
Precise upper deviation estimates for the maximum of a

branching random walk

Lianghui Luo∗

March 7, 2024

Abstract

We consider the precise upper large deviations estimates for the maximal displacement
of a branching random walk. In addition, we obtain a description of the extremal process
of the branching random walk conditioned on this large deviations event. This introduces a
family of point measure playing a role similar to the decoration measures introduced in [9]
for branching Brownian motion.
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1 Introduction

We consider a branching random walk on the real line, which can be described as follows. At
time 0, one particle is located at 0. At each time n + 1, each particle alive at time n dies and
produces its children. The displacement of the children with respect to the position of their
parent is distributed as a point process L on R, and is independent of other branching events in
the process.

For each particle u, we write V (u) for its position and |u| for its generation. Let Mn be
the maximal position occupied by a particle at time n. The asymptotic property of Mn as n
go to infinity has been well studied. Hammersley [17], Kingman [20] and Biggins [7] obtained,
under increasingly general conditions,the first order speed of Mn and the existence of an explicit
constant x∗ ∈ R, depending on the reproduction law, satisfying

Mn

n
→ x∗, as n→ ∞, almost surely on the non-extinction set.

The asymptotic fluctuations of Mn − x∗n were studied by Hu and Shi [19], Addario-Berry and
Reed [1], and Bramson and Zeitouni [10]. Under mild conditions, they showed that there exists
θ∗ > 0 such that Mn − x∗n fluctuates almost surely between − 3

2θ∗ log n and − 1
2θ∗ log n, and

Mn −Med(Mn) is tight, where Med(Mn) = x∗n− 3
2θ∗ log n+O(1). Finally, Aı̈dékon [2] proved

that Mn − x∗n + 3
2θ∗ log n converges in law to a randomly shifted Gumbel variable. For more

background about branching random walk, we refer to the lecture notes of Shi [26].
In this article, we take interest in the upper deviation probability of Mn. Under the assump-

tion that the displacements of the children of an individual are independent of one another and
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of their number, Gantert and Höfelsauer [15] proved that for x > x∗, the upper large devia-
tion probability P(Mn ≥ nx) decays exponentially if the displacement satisfies an exponential
moment condition. We also mention that when the number of children is non-random, precise
estimates on the right tail of Mn have been obtained in [11]. Without the independence between
displacement and offspring, under some strong conditions, Rouault [25] showed the precise esti-
mation of the probability P(∃|u| = n, s.t. V (u) ∈ [nx− δ, nx+ δ]) for x > x∗ and δ > 0. For the
lower deviation probability estimates of maximum, see [18], [15], [13] and [16]. For a branching
random walk in which displacements have semi-exponential tails, Dyszewski et al. [14] proved
that the law of Mn/n

α satisfies a large deviation principle, for some α ∈ (0, 1) depending on
the tail distribution of the displacement. When the displacement has regularly varying tails,
Bhattacharya [6] showed that there exists a sequence (γn)n≥1 such that Mn/γn satisfies a large
deviation principle.

In the context of branching Brownian motion, which is a continuous-time analogue of the
branching random walk, in which particles move according to i.i.d Brownian motion while giving
birth to children at an exponential rate, the precise estimation of the upper deviation probability
of the maximum were studied in [12].

Inspired by [15], [11] and [5], in this article, we want to obtain an analogous result for the
branching random walk, i.e. computing the asymptotic behavior of P(Mn ≥ nx) for x > x∗,
under close to optimal conditions. Before showing the main results, we introduce some necessary
notation. Consider a branching random walk started from one particle at initial time. With
previous notation, (V (u) : |u| = n) are the positions of particles alive at generation n. Define

Zn :=
∑
|u|=n

δV (u) (1.1)

the counting measure formed by the positions of the particles of the branching random walk at
time n. For A ⊂ R, we write Zn(A) for the number of particles located in the set A at time
n. We recall that Mn = max|u|=n V (u) is the maximal displacement at time n, with the usual
convention Mn = −∞ if {|u| = n} = ∅.

We denote by

ψ(θ) := logE

∑
|u|=1

eθV (u)


the log-Laplace transformation of the reproduction law of the branching random walk. We refer
to the branching random walk as supercritical, critical or subcritical respectively when ψ(0) > 0,
ψ(0) = 0 or ψ(0) < 0, i.e. the mean number of the children is larger than, equal to or smaller
than 1. To avoid that the initial particle produces 0 particle almost surely, we always assume
that

P(Z1(R) = 0) < 1

in this article.
Additionally, we assume that there exists some θ > 0 satisfying ψ(θ) <∞, and we define

ψ∗(x) := sup
θ≥0

{θx− ψ(θ)} ∈ R ∪ {+∞}

the Legendre transformation of ψ, which is non-decreasing and convex on R. It is known from [7]
that in the supercritical case, almost surely on the non-extinction set,

Mn

n
→ x∗ := inf

θ>0

ψ(θ)

θ
= sup{x ∈ R : ψ∗(x) < 0}, as n→ ∞.
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Let us state the upper deviation estimates ofMn, which is a slight refinement of [15, Theorem
3.2].

Proposition 1.1. Assume that there exists some θ > 0 satisfying ψ(θ) < ∞. If ψ(0) > 0, we
have

lim
n→∞

1

n
logP(Mn ≥ nx) = −ψ∗(x), for any x > x∗.

If ψ(0) ≤ 0, we have

lim
n→∞

1

n
logP(Mn ≥ nx) = −ψ∗(x), for any x >

E(
∑

|u|=1 V (u))

E(Z1(R))
∈ R ∪ {−∞}.

Remark 1.1. This proposition shows that Mn satisfies a large deviation principle as soon as the
intensity measure of the reproduction law of the branching random walk admits an exponential
moment. In particular, no extra condition on the reproduction law is needed.

In order to obtain the precise estimation of the probability P(Mn ≥ nx), we need some extra
assumptions. For the offspring law of the branching random walk, we assume that

P(Z1(R) ≥ 2) > 0, (1.2)

which implies that there is indeed some branching in the branching process we consider. We
remark that if (1.2) does not hold, large deviation estimates ofMn build down to large deviations
for an usual random walk, obtained by Bahadur and Rao [4] and Petrov [24], see forthcoming
Remark 1.2. We assume that there exists θ > 0 such that

ψ(θ) <∞ and θψ′(θ) > ψ(θ), (1.3)

where we denote by

ψ′(θ) := E

∑
|u|=1

V (u)eθV (u)−ψ(θ)

 ,

which is assumed to be well-defined. Observe that if ψ is finite in a neighbourhood of θ, then
by Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem, ψ′(θ) corresponds to the derivative of ψ at θ,
justifying the notation. And we assume that

σ2 := E

∑
|u|=1

(V (u)− ψ′(θ))2eθV (u)

 ∈ (0,∞). (1.4)

Moreover, we add a mild L logL-type integrable condition

E

∑
|u|=1

eθV (u) log+
∑
|u|=1

eθV (u)

 <∞, (1.5)

where log+(x) := log(max{x, 1}), for x ≥ 0. Finally, we assume that the branching random walk
is non-lattice, i.e. for any a, b ∈ R,

P(V (u) ∈ a+ bZ,∀|u| = 1) < 1, (1.6)

where a+ bZ := {a+ bn : n ∈ Z}.
The next theorem gives the precise asymptotic behavior of P(Mn ≥ nψ′(θ) + y) as n → ∞,

uniformly in y = O(
√
n). It extends the results showed in [12] for branching Brownian motion

to the branching random walk.
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Theorem 1.2. Assume (1.2), (1.3), (1.4), (1.5) and (1.6). There exists an explicit constant
C(θ) ∈ (0, 1) defined in (3.8) such that for any positive sequence (an)n≥0 satisfying an = O(

√
n),

we have

lim
n→∞

sup
|y|≤an

∣∣∣∣√ne y2

2σ2n eθyen(θψ
′(θ)−ψ(θ))P(Mn ≥ nψ′(θ) + y)− C(θ)√

2πσθ

∣∣∣∣ = 0. (1.7)

In particular, we have

lim
n→∞

P(Mn ≥ nψ′(θ))

E(Zn([nψ′(θ),∞)))
= C(θ).

Remark 1.2. If assumption (1.2) does not hold, the conclusions in Theorem 1.2 remain valid
with C(θ) = 1. Indeed if P(Z1(R) ≤ 1) = 1, we have

P(Mn ≥ nψ′(θ) + y) = (E(Z1(R)))nP(Sn ≥ nψ′(θ) + y),

where (Sn)n≥0 is a random walk started from 0 and whose step distribution is such that for any
non-negative measurable function h, E(h(S1)) = (E(Z1(R)))−1E(

∑
|u|=1 h(V (u))). Therefore by

the large deviations principle of [24, Theorem 2], we obtain (1.7) with C(θ) = 1. In other words,
we have

C(θ) < 1 if and only if P(Z1(R) ≥ 2) > 0.

With similar strategies as in [5] and [25], we use the spine decomposition theorem, time
reversal and the local limit theorem to prove Theorem 1.2. As a by-product, we obtain the joint
limit distribution of the extremal process En :=

∑
|u|=n δV (u)−Mn

and Mn−nψ′(θ) conditionally

on the event {Mn ≥ nψ′(θ)}.

Theorem 1.3. Assume (1.3), (1.4), (1.5) and (1.6). There exists a point process D(θ) such
that (En,Mn − nψ′(θ)) conditionally on the event {Mn ≥ nψ′(θ)} converges in law to (D(θ), e),
where e is an exponential random variable of parameter θ independent of D(θ).

Remark 1.3. In particular, if assumption (1.2) does not hold, then En = δ0 on {Mn > −∞},
which implies that D(θ) = δ0.

In order to prove Theorem 1.3, it is sufficient to demonstrate that for any non-negative
continuous function ϕ with compact support and x ≥ 0,

E(e−⟨En,ϕ⟩1{Mn−nψ′(θ)≥x}|Mn ≥ nψ′(θ)) → e−θxE(e−⟨D(θ),ϕ⟩)

which is shown in Section 4.1. The point process D(θ) obtained in Theorem 1.3 plays an analo-
gous role to the decorations obtained in [9, Propositon 7.5] in the context of branching Brownian
motion.

We also take interest in some properties of D(θ). Note that we have not assumed that
the branching random walk is supercritical in Theorem 1.3. If the branching random walk
is subcritical (critical), we prove that the measure D(θ) is finite (infinite) respectively. More
precisely, P(D(θ)(R) <∞) = 1 if and only if ψ(0) < 1.

Besides, under some additional conditions, we show that D(θ) is continuous in distribution
with respect to θ, i.e. for θ0 > 0 such that ψ′(θ0) > x∗ and any non-negative continuous function
ϕ with compact support, we have

lim
θ→θ0

E(e−⟨D(θ),ϕ⟩) = E(e−⟨D(θ0),ϕ⟩).
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The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we introduce Ulam-Harris-Neveu
notation for trees and the many-to-one formula. Moreover, we introduce the spine decomposition,
construct an auxiliary point process Dθ

n by time-reversal along the spine and show that the limit
of Dθ

n exists. In Section 3, we study the asymptotic properties of E(e−⟨En,ϕ⟩1{Mn≥nψ′(θ)+y}), and

we see that D(θ) is actually the limit of Dθ
n biased by a random variable. In Section 4, we prove

Theorem 1.2, Theorem 1.3 and Proposition 1.1. In Section 5, we discuss the number of atoms
of D(θ) as the branching random walk is subcritical or critical, and we prove the continuity of
D(θ) with respect to θ under additional integrability conditions.

In the proof of this paper, we denote by C positive constant that may change from line to
line.

2 Spine decomposition from the tip of the branching ran-
dom walk

In this section, we introduce the many-to-one formula and spine decomposition theorem, and we
construct an auxiliary and show the relationship between the extremal process and the auxiliary
process. At the end, we give a random walk estimate by local limit theorem.

2.1 Ulam-Harris-Neveu notation

We introduce the Ulam-Harris-Neveu notation for plane trees. Define the set of finite sequence
of positive integer

T :=
⋃
n≥0

Nn,

with the usual convention N0 := {∅}. For u ∈ Nn, we write u = (u(1), . . . , u(n)) and

• we denote by |u| the generation of u ∈ T, i.e. if u ∈ Nn, then |u| := n.

• for k ≤ |u|, we use uk = (u(1), . . . , u(k)) to express the ancestor at generation k of u. In
particular, u0 := ∅.

• we denote by ‡∅, u‡ := {u0, . . . , u|u|} the set of vertices(including ∅ and u) in the unique
shortest path connecting the root ∅ to u.

Let {Z(u) := (z
(u)
k : k ≥ 1) : u ∈ T} be i.i.d random non-increasing sequences with z

(u)
k ∈

R∪{−∞} and be such that
∑
i≥1 δz(u)

i
is distributed as the point process L, with the convention

that δ−∞ := 0. A branching random walk Z := {V (u) : u ∈ T} can be defined as follows: we set
V (∅) := 0 and

V (u) :=

|u|∑
i=1

z
(ui−1)

u(i) , if u ̸= ∅,

with the convention that−∞+x = −∞ for any x ∈ R. We treat particles u such that V (u) = −∞
as dead particles, which do not contribute to the branching random walk.

We end this section with many-to-one formula, which is helpful for our proof.

Lemma 2.1 (Theorem 1.1 in [26]). Assume that θ > 0 is such that ψ(θ) < ∞. For any n ≥ 1
and any measurable function g : Rn → [0,∞), we have

E

∑
|u|=n

g(V (u1), . . . , V (un)

 = E(e−θSn+nψ(θ)g(S1, . . . , Sn)),
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where (Sn)n≥0 is a random walk started from 0 with step distribution satisfying that for any
nonnegative measurable function h,

E(h(S1)) = E

∑
|u|=1

h(V (u))eθV (u)−ψ(θ)

 .

In the above lemma, the sum over |u| = n is taken over all live particles in the branching
random walk alive at time n.

2.2 Spine decomposition: a change of measure

Lyons [21] introduced the spine decomposition theorem for the branching random walk as an
alternative description of the law of the branching random biased by its additive martingale.
This method is an extension of the spine decomposition obtained by Lyons et al. [22] for Galton-
Watson processes and Chauvin and Rouault [12] for branching Brownian motion.

Let (Fn)n≥0 be the natural filtration of the branching random walk Z, i.e.

Fn := σ(V (u) : |u| ≤ n),

with F∞ := σ(V (u) : u ∈ T). As ψ(θ) <∞, consider an additive martingale W θ
n , defined by

W θ
n :=

∑
|u|=n

eθV (u)−nψ(θ).

According to Kolmogorov’s extension theorem, there exists a probability PQ on F∞ satisfying
for any n ≥ 0, A ∈ Fn,

PQ(A) = E(W θ
n1A).

The spine decomposition consists in an alternative description of the law PQ constructed as a

branching random walk with a spine. Let a random pair (L̂, ξ) be such that for any non-negative
measurable function f ,

E(f(L̂, ξ)) = E

∑
k≥1

eθV (k)−ψ(θ)f(Z1, k)

 .

A branching random walk (V (u) : u ∈ T) with a spine (ξn : n ≥ 0) can be described as follows.
At time 0, one particle ξ0 := ∅ locates at position V (ξ0) = 0. At each time n ≥ 1, all particles
die, while giving birth independently to sets of new particles. The displacements (with respect to
their parent) of children of normal particle z are distributed as (V (i) : i ≥ 1). The displacements
(with respect to their parent) of children of spine particle ξn−1 are distributed as L̂; the particle
ξn is chosen among the children y of ξn−1 with probability proportional to eθV (y). Let us denote
by P̃ be the law of the branching random walk with a spine. The spine decomposition theorem
corresponds in the identification of the law of the size-biased branching random walk and the
law of the branching random walk with a spine.

Theorem 2.2 (Lyons [21]). For any n ≥ 0, the law of (V (u) : |u| ≤ n) is identical under PQ
and P̃. Moreover, for any |u| = n,

P̃(u = ξn|Fn) =
eθV (u)−nψ(θ)

W θ
n

, a.s.. (2.1)
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Next, we introduce some notation that is helpful for constructing an auxiliary point process
Dθ
n. Suppose that {((bk(i) : i ≥ 1), w(k))}k≥1 are i.i.d. copies of ((ℓ̂i : i ≥ 1), ξ), where (ℓ̂i)i≥1

is the ranked sequence of atoms in L̂, which is non-increasing sequence converging to −∞. Let
{(V (i,k)(u) : u ∈ T) : k ≥ 1, i ≥ 1} be i.i.d copies of the branching random walk (V (u) : u ∈ T),
independent of {((bk(i) : i ≥ 1), w(k))}k≥1. For n ≥ 0, we define an auxiliary point process

Dθ
n := δ0 +

n∑
k=1

∑
i ̸=w(k)

∑
|u|=k−1

δbk(i)+V (i,k)(u)−Sk
, (2.2)

with the convention Dθ
0 := δ0, where

Sn :=

n∑
k=1

bk(w
(k)).

Recall that En =
∑

|u|=n δV (u)−Mn
. By decomposing the branching random walk with spine

along the path ‡∅, ξn‡ and reversing the spine and the displacement (with respect to their
parent) of the children of the spine particles before nth generation, we show the relationship
between (En,Mn − nψ′(θ)) and (Dθ

n, Sn − nψ′(θ)).

Lemma 2.3. Let θ > 0 such that ψ(θ) < ∞ and ψ′(θ) < ∞. For any non-negative measurable
functions F , f and n ≥ 1, we have

E(F (En)f(Mn − nψ′(θ))1{Zn(R)>0})

=en(ψ(θ)−θψ
′(θ))E

(
e−θ(Sn−nψ′(θ))F (Dθ

n)f(Sn − nψ′(θ))
1

Dθ
n({0})

1{Dθ
n((0,∞))=0}

)
.

(2.3)

Proof. We have

E

∑
|u|=n

eθV (u)1{Mn=V (u)}

 ≤ E

∑
|u|=n

eθV (u)

 = enψ(θ) <∞,

which implies that P(En({0}) < ∞) = 1. By definition, on {Zn(R) > 0}, we have En({0}) ≥ 1.
For all non-negative measurable functions F and f , we have

E[F (En)f(Mn − ψ′(θ)n)1{Zn(R)>0}]

=E

[
1

En({0})
∑
u∈Nn

F (Eun )f(Mn − ψ′(θ)n)1{Zn(R)>0}

]

=EQ

[
1

W θ
n

1

En({0})
∑
u∈Nn

F (Eun )f(V (u)− ψ′(θ)n)

]
,

where Nn := {|u| = n : V (u) = Mn}, and Eun :=
∑

|v|=n δV (v)−V (u) is the branching random
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walk seen form the particle u. Using the spine decomposition theorem, we have

EQ

[
1

W θ
n

1

En({0})
∑
u∈Nn

F (Eun )f(V (u)− ψ′(θ)n)

]

=Ẽ

[
1

En({0})
∑
u∈Nn

F (Eun )e−θV (u)+nψ(θ)1{ξn=u}f(V (u)− ψ′(θ)n)

]

=Ẽ

[
1

Eξnn ({0})
e−θV (ξn)+nψ(θ)F (Eξnn )f(V (ξn)− ψ′(θ)n)1{ξn∈Nn}

]

=Ẽ

[
1

Eξnn ({0})
e−θV (ξn)+nψ(θ)F (Eξnn )f(V (ξn)− ψ′(θ)n)1{Eξn

n ((0,∞))=0}

]
.

Next, we construct a mapping from Nn to the atoms of Dθ
n. Let w

(n)
k := (w(n), . . . , w(n−k+1)), 1 ≤

k ≤ n. For u ∈ Nn, define r(u) := sup{k ≥ 0 : uk = w
(n)
k } and

V (n)(u) := Sn − Sn−r(u) + bn−r(u)(u
(r(u)+1)) + V (u(r(u)+1),n−r(u))(u|n−r(u)−1),

with the convention V (n)(w
(n)
n ) = Sn, where u|k is defined as the last k items of u, i.e.

u|k := (u(|u|−k+1), . . . , u(|u|)).

Then for any |u| = n, we have

1) If u = w
(n)
n , V (n)(u)− V (n)(w

(n)
n ) = 0;

2) If u ̸= w
(n)
n , V (n)(u) − V (n)(w

(n)
n ) = bn−r(u)(u

(r(u)+1)) + V (u(r(u)+1),n−r(u))(u|n−r(u)−1) −∑n−r(u)
i=1 bi(w

(i)),

which implies that

Dθ
n =

∑
|u|=n

δ
V (n)(u)−V (n)(w

(n)
n )

.

Observe that (((b1(i) : i ≥ 1), w(1)), . . . , ((bn(i) : i ≥ 1), w(n))) is distributed as (((bn(i) : i ≥
1), w(n)), . . . , ((b1(i) : i ≥ 1), w(1))). Therefore, we deduce that ((V (n)(u) : |u| = n), w

(n)
n ) is

distributed as ((V̄ (n)(u) : |u| = n), w̄n), where

V̄ (n)(u) : =

n∑
i=n−r̄(u)+1

bn−i+1(w
(n−i+1)) + br̄(u)+1(u

(r̄(u)+1)) + V (u(r̄(u)+1),n−r̄(u))(u|n−r̄(u)−1)

= Sr̄(u) + br̄(u)+1(u
(r̄(u)+1)) + V (u(r̄(u)+1),n−r̄(u))(u|n−r̄(u)−1),

w̄n := (w(1), . . . , w(n)) and r̄(u) := r(u, w̄n). By its definition, we observe that ((V̄ (n)(u) : |u| =
n), V̄ (n)(w̄n)) under P is distributed as ((V (u) : |u| = n), V (ξn)) under P̃. Thus

Ẽ

(
1

Eξnn ({0})
e−θV (ξn)+nψ(θ)F (Eξnn )f(V (ξn)− ψ′(θ)n)1{Eξn

n ((0,∞))=0}

)

=E
(
e−θSn+nψ(θ)F (Dθ

n)f(Sn − nψ′(θ))
1

Dθ
n({0})

1{Dθ
n((0,∞))=0}

)
=en(ψ(θ)−θψ

′(θ))E
(
e−θSn+nθψ

′(θ)F (Dθ
n)f(Sn − nψ′(θ))

1

Dθ
n({0})

1{Dθ
n((0,∞))=0}

)
,
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which completes the proof.

Define the increasing limit of Dθ
n as n→ ∞ by

Dθ
∞ := δ0 +

∞∑
k=1

∑
i ̸=w(k)

∑
|u|=k−1

δbk(i)+V (i,k)(u)−Sk
.

Using the lemma below, we will prove that Dθ
∞ is a well-defined point process.

Lemma 2.4. Let θ > 0 such that (1.3) and (1.5) hold. For ε ∈ (0, 12 (ψ
′(θ)− ψ(θ)

θ )), we define

An,ε :=

{
max
ℓ≥n

maxk≥1M
(k,ℓ) − Sℓ
ℓ

< −ε
}
,

where M (k,ℓ) := bℓ(k) + max|u|=ℓ−1{V (k,ℓ)(u)}. Then as n→ ∞, P(Acn,ε) → 0.

Proof. We denote by Y the sigma-field generated by (bℓ(k), w
(ℓ), ℓ ≥ 1, k ≥ 1). By the indepen-

dence of Y and (V (i,k)(u) : u ∈ T, i ≥ 1, k ≥ 0), for ℓ ≥ n, we have that almost surely

P(Acn,ε|Y) ≤
∑
ℓ≥n

E(1{maxk≥1M(k,ℓ)−Sℓ≥−εℓ}|Y)

≤
∑
ℓ≥n

∞∑
k=1

eθbℓ(k)−θSℓ+θεℓE(eθmax|u|=ℓ−1 V
(k,ℓ)(u)).

Using that E(eθmax|u|=ℓ−1 V
(k,ℓ)(u)) ≤ E(

∑
|u|=ℓ−1 e

θV (u)), we have

P(Acn,ε|Y) ≤
∑
ℓ≥n

e(ℓ−1)ψ(θ)+εθℓe−θSℓ

∞∑
k=1

eθbℓ(k). (2.4)

Observe that

P

( ∞∑
k=1

eθbℓ(k) ≥ eεθℓ

)
= P

(
log+

( ∞∑
k=1

eθbℓ(k)

)
≥ εθℓ

)
.

By assumption (1.5) and the definition of bℓ(k), we have

E

(
log+

( ∞∑
k=1

eθbℓ(k)

))
= E

∑
|u|=1

eθV (u) log+

∑
|u|=1

eθV (u)

 <∞,

which implies that

∑
ℓ≥1

P

( ∞∑
k=1

eθbℓ(k) ≥ eεθℓ

)
=
∑
ℓ≥1

P

(
log+

( ∞∑
k=1

eθbℓ(k)

)
≥ εθℓ

)
<∞.

By Borel-Cantelli Lemma, we have
∞∑
k=1

eθbℓ(k) < eεθℓ (2.5)

almost surely for ℓ large enough. On the other hand, by the strong law of large numbers, we
have

lim
n→∞

Sn
n

= E(S1) = ψ′(θ), a.s.,

9



which, by assumption that θψ′(θ) > ψ(θ), implies that almost surely,

lim
n→∞

ψ(θ)n− θSn + 2εn

n
= ψ(θ)− θψ′(θ) + 2ε < 0. (2.6)

Combine (2.4) with (2.5) and (2.6), we deduce that almost surely,

lim
n→∞

P(Acn,ε|Y) = 0,

which, by dominated convergence theorem, yields that limn→∞ P(Acn,ε) = 0.

Now, we prove that Dθ
∞ is a well-defined Radon measure.

Lemma 2.5. Let θ > 0 such that (1.3) and (1.5) hold. For any y ∈ R, Dθ
∞((y,∞)) <∞ almost

surely, and Dθ
n converges to Dθ

∞ almost surely for the topology of the vague convergence.

Proof. Fix ε ∈ (0, 12 (ψ
′(θ) − ψ(θ)

θ )). Recall that M (k,ℓ) = bℓ(k) + max|u|=ℓ−1 V
(k,ℓ)(u). Observe

that
An,ε ⊂ { lim

n→∞
max
ℓ≥n

{max
k≥1

M (k,ℓ) − Sℓ} = −∞},

which, by Lemma 2.4, implies that

P( lim
n→∞

max
ℓ≥n

{max
k≥1

M (k,ℓ) − Sℓ} = −∞) = 1. (2.7)

Fix y ∈ R, by (2.7), in order to prove P(Dθ
∞((y,∞)) < ∞) = 1, it is sufficient to prove that for

any n ≥ 1,
P(Dθ

n((y,∞)) <∞) = 1.

Observe that for any n ≥ 1, by the independence between (V (k,ℓ)(u) : u ∈ T)k≥1,ℓ≥1 and Y,
which is defined in Lemma 2.4, we have

P(Dθ
n((y,∞)) <∞|Y) = P

 n∑
ℓ=1

∑
k≥1

∑
|u|=k−1

1{yk,ℓ + V (k,ℓ)(u)− yℓ > y} <∞

∣∣∣∣∣∣
yk,ℓ=bℓ(k),yℓ=Sℓ

.

For any yk,ℓ, yℓ ∈ R, by Markov inequality and many-to-one formula, we have

E

 n∑
ℓ=1

∑
k≥1

∑
|u|=k−1

1{yk,ℓ + V (k,ℓ)(u)− yℓ > y}

 ≤
n∑
ℓ=1

∑
k≥1

e(k−1)ψ(θ)eθ(yk,ℓ−yℓ−y).

According to the assumption that ψ(θ) <∞, we know that for any ℓ ≥ 1,

P

∑
k≥1

eθbℓ(k) <∞

 = E

∑
|u|=1

eθV (u)−ψ(θ)1{
∑

|u|=1 e
θV (u)<∞}

 = 1, (2.8)

which implies that almost surely

P(Dθ
n((y,∞)) <∞|Y) = 1.

Thus, we obtain that P(Dθ
n((y,∞)) <∞) = 1.
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For any ϕ ∈ Cc(R), where Cc(R) is the set of continuous function with compact support on
R, by (2.7), there exists a random time N satisfying for any n > N ,

max
ℓ≥n

{max
k≥1

M (k,ℓ) − Sℓ} < supp(ϕ)

where supp(ϕ) is the closure of {x ∈ R : |ϕ(x)| > 0}. Therefore Dθ
∞(ϕ) = Dθ

N (ϕ) = Dθ
n(ϕ) for

any n > N , which yields
lim
n→∞

Dθ
n(ϕ) = Dθ

∞(ϕ), a.s.,

where µ(ϕ) :=
∫
R ϕ(x)dµ(x) for a measure µ on R.

2.3 Applications of local limit theorem of a non-lattice random walk

In this section, we make use of the local limit theorem in [27] to give estimates on the law of a
non-lattice random walk, which is important for studying the asymptotic behavior of Dθ

n and Sn
in the Section 3.

Lemma 2.6. Consider a non-lattice random walk (Sn)n≥0 with S0 = 0. Assume that S1 has
mean 0 and finite variance σ2. Then for any non-negative direct Riemann integrable function
g : R → [0,∞), we have

lim
n→∞

sup
|y|≤γn

∣∣∣∣√ne y2

2σ2nE(g(Sn + y))− 1√
2πσ

∫
R
g(x)dx

∣∣∣∣ = 0,

where (γn)n≥0 is a non-negative sequence such that γn = O(
√
n).

Proof. For any M > 0, h > 0 and s ∈ R, we have

√
nE(g(Sn + s)) ≤

∑
k∈Z

sup
y∈[kh,(k+1)h)

g(y)
√
nP(Sn ∈ [kh− s, (k + 1)h− s)).

According to Corollary 1 in [27], for ε1 > 0 and h > 0, for n large enough, uniformly in s ∈ R,
we have

√
nE(g(Sn + s)) ≤

∑
−M

h ≤k≤M
h

sup
x∈[kh,(k+1)h)

g(x)
1√
2πσ

he−
( (2k+1)h

2
−s)

2

2nσ2

+
∑

k≤−M
h

sup
x∈[kh,(k+1)h)

g(x)
1√
2πσ

h

+
∑
k≥M

h

sup
x∈[kh,(k+1)h)

g(x)
1√
2πσ

h+
∑
k∈Z

sup
x∈[kh,(k+1)h)

g(x)hε1.

(2.9)

In particular, by (2.9), we have

sup
n≥1

√
nE(g(Sn + s)) ≤

(
1√
2πσ

+ ε1

)∑
k∈Z

sup
x∈[kh,(k+1)h)

g(x) <∞,

for h small enough as g is direct Riemann integrable.
On the other hand, we know that for any M > 0, h > 0 and s ∈ R,

√
nE(g(Sn + s)) ≥

∑
−M

h ≤k≤M
h

inf
x∈[kh,(k+1)h)

g(x)
√
nP(Sn ∈ [kh− s, (k + 1)h− s))

11



Similarly to above, for all ε1 > 0 and h > 0, for n large enough, uniformly in s ∈ R,

√
nE(g(Sn + s)) ≥

∑
−M

h ≤k≤M
h

inf
x∈[kh,(k+1)h)

g(x)
1√
2πσ

δne
− ( (2k+1)h

2
−s)

2

2nσ2

−
∑

−M
h ≤k≤M

h

inf
x∈[kh,(k+1)h)

g(x)hε1.

(2.10)

Using that γn = O(
√
n), we have

lim
n→∞

sup

{∣∣∣∣∣e y2

2σ2n e−
( (2k+1)h

2
−y)

2

2nσ2 − 1

∣∣∣∣∣ : |y| ≤ γn,−
M

h
≤ k ≤ M

h

}
= 0,

which, combined with (2.9) and (2.10), yields that for h > 0,

lim sup
n→∞

sup
|y|≤γn

∣∣∣∣√ne y2

2σ2nE(g(Sn + y))− 1√
2πσ

∫
R
g(x)dx

∣∣∣∣
≤ 1√

2πσ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

−M
h ≤k≤M

h

sup
x∈[kh,(k+1)h)

g(x)h−
∫
R
g(x)dx

∣∣∣∣∣∣+ C
∑
k∈Z

sup
x∈[kh,(k+1)h)

g(x)hε1

+
1√
2πσ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∫
R
g(x)dx−

∑
−M

h ≤k≤M
h

inf
x∈[kh,(k+1)h)

g(x)h

∣∣∣∣∣∣
+ C

∑
k≥M

h

sup
x∈[kh,(k+1)h)

g(x)h+ C
∑

k≤−M
h

sup
x∈[kh,(k+1)h)

g(x)h.

As g is directly Riemann integral, letting h→ 0+, we have

lim sup
n→∞

sup
|y|≤γn

∣∣∣∣√ne y2

2σ2nE(g(Sn + y))− 1√
2πσ

∫
R
g(x)dx

∣∣∣∣
≤C

(∫ ∞

M

g(x)dx+

∫ −M

−∞
g(x)dx+ ε1

∫
R
g(x)dx

)
.

Letting M → ∞ and ε1 → 0+, we get

lim
n→∞

sup
|y|≤γn

∣∣∣∣√ne y2

2σ2nE(g(Sn + y))− 1√
2πσ

∫
R
g(x)dx

∣∣∣∣ = 0.

3 Limit estimates for the auxiliary point process

The main aim of this section is to prove the forthcoming Proposition 3.1, which is an essential
tool for the proof of Theorems 1.2 and 1.3.

Proposition 3.1. Assume (1.3), (1.4), (1.5) and (1.6). Then for any non-negative function
ϕ ∈ Cc(R), as n→ ∞, we have

√
2πnθσe

y2

2σ2n eθyen(θψ
′(θ)−ψ(θ))E(e−En(ϕ)1{Mn≥nψ′(θ)+y}) → E

[
1

Dθ
∞({0})

e−D
θ
∞(ϕ)1{Dθ

∞((0,∞))=0}

]
uniformly in |y| ≤ an, where (an)n≥0 is the sequence defined in Theorem 1.2.
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This proposition will allow us to study the asymptotic behavior of the joint law of the extremal
process En and the maximal displacement Mn.

Let (cn)n≥0 be a non-negative integer sequence, satisfying

cn < n, lim
n→∞

cn = ∞ and lim sup
n→∞

c2n
n
<∞. (3.1)

For ε > 0, recall that

Acn,ε :=

{
max
ℓ≥cn

maxk≥1{bℓ(k) + max|u|=ℓ−1 V
(k,ℓ)(u)} − Sℓ

ℓ
< −ε

}
. (3.2)

According to Lemma 2.3, for any non-negative function ϕ ∈ Cc(R) and y ∈ R, we have

E(e−En(ϕ)1{Mn−nψ′(θ)≥y})

=en(ψ(θ)−θψ
′(θ))E

[
1

Dθ
n({0})

e−θ(Sn−nψ′(θ))e−D
θ
n(ϕ)1{Sn−ψ′(θ)n≥y}1{Dθ

n((0,∞))=0}

]
.

Set

hθn(ϕ) :=
1

Dθ
n({0})

e−D
θ
n(ϕ)1{Dθ

n((0,∞))=0}, (3.3)

and let xϕ := inf supp(ϕ). For n such that −εcn < xϕ, we observe that h
θ
n(ϕ) = hθcn(ϕ) on Acn,ε,

therefore

E
[

1

Dθ
n({0})

e−θ(Sn−nψ′(θ))e−D
θ
n(ϕ)1{Sn−ψ′(θ)n≥y}1{Dθ

n((0,∞))=0}

]
=E[hθn(ϕ)e−θ(Sn−nψ′(θ))1{Sn−nψ′(θ)≥y}1Acn,ε ] + E[hθn(ϕ)e−θ(Sn−nψ′(θ))1{Sn−nψ′(θ)≥y}1Ac

cn,ε
]

=I1(n, y) + I2(n, y, ε) + I3(n, y, ε),

(3.4)

where

I1(n, y) := E[hθcn(ϕ)e
−θ(Sn−nψ′(θ))1{Sn−nψ′(θ)≥y}],

I2(n, y, ε) := −E[hθcn(ϕ)e
−θ(Sn−nψ′(θ))1{Sn−nψ′(θ)≥y}1Ac

cn,ε
],

I3(n, y, ε) := E[hθn(ϕ)e−θ(Sn−nψ′(θ))1{Sn−nψ′(θ)≥y}1Ac
cn,ε

].

Using Lemma 2.6, it is straightforward to get an equivalent of I1(n, y) and the decay rate of
I2(n, y, ε) and I3(n, y, ε) with respect to n. We prove these two results in turn in the following
lemmas.

Lemma 3.2. Assume (1.3), (1.4) and (1.6). Then for any non-negative function ϕ ∈ Cc(R),

lim
n→∞

sup
|y|≤an

∣∣∣∣√ne y2

2σ2n eθyI1(n, y)−
1√
2πσθ

E
(

1

Dθ
∞({0})

e−D
θ
∞(ϕ)1{Dθ

∞((0,∞))=0}

)∣∣∣∣ = 0,

where (an)n≥0 is the sequence defined in Theorem 1.2.

Proof. Observe that, by Markov property,

eθyI1(n, y) = E(hθcn(ϕ)gn(Scn − cnψ
′(θ)− y)),
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where for s ∈ R, we write

gn(s) := E(e−θ(s+Sn−cn−(n−cn)ψ′(θ))1{Sn−cn−(n−cn)ψ′(θ)+s≥0}).

By the assumptions on (cn)n≥0, it is straightforward to see that as n→ ∞,

n

cn
→ ∞ and

Scn − cnψ
′(θ)√

n− cn
→ 0, a.s.,

by strong law of large numbers. Moreover, as an = O(
√
n− cn), by Lemma 2.6, we get that as

n→ ∞,

sup
|y|≤an

∣∣∣∣√ne y2

2σ2n gn(Scn − cnψ
′(θ)− y)− 1√

2πσθ

∣∣∣∣→ 0, a.s.

By Lemma 2.5 and the monotonicity of Dθ
n, we can get

lim
n→∞

hθcn(ϕ) = hθ∞(ϕ), a.s.,

where hθ∞(ϕ) := 1
Dθ

∞({0})e
−Dθ

∞(ϕ)1{Dθ
∞((0,∞))=0}. Then

sup
|y|≤an

∣∣∣∣√ne y2

2σ2n eθyI1(n, θ)−
1√
2πσθ

E(hθ∞(ϕ))

∣∣∣∣
≤E

(
hθ∞(ϕ) sup

|y|≤an

∣∣∣∣√ne y2

2σ2n gn(Scn − ψ′(θ)cn − y)− 1√
2πσθ

∣∣∣∣
)

+ E

(∣∣hθcn(ϕ)− hθ∞(ϕ)
∣∣√n sup

|y|≤an
e

y2

2σ2n gn(Scn − ψ′(θ)cn − y)

)
.

By (2.9), there exists C > 0 and N > 0 such that for any n > N ,

sup
s∈R

√
ngn(s) < C.

Because an = O(
√
n), we know that there exists C > 0 such that for any n ≥ 1,

sup
|y|≤an

e
y2

2σ2n < C. (3.5)

Besides, using that for any n ≥ 1, hθn(ϕ) ≤ 1, by dominated convergence theorem, we conclude
that,

lim
n→∞

sup
|y|≤an

∣∣∣∣√ne y2

2σ2n eθyI1(n, y)−
1√
2πσθ

E
(

1

Dθ
∞({0})

e−D
θ
∞(ϕ)1{Dθ

∞((0,∞))=0}

)∣∣∣∣ = 0.

Observe that

eθyE(|I2(n, y, ε)|+ |I3(n, y, ε)|) ≤ 2E(e−θ(Sn−nψ′(θ)−y)1{Sn≥nψ′(θ)+y}1Ac
cn,ε

),

and (3.5), so it is sufficient to prove the right-hand side is o(n−
1
2 ) uniformly in |y| ≤ an.
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Lemma 3.3. Assume (1.3), (1.4), (1.5) and (1.6). There exists ε > 0 such that

lim
n→∞

√
n sup

|y|≤an
E(e−θ(Sn−nψ′(θ)−y)1{Sn≥nψ′(θ)+y}1Ac

cn,ε
) = 0,

where (an)n≥0 is the sequence defined in Theorem 1.2.

Proof. For the simplification of notation, we use x instead of ψ′(θ) in the proof. Observe that
for n ∈ N+ and |y| ≤ an,

E(e−θ(Sn−nx−y)1{Sn≥nx+y}1Ac
cn,ε

)

≤
∑
ℓ≥cn

E(e−θ(Sn−nx−y)1{Sn≥nx+y}; max
k≥1

{bℓ(k) + max
|u|=ℓ−1

{V (k,ℓ)(u)}} − Sℓ ≥ −εℓ)

Recall that M (k,ℓ) = bℓ(k) + max|u|=ℓ−1{V (k,ℓ)(u)}. Then for ℓ ≥ cn,

E(e−θ(Sn−nx−y)1{Sn≥nx+y}1{maxk≥1M(k,ℓ)−Sℓ≥−εℓ})

≤E(e−θ(Sn−nx−y)1{Sn≥nx+y}1{maxk≥1M(k,ℓ)>(x−2ε)ℓ}) + E(e−θ(Sn−nx−y)1{Sn≥nx+y}1{Sℓ<(x−ε)ℓ})

≤E(e−θ(Sn−nx−y)1{maxk≥1M(k,ℓ)>(x−2ε)ℓ,
∑

k≥1 e
θbℓ(k)≤ecℓ})

+ E(e−θ(Sn−nx−y)1{Sn≥nx+y}1{
∑

k≥1 e
θbℓ(k)>ecℓ}) + E(e−θ(Sn−nx−y)1{Sn≥nx+y}1{Sℓ<(x−ε)ℓ}),

where c is a positive constant whose value will be fixed later.
Next, we prove that as n→ ∞,

√
n sup

|y|≤an

∑
ℓ≥cn

E(e−θ(Sn−nx−y)1{Sn≥nx+y};Sℓ < (x− ε)ℓ) → 0. (3.6)

Recall that cn/n → 0, so cn < n/2 for n large enough. We first consider ℓ ∈ [cn,
n
2 ]. By (2.9),

for y ∈ R and n large enough, we have

E(e−θ(Sn−nx−y)1{Sn≥nx+y}1{Sℓ<(x−ε)ℓ})

=E(1{Sℓ<(x−ε)ℓ}E(e−θ(Sn−ℓ+s−y−nx)1{Sn−ℓ+s≥nx+y})|s=Sℓ
)

≤C 1√
n− ℓ

P(Sℓ < (x− ε)ℓ).

(3.7)

According to the inequality (1.56) in [23], setting Yi := x− bi(w
(i)), we have

P(Sℓ < (x− ε)ℓ) = P

(
ℓ∑
i=1

Yi > εℓ

)
≤ ℓP

(
Y1 ≥ 1

2
εℓ

)
+ (2eσ2)2ε−4ℓ−2.

As EY 2
1 is finite, we have

∑
ℓ≥1 ℓP(Y1 ≥ 1

2εℓ) <∞. Thus, we conclude that

lim
n→∞

√
n sup

|y|≤an

∑
ℓ∈[cn,

n
2 ]

E(e−θ(Sn−nx−y)1{Sn≥nx+y}1{Sℓ<(x−ε)ℓ}) = 0.

Next we consider ℓ ∈ [n2 , n]. Because

{Sn ≥ nx+ y, Sℓ < (x− ε)ℓ} ⊂ {Sn ≥ nx+ y, Sn − Sℓ > (n− ℓ)x+ y + εℓ},
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we have

E(e−θ(Sn−nx−y)1{Sn≥nx+y}1{Sℓ<(x−ε)ℓ}) ≤ E(e−θ(Sn−nx−y)1{Sn≥nx+y}1{Sn−Sℓ>(n−ℓ)x+y+εℓ}).

By the independence between Sn − Sℓ and Sℓ and that Sn − Sℓ is distributed as Sn−ℓ, we have

E(e−θ(Sn−nx−y)1{Sn≥nx+y}1{Sn−Sℓ>(n−ℓ)x+y+εℓ})

=E(1{Sn−ℓ>(n−ℓ)x+y+εℓ}E(e−θ(s+Sℓ−nx−y)1{s+Sℓ≥nx+y})|s=Sn−ℓ
),

which, with the same arguments as in (3.7), yields that for n large enough, any |y| ≤ an and
ℓ ∈ [n2 , n], we have

E(1{Sn−ℓ>(n−ℓ)x+y+εℓ}E(e−θ(s+Sℓ−nx−y)1{s+Sℓ≥nx+y})|s=Sn−ℓ
)

≤ 1√
ℓ
CP(Sn−ℓ > (n− ℓ)x+ y + εℓ)

≤ 1√
ℓ
C

ℓP(S1 − x ≥ 1

2
εℓ

)
+

(
2(n− ℓ)σ2

(εℓ+ y)εℓ

) 2(εℓ+y)
εℓ

e
2(εℓ+y)

εℓ

 .
Since that n− ℓ ≤ ℓ and an = O(

√
n), for n large enough,

sup
|y|≤an

ℓP
(
S1 − x ≥ 1

2
εℓ

)
+

(
2(n− ℓ)σ2

(εℓ+ y)εℓ

) 2(εℓ+y)
εℓ

e
2(εℓ+y)

εℓ

 ≤ ℓP
(
S1 − x ≥ 1

2
εℓ

)
+ C

1

ℓ2
.

Using that E(S2
1) <∞ and ℓ ≥ n

2 , we obtain

lim
n→∞

√
n sup

|y|≤an

∑
ℓ∈[n2 ,n]

E(e−θ(Sn−nx−y)1{Sn≥nx+y}1{Sℓ<(x−ε)ℓ}) = 0.

With the same arguments as in the case of ℓ ∈ [n2 , n], there exists C > 0 such that for any ℓ > n,

E(e−θ(Sn−nx−y)1{Sn≥nx+y}1{Sℓ<(x−ε)ℓ})

≤E(e−θ(Sn−nx−y)1{Sn≥nx+y}1{Sℓ−Sn<x(ℓ−n)−y−εℓ})

≤ C√
n

ℓP(x− S1 ≥ 1

2
εℓ

)
+

(
2(ℓ− n)σ2

(εℓ+ y)εℓ

) 2(εℓ+y)
εℓ

e
2(εℓ+y)

εℓ

 .
Thus, we obtain that

lim
n→∞

√
n sup

|y|≤an

∑
ℓ>n

E(e−θ(Sn−nx−y)1{Sn≥nx+y}1{Sℓ<(x−ε)ℓ}) = 0,

which, combined with results above, implies (3.6).
Similarly to the arguments as in (3.7), for n large enough and |y| ≤ an,

E(e−θ(Sn−nx−y)1{Sn≥nx+y}1{
∑

k≥1 e
θbℓ(k)>ecℓ})

=E(1{∑k≥1 e
θb1(k)>ecℓ}E(e−θ(Sn−1+s−nx−y)1{Sn−1+s≥nx+y})|s=S1

)

≤C 1√
n
P

log+

∑
k≥1

eθb1(k)

 > cℓ


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By assumption (1.5) and the definition of (b1(k))k≥1, we know that

E

log+

∑
k≥1

eθb1(k)

 = E

∑
|u|=1

eθV (u)−ψ(θ) log+

∑
|u|=1

eθV (u)

 <∞,

which yields that

lim
n→∞

√
n sup

|y|≤an

∑
ℓ≥cn

P(e−θ(Sn−nx−y)1{Sn≥nx+y}1{
∑

k≥1 e
θbℓ(k)>ecℓ}) = 0.

Finally, as Sn − bℓ(w
(ℓ)) is distributed as Sn−1 and is independent of (bℓ(k))k≥1, we obtain

E(e−θ(Sn−nx−y)1{Sn≥nx+y}1{maxk≥1M(k,ℓ)>(x−2ε)ℓ,
∑

k≥1 e
θbℓ(k)≤ecℓ})

=E(1{maxk≥1M(k,ℓ)>(x−2ε)ℓ,
∑

k≥1 e
θbℓ(k)≤ecℓ}E(e

−θ(Sn−1+s−nx−y)1{Sn−1+s≥nx+y})|s=bℓ(w(ℓ))).

With the same arguments as in (3.7), we have

E(1{maxk≥1M(k,ℓ)>(x−2ε)ℓ,
∑

k≥1 e
θbℓ(k)≤ecℓ}E(e

−θ(Sn−1+s−nx−y)1{Sn−1+s≥nx+y})|s=bℓ(w(ℓ)))

≤ C√
n
E

∑
k≥1

eθM
(k,ℓ)−θ(x−2ε)ℓ1{

∑
k≥1 e

θbℓ(k)≤ecℓ}


≤ C√

n
E

 ∑
|u|=ℓ−1

eθV (u)−θ(x−2ε)ℓ

 ecℓ

=
C√
n
e(c+2εθ)ℓe−ℓ(θx−ψ(θ)),

where the last equality follows form many-to-one formula, and c and ε are chosen to satisfy
c+ 2εθ < θx− ψ(θ). As n→ ∞, we get

√
n sup

|y|≤an

∑
ℓ≥cn

E(e−θ(Sn−nx−y)1{Sn≥nx+y}1{maxk≥1M(k,ℓ)>(x−2ε)ℓ,
∑

k≥1 e
θbℓ(k)≤ecℓ}) → 0.

Thus, we conclude that as n→ ∞,

√
n sup

|y|≤an
E(e−θ(Sn−nψ′(θ)−y)1{Sn≥nψ′(θ)+y}1Ac

cn,ε
) → 0.

Let

C(θ) := E(
1

Dθ
∞({0})

1{Dθ
∞((0,∞))=0}) (3.8)

and we bound its value in the following two lemmas.

Lemma 3.4. Let θ > 0 such that (1.3) and (1.5) hold. Then C(θ) ∈ (0, 1].

Proof. Using that Dθ
∞({0}) ≥ 1, it is straightforward to deduce that C(θ) ≤ 1. Next, we prove

that C(θ) > 0. Fix ε ∈ (0, 12 (ψ
′(θ) − ψ(θ)

θ )) from Lemma 2.4. Recall that P(Acn,ε) → 0. Then
there exists N > 0 such that P(AN+1,ε) > 0. Define

fN (s) := P

(
max
ℓ≥N+1

maxk≥1{bℓ(k) + max|u|=ℓ−1{V (k,ℓ)(u)}} − (Sℓ − SN )− s

ℓ
< −ε

)
, s ∈ R.

17



Observe that

E
(

1

Dθ
∞({0})

1{Dθ
∞((0,∞))=0}

)
≥ E

(
1

Dθ
∞({0})

1{Dθ
∞((0,∞))=0}1AN+1,ε

)
= E

(
1

Dθ
N ({0})

1{Dθ
N ((0,∞))=0}fN (SN )

)
= eN(θψ′(θ)−ψ(θ))E(eθMN−Nψ(θ)fN (MN )1{ZN (R)>0}),

where the last equation follows from Lemma 2.3. Thus, in order to prove Lemma 3.4, it is
sufficient to prove

E(fN (MN )1{ZN (R)>0}) > 0.

It is straightforward to see that fN (s) is increasing with respect to s. Denote

γ := sup{s ∈ R : fN (s) = 0},

with the usual convention sup∅ = −∞.
Case 1: γ = −∞

Because γ = −∞, we know that for any s ∈ R, fN (s) > 0. Hence fN (MN ) > 0 on the event
{ZN (R) > 0}, which yields that

E(fN (MN )1{ZN (R)>0}) > 0.

Case 2: γ > −∞
We assert that P(SN ≥ γ) > 0. If P(SN ≥ γ) = 0, then P(SN < γ) = 1. We can find ε1 > 0

such that
P(AN+1,ε, SN < γ − ε1) > 0.

However,
P(AN+1,ε, SN < γ − ε1) = E(fN (SN )1{SN<γ−ε1}) ≤ fN (γ − ε1) = 0,

which yields a contradiction. Thus, we obtain that P(SN ≥ γ) > 0.
By many-to-one formula and the spine decomposition theorem, we know that

E

 ∑
|u|=N

eθV (u)−Nψ(θ)1{V (u)≥γ}

 = P(SN ≥ γ) > 0,

which implies that
P(MN ≥ γ) > 0.

If fN (γ) > 0, then we have

E(fN (MN )1{ZN (R)>0}) ≥ fN (γ)P(Mn ≥ γ) > 0.

If fN (γ) = 0, as E(fN (SN )) > 0, there exists L > γ such that P(SN ≥ L) > 0. Similarly to the
arguments above, we get

E(fN (MN )1{ZN (R)>0}) ≥ fN (L)P(MN ≥ L) > 0,

which completes the proof.

Lemma 3.5. Let θ > 0 such that (1.3) and (1.5) hold. Then C(θ) = 1 implies P(Z1(R) ≤ 1) = 1.

18



Proof. Because C(θ) = 1, we have

E
(

1

Dθ
∞({0})

1{Dθ
∞((0,∞))=0}

)
= 1,

which, as Dθ
∞({0}) ≥ 1, implies that

Dθ
∞({0}) = 1 and Dθ

∞((0,∞)) = 0, a.s.

Note that for any n ≥ 0, 0 ≤ Dθ
n((0,∞)) ≤ Dθ

∞((0,∞)) and 1 ≤ Dθ
n({0}) ≤ Dθ

∞({0}), we obtain
that

Dθ
n({0}) = 1 and Dθ

n((0,∞)) = 0, a.s.,

which, by Lemma 2.3, yields that for any n ≥ 0,

P(Zn(R) > 0) = E(e−θSn+nψ(θ)).

By the definition of Sn, we have

P(Zn(R) > 0) = E(Zn(R)).

In particular, taking n = 1, we get P(Z1(R) > 0) = E(Z1(R)), which implies that P(Z1(R) ≤
1) = 1.

Finally, we prove Proposition 3.1.

Proof of Proposition 3.1. For any non-negative ϕ ∈ Cc(R) and |y| ≤ an, by Lemma 2.3, we have

√
neθyen(θψ

′(θ)−ψ(θ))E(e−En(ϕ)1{Mn−nψ′(θ)≥y})

=
√
nE
[

1

Dθ
n({0})

e−θ(Sn−nψ′(θ)−y)e−D
θ
n(ϕ)1{Sn−ψ′(θ)n≥y}1{Dθ

n((0,∞))=0}

]
=
√
nE(hθn(ϕ)e−θ(Sn−nψ′(θ)−y)1{Sn−ψ′(θ)n≥y})

where hθn(ϕ) is defined in (3.3) and we define

hθ∞(ϕ) =
1

Dθ
∞({0})

e−D
θ
∞(ϕ)1{Dθ

∞((0,∞))=0}.

By the decomposition of (3.4) and the estimations of Lemma 3.2 and 3.3, there exists ε > 0 such
that as n→ ∞,

sup
|y|≤an

∣∣∣∣√ne y2

2σ2nE(hθn(ϕ)e−θ(Sn−nψ′(θ)−y)1{Sn−ψ′(θ)n≥y})−
1√
2πθσ

E(hθ∞(ϕ))

∣∣∣∣
≤ sup

|y|≤an

∣∣∣∣√ne y2

2σ2n eθyI1(n, y)−
1√
2πθσ

E(hθ∞(ϕ))

∣∣∣∣+ sup
|y|≤an

√
ne

y2

2σ2n eθy|I2(n, y, ε) + I3(n, y, ε)|

→0,

which completes the proof.

4 Proof of main results

We first prove Theorems 1.2 and 1.3 in Section 4.1. We then turn to the proof of Proposition
1.1, which follows form similar methods as the ones used by Biggins in [8, Theorem 2].
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4.1 Proof of Theorems 1.2 and 1.3

Recall that En =
∑

|u|=n δV (u)−Mn
. We are now ready to give the proof of the precise upper

deviation estimates of Mn and the weak convergence of (En,Mn − ψ′(θ)n) conditionally on
{Mn ≥ nψ′(θ)}.

Proof of Theorem 1.2. According to many-to-one formula and the spine decomposition theorem,
we know that

E(Zn([nψ′(θ),∞))) =E

∑
|x|=n

1{V (x)≥nψ′(θ)}


=enψ(θ)−nθψ

′(θ)E(e−θSn+nθψ
′(θ)1{Sn≥nψ′(θ)})

By Lemma 2.6, we conclude that as n→ ∞,

√
2πσ

√
nen(θψ

′(θ)−ψ(θ))E(Zn([nψ′(θ),∞))) →
∫
R
1{x≥0}e

−θxdx =
1

θ
. (4.1)

Take ϕ ≡ 0 in Proposition 3.1, by Lemmas 3.4 and 3.5, we obtain

√
2πθσ

√
ne

y2

2σ2n eθyen(θψ
′(θ)−ψ(θ))P(Mn ≥ nψ′(θ) + y) → E

(
1

Dθ
∞({0})

1{Dθ
∞((0,∞))=0}

)
= C(θ) ∈ (0, 1)

uniformly in |y| ≤ an, which, combined with (4.1), yields that

lim
n→∞

P(Mn ≥ nψ′(θ))

E(Zn([nψ′(θ),∞)))
= C(θ).

The results showed in Theorem 1.2 is helpful for the proof of Theorem 1.3.

Proof of Theorem 1.3. It is sufficient to prove that for any non-negative function ϕ ∈ Cc(R) and
y ≥ 0,

E(e−En(ϕ)1{Mn−nψ′(θ)≥y}|Mn ≥ nψ′(θ)) → e−θy
E( 1

Dθ
∞({0})e

−Dθ
∞(ϕ)1{Dθ

∞((0,∞))=0})

E( 1
Dθ

∞({0})1{Dθ
∞((0,∞))=0})

.

By Proposition 3.1, for any non-negative ϕ ∈ Cc(R) and y ≥ 0, as n→ ∞, we have

√
2πθσ

√
nen(θψ

′(θ)−ψ(θ))E(e−En(ϕ)1{Mn−nψ′(θ)≥y}) → e−θyE(
1

Dθ
∞({0})

e−D
θ
∞(ϕ)1{Dθ

∞((0,∞))=0}).

Therefore, using Lemma 3.4 and Theorem 1.2, we obtain that as n→ ∞,

E(e−En(ϕ)1{Mn−nψ′(θ)≥y}|Mn ≥ nψ′(θ)) =
E(e−En(ϕ)1{Mn−nψ′(θ)≥y})

P(Mn ≥ nψ′(θ))

→ e−θy
E( 1

Dθ
∞({0})e

−Dθ
∞(ϕ)1{Dθ

∞((0,∞))=0})

E( 1
Dθ

∞({0})1{Dθ
∞((0,∞))=0})

,

which completes the proof.
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4.2 Proof of Proposition 1.1

To prove Proposition 1.1, we need to estimate the survival probability of a subcritical Galton-
Watson process. A Galton-Watson process (Yn)n≥0 is defined as follows: we set Y0 := 1 and for
n ≥ 0

Yn+1 :=

Yn∑
k=1

ξk,n,

where (ξk,n)k,n≥0 are i.i.d nonnegative integer-valued random variables.

Lemma 4.1. Consider a Galton-Watson process (Yn)n≥0 defined as above. Assume that m :=
E(Y1) ∈ (0, 1), we have

lim
n→∞

1

n
logP(Yn > 0) = logm.

Proof. For L > 0, we construct a new Galton-Watson process (Y
(L)
n )n≥0 by removing the off-

spring of each particle which produces more than L children. More precisely, (Y
(L)
n )n≥0 is defined

as follows: we set Y
(L)
0 := 1 and

Y
(L)
n+1 :=

Y (L)
n∑
k=1

ξk,n1{ξk,n≤L}, n ≥ 1.

By induction, we get Y
(L)
n ≤ Yn for any n ≥ 0. Let m(L) := E(Y (L)

1 ) = E(Y11{Y1≤L}). By
monotone convergence theorem, we have

lim
L→∞

m(L) = m ∈ (0, 1).

As Y
(L)
1 = Y11{Y1≤L} ≤ L, we have E(Y (L)

1 log+(Y
(L)
1 )) < ∞. According to [3, P40], as L large

enough, we have

lim
n→∞

1

n
logP(Y (L)

n > 0) = logm(L).

Therefore

lim inf
n→∞

1

n
logP(Yn > 0) ≥ lim

L→∞
lim
n→∞

1

n
logP(Y (L)

n > 0) = logm. (4.2)

On the other hand, by the Markov inequality, we have

P(Yn > 0) ≤ E(Yn).

Note that E(Yn) = mn. Thus, letting n→ ∞, we get

lim sup
n→∞

1

n
logP(Yn > 0) ≤ logm,

which, combined with (4.2), finishes the proof.

With Lemma 4.1, we can prove Proposition 1.1. Here we mainly use the strategy showed
in [8, Theorem 2] to construct a truncated branching random walk that controls the lower bound
of the probability P(Mn ≥ nx). For u, v ∈ T, we denote by uv := (u(1), . . . , u(|u|), v(1), . . . , v(|v|))
the concatenation of u and v.
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Proof of Proposition 1.1. For the upper bound, observe that for x ∈ R, we have {Mn ≥ nx} =
{Zn([nx,∞)) ≥ 1}. By Markov inequality,

P(Zn([nx,∞)) ≥ 1) ≤ E(Zn([nx,∞))) = E

∑
|u|=n

1{V (u)≥nx}

 .

Thus, for any θ ≥ 0, by many-to-one formula, we have

E(Zn([nx,∞))) ≤ E

∑
|u|=n

eθV (u)−nxθ

 = e−n(θx−ψ(θ)).

Optimizing the above equation with respect to θ, it implies

P(Mn ≥ nx) ≤ e−nψ
∗(x).

Next, we bound P(Mn ≥ nx) from below. If ψ∗(x) = ∞, then P(Mn ≥ nx) = 0 completes
the proof. We therefore assume that ψ∗(x) <∞. We know that ψ∗(x) > 0 because ψ∗ is convex
on R and x > x∗. Similarly to [8, Theorem 2], fix k ∈ N, we construct a branching random
walk Z(k) as follows. The first generation of Z(k) will consist only of those particles in the
kth generation of the branching random walk Z with positions to the right of kx. The second
generation is formed by applying the same procedure to the branching random walks initiated
by each of these particles and so on. More precisely, for k ∈ N and i ≥ 1, we denote by

Ak0 := {∅} and Aki := {uy ∈ T : u ∈ Aki−1, |y| = k, V (uy)− V (u) ≥ kx}

the collections of particles in each generation of the new branching random walk Z(k), which

yields that Z
(k)
i (R) = #Aki . It is obvious to see that (Z

(k)
n (R))n≥0 is a Galton-Watson process

with Z
(k)
0 (R) = 1 and E(Z(k)

1 (R)) = E(Zk([kx,∞))). By the independence of the branching
events, we know that

P(Mn ≥ nx) ≥ P(Mn−k⌊n
k ⌋ ≥ (n− k⌊n

k
⌋)x)P(Z(k)

⌊n
k ⌋(R) > 0)

≥ inf
1≤i≤k

P(Mi ≥ ix)P(Z(k)
⌊n

k ⌋(R) > 0),

where ⌊x⌋ means the integer part of x. As ψ(0) > 0, according to [8, Theorem 1], we have

lim
n→∞

1

n
logE(Zn([nx,∞))) = −ψ∗(x) ∈ (−∞, 0), (4.3)

which implies that for k large enough, E(Z(k)
1 (R)) ∈ (0, 1).

By Lemma 4.1, we get

lim inf
n→∞

1

n
logP(Mn ≥ nx) ≥ lim

n→∞

⌊nk ⌋
n

1

⌊nk ⌋
logP(Z(k)

⌊n
k ⌋(R) > 0) =

1

k
logE(Zk([kx,∞))),

where the first inequality follows from inf1≤i≤k P(Mi ≥ ix) > 0. By (4.3), letting k → ∞, we get

lim inf
n→∞

1

n
logP(Mn ≥ nx) ≥ −ψ∗(x),

which completes the proof of lower bound in the case that ψ(0) > 0.
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On the other hand, if ψ(0) ≤ 0, we can denote by µ the intensity measure of Z1 defined by
µ(A) := E(Z1(A)) for any A ∈ B(R). By many-to-one formula, we have

µ∗n(A) = E(Zn(A)),

where µ∗n means the n-fold convolution of µ. As µ(R) = E(Z1(R)) = eψ(0) < ∞, µ/µ(R) is a
probability measure on R. By Cramér’s theorem, we know that for any x > 1

µ(R)
∫
R sµ(ds) =

E(
∑

|u|=1 V (u))

E(Z1(R)) , we have

lim
n→∞

1

n
logE(Zn([nx,∞))) = lim

n→∞

1

n
log

µ∗n([nx,∞))

µ(R)n
+ logµ(R) = −ψ∗(x) ∈ (−∞, 0).

With the same arguments as in the case that ψ(0) > 0, we have

lim inf
n→∞

1

n
logP(Mn ≥ nx) ≥ −ψ∗(x), for any x >

E(
∑

|u|=1 V (u))

E(Z1(R))
,

which completes the proof of lower bound.

5 Some extra properties of the extremal process of condi-
tioned branching random walk

In Section 5.1, we will discuss when D(θ) is finite. We give an alternative description of D(θ) in
Section 5.2. Finally, we prove the weak continuity of D(θ) in Section 5.3.

5.1 Subcritical branching random walk

Recall that we do not assume the branching random walk Z to be supercritical. Under some
extra conditions, we prove that D(θ) is finite (infinite) if Z is subcritical (critical) and satisfies
a L logL condition (second moment condition).

Proposition 5.1. Assume there exists θ > 0 such that ψ(θ) < ∞ and (1.5). If Z is subcritical
and satisfies E(Z1(R) log+ Z1(R)) <∞, then P(Dθ

∞(R) <∞) = 1.

Proof. Because Z is subcritical, then we know that ψ(0) < 0, which implies E(Z1(R)) ∈ (0, 1).
According to the definition of Zn in (1.1), we know that (Zn(R))n≥0 is a subcritical GW process
with Z0(R) = 1. By Lemma 4.1, as n→ ∞,

1

n
logP(Zn(R) > 0) → logE(Z1(R)) ∈ (−∞, 0).

Recall the definitions of (bk(ℓ) : ℓ ≥ 1)k≥1 and (V (i,k)(u) : u ∈ T)i≥1,k≥1. Let Z(i,k) be the
number of particles of the branching random walk (V (i,k)(u) : u ∈ T) at time k − 1, i.e.

Z(i,k) :=
∑

|u|=k−1

1{V (i,k)(u)∈R}.

Define
Bk :=

∑
ℓ≥1

δbk(ℓ)
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the counting measure formed by (bk(ℓ) : ℓ ≥ 1). Then

P(Dθ
∞(R) = ∞) ≤ P

∑
k≥2

Bk(R)∑
i=1

Z(i,k) = ∞

 .

Observe that there exists ε1 ∈ (0, 1), for k large enough, we have

P

Bk(R)∑
i=1

Z(i,k) > 0

 = P

Bk(R)∑
i=1

Z(i,k) > 0, Bk(R) > eck

+ P

Bk(R)∑
i=1

Z(i,k) > 0, Bk(R) ≤ eck


≤ P(log+Bk(R) > ck) + eckP(Zk−1 > 0)

≤ P(log+Bk(R) > ck) + Ceckek(1−ε1) log E(Z1(R)),

where c is a positive constant in (0,−(1 − ε1) logE(Z1(R))). Because x log(1 + y) ≤ x log(1 +
x) + y log(1 + y) for any x, y ≥ 0, we get

E

∑
|u|=1

eθV (u) log+ Z1(R)

 ≤ E(Z1(R) log+(Z1(R)))+E

∑
|u|=1

eθV (u) log+(
∑
|u|=1

eθV (u))

 <∞,

which implies that E(log+(B1(R))) <∞. We therefore know that

∞∑
k=2

P

Bk(R)∑
i=1

Z(i,k) > 0

 <∞.

Thus, by the Borel-Cantelli Lemma, we conclude that almost surely for k large enough,

Bk(R)∑
i=1

Z(i,k) = 0.

Because EZ1(R) <∞, we have Z1(R) <∞ almost surely, which implies that for any i, k ≥ 1,

Bk(R) <∞ and Z(i,k) <∞, a.s.

Thus, we know that for any n > 0, almost surely

n∑
k=2

Bk(R)∑
i=1

Z(i,k) <∞.

Thus, we have

P

 ∞∑
k=2

Bk(R)∑
i=1

Z(i,k) = ∞

 = 0,

which proves that
P(Dθ

∞(R) <∞) = 1.

Proposition 5.2. Assume that there exists θ > 0 satisfying ψ(θ) < ∞. If Z is critical and
satisfies E(Z1(R)2) <∞, then P(Dθ

∞(R) = ∞) = 1.

24



Proof. For k ≥ 1, we define

Ck := {Bk(R) ≥ 2 and there exists i ̸= w(k) such that Z(i,k) > 0},

where Z(i,k) is defined in Proposition 5.1. Let

sk := (w(k) − 1)1{w(k)>1} + 2× 1{w(k)=1}.

Observe that
P(Ck) ≥ P(Bk(R) ≥ 2, Z(sk,k) > 0).

Since that (Bk(R), w(k)) and (Z(i,k))i≥1 are independent and (Z(i,k))i≥1 are identical distributed,
we have

P(Bk(R) ≥ 2, Z(sk,k) > 0) = P(Bk(R) ≥ 2)P(Z(sk,k) > 0) = P(B1(R) ≥ 2)P(Zk−1(R) > 0),

where the last equation follows from that (Bk(R))k≥1 are identical distributed and Z(sk,k) is
distributed as Zk−1(R). Because Z is critical and E(Z1(R)2) <∞, by [3, P20], we have

nP(Zn(R) > 0) → 2

E(Z1(R)2)
, as n→ ∞.

Thus, there exists some positive constant C such that

∞∑
k=1

P(Ck) ≥ CP(B1(R) ≥ 2)

∞∑
k=1

1

k
,

which, by that P(B1(R) ≥ 2) > 0, yields

∞∑
k=1

P(Ck) = ∞.

Because (Bk(R), w(k), Z(i,k), i ≥ 1)k≥1 are independent, we obtain that (Ck)k≥1 are independent.
By Borel-Cantelli Lemma, we have almost surely, infinitely many k such that Bk(R) ≥ 2 and
there exists i ̸= w(k) satisfying Z(i,k) > 0. Observe that

Dθ
∞(R) ≥

∞∑
k=1

∑
1≤i≤Bk(R),i̸=w(k)

Z(i,k),

we therefore have
P(Dθ

∞(R) = ∞) = 1.

5.2 Extremal process as a conditioned point measure

In this section, we give an alternative description of D(θ). We define a total order < in T called
the lexicographical order. For u, v ∈ T, define r(u, v) := sup{k ≥ 0 : uk = vk} the generation of
the most recent common ancestor of u and v. Then we say that u < v if one of conditions below
is satisfied:

1) r(u, v) = |u| and |u| < |v|.

2) r(u, v) < |u| and u(r(u,v)+1) < v(r(u,v)+1).
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When we see the branching random walk from the minimal particle located at the maximal
position at time n for the lexicographical order, we can get the next lemma, which is similar to
Lemma 2.3.

Lemma 5.3. Let θ > 0 such that ψ(θ) < ∞ and ψ′(θ) < ∞. For any non-negative measurable
function F, f and n ≥ 1, we have

E(F (En)f(Mn − nψ′(θ))1{Zn(R)>0})

=en(ψ(θ)−θψ
′(θ))E(e−θ(Sn−nψ′(θ))F (Dθ

n)f(Sn − nψ′(θ))1{Dθ
n((0,∞))=0,D̄θ

n=0}),

where

D̄θ
n :=

n∑
k=1

∑
i<w(k)

∑
|u|=k−1

1{bk(i)+V (i,k)(u)=Sk}.

Proof. Define mn to be the minimal element of Nn for the lexicographical order. By spine
decomposition theorem, with similar arguments as in the proof of Lemma 2.3, we have

E[F (En)f(Mn − ψ′(θ)n)1{Zn(R)>0}]

=E

∑
|u|=n

F (En)1{u=mn}f(Mn − ψ′(θ)n)1{Zn(R)>0}


=Ẽ(e−θV (ξn)+nψ(θ)F (Eξnn )1{Eξn

n ((0,∞))=0}1{
∑

|u|=n,u<ξn
1{V (u)=V (ξn)}=0}f(V (ξn)− nψ′(θ))).

Observe that ∑
|u|=n,u<ξn

1{V (x)=V (ξn)}

=

n∑
k=1

ξ(k)−1∑
i=1

∑
|u|=n−k

1{V (ξk−1i)−V (ξk−1)+V (ξk−1iu)−V (ξk−1i)=V (ξn)−V (ξk−1)}.

With the same arguments as in the proof of Lemma 2.3, we have that (Dθ
n, D̄

θ
n, Sn) under P is

distributed as
(Eξnn ,

∑
|u|=n,u<ξn

1{V (u)=V (ξn)}, V (ξn))

under P̃. Therefore

Ẽ(e−θV (ξn)+nψ(θ)F (Eξnn )1{Eξn
n ((0,∞))=0}1{

∑
|u|=n,u<ξn

1{V (u)=V (ξn)}=0}f(V (ξn)− nψ′(θ)))

=E(e−θSn+nψ(θ)F (Dθ
n)f(Sn − nψ′(θ))1{Dθ

n((0,∞))=0}1{D̄θ
n=0})

=en(ψ(θ)−θψ
′(θ))E(e−θSn+nθψ

′(θ)F (Dθ
n)f(Sn − nψ′(θ))1{Dθ

n((0,∞))=0}1{D̄θ
n=0}),

which completes the proof.

Remark 5.1. With the same arguments as in the proof of Lemma 3.2, we can also prove

E
(

1

Dθ
∞({0})

e−D
θ
∞(ϕ)1{Dθ

∞((0,∞))=0}

)
= E(e−D

θ
∞(ϕ)1{Dθ

∞((0,∞))=0}1{D̄θ
∞=0}).

By the proof of Theorems 1.2 and 1.3, we get

C(θ) = P(Dθ
∞((0,∞)) = 0, D̄θ

∞ = 0)

and D(θ) is distributed as (Dθ
∞|Dθ

∞((0,∞)) = 0, D̄θ
∞ = 0).
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5.3 Continuity of the extremal process

In this section, we prove that D(θ) in Theorem 1.3 is continuous in distribution with respect to
θ under some stronger conditions. First, we introduce an important lemma.

Lemma 5.4. Fix θ0 > 0. If there exists δ ∈ (0, θ0) satisfying for any θ ∈ [θ0 − δ, θ0 + δ], θ
satisfies assumptions (1.3), (1.4) and

E

∑
|u|=1

eθV (u)

log+

∑
|u|=1

eθV (u)

1+δ
 <∞.

There exists ε > 0 s.t. as n→ ∞, we have

sup
θ∈[θ0−δ,θ0+δ]

P(An(θ, ε)c) → 0,

where

An(θ, ε) :=

{
max
ℓ≥n

maxk≥1{bℓ(k) + max|u|=ℓ−1{V (k,ℓ)(u)}} − Sℓ

ℓ
< −ε

}
and we should emphasize that bℓ(k) and Sℓ depend on θ even if we do not give them a subscript
of θ.

Proof. With the same arguments as in Lemma 2.4, we have

P(An(θ, ε)c)

≤P

(
max
ℓ≥n

maxk≥1{bℓ(k) + max|u|=ℓ−1{V (k,ℓ)(u)}} − Sℓ

ℓ
≥ −ε

)

≤eψ(θ)
∑
ℓ≥n

e−ℓ(θψ
′(θ)−ψ(θ)−c−2εθ) +

∑
ℓ≥n

P

log+

∑
k≥1

eθb1(k)

 > cℓ

+
∑
ℓ≥n

P(Sℓ < (ψ′(θ)− ε)ℓ),

where c is a positive constant whose value is fixed later. Observe that θψ′(θ)−ψ(θ) is increasing
on [θ0 − δ, θ0 + δ] by convexity and is positive, then

c1 := inf
θ∈[θ0−δ,θ0+δ]

{θψ′(θ)− ψ(θ)} = (θ0 − δ)ψ′(θ0 − δ)− ψ(θ0 − δ) ∈ (0,∞).

With the same arguments as above, we can get

c2 := inf
θ∈[θ0−δ,θ0+δ]

{ψ′(θ)− ψ(θ)

θ
} ∈ [

c1
θ0 + δ

,
(θ0 + δ)ψ′(θ0 + δ)− ψ(θ0 + δ)

θ0 − δ
] ⊂ (0,∞).

Meanwhile, using the continuity of ψ′′ on [θ0 − δ, θ0 + δ] and that ψ′′(θ) > 0 for any θ ∈
[θ0 − δ, θ0 + δ], we know that

c3 := sup
θ∈[θ0−δ,θ0+δ]

ψ′′(θ) ∈ (0,∞).

For ε1 ∈ (0, δ2 ), by mean-valued theorem, for any θ ∈ [θ0 − δ
2 , θ0 +

δ
2 ], we have

ψ′(θ)− ψ(θ)− ψ(θ − ε1)

ε1
= ψ′(θ)− ψ′(θ(ε1)) = (θ − θ(ε1))ψ

′′(θε1) ≤ ε1c3,
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where θ(ε1) is a constant in (θ−ε1, θ) and θε1 is a constant in (θ(ε1), θ). By many-to-one formula
and the spine decomposition theorem, we have

P(Sℓ < (ψ′(θ)− ε)ℓ) ≤ E(eε1(ψ
′(θ)−ε)ℓ−ε1Sℓ) = eε1(ψ

′(θ)−ε)ℓE

∑
|u|=ℓ

e(θ−ε1)V (u)−ℓψ(θ)


= e−ℓ(ψ(θ)−ψ(θ−ε1)−ε1(ψ

′(θ)−ε)).

Set

c =
1

2
c1, ε1 = min{1

8

c2
c3
,
δ

2
} and ε =

1

6
c2,

for any θ ∈ [θ0 − δ, θ0 + δ], we have

θψ′(θ)− ψ(θ)− c− 2θε ≥ 1

6
c2(θ0 − δ) and ψ(θ)− ψ(θ − ε1)− ε1(ψ

′(θ)− ε) ≥ 1

24
ε1c2.

Observe that

P

log+

∑
k≥1

eθb1(k)

 > cℓ

 ≤ 1

c1+δℓ1+δ
E

∑
|u|=1

eθV (u)

log+

∑
|u|=1

eθV (u)

1+δ
 .

Let g(θ) := E(
∑

|u|=1 e
θV (u)(log+(

∑
|u|=1 e

θV (u)))1+δ), θ ∈ [θ0 − δ, θ0 + δ]. By dominated con-

vergence theorem, it is straightforward to see that g is continuous on [θ0 − δ, θ0 + δ], which
yields

c4 := sup
θ∈[θ0−δ,θ0+δ]

g(θ) ∈ (0,∞).

Besides, by the continuity of ψ on [θ0 − δ, θ0 + δ], we know that

c5 := sup
θ∈[θ0−δ,θ0+δ]

ψ(θ) ∈ (0,∞).

In final, for n large enough, for any θ ∈ [θ0 − δ, θ0 + δ], we have

P(An(θ, ε)c) ≤ ec5
∑
ℓ≥n

e−
1
6 c2(θ0−δ)ℓ +

∑
ℓ≥n

c4
c1+δℓ1+δ

+
∑
ℓ≥n

e−
1
24 ε1c2ℓ,

which concludes that
lim
n→∞

sup
θ∈[θ0−δ,θ0+δ]

P(An(θ, ε)c) → 0.

Now we use the Lemma 5.4 to give the proof of continuity.

Proposition 5.5. Consider a non-lattice branching random walk and fix θ0 > 0. If there exists
δ ∈ (0, θ0) satisfying for any θ ∈ [θ0 − δ, θ0 + δ], θ satisfies assumptions (1.3), (1.4) and

E

∑
|u|=1

eθV (u)

log+

∑
|u|=1

eθV (u)

1+δ
 <∞,

then (Dθ
∞|Dθ

∞((0,∞)) = 0, D̄θ
∞ = 0) is continuous in distribution at θ0.
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Proof. It is sufficient to prove that for any non-negative function ϕ ∈ Cc(R),

lim
θ→θ0

E(e−D
θ
∞(ϕ)1{Dθ

∞((0,∞))=0,D̄θ
∞=0}) = E(e−D

θ0
∞ (ϕ)1{Dθ0

∞ ((0,∞))=0,D̄
θ0
∞=0}).

For ε > 0, θ ∈ [θ0 − δ, θ0 + δ], let An(θ, ε) be defined as in Lemma 5.4. Observe that there exists
N1 ∈ N s.t. −εN1 < inf supp(ϕ), then for θ ∈ [θ0 − δ, θ0 + δ] and n ≥ N1, by Remark 5.1, we
have

E(e−D
θ
∞(ϕ)1{Dθ

∞((0,∞))=0,D̄θ
∞=0})

=E
(

1

Dθ
∞({0})

e−D
θ
∞(ϕ)1{Dθ

∞((0,∞))=0}

)
=E

[
1

Dθ
∞({0})

e−D
θ
∞(ϕ)1{Dθ

∞((0,∞))=0}1An(θ,ε)

]
+ E

[
1

Dθ
∞({0})

e−D
θ
∞(ϕ)1{Dθ

∞((0,∞))=0}1An(θ,ε)c

]
=E

(
1

Dθ
n({0})

e−D
θ
n(ϕ)1{Dθ

n((0,∞))=0}

)
− E

(
1

Dθ
n({0})

e−D
θ
n(ϕ)1{Dθ

n((0,∞))=0}1An(θ,ε)c

)
+ E

(
1

Dθ
∞({0})

e−D
θ
∞(ϕ)1{Dθ

∞((0,∞))=0}1An(θ,ε)c

)
,

which yields that

|E(e−D
θ
∞(ϕ)1{Dθ

∞((0,∞))=0,D̄θ
∞=0})− E(e−D

θ0
∞ (ϕ)1{Dθ0

∞ ((0,∞))=0,D̄
θ0
∞=0})|

≤2P(An(θ, ε)c) +
∣∣∣∣E( 1

Dθ
n({0})

e−D
θ
n(ϕ)1{Dθ

n((0,∞))=0}

)
− E(e−D

θ0
∞ (ϕ)1{Dθ0

∞ ((0,∞))=0,D̄
θ0
∞=0})

∣∣∣∣ .
By Lemma 2.3, we have

E
(

1

Dθ
n({0})

e−D
θ
n(ϕ)1{Dθ

n((0,∞))=0}

)
= E(eθMn−nψ(θ)e−En(ϕ)1{Zn(R)>0}).

Observe that ψ is continuous on [θ0 − δ, θ0 + δ], by dominated convergence theorem, we have

lim
θ→θ0

E
(
eθMn−nψ(θ)e−En(ϕ)1{Zn(R)>0}

)
= E

(
eθ0Mn−nψ(θ0)e−En(ϕ)1{Zn(R)>0}

)
= E

(
1

Dθ0
n ({0})

e−D
θ0
n (ϕ)1{Dθ0

n ((0,∞))=0}

)
,

which implies that

lim
n→∞

lim
θ→θ0

E
(

1

Dθ
n({0})

e−D
θ
n(ϕ)1{Dθ

n((0,∞))=0}

)
= E

(
1

Dθ0∞({0})
e−D

θ0
∞ (ϕ)1{Dθ0

∞ ((0,∞))=0}

)
= E(e−D

θ0
∞ (ϕ)1{Dθ0

∞ ((0,∞))=0,D̄
θ0
∞=0}).

On the other hand, by Lemma 5.4, we have

lim
n→∞

sup
θ∈[θ0−δ,θ0+δ]

P(An(θ, ε)c) = 0.

Thus, we have

lim
θ→θ0

E(e−D
θ
∞(ϕ)1{Dθ

∞((0,∞))=0,D̄θ
∞=0}) = E(e−D

θ0
∞ (ϕ)1{Dθ0

∞ ((0,∞))=0,D̄
θ0
∞=0}),

which completes the proof.
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