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Abstract

We revisit the question of whether the strong law of large numbers (SLLN) holds uniformly in a
rich family of distributions, culminating in a distribution-uniform generalization of the Marcinkiewicz-
Zygmund SLLN. These results can be viewed as extensions of Chung’s distribution-uniform SLLN
to random variables with uniformly integrable ¢'* absolute central moments for 0 < g < 2; g # 1.
Furthermore, we show that uniform integrability of the ¢'" moment is both sufficient and necessary
for the SLLN to hold uniformly at the Marcinkiewicz-Zygmund rate of n*/9~!. These proofs centrally
rely on distribution-uniform analogues of some familiar almost sure convergence results including
the Khintchine-Kolmogorov convergence theorem, Kolmogorov’s three-series theorem, a stochastic
generalization of Kronecker’s lemma, and the Borel-Cantelli lemmas. The non-identically distributed
case is also considered.
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1 Introduction

w

In his 1951 Berkeley Symposium paper titled “The strong law of large numbers” [5], Kai Lai Chung
writes “For use in certain statistical applications Professor Wald raised the question of the uniformity of
the strong [law of large numbers] with respect to a family of [distributions/”. Chung’s paper proceeds to
provide a concrete answer to that question, yielding a generalization of Kolmogorov’s strong law of large
numbers (SLLN) that holds uniformly in a rich family of distributions having a uniformly integrable first
absolute moment. Let us formally recall (a minor refinement of) Chung’s distribution-uniform SLLN

here.
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Theorem (Chung’s P-uniform strong law of large numbers [5, 14]). Let P be a collection of probability
distributions and (X,)_, be independent and identically distributed random variables defined on the
probability spaces (Q, F,P) := (Q, F, P)pep satisfying the P-uniform integrability (P-UI) condition

lim sup Ep (IX — Ep(X)| - 1{|X — Ep(X)| > m}) = 0. (1)

m—0 pep

Then for every e > 0,

k

1

% > Xi —Ep(X)
im1

lim sup Pp (sup > 5) = 0. (2)

m—00 pep k=m

 Notice that Chung’s SLLN recovers Kolmogorov’s as a special case when the class of distributions
P = {P} is taken to be a singleton such that Ep|X| < oo since for any sequence of random variables
(Yo

n=1»

Pp (hm Y, = 0) —1 ifandonlyif Ve>0, lim Pp <sup Yi| = 5) ~0. (3)
m—00 k=>m

n—o0

)

The equivalence in (3) highlights why Chung’s original characterization of the SLLN holding “P-uniformly
in (2) is a natural one. Despite Chung’s advance, there are four open questions that we aim to address
in this paper:

(i) Can the convergence rate in (2) be improved in the presence of higher moments in the sense of
Marcinkiewicz and Zygmund [11]7? That is, can it be shown that for all € > 0,

k

# D (Xi —Ep(X))
im1

lim sup Pp (sup > 5) =0 4)

m—%0 pep k=m

under certain P-UI conditions on the ¢'" moment for 1 < g < 2?

ii) Is it possible to restrict the divergence rate when X has fewer than 1 but more than 0 finite absolute
9
moments, again in the sense of Marcinkiewicz and Zygmund [11]? That is, can it be shown that

X >5>=0, (5)

under similar P-UI conditions but for 0 < ¢ < 1 even when Ep|X| = o for some P € P?

lim sup Pp (sup —

m—% pep

(iii) Are P-UI conditions necessary for P-uniform SLLNs to hold (in addition to being sufficient)? That
is, if the condition in (1) does not hold, can it be shown that for some positive constant C' > 0,

L&
T Z (Xs —Ep(X))

m—©0 pep k=m

lim sup Pp (sup

> O) > 0, (6)

with analogous questions in the case of higher or lower P-UI moments as in (i) and (ii)?

(iv) Does an analogue of Chung’s SLLN exist for independent but non-identically distributed random
variables, such as in the sense of Petrov [12, §IX, Theorem 12|? That is, can it be shown that

k

- (X —Ep(X)))

ak ;=

lim sup Pp | sup
m—0 pep k=m

25) =0 (7)

for some appropriately chosen sequence a,, /" ©, and if so, under what conditions on (X,)>_;?

We provide positive answers to (i), (ii), (iii), and (iv) in Theorems 1(i), 1(ii), 1(iii), and 2, respectively.



Remark 1 (On centered versus uncentered uniform integrability). As outlined by Ruf et al. [14, Remark
4.5], the assumption displayed in (1) is a minor refinement of Chung [5] whose original result made the
(stronger) uncentered P-UI assumption,

lim sup Ep (| X|1{|X]| > m}) =0 (8)
m—0 pep

in place of (1) but yielding the same conclusion in (2). While the difference between (1) and (8) may
seem minor — indeed, for a single P € P, Ep|X| < w0 and Ep|X —Ep(X)| < o0 are equivalent — we
highlight in Theorem 1(iii) how (1) is both sufficient and necessary for the SLLN to hold, while the same
cannot be said for (8), drawing an important distinction between the two.

Remark 2 (On the phrase “uniform integrability”). Note that the phrase “uniform integrability” is
commonly used to refer to an analogue of (1) holding for a family of random variables (X,,)X_; on the
same probability space (0, F, P) (as in Chung [6, §4.5], Chong [3], Chandra and Goswami [2], Hu and
Rosalsky [7], and Hu and Zhou [8] among others) in the sense that

i sup[Ep (I Xk = Ep(X)| - 1{| Xy — Ep(Xi)| > m}) = 0, (9)
while the presentation in (1) is a statement about a single random variable on a collection of probability
spaces (2, F,P) (as also seen in Chow and Teicher [4, pp. 93-94] and Ruf et al. [14, Section 4.2]).
Clearly, these two presentations communicate a similar underlying property, but they are used in concep-
tually different contexts and for this reason, we deliberately write “P-UI” to emphasize adherence to (1)
and avoid ambiguity.

1.1 Notation and conventions

Let us now make explicit some notation and conventions that will be used throughout the paper. First,
the discussion surrounding (3) motivates the following definition which summarizes, extends, and makes
succinet Chung’s notion of sequences that vanish both P-uniformly and almost surely.

Definition 1 (Distribution-uniformly and almost surely vanishing sequences). Let P be a collection of
distributions and (Y, (P))5’_; be random variables defined on (Q, F,P) for each P € P. We say that
(V)9 = (Yo (P))_, P-uniformly vanishes almost surely if for any e > 0,

lim sup Pp (sup |Ye(P)| = 5) =0, (10)
m—90 pep k=m
and as a shorthand for (10), we write
Y, =op(1). (11)

Moreover, for a nondecreasing sequence r, /' o, we say that Y, = op(ry) if Yn/rn = 0p(1).

Clearly, if a sequence satisfies Definition 1, then it is both P-uniformly vanishing in probability for
the same class P as well as vanishing P-almost surely for every P € P. Furthermore, we make use of the
following conventions.

e Individual distributions are denoted by the capital letter P and collections of distributions are
denoted by calligraphic capital letters (typically P).

e We write “P-UI” (or simply “UI”) for “P-uniformly integrable” when it is clear from context that
the phrase is used as an adjective and “P-uniform integrability” when used as a noun.

e Collections of probability spaces are written as (Q, F,P).
e If the ¢'" absolute central moment of X is P-UL i.e.

lim sup Ep (X — Ep(X)|"L{|X — Ep(X)|? > m}) =0, (12)

m—% pep

we condense this to “the ¢'" moment of X is P-UI” and omit the qualifiers “absolute” and “central”.



The phrase “independent and identically distributed” is abbreviated to “i.i.d.”.
For real numbers a,b € R, we use a A b to denote min{a, b} and a v b to denote max{a, b}.
We write b, / oo for a real sequence (b,,)%_; if it is nondecreasing and diverging to oo.

We omit the subscript P from Ep(X) when using the shorthand notation in (11). For example, we
write £ 37" | X; — E(X) = op(1) if in fact

Ve >0, lim supPp (sup|X;€—Ep(X)| 26) =0. (13)

m=®0 pep kzm

If Ep|X,| is finite for every P € P and every n € N, we say that “the SLLN holds at a rate of
op(an/n)” to mean that a,* > (X; — E(X;)) = op(1) for the sequence a,, / co. Similarly, if
Ep|X,| = o for some P € P and some n € N, then we use the same phrase “the SLLN holds at
a rate of op(an/n)” if a;' 3" | X; = op(1). For example, Chung [5] gives conditions under which
the SLLN holds at a rate of op(1).

1.2 Outline and summary of contributions

Below we outline how the paper will proceed, summarizing our main contributions.

2

e Section 2 contains our main results — Theorems 1(i), 1(ii), 1(iii), and 2 — which provide answers

to the questions posed in (4), (5), (6), and (7), respectively. In short, these theorems show that the
SLLN holds at a rate of op(n'/971) in the i.i.d. case if and only if they have a P-UI ¢** moment,
and that it holds at a rate of 6p(a,/n) in the non-ii.d. case if 3., E|X; — EXy|?/af vanishes
‘P-uniformly as m — oo.

Section 3 contains distribution-uniform analogues of several almost sure convergence results that
are commonly used in the proofs of SLLNs. These include analogues of the Khintchine-Kolmogorov
convergence theorem (Section 3.1), the Kolmogorov three-series theorem (Section 3.2), Kronecker’s
lemma (Section 3.3), and the Borel-Cantelli lemmas (Section 3.4). These results rely on the notion
of a distribution-uniform Cauchy sequence, whose definition is provided in Definition 2 and which
serves as a P-uniform generalization of a sequence that is P-almost surely convergent.

Section 4 contains complete proofs to Theorems 1 and 2. After considering the “right” generaliza-
tions of distribution-uniform convergence (in Definitions 1 and 2), the high-level structure of the
proofs to Theorems 1(i), 1(ii), and 2 largely mirror those of their P-pointwise counterparts due to
Kolmogorov, Marcinkiewicz, and Zygmund in the sense that they use analogous technical theorems
and lemmas from Section 3 in similar succession. One exception to this is the combination of Kol-
mogorov’s three-series theorem and Kronecker’s lemma — certain subtleties surrounding uniform
boundedness in probability of P-uniform Cauchy sequences requires the introduction of another
three-series theorem provided in Theorem 5. Furthermore, our proofs noticeably deviate from their
P-pointwise counterparts in satisfying the conditions of our P-uniform three series theorems (The-
orems 4 and 5). These require additional care in both cases, relying for example on a delicate
application of the de la Vallée Poussin criterion of uniform integrability; details can be found in
Lemmas 3-8.

Distribution-uniform strong laws of large numbers

We begin by presenting our first main result which gives both necessary and sufficient conditions for the
SLLN to hold at a rate of op (nl/qfl) in the i.i.d. setting, providing answers to the questions posed in
(4), (5), and (6).



Theorem 1 (P-uniform Marcinkiewicz-Zygmund strong law of large numbers). Let (X,)%_; be inde-
pendent and identically distributed random variables and consider the following P-UI condition for some
0<qg<2:

lim sup Ep (| X — u(P; q)|"L{|X — p(P;q)|* > m}) =0, (14)

m—0 pep

where p(P;q) =Ep(X) if 1 < ¢ <2 and u(P;q) =0 if0 < g < 1.
(i) If (14) holds with q € [1,2), then

(i) If (14) holds with q € (0,1), then
—ZX =op(1). (16)

(i11) If (14) does not hold, then

— Z(Xi —u(P;q)) # op (1). (17)

In other words, the P-uniform SLLN holds for the average %Z?:l X; with a rate of o(n*97) if and only
if the ™" moment of X is P-UL

In the same way that Chung’s P-uniform SLLN for UI first moments generalizes Kolmogorov’s P-
pointwise SLLN for finite first moments, Theorems 1(i) and 1(ii) generalize the Marcinkiewicz-Zygmund
[11] P-pointwise SLLN for finite ¢'® moments when 0 < ¢ < 2; ¢ # 1, painting a fuller picture of
sufficiency for P-uniform SLLNs in the i.i.d. case.

Turning to Theorem 1(iii), the necessity of P-UI appears to be new to the literature even in the case
of ¢ = 1. In fact, Chung’s original paper [5] studied necessary conditions for the P-uniform SLLN but
only considered uncentered Ul as in (8) which turns out not to be necessary in general. Concretely, he
showed that if the SLLN in (15) holds for ¢ = 1 and the median of X is uniformly bounded, then the
uncentered P-UI condition in (8) holds; in other words, if suppcp |medp(X)| < oo where medp(X) :=
sup{z : Pp(X < z) < 1/2}, then

DMK~ E(X) = op(1) = lim, sup Ep(|X[E(X] > m)) = 0. (13)

i=1

Chung [5, Remark 2] uses a simple counterexample to point out that without uniform boundedness of
the medians, uncentered P-UI is not necessary. Indeed, letting Py := {P, : n € N} where P, is the
distribution of X with a point mass at z = n, we obviously have that the uniform SLLN holds (since the
centered sample average is always 0 with P-probability one for all P € Py) and yet X does not satisfy
uncentered Py-uniform integrability. Clearly, this counterexample does not apply to the centered uniform
integrability condition we are considering in (14).

Theorem 1(iii) also highlights that uniform boundedness of the ¢'® moment is not sufficient for the
SLLN to hold P-uniformly at a rate of o(n'/?~1). Going further, by the de la Vallée Poussin crite-
rion for uniform integrability [3], the SLLN holding uniformly at this rate is equivalent to the uniform
boundedness of Epp(|X|?) for some positive and nondecreasing function ¢ growing faster than z — x,
i.e. limg, o @(x)/z = 0. Let us now give rough outlines of the proofs of Theorems 1(i), 1(ii), and 1(iii)
(with a diagrammatic overview of the former displayed in Figure 1), leaving most technical details for
Section 4.1.

Proof outline of Theorem 1(i). Since q¢ = 1 corresponds to the SLLN of Chung [5], we focuson 1 < ¢ < 2.
Similar to classical SLLN proofs, we focus our attention on the weighted random variables (Z,,);"_; given



P-UI of ¢'" moment satisfies P-UI of ¢'" moment satisfies

the conditions of Theorem 4 the conditions of Theorem 5
(Lemma 3) (Lemma 7)
‘P-Kolmogorov three series theorem P-boundedness three series theorem
(Theorem 4) (Theorem 5)

\ /

P-Kronecker’s lemma
(Lemma 1)

|

Theorem 1(i)

Figure 1: A diagrammatic summary of the theorems and lemmas required to prove Theorem 1(i). Note
that when P = {P} is a singleton, the proof due to Marcinkiewicz and Zygmund [11] only involves
the left branch (Lemma 3—Theorem 4—Lemma 1) since the right one is trivially satisfied in that case
(more discussion can be found in Section 4.1.2). The above structure similarly applies to the proof
of Theorem 1(ii) but we replace Lemmas 3 and 7 with Lemmas 4 and 8 for the sake of satisfying the
conditions of Theorems 4 and 5, respectively.

by Z, := (X,, —Ep(X,))/n"/9. First, in Theorem 4 we develop a P-uniform analogue of the Kolmogorov
three-series theorem which states that if for some ¢ > 0,

0 0 [ee]
lim sup Y [EpZs°| =0, lim sup Y VarpZ5®=0, and lim sup Y Pp(|Z,|>c) =0, (19)

m—% pep =, m=0 pep = m—%0 pep =,

where Z5¢ := Z,1{Z, < c}, then S, := Y. | Z; is a P-uniform Cauchy sequence (a notion that we
define and discuss more thoroughly in Definition 2), meaning that for any € > 0,

lim supPp | sup |S,— Sk|>¢| =0. (20)
m—%0 pep n,k=m

Indeed, Lemma 3 focuses on exploiting P-UT of the ¢ moment to show that (19) holds with ¢ = 1.

We then introduce the P-uniform stochastic Kronecker lemma (Lemma 1) which states that if .S, is
P-uniformly Cauchy as in (20) and P-uniformly bounded in probability — meaning that for any ¢ > 0,
there exist N, B > 0 so that for any n > N, we have suppcpPp (|Sn| = B) < § — then for any b,, / 0,
we have

1 & _
b_ Z biZi = 07)(1). (21)
=1

To apply Lemma 1 to our setting, we show that S, is P-uniformly Cauchy as a consequence of the three-
series theorem discussed above combined with Lemma 3, and to show that S, is P-uniformly bounded
in probability, we introduce another three-series-type theorem in Theorem 5 which states that if

0
lim sup " |Ep [(Zn/B) 1{|Z,/B| < 1}]| = 0, (22)
B—w pep 7

0
lim sup » Varp[(Z,/B)1{|Z,/B| <1}] =0, and (23)
B—w pep 7

[ee]
lim su Pp(|Z,/B|>1) =0, 24
Jim,sup 33 P20/ B] > ) (24)



then S, := Y, | Z; is P-uniformly bounded in probability. Lemma 7 indeed shows that the above three
series conditions are satisfied as long as X has a P-UI ¢** moment. Taking the sequence (b,)%_; to be
given by b, = n'/? and invoking the P-uniform Kronecker lemma yields the desired result:

n

(X~ E(X)) = op(1), (25)

nl/q o
which completes the proof outline of Theorem 1(i). O

Proof outline of Theorem 1(ii). The proof in the case of 0 < ¢ < 1 proceeds in the same manner as that
of 1 < ¢ < 2 but instead of Lemma 3 showing that the three-series conditions in (19) are satisfied for
(X, —Ep(X,))/n'/4, it is Lemma 4 that shows that these conditions are satisfied for X,,/n'/4, thereby
demonstrating that »;_, X}, /kY4 is P-uniformly Cauchy. Similarly, rather than using Lemma 7 to
satisfy the P-uniform boundedness three series above, we use Lemma 8. Again, invoking the P-uniform
stochastic Kronecker lemma yields the desired result. O

Proof outline of Theorem 1(iii). We will describe the proof outline for the case where 1 < ¢ < 2 but
a similar argument goes through for 0 < ¢ < 1 (with all details provided in Section 4.1). The proof
relies on a P-uniform generalization of the second Borel-Cantelli lemma (Lemma 2) which states that for
independent events (E,)%_; in F, if the tails of the sums of (Pp(E},));"_; do not uniformly vanish, then
the probability of the tails of the unions of (E,)*_; do not uniformly vanish; more succinctly:

[e¢] 0
0 < lim su Pp(Ey) < o0 = lim supP Ey | >0. 26
m—0 Peg k;n F ( k) m—0 Peg F (kg k) ( )
To make use of this lemma, we highlight that for any P € P,
Pp < sup kl/ |Sk| = 1/2) <sup T/ |X —Ep(X)| = 1) (27)

where S, := Zle (X;—Ep(X;)) are the centered partial sums, and hence once paired with (26), it suffices
to show that

0 < lim sup Z Pp (| Xp —Ep(Xp)|? > k) < (28)

m—®0 pep

Indeed by Hu and Zhou [8, Theorem 2.1], (28) is equivalent to the P-UI condition in (14) being violated,
i.e. (28) holds if and only if

limOo sup Ep (| X —Ep(X)|1{|X —Ep(X)|? > m}) > 0, (29)
m—p0 pep
which completes the proof outline of Theorem 1(iii). O

Let us now consider the setting of independent but non-identically distributed random variables. The
following theorem serves as a distribution-uniform generalization of the well-known strong law of large
numbers for independent random variables (see Petrov [12, §IX, Theorem 12]).

Theorem 2 (P-uniform strong law for non-identically distributed random variables). Let (X,)_; be
independent random variables and suppose that for some q € [1,2], they each have a finite absolute q™
central moment. Suppose that for some a,, / 0, we have

o0
Ep|Xx — EpXy|?
lim sup = 0. 30
m—“’oPePkZ;n GZ (30)

Then the strong law of large numbers holds P-uniformly at a rate of o(a,/n), meaning for any € > 0,

k

1
— > (X; —Ep(X)))
M=% pep k=m |Gk =

lim sup Pp (sup

= 5) =0. (31)



Before giving the proof outline, we make some brief remarks about Theorem 2. After some inspection,
the reader will notice that when instantiated in the identically distributed setting, Theorem 2 does not
recover Theorem 1, meaning that it cannot attain an SLLN rate as fast as o(n'/9~1) in the presence of
only ¢ € (1,2) UI moments. This is not surprising, and directly mirrors the relationship between the
P-pointwise non-i.i.d. SLLNs [12, §IX, Theorem 12] and the strong laws of Kolmogorov, Marcinkiewicz,
and Zygmund in the i.i.d. case. The latter proofs in the P-pointwise case (and now ours provided in
Section 4.1 for the P-uniform case) all crucially exploit the fact that (X,,)%_; are identically distributed.

n=1

Proof outline of Theorem 2. The proof of Theorem 2 is identical to that of Theorem 1(i) but instead of
using Lemma 3 and Lemma 7 to satisfy the conditions of the P-uniform Kolmogorov and boundedness
three-series theorems (Theorems 4 and 5), we use different arguments found in Lemmas 10 and 11,
respectively. (In fact, the latter two lemmas are simpler and require much softer arguments.) This
completes the proof outline of Theorem 2. O

The full proof can be found in Section 4. As alluded to in the proof outlines of Theorems 1 and 2,
our results rely on so-called “P-uniform Cauchy sequences” as well as P-uniform analogues of several
familiar almost sure convergence results. We present all of these in the next section.

3 Other distribution-uniform strong laws

In this section, we provide P-uniform analogues of various almost sure convergence results including
the Khintchine-Kolmogorov convergence theorem, the Kolmogorov three-series theorem, and a stochastic
generalization of Kronecker’s lemma. These are instrumental to the proofs of Theorems 1 and 2. However,
note that the classical (P-pointwise) forms of these results are stated (either in their assumptions or
in their conclusions) in terms of a sequence of random variables converging P-almost surely. While
Definition 1 provides a natural distribution-uniform generalization of sequences that almost surely vanish
(i.e. converge to 0), it does not immediately yield a sensible definition of a sequence that P-uniformly
almost surely converges to a potentially random quantity. The definition of a Cauchy sequence however is
agnostic to the limiting value of the sequence, motivating the following definition of a P-uniform Cauchy
sequence which generalizes the notion of P-almost sure convergence to a family of distributions P.

Definition 2 (Distribution-uniform Cauchy sequence). Let P be a collection of distributions and (X,)%_4

a sequence of random variables defined on (2, F,P). We say that (X,)>_, is a P-uniform Cauchy
sequence if for any € > 0,

lim supPp | sup |Xp—X,|=¢]| =0. (32)
m—%0 pep k.n=m

It is easy to check that a P-uniform Cauchy sequence is P-almost surely a Cauchy sequence for every
P € P and that if (X, — C)*_,; = op(1) for any fixed C' € R, then (X,)¥_; is P-uniformly Cauchy.
Definition 2 can be viewed as a P-uniform generalization of the notion of a sequence that converges
with P-probability one. Indeed, the following section makes use of Definition 2 to provide a P-uniform

generalization of the Khintchine-Kolmogorov convergence theorem.

3.1 A distribution-uniform Khintchine-Kolmogorov convergence theorem

In the classical P-pointwise case, the Khintchine-Kolmogorov convergence theorem states that for a

sequence of independent random variables (X,,)%_;, if the sum of their variances is finite, i.e.

Z Varp(X}) < oo, (33)
k=1

then 220:1 X} is P-almost surely finite. With Definition 2 in mind, we are ready to state and prove a
P-uniform generalization of the Khintchine-Kolmogorov convergence theorem, establishing that the sum
> ope ) X is P-uniformly Cauchy whenever the series in (33) has P-uniformly vanishing tails.



Theorem 3 (P-uniform Khintchine-Kolmogorov convergence theorem). Let (X,)%_; be independent
random variables on (0, F,P). If

[ee]
lim sup Z Varp Xy =0 (34)

m=®0 pep

then S, := > | (Xi — Ep(X;)) is P-uniformly Cauchy (Definition 2), meaning for any € > 0,

lim sup Pp ( sup |Sk — Sp| = 5) = 0. (35)
m—L0 pep k.n=m

Proof. First note that for any m > 1, we have that

{ sup |Sk — Sn| = E} c {sup |Sk — S| = 5/2} v {sup |Sy — S| = 5/2} (36)
k=m

k,n=m n=m

and hence for any P € P,

Pp ( sup |Sk — Sp| = 5) < Pp <sup |Sk — S| = 5/2) +Pp (sup |Sn — S| = 5/2) (37)
=m

k,n=m k> n>=m
—2 1 — Sl =
2 i, 2o ma, 15— 5 > 2) (5%)
] M
<5 lim > Varp(X) (39)
k=m+1
8 0
=5 > Varp(Xy), (40)
k=m+1

where (38) follows from monotonicity and (39) from Kolmogorov’s inequality. Taking suprema over P € P
and limits as m — oo and noting the condition in (34) yields the desired result, completing the proof. O

3.2 A distribution-uniform Kolmogorov three-series theorem

Now that we have a P-uniform Khintchine-Kolmogorov convergence theorem, we will use it to prove a
P-uniform analogue of Kolmogorov’s three-series theorem. To begin, define the truncated version X <¢
of a random variable X at a constant c as

X<¢.= X - 1{|X| < c}. (41)

In the P-pointwise case, recall that Kolmogorov’s three-series theorem states that if the following three
series are finite for some ¢ > 0:

0 [e¢] [e¢]
DMEpX <o, Y VarpX5¢ <o, and Y Pp(|Xa|>c) <o, (42)

n=1 n=1 n=1

then 22021 X}, is P-almost surely finite. Similarly to Theorem 3 in the previous section, our P-uniform
analogue of Kolmogorov’s three series theorem will conclude that 22021 X}, is P-uniformly Cauchy as long
as the tails of a certain three series are P-uniformly vanishing.

Theorem 4 (P-uniform Kolmogorov three-series theorem). Let (X,,)%_; be a sequence of independent
random variables. Suppose that the following three summation tails decay P-uniformly for some ¢ > 0:

oe] o¢] oe]
lim sup Z [EpX5| =0, lim sup Z VarpXs¢=0, and lim sup Z Pp(|X,| > ¢) = 0.

m—0 pep nem m—0 pep nem m—0 pep nem



Then Sy, := > | X; is a P-uniform Cauchy sequence, meaning for any € > 0,

lim sup Pp ( sup |S, — Sk| = 5) =0. (43)
m—0 pep n,k=m

Notice that the first series in (42) does not have an exact analogue in Theorem 4 since the former
is not a sum of absolute values of (EpX,;$¢)°_, while that of the latter is. In particular, Theorem 4
is not a strict generalization of Kolmogorov’s three-series theorem in general, but this distinction is
inconsequential for the sake of proving (P-uniform or P-pointwise) SLLNs, at least in the i.i.d. and
independent but non-i.i.d. settings considered by Kolmogorov, Marcinkiewicz, and Zygmund, as well as
Petrov [13, §IX, Theorem 12]. Indeed, all of their (and our) proofs ultimately upper bound Ep X ¢ for a
mean-zero X, by Ep(| X, |- 1{|X,| < c}) or by Ep(| X, |- 1{|X,| > ¢}), and hence one can simply analyze
|Ep X $¢ from the outset. Detailed discussions and proofs can be found in Section 4.1.1. Let us now
return to and prove Theorem 4.

Proof. Abusing notation slightly, let S5¢:=>"" | XS S¢. Note that for any m > 1, we have

sup Pp ( sup |S, — Sk| = ) (44)
PeP n,k=m

= sup Pp < sup |Sp — Sk| = a> (45)
PeP n=k=m

< sup Pp ( sup ‘S’n Sgc‘ 25) +supPp (3k =m: Xy # X5°) (46)
PeP n=k=m PeP

o0

< supPp < sup | S5¢— S5 = a> + sup Z Pp (| Xk| > ¢). (47)

PeP n=k=m PeP k—m

The second term above vanishes asymptotically by the third series, so it suffices to show that the first
term goes to 0 as m — o0. Indeed,

sup Pp ( sup |S5¢— S| = E) (48)
PeP n=k=m

_ supPp ( sup |SS° — EpSS° + EpSS® — EpSS® + EpSE° — 55°| > 5) (49)
PeP n=k=m

< sup Pp < sup |S5¢ —EpSy©— (S5 —Ep(S59)| = 6/2) + (50)
PeP n=k>=m

()

sup 1 { sup |[EpS5¢—EpSse| = 5/2} (51)
PeP k=n>=m

(M

Now, (x) — 0 by the second series combined with the P-uniform Khintchine-Kolmogorov convergence

10



theorem (Theorem 3). Turning to (}), we have

sup 1 { sup |EpS5¢—EpS5e| > 5/2} (52)
PeP k=n>=m

< supl {sup Z |[EpX ¢ = 8/4} + sup 1 {sup Z |EpX ¢ = /4} (53)
PeP k=m ; nzm,_

k

= supl {sup EpX=¢ > 5/4} + sup 1 {sup Z |EpX=¢| = /4} (54)
PeP k=m |, —0, PeP nz=zm o

= sup 1 Ep XS >e/dy +supl EpX=¢| > /4 55
P;;{;ﬂw b /} p{zgu =</ (55)

which vanishes as m — oo by the first of the three series, completing the proof. O

3.3 A distribution-uniform stochastic generalization of Kronecker’s lemma

In the classical P-pointwise setting, proofs of strong laws of large numbers rely on a (non-stochastic)
convergence result known as Kronecker’s lemma which states that if (z,,)%_; is a sequence of real numbers
so that Zzzl x; = £ € R, then for any positive sequence b,, /" o0,

n=1

.1 ¢
Jim ™ ; bix; = 0. (56)

This lemma is typically used as follows (consider the Marcinkiewicz-Zygmund SLLN with 1 < ¢ < 2 for
the sake of example). One first shows via the P-pointwise Kolmogorov three-series theorem that the sum

i X —Ep(X)

1 (57)

k=1

is P-almost surely convergent as n — o0, at which point one applies Kronecker’s lemma (on the same set
of P-probability 1) to justify that

Pp (7}51010 nll/ Z (X; —Ep(X )):o) =1 (58)

However, it is not clear how Kronecker’s lemma can be used to derive a P-uniform analogue of (58)
if (57) is only shown to be P-uniformly Cauchy and especially if the limiting value £ = ¢(P) of (57)
is a potentially random quantity whose behavior depends on the distribution P € P itself. Indeed, for
the P-uniform case, we introduce an additional uniform stochastic boundedness condition given in (60).
Satisfying (60) in pursuit of proving Theorems 1(i), 1(ii), and 2 requires additional care (the details of
which can be found in Section 4.1.2), while this subtlety is easily sidestepped in the P-pointwise setting.
Nevertheless, the following lemma serves as a stochastic and P-uniform generalization of Kronecker’s
lemma that lends itself naturally to our goals and reduces to the usual P-almost sure application of
Kronecker’s lemma when P = {P} is a singleton.

Lemma 1 (A P-uniform stochastic generalization of Kronecker’s lemma). Let (Z,)%_; be a sequence of
random variables so that their partial sums S, := > | Z; form a P-uniform Cauchy sequence, meaning
for any e > 0,

lim sup Pp ( sup |Si — Sy| = 5) =0. (59)

m—00 pep k,n=m
Moreover, assume that S,, = Op(l), meaning for any § > 0, there exists N, B > 0 so that for anyn = N,

sup Pp (|S,| > B) < 6. (60)
PeP

11



Let b, / o be a positive, nondecreasing, and diverging sequence. Then, b, ! S biZ; vanishes P-
uniformly: for any e > 0,
k
1
—N'p.7
bk 7;1 11

Proof. Fix any € > 0 and any § > 0. Our goal is to show that for all m sufficiently large,

| &
E;bizi

where the factor of 4 is only included for mathematical convenience later on. Using the assumptions of
the theorem in (59) and (60), let B > 0 and choose N sufficiently large so that for any m > N,

lim sup Pp (sup > 5) = 0. (61)

m—0 pep k=m

Goal: supPp | sup
PeP k=m

> 5) < 46, (62)

sup Pp ( sup |S, — Sk| = 5/6) <4, (63)
PeP k,n=m
and so that
sup Pp (|Sim| = B) < 6. (64)
pPeP

Again using (60) and the assumption that b, / o, let N* = N*(¢, B,N) = N be sufficiently large so
that

EbN*
= B, 65
e (65)
and so that
N-1 ebys
sup P S| = < 4, 66
Peg r ; 6bn (66)

where we can impose the latter condition since Zf:ll S; = Op(1) for any fixed N and we can take
ebn+/6bn to be arbitrarily large for any fixed N and e. Then for all m > N*,

k
1
sup Pp (sup a Z b; Z;

> a) (67)

PeP k=m im1
1 k—1
= supPp [ sup [k — — Y (biy1 — bi)Si| > ¢ (68)
PeP k=m b =

> 5) (69)

PeP k=m = k b /=,
by — by
< supPp | sup |Sk — Sm|=¢€/3 |+ (70)
PeP k=m
N-1
1
sup Pp | sup |— Z (biy1 — b:)S;| = ¢/3 | + (71)
Pep k=m | bk 2
1 k=l
sup Pp [ sup |— (bi+1 — b1)(Sz — Sm) = 8/3 , (72)
PeP k=m | Ok 55
where (68) follows from summation by parts, (69) follows from breaking the sum up into¢ =1,..., N —1

and i = N,...,k — 1 and simplifying the telescoping sum, and (70) follows from the triangle inequality.
We will now bound the terms in (70), (71), and (72) separately.

12



Bounding (70) by 2§. For any m > N*, we have

by, — b
sup Pp <sup Sy — =& NSm‘ > 5/3) (73)
Pep k=m br
b
< sup Pp (sup |Sk — S| = 5/6) + sup Pp (sup — m’ 5/6) (74)
PeP k=m PeP k=m k
b
< sup Pp <sup |Sk — S| = 5/6) + sup Pp <|Sm| > 8—) (75)
PeP k>m PepP 6bn
;ré <0
< 26, (76)

where the last inequality follows from the conditions imposed on N* > N in (63) and (64) combined with
the fact that €b,,/6by > B for all m = N* as in (65).

Bounding (71) by . For any m = N*, we have

1 N=
sup Pp | sup |— (biy1 — b;)Si| = ¢/3 (77)
Pep k=m | Ok =
N—1
= sup ]P)p ( Z (bi+1 — bl)S = Ebm/?)) (78)
PeP i1
N—1
< sup P Si| = 79
Peg P( ; 3bN> (79)
< 6, (80)

where the last inequality follows from the condition imposed on N* in (66).

Bounding (72) by §. For any m > N, we have

k=1
1
sup Pp [ sup |— (bi+1 — bz)(SZ — Sm) = 8/3 (81)
Pep k=m | bk S
=
< sup Pp <sup o Z (Dit1 — b;)|Si — S| = 5/3) (82)
PeP k=m bk =
=
< sup Pp (sup o Z (bit1 — by)e/6 = €/3> + sup Pp (sup [Sk — S| = 5/6) (83)
PeP k=m bk = PeP k>
<é
< sup]l{supbk_bN>2}+6 (84)
peP  (k2m bk
=0
=4, (85)

which follows from the conditions imposed on N in (63) and the fact that sup,,,(bx —bn)/br < 1
Putting the bounds in (70), (71), and (72) together, we have that for any m > N*,

k
1
sup Pp <sup — Z biZi| = 5) < 46, (86)
PeP k=m | Vk i1
which yields the desired result, completing the proof. o
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3.4 Distribution-uniform Borel-Cantelli lemmas

In order to show that P-UI of certain finite absolute moments is in fact necessary for the P-uniform
SLLN to hold — i.e. the result of Theorem 1(iii) — we rely on a P-uniform generalization of the second
Borel-Cantelli lemma. Before discussing the second Borel-Cantelli lemma, let us briefly discuss the first.
A natural desideratum for a P-uniform first Borel-Cantelli lemma would be to say that for events (E,)>_;
in F, if limy, suppep > peyn Pr(Ey) = 0, then lim,, suppep Pp (Uj—,, Ex) = 0. Indeed, this is trivially
satisfied since

0 0
lim sup P ( U Ek) < lim sup Z Pp (Ef). (87)

m—0 pep ke, m—0 pep [

For this reason, we do not dwell on the first Borel-Cantelli lemma, but instead shift our attention to
the second since its P-uniform generalization (and the proof thereof) is nontrivial in comparison and is
central to the proof of Theorem 1(iii).

Lemma 2 (The second P-uniform Borel-Cantelli lemma). Let (E,,)_, be independent events such that

[e¢]
0 < lim sup Z Pp(Ex) < . (88)

m=X pep

Then the probability of infinitely many of them occurring does not P-uniformly vanish, i.e.

o0
lim sup Pp ( U Ek> > 0. (89)

m—% pep ke

Proof. The proof proceeds by a direct calculation. Writing out the limit in (89), we have

o8] o8]
lim sup P E lim sup<{1-—P E; 90
gt (U 5) - - (1)) )

k= k=m
t
=1, g fig P (Qf@ oy
t
<1, g 110 P e
t
>1- Ai_r}noo ]13Iel;f) tli)rrog exp {— k;n PP(Ek)} (93)

1exp{ lim sup i Pp(Ek)} > 0, (94)

m=X0 pep T

where (91) follows from the fact that the intersections (ﬂ}fC Ey){2, are nested, (92) exploits independence
of (E,)¥_, and (94) follows from the assumption in (88). This completes the proof. O

n=1°

4 Proof details for Theorems 1 and 2

Given the distribution-uniform analogues of Kolmogorov’s three-series theorem (Theorem 4), Kronecker’s
lemma (Lemma 1), and the second Borel-Cantelli lemma (Lemma 2), we are ready to provide complete
and detailed proofs for our main results in Theorems 1 and 2.
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4.1 Proof of Theorem 1

Proof of Theorem 1(i). As mentioned in the proof outline, we focus on the case of 1 < ¢ < 2 since ¢ = 1
corresponds to the SLLN of Chung [5]. By Lemma 3 (the proof of which we defer to Section 4.1.1), we
have that the P-UI condition

lim sup Ep (X — Ep(X)|7- L{|X — Ep(X)| > m}) = 0 (95)

m—%0 pep

implies that the three series in Theorem 4 vanish P-uniformly with ¢ = 1 as follows:

0 a0 a0
lim sup » EpZg' =0, lim sup Y VarpZg' =0, and lim sup > Pp(|Zk] > 1) =0, (96)

moX pep m=X0 pep T m=X0 pep T

where Z ,fl is the scaled and truncated version of X} given by

g<t . X —Ep(X)

<1, s 1{| Xy — Ep(X)| < kM. (97)

Therefore, by the P-uniform three series theorem (Theorem 4) we have that S, = S, (P) := >0 _; (Xx —
Ep(X))/kY forms a P-uniform Cauchy sequence, meaning that for any & > 0,

lim sup Pp ( sup |Si — Sy| = 5) =0. (98)
m—0 pep k,n=m

Moreover, by Lemma 7 combined with Theorem 5, we have that the P-UI condition (95) implies that

Sy, is P-uniformly bounded in probability, meaning for any § > 0, there exists N, B > 1 so that for any

n=N,
sup Pp (|S,| = B) < 0. (99)
PeP

Combining (98) and (99), we invoke the P-uniform Kronecker lemma (Lemma 1) with the sequence

(bn)®_, given by b, := n'/? to yield that for any & > 0,

k
. 1
Jim Pp (:;11131 T Z:Z;(Xk —Ep(X))| = 5) =0, (100)
which completes the proof of Theorem 1(i). O

Proof of Theorem 1(ii). By Lemma 4, the P-UI condition

lim sup Ep (| X|71{|X|?>m}) =0 (101)
m—% pep

implies that the three series in Theorem 4 vanish P-uniformly with ¢ = 1 and with the random variables
(Zk)5, given by
Z<1 e X
Pal

1
- m-]l{|X| <k /‘J}, (102)

and thus the partial sums S, = >/, Xi/ kY4 are P-uniformly Cauchy. Similar to the proof of Theo-
rem 1(i), we have by Lemma 8 combined with Theorem 5 that S,, := > _; X}, is P-uniformly bounded in
probability. Instantiating the P-uniform Kronecker lemma (Lemma 1) with the sequence (b,)%_; given
by n'/4, we have the desired result. O

Proof of Theorem 1(iii). Suppose that P is a class of distributions for which the P-UI condition in (14)
does not hold. Then we aim to show that

1 k
T DX = u(Psq))

Goal: lim supPp (sup
i=1

m—©0 pep k=m

1
> 5) >0, (103)
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recalling that u(P;q) = Ep(X) when 1 < ¢ < 2 and u(P;q) = 0 when 0 < ¢ < 1. Consider the partial
sums Sy, := Y, (X; — pu(P;q)) and note that for each P € P,

P kl/q X = uPia) 1) (104)

(2
< Pp (sup s (15ul + 1511 > 1) (105)
(

1
< Pp kzsi—l kl/‘l|5k| 1/2) +Pp (kslvip_l m|5k| > 1/2) (106)
k
—opp [ sup | SX0— u(Pig)| = 1/2 (107)
P k>m1 k1/q “ % ) = )

and hence by the P-uniform second Borel-Cantelli lemma (Lemma 2), it suffices to show that

lim sup Z Pp (|X w(P;q)| > kl/q) >0, (108)

m—®0 pep

from which we will obtain (103). Indeed, by Hu and Zhou [8, Theorem 2.1] — or as shown directly in
Lemma 9 — we have that for any random variable Y,

lim sup Z Pp (Y| > k) =0 if and only if limOO Isgung (lY|11{]Y| > m}) =0, (109)
m— c

m—0 pep
and hence if the ¢** moment is not P-UI, we must have that (108) holds. This completes the proof. [

4.1.1 Sufficient conditions for the P-uniform Kolmogorov three-series theorem

In what follows, we verify that the tails of the three series of Theorem 4 vanish P-uniformly when X has
a P-UI ¢'" moment, thereby enabling the application of the P-uniform Kolmogorov three-series theorem.
Lemmas 3 and 4 consider the cases of 1 < ¢ <2 and 0 < ¢ < 1, respectively.

Lemma 3 (Sufficient conditions in the identically distributed case when 1 < ¢ < 2). Let (X,)%_; be
i.i.d. random variables on the probability spaces (0, F,P) and let Y, := X,, — EpX be their centered
versions for each P € P. Suppose that the ¢"* moment is UI for some 1 < q < 2:

lim sup Ep (|Y|?1{|Y]? > m}) = 0. (110)
pPepP

m—00
Then, the three conditions of the P-uniform Kolmogorov three-series theorem are satisfied for

Yy

Zni=m

(111)

with ¢ = 1, meaning that

lim sup Z ’EPZ@‘ =0, lim sup Z Varp(Zs') =0, and lim sup Z Pp ( |Z<1| >1) =0,

m=90 pep ! m=®0 pep m=©0 pep

where Z<' .= Z,1{Y,, < n'/1}.

Proof. Consider the truncated random variables Y,S and ZS! given by

Y, if [Y,|<n!/4 Z, if |Z,] <1
VS = if Vo] < and 7! = if1Z,| (112)
0 if |Yy| > nte. 0 if |Z,] > 1,

respectively. Let us now separately show that the tails of the three series vanish P-uniformly.
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The first series. Writing out the first series suppep >, [EpZS!| for any m > 1 and performing a
direct calculation, we have

ee] o0
Y1(]Y] < nl/9)
su EpZs! = su E <— 113
Pegn;m‘ r | Pegn;m r nl/a ( )
o0
~Y1(|Y| > n'/9)
- E 114
sup 3 [Br (=00 (14
o0
Y[L(]Y] > n'/7)
< Ep (2127 115
2 P (S (115)
o0 [oe]
[VL(EY < Y| < (k+1)Y9)
X e (T e
[oe] 0
[V[1(EYe < Y] < (k+1)Y9)
- 1(k=n=>m)-E 117
;gg;:]“;n (k=n>m) P( Y (117)
k
N [Y[L(EY? < Y] < (k+ 1Y)
o0 k 1
< E (Y]lkl/q<Y<k+11/q)~ . 119
;telgk;m P (1Y 1L( Y] < (k+1)79) n;nl/q (119)

Now, there exists some constant Cy > 0 depending only on ¢ so that 22:1 1/n1 < Cyk/(k + 1) and
thus

k

a0 a0
EpZst] < Ep ([Y[L(EY? < Y| < (k+1)Y9)) - Cpr—er 120
pop 2, [erit | < 3, B (VW <M< (s 0] Cog
a0
k
< su 7p (k:l/q<Y< k+11/‘1)-07 121
Pegk;mWP Y| <(k+1) = (121)
e}
— Cysup > kPp (kl/q <|Y|<(k+ 1)1/Q> . (122)
PeP b—m
Through another direct calculation, we have that
0
Cysup > kPp (kl/q <Y< (k+ 1)1/q) (123)
PeP k—m
o k
= Cysup Y N 1(k = mvn) Pp (kl/q <Y< (k+ 1)1/q) (124)
PEP k—1n=1
o0 0
= Cysup Y Y Py (kl/q <|Y|<(k+ 1)1/q) (125)
pepP n=1k=mvn
a0
= Cy sup Z Pp (JY|? > (m v n)). (126)
PeP 4
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Noticing that |Y]?2 > (m v n) if and only if |Y|?1{|Y|? > m v n} > (m v n), we have that

0 0
Cy sup Z Pp (V]9 > (m v n)) =C, 183151)3 Z Pp ([Y|?1{]Y]? > m v n} > (m v n)) (127)
n=1

pPepP

n=1
0
Cy sup Z Pp (Y |?1{]Y]? > m} > n) (128)
PeP ;4
< Cysup Ep ([Y[UI{[Y]* > m}), (129)
PeP
and hence by the P-UI of the ¢'" moment as in (14), we have that
0
lim su EpZst] =0, 130
A sup 3, [BrZE] (130)

which completes the proof for the first of the three series.

The second series. Writing out the second series suppep >, Varp(Zs!) for any m > 1 and per-
forming a direct calculation, we have

su VarpZs! = su E — [EpZs')? 131
PEEZ F PGEZ{P [Pn]} ( )
0
< sup Z Ep[(Z31)?] (132)
PeP,,
y? 1/q
< sup Z 1{n=m} -Ep 2/q]l{|Y| <n} (133)
PeP ; —
0 Y2
= sup D> 1{n=m}-Ep [mll{(k DY <|y] < kl/q}] (134)
€P n=1k=1
e} 0
Y2
= ]s:)up Z Z I{n=kvm} -Ep [m]l{(k Y1 <]Y| < kl/q}] (135)
€P k=1 n=k
[ee} o0]
1
— Ep |Y21{(k — )Y < |Y| < k' —. 136
iﬁglp[ (k-1 <|y| ﬂm§mﬁm (136)

Now, notice that there exists a constant C, > 0 depending only on ¢ so that > - 1/n?1 < (kv

n=kvm
)/(k v m)?4, and hence we have

S (kvm)
su VarpZs! < Cysu L Ep |Y2L{(k— )Y < Y| < KYa 137
sz , }gz e B [V - DV <y <] (a7
< Cg{ su ‘Ep |Y?1 DY < Y| <EV} |+ 138
qhﬁém% P [V Lk = DY < ¥] < k77 (139
(*<)
o0
k 2 /g 1/q
sup ;m SEr [Y2L{(k— DY < Y] < k9] b, (139)

(=)

and we will now separately show that (x<) — 0 and (*>) — 0 as m — . By Lemma 5, let p(z) =
xh(z); = 0 be a function where h(z) > 1 is nondecreasing and diverging to o no faster than x — logx
so that
sup Epp([Y|?) < 0. (140)
PeP
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Then, writing out (*<), we have that

(xs) = Y /
o) = Z o Ep [Wn{(k DY < |y| < k! ‘1}] (141)
~mesupEp | LY <mt | (142
PeP a
<m-sup EP[ PV 1 41v) < W}] (143)
PeP p(m)
. e([Y]?)
< pee [ 20 .
1
= W Is;égEP<P(|Y|q)a (145)
—0 <0

where (143) follows from Lemma 6. Therefore, lim, .o (*<) = 0. Now, let us show that lim,, . (*>) = 0.
Indeed, writing out (*x),

= sup Z kQ/qu [Y211{( NV < |y| <k1ﬂ1}] (146)
0

< su Ep [ KT1{(k—1)"1 < Y| < k! 147

Peggwp[ (k= 1)V < |v] < K/} (147)
0

<sup ) kPp ((k _ DY <y < kl/q) , (148)
PeP .,

and the above vanishes as m — o0 by the proof for the first series. Putting both the analysis for (x<)
and (*s) together, we have that
0
lim sup VarpZs! =0, 149
m—90 pep Z ( )

n=m

completing the proof for the second series.

The third series. Writing out the third series suppep Y5, Pp ([Y/kY9] > 1) for any m > 1, we have
that

0

P — 1 150

w3 7 (s = 1) 150
[e¢]

= sup > U(k = m)Pp(|Y|"L{|Y|? > k} > k), (151)
PePkZl

where the equality follows from the fact that |Y|? > k if and only if |Y|?1{|Y|? > k} > k. Continuing
from the above, we have

wn

=

ko]
D18

1(k = m)Pp(JY|9L{|Y|? > k} > k) (152)
PeP b1
o0

< sup > Ak = m)Pp(|Y|"U{|Y]9 > m} > k), (153)
PeP =1
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since P([Y]21{|Y|? > k} > k) < P(|]Y|91{|Y|? > m} > k) whenever k > m. Finally, we use the
expectation-tail sum identity:

[e¢]
sup > 1(k = m)Pp(|YV|"L{|Y|? > m} > k) (154)
PeP .4
[e¢]
< sup Y Pp(|Y[/L{|Y]? > m} > k) (155)
PeP k1
< sup Ep (J[Y|71{|Y]9 > m}), (156)
pPeP

and thus using the P-UI ¢'" moment of Y, we have that

lim sup i Pp <|Y| > kl/q) —0, (157)

m=X0 pep T

completing the proof of the third series, and hence the entire lemma. O

Lemma 4 (Sufficient conditions for the three series with 0 < ¢ < 1). Given the same setup as Lemma 3,
suppose that X has a P-UI (uncentered) ¢ moment for some 0 < q < 1:

lim sup Ep (| X]91{|X|? > m}) = 0. (158)
® pep

m—>
Then, the three conditions of the P-uniform Kolmogorov three-series theorem are satisfied for

Xn

nl/q

Zy = (159)

with ¢ = 1, meaning that

[e¢] 0 [e¢]
lim sup > [EpZs'| =0, lim sup . Varp(Z5') =0, and lim sup » Pp(|Z5'|>1) =0,

m—00 pep ne—mm m—Q pep n=m m—®0 peP n=m

where ZS' = Z,1{X,, < n'/1}.

Proof. The proofs for the second and third series are identical to those when 1 < ¢ < 2 as in Lemma 3
and thus we focus solely on the first series here. Writing out suppep >, Ep (| X|1(|X| < n/9)/n1/2),
we have that

0 o0
X[1(|X| < nl/7)
su EpZst| < su E <| 160
Pe”llgn;m’ Fen ‘ Pe”llgn;m r nl/a ( )
e¢] n
[X|L{(k — DY < |X] < kY1)
< sup n; ;1 1{n>kv m}Ep ( r (161)
2 e X|1{(k —1)Y1 < |X| < kY4
—sup Y Y 1n > kv miEp X[k =17 < | X] i (162)
PEP . 1 n"k nt/a
0 e} 1
= su Ep (| X|1{(k— 1)V < |X| < k4 —, 163
up 3, P (1XI0{0 = 1)V < |X] })n_;vmnl/q (163)
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and thus there exists C; > 0 depending only on ¢ so that

a0
kvm
su EpZs! < su Ep (| X|1{(k - 1Y < |X| < kV}) - Cp—rr 164
peﬁZ pZit < sup 3 Ep (XL — DY < |X| < #V) - Copis (10
N _m _1)V/a 1/q
<Oq1s;£;ml/q ]Ep<|X|11{(k: DV < |X| <k })+ (165)
*<)
Cy sup Z kl/q p<|X|]l{ _ 1) < x| <k1/q}) (166)

~—
*

(*=)

and thus similarly to the proof for the second series in Lemma 3, it suffices to show that (x<) — 0 and
(*>) — 0 as m — co. Turning to (x<) first, we have

— 1/q 1/q
() falégkz Ep (IX[1{ (k- )V < x| < K0} (167)
X
=supm-Ep < | 1/|q]1 {|X| < ml/q}> : (168)
PeP m

By Lemma 5, there exists a function ¢(x) = zh(x); x = 0 where h(x) > 1 is nondecreasing and diverges
to oo no faster than x — logx so that

sup Epp(|X|?) < 0. (169)
PeP

Moreover, instantiating Lemma 6 with « = 1, we have that | X|/m"Y? < (| X|?)/¢(m) whenever |X| <
m*4 and thus

(x<) < sup m - Ep <rlj1(| {|X| Uq}) (170)
< suwpm-Ep (ii'(ﬁ;)) (171)
%f(‘ S sup Bl X9, (172)
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and since lim,, o h(m) = o0, we have that lim,, .« (*<) = 0. Moving to (*s), we have that

[ee]
K 1q 1
= _ — < q
(+2) = sup Zm - Be (1XIL{(k - 1)V < x| < /1) (173)
ok
< . q _1\Va < L1/
\zsolég,; o Er (M]l{(k DY < |X| <k }) (174)
0
—sup > k-Pp ((k V< X < kl/q) (175)
PeP .,
ok
—sup 3 N 1k =m)-Pp ((k — )Y <X < kl/q) (176)
PEP | —1n=1
0 [e¢]
= sup Pp((k—1)"V1 < |X| < k9 177
swp 31 2 (k-1 < (x| < i) (177)
[ee]
=sup », Pp(|X|?>nvm) (178)
PeP ;"o
0
= sup Z]P)p(|X|qll{|X|q>nvm}>nvm) (179)
€P =0
[e¢]
< sup Pp (| X[91{|X|? > m} > m) + sup Z Pp (XL {|X|?>n v m}>nvm) (180)
PeP PeP [
[e¢]
< sup Pp (| X9 > m) + sup Z Pp (X1 {|X]? > m} > n) (181)
PeP PeP [
< sup Ep|X|?/m + sup Ep (| XL {|X|? > m}), (182)
PeP PeP
;__\/___/
<o

and thus by the P-UI condition, we have that lim,, . (*>) = 0, completing the proof of Lemma 4. [

Lemma 5. Let 0 < ¢ < 2 and suppose that the (potentially uncentered) ¢ moment of Y is UI, meaning
that
lim sup Ep (|[Y]91(]Y]? > m)) = 0. (183)
m—90 pep
Then there exists a nondecreasing function ¢ that can be written as p(x) = zh(x) for any x = 0 where
h(z) =1 is nondecreasing and diverges to c© no faster than log(x) so that

sup Ep [¢(|Y|9)] < o0. (184)
PeP

Proof. By the criterion of uniform integrability due to Charles de la Vallée Poussin (see Chong [3], Hu
and Rosalsky [7], or Chandra [1]), we have that there exists a function ¢* : R®? — R>? growing faster
than z — 2 — meaning that lim,_,o ¢*(2)/x = 00 — so that

sup Ep [o"([Y]7)] < 0. (185)
PeP

Define h*(z) := 27 tp*(x)1(x > 0), noting that h* diverges to co. From this, define h : R*% — R>? as

h(z) := inf {(h*(y) v 1) A log(e +y)}. (186)

y=x
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Clearly, 1 < h(z) < log(e 4+ z) for every z > 0 and the infimum over y > z of h*(y) forces h(x) to be
nondecreasing. Define p(z) := xh(x) and note that

sup Ep(|Y'[?) = sup {Ep|Y[*A(]Y]*)} (187)
PeP PeP
< sup {Ep ([Y]?[2 + A" (Y]]} (188)
PeP
< 2sup Ep|Y]? + sup Ep ([Y|7h* (Y]%)) (189)
PeP PeP
< 2supEp|Y|? + sup Ep (¢*(|Y']7)) (190)
PeP PeP
< 0, (191)
which completes the proof. O

Lemma 6. Consider the setup of Lemma 5. We have that for any a = 0 and b > 0 such that a < b,

(192)

whenever 0 < ¢ < u < 2.

Proof. Clearly the result holds when a = 0 since ¢(0) = 0 and ¢(x) > 0 when z > 0, so let us consider
the case where 0 < a < b. Then without loss of generality, we can write b = ac for some ¢ > 1. Showing
(192) amounts to showing that

1 q
1 ela) (193)
et pladcd)
Indeed, we have that
p(a?) a7 - h(a?)
= 194
p(atct)  @fct - hialct) (194)
1
>~ (195)
1
= - 1
(196)

where the first line follows from the fact that ¢(x) can be written as xh(z), the second follows from the
fact that h(a?) < h(a%c?) since h is nondecreasing and ¢ > 1, and the last line follows from the fact that
c? < ¢* whenever ¢ > 1 and 0 < ¢ < u, completing the proof of Lemma 6. o

4.1.2 Distribution-uniform boundedness in probability

In order to apply our P-uniform stochastic Kronecker lemma (Lemma 1) in the proof of Theorems 1(i)
and 1(ii), we ultimately need to show that

Sp 1= . Vi/ka (197)
k=1

is P-uniformly bounded in probability — or more succinctly, >, Vi /kl/ ¢ = Op(1) — where Y}, =
Xr —Ep(X) when 1 < ¢ < 2 and Y, = Xj when 0 < ¢ < 1. In order to achieve this, we introduce a
particular three series theorem for P-uniform boundedness in probability (Theorem 5) that is similar in
spirit but distinct from Theorem 4 and then show in Lemmas 7 and 8 that P-UI is sufficient to satisfy
the conditions of Theorem 5. Let us now state and prove Theorem 5.
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Theorem 5 (A three-series theorem for P-uniform boundedness in probability). Let (Z,)%_, be inde-
pendent random wvariables on the probability spaces (Q, F,P). Suppose that the following three series
uniformly vanish as B — oo:

[e¢]
lim sup Y [Ep [(Zn/B) 1{|Z,/B| < 1}]| = 0, (198)
B—ow PePn:I
lim sup Z Varp [(Zn/B)1{|Z,/B| <1}] =0, and (199)
B— pep
Bhinw sup nZl Pp(|Zn/B| > 1) = 0. (200)

Then, Sy, := Yr_, Zy is P-uniformly bounded in probability, meaning that for any §, there exists N5 and
Bs so that for all n = Ny,
sup Pp (|S,| = Bs) < 0. (201)
PeP
Conceptually, the P-uniform Kolmogorov three-series theorem derived in Section 3.2 can be thought
of as imposing P-uniform structure on whether (S, )%_; converges almost surely, while Theorem 5 imposes
P-uniform structure on what (S,)%_; converges to with high probability. This subtlety is sidestepped
in the P-pointwise case since if S,, is P-almost surely convergent, then it is bounded in probability (its
limit point is a well-defined random variable). As such, it is perhaps unsurprising that when P = {P} is
a singleton, the conditions (198)—(200) reduce to those of the Kolmogorov three-series theorem displayed
in (42) but with absolute values surrounding the summands of the first series (which, as discussed in
Section 3.2, is a distinction that is virtually inconsequential for the purposes of proving SLLNs).
Let us now prove Theorem 5 below, and later (in Lemmas 7 and 8) show that the three series conditions
are satisfied under P-UI conditions. In what follows, we use Z <1 p to denote

Zy = (Zn/B)1{|Z,/B| < 1} (202)
and S5 := Y_1 Z5p to denote their partial sums.

Proof of Theorem 5. Let § > 0 be arbitrary. Our goal is to show that there exists Ns and Bs large enough
so that for all n > N, (201) holds. Notice that for any B > 0, we have that

sup Pp (|S,| > B) (203)
pPepP
= supPp ( > Z| > B) (204)
PeP b1
< supPp ( Z (Zr/B)1{|Zx/B| < 1}| > 1) + sup Z Pp (|Zx/B| > 1). (205)
PeP 1 PeP
) M
Now, notice that we can write (x) as
sup Pp | | Y] (Z/B) - 1{|Zx/B| < 1}| > 1 (206)
PeP k—1
— supPp (|55 — EpS5p + EpS B’ >1) (207)
pPepP
< swpPp (|55, ErSSy| > 1/2) + sup P (|EpSS 4| > 1/2) (208)
pep ’ PeP ’
— supPp (|S535~ EpS5p| > 1/2) + sup 1 { [BpS5 5| > 172} (209)
PeP PeP ’

(x7) (xit)
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By Kolmogorov’s inequality, we have that

(xi) < 4supZVarp (Zk/B) -{|Zx/B| < 1}) (210)
PeP .4
4supZVarp (Z/B) - {|Zx/B| < 1}). (211)
PEPk 1

Furthermore, by the triangle inequality and upper bounding the finite sum by an infinite one, we have

[e¢]
(*ii) < sup 1 { > [Ep[(Zn/B)1{|Zn/B| < 1}]| > 1/2} . (212)
PeP n—1
Once again upper bounding a finite sum by an infinite one, we have
0
< X Pr(%/Bl> . (213)

Therefore, using the first, second, and third series conditions, we can find Bs > 0 so that for all n > 1
we have (xi) < 6/2, (xii) = 0, and (f) < 6/2, respectively, and thus

)

sup Pp (|S,| > Bs) < 6, (214)
PeP

completing the proof. O

Lemma 7 (Satisfying the three series for uniform boundedness when 1 < ¢ < 2). Suppose that (X,)%_,
are i.i.d. and have a P-UI ¢"* moment for 1 < q < 2. Then the three series for uniform stochastic
boundedness in Theorem 5 are satisfied for the random variable Z, = (X,, — Ep(X))/n'/4.

Proof. We will handle the three series separately below. Throughout, let Y, := X, —Ep(X) and Zi B =
(Y/B)L{(Y/B)| < n'/a}/n/1.

The first uniform boundedness series. Writing out the first series suppep > |[Ep(ZS5)| and
performing a direct calculation, we have

(Y/B)1(|(Y/B)| < ”"))‘
su EpZSL| = su < 215
Peg Z £ wB Peg e nt/a ( )
(Y/B)1(|Y/B| > n'/4
= sup Ep < /B 1/ | )>‘ (216)
PeP ), n+/4
_ Y/BI1(Y/B| > nl/1)

su 217
Peg e ( nt/a ) (217)
Ep

[e¢] o0
|Y/B[1(kY1 < |Y/B| < (k 4+ 1)/9) )
= su 218
Peg nZ::l l;n ( 1/q ( )
L& |Y/B|L(kY4 < |Y/B| < (k + 1)Y/9)
- Z Z . (219)
PGP k—1n=1 /a
0 k 1
< swp Z <|Y/B|11 (kY4 < |Y/B| < (k +1)Y9) ) > (220)

n=1
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Now, there exists some constant Cy > 0 depending only on ¢ so that 22:1 1/n1 < Cyk/(k + 1) and
thus

e}
k
EpZst < Ep (|Y/B|1(kY? < |Y/B| < (k+ 1Y) - C)—r—r 221
;ggZ P25 < sup 3 Br (V/BIGT < [¥/B| < (e D'D) - Copr (221)
k
< su Pp (kY1 <|Y/B| < (k+ 1Y) . Cfp—e 222
Pegglwp( ¥/BI < ( ) Coprm 22
e suka]P’p (kl/q<|Y/B| (k+1)1/q). (223)
PeP . 4

Through another direct calculation, we have that

o0]
C, - sup Z kPp (kl/q <|Y/B| < (k+ 1)1/Q) (224)
PeP .

I
5

w0

=
hokel
s T
1=

Pp (kl/q <|Y/B| < (k+ 1)1/‘1> (225)
Pe

k=1n=1
a0 a0
= C, - su P (kl/q<YB<k+11/q) 226
qugZ:]];nP |Y/B| < ( ) (226)
0
= Cy-sup Y Pp([Y/B|* > n) (227)
7)nzl
< C,-supEp (|Y/B9) (228)
PeP
< Cy- B Tsup Ep ([Y]?), (229)
PepP
<0
and thus "
<l _
Bh_]t)nOO 1831617];; Z EpZ 5 (230)

completing the proof for the first uniform boundedness series.

The second uniform boundedness series. Writing out the second series suppep >, Varp(Z55)
for any B > 0 and performing a direct calculation, we have

sup > 2 Varp 2}y = sup 3} {BAA(Z55)") - [BrZ75) (231)
< sup 7;1 Ep[(Z55)°] (232)
< sup i Ep [(Z/Qiynﬂy/m < nl/q}] (233)
- sup i é Ep [(S;/Qi)Q]I{(k ~ 1)1 < |y/B| < kl/q}] (234)
= sup 21 ni Ep [(};/22)2]1{% ~1)Y1 <|Y/B| < kl/q}] (235)
~ o i Er [(v/BP1{(k = 1) < [v/B| < k)] i a1 @)
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Now, notice that there exists a constant C; > 0 depending only on ¢ so that Zf:k 1/n2/q < qu/kQ/q,
and hence we have

}s;elg Z VarpZys}; < Z i/ [ Y/B)*1{(k — 1)"? < |Y/B| < kl/q}] : (237)

Separating the first term from this sum, notice that we have

Gy sup Z = / [ Y/B)21{(k — 1)V7 < |Y/B| < klﬂz}] (238)

< Cyswp EP [(V/B)*1{|Y/B| < 1}] + (239)
*)

Cagp Z B [(V/BPL{( ~ D7 < |Y/B| < k7). (240)

("

Notice that (Y/B)?*1{|Y/B| < 1} < |Y/BJ91{|Y/B| < 1} with P-probability one for every P € P since
0 < g < 2. Therefore,

(#) = C, sup Ep [(Y/B)P1{|Y/B| < 1}] < gq sup B[ (241)
PeP

Turning now to (), we have

1/q 1/q
-, ;?;7122 k2/q [Y/B) (k- 1) < |Y/B| < k }] (242)
< C, sup Z [W]l{(k —1)Y4 < |Y/B| < kl/q}] (243)
PeP ; — 2
0
= Cysup Y. kPp ((k ~ 1)V < |Y/B| < kl/q) (244)
PeP ;-5
0
= Cysup ) 3 P (k= )Y < Y/B| < k'/7) (245)
Pepk:2n:1
0 a0
=C, su 1{k = 2}Pp ((k —1)Y7 < |Y/B| < k' 246
FEOIPILL 1Pp (k= 1) < |v/B| < kY1) (246)
0 e}
< C,sup |2 Pp ((k—1)Y1 < |Y/B| < k"9 247
qug[é;ﬂP<( )1 <|Y/B| < k1) (247)
o0
<20, suwp Y Pp (|Y/B| > (n— 1)1/q) (248)
PeP o
20,
<=4 Y]9). 24
L s Ep (Y1) (249)

Putting the bounds on (x) and (f) together, we have

3C,
) Z VarpZh < () + (1) < i sup Ep |V, (250)

27



and hence we have that

Jim Z_“l VarpZs =0, (251)

which completes the proof for the second series.

The third uniform boundedness series. Writing out the series sup pep D5y Pp (|Y/kY9] > B) for
any B > 0 and using the expectation-tail sum identity, we have

e}
1
sup > Pp (|Y/k1/q| > B) < o7 s Ep (|Y]7), (252)
PeP . PeP
<o

and we note that supp.p Ep (]Y]?) < c0 above since uniform integrability implies uniform boundedness.
Consequently, we have that

o0
i 1/q ) —
Jlim k; P (|Y/k"9] > B) =0, (253)
completing the proof for the third series and hence the entire lemma. O

Lemma 8 (Satisfying the three series for uniform boundedness when 0 < ¢ < 1). Suppose that X has a
P-UI (uncentered) ¢ moment for 0 < q < 1. Then the three series for uniform stochastic boundedness
in Theorem 5 are satisfied for the random variable Z,, := X /nl/q

Proof. Similar to satisfying the conditions of the P-uniform Kolmogorov three-series theorem as in
Lemma 4, satisfying the conditions of the P-uniform boundedness three-series theorem proceeds identi-
cally for the second and third series, and thus we focus solely on the first series here.

Throughout, let Z= 5 := (X/B)1{(X/B)| < n%/}/n/?. Writing out supp.p >, [Ep(Z3 )| for any
B > 0, we have via a direct calculation that

sup ‘IEPZgl ‘ (254)
PeP
X < 1/q
< sup S Ep (IX/Blll{lX/BI n }) (255)
P nl/q
€P =1
0 n
| X/B|1{(k - )" < |X/B| < k"7
_ 256
sup g g ( T (256)
0 0
1
= Z | X/BIL{(k— 1) < |X/B| < kY9}) - Y ——. (257)
n /a
k=1 n=~k

Now, following techniques from earlier proofs, notice that since 0 < g < 1, there exists a constant C,
depending only on ¢ so that Zf:k 1/n1/‘1 < qu/kl/q. Breaking up the sum similarly to how we did for
the second series of uniform boundedness in Lemma 7, we have

e}
k

su E Z<1’<su Ep (|X/B|L{(k — 1)"/7 < |X/B| < k¥4 258
PEgZ} pZ55| < sup 3, Be (IX/BIN(h =110 < X/BI < W) o (258)
< CysupEp (| X/B|1{|X/B| < 1)+ (259)

PeP

()

a0
C Ep (|X/B|1{(k—1)" < |X/B| < k'/4 260
vsp 3 P (IX/BILG = )0 < /Bl < KYY) 0 (260)

()
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First looking at (), we notice that | X/B|1{|X/B| < 1} < |X/B|1{|X/B| < 1} with P-probability one
for every P € P since 0 < ¢ < 1, and thus

Cy
(*) < E sup Ep| X|9. (261)
PeP
Turning to (1), we have that
[ee]
() = Cysup 3 Ep (1X/BIL{(k — 1)V < |x/B| < k1)) (262)
" pep P =2 kY
= k
< C, sup Z Ep (Mn{( V1 < |X/B| < klﬂz}) (263)
PeP
[ee]
=Cysu 1{k > 2}Pp ((k — 1)/ < |X/B| < k' 264
ssup 31 35 k> 2 (k= 1) < |X/B] (264)
[ee] [e¢]
= Cysup X S 1{k > 2)Pp ((k — 1)1 < |X/B| < k4 (265)
PEP 21 k=n
0
<2Cgsup Y Pp (|X/B|>n'/ 266
v 3 r (1X/B| > n'/7) (266)
2C,
q
< = B o sup Ep|X|9. (267)
Combining the upper bounds on () and (}), we have that
<1 C q
sup Z ’IEPZ } — sup Ep|X|9, (268)
PeP \-—-v——-’
<0
and thus we have that
<1
g 3 [E 73] =0 269)
completing the proof of Lemma 8. o

4.1.3 An equivalent criterion of uniform integrability

Lemma 9 (Uniform integrability is equivalent to uniformly vanishing sums of tail probabilities). Let Y
be a random variable on the probability spaces (2, F,P). Then Y has a P-UI ¢ moment if and only if
the tail sum of its tail probability is P-uniformly vanishing, meaning

hmoo sup Ep ([Y]92(]Y]? > m)) =0 (270)
if and only if
lim sup Z Pp (|Y]? > k) = 0. (271)

M=o pe Pk m

The above lemma gives an equivalent criterion of P-UI and was shown in Hu and Zhou [8, Theorem
2.1] where they refer to the property in (271) as “W™* uniform integrability” [8, Definition 1.6]. Since
Hu and Zhou [8, Theorem 2.1] is written in the context of uniform integrability for a family of random
variables (X,,)%_; defined on a single probability space (as contrasted with 7-UI in Section 1), we provide
a self-contained proof for completeness.
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Proof. The forward implication is obvious since for any P € P,

8

Pp(lY]9> k) = 3 Pp([Y[91{|Y]? > m} > k) (272)

bl
TP

el
Il
3

18

< S Pp(Y 1LY ]2 > m) > k) (273)
k=1
< fo Pp([Y[TL(|Y|¢ > m) > k)dk (274)
0
=Ep([Y["L([Y]* > m)). (275)

The reverse implication is more involved. Suppose that there exists a collection of distributions P so that
(271) holds but (270) does not. First, note that we can write the supremum over expectations in (270)
as

Q0
sup Ep ([Y[71{|Y]? > m}) = J Pp ([Y|71{|Y|? > m} > k) dk (276)
PeP 0
0

<sup > Pp ([Y[L([Y|? > m) > k) (277)

PePk 0
< sup Z Pp (JY|91{|Y|? > m} > k) + (278)

PeP .2,

®)

m—1
sup > Pp (|Y|"L{[Y]? > m} > k), (279)

PeP k=0

(T)
and since () — 0 as m — 00, we must have that (f) — 0, and hence

m—1

lim sup sup Z Pp ([Y|91{]Y]? > m} > k) > (280)

m—o PeP kO

for some € > 0, or in other words no matter how large we take M to be, we can always find some
M* > M and P* € P so that Zk "Pp.(|Y)91{|Y]9 > M*} > k) > . Writing out the above sum, we
have for any m, P,

Z (Y]9L{Y]? > m} > k) Z (Y] > m) (281)

since |Y91{|[Y|2 > m} > k if and only if |Y|? > m whenever k < m. Carrying on with the above
calculation, we have as a consequence of (280) that

lim sup sup mPp(|Y']? > m) > e. (282)

m—o0 PeP

Simultaneously, by the assumed uniform tail vanishing property in (271), we can choose an M sufficiently
large so that

sup Z Pp (|Y)0{|Y|? > M} > k) < /2. (283)
PeP

By (282), find some M* > 3M and P* € P so that
M* Pp. (Y] > M*) > e. (284)
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We will now show that (283) and (284) are incompatible, leading to a contradiction. Indeed,

0
sup Y Pp ([Y[9L{|Y]? > M} > k) (285)
PeP . " \r
[ee]
> Y Ppe ([Y|"L{|Y]7 > M} > k) (286)
k=M
e
> 3 Pp (Y]UL{Y]? > M} > k) (287)
k=M
M*
= > Pp(|Y]"> k), (288)
k=M

where the first inequality follows by definition of a supremum, the second since we are taking only
a smaller sum over finitely many elements, and the last equality follows from the fact that whenever
k=M, |Y|71{|Y|? > M} > k if and only if |Y|? > k. Carrying on with the above calculation, we finally
have

0
sup Y Pp ([Y[7L{|Y]? > M} > k) (289)
PeP b= M
M*
> ) P (V)7 > k) (290)
k=M
e
> 3 Pp(|V]7> M) (291)
k=M
= (M* — M)Pp+ ([Y|? > M*) (292)
> (M* — M*/3)Pp« ([Y|? > M*) (293)
> 2¢/3, (294)

which contradicts the fact that the same sum was assumed to be less than £/2 in (283), completing the
proof. O

4.2 Proof of Theorem 2

Proof of Theorem 2. By Lemma 10, we have that the following P-uniform moment regularity condition

0
. Ep| X, —EpXy|?
lim su =0 295
e pep k;n aj 2]

implies that the three series in Theorem 4 vanish P-uniformly with ¢ = 1 for the random variables Z ,fl

which are scaled and truncated versions of X given by

X —Ep(Xy)

ag

Therefore, by the P-uniform three series theorem (Theorem 4) we have that S,, = S, (P) := >7_, (Xi —
Ep(X))/ay forms a P-uniform Cauchy sequence. Moreover, by Theorem 5 and Lemma 11, we have that
the P-uniform moment regularity condition (295) implies that S,, is P-uniformly bounded in probability.
Combining the facts that (S,)>_; is P-uniformly Cauchy and bounded in probability, we invoke the
P-uniform Kronecker lemma (Lemma 1) similar to the proof of Theorem 1(i) but now with the sequence
(an)¥_, to yield that for any ¢ > 0,

Zst = (| Xy — Ep(X)] < ag}. (296)

k

— 2 (Xi ~ En(Xu)

> a) =0, (297)

lim Pp (sup
m—00 k=>m

31



which completes the proof of Theorem 2. O

Lemma 10 (Satisfying the three series for independent random variables). Let X, ..., X,, be independent
random variables and let Y, := X,, — EX,, be their centered versions. Suppose that for some increasing
sequence (an)>_; that diverges to oo,

a0
Ep|Y,|?
lim sup > EplVul (298)

Then the three series conditions of Theorem 4 are satisfied for

2= Yk (299)

ar
with ¢ = 1.

Proof. First, define the truncated random variables Y,S as

"0 i Y] > an.

and Z5! as

g<t._ ) Zn (f1Za] <1 (301)
U0 i) Ze] > 1

for any n. We will satisfy the three series separately.

The first series. Writing out suppcp >, [EpZ5t], we have

0
YVal([Ya| < an))'
su EpZ; Ep (| ————8 —= 302
X e (5 02
mwwm>
< su —_— 303
Peg Z < An ( )
©
EP|Y |
< su —0 304
Peg Z an ( )

where the last inequality follows from the fact that (|Y,|/an)1{|Yn| > an} < (|Yn|?/a2)1{|Y,| > a,} since
qg=1

. oL 0
The second series. Writing out suppep 2., VarpZ<s!, we have

su Var Zgl = su E — [EpZS1)? 305
PE?P;Z r PegZ{P [Pn]} ( )
0
<sup 3 Ep[(Z57)7] (306)
PeP ,,
© 2
YA1(|Yn| < an))
= su Ep | 2——--——~ 307
éép((ﬂ (307)
E Y q
< sup Z EplYul® -0, (308)
PeP n

where the last inequality follows from the fact that (V,2/a2)1{|Y,| < an} < (|Yn|?/ad)1{|Y,| < a,} with
P-probability one for each P € P since ¢ < 2.
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The third series. Finally, writing out the third series supp.p >, Pp (|Yn/an| > 1), we have by
Markov’s inequality,

sup i PP< ) < sup i (309)

PeP . = PeP ,, —

n
n

:»Q

which completes the proof. o

Lemma 11 (Satisfying the three series of P-uniform boundedness for independent random variables).
Let X4,...,X, be independent random wvariables and let Y, = X, — EX,, be their centered versions.
Suppose that for some increasing sequence (a,)X_, that diverges to oo

EP|Y |
lim su = 0. 310
m— Peg Z n ( )

Then the three series conditions of Theorem 5 are satisfied for

Y,
i = £ (311)
ar

Proof. First, define the truncated random variables Zle as

Zsh = (Y,./B)1{|Y./B| < (ln}

) an

(312)
We will satisfy the three series separately.

The first uniform boundedness series. Writing out suppep Zle ‘EpilB} for any B > 0, we have

< Ya/B)L(|Yn/B| < an)>‘ (313)

sup Z ’Engl ‘

PeP PeP Qp,
Yo/ BIL([Yn/B| > an))
< su Ep 314
Peg Z < Gnp ( )
1 Ep|Yal?
<y 81
\ﬁ,—/

<00

and we note that sup pep > Ep|Yy|?/ad < oo since lim,y, suppep Yo, Ep|Yn|9/ad = 0. Therefore, we
have

0
lim sup Y ’Epzf_}B‘ —0, (316)
1

B—o© pep

completing the proof of the first series.
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The second uniform boundedness series. Writing out suppep ., VarpZ;fB, we have

0

o0
su VarpZSt, = su Eol(Z<L2] — [Ep2Z<l12 317
LT -

0

sup 3 Ep[(Z5h)) (318)

n=1

o ) ((yn/B)z]l(|yn/B| < an)) (319)

2
ay

N

I
)]
=
e}

10
%

0

1 Ep|Y;|?
— —_— . 320
IR PV 820

[ S

<00

N

Therefore, lim g sup pep Zle Var pZilB = 0, completing the proof for the second series.

The third uniform boundedness series. Finally, writing out the third series sup pep > Pp (|Yn/B| > an),
we have by Markov’s inequality,

S B (Y/Bl > an) < & sup 3 Ll (321)
sup Pp (|Yn/B| > a,) < — sup —0 321
PeP 4 r B PeP 21 CL%
[
<
as B — oo which completes the proof. O

5 Summary

In this paper, we introduced a set of tools and techniques to derive distribution-uniform strong laws of
large numbers, culminating in extensions of Chung’s i.i.d. strong law to uniformly integrable ¢** moments
for 0 < ¢ < 2; ¢ # 1 in the sense of Marcinkiewicz and Zygmund [11] as well as to independent but
non-identically distributed random variables. Furthermore, we showed that P-uniform integrability of the
¢'" moment is both sufficient and necessary for the strong law to hold at the Kolmogorov-Marcinkiewicz-
Zygmund rates of 673(711/ a=1) " shedding new light on uniform strong laws even in Chung’s case when
q=1.

As alluded to in the introduction, Ruf et al. [14] were able to prove Chung’s strong law using an
argument not resembling those typically found in almost sure convergence theorems. In short, they
derive a novel high-probability line-crossing inequality for sums of i.i.d. random variables whose first
moments are finite and show how this inequality can be uniformly controlled in a family with a uniformly
integrable first moment. It is not obvious to us whether their proof techniques can be adapted to higher
(or lower) finite moments or to non-identically distributed settings, but this would be interesting to see.

Zooming out, we anticipate that the proof techniques found in Sections 3 and 4 may open vistas
for understanding other distribution-uniform almost sure behavior. In particular, we plan to explore
their use in the development of distribution-uniform analogues of strong invariance principles such as the
Komlés-Major-Tusnady embeddings [9, 10] in the presence of ¢! uniformly integrable moments when
q> 2.
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