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Abstract

Consider a model where N equal agents possess ‘values’, belonging to Ny, that are subject to incre-
mental growth over time. More precisely, the values of the agents are represented by N independent,
increasing Ny valued processes with random, independent waiting times between jumps. We show
that the event that a single agent possesses the maximum value for all sufficiently large values of time
(called ‘leadership’) occurs with probability zero or one, and provide necessary and sufficient condi-
tions for this to occur. Under mild conditions we also provide criteria for a single agent to become the
unique agent of maximum value for all sufficiently large times, and also conditions for the emergence
of a unique agent having value that tends to infinity before ‘explosion’ occurs (i.e. conditions for
‘strict leadership’ or ‘monopoly’ to occur almost surely). The novelty of this model lies in allowing
non-exponentially distributed waiting times between jumps in value. In the particular case when
waiting times are mixtures of exponential distributions, we improve a well-established result on the
‘balls in bins’ model with feedback, removing the requirement that the feedback function be bounded
from below and also allowing random feedback functions. As part of the proofs we derive necessary
and sufficient conditions for the distribution of a convergent series of independent random variables
to have an atom on the real line, a result which we believe may be of interest in its own right.

Keywords: Growth processes, birth processes, balls in bins processes with feedback, generalised
Pélya urns, non-linear urns, atoms of random series, convergence of random series, reinforced pro-
cesses.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Background and motivation

In various circumstances, it is of interest to model the dynamics of values of various agents subject
to growth over time. As the values of agents grow it may be the case that they can leverage their
value to grow at a faster rate, leading to reinforced growth and ‘rich-gets-richer’ effects. In such a
situation a natural question is whether or not a ‘leader’ forms: a single agent that eventually obtains
and retains maximal value for all sufficiently large times.
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Such a model is ubiquitous. One of the first, well-known, applications was to economics, where one
might consider agents to be companies, with ‘values’ representing wealth [1, 2]. In this case, ‘leadership’
may indicate the formation of a company with dominant market share, or even the formation of
‘monopolies’ [11]. In other applications, one may consider agents representing political policies, with
‘leadership’ representing the formation of a most popular policy (called institutional ‘stickiness’ in [36]).
In modelling neuron development, agents might also represent neurites, before the formation of a
‘leader’, that is, the specification of an axon [23].

In previous applications, these dynamics have been modelled by ‘balls-in-bins’ processes [11] (also
known as non-linear urns [15] or, originally, as generalised urn processes [18, 33]). In these processes,
agents are represented by a fixed number of urns, and the values of agents, encoded by the number of
balls the associated urn contains. The rate of ‘growth’ is measured by a feedback function f: Ny —
(0,00). Then starting from a given initial condition, at each discrete time-step, one selects an urn
containing j balls (say) with probability proportional to f(j), and adds a ball to it.

This model generalises the classical Polya-Eggenberger urn scheme [13] — the case f(j) = j — and
thus was first introduced under the name ‘generalised urns’ in [18]. It was later re-introduced under
the name ‘balls-in-bins’ in [11], however, we use the latter terminology to avoid confusion with other
generalisations of the Pélya-Eggenberger urn scheme (e.g. [21]).

In these processes, strict leadership (known as ‘eventual leadership’ in [28]) occurs if there is a
unique urn containing the maximum number of balls for all but finitely many time-steps. On the
other hand monopoly (a term coined in [11]), occurs if for all but finitely many time-steps, a single
urn is chosen for new additions of balls. A well-known result, as stated in [28], is the following:

Theorem (From [11, 23, 26, 31, 27, 28]). In the balls-in-bins process, with feedback function f: Ny —
(0,00), regardless of the initial conditions of the process:

e Monopoly occurs with probability zero or one. Moreover, monopoly occurs with probability one if
and only if Z;)-Ozl 1/f(5) < o0.

o If the feedback function f is bounded from below, strict leadership occurs with probability zero or
one. Moreover, strict leadership occurs with probability one if and only if 230:1 1/£(5)? < oo.

The first result concerning monopoly comes from Rubin’s argument (presented in [9]). On the
other hand, the result regarding strict leadership was first proved in the case f(j) = (j + 1)? in [23],
and generalised by subsequent works of Oliveira and Spencer [27, 28, 29]. Thus, if f(j) = (j + 1)?,
for p € (0,00) - corresponding to instance of the model studied in, for example, [7, 11, 23] - the model
exhibits phase-transitions at the values p = 1 and p = 1/2 respectively, corresponding to whether or
not monopoly, or strict leadership occur.

It is important to note that the conditions on summability of Z;)-OZO 1/f(y) and Z;O:o 1/f(5)? ap-
pear more widely in other models of reinforcement, where f, informally, represents the degree of
reinforcement. The condition of summability of Z;O:o 1/f(j), appears as a condition for ‘explosion’ in
first-passage percolation in trees [35], in ‘fixation’ of edge-reinforced random walks [9, 38, 34], and in
‘connectivity transitions’ of growing trees of the ‘generalised preferential attachment’ type [30, 19, 20].
On the other hand, the condition of summability of Z;O:o 1/f(j)? also arise in the context of growing
generalised preferential attachment graphs; in criteria for the emergence of the emergence of a ‘per-
sistent hub’. In these latter models, a persistent hub represents a node in the graph whose degree is
the largest for all but finitely many time-steps in the evolution of the network [10, 14, 5].

A common approach to analyse the balls-in-bins model, and other similar models is via a continuous
time embedding. This approach dates back to Athreya and Karlin in a related model [3], but was
first exploited in the context of the balls-in-bins model by Rubin [9]. One considers the collection of
urns as a continuous time Markov process, with the number of balls in a particular urn increasing



from j to j + 1 independently at rate f(j). The embedded Markov chain recovers the original balls-
in-bins model. The continuous time representation immediately gives meaning to condition on the
summability of Z;O:o 1/f(j), as a necessary and sufficient condition for explosion of the pure-birth
process associated with the number of balls in a particular urn.

There is a large literature related to the balls-in-bins model, concerning properties such as the
limiting proportion of balls in certain urn [18, 33, 2, 15, 17|, the emergence of ‘weak monopoly’, that
is, an urn whose limiting ‘market share’ tends to one [15], and the number of balls of ‘losing type’
when monopoly occurs [16]. Other results are concerned with properties such as the probability of
monopoly, or leadership by an urn when one varies the initial conditions of the urns [26, 29, 28, 27]. A
number of generalisations of the model have also been studied, including, models with varied feedback
functions across different urns [15, 25], models where the number of balls replaced is asymmetric [17],
time-dependent models, with random numbers of balls added at each time-step [32, 39], and interacting
urn models [8, 24, 37]. We also remark that there is a large literature on urns that generalise the
Pélya-Eggenberger urn scheme in other ways, for example [3, 21, 4, 22].

However, one limitation of the balls-in-bins model, and its extensions in the literature is that they
are Markov processes. Moreover, in many contexts, one might regard the continuous time embedding
of this model as more realistic in modelling the growth of values of agents: if values represent the
wealth of companies, the times when ‘growth’ take place often occurs in continuous time, rather
than in discrete time-steps. However, in these applications it is not desirable to require exponentially
distributed waiting times between jumps, as this may not always be realistic. This motivates the
present study: the analysis of more general non-Markovian processes which generalise the balls-in-
bins model, where the waiting times in the underlying continuous time process are independent but
not necessarily exponentially distributed.

1.2 Contributions of this paper and overview

The contributions of this paper are the following:

e In Theorem 1.4 we derive necessary and sufficient conditions for leadership to occur with proba-
bility zero or one in these more general competing growth processes, in other words, conditions
for a single agent to have maximum value for all but finitely many time-steps. Moreover, in The-
orem 1.4 and Corollary 1.8 we provide sufficient criteria for monopoly and strict leadership to
occur with probability zero or with probability one. Unlike leadership, the latter two properties
are not zero-one events in general, as shown in Remark 1.6.

e In Theorem 1.13 we prove an important auxiliary result which may be of independent interest:
necessary and sufficient criteria for the distribution of a convergent sum of independent random
variables to have no atom on the real-line. Another auxiliary result, Proposition 1.16, shows
that when a series of independent random variables fails to converge, and the summands are
symmetric, the partial sums associated with the series cross the origin infinitely often.

o The results from Theorem 1.4 shed new light on the summability of Z;O:o 1/f(j)? in regards to the
balls-in-bins process scheme, showing that this condition arises when analysing the convergence of
certain random series in Theorem 1.4. In particular, applying Theorem 1.4 leads to a new result
regarding strict leadership in balls-in-bins schemes in Theorem 1.10, allowing for the feedback
function to be random, and showing that it need not be bounded from below.

Section 1.3 contains the formal description of the model and the main results related to the model:
Theorem 1.4, Corollary 1.8 and Proposition 2.1. It also contains auxiliary results on random series
that may be of independent interest: Theorem 1.13 and Proposition 1.16. Section 1.4 deals with
applications to the ‘balls-in-bins’ scheme, providing a formal overview of that model, and the main



result in Theorem 1.10. Section 2 includes the proofs of the results appearing in this article, with
sub-sections that can generally (aside from a few global definitions) be read independently of each
other.

1.3 Model description and main results

We consider a finite family of Ny valued growth processes with independent waiting times between
jumps. Suppose we have A > 2 agents labelled by the elements of [A] := {1,..., A}. To each a € [4],
we associate an identically distributed sequence of mutually independent random variables (X J(»“)) jeN,
taking values in [0,00). Each agent a € [A] has a value vg: [0,00) — N such that, the value of a at
time ¢, v, (t), increases over time. The quantity X ](:) is the time taken for the value of a to increase
from k£ — 1 to k, and the agent a begins with a value of v,(0). Thus, given the initial value v4(0), for
k € Ny we have

va (0)+k va (0)+k+1
vg(t) = v4(0) + k£ if and only if Z X](-a) <t< Z X](.“),
J=va(0)+1 j=va(0)+1

We are interested in the vector of values of agents as time evolves, until, possibly, an agent reaches
infinite value. To do so, we set 79 := 0. Then for each n € N, we define

A
Ty, := inf {t > 0: Z va(t) = n}
a=1

We are generally interested in the discrete process (Ua(Tn))ae[ Al,neNo, Which represents the evolution
of values in the system as the total sum of values of agents increases. We call this a competing growth
process.

Remark 1.1. The main reason for analysing the process (’Ua(Tn))ae[ Al,neNo» and not the continuous
time process (Ua(t))ae[A],te[o,oo)7 is that we may have lim,,_,o, 7, < 00, i.e., explosion may occur. In
many applications, there may be a total cap on the total possible sum of ‘values’ For example, if the
agents represent companies, there may be a cap on the total possible wealth that may exist. Thus,
more relevant is the behaviour of the model before ‘resources’ run out — i.e., the behaviour before
explosion.

Remark 1.2. As far as we are aware, the general process (’Ua(Tn))ae[ A],neN, has not been studied in the
literature before. However, this process generalises the balls-in-bin process in a similar manner to the
way trees associated with Crump-Mode-Jagers branching processes generalise ‘preferential attachment
trees’ - see, for example, [19]. There is a large amount of literature concerning Crump-Mode-Jagers
branching processes.

Definition 1.3. With regards to the process (v4(7n))ae[A]neNy:

o We say leadership occurs if for some a € [A], we have maxyc(a] Vo' (Tn) = va(7s) for all but
finitely many n.

o We say strict leadership occurs, if for some unique a € A, maxye(a] va () = vo(7y) for all but
finitely many n.

o Finally, we say monopoly occurs if there is a unique a € A such that lim,, o, v4(7,) = 0.

Clearly the occurence of monopoly implies strict leadership, which in turn implies leadership.
The results in this paper involve criteria related to convergence of random series. Recall that, given
a sequence of mutually independent random variables (S;);en, by the Kolmogorov 0-1 law, the series
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Z;Ozl S; either converges almost surely or diverges almost surely. Necessary and sufficient conditions
for this convergence are provided by the classical Kolmogorov three series theorem - see Section 1.5.
Note also, that divergence of a series 220:1 X of non-negative terms is equivalent to 2;0:1 Xj = oo.
The first main result is a general classification of leadership in the process (va(7n))ae[A]neN, -
Suppose that (Xj)jen, (Xj)jen denote generic, independent sequences with (Xj)jen ~ (Xj)jen ~

(Xj('l))jeN-
Theorem 1.4. In the process (Va(Tn))ae[A]neN,, we have the following:

1. Leadership occurs with probability zero or one. Moreover, leadership occurs with probability one
if and only if the random series Z;O=1(Xj - X]’) converges almost surely.

2. If Z;Ozl X, diverges almost surely, then monopoly occurs with probability zero. On the other
hand, if Z;—O:l X converges almost surely, and either

(a) For any a # o' € [A], 3j > v4(0) A vy (0) such that X; has no atom on [0,00), or,
(b) For any sequence (c;)jen € [0,00)N | we have Z;Ozl]? (X # ¢j) = 0,
then monopoly occurs with probability one.

3. If the series Z;ozl(Xj — X}) converges almost surely, and, for any a # a’ € [A]

o0 k Ua/(o)
ZIP 0< Z (X — X;) — Z Xj < Xpy1 | < o0, (1)
k=1 G=v,(0)+1 j=va(0)+1

strict leadership occurs with probability one.

Remark 1.5. Convergence of random series have been used in proving sufficiency of Z;O:O 1/f(j)? for
leadership in the balls-in-bins model (see, for example [23, 28]). The main technicality of this article lies
in extending these criteria to the general setting, using Theorem 1.13 — the proof is comparatively much
simpler when we can assume that distribution of one of the X; has no atom on [0,00). Meanwhile,
in the proof of necessity, we use Proposition 1.16 — the techniques used for this direction in the
balls-in-bins model (or related preferential attachment models), involving normal approximation or
approximation by Brownian motion [23, 28, 10, 5], do not extend to the general setting where variances
of waiting times may not exist.

Remark 1.6. Item 1 of Theorem 1.4 shows that leadership occurs with probability 0 or 1 in general.
This does not seem to be immediately clear from applying, for example, standard zero-one laws.
Moreover, it is actually the case that monopoly and strict leadership are not zero-one events in
general, this is the content of Proposition 2.1, stated and proved in Section 2.2. Intuitively, the
added requirement of having a ‘unique’ leader removes the zero-one property. In addition, note that
leadership is a property that does not depend on the initial condition, whereas this is not the case for
monopoly or strict leadership.

Remark 1.7. In the definition of (v4(75))ae[ 4] nen, the sequences (X J(»“)) jen are identically distributed
across a € [A]. We believe it may be possible to extend the results, to some extent, to the case where
the sequences (X ](-a))jeN are independent, but not identically distributed, random variables, but do
not endeavour to do this here. Such processes would generalise balls-in-bins-models with asymmetric
feedback (see, e.g., [25]).

The following corollary provides criteria for strict leadership which may be easier to verify:



Corollary 1.8. In the process (va(Tn))ae[A],neN,, if the series Z;)-O:l(Xj —X]’-) converges almost surely,
E;Ozl]P’ (X; — X # 0) = o, and, for any e >0

o0
Z (X; >¢) <o, (2)
then strict leadership occurs with probability one.

1.4 Applications to balls-in-bins models

As previously mentioned, a particular instance of the model (Ua(Tn))ae[A],neNo is the balls-in-bins
model with, possibly random feedback function (see also Proposition 2.5 for explicit proof). Suppose
one begins at time zero with A urns, (u4(0))ae[4], With each u,(0) € N, representing the number of
balls that urn contains. To each urn a € [A] is a mutually independent sequence of random variables
(Fo(J))jeny, where, for each a,a’ € [A], we have (F,(j)jen, ~ (Far (7)) eNo-

Definition 1.9. Given an initial condition (u4(0))qe[4], and random variables (F(j))ae[] jen,> the
balls-in-bins process with feedback (uq(n))se[a]nen, is the discrete time Markov process defined re-
cursively as follows.

1. At time 0, sample the random variables (F(uq(0)))ae[4]-

2. At time n + 1, given the collection (uq(n))aefa], and (Fu(ua(n)))qera], sample an urn a with
probability
Fa(ua(n))

Sy Fa(ua(n))

Set uq(n + 1) = ug(n) + 1, and for o’ # a, set uy(n + 1) = uy(n). Sample F,(uq(n + 1)).

Suppose (F(j))jeNg, (F'(j))jen, denote generic, independent sequences of independent random
variables with (F(j))jen, ~ (F'(4))jeNy ~ (Fa(j))jeny, for a € [A]. Suppose that the events of
leadership, strict leadership and monopoly from Definition 1.3 are defined analogously for the balls-
in-bins model with feedback (4 (n))aeA]neN, -

Theorem 1.10. In the balls-in-bins model with feedback (uq(n))ae[a]nen,, With feedback function given
by (F(j))jen,, we have the following statements:

1. Monopoly occurs with probability zero or one. Moreover, monopoly occurs with probability one if

and only if Z;O:O 1/F(j) < oo almost surely.

2. Strict leadership occurs with probability zero or ome. Moreover, strict leadership occurs with
probability one if and only if Z;O:O 1/F(5)? < oo almost surely.

Remark 1.11. Whilst Item 1 of Theorem 1.10 has not been stated in the context with random feed-
back functions before, the proof of Item 1 uses essentially the same argument as that from Rubin [9].
However, we include its proof for completeness. Moreover, as mentioned in Remark 1.5 one of the
directions of Item 2 uses similar ideas to [23, 28], but the general result requires novel techniques.

1.5 Auxiliary results on the convergence of random series

As the results of this paper rely heavily on criteria for convergence of random series of independent
random variables, we recall here the well-known Kolmogorov three series theorem:



Theorem (Kolmogorov three series theorem, e.g. [12, Theorem 2.5.8., page 73|). For a sequence of
mutually independent random variables (S;)jen, let C > 0 be given. Then the series 23021 S; converges
almost surely if and only if

0 0
Z ]P |S ‘ > C Z [Sjl\Sj\sC] <o and Z Var <Sj1‘5j|<0> < 0 (3)

Jj=1 J=1

Remark 1.12. Recall that, if .7 j=1 E[Sj] <ooand Z 1 Var (S;) < oo then Z _, Sj converges almost
surely - this is the Kolmogorov two series theorem. Note also that, if each S; > 0 almost surely, then
one only needs to check convergence of the first two series in (3) - see Proposition 2.4.

The proofs of Theorem 1.4 and Corollary 1.8 use Theorem 1.13 whilst the proof of Theorem 1.4
also uses Proposition 1.16. We believe that Theorem 1.13 may be of interest in its own right.

Theorem 1.13. Suppose that (Y;)jen is a sequence of mutually independent random variables such
that Zj: Y; converges almost surely. Then the distribution of ijl Y; contains an atom on R if and

only if, for some collection (c;)jen € RY

o0
VieN P(Yj=c¢)>0 and > P(Yj+#c¢) <. (4)
j=1

Remark 1.14. Equation (4) in Theorem 1.13, together with the Borel-Cantelli lemma shows that a
convergent series of random variables 2;0:1 Y; contains an atom, if and only if, the random variables
(Yj)jen coincide with deterministic values (¢;) en for all but finitely many j.

Remark 1.15. Note that, if the random variables (Y});en are symmetric, Equation (34) can only be

satisfied if
o0
Z (Y; #0)

Indeed, Equation (34) implies that, for j sufﬁmently large, P (Y; = ¢j) = P (Y; = —¢;j) > 1/2, which is
impossible if infinitely many values of ¢; are non-zero.

Finally, we have the following useful proposition:

Proposition 1.16 (Divergence of series of symmetric random variables). Suppose that (S;)jen is a
sequence of mutually independent, symmetric random wvariables. If Z;)-Ozl S; diverges almost surely,
then

n

lim sup E S; = and lim 101gf S; = almost surely. (5)
n—o0 £ n— ¢
Jj=1 j=1

2 Proofs of results

2.1 Notation

In what follows, it will be helpful to have explicit notation for the events of leadership, strict leadership
and monopoly. For an agent a € [A], we define the events of leadership of a, Lead,, monopoly of a,
Mony, and strict leadership of a, SLead, respectively by

Lead, := {IN e N: Vn > N Vd € [A] d # a = v,(7) = vo(Tn)} .

Mong := {IN € N: Vn = N vy(7,) = va(78)},
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and

SLead, := {IN e N: Vn > NVd € [A] d' # a = v,(m) > vw (1)} -

Thus, leadership coincides with the event U Leada, monopoly with U Mona and strict lead-
ership with U 4] SLead,.

We assume throughout that ‘empty’ sums (for example Z?:l X;) are zero. Moreover, given a
collection of events (&;);en in a probability space, we use the abbreviation “£; i. 0.” to denote the
event that infinitely many &; occur, i.e., ﬂle U;)-O:n &j occurs.

2.2 Proofs of Theorem 1.4, Corollary 1.8 and Proposition 2.1

We start with the proof of Theorem 1.4, which is self-contained, except for usage of Theorem 1.13 and
Proposition 1.16. The proofs of Corollary 1.8 and Proposition 2.1 use ideas, and sometimes notation,
from the proof of Theorem 1.4.

Proof of Item 1 of Theorem 1.4. For Item 1, suppose, first, that Z;O:I(Xj — XJ’) converges almost
surely. We show that given any two agents, eventually one of them has a value that does not exceed
the other, i.e. one is a ‘winner’. Thus, by iteratively ordering agents, we can find a leader.

In this regard, suppose a,a’ € [A] are agents. Then we define

Win(a,a’) := {IN € N: Vn = N v,(1,) = va (1)} -
Note that Win(-,-) leads to a transitive relation, in the sense that, for a,d’,a” € [A]
Win(a,a') n Win(a', a") € Win(a, a").

Our goal is to show that the relation is complete, that is,

P (ﬂ (Win(a,a) u Win(a',a))) =1, (6)

a#a’

so that, by iteratively ordering elements, the event Uae[ A] Mot Win(a, a’) = Uae[ A] Lead, occurs.
For (6), suppose that a,a’ € [A] with a # a/, and assume, without loss of generality, that v,(0) <
v (0). Now, if lim, 0 va(7,) < © or lim, 4 vy (7,) < o0, note that either Win(a,a’) occurs or
Win(a’,a) occurs, depending on whether or not lim, o v4(7,) = lim, o vy (7). Thus, we may
assume that lim,, o v4(7,) = 00 and lim,,_,« vy (7,,) = 0. There are now two cases. First, suppose
that Z?—O:l P <XJ(»“) # X](-al)) = 00. Then, noting that the random variables X; — X]’- are symmetric, by
Theorem 1.13 and Remark 1.15, the almost surely convergent sum

v,/ (0)
3 X(“) i (x - x1), (7)
j=va(0)+ J=var0)+1

contains no atom at 0, and thus is almost surely strictly positive or negative. Therefore, with proba-
bility one, for all £ sufficiently large,

either Z X(“) Z X(a) or Z X(“) < Z X(a) (8)

Jj=va(0)+1 J=v4(0)+ J=vg(0)+ Jj=va(0)+1

The partial sum Z?:va(O) X J(»“) represents the time taken for the the value of a to reach k, and
similarly for a/. Thus (8) implies that one of a or o’ is a winner, i.e., P (Win(a,a’) u Win(a’,a)) = 1.
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As the finite intersection of almost sure events, (6) follows. If, however, 23021 P (X ](-a) # X J(»“/)> < 0,

then by the Borel-Cantelli lemma, X j(»“) =X ](-al) for all but finitely many j. This implies that eventually,
the partial sums converging to (7) are constant: the convergent series has all but finitely many terms
equal to zero. Thus, for all k sufficiently large, either (8) holds, or

k k
(a) __ (a)
> X=X
j=va(0)+1 j=v (0)+1

As Win(a,d’) v Win(a',a) also allows for the case that both a and &’ have the same values for n
sufficiently large, again, this implies P (Win(a, a’) U Win(a’,a)) = 1, and thus implies (6).

For the converse direction of Item 1, suppose that Z;Ozl(X =X ]’) diverges almost surely, and again,
assume without loss of generality that v,(0) < v,/(0). Then by Proposition 1.16, with probability one
we have

v, (0) k
. (a) () @) =
llgl_ilolp Z X5+ Z (Xj - X > =00 and
Jj=vq(0)+1 Jj=v,(0)+1
v,/ (0) k
.. (a) (a) (@) _
].l]?ilololf Z X"+ Z <Xj - X ) = —00.
j=va(0)+1 G=v,(0)+1
Therefore, we have both
k k ,
X](-a) < Z X](-a ) for infinitely many k, and
Jj=vq(0)+1 J=v4(0)+1
k k ,
X j(»“) > Z X ](-a ) for infinitely many k.
Jj=va(0)+1 J=v4(0)+1

This implies that P (Win(a,a’) U Win(a',a)) = 0, and, since a,a’ are arbitrary, that

P| |J Lead, | =P | [J () Win(a,d) | =0.
ag[A]

ae[A] a’#a
O
Proof of Item 2 of Theorem 1.4. Suppose that, for each a € [A] we define
[ee}
o(a) := Z XJ(»“), i.e., the ‘first time’ that a attains infinite value. 9)

Jj=va(0)+1

Since [A] is finite, there must be some agent of infinite value as Zle Ve (T) — 00, hence, by definition
of the times (7,,)nen-
Too = lim 7, = min o(a).
n—aw ae[A]

Now, for the first statement of Item 2, suppose that Z;Ozl X = o0 almost surely. Then

P () {ola) =} | =1,
ae[A]



so that 74 = 00 almost surely. Since, for each a € [A], the values X ](-“) are finite, as the finite sum of
finite random variables, we have

k
Z X](-a) < Ten = 0 for each k € N.
j=vq(0)+1
Therefore, for each a € [A], limy,— o v () = 00. As monopoly entails that there is only a single agent
with value tending to infinity, this implies that P <U ac[A] Mona> = 0.

For the converse statement, suppose that Z;)-Ozl X, < oo almost surely, and one of the statements
Item 2a or Item 2b from the theorem are satisfied. Then, for any a,a’ € [A] with a # o/, (by applying
Theorem 1.13 if Item 2b is satisfied), the random variable

0 o0
(a) (a’)
2 X 2 X
j=va(0)+1 J=v4(0)+1

contains no atom on R, hence P (¢(a) = o(a’)) = 0. This implies P (ﬂa@,e[A]ﬂ#a/ {o(a) = a(a’)}> =0,
hence, almost surely, there exists a unique a* € [A] such that, o(a*) = 75. By uniqueness, for any
a # a*, vy (1) < o0, thus, lim, o vy (7,) = cu, for some ¢, € N. This implies that Mongsx
occurs. ]

Proof of Item 3 of Theorem 1.4. For Item 3 of Theorem 1.4, note first that by Item 1 of Theorem 1.4,

P (Uae[ A] Leada> = 1. Any candidate for strict leadership must also be an eventual leader of the

process. Suppose then that for some a € [A], Lead, occurs, but SLead, does not. Then there must
be at least one a’ € [A] such that v, (7,) = vy(7,,) for infinitely many n € N, and since a is a leader,
lim,, o v4(7,) = 00. Thus, there must be infinitely many & such that

k k k+1
(a) (a') (a)
DX < X< X (10)
j=vq(0)+1 J=v4(0)+1 j=vq(0)+1
Therefore,
P U Lead, |\ U SLead,
aglA] ag[A]
k k , k+1
<P dYoXP< Y X< > X o
a#a’ | j=vq(0)+1 J=v4(0)+1 j=vq(0)+1
k k
(a’ a (a) .
<>YPlos > x- > XP<Xx{) o | (11)
a#a’ J=v,(0)+1 Jj=va(0)+1

But then by Equation (1) and the Borel-Cantelli lemma, each summand on the right-side of (11) is 0,
hence proving the claim. O

The proof of Corollary 1.8 follows similar logic to the proof of Item 3 of Theorem 1.4.

Proof of Corollary 1.8. Suppose that, with positive probability, for some a € [A], Lead, occurs but
SLead, does not. Then by (10), for some a’ # a there exists infinitely many & such that

k k
DIRER. S YD ¢RI ¢ (12)
J=v,(0)+1 Jj=va(0)+1

10



Now, by Equation (2), and the Borel-Cantelli lemma, for any € > 0 with probability 1, X ,(gl < ¢ for

all but finitely many k. Assume, first that v, (0) = v,(0). Then by (12), taking limits as k — oo, the
almost surely convergent sum

0 va/(o)
(a’) (a) (a") (a)
2 <Xj —X; )+ 2 (Xj —X; )
J=v4(0)+1 j=va(0)+1

must equal zero, almost surely. But now, as Z;Ozl]? (Xj —X]’- # 0) = 00, Theorem 1.13 and Re-
mark 1.15 imply that the series above has no atom on R, this leads to a contradiction. The case
Ve (0) < v4(0) is similar. O

Finally, we prove Proposition 2.1, which shows that monopoly and strict leadership are not, in
general, zero-one events.

Proposition 2.1. We have the following:
1. There exists a competing birth process (Va(Tn))ae[A],neN, Such that 0 <P (UGE[A] Mona) < 1.

2. There exists a competing birth process (vo(Tn))ae[A]nen, Such that 0 <P (Uae[A] SLeada) < 1.

Proof of Proposition 2.1. For both examples we assume, for simplicity, that N = 2 and v;(0) =
v2(0) = 0. For Item 1 of Proposition 2.1, we choose the values (X;) ey such that each X is concen-
trated on two values, with

(G+1)2

{2j with probability 1 — ~—t
X; =

0 otherwise.

Then with o(1),0(2) as defined in (9), note that o(a) < 1 almost surely, for a € {1,2}. Following
similar logic to the proof of Item 2 of Theorem 1.4, we have

P (Mon;) > P (a(l) _ %,0(2) _ 1)

e (1= () =2}) e (A -2)

=1

(0w 0 g2)

where we have used the independence of the values (X ;“))ae{m},jeN. The last inequality follows from

the fact that the infinite products consist of non-zero terms and 230:1 ﬁ < 00. On the other hand,
by similar computations, we also have

2 C
P ((U Mona> ) =P (c(1) =0(2) =P(c(1) = 1,0(2) = 1)
a=1




Item 1 of Proposition 2.1 follows.

For Item 2 of Proposition 2.1, suppose that each X; takes values in N. More concretely, suppose
X; ~ Geom (pj) for p; € (0,1), where Geom (p;) denotes the geometric distribution with parameter
pj. For leadership, by Item 1 of Theorem 1.4, we need Z;)-Ozl(Xj — X]’) < o0. Since, in this case,

P (X, — Xil = 1) =P(X; # XJ/»), by the Kolmogorov three series theorem, it must be the case that
0
Z (X; # Xj) (13)

Suppose we choose p; to satisfy (13), but also with each P (X](-l) = X](-Z)) >0 (eg pji=(1- ﬁ))
Then this implies that

P ((g SLeada>c> >P <Vj eN X" = X]@) = i[l <1 P <ng1) " X]gz))) =0, (14)

since ZOO P <X(1) # X;2)> < o0 and each PP (X](-l) # X](-z)) > (0. On the other hand,
P (SLead;) > P (X{V < X)) P (v 2 X0 = X{)

0
=P X(l) X(2) 1_[ X #X/)) 0’

where the final inequalities use similar logic to (14). Item 2 of Proposition 2.1 follows. O

Remark 2.2. Suppose that all of the X; are concentrated on a set where the distance between
any two points is bounded away from 0, and, for all a,a’ € [A] v4(0) = vy (0). By using similar

ideas to the proof of Item 2 of Proposition 2.1 one can show that, if P <U Lead ) = 1, then
0<P (Uae[ N SLeada) <1

2.3 Proof of Theorem 1.10

We first relate the balls-in-bins process to a particular case of the process (?)a(Tn))ae[ Al,neNy - Suppose
that (F(j))jen, is the feedback function associated with the balls-in-bins process. Suppose (X;);en
denotes a sequence of random variables with mixed distribution

Xj ~Exp(F(j—1)). (15)

Proposition 2.3. Suppose (uq(n))ae[a]neN, denotes a balls-in-bins process, with associated function
f5 and (va(Tn))ae[A] nen, denotes a competing growth process, with random variables (X;)ien distributed
as (15). Suppose also that (ua(0))ee[a] = (va(0))ae[a], i-€., both have the same initial conditions. Then

(ua(1))ae [A],neNg ~ (Va (Tn))ae[A] meNg -

The proof of Proposition 2.3, along with Item 1 of Theorem 1.10 are straightforward extensions
of their analogues where (F(7));en, is deterministic (see, e.g., [27]). However, we include their proofs
for completeness.

We include the proof of Proposition 2.3 for completeness.
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Proof of Proposition 2.3. We construct the process (v4(7n))ae[A],neNy> and show it has the same dis-
tribution as (uq(1))ae[a]nen,- Note that, by mutual independence of (Fu(j))ae[a] jen,, it makes no
difference to the law of the total sequence (ua(n))ae[ AlneN, if these are sampled initially, or iteratively
as in Definition 1.9. Therefore, in constructing (va(7s))ae[A]neny> We start by sampling one layer of
randomness: the collection (Fy(j ))ae[ Al,jeNo- Then conditional on these random variables, the values
(X (-“))ae[ A],jeN, are mutually independent, exponential random variables. Now, suppose that (F)e=0

j
denotes the filtration generated by the process (v (t))ae[a],te[0,:0)> given (Fu(j))ae[a] jen,- Then:

1. By assumption, we have (v4(0))se[a] = (¢a(0))ae[a]-

2. Recalling the times (7, )nen, note that, for a € [N], we have

P (vo(Tnt1) = va(n) +1) =P (X;‘;)(Tn)ﬂ = Tpt1 — Tn) =E []P’ <X1()Z)(Tn)+1 = Tntl — Tn

— (a) — i (a) _ (a) — (a)
=E |:]P> <Xva(7n)+1 - [gl[% {Xl}a(’Tn)+1} ‘]:Tn>:| =P (X’Ua(Tn)Jrl - [gl[% {Xva(Tn)Jrl}) : (16)

The third equality follows from the fact that remaining time 7,41 — 7, is given by the ‘minimum time’
taken for an agent to increase in value, after the total sum of values is n. The fourth equality follows
from the memoryless property of the exponential distribution: for each a € [A], the distribution of

1()2)(%) , s invariant under conditioning on F7, . Indeed, either 7, = Z;a(f")X ) in which case

¥ )
1()2)(%) , is independent of F,, or, 7, > >.;%

e [0, ),

va T" X; ) hence, by the memoryless property, for any

Vo (Tn)

(@) @ | _ (@)
(X Y X =P (XUG(TH)+1 > c> ,
i=1

Vo (Tn)

P Xé?(m)+1> <T"_ Z XJ('G))

J=1

from which the claim follows. Now, by the properties concerning minima of independent exponential
random variables, the right side of (16) is equal to

Fa(va(Tn)) '
Sy Fa(va(7))

Thus, given (Fu(5))ae(A],jeNo> (Va(Tn))ae[A]nen, follows the same transition probabilities as the balls-
in-bins process (uq(n))ae[a]nen, as defined in Definition 1.9. The result follows. O

Proof of Item 1 of Theorem 1.10. Given Proposition 2.3, it suffices to show that the conditions of
Theorem 1.4 are satisfied for the sequences (X;)jen, (X;)jen defined according to (15). For Item 1,
note that by conditioning in the values of (F(j))jen,, by the formula for the expected value of an
exponential random variable, we have

|5

hence, by Item 2 of Theorem 1.4, P (U

0
]EN()] Z ) < o almost surely,

ac[A Mona) = 1. For the converse direction suppose

& 1
Z —— =00 almost surely. (17)
J=0 £y
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Then by using the formula for the Laplace transform of an exponential random variable, and the
inequality 1 — z < e™*, we have

0

0 . 1 e
(PG| = 1P =1 gyr) < o 2o

E [e 230:1 X
7=0

almost surely. This implies that Z;)-Ozl X, = o0 almost surely, hence, again, by Item 2 of Theorem 1.4,
that P <UGG[A] Mona> =0. O

For Item 2 of Theorem 1.10 we need an additional proposition and a lemma. Proposition 2.4 is a
strengthening of the Kolmogorov three series theorem when the summands are non-negative.

Proposition 2.4. Suppose that (S;)jen is a sequence of mutually independent random variables taking
values in [0,00). Let C' > 0 be given. Then Z;)-Ozl S; < o if and only if

0 0
Z (S;>C) and Y E[S;15,<c] < o
j=1 j=1

Proof of Proposition 2.4. Suppose that, for some C > 0,
e} o0
either Z P(S;>C)=o or Z E[Sjls,<c] = o
j=1 j=1

Then we already know from the Kolmogorov three series theorem that 23021 S; = o almost surely.
For the other direction, we use the following theorem from [6].

Claim 2.4.1 ([6, Theorem 1]). LetY be a random variable taking values in [m, M]. Then
Var (V)< (M —E[Y])(E[Y] —m).

The random variable Sj1s;<c takes values in [0,C], and clearly E [Sjlsj] > 0. Therefore, by
Claim 2.4.1,
Var (S1s,<c) < CE [S;15,<c] ,

thus, Z;OzlE [Sjlsjgc’] < o0 implies that 220:1 Var (Sjlsjgc) < 0. The result, therefore, follows
from the Kolmogorov three series theorem. O

Proposition 2.5. For the balls-in-bins model with feedback (ua(n))ae[A],neNo, defined in Theorem 1.10,
we have P (Uae[A] SLeada> € {0,1} with P <UGG[A] SLeada> =1 if and only if for all n > 0

o0
Z )< and E

ZI,MS

1
F(j)zl{F(j>>n}] < . (18)

We are now ready to prove Item 2 of Theorem 1.10, we then prove Proposition 2.5 afterwards.

Proof of Item 2 of Theorem 1.10. By Propostion 2.5, we need only prove that the almost sure con-
vergence of Z] 0 FE I8 equivalent to (18). But if Equation (18) is satisfied for all > 0, it is, in
particular, the case tilat for all p > 0

i]P’(F(] Z < 2/77><oo and E

J=0

[ee}
2 F PRRta )>n}] <. (19)

Jj=1
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By Proposition 2.4, with C' = 7, Equation (19) implies that Z;)O 0 F—l)g < o0 almost surely. On the
other hand, again by Proposition 2.4, if 317 =0 T )2 = o0 almost surely, for some 1 > 0 one of the

two series in (19) must diverge, hence, for a pos31b1y different 1 one of the two series in (18) must
diverge. n

Finally, to prove Proposition 2.5, we use the following elementary lemma:

Lemma 2.6. Suppose that Y and Y’ are exponentially distributed, with parameters r,rv’' respectively.
Then, for any C > 0,

r! r /

P<|Z|>C):r+r’e +r+r’e , (20)

and

E[Z°1)z1<c] =

: (W“C”+T“Cﬂ» where qa) =1—e"(1+z+a%2).  (21)

T4 r2 (r')?
In particular,
2 r’ r
E[Z?%] = —+—= - 22
[7°] T+ <r2+(r’)2> (22)
Proof of Lemma 2.6. Note that by Fubini’s theorem, for a non-negative random variable Y, and s > 0
Y 0 0
E[Y*] =E [f sy“"ldy} =E [J sy311y>ydy} = f sy IP (Y = 9) dy. (23)
0 0 0
Moreover, if Z :=Y — Y, then for all y > 0
P<Z>y Z>0> _P<Y>Y’+y‘Y>Y/> =e "V,

and since P (Z = 0) = #’T,,, for each y > 0 we have P (Z > y) = #’T,,e_ry. Writing Z = Z1z>0 +

Z1z.9, this already yields (20) by symmetry. Finally, by applying (23) to the random variable
Y := Z1o<z<c, with s = 2 we have

/
E[Z°1o<z<c] = r—:rf 2y (e —e

) 2r' <1 —e (14 cer+ (cr)2/2)> 7

dy =
Y= 72
leading again, by symmetry to (21). Equation (22) follows from sending C' — c0. O

Proof of Proposition 2.5. We first show that Z;Ozl (X;—-X ]’) converges under the assumption that (18)
is satisfied for all n > 0. If F'(j), F'(j) denote the respective rates of the exponential random variables
Xj1, X j’ +1, then the first sum in (18), and the Borel-Cantelli lemma imply that only finitely many
terms X1, Xj, 4 satisfy F(j) <nor F'(j) <n. Thus, as a series consisting, almost surely, of only
finitely many non-zero terms,

e}

Z (Xj — X]') (1{F( h<n t 1{F1(])<77}) converges, almost surely. (24)

3=0
On the other hand, the series Z;O:O (X j—X J’) 1(p(j),F(j)>y) consists of summmands each having mean
zero, whilst by Equation (22) in Lemma 2.6

, 2 F'(j)  F(j
E [(Xjﬂ - Xj)’ 1{F(j),F'(j>>n}] =E [ F)+ 7 () ( F(Ej))z + F,((‘;))2> 1{F(j>,F'(j>>n}] (25)

- E[ F(j)* + F'(j)® }
“ T FG) + FG) FGEF ()2 L{r(),Fr(j)>n)

F 2 F F/ 9
-e[F=TOPO) <>1wmfw»m]<E{fGFhmﬁmJ7
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where the second to last equality uses the factorisation 2% + y® = (x + y)(2% — 2y + y?). Thus, if
we assume that E [Z =0 F( E Lipg )>,7}] < o0, by the Kolmogorov two series theorem, we deduce that
Z;O:I(Xj — X0)1(p(j),F(j)>ny converges, hence by (24), so does the sum Z;O:I(Xj — X7). In addition,
using the inequality e < 515, valid for all > 0, for any € > 0 we have, with 1 as defined in (18)

0

i )< 2, (P PG <0+ B[ D1y )

]:
(18)

1 & 1 &
\—22 —QZ [ {F(J)>U}} < @

Observing also, by the smoothness of the exponential distribution, that for each X, P (X =X j’) =0,

by Corollary 1.8, we have P <U 1 SLead >

Now, suppose instead that, for all n >0, Equatlon (18) is not satisfied. Suppose first that for some
n > 0 we have

0
Z P(F(j) <n) =00, ie., by the Borel-Cantelli lemma, P (F(j)<n io.) =1 (26)

Observe that, by Lemma 2.6, for C' > 0 we have

1

P (|Xj41 = Xju|>C) =E [m

(F/G)e 0 + F(j)e‘F’W)] - (27)

We also have
_ (F'(j)eiF(j)C —i—F(j)e*F/(j)C) L p(iyen (i<
F() + F'(j) {F()<n,F'(5)<n}

- F'(5) F(j)
nc y = /
a <F(j)+F’(j) FEG ) oo =T rpmr o, (9

whilst
1 N —F(5\C N —F'()\C F/(J)
G+ FG) (F’(J)e W+ F(je ™V )1{F(j><n,F'<j>>n} ZFH+ PG PO Gy enrtiyony
N RGO L
ZFD 0 DU r < ien = 567 UrG e Gy (29)

Thus, combining Equations (28) and (29), on 1{p(;)<y}, We can bound the term inside the expectation
in (27) by
1

OEN e ( F/(j)e FOIC 4 —F'(j)

Lirg)<n —6 U (yen (30)

Thus, by conditioning on the sequence (F'(j));en,, by (2 d (30), for any C' > 0 we have

‘)
6) an
i <|X]+1 ]+1| > C‘( ]ENO> i

Taking expectations, this implies that for any C' > 0 we have Z;Ozl]? (|Xj+1 — XJ/»+1| > C’) =
which implies, by the Kolmogorov three series theorem that Z;O=1(Xj — X7) diverges. By Item 1 of

Theorem 1.4, we have P <UGG[A] SLeada> <P <UGG[A] Leada> = 0.

1
5 = o0 almost surely.
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The other regime in which (18) is not satisfied is when, for some 7 > 0

o0
Z ) <o  but

3 ] = 0. (31)

Assuming (31), recall that by (24) convergence of >’ j=1(X j — X;) is determined by convergence of the
series 2;0:0 (X; — Xj’) 1¢p(j),F'(j)>n}- But now, by similar manipulations to (25), we have

2 F(j)* = F(j)F'(j) + F'(j)?
E [ (X501 = Xj1) Lpoypion | = B [ FGREF () L(p(), 1 G)n)
1 1 2 1 2
-k [F(j)2_1{F(j)7F’(j)>n}] +E (F,Q) Lir@), F’(J)>n}> —B [F/Q) Lir@),F <J>>n}] ]
1 1 .
>E [—F(j)zl{F(j),F'(j)m}] =k [F( LG )>n}] (F'(5) > n), (32)

where the second-to-last inequality follows from the non-negativity of the variance of a random vari-
able. But now, since Z;O:O]P’ (F'(j) <n) < oo, for all j sufficiently large, we have P (F'(j) > n) = %,
say. This fact, combined with (31) and the bound in (32) implies that

2
Z [ = X)) 1{F(j)7F’(j)>n}]:OO7

which implies that the series ijo (Xj - X ]’) L(r(j),F(j)>ny diverges, by the Kolmogorov three se-
ries theorem. Therefore, again, Z;O:I(Xj - X ]’) diverges, so that, again, by Item 1 of Theorem 1.4

P (Uaepa) SLeada ) = 0.
O

2.4 Proof of Theorem 1.13
The heart of Theorem 1.13 lies in the following proposition.

Proposition 2.7. Suppose (S;)jen is a sequence of mutually independent, symmetric random vari-
ables, with Y721 S; < o almost surely. Suppose also that > ;2 P (S; # 0) = co. Then

P(;Si:0> =0.

We first prove Theorem 1.13, then prove Proposition 2.7 over the rest of the section. For Theo-
rem 1.13, we also require the following lemmata

Lemma 2.8. Suppose that Y,Y' are i.i.d. random variables taking values in R. Then the distribution
of Y contains an atom in R if and only if P(Y =Y"') > 0.

Proof of Lemma 2.8. 1f for some ¢ € R we have P (Y = ¢) > 0, then
PY=Y)=P(Y -V =0)2P(Y =c¢Y =c)=P(Y =c)>.
On the other hand,
P(Y—Y'=0) —E[E [Y—Y’

Y’” . (33)

If for all ¢ > 0, P (Y = ¢) = 0, then the term inside the expectation in (33) is zero almost surely, hence
P(Y-Y'=0)=0. O
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Lemma 2.9. Suppose that (Yj);en and (Yj’)jeN are independent sequences of mutually independent
random variables, with Y; ~ Yj’ for all j € N. Then, the following statements are equivalent:
1. For some collection (c;)jen € RY,
ee}
VieN P(Yj=c)>0 and > P(Y;+#c)) <o
j=1
2.¥jeN P(V;=Y/)>0 and X}, P(Y;#Y])<co.
Proof of Lemma 2.9. To show that the Statement 1 implies Statement 2, note that, if such a sequence
(¢j)jen is given, then P (Y; = YJ’) >P(Y; = ¢, Y] = ¢) =P(Y; = cj)2 > 0. Moreover, by the Borel-
Cantelli lemma, we have
P ({Y; # ¢j io.} U {Y]' # ¢j i.0.}) = 0.
Hence, almost surely, for all but finitely many j, Y; = Yj’ = ¢;. Again, by the Borel-Cantelli lemma,
it must be the case that 32 | P (Yj #Y/) < o0, hence Statement 2 is satisfied.
On the other hand, suppose Statement 2 is satisfied. Then, by the Borel-Cantelli lemma,
P (Y; # Y] i0.) = 0.

Now, if we first sample the sequence (Y});en, it must be the case that

P <Y] # Yj/ i.o.

(Yj’)jeN> =0 almost surely.

But, by independence of (Yj)jen and (Y])jen, this implies that there must be a sequence (c})jen,
coinciding with the realisation of (Y});en, such that P (Y; # c; i.0.) = 0. By the Borel-Cantelli lemma,
this implies that Z;OzllP’ (Y] # c;) < 0. As a result, P (Yj = c;) > 0 for all j > jo, say. To form
(¢j)jen, We set ¢; = c;» for all j = jo. For j < jo, by applying Lemma 2.8 we may choose values c;
such that P (Y; = ¢;) > 0. O

Proof of Theorem 1.13. First note that, if (Y;)jeny and (Y])jen are independent sequences of mutually
independent random variables, and Z;—O:l Y; converges almost surely, then by Lemma 2.8 applied to
the sum Z;ozl Y, the distribution of Z;ozl Y; has an atom if and only if Z;il(yj —Y]) has an atom
at 0. Now, by Lemma 2.9, it suffices to show that the distribution of Z;i1 Y; contains an atom on R

if and only if

e ¢]
¥jieN P(Y;=Y/)>0 and > P(Y;#Y]) <o (34)
j=1
If Equation (34) is satisfied, then we have

(053 -0) >P<ﬁ{l@—l@’—0}> [Tr0s-3 - [T-r 523 -0

j=1

since Z;Ozl]? (Y] # YJ/) < o0, and each P (YJ = YJ’) > 0.
If Equation (34) is not satisfied because, for some i, we have P (Y; # Y;) =P (Y; =Y/ #0) = 1, by
Lemma 2.8, Y; cannot have an atom on R. Therefore,

P (i(i@-—l@-’) —0> - P (Y —1@’+2<ng_19)>
j=1 J#i

—E =0, (35)

P(n=n’+2<nf—Yj>

J#i

Y/ + Z(Yj’—Yj)>

J#i
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where the final equality in (35) follows from the fact that, since Y; has no atom, the term inside
the expectation in (35) is zero almost surely. Finally, if Equation (34) is not satisfied because
Z;Ozl]P’ (Y] = YJ’) = o, we can apply Proposition 2.7 to the sequence (5;)jen = (Y; — Yj’)jeN to

again show that P (Z;Ozl(Yj — YJ’) = 0) =0. 0

2.4.1 Proof of Proposition 2.7
We first prove the following:

Lemma 2.10. Suppose (S;)jen is a sequence of mutually independent, symmetric random variables,
such that Z;ozl S; converges almost surely. Suppose that for each j € N, we have P (S; = 0) = 0. Then

P(élsj:o) = 0.

Given Lemma 2.10, we are ready to prove Proposition 2.7

Proof of Proposition 2.7. We construct a random variable with the same distribution as series > ;2 ; S;
in two stages. For each k € N, let I be a Bernoulli random variable such that P (I =1) =
P (Sk #0), and set Z := {ke N: I} = 1}. By the Borel-Cantelli lemma, and the assumption that
3 P (Sk # 0) = o0, we have |Z| = oo almost surely. Now, we define random variables S;,i € N such
that, for any measurable set A < R\{0} we have

P(5ie ) = {P(SieA)/]P’(Si #0) if]P’(Si.;é 0)>0,

0 otherwise.
By construction, one can readily verify that we have 2121 Si ~ Dier S;. In addition, since each S;
is symmetric, one can verify that S; is symmetric. Finally, after conditioning on the random, almost
surely infinite set Z, >, 7 S; is a sum of symmetric, mutually independent, almost surely non-zero
random variables. Thus, by Lemma 2.10, we have

P(i&») _]P(;Si_o) —E[]P’ (;5—0‘2” = 0.

The proof of Lemma 2.10 is a bit more technical. The idea is that, since each Sj is symmetric, if
Sj contains an atom at ¢ # 0, Sy also contains an atom at —c. By ‘flipping’ the value of S, we have

P <2j=1 S;=0,5, = c> =P <Z;O:1 S;=—2c,5, = —c>. One can then leverage this idea to show

that the distribution of Zﬁl S; has ‘too many atoms’ to be a probability distribution.

In order to prove Lemma 2.10, we introduce some notation with regards to the measures describing
random variables. For a random variable Y with values in R, we denote the measure associated with
Y by u¥. Given a measurable set U, we denote by u¥ |y the restriction of the measure u¥ to the set
U. Then given Y, we define

O

Ay :={zeR: p¥ ({z}) > 0}.

Note that Ay is at most countable, hence measurable. We can therefore define the quantities ,ué/isc',
pr . such that

Y . Y S . Y Y Y Y
Hdisc. *= M |AY and  foone 1= K |A§/ so that p° = figige. + Heont.-

For a set A € R, and c € R, we also use the notation cA := {cz: z € A}.
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Proof of Lemma 2.10. We first have the following claim
Claim 2.10.1. For each k € N we have

0 0 0
P (ZSZ = 0) =P (ZSZ = O,Sk €A5k> =P (ZSZ = 0,|Sk| E.Agk> .
i=1 i=1

1=1

Claim 2.10.1 readily implies that for each k € N
J- S
P (Z Si = 0) <P (ISl € Ajs,) = gl (R),
i=1

hence implies Lemma 2.10 if infjepy ugiksc' (R) = 0. Therefore, assume, in order to obtain a contradiction,
that P (Z;'Ozl S; = 0) > 0, and, for simplicity of notation, set

[ee}
pr:=P <Z S; = 0) , P2 i= ]1€I€1f uifsc.(R), so that 0 < p; < ps.
i=1

Claim 2.10.2. Suppose py > 0. Then for any € € (0,p1), there exvists sequences (cx)ren € [0,0)Y,

(nk)ken € NN with

cp>c>-->0, ni<ng<ng<---, lim ng= oo;
k—o0

such that, for each k € N we have

A (erans en]) > ! ([0,00)) —p1 + <. (36)

For £ > 0 and sequences (cg)ren € [0,0)Y, (ng)reny € NY satisfying the conditions of Claim 2.10.2,
we first observe that, for each n; we have

0
P (Z Si =0,5,, € A|Snk‘ N (Ck-',-lyck]) = €. (37)

1=1

N
disc.

Indeed, if not, note that (36) implies that u ((cks1,ck]®) < p1 — e. Therefore, by Claim 2.10.1,

0 0
p =P (Z S;=0,9, € A|5nk| N (ckH,ck]) +P (Z S;=0,8,, € A\Snkl N (ckH,ck]C) <e+p—e,
i=1 1=1

a contradiction. Therefore, assume (37). For simplicity of notation, set Py, := A Sy | O (Ck+1,ck]. Note
now that, for each k € N, exploiting the symmetry of the random variables (S)gen, we have

€<P<i5i—0,|5nk\epk> = P(isi_07|snk‘ —95)
-1

i=1 TP,
=2 Z IP’(Z S = —x, 5, =:17>
zePy 1# N
=2 Z ]P’(Z Si = —x,8y, ——x)
zePy, TFEN

=P <i Sz € (—2Pk U 2Pk)> .
i=1
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Now, since the sets ((cx+1,ck])ken are disjoint, the sets (—2P, U 2P;),cy, are also disjoint. Hence, by
o-additivity, we have

o0 0
]P’(ZSﬁR)?Z]P’(
=1 k=1 7

a contradiction. O

0

o0
S; € (—QPk U 2Pk)> = Z £ = 0,
1 k=1

Proof of Claim 2.10.1. For a given Sy, suppose, in order to obtain a contradiction, that

o0 o0
P (2 S;=0,|Sk| € Afsk> =P (Z S;=0,5 € Aa) > 0.
i=1

i=1

Then by conditioning on the value of S, (using the associated regular conditional probability measure),
and exploiting the mutual independence of the random variables (S;);en,

0] 0]
P (Z S; =0, € A§k> =E [IP’ (Z S, =0 ’ sk> 1Ske-'4§'k] = JB]P’ (Z S; = —x) dpsr  (z) > 0.
i=1 i=1

i#k

The latter equation implies that

pae ({x eB:P <Z Si = —a:) > O}) > 0.
1#k

Since, for each y € R, we have 5% . ({y}) = 0, this implies that the set {reB:P (>, S =—z) >0}
is uncountable; a contradiction because the law describing a random variable cannot have uncountably
many atoms. Claim 2.10.1 then follows. O

Proof of Claim 2.10.2. Let € € (0,p1) be given. We construct the sequences (cx)ken, (N )ren induc-
tively. For the base case, we set nq := 1, and suppose d := p; —e. Then by the monotone convergence
theorem, there exists some c¢; sufficiently large, such that

a2 (0,e1]) > w2 ([0,00)) —

N >

; (38)

and similarly, since P (S; =0) = 0, by the dominated convergence theorem, there exists co < ¢;
sufficiently small that

(39)

Equations (38) and (39) together imply that th;l_((CQ,Cl]) > u'd‘?sll_([o, o)) — 6. Now, suppose we
have constructed sequences c¢; > co > ---cCpi1, N1 < No < ---ny satisfying the requirements of the
claim. For the inductive step, note that since > ;2 S; < o0, we have lim;, o P (|Sn| > cg11) = 0. In

particular, if we define
. ‘ 0
Ngt1 = 1inf 7 > ng: P(|S;] > cp1) < 5( We have nj4q < o0.

|S”k+1 ‘
disc.

‘S"k+1‘

By definition, this implies that pg. ' ((0, cpr1]) > p ([0,0))—$ = pa—3. Next, to choose cj2,

Sh,
similar to the base case, we fix ng 1 and choose ¢ sufficiently small that ulﬁsc’f“ | ((0, c42]) < %. O
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2.5 Proof of Proposition 1.16

For Proposition 1.16, we use the following generalisation of the martingale convergence theorem, for
martingales with bounded increments.

Theorem 2.11 (See, e.g., [12, Theorem 4.3.1, page 194]). Let (Y;)ien be a martingale sequence, such
that, for some C >0, for all ke N

|Yii1 — Yi| < C  almost surely.

Let & := {limy, o Y, exists and is finite}, and E := {limsup,,_,,, Y, = 00} n {liminf, . Y, = —o0}.
Then P (51 U 52) =1.

Proof of Proposition 1.16. First note that the event {lim SUP,, o0 Z;‘:l S; = oo} is a tail event with

respect to the sequence of independent random variables (S;);en, hence by the Kolmogorov 0-1 law
occurs with probability 0 or 1. Note also that

{hmsupZS = } {hmlogf -5 ——oo}
n—o0 £ n— i=1

and hence, if the left side occurs with probability 1, so does the right. Since Z;L:I =S ~ Z;L:I S, we
deduce that the events

1 S; = 1 £y Sj=-w d
{1inj£pz } {1{&10101 1 }an

j:
{hmsup Z S = oo} {lim igolf Z S = —oo} (40)
now T A

coincide up to null sets. We now consider the various cases under which the Kolmogorov three series
theorem is not satisfied. Suppose first, that Equation (3) is not satisfied by having, for each C' > 0,

DIP(IS;|>C) =

j=1

Then by the Borel-Cantelli lemma, and taking a countable intersection of almost sure events, we have

P (ﬂ {1S;] > C i.o.}) ~ 1. (41)

CeN

As a result, for each fixed a,b € Z we have

P (hm sup S; < a, hm mf Z S; = ) = 0.

n—aoo
Indeed, if, with positive probability, limsup,,_,., 2]‘:1 i < a and lim 1nfn_,ooz j > b, then
with positive probability, there exists some N € N such that, for all n > N, Z]_l > b—1 and

2-1Sj < a+1. But, by (41), [Sj| > [a| + [b] + 2 for infinitely many j almost surely, so this cannot
be the case. Therefore, by a union bound

(hmsupZS < 0 hmmfZS > oo) =P < U {hmsupZS a hmlanS })

noo i abez | "7F
< Z ]P’(hmsupZS ahmmfZS ) = 0.
a,be’ neoo j=1
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Therefore P ({lim SUPy, o0 D11 Sj = oo} v {lim infy, o0 27—y S5 = —oo}) = 1, and Equation (5) fol-
lows from (40).
The other case where Equation (3) is not satisfied is when there exists C' > 0 such that
0 0
MNE(IS)] > C) < o0, but Y E [s}ysﬂgc] — .
j=1 j=1

Now, by Borel-Cantelli, there are only finitely many terms S; such that |S;| > C, and since |5;| <
oo almost surely, these terms make only a finite contribution to limsup,,_,, Z?:l S;, and likewise,
liminf, Z;L:I S;. Therefore, it suffices to show that

n n
P <limsup Z Silis;|<c = OO,h;?“%gf Z Silis;i<c = —oo) =1.
n—ow - ¢
j=1 j=1

But now, if we set M,, := Z;’L:1 Silis;|<cs (M, )nen is a martingale sequence, with |M,, — M,,_1| < C.
Therefore, by Theorem 2.11

n—aoo0

P ({ lim M, exists and is finite } U {limsup M, = oo,liminf M,, = —oo}) =1.
n—0o0 n—00

Since by (40), both events in the probability occur with probability 0 or 1, we need only show that
the series

0
Z Sj1, s;l<c does not converge almost surely.
7=1

But now, since 2;0:1 E [S?1| Sj\gc] = o0 this follows from the converse direction of the Kolmogorov
three series theorem. O
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