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Abstract. We consider an evolving random discrete tree model called Preferential Attachment
with Vertex Death, as introduced by Deijfen [14]. Initialised with an alive root labelled 1, at

each step n ≥ 1 either a new vertex with label n+ 1 is introduced that attaches to an existing
alive vertex selected preferentially according to a function b, or an alive vertex is selected

preferentially according to a function d and killed. In this article we introduce a generalised

concept of persistence and lack thereof for evolving random graph models. Let On be the
smallest label among all alive vertices (the oldest alive vertex), and let In be the label of the

alive vertex with the largest degree (among all alive vertices). Persistence occurs when In/On

is tight, whereas lack of persistence occurs when In/On diverges with n.
We study lack of persistence in this article and we identify two regimes: the ‘old are rich’

regime and the ‘rich die young’ regime. In the ‘rich are old’ regime, though the oldest alive

vertices in the tree typically have the largest degrees, lack of persistence can occur subject to
the non-summability condition

∑∞
i=0 1/(b(i)+d(i))2 = ∞, under which ‘lucky’ vertices that are

slightly younger than the oldest vertices can attain the largest degrees by step n. This generalises

known results by Banerjee and Bhamidi [2] whilst also removing a technical assumption in their
work. In contrast, lack of persistence always occurs in the ‘rich die young’ regime, without the

need of the non-summability condition. This regime is entirely novel and cannot be observed in
preferential attachment models without death. Here, vertices can survive for an exceptionally

long time by obtaining a low degree, whereas vertices with a large degree die much faster, causing

lack of persistence to occur. A main technique is an embedding of the discrete tree process into a
Crump-Mode-Jagers branching process, and a higher-order analysis of the resulting birth-death

mechanism based on moderate deviation principles with exponential tilting.
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1. Introduction

Since the late 1990s and early 2000s, the amount of research into random graphs as models
for real-world networks has grown tremendously. The universal behaviour observed in many
different real-world networks coming from distinct and unrelated contexts drove the motivation to
understand the formation and structure of these networks from a more abstract and theoretical
perspective. Within the fields of network science, statistical physics, and mathematics, this has
yielded a large variety of random graph models, often with particular features that serve certain
modelling purposes or aim to explain the underlying principles that potentially govern how real-
world networks form.

Within this ‘random graph zoo’, a distinction can be made between static and evolving random
graphs. The former consists of models where a large random graph is considered to be a snapshot
of a real-world network, but where there is no direct link or correlation between the random graph
of size n (e.g. with n vertices) and that of size n+ 1. The configuration model is a clear example.
Evolving random graphs, on the other hand, attempt to model the formation of a real-world
network through time. Here, new vertices (and edges) are added to the graph sequentially, and
new vertices (may) connect to already present vertices. The preferential attachment model is
possibly the most famous example of a family of such evolving random graphs.

These preferential attachment models have received a wealth of attention over the years and are
well-understood nowadays. Still, a clear gap between most of these models and networks that form
in the real world is the fact that preferential attachment graphs allow for growth only. Vertices
and edges are sequentially attached to the graph, causing the graph to grow. However, this is
not particularly realistic, as nodes and bonds in real-world networks can be removed in almost
all contexts as well. As an example, people are born but also pass away; friendships are formed
but can also be broken; scientific articles receive citations from other articles but can become
irrelevant over time as the field progresses; users of social media can befriend or follow others, but
also unfriend or unfollow them and even remove their accounts all together.

The presence of both growth and shrinking of a network is clearly represented in the case of
population sizes, as displayed in Figure 1. The population sizes of different countries such as
Austria, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, and Portugal are, at times, subject to contrasting
trends, showing both growth and decrease in size. This becomes even clearer when looking at
certain sub-groups of the population, such as females within the whole population, or females
aged 25-29 within the female population, as exemplified in Figure 2. Overall, however, the total
population of the world is increasing without much fluctuation in time.

Figure 1. Population size of the countries Austria, Bosnia and Herzegovina,
Croatia, and Portugal, from 1960 until 2023 [43].

To more closely match this growth and shrinking of real-world networks, a limited amount of work
has focused on models that allow for vertices and/or edges to also be removed from the network.
Generally speaking, in such models at each step,
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Figure 2. Proportion of females within the total population [42] (left) and the
proportion of females aged 25 to 29 years old within the total female popula-
tion [41] (right) of the countries Austria, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, and
Portugal, from 1960 until 2023.

(1) A new vertex is added to the graph with probability p1, which connects to m already
existing vertices (preferentially or uniformly at random).

(2) A new edge is added to the graph between existing vertices with probability p2, where the
existing vertices are selected preferentially and/or uniformly.

(3) A vertex is selected preferentially or uniformly and is removed with probability p3 (includ-
ing the edges incident to it).

(4) An edge is selected uniformly and is removed with probability p4.

Examples include the models studied by Cooper et al. [13] (with m ∈ N) with further work of
Lindholm and Vallier [29] and Vallier [37], Chung and Lu [12] (with m = 1), Deo and Cami [16]
(with m = 1, p2 = p4 = 0, and vertex deletion is done anti-preferentially, i.e. favouring vertices
with low degree), and Deijfen and Lindholm [15] (with m = 1, p3 = 0). Another model of Britton
and Lindholm [9], with further work in [10, 28], assigns a random fitness value to each vertex,
and edges are added between existing vertices with a probability proportional to the fitness values
of the vertices. Work on duplication-divergence type models with edge deletion includes, among
others, [36, 26, 4, 30]. Additionally, there is some non-rigorous work on similar models [32, 35, 34].

The main focus in the analysis of these models is often the degree distribution, in particular
for which parameter choices the power-law behaviour of the degree distribution is lost due to
vertex/edge removal. Cooper et al. [13] and Chung and Lu [12] do study other properties such as
typical distances and the diameter, but this is under rather limiting assumptions.

A different but related family of models is preferential attachment with ageing. Here, vertices and
edges are not removed, but vertices become less likely to make new connections over time as they
age. The main motivation for these models comes from citation networks, where both ‘young’ and
well-cited papers are more likely to be cited than ‘old’ and poorly-cited papers, and most papers
cease to receive citations after some time. Most work focuses on fitting such models to datasets
of citation networks [23, 24, 25, 38, 39, 40], whilst the work of Garavaglia et al. studies the degree
distribution of such an preferential attachment model with ageing and multiplicative fitness [22].

The work on these models is limited in scope for a number of reasons. First, it generally only
considers the degree distribution of the model, and if further properties are studied, this is under
restrictive conditions and assumptions. Second, all models mentioned only study affine preferential
attachment or uniform attachment for attaching edges. Third, in most models the choice to add
or remove vertices and edges at each step is determined by fixed model parameters (the pi) and
does not depend on the evolution of the graph itself.

Some recent work partially addresses these concerns. Diaz, Lichev, and the second author study
a model with uniform attachment and uniform vertex removal (m is random, p2 = p4 = 0), where
the local weak limit, existence of a giant component, and the size and location of the maximum
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degree are studied [18]. Bellin et al. [5, 6] study a model of uniform attachment and uniform
vertex removal (m = 1, p2 = p4 = 0), but where vertices are not removed but are ‘frozen’ and can
then no longer make new connects, and where the choice to freeze vertices need not be random.
This allows them to study the model in a ‘critical window’ where they obtain precise result for
the height of the tree and its scaling limit.

Finally, Deijfen [14] studies a Preferential Attachment tree model with Vertex Death (PAVD).
Here, death is equivalent to freezing as in the work of Bellin et al. but carries a different name. In
this model, the probability of killing a vertex or adding a vertex, as well as to which alive vertex
this new vertex connects itself, is dependent on the state of the tree. In particular, it depends on
the in-degrees of the alive vertices in a general way. Deijfen studied the limiting degree distribution
of the tree conditionally on survival, and shows with a number of examples how introducing death
can yield novel behaviour compared to preferential attachment trees without death.

In this article we focus on the PAVD model introduced and studied by Deijfen. To this end, let us
provide a definition of the model. For a tree T , we naturally think of its edges as being directed
towards the root. We then let degT (v) denote the in-degree of a vertex v in T . For a sequence of
trees (Tn)n∈N, we write degn(v) for degTn

(v) for ease of writing.

Definition 1.1 (Preferential Attachment with Vertex Death). Let b : N0 → (0,∞) and d : N0 →
[0,∞) be two sequences. We recursively construct a sequence of trees (Tn)n∈N and a sequence of
sets of vertices (An)n∈N as follows. We initialise T1 as a single vertex labelled 1 and A1 = {1}.
For n ≥ 1, conditionally on Tn and An, if An ̸= ∅, we select a vertex i from An with probability

b(degn(i)) + d(degn(i))∑
j∈An

b(degn(j)) + d(degn(j))
.

Then, conditionally on Tn and i, we either kill vertex i with probability

d(degn(i))

b(degn(i)) + d(degn(i))
,

and set Tn+1 = Tn and An+1 = An \ {i}, or otherwise construct Tn+1 from Tn by introducing a
new vertex n+ 1 which we connect by a directed edge to i and set An+1 = An ∪ {n+ 1}.

If An = ∅, we terminate the recursive construction, set Ti = Tn for all i > n, and say that the
tree has died.

We see from the definition that the probabilities to both select and kill a vertex depend on the
evolution of the tree itself, and that the sequences b and d are not restricted to the uniform case
(b and/or d constant) or the affine case (b(i) = b1i+ b2 and/or d(i) = c1i+ c2).

Our contribution. We further the theoretical knowledge of the PAVD model by analysing lack
of persistence of the maximum degree. Persistence (or lack thereof) of the maximum degree in
evolving random graphs is the emergence of a fixed vertex that attains the largest degree in the
graph for all but finitely many steps. When there is lack of persistence, such a fixed vertex does
not exist and the maximum degree changes hands infinitely often (i.e. the maximum degree is
attained by different vertices infinitely often). Persistence of the maximum degree is also known
as degree centrality and is often leveraged in network archaeology and root-finding algorithms (see
e.g. [3, 8, 11] and references therein) In this way, we thus address the three concerns raised earlier,
as we analyse an intricate property that requires an in-depth understanding of the model in a very
general setting under only mild assumptions.

The notion of persistence in evolving random graphs has been studied from different perspectives,
starting with the work of Dereich and Mörters [17]. Later, sufficient conditions under which
persistence and the lack thereof hold have been weakened or omitted by Galashin [20], Banerjee and
Bhamidi [2], and Iyer [27]. In short (and omitting minor technical assumptions), using the PAVD
formulation with d ≡ 0, so that there is no vertex death and we recover the classic preferential

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3749-7431
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5624-2410


LACK OF PERSISTENCE OF THE MAXIMUM DEGREE IN PAVD MODELS 5

attachment model, persistence of the maximum degree occurs almost surely if and only if
∞∑
i=0

1

b(i)2
<∞. (1.1)

Heuristically, persistence occurs when high-degree vertices have a sufficiently strong advantage
over low-degree vertices, so that they are more likely to make more connections and increase their
in-degree further. This allows one vertex to attain the largest degree for all but finitely many steps,
instead of the largest degree switching between vertices infinitely often. The transition between
whether the advantage is strong enough or not lies exactly at the point when the series in (1.1)
goes from summable to non-summable. This is a robust property, in the sense that changes to
finitely many values b(i) does not change the large-scale behaviour of the model.

When vertices are killed and can no longer make new attachments afterwards, as in the PAVD
model, the notion of persistence as stated above is not particularly interesting. Indeed, if a vertex
is killed after a finite (random) number of steps almost surely, then lack of persistence always
occurs. The largest degree in the first O(1) many vertices is of order O(1) as well. There are
many more alive vertices after n steps, however, one of which will be sufficiently lucky to obtain a
degree larger than ωn, where ωn tends to infinity at an arbitrarily slow rate. Only when vertices
are never killed with positive probability is the question whether persistence does or does not
occur interesting. However, this setting, as we shall see, is not too dissimilar from preferential
attachment without death.

More interesting is the question whether the oldest alive individual, that is, the alive individual
with the smallest label, and the alive individual with the largest degree, i.e. the richest individual,
have labels that are ‘close’ or ‘far apart’. In the case of preferential attachment without death
all individuals are alive, so that the oldest alive vertex is always the vertex with label 1. The
ratio of their labels thus equals the label of the maximum degree vertex, which converges in the
case of persistence and does not (in fact, it tends to infinity) in the case of lack of persistence.
Viewing persistence from this more general perspective thus allows for a more general problem
that is non-trivial to study in general preferential attachment trees with death.

In this article we show when, under some mild technical assumptions, lack of persistence occurs. In
particular, we identify two regimes in which different behaviour can be observed, which we coin the
rich are old and rich die young regimes. In the ‘rich are old’ regime, behaviour is to some extent
similar to persistence of the maximum degree in preferential attachment models without death,
which can be viewed as a special case that we generalise to a larger class of models that include
vertex death. Here, we show that persistence does not occur when the summability condition
in (1.1) is not met, and thus agrees with what is known for preferential attachment trees without
death. The asymptotic behaviour of the labels of the oldest alive vertex and the vertex with the
largest degree is distinct from classical preferential attachment, however.

The analysis of the ‘rich die young’ regime is entirely novel and has not been studied previously,
as it cannot be attained by preferential attachment models without death. Here we show, under
mild assumptions on the regularity of the sequences b and d, that lack of persistence always occurs
and that the condition in (1.1) is no longer relevant. As the name of the regime already suggests,
this stark contrast in behaviour in this regime is caused due to the fact that the values d(i) are
‘too large’ for all large i, which causes vertices who manage to obtain large degrees to be killed
much faster than individuals with small degree. Such small degree individuals can avoid being
selected for a long time in the first place, so that they do not increase their degree nor die, but
consequently manage to stay alive for a larger amount of time compared to high-degree vertices.

Our analysis extends the methodology developed by Deijfen in [14] using an embedding of the
discrete tree process in a continuous-time branching process known as a Crump-Mode-Jagers
branching process. We use a more precise formulation of this embedding compared to Deijfen,
which allows us to simplify certain proofs of results in [14], but mainly to develop novel and
precise results regarding the behaviour of the branching process embedding that were unattainable
previously. Furthermore, we extend ideas used by Banerjee and Bhamidi in [2] to precisely analyse
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the optimal window in which the vertex with the largest degrees are found in the ‘rich are old’
regime. Here, we have to balance the likelihood that vertices attain a large degree and survives
with the growth rate of the tree. Taking into account the survival of vertices is novel for this model
compared to preferential attachment without death and significantly complicates the analysis.

Finally, the analysis in the ‘rich die young’ regime uses similar ideas as for the ‘rich are old’
regime, though we carry this out in greater generality in this regime. In particular, we show that
the transition between the ‘rich are old’ and ‘rich die young’ regimes is not robust, in the sense
that changing even a single value of b(i) and/or d(i) can take the behaviour from one to the other
regime, entirely altering the behaviour of persistence of the model. This is in stark contrast with
the robustness of the summability condition in (1.1).

Structure of the paper. We state the main results and the necessary assumptions in Section 2.
The methodology used in the analysis in presented in Section 3, followed by a heuristic explanation
of the results in Section 4. We collect some preliminary results and tools for the proofs of the
main results in Section 5. These are used in Sections 6 through 9. Section 6 studies the label
of the oldest vertex, Section 7 focusses on the largest degree and the label of the vertex that
attains it in the ‘rich are old’ regime, and Section 8 focusses on the ‘rich die young’ regime. These
results are then combined to prove the main results in Section 9. Finally, we discuss the case of
asymptotically constant functions b and d in Section 10 and conclude with a discussion of our
work and possibilities for future directions in Section 11.

Notation. Throughout the paper we use the following notation: we let N := {1, 2, . . .} denote
the natural numbers, set N0 := {0, 1, . . .} to include zero and let [t] := {i ∈ N : i ≤ t} for any
t ≥ 1. For x, y ∈ R, we let ⌈x⌉ := inf{n ∈ Z : n ≥ x} and ⌊x⌋ := sup{n ∈ Z : n ≤ x},
and let x ∧ y := min{x, y} and x ∨ y := max{x, y}. For sequences (an)n∈N, (bn)n∈N such that
bn is positive for all n we say that an = o(bn) and an = O(bn) if limn→∞ an/bn = 0 and if
there exists a constant C > 0 such that |an| ≤ Cbn for all n ∈ N, respectively. We write
an = Θ(bn) if an = O(bn) and bn = O(an). For random variables X, (Xn)n∈N, and Y we let

Xn
d−→ X,Xn

P−→ X and Xn
a.s.−→ X denote convergence in distribution, probability and almost

sure convergence of Xn to X, respectively. We say that (Xn)n∈N is a tight sequence of random
variables when for any ε > 0 there exists Kε > 0 such that P(Xn > Kε) < ε for all n ∈ N. Further,
X ⪯ Y (resp. X ⪰ Y ) denotes that X is stochastically dominated by Y (resp. X stochastically
dominates Y ). For a sequence (Et)t∈I of events, where I = N or I = [0,∞), we say that Et holds
with high probability when limt→∞ P(Et) = 1. Finally, for an event S such that P(S) > 0 we let
PS (·) := P(· | S) and ES · := E [· | S] denote the conditional probability measure and conditional

expectation, respectively. Then, we let
PS−a.s.−−−−−→ respectively

PS−→ denote almost sure convergence
and convergence in probability with respect to the probability measure PS .

2. Results

In this section we present the main results and the necessary assumptions that we use. Recall the
PAVD model, as in Definition 1.1. We let

S :=
⋂
n∈N

{An ̸= ∅} (2.1)

denote the event that the process survives, that is, the construction is never terminated. We
assume throughout that P(S) > 0. We let PS denote the probability measure P, conditionally on
S. Upon S, the quantities of interest are the oldest alive individual (i.e. with smallest label) and
the alive individual with the largest degree in Tn. We thus define

On := minAn and In := min{i ∈ An : degn(i) ≥ degn(j) for all j ∈ An}.

We are interested in the long-term behaviour of In and On. In particular, whether( In
On

)
n∈N

is a tight sequence of random variables with respect to PS , (P)
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or whether
In
On

PS−−→ ∞. (NP)

We say persistence occurs when (P) holds, whereas lack of persistence occurs when (NP) holds.
In this paper, we focus on showing that lack of persistence occurs for a large class of models.

We define the following quantities. Let (Ei)i∈N0
be a sequence of independent exponential random

variables, where Ei has rate b(i) + d(i), and let (Bi)i∈N0
be a sequence of independent Bernoulli

random variables (also independent of the Ei), such that

P(Bi = 1) =
b(i)

b(i) + d(i)
, for i ∈ N0.

Finally, define

Sk :=

k−1∑
i=0

Ei, D := inf{i ∈ N0 : Bi = 0}, and R :=

D∑
i=1

δSi
, (2.2)

where δ is a Dirac measure. Note that R is an empty point process when D = 0. We let µ denote
the density of the point process R, i.e.

µ(t) := lim
ε↓0

ε−1P(R((t, t+ ε)) ≥ 1) , t ≥ 0.

Also, let µ̂(λ) denote the Laplace transform of µ, for λ ≥ 0. That is,

µ̂(λ) :=

∫ ∞

0

e−λtµ(t) dt =

∞∑
k=1

k−1∏
i=0

b(i)

b(i) + d(i) + λ
. (2.3)

The explicit expression for µ̂ in terms of the sequences b and d follows from [14, Proposition 1.1].
A shorter and new proof of this fact is provided in Section 3.3. Then, we define

λ := inf{λ > 0 : µ̂(λ) <∞}. (2.4)

Furthermore, we define the following sequences. For k ∈ N,

φ1(k) :=

k−1∑
i=0

1

b(i) + d(i)
, φ2(k) :=

k−1∑
i=0

( 1

b(i) + d(i)

)2
,

ρ1(k) :=

k−1∑
i=0

d(i)

b(i) + d(i)
, ρ2(k) :=

k−1∑
i=0

( d(i)

b(i) + d(i)

)2
.

(2.5)

We extend the domain of φ1, φ2, ρ1, and ρ2 to R+ by linear interpolation so that, for example,

φ1(t) =
∫ t
0

1/(b(⌊x⌋)+d(⌊x⌋)) dx. In particular, this implies that φ1 and φ2 are strictly increasing
and thus invertible. In the case that d(i) converges to some limit d∗ ∈ [0,∞), we define the
sequence α as

α(k) := ρ1(k) − d∗φ1(k) =

k−1∑
i=0

d(i) − d∗

b(i) + d(i)
, k ∈ N. (2.6)

Again, extend the domain of α to R+ by linear interpolation. Note that α ≡ ρ1 when d∗ = 0,
that is, when d converges to zero. In the case that limk→∞ ρ1(k) exists (irrespective of whether d
converges to d∗ = 0 or not), we also define α(k) := ρ1(k). We then define

K(t) := φ2

(
φ−1
1 (t)

)
, and Kα(t) := α

(
φ−1
1 (t)

)
, for t ≥ 0. (2.7)

Note that E [Sk] = φ1(k) and Var(Sk) = φ2(k), where Sk is as in (2.2). Heuristically, K(t) denotes
the variance of the sum Sk, where k = φ−1

1 (t) is such that E [Sk] = t. Similarly, Kα(t) quantifies
the difference between ρ1(φ−1

1 (t)) and d∗t, and allows us to precisely quantify probabilities of the
form P

(
D ≥ φ−1

1 (t)
)

(see Lemma 5.4).

Before we present our main results, we state the following assumptions.



8 MARKUS HEYDENREICH AND BAS LODEWIJKS

2.1. Assumptions. Recall the Laplace transform µ̂ of the density µ of the point process R, as
in (2.3), and recall λ from (2.4). We assume that

µ̂(λ∗) = 1 has a solution λ∗ ∈ (0,∞) and λ∗ > λ. (Ma)

Note that this implicitly implies that λ <∞. The solution λ∗ to the equation µ̂(λ∗) = 1 is known
as the Malthusian parameter.

Then, we have the assumptions

lim
k→∞

φ1(k) =

∞∑
i=0

1

b(i) + d(i)
= ∞, (N-E)

lim
k→∞

φ2(k) =

∞∑
i=0

1

(b(i) + d(i))2
= ∞, (D-V)

lim
k→∞

ρ1(k) =

∞∑
i=0

d(i)

b(i) + d(i)
= ∞. (F-D)

Throughout the paper we assume that Assumption (N-E) “Non-Explosion” holds. In fact, As-
sumption (Ma) combined with the continuity of the mapping λ 7→ µ̂(λ) implies Assumption (N-E).
It guarantees that the tree process is ‘not exploding’, in the sense that there does not exists a
unique vertex that obtains an infinite degree, nor a unique path from the root of infinite length.
Assumption (D-V) “Diverging-Variance” implies that the variance of Sk tends to infinity with k,
and is crucial for some of the main results, similar to the summability condition in (1.1). Finally,
Assumption (F-D) “Finite-Degree” implies that the random variable D, as in (2.2), is finite almost
surely (see Lemma 5.3), and we may or may not assume that (F-D) is satisfied.

Furthermore, we have the following technical assumptions for the functions K and Kα, as in (2.7).

Assumption K. The function K satisfies

lim
ε↓0

lim sup
t→∞

K((1 + ε)t)

K(t)
= 1. (2.8)

Assumption Kα. Suppose Assumption (D-V) is satisfied. For λ∗ > 0, d∗ ≥ 0, there exists a
function r : (0,∞) → R+ such that

Kα
(

λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t−
1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t))
)
−Kα(r(t)) = o(K(r(t))).

Remark 2.1. Assumption Kα can be interpreted as an assumption for ρ1 ◦ φ−1
1 in the case that

d converges to zero (as α ≡ ρ1 in that case). When ρ1 converges, so that α ≡ ρ1, it follows that
Kα converges, so that Assumption Kα is trivially satisfied. ◀

Remark 2.2. Assumption Kα is satisfied when r(t) = λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t − x(t), where x(t) satisfies x(t) =
1

λ∗+d∗Kα( λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t− x(t)) + O(K( λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t)). ◀

2.2. Main results. We present our results in two parts, which reflect two distinct regimes in
which behaviour of the PAVD model is rather different. We denote these regimes as the rich are
old and the rich die young regimes. In short, lack of persistence occurs in the rich are old regime
when Assumption (D-V) is satisfied, i.e. when the function φ2 tends to infinity. In the rich die
young regime, however, lack of persistence, under mild assumptions on the sequences b and d,
always occurs. These two regimes arise due to different survival strategies of vertices. In the ‘rich
are old’ regime, vertices are able to live for a long time by increasing their degree, so that old alive
vertices tend to have large degrees. In the ‘rich die young’ regime however, as the name suggests,
vertices with large degrees are more likely to be killed and thus do not live long, whereas vertices
with small degree can manage to survive for a much longer time, which causes lack of persistence
to occur.

To distinguish these regimes, let us define the quantity

R := inf
i∈N0

(b(i) + d(i)). (2.9)

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3749-7431
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5624-2410
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The rich are old. In the ‘rich are old’ regime, we assume that either Assumption (F-D) is not
satisfied, or that there exists d∗ ∈ [0, R), such that

lim
i→∞

d(i) = d∗. (2.10)

Here, it is crucial that the limit d∗ is strictly smaller than R. Our first result concerns choices
of birth and death rates such that the model behaves almost as preferential attachment without
death (i.e. d ≡ 0). That is, it considers a family of models of which preferential attachment without
death is a special case, where Assumption (F-D) is not satisfied. Here, a positive proportion of
vertices is never killed, and it are these vertices that determine the behaviour of On and In.

Theorem 2.3. Consider the PAVD model in Definition 1.1. Suppose that b and d are such that
Assumption (N-E) is satisfied, but Assumption (F-D) is not. Then, there exists an almost surely
finite random variable O such that

On −→ O PS−a.s. (2.11)

Additionally, suppose that b tends to infinity and suppose that Assumption (Ma) and Assumption K
are satisfied. When, moreover, Assumption (D-V) is satisfied,

log In

K
(

1
λ∗ log n

) PS−−→ (λ∗)2

2
, and

1

K
(

1
λ∗ log n

)(φ1(max
v∈An

degn(v)) − 1

λ∗
log n

)
PS−−→ λ∗

2
. (2.12)

In particular, persistence does not occur in the sense of (NP).

Remark 2.4. Theorem 2.3 generalises Theorem 4.12 in [2], which concerns itself with lack of
persistence in the case d ≡ 0, i.e. preferential attachment trees without death. Furthermore, we
also prove this more general results without the need of Assumption C3 in [2]. That is, we do not
need to assume that there exist constants t′, D > 0 such that K(3t) ≤ DK(t) for all t ≥ t′. ◀

The second result in the ‘rich are old’ regime considers the case that d converges to d∗ ∈ [0, R)
such that Assumption (F-D) is satisfied. This implies that any vertex is eventually killed almost
surely, which causes On to grow with n and yields a different first-order term for In.

Theorem 2.5 (Converging death sequences, smaller than R). Consider the PAVD model, as
in Definition 1.1. Suppose that b and d are such that Assumptions (N-E) and (Ma) are satisfied.
Recall R from (2.9) and suppose that d satisfies (2.10) with d∗ ∈ [0, R), and that b tends to infinity.
Let Assumptions K and Kα be satisfied. When Assumptions (F-D) and (D-V) are satisfied, then

1

K
(

1
λ∗+d∗ log n

)( logOn − d∗

λ∗ + d∗
log n− λ∗

λ∗ + d∗
Kα
(
r
(

1
λ∗ log n

))) PS−−→ 0, (2.13)

and

1

K
(

1
λ∗+d∗ log n

)( log In − d∗

λ∗ + d∗
log n− λ∗

λ∗ + d∗
Kα
(
r
(

1
λ∗ log n

))) PS−−→ λ∗(λ∗ + d∗)

2
,(2.14)

and

φ1(maxv∈An
degn(v)) − 1

λ∗+d∗ log n+ 1
λ∗+d∗Kα

(
r
(

1
λ∗ log n

))
K
(

1
λ∗+d∗ log n

) PS−−→ λ∗ − d∗

2
. (2.15)

In particular, persistence does not occur in the sense of (NP).

Remark 2.6. Though we present Theorems 2.3 through 2.5 as separate cases to aid the reader and
highlight different behaviour, they can be viewed as one general result. Indeed, the results in (2.12),
(2.13), (2.14), and (2.15) can be proved with the same methodology with only minor differences
in the proof to distinguish between whether Assumption (F-D) is satisfied (as in Theorem 2.5) or
not (as in Theorem 2.3). Furthermore, the results in (2.14) and (2.15) hold for any d∗ ≥ 0. The
restriction d∗ < R is necessary only for (2.13). ◀

Remark 2.7. When limi→∞ d(i) = 0 such that α = ρ1 = o(φ2), the condition that Assump-
tion Kα is satisfied can be omitted. ◀
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Remark 2.8. The result in (2.13) yields that the third order asymptotic behaviour of logOn is
o(K( 1

λ∗+d∗ log n)). It could be possible to obtain a more precise result, but this would require
additional assumptions on the functions K and Kα, and is not necessary for our purposes here.◀

Remark 2.9. The results presented in (2.12), (2.14), and (2.15) all remain true if we consider the
label of the vertex with the largest degree among all vertices (i.e. both alive and dead). This can
be verified by modifying parts of the proofs in later sections. It shows that vertices can obtain a
large degree only if they also manage to stay alive for a long time, and do not get lucky due to
another vertex with a possibly even larger degree dying. ◀

Rich die young. We then consider the ‘rich die young’ regime. Here, we can prove a general result
regarding lack of persistence with only minor assumptions on the sequences b and d. However,
we do not provide precise asymptotic results for In, as more assumptions on the sequence d (as
in (2.10), for example) would be required.

Before stating the result, we introduce the sequence (d(i))i∈N0 , defined as

d(i) := sup
j≤i

d(i) for i ∈ N0.

Theorem 2.10 (The rich die young). Consider the PAVD model, as in Definition 1.1. Suppose
that b and d are such that Assumptions (N-E) and (Ma) are satisfied. Recall R from (2.9), and
suppose that d satisfies lim infi→∞ d(i) ≥ R. Then,

logOn
log n

PS−−→ R

λ∗ +R
. (2.16)

Additionally, suppose lim infi→∞ d(i) > R, that b tends to infinity so that b(k) = O(k) and d(k) =
o(b(k)), and that b(k) and d(k) are both regularly varying with a non-negative exponent. Then,
conditionally on the event S, persistence does not occur in the sense of (NP).

We stress that Assumption (D-V) is stated in Theorems 2.3 and 2.5, whilst it is not included in
Theorem 2.10. Indeed, work on persistence of the maximum degree in preferential attachment
models without death (see [17, 20, 2, 27]) shows that Assumption (D-V) is necessary and sufficient
for lack of persistence in a large family of models. Here, we prove that it is a sufficient condition
for a large family of models in the ‘rich are old’ regime. We intend to address the necessary part,
as well as generalise Theorem 2.3, in future work.

In the ‘rich die young’ regime, however, lack of persistence occurs regardless of whether Assump-
tion (D-V) is satisfied or not. This is essentially due to the following reason: When we have
lim infi→∞ d(i) > R, the optimal survival strategy for a vertex is as follows. Since there exist a
finite number of indices I1, I2, . . . , Ij ∈ N such that b(Iℓ) + d(Iℓ) = infi∈N0

(b(i) + d(i)) = R for
all ℓ ∈ [j], a vertex that survives for a long time creates Iℓ connections (for some ℓ ∈ [j]) and is
then no longer selected up to step n. This strategy is how the oldest individual in Tn with label
nR/(λ

∗+R)+o(1) survives up to step n. Individuals that produce a large number of children, say M
many, are selected and then killed with probability proportional to d(M), which is larger than R
(if M is large) since lim infi→∞ d(i) > R. Vertices with high degree are hence less likely to survive
up to step n and must therefore have been introduced much later than the oldest alive vertex.

2.3. Special case: converging birth and death functions. To conclude this section, we
consider the special case of converging birth and death sequences as an interesting side-case. This
case is not covered by any of the results presented so far. In particular, the case that b and d are
constant represents a uniform attachment tree with uniform vertex death, as studied in [14, 5, 6].

Theorem 2.11 (Converging birth and death sequences). Consider the PAVD model, as in Defi-
nition 1.1. Suppose that limi→∞ d(i) = 1 and limi→∞ b(i) = c > 1, such that Assumption (Ma) is
satisfied and recall R from (2.9). Then,

logOn
log n

PS−−→ min{1, R}
λ∗ + min{1, R}

,
log In
log n

PS−−→ 1− λ∗

2(λ∗ + 1) log 2
, and

maxv∈An
degn(v)

log n

PS−−→ 1

log 2
.

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3749-7431
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In particular, as 1 − λ∗

2(λ∗+1) log 2 > 1
λ∗+1 for any λ∗ > 0, there is no persistence in the sense

of (NP).

Remark 2.12 (Constant birth and death rates). In the case that b ≡ c and d ≡ 1, the above result
holds with λ∗ = c − 1 and min{1, R} = min{1, 1 + c} = 1. Letting c tend to infinity informally

yields the results for the random recursive tree (for which On ≡ 1, log(In)/ log n
a.s.−→ 1−1/(2 log 2),

and maxv∈An degn(v)/ log n
a.s.−→ 1/ log 2, see [2, Theorem 4.14] and [31, Theorem 2.3]), in which

no death occurs and connections are made uniformly at random. Indeed, for large values of c, new
vertices are introduced much more often than that vertices are killed, so that this approximates
the case of no death and uniform connections. ◀

We do not formally prove Theorem 2.11, but rather in Section 10 provide an overview of the
alterations required to the proofs of Theorems 2.5 and 2.10 to yield the desired results.

Examples.

Whether the PAVD model is in the ‘rich are old’ or ‘rich die young’ regime subtly depends on the
sequences d and b. By changing only a small number of values in either sequences, it is possible
to go from one regime to the other. For example, consider the three models

(RaO) b = (1, 2, 3, . . .) and d = (1, 2, 32 ,
3
2 , . . .),

(RdY1) b = (1, 2, 3, . . .) and d = ( 1
4 , 2,

3
2 ,

3
2 , . . .),

(RdY2) b = ( 1
4 , 2, 3, . . .) and d = (1, 2, 32 ,

3
2 , . . .).

(2.17)

In the first example we have R = 2 and d∗ = 3
2 , so that this case belongs to the ‘rich are old’

regime. In the second and third line we have changed one instance of d and b, respectively, so that
R = 5

4 and d∗ = 3
2 . These cases thus belong to the ‘rich die young’ regime. Whilst this change is

rather subtle (for example, the limiting degree distribution remains the same, see Section 3), the
consequences for persistence are more drastic. It becomes much harder (resp. easier) for vertices
to survive for a long time, in particular if they acquire a large degree, if one moves from the ‘rich
are old’ to the ‘rich die young’ regime and vice versa.

Assumption K is satisfied for any b and d such that b + d = bf · br, where bf is bounded away
from zero and infinity, and br is regularly varying with exponent in [0, 1), or br is affine; see [2,
Appendix A].

Assumption Kα is trivially satisfied when Kα = α ◦ φ−1
1 converges, with r(t) = λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t. That is,

when b(i)−1(d(i) − d∗) is summable in i. When Kα does not converge, then Assumption Kα is
satisfied for b(i) = (i+ 1)β with β ∈ (0, 1/2) and d(i) = d∗ + i−γ with γ ∈ (0, 1 − β].

Finally, Assumption (Ma) is satisfied when

• E [D] ∈ (1,∞), or

• E [D] = ∞, b tends to infinity, C1 := lim supi→∞
b(i)
i <∞, and µ̂(C1) > 1, or

• E [D] = ∞, b tends to infinity, lim supi→∞
b(i)
i = ∞, C2 := lim supi→∞

b(i)
d(i)i < 1, and

µ̂(C2) > 1.

2.4. Related and future work. The results presented in this section demonstrate a distinction
between the ‘rich are old’ and ‘rich die young’ regimes. Whilst the ‘rich are old’ regime already
received a significant amount of attention for preferential attachment models without death, the
‘rich die young’ regime can only occur when introducing vertex death. However, the distinction
between these regimes is rather subtle, as minor changes in the birth or death sequence can imply
a switch from one regime to the other (see the examples in (2.17)), whereas these regimes are not
observed in the analysis of e.g. the degree distribution, as studied in the work of Deijfen [14].

The tools we use to prove the main results combine a more in-depth understanding of the PAVD
model and a continuous-time embedding of the process into a Crump-Mode-Jagers branching
process, as used for preferential attachment trees without death by Banerjee and Bhamidi in [2].
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In particular, we study the lifetime and degree distribution of the root vertex and derive moderate
deviation bounds for the event that a vertex survives for a long time and obtains a large degree.

Persistence. This paper investigates lack of persistence of the maximum degree in PAVD models.
A logical continuation is to also determine when persistence can occur. We aim to address this
in future research. The results presented here are obtain by studying the quantities On and In
separately. We derive precise asymptotic expressions for these quantities and use that In is much
larger than On to conclude there is lack of persistence. To prove persistence, however, this would
require very tight control of both On and In, which may only work under constraining assumptions.
A novel perspective of this problem, recently developed by Iyer in [27] for preferential attachment
trees without death, could perhaps be generalised to the setting with death to study the occurrence
of persistence.

3. Methodology: Embedding in CMJ branching process

To prove the results presented in Section 2.2, we make use of a technique where one ‘embeds’ a
random discrete process into a continuous-time branching process, a Crump-Mode-Jagers (CMJ)
branching process to be exact. The random discrete structure is then equal in distribution to the
CMJ branching process, when viewed at certain stopping times, whilst the CMJ branching process
in continuous time provides more analytical advantages compared to the discrete process.

Ulam-Harris tree. To define the relevant CMJ branching process, we first introduce some
definitions and notation. We let U∞ denote the Ulam-Harris tree. That is,

U∞ := {∅} ∪
∞⋃
k=1

Nk.

For v = v1v2 · · · vk ∈ U∞, we view v as the vthk child of v1 · · · vk−1 (where v1 · · · vk−1 denotes ∅
when k = 1). Similarly, we view j ∈ N as the jth child of ∅. We assign to each individual v ∈ U∞

an i.i.d. copy R(v) of R, as in (2.2) (constructed by i.i.d. copies S
(v)
k , (E

(v)
i )i∈N0

, and D(v) of Sk,
(Ei)i∈N0

, and D, respectively). Furthermore, we set

L(v) := S
(v)

D(v)+1
, v ∈ U∞, (3.1)

as the lifetime of the individual v. We then define the branching process (BP(t))t≥0 as follows. At
time t = 0, BP(0) consists of a single alive individual ∅. The individual ∅ gives birth to children
according to R(∅). That is, the position of the jth point in R(∅) denotes the birth-time of child
j of ∅. Then, ∅ dies after L(∅) time. Each such child v, once born, produces children according
to R(v) translated by the birth-time of v and lives for L(v) amount of time, after which it dies,
independently of all other individuals. This process continues either forever, in which case we say
that the branching process survives, or until all individuals have died, in which case we say that
the branching process has died.

If we let σv denote the birth-time of the individual v ∈ U∞, then σ∅ := 0 and, for any v =
v1 · · · vk ∈ U∞ such that D(v1···vi−1) ≥ vi for all i = 1, . . . , k,

σv :=

k∑
j=1

S(v1···vj−1)
vj =

k∑
j=1

vj−1∑
i=0

E
(v1···vj−1)
i .

For other individuals v ∈ U∞, we set σv = ∞, as these individuals are never born. We define

Acont
t := {u ∈ U∞ : σu ≤ t, σu + L(u) > t}, t ≥ 0, (3.2)

as the set of individuals alive at time t.

We coin the branching process BP the continuous-time preferential attachment model with vertex
death (CTPAVD). When the sequence d is the all-zero sequence, i.e. d ≡ 0, we refer to the
PAVD (resp. CTPAVD) model as a Preferential Attachment (PA) model (resp. continuous-time
preferential attachment (CTPA) model). To highlight that we speak of a PA model, we may also
phrase this as ‘preferential attachment without death’.

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3749-7431
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Characteristics. To quantify the growth of the branching process, one can count statistics
related to the process. These are known as characteristics and track, for example, the number
of births, the number of alive individuals, or the number of individual with a certain number of
children in the process up to time t. Let (χ(t))t∈R be a real-valued stochastic process, such that
χ(t) = 0 for t ≤ 0. We say that χ(t) scores an individual of age t, and we count the branching
process BP with the random characteristic χ by setting

Zχt :=
∑
u∈U∞

χ(t− σu).

Examples of commonly used characteristics are

(1) χb(t) := 1{t≥0}, (2) χa(t) := 1{0≤t<L},

(3) χk,b(t) := 1{t≥0,R(t)=k} (4) χk,a(t) := 1{0≤t<L,R(t)=k}.

Then, Zχb
t counts the individuals born up to time t, and Zχa

t = |Acont
t | counts individuals alive at

time t. Further, Z
χk,b

t and Z
χk,a

t count the number of individuals with k ∈ N0 children born up to
time t, and the number of alive individuals with k ∈ N0 children born up to time t, respectively.

To simplify notation we write Zb
t , Za

t , and Zk,bt , Zk,at to denote these quantities. We then let
(N(t))t≥0 be the stochastic process which counts the number of births and deaths in BP, that is,

N(t) := Zb
t + (Zb

t − Za
t ), t ≥ 0. (3.3)

When Assumption (N-E) is satisfied, the branching process BP does not explode, i.e. N(t) < ∞
almost surely for all t ≥ 0. Under Assumption (N-E), Assumption (Ma) is then a necessary
and sufficient condition for the branching process BP to be super-critical. We abuse notation to
redefine the event S (from (2.1)) as

S := {Za
t > 0 for all t ≥ 0} = {BP survives}. (3.4)

It is clear that the branching process BP is super-critical when S holds with strictly positive
probability. For super-critical CMJ branching processes with Malthusian parameter λ∗ > λ, the
branching process grows at rate eλ

∗t (see [33]). That is

|BP(t)|e−λ
∗t a.s.−→W, (3.5)

where P(W > 0) = P(S), i.e. the limit W is non-trivial conditionally on survival. Furthermore,
we have the following scaling limit for characteristics.

Theorem 3.1 (Nerman [33]). Consider a super-critical CMJ branching process with Malthusian
parameter λ∗ > λ and let χ and ψ be two characteristics such that

E
[
sup
t≥0

e−λtχ(t)

]
<∞ for some λ < λ∗,

and likewise for ψ. Then, conditionally on S,
Zχt

Zψt

a.s.−→ χ̂(λ∗)

ψ̂(λ∗)
,

where

χ̂(λ) :=

∫ ∞

0

e−λtE [χ(t)] dt,

and likewise for ψ.

As a direct corollary, the limits

lim
t→∞

Zb
t

Za
t

=
χ̂b(λ∗)

χ̂a(λ∗)
, lim

t→∞

Zk,bt

Zb
t

=
χ̂k,b(λ∗)

χ̂b(λ∗)
=: pbk, and lim

t→∞

Zk,at

Za
t

=
χ̂k,a(λ∗)

χ̂a(λ∗)
=: pak, (3.6)

all exist conditionally on S almost surely. Here, pak and pbk are called the limiting offspring dis-
tribution of alive and all individuals, respectively, and represent the limiting proportion of alive
(resp. all) individuals that have k children in BP. When, d ≡ 0, then pak and pbk are equal.
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Continuous-time embedding. With N(t) as in (3.3), we define the stopping times (τn)n∈N as

τn := inf{t ≥ 0 : N(t) = n}, n ∈ N. (3.7)

That is, τn denotes the time at which the nth birth or death event occurs. We then have the
following correspondence between the discrete tree process (Tn,An)n∈N and the CMJ branching
process (BP(τn),Acont

τn )n∈N viewed at the sequence of stopping times.

Proposition 3.2 (Embedding of PAVD in CTPAVD). Let (Tn,An)n∈N be the sequence of trees
and sets of alive vertices of a PAVD model and (BP(t),Acont

t )t≥0 be a CTPAVD model and the set
of alive individuals, both constructed with the same birth and death sequences b and d, respectively.
Then,

(Tn,An)n∈N
d
= (BP(τn),Acont

τn )n∈N.

The proposition follows from the memoryless property of exponential random variables and prop-
erties of minima of exponential random variables. The technique of embedding evolving discrete
structures was originally pioneered by Athreya and Karlin [1] and has found fruitful applications
in a wide variety of discrete (combinatorial) models, such as Pólya urns, discrete randomly grow-
ing trees such as preferential attachment trees and uniform attachment trees, evolving simplicial
complexes, and many more.

The description of the branching process BP in which we embed the PAVD tree is used by Dei-
jfen [14] to determine an explicit description for the limiting offspring distribution of alive indi-
viduals pak, as defined in (3.6). The description of the branching process used here is somewhat
different (though equivalent), but provides an analytical advantage. In particular, defining the
offspring and lifetime of an individual as an i.i.d. copy of D, see (2.2), and L, defined in (3.1),
respectively, is a new perspective which allows us to analyse these quantities to a greater extent.

Persistence in BP. We can view the concept of persistence, and the lack thereof, from a
continuous-time perspective as well. To this end, we define

deg(u)(t) := min{sup{k ∈ N0 : S
(u)
k ≤ t− σu}, D(u)}, u ∈ U∞, t ≥ 0, (3.8)

as the number of children u has produced by time t. Here, we set the supremum equal to zero in
case t− σu ≤ 0. As such, the minimum equals zero when u is never born and thus never produces
children, or u is not born yet. With (3.8), we then define

Ocont
t := min

v∈Acont
t

σv and Icontt := min
{
σv : v ∈ Acont

t ,deg(v)(t) ≥ deg(u)(t) for all u ∈ Acont
t

}
.

Here, Ocont
t denotes the birth-time of the oldest alive individual at time t and Icontt denotes

the birth-time of the oldest alive individual that has the largest number of children at time t.
Proposition 3.2 implies that

{(On, In) : n ∈ N} d
= {(N(Ocont

τn ), N(Icontτn )) : n ∈ N}. (3.9)

Under Assumption (Ma) it follows that N(t), as defined in (3.3), satisfies that N(t)e−λ
∗t converges

almost surely (similar to (3.5)), and hence that τn− 1
λ∗ log n converges almost surely. As a result,

we can, approximately, relate the quantities in (3.9) via

On ≈ exp
(
λ∗Ocont

log(n)/λ∗

)
, and, In ≈ exp

(
λ∗Icontlog(n)/λ∗

)
. (3.10)

This relation is made precise in Section 9. In particular, this indicates that persistence and the
lack of persistence, in the sense of (P) respectively (NP) are implied when

(Icontt −Ocont
t )t≥0 is a tight sequence of r.v.’s, and Icontt −Ocont

t
PS−−→ ∞, respectively.

In the sections that follow, we study the CMJ branching process BP, and the quantities Ocont
t

and Icontt . To prove the main results, we make the correspondence in (3.10) precise, to translate
results for the CMJ branching process back to the discrete process (Tn,An)n∈N.

Laplace transform of the density of the offspring point process. We conclude this section
by providing a shorter and simplified proof of a result of Deijfen [14, Proposition 1.1] regarding

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3749-7431
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the explicit expression of the Laplace transform µ̂ in (2.3) that leverages the description of the
point process R, as in (2.2), in terms of (Si)i∈N and D.

Proposition 3.3 (Proposition 1.1 [14]). For any λ ≥ 0,

µ̂(λ) =

∞∑
k=1

k−1∏
i=0

b(i)

λ+ b(i) + d(i)
.

Proof. First, we observe that µ(t) dt = E [R(dt)]. As a result, by the definition of µ̂ in (2.3) and
using Fubini’s theorem,

µ̂(λ) =

∫ ∞

0

e−λtE [R(dt)] = E
[∫ ∞

0

e−λtR(dt)

]
= E

[
D∑
k=1

e−λSk

]
= E

[ ∞∑
k=1

1{D≥k}e−λSk

]
.

By taking the summation out of the expected value, using that D is independent of the (Sk)k∈N,
and that Sk is a sum of independent exponentials, we arrive at

µ̂(λ) =

∞∑
k=1

P(D ≥ k)

k−1∏
i=0

b(i) + d(i)

λ+ b(i) + d(i)
=

∞∑
k=1

k−1∏
i=0

b(i)

λ+ b(i) + d(i)
,

which concludes the proof. □

4. Heuristic explanation of the main results

In this section we provide a short and heuristic explanation of the main results in Section 2.2.
We refer to intermediate results proved in later sections to aid the reader in finding the rigorous
proofs of claims and statements made here.

The rich are old vs. the rich die young. Recall the random variable L := SD+1 from (3.1)
as the lifetime of an individual in the CMJ branching process BP. We can interpret L as follows:
An individual, say v, has two independent exponential clocks, a ‘birth’ and ‘death’ clock. When
v has i ∈ N0 many children, the birth and death clock ring at rate b(i) and d(i), respectively. If
the birth clock rings before the death clock, v gives birth to a child and the rates are updated. If
the death clock rings before the birth clock, v dies. When v has i children, the first clock to ring,
rings at rate b(i)+d(i) (as it is a minimum of two exponential times). Furthermore, the first index
i such that the death clock rings before the birth clock is equal in distribution to D, as in (2.2),
which is independent of the time the clocks need to ring.

Now, suppose that d ≡ d∗ for some d∗ > 0 and that v has no children. If the death clock rings
first, v has died after an exponential time with rate d∗. If the birth clock rings first, we resample
the birth and death clocks with adjusted rates. However, as d ≡ d∗, resampling the death clock
is equal in distribution to letting it continue to run, by the memoryless property. We can thus
repeat the above case distinction, so that v dies after a rate d∗ exponential time. See Lemma 5.5.
In short,

d ≡ d∗ =⇒ L ∼ Exp(d∗).

Now, suppose that d is such that d(i) converges to d∗ as i tends to infinity. Though the above
argument no longer exactly holds, one could imagine that the lifetime should, asymptotically,
be exponentially distributed with rate d∗. This is not quite correct, however, as there are two
strategies for an individual to survive for a long time:

(a) The birth clock rings many times before the death clock does. As the rate of the death
clock gets closer to d∗, an individual approximately lives for an exponentially distributed
time with rate d∗.

(b) The individual gives birth to I children, for some I ∈ N0, after which neither the birth
clock nor death clock ring for a long time. An individual thus approximately lives for an
exponentially distributed time with rate b(I) + d(I).
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Now, recall that R := infi∈N0
(b(i) + d(i)). If d∗ < R, strategy (a) yields the best way of surviving

for a long time. Indeed, as b(I) + d(I) ≥ R > d∗ for any I ∈ N0, strategy (b) is significantly less
likely to occur. On the other hand, if d∗ > R there exists an index I such that b(I)+d(I) = R < d∗,
so that strategy (b) becomes the more likely scenario and an individual approximately lives for an
exponentially distributed time with rate R. See Lemma 6.1. We note that d ≡ d∗ implies that
R ≥ d∗, so that strategy (b) is always sub-optimal when the death rates are constant. In short,

lim
i→∞

d(i) = d∗ =⇒ L ≈ Exp(min{d∗, R}). (4.1)

Furthermore, strategy (a) entails that an individual produces a large number of children, whereas
strategy (b) requires that an individual only produces a small number of children. Combined, we
thus conclude that strategy (a) being optimal corresponds to the ‘rich are old’ regime, in which the
oldest individuals survive for an exceptionally long time by producing a large offspring. Similarly,
strategy (b) corresponds to the ‘rich die young’ regime, in which the oldest individuals survive
for an exceptionally long time by only producing a small offspring, and individuals with a large
offspring (which thus follow strategy (a)) survive for a much shorter amount of time and must
therefore be born long after the oldest alive individuals to be able to survive.

The oldest alive individual. To find the birth-time of the oldest alive individual in BP(t),
we set M := min{d∗, R} and let s = s(t) ≪ t. Suppose an individual is born at time s. This
individual is alive at time t if its lifetime is at least t− s, which occurs with probability approxi-
mately exp(−M(t− s)) by (4.1). Furthermore, the Malthusian parameter λ∗ in Assumption (Ma)
determines the growth-rate of the branching process BP, see (3.5). This implies that the number
of individuals born ‘around’ time s is of the order exp(λ∗s). Combined, a second moment method
yields that there exists an individual born at time s that is alive at time t when s solves

exp
(
λ∗s−M(t− s)

)
≥ 1, so that Ocont

t =
M

λ∗ +M
t =

{
d∗

λ∗+d∗ t if d∗ < R,
R

λ∗+R t if d∗ ≥ R.
(4.2)

Together with the approximate relation between Ocont
t and On in (3.10) this yields the first-order

term in the scaling limit for On in Theorems 2.5 and 2.10. In the ‘rich die young’ regime, the
assumption that d converges to d∗ > R can be weakened to lim infi→∞ d(i) > R, for which a
similar argument can be applied.

When d∗ = 0, i.e. when d converges to zero, we distinguish two sub-cases.
(i) If Assumption (F-D) is satisfied, then a similar reasoning as strategy (a) can be used to show
that the lifetime of individuals has sub-exponential tails, see Lemma 6.3. The above argument
for the oldest alive individual then yields that Ocont

t = o(t), and this can be made more precise
to yield the growth-rate of On in Theorem 2.5 for d∗ = 0, where we then see that the first-order
term in the scaling limit, as in (4.2), disappears.
(ii) If Assumption (F-D) is not satisfied, it is readily checked that D = ∞ and thus SD+1 = ∞
(under Assumption (N-E)) with positive probability, see Lemmas 5.3 and 5.5, respectively. As a
result Ocont

t equals the birth-time of the first individual that has an infinite lifetime for all t large,
which is finite almost surely. Equivalently, On equals the label of the first individual that never
dies for all n large, almost surely, as in Theorem 2.3.

Lack of persistence in the ‘rich are old’ regime. We argued that in the ‘rich die young’
regime the oldest individuals survive by producing a small number of children, whereas individuals
that produce a large number of children live significantly shorter. This, at least heuristically,
implies lack of persistence in the ‘rich die young’ regime. In the ‘rich are old’ regime, however,
we argued that the oldest individuals are able to survive for a long time by producing a large
offspring. Lack of persistence then occurs under the additional condition that Assumption (D-V)
is satisfied, i.e. when φ2 tends to infinity. This is a generalisation of some known results in the
literature (see [17, 20, 27], and [2] in particular), which we discuss now.

In the ‘rich are old’ regime, the oldest individual is born at time Ocont
t ≈ d∗

λ∗+d∗ t by (4.2), so that

it has t − Ocont
t ≈ λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t amount of time to produce children. We recall φ1 and φ2 from (2.5)
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and Sk from (2.2), and note that E [Sk] = φ1(k) and Var(Sk) = φ2(k). In expectation, the oldest

individual thus produces approximately φ−1
1 (t−Ocont

t ) ≈ φ−1
1 ( λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t) many children by time t.

To show there are younger individuals (i.e. that are born later) that obtain a larger offspring by
time t, we need to balance two things. (i) Younger individuals typically produce fewer children by
time t, as they have less time at their disposal. (ii) There are many more younger individuals that
survive until time t, as the branching process grows exponentially fast and younger individuals
need to survive for a smaller amount of time. The aim is thus to find a time in which many
individuals are born, among which one is sufficiently lucky to produce a large number of children,
much faster than is typical. Let us make this idea more precise now.

Suppose another individual is born at time

s = s(t) :=
d∗

λ∗ + d∗
t+

1

λ∗ + d∗
Kα
(

λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t
)

+ x1K
(

λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t
)
,

where x1 > 0 is a constant and we recall Kα and K from (2.7). An individual has at least

k = k(t) := φ−1
1

(
λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t−
1

λ∗+d∗Kα
(

λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t
)

+ x2K
(

λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t
))

children, for some constant x2 > 0, and survives until time t when D ≥ k, Sk ≤ t − s, and
L = SD+1 > t − s. Indeed, D ≥ k means that the individual produces at least k children before
its death, Sk ≤ t− s means that at least k children are born by time t, and SD+1 > t− s implies
that the individual is alive at time t (as the individual is born at time s). We claim that we can
omit the last requirement that SD+1 > t− s. First, because it simplifies the heuristic explanation,
but also because we have chosen k and s in such a way that Sk is typically ‘very close to t − s’,
so that surviving after producing k children is not ‘too unlikely’ and therefore does not influence
the result ‘too much’. One can make this heuristic reasoning precise and forms the ground for
Remark 2.9.

As D and Sk are independent, we thus obtain

P(Individual born at time s has ≥ k children and is alive at time t) ≤ P(D ≥ k)P(Sk < t− s) .

Then,

E [Sk] = φ1(k) =
λ∗

λ∗ + d∗
t− 1

λ∗ + d∗
Kα
(

λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t
)

+ x2K
(

λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t
)
,

and

Var(Sk) = φ2(k) = K
(

λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t−
1

λ∗+d∗Kα
(

λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t
)

+ x2K
(

λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t
))

≈ K
(

λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t
)
,

where we use (2.8) in Assumption K in the last step. We can thus rewrite

P(Sk < t− s) = P
(
Sk <

λ∗

λ∗ + d∗
t− 1

λ∗ + d∗
Kα
(

λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t
)
− x1K

(
λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t
))

≈ P

(
Sk − E [Sk]√

Var(Sk)
< −(x1 + x2)

√
K
(

λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t
))

.

Since φ2, and hence K, tends to infinity, we can use a moderate deviation principle, see Lemma 5.10,
to estimate this probability by

P(Sk < t− s) ≈ exp
(
− 1

2
(x1 + x2)2K

(
λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t
))
. (4.3)

Finally, we can approximate the tail distribution of D, see Lemma 5.4, by

P(D ≥ k) =

k−1∏
i=0

b(i)

b(i) + d(i)
≈ exp

(
− ρ1(k) − 1

2ρ2(k)
)

= exp
(
− d∗φ1(k) − α(k) − 1

2ρ2(k)
)
,
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where we recall ρ1 and ρ2 from (2.5) and α from (2.6). Also using the definition of Kα in (2.7),
that ρ2(k) ≈ (d∗)2φ2(k) when d converges to d∗, and the choice of k, this approximately equals

exp
(
− λ∗d∗

λ∗ + d∗
t+

d∗

λ∗ + d∗
Kα
(

λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t
)
−Kα

(
λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t−
1

λ∗+d∗Kα
(

λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t
)

+ x2K
(

λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t
))

−
(
x2d

∗ + 1
2 (d∗)2

)
K
(

λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t
))
.

Using Assumption Kα, we can simplify this to

P(D ≥ k) ≈ exp
(
− λ∗d∗

λ∗ + d∗
t− λ∗

λ∗ + d∗
Kα
(

λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t
)
−
(
x2d

∗ + 1
2 (d∗)2

)
K
(

λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t
))
.

Combining this with (4.3), we thus arrive at

P(Individual born at time s(t) has ≥ k(t) children and is alive at time t)

≈ exp
(
− λ∗d∗

λ∗ + d∗
t− λ∗

λ∗ + d∗
Kα
(

λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t
)
−
(
1
2 (x1 + x2)2 + x2d

∗ + 1
2 (d∗)2

)
K
(

λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t
))
.

We then use that the exponential growth-rate of the branching process BP, as in (3.5), implies that
‘around’ time s roughly exp(λ∗s) many individuals are born. As a result, the number of individuals
born ‘around time s(t)’ that is alive at time t with at least k(t) children is approximately

exp
([
λ∗x1 −

(
1
2 (x1 + x2)2 + x2d

∗ + 1
2 (d∗)2

)]
K
(

λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t
))

= exp
([

(λ∗ + d∗)x1 − 1
2 (x1 + x2 + d∗)2

]
K
(

λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t
))
.

This expression is maximised for x1 = λ∗ − x2 and equals one when x1 = λ∗+d∗

2 and x2 =
λ∗−d∗

2 . This leads to the desired birth-time of the individual with the largest offspring, and the
corresponding size of the offspring, as in Theorems 2.3 and 2.5.

5. Preliminaries: offspring and the remaining lifetime distribution

In this section, we collect a number of preliminary results that are that we leverage in the analysis
of Ocont

t and Icontt later on. We state the results here only and provide their proofs in Appendix A.

Recall the random variables D and Sk from (2.2). An individual produces D many children during
its lifetime. We thus coin D the offspring. Sk is the time it requires to produce k ∈ N many children
and we coin L− Sk the remaining lifetime. That is, the amount of time an individual lives after
producing k children. We also let deg(t) denote the number of children of the root at time t, D
its offspring, L its lifetime, and Sk the time for the root to produce k children provided k ≤ D.

The following corollary is immediate from the definitions in (3.1) and (3.8).

Corollary 5.1 (Degree and lifetime distribution of PAVER). Jointly,

(L,deg(t))
d
=
(
SD+1,min{sup{k ∈ N0 : Sk ≤ t}, D}

)
.

5.1. Offspring. To study the distribution of the offspring D, we first introduce the following class
of random variables.

Definition 5.2 (Inhomogeneous geometric random variable). Let (pi)i∈N0
and (qi)i∈N0

be two
sequences of non-negative real numbers such that pi+ qi > 0 for all i ∈ N0. We say that a random
variable G = G((pi)i∈N0

, (qi)i∈N0
) is an inhomogeneous geometric random variable characterised

by the sequences (pi)i∈N0 and (qi)i∈N0 when

P(G = k) =
qk

pk + qk

k−1∏
i=0

pi
pi + qi

, for k ∈ N0 and P(G = ∞) =

∞∏
i=0

pi
pi + qi

.

In case pi = p for all i ∈ N0, we say that G is characterised by p and (qi)i∈N0 (and similarly if
qi = q for all i ∈ N0).

With this definition at hand, we have the following result.
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Lemma 5.3. The random variable D is an inhomogeneous geometric random variable, char-
acterised by the sequences (b(i))i∈N0 and (d(i))i∈N0 . Moreover, P(D = ∞) = 0 if and only if
Assumption (F-D) is satisfied.

Let us further distinguish between different behaviour of the lifetime and offspring based on As-
sumptions (N-E) and (F-D). First, when Assumption (F-D) is satisfied, D is finite almost surely,
as follows from Lemma 5.3. So, irrespective of whether Assumption (N-E) holds or not, L = SD+1

is finite almost surely under Assumption (F-D), so individuals live for an almost surely finite time.

When, instead, Assumption (F-D) does not hold, an individual can give birth to an infinite number
of children with positive probability. In this case, we make two further distinctions, based on
whether Assumption (N-E) is satisfied. If Assumption (N-E) holds, then S∞ = ∞ almost surely.
Indeed, for any x > 0,

P(S∞ ≤ x) ≤ exE
[
e−S∞

]
= ex

∞∏
i=0

b(i) + d(i)

1 + b(i) + d(i)
≤ ex

1

1 +
∑∞
i=0(b(i) + d(i))−1

= 0.

Hence, when Assumption (N-E) is satisfied but Assumption (F-D) is not, an individual has an
infinite lifetime with positive probability, during which it produces an infinite offspring. If As-
sumption (N-E) is also not met, then

E [S∞] = E

[ ∞∑
i=0

Ei

]
=

∞∑
i=0

1

b(i) + d(i)
<∞,

Hence, each individual has a finite lifetime almost surely, but with positive probability an individ-
ual produces an infinite offspring during its lifetime. This is summarised in Table 1. Throughout
the paper, we assume that Assumption (N-E) is satisfied, so that no individual can produce an
infinite offspring in finite time.

(N-E) holds (N-E) does not hold
(F-D) does not hold S∞ = ∞ a.s., P(D = ∞) ∈ (0, 1) S∞ <∞ a.s., P(D = ∞) ∈ (0, 1)
(F-D) holds D and SD+1 are finite a.s.

Table 1. An overview of the behaviour of the random variables D and SD+1,
based on Assumptions (N-E) and (F-D).

To conclude this subsection, we provide bounds for the tail distribution of D in terms of the
sequences ρ1 and ρ2, defined in (2.5). Observe that for any k ∈ N0 and irrespective of whether
Assumption (F-D) holds,

P(D ≥ k) =

k−1∏
i=0

b(i)

b(i) + d(i)
. (5.1)

Lemma 5.4 (Tail bounds for the distribution of D). Let D be as in (2.2). Then,

P(D ≥ k) ≤ e−ρ1(k)−
1
2ρ2(k).

Furthermore, assume that b and d are such that Assumption (F-D) is satisfied. When ρ2 diverges
and d = o(b),

P(D ≥ k) = e−ρ1(k)−( 1
2+o(1))ρ2(k).

If, instead, Assumption (F-D) is not satisfied (i.e. limk→∞ ρ2(k) exists),

P(D ≥ k) = e−ρ1(k)−O(1).
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5.2. Remaining lifetime and large degrees. The lifetime equals L = SD+1. We first study
distributional properties of the remaining lifetime, defined as

SD+1 − Sk conditionally on D ≥ k for k ∈ N0.

The remaining lifetime is equal to L when k = 0, but equals the amount of time an individual has
left to live after producing k children when k > 0. Conditionally on {D ≥ k}, let Dk := D − k
denote the excess offspring. It is clear that Dk has distribution

P(Dk = ℓ) = P(D = k + ℓ |D ≥ k) =
d(k + ℓ)

b(k + ℓ) + d(k + ℓ)

k+ℓ−1∏
i=k

b(i)

b(i) + d(i)
, for ℓ ∈ N0. (5.2)

That is, Dk is an inhomogeneous geometric random variable, characterised by the sequences
(b(k+ ℓ))ℓ∈N0 and (d(k+ ℓ))ℓ∈N0 . Upon {D ≥ k} we can write D = k+Dk. Hence, the remaining
lifetime after giving birth to k children equals

k+Dk∑
i=k

Ei.

Regarding this random variable, we have the following results.

Lemma 5.5 (Remaining lifetime). Suppose that b and d are such that Assumption (N-E) is
satisfied. Suppose there exists I ∈ N0 and d∗ ∈ (0,∞) such that d(i) = d∗ for all i ≥ I. Then,

k+Dk∑
i=k

Ei ∼ Exp(d∗) for any k ≥ I. (5.3)

In particular, when I = 0 so that d ≡ d∗, then L ∼ Exp(d∗). Fix k ∈ N0, λ > 0, and let
Eλ ∼ Exp(λ). Suppose that d(i) ≥ λ (resp. d(i) ≤ λ) for all i ≥ k. Then,

k+Dk∑
i=k

Ei ⪯ Eλ

(
resp.

k+Dk∑
i=k

Ei ⪰ Eλ

)
. (5.4)

Finally, when b and d are such that Assumption (N-E) is satisfied but Assumption (F-D) is not,

P

(
k+Dk∑
i=k

Ei = ∞

)
> 0 for any k ∈ N0. (5.5)

When d converges to some value d∗ ∈ (0,∞), the above result suggests that the remaining lifetime,
after having giving birth to a large number of children, is roughly exponentially distributed with
rate d∗. Similarly, when d converges to zero, the remaining lifetime has sub-exponential tails and
even equals infinity with positive probability when Assumption (F-D) is not satisfied. We make
this intuition precise and build on this even further when studying the entire lifetime in the next
section. For now, we discuss the limiting distribution of the remaining lifetime when d diverges,
in which case the remaining lifetime has super-exponential tails.

Lemma 5.6 (Remaining lifetime for diverging d). Suppose that b and d both tend to infinity, such
that d is increasing, d = o(b), and b(k) = o(kd(k)), and that Assumption (N-E) is satisfied. Fur-
thermore, assume that both b(k) and d(k) are regularly varying in k with a non-negative exponent.
Let tk be such that lim infk→∞ tk > 0 and tk = o(kd(k)/b(k)). Then,

P

(
d(k)

k+Dk∑
i=k

Ei > tk

)
= e−(1+o(1))tk .

In particular, with E a rate-one exponential random variable,

d(k)

k+Dk∑
i=k

Ei
d−→ E, as k → ∞.
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Remark 5.7. It is possible to relax the assumption that d is increasing by using similar quantities
dk and dk throughout the proof, and assuming that d(k) = (1 + o(1)) infi≥k d(i) in the case that
d is slowly varying (i.e. regularly varying with exponent 0). We used the assumption on d to ease
notation and aid the reader, as well as since applications of Lemma 5.6 require only increasing
death rates (see Section 8). ◀

Remark 5.8 (Linear birth rates). We can weaken the assumption that tk = o(kd(k)/b(k)) some-
what in the case that b(k) = O(k). Namely, we can assume that tk = O(d(k)). This weaker
assumption is required in the proof of Proposition 8.3. See Remark A.1 in Appendix A for more
details on how to adjust the proof. ◀

So far, we have either looked at the distribution of the offspring D or the remaining lifetime
separately. We are also interested in events that combine both quantities, in particular how likely
(or unlikely) it is for an individual to survive for a long time and obtain a large offspring. By
Corollary 5.1, we can write the event that the root has degree at least k at time t and is alive at
time t′ ≥ t as

{d(t) ≥ k, L > t′} = {D ≥ k, Sk ≤ t, SD+1 > t′}.
We then have the following result.

Lemma 5.9 (Survival with a high degree). (i) Suppose that Assumptions (N-E) and (F-D) are
satisfied. Suppose that there exist x ≥ 0 and K = K(x) ∈ N0 such that d(i) ≥ x for all i ≥ K.
Then, for all k ≥ K and all t′ ≥ t ≥ 0,

P(D ≥ k, Sk ≤ t, SD+1 > t′) ≤ e−x(t
′−t)P(D ≥ k)E

[
1{Sk≤t}ex(Sk−t)

]
.

(ii) Suppose that Assumptions (N-E) and (F-D) are satisfied. Suppose that there exist x ≥ 0 and
K = K(x) ∈ N such that d(i) ≤ x for all i ≥ K. Then, for all k ≥ K and all t′ ≥ t ≥ 0,

P(D ≥ k, Sk ≤ t, SD+1 > t′) ≥ e−x(t
′−t)P(D ≥ k)E

[
1{Sk≤t}ex(Sk−t)

]
.

(iii) Suppose that Assumption (N-E) is satisfied but Assumption (F-D) is not. Then,

P(D ≥ k, Sk ≤ t, SD+1 > t′) = Θ(P(Sk ≤ t)) for any k ∈ N0 and t′ ≥ t ≥ 0,

where the constants in the Θ notation are independent of k, t′, and t.

To use the bounds presented in Lemma 5.9, the asymptotic behaviour of the expected values is
required (for a suitable choice of t). To this end, we present the following result from [2], regarding
moderate deviations of sums of independent exponential random variables.

Lemma 5.10 (Moderate deviation principle, Lemma 7.10 [2]). Let f : N0 → (0,∞) and assume
f(k) tends to infinity with k. Let (Ei)i∈N0

be a sequence of independent exponential random

variables, where Ei has rate f(i), and set Sk :=
∑k−1
i=0 Ei. Assume that limk→∞ Var(Sk) = ∞.

Then, for z ≥ 0,

lim
k→∞

1

Var(Sk)
logP(Sk − E [Sk] ≥ zVar(Sk)) = −z

2

2
,

and

lim
k→∞

1

Var(Sk)
logP(Sk − E [Sk] ≤ −zVar(Sk)) = −z

2

2
.

Remark 5.11. We shall use Lemma 5.10 throughout with f ≡ b+ d, so that E [Sk] = φ1(k) and
Var(Sk) = φ2(k). ◀

We extend this result by including exponential weighting or tilting of the sum Sk. We phrase
the following result in terms of the sequences b and d for ease of writing, since we apply this in
combination with Lemma 5.9 in the analysis in Section 7.
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Proposition 5.12 (Moderate deviation principle with exponential tilting). Suppose that b and d
are such that b diverges and that Assumptions (N-E) and (D-V) are satisfied. Then, for z > 0 and
y, θ ∈ R,

lim
k→∞

1

φ2(k)
logE

[
1{Sk≤φ1(k)−zφ2(k)}eθ(Sk−(φ1(k)−yφ2(k)))

]
= θ(y − z) − z2

2
. (5.6)

5.3. Functional inequalities. We conclude this section with a few elementary results regarding
the functions φ1, φ2, and ρ1, ρ2, as well as α and K and Kα, as introduced in Section 2.

Lemma 5.13 (Functional inequalities). (a) Suppose that Assumption (N-E) is satisfied and
b tends to infinity. Then, φ2 = o(φ1) and K(t) = o(t). Similarly, suppose that Assump-
tion (F-D) is satisfied and d = o(b). Then, ρ2 = o(ρ1).

(b) Suppose that Assumption (N-E) is satisfied and that d := lim supi→∞ d(i) < ∞. Then,
lim supk→∞ ρ1(k)/φ1(k) ≤ d. In particular, when d converges to zero, then ρ1 = o(φ1).
Similarly, if d := lim supi→∞ d(i) > 0, then lim infk→∞ ρ1(k)/φ1(k) ≥ d. In particular, if
d tends to infinity, then φ1 = o(ρ1).

(c) Suppose that Assumption (D-V) is satisfied and limi→∞ d(i) = d∗ ∈ [0,∞). Then, ρ2(k) =
((d∗)2 + o(1))φ2(k).

(d) Suppose that Assumption (N-E) is satisfied and limi→∞ d(i) = d∗ ∈ [0,∞). Then, Kα(t) =
o(t). Moreover, for any function s : (0,∞) → R+ such that s tends to infinity and s(t) =
o(t), we have Kα(t) −Kα(t− s(t)) = o(s(t)).

6. The oldest alive individual

In this section, we study the quantity Ocont
t ; the birth-time of the oldest alive individual in BP(t)

conditionally on survival. To this end, we first obtain precise asymptotic distributional properties
of the lifetime L of individuals in the branching process. We then study the growth-rate of the
entire branching process, to finally prove when the oldest individual alive at time t is born.

6.1. Lifetime distribution. In the previous section, we obtained results for the remaining life-
time after giving birth to a number of children. Here, we use those results to now focus on the
entire lifetime.

The first result of Lemma 5.5 already shows that the lifetime is exponentially distributed when the
death rates are constant (and non-zero). We now provide some further asymptotic results when
the death rates are not constant. Here we observe that the lifetime distribution undergoes a phase
transition between the ‘rich are old‘ and the ‘rich die young’ regimes. This is made precise in the
following result.

Lemma 6.1 (Asymptotic exponential lifetime distribution). Assume that the sequences b and d
are such that Assumption (N-E) is satisfied. Recall R from (2.9). If lim infi→∞ d(i) ≥ R, then

lim
t→∞

1

t
logP(L > t) = −R. (6.1)

Moreover, when lim infi→∞ d(i) > R,

lim inf
t→∞

[
log(P(L > t)) +Rt

]
> −∞ and lim sup

t→∞

log(P(L > t)) +Rt

log t
<∞. (6.2)

If d := lim supi→∞ d(i) < R and b tends to infinity, then

lim inf
t→∞

1

t
logP(L > t) ≥ −d. (6.3)

In particular, if limi→∞ d(i) = d∗ ∈ [0, R) exists and b tends to infinity,

lim
t→∞

1

t
logP(L > t) = −d∗. (6.4)
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Remark 6.2. Whilst (6.1) holds in a slightly more general setting, we need the more precise
results in (6.2) in later analysis. We included both results, as their proof are relatively short.
Furthermore, the bounds in (6.2) are optimal, in the sense that the rescaling is of the correct
order in both the liminf and limsup. ◀

In the case that limi→∞ d(i) = d∗ < R, we can also provide higher-order asymptotic behaviour.

Lemma 6.3 (Third-order asymptotic lifetime distribution). Suppose that b and d are such that
Assumptions (N-E) and (F-D) are satisfied, and recall R from (2.9). Also suppose that b diverges
and that limi→∞ d(i) = d∗ ∈ [0, R). Recall the functions K and Kα from (2.7), and suppose that
Assumptions K and Kα and Assumption (D-V) are satisfied. Then,

lim
t→∞

log(P(L > t)) + d∗t+ Kα(t)

K(t)
= 0.

Finally, we consider the behaviour of the lifetime when Assumption (N-E) is satisfied but Assump-
tion (F-D) is not. This is a direct application of (5.5) in Lemma 5.5 when k = 0.

Corollary 6.4 (Infinite lifetime). Suppose that b and d are such that Assumption (N-E) is satisfied,
but Assumption (F-D) is not. Then, P(L = ∞) > 0.

Lemma 6.1 provides several general results in case Assumption (N-E) holds. The ‘rich die young’
and ‘rich are old’ regimes correspond to the results in (6.1) and (6.2), and the results in (6.3)
and (6.4), respectively, and we make the heuristic explanation of (4.1) in Section 4 precise in
this Lemma. The result in (6.4) is then strengthened to a third order asymptotic expansion under
additional assumptions in Lemma 6.3. Here, Assumption (D-V) is crucial, whereas Assumptions K
and Kα are used for technical reasons. This precise result is necessary to study the behaviour
of Ocont

t , among others. Finally, Corollary 6.4 provides necessary and sufficient conditions for
individuals to have an infinite lifetime with positive probability, which is used in the proof of
Theorem 2.3.

We now prove the two lemmas.

Proof of Lemma 6.1. We start by proving (6.1) and (6.2), and first prove a general lower bound.

Suppose there exists I ∈ N0 such that b(I) + d(I) = R. Since L
d
= SD+1 by Corollary 5.1,

P(L > t) = P(SD+1 > t) ≥ P(D ≥ I − 1, SI > t) ≥ P(D ≥ I − 1)P(EI > t) = P(D ≥ I − 1) e−Rt.

Note that P(D ≥ I − 1) has strictly positive probability, since b(i) > 0 for all i ∈ N0. Hence, there
exists C > 0 such that for all t ≥ 0,

log(P(L > t)) +Rt ≥ −C. (6.5)

When lim infi→∞ d(i) > R, the existence of such an index I is guaranteed, which yields the first
bound in (6.2). The lower bound in (6.5) also implies that

lim inf
t→∞

1

t
logP(L > t) ≥ −R, (6.6)

which yields the desired lower bound for (6.1) in the case the index I exists.

Now suppose such an index I does not exist. It follows that b(j) +d(j) > R := infi∈N0
(b(i) +d(i))

for all j ∈ N0, so that lim infi→∞ b(i) + d(i) = R must hold. Hence, for any ε > 0 there exists
I ′ ∈ N0 such that b(I ′) + d(I ′) ≤ R+ ε. Then, by the same argument,

P(L > t) ≥ P(D ≥ I ′ − 1)P(EI′ > t) ≥ P(D ≥ I ′ − 1) e−(R+ε)t.

Again, the probability on the right-hand side is strictly positive, so that

lim inf
t→∞

1

t
logP(L > t) ≥ −(R+ ε).

As ε is arbitrary, the desired lower bound follows. We remark that the bound in (6.6) is thus true
in general and that we have not used the assumption that lim infi→∞ d(i) ≥ R for the proof (only
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for the stronger bound in (6.5) do we use that lim infi→∞ d(i) > R), as it is indeed not necessary.
Though true in general, the lower bound in (6.6) need not be sharp in case this assumption is not
met. The assumption is necessary for the upper bound, which we prove now.

For an upper bound, let I ∈ N0 be such that d(i) > R − ε for all i ≥ I, which exists since
lim infi→∞ d(i) ≥ R. Then,

P(L > t) ≤ P(SI > t) + P(SI ≤ t, SD+1 > t) = P(SI > t) + P(D ≥ I, SI ≤ t, SD+1 > t) .

We start by bounding the first probability on the right-hand side. Without loss of generality we
can assume that I ̸= 0. As b(i) + d(i) ≥ R for all i ∈ N0, let G(I,R) denote a sum of I i.i.d.
exponential random variables with rate R, to bound

P(SI > t) ≤ P(G(I,R) > t) =

∫ ∞

t

RI

(I − 1)!
sI−1e−Rs ds =

1 + o(1)

(I − 1)!
(Rt)I−1e−Rt.

We then bound the second probability on the right-hand side. By the choice of I and using
Lemma 5.9, we arrive at the upper bound

P(D ≥ I, SI ≤ t, SD+1 > t) ≤ e−(R−ε)tE
[
e(R−ε)SI

]
.

Combined, we thus arrive at

P(L > t) ≤ 1 + o(1)

(I − 1)!
(Rt)I−1e−Rt + e−(R−ε)tE

[
e(R−ε)SI

]
. (6.7)

By the definition of R and since I is finite, the expected value equals a constant C > 0, independent
of t. We thus conclude that

lim sup
t→∞

1

t
logP(L > t) ≤ −(R− ε), (6.8)

Since ε is arbitrary, combining this with (6.6) yields (6.1).

We then prove the second bound in (6.2). As we assume lim infi→∞ d(i) > R, we observe that we
can choose ε = 1/t to depend on t and that the index I ∈ N0 such that b(i)+d(i) > R−ε = R−1/t
for all i ≥ I still exists and is independent of t. Then, the upper bound in (6.7) changes to

P(L > t) ≤ 1 + o(1)

(I − 1)!
(Rt)I−1e−Rt + e−Rt+1E

[
e(R−1/t)SI

]
=

1 + o(1)

(I − 1)!
(Rt)I−1e−Rt + e−Rt+1(Rt)|[I−1]R|

I−1∏
i=0

i̸∈[I−1]R

b(i) + d(i)

b(i) + d(i) −R+ 1/t
,

where

[I − 1]R := {i ∈ {0, . . . , I − 1} : b(i) + d(i) = R}. (6.9)

The product on the right-hand side can be bounded from above by a constant C > 0, since
lim infi→∞ d(i) > R and hence

inf{b(i) + d(i) : i ∈ N0 \ [I − 1]R} > R.

As |[I − 1]R| ≤ I, we thus arrive at the upper bound

lim sup
t→∞

log(P(L > t)) +Rt

log t
≤ I,

which concludes the proof of (6.2).

We continue by proving (6.3). We let I = I(ε) ∈ N be such that d(i) ≤ d+ ε for all i ≥ I. Then,

P(L > t) ≥ P(SD+1 > t,D ≥ I) = P
(
SI +

I+DI∑
i=I

Ei > t

)
P(D ≥ I) ≥ P

( I+DI∑
i=I

Ei > t

)
P(D ≥ I) .
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Since b(i) > 0 for all i ∈ N0, we have P(D ≥ I) > 0. Then, by Lemma 5.5, we can bound the
other term on the right-hand side from below by exp(−(d+ ε)t), so that

lim inf
t→∞

1

t
logP(L > t) ≥ −(d+ ε).

As ε is arbitrary, we arrive at (6.3).

We finally prove (6.4). It remains to prove an upper bound, as (6.3) now holds with d = d∗. For
d∗ = 0, an upper bound readily follows from the fact that logP(L > t) ≤ 0. For d∗ > 0, the
argument that leads to the upper bound in (6.8) is still valid when applying the Chernoff bound
with a parameter θ ∈ (0, d∗ − ε) and any ε ∈ (0, d∗), in the sense that there exists I ∈ N0 such
that d(i) > d∗ − ε for all i ≥ I. The remainder of the argument can be repeated with this I and
by substituting d∗ − ε for R− ε. Hence, in this case,

lim sup
t→∞

1

t
logP(L > t) ≤ −d∗.

Combined with the lower bound in (6.3), this proves (6.4) and concludes the proof. □

Proof of Lemma 6.3. Lower bound. We fix x > 0 and set k := ⌈φ−1
1 (t − xK(t))⌉. If ρ2 tends

to infinity, by Lemma 5.4,

P(L > t) ≥ P(D ≥ k)P(Sk > t) = e−ρ1(k)−( 1
2+o(1))ρ2(k)P(Sk > t) . (6.10)

In case ρ2 converges instead, then ρ2(k) = o(φ2(k)) since φ2 tends to infinity. Hence, we can use
the lower bound in (6.10) with ρ2(k) replaced by o(φ2(k)). Now, by the choice of k and using
Assumption K and (a) in Lemma 5.13, for any ε > 0 and all t sufficiently large,

t ≤ φ1(k) + xK(t) = φ1(k) + xφ2(φ−1
1 (t)) ≤ φ1(k) + (x+ ε/3)φ2(k).

Hence,

P(Sk > t) ≥ P
(
Sk > φ1(k) + (x+ ε

3 )φ2(k)
)
≥ exp

(
− ( 1

2x
2 + ε)φ2(k)

)
, (6.11)

where the last step follows from Lemma 5.10 for ε small and k sufficiently large. Since d converges
to d∗, we have ρ2(k) = ((d∗)2 + o(1))φ2(k) by (c) in Lemma 5.13. Combined with (6.11) in (6.10),
we obtain the lower bound

P(L > t) ≥ exp
(
− ρ1(k) − 1

2 (x2 + (d∗)2 + 2ε+ o(1))φ2(k)
)
.

We now write ρ1(k) = d∗φ1(k) + α(k) and use that, since k = ⌈φ−1
1 (t − xK(t))⌉, it follows that

|α(k) − Kα(t)| = o(K(t)) by Assumption Kα and that K(t) = (1 + o(1))φ2(k) by Assumption K
and (a) in Lemma 5.13. This yields, by the choice of k,

exp
(
− d∗φ1(k) −Kα(t) − 1

2 (x2 + (d∗)2 + 2ε+ o(1))K(t)
)

= exp
(
− d∗t−Kα(t) −

[
1
2 (x− d∗)2 + ε+ o(1)

]
K(t)

)
We maximise the lower bound by choosing x = d∗, so that we arrive at

lim inf
t→∞

log(P(L > t)) + d∗t+ Kα(t)

K(t)
≥ −ε. (6.12)

As ε is arbitrarily, this yields the desired lower bound.

Upper bound. We fix ε, ζ > 0 small and define

M :=
⌈1

ζ

( (1 − ε)t

K(t)

)⌉
, xi = iζ, and ki := ⌈φ−1

1 (t− xiK(t))⌉,

where i ∈ {0, 1, . . . ,M}. Then, we partition [0,∞) into the intervals [ki+1, ki) for i ∈ {0, . . . ,M}
and [k0,∞) (with kM+1 := 0) to obtain the upper bound

P(L > t) ≤ P(D ≥ k0) + P(SkM > t) +

M−1∑
i=0

P(D ≥ ki+1, Ski > t) . (6.13)

We bound each term separately.
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First term. By using Lemma 5.4, we arrive at

P(D ≥ k0) ≤ e−ρ1(k0)−
1
2ρ2(k0).

We use that ρ1 and ρ2 are increasing, the definition of α in (2.6), and the fact that d converges to
d∗, so that ρ2(k) = ((d∗)2 + o(1))φ2(k) by (c) in Lemma 5.13, to bound the exponent from above
by

exp
(
− ρ1(φ−1

1 (t)) − 1
2ρ2(φ−1

1 (t))
)

= exp
(
− d∗t−Kα(t) − ( 1

2 (d∗)2 + o(1))K(t)
)
. (6.14)

Second term. A Chernoff bound with θ ∈ (d∗, R) such that θ(1− ε) > d∗ (which is possible for
ε sufficiently small) combined with the inequality log(1 + x) ≤ x− x2/2 + x3/3 yields

P(SkM > t) ≤ e−θt
kM−1∏
i=0

b(i) + d(i)

b(i) + d(i) − θ

≤ exp

(
− θt+

kM−1∑
i=0

[
θ

b(i) + d(i) − θ
− 1

2

( θ

b(i) + d(i) − θ

)2
+

1

3

( θ

b(i) + d(i) − θ

)3])
.

Since
kM−1∑
i=0

θ

b(i) + d(i) − θ
− θ2

2

kM−1∑
i=0

( 1

b(i) + d(i) − θ

)2
= θφ1(k) +

θ2

2
φ2(k) − θ4

2

kM−1∑
i=0

1

(b(i) + d(i))2(b(i) + d(i) − θ)2
≤ θφ1(k) +

θ2

2
φ2(k),

(6.15)

we arrive at the upper bound

P(SkM > t) ≤ exp
(
− θt+ θφ1(kM ) + ( 1

2θ
2 + o(1))φ2(kM )

)
.

By the choice of kM ≤ φ−1
1 (εt) ≤ φ−1

1 (t) and the fact that φ2 = o(φ1) since b diverges, and hence
K(t) = o(t), we arrive at the upper bound

exp
(
− ((1 − ε)θ + o(1))t

)
. (6.16)

Since Kα(t) = o(t) by (d) in Lemma 5.13, it follows that this lower bound is much smaller than
exp(−d∗t−Kα(t)).

Summands. Combining the bounds of the first and second term in each of the summands
in (6.13) (with again θ ∈ (d∗, R)), we arrive at

P(D ≥ ki+1, Ski > t) ≤ exp
(
− ρ1(ki+1) − 1

2ρ2(ki+1) − θt+ θφ1(ki) + ( 1
2θ

2 + o(1))φ2(ki)
)
.

Again using that ρ1 and ρ2 are increasing and that φ1(ki) = t − xiK(t) + o(1) as b diverges and
φ2(ki+1) = (1 + o(1))φ2(ki) = (1 + o(1))K(t− xiK(t)) by Assumption K and (a) in Lemma 5.13,
where the o(1) is uniform in i, we obtain the upper bound

exp
(
−d∗t−Kα(t−xi+1K(t)) +

[
1
2θ

2− 1
2 (d∗)2 +o(1)

]
K(t−xiK(t))− (θ−d∗)xiK(t) + ζd∗K(t)

)
.

We distinguish between two cases, for which we first introduce the following functions. We define

α̃(k) =

k−1∑
i=0

|d(i) − d∗|
b(i) + d(i)

for k ∈ N0,

and extend α̃ to R+ by linear interpolation. It is clear that α̃(x) ≥ α(x) for all x ≥ 0. Moreover,
we let Kα̃(t) := α̃(φ−1

1 (t)) and q(t) := C1(Kα̃(t) + K(t))/t, where C1 > 2(ζ(θ − d∗)(1 − ε))−1 is a
constant. We note that limt→∞ q(t) = 0 since d converges to d∗ and b tends to infinity. We then
have the following two cases:

(a) i <
(1 − ε)t

K(t)
q(t), (b)

(1 − ε)t

K(t)
q(t) ≤ i ≤M.

Case (a). As θ ∈ (d∗, R), we use that xi ≥ 0 and that K is increasing to obtain the upper bound

exp
(
− d∗t−Kα(t− xi+1K(t)) +

[
1
2θ

2 − 1
2 (d∗)2 + o(1)

]
K(t) − (θ − d∗)xiK(t) + ζd∗K(t)

)
.
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By the bound on i, it follows that xiK(t) = o(t). Hence, by (d) in Lemma 5.13 we have Kα(t −
xi+1K(t)) = Kα(t) + o(xiK(t)), where we use that xi+1 = xi + ζ in the final step. As a result, we
can rewrite the upper bound to obtain

exp
(
− d∗t−Kα(t) +

[
1
2θ

2 − 1
2 (d∗)2 + o(1)

]
K(t) − (θ − d∗ + o(1))xiK(t) + ζd∗K(t)

)
.

Finally, as xi grows linearly in i, we have for some large constant C2 > 0,

⌊(1−ε)tq(t)/K(t)⌋∑
i=0

P(D ≥ ki+1, Sk+i > t) ≤ C2 exp
(
− d∗t−Kα(t) +

[
1
2θ

2 − 1
2 (d∗)2 + ζd∗ + o(1)

]
K(t)

)
.

Case (b). With θ ∈ (d∗, R), since −Kα(t− xi+1K(t)) ≤ Kα̃(t), and as xi ≥ 0,

exp
(
− d∗t−Kα(t− xi+1K(t)) +

[
1
2θ

2 − 1
2 (d∗)2 + o(1)

]
K(t− xiK(t)) − (θ − d∗)xiK(t) + ζd∗K(t)

)
≤ exp

(
− d∗t+ Kα̃(t) +

[
1
2θ

2 − 1
2 (d∗)2 − (θ − d∗)xi + ζd∗ + o(1)

]
K(t)

)
As a result, since xi = iζ increases linearly in i,

M−1∑
i=⌈(1−ε)tq(t)/K(t)⌉

P(D ≥ ki+1, Ski > t)

≤ exp
(
− d∗t+ Kα̃(t) − (θ − d∗)ζ(1 − ε)q(t)t+

[
1
2θ

2 − 1
2 (d∗)2 + ζd∗ + o(1)

]
K(t)

)
.

We now use the specific choice of the function q. For any θ ∈ (d∗, R) and since Kα̃(t) ≥ Kα(t) and
C1 > 2(ζ(θ − d∗)(1 − ε))−1, we thus arrive at

M−1∑
i=⌈(1−ε)tq(t)/K(t)⌉

P(D ≥ ki+1, Ski > t) ≤ exp
(
− d∗t−Kα(t) +

[
1
2θ

2 − 1
2 (d∗)2 + ζd∗ − 2 + o(1)

]
K(t)

)
.

We combine this with the bound in Case (a) and the bounds for first and second term in (6.14)
and (6.16), respectively. We observe that the main contribution of these four bounds comes from
Case (a). Using all four bounds in (6.13), we finally obtain

lim sup
t→∞

log(P(L > t)) − d∗ + Kα(t)

K(t)
≤ 1

2

(
θ2 − (d∗)2

)
+ ζd∗.

The upper bound can be made arbitrarily small by choosing ζ close to zero and θ close to d∗.
Together with the lower bound in (6.12), we arrive at the desired result. □

6.2. Growth-rate of the branching process. In this section we provide some results for the
growth-rate of the branching process BP. We require a precise understanding of the growth-rate
of the branching process to be able to analyse the quantities Ocont

t and Icontt in later Sections. We
introduce the following notation. First, recall that S denotes the event that the branching process
survives and that

PS (·) := P(· | S) and ES [·] := E [· | S]

denote the conditional probability measure and its corresponding expected value, under the event
S. For 0 ≤ s < t <∞, we further define

B(s, t) := {u ∈ U∞ : σu ∈ [s, t]}
as the set of individuals born in the time interval [s, t]. Also, recall Acont

t from (3.2) as the set
of individuals alive at time t, and R from (2.2) as the point process that governs the production
of offspring of individuals. We have the following results regarding the growth-rate of Acont

t and
B(s, t). The first is similar to the well-known Kesten-Stigum theorem and is a direct consequence
of results for general CMJ branching processes in [19, 33]; the second uses a similar approach as
the proof of [2, Lemma 7.12].

Proposition 6.5 (Growth rate of branching process conditionally on survival). Suppose that b
and d are such that Assumptions (N-E) and (Ma) are satisfied, and recall S from (3.4) as the
event that the process BP survives. There exists a non-negative random variable W , such that

e−λ
∗t|Acont

t | a.s.−→W. (6.17)
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Moreover, with

R̂λ∗
(t) :=

∫ t

0

e−λ
∗uR(du),

the following are equivalent:

(a) E
[
R̂λ∗

(∞) log+ R̂λ∗
(∞)

]
<∞,

(b) E [W ] > 0,
(c) E

[
e−λ

∗t|Acont
t |

]
→ E [W ] as t→ ∞,

(d) W > 0 almost surely on S.

Proposition 6.5 is a direct result of [33, Theorem 5.4] and [19] (see also [33, Proposition 1.1] for a
condensed version). We have the following useful corollary.

Corollary 6.6. Suppose that b and d are such that Assumptions (N-E) and (Ma) are satisfied,
and recall the event S that the process BP survives from (3.4). Let r, s, u = r(t), s(t), u(t) ≥ 0 be
such that s(t) − r(t) → ∞ and u(t) → ∞ as t→ ∞. Then,

lim
t→∞

PS

(
|B(r, s)| ≤ eλ

∗s−u
)

= 0, (6.18)

and

lim
t→∞

P
(
|B(r, s)| ≥ eλ

∗s+u
)

= 0. (6.19)

Finally,

lim
M→∞

P
(

sup
t≥0

|B(0, t)|e−λ
∗t ≥M

)
= 0, (6.20)

and

lim
M→∞

PS

(
inf
t≥0

|B(0, t)|e−λ
∗t ≤ 1/M

)
= 0. (6.21)

Proof. We observe that the number of births between time r and time s equals the number of
alive individuals at time s minus the number of individuals alive at time r plus the number of
individuals born between time r and s that have died before time s. That is,

|B(r, s)| = |Acont
s | − |Acont

r | + |{u ∈ U∞ : σu ∈ [r, s], Lu < s− σu}| ≥ |Acont
s | − |Acont

r |.
Consequentially,

PS

(
|B(r, s)| ≤ eλ

∗s−u
)
≤ PS

(
|Acont

s | − |Acont
r | ≤ eλ

∗s−u
)

= PS

(
|Acont

s |e−λ
∗s − |Acont

r |e−λ
∗re−λ

∗(s−r) ≤ e−u
)
.

By (6.17), it follows that |Acont
s |e−λ∗s converges almost surely to W , which is PS -almost surely

positive. Similarly, |Acont
r |e−λ∗r is a tight sequence of random variables. Hence, since s− r tends

to infinity with t, it follows that |Acont
r |e−λ∗re−λ

∗(s−r) converges to zero PS -almost surely. As u
tends to infinity with t, the right-hand side of the event in the probability tends to zero with t
and we arrive at (6.18).

In a similar manner, we observe that |B(r, s)| ≤ |B(0, s)|. It follows from [33, Theorem 5.4]
that |B(0, s)|e−λ∗s converges almost surely (or, equivalently, from (3.6), since |B(0, s)| = Zb

s and
|Acont

s | = Za
s ), so that

lim
t→∞

P
(
|B(r, s)| ≥ eλ

∗s+u
)
≤ lim
t→∞

P
(
|B(0, s)|e−λ

∗s ≥ eu
)

= 0,

since u tends to infinity with t.

Finally, we prove (6.20) and (6.21). Fix ε > 0. First, by a union bound,

P
(

sup
t≥0

|B(0, t)|e−λ
∗t ≥M

)
≤ P

(
sup

t∈[0,log(M)/(2λ∗)]

|B(0, t)| ≥M

)
+P

(
sup

t≥log(M)/(2λ∗)

|B(0, t)|e−λ
∗t ≥M

)
,

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3749-7431
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5624-2410


LACK OF PERSISTENCE OF THE MAXIMUM DEGREE IN PAVD MODELS 29

where we bound the exponential term in the first probability on the right-hand side from above
by one. As |B(0, t)| is increasing in t, we can bound this term from above further by

P(|B(0, log(M)/(2λ∗))| ≥M) = P
(
|B(0, log(M)/(2λ∗))| ≥ e2λ

∗ log(M)/(2λ∗)
)
.

It thus follows from (6.19) (with r = 0, s = log(M)/(2λ∗), and u = log(M)/2) that the right-hand
side is at most ε/3 for all M large. For the second probability, we first take M0 = M0(ε) > 0 large
enough so that P(W ≥M0) < ε/2. Then, we take M ≥M0 large such that

P

(
sup

t≥log(M)/(2λ∗)

|B(0, t)|e−λ
∗t ≥M

)
≤ P

(
sup

t≥log(M)/(2λ∗)

|B(0, t)|e−λ
∗t ≥M0

)
≤ P(W ≥M0) + ε/3 < 2ε/3.

Here, the second step follows from the fact that inft≥log(M)/(2λ∗) |B(0, t)|e−λ∗t a.s.−→W as M tends
to infinity. As ε is arbitrary, this yields the desired result and proves (6.20).

The proof of (6.21) uses a similar approach, where we now use that B(0, t) ≥ 1 for all t ≥ 0, so
that |B(0, s)|e−λ∗s ≥ e−λ

∗T for all s ≤ T . As a result, with T = log(M)/λ∗,

PS

(
inf
t≥0

|B(0, t)|e−λ
∗t ≤ 1/M

)
= PS

(
inf

t≥log(M)/λ∗
|B(0, t)|e−λ

∗t ≤ 1/M

)
.

Then, fix ε > 0 and take M0 = M0(ε) > 0 large so that PS (W ≤ 1/M0) ≤ ε/2. We note that this
is possible, conditionally on survival, since then W > 0 almost surely by (d). Now, take M ≥M0

large so that

PS

(
inf

t≥log(M)/λ∗
|B(0, t)|e−λ

∗t ≤ 1/M

)
≤ PS

(
inf

t≥log(M)/λ∗
|B(0, t)|e−λ

∗t ≤ 1/M0

)
≤ PS (W ≤ 1/M0) + ε/2 ≤ ε.

Here, the second step follows from the fact that inft≥log(M)/λ∗ |B(0, t)|e−λ∗t PS−a.s.−−−−−→ W as M to
infinity. As ε is arbitrary, this proves (6.21) and concludes the proof. □

6.3. Non-survival of old individuals. We conclude this section by combining the results from
the previous sub-sections to prove asymptotic results for Ocont

t . In essence, we show that all
individuals that are ‘too old’ have all died by time t with high probability and that there exists
‘young enough’ individuals that survive up to time t. To formalise this intuition, we introduce the
following notation. Fix d∗ ≥ 0, λ∗ > 0, and p > 0, and define

Fp,t :=
[
t− pK

(
λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t
)
, t+ pK

(
λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t
)]
. (6.22)

We observe that the behaviour of Ocont
t is different in the ‘rich are old’ and the ‘rich die young’

regimes, since the lifetime of an individual has a different (asymptotic) distribution in these
regimes. This is made precise in the following result.

Proposition 6.7. Suppose that the sequences b and d are such that Assumptions (N-E), (F-D),
and (Ma) are satisfied. Recall R from (2.9) and the event S from (3.4) that the branching process
BP survives. Assume that lim infi→∞ d(i) > R. Then, there exists K0 > 0 such that for any
K > K0 there exists p > 0 sufficiently small so that

lim
t→∞

PS

(
∀s ∈ [t− p log t, t+ p log t] :

∣∣∣Ocont
s − R

λ∗ +R
t
∣∣∣ ≤ K log t

)
= 1. (6.23)

Now, assume that b diverges and that limi→∞ d(i) = d∗ ∈ [0, R). Also, suppose that Assumptions K
and Kα and Assumption (D-V) are satisfied. Then, for any ε > 0 there exists p > 0 such that

lim
t→∞

PS

(
∀s ∈ Fp,t :

∣∣∣K( λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t
)−1(

Ocont
s − d∗

λ∗+d∗ t−
1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t))
)∣∣∣ < ε

)
= 1. (6.24)

Finally, if Assumption (F-D) is not satisfied,

Ocont
t

PS−a.s.−−−−−→ O′, (6.25)
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for some almost surely finite random variable O′.

Remark 6.8. Under the assumption that lim infi→∞ d(i) ≥ R we can adapt the proof of (6.23)
(and by using (6.1) rather than (6.2)) to show that for any ε > 0 there exists p > 0 such that

lim
t→∞

PS

(
∀s ∈ [(1 − p)t, (1 + p)t] :

∣∣∣Ocont
s

t
− R

λ∗ +R

∣∣∣ < ε

)
= 1.

It yields a weaker bound on Ocont
s , but with a weaker condition on d and a larger range of s. ◀

Remark 6.9. When setting s = t in (6.23) and (6.24), the quantity in the absolute values
converges to zero in probability. Though in some cases where K grows sufficiently fast it may be
possible to strengthen the convergence in probability to almost sure convergence, we are unable to
derive the stronger bounds due to the use of (6.18) and (6.19) in Corollary 6.6. Stronger versions
of these results would be required to improve to almost sure convergence. ◀

Remark 6.10. Proposition 6.7 provides the main step in proving the asymptotic behaviour of
On, as presented in Theorems 2.3 through 2.10. It remains to translate the asymptotic behaviour
of Ocont

t into the asymptotic behaviour of On, which is carried out in Section 9. ◀

Intuitively, an individual born at time T < t survives up to time t with probability P(L > t− T ),
independently of all other individuals. At the same time, the number of individuals born around
time T is roughly eλ

∗T by Proposition 6.5. The proof uses first and second moment bounds to
establish the optimal choice of T such that no individuals born before T are alive at time t, whereas
many individuals born after T are alive at time t.

Proof. We first prove (6.23). Fix K, p > 0 and define

ℓt :=
R

λ∗ +R
t−K log t, ut :=

R

λ∗ +R
t+K log t, ũt :=

R

λ∗ +R
t, (6.26)

and
r(t) := t− p log t, r(t) := t+ p log t.

We then observe that Ocont
t is increasing in t, so that

PS

(∣∣∣Ocont
s − R

λ∗ +R
t
∣∣∣ < K log t for all s ∈ [r(t), r(t)]

)
≥ 1−PS

(
Ocont
r(t) ≤ ℓt

)
−PS

(
Ocont
r(t) ≥ ut

)
.

(6.27)
We thus aim to bound the probabilities on the right-hand side from above, starting with the
leftmost one. For any δ > 0, recalling that Acont

t denotes the set of alive individuals at time t,

PS

(
Ocont
r(t) ≤ ℓt

)
= PS

(
B(0, ℓt) ∩ Ar(t) ̸= ∅

)
≤ 1

P(S)

[
P
(
B(0, ℓt) ∩ Ar(t) ̸= ∅, |B(0, ℓt)| ≤ eλ

∗ℓt+δ log t
)

+ P
(
|B(0, ℓt)| ≥ eλ

∗ℓt+δ log t
) ]
.

(6.28)

The second probability in the brackets converges to zero by Corollary 6.6 (with r = 0, s = ℓt, and
u = δ log t). Furthermore, lifetimes among individuals are i.i.d. and each individual born before
time ℓt needs to live for at least r(t) − ℓt time to be alive at time r(t). Hence, by a union bound
and using the upper bound in (6.2) of Lemma 6.1, we arrive for some large constant C > 0 at the
upper bound

P(S)
−1

eλ
∗ℓt+δ log tP(L ≥ r(t) − ℓt) + o(1) ≤ eλ

∗ℓt+δ log t−R(r(t)−ℓt)+C log(r(t)−ℓt) + o(1). (6.29)

By the definition of ℓt and r(t), this equals

exp
([

− (λ∗ +R)K + δ +Rp+ C
]

log t+ O(1)
)

+ o(1).

Hence, for any K larger than K0 := C(λ∗ +R)−1, we can choose δ and p sufficiently small so that
the terms in the square brackets are negative. As a result, the upper bound in (6.29) tends to zero
with t for these choices of K, p, and δ.
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In a similar way, we bound the second probability on the right-hand side of (6.27). We recall ũt
from (6.26) and write

PS(Ocont
r(t) ≥ ut) ≤ PS(B(ũt, ut) ∩ Ar(t) = ∅) ≤ PS

(
∀v ∈ B(ũt, ut) : L(v) ≤ r(t) − ũt

)
. (6.30)

For ease of writing, we define the events

Et := {∀v ∈ B(ũt, ut) : L(v) ≤ r(t) − ũt}, Dt := {|B(ũt, ut)| > m} for m ∈ N, t ≥ 0.

We then write the right-hand side of (6.30) as

PS (Et) = P(S)
−1 E [1S1Et ] ≤ P(S)

−1 E [1S1Et1Dt ] + P(S)
−1 E

[
1S1Dc

t

]
.

The second term on the right-hand side equals the probability of the event Dc
t under the conditional

probability measure PS . For the first term, we condition on two things. First, we condition Fũt
, the

σ-algebra generated by the branching process up to time ũt. Second, we condition on |B(ũt, ut)|,
the number of individuals born in the branching process in the interval (ũt, ut). We can thus write

P(S)
−1 E [1S1Et

1Dt
] = P(S)

−1 E [E [1S1Et
1Dt

| Fũt
, |B(ũt, ut)|]]

≤ P(S)
−1 E [1Dt

E [1Et
| Fũt

, |B(ũt, ut)|]]

= P(S)
−1 E [1Dt

P(Et | Fũt
, |B(ũt, ut)|)] .

Conditionally on |B(ũt, ut)| and upon the event Dt, we can use the independence of the lifetimes
of distinct individuals to bound the terms in the expected value from above by

1DtP(Et | Fũt
, |B(ũt, ut)|) ≤ 1Dt

(
1 − P(L ≥ r(t) − ũt)

)m ≤ exp
(
−mP(L ≥ r(t) − ũt)

)
,

where we have omitted the indicator random variable and used that 1 − x ≤ e−x for x ∈ R in the
last step. Combining all of the above in (6.30), we thus arrive at

PS

(
Ocont
r(t) ≥ ut

)
≤ P(S)

−1
exp

(
−mP(L ≥ r(t) − ũt)

)
+ PS (|B(ũt, ut)| ≤ m) .

We choose m = exp(λ∗ut − δ log t) and apply Corollary 6.6 (with r = ũt, s = ut, and u = δ log t)
to the second term on the right-hand side. This yields that the second term tends to zero with t.
For the first term we arrive at

P(S)
−1

exp
(
− P(L ≥ r(t) − ũt) eλ

∗ut−δ log t
)
. (6.31)

By the lower bound in (6.2) of Lemma 6.1 and the definition of ut and ũt, we arrive at

exp
(
− (exp

([
λ∗K − δ −Rp

]
log t+ O(1)

))
.

For any K > 0 (and thus for any K > K0, in particular) we can choose δ and p sufficiently small
so that the upper bound tends to zero. This yields that the left-hand side of (6.27) converges to
one as t tends to infinity, so that the desired result follows.

We then prove (6.24). The proof follows a similar argument as the above, but with a refined result.
To this end, we use Lemma 6.3 and Assumption Kα. From the latter we obtain r = r(t) such that

Kα(r(t)) −Kα
(

λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t−
1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t))
)

= o(K(r(t))). (6.32)

We fix ε > 0 and set

ℓt :=
d∗

λ∗ + d∗
t+ 1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) − εK(r(t)), ut :=
d∗

λ∗ + d∗
t+ 1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) + εK(r(t)),

r(t) := t− pK
(

λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t
)
, r(t) := t+ pK

(
λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t
)
.

We then use a similar bound as in (6.27), to obtain

PS

(∣∣∣K( λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t
)−1(

Ocont
s − d∗

λ∗+d∗ t−
1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t))
)∣∣∣ < ε, for all s ∈ [r(t), r(t)]

)
≥ 1 − PS

(
Ocont
r(t) ≤ ℓt

)
− PS

(
Ocont
r(t) ≥ ut

)
.

(6.33)



32 MARKUS HEYDENREICH AND BAS LODEWIJKS

We again bound the probabilities on the right-hand side from above, and start with the leftmost
one. We use a similar bound as in (6.28), but with the event

Et :=
{
|B(0, ℓt)| ≤ exp

(
λ∗ℓt + δK(r(t))

)}
,

where δ > 0 is small. We then have the upper bound

PS

(
Ocont
r(t) ≤ ℓt

)
≤ PS

(
B(0, ℓt) ∩ Ar(t) ̸= ∅

)
≤ 1

P(S)

[
P
(
{B(0, ℓt) ∩ Ar(t) ̸= ∅} ∩ Et

)
+ P(Ect )

]
.

Again, by Corollary 6.6 (with r = 0, s = ℓt, and u = δK(r(t))) and as K and s diverge, the term
P(Ect ) tends to zero with t. We can thus focus on the first term in the square brackets. With a
similar approach as in (6.29) and with ξ > 0 fixed, but using Lemma 6.3 instead, we bound this
term from above by

exp
(
λ∗ℓt + δK(r(t)) − d∗(r(t) − ℓt) −Kα(r(t) − ℓt) + ξK(r(t) − ℓt)

)
= exp

(
Kα(r(t)) −Kα

(
λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t−
1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) + εK(r(t)) − pK
(

λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t
))

+ (δ − (λ∗ + d∗)ε)K(r(t)) + ξK
(

λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t−
1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) + εK(r(t)) − pK
(

λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t
))

+ d∗pK
(

λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t
))
.

We combine (6.32) with (d) in Lemma 5.13 to obtain that r(t) = λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t + o(t). Further, as b

diverges, it follows that K(t) = o(t) by (a) in Lemma 5.13. We then apply Assumption K to write

K
(

λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t−
1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) + εK(r(t)) − pK
(

λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t
))

= (1 + o(1))K
(

λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t
)
, (6.34)

and

Kα(r(t)) −Kα
(

λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t−
1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t))
)

= o
(
K(r(t))

)
= o
(
K
(

λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t
))
. (6.35)

We thus arrive at

exp
(

(δ + ξ + d∗p− (λ∗ + d∗)ε+ o(1))K
(

λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t
))
.

By choosing δ, p, and ξ sufficiently small with respect to ε, the upper bound tends to zero with t.

We then bound the second probability on the right-hand side of (6.33). For ease of writing, we set

ũt :=
d∗

λ∗ + d∗
t+ 1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)).

Then, using the event

Ẽt :=
{
|B(ũt, ut)| ≥ exp

(
λ∗ut − δK(r(t))

)}
,

with δ > 0 small, we follow the same steps as in (6.30) through (6.31) to arrive at

PS

(
Ocont
r(t) ≥ ut

)
≤ PS

(
B
(
ũt, ut

)
∩ Ar(t) = ∅

)
≤ P(S)

−1
exp

(
− P(L ≥ r(t) − ũt) exp

(
λ∗ut − δK(r(t))

))
+ PS

(
Ẽct
)
.

(6.36)

Again, by Corollary 6.6 (with r = ũt, s = ut, and u = δK(r(t))), the final term tends to zero. By
using Lemma 6.3, we bound the argument of the exponential term from above, with ξ > 0, by

− exp
(
λ∗ut − δK(r(t)) − d∗(r(t) − ũt) −Kα(r(t) − ũt) − ξK(r(t) − ũt)

)
= − exp

(
Kα(r(t)) −Kα

(
λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t−
1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) + pK
(

λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t
))

+ (ε(λ∗ + d∗) − δ)K(r(t))

− ξK
(

λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t−
1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) + pK
(

λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t
))

− d∗pK
(

λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t
))
.

We then combine this with (6.34) and (6.35) in (6.36) to arrive at

exp
(
− exp

(
[ε(λ∗ + d∗) − δ − ξ − d∗p+ o(1)]K

(
λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t
)))

+ o(1),

which tends to zero with t when we choose δ, p, and ξ sufficiently small with respect to ε, since
K tends to infinity. We thus obtain that the left-hand side of (6.33) tends to one as t tends to
infinity, which yields the desired result.
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Finally, we prove (6.25). It follows from Lemma 5.3 that P(D = ∞) > 0 when Assumption (F-D)
is not satisfied. Furthermore, Corollary 6.4 implies that L is finite almost surely, conditionally on
{D < ∞}, and that L is infinite almost surely, conditionally on {D = ∞}. As a result, let N
denote the number of individuals born in the branching process, when the first individual v, such
that D(v) = ∞, is born. From the independence of (D(v))v∈U∞ , it follows that N is geometrically
distributed with parameter P(D = ∞) > 0. Hence, N is finite almost surely. Then, let vi be the
ith individual born in the branching process with birth-time σi := σvi , for i ∈ [N ]. Note that,
since σi ̸= σj almost surely and there is a finite number of births in any neighbourhood of 0 almost
surely, this enumeration is well-defined. Moreover, Lvi < ∞ almost surely for all i ∈ [N − 1] and
LvN = ∞, by definition. It thus follows that, conditionally on S,

Ocont
t = σN for all t ≥ max

i∈[N−1]
(σi + Lvi).

Indeed, the event S ensures that the individual vN is born before all other individuals vi, with
i < N , die. Note that the birth of an individual with an infinite lifetime then guarantees survival
of the branching process. Further, once all individuals v1, . . . , vN−1 have died, vN is the oldest
alive individual and, as it lives forever, remains to be so for all time after. This yields (6.25) with
O′ = τN and thus completes the proof. □

7. The individual with the largest offspring in the ‘rich are old’ regime

In this section we analyse the growth-rate of Icontt in the ‘rich are old’ regime. Recall R from (2.9),
and φ2 from (2.5). We assume that φ2 tends to infinity and that either Assumption (F-D) is
not met, or otherwise that limi→∞ d(i) = d∗ for some d∗ ∈ [0,∞). Finally, we recall the set Fp,t
from (6.22). We then have the following result.

Proposition 7.1. Suppose that b and d are such that b tends to infinity and such that Assump-
tions (N-E) and (Ma) are satisfied. Further, suppose that one of the following holds:

(1) Assumption (F-D) is not satisfied. We set d∗ := 0.
(2) Assumption (F-D) is satisfied, limi→∞ d(i) = d∗ ∈ [0,∞), and Assumption Kα is satisfied.

Finally, suppose that Assumptions K and (D-V) are satisfied. Then, conditionally on S, there
exists ε0 such that for any ε ∈ (0, ε0) there exists p > 0 such that the following event holds with
high probability as t tends to infinity: For all s ∈ Fp,t,∣∣∣∣ 1

K( λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t)

(
Iconts − d∗

λ∗ + d∗
t− 1

λ∗ + d∗
Kα(r(t))

)
− λ∗ + d∗

2

∣∣∣∣ < ε,

and ∣∣∣∣ 1

K( λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t)

(
φ1( max

v∈Acont
s

deg(v)(s)) − λ∗

λ∗ + d∗
t+

1

λ∗ + d∗
Kα(r(t))

)
− λ∗ − d∗

2

∣∣∣∣ < ε.

Remark 7.2. When setting s = t in the above result, we obtain convergence to zero of the
quantities in the absolute values. Similar to Remark 6.9, it may be possible to strengthen this to
almost sure convergence if K grows sufficiently fast. However, this again requires stronger results
compared to those in Corollary 6.6. ◀

Remark 7.3. Proposition 7.1 also provides a precise asymptotic expansion for the birth-time of
the individual with the largest offspring when d∗ ≥ R, i.e. in the rich die young regime. However,
we prove a (weaker) lower bound for Icontt in this regime that holds in greater generality in
Section 8. ◀

Remark 7.4. In Case (1) Assumption (F-D) is not satisfied, i.e. when ρ1 converges. By definition
α ≡ ρ1 in this case. As a result, Kα converges in this case. Since K diverges by Assumption (D-V),
the results in Proposition 7.1 clearly hold when one omits the term Kα(r(t)). Similarly and
related to Remark 2.7, when Assumption (F-D) is not satisfied but limi→∞ d(i) = 0 such that
α = ρ1 = o(φ2), the condition that Assumption Kα is satisfied can be omitted. ◀
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We split the proof of Proposition 7.1 into several parts. Let us first outline the proof strategy.

We define the functions H, H̃ : [0,∞) → R as

H(x) := −(x+ d∗) +
√

2(λ∗ + d∗)x and H̃(x) :=

{
H(x) if x ≥ (d∗)2

2(λ∗+d∗) ,

− (d∗)2

2(λ∗+d∗) if x < (d∗)2

2(λ∗+d∗) .
(7.1)

It is readily checked that H and H̃ have a unique maximum at u∗ > 0, with

u∗ :=
λ∗ + d∗

2
, and H(u∗) = H̃(u∗) =

λ∗ − d∗

2
.

See also Figure 3.

H(x)

H̃(x)

λ∗−d∗
2

u∗
O

d∗

x

Figure 3. The functions H and H̃, with their unique maximum u∗.

We then partition the time interval [0, t] into a variety of intervals. Recall the functions Kα and
K, defined in (2.7). First, for ε > 0 small, we omit the interval[

0,
d∗

λ∗ + d∗
t+

1

λ∗ + d∗
Kα(r(t)) − εK

( λ∗

λ∗ + d∗
t
)]
,

since we know by Proposition 6.7 that no individual born in this interval is alive at time s, for
any s ∈ Fp,t with high probability. Then, we consider

U e
t :=

[ d∗

λ∗ + d∗
t+

1

λ∗ + d∗
Kα(r(t)) − εK

( λ∗

λ∗ + d∗
t
)
,

d∗

λ∗ + d∗
t+

1

λ∗ + d∗
Kα(r(t))

]
,

and, for some large integer A ∈ N to be determined,

U ℓt (A) :=
[ d∗

λ∗ + d∗
t+

1

λ∗ + d∗
Kα(r(t)) +AK

( λ∗

λ∗ + d∗
t
)
, t
]

as two intervals where individuals with ‘too few’ offspring are born. We further partition these
intervals into smaller parts later. What remains is the interval[ d∗

λ∗ + d∗
t+

1

λ∗ + d∗
Kα(r(t)),

d∗

λ∗ + d∗
t+

1

λ∗ + d∗
Kα(r(t)) +AK

( λ∗

λ∗ + d∗
t
)]
. (7.2)

We partition [0, u∗ − ε) ∪ [u∗ + ε,A) into intervals [xi, xi+1) of length ζ < u∗ − ε for i ∈ I (with I
an index set depending on A and ε), and let t∗ := λ∗

λ∗+d∗ t for ease of writing. Then, we partition

the interval in (7.2) into

Ũt,i :=
[ d∗

λ∗ + d∗
t+

1

λ∗ + d∗
Kα(r(t))+xiK(t∗),

d∗

λ∗ + d∗
t+

1

λ∗ + d∗
Kα(r(t))+xi+1K(t∗)

)
for i ∈ I,

and

Ut :=
[ d∗

λ∗ + d∗
t+

1

λ∗ + d∗
Kα(r(t))+(u∗−ε)K(t∗),

d∗

λ∗ + d∗
t+

1

λ∗ + d∗
Kα(r(t))+(u∗+ε)K(t∗)

)
,

see Figure 4.

The aim of the proof is to show that the probability that there exists an individual who, at time
s, is alive, has the largest offspring, and has a birth-time in Ut, for all s ∈ Fp,t, converges to one,
for some sufficiently small p > 0 (with Fp,t as in (6.22)). To make this precise, we let

• Dmax
u∗−ε,u∗+ε(s) denote the largest offspring of individuals born in Ut and alive at time s,

• Dmax
xi,xi+1

(s) denote the largest offspring among individuals born in Ũt,i and alive at time s,
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0 t

U e
t U ℓt (A)Ut

Ũt,i Ũt,i

Figure 4. Partition of the interval [0, t]. The red interval is the part we omit.

The smallest intervals are the Ũt,i with i ∈ I.

• Dmax
ε,t (s) denote the largest offspring among individuals born in U e

t and alive at time s,

• Dmax
A,t (s) denote the largest offspring among individuals born in U ℓt (A) and alive at time s.

Then, we take

ξ = ξ(ε) :=
1

2
min{H(u∗) −H(u∗ − ε), H(u∗) −H(u∗ + ε)} =

1

4

ε2

λ∗ + d∗
−O(ε3). (7.3)

As a result, we have H(u∗) − ξ > H̃(xi+1) + ξ for all i ∈ I when ε is sufficiently small, since

− (d∗)2

2(λ∗+d∗) <
λ∗−d∗

2 = H(u∗). As a result,

PS(Iconts ∈ Ut for all s ∈ Fp,t)

≥ PS
(
Dmax
u∗−ε,u∗+ε(s) ≥ ⌈φ−1

1

(
t∗ − 1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) + (H(u∗) − ξ)K(t∗)
)
⌉,

Dmax
xi,xi+1

(s) ≤ ⌈φ−1
1

(
t∗ − 1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) + (H̃(xi+1) + ξ)K(t∗)
)
⌉ for all i ∈ I,

Dmax
ε,t (s) ≤ ⌈φ−1

1

(
t∗ − 1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) − (d∗ − ξ)K(t∗)
)
⌉,

Dmax
A,t (s) ≤ ⌈φ−1

1

(
t∗ − 1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t))
)
⌉, for all s ∈ Fp,t

)
.

Indeed, the event in the lower bound guarantees that Iconts ∈ Ut for all s ∈ Fp,t, since H has a

unique maximum at u∗ and H̃(xi+1) + ξ < H(u∗) − ξ. A union bound thus yields that

PS({Iconts ∈ Ut for all s ∈ Fp,t}c)
≤ PS

(
{Dmax

u∗−ε,u∗+ε(s) ≥ ⌈φ−1
1

(
t∗ − 1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) + (H(u∗) − ξ)K(t∗)
)
⌉ for all s ∈ Fp,t}c)

+
∑
i∈I

PS
(
{Dmax

xi,xi+1
(s) ≤ ⌈φ−1

1

(
t∗ − 1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) + (H̃(xi+1) + ξ)K(t∗)
)
⌉ for all s ∈ Fp,t}c

)
+ PS

(
{Dmax

ε,t (s) ≤ ⌈φ−1
1

(
t∗ − 1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) − (d∗ − ξ)K(t∗)
)
⌉ for all s ∈ Fp,t}c

)
+ PS

(
{Dmax

A,t (s) ≤ ⌈φ−1
1

(
t∗ − 1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t))
)
⌉ for all s ∈ Fp,t}c

)
.

(7.4)
We show in the next three lemmas that each term on the right-hand side converges to zero as t
tends to infinity. As I is a finite set, this proves the first result in Proposition 7.1.

Lemma 7.5 (Lower bound on offspring of individuals in the the optimal window). Suppose that
b and d satisfy the conditions in Proposition 7.1 and recall ξ from (7.3). There exists ε0 > 0 such
that for all ε ∈ (0, ε0) there exist p = p(ε) > 0 such that

lim
t→∞

PS
(
Dmax
u∗−ε,u∗+ε(s) ≥ ⌈φ−1

1

(
t∗ − 1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) + (H(u∗) − ξ)K(t∗)
)
⌉ for all s ∈ Fp,t) = 1.

The lemma shows that there exist individuals born in the ‘optimal window’ Ut that are alive and
have a large offspring around time t. The next lemma provides upper bound for the size of the
offspring of individuals born close to the optimal window (i.e. in a sub-optimal window), as well
as for individuals in the optimal window.

Lemma 7.6 (Upper bound on offspring of individuals in the (sub-)optimal window). Suppose b
and d satisfy the conditions in Proposition 7.1 and recall ξ from (7.3). There exist ζ = ζ(ε), p =
p(ε) > 0 such that for all i ∈ I,

lim
t→∞

PS
(
Dmax
xi,xi+1

(s) ≤ ⌈φ−1
1

(
t∗ − 1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) + (H̃(xi+1) + ξ)K(t∗)
)
⌉ for all s ∈ Fp,t

)
= 1.
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Similarly, there exists ε0 > 0 such that for all ε ∈ (0, ε0) there exists p = p(ε) > 0 such that

lim
t→∞

PS
(
Dmax
u∗−ε,u∗+ε(s) ≤ ⌈φ−1

1

(
t∗ − 1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) + (H(u∗) + ξ)K(t∗)
)
⌉ for all s ∈ Fp,t) = 1,

Finally, exists p(ε) > 0 such that

lim
t→∞

PS
(
Dmax
ε,t (s) ≤ ⌈φ−1

1

(
t∗ − 1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) − (d∗ − ξ)K(t∗)
)
⌉ for all s ∈ Fp,t

)
= 1.

Remark 7.7. The first result in Lemma 7.6 combined with (7.4) implies the second result of
Proposition 7.1. ◀

Finally, the third lemma shows that individuals that are born far away from the optimal window
have small offspring compared to those in the optimal window.

Lemma 7.8 (Individuals far outside the optimal window have few offspring). Suppose that b and
d satisfy the conditions in Proposition 7.1. There exist A > 0 large and p > 0 small such that

lim
t→∞

PS
(
Dmax
A,t (s) ≤ ⌈φ−1

1

(
t∗ − 1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t))
)
⌉ for all s ∈ Fp,t

)
= 1.

It is clear that Lemmas 7.5, 7.6, and 7.8, combined with Proposition 6.7, imply Proposition 7.1.
Furthermore, Proposition 7.1 is the main part for the proof of (2.12) in Theorem 2.3 and (2.14)
and (2.15) in Theorem 2.5.

We proceed by proving the three lemmas.

Proof of Lemma 7.5. For ease of writing, we set

k := ⌈φ−1
1

(
t∗ − 1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) + (H(u∗) − ξ)K(t∗)
)
⌉,

and for some small constant c ∈ (0, 1) to be determined, we let B(u∗ − cε2, u∗) denote the set of
individuals born in the interval[ d∗

λ∗ + d∗
t+

1

λ∗ + d∗
Kα(r(t)) + (u∗ − cε2)K(t∗),

d∗

λ∗ + d∗
t+

1

λ∗ + d∗
Kα(r(t)) + u∗K(t∗)

]
,

which we note is a subset of the individuals whose offspring we take the maximum of in the random
variable Dmax

u∗−ε,u∗+ε(s). We can thus bound

PS
(
Dmax
u∗−ε,u∗+ε(s) ≥ k, for all s ∈ Fp,t)

≥ PS

(
∃v ∈ B(u∗ − cε2, u∗) : v alive at time t+ pK(t∗),deg(v)(t− pK(t∗)) ≥ k

)
.

Indeed, restring ourselves to individuals born in B(u∗− cε2, u∗) and requiring that individuals live
until the end of the interval Fp,t and produce at least k offspring by the start of the interval yields

a lower bound. We first write {v is alive at time t+ pK(t∗) and deg(v)(t− pK(t∗)) ≥ k} as

{D(v) ≥ k, S
(v)
k ≤ t− pK(t∗) − σv, S

(v)

D(v)+1
> t+ pK(t∗) − σv}.

By using that v ∈ B(u∗ − cε2, u∗), we can bound its birth-time σv from below and above in the
second and third part of the event, respectively. Hence, the desired event is a subset of

{D(v) ≥ k, S
(v)
k ≤ t∗ − 1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) − (u∗ + p)K(t∗),

S
(v)

D(v)+1
> t∗ − 1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) − (u∗ − cε2 − p)K(t∗)}.

With a similar approach as in the steps between (6.30) and (6.31) and by leveraging the indepen-
dence of the reproduction process of distinct individuals (when not conditioning on survival), we
obtain for any m ∈ N the lower bound

1 − PS(|B(u∗ − cε2, u∗)| ≤ m)

−P(S)
−1
[
1 − P

(
D ≥ k, Sk ≤ t∗ − 1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) − (u∗ + p)K(t∗),

SD+1 > t∗ − 1
λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) − (u∗ − cε2 − p)K(t∗)

)]m
.

(7.5)
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We then set

m := exp
( λ∗d∗

λ∗ + d∗
t+

λ∗

λ∗ + d∗
Kα(r(t)) + (λ∗ − δ)u∗K(t∗)

)
,

and conclude that the probability on the first line tends to zero with t for any δ > 0 by Corollary 6.6
(with r = d∗

λ∗+d∗ t + 1
λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) + (u∗ − ε)K(t∗), s = d∗

λ∗+d∗ t + 1
λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) + u∗K(t∗), and

u = δu∗K(t∗)) and since K diverges. What remains, is to bound the term in the straight brackets
in (7.5) from above. By using that 1 − x ≤ e−x for any x ∈ R, we obtain the upper bound

exp

(
− P

(
D ≥ k, Sk ≤ t∗ − 1

λ∗ + d∗
Kα(r(t)) − (u∗ + p)K(t∗),

SD+1 > t∗ − 1

λ∗ + d∗
Kα(r(t)) − (u∗ − cε2 − p)K(t∗)

)
× exp

( λ∗d∗

λ∗ + d∗
t+

λ∗

λ∗ + d∗
Kα(r(t)) + (λ∗ − δ)u∗K(t∗)

))
.

(7.6)

We bound the probability from below to obtain an upper bound. From this point onwards, we
consider Case (2) in the statement of Proposition 7.1. We comment on the required adaptations
in Case (1) at the end of the proof.

In Case (2) and for any η > 0, there exists t′ > 0 such that, for all t ≥ t′, we have d(i) ≤ d∗ + η
for all i ≥ k (as k grows with t). We can thus use (ii) in Lemma 5.9 to obtain the lower bound

P(D ≥ k) e−(d∗+η)(2p+cε2)K(t∗)E
[
1{Sk ≤ t∗ − 1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) − (u∗ + p)K(t∗)}

exp
(

(d∗ + η)
(
Sk −

(
t∗ − 1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) − (u∗ + p)K(t∗)
)))]

.

By the choice of k, it follows that

φ1(k − 1) ≤ t∗ − 1

λ∗ + d∗
Kα(r(t)) + (H(u∗) − ξ)K(t∗) ≤ φ1(k).

Hence, as K(t∗) = (1+o(1))φ2(k) by Assumption K and (a) and (d) in Lemma 5.13, and φ(k−1) =
φ1(k) − o(1) as b diverges,

φ1(k) − (H(u∗) + u∗ + 3
2p− ξ)φ2(k) ≤ t∗ − 1

λ∗ + d∗
Kα(r(t)) − (u∗ + p)K(t∗)

≤ φ1(k) − (H(u∗) + u∗ + 1
2p− ξ)φ2(k),

for all t large. We thus obtain the lower bound

P(D ≥ k) e−(d∗+η)(2p+cε2)K(t∗)E
[
1{Sk ≤ φ1(k) − (H(u∗) + u∗ + 3

2p− ξ)φ2(k)}

exp
(

(d∗ + η)
(
Sk −

(
φ1(k) − (H(u∗) + u∗ + 1

2p− ξ)φ2(k)
)))]

.

Note that H(u∗) + u∗ + 3
2p− ξ = λ∗ + 3

2p− ξ > 0 for ξ sufficiently small. As a result, we can use

Proposition 5.12, with z = H(u∗) + u∗ + 3
2p− ξ > 0, y = H(u∗) + u∗ + 1

2p− ξ, and θ = d∗ + η, to
bound the expected value from below by

exp
(
−
[
(1 + (d∗ + η))p+ 1

2 (H(u∗) + u∗ + 3
2p− ξ)2

]
φ2(k)

)
. (7.7)

We combine this with Lemma 5.4. By Assumption (F-D), ρ1 diverges. If, furthermore, ρ2 also
diverges, then

P(D ≥ k) = e−ρ1(k)−( 1
2+o(1))ρ2(k) = e−ρ1(k)−( 1

2 (d
∗)2+o(1))K(t∗),

where we combine that d converges to d∗ ∈ [0,∞) and thus ρ2(k) = ((d∗)2 + o(1))φ2(k) by (c)
in Lemma 5.13 together with Assumption K in the last step. If, on the other hand, ρ2 converges
(which can only occur for d∗ = 0), then again by Lemma 5.4,

P(D ≥ k) = e−ρ1(k)−O(1) = e−ρ1(k)−o(K(t∗)),
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where the final step follows since φ2 diverges by Assumption (D-V). We can unify both cases by
writing o(K(t∗)) = ( 1

2 (d∗)2 + o(1))K(t∗) in the second case, for which d∗ = 0. Together with (7.7),
this yields the lower bound

P
(
D ≥ k, Sk ≤ t∗ − 1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) − (u∗ + p)K(t∗),

SD+1 > t∗ − 1
λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) − (u∗ − cε2 − p)K(t∗)

)
≥ exp

(
− ρ1(k) − ( 1

2 (d∗)2 + o(1))K(t∗) − (d∗ + η)(2p+ cε2)K(t∗)

−
[
(1 + (d∗ + η))p+ 1

2 (H(u∗) + u∗ + 3
2p− ξ)2

]
φ2(k)

)
.

Writing ρ1(k) = d∗φ1(k) + α(k) and applying Assumption K to the term φ2(k) together with (a)
and (d) in Lemma 5.13, we arrive at

exp
(
−d∗φ1(k)−α(k)−

[
1
2 (d∗)2 + 1

2 (H(u∗)+u∗ + 3
2p−ξ)

2 +p+(3p+cε2)(d∗ +η)+o(1)
]
K(t∗)

)
.

Finally, by the choice of k and by using Assumptions K and Kα, we obtain

exp
(
− λ∗d∗

λ∗ + d∗
t−Kα(r(t)) −

[
d∗(H(u∗) − ξ) + 1

2 (d∗)2 + 1
2 (H(u∗) + u∗ + 3

2p− ξ)2 + p

+ (3p+ cε2)(d∗ + η) + o(1)
]
K(t∗)

)
.

Multiplying this with the exponential term on the second line of (7.6) and using that H(u∗)+u∗ =
λ∗, we bound the inner exponential in (7.6) from below

exp
(
−
[
− (λ∗ + d∗)u∗ + 1

2 (H(u∗) + u∗ + d∗)2
]
K(t∗) + ξ

[
H(u∗) + u∗ + d∗

]
K(t∗)

−
[
3
2pλ

∗ + 1
2 ( 3

2p− ξ)2 + p+ (3p+ cε2)(d∗ + η) + δu∗ + o(1)
]
K(t∗)

)
.

(7.8)

The terms in the first brackets equal zero by the choice of H and u∗, and the terms in the second
brackets equal λ∗ + d∗ > 0. Then, we recall that ξ is of the order ε2, as follows from (7.3). Hence,
by choosing c sufficiently small, that is, c < 1

4 (d∗ + η)−1, it follows that (λ∗ + d∗)ξ− c(d∗ + η)ε2 is
strictly positive when ε and η are sufficiently small. The remaining terms on the second line can
be made arbitrarily small with respect to ε2 by choosing p, η, and δ sufficiently small. As a result,
the entire term diverges with t, so that we arrive at the desired result.

To deal with Case (1), we apply (iii) in Lemma 5.9 to the probability in (7.6) to obtain the upper
bound

exp

(
− P

(
Sk ≤ t∗ − 1

λ∗ + d∗
Kα(r(t)) − (u∗ + p)K(t∗)

)
× exp

( λ∗d∗

λ∗ + d∗
t+

λ∗

λ∗ + d∗
Kα(r(t)) + (λ∗ − δ)u∗K(t∗)

))
.

The remaining steps in the proof above can then be followed, using Lemma 5.10 rather than
Proposition 5.12, to arrive at (7.8) with d∗ set to equal 0, which concludes the proof. □

Proof of Lemma 7.6. We set

k := ⌈φ−1
1

(
t∗ − 1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) + (H̃(xi+1) + ξ)K(t∗)
)
⌉,

and

B(xi, xi+1) := B
( d∗

λ∗ + d∗
t+

1

λ∗ + d∗
Kα(r(t))+xiK(t∗),

d∗

λ∗ + d∗
t+

1

λ∗ + d∗
Kα(r(t))+xi+1K(t∗)

)
.

Then, we bound

PS
(
Dmax
xi,xi+1

(s) ≤ k, for all s ∈ Fp,t
)

≥ 1 − PS

(
∃v ∈ B(xi, xi+1) ∃s ∈ Fp,t : v alive at time s and deg(v)(s) ≥ k

))
= 1 − PS (∃v ∈ B(xi, xi+1) ∃s ∈ Fp,t : D ≥ k, Sk ≤ s− σv, SD+1 > s− σv) .

(7.9)
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We bound the probability on the last line from above to show that it tends to zero with t. First,
as s ∈ Fp,t and omitting the requirement that SD+1 > s− σv, we have the inclusion

{D ≥ k, Sk ≤ s− σv, SD+1 > s− σv} ⊆ {D ≥ k, Sk ≤ t+ pK(t∗) − σv}.

We then use that v ∈ B(xi, xi+1) to bound σv from below. We also introduce the event

Et :=
{
|B(xi, xi+1)| ≤ exp

( λ∗d∗

λ∗ + d∗
t+

λ∗

λ∗ + d∗
Kα(r(t)) + (λ∗ + δ)xi+1K(t∗)

))}
.

By using a union bound, we then arrive at the upper bound

PS(∃v ∈ B(xi, xi+1) ∃s ∈ Fp,t : D ≥ k, Sk ≤ s− σv, SD+1 > s− σv)

≤ P(S)
−1

exp
( λ∗d∗

λ∗ + d∗
t+

λ∗

λ∗ + d∗
Kα(r(t)) + (λ∗ + δ)xi+1K(t∗)

)
×P
(
D ≥ k, Sk ≤ t∗ − 1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) − (xi − p)K(t∗)
)

+ PS (Ect ) .

(7.10)

The last term tends to zero by Corollary 6.6 (with r = d∗

λ∗+d∗ t + 1
λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) + xiK(t∗),

s = d∗

λ∗+d∗ t + 1
λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) + xi+1K(t∗), and u = δxi+1K(t∗)), since the event S has positive

probability and because K diverges by Assumption (D-V). By the choice of k, it follows that

φ1(k) ≥ t∗ − 1
λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) + (H̃(xi+1) + ξ)K(t∗).

Hence, as K(t∗) = (1 + o(1))φ2(k) by Assumption K and (a) in Lemma 5.13,

φ1(k) − (H̃(xi+1) + xi − 3
2p+ ξ)φ2(k) ≥ t∗ − 1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) − (xi − p)K(t∗),

for all t large. Using this in the first probability on the third line of (7.10) combined with the
independence of D and Sk, we thus obtain the upper bound

P
(
D ≥ k, Sk ≤ t∗ − 1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) − (xi − p)K(t∗)
)

≤ P(D ≥ k)P
(
Sk − φ1(k) ≤ −(H̃(xi+1) + xi − 3

2p+ ξ)φ2(k)
)
.

(7.11)

We now distinguish between two cases: (a) xi+1 ≥ (d∗)2

2(λ∗+d∗) and (b) xi+1 <
(d∗)2

2(λ∗+d∗) . In Case

(a), it is readily checked that H̃(xi+1) + xi+1 ≥ 0. Hence, by choosing p and ζ small such that

2p+ ζ < ξ, noting that xi = xi+1 − ζ, it follows that H̃(xi+1) + xi − 3
2p+ ξ > 1

2p > 0 for all i ∈ I.
We can thus use Lemma 5.10 to bound

P
(
Sk − φ1(k) ≤ −(H̃(xi+1) + xi − 3

2p+ ξ)φ2(k)
)
≤ exp

(
− 1

2 (H̃(xi+1)+xi+1−ζ−2p+ξ)2φ2(k)
)
.

In Case (b), we instead bound the probability on the right-hand side from above by one. We then
apply Lemma 5.4 to also bound P(D ≥ k) ≤ exp

(
− ρ1(k) − 1

2ρ2(k)
)
. As ρ1 is increasing,

ρ1(k) ≥ ρ1
(
φ−1
1

(
t∗ − 1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) + (H̃(xi+1) + ξ)K(t∗)
))

= d∗t∗ − d∗

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) + d∗(H̃(xi+1) + ξ)K(t∗)

+ Kα
(
t∗ − 1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) + (H̃(xi+1) + ξ)K(t∗)
)
,

where we use the definitions of α and Kα as in (2.6) and (2.7), respectively, in the last step. Finally,
we also note that ρ2(k) = ((d∗)2 + o(1))φ2(k) = ((d∗)2 + o(1))K(t∗) since d converges to d∗ and
by using (c) in Lemma 5.13and Assumption K. Using both bounds in (7.11) and Assumption K,
we arrive at

P
(
D ≥ k, Sk ≤ t∗ − 1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) − (xi − p)K(t∗)
)

≤ exp
(
− d∗t∗ + d∗

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) −Kα
(
t∗ − 1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) + (H̃(xi+1) + ξ)K(t∗)
)

−
[
d∗(H̃(xi+1) + ξ) + 1

2 (H̃(xi+1) + xi+1 − ζ − 2p+ ξ)2 + 1
2 (d∗)2 + o(1)

]
K(t∗)

) (7.12)
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in Case (a) and

P
(
D ≥ k, Sk ≤ t∗ − 1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) − (xi − p)K(t∗)
)

≤ exp
(
− d∗t∗ + d∗

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) −Kα
(
t∗ − 1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) + (H̃(xi+1) + ξ)K(t∗)
)

−
[
d∗(H̃(xi+1) + ξ) + 1

2 (d∗)2 + o(1)
]
K(t∗)

) (7.13)

in Case (b). We now make two further case distinctions according to the conditions in the statement
of Proposition 7.1. In Case (2) we apply (d) in Lemma 5.13 and Assumption Kα to obtain

Kα
(
t∗ − 1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) + (H̃(xi+1) + ξ)K(t∗)
)

= Kα(r(t)) + o(K(t)). (7.14)

As a result, we can simplify the upper bound in (7.12) to

exp
(
−d∗t∗− λ∗

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t))−
[
d∗(H̃(xi+1)+ξ)+ 1

2 (H̃(xi+1)+xi+1−ζ−2p+ξ)2+ 1
2 (d∗)2+o(1)

]
K(t∗)

)
and the one in (7.13) to

exp
(
− d∗t∗ − λ∗

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) −
[
d∗(H̃(xi+1) + ξ) + 1

2 (d∗)2 + o(1)
]
K(t∗)

)
.

These upper bounds remain valid in Case (1), since we can change the o(K(t)) in (7.14) to o(1)
(without the need for Assumption Kα), as Kα(t) converges with t in this case. This completes the
upper bound for the first term on the second line of (7.10). Multiplying this with the exponential
term on the first line of (7.10) yields

exp
([

(λ∗ + d∗)xi+1 − 1
2 (H̃(xi+1) + xi+1 + d∗)2

]
K(t∗) − (ξ − (ζ + 2p))

[
H̃(xi+1) + xi+1 + d∗

]
K(t∗)

−
[
1
2 (ξ − (ζ + 2p))2 + (ζ + 2p)d∗ − δxi+1 + o(1)

]
K(t∗)

)
.

in Case (a) and

exp
(
[λ∗xi+1 − d∗H̃(xi+1) − 1

2 (d∗)2 − d∗ξ + δxi+1 + o(1)]K(t∗)
)

= exp
([
λ∗xi+1 − λ∗(d∗)2

2(λ∗+d∗) − d∗ξ + δxi+1

]
K(t∗)

)
in Case (b), where we use the definition of H̃, as in (7.1), in the last step. In Case (a) we have

H̃(xi+1) = H(xi+1), so that the terms in the first square brackets equal zero by the choice of H,
and the terms in the second square brackets are positive, since

H(xi+1) + xi+1 + d∗ =
√

2(λ∗ + d∗)xi+1 ≥ d∗,

as xi+1 ≥ (d∗)2/(2(λ∗ + d∗) in this case. Choosing δ, p, and ζ sufficiently small with respect to
ξ = ξ(ε) thus yields the desired result. In Case (b) we have directly have that the exponential
tends to zero by the choice of xi+1 in this case and by choosing δ sufficiently small. This concludes
the proof of the first result in Lemma 7.6.

We then consider the probability

PS
(
Dmax
u∗−ε,u∗+ε(s) ≤ ⌈φ−1

1

(
t∗ − 1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) − (H(u∗) + ξ)K(t∗)
)
⌉, for all s ∈ Fp,t

)
.

In the same manner as we bound the probability in (7.9), but replacing xi and xi+1 with u∗ − ε
and u∗ + ε, respectively, and setting k := ⌈φ−1

1 (t∗ − 1
λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) − (H(u∗) + ξ)K(t∗)⌉ instead,

we can follow the same proof to conclude that this probability tends to one as t tends to infinity
when p is sufficiently small with respect to ξ (and thus with respect to ε, by (7.3)).

Finally, we consider the probability

PS
(
Dmax
ε,t (s) ≤ ⌈φ−1

1

(
t∗ − 1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) − (d∗ − ξ)K(t∗)
)
⌉, for all s ∈ Fp,t

)
.

Again, in the same manner as we bound the probability in (7.9), but replacing xi and xi+1 with
−ε and 0, respectively, and setting k := ⌈φ−1

1 (t∗− 1
λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t))− (d∗− ξ)K(t∗)⌉ instead, we can

follow the same proof to conclude that this probability tends to one as t tends to infinity when p
is sufficiently small with respect to ξ (and thus with respect to ε, by (7.3)). □
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To conclude the section, we prove Lemma 7.8.

Proof of Lemma 7.8. We consider the probability

PS
(
Dmax
A,t (s) ≤ ⌈φ−1

1 (t∗ − 1
λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)))⌉ for all s ∈ Fp,t

)
,

that all individuals born after time d∗

λ∗+d∗ t+AK(t∗) that are alive at time s have degree at most

⌈φ−1
1 (t∗ − 1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)))⌉ for all s ∈ Fp,t. We fix ε > 0 and set k = ⌊φ−1
1 (t∗ − 1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)))⌋
and

BA,t := B
( d∗

λ∗ + d∗
t+ 1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) +AK(t∗), t
)
.

We write the probability of interest as

1 − PS

(
∃s ∈ Fp,t ∃v ∈ BA,t : D(v) ≥ k, S

(v)
k ≤ s− σv, S

(v)

D(v)+1
> s− σv

)
≥ 1 − PS

(
∃s ∈ Fp,t ∃v ∈ BA,t : D(v) ≥ k, S

(v)
k ≤ s− σv

)
.

We bound s from above in the second part of the event in the probability. Further, we cover the
interval [ d∗

λ∗+d∗ t+ 1
λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) +AK(t∗), t] by smaller intervals of the form[ d∗

λ∗ + d∗
t+ 1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) + (j − 1)K(t∗),
d∗

λ∗ + d∗
t+ 1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) + jK(t∗)
]
,

where

j ∈
{
A+ 1, . . . ,

⌈ 1

λ∗ + d∗
λ∗t−Kα(r(t))

K(t∗)

⌉}
=: IA,ε.

We also define, for j ∈ IA,ε,

Bj,t := B
( d∗

λ∗ + d∗
t+ 1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) + (j − 1)K(t∗),
d∗

λ∗ + d∗
t+ 1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) + jK(t∗)
)
.

Finally, we introduce the event

EM :=
{

sup
t≥0

e−λ
∗t|B(0, t)| ≤M

}
,

which holds with probability at least 1 − ε when choosing M = M(ε) sufficiently large by Corol-
lary 6.6. Combining all this, we can bound the probability from below by

1 − PS(EcM ) − PS

(
EM ∩

{
∃v ∈ BA,t : D(v) ≥ k, S

(v)
k ≤ t+ pK(t∗) − σv}

)
.

As stated, we can bound the first probability from above by ε, for any ε > 0, by choosing M
sufficiently large. It thus remains to bound the second probability from above. Using a union
bound we obtain the upper bound∑

j∈IA,ε

PS

(
EM ∩

{
∃v ∈ Bj,t : D(v) ≥ k, S

(v)
k ≤ t+ pK(t∗) − σv

})
. (7.15)

We bound each term in the sum separately. We use the fact that v ∈ Bj,t to bound σv from below
to arrive at the upper bound

PS

(
EM ∩

⋃
v∈Bj,t

{
D(v) ≥ k, S

(v)
k ≤ t∗ − 1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) − (j − 1 − p)K(t∗),
})

.

On the event EM , we can bound the size of Bj,t from above. Combined with a union bound and
using the independence of D and Sk, this yields the upper bound

MP(S)
−1

exp
( λ∗d∗

λ∗ + d∗
t+ λ∗

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) + jλ∗K(t∗)
)

× P(D ≥ k)P
(
Sk ≤ t∗ − 1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) − (j − 1 − p)K(t∗)
)
.

(7.16)
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We apply a Chernoff bound to the second probability on the second line, for some θ > 0 to be
determined, to bound the second line from above by

P(D ≥ k)

( k−1∏
i=0

b(i) + d(i)

b(i) + d(i) + θ

)
exp

(
θ
[
t∗ − 1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) − (j − 1 − p)K(t∗)
])
. (7.17)

By applying the bound log(1 − x) ≤ −x− x2/2 for x ∈ [0, 1) and similar to (6.15), we have

k−1∏
i=0

b(i) + d(i)

b(i) + d(i) + θ
≤ exp

(
− θφ1(k) +

θ2

2
φ2(k)

)
.

Combined with Lemma 5.4, we can thus bound (7.17) from above by

exp
(
θ
(
t∗ − 1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) − (j − 1 − p)K(t∗)
)
− ρ1(k) − 1

2
ρ2(k) − θφ1(k) +

θ2

2
φ2(k)

)
.

Since k = ⌈φ−1
1 (t∗ − 1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)))⌉ and φ1 is increasing, we can write this as

exp
(
− ρ1(k) − 1

2
ρ2(k) +

θ2

2
φ2(k) − θ(j − 1 − p)K(t∗)

)
= exp

(
− ρ1(k) − 1

2
ρ2(k) − (j − 1 − p)2K(t∗)2

2φ2(k)

)
,

where the second step optimises over θ by taking θ = (j − 1 − p)K(t∗)/φ2(k). Further, we
write ρ1(k) = d∗φ1(k) + α(k) and use (c) in Lemma 5.13 and Assumption K to conclude that
ρ2(k) = ((d∗)2 + o(1))K(t∗). For Case (2) in the statement of Proposition 7.1, we apply (a) and
(d) in Lemma 5.13 and Assumption Kα to the term α(k) to arrive at

exp
(
− λ∗d∗

λ∗ + d∗
t− λ∗

λ∗ + d∗
Kα(r(t)) −

[
1
2 (j − 1 − p)2 + 1

2 (d∗)2 + o(1)
]
K(t∗)

)
.

In Case (1), we have ρ1(k) = α(k) = O(1) without the need for Assumption Kα, so that the
upper bound remains valid in Case (1). Multiplying this with the remaining terms on the first
line of (7.16) yields

MP(S)
−1

exp
(
−
[
1
2 (j − 1 − p)2 − jλ∗ + 1

2 (d∗)2 + o(1)
]
K(t∗)

)
.

Observe that this upper bound is summable in j and tends to zero with t. We now choose A ∈ N
large enough such that 1

2 (j − p − 1)2 − jλ∗ + 1
2 (d∗)2 is strictly positive and increasing in j on

[A,∞). Using this in (7.15), we thus obtain for some c > 0,∑
j∈IA,ε

PS

(
EM ∩

{
∃v ∈ Bj,t : D(v) ≥ k, S

(v)
k < t∗ − 1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t)) − (j − 1 − p)K(t∗)
)
≤ e−cK(t∗).

This completes the proof, as we then have for this choice of A that

P
(
Dmax
A,t (s) ≤ φ−1

1

(
t∗ − 1

λ∗+d∗Kα(r(t))
)
, for all s ∈ Fp,t

)
≥ 1 − ε− e−cK(t∗),

and ε is arbitrary. □

8. Lack of persistence in the ‘rich die young’ regime

In this section we analyse the random variable Icontt , the birth-time of the oldest individual that
has the largest offspring at time t in the ‘rich die old’ regime. Unlike the previous section, where
we proved a precise scaling limit for Icontt in the ‘rich are old’ regime when the death rates converge
to a constant, we only provide a lower bound for Icontt in this section. However, this lower bound
holds in a general setting where few assumptions on the birth and death rates are required.

Recall R from (2.9) and λ∗ from Assumption (Ma). Set

d := lim inf
i→∞

d(i) and d := lim sup
i→∞

d(i), (8.1)
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and, for a large constant A > 0, define the function

w(k) :=

{
φ2(k) if limj→∞ φ2(j) = ∞,

A otherwise,
for k ∈ N0. (8.2)

Furthermore, fix K,K ′ > 0, set k := ⌈ρ−1
1 (K ′ log t)⌉, and define

F ∗
K′,t := [t−w(k), t+w(k)] and BK,t := B

( R

λ∗ +R
t−K log t,

R

λ∗ +R
t+K log t

)
. (8.3)

When d > R, it follows from Proposition 6.7 that the oldest alive individual at time t is an
element of BK,t. We have the following result, which tells us that no individual in BK,t is alive
and additionally has a ‘large’ offspring at time s, for any s ∈ F ∗

K′,t.

Proposition 8.1 (Oldest alive individuals do not have large offspring). Suppose that b and d are
such that Assumptions (N-E) and (Ma) are satisfied, that b tends to infinity, and that d > R. For
any K > 0 there exists K ′ > 0 such that

lim
t→∞

PS

(
∀s ∈ F ∗

K′,t ∃v ∈ BK,t : v alive at time s, deg(v)(s) ≥ ⌈ρ−1
1 (K ′ log t)⌉

)
= 0.

Remark 8.2. Whilst ρ1 need not be invertible in general (when d(i) = 0 for some i ∈ N0), since
d > 0 in Proposition 8.3, it follows that ρ1 is invertible on [C,∞), where C is a sufficiently large
constant, so that the quantity k is well-defined for all large enough t. ◀

Proof. As we can bound the birth-time of individuals v ∈ BK,t from above and below, we obtain
the upper bound

PS(∀s ∈ F ∗
K′,t ∃v ∈ BK,t : v alive at time s,deg(v)(s) ≥ k)

= PS

 ⋂
s∈F∗

K′,t

⋃
v∈BK,t

{D(v) ≥ k, S
(v)
k ≤ s− σv, S

(v)

D(v)+1
> s− σv}


≤ PS

( ⋃
v∈BK,t

{
D(v) ≥ k, S

(v)
k ≤ λ∗

λ∗ +R
t+K log t+ w(k), S

(v)

D(v)+1
>

λ∗

λ∗ +R
t−K log t− w(k)

})
.

By conditioning on |BK,t|, a union bound yields the upper bound

P
(
|BK,t| ≥ exp

( λ∗R

λ∗ +R
t+ λ∗(K + δ) log t

))
+ exp

( λ∗R

λ∗ +R
t+ λ∗(K + δ) log t

)
× P

(
D ≥ k, Sk ≤ λ∗

λ∗ +R
t+K log t+ w(k), SD+1 >

λ∗

λ∗ +R
t−K log t− w(k)

)
.

(8.4)

The probability on the first line tends to zero with t by (6.19) in Corollary 6.6 (using r = R
λ∗+R t−

K log t, s = R
λ∗+R t+K log t, and u = δ log t). We further split the probability on the second line

in two terms, namely

P
(
D ≥ k, Sk <

λ∗

λ∗ +R
t−K log t− w(k), SD+1 >

λ∗

λ∗ +R
t−K log t− w(k)

)
+ P(D ≥ k)P

(
Sk ∈

( λ∗

λ∗ +R
t−K log t− w(k),

λ∗

λ∗ +R
t+K log t+ w(k)

])
.

(8.5)

We bound both terms from above, starting with the one on the first line. As d > R, there exists
I ∈ N such that d(i) > R− 1/t for all i ≥ I and all t > 0. As k ≥ I for all t sufficiently large, we
can use Lemmas 5.4 and 5.9 to bound the first term on the right-hand side from above by

e−ρ1(k)E
[
1{Sk<

λ∗
λ∗+R

t−K log t−w(k)} exp
((
R− 1

t

)[
Sk −

( λ∗

λ∗ +R
t−K log t− w(k)

)])]
.
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We omit the indicator to arrive at the upper bound

exp

(
−ρ1(k)−

(
R− 1

t

)( λ∗

λ∗ +R
t−K log t−w(k)

))
(Rt)|[k−1]R|

k−1∏
i=0

i ̸∈[k−1]R

b(i) + d(i)

b(i) + d(i) −R+ 1/t
, (8.6)

where we recall [k−1]R from (6.9) as the set of indices i ∈ {0, . . . , k−1} such that b(i)+d(i) = R.
We bound, using that 1 + x ≤ ex for all x ∈ R,

k−1∏
i=0

i̸∈[k−1]R

b(i) + d(i)

b(i) + d(i) −R+ 1/t
≤ exp

(
R

k−1∑
i=0

i ̸∈[k−1]R

1

b(i) + d(i) −R

)
= exp

(
Rφ1(k) + O(φ2(k))

)
, (8.7)

where the final step uses that b tends to infinity. Furthermore, we have φ2 = o(φ1) and φ1(k) ≤
ρ1(k)/(d − ε) for any ε > 0 and k large by (a) and (b) in Lemma 5.13, since b tends to infinity.
Additionally, by the choice of w, it follows that w(k) = o(ρ1(k)). Combining this with (8.7)
in (8.6), we arrive at the upper bound

exp

(
−
(

1 − R

d− ε
+ o(1)

)
ρ1(k) − λ∗R

λ∗ +R
t+ [RK + |[k − 1]R| + o(1)] log t

)
.

As d > R, it follows that [k − 1]R ≤ L for some constant L ∈ N, uniformly in k. We can further
use the choice of k and the fact that ρ1 is increasing to finally obtain

P
(
D ≥ k, Sk <

λ∗

λ∗ +R
t−K log t− w(k), SD+1 >

λ∗

λ∗ +R
t−K log t− w(k)

)
≤ exp

(
− λ∗R

λ∗ +R
t+

[
RK + L−

(
1 − R

d−ε
)
K ′ + o(1)

]
log t

)
.

We then bound the term on the second line of (8.5) from above. We relax the upper bound on
Sk, again use Lemma 5.4, and apply a Chernoff bound with parameter θ := R− 1/t, to obtain

e−ρ1(k)P
(
Sk >

λ∗

λ∗ +R
t−K log t− w(k)

)
≤ exp

(
−ρ1(k)−θ

[ λ∗

λ∗ +R
t−K log t−w(k)

])
E
[
eθSk

]
.

By the choice of θ, we thus arrive at

exp

(
− ρ1(k) −

(
R− 1

t

)[ λ∗

λ∗ +R
t−K log t− w(k)

])
(Rt)|[k−1]R|

k−1∏
i=0

i̸∈[k−1]R

b(i) + d(i)

b(i) + d(i) −R+ 1/t
,

which is the same upper bound as in (8.6). The second line of (8.4) is thus at most

exp

(
− λ∗R

λ∗ +R
t+

[
RK + L−

(
1 − R

d−ε
)
K ′ + o(1)

]
log t

)
.

Multiplied with the exponential term on the first line of (8.4), we finally arrive at the upper bound

P(∀s ∈ F ∗
K′,t ∃v ∈ BK,t : v alive at time s,deg(v)(s) ≥ k)

≤ exp

([
λ∗(K + δ) +RK + L−

(
1 − R

d−ε
)
K ′ + o(1)

]
log t

)
+ o(1),

which tends to zero for K ′ sufficiently large. □

Now that we know that the oldest individuals alive at time t do not have large offspring, it remains
to show that there are individuals alive at time t, born much later than the oldest individual, that
do indeed attain such large degrees. We abuse notation to write

d(i) := sup
j≤i

d(j) for i ∈ N0. (8.8)

It follows that d := lim supi→∞ d(i) = limi→∞ d(i). We then have the following result.
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Proposition 8.3. Suppose that b and and d are such that Assumptions (N-E) and (Ma) are
satisfied. Recall R from (2.9), d, d from (8.1) and F ∗

K′,t from (8.3). Suppose that d > 0 and that b

tends to infinity, such that d(k) = o(b(k)) and b(k) = O(k). Finally, assume that b(k) and d(k) are
regularly varying in k with a non-negative exponent. For any K,K ′ > 0, with k := ⌈ρ−1

1 (K ′ log t)⌉,

lim
t→∞

PS

(
∀s ∈ F ∗

K′,t ∃v ∈ B
( R

λ∗ +R
t+K log t, t

)
: v alive at time s,deg(v)(s) ≥ k

)
= 1.

The combination of Propositions 8.1 and 8.3 Icontt ≫ Ocont
t when d > R. It remains to translate

this result to the quantities In and On to prove Theorem 2.10, which is carried out in Section 9.

Proof. To bound the probability in the proposition statement from below, we only consider indi-
viduals in

Bw,t := B
(
t− φ1(k), t− φ1(k) + w(k)

)
.

Note that, since d > 0, it follows that φ1(k) = O(ρ1(k)) = O(log t) by (b) in Lemma 5.13.
Similarly, regardless of whether φ2 tends to infinity or not, we have w(k) = o(φ1(k)) since b
diverges and by (a) in Lemma 5.13. As a result,

Bw,t ⊂ B
( R

λ∗ +R
t+K log t, t

)
.

We show that there exist individuals in the set Bw,t who are alive at time s and have produced
at least k children by time s, for all s ∈ F ∗

K′,t. By bounding the birth-times of individuals in Bw,t
and s from above and below, we obtain the lower bound

PS

(
∀s ∈ F ∗

K′,t ∃v ∈ B
( R

λ∗ +R
t+K log t, t

)
: v alive at time s,deg(v)(s) ≥ k

)
≥ PS

( ⋃
v∈Bw,t

{
D(v) ≥ k, S

(v)
k ≤ φ1(k) − 2w(k), S

(v)

D(v)+1
> φ1(k) + w(k)

})
.

With a similar approach as in the steps between (6.30) and (6.31) and by leveraging the indepen-
dence of the reproduction processes of distinct individuals (when not conditioning on survival),
we obtain for any m ∈ N the lower bound

1 − PS (|Bw,t| ≤ m) − P(S)
−1 (

1 − P(D ≥ k, Sk ≤ φ1(k) − 2w(k), SD+1 > φ1(k) + w(k))
)m
.

We now set

m := exp
(
λ∗(t− φ1(k) + 1

2w(k))
)
,

and use that 1 − x ≤ e−x for all x ∈ R to obtain the lower bound

1 − 1

P(S)
exp

(
− P(D ≥ k, Sk ≤ φ1(k) − 2w(k), SD+1 > φ1(k) + w(k)) eλ

∗(t−φ1(k)+
1
2w(k))

)
− PS

(
|Bw,t| ≤ exp

(
λ∗(t− φ1(k) + 1

2w(k))
))
.

(8.9)

We first bound the probability on the first line from below and later show that the term on the
second line can be made arbitrarily small. To this end, we condition on the event {D ≥ k} and
the random variable Sk to arrive at

P(D ≥ k, Sk ≤ φ1(k) − 2w(k), SD+1 > φ1(k) + w(k))

= P(D ≥ k)E

[
1{Sk<φ1(k)−2w(k)}P

(
k+Dk∑
i=k

Ei > φ1(k) + w(k) − Sk

∣∣∣∣∣Sk
)]

.

We bound the expected value from below by further restricting the value of Sk to the interval
Ik := (φ1(k) − 3w(k), φ1(k) − 2w(k)) in the indicator and then bounding Sk from below by
φ1(k) − 3w(k) in the probability. This yields the lower bound

P(D ≥ k)P(Sk ∈ Ik)P

(
k+Dk∑
i=k

Ei > 4w(k)

)
. (8.10)
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To bound the third probability from below, we distinguish between the cases d <∞ and d = ∞.

d < ∞. There exists C1 ≥ d such that d(i) ≤ C1 for all i ≥ k, so that Lemma 5.5 yields

P

(
k+Dk∑
i=k

Ei > 4w(k)

)
≥ e−4C1w(k) ≥ e−C2d(k)w(k),

where C2 > 0 is large enough so that C2d(k) ≥ C1 for k large, which is possible since d(k) converges
to d as k tends to infinity.

d = ∞. We recall d(i) from (8.8) and introduce the random variables (Ei)i∈N0
and Dk, where

Ei ∼ Exp(b(i) + d(i)) and P
(
Dk ≥ ℓ

)
=

k+ℓ−1∏
i=k

b(i)

b(i) + d(i)
.

Since d(i) ≤ d(i) for all i ∈ N0, it follows that Ei ⪰ Ei for all i ∈ N0 and Dk ⪰ Dk. Hence,

P

(
k+Dk∑
i=k

Ei > 4w(k)

)
≥ P

d(k)

k+Dk∑
i=k

Ei > 4d(k)w(k)

 .

We apply Lemma 5.6 to the probability on the right-hand side, i.e. when using the sequences
(b(k))k∈N0 and (d(k))k∈N0 , for which we need to check several conditions. First, we note that
d(k) is increasing by definition and tends to infinity with k since d = ∞. Then, by assumption
d(k) is regularly varying with non-negative exponent (and increasing), and d(k) = o(b(k)). Since
b(k) = O(k) and d(k) tends to infinity, it follows that b(k) = o(kd(k)). Finally, we show that
tk := 4d(k)w(k) satisfies the required conditions. As w(k) ≥ A for all k sufficiently large and d(k)
tends to infinity with k, it follows that lim infk→∞ tk > 0. Then, recall that b is regularly varying
with non-negative exponent and that d(k) = o(b(k)). If b and d are such that φ2 tends to infinity,

w(k) = φ2(k) =

k−1∑
i=0

1

(b(i) + d(i))2
≤
k−1∑
i=0

1

b(i)2
= O

( k

b(k)2

)
.

As a result, tk = O(kd(k)/b(k)2) = o(kd(k)/b(k)), where the final step holds since b tends to
infinity. When, instead, φ2 converges, then tk = 4Ad(k) = o(kd(k)/b(k)) when b(k) = o(k). As a
result, in both cases we obtain the lower bound

P

d(k)

k+Dk∑
i=k

Ei > 4d(k)w(k)

 ≥ e−(4+o(1))d(k)w(k).

When φ2 converges but b(k) = O(k) rather than b(k) = o(k), we use Remark A.1 to obtain a
weaker lower bound which holds under the weaker assumption tk = O(d(k)), which is the case
when tk = 4Ad(k) regardless of the value of A. This weaker lower bound yields

P

d(k)

k+Dk∑
i=k

Ei > 4d(k)w(k)

 ≥ e−C3d(k)w(k),

for some large constant C3 > 4. It thus follows from Lemma 5.6 (and Remark A.1) that, with
C4 = max{C2, C3}, in both cases d <∞ and d = ∞ we arrive the lower bound

P

(
k+Dk∑
i=k

Ei > 4w(k)

)
≥ e−C4d(k)w(k),

for k sufficiently large. Using this in (8.10), we arrive at

P(D ≥ k)P(Sk ∈ Ik)P

(
k+Dk∑
i=k

Ei > 4w(k)

)
≥ P(D ≥ k)P(Sk ∈ Ik) e−C4d(k)w(k). (8.11)

To conclude the proof, we distinguish between whether φ2 tends to infinity or converges.
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φ2 tends to infinity. It follows from (8.2) that w(k) = φ2(k). By Lemma 5.10,

P(Sk ∈ Ik) = P(Sk ∈ (φ1(k) − 3φ2(k), φ1(k) − 2φ2(k))) = exp
(
− (2 + o(1))φ2(k)

)
.

Combined with Lemma 5.4 and using that ρ2 = o(ρ1) since d = o(b) by (a) in Lemma 5.13, we
can thus write the lower bound in (8.11) as

exp
(
− (1 + o(1))ρ1(k) − (2 + o(1))φ2(k) − C4d(k)φ2(k)

)
= exp

(
− (1 + o(1))ρ1(k)),

where we use that b tends to infinity and is regularly varying with non-negative exponent and that
d(k) = o(b(k)), so that φ2(k) = O(d(k)φ2(k)) = o(φ1(k)), and φ1(k) = O(ρ1(k)) since d > 0 by
(a) and (b) in Lemma 5.13. By the choice of k, we thus arrive at the lower bound

P(D ≥ k, Sk ≤ φ1(k) − 2w(k), SD+1 > φ1(k) + w(k)) ≥ e−(K′+o(1)) log t.

Using this in (8.9) yields the lower bound

1 − exp
(
− exp

(
− (K ′ + o(1)) log t+ λ∗(t− φ1(k) + 1

2φ2(k))
))

− PS
(
|Bw,t| ≤ exp

(
λ∗(t− φ1(k) + 1

2φ2(k))
))

Again using that φ2 = o(φ1) and φ1 = O(ρ1), so that φ1(k) = o(t) and φ2(k) = o(t), the
exponential term equals exp(− exp((λ∗ + o(1))t)), which tends to zero with t. It remains to show
that the probability on the second line tends to zero. Here, we use (6.18) in Corollary 6.6, with
r = t− φ1(k), s = t− φ1(k) + φ2(k), and u = 1

2φ2(k), to arrive at the desired result.

φ2 converges. We have

P(Sk ∈ Ik) = P(Sk ∈ (φ1(k) − 3A,φ1(k) − 2A)) = pA + o(1),

for some constant pA ∈ (0, 1). Indeed, Sk − φ1(k) = Sk − E [Sk] converges almost surely in this
case, as it is a martingale whose quadratic variation equals φ2, which converges by assumption.
Again, combined with Lemma 5.4, this yields

P(D ≥ k, Sk < t− w(k) − (t− φ1(k) + w(k)), SD+1 > t+ w(k) − (t− φ1(k)))

≥ exp
(
− (1 + o(1))ρ1(k) −AC4d(k)

)
.

Using this in (8.9), we arrive at the lower bound

1 − exp
(
− exp

(
− (1 + o(1))ρ1(k) −AC4d(k) + λ∗(t− φ1(k) + 2A)

))
− PS

(
|Bw,t| ≤ exp

(
λ∗(t− φ1(k) + 1

2A)
))
.

As in the first case, φ1(k) = o(t). Furthermore, by the assumption that d(k) = o(b(k)) = O(k) it
follows that d(k) = o(t) by the choice of k, irrespective of the value of K ′. The exponential term
on the first line thus tends to zero with t independently of the choice of A and K ′. To bound the
probability on the second line, we write

PS
(
|Bw,t| ≤ exp

(
λ∗(t− φ1(k) + 1

2A)
))

= PS

(
|B(0, t− φ1(k) +A)| − |B(t− φ1(k), t− φ1(k) +A)| ≤ eλ

∗(t−φ1(k)+
1
2A)
)

≤ PS

(
|B(0, t− φ1(k) +A)|e−λ

∗(t−φ1(k)+A) ≤ 2e−
1
2λ

∗A
)

+ PS

(
|B(0, t− φ1(k))|e−λ

∗(t−φ1(k)) ≥ e
1
2λ

∗A
)
,

where the final step uses a union bound. We then bound the right-hand side from above by

P
(

inf
t≥0

|B(0, t)|e−λ
∗t ≤ 2e−

1
2λ

∗A
)

+ P
(

sup
t≥0

|B(0, t)|e−λ
∗t ≥ e

1
2λ

∗A
)
.

We can bound either term from above by ε/2 when choosing A = A(ε) sufficiently large by
using (6.20) and (6.21) in Proposition 6.5. Combining both cases, we thus arrive at

lim sup
t→∞

PS

(
∀s ∈ F ∗

K′,t ∃v ∈ B
( R

λ∗ +R
t+K log t, t

)
: v alive at time s,deg(v)(s) ≥ k

)
≥ 1− ε.

As ε is arbitrary, we arrive the desired result and conclude the proof. □
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9. Proofs of the main results

In this section we combine the results proved in Sections 6, 7, and 8 (Propositions 6.7, 7.1, 8.1,
and 8.3 in particular) to prove the main results presented in Section 2.2.

Proof of Theorem 2.5. Recall that τn, as in (3.7), is the stopping time at which exactly n many
births or deaths have occurred in the branching process BP. Also, recall that B(0, t) and Acont

t

denote the number of births that occur in BP up to time t and the number of alive individuals in
BP(t), respectively. By Proposition 6.5 and Equation (3.6), there exist random variables W1,W2

such that

|B(0, t)|e−λ
∗t a.s.−→W1, and |Acont

t |e−λ
∗t a.s.−→W2.

Moreover, W1 and W2 are strictly positive almost surely conditionally on the event S that the
branching process survives. If we let N(t) denote the the number of births and deaths that occur
up to time t, then we observe that

N(t) = |B(0, t)| + (|B(0, t)| − Acont
t ), t ≥ 0.

Note that N(t) ≥ 0 for all t ≥ 0, and that N(t) is increasing in t. Since (|B(0, t)|)t≥0 and
|(Acont

t |)t≥0 are cádlág, it follows that N(τn) = n. Hence,

τn − 1

λ∗
log n

a.s.−→ − 1

λ∗
log(2W1 −W2). (9.1)

As W2 ≤ W1 since |Acont
t | ≤ |B(0, t)| and W2 > 0 almost surely conditionally on S, the limit

is finite PS -almost surely. Since we assume that φ1 and φ2 diverge, and thus that K diverges,
conditionally on S, the event

τn ∈
[ 1

λ∗
log n− pK

(
1
λ∗ log n

)
,

1

λ∗
log n+ pK

(
1
λ∗ log n

)]
=: F ′

p,n, (9.2)

holds with high probability as n tends to infinity, for any fixed p > 0. Then,

PS

(∣∣∣∣ 1

K
(

1
λ∗+d∗ log n

)(Ocont
τn − d∗

λ∗(λ∗ + d∗)
log n− 1

λ∗ + d∗
Kα
(
r
(

1
λ∗ log n

)))∣∣∣∣ < ε

)
≥ PS

(∣∣∣∣ 1

K
(

1
λ∗+d∗ log n

)(Ocont
s − d∗

λ∗(λ∗ + d∗)
log n− 1

λ∗ + d∗
Kα
(
r
(

1
λ∗ log n

)))∣∣∣∣ < ε,∀s ∈ F ′
p,n

)
− PS

(
τn ̸∈ F ′

p,n

)
.

(9.3)
Applying Proposition 6.7 ((6.24) in particular) with t = 1

λ∗ log n to the first probability on the
right-hand side, with p sufficiently small, and (9.2) to the final probability yields that the left-hand
side converges to one as n tends to infinity. We now define, for ease of writing,

ℓn(c) :=
d∗

λ∗ + d∗
log n+

λ∗

λ∗ + d∗
Kα
(
r
(

1
λ∗ log n

))
+ cλ∗K

(
1

λ∗+d∗ log n
)
,

where c ∈ R is a constant. We then write the event{∣∣∣∣ 1

K( 1
λ∗+d∗ log n)

(
logOn − d∗

λ∗ + d∗
log n− λ∗

λ∗ + d∗
Kα
(
r
(

1
λ∗ log n

)))∣∣∣∣ ≤ 2λ∗ε

}
(9.4)

as the event {
On ∈

[
exp

(
ℓn(−2ε)

)
, exp

(
ℓn(2ε)

)]}
. (9.5)

The random variable On equals the label of the oldest alive vertex in Tn, whereas Ocont
τn equals the

birth-time of the oldest alive vertex in BP(τn). Since On
d
= N(Ocont

τn ) (see (3.9)), we thus need to
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know the number of births and deaths that have occurred in BP(Ocont
τn ). Hence, we bound

PS

(∣∣∣∣ 1

K( 1
λ∗+d∗ log n)

(
logOn − d∗

λ∗ + d∗
log n− λ∗

λ∗ + d∗
Kα
(
r
(

1
λ∗ log n

)))∣∣∣∣ ≤ 2λ∗ε

)
= PS

(
On ∈

[
exp

(
ℓn(−2ε)

)
, exp

(
ℓn(2ε)

)])
≥ PS

(
Ocont
τn ∈

[ 1

λ∗
ℓn(−ε), 1

λ∗
ℓn(ε)

])
− PS

(
N
( 1

λ∗
ℓn(−ε)

)
≤ exp

(
ℓn(−2ε)

))
− PS

(
N
( 1

λ∗
ℓn(ε)

)
≥ exp

(
ℓn(2ε)

))
.

(9.6)

We then note that the first probability on the right-hand side tends to one by (9.3), and the other
two probabilities tend to zero by Corollary 6.6. Indeed, as we can bound

|B(0, t)| ≤ N(t) ≤ 2|B(0, t)|, (9.7)

we take r = 0, u = ελ∗K( 1
λ∗+d∗ log n), and s = 1

λ∗ ℓn(−ε) for the middle probability and s =
1
λ∗ ℓn(ε) for the last probability on the right-hand side of (9.6). This yields (2.13).

In a similar manner,

PS

(∣∣∣∣ 1

K( 1
λ∗+d∗ log n)

(
Icontτn − d∗

λ∗(λ∗ + d∗)
log n− 1

λ∗ + d∗
Kα
(
r
(

1
λ∗ log n

)))
− λ∗ + d∗

2

∣∣∣∣ < ε

)

≥ PS

(∣∣∣∣∣I
cont
s − d∗

λ∗(λ∗+d∗) log n− 1
λ∗+d∗Kα

(
r
(

1
λ∗ log n

))
K( 1

λ∗+d∗ log n)
− λ∗ + d∗

2

∣∣∣∣∣ < ε for all s ∈ F ′
p,n

)
− PS

(
τn ̸∈ F ′

p,n

)
,

(9.8)
which converges to one as n tends to infinity by applying Proposition 7.1 with t = 1

λ∗ log n and p

sufficiently small, and using (9.2). Then, as In
d
= N(Icontτn ) and using a similar rewriting as in (9.4)

and (9.5),

PS

(
In ∈

[
exp

(
ℓn
(
λ∗+d∗

2 − 2ε
))
, exp

(
ℓn
(
λ∗+d∗

2 + 2ε
))])

≥ PS

(
Icontτn ̸∈

[ 1

λ∗
ℓn
(
λ∗+d∗

2 − ε
)
,

1

λ∗
ℓn
(
λ∗+d∗

2 + ε
)])

− PS

(
N
( 1

λ∗
ℓn
(
λ∗+d∗

2 − ε
))

≤ exp
(
ℓn
(
λ∗+d∗

2 − 2ε
)))

− PS

(
N
( 1

λ∗
ℓn
(
λ∗+d∗

2 + ε
))

≥ exp
(
ℓn
(
λ∗+d∗

2 + 2ε
)))

.

The right-hand side tends to zero by (9.8) and combining (9.7) with Corollary 6.6 (using r = 0,

u = εK( 1
λ∗+d∗ log n) and s = 1

λ∗ ℓn(λ
∗+d∗

2 − ε) for the second and s = 1
λ∗ ℓn(λ

∗+d∗

2 + ε) for the

third probability). This yields (2.14).

Finally, we let degmax(s) := maxv∈Acont
s

deg(v)(s) for brevity. With the same approach, we again
have

PS

(∣∣∣∣∣φ1(degmax(τn)) − 1
λ∗+d∗ log n+ 1

λ∗+d∗Kα
(
r
(

1
λ∗ log n

))
K
(

1
λ∗+d∗ log n

) − λ∗ − d∗

2

∣∣∣∣∣ < ε

)

≥ PS

(∣∣∣∣∣φ1(degmax(s)) − 1
λ∗+d∗ log n+ 1

λ∗+d∗Kα
(
r
(

1
λ∗ log n

))
K
(

1
λ∗+d∗ log n

) − λ∗ − d∗

2

∣∣∣∣∣ < ε for all s ∈ F ′
p,n

)
− PS

(
τn ̸∈ F ′

p,n

)
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which converges to one as n tends to infinity by applying Proposition 7.1 with t = 1
λ∗ log n and p

sufficiently small, and using (9.2). As

{φ1( max
v∈Acont

τn

deg(v)(τn)) : n ∈ N} d
= {φ1(max

v∈An

deg(v)(n)) : n ∈ N},

by Proposition 3.2, we thus arrive at (2.15), which concludes the proof. □

We then provide a short proof of Theorem 2.3, as most results follow directly from Theorem 2.5.

Proof of Theorem 2.3. The results in (2.12) directly follow from Theorem 2.5. It remains to
prove (2.11). This follows directly from Proposition 6.7, in particular (6.25) (and its proof),
which states that there exists some (random) time T < ∞ such that Ocont

t = O′ for all t ≥ T
almost surely conditionally on S, and for some almost surely finite random variable O′. After
O′ amount of time, the branching process has observed N(O′) many births or deaths, so that
On → O := N(O′) PS -a.s. □

We then prove Theorem 2.10, which uses a similar approach as the proof of Theorem 2.5.

Proof of Theorem 2.10. First, by (9.1), for any p > 0 the event

τn ∈
[ 1

λ∗
log n− p log

(
1
λ∗ log n

)
,

1

λ∗
log n+ p log

(
1
λ∗ log n

)]
=: F̃ ′

p,n (9.9)

holds with probability tending to one as n tends to infinity. To prove the convergence of On, we
apply a similar argument to that in (9.3) and (9.6), to arrive at

PS

(∣∣∣ logOn
log n

− R

λ∗ +R

∣∣∣ < 2Kλ∗
log
(

1
λ∗ log n

)
log n

)
≥ PS

(
Ocont
τn ∈

[ R

λ∗(λ∗ +R)
log n−K log

(
1
λ∗ log n

)
,

R

λ∗(λ∗ +R)
log n+K log

(
1
λ∗ log n

)])
− PS

(
N
( R

λ∗(λ∗ +R)
log n−K log

(
1
λ∗ log n

))
≤ exp

( R

λ∗ +R
log n− 2Kλ∗ log

(
1
λ∗ log n

)))
− PS

(
N
( R

λ∗(λ∗ +R)
log n+K log

(
1
λ∗ log n

))
≥ exp

( R

λ∗ +R
log n+ 2Kλ∗ log

(
1
λ∗ log n

)))
.

(9.10)
The last two probabilities on the right-hand side tend to zero by using (9.7) in combination with
Corollary 6.6 (with r = 0, u = Kλ∗ log

(
1
λ∗ log n), and s = R

λ∗(λ∗+R) log n − K log
(

1
λ∗ log n

)
in

the second and s = R
λ∗(λ∗+R) log n+K log

(
1
λ∗ log n

)
in the third probability). We bound the first

probability in the same way as in (9.3), to arrive at

PS

(
Ocont
τn ∈

[ R

λ∗(λ∗ +R)
log n−K log

(
1
λ∗ log n

)
,

R

λ∗(λ∗ +R)
log n+K log

(
1
λ∗ log n

)])
≥ PS

(
Ocont
s ∈

[ R

λ∗(λ∗ +R)
log n−K log

(
1
λ∗ log n

)
,

R

λ∗(λ∗ +R)
log n+K log

(
1
λ∗ log n

)]
,∀s ∈ F̃ ′

p,n

)
− PS

(
τn ̸∈ F̃ ′

p,n

)
.

The first probability on the right-hand side tends to one for K > K0 and p sufficiently small by
using (6.23) in Proposition 6.7 (with t = 1

λ∗ log n). The second probability tends to zero by (9.9).
As a result, the left-hand side of (9.10) tends to one for any K > K0, which yields (2.16).

We then prove a lower bound for In, by using results for Icontτn . We fix K ′ > 0, recall w from (8.2),
and set

kn := ⌈ρ−1
1

(
K ′ log

(
1
λ∗ log n

))
⌉ and F̃ ∗

K′,n :=
[ 1

λ∗
log n− w(kn),

1

λ∗
log n+ w(kn)

]
.
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We recall the constant K0 from Proposition 6.7, fix K1 > K0, and bound

PS

(
Icontτn ≥ R

λ∗(λ∗ +R)
log n+K1 log

(
1
λ∗ log n

))
≥ PS

(
Is ≥

R

λ∗(λ∗ +R)
log n+K1 log

(
1
λ∗ log n

)
for all s ∈ F̃ ∗

K′,n

)
− PS

(
τn ̸∈ F̃ ∗

K′,n

)
.

(9.11)

The final probability is at most ε by choosing the constant A in the definition of w sufficiently large
with respect to ε and using (9.1). With t = 1

λ∗ log n, we claim that Propositions 6.7, 8.1, and 8.3
yield that the first probability on the right-hand side converges to one. First, Proposition 6.7
implies that there exists p > 0 such that oldest individual alive at time s has a birth-time at least

R
λ∗(λ∗+R) log n−K1 log

(
1
λ∗ log n

)
, for all s in the interval[ 1

λ∗
log n− p log

(
1
λ∗ log n

)
,

1

λ∗
log n+ p log

(
1
λ∗ log n

)]
.

We then note that w(kn) is either equal to a constant A > 0 (when φ2 converges) or is equal to
φ2(kn) (when φ2 tends to infinity), which is negligible compared to ρ1(kn), since φ2 = o(φ1), as
b diverges, and φ1 = O(ρ1) since d > 0. As a result, in either case and for any A,K ′, p > 0 it
follows that

F̃ ∗
K′,n ⊂

[ 1

λ∗
log n− p log

(
1
λ∗ log n

)
,

1

λ∗
log n+ p log

(
1
λ∗ log n

)]
for all n large (i.e. larger than some fixed N = N(A,K ′, p) ∈ N). Hence, Proposition 6.7 implies
that the oldest individual alive at time s has a birth-time at least R

λ∗(λ∗+R) log n−K1 log
(

1
λ∗ log n

)
,

for all s ∈ F̃ ∗
K′,n with high probability.

Then, Proposition 8.1 tells us that, by choosing K ′ sufficiently large with respect to K1, there

does not exist s ∈ F̃ ∗
K′,n and an individual born before time R

λ∗(λ∗+R) log n+K1 log
(

1
λ∗ log n

)
that

is alive at time s and has at least kn many children. Finally, Proposition 8.3 yields that at any

time s ∈ F̃ ∗
K′,n there exists an individual born after time R

λ∗(λ∗+R) log n+K1 log
(

1
λ∗ log n

)
that is

alive at time s and has at least kn many children. Combined, we conclude that the first term on
the right-hand side of (9.11) indeed converges to one with n. For any K1 > K0, we thus arrive at

lim inf
n→∞

PS

(
Icontτn ≥ R

λ∗(λ∗ +R)
log n+K1 log

(
1
λ∗ log n

))
≥ 1 − ε. (9.12)

As ε is arbitrary, the left-hand side is in fact equal to one. Finally, we bound

PS

(
log In ≥ R

λ∗ +R
log n+ 2K1λ

∗ log
(

1
λ∗ log n

))
≥ PS

(
Icontτn ≥ R

λ∗(λ∗ +R)
log n+K1 log

(
1
λ∗ log n

))
− PS

(
N
( R

λ∗(λ∗ +R)
log n+K1 log

(
1
λ∗ log n

))
≥ exp

( R

λ∗ +R
log n+ 2K1λ

∗ log
(

1
λ∗ log n

)))
.

The first probability on the right-hand side converges to one for any K1 > K0 by (9.12). The
second probability tends to zero by using (9.7) and (6.19) in Corollary 6.6 (with r = 0, s =

R
λ∗(λ∗+R) log n+K1 log

(
1
λ∗ log n

)
, and u = K1λ

∗ log
(

1
λ∗ log n

)
). We thus arrive at

lim
n→∞

PS

(
log In ≥ R

λ∗ +R
log n+ 2K1λ

∗ log
(

1
λ∗ log n

))
= 1,

for any K1 > K0. Combined with the fact that the left-hand side of (9.10) converges to one for
any K > K0, we can thus choose K1 > K > K0 to arrive at the desired result, since then

lim
n→∞

PS

(
log
( In
On

)
≥ 2(K1 −K)λ∗ log

(
1
λ∗ log n

))
= 1,

and thus In/On
PS−−→ ∞, as desired, which concludes the proof. □
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10. Converging birth rates and constant death rates: Theorem 2.11

In this section we discuss some of the adaptations to the analysis in Sections 6 through 9 required
to prove Theorem 2.11.

Assumptions. We observe that Assumptions (N-E) and (F-D) are both satisfied when b and d
converge. Assumptions K and Kα and (D-V) are not required.

Preliminary results. As d converges to one, it follows from Lemma 5.5 that the remaining

lifetime
∑k+Dk

i=k Ei is asymptotically distributed as a rate-one exponential random variable (for
large k). By the upper bound in Lemma 5.9, with x = 1 − ε, t′ ≥ t ≥ 0 and k large, we thus have

P(D ≥ k, Sk ≤ t, SD+1 > t′) ≤ e−(1−ε)t′P(D ≥ k)E
[
1{Sk≤t}e(1−ε)Sk

]
. (10.1)

The lower bound in Lemma 5.9 yields a lower bound for the probability when changing 1 − ε to
1 + ε, for k large. Then, as b converges to c and d converges to 1,

E [Sk]

k
=
φ1(k)

k
=

1 + o(1)

c+ 1
.

As Sk is a sum of independent exponential random variables whose rates converge to c + 1, it
is clear (by comparing with the case of constant rates equal to c + 1) that Sk satisfies a large
deviation principle rate function I defined as

I(α) := α(c+ 1) − 1 − log(α(c+ 1)) for α > 0.

That is, for α < 1
c+1 so that αk < E [Sk] for all k large (resp. α > 1

c+1 ), we have

lim
k→∞

1

k
logP(Sk ≤ αk) = −I(α)

(
resp. lim

k→∞

1

k
logP(Sk ≥ αk) = −I(α)

)
.

Similar to the moderate deviation principle with exponential tilting in Proposition 5.12, one can
prove a large deviation principle with exponential tilting in this setting, in the sense that

lim
k→∞

1

k
logE

[
1{Sk≤αk}eθSk

]
= −I(α) + αθ for α <

1

c+ 1
, θ ∈ R, (10.2)

and

lim
k→∞

1

k
logE

[
1{Sk≥αk}eθSk

]
= −I(α) + αθ for α >

1

c+ 1
, θ ∈ R.

The oldest alive individual. As in the ‘rich are old’ and ‘rich die young’ regimes, L is
approximately distributed as an exponential random variable with rate min{1, R}, where we recall
that R := infi∈N0

(b(i) + d(i)). More precisely,

lim
t→∞

1

t
logP(L > t) = −min{1, R} =: M.

One can then show, following a proof similar to that of (6.23) and (6.24) (with d∗ = 1) in
Proposition 6.7 that for any ε > 0 there exists p > 0 such that

lim
t→∞

PS

(
∀s ∈ [(1 − p)t, (1 + p)t] :

∣∣∣Ocont
s

t
− M

λ∗ +M

∣∣∣ < ε

)
= 1.

The individual with the largest offspring. Define the constant

u∗ = u∗(λ∗) := 1 − λ∗

2(λ∗ + 1) log 2
.

One can then combine the upper bound in (10.1) (and the equivalent lower bound where 1 − ε is
replaced with 1 + ε) with the tilted large deviation principle in (10.2) in a proof similar to that of
Proposition 7.1 to show that for any ε > 0 there exists p > 0 such that

lim
t→∞

PS

(
∀s ∈ [(1 − p)t, (1 + p)t] :

∣∣∣Iconts

t
− u∗

∣∣∣ < ε and
∣∣∣maxv∈Acont

s
d(v)(s)

t
− λ∗

log 2

∣∣∣ < ε

)
= 1.
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Indeed, we partition [ M
λ∗+M , u∗ − ε) ∪ (u∗ + ε, 1] in small intervals [xi, xi+1) of length ζ > 0, for

i ∈ I. Similar to the proof of Proposition 7.1, one can show that for any ε > 0 there exists p > 0
such that

lim
t→∞

PS (Is ∈ [u∗ − ε, u∗ + ε] for all s ∈ [(1 − p)t, (1 + p)t]) = 1.

To this end, with ξ > 0 small, one is required to show that

lim
t→∞

P
(
Dmax
u∗−ε,u∗+ε(s) ≥ (H(u∗) − ξ)t, for all s ∈ [(1 − p)t, (1 + p)t]

)
= 1,

and

lim
t→∞

P
(
Dmax
xi,xi+1

(s) ≤ (H(xi+1) + ξ)t, for all i ∈ I and for all s ∈ [(1 − p)t, (1 + p)t]
)

= 1,

where H : [(λ∗ + 1)−1, 1) → [−1 − (λ∗ + 1)−1,∞) is defined as

H(x) := (λ∗ + 1)(1 − x)
(

1 +
1

λ∗ + 1
+ w−1

(
− λ∗x

(λ∗ + 1)(1 − x)

))
,

and w : [−(λ∗ + 1)−1,∞) → (−∞,−(λ∗ + 1)−1] is defined as

w(x) := x−
(

1 +
1

λ∗ + 1
+ x
)

log
(

1 +
1

λ∗ + 1
+ x
)
.

It is readily verified that H has a unique maximum at u∗ of value H(u∗) = λ∗/ log 2. Finally,
using a similar proof as that of Theorem 2.5 yields the asymptotic behaviour of On and In and
proves Theorem 2.11.

Constant birth and death rates (Remark 2.12). In the case that b ≡ c > 1 and d ≡ 1,
by [14, Proposition 1.1] (see also Proposition 3.3),

µ̂(λ) =

∞∑
k=0

k∏
i=0

b(i)

λ+ b(i) + d(i)
=

∞∑
k=0

( c

λ+ c+ 1

)k+1

=
c

λ+ 1
.

As a result, Assumption (Ma) is satisfied with λ∗ = c−1 > 0 and λ = 0, so that the general result
in Theorem 2.11 follows for this case with λ∗ = c− 1.

11. Discussion and open problems

In this article we investigated an evolving tree process where, at each step, either a new alive
vertex is introduced that connects to an already present alive vertex, or an alive vertex is selected
and killed. Via an embedding in a CMJ branching process, we analysed this process and studied
lack of persistence of the maximum degree: under what conditions is the label of the vertex with
the largest in-degree much larger than the label of the oldest alive vertex (i.e. the alive vertex with
the smallest label)?

We identified the ‘rich are old’ and ‘rich die young’ regimes’, in which lack of persistence occurs for
different reasons. In the former regime, where behaviour is somewhat similar to that of preferential
attachment without death, lack of persistence occurs due to the fact that one can find individuals
(in the branching process) that are slightly older than the oldest alive individuals and both manage
to survive and to produce a large number of children, faster than typical individuals. In the latter
regime, the oldest individuals manage to survive by only producing a bounded number of children,
whereas individuals that produce a large number of children can only survive for a much shorter
amount of time. This regime is entirely novel and cannot be observed in preferential attachment
without death, and has not been studied nor identified before.

Limitations, conjectures, and open problems.

Though we present a variety of results that provide a good understanding of the phase transition
between the ‘rich are old’ and the ‘rich die young’ regimes, there are still cases we are currently
not able to deal with, and limitations to the set-up we considered, which we address here.

Behaviour of In in the ‘rich die young’ regime. The results in the ‘rich die young’ regime, in
particular that there is always lack of persistence of the maximum degree, hold for quite a general
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choice of birth and death rates. Unlike in the ‘rich are old’ regime, however, we do not provide a
scaling limit for In. When the death rates converge to a constant d∗ ≥ R, a similar result as in
Theorem 2.5 holds (see Proposition 7.1). However, when the death rates diverge, making it much
harder for individuals to survive for a long time and also obtain a large offspring, it is not entirely
clear to us what the right scaling of In should be. We leave this as an open problem.

Open Problem 11.1. Suppose that the sequence d tends to infinity. Theorem 2.10 shows that
On = nR/(λ

∗+R)+o(1) conditionally on survival. What is the order of In? We expect that In = o(n)
but In ≫ n1−ε for any ε > 0.

Bounded non-converging death rates. The results presented in the ‘rich are old’ regime do
not consider the case when the death rates are bounded but do not converge. This is mainly due
to the difficulty to determine the lifetime distribution of individuals in complete generality. As
an example, let us consider the case of converging birth rates and alternating convergent death
rates. That is, take three sequences (ci)i∈N, (d1,i)i∈N and (d2,i)i∈N such that limi→∞ ci = c > 0
and limi→∞ dj,i = dj for j ∈ {1, 2}, with d1 ̸= d2 ≥ 0. We set

d = (d1,1, d2,1, d1,2, d2,2, . . .), b(i) = ci.

We then claim (without proof) that the lifetime distribution satisfies

lim
t→∞

1

t
logP(L > t) = −min

{
c+

d1 + d2
2

−
√
c2 +

(d1 − d2
2

)2
, R

}
=: −θ.

This already non-trivial result can be obtained due to the somewhat simple choice of the birth
and death rates. More general birth or death rates (e.g. b that diverge to infinity) make it much
harder to determine the limiting value of θ that characterises the exponential decay of the lifetime
distribution.

We expect that in this more general setting, a distinction between the ‘rich are old’ and the ‘rich
die young’ regimes can be made depending on whether θ < R or θ = R. We leave this as an open
problem.

Open Problem 11.2. Suppose the sequences b and d are such that Assumptions (N-E) and (Ma)
are satisfied. Assume that θ := limt→∞ − 1

t logP(L > t) exists and recall R from (2.9). Can we
define the ‘rich are old’ and the ‘rich die young’ regimes via θ < R and θ = R, respectively?

We recall that θ = min{d∗, R} in the case that d converges to a constant d∗ ≥ 0, which indeed
agrees with the open problem.

Omitting assumptions. There are various assumptions used throughout the analysis to
prove the results presented here. A number of these assumptions are not necessary to determine
whether persistence of lack thereof occurs, we believe. Assumptions K and Kα are necessary to
obtain higher-order behaviour of the quantities On and In (and their continuous counterparts
Ocont
t and Icontt ), which we use to determine whether lack of persistence occurs. However, we

believe that, like the recent developments presented by Iyer in [27], it should be possible to prove
(lack of) persistence occurs even without knowing the order of On and In. This would deem
Assumptions K and Kα unnecessary, as presented in the following conjecture.

Conjecture 11.3. Consider the PAVD model, as in Definition 1.1. Suppose that b and d are such
that Assumptions (N-E) and (Ma) are satisfied. Recall R from (2.9) and suppose that d satisfies
that lim supi→∞ d(i) < R and that b diverges. Then, persistence holds as in the sense of (P) when
Assumption (D-V) is not satisfied, whereas lack of persistence holds as in the sense of (NP) when
Assumption (D-V) is satisfied.

One could possibly go even further and omit Assumption (Ma), which guarantees the existence of
a Malthusian parameter, as well.

Open Problem 11.4. Does the statement in Conjecture 11.3 still hold without Assumption (Ma)?
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Non-tree graphs. The analysis carried out here considers trees only. It would be interesting
to also study evolving graphs with vertex death that are not trees, e.g. when every new vertex
connects to m > 1 many alive vertices. The restriction to trees is due to the continuous-time
embedding into a CMJ branching process that is central in the analysis, and which naturally
restricts us to the setting of trees.

In the case of affine preferential attachment graphs without vertex death, a procedure known as
collapsing branching processes is used to extend the branching process analysis to non-tree graphs
as well [21]. However, this is limited to the affine case only. When including vertex death, this
could only have a potential when the death rates are affine as well. Even then, this introduces
difficulties due to the fact that now the lifetime of distinct vertices could have dependencies, which
further complicates the analysis.

Other modelling choices. In the (embedding of the) PAVD model the size of the offspring
of an individual equals the number of children said individual has produced. Similarly, the rate
at which an individual produces its next child or dies depends on the total number of children
produced. Instead, one could count only alive children towards the offspring, or let the birth
and death rates depend on the number of alive children. Either way of defining the model can
be motivated from applications. However, the analysis for these alternative choices present more
challenges, since now either an individual needs to produce n children out of which n− k should
die to have an offspring of size k, or the rates depend not only on the parent individual but also
on the lifetimes of its children. Deijfen concludes from simulations presented in [14] that the
asymptotic behaviour of the degree distribution should not change significantly, and we expect
this to be the case for other properties such as persistence as well. Still, it would be interesting to
further investigate these models as well.
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Appendix A. Proofs of preliminary results

In this appendix we present the proofs of the preliminary results of Section 5.

Proof of Lemma 5.3. The distribution of D follows directly from its definition in (2.2) and Defi-
nition 5.2 of an inhomogeneous geometric random variable. What remains is to show that D is
almost surely finite if and only if Assumption (F-D) is satisfied. To this end, we write

∞∑
k=0

P(D = k) =

∞∑
k=0

d(k)

b(k) + d(k)

k−1∏
i=0

b(i)

b(i) + d(i)
=

∞∑
k=0

( k−1∏
i=0

b(i)

b(i) + d(i)
−

k∏
i=0

b(i)

b(i) + d(i)

)
.

We thus have a telescopic sum, where the first term in the brackets equals one when k = 0. As a
result, we obtain that D is finite almost surely if and only if

∞∏
i=0

b(i)

b(i) + d(i)
= 0 ⇔

∞∑
i=0

d(i)

b(i) + d(i)
= ∞.

Here, the final claim follows directly from the equivalence of the convergence of infinite sums and
products. That is, for (xi)i∈N0

⊂ [0, 1),

∞∏
i=0

(1 − xi) > 0 ⇔
∞∑
i=0

xi <∞,

which concludes the proof. □

Proof of Lemma 5.4. First, we prove the upper bound. Using the inequality log(1−x) ≤ −x−x2/2
for x ∈ [0, 1) and the tail distribution of D, as in (5.1), we obtain

P(D ≥ k) =

k−1∏
i=0

b(i)

b(i) + d(i)
≤ exp

(
−
k−1∑
i=0

d(i)

b(i) + d(i)
− 1

2

k−1∑
i=0

( d(i)

b(i) + d(i)

)2)
= e−ρ1(k)−

1
2ρ2(k).

For the lower bounds, we use that log(1 − x) ≥ −x− x2/2 − x3/(1 − x) for x ∈ [0, 1) to obtain

P(D ≥ k) ≥ exp

(
−
k−1∑
i=0

d(i)

b(i) + d(i)
− 1

2

k−1∑
i=0

( d(i)

b(i) + d(i)

)2
−
k−1∑
i=0

( d(i)

b(i) + d(i)

)2 d(i)

b(i)

)
.

In the case that ρ2 diverges and d = o(b), it follows that the third sum is negligible compared to
the second sum (which equals ρ2(k)), so that we obtain the lower bound

P(D ≥ k) ≥ e−ρ1(k)−( 1
2+o(1))ρ2(k),

as desired. In the case that ρ2 converges, it follows that the fraction d(i)/(b(i) + d(i)) tends to
zero with i. As a result, we have d = o(b), so that the third sum converges as well. We again
obtain the desired lower bound, which concludes the proof. □

Proof of Lemma 5.5. We start by proving (5.3). First, note that D0
d
= D, so that the result

L
d
= Exp(d∗) when d ≡ d∗ directly follows from the case I = k = 0 in (5.3). We can interpret the

sum in (5.3) as follows. We have exponential ‘birth clocks’ (Ebi )i≥k that ring at rates (b(i))i≥k,
and exponential ‘death clocks’ (Edi )i≥k that ring at rate d∗. All clocks are independent. We first
let Ebk and Edk run. If Ebk rings before Edk , we let Ebk+1 and Edk+1 run. This process continues until

some j ≥ k, where j is the first index such that Edj rings before Ebj . This process is equivalent to

https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SP.POP.TOTL.FE.ZS?end=2023&locations=AT-BA-HR-PT&start=1960&view=chart
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SP.POP.TOTL.FE.ZS?end=2023&locations=AT-BA-HR-PT&start=1960&view=chart
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SP.POP.TOTL?end=2023&locations=AT-BA-HR-PT&start=1960&view=chart
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SP.POP.TOTL?end=2023&locations=AT-BA-HR-PT&start=1960&view=chart
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waiting for the clocks of the sum in (5.3) to ring. Indeed, Ei
d
= min{Ebi , Edi } and, independently

of Ei,

k +Dk
d
= j := inf{ℓ ≥ k : Edℓ < Ebℓ}.

The sum in (5.3) then is the total time that has passed, that is, Ebk + · · · + Ebj−1 + Edj .

Since all death clocks have the same rate d∗, by the memoryless property of the exponential
distribution, the above process is equivalent to running only one death clock Edk , and running the
birth clocks (Ebi )i≥k until Edk rings. That is, resampling the death clocks (Edi )i≥k every time Ebi
rings first is equivalent to letting Edk continue to run and only resampling the clocks (Ebi )i≥k. It
then directly follows that the total time that has passed equals Edk ∼ Exp(d∗), from which (5.3)
follows. Assumption (N-E) is required to ensure that v does not produce an infinite number of
children before Edk amount of time has passed almost surely. That is, it ensures that

∑∞
i=k E

b
i > Edk

almost surely.

We then prove (5.4). Let D̃k be a inhomogeneous geometric random variable characterised by the
sequences (b(i))i≥k and λ, that is,

P
(
D̃k ≥ ℓ

)
=

k+ℓ−1∏
i=k

b(i)

b(i) + λ
for ℓ ∈ N0,

and let Ẽi ∼ Exp(b(i) + λ), independent of D̃k. Then, as d(i) ≥ λ for all i ≥ k, it follows that

Dk ⪯ D̃k and Ei ⪯ Ẽi for any i ≥ k. The desired result thus follows by using (5.3). The converse
result follows mutatis mutandis by reversing inequalities.

Finally, we prove (5.5). Since Assumption (F-D) is not satisfied, it follows from Lemma 5.3 that
P(D = ∞) > 0. An analogous proof yields that P(Dk = ∞) > 0 for any k ∈ N0. Then, the case
distinction in Table 1 yields that S∞ = ∞ almost surely when Assumption (N-E) is satisfied but
Assumption (F-D) is not. Equivalently,

∑∞
i=k Ei = S∞ − Sk = ∞ almost surely. Hence, by the

independence of the exponential random variables Ei and Dk,

P

(
k+Dk∑
i=k

Ei = ∞

)
≥ P

( ∞∑
i=k

Ei = ∞

)
P(Dk = ∞) = P(Dk = ∞) > 0 for any k ∈ N0,

which concludes the proof. □

Proof of Lemma 5.6. Since d is increasing, we observe that d(i) ≥ d(k) for all i ≥ k. Hence, using
Lemma 5.5, for any t ≥ 0,

P

(
d(k)

k+Dk∑
i=k

Ei ≥ t

)
≤ e−t,

so that, in particular, we obtain the desired upper bound for t = tk. For a lower bound, we fix
ε > 0 and set ℓk := ⌊(1 + ε)tkb(k)/d(k)⌋, to bound

P

(
d(k)

k+Dk∑
i=k

Ei ≥ tk

)
≥ P

(
d(k)

k+ℓk∑
i=k

Ei ≥ tk

)
P(Dk ≥ ℓk) .

We show that the first term on the right-hand side tends to one for any ε > 0 and that the second
term is at least e−(1+2ε)tk . As ε is arbitrary, the result then follows. Let us start with the first
term. First, since d is increasing, the rates of each of the exponential random variables Ei in the
sum are at most bk + d(k + ℓk), where bk := sup

{
b(i) : k ≤ i ≤ k + ℓk

}
. Hence, with (E′

i)i≥k a
sequence of i.i.d. rate-one exponential random variables,

k+ℓk∑
i=k

Ei ⪰
1

bk + d(k + ℓk)

k+ℓk∑
i=k

E′
i.

By assuming that tk = o(kd(k)/b(k)), it follows that ℓk = o(k), so that the index i in the suprema
in the definition of bk ranges from k to k + o(k), and d(k + ℓk) = d(k + o(k)). As a result, since b
and d are either regularly varying or slowly varying, we obtain from [7, Theorems 1.2.1 and 1.5.2]
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that bk = (1 + o(1))b(k) and d(k+ ℓk) = (1 + o(1))d(k). For any ξ > 0 and k sufficiently large, we
thus arrive at

P
(
d(k)

k+ℓk∑
i=k

Ei ≥ tk

)
≥ P

(
d(k)

(1 + ξ)(b(k) + d(k))

k+ℓk∑
i=k

E′
i ≥ tk

)
. (A.1)

The sum on the right-hand side contains ℓk + 1 many i.i.d. random variables with mean one. Note
that ℓk diverges, since d = o(b) and lim infk→∞ tk > 0. Hence, the definition of ℓk and the fact
that d = o(b), combined with the strong law of large numbers, implies that

d(k)

(1 + ξ)(b(k) + d(k))tk

k+ℓk∑
i=k

E′
i

a.s.−→ 1 + ε

1 + ξ
.

By taking ξ < ε, the right-hand side of (A.1) thus converges to one with k.

It remains to prove that

P(Dk ≥ ℓk) ≥ e−(1+2ε)tk .

By using the distribution of Dk in (5.2) together with the inequality log(1 − x) ≥ −x − x2/2 −
x3/(1 − x) for x ∈ (0, 1), we obtain the lower bound

P(Dk ≥ ℓk) =

k+ℓk−1∏
i=k

b(i)

b(i) + d(i)

≥ exp

(
−
k+ℓk−1∑
i=k

d(i)

b(i) + d(i)
− 1

2

k+ℓk−1∑
i=k

( d(i)

b(i) + d(i)

)2
−
k+ℓk−1∑
i=k

( d(i)

b(i) + d(i)

)2 d(i)

b(i)

)
.

Equivalent to bk, we also define bk := inf
{
b(i) : k ≤ i ≤ k + ℓk

}
. Also using that d is increasing,

we obtain the lower bound

exp

(
− ℓk

d(k + ℓk)

bk
− 1

2
ℓk

(d(k + ℓk)

bk

)2
− ℓk

(d(k + ℓk)

bk

)3)
.

It again follows from [7, Theorems 1.2.1 and 1.5.2] that bk = (1 + o(1))b(k). Recalling that
d(k + ℓk) = (1 + o(1))d(k) and lim infk→∞ tk > 0, we thus have

ℓk
d(k + ℓk)

bk
= (1 + ε+ o(1))tk, ℓk

(d(k + ℓk)

bk

)2
= o(tk), and ℓk

(d(k + ℓk)

bk

)3
= o(tk),

from which we arrive at the final lower bound

P(Dk ≥ ℓk) ≥ exp
(
− (1 + ε+ o(1))tk

)
≥ e−(1+2ε)tk ,

when k is sufficiently large, which concludes the proof. □

Remark A.1 (Linear birth rates). We can weaken the assumption that tk = o(kd(k)/b(k))
somewhat in the case when b(k) = O(k). Namely, we assume that tk = O(d(k)). This weaker
assumption is required in the proof of Proposition 8.3. If we follow the proof, we then can no
longer use that ℓk = o(k), but can only conclude that ℓk = O(k). As a result, we cannot use that
bk = (1 + o(1))bk = (1 + o(1))b(k) and d(k+ ℓk) = (1 + o(1))d(k), but rather bk, bk = Θ(b(k)) and
d(k + ℓk) = Θ(d(k)). By altering the definition of ℓk to ℓk := ⌊Ctkk/d(k)⌋ for some sufficiently
large constant C > 0, we can still obtain the lower bound

P

(
d(k)

k+Dk∑
i=k

Ei ≥ tk

)
≥ e−C̃tk ,

where C̃ > 0 is a sufficiently large constant. Though this lower bound does not match with the
upper bound provided in the proof, it is sufficient for our purposes when using this result in the
proof of Proposition 8.3. ◀
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Proof of Lemma 5.9. On the event {D ≥ k} we can write D = k + Dk, where Dk is defined
in (5.2). Using that the exponential random variables (Ei)i∈N0 are independent of D, we obtain

P(D ≥ k, Sk ≤ t, SD+1 > t′) = P(Sk ≤ t, Sk+1+Dk
> t′ |D ≥ k)P(D ≥ k)

= P(Sk ≤ t, Sk+1+Dk
> t′)P(D ≥ k)

= E

[
1{Sk≤t}P

(
k+Dk∑
i=k

Ei > t′ − Sk

∣∣∣∣∣Sk
)]

P(D ≥ k) .

(A.2)

As d(i) ≥ x (resp. d(i) ≤ x), Lemma 5.5 with λ = x yields the upper bound (resp. lower bound)

e−x(t
′−t)P(D ≥ k)E

[
1{Sk≤t}ex(Sk−t)

]
,

which proves (i) (resp. (ii)). To prove (iii), we immediately arrive at the upper bound P(Sk ≤ t)
by omitting the events {D ≥ k} and {SD+1 > t′}. To obtain a lower bound, we use the same
steps as in (A.2) to arrive at

P(D ≥ k, Sk ≤ t, SD+1 > t′) = E

[
1{Sk≤t}P

(
k+Dk∑
i=k

Ei > t′ − Sk

∣∣∣∣∣Sk
)]

P(D ≥ k)

≥ P(Sk ≤ t)P

(
k+Dk∑
i=k

Ei = ∞

)
P(D = ∞) .

As Assumption (F-D) is not satisfied, Lemma 5.3 yields that the last probability is non-zero.
As, additionally, Assumption (N-E) is satisfied, (the proof of) Lemma 5.5 yields that the second
probability equals P(Dk = ∞) ≥ P(D0 = ∞) = P(D = ∞), so that we arrive at the desired lower
bound and conclude the proof. □

Proof of Proposition 5.12. We start by proving (5.6). For θ = 0, the result directly follows from
Lemma 5.10, since Var(Sk) = φ2(k), which tends to infinity with k by Assumption (D-V). We
then take θ > 0. First, we prove an upper bound. By directly bounding Sk from above by
φ1(k) − zφ2(k) and applying Lemma 5.10, we arrive at the upper bound

lim sup
k→∞

1

φ2(k)
logE

[
1{Sk≤φ1(k)−zφ2(k)}eθ(Sk−(φ1(k)−yφ2(k)))

]
≤ θ(y − z) + lim

k→∞

1

φ2(k)
logP(Sk ≤ φ1(k) − zφ2(k)) = θ(y − z) − z2

2
.

We then prove a lower bound. We fix ε > 0 and bound

E
[
1{Sk≤φ1(k)−zφ2(k)}eθ(Sk−(φ1(k)−yφ2(k)))

]
≥ E

[
1{(Sk−φ1(k))/φ2(k)∈(−(z+ε),−z]}eθ(Sk−(φ1(k)−yφ2(k)))

]
≥ P

(
Sk − φ1(k)

φ2(k)
∈ (−(z + ε),−z]

)
eθ(y−(z+ε))φ2(k)).

We write the probability as

P(Sk − φ1(k) ≤ −zφ2(k)) − P(Sk − φ1(k) ≤ −(z + ε)φ2(k)) .

We then apply Lemma 5.10 to bound the first probability from below and the second probability
from above, to obtain, for ε sufficiently small and all k sufficiently large, the lower bound

exp
(
− (z + ε/3)2

2
φ2(k)

)
− exp

(
− (z + 2ε/3)2

2
φ2(k)

)
= (1 − o(1)) exp

(
− (z + ε/3)2

2
φ2(k)

)
.

All combined, we thus arrive at

lim inf
k→∞

1

φ2(k)
logE

[
1{Sk≤φ1(k)−zφ2(k)}eθ(Sk−(φ1(k)−yφ2(k)))

]
≥ θ(y − (z + ε)) − (z + ε/3)2

2
.
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Since ε > 0 is arbitrary, we arrive at the desired result. The case θ < 0 follows mutatis mutandis,
which concludes the proof of (5.6). □

Proof of Lemma 5.13. The proofs are based on the following. Suppose that ℓ : N0 → R and
f : N0 → (0,∞) are functions such that ℓ tends to zero and

∞∑
i=0

1

f(i)
= ∞. (A.3)

Then,
k−1∑
i=0

ℓ(i)

f(i)
= o

( k−1∑
i=0

1

f(i)

)
as k → ∞. (A.4)

Indeed, fix ε > 0 and let iε ∈ N0 be such that |ℓ(i)| < ε for all i ≥ iε. Then, for kiε,∣∣∣∣ k−1∑
i=0

ℓ(i)

f(i)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ iε−1∑
i=0

|ℓ(i)|
f(i)

+ ε

k−1∑
i=iε

1

f(i)
≤
iε−1∑
i=0

|ℓ(i)|
f(i)

+ ε

k−1∑
i=0

1

f(i)
.

As a result, by (A.3) and since ε is arbitrary we arrive at (A.4). Similarly, when ℓ(i) tends to
infinity with i,

k−1∑
i=0

1

f(i)
= o

( k−1∑
i=0

ℓ(i)

f(i)

)
as k → ∞.

We now prove the lemma.

(a) By Assumption (N-E), we have that φ1(x) and φ−1
1 (x) both tend to infinity with x. If

φ2 converges, both claims are immediate. If φ2 tends to infinity, we use that b diverges and
apply (A.4) with ℓ(i) := 1/(b(i)+d(i)) and f(i) := b(i)+d(i). For the second part, we apply (A.4)
with ℓ(i) := d(i)/(b(i) + d(i)) and f(i) := (b(i) + d(i))/d(i).

(b) Again, we have that φ1(x) tends to infinity with x. Fix ε > 0. There exists iε ∈ N0 such that
d(i) ≤ d+ ε for all i ≥ iε. Hence, for k > iε,

ρ1(k) =

iε−1∑
i=0

d(i)

b(i) + d(i)
+ (d+ ε)

k−1∑
i=iε

1

b(i) + d(i)
≤
iε−1∑
i=0

d(i)

b(i) + d(i)
+ (d+ ε)φ1(k).

As ε is arbitrary, we arrive at the first result. The second is immediate, since ρ1(k)/φ1(k) ≥ 0.
The second part of (b) follows in an analogous way.

(c) By Assumption (D-V), we have that φ2(x) tends to infinity with x. We then apply (A.4) with
ℓ(i) = d(i)2 − (d∗)2 and f(i) := 1/(b(i) + d(i))2.

(d) By Assumption (N-E), we have that φ1(x) and φ−1
1 (x) both tend to infinity with x. Further,

we have α = o(φ1), which follows from (A.4) with ℓ(i) := d(i) − d∗ and f(i) := 1/(b(i) + d(i)).
As Kα(t) = α(φ−1

1 (t)) we thus obtain the first result. The second result follows as for any ε > 0
there exists tε > 0 such that for any t ≥ tε,

|Kα(t) −Kα(t− s(t))| ≤
∫ φ−1

1 (t)

φ−1
1 (t−s(t))

|d(⌊x⌋) − d∗|
b(⌊x⌋) + d(⌊x⌋)

dx ≤ ε

∫ φ−1
1 (t)

φ−1
1 (t−s(t))

1

b(⌊x⌋) + d(⌊x⌋)
dx = εs(t).

The last step follows from the definition of φ1 (and the extension of its domain to (0,∞) by linear
interpolation). As ε arbitrary, we arrive at the desired result. □
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