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Abstract
We study the thick points of branching Brownian motion and branching random walk

with a critical branching mechanism, focusing on the critical dimension d = 4. We determine
the exponent governing the probability to hit a small ball with an exceptionally high number
of pioneers, showing that this has a second-order transition between an exponential phase
and a stretched-exponential phase at an explicit value (a = 2) of the thickness parameter a.
We apply the outputs of this analysis to prove that the associated set of thick points T (a)
has dimension (4 − a)+, so that there is a change in behaviour at a = 4 but not at a = 2
in this case. Along the way, we obtain related results for the nonpositive solutions of a
boundary value problem associated to the semilinear PDE ∆v = v2 and develop a strong
coupling between tree-indexed random walk and tree-indexed Brownian motion that allows
us to deduce analogues of some of our results in the discrete case.

We also obtain in each dimension d ≥ 1 an infinite-order asymptotic expansion for the
probability that critical branching Brownian motion hits a distant unit ball, finding that
this expansion is convergent when d ̸= 4 and divergent when d = 4. This reveals a novel,
dimension-dependent critical exponent governing the higher-order terms of the expansion,
which we compute in every dimension.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Overview
The main goal of this paper is to show that branching Brownian motion in dimension four is governed by
a nontrivial multifractal geometry, and to compute the associated exponents. These exponents are shown
to coincide partly with those that arise in the universality class of logarithmically correlated processes,
but also display a completely novel double phase transition.

Our motivation comes in part from constructive field theory. Indeed, it has been well known at least
since the pioneering work of Glimm and Jaffe (see e.g. [GJ12] and the many references therein for an
overview), that constructing nontrivial quantum field theories (QFTs) in four dimensions is a highly
challenging task. While there are a good number of examples that are believed to have nontrivial limits
in dimensions d < 4 (which can then often be understood via Wilson’s celebrated renormalisation group
[Wil71, WF72], at least nonrigorously), the marginal case of dimension d = 4 is much more delicate. Many
natural random fields (defined either in the discrete or in the continuum with appropriate counterterms)
end up in the scaling limit as simply Gaussian, that is to say, trivial from the point of view of QFT. Let
us in particular mention the recent remarkable results of Aizenman and Duminil-Copin [ADC21] for a
proof of triviality in the Ising and ϕ4

4 cases.

While the criticality (and, ultimately, the triviality) of the above theories in four dimensions typically
stems from the nature of self-intersections of Brownian and/or random walk trajectories in dimension
four (see [Law13] for a thorough and masterful introduction to this topic), our construction will instead
arise from the intersections of a branching system of Brownian particles, at criticality, and more
specifically from the consideration of the set of thick points for the occupation measure of such processes.
Notably, we compute the Hausdorff dimension of this set of thick points, which should be thought of as the
natural “support” for the measure describing the desired QFT, and find the limiting maximal thickness.
This dimension is obtained using a methodology inspired by the theory of Gaussian multiplicative
chaos ([Kah85, Ber17]; see [RV14, BP] for an overview), which played a crucial role in the recent rigorous
formulation and development of Liouville conformal field theory ([DKRV16, KRV20, DS11]; see also
[BP, Var17] for an introduction and review).

It is useful at this stage to make a comparison with the case of dimension two, for which the above
branching systems of particles should be replaced with either a single Brownian trajectory or a collection
of these trajectories such as a Brownian loop soup [LW04]. In this context, our results on the dimension
of thick points may be loosely compared with those of Dembo, Peres, Rosen and Zeitouni [DPRZ01], who
in particular computed the dimension of the set of thick points for Brownian motion. (In this analogy,
our result on the maximal thickness then corresponds to the Erdős–Taylor conjecture [ET60] as proven in
[DPRZ01].) Remarkable further developments have recently taken place in this two-dimensional theory.
For instance, a more precise geometric description of the structure of the set of thick points was first
provided by [BBK94], [Jeg20a, Jeg21] and [AHS20], where a measure supported by this set of thick points
for a Brownian trajectory was constructed. (These measures correspond formally to the exponential of
multiples of the square root of local times, which are not a priori well-defined.) A natural extension of
this construction to the Brownian loop soup was given in [ABJL23]. Furthermore at the critical intensity
θ = 1/2 this work established a rigorous connection between the set of thick points of the associated loop
soup and the Liouville measure, or more precisely the hyperbolic cosine of the Gaussian free field, which
is closely related to the hyperbolic (2D) sine-Gordon theory. Whether these recent developments have
analogues in the 4D theory we develop in this paper is a highly interesting question.

Let us now describe our results in slightly more details. In short, these are:

• In Theorem 1.2 we obtain the sharp exponent for the probability that a small ball is hit by an
exceptionally large number of particles, when (1) particles are killed upon reaching a large sphere, or
(2) when particles are not killed and live in the infinite volume of R4. More precisely we study the
asymptotic probability that, starting from a single particle at distance of order R, the unit ball is hit
by at least (a/2)(logR)2 pioneers, where a > 0 is the thickness parameter. In the first case, the tails
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are always exponential and the above probability decays like R−2−a+o(1). However, in the unrestricted
case, we prove that there is a (second order) phase transition from exponential to stretched exponential
tails at the thickness parameter a = 2.
We emphasise that, unlike previous results on similar questions [AHJ21, AS22], the associated exponent
is identified exactly rather than estimated up to constants. In particular, the phase transition which
we identify at a = 2 is a completely new phenomenon that was not even conjectured in these previous
works.

• We study nonpositive solutions to the semilinear partial differential equation

∆v = v2,

with prescribed boundary conditions. In Theorem 3.1 we give a probabilistic representation to some
solutions of this boundary value problem as well as criteria for uniqueness. In contrast with the much
more studied case of nonnegative solutions (studied in particular by Mselati [Mse04] and Dynkin
[Dyn04, Dyn91]; see also the work of Le Gall [LG05, LG99]), we find that uniqueness does not hold
for generic non-positive boundary values. Fortunately, we are still able to guarantee uniqueness under
certain “smallness” conditions that suffice for our applications to thick points. See Theorems 1.12 and
3.1 for more details.

• In Theorem 1.5 we compute the “fractal dimension” of the set of thick points TR(a) for branching
Brownian motion, where the unit ball is hit by at least (a/2)(logR)2 pioneers. (See (1.9) for a precise
definition.) More precisely, we show that #TR(a) ∩Z4 = R4−a+o(1) with high probability as R → ∞ if
a ∈ (0, 4] and that TR(a) is empty with high probability as R → ∞ if a > 4. In particular, surprisingly,
the phase transition for the existence of thick points in a branching Brownian motion at a = 4 does
not coincide with the phase transition for the one-point exponent associated with the probability to be
thick (which occurs at a = 2).

• The above results refer to a notion of thickness which is defined in terms of pioneers (defined in (1.1)).
However, we can also obtain analogous results for a notion of thickness defined instead in terms of
the occupation measure (Theorem 1.10). These results about the occupation measure can then be
transferred to discrete models of branching random walk via a novel strong coupling theorem (Theorem
10.1) which relies on a connection to the Horton–Strahler number of a tree and is of independent
interest.
In the case of branching random walk, however, our results on the thick points in the sense of occupation
measure are restricted to a suboptimal interval a ∈ [0, a0]. Interestingly, the lower-bound (which comes
from a truncated second moment computation) is valid for the entire range of thicknesses; it is instead
the upper-bound (which is traditionally easier in problems of this nature) that causes difficulties and
imposes a restriction on the range of thicknesses we can treat.

• Finally, we obtain an expansion, to arbitrary order, of the probability that a branching Brownian
motion hits the unit ball starting from radius r → ∞ (Theorems 1.7 and 1.9), in any dimension d ≥ 1.
This expansion has very different flavours depending on whether d ≤ 3, d = 4 or d ≥ 5. For instance,
in all dimensions except d = 4, this probability can be written as a convergent power series in rβ ,
where β is a novel universal exponent. This exponent β, which we compute exactly in all dimensions,
takes the “mean-field” value β = d− 4 when d ≥ 5 but is irrational when d = 2, 3. In the critical case
d = 4, the relevant series expansion is instead a divergent asymptotic expansion taking a very different
and more complex form. Prior to this work, only the leading terms were known (see Section 1.5 for
more details and references); the more precise results we establish are important for our study of thick
points in dimension four, where some key computations require us to know the first three terms of the
asymptotic series.

An additional technical contribution which should also be of independent interest is a finitary Tauberian
theorem (Theorem 6.3) which can be used under very weak assumptions compared to e.g. the usual
Hardy–Littlewood Tauberian theorems.
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Remark 1.1. Most of our results should carry through (with appropriate modifications) to the setting
of super-Brownian motion, which is the scaling limit of critical branching random walk (and critical
branching Brownian motion) conditioned to survive for a long time. In the interest of space we did not
pursue this extension.

1.2 Setup
We now introduce the relevant definitions needed to state our results precisely. We start with the definition
of branching random walk. More generally, we start with the definition of a discrete branching process
(or Bienaymé–Galton–Watson tree) and its associated tree-indexed random walk, before moving on to
branching Brownian motion, which is the continuous-time analogue.

Bienaymé–Galton–Watson trees. Fix ξ a probability measure on {0, 1, 2, . . . }. A Bienaymé–Galton–
Watson tree (BGW) tree T with offspring distribution ξ is a random rooted tree whose law is characterised
by the following properties:

1. The number of children of the root is distributed according to ξ;

2. Conditionally on the root having n children, each subtree rooted at the children v1, . . . , vn of the
root are independent Bienaymé–Galton–Watson trees with offspring distribution ξ.

We will denote the root vertex of this tree by ∅. As is well known, the long-time behaviour of BGW
trees depends in an essential way on the offspring distribution ξ. Throughout this article we will assume
that m =

∑
n nξ(n) = 1 and ξ(1) ̸= 1, which corresponds to the classical critical case for the BGW

tree. (When m < 1 the tree is subcritical, with a survival probability decaying exponentially with time,
while when m > 1 the probability does not decay to zero). In fact we will often for simplicity restrict
our attention to the critical binary branching mechanism ξ = 1

2δ0 + 1
2δ2, although most of our results

should hold in the universality class of nondegenerate critical offspring distributions ξ with, say, a finite
exponential moment.

Tree-indexed random walk. Let T be a tree rooted at ∅, and denote by E(T ) and V (T ) its sets
of edges and vertices respectively. Given a probability measure θ on Rd, the T -indexed random walk
(ST (v), v ∈ V (T )) with increment distribution θ can be defined as follows: Let {Xe : e ∈ E(T )} be i.i.d.
increments with distribution θ. For each v ∈ V (T ), let e1, . . . , en be the edges of the unique path from the
root to v and set ST (v) = ST (∅) +

∑n
i=1 Xei . In most of the current article, we will focus on the nearest

neighbour random walk in Zd, meaning that θ(x) = 1/(2d) for all 2d neighbours x ∈ Zd of the origin.
For a BGW tree T, the T-index random walk is simply called branching random walk. We will

denote by PBRW,θ
x the law of the branching random walk corresponding to the critical binary branching

mechanism and jump distribution θ, starting from x ∈ Zd (i.e. with ST(∅) = x). If the jump distribution
θ is not specified then we simply mean the nearest neighbour random walk as above.

Given R > 0 and x ∈ Zd, it will also be convenient to denote by PBRW,θ
x,R the law of branching random

walk, starting from x, and killed when the particles leave B(0, R), the (Euclidean) ball of radius R > 0.
Equivalently, PBRW,θ

x,R is the law of the restriction of (ST(v), v ∈ T) to the subtree TR consisting of those
vertices v ∈ T such that ST(u) ∈ B(0, R) for every u ⪯ v, where u ⪯ v means that u lies on the unique
path between ∅ and v. That is, TR is defined to be {v ∈ T : ∀u ⪯ v, ST(u) ∈ B(0, R)} and PBRW,θ

x,R is
the law of (ST(v), v ∈ TR). The radius R can also take the value +∞ in which case particles are simply
not killed.

An important quantity in this paper will be the number of pioneers in a given ball: Given a point
x ∈ Rd and a radius r > 0, the set of pioneers Nx,r on the ball B = B(x, r) is defined to be

Nx,r = {v ∈ T : ST(v) ∈ B, but ST(u) /∈ B, ∀u ⪯ v, u ̸= v}. (1.1)

We also write Nx,r = #Nx,r for the number of pioneers on the ball B(x, r). That is, Nx,r counts the
number of particles that enter the ball B(x, r) without having an ancestor belonging to the same ball.
When x is the origin we write Br = B(0, r) and write Nr = N0,r for the associated number of pioneers.
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Branching Brownian motion. The definition of branching Brownian motion can be done in a
similar manner, replacing the discrete branching process by a continuous-time branching process and
tree-indexed random walk by tree-indexed Brownian motion. As the definition is similar we only highlight
the differences. The continuous-time branching process is a real tree T in which particles give birth at
constant rate 1 and are replaced by a random number of offspring with distribution given by ξ. In other
words, particles live for a duration which is exponentially distributed with mean one, and lifetimes are
independent for different particles. Thus T consists of a connected union of segments, each with random
positive lengths, rather than of a countable set of vertices and edges. For each segment e of T of length
t > 0, we associate to this segment a displacement Xe which is a Brownian motion in Rd starting from
zero and of duration t > 0; the Brownian displacements Xe are taken to be independent across different
segments of T. In this manner, we may associate to T and this collection of independent Brownian
motions a set of positions (BT(v), v ∈ T) obtained by summing the Brownian displacements along the
geodesic path joining v to the root ∅. Note that BT(v) is not defined only at branching times but also
for all other points in the tree, which encode times between branching events. We denote by Px,R the law
of branching Brownian motion, starting from x ∈ Rd, killed outside the ball of radius R about the origin.
When we consider rotationally invariant events, we may simply write P∥x∥,R instead of Px,R.

We may also associate to (BT(v), v ∈ T) a notion of pioneer points exactly in the analogous manner
to (1.1), which we also denote by Nx,r. We also write Nx,r = |Nx,r| and Nr = |N0,r|. Although we use
the same notation for these random variables in both cases of branching random walk and branching
Brownian motion, which case we are referring to will be clear from context together with the different
notation for the two laws Px,R and PBRW

x,R .

We are now ready to give formal statements of our main results. Before doing so, let us make note of
the following convention:

Notational convention: Unless otherwise specified, the dimension is set to d = 4 throughout the
remainder of the article.

1.3 The optimal tail exponent
Our first result concerns critical branching Brownian motion and identifies explicitly the exponent
associated to the probability that a ball is hit by an exceptionally large number of pioneers, conditional
on hitting the ball. To this end, define

ψ : a ∈ [0,∞) 7→ inf
t≥1

(
2(t− 1) + a

t

)
=
{
a if a ≤ 2,
2
√

2a− 2 if a ≥ 2. (1.2)

Note that ψ′ is continuous but ψ′′ is discontinuous at a = 2, so that ψ has a second order transition at
a = 2. See Figure 1.1 for a plot. Recall that N1 denotes the number of pioneers on the unit sphere.

Theorem 1.2 (Exponents for the number of pioneers). Let x0 > 0 and consider a thickness level a > 0.
The asymptotic estimates

Without killing: Pe−x0R,∞

(
N1 ≥ a

2 (logR)2
∣∣∣N1 > 0

)
= R−ψ(a)+o(1), and (1.3)

With killing: Pe−x0R,R

(
N1 ≥ a

2 (logR)2
∣∣∣N1 > 0

)
= R−a+o(1) (1.4)

both hold as R → ∞.

We will also prove the following more general version version of the killed estimate (1.4), allowing us
to consider pioneers on balls that are not necessarily unit balls.

Theorem 1.3. Let x0 > 0 and ε > 0. There exist constants R0 = R0(x0, ε) > 0 and x∗ = x∗(x0, ε) > x0
such that the estimate(

r

R

)(1+ε)a
≤ Pe−x0R,R

(
Nr ≥ a

2

(
r log R

r

)2 ∣∣∣∣ Nr > 0
)

≤
(
r

R

)(1−ε)a

6



ψ(a)

a2

Figure 1.1: Plot of ψ in blue and of the identity function in dotted orange. The function ψ is
differentiable but not twice differentiable at a = 2.

holds for every R ≥ R0, 1 ≤ r ≤ e−x∗R, and a > 0.

Context. Le Gall and Merle [GM06] studied the occupation measure of the unit ball by a super-
Brownian motion in four dimensions, started with one initial particle at distance R and conditioned on
hitting the unit ball. They proved that the total occupation measure, normalised by logR, converges in
distribution to an exponential random variable as R → ∞. More recently, Angel, Hutchcroft and Jarai
[AHJ21] and Asselah and Schapira [AS22] considered the analogous quantity for branching random walks,
going beyond the distributional limit and into the large deviations regime. Translating their results into
our continuous setting, they showed the existence of constants 0 < c1 < c2 such that

R−c2 min(a,
√
a) ≤ Pe−x0R,∞

(
L(B(1)) ≥ am1

2 (logR)2
∣∣∣N1 > 0

)
≤ R−c1 min(a,

√
a), (1.5)

where L(B(1)) denotes the total occupation measure of the unit ball and m1 = E1,∞ [L(B(1))] is a
constant. This showed in particular that a naive extrapolation of Le Gall and Merle’s result into the
large deviations regime is incorrect. Still, it remained unclear precisely how the true tail probability
would interpolate between the exponential tail for a ≪ 1 and the stretched-exponential tail for a ≫ 1,
a question that is very relevant for understanding the structure of thick points. Theorem 1.2 gives a
very thorough answer to this question for branching Brownian motion1, and suggests that one should
recover the naive extrapolation of Le Gall and Merle’s theorem into the large deviations regime under
appropriate Dirichlet boundary conditions (in reality, as we will see in Theorem 6.1, this is only true
after an additional double-logarithmic shift in the mean of the exponential random variable). The
second-order phase transition between the “linear” and “sublinear” phases that occurs at a = 2 is a
completely new phenomenon, with the coarse estimates of [AHJ21, AS22] being also consistent with a
smooth interpolation between linear and sublinear behaviour.

Optimal strategies for large numbers of pioneers. Our analysis also leads to probabilistic
descriptions of “strategies” the branching Brownian motion can take to have at least a

2 (logR)2 pioneers
on the unit sphere which are optimal up to an error of Ro(1). This sharpens the analysis of [AS22] who
gave similar strategies the process can take to have a large local time in the unit ball that achieve the
correct probability up to a multiplicative constant in the exponent. We now give a brief heuristic overview
of these strategies, referring the reader to Section 8.1 for further detail.

First consider the case a ≤ 2. In this case, Theorem 1.2 implies that there is no major difference (i.e.,
no difference at the level of exponents) between the infinite-volume system and the system with a killing
boundary on ∂B(R). As part of our study of the structure of the set of thick points, we prove moreover
that (again at the level of exponents), there is no distinction in this regime between the true behaviour of
the model and the following simplified “non-backtracking” model. Let ℓ ≥ 1 and consider a sequence of

1This result also concerns thick points defined in terms of pioneers rather than the occupation measure. As we discuss
below and partly justify, we do not believe this to be an important difference.
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intermediate scales rk = R1−k/ℓ with k = 1, . . . , ℓ. Let Z0 be the single particle at the starting point z at
time zero and, for each 1 ≤ k ≤ ℓ, let Zk be the set of pioneers on the sphere ∂B(0, rk) that are descended
from a particle in the set Zk−1 and for which the trajectory between these two particles remains inside the
ball B(0, rk−2). Thus, |Zℓ| is a lower bound on N1 (i.e., on the number of pioneers on the unit sphere),
and counts only those pioneers that follow a reasonably simple trajectory to reach the unit sphere. More
specifically, these trajectories are “non-backtracking on double-exponential scales”. It follows from the
results of Section 8.1 that

Pe−x0R,∞

(
|Zℓ| ≥ a

2 (logR)2 and |Zk| ≤ a+ ε

2

(
r2
k log R

rk

)2
for every 1 ≤ k < ℓ

∣∣∣∣ N1 > 0
)

≥ R−a+o(1)

as R → ∞ for each fixed a, ε > 0. When a ∈ (0, 2] it follows from Theorem 1.2 that this probability is
within an Ro(1) factor of the probability that N1 is at least a

2 (logR)2, so that (at the level of exponents),
this number of pioneers can be obtained from this simple non-backtracking strategy alone, with good
control on the number of pioneers at each intermediate mesoscopic scale. This also holds for the model
with killing on the outer sphere of radius R for every a > 0.

Now consider the case a > 2, with no killing. In this case, particles will first expand and reach a
sphere of radius Rt+o(1), where t =

√
a/2 > 1. This occurs with probability R−2t+o(1). Conditionally on

this event, there will typically be R2t+o(1) pioneers on the sphere ∂B(Rt+o(1)). Particles will then stay in
a slightly larger domain B(Rt+o(1)) and will generate the desired number of pioneers on the unit sphere
by following the “a = 2 strategy” started at this larger distance; this succeeds with probability R−a/t+o(1).
Altogether, this scenario occurs with probability R−2t−a/t+o(1) = R−2−ψ(a)+o(1). See Section 7 and in
particular Lemma 7.2 for more details.

Analogous results for the local time. Complementing Theorems 1.2 and 1.3 above, we also obtain
analogous (but more partial) results concerning the behaviour of the total local time accumulated in a
small ball, still for critical branching Brownian motion in R4. As mentioned above, we do not believe that
there should be fundamental differences between measuring the thickness of a region via its occupation
measure or via its number of pioneers; this is analogous to the fact that for a single Brownian trajectory,
local time can be measured either in terms of occupation measure or in terms excursion counts between
concentric circles (or spheres). We do however have to reparameterize by an appropriate constant factor
to correctly compare between pioneers and local times. For any point x of the unit sphere, recall that

m1 = E1,∞ [L(B(1))] =
∫
B(1)

dy
∫ ∞

0
dt pt(x, y), where pt(x, y) = 1

(2πt)2 e
− (x−y)2

2t (1.6)

is the heat kernel in R4.

Theorem 1.4 (Exponents for the local time). There exists a0 > 0 such that the following holds. Let
x0 > 0. For each ε > 0, there exists x∗ > x0 and R0 > 0 such that

Pe−x0R,R

(
L(B(r)) ≥ am1

2 r4(logR/r)2|Nr > 0
)

≥ (R/r)−(1+ε)a, (1.7)

for every R ≥ R0, r ≤ e−x∗R and a > 0. If moreover a ≤ a0 then

Pe−x0R,R

(
L(B(r)) ≥ am1

2 r4(logR/r)2|Nr > 0
)

≤ (R/r)−(1−ε)a (1.8)

for every R ≥ R0 and r ≤ e−x∗R.

1.4 Pioneer thick points
We now turn to our main result concerning thick points of critical branching Brownian motion in R4. Let
z0 ∈ B(0, R/2) be a starting point in the bulk of B(R). For each thickness parameter a > 0 we define the
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set of a-thick points to be
TR(a) :=

{
z ∈ Z4 : Nz,1 ≥ a

2 (logR)2
}
. (1.9)

(One could replace the unit lattice Z4 appearing in this definition with any rescaled lattice εZ4 without
changing any of our main results.) We will also call these points a-pioneer-thick points if we want to
distinguish them from thick points defined through the local time.

Theorem 1.5. Let ζ denote the extinction time of the genealogical tree T and consider the conditional
law Pz0,∞( · |ζ > R2) of the branching Brownian motion given that the branching process survives to time
R2, where z0 ∈ B(0, R/2). As R → ∞, the maximal thickness of a point converges in distribution to 2,
so that

sup
z∈Z4

Nz,1
(logR)2 → 2 in distribution as R → ∞. (1.10)

Moreover, for each a ∈ (0, 4], the number of thick points #TR(a) is equal to R4−a+o(1) with high probability
as R → ∞, meaning more precisely that

log #TR(a)
logR → 4 − a in distribution as R → ∞. (1.11)

Moreover, both distributional limits are unchanged if we use the law Pz0,R( · |ζ > R2), where particles are
killed on the outer sphere of radius R, instead of Pz0,∞( · |ζ > R2).

The fact that the above results are unchanged when one adds or removes the killing boundary
follows from the compactness of the support of branching Brownian motion. Indeed, under the measure
Pz0,∞(·|ζ > R2), the probability that a particle reaches the sphere ∂B(AR2) converges to zero uniformly
in R as A → ∞. Thus, we can a priori add a killing boundary at a distance of order R without changing
the typical behaviour of thick points. This means that it is the tail estimate (1.4), where the exponential
behaviour persists into the entire large-deviations regime, that is relevant for the typical behaviour of
thick points; the transition to stretched exponential behaviour in (1.3) occurs due to global atypical
behaviours of the process that can be safely discarded in the context of Theorem 1.5. Either way, whether
we consider the number of thick points for a fixed, typical realisation of branching Brownian motion as
in Theorem 1.5, or instead consider the probability for one point to be thick with appropriate Dirichlet
boundary conditions on a macroscopic sphere as in (1.4) in Theorem 1.2 (i.e. we average over many
realisations), we end up with a picture compatible with multiplicative chaos and log-correlated fields.
(This contrasts with the boundaryless case (1.3), where the nonlinear regime of ψ(a) is incompatible with
log-correlated fields.)

Again, we point out that Theorem 1.5 above may be viewed as an analogue of the celebrated
result of Dembo, Peres, Rosen and Zeitouni [DPRZ01] for thick points of random walk and, in the
case of (1.10), as the analogue of their proof of the Erdős–Taylor conjecture [ET60]. We mention
that there have been many extensions of this theorem (mainly in dimension two, which is the most
interesting case for random walk, Brownian motion, and the Gaussian free field): see in particular
[BDG01, Dav06, HMP10, BDZ16, BL19, BL16, Ros05, BR07, Jeg20b, Jeg23, AB22, ABL19].

Conceptually, the proof of Theorem 1.5 comes from a combination of the estimates obtained in
Theorem 1.2 with a strategy inspired by Gaussian multiplicative chaos and in particular by [Ber17]. As
in this and related works, this suggests it should be possible to construct a measure supported on the
set of thick points and which should correspond informally to the exponential of the square root of the
occupation measure, in a manner analogous to the recent works [Jeg20a, AHS20, Jeg23, ABJL23], and
[Jeg21] in the critical case. We hope to return to this important question in future work.
Remark 1.6. An analogous result holds for thick points defined in terms of local time for a ball. However,
similarly to Theorem 1.4, the analogue of the lower (resp. upper) bound (1.11) holds for any a ∈ (0, 4)
(resp. a ∈ (0, a0)). See also Theorem 1.10 in the discrete.
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1.5 Hitting probabilities in every dimension
Our final main result on branching Brownian motion establishes very precise asymptotic estimates for
the probability to hit a distant unit ball. We analyse these probabilities in every dimension, but the
expansions have very different flavours depending on whether d ≤ 3, d = 4 or d ≥ 5 (the four-dimensional
case being the most subtle). We start by recalling the leading order term of the hitting probability: as
r → ∞,

Pr,∞ (N1 > 0) ∼


(8 − 2d)r−2 if d ≤ 3,

2(log r)−1r−2 if d = 4,
cdr

−d+2 if d ≥ 5.
(1.12)

(The leading constants (8 − 2d), 2, and cd depend on our choice of offspring distribution.) These
asymptotics were computed for super-Brownian motion by Dawson, Iscoe, and Perkins [DIP89], and for
branching random walk in various works of Le Gall and Lin and Zhu; see [LGL15, Theorem 7] for the
case d ≤ 3, [Zhu21] and [LGL16] for the case d = 4, and [LGL16] and [Zhu17] for the case d ≥ 5. (It
seems that a full proof of this first-order estimate has not previously been written for branching Brownian
motion, but this can be done very similarly to these other cases.)

In this section we go beyond these leading order estimates, establishing an infinite-order asymptotic
expansion for the hitting probability in every dimension. We start with the most interesting case of the
critical dimension:

Theorem 1.7 (Hitting probabilities in the critical dimension). Let d = 4. There exists a constant
chit ∈ R such that

Pr,∞(N1 > 0) = 2
r2 log r + 2 log log r + chit

r2(log r)2 + o

(
1

r2(log r)2

)
, as r → ∞.

More generally, there exists a sequence of polynomials (Pn)n≥1 such that

Pr,∞ (N1 > 0) = 1
r2

N∑
n=1

Pn(log log r)
(log r)n + o

(
1

(log r)N

)
as r → ∞ for each N ≥ 1.

The sequence of polynomials (Pn)n≥1 can be described recursively as the unique sequence of polynomials
with P1 = 2, P2 = 2X + chit, and

(2n− 4)Pn − 2P ′
n =

n−1∑
k=2

PkPn+1−k − (n− 1)nPn−1 + (2n− 1)P ′
n−1 − P ′′

n−1.

for every n ≥ 3.

It is a consequence of the recursive definition of the polynomials (Pn)n≥1 that Pn has degree n− 1
and leading coefficient 2 for every n ≥ 1. For example,

P3 = 2X2 + (2chit + 1)X + c2
hit + 10chit + 12

2 .

An interesting feature of this result is that we believe that the series
∑∞
n=1 Pn(log log r)(log r)−n is

divergent for every finite r, so that the formal equality Pr,∞ (N1 > 0) = 1
r2

∑∞
n=1 Pn(log log r)(log r)−n

holds only in the sense of an asymptotic expansion. See Remark 5.2 for further details. As we discuss
below, the divergence observed here is specific to the 4D case and makes the proof harder than in other
dimensions.
Remark 1.8. For other critical offspring distributions (with an exponential moment), we believe that
the 2 appearing as the coefficient of (r2 log r)−1 should be replaced by 2/σ2, where σ2 is the variance
of the offspring distribution. The polynomials Pn should also satisfy a different, distribution-dependent
recurrence relation but will still have degree n− 1 for each n ≥ 1.
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Noncritical dimensions. Now suppose that d ∈ N \ {4}, where N = {1, 2, , . . .}. In this case we will
obtain an expansion of the hitting probability Pr,∞(N1 > 0) of the ball of radius 1 as a convergent series
in powers of r; more precisely, after multiplication by r2, this expansion is a power series in rβ , where β
is a novel exponent that we now define. Set

β = β(d) =


d− 6 +

√
d2 − 20d+ 68

2 if d ≤ 3,

d− 4 if d ≥ 5,
(1.13)

Thus, β(1) = 1, β(2) = 2(
√

2 − 1) ≈ 0.83, β(3) = (
√

17 − 3)/2 ≈ 0.56, and β(d) = d− 4 for d ≥ 5. Notice
that both expressions for β would degenerate to 0 at d = 4, and that the expression defining β(d) for
d ≤ 3 would not be real for d > 4. Since β(d) will be seen to govern the higher-order corrections to scaling
for the critical probability when d ≠ 4, the fact that the expression for β(d) degenerates to 0 when d = 4
is related to the fact that the corrections are subpolynomially small when d = 4.

Given d ∈ N \ {4}, we also define the sequence of coefficients αℓ = αℓ(d) for ℓ = 0, 1, 2, . . . inductively
by

α0 = (8 − 2d)+, α1 = 1 and αℓ = 1
(β2ℓ+ |2d− 8|)(ℓ− 1)

ℓ−1∑
k=1

αkαℓ−k, ℓ ≥ 2 (1.14)

where for x ∈ R, x+ = max(x, 0). Let Rα be the radius of convergence of the power series x 7→
∑∞
ℓ=0 αℓx

ℓ.
One can check by induction that 0 ≤ αℓ ≤ (2β2 + |2d − 8|)1−ℓ for every ℓ ≥ 1 and hence that
Rα ≥ 2β2 + |2d− 8| > 0.

Theorem 1.9 (Hitting probabilities in noncritical dimensions). Let d ∈ N \ {4} and let β = β(d),
(αℓ)ℓ≥0 = (αℓ(d))ℓ≥0, and Rα = Rα(d) be as above. There exists a constant µ1 = µ1(d) ∈ R such that

Pr,∞ (N1 > 0) =
∞∑
ℓ=0

αℓµ
ℓ
1r

−2−βℓ

for every r > R0(d) := max(1, (|µ1|/Rα)1/β). Moreover, the constant µ1 is negative when d ∈ {1, 2, 3}
and is strictly between 0 and 1 when d ≥ 5. Furthermore, when d ≥ 5 the constant µ1 is the unique
solution in (0, 1) to the equation

∑∞
ℓ=1 αℓµ

ℓ
1 = 1.

Let us emphasise that the constants β and µ1 both depend on d, as does the sequence (αℓ)ℓ≥0. Unlike
β and (αℓ)ℓ≥0, the constant µ1 is not explicit but is only defined implicitly (see Section 11 for more
details). We believe that the exponent β is universal but that the constant µ1 and the sequence (αℓ)ℓ≥0
are not. For instance, if one considers another critical branching mechanism (satisfying appropriate
moment conditions) then a similar expansion should hold with the same value of β but a possibly different
value of µ1. With some additional work, this universality statement should follow from our arguments;
see in particular the discussion below (11.7). The proof of Theorem 1.9 is contained in Section 11.

1.6 Consequences for branching random walk
So far, all of the results we have stated relied heavily on the continuous nature of Rd and its rotational
symmetry. Indeed, much of our analysis works by using rotational symmetry to convert problems about
the partial differential equation ∆v = v2 into problems about ordinary differential equations, a technique
that relies on rotational invariance in an essential way. Nevertheless, it is possible to apply our results
to study lattice models such branching random walk on Zd, in which full rotational-invariance holds
only in the scaling limit. Indeed, we establish in Corollary 10.2 a strong coupling between critical
branching random walk and critical branching Brownian motion (both conditioned to survive for at least
R2 generations), which enables us to easily transfer many of the above results to the setting of branching
random walk.

To give an example of what can be proven in this way, let us now state a theorem concerning local time
thick points for branching random walk. Consider a Z4-valued branching random walk ST, indexed by a
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critical binary BGW tree T, with centred, nearest-neighbour increments, and for each x ∈ Z4 consider
the local time ℓx =

∑
v∈T 1{ST(v)=x}. Recalling the definition of the constant m1 from (1.6), we define

for each a > 0 and R ≥ 1 the set of local time thick points to be

T RW
R (a) :=

{
x ∈ Z4 : ℓx ≥ a

16m1

π2 (logR)2
}
. (1.15)

The following theorem is a local-time analogue of Theorem 1.5 for branching random walk.

Theorem 1.10. Let ζ denote the extinction time of the genealogical tree T and consider the conditional
law PBRW

z0,∞( · | ζ > R2) of the branching random walk given that the branching process survives to time R2,
where z0 ∈ Z4 ∩B(0, R/2). For each a > 0 we have the distributional asymptotics

1
(logR)2 max

x∈Z4
ℓx ≥ 64m1

π2 − o(1) and
{

#T RW
R (a) ≥ R4−a+o(1) a ∈ (0, 4),

#T RW
R (a) ≤ R4−a+o(1) a ∈ (0, a0),

as R → ∞, where each o(1) term denotes a random variable converging to 0 in distribution as R → ∞
when a is fixed. Moreover, these distributional asymptotics are unchanged if we replace PBRW

z0,∞( · | ζ > R2)
with the law PBRW

z0,R
( · | ζ > R2), where particles are killed upon leaving the sphere of radius R.

Note that in the above theorem, the upper and lower bounds for the number of a-thick points match
when a ∈ (0, a0). We conjecture that this is still the case for a ∈ [a0, 4).
Remark 1.11. It should not be difficult to extend this result to branching random walks with more general
increment distributions. For example, if one considers increments that are centred, have all moments
finite, and have covariance matrix Γ then the same result should hold provided that one replaces 16m1

π2

with m1
π2

√
det Γ in the definition of the set of thick points.

1.7 Nonpositive solutions to the equation ∆v = v2 in four dimensions
The semilinear partial differential equation

∆v = v2

with given boundary conditions in a domain D of Rd plays a key role in our analysis. This PDE is well
known to arise in connection with branching particle systems such as super Brownian motion, starting with
Watanabe’s original work [Wat68]. Since then, non-negative solutions of this PDE have been extensively
studied, see e.g. [Dyn91]. Probabilistic representations of non-negative solutions have also been greatly
studied; such representations can also be used to study qualitative properties of this equation. We refer
the reader to [LG99] for an overview and many further references to this topic.

It turns out, however, that for our purposes it is the negative solutions (or rather, nonpositive) to
this PDE which are relevant. Surprisingly, very little seems to be known in that case, starting with the
uniqueness of solutions on which our analysis depends crucially. While in the positive case the maximum
principle easily shows solutions are unique (we recall this in Lemma 2.6), no such general argument can
be made in the negative case. In fact, we explain that uniqueness cannot be expected to hold generally;
see the discussion in Section 3.1. We show however that uniqueness holds for rotationally symmetric
solutions in dimension d = 4 with sufficiently small normal derivative. This is one of the key technical
contributions of this paper. We state this as a theorem below:

Theorem 1.12. Let R > 1 and s < 0, and suppose d = 4. The problem
∆vs = v2

s in B(R) \B(1),
vs = s on ∂B(1),
vs = 0 on ∂B(R),
|(∂v/∂n)| < R−3 on ∂B(R)

has at most one rotationally invariant solution.
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See Theorem 3.1 where we also give a probabilistic representation of these solutions. We believe
that the hypotheses of this theorem are near-optimal: Numerics suggest that this uniqueness statement
holds until |(∂v/∂n)| < λcR

−3 on ∂B(R) where λc ≈ 2.43. See Section 3.1 for a detailed discussion.
Parts of this proof are not specific to the case of dimension d = 4; in particular, Lemma 3.8, which gives
an equivalence between analytic and probabilistic descriptions of the uniqueness threshold, holds in all
dimensions.

1.8 Structure of the paper
The rest of the paper is organised as follows:

• Section 2: we relate the Laplace transform of the number of pioneers to boundary value problems
for the PDE ∆v = v2 and make some related preliminary observations, including an interesting
scale-invariance property for the number of particles frozen on the boundary of a large sphere.

• Section 3: we give a probabilistic representation for some nonpositive rotationally invariant solutions
to ∆v = v2, and prove Theorem 1.12, which provides a uniqueness criterion for this PDE. (We also
discuss non-uniqueness.)

• Section 4: by studying the asymptotic behaviour of solutions to ∆v = v2 and by applying the main
result of Section 3, we obtain the upper bound on the tail probability of N1 with killing on ∂B(R).

• Section 5: we continue our study of the asymptotic behaviour of the solutions. In particular, we obtain
a divergent series expansion analogous to the one stated in Theorem 1.7.

• Section 6: we use the series expansion derived in the previous section to prove very precise estimates
on the Laplace transform of the number of pioneers with Dirichlet boundary conditions. We then prove
a “finitary” Tauberian theorem that allows us to transfer these estimates on the Laplace transform to
the tail probabilities. This will conclude the proof of Theorem 1.3.

• Section 7: we prove the tail estimate (1.3) in Theorem 1.2 when there is no killing, identifying precisely
the transition at a = 2 from linear to sublinear exponents.

• Section 8: we prove our thick point result Theorem 1.5 based on a truncated second moment approach.

• Section 9: using our estimates on the number of pioneers, we prove Theorem 1.4 concerning the tails
of the occupation measure.

• Section 10: for any tree T , we construct a strong coupling between a T -indexed random walk and a
T -indexed Brownian motion. We then use this coupling to transfer results on branching Brownian
motion to branching random walk.

• Section 11: we prove our expansion of the hitting probability when d ̸= 4.
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2 Preliminary observations on the PDE ∆v = v2

The proofs of Theorems 1.2, 1.7 and 1.9 all rely on the analysis of the Laplace transform of the number of
pioneers. In this section we introduce relevant notation, state the PDE satisfied by this Laplace transform
(Lemma 2.1), and make some preliminary observations about the solutions of this PDE. The fact that
the Laplace transform satisfies this PDE is not new, but our analysis of the resulting PDE is novel; a
detailed discussion is given after the statement of Lemma 2.6. We work in an arbitrary dimension d ≥ 1
throughout this section.

We now introduce our notation for the Laplace transform of the number of pioneers. Let R > 1 and
for each r ∈ (1, R) consider the quantity sc(r,R) defined by

sc(r,R) = inf{s < 0 : Er,R
[
(1 − s)N1

]
< ∞}, (2.1)

where N1 is the number of pioneers on the unit sphere and we recall that Er,R denotes the expectation
taken with respect to branching Brownian motion started at distance r from the origin and killed on the
sphere of radius R. With some abuse of terminology, sc(r,R) will often be referred to as the “radius of
convergence” of the Laplace transform. Observe that sc(r,R) does not actually depend on the parameter r.
Indeed, given r1, r2 ∈ (1, R), if we define E to be the event that the initial particle travels to the sphere
of radius r2 before the first branching occurs, then

Er1,R

[
(1 − s)N1

]
≥ Er1,R

[
(1 − s)N11E

]
= Pr1,R (E)Er2,R

[
(1 − s)N1

]
,

and since Pr1,R (E) > 0 it follows that sc(r1, R) ≥ sc(r2, R). By exchanging the roles of r1 and r2 this
shows that sc(r1, R) = sc(r2, R), proving the claim that sc(·, R) does not depend on r. From now on we
will write sc(R) for the common value of sc(r,R) shared by all values of r in (1, R). For each s ∈ (sc(R), 1],
we define the function vs : y ∈ B(R) \B(1) → R by

vs(y) := 1 − Ey,R
[
(1 − s)N1

]
, (2.2)

which is related to the Laplace transform Ly,R(s) = Ey,R
[
e−sN1

]
of the law of N1 by vs(y) = 1 −

Ly,R(− log(1 − s)). Since vs is rotationally invariant, we will also write vs(∥y∥) = vs(y). (Note that vs
also depends on R, but we will suppress this from our notation.)

We now write down the boundary value problem satisfied by the function vs.

Lemma 2.1. Let R > 1 and s ∈ (sc(R), 1]. The function vs is solution to the boundary value problem

∆vs = v2
s in B(R) \B(1), vs = s on ∂B(1), vs = 0 on ∂B(R).

Remark 2.2. For our purposes, part of what it means for a function to solve a boundary value problem
on some domain is that its extension to the closure of the domain is continuous.

Proof. In [LZ15] (see equation (7.19) therein) it is shown that if d = 1 then vs satisfies the ODE v′′
s = v2

s

for every s ∈ (1, R). The same proof works in every dimension, meaning that ∆vs = v2
s in B(R) \B(1).

The boundary values are then easy to check. See also [LG99, Chapter V, Theorem 6] in the context of
exit measures of super-Brownian motion.

Remark 2.3. Throughout the paper we consider only branching Brownian motion with offspring distribution
uniform on {0, 2}. If one were to consider a different offspring distribution with probability generating
function G then the relevant PDE would be ∆v = 2G((1 − v)) − 2(1 − v) =: Ψ(v). The function Ψ(v)
is convex, non-negative, and satisfies Ψ(v) ∼ σ2v2 as v → 0, where σ2 is the variance of the offspring
distribution. (Of course there are technicalities to address when v lies outside of the radius of convergence
of the series defining Ψ.) Since Ψ(v) is non-negative and behaves like a multiple of v2 when v is small, it
should with work be possible to extend all of our analysis to other critical offspring distributions (with
e.g. a finite exponential moment). The higher order corrections to Ψ will lead to different higher-order
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terms in the series expansions of Theorem 1.7 and Theorem 1.9, but the basic form of these expansions
should be unchanged. We do not investigate these matters further in this paper.
Remark 2.4. The same PDE ∆v = v2 that we study is also relevant for super-Brownian motion, but with
a different encoding between parameters of the generating function and boundary conditions. Indeed,
letting Nx denote the excursion measure of the Brownian snake starting at x and letting Z be the total exit
measure on the inner boundary ∂B(1) when the process is killed upon leaving the annulus B(R) \B(1),
it follows from [LG99, Chapter V, Theorem 6] that the function us(x) = 4Nx[1 − e−sZ ] is a solution to
the boundary value problem

∆us = u2
s in B(R) \B(1), us = 4s on ∂B(1), us = 0 on ∂B(R).

Thus, aside from the various unimportant factors of 4 that appear due to normalization conventions,
the generating function us/4 = 4(1 − Nx[e−sZ/4]) satisfies the same boundary value problem as vs =
1 − Ex,R

[
(1 − s)N1

]
; the only difference is that the generating function is taken with the parameter s in

the former case and log(1 − s) in the latter case. Because of this connection, all of our work analyzing
the non-positive solutions to the PDE ∆v = v2 can be applied directly to the super-Brownian case also.
We do not pursue this further in this paper.

Using that vs is rotationally invariant and expressing the Laplacian in spherical coordinates, Lemma
2.1 can be rephrased as follows: for every R > 1 and s ∈ (sc(R), 1], the function vs : [1, R] → R is a
solution to the boundary value problem

v′′
s + d− 1

r
v′
s = v2

s in (1, R), vs(1) = s, vs(R) = 0. (2.3)

(Recall that we identify vs(y) with vs(∥y∥) with an abuse of notations.) We will see throughout the paper
that solutions to this boundary value problem have greatly differing behaviours in the three cases d < 4,
d = 4, and d > 4.

The maximum principle. Since every solution to the PDE ∆u = u2 on some domain D is subharmonic
on D, it satisfies the maximum principle, meaning that if u extends continuously to ∂D then

sup
x∈D

u(x) = sup
x∈∂D

u(x).

It follows in particular that if u(x) is nonpositive on the boundary of D then it is also nonpositive on the
interior of D.
Remark 2.5. It is not true that if u ≥ 0 on the boundary of a domain then also u ≥ 0 in the interior of
the domain. Indeed, let d = 1 and λ > 0 and consider the solution to the initial value problem u′′ = u2,
u(0) = 0, u′(0) = −λ. It is easy to prove that there exists x0 > 0 such that u′(x0) = 0 and that u′(x) > 0
for x > x0. Since u is convex on its domain, it follows easily that u(x) is positive for all sufficiently large
x in the domain of u. As such, letting x1 > x0 be such that u(x1) = 0, the restriction of u to [0, x1] solves
the ODE u′′ = u2 with zero boundary conditions, but is strictly negative on the interior of [0, x1]. One
can similarly obtain examples where the boundary values are positive but the function is non-positive on
some parts of the interior.

Uniqueness of non-negative solutions. We now state and prove a uniqueness result concerning
non-negative solutions to ∆u = u2. We do so because we could not find this lemma in this form in the
literature, although this type of uniqueness statement is well known. This also gives us the opportunity
to recall where the non-negativity assumption is used in the proof. (We state the lemma only for the
boundary conditions we intend to use it with; the proof is much more general.)

Lemma 2.6. Let d ≥ 1. Let s > 0 and u, v : Rd \B(1) → [0,∞) be two continuous non-negative solutions
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to the same boundary value problem 
∆f = f2 in Rd \B(1),
f = s on ∂B(1),
f(x) → 0 as x → ∞.

Then u = v.

Proof. We follow the proof of [LG99, Chapter 5, Lemma 7]. Let w = u− v and let D = {w > 0}. Assume
that D is not empty and for each R ≥ 1 let DR = D ∩ B(R). Because u and v are non-negative, we
have that ∆w = u2 − v2 = w(u + v) ≥ 0 on D, so that w is subharmonic on D. By the standard
maximum principle, this implies that maxDR

w = max∂DR
w. On the other hand, by definition of D, w

is identically zero on (∂D) ∩ (B(R) \B(1)). Moreover, by assumptions on the boundary conditions of u
and v, max∂B(1)∪∂B(R) w → 0 as R → ∞. Wrapping up, this shows that maxw = 0 in D. This is absurd,
proving that D = ∅ and that u ≤ v. It follows by symmetry that u ≥ v also.

Our probabilistic solutions vs fall into the category of non-negative solutions when s ∈ [0, 1]. However,
the behaviour of vs when s ∈ [0, 1] gives very little information about the large deviations of the number
of pioneers N1, which is the main interest of the current paper. To get useful information about large
deviations, we need to study vs when s is negative, meaning that we are interested in nonpositive solutions
to the PDE ∆v = v2.

For negative solutions, uniqueness is not guaranteed immediately. This lack of uniqueness accounts for
much of the additional technical difficulty faced in our work. One of the main contributions of our paper
is therefore to analyse these nonpositive solutions; in particular to establish uniqueness of rotationally
symmetric solutions in R4 subject to a certain smallness assumption, see Theorem 1.12.

Notational convention. To ease the reading of the arguments below we will make use of the following
conventions. When we consider a specific solution to a PDE or ODE coming from a probabilistic model
we will use letters such as v, g, h; whereas general solutions to such problems will be denoted with regular
letters such as v, g, h, etc.

We now want to give a simple example of how one can use PDE representations such as Lemma
2.1 to study the number of pioneers. This example will be useful in the proofs of the main theorems
and also features an application of Pringsheim’s theorem (a.k.a. the Vivanti-Pringsheim theorem) in a
friendly setting. This theorem states that if f(z) =

∑∞
n=0 anz

n is a function defined by a power series
with non-negative coefficients and with radius of convergence R then there is no analytic continuation of
f to an open neighbourhood of [0, R]. (One often sees the conclusion of this theorem stated as “f has a
singularity at R”. Let us stress however that it is possible for the power series defining the kth derivative
of f to converge at R for every k ≥ 0, as is the case when an = e−

√
n.) We will rely on this classical

result once more in the proof of our probabilistic representation of nonpositive solutions to ∆v = v2 in
Section 3.

“Scale invariance” of the number of pioneers. We now discuss how a form of scale invariance for
the number of pioneers on some outer sphere can be deduced easily via ODE techniques. Fix R ≥ 1 and
consider running branching Brownian motion where we freeze particles not on the unit sphere but on the
outer sphere ∂BR. Denote by ÑR the number of particles that are frozen on this outer sphere, which we
call pioneers as in our usual setting. We define

s∗(R) = inf{s < 0 : ERy
[(

1 − s

R2

)NR
]
< ∞}

for some y in the open ball B(1), where, similarly to the definition of sc(R) above, the quantity s∗(R)
does not depend on the choice of y ∈ B(1).

Lemma 2.7. Let d ≥ 1. The quantity s∗(R) does not depend on the choice of R ≥ 1, and the resulting
constant s∗ = s∗(1) is a finite, negative number. Moreover, for each y ∈ B(1), the function from (s∗, 1] to
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R defined by

s 7→ R2
(

1 − ERy
[(

1 − s

R2

)ÑR
])

(2.4)

does not depend on R ≥ 1.

Remark 2.8. Asselah and Schapira [AS22] also studied the number of pioneers on ∂B(R) starting
from a point inside B(R) in the context of branching random walk. In our notation, they show that
supR s∗(R) < 0, meaning that they obtain a uniform-in-R exponential upper bound on the tail of NR/R2.
Here we obtain a much more precise estimate in the context of branching Brownian motion.

Proof of Lemma 2.7. We first consider non-negative parameters s ∈ [0, 1]. For each y ∈ B(R) let
vs,R(y) = 1 − Ey[(1 − s)ÑR ]. Analogously to the boundary value problem satisfied by vs (Lemma 2.1),
vs,R satisfies the boundary value problem

∆vs,R = v2
s,R in B(R), vs,R = s on ∂B(R).

We now make the appropriate change of variables by defining ws,R(y) = R2vs/R2,R(Ry) for each y ∈ B(1),
so that ws,R satisfies the boundary value problem

∆ws,R = w2
s,R in B(1), ws,R = s on ∂B(1).

By uniqueness of non-negative solutions to the above boundary value problem, the function ws,R does
not depend on R ≥ 1.

Let R1, R2 ≥ 1 and y ∈ B(1). We have just shown that ws,R1(y) = ws,R2(y) for all s ∈ [0, 1]. Since
ws,R1(y) and ws,R2(y) are analytic in s on their respective domains (s∗(R1), 1] and (s∗(R2), 1], this
equality remains true for all s ∈ (s∗(R1) ∨ s∗(R2), 1]. We now show that s∗(R1) = s∗(R2). The crucial
observation is that ws,R2(y) is a power series in −s with non-negative coefficients. Thus, by Pringsheim’s
theorem, s∗(R2) is a singularity of ws,R2(y) in the sense that ws,R2(y) cannot be extended analytically
to any open neighbourhood of [s∗(R2), 0]. This shows that s∗(R1) ≥ s∗(R2), since if it were not the
case then ws,R1(y) would provide an analytic continuation of ws,R2(y) beyond the singularity s∗(R2).
Exchanging the roles of R1 and R2 we obtain that s∗(R1) = s∗(R2) as claimed.

The last remaining item to check is the strict negativity and finiteness of s∗. Let R > 1 (for instance
take R = 2). We only need to show that s∗(R) ∈ (−∞, 0). While directly obtaining bounds that are
uniform in R would require some careful justification (as was done in [AS22]), we can instead conclude
using very crude estimates since we already know that s∗(R) does not depend on R. Because of the killing
on ∂B(R), the random variable ÑR can be stochastically dominated by the total progeny of a subcritical
Galton-Watson process whose Laplace transform has a positive radius of convergence. (For example, it
is dominated by the total number of particles in a branching Brownian motion where we kill a particle
at a branching event if it moved distance at least 2R since the previous branching event, so that the
associated discrete genealogical tree has a Binomial(2, p) offspring distribution for some p < 1/2.) This
shows that s∗(R) < 0. Similarly, one can stochastically dominate the total progeny of another subcritical
Galton-Watson process by ÑR and conclude that s∗(R) cannot be infinite.

In the regime R ≫ 1, we can approximate log(1 − s/R2) by −s/R2 and we will see that Lemma 2.7
has the following corollary:

Corollary 2.9. Let d ≥ 1 and y ∈ B(1). The normalized probability R2PRy(ÑR > 0) converges as
R → ∞ to a positive and finite quantity. Moreover, the law of the random variable ÑR/R2 under the
conditional distribution PRy( · |ÑR > 0) converges to some limiting distribution as R → ∞.

This could probably be inferred from the existence of the excursion measure for super-Brownian
motion; we now give a short and direct argument based on the above. We will omit some details of the
proof since this corollary is tangential to the main results of the paper.
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Sketch of proof. Since reaching ∂B(R) occurs with comparable probability to surviving forR2 generations2,
the normalized probability R2PRy(ÑR > 0) remains bounded away from 0 and from infinity as R → ∞.
Let (Rn)n≥1 and (R′

n)n≥1 be two increasing sequences that diverge to infinity such that R2PRy(ÑR > 0)
converges along these two sequences. Let ℓ and ℓ′ denote the two limits. We will show that ℓ = ℓ′. Using
Lemma 2.7, we see that ÑR/R2 conditioned on {ÑR > 0} converges in law along the two sequences
(Rn)n≥1 and (R′

n)n≥1 to some random variables Ñ∞ and Ñ ′
∞, respectively. Moreover, these limiting

distributions are related by the fact that for all s ∈ (s∗, 1],

ℓE
[
1 − e−sÑ∞

]
= ℓ′E

[
1 − e−sÑ ′

∞

]
.

Assume without loss of generality that ℓ ≥ ℓ′. Since the Laplace transforms of Ñ∞ and Ñ ′
∞ have a

positive radius of convergence |s∗|, their laws are determined by their characteristic functions. The law of
Ñ∞ is therefore given by (1−ℓ′/ℓ)δ0 plus ℓ′/ℓ times the law of Ñ ′

∞. It can be shown that Ñ∞ ̸= 0 a.s. (we
omit these details) implying that ℓ = ℓ′. This concludes the proof of the convergence of R2PRy(ÑR > 0)
as R → ∞. The convergence in law of ÑR/R2 under PRy(·ÑR > 0) then follows.

Remark 2.10. Following Remark 2.4, it should be possible to identify this limiting distribution in terms
of the super-Brownian excursion measure. In the case d = 1, this distribution can be described explicitly
in terms of Weierstrass elliptic functions as explained in [LZ15].

The autonomous form of the equation. We end this section with the elementary but crucial
observation that, after a change of variables, we can turn the ODE (2.3) into an autonomous equation.
Indeed, let us define L := logR and

hs(x) = e2xvs(ex) and gs(x) := hs(L− x) = R2e−2xvs(Re−x), x ∈ [0, L]. (2.5)

(Note that hs and gs both depend on the parameter R, but we suppress this from our notation.) From
the equation (2.3), one obtains that for each s ∈ (sc(R), 1] the function hs is a solution to the boundary
value problem

h′′
s + (d− 6)h′

s + (8 − 2d)hs = h2
s in (0, L), hs(0) = s, hs(L) = 0, (2.6)

with a similar boundary value problem satisfied by gs. In the case of primary interest that d = 4, these
boundary value problems may be written simply as{

h′′
s − 2h′

s = h2
s in (0, L),

hs(0) = s, hs(L) = 0, and
{

g′′
s + 2g′

s = g2
s in (0, L),

gs(0) = 0, gs(L) = s.
(2.7)

Although it may naively seem that the equations have become simpler in the four-dimensional case, their
behaviour in this case is in fact much more delicate.
Remark 2.11 (Other dimensions). Let us now point out a few ways in which the special role of the critical
dimension d = 4 can easily be seen from these equations. Most obviously, the coefficient 8 − 2d of the
h term in (2.6) vanishes only when d = 4, meaning that for d ̸= 4 the equation admits the non-zero
constant solution h ≡ 8 − 2d while for d = 4 there is no non-zero constant solution. For d < 4 we will
see that the solution of this equation, which corresponds to the critical BBM hitting probability via
h(x) = e2xPex,∞ (N1 > 0), does in fact converge at infinity to the non-zero constant 8 − 2d. (For d > 4
this clearly cannot happen since the hitting probability is non-negative.) Further special features of
the case d = 4 become apparent when we try to linearize the equation in the large x regime, assuming
that h is small at infinity. The most naive way to linearize the equation is to neglect the h2 term to get
the equation h′′ + (d − 6)h′ + (8 − 2d)h = 0, whose solutions are of the form x 7→ c1e

−(d−4)x + c2e
2x.

2This result is folklore, but we are not aware of a reference for it. A similar result is proven for branching random walk
in [Hul15], where the focus is on long-range models. The lower bound is easy since the locations of the particles in the
branching random walk are Gaussian conditional on the genealogical tree. The upper bound can be proven using e.g. the
method of [Hut20, Proof of Theorem 7.2], where the required bound on the expected number of pioneers in a sphere (which
requires an involved analysis for the UST) is trivial for BBM.
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This suggests that when d < 4 non-trivial solutions cannot vanish at infinity, whereas, when d > 4,
some non-trivial solutions vanish exponentially fast at infinity. The critical dimension d = 4 is then a
borderline case, as is consistent with (1.12). Moreover, the solutions to this linearized equation do not
have the property that h2 is of lower order than h′′ or 2h when d ≤ 4, suggesting (correctly) that these
solutions do not accurately reflect the true behaviour of the non-linear ODE in this case. (When d < 4
one does however get a fairly good understanding of the remainder term h − (8 − 2d) by studying the
naive linearization of the ODE it satisfies.) A more subtle but crucial difference between dimensions
d = 4 and d > 4 is that when d > 4 the terms h′′, h′, and h are all of the same order at infinity, with the
h2 term having smaller order, while for d = 4 the h′ and h2 terms have the same order at infinity with
the h′′ term having smaller order. The fact that the “correction term” h′′ in the d = 4 case involves a
higher order of derivative than is found in the approximate equation 2h′ = h2 leads the equation to have
poor stability properties and ultimately to its asymptotic expansion being divergent, in contrast to the
case d > 4 where the “correction term” h2 does not involve any derivatives.

3 Probabilistic representations of nonpositive solutions (proof
of Theorem 1.12)

3.1 Statement of result and preliminary steps
We now initiate our study of the large deviations of the number of pioneers on the unit sphere in the
four-dimensional case. We work exclusively in the case d = 4 from now until Section 11. The purpose
of this section is to provide a probabilistic representation of nonpositive solutions of the autonomous
equation g′′ + 2g′ = g2. For each λ > 0, let gλ be the unique maximal solution to the initial value problem{

g′′
λ + 2g′

λ = g2
λ,

gλ(0) = 0, g′
λ(0) = −λ. (3.1)

(This maximal solution is unique by the Cauchy–Lipschitz theorem since the ODE g′′ + 2g′ = g2 is locally
Lipschitz.) See Figure 3.1 for numerical approximations of gλ for different values of λ. We stress that
gλ will always denote the solution to this initial value problem, whereas gs will denote the function
introduced in (2.5), which is a specific solution to the boundary value problem (2.7). (In particular, gs
also depends implicitly on the parameter R which does not appear in the definition of gλ.)

The main result of this section reads as follows:
Theorem 3.1 (Probabilistic representations for non-positive solutions with small derivative). The
function gλ is defined and non-positive on [0,∞) for every λ ∈ [0, 2). Moreover, for each λ ∈ [0, 1) and
R = eL > 1, the function gλ has the following probabilistic representation on [0, L]:

gλ(x) = (e−xR)2 (1 − Ee−xR,R

[
(1 − s)N1

])
= gs(x) with s = gλ(L) (3.2)

for every x ∈ [0, L].
Remark 3.2. Numerical approximations to gλ suggest that it does not remain non-positive when λ is
large, see Figure 3.2. We stress however that our probabilistic representation of solutions should already
fail to hold at smaller values of λ than this, where numerics (Figure 4.2) suggest that solutions remain
non-positive but do not depend monotonically on λ as they do when the probabilistic representation is
valid.

This result implies immediately that solutions to the boundary value problem (2.3) with s < 0
are unique provided that their derivative at R is sufficiently small. (This derivative is automatically
non-negative by the maximum principle.) Indeed, if ṽs is a solution to the boundary value problem (2.3)
with s < 0 and we define g̃s by g̃s = R2e−2xṽs(Re−x) then g̃s solves the boundary value problem (2.7)
and has derivative at zero given by

g̃′
s(0) =

[
−2R2e−2xṽs(Re−x) −R3e−3xṽ′

s(Re−x)
] ∣∣∣

x=0
= −R3ṽ′

s(R). (3.3)
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Thus, if 0 ≤ ṽ′
s(R) < R−3 then 0 ≤ −g̃′

s(0) < 1 and it follows from Theorem 3.1 that g̃s = gs and ṽs = vs.
(The hypothesis that v′

s < R−3 in this uniqueness statement can be replaced by the hypothesis that
v′
s < λc(R) ·R−3, where λc(R) ≥ 1 is defined in Proposition 3.3.) It follows that rotationally invariant

solutions to the boundary value problem
∆vs = v2

s in B(R) \B(1),
vs = s on ∂B(1),
vs = 0 on ∂B(R),

with s < 0 are also unique provided that their normal derivative on the outer sphere ∂B(R) is strictly
smaller than R−3.

Surprisingly, this uniqueness property is false without this restriction on the derivative. As can be
seen from Figure 3.1, as −g′

λ(0) = λ increases, the corresponding solutions evolve monotonically until at
least λ = 1, but cease to be monotone in λ at larger values of λ. In particular, the solutions for different
values of λ can cross each other. Hence if x is such a crossing point we get two solutions to (2.7) with
the same boundary values at 0 and x yet different solutions in the interior (0, x), which shows that the
boundary value problem (2.7) does not have a unique solution.

By the standard Cauchy–Lipschitz uniqueness theorem for solutions to ordinary differential equations
with fixed initial value and derivative, Theorem 3.1 will directly follow from the following result, whose
proof occupies the rest of this section.

Proposition 3.3 (Properties of the derivative of gs at 0). Let R > 1 and consider the function gs defined
in (2.5).

1. The function gs is differentiable at 0 for each s ∈ (sc(R), 0].

2. The map λR : s ∈ (sc(R), 0] 7→ −g′
s(0) is a continuous decreasing function.

3. If we define λc(R) by λc(R) = lims↓sc(R) λR(s) then λc(R) ≥ 1 for every R > 1.

Remark 3.4. The critical point λc(R), which is defined to be the maximal slope at the origin that can
be obtained from our probabilistic solutions, will play an important role throughout this section; we
advise the reader to internalise its definition before moving on. It is unlikely that the lower bound
infR>1 λc(R) ≥ 1 is optimal, but for our purposes it is enough to know that infR>1 λc(R) > 0. Numerical
approximations suggest that infR λc(R) is roughly 2.4, see Figure 3.3.

We start the proof of Proposition 3.3 by showing that gs is differentiable at 0 for each s ∈ (sc(R), 0].
(Equivalently, vs is differentiable at R for each s ∈ (sc(R), 0].)

Lemma 3.5. Let R > 1, let s ∈ (−sc(R), 1], and let v : [1, R] → R be a solution to the boundary value
problem (2.3). Then v is differentiable at R. Moreover, if s ̸= 0 then v′(R) ̸= 0.

(Recall that part of what it means for v : [1, R] → R to be a solution to the boundary value problem
(2.3) is that v is continuous on [1, R].)

Proof of Lemma 3.5. Using the ODE, we have

d
dr (rd−1v′(r)) = rd−1

(
v′′(r) + d− 1

r
v′(r)

)
= rd−1v(r)2 ≥ 0.

In other words, r ∈ (1, R) 7→ rd−1v′(r) is nondecreasing. It remains to show that the limit of this
function is finite as r → R; this will prove that limr↑R v

′(r) is well defined and finite and hence that v is
differentiable at R by the mean value theorem. By continuity of v, there exists some constant C > 0 such
that for all r ∈ [1, R],

d
dr (rd−1v′(r)) = rd−1v(r)2 ≤ C.
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Integrating this between r1 < r2 gives

rd−1
2 v′(r2) − rd−1

1 v′(r1) ≤ C(r2 − r1)

which shows that r ∈ (1, R) 7→ rd−1v′(r) remains bounded as r → R. This concludes the proof that v is
also differentiable at R. The fact that v′(R) ̸= 0 if s ≠ 0 follows from uniqueness of backwards solutions
with fixed value and derivative at R: the only function satisfying the ODE with v(R) = v′(R) = 0 is the
zero function, which does not satisfy the appropriate boundary condition at r = 1 when s ̸= 0.

Lemmas 2.1 and 3.5 have the following corollary.

Corollary 3.6 (Relationship between derivatives and excursion measures). Let R > 1. For each
s ∈ (sc(R), 1], the limits

lim
r↑R

1
R− r

Pr,R (N1 > 0) and lim
r↑R

Er,R
[
1 − (1 − s)N1 |N1 > 0

]
(3.4)

exist and are non-degenerate in the sense that both are finite and the first is positive. In particular, the
law of the number of pioneers N1 under the conditional measure Pr,R ( · |N1 > 0) converges weakly as
r ↑ R to some limiting measure Pexc,R. The critical value sc(R) is equal to the radius of convergence of
the Laplace transform of N1 under Pexc,R, so that

sc(R) = inf
{
s < 0 : Eexc,R

[
(1 − s)N1

]
< ∞

}
.

Finally, for each s ∈ (sc(R), 0], the function gs is differentiable at 0 and satisfies

g′
s(0) = R3

(
lim
r↑R

1
R− r

Pr,R (N1 > 0)
)
Eexc,R

[
1 − (1 − s)N1

]
. (3.5)

Remark 3.7. While we have restricted ourselves to proving distributional convergence of the number of
pioneers, the argument we use to prove Corollary 3.6 could be used to prove convergence of the law of the
of the whole branching process under Pr,R ( · |N1 > 0) as r ↑ R. This would define an excursion version of
the branching Brownian motion. This will not be needed in the rest of this article, and is probably well
known in the folklore of the literature on this subject, although we could not find a reference.

Proof of Corollary 3.6. Lemmas 2.1 and 3.5 show that for all s ∈ (sc(R), 1], vs is differentiable at R.
This derivative has the following probabilistic interpretation:

v′
s(R) = lim

r↑R

vs(R) − vs(r)
R− r

= − lim
r↑R

1
R− r

Er,R
[
1 − (1 − s)N1

]
(3.6)

= − lim
r↑R

1
R− r

Pr,R (N1 > 0)Er,R
[
1 − (1 − s)N1 |N1 > 0

]
.

When s = 1, the last expectation on the right hand side is equal to 1 showing that the first limit in
(3.4) exists, is finite, and is nonzero since v′

1(R) ̸= 0 by Lemma 3.5. The convergence of the second limit
in (3.4) and the expression (3.5) for g′

s(0) then follows from this together with (3.6) and the identity
g′
s(0) = −R3v′

s(R), which follows from the same calculation as (3.3).

The only item remaining to check is that if s < sc(R) then Eexc,R
[
(1 − s)N1

]
= +∞. Let k ≥ 1 and

suppose r > R/2. The probability that a single particle starting on ∂B(r) creates at least k pioneers
on the unit sphere is at least the probability that this particle creates at least one pioneer on ∂B(R/2)
multiplied by the probability that a single particle starting on ∂B(R/2) creates at least k pioneers on the
unit sphere. Hence, for all k ≥ 1,

Pexc,R (N1 ≥ k) = lim
r↑R

Pr,R (N1 ≥ k)
Pr,R (N1 > 0) ≥

(
lim
r↑R

Pr,R
(
NR/2 > 0

)
Pr,R (N1 > 0)

)
PR/2,R (N1 ≥ k) .
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Figure 3.1: Plots of numerical approximations of gλ(x) for different positive values of λ. Left:
If λ is small enough (e.g. λ < 1), gλ possesses a probabilistic representation (Theorem 3.1),
and the curves for different small values of λ cannot cross each other. Right: The numerical
solutions plotted here suggest that this non-intersection property fails for larger values of λ, even
when the solutions are non-positive. Further numerics suggest that the critical value for solutions
to be monotonic in λ is around 2.4, see Figure 3.3.

Reaching ∂B(R/2) is easier than reaching ∂B(1), so the ratio on the right hand side is at least 1. This
proves that Pexc,R (N1 ≥ k) ≥ PR/2,R (N1 ≥ k) for every k ≥ 1 and hence that the expectation of (1−s)N1

is also infinite under the excursion measure Pexc,R whenever s < sc(R). This completes the proof.

Corollary 3.6 shows in particular that −g′
s(0) is well-defined and finite, as claimed in Proposition

3.3. We may thus define λR(s) (which appears in the statement of that proposition) as λR(s) = −g′
s(0).

Furthermore, using the expression (3.5), we see immediately that s 7→ λR(s) is monotone and continuous
(and indeed analytic) over (sc(R), 0].

To complete the proof of Proposition 3.3, it remains to prove the lower bound on the critical value
λc(R). (This is the most difficult part of the proposition to prove.) We now state two lemmas, proven in
Sections 3.2 and 3.4 respectively, and show how they imply Proposition 3.3.

The first of these lemmas, Lemma 3.8, gives an alternative description of λc(R) from a purely analytical
point of view. This is a powerful tool to understand the critical point λc(R), which was previously defined
only implicitly as the maximal slope at the origin that can be obtained from our probabilistic solutions.
This lemma will be proved in Section 3.2 using Pringsheim’s theorem as a key input.

Lemma 3.8 (Analytic description of λc). Recall that R = eL. The equality

λc(R) = sup
{
λ2 > 0 : λ1 ∈ (0, λ2) 7→ gλ1(L) is analytic and ∂

∂λ1
gλ1(L) < 0 for every λ1 ∈ (0, λ2)

}
.

holds for every R = eL > 1.

The second lemma establishes various properties of the map (λ, x) 7→ gλ(x), most notably that gλ(x)
is monotone in λ when λ is sufficiently small. (The numerical solutions plotted in Figure 3.1 suggest that
this is not true for larger values of λ.) The proof of this result is contained in Section 3.4, and is the most
involved part of the proof of Proposition 3.3.

Lemma 3.9 (Properties of (λ, x) 7→ gλ(x)).

1. For each λ ∈ [0, 2), the function gλ, which was defined as the maximal solution to the initial value
problem (3.1), is defined and non-positive on [0,∞).

2. The map (λ, x) ∈ [0, 2) × [0,∞) 7→ gλ(x) is real-analytic (viewed as a function of two real variables).

3. If λ ∈ [0, 1) then ∂
∂λgλ(x) < 0 for every x ≥ 0.

We now briefly explain how Lemmas 3.8 and 3.9 imply Proposition 3.3.

Proof of Proposition 3.3 given Lemmas 3.8 and 3.9. As already mentioned, by Corollary 3.6, the function
gs is differentiable at 0 for every s ∈ (sc(R), 0]. The expression (3.5) for g′

s(0) in terms of s shows that
λR is continuous and decreasing. Finally, combining Lemmas 3.8 and 3.9, we obtain that λc(R) ≥ 1.
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Figure 3.2: Left: Numerical plots of uλ(t) := λ−1gλ(λ−1t) for various large values of λ. These
numerical computations suggest that gλ can become positive when λ is large. The solutions
with λ = 150 and λ = 500 cross the x-axis outside of the plot. Further numerics suggest that
the critical value of λ for gλ to remain non-positive is roughly 11.2

3.2 Analytic description of λc: Proof of Lemma 3.8
In this section we prove Lemma 3.8. We define

λ̃c(R) := sup
{
λ2 > 0 : λ1 ∈ [0, λ2] 7→ gλ1(L) is analytic and ∂

∂λ1
gλ1(L) < 0 for every λ1 ∈ [0, λ2]

}
and aim to show that λc(R) = λ̃c(R).

Proof of Lemma 3.8. We start by showing that λc(R) ≤ λ̃c(R). By Corollary 3.6 (specifically (3.5)), the
map λR : s ∈ (sc(R), 0] 7→ −g′

s(0) ∈ [0, λc(R)) is analytic (since it is the Laplace transform of a random
variable). Moreover, its derivative

d
dsλR(s) = −R3

(
lim
r↑R

1
R− r

Pr,R (N1 > 0)
)
Eexc,R

[
N1(1 − s)N1−1]

is negative on (sc(R), 0] since N1 ≥ 1 almost surely under the measure Pexc,R. It follows that the inverse
function

λ ∈ [0, λc(R)) 7→ gλ(L) ∈ (sc(R), 0]

is also analytic and has negative derivative. This implies that λc(R) ≤ λ̃c(R).

We now apply Pringsheim’s theorem to prove the reverse inequality. Assume for contradiction that
there exists ε > 0 such that λc(R) + ε < λ̃c(R). By definition of λ̃c(R), this means that the map
f : λ ∈ [0, λc(R) + ε] 7→ gλ(L) is analytic and has negative derivative. Let [sc(R) − δ, 0] be the image of
[0, λc(R) + ε] under f . Since the derivative of f is negative, δ is positive. Moreover, the inverse function
f−1 : [sc(R) − δ, 0] → [0, λc(R) + ε] is analytic and agrees with λR on (sc(R), 0]. The contradiction
comes from the fact that sc(R) is a singularity of λR, meaning that λR cannot be analytically extended
beyond sc(R). Indeed, λR is a power series in −s with non negative coefficients (see (3.5)) and |sc(R)|
is its radius of convergence. By Pringsheim’s theorem, sc(R) is therefore a singularity of λR. This
shows that λc(R) + ε cannot be smaller than λ̃c(R) which concludes the proof of the reverse inequality
λc(R) ≥ λ̃c(R).

3.3 A Grönwall-type lemma
Before moving to the proof of Lemma 3.9, we state and prove an elementary Grönwall-type lemma which
will be used in several places in this paper (including the proof of Lemma 3.9). Taking u = 0 in the first
case yields the standard form of Grönwall’s lemma.
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Figure 3.3: Numerical plots of −x
2 gλ(x) with x = 1000 as a function of λ. Left: The asymptotics

gλ(x) ∼ −2/x as x → ∞, proven for fixed λ ∈ (0, 1) in Section 5, is verified numerically for
a larger range of λ values. The convergence appears to hold uniformly away from 0 and some
critical value around 11.25. Right: Zooming in on this plot near its maximum. The maximum
of the function is attained numerically at λ ≈ 2.43, suggesting that the critical value for our
probabilistic representation of solutions to hold is around infR λc(R) ≈ λc(e1000) ≈ 2.43.

Lemma 3.10. Let a, b ∈ R be such that a < b, and suppose that we are given two functions u : [a, b] → R
and f : [a, b] → R, where u ∈ L1([a, b]) and f is differentiable.

1. If there exists a constant c such that

f ′(x) + cf(x) ≤ u(x) for every x ∈ (a, b) (3.7)

then
ecyf(y) − ecxf(x) ≤

∫ y

x

ectu(t)dt

for every x, y ∈ [a, b] with x < y.

2. If there exists a constant c such that

xf ′(x) + cf(x) ≤ u(x) for every x ∈ (a, b) (3.8)

then
ycf(y) − xcf(x) ≤

∫ y

x

tc−1u(t)dt

for every x, y ∈ [a, b] with x < y.

We can reverse the signs of both inequalities in both cases.

Proof. First suppose that the inequality (3.7) holds. Multiplying the inequality by ecx leads to the
differential inequality d

dx (ecxf(x)) ≤ u(x)ecx for every x ∈ (a, b), which can then be integrated to reach
the desired conclusion. Now suppose that the inequality (3.8) holds. In this case we multiply by xc to get
that d

dx (xcf(x)) ≤ xc−1u(x) for every x ∈ (a, b), from which we may conclude as before. Both proofs
work identically if the directions of all inequalities are reversed.

3.4 Proof of Lemma 3.9
In this section we prove Lemma 3.9, thereby concluding the proofs of Proposition 3.3 and Theorem 3.1.

We begin by observing that if g1 and g2 are solutions to the ODE g′′ + 2g′ = g2, then the difference
f = g2 − g1 satisfies the ODE

f ′′ + 2f ′ + εf = 0 where ε = −g1 − g2.

The following result studies properties of solutions to such equations that hold whenever ε is non-negative
and bounded away from 1. This will be useful when we will want to show that d

dλgλ(x) < 0 for all x > 0
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as stated in Lemma 3.9.

Lemma 3.11. Let ε : [0,∞) → [0,∞) be a continuous nonnegative function with η := sup[0,∞) ε < 1.
The maximal solutions to the ODE f ′′ + 2f ′ + εf = 0 with f(0) = 0 and f ′(0) < 0 are defined on [0,∞)
and satisfy f(x) < 0 for all x > 0. More quantitatively, the bound

f(x) ≤ f ′(0)
2
√

1 − η

(
e−(1−

√
1−η)x − e−(1+

√
1−η)x

)
(3.9)

holds for every x ≥ 0.

Proof of Lemma 3.11. Since the ODE f ′′ + 2f ′ + εf = 0 is linear, the fact that its maximal solutions are
defined on [0,∞) is standard and requires only that ε is continuous (or bounded). We focus on showing
that if f(0) = 0 and f ′(0) < 0 then f stays nonpositive. Let c± = 1 ±

√
1 − η, which are real since η < 1.

Let x∗ = inf{x > 0 : f(x) = 0} (with inf ∅ = +∞ as usual). We are going to show that x∗ = +∞. On
[0, x∗), we have f ′′ + 2f ′ + ηf ≤ 0. The constants c+ and c− have been defined so that c+ + c− = 2 and
c+c− = η, allowing us to write

(f ′ + c+f)′ + c−(f ′ + c+f) = f ′′ + 2f ′ + ηf ≤ 0

for every x ∈ [0, x∗). By Lemma 3.10, this leads to f ′(x) + c+f(x) ≤ f ′(0)e−c−x for all x < x∗. Applying
Lemma 3.10 once more, we get that

f(x) ≤ f ′(0)
2
√

1 − η

(
e−(1−

√
1−η)x − e−(1+

√
1−η)x

)
for every x ∈ [0, x∗).

Since f ′(0) < 0, the function on the right hand side stays (strictly) negative on (0,∞) showing that
x∗ = +∞. This concludes the proof.

We will also need the following intermediate result in order to prove Lemma 3.9.

Lemma 3.12. If λ ∈ [0, 2), then gλ is defined on [0,∞), is negative on (0,∞), and satisfies

lim
x→∞

gλ(x) = lim
x→∞

g′
λ(x) = 0, (3.10)

uniformly on compact subsets of {λ ∈ [0, 2)}. Moreover, sup[0,∞) |gλ| ≤ λ/2 and sup[0,∞) |g′
λ| ≤ 2λ for

every λ ∈ [0, 2).

Remark 3.13. The proof of this lemma also shows that if λ ∈ (0, 2) then gλ is unimodal, i.e., is decreasing
on some interval [0, x0] and increasing on the complementary interval [x0,∞) for some x0 = x0(λ) > 0;
we give a formal statement of this in Lemma 4.2.

Proof of Lemma 3.12. Let λ ∈ [0, 2) and let I be the maximal subinterval of [0,∞) containing 0 on which
gλ is defined. Integrating the inequality g′′

λ + 2g′
λ ≥ 0 (using Lemma 3.10) leads to

g′
λ(x) ≥ −λe−2x and gλ(x) ≥ −λ

2 (1 − e−2x) for every x ∈ I. (3.11)

As in the proof of Lemma 3.11, we set x∗ := inf{x ∈ I : gλ(x) ≥ 0} and will argue that x∗ = sup I = ∞.
For each x ∈ [0, x∗) we have by (3.11) that −λ/2 ≤ gλ ≤ 0 and hence that

g′′
λ + 2g′

λ = g2
λ ≤ −λgλ/2 for every x ∈ [0, x∗).

Using that λ/2 < 1 and g′
λ(0) = −λ and arguing as in the proof of Lemma 3.11, this implies that

gλ(x) ≤ − λ

2
√

1 − λ/2

(
e−(1−

√
1−λ/2)x − e−(1+

√
1−λ/2)x

)
(3.12)
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for every x < x∗, while the inequality written in the proof of Lemma 3.11 as f ′(x) + c+f(x) ≤ f ′(0)e−c−x

applied with f = gλ and η = λ/2 yields that

g′
λ(x) ≤ −λe−(1−

√
1−λ/2)x − (1 +

√
1 − λ/2)gλ(x) (3.13)

≤ −λe−(1−
√

1−λ/2)x + (1 +
√

1 − λ/2)λ2 (1 − e−2x).

The inequality (3.12) implies that x∗ = sup I. Together, these estimates prove that gλ and g′
λ are

uniformly bounded on I, which implies by standard ODE theory that gλ is defined on [0,∞). The
fact that sup |gλ| ≤ λ/2 and sup |g′

λ| ≤ 2λ follows from (3.11), (3.12), and (3.13) using the inequality
λ+ 1

2 (1 +
√

1 − λ/2)λ ≤ 2λ.

It only remains to check that gλ(x) → 0 and g′
λ(x) → 0 as x → ∞ uniformly on compact subsets of

{λ ∈ [0, 2)}. First note that using the first line of (3.11), we find lim sup g′
λ(x) ≤ 2 lim sup |gλ(x)| = 0.

Together with the lower bound in (3.12), this shows that the uniform convergence of gλ(x) to 0 implies
that of g′

λ(x) to 0. We therefore focus on gλ. Let λ∗ ∈ (0, 2) and let ε > 0 be small. We define the
following quantities:

• x0 = inf{x > 0 : g′
λ(x) = 0}

• xε = inf{x > 0 : sup[x,∞) |gλ| ≤ ε}

• yε = inf{x > x0 : gλ(x) ≥ −ε}.

We want to show that for any fixed ε > 0, xε is bounded uniformly in λ ∈ [0, λ∗]. If λ ∈ [0, 2ε], then
sup |gλ| ≤ λ/2 ≤ ε and x∗ = 0. Take now λ ∈ [2ε, λ∗]. Let us first show that x0 is bounded uniformly. If
x0 ≤ 1 there is nothing to show. If x0 is larger than 1, then for all x ∈ [1, x0], g′′

λ(x) + 2g′
λ(x) = gλ(x)2 ≥

gλ(1)2. Integrating this differential inequality (Lemma 3.10) gives that g′
λ(x) ≥ 1

2gλ(1)2(1 − e2−2x) +
g′
λ(1)e2−2x for every x ∈ [1, x0). In particular, this shows that x0 is finite. Because |gλ(1)| is bounded

away from zero uniformly in λ ∈ [2ε, λ∗] (which follows from (3.12)) and because |g′
λ(1)| ≤ 2λ is uniformly

bounded away from infinity, the bound we obtain on x0 is uniform in λ ∈ [2ε, λ∗].
Next, integrating the inequality g′′

λ+2g′
λ > 0 between x0 and x > x0 (Lemma 3.10) yields that g′

λ(x) > 0
for all x > x0. Therefore, for all x ≥ yε we have gλ(x) ≥ −ε, hence xε ≤ yε. It therefore suffices to show
that yε−x0 is bounded uniformly in λ to conclude. Either yε = x0, or for all x ∈ (x0, yε), g′′

λ(x)+2g′
λ(x) =

gλ(x)2 ≥ ε2. Integrating this inequality between x0 and x ∈ (x0, yε) with Lemma 3.10, we obtain that
g′(x) ≥ 1

2ε
2(1 − e2(x0−yε)). Integrating further yields g(yε) − g(x0) ≥ 1

2ε
2(yε − x0) − 1

4ε
4(1 − e2(x0−yε])).

This provides the desired uniform bound on yε − x0. This concludes the proof.

We conclude this section with the proof of Lemma 3.9.

Proof of Lemma 3.9. We have already shown that gλ is well-defined and non-positive on [0,∞) when
λ ∈ [0, 2). We next show that (λ, x) ∈ [0, 2) × [0,∞) 7→ gλ(x) is analytic. In fact, we will show the
stronger statement (3.14) below. For x0 ≤ 0 and µ ∈ R, let us denote by gx0,µ the unique maximal
solution to the Cauchy problem g′′ + 2g′ = g2, g(0) = x0 and g′(0) = µ. Fix λ∗ ∈ (0, 2) and let

Data = {(gλ(x), g′
λ(x)) : λ ∈ [0, λ∗], x ∈ [0,∞)}

be the set of possible initial conditions (i.e., points in phase space) that are visited by the set of solutions
to our original initial value problem with λ ∈ [0, λ∗]. Lemma 3.12 (specifically the uniform convergence
(3.10)) implies that this set is a compact subset of R2. We claim that the function

(x0, µ, x) ∈ Data × [0,∞) 7→ (gx0,µ(x), g′
x0,µ(x)) ∈ (−∞, 0] × R is analytic. (3.14)

The analyticity of (λ, x) ∈ [0, 2) × [0,∞) 7→ gλ(x) will be a direct consequence of (3.14) since λ∗ can be
as close to 2 as desired. We now explain the proof of this claim. This will be a quick consequence of
the fact that the ODE is autonomous and that the set Data is compact (it is likely that the detailed
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derivation below is standard). Indeed, by compactness of the set Data and the Cauchy–Kovalevskaya
theorem, there exists ε > 0 such that for all (x0, µ) ∈ Data,

(x0, µ, x) ∈ Data × [0, ε] 7→ (gx0,µ(x), g′
x0,µ(x)) is analytic. (3.15)

For all (x0, µ) ∈ Data and x ∈ [ε/2, 3ε/2], we have(
gx0,µ(x), g′

x0,µ(x)
)

=
(
gx̂0,µ̂(x− ε/2), g′

x̂0,µ̂(x− ε/2)
)

where x̂0 = gx0,µ(ε/2), µ̂ = g′
x0,µ(ε/2).

By (3.15), x̂0 and µ̂ are analytic functions of x0 and µ. Also, by definition of Data, (x̂0, µ̂) ∈ Data.
So again by (3.15)

(
gx̂0,µ̂(x− ε/2), g′

x̂0,µ̂
(x− ε/2)

)
are analytic functions of x̂0, µ̂ and x ∈ [ε/2, 3ε/2].

Overall, we have written

(x0, µ, x) ∈ Data × [ε/2, 3ε/2] 7→ (gx0,µ(x), g′
x0,µ(x))

as the composition of analytic functions. Putting things together, we have shown that the above map
is analytic on Data × [0, 3ε/2]. We can iterate this procedure to obtain analycity on Data × [0,∞) as
claimed in (3.14).

To conclude the proof, it remains to show that d
dλgλ(x) < 0 for every x ≥ 0 and λ ∈ (0, 1). Let

0 < λ1 < λ2 < λ∗ < 1. We observe that the function f = gλ2 − gλ1 satisfies the ODE f ′′ + 2f ′ = −εf ,
f(0) = 0 and f ′(0) = λ1 − λ2 < 0 with ε = −(gλ1 + gλ2). By Lemma 3.12, ε is nonnegative and
sup[0,∞) ε ≤ (λ1 + λ2)/2 < λ∗ which is smaller than 1. Hence, by Lemma 3.11, the function f is negative
on (0,∞) and satisfies the quantitative bound

gλ2(x) − gλ1(x) ≤ − λ2 − λ1

2
√

1 − λ∗

(
e−(1−

√
1−λ∗)x − e−(1+

√
1−λ∗)x

)
for every x ≥ 0, which implies that d

dλgλ(x) < 0 for all x ≥ 0 and λ ∈ (0, λ∗). This concludes the proof
since λ∗ can be as close to 1 as desired.

4 Tail estimates with killing I: Upper bounds
In this section, we initiate the study of the long time behaviour of solutions to g′′ + 2g′ = g2. Together
with Theorem 3.1, this will be already enough to prove the upper bounds of Theorems 1.3 and 1.5. We
prove relevant estimates on solutions to the ODE in Section 4.2 then deduce the desired upper bounds on
the tail of the number of pioneers in Section 4.3. We start in Section 4.1 by recording for ease of future
reference a lemma concerning the leading order term of the probability of hitting a small ball.

4.1 Preliminary estimates on the hitting probability
In Lemma 4.1 below, we give preliminary estimates on the hitting probability both in finite and infinite
volumes. These will be useful throughout the paper. Later, we will provide much sharper asymptotics in
the infinite volume case; see Theorems 1.7 and 5.1.

Lemma 4.1. Let x0 > 0. For each δ > 0, there exists R0 > 0 and x∗ > x0 depending only on x0 and δ
such that for all R ≥ R0 and r ∈ (0, e−x∗

R],

Without killing: e−δ 2
(e−x0R)2 log(R/r) ≤ Pe−x0R,∞ (Nr > 0) ≤ eδ

2
(e−x0R)2 log(R/r) , and (4.1)

With killing: e−δ 2(e2x0 − 1)
R2 log(R/r) ≤ Pe−x0R,R (Nr > 0) ≤ eδ

2(e2x0 − 1)
R2 log(R/r) . (4.2)

Proof. The estimate (4.1) is folklore. It follows also directly from Lemma 5.11. We omit the details. We
now explain how the estimate (4.2) is obtained. Consider an intermediate scale r′ ∈ (r, e−x0R). Starting
from ∂B(e−x0R) and conditionally on Nr′ , the ball B(r) can be reached if, and only if, at least one
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pioneer on ∂B(r′) has had a progeny that reached B(r). To proceed, we will choose the intermediate
scale r′ in such a way that the following two properties will hold:

1. r′ will be sufficiently large so that, conditional on the event that B(r) is hit, there will with high
probability be exactly one pioneer on ∂B(r′) whose descendents hit B(r). This will mean that the
probability B(r) is hit starting from e−x0R is asymptotic to the expected number of pioneers on
∂B(r′) multiplied by the probability one of these particles hits B(r).

2. r′ will be sufficiently small that the hitting probability of B(r) with and without killing will be
comparable when starting from ∂B(r′).

Once such an intermediate scale is found, we will be able to compute the desired finite-volume hitting
probability to leading order by multiplying the expected number of pioneers on ∂B(r′) (which is just
a Green’s function computation) with the infinite-volume hitting probability from ∂B(r′), which is
estimated in (4.1).

First of all, arguing as in Corollary 2.9, there exists C > 0 such that for all starting point y ∈ B(e−x0R),

Py,∞ (NR > 0) ≤ C

R2 . (4.3)

We now introduce some parameters and the relevant scales. Let δ > 0. Let x∗ > x0 be large enough so
that for all x ≥ x∗,

δx > x0, 1 − e−2δx ≥ e−δ and e2δx ≥ Cδ−1x, (4.4)

where C is the constant appearing in (4.3). Let x ≥ x∗, ξ = δx and R ≥ 1. Denote by r = e−xR the
target scale and r′ = e−ξR the intermediate scale. By (4.1), we may further assume that x∗ is large
enough so that

e−δ 2
(r′)2 log(r′/r) ≤ Pr′,∞ (Nr > 0) ≤ eδ

2
(r′)2 log(r′/r) . (4.5)

As already mentioned, the ball B(r) can be reached if, and only if, at least one pioneer on ∂B(r′) has a
descendent that reaches B(r). Denoting p = Pr′,R (Nr > 0), we thus have

Pe−x0R,R (Nr > 0) = Ee−x0R,R

[
1 − (1 − p)Nr′

]
.

We bound np− 1
2n(n− 1)p2 ≤ 1 − (1 − p)n ≤ np to get that

pEe−x0R,R [Nr′ ] − 1
2p

2Ee−x0R,R [Nr′(Nr′ − 1)] ≤ Pe−x0R,R (Nr > 0) ≤ pEe−x0R,R [Nr′ ] . (4.6)

To conclude, we need to estimate the first and second moment of Nr′ and the probability p. In the
remainder of the proof, we will write e±δ for a quantity that is bounded between e−δ and eδ, the precise
value of which may vary from line to line.

The first moment of Nr′ is explicit and equal to the probability that a Brownian path starting on the
sphere ∂B(e−x0R,R) hits B(r′) before reaching ∂B(R):

Ee−x0R,R [Nr′ ] = e2x0 − 1
R2/(r′)2 − 1 = e±δ e

2x0 − 1
R2 (r′)2,

where we used the second inequality in (4.4) in the second equality. Following the same computation as
in [AS22, Proof of Lemma 3.5], the second moment is bounded by

Ee−x0R,R

[
N2
r′

]
≤ Ee−x0R,∞

[
N2
r′

]
≤ C

R2 (r′)4 log R
r′ .

We next prove upper and lower bounds on the probability p = Pr′,R (Nr > 0). For the upper bound, we
can simply ignore finite-volume effects to write p ≤ Pr′,∞ (Nr > 0), then estimate this infinite-volume
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probability using (4.5). We obtain that

p ≤ Pr′,∞ (Nr > 0) ≤ eδ
2

(r′)2 log(r′/r) ≤ e3δ 2
(r′)2 log(R/r)

where the last inequality follows from log(r′/r) = x− ξ = (1 − δ)x = (1 − δ) log(R/r) ≥ e−2δ log(R/r).
For the lower bound, we have by (4.3) and (4.5),

p ≥ Pr′,∞ (Nr > 0) − Pr′,∞ (NR > 0) ≥ e−δ 2
(r′)2 log(r′/r) − C

R2 . (4.7)

Using the third inequality in (4.4), we further have

C
(r′)2

R2 log(r′/r) = Ce−2ξ(x− ξ) = C(1 − δ)e−2δxx ≤ δ,

showing that
p ≥ e−3δ 2

(r′)2 log(r′/r) ≥ e−3δ 2
(r′)2 log(R/r) .

Putting things together, it follows that

pEe−x0R,R [Nr′ ] = e±4δ 2(e2x0 − 1)
R2 log(R/r) and p2Ee−x0R,R

[
N2
r′

]
≤ C

R2
log(R/r′)

(log(r′/r))2 ≤ C ′δ

R2 log(R/r) ,

and injecting these two estimates in (4.6) concludes the proof of (4.2).

4.2 Study of gλ when λ is small
Recall that the function gλ was defined in (3.1) as the maximal solution to the initial value problem
g′′
λ + 2g′

λ = g2
λ, gλ(0) = 0, g′

λ(0) = −λ, which is defined on the entire interval [0,∞) when 0 ≤ λ < 2 by
Lemma 3.12. Our goal in this section is to establish a precise quantitative understanding of gλ when λ is
a small positive number.

Our analysis will be based on a decomposition3 of the phase portrait of gλ into three “phases” as
depicted in Figure 4.2. Before stating precise results, let us first describe these phases intuitively. In the
first phase, which can be thought of as the “integrated exponential phase”, g2

λ is negligible compared
to g′

λ and g′′
λ and the derivative g′

λ approximately solves the ODE (g′
λ)′ = −2(g′

λ). This phase lasts
until g′

λ reaches 0. Following the integrated exponential phase, gλ then stays roughly constant until g′′
λ

reaches 0. We think of this as the “constant phase”. Finally, after g′′
λ has reached 0, it will stay much

smaller than g′
λ and g2

λ. In this final phase, gλ approximately solves the ODE 2g′
λ = g2

λ and gλ(x) looks
very much like −2/x; we think of this as the “power law” phase. The power-law phase has a much larger
“natural time scale” than the other phases: if λ is very small and one graphs the function gλ on the
natural time-scale of the third phase (where x is proportional to 1/λ), the first two phases look like a
near-instantaneous change in the values of gλ and g′

λ, while the third phase looks almost exactly like the
rational function 2λ/(4λx+ 4). See Figure 4.2 for plots of numerical approximations to gλ supporting
this picture. Precise versions of each of these claims will be proven in the remainder of this section.

Let us now make these claims precise. Consider the parameters x0 = x0(λ) and x1 = x1(λ) defined by

x0 := inf{x > 0 : g′
λ(x) = 0} and x1 := inf{x > x0 : g′′

λ = 0}.

The three phases discussed above will correspond to the intervals [0, x0], [x0, x1], and [x1,∞). These
phases also have the following interpretation:

3These three phases are analogous to what are called the “inner layer”, the “matching region”, and the “outer layer”
in fluid dynamics. The interested reader can find many fascinating discussions of associated phenomena by searching for
“boundary layer theory”.
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Figure 4.1: Left: Numerical plots of uλ(t) := λ−1gλ(λ−1t) for various values of 0 ≤ λ ≤ 2.
The first two phases become near-instantaneous under this scaling as λ ↓ 0. Right: Numerical
plots of uλ(t) := λ−1gλ(λ−1t) (blue) and its first three derivatives (yellow, green, and red
respectively) with λ = 1/8. The values t = λx0 and t = λx1 corresponding to x0 and x1 are
represented by dashed lines. Here we have zoomed in on smaller values of x to give more insight
into the first two phases.

g

g′

−λ

−λ
2

3○ g′ ≈ 1
2g

2

1○ g′ + 2g ≈ −λ

x0

x1
2○ g′ ≈ 0

Figure 4.2: Schematic representation of the phase portrait of g. In blue, g′ against g and in red
approximations corresponding to different phases. In the first phase, g2 is negligible compared to
g′′ and g′. In the second very short phase, g is almost constant (g′ negligible). In the last one,
g′′ is negligible compared to g′ and g2.

Lemma 4.2 (Unimodality). Let λ ∈ [0, 2). Then x0 and x1 are both finite, the function gλ is strictly
decreasing on [0, x0] and strictly increasing on [x0,∞), and the derivative g′

λ is strictly increasing on
[0, x1] and strictly decreasing on [x1,∞).

Proof. The definition of x0 ensures that gλ is strictly decreasing on [0, x0], and since gλ(x) → 0 as x → ∞
by Lemma 3.12 we must have that x0 < ∞. Meanwhile, using Lemma 3.10 to integrate the inequality
g′′
λ + 2g′

λ > 0 between x > x0 and x0 yields that g′
λ(x) > 0 for all x > x0, so that gλ is strictly increasing

on [x0,∞). We now prove the claim concerning g′
λ. When x ∈ [0, x0], gλ is negative and g′

λ is non-positive,
so that g′′

λ = g2
λ − 2g′

λ > 0 as desired, while the definition of x1 ensures that g′
λ is strictly increasing on

[x0, x1] also. Again, this easily implies that x1 is finite since g′
λ(x) → 0 as x → ∞. Finally, differentiating

both sides of the ODE g′′
λ + 2g′

λ = g2
λ yields that g′′′

λ + 2g′′
λ = 2gλg′

λ, and since gλ is negative on (0,∞)
and g′

λ is positive on (x0,∞) it follows that g′′′
λ (x) + 2g′′

λ(x) < 0 for every x > x0. Using Lemma 3.10 to
integrate this inequality from x1 to x > x1 implies that g′′

λ(x) < 0 for every x > x1, so that g′
λ is strictly

decreasing on [x1,∞) as claimed.

We now begin to analyze these phases in more quantitative detail for small values of λ. Our first
result in this direction provides estimates that are useful to understand the first phase [0, x0].
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Lemma 4.3 (Phase 1). We have that

x0 = 1
2 log 8

λ
+O

(
λ log 1

λ

)
and gλ(x0) = − (1 +O (λ)) λ2 as λ ↓ 0 (4.8)

and that

−λ

2 (1 − e−2x) ≤ gλ(x) ≤ −λ

2
(
1 − e−2x)+ 1

8λ
2
(
x− 1 − e−4x

4 + 2xe−2x − (1 − e−2x)
)

(4.9)

for every λ ∈ [0, 2) and x ≥ 0.

Proof of Lemma 4.3. To lighten notation we write g = gλ. The ODE satisfied by g can be rewritten as

(g′e2x)′ = g2e2x for every x ≥ 0. (4.10)

It follows in particular that (g′e2x)′ ≥ 0, and integrating this inequality between 0 and x leads to

g′(x) ≥ −e−2xλ and g(x) ≥ −λ

2 (1 − e−2x). (4.11)

This lower bound on g gives an upper bound on g2, and plugging this upper bound back into (4.10) gives

g′(x)e2x + λ ≤
∫ x

0

(
λ

2

)2
(et − e−t)2dt = 1

4λ
2(sinh(2x) − 2x).

Rearranging the above inequality, we have

g′(x) ≤ −λe−2x + 1
8λ

2 (1 − e−4x − 4xe−2x) . (4.12)

It follows that g′(x) is negative for all 0 ≤ x ≤ 1
2 log 8

λ , so that

x0 ≥ 1
2 log 8

λ
, (4.13)

yielding one side of the estimate on x0 claimed in the statement of the lemma. Next, integrating (4.12)
gives

g(x) ≤ −λ

2
(
1 − e−2x)+ 1

8λ
2
(
x− 1 − e−4x

4 + 2xe−2x − (1 − e−2x)
)

= −
(
λ

2 −O
(
λ2(1 + x)

)) (
1 − e−2x) , (4.14)

where the implied constants in the big-O notation are uniform in λ, x ≥ 0. Together with (4.11) this
yields the bound on g(x) claimed in (4.9). Finally, using the ODE (4.10), this upper bound on g can be
used to lower bound g′ in exactly the same way that we previously obtained the upper bound (4.12) using
the lower bound (4.11). This yields that there exists a positive constant C1 such that if λ2(1 + x) ≤ 1/C1
then

g′(x) ≥ −λe−2x + 1
8λ

2 (1 − C1λ
2(1 + x)

)2 (1 − e−4x − 4xe−2x) .
It follows that there exist positive constants c and C2 such that if λ ≤ c then g′ must vanish at some
point x smaller that 1

2 log 8
λ + C2λ log 1

λ , and hence that

x0 ≤ 1
2 log 8

λ
+ C2λ log 1

λ

for every 0 ≤ λ ≤ c as desired. The estimate on the value of g(x0) follows from (4.11) and (4.14).

We next study the second phase, where gλ remains roughly constant.
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Lemma 4.4 (Phase 2). x1 − x0 ≤ 1
2 log O(1)

λ , gλ(x1) = − (1 +O (λ| log λ|)) λ2 , and g′
λ(x1) = O(λ2) as

λ ↓ 0.

Proof of Lemma 4.4. By Lemma 4.2, g is unimodal in the sense that g′ > 0 on (x0,∞). Since we also
have by Lemma 3.12 that |g(x)| ≤ λ/2 for all x ≥ 0, and since the maximum of g′(x) is attained at the
point x1 where g′′(x1) = 0 and hence 2g′(x1) = g(x1)2 ≤ λ2/4, it follows that

g′(x) ≤ λ2

8 , x ≥ x0. (4.15)

Integrating shows that g(x) − g(x0) ≤ λ2

8 (x− x0) for x ≥ x0. Together with the estimate on g(x0) from
Lemma 4.3, this yields the inequality

g(x) ≤ −λ

2 (1 +O(λ|log λ|)), x ∈ [x0, x0 + |log λ|]. (4.16)

We can now integrate the differential inequality

(g′)′ + 2g′ = g2 ≥ λ2

4 (1 +O(λ| log λ|))

between x0 and some x ∈ [x0, x0 + | log λ|] (see Lemma 3.10) to get that

g′(x) ≥ λ2

8 (1 +O(λ| log λ|))(1 − e2(x0−x)), x ∈ [x0, x0 + | log λ|].

This estimate together with (4.16) implies the following differential inequality for g′′ on [x0, x0 + | log λ|]:

(g′′)′ + 2g′′ = 2g′g ≤ −(1 +O(λ| log λ|))1
8λ

3(1 − e2(x0−x)).

Integrating this inequality using Lemma 3.10 yields the following inequality for x ∈ [x0, x0 + | log λ|],

g′′(x) ≤ −(1 +O(λ| log λ|))λ
3

16 +
(
g′′(x0) + (1 +O(λ| log λ|))λ

3

16 (1 + 2(x− x0))
)
e2(x0−x).

By Lemma 4.3, g′′(x0) = g(x0)2 = (1 +O(λ))λ2

4 , so the above right hand side becomes negative as soon
as x ≥ x0 + 1

2 | log λ| + C for a sufficiently large constant C. That is,

x1 − x0 ≤ 1
2 | log λ| +O(1).

The estimates on g(x1) and g′(x1) stated in Lemma 4.4 then follow from (4.16) and (4.15) respectively.

Finally, we study the third phase, where gλ has approximate power-law behaviour.

Lemma 4.5 (Phase 3). Suppose that we take xλ → ∞ as λ ↓ 0 in such a way that lim inf(log 1/λ)−1xλ > 1.
Then

gλ(xλ) ∼ − 2λ
λxλ + 4 as λ ↓ 0. (4.17)

Moreover, the asymptotic estimate

gλ(x) ∼ − 2
x

as x → ∞ (4.18)

holds for each fixed λ ∈ (0, 1).

A consequence of this lemma is that gλ remains roughly constant from x1 = O(log 1/λ) until the
much later time when x is of order 1/λ.
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Proof of Lemma 4.5. We continue to write g = gλ and define δ := 2g′ − g2 = −g′′. We first prove that

sup
x≥x1

|g′′(x)| ≤ O(λ3) as λ ↓ 0. (4.19)

The lower bound g′′(x) ≥ 0 for all x ≥ x1 follows from Lemma 4.2. To prove the other bound, first
observe that δ is a nonnegative function on [x1,∞) vanishing at x1 and converging to 0 at infinity (see
Lemma 3.12). Therefore, it reaches its maximum at some point x2 > x1 where δ′ = −2δ − 2gg′ vanishes.
This shows that maxx≥x1 δ(x) ≤ maxx≥x1 |gg′(x)|. Since |g| and g′ are both non increasing on [x1,∞)
we have that maxx≥x1 |gg′(x)| = |gg′(x1)|, and the claim follows from Lemma 4.4.

We now use the estimate supx≥x1 |g′′
λ(x)| = O(λ3) to prove (4.17). We begin by proving the claimed

estimate under the additional assumption that lim supx2
λλ

3 = 0; large values of xλ satisfying xλ =
Ω(λ−3/2) will be handled afterwards, simultaneously to the proof of (4.18). Since gλ is increasing on
[x0,∞) and x0 ∼ 1

2 log(1/λ) as λ ↓ 0, it suffices to prove the claim under the stronger assumption that
lim inf λxλ > 0. Fix ν∗ < 1/2; all implicit constants in the remainder of the proof may depend on ν∗. Let
0 < ν < ν∗ be a parameter and let x(ν) := inf{x > x1 : g(x) ≥ −νλ}. On [x1, x(ν)], the absolute value
|g| is larger than νλ, so (4.19) implies that

1
2g

2 ≤ g′ ≤ 1
2g

2 +O(λ3) = (1 +O(ν−2λ))1
2g

2 on [x1, x(ν)].

Integrating this relation between x1 and x(ν) by considering the implied inequalities on the derivative of
1/g yields

1
2(x(ν) − x1) ≤ 1

g(x1) − 1
g(x2) ≤ (1 +O(ν−2λ))1

2(x(ν) − x1). (4.20)

Together with (4.20), this implies that

x(ν) − x1 = (1 +O((ν−2λ)
[

2
g(x1) − 2

g(x2)

]
= (1 +O(ν−2λ))

(
2
ν

− 4
)

1
λ

where we safely absorbed the 1 +O(λ) prefactor on g(x1) into the (1 +O((ν−2λ)) prefactor in the second
expression since 2/ν ≥ 2/ν∗ is bounded away from 4. On the other hand, by Lemmas 4.3 and 4.4,
x1 = o(1/λ), so that we can write simply

x(ν) = (1 +O(ν−2λ))
(

2
ν

− 4
)

1
λ
.

Inverting this expression yields the claim under the assumption that lim supx2
λλ

3 = 0. (The assumption
that lim inf λxλ > 0, which we made at the beginning of this paragraph, lets us pick ν∗ < 1/2 and work
only with ν < ν∗. The assumption that lim supx2

λλ
3 = 0 ensures that the O(ν−2λ) = O(x2(ν)λ3) term is

negligible.)

We now prove (4.18) along with the case of (4.17) in which lim inf xλλ = ∞; together with our
previous analysis of the case lim supx2

λλ
3 this establishes (4.17) in all relevant asymptotic regimes (indeed,

there is a significant overlap in the regimes treated by the two arguments). Since g′′ = g2 − 2g is negative
on [x1,∞), we can integrate the relation (−1/g)′ = g′/g2 ≥ 1/2 to obtain that

− 1
g(x) + 1

g(x1) ≥ x− x1

2

for every x ≥ x1, and hence that

g(x) ≥ − 2
x− x1 − 2/g(x1) = − 2

x−O(λ−1)

for every x ≥ x1, which yields the desired asymptotic lower bound when lim inf xλλ = ∞. We now prove
the matching upper bound. Fix 0 < M < ∞ and let x > x1 ∨ λ−1M . Recall that g = gλ is the unique
solution to g′′ + 2g′ = g2 with g(0) = 0 and initial slope g′(0) = −λ. Since λ is larger than M/x and
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smaller than 1, Lemma 3.9 implies that g is bounded above by the solution with initial slope −M/x, and
it follows from the lim supx2

λλ
3 = 0 case of the lemma treated above that

g(x) ≤ gM/x(x) ∼ − 2M
(M + 4)x

as x → ∞. The lower bound of the claimed estimate follows since M was arbitrary.

4.3 Upper bounds on pioneers
In this section, we combine Theorem 3.1 and the results of Section 4.2 to establish a sharp upper bound
on the tail of the number of pioneers. We then use this bound on the tail to bound from above the
number of thick points, establishing the upper bound of Theorem 1.5. We begin by proving the following
proposition, which implies the upper bound of Theorem 1.3.
Proposition 4.6. Let x0 > 0. For each ε > 0, there exist constants C = C(ε) > 0 and x∗ = x∗(x0, ε) > x0
such that

Pe−x0R,R

(
Nr ≥ r2 log(R/r)

2 n

)
≤ C

(e−x0R)2 log(R/r)e
−(1−ε)n (4.21)

for every 1 ≤ r ≤ e−x∗R and n ≥ 1.

To see that this implies the upper bound of Theorem 1.3, simply take n = ⌊a log(R/r)⌋ and apply the
hitting probability estimate (4.2)

Pe−x0R,R (Nr > 0) ≥ c(x0)
(e−x0R)2 log(R/r) . (4.22)

Proof of Proposition 4.6. Let x = log(R/r) so that r = e−xR. Let x0 > 0, let µ = µ(ε) > 0 be large
enough to ensure that t := µ/(4 + µ) is at least 1 − δ, and let x1 = x1(ε, x0) > x0 be such that if x ≥ x1
then µ/x ≤ 1/2. (The constant 1/2 could be replaced by anything positive and strictly less than 1.)
Applying Theorem 3.1 with λ = µ/x, we obtain that

1
(e−x0R)2 gµ/x(x0) = 1 − Ee−x0R,R

[(
1 −

gµ/x(x)
(e−xR)2

)Nr
]
.

Using the asymptotics for gµ/x(x) proven in Lemma 4.5 and the bound gµ/x(x0) ≥ − sup[0,∞) |gµ/x| ≥
−µ/(2x) from Lemma 3.12, we deduce that there exists a quantity δ(x, µ) satisfying limx→∞ δ(x, µ) = 0
such that

1 − Ee−x0R,R

[(
1 + (1 + δ(x, µ))2µ

(µ+ 4)x(e−xR)2

)Nr
]

≥ − µ

2x(e−x0R)2

Recall that t = µ/(4 + µ), so that µ/2 = 2t/(1 − t). Rewriting the above slightly, we obtain that there
exists a quantity δ′(x, µ) satisfying limx→∞ δ′(x, µ) = 0 such that

Ee−x0R,R

[
exp

(
(1 + δ′(x, µ))t 2Nr

x(e−xR)2

)
1{Nr>0}

]
≤ Pe−x0R,R (Nr > 0) + t

1 − t

2
x(e−x0R)2 .

By Lemma 4.1, the probability that Nr > 0 is not larger than (1 + o(1))2/(x(e−x0R)2) as x → ∞. Using
this and Markov’s inequality, we can now bound the left hand side of (4.21) by

e−(1+o(1))tnEe−x0R,R

[
exp

(
(1 + δ′(x, µ))t 2Nr

x(e−xR)2

)
1{Nr>0}

]
≤ 1 + o(1)

1 − t

2
x(e−x0R)2 e

−t(1+o(1))n.

Since we took µ large enough to ensure that t ≥ 1 − δ, this proves the proposition.

We now explain how the upper bound of Theorem 1.5 follows from Proposition 4.6.

Proof of Theorem 1.5 – Upper bound. We start by arguing that it is enough to show the upper bound
with the killing on the outer sphere ∂B(R) (or more precisely, on ∂B(AR) for A > 0 large). Indeed,
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conditionally on surviving R2 generations, the probability that a particle reaches ∂B(AR) goes to zero as
R → ∞ and A → ∞. So we can a priori restrict ourselves to this event and add a killing on ∂B(AR).

We now prove the upper bound under Pz0,R( · |ζ > R2), where we recall that ζ denotes the extinction
time of the branching process. Let a > 0. Recall the definition (1.9) of the set TR(a) of a-thick points.
We compute

Ez0,R

[∑
z∈Z4

1{z∈TR(a)}

]
≤

∑
z∈Z4∩B(0,R)

Pz0,R

(
Nz,1 ≥ a

2 (logR)2
)
.

Let z ∈ Z4 ∩B(0, R). By killing the particles on the sphere ∂B(z, 2R), which is strictly larger than the
sphere ∂B(R), we reduce the problem to a spherically symmetric situation once more. Proposition 4.6
then gives that

Pz0,R

(
Nz,1 ≥ a

2 (logR)2
)

≤ R−2−a+o(1).

Because Pz0,R(ζ > R2) = R−2+o(1) (by Kolmogorov’s theorem about the extinction probability of a critical
Bienaymé Galton–Watson tree; see e.g. [KNS66, Corollary 1]), the expectation of #TR(a) conditional on
{ζ > R2} is bounded by R4−a+o(1). By Markov’s inequality, we deduce that for any ε > 0,

lim
R→∞

Pz0,R

(
#TR(a) ≥ R4−a+ε | ζ > R2) = 0.

This gives the desired upper bound on the number of thick points. It also gives the upper bound on
supz∈Z4 Nz,1 since TR(a) is empty with high Pz0,R(·|ζ > R2)-probability as R → ∞ for each a > 4.

5 Asymptotic expansion of solutions (proof of Theorem 1.7)
The goal of this section is to prove the following theorem, which establishes infinite-order asymptotic
expansions for solutions to the ODEs satisfied by the functions gs and hs. The following theorem
immediately implies 1.7 since

h(x) = e2xPex,∞(N1 > 0)

is a non-zero solution to the ODE h′′ − 2h′ = h2 defined on [0,∞).

Theorem 5.1. Let h be any solution to h′′ − 2h′ = h2 defined on [0,∞) that is not identically zero, and
let g be any maximal solution to the initial value problem{

g′′ + 2g′ = g2,

g(0) = 0, g′(0) = −λ

with λ ∈ (−1, 0). Then h(x) is positive for all x ≥ 0, g(x) is defined on [0,∞) and negative for all x ≥ 0,
and there exist two sequences (Qn)n≥1 and (Pn)n≥1 of polynomials such that for any N ≥ 1,

g(x) =
N∑
n=1

Qn(log x)
xn

+ o(x−N ) and h(x) =
N∑
n=1

Pn(log x)
xn

+ o(x−N ), as x → ∞.

Moreover, there exist constants Cλ, C∗ ∈ R, with C∗ depending on the choice of h, such that Q1 = −2,
Q2(X) = 2X + Cλ, P1 = 2, P2(X) = 2X + C∗ and for all n ≥ 3, Qn and Pn are the unique polynomials
satisfying the recurrence relations

(2n− 4)Qn − 2Q′
n = Q′′

n−1 − (2n− 1)Q′
n−1 + n(n− 1)Qn−1 −

n−1∑
k=2

QkQn+1−k (5.1)

and

(2n− 4)Pn − 2P ′
n = −P ′′

n−1 + (2n− 1)P ′
n−1 − (n− 1)nPn−1 +

n−1∑
k=2

PkPn+1−k. (5.2)
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Figure 5.1: Left: Numerical plot of x2[gλ(x) − (− 2
x + 2 log x

x2 )] with x = 1000, which is a
numerical approximation to Cλ, as a function of λ. Right: Numerical approximations to the
difference of g0.5 and the three approximations −2/x (blue), −2/x + 2 log x/x2 (red), and
−2/x + (2 log x + 9.209)/x2 (green), where the numerical value C0.5 ≈ 9.209 was extracted
from the plot on the left.

Remark 5.2. As already mentioned, the main difficulty in proving this theorem comes from the fact that
the expansion

∑∞
n=1

Pn(log x)
xn diverges, i.e., is not summable for any finite x. Although we do not prove

that this series diverges, we note that this feature is already present for the solutions of the linearised
equation

h′′
lin − 2h′

lin = 2
x
hlin, hlin(∞) = 0.

Indeed such solutions can be explicitly written in terms of the exponential integral Ei(x) = −
∫∞

−x
e−t

t dt:

hlin(x) = c
(
1 + 2xe2xEi(−2x)

)
, c ∈ R,

from which we obtain that

hlin(x) = c

N−1∑
n=1

(−1)n+1 n!
(2x)n +O

(
N !(2x)−N) .

Although the series on the right hand side is also not a summable series, it is however a classical example
of a Borel summable series. (Since we do not need this here, we do not explain the details of this notion.
See [Har00] for background on this topic.) This suggests that the series in Theorem 5.1 may also be
summable in the Borel sense. We do not investigate this in this paper.

In particular, from Theorem 5.1, we see that there is a constant Cλ such that

gλ(x) = − 2
x

+ 2 log x+ Cλ
x2 + o(x−2) as x → ∞. (5.3)

The second goal of this section will be to study the constant Cλ appearing in this asymptotic expansion.
The following lemma gives an alternative expression for Cλ and establishes asymptotic estimates on

Cλ as λ ↓ 0.

Lemma 5.3. For all λ ∈ (0, 1) and x0 > 0,

Cλ = −
∫ ∞

x0

(
g′′
λ(x)

gλ(x)2 + 1
x

)
dx− 2

gλ(x0) − x0 − log x0. (5.4)

Moreover, the function λ ∈ (0, 1) 7→ Cλ is continuous, decreasing, and satisfies Cλ ∼ 4/λ as λ ↓ 0.

The fact that the right hand side of (5.4) is independent of x0 follows from the fact that gλ satisfies
the ODE g′′

λ + 2g′
λ = g2

λ, so that g′′
λ/g

2
λ = 1 − 2g′

λ/g
2
λ = (x+ 2/gλ)′.

We prove Theorem 5.1 in Sections 5.1 and 5.2 and Lemma 5.3 in Section 5.3.
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5.1 Series expansion of g

This section is dedicated to the proof of the part of Theorem 5.1 concerning the solutions of g′′ + 2g′ = g2.
The derivation of the asymptotic expansion of solutions to h′′ − 2h′ = h2 is closely analogous except that
a different argument is required for the first-order estimate h ∼ 2/x, and an appropriate replacement is
needed for the unimodality properties proven for g in Lemma 4.2; this is discussed in more detail in the
next subsection.

We now outline the main steps of the proof. The first-order estimate gλ(x) ∼ −2/x was already proven
in Lemma 4.5. In Lemma 5.4, we warm up to the full asymptotic expansion by obtaining its second
term, i.e., compute the asymptotic behaviour of g up to an error of order o(x−2). We will then show in
Lemma 5.5 that the proof of this preliminary estimate can be generalised to obtain the existence of such
an expansion for both gλ and g′

λ. The combinatorics of this step will be fairly involved and the induction
relation (5.1) will be difficult to extract directly from the proof. Instead, we will show separately that if
such an expansion holds for both gλ and g′

λ, then the polynomials Qn have to satisfy (5.1). This final
step will be straightforward since we will have already laid the groundwork to be able to differentiate
term by term.

We now begin to carry out this plan. We begin by estimating gλ and g′
λ up to errors of order o(x−2)

and o(x−3) respectively.

Lemma 5.4. Let λ ∈ (0, 1). There exists a constant Cλ ∈ R such that

gλ(x) = −2
x

+ 2 log x+ Cλ
x2 + o

(
1
x2

)
and (5.5)

g′
λ(x) = 2

x2 − 4 log x+ 2Cλ − 2
x3 + o

(
1
x3

)
(5.6)

as x → ∞.

Proof of Lemma 5.4. To lighten notation we write g instead of gλ. We also define δ := 2g′ −g2. Although
δ is equal to −g′′, we prefer to view it as the ‘error term’ describing the extend to which g fails to satisfy
the separable ODE 2g′ = g2. The function δ satisfies

δ′ = −2δ − 2gg′ = −(2 − |g|)δ + |g|3. (5.7)

Define x1 := inf{x > 0 : δ(x) = 0} as in Section 4.2. We showed in Lemma 4.2 that x1 < ∞ and that
δ is nonnegative on [x1,∞). We will iteratively prove a sequence of estimates on g and δ of increasing
strength.

Upper bound on δ: Using the estimate g(x) ∼ −2/x in the differential equation (5.7), we obtain that

δ′(x) = −
(

2 − 2 + o(1)
x

)
δ(x) + 8 + o(1)

x3 as x → ∞. (5.8)

and hence that if x is sufficiently large (so that the (2 + o(1))/x term has absolute value at most 1 and
the (8 + o(1))/x3 term is at most 16/x3) then

δ′(x) + δ(x) ≤ 16
x3 .

Let x2 ≥ x1 be such that this estimate holds for all x ≥ x2. After integration (Lemma 3.10) this gives for
all x > x2,

δ(x) ≤ e−x
∫ x

x2

et
16
t3
dt+ e−x+x2δ(x2) = O(x−3).

We now plug this bound back into (5.8) to obtain that

δ′(x) + 2δ(x) ≤ 8 + o(1)
x3 +O(x−4) = 8 + o(1)

x3 .
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We integrate once more (using Lemma 3.10) to obtain that

δ(x) ≤ e−2x
∫ x

x2

e2t
[

8 + o(1)
x3

]
dt+ e−2x+x2δ(x2) = 4 + o(1)

x3 , (5.9)

where the final estimate follows by integration by parts.

Lower bound on δ: We now use the estimate g(x) ∼ −2/x to prove a lower bound on δ. Plugging the
bound (4.18) into (5.7) and using that |g|δ ≥ 0 yields that

δ′(x) + 2δ(x) ≥ |g(x)|3 ≥ 8 + o(1)
x3

as x → ∞, and integrating this bound with Lemma 3.10 implies that

δ(x) ≥ e−2x
∫ x

x2

e2t
[

4 + o(1)
x3

]
dt+ e−2x+x2δ(x2) = 4 + o(1)

x3 as x → ∞, (5.10)

where again we use integration by parts to bound the relevant integrals. Together with (5.9) this yields
that δ(x) ∼ 4/x3 as x → ∞.

Improved lower bound on g: We now use the estimate δ(x) ∼ 4/x3 to improve our lower bound on g.
We have by (5.9) and (4.18) that

2g′(x) − g(x)2 = δ(x) ∼ 4 + o(1)
x3 ∼ 1

x
g(x)2 as x → ∞

and hence that
−
(

1
g(x) + x

2

)′

= g′(x)
g(x)2 − 1

2 = 1 + o(1)
2x as x → ∞.

It follows in particular that if x is sufficiently large, then the left hand side term is at most 1/x and
integrating this bound yields that

|g(x)| ≥ 2
x+ 2 log(x) +O(1) as x → ∞. (5.11)

Note that this is not yet a sharp estimate since the coefficient of log x is 2 rather than 1.

Completing the proof: We are now ready to conclude the proof. Consider the telescoping sum∫ x

1

δ(t)
g(t)2 dt = log x+

∫ x

1

(
δ(t) − 4

t3

)
1

g(t)2 dt+
∫ x

1

4
t3

(
1

g(t)2 − t2

4

)
dt.

The estimates (4.18), (5.9), (5.11) and (5.10) on |g| and δ show that the two integrals on the right hand
side converge absolutely as x → ∞. Therefore, there exists some C0 ∈ R such that∫ x

1

δ(t)
g(t)2 dt = log x+ C0 + o(1) as x → ∞. (5.12)

But by definition of δ, the left hand side can also be expressed as∫ x

1

δ(t)
g(t)2 dt =

∫ x

1

[
2g′

g(t)2 − 1
]

dt = − 2
g(x) + 2

g(1) − (x− 1).

Rearranging, we obtain that

g(x) = −2
x+ log x+ C0 − 2/g(1) − 1 + o(1) as x → ∞, (5.13)

concluding the proof of (5.5). The estimate (5.6) follows and the relation 2g′ = g2 + δ since δ ∼ 4/x3.

We next extend this analysis to arbitrary order, without yet determining the relevant polynomials.
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Lemma 5.5. Let λ ∈ (0, 1). There exist two sequences of polynomials (Qn)n≥1 and (Rn)n≥2 such that
for any N ≥ 1,

gλ(x) =
N∑
n=1

Qn(log x)
xn

+ o(x−N ), g′
λ(x) =

N+1∑
n=2

Rn(log x)
xn

+ o(x−N−1), as x → ∞. (5.14)

Proof of Lemma 5.5. We will prove the statement by induction on N , the case N = 2 having already
been treated in Lemma 5.4. Let N ≥ 2 and suppose that there exist polynomials (Qn)n=1,...,N and
(Rn)n=2,...,N+1 such that (5.14) holds. As in the proof of Lemma 5.4, we let δ := 2g′ − g2, which satisfies

δ′ + 2δ = −2gg′ = −2
(

N∑
n=1

Qn(log x)
xn

)(
N+1∑
n=2

Rn(log x)
xn

)
+ o(x−N−2) =

N+2∑
n=3

Q
(1)
n (log x)
xn

+ o(x−N−2).

Here and in the rest of the proof, we write (Q(1)
n )n≥1, (Q(2)

n )n≥1, and so for certain polynomials arising
in our computations. Although these polynomials can be written explicitly in terms of (Qn)n=1...N and
(Rn)n=2...N+1, we keep the dependence inexplicit for now and return to their precise computation later
once we know we can differentiate term-by-term. Using that (e2xδ)′ = e2x(δ′ + 2δ), we can integrate this
equality to obtain that

δ(x) = e−2xδ(1) + e−2x
N+2∑
n=3

∫ x

1
e2tQ

(1)
n (log t)
tn

dt+ e−2x
∫ x

1
e2to(t−N−2)dt

=
N+2∑
n=3

Q
(2)
n (log x)
xn

+ o(x−N−2) (5.15)

as x → ∞. It follows that

δ(x)
g(x)2 = (1 + o(x−N+1))

(
N+2∑
n=3

Q
(2)
n (log x)
xn

)(
N∑
n=1

Qn(log x)
xn

)−2

.

Since Q1 = −2 is a constant function, we can expand the negative binomial to rewrite this as

δ(x)
g(x)2 =

N∑
n=1

Q
(3)
n (log x)
xn

+ o(x−N ) = 1
x

+
N∑
n=2

Q
(3)
n (log x)
xn

+ o(x−N ), (5.16)

where we used the first-order asymptotics for δ and g computed in Lemma 5.4 to compute the first term
of the asymptotic series. Note that here it is crucial that the polynomial Q1 is constant (equal to −2),
otherwise the above negative-binomial expansion would involve rational functions of log x instead of
polynomials.

The estimate (5.16) implies that

∫ ∞

x

(
δ(t)
g(t)2 − 1

t

)
dt =

N∑
n=2

∫ ∞

x

Q
(3)
n (log t)
tn

dt+ o(x−N+1) =
N−1∑
n=1

Q
(4)
n (log x)
xn

+ o(x−N+1)

as x → ∞, where the expansion of the integrals appearing here can be established using iterated integration
by parts. Meanwhile, the definition of δ and the preliminary estimate we obtained in Lemma 5.4 yield
that

lim
y→∞

∫ y

x

(
δ(t)
g(t)2 − 1

t

)
dt = lim

y→∞

(
2

g(x) − 2
g(y) − (y − x) − log y

x

)
= Cλ

2 + 2
g(x) + x+ log x,

so that

− 2
g(x) = x+ log x+ Cλ

2 −
N−1∑
n=1

Q
(4)
n (log x)
xn

+ o(x−N+1)
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as x → ∞. By using once more the power series of (1 + u)−1, this gives exactly the estimate we wanted
for g:

g(x) =
N+1∑
n=1

Q
(5)
n (log x)
xn

+ o(x−N−1).

The estimate for g′ is then a consequence of this estimate together with (5.15):

2g′(x) = δ(x) + g(x)2 =
N+2∑
n=1

Q
(6)
n (log x)
xn

+ o(x−N−2).

This concludes our inductive proof.

We conclude this section by proving the part of Theorem 5.1 concerning g:

Proof of Theorem 5.1 for the function g. By using the asymptotic expansions of g and g′ from Lemma
5.5 and by using the fact that g′′ = g2 − 2g′, we obtain for free an asymptotic expansion for g′′ of a
similar form. Since g and g′ both converge to zero as x → ∞, we can write g′(x) = −

∫∞
x
g′′(t)dt and

g(x) = −
∫∞
x
g′(t)dt, which allows us to reobtain the asymptotic expansions of g and g′ by integrating

the asymptotic expansion of g′′ term by term. Wrapping up, we have shown that there exists a sequence
of polynomials (Qn)n≥1 such that for any N ≥ 1,

g(x) =
N∑
n=1

Qn(log x)
xn

+ o(x−N )

g′(x) =
N+1∑
n=2

Q′
n−1(log x) − (n− 1)Qn−1(log x)

xn
+ o(x−N−1)

g′′(x) =
N+2∑
n=3

Q′′
n−2(log x) − (2n− 3)Q′

n−2(log x) + (n− 1)(n− 2)Qn−2(log x)
xn

+ o(x−N−2).

Because g satisfies g′′ + 2g′ = g2, we must have 2Q′
1 − 2Q1 = Q2

1 and that

Q′′
n−2 − (2n− 3)Q′

n−2 + (n− 1)(n− 2)Qn−2 + 2Q′
n−1 − 2(n− 1)Qn−1 =

n−1∑
k=1

QkQn−k

for every n ≥ 3. It follows from Lemma 5.4 that Q1 = −2 and Q2(X) = 2X + Cλ, and rearranging
the above display leads to the recurrence (5.1). One can also easily check that this recurrence relation
uniquely determines Qn in terms of Q1, . . . , Qn−1 for every n ≥ 2, since the matrix that must be inverted
to solve for the coefficients of Qn is upper-triangular with diagonal terms all equal to 2n− 4. (For n = 2
the term (2n− 4)Qn vanishes and the recurrence relation does not put any constraints on the constant
term of Q2.) This concludes the proof.

5.2 Series expansion of h

In this section we explain how to modify the analysis of g carried out in the previous section to derive
the series expansion for h. We will focus on the first-order asymptotics h(x) ∼ 2/x together with the
appropriate replacement for the unimodality properties of g derived in Lemma 4.2 (namely, the fact that
h is totally monotone), with the rest of the proof being very similar.

We begin with the following proposition, which establishes non-negativity of all solutions to h′′ −2h′ =
h2 defined on all of [0,∞) together with the fact that these solutions are always totally monotone. The
latter property replaces the unimodality properties of g established in Lemma 4.2. The fact that these
properties hold for all solutions defined on [0,∞) indicates an important difference between the two
ODEs (or equivalently between the forward and backward evolution of either ODE).

Proposition 5.6. Let h be any solution to h′′ − 2h′ = h2 defined on [0,∞). If h is not identically zero
then the following hold:
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1. h(x) > 0 for all x ≥ 0.

2. h(x) → 0 as x → ∞.

3. h is totally monotone in the sense that (−1)nh(n)(x) > 0 for every n ≥ 1.

4. h(n)(x) → 0 as x → ∞ for every n ≥ 1.

We note that this proposition together with the uniqueness of non-negative solutions to boundary
value problems for the ODE h′′ − 2h′ = h2 (which can be proven as in Lemma 2.6) has the following
simple corollary.

Corollary 5.7. There exists a totally monotone function h∞ : (0,∞) → (0,∞) with h∞(x) → ∞ as
x → 0 and h∞(x) → 0 as x → ∞ such that if h is any solution to h′′ − 2h′ = h2 defined on [0,∞) then
there exists c > 0 such that h(x) = h∞(x+ c) for every x ≥ 0.

Remark 5.8. The quantity h∞(x) can be written in terms of the measure given to the set {the unit ball
is hit} by the four-dimensional superBrownian excursion measure started at ex.

We break the proof of Proposition 5.6 into a few steps, beginning with the following lemma.

Lemma 5.9. Let h be any solution to h′′ − 2h′ = h2 defined on [0,∞). If h is not identically zero then
h′(x) < 0 for all x ≥ 0.

Proof of Lemma 5.9. Suppose not, so that there exists x0 ≥ 0 with h′(x0) ≥ 0. Since h′′(x0) =
2h′(x0) + h(x0)2 ≥ 0 and h′ cannot vanish on any non-trivial interval (by uniqueness of forward and
backward solutions to the IVP associated to the ODE), there must exist x1 > x0 with h′(x1) > 0. Using
that h′′ − 2h′ ≥ 0, it follows by Lemma 3.10 that h′(x) ≥ e2(x−x1) for every x ≥ x1. Integrating this
inequality, it follows that there exists x2 ≥ x1 such that h′(x) and h(x) are both bounded below by 1 for
all x ≥ x2, and hence that h′′(x) ≥ 0 for all x ≥ x2. Now, let y0 = x2 and for each n ≥ 1 let yn ≥ yn−1
be minimal such that h′(yn) = 2n. For each x ≥ yn we have that

h(x) = h(yn) +
∫ x

yn

h′(t)dt ≥ 2n(x− yn)

and hence by Lemma 3.10 that

h′(x) ≥ e2(x−yn)h(yn) + 22n
∫ x

yn

(t− yn)2dt ≥ 1
322n(x− yn)3

for every x ≥ yn. This implies that yn+1 − yn ≤ (3 · 2−n)1/3 for every n ≥ 0, and since
∑

(3 · 2−n)1/3 < ∞
this shows that h′ blows up in finite time and contradicts the assumption that h is defined on all of
[0,∞).

Lemma 5.10. Let h be any solution to h′′ − 2h′ = h2 defined on [0,∞). If h is not identically zero then
h(x) > 0 for all x ≥ 0 and h(x) → 0 as x → ∞.

Proof of Lemma 5.10. Since h′(x) < 0 for all x ≥ 0, h(x) converges to some c ∈ [−∞,∞) as x → ∞, and
it suffices to prove that c = 0. We will rule out the cases c > 0 and c < 0 separately.

First suppose for contradiction that c is positive, in which case h(x) is positive for all x ≥ 0. We first
claim that h′′(x) ≥ 0 for every x ≥ 0. Suppose that this is not the case, so that there exists x0 ≥ 0 with
h′′(x) < 0. The second derivative h′′ satisfies the differential inequality h′′′ − 2h′′ = 2hh′ ≤ 0, so that (by
Lemma 3.10) h′′(x) ≤ e2(x−x0)h′′(x0) for every x ≥ x0. Integrating this inequality twice implies that h(x)
is eventually negative, contradicting the assumption that c ≥ 0. This completes the proof that the second
derivative is non-negative. Now, since h(x) → c and h′(x) is monotone, we must have that h′(x) → 0 as
x → ∞. But the ODE then implies that h′′(x) → c2 > 0 as x → ∞, a contradiction. This rules out the
case that c is positive.

Now suppose that c is negative, and let x0 ≥ 0 be such that h(x) ≤ 0 for all x ≥ x0. In this case, the
second derivative satisfies the differential inequality h′′′ − 2h′′ = 2hh′ ≥ 0 for every x ≥ x0, and it follows
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by a similar argument to above that h′′(x) < 0 for all x > x0. As such, h′(x) ≤ h′(x0) < 0 for all x ≥ x0,
so that c cannot be finite and negative.

We now argue as in the proof of Lemma 5.9 that if c = −∞ then in fact h′ blows up to negative
infinity in finite time. Let x1 ≥ x0 be such that h(x) ≤ −1 for all x ≥ x1 and, for each n ≥ 0 let yn ≥ x0
be minimal such that h′(yn) ≤ −2n. Integrating the differential inequality h′′ − 2h′ ≥ 1 on [x1,∞) yields
that yn < ∞ for every n ≥ 0. Since h′ is decreasing on [x1,∞), it follws as in the proof of Lemma 5.9 that

h(x) ≤ −2n(x− yn) and that h′(x) ≤ −22n
∫ x

yn

(t− yn)3

for every n ≥ 0 and x ≥ yn, so that yn+1 ≤ (3 · 2−n)1/3 for every n ≥ 0. It follows as before that h′ blows
up to negative infinity in finite time, contradicting the assumption that h was defined on [0,∞).

Proof of Proposition 5.6. We have already shown that h(x) > 0 for all x ≥ 0, h′(x) < 0 for all x ≥ 0,
and that h(x) → 0 as x → ∞. We now prove by induction on n that (−1)nh(n)(x) > 0 for all x ≥ 0 and
that h(n)(x) → 0. Suppose that n ≥ 2 and that (−1)nh(k)(x) > 0 and h(k)(x) → 0 for all 0 ≤ k < n and
x ≥ 0. The nth derivative h(n) satisfies

h(n+1) − 2h(n) = (h2)(n−1) =
n−1∑
k=0

(
n− 1
k

)
h(k)h(n−1−k). (5.17)

By the induction hypothesis, the right hand side is positive if n is odd and negative if n is even. Thus, it
follows by Lemma 3.10 that if (−1)nh(n)(x0) ≤ 0 for some x0 ≥ 0 then (−1)nh(n)(x) ≤ 0 for all x ≥ x0.
This is inconsistent with the induction hypothesis that (−1)n−1h(n−1)(x) converges to 0 from above as
x → ∞, so that we must have (−1)nh(n)(x) > 0 for all x ≥ 0 as claimed.

It remains to prove that h(n)(x) → 0 as x → ∞. Since h(n−1)(x) → 0 as x → ∞, we must have that
lim infn→∞ |h(n)(x)| = 0. By (5.17) and the induction hypothesis, there exists x0 < ∞ such that

|h(n+1)(x) − 2h(n)(x)| ≤ ε

for all x ≥ x0. Applying Lemma 3.10, we deduce that

|h(n)(x) − e2(x−x1)h(n)(x1)| ≤ ε

∫ x

x1

e2x−2tdt ≤ ε

2e
2(x−x1)

for every x ≥ x1 ≥ x0. Thus, if x1 ≥ x0 is such that |h(n)(x1)| ≥ ε then |h(n)(x)| ≥ ε
2e

2(x−x1) for every
x ≥ x1, contradicting the fact that lim infn→∞ |h(n)(x)| = 0. This completes the proof of the induction
step and hence of the proposition.

We now compute the first-order asymptotics of h.

Lemma 5.11. Let h be any solution to h′′ − 2h′ = h2 defined on [0,∞). If h is not identically zero then
h(x) ∼ 2/x as x → ∞.

Proof. Define δ = h′′ = 2h′ + h2. Since h is totally monotone and δ = h′′, we have that δ(x) ≥ 0 for all
x ≥ 0 and hence that h satisfies the differential inequality 2h′ ≥ −h2. Integrating the resulting inequality
on the derivative of 1/h yields that

1
h(x) − 1

h(0) =
∫ x

0
− h′(t)
h2(t)dt ≤ x

2

and hence that h(x) ≥ 2+o(1)
x as x → ∞.

We now prove the matching upper bound. We first claim that δ(x) = |h′′(x)| = o(|h′(x)|) as x → ∞.
Since h is totally monotone, |h′′(x)/h′(x)| is decreasing and hence converges from above to some limit
c ≥ 0. If c > 0 then we have that h′′(x) ≥ −ch′(x) for all x ≥ 0 and hence by Grönwall (Lemma 3.10)
that |h′(x)| ≤ e−cx|h′(0)| for every x ≥ 0. Since h(x) → 0 as x → ∞, this inequality is inconsistent with
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the sub-exponential lower bound h(x) ≥ (2 + o(1))/x, so that we must have c = 0 as claimed. Using that
h′′(x) = o(|h′(x)|) as x → ∞, we can approximately simplify the ODE h′′ + 2h′ = h2 by writing

h′(x) ∼ −1
2h

2.

The claim follows by integrating the resulting asymptotic estimate (1/h)′ ∼ 1/2.

Remark 5.12. It should be possible to adapt this proof to give an alternative derivation of the first-order
asymptotics of gλ also.

Given Propositon 5.6 and Lemma 5.11, the rest of the proof of the part of Theorem 5.1 concerning h
is very similar to the part concerning g, and we omit the details.

5.3 Proof of Lemma 5.3
In this section we prove Lemma 5.3, providing an integral expression for the constant Cλ which allows us
to deduce continuity of λ and the asymptotic expression Cλ ∼ 4/λ as λ ↓ 0.

Proof of Lemma 5.3. As usual, we will denote δλ = 2g′
λ − g2

λ = −g′′
λ. By (5.12) and (5.13), Cλ can be

written as
Cλ =

∫ ∞

1

(
δλ(x)
gλ(x)2 − 1

x

)
dx− 2

gλ(1) − 1. (5.18)

The first integration bound was chosen in an arbitrary way, meaning that for any x0 > 0, Cλ can be
written as

Cλ =
∫ ∞

x0

(
δλ(x)
gλ(x)2 − 1

x

)
dx− 2

gλ(x0) − x0 − log x0. (5.19)

This corresponds to the formula stated in (5.4). We emphasise that the term log x0 was not apparent
when x0 was chosen to be equal to 1 since log 1 = 0. (Note that the equation g′′

λ + 2g′
λ = g2

λ easily implies
that the expression on the right hand side of the above equation does not depend on x0.)

We now prove continuity of Cλ. We use (5.18). The maps λ 7→ gλ(1) and λ 7→ δλ(x)
gλ(x)2 − 1

x , x > 1,
are continuous since solutions to initial value problems depend continuously on their initial conditions.
By (5.4) and the dominated convergence theorem, to conclude that Cλ is continuous it is enough to
check that for each λ ∈ (0, 1) there is a neighbourhood of λ on which δλ(x)

gλ(x)2 − 1
x is dominated by some

integrable function. Let 0 < λ1 < λ2 < 1. By Theorem 3.1, gλ(x) is monotone in λ, so for all λ ∈ [λ1, λ2],
|gλ1(x)| ≤ |gλ(x)| ≤ |gλ2(x)|, meaning that we have uniform control on gλ(x) in the sense that

sup
λ∈[λ1,λ2]

|gλ(x)| = |gλ2(x)| = 2
x

+O

(
log x
x2

)
and

inf
λ∈[λ1,λ2]

|gλ(x)| = |gλ1(x)| = 2
x

+O

(
log x
x2

)
.

Here and below we use the notation that f(x) = O(g(x)) to mean that there exists there exists a constant
C > 0 such that |f(x)| ≤ C|g(x)|. In particular the reader should keep in mind that the left hand side
might well be negative.

Since we obtained the bounds (5.9) and (5.10) on δλ using only first-order estimates on |gλ|, we deduce
that the same bounds on δ hold uniformly in λ ∈ [λ1, λ2] in the sense that

inf
λ∈[λ1,λ2]

δλ(x) = 4
x3 +O

(
log x
x4

)
and sup

λ∈[λ1,λ2]
δλ(x) = 4

x3 +O

(
log x
x4

)
as x → ∞. It follows that ∣∣∣∣ δλ(x)

gλ(x)2 − 1
x

∣∣∣∣ = O

(
log x
x2

)
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uniformly in λ ∈ [λ1, λ2]. This provides the required domination by an integrable function and concludes
the proof of continuity of Cλ. The fact that Cλ is decreasing on (0, 1) follows immediately from the fact
that gλ(x) is a decreasing function of λ ∈ (0, 1) as proven in Lemma 3.9.

We now show that Cλ ∼ 4/λ as λ ↓ 0. Roughly speaking, we will check that the asymptotic expansion
(5.3) is a good approximation as soon as x ≥ 1/λ and conclude using Lemma 4.5. The following line of
argument is close to the proof of Lemma 5.4. Let λ ∈ (0, 1/2]. All the big-O written in the rest of the
proof are uniform with respect to λ. Let xλ = 1/λ and x ≥ xλ. As noticed above, the upper bounds on
|gλ| and |δλ| are uniform in λ(0, 1/2]:

|gλ(x)| ≤ |g1/2(x)| ≤ 2
x

+O(1) log x
x

(5.20)

and
δ(x) ≤ 4

x3 +O(1) log x
x4 . (5.21)

Obtaining uniform lower bounds require more care. (Indeed, we recall from Lemma 3.12 that gλ → 0
pointwise as λ → 0.) First, notice that since 1/x ≤ λ,

|gλ(x)| ≥ |gλ=1/x(x)| ∼ 2
5x as x → ∞

by Lemma 4.5. Hence, there exists λ0 ∈ (0, 1/2] small enough, such that for all λ ∈ (0, λ0] and x ≥ xλ,
|gλ(x)| ≥ 1/(5x). Injecting this estimate in (5.21) shows that

−
(

1
gλ(x) + x

2

)′

= g′
λ(x)
g(x)2 − 1

2 = δλ(x)
2gλ(x)2 ≤ O(1)

x
, x ≥ xλ,

where we stress again that all big-O estimates are uniform in λ ∈ (0, 1/2] and x ≥ xλ. Integrating between
xλ and some x ≥ xλ shows that

|gλ(x)| ≥ 2
x+O(1) log(x/xλ) + 2/|gλ(xλ)| − xλ

.

By Lemma 4.5, the difference 2/|gλ(xλ)| − xλ is asymptotic to 4/λ as λ → 0. Using in particular that it
is bounded by O(1/λ), we can inject this improved lower bound on |gλ| back in (5.21) to obtain that

−
(

1
gλ(x) + x

2

)′

= δλ(x)
2gλ(x)2 ≤ 1

2x + O(1)
λx2 +O(1) log x

x2 , x ≥ xλ.

Integrating this inequality finally shows that

|gλ(x)| ≥ 2
x+ log(x/xλ) + 2/|gλ(xλ)| − xλ +O(1)/(λx) +O(1) log x/x.

In particular,
Cλ = lim

x→∞

2
|gλ(x)| − x− log x ≤ 2

|gλ(xλ)| − xλ − log xλ.

We can now use this lower bound on |gλ| to get a lower bound on δλ using the differential inequality
δ′
λ + 2δλ = |gλ|δ + |gλ|3 ≥ |gλ|3, which follows from (5.7). We get that

δλ(x) ≥ 4
x3 +O(1) 1

λx4 +O(1) log x
x4 , x ≥ 2xλ.

See the paragraph around (5.10) for details. This lower bound on δλ together with the upper bound
(5.20) on |gλ| shows that∫ ∞

2xλ

(
δλ(x)
gλ(x)2 − 1

x

)
dx ≥ O(1)

∫ ∞

2xλ

(
1
λx2 + log x

x2

)
dx ≥ O(1) 1

λxλ
+O(1) log xλ

xλ
≥ O(1).
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Applying the formula (5.4) for Cλ to x0 = 2xλ, we get that

Cλ = 2
|gλ(2xλ)| − 2xλ − log 2xλ +

∫ ∞

2xλ

(
δλ(x)
gλ(x)2 − 1

x

)
dx ≥ 2

|gλ(2xλ)| − 2xλ − log 2xλ +O(1).

Wrapping up, we have proved that

2
|gλ(2xλ)| − 2xλ − log 2xλ +O(1) ≤ Cλ ≤ 2

|gλ(xλ)| − xλ − log xλ.

By Lemma 4.5, both sides of the above inequalities are asymptotically equivalent to 4/λ as λ → 0. This
concludes the proof.

6 Tail estimates with killing II: Lower bounds (proof of Theorem
1.3)

The aim of this section is to prove the lower bound of Theorems 1.3, completing the proof of that theorem.
The proof relies on the following precise asymptotic of the Laplace transform of the number of pioneers,
which we prove in this section using Theorem 1.7 as an input.

Theorem 6.1. Let x0 > 0. For each δ > 0, there exist constants T0, R0 > 0 and x∗ > x0 depending only
on x0 and δ such that

e−δ 2(e2x0 − 1)
R2x

x

T
≤ Ee−x0R,R

[
exp

{(
1 − T

x

)
2Ne−xR

(x+ log x)(e−xR)2

}
− 1
]

≤ eδ
2(e2x0 − 1)

R2x

x

T
(6.1)

for all T ∈ [T0, 2T0], R ≥ R0, and x ∈ [x∗, logR].

Remark 6.2. As we will see in Lemma 4.1 below, the term 2(e2x0 −1)
R2x corresponds to the asymptotic behaviour

of the hitting probability of ∂B(0, e−xR) starting from a single particle on ∂B(0, e−x0R). Therefore,
Theorem 6.1 says in a very strong and precise way that the law of the number of pioneers Ne−xR conditioned
to be positive is close to that of an exponential random variable with mean 1

2 (x+ log x)(e−xR)2.

The logarithmic shift in the mean (which corresponds to shifting by log logR in the original scale)
is important in the sense that the theorem would not be true without it. This logarithmic shift will
eventually come from the second order term in the expansion in Theorem 5.1. To see why it matters, one
simply needs to expand (

1 − T

x

)
1

x+ log x = 1
x

− log x
x2 − T

x2 + · · · .

The dependence in T , which is the key feature of this theorem, appears only from the third term onward;
if we replaced log x by any other quantity differing by a divergent term, this effect would overwhelm that
of changing T .

Before proving Theorem 6.1, we will first explain how we will use it to deduce Theorem 1.3. The idea
is of course to convert information on the Laplace transform into information on the tail. This is usually
achieved by the means of the classical Tauberian theorem of Hardy–Littlewood. However, the assumptions
of that theorem are too restrictive to apply given only the information we obtain in Theorem 6.1. Roughly
speaking, in order to use such a theorem we would require asymptotics of the Laplace transform for values
of 1 − T

x arbitrarily close to 1. In our case, even if we take x as large as possible (namely, take x = logR
so that we consider the pioneers on the ball of radius 1) our estimates on the Laplace transform hold only
on an interval of the type [1 − t1/ logR, 1 − t2/ logR]. The Hardy–Littlewood theorem also requires an
assumption of regular or slow variation, something which we do not have at our disposal. To proceed, we
therefore require a finitary improvement of the classical Tauberian theorem. Fortunately, we manage to
prove such a finitary improvement using fairly soft arguments in Section 6.2; we anticipate that this will
be useful in other problems too. This is an improvement over the classical theorem in the sense that the
assumptions are less restrictive, but of course this is reflected in the conclusion too, which is not as strong.
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We prove Theorem 6.1 in Section 6.1, formulate and prove our finitary Tauberian theorem in Section 6.2,
and then deduce Theorem 1.2 in Section 6.3.

6.1 Estimates on the Laplace transform
In this section we prove Theorem 6.1. The proof will rely on the results of Sections 4 and 5.

Proof of Theorem 6.1. To ease notations, we will prove the statement only for x = L so that e−xR = 1.
The same line of argument proves the result in general: Simply replace the number of pioneers N1 on the
unit sphere by the renormalised number of pioneers Ne−xR/(e−xR)2 on the sphere ∂B(e−xR) and each
occurrence of L by x. Throughout the proof, we will write e±δ for a quantity that is bounded between
e−δ and eδ, the precise value of which may vary from line to line.

We first introduce some parameters. Let x0 > 0 be fixed, and let δ > 0 be small. Let us first pick
µ0 = µ0(δ) small enough so that, defining A := 1/µ0,

1
δ
e−δA/2 ≤ δ and A ≥ 8e10δ. (6.2)

By Lemmas 4.5 and 5.3, for all µ > 0, we have that

lim
ξ→∞

ξgµ/ξ(ξ) = −2
1 + 4/µ and lim

ξ→∞

1
ξ
Cµ/ξ = 4

µ

uniformly with respect to µ on compact subsets of (0,∞). Thus, by choosing µ0 smaller if necessary, we
can find ξ = ξ(δ, µ0) ≥ max{x0, 3µ0} large such that if µ ∈ [µ0, 3µ0] then

e−δ

Cλ=µ/ξ
≤ −1

2gλ=µ/ξ(ξ) ≤ eδ

Cλ=µ/ξ
and 4e−δ ξ

µ
≤ Cλ=µ/ξ ≤ 4eδ ξ

µ
. (6.3)

Moreover, by Proposition 4.6 applied with ε = 1/2, we may assume that ξ is large enough (depending
only on x0 and δ) so that for all n ≥ 1,

Pe−x0R,R

(
Ne−ξR ≥ ξ(e−ξR)2

2 n

)
≤ C(x0)
ξ(e−x0R)2 e

−n/2; and e−2ξ ≤ 1 − e−δ (6.4)

for some constant C(x0) depending only x0.
Now that our parameters are defined, we can start more concretely the proof. Since ξ ≥ 3µ0, it follows

from Theorem 3.1 that
1 − Ee−ξR,R

[
(1 − gλ(L))N

]
= 1

(e−ξR)2 gλ(ξ)

for all λ ∈ [µ0/ξ, 3µ0/ξ]. Applying Theorem 5.1 (more precisely (5.3)), it follows that

gλ(L) = −2
L+ logL+ Cλ + o(1)

as L → ∞, where, here and in what follows, all uses of asymptotic notation are taken to be uniform in
λ ∈ [µ0/ξ, 3µ0/ξ] (the fact that the estimate is uniform in this range follows by continuity of Cλ). Writing

N log
(

1 + 2
L+ logL+ Cλ + o(1)

)
=
(

1 − Cλ + o(1)
L

)
2N

L+ logL

and using (6.3), we deduce that there exists a quantity η(λ, L) which is jointly continuous in λ and L

with η(λ, L) → 0 as L → ∞ uniformly over λ ∈ [µ0/ξ, 3µ0/ξ], such that

1 − Ee−ξR,R

[
exp

{(
1 − Cλ + η(λ, L)

L

)
2N

L+ logL

}]
= − 2e±δ

(e−ξR)2Cλ
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for every λ ∈ [µ0/ξ, 3µ0/ξ]. Starting now from a point on the sphere ∂B(e−x0R), we have

Ee−x0R,R

[
1 − exp

{(
1 − Cλ + η(λ, L)

L

)
2N

L+ logL

}]
=

∞∑
n=1

Pe−x0R,R (Ne−ξR = n)
(

1 − Ee−ξR,R

[
exp

{(
1 − Cλ + η(λ, L)

L

)
2N

L+ logL

}]n)

=
∞∑
n=1

Pe−x0R,R (Ne−ξR = n)
(

1 −
(

1 + 2e±δ

(e−ξR)2Cλ

)n)
,

where e±δ may represent a different quantity bounded between e−δ and eδ in each term of the sum. The
linearisation (1 + u)n ≈ 1 + nu is a good approximation as long as nu is small. Using the estimate (6.3)
on Cλ and recalling that A = 1/µ0, λ = µ/ξ, we deduce after some elementary computations that for
n ≤ n1 := δ(e−ξR)2Aξ,

1 −
(

1 + 2e±δ

(e−ξR)2Cλ

)n
= − 2e±10δ

(e−ξR)2Cλ
n.

This implies that

Ee−x0R,R

[
1 − exp

{(
1 − Cλ + η(λ, L)

L

)
2N

L+ logL

}]
(6.5)

= −e±10δEe−x0R,R

[
Ne−ξR1{Ne−ξR

≤n1}
] 2

(e−ξR)2Cλ

+
∞∑

n=n1+1
Pe−x0R,R (Ne−ξR = n)

(
1 −

(
1 + 2e±δ

(e−ξR)2Aξ

)n)
.

It remains to argue that the contribution of the sum above is small and that the restriction to the event
{Ne−ξR ≤ n1} leaves the expectation of Ne−ξR almost unchanged. This follows from (6.4): for all k ≥ 1,

∣∣∣ (k+1)n1∑
n=kn1+1

Pe−x0R,R (Ne−ξR = n)
(

1 −
(

1 + 2e±δ

(e−ξR)2Aξ

)n) ∣∣∣
≤ Pe−x0R,R (Ne−ξR ≥ kn1 + 1)

(
1 + 2e±δ

(e−ξR)2Aξ

)(k+1)n1

≤ C(x0)
ξ(e−x0R)2 exp

(
−kδA+ 2(k + 1)e±10δδ

)
≤ C(x0)
ξ(e−x0R)2 exp (−kδA/2)

since A ≥ 8e10δ. This proves that the sum on the right hand side of (6.5) is at most

C ′(x0)
ξ(e−x0R)2

1
δA

exp (−δA/2) ≤ δC ′(x0)
(e−x0R)2Cλ

,

where we used (6.2) and the fact that Cλ is of order Aξ (see (6.3)) in the last inequality. Similarly, one can
show that the expectation on the right hand side of (6.5) equals e±10δEe−x0R,R [Ne−ξR]. The expectation
Ee−x0R,R [Ne−ξR] is equal to the probability that a Brownian trajectory starting on the sphere ∂B(e−x0R)
hits ∂B(e−ξR) before ∂B(R) which is equal to

e2x0 − 1
e2ξ − 1 = e±δe−2ξ(e2x0 − 1),

by (6.4). Wrapping things up, we have obtained that

Ee−x0R,R

[
1 − exp

{(
1 − Cλ + η(λ, L)

L

)
2N

L+ logL

}]
= −(1 ± C ′′(x0)δ)2(e2x0 − 1)

R2Cλ
.

By continuity of λ 7→ Cλ + η(λ, L) for each fixed L, the intermediate value theorem and (6.3), {Cλ +
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η(λ, L), λ ∈ [A/ξ, 3A/ξ]} contains the interval [T0, 2T0] with T0 = C2.99A/ξ if L is large enough. The
above estimate thus implies the claim.

6.2 A finitary Tauberian theorem
In this section we prove the following finitary Tauberian theorem, which will be applied when we deduce
Theorem 1.3 from Theorem 6.1.

Theorem 6.3. For each 0 < a < 1 and 0 < c < C < ∞ there exists δ > 0 such that if T > 1 and X is a
non-negative random variable satisfying

e−δ

1 − λ
≤ E

[
eλX

]
≤ eδ

1 − λ

for every 1 − C/T ≤ λ ≤ 1 − c/T then

P
(

(1 − a)T ≤ X ≤ (1 + a)T
)

≥ δaT exp [−(1 + a)T ] .

Remark 6.4. The proof of this theorem also yields an upper bound of the same form. We focus on the
lower bound since upper bounds on the tail are easy to obtain from generating function estimates via
Markov’s inequality.

We begin the proof of this theorem with the following lemma.

Lemma 6.5. For each 0 < ε < a < 1, 0 < c1 < c2 < 1, and A < ∞ there exists δ > 0 such that if µ is a
probability measure on [0,∞) satisfying

e−δ

1 − λ
≤
∫ ∞

0
eλxdµ(x) ≤ eδ

1 − λ

for every c1 ≤ λ ≤ c2 then

µ([y − a, y + a]) ≥ (1 − ε)(1 − e−2a)e−y+a

for every 0 ≤ y ≤ A.

Note that e−y+a(1 − e−2a) is equal to the probability that an Exponential(1) random variable belongs
to the interval [y − a, y + a].

Proof of Lemma 6.5. Suppose not. Then there exists 0 < ε < a < 1, 0 < c1, c2 < 1, A < ∞, a sequence
of measures (µn)n≥1 and a sequence of numbers (yn)n≥0 in [0, A] such that

e−1/n

1 − λ
≤
∫ ∞

0
eλxdµn(x) ≤ e1/n

1 − λ

for every n ≥ 1 and c1 ≤ λ ≤ c2 but for which µn([yn−a, yn+a]) ≤ (1−ε)(1−e−2a)e−yn+a for each n ≥ 1.
Taking a subsequence if necessary, we may take yn to converge to a limit y ∈ [0, A]. Letting 0 < η < 1 be
such that (1 − e−2(a−η))e−y+a−η > (1 − ε)(1 − e−2a)e−y+a−ε, it follows that µn([y − a+ η, y + a− η]) ≤
µn([yn − a, yn + a]) ≤ (1 − ε)(1 − e−2a)e−yn+a for all sufficiently large n. If µ is the law of an Exp(1)
random variable then µ([y− a+ η, y+ a− η]) = (1 − e−2(a−η))e−y+a−η > (1 − ε)(1 − e−2a)e−y+a−ε, so to
reach a contradiction it suffices to prove that µn converges weakly to µ as n → ∞; this is clear since the
moment generating function of any subsequential limit of the µn’s agrees with the moment generating
function of µ on the interval [c1, c2].

Proof of Theorem 6.3. We will prove the theorem by applying Lemma 6.5 to a certain biased and rescaled
version of X. Fix T > 1 and suppose that X satisfies

e−δ

1 − λ
≤ E

[
eλX

]
≤ eδ

1 − λ
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for every 1 − C/T ≤ λ ≤ 1 − c/T . Let s = 1 − (c+ C)/2T and let Zs be a random variable whose law is
obtained by biasing the law of X by esX and multiplying the resulting random variable by (1 − s). The
moment generating function of Zs satisfies

e−2δ

1 − λ
≤ E

[
eλZs

]
=

E
[
esX+(1−s)λX]
E [esX ] ≤ e2δ

1 − λ

for every λ satisfying 1−C/T ≤ s+(1−s)λ ≤ 1−c/T . This condition holds if and only if 1−2C/(c+C) ≤
λ ≤ 1 − 2c/(c + C). Thus, it follows from Lemma 6.5 (applied with “y” equal to T , “a” equal to
(1 − s)Ta/2 = (c+ C)a/4, and “ε” equal to 1/2) that if δ > 0 is sufficiently small as a function of a, c,
and C then

P
(

1 − a ≤ Zs
(1 − s)T ≤ 1 + a

)
≥ (1 − ε)

(
1 − exp

(
− (1 − s)Ta

2

))
e−1+a

and hence that

P ((1 − a)T ≤ X ≤ (1 + a)T ) = E[esX ]E
[
e− sZs

1−s 1{1−a≤ Zs
(1−s)T

≤1+a
}]

≥ 1
2
e−δ

1 − s

(
1 − exp

(
− (1 − s)Ta

2

))
exp [−s(1 + a)T − 1 + a] .

Since s ≤ 1, the claim follows by using the approximation 1 − exp[− 1
2 (1 − s)Ta] ≥ c′(1 − s)Ta (where

c′ > 0 depends only on c and C) and noting that the two factors of 1 − s cancel.

6.3 Proof of Theorem 1.3
This section combines the estimates on the Laplace transform (Theorem 6.1) together with the Tauberian
theorem from Section 6.2 to prove Theorem 1.3.

Proof of Theorem 1.3. Let ε > 0. We apply Theorem 6.3 with a = ε, c = 1, and C = 2, letting δ > 0
be small enough that the statement made in Theorem 6.3 holds. Now, by Theorem 6.1, there exists
u0 > 0 (that we referred to as T0 in Theorem 6.1), R0 > 0 and x∗ > x0 large enough such that for all
u0 < u < 2u0, R > R0, x > x∗,

Ee−x0R,R

[
1 − exp

{(
1 − u

x

) 2Ne−xR

(x+ log x)(e−xR)2

}]
= −e±δ/3 2(e2x0 − 1)

R2x

x

u
,

where, as before, we write e±δ/3 for a quantity bounded between e−δ/3 and eδ/3 whose precise value may
vary from line to line. Also, by Lemma 4.1, if x and R are large enough,

Pe−x0R,R (Ne−xR > 0) = e±δ/3 2(e2x0 − 1)
R2x

. (6.6)

These two estimates together imply that

Ee−x0R,R

[
exp

{(
1 − u

x

) 2Ne−xR

(x+ log x)(e−xR)2

}∣∣∣∣Ne−xR > 0
]

= 1 + e±2δ/3x

u
.

Fix u ∈ [u0, 2u0]. If we take x to be large enough that the first term on the right hand side is much
smaller than the second one, we obtain that

Ee−x0R,R

[
exp

{(
1 − u

x

) 2Ne−xR

(x+ log x)(e−xR)2

}∣∣∣∣Ne−xR > 0
]

= e±δ x

u

whenever x and R are sufficiently large. Applying Theorem 6.3 to T = (1 − ε)−1x/u0 and the random
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variable X = 2Ne−xR

(x+log x)(e−xR)2 conditioned to be positive, we obtain that

Pe−x0R,R

(
Ne−xR ≥ 1

2
x

u0
(x+ log x)(e−xR)2

∣∣∣∣Ne−xR > 0
)

≥ δεx

(1 − ε)u0
exp

[
−1 + ε

1 − ε
· x
u0

]
Using (6.6) to rewrite this estimate slightly, we have shown for each ε > 0 that there exists δ′ > 0 such
that

Pe−x0R,R

(
Ne−xR ≥ x(e−xR)2

2
x

u0

)
≥ δ′

R2x
exp

[
−1 + ε

1 − ε
· x
u0

]
(6.7)

for all u0 > 0 large enough (depending on ε) and for all x > x0 large enough (depending on ε and u0).
This shows that the lower bound of the desired form holds for all sufficiently small values of a.

We now bootstrap this result to obtain any thickness level a > 0 instead of small levels 1/u0 as follows.
Let x′

0 = x0 + 1 be an intermediate level. Starting from a single particle on the sphere of radius e−x0R,
we can first condition on the event that the branching process emanating from this particle contains at
least ⌈au0⌉ (e−x′

0R)2 pioneers on the sphere of radius e−x′
0R. This occurs with some probability larger

than c(a, u0, x0, x
′
0)R−2. Conditionally on this event, to create at least ax2(e−xR)2/2 pioneers on the

sphere ∂B(e−xR), we can ask each of the ⌈au0⌉ sets of (e−x′
0R)2 pioneers on ∂B(e−x′

0R) to create at
least 1

u0
x2(e−xR)2/2 pioneers. By (6.7) applied to x′

0 instead of x0, this probability is at least

(
C

x
e−(1+ε)x/u0

)⌈au0⌉

≥ e−(1+2ε) ⌈au0⌉
u0

x.

Because ε and u0 can be chosen arbitrarily small and large respectively, this concludes the proof.

7 Tail estimates without killing (proof of Theorem 1.2)
In this we complete the proof of Theorem 1.2. Since we have already proved above Theorem 1.3, which
implies directly the part of Theorem 1.2 with killing, it suffices to prove (1.3), which is the part of that
concerns the process in infinite volume, with no killing. In fact we will prove the following more general
theorem which allows for a killing boundary at an arbitrary distance.

Theorem 7.1. Let x0 > 0 and consider a thickness level a > 0. For each s ∈ [1,∞], we have that

Pe−x0R,Rs

(
N1 ≥ a

2 (logR)2
∣∣∣N1 > 0

)
= R−ψs(a)+o(1) (7.1)

as R → ∞, where we set ψs(a) := inf1≤t≤s(2(t− 1) + at−1) (note that s = ∞ is allowed, in which case
ψs(a) coincides with the function ψ in Theorem 1.2).

To this end, we first state and prove the following intermediate result:

Lemma 7.2. For each fixed t > 1 and a > 0, the estimate

PR,Rt

(
hit ∂B(Rt) and N1 ≥ a

2 (logR)2
)

= R−2t−a/t+o(1) (7.2)

holds as R → ∞.

Proof of Lemma 7.2. The lower bound follows quickly from the estimate (1.4) of Theorem 1.2, concerning
the process with killing on scale R. Indeed, starting with one initial particle on ∂B(R), the probability
that it reaches ∂B(Rt/2) with 2R2t pioneers is equal to R−2t+o(1). We then divide these pioneers into two
conditionally independent groups of R2t particles. The probability that the first group reaches ∂B(Rt)
is of constant order. Meanwhile, by (1.4), the probability that the second group generates a

2 (logR)2 =
a

2t2 (logRt)2 pioneers on ∂B(1) before reaching ∂B(Rt) is equal to (Rt)−a/t2+o(1) = R−a/t+o(1). Altogether,
this shows that the left hand side of (7.2) is at least R−2t−a/t+o(1).

The upper bound requires more work. For this, we will need to rely again on the PDE satisfied by the
Laplace transform. Fix u ∈ (0, 1/t) and let s = −2u/ logR. By Theorem 3.1 and Lemma 4.5, there exists
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a positive constant C(u) such that

1 − ER,Rt

[
(1 − s)N1

]
≥ − C(u)

R2 logR. (7.3)

Let us define for x ∈ [0, t logR],

g(x) := (Rte−x)2ERte−x,Rt

[
1 − (1 − s)N1

]
, g̃(x) := (Rte−x)2ERte−x,Rt

[
1 − (1 − s)N11{NRt =0}

]
.

We are interested in the function f := g̃ − g ≥ 0, which is given by

f(x) = (Rte−x)2ERte−x,Rt

[
(1 − s)N11{NRt>0}

]
.

The two functions g and g̃ satisfy{
g′′ + 2g′ = g2,

g(0) = 0, g(t logR) = s,
and

{
g̃′′ + 2g̃′ = g̃2,

g̃(0) = 1, g̃(t logR) = s,

while f satisfies the ODE f ′′ + 2f ′ = (g + g̃)f.

Let η > 0. Since sup[0,∞) |gλ| ≤ λ/2 (Lemma 3.12) and the slope at the origin of g goes to zero as
R → ∞ (Lemma 4.5), we have that g ≥ −η/2 for all sufficiently large R. We now fix such a value of R
and claim that

f(x) ≤ e−(2−ε)x, x ∈ [0, t logR], where ε = 1 −
√

1 − η. (7.4)

Once the claim (7.4) is proven, we may apply this estimate with x = (t− 1) logR to deduce that

ER,Rt

[
(1 + 2u/ logR)N11{NRt>0}

]
≤ R−2t+o(1)

as R → ∞ (recalling that u ∈ (0, 1/t) was fixed), from which the claimed upper bound of (7.2) may be
deduced via Markov’s inequality and optimising over u ∈ (0, 1/t) by taking u as close to 1/t as desired.

We now prove the claimed inequality (7.4). Since g̃ ≥ g, we have g + g̃ ≥ −η and f ′′ + 2f′ ≥ −ηf. As
in the proof of Lemma 3.11, if we let c± = 1 ±

√
1 − η we have that c+ + c− = 2 and c+c− = η and hence

that
(f ′ + c+f)′ + c−(f ′ + c+f) = f′′ + 2f ′ + ηf ≥ 0.

Integrating between x and t logR for some x ∈ [0, t logR] (using Lemma 3.10) leads to

(f′(x) + c+f(x))ec−x ≤ (f ′(t logR) + c+f(t logR))ec−t logR.

Because f(t logR) = 0 and f ′(t logR) ≤ 0, this implies that f ′ + c+f ≤ 0 in [0, t logR]. Integrating further
between 0 and some x ∈ [0, logR] (using Lemma 3.10 a second time) leads to (7.4), which concludes the
proof.

We can now prove Theorem 7.1.

Proof of Theorem 7.1. Fix a > 0 and s ∈ [1,∞]. The lower bound is a direct consequence of (1.4) when
a ≤ 2. If a > 2, letting t∗ = min{s,

√
a/2}, we have by Lemma 7.2 that

PR,Rs

(
N1 ≥ a

2 (logR)2
)

≥ PR,Rt∗

(
N1 ≥ a

2 (logR)2,hit ∂B(Rt∗)
)

= R−2t∗−a/t∗+o(1).

The exponent t∗ was chosen to minimise the above exponent, which is equal to ψs(a). This concludes the
proof of the lower bound.

For the upper bound, let ε > 0 be the inverse of a large integer, let tk = 1 + εk for each k ≥ 0, and let
kmax be the largest integer such that tk ≤ t∗ = min{s,

√
a/2}. Let K := max{k ≥ 0 : NRtk > 0}, where

NRtk is the number of pioneers on the large sphere ∂B(Rtk ) when particles are frozen both on this sphere
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and the unit sphere. We have by a union bound that

PR,Rs

(
N1 ≥ a

2 (logR)2
)

≤
kmax∑
k=0

PR,Rs

(
N1 ≥ a

2 (logR)2,K = k
)

+ PR,Rs (K ≥ kmax + 1) .

If t∗ = s then the last probability in the above display is equal to zero. Otherwise, this probability is

PR,Rs

(
NRtkmax+1 > 0

)
= R−2tkmax+1+o(1) ≤ R−2

√
a/2+o(1) = R−2−ψs(a)+o(1)

by definition of kmax. In either case, we have that

PR,Rs

(
NRtkmax+1 > 0

)
≤ R−2−ψs(a)+o(1). (7.5)

We now take k ∈ {0, . . . , kmax} and work on the event {K = k}. We can decompose N1 as N1 =
N

(1)
1 +N

(2)
1 where N (1)

1 is the number of pioneers on ∂B(1) that do not have an ancestor in ∂B(Rtk ),
and N (2)

1 = N1 −N
(1)
1 is the number of pioneers on ∂B(1) that do have an ancestor in ∂B(Rtk ). We have

by a union bound that

PR,∞
(
N1 ≥ a

2 (logR)2,K = k
)

≤ PR,∞
(
NRtk ≥ R2tk (logR)3/2

)
+ PR,Rtk+1

(
N

(1)
1 +N

(2)
1 ≥ a

2 (logR)2, 0 < NRtk < R2tk (logR)3/2
)
. (7.6)

By Lemma 2.7, the first probability on the right hand side decays faster than any polynomial in R.
Meanwhile, the second probability is at most

PR,Rtk+1

(
N

(1)
1 ≥ a

2 (logR)2, 0 < NRtk

)
+

1/ε∑
n=1

PR,Rtk+1

(
N

(1)
1 ∈ [1 − nε, 1 − (n− 1)ε]a2 (logR)2,

N
(2)
1 ≥ (n− 1)εa

2 (logR)2, 0 < NRtk < R2tk (logR)3/2
)
.

Conditionally on NRtk , the random variables N (1)
1 and N (2)

1 are independent. Moreover, by (7.3) and the
conditional independence of particles after hitting ∂B(Rtk ), we have for all v ∈ (0, 1),

ER,Rtk+1

(1 + 2v
logRtk+1

)N(2)
1

∣∣∣∣∣∣NRtk < R2tk (logR)3/2

 ≤ exp(C(v)(logR)1/2) = Ro(1).

By Markov’s inequality, this implies that, conditionally on NRtk < R2tk (logR)3/2, the probability (for
the branching Brownian motion with killing at Rtk+1) that N (2)

1 is at least (n−1)εa
2 (logR)2 is at most

R−(n−1)εa/tk+1+o(1). Moreover, by Lemma 7.2,

PR,Rtk+1

(
N

(1)
1 ≥ (1 − nε)a2 (logR)2, 0 < NRtk

)
≤ R−2tk−(1−nε)a/tk+o(1).

This shows that the second probability in the right hand side of (7.6) is at most

R−2tk−a/tk+o(1) +
1/ε∑
n=1

R−2tk−(1−nε)a/tk−(n−1)εa/tk+1+o(1) ≤ R−2tk−a/tk+2aε+o(1),

where in the last inequality we made elementary simplifications and, in particular, used the bound

1
tk+1

= 1
tk + ε

≥ 1
tk

(
1 − ε

tk

)
≥ 1
tk

− ε

t2k
≥ 1
tk

− ε
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(as tk ≥ 1). Wrapping up, we have shown that

PR,∞
(
N1 ≥ a

2 (logR)2,K = k
)

≤ R−2tk−a/tk+2aε+o(1)

for each 0 ≤ k ≤ kmax and hence that

PR,∞
(
N1 ≥ a

2 (logR)2,K ≤ kmax

)
≤ kmax · R− min0≤k≤kmax (2tk+at−1

k
)+2aε+o(1) ≤ R−ψs(a)+2aε+o(1).

(7.7)

The claimed upper bound follows from (7.5) and (7.7) since ε > 0 was arbitrary.

8 Thick points (proof of Theorem 1.5)
In this section we apply the main results of Sections 4 and 6 to prove Theorem 1.5. The upper bound
in this theorem has already been proved at the end of Section 4.3, so that it remains only to prove the
(more difficult) lower bound.

8.1 Strategy of the proof
We now explain the overall strategy behind the proof of the lower bound of (1.11) in Theorem 1.5. In
particular, we will state three key propositions (Propositions 8.1, 8.2 and 8.3), and explain how these
propositions imply Theorem 1.5. The rest of Section 8 is then dedicated to the proofs of these three key
propositions.

As is common in the study of analogous questions for other models, we use a truncated second moment
approach. The truncation we use will be described in terms of non-backtracking trajectories, a notion we
now introduce. Let η1 > 0 be the inverse of a large integer, let z ∈ Z4, and define rk = R1−kη1 for each
k ∈ {1, . . . , 1/η1}. We say that a pioneer in ∂B(z, r) is non-backtracking if, for each 1 ≤ k ≤ 1/η1,
the trajectory taken by the ancestors of the pioneer does not revisit the sphere ∂B(z, rk logR) after first
visiting the sphere ∂B(z, rk). (Note that this makes sense even if r is larger than some of the rk.) We
denote the number of non-backtracking pioneers on the sphere ∂B(z, r) by N̂z,r, noting that N̂z,r depends
implicitly on the choice of η1 and R.

In the first key proposition, we show that restricting the branching process to non-backtracking
trajectories does not reduce the exponent for a single point to be thick (as can be seen by comparing
this result with Theorem 1.3). The constants 1/2 and 1/10 appearing in this proposition are somewhat
arbitrary.

Proposition 8.1. Let z, z0 ∈ B(0, R/2) with |z − z0| ≥ R/10. We have

Pz0,R

(
N̂z,1 ≥ a

2 (logR)2
)

≥ R−2−a+o(1) as R → ∞.

The next key proposition will state that the exponent for a point to be thick remains the same if, in
addition to restricting to non-backtracking trajectories, we also impose a “good event” stating that the
number of non-backtracking pioneers on each mesoscopic scale is of order consistent with the desired level
of thickness at the unit scale. Let b > a be a parameter close to a and define the good event GR(z) by

GR(z) :=
{

∀k = 1, . . . , 1/η1, N̂z,r ≤ b

2r
2
k

(
log R

rk

)2
}
. (8.1)

The definition of this good event is inspired by the Gaussian and Brownian multiplicative chaos theories;
see e.g. [Ber17, Jeg20a]. In the next result, we show that adding this second layer of good event (the
first layer being the restriction to non-backtracking particles) keeps the first moment almost unchanged
(rather than merely keeping the exponent the same).
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Proposition 8.2. Let z0, z ∈ B(0, R) with |z − z0| ≥ R/10. There exists ε1 = ε1(a, b, η1) > 0 such that
for all R large enough,

Pz0,R

(
N̂z,1 ≥ a

2 (logR)2, GR(z)c
)

≤ R−2−a−ε1 . (8.2)

Finally, we bound the relevant truncated two-point function, where the truncation both restricts to
non-backtracking trajectories and imposes that the relevant good events hold.

Proposition 8.3. Let η3 > 0 be a small parameter, z0 ∈ B(R/2) \ B(R/4) and z, w ∈ B(0, R1−η3).
There exists ε2 = ε2(a, b, η1, η3) > 0 such that

Pz0,R

(
N̂z,1, N̂w,1 ≥ a

2 (logR)2, GR(z), GR(w)
)

≤ R−2−2a+o(1)
(

R

|z − w|

)a+ε2

. (8.3)

Moreover, for a and η3 fixed, ε2(a, b, η1, η3) → 0 as b → a+ and η1 → 0.

Assuming the three propositions above, we are now ready to prove the lower bound in Theorem 1.5.
In a nutshell, an application of Paley–Zygmund inequality will show that the probability of having a large
number of thick points decays slower than any power of R. We will then take advantage of the numerous
independent branching Brownian motions present in a branching Brownian motion conditioned to hit
∂B(R/2).

Proof of Theorem 1.5 – Lower bound. Without loss of generality, we change the conditioning: rather
than conditioning on surviving at least R2 generations, we will condition on the event that at least one
particle reaches the outer sphere ∂B(R). We will denote by P∗

z0,R
this conditional law. (Any conditioning

that guarantees that the BGW tree survives at least R2+o(1) generations with high probability would do.)
Note that it suffices to prove (1.11), since this trivially implies the lower bound on the maximal thickness.
Let η3 > 0 be as in Proposition 8.3 (small, but much larger than η1) and define the following subset of
TR(a):

T̂R(a) :=
{
z ∈ B(0, R1−η3) ∩ Z4 : N̂z,1 ≥ a

2 (logR)2
}
.

Let δ > 0. By Propositions 8.1 and 8.2,

Ez0,R

[∑
z∈Z4

1{
z∈T̂R(a)

}1GR(z)

]
≥ R−2+4(1−η3)−a+o(1). (8.4)

Under P∗
z0,R

there is at least one particle hitting ∂B(R). Pick such a particle uniformly at random, and
let E be the event that the ancestors of this particle gave birth to at least R2 particles, each starting in
B(R/2) \B(R/4). It is easy to see that the conditional probability of E is uniformly bounded away from
0: infR P∗

z0,R
(E) > 0, and that conditionally on E under P∗

z0,R
, and conditionally on the location of these

branching events, the descendants form R2 independent branching Brownian motions starting from the
given locations in B(R/2) \B(R/4). We deduce from (8.4) that

E∗
z0,R

[∑
z∈Z4

1{
z∈T̂R(a)

}1GR(z)

]
≥ P∗

z0,R(E)R2 inf
z′

0∈B(R/2)\B(R/4)
Ez′

0,R

[∑
z∈Z4

1{
z∈T̂R(a)

}1GR(z)

]
≥ R4(1−η3)−a+o(1).

Meanwhile, by Proposition 8.3,

Ez0,R

(∑
z∈Z4

1{
z∈T̂R(a)

}1GR(z)

)2
 ≤ R−2−2a+o(1)

∑
z,w∈Z4∩B(0,R1−η3 )

(
R

|z − w|

)a+ε2

.

If b is close enough to a and η1 is sufficiently small, then a+ε2 < 4, so that the above sum can be bounded
by O(R8(1−η3)+η3(a+ε2)) and the above second moment is bounded above by R−2+8(1−η3)−2a+η3(a+ε2)+o(1).

To deduce a similar bound regarding the second moment under the conditioned probability P∗
z0,R

, we
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simply use the fact that the probability of hitting ∂B(R) is of order R2 so that

E∗
z0,R

[( ∑
z∈Z4

1{
z∈T̂R(a)

}1GR(z)

)2
]

≤ 1
Pz0,R (hit ∂B(R))Ez0,R

[( ∑
z∈Z4

1{
z∈T̂R(a)

}1GR(z)

)2
]

≤ R8(1−η3)−2a+η3(a+ε2)+o(1).

Using the Paley–Zygmund inequality, we deduce that

P∗
z0,R

(
#TR(a) ≥ R4(1−η3)−a−δ

)
≥ P∗

z0,R

(∑
z∈Z4

1{
z∈T̂R(a)

}1GR(z) ≥ 1
2E

∗
z0,R

[∑
z∈Z4

1{
z∈T̂R(a)

}1GR(z)

])

≥ 1
4E

∗
z0,R

[∑
z∈Z4

1{
z∈T̂R(a)

}1GR(z)

]2/
E∗
z0,R

(∑
z∈Z4

1{
z∈T̂R(a)

}1GR(z)

)2
 ≥ R−η3(a+ε2)−o(1).

Rephrasing slightly, we have proved that for any δ > 0,

P∗
z0,R

(
#TR(a) ≥ R4−a−δ) ≥ R−o(1). (8.5)

Using again the fact that Pz0,R (hit ∂B(R)) = R−2+o(1), this implies the following estimate for the
unconditioned probability: for any δ > 0,

Pz0,R

(
#TR(a) ≥ R4−a−δ) ≥ R−2+o(1). (8.6)

To conclude the proof, it remains to replace the Ro(1) on the right hand side of (8.5) by some
quantity that goes to 1 as R → ∞. Let δ > 0 be small and let ε > 0 be small enough so that
(4 − a− δ)/(1 − ε) < 4 − a. Let E be the event that for all k = ⌊Rε/4⌋ , ⌊Rε/4⌋ + 1, . . . , ⌊Rε/2⌋ − 1, the
number of pioneers on the sphere ∂B(R/2 + kR1−ε) is at least R2−ε/2. For each k and each such pioneer,
consider the number of thick points generated by that pioneer where particles are killed on the next
sphere ∂B(R/2 + (k+ 1)R1−ε). These numbers of thick points stochastically dominate #T2R1−ε(a) under
Pw0,2R1−ε , where w0 ∈ ∂B(R1−ε). If #TR(a) ≤ R4−a−δ, then all these subsets of TR(a) contain at most
R4−a−δ = (R1−ε)(4−a−δ)/(1−ε) elements (recall that (4 − a− δ)/(1 − ε) < 4 − a). On the event E, there
are at least cRεR2−ε/2 = cR2+ε/2 of these subsets. By a repeated application of the Markov property
and by (8.6) applied to 2R1−ε and to a starting point on ∂B(R1−ε) instead of R and z0, we deduce that

P∗
z0,R

(
E,#TR(a) ≤ R4−a−δ) ≤ R2+o(1)Pz0,R

(
E,#TR(a) ≤ R4−a−δ)

≤ R2+o(1)(1 −R−2+o(1))cR
2+ε/2

= R2+o(1)e−Rε/2+o(1)
→ 0

as R → ∞. Together with the fact that P∗
z0,R

(E) → 1 as R → ∞, this concludes the proof of the fact
that P∗

z0,R
(#TR(a) ≤ R4−a−δ) → 0 as R → ∞.

8.2 One-point estimate in a non-backtracking scenario
The goal of this section is to prove Proposition 8.1. We start with a preliminary lemma, which is essentially
just a restatement of some of our earlier results. Recall that η1 stands for the inverse of a large integer
and that the decreasing sequence of radii (rk)k is defined by rk = R1−kη1 , for k = 1, . . . , 1/η1.

Lemma 8.4. Let η1 > 0 be the inverse of an integer. Let [ν−, ν+] ⊂ (0, 1) be a compact interval of (0, 1).
For all ν ∈ [ν−, ν+] and k ∈ {1, . . . , 1/η1},

Erk,rk logR

[
exp

(
2ν

r2
k+1 log rk

rk+1

Nrk+1

)]
= 1 + (1 + o(1)) 2

r2
k log(rk/rk+1)

ν

1 − ν
(8.7)

where o(1) → 0 as R → ∞, uniformly in ν ∈ [ν−, ν+] and k ∈ {1, . . . , 1/η1}.
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Proof. We will use the function gλ as defined in (3.1) and studied extensively in Sections 3, 4, and 5.
Let µ = 4ν/(1 − ν). Because ν belongs to a compact subspace of (0, 1), µ belongs to a compact
subspace of (0,∞). Letting x0 = log logR and x = η1 logR+ log logR, we have rk = (rk logR)e−x0 and
rk+1 = (rk logR)e−x and, by Theorem 3.1, that

1 − Erk,rk logR

[(
1 − 1

r2
k+1

gλ(x)
)Nrk+1

]
= 1
r2
k

gλ(x0)

for all λ ∈ (0, 1). Taking λ = µ/x, we have by Lemma 4.5 that

gλ(x) = −(1 + o(1)) 2µ
µ+ 4

1
x

= −(1 + o(1))2ν 1
η1 logR.

Also, by (4.9) and because 1 ≪ x0 ≪ 1
λ , we have

gλ(x0) = −(1 + o(1))λ2 = (1 + o(1)) 2ν
1 − ν

1
η1 logR.

Putting things together, we obtain the desired claim.

Let η2 > 0 be much smaller than η1 and define for all k = 1 . . . 1/η1, Ik = a
2 (1 − η2)kr2

k log( Rrk
)2. The

main intermediate step in the proof of Proposition 8.1 is summarised by the following lemma.

Lemma 8.5. Let k ∈ {1, . . . , 1/η1 − 1}. For each i = 1, . . . , Ik, let N (i) be i.i.d. random variables
distributed according to the number of pioneers on ∂B(rk+1), starting from a single particle on ∂B(rk)
and where particles are killed on ∂B(rk logR). We have

P

(
Ik∑
i=1

N (i) ≥ Ik+1

)
≥ R−aη1(1+O(η2/η1))

where the implicit constants in O(η2/η1) are uniform provided that R is sufficiently large.

Proof. The idea of the proof can be easily explained with the following toy model. Let n be a large
integer and E1, . . . , En be i.i.d. exponential variables with mean 1. We are interested in the probability
that E1 + · · · + En exceeds tn, where t is some fixed real number larger than 1. To achieve this atypical
behaviour, an optimal strategy consists in shifting the mean of each individual exponential variable to t,
i.e. to shift the probability measure by t−ne(1−1/t)(E1+···+En). After this shift, the sum E1 + · · · + En
exceeds tn with a fairly high probability (asymptotic to 1/2 by the central limit theorem, but more
importantly larger than any exponential in n). Since the numbers of pioneers behave in many ways like
exponential random variables, we will be able to use such a strategy as well. Moreover, since we have a
good control on the Laplace transform of the number of pioneers, we will be able to control the cost of
such a shift.

We now define the change of measure that we will use in the proof. Let k ∈ {1, . . . , 1/η1}, let
ν = 1/(1 + k), let

t = 2ν
r2
k+1 log rk

rk+1

and let Q be the probability law

dQ
dP = exp

(
t

Ik∑
i=1

N (i)

)/
E

[
exp

(
t

Ik∑
i=1

N (i)

)]
.
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By (8.7) and by the special choice of ν, we have

E

[
exp

(
t

Ik∑
i=1

N (i)

)]
=
(

1 + 2(1 + o(1))
r2
k log(rk/rk+1)

ν

1 − ν

)Ik

(8.8)

= exp
(

(1 + o(1))(1 − η2)ka ν

1 − ν
log2

(
R

rk

)/
log
(

rk
rk−1

))
= R(1+o(1))(1−η2)kaη1k.

Define I+
k+1 = 1+η2

1−η2
Ik+1. We have

P

(
Ik∑
i=1

N (i) ≥ Ik+1

)
≥ P

(
Ik+1 ≤

Ik∑
i=1

N (i) ≤ I+
k+1

)

= R(1+o(1))(1−η2)kaη1kEQ

[
1{

Ik+1≤
∑Ik

i=1
N(i)≤I+

k+1

} exp
(

−t
Ik∑
i=1

N (i)

)]

When the sum of the N (i) is smaller than I+
k+1, we can bound from below the exponential in the

expectation above by exp
(
−tI+

k+1
)
. This leads to

P

(
Ik∑
i=1

N (i) ≥ Ik+1

)
≥ R((1+o(1))(1−η2)kk−(1−η2)k−1(1+η2)(k+1))η1aQ

(
Ik+1 ≤

Ik∑
i=1

N (i) ≤ I+
k+1

)

= R−(1+O(η2/η1))(1+o(1))η1aQ

(
Ik+1 ≤

Ik∑
i=1

N (i) ≤ I+
k+1

)
.

To conclude the proof it is enough to show that the above probability appearing on the second line is equal
to (1 + o(1)). To do this, we will show separately that Q

(∑Ik

i=1 N
(i) ≤ Ik+1

)
and Q

(∑Ik

i=1 N
(i) ≥ I+

k+1

)
vanish as R → ∞. We start by bounding the first probability and we let µ = ν + k

k+1
1√

1−η2
− 1 (which is

positive and smaller than ν). By Markov’s inequality, we have

Q

(
Ik∑
i=1

N (i) ≤ Ik+1

)
≤ exp

(µ
ν
tIk+1

)
EQ

[
exp

(
−µ

ν
t

Ik∑
i=1

N (i)

)]

= R−(1+o(1))(1−η2)kaη1kRµ(1−η2)k+1(k+1)2aη1E

[
exp

(
ν − µ

ν
t

Ik∑
i=1

N (i)

)]

where the first power of R on the right hand side comes from the normalisation of the Radon–Nikodym
derivative dQ/dP; see (8.8). By (8.7), this is further equal to

exp
[
(1 + o(1))

(
−(1 − η2)kaη1k + µ(1 − η2)k+1(k + 1)2aη1 + (1 − η2)kaη1

ν − µ

1 − (ν − µ)k
2
)

logR
]

= exp
[
(1 + o(1))aη1(1 − η2)k

(
−k + µ(1 − η2)(k + 1)2 + ν − µ

1 − (ν − µ)k
2
)

logR
]
.

Our specific choice for µ leads to

Q

(
Ik∑
i=1

N (i) ≤ Ik+1

)
≤ exp

[
−(1 + o(1))aη1(1 − η2)k(2

√
1 − η2 − 2 + η2)k(k + 1) logR

]
≤ exp

[
−1

5aη1η
2
2k(k + 1) logR

]
→ 0

asR → ∞. To bound the other probability, we proceed similarly. We define this time µ =
(

1 − 1√
1+η2

)
k
k+1
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(which is positive and smaller than 1 − ν). By Markov’s inequality and (8.7),

Q

(
Ik∑
i=1

N (i) ≥ I+
k+1

)
≤ exp

(
−µ

ν
tI+
k+1

)
EQ

[
exp

(
µ

ν
t

Ik∑
i=1

N (i)

)]

= R−(1−η2)kaη1kR−µ(1−η2)k(1+η2)(k+1)2aη1E

[
exp

(
ν + µ

ν
t

Ik∑
i=1

N (i)

)]

= exp
[(

−(1 − η2)kaη1k − µ(1 − η2)k(1 + η2)(k + 1)2aη1 + (1 − η2)kaη1
ν + µ

1 − (ν + µ)k
2
)

logR
]

= exp
[(
aη1(1 − η2)k

(
−k − µ(1 + η2)(k + 1)2 + ν + µ

1 − (ν + µ)k
2
))

logR
]
.

Our choice for µ leads to

Q

(
Ik∑
i=1

N (i) ≥ I+
k+1

)
≤ exp

[
−aη1(1 − η2)k

(
2 + η2 − 2

√
1 + η2

)
k(k + 1) logR

]
≤ exp

[
−1

5aη1η
2
2k(k + 1) logR

]
→ 0

as R → ∞. This concludes the proof of Lemma 8.5.

We can now prove Proposition 8.1.

Proof of Proposition 8.1. With the same notations as in Lemma 8.5, we have

Pe−x0R,R

(
N̂1 ≥ I1/η1

)
≥ Pe−x0R,R (Nr1 ≥ I1)

1/η1−1∏
k=1

Prk,rk logR

(
Ik∑
i=1

N (i)
rk+1

≥ Ik+1

)
.

By Theorem 1.3, the first probability on the right hand side is at least R−2−aη1(1−η2)+o(1). By Lemma
8.5, each probability appearing in the product is at least R−aη1(1+O(η2/η1)). Using the definition of I1/η1 ,
this gives

Pe−x0R,R

(
N̂1 ≥ a

2 (1 − η2)1/η1(logR)2
)

≥ R−2−a(1+O(η2/η1)).

Because η2 can be as small as desired, this concludes the proof.

8.3 Truncated first moment
We now prove Proposition 8.2, which states that we can add the good event GR(z) to our non-backtracking
thick point event without significantly changing its probability.

Proof of Proposition 8.2. Since the left hand side of (8.2) increases as the value of b approaches a, we can
assume that b is close enough to a to ensure that

√
b(1 − η1) <

√
a. Let ε > 0 be small enough so that

a+ ε

b

a+ ε

a
< 1 − ε,

√
b

a
(1 − η1) < 1 − ε and η2

1(
√
b−

√
a)2 > ε.

Now let δ > 0 be small enough such that for all p ≥ 0,

1 + (p+ 1)δ
(1 + pδ)2

a+ ε

b

a+ ε

a
< 1−ε,

√
b

a
(1 + δ)(1−η1) < 1−ε and η1(−δb+η1(

√
b−

√
a)2) > ε. (8.9)

Let Jk = b
2r

2
k

(
log R

rk

)2
. By a union bound, the left hand side of (8.2) is at most

1/η1−1∑
k=1

Pe−x0R,R

(
N̂1 ≥ a

2 (logR)2, N̂rk
≥ Jk

)
.
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Fix k ∈ {1, . . . , 1/η1 − 1}. Let N (i)
1 , i ≥ 1, be i.i.d. random variables having the same law as the

number of pioneers on the unit sphere with one initial particle on ∂B(rk) and where particles are killed
on ∂B(rk logR). Conditionally on N̂rk

= n, the random variable N̂1 is stochastically dominated by∑n
i=1 N

(i)
1 (there are additional killings in the variable N̂1, so that their distributions are not identical).

Therefore, we can bound

Pe−x0R,R

(
N̂1 ≥ a

2 (logR)2, N̂rk
≥ Jk

)
≤

∞∑
p=0

Pe−x0R,R

(
1 + pδ ≤ N̂rk

Jk
< 1 + (p+ 1)δ

)
P

( (1+(p+1)δ)Jk∑
i=1

N
(i)
1 ≥ a

2 (logR)2

)
. (8.10)

By Proposition 4.6, the first probability on the right hand side is at most

Pe−x0R,R (Nrk
≥ (1 + pδ)Jk) ≤ R−2e

−(1+o(1))(1+pδ)b log R
rk = R−2−(1+o(1))(1+pδ)bη1k.

When (1 + pδ)bη1k ≥ a+ ε, we simply bound the second probability in (8.10) by 1. The contribution of
the sum over p large enough so that (1 + pδ)bη1k ≥ a+ ε is then at most R−2−a−ε+o(1). We now control
the remaining part of the sum and take p ≥ 0 such that (1 + pδ)bη1k < a+ ε. Let

ν = 1 −
√
b

a
(1 + (p+ 1)δ)η1k.

The first two inequalities in (8.9) ensure that ν ∈ (ε, 1 − ε). Applying Markov’s inequality and recalling
that rk = R1−kη1 , we have

P

( (1+(p+1)δ)Jk∑
i=1

N
(i)
1 ≥ a

2 (logR)2

)
≤ R− aν

1−kη1 Erk,rk logR

[
exp

(
2νN1

log rk

)](1+(p+1)δ)Jk

.

Similarly to (8.7),

Erk,rk logR

[
exp

(
2νN1

log rk

)]
= 1 + (1 + o(1)) 2

r2
k log rk

ν

1 − ν
.

After simplifications, this leads to

P

( (1+(p+1)δ)Jk∑
i=1

N
(i)
1 ≥ a

2 (logR)2

)
≤ exp

(
−1 + o(1)

1 − kη1

(√
(1 + (p+ 1)δ)bη1k −

√
a
)2

logR
)
. (8.11)

Overall this gives that

Pe−x0R,R (Nrk
≥ (1 + pδ)Jk)P

( (1+(p+1)δ)Jk∑
i=1

N
(i)
1 ≥ a

2 (logR)2

)

≤ R−2 exp
(

−(1 + o(1))
(

(1 + pδ)bη1k + 1
1 − kη1

(√
(1 + (p+ 1)δ)bη1k −

√
a
)2
)

logR
)

= R−2 exp
(

−(1 + o(1))
(
a− δbη1k + η1k

1 − η1k

(√
(1 + (p+ 1)δ)b−

√
a
)2
)

logR
)
.

By the last inequality in (8.9), we can bound from below the exponent

−δbη1k + η1k

1 − η1k

(√
(1 + (p+ 1)δ)b−

√
a
)2

≥ η1(−δb+ η1(
√
b−

√
a)2) > ε.

We have shown that when p is small enough so that (1 + pδ)bη1k < a+ ε, the probability in (8.10) is at
most R−2−a−ε+o(1). Since we have already bounded the remaining contribution of the sum, this concludes
the proof.

Remark 8.6. We note that the appearance of a quadratic exponent in (8.11) after taking the square
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root of the thickness parameters a and b is highly suggestive of an isomorphism-type picture, similar to
the isomorphism relating the occupation of random walk trajectories to square of Gaussian free field
[LJ11, MR06].

8.4 Truncated second moment
We now prove Proposition 8.3, which upper bounds the probability for two points to be thick points
under the nonbacktracking condition, and each satisfying the good event.

Proof of Proposition 8.3. Let z, w ∈ B(0, R1−η3), and recall that η3 is fixed while η1 → 0. If 2|z − w| ≤
Rη1 logR, then we can simply bound the left hand side of (8.3) by the probability that a single point is
thick which is at most R−2−a+o(1) and so (after elementary algebra) this probability is smaller than the
right hand side of (8.3) with ε2 = aη1/(1 + η1).

Thus we suppose now that 2|z − w| ≥ Rη1 logR, hence we can find k ∈ {k0, . . . , 1/η1 − 1} such that

rk logR ≤ 2|z − w| ≤ rk−1 logR. (8.12)

Here k0 = k0(η3, η1) can be chosen arbitrarily large if η1 is small enough for any given η3 > 0. By the
definition of the good event, the left hand side of (8.3) is at most

Pz0,R

(
N̂z,1, N̂w,1 ≥ a

2 (logR)2, N̂z,rk
, N̂w,rk

≤ b

2r
2
k

(
log R

rk

)2)
.

Let δ > 0 be the inverse of a large integer and denote by Jk = b
2r

2
k

(
log R

rk

)2
. The above probability is

equal to

∑
0≤p1,p2<1/δ

Pz0,R

(
N̂z,1, N̂w,1 ≥ a

2 (logR)2, p1δ <
N̂z,rk

Jk
≤ (p1 + 1)δ, p2δ <

N̂w,rk

Jk
≤ (p2 + 1)δ

)
.

Let p1, p2 ∈ {0, . . . , 1/δ − 1}. Without loss of generality, let us assume that p2 ≥ p1. Using the
nonbacktracking condition, the descendants of the particles counted in N̂z,rk

and N̂w,rk
respectively, and

which contribute to N̂z,1 and N̂w,1 respectively, are independent from one another. Hence we may bound
the probability appearing in the above sum by

Pz0,R (Nw,rk
> p2δJk)

2∏
j=1

P

( (pj+1)δJk∑
i=1

N
(i)
1 ≥ a

2 (logR)2

)
(8.13)

where N (i)
1 , i ≥ 1, are i.i.d. random variables distributed according to the number of pioneers on the unit

sphere starting from a single particle on ∂B(rk) and where particles are killed on ∂B(rk logR). By (8.11),
for j = 1, 2,

P

( (pj+1)δJk∑
i=1

N
(i)
1 ≥ a

2 (logR)2

)
≤ exp

(
−1 + o(1)

1 − kη1

(√
(pj + 1)δbη1k −

√
a

)2
logR

)

and by Proposition 4.6,

Pz0,R (Nw,rk
> p2δJk) ≤ R−2+o(1) exp

(
−bp2δ log R

rk

)
≤ R−2+o(1)−bp2δη1k ≤ R

−2+o(1)− 1
2

∑2
j=1

bpjδη1k.

In the last inequality above, we used the fact that p2 ≥ p1. Putting things together, and combining terms
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suitably, (8.13) is at most

R−2−2a+o(1) exp
(

− kη1

1 − kη1

2∑
j=1

(
a− 2

√
(pj + 1)δab+ (pj + 1)δbη1k + 1 − kη1

2 pjδb

)
logR

)

= R−2−2a+o(1) exp
(

− kη1

1 − kη1

2∑
j=1

((√
a−

√
(pj + 1)δb

)2
− (1 − kη1)

(
(pj + 1)δb− 1

2pjδb
))

logR
)

≤ R−2−2a+o(1) exp
(

1
2kη1

2∑
j=1

(pj + 2)δb logR
)
.

By (8.12),

log R

2|z − w|
≥ (k − 1)η1 logR− log logR = (1 + o(1))

(
1 − 1

k

)
kη1 logR.

So we have obtained that (8.13) is at most

R−2−2a+o(1)
(

R

|z − w|

) 1
2 (1− 1

k )−1∑2
j=1

(pj+2)δb
.

Since p1, p2 ≤ 1/δ−1, the exponent 1
2 (1− 1

k )−1∑2
j=1(pj+2)δb is bounded by (1− 1

k0
)−1(1+δ)b which can

be made arbitrarily close to (1 − 1
k0

)−1b by choosing δ small enough. Recall further that k0 = k0(η1, η3)
can be chosen arbitrarily large by taking η1 small enough for any given η3 > 0. Hence the exponent
1
2 (1 − 1

k0
)−1∑2

j=1(pj + 2)δb can be made as close to a as desired. This concludes the proof.

9 Occupation measure of branching Brownian motion (proof of
Theorem 1.4)

In this section, we prove Theorem 1.4, which concerns the probability that a small ball has a large
occupation measure for branching Brownian motion. We start with the lower bound, which follows quickly
from Theorem 1.3:

Proof of Theorem 1.4 – Lower bound. Let x0 > 0, ε > 0. By Theorem 1.3, there exists x∗ > 0 and
R0 > 0 such that for all R ≥ R0, r ≤ e−x∗R, a > 0,

Pe−x0R,R

(
Nr ≥ a

2r
2(logR/r)2|Nr > 0

)
≥ (R/r)−(1+ε)a.

The local time of B(r) can be decomposed as
∑
i=1...Nr

Li where Li is the occupation measure accumulated
by the progeny of the i-th pioneer of ∂B(r). The Li’s are independent of Nr and are i.i.d. and distributed
according to the occupation measure of B(r) under Pz,R where z is any point of ∂B(r). Letting
n = (1+ε)2a

2 r2(logR/r)2, we have

Pe−x0R,R

(
L(B(r)) ≥ am1

2 r4(logR/r)2|Nr > 0
)

≥ (R/r)−(1+ε)3aP

(
n∑
i=1

Li ≥ am1

2 r4(logR/r)2

)
.

Recall that since the branching mechanism is critical, E [Li] is equal to the expected value of the local
time in B(r) of a single Brownian motion that starts on ∂B(r) and that is killed on ∂B(R). If x∗ is
large enough, this expectation is close to the one in infinite volume, more precisely it is larger than
(1 + ε)−1m1r

2 (recall the definition (1.6) of m1). The probability on the right hand side of the above
display is therefore at least

P

(
n∑
i=1

Li ≥ (1 + ε)−1E [L1]n
)
.

Because the Li’s are bounded from below by 0, this probability is extremely close to 1. This is for instance
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a consequence of standard large deviations for i.i.d. nonnegative random variables, sometimes called
Benett’s inequality (see e.g. [BLM13, Theorem 2.9]) or [Dur19, Theorem (9.5)]). This concludes the
proof.

We now move on to the proof of the upper bound (1.8) in Theorem 1.4. We first explain the difficulty
of its proof. Let r ≥ 1. As in the proof of the lower bound, we can decompose the occupation measure
of the ball B(r) as

∑
i=1...Nr

Li where Li is the occupation measure accumulated by the progeny of the
i-th pioneer of ∂B(r). We want to argue that, given Nr, the sum

∑
i=1...Nr

Li is concentrated around
E [L1]Nr. In the lower bound, this step was straightforward and we only used the nonnegativity of the
Li’s. For the more subtle upper bound, we need to guarantee a certain decay of their upper tail, which is
the content of the following theorem.

Theorem 9.1. There exists λ0 > 0 such that for all λ ∈ [0, λ0],

Er,R
[
exp

(
λ

r4 log(R/r)L(B(r))
)]

= 1 + λm1 + o(1)
r2 log(R/r) (9.1)

where o(1) → 0 as r/R → 0 and R → ∞.

Proof. We first claim that there exists λ0 > 0 and C > 0 such that for all λ ∈ [0, 2λ0], R large enough
and R/r large enough,

Er,R
[
exp

(
λ

r4 log(R/r)L(B(r))
)]

≤ 1 + C

r2 log(R/r) . (9.2)

This is a reformulation of a result obtained in [AS22] in the context of branching random walk; see in
particular (9.2) therein. Their proof is based on the following estimate which is the content of [AS22,
Proposition 9.1]: there exists c, C > 0 such that for all r ≥ 1 and t > r4,

sup
x∈B(2r)

Px,2r (L(B(2r)) > t) ≤ C

r2 exp
(
−ct/r4) . (9.3)

To get (9.2) from this estimate, Asselah and Schapira decompose L(B(r)) as a sum over successive “waves”
(or excursions) between ∂B(r) and ∂B(2r) of the occupation measure of B(r) accumulated during the
wave. Each such elementary occupation measure is handled thanks to (9.3) wheareas the total number of
terms involved in the sum is handled thanks to their knowledge on the number of pioneers. See [AS22,
Section 9] for more details. The exact same approach can be done in the continuum (in fact more precise
estimates on these pioneers were already obtained here in the previous sections). This leads to (9.2); we
omit the details.

We will need in addition the following moment estimate: for all p ≥ 1, there exists Cp > 0 such that
for all r ≥ 1,

Er,∞ [L(B(r))p] ≤ Cpr
−2+4p. (9.4)

This type of statement is relatively to prove by induction on p ≥ 1. As already explained, by criticality
of the branching mechanism, the first moment coincides with the first moment of the local time of a
single Brownian motion, which is equal to m1r

2. For the second moment, one needs to handle the local
times generated by two particles. One can decompose over the generation of the most recent common
ancestor. The remaining trajectories are independent and the second moment factorises into the square
of the first moment. Integrating out the randomness of the most recent common ancestor, one gets (9.4)
for p = 2. This procedure can be iterated to control moments of arbitrary order p ≥ 1 by considering the
first branching event, leading to a diagrammatic sum representing the possible genealogical structure
of the p particles. It has been carried out in great detail in the context of branching random walk in
[AHJ21, Section 3]. We emphasise that we do not require any control on the growth of the constants Cp,
which would require a careful analysis of these diagrammatic sums as was done in [AHJ21]. Here we will
actually only use (9.4) with p = 2 and 4, and thus omit the details.

We now explain how we obtain (9.1). Let us denote by X = L(B(r))/(r4 log(R/r)). Let λ ∈ [0, λ0].
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Using the mean value theorem we can bound

0 ≤ Er,R
[
eλX − 1 − λX

]
≤ λ2

0
2 Er,R

[
eλ0XX2] = λ2

0
2 Er,R

[
X2]+ λ2

0
2 Er,R

[
(eλ0X − 1)X2]

≤ λ2
0

2 Er,R
[
X2]+ λ2

0
2 Er,R

[
(eλ0X − 1)2]1/2 Er,R

[
X4]1/2

where we used Cauchy–Schwarz in the last inequality. By (9.4),

Er,R
[
X2] ≤ C

r2(log(R/r))2 and Er,R
[
X4]1/2 ≤ C

r(log(R/r))2

and by (9.2),

Er,R
[
(eλ0X − 1)2] ≤ Er,R

[
e2λ0X

]
− 1 ≤ Cλ2

0
r2 log(R/r) .

Thus (we absorb the dependence on λ0 into the constant C),

0 ≤ Er,R
[
eλX − 1 − λX

]
≤ C

r2(log(R/r))2 .

Since Er,R [L(B(r))] = (1 + o(1))m1r
2, this concludes the proof of (9.1).

Using directly the estimate (9.1) as well as Theorem 6.1, we find that for all λ < min(λ0, 2/m1),

Pe−x0R,R

(
L(B(r)) ≥ am1

2 r4(logR/r)2
)

≤ R−2+o(1)(R/r)− am1λ
2 .

If we were allowed to choose λ as close to 2/m1 as possible, this would already imply the upper bound of
Theorem 1.4 (without any restriction on a ∈ (0, a0)). However, we have no control over the λ0 in (9.1) at
this stage, and hence we will need to proceed in a more complicated way, using once more the notion of
“non-backtracking” particles from Section 8.
Remark 9.2. In fact, we believe that the optimal value for λ0 in (9.1) is equal to 2/m1. However, it seems
unlikely that the approach of [AS22] can directly achieve this level of precision.

Proof of Theorem 1.4 – Upper bound. In this proof, we will assume that a < min(2, λ0m1) where λ0 > 0
is the constant appearing in (9.1). Let x0 > 0, kmax ≥ 1 be a large integer and η1 = 1/(kmax + 1). Let
η2 > 0 (inverse of a large integer) and ε > 0 be both much smaller than η1. Let R0 > 0 and x∗ > 0
be large enough so that Theorems 1.3 and 6.1 and the estimate (9.1) apply with errors at most ε. Let
R > R

1/η1
0 and r ∈ [1, e−x∗/η1R].

For all k = 0, . . . , kmax + 1, let rk = r(R/r)kη1 . By definition, r0 = r and rkmax+1 = R. We have
tuned the parameters to ensure that r1 ≥ R0 and rk+1/rk ≥ ex∗ for all k. For each k ∈ {1, . . . , kmax}, we
let Prk

be the set of pioneers on ∂B(rk) emanating from the pioneers on ∂B(r). By convention, we also
set Pr to be the set of pioneers on ∂B(r). For each k ∈ {0, . . . , kmax}, let Lk be the local time in B(r)
induced by Prk

where particles are killed on ∂B(rk+1). In words, Lk captures the local time in B(r) of
particles that backtracked exactly to level rk. By construction, the total local time of B(r) is equal to∑kmax
k=0 Lk. Let (Fk)k=0,...,kmax be the filtration:

Fk = σ(#Prℓ
, ℓ = 0, . . . , k), k = 0, . . . , kmax. (9.5)

Let k ∈ {1, . . . , kmax}. Note that conditionally on Fk, (Lk,Lk+1, . . . ,Lkmax) is independent from
(L0,L1, . . . ,Lk−1) and is distributed as follows. Consider a branching Brownian motion with #Prk

initial particles located on ∂B(rk). Let ℓk be the total local time of B(r) where particles are killed
on ∂B(rk+1). For i = 1, . . . , kmax − k, let ℓk+i be the local time of B(r) generated by the pioneers of
∂B(rk+i) where particles are killed on ∂B(rk+i+1). Then the law of (Lk,Lk+1, . . . ,Lkmax) conditionally
given Fk is the same as the law of (ℓk, . . . , ℓkmax).

63



For each k ∈ {0, . . . , kmax}, we define the events

Ek :=
{

max{k = 0, . . . , kmax : #Prk
≥ 1} = k

}
, Fk :=

{
∀k = 0, . . . ,k,#Prk

≤ r2
k

(logR/r)2

log logR/r

}
.

Note that Fk is measurable with respect to Fk. By Lemma 2.7, the probability P
(
F ckmax

|Nr > 0
)

decays
faster than any polynomial in R/r (here we use that supR s∗(R) < 0). In the rest of the proof, we will
work on the event Fkmax ∩ {Nr > 0}. We first keep track of the contribution of L0:

P
( kmax∑
k=0

Lk ≥ am1

2 r4(logR/r)2, Fkmax

)
≤ P

(
L0 ≥ am1

2 r4(logR/r)2
)

(9.6)

+
1/η2−1∑
p=0

P
(

L0 ∈ [p, p+ 1)am1η2

2 r4(logR/r)2,

kmax∑
k=1

Lk ≥ (1 − (p+ 1)η2)am1

2 r4(logR/r)2, Fkmax

)
.

We first claim that the killing on ∂B(r1) and the estimate (9.1) are enough to show that (recall that ε
and η2 are much smaller than η1 so that ε′ defined below is small)

P
(

L0 ≥ am1

2 r4(logR/r)2
∣∣∣Nr > 0

)
≤ (R/r)−a+ε′

where ε′ = m1λ0
ε+ η2

2η1
+ ε. (9.7)

Indeed, we decompose L0 =
∑Nr

i=1 Li where Li, i ≥ 1, are i.i.d. and distributed as the local time of B(r)
starting with one particle on ∂B(r) and where particles are killed on ∂B(r1). We have

P
(

L0 ≥ am1

2 r4(logR/r)2
∣∣∣Nr > 0

)
≤ Pe−x0R,R

(
Nr ≥ a

2r
2(logR/r)2

∣∣∣Nr > 0
)

+
1/η2−1∑
p=0

Pe−x0R,R

(
Nr ∈ [np, np+1)

∣∣∣Nr > 0
)
P

(
np+1∑
i=1

Li ≥ am1

2 r4(logR/r)2

)
(9.8)

where np = pη2
a
2 r

2(logR/r)2, p ≥ 0. By Markov’s inequality and (9.1), the last probability in the above
display is at most

(R/r)− am1λ0
2η1 Er,r1

[
exp

(
λ0

r4(log r1/r)
L(B(r))

)]np+1

= (R/r)− am1λ0
2η1

(
1 + m1λ0

r2η1(logR/r) (1 + ε)
)np+1

= exp
(

−am1λ0

2η1
(1 − (p+ 1)η2(1 + ε)) log(R/r)

)
.

Moreover, by Theorem 1.3, Pe−x0R,R (Nr ≥ np|Nr > 0) ≤ (R/r)−apη2+ε. This shows that the sum in (9.8)
is at most

(R/r)−a+o(1)
1/η2−1∑
p=0

exp
((

(1 − pη2)a(1 − m1λ0

2η1
) +m1λ0

ε(p+ 1)η2 + η2

2η1
+ ε

)
log R

r

)
.

We simply bound 1 − m1λ0
2η1

≤ 0 and (p+ 1)η2 ≤ 1 to get that the sum in (9.8) is at most (R/r)−a+ε′+o(1)

where ε′ is defined in (9.7). Together with Theorem 1.3 this establishes the claim (9.7), which handles
the first term on the right hand side of (9.6).

It remains to bound the sum over p appearing on the right hand side of (9.6). By using that L0 and
(L1, . . . ,Lkmax) are independent conditionally on F1, we can further bound the left hand side of (9.6) by

P
(

L0 ≥ am1

2 r4(logR/r)2
)

+
1/η2−1∑
p=0

E

[
P
(

L0 ∈ [p, p+ 1)am1η2

2 r4(logR/r)2
∣∣∣F1

)
× (9.9)

× P

(
kmax∑
k=1

Lk ≥ (1 − (p+ 1)η2)am1

2 r4(logR/r)2, Fkmax

∣∣∣∣∣F1

)]
.
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Let p ∈ {0, . . . , 1/η2 − 1}. We now focus on bounding the last probability above and denote by α =
(1 − (p+ 1)η2)a. The event inside the probability can occur only on

⋃kmax
1 Ek ∩Fk. Let k ∈ {1, . . . , kmax}.

By definition of Ek and then by Cauchy–Schwarz,

P

(
kmax∑
k=1

Lk ≥ αm1

2 r4(logR/r)2, Ek ∩ Fk

∣∣∣∣∣F1

)
≤ P

( k∑
k=1

Lk ≥ αm1

2 r4(logR/r)2,#Prk > 0, Fk

∣∣∣∣∣F1

)

≤ P

( k∑
k=1

Lk ≥ αm1

2 r4(logR/r)2, Fk

∣∣∣∣∣F1

)1/2

P

(
#Prk > 0

∣∣∣∣∣F1

)1/2

. (9.10)

On the event that #P1 ≤ r2
1(logR/r)2/ log logR/r (which is measurable w.r.t. F1), we bound crudely,

P
(
#Prk > 0

∣∣F1
)1/2 1F1 ≤ (r1/rk)(R/r)ε = (R/r)−(k−1)η1+ε = (R/r)− k−1

kmax+1 +ε. (9.11)

We now bound the first probability in (9.10). For this purpose, let

µ0 = min(λ0,
2

(1 + ε)m1
) and λ = µ0

kmax + 1
k + 1 . (9.12)

By Markov’s inequality and by independence of Lk and (L0, . . . ,Lk−1) conditionally on Fk,

P

( k∑
k=1

Lk ≥ αm1

2 r4(logR/r)2, Fk
∣∣F1

)
≤ (R/r)− λαm1

2 E

[
1Fk exp

(
λ

r4(logR/r)

k∑
k=1

Lk

)∣∣F1

]

= (R/r)− λαm1
2 E

[
1FkE

[
exp

(
λ

r4(logR/r)

k−1∑
k=1

Lk

)∣∣Fk

]
E
[
exp

(
λ

r4(logR/r)Lk

) ∣∣Fk

] ∣∣F1

]
. (9.13)

Moreover, by the explicit description of the conditional law of Lk given Fk (see below (9.5)) and by (9.1)
and Proposition 4.6,

E
[
exp

(
λ

r4(logR/r)Lk

) ∣∣Fk

]
= Erk,rk+1

[
Er,rk+1

[
exp

(
λ

r4(logR/r)L(B(r))
)]Nr

]#Prk

= Erk,rk+1

[(
1 + (1 + ε)m1λ

r2(logR/r)

)Nr
]#Prk

=
(

1 + 2
r2

k log(rk/r)

(1+ε)m1λ
2

k+1
kmax+1

1 − (1+ε)m1λ
2

k+1
kmax+1

)#Prk

.

In the second equality we used that λ/ log(R/r) ≤ λ0/ log(rk+1/r) and in the third equality we used
that (1 + ε)m1λ/ log(R/r) < 2/ log(rk+1/r). On the event Fk, the right hand side of the above display is
bounded by (R/r)2ε. We have obtained that

E

[
1Fk exp

(
λ

r4(logR/r)

k∑
k=1

Lk

)∣∣F1

]
≤ (R/r)2εE

[
1Fk−1 exp

(
λ

r4(logR/r)

k−1∑
k=1

Lk

)∣∣F1

]
. (9.14)

By iterating, we find that the left hand side of the above display is at most (R/r)2εkmax . Putting together
(9.11), (9.12), (9.13), (9.14), we obtain that (9.10) is at most

exp
(

−
(
µ0αm1

4
kmax + 1

k + 1 + k − 1
kmax + 1 − (kmax + 1)ε

)
log R

r

)
≤ (R/r)2η1+ε/η1(R/r)−√

µ0m1α

using that for all u ∈ (0, 1), c1u + c2/u ≥ 2√
c1c2 (applied to u = k+1

kmax+1 ). Since we assumed at the
very beginning of the proof that a < min(2, λ0m1) = µ0m1, we have α ≤ µ0m1 and we can bound
√
µ0m1α ≥ α. Injecting this estimate back in (9.9) and recalling that we denoted α = (1 − (p+ 1)η2)a,
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we obtain that

P

(
kmax∑
k=0

Lk ≥ am1

2 r4(logR/r)2, Fkmax

)
≤ P

(
L0 ≥ am1

2 r4(logR/r)2
)

+ (R/r)2η1+ε/η1

1/η2−1∑
p=0

(R/r)−(1−(p+1)η2)aP
(

L0 ∈ [p, p+ 1)am1η2

2 r4(logR/r)2
)
.

By (9.7) (where ε′ is also defined), this leads to

P

(
kmax∑
k=0

Lk ≥ am1

2 r4(logR/r)2, Fkmax |Nr > 0
)

≤ (R/r)2η1+η2/η1a+ε/η1+ε′
(R/r)−a.

Because 2η1 + η2/η1a+ ε/η1 + ε′ can be arbitrary small, this concludes the proof.

10 Strong coupling and local time of branching random walk
(proof of Theorem 1.10)

10.1 Strong coupling of tree-indexed random walk and Brownian motion
In this section, we state and prove our strong coupling between tree-indexed random walk and tree-indexed
Brownian motion. This is the analogue for tree-indexed processes of the celebrated dyadic or KMT
coupling giving a strong approximation of Brownian motion by random walk. This subject is in itself one
with a long and distinguished history; we refer for instance to [LL10, Chapter 7] for a summary of some
results on this topic.

All the trees considered in section will be continuous trees with finitely many branching points, i.e.
each edge will carry a length. Tree-indexed random walks will then also be defined on the edges by linear
interpolation. Our result will follow from a novel connection between this problem and the so-called
Horton–Strahler number of a tree, which we now define:

Horton–Strahler number The Horton–Strahler number H(T ) of a finite tree T is defined recursively
as follows. If the tree T consists of a single vertex (the root), we set H(T ) = 1. Otherwise, let T1, . . . , Tm
be the subtrees hanging off the children of the root. We set

H(T ) =
{

maxi=1,...,mH(Ti), if this maximum is achieved by only one of the trees T1, . . . , Tm
maxi=1,...,mH(Ti) + 1, otherwise.

H(T ) can be thought of as a way of measuring the branching complexity of the tree T . For instance,
if T is simply a path, then H(T ) = 1, no matter how long this path is. On the other hand, if T is a
“perfect binary tree”, where each interior vertex has two children and where all leaves have the same
depth, then H(T ) is equal to the depth of T which is also equal to log2(#V (T ) + 1). In general, it
follows directly from its recursive definition that the Horton–Strahler number of a tree can be bounded by
log2(#V (T ) + 1). See the introduction of [BDR21] for more background on the Horton–Strahler number,
especially in the context of Bienaymé–Galton–Watson trees.

Let θ be a probability distribution on Rd. Assume that θ is centred with some finite exponential
moment. Denote by Γ the covariance matrix of θ, which we suppose invertible.

Theorem 10.1. There exist c1, c2, c3 > 0 such that the following holds. Let T be a continuous tree with
finitely many branching points and edges of unit length. Let ST be a T -indexed random walk (with linear
interpolation between neighbouring branching points) with increments distributed according to θ and let
BT be a T -indexed Brownian motion. There exists a coupling between ST and BT such that for all x ≥ 0,

P
(

sup
t∈T

|Γ−1/2S(t) −B(t)| ≥ c1H(T ) log(1 + d(T )) + c1 log ℓ(T ) + x

)
≤ c2e

−c3x
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where d(T ) denotes the depth of T and ℓ(T ) its number of leaves.

The error obtained in Theorem 10.1 above is fairly small if H(T ) is small compared to the depth
of the tree. This is the case for critical Galton–Watson trees conditioned to survive a long time. See
Corollary 10.2 and (10.2) below. On the other hand, if H(T ) is large, it does not seem reasonable to
expect a very good coupling between a T -indexed random walk and a T -indexed Brownian motion.

Proof. Let T be a finite tree. By a “path” in the tree T , we will mean a monotone path v1, . . . , vm such
that for all i = 2, . . . ,m, vi is a child of vi−1. We will moreover say that two paths are disjoint if they use
disjoint sets of edges.

To obtain a strong coupling between ST and BT , one can proceed as follows. We partition the tree T
into a set of disjoint paths. On each of these paths, we use the standard (i.e., dyadic or KMT) strong
coupling between random walk and Brownian motion. We then “weld” these successive couplings to get
an overall coupling on the whole tree. It is however crucial to ensure that on each path from the root to
a leaf of the tree, we do not weld too many couplings. Indeed, each such welding potentially increases the
error in the overall coupling. In other words, we need to partition T using a special set of paths that
form a network of “highways”. By this, we mean that each path from the root to one of the leaves will
use only a few highways.

Finding such a set of highways depends very much on the branching complexity of the tree. This is
where the Horton–Strahler number H(T ) of T will be useful. Indeed, an equivalent definition of H(T )
goes as follows. Starting with T1 = T , define recursively Ti+1 as the tree obtained from Ti by erasing
each leaf of Ti and each path of nodes with a single child leading to leaves of Ti. It can be proved by
induction on H(T ) that the minimal number of steps needed to erase all vertices of T is equal to H(T ).
From this equivalent definition of H(T ), it is clear that we can partition T into a set of disjoint paths
℘1, . . . , ℘m in such a way that each path from the root to one of the leaves is the concatenation of at
most H(T ) paths in {℘1, . . . , ℘m}.

By the multidimensional strong approximation of Einmahl [Ein89], for each path ℘l, (l = 1, . . . ,m),
we can find a probability space (Ωl,Fl,Pl) and a random walk Sl with increment distribution θ and
Brownian motion Bl defined on (Ωl,Fl,Pl), both starting at 0 and indexed by the path ℘l ⊂ T (rather
than the more conventional interval [0, len(℘l)]), such that for all x > 0,

Pl
(

sup
t∈℘l

|Γ−1/2Sl(t) −Bl(t)| ≥ c′
1 log d(T ) + x

)
≤ c′

2e
−c′

3x. (10.1)

Note that we simply bound the length of ℘l by the depth of T . This rough bound will be enough for our
purposes. We now consider the product space Ω =

∏m
l=1 Ωl, F =

⊗m
l=1 Fl and P =

⊗m
l=1 Pl. Let v ∈ T

(recall that T is a continuous tree). Denote by ∅ the root of this tree, and let [∅, v] denote the unique
geodesic path, parameterised by length, between the root ∅ and the point v ∈ T . We decompose this
geodesic path according to the partition ℘l, l = 1, . . . ,m as follows:

[∅, v] = ∪ml=1(℘l ∩ [∅, v]) =: ∪ml=1[tl, ul]

where tl = tl(v), ul = ul(v) ∈ T and [tl, ul] corresponds to the path ℘l ∩ [∅, v] (parameterised by length).
(If ℘l does not intersect [∅, v] then by convention we take tl, ul to be the starting point of ℘l.) With
this definition we can now specify a coupling between the T -indexed walk (ST (v))v∈T and T -indexed
Brownian motion (BT (v))v∈T , as follows: namely, for v ∈ T we set

ST (v) =
m∑
l=1

Sl(ul) and BT (v) =
m∑
l=1

Bl(ul).

It is easy to check with the Markov property that this indeed defines a valid coupling between the two
processes. Moreover, by (10.1), for any given leaf v, the maximal error in this coupling on the geodesic
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[∅, v] from the root ∅ to v satisfies

max
u∈[∅,v]

|Γ−1/2ST (u) −BT (u)| ⪯ c′
1H(T ) log d(T ) + c′

4

H(T )∑
l=1

El

where El, l = 1, . . . ,H(T ), are i.i.d. exponential random variables with mean 1, and ⪯ stands for stochastic
domination. By Chernoff’s inequality,

P

H(T )∑
l=1

El ≥ 2H(T ) + x

 ≤ c′
5e

−c′
6x, x > 0.

We now need to take the maximum of this error over all leaves of the tree. This is handled by the
following fact, which follows by a simple union bound argument: the maximum of N (not necessarily
independent) exponential random variables with mean 1 is stochastically dominated by logN +X where
the tails of X decay exponentially fast, uniformly in N and the joint law of the relevant exponential
random variables.

We now rephrase Theorem 10.1 in the context of Galton–Watson trees. Let ξ be a nondegenerate
critical offspring distribution:

∑
n≥1 ξ(n)n = 1 and ξ(1) < 1. Let Tn be a (discrete) critical Galton-

Watson tree with offspring distribution ξ, conditioned to have size n. Depending on the value of n, this
conditioning might be degenerate. We will say that n is ξ-admissible if the event we are conditioning on
has a positive probability. As before, we will view Tn as a continuous tree by assigning length 1 to each
edge.

Given Tn, and given a probability distribution θ on Rd with vanishing mean, invertible covariance
matrix Γ and a finite exponential moment, let STn

be a Tn-indexed random walk with increment
distribution θ, and let BTn

be a Tn-indexed Brownian motion. In other words, STn
is simply a branching

random walk conditioned on the size of its total progeny being n. We stress however that in the rest of
the article we used a different notion of branching Brownian motion, in which the branching times were
not deterministically equal to 1, but were instead random and exponentially distributed with mean 1. We
explain below the proof of Corollary 10.2 how we remedy this issue.

Corollary 10.2. There exist constants c1, c2, c3 such that the following holds. For all ξ-admissible integer
n ≥ 1, there exists a coupling between STn

and BTn
such that

P
(

sup
t∈Tn

|Γ−1/2STn(t) −BTn(t)| ≥ c1 log(n)2 + x

)
≤ c2e

−c3x.

Proof. This follows directly from Theorem 10.1 and from the deterministic bounds H(Tn) ≤ log2 n,
log d(Tn) ≤ logn and log ℓ(Tn) ≤ logn. Note that these bounds are not very wasteful: under the extra
assumption that the offspring distribution has finite variance,

H(Tn)
log2 n

P−−−−→
n→∞

1
2 and log d(Tn)

logn
P−−−−→

n→∞

1
2 . (10.2)

The first convergence is [BDR21, Theorem 1.1], while the second is a direct consequence of Aldous’
convergence of the depth first walk rescaled by n1/2 to the Brownian excursion [Ald93]; see also [MM03,
Theorem 1].

When we will want to compare a branching Brownian motion (with exponentially distributed branching
times) to a branching random walk, we will proceed as follows. We will first restrict the branching
Brownian motion to the branching times. This leads to a branching random walk with increments
distributed as

√
EG where E is an exponential random variable with parameter 1 and G is an independent

standard Gaussian random variable in R4. We will then use Corollary 10.2 to compare it with branching
Brownian motion with deterministic branching times. Finally, we will use Corollary 10.2 once more to
compare the latter to our initial target branching random walk.
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10.2 Thick points of branching random walk
We now have all the ingredients to prove Theorem 1.10.

Proof of Theorem 1.10. We start by proving the lower bound. Let θ be the distribution on Zd such that
for any neighbour x of the origin, θ({x}) = 1/(2d). Let θ1 and θ2 be the law respectively of WE and W1
where W is a 4d Brownian motion and E is an independent exponential random variable with mean 1.
Let T be a Galton–Watson tree with offspring distribution 1

2δ0 + 1
2δ2 conditioned to survive at least R2

generations. We will consider three T-indexed random walks S1
T, S2

T and ST with respective increment
distributions θ1, θ2 and θ. To give us some room, we will kill the particles of S1

T, S2
T, and ST when they

reach B(R/4)c, B(R/2)c, and B(R)c respectively. We will denote their respective discrete local times on
B(x, r) by L1

x,r, L2
x,r, and Lx,r. Without loss of generality, assume that each branching random walk

starts at the origin.
The strategy of the proof is as follows. We will use Theorem 1.5 and a standard concentration result

to show a thick point result for S1
T in terms of local times of mesoscopic balls. These local times of

mesoscopic balls have the advantage of being very stable: if one perturbs slightly the spatial motions of
a branching process, then one only needs to increase slightly the radii to ensure that the local time of
balls have not decreased. Note that such a property might not hold in general for the number of pioneers.
With the help of the strong coupling previously established and this stability of local time of balls, we
will then successively transfer this thick point result to S2

T and then to ST.

Let a > 0 be a thickness level. Let ε > 0 be small and η > 0 be much smaller than ε. Let r = Rη

be a small mesoscopic scale. Let us start by considering a critical Branching Brownian motion BT with
exponentially distributed gestation time. Let us define the discrete local time of the ball B(x, r) as the
sum over each branching point v ∈ T (including the leaves) of the indicator function that just before the
branching at v the particle belongs to B(x, r). This process of discrete local times has the same law as
(L1

x,r, x ∈ Rd). We first claim that

PBRW,θ1
z0,R/4

(
#
{
x ∈ 10rZ4 : L1

x,r ≥ am1

2 r4(logR/r)2} ≥ (R/r)4−a−2ε
∣∣∣ ζ ≥ R2

)
→ 1 (10.3)

as R → ∞. Indeed, we can write for all x ∈ Z4 and r > 0,

L1
x,r =

Nx,r∑
i=1

Li

where Nx,r is as before the number of pioneers on ∂B(x, r) and Li denotes the local time of B(x, r)
induced by each pioneer. By a slight variant of Theorem 1.5 (with spheres of radius r instead of 1),

Pz0,R/4

(
#
{
x ∈ 10rZ4 : Nx,r ≥ a+ ε

2 r2(logR/r)2} ≥ (R/r)4−a−2ε
∣∣∣ ζ ≥ R2

)
→ 1,

as R → ∞. Furthermore, and recalling the definition (1.6) of m1, for a fixed centre x, the local times
Li, i = 1, . . . , Nx,r, are i.i.d. with average (1 + o(1))m1r

2. Because the Li’s are nonnegative, it is very
costly for the sum to be much smaller than its average. Specifically, by standard large deviations for
nonnegative random variables (sometimes called Benett’s inequality, see, e.g., [BLM13, Theorem 2.9]),
for any fixed x, the probability

Pz0,R/4

(
Nx,r ≥ a+ ε

2 r2(logR/r)2 and L1
x,r ≤ am1

2 r4(logR/r)2
∣∣∣ ζ ≥ R2

)
decays faster than any polynomial in R. This proves (10.3).

We will now use Corollary 10.2 to transfer this result to S2
T. Conditionally on surviving at least R2

generations, T (as a discrete tree) has size O(R4), or equivalently contains O(R4) branch points including
leaves. We therefore define ET to be the event that T contains at most R5 such branch points. By Corollary
10.2, on this event, we can couple S1

T and S2
T in such a way that maxv∈T |S1

T(v) − S2
T(v)| ≤ C(logR)2

with large probability. Recall that particles of S1
T are killed on ∂B(R/4) and those of S2

T are killed on
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∂B(R/2). By slightly enlarging the balls B(x, r) into balls B(x, r + C(logR)2), we deduce that

PBRW,θ2
z0,R/2

(
#
{
x ∈ 10rZ4 : L2

x,r+C(logR)2 ≥ am1

2 r4(logR/r)2} ≥ (R/r)4−a−2ε
∣∣∣ ζ ≥ R2

)
→ 1.

The same procedure can now be done between ST and S2
T. The only difference comes from the fact that

the covariance matrix Γ of θ is equal to 1
4I instead of I, so that the balls B(x, r + C(logR)2) should be

replaced by
Cx,r := {z ∈ Z4 : |Γ−1/2z − x| < r + C(logR)2}.

Denoting L(Cx,R) the local time accumulated by ST in Cx,r, we obtain that

PBRW,θ
z0,R

(
#
{
x ∈ 10rZ4 : L(Cx,r) ≥ am1

2 r4(logR/r)2} ≥ (R/r)4−a−ε
∣∣∣ ζ ≥ R2

)
→ 1. (10.4)

Since the number of points of Cx,r is at most (1 − ε)−1 π2

2
√

det Γr4 (where π2/2 is the volume of
the unit ball in R4), if L(Cx,r) ≥ am1

2 r4(logR/r)2 then there must be a point z ∈ Cx,r such that
ℓz ≥ (1 − ε) am1

π2
√

det Γ (logR/r)2. In other words, we have shown that

PBRW,θ
z0,R

(
#
{
z ∈ Z4 : ℓz ≥ (1 − ε) am1

π2
√

det Γ
(logR/r)2} ≥ (R/r)4−a−ε

∣∣∣ ζ ≥ R2
)

→ 1.

Recall that
√

det(Γ) = 1/16. Since r = Rη and η and ε can be arbitrary small, this concludes the proof.

We now move to the proof of the upper bound. Let a ∈ (0, a0), where a0 > 0 is from Theorem 1.4. As
before, let ε > 0, η > 0 be much smaller than ε and r = Rη. Let

C̃x,r := {z ∈ Z4 : |Γ−1/2z − x| < r} = {z ∈ Z4 : |2z − x| < r}.

Using the exact same strategy as above, we can show that

PBRW,θ
z0,R

(
#
{
x ∈ Z4 : L(C̃x,r) ≥ am1

2 r4(logR/r)2} ≤ (R/r)4−a+ε
∣∣∣ ζ ≥ R2

)
→ 1, (10.5)

where L(C̃x,R) stands for the local time accumulated by ST in C̃x,r. In the proof of the lower bound, we
then transferred the analogous estimate (10.4) to an estimate about local time of points simply by using
the fact that for all x, there must exist a point y ∈ Cx,r such that ℓy ≥ L(Cx,r)/#Cx,r. This argument
does not work directly for the upper bound. We now explain how to circumvent this issue. As in the
branching Brownian motion case, let us denote by Nx,r the number of pioneers of C̃x,r of our branching
random walk. Because of the lack of rotational invariance, we will need to consider the sigma algebra
Fx,r generated by the number of pioneers together with their locations. From (10.5), one can deduce an
upper bound on Nx,r of the type

PBRW,θ
z0,R

(
#
{
x ∈ Z4 : Nx,r ≥ a+ ε

2 r2(logR/r)2} ≤ (R/r)4−a+ε
∣∣∣ ζ ≥ R2

)
→ 1. (10.6)

Indeed, for each x ∈ Z4, we can decompose

L(C̃x,r) =
Nx,r∑
i=1

Li,

where Li is the local time of C̃x,r accumulated by the i-th pioneer on C̃x,r. Conditionally on Fx,r, the
Li’s are independent, nonnegative with mean equal to (1 + o(1))m1r

2. By Benett’s inequality, we deduce
that for all x ∈ Z4,

PBRW,θ
z0,R

(
L(C̃x,r) ≤ am1

2 r4(logR/r)2
∣∣∣Nx,r ≥ a+ ε

2 r2(logR/r)2 and ζ ≥ R2
)

decays faster than any polynomial in R. Together with (10.5), this leads to (10.6). As already alluded
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to, transferring directly an upper bound on the number of pioneers from the continuous to the discrete
without relying on local time of balls might not be an easy task. This is why we took this convoluted
approach to get (10.6).

We can now transfer this upper bound on the pioneers to an upper bound on local times at points.
Indeed, for all x ∈ Z4, we can write

ℓx =
Nx,r∑
i=1

ℓi

where ℓi is the local time at x generated by the i-th pioneer on B(x, r). In the proof of Theorem 1.4,
we transferred the estimate we had on the number of pioneers to estimates about local time. We can
proceed in the exact same way here. Note in particular that the discrete analogue of (9.1) is known
[AHJ21, AS22].

11 Hitting probabilities in dimension d ̸= 4 (proof of Theorem
1.9)

In this section, we assume that d ̸= 4 and we will prove the expansion of the hitting probability stated in
Theorem 1.9. We recall the definitions of β and (αℓ)ℓ≥0 from (1.13) and (1.14):

β = β(d) =


d− 6 +

√
d2 − 20d+ 68

2 if d ≤ 3,

d− 4 if d ≥ 5,
(11.1)

and

α0 = (8 − 2d)+, α1 = 1 and αℓ = 1
(β2ℓ+ |2d− 8|)(ℓ− 1)

ℓ−1∑
k=1

αkαℓ−k, ℓ ≥ 2 (11.2)

where for x ∈ R, x+ = max(x, 0). We want to prove that (when d ≠ 4) there exists a constant
µ1 = µ1(d) ∈ R such that

Pr,∞(N1 > 0) =
∞∑
ℓ=0

αℓµ
ℓ
1r

−2−βℓ

for every r such that this sequence converges absolutely. We also want to prove that the constant µ1
is negative when d ∈ {1, 2, 3}, is strictly between 0 and 1 when d ≥ 5, and is the unique solution to∑∞
ℓ=1 αℓµ

ℓ = 1 when d ≥ 5.

11.1 High dimensions
We start with the easier case in which d ≥ 5. For each ℓ ≥ 1, αℓ ∈ (0, 1], so the function µ ∈ [0, 1] 7→∑

ℓ≥1 αℓµ
ℓ is continuous, increasing, vanishes at 0 and is larger than α1 = 1 at µ = 1. Therefore, for all

s ∈ [0, 1], there exists a unique µs ∈ [0, 1) such that∑
ℓ≥1

αℓµ
ℓ
s = s. (11.3)

The high-dimensional case of Theorem 1.9 follows by taking s = 1 in the following lemma:

Lemma 11.1. Let d ≥ 5. For each s ∈ [0, 1] and r ≥ 1,

1 − Er,∞
[
(1 − s)N1

]
=
∑
ℓ≥1

αℓµ
ℓ
sr

−(d−4)ℓ−2. (11.4)

Proof. Let w(r) be the right hand side of (11.4). Using the recurrence equation (11.2), one can easily
verify that w′′ + d−1

r w′ = w2 for every r ≥ 1. Moreover, we also have that w(r) → 0 as r → ∞ and
that w(1) = s by definition of µs. By (2.3), the left hand side of (11.4) also satisfies this boundary
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value problem, and we conclude by uniqueness of nonnegative solutions to this problem as established in
Lemma 2.6.

Remark 11.2. Since both sides of (11.4) are analytic in s, the identity (11.4) extends to at least some
negative values of s. This could prove useful in the study of large deviations of N1 when d ≥ 5; see the
proof of Lemma 2.7 for arguments in this direction.

Lemma 11.1 has the following immediate corollary, which is related to the existence of an “excursion
from infinity” (or “branching” interlacements [Szn10]) measure for high-dimensional BBM.

Corollary 11.3. The law of N1 under Pr(·|N1 > 0) converges weakly as r → ∞ to some law P∞ satisfying

E∞
[
(1 − s)N1

]
= 1 − µs

µ1
(11.5)

for all s ∈ (0, 1).

11.2 Low dimensions
Let us now consider the low-dimensional case d ∈ {1, 2, 3}. The main result of this section is the following
proposition, the s = 1 case of which implies Theorem 1.9 by Lemma 2.1.

Proposition 11.4. Let d ∈ {1, 2, 3}. There exists a continuous increasing function s ∈ (0, 8 − 2d] 7→
µs ∈ (−∞, 0] such that the following holds. For each s ∈ (0, 8 − 2d], there exists a unique nonnegative
solution vs to the boundary value problem

∆vs = v2
s in Rd \B(1),

vs = s on ∂B(1),
vs(y) → 0 as y → ∞.

(11.6)

Moreover, the function vs is equal to

vs(y) =
∞∑
ℓ=0

αℓµ
ℓ
s ∥y∥−2−βℓ

for each y ∈ Rd with ∥y∥ > (|µs|/R1/β
α ), where Rα > 0 is the radius of convergence of x 7→

∑∞
ℓ=0 αℓx

ℓ.

Note that this expansion holds for large ∥y∥, in contrast to the high-dimensional case. More importantly,
the existence of the function s ∈ (0, 8 − 2d] 7→ µs ∈ (−∞, 0] is nontrivial. Heuristically (letting aside the
possible divergence issues), one needs to know the possible values that

y 7→
∑
ℓ≥0

αℓµ
ℓ ∥y∥−2−βℓ

can take when y ∈ ∂B(1), by letting µ vary. If we are targeting smaller values than α0 = 8 − 2d, we need
to take µ < 0 (possibly very negative). This has a different flavour than the high-dimensional case and
requires extra work that we now explain.

We are concerned with rotationally invariant solutions to ∆v = v2. As before, expressing the Laplacian
in spherical coordinates leads to the ODE v′′(r) + (d − 1)v′(r)/r = v(r)2. If one makes the change of
variable v(r) = r−2f(r−β), one obtains the following equation for f :

β2x2f ′′(x) + β(β + 6 − d)xf ′(x) + (8 − 2d)f(x) = f(x)2. (11.7)

The exponent β was chosen exactly so that the multiplicative constants in front of xf ′(x) and f(x) agree. To
see why this is natural, we can first neglect x2f ′′(x) and look at the solutions to c1xf

′(x)+c2f(x) = f(x)2,
which are of the form x 7→ Cc2/(C + xc2/c1) for some constant C. These solutions are therefore analytic
at x = 0 only when c2/c1 is an integer. We chose to fix c2/c1 = 1.
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fµ(x)

x

8 − 2d

Figure 11.1: Plot of numerical approximations of fµ(x), x ∈ [0, 15], for different values of µ,
when p = β2, q = 8 − 2d and d = 2. From top to bottom, µ = −1,−2,−3 and −4.

Remark 11.5. This qualitative behaviour is quite robust: if the branching mechanism were different but
still critical, this would change f(x)2 into a more general function of f(x), but would not change the local
behaviour of solutions to (11.7) near x = 0. This means that for other critical branching mechanism, we
would still want β to satisfy β(β + 6 − d) = 8 − 2d, indicating that β is indeed a universal exponent.

To proceed, we will fix two positive real numbers p and q and study the solutions to px2f ′′(x) +
qxf ′(x) + qf(x) = f(x)2 on [0,∞). We will later specify our result to p = β2 and q = 8 − 2d. See Figure
11.1 for numerical approximations of solutions to this equation. Let α0(p, q) = q, α1(p, q) = 1 and for all
ℓ ≥ 2,

αℓ(p, q) = 1
(pℓ+ q)(ℓ− 1)

ℓ−1∑
k=1

αk(p, q)αℓ−k(p, q).

Let R(p, q) be the radius of convergence of the power series x 7→
∑∞
ℓ=0 αℓ(p, q)xℓ. It can be shown by

induction that for all ℓ ≥ 1, αℓ(p, q) ≤ (2p+ q)1−ℓ, so R(p, q) ≥ (2p+ q).

We now state and prove a lemma concerning solutions to px2f ′′(x) + qxf ′(x) + qf(x) = f(x)2, which
we will use to prove Proposition 11.4.

Lemma 11.6. Let p, q > 0 be such that q/p ≥ 3+2
√

2. For each µ ≤ 0, there exists a unique nonnegative
function fµ in C∞([0,∞)) solving the initial value problem{

px2f ′′(x) + qxf ′(x) + qf(x) = f(x)2, x ≥ 0,
f(0) = q, f ′(0) = µ.

The function f0 is the constant function x 7→ q, while for each µ < 0, the function fµ is positive, decreasing,
convex, and equal to x 7→

∑∞
ℓ=0 αℓ(p, q)µℓxℓ on [0, Rα(p, q)/|µ|). This family of functions also has the

following properties:

1. (x, µ) ∈ [0,∞) × (−∞, 0] 7→ fµ(x) is analytic;

2. For all µ1 < µ2 ≤ 0, fµ1 < fµ2 on (0,∞);

3. For all x > 0, fµ(x) → 0 as µ → −∞.

Before we start the proof of this lemma we make a few comments. As explained above, our analysis is
predicated on the fact that the term containing x2f ′′(x) is negligible compared to the other terms in (11.7).
It is thus reasonable to make an assumption that p/q is sufficiently small; the threshold q/p = 3 + 2

√
2 is

sufficient for the argument in the proof below. Moreover, numerical simulations suggest that if the initial
slope µ is a sufficiently large negative number and q/p < 3 + 2

√
2, then the associated solution does not

stay nonnegative. As such, the lemma is likely to be false when this condition is violated.

In the concrete cases where we will apply this lemma, we will have p = β2 and q = 8 − 2d, where β is
as in (11.1). Interestingly, as d varies in the interval d ∈ [0, 4), the minimum value of q/p is attained at
d = 2 and is precisely equal to 3 + 2

√
2. As such, the condition q/p ≥ 3 + 2

√
2 holds for all d = 1, 2, 3, but
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d = 2 seems to be a borderline case for uniqueness. We do not know the reason why d = 2 seems to be
critical from that point of view, or what interpretations this should have for the behaviour of 2d BBM.

Proof of Lemma 11.6. Let µ < 0 and let

f̃ : x ∈ [0, Rα(p, q)/|µ|) 7→
∞∑
ℓ=0

αℓ(p, q)µℓxℓ.

Using the recursive definition of (αn(p, q))n≥0, one can check that f̃ satisfies

f̃(0) = q, f̃ ′(0) = µ and px2f̃ ′′(x) + qxf̃ ′(x) + qf̃(x) = f̃(x)2 for all x ∈ [0, Rα(p, q)/|µ|).

Let x0 be any positive real number in (0, Rα(p, q)/|µ|). Since we are away from the singularity at x = 0, we
can safely consider the unique maximal solution f̂ to px2f̂ ′′(x) + qxf̂ ′(x) + qf̂(x) = f̂(x)2 in [x0, x∗) with
f̂(x0) = f̃(x0) and f̂ ′(x0) = f̃ ′(x0). Finally, let fµ : [0, x∗) → R be the function defined by: fµ(x) = f̃(x)
if x ∈ [0, x0] and fµ(x) = f̂(x) if x ∈ [x0, x∗). Notice that this definition does not depend on the choice
of x0 by the uniqueness of forward solutions when x0 > 0.

We are going to show that fµ is defined on [0,∞) (i.e. that x∗ = +∞) and that it satisfies all the
desired properties. In the rest of the proof we will denote by γ = q/p and we will simply write f instead
of fµ when there is no ambiguity.

f is positive: Let b1 and b2 be the roots of the polynomial γ + (1 − γ)b+ b2:

b1 = γ − 1 −
√

1 − 6γ + γ2

2 and b2 = γ − 1 +
√

1 − 6γ + γ2

2 . (11.8)

The assumption that the ratio γ = q/p is at least 3 + 2
√

2 is used to ensure that b1 and b2 are real and
positive. Since b1 and b2 satisfy b1 + b2 + 1 = γ and b1b2 = γ, we get that

d(xb1+1f ′(x))
dx + b2

d(xb1f(x))
dx = xb1+1f ′′(x) + (b1 + b2 + 1)xb1f ′(x) + b1b2x

b1−1f(x)

= 1
p
xb1−1(px2f ′′(x) + qxf ′(x) + qf(x)) = 1

p
xb1−1f(x)2 ≥ 0.

Integrating this relation between 0 and x leads to xb1+1f ′(x) + b2x
b1f(x) ≥ 0. Since xb2f(x) has zero

derivative at x = 0, this implies by Lemma 3.10 that the derivative of x 7→ xb2f(x) is nonnegative. Since
f > 0 in a neighbourhood of the origin, this shows that f stays positive as desired.

f is strictly decreasing: Since f ′(0) < 0 there exists x1 > 0 such that f ′(x) < 0 for all x ∈ [0, x1]. Let
x2 := inf{x ≥ x1 : f(x) ≥ q}. Using the nonnegativity of f , we see that on [x1, x2), f2 − qf ≤ 0. This
implies that px2f ′′(x) + qxf ′(x) ≤ 0 on [x1, x2). Integrating this relation (Lemma 3.10) shows that for
all x ∈ [x1, x2), x1+γf ′(x) ≤ x1+γ

1 f ′(x1) < 0. The derivative f ′ is therefore negative on [x1, x2) and x2
must be equal to x∗ (where we recall that, by definition, f is defined on [0, x∗)). This shows that f is
strictly decreasing on its entire domain and also shows that f < q on its entire domain.

f is convex: Using the ODE satisfied by f and then the fact, established in the previous paragraph,
that f ′(f − q) ≥ 0, we have

p
d(x2f ′′(x))

dx = 2f ′(x)(f(x) − q) − qxf ′′(x) ≥ −qxf ′′(x).

This implies that the derivative of xγ+2f ′′(x) is nonnegative and hence that f ′′(x) ≥ 0.

f is defined and analytic on [0,∞): f is defined on [0,∞) since 0 ≤ f ≤ q and f ′(0) ≤ f ′ ≤ 0 (which
are consequences of the previous properties); here we are using that maximal solutions to locally Lipschitz
second order ODEs must either have (x, f, f ′) unbounded or accumulating to a point where the ODE is
not defined as x approaches an endpoint of the domain. The fact that (x, µ) 7→ fµ(x) is analytic follows
quickly from the definition of fµ and from Cauchy–Kovalevskaya theorem.
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fµ is a strictly increasing function of µ ∈ (−∞, 0]: Let g = fµ2 − fµ1 . It follows immediately
from the series expansion of fµ1 and fµ2 around 0 that there exists x1 > 0 such that for all x ∈ (0, x1],
g(x) > 0. Let x2 := inf{x ≥ x1 : g(x) = 0}. On [x1, x2), we have that f2

µ2
− f2

µ1
= g(fµ2 + fµ1) ≥ 0 and,

using the equation satisfied by fµ1 and fµ2 , we deduce that px2g′′(x) + qxg′(x) + qg(x) ≥ 0 on [x1, x2).
With the same line of argument as in the proof of the fact that solutions stay positive, this implies that
xb2g(x) ≥ xb2

1 g(x1) > 0 for all x ∈ [x1, x2), where b2 is defined in (11.8). This shows that x2 = +∞,
establishing the desired monotonicity property.

fµ converges to zero pointwise as µ → −∞: We fix a small positive real number ε and let µ < 0
be very negative. Since fµ is decreasing and has initial value q, the function x 7→ (q − fµ(x))fµ(x)
increases until fµ reaches q/2 and then decreases. Let x1 = inf{x ≥ 0 : (q − fµ(x))f(x) ≥ ε} and
x2 = inf{x > x1 : (q − fµ(x))f(x) ≤ ε}. On [x2,∞), fµ is at most

q

2

(
1 −

√
1 − 4ε/q2

)
= ε

q
+O(ε2).

It is therefore enough to show that for ε > 0 fixed, x2 → 0 as µ → −∞. Using that f ′′ ≥ 0, we have on
[x1, x2],

−f ′(x) = p

q
f ′′(x) + (q − f(x))f(x)

x
≥ ε

x
.

Integrating between x1 and x2 leads to q ≥ f(x1) − f(x2) ≥ ε log(x2/x1), i.e. x2 ≤ eq/εx1. Finally, using
the explicit power series for x < Rα(p, q)/|µ|, one can check that x1 is of order 1/|µ|. This concludes the
proof that x2 → 0 as µ → −∞.

We are now ready to prove Proposition 11.4.

Proof of Proposition 11.4. Let d ∈ {1, 2, 3} and recall the definition (11.1) of β. We apply Lemma 11.6
with p = β2 and q = 8 − 2d. As already mentioned, the assumption that q/p is at least 3 + 2

√
2 is

satisfied for d ∈ {1, 2, 3} with equality when d = 2. By Lemma 11.6, the function µ ∈ (−∞, 0] 7→ fµ(1) ∈
(0, 8 − 2d] is a continuous decreasing bijection. Let us denote by s ∈ (0, 8 − 2d] 7→ µs ∈ (−∞, 0] its
inverse. Let s ∈ (0, 8 − 2d] and define for all r > 0, ws(r) = r−2fµs

(r−β). The fact that fµs
satisfies

β2x2f ′′ + (8 − 2d)(xf ′ + f) = f2 implies that

w′′
s (r) + (5 + β − (8 − 2d)/β) w

′
s(r)
r

+ (4 + 2β + (8 − 2d)(1 − 2/β))ws(r)
r2 = ws(r)2, r > 0.

The quadratic equation satisfied by β implies that the multiplicative constant in front of w′
s equals d− 1

and the one in front of ws vanishes, i.e. w′′
s (r) + (d− 1)w′

s(r)/r = ws(r)2 for all r > 0. By definition of
µs, ws(1) = s. Wrapping up, the function y ∈ Rd \B(1) 7→ ∥y∥−2

fµs(∥y∥−β) is a nonnegative solution
to the boundary value problem (11.6). Uniqueness of nonnegative solutions (see Lemma 2.6) together
with Lemma 11.6 concludes the proof.
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