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A RANDOM RECURSIVE TREE MODEL WITH DOUBLING EVENTS

JAKOB E. BIORNBERG AND CECILE 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 [l 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 v uniformly at random and replace it by a new node whose two subtrees are two copies of the
tree rooted at v. 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 .
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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 7
is a set of finite words using the alphabet {1,2,3,...} such that, for all w € 7, all prefixes of w are also
in 7. That is to say, if w = wyws... w,, € 7, with each w; € {1,2,3,...}, then wiwsy...w, € 7 for all
k€ {0,1,...,m}. Each element w € 7 is called a node or vertex of 7, and the empty word & is called the
root. The number of nodes in a tree 7 is denoted |7|, while if wyws...w, € 7 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 (7,)n>1 by setting 7o = {@} and for all n = 0, given 7,,

e we pick a node (i.e. word) v, uniformly at random among the nodes of 7,

e if v, = &, then we set 7,41 = {@} U {lw: we 7} U {2w: w € 7, },

o if v, # &, then we set 7,41 = 7, U {vpj}, where j = min{i = 1: v,i ¢ 7,}.
In words, this means that each time the randomly chosen node v, is the root @, then 7,1 is the tree whose
root has two children at which are attached two copies of 7,,, while if v, is not the root then 7,1 equals 7,
with one child added to v,.

1.2. Main results. Our first result gives an estimate for the size of the tree as time goes to infinity: for all
n = 0, we let B, be the number of non-root nodes in the tree (By = 0) at time n. Note that |7,| = B, + 1,
for all n > 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 allk > 1,

k i k(k—1)/2 _k P

1 2 2 i—1

E[(B,/n)*] — my, ;=H<1—Z_+i> - TH(H . ) (L.1)
i=1 i=1

(b) The sequence (B, /n)n>1 is tight.

(c) For any sequence (w(n))nso such that n = o(w(n)), By/w(n) — 0 in probability as n 1 0.

(d) For anyn >0, B,/n**t" — 0 almost surely asn 1 .

Remark 1.2. This result comes close to, but does mot quite reach, establishing weak convergence of the
sequence (Bp/n)p>1. Indeed, if we knew that there was a unique probability measure p on [0,00) whose mo-
ments are the sequence (my)g>1, then weak convergence would follow from standard compactness arguments.
The most famous condition for uniqueness is Carleman’s criterion, which states that pu is unique provided

—1/2k . L ,
Dks1 My 2k — 0. 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 = 0, let U;(n) be the number of nodes in 7, that have
exactly i children. Almost surely as n 1 oo,
Ul(n) 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 Pélya urns
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since, for all m > 1, the vector (U1(n),...,Upn—1(n), 2, Ui(n)) is a Pélya urn. In our case, because of the
doubling steps, we no longer have a Pdlya 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 [Ben06l [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 = 1, given 7,, let ul’,...,ul® be k nodes taken uniformly,
independently at random in 7,. Then, in distribution as n 1 oo,
|u(1)| ~ 2logn |u("'>| _ 2logn
n n
tlog2 " ., LHoe? )\ o (V + WA,...,V + Wh),

/ logn / logn

1+log 2 1+log2
where V' is an almost surely finite random variable, and Wy, ..., Wy 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
|uy,’| —logn |uy,”| —logm
( Viogn 77 /logn

(See Devroye [Dev88] and Dobrow [Dob96] for convergence of the marginals, and [MBI19] 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 (ﬁlogn > logn). 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 [CDJHOI]
and Chauvin, Klein, Marckert and Rouault [CKMRO5| for the binary search tree, Schopp [SchiQ] 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 [KMST17]. 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 H,,
of the tree 7, itself, i.e. the maximal height of a node:

>:>(W1,...,Wk).

Proposition 1.5 (Lower bound on the height). Let H,, denote the height of 1,,. Almost surely as n — 400,
1+e

nZ o

1+ log2

Note that this lower bound is strictly larger than Tzogz logn, the order of the height of a typical node as

given in Theorem 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, H,/logn — e almost surely as n 1 o0. Because (1 +¢)/(1 +log2) < 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.

-logn + o(log n).

The rest of the paper is organised as follows: in Section [2] we prove Proposition [I.I] 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 in Section [3] convergence of the height
profile (Theorem and the lower bound on the height of the tree in SectionFinally, 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 Vetenskapsradet, grant 2023-05002, and by
Ruth och Nils Erik Stenbdcks stiftelse. CM would like to thank Jason Schweinsberg for preliminary discussions
on the asymptotic behaviour of B, as n 1 0. 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 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 [I[.I} We start
with the following lemma;:

1

Lemma 2.1. Almost surely, 3.~ 5-

= Q0.

Proof. This follows from Lévy’s extension of the Borel-Cantelli lemma (see, e.g. [Wil91l 12.15]). Let F,

denote the o-algebra generated by 7g,...,7, and let D,, be the event that v, = @, i.e. at time n we pick the
root of the tree. By definition of the model, for all n > 0,
1 1
P(D,|Fn) = — = ———.
(DnlFn) |Tn]  Bn+1
On the event that Zn>0 5, < %, we have that, almost surely,
1
(D) Fn) — < ®
Z | B +1 Z B, ’

n=0 n=0
which implies that, almost surely, there exists ng such that, for all n > ng, D,, does not occur. Then
1 1
YEDE) Y - L o
n=0 nz=ngo Bn +1 nzng Bno Tn= 1o

This contradiction means that P(}] < o) = 0, as required. O

logn DI S m, in probability as n — o (see )

n=0 B

Remark 2.2. In fact, we will prove later that
and in fact almost surely (see Remark|4.5) -)

Proof of Proposition[1.1,. We start with (1.I)); as we explain below, the remaining claims are simple con-
sequences of the convergence in (1.1). We proceed by induction on k£ > 1. First note that, if we let
Fn =0(By,...,B,), then

E[Bn-H |]:n] =

(2B, +2) +

B
® _ . (B,+1)=B, +2.
B+ 1 B, 11 Brtl=But
Indeed, with probability 1/(B,, + 1) a doubling occurs, in which case B,,+1 = 2B, + 2, while with probability
1/(Bn + 1), we just add one non-root node, i.e. By, = Bn + 1. Thus E[B,,11] = E[B,] + 2, which implies
E[B,] = 2n for all n > 0. This concludes the proof of (1.1f) in the base case k = 1.



For the induction step, we assume that (1.1]) holds for all £ < k. Now note that, for all n > 0,

E[BF 1= (2B, +2)F + — . (B, + 1)} = (B,, + 2")(B,, + 1)1
[7L+1|‘F] Bn+1( 7+) Bn+1( +) ( + )( +)
k—1
-1
—(Bn+2k)2(k€) BkJFZ[(z 1) ’f(kg )]Bﬁ+2k,
=0 o

which implies

This implies that, for all n > 0,

E[B¥] _1+Z [<€1> '(k;1>}i§)E[Bf]+(n+1)2k

By the induction hypothesis, for all £ < k, E[B%] = (my + o(1))n’ as n 1 co. Thus, for all £ < k, we can
write E[BY] = (my + (i, £))i* where £(i,£) — 0 as i — o0, and obtain

n n H1(1 4+ 0(1)) 1,0 me + o(1)
Y E[Bf] = )i o LT OR)) et L NY (Ve ) — o4
2 [ P2 (myg +e(i, £)) = my 1 +n ni:go(n) (i, l) R

since £ 377" (%) e(#,£) — 0. In total, we thus get that

E[B}] = <(k — +k2k)mk71 + 0(1))71’“.

Using the expression my_ = 2] ') (1 -1+ 27), we get

12
E[B*] ~ 2n* 1— 2
[ nE( z+ >

as claimed, which concludes the proof of (1.1)).
Tightness follows from the fact that E[B,,/n] — 2: indeed, by Markov’s inequality, for any K > 0,

E|B,
supIP’(Bn/n > ) < w
n=0 K

Because E[B,,/n] — 2, we have that sup,,-,E[B,/n] < 00, and thus, for all € > 0, there exists K = K(e)
such that sup,,>oP(B,/n > K) < ¢, as desired.
Now let (w(n))n=0 be a sequence such that n = o(w(n)) as n 1 oo; for all € > 0,

() ( - 52) o

as n T 0, as claimed. Finally, fix n > 0 and choose an integer k such that kn > 1. For all € > 0, by Markov’s
inequality,
Bn E[(Bn/n)*]
]P<n1+n ~ 5) ST Rk

which is summable because (E[(B,,/n)*])n>0 is convergent and thus bounded. By the first Borel-Cantelli
lemma, this implies that B, /n'*" converges almost surely to 0, as claimed. g
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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
n

k(n) := 2 1, ,-o. (2.1)
i=1
The following results will be useful in the proof of Theorem [1.4

Proposition 2.3. Asn 1 o,

r(n) — 1f1gon2
(B
(1+log 2)3/2

Remark 2.4. Using the continuous-time embedding in Section (see Remark one can also show that
k(n) 1

- )

logn 1+ log2

almost surely as n — oo.

We define the sequence (s,,),>0 of doubling times as follows: sy = 0 and, for all n > 0,
Sp+1 = min{k > s,: vp_1 = T}.

To prove Proposition we start by looking at the sequence (s, Bs, )n>0. To simplify notation, we set
C, = B, and we set Asp+1 = Spt+1 — Sy, for all n = 0. Note that, by definition, for all n > 0, for all
x€{0,1,2,...},

Cn Cp,+1 Cpn+zxz—1 Cn
S Ch+1 Ch+2 C,+z C,+ax

P(Aspt1 > x|$pn, Cp)

Equivalently,
x
(Asni1 < zlsn, Cn) = 57—
Thus, if (Uy,)n>1 is a sequence of i.i.d. uniform random variables on [0, 1], then for all n > 0,
d Un 1Cn
Aspyr = [1_-;]”“]7 (2.2)

where < means equality in distribution. Furthermore, because, at time s,,+; — 1, the number of non-root
nodes in the tree is C, + As, 11 — 1, we have

U’I’L n
Crit = 2(Cp + Aspi1 — 1) +2=2(Cp + Aspyy) 2<Cn + [1;}0]) (2.3)
— Un+1

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 s, and C,, with distributional copies satisfying these equalities.

Lemma 2.5. In distribution as n 1 o0,
(log Cp — (1 +1og2)n logs, — (1 +log2)n
Vn ’ Vn
where N ~ N(0,1) is a standard normal random variable.

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

) — (N, N),

2
Cn+1 > 2(Cn + Un-‘rlcn ) o Cn

]-_Un+1 _1_Un+1.

By induction, we thus get

c, =210, ﬁ T —1U- =2" ﬁ 1 (2.4)

=2 =2



because, by definition, s; = 1 and Cy = Bs, = 2. On the other hand, (2.3]) also implies that, for all n

Un+lcn CTL
1 <2(Cp + ——+ 1) =2 —+1 ).
Cl+1 <C +1_Uvn+1jL ) <1_ nJrl+ )

By induction, we thus get

n+1 n n+1
n—1 n+2—k n n+2—k
C, <2 CH Z+22 1_[ 2]_[1 Uz+22 H1—
a1 k=3 i 1 i=2
n+1 n n—1 n 1 n
n n+2—k k n
<<2 +Z2 ) . Uz (1+Z(1/2)>_ G 2< 21/2 )n
k=3 =2 k=1 =2 k=1 1=2
5 1-U
In total, we have thus proved that
on ﬁ 1 C. < 27L+1 ﬁ 1
1‘:21_ " i= 1-U;’
which implies that, as n 1 co,
S 1
log C,, = nlog2+ 1 ( ) + o).
og Cy, = nlog ;2 ¢ (1= (1)
Next, by (2.2)), for all n > 0,
> + Un+ICn
Sn = Sn T 1
i 1- Un+1
which implies, by induction,
N UpCro1 _ UnCrq -1
s 51+I§21_Uk 1-U, 1_[1—
where we have used (2.4]). On the other hand, using again we get that, for all n > 0,
UnJrICn
n < n ot 1a
St ° 1-— Un+1

which implies, using induction and (2.5)), that

sn\n+ZUka1 +2

Now, because U; € (0, 1) almost surely for all i > 1, we get

n+2"(ﬁ >n22 (1/2)* n+2"<ﬁ 11Ui> 2(1/2)’“ =n+2"+1ﬁ 1jUi.

i=2
In total, we have thus proved that for all n > 1,

—
3
_|_
]
3
A
—

which implies that

S 1
log s, = nlog2 + Zlog (1

=2

>0

(2.5)

(2.6)

(2.7)
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Applying the central limit theorem applied to the sequence of i.i.d. random variables (log(1/(1 — U;))i>1,
which have expectation and variance both equal to 1, the result follows from (2.6)) and (2.7). O

Proof of Proposition[2.3 The argument is inspired by standard arguments in renewal theory, with s;, playing
the role of the time of the k’th renewal and x(n) the number of renewals up to time n. By definition, for
any k € N, we have that x(n) > k if and only if s; < n. Now, for any x € R,

K(n) — ¥EEs
P(m > —ff> =P(k(n) = kn(z)) = P(sg, () <)
(1+log 2)3/2

where
o logn z+/logn
kn(m) = [1+log2 - (1+10g2)3/2-|-
But

P(sk, () < 1) = P(k’g (o) = (1 ¥ log2)kn(@) _logn — (1 + 1°g2>’“"<””))
kn () kin ()
and as n — o0 we have k, (x) — o and
logn — (1 +log2)k, (z)
Vkn ()
Thus by Lemma with ® the cumulative density function of the standard normal distribution,
P(sp, () <n) = @(z) =1 - ®(—x),

as required. 0

— T.

3. THE DEGREE DISTRIBUTION: PROOF OF THEOREM [L.3|

The proof of Theorem [I.3]is based on stochastic approximation, specifically the following result, attributed
to Robbins and Siegmund [RS7I]:

Theorem 3.1 (e.g. [Duf97, Theorem 1.3.12]). Suppose that (V(n))n=0, (@n)nz0, (Brn)nz0, and (yn)n=0 are
four non-negative sequences adapted to a filtration (Fp)n=0 and satisfying, for all n = 0,

E[V(n+ DFn] < (14 an)V(n) = Bn + -
Then, on the event that 3, o, < 0 and 3, - Yn < ©, we have that, almost surely, (V(n))n=o0 converges

to a finite random variable, and 3, - Bn < .

Proof of Theorem[I.3 Recall that U;(n) denotes the number of nodes in 7, that have exactly ¢ children. We
fix m > 1 and let, for all 0 <i < m,

Xi(n) = Ui(n) %f(.)éiém—l
Yj=mUi(n) ifi=m,
and set X, (n)
N i(n
X; = .
=5
By definition, for all 0 < i < m — 1, )A(l(n) is the proportion of nodes having 4 children in 7,. Let us set
AX;n+1)=X;(n+1) — X;(n) and ABp+1 = Bpy1 — By. Forall 0 <i < m, for all n > 0,
. X; AXi(n+1) B,+1 AXin+1
Ri(n+1) = (n) + (n+ )=Xi(n)- + (n+1)
By +1 Bpi1+1

Bhi1+1
(AX;(n+1) — AB,y1Xi(n)).

A 1
= Xi(n) + ———
( ) Bn+1 +1
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Note that, by definition of the model, with probability 1/(B,, + 1), we pick the root and double the number of
nodes with ¢ children (for all ¢ > 1) and add one node with two children, whilst, with probability B,,/(B,+1),
we pick a non-root node uniformly at random and increase its number of children by one (in this case, with
probability X; (n), the number of nodes with 4 children decreases by one, and with probability Xi,l(n), it
increases by one). Hence, for all 1 <i<m — 1,

] = Bn1+ o (Xi(n) + 1;=2) + % (X1 (n) — Xi(n)
12 + X;(n) — Xi_1(n)
B, +1

E[AXl(TL + 1)|]:n

= Xi_l(n) +

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

1 B, . . 1—Xy(n)
E[AXo(n+1)|F,] = BTl - Xo(n) + Bl (1-Xo(n)) =1- Bl
Because Y\ X;(n) = 1, we can write
ULES 1— Xo(’n)
E|AX 1 = X; - —
(A%t DI = 33 Kt~ 52
Finally,
1 Bn & & & Xm—l(n)
E|AX 1 = X X =X X —
[ m(n + )|]:n] B, +1 m(n) + B, +1 m—1(n) m(n) + Xm_1(n) B, +1

Note that, also,

E[AB41|F,] =
Introduce, for all 0 < i < m,
AM;(n+1) = AX;(n +1) — AB,y1 X;(n) — E[AX;(n + 1) — AByy 41 X; ()| Fn .,
and set, for all x = (2, ...,7;,) € R+

ZZIJ),‘—.’L‘Q ifi:O,

Tn—1 — Tm if ¢ =m.
Also let
. —(1 = Xo(n)) if i =0,
51(7’L+1) = B +1 1i:2+Xi(n)—Xi,1(n) ifl<i<m-—1, (3.1)
" —X_1(n) if i = m.
Using the above, we can write
. . 1 A
Bpi1+1

We write (3.2)) as an identity on vectors:

1

(F(X(n)) + AM(n+1) +e(n+1)). (3.3)
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Now, because B, is not F,,-measurable, we re-write this as

N N 1 N
X(n+1)=X(n)+ B 1(F(X(n)) +AM(n+1) +e(n+1))
Bn+1 - Bn
— Y(n+1),
(Bo+ ) (B 1) Y
where we have set
Y(n+1)=F(X(n)+AM(n +1) +e(n +1). (3.4)
In total, this gives
N N 1 A
X(n+1)=X(n)+ o1 (F(X(n)) + AM(n+1) +n(n + 1)), (3.5)
where
AB,
nn+1)=e(n+1)— ﬁ Y (n+1). (3.6)

This recursion is of the form of a stochastic approximation. However, the step sizes (1/(B, + 1)),>0 are
random, and we have a random error term (n(n + 1)),>0. 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 v; = 2771
for all 0 <i < m — 1 and v, = 27™. One can check that F(v) = 0; in fact, for all z € R¢, F(x) = Az, with

-1 1 ) |
1 -2 0 ... ... O
0 1

A=
: .1 =2 0
o ... ... 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 >, v; = 1. We thus have (write | - | for the L?
norm on Z™*1), for all n > 0,

[X(n+1) = vf* = [ X(n) — vl + Bn2+ (X () = v, AX(n) + AM(n+ 1) +(n +1))
A+ AN D e+ D @

We use the triangle inequality and the fact that (z + y)? < 222 + 2y? for all 2,y € R, to get
|AX (n) + AM(n+ 1) + n(n + 1)|* < 2 AX (n)[* + 2| AM (n + 1) + n(n + 1)|
< 2JA(X (n) = 0)* + 4| AM (n + 1)] + 4|n(n + 1)
< 2[AIP|X (n) = o] + 4| AM(n + | +4np(n + D, G

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

sup [AM(n+1)| <C and sup|n(n+ 1) <C. (3.9)

n=0 n=0

Indeed, first recall that
AM(n+1)=AX(n+1) — AB, 1 X(n) — E[AX (n+ 1) — AB, 1 X (n)|Fn].
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On the event that the tree doubles at time n + 1, we have (with e3 = (0,0,1,0, ...,0)% to be consistent
with X (n) = (Xo(n),..., Xm(n))t, we let eg = (1,0,0,...,0)%, e; = (0,1,0,...,0)", etc)
AX(n+1)—AB, 1 X(n) = X(n) + 2e5 — (B, + 2)X(n)

= X(n) — (Bn + 1)X(n) + 2e5 — X(n) = 2e5 — X (n),

which implies [AX (n+1)—AB,, 41X (n)| < 3 (because | X (n)]? < 37", X;(n) = 1, as X (n) has non-negative
coefficients that sum to 1). On the event that the tree does not double at time n + 1,

|AX(n+1) = ABy1 X (n)] = [AX(n+ 1) = X(n)| < [AX (n +1)] + 1,

and |AX(n + 1)| 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

|AX(n+1)— ABn41 X(n)| < K + 3,

for all n > 0, which implies that sup,,q |[AM(n+1)| < 2(K +3). We now prove that sup,,~q [n(n+1)| <
(see (3.6]) for the definition of n(n+1)). First note that, by definition (see (3.1)) for the definition of e(n +1)),

4
— <
Bn+1+1

Thus, by the triangle inequality (see (3.4) for the definition of Y'(n + 1)),
[Y (n+ 1) < JAX ()] + [AM (n + 1)) + e(n+ 1) < [JAJ + (K +3) + 4,
implying that sup,,>q [Y'(n + 1)|| < [|A[| + K + 7. Thus, for all n > 0,

le(n+ 1) <

ABp 41
In(n+ 1) < fe(n+1)] + 7“1 Y+l <lee+ DI+ Y+ D] <Al + K+ 11, 310

Bn+1 +

which concludes the proof of (3.9) (we choose C' = || A|| + K + 11). We now let V(n) = | X (n) — v|? for all
n = 0; with this notation, and using the triangle inequality, we get from (3.7) and (3.8) that

B[V (n + DIF2] < V() + X ) = 0, AX(0) + 5 (X() = 0.l + DIFD
1
+ e (IAIV ) +20), -

where we have chosen C' larger than sup,,»o AM(n + 1) and sup,,~o n(n + 1). Now, by the Cauchy—-Schwarz
and Jensen inequalities,

(X (n) —v,E[n(n + 1)|Fa]) < | X (n) = o|E[In(n + DIIFa] < 2E[ln(n + 1)]|Fa], (3.12)
because |X(n) —v| < |[X(n)| + |v| < 2. Now, by (3.10), and the fact that e(n + 1) < 4 < C and

[Y(n+1)| < C for all n > 0, we have

ABn+1
Bn+1 + 1

E[Jn(n + 1)[|F.] < CIE[l N

1 B, +2 B, 1
F”] C(Bn+1'23n+3+3n+1'3n+2>’

by definition of the model. Thus,

Elln(n + 1)1 4]

Thus, by (3.12) and (3.11)), for all n > 0,
Al
(Bn +1)?

__cC B, +2 B, __2C
~B,+1\2B,+3 B,+2) B,+1

E[V (n+1)|F] < (1 + >V(n) + #(X(n) —v,AX(n)) + ( e

B, +1)%
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We want to apply Theorem with a,, = (]J!L’:‘_iq)z, Bn = —ﬁ(){'(n) —v,AX(n)), and ~, = %7
so we need to check the conditions on these sequences. Because, by definition, B,, > n for all n > 0,
we have that, almost surely, >, _oan, < © and >, v, < . To check that 8, > 0 first note that
(X(n) —v,AX(n)) = (X(n) — v, A(X(n) —v)). While the eigenvalues of A are all non-positive, A is not
Hermitian and hence not negative semidefinite; however, one may check explicitly that (x, Az) < 0 for all
z = (z;)", that satisfy >,;" j2; = 0. Indeed, for such z,

m—1

(x, Ax) = ¢ ( —zo + ix) + O (@it — 223) + T (Tm-1 — Tm)

i=1

—2<Z ) szx“—zxx—x < if Zi i T

=1 1=179=1,5%#¢

-2 Z CCZQ — 22 Jii(*l’o - .Ti) = 2580 Z €T; = *2$3 < 0.
i=1 i=1 i=1

Applying this observation to = = X (n) — v gives B, = 0. Therefore, by Theorem almost surely,
W = lim,1o, V() exists and is finite, and »; _, B8, < . On the event that W # 0, there exists ¢ > 0
such that, for all n large enough, V(n) > . Now note that, on the set {z € [0,1]™": ¥ 2; = 1} to
which X (n) belongs for all n > 0, z — {(z — v, A(z — v)) is continuous, non negative, and its unique zero
is v. Thus, on {z € [0,1]™*1: 37" 0%i = 1} n {]z — v| = €}, the maximum of z — {zx — v, A(x — v)) is
negative; we let —c denote this maximum. We thus get that, for all n large enough, 3, = 2¢/ (B +1). By
Lemma this implies that »; _, 8, = o0, which is an event of probability zero. Thus, W = 0 almost
surely, i.e. limptoo X(n) = v almost surely as n 1 o0. In other words, for all 0 < i <m — 1,

Ui(n) _ Xi(n) 1

B,+1 B,+1 21
Because m can be chosen arbitrarily large, this concludes the proof. O

Remark 3.2. Because of the step-sizes in being random, we were unable to prove a central limit
theorem for X (n). We leave this as an open problem.

4. THE DISTRIBUTION OF HEIGHTS

We now turn to the height profile, Theorem [ as well as the lower bound on the height of the tree,
Proposition u We will give full details for the case k = 1 of Theorem (the height of a typical node) in
Section [4.1] In Section [£.2] we describe the necessary modifications for the case k = 2, and give an outline of
the case k > 3. Proposmon is proved in Section

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

Proposition 4.1. For alln = 0, let u,, be a uniformly random node in 7,. There is an a.s. finite random

variable A such that, as n 1 oo,

2logn

T+log 2

082 AL

|wn| —

logn
1+log2

For the proof of Proposition we define a process (7y,, @y, )n>0 such that, for alln = 0, (75, u,) 4 (T, Un)-
The process (7p,Un)n>0 Will have the properties: (i) at non-doubling times, the height of @, is either
unchanged or increases by 1, and (ii) at doubling-times, the height of @,, 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 @, due to
doublings by using Proposition |2.3
Let us now define the process (7, Un)n>0. We let 7o = {@} and 4y = &. Then, for all n > 0, given

(T, Uy), we sample

e K(n + 1) a Bernoulli-distributed random variable of parameter 1/(2|7,| + 1), and

e L(n+ 1), a Bernoulli-distributed random variable of parameter 1/(|7,| + 1).
Then (741, Un+1) is constructed as follows:

(1) We let 7, be a node taken uniformly at random among the nodes of 7,,;
(2) If 7, = @, then we define
Tnt1 = {9} v {lw: we 7} U {2w: we T,}.
Furthermore,

e if K(n+1) =1, then we set t,41 = &, and

o if K(n+ 1) =0, then we set t,11 = 14y, or Uyp4+1 = 24, with probability 1/2 each.
(3) If 0, # &, then
o if L(n+1) =1, then we set 7,41 = T U{lni} and U, 11 = Upi, where i = min{j > 1: @,j ¢ T };
o if L(n+1) =0, then we set 7,41 = T, U {Dpi}, where i = min{j > 1: 0,,j ¢ 7.}, and Gy 11 = Up.

Lemma 4.2. For alln =0, (7, Uy) 4 (T Un)-
Proof. By induction. O

Proof of Proposition[{.1 Throughout the proof, we identify (7,,,u,) with the distributional copy (7, x)
and omit the tilde from the notation. Then, for each n > 0 there are three cases:

e either |upi1| = |un| (if v, # @ and L(n + 1) = 0),

o or |upt1| = |un| +1 (if v, =2 and K(n+1) =0,orif v, # @ and L(n + 1) = 1),

o or |upt1| =0 (if v, = @ and K(n+ 1) = 1).
Let us write R(n) = max{k < n: v, = @ and K(k + 1) = 1} for the last time before n when v, = @ and
K(k+1) =1 (we set R(n) =0 if there are no such times). Then by the above,

n n
|u7b| = Z 1’/1'71:@ + Z 1V1:717£@L(i)
i=R(n)+1 i=R(n)+1
= D> L—e+ Y, LE)- > 1, 5L
i=R(n)+1 i=R(n)+1 i=R(n)+1
Let F,, = 0(70,71,...,7Tn). Then, since |7%| = k + 1 almost surely, for each k = 0

1 1
< .
|75 (2] 7] +1)] (k+1)(2k + 3)
It follows, by the Borel-Cantelli lemma, that there is an a.s. finite random variable R such that R(n) —» R
almost surely as n 1 c0. Similarly,

P(v, = &, K(k+1) =1) = E[P(ry = 2, K(k + 1) = 1| Fi)] = IE[

1 ]< 1
7l (el + D1 (R + 1) (k +2)

P(Ly=oL(k +1) = 1| Fi) = E[P(Ly—o L(k+1) = 1| F)] = E|

and thus, by the Borel-Cantelli lemma,

n n

D L —eL(i) < ). 1, —pL(i) = O(1),

i=R(n)+1 i=1
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almost surely as n 1 c0. Thus, almost surely as n 1 o0,

un| = Y 1y —o + Y L(i) + O(1). (4.1)
i=1 i=1

We write (4.1]) in the following form:

n

|un| = 2; ]'Vi—l:Q - Z <1Vz‘1=@ - Bz—l“) + Z (L(l) - w) + O(].) (4.2)

i=1 i=1
To do this, we have used the fact that

< 1 1 < 1 1
- = <) = =0(1). (4.3)
i:Z:l <le +1 B;_1 + 2> ZZZ; (Bifl + 1)(31;1 + 2) 1:21 72
The first summand in (4.2) is taken care of by Proposition asn 1 o,
S i—o — T
Go(n) == = \;@ Itlog? . Gy ~ N(0,1). (4.4)
(1+log2)3/2
We claim that, as n T o0,
et (Liisi—e — 5751
Gi(n) := ! ( 11 B”fﬁl) =G ~N(0,1) (4.5)
1+lgog2

and

W(n) := Lima (O ~ 5253) — W~ N(0,1), (4.6)

/ logn
1+lg(;)g2
where W is independent of (Gg, G1). Taken together, (4.4]), (4.5) and (4.6)) give the claim, with A = G+ W,
where

_ 2Gy
~ 1+log?2
is 1ndependent of W. We now proceed with the proofs of (4.5)) and ( .
For , recalling that ]E[ vi1=o|Fie 1] m ﬁ’ we can write

n
2 Vi—1=

i=1

— Gy, (4.7)

V1 1= g|~7:’b 1 +Z Vi1= [ l/i71=z|~7:i71])
=1 (4.8)

)

11+1 My,

- 2l
SR

where M,, := ", (lyi_lzg7E[1yi_1:g|fi_1]) defines a martingale. We need to prove that M,/ 15?5);2 =

N(0,1). The quadratic variation of (M, ),>0 is given by

n

n
(Myy =Y E[(Ly, -0 —E[L, ,—o|Fi-1])’|Fica] = Z L, —olFic1](1 - E[ls,_,—o|Fi1])

i=1

Z 11+1<_B11+1> ZB21+1 o),

1=1

where we used that B, > n almost surely for all n > 0. Furthermore, by Lemma [2.1} (M), — +00 almost
surely as n 1 oo. Thus, by the martingale law of large numbers [W1191, 12.14], M,, = o(<M On) almost surely

(4.9)
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as n 1 00. Using again the fact that B,, = n, we get that (M), = O(logn) almost surely as n 1 oo and hence
M, = o(logn) almost surely as n 1 co. Now note that, by Proposition

n

log n 3 e
i; 1, o~ TlogQ’ in probability.

Thus, by (4.8),

Z — Z 1y, -0 — M, = Z 1,, ,—z + o(logn) almost surely,
i1 B4 i=1 i=1 (4.10)
logn
Ty log 2
By (4.9), this implies that (M),, ~ logn/(1 + log2) in probability. Thus, by the martingale central limit
theorem [Durl9, Thm 8.2.8],

in probability.

M,

logn
1+log2

= N(0,1), (4.11)

as required.
For (4.6)), we first reason conditionally on v = (v4)g=0 and thus on (By)r=0: conditionally on v, (L(%))i=o
is a sequence of independent Bernoulli random variables of respective parameters 1/(B;—1+2), i > 0. By (4.3

and (L10),

2 1 = 1 logn
— =) —+0(1)= ———+0(1 i bability.
;Bi_1+2 ;Bi_1+1+ (1) = 75 7oga +OW), i probability

Thus, by the Lindeberg central theorem [Gutl3] Theorem 7.2.1] (whose conditions are easily checked since
the L(i) are bounded), we get that, conditionally on v,

S
W(n) = Ziz M Ba®? o, (4.12)

logn
1+log2

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

Elp(W(n)) | v] — E[p(W)].
Because the limit does not depend on v, by dominated convergence, we can take expectations on both sides

of the limit, which gives (4.6).
It only remains to show that W is independent of (Gg, G1). First, for all continuous and bounded functions

0, : R—>R,
E[p(W (n))¥(Go(n))] = E[E[p(W (1)1 (Go(n)) | v]] = E[¢(Go(n))E[p(W (n)) | v]]
= E[¢(Go(n)E[p(W)]] + E[¢(Go(n) (E[p(W (n)) | v] — E[p(W)])]. (4.13)
On the one hand, by linearity (because E[¢(W)] is a constant), and by (4.4)),
E[¢(Go(n)E[p(W)]] = E[p(W)]E[¢(Go(n))] — E[p(W)]E[¢(Go)]-
On the other hand,
[E[(Go(n) (Elp(W (n)) | v] = E[p(W)])]| < E[(Go(n))[E[p(W (n)) | v] = E[p(W)][]] — 0,
by dominated convergence, because ¥ and ¢ are bounded, and by . Thus, implies

E[p(W (1))(Go(n))] — Elp(W)IE[4(Go)]-
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Similarly, one can show that, for all continuous and bounded functions ¢ : R — R and 9 : R2 — R,

E[o(W (n))¥(Go(n), G1(n))] — E[p(W)]E[4(Go, G1)]-
This implies that , , and (4.6) hold jointly with W independent of (G, G1), as desired. |

Remark: Note that we cannot say much about the distribution of A = G + W since the two Gaussians
Go and G (see (4.7)) might be correlated.

4.2. The height profile: proof of Theorem We now turn to the case k = 2 of Theorem [T.4] and we
write (4, vp) for the two uniformly random vertices in 7, rather than (u”, u(?). We follow a strategy similar
to that of Section defining a sequence (7, @n, Un )n>0 such that for each n > 0, the triple (7, @y, Up) is
a distributional copy of (7, tn, vp ).

First, let 7o = {@} and tg = 09 = @. Then, for all n > 0, given (7, Un, 0, ), we first sample K;(n+1) and
K5(n+1), two independent Bernoulli-distributed random variables of parameter 1/(2|7,|+1), and Ly (n+1)
and Lo(n + 1), two independent Bernoulli-distributed random variables of parameter 1/(|7,,| + 1). Finally,
we sample (@, )n>1 and (B,)n>1, two independent sequences of random variables, uniformly distributed on
{1,2}.

(1) We let 7, be a node taken uniformly at random among the nodes of 7,,;
(2) If 7, = @, then we define

Tntl = {@} U {lw wefn} U {2111 w€7:n}-

Furthermore,
o if Ki(n+1) =1, then we set @,4+; = &, and
o if Ki(n+1) =0, then we set t,11 = Qpy1lnp.
o if Ko(n+1) =1, then we set 0,41 = &, and
o if Ko(n+1) =0, then we set 05,41 = Bpnt10n.
(3) If o, # @, then

if Ly(n 4+ 1) = La(n + 1) = 1, then we set Tp,11 = Tn U {Uni} and @p41 = Upy1 = Uni, where
t=min{j = 1: 4,j ¢ Tn};
o if L1(n+1) =1 and Ly(n + 1) = 0, then we set 7,41 = Tn U {Uy,i} and @,11 = Upi, where
t=min{j > 1: 4,j ¢ T,}; we also set U1 = Up.
e if Ly(n+ 1) = 0 and La(n + 1) = 1, then we set 741 = T, U {0ni} and 041 = Upi, where
i=min{j = 1: 0, ¢ T,}; we also set Uy11 = Uy,
o if Li(n+ 1) = La(n+ 1) = 0, then we set 741 = Ty, U {Pni}, where ¢ = min{j > 1: 0,5 ¢ 7,,},
ﬂn+1 = ﬂn, and f/n-',-l = 17”

Note that, with this definition, (7, Uy )n>0 is the same process as in Section Recall that, in that
process, we see some “resets” at the root at doubling-times when also K1 (n+1) = 1, while otherwise 1,11 is
either @, or a child of @,. The evolution of ¥, is a bit more complex as it can reset at the root (a doubling-
times when Ka(n+ 1) = 1), it can “jump” to Gy,41 (at non-doubling times when Ly (n+1) = La(n+1) = 1),
and otherwise, 0,41 is either v,, or a child of v,.

Lemma 4.3. For alln > 0, (7, Un, On) 4 (Trs Up, Upy)-
Proof. By induction. O

Proof of Theorem[I.]] for k = 2. Again, we identify (7, un,v,) with its distributional copy (7, s, 0,) and
drop the tilde from the notation. We let Ry(n) (resp. Ra(n)) be the last time before (or at) time n when
vi—1 =@ and Li(i) = 1 (resp. Lo(i) = 1). With this definition, we have

lunl = >, Lu—et+ Y, Ly_zeli(i) = D 1y _—o+ ), Lu_2eLi(i) + O(1), (4.14)
i:Rl(n)+1 i:Rl(n)Jrl =1 =1
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as in Section[d.1] Now, we let S(n) be the last time before (or at) time n when v;_y # @ and Ly (i) = L (i) =
1. This is the last time before time n when v,, jumped to join u,, at a non-doubling time. If S(n) < Ra(n),
then v,, has reset to @ since last jumping to join u,, so

|Un| = Z 11/1'71:@ + Z LQ(Z)
i=Ra(n)+1 i=Ra(n)+1

If Ro(n) < S(n) (note that they cannot be equal, by definition), then

"Un| - |uS ‘ + Z 1, -2+ 2 11/171?5@[’2(2.)'
i=S(n)+1 i=S(n)+1

To summarise, if we let S3(n) = Ra(n) v S(n), then

[vn| = |us(n)| 1Ry (n)<s(n) + Z 1, -2+ Z 1, 2oLa(i). (4.15)
i=S2(n)+1 i=S3(n)+1
Note that
Plvi s + @ and L1(6) = Lo(i) = 1| Fiq) = =21 ( ! )2 < ( ! )2 <2
B,_1+1 Bi_1+2 Bi_1+2 12

and thus P(v;_ # @ and L;(i) = Ly(i) = 1) < %. By the Borel-Cantelli lemma, almost surely as n 1 o0,
S(n) — S, where S is an almost surely finite random variable. Similarly, as proved in Section[d.1} Ro(n) — Rs
almost surely as n 1 o0, where Ry is an almost-surely finite random variable. Thus, Sa(n) — So = Ry v S
almost surely as n 1 o0, and therefore

| = Z1yl - g+21yl 2o Ls(i) + O(1). (4.16)

From this point, the rest of the argument is as in the proof of Proposition E we write ) and (4.16] - as

n

1 n . 1
|un| = Z 1”11—1:z - Z (11’1‘1@ - M) + Z <1V11¢@L1<Z) - M) + 0(1)7

izl izl X izl X (4.17)
|U7l| = 2; 1V7L71:® - 1221 (11/1'1—@ - Bi | + 1) + 1221 (11/i1¢®L2(i) - B; 1+ 1) + 0(1)7

where in each expression, the first sum is handled using Proposition and the others using the maringale
central limit theorem. Note that this gives
2logn

|un| — |vn| —
< n 1+log2 Un 1+10g2> V LW,V + Wz) (4.18)
/ logn / logn
1+log2 1+log?2
where V = m G1 as in 1) and Wy, Wy are defined as in |j using L1 and Lo, respectively. O

We now briefly comment on the modifications needed for the case k& > 3. As before, we define a
process (T, 7,0, ..., al) such that for each n = 0, (7,4, ..., 4) has the same distribution as
(Tryul, .o ul™). In this process, the triple (7,,al”, 4¢?) will be the same as the process used for k = 2
above. Each @/ can be “reset” to @ (in the case v, = @), it can “jump” to any of @{V,..., a4~ (in the case
Uy, # &), it can be replaced by a “new” child, or it can remain unchanged, these choices being determined by
suitable random variables Ky (n+1),..., Kx(n+1) and Ly (n+1),..., Ly(n+1). In writing expressions such
as , there are many cases to consider, but the analogs of and hold for each of @1, ..., a4,
and the rest of the argument is as before.

2logn
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4.3. Lower bound on the height: proof of Proposition Let v, denote the leftmost child of the
root at height x(n), where we recall that k(n) 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,
,, is a ‘copy’ of the original root of the tree 79. Let &,, denote the subtree rooted at w,,, let s(n) denote
the number of nodes in &,,, and let h(n) denote the height of &,,. Note that &,, is a distributional copy of
the random recursive tree at time s(n). Clearly, the height H,, of 7,, satisfies H,, = x(n) + h(n). Moreover,
we have the following estimate on the height of the random recursive tree, which gives h(n) ~ elogs(n):

Theorem 4.4 (see Pittel [Pit94]). Let h(n) be the height of the n-node random recursive tree. Almost surely
asn 1 o, h(n) ~ elogn.

However, rather than applying Theoremdirectly, which would require finding estimates on s(n), we use
an embedding of our process (7,,)n>0 into continuous time. We define a continuous-time process (7 (t))¢=0
of growing trees by first setting 7(0) = {@} 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 t,, be the time of the n'" ring of a clock, then (7 (t,))n>0 4 (Tn)ns=0. Also note that the times
at which the tree doubles define a Poisson point process of intensity 1; in particular, the number D(t) of
doubling events before time ¢ is distributed as a Poisson of parameter ¢t. We now let S(¢) denote the subtree
rooted at the leftmost node at height D(¢). Thus S(t) is the continuous-time version of &,,, 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 H(t) is the height of the Yule process
S(t) at time ¢, then H(t) = h(|S(t)|), where |S(t)| is the number of nodes in the Yule process at time ¢.
Thus, by Theorem [4:4] almost surely as ¢ 1 oo,

H{(t)
—— —e.
log |5(1)]
It is well-known that e *|S(¢)| converges almost surely to a standard exponential random variable (see,
e.g. [ANT2, Section II1.5]), which implies log |S(t)| ~ ¢ almost surely as ¢t 1 co. Thus, almost surely as t 1 o,

H(t) ~ et.
It follows that the height of 7 (¢) is at least D(t) + H(t) ~ (1 + e)t, almost surely as ¢ 1 .

Proof of Proposition[I.5 It only remains to translate this lower bound into discrete time. For that, we need
to understand the asymptotic behaviour of ¢, the times at which 7 (¢) grows. Let N(¢) = |T(t)| be the
number of notes in the tree 7 (t) at time ¢. At time ¢, the rate at which the next clock rings is N(t), so we
need to understand N (¢).

To do this, we will couple (N (t)):=0 to a process (Y(¢)):>0 which is the size of a standard Yule process.
Indeed, intuitively (N(t)):=0 is a Yule process with jumps at the doubling-times; the process (Y (¢))¢=0 will
be defined to “fill in” the instantaneous doubling events of N (t) 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 di,ds,... for the
doubling times of N(t), i.e. the jump times of the Poisson process (D(t))i=o. For 0 < t < dy, we set
Y(t) = N(t). Then, we let (Y (t))a,<t<d,+¢, be the size of a Yule process started at Y (d;) and stopped
at time (1, defined as the first time it reaches 2Y(d] )+1. Then, for all n > 1, given (Y'(¢))i<d, +¢,, we let
Y(t) = N(t—4£y) for all d,, + 4, <t < dpi1+4,. Also, we define (Y (t))d, 1+, <t<dn1+£n,, 8 a Yule process
started at N(d,,, ;) and stopped at time Al 1 = £y1 — £y, defined as the first time it hits 2N (d,,;)+1.
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dl dg - d1 d3 - d2

FIGURE 2. One can see how the process (N(t)):>o can be coupled with a Yule process
(Y'(t))=0 so that, for all t = 0, Y(t + £p()) = N(t), where D(t) is the number of doubling
events before time ¢. The Yule process is the concatenation of the black and grey parts
of the curve, whilst (N(¢))i=0 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, D(t) = 2 and N(¢), which is the value highlighted by large a
purple dot, equals Y (¢ + ¢2), as claimed in the proof of Proposition

By the strong Markov property, (Y (¢)):>0 is a Yule process. Furthermore, by definition, almost surely for
allt >0, Y(t + éD(t)) = N(t)

Now e 'Y (t) — £ almost surely as t — oo, where £ is exponentially distributed. It follows that log N (t) ~
t + €p) almost surely. We now show that fp) ~ tlog2 almost surely as ¢t 1 oo. First note that at
doubling times we have N(d;) = Y (d; + £;), thus e”(4*+4) N (d;) — ¢ almost surely as i — o0. But also
N(dl) = 2N(d;) +1=2Y(d; + &;1) + 1, so that

e[t N (d;) = 2= (ditlimid D) Y (g 4 0;_) + e~ (di+l) ¢ a.s. as i — 0.

Since also e~ (+4-1)Y (d; 4+ £;_1) — &, it follows that Al; — log2 almost surely. Since D(t) ~ t as t — o0,

D(t)
lpwy = Z Al; ~ tlog?2, almost surely,
i=1
as claimed. We thus have that
log N(t) ~ (1 + log2)t, almost surely as t 1 oo. (4.19)

We claim that

. n 1
lim inf > , almost surely as n 1 co. (4.20)
n—o logn =~ 1+ log2
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For this, we first note that ¢,, — oo almost surely as n — o0; indeed, conditionally on all the B;, we have
that ¢,, is a sum of independent exponential random variables of rates By + 1,B; + 1,...,B,_1 + 1, thus
the conditional mean of ¢, diverges almost surely by Lemma while the conditional variance is bounded

since B, + 1 = n for all n = 0. Then, using (4.19) we have
logn < log(By, + 1) =log N(t,) ~ (1 + log2)t,, almost surely as n — oo.

From (4.20) and the fact that the height of the continuous-time tree 7 (¢) is asymptotically at least
(1 + e+ o(1))t (where the o(1)-term goes to 0 almost surely as ¢ 1 ), we thus get that, almost surely as
n 1o,

1+e+o(1)
H,> 1+ Mt, = ——< - logn,
(I1+e+o0(1)) 1+ log2 ogn
as claimed. ]
Remark 4.5. Using Proposition (d) in fact 10gn 1+110g2 almost surely as n — . Since k(n) from

satisfies k(n) = D(t,) ~ t, almost surely, it follows that ~n) 1 gimost surely.

logn 1+log 2
Moreover, conditionally on (B;);>0, the expression t, — Z;:Ol ﬁ 18 a sum of independent random
variables with mean zero and summable variances. Hence, it is a martingale bounded in L* which therefore
converges almost surely. Using that t, ~ logn/(1 +log2) almost surely as n — o, it follows that can

be improved to an almost sure equivalence: explicitly,

= logn

S Bi+1 1+log2’

almost surely as n — 0.

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 (7,°)n>0 recursively as
follows: 7° = {@} and, for all n > 0, glven =, we pick a node v, uniformly at random in 7,°, let ¢,, be the
set of (non-strict) descendants of v, in 7°, and set

T = (Ta\tn) U {I/n} U {rplw: vaw e 7,0} U {vn2w: vyw € 7,0}

In other words, at every time step, we pick a node uniformly at random in 7.2°, remove its subtree (the node
and all its descendants) from 7° and replace it by two copies of itself as the two subtrees of a new node.
Note that, by definition, for all n > 0, 7,° is binary, i.e. all its words are made on the alphabet {1,2}. We
only make the following simple observation about this model:

—1
ne )

Proposition 5.1. For all n > 1 we have E[|7°[] = 252 log,(

Proof. For all n > 0 and u € 7°, we let s,(u) be the number of (strict) descendants of nodes u in 7°
Also recall that |u| is the height of node w (i.e. the number of strict ancestors of u). Note that, if at step
n + 1, we select node u € 7,°, then |7,° ;| = |7,°| + 2 + s,(u). Indeed, the tree rooted at u (which contains
1+ sp(u) nodes) is replaced by a node to which are attached two copies of v and its subtree (which contains
1+ 2(1 + sp(u)) nodes in total). Thus, for all n > 0,

1
Ellral | 7 ]:|T$|+|— > (2+sn(u)):|7,2°|+2+|7— > 21—|70°|+2+ pEE
nluer® nluerP v<u ” veETX

The last term is the expected height of a node chosen uniformly at random in 7,°. Since 7,° is a binary tree,
for any k > 0 the number of nodes at height at most & is at most 2**1. Thus, at least half the nodes of 7
have height at least log, |7.°| — 2 = log, n — 2. This implies that

E[|7%11] = E[l77[] + 2 + 5(logy n — 2) > E[|7;°[] + 5 logy n.



21

By induction,

1 S o n n
Eflral] = 5 2 logyj = 5 logy (7). O
j=1

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, || < 2™, where the upper-bound is attained on the
event that all doubling events happen at the root. What is the exact order of E[|T°]] as n 1 ©? Can we
find asymptotic equivalents for |1.°| itself, either in probability, or almost surely? We leave these as open

problems.
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