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Abstract

Consider an advantageous allele that arises in a haploid population of size N evolving in continuous
time according to a skewed reproduction mechanism, which generates under neutrality genealogies ly-
ing in the domain of attraction of a Beta(2 − α, α)-coalescent for α ∈ (1, 2). We prove in a setting of
moderate selection that the fixation probability πN of the advantageous allele is asymptotically equal to
α1/(α−1)s

1/(α−1)
N , where sN is the selection strength of the advantageous allele. Our proof uses duality

with a suitable Λ-ancestral selection graph.

Key words: fixation probability, skewed offspring distribution, ancestral selection graph, duality, equi-
librium distribution
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1 Introduction

The determination of (asymptotic or approximate) formulae for the fixation probabilities of advantageous
alleles is a classical problem in population genetics, see e.g. [PW08] for an overview. Seminal formulae
have been established by Haldane [Hal27] and by Kimura [Kim62]. Both formulae have been shown to be
valid for certain population models with selection and offspring distributions in the domain of attraction
of the Wright-Fisher diffusion, hence by duality, their genealogies under neutrality converge to Kingman’s
coalescent, see e.g. [Kim62] and [BGCPW21b, BGCPW21a].

Here we consider a two-type (wildtype and advantageous type) population model with fixed population
size N and a skewed offspring distribution at neutral reproductions, which lies in the domain of attraction of
a Λ-Wright-Fisher diffusion. To this we add moderate selection, i.e. genetic drift is considerably weaker than
the effect of selection. In our setting the corresponding dual ancestral selection process has an asymptotically
Beta(2 − α, α)-like coalescence structure with 1 < α < 2 and an asymptotically linear, binary branching
component. We show that the fixation probability πN of the advantageous allele when starting from a

single copy is asymptotically equal to α1/(α−1)s
1/(α−1)
N , where sN ∼ N−b is the selection strength of the

advantageous allele with 0 < b < α− 1.
A similar scenario has also been investigated in [OH21]. Okada and Hallatschek derive in their paper

basically the same asymptotic formula (up to a constant) based on heuristic arguments. Here we give a
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rigorous proof of this asymptotics including the prefactor. Our proof is based on a duality argument, a
method that has been proven to be useful for this type of question, see e.g. [KN97], [Man09], [BGCPW21b].

The investigation of the interplay between selection and skewed offspring distributions is biologically
highly relevant as well as mathematically intriguing. Skewed offspring distributions are believed to be
common especially among marine populations and to play “a major role in shaping marine biodiversity”
[HP11], p. 971. Furthermore, also for rapidly adapting populations as well as for populations subject to
seasonal reproduction cycles it has been argued that multiple merger coalescents provide a reasonable null-
model for the genealogy of the population, see e.g. [NH13] and [CGCSWB22]. Empirical evidence for the
relevance of multiple merger coalescents has been found in genomic data from various species, e.g. Atlantic
cod [ÁKHE23], Japanese sardine [NNY16], Mycobacterium tuberculosis [MGF20] and Influenza [SL12].

Neutral population models with such genealogies have been intensively studied, see e.g. [BBC+05],
[HM13], [HM22], [Sch03], [KW21, Fre21, BB21]. Models that investigate the joint effect of selection and
skewed offspring distributions have been analysed by various authors. One of the first models in this context
was proposed and investigated, in particular with respect to duality, by Etheridge, Griffiths and Taylor in
[EGT10]. Foucard [Fou13], Griffiths [Gri14] as well as Bah and Pardoux [BP15] consider Λ-Wright-Fisher
models and Λ-lookdown models, respectively. They derive criteria for which fixation of the wildtype allele
and of the advantageous allele, respectively, is possible. In [CHV21] Cordero, Hummel and Véchambre study
a class of Λ-Wright–Fisher processes with frequency-dependent and environmental selection. They show that
in this class of models fixation of one type is not always sure, but coexistence of both types is possible.

In [GCKP24] a general population model is analysed, in which individuals can reproduce neutrally and
selectively according to skewed offspring distributions. In particular, the authors derive a semi-explicit
formula for the fixation probability of a beneficial allele. Birkner, Dahmer and Eldon consider in [BDE24] a
related population model with selection and skewed offspring distribution evolving in discrete generations.
It is a weighted version of the reproduction model in [Sch03], which involves free production of juveniles
followed by population size regulation via (weighted) sampling without replacement from the juvenile pool.
They arrive at the same asymptotic formula for the fixation probability as we do (with a constant specific
to their model). See also Section 1.4 below for more discussion.

1.1 Population model and main result

We consider a population of fixed size N ∈ N, where each individual is either of wildtype or of the advanta-
geous type. The population is evolving in continuous time according to Λ-type neutral reproduction events
as well as binary selective events. The selective and neutral events are governed by Poisson point processes
PN and PS . Let Λ be a finite measure on (0, 1) and cN > 0. We start with the neutral component of
the model. We label the N individuals by 1, . . . , N and let PN be a Poisson point process with intensity
cNdt ⊗ p−2Λ(dp) on R+ × (0, 1]. For every point (t, p) in PN each individual i at time t performs an inde-
pendent coin toss with success probability p. All individuals with a successful coin toss participate in the
reproduction event. Among the participating individuals a single individual is chosen uniformly at random
to reproduce and replace with its offspring all other participating individuals. Note that this includes the
possibility that only one or no individual participates in a reproduction event, resulting in ‘silent’ events
which have no effect on the frequency nor on the genealogy. Non-silent events occur at a finite rate, see (5)
below, so the dynamics is well defined. We will refer to the events associated to PN as neutral events. Note
that the neutral component of the model alone (obtained by setting sN = 0 below) is a variation of the
‘general Moran model’ considered in [BB09, Sect. 1.2.3] and is also a time-continuous version of a special
case of the class of models considered in [HM13], see also the discussion in Subsection 1.2.1 below.

In order to add selection we define PS to be a Poisson point process on R+ with intensity NsNdt. For each
point in PS , we sample uniformly at random an individual i. Whenever i is of the wildtype nothing happens,
whenever i is of the advantageous type, i reproduces in the sense that an uniformly chosen individual j is
replaced by a child of individual i, in particular it receives the (advantageous) type of i. Similarly, we will
refer to the events induced by PS as selective events.
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Figure 1: Selective arrows are depicted as dashed arrows. Individual 3 is of the advantageous type, shown
in blue. Hence, individual 3 is not replaced at time t0 since individual 5 is of wildtype. At time t1 the
advantageous descendant (individual 4) of individual 3 is able to use the selective arrow.

In the following we will consider 1 < α < 2 and measures Λ of the form

Λ(dp) =
1

Γ(2− α)Γ(α)
p1−α(1 − p)α−1

1(0,1)(p)dp, (1)

i.e. Λ = Beta(2− α, α) and
cN ∼ (α− 1)Γ(α)N1−α, as N → ∞, (2)

where fN ∼ gN is the shorthand notation for fN/gN → 1 as N → ∞. The precise choice of scaling for cN is
explained in Subsection 1.2.1. Briefly speaking, cN is chosen such that each individual dies asymptotically
at rate 1. The choice (1) for Λ is prototypical in the context of offspring laws with infinite variance (see
also (9) in Section 1.2.1) and makes explicit calculations easier, we refer to Section 1.6 for background and
generalisations.

From now on we consider a regime of moderate selection, i.e. we assume

sN ∼ N−b, (3)

for some 0 < b < α− 1, see Subsection 1.2.2 below for interpretation.

Let (X
(N)
t )t≥0 denote the number of wildtype individuals in the just defined model at time t and set

πN := lim
t→∞

PN−1(X
(N)
t = 0)

the probability of fixation of a single advantageous mutant (here, PN−1 refers to starting fromX
(N)
0 = N−1).

We are now ready to state our main theorem.

Theorem 1. Assume 0 < b < α − 1 and let Λ(dx) be a Beta distribution with parameters (2 − α, α) for

some α ∈ (1, 2). Then it holds that

πN ∼ α
1

α−1N
−b

α−1 = (αsN )
1

α−1 , as N → ∞. (4)

We give a sketch of the proof of Theorem 1 in Section 1.5 and rigorously prove it in Section 2. Furthermore,
we discuss how our result connects to the fixation probabilities in the boundary cases α = 2 and α = 1 in
Section 1.6.
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Remark 1.1. • One could easily modify the selective strength in (3) by a constant csel, i.e. use sN ∼

cselN
−b, and obtain the same asymptotic behaviour for πN in (4) with (αcsel)

1

α−1 as the new constant.

• Note that smaller α reduces the probability of fixation. This is very plausible, since for smaller α neutral

fluctuations in the frequency path are stronger.

1.2 Choices of parameter scales

1.2.1 Time scale and the size of neutral events

Consider a Poisson point process P̃N on R+ × (0, 1] with intensity measure dt ⊗ p−2Λ(dp) (which coincides

with PN up to a re-scaling of time), and use the points in P̃N to generate neutral reproduction events as
above. Then, for a fixed individual among the N many, the rate at which it participates in some non-trivial
event (i.e., its own p-coin toss is successful and there is at least one other individual whose p-coin toss is
successful) is given by

c̃N =

∫

(0,1]

p
(
1− (1− p)N−1

) 1
p2

Λ(dp) ∼
1

(α− 1)Γ(α)
Nα−1, as N → ∞. (5)

Hence, the prefactor cN (∼ 1/c̃N , which is of order N1−α) in the intensity measure of the Poisson point
process PN ensures that any given individual dies due to a ‘neutral event’ with (an approximately) constant
rate, irrespective of the population size N ≫ 1.

Furthermore, given that the focal individual participates in the next neutral event, the conditional prob-
ability that the focal individual becomes therein the parent of k ∈ {2, 3, . . . , N} offspring is given by

p̃
(N)
k :=

1

c̃N

1

k

(
N − 1

k − 1

)∫

(0,1]

p pk−1(1 − p)N−k 1

p2
Λ(dp)

=
1

c̃N

1

Γ(2− α)Γ(α)

Γ(N − k + α)

Γ(N − k + 1)

Γ(k − α)

Γ(k + 1)
−→

α− 1

Γ(2− α)

Γ(k − α)

Γ(k + 1)
=: p̃k, as N → ∞, (6)

and the conditional probability that the focal individual is not chosen as the parent and hence leaves 0
offspring is given by

p̃
(N)
0 :=

1

c̃N

N∑

k=2

k − 1

k

(
N − 1

k − 1

)∫

(0,1]

p pk−1(1− p)N−k 1

p2
Λ(dp) −→

1

α
=: p̃0 as N → ∞. (7)

We refer to Section A.1 for proofs of these formulas.
Thus, the population model we consider here has the following equivalent description (in law): For

k = 2, 3, . . . , N , each individual dies and is replaced by k children with rate cN c̃N p̃
(N)
k (∼ p̃k as N → ∞); in

order to make room for these children, k− 1 other individuals are drawn uniformly without replacement and
die as well. In addition, each individual of the advantageous type produces a single child at rate sN which
replaces one uniformly chosen individual (possibly the parent itself).

We remark that the probability law with weights (p̃k)k∈N0
(with p̃1 := 0) given in (6)–(7) has generating

function

f̃(z) =
1

α
+

∞∑

k=2

α− 1

Γ(2− α)

Γ(k − α)

Γ(k + 1)
zk =

1

α
(1− z)α + z, (8)

where we used

(1− z)α = 1− αz +
α(α− 1)

Γ(2− α)

∞∑

k=2

Γ(k − α)

Γ(k + 1)
zk.
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In particular its mean is f̃ ′(1) = 1; we see e.g. from the explicit formula in (6) that

pk ∼ ((α− 1)/Γ(2− α))k−1−α, as k → ∞ (9)

so that it lies in the domain of attraction of a one-sided stable law with index α, in particular, the variance
is infinite. Let us mention that the appearance of the law (8), or a close relative like a version conditioned
to be positive, is not at all surprising in the context of Beta(2− α, α)-coalescents, see e.g. [Ker12, GY07].

1.2.2 Selection of moderate strength

We regard the selection strength (3) as moderate, because for these values of b we have cN ≪ sN ≪ 1. If
b = 0, selection is independent of N . This regime is generally called a regime of strong selection. When
cN ∈ Θ(sN ), i.e. sN ∈ O(cN ) and cN ∈ O(sN ) both hold, selection and coalescence act on the same time
scale. In the context of a Wright-Fisher diffusion, i.e. in the case cN = 1

N and sN = γ
N for some γ > 0, one

then usually speaks of weak selection. As the selection strength we are considering lies in between these two
regimes, it is reasonable to speak of moderate selection.

The case of skewed offspring distributions with weak selection, where in the scaling limit a Λ-Wright-
Fisher process arises, has been studied by various authors, see e.g. [Gri14, Fou13, BP15].

1.3 Duality

A key ingredient of the proof of the main result is the definition of an ancestral selection process (A
(N)
τ )τ≥0

that is dual to (X
(N)
t )t≥0. We express the fixation probability in terms of the expectation of the stationary

distribution of this ancestral process. Hence, an analysis of this expectation yields the proof of Theorem 1.

The Λ-ancestral selection process (A
(N)
τ )τ≥0 counts the number of potential ancestors at (backward) time

τ of a sample taken at time 0. It has the same transition rates as a suitably time rescaled block counting
process of a Λ-coalescent with an additional branching mechanism.

Definition 1.2 (Λ-ASP). We define A(N) := (A
(N)
τ )τ≥0 with A0 = n ∈ [N ] to be the Markov process with

state space [N ]:= {1, . . . , N} and transition rates rn,m from n to m:

rn,n+1 = nsN (1−
n

N
), n ∈ {1, ..., N − 1}

rn,j = cNq(n, j), j ∈ {1, ..., n− 1}

with cN ∼ (α− 1)Γ(α)N1−α and

q(n, j) =

(
n

n− j + 1

)∫ 1

0

xn−j−1(1− x)j−1Λ(dx). (11)

The Λ-ASP is the block counting process corresponding to the Λ-ancestral selection graph that one
obtains informally by reversing time in Figure 1. Let us mention here the related works [CV23, GCKP24],
where analogously defined Λ-ancestral selection graphs in different settings are considered.

Note that the jump rates rn,j from n to j of the Λ-ASP are given by the respective time changed (through
multiplication with cN ) rates of the block counting process of the Λ-coalescent (i.e. the rate at which some
(n−j+1)-merger occurs when there are presently n blocks). The practical interest in defining the Λ-ASP lies
in the following sampling duality. It has been used widely in the literature, in particular also to determine
(asymptotic) expressions for the fixation probability. Basically it states that all individuals in a sample have
the wildtype iff all potential ancestors of these individuals have the wildtype.

Proposition 1.3 (Duality). Let k, n ≤ N and t > 0. The following hypergeometric duality holds

E

[
X

(N)
t (X

(N)
t − 1) · · · (X

(N)
t − (n− 1))

N(N − 1) · · · (N − (n− 1))

∣∣∣X(N)
0 = k

]
= E

[
k(k − 1) · · · (k − (AN

t − 1))

N(N − 1) · · · (N − (AN
t − 1))

∣∣∣AN
0 = n

]
, (12)

where the transition rates of A(N) are given by (10).
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The most relevant case of Proposition 1.3 for our analysis is the case k = N − 1, i.e. at time 0 in the
population a single individual has the advantageous type. A simple consequence of Proposition 1.3 is the
following corollary.

Corollary 1.4. Denote by A
(N)
eq a random variable whose distribution is given as the stationary distribution

of A(N). Then the following holds

πN =
E

[
A

(N)
eq

]

N
. (13)

Proof. Apply Proposition 1.3 with k = N−1, n = N (noting that then X
(N)
t (X

(N)
t −1) · · · (X

(N)
t −(n−1))) =

N ! if X
(N)
t = N and 0 otherwise) and make use of the fact that A

(N)
t → A

(N)
eq in distribution as t → ∞

together with the dominated convergence theorem, then (13) follows.

Proof of Proposition 1.3. Due to the construction of the Λ-ASG (see Def. 1.2 and the discussion below)
in order to sample only wildtype individuals at time t all ancestors have to be wildtype individuals. By
exchangeability it is only important to keep track of the number of potential ancestors. Hence, in order to
prove (12) it suffices to show that the rates given in the definition match to the rates at which we gain or
lose potential ancestors. Assume that the Λ-ASP consists currently of n lines. Whenever there is a selective
reproduction event (which occurs at rate sNN), with probability n/N(1− n/N) an individual from outside
the current n lines is chosen to reproduce with offspring among the n lines, hence we have to follow an
additional line and thus the Λ-ASP branches. This gives the rate rn,n+1.

Whenever there is a neutral reproduction event with intensity p at rate cN all n lines toss a coin, with
n − j + 1 participating with probability

(
n

n−j+1

)
pn−j+1(1 − p)j−1. All the participating lines will merge

resulting in a single line for the Λ-ASP. Hence we lose n− j +1 lines but another one is gained and we need
to follow j lines after the event. This gives rn,j for all j ∈ 1, . . . , n− 1.

1.4 Some related models

The Λ-asymmetric Moran model from [GCKP24] As already mentioned in the introduction, in
[GCKP24] a related class of models involving multiple merger genealogies and two selectively distinguished
types is studied. As in our paper, the corresponding dual Λ-ancestral selection process plays an important role
in [GCKP24]. There are however important differences. In the notation of [GCKP24], there areN individuals
which can be of type ⊕ (the fitter type) or of type ⊖ (the less fit type). Reproduction is parametrised by two
(probability) measures Λ⊕ and Λ⊖ on [0, 1], where Λ⊕ stochastically dominates Λ⊖. At rate 1, an individual
is chosen uniformly at random (irrespective of its type) to reproduce; if the reproducing individual is of type
⊕, a value y is drawn from Λ⊕. Every individual then independently dies instantaneously with probability
y and is immediately replaced by an offspring of the reproducing individual (with type ⊕). The procedure
is analogous if the reproducing individual is of type ⊖ except that y is drawn from Λ⊖. Thus, the difference
in offspring laws between the two types can (and generically will be) much greater in this model than in our
set-up, and the model from [GCKP24] gives greater freedom to model this differences (a measure on [0, 1]
rather than a single rate as in our case). Arguably, both selective and neutral reproduction in [GCKP24] are
‘event-based’ rather than ‘individual-based’: as it stands in [GCKP24, Sect. 1–5], the individual offspring
law in the model from [GCKP24] depends on the type and on the population size N , the individual litter
size will always be a (random) non-trivial fraction of the total population size N . By contrast, our setup is
chosen in such a way that the individual offspring laws stabilise to a proper probability law on N, see (6)–(7)
and the discussion around it. In particular, our model is not a special case of the model from [GCKP24].

Furthermore, the Λ-ASP in [GCKP24] differs from our process in two aspects. The rate of downward
jumps in [GCKP24] depends on whether the potential parent is among the potential ancestors or not. Due to
our construction of the model we do not need to distinguish these cases, which simplifies the transition rates
in our case. Furthermore, for our Λ-ASP the branching rate is asymptotically linear in n (if n ∈ o(N), which
is at least under stationarity with high probability the case). This is in the setting considered in [GCKP24]
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in general not the case. The question analogous to our Theorem 1, namely the N → ∞ asymptotics of
the fixation probability of a single advantageous mutant in a population of size N is not in the focus of
[GCKP24]. ([GCKP24] do consider in Sections 6–7 an SDE version obtainable as a rescaling of their discrete
population models and derive in Proposition 7.2 a series representation for the fixation probability starting
from a fraction x ∈ (0, 1) of fit individuals in the limiting SDE model. It is tempting to insert x = 1/N there,
yet is at least a priori not clear in how far this reflects the behaviour of the pre-limiting models starting from
a single fit individual.)

Given the fact that [GCKP24] as well as the present paper use population models which are in sampling
duality with certain branching-coalescing processes, it is conceivable that the techniques of the present paper
could be applied to derive an analogue of Theorem 1 for the model from [GCKP24]. In fact, the basic proof
structure we use for Theorem 1 carries over verbatim and the analogue of (13) from Corollary 1.4 holds for
the model from [GCKP24]. Due to the more complicated structure of the transition rates of the ancestral
process in [GCKP24] and the (much) greater generality in the choice of Λ⊕ and Λ⊖ compared to our set-up,
a detailed analysis of the asymptotics of the fixation probabilities πN in the setting of [GCKP24] seems
challenging and must presently be left for possible future work.

A preliminary observation can already be made at this point: Write µ⊕ =
∫
(0,1]

yΛ⊕(dy) and µ⊖ =∫
(0,1] yΛ

⊖(dy) for the means of Λ⊕ and Λ⊖, respectively. Inspection of the jump rates of the ancestral

process in [GCKP24, Prop. 4.5] (cf also the displayed equation below Proposition 4.5 there) shows that the
expected loss rate of potential ancestors when there are currently n of them is

n

N

∫

[0,1]

n−1∑

k=1

k

(
n− 1

k

)
yk(1− y)n−1−k Λ⊖(dy) +

(
1−

n

N

) ∫

[0,1]

n−1∑

k=1

k

(
n

k + 1

)
yk+1(1− y)n−(k+1) Λ⊖(dy)

=
n

N

∫

[0,1]

(n− 1)yΛ⊖(dy) +
(
1−

n

N

)∫

[0,1]

n∑

j=2

(j − 1)

(
n

j

)
yj(1− y)n−j Λ⊖(dy)

=
n

N
(n− 1)µ⊖ +

(
1−

n

N

)
(nµ⊖ − 1) +

(
1−

n

N

)∫

[0,1]

(1− y)n Λ⊖(dy)

=
(
1−

1

N

)
nµ⊖ +

(
1−

n

N

)(∫

[0,1]

(1− y)n Λ⊖(dy)− 1
)
,

while the expected gain rate is always bounded by the total mass of Λ⊖ (which is O(1) in [GCKP24, Sect. 1–

5]). Using the heuristic idea that the equilibrium point E[A
(N)
eq ] should be close to that value of n where the

total loss rate balances the total gain rate exactly (cf the argument at the beginning of Section 1.5) thus

suggests that E[A
(N)
eq ] ≈ O(1) and hence πN = O(1/N) in the setting from [GCKP24, Sect. 1–5]. In fact,

writing L̃(N) for the generator of the ancestral process from [GCKP24, Prop. 4.5] and using the function
g(x) = cx with a suitably chosen constant c ∈ (0,∞), quite analogous to the argument in Lemma 2.6 below,
one finds

max
x∈{0,1,...,N}

L̃(N)g(x) + x ≤ C,

for some constant C = C(Λ⊕,Λ⊖) < ∞. Thus indeed E[A
(N)
eq ] ≤ C and πN ≤ C/N by arguing as in the

proof of Theorem 1. On the other hand, πN ≥ 1/N is automatic and thus πN = Θ(1/N) in this model
whenever Λ⊖ 6= 0.

This appears also intuitively plausible: starting with one fit individual, this has a chance of 1/N to be
chosen as the parent in each reproduction event. If it is chosen, its offspring will afterwards constitute a
non-trivial fraction of the population and since from then on the selective advantage can play out its full
strength, it will be likely that the fit type prevails henceforth. However, if it not chosen as a parent, it has
a non-trivial chance to die and be replaced by an offspring of an unfit individual. Thus, the chance that the
initial fit individual becomes a parent before dying is O(1/N).
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A two-type version Schweinsberg’s model [Sch03] with selection In [BDE24], the authors prove the
asymptotics of the fixation probability in a moderate selection regime in a related model which uses discrete
generations and weighted resampling from a pool of juveniles, extending [Sch03] who studied the neutral case.
The treatment in [BDE24] follows the classical “forwards in time” route: a branching process approximation
in the early stage of establishment (and in the final stage) together with quantitative control on the deviation
from a deterministic approximation of the frequency path in the intermediate stage. Indeed, consider the
fate of an individual of the advantageous type in our model at a time when that type is rare: Heuristically,
there should then be almost no interaction among the advantageous individuals, which suggests to make the
limiting law with generating function (8) slightly supercritical by allowing additional duplications at rate
c̃NsN in addition to neutral births/deaths at constant rate, i.e. consider

f̃N(z) = sN (1 + sN )−1z2 + (1 + sN)−1f̃(z). (14)

In fact, one can check that then the survival probability 1− q̃N = 1− f̃N(qN ) > 0 of a Galton-Watson process
with reproduction law (14) satisfies the asymptotics 1 − q̃N ∼ const. × (sN )1/(α−1) as N → ∞, which fits
well to Theorem 1. Details of such computations can be found in [BDE24].

1.5 Sketch of the proof of Theorem 1

Our proof is based on the duality between the process X(N) that records the number of wildtype individuals
and the ancestral selection process A(N). Due to Corollary 1.4 the statement is proven once we show that

E

[
A

(N)
eq

]
∼ α

1

α−1N1− b

α−1 . Heuristically, the expectation should be asymptotically equal to α
1

α−1N1− b

α−1 ,

since at this point upwards and downwards drift cancel. Indeed, in Lemma 2.4 below we show that in state
x the upwards drift is ∼ xsN and the downwards drift is ∼ cNxα 1

(α−1)Γ(α+1) . So upwards and downwards

cancel (asymptotically), if xN−b = cNxα 1
(α−1)Γ(α+1) . This is the case for x =

(
αNα−1−b

) 1

α−1 .

To control the expectation of E
[
A

(N)
eq

]
rigorously we use a Lyapunov-type argument, see [GZ08] for a

justification of this argument in more general settings (with infinite state spaces). Denote the rate matrix of

A(N) by Q(N) and assume the entries of π(N) := (π
(N)
1 , ..., π

(N)
N ) are the probability weights of the stationary

distribution of A(N) in 1, ..., N . By definition we have π(N)Q(N) = 0 and since the state space of A(N) is

finite we also have for any vector g(N) = (g
(N)
1 , ..., g

(N)
N )

T
∈ R

N that π(N)Q(N)g(N) = 0. Consequently, if we
find a constant c(N) and a vector g(N), such that

Q(N)g(N) + (1, ..., N)T ≤ c(N) · (1, ..., 1)T , (15)

we have

E

[
A(N)

eq

]
= π(N) · (1, ..., N)T ≤ c(N).

The key step in the proof of Theorem 1 is to find a vector g(N) (which also can be interpreted as a function

g(N) : {1, ..., N} → R) and a constant c(N) ≤ α
1

α−1N1− b

α−1 (1 + o(1)), such that (15) is fulfilled. We will
see that for the upper bound it suffices to consider linear functions, i.e. functions of the form g(N)(x) = ax
with a ∈ R, and determine an appropriate a = aN . This also corresponds to the heuristic calculation that

E

[
A

(N)
eq

]
is (close to) the point where the upwards and the downwards parts of the drift balance.

One argues analogously for a lower bound on E

[
A

(N)
eq

]
. In this case linear functions are not sufficient,

we consider instead functions of the form g(N)(x) = a1x
β1 + a2x

β2 with 0 < β1 < β2 < α− 1 and constants
a1 = a1(N) and a2 = a2(N).
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1.6 Extensions

Fixation probabilities in the boundary cases α = 2 and α = 1

In Theorem 1 we consider the case α ∈ (1, 2). The boundary case α = 2 corresponds to the parameter
regime in which the neutral genealogies lie in the domain of attraction of the Kingman coalescent, and
in the boundary case α = 1 the corresponding neutral genealogies are in the domain of attraction of the
Bolthausen-Sznitman coalescent.

• For the case α = 2, note that Beta(2 − α, α) → δ0 as α → 2. For Λ = δ0 there are only binary
neutral events and hence our model corresponds to the classical Moran model with selection. It has
been shown recently in a more general setting within the domain of attraction of Kingman’s coalescent
that the fixation probability of a moderately advantageous allele is asymptotically equal to 2sN

σ2 , where
σ2 denotes the individual offspring variance, see [BGCPW21b] and [BGCPW21a]. This formula goes
back to the well-known approximations given by Haldane [Hal27] and by Kolmogorov [Kol38]. Letting
α → 2 in Theorem 1 yields πN ∼ 2sN , that is we get back Haldane’s asymptotic.

In the case of a Moran model in the attraction of Kingman’s coalescent (Λ = δ0), the stationary distri-

bution of A
(N)
eq is known to be a binomial random variable with parameters N and 2sN

2sN+1 conditioned
to be larger than 0 as for example observed in [BGCPW21b] or [Cor17]. Applying (13) then yields
Haldane’s asymptotic.

• The case α = 1, i.e. in the domain of attraction of a Bolthausen-Sznitman coalescent, has been
considered in [Hal18]. In this regime the pair coalescence probability cN fulfils cN ∼ 1

log(N) and hence

for a regime of moderate selection we suggest to consider

sN =
1

(logN)b
,

with 0 < b < 1, see Subsection 1.2.2. An ancestral selection graph which is analogous to the one from
Definition 1.2 for the case α = 1 has transition rates r̃n,m from n to m of the following form:

r̃n,n+1 = nsN (1−
n

N
), n ∈ {1, ..., N − 1}

r̃n,j = cN
n

(n− j + 1)(n− j)
, j ∈ {1, ..., n− 1}.

Hence, the upwards drift is ∼ nsN and since
∑n−1

j=1
n−j

(n−j+1)(n−j) ∼ log(n) the downwards drift ∼

cNn log(n) = n log(n)
logN . Upwards and downwards drift cancel if

n = exp (sN logN) .

This suggests that the probability of fixation of an allele with selective advantage sN =
(

1
log(N)

)b
is

asymptotically

π̃N ∼
exp(log(N)1−b)

N
= NsN−1. (16)

This coincides with (the heuristic) formula (16) in [Hal18] for the fixation probability of an advantageous
allele when s = 1

log(N)b and x0 = 1
N . One should be able to prove rigorously the asymptotic (16) with

a similar approach as in the proof of Theorem 1.
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Other choices of Λ

In Theorem 1 we assume that Λ(dx) is exactly given as a Beta-distribution with parameters (2−α, α), which
makes the calculations in Section 2 more explicit. However, we believe that only the singularity of Λ at 0
is crucial for proving (4). In particular, as long as Λ(dx) is such that one obtains the same leading order in
Lemma 2.4 and one can prove Lemma 2.5, the asymptotics for the survival probability will follow. In view
of the computations in [GY07], we believe that our approach can be carried through if instead of the explicit
form (1) of Λ we only assume that Λ([0, x]) = cx2−α + O(x3−α) as x ↓ 0 with some constant c ∈ (0,∞).
Undoubtedly, this extension will make the calculations more tedious, which is why we refrain from doing so
here.

2 Proof of Theorem 1

Denote by L(N) the generator of the Λ ancestral selection process A(N) from Definition 1.2. The key
ingredient for the proof of Theorem 1 is the following Proposition.

Proposition 2.1. There exists c
(N)
1 and c

(N)
2 ∈ R with c

(N)
1 , c

(N)
2 ∼ α

1

α−1N1− b

α−1 as N → ∞. Additionally,

there exist functions g
(N)
1 and g

(N)
2 : R+ → R fulfilling

sup
x∈[N ]

L(N)g
(N)
1 (x) + x ≤ c

(N)
1

inf
x∈[N ]

L(N)g
(N)
2 (x) + x ≥ c

(N)
2 ,

for N large enough.

The proof of Proposition 2.1 will be given at the end of Section 2.2. Next we give (on the basis of the
statement of Proposition 2.1) a proof of Theorem 1.

Proof of Theorem 1. As pointed out in the sketch of the proof of Theorem 1 Proposition 2.1 yields (by

writing the above inequalities in terms of the rate matrix Q(N) of A(N), see (15)) that there exist c
(N)
1 and

c
(N)
2 with c

(N)
1 , c

(N)
2 ∼ α

1

α−1N1− b

α−1 , such that

c
(N)
2 ≤ E

[
A(N)

eq

]
≤ c

(N)
1 . (17)

Then the claim of Theorem 1 is a direct consequence of (17) and Corollary 1.4.

2.1 Bounds on the generator

The proof of Proposition 2.1 relies on Lemma 2.6 and Lemma 2.7, which will be proved in Section 2.2.
We prepare both proofs by gathering some results regarding the generator L(N) of the Λ-ancestral selection
process.

The generator L(N) of A(N) acts as follows on functions g : R+ → R, with x ∈ [N ]

L(N)g(x) = xsN (1−
x

N
) (g(x+ 1)− g(x)) + cN

x−1∑

y=1

q(x, y) (g(y)− g(x)) . (18)

Lemma 2.2. For the transition rates q(x, y), 1 ≤ y < x given in (11) it holds

q(x, y) =
x

Γ(2 − α)Γ(α)

Γ(y + α− 1)

Γ(y)

Γ(x− y − α+ 1)

Γ(x− y + 2)
. (19)

The proof can be found (for completeness) in the appendix.
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Remark 2.3. Using Gautschi’s inequality, (19) implies that there exists a constant c = c(α) ∈ (1,∞) such

that uniformly for all x > y ≥ 1

1

c
≤

xyα−1(x− y)−α−1

q(x, y)
≤ c.

Lemma 2.4. For functions g : R+ → R, g(x) = ax with a = a(N) ∈ R it holds for x ∈ {1, . . . , N}

L(N)g(x) = asN

(
1−

x

N

)
x− acNx

Γ(x+ α)− Γ(α+ 1)Γ(x+ 1)

(α− 1)Γ(α+ 1)Γ(x+ 1)
.

Proof. Recall (18). We use the following equality which follows directly from Equations (1), (5) and (8) in
[GY07] (q(x, y) is λx,x−y+1 in their notation)

x−1∑

y=1

(x− y)q(x, y) =

x−1∑

y=1

(x − y)

∫ 1

0

(1− u)y−1Λ(du)

=

x−1∑

y=1

(x − y)

∫ 1

0

(1 − u)y−1u1−α(1 − u)α−1

Γ(2− α)Γ(α)
du

=

x−1∑

y=1

(x − y)
Beta(2− α, y − 1 + α)

Γ(2− α)Γ(α)

=
x−1∑

y=1

(x − y)
Γ(y − 1 + α)

Γ(y + 1)Γ(α)
,

where Beta(a, b) denotes the Beta-function, i.e. Beta(a, b) = Γ(a)Γ(b)
Γ(a+b) for a, b, > 0.

Together with an application of Lemma A.1 this yields

x−1∑

y=1

(x− y)q(x, y) =
1

Γ(α)

xΓ(x + α)− xΓ(α+ 1)Γ(x+ 1)

α(α− 1)Γ(x+ 1)

=
xΓ(x + α)− xΓ(α+ 1)Γ(x+ 1)

(α− 1)Γ(α+ 1)Γ(x+ 1)
. (20)

This together with (18) proves the lemma.

Lemma 2.5. Let 0 < β < 1. We have for some constant cα,β ∈ (0,∞)
∣∣∣∣∣

x−1∑

y=1

q(x, y)(yβ − xβ) +
β

(α − 1)Γ(α+ 1)
xβ Γ(x + α)

Γ(x+ 1)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ cα,βx
β .

Proof. For x > y ≥ 1, a Taylor expansion to first order with integral remainder term yields

yβ − xβ = −βxβ−1(x − y)− β(1 − β)R̃(x, y) with R̃(x, y) :=

∫ x

y

(t− y)tβ−2 dt.

We have

0 ≤ R̃(x, y) ≤

∫ x

0

tβ−1 dt =
1

β
xβ ,

and in addition (for any 0 < ε < 1)

R̃(x, y) ≤ εβ−2xβ−2 (x− y)2

2
, if εx ≤ y < x.

11



Thus, using (20),

x−1∑

y=1

q(x, y)(yβ − xβ) ≤ −βxβ−1
x−1∑

y=1

q(x, y)(x− y) = −
β

(α− 1)Γ(α+ 1)
xβ Γ(x+ α)

Γ(x+ 1)
+

β

α− 1
xβ .

For the other bound we first estimate, using Remark 2.3 in the first inequality, and pretending εx ∈ N to
ease readability,

x−1∑

y=1

q(x, y)R̃(x, y) ≤ Cx

x−1∑

y=1

yα−1(x− y)−α−1R̃(x, y)

≤ Cx

εx∑

y=1

yα−1(x− y)−α−1xβ + Cx

x−1∑

y=εx

yα−1(x− y)−α−1xβ−2(x− y)2

≤ Cxβ−α
εx∑

y=1

yα−1 + Cxβ
x−1∑

y=εx

1

x

(
1−

y

x

)1−α(y
x

)α−1

≤ Cxβ ,

since
εx∑

y=1

yα−1 ≤

∫ εx+1

0

tα−1 dt ≤ Cxα, and

x−1∑

y=εx

1

x

(
1−

y

x

)1−α(y
x

)α−1

≤ C

∫ 1

0

uα−1(1− u)1−α du,

where C denotes an unspecified constant (that depends on α, β and ε) whose value may change from line to
line.

Thus,

x−1∑

y=1

q(x, y)(yβ − xβ) = −βxβ−1
x−1∑

y=1

q(x, y)(x− y)− β(1− β)

x−1∑

y=1

q(x, y)R̃(x, y)

≥ −
β

(α− 1)Γ(α+ 1)
xβ Γ(x+ α)

Γ(x+ 1)
− cα,βx

β ,

for a suitable choice of cα,β (≥ β/(α− 1)).

A direct consequence of (18) and Lemma 2.5 is that for functions g : R+ → R, g(x) = axβ with 0 < β <
2− α and a = a(N) ∈ R there are constants c1, c2 ≥ 0 such that

asN

(
1−

x

N

)
x
(
(x+ 1)β − xβ

)
− acNcαβ · xβ Γ(x+ α)

Γ(x+ 1)
− c1x

β

≤L(N)g(x) ≤ asN

(
1−

x

N

)
x
(
(x+ 1)β − xβ

)
− acNcαβ · xβ Γ(x+ α)

Γ(x+ 1)
+ c2x

β ,

(21)

for all x ∈ [N ], where

cα =
1

(α− 1)Γ(α+ 1)
. (22)

2.2 Preparations for and proof of Proposition 2.1

According to Lemma 2.4 the generator L(N) applied to linear functions g : R+ → R, g(x) = ax, a > 0 is of
the form

L(N)g(x) = asN
(
1−

x

N

)
x− acNxcα

Γ(x+ α)

Γ(x+ 1)
+ acNx/(α− 1)

12



with cα from (22).
An application of Gautschi’s inequality yields

x
Γ(x + α)

Γ(x + 1)
> x(x + α− 1)α−1 > xα.

Hence, we arrive at

L(N)g(x) ≤ asN
(
1−

x

N

)
x− acNcαx

α. (23)

We denote by dN the solution of the equation

sN
(
1−

x

N

)
− cNcαx

α−1 = 0. (24)

Then

dN ∼

(
sN
cαcN

) 1

α−1

, (25)

since the left hand side of (24) is o(1) for x =
(

sN
cαcN

) 1

α−1

.

Next we show first the upper bound in Lemma 2.6 and then the lower bound in Lemma 2.7.

Lemma 2.6. Let g(N)(x) = ax with a = a(N) = 1
(α−1)sN

. Then

lim sup
N→∞

max
x∈[N ]

L(N)g(N)(x) + x

dN
≤ 1. (26)

Proof. It follows from Lemma 2.4 and the exposition afterwards in (23) that for x ∈ [N ]

L(N)g(N)(x) + x ≤ ax
(
sN − cαcNxα−1

)(
1 +R(N)(x)

)
+ x, (27)

with maxx∈[N ] |R
(N)(x)| → 0 as N → ∞. Let f : R+ → R, f(x) := axsN − acαcNxα + x and rewrite (27) as

L(N)g(N)(x) + x ≤ f(x) + (f(x) − x)R(N)(x). (28)

The first and second derivatives of f are

f ′(x) = asN + 1− aαcαcNxα−1

f ′′(x) = −aα(α− 1)cαcNxα−2,

and we note that since a > 0, f ′′(x) < 0 for all x > 0. The function f is maximal at the point x0 =
(

asN+1
aαcαcN

) 1

α−1

and therefore its maximal value is

f(x0) = a

(
asN + 1

aαcαcN

) 1

α−1

(
sN − cαcN

(
asN + 1

aαcαcN

))
+

(
asN + 1

aαcαcN

) 1

α−1

= a

(
asN + 1

aαcαcN

) 1

α−1

(
sN −

asN + 1

aα

)
+

(
asN + 1

aαcαcN

) 1

α−1

. (29)

Since a = 1
(α−1)sN

the first term on the right hand side of (29) cancels and thus

f(x0) =

(
1

α−1 + 1
α

(α−1)sN
cαcN

) 1

α−1

=

(
sN
cαcN

) 1

α−1

.

Using this together with (25) and (28) shows (26).
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Lemma 2.7. Let 0 < β1 < β2 < α− 1, N ∈ N and define g(N) : N → R, g(N)(x) = a1x
β1 + a2x

β2 with

a1 := a1(N) :=
dN

(2β1 − 1)sN
, and a2 := a2(N) := −

β1a1d
β1

N

β2d
β2

N

= −
β1d

1+β1−β2

N

β2(2β1 − 1)sN
. (30)

For this choice we have

lim inf
N→∞

min
x∈[N ]

L(N)g(N)(x) + x

dN
≥ 1. (31)

Proof. Using Lemma 2.5 (cf. also (21)) and Gautschi’s inequality, we see that for all N ∈ N we have

L(N)g(N)(x) = a1sNx
(
1−

x

N

)(
β1x

β1−1 +R
(N)
1,1 (x)

)
+ a2sNx

(
1−

x

N

)(
β2x

β2−1 +R
(N)
2,1 (x)

)

− a1cN

(
β1cαx

α+β1−1 +R
(N)
1,2 (x)

)
− a2cN

(
β2cαx

α+β2−1 +R
(N)
2,2 (x)

)
, (32)

where the remainder terms satisfy for x = 1, 2, . . . , N

|R
(N)
1,1 (x)| ≤ C1x

β1−2, |R
(N)
2,1 (x)| ≤ C1x

β2−2, |R
(N)
1,2 (x)| ≤ C1x

β1 , |R
(N)
2,2 (x)| ≤ C1x

β2

with some constant C1 = C1(α, b, β1, β2) that does not depend on N . We can re-write (32) as

L(N)g(N)(x) =
(
sN (1−

x

N
)− cαcNxα−1

) (
β1a1x

β1 + β2a2x
β2

)
(33)

+R
(N)
1 (x) +R

(N)
2 (x) +R

(N)
3 (x) +R

(N)
4 (x). (34)

with remainder terms satisfying

|R
(N)
1 (x)| ≤ C2a1sNxβ1−1, |R

(N)
2 (x)| ≤ C2a2sNxβ2−1,

|R
(N)
3 (x)| ≤ C2a1cNxβ1 , |R

(N)
4 (x)| ≤ C2a2cNxβ2

(35)

uniformly in x ∈ [N ] with some constant C2 = C2(α, b, β1, β2) that does not depend on N .

For ease of reference in the following calculations, let us recall here from (3), (2), (25) that as N → ∞,

sN ∼ N−b, cN ∼ (α− 1)Γ(α)N1−α, dN ∼

(
sN
cαcN

) 1

α−1

∼ α1/(α−1)N1−b/(α−1).

By definition of dN (recall (24)), the first factor in the product on the right-hand side of (33) is 0 for x = dN
and by the choice of a1 and a2, the second factor there is also 0 for x = dN . Furthermore, the function
x 7→ sN (1 − x

N ) − cαcNxα−1 is strictly decreasing on (0,∞); the function x 7→ h(x) := β1a1x
β1 + β2a2x

β2

is strictly decreasing for x > (β1/β2)
1/(β2−β1)dN (observe h′(x) = β2

1a1x
β1−1 + β2

2a2x
β2−1 = a1(β

2
1x

β1 −

β2
2(−a2/a1)x

β2)/x, recall 0 < β1 < β2 < α− 1 < 1 and a2 = −(β1/β2)a1d
−(β2−β1)
N ).

Pick ε > 0 so small that 1− ε ≥ (β1/β2)
1/(β2−β1).

Case (i): Consider x ≥ (1− ε)dN . From (35) and the definitions of a1, a2 in (30) one checks that

lim
N→∞

max
x∈[N ]∩[(1−ε)dN ,∞)

|R
(N)
1 (x)| + |R

(N)
2 (x)| + |R

(N)
3 (x)| + |R

(N)
4 (x)|

x
= 0,

by observing that for x ≥ (1 − ε)dN :

• a1sNxβ1−1 ≤ C(dN/x)xβ1 = o(x)

• |a2|sNxβ2−1 ≤ C(d
1−(β2−β1)
N /x)xβ2 = o(x)
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• a1cNxβ1 ≤ Cd2−α
N xβ1 ≤ Cx2−α+β1 = o(x)

• |a2|cNxβ2 ≤ Cd
2−α−(β2−β1)
N xβ2 ≤ Cx2−α+β1 = o(x),

where C denotes a unspecified constant that might change from line to line. Thus we see from (33)–(34) and
the discussion above that

min
x∈[N ], x≥(1−ε)dN

L(N)g(N)(x) + x

dN
≥ 1− 2ε, (36)

for all large enough N .

Case (ii): Consider εdN ≤ x < (1 − ε)dN . For such x, the remainders in (34), making use of (35) and
recalling the definition of a1, a2, satisfy

4∑

i=1

|R
(N)
i (x)| ≤ C

(
dNxβ1−1 + d1+β1−β2

N xβ2−1 + dN
cN
sN

xβ1 +
cN
sN

d1+β1−β2

N xβ2

)

≤ C
(
dNxβ1−1 + d1+β1−β2

N xβ2−1 + d2−α
N xβ1 + d2−α+β1−β2

N xβ2

)
(37)

for some constant C = C(α, b, β1, β2, ε) which might change from line to line, where we used the fact that
cN/sN = O(d1−α

N ) by (25). Since (1− ε)dN ≥ x ≥ εdN and β1 < α− 1 we arrive at

4∑

i=1

|R
(N)
i (x)| ≤ C

(
2dβ1

N + 2d2−α+β1

N

)
≤ Cd2−α+β1

N .

For the main term, we analyse the two factors of the product in (33) separately. Writing [εdN , (1−ε)dN ] ∋
x = ξdN with ξ ∈ (ε, (1− ε)), recalling that dN is the solution to (24), we have for the first factor

sN

(
1−

ξdN
N

)
− cαcN (ξdN )

α−1
= sN (1−

dN
N

)− cαcNdα−1
N

+ sN
1− ξ

N
dN + cαcN

(
dα−1
N − (ξdN )α−1

)

≥ cα(1− ξα−1)cNdα−1
N . (38)

On the other hand for the second term in (33) we get

β1a1(ξdN )β1 + β2a2(ξdN )β2 =
β1

2β1 − 1

(
dN
sN

(ξdN )β1 −
d1+β1−β2

N

sN
(ξdN )β2

)

=
d1+β1

N

sN

β1

2β1 − 1
(ξβ1 − ξβ2). (39)

Putting (37), (38) and (39) together and noting that ξβ1 − ξβ2 > 0 (since 0 < ξ < 1 and 0 < β1 < β2) we
obtain with C(ξ) := (cαβ1)(2

β1 − 1)−1(1− ξα−1)(ξβ1 − ξβ2) (note infε≤ξ≤1−ε C(ξ) > 0) that

min
εdN≤x≤(1−ε)dN

L(N)g(N)(x) ≥

(
inf

ε≤ξ≤1−ε
C(ξ)

)
d1+β1

N

cN
sN

dα−1
N − C3dN ≥ C4d

1+β1

N (40)

with some constant C4 > 0 for N large enough due to (25).

Case (iii): Consider K ≤ x < εdN for a (large) constant K that will be suitably tuned. For such x’s, when
K is large enough and ε small, one checks that the term

a1sNβ1x
β1(1− x/N) =

β1

2β1 − 1
dNxβ1(1− x/N) (41)
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in (32) dominates all the others (in the sense that the sum of the absolute values of all other terms is smaller
than δ times that term for sufficiently large N for some δ = δ(β1, β2, ε) > 0, which can be made arbitrarily
small by choosing ε small). Indeed, since here x ≤ dN = o(N) by (25), we have

|a2|sNβ2x
β2(1− x/N)

a1sNβ1xβ1(1− x/N)
≤

β2|a2|

β1a1
xβ2−β1 = d

−(β2−β1)
N xβ2−β1 ≤ εβ2−β1 ,

a1cNxβ1+α−1

a1sNβ1xβ1(1− x/N)
≤ C

cN
sN

xα−1 = C
xα−1

dα−1
N

≤ Cεα−1,

|a2|cNxβ2+α−1

a1sNβ1xβ1(1− x/N)
≤ Cdβ1−β2

N

cN
sN

xα−1+β2−β1 = C
xα−1+β2−β1

dα−1+β2−β1

N

≤ Cεα−1+β2−β1 ,

with some constants C = C(α, β1, β2). In addition note that |R
(N)
i | are smaller than 1/x times the respective

terms above by (35), hence we can ignore them.
Furthermore, the quantity in (41) is (strictly) larger than dN as soon as β1K

β1(1−K/N)/(2β1 − 1) > 1.
Thus

min
x∈[N ],K≤x<εdN

L(N)g(N)(x) + x

dN
≥ 1 (42)

for all N large enough.

Case (iv): Consider x ≤ K. Here, we work with the general formula (18) for the generator. The choice of

a1, a2 implies that there exists a function R
(N)
5 : R+ → R such that

L(N)gN (x) + x = a1sNx((x+ 1)β1 − xβ1)
(
1 +R

(N)
5 (x)

)
+ x, x = 1, 2, . . . ,K

and max1≤x≤K |R
(N)
5 (x)| → 0 as N → ∞. To argue that max1≤x≤K |R

(N)
5 (x)| → 0 we used that cN/sN → 0

and |a2|/a1 → 0. In particular, due to our choice of a1 we have L(N)gN(1)=dN (1 + R
(N)
5 (1)). Since

x 7→ a1sNx((x + 1)β1 − xβ1) is increasing for all x ≥ 0, see (44) at the end of this proof, we have

lim inf
N→∞

min
1≤x≤K

L(N)g(N)(x) + x

dN
≥ 1. (43)

Combining (36), (40), (42) and (43) we see that the lim inf in (31) is at least 1 − 2ε, then take ε ↓ 0 to
conclude.

Lastly, we verify that f(x) = x((x + 1)β1 − xβ1) is increasing for x ≥ 0, by observing

f ′(x) = (x+ 1)β1 − xβ1 + xβ1((x + 1)β1−1 − xβ1−1)

= (x+ 1)β1

(
1− (1 + β1)

( x

x+ 1

)β1

+
β1x

x+ 1

)

≥ (x+ 1)β1

(
1− (1 + β1)

(
1−

β1

x+ 1

)
+

β1x

x+ 1

)
≥ 0, (44)

where we used a generalised Bernoulli inequality (namely, (1 + y)β1 ≤ 1 + β1y for y > −1 and 0 < β1 ≤ 1)
in the last line.

Proof of Proposition 2.1. The proof is a straightforward consequence of Lemmas 2.6 and 2.7, noting that dN
defined there fulfils

dN

α
1

α−1N1− b

α−1

→ 1, as N → ∞.
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A Technical results

In this section we collect (the proofs) of a couple of results, which we use in the main text. These results
are presumably well known, but we recall them and their proofs for completeness and (partially) due to a
lack of a point of reference.

Proof of Lemma 2.2. We have

q(x, y) =

(
x

x− y + 1

)∫ 1

0

ux−y+1(1− u)x−(x−y+1) Λ(du)

u2

=
x!

(x− y + 1)!(y − 1)!

1

Γ(2− α)Γ(α)

∫ 1

0

ux−y−α(1− u)y+α−2 du

=
1

Γ(2− α)Γ(α)

Γ(x+ 1)

Γ(x − y + 2)Γ(y)

Γ(x− y − α+ 1)Γ(y + α− 1)

Γ(x)

=
x

Γ(2− α)Γ(α)

Γ(y + α− 1)

Γ(y)

Γ(x− y − α+ 1)

Γ(x− y + 2)
,

recall n! = Γ(n+ 1) and see also e.g. [Ker12, p. 2087].

Lemma A.1. Let a, b > −1, n ∈ N. We have

n∑

j=1

Γ(j + a)

Γ(j + b)
=





1

a− b+ 1

(Γ(n+ a+ 1)

Γ(n+ b)
− 1b6=0

Γ(a+ 1)

Γ(b)

)
if b 6= a+ 1,

n∑

j=1

1

a+ j
if b = a+ 1.

(45)

In particular for α ∈ (1, 2),

x−1∑

j=1

(x− j)
Γ(j + α− 1)

Γ(j + 1)
=

xΓ(x + α)− xΓ(α + 1)Γ(x+ 1)

α(α − 1)Γ(x+ 1)
.

Proof. The case b = a + 1 follows from the functional equation of the Gamma function, in particular
Γ(a+ j + 1) = (a+ j)Γ(a+ j). In order to verify the case b 6= a+ 1 note that then

1

a− b+ 1

(Γ(j + 1 + a)

Γ(j + b)
−

Γ(j + a)

Γ(j − 1 + b)

)
=

1

a− b+ 1

( (j + a)Γ(j + a)

Γ(j + b)
−

(b + j − 1)Γ(j + a)

(b+ j − 1)Γ(j − 1 + b)

)

=
1

a− b+ 1

Γ(j + a)

Γ(j + b)

(
(a+ j)− (b+ j − 1)

)
=

Γ(j + a)

Γ(j + b)
,

for j ∈ N if b 6= 0 and for j ∈ {2, 3, . . .} if b = 0. Summing this over j = 1, 2, . . . , n gives (45) in the case
b 6= 0. In case b = 0, summing over j = 2, 3, . . . , n yields

n∑

j=1

Γ(j + a)

Γ(j)
= Γ(a+ 1) +

n∑

j=2

Γ(j + a)

Γ(j)

= Γ(a+ 1) +
1

a+ 1

(Γ(n+ 1 + a)

Γ(n)
−

Γ(2 + a)

Γ(1)

)
=

Γ(n+ 1 + a)

(a+ 1)Γ(n)
,
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completing the proof of (45). Finally, note that by applying (45) two times

x−1∑

j=1

(x− j)
Γ(j + α− 1)

Γ(j + 1)
= x

x−1∑

j=1

Γ(j + α− 1)

Γ(j + 1)
−

x−1∑

j=1

Γ(j + α− 1)

Γ(j)

=
x

α− 1

(
Γ(x+ α− 1)

Γ(x)
− Γ(α)

)
−

1

α

Γ(x+ α− 1)

Γ(x− 1)

=
xΓ(x + α)− xΓ(α + 1)Γ(x+ 1)

α(α − 1)Γ(x+ 1)
.

Lemma A.2. For x ∈ N and α ∈ (1, 2) the following identity holds

x−1∑

y=1

Γ(y + α− 1)

Γ(y)

Γ(x− y − α+ 1)

Γ(x− y + 2)
=

Γ(2− α)

α

(x − 1)Γ(x+ α− 1)

Γ(x+ 1)
.

Proof. Let

ay :=
Γ(y + α− 1)

Γ(y)

Γ(x− y − α+ 1)

Γ(x− y + 2)
.

We show that
∑x+1

y=1 ay = 0. This implies the claim since

ax + ax+1 =
Γ(x+ α− 1)

Γ(x)

Γ(1− α)

Γ(2)
+

Γ(x+ α)

Γ(x+ 1)

Γ(−α)

Γ(1)

=
−αxΓ(x + α− 1)Γ(1− α) + Γ(x+ α)Γ(1 − α)

−αΓ(x+ 1)

=
Γ(x+ α− 1)Γ(1− α)(x + α− 1− αx)

−αΓ(x+ 1)

= −
Γ(2− α)

α

(x− 1)Γ(x+ α− 1)

Γ(x + 1)
.

Let xn := x(x+1) · · · (x+n− 1) and xn := x(x− 1) · · · (x−n+1) denote the rising and respectively falling
factorials. Then

Γ(x− y − α) =
Γ(x− α)

(x − 1− α)y
=

Γ(x− α)

(−1)y(α + 1− x)y
,

Γ(x− y + 1) =
Γ(x + 1)

xy =
Γ(x+ 1)

(−1)y(−x)y
,

Γ(y + α) = αyΓ(α)

and by [AS72, 15.1.20]

x+1∑

y=1

ay =

x∑

y=0

Γ(y + α)

Γ(y + 1)

Γ(x− y − α)

Γ(x− y + 1)
=

Γ(α)Γ(x − α)

Γ(x+ 1)

x∑

y=0

1

y!

αy(−x)y

(−x+ 1 + α)y

=
Γ(α)Γ(x − α)

Γ(x+ 1)
2F1(α,−x,−x+ 1 + α; 1)

= 0,

where 2F1 denotes the hypergeometric function.

18



A.1 Proof of formulas from Subsection 1.2.1

For a rough idea why Nα−1 is the correct order of magnitude of (5), which also highlights the role of the
singularity of p−2Λ(dp) at 0, we can argue as follows: For a given individual among the N many, the rate
at which it participates in some non-trivial event (i.e., its own p-coin toss is successful and there is at least
one other individual whose p-coin toss is successful) is given by, ignoring constants,

∫ 1

0

p
(
1− (1− p)N−1

)p1−α(1 − p)α−1

p2
dp

=

∫ 1/N

0

p
(
1− (1− p)N−1

)p1−α(1 − p)α−1

p2
dp+

∫ 1

1/N

p
(
1− (1− p)N−1

)p1−α(1− p)α−1

p2
dp

≈

∫ 1/N

0

p(N − 1)p
p1−α(1− p)α−1

p2
dp+

∫ 1

1/N

p
p1−α(1 − p)α−1

p2
dp

≈ N

∫ 1/N

0

p1−α dp+

∫ 1

1/N

p−α dp ≈ Nα−1.

Proof of (5), (6) and (7). We observe that

∫

(0,1]

p
(
1− (1− p)N−1

) 1
p2

Λ(dp) =

N∑

k=2

∫

(0,1]

(
N − 1

k − 1

)
pk(1 − p)N−k 1

p2
Λ(dp)

=

N∑

k=2

k

N

(
N

k

)∫

(0,1]

pk(1− p)N−k 1

p2
Λ(dp) =

N∑

k=2

k

N
q(N,N − k + 1)

=
1

N

( N∑

k=2

(k − 1)q(N,N − k + 1)

)
+

1

N

( N∑

k=2

q(N,N − k + 1)

)

=
1

N

NΓ(N + α)−NΓ(α+ 1)Γ(N + 1)

(α− 1)Γ(α+ 1)Γ(N + 1)
+

1

Γ(α+ 1)

(N − 1)Γ(N + α− 1)

Γ(N + 1)
(46)

=
1

(α − 1)Γ(α+ 1)

Γ(N + α)

Γ(N + 1)
−

1

(α− 1)
+

1

Γ(α+ 1)

Γ(N + α− 1)

Γ(N)
−

1

Γ(α+ 1)

Γ(N + α− 1)

Γ(N + 1)

∼
α

(α − 1)Γ(α+ 1)
Nα−1, for N → ∞,

where we used in (46) the identities (20) and that by Lemma 2.2

1

N

N∑

k=2

q(N,N − k + 1) =
1

N

N∑

k=2

N

Γ(2− α)Γ(α)

Γ(N − k + α)

Γ(N − k + 1)

Γ(k − α)

Γ(k + 1)

=
1

Γ(2− α)Γ(α)

N−1∑

j=1

Γ(j + α− 1)

Γ(j)

Γ(N − j − α+ 1)

Γ(N − j + 2)

=
1

Γ(2− α)Γ(α)

(N − 1)Γ(2− α)Γ(N + α− 1)

αΓ(N + 1)

=
1

Γ(α+ 1)

(N − 1)Γ(N + α− 1)

Γ(N + 1)
;

here, the third equality is from Lemma A.2 (see also e.g. [HM13, Appendix]).
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For (6) note that

1

k

(
N − 1

k − 1

)∫

(0,1]

p pk−1(1 − p)N−k 1

p2
Λ(dp) =

1

N

(
N

k

)∫

(0,1]

pk(1− p)N−k 1

p2
Λ(dp)

=
1

N
q(N,N − k + 1) =

1

N

N

Γ(2− α)Γ(α)

Γ(N − k + α)

Γ(N − k + 1)

Γ(k − α)

Γ(k + 1)
,

where we used (19) from Lemma 2.2 in the second line.
For (7) write

N∑

k=2

k − 1

k

(
N − 1

k − 1

)∫

(0,1]

p pk−1(1 − p)N−k 1

p2
Λ(dp) =

N∑

k=2

k − 1

N

(
N

k

)∫

(0,1]

pk(1− p)N−k 1

p2
Λ(dp)

=
1

N

N∑

k=2

(k − 1)q(N,N − k + 1) =
1

N

NΓ(N + α)−NΓ(α+ 1)Γ(N + 1)

(α − 1)Γ(α+ 1)Γ(N + 1)

=
1

(α− 1)Γ(α+ 1)

Γ(N + α)

Γ(N + 1)
−

1

α− 1
∼

1

(α− 1)Γ(α+ 1)
Nα−1, for N → ∞,

where we used (20) in the third equality.
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