arXiv:1504.06398v1l [math.PR] 24 Apr 2015

Erdos-Feller-Kolmogorov-Petrowsky law of the iterated
logarithm for self-normalized martingales:
a game-theoretic approach

Takeyuki Sasdi Kenshi Miyabéand Akimichi Takemura
April, 2015

Abstract

We prove an Erdés—Feller—Kolmogorov—Petrowsky law oftigrated logarithm for self-normalized
martingales. Our proof is given in the framework of the gahmsretic probability of Shafer and
Vovk. As many other game-theoretic proofs, our proof is-selitained and explicit.

Keywords and phrasesBayesian strategy, constant-proportion betting strateger class, upper class,
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1 Main Result

Let S, be a martingale with respect to a filtrati¢si,}>" , and letx, = S, — S,_1 be the martingale
difference. On some regularity conditions on the growtixdfvarious versions of the law of the iterated
logarithm (LIL) have been given in literature. In particuthe Erd6s—Feller—Kolmogorov—Petrowsky
law of the iterated logarithm (EFKP-LIL [16, Chapter 5.23)an important extension of LIL. Erd@s| [6]
proved EFKP-LIL for symmetric Bernoulli random variabl&=KP-LIL has been generalized by Feller
[7] for bounded and independent random variables and [&] &0 Bail[1]) for the i.i.d. case. Further,
EFKP-LIL has been generalized for martingales by Stras$8h Jain, Jogdeo and Stout [10], Philipp
and Stout[[15], Einmahl and Masadn [5] and Berkes, Hormarth\&aber [2]. In particular, Einmahl and
Mason [5] proved a martingale analogue of Feller’s resulf]njust as Stout [18] obtained a martingale
analogue of Kolmogorov’s result in [11].

For self-normalized processes, EFKP-LIL was derived b3]?) the i.i.d. case. However EFKP-LIL
has not been derived in the martingale case, even thoughR#fik Klass and L&i[4] obtained the usual
LIL. The purpose of this paper is to prove EFKP-LIL for setirmalized martingales. For a positive
non-decreasing continuous functig(n) let

)= [ vl ()

We state our main theorem.
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Theorem 1.1. Let S,, n = 1,2,..., be a martingale with §= 0and % = S, — S,_; be a martingale
difference with respect to a filtratioff,} > , such that

[Xa] < Cy &S

for somef,,_1-measurable random variable.cLet

n

Aﬁ::Z:x,-2 >0

i=1

and letys be a positive non-decreasing continuous function.
If 1 () < o0, then

W(AZ)?
A,

P(Sn < Aw(A?) aa. | lim A, = oo, limsupc, < oo) =1 (2)

If 1 () = o0, then

vA)® _ Oo) 1 @)

An

This theorem is a self-normalization of the result in Einiveaid Mason|[[5] and a generalization
of the result in de la Pefia, Klass and Lai [4]. The order ofaghoA,/(w(A2))? for c, is currently the
best known order for EFKP-LIL even in the independent ca2p.(We call [2) thevalidity and [3) the
sharpnes®f EFKP-LIL.

In (2) and [[B), we are not assuming that the conditioning eveappen with probability one. We can
state[2) equivalently as

P(Sn > Agr(A2)i.0. | lim A, = oo, lim supc,

P(lim Ay = oo, V(A )i 0.| =
= oo, lim supc, A < 00,5, > Aw(A))i.o.]=0. (4)
For our proof we adopt the framework of game-theoretic pbdltp by Shafer and Vovk[[17]. In a
game-theoretic approach, for provinmg (2), we explicitiysuct a non-negative martingale diverging to
infinity on the event of{(4).
We use the following notation throughout the paper

Inekn:=Inin...Inn.
———

ktimes

We also fix a small positivé for the rest of this paper, e.@.,= 0.01. For our proof, as is often seen in
the upper-lower class theory (cf. Feller [8, Lemma 1]), we @strict our attention t¢ such that

YH(n) < y(n) < ¢ (n) for all sufficiently largen, (5)

where

gt(n) == V2Inpn+3Inzn,  yY(n) := y2Inn+41Ingn.

Here L means the lower class adl means the upper class. It can be verified tfgt’) < o and
|(h) = .

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Secfion 2give a game-theoretic statement
corresponding to our main theorem. In Secfibn 3 we give afwbihe validity and in Sectionl4 we give
a proof of the sharpness.



2 Preliminarieson Game-Theoretic Probability

In order to state a game-theoretic version of Thedrern 1sisider the following simplified predictably
unbounded forecasting game (SPUFG, Section 5.1 of [17]) thi initial capitake > 0.

SIMPLIFIED PREDICTABLY UNBOUNDED FORECASTING GAME
Players. Forecaster, Skeptic, Reality
Protocol:
7(0 =a.
FORN=12,...
Forecaster announces> 0.
Skeptic announceldl, € R.
Reality announces, € [-Cp, Cy].
I = K1 + M X.
Collateral Duties. Skeptic must keef,, nhon-negative. Reality must keég, from tending
to infinity.

Usually« is taken to be 1, but in Sectidh 4 we use: 1 for notational simplicity.
We prove the following theorem, which implies Theorem 1.1Ghapter 8 of [17].

Theorem 2.1. Consider SPUFG. Lel be a positive non-decreasing continuous function(#f) I< oo,
Skeptic can force

2\3
A% — oo and lim supcnw(:n”) <o = S, <AW(AY) aa (6)
and if I(y) = oo, Skeptic can force
2\3
AZ — oo and lim supcn"b(:”n) <o = Sy Aw(A) i.o. (7)

We use the same line of arguments ad in [14] and Chapter 5 ¢é1Stwad Vovk [17]. We employ
a Bayesian mixture of constant-proportion betting striaegHere we give basic properties of constant-
proportion betting strategies.

A constant-proportion betting strategy with betting prdjmm y > 0 sets

My, = yKin-1.

However, %, becomes negative yfx, < —1. For simplicity we consider applying the strategy (“keke t
account open”) as long a&, < § and setdM, = 0 onceyc, > ¢ happens (“freeze the account”). Define
a stopping time

o, = min{n| yc, > d}. (8)

Note the monotonicity ofr,, i.e.,o,, > o, if ¥ < y. We denote the capital process of the constant-
proportion betting strategy with this stopping time &y. With the initial capital ofK] = «a, the value
of K is written as

min(n,o-y—1)

K =a l_l 1+ yX).

i=1
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By

t2 2 t2 2
t—=—-t"xt|<In(l+t)<t- =+t x|t
5 th<In(l+t) < 5 It
for |t| < ¢, taking the logarithm of ][, (1 + yx), for n < o, we have
272 2
and
e NS YL < Y o < @ @SV, 9)
where
Cp := Maxc;.

1<i<n
We also set up some notation for expressing the conditioB)irafd (7). An infinite sequence of

Forecaster’s and Reality’s announegs: (i, X1, Cp, Xo, . . .) iS called gpathand the set of path@ = {w}
is called the sample space. Define a subset of Q as

2\3
Q. = {w | A2 = oo, lim supcnw(:”n) < oo}.

n

For an arbitrary path € Q_., we have

AC(w) < oo, IM(w), YN > M(w), & < C(w) W) > 1. (10)

i
W(AY*
The last inequality holds by the lower boundin (5).

3 validity

We prove the validity in[(6) of Theorem 2.1. In this sectionletr = 1. We discretize the integral inl(1)
as

o Y(K) ICRE:

Sincexe* /2 is decreasing fok > 1, the functiom — “e (/2 js decreasing for such thaiy(2) > 1
and convergences of the integrallih (1) and the surnih (11¢Guevalent.

The convergence of the infinite seriesinl(11) implies thatexice of a non-decreasing sequence of
positive realsa, diverging to infinity @ T o), such that the series multiplied term by termdpyis still
convergent:

- i ak"” (K) gumzrz _
k=1

This is easily seen by dividing the infinite series into bleak sums less than or equal tg2t and
multiplying thek-th block byk (see also[13, Lemma 4.15]).

Fork > 1 let
lak@e—w(kﬁ/z

pk1=z K
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and consider the capital process of a countable mixturermdgtant-proportion strategies

N (k)
K = g Pk,  where yy:i=—=. 12)
n -~ k/\n k \/R
Note thatX, is never negative. By the upper bound[ih (5)kas c we have
WK \/2In2k+4ln3k
Yk < N K — 0. (13)

We show that lim supK, = « if a pathw € Q.. satisfiesS, > Aw(A2) i.0. We boundZ¥, as

LA
ZKaz Y pK (14)
k=LAZ-AG/W(AY)]

At this point we check that all accounts on the right-hane %tl (14) are open for sficiently largen
and the lower bound i [9) can be applied to each term_df (14} fe Q.... We have the following two
lemmas.

Lemma3.1. Letw € Q... Let C= C(w) in (10). For syficiently large n

Ch = maxc; < 1+ cS)Ci (15)
<I<n

YA

Proof. Note that the firsty(w) C's i.e., Cy,. . ., Cnyw), do Not matter since lim,., Aq/w(A2)? = co. For
| > ny(w), by (10) we have

A
¢ <C——— < CA.
= Sy = A

Hencec such thaty < A,/¢(A2)® do not matter irc,.
Forc such thaty > A,/y(A2)® we have

A A, A, Y(A2)?
¢ <C <C =C )
T A (AR5 T w(A (AR} (AR (A2 (A2)6)
But by (8), bothy(A2) andy(A2/y/(A2)°) are of the order,/2 T, AZ(1+0(L)) andy(A2)/w(A2/y(A)®) — 1

asn — oo. Hencel[(1b) holds. ]

Lemma 3.2. Letw € Q... For syficiently large no-,, > n for all k = |[AZ — A2/y(A2)], ..., | AZ].

Proof. By the monotonicity ofy, we havey, < y(A2)/ A2 — A2/y(A?)] fork = | AZ-A2/y(A2)], ..., | AZl.
Then by the monotonicity af,, it suffices to show

4G
n =
VIAZ - AZ/u(AY)]
for sufficiently largen. By (18), the left-hand side is bounded from above by

W(AY) An An 1
1+6)C——= =(1+6)C .
N7 T SN y ey oI
But this converges to 0 as— oo. O



By Lemma 3.2 and the lower bound [d (9), forfsciently largen, we have
Kk > eNMESTIAZ = | A2~ A2JY(AD)],. .., AR
andZ¥%, can be evaluated from below as
LAR] 2An
ZKa2Z ) PeexpliSn— “5 - YA
k=L AZ-AR/Y(AR)]

LAZ) 2 2
- Z akwi) exp(- w(k) +%Sn — Aﬂ YeAZCy)

k=LAT-AR/W(AY)]

Now we assume th&, > A (A2?) i.o. for the pathw € Q... Then for sificiently largen such that

Sn = Aw(AY), W(AD/(W(AZ) —1) < 1+6 andA,/ (LA,% — Aﬁ/w(Aﬁ)J)l/2 < 1+ 6, we evaluate the exponent
part by [9) as

k2 272 k2 k k2 2
RGN S \(F) 0025
2 2
~u(K) (—— (1 + A")w(k) + A"w(An)]

2
. w(An)z( \/E ) 1] Z_w(Aﬁ)z(ﬁ_ 1)2
2 k 2 k
1 w(M) ¥ 1
=3lem1) =22

and by Lemm&a3]1
W(AY)® 2
= @) Oy
A, )3
<(1+06)C
=9 ((LA% — A2y (A2 )2
<C(1+96)* (16)

YIAZC, <

For suficiently largen, we have

Y(A2) <y (A2) < ¥ (2K) = V2In 2k + 41n3 2k < 2+/2 Iy k + 31y k = 2yt (K) < 2u(K).

Thus by [16),
LAZ)
Z%K, > Z ak? exp(—% -26-C(1+ 6)4)
k=| AZ-AR/W(AR) ]

Y(AD)
= AR a2

LAZ] 1

exp(—— -26-C(1+ 6)4)
2

k=L AG-AZ/Y(AZ)]
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p(™) (A
=AM 22 |\ p(n)

1 Y(A) 1
= & w2 (5 - Tﬁﬂ;)exp(—é -25-C(1+ 6)4).

Sinceay pz_pz/y(az | — © @sn — oo, we have shown

)exp(—% -26-C(1+ 6)4)

W€ Qew, Sp= AW(A2)i.0. = limsupk, = co.

n—oo

4 Sharpness

We prove the sharpness id (7) of Theoiem 2.1. As in Sectionf427] and in [13], in order to prove the
sharpness, it gtices to show the following proposition.

Proposition 4.1. Consider SPUFG. Let be a positive non-decreasing continuous function@tj k= co
then for each C> 0, Skeptic can force

2 . YA 2
A, — oo, lim supc, A <C = S, > Ay(A;) i.o. @an
n
Once we prove this proposition, we can take the mixture &@et 1,2,.... Then the sharpness
follows, because for eaah € Q..,, there existC(w) satisfying [I0). We denote

2\3
Qc = {w € Q| A2 oo,lim supcnw(:”n) <(1- 5)0},

QO::{weQ||imA§<oo},

n—oo

2\3
Q_, = {w € Q| Aﬁ — o0, lim supcnw(:”n) = oo}.

We divide our proof of Proposition 4.1 into several subsexi For notational simplicity we use the
initial capital ofa = 1 - 2/e = (e— 2)/ein this section. In Sectioris 4.1 ahd}4.2 we only consjdandn
with n < o,. As in Lemmd 3. for the validity, this condition will be ssfied for sificiently smally and
relevantn.

4.1 Uniform mixture of constant-proportion betting strategies

We consider a continuous uniform mixture of constant-propo strategies with the betting proportion
uy, 2/e < u < 1. Thisis a Bayesian strategy, a similar one to which has beesidered in[[12].
Define

1 min(n,cy-1)

L —f l_[ (1 + uyx)du, Li=a=1-¢/2
2/ i=1

At roundn < o, this strategy bet#, = fz/ uy [T (1 + uyx)du Then by induction om < o, the
capital process is indeed written as

1 n-1 n-1
Lr=L  + M, = ]—[(1 + UyX)du+ X, Uy l_l(l + uyx)du
2/ =1 2/e izl



Applying (9), we have
1 1
g V° At f Sy AY2q ) < L < e * At f euysn—uzyzAﬁ/Zdu’
2/e 2/e
for n < o,. We further bound the integral in the following lemma.
Lemma4.2. Forn< o,
@ Aien g2y (Sn/ ey AT €) if Sn<2yAZ/e,

o 21 :
&A% min {eSE/(zAﬁ)%, evSn/2} if 2yAi/e< Sn<yA;,

%6 min | 3@ Y gsg2l i g sy
YA

Proof. Completing the square we have

—ZUyA; + UyS, = U-—=| + 515
Hence by the change of variables

v:yAn(u— Sn), q dv

YA YA

we obtain

1 1 272 2
oo [ of v 5o
2/e 2/e 2 YA

e YAn—Sn/An
— esn/(ZAn) e_Vz/de

YAn J2ynnje-so/m,
Then for all cases we can boudi] from above as

17 < @ RGshieny V2T
" vA,

(18)

(19)

(20)

(21)

Without change of variables, we can also bound the intg@lfeag(u)d U, gu) := e”S¥Y*AV2 directly

as
1

g(udu < max g(u).
2/e 2/e<u<l

Note that
g(2/6) = 2/S/evA®) (1) = @S TAY2,

We now consider the following three cases.

(22)



Casel S, < 2yAZ/e. Inthis case,/(yA2) < 2/eand by the unimodality af(u) we have maxe<u<1 g(u) =
g(2/e). Hencel(IB) follows fron(22).

Case2 2yAj/e < Sy < yAL. In this case Mayecwsi g(U) = 9(Sn/(VAY) = eSi/@A) and £} <
g AtnegSi/(2%) - Furthermore in this casB? < yAZS, implies S2/(2A2) < yS,/2 and we also
have

L) < @ haerS/2, (23)

By (21) and[(2B), we havé (1L9).
Case3 S, > yA2. ThenS,/(yA%) > 1 and maye«<1 9(u) = g(1). Hence
L?]/ < ey3A%Ene)’Sn—72A%/2. (24)

By (21) and[(2%), we havé (R0).

4.2 Buying aprocess and selling a process

Next we consider the following capital process.
Q=2L) - K)°. (25)

This capital process consists of buying two units/Gfand selling one unit of}°. This combination
of selling and buying is essential in the game-theoretiopad LIL in Chapter 5 of [17] and[[14].
However, unlike Chapter 5 of [17] and [14], where a combmrabf threecapital processes is used, we
only combinetwo capital processes.

We want to bound?}, from above.

Lemma4.3. Let

C, 1= 28R exp( (2e-1)(A ; ej);y;A%En +1n 2)) . (26)
Then for n< oy,
Cy if S,<vyAle, (27)
Q< { 2% min{esﬁ/(z’*ﬁ)%, eysn} if yA2/e< S, < eyA?, (28)
C, if S, > eyA2 (29)

Remark4.4. In this lemmaC; depends om,, y andA, throughy®A2c,. However from Section 4.5 on,
we evaluate/*AZc, from above by a constant. Hen&®, can be also taken to be a constant (cf] (50)) not
depending oy andA,. Also note that the interval fd8,, in (28) is larger than the interval i {1L9).

Proof. We bound®}, = 2L — %° from above in the following three cases:

(i) Sn<yAi/e (i) yAi/e< Sy <eyA;, (i) Sy > eyA;,
Case (i) In this caseS,/e— yA2/e? < 0. Hencel(27) follows fron{(18) an@}, < 2.L7.
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Case (ii) We again us&}, < 2L7. If yA2/e < S, < 2yA?/e, then

Sh ')/Aﬁ ’)/A,% Sh

— <l T —

e € e e
and L} < @ Atng2rSile < @’Atn@Sh from (18). Otherwisel(28) follows froni{19) and (20).
Case (i) SinceS, > ey > A2y, by (23) we havel}, < @ Ae’Sr"AV2 and
Q <2L7—K)® < 2 MG @S-V’ A2 _ o ATt areSi—y @AY 2

_ o RS2 (1 _ Ee—(l+ea)y3Aﬁ€ney(e—l)Sn—(ez—l)yzAﬁ/Z)'
2

Hence if the right-hand side is non-positive we h&ye< 0:

Sh> ey and — (1 + €)y°A%C, - In2+y(e—-1)S, - %(e2 —1)y°A2>0
- Q<0 (30)

Otherwise, writeB,, := (1 + €%)y°A2c, + In 2 and consider the case
1
Y(e-1)Sy - 5(€ - 1)y*A < By

Dividing this bye — 1 and also considering, > eAy, we have

1 2 p\2
ySn—E(e+ 1)y?A2 < —t (31)
-S, + ey <0. (32)
v x (32)+ (31) gives
1 B 1 B
(e — 112A2 n L 2p2 n__
SE- 1y A< o7 or SyAgS e— 1y
Then by [(31)
7S 27/A”S e—1+2yAns e—1+(e—1)2 o (e-12
Hence just usin@}, < 2L} and [24) in this case, we obtain
= 2e—1)((1+e)y3A%c, +In2
Q < 20" eyp( 22 DU )y Aren #IN2)) _ o (33)
(e-1y
This also coverd (30) and we haye](33) for the whole case (iii)
i
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4.3 Change of time scale and dividing the roundsinto cycles
For proving the sharpness we consider the change of time Boah A to k:
1 = eKInk _ sk

By taking the derivative of In = 5kInk, we haved1/1 = 5(Ink+1)dk Since Inkis dominantin (Irk+1),
the integrability condition is written as

f w(ﬂ)e"*”‘”z/zdjﬂ =® & f (IN KM P2k = oo,
1 1

Let f(X) := y(e>XN*)e ™12 Sincexe*/2 is decreasing fok > 1, the functionf (x) is decreasing for
x such thagy(e™'"*) > 1. Thus, for s#iciently largek andx such thak < x < k + 1, we have

%In(k+ 1)f(k+ 1) < Inkf(x+ 1) < Inxf(x) < In(k + 1)F(X) < 2Inkf(K).

Hence, we have

foo(m k)gb(eSkln k)e—w(e5k'”k)2/2dk: 0 & i(m k)w(e5k'” k)e—w(e'Sk'”k)z/z - oo,
1 k=1

Then, it sifices to show{A7) i, (In K)y (M k)e € ™9/2 = oo,
As in Chapter 5 ofl[17] and [14], we divide the time axis intyttes”. However, unlike in Chapter 5
of [17] and [14], our cycles are based on stopping times. Let

no=k* k=12..., (34)
and define a family of stopping times
Ty = min{n | A2 > nk}. (35)

We define thé-th cycle by fy, 7v.1], k > 1. Note thatry is finite for allk if and only if A2 — co. Betting
strategy for the&k-th cycle is based on the following betting proportion:

. W(nk+l) kz.

Yk : N (36)

Note thaty, in (36) is slightly diferent from [(1DR).
For the rest of this section, we check the growth of variouangjties along the cycles. Let € Qc.
For suficiently largen,

Xl < Cn < (37)

An
C—-—.
Y(AR?
FurthermoreAZ = A2 | + x2. This allows us to boune? andAZ in terms of A2 . By squaring[(37) we
have

2
X2 < CZﬁ (38)
e Cc? 4G
A=A+ X< AL+ W) = 2_1W- (39)
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Sincey(A2)8/(y(A%)® — C2) — 1 asn — oo, we have

2
fim 2 = 1.
n—oo An—l
Note thatAfk_1 < ng < A2 by the definition ofry. Hence forw € Q¢ we also have
2
lim P _ 1. (40)
k— oo nk

The limits in the following lemma will be useful for our arguemt.
Lemma4.5. For w € Q¢

lﬁu (nk) _ kSAEk —

lim =1, lim e lim Nei1) = O. 41
k—co w(nk+1) k—eo Myl k— oo ykATkw( k 1) ( )
Proof. All of ¢ (ny), ¥¥ (Nka), (), ¥ (Nier), (M), (N1 /k*) are of the order
V2InIne*nk(1 + o(1)) = V2Ink(1 + o(1)) (42)
ask — oo and the first equality holds bil(5). The second equality hbidg0) and
_kne kS(k+1) . e
iﬂ@‘iﬂ(mgsmﬂ)‘iﬂl(l_ml) —e

ThenAfk/nk+1 = (1 + o(1))n/nk1 = O(k~®) and the third equality holds by

YiArth (Ner1) < Y(Miern) k(L + 8)Nk/Nis1) > > 0 (k — o).

4.4 Stopping timesfor aborting and sequential freezing for each cycle

In (48) of the next section we will introduce another capiiaicess/\/(%k’k, which will be employed in
each cycle. Here we introduce some stopping times for afgpttie cycle and for sequential freezing of
accounts inMZ<¥,

We say that wabort the k-th cycle, when we freeze all accounts in #h¢h cycle and wait for the
(k + 1)-st cycle. There are two cases for aborting kite cycle. The first case is when somegis too
large forw € Qc. Define

Tic = minfn> 7y | c(A2)® > (1+6)CAw4}. (43)
We will abort thek-th cycle if o c < 7k;1. Note that forw € Qc, there exist; (w) such that
okc = oo, for k> ky(w). (44)
Another case is whe§, is too large. Define

Vi i= min{n > 7 | Awr(A%) < Sn}. (45)

12



If v < 7s1, then Skeptic is happy to abort tketh cycle, because he wants to foi8g > Aw(A2) i.o.
The above two stopping times will be used in the final consimnof a dynamic strategy in Section 4.6.
For each cycle, we define another family of stopping timesxed byw = 1, ..., [Ink], by

Tiw '= min{n | A2 > 22 n;;l}. (46)

for sequential freezing of accounts 8% in (48). We havery < 7y, for k > 1 andw > 1, because

N1 (k+ 16D
k¢ k4
Lemma4.6. Letw € Qc. T«inkg < Tk+1 for syficiently large k.

> k5k = Ng.

Proof. By 2 _, < eW+2n,,1/k* and by [38), for sfliciently largek we have

K. @eac e
ka.vv < (1+6)C2 kw1 (1+9) x k+1

W(AZYS = y(AL)S K

and

n
AL<A +X <1+ 6)62“”2)%. (47)

Then

n
ATk“nm < (1 + 6) (ez(ln k+2) li"’l) (1 6) k+1 < nk+1 S A3k+l'
O

We also comparey,, to 0,1 defined in[(8). This is needed for applying the bounds derived
previous sections td %% in the next section.

Lemma4.7. Letw € Qc. 1w < 00w fOr syficiently large k.

Proof. By (44) and by LemmB3l1, for fliciently largek

W+2
ne"ic,, < (nh kk D i2e 5 (1 4 5)2C i Ar;k)s <(1+ 5)2c:e3352k52 <,
because/(n,1)/¥(A2)* — 0 ask — oo by (42). o

45 Further discrete mixture of processesfor each cycle with sequential freezing

We introduce another discrete mixture of capital procesthik-th cycle. Define

Mnk] [Ink]

Mrti= In K] Z e k] Z( e ~ Konara) (48)

Note that thav-th account in the sum o¥?<¥is frozen at the stopping time,,. This is needed since the
bound forc, is growing even during thk-th cycle.

In order to boundM?*¥, we first boundC; in (28) for eachw in the sum of [(4B) by a constant
independent ofi. Note that we only need to considek 7y, for thew-th account.
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Lemma4.8. Letw € Qc. (ykeV)*AZc, and hence ¢are bounded from above by

(e ")’ Astn < (1+6)°Cé, (49)
C, < 26H9°C# gy (2e-1)((1+ ((525?3 21 +€)+In2)| . C.. (50)
for syficiently large k.
Proof. By (42), for suficiently largek
Y1) _ () _ 145 (51)

(A2 ) w(n) '
Thus

’yse_:gWAfznin(n,Tk,w)Emin(n,‘rk,w) = yse—3w X Afk,w X Crin (i)
Y(Ms1)® 6 aw a2 Ar
< Ke™"x AL x(1+6)C—v
— " 23
r]k+1 k w(ATk)
Nie1)® :
< 1+ o)cte) kee_aNA;’; < (1+0o)Ce.
‘ﬁ(Ark) nk+1

]
Lemma4.9. Letw € Qc. For syficiently large k,
- 2 5 2om V21
MK < Cp + ———e9°C€  mayx | min{eSV@ 1= @S| ne[r, , 52
n 1 |—|n k-l yE[yk/k,yk] { ’)/An } [Tk Tk+1] ( )

whereC; is given by the right-hand side ¢&0).

Proof. We haveyxe “Cringnl < k€ Cminre| < 6 by LemmdZ4Y. Then we can complete the proof
of (52) by Lemma 43 and Lemnia 4.7 because the length of thevait

S S.e
{W|_”<ye—W<_"}
ne n

is equal to 2. O

As in Chapter 5 of Shafer and Vovk [17], we us®“ in the following form.

2 242rdP¥C 4 aC,

1
NP = a+ 5l K (Nes1)e V20 - MK, @ =1- > D (53)

a

Here we give a specific value & for definiteness, but from the proof below it will be clear ttlaay
suficiently largeD can be used. Since the strategy Mﬁk_"jk is applied only tox,’s in the cycle,a =
NZkk’D = M. ConcerningV2*® we prove the following two propositions.

Proposition 4.10. Letw € Qc. Suppose that

_Anwu (Aﬁ) < Sn < An;D(Aﬁ), ¥ne [Tk’ Tk+l]- (54)

14



andry,1 < okc. Then for sgficiently large k

NP > vn € [ty Tke]s (55)

I\)IQ

and

Tk+1

NP > a(l + ?rln K1y (N )& s/ 2)- (56)

Proof. In our proof we denoté=n- 7y, S; = S, - S, andA? = Aﬁ AZ for n > 7. For proving [(55),

we use[(BR) forS;. We boundM** from above. By the terr’r?m on the right-hand side of (52), it
sufices to show

St < AU (AL) + A + ARY(AZ + A))

\/ Da
= P(Ny)e VM) /20g101FC mineSt/eA) T @Sty < - v endkond, Ve [0, 1 —7d
for suficient largek. Let
9 1 1
=——— st ———-6>0. 57
“OTWv2e % 275 07 (7

We distinguish two cases:

Y(Nksa)? t/f( )

@A <=5 O = <A <A - AL

For case (a)A, y" (Afk) < (1 + 9)A, (N, 1) by the first equality in Lemmia_4.5 for ficiently large
k. Also w(Afk + A?) < y(ng,1). Hence in this case

Y81 < ((L+ A + 2R + wea)?/ca) b(nea).

Then fory < y, by the third equality in Lemmia4.5

1
St < ((1 +0)7kAr + \/7§A3k + W(nk+1)2/01) Y(Mes1) = Y(Mar)? (ﬁ + 5) (58)
for suficiently largek. Since
U 22 < y(0)exp{u(ru g - = = )| 2C 20 ko)

we haveN?*P > @/2 uniformly iny € [yi/k, vid.

For case (b)y(nk.1)/ v/C1 < YA andS; < ((1 +0)A, + 4 /AEk + Af)w(nk+1). Hence

U)o 072 gt V2
Y
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Ze(l+6)5e6c: \/— \/_ ((1 4 5) Ark N \/m )2

< Y(ne)e ! x —— s exp T ¥(Me)?
= 2e+°€C\or \[&r exp (L (o + 22 A(; M Atzw(nm)2 : (59)
Fory < v,
W = f\jz Vo)’ < PR < oAl = ~ ot Ink)

Hencey(n.1)?A2 /AZ — 0 ask — co. Similarly y(n1)?A, /A — 0 ask — oo, because (n.1)?A,, /A =
O(k"Y2(In k)®2). Therefore the right-hand side 6f{59) is bounded from atmy2e(1+9°¢C \/27r \/C1(1+6)
for sufficiently largek and

W(Ns1)?/2 2 (1+6)°€5C 52/(2A(2 \/_ %
Y(Niy1)e X 2€ A S
with the choice oD in (83) andc; in (57). This proved (85).

Now we prove[(56). We focus on thveth account whem > 7,,. Recall that in this proof we have
been denotingy’ = A7 — AZ . Similarly we denote¥  instead ofA2 - AZ. Thus

e2<w+2)% A2 <A (60)
We will show that lim sup,, M¥*_. <0, if
St < At (%) + A (A2 ) < W) {Ar + A, ) < 20(Mi1)As,,- (61)

We evaluate 1
thfv E f eXp(UYKe_WSTk.w —Uu 7ke ZWATKW/ 2)
2

/e

from above. Becauseye 'S, — Wyie A2 /2 is maximized ati = S, /(ne"AZ ) and

STk.w < 2¢(”k+1)Ark,W < 2 Vnk+l < E < 2
neWAL T Nk VRc)e VA T Ke YA, T e T

o

the integrand in[jZ;fv_w’k is maximized at 2e and we have

2ype A
e

Tkw

2
Lr€"K < exp éyke‘WSTk’W -

By (60) and[(611), for sfiiciently largek,

2 _WS 2’}/k € ZWA%( w 4’)/k¢’(nk+1)ATk,w 2’}/k Agk w
Eyke Tkw ) v+l e2(w+1)
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(nk+1)2k2ATKW ( 2A,,, )

VM) KA, (42 |, (L+0)kne
T Nge e & CNe1€Y
k2 (nk+1eW+2 1
— 2 _
W(nk+l) e X 2 X >
_ezlib(nkﬂ)2

2

The last inequality holds because Jim, k*n/n.1 = 0 and 4e -2 < -1/2. HenceljZEj’v_w’k - 0
uniformly in 1 < w < [Ink]. This implies limsup, Mk <o. |

Tk+1=Tk —

Proposition 4.11. Letw € Qc. Suppose that, < min(ry,1, okc) and

—Anlﬁu (Aﬁ) < Sn, Yne [Tk, Vk].
Then for syficiently large k

D
NP 2 2.
Proof. As in the proof of the previous lemma, we denbte n— 7y, S; = S, - S, andA? = A; — AZ.
We distinguish two cases:

l/’( k+1) l/’( k+1)

@A, < 2 (b)

AV ATk+1 Aiz’k :

For case (a), for diiciently largek and for anyy < yy, as in [G8),

JAZ + A,

YSu <Y (Sy1+Cy) <y ((1 + 0) A + A2+ AL 1)¢(nk+1) +(1+0)C

w(AZ)?
< y(n —+0
l/’( k+1) ( \/—1 )
and
(M) €122 ECES, 0 (K o0).
HenceN® > a/2 uniformly iny € [yi/k, yd.
For case (b)S,, can be evaluated as
Agk + Alzlk 1
Svk < Svk—l +C, < Svk—l + (1 + 5)CW2K)3
N
< ((1 F )AL + A2 + Ag) W) + L+ O
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< (@ om, o e v (14 5 S0 ot

. ﬁ LYy o (1+0C
TR T Y(ne)? (A2 (Ne)’
so that limy g (Nk.1)? = 0 and lim sy (ne.1)? = 0. Then for seficiently largek

2 2
o <[ orE e @ oar s e g s s (3 E)un

w(nk+1)
< T +0

by (51). Put

Then

(M) V12 5 QL0 S5 /282 VAV < 26llHPECHs oo o DT

k

4.6 Dynamic strategy forcing the sharpness

Finally, we prove Proposition 4.1. We assume that by theditgliresult, Skeptic already employs a
strategy forcingS, > —AwY (A2) a.a. for w € Qc. In addition to this strategy, based on Proposition4.10,
consider the following strategy.

Start with initial capitalky = a.
Setk=1.
Do the followings repeatedly:
1. Apply the strategy in Propositian 4]10 fok [7y, 7x,1].
If Tks1 < MiN(okc, vk), then go to 2. Otherwise go to 3.
2. Letk=k+1. Goto 1.
3. Wait until3k’ such that- Ty () < S, < VT (te). Setk =k and go to 1.

By this strategy Skeptic keeps his capital non-negativeet@ry pathw. Forw € Qq, 7¢ = oo for
somek and Skeptic stays in Step 1 forever. kokE Q_.,, Step 3 is performed infinite number of times,
but the overshoot aik,| in Step 3 does not make Skeptic bankrupt by Proposition 4\Ndlv consider
w € Qc. Since Skeptic already employs a strategy for@ag —A.wY (A2) a.a., the lower bound in(54)
violated only finite number of times. By € Qc, n > o¢ is happens only finite number of times. Hence
if Sn < Aw(A2) a.a, then Step 3 is performed only finite number of times and te&istsk, such that
only Step 2 is repeated for &> ky. Now for each iteration of Step 2, Skeptic multiplies hisitaipat
least by

14120 5 O In Kl ()72
Then
AN ez < | 1-¢ u(?/2
—5= 2 MINKW(nen)e ™02 < | [(1+ ===TInKly(ne.)e 072
D
k=ko k=ko
Since the left-hand side diverges to infinity, the aboveastpaforces the sharpness.
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