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Abstract: We consider a continuous-time random walk on a regular tree of finite depth
and study its favorite points among the leaf vertices. For the walk started from a leaf
vertex and stopped upon hitting the root we prove that, in the limit as as the depth of
the tree tends to infinity, the suitably scaled and centered maximal time spent at any leaf
converges to a randomly-shifted Gumbel law. The random shift is characterized using a
derivative-martingale like object associated with square-root local-time process on the tree.

1. INTRODUCTION AND RESULTS

1.1 Background.

Extremal properties of random walks have been a source of continuing attention of
probabilists for several decades. One such property is the time spent by the walk at
its most favorite points which are those visited most frequently over a given time pe-
riod. The study of favorite points was initiated by Erdés and Taylor [34] who ana-
lyzed the leading-order n-dependence of the time T}, that the simple symmetric random
walk on Z“ spends at its most visited point by time n. The approach of [34], which
relied on treating the number of visits to a point by portions of the walk as sums of
independent geometric random variables, showed that T}, /logn tends to a computable
limit as n — o0 in the transient dimensions d > 3, but gave only asymptotic bounds
i (logn)? < Ty < L(logn)? in the recurrent dimension d = 2.

Erd6s and Taylor conjectured their upper bound to be sharp but this was settled only
four decades later by Dembo, Peres, Rosen and Zeitouni [29] using excursion decom-
position along a logarithmic sequence of scales and second-moment computations for
the occupation measure. (Most of [29] actually deals with two-dimensional Brownian
motion.) In addition to proving that T} /(log n)? tends to 1/7 in probability, [29] offered
insight into the structure of the A-favorite points which, for A € (0,1), are those visited
by the walk at least /\%(log n)? times. For instance, it showed that there are n'~*+°()
such points in a path of time length n and, as seen in the proofs, the spatial distribution
of these points has an intriguing fractal structure.
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The understanding of A-favorite points has further advanced thanks to Jego [38] who
recently established a weak limit for scaled empirical measures associated with A-favo-
rite points (for 0 < A < 1) of the simple random walk on Z? stopped upon exit from a
scaled-up lattice version of a continuum planar domain. The limit measure — dubbed
Brownian Multiplicative Chaos in [38] — is similar to, albeit distinct from, the scaling
limit of the thick points of the Gaussian Free Field (GFF) derived by the present authors
in [19]. The connection to GFF thick points is much stronger once the random walk is
run (via a suitable return mechanism) for times comparable with the cover time. This is
the subject of the work of Abe, Lee and the first author [3, 4].

Some progress has occurred also for the the time spent at the most favorite points.
Indeed, Abe [1, Corollary 1.3] proved a result analogous to [29] for the walk on a two-
dimensional torus run for times comparable to the cover time. Jego [36, Theorem 1.1.1]
extended the conclusions of [29] to a large class of random walks. In [39], Jego in turn
constructed a candidate for the measure that should govern (similarly to the results on
the extrema of GFF by the present authors [16-18]) the distribution of the extremal pro-
cess associated with the most favorite points of simple random walk on Z2. Still, the
control of the time spent at the most favorite points is presently limited to leading-order
asymptotic. Indeed, even the second-order term in the centering sequence remains con-
jectural, let alone a proof of tightness and/or a distributional scaling limit.

Our goal here is to take up the problem of the time spent at the most favorite points
of the random walk on a simpler graph; namely, a regular tree. This walk shares some
of the basic features of the random walk on Z? but is easier to study thanks for the
Markovian structure of (suitably parametrized) local time on the tree.

1.2 Most favorite leaf on regular tree.

Let T, be the regular tree of depth n with forward degree b > 2 and the root denoted
by 0. Write IL,, for the set of its leaves; namely, the set of b" vertices at graph-theoretical
distance n from ¢. It is well known that the projection of the random walk on T, to its
leaf vertices carries a lot of similarities to the walk on Z2. Indeed, L, can, for b = 4,
be identified with the square box A, in Z? of side-length 2". The Green function on IL,,,
defined as the expected number of visits to one leaf vertex for the walk started at another
and killed upon hitting o, has a similar logarithmic structure as that on A, albeit relative
to the ultrametric (tree) distance instead of the Euclidean norm. The first exit from A,
by the random walk on Z? corresponds to the walk on T, hitting o.

For simplicity of exposition and technical advantage later, we will run the random
walk in continuous time. Let {X;};>0 be the continuous-time random walk on T, with a
unit transition rate across each edge and, for z € T, let P* denote the law of this walk
subject to P*(X( = z) = 1. For each x € T, denote by

t
ft(.X') = f 1{X$=x}d5 (11)
0
the total time X has spent at x by time t and let
T, := inf{t > 0: X; = o} (1.2)
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be the first hitting time of the root. Our first result is then:

Theorem 1.1 Forany x, € L, and all u € R,

pn <max4 [lr,(x) < +/logbn — \/1(1)? logn + u) — IE(e*Ze—zu\/@), (1.3)

xell, n—ao0

where Z is an a.s.-positive and finite random variable. In particular,

1 2 law
- (I;;Haf l,(x) — (n*logb — 2nlog n)) —> log Z+G, (1.4)

where G is a normalized Gumbel random variable independent of Z.

By the symmetries of T, the probability on the left of (1.3) is the same for all starting
points x, € IL,,. In order to relate the conclusions to the aforementioned results for the
simple random walk on Z2, note that X logt, — logb in P*-probability. The leading
order growth rate of the maximal local time is thus proportional to (logT,)?, in accord
with Erdés and Taylor’s calculations on Z2.

1.3 Random walk started from the root.

The recursive structure of the tree naturally guides us to consider the corresponding
problem for the random walk started from the root. This turns out to be particularly
convenient for the local time parametrized by the time spent at the root. To convert to
this parametrization we need

To(t) == inf{s = 0: (o) > t}. (1.5)
Then
Li(x) = Lz, (x) (1.6)
is exactly the time spent by the walk at x when the time spent at the root reaches t. The
definition gives L;(0) = t and, as is well known, E¢(Ls(x)) = ¢ for all x € T,

A key technical advantage of the parametrization (1.6) is that, for the walk started
at the root, the family of random variables {L(x)}reT, has a Markov property under
restrictions to subtrees; see Lemma 2.5 for details. Consequently, the laws of {L;(x)}xeT,
for different n’s are consistent under P¢ and are thus restrictions from a unique law on
the infinite b-ary tree.

In order to describe our main result concerning the local times {L(x)}xer,, for an
integer n > 1, a real number t > 0 and the random walk sampled from P?, set

Zn(t) := b~ 2" Z (m/logb - «/Lt(x))JrLt(x)l/4 e2V/logh VE(@E) (1.7)
xell,

where “+” denotes the positive part. We then have:

Theorem 1.2 For all t > 0, there exists an a.s.-finite non-negative random variable Z(t) with
P(Z(t) > 0) € (0,1) such that

Za(t) 2 Z(1). (1.8)

n—aoo
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Moreover, for all t > 0,

lim PQ<max Li(x) > 0) — P(Z(t) > 0) (1.9)

n—0o0 xell,

and there exists a constant C, € (0, 00) such that for all u € R,

1 _ —2u4/logb
Q _ C.Z(t)e
P <§r€1i§ Li(x) < ny/logh ogb logn + u) — E(e ). (1.10)
Here P denotes the law of Z(t) and E is the expectation with respect to IP.

The limit quantity in (1.10) can be viewed two different ways. First, it is the Laplace

transform of the law of Z(t) evaluated at C*e_Z”\/@ which, we note, varies through
the positive reals as u varies through IR. Second, it is the CDF of a defective random
variable taking values in R U {—c0} which, conditional on finiteness, is Gumbel with
rate 24 /log b shifted by (2,/logb)~1log Z(t). The defect comes from an atom at —co of
mass P(Z(t) = 0). By (1.9), conditioning on Z(¢) > 0 amounts to conditioning on the
random walk to hit the leaf vertices before accumulating time ¢ at the root.

1.4 Connection to Branching Random Walk.

Randomly shifted Gumbel limit laws for centered maxima have been encountered in
a number of contexts. These include Branching Brownian Motion (Bramson [20, 21])
and critical Branching Random Walks (Aidekon [6], Bramson, Ding and Zeitouni [22])
as well as the two-dimensional discrete GFF (Bramson, Ding and Zeitouni [23], Biskup
and Louidor [16-18]) and other logarithmically correlated processes (e.g., Madaule [43],
Ding, Roy and Zeitouni [31], Arguin and Oumet [11], Schweiger [44], Fels and Har-
tung [35]) including the local time for our simple random walk on T, run for times
comparable with the cover time (Abe [2]).

The case particularly relevant for our problem is the Branching Random Walk (BRW)
with step distribution A/(0,1/2), also known as the GFF scaled by 1/4/2. The latter is
a Gaussian process {1} cT, defined by sampling an independent copy of N'(0,1/2) for
each edge of the tree and, for x € T}, letting /1, denote the sum of these variables along
the unique path from the root to x. For this process, Aidekon’s result reads:

3 1
<14/ -
p <£{I&}ﬁ< hy < ny/logb 4 flogh
where W is the weak limit of the sequence

Wy i=b7" " (ny/logb — hy)e*V!1o80h (1.12)

xell,

log 7 + u> s E(e GWeVEh) ()

and C, is a positive constant that can be characterized; see Abe [2, Remark 1.4].

The convergence W,, — W relies on the fact that {W, },>1, if interpreted on the infinite
b-ary tree, is a martingale with respect to a natural filtration. (In this framework the limit
exists in a.s. sense.) This is not special to Gaussian step distributions; indeed, general
conditions ensuring existence and non-triviality of the limit for general BRW exist (see,
e.g., Biggins and Kyprianou [13, Theorems 5.1-5.2]). The limit object W earns the name
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derivative martingale through the fact that W, can be obtained by differentiating g —
D xelL, ©XP{Bhx — 1B*n} at B :=24/logb.

While Z,,(t) is similar to W, in form, the sequence {Z,(f)},>1 is not a martingale (un-
der the law of the local time on the infinite b-ary tree) due to the more complicated
dependency structure of L;. The weak convergence (1.8) thus has to be established as
part of the proof of Theorem 1.2. Notwithstanding, the local time L; behaves quite sim-
ilarly to the BRW when ¢ is large. Indeed, for n > 1 fixed, the Multivariate CLT along
with the Kac Moment Formula (Kac [40,41]) yield

WL = Vi) op, 25 (e, (1.13)

In light of this we would expect that (1.10) somehow morphs into (1.11) in the limit
as t — oo. This is true, albeit not without correction terms:

Theorem 1.3 For Z(t) and W as defined above,

t1/4 = 2\/logh Vi 7 1) tﬂ W. (1.14)
—0

Moreover, the constants in (1.10) and (1.11) obey C,, = C...

Both Theorems 1.2 and 1.3 will be extracted from Theorem 3.1 which asserts conver-
gence of the kind (1.10) uniformly in all t = o(n?). In this case the maximum of 1/L;(x)
must be centered by a suitable {-dependent variant of the centering sequence in (1.10)
which, roughly speaking, allows for a smooth cross-over between the second-order
terms in (1.10) and (1.11) when t increases as a power of n. For a fixed ¢, the change in
the centering sequence tends (as n — o) to a t-dependent constant which, if transferred
through the underlying variable u to the right-hand side, gives rise to the prefactors
of Z(t) in (1.14).

To identify the constants in (1.11) and (1.10) we actually rely on Corollary 1.3 of Abe [2]
who proved the convergence in Theorem 1.2 with the aforementioned t-dependent cen-
tering sequence and Z(t) replaced by W in the regime when t > cynlogn for some c; > 0.
An interesting additional phenomenon in this regime is that, if t/n? remains bounded
away from zero, the “constant” C, picks up dependence on the asymptotic value of t/n>.

1.5 Random shift.

For the walk started from the root and parametrized by the time spent there, Theo-
rem 1.2 characterizes the law of the scaled maximum as Gumbel with a random shift
proportional to log Z(t). In light of this it seems reasonable to ask: What is the dis-
tribution of the variable Z in Theorem 1.1? Can it be characterized by a similar limit
expression as Z(t)? How is the law of Z related to the laws of Z(t)?

To answer these questions, we need additional observations about the Z(t)’s. Recall
that a random variable is Compound Poisson-Exponential with parameter ¢ if it has the law
of Zfi(lt) U; for N(t) Poisson with parameter f and {U;};>1 independenti.i.d. Exponentials
with parameter 1. Next note the following consequence of Theorem 1.2:
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Corollary 1.4  For each Borel E < R?, the map t — P((t, Z(t)) € E) is Borel measurable. In
particular, each positive random variable T can be coupled with a unique random variable Z(T)
such that

P((T,Z(T)) e -) = J]P((t,Z(t)) € -)P(T e dt) (1.15)
and, assuming T to be independent of Z,,
Z(T) nli—“;»OZ(T). (1.16)

Moreover, for each t > 0, the cascade relation holds
b
Z(t) ' 3 p2Z(Ty), (1.17)
i=1

where Z(Ty), ..., Z(Ty) are i.i.d. copies of random variable Z(T) for T Compound Poisson-
Exponential with parameter t.

The slightly cumbersome description of the joint law of (T, Z(T)) stems from our
present inability to extend the convergence (1.8) to that of a full process t — Z,(t). In-
deed, if we had the limit process t — Z(t) at our disposal, Z(T) could be defined directly
by evaluating t — Z(t) att := T, for T independent of Z(-).

We now characterize the law of Z three possible ways:

Theorem 1.5 For the constant C, and random variable Z(t) as in Theorem 1.2, the random
variable Z from Theorem 1.1 has the law of

(1) the weak limit of C.Z(t) conditional on Z(t) > 0ast | 0,
(2) C,b=2Z(U) conditioned on Z(U) > 0 for U = Exponential with parameter 1,
(3) the weak limit (as n — o) of the sequence

J’_
Cob™ Y (ny/logh — [ lr,(x) ) e, (x)V/* V1B VIR () (1.18)
xell, ( ‘ > ‘
under P*, for any x, € L,
where all the stated weak limits exist.

Note that while (3) brings Z very close to Z(t) and thus also to the derivative martin-
gale W, neither (1) nor (3) make it apparent that Z > 0 a.s.

1.6 Remarks, questions and conjectures.

We finish with some additional remarks on our results and directions of future study.
Having described the law of the maximal local time, the next natural step is to inves-
tigate the extremal process associated with near-maximal points. For a fixed n, this is
captured by the Radon measure on [0, 1] x R defined by

Z 5911(36)®5m_n\/@_(logb)7uzlogn/ (119)

xell,
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where, for x € IL, represented by a sequence (c7,...,0,) € {1,...,b}" marking which
branch the unique path from ¢ to x takes at each step, 0,(x) := > ; o;b™""""! maps x
canonically to the unit interval [0, 1].

In analogy with our earlier work on two-dimensional GFF [16-18], the work of Ar-
guin, Bovier and Kistler [8-10] and Aidékon, Berestycki, Brunet and Shi [7] on Branch-
ing Brownian Motion, the work of Madaule [43] on Branching Random Walk and Abe’s
work [2] on the local time process on the tree in the regime when ¢t increases to infinity
with n, we expect (1.19) to converge weakly to a clustered Cox process of the form

> 8k, ®u—- (1.20)

ij>1
Here {(x;, u;, {¢i;}j>1}i>1 lists the sample points of the Poisson point process
PPP (py(dx) @e VI8l du @ v(dg) ) (1.21)

on [0,1] x R x [0,0)N where y; is a random Borel measure on [0, 1] such that

ue([0,1]) 2 24/logb C.Z(t) (1.22)

while v is a deterministic probability law on locally finite (but a.s.-infinite) point process
on [0, ). The Poisson point process in (1.21) is sampled conditionally on p;.

Note that all the t dependence of (1.21) rests in the measure y;. Moreover, the cluster
process law v should be the same as for the GFF on the tree. This has already been veri-
fied in the regime when t increases with n faster than cnlogn (Abe and Biskup, private
communication). In accord with Theorem 1.3 we also expect that j; scaled by the pref-
actors in (1.14) converges weakly to the critical Gaussian Multiplicative Chaos measure
associated with the GFF on b-ary tree. A similar conclusion as (1.20-1.22) should hold
also for the setting of Theorem 1.1, except that y; gets replaced by a measure derived
from yi; by the same procedure as Z is derived from Z(t).

The statements (1.20-1.22) are consistent with Jego’s proposal (see [39, Conjecture 1])
for the weak limit of centered maximal local time of the simple random walk run until
the first exit from a square domain in Z2. For the construction of the purported limit
measure (which is the main conclusion of [39]) Jego works directly in the continuum us-
ing Brownian motion instead of random walk while generalizing ideas from the study
of Brownian thick points where the corresponding Brownian Multiplicative Chaos mea-
sures were first constructed by Bass, Burdzy and Khoshnevisan [24] in the (so called)
second-moment regime, and then by Jego [37] and, independently, Aidekon, Hu and
Shi [5] throughout the subcritical regime.

One of Jego’s constructions of the critical Brownian Multiplicative Chaos relies on
Seneta-Heyde norming which amounts to replacing the polynomial terms in front of
the exponentials in (1.7) by deterministic n-dependent terms. An important point noted
in [39] is that the Seneta-Heyde norming requires a different multiplier for the local time
object than for the GFF derivative martingale. Indeed, for GFF the norming compensates
for the term in the parenthesis in (1.12) which is known to be typically of order /n. We
expect the corresponding term in Z,(t) to be of the same order but then we need another
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factor /1 to account for the term L;(x)"/* (as this should be dominated by the leading
order of the maximum). Thus we expect:

Conjecture 1.6 There is c > 0 such that for all t > 0, under P?,

nb=2" 2 o2v/10g b \/Li(x) tl%;’,ocz(t) (1.23)
xell,

We believe that the convergence (1.23) occurs simultaneously for all ¢ > 0, under
the natural coupling of L; on the infinite tree (under P?) for all times. The resulting
process t — Z(t) is then naturally monotone in ¢. The conclusion should extend to the
measure i; in (1.21) by representing it, modulo overall normalization, as the limit of the
measures

b2 Y e2VIosb VL, (1.24)
xelLy,

where 6,,(x) was defined after (1.19). Another version of (1.24) could include information
about the local time at the points that carry the support of the limiting measure. For
the two-dimensional GFF, this has been done by the authors jointly with S. Gufler [15].
Our results there in fact show that any polynomial prefactor that reproduces the same
deterministic scaling will lead to a multiple of the same measure.

We remain puzzled by the fact that the bulk of our derivations make no significant
use of the strong connection between the local time and the GFF known as the Second
Ray-Knight Theorem and/or Dynkin Isomorphism (Eisenbaum, Kaspi, Markus, Rosen
and Shi [33], Dynkin [32]). This connection turned out to be extremely useful in the
study of the cover time (Ding [30], Cortines, Louidor and Saglietti [28]) as well as the
random walk on planar domains at times of order of the cover time (Abe and Biskup [3]
and Abe, Biskup and Lee [4]).

While it is clear that the coupling between the local time L; and the GFF h cannot be
tight at the levels of the tree close to the root, this is quite different at (and near) the
leaves where the local time is large. This suggests that the connection of L; and & might
remain strong on the range of the walk. We believe that this proposition warrants further
study. The tree geometry may be a perfect setting for this.

2. TIGHTNESS OF MAXIMAL LOCAL TIME

We are now ready to commence the proofs. We start by showing tightness of centered
maximal local time for the random walk started from the root and parametrized by the
time spent there. Apart from being of independent interest for its uniformity in t > 0,
tightness serves as a technical input in some of the proofs of our main theorems later.

2.1 Main statement and preliminaries.

For each integer n > 1 and real t > 0, consider the quantity

ay(t) := n4/logb —

Llo n— ! lo (n—i—\/f)
4,/logb & 4./logb & N

2.1)
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This is the aforementioned t-dependent centering sequence discovered in Abe [2] which
interpolates between the centering sequences in (1.10) and (1.11) as ¢ varies from 1 to
infinity. Write
Hyp 1= {max Li(x) > 0} 2.2)
xell,
for the event that the walk has hit (and spent positive amount of time at) the leaves prior
to accumulating total time t at the root. We then claim:

Theorem 2.1 There are c1,co > 0 such that foralln > 1,all t > 0 and all u € [0, n],

( max«/ —Vt—a,(tv 1)‘ >u ?-{,nt> < cre 2, (2.3)
xelL,
In particular, for each t > 0, the family
1
1 f L( logbn — 1 der PO(-|H 2.4
{awo %af\/t (\/og n Jlogh ogn) under P¢(- | n’t)}nzl (2.4)

of probability measures on R is tight.

The truncation of the argument of a, in (2.3) is necessary because t — a,(t) be-
haves poorly for small t. The restriction to # < 7 in turn arises from the fact that
maxyer, 1/ Lt(x) can be kept at order unity by forcing the walk to never come back to
the leaves after hitting IL,, for the first time (as required by conditioning on #,). For
any fixed ¢, this shows that the left hand side of (2.3) is always at least e ™", for some ¢-
dependent ¢ > 0. Since our prime desire is to work uniformly in t and 7, we limit u to
values where other strategies are more relevant.

The proof of Theorem 2.1 is based on the observation that conditioning on the value
and the location z € IL,; of the local-time maximum restrains the maxima in the subtrees
“hanging off” the string of vertices on the unique path from the root to z. Combined
with the Markov property of the local time and explicit knowledge of the local time law
on the path between z and the root, this offers a way to trade assumptions on the upper
tails of the maximum for control of the lower tails, and vice versa.

Although this trade-off could (at least in principle) be used to build a completely self-
contained proof of tightness, in all the cases where this strategy has been implemented —
e.g., the GFF on the tree and subsets of Z?; see [14, Lecture 8] — the upper tail tightness
comes from an independent calculation. Thanks to Abe [2], this applies also for the local
time on the tree. Indeed, he showed:

Lemma 2.2 Thereis c > 0 such thatfor allt >0, u>0andn >

Pg(max VLX) =Vt —a,(t) = u) <c(l+ u)e’z” logh, (2.5)
Proof. See Abe [2, Proposition 3.1]. O

The estimate (2.5) will be useful throughout our entire paper. As P¢(H,;) is bounded
away from zero uniformly inn > 1 and t > 1, it already supplies one half of the state-
ment in (2.3) when t > 1. We will address the small-f corrections to (2.5) needed for (2.3)
in Lemma 2.11 below; our more difficult task is to supply an argument for lower-tail
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tightness. A key starting point for this is the following uniform bound on the probabil-
ity that the maximal local time is at least v/t + a,, ().

Proposition 2.3 We have

e o
}2{ 7112{ p (gcrel%n( VLi(x) =Vt + an(t)) > 0. (2.6)

The proof of (2.6), which we address next, will require several ingredients and rather
precise estimates, due to the fact that we wish to work uniformly in ¢t > 1. First we note
that we only need to produce a uniform lower bound (2.6) for t < n. Indeed, Abe [2] has
also proved:

Lemma 2.4 Thereis ¢ > 0and ng > 1 such that for all n = no, t > nand u € [0,2+/n],

p¢ ( max y/Ly(x) - Vi —an(t) = u) > 6(1 4 u)e 2uVIol (2.7)
xelL,
Proof. See Abe [2, Proposition 3.1]. O

(For the cases n < np we invoke the limit statement (1.13) along with the unbounded
nature of the law of L; for any fixed t and n.) As noted earlier, our proofs also rely
strongly on the fact that the local time L; enjoys a Markov property:

Lemma2.5 Letxy,..., %, € T, be vertices such that the subtrees TV, ... T of T, rooted
at these vertices are vertex-disjoint. Write n; for the depth of T\) and denote

V(X1 ey dm) = (X0 ey X} U <Tn N CJ TU)). 2.8)
i=1

Then, for each t > 0, conditional on {L¢(x): x € V(x1,...,Xmm)}, the families
{Li(x): x e TOYm 2.9)
are independent with the i-th family distributed as {L,(x): x € Ty} for u := L¢(x;).

Proof. As shown in Ding [30, Lemma 2.6], the local time on a tree has the following
recursive structure: Given any non-leaf vertex x € T, write x1, ..., x; for its descendants
and T(x) for the subtree of T, rooted at x. Then, conditional on {L(z): x € T,, \ T(x)},
the law of (L;(x1),. .., Li(xp)) is that of independent copies of ' | U;, where {U;};>1 are
iid. exponentials and N is an independent Poisson with parameter L;(x). By induction
(whose details we leave to the reader), this readily yields the claim. g

Another important ingredient for us is the explicit description of the local time process
along the line of vertices from a leaf to the root.

Lemma 2.6 Let xg := 0,X1,...,X, be a path from the root to a leaf x, € IL,, and, given t > 0,
let {Ys}s>0 be the O-dimensional Bessel process started at V2t fort > 0. Then

(mm) law (%n% ) (2.10)
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In addition, denoting by L3, the law of {Ys: s < u} with Yy = y a.s. and by L3 the law of the
Brownian motion {Bs: s < u} started at By = x a.s., then for each v > 0

dzi, r 3 (M, 1 .

ac, Buexp{—SfO ds Bsz} on {fp > 0}, (2.17)

where Ty := inf{t > 0: B; = 0}.

Proof. See Belius, Rosen and Zeitouni [12, Lemma 3.1(e) and formula (2.12)]. 0

2.2 Uniform lower bound.

Having dispensed with the preliminaries, we are now ready to start addressing the uni-
form lower bound in Proposition 2.3. The proof will make use of a collection of num-
bers {t;}}_, depending on n > 1 and t > 1 that obey

Vi + an_i(t) = Vi+an(t), (2.12)

with the convention ag(t) := 0 for all + > 0. The next lemma shows that these are well
defined and that k — t; grows approximately quadratically in k.

Lemma 2.7 Foreachn > 1andt > 1, there are unique {t;};_, < [1,0) satisfying (2.12).
Moreover, k — ty is strictly increasing with \/ty = \/t, v/t = V/t + ay(t) and

V= Vit flan(t) —Clog(1+kna(n—k), k=0,...,n, (2.13)
for some C < oo independent of n.

Proof. Existence and uniqueness follows since t — Vit ay(t), resp., 1 — a,(t) are both
strictly increasing on t > 1, resp., n > 1. This implies existence and uniqueness of the
solution to (2.12) as well as strict monotonicity of k — t;. The solutions in the cases k = 0
and k = n are checked by hand.

To show (2.13), note that t; > t and the monotonicity of s — a,(s) yields a,_x(tx) =
ay_(t) = an(t) — +/log bk, which in view of (2.12) gives the upper bound /#; < v/t +
y/log bk. It follows that

Vi+n Vi \/f+n\/f+4/logbk_ k
NN EACEY) < 7 it =1+ logbﬁ (2.14)

and consequently that a, (t) — a,_x(t) is at least

\/@k—4\/i)?log(nik) —ilog(\’k) -C, (2.15)

for some C < oo, uniformly in t > 1.
In order to compare (2.15) with %an (t), we note that

~1<log*s— ;logJr r<l+log™(sn(r—s)), (2.16)
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forall 0 < s < 7 (c.f. Lemma 3.3 in [26]), where log™ s stands for log(s v 1). Using this
for r := (v/t + n)/v/t and s := k/+/t in the second inequality gives

Vi ki
() < () ()
<ilog(\ﬁ\/—;n>—|—2+10g(k/\(n—k)).

On the other hand, plugging s = n — k and 7 = 7 in the first inequality in (2.16) gives

n k
< — .
10g(n—k> < nlogn+l (2.18)
In view of (2.15) and the definitions of a,(t) and 4/, this shows (2.13). 0

Next we note that, thanks to the Markov property, it is sufficient to prove the lower
bound in (2.6) just for ¢ sufficiently large (albeit uniformly in 7). Indeed, we have:

Lemma 2.8 Foralls,t > 0, the laws of {Ls(x): x € T, \ {0}} and {L¢(x): x € T), \ {o}} are
mutually absolutely continuous. More precisely, for any s,t > 0 and any Borel & < R that
does not depend on the coordinate at o,

Po(Li€ &) = c(s,t)P(Ls € &), (2.19)

where c(s, t) := e(2s—t=s)b/t

Proof. Let N, resp., N; Poisson random variables with parameters ¢, resp., s and let
fot(n) := P(Ns = n)/P(N; = n) = (s/t)"e'* be the Radon-Nikodym derivative of their
laws. We will now construct L, resp., L; as follows: First we use the recursive struc-
ture of the local time to realize the local time at the descendants of ¢ via independent
Poisson random variables Ns(l), e, Ns(b), resp., Nt(l), ees, Nt(b) as detailed in the proof of
Lemma 2.5 and then invoke the Markov property to generate the local time in the rest of

the tree. For any Borel £ < R not depending on the value at ¢ we have

b .
P(L € £) = E*(Lyr,eey [ T fr NT)). (2.20)
i=1

The Cauchy-Schwarz inequality then gives (2.19) with ¢ := [E(fs+(N;)?)]7". A calcula-
tion shows that E(f; ;(N;)?) = ef=25+5/t, O
The proof of Proposition 2.3 opens up by a calculation that converts the probability

that the maximum occurs at a given vertex to a “barrier estimate” for the local-time
profile along the path from the root to that vertex.

Lemma 2.9 Forall A > 0 there is ¢(A) € [0,1] with é(A) — 1as A — oo such that the
following holds for all t > 1 and all n > 1: Given x,, € IL,, and writing (xo, ..., x) for the
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vertices on the unique path from the root to x,, set

n—1

En ::ﬂ{’\/Lt xp) < A/t — Alog(1+k A (n—k))
k=1
+ %(«/Lt(xn) — V- an(t)> } (2.21)

Then

PQ< Li(x,) = max\/i ViE+ ay(t) )
> c”(A)PQ(Sn A {m > VE+ an(t)}> (2.22)

Proof. Fix x, € L, and let (xo, ..., x,) be the unique path from the root to x,,. Removing
the edges along this path splits T, into a collection of disjoint subtrees rooted at the
vertices on the path. Writing I/, (x¢) for the leaves of the subtree whose root is at x;
we then have

Pg(m max\/ﬁ > VE+ag(t) )
B mep%mx\/ﬁ s Vi) < ds) (2.23)

xelL,

n
> PQ<S ) max Li(x) < s}, n/Li(x eds),
L?\/E"ran(t) " D{xe]L;_k(xk) t( ) } t( Tl)

=0

where we also noted that the maximal local time occurs at a unique vertex almost surely.

Next we note that, by the Markov property of the local time (cf Lemma 2.5), con-
ditional on the local time at x, ..., x,,, the maxima {maxxe]L/n () /Li(x)}}_, are inde-
pendent with law depending only on the value of the local time at the root vertex of
the corresponding subtree. Using that IL] ,(x¢) is a (proper) subset of the leaves of a
regular tree of depth n — k, Lemma 2.5 shows that, for all 7,u, % € R with u > i and

k~
Vik—r+ 31 >0,

PQ( max  +/Li(x) < Vt+a,(t) +u

XEIL;,,k(xk)

v/Li(xp) ﬁ—wiﬁ)

> PQ< max /Ly (x) < VE+a,(t) + u) (2.24)

xell, _x

for

Nk

u,

k2 .
= {(‘ﬁ" r ) ifr> (2.25)

tr, else,
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where we also used that s — L is increasing. Since t; < t;, the identity (2.12) along with
the upward monotonicity of s — a,,_,(s) show

Vita,(t) +u= ﬁ +a, k() +1. (2.26)
Setting ¢’ := sup,_ c(1 +r)e V8" for c is as in (2.5), Lemma 2.2 then gives
Pe( max /Ly (x) < VE+an(t) + 1) > 1 Vet (2.27)
xell, _x k

for all r,u > 0 satisfying \/f — 7 + £u > 0.

Using the above for the choices r := Alog(1+ k A (n —k)), u := /L¢(xy) —VE— a(t
and @ < u in the subtree rooted at xj, the restrictions 1mposed by &, along with the
aforementioned conditional independence yield

pe<gnm'h_1{ max VL) < v+ anlt) 45} [VEG) - Vi an() =)

k=0 erL:l (xX6)

P@<5n Li(xn) — VE—au(t) = s), (2.28)
where
n—1
En(A) = H<1—c’<1+kA (n—k)=4 1°8b> (2.29)
k=1

where we also noted that \/f; —r + %u < 0 for somek = 1,...,n implies that both sides
of (2.28) are zero. Writing é(A) := max{0, inf,,>1 &,(A)}, the claim follows by noting that
n — ¢,(A) is convergent once A is sufficiently large. U

We are now finally in a position to give:

Proof of Proposition 2.3. Fix A > 0 be so large that ¢(A) in Lemma 2.9 obeys é(A) > 0.
Recall the event &, from (2.21). It suffices to show that foralln > 1 and all t < n,

PQ<8n A {«/Lt(xn) >+ an(t)}> > ¢(H)b ", (2.30)

where t — ¢(t) is uniformly positive for f sufficiently large. Indeed, (2.30) lower bounds
the probability on the left of (2.22) by ¢(A)¢é(t)b™". Since that the maximum is a.s.
achieved at a unique leaf, summing this over x, € L, bounds the probability in (2.6)
by é(A)E(t) from below. Lemmas 2.4 and 2.8 then complete the claim.

We thus have to prove (2.30). Write {Y;}s>0 for the 0-dimensional Bessel process and
denote the law with initial value v/2¢ by PV2, Pick 17 € (0, 5 /logb),let A" := A+ C for C
the constant from Lemma 2.7 and define the events

s
Fyi= {\%YS <V ;an(t) —A'log(1+s A (n—s))

+%(%Yn—\/f—an(t)) Cse [1,n—1]} (2.31)
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and

G, = {%Ys > %\/ﬂ-ns: se [O,n]}. (2.32)

Using the bound in Lemma 2.7 for y/# in (2.21) and invoking Lemma 2.6 then shows
that the probability in (2.30) is at least

P\@<{O < J5Yu —Vi—an(t) < \/ﬁ} N Fu N 9n>, (2.33)

where the upper bound by +/n has been introduced for later convenience.

Next note that Y5 > —5(v+2ys) on G, and so §§ Y, 2ds < 2§77 (v + 217s)2ds
uniformly in n > 1. Invoking the second part of Lemma 2.6, we may replace the 0-
dimensional Bessel process by standard Brownian motion {B;}s>0 and bound (2.33) from
below by

0 s 1/2
ei% S[] (\ﬂJCrlZ;ys)z < \/Z >
Vit an(t) ++/n

y p@({o < BB - Vi-a,(t) <Vnf o Fun 5) (2.34)

where .7-"n and Q~n are the events F,, and G, above for Y; replaced by B; and where the
prefactors are uniform lower bounds on the Radon-Nikodym derivative in (2.11).

The probability on the right of (2.34) will be handled by conditioning on B,,. Define
functions f, g;: [0,n] — R by

t
f(s) :=v2A'log(1+s A (n—s)) and g(s):= \/;— V21j(t)s, (2.35)
where 7j(t) := y —inf,>1 ””nﬁ Since the Brownian bridge starting from /2t at time 0 and
terminating at v/2(v/f + a,(t) + u) at time n has the same law as the sum of s — /2t +
V22 (a,(t) + u) and the Brownian bridge from 0 at time 0 to 0 at time 7, a calculation
shows that, forallu > 0,

PV#(F 0 G

%Bn — V4 a,(t) +u)
>PO<B<—fon[1,n—1] A B>—gton[0,n]‘Bn=O). (2.36)

Now observe that t — 7j(t) is non-increasing with

3 logn

i(t) — 1 —+/logb + su .

7(t) — 1 —+/10g 4 /logh P

It follows that 7j(t) is negative for all t large as soon as 7 < 0.64/logb. With this

choice s — g;(s) increases linearly and so a standard Ballot estimate (cf Lemma 5.1)
shows that the probability on the right is at least ¢’(¢) /n, where t — ¢’(t) is non-decreasing

(2.37)
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and strictly positive for t sufficiently large. This bounds the probability in (2.34) from
below by

C/,(f) pv (0 < G5B —Vi—a(t) < x/ﬁ) (2.38)

uniformly inn > 1land t > 1.
It remains to estimate the probability in (2.38) which, as noted earlier, we need to

do just for t € [1,n]. Noting that \%Bn has mean +/t and variance 7/2 under P@, a

calculation shows
V2t 1npn . " Vn —%
P (0 < LB, —Vi-an(t) < \/ﬁ) >0 e (2.39)
where ¢”(t) := I 12 1(1 —e™1") for q(t) := inf,1v2a,(t)/y/n. Since t — g(t) is
uniformly positive for f sufficiently large, so is ¢ — ¢”(t). To bound the right-hand side

note that , .
A1) < \/loghn — log n + log V't 2.40
an (t) ogbn \/@Ogn 4\/@% (2.40)
and so

an(t)?
n

1 f—é(log V)% + (logn)?
gb n '
The last term is at most 1 for all t € [1,n] and all b > 2 and so, combining the above
estimates, the probability in (2.30) is at least

Vi Y2y, e b
C0<\/¥+an(t)+\/ﬁ> n e e

where ¢( is a shorthand for the exponential prefactor in (2.34). Using that t < n and
a,(t) < n4/logb we then get (2.30). U

<nlogb—210gn+%log\/f+lo (2.41)

(2.42)

2.3 Proof of uniform tightness.

Having settled Proposition 2.3, we move to the proof of Theorem 2.1. Our first item of
business is the upper bound for the conditional probability (2.3) in the regime of small ¢.
We start by giving a small-t asymptotic for the probability of the conditional event.

Lemma 2.10 Foralln > 1landallt >0,
b—-1
b

Proof. Let T be the time of the first jump of the walk and let 6; denote the shift by ¢ on
the path space of the walk. Write 7y, for the first hitting time of level IL;. Then, for the
walk started at o,

bt > PO(Hy,) = (1—e7t). (2.43)

{T<t}2Hu 2{T <t} n 07 ({m, < To})- (2.44)
Noting that T is exponential with parameter b, the claim follows from the strong Markov
property along with the fact the probability that a random walk on an infinite b-ary tree
started from a neighbor of the root never hits the root equals b% U
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Lemma 2.10 allows us to upgrade Abe’s uniform upper bound in Lemma 2.2 to in-
clude conditioning on H,,; when ¢ is small.

Lemma 2.11 There is ¢’ > 0 such thatfor allte (0,1, u >0andn > 1
P9<max«/ —V1- an(1 ‘ Hy t) <d(1+ u)e*Z“\/ logh (2.45)

xell,

Proof. We may assume that u is so large that the right-hand side of (2.5) is less than 1/2.

The Markov property of the random walk parametrized by the time spent at the root

tells us that, for any integer k > 1, any reals ¢4, ..., f; > 0 and with Lgll), ., Lg:) denoting

independent samples from the local time with time parameters t1, ..., t,

Lt 4.4+, under P° law LS) +- 4+ Lgf) under (P?)®*, (2.46)

The sum on the right being smaller than a constant implies that each term is smaller than
that constant. Writing &;(u) for the event in (2.45), this shows

1— P& (u) < [1— P& x(w)] . (2.47)
Since P?(&1(u)) < 1/2 by our assumption on u, the inequalities log(1 — x) > —2x for
x€(0,1/2) and 1 — x < e ™ for all x yield

PQ (51/k<u>) <

For k := |1/t|, which entails t < ; < 2t, we then get P¢(&(u)) < 4tP?(E1(u)) thanks to
the monotonicity of t — &(u). The cla1rn follows from Lemmas 2.2 and 2.10. U

2P (£ (u). (248)

A majority of our effort throughout the rest of this subsection will be spent on up-
grading the uniform lower bound (2.6) to a lower-tail estimate for the maximal local
time. The precise statement is the content of:

Proposition 2.12  There are a1, xy > 0 such that foralln > 1,all t > 0 and all u € [0, n],
P9<max«/ — V- ay,(tvl) <—u ‘ Hi t) npe %M, (2.49)

Indeed, with (2.49) in hand we readily conclude:

Proof of Theorem 2.1 from Proposition 2.12. The bound (2.3) follows by combining the
statements of Proposition 2.3, Lemma 2.11 and Proposition 2.12. For (2.4) we note that,
for each t > 0 fixed,

1
VE+a,(tv1) =+/loghn— Jlogh

with O(1) bounded as n — o for any ¢t > 0. O

logn + O(1) (2.50)

It remains to construct a proof of Proposition 2.12. The argument is unfortunately
somewhat complicated due to the need to distinguish two regimes depending, roughly,
on whether u is smaller or larger than v/t. The latter case must also reflect on the fact that
the probability of the conditional event vanishes as t | 0 and that our uniform estimate
in Proposition 2.3 only applies to t > 1.
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The strategy is nonetheless similar in both regimes: We first prove that, up to a prob-
ability that is exponentially small in u, the local time accumulated after the walk has hit
the leaves for the first time exceeds some sy > 1 at more than r(k) vertices of Ly, for
some k satisfying 1 < k < n. If this works for an s; with

Vitay(tv1) —u < 5+ a,_i(s), (2.51)

then, by Proposition 2.3 and the Markov property in Lemma 2.5, conditional on the
aforementioned event, the probability in (2.49) is at most (1 — g)"®), where g is the in-
fimum in (2.6). The key problem is thus to ensure the validity of (2.51) along with r(k)
being at least a constant times u, which we need to get exponential decay in u.

We first address the regime where u/+/t is small because it is considerably simpler.
Here the parameters will be chosen in such a way that all of the vertices at depth k will
carry a sufficiently large value of the local time. This relies on:

Lemma 2.13  Foreach B > 1/logb, k > 1 and t > 4(pk)?,
P@(min Li(x) < (Vi— 2,Bk)2) < 2~ (F-logb)k, (2.52)

xelly
Proof. We will make a convenient (and singular) use of the Second Ray-Knight Theorem
of Eisenbaum, Kaspi, Marcus, Rosen and Shi [33] which in the version of Zhai [45] says

that there is a coupling of L; with two copies h and & of the BRW with step distribu-
tion A/(0,1/2) such that L; is independent of / and, for all x € T,,

Li(x) +h2 = (hy + V1) (2.53)

If maxyer, |hx| < Bk and maxyer, |f1x\ < Bk for some B > 0 with NI 2Bk, then (2.53)
forces minyey, Li(x) > (Vt— 2ﬁk)2. It follows that the probability in (2.52) is at most
twice that of maxyer, |1x| > Pk. A routine first moment estimate now yields (2.52). [

With this in hand, we are ready to give:

Proof of Proposition 2.12 for u < 24/t. As the probability in the statement is non-increasing
in 1, we may replace u by quarter thereof and assume that u < 3+/t. Adjusting the
constants in the statement allows us to suppose that u, and thus also t, is larger than
any prescribed constant. In particular, we may and will assume that t > 1. Recall also
that u < n, which means that also 7 may be assumed large.

Fix B > 4/logb. Since u (and thus t) is large, there is an integer k > 1 for which si
defined by

Vo = A/t =Vt — Bk (2.54)
is meaningful and
t

1
ky/logh < u —+/t + + ———log —
4/ log u— I+ /5% 5</logh ogSk

holds. Taking k to be the largest integer with this property, the assumed relation be-
tween u and +/t implies u = (B + +/logb)k + O(1). The condition (2.55) then ensures
(2.51) and, since B + 4/logb > 1 and u < n, we have k < n.

(2.55)
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Recall that 7y, denotes the first hitting time of level IL; and T,(s) stands for the first
time the (actual) time at the root reaches s. Using the notation 6; for the shift on the path
space, the desired event is then contained in

{m, > (vt} u 9%(\/) <{g;%x4 JL,_ (%) < Vt+a,(t) - u}) (2.56)

The probability of the first event in (2.56) is exponentially small in v/t which by the
assumed relation between u and ¢t is exponentially small in u. For the second event in
(2.56), we first use the strong Markov property to drop the shift and then use Lemma 2.13
to remove the event in (2.52) with t replaced by t — v/t. This is permitted thanks to the
assumption u < 3~/ which yields

\/t—\ﬁ—Z/Bk?x/f— — T _u+0(1)=1 (2.57)
log

once u is sufficiently large. In light of (2.51) and the Markov property, the probability that

VL < V't + a,(t) — u holds everywhere on L, while , /L;_,/; exceeds the quantity

on the left of (2.57) everywhere on IL is at most (1 — q)bk, where g is the double infimum
in (2.6). Since k is proportional to u, this implies the claim. U

Next we move to the regime where u is larger than +/t, which includes the subtle case
of t € (0,1). Recall the notation /s(x) from (1.1) for the actual time the path {Xj, }o<u<s
spends at x and 7, from (1.2) for the first time the walk is at the root.

Lemma 2.14 There are &, & > 0 such that foreachk = 1,...n and each z € 1L,

(Z 1{[ =1} < k) ae &Zk. (258)

xelly

Proof. The estimate consists of three steps that depend on naturals ¢, m and r whose spe-
cific values will be identified at the very end. Pick z € IL; and consider the Markov
chain X started from z and observed until 7,. Denote by R, the number of the ex-
cursions of X that start at level k, reach level ¢ € {1,...,k — 1} and then return to
level k before hitting the root. A harmonic function calculation shows that an excur-
sion that has reached level ¢ will return to level k before hitting the root with probabil-
ity prr = Zf;ol b7i) Z;-:& b~i. By the strong Markov property, R; + 1 is Geometric with
parameter 1 — py ;. As 1 —pi < b=, we have

P? (Rg <m) <mb* (2.59)

holds forallm > 1and all £ € {1, . —1}.

Each excursion that reaches level € and returns to level k before reaching the root
hits ILy at any of b** descendants of the last point visited at level ¢ equally likely. Ignor-
ing that different last points at level ¢ will lead to different sets of descendants at level k

leads to the bound
k—/t
PZ(Rg >m, Y neny < r) < <br ) (ﬁ)m (2.60)

xelly
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where the binomial coefficient counts the number of ways to choose a set of b*~* — r
unvisited points and r/b*~¢ bounds the probability that an excursion will avoid this set.

The waiting times of the walk at the first hitting point at level k are exponential with
mean at least 1/b (the mean is 1 when k = n). For each natural 4 > 1, the union bound

shows
r _
PZ( Z 1{Tx<Tg} =T Z 1{&@(36)21} < q) < <q> (1-e b)q’ (2.61)

xe]Lk erLk

where the binomial coefficient expresses the number of ways to choose a set of size g
from r vertices (namely, those satisfying 7, < 7,) and 1 — e~? bounds the probability
that the waiting time of the walk during the first visit to that vertex is less than one.

In order to bound the right-hand sides above, note that (;) < (5)*(-%;)"*. For r := gk
with B > 1 such that Bk is an integer, the right-hand side of (2.61) is bounded as

(1) < [s(s2) o= &

The term in the large square brackets tendsto 1 —e " as 8 | 1, so a choice of 8 > 1 can be
made (with Bk integer) for each k large enough to make (2.62) decay exponentially in k
with a uniform rate. With this choice we now put m := 2r and ¢ := |k/2|. Then (2.59)
decays exponentially in k and (2.60) even exponentially in klog k. 0

We will also need:

Lemma 2.15 Foranyk =1,...,n—1,any z € Ly and with Fy := 0(lr,(x): x € LLy),
Z . Q .
P (mpey/teto <[ ) = TP (e vEGI <)

Proof. This follows from the recursive property of the local time underlying the proof of
the Markov property in Lemma 2.5. U

(2.63)

S:éTQ (y)

With this we are ready to give:

Proof of Proposition 2.12 for u > 2+/t. Adjusting constants in the statement we may assume
that u > 24/t v 1. Let k be the largest integer less than n that obeys

1
ky/1 <1+ — ———1log(t v 1). 2.64
Vlogh VIS Jlogh og(t v 1) (2.64)
This is designed to imply

VE+ay(t) —u <1+ a,_i(1). (2.65)

Aslog(t v 1) < 2log(1 + +/t) < 24/t while 8,/logbh > 6, we readily check that k is non-
negative and, in fact, larger than a positive constant times u. It thus suffices to show that
the probability of interest is exponentially small in k.

Recall that 7y, is the first hitting time of level IL; and that 6; denotes the shift by t on
the sample-path space of the random walk. Then 7y := T, © 0y, is the first time the
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random walk visits level k after hitting level n of the tree. Consider the events

.Ak = { Z 1{3@(35)21} < k} (266)

xelly

B, :={Z Lt (1) } {max«/ VE—an(t) < u} (2.67)

xelly

and

The additive structure of the local time yields

{max\/i ViE—ay(t —u} n{m, <7}

xell,
< 05 (A B o {T, < T(h} (268)

Using that
pe (’Hn,t A, < %Q(t)}) —0, (2.69)
the strong Markov property at the stopping time 1y _gives, for any z € Ly,
PQ<m%x«/ Vi—an(t) < —u ‘ Hn,t> < P*(Ay U By), (2.70)
xelL,

where we also used that, by the symmetries of the tree, the choice of z is immaterial. The
probability P*(Ay) is exponentially small in k by Lemma 2.14. Writing g for the double
infimum in (2.6), Lemma 2.15 in turn shows

P*(By) < (1—9q)~. 2.71)

It follows that P*(Ax n By) decays exponentially in k which by the linear relation be-
tween k and u implies the claim. 0

3. WEAK CONVERGENCE OF MAXIMAL LOCAL TIME

In this section we establish the existence of a weak limit of the maximal local time on the
leaves for the random walk started at the root and run until the total time spent there
has reached a given value. In particular, we give proofs of Theorems 1.2, 1.3 and 1.5 as
well as Corollary 1.4.

3.1 Two main theorems from uniform convergence.

Let us start with Theorems 1.2 and 1.3. As noted earlier, with only a modest amount of
additional care we can show that the weak convergence in (1.10) takes place uniformly
in t such that t = o(n?), provided we introduce a suitable t-dependent part into the
centering sequence. In order to state this version of Theorem 1.2, let

~

Wo(t) = (tv 1) V4e 2VlogbVEZ (4, (3.1)
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where

7 . 1,—2n _ o _ 1 Lt(x)\/l +
Zuy(t):=b xgn(m/logb (7/Li(x) — /) - \/@log P >
x (Le(x) v 1)/ e2VI0gb VL) (3.2)

is a slight extension of Z,(t) from (1.7) by terms that cannot be ignored when ¢ is allowed
to vary with n. The uniform control then comes in:

Theorem 3.1 Let a,(t) be as in (2.1). Abbreviating

Eyi(u) i= P‘?(m%x«/Lt(x) —VE—au(tvl) < u), (3.3)
xely,
there exists C € (0,0) such that for any positive sequence {t, },>1 with t,/n> — 0,
lim limsup sup | Fy:(u) — Eg(e*C*Wk(t)eizl'\/@ )‘ =0 (3.4)
7L no 0<t<ty

holds for all u € R.

Before we move to the proof (which will come in Section 3.2), let us check how this
implies the main convergence results. First we note two consequences of (3.4):

Corollary 3.2 Foreacht > 0 and each u € R, we have

lim Fn,t(u) = lim EQ<e—C*Wk(t)e*2u\/@> (35)

n—0o0 k—o0
where both limits exist. The convergence is uniform on bounded intervals of t > 0. Moreover, for
each t > 0 there is a random variable W (t) such that

Wi(f) 2% W(). (3.6)

k—0o0
Proof from Theorem 3.1. The existence of the limits follows from (3.4) and the fact F,; is
bounded and independent of k while the expectation on the right of (3.5) is bounded
and independent of n. Viewing (3.5) as the limit of Laplace transforms of {W(t)}x>1,

the convergence (3.6) follows from the Curtiss Theorem and the fact, by the tightness
proved in Theorem 2.1, the limit quantity in (3.5) tends to one as u — 0. ]

The convergence (3.6) implies weak convergence of random variables {Zk(t)}kzl- In
order to conclude Theorem 1.2 from this, we need to address the discrepancy between
Zi(t) and Zg(t). This is the content of:

Lemma 3.3 Let t > 0 and suppose that the family {Z,(t)} 1 is tight under PC. Then

Za(t) — Za(t) 25 0. (3.7)

n—oo

Proof. The proof is based on showing that Z,(t) receives asymptotically vanishing con-
tribution from x € IL, for which ny/logh — /Li(x) < n° for some 6 € (0,1/4). First,
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Lemma 2.6 relates 4/2L¢(x) to the value B, of standard Brownian motion. Straightfor-
ward estimates then show

24/logby/L
E(AVOBVEOL s gty

t V2t 2logh B
E e R
ny/logb — n° (
A change of variables equates the expectation on the right with
b"e*VHosb PO (1B, 4 /2t < v21°). (3.9)

As 6 < 1/2, this probability is of order n°~1/2. The expectation on the left of (3.8) is thus
at most a constant times b"1n°~! and, since |L,| = b", a routine first-moment estimate
shows that the laws of the random variables

{|By—n4 /210gb|<\/§n‘5}) - (38)

Fm} (3.10)

n=1

—2n,,1-0
{b "n Z]L: 1{|«/Lt(x)—nw/logb|<n5}
xelL,

are tight under P¢.

For x € L, with |y/L;(x) — ny/logb| < n°, the prefactor of the exponential in (3.2) is
at most 2n1/2+°. As n!/2+% « n1=9 thanks to § < 1/4, the contribution of these points
to Z,(t) vanishes in the limit as n — 0. For the remaining pairs we have n4/logb —
v/Li(x) = n° and, since maXyer,, v/ Lt(x) < n4/logb with probability tending to one, the
contribution of the logarithmic term in (3.2) to the positive part is negligible as n — .
As the contribution of x € L, where L;(x) < 1 is negligible as well, the truncation
in (L;(x) v 1)7%in (3.2) has vanishing effect as n — oo thus proving (3.7). O

With this in hand, we are ready to give:

Proof of Theorem 1.2 from Theorem 3.1. Fix t > 0. Combining Corollary 3.2 with Lemma 3.3
we infer the weak convergence (1.8) and conclude that, for each u € R,

lim F, ;(u) = ]E(e_c*(fvl)l/“e*z\/@‘”Z(t)e*Z“\/@)

n—aoo

) (3.11)

where E is the expectation with respect to the law of Z(t). Noting that
1
n+——log(tv1)+o(1), (3.12)

1
ay(t v1) =ny/logh— ———1o
w(tvl) & 4/logb 8 84/logb

this gives (1.10) via shifting u by the third term on the right.

It remains to prove (1.9). For this we first note that F, ;(u) > P¢(Hy, ;) once n is so large
that v/t + a,(t v 1) + u > 0. Taking u — —o0 in (3.11) then shows

limsup P4(Hy,,) < P(Z(t) = 0). (3.13)
n—ao0

For the complementary inequality we note that, for any t > 0 and € > 0, Theorem 2.1
implies the existence of 1y > 0 such that for all u > uy,

P9<max«/Lt(x) —VE—au(tvl) > —u) > (1 - €)P%(Huy). (3.14)

xell,
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Invoking (3.11) for the limit # — oo and then using the Bounded Convergence Theorem
to take u — oo followed by € | 0 yields

limsup P¢(H,) < P(Z(t) > 0). (3.15)
n—aoo
In conjunction with (3.13), this proves (1.9). ]

For Theorem 1.3, we need the following fact:

Lemma3.4 Foreachn >1,
Wi (£) :_W> W, (3.16)
—00

where Wy, is defined using the BRW (a.k.a. GFF) as in (1.12).

Proof. Recall the expression (3.2) defining Zn (t). Using the rewrite

for t > 1 we can recast Wn(t) as b=2" Dove, fr(v/Li(x) — \/t), where

log[(1+ £)vE]\* .
fi(u) = (n\/logb—u— 4\/% vt ) [(1+%)v%]1/2e2\/@ . (3.18)

The weak convergence (1.13) then yields the claim. 0

Proof of Theorem 1.3 from Theorem 3.1. Let m > 0. Taking t, := m in (3.4), passing to
the limit n — oo with the help of local uniformity of the convergence (3.5), and then
taking m — oo followed by k — oo yields

7C*(tv1)—1/4e72\/logb\ﬂz(t)efzu«/logb) _ EQ(eic*Wk(t)efhm/logb)

lim sup =0 (3.19)

k—w 150

E(e

for all u € R. Invoking Lemma 3.4 to take Wi (t) 1 W by taking t — <o and applying
that W 1% W as k — oo then shows

( e_C*t—l/ALe—Z«/logb\ﬁz(t)e—Zu\/logb)

E . 1E<e—C*WE‘2“*/@). (3.20)

t—00
As this works for all u € IR, the Curtiss Theorem gives the convergence (1.14).

It remains to identify the constant C, with the constant C; in the extremal law (1.11) for
the BRW. Here we will rely on the fact proved in Abe [2, Corollary 1.3 and Remark 1.4]
that, for any sequence {t,,},>1 with ¢, > cinlogn and #,/n*> — 0,

Vi

lim F,y (1) = B(e C:We™ (3.21)
n—aoo

Since Abe’s regime has a non-trivial overlap with that under which (3.4) holds, the weak
limits (3.16) and W, 2% W give
E ( e—CiW672“\/@ ) _ IE( e—C*W672”\/@ ) (322)

for all u € R. Hence, C.W law C.W and, since W does not vanish a.s., C. = C,. O
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3.2 Uniform convergence from key proposition.

We now move to the proof of Theorem 3.1. The argument follows a strategy that has
been used for similar statements for the BRW (Aidekon [6]) as well as the GFF in finite
subsets of Z? (Bramson, Ding and Zeitouni [23]). A principal input for that strategy is a
sharp asymptotics for the right tail of the centered maximum:

Proposition 3.5 There exists C, € (0,00) such that the quantity o(1) = o0y (1) defined for
integer n > 1 and real t > 0 and u > 0 by

Pg(max A/ Li(x) =Vt —a,(t ) = C*ue*b‘\/@(l +0(1)) (3.23)

xell,

obeys
lim sup limsup | O tu( )’ =0. (3.24)

M=>0y y>m n—wo

We remark in passing that this strengthens Abe’s lower bound (2.7) to:

Corollary 3.6  There is ¢ > 0 such that foralln > 1,t > 1and u > 0,
Im(nmxvit Vi —ay(t ,/u)>e%1+umfwvbﬂt (3.25)
xelL,

Corollary 3.6 is proved at the very end of Section 3. The proof of Proposition 3.5 is
long and technical so we will first show how it implies the statement of Theorem 3.1. We
start with the following technical fact:

Lemma 3.7 Fix an integer k > 1 and let {t,},>1 be a positive sequence satisfying t,/n*> — 0.
Then, given an integer n > k and reals t,s > 1, the quantity o(1) = 0,,xs:(1) defined by

an(t) —a,_r(s) = ky/logb + logg +0(1) (3.26)

1
84/logb

obeys o(1) — 0as n — oo, uniformly in t and s satisfying
1<t<t, and 1<+/s<Vt+at)+loglogk (3.27)

Proof. A calculation shows

an(t) — an—i(s)

1 t 3 n 1 \f t+n
——log - — log .
8y /logh s 4\/logh °n—k 4 log n—k
The claim follows by noting that the last two terms on the rlght—hand side tend to zero
as n — oo uniformly in the above range of s and . O

— ky/logh + (3.28)

We are now ready to give:

Proof of Theorem 3.1 from Proposition 3.5. The argument is based on the observation that,
in order to reach values within O(1) of v/t + a,(t v 1) at some z € IL,,, the subtree rooted
at its ancestor x € Ly at level k satisfying 1 « k « n must witness an excessively large
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maximum, and that so even while having a relatively large value of L;(x). In order to
curb the local time at the ancestral level, for k > 1 and t > 0 set

Ap(t) = {m:ﬁle«/Lt(x) <VEta(tvl)+ loglogk}. (3.29)
xXe
Forn > 1and v € R, abbreviate

fup(0) 1= Pg(max\/T Vi—ay(tv1) > v) (3.30)

Using the Markov property (Lemma 2.5) to condition on the local time up to level k, we
may then write F, (1) as a quantity of order P(Ax(t)) plus

EQ[ H < — frk Li(x (\[—i-an(t v1)+u—~/Li(x) — ay_g(Le(x) v 1))) ; Ak(t)]. (3.31)

XG]Lk

Lemma 2.5 also shows that P(Ag(#)) does not depend on n and, thanks to Lemma 2.2,
tends to zero as k — oo uniformly in t > 0. We thus need to prove uniform convergence
of the expectation (3.31) in the limit as n — o0 and k — co.

Assuming that A (f) occurs, Lemma 3.7 shows that for any x € I, the argument of
fr—k Li(x) In (3.31) equals

1 tv1
ky/logb — (7/L(x) — Vt) + N log Lvi it o(1), (3.32)
where 0(1) — 0 as n — o followed by k — o0, uniformly on A(t) and in t € (0,,]
The containment in 44 (t) ensures that (3.32) grows at least as clogk as k — oo, for some
small enough ¢ > 0, again uniformly on A (t). Since the term u + 0(1) is order unity, it
is thus negligible compared to the rest of the expression.

Invoking Proposition 3.5, for x € IL; such that L;(x) > loglog k we thus get

—10g< ~ Fatso (VE+ an(t v 1) 4= Lt(x>—”n—k(Lt(x)V1)))

= (C.+ 0(1))b_2k <k\/logb (v/Li(x) = Vt) — F Ltix\z 1/ 1)

y ( M)V"‘ez\/@(m—ﬁ—“), (3.33)

tv1

where 0(1) is a random quantity whose supremum and infimum on A(f) tend to zero
as n — oo followed by k — oo uniformly in ¢ € (0,t,]. For x € IL; where L;(x) < loglogk
we instead use Lemma 2.2 to get an upper bound where C, + 0(1) is replaced by 2c, for c
as in (2.5). The resulting quantity is then at most order b=k (log k)°") < b=%k?, again
uniformly in ¢ € (0, t,].

Writing the product in under expectation as exponential of sum of the logs (3.33) then
equates (3.31) with

SO (e—(C*-i-O(l))Wk(t)e_z\/@“ ; Ak(t)>. (3.34)
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As Wk(t) is non-negative and the o(1)-term is controlled uniformly on Ax(t), we can
push the o(1) term out of the exponential using the fact that e (1 +o(1)+o(1) — e=a 4
0(1) uniformly in 4 > 0. One last application of Lemma 2.2 removes A(t) from the
expectation and gives

Fpp(it) = E (e CMe0eVo8ry L g (3.35)
where 0(1) — 0 as n — oo followed by k — o, uniformly in t € (0, ¢,]. g

Remark 3.8 As is readily checked, the estimates in the previous proof are uniform in u
taking values in any bounded subset of R. Thanks to the uniform tightness proved in
Theorem 2.1, (3.4) thus holds even with supremum over u € R inserted between the
limit n — oo and the supremum over t. It follows that the convergence (3.6) takes place
in the Kolmogorov metric uniformly in ¢ > 0 and, in particular, W(t) is continuously
distributed. Similarly, also the centered maximum (3.3) converges in the Kolmogorov
metric on R U {—o0} uniformly in ¢ € (0,t,], for any positive {t,} with t, = o(n?).

Remark 3.9 The last term in (3.28) is no longer negligible when t grows at least pro-
portionally to n2. In this regime, the convergence as in (3.21) still takes place but now
with C, multiplied by a term that depends on the asymptotic value of t/n?; see Abe [2,
Theorem 1.1]. While we could include this regime in our computations as well, we re-
frained from that in order to keep the proofs at manageable length.

3.3 Sharp upper tail from technical lemmas.

We will now move to the proof of Proposition 3.5. The argument follows a similar strat-
egy as the proof of Proposition 2.3; namely, we first relate the upper tail probability
in (3.23) to the probability that a Brownian path stays below a random barrier and then
use barrier estimates to derive asymptotic for the latter.

To formalize the barrier event, consider a probability space that supports both a Brow-
nian motion B = (B;s: s > 0) scaled so that VarB; = 1/2 and a collection of independent
random continuous functions {Dj},_1, , that are independent of B and have the law

{Dy(s)}sm0 2 {rxréiz La(¥) =s—m(s))} . (3.36)

Here, as in (2.23), IL; denotes the set of leaves of Ty with one child of the root and its sub-
tree removed. We shall denote by IP the probability measure on this space and specify
the initial value of B by (formally) conditioning on By.

Givenu > 0,fork=0,...,n—1and s > 0 set

k ~
Bk(s) = ax(s?) = ~an(t) and  Byi= Bo+Vi+u+ %an(t) (3.37)
and, for 0 < I < r < n, consider the barrier events

ﬂ {Bk + Dy k(Be) + Au—i(By) < 0} (3.38)

I<k<r
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and

=) {|B —Vit—+/loghs| < Ivi+1 «/logbs} (3.39)

se(lr]

where [/, r] is an interval in R. These are well defined events thanks to the continuity

of s — Di(s). We note that B and thus also the events in (3.38-3.39) depend on the
parameter u, but we will keep that dependence implicit.

The proof of Proposition 3.5 will be extracted from three lemmas. The first one ex-
presses the quantity of main interest by way of probabilities of above barrier events:

Lemma 3.10 Recall F, s from (3.3). There exists Cy € (0, 0) such that for all u € R,

n! 2v1°gb“dF”f( ) = (Cy +0(1))P(Bou—1 " Copu | Bo = —1, B, = 0)
+O()P(Bou-1~Con|Bo=—u,B, =0), (3.40)

where the o(1) term tends to 0 as n — oo followed by t — oo, uniformly in u > 0 and the O(1)
term is bounded uniformly in these limits.

The other two lemmas supply asymptotic forms for the probabilities on the right hand
side of (3.40) in the required limit regime of the parameters:

Lemma 3.11 There exists C, € (0,0) such that, foralln > 1,t > 0and u > 0,
P(Bon-1 0 Con| Bo = =, By = 0) = (Co +0(1)) -, (3.41)
where 0(1) — 0as n — oo followed by (u,t) — (o0, 0).
Lemma3.12 Foralln>1,t>0andu > 0,
P(Bou 1~ Cou|Bo = —1, By = 0) = 0(1)%, (3.42)

where 0(1) — 0 as n — oo followed by t — oo.

With the above three lemmas in hand, we conclude:

Proof of Proposition 3.5 from Lemmas 3.10-3.12. Combining the above lemmas with the
Dominated Convergence Theorem, the probability in (3.23) equals

00]
(cﬁc<>+o(1))j se"2vlosbiqs, (3.43)

u
where 0(1) — 0 as n — oo followed by (u,t) — (00,00). As the integral evaluates to
(24/log ) 1Ogb”(l +0(1)), this gives the claim with C, := (24/logb)"'C;C,. O
It remains to prov1de the proofs of the above three lemmas. While the latter two

require considerable amount of work (which is deferred to the next subsection), the first
one is deduced from a familiar calculation:

Proof of Lemma 3.10. Fix any x, € IL,. Similarly as in the proof of Lemma 2.9, using that
the joint law of the local time at any two vertices of T” has no atoms on the positive-real
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half-line, the symmetry of the leaves of T, permits us to write
dF,(u) = b" P° («/Lt (%) = VE = ay(t) = max VLix VE—au(t) e du) (3.44)

on {u > 0}. Let, as before, xo = o, ..., x, be the vertices in T, on the unique path from
the root to x,, and write IL] ,(x) for the leaves in IL, that are descendants of x; but
not of xy1. Assume that {Dy(-)}x—1,. , are defined on the same probability space as the
random walk and that these are independent of each other and of the walk.

By the Markov property (Lemma 2.5) and (3.36) — and writing, with some abuse, P?
for the joint law of these objects — the probability on the right of (3.44) equals

PQ( nﬂl{\/ Le(xk) + Dy (v/Le(xk)) + an—i (Le(x0)) < VE+an(t) + M}
k=0
{«/Lt Xn) \[—an )€ du}) . (3.45)

In light of Lemma 2.6, this is the product of

1/2
<\/E+;[Et>+u> IP(By — V't — ay(t) € du| By = V) (3.46)

times

E (e 16 0 Bs zds ﬂ {Bk + D, _x(Bg) + Llnfk(B;%) <Vt+ an(t) + I«l}

0<k<n—1

~ { min B > 0}‘B0 =/t, B, = \/Z—Hzn(t)—ku) , (3.47)
0<k<n
where B is 1/4/2-multltiple of a standard Brownian Motion.
Thanks to the explicit form of the Gaussian law, the Radon-Nikodym derivative of the
measure in (3.46) with respect to the Lebesgue measure on (0, c0) equals

< Vi )1/2 1 —wow?  140(1) w2 fioghu (3.48)
Vita,(t)+u) /mn V7t (log b)1/4 / |

where 0(1) — 0 asn — 0. As for the expectation in (3.47), since (B;)o<s<n under
P(-|By = v/t By = Vt+au(t) + u) is equidistributed to (Bs)o<s<n under P(-| By =
—u, B, = 0), for B as in (3.37), the expectation (3.47) can be recast as

1E<e 15 Io B s ; Bou— 1m{mm Bi > 0} | By = —u, Bn—0> (3.49)

0<k<n

where By ,,_1 is as in (3.38).
Next we observe that, on C ,,, the integral in the expectation is at most

Q0
_ 4
4 t++/logbs) *ds = 12, 3.50
L (Vt++4/logbs) “ds Togb (3.50)
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which tends to 0 as t — co0. Since ming<i<, Eu > 0 trivially on Cp,, the part of the
expectation (3.49) restricted to this event equals

(1 + 0(1))]]?(80/,1,1 N CO,n ‘ By =-u,B, = 0) , (3.51)
with o(1) — 0 as t — o, uniformly in n > 1. On the complement of Cy, we instead
bound the exponential term in (3.49) by one and remove the restriction to the event

{ming<x<, Bc > 0} to obtain a quantity of order IP(By,—1 \ Cox|Bo = —u,B, = 0).
Setting C; := 7~ 1/2(log b) ~1/* we get (3.40). O

3.4 Technical lemmas from ballot estimates.

The proofs of Lemmas 3.11 and 3.12 will require a number of preliminary calculations.
We start with two asymptotic bounds for the probability that a Brownian path, modified
by auxiliary independent random variables at integer times, stays below a logarithmic
curve. We will denote the auxiliary random variables by { 5k} k=0,.,n and refer to them
as decorations. Abusing our earlier notation, we use IP to denote the joint law of these
objects under which B = (B, : u > 0) is a Brownian motion scaled so that Var(B;) = 1/2
and {fjk}k:O,...,n are independent of one another and of B.

Lemma 3.13 Let C,c € (0,%0). Suppose that P(Dy > y) < Ce™ forall y > 0 and k > 0.
Then for all real A,u,v = 0 and integer n > 1,

lP( ﬁ{Bk—kﬁk—l—C(l—s—logJ”(k/\ (n—k))) < O}

N ﬂ {|Bs +ul < A+cs}
s€[0,n]

By = —u,B, = —v> > 4%(1 +0(1)), (352

where 0(1) — 0 in the limits as n — oo followed by (A, u,v) — (o0, 00, ).

Lemma 3.14 Let C,c € (0,%0). Forall k = 0,...,n, suppose that f)k takes value —C with
probability c and equals —oo otherwise. Then for all real u,v > 0 and integer n > 1,

P<§{3k+5k —C(1+log" (ka (n—k)) < 0}’30 = —u,B, = v>

< 4% (1+0(1)), (3.53)

where 0(1) — 0as n — o followed by (u,v) — (00,00). Moreover, there exists C' < oo,
depending on C and c only, such that probability above is always at most
(ut +1)(v" +1)

!
. 54
C " (3.54)

Lemmas 3.13-3.14 fall under the umbrella of ballot theorems which are a key technical
tool in the subject area of log-correlated fields. We relegate proofs of these lemmas to
Section 5 that deals with ballot estimates needed in this paper systematically.
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In order to compare the barrier probability in (3.41) with that in the more general

setting of Lemmas 3.13-3.14, we will need to control the term An_k(ﬁk) in the definition
of event 3 ,. For this we observe:

Lemma 3.15 There exists C > 0 and, for each t > 1, also n(t) < oo such that
n ~
Con & [{184-(BOl < C(1 +10g* (k n (n ) } (3.55)
k=0

holds for all t > 1 and n > n(t) (and all u > 0 implicitly contained in the above objects).

Proof. The value of u matters only for the definition of B and is immaterial in what fol-
lows. Let a,(o0) be defined as in (2.1), but without the last, -dependent, term. By (2.16)
withs =n—kand r = n,

n—k

an—k(oo) -

an(oo)‘ <1+log" (kA (n—k), (3.56)

where we also used that 4/logb > 3/4 for all b > 2. It thus remains to show that, on C,,
the right hand side above also bounds
’10 B+ (n—k) B n—klo Vi+n
&5, n 8T
up-to a multiplicative constant that is independent of t > 1 as well as k with 0 < k < n
and n > n(t) for some n(t) < co.
Fixing t > 1 and k with 0 < k < 1, on Cy, we have

S (VE+ /logbk) < By < 3 (vi + /logk). (3:58)

Therefore, there are ¢, C € (0,0) such that for all n large enough, the ratio in the first
logarithm in (3.57) is bounded from below and from above by ¢, resp., C times 1/ (\/f +k).
In a similar fashion, the ratio in the second logarithm is bounded by absolute multiples
of n/+/t, whenever 1 is large enough. It follows that if we replace (3.57) by

(3.57)

log PR
g\/Z+k n g\ﬁ
n n—k Vitk n—k
< logk_l_l— logn| + |log i log v, (3.59)

then we only “err” by an additive absolute constant.

We will now estimate the two terms on the right of (3.59) separately. For the first term
we again invoke (2.16) to replace ((n — k)/n)logn by log(n — k) up to an error which is
bounded as in (3.56). This produces the quantity

(k+1)(n—k)‘

log "

(3.60)

which is again bounded by the right hand side of (3.56). The second term on the right
of (3.59) is always bounded by 21og(1 + +/t) and therefore also by 21log™ (k A (n —k)) as
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soon as k € (v/t,n — +/t). For k outside this range, assuming n > +v/tlog+/t, if k < /,
then this term is at most 1 plus

vl <[es (G v)
log ———| < |1 — +—— I <1+loglk+1) <2(1+logt k). 3.61

Finally, for all k > n — v/, the second term on the right hand side of (3.59) tends uni-
formly to 1 as n — o0 and thus bounded by an absolute constant as soon as 7 is large
enough. Collecting all the bounds, we get the claim. 0

The first half of the proof of Lemma 3.11 is then the content of:
Lemma 3.16 For integer m,n with 0 < m < n and real t,u > 0,
]P(Bo,n,1 M CO,n } Bo = —U, Bn = 0)

= 4?“(1 + 0(1)) []E( - Bn—m,n—l N Compn |Bo=—u,By; = 0) + 0(1)], (3.62)

where 0(1) — 0 in the limit as n — oo followed by (t, u, m) — (0, 0, c0).

Proof. Let u,t > 0 and m with 0 < m < n be fixed. Conditioning on B,_,;, and us-
ing the independence of Brownian increments along with the product structure of the
underlying events, the probability in the statement equals

J]P(—Bnm  ds | Bo = ~t, By = )P (Bom-1 0 Corm | Bo = 14, By = —5)

X ]P(anm,n—l M Cn—m,n

By = —5, By — o). (3.63)

Our strategy is to show that the last probability is asymptotic to 2 (4 + 0(1)) and then
wrap the rest of the expression into the expectation modulo an o(1) correction.

Starting with the lower bound, let {15;{}?:0 be independent with Dy having the law
of Exponential(,/logb) plus a constant C’ so large that the upper tail of Dy exceeds
that of Dy(s) from (3.36), for all s > 0. (This is possible thanks to the uniform bound
in Lemma 2.2.) It follows that (Dn,k(gk))]'(:é is stochastically dominated by (5,02;3
conditional on B. Using Lemma 3.15 to control the terms A, (ﬁk), the last probability in
(3.63) is then shown to exceed that in (3.52) with A := 1/t/4, the parameters (n —m, s, u)
in place of (1, u,v) and properly chosen constants C and c.

Restricting the resulting integral to —u € [m'/1%,m], Lemma 3.13 bounds (3.63) from
below by 2£(1 + 0(1)) times

1E( i Bucne1 0 Comn 0 {=Bum € [m¥20, m]} \ By = —u, B, — o) . (3.64)

where 0(1) — 0 as n — oo followed by (s,t,m) — (00,00,0). In order to remove the
event restricting —B,,_, to the interval [ml/ 10 m], straightforward estimates show

E(Byyi{~Bum ¢ [m/1%,m]}| By = —u, B, = 0) < C'(m""~12 - e~ 1 u2), (3.65)
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for suitably chosen constants C’, ¢’ > 0. As the right-hand side tends to zero in the stated
limits, we get “>" in (3.62).

For a matching upper bound, we first need to control the lower tail of D,_«(By). To
this end, we first adapt the conclusion of Proposition 2.3 to the case when the maximal
local time is taken over 1L}, in place of IL,,. This is done by noting that foranys > 1,k > 1
and C € R, the Markov Property and monotoncity of the local time give

PY(Dy(s) > —C) = P(Ly2(y) > sz)P@<xr€r11Lax Lo(x) = s + ag(s?) — c) . (3.66)

k—1

with y € Ty being any child of the root. As L. is Compound Poisson-Exponential with
parameter s, the first probability is readily checked to be uniformly positive in s € [1,m],
for any m > 1, and it remains so uniformly on [1, c0) because, by (1.13), v/L2(y) — s
tends weakly to NV(0,1/2) as s — oo. Since ax(s?) — ax_1(s?) is bounded by an absolute
constant for all k > 1 and s > 1, Proposition 2.3 shows that the second term on the right
hand side of (3.66) is uniformly positive, once C is large enough.

The latter implies that by properly choosing C and ¢, on Co,n and for ¢ sufficiently
large, the famlly {Dy}" p 3 from Lemma 3.14 is stochastically dominated by {D,, k(Bk) p 0

conditional on B. Using Lemma 3.15 and arguing as before, we now upper bound the
last probability in (3.63) by the probability in (3.53) with (n — m, s, u) in place of (1, u,v)
and with properly chosen c and C. For this probability we then use the asymptotics
given by Lemma 3.14 on the range of integration —s € [m!/1%,m] and the upper bound
therein for the complementary values of s. This dominates (3.63) from above by (4 +
0(1)) multiple of (3.64) plus 2O(1)-multiple of (3.65). Invoking the bound in (3. 65) one
more time, we then get “<” in (3.62), thus finishing the proof. 0

In order to bring the representation (3.62) to the form stated in Lemma 3.11, we need
to show that the expectation admits a limit as n — co.

Lemma3.17 Forallm=>1,t>0andu > 0,

E (B; mr Bn—m,n—l N Cn—m,n

Bo = —u, B, — o)

<m,ﬂ{3k+Mk \/logh k}‘B0—0>, (3.67)

where (M)}, are independent of B and one another with law

I’IHOO

M, ' maxhy (3.68)

/
xelly

with h denoting the BRW with step distribution N'(0,1/2).

Proof. Fix u,t > 0 and m > 1. Once n is large enough, on Cj_,, , there must be s €

[n — m,n] such that |B;| > %,/logbn. A standard argument based on the Reflection
Principle for Brownian Bridge then shows

( n—mn ’ By = —u,By = 0) _an/m . (3.69)
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By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, the left hand side of (3.67) with Cj;_,, , in place of
Cn—mn is at most

ek (BB, ’ Bo = —u, By = o))l/2 < (’”(”n_m) + (mu/n)2)e—c%5 . (3.70)

As this tends to zero as n — o, it suffices to show (3.67) without the event C,,_, , on the
left hand side.
Renaming B under P(-|By = —u, B, = 0) as B® and B under IP(:|By = 0) as B(**), the
standard way to generate a Brownian bridge from a Brownian path shows
(n) law fp(0) S (0)

B o {Bs ~(u+Bj )}SE[O,n] (3.71)
Using that B,(qoo) = o(n) as n — o a.s. it follows that all {B(},~; can be realized on the
same probability space so that

( B(”)

n—17"

B (B, B as. (3.72)

n—0o0
We will assume this to be the case for the rest of the proof.
Setting, with some abuse of our earlier notation,

fru(v) == P? (ma>/< Lpa(x)—u< v) , (3.73)

xelly

the left hand side of (3.67), with C,,_, ,» omitted, is equal to the expectation of
i k
(B TTf am (=B, + Zan(t)), (3.74)
k k’ank n
=1
where, in analogy with By in (3.37), we set

" k
B =B+ Vits+ au(t). (3.75)

The convergence (3.72) along with (n — k)a,(t)/n — o as n — oo imply that Ein_)k —
as.asn — oo forallk = 1,...,m. Since also ka,(t)/n — /logbk as n — oo, it follows

that for any € > 0 and u > 0, as soon as n is large enough we have

. k
L}/r;fu fruw (—BIEOO) ++/logbk — 6) < fk’gr(zri)k (—qun_)k + Ea"(t))
< sup fiuw (—B,EOO) +/logbk + e), (3.76)
u'>u

relying also on the monotoncity of v — fi ,,(v).
Thanks to the weak convergence of y/L,2(-) — u to BRW as u — oo (see (1.13)) and the
continuity of the law of My, we have

fiw(s) — P(Mg <s) (3.77)

u’—oo
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for each s € R. Taking u — o0 followed by € | 0 in (3.76) then shows

f, g(mk(—B,S”_)ﬁ Z&m(t)) . ]P(Mk < -B™ +«/logbk‘ B(“’)> as. (3.78)

n—oo

for each k > 1. It follows that under (3.72) the quantity (3.74) converges to

(B5) " [ [P (Me < ~B( + Vlog k) (379)
k=1

almost surely as n — o0. In order to turn this into convergence in the mean, we note that
the second moment of (3.74) is at most

]E(Bf,"_)m)2 = IE(B%,m ‘ By = —s, B, = 0) = m(n —m)/n+ (sm/n)?, (3.80)

which is bounded uniformly in n. Hence the sequence (3.74) is uniformly integrable and
thus (3.74) also converges to (3.79) under expectation. To complete the proof, we identify
the expectation of (3.79) with the right hand side of (3.67). g

Before we can draw the desired conclusions from the previous lemmas, we need
to ensure that the limiting expectation in (3.67) remains positive and finite uniformly
in m > 1. This comes in:

Lemma 3.18 There are C > ¢ > 0 such that forallm > 1,

c< lE(B,;; ﬂ{Bk+Mk < +/logbk}
k=1

By = o> <C. (3.81)

The proof again boils down to standard calculations based on ballot theorems and so
we defer it to Section 5. We are now ready to give:

Proof of Lemma 3.11. Combining Lemmas 3.16, 3.17 and 3.18, we get

n

4u]P(Bo,n—1 n Con|Bo = —u,B, = 0)

- (1+ 0(1))113(3;,- (m]{Bk + M < \/log bk} | By = o), (3.82)
k

=1

where 0(1) — 0 as n — oo followed by (t,u,m) — (o0,0,0). Note that the left-hand
side does not depend on m while the expectation on the right does not depend on 1, u
or t. Asboth sides are also uniformly positive and finite thanks to Lemma 3.18, it follows
that the expectation on the right-hand side converges as m — oo. Writing C,, for the limit
multiplied by 4, the claim follows from (3.82). O

Proof of Lemma 3.12. Fix s € R and Let

T:=inf{k € {0,...,n}: Cy, holds} A n. (3.83)
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The left hand side of (3.42) is at most

Y P(Boy1n{t=k}|By=—uB, =0)
k=1

n
< ). P(Ci_yx| Bk = =, By = 0) supP(Biu—1 N Ciu | Be = =1/, B, = 0), (3.84)
k=1 u
where the supremum is over v’ with u’ < u + VEA+ 4 /log b k. Here we conditioned on By

and used that By > —u — v/t — y/logbk on Cin-
For all t and n large enough, the first term in the last sum is at most

t++/logbk
IP( max ]Bs+u\>\[+3og‘B0=—u,Bn=0>

k—1<s<k
f+/logbk k [+ /logbk
< P( max \BS\>\[+—Og Bo=0)+P —|Bn]>\[—0g By = 0
0<s<k 3 n 4
< Ce—c’&/”\{(@k)2 < C/e—C”(\ﬁ-‘rk) .

(3.85)

Here, in the first inequality we used that (Bs + u)o<s<, under IP(-|By = —u, B, = 0) has
the same law as (Bs — (B — u))o<s<n under IP(-[By = 0) for the first inequality; the
Maximal Principle for Brownian Motion then yields for the second inequality.

For the second term in the sum in (3.84), whenever k < \/n we proceed as in the
proof of Lemma 3.16: We use Lemma 3.15 and Proposition 2.3 to upper bound the last
probability in (3.84) by

n—k—1
113( N {Bg+f)k—C(1+log+((€+k)/\(n—ﬁ—k))}‘Bo——s’,Bnk— > (3.86)
(=0

with Dy as in Lemma 3.14 and proper choices of ¢ and C. Since
log"((l+k) A (n—0—k)) <log"k+log"({ A (n—k—1)), (3.87)
we may use the upper bound in Lemma 3.14 with (n — k,u’ + log* k,log™ k) in place of
(n,u,v), to get
/ + + +
1+ u +logt k)(logt k+1) <C,(qu\/erk)(lo(«:; k), (3.89)

(
c n—k n

for all n sufficiently large. When k > /n we simply bound the supremum in (3.84)
by 1. Together with (3.85), this shows that the sum in (3.84) is at most a constant times
e~ Visn—1 as long as n is large enough. This can be made equal to the right hand side
of (3.42) for a properly chosen o(1). O

Having proved Proposition 3.5, we can also give:

Proof of Corollary 3.6. Taking m and ng such that the quantity o,,,(1) in Proposition 3.5
satisfies |0y, (1)| < 1/2 for t,u > m and n > ny shows proves the claim in this range
of the parameters. To extend the claim to t € [1,m], we use the Markov property to
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generate a situation that 1/L¢(x) € [m,m + 1] for x a neighbor of the root. Then we
apply the statement in the subtree thereof while noting that, by (3.26), a,,(t) — a,—_1(s) is
bounded uniformly inn > 1 and 1 < t,s < m + 1. Using that the left-hand side of (3.25)
is uniformly positive for u € [0, m] and n > 1 thanks to Theorem 2.1 and the fact that
infi>1 inf,>1 P¢(H,t) > 0 then proves the claim. O

4. RANDOM WALK STARTED FROM A LEAF

The last remaining item to attend to is the proof of Theorems 1.1 and 1.5. We will deduce
these from Theorem 1.2 by way of a limit argument whose key ingredient is:

Proposition 4.1 Let v, be the uniform measure on IL,,. Then foralln > 1and t > 0,

b
‘ PQ<{Lt( et ”Hnt) _ pw ({éTQ(x )} er, € ‘ <yt (4.1)
where P'" is the law of the chain with initial distribution v,,.

The proof of Proposition 4.1 is simple to describe but writing it formally requires
some notation. Recall that 7,(t) denotes the first time s — /;(0) reaches t and that i,
is the first hitting time of the set IL,,. Let N(t) be the total number of jumps taken by
{Xs: 0 <5 < Tp(t)} from ¢ and let 6, denote the shift on the path-space of the random
walk defined so that (X 06,)s; = Xs4,. We now observe:

Lemma4.2 Foreachn > landt > 0,

PQ<{{Lt X)}xer, € -} 0 Hur 0 {N(t) = }>
= P65 ({{lr (e, € 1) A Hus 0 {N( = 1}). @42)

Proof. Consider a path of the random walk started from ¢ and run until time 7,(f). On
Hut 0 {N(t) = 1}, the path must visit IL,, and terminate at ¢ and so it can be decomposed
into three parts: a path from g to the first hitting point on IL,;, a path from this point back
to ¢ and a constant path staying at ¢. It follows that

pe (mn + 100y < %,(H) ‘Hm A {N(t) = 1}) ~1. (4.3)

Next observe that no local time is accumulated on IL,, during the first and third part of
the path. So we have

{Lt(x)}xean = {ETQ (x) 00y, }erLn on {Tp, + Tpo by, <Tp(t)} n{N(t) =1}. (4.4)

In conjunction with (4.3), this now implies the claim. ]

The identity (4.2) is all that we need to give:
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Proof of Proposition 4.1. We start by noting that, since the events #,,; and {11, < T,(f)}
are equal up to a P%-null set, the strong Markov property gives

P01 ({{tr (W}ser, € 1) Ho)

- EQ(l{ﬂLn<?@(t)} P ({€r, (x)}xer, € .)) (4.5)
= P ({€g,(x)}xer, € -)P*(Hus),

where we used that Xy, is uniform on IL,, under P¢(-|tr, < T,(t)) thanks to the symme-
tries of the tree. In conjunction with Lemma 4.2 this shows

P({L) e, €[ Hor) = P ({80 b, )
_P@({{Llf )}vet, € -+ {N(H) 2}"HW)

= P (05 ({{lr (hxer, € 1) 0 N(E) = 2} (Mot ). (46)

It follows that the TV-norm in (4.2) is bounded by P¢(N(t) > 2|H,;), which is further
bounded the ratio of P¢(N(t) > 2) and P%(H,). As N(t) is Poisson with parameter ¢,
the former probability is at most #(1 — e™*). The claim now follows from Lemma 2.10
whereby we know that P?(H,, ) > %t. O

We are now ready to prove the convergence of the maximal local time for the walk
started from a leaf and run until the root is hit:

Proof of Theorem 1.1. For eachn > 1, u € R and t > 0 abbreviate (with some abuse of

earlier notation)
)= {arelﬁw (%) < 4/logbn — Flogn+u} 4.7)

and

1
Fi(u) := {g{réﬁ(\/h(x) < \/logbn—\/@logn—ku}. (4.8)
Thanks to the symmetries of the tree, for any x,, € IL,;, Proposition 4.1 gives
b
P (E ) = PAF(w) | Has) | < 5t (4.9)

Theorem 1.2 shows that
lim P? (]:t |’Hnt) - ( —C,Z(t)e~2/logl

n—o0

Z(t) > o). (4.10)
Since P*"(£(u)) does not depend on ¢, taking n — oo followed by t | 0 in (4.9) proves
that these probabilities converge as n — o and, in fact,

lim P (& (u)) = lim1E<e_C*Z(t)e’2“\/@
£10

Z(t) > o), (4.11)

n—o0

where the limit on the right exists as well.
Let Z(t) be a random variable with the law of C.Z(t) conditioned on Z(t) > 0. View-
ing the expectation on the right of (4.11) as the Laplace transform of the law of Z(t),
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the Curtiss Theorem implies that Z(t) converges, as t | 0, weakly to a non-negative
(a.s.-finite) random variable Z for which
. Xn _ _ Ze—2u/logh
lim P (E(u)) =E(e ) (4.12)
holds true for all u € R. Theorem 2.1 gives
lim lim Pe(F¢(u)|Hns) =0 (4.13)

U——00 n—o
and so Z > 0 a.s. as desired. g
It remains to characterize the law of Z. For this we first give:

Proof of Corollary 1.4. Let ¢: R?> — R be bounded and continuous and let T be a positive
random variable. Writing Pr for the law of T, with the expectations denoted similarly,
Fubini-Tonelli’s Theorem gives

Er ® E2(T, Zy(T)) = J[qu)(t, Za(£)]Pr(T € dt). (4.14)

Note that, as t — Z,(t) is continuous, so is t — E%@(t,Z,(t)). By the Portmanteau
Theorem, the weak convergence (1.8) implies the pointwise convergence E%¢(t, Z,(t)) —
Eg(t, Z(t)), where [E denotes expectation with respect to the law of Z(t) which, we note,
depends on t. The Bounded Convergence Theorem then shows

Er@E%Q(T, Zy(T)) — J[]Ecp(t,Z(t))]PT(Te dt) (4.15)

where we noted that, being a pointwise limit of continuous functions, t — E¢(t, Z(t)) is
Borel measurable.

Interpreting the integral in (4.15) as a continuous linear functional on C([0, o] x [0, o0])
endowed with the supremum norm, the Riesz representation theorem along with ele-
mentary tightness arguments yield existence of a Borel probability measure y concen-
trated on [0, ) x [0, ) such that the integral equals { ¢(t,z)u(dtdz) and the first mar-
tingal of y is Pr. Letting (T, Z(T)) be a pair of non-negative random variables with joint
law y, the integral equals E@(T, Z(T)).

The weak convergence (1.16) then follows from (4.15). To prove the disintegration for-
mula (1.15), note that letting ¢ increase monotonically to the indicator of £ := (—00,7) x
(—o0, u) shows that t — IP((t, Z(t)) € &) is Borel and (1.15) holds for this set. The exten-
sion to all Borel sets & < IR? then follows from Dynkin’s 71/A-Theorem.

It remains to prove the cascade relation (1.17), let x1, . . ., x; denote the neighbors of ¢
in T;,. Then the Markov property in Lemma 2.5 casts the probability in (1.10) as

b
1
E® | |PQ Ls < logh — —— . 4.16
(i—l (xgiifl\/ (X) n\/ 8 «/logb 5= Lt(xi)> ( )

Fixing k < n, the limit formula (3.4) in Theorem 3.1 permits us to rewrite this into the

form
b
E® ( H E® (exp{—C*b_ZZk(t)e_Z” V 10gb}>
i=1

logn + u)

) +o(1), (4.17)
ti=+/L¢(x;)
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where 0(1) — 0 in the limits n — oo followed by k — co. But 4/L¢(x1)...,+/L¢(xp)
are ii.d. Compound Poisson-Exponential with parameter t under P? and so, writing

Z,El), ey Z,Eb) for independent i.i.d. copies of Z; under P?¢, (1.16) implies
(2P (VL) 20 (VL) ) 25 (Z(T), ., Z(Ty) (4.18)

where Z(Th),...,Z(Ty) are ii.d. copies of Z(T), for T that is a Compound Poisson-
Exponential with parameter . Hereby we conclude that, as n — 0, (4.20) tends to

b
E®* <exp{—c*e2“x/@b2 > Z(Ti)}>. (4.19)
i=1

But this is also equal to the right-hand side of (1.10) and so (1.17) follows from the fact
that the Laplace transform of a non-negative random variable determines its law. U

We are finally in a position to conclude our proofs by giving:

Proof of Theorem 1.5. Recall the definition of Z,(t) from (1.7) and let Z,, denote the quan-
tity in (1.18). With the help of the symmetries of the tree, Proposition 4.1 gives

‘Px” (Zn€:) —PCuZu(t) € - ”Hn,t)‘ < %t (4.20)

By Theorem 1.2, the law of Z,(t) conditioned on #, converges to that of Z(t) condi-

tioned on Z(t) > 0. As shown in the proof of Theorem 1.1, this law converges to that

of Z ast | 0. Taking n — oo followed by t | 0 in (4.20) then readily yields parts (1)
and (3) of the claim.

For part (2) we will use the cascade relation (1.17). Writing U for a rate-1 Exponential

random variable and T, ..., T}, for i.i.d. Compound Poisson Exponentials with parame-

ter t, for any measurable function ¢: RY — [0,1] the union bound shows

b
EQ(T1,..., Ty) —e ' p(0) —te ™" Y qu(LIei)’ < bP(N(th) > 2), 4.21)
i=1
whereey, .. ., e, are the canonical unit coordinate vectors in R” and where N (t) is Poisson
with parameter t. Given a Borel set £ < (0, o0), applying this to

b
Pty ... ty) = 1P®k<b2 PIAUCHEE 5), (4.22)

i-1
where ZW(ty),...,Z®)(t,) are independent under P®* and where @ is measurable by

Corollary 1.4 and elementary arguments from analysis, the cascade relation (1.17) along
with the disintegration formula (1.15) show

P(Z(t) € £) — bte P (b72Z(U) € £)| < BP(N(tD) > 2), (4.23)

The right-hand side is order t? as t | 0, so dividing by P(Z(t) > 0), which this very
formula shows equals bte 'IP(Z(U) > 0) + o(t), and taking ¢ | 0 then gives part (2) via
the characterization proved in part (1). O
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5. BALLOT LEMMAS

The purpose of this section is to collect statements from the area of “ballot theorems”
that enter various derivations in this paper. We start with a lemma that is used in the
proof of uniform tightness; specifically, to estimate the right-hand side of (2.36):

Lemma 5.1 Let f,g: [0,00) — [0, ) be continuous increasing and such that

lim sup log f(t) < A liminf& > 0. (5.1)
o loglogt t—>oo t

Then for B denoting the standard Brownian motion and f,(s) := f(s A (n —s)),
lim inf nPO(B < —foon[L,n—1] A r+B=>—gon[0,n] ’Bn - 0) >0 (52

r—own=1
Proof. By monotonicty it is sufficient to prove the claim with f(t) := Cot'/* — 1 and
g(t) = cot for some Cyp < oo and cp > 0. Using standard ballot estimates (see, e.g.,
Proposition 2.1 in [27]), there exists ¢ > 0 such that,

P0<B < —fyon[l,n—1]|B, = o) >cnt, (5.3)

for all n > 1. It is therefore sufficient to prove that

ylir&supnp()({B < —faon[Ln—1]}~{r+B=—gon|0,n]} ‘ B, = 0) =0. (54)
- n=1
As decreasing f, to zero only increases this probability, we may and will henceforth
assume that f := 0.
Partitioning according to which unit interval (£ — 1, /] (for ¢ > 1 integer) the inequality
r+ B > —g is first violated, that probability above is at most the sum of
P°( inf Bs<-—r—con*?|By=0 55
(it e < =By =0) ©3)
and

12/3

; Jwgo Po(se[igrlﬁlz] Bs < —r— CO(E - 1) ‘ By = _w>

X wa(B <0on[0,n—{] ’ By = O>PO(_B€ edw|B, =0). (56)

For the probability in (5.5) we can use the Reflection Principle for Brownian Motion to
infer the upper bound by

2e—4(r+c0n2/3)2/(2n) _ Zn—1e—4(r+c0n2/3)2/(2n)+10gn < n—le—cr1/3 , (57)

where the last inequality follows by taking the maximum over 7 in the exponent. Even
after multiplication by #n, the probability in (5.5) thus tends to 0 as r — oo.

Turning to (5.6), we abbreviate r; := r + co(¢ — 1) and whenever w € [0,7,/3], use
monotonicity to bound the first probability in the integrand by

PO<BH <12 ’ B, — —rg/3> N Po(se[i[rlflﬂ B < —r¢| Biy = —1¢/2, By = —rf/s) (5.8)
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Both terms are bounded by Ce_”%, thanks to the Gaussian tail formula for the former
and the Reflection Principle for Brownian Motion for the latter. For the second proba-
bility in the integrand we use the Reflection Principle again to bound it by Cw/n from
above. Since the measure in (5.6) is dominated by Ce /@0 dw, putting all these bounds
together, the integral in (5.6) is at most n~! times

Cf 0 (€7 + Lyary 3y )e /@ wdw = C'le<"H/" = C'pe="040). (5.9)
w=

Summing over £ with 1 < ¢ < n%?3 gives a quantity that tends to zero as r — co. g

Next we address two “technical” ballot lemmas from Section 3.4 that underpin the
proof of Proposition 3.5:

Proofs of Lemmas 3.13-3.14. Estimates such as those in Lemmas 3.13— 3.14 are quite com-
mon in the vast literature on log-correlated fields. While none of the existing statements
seem to imply these estimates directly, Propositions 2.1 and 2.2 of [26] (whose proofs ap-
pear in the supplement [27] to [26]) do come very close to what we need here. We shall
therefore only highlight the few changes necessary in their proofs to obtain the versions
that we need here.

Let us first recount what Propositions 2.1 and 2.2 of [26] give us directly. Let B be a
standard Brownian motion, denote by {oy: k > 1} the arrival times of a Poisson process
with rate A > 0 and let {Y): k > 1} be independent random variables with uniformly
exponentially decaying tails; i.e., for some ¢, C > 0,

suplP(|Yy| >y) <Ce ¥, y=0. (5.10)
k=1

We assume assume that B, {oy: k > 1} and {Yy: k > 1} are independent of one another.
Then setting t := 1/2, (x,y) := (—u, —v), Ats := 1 +1log*(2(s A (t —s))) and writing 2A
in place of A, for each M < 0 the aforementioned propositions give

1P< ﬂ {ng + Y+ M(1+1og" (0k A (n—0y))) < 0} ‘ By=—u,B, = —v)
k: oxe[0,n]

— 4%(1 +o(1)), (5.11)

with the o(1)-term tending to 0 as n — oo followed by (u,v) — o0, and

IP( ﬂ {ng + Y+ M(1+1og" (0% A (n—0%))) < 0} ‘ By = —u,B, = —v)
k: oxe[0,n]

< C,(u+ + 1)n(zfr +1) . (5.12)

foralln > 1, u,v € R, where C’ depends only on C and c in (5.10), A and M.

Only routine modifications to the proofs of these propositions are needed to extend
the above statements to the case when {0} — 0}_1: k > 1} are i.i.d. Geometric with suc-
cess probability p € (0,1]. (Note that oy — 0x_1 are Exponentials above.) Moreover, no
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modification what-so-ever is required to allow M to be positive as well (this is because
the second part of Proposition 2.2 in [27] could still be used).

Equipped with these new versions of (5.11) and (5.12) the upper bounds in Lemma 3.14
follow immediately if we set p := c as the success probability in the definition of the se-
quence {o: k > 1},let Y; := —C for all s > 0 and choose M := —C where C and c are as
in the statement of Lemma 3.14. Turning to Lemma 3.13, abbreviate

n—1

q(u,0) == 11)( ﬂ{Bk+f5k+c(1+1og+(kA (n—k)) < 0} ‘ By = —u,B, = —v>. (5.13)
k=t

Choosing p :=1, M := Cand Y} := 5,?, from (5.11) we get
uv

qn(u,v) = (4+ 0(1))? . (5.14)
Note that this is (3.52) albeit with the event
() {IBs +ul < A+cs} (5.15)
se[0,n]

removed on the left-hand side.

In order to prove Lemma 3.13, we thus need to show that inclusion of (5.15) changes
the probability in (5.13) by at most a term o(1)%7. This amounts to bounding the prob-
ability in (3.52) where (5.15) is swapped for its complement. Partitioning according to
which unit interval (¢ — 1, /] (for £ > 1 integer) in (5.15) the inequality is first violated,
that probability is at most the sum of

]P( sup |Bs+u|> en?3|By = —u, B, = —v) (5.16)
se[n?/3,n]
and
n2/3
5 [ et =)= oMt 517)
(=1
where
Pe(u,t) := IP( sup |Bs+u|>A+c(f— 1)‘ Byp=—u,By = —t) (5.18)
se[(—1,(]

and where ‘uff z), is the measure

u(E) :==P(By+ue&|By=—u B, = —0). (5.19)
We will now estimate (5.16) and the terms in (5.17) separately.
The Reflection Principle for Brownian motion bounds the probability in (5.16) by

2 —4(u+n*) (v+n*3) /n < 2e—1"? (5.20)

which is 0(1)% in the stated limits. Next we bound the term ¢,(u, u — w) as follows.
n ¢

Abbreviating
Api=A+c(f{-1) (5.21)
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forw ¢ [—Ay/3, A¢/3] we simply put ¢y(u,u —w) < 1. For w € [0, A;/3], we use sym-
metry and monotonicity to drop the absolute value around B; + u at the cost of a multi-
plicative factor of 2. The resulting quantity is then at most

1[)(135_1 > U+ A2 ‘ By = —uu, By — —ui + Ag/3)

+]P( sup By > —u+ Ay ‘ By i = —u+Ay2,By = —u+ A,g/3> (5.22)
se[f-1,0]

Both probabilities above are bounded by C’ e_CA%, thanks to the Gaussian tail formula
for the former and the Reflection Principle for Brownian motion for the latter. A similar
reasoning gives exactly the same bound when w € [-A,/3,0] and so

A2
(Pg(u,u — ZU) <Cle AT 1{\w|>A4/3} (5.23)

for all w under the integral.

Turning to the two other terms in the integral in (5.17), concavity of the logarithm
function implies that whenever ¢ < n%3 and u,v < —1, we can use (3.54) in Lemma 3.14
(whose proof was already completed above) to bound

(u"+w  +1)(v™ +1) < R

gn(u —w,v) < C” ” " (w™ +1) (5.24)

For the measure we get
y%(dw) < e~y (5.25)

as the conditional law of B, + u is Gaussian with mean at least —1 and variance at most /,
whenever 7 is large enough, / < n??3 and u,v are kept fixed. Putting these bounds
together, the integral in (5.17) is at most a constant times uv/n times

J (€™ + L= a,my)e 7/ (w™ + 1)dw = O(1)fe ™ 41/* = O(1)le=" 4+ (5.26)

for some ¢” > 0. Summing over ¢ with 1 < ¢ < n?/3 gives a quantity that tends to zero
as A — . As argued before, this is what we needed in order to prove (3.52). U

Finally, we prove the ballot lemma that ensures that the quantity in (3.82) is uniformly
positive and bounded and thus enables the limit argument presented thereafter.

Proof of Lemma 3.18. We start with the lower bound. The known results on upper tails of
BRW maximum (see, e.g., Proposition 1.3 in [6]) show that

inf 1P< ﬁ{Mk < «/logbk}) >0 (5.27)
k=1

m=1

Since B is independent of { M} }~1 under IP, the expectation in (3.81) is thus at least this
infimum times

IE(Bm; ﬁ{Bk <0} | B - o). (5.28)

k=1
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For m > 1, the Reflection Principle bounds the probability of the giant intersection con-
ditional on B; and B, from below by

1- exp{—z(Bngliml)}. (5.29)

Assuming also containment in {—2 < B; < —1} n {B,, < /m}, this is at least 1B,,/m
once m is sufficiently large. It follows that the expectation in (5.28) is at least
1 ,
IE<@(Bm)2;{—2 <Bi<-1}n{B; < \/ﬁ}) (5.30)
Routine estimates based on the independence of Brownian increments now bound this
away from zero uniformly in m > 1.
Moving to the upper bound, here we use that

Y := g{[Mk —+/logbk + ¢ logk] (5.31)

is a.s. finite with a Gaussian lower provided that c; > %(log b)~1/2 (see, e.g., Theorem 1.3
in [25]). The expectation in (3.81) is then at most

m
]E(B;; ﬂ{Bk <-Y+c logk}‘ By = 0> (5.32)
k=1

A standard ballot estimate (see, e.g., Lemma 2.3 in [27]) bounds the probability of the
giant intersection, conditional on Y and By, and restricted to {B,, < 0}, by
Y~ (B, + Y +logm)

e — ) (5.33)

for some finite constant c; depending only on c;. Using this estimate, the expectation in
(5.32) conditioned on Y is shown to be at most

EB: B2 1
CZ[sz YT+ = (Y + E(By) os ™M

y*] <Y+ (Y )2 (5.34)

The Gaussian tails of Y then ensure that the expectation of the last quantity is finite. [J
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