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Abstract. Muller’s ratchet, in its prototype version, models a haploid, asexual population whose
size N is constant over the generations. Slightly deleterious mutations are acquired along the
lineages at a constant rate, and individuals carrying less mutations have a selective advantage. In
the classical variant, an individual’s selective advantage is proportional to the difference between
the population average and the individual’s mutation load, whereas in the ratchet with tournament
selection only the signs of the differences of the individual mutation loads matter. In a parameter
regime which leads to slow clicking (i.e. to a loss of the currently fittest class at a rate ≪ 1/N)
we prove that the rescaled process of click times of the tournament ratchet converges as N → ∞
to a Poisson process. Central ingredients in the proof are a thorough analysis of the metastable
behaviour of a two-type Moran model with selection and deleterious mutation (which describes the
size of the fittest class up to its extinction time) and a lower estimate on the size of the new fittest
class at a clicktime.
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1. Introduction

Muller’s ratchet is a prototype model in population genetics; among the pioneering papers are
[Hai78, SCS93, GC00]. Originally, this model was conceived to explain the ubiquity of sexual
reproduction among eukaryotes despite its many costs [Mul64, Fel74]. In its bare-bones version,
Muller’s ratchet models a haploid asexual population whose size N is constant over generations.
Slightly deleterious mutations are acquired along the lineages of descent at a constant rate, and
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an individual’s mutational load (i.e. the number of mutations that was accumulated along the
individual’s ancestral lineage) compared to the mutational loads of its contemporaries is decisive
for the individual’s success in the selective part of the reproduction dynamics.

With the type of an individual being its current mutational load, the population dynamics leads
to a type frequency profile that is “driven upwards” by the effect of mutation and “kept tight” by the
effect of selection. Due to mutation and randomness in the individual reproduction, the currently
fittest class, i.e. the subpopulation of individuals carrying the currently smallest mutational load,
will eventually get extinct; this is a click of the ratchet.

Tournament versus fitness proportionate selection. For quantifying the effect of an indi-
vidual mutational load within a population there are two prototypic ways: in the so-called fitness
proportionate selection, the value of the individual mutational load is compared to the mean value
of the mutational loads in the population, and the individual’s selective advantage is proportional
to the resulting difference. In the so-called tournament selection, the selective advantage of an
individual is determined by the rank of its mutational load within the contemporary population.
We will work with the (continuous-time) Moran model for Muller’s ratchet with tournament selec-
tion, and refer to it as the tournament ratchet for short. Here we give a brief verbal description
of the individual-based, Poisson-process driven dynamics of the tournament ratchet as specified by
the graphical representation in [GSW23], which is in line with the definition of the type frequency
process given at the beginning of Section 2.

- For each ordered pair of individuals, neutral reproduction events come at rate 1
2N , resulting in

a binary reproduction of the first and the death of the second individual.

- For each pair of individuals carrying different mutational loads, selective reproduction events
come at rate sN/N , resulting in a binary reproduction of the fitter and the death of the less fit
individual.

- Each individual’s mutation load is increased by 1 at rate mN .

An appealing feature of the tournament ratchet is that for each k ∈ N the dynamics of the k fittest
classes is autonomous up to the time of extinction of the fittest class. In particular, the size of
the currently fittest class is described by a two-type Moran model with selection and deleterious
mutation. This “hierarchical autonomy” of the fitness classes does not hold true for Muller’s
ratchet with fitness proportionate selection, and to the best of our knowledge the asymptotic
analysis of the click rate of the latter so far has resisted a complete and rigorous solution despite
several attacks, among them [EPW09, NS12, MPV20]. Links between the two ratchet models
are established in [IGSW24], showing that under an appropriate transformation of the mutation-
selection ratio ρN := mN/sN in the near-critical parameter regime ρN ↑ 1 the dynamics of the size
of the fittest class of the tournament ratchet becomes what is called in [EPW09] the Poisson profile
approximation of the size of the fittest class of Muller’s ratchet with fitness proportionate selection.

Brief summary of results. We focus on a parameter regime of moderate mutation and selection,
with1 1 ≫ sN > mN ≫ 1/N , mN/sN = ρN being convergent as N → ∞, and satisfying the
condition aN/cN → ∞, where aN := N(1− ρN ) is the center of attraction of the size of the fittest
class and cN := (sN−mN )−1 is the critical size below which the fittest class (then similar to a slightly
supercritical branching processs) experiences quick extinction. Specifically, it turns out that, after
a click followed by a relaxation time of duration O(cN log aN ), the size of the fittest class performs
(asymptotically Ornstein-Uhlenbeck) fluctuations on the cN -timescale, and goes extinct after an
asymptotically exponentially distributed time on a much larger timescale, then with the next-fittest
class taking over. In this sense, under the condition cN ≪ aN , the model exhibits a metastable

1As usual, for two positive sequences (aN ), (bN ), the notation aN ≫ bN means that aN/bN → ∞, and aN ∼ bN
means that the two sequences are asymptotically equivalent, i.e. aN/bN → 1.
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behaviour. (For more background on the concept of metastability, see e.g. the monograph [BDH16,
Chapter 8].)

Thus our main result concerning the tournament ratchet (Theorem 2.3) is the convergence of
the rescaled clicktime process to a standard Poisson process, with the expected time between clicks
being given up to asymptotic equivalence as N → ∞ by an explicitly computed quantity eN . This
quantity appeared in [IGSW24] via a Green function analysis as the asymptotic equivalent of the
expected extinction time of the fittest class when started from large sizes, see eq. (2.12) below.

Theorem 2.3 constitutes also a substantial improvement compared to [GSW23, Theorem 2.2],
where convergence of the rescaled clicktime process to a standard Poisson process was proved in
the special case of the mutation-selection ratio mN/sN not depending on N , and where the click
rate was determined only up to logarithmic equivalence. The methods applied in the present paper
are fundamentally different from those of [GSW23]: while that paper pursued a backward-in-time
strategy (relying on the duality of the tournament ratchet with a hierarchy of decorated ancestral
selection graphs), the present paper takes a forward-in-time approach. As indicated above, a key
role is played by the metastable behaviour of a two-type Moran model with one-way mutation; our
corresponding results are subsumed in Theorem 2.4.

While the present work focusses on the evolution of the fittest class of the tournament ratchet,
it is also of interest to study the type frequency profile of the entire population. This was achieved
in [GSW23] for ρ < 1 not depending on N . In a forthcoming paper we will extend this to the more
delicate case ρ ↑ 1. Like in [GSW23], a central tool for analysing the empirical type frequency
profile will be a hierarchy of decorated ancestral selection graphs, which extends the decorated
ASG of the Moran model with selection and (one-way) mutation (for the latter see e.g. [BW18]
and references therein).

2. Model and main results

2.1. The tournament ratchet and its clicktime process. We start by defining the state
space and the transition rates of the type frequency process which result from the individual-based
dynamics described in the Introduction.

Definition 2.1. For given parameters N ∈ N, and mN , sN > 0, let N(N) = (N
(N)
κ ) = (N

(N)
κ (t)),

κ ∈ N0, t ≥ 0, be a Markovian jump process with state space EN := {(n0, n1, . . .) | n0, n1, . . . ∈ N0,
n0 + n1 + · · · = N} and with the following transition rates:

- Neutral reproduction: for κ ̸= κ′,
(Nκ,Nκ′) jumps to (Nκ + 1,Nκ′ − 1) at rate 1

2NNκNκ′

- Selective reproduction: for κ < κ′,
(Nκ,Nκ′) jumps to (Nκ + 1,Nκ′ − 1) at rate

sN
N NκNκ′ ,

- Mutation: for κ,
(Nκ,Nκ+1) jumps to (Nκ − 1,Nκ+1 + 1) at rate mNNκ.

As in this definition with Nκ = N
(N)
κ , we will often suppress the dependence on N to ease

the notation. As motivated in the Introduction, we will refer to a process following the dynamics
specified in Definition 2.1 as the (type frequency process of the) tournament ratchet with population
size N , selection parameter sN and mutation rate mN . Even though the space EN is infinite, it is
easy to see (e.g. from the graphical construction provided in [GSW23]) that the process N(N) is
well-defined. We will address κ as the type or mutation load carried by an individual; consequently,

N
(N)
κ (t) is the size of the subpopulation (or class) of the individuals of type κ that live at time t.

According to Definition 2.1, individuals carrying a smaller mutation load are selectively favoured.
The type of the fittest class at time t ≥ 0 is denoted by

K⋆
N (t) := min

{
κ : N(N)

κ (t) > 0
}
. (2.1)
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The times T (i)
N , i = 1, 2, . . ., when the currently fittest class is lost forever,

T (i)
N := inf

{
t : K⋆

N (t) = i
}
, (2.2)

are called the clicktimes of the ratchet. For ℓ ∈ N0 and t ≥ 0 we put

N⋆
ℓ (t) := N

(N)⋆
ℓ (t) := N

(N)
K⋆

N (t)+ℓ(t). (2.3)

In words, N⋆
ℓ (t) is the size of the subpopulation of individuals that live at time t and carry ℓ

mutations more than those in the fittest class at time t.

Remark 2.2. As observed in [GSW23], for each ℓ = 0, 1, . . . the dynamics of (N⋆
0, . . . ,N

⋆
ℓ ) is au-

tonomous up to the next clicktime (at which the “old” fittest class goes extinct and N⋆
0 re-starts

as the size of the “new” fittest class). In particular, N⋆
0, the size of the currently fittest class, has

between click times T (i) and T (i+1) (and with T (i) shifted to the time origin) the same distribution

as a birth-death process Y0 up to the time of its extinction, with Y0(0) = N⋆
1(T (i)−) for i ≥ 1, and

Y0(0) ≫ cN for i = 0 under assumption (2.15). The upward and downward jump rates of Y0 from
state n ≤ N are given by

λn := λ(N)
n := n

(
1

2

(
1− n

N

)
+ s

(
1− n

N

))
, (2.4)

µn := µ(N)
n := n

(
1

2

(
1− n

N

)
+m

)
. (2.5)

This is the dynamics of the number of type-0 individuals in a two-type Moran model with one-way
mutation (from type 0 to type 1) at rate m per individual, and with individual selective advantage
s/N of type 0 against type 1; we will come back to this in the next subsection.

With N,mN , sN as in Definition 2.1, we will write

ρN := mN/sN

for the mutation-selection ratio. The following will be assumed as N → ∞:
1
N ≪ mN < sN ≪ 1 and ρN → ρ∗ ∈ (0, 1]. (2.6)

Loosely spoken, assumption (2.6) says that mutation is “moderate”, acting on a timescale that
is intermediate between the ecological and the evolutionary timescale, and that selection acts on
the same timescale as mutation. We now introduce (and interpret) two quantities a and c whose
interplay will turn out to be relevant for the long-term behaviour of Y0. With

a = aN := N(1− ρN ) (2.7)

the drift λn − µn takes the form

λn − µn = n(sN −mN )
(
1− n

a

)
, (2.8)

hence a is the center of attraction of Y0. The quantity sN − mN is the supercriticality in the
branching process that approximates Y0 as long as Y0 ≪ a; consequently the quantity

c = cN =
1

sN −mN

=
ρN

mN (1− ρN )
(2.9)

is the critical size below which Y0 will quickly go to extinction. In this work we will focus on the
condition

cN ≪ aN as N → ∞. (2.10)

Under condition (2.6), the requirement (2.10) is equivalent to

uN :=
aN
cN

ρN = NmN (1− ρN )2 → ∞. (2.11)
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Following [IGSW24] we will refer to parameter constellations satisfying condition (2.11) as the
exponential regime. For

T0 := T
(N)
0 := the time of extinction of Y

(N)
0

it was proved in [IGSW24, Theorem 3.4 part b)] that

E
[
T0

∣∣Y (N)
0 (0) = jN

]
∼ eN if jN ≫ cN , (2.12)

where

eN := cN

√
π

uN
exp

(
2uNη(mN , ρN )

)
, (2.13)

and

η(m, ρ) := − 1

2m

 1

1− ρ
log

(
1 + 2m

1 + 2m/ρ

)
+

∞∑
ℓ=1

(
1− 1

(1 + 2m)ℓ

)
(1− ρ)ℓ−1

ℓ(ℓ+ 1)

 . (2.14)

Theorem 2.3. Assume the conditions (2.6) and (2.11). Then, with eN as in (2.13), and with the
initial condition

N
(N)
0 (0) ≫ cN as N → ∞, (2.15)

the sequence of N0-valued processes (K⋆
N (eN t))t≥0 converges in distribution as N → ∞ to a rate 1

Poisson counting process. In particular, the sequence of time-rescaled clicktime processes(
T (i)
N /eN

)
i∈N

, N = 1, 2, . . . ,

converges in distribution as N → ∞ to a rate 1 Poisson point process on R+.

Key ingredients in the proof of this theorem are parts a)-d) of Theorem 2.4 (stated in the
next subsection and proved in Section 3) as well as Proposition 4.1 which shows that with high
probability, shortly before the fittest class gets extinct, there are still enough mutations affecting
this class so that, when the old fittest class disappears, the size of the new fittest class is large
enough to escape quick extinction caused by random fluctuations. In the next subsection we will

focus on the long-term behavior of the processes Y
(N)
0 when started in a sufficiently large state jN .

2.2. Metastability in a two-type Moran model with selection and deleterious mutations.

Let Y0 = Y
(N)
0 be an {0, 1, . . . , N}-valued continuous-time birth-death process with jump rates

given by (2.4), (2.5). As already observed, Y
(N)
0 describes the number of individuals carrying the

beneficial allele 0 in a two-type Moran model with mutation rate m = mN from type 0 to type 1
and selection coefficient s = sN . Our main result on this model (parts of which are instrumental
also for the proof of Theorem 2.3) concerns the asymptotic normality of the quasi-equilibrium of

Y
(N)
0 , the asymptotic exponentiality of the extinction time of Y

(N)
0 , and the convergence of the

properly rescaled Y
(N)
0 to an Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process. Recall (see e.g. [MV12]) that the quasi-

equilibrium of Y0 = Y
(N)
0 is the (uniquely determined) probability distribution αN on {1, . . . , N}

for which
PαN

(Y0(t) = k |Y0(t) ̸= 0) = αN (k), 1 ≤ k ≤ N, t > 0. (2.16)

The quantity

σ := σN :=
√
ρNaN cN = cN

√
uN =

ρNaN√
uN

=
1

sN

√
NmN (2.17)

will emerge as a scale parameter of the fluctuations of Y
(N)
0 around its center of attraction aN , cf.

Remark 3.9 for a quick explanation of the form of σ.
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Theorem 2.4. Assume the conditions (2.6) and (2.11). Then

a) With Ta denoting the time at which Y
(N)
0 first hits the state ⌊aN⌋, all three of the expectations

E[Ta | Y (N)
0 (0) = N ], E[Ta | Y (N)

0 (0) = 1, Ta < T0], E[T0 | Y (N)
0 (0) = ⌊a⌋ − 1, T0 < Ta]

are O(cN log aN ).

b) With Y
(N)
0 started in ⌊aN⌋, the sequence of processes

HN :=

(
1

σN

(
Y

(N)
0 (tcN )− aN

))
t≥0

(2.18)

converges in distribution to a standard Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process started in the origin, i.e.
to the process H satisfying the SDE

dH = −H dt+ dW, H(0) = 0, (2.19)

with W being a standard Wiener process.

c) The sequence of quasi-equilibria αN of Y
(N)
0 is asymptotically normal as N → ∞. Specifi-

cally, the image of αN under the mapping n → (n−aN )/σN converges weakly to N (0, 1/2),
the centered normal distribution with variance 1/2.

d) With Y
(N)
0 started in jN ≫ cN , the sequence T

(N)
0 /eN , N = 1, 2, . . ., converges in distribu-

tion to a standard exponential random variable.

e) For ε < 1/3 let L = L
(N)
ε be the time at which Y0 (having started in jN ≫ c) visits ⌊2εaN⌋

for the last time before going extinct. Then with high probability the number of mutations
affecting the “type 0” population (whose size is Y0) during period [L, T0] is ≫ c.

Remark 2.5. a) In [IGSW24, Theorem 3.4 part b)] it is shown that the factor vN := cN exp
(
2uNη(mN , ρN )

)
in (2.13) is asymptotically equivalent to the expected number of returns of Y0 from ⌊a⌋ to ⌊a⌋.

b) It follows from (2.17) that (2.13) can be written as

eN =
1

ρNaN
· √π σN · cN exp

(
2uN η(mN , ρN )

)
. (2.20)

The three factors in (2.20) can be interpreted as the asymptotics of the expected holding time of

Y
(N)
0 in states close to aN (see Remark 3.9 b)), the expected duration of an excursion of Y

(N)
0

fom ⌊aN⌋ in its quasi-equilibrium (cf. Theorem 2.4.a)) and the expected number of such excursions

before Y
(N)
0 escapes to 0 (see Lemma 3.3 A) with dN = 1).

c) Parts b) and c) of Theorem 2.4 together imply that the sequence of quasi-equilibria of HN

converges weakly to the equilibrium distribution of the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process H.
d) For proving part d), i.e. the asymptotic exponentiality of the extinction times TN

0 , there is also
an alternative route which does not direcly invoke the quasi-equilibria αN but instead uses [GR05,
Theorem 1], see Remark 3.4. In the present work we take a route via the analysis of quasi-equilibria,
also because we think that this is interesting in its own right.

Remark 2.6. Related results for processes similar to Y
(N)
0 appear in the literature:

a) Consider, e.g., the case in which m and s (other than in (2.6)) do not depend on N (i.e. both
mutation and selection act on the “generation timescale”). Then, with Y0 started in a, the sequence
of processes 1√

N
(Y0 − a) converges in distribution to an OU process as N → ∞ (see [Cor17] and

references therein).
b) The “drift” (2.8) is that of a logistic branching process with carrying capacity a and intrinsic

growth rate s − m. The “speed” λn + µn, however, is different from that of a logistic branching
process, which prevents an application of results from [Lam05] or [SaSha13].

c) The dynamics of Y0 also bears resemblance to the so-called logistic birth-and-death processes,
see [Fox21] and references therein. However, in these processes the “resampling” terms 1

2(1 − n
N )
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are missing in the rates λn and µn, which requires a control of their effects and also leads to subtle
differences between the formulas for the expected extinction time in (2.13) and in [Fox21, Theorem
5.3].

d) For a class of processes containing the logistic birth-and-death processes and the logistic
branching processes, a Gaussian approximation of the quasistationary distributions is obtatined
in [CCM16] by matching techniques reminiscent of the WKB method from Physics, see also the
references at the end of the Introduction of [CCM16]. In [CCM23] the asymptotics of the spectrum
of the rescaled generators of these processes is obtained as the superposition of the spectra of an
Ornstein-Uhlenbeck operator and of a continuous-time binary branching process conditioned in non-

extinction. It is conceivable that similarly fine results also hold for the family Y
(N)
0 , even though

it does not quite fit into the scaling condition required in [CCM16] and in [CCM23]. Also, the
techniques applied in the present work may shed additional light on the probabilistic background
of the results of [CCM23].

Remark 2.7. Within the regime (2.6), [IGSW24] identifies two subregimes with regard to the ex-
pected extinction times of Y0: the exponential regime (2.11) and the polynomial regime in which

uN → 0 as N → 0.

An extended version of the asymptotics (2.12) is given in [IGSW24, eq. (3.13)]. In that equation the
factor 1

1−ρ is lacking in the journal publication. This (as well as details in the proof of [IGSW24,

Theorem 3.4 part a)] concerning the polynomial regime) was amended in the arxiv version v3
of [IGSW24].

3. Proof of Theorem 2.4

3.1. Properties of the potential function. The analysis of expected hitting times of the process

Y0 = Y
(N)
0 relies on a study of functionals of the oddsratio products rℓ := r

(N)
ℓ given by

r0 = 1, rℓ :=

ℓ∏
i=1

µi

λi
, ℓ ≥ 1. (3.1)

The potential function U := U (N) is defined as

U(n) :=
n∑

ℓ=1

log
µℓ

λℓ
= log rn, n = 0, 1, . . . , N, (3.2)

see Figure 1 for an illustration. The function R = R(N) defined as

Rk :=
k−1∑
i=0

ri =
k−1∑
i=0

eU(i), 0 ≤ k ≤ N, (3.3)

is harmonic for the time-discrete birth-and-death chain associated with Y0, cf. [IGSW24, Sec. 4.5].

Proposition 3.1. With a = aN , σ = σN and uN defined in (2.7), (2.17) and (2.11) we have the
following asymptotics as N → ∞:

U (N)(a+Kσ)− U (N)(a) = K2(1 +O(mN +K/
√
uN )), K ∈ R. (3.4)

To prove (3.4) we use a rescaling of U (N) that takes aN and 2uN as units of population size
and potential depth, respectively. In [IGSW24] it is proved that the potential function can be
represented as

U (N)(n) = −2uNH

(
(mN , ρN ),

n

aN

)
, (3.5)
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Figure 1. A plot of the potential function U(n) =
∑n

ℓ=1 log
µℓ
λℓ
, n ∈ [N ], for

N = 105, m = N−0.6, ρ = 1 −N−0.1 = 0.68. The left panel shows the full domain
and range of U , the right panel restricts to n ≤ 6.5 · 104. The quantities a, c and σ
are defined and explained in (2.7), (2.9) and (2.17).

with H((m, ρ), y) defined for y ∈
[
0, 1

1−ρ

]
as

H((m, ρ), y) := − y

2m

 1

1− ρ
log

(
1 + 2m

1 + 2m/ρ

)
+

∞∑
ℓ=1

(
1− 1

(1 + 2m)ℓ

)
(1− ρ)ℓ−1yℓ

ℓ(ℓ+ 1)

 > −∞.

(3.6)
Several properties of the function y 7→ H(y) := H((m, ρ), y) can be derived from [IGSW24] and
will be key in showing (3.4) as well as in forthcoming proofs. We collect them in the next lemma:

Lemma 3.2. a) For (m, ρ) ∈ R+ × (0, 1),

• H is strictly concave function with H ′(1) = 0 and its maximal value given by H((m, ρ), 1) =
η(m, ρ) stated in (2.14).

• If ρ ≤ 2/3, H is nonnegative on [0, 1/(1 − ρ)], and if ρ > 2/3, H is nonnegative on [0, y0]
and negative on (y0, 1/(1− ρ)], with y0 = y0(m, ρ) satisfying

y0 ∼
2

ρ
as m → 0.

• The first derivative of H is

H ′(y) = − ρ

2m(1− ρ)
log

(
1 +

2m

ρ

(1− ρ)(y − 1)

(1 + 2m/ρ)(1− (1− ρ)y)

)
. (3.7)

b) As m → 0 the function H satisfies the following asymptotics:

η(m, ρ) = H(1) ∼ 1

(1− ρ)2

(
1

ρ
− 1 + log ρ

)
>

1

2ρ
, (3.8)

H ′(y) ∼ 1− y

ρ(1− (1− ρ)y)
for all y ∈ [0, 1/(1− ρ)), (3.9)

H ′′(1) ∼ −1/ρ2, H ′′′(1) ∼ −2(1− ρ)/ρ3, H ′′′ is bounded close to 1, (3.10)

H(y)−H(1) +
(1− y)2

2ρ2
= O

(
(1− y)2m+ (1− y)3

)
as y → 1. (3.11)
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Proof. Only (3.10) and (3.11) have to be proven, for the other statements see [IGSW24, p. 135].
From

H ′′(y) =
1

2m

[ 1

1 + 2m− (1− ρ)y
− 1

1− (1− ρ)y

]
(see [IGSW24, Sec. 4.7]), we derive

H ′′′(y) =
1− ρ

2m

[ 1

(1 + 2m− (1− ρ)y)2
− 1

(1− (1− ρ)y)2

]
= − 2(1− ρ)(1 +m− (1− ρ)y)

(1 + 2m− (1− ρ)y)2(1− (1− ρ)y)2
. (3.12)

Hence

H ′′′(1) ∼ −2(1− ρ)

ρ3
and sup

0≤y≤1

∣∣H ′′′(y)
∣∣ ≤ 2(1− ρ)(1 +m)

ρ4
. (3.13)

Now, from Taylor-Lagrange formula, we know that for y ∈ (0, 1), there exists z ∈ (y, 1) such that

H(y) = H(1) + (y − 1)H ′(1) +
(y − 1)2

2
H ′′(1) +

(y − 1)3

6
H ′′′(z)

= H(1) +
(y − 1)2

2

1

2m

[ 1

ρ+ 2m
− 1

ρ

]
+

(y − 1)3

6
H ′′′(z).

According to the second part of (3.13),∣∣∣(y − 1)3

6
H ′′′(z)

∣∣∣ ≤ 2(1− ρ)(1 +m)

ρ4
(1− y)3

6
.

From the expression of H ′′ we also get∣∣∣H ′′(1) +
1

ρ2

∣∣∣ = 2m

ρ2(ρ+ 2m)
≤ 2m

ρ3
.

This ends the proof of the lemma. □

Proof of Proposition 3.1. As N → ∞, Equations (2.17), (3.5) and (3.11) imply the asymptotics

U(a+Kσ)− U(a) = U(a(1 +Kσ/a))− U(a)

= U(a(1 +Kρ/
√
uN ))− U(a)

= −2uN (H(1 +Kρ/
√
uN )−H(1))

= 2uN (Kρ/
√
uN )2/(2ρ2) + uN O

K2

uN
mN +

K3

u
3/2
N


= K2(1 +O(mN +K/

√
uN )).

□

Lemma 3.3. Let us denote by Tℓ the first time at which Y0 = Y
(N)
0 reaches the state ℓ.

(A) Let dN ≤ aN such that dN = o(σN ). Then

P⌊aN−dN ⌋
(
T0 < TaN

)
∼ 2

cN
dNe−2uNH(1) as N → ∞.

(B) Let 1 ≪ dN < aN , fN > 2. Then for N large enough,

P⌊aN−dN ⌋(TaN−fNdN < TaN ) ≤ e−(fN−2)d2NuN/a2N .
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Proof. We begin with the proof of (A). As already observed the function R = R(N) defined in (3.3)
is harmonic for the time-discrete birth-and-death chain associated with Y0, hence

P⌊a−d⌋ (T0 < Ta) =
Ra −Ra−d

R⌊a⌋
. (3.14)

Because of (3.2), (3.5) and Lemma 3.2, and as dN = o(N/m) we have for every aN − dN ≤ n ≤ aN ,

rn ∼ e−2uNH(1).

According to [IGSW24, Lemma 4.6],

R⌊aN ⌋ ∼
ρN

2mN (1− ρN )
=

cN
2
.

This concludes the proof of (A).
Now let 1 ≪ dN < aN , fN > 2. We have

P⌊a−d⌋(Ta−fd < Ta) =
Ra −Ra−d

Ra −Ra−fd

∼
∫ 1
1−d/a e

−2uNH(z)dz∫ 1
1−fd/a e

−2uNH(z)dz

≤
∫ 1
1−d/a e

−2uNH(z)dz∫ 1−(f−1)d/a
1−fd/a e−2uNH(z)dz

≤ e−2uN (H(1−d/a)−H(1−(f−1)d/a)

≤ e−2(f−2)(d/a)uNH′(1−d/a),

where we used that H is non-decreasing and concave on [0, 1]. From (3.7) we see that for any
y ∈ (0, 1),

H ′(y) ≥ ρ

2m(1− ρ)

2m

ρ

(1− ρ)(1− y)

(1 + 2m/ρ)(1− (1− ρ)y)

=
1− y

(1 + 2m/ρ)(1− (1− ρ)y)
≥ 1− y

1 + 2m/ρ
.

We deduce that for m small enough

P⌊a−d⌋(Ta−fd < Ta) ≤ e−2(f−2)d2uN/((1+2m/ρ)a2) ≤ e−(f−2)d2uN/a2 ,

which ends the proof of (B). □

Remark 3.4. In a similar way as in the proof of Lemma 3.3 one can show, using (3.3) and Lemma 3.2,
that for all K > 0

P⌊aN−KσN ⌋
(
T0 < TaN

)
∼ 1

eN
· cN · 2√π

∫ K

0
ey

2
dy as N → ∞. (3.15)

The l.h.s. of (3.15) is the inverse of the expected number of excursions of Y
(N)
0 from aN that reach

⌊aN −KσN⌋, and the last of the three factors on the r.h.s (3.15) is the expected time it takes the
process H defined in (2.19) to visit −K and then travel back to 0, cf. [GR05, Lemma 3]. In the light
of the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck approximation that will be proved in Sec. 3.3, the asymptotics (3.15)
not only provides a factorisation of eN that is similarly intuitive as (2.20), but also opens a route
for an application of [GR05, Theorem 1] in order to prove Theorem 2.4.d). As already mentioned
in Remark 2.5, in the next subsections we take a different route that leads via quasi-equilibria.
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3.2. Expected hitting times: Proof of Theorem 2.4.a).

Lemma 3.5. Under assumptions (2.6) and (2.11), for N large enough,

EN [Ta] ≤ (1 ∨ 4ρ)ρ cN log a. (3.16)

Proof. We are interested in the expectation of the first hitting time of a when the initial state is N .

According to Equation (4.5) in [IGSW24], if we denote by Tj = T
(N)
j the first hitting time of j ∈ N

we obtain

EN [Ta] = EN [T0]−Ea[T0] =
N−1∑
n=1

Rn∧N −Rn∧a
λnrn

+
RN −Ra

µNrN−1

=

N−1∑
n=a+1

Rn −Ra

λnrn
+

RN −Ra

µNrN−1
.

1) Let us first consider integers n such that n ≤ Ca with C > 2/ρ. Following the proof of Lemma 4.6
in [IGSW24], we obtain for such n,

Rn −Ra

λnrn
∼ 2

n(1− n/N)

∫ n

a
e−2uN (H(y/a)−H(n/a)dy

=
2N(1− ρ)

n(1− n/N)

∫ n/a

1
e−2uN (H(z)−H(n/a)dz

≤ 2N(1− ρ)

n(1− n/N)

∫ n/a

1
e2uNH′(z)(n/a−z)dz

where we have used that H is concave (see [IGSW24, p. 135] and Lemma 3.2). For 1 < z ≤ C, we
obtain from (3.9) that

H ′(z) ∼ − z − 1

ρ(1− (1− ρ)z)
≤ −z − 1

ρ2
.

We deduce that

Rn −Ra

λnrn
≤ 2N(1− ρ)

n(1− n/N)

∫ n/a

1
e2uN (z−1)(n/a−z)/ρ2dz

=
2N(1− ρ)

n(1− n/N)
e−2uN ((n/a−1)/2)2/ρ2

∫ (n/a−1)/2

−(n/a−1)/2
e2uNu2/ρ2dz

=
2N(1− ρ)

n(1− n/N)
e−2uN ((n/a−1)/2)2/ρ2 ρ√

2uN
2

∫ (
√
2uN/ρ)(n/a−1)/2

0
eu

2
dz.

Using that for any A > 0,∫ A

0
ex

2
dx ≤ 2

∫ A

A/2
≤ 2

2(A/2)

∫ A

A/2
2xex

2
dx ≤ 2

A
eA

2
,

and that 1− n/N ∼ 1, we get

Rn −Ra

λnrn
≤ 4ρ2cN

a

n(n− a)
.

2) Let us now consider n ∈ N satisfying 2a/ρ ≤ n ≤ N(1−√
m). Then according to Lemma 4.6 in

[IGSW24],

Rn ∼ ρ(1− n/N)cN
2(n/a− 1)

e−2uNH(n/a).
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This implies that

Rn −Ra

λnrn
∼ 2

n(1− n/N)

ρ(1− n/N)

2(n/a− 1)
cN = ρcN

a

n(n− a)

3) Let us now consider n ∈ N satisfying N(1 − √
m) ≤ n ≤ N − 1. Then according to (3.7) (or

Equation (4.37) in [IGSW24]),

H ′(n/a) = −cN
2

log
(
1 +

2m

ρ

(1− ρ)(n/a− 1)

(1 + 2m/ρ)(1− n/N)

)
∼ −cN

2
log
(
1 +

2m

1− n/N

)
= −cN

2
log
(
1 +

2mN

N − n

)
Hence

|H ′(n/a)| ≥ cN
2

log
(
1 +

2mN

N
√
m

)
∼ √

mcN .

In particular,

Rn −Ra

rn
≤ N(1− ρ)

∫ n/a

1
e2uN (n/a−z)/(

√
m(1−ρ))dz ≤ 1

2
√
m

and

Rn −Ra

λnrn
≤ 1√

m(N − n)
.

4) Finally, for n = N , as the rk’s are increasing with k ≥ a,

RN −Ra

µNrN−1
≤ (N − a)rN−1

mNrN−1
≤ 1

m
.

Combining points 1) to 4) we may now conclude the proof:

EN [Ta] =
N−1∑

n=a+1

Rn −Ra

λnrn
+

RN −Ra

µNrN−1

=

3a/ρ∑
n=a+1

Rn −Ra

λnrn
+

N(1−
√
m)∑

n=3a/ρ+1

Rn −Ra

λnrn
+

N−1∑
n=N(1−

√
m)+1

Rn −Ra

λnrn
+

RN −Ra

µNrN−1

≤
N(1−

√
m)∑

n=a+1

ρcN (1 ∨ 4ρ)
a

n(n− a)
+

N−1∑
n=N(1−

√
m)+1

1√
mN

+
1

m

≤ ρcN (1 ∨ 4ρ)

N(1−
√
m)∑

n=a+1

( 1

n− a
− 1

n

)
+ 1 +

1

m
∼ (1 ∨ 4ρ)ρcN log a.

This ends the proof. □

We will now consider a modification Y
(N)
∗ of Y

(N)
0 which has the same dynamics as Y

(N)
0 except

in state 0, where, instead of being absorbed, it is “softly reflected”. The equilibrium distribution

of Y
(N)
∗ will then serve as a proxy for the quasi-equilibrium distribution of Y

(N)
0 as N → ∞.

Definition 3.6. Let Y∗ = Y
(N)
∗ be the {0, 1, . . . , N}-valued Markov chain whose jump rates λ∗

n and

µ∗
n are the same as the jump rates λn and µn of Y

(N)
0 except in the state 0, where we put λ∗

0 = 1

and µ∗
0 = 0. We write π

(N)
∗ (n) for the weight of the equilibrium distribution of Y

(N)
∗ in n.
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Lemma 3.7. With T ∗
a defined as the first time when Y

(N)
∗ visits ⌊aN⌋, under assumptions (2.6)

and (2.11) one has

E0[T
∗
a ] := E[T ∗

a | Y (N)
∗ (0) = 0] = O(c log a). (3.17)

Proof. Proceeding similarly as in [IGSW24, Section 4] we obtain (omitting the floor brackets
around a) with rk as in (3.1)

E0[T
∗
a ]−

a−1∑
k=0

rk =
a−1∑
n=1

1

λn

a−1∑
k=n

rk
rn

=
2

1/2 +m/ρ

a−1∑
n=1

1

n(1− (1− ρ)(n/a))

a−1∑
k=n

e−2uN (H(k/a)−H(n/a))

∼ 4
a−1∑
n=1

1

n(1− (1− ρ)(n/a))

∫ a−1

n
e−2uN (H(y/a)−H(n/a))dy. (3.18)

We will decompose the last sum in (3.18) into two parts. First notice that if a− σ ≤ n ≤ y ≤ a,

1

n(1− (1− ρ)(n/a))
∼ 1

ρa
.

Hence, as H is non-decreasing from 0 to 1,

a−1∑
n=a−σ

1

n(1− (1− ρ)(n/a))

∫ a−1

n
e−2uN (H(y/a)−H(n/a))dy

≤ 1

ρa

a−1∑
n=a−σ

(a− n)

=
1

ρa

σ(σ + 1)

2

∼ 1

ρa

ρ2N

2m
=

ρc

2
. (3.19)

Recall that H ′′ ≤ 0. In particular, this implies that for any n ≤ y ≤ a− 1,

H(y/a) ≥ H(n/a) +
y − n

a
H ′(y/a).

and according to (3.9)

2uN (H(y/a)−H(n/a)) ≥ 2uN
y − n

a
H ′(y/a) ∼ 2uN

y − n

a

a− y

ρa

We deduce that∫ a

n
e−2uN (H(y/a)−H(n/a))dy ≤

∫ a

n
e
− 2uN

ρa2
(y−n)(a−y)

dy

=

∫ (a−n)/2

−(a−n)/2
e
− 2uN

ρa2
((a−n)2/4−z2)

dz

= a

√
2ρ

uN
e
− 2uN

ρa2
(a−n)2/4

∫ √
2uN/ρa2(a−n)/2

0
ex

2
dx.

Let us introduce the Dawson function, for x ≥ 0

F (x) := e−x2

∫ x

0
et

2
dt.
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Then it is known that F (x) ∼ 1/2x for large x (see for instance [Wei, (1), (9)]). We have just
proven that ∫ a

n
e−2uN (H(y/a)−H(n/a))dy ≤ a

√
2ρ

uN
F

(
a− n

a

√
uN
2ρ

)
.

But a− n ≥ σ implies

a− n

a

√
uN
2ρ

≥ σ

a

√
uN
2ρ

=
ρ
√
N√

mN(1− ρ)

√
mN(1− ρ)2

2ρ
=

√
ρ

2
.

As this last term is lower bounded by
√
ρ∗/2 for N large enough, we deduce that there exists a

positive constant C such that for N large enough and a− n ≥ σ,

F
(a− n

a

√
uN
2ρ

)
≤ C

2

a

(a− n)
√
uN

and thus ∫ a

n
e−2uN (H(y/a)−H(n/a))dy ≤ C

a2

(a− n)uN
.

We thus obtain

a−σ∑
n=1

1

n(1− (1− ρ)(n/a))

∫ a−1

n
e−2uN (H(y/a)−H(n/a))dy

≤ Ca

ρuN

a−σ∑
n=1

a

n(a− n)

=
Cc

ρ2

a−σ∑
n=1

( 1
n
+

1

a− n

)
∼ 2Cc

ρ2
log a.

Combining this with (3.19), we see that the r.h.s. of (3.18) is O(c log a). This readily imples the

assertion of the lemma, since
∑a−1

k=0 rk = O(c) (see [IGSW24, Lemma 4.6]). □

Next we observe that

E[Ta |Y (N)
0 (0) = 1 and T0 > Ta] ≤ E[T ∗

a | Y (N)
∗ (0) = 0]. (3.20)

Indeed, decomposing (Y∗(t∧T ∗
a ))t≥0 into its excursions from 0 that remain below ⌊a⌋, and the piece

that goes from 0 to ⌊a⌋ without ever returning to 0, we see that the latter, when observed from the
time at which it jumps from 0 to 1, has (up to a time shift) the same distribution as (Y (t∧Ta))t≥0

under P1(· | Ta < T0). This proves the inequality (3.20). Combining (3.20) with Lemma 3.7 we see
(always under assumptions (2.6) and (2.11)) that

E[Ta |Y (N)
0 (0) = 1, T0 > Ta] = O(c log a). (3.21)

To conclude the proof of Theorem 2.4.a), because of (3.16) and (3.21) it only remains to show

E
[
T0 | Y (N)

0 (0) = ⌊a⌋ − 1, T0 < Ta

]
= O(c log a). (3.22)

This, however, is a direct consequence of (3.21) combined with the next lemma.

Lemma 3.8. The number of steps of the last excursion of Y0 from ⌊a⌋ has (when decreased by 1)
the same distribution as the number of steps it takes Y0 to reach ⌊a⌋ when started in 1 and being
conditioned on the event {Ta < T0}.
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Proof. We consider the discrete-time Markov chain V on {0, 1, . . . , ⌊a⌋, ⌊a⌋ + 1} with transition
probabilities

P (n, n+ 1) :=
λn

λn + µn
and P (n, n− 1) := 1− P (n, n+ 1) for n = 1, . . . , ⌊a⌋,

and

P (0, 1) = P (⌊a⌋+ 1, ⌊a⌋) := 1.

The chain V has a reversible equilibrium distribution which assigns non-zero weights to both 0
and ⌊a⌋. Let V0 (resp. V⌊a⌋) be the Markov chain with transition probability P starting in 0
(resp. in ⌊a⌋). Say that an excursion of V⌊a⌋ from ⌊a⌋ is successful if it ever reaches 0, and that an

excursion of V0 from 0 is successful if it ever reaches ⌊a⌋. Let T̃⌊a⌋→0 be the random number of steps

which the first successful excursion of V⌊a⌋ from ⌊a⌋ needs to reach 0, and let T̃0→⌊a⌋ be the number
of steps which the first successful excursion of V0 needs to reach ⌊a⌋. We conclude from [BBF09,

Proposition 4] that T̃⌊a⌋→0 has the same distribution as T̃0→⌊a⌋. The claim follows by noting that

T̃⌊a⌋→0 has the same distribution as the number of steps of the last excursion of Y0 from ⌊a⌋, and
that T̃0→⌊a⌋ − 1 has the same distribution as the number of steps it takes Y0 to reach ⌊a⌋ when
started in 1 and being conditioned on the event {Ta < T0}. □

3.3. Ornstein-Uhlenbeck fluctuations: Proof of Theorem 2.4.b). We will prove the “con-
vergence of generators” of the processes HN (defined in (2.18)) to the generator of the Ornstein
Uhlenbeck processes H, and check a compact containment condition. A reference in which results
contained in [EK09] are nicely refined in a framework suitable for our purpose is [BW25, Propo-
sition 2.5]. In view of the definitions (2.7), (2.17) and (2.9), the process HN jumps from x to

x+ 1
σN

= x+
√

s
ρN at rate

βN (x) =
ρ

m(1− ρ)

(√
ρN
s x+N(1− ρ)

)(1
2
+

m

ρ

)(
ρ− x

√
ρ√

sN

)
and from x to x−

√
s

ρN at rate

δN (x) =
ρ

m(1− ρ)

(√
ρN
s x+N(1− ρ)

)(1
2

(
ρ− x

√
ρ√

sN

)
+m

)
.

In particular,

βN (x)− δN (x) = − 1

1− ρ

(√
ρN
s x+N(1− ρ)

) x
√
ρ√

sN
(3.23)

and

βN (x) + δN (x) =
ρ

m(1− ρ)

(√
ρN
s x+N(1− ρ)

)(
ρ+ 2m− x

√
ρ√

sN

(
1 +

m

ρ

))
. (3.24)

Applied to a function f with three bounded continuous derivatives, the generator of HN thus takes
the form

GNf(x) = βN (x)
(
f
(
x+

√
s

ρN

)
− f(x)

)
+ δN (x)

(
f
(
x−

√
s

ρN

)
− f(x)

)
=

√
s

ρN
(βN (x)− δN (x))f ′(x) +

s

2Nρ
(βN (x) + δN (x))f ′′(x) +O

( s

N

)3/2
.

Using (3.23) one obtains √
s

ρN (βN (x)− δN (x)) = −
(
1 +

ρ√
uN

x
)
x,
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and (3.24) yields

s

2Nρ
(βN (x) + δN (x)) =

1

2ρ

(
1 +

ρ√
uN

x
)(

ρ+ 2m− xρ√
mN

(
1 +

m

ρ

))
. (3.25)

We conclude that

GNf(x) =
(
1 +

ρ√
uN

x
)[

− xf ′(x) +
1

2

(
1 +

2m

ρ
− x√

mN

(
1 +

m

ρ

))
f ′′(x)

]
+O

(m
N

)3/2
.

In particular, the “generator convergence” condition 3 of [BW25, Proposition 2.5] is satisfied with

Gf(x) = −xf ′(x) +
f ′′(x)

2
,

which is the generator of the standard Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process. Now we will prove that the
compact containment condition (condition 4 in [BW25, Proposition 2.5]) is fullfilled as well. For
this we have to show that for any given (arbitrarily large) T > 0 and (arbitrarily small) ε > 0 there
exists K > 0 such that

P

(
sup

0≤t≤T
| HN (t) | ≥ K

)
< ε. (3.26)

We first prove that there exists a natural number n (independent of N) such that

P(HN travels between times 0 and T more than n times from 0 to − 1) <
ε

2
. (3.27)

To this end we denote by ĤN the process that arises by reflecting HN from below in 0, and by H∗
N

a “driftless version” of ĤN . More precisely, for x < 0 the jump rates β̂N (x) and δ̂N (x) of ĤN are

the same as those of HN , while β̂N (0) = 0 and δ̂N (0) = βN (0) + δN (0). The jump rates β∗
N (x) and

δ∗N (x) of H∗
N are the same as those of ĤN for x = 0, and are

β∗
N (x) = δ∗N (x) = (β̂N (x) + δ̂N (x))/2

for x < 0. Let ζN (resp. ζ̂N resp. ζ∗N ) be the first time at which HN (resp. ĤN resp. H∗
N ) hits

−1 when started in 0. By construction these three stopping times are stochastically ordered in the
sense that for all t > 0

P(ζN > t) ≥ P(ζ̂N > t) ≥ P(ζ∗N > t). (3.28)

To bound this from below, let τ∗N be the time at which H∗
N first hits {0,−1} when started in −1/2.

We observe that

P(ζ∗N ≤ t) ≤ P(τ∗N ≤ t) = P− 1
2

(
sup

0≤u≤t
|H∗

N (u)− (−1
2)| ≥ 1

2

)
(3.29)

According to (3.24) we have for x < 0,

β∗
N (x) + δ∗N (x)

σ2
N

=
βN (x) + δN (x)

σ2
N

=
1

Nρ(1− ρ)

(√
ρN
s x+N(1− ρ)

)(
ρ+ 2m− x

√
ρ√

sN

(
1 +

m

ρ

))
=
(
1 + x

ρ√
uN

)(
1 +

2m

ρ
− x√

mN

(
1 +

m

ρ

))
Hence for any x ∈ [−1, 0),

β∗
N (x) + δ∗N (x)

σ2
N

≤ 1 +
2m

ρ
+

1√
mN

(
1 +

m

ρ

)
→ 1, as N → ∞.
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Thus for N large enough,

(β∗
N (x) + δ∗N (x))

1

σ2
N

≤ 2.

Consequently, the quadratic variation of the martingale H∗
N (t ∧ τ∗N ), t ≥ 0 is bounded from above

by 2t. Thus, by Doob’s L2 inequality the r.h.s. of (3.29) is bounded from above by 2t. Combining
this with (3.28) and (3.29) we obtain

P(ζN > 1/4) ≥ 1

2
. (3.30)

With ζ
(1)
N , ζ

(2)
N , . . . independent copies of ζN , we conclude from (3.30) that there exists a natural

number n (not depending on N) for which

P(ζ
(1)
N + · · ·+ ζ

(n)
N ≤ T ) < ε/2.

By construction of ζN , (3.27) is satisfied for this n.
Applying Lemma 3.3(B) we get that for any K > 2,

P⌊a−σ⌋(Ta−Kσ < Ta) ≤ e−(K−2).

While this estimate deals with the large excursions ofHN below 0, an analogous estimate is obtained
for the excursions of HN above 0 by noting that the reverting drift of Y0 above a is not smaller
than that below a. In order to satisfy (3.26) it thus suffices to choose K = K(ε, T ) such that

ne−(K−2) < ε/2.

3.4. Asymptotic normality of the Boltzmann-Gibbs distribution. Let Y
(N)
∗ and its equi-

librium distribution π
(N)
∗ be as in Definition 3.6.

Remark 3.9. a) It is well known (and readily checked) that the detailed balance equations for π
(N)
∗ ,

expressed in terms of the potential function U = U (N) (defined in (3.2)) turn into the Boltzmann-
Gibbs relations

π
(N)
∗ (j)

π
(N)
∗ (i)

=
λi

λj
e−(U(j)−U(i)), 0 ≤ i < j ≤ N. (3.31)

b) Under assumption (2.6) we have

λn ∼ µn ∼ ρa/2 provided |n− a| = o(a) as N → ∞. (3.32)

This is immediate because then the second summands in (2.4) and (2.5) are asymptotically negli-
gible compared to the first ones. The asymptotics (3.32) together with the time change t 7→ tcN
appearing in (2.18) also explains the role of σ = σN =

√
ρac defined in (2.17).

c) For the σ-scale around a, an inspection of (2.4) gives for all K ∈ R and sufficiently large N
the identity

λ⌊a+σK⌋

λ⌊a⌋
=
(
1 +

ρK√
uN

)(
1− (1− ρ)K√

uN

)
as N → ∞. (3.33)

Proposition 3.10. Under assumptions (2.6) and (2.11) the sequence of equilibrium distributions

π
(N)
∗ is asymptotically normal (with mean aN and variance σ2

N/2) in the following sense:

π
(N)
∗ (⌊aN +KσN⌋) ∼ 1√

πσN
e−K2

as N → ∞, (3.34)

and

the image of π
(N)
∗ under the transformation n 7→ n− a

σ
converges weakly to N (0, 1/2). (3.35)
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Proof. From (2.12) we know that

Ea[T
∗
0 ] := E

[
T ∗
0 | Y (N)

0 (0) = ⌊a⌋
]
∼ eN

Using Corollary 2.8 on p.34 of [AF02] we get (suppressing the floors around a in the rest of this
proof)

π
(N)
∗ (a) =

1

Ea[T ∗
0 ] +E0[T ∗

a ]

1

λa + µa

1

Pa−1(T0 < Ta)/2
∼ 1

σ
√
π
, (3.36)

where for the last asymptotics we used (2.12) together with Lemma 3.7, as well as (3.32) and
Lemma 3.3 A).

For K > 0 we obtain from (3.31), (3.33) and Proposition 3.1 that

π
(N)
∗ (a+Kσ)

π
(N)
∗ (a)

=
λa+σK

λa
e−(U(a+Kσ)−U(a)) → e−K2

. (3.37)

Combining this with (3.36) we obtain (3.34) for K > 0. The proof of (3.34) for K < 0 is com-
pletely analogous. Since Proposition 3.1 together with (3.33) ensures that the convergence in (3.37)
is uniform on compacts as a function of K, the limit assertion (3.35) then follows by standard ar-
guments. □

3.5. Asymptotic normality of the quasi-equilibria: Proof of Theorem 2.4.c). We first
derive a rough “large deviation” bound for the quasi-equilibrium distribution.

Lemma 3.11. The quasi-equilibrium αN of Y
(N)
0 obeys

αN ({⌊a/2⌋, ⌊a/2⌋+ 1, . . . , N}) → 1 as N → ∞. (3.38)

Proof. Preparing for an application of Lemma 3.7 later in the proof, we define

tN := cN (log aN )2. (3.39)

Because of (2.16), the l.h.s. of (3.38) equals

PαN

(
Y0(tN ) ≥ a

2

∣∣T0 > tN

)
=

∑N
j=1 αN (j)Pj(Y0(tN ) ≥ a

2)∑N
j=1 αN (j)Pj(Y0(tN ) > 0)

=: βN ≤ 1. (3.40)

The proof will be accomplished if we can show that βN → 1 as N → ∞. Now assume that
lim inf βN < 1, i.e. there exists an ε > 0 and a sequence (Nk) converging to∞ for which βNk

≤ 1−ε.
This implies that for all k there exists some ik ∈ [Nk] for which

Pik

(
Y

(Nk)
0 (tNk

) ≥ aNk
/2
)
≤ (1− ε)Pik

(
Y

(Nk)
0 (tNk

) > 0
)
.

To lead this to a contradiction we will prove that for any sequence (jN )

PjN (Y0(tN ) ≥ a
2)

PjN (Y0(tN ) > 0)
= PjN

(
Y0(tN ) ≥ a

2

∣∣T0 > tN

)
→ 1. (3.41)

To show (3.41) we consider the two subsequences of (jN ) that are above (respectively below) aN :
(i) For jN ≥ aN , the numerator (and hence also the denominator) of the l.h.s. of (3.41) converges

to 1. To see this, note that the event {Ta > tN} implies the event {Y0(tN ) ≥ a/2}, while the event
{Ta ≤ tN} allows a re-start at time Ta. We claim that then Y0 remains with high probability above
a/2 until time tN . To see this, recall from (3.30) that

E⌊a⌋[T⌊a−σ⌋] ≥ c/8.

We know from from Lemma 3.3(B), that

P⌊a−σ⌋(Ta/2 < Ta) ≤ e−ρ2(
√
uN/(2ρ)−2). (3.42)
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The estimate (3.42) implies that

P⌊a⌋(Ta/2 < tN ) ≤ 8tN
c

e−ρ2(
√
uN/(2ρ)−2) = 8(log aN )2e−ρ2(

√
uN/(2ρ)−2) = o(1) as N → ∞.

(ii) For jN < aN , the process Y0 started in jN and conditioned not to hit 0 by time tN is
stochastically lower-bounded by the process Y∗ (started in jN ) that was introduced in Definition 3.6.
As proved in Lemma 3.7, we have E0[T

∗
a ] ≪ tN as N → ∞. This shows that

PjN

(
Ta ≤

tN
2

∣∣∣T0 > tN

)
→ 1 as N → ∞.

Thus, by a re-start of Y0 in time Ta, part (i) is applicable to ensure the convergence (3.41). □

Recall from Definition 3.6 the definition of the recurrent process Y
(N)
∗ and its equilibrium dis-

tribution π
(N)
∗ . In the spirit of a Doeblin coupling (cf [AF02, Sec. 14.1.1.]), we define the joint

distribution of (Y
(N)
0 , Y

(N)
∗ ) as follows. Starting in the product distribution αN ⊗ π

(N)
∗ , the two

processes evolve independently up to their first meeting time, which we denote by Tmeet = T
(N)
meet.

As before, T0 = T
(N)
0 denotes the time at which Y

(N)
0 hits 0 for the first time. On the event

{Tmeet ≤ T0}, the process (Y
(N)
0 (t))Tmeet≤t≤T0 is taken as an identical copy of (Y

(N)
∗ (t))Tmeet≤t≤T0 .

After time T0, the process Y
(N)
0 remains in 0, while Y

(N)
∗ continues to follow the dynamics specified

in Definition 3.6.
As in the proof of Lemma 3.11 we set tN := cN (log aN )2.

Lemma 3.12. With tN as in (3.39), the just defined meeting and absorption times satisfy

P(T
(N)
meet < tN < T

(N)
0 ) → 1 as N → ∞. (3.43)

Proof. Because of (3.38) it suffices to show that for all sequences (jN ) with jN ≥ aN
2 we have

P(T
(N)
meet < tN < T

(N)
0 | Y (N)

0 (0) = jN ) → 1 as N → ∞. (3.44)

Wth Ta = T
(N)
a denoting the time at which Y

(N)
0 hits a for the first time, we know (under the

specified starting conditions) from (3.16) and (3.21) that

Ta/tN → 0 in probability as N → ∞. (3.45)

With H∗
N being defined in terms of Y

(N)
∗ in the same way as HN was obtained from Y

(N)
0 in (2.18),

we define for eachN two sequences of stopping times (ρN,i)i∈N0 and (ρ∗N,i)i∈N0 inductively as follows:

ρN,0 := T
(N)
a /cN , ρ∗N,0 := min{t ≥ ρN,0 | H∗

N (t) = 0},
ρN,i := min{t > ρN,i−1 | HN (t) = 0 and HN (u) ≤ −1 for some u ∈ (ρN,i−1, t)},
ρ∗N,i := min{t > ρ∗N,i−1 | H∗

N (t) = 0 and H∗
N (u) ≤ −1 for some u ∈ (ρ∗N,i−1, t)}.

In addition, we define two sequences of random times (τN,i)i∈N and (τ∗N,i)i∈N as follows:

τN,i := max{t < ρN,i | HN (t−) = 0}, τ∗N,i := max{t < ρ∗N,i | H∗
N (t−) = 0}.

Finally, we define

JN := min{j ≥ 1 | ∃ i such that τN,j ≤ τ∗N,i ≤ ρN,j ≤ ρ∗N,i}
We claim that

T
(N)
meet ≤ ρN,JN . (3.46)

Indeed, if i is a natural number that obeys τN,JN ≤ τ∗N,i ≤ ρN,JN ≤ ρ∗N,i, then the excursion of HN

that happens between times τN,JN and ρN,JN necessarily meets the excursion of H∗
N that happens

between times τ∗N,i and ρ∗N,i.
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Because of (3.46) (and (2.12)), the assertion of the Lemma follows if we can show

P(ρN,JN ≤ tN ) → 1 as N → ∞. (3.47)

To this purpose we observe that, as a consequence of Theorem 2.4.b),

the sequence of processes (HN (ρN,0 + t))t≥0 converges, as N → ∞, in distribution to H. (3.48)

The same assertion is true for the processes (H∗
N (ρ∗N,0 + t))t≥0.

In analogy to ρN,i and ρ∗N,i we define a sequence of H-measurable stopping times (ρi)i∈N0 induc-
tively as follows:

ρ0 := 0, ρi := min{t > ρi−1 | H(t) = 0 and H(u) ≤ −1 for some u ∈ (ρi−1, t)}. (3.49)

Also, in analogy to τN,i and τ∗N,i, we define the sequence of random times (τi)i∈N as follows:

τi := max{t < ρi | H(t) = 0}.
As a consequence of (3.48) we obtain that the sequence of random sequences

PN :=
(
τ1,N , ρ1,N , τ2,N , ρ2,N , τ3,N , ρ3,N . . .

)
converges, after a backshift by ρ0,N , as N → ∞ in distribution to the random sequence

P := (τ1, ρ1, τ2, ρ2, τ3, ρ3, . . .) .

Likewise, we obtain that the sequence of random sequences

P∗
N :=

(
τ∗1,N , ρ∗1,N , τ∗2,N , ρ∗2,N , τ∗3,N , ρ∗3,N . . .

)
converges, now after a backshift by ρ∗0,N , as N → ∞ in distribution to P. Because of the indepen-
cence of HN and H∗

N up to their meeting time, we can consider a random sequence

P∗ =
(
τ∗1 , ρ

∗
1, τ

∗
2 , ρ

∗
2, τ

∗
3 , ρ

∗
3, . . .

)
which arises from an i.i.d. copy of P after a random shift that is independent of P. The random
variable

J := min{j ≥ 1 | ∃ i such that τj ≤ τ∗i ≤ ρj ≤ ρ∗i }
thus figures as an asymptotic stochastic upper bound for the sequence (JN ) as N → ∞. (Note that
on certain events JN may remain strictly smaller than J , e.g. when the first meeting of HN and
H∗

N happens in excursions above a.) It follows from basic properties of H that the distribution of J
has geometric tails. We thus obtain (3.47), because for each fixed N the increments ρN,i − ρN,i−1,

i = 1, 2, . . . are (as long as ρN,i < T
(N)
0 ) i.i.d. copies of ρN,1 − ρN,0, which converges as N → ∞ in

distribution to ρ1 defined in (3.49). □

Remark 3.13. The choice of (tN ) in (3.39) admits modifications. For specific choices of starting

values jN (like e.g. jN = ⌊aN ⌋
2 ) one might ask for sequences (tN ) that satisfy (3.44) and are “asymp-

totically as small as possible”. This points into the direction of questions studied e.g. in [BBL25],

for which the sequences Y
(N)
0 and Y

(N)
∗ might provide an interesting case.

Completion of the proof of Theorem 2.4.c). In the above-defined coupling we have as a consequence
of (3.43) that

P(Y
(N)
0 (tN ) ̸= Y

(N)
∗ (tN )) → 0 as N → ∞.

This implies that the variation distance between π
(N)
∗ and the distribution of Y

(N)
0 (tN ) tends to 0,

provided Y
(N)
0 is started in αN . Because of (2.16), and since P(T0 > tN ) → 1, also the variation

distance between αN and PαN (Y
(N)
0 (tN ) ∈ (·)) tends to 0 as N → 0. Consequently, we have

dTV(αN , π
(N)
∗ ) → 0 as N → ∞. Combined with Proposition 3.10 b) this completes the proof of

Theorem 2.4.c). □
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3.6. Asymptotic exponentiality of the extinction time: Proof of Theorem 2.4.d). First
we we will show

Proposition 3.14. Let T(αN ,0) be the extinction time of Y
(N)
0 when started in its quasi-equilibrium

distribution αN (cf. eq. (2.16)). Then the sequence T(αN ,0)/eN converges as N → ∞ in distribution
to a standard exponential random variable.

Proof. It is well known (see e.g. [MV12, Proposition 2]) that T(αN ,0) has an exponential distribution.
All what remains to show is thus that

E[T(αN ,0)] ∼ eN as N → ∞. (3.50)

Part c) of Theorem 2.4 implies that

αN ({1, 2, . . . ⌊a/2⌋}) → 0 as N → ∞.

On the other hand we know from (2.12) that EjN [T0] ∼ eN for all sequences jN with a/2 < jN ≤ N .
Since for any fixed N the mapping n → En[T0] is increasing in n, this implies (3.50). □

For jN ∈ {1, . . . , N} we denote by T(jN ,0) the extinction time of Y (N) when started in jN .
Let jN ≫ cN and T(αN ,0) be as in Proposition 3.14. The random times T(αN ,0) and T(jN ,0) are
stochastically dominated by T(N,0), i.e. there exist couplings

T(N,0) = S(N,αN ) + T(αN ,0), T(N,0) = S(N,jN ) + T(jN ,0) (3.51)

with S(N,αN ) and S(N,jN ) nonnegative.
2 From (2.12) and Lemma 3.11 we know that

E[T(N,0)] ∼ E[T(jN ,0)] ∼ eN ∼ E[T(αN ,0)].

Thus, because of (3.51),

0 ≤ E

[
S(N,αN )

eN

]
→ 0 as N → ∞

which by Markov’s inequality implies that the sequence (S(N,αN )/eN ) converges to 0 in probability.
A similar argument, again based on (3.51), shows that also the sequence (S(N,jN )/eN ) converges to 0
in probability as N → ∞. We know from Proposition 3.14 that the sequence (T(αN ,0)/eN ) converges
in distribution to a standard exponential random variable. Together with (3.51), with the above
argument and Slutski’s theorem, this shows that also the sequence (T(jN ,0)/eN ) is asymptotically
standard exponential. This completes the proof of part d) of Theorem 2.4.

3.7. On the way to extinction: Proof of Theorem 2.4.e).

Lemma 3.15. For all ε < 1/3, and for a suitably chosen C > 0, with high probability the process Y0,
after having left ⌊3εa⌋ forever

(i) will not return to ⌊2εa⌋ after having visited ⌊εa⌋, and
(ii) makes at least CεNm steps between states 2εa and 0.

Proof. (i) Let us denote by W the discrete-time chain of a process whose law is that of the fittest
class size conditioned to reach 0 before returning to 3εa. Let 1 ≤ k ≤ 2εa and consider the law of
the next increment conditionally on the process staying below 3εa:

Pk

(
W (1) = k + 1|T0 < T3εa

)
=

λk

λk + µk

Pk+1(T0 < T3εa)

Pk(T0 < T3εa)
. (3.52)

Using the harmonicity of the function R defined in (3.3) we have

Pk+1(T0 < T3εa)

Pk(T0 < T3εa)
=

rk+1 + rk+2 + ...+ r3εa−1

rk + rk+1 + ...+ r3εa−1
. (3.53)

2For a distinguished coupling in which SN,αN is a “time to quasi-equilibrium” that is independent of T(αN ,N), see

Proposition 5 and the remark at the end of Section 3 of [DM09].
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Noticing that, for ℓ ≤ a, the oddratios rℓ are decreasing with ℓ, we obtain that

inf
k≤i≤3εa−1

ri+1

ri
− 1

3εa− k − 1
≤ rk+1 + rk+2 + ...+ r3εa−1

rk + rk+1 + ...+ r3εa−1
≤ sup

k≤i≤3εa−1

ri+1

ri
(3.54)

and we can sandwich the bounds in (3.54) by observing that for 1 ≤ i ≤ 3εa

1− 2m

ρ
(1− ρ) ≤ ri+1

ri
= 1 +

2m

ρ

( ρ

1− (i+ 1)/N
− 1
)
≤ 1− 2m

(1
ρ
− 2

i+ 1

N
− 1
)

≤ 1− 2m

ρ
(1− ρ) + 13ε(1− ρ)m,

where we used that 1/(1 − x) ≤ 1 + 2x for x ≤ 1/2. Besides, we have, using the same inequality,
for k ≤ 2εa

1

2

(
1 +

m

ρ
(1− ρ)

)
− 3ερ(1− ρ)m ≤ λk

λk + µk
=

1

2

(
1 +

m

ρ

(
1− ρ

1− k/N

))
≤ 1

2

(
1 +

m

ρ
(1− ρ)

)
.

Combining the previous two chains of inequalities with (3.52), (3.53) and (3.54) we get

1

2

(
1 +

m

ρ
(1− ρ)− 6ερ(1− ρ)m

)(
1− 2m

ρ
(1− ρ)− 1

εa− 1

)
≤ Pk

(
W (1) = k + 1|T0 < T3εa

)
≤

1

2

(
1 +

m

ρ
(1− ρ)

)(
1− 2m

ρ
(1− ρ) + 13ε(1− ρ)m

)
.

As for large N , (
m(1− ρ)

ρ

)2

+
1

εa− 1
= o(m(1− ρ)),

we deduce that for N large enough,

1

2

(
1− m

ρ
(1− ρ)− 7ε(1− ρ)m

)
≤ Pk

(
W (1) = k + 1|T0 < T3εa

)
≤ 1

2

(
1− m

ρ
(1− ρ) + 14ε(1− ρ)m

)
In particular, focusing on the lower bound we deduce that

Pεa

(
T2εa < ∞|T0 < T3εa

)
≤
(
1− m

ρ (1− ρ)(1− 7ερ)

1 + m
ρ (1− ρ)(1− 7ερ)

)εa

=

(
1− 2

m
ρ (1− ρ)(1− 7ερ)

1 + m
ρ (1− ρ)(1− 7ερ)

)εa

≤
(
1− m

ρ
(1− ρ)(1− 7ερ)

)εa

≤ exp

(
−εmN(1− ρ)2(1− 7ερ)

ρ

)
which, again because of assumption (2.11), converges to 0 as N → ∞. This proves part (i) of the
Lemma.
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To show part (ii), note that, as a consequence of the previous computations, there exists a simple

random walk W (−) making up jumps with probability

1

2
− µ(−)

2
:=

1

2

(
1− m

ρ
(1− ρ)(1− 7ερ)

)
(3.55)

such that with high probability, for any n ∈ N,

W (n) ≥ W (−)(n).

Now, if we denote by TX
i the hitting time of i by the random walk X, this coupling entails for any

positive finite C

Pε(1−ρ)N

(
TW
0 > Cε

N

m

)
≥ P0

(
TW (−)

−ε(1−ρ)N > Cε
N

m

)
.

We have the following equality of events:{
TW (−)

−ε(1−ρ)N < Cε
N

m

}
=

{
inf

0≤i≤CεN
m

W (−)(i) < −ε(1− ρ)N

}
.

By assumption,

M(n) := W (−)(n) + nµ(−)

is a simple symmetric random walk. We thus obtain for g ∈ N

P

(
inf

0≤i≤n
W (−)(i)≤− g − nµ(−)

)
= P

(
inf

0≤i≤n
M(i) ≤ −g

)
≤ exp

(
− g2

2n

)
, (3.56)

where the last estimate follows from the Azuma-Hoeffding inequality. With the numbers of steps
in (3.56) chosen as n := CεN

m we obtain from (3.55) that

nµ(−) =
C(1− ρ)εN

ρ
(1− 7ερ),

Since the starting point was ε(1− ρ)N , the choice

g + nµ(−) = ε(1− ρ)N (3.57)

turns into

g = εN(1− ρ)

(
1− C

ρ
(1− 7ερ)

)
. (3.58)

Because of our assumption that ρ is bounded away from 0 we may choose

C =
1

2
lim inf
N→∞

ρN =:
ρ∗
2
.

Consequently,

g2

2n
= ε

(
1− C

ρ
(1− 5ερ)

)2 uN
2C

converges to ∞ as N → ∞ under our standing assumption (2.11) and thus the right hand side of
(3.56) converges to zero. □

We are now ready to prove Theorem 2.4.d). We know from Lemma 3.15 that with high proba-
bility, after its last hitting of the state 3εa the process Y0 once it has reached εa

• Does not reach the state 2εa anymore
• Makes a number of jumps which is at least εNρ∗/(2m) and thus a number of downward
jumps which is at least εNρ∗/(4m)
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Noticing that, when Y0 is in state k, an individual’s “death” is due a mutation with probability

2m

1− k/N + 2m
≥ 2m

1− ε
,

we thus obtain that on Y0’s way to extinction and while it is of size smaller than 2εa, the number
of mutations affecting the “type 0” population is at least

εNρ∗
4m

· 2m

1− ε
≫ 1

m(1− ρ)

where the last estimate follows because Nm(1 − ρ) ≥ Nm(1 − ρ)2 ≫ 1, cf. our standing condi-
tion (2.11). □

4. Proof of Theorem 2.3

In this section we complete the proof of Theorem 2.3. The core idea is to proceed inductively
and to show that with high probability the fittest class at the time of its disappearance has left a
number ≫ c of mutants, which helps establishing the “next fittest class”.

4.1. Lower-bounding the size of the new fittest class at a clicktime. The following key
proposition uses the hierarchical autonomy of the tournament ratchet stated in Remark 2.2; its
proof builds on Theorem 2.4.e).

Proposition 4.1. Let (Y N
0 , Y N

1 ) be a bivariate birth-and-death process whose jump rates are the

same as those of (N
(N)
κ ,N

(N)
κ+1) specified in Definition 2.1 on the event {K⋆

N (t) = κ}. Assume there
exists a sequence (jN ) with jN ≫ cN such that

P(Y
(N)
0 (0) ≥ jN ) → 1 as N → ∞.

Then there exists a sequence (gN ) with gN ≫ cN such that

P
(
Y

(N)
1 (T0) ≥ gN

)
→ 1 as N → ∞, (4.1)

where T0 = T
(N)
0 is the hitting time of 0 of the process Y

(N)
0 .

Proof. With regard to Remark 2.2 we consider a bivariate birth-and-death process (Y0, Y1) whose
jump rates are the same as those of (Nκ,Nκ+1) specified in Definition 2.1 on the event {K⋆(t) = κ}.
In particular, as long as (Y0, Y1) is in state (n0, n1) the upward jump rate of Y1 is

b(n0, n1) := mn0 + n1 ·
[
1

2

(
1− n1

N

)
+

m

ρ

(
1− n0

N
− n1

N

)]
and the downward jump rate is given by

d(n0, n1) := n1 ·
[
1

2

(
1− n1

N

)
+m+

m

ρ
· n0

N

]
.

In accordance with Theorem 2.4.d) we denote by P = [L, T0 ) the period between the time at
which Y0 visits 2εa for the last time and the time of the extinction of Y0. In the next arguments
we will make use of the fact that this period cannot last too long; more specifically (see (3.22)),
E[T0 − L] = O(c log a). We now claim:

(C) If during P the process Y1 ever reaches a/4, then with high probability it will not drop down
below a/8 ≫ c by the end of P (which corresponds to the time of the next click).
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To prove claim (C) we introduce a birth-and-death process Ỹ1 whose birth and death rates in
state n1 ∈ N are

b(n1) := n1β(n1) = n1 ·
[
1

2

(
1− n1

N

)
+

m

ρ

(
1− 2εa

N
− n1

N

)]
,

d(n1) := n1δ(n1) = n1 ·
[
1

2

(
1− n1

N

)
+m+

m

ρ
· 2εa
N

]
.

Define T := min
(
P ∩ {t | Y1(t) ≤ ⌊a⌋/4}

)
. Then on the event {T < ∞} the processes Y1 and Ỹ1

can be coupled such that

Y1(T ) = Ỹ1(T ) and Y1(t) ≥ Ỹ1(t) a.s. for t ∈ P ∩ [T,∞).

To ease notation, let us shift time and assume (again omitting the floor brackets for convenience)
that

Ỹ1(0) = Y1(0) =
a

4
.

Let us denote by W a discrete random walk making +1 jumps with probability p and −1 jumps
with probability q = 1− p. Then if we take a, b ∈ N and denote by TW

k the walk’s W first hitting
of K, we know that

P(TW
−a < TW

b ) =
(p/q)b − 1

(p/q)a+b − 1
.

Let a/6 ≤ k ≤ a/2. Then

βk
βk + δk

≥
βa/2

βa/2 + δa/2
=

1

2
+

m

2ρ

((1 + ρ)/2− 4ε(1− ρ)− ρ

1 +m/ρ+m

)
≥ 1

2
+

m

8ρ
(1− ρ)

for ε := 1/24 and N large enough. In particular,

βk
δk

≥ 1 +
m

2ρ
(1− ρ),

βk
βk + δk

− δk
βk + δk

≥ m

4ρ
(1− ρ)

and if we denote by T̃k the hitting time of k by Ỹ1 we obtain for N large enough

P0

(
T̃−a/12 < T̃a/4

)
≤
(
1 +

m

2ρ
(1− ρ)

)−a/12
≤ e−(a/12)m(1−ρ)/2ρ = e−uN/24ρ.

Let us now consider the sequence (Pi, i ∈ N) of successive parts of paths of the process Ỹ1 with
initial state a/4 and which come back to a/4 after having visited a/2 and not a/6. According to

the previous result, there are more than a geometric of parameter e−uN/24ρ of such paths before
reaching a/6. Then each Pi is made of at least a/12 steps of independent exponential random
variables of intensity at most 2a. Let us denote by |Pi| the duration of the path Pi. We will prove
that

P
(
|Pi| < 1/36

)
≤ e−Qa

where

Q = 1/36 + log 2− log 3 < 0.

For this, we denote by Ei a sequence of independent exponential random variables with parame-
ter 2a. We get, using Markov inequality

P
(
|Pi| <

1

36

)
≤ P

( a/12∑
i=1

Ei <
1

36

)
= P

(
e−a

∑a/12
i=1 Ei > e−

a
36

)
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≤ e
a
36 E

[
e−a

∑a/12
i=1 Ei

]
≤ e

a
36

(2
3

)a/12
= e−Qa.

We thus have the following properties:

(1) The period P has an expected duration O(c log a) (see (3.22)).

(2) If during P the process Y1 ever reaches a/4, then with a probability larger than 1−e−uN/30ρ

it will reach a/2 and come back to a/4 before reaching a/6 and this excursion will take at
least a time 1/36.

Since

c log ae−uN/24ρ ≤ uNe−uN/24ρ → 0 as N → ∞,

this concludes the proof of claim (C).
We now consider the events

G1 := {Y1(L) > a/4}, G2 := {Y1(L) ≤ a/4}, F := {Y1(t) = a/4 for some t ∈ P}.

Because of Claim (C) we have Y1(T0) ≫ c with high probability on the event F , and obviously we
have Y1(T0) > a/4 ≫ c on the event G1 ∩ F c.

It remains to consider the event G2 ∩F c, on which Y1 does not exceed a/4 during the period P.
We know from Theorem 2.4.e) that the number of mutants that “immigrate” into the second

fittest class during period P is with high probability ≫ c. The difference between the upward and
the downward jump rates of the second fittest class is

b(n0, n1)− d(n0, n1) = mn0 +
mn1

ρN

[
N(1− ρ)− 2n0 − n1

]
. (4.2)

Thus for ε ≤ 1
8 , as long as the size of the fittest class is smaller than 2εa and the size of the second

fittest class is ≤ a/4, the supercriticality of the second fittest class is ≥ 1
2m(1− ρ) = 1

2c . Hence on

the event G2 ∩ F c we can lower-bound Y1 by a branching process with supercriticality ≥ 1
2c and a

number of immigrants during period P that is ≫ c. This process will reach a size ≫ c with high
probability, which allows to conclude the proof of the Proposition. □

4.2. From one click to the next. Let T (i)
N , i ≥ 1, be as in (2.2), with T (0)

N := 0.
(a) We show by induction: For all i ≥ 0 there exists a sequence (jN ) with jN ≫ cN such that

P
(
N

(N)
i (T (i)

N ) ≥ jN

)
→ 1 as N → ∞. (4.3)

Indeed, for i = 0 this follows from assumption (2.15), while the induction step is a direct corollary
of Proposition 4.1 combined with Remark 2.2.

(b) By definition the times T (i)
N are the jump times of the process K∗

N . Since N
(N)
i−1(T

(i)
N ) = 0

by construction, the events {K⋆
N (T (i)

N ) = i} and {N(N)⋆
0 (T (i)

N ) = N
(N)
i (T (i)

N ) ≥ jN} are implied by
the event appearing in (4.3). Again employing Remark 2.2, we can thus apply Theorem 2.4.d)

combined with (4.3) to conclude by induction that
(
T (i)
N − T

(i−1)
N

)/
eN , i ∈ N, converges in distri-

bution as N → ∞ to a sequence of idependent standard exponential random variables.
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