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How reactive gambling can backfire: ruin probability is
increasing in p, Holder continuous in initial fortune

Aditya Guha Roy, Yuval Peres, Shuo Qin, and Junchi Zuo

ABSTRACT. A gambler with an initial fortune x starts by betting a dollar, then doubles the bet
after every win and halves the bet after every loss. Let p € (0,1) be the probability of winning for
each round. We show that the gambler survives with positive probability if and only if p < 1/2 and
x > 2. Moreover, the ruin probability is increasing and real-analytic in p, but a singular, Holder
continuous function of x.

1. INTRODUCTION

As mentioned in [8, Chapter 1], about half of the players at blackjack tables increase their bets
after winning, and decrease them after losing. This motivates us to study the following betting
strategy: a gambler doubles the bet after every win and halves the bet after every loss. More
precisely, let By := 1 and Wy := x > 1, and let (&,),>1 be i.i.d. Rademacher random variables
with parameter p € [0, 1], i.e.,

P(fl = 1) =1 —P(fl = —1) =D,
where &, = 1 (resp. —1) represents the gambler wins (resp. loses) the n-th round. For n > 1, let
Wy = Wy 1+ &,B,, and B, 41 := B2 (1)

The random variables W,, and B,, should be interpreted, respectively, as the wealth of the gambler
at time n and the amount of money the gambler bets at time step n. The rule B, 3 = B,2¢"
means that the bet size is doubled after every win and halved after each loss. We will be interested
in how the ruin probability

f(z,p) =P (W, <0 for some n|Wy = z)

depends on the initial fortune x and the chance p of winning each round. In the cases of p = 0
and p = 1, the process is deterministic, which is of less interest: One has f(z,0) =1 if z < 2, and
f(z,0) =0if x > 2. Also, f(x,1) =0 for all x > 1. We shall henceforth assume that p € (0,1).

Our first main result answers the question under what conditions the gambler can survive with
positive probability (i.e., f(z,p) < 1).

Theorem 1.1. The ruin probability f(z,p) < 1 if and only if x > 2 and p < 1/2.

Remark 1.1. From the proof of Theorem 1.1, one can show that if we assumed in (1) that By,11 :=
B, p for some p > 1, then the threshold for z would be p/(p — 1).

To approximate the value of f(x,p) on (2,00) x (0,1/2) numerically, we can use the following
sequence of functions (fy(7,p))nen defined on R x (0,1): Set fo(z,p) := 1 (_og)(z), and let

T+ 1
2

far1(z,p) = pfn ( m) + (1 =p)fa(22 - 2,p), neN. (2)

1


https://arxiv.org/abs/2512.10754v1

L L L f— L — . - R L .
1 2 3 4 5 6 0.2 04 0.6 0.8 1.0

— p=0.1 p=02 — p=03 — p=04 —n=9 n=12 — n=15 — n=18

(a) fis(z,p) as a function of x (b) fn(3,p) as a function of p
FIGURE 1. f,(z,p) is a step function in z and an analytic function in p

Proposition 1.2. For x > 2, the sequence (fn(x,))nen converges to f(x,-) locally uniformly on
(0,1/2). Forp € (0,1/2), the sequence (fn(-,0))nen converges to f(-,p) locally uniformly on (2,00).
In particular, f(z,p) satisfies

fen =t (T )+ 0-pree-2p, @pexx(05). @)

See Figure 1 for an illustration of (f,(x,p))nen. Notice that (2) implies that for any n, the
function = — f,(z,p) is a step function for any p, while p — f,(x,p) is a polynomial for any z.

It is easy to see that f(-,p) is a decreasing function in . Surprisingly, the ruin probability is
an increasing function in p, the chance of winning each round.

Corollary 1.3. For fized x > 2, f(x,-) is a strictly increasing function on (0,1/2).

Gambling theory offers natural examples of functions with singular differentiability properties,
as shown by Dubins and Savage [3] and Billingsley [2]. In our case, the monotone functions f(-,p)
and f(x,-) exhibit significantly different behaviors in terms of regularity:

e For p € (0,1/2), the function f(-,p) is Holder continuous with exponent bounded above by
logy/2(1 — p), and is singular continuous, i.e., f(-,p) is continuous in z and 9, f(z,p) = 0
for almost every x with respect to the Lebesgue measure, see Theorem 1.4 and Theorem
1.5 (i) below.

e For z > 2, the function f(z,-) is analytic on (0,1/2), see Theorem 1.5 (ii) below.

Theorem 1.4. For any p € (0,1/2) and x > 2,h > 0, one has

0< f(z,p) — flx+h,p) < (hW + h‘“l‘?p)s) : (4)

_¢
(1—-2p)
where C' and B are two positive constants. Moreover, for p € (0,1/2), we have

iy 08 (2,p) — f(z.p))

a2+ log(x — 2)

= 10%1/2(1 —p)- (5)

Theorem 1.5. (i) For p < 1/2, the function f(-,p) is singular continuous.
(ii) For x > 2, the function f(x,-) is a real analytic function on (0,1/2).

2. PROOF OF THEOREM 1.1
For n € N, we let

Y, = Wn and X, =Y, —2. (6)
Bn+1
The proof of Theorem 1.1 is based on the following two lemmas.
2




Lemma 2.1. If Yy <2 for some k € N, then the gambler goes bankrupt eventually a.s..

Proof. By definition, one has
Y, +1
if =1
Yn+1 _ 2 ’ 1 §n+1 )

2Y, — 1), if & = —1.

(7)

Therefore, by induction, one has Y,, < 2 for all n > k. Since p > 0, a.s. there exists (a random)
k1 > k such that &, = 1, and in particular, Y, < 3/2. Again, by induction, we see from (7) that
Y, < 3/2 for all n > k;. Since p < 1, a.s. there exist k3 > ko > ky such that &, = &, = —1.
Similarly, one can show that

Y, <1, forall n > ky; Y, <0,

which completes the proof. ]
Let Sp:=0, and S, := > 1", & for n > 1 where (&,)nen are as in Section 1. Define
S = Z ]l{gnzl}?g"_l. (8)
n=1

Lemma 2.2. Let x > 2 and let S be as in (8). One has f(x,p) =P(S >z —2).
Proof. By (6) and (7), one has

X, —1
if =1
Xop={ 2 0 ‘el (9)
2X,, if &1 = —1.
One can then easily check by induction that
n
Xp=2"(2—=2) =Y N _y2 5t n>1, (10)
i=1
Therefor, Y,, > 2 if and only if
n
Si—
>l 2%t <z -2 (11)
i=1
By Lemma 2.1, the gambler survives eventually if and only if Y;, > 2 for all n, or equivalently,
[ee]
S= 3 L2 <2
n=1
where we used that S > Y"1 | ]l{fizl}QSifl a.s. for any n. [l

Now we are ready to prove Theorem 1.1.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. By Lemma 2.1, if x = Yy < 2, then f(z,p) = 1. Let F = (F,)n>1 be the
filtration generated by (&,)n>1, i.e. Fp := 0(§m,n < n). By the conditional Borel-Cantelli lemma,
see e.g. [4, Theorem 4.3.4],

Z Lie,=1,5,_,>0y =00 a.s. on {Z ]I{Sn_lzo}P(fn =1|Fn_1) = o0}

n=1 n=2

Note that P(§, =1 | Fp—1) = p. If p > 1/2, then S,, > 0 infinitely often a.s., and in particular,

oo
S > Z Li¢,=1,5,_,>0} = 00, almost surely.
n=1
Therefore, by Lemma 2.2, f(x,p) =1if p > 1/2.
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It remains to show that P(S <z —2) >0ifx >2and p<1/2. Let e :=1/2 —p < —E&;. By
the strong law of large numbers, there exists a positive integer N7 such that

P(En,) > % where En, := ﬁ {Sn < —en}.
n>Ny
By possibly choosing a larger N1, we have,
S < i 25 < 2 o om <](Vﬁ{§i - —1}) M Ew.. (12)
o B i=1 1

A coupling argument implies that for any (a;)1<i<n, € {—1, 1},

ENl ’ ﬂ{gl - _1} > P(En, ‘ ﬂ{é‘z = al}

=1

In particular, the total probability theorem gives

Ny Ny
p ((ﬂ{éi = —1})ﬂEN1> =1 -p)M"P(Ey, | [{&=-1}) = (1 —p)"P(En,),
=1

i=1

which completes the proof in view of (12). O

3. RUIN PROBABILITY AS A FUNCTION OF THE INITIAL FORTUNE

In this section, we prove Theorem 1.4 and Theorem 1.5 (i). We first recall the Hoeffding-Azuma
inequality, see [1].

Lemma 3.1 (Hoeffding-Azuma inequality). Let (M, )nen be a martingale (or submartingale) such
that, for all 1 < j < n, we can find positive constant c; satisfying |M; — M;_1| < ¢; almost surely.
Then, for any positive L,

L2

P(M, — My < —L)<e *Ti-1°%
For p < 1/2, we let

- —_— 2p7
R := maX{Z, (1—2p)log2+1}‘ (13)

The following two lemmas will be used in the proof of Theorem 1.4.

Lemma 3.2. Let p € (0,1/2) and x > 2. Let R be as in (13). Recall (X,,)nen given in (6).
(i) The process (Mp)nen defined by My := 0 and
= 1
M, = Z <long —log X;_1 — (5 -p) log2> Lix, ,>ry, n=>1,
j=1
is a submartingale such that | M, — My,_1| < (5log2)/2 for all n > 1.
(ii) For k > 1, let
T, :=#{j <k:X; >R}
be the total time X has spend in [R,00) until time k. Then, there exist positive constants C and (3
independent of x, p and k such that

k
P (Tk > 34 Xn <0 for somen > k) (1_C2p)e B(1-2p)°k
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Proof. (i) Using that log(1 +t) < t for ¢t > 0, we have

1 1 1 1-2p
log(1- =) =1 ) s > log 2.
Og( R) Og( TR= 1) R-1- 2p 5

Therefore, for all » > R,

-1 1 1
plogr + (1 —p)log2r —logr = plog(1l — ;) + (1 —2p)log2 > (5 —p)log 2. (14)

which implies that (M,,),en is a submartingale in view of (9). In addition, (9) yields
1
log2 > (log X;, —log Xp,—1)1x, >R} > —log2 +log(1 — E) > —2log 2. (15)
This shows that |M,, — M, _1| < (5log2)/2.
(ii) We first show that

k
Z(log X;j—log Xj—1)lix, ,>py < (log Xy —log R)1(x, ,>R)- (16)
j=1
This is trivial if T_1 = (). We assume that Tj_1 # () and write T_1 as a disjoint union of closed
intervals, i.e. Tp_1 = Ule[ai,bi] where £ > 1 and a1 < by < ag < by < --- < ay < by are natural
numbers. Then, for each ¢ < £, one has

@iyl
log Xp,+1 — log Xj, <log R —log Xj, < Y log X; —log X 1.
Jj=bi+1
Thus,
k bi+1
Z(logX log Xj—1)l(x, >R} = Z Z (log X; —log X;_1)
j=1 =1 j=a;+1
be+1
< Z (log X; —log X;_1) <log Xp,+1 — log R,
Jj=a;+1

which implies (16). Note that if X;_; > R, then by +1 = k; if X},_; < R, then X;,1; < R. Using
(16), we obtain

1 —2p)log2
Mk < (lOng - logR)]l{Xk,lzR} - (sz)g(Tk - 1).
Apply Lemma 3.1 with ¢; = (5log2)/2 to get
1 —2p)log2
P <Tk > 34k X, < 2 R> <P <Mk < _(?ng> < e~ Sk, (17)

Given that Xj, > 20=2PF/4R et 7 := inf{n > k : X,, < R}. By (15), we have 7 — k > (1 — 2p)k/8.
For any n > k + [(1 — 2p)k/8] where [-] is the usual ceiling function, on the event {7 = n}, one
has

1—2p)log?2
M, — Mj, = log X,, — log Xy — (];)Og(n — k).
Therefore, again, by Lemma 3.1,
> 1—2p)log?2
P(r < 00, Xy > 20-2)k/AR) < > P <Mn — M, < (QM(n - k:)>
n==k 1-2p)k/8
+(C(>O p)k/8] 2 3 (18)
_ 1 -
< Y e Lot

m=[(1-2p)k/8] 1—e
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Now observe that P (7}, > 3k/4, X,, <0 for some n > k) is at most
P(T}, > 3k/4, X;, < 207k/ARY L P(X, > 20-2F/AR X, < R for some n > k),

and that
1 50 R 1
~ , asp— = —.
1 s (1-2p)? 2

Then (ii) follows from (17) and (18). O

Lemma 3.3. In the setting of Lemma 3.2, there exist positive constants C and 5 independent of
xz, p and k such that

8(1—2p)
P (Xk > 0,7 < ?) <C (2‘5P2k + 210g2<1gp>k> .

Proof. We define inductively a sequence of stopping times (6y,)n>1: let 61 :=inf{m e N: 0 < X, <
R}, and for any n > 1, let

Op :=1inf{m > 6,1 + [logoa R] +1:0 < X,;, < R},
with the convention that inf ) = co. On the event {X}j > 0,7}, < 3k/4}, one has

nk
{j <k:X; <R} |16, 0; + [log, R],

i=1

where ng := max{n : 6, < k}. In particular,
o kr1-k/4 k44
"= Tlogy, R1+1  4flogy R| +4°

For any j € N, given that X; € (0, R), by (9) (or (11) and imagine that the gambler starts at time
J);

j+[logy R]+1
XjtMog, R1+1 <0 on N f{&=1}
i=j+1
Therefore, for any n > 1,
P(HTL < OO’f97L—1)1{9n—1<OO} < (1 _pﬂogQ RW+1)]1{9n_1<oo}u

which implies that

" k+4
4[logg R|+4

P <Xk > 0,1 < T) < P(# ] <k <(1 _pﬂogz RW+1)fm1—1
(19)
< 9.9 T arralosa(1-plE2 114
where we used that 1 — plleg2 Bl1+1 > /2. We now consider the asymptotic behavior of the last
term in (19) asp — 0 or p — 1/2.

e For small p, say p < 1/3, R defined by (13) equals 2. Also, observe that

2
p
logy /9(1 —p?) ~ Togd’ as p — 0.
e As p — 1/2, one has logy R ~ —logy(1 — 2p) and
flogz R1+1y plioe: filH > P’ oy R _ iRlogzp Li=2
log2 — log2 log 2
Then Lemma 3.3 follows from (19). O

10g1/2(1 -D

We now finish the proof of Theorem 1.4.



Proof of Theorem 1.4. We first prove (5). For any = € (2,3), one can find an integer k£ > 1 such
that z — 2 € [27% 27%+1). Then, by Theorem 1.1 and (8),

(e 9]

P(S <27 ﬂ{éz =1} =P( Y L 255 <1)=P(S<1)=1- f(3,p) > 0.

n=k+1
Thus, by Lemma 2.2,

J@2.p) = fla.p) =P(S <z -2) 2 P(S <27 2 (1~ fB3.p))(1 - »)". (20)
On the other hand, we see from (8) that S > 271 on |J*~!{¢; = 1}, and in particular,
f(2p) = fla,p) <P(S <27 < (1-p)* . (21)

Now observe that
(1= p)" < (0= 202070 < (1 - p)i.

Then (5) follows from (20) and (21).
Now assume that p € (0,1/2) and =z > 2,h > 0. Choose a positive integer K such that
h > 27K+1 Then, there exist ap € N and (a1, az...,ar) € {0,1}¥ such that

x<2an2”< +Zan2"<x+h

We will show in the proof of Theorem 1.5 (i) (see (28)) that

S = i Ap27"
n=0

where (Ap,)nen are N-valued i.i.d. random variables such that P(Ag = i) > 0 for all ¢ € N. Thus,

K K
P(:):—2<S§:r—2+h)2P<Se (Zanr”,;ﬂtzanr"])
n=0

n=0
K o0
>P (ﬂ{An = an}> P (o < Y A2 < 21>
n=0 n=K+1
K
= (1 - f(47p)) H P(An = an) > 0,
n=0

where we used that Y07 .| A,27 " TEH 2 S and Lemma 2.2 in the third line. This proves the
first inequality in (4).
To prove the second inequality in (4), it suffices to show that for any x > 2 and k > 1, one has

— C _ _ 3 _ 2

Indeed, (22) implies that if 47%=1 < h < 4% for some k > 1, then

@
_ < —2) < — < o) <
Plz-2<S<sth-2)<PlE-2<S5<z+47-2) < a0,

C 3 3 2 2
< = (48(1=2p)°pB(1-2p) Bp*1,Bp
T (4 h + 457 )

(4—6(1—2p)3k + 4—,8p21c)
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which yields the desired result with a larger constant C'. Note that if & > 1/4, then any positive
constants C' > 4, # < 1 would satisfy

C - ChP.

fl@,p) = flx+hp)=Pl@-2<S<z+h-2)<1< 5 <

o

The proof of (22) when x = 2 was given in (21) (note that log; /o(1 — p) ~ p/log2 as p — 0).
We now assume that > 2 and denote the event on the left-hand side of (22) by E(z, k). Recall
we have shown in (11) that X < 0 if and only if Zﬁzl 1{§n:1}25"—1 > ¢ — 2. Therefore,

2k
P(X) < 0,5, 1) SP< > g2 S“) < (L—p)f =27 Momplp (23
n=k+1

From the proof of Lemma 2.2, we see that X,, < 0 for some n if S > z — 2. By Lemma 3.2 and
Lemma 3.3, there exist positive constants C' and 3 independent of x, p and k such that

P(X;>0,E,;) <P(T) > 3k/4,X,, <0 for some n > k) + P(X;, > 0,7, < 3k/4)

< q 02 )2275(1*210)3/C +C (25p2k + QIcfg(gl(ig)mk) _
—<p

Combined with (23), this proves (22) with possibly a larger C' and a smaller 3 where we used that

p 1—-2p 1
10g1/2(1_P)N@ as p — 0+, and (1—2p)3:0<_10g2(1_2p)> asp = 5 —.

For any j, k € N, we define
Djg:[0,00) — {0,1,2,--- 2 — 1}, Dj(z) = Pﬂ%J mod 2",

where |-] is the usual floor function. The following result is a direct consequence of the Birkhoff’s
ergodic theorem or (the Borel normal theorem), see e.g. 7, Section 4.2.2].

Lemma 3.4. Let k be an positive integer and assume that ¢ € {0,1,2,--- 2k — 1}. Then, for
almost every x € [0, 00),

n—1
> o Lip. = 1
JE{}O j=0 {Tll)a,k(x) 2} _ S (24)

To prove Theorem 1.5 (i), we shall also need the following auxiliary lemma.

Lemma 3.5. Let ((n)nen be N-valued i.i.d. random variables such that P({y = i) > 0 for alli € N.
Assume that S =" (27" converges a.s.. For any positive integer k and £ € {0,1,2,- - 2k —

1}, one has, almost surely,

. i=0 {D;x(®)=} _ ) —
nh_}rgo - =P(Dyx(S) =1). (25)
Proof. Fix k > 1 and ¢ € {0,1,2,---,2F —1}. For j € N, we let Z; := |2"3°>° /(427" and
write w(i) := P(Zy = i) for i € N. We note that by definition,

j—1 0
Dip(5) = [2°) G242 G2 mod 28 = Z; mod 2.
n=0 n=0

We shall show that (Z;);cn is an irreducible aperiodic Markov chain on N with stationary distribu-
tion (7(7));en, which, by the ergodic theorem for Markov chains, see e.g. [6, Theorem 1.10.2] (with
8



J(i) = 1 mod 2¢—¢) in the notation there), would imply (25): Almost surely,

n—1 R n— 1
- 2j=0 Yp, (5=} i >i—0 L{z, mod 26=0}

n—00 n n—00 n

= P(Zy mod 2¥ = ¢) = P(Dyx(S) = 0).

We first show that (i) > 0 for all ¢ € N. Since Y 2 (,27" converges almost surely, there
exists J € N such that 7(J) > 0. Now observe that for any j € N, one has Z; 2 7y and

Zj = {Qij + 2kt ZCn+j+12_nJ = Qij + {Z]HJ ’ (26)

2
n=0
where we used that if 2i < 2F Yoo Cntjr127" < 204 2 for some i € N, then

- = -n : 1 = —n
{2]“ ! Z Cnj+12 J =i= {2 {2k Z Cnj+12 JJ .
Note also that (; is independent of (Z,,),>;+1. Thus, by (26),
J J
T\ 5l = =151 Zjr1 = J,¢=0) =m(J)P(¢ = 0) > 0.

Repeating this argument, we see that 7(J), w(|J/2]),...,m(0) > 0. Therefore, by using (26) again,
one has, for any i € N,

m(ix2%) = P(Z; = i32") > P(Zj31 = 0,¢; = ig) = ©(0)P(Co = ix) > O,
and for any iy,i,_1 € N,
m(i52% + ip_1287Y) > P(Zj41 = 15128, G = ik) = 762" P(Go = ix) > 0.

We can repeat this argument to conclude that m(:) > 0 for all ¢ € N since we can write i =
028 + 1281 4+ ... 4§y for some iy, 51, - ,i0 € N.
For z,y € N, we let

ple,y) =P (P =y-13]), Play) = p(y, )7 (y)

()
For any m € N and (20, 21,22, * » Zm, Zm+1) € N1 by (26),
m
P(Z;=2;,0<j<m+1)=m(2ms1) Hp(szrl,t, Zm—t)- (27)
t=0

If the left-hand side of (27) is positive, then (27) shows that (note that (27) also holds if one replaces
m+ 1 by m)

T(2m+1)
T(2m)
This implies that (Z;);en is a Markov chain with initial distribution (7(¢));en and transition prob-
abilities (P(x,¥))syen. Notice that in the proof of that (i) > 0 for all i € N, we have shown that

each i € N commutes with the site 0, and in particular, the Markov chain (Z;);en is irreducible. It
is aperiodic since P(0,0) > P(¢p = 0)7(0) > 0. Moreover, for any y € N, one has

Y w(@)P(z,y) = > w(y)p(y,z) = 7 (y),

zeN zeN

P(Zm—i-l = Zm+1 ‘ Zj = Zj70 <Jj< m) = p(2m+1azm) = P(Zm’zm+1)-

which implies that (7(7));cn is a stationary distribution for (Zj);en. O

Now we give the proof of Theorem 1.5 (i).



Proof of Theorem 1.5 (i). That f(-,p) is continuous was already proved in Theorem 1.4. To prove
that 0, f(z,p) = 0 for almost every x € [1,00), by Lemma 2.2 and [5, Proposition 3.30], it is
equivalent to show that the distribution of S and the Lebesgue measure are mutually singular. We
argue by contradiction and assume that the distribution of S and the Lebesgue measure are not
mutually singular. For any positive integer k, Lemma 3.4 shows that Hj has Lebesgue measure 0
where

n—oo n B ?7

n—1
o Lip. (2= 1
Hy, = {xZO: lim 22020 LDsx2)=0 for any £ € {0,1,2,- - ,2’“—1}}.

Then, by our assumption, P(S € Hy) > 0 for all k > 1. For any ¢ € N, let 7; := inf{n e N: §,, =
—i}, and in particular, 79 = 0. Note that 7; is a.s. finite if p < 1/2. Now define

Ti+1

Ai = Z ]1{57L:1}2sn71+7/
TL:TZ'—‘,-I

Then by the strong Markov property of (S,)nen, we see that (A;);en are N-valued i.i.d. random
variables. Moreover,

[e.¢] [e.e]
§ =D Lgmny2™ ' =3 A2 (28)
n=1 =0
converges a.s.. In addition, for any i € N,

P(Ag=i) > P61 =1L =-1,=184=—1,- &1 = 1,6 = —1,§i11 = —1) > 0.
Then, by Lemma 3.5, a.s. on {S € Hy}, for any £ € {0,1,2,---,2F — 1},

n—1
1 ] _
1 = lim ZJ*O {D;,k(S)=4} =P (Do r(S) =0).

2k n—00 n

Notice that two constants are equal with positive probability if and only if they are equal. Thus,
by (20), for any k > 1,

L@ 1 1
(1= 73, =P <P(S < 1) = P(S < ) <P(Do(8) =0) = o,
which is impossible for large k because p < 1/2. O

4. RUIN PROBABILITY AS A FUNCTION OF THE CHANCE OF WINNING

In this section, we prove Corollary 1.3, Theorem 1.5 (ii), and Proposition 1.2.

Proof of Corollary 1.3. Assume that x > 2 and 0 < p; < p2 < 1/2. We need to prove that

f(z,p1) < f(z,p2). Let (U,Sl))nzl and (U7(L2))n21 be i.i.d. uniform (0, 1) random variables. For each
n>1, let

57(11) - 2]1(0,p1)(U721)) -1, 57(11) =2 (H(O,pl)(U}Ll)) + 1[101,1)(U7(11))]1(0 M)(Ug))) - L

»1—py

Then (5,21))”21 (resp. (g}f))nzl) are i.i.d. Rademacher random variables with parameter p; (resp.

parameter pg). Since 579) < 5,(?) for each n > 1, one has

o oo
(1) .— Srotel) Y e? @)
S\ o= 21{67(11):1}2 1 < Z 11{57(12):1}2 1 =: S\,
n=1 n=1

10



Notice also that 57(?) =1if Ur(f) < (p2 —p1)/(1 — p1). In particular, there exists a positive integer
K such that

K K
n—1(2) ﬂ p2—Pp
5(2) 2 E ]1{5'22):1}222:1 no > — 2 on {Ur(LQ) < ]_—pll} .
n=1 n=1

By Lemma 2.2 and that (5,21))@1 and (UT(LQ))nzl are independent, one has
fx,p2) = flz,p) =P(SP >z —2) —P(SV > 2 —2) =P(S?® > 2 —2 > s))

K
> p U(2)<p2_p1} P(SW <z —2
> (ﬂ{ 2B p(s® <o)

n=1
P2 —n1 K
= 1— f(z, 0,
(222 (- s
which completes the proof. (Il

Proof of Theorem 1.5 (ii). By definition, Xo =2 —2 > 0. For k € N, let
hi(p) =P (X > 0),  gi(p) := hi(p) — hyia(p) = P(Xi > 0, Xpy1 < 0).

Note that hx(p) and gi(p) are polynomial functions in p. For integers m > 5, let I,,, := (1/m,1/2 —

1/m). Fix m, then p and (1 — 2p) are both bounded away from 0 if p € [,;,. Lemmas 3.2 and 3.3

implies that there exist positive constants C' and p,,, < 1 such that forallx > 2, p € I, and k > 1,
Cph,

(1—2p)* (29)

gk(p) <

Let
O :={(ar, a2, -+ ,ar) € {~1,1}* : Xjy > 0, X1 < 0if (&)1<ich = (a5)1<i<k }-

Then one can write
k
gk(p) =D Ci(k)p? (1 — p)*
=0

where Cj(k) = #{(a1,a2,--- ,ar) € O : Zle a; = 2j — k}. We now view hi(z) and gp(z) as

complex functions:

k k—1
ge(2) =Y _Ci(k)a7 (1= 2)F 7, hp(z):=1-) gi(2), z€C.
=0 =0

J
Fix p € I,,, for any z € B(p,e/m) with ¢ = (1 — pi)/2,

J

2P |1 — 2| e\’ € k=i k
~ max - <  max 1+ — 1+ ——— < (1+¢)".
.76{071127"'7k} b 1 -—Pp ]6{071721""]‘5} mp m(l - p)

Therefore, by (29),
SR C(k) |27 (1 — 2)k | Cpk (1 +¢)k
grl2)| < =0 gu(p) < P TS

Sk Cilk)pi (1 — p)k—i (1—2p)2

Note that p,,(1 +¢) < 1 by the choice of e. Then, (hx(z))reny converges to some function h(z)

uniformly on the rectangle U, := I, X (—¢/m,e/m)i. By the Weierstrass’ theorem, h(z) is holo-

morphic (or equivalently, complex analytic) on U,,. In particular, for every p € (1/m,1/2 —1/m),
11



there exists £ > 0 and a power series y > ¢,2" such that
[e.e]
h(Z) = ch(z _p)n7 AS B(p,g) C Um
n=0

Since h(p) =1 — f(z,p) for p € (1/m,1/2 —1/m), the coeflicients ¢, are all real and

fl@g)=1=co=> calg—p)", q€(p—Ep+2).

n=1

which completes the proof since (0,1/2) =J;>_(1/m,1/2 —1/m). O
Proof of Proposition 1.2. Recall that Sop =0 and S, = > ;& for n > 1. For n € N, we let

Fa(@.p) =P 125 >2-2), (2,p) R x (0,1).

=1

with the convention that fo(z,p) = 1 (_s0,2)(x). Observe that

n+1 n n
1
Si—1 S;—S S;—S
D> L1257t =1y (1 t2) Lig=1)2 1) + L =13 <2 > Lie-12 ) )

i=1 i=1 i=1
which, by the Markov property of (Sy)nen, implies that

n n

= _ S;—5; < T 1 S,—S

frr1(z,p) = pP(; Lig =327t > —5 2) +(1— p)P(; Lie, =13277 7" > 22— 4)
1= 1=

= pﬁl(%ﬂvp) + (1 —p)fal22 —2,p).

Therefore, using (2), one can show that (fn)neN = (fn)nen by induction. Again, note that S >
Yo ]1{51:1}251—1 a.s. for any n. If x > 2, then by Lemma 2.2,

flap) = lim fo(z,p) = lim fu(,p).

This yields (3). Moreover, we have shown in the proof of Theorem 1.5 (ii) that for any = > 2,
(fn(z,-))nen converges to f(x,-) locally uniformly on (0,1/2) (note that f,(x,p) = 1 — hz(p) in
view of (11)). For p € (0,1/2), since f(-,p) is continuous and f,(-,p) are decreasing functions, the
sequence (fn(+,p))nen also converges to f(-,p) locally uniformly on (2, c0). O
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