
that

0(e) > 1= qne;

so we only need to find a lower bound for 1 — g, .. In order to do so, we introduce, for b € R
and n > 1,
(4.4) o(b, n) == P<El|x\ —n: Vi(z) <bi, V1<i< n)

Let us first prove some preliminary results.

Lemma 4.3 Let 0 < o <1 ande > 0. Let n > L > 1 be such that (1 — a)eL > v(n — L).
Then

P{G,. #0} > %Q(aa, n).

Proof. By definition,

P{G,. # 0} = E{l{a\m:L; V(y:)<aei, ng}P< max V(z) < (1-— a)aL) }

|z|<n—L

Since (1 —a)eL > v(n — L), it follows from (4.3]) that
1

which is no smaller than $o(ae, n). O

Lemma 4.4 Let0 <o <1 ande > 0. Let n > L > 1 be such that (1 — a)eL > v(n — L).

We have,

1
< <gniy <
P{1 < #G,. <9 }_m?n_L,

where k > 0 and ¥ > 1 are the constants in ({.3) and ({.1)), respectively.

11



Proof. By definition,

#Gn,a = Z nx]-{EI\x\:L: V(z;)<aei, Vi<L}
|z|=L

Whel"EH

e =Y > 20 [yl = 1) Lmax oz V) -V @) <(-0)eL)
By Fact 2] for any ¢ > 1,

P(#Gm < } 4G > o) < P(Zn_L < } Zn 1 >0, max V(z) < (1— a)eL),

|z|<n—L
where, as before, Z,,_j := #{|z| =n— L}. Since (1 —a)eL > v(n— L), it follows from (4.3
that P(Z,_r > 0, max,<,—1 V(2) < (1 —a)eL) > x > 0. Therefore,

P(1< #G,. <0) < %P(Zn_L </ ‘ Tt > 0).

This implies Lemma [£.4] by means of Fact .11 O

Lemma 4.5 For any 6 > 0,

. logo(n=2/3 n) o
h}}l}%}.}f n1/3 Z - (29)1/2 I

where o > 0 is the constant in (2.7).

Proof. We use a second moment argument by means of the Paley—Zygmund inequality. Let

0 <A< ﬁ. For brevity, we write I, ,, = [% — An'/3, %] forall 1 < i < n, and

consider
Y, = Z Lv(@er,  vi<i<n}-

|z|=n

By the change-of-probabilities formula (2.6]) and in its notation,

E(Y,) = E<esn 1{Siefi,n,v1§ign}),

which, for any x > 0, is

> 00 PLS e L, V1 <i<n, S, > (0 —x)nt}

Si

n1/3

S 2L
n

. S
<O~ VI<i<n, — ze—x}.
n nl/3

3We write y > x if  is an ancestor of ¥.
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Applying Z3) to j := n, a; := i'/3, g1(t) := 0t — X and go(t) := 0t, we see that for any
A1 € (0, A) and all sufficiently large n,

2 2
(15) B(Y,) 2 00" exp (= 0 nth%).
1

We now estimate the second moment of Y,,. By definition,

E(Y?) = E{ >y 1{V(mi>eli,n,V(yi)en,n,\ﬂSiSn}}

\90\— ly|=n
= E{ Z Z 1{V(zl €l n, Vi<j} Z ]—{V (xi)E€Lim , V(yi)EL 1n,Vj<z<n}}
3=0 |z|=j
where the double sum 7, is over pairs (z, y) with |z[ = [y| = n such that z < z and

z <y and that =41 # y;+1. Therefore,

v?) < E{ Z Z Vv zen ., vi<i} Z Lv(@)elin, vi<i<n hj,n}v

J=0 |z|=j >z, |z|=n
where
hj,n = sup E( Z 1{V( Ve [0(Z+J) Anl/3_uy, M ul, Wgn—j})'
u€ljn ly|=n—j 2/3 n2/3
Accordingly,
n n

E(Y?) < E(Y)hj,=EY,) Y hjn.

Taking (A5) into account, we obtain:

E(Y;?) LRSI
(4.6) AR < exp [( 0+ x+ o )nt/ ] 2 B

To estimate " i=0 jn, we observe that by the change-of-probabilities formula 2.9),

hjv" = uSEL}p E( 1{S E[Q(th) —Anl/3—y, 9(””) —ul, Vi<n— ]})
7n
= su E(es’“f’l Y )
velo, /\21/3] {Sle[ng/B_ nl/3+to, 2/3 +ol, visn—j}
- 0i
S e@(n—])n 2/3+)\n1/3 Sup P{ )\nl/?) ‘l"U < S < I ‘l’ v, \v/Z < n — ]}

2/3 n2/3
v€[0, Anl/3] n / /
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We now use the same dirty trick as in the proof of the upper bound in Theorem by
sending n to infinity along a subsequence. Fix an integer N > 1. Let n := Nk, with £ > 1.
Forany j € [({ —1)k+ 1, (k]NZ (with 1 < ¢ < N), we have

01

hj,n < eé)(N—£+1)kn72/3+)\n1/3 sup P{U — /3 <3 — —= <w, Vi< (N _ 5)]{:}

v€[0, Anl/3] n?/3
Unfortunately, the interval [0, An'/3] in SUDye(o, an1/3) P{- - -} s very large, so we split it into
smaller ones of type [(m—lj)v)\nl/?” mml/g] (for 1 <m < N), to see that the sup,c(g, x5 P{- -}

expression is

(m — 1)An'/3 13 0i _ man'/?
< lgnaécNP{T—)\n SSi_nQ/i” < N Vi < (N =0k}
(N—m+1)X _ S 0 i _ m\ .
= lgnaécNP{— B < T NIRL S N Vi < (N —0)k}.
We are now entitled to apply 7)) to j := (N — Ok, a; = i'/?, gi(t) := M%t —
mi/i}@ga and ¢o(t) := (N—Z)le/3N2/3t + (N—e;?;\BNZ/3= to see that for any 1 < ¢ < N and

uniformly in j € [(¢ — 1)k + 1, (k] NZ (and in j = 0, which formally corresponds to ¢ = 0),

O(N —(+1) +)\_7T20'2 (N —4)N
N 2 (N4 12N

lOg hj,n S

1
hm sup N1/B1/

which is bounded by G(NH +A— 22 : (NJiVW (recalling that 6 > ” " 5-). As a consequence,

, 1 & O(N +1) m?0? N2
lim sup ———1 P S —: ¢(6, N, ).
P iR 08 ; hin S TR AT e O

Going back to (46]), we get

E(Yﬁ,k) nlo?
hm sup BRI log [E(YNk)] —0+x+ Byl +c(0, N, A).
By the Paley-Zygmund inequality, P{Y, > 1} > [EE(X;}Q Since o(0n=%/3, n) > P{Y, > 1},
this yields
.. . log o(ON23E=2/3 Nk) nlo?
hlgr_l)loglf N 29—)(—2—)\% (0, N, \)
By the monotonicity of n +— o(6n=2/3, n), we obtain:
.. logo(6n=2/3 n) nlo?
hgggolf Y EH—X—Q—)\%—C(Q,N,)\).
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Sending N — oo, x — 0, A — (29)1/2 and \; — (2;’)‘{/2 (in this order) completes the proof of
Lemma [4.5] O

We now have all the ingredients for the proof of the lower bound in Theorem L2l

Proof of Theorem[1.2: the lower bound. Fix constants 0 < a < 1 and b > max{ % _3mo)? 1.

1—a’ alog?)?
Let n > 1. Let b

7 L=L(n):=n—|n"3.

e=¢(n):=
Then (1 —a)eL > v(n — L) for all sufficiently large n, say n > ny.
Consider the moment generating function of the reproduction distribution in the Galton—
Watson tree G, .:
F(s) = E(s#),  seo, 1]
It is well-known that g, ., being the extinction probability of G, ., satisfies ¢, . = f(qnc)-
Therefore, for any 0 < r < min{¢,., %},

4 /0 " ps)ds = £(0) + /0 " sy ds + /qq_ £/(s) ds.

Since s — f'(s) is non-decreasing on [0, 1], we have [ f'(s)ds < f/(1—r). On the other
hand, since f'(s) < f'(gn.) <1 for s € [0, g, ], we have fq‘i?’;_r f'(s)ds < r. Therefore,
Gne < fOO)+ f/(1—7) 47

Of course, f(0) = P{G,. = 0}, whereas f'(1 —r) = E[(#G,.)(1 — r)#C==1 which is
bounded by =E[(#G,,.)e " #C<] (using the elementary inequality 1 —u < e™ for u > 0).
This leads to (recalling that r < & < 1):

1= gne > P{G. # 0} — 2E[(#G,)e " #%me] — 7.

Since u — ue™ "™ is decreasing on [%, 00), it is seen that E[(#G,, c)e "#C%n<] is bounded by
E[(#Gn)e " #e Lya, <oy + 17727V < r7?P(1 < #G,. < r72) + 17277 Accord-
ingly,

2 9 26_1/T
l=gne > P{G-# 0}~ S PA<#G <) = —5— 7
r T
1 2
Z 5 Q(Ofg, n) — ) P(l S #Gn7e S ’["_2) — 27"’
r

4Without further mention, the value of ny can change from line to line when other conditions are to be
satisfied.
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1
5.
We choose r := % o(ae, n). [Since p(e) > 1 — ¢y, whereas lim. o o(¢) = 0 (proved in

the last inequality following from Lemma.3 and the fact that supg.,< 1 T%e_l/ r=el<

Section [3]), we have g, . — 1 for n — oo, and thus the requirement 0 < r < min{g, ., %} is
satisfied for all sufficiently large n.]

By Lemma @5, =2 < 9" % for all n > ng (because (2’;"2 < log¥ by our choice of b).
Therefore an application of Lemma 4 tells us that for n > ng, P(1 < #G,. < r7?) <

which, by Lemma [1.4] again, is bounded by 73 (because ( 3b7r 7z < log ). Consequently,

,mgn e 9n—L >

for all n > ny,

1 1
1- Qn.e > 5 Q(Oé€, n) —2r—2r= Z Q(Oé€, n)
Recall that o(¢) > 1 — ¢, .. Therefore,

1 by TOo
111£r_1>1£fn log o( 2/3)> o)
Since € — ¢(¢) is non-decreasing, we obtain:
hrari}nfe log o(e) > )
Sending o — 1 yields (4.2)), and thus proves the lower bound in Theorem [[.21 O
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