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A RANDOM RECURSIVE TREE MODEL WITH DOUBLING EVENTS

JAKOB E. BJÖRNBERG AND CÉCILE MAILLER

Abstract. We introduce a new model of random tree that grows like a random recursive tree, except at

some exceptional “doubling events” when the tree is replaced by two copies of itself attached to a new root.

We prove asymptotic results for the size of this tree at large times, its degree distribution, and its height
profile. We also prove a lower bound for its height. Because of the doubling events that affect the tree

globally, the proofs are all much more intricate than in the case of the random recursive tree in which the
growing operation is always local.

1. Introduction

1.1. Model and motivation. In this paper we consider a variant of the random recursive tree, with what
we call doubling events. Recall that the random recursive tree is a process of growing random trees where,
at each step, a new leaf is added to a node chosen uniformly at random, starting from a single root node. In
our process, we also randomly grow a tree by selecting a uniformly random node at each step, and similarly
to the random recursive tree, a leaf is added to that node unless it is the root of the tree. If the randomly
chosen node is the root, however, a doubling event occurs, which means that we replace the entire subtree of
the root with two copies of itself. See Figure 1 for an illustration; a more formal description of the process,
using the Ulam–Harris framework, is given below.

This model was introduced to us by Olivier Bodini, who asked whether we could get some information
on the size of the tree at large times (one of our main results is to show that it is linear in the number of
steps). Bodini sees this model as a simplification for a more intricate model in which, at every time step, we
pick a node ν uniformly at random and replace it by a new node whose two subtrees are two copies of the
tree rooted at ν. In other words, doubling events happen not only at the root, but everywhere in the tree.
Bodini would eventually like to understand the size of this doubling tree after n steps: in our last result we
prove that, in expectation, this size is superlinear in n (see Proposition 5.1).

Figure 1. Steps in the construction of a random doubling tree. The root is drawn grey
and, at each step, the randomly selected node is circled in red. In the first and fourth steps,
the selected node is the root and a doubling event occurs. At the other steps, a non-root
node is selected and a leaf is added to that node.
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We now recall the Ulam–Harris notation for trees, and define our process using this framework. A tree τ
is a set of finite words using the alphabet t1, 2, 3, . . .u such that, for all w P τ , all prefixes of w are also
in τ . That is to say, if w “ w1w2 . . . wm P τ , with each wi P t1, 2, 3, . . .u, then w1w2 . . . wk P τ for all
k P t0, 1, . . . ,mu. Each element w P τ is called a node or vertex of τ , and the empty word ∅ is called the
root. The number of nodes in a tree τ is denoted |τ |, while if w1w2 . . . wm P τ is a node then |w| :“ m
denotes its length as a word, and is also called its height. One can see a tree as a genealogical structure: the
prefixes of a word are its ancestors, the longest of its prefixes is its parent, the other children of its parents
are its siblings, etc.

We now formally define the random recursive tree with doubling events. We define the sequence of random
trees pτnqně1 by setting τ0 “ t∅u and for all n ě 0, given τn,

‚ we pick a node (i.e. word) νn uniformly at random among the nodes of τn,
‚ if νn “ ∅, then we set τn`1 “ t∅u Y t1w : w P τnu Y t2w : w P τnu,
‚ if νn ‰ ∅, then we set τn`1 “ τn Y tνnju, where j “ minti ě 1: νni R τnu.

In words, this means that each time the randomly chosen node νn is the root ∅, then τn`1 is the tree whose
root has two children at which are attached two copies of τn, while if νn is not the root then τn`1 equals τn
with one child added to νn.

1.2. Main results. Our first result gives an estimate for the size of the tree as time goes to infinity: for all
n ě 0, we let Bn be the number of non-root nodes in the tree (B0 “ 0) at time n. Note that |τn| “ Bn ` 1,
for all n ě 0. Parts (b), (c) and (d) in the following result are simple consequences of part (a); we only state
them for clarity.

Proposition 1.1 (Asymptotic size).

(a) For all k ě 1,

ErpBn{nqks Ñ mk :“
k

ź

i“1

ˆ

1 ´
1

i
`

2i

i

˙

“
2kpk´1q{2

k!

k
ź

i“1

´

1 `
i´ 1

2i

¯

. (1.1)

(b) The sequence pBn{nqně1 is tight.
(c) For any sequence pωpnqqně0 such that n “ opωpnqq, Bn{ωpnq Ñ 0 in probability as n Ò 8.
(d) For any η ą 0, Bn{n1`η Ñ 0 almost surely as n Ò 8.

Remark 1.2. This result comes close to, but does not quite reach, establishing weak convergence of the
sequence pBn{nqně1. Indeed, if we knew that there was a unique probability measure µ on r0,8q whose mo-
ments are the sequence pmkqkě1, then weak convergence would follow from standard compactness arguments.
The most famous condition for uniqueness is Carleman’s criterion, which states that µ is unique provided
ř

kě1m
´1{2k
k “ 8. In our case, however, this condition is not satisfied.

Our second main result says that the degree distribution is the same as for random recursive trees (without
doubling):

Theorem 1.3 (Degree distribution). For all i, n ě 0, let Uipnq be the number of nodes in τn that have
exactly i children. Almost surely as n Ò 8,

Uipnq

|τn|
Ñ

1

2i`1
.

The equivalent result for the random recursive tree is due to Mahmoud and Smythe [MS92] (see also
[Jan05]), who also prove that the fluctuations are Gaussian. The fact that the asymptotic degree distribution
is the same as in the random recursive trees can be expected from the observation that, except at doubling
times, the tree does grow like a random recursive tree, while at doubling times the degree distribution stays
roughly unchanged. In the case of the random recursive tree, one can use standard results for Pólya urns
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since, for all m ě 1, the vector pU1pnq, . . . , Um´1pnq,
ř

iěm Uipnqq is a Pólya urn. In our case, because of the
doubling steps, we no longer have a Pólya urn. Instead we use stochastic approximation methods, which are
also classical in the context of urns; see [Pem07] for a survey on stochastic approximation, and [Ben06, Duf97]
for books on the topic.

Our third main result concerns what is called the (height) profile, i.e. the joint distribution of the heights
of uniformly random nodes:

Theorem 1.4 (Height profile). For all k, n ě 1, given τn, let up1q

n , . . . , upkq

n be k nodes taken uniformly,
independently at random in τn. Then, in distribution as n Ò 8,

¨

˝

|up1q

n | ´
2 logn
1`log 2

b

logn
1`log 2

, . . . ,
|upkq

n | ´
2 logn
1`log 2

b

logn
1`log 2

˛

‚ñ pV `W1, . . . , V `Wkq,

where V is an almost surely finite random variable, andW1, . . . ,Wk are i.i.d. standard Gaussian, independent
of V .

It is interesting to compare this result to its equivalent for the random recursive tree: in the case of the
random recursive tree, it is known that

ˆ

|up1q

n | ´ log n
?
log n

, . . . ,
|upkq

n | ´ log n
?
log n

˙

ñ pW1, . . . ,Wkq.

(See Devroye [Dev88] and Dobrow [Dob96] for convergence of the marginals, and [MB19] for the joint
convergence.) Perhaps as expected, the height of a typical node in the doubling tree is larger than in the
random recursive tree ( 2

1`log 2 log n ą log n). Interestingly, the doubling events add some dependencies

between the height of i.i.d. nodes (these dependencies are expressed in the random variable V in the limit).
Note that the height profile of random trees is the object of interest of a large amount of literature: see,

e.g., Drmota and Gittenberger [DG97] for the Catalan tree, Chauvin, Drmota and Jabbour-Hattab [CDJH01]
and Chauvin, Klein, Marckert and Rouault [CKMR05] for the binary search tree, Schopp [Sch10] for the
m-ary increasing tree, Katona [Kat05] and Sulzbach [Sul08] for the preferential attachment tree, and the very
recent universal result of Kabluchko, Marynych, and Sulzbach [KMS17]. All of these papers use a martingale
method that dates back to Biggins [Big77] in the context of branching random walks; as far as we know,
this method does not apply to our setting because the doubling events remove the branching property that
is crucial to this approach. Also, our result is, as far as we know, the only one to show some dependence
between the marginals in the limit: we will see in the proof that the dependent term V does come directly
from the doubling events, which dramatically impact the shape, and thus the height profile, of the whole
tree.

To supplement our result on the height profile, we also prove the following lower bound on the height Hn

of the tree τn itself, i.e. the maximal height of a node:

Proposition 1.5 (Lower bound on the height). Let Hn denote the height of τn. Almost surely as n Ñ `8,

Hn ě
1 ` e

1 ` log 2
¨ log n` oplog nq.

Note that this lower bound is strictly larger than 2
1`log 2 log n, the order of the height of a typical node as

given in Theorem 1.4, which is as expected. Again, it is interesting to compare this result to the equivalent
in the case of the random recursive tree, which is due to Pittel [Pit94]: in the case of the random recursive
tree, Hn{ logn Ñ e almost surely as n Ò 8. Because p1 ` eq{p1 ` log 2q ă e, our lower bound does not allow
for any definite comparison between the height of the doubling tree and that of the random recursive tree.
We leave this as an open problem.

The rest of the paper is organised as follows: in Section 2, we prove Proposition 1.1 as well as some
asymptotic results on the times at which doubling events happen, which are used in the rest of the paper.
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We prove convergence of the degree distribution (i.e. Theorem 1.3) in Section 3, convergence of the height
profile (Theorem 1.4) and the lower bound on the height of the tree in Section 4. Finally, Section 5, we look
at the original model of Bodini in which doubling events happen at all nodes and not only at the root, and
prove that, in expectation, the size of the tree is superlinear.

Acknowledgement. The research of JEB was supported by Vetenskapsr̊adet, grant 2023-05002, and by
Ruth och Nils Erik Stenbäcks stiftelse. CM would like to thank Jason Schweinsberg for preliminary discussions
on the asymptotic behaviour of Bn as n Ò 8. We would like to thank Lazare Le Borgne for spotting and
correcting a mistake in the proof of Theorem 1.3, and the anonymous referee for reading our paper carefully
and making several very helpful comments and suggestions.

2. Asymptotic analysis of the number of nodes and the doubling times

In this section, we prove Proposition 1.1, and state and prove a number of preliminary results which will
subsequently be used in the proofs of our other main results.

2.1. Asymptotics of the number of nodes. The aim of this section is to prove Proposition 1.1. We start
with the following lemma:

Lemma 2.1. Almost surely,
ř

ně0
1
Bn

“ 8.

Proof. This follows from Lévy’s extension of the Borel–Cantelli lemma (see, e.g. [Wil91, 12.15]). Let Fn

denote the σ-algebra generated by τ0, . . . , τn and let Dn be the event that νn “ ∅, i.e. at time n we pick the
root of the tree. By definition of the model, for all n ě 0,

PpDn|Fnq “
1

|τn|
“

1

Bn ` 1
.

On the event that
ř

ně0
1
Bn

ă 8, we have that, almost surely,

ÿ

ně0

PpDn|Fnq “
ÿ

ně0

1

Bn ` 1
ď

ÿ

ně0

1

Bn
ă 8,

which implies that, almost surely, there exists n0 such that, for all n ě n0, Dn does not occur. Then

ÿ

ně0

PpDn|Fnq ě
ÿ

něn0

1

Bn ` 1
“

ÿ

něn0

1

Bn0 ` n´ n0
“ 8.

This contradiction means that Pp
ř

ně0
1
Bn

ă 8q “ 0, as required. □

Remark 2.2. In fact, we will prove later that 1
logn

řn´1
i“0

1
Bi

Ñ 1
1`log 2 , in probability as n Ñ 8 (see (4.10))

and in fact almost surely (see Remark 4.5).

Proof of Proposition 1.1. We start with (1.1); as we explain below, the remaining claims are simple con-
sequences of the convergence in (1.1). We proceed by induction on k ě 1. First note that, if we let
Fn “ σpB0, . . . , Bnq, then

ErBn`1|Fns “
1

Bn ` 1
¨ p2Bn ` 2q `

Bn

Bn ` 1
¨ pBn ` 1q “ Bn ` 2.

Indeed, with probability 1{pBn `1q a doubling occurs, in which case Bn`1 “ 2Bn `2, while with probability
1{pBn ` 1q, we just add one non-root node, i.e. Bn`1 “ Bn ` 1. Thus ErBn`1s “ ErBns ` 2, which implies
ErBns “ 2n for all n ě 0. This concludes the proof of (1.1) in the base case k “ 1.
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For the induction step, we assume that (1.1) holds for all ℓ ă k. Now note that, for all n ě 0,

ErBk
n`1 | Fns “

1

Bn ` 1
¨ p2Bn ` 2qk `

Bn

Bn ` 1
¨ pBn ` 1qk “

`

Bn ` 2k
˘

pBn ` 1qk´1

“
`

Bn ` 2k
˘

k´1
ÿ

ℓ“0

ˆ

k ´ 1

ℓ

˙

Bℓ
n “ Bk

n `

k´1
ÿ

ℓ“1

„ˆ

k ´ 1

ℓ´ 1

˙

` 2k
ˆ

k ´ 1

ℓ

˙ȷ

Bℓ
n ` 2k,

which implies

ErBk
n`1s “ ErBk

ns `

k´1
ÿ

ℓ“1

„ˆ

k ´ 1

ℓ´ 1

˙

` 2k
ˆ

k ´ 1

ℓ

˙ȷ

ErBℓ
ns ` 2k.

This implies that, for all n ě 0,

ErBk
ns “ 1 `

k´1
ÿ

ℓ“1

„ˆ

k ´ 1

ℓ´ 1

˙

` 2k
ˆ

k ´ 1

ℓ

˙ȷ n
ÿ

i“0

ErBℓ
i s ` pn` 1q2k.

By the induction hypothesis, for all ℓ ă k, ErBℓ
ns “ pmℓ ` op1qqnℓ as n Ò 8. Thus, for all ℓ ă k, we can

write ErBℓ
i s “ pmℓ ` εpi, ℓqqiℓ where εpi, ℓq Ñ 0 as i Ñ 8, and obtain

n
ÿ

i“0

ErBℓ
i s “

n
ÿ

i“0

iℓpmℓ ` εpi, ℓqq “ mℓ
nℓ`1p1 ` op1qq

ℓ` 1
` nℓ`1 1

n

n
ÿ

i“0

`

i
n

˘ℓ
εpi, ℓq “

mℓ ` op1q

ℓ` 1
¨ nℓ`1,

since 1
n

řn
i“0

`

i
n

˘ℓ
εpi, ℓq Ñ 0. In total, we thus get that

ErBk
ns “

ˆ

pk ´ 1 ` 2kqmk´1

k
` op1q

˙

nk.

Using the expression mk´1 “ 2
śk´1

i“2

`

1 ´ 1
i ` 2i

i

˘

, we get

ErBk
ns „ 2nk

k
ź

i“2

ˆ

1 ´
1

i
`

2i

i

˙

,

as claimed, which concludes the proof of (1.1).
Tightness follows from the fact that ErBn{ns Ñ 2: indeed, by Markov’s inequality, for any K ą 0,

sup
ně0

PpBn{n ě Kq ď
supně0 ErBn{ns

K
.

Because ErBn{ns Ñ 2, we have that supně0 ErBn{ns ă 8, and thus, for all ε ą 0, there exists K “ Kpεq
such that supně0 PpBn{n ě Kq ď ε, as desired.

Now let pωpnqqně0 be a sequence such that n “ opωpnqq as n Ò 8; for all ε ą 0,

P
ˆ

Bn

ωpnq
ą ε

˙

“ P
ˆ

Bn

n
ą
εωpnq

n

˙

ď
ErBn{ns

εωpnq{n
Ñ 0,

as n Ò 8, as claimed. Finally, fix η ą 0 and choose an integer k such that kη ą 1. For all ε ą 0, by Markov’s
inequality,

P
ˆ

Bn

n1`η
ą ε

˙

ď
ErpBn{nqks

εknkη
,

which is summable because pErpBn{nqksqně0 is convergent and thus bounded. By the first Borel–Cantelli
lemma, this implies that Bn{n1`η converges almost surely to 0, as claimed. □
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2.2. Asymptotics of doubling times. We now consider the number of doubling events before time n, i.e.
the random variable

κpnq :“
n

ÿ

i“1

1νi´1“∅. (2.1)

The following results will be useful in the proof of Theorem 1.4.

Proposition 2.3. As n Ò 8,

κpnq ´
logn

1`log 2
?
logn

p1`log 2q3{2

ñ N p0, 1q.

Remark 2.4. Using the continuous-time embedding in Section 4.3 (see Remark 4.5) one can also show that

κpnq

log n
Ñ

1

1 ` log 2
, almost surely as n Ñ 8.

We define the sequence psnqně0 of doubling times as follows: s0 “ 0 and, for all n ě 0,

sn`1 “ mintk ą sn : νk´1 “ ∅u.

To prove Proposition 2.3, we start by looking at the sequence psn, Bsnqně0. To simplify notation, we set
Cn “ Bsn and we set ∆sn`1 “ sn`1 ´ sn, for all n ě 0. Note that, by definition, for all n ě 0, for all
x P t0, 1, 2, . . .u,

Pp∆sn`1 ą x|sn, Cnq “
Cn

Cn ` 1
¨
Cn ` 1

Cn ` 2
¨ ¨ ¨

Cn ` x´ 1

Cn ` x
“

Cn

Cn ` x
.

Equivalently,

Pp∆sn`1 ď x|sn, Cnq “
x

Cn ` x
.

Thus, if pUnqně1 is a sequence of i.i.d. uniform random variables on r0, 1s, then for all n ě 0,

∆sn`1
d
“

R

Un`1Cn

1 ´ Un`1

V

, (2.2)

where
d
“ means equality in distribution. Furthermore, because, at time sn`1 ´ 1, the number of non-root

nodes in the tree is Cn ` ∆sn`1 ´ 1, we have

Cn`1 “ 2pCn ` ∆sn`1 ´ 1q ` 2 “ 2pCn ` ∆sn`1q
d
“ 2

ˆ

Cn `

R

Un`1Cn

1 ´ Un`1

V˙

. (2.3)

In what follows, we treat the distributional equalities in (2.2) and (2.3) as actual equalities, in other words
we replace the random variables sn and Cn with distributional copies satisfying these equalities.

Lemma 2.5. In distribution as n Ò 8,
´ logCn ´ p1 ` log 2qn

?
n

,
log sn ´ p1 ` log 2qn

?
n

¯

ñ pN,Nq,

where N „ N p0, 1q is a standard normal random variable.

Proof. First note that, by (2.3), for all n ě 0,

Cn`1 ě 2

ˆ

Cn `
Un`1Cn

1 ´ Un`1

˙

“
2Cn

1 ´ Un`1
.

By induction, we thus get

Cn ě 2n´1C1

n
ź

i“2

1

1 ´ Ui
“ 2n

n
ź

i“2

1

1 ´ Ui
, (2.4)
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because, by definition, s1 “ 1 and C1 “ Bs1 “ 2. On the other hand, (2.3) also implies that, for all n ě 0

Cn`1 ď 2

ˆ

Cn `
Un`1Cn

1 ´ Un`1
` 1

˙

“ 2

ˆ

Cn

1 ´ Un`1
` 1

˙

.

By induction, we thus get

Cn ď 2n´1C1

n
ź

i“2

1

1 ´ Ui
`

n`1
ÿ

k“3

2n`2´k
n

ź

i“k

1

1 ´ Ui
“ 2n

n
ź

i“2

1

1 ´ Ui
`

n`1
ÿ

k“3

2n`2´k
n

ź

i“k

1

1 ´ Ui

ď

ˆ

2n `

n`1
ÿ

k“3

2n`2´k

˙ n
ź

i“2

1

1 ´ Ui
“ 2n

ˆ

1 `

n´1
ÿ

k“1

p1{2qk
˙ n

ź

i“2

1

1 ´ Ui
ď 2n

ˆ

1 `
ÿ

kě1

p1{2qk
˙ n

ź

i“2

1

1 ´ Ui

“ 2n`1
n

ź

i“2

1

1 ´ Ui
. (2.5)

In total, we have thus proved that

2n
n

ź

i“2

1

1 ´ Ui
ď Cn ď 2n`1

n
ź

i“2

1

1 ´ Ui
,

which implies that, as n Ò 8,

logCn “ n log 2 `

n
ÿ

i“2

log
´ 1

1 ´ Ui

¯

` Op1q. (2.6)

Next, by (2.2), for all n ě 0,

sn`1 ě sn `
Un`1Cn

1 ´ Un`1
,

which implies, by induction,

sn ě s1 `

n
ÿ

k“2

UkCk´1

1 ´ Uk
ě
UnCn´1

1 ´ Un
ě 2n´1Un

n
ź

i“2

1

1 ´ Ui
,

where we have used (2.4). On the other hand, using (2.2) again we get that, for all n ě 0,

sn`1 ď sn `
Un`1Cn

1 ´ Un`1
` 1,

which implies, using induction and (2.5), that

sn ď n`

n
ÿ

k“2

UkCk´1

1 ´ Uk
ď n`

n
ÿ

k“2

2kUk

k
ź

i“2

1

1 ´ Ui
.

Now, because Ui P p0, 1q almost surely for all i ě 1, we get

sn ď n` 2n
ˆ n

ź

i“2

1

1 ´ Ui

˙ n´2
ÿ

k“0

p1{2qk ď n` 2n
ˆ n

ź

i“2

1

1 ´ Ui

˙

ÿ

kě0

p1{2qk “ n` 2n`1
n

ź

i“2

1

1 ´ Ui
.

In total, we have thus proved that for all n ě 1,

2n´1Un

n
ź

i“2

1

1 ´ Ui
ď sn ď n` 2n`1

n
ź

i“2

1

1 ´ Ui
,

which implies that

log sn “ n log 2 `

n
ÿ

i“2

log
´ 1

1 ´ Ui

¯

` Oplog nq. (2.7)
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Applying the central limit theorem applied to the sequence of i.i.d. random variables plogp1{p1 ´ Uiqqiě1,
which have expectation and variance both equal to 1, the result follows from (2.6) and (2.7). □

Proof of Proposition 2.3. The argument is inspired by standard arguments in renewal theory, with sk playing
the role of the time of the k’th renewal and κpnq the number of renewals up to time n. By definition, for
any k P N, we have that κpnq ě k if and only if sk ď n. Now, for any x P R,

P
ˆ

κpnq ´
logn

1`log 2
?
logn

p1`log 2q3{2

ě ´x

˙

“ Ppκpnq ě knpxqq “ Ppsknpxq ď nq

where

knpxq “

Q

logn
1`log 2 ´

x
?
logn

p1`log 2q3{2

U

.

But

Ppsknpxq ď nq “ P
ˆ

log sknpxq ´ p1 ` log 2qknpxq
a

knpxq
ď

log n´ p1 ` log 2qknpxq
a

knpxq

˙

and as n Ñ 8 we have knpxq Ñ 8 and

log n´ p1 ` log 2qknpxq
a

knpxq
Ñ x.

Thus by Lemma 2.5, with Φ the cumulative density function of the standard normal distribution,

Ppsknpxq ď nq Ñ Φpxq “ 1 ´ Φp´xq,

as required. □

3. The degree distribution: proof of Theorem 1.3

The proof of Theorem 1.3 is based on stochastic approximation, specifically the following result, attributed
to Robbins and Siegmund [RS71]:

Theorem 3.1 (e.g. [Duf97, Theorem 1.3.12]). Suppose that pV pnqqně0, pαnqně0, pβnqně0, and pγnqně0 are
four non-negative sequences adapted to a filtration pFnqně0 and satisfying, for all n ě 0,

ErV pn` 1q|Fns ď p1 ` αnqV pnq ´ βn ` γn.

Then, on the event that
ř

ně0 αn ă 8 and
ř

ně0 γn ă 8, we have that, almost surely, pV pnqqně0 converges
to a finite random variable, and

ř

ně0 βn ă 8.

Proof of Theorem 1.3. Recall that Uipnq denotes the number of nodes in τn that have exactly i children. We
fix m ě 1 and let, for all 0 ď i ď m,

Xipnq “

#

Uipnq if 0 ď i ď m´ 1
ř

jěm Ujpnq if i “ m,

and set

X̂ipnq “
Xipnq

Bn ` 1
.

By definition, for all 0 ď i ď m ´ 1, X̂ipnq is the proportion of nodes having i children in τn. Let us set
∆Xipn` 1q “ Xipn` 1q ´Xipnq and ∆Bn`1 “ Bn`1 ´Bn. For all 0 ď i ď m, for all n ě 0,

X̂ipn` 1q “
Xipnq ` ∆Xipn` 1q

Bn`1 ` 1
“ X̂ipnq ¨

Bn ` 1

Bn`1 ` 1
`

∆Xipn` 1q

Bn`1 ` 1

“ X̂ipnq `
1

Bn`1 ` 1

`

∆Xipn` 1q ´ ∆Bn`1X̂ipnq
˘

.
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Note that, by definition of the model, with probability 1{pBn`1q, we pick the root and double the number of
nodes with i children (for all i ě 1) and add one node with two children, whilst, with probability Bn{pBn`1q,
we pick a non-root node uniformly at random and increase its number of children by one (in this case, with

probability X̂ipnq, the number of nodes with i children decreases by one, and with probability X̂i´1pnq, it
increases by one). Hence, for all 1 ď i ď m´ 1,

E
“

∆Xipn` 1q|Fn

‰

“
1

Bn ` 1
¨ pXipnq ` 1i“2q `

Bn

Bn ` 1
¨ pX̂i´1pnq ´ X̂ipnqq

“ X̂i´1pnq `
1i“2 ` X̂ipnq ´ X̂i´1pnq

Bn ` 1

Similarly, in the case when the tree does not double, the number of leaves (nodes with 0 children) always
increases by one, except if the node we have picked was itself a leaf. Hence

E
“

∆X0pn` 1q|Fn

‰

“
1

Bn ` 1
¨X0pnq `

Bn

Bn ` 1
¨ p1 ´ X̂0pnqq “ 1 ´

1 ´ X̂0pnq

Bn ` 1
.

Because
řm

i“0 X̂ipnq “ 1, we can write

E
“

∆X0pn` 1q|Fn

‰

“

m
ÿ

i“0

X̂ipnq ´
1 ´ X̂0pnq

Bn ` 1
.

Finally,

E
“

∆Xmpn` 1q|Fn

‰

“
1

Bn ` 1
¨Xmpnq `

Bn

Bn ` 1
¨ X̂m´1pnq “ X̂mpnq ` X̂m´1pnq ´

X̂m´1pnq

Bn ` 1
.

Note that, also,

E
“

∆Bn`1|Fn

‰

“
1

Bn ` 1
¨ pBn ` 2q `

Bn

Bn ` 1
“ 2.

Introduce, for all 0 ď i ď m,

∆Mipn` 1q “ ∆Xipn` 1q ´ ∆Bn`1X̂ipnq ´ E
“

∆Xipn` 1q ´ ∆Bn`1X̂ipnq|Fn

‰

,

and set, for all x “ px0, . . . , xmq P Rm`1,

Fipxq “

$

’

&

’

%

řm
i“1 xi ´ x0 if i “ 0,

xi´1 ´ 2xi if 1 ď i ď m´ 1,

xm´1 ´ xm if i “ m.

Also let

εipn` 1q “
1

Bn ` 1

$

’

&

’

%

´p1 ´ X̂0pnqq if i “ 0,

1i“2 ` X̂ipnq ´ X̂i´1pnq if 1 ď i ď m´ 1,

´X̂m´1pnq if i “ m.

(3.1)

Using the above, we can write

X̂ipn` 1q “ X̂ipnq `
1

Bn`1 ` 1

`

FipX̂pnqq ` ∆Mipn` 1q ` εipn` 1q
˘

, (3.2)

We write (3.2) as an identity on vectors:

X̂pn` 1q “ X̂pnq `
1

Bn`1 ` 1

`

F pX̂pnqq ` ∆Mpn` 1q ` εpn` 1q
˘

. (3.3)
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Now, because Bn`1 is not Fn-measurable, we re-write this as

X̂pn` 1q “ X̂pnq `
1

Bn ` 1

`

F pX̂pnqq ` ∆Mpn` 1q ` εpn` 1q
˘

´
Bn`1 ´Bn

pBn ` 1qpBn`1 ` 1q
¨ Y pn` 1q,

where we have set

Y pn` 1q “ F pX̂pnqq ` ∆Mpn` 1q ` εpn` 1q. (3.4)

In total, this gives

X̂pn` 1q “ X̂pnq `
1

Bn ` 1

`

F pX̂pnqq ` ∆Mpn` 1q ` ηpn` 1q
˘

, (3.5)

where

ηpn` 1q “ εpn` 1q ´
∆Bn`1

Bn`1 ` 1
¨ Y pn` 1q. (3.6)

This recursion is of the form of a stochastic approximation. However, the step sizes p1{pBn ` 1qqně0 are
random, and we have a random error term pηpn` 1qqně0. Because of these two reasons, we cannot apply a
theorem directly from the literature, but need instead to write a specific argument. We now let vi “ 2´i´1

for all 0 ď i ď m´ 1 and vm “ 2´m. One can check that F pvq “ 0; in fact, for all x P Rd, F pxq “ Ax, with

A “

¨

˚

˚

˚

˚

˚

˚

˚

˚

˚

˝

´1 1 1 . . . . . . 1
1 ´2 0 . . . . . . 0

0 1
. . .

. . .
...

...
. . .

. . .
. . .

. . .
...

...
. . . 1 ´2 0

0 . . . . . . 0 1 ´1

˛

‹

‹

‹

‹

‹

‹

‹

‹

‹

‚

and one can check that the largest eigenvalue of A is 0, it is a simple eigenvalue with eigenvector v, the
unique one with non-negative coefficients and satisfying

řm
i“0 vi “ 1. We thus have (write } ¨ } for the L2

norm on Zm`1), for all n ě 0,

}X̂pn` 1q ´ v}2 “ }X̂pnq ´ v}2 `
2

Bn ` 1
xX̂pnq ´ v,AX̂pnq ` ∆Mpn` 1q ` ηpn` 1qy

`
1

pBn ` 1q2
}AX̂pnq ` ∆Mpn` 1q ` ηpn` 1q}2. (3.7)

We use the triangle inequality and the fact that px` yq2 ď 2x2 ` 2y2 for all x, y P R, to get

}AX̂pnq ` ∆Mpn` 1q ` ηpn` 1q}2 ď 2}AX̂pnq}2 ` 2}∆Mpn` 1q ` ηpn` 1q}2

ď 2}ApX̂pnq ´ vq}2 ` 4}∆Mpn` 1q} ` 4}ηpn` 1q}2

ď 2~A~2}X̂pnq ´ v}2 ` 4}∆Mpn` 1q}2 ` 4}ηpn` 1q}2, (3.8)

where ~A~ is the operator norm of A. Before proceeding, we show that there exists a constant C ą 0 such
that

sup
ně0

}∆Mpn` 1q} ď C and sup
ně0

}ηpn` 1q} ď C. (3.9)

Indeed, first recall that

∆Mpn` 1q “ ∆Xpn` 1q ´ ∆Bn`1X̂pnq ´ Er∆Xpn` 1q ´ ∆Bn`1X̂pnq|Fns.
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On the event that the tree doubles at time n ` 1, we have (with e2 “ p0, 0, 1, 0, . . . , 0qt; to be consistent
with Xpnq “ pX0pnq, . . . , Xmpnqqt, we let e0 “ p1, 0, 0, . . . , 0qt, e1 “ p0, 1, 0, . . . , 0qt, etc)

∆Xpn` 1q ´ ∆Bn`1X̂pnq “ Xpnq ` 2e2 ´ pBn ` 2qX̂pnq

“ Xpnq ´ pBn ` 1qX̂pnq ` 2e2 ´ X̂pnq “ 2e2 ´ X̂pnq,

which implies }∆Xpn`1q´∆Bn`1X̂pnq} ď 3 (because }X̂pnq}2 ď
řm

i“0 X̂ipnq “ 1, as X̂pnq has non-negative
coefficients that sum to 1). On the event that the tree does not double at time n` 1,

}∆Xpn` 1q ´ ∆Bn`1X̂pnq} “ }∆Xpn` 1q ´ X̂pnq} ď }∆Xpn` 1q} ` 1,

and }∆Xpn ` 1q} is bounded by the maximum of the norms of the columns of A ` I, which is a constant,
which we let K denote. In total, we thus get that

}∆Xpn` 1q ´ ∆Bn`1X̂pnq} ď K ` 3,

for all n ě 0, which implies that supně0 }∆Mpn`1q} ď 2pK`3q. We now prove that supně0 }ηpn`1q} ă 8

(see (3.6) for the definition of ηpn`1q). First note that, by definition (see (3.1) for the definition of εpn`1q),

}εpn` 1q} ď
4

Bn`1 ` 1
ď 4.

Thus, by the triangle inequality (see (3.4) for the definition of Y pn` 1q),

}Y pn` 1q} ď }AX̂pnq} ` }∆Mpn` 1q} ` }εpn` 1q} ď ~A~ ` pK ` 3q ` 4,

implying that supně0 }Y pn` 1q} ď ~A~ `K ` 7. Thus, for all n ě 0,

}ηpn` 1q} ď }εpn` 1q} `
∆Bn`1

Bn`1 ` 1
¨ }Y pn` 1q} ď }εpn` 1q} ` }Y pn` 1q} ď ~A~ `K ` 11, (3.10)

which concludes the proof of (3.9) (we choose C ě ~A~ ` K ` 11). We now let V pnq “ }X̂pnq ´ v}2 for all
n ě 0; with this notation, and using the triangle inequality, we get from (3.7) and (3.8) that

ErV pn` 1q|Fns ď V pnq `
2

Bn ` 1
xX̂pnq ´ v,AX̂pnqy `

2

Bn ` 1
xX̂pnq ´ v,Erηpn` 1q|Fnsy

`
1

pBn ` 1q2

`

~A~V pnq ` 2C
˘

, (3.11)

where we have chosen C larger than supně0 ∆Mpn` 1q and supně0 ηpn` 1q. Now, by the Cauchy–Schwarz
and Jensen inequalities,

xX̂pnq ´ v,Erηpn` 1q|Fnsy ď }X̂pnq ´ v}Er}ηpn` 1q}|Fns ď 2Er}ηpn` 1q}|Fns, (3.12)

because }X̂pnq ´ v} ď }X̂pnq} ` }v} ď 2. Now, by (3.10), and the fact that εpn ` 1q ď 4 ď C and
}Y pn` 1q} ď C for all n ě 0, we have

Er}ηpn` 1q}|Fns ď CE
„

1 `
∆Bn`1

Bn`1 ` 1

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
Fn

ȷ

“ C

ˆ

1

Bn ` 1
¨
Bn ` 2

2Bn ` 3
`

Bn

Bn ` 1
¨

1

Bn ` 2

˙

,

by definition of the model. Thus,

Er}ηpn` 1q}|Fns ď
C

Bn ` 1

ˆ

Bn ` 2

2Bn ` 3
`

Bn

Bn ` 2

˙

ď
2C

Bn ` 1
.

Thus, by (3.12) and (3.11), for all n ě 0,

ErV pn` 1q|Fns ď

ˆ

1 `
~A~

pBn ` 1q2

˙

V pnq `
2

Bn ` 1
xX̂pnq ´ v,AX̂pnqy `

10C

pBn ` 1q2
.
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We want to apply Theorem 3.1 with αn “
~A~

pBn`1q2
, βn “ ´ 2

Bn`1xX̂pnq ´ v,AX̂pnqy, and γn “ 10C
pBn`1q2

,

so we need to check the conditions on these sequences. Because, by definition, Bn ě n for all n ě 0,
we have that, almost surely,

ř

ně0 αn ă 8 and
ř

ně0 γn ă 8. To check that βn ě 0 first note that

xX̂pnq ´ v,AX̂pnqy “ xX̂pnq ´ v,ApX̂pnq ´ vqy. While the eigenvalues of A are all non-positive, A is not
Hermitian and hence not negative semidefinite; however, one may check explicitly that xx,Axy ď 0 for all
x “ pxiq

m
i“0 that satisfy

řm
i“0 xi “ 0. Indeed, for such x,

xx,Axy “ x0

ˆ

´ x0 `

m
ÿ

i“1

xi

˙

`

m´1
ÿ

i“1

xipxi´1 ´ 2xiq ` xmpxm´1 ´ xmq

“ ´2

ˆ m
ÿ

i“1

xi

˙2

`

m
ÿ

i“1

xixi´1 ´ 2
m´1
ÿ

i“1

x2i ´ x2m ď ´2
m
ÿ

i“1

x2i ´ 2
m
ÿ

i“1

m
ÿ

j“1,j‰i

xixj

“ ´2
m
ÿ

i“1

x2i ´ 2
m
ÿ

i“1

xip´x0 ´ xiq “ 2x0

m
ÿ

i“1

xi “ ´2x20 ď 0.

Applying this observation to x “ X̂pnq ´ v gives βn ě 0. Therefore, by Theorem 3.1, almost surely,
W :“ limnÒ8 V pnq exists and is finite, and

ř

ně0 βn ă 8. On the event that W ‰ 0, there exists ε ą 0

such that, for all n large enough, V pnq ě ε. Now note that, on the set tx P r0, 1sm`1 :
řm

i“0 xi “ 1u to

which X̂pnq belongs for all n ě 0, x ÞÑ xx ´ v,Apx ´ vqy is continuous, non negative, and its unique zero
is v. Thus, on tx P r0, 1sm`1 :

řm
i“0 xi “ 1u X t}x ´ v} ě εu, the maximum of x ÞÑ xx ´ v,Apx ´ vqy is

negative; we let ´c denote this maximum. We thus get that, for all n large enough, βn ě 2c{pBn ` 1q. By
Lemma 2.1, this implies that

ř

ně0 βn “ 8, which is an event of probability zero. Thus, W “ 0 almost

surely, i.e. limnÒ8 X̂pnq “ v almost surely as n Ò 8. In other words, for all 0 ď i ď m´ 1,

Uipnq

Bn ` 1
“

Xipnq

Bn ` 1
Ñ

1

2i`1
.

Because m can be chosen arbitrarily large, this concludes the proof. □

Remark 3.2. Because of the step-sizes in (3.5) being random, we were unable to prove a central limit

theorem for X̂pnq. We leave this as an open problem.

4. The distribution of heights

We now turn to the height profile, Theorem 1.4, as well as the lower bound on the height of the tree,
Proposition 1.5. We will give full details for the case k “ 1 of Theorem 1.4 (the height of a typical node) in
Section 4.1. In Section 4.2 we describe the necessary modifications for the case k “ 2, and give an outline of
the case k ě 3. Proposition 1.5 is proved in Section 4.3

4.1. The height of a typical node. Let us reformulate the case k “ 1 of Theorem 1.4:

Proposition 4.1. For all n ě 0, let un be a uniformly random node in τn. There is an a.s. finite random
variable Λ such that, as n Ò 8,

|un| ´
2 logn
1`log 2

b

logn
1`log 2

ñ Λ.

For the proof of Proposition 4.1, we define a process pτ̃n, ũnqně0 such that, for all n ě 0, pτn, unq
d
“ pτ̃n, ũnq.

The process pτ̃n, ũnqně0 will have the properties: (i) at non-doubling times, the height of ũn is either
unchanged or increases by 1, and (ii) at doubling-times, the height of ũn either increases by 1, or is reset
to 0. The process is an adaptation of a standard construction for the random recursive tree (see [MB19] for
a description of it in a more general case). In the latter case there are no doubling-times, and the height of
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the uniform node is monotonically increasing. In our case we need the possibility to reset, since at doubling
steps there is a new node at height 0; however, we prove that there are only finitely many reset-times (almost
surely), so they can effectively be ignored. In addition, we control the increase of the height of ũn due to
doublings by using Proposition 2.3.

Let us now define the process pτ̃n, ũnqně0. We let τ̃0 “ t∅u and ũ0 “ ∅. Then, for all n ě 0, given
pτ̃n, ũnq, we sample

‚ Kpn` 1q a Bernoulli-distributed random variable of parameter 1{p2|τ̃n| ` 1q, and
‚ Lpn` 1q, a Bernoulli-distributed random variable of parameter 1{p|τ̃n| ` 1q.

Then pτ̃n`1, ũn`1q is constructed as follows:

(1) We let ν̃n be a node taken uniformly at random among the nodes of τ̃n;
(2) If ν̃n “ ∅, then we define

τ̃n`1 “ t∅u Y t1w : w P τ̃nu Y t2w : w P τ̃nu.

Furthermore,
‚ if Kpn` 1q “ 1, then we set ũn`1 “ ∅, and
‚ if Kpn` 1q “ 0, then we set ũn`1 “ 1ũn or ũn`1 “ 2ũn with probability 1{2 each.

(3) If ν̃n ‰ ∅, then
‚ if Lpn`1q “ 1, then we set τ̃n`1 “ τ̃n Ytũniu and ũn`1 “ ũni, where i “ mintj ě 1: ũnj R τ̃nu;
‚ if Lpn`1q “ 0, then we set τ̃n`1 “ τ̃n Y tν̃niu, where i “ mintj ě 1: ν̃nj R τ̃nu, and ũn`1 “ ũn.

Lemma 4.2. For all n ě 0, pτ̃n, ũnq
d
“ pτn, unq.

Proof. By induction. □

Proof of Proposition 4.1. Throughout the proof, we identify pτn, unq with the distributional copy pτ̃n, ũnq

and omit the tilde from the notation. Then, for each n ě 0 there are three cases:

‚ either |un`1| “ |un| (if νn ‰ ∅ and Lpn` 1q “ 0),
‚ or |un`1| “ |un| ` 1 (if νn “ ∅ and Kpn` 1q “ 0, or if νn ‰ ∅ and Lpn` 1q “ 1),
‚ or |un`1| “ 0 (if νn “ ∅ and Kpn` 1q “ 1).

Let us write Rpnq “ maxtk ď n : νk “ ∅ and Kpk ` 1q “ 1u for the last time before n when νk “ ∅ and
Kpk ` 1q “ 1 (we set Rpnq “ 0 if there are no such times). Then by the above,

|un| “

n
ÿ

i“Rpnq`1

1νi´1“∅ `

n
ÿ

i“Rpnq`1

1νi´1‰∅Lpiq

“

n
ÿ

i“Rpnq`1

1νi´1“∅ `

n
ÿ

i“Rpnq`1

Lpiq ´

n
ÿ

i“Rpnq`1

1νi´1“∅Lpiq.

Let Fn “ σpτ0, τ1, . . . , τnq. Then, since |τk| ě k ` 1 almost surely, for each k ě 0

Ppνk “ ∅,Kpk ` 1q “ 1q “ ErPpνk “ ∅,Kpk ` 1q “ 1 | Fkqs “ E
” 1

|τk|p2|τk| ` 1q

ı

ď
1

pk ` 1qp2k ` 3q
.

It follows, by the Borel–Cantelli lemma, that there is an a.s. finite random variable R such that Rpnq Ñ R
almost surely as n Ò 8. Similarly,

Pp1νk“∅Lpk ` 1q “ 1 | Fkq “ ErPp1νk“∅Lpk ` 1q “ 1 | Fkqs “ E
” 1

|τk|p|τk| ` 1q

ı

ď
1

pk ` 1qpk ` 2q
,

and thus, by the Borel–Cantelli lemma,
n

ÿ

i“Rpnq`1

1νi´1“∅Lpiq ď

n
ÿ

i“1

1νi´1“∅Lpiq “ Op1q,
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almost surely as n Ò 8. Thus, almost surely as n Ò 8,

|un| “

n
ÿ

i“1

1νi´1“∅ `

n
ÿ

i“1

Lpiq ` Op1q. (4.1)

We write (4.1) in the following form:

|un| “ 2
n

ÿ

i“1

1νi´1“∅ ´

n
ÿ

i“1

ˆ

1νi´1“∅ ´
1

Bi´1 ` 1

˙

`

n
ÿ

i“1

ˆ

Lpiq ´
1

Bi´1 ` 2

˙

` Op1q. (4.2)

To do this, we have used the fact that
n

ÿ

i“1

ˆ

1

Bi´1 ` 1
´

1

Bi´1 ` 2

˙

“

n
ÿ

i“1

1

pBi´1 ` 1qpBi´1 ` 2q
ď

n
ÿ

i“1

1

i2
“ Op1q. (4.3)

The first summand in (4.2) is taken care of by Proposition 2.3: as n Ò 8,

G0pnq :“

řn
i“1 1νi´1“∅ ´

logn
1`log 2

?
logn

p1`log 2q3{2

ñ G0 „ N p0, 1q. (4.4)

We claim that, as n Ò 8,

G1pnq :“

řn
i“1

`

1νi´1“∅ ´ 1
Bi´1`1

˘

b

logn
1`log 2

ñ G1 „ N p0, 1q (4.5)

and

W pnq :“

řn
i“1

`

Lpiq ´ 1
Bi´1`2

˘

b

logn
1`log 2

ñ W „ N p0, 1q, (4.6)

where W is independent of pG0, G1q. Taken together, (4.4), (4.5) and (4.6) give the claim, with Λ “ G`W ,
where

G :“
2G0

1 ` log 2
´G1, (4.7)

is independent of W . We now proceed with the proofs of (4.5) and (4.6).
For (4.5), recalling that E

“

1νi´1“∅|Fi´1

‰

“ 1
|τi´1|

“ 1
Bi´1`1 , we can write

n
ÿ

i“1

1νi´1“∅ “

n
ÿ

i“1

E
“

1νi´1“∅|Fi´1

‰

`

n
ÿ

i“1

`

1νi´1“∅ ´ E
“

1νi´1“∅|Fi´1

‰˘

“

n
ÿ

i“1

1

Bi´1 ` 1
`Mn,

(4.8)

whereMn :“
řn

i“1

`

1νi´1“∅´E
“

1νi´1“∅|Fi´1

‰˘

defines a martingale. We need to prove thatMn{

b

logn
1`log 2 ñ

N p0, 1q. The quadratic variation of pMnqně0 is given by

xMyn “

n
ÿ

i“1

E
“`

1νi´1“∅ ´ E
“

1νi´1“∅|Fi´1

‰˘2
|Fi´1

‰

“

n
ÿ

i“1

E
“

1νi´1“∅|Fi´1

‰`

1 ´ E
“

1νi´1“∅|Fi´1

‰˘

“

n
ÿ

i“1

1

Bi´1 ` 1

ˆ

1 ´
1

Bi´1 ` 1

˙

“

n
ÿ

i“1

1

Bi´1 ` 1
` Op1q,

(4.9)

where we used that Bn ě n almost surely for all n ě 0. Furthermore, by Lemma 2.1, xMyn Ñ `8 almost
surely as n Ò 8. Thus, by the martingale law of large numbers [Wil91, 12.14], Mn “ opxMynq almost surely



15

as n Ò 8. Using again the fact that Bn ě n, we get that xMyn “ Oplognq almost surely as n Ò 8 and hence
Mn “ oplognq almost surely as n Ò 8. Now note that, by Proposition 2.3,

n
ÿ

i“1

1νi´1“∅ „
logn

1 ` log 2
, in probability.

Thus, by (4.8),

n
ÿ

i“1

1

Bi´1 ` 1
“

n
ÿ

i“1

1νi´1“∅ ´Mn “

n
ÿ

i“1

1νi´1“∅ ` oplog nq almost surely,

„
log n

1 ` log 2
in probability.

(4.10)

By (4.9), this implies that xMyn „ logn{p1 ` log 2q in probability. Thus, by the martingale central limit
theorem [Dur19, Thm 8.2.8],

Mn
b

logn
1`log 2

ñ N p0, 1q, (4.11)

as required.
For (4.6), we first reason conditionally on ν “ pνkqkě0 and thus on pBkqkě0: conditionally on ν, pLpiqqiě0

is a sequence of independent Bernoulli random variables of respective parameters 1{pBi´1`2q, i ě 0. By (4.3)
and (4.10),

n
ÿ

i“1

1

Bi´1 ` 2
“

n
ÿ

i“1

1

Bi´1 ` 1
` Op1q “

log n

1 ` log 2
` Op1q, in probability.

Thus, by the Lindeberg central theorem [Gut13, Theorem 7.2.1] (whose conditions are easily checked since
the Lpiq are bounded), we get that, conditionally on ν,

W pnq “

řn
i“1 Lpiq ´ 1

Bi´1`2
b

logn
1`log 2

ñ W, (4.12)

where W is a standard Gaussian. Explicitly, this means that for all continuous and bounded functions
φ : R Ñ R,

ErφpW pnqq | νs Ñ ErφpW qs.

Because the limit does not depend on ν, by dominated convergence, we can take expectations on both sides
of the limit, which gives (4.6).

It only remains to show thatW is independent of pG0, G1q. First, for all continuous and bounded functions
φ,ψ : R Ñ R,

ErφpW pnqqψpG0pnqqs “ E
“

ErφpW pnqqψpG0pnqq | νs
‰

“ E
“

ψpG0pnqqErφpW pnqq | νs
‰

“ E
“

ψpG0pnqqErφpW qs
‰

` E
“

ψpG0pnqq
`

ErφpW pnqq | νs ´ ErφpW qs
˘‰

. (4.13)

On the one hand, by linearity (because ErφpW qs is a constant), and by (4.4),

E
“

ψpG0pnqqErφpW qs
‰

“ ErφpW qsE
“

ψpG0pnqq
‰

Ñ ErφpW qsErψpG0qs.

On the other hand,
ˇ

ˇE
“

ψpG0pnqq
`

ErφpW pnqq | νs ´ ErφpW qs
˘‰

ˇ

ˇ ď E
“

ψpG0pnqq
ˇ

ˇErφpW pnqq | νs ´ ErφpW qs
ˇ

ˇ

‰

Ñ 0,

by dominated convergence, because ψ and φ are bounded, and by (4.6). Thus, (4.13) implies

ErφpW pnqqψpG0pnqqs Ñ ErφpW qsErψpG0qs.
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Similarly, one can show that, for all continuous and bounded functions φ : R Ñ R and ψ : R2 Ñ R,
ErφpW pnqqψpG0pnq, G1pnqqs Ñ ErφpW qsErψpG0, G1qs.

This implies that (4.4), (4.5), and (4.6) hold jointly with W independent of pG0, G1q, as desired. □

Remark: Note that we cannot say much about the distribution of Λ “ G ` W since the two Gaussians
G0 and G1 (see (4.7)) might be correlated.

4.2. The height profile: proof of Theorem 1.4. We now turn to the case k “ 2 of Theorem 1.4, and we
write pun, vnq for the two uniformly random vertices in τn rather than pup1q

n , up2q

n q. We follow a strategy similar
to that of Section 4.1, defining a sequence pτ̃n, ũn, ṽnqně0 such that for each n ě 0, the triple pτ̃n, ũn, ṽnq is
a distributional copy of pτn, un, vnq.

First, let τ̃0 “ t∅u and ũ0 “ ṽ0 “ ∅. Then, for all n ě 0, given pτ̃n, ũn, ṽnq, we first sample K1pn`1q and
K2pn`1q, two independent Bernoulli-distributed random variables of parameter 1{p2|τ̃n|`1q, and L1pn`1q

and L2pn ` 1q, two independent Bernoulli-distributed random variables of parameter 1{p|τ̃n| ` 1q. Finally,
we sample pαnqně1 and pβnqně1, two independent sequences of random variables, uniformly distributed on
t1, 2u.

(1) We let ν̃n be a node taken uniformly at random among the nodes of τ̃n;
(2) If ν̃n “ ∅, then we define

τ̃n`1 “ t∅u Y t1w : w P τ̃nu Y t2w : w P τ̃nu.

Furthermore,
‚ if K1pn` 1q “ 1, then we set ũn`1 “ ∅, and
‚ if K1pn` 1q “ 0, then we set ũn`1 “ αn`1ũn.
‚ if K2pn` 1q “ 1, then we set ṽn`1 “ ∅, and
‚ if K2pn` 1q “ 0, then we set ṽn`1 “ βn`1ṽn.

(3) If ν̃n ‰ ∅, then
‚ if L1pn ` 1q “ L2pn ` 1q “ 1, then we set τ̃n`1 “ τ̃n Y tũniu and ũn`1 “ ṽn`1 “ ũni, where
i “ mintj ě 1: ũnj R τ̃nu;

‚ if L1pn ` 1q “ 1 and L2pn ` 1q “ 0, then we set τ̃n`1 “ τ̃n Y tũniu and ũn`1 “ ũni, where
i “ mintj ě 1: ũnj R τ̃nu; we also set ṽn`1 “ ṽn.

‚ if L1pn ` 1q “ 0 and L2pn ` 1q “ 1, then we set τ̃n`1 “ τ̃n Y tṽniu and ṽn`1 “ ṽni, where
i “ mintj ě 1: ṽnj R τ̃nu; we also set ũn`1 “ ũn.

‚ if L1pn ` 1q “ L2pn ` 1q “ 0, then we set τ̃n`1 “ τ̃n Y tν̃niu, where i “ mintj ě 1: ν̃nj R τ̃nu,
ũn`1 “ ũn, and ṽn`1 “ ṽn.

Note that, with this definition, pτ̃n, ũnqně0 is the same process as in Section 4.1. Recall that, in that
process, we see some “resets” at the root at doubling-times when also K1pn`1q “ 1, while otherwise ũn`1 is
either ũn or a child of ũn. The evolution of ṽn is a bit more complex as it can reset at the root (a doubling-
times when K2pn`1q “ 1), it can “jump” to ũn`1 (at non-doubling times when L1pn`1q “ L2pn`1q “ 1),
and otherwise, ṽn`1 is either ṽn or a child of ṽn.

Lemma 4.3. For all n ě 0, pτ̃n, ũn, ṽnq
d
“ pτn, un, vnq.

Proof. By induction. □

Proof of Theorem 1.4 for k “ 2. Again, we identify pτn, un, vnq with its distributional copy pτ̃n, ũn, ṽnq and
drop the tilde from the notation. We let R1pnq (resp. R2pnq) be the last time before (or at) time n when
νi´1 “ ∅ and L1piq “ 1 (resp. L2piq “ 1). With this definition, we have

|un| “

n
ÿ

i“R1pnq`1

1νi´1“∅ `

n
ÿ

i“R1pnq`1

1νi´1‰∅L1piq “

n
ÿ

i“1

1νi´1“∅ `

n
ÿ

i“1

1νi´1‰∅L1piq ` Op1q, (4.14)
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as in Section 4.1. Now, we let Spnq be the last time before (or at) time n when νi´1 ‰ ∅ and L1piq “ L2piq “

1. This is the last time before time n when vn jumped to join un at a non-doubling time. If Spnq ă R2pnq,
then vn has reset to ∅ since last jumping to join un, so

|vn| “

n
ÿ

i“R2pnq`1

1νi´1“∅ `

n
ÿ

i“R2pnq`1

L2piq.

If R2pnq ă Spnq (note that they cannot be equal, by definition), then

|vn| “ |uSpnq| `
ÿ

i“Spnq`1

1νi´1“∅ `
ÿ

i“Spnq`1

1νi´1‰∅L2piq.

To summarise, if we let S2pnq “ R2pnq _ Spnq, then

|vn| “ |uSpnq|1R2pnqăSpnq `

n
ÿ

i“S2pnq`1

1νi´1“∅ `

n
ÿ

i“S2pnq`1

1νi´1‰∅L2piq. (4.15)

Note that

Ppνi´1 ‰ ∅ and L1piq “ L2piq “ 1 | Fi´1q “
Bi´1

Bi´1 ` 1
¨

ˆ

1

Bi´1 ` 2

˙2

ď

ˆ

1

Bi´1 ` 2

˙2

ď
1

i2
,

and thus Ppνi´1 ‰ ∅ and L1piq “ L2piq “ 1q ď 1
i2 . By the Borel–Cantelli lemma, almost surely as n Ò 8,

Spnq Ñ S, where S is an almost surely finite random variable. Similarly, as proved in Section 4.1, R2pnq Ñ R2

almost surely as n Ò 8, where R2 is an almost-surely finite random variable. Thus, S2pnq Ñ S2 “ R2 _ S
almost surely as n Ò 8, and therefore

|vn| “

n
ÿ

i“1

1νi´1“∅ `

n
ÿ

i“1

1νi´1‰∅L2piq ` Op1q. (4.16)

From this point, the rest of the argument is as in the proof of Proposition 4.1: we write (4.14) and (4.16) as

|un| “ 2
n

ÿ

i“1

1νi´1“∅ ´

n
ÿ

i“1

ˆ

1νi´1“∅ ´
1

Bi´1 ` 1

˙

`

n
ÿ

i“1

ˆ

1νi´1‰∅L1piq ´
1

Bi´1 ` 1

˙

` Op1q,

|vn| “ 2
n

ÿ

i“1

1νi´1“∅ ´

n
ÿ

i“1

ˆ

1νi´1“∅ ´
1

Bi´1 ` 1

˙

`

n
ÿ

i“1

ˆ

1νi´1‰∅L2piq ´
1

Bi´1 ` 1

˙

` Op1q,

(4.17)

where in each expression, the first sum is handled using Proposition 2.3 and the others using the maringale
central limit theorem. Note that this gives

´ |un| ´
2 logn
1`log 2

b

logn
1`log 2

,
|vn| ´

2 logn
1`log 2

b

logn
1`log 2

¯

ñ pV `W1, V `W2q, (4.18)

where V “ 2G0

1`log 2 ´G1 as in (4.7) and W1,W2 are defined as in (4.6) using L1 and L2, respectively. □

We now briefly comment on the modifications needed for the case k ě 3. As before, we define a
process pτ̃n, ũ

p1q

n , ũp2q

n , . . . , ũpkq

n q such that for each n ě 0, pτ̃n, ũ
p1q

n , . . . , ũpkq

n q has the same distribution as
pτn, u

p1q

n , . . . , upkq

n q. In this process, the triple pτ̃n, ũ
p1q

n , ũp2q

n q will be the same as the process used for k “ 2
above. Each ũpjq

n can be “reset” to ∅ (in the case ν̃n “ ∅), it can “jump” to any of ũp1q

n , . . . , ũpj´1q

n (in the case
ν̃n ‰ ∅), it can be replaced by a “new” child, or it can remain unchanged, these choices being determined by
suitable random variables K1pn`1q, . . . ,Kkpn`1q and L1pn`1q, . . . , Lkpn`1q. In writing expressions such
as (4.15), there are many cases to consider, but the analogs of (4.14) and (4.16) hold for each of ũp1q

n , . . . , ũpkq

n ,
and the rest of the argument is as before.
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4.3. Lower bound on the height: proof of Proposition 1.5. Let wn denote the leftmost child of the
root at height κpnq, where we recall (2.1) that κpnq is the number of doubling events before time n. Since, by
definition, the new node added at non-doubling times is always added to the right of already existing siblings,
wn is a ‘copy’ of the original root of the tree τ0. Let Sn denote the subtree rooted at wn, let spnq denote
the number of nodes in Sn, and let hpnq denote the height of Sn. Note that Sn is a distributional copy of
the random recursive tree at time spnq. Clearly, the height Hn of τn satisfies Hn ě κpnq ` hpnq. Moreover,
we have the following estimate on the height of the random recursive tree, which gives hpnq „ e log spnq:

Theorem 4.4 (see Pittel [Pit94]). Let hpnq be the height of the n-node random recursive tree. Almost surely
as n Ò 8, hpnq „ e log n.

However, rather than applying Theorem 4.4 directly, which would require finding estimates on spnq, we use
an embedding of our process pτnqně0 into continuous time. We define a continuous-time process pT ptqqtě0

of growing trees by first setting T p0q “ t∅u and then assigning to every node of the tree a clock that rings
at exponential rate of parameter 1, the clocks for different nodes being independent. When a clock rings,
if it is the clock associated to ∅, then, at that time, we double the tree as done at doubling events in the
discrete time tree; otherwise, we add one child to the node whose clock rang. As before, our convention is
to add the new node to the right of already existing siblings.

If we let tn be the time of the nth ring of a clock, then pT ptnqqně0
d
“ pτnqně0. Also note that the times

at which the tree doubles define a Poisson point process of intensity 1; in particular, the number Dptq of
doubling events before time t is distributed as a Poisson of parameter t. We now let Sptq denote the subtree
rooted at the leftmost node at height Dptq. Thus Sptq is the continuous-time version of Sn, and it is now
simply a Yule process of parameter 1.

Note that a random recursive tree can be coupled to a Yule process so that the random recursive tree
equals the Yule process taken at its successive jump times. Thus, if Hptq is the height of the Yule process
Sptq at time t, then Hptq “ hp|Sptq|q, where |Sptq| is the number of nodes in the Yule process at time t.
Thus, by Theorem 4.4, almost surely as t Ò 8,

Hptq

log |Sptq|
Ñ e.

It is well-known that e´t|Sptq| converges almost surely to a standard exponential random variable (see,
e.g. [AN72, Section III.5]), which implies log |Sptq| „ t almost surely as t Ò 8. Thus, almost surely as t Ò 8,

Hptq „ e t.

It follows that the height of T ptq is at least Dptq `Hptq „ p1 ` eqt, almost surely as t Ò 8.

Proof of Proposition 1.5. It only remains to translate this lower bound into discrete time. For that, we need
to understand the asymptotic behaviour of tn, the times at which T ptq grows. Let Nptq “ |T ptq| be the
number of notes in the tree T ptq at time t. At time t, the rate at which the next clock rings is Nptq, so we
need to understand Nptq.

To do this, we will couple pNptqqtě0 to a process pY ptqqtě0 which is the size of a standard Yule process.
Indeed, intuitively pNptqqtě0 is a Yule process with jumps at the doubling-times; the process pY ptqqtě0 will
be defined to “fill in” the instantaneous doubling events of Nptq with a Yule process run for the amount of
time it takes to double in size.

To express this more precisely (and we refer to Figure 2 for this discussion), write d1, d2, . . . for the
doubling times of Nptq, i.e. the jump times of the Poisson process pDptqqtě0. For 0 ď t ă d1, we set
Y ptq “ Nptq. Then, we let pY ptqqd1ďtăd1`ℓ1 be the size of a Yule process started at Y pd´

1 q and stopped
at time ℓ1, defined as the first time it reaches 2Y pd´

1 q`1. Then, for all n ě 1, given pY ptqqtădn`ℓn , we let
Y ptq “ Npt´ℓnq for all dn `ℓn ď t ă dn`1 `ℓn. Also, we define pY ptqqdn`1`ℓnďtădn`1`ℓn`1 as a Yule process

started at Npd´
n`1q and stopped at time ∆ℓn`1 “ ℓn`1 ´ ℓn, defined as the first time it hits 2Npd´

n`1q`1.
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Y (s)

sd1 `1 d2 − d1 `2 − `1 d3 − d2

Figure 2. One can see how the process pNptqqtě0 can be coupled with a Yule process
pY ptqqtě0 so that, for all t ě 0, Y pt ` ℓDptqq “ Nptq, where Dptq is the number of doubling
events before time t. The Yule process is the concatenation of the black and grey parts
of the curve, whilst pNptqqtě0 is the curve obtained by only keeping the black parts and
gluing them as if time-warps made us skip the intervals of time in grey. The two pairs of
distances highlighted on the left-hand side are such that the two arrows in one pair have the
same length: this means that the grey intervals are intervals during which the Yule process
doubles in size. Note that, although both Y and N are jump processes that take value in N,
we have here represented them as continuous curves (with jumps for N when it doubles);
this is just for ease of representation. One can see that, if the total length of all the purple
intervals is t, then, indeed, Dptq “ 2 and Nptq, which is the value highlighted by large a
purple dot, equals Y pt` ℓ2q, as claimed in the proof of Proposition 1.5.

By the strong Markov property, pY ptqqtě0 is a Yule process. Furthermore, by definition, almost surely for
all t ě 0, Y pt` ℓDptqq “ Nptq.

Now e´tY ptq Ñ ξ almost surely as t Ñ 8, where ξ is exponentially distributed. It follows that logNptq „

t ` ℓDptq almost surely. We now show that ℓDptq „ t log 2 almost surely as t Ò 8. First note that at

doubling times we have Npdiq “ Y pdi ` ℓiq, thus e´pdi`ℓiqNpdiq Ñ ξ almost surely as i Ñ 8. But also
Npdiq “ 2Npd´

i q ` 1 “ 2Y pdi ` ℓi´1q ` 1, so that

e´pdi`ℓiqNpdiq “ 2e´pdi`ℓi´1`∆ℓiqY pdi ` ℓi´1q ` e´pdi`ℓiq Ñ ξ, a.s. as i Ñ 8.

Since also e´pdi`ℓi´1qY pdi ` ℓi´1q Ñ ξ, it follows that ∆ℓi Ñ log 2 almost surely. Since Dptq „ t as t Ñ 8,

ℓDptq “

Dptq
ÿ

i“1

∆ℓi „ t log 2, almost surely,

as claimed. We thus have that

logNptq „ p1 ` log 2qt, almost surely as t Ò 8. (4.19)

We claim that

lim inf
nÑ8

tn
log n

ě
1

1 ` log 2
, almost surely as n Ò 8. (4.20)
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For this, we first note that tn Ñ 8 almost surely as n Ñ 8; indeed, conditionally on all the Bi, we have
that tn is a sum of independent exponential random variables of rates B0 ` 1, B1 ` 1, . . . , Bn´1 ` 1, thus
the conditional mean of tn diverges almost surely by Lemma 2.1, while the conditional variance is bounded
since Bn ` 1 ě n for all n ě 0. Then, using (4.19) we have

logn ď logpBn ` 1q “ logNptnq „ p1 ` log 2qtn, almost surely as n Ñ 8.

From (4.20) and the fact that the height of the continuous-time tree T ptq is asymptotically at least
p1 ` e ` op1qqt (where the op1q-term goes to 0 almost surely as t Ò 8), we thus get that, almost surely as
n Ò 8,

Hn ě p1 ` e ` op1qqtn ě
1 ` e ` op1q

1 ` log 2
¨ log n,

as claimed. □

Remark 4.5. Using Proposition 1.1(d), in fact tn
logn Ñ 1

1`log 2 almost surely as n Ñ 8. Since κpnq from

(2.1) satisfies κpnq “ Dptnq „ tn almost surely, it follows that κpnq

logn Ñ 1
1`log 2 almost surely.

Moreover, conditionally on pBiqiě0, the expression tn ´
řn´1

i“0
1

Bi`1 is a sum of independent random

variables with mean zero and summable variances. Hence, it is a martingale bounded in L2 which therefore
converges almost surely. Using that tn „ logn{p1` log 2q almost surely as n Ñ 8, it follows that (4.10) can
be improved to an almost sure equivalence: explicitly,

n´1
ÿ

i“0

1

Bi ` 1
„

log n

1 ` log 2
, almost surely as n Ñ 8.

5. A lower bound on the size of the tree doubling everywhere

As mentioned in the introduction, the model of random recursive tree that doubles at the root is a
simplification of a tree that would “double everywhere”. We define the random tree pτ8

n qně0 recursively as
follows: τ8

0 “ t∅u and, for all n ě 0, given τ8
n , we pick a node νn uniformly at random in τ8

n , let tn be the
set of (non-strict) descendants of νn in τ8

n , and set

τ8
n`1 “

`

τnztn
˘

Y tνnu Y tνn1w : νnw P τ8
n u Y tνn2w : νnw P τ8

n u.

In other words, at every time step, we pick a node uniformly at random in τ8
n , remove its subtree (the node

and all its descendants) from τ8
n and replace it by two copies of itself as the two subtrees of a new node.

Note that, by definition, for all n ě 0, τ8
n is binary, i.e. all its words are made on the alphabet t1, 2u. We

only make the following simple observation about this model:

Proposition 5.1. For all n ě 1 we have Er|τ8
n |s ě n´1

2 log2pn´1
e q.

Proof. For all n ě 0 and u P τ8
n , we let snpuq be the number of (strict) descendants of nodes u in τ8

n .
Also recall that |u| is the height of node u (i.e. the number of strict ancestors of u). Note that, if at step
n ` 1, we select node u P τ8

n , then |τ8
n`1| “ |τ8

n | ` 2 ` snpuq. Indeed, the tree rooted at u (which contains
1` snpuq nodes) is replaced by a node to which are attached two copies of u and its subtree (which contains
1 ` 2p1 ` snpuqq nodes in total). Thus, for all n ě 0,

Er|τ8
n`1| | τ8

n s “ |τ8
n | `

1

|τ8
n |

ÿ

uPτ8
n

`

2 ` snpuq
˘

“ |τ8
n | ` 2 `

1

|τ8
n |

ÿ

uPτ8
n

ÿ

vău

1 “ |τ8
n | ` 2 `

1

|τ8
n |

ÿ

vPτ8
n

|v|.

The last term is the expected height of a node chosen uniformly at random in τ8
n . Since τ8

n is a binary tree,
for any k ě 0 the number of nodes at height at most k is at most 2k`1. Thus, at least half the nodes of τ8

n

have height at least log2 |τ8
n | ´ 2 ě log2 n´ 2. This implies that

Er|τ8
n`1|s ě Er|τ8

n |s ` 2 ` 1
2 plog2 n´ 2q ě Er|τ8

n |s ` 1
2 log2 n.
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By induction,

Er|τ8
n`1|s ě

1

2

n
ÿ

j“1

log2 j ě n
2 log2pn

e q. □

Remark 5.2. Proposition 5.1 says that, in expectation, the size of the tree that “doubles everywhere” is
superlinear in the number of steps. By definition, |τ8

n | ď 2n, where the upper-bound is attained on the
event that all doubling events happen at the root. What is the exact order of Er|τ8

n |s as n Ò 8? Can we
find asymptotic equivalents for |τ8

n | itself, either in probability, or almost surely? We leave these as open
problems.
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