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Abstract

Prophet inequalities are a central object of study in optimal stopping theory. A gambler
is sent values online, sampled from an instance of independent distributions, in an adversarial,
random or selected order, depending on the model. When observing each value, the gambler
either accepts it as a reward or irrevocably rejects it and proceeds to observe the next value.
The goal of the gambler, who cannot see the future, is maximising the expected value of the
reward while competing against the expectation of a prophet (the offline maximum). In other
words, one seeks to maximise the gambler-to-prophet ratio of the expectations.

The model, in which the gambler selects the arrival order first, and then observes the values,
is known as Order Selection. Recently it has been shown that in this model a ratio of 0.7251 can
be attained for any instance. If the gambler chooses the arrival order (uniformly) at random,
we obtain the Random Order model. The worst case ratio over all possible instances has been
extensively studied for at least 40 years. Still, it is not known if carefully choosing the order, or
simply taking it at random, benefits the gambler. We prove that, in the Random Order model,
no algorithm can achieve a ratio larger than 0.7235, thus showing for the first time that there
is a real benefit in choosing the order.

Keywords. Online algorithms, Prophet Inequality, Prophet Secretary, Hardness, Separation.

1 Introduction

Prophet inequalities are a central object of study in optimal stopping theory. A gambler is sent nonnegative
values online, sampled from an instance of uniformly bounded independent random variables {Vi} with
known distributions {Di}, in adversarial, random or selected order, depending on the particular model.
When observing each value, the gambler either accepts it as a reward, or irrevocably rejects it and proceeds
with observing the next value. The goal of the gambler, who cannot see the future, is to maximise the
expected value of the reward while competing against the expectation of a prophet (out of metaphor, the
offline maximum or supremum, depending on whether the instance is finite or not). In other words, one
seeks to maximise the gambler-to-prophet ratio of the expectations.

The gambler represents any online decision maker, such as an algorithm or stopping rule. Probabilisti-
cally, we will refer to it as a stopping time τ : being online implies not being able to see the future, thus the
gambler will always stop at a time τ such that the event {τ = i} depends, informally speaking, only on the
first i values observed.

Due to the online nature of prophet inequalities, some terminology from competitive analysis is usually
borrowed. The decision maker, determining the stopping time τ , will be often referred to as an (online)
algorithm. Somewhat informally, it is common to refer to a worst-case gambler-to-prophet ratio of the
algorithm (that is a ratio known to be achievable for any given instance by the algorithm) as competitive
ratio.
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Let c ∈ [0, 1] be a real constant. An algorithm is said to be c-competitive if it has a competitive ratio
of c, meaning that it can attain at least a gambler-to-prophet ratio of c for any instance, but it does not
necessarily mean that c is the highest possible ratio. An upper bound on any algorithm’s highest possible
competitive ratio for a given instance will be called hardness of the instance. Saying that a prophet inequality
model is c-hard or has a hardness of c, means that there is a c-hard instance for that problem, but it does
not necessarily mean that c is the lowest hardness possible amongst all instances for that model.

A hardness for a model is said to be tight (or optimal) when it is matched by the competitive ratio
of an algorithm solving it. Similarly, the competitive ratio of an algorithm solving a model is tight (or
optimal) when it is matched by a hardness known for that model. Often, when determining a hardness or a
competitive ratio, numerical computations are involved. Thus, tightness can be used in a broad sense. For
two models A and B, we say that A beats B if the hardness of B is strictly less than the competitive ratio
of an algorithm solving A. When A beats B or B beats A, we say that A and B are separated.

1.1 Models of prophet inequalities

To date, several models and corresponding extensions of prophet inequalities have appeared in the literature.
In this section we first introduce the classical model, and then describe three relaxations of it, briefly reviewing
the state-of-the-art concerning their hardness and the competitiveness of known algorithms. More details
are provided in Section 1.5.

1.1.1 The classical Prophet Inequality

The very first model of prophet inequality, typically referred to as (adversarial) Prophet Inequality (PI),
is due to [22, 23]. The given instance is composed of countably many independent random variables {Vi}
with known distributions {Di} in a fixed given order, usually referred to as adversarial order. The general
dynamics previously described is followed: the gambler observes in an online fashion the sequence of sampled
values, and makes irrevocable decisions to accept a value and stop, or continue observing, with the goal of
maximising the expected value of the reward, while competing against the expectation of a prophet, which
represents the offline supremum. More precisely, the goal is to maximise the gambler-to-prophet ratio

EVτ
E supi Vi

,

where τ is the stopping time associated to the gambler’s stopping rule.
In [23], it was shown that the 1/2-hardness of PI (shown by Garlin [22]) is tight. Later it was shown that

a competitive ratio of 1/2 can be attained even by a single threshold algorithm [29]. The classical PI has
subsequently been relaxed giving more power to the gambler, which leads to larger competitive ratios.

1.1.2 I.I.D. Prophet Inequality, Order Selection and Random Order models

In this section we first explain our working assumptions and some basic notation, and then review the three
main models of prophet inequalities related to our work.

We will restrict ourselves to finite instances, that is, we will always work with a size n ∈ N fixed and with
non-negative random variables V1, . . . , Vn having distributions D1, . . . ,Dn. Therefore, it is natural that, if
the gambler gets to the last stage, any value observed will have to be accepted. Thus, the stopping time τ
of the gambler will belong to the class of stopping times valued in [n] ..= {k ∈ N : k ≤ n} = {1, 2, . . . , n}.
We denote this class as Cn. Also, we denote the set of permutations of [n] by Sn, and for any π ∈ Sn, we
will adopt the inline notation π = (π1, . . . , πn).

For readability, the following exact values will be denoted by their fourth decimal approximation, and
viceversa, whenever using these decimal values, we mean the corresponding exact constants:

• 1− 1/e ≈ 0.6321;

• 1/β ≈ 0.7451, where β ∈ R is the unique solution to
∫ 1

0
dx

x(1−log x)+β−1 = 1;

•
√

3− 1 ≈ 0.7321.
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The following three variants of PI are related to our work.

• I.I.D. PI is a specialised case where the random variables are assumed independent and identically
distributed (i.i.d.). The hardness of this problem has been shown to be 0.7451 in [21]. That this
is tight follows from a 0.7451-competitive quantile strategy devised in [8]. Remarkably, the quantile
thresholds do not depend on the distribution.

• Order Selection (OS, also known as free order) is a variant where the gambler is allowed to select
the arrival order π ∈ Sn first, and then observe the values sampled from Vπ1

, . . . , Vπn , thus seeking to
maximise

EVπτ
Emaxi∈[n] Vi

,

over π and τ . This version, introduced in [18], is also central in the study of revenue maximisation in
Posted Price Mechanisms [12]. After various improvements on the competitive ratio of 0.6321 shown
in [6], the state-of-the-art for OS is a 0.7251-competitive algorithm exploiting continuous time arrival
design designed in [27]. The 0.7451-hardness of OS follows directly from the hardness of I.I.D. PI.

• Random Order (RO, also known as prophet secretary) is a variant where random variables are shown
in a uniform random order π to the gambler, who observes the values sampled from Vπ1

, . . . , Vπn and
seeks to maximise

EVπτ
Emaxi∈[n] Vi

,

over τ only. One can equivalently see this model as arising from the OS setting, by saying that
the gambler chooses the order π uniformly at random in Sn. After various improvements on the
initial approximate competitive ratio of 0.6321 achieved in [14], where the model was introduced (note
that here approximate means that the competitive ratio is approached as the size of the instance
n −→ ∞), the state-of-the-art is a 0.6697-competitive multi-threshold algorithms known as blind
strategies introduced in [11]. The state-of-the-art hardness for RO is 0.7321, also shown in [11].

1.2 Applications to pricing

Prophet inequalities are closely related to Posted Price Mechanisms (PPMs), which are an attractive alter-
native to implementing auctions and are often used in online sales [12]. The way these mechanisms work is
as follows. Suppose a seller has an item to sell. Customers arrive one at a time and the seller proposes to
each customer a take-it-or-leave-it price. The first customer accepting the offer pays the price and takes the
item [10].

If a seller faces buyers with private information about their willingness to pay and there are no further
transaction costs, an auction is optimal [12, 17, 26, 28]. However, auctions can have high transaction costs.
They take time and require communication with multiple buyers. There are several circumstances under
which price posting may be preferable, being much simpler, yet efficient enough [12, 10].

Since PPMs are suboptimal, it is important to know the ratio between PPMs and the optimal auction
(Myerson’s auction) [10]. This ratio can be studied from the point of view of prophet inequalities: designing
PPMs can be translated into designing algorithms for prophet inequality models [16, 6] and viceversa [10].
In particular, OS readily connects to ordering potential buyers in the PPM setting, while RO can be seen
as taking potential buyers uniformly at random. Therefore, it is important to know if ordering the potential
buyers can lead to improved performance, compared to a uniform random order. Since the introduction of
OS 40 years ago, there has been significant effort spent on finding how far the benefits of ordering go: for
PPMs showing that ordering yields benefits is equivalent to separating RO from OS.

1.3 Our contributions

Our main result consists in improving on the hardness of RO, to the extent of separating it from OS. The
new hardness of 0.7235 follows from an asymptotic analysis of the optimal algorithm applied to a particular
class of instances.
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1.3.1 The hard instance

We consider the following class of instances consisting of n i.i.d. random variables and a constant.

Definition 1.1. Let a, b, p ∈ R be positive constants and fix n ∈ N large enough, so as to have a well defined
random variable

V ∼


n, w.p. 1/n2

b, w.p. p/n

0, w.p. 1− p/n− 1/n2.

Furthermore assume that a < 1 < b, log(1 + pb) < p and that the following conditions hold:

1 + bp

1 + (b− a)p
log

1 + bp

1 + (b− a)p
≤ ap , I

(2− p)(b− a) < 1 , II

1− (2− p)(b− a)

1 + p(b− a)
< 1 +

1

p
log

1 + p(b− a)

1 + pb
, III

2 + pb[1− p(b− a)] ≥ 0 , IV

bp[1 + (b− a)p]

(1 + pb) log(1 + pb)
< 1 . V

We define the instance {V1, V2, . . . , Vn+1}, which consists of n i.i.d. random variables distributed as V and
the constant a, that is

Vi ∼

{
V, 1 ≤ i ≤ n
a, i = n+ 1.

H

The hard instance, belonging to this class, has parameters a = 0.789, b = 1.24, p = 0.421.

1.3.2 Main results

To establish a hardness for RO, it is enough to show a uniform upper bound on the competitive ratio of all
stopping rules, that is an upper bound, holding for some given instance and uniformly for all stopping rules
τ , on

EVπτ
Emaxi Vi

.

This is done by upper-bounding the expected reward EVπT of an optimal stopping rule T , which is a stopping
rule (existing by backward induction) maximising the expected reward.

Theorem 1.1. Let a = 0.789, b = 1.24, p = 0.421. Then for Instance H, the optimal stopping time
T ∈ Cn+1 is such that

lim sup
n−→∞

EVπT
Emaxi∈[n+1] Vi

< 0.7235.

As a consequence, RO is 0.7235-hard. Therefore OS is separated from RO, and the former beats the latter.

1.3.3 Our techniques

To show separation we rely on an innovative asymptotic analysis of the optimal algorithm’s acceptance
thresholds, computed via backward induction, in a random arrival order setting, so as to obtain upper
bounds on the competitive ratio of the optimal algorithm.

Future applications of these analytic techniques are not limited to the hard instance studied, nor to RO.
In fact, this instance is found by analysing a much larger class of instances, which can be characterised as
a collection of a positive constant and n i.i.d. random variables (we will informally refer to n as the size of
the instance), supported on a set of three nonnegative values:
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• a size-dependent value always accepted by the optimal algorithm, which gets larger but also dispro-
portionately more unlikely as n grows;

• a null value, which is never accepted until the final step, and which gets increasingly likely as n grows;

• a positive value, which gets more unlikely (but to a lesser extent than the size-dependent value) as n
grows, and whose acceptance depends on the past values and the stage the algorithm is at; we thus
refer to this value as nontrivial.

This class of instances, which we analyse as the size grows, is thus fairly general and broadly speaking it
contains the 0.7321-hard instance studied in [11, §7], which is composed of n i.i.d. random variables taking
value n with probability 1/n2 and zero otherwise, and an additional positive constant a, which is a nontrivial
value for the optimal algorithm. Our class is obtained by adding to the i.i.d. distributions an increasingly
unlikely point mass at another nontrivial value.

The techniques used in the analysis can be further extended towards future work.
• They can be applied to a larger class of similar instances. For example, n i.i.d. random variables with

more than one nontrivial value could be used: simulations suggest that adding one more nontrivial
value is likely to yield better hardness, with the analysis still relatively feasible.

• They can be helpful in providing a rigorous foundation for the computational search of hard instances.
Indeed, once our analytic strategy is executed, the problem is reduced to an optimization with respect
to the parameters of the instance, which could be either approached mathematically or numerically. If
approached numerically, it would typically be simple enough to be carried out via theoretical bounds
on the approximation errors, thus keeping under control the propagation of machine precision errors.

• They could offer new insight into other separation problems, through suitable adaptation. There is
no lack of open questions to attempt in this sense: it is not known yet whether OS is separated from
I.I.D. PI, nor whether undisclosed RO is separated from disclosed RO, as we are going to explain in
the following section.

1.4 Previous bounds on Random Order

To fully appreciate the previous bounds on RO, it is best to distinguish between two versions of this model
(the terminology adopted is nonstandard).

• Undisclosed RO. Also known as anonymous RO, this is the original version, enforcing undisclosed
uniform random order, as per the definition given in [14]: at time i, only the realised value of Vπi
is sent to the gambler, who in general will never know the label πi of the distribution it has been
sampled from (in particular cases the a priori knowledge of the distributions and the history of the
probed values allow the gambler to deduce it). The approximate 0.6321-competitive multi-threshold
algorithm designed in [14] is still the state-of-the-art for this model, and it is not known whether it is
0.6321-hard or not.

• Disclosed RO. Also known as personalised RO, this version, whose introduction is motivated by
PPMs, where prices can be personalised, allows for a disclosed random order: at time i, the realised
value Vπi is sent to the gambler together with the label πi, revealing what distribution the sample
observed comes from. Thus the gambler acquires information about the order, as it observes more
values. All the algorithms surpassing 0.6321-competitiveness for RO implicitly refer to this model,
which is therefore the most commonly referred to in the more recent literature. It is also a more
natural point of view when seeing RO within the OS framework (where every selected label πi is
clearly known in advance).

For the gambler, undisclosed RO is no easier than disclosed RO, since in the undisclosed model less
information is provided. However, it is not known if there is a real benefit in disclosing the order, that
is if the two versions of RO are separated. Although in undisclosed RO the algorithm does not know
what distribution the value shown comes from in general, for specific instances it is possible to deduce this
information, fully or partially, from the a priori knowledge of the distributions given and the history of the
probed values. In particular, for some instances, disclosed and undisclosed RO can be equivalent. This is
precisely the case for Instance H, as the support of all distributions is given as a priori knowledge to the
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algorithm: values 0, b, n are coming from V1, . . . , Vn ∼ V , so probing them at step k means that πk(ω) ∈ [n],
while probing a at step k means that πk(ω) = n+1. Thus the order oblivious stopping rule has, for Instance
H, a way of extracting partial information about π from the history of the probed values. Although partial,
distributionally the inferred information is equivalent to the one that the disclosed RO model would allow:
indeed besides Vn+1, all other distributions are i.i.d. and knowing also in which order they arrived in the
past offers no advantage in expectation. Therefore, the distinction between the two RO models does not
affect the analysis in the present work. For simplicity, being its set-up more straightforward from a measure-
theoretic point of view, we will adopt the simpler framework of undisclosed RO, and the hardness achieved
will nonetheless hold also for disclosed RO.

For the gambler, RO is no easier than OS: a uniform random permutation can always be selected.
Therefore, the competitive ratio achievable by an algorithm with OS is at least the one achievable with
RO. However, it is not known if the gambler can benefit from selecting the order, that is if RO and OS are
separated.

Since its introduction in [14], the only non trivial bound for RO was the 0.7451-hardness of the I.I.D.
PI model (which can be seen as a special case) proved in [21] almost 30 years earlier. Unlike the design of
algorithms for RO, which made a relatively quick progress (see Section 1.5), it was not until 6 years later
that the 0.7321-hard instance previously described was found in [11, §7]. On the other hand, in [27] it was
proved that the competitive ratio for OS is at least 0.7251. This was recently improved in [5, Preprint] to a
lower bound of 0.7258. Hence, these results fall short of proving that RO and OS are separated.

In [5, §5, Preprint] a brute force numerical simulation to improve the hardness result for RO is presented.
The numerical results strongly suggest that RO is indeed separated from OS. In the simulation, a dynamic
program is run on a 26-parameters instance, suggesting a 0.7254-hardness for RO, which would be sufficient
to show the separation of RO and OS. However, the simulation subsumes a limiting procedure, which could
be extrapolated to a theoretically valid upper bound, only through formal error analysis (note that the
improved upper bound of 0.7254 for RO differs from the improved lower bound for OS only by 0.0004) and
assessment of the analytic properties of the dynamic program involved (such as monotonicity with respect
to the limiting procedure). This analytic study has not been carried out. The reader interested in a more
technical review of the simulation is referred to Appendix A, where we discuss the uncertainties of this
extrapolation. Hence, the need for a theoretical approach to the separation problem.

1.5 Related work

In this section, we briefly review some of the vast literature on prophet inequalities, with an emphasis
on I.I.D. PI, OS and RO. There is in fact a variety of extensions of prophet inequalities to combinatorial
structures such as matroids, matchings and combinatorial auctions: the reader interested in these aspects
is better served by surveys such as [9], which contains many recent developments, as well as [25] for an
economic point of view (especially regarding PPMs); [20] is also an interesting survey, containing classical
results concerning infinite instances. In Sections 1.1.2 and 1.4 we already explored the literature on hardness
results, so we will use this section to review some of the developments on lower bounds, that is the progress
made on the competitive ratio of the various algorithms designed for these models.

We mentioned that an optimal algorithm can be found by backward induction. However, it is of little
practical use on general instances, thus the research has focused on designing similar (that is, threshold-
based) but simpler algorithms.

• I.I.D. PI. The first to surpass the 1/2 barrier of PI was a 0.6321-competitive algorithm based on
complicated recursive functions designed in [19]; 35 years later an approximate single threshold 0.7380-
competitive algorithm was found in [1], after which the tight optimal competitive ratio of 0.7451 was
finally attained as reviewed in Section 1.1.2.

• OS. The first to surpass the 1/2 barrier of PI were certain PPMs proved to be 0.6321-competitive in
[6] (recall that PPMs and prophet inequalities are equivalent). After 8 years, further improvement
came from a 0.6346-competitive algorithm actually designed for disclosed RO (recall that RO is no
easier than OS) in [3]. Shortly after, a 0.6541-competitive PPM appeared in [4]. Further improvement
came successively from another algorithm designed for disclosed RO: the already mentioned 0.6697-
competitive algorithm introduced in [11]. We this reached the state-of-the-art of the 0.7251-competitive
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algorithm designed in [27], which has been recently polished so as to be 0.7258-competitive in [5,
Preprint]. There are also special cases for which algorithms can achieve an even better competitive
ratio: in [1] it was shown that when each distribution in the instance occurs m times, a 0.7380-
competitive algorithm can be designed for m large enough. At this point, one might wonder why no
progress has been made on the hardness of RO. This is due to the fact that it requires finding the
optimal ordering, and in [2] this has been shown to be NP-hard, even under a special case where all
the distributions have 3-point support, and where the highest and lowest points of the support are the
same for all the distributions.

• RO. We already mentioned that, as of yet, no algorithm, which has surpassed the initial approximate
0.6321-competitiveness established in [14], has been designed for undisclosed RO. In fact the algo-
rithms in [3, 11], mentioned in the previous point, are designed and directly analysed for continuous
distributions. This analysis is compatible with undisclosed RO; however, if point masses are allowed,
the analysis is extended through a standard argument exploiting stochastic tie breaking, which requires
revealing the identity of the random variable from which the samples probed come from. Hence, they
only work for disclosed RO. In this sense, not only personalisation has been used to go beyond 0.6321,
but it has also been used to design 0.6321-competitive algorithms in [8] (multi-threshold) and [13]
(single-threshold), achieving the state-of-the-art competitive ratio for undisclosed RO (which was ap-
proximate). However, the question of whether personalisation is actually necessary to even achieve
exactly 0.6321 remains open. One interesting fact about RO is that 0.7451-competitiveness can be
recovered by simply removing a constant number of random variables: more specifically in [24] it is
shown that given any instance V = {V1, . . . , Vn}, for any ε > 0 we can find an instance V′ of n′ = n′(ε)
random variables (note that n′ is independent of n) obtained by removing a constant number (only
dependent on ε) of random variables from V, such that there is a stopping rule τ ∈ Cn′ ensuring

EV ′τ
Emaxi∈[n′] V

′
i

≥ 0.7451− ε.

Removing random variables is not the only way to push beyond the 0.7235-hardness we prove: large
markets hypothesis are also very helpful. For example, in [1] it was shown that, if each distribution in
an instance of size n occurs at least Θ(log n) times, a 0.7380-competitive algorithm can be designed.

1.6 Organisation of the paper

In Section 2, we provide some background on optimal stopping theory for finite horizon random arrival
order problems and apply it to RO and Instance H. In Section 2.1, the existence of an optimal stopping
rule for this setting is shown, by deriving backward induction acceptance thresholds. We state the explicit
characterisation of these thresholds for Instance H, and describe the optimal stopping rule through its
acceptance times in Section 2.2, which is the starting point of our analysis. In Section 2.3, we derive sharp
asymptotic estimates for two of the acceptance times and determine the asymptotic ordering of all acceptance
times (Lemma 2.1).

In Section 3, we first compute the prophet’s expectation (Lemma 3.1) and the optimal algorithm’s
expectation (Proposition 3.1) and derive sharp asymptotic estimates. We then analyse the ratio, so as to
reduce the problem of upper-bounding it into an optimisation problem, solving which the upper bound of
0.7235 on the competitive ratio of the optimal algorithm is derived, yielding the separation between OS and
RO (Theorem 1.1).

The reader can find in the Appendix:

• a discussion of the simulation provided in [5, §5, Preprint] (Appendix A);

• some elements of optimal stopping theory and the corresponding measure theoretic background for
the reader unfamiliar with the topics (Appendices B and C);

• the more technical of the proofs (Appendices D to F);

• formal error analysis and reference to both the shared code used to determine the numerical value
of our estimate of the gambler-to-prophet ratio of the optimal algorithm, and the shared code that
suggests tightness of the estimate (Appendix G).
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2 Preliminaries

In this section, we adapt classical tools from finite horizon optimal stopping theory to RO, with the goal of
describing an optimal stopping rule for Instance H in terms of acceptance times, which we asymptotically
estimate, as the size of the instance grows.

2.1 Optimal stopping rule for Random Order

The classical theory of optimal stopping generally studies fixed order stochastic processes. The transition
to random order for finite horizon is quite natural, although it requires some preliminary measure-theoretic
remarks. In this section, we clarify this foundation so that even a reader unfamiliar with the topic understands
the construction of an optimal stopping rule for RO.

2.1.1 Finite horizon optimal stopping for random order processes

By (finite horizon) random order (stochastic) process we mean a random vector whose components are
permuted uniformly at random. In [7, Theorem 3.2], a standard backward induction result for (finite
horizon) optimal stopping is shown. This formulation does not assume independence of the components of
the random vector X = (V1, . . . , Vn+1), where n + 1 is the finite horizon we will work with (from now on
omitted), but it does assume that the order is fixed. Nonetheless the theorem can be naturally extended
to random order processes, by making use of a filtration that accounts for the randomly permuted order of
arrival of the {Vi}.

A random order process is formally obtained by replacing the indices of the vector’s components with
those of a uniform random permutation of [n + 1], π = (π1, . . . , πn+1), obtaining a randomly permuted
random vector Xπ ..= (Vπ1 , . . . , Vπn+1). The natural filtration of this process is similarly obtained by formally
starting with F0

..= {∅,Ω}, and for all k ∈ [n + 1], letting Fk ..= σ(Vπ1
, . . . , Vπk), where σ(Vπ1

, . . . , Vπk)
denotes the smallest σ-algebra providing all information regarding both sources of randomness: the random
order and the random values, up to time k. Given a stopping time τ , that is, a random variable such that
{τ = k} ∈ Fk, we can stop the process Xπ, and the stopped value is that of the random variable Vπτ .
All rigorous measure-theoretic constructions, supported by a suitable probability space (Ω,F ,P), are given
in Appendix B. For Instance H we will be able to avoid the measure-theoretic formalism, so we will not
rely directly on most of those constructions, included merely to provide a solid background to the natural
extension of [7, Theorem 3.2], from which we will derive the formalism used in this paper.

Let Cn+1
k be the set of stopping rules τ that never stop before time k, that is such that k ≤ τ ≤ n+1. Note

that we previously denoted Cn+1 ..= Cn+1
1 . For ease of notation, in this section we omit the reference to the

finite horizon and simply denote these classes as Ck. We will also denote as EFk the conditional expectation
with respect to the σ-algebra Fk and omit the reference to the permutation from Xπ, thus simply denoted
as X. We conclude by providing the heuristics of how to optimally stop X, so as to maximise the expected
value obtained by the gambler.

Backward induction is a strategy for the gambler based on the following premise: take a value only
if it is larger than the expected future reward. Recall that in our framework the rewards come from the
observed values Vπ1

, . . . , Vπn+1
. Then this strategy defines backwards random rewards γn+1, . . . , γ2, γ1 and

stopping times sn+1, . . . , s1, s2. For each k ∈ [n + 1], consider the case where the gambler rejected the first
k− 1 values. Then, the value E γk represents the expected reward that the gambler obtains using backward
induction, characterised through the stopping times sk, which implement the stopping rule of accepting the
first value Vπl that exceeds the expected future reward (conditionally on the rejected values) EFl γl+1 for
l ≥ k. Theorem B.1 shows that the expected reward of the stopping rule s1 is optimal. Rigorous definitions
and statements are provided in Appendix B.

2.1.2 Applications to Instance H

In this section, we consider the special case of Theorem B.1 for Instance H, leading to a more elemen-
tary formalism, sufficient to describe an optimal stopping rule, so as to make explicit computations more
accessible.
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Recall that, for Instance H, all components of X = (Vπ1
, . . . , Vπn+1

) are independent and the process
takes values in the finite state space

Sn ..= {(x1, . . . , xn+1) : ∃! i ∈ [n+ 1], xi = a, ∀ j 6= i, xj ∈ {0, b, n}} .

Our random order process can be defined, through the standard construction developed in Appendix B,
starting from the product space

(Sn+1 × Sn, 2Sn+1 ⊗ 2Sn , µ⊗ ν),

where:

• ν ..= D ⊗ . . .⊗D︸ ︷︷ ︸
n

⊗ δa ;

• D is the law of V ;

• δa is the Dirac measure at a;

• µ ≡ 1
(n+1)! is the uniform probability law on Sn+1;

• ⊗ denotes the standard construction of the product measure and σ-algebra.

Let (Ω,F ,P) be the supporting probability space and let E denote the corresponding expectation. We can
replace conditioning on the random order filtration with elementary conditioning on all the possible values
of the random variables V1, . . . , Vn+1 in all the possible arrangements without loss of generality, due to the
σ-algebras Fk being generated by {(X1 = x1, . . . , Xk = xk) : x ∈ Sn} for all k ∈ [n+ 1].

Let us adopt the same notation as for Theorem B.1, and restate it in this discrete setting. For every
x ∈ Sn, define backwards γn+1, γn, . . . , γ1 as functions of x, by setting

γn+1(x1, . . . , xn+1) ..= xn+1

and for all l = n, . . . , 1,

γl(x1, . . . , xl) ..= max{xl, γl(x1, . . . , xl)},

where

γl(x1, . . . , xl) ..= E[γl+1(x1, . . . , xl, Xl+1)|X1 = x1, . . . , Xl = xl].

For each k = n+ 1, . . . , 1, let

sk ..= inf{l ≥ k : xl = γl(x1, . . . , xl)}

and denote T ..= s1. Then, the following is a restatement of Theorem B.1 for discrete instances. In particular,
it applies to Instance H.

Theorem 2.1. Consider X ..= (Vπ1 , . . . , Vπn+1), the backward induction values γn+1, γn, . . . , γ1 and the
stopping times sn+1, sn, . . . , s1 as previously defined. Then for any k ∈ [n + 1], sk ∈ Ck and for any
realization (x1, . . . , xk), the value γk(x1, . . . , xk) is the optimal value the gambler can obtain from time k.
More formally, for all stopping rules τ ∈ Ck we have that

E(Xsk | X1 = x1, . . . , Xk = xk) = γk(x1, . . . , xk) ≥ E(Xτ |X1 = x1, . . . , Xk = xk) .

Thus, for all stopping rules τ ∈ Ck,

EXsk = E γk(X1, . . . , Xk) ≥ EXτ .

In particular, for all stopping rules τ ∈ C1,

EVπT ..= EXT = E γ1(X1) ≥ EXτ
..= EVπτ .

Thus, E γ1(X1) = supτ∈C1
EVπτ .
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Recall that Instance H has the following property: with undisclosed RO the stopping rule, which at
any time k ∈ [n + 1] is not given information about the past values of the random ordering π1, . . . , πk,
will nonetheless be able to infer, step by step, whether the values probed came from V or not, by simply
observing if a has already been probed or not. Moreover, from the fact that

P(πk+1 = n+ 1|X1 = x1, . . . , Xk = xk) =

{
0, ∃ 1 ≤ i ≤ k : xi = a

1
n−k+1 , otherwise,

since {πk+1 = n+ 1} = {Xk+1 = a}, we can compute the quantities in Theorem 2.1 as follows.

Remark 2.1. For Instance H,

γn(x1, . . . , xn) =

{
EV, ∃ 1 ≤ i ≤ n : xi = a

a, otherwise,

where EV = 1+bp
n , and for all 1 ≤ k < n,

γk(x1, . . . , xk) =

{
E γk+1(x1, . . . , xk, V ), ∃ 1 ≤ i ≤ k : xi = a
γk+1(x1,...,xk,a)

n−k+1 +
(

1− 1
n−k+1

)
E γk+1(x1, . . . , xk, V ), otherwise,

where

E γk+1(x1, . . . , xk, V ) =

γk+1(x1, . . . , xk, n)

n2
+
pγk+1(x1, . . . , xk, b)

n
+ γk+1(x1, . . . , xk, 0)

(
1− p

n
− 1

n2

)
.

2.2 Acceptance times

Computing the expected value of the optimal algorithm EVπT explicitly as the size of the instance grows is
usually infeasible: in Appendix C additional comments regarding this matter are provided; moreover, we also
provide some background on the fact that there is no loss of generality in T being a nonrandomised stopping
rule. Nonetheless Theorem 2.1 enables us to infer features of the optimal stopping rule T on Instance H,
yielding asymptotic estimates of EVπT very close to its true value. In particular T can be described in terms
of acceptance times: for each value 0, a, b, n, there is a time before which the value is never accepted (that
is, if it were probed, the algorithm would not stop with it as reward) and such that, from that time onward,
the value would always be accepted (that is, if it were probed, the algorithm would stop with it as reward).
In this section, we rigorously define these acceptance times. They are deterministic (Definitions 2.1 to 2.3)
and can be computed using simple iterative equations (Remark 2.5). This leads to the asymptotic estimates
and order restrictions in the next section (Lemma 2.1).

The acceptance times for the values 0 and n are trivial: if n is probed, the optimal algorithm always
stops; if 0 is probed, it does not stop unless it is in the last step.

Remark 2.2. For all x ∈ Sn and k ∈ [n], we have 0 < γk(x1, . . . , xk) ≤ n. Thus, the acceptance time for n
is 1 and the acceptance time for 0 is n+ 1.

The acceptance times for the values a and b are nontrivial. Moreover, the earliest time that b may
be accepted is random (and thus of no use in the argument of Proposition 3.1). Therefore, we define two
acceptance times for the value b, depending on whether the value a has already been probed or not. The
existence of acceptance times follows from the monotonicity of the future expectation, which can be inferred
from the nested maxima in their formulation, preceding Theorem 2.1.

Remark 2.3. For every x ∈ Sn fixed, we have that for every k ∈ [n−1], γk(x1, . . . , xk) ≥ γk+1(x1, . . . , xk+1).
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To define the acceptance times for a and b, we exploit the fact that, informally speaking, the thresholds
are deterministic given the information regarding whether a has already been revealed or not. More formally,
for i ∈ [n], denote the event that a is probed at time i by

Ωi ..= {πi = n+ 1} = {Xi = a} ,

and denote the corresponding conditional expectation Ei(·) ..= E( · | Ωi) and conditional probability Pi(·) ..=
P( · | Ωi). For every k ∈ [n+ 1], denote the event that the value a is probed by time k as

Πk
..=

k⋃
i=1

Ωi = {∃ 1 ≤ i ≤ k : πi = n+ 1}

and denote its generated σ-algebra by σ(Πk). An immediate consequence of Remark 2.1 is the following.

Remark 2.4. In the measure-theoretic notation of Theorem B.1, for every k ∈ [n],

γk(X1, . . . , Xk) ..= E[γk+1(X1, . . . , Xk+1)|X1, . . . , Xk]

is σ(Πk)-measurable. Since for every k ∈ [n], any x ∈ Sn and ω ∈ {X1 = x1, . . . , Xk = xk},
γk(X1, . . . , Xk)(ω) = γk(x1, . . . , xk), avoiding measure theoretic terminology, we can equivalently state the
σ(Πk)-measurability in the notation of Theorem 2.1 by saying that for every k ∈ [n] and for any x ∈ Sn,
γk(x1, . . . , xk) is determined solely by the time step k and whether there is i ∈ [k] such that xi = a or not.

Thus we can further simplify the expected future rewards. Recall that the optimal stopping rule T is
such that it accepts the currently probed value only if it is larger than the expected future reward. In general
the future reward depends on all values that the gambler has already seen in the past up to the present. By
Remark 2.4, for Instance H, the future reward can be computed solely based on the time stage k and whether
the value a has been probed or not. The future rewards under each of these scenarios are then represented
as follows. For every k ∈ [n] and x ∈ Sn,

φn+1
k

..= E(VπT | T > k,Πk) = γk(x1, . . . , xi = a, . . . , xk)

φ̄n+1
k

..= E(VπT | T > k,Πc
k) = γk(x1 6= a, . . . , xk 6= a) .

As usual, we will omit the time horizon from the notation and denote the expected future reward when a has
been already probed at time k simply by φk and the expected future reward when a has not been already
probed yet at time k simply by φ̄k. Furthermore we will often denote x ∨ y ..= max{x, y}.

Remark 2.5. By Remark 2.1 it follows that, for Instance H, we have

φn = EV ,
φ̄n = a ,

where EV = 1+bp
n , and for all k ∈ [n− 1],

φk = E(V ∨ φk+1) ,

φ̄k =
a ∨ φk+1

n+ 1− k
+

(
1− 1

n+ 1− k

)
E(V ∨ φ̄k+1) .

We first introduce the acceptance times for a.

Definition 2.1. Denote the earliest (deterministic) time that the value a would be accepted if probed by

jn ..= inf{k ∈ [n+ 1] : a ≥ φk} .

From Remark 2.3, it follows that, for all times after jn, the optimal stopping rule will always accept the
value a if probed, and stop. Moreover, for all large enough n, we have that jn ≤ n since φn = (1 + b)/n ≤ a.

Next, we introduce the two acceptance times for the value b, relative to whether a has already been
probed or not.
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Definition 2.2. Denote the earliest (deterministic) time that the value b would be accepted if probed, given
that the value a has already been probed, by

kn ..= inf{k ∈ [n+ 1] : b ≥ φk} .

From Remark 2.3, it follows that, if the value a has already been probed, then, for all times after kn,
the optimal stopping rule will accept the value b if probed, and stop. Moreover, for all large enough n, we
have that kn ≤ n since φn = (1 + b)/n ≤ b.

Definition 2.3. Denote the earliest (deterministic) time that the value b would be accepted if probed, given
that the value a has not been probed, by

k̄n ..= inf{k ∈ [n+ 1] : b ≥ φ̄k} .

From Remark 2.3, it follows that, if the value a has not been probed, then, for all times after k̄n, the
optimal stopping rule will accept the value b if probed, and stop. Moreover, for all large enough n, we have
that k̄n ≤ n, since a < b and, at time n, not having probed the value a implies that πn+1(ω) = n+ 1, that
is xn+1 = a.

2.3 Asymptotic estimates for the acceptance times

In this section we derive sharp asymptotic estimates on jn, kn, and the relative order of jn, kn and k̄n. These
results are at the heart of the asymptotics of EVπT . The full proof is given in Appendix D. We provide here
its main ideas, and a graphical representation for the hard instance in Figure 1.

Lemma 2.1. As n −→∞, the optimal stopping rule for Instance H is such that we have the following.

a) jn ∼ n
(

1 + 1
p log 1+(b−a)p

1+bp

)
.

b) kn ∼ n
(

1 + 1
p log 1

1+bp

)
.

c) kn ≤ jn. Informally, the gambler accepts the value a later than the value b after seeing the value a.

d) kn ≤ k̄n. Informally, the gambler accepts the value b not having seen the value a later than the value
b after seeing the value a.

e) k̄n ≤ jn. Informally, the gambler accepts the value a later than the value b not having seen the value
a.

Idea of the proof.

a) By iterating the formulas in Remark 2.5 we obtain a close expression for {φk}, which can be turned
into a sharp asymptotics for jn as n −→∞, since it is the smallest k such that a ≥ φk.

b) Since kn is the smallest k such that b ≥ φk, the asymptotics for kn is obtained similarly to the one for
jn in Lemma 2.1 (a).

c) Follows from the fact that, as n −→∞, the limit of jn/n obtained in Lemma 2.1 (a) is larger than the
limit of kn/n obtained in Lemma 2.1 (b) since a < b.

d) Assume by contradiction that k̄n < kn infinitely often as n −→ ∞. For all such n this implies that
φ̄kn−1 ≤ b. We will reach a contradiction with this fact as follows. First, through Remark 2.5, we
derive an iterative lower bound on φ̄k for all k ≥ kn − 1, for all such n. By exploiting the asymptotic
obtained in Lemma 2.1 (b), we derive an asymptotic estimates showing that φ̄kn > b as n −→ ∞,
which yields the contradiction sought.

e) Assume by contradiction that jn < k̄n infinitely often as n −→∞. We first derive, through Remark 2.5,
an iterative upper bound on {φ̄k} for all k ≥ jn, for all such n. Then, we consider the earliest time
that b is greater than this upper bound, and denote it as k∗n. This deterministic time has the following
properties, as n −→∞.

12



(a) Future rewards {φk} (blue) and {φ̄k} (amber) (b) Zoom in at the intersection φk ≈ b

Figure 1: Simulation of the dynamic program (reference to the code shared is in Appendix G)
for Instance H with a = 0.789, b = 1.24, p = 0.421, n = 106. Figure 1a shows the sequences
{φk} (blue), {φ̄k} (amber), and the values a (green), b (red). Figure 1b shows a zoom on the
intersection where φk ≈ b. Informally, the abscissa of the intercept of the blue dotted curve with
the red line corresponds to the smallest acceptance time k106 ≈ 2253; the abscissa of the intercept
of the amber dotted curve with the red line is the second largest acceptance time k̄106 ≈ 211231;
the abscissa of the intercept of the blue dotted curve with the green line is the largest acceptance
time j106 ≈ 415187, as per Lemma 2.1 (c, d, e).

• k̄n ≤ k∗n.

• k∗n ∼ γn where 0 < γ = γ(a, b, p) < 1 is found explicitly.

Using the value of γ and Lemma 2.1 (a), we have that, k∗n < jn for all sufficiently large n. This is a
contradiction with the hypothesis that jn < k̄n ≤ k∗n for infinitely many values of n.

3 Random Order is 0.7235-hard

We start by calculating a sharp asymptotic estimate for the prophet’s expectation. The computation is given
in Appendix E.

Lemma 3.1. For Instance H as n −→∞,

E max
i∈[n+1]

Vi = 1 + b(1− e−p) + ae−p +O
(

1

n

)
.

Next we derive sharp asymptotic estimates for the expectation of the optimal algorithm, relying on the
eventual reciprocal ordering being kn ≤ k̄n ≤ jn by Lemma 2.1 (c, d, e), and exploiting the partitioning
{Ωi} of the probability space, through the law of total expectation. The proof is given in Appendix F.

Proposition 3.1. For Instance H as n −→∞,

EVπT = qa,b,p(λn, µn, νn) +O
(

1

n

)
,
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where λn ..= jn/n, µn ..= kn/n, νn ..= k̄n/n and qa,b,p(λ, µ, ν) is a multivariate exponential quadratic in the
variables λ, µ, ν and parameters a, b, p defined as

qa,b,p(λ, µ, ν) =
µ2

2
− ν2

2
+ ν +

1

p
+ b+

(
1

p
− µ

)(
1

p
+ b

)
ep(µ−1)

+

[(
1

p
+ b

)
(ν − λ)− a

p

]
ep(ν−1) − 1

p

(
1

p
+ b− a

)
ep(ν−λ).

Lastly we prove the 0.7235-hardness and the separation.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. By Proposition 3.1 and Lemma 2.1 (a, b), letting

λ∗ ..= 1 +
1

p
log

1 + (b− a)p

1 + bp

and

µ∗ ..= 1 +
1

p
log

1

1 + bp
,

it follows that
EVπT = qa,b,p(λ∗, µ∗, νn) + O(1).

For simplicity we will omit the reference to the parameters a, b, p, λ∗ and µ∗ in the notation of the
exponential quadratic. The dependence on n is implicit in the notation: recall that in EVπT , T ∈ Cn+1.
Since as n −→∞, µn −→ µ∗, µn ≤ νn ≤ λn and λn −→ λ∗,

EVπT ≤ max
ν∈[µ∗,λ∗]

q(ν) + O(1).

By Lemma 3.1, as n −→∞

EVπT
Emaxi∈[n+1] Vi

≤
maxν∈[µ∗,λ∗] q(ν)

1 + b(1− e−p) + ae−p
+ O(1).

Denote as m(a, b, p) ..= maxν∈[µ∗,λ∗] q(ν). Then

lim sup
n−→∞

EVπT
maxi∈[n+1] Vi

≤ m(a, b, p)

1 + b(1− e−p) + ae−p
..= M(a, b, p). (3.1)

We start by computing m(a, b, p). Then the maximisation is performed on µ∗ ≤ ν ≤ λ∗. Note that

q′(ν) = 1− ν +

[(
1

p
+ b

)
+ (1 + bp)(ν − λ∗)− a

]
ep(ν−1) −

(
1

p
+ b− a

)
ep(ν−λ∗),

and since (
1

p
+ b− a

)
ep(ν−λ∗) =

(
1

p
+ b

)
ep(ν−1),

it follows that
q′(ν) = 1− ν + [(1 + bp)(ν − λ∗)− a]ep(ν−1),

q′′(ν) = −1 + {1 + p[b− a+ (1 + bp)(ν − λ∗)]} ep(ν−1),

and
q′′′(ν) = p{2 + p[2b− a+ (1 + bp)(ν − λ∗)]}ep(ν−1) > 0,

since

0 ≥ ν − λ∗ ≥ µ∗ − λ∗ = −1

p
log[1 + p(b− a)]

for all µ∗ ≤ ν ≤ λ∗ implies that

2 + p[2b− a+ (1 + bp)(ν − λ∗)] ≥ 2 + p

[
2b− a− 1 + bp

p
log[1 + p(b− a)

]
≥ 2 + pb[1− p(b− a)] > 0,
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µ∗ ν∗ λ∗ .5

−.05

.1

q′(ν)

ν

Figure 2: Root ν∗ of q′(ν) in [µ∗, λ∗]

where we used log(1 + x) ≤ x in the second last inequality and Condition IV in the last inequality. Thus
q′(ν) is convex in the interval considered for maximisation. Since

q′(µ∗) =
1

p
log

(
1 + bp

1 + (b− a)p

)
− a

1 + bp

and

q′(λ∗) =
1

p
log

(
1 + bp

1 + (b− a)p

)
− a1 + (b− a)p

1 + bp

we can conclude that q′(µ∗) > q′(λ∗). Since by Condition I we have q′(λ∗) ≤ 0, by convexity we have only
two possibilities (depending on a, b, p).

• q′(µ∗) ≤ 0: then q′(ν) ≤ 0 for all µ∗ ≤ ν ≤ λ∗; in this case q(ν) is nonincreasing and therefore
q(µ∗) = maxν∈[µ∗,λ∗] q(ν), hence

m(a, b, p) = q(µ∗). (3.2)

Plugging (3.2) into the definition of M(a, b, p) in (3.1) yields

M(a, b, p) =
q(µ∗)

1 + b(1− e−p) + ae−p
;

• q′(µ∗) > 0: then q′(ν∗) = 0 for some µ∗ < ν∗ < λ∗ and q(ν) is not monotonic: it increases until
it reaches its maximum at ν∗ and then decreases. We find ν∗ numerically, since it is a nontrivial
zero of the exponential linear polynomial q′(ν). The properties of the function q′(ν) in the interval
[µ∗, λ∗] allow for numerical methods, such as bisection, to determine ν∗ with arbitrary accuracy up to
machine precision (we will adopt the Python method for scalar root finding from the scipy library, in
the scipy.optimize package, bisect, with a tolerance of roughly 10−13), since q′(ν) is smooth and has
opposite signs at the ends of the interval (see Figure 2 for a representation). Hence we numerically
determine q(ν∗) = maxν∈[µ∗,λ∗] q(ν), thus

m(a, b, p) = q(ν∗). (3.3)

Plugging (3.3) in the definition of M(a, b, p) in (3.1) yields

M(a, b, p) =
q(ν∗)

1 + b(1− e−p) + ae−p
.
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Fix a = 0.789, b = 1.24, p = 0.421. Then we determine numerically that we are in the second nonmono-
tonic scenario and

M(a, b, p) ≈ 0.72349 < 0.7235.

The complete list of correct decimals produced are shared in Appendix G, where we also show that the error
committed is at most 10−12.

The competitive ratio of the optimal algorithm solving undisclosed RO has been shown to be less than
0.7235, since for Instance H it attains a gambler-to-prophet ratio lower than this value, for all n large
enough. Thus no algorithm can achieve a better competitive ratio and RO is 0.7235-hard. Recall that since
for Instance H undisclosed RO and disclosed RO are equivalent, the hardness of 0.7235 applies to both
models. The separation from OS follows from the algorithm designed in [27], which ensures a competitive
ratio for OS of 0.7251 > 0.7235.

As a concluding remark, we would like to observe that the sharpness of the methods used to estimate
the gambler-to-prophet ratio of the optimal algorithm T on Instance H can be checked through simulations.
In order to get an estimate of how close to the optimal limiting value M(a, b, p) ≈ 0.72349 may be, we can
perform simulations of the dynamic program (the reference to the shared code is in Appendix G) producing
a gambler-to-prophet ratio of approximately 0.72354 with n = 104, 0.72349 with n = 105 and n = 106.
This suggests that the competitive ratio obtained through our mathematical analysis is close to optimal for
Instance H.
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Zilotto for their precious advice, and Mona Mohammadi and Roodabeh Safavi for early conversations.

16



References

[1] M. Abolhasani, S. Ehsani, H. Esfandiari, M. T. Hajiaghayi, R. Kleinberg, and B. Lucier. Beating 1− 1/e
for Ordered Prophets. In STOC, 66-71, ACM, 2017.

[2] S. Agrawal, J. Sethuraman, and X. Zhang. On optimal ordering in the optimal stopping problem. In
EC, 187-188, ACM, 2020.

[3] Y. Azar, A. Chiplunkar, and H. Kaplan, Prophet secretary: surpassing the 1− 1/e barrier. In EC, ACM,
303-318, 2018.

[4] H. Beyhaghi, N. Golrezaei, R. P. Leme, M. Pal, and B. Sivan. Improved approximations for posted price
and second price mechanisms. Oper. Res., 69(6):1805-1822, 2021.

[5] A. Bubna and A. Chiplunkar. Prophet Inequality: Order selection beats random order. arXiv:2211.04145
[cs.DS], Preprint, 2022.

[6] S. Chawla, J. D. Hartline, D. L. Malec, and B. Sivan. Multi-parameter Mechanism Design and Sequential
Posted Pricing. In STOC, 311-320, ACM, 2010.

[7] Y. S. Chow, H. Robbins, and D. Siegmund. Great Expectations: The Theory of Optimal Stopping.
Houghton Mifflin, 1971.

[8] J. Correa, P. Foncea, R. Hoeksma, R. Oosterwiijk, and T. Vredeveld. Posted price mechanisms for a
random stream of customers. In EC, 169-189, ACM, 2017.

[9] J. Correa, P. Foncea, R. Hoeksma, R. Oosterwiijk, and T. Vredeveld. Recent developments in prophet
inequalities. SIGecom Exch., 17(1):61-70, 2018.

[10] J. Correa, P. Foncea, D. Pizzarro, and V. Verdugo. From pricing to prophets, and back! Oper. Res.
Lett., 47:26-29, 2019.

[11] J. Correa, R. Saona, and B. Ziliotto. Prophet secretary through blind strategies. Math. Program.,
190(1):483-521, 2021.

[12] L. Einav, C. Farronato, J. Levin, and N. Sundaresan. Auctions versus Posted Prices in Online Markets.
J. Political Econ., 126(1):178-215, 2018.

[13] S. Eshani, M. Hajiaghayi, M. Kesselheim, and S. Singla. Prophet secretary for compinatorial auctions
and matroids. In SODA, SIAM, 700-714, 2018.

[14] H. Esfandiari, M. Hajiaghayi, V. Liaghat, and M. Monemizadeh. Prophet secretary. SIAM J. Discrete
Math., 31(3):1685-1701, SIAM, 2017.

[15] T. S. Ferguson. Mathematical statistics: a decision theoretic approach. Academic Press, 1967.

[16] M. T. Hajiaghayi, R. Kleinberg, and T. Sandholm. In AAAI, 1:58–65, 2007.

[17] M. Harris and R. M. Townsend. Resource Allocation under Asymmetric Information. Econometrica,
49(1):33–64, 1981.

[18] T. P. Hill. Prophet inequalities and order selection in optimal stopping problems. Proc. Am. Math. Soc.,
88(1):131-137, 1983.

[19] T. P. Hill and R. P. Kertz. Comparisons of Stop Rules and Supremum Expectations of I.I.D. Random
Variables. Ann. Probab., 10(2):336-345, 1982.

[20] T. P. Hill and R. P. Kertz. A survey of prophet inequalities in optimal stopping theory. Contemp. Math,
125:191-207, 1992.

[21] R. P. Kertz. Stop rule and supremum expectations of i.i.d. random variables: a complete comparison
by conjugate duality. J. Multivar. Anal., 19(1):88-112, 1986.

[22] U. Krengel and L. Sucheston. Semiamarts and finite values. Bull. Amer. Math. Soc., 83(4):745-747,
1977.

17



[23] U. Krengel and L. Sucheston, On semiamarts, amarts, and processes with finite value. Adv. Probab.
Related Topics, 4:197–266, 1978.

[24] A. Liu, R. P. Leme, M. Pál, J. Schneider, and B. Sivan. Variable decomposition for prophet inequalities
and optimal ordering. In EC, 692, ACM, 2021.

[25] B. Lucier. An economic view of prophet inequalities. SIGecom Exch., 16(1):24-47, 2017.

[26] R. B. Myerson. Optimal Auction Design. Math. Oper. Res., 6(1):58–73, 1981.

[27] B. Peng and Z. G. Tang. Order Selection Prophet Inequality: From Threshold Optimization to Arrival
Time Design. In FOCS, 171-178, 2022.

[28] J. G. Riley and W. F. Samuelson. Optimal Auctions. Am. Econ. Rev., 71(3):381–92, 1981.

[29] E. Samuel-Cahn. Comparisons of threshold stop rule and maximum for independent nonnegative random
variables. Ann. Probab., 12(4):1213-1216, 1984.

18



A Supplements to Section 1.4

In this section we provide a technical commentary of the simulation described in [5, §5, Preprint], suggesting
0.7254-hardness of RO, and discuss why it is not sufficient to guarantee theoretically the separation of RO
from OS. Let us start with describing the instance on which the dynamic program is run.

Let ε > 0 arbitrarily small and let N = 100000. Let i.i.d. random variables {V1, . . . , VN} be distributed
as

Vε ∼



0 w.p. 1− ε− p1+...+p12

N

b1 w.p. p1

N
...

...
...

b12 w.p. p12

N
1
Nε w.p. ε

to which we add a constant random variable of positive value VN+1 ≡ a. For ease of notation we will
denote Vε

..= {V1, . . . , VN , VN+1}. We will also omit unnecessary details regarding the specific values of the
fixed positive parameters {bi} and {pi}. In [5, §5, Preprint] the gambler-to-prophet ratio of the optimal
algorithm is to be estimated as ε vanishes. The value MAX(0+) ..= limε−→0+ Emax Vε is easily computed
mathematically. A dynamic program is run instead, to estimate directly OPT(0+) ..= limε−→0+ EVπT , where
T is the optimal stopping rule applied to Vε. In fact unlike for the maximum, the limit cannot be taken
mathematically, as finding a closed expression is not feasible. Thus the estimate is obtained as follows: ε > 0
is kept in some parts of the dynamic program, where it would simplify and not appear explicitly in the
backward induction formulas, while it is set to zero in all the parts of the dynamic program where it appears
explicitly. Taking the ratio yields

OPT(0+)

MAX(0+)
≤ 0.7254.

With this strategy, the limit has not been taken numerically. It has certainly been estimated, but a sequence
of values for the gambler-to-prophet ratio as ε approaches zero is not being observed.

How accurate this estimate is, can only be assessed by observing such a sequence of values. We thus
modified this simulation, kindly shared via email by the authors1, by keeping ε > 0 in all part of the
dynamic program, and subsequently replacing it with a list of vanishing values εn, so as to observe the
limiting process. In order to minimise computational errors we adopted dyadic fractions εn = 2−n, for n
large enough to have all quantities in the distribution of Vεn well defined. Then for every n, we computed
numerically MAX(εn) ..= Emax Vεn (through implementing its closed formula with εn in place of ε) and
the estimate of OPT(εn) ..= EVπT (by running on Vεn the correspondingly modified part of the dynamic
program previously described) and finally we evaluated

cn ..=
OPT(εn)

MAX(εn)
.

We repeated the simulation for all 18 ≤ n ≤ 48 and take the value for the largest value n as estimate of
the limit. As expected, by doing this the ratio obtained is slightly below 0.7254, however, we are now able
to observe the list of gambler-to-prophet ratios {cn} leading to said value. The list reveals that the values
may not be monotonically decreasing. In fact, after a consistent decreasing trend, when n is large enough
to have εn ≈ 10−14 (at which point cn ≈ .7254 already) cn starts to slowly increase. It is not possible to
follow for how long the increasing trend continues, or why it starts, so as to ensure that .7254 is actually
a theoretically valid upper bound up to an error of 0.0004. It is necessary to show, broadly speaking,
some degree of decreasing monotonicity for {cn}, in order to compensate for the inherent limitations of the
simulation, or bound the increase through some formal error analysis. Doing so is not trivial, due to the
dynamic program being involved and simulations showing that strict monotonicity of the gambler-to-prophet
ratio does not hold in general.

We do not share our modified version of the code for the simulation described in [5, §5, Preprint], since
the authors have not shared their code publicly yet. However in this paper we also write an independent

1A. Bubna. Personal communication, 15 December, 2022.
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dynamic program (used to produce Figure 1), simulating an optimal stopping rule for Instance H (reference
to the shared code is in Appendix G), which produces a gambler-to-prophet ratio of approximately 0.723535
with n = 104, 0.723491 with n = 105 and 0.723495 with n = 106 (these values of n have a different meaning
from the ones aforementioned). This suggests that, strictly speaking, monotonicity is not a general property
limiting procedures.

B Supplements to Section 2.1.1

In this section we provide the details of the rigorous measure-theoretic construction for finite random order
processes, so as to extend to them [7, Theorem 3.2].

Recall that Sn+1 denotes the set of permutations of [n+ 1] and Rn+1
+

..= {x ∈ Rn+1 : xi ≥ 0, ∀ 1 ≤ i ≤
n+ 1}. We denote by 2Sn+1 the σ-algebra of subsets of Sn+1 and by B(Rn+1

+ ) the Borel σ-algebra on Rn+1
+ .

Let (Ω,F ,P) be the probability space supporting jointly π and X = (V1, . . . , Vn+1), with (π,X) valued in
the product measure space

(Sn+1 × Rn+1
+ , 2Sn+1 ⊗ B(Rn+1

+ ), µ⊗ ν),

where:

• for every π ∈ Sn+1, µ(π) ≡ 1
(n+1)! is the uniform probability law on the permutations;

• ν is the law of X, that is the joint law of {V1, . . . , Vn+1};

• ⊗ denotes the standard product measure and σ-algebra.

Note that a uniform random permutation can be seen as a stochastic process π = (π1, . . . , πn). This is
a very natural thing to do since the uniform law on Sn+1 can be equivalently derived from the conditional
laws

π1 ∼ Unif([n+ 1]).

(π2|π1) ∼ Unif([n+ 1] \ {π1}),
...

(πn|πn−1, . . . , π1) ∼ Unif([n+ 1] \ {π1, . . . , πn−1}),
(πn+1|πn, . . . , π1) ∼ δ[n+1]\{π1,...,πn},

where Unif(·) denotes the discrete uniform distribution and δx is the Dirac distribution centered at x. As a
finite stochastic process, π is the measurable map

π : Ω× [n+ 1] −→ [n+ 1]

(ω, i) 7→ πi(ω)

and can be composed with the vector X = (V1, . . . , Vn+1), which can also be seen as a finite stochastic
process with the joint laws previously given, that is a measurable map

X : Ω× [n+ 1] −→ R+

(ω, i) 7→ Vi(ω).

The composition needs to be done by exploiting the extended graph map associated with π, which is mea-
surable and will be denoted as

π̃ : Ω× [n+ 1] −→ Ω× [n+ 1]

(ω, i) 7→ (ω, πi(ω)).

Due to the measurability of all maps involved (which clearly follows from the time index set being discrete),
the result of composing X and π̃ is the randomly permuted finite stochastic process Xπ ..= X ◦ π̃ and
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corresponds, by going back to the usual random vector point of view, to the randomly permuted random
vector of components Xπ

i = Vπi for all i ∈ [n+ 1].
For every B ∈ B(R+), Vπk ∈ B if and only if for every k ∈ [n+ 1], πk = i and Vi ∈ B. Therefore

{Vπk ∈ B} =

n+1⋂
i=1

({πk = i} ∩ {Vk ∈ B}).

Equivalently

V −1
πk

(B) =

n+1⋂
i=1

(π−1
k (i) ∩ V −1

k (B)),

and we can thus define the σ-algebra generated by Vπk as

σ(Vπk) ..= σ({F ∈ F : F = V −1
πk

(B), B ∈ B(R+)}).

A filtration that accounts for the random order arrival of a general sequence of random variables V1 . . . , Vn+1

with undisclosed RO can be constructed by considering Fn+1
k (which will be denoted simply as Fk, by

omitting the finite horizon) defined as follows: F0
..= {∅,Ω}, and for all k ∈ [n + 1], Fk ..= σ(Vπ1

, . . . , Vπk).
In disclosed RO one would have to interleave with π, that is Fk ..= σ(Vπ1

, π1, . . . , Vπk , πk). Since, due to the
features of Instance H, it will be enough to work with undisclosed RO, we adopt the simpler filtration.

Given a stopping time τ , that is a random variable τ : Ω −→ [n + 1] such that {τ = k} ∈ Fk,
we can also define the stopped version of the process Xπ. We simply consider first the stopped process
πτ ..= {πi∧τ , i ∈ [n+ 1]} and then define Xπτ ..= X ◦ π̃τ , where π̃τ : (ω, i) 7→ (ω, πi∧τ(ω)(ω)), and therefore

Xπτ

i = Vπi∧τ , so that the stopped values of Xπτ is Vπτ . We will abuse the notation and simply refer to Xπ

as X. Thus Xi
..= Xπ

i = Vπi for all i ∈ [n + 1] and the conditional expectation on the filtration EFk(·) can
be equivalently denoted as E( · |X1, . . . , Xk). To construct the optimal stopping rule we define

γn+1
..= Vπn+1

and, for all l ∈ [n], we define
γl ..= max{Vπl ,EFl γl+1} .

We also define, for each k ∈ [n+ 1],

sk ..= inf{l ≥ k : Vπl = γl} .

Then we have the following result.

Theorem B.1 (Extension of [7, Theorem 3.2]). For a given instance V1, V2, . . . , Vn+1 denote the random
arrival order process X ..= (Vπ1

, . . . , Vπn+1
), and consider the backward induction values γn+1, γn, . . . , γ1 and

stopping times sn+1, sn, . . . , s1 as previously defined. Then for all k ∈ [n+ 1], sk ∈ Ck and

EFk Vπsk = γk ≥ EFk Vπτ

for all stopping rules τ ∈ Ck. Taking expectations yields

EVπsk = E γk ≥ EVπτ

for all stopping rules τ ∈ Ck. Thus E γk = supτ∈Ck EVπτ .

C Supplements to Section 2.1.2

In this section we describe a stopping rule for the discrete setting more explicitly, slightly adapting [15, §7.1]
to random order processes, in order to show how to compute the reward of the optimal stopping rule directly,
and provide evidence for the claim that it is not a feasible option in our setting. We also comment on the
fact that there is no loss of generality in working only with nonrandomised stopping rules, such as those
yielded by backward induction.
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Recall from Appendix B that the distribution of the random variable Xi, denoting the i-th component
of the random order process X = (Vπ1

, . . . , Vπn+1
), is known jointly with the distribution of πi, since by our

model, regardless of whether πi is disclosed or not,

(Xi|πi = σi) ∼ Vσi ,

denoting the values taken by Xi as xi and those taken by πi as σi.
A (possibly randomised) stopping rule for a sequence of deterministic reward functions

{y1(x1), . . . , yn+1(x1, . . . , xn+1)} can be described as a sequence ψ = (ψ1(x1), . . . ψn+1(x1, . . . , xn+1)) where
ψi = ψi(x1, . . . , xi) is the probability of stopping at step i given that i observations have been taken, namely
X1 = x1, . . . , Xi = xi (for non-randomised stopping rules ψi ∈ {0, 1} for all i ∈ [n+ 1], which is the case of
the optimal stopping rule constructed in Theorem 2.1). The stopping rule ψ and the observations of X up
to time i only, determine the stopping time 0 ≤ τ ≤ n+ 1. More formally the conditional probability mass
function of τ given X = x can be denoted as ψ = {ψ1, . . . , ψn+1} where

ψi(x1, . . . , xi) = P(τ = i|X1 = x1, . . . , Xi = xi) = P(τ = i|X = x).

Note that the last equality encodes conditional independence of {τ = i}, given the past up to the present,
from future observations Xi+1, . . . , Xn+1, ensuring that it is a stopping time (the randomised case can be
reduced to a stopping time by enlarging the probability space, as per the concluding remark of this section).
By the assumptions of the model, we also have that

ψi(x1, . . . , xi) = P(τ = i|π1 = σ1, X1 = x1, . . . , πi = σi, Xi = xi)

= P(τ = i|π = σ,X = x) = P(τ = i|X1 = x1, . . . , Xi = xi),

since the decision to stop is reached while unaware of the arrival order of the distributions, that is, more
precisely, the stopping rule, conditionally on the observed values, is independent of the permutation (the last
equality need not hold in general in disclosed RO). The conditional probability mass function ψ determines
the law of the stopping time τ . Within this framework, optimal stopping is choosing a stopping rule ψ
determining a stopping time T that maximises the expectation of the stopped reward sequence E yT ..= EVπT ,

and since in our case yi(x1, . . . , xi) ..= xi, this is calculated by exploiting yT = XT =
∑n+1
i=1 Xi1{T=i}, yielding

EXT = Eπ,X E(XT |π,X) = Eπ,X
n+1∑
i=1

Xi P(T = i| π,X) = Eπ,X
n+1∑
i=1

Xiψi(X1, . . . , Xi)

..= E
n+1∑
i=1

Vπiψi(Vπ1
, . . . , Vπi),

where the abuse of notation Eπ,X(·) does not stand for conditioning, but for the joint laws with respect to
which integration is carried, upon change of variables. Such notation is no longer necessary in the last step,
where all sources of randomness are explicitly stated in the integrands’ notation. To clarify, being all the
measures discrete turns all integrations into summations,

Eπ,X
n+1∑
i=1

Xi P(T = i| π,X)

=
∑

σ∈Sn+1

∑
x∈Sn

n+1∑
i=1

xi P(T = i| π = σ, X = x)P(π = σ,X = x)

=
∑

σ∈Sn+1

∑
x∈Sn

n+1∑
i=1

xi P(T = i|X = x)P(X = x|π = σ)P(π = σ)

=
∑

σ∈Sn+1

1

(n+ 1)!

∑
x∈Sn

P(Vσ1
= x1) . . .P(Vσn+1

= xn+1)

n+1∑
i=1

xiψi(x1, . . . , xi).
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We will not use the abuse of notation aforementioned outside this section.
We conclude this section with a comment on the optimal stopping rule characterised in Theorem 2.1:

backward induction yields a non-randomised optimal stopping rule T , but this comes with no loss of general-
ity, because for any randomised stopping rule there is a non-randomised equivalent one (in expectation), and
it is therefore sufficient to work with an optimal non-randomised stopping rule. To see the equivalence in our
case, start with a possibly randomised stopping rule ψ. An equivalent non-randomised stopping rule is then
yielded by enlarging the product space with [0, 1]n+1 endowing this factor with the product uniform measure
on the unit interval, and considering the interleave process (π,X,U) ..= {π1, X1, U1, . . . , πn+1, Xn+1, Un+1}
with {Ui} being i.i.d. copies of U ∼ Unif[0, 1]. With respect to the filtration incorporating the uniform
random variables interleaved, that is Fk = σ(Vπ1

, U1, . . . , Vπk , Uk), the randomized stopping rule yields a
stopping time τ . Define the nonrandomised stopping rule ψ̃ as

ψ̃i(X1, U1, . . . , Xi, Ui) ..= 1Ui<ψi(X1,...,Xi),

maintaining the same reward sequence. By exploiting the independence of the uniform random variables
introduced, the two stopping rules are equivalent, since if we denote by τ̃ the stopping time yielded by ψ̃,
then by the independence of Ui it follows that

EVπτ̃ = Eπ,X,U
n+1∑
i=1

Xiψ̃i(X1, U1 . . . , Xi, Ui) = Eπ,X
n+1∑
i=1

Xi EU 1{Uk<ψi(X1,...,Xi)}

= Eπ,X
n+1∑
i=1

Xiψi(X1, . . . , Xi) = EVπτ .

D Asymptotic analysis of the acceptance times

In this section we prove the asymptotic results concerning the acceptance times of the optimal algorithm.

Proof of Lemma 2.1.

a) Recall that jn is the smallest i such that a ≥ φi, as per Definition 2.1. Since for all n large enough,
jn ∈ [n] as previously observed, we consider i ∈ [n], and in order to derive the sharp asymptotic estimate of
the claim, we start by calculating explicitly φi by deriving φn, . . . , φi+1 via backward induction.

Step 1. Note that since a < b, for all k ≥ jn, φk < b. In fact by Remark 2.5, φk−1 = E(V ∨ φk) ≥ φk for all
k ∈ [n] and φjn < a < b. By Remark 2.5 for k = n, as n −→∞,

φn =
1 + bp

n
, (D.1)

and for all i+ 1 ≤ k < n+ 1 we will iterate (D.1) through Remarks 2.1 and 2.5, that is through

φk−1 = E(V ∨ φk) =
1

n
+
p(b ∨ φk)

n
+

(
1− p

n
− 1

n2

)
φk =

1 + pb

n
+

(
1− p

n
− 1

n2

)
φk, (D.2)

which follows by expanding the expectation of the maximum as in Remark 2.1 and using 0 < φk ≤ n
as observed in Remark 2.2 and the aforementioned fact, that for all i+ 1 ≤ k < n+ 1, b ∨ φk = b. One
more iteration will suffice to clarify what the induction hypothesis should be. Consider k = n in (D.2),
then we have that

φn−1 =
1 + pb

n
+

(
1− p

n
− 1

n2

)
1 + pb

n
=

1 + pb

n

[
1 +

(
1− p

n
− 1

n2

)]
.

The induction hypothesis is therefore that for i+ 1 ≤ k < n+ 1 and n large enough

φk =
1 + bp

n

n−k∑
j=0

(
1− p

n
− 1

n

)j
. (D.3)
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By assuming (D.3) and using (D.2),

φk−1 =
1 + pb

n
+

(
1− p

n
− 1

n2

)1 + bp

n

n−k∑
j=0

(
1− p

n
− 1

n

)j =
1 + bp

n

n−k+1∑
j=0

(
1− p

n
− 1

n

)j
,

and the induction step is complete.

Step 2. Having shown (D.3) for all i ≤ k ≤ n, we take k = i, so as to obtain

φi =
1 + bp

n

n−i∑
j=0

(
1− p

n
− 1

n

)j
=

1 + bp

n

[
1−

(
1− p

n −
1
n2

)n−i+1

p
n + 1

n2

]
. (D.4)

Thus

φi =
1 + bp

p

[
1−

(
1− p

n

)n−i+1
]

+O
(

1

n

)
, (D.5)

having used
1+bp
n

p
n + 1

n2

=
1 + bp

p+ 1
n

=
1 + bp

p

(
1 +O

(
1

n

))
(D.6)

and, upon factorising

1− p

n
− 1

n2
=
(

1− p

n

)(
1− 1 + O(1)

n2

)
, (D.7)

having used (
1− 1 + O(1)

n2

)n−i+1

= e−(n−i+1)
1+O(1)

n2 +O( 1
n3 ) = 1 +O

(
1

n

)
. (D.8)

Plugging (D.5) into Definition 2.1, we observe that since jn is the smallest i such that a ≥ φi, one
obtains equivalently that jn is the smallest i ∈ [n] such that

a ≥ 1 + bp

p

[
1−

(
1− p

n

)n−i+1
]

+O
(

1

n

)
. (D.9)

Step 3. We rearrange (D.9) into

i ≥ n+ 1−
log
(

1− pa
1+bp +O

(
1
n

))
log
(
1− p

n

) (D.10)

and then use the Taylor expansion of the logarithms as n −→∞, yielding

log
(

1− pa
1+bp +O

(
1
n

))
log
(
1− p

n

) =
log
(

1− pa
1+bp +O

(
1
n

))
− p
n +O

(
1
n2

) = −n
p

log
(

1+(b−a)p
1+bp

)
+O

(
1
n

)
1 +O

(
1
n

)
= −n

p
log

(
1 + (b− a)p

1 + bp

)
+O(1).

Plugging the expansion into (D.10) yields

i ≥ n+ 1 +
n

p
log

(
1 + (b− a)p

1 + bp

)
+O(1),

from which it follows that jn is the smallest i ∈ [n] such that, as n −→∞,

i ≥ n
[
1 +

1

p
log

(
1 + (b− a)p

1 + bp

)]
+O (1) .

Thus, as n −→∞, by the standard asymptotics of the ceiling function,

jn =

⌈
n

[
1 +

1

p
log

(
1 + (b− a)p

1 + bp

)]
+O (1)

⌉
∼ n

[
1 +

1

p
log

(
1 + (b− a)p

1 + bp

)]
.
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Note that since 0 < a < 1 < b, the coefficient of n is positive by the inequality

log(1 + x) ≥ x

1 + x

for all x > −1, which implies, by taking

x = − ap

1 + bp
,

that

log

(
1 + (b− a)p

1 + bp

)
= log

(
1− ap

1 + bp

)
>
− ap

1+bp

1− ap
1+bp

= − ap

1 + (b− a)p
> −p,

yielding the claim.

b) Replacing a with b in (D.9) shows that, by Definition 2.2, kn is the smallest 2 ≤ i ≤ n such that, as
n −→∞,

i ≥ n
[
1 +

1

p
log

(
1

1 + bp

)]
+O (1) ,

which yields Lemma 2.1 (b) through a similar concluding argument as that of Lemma 2.1 (a). Note that the
coefficient of n is positive by the condition log(1 + pb) < p on the parameters of Instance H.

c) Noting that for Instance H we have b > a > 0 and p > 0, it follows that 1 < 1 + (b− a)p, and therefore
Lemma 2.1 (a, b) immediately imply that eventually kn ≤ jn, since

1 +
1

p
log

1

1 + bp
< 1 +

1

p
log

1 + (b− a)p

1 + bp
.

d) To show that k̄n ≥ kn as n −→∞, assume by contradiction that there exists a subsequence {nl} such
that k̄nl < knl . For simplicity, we relabel the indices with n. Thus our hypothesis is that for infinitely many
n, k̄n < kn. By Definition 2.3, k̄n is the smallest k such that φ̄k ≤ b, so it follows that for all n considered,

φ̄kn−1 ≤ b. (D.11)

Our strategy will be to derive a contradiction with (D.11) thanks to an iterative lower bound on φ̄kn−1.

Step1. First of all note that by Remark 2.3, also for all k ≥ kn, φ̄k ≤ b. In this first step we exploit this fact
to derive a lower bound on φ̄k for all k ≥ kn−1. By Remarks 2.1 and 2.5 and the facts aforementioned,
we have that

φ̄k ≥
a

n− k + 1
+

(
1− 1

n− k + 1

)(
1

n
+ p

b ∨ φ̄k+1

n
+ φ̄k+1

(
1− p

n
− 1

n2

))
=

a

n− k + 1
+

(
1− 1

n− k + 1

)(
1 + bp

n
+ φ̄k+1

(
1− p

n
− 1

n2

))
(D.12)

Then by (D.12) applied with k = n− 1, using φ̄n = a, we derive

φ̄n−1 ≥ a+
1

2

[
1 + (b− a)p

n
− a

n2

]
. (D.13)

Iterating from (D.13) via (D.12) we obtain, by induction, that for all k ≥ kn − 1,

φ̄k = a+

(
1 + (b− a)p

n
− a

n2

) n−k−1∑
j=0

n− k − j
n+ 1− k

(
1− p

n
− 1

n2

)j
. (D.14)
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In fact if (D.14) is true for any kn < k < n+ 1, by (D.12) applied to k − 1 we obtain

φ̄k−1 =
a

n− k + 2
+

(
1− 1

n− k + 2

)[
1 + pb

n
+ a

(
1− p

n
− 1

n2

)
+

(
1 + (b− a)p

n
− a

n2

) n−k−1∑
j=0

n− k − j
n+ 1− k

(
1− p

n
− 1

n2

)j+1 ]

= a+

(
1 + (b− a)p

n
− a

n2

)
n− k + 1

n− k + 2

1 +

n−k∑
j=1

n− k − (j − 1)

n− (k − 1)

(
1− p

n
− 1

n2

)j
= a+

(
1 + (b− a)p

n
− a

n2

) n−k∑
j=0

n− (k − 1)− j
n+ 1− (k − 1)

(
1− p

n
− 1

n2

)j
.

Step 2. In this step we derive a sharp asymptotic estimate for (D.14). Let q = q(n, p) ..= 1− p/n− 1/n2. The
summation term can be rewritten as

Sk,n ..=

n−k−1∑
j=0

n+ 1− k − (j + 1)

n+ 1− k
qj =

n−k−1∑
j=0

qj − 1

n+ 1− k

n−k−1∑
j=0

(j + 1)qj =

1− qn−k

1− q
− 1

n+ 1− k
d

dq

n−k∑
j=0

qj

 =
1− qn−k

1− q
− 1

n+ 1− k
d

dq

(
1− qn−k+1

1− q

)
=

1− qn−k

1− q
− 1

n+ 1− k
1− qn−k[(n− k)(1− q) + 1]

(1− q)2
,

so by factorising q as in (D.7), and exploiting

(
1− p

n

)n
= e−p +O

(
1

n

)
, (D.15)

we have that for all k ≥ kn − 1,

Sk,n =
1−

(
1− p

n −
1
n2

)n−k
p
n + 1

n2

− 1

n+ 1− k
1−

(
1− p

n −
1
n2

)n−k [
(n− k)

(
p
n + 1

n2

)
+ 1
](

p
n + 1

n2

)2
=
n

p

[
1− e−p(1− kn ) +O

(
1

n

)]
− n

p2
(
1− k

n

) {1− e−p(1− kn )
[
1 + p

(
1− k

n

)]
+O

(
1

n

)}

=
n

p

[
1− 1− e−p(1− kn )

p
(
1− k

n

) +O

(
1

n
(
1− k

n

))] .
Recall that by Lemma 2.1 (b),

kn
n
−→ 1− log(1 + bp)

p
.

For k = kn − 1, the error term

O

(
1

n
(
1− k

n

)) = O
(

1

n

)
.
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Step 3. We plug Skn−1,n into (D.14), for k = kn, and we obtain

φ̄kn−1 ≥ a+

(
1 + (b− a)p

p
− a

pn

)[
1− 1− e−p(1− kn−1

n )

p
(
1− kn−1

n

) +O
(

1

n

)]

= a+
1 + (b− a)p

p
− 1 + (b− a)p

p

1− e−p(1− knn )

p
(
1− kn

n

) +O
(

1

n

)

= b+
1

p
− 1 + (b− a)p

p

1− e−p(1− knn )

p
(
1− kn

n

) +O
(

1

n

)
.

Applying Lemma 2.1 (b) yields

φ̄kn−1 ≥ b+
1

p
− 1 + (b− a)p

p

1− e−p(1− knn )

p
(
1− kn

n

) +O
(

1

n

)
= b+

1

p
− 1 + (b− a)p

p

1− 1
1+bp

log(1 + pb)
+ O(1) = b+

1

p
− b[1 + (b− a)p]

(1 + pb) log(1 + pb)
+ O(1).

By Condition V, which ensures that

1

p
− b[1 + (b− a)p]

(1 + pb) log(1 + pb)
> 0,

and n being arbitrarily large, we have that φ̄kn−1 > b, which contradicts (D.11). The assumption that
there are infinitely many n such that k̄n < kn is therefore false, meaning that for all n large enough,
kn ≤ k̄n.

e) To show that k̄n ≤ jn as n −→ ∞, assume by contradiction that there exists a subsequence {nl} such
that k̄nl > jnl as l −→ ∞. For simplicity, relabel nl as n, thus starting the argument, without loss of
generality, with the assumption by contradiction that k̄n > jn for infinitely many n. The overall strategy
will be the following: under the assumption by contradiction we derive an upper bound on k̄n, which we
recall to be the smallest integer k such that b ≥ φ̄k as per Definition 2.3. Thanks to this upper bound we
will show that k̄n/jn < 1, contradicting the assumption that k̄n/jn > 1. To obtain such an upper bound on
k̄n we will find first a suitable upper bound on φ̄k̄n .

Step 1. Since for all k̄n ≤ k ≤ n, we have that k ≥ jn, not only we know that φ̄k ≤ b, but we also know
that φk ≤ a, and therefore by Remarks 2.1 and 2.5 we obtain that

φ̄k ≤
a

n− k + 1
+

(
1− 1

n− k + 1

)[
1 + bp

n
+ φ̄k+1

(
1− p

n

)]
. (D.16)

Recall that φ̄n = a. Then by (D.16) it follows

φ̄n−1 ≤
a

2
+

1

2

[
1 + bp

n
+ a

(
1− p

n

)]
= a+

1 + (b− a)p

2n
. (D.17)

The induction hypothesis will be that for any k̄n ≤ k ≤ n− 1

φ̄k+1 ≤ a+
n− k − 1

2

1 + (b− a)p

n
. (D.18)

Then by (D.16) and (D.18) it follows that

φ̄k ≤
a

n− k + 1
+

(
1− 1

n− k + 1

)[
1 + bp

n
+

(
a+

n− k − 1

2

1 + (b− a)p

n

)(
1− p

n

)]
= a+

(
1− 1

n− k + 1

)[
n− k + 1

2

1 + (b− a)p

n
− p

n

n− k − 1

2

1 + (b− a)p

n

]
≤ a+

(
1− 1

n− k + 1

)
n− k + 1

2

1 + (b− a)p

n
= a+

n− k
2

1 + (b− a)p

n
.
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By induction on k we obtain that

φ̄k̄n ≤ a+
n− k̄n

2

1 + (b− a)p

n
. (D.19)

By a trivial induction argument one can iterate this bound until time jn; showing the first step will
suffice. Since for all jn ≤ k < k̄n, we have that b ∨ φ̄k = φ̄k and a ∨ φk = a, by Remarks 2.1 and 2.5 it
follows that

φ̄k ≤
a

n− k + 1
+

(
1− 1

n− k + 1

)[
1

n
+
p

n
φ̄k+1 + φ̄k+1

(
1− p

n

)]
=

a

n− k + 1
+

(
1− 1

n− k + 1

)[
1

n
+ φ̄k+1

]
. (D.20)

In the induction steps past time k̄n, (D.20) will take the place of (D.16). We show the first step. By
(D.19) and (D.20) and the fact that

1

n
<

1 + (b− a)p

n
,

we have that

φ̄k̄n−1 ≤
a

n− k̄n + 2
+

(
1− 1

n− k̄n + 2

)[
1

n
+ a+

n− k̄n
2

1 + (b− a)p

n

]
≤ a+

(
1− 1

n− k̄n + 2

)
n− k̄n + 2

2

1 + (b− a)p

n
= a+

n− k̄n + 1

2

1 + (b− a)p

n
,

The mechanism of this iteration is trivial, due to the cancellation of the fractions carrying over for all
k, and therefore what we obtained for the previous steps can be iterated by induction for all successive
steps. Thus, we have shown that for all jn ≤ k ≤ n− 1,

φ̄k ≤ a+
n− k

2

1 + (b− a)p

n
. (D.21)

Step 2. Consider

k∗n
..= inf

{
k ≥ jn : b ≥ a+

n− k
2

1 + (b− a)p

n

}
.

Equivalently, k∗n is the smallest k ≥ jn such that

k ≥ n1− (2− p)(b− a)

1 + p(b− a)
.

Note that k∗n ≤ n due to b > a, and k∗n > 0 due to Condition II. Then, by a similar reasoning as in the
conclusion of Lemma 2.1 (a),

k∗n =

⌈
n

1− (2− p)(b− a)

1 + p(b− a)

⌉
∼ n1− (2− p)(b− a)

1 + p(b− a)
.

Note that
k̄n ≤ k∗n , (D.22)

since, by (D.21), the earliest k ≥ jn such that b ≥ φ̄k is smaller than the earliest k ≥ jn such that

b ≥ a+
n− k

2

1 + (b− a)p

n
.

Step 3. Recall that we are assuming that jn < k̄n. Equivalently, we have that

1 +
1

jn
≤ k̄n
jn
.
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By (D.22), Condition III, and Lemma 2.1 (a), we reach the following contradiction: as n −→∞,

k̄n
jn
≥ 1 +

1

jn
−→ 1 +

1

1 + 1
p log 1+p(b−a)

1+pb

> 1

and

k̄n
jn
≤ k∗n
jn
−→

1−(2−p)(b−a)
1+p(b−a)

1 + 1
p log 1+p(b−a)

1+pb

< 1 .

Thus, it must hold that for all n large enough, k̄n ≤ jn.

E Expectation of the prophet

In this section we compute exact asymptotics for the expectation of the maximum for Instance H.

Proof of Lemma 3.1. Since by assumption b > a, for all n large enough

max
i∈[n+1]

Vi ∼


n, w.p. 1−

(
1− 1

n2

)n
,

b, w.p.
(
1− 1

n2

)n − (1− p
n −

1
n2

)n
,

a, w.p.
(
1− p

n −
1
n2

)n
.

and therefore

E max
i∈[n+1]

Vi = n

[
1−

(
1− 1

n2

)n]
+ b

[(
1− 1

n2

)n
−
(

1− p

n
− 1

n2

)n]
+ a

(
1− p

n
− 1

n2

)n
.

By a similar estimate as in (D.8), factorising as in (D.7), we have that(
1− 1

n2

)n
= 1− 1

n
+O

(
1

n3

)
,

so that by exploiting (D.15) it follows that

E max
i∈[n+1]

Vi = n

[
1

n
+O

(
1

n3

)]
+ b

[
1− 1

n
+O

(
1

n3

)
− e−p +O

(
1

n

)]
+ a

[
e−p +O

(
1

n

)]
and the claim follows.

F Expectation of the optimal algorithm

In this section we compute a sharp asymptotic estimate for the expectation of the optimal algorithm EVπT .
We will do so through the law of total expectation with respect to the partitioning {Ω1, . . . ,Ωn+1} of the
sample space Ω. The role of Lemma 2.1 in this computation can be appreciated from the following. Consider
i < jn for instance: conditionally on Ωi, the optimal stopping rule does not stop when a or 0 are probed
(except for 0, in the last step), but it stops the first time n is probed, or, at certain times, when b is probed.
Thus, to determine when b is accepted or not, knowledge of the relative position of k̄n with respect to kn
and jn is needed. Thanks to Lemma 2.1 we avoid a lengthy case analysis, since only one ordering is possible:
kn ≤ k̄n ≤ jn.

Proof of Proposition 3.1. We start by finding the distribution of (VπT |Ωi) for all i ∈ [n + 1] (the abuse of
notation denotes the conditional distribution of VπT given Ωi), so as to determine, for all n large enough,
Ei VπT for all i ∈ [n + 1]. Recall that, conditionally on Ωi, at every step of the process other than the ith
independently, the algorithm could probe n, b and 0, with probabilities 1/n2, p/n and 1−p/n−1/n2 respectively.
While n is always accepted, 0 is never accepted, until the end, by the optimal algorithm.
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i) If i < kn, conditionally on Ωi, a is probed before time kn ≤ jn by Lemma 2.1 (c), so a will be rejected.
There are in total n steps, in which n could be probed and accepted. Before time kn, the optimal
algorithm stops with reward n if and only if any of the first kn − 2 values probed is n, because if b
were probed before time i, the algorithm would not stop by definition of k̄n, since i < kn ≤ k̄n by
Lemma 2.1 (d); if b were probed between time i and kn, the algorithm would not stop by definition of
kn. Thus the probability of stopping with reward n before time kn is

1−
(

1− 1

n2

)kn−2

.

From time kn onward, at each step, the optimal algorithm stops with reward n if and only if all
previous values probed, starting from time kn, are 0. In fact if after or at time kn, b were to be probed
before n, the algorithm would stop with reward b by definition of kn > i. Thus the probability of
stopping with reward n at each step from time kn onward (there are n + 2 − kn such steps), is the
probability of not probing n in any of the first kn−2 steps (this guarantees that the algorithm reaches
the knth step), multiplied by the probability of always probing 0 from time kn up to the first time n
is probed:

1

n2

(
1− 1

n2

)kn−2 n+1−kn∑
j=0

(
1− p

n
− 1

n2

)j
.

There are in total n steps, in which b could be probed, but only in n+ 2− kn of these, from time kn
onward, b would be accepted. From the previous comments on the acceptance of b, at each of these
steps, the probability that the optimal algorithm stops with reward b is the probability of not probing
n in any of the first kn−2 steps (this guarantees that the algorithm reaches the knth step), multiplied
by the probability that all remaining probed values are 0, from time kn up to the first time b is probed.
Thus the probability of stopping with reward b is

p

n

(
1− 1

n2

)kn−2 n+1−kn∑
j=0

(
1− p

n
− 1

n2

)j
.

In conclusion, for every i < kn,

(VπT |Ωi) ∼


n, w.p. 1−

(
1− 1

n2

)kn−2
+ 1

n2

(
1− 1

n2

)kn−2∑n+1−kn
j=0

(
1− p

n −
1
n2

)j
b, w.p. p

n

(
1− 1

n2

)kn−2∑n+1−kn
j=0

(
1− p

n −
1
n2

)j
0, otherwise.

(F.1)

Since
n+1−kn∑
j=0

(
1− p

n
− 1

n2

)j
=

1−
(
1− p

n −
1
n2

)n+2−kn

p
n + 1

n2

and from (D.8) and (D.15) it follows that(
1− p

n
− 1

n2

)kn−2

=
(

1− p

n

)kn
+O

(
1

n

)
=
[(

1− p

n

)n] knn
+O

(
1

n

)
= e−p

kn
n +O

(
1

n

)
and (

1− p

n
− 1

n2

)n+2−kn
=
ep

kn
n

ep
+O

(
1

n

)
= ep(

kn
n −1) +O

(
1

n

)
,

we conclude that

n+1−kn∑
j=0

(
1− p

n
− 1

n2

)j
=

1− ep(
kn
n −1) +O

(
1
n

)
p
n + 1

n2

=
n

p

[
1− ep(

kn
n −1) +O

(
1

n

)]
. (F.2)
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Thus

p

n

n+1−kn∑
j=0

(
1− p

n
− 1

n2

)j
= 1− ep(

kn
n −1) +O

(
1

n

)
(F.3)

and

1

n2

n+1−kn∑
j=0

(
1− p

n
− 1

n2

)j
=

1

pn

(
1− ep(

kn
n −1)

)
+O

(
1

n2

)
. (F.4)

Considering that kn/n is subunitary and bounded away from 0 and 1 by Lemma 2.1 (b), it also follows
that (

1− 1

n2

)kn−2

=

(
1− 1

n2

)kn
+O

(
1

n2

)
= e−

kn
n2 +O( kn

n4 ) +O
(

1

n2

)
= 1− kn

n2
+O

(
kn
n4

)
+O

[(
kn
n2

+O
(
kn
n4

))2
]

+O
(

1

n2

)
= 1− kn

n2
+O

(
1

n2

)
. (F.5)

In conclusion plugging (F.3) to (F.5) into (F.1) yields

Ei VπT =

n

[
kn
n2

+O
(

1

n2

)]
+

[
1− kn

n2
+O

(
1

n2

)][(
1

p
+ b

)(
1− ep(

kn
n −1)

)
+O

(
1

n

)]
=
kn
n

+

(
1

p
+ b

)(
1− ep(

kn
n −1)

)
+O

(
1

n

)
. (F.6)

ii) If kn ≤ i < k̄n (assuming that there is any such i; if not, the empty sum convention used in (F.13) will
take care of the case kn = k̄n) conditionally on Ωi, a is probed after or at time kn, strictly before time
k̄n ≤ jn by Lemma 2.1 (d, e), so a will be rejected. There are in total n steps, in which n could be
probed and accepted. Before time i, the optimal algorithm stops with reward n if and only if any of
the first i− 1 values probed is n, because if b were probed before time i, the optimal algorithm would
not stop by definition of k̄n > i. Thus the probability of stopping with reward n before time i is

1−
(

1− 1

n2

)i−1

.

From time i onward, at each step, the optimal algorithm stops with reward n if and only if all the
previous values probed, starting from time i+1, are 0. In fact if after time i ≥ kn, b were to be probed
before n, the algorithm would stop with reward b by definition of kn. Thus the probability of stopping
with reward n at each step from time i+ 1 onward (there are n+ 1− i such steps), is the probability
of not probing n in any of the first i− 1 steps (which ensures that the algorithm reaches the ith step),
multiplied by the probability of always probing 0, from time i+ 1 up to the first time n is probed:

1

n2

(
1− 1

n2

)i−1 n−i∑
j=0

(
1− p

n
− 1

n2

)j
.

There are in total n steps, in which b could be probed, but only in n+ 1− i of these steps, from time
i+ 1 onward, b would be accepted, since kn ≤ i < k̄n. From the previous comments on the acceptance
of b, at each of these steps, the probability that the optimal algorithm stops with reward b is the
probability of not probing n in any of the first i − 1 steps (which ensures that the algorithm reaches
the ith step), multiplied by the probability that all remaining probed values are 0, from time i+ 1 up
to the first time b is probed. Thus the probability of stopping with reward b is

p

n

(
1− 1

n2

)i−1 n−i∑
j=0

(
1− p

n
− 1

n2

)j
.
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In conclusion for every kn ≤ i < k̄n,

(VπT |Ωi) ∼


n, w.p. 1−

(
1− 1

n2

)i−1
+ 1

n2

(
1− 1

n2

)i−1∑n−i
j=0

(
1− p

n −
1
n2

)j
b, w.p. p

n

(
1− 1

n2

)i−1∑n−i
j=0

(
1− p

n −
1
n2

)j
0, otherwise.

(F.7)

which is an expression similar to that of (F.1), yielding, through analogous methods (which apply
since kn ≤ i < jn by Lemma 2.1 (a, b)),

Ei VπT =
i

n
+

(
1

p
+ b

)(
1− ep(

i
n−1)

)
+O

(
1

n

)
. (F.8)

iii) If k̄n ≤ i < jn (assuming that there is any such i; if not, the empty sum convention used in (F.13) will
take care of the case k̄n = jn) conditionally on Ωi, a is probed after or at time k̄n, before time jn, so
a will be rejected. There are in total n steps, in which n could be probed and accepted. Before time
k̄n, the optimal algorithm stops with reward n if and only if any of the first k̄n− 1 values probed is n,
because if b were probed before step k̄n ≤ i, the algorithm would not stop by definition of k̄n. Thus
the probability of stopping with reward n before time k̄n is

1−
(

1− 1

n2

)k̄n−1

.

From time k̄n onward, the optimal algorithm stops with reward n if and only if all previous values
probed (except for the ith), starting from time kn, are 0. In fact as of time k̄n, if b were to be probed
before n, the optimal algorithm would always stop with reward b: if probed between time k̄n (included)
and time i, by definition of k̄n; from time i + 1 > k̄n ≥ kn, by definition of kn and Lemma 2.1 (d).
Thus the probability of stopping with reward n at each step from time k̄n (there are n+ 1− k̄n such
steps, due to the exception of the ith step), is the probability of not probing n in any of the first k̄n−1
steps (which ensures that the algorithm reaches the k̄nth step) multiplied by the probability of always
probing 0, from time k̄n up to the first time n is probed (skipping time i when appropriate: the actual
value of i does not affect the final expression):

1

n2

(
1− 1

n2

)k̄n−1 n−k̄n∑
j=0

(
1− p

n
− 1

n2

)j
.

There are in total n steps, in which b could be probed, but only in n + 1 − k̄n of these, from time
k̄n onward, b would be accepted. From the previous comments on the acceptance of b, at each of
these steps, either between time k̄n and i or from time i + 1 > k̄n ≥ kn, the probability of the
optimal algorithm stopping with reward b is the probability of not probing n in any of the first k̄n− 1
steps (which ensures that the algorithm reaches the k̄nth step) multiplied by the probability that all
remaining probed values are 0, from time k̄n up to the first time b is probed (skipping time i when
appropriate: the actual value of i does not affect the final expression):

p

n

(
1− 1

n2

)k̄n−1 n−k̄n∑
j=0

(
1− p

n
− 1

n2

)j
.

In conclusion for every k̄n ≤ i < jn,

(VπT |Ωi) ∼


n, w.p. 1−

(
1− 1

n2

)k̄n−1
+ 1

n2

(
1− 1

n2

)k̄n−1∑n−k̄n
j=0

(
1− p

n −
1
n2

)j
b, w.p. p

n

(
1− 1

n2

)k̄n−1∑n−k̄n
j=0

(
1− p

n −
1
n2

)j
0, otherwise.

(F.9)

This is the same as (F.1), except for formally having k̄n + 1 instead of kn in the expression. This
difference only contributes with O(1/n)-terms, so we can conclude, by similar methods, that

Ei VπT =
k̄n
n

+

(
1

p
+ b

)(
1− ep

(
k̄n
n −1

))
+O

(
1

n

)
. (F.10)

32



iv) If i ≥ jn, conditionally on Ωi, a is probed after or at time jn, so a will be accepted and the algorithm
will not get past step i. There are in total i − 1 steps, in which n could be probed and accepted.
Before time k̄n, the optimal algorithm stops with reward n if and only if any of the first k̄n − 1 values
probed is n, because if b were probed before time k̄n < i, the algorithm would not stop by definition
of k̄n. Thus the probability of stopping with reward n before time k̄n is

1−
(

1− 1

n2

)k̄n−1

.

From time k̄n onward, at each step, the optimal algorithm stops with reward n if and only if all
previous values probed, starting from time k̄n, are 0. In fact as of time k̄n, if b were to be probed
before n, the algorithm would stop with reward b by definition of k̄n. Thus the probability of stopping
with reward n at each step from time k̄n onward (there are i− k̄n such steps), is the probability of not
probing n in any of the first k̄n − 1 steps (which ensures that the algorithm reaches the k̄nth step),
multiplied by the probability of always probing 0, from time k̄n up to the first time n is probed:

1

n2

(
1− 1

n2

)k̄n−1 i−k̄n−1∑
j=0

(
1− p

n
− 1

n2

)j
.

There are in total i − 1 steps, in which b could be probed, but only in i − k̄n of these, from time k̄n
to time i − 1, b would be accepted. From the previous comments on the acceptance of b, at each of
these steps, the probability that the optimal algorithm stops with reward b is the probability of not
probing n in any of the first k̄n − 1 steps (which ensures that the algorithm reaches the k̄nth step),
multiplied by the probability that all remaining probed values are 0, from time k̄n up to the first time
b is probed. Thus the probability of stopping with b is

p

n

(
1− 1

n2

)k̄n−1 i−k̄n−1∑
j=0

(
1− p

n
− 1

n2

)j
.

From the above it follows also that the probability of stopping with reward a is the probability of not
probing n in any of the first k̄n − 1 steps, multiplied by the probability of always probing 0 in all the
remaining i− k̄n steps, that is

(
1− 1

n2

)k̄n−1(
1− p

n
− 1

n2

)i−k̄n
.

In conclusion for every i > jn,

(VπT |Ωi) ∼


n, w.p. 1−

(
1− 1

n2

)k̄n−1
+ 1

n2

(
1− 1

n2

)k̄n−1∑i−k̄n−1
j=0

(
1− p

n −
1
n2

)j
b, w.p. p

n

(
1− 1

n2

)k̄n−1∑i−k̄n−1
j=0

(
1− p

n −
1
n2

)j
a, w.p.

(
1− 1

n2

)k̄n−1 (
1− p

n −
1
n2

)i−k̄n
.

(F.11)

and therefore, through the usual estimation methods, by Lemma 2.1(c)

Ei VπT = n

[
k̄n
n2

+O
(

1

n2

)]
+

[
1− k̄n

n2
+O

(
1

n2

)][(
1

p
+ b

)(
1− ep

(
k̄n
n −

i
n

))]
+ a

(
1− k̄n

n2
+O

(
1

n2

))(
e
p
(
k̄n
n −

i
n

)
+O

(
1

n

))
+O

(
1

n

)
=
k̄n
n

+

(
1

p
+ b

)(
1− ep

(
k̄n
n −

i
n

))
+ ae

p
(
k̄n
n −

i
n

)
+O

(
1

n

)
. (F.12)
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Having exhausted all cases, by the law of total expectation we can compute, by adopting empty sum
convention,

EVπT =
1

n+ 1

kn−1∑
i=1

Ei VπT +
1

n+ 1

k̄n−1∑
i=kn

Ei VπT +
1

n+ 1

jn−1∑
i=k̄n

Ei VπT +
1

n+ 1

n+1∑
i=jn

Ei VπT

..= S1,kn−1 + Skn,k̄n−1 + Sk̄n,jn−1 + Sjn,n+1. (F.13)

i) We start by calculating S1,kn−1. By (F.6), denoting as µn ..= kn/n (note that by Lemma 2.1 (b) this
quantity is subunitary and bounded away from zero and one as n −→∞),

1

n+ 1

kn−1∑
i=1

[
kn
n

+

(
1

p
+ b

)(
1− ep(

kn
n −1)

)
+O

(
1

n

)]
=
kn − 1

n+ 1

kn
n

+
kn − 1

n+ 1

(
1

p
+ b

)(
1− ep(

kn
n −1)

)
+O

(
1

n

)
,

so

S1,kn−1 = µ2
n + µn

(
1

p
+ b

)(
1− ep(µn−1)

)
+O

(
1

n

)
. (F.14)

ii) Next we calculate Skn,k̄n−1. By (F.8), denoting νn ..= k̄n/n (note that by Lemma 2.1 (a, b, d, e) this
quantity is subunitary and bounded away from zero and one as n −→∞),

1

n+ 1

k̄n−1∑
i=kn

[
i

n
+

(
1

p
+ b

)(
1− ep(

i
n−1)

)
+O

(
1

n

)]
=
k̄n(k̄n − 1)− kn(kn − 1)

2n(n+ 1)

+

(
1

p
+ b

)
k̄n − kn
n+ 1

− 1

n+ 1

(
1

p
+ b

) k̄n−1∑
i=kn

ep(
i
n−1) +O

(
1

n

)

=
ν2
n

2
− µ2

n

2
+

(
1

p
+ b

)
(νn − µn)− e−p

n+ 1

(
1

p
+ b

)
epµn − epνn

1− e pn
+O

(
1

n

)
.

Therefore, since

1

n+ 1

epµn − epνn

1− e pn
=

1

n+ 1

epµn − epνn
− p
n +O

(
1
n2

) =
epµn − epνn
−p+O

(
1
n

) =
epνn − epµn

p
+O

(
1

n

)
,

we have

Skn,k̄n−1 =
ν2
n

2
− µ2

n

2
+

(
1

p
+ b

)
(νn − µn)− e−p

p

(
1

p
+ b

)
(epνn − epµn) +O

(
1

n

)
. (F.15)

iii) Next we calculate Sk̄n,jn−1. Denoting as λn ..= jn/n (note that by Lemma 2.1 (a) this quantity is
subunitary and bounded away from zero and one as n −→∞), by (F.10),

1

n+ 1

jn−1∑
i=k̄n

[
k̄n
n

+

(
1

p
+ b

)(
1− ep

(
k̄n
n −1

))
+O

(
1

n

)]

=
(jn − k̄n)k̄n

(n+ 1)n
+
jn − k̄n
n+ 1

(
1

p
+ b

)(
1− ep

(
k̄n
n −1

))
+O

(
1

n

)
= (λn − νn)νn + (λn − νn)

(
1

p
+ b

)(
1− ep(νn−1)

)
+O

(
1

n

)
,

so

Sk̄n,jn−1 = −ν2
n + λnνn + (λn − νn)

(
1

p
+ b

)(
1− ep(νn−1)

)
+O

(
1

n

)
. (F.16)
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iv) Finally we compute Sjn,n+1. By (F.12)

1

n+ 1

n+1∑
i=jn

[
k̄n
n

+

(
1

p
+ b

)(
1− ep

(
k̄n
n −

i
n

))
+ ae

p
(
k̄n
n −

i
n

)
+O

(
1

n

)]
can be expanded as

k̄n(n+ 2− jn)

n(n+ 1)
+

1

n+ 1

(
1

p
+ b

) n+1∑
i=jn

(
1− ep

(
k̄n
n −

i
n

))
+

a

n+ 1

n+1∑
i=jn

e
p
(
k̄n
n −

i
n

)
+O

(
1

n

)
= νn − λnνn +

(
1

p
+ b

)
n+ 2− jn
n+ 1

−

1

n+ 1

(
1

p
+ b− a

) n+1−k̄n∑
j=jn−k̄n

e−
pj
n +O

(
1

n

)
= νn − λnνn +

(
1

p
+ b

)
(1− λn)−

1

n+ 1

(
1

p
+ b− a

)(
e−p

jn−k̄n
n − e−p

n+2−k̄n
n

1− e− pn

)
+O

(
1

n

)
= νn − λnνn+

(
1

p
+ b

)
(1− λn)− 1

n+ 1

(
1

p
+ b− a

)
e−p(λn−νn) − e−p(1−νn) +O

(
1
n

)
1− e− pn

+O
(

1

n

)
.

Therefore, since

1

n+ 1

e−p(λn−νn) − e−p(1−νn) +O
(

1
n

)
1− e− pn

=
1

n+ 1

e−p(λn−νn) − e−p(1−νn) +O
(

1
n

)
p
n +O

(
1
n2

)
=

1

p

e−p(λn−νn) − e−p(1−νn)

1 +O
(

1
n

) +O
(

1

n

)
=

1

p
(e−p(λn−νn) − e−p(1−νn)) +O

(
1

n

)
,

it follows that

Sjn,n+1 = −λnνn+νn+

(
1

p
+ b

)
(1−λn)− 1

p

(
1

p
+ b− a

)
(e−p(λn−νn)−e−p(1−νn))+O

(
1

n

)
. (F.17)

Plugging (F.14) to (F.17) into (F.13) yields, after a few cancellations and collecting of common factors

EVπT =
µ2
n

2
− ν2

n

2
+ νn +

1

p
+ b+

(
1

p
− µn

)(
1

p
+ b

)
ep(µn−1)

+

[(
1

p
+ b

)
(νn − λn)− a

p

]
ep(νn−1) − 1

p

(
1

p
+ b− a

)
ep(νn−λn) +O

(
1

n

)
..= qa,b,p(λn, µn, νn) +O

(
1

n

)
. (F.18)

G Numerical approximations

Root finding. In this section the code for the computation of M(a, b, p) ≈ 0.7235 is shared. The full
correct list of the decimals is 0.72348603329, and the value provided for the hardness is a rounded-up
approximation, following from the parameters set in the bisection method. In the Python method used we
set xtol = 10−13 and rtol = 10−14, and the bisection method is implemented such that when it stops, if ν̂ is
the root found and ν∗ is the true root of q̃′(ν), it is guaranteed that

|ν̂ − ν∗| ≤ xtol + |ν̂| · rtol.
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Given that in our case we found ν̂ ≈ 0.211 < .3, this ensures

|ν̂ − ν∗| < 10−13 + 0.3 · 10−14 < 10−12.

Moreover the function q(ν) has derivative close to zero at ν̂, since ν∗ is a stationary point. In particular, for
any ζ between ν̂ and ν∗, |q′(ζ)| < 1 (this can be easily verified by direct computation), and therefore by the
Lagrange remainder formula for Taylor approximation, we have

|q(ν̂)− q̃(ν∗)| ≤ |q′(ζ)||ν̂ − ν∗| < |ν̂ − ν∗| < 10−12.

This largely ensures the correctness of the first four significant digits provided for M(a, b, p).

Numerical computations. The Python codes used for numerical computations are available at https:
//github.com/AnonFOCS23/FOCS.

• The code bisection.py approximates the value of the upper bound M(a, b, p) on the gambler-to-prophet
ratio of the optimal algorithm for Instance H.

• The code DP.py simulates the dynamic program used to produce Figure 1 and an approximation of
the gambler-to-prophet ratio of the optimal algorithm for Instance H with n = 106, so as to estimate
the sharpness of the value obtained for M(a, b, p).
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