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ABSTRACT. Using proof-theoretic methods in the style of proof mining, we give novel compu-
tationally effective limit theorems for the convergence of the Cesaro-means of certain sequences
of random variables. These results are intimately related to various Strong Laws of Large Num-
bers and, in that way, allow for the extraction of quantitative versions of many of these results.
In particular, we produce optimal polynomial bounds in the case of pairwise independent ran-
dom variables with uniformly bounded variance, improving on known results; furthermore, we
obtain a new Baum-Katz type result for this class of random variables. Lastly, we are able to
provide a fully quantitative version of a recent result of Chen and Sung that encompasses many
limit theorems in the Strong Laws of Large Numbers literature.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Throughout this article, fix a probability space (2, F,P) which all the random variables we
work with will act on.

The classical Strong Law of Large Numbers is the following fundamental result due to Kol-
MOgorov:

Theorem 1.1 (The classical Strong Law of Large Numbers, c.f. Theorem 6.6.1 of [1]). Sup-
pose Xy, Xo, ... are independent, identically distributed (iid) real-valued random variables with
E(|X1]) < o0. Then,

(1) %ix — E(X))

i=1
almost surely, that is, with probability 1.

For ease write S, := > X; and assume E(X;) = 0. By multiple applications of the
continuity of the probability measure, one can show (following the nation in [2]) that the
conclusion of the Strong Law of Large Numbers is equivalent to the sequence of real numbers

-9

converging to 0 as n — OOE, for any € > 0, and so the computational content of the Strong Law
of Large Numbers can be given an explicit meaning by studying the convergence speed of this
sequence of real numbers. That is, for each £ > 0 can we find a function r. : (0,00) — (0,0)
such that

m

m

P =P <sup

m=n

YA > 0Vn = r.(\) P¥. < A?

n,e >

IThe proof of equivalence is similar to how one proves Egorov’s theorem and is well known in the literature.
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Such a function is known as a rate of convergence, more generally a rate of convergence for a
sequence of real numbers {z,} converging to some real number z is any function r : (0,0) —
(0, 0) satisfying

Ve >0Vn=r(e)(|lz, — x| <e).
A strictly decreasing rate of convergence, r, that has an inverse can easily be converted to an
asymptotic upper bound as follows,

VneN (|lz, —z| <r '(n)).

Furthermore, it is also clear that a function bounding a rate of convergence will also be a rate
of convergence.

A particular instance of a rate of convergence that will occur a lot in this article is that for
the partial sums of a convergent series, Zf';l x; < o, of nonnegative real numbers {z;}. In
this case, a rate of convergence for the partial sums, >\, z;, to their limit, >~ z;, will be a
function 7 : (0,0) — (0, 00) satisfying, for all € > 0 and n > r(e),

o0
Z T; < E.

i=n+1

It has been of interest to study sufficient conditions for %” — 0 almost surely when we weaken
the iid condition. In [3], Etemadi demonstrates that Sn—" — 0 almost surely if we only assume the
random variables are pairwise iid. Furthermore, Etemadi’s proof is rather elementary compared
to Kolmogorov’s original proof of this result for iid random variables.

To obtain %” — 0, almost surely, dropping the assumption that the random variables are
identically distributed requires that other assumptions are placed on the random variables
instead. If we keep the independence condition, one can obtain another classical result of
Kolmogorov:

Theorem 1.2 (Kolmogorov’s Strong Law of Large Numbers). Suppose {X,,} is a sequence of
independent random variables, each with expected value 0 and

(2) i%<o@.

Then %” — 0 almost surely.

In [4] Csorgé et al. demonstrate that Kolmogorov’s Strong Law of Large Numbers does not
hold if we weaken the independence condition, in Theorem [[L2] to even pairwise independence
(see [4, Theorem 3]). They instead obtain the following:

Theorem 1.3 (cf. Theorem 1 of []). Suppose {X,} is a sequence of pairwise independent
random variables, each with expected value 0, satisfying (3) and

Q LS E(XD) = 0(1)
k=1

Then %” — 0 almost surely.

This article will study the quantitative content of the Strong Law of Large Numbers when
the iid assumption is weakened by calculating explicit rates of convergences for Py_. We will
do this by proving an abstract technical theorem (in Section [2]) whose quantitative content
captures the key combinatorial idea in the proof of Theorem [L.3. Our abstract theorem will
allow us to produce our first main contribution:
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Theorem 1.4. Suppose {X,,} is a sequence of pairwise independent random variables satisfying,
E(X,) =0, E(|X,|) < 7 and Var(X,,) < o2, for alln € N and some 7,0 > 0. There exists a
universal constant kK < 1536 such that for all 0 < e < T,

2
N KO“T

T oped
The above is an improvement of the best known asymptotic upper bound, given by Luzia [5],
who showed (with notation as in Theorem [L4]) that for all 5 > 1 and 0 < € < 7, there exists
N(B,e, ) such that, for all n > N(5, ¢, 1),
2
o
P* < ——(Cs+ Dsl A1y,
7 (Cs + Dylog(n)*™)

n,e >

for some Cp, Dg > 0 depending only on 3. Thus, if we fix €,0, and 7 the above tells us that

for each g > 1,
pr,=o (1)
’ n
as n — oo, for such a class of random variables, whereas the bound in Theorem [[.4] yields:

. -o(L).
’ n

Observe we can take 7 = ¢ by Jensen’s inequality, so Theorem [[.4] in particular yields

3
« KO

ne S s
The above bound bears a resemblance to the bound one obtains in the case where the random
variables are assumed to be independent, namely, the Héjek and Rényi [0] states that if {X,,}

is a sequence of independent random variables each with expected value 0 then, for all € > 0

and n < m
11 v Var(X})
>8) < 8_2 (ﬁEV&I‘(Xk)-F 2 T) .
k=1

k=n+1

Sk

P | max

n<k<m

From this, one easily obtains that if {X,} is also assumed to have a common bound on their
variance o2,

(4) By <

However, the Hajek and Rényi inequality generalises Kolmogorov’s inequality, which is known
to fail for pairwise independent random variables; therefore, more work is needed to obtain a
bound in this case.

In addition, through a simple construction, we demonstrate that O(1/n) is the best polyno-
mial bound for P}_in the case that {X,} is iid with finite variance. That is, for each ¢ > 0,
we construct a sequence of random variables with finite variance, satisfying

w
P { sup >e | =
ey nl+o

for some w > 0 depending only on ¢, for all 0 < e < 1. All of these results are in Section

202

ne?’

m

m

The following result is mainly attributed to Baum and Katz [7] as well as Chow [g]:

Theorem 1.5. Let {X,,} be a sequence of #id random variables satisfying E(X1) = 0 and let
r = —1. Then for all € > 0, the following are equivalent:
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() B < o,
(it) Y P (|25,] > €) < oo,
(iii) Yoy 0P (SUppsy, | £ 5m| > €) < o0,
(i) > P (maxi<men |Sm| > ne) < .

To prove this result, independence is crucial. Work has been done to extend this result to
the case where the random variables are pairwise independent. It is clear that (i7i) and (iv)
both imply (7i) in the non-independent case. However, as noted in [9], it is possible that (iv) is
strictly stronger than (i7) in the non-independent case, and work has been done in establishing
the convergence of (iv) in the case where the random variables are pairwise iid. Many authors
have established the following theorem, but the result goes back to Rio [10].

Theorem 1.6. Suppose {X,,} are pairwise independent, identically distributed random variables
with B(X;) = 0. For all =1 <r < 0: E(|X,[*™) < o0 iff

a0
Z n'P < max |Sp,| > ne) <
o 1<m<n

for all e > 0.

There does not appear to be any results in the literature for the convergence of the sum
(7i1), assuming the random variables are pairwise independent. However, a simple application
of Theorem [L.4] gives the following:

Corollary 1.7. Suppose {X,,} are pairwise independent, identically distributed random variables
with E(X;) = 0 and Var(X;) < co. Then, for all ¢ > 0 and r < 0:

0

r pD*
Z n'bB, . <.
n=1

Proof. This result simply follows from the fact that P¥_ = O (). O

Furthermore, it appears to be open whether it is the case that condition (#47) in Theorem
holds in the case r = 0 and if the random variables are only assumed to be pairwise indepen-
dent, which is the case for iid random variables, by Theorem

In [3], Etemaidi’s novel insight in demonstrating that ‘%” — 0 almost surely for pairwise iid
random variables was that one could first assume that the random variables were nonnegative,
in which case one can take advantage of the monotonicity of the partial sums. The general case
is then obtained by using the decomposition of a random variable into its positive and negative
parts (that is, writing a random variable, X, as X = X* — X~ where X* = max{X,0} and
X~ = max{—X,0}). Due to this insight, there has been a lot of interest in studying when
%” — 0, almost surely, for nonnegative random variables that are not assumed to be iid, as e.g.
in Petrov [I1], which was later generalised by Korchevsky et al. [12] and further generalised
again by Korchevsky in [13]. In addition, Chandra et al. [14] generalise Theorem [[L3] with Chen
and Sung [15] later producing a result which unifies [14] and [13], as well as generalising results
from [16, 17, 18], [T9]. The proofs of all the results Chen and Sung generalise are adaptations of
the proof of Theorem [[.3], and they established the following general sufficient condition, which
encompasses all the results mentioned:

Theorem 1.8 (cf. Theorem 2.1 of [15]). Let {X,,} be a sequence of nonnegative random variables
with finite p-th moment (for some fized p = 1) and respective expected values {p,}. Let S, :=
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Doy Xy and z, := >, j1;. Suppose that
== o)

n
and that there ezists a sequence of nonnegative real numbers {v,} satisfying
o E(|Sn — zn|P) < ZZ:l Vs
0 n
° > Z—p < 0.
Then

Sn Zn

I,

n on
almost surely.

Building on our first main contribution, which was an improvement of the bound in [5], our
second main contribution will be a fully quantitative version of Theorem [L&

Theorem 1.9. Let {X,,} be a sequence of nonnegative random variables with finite p-th moment
(for some fized p = 1) and respective expected values {p,}. Let S, = >, _ Xy and z, :=
Do 1i. Suppose there exists a sequence of nonnegative real numbers {,} satisfying

E(]S, — za|P) < Z Yk
k=1

and

e}
"Y_m <T
m=1 mP
for some I' = 1, with the partial sums of the above series converging to their limit with a strictly
decreasing rate of convergence V. Furthermore, assume for all n € N,
Z_” < VV;
n

for some W = 1. Then for all0 <e < 1,A >0 and all
W \» [ B\er*!
">&<xﬁ0 WC?V—)

P <sup > E) <A
m=n

Here, A, and B, are constants that only depend on p.

it holds that
Sm Zm

m m

From Theorem [LL9] one can obtain quantitative versions of many of the “Strong Law of
Large Numbers”-type results discussed above. For example, we can easily obtain a quantitative
version of Theorem [L3k

Theorem 1.10. Suppose {X,,} is a sequence of pairwise independent random variables, each
with expected value 0 and finite variance. Let S, := Y ;_| Xy and z, := > | E(|X;]). Further,
assume .
Z Var(;Xn) <T
n=1 n
for some I' = 1 and that the partial sums of the above series converge to their limit with a
strictly decreasing rate of convergence V. Furthermore, assume for all n € N,
Z_” < VV;
n
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for some W = 1. For all0 <e < 1,A> 0 and all
1

WT\ 2 B&?
>Al— | U

() ()

Sm
m

it holds that

>e | <A

m=n

P =P (sup

Here, A and B are universal constants.

All of these results are in Section [l

This article can be seen as a contribution to the proof mining program, which aims to use
tools and ideas from logic to extract quantitative data and generalisations (through removing
superfluous assumptions, for example) from proofs in mathematics, as well as explain certain
computational phenomena one observes when extracting data from proofs, whether that is
the independence of a bound from certain parameters of the stated result or the additional
quantitative assumptions needed for the extraction of a bound. For example, observe that all
of the quantitative results we give in this section enjoy a lot of uniformity. That is, our rates are
independent of the distribution of the random variables, the underlying probability space and
measure. Furthermore, notice the roles I' and W play in the two previously stated theorems.
The rates are not dependent on exact limits; instead, the bounds for such limits suffice. Such
uniformity is explained by the underlying logical methods coming from proof mining, which
will be briefly discussed in Section

1.1. Related work. The study of large deviations in the Strong Law of Large Numbers starts
with Cramér’s 1938 article [20], where he determined large deviation probabilities for the sums
of iid random variables up to asymptotic equivalence. Furthermore, in this work, he introduced
the moment generating function condition (the moment generating function of the random
variables is finite on an interval), which has become a standard assumption in this area.

The subsequent notable work in this direction was in 1960 by Bahadur and Ranga Rao [21],
where they built on Cramér’s work to calculate large deviation probabilities for the weak law of
large numbers up to asymptotic equivalence (again assuming the moment generating function
condition from Cramér).

Then, in 1975, Siegmund [2] (see also [22]) was able to determine P;_ up to asymptotic
equivalence, again assuming the moment generating function condition. Thus, [2] provides the
first quantitative interpretation of the Strong Law of Large Numbers. Furthermore, Siegmund’s
bounds heavily depend on the distribution of the random variables, so although their results
are much stronger than those in this article, they assume a lot more about the sequence of
random variables.

Not much work has been done to study the large deviations without strong conditions, such
as the moment-generating function condition. This may be because, for weaker conditions,
one cannot hope to calculate these probabilities up to asymptotic equivalence. The best we
can hope for are bounds on the large deviation probabilities. As discussed already, in 2018,
Luzia [5] obtained distribution independent bounds under milder assumptions on the random
variables, which are improved in this article.

Work has been done to study the large deviation probabilities for sequences of random vari-
ables that are not necessarily identically distributed. In 1943, Feller was able to generalise
Cramér’s 1938 article to random variables that are not necessarily identically distributed; how-
ever, his assumptions were too restrictive (he assumed the random variables only took values
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in finite intervals) that the result was not a complete generalisation of Cramér’s. Petrov [23], in
1954, was able to provide a full generalisation of Cramér’s result and has been able to strengthen
this result (by relaxing the moment generating function condition) a further two times, with
the most recent in 2006 [24] jointly with Robinson.

We also note that Pointwise Ergodic Theorem can be used to show that the Strong Law of
Large Numbers also holds for stationary sequences of random variables and obtaining rates for
P ., in this case, has been of great interest. For example, Gaposhkin [25] provides an asymptotic
upper bound for P;_ (which they demonstrate is optimal) for second-order stationary sequences
of random variables with finite variance, with more recent work being done by Kachurovskii on
this topic, see [26], 27].

Baum-Katz type rates have been obtained in the Strong Law of Large Numbers for nonneg-
ative random variables where both the independence and identical distribution conditions are
weakened. In 2018, Korchevsky [28] obtained a Baum-Katz type rate for the Chen-Sung Strong
Law of Large Numbers [I5] under stronger assumptions. This result generalised the work of
Kuczmaszewska [29], in 2016, who was able to obtain rates for a Strong Law of Large Numbers
result of Korchevsky in [13], under stronger assumptions. No Baum-Katz type rates have been
found for the full results in [I3] and [15].

Lastly, Baum-Katz type results can be used to obtain results concerning large deviation
probabilities. For example, if {X,,} are iid random variables with, E(X;) = 0 and Var(X;) < o
then condition (iii) of Theorem [[.5 with r = 0 implies,

1
P;fE:o(—).
’ n

The above is a stronger result than what one gets in (@) through the Héjek and Rényi inequality
(although one must assume more, namely that the random variables are identically distributed).
Unlike the bound in Theorem [L.4] this result is ineffective in the sense that it does not explicitly
tell you the constant C' such that Py_ < %, in addition, one cannot determine, a priori, that
such a constant is independent of the distribution of the random variables. Furthermore, the
bound in Theorem [[.4] only requires the assumption that the random variables are pairwise
independent.

1.2. Proof mining. Applied proof theory (or proof mining) is a research area which aims to use
tools and ideas from logic to extract quantitative data from proofs that appear nonconstructive.
Although the program has its origins in Kreisel’s “unwinding” program of the 1950s [30], 31], its
emergence as a fully substantiated subfield of applied logic was due to the work of Kohlenbach
and his collaborators. This program has enjoyed a lot of success in analysis (see [32] for a
comprehensive overview of the program and the recent survey papers [33 [34] for applications)
but has also expanded into various other areas of mathematics, where we in particular mention
Tauberian theory [35, [36], differential algebra [37] and probability theory [38, [39, [40], with the
latter references being the only applications of the techniques of proof mining to probability
theory so far. The results in this article are similarly obtained via this logical perspective, hence,
can be seen as another case study of proof mining in probability theory, breaking ground in the
extraction of quantitative data from limit theorems.

Deriving rates of convergences from convergence results about sequences of real numbers as
well as sequences taking values in abstract spaces, using these tools from logic, is a standard
occupation in applied proof theory (see, for example, [41], 42], 43], 44]). Furthermore, one of the
critical features of proof mining are the logical metatheorems (see e.g. [45, 46, 47, [48]) that
guarantee the extractability of very uniform quantitative information, such as rates of conver-
gence, from proofs of results that can, at least in principle, be formalised in specific formal
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logical systems. Furthermore, these metatheorems provide exact algorithms that take formal
proofs of these results and output such quantitative data.

Although, in principle, the algorithms given by the metatheorems are implementable on a
computer, so the process of going from a formal proof to quantitative data is fully automat-
able/l there are drawbacks to doing this in everyday mathematical practices. For one, the
process of fully formalising a mathematical proof is already completely nontrivial; furthermore,
the outputted quantitative data will most probably not be readable or useful to any human,
especially when a proof uses more exotic logical principles. Rather, the key feature of these
algorithms that allows them to have use in everyday mathematical practice is their modularity.
That is, one does not have to formalise the entire proof: If one formalises the parts of the
proof that (appear to) use nonconstructive reasoning, the algorithms from the metatheorems
combined with normal mathematical intuition can be used to extract (readable) quantitative
content by hand. Furthermore, the metatheorems tell us how the quantitative versions of each
of the lemmas required to prove the result should fit together to get a fully quantitative result.

Jointly with Pischke [50], the author has recently introduced a logical system, along with
corresponding metatheorems, that for the first time provided such results for probability theory
and hence shed light on the quantitative nature of probability theory as seen from this logical
perspective. Looking at the Laws of Large Numbers through the lens of such a formal system
has allowed for success in the extraction of the quantitative results, including the results in
this article as well as upcoming work from the author [51]. Furthermore, we claim that such a
paradigm shift can be very beneficial in establishing new quantitative results in the context of
Laws of Large Numbers and potentially even other areas in probability theory. For example,
the improvement of the bound in [5] given as Theorem [[.4] is a testament to how analysing
proofs via such logical methods allows for one not to introduce further complexity, which can
be easily done when one tries to obtain computational content in a more ad hoc manner. This
is because mathematical proofs inherently contain computational contentE which can become
obscured when one presents a proof in non-formal “normal” mathematical language. However,
this computational content becomes a lot more apparent when studying a proof more formally.

The last feature of proof mining metatheorems we would like to note is the explanatory
power of observed phenomena in everyday mathematics. As briefly noted at the end of the first
subsection, the bounds obtained in this paper are very uniform. Such uniformities seem to oc-
cur a lot in quantitative probability theory as developed using this logical methodology, as was
explicitly noted in the seminal paper of proof mining in probability [39]. In [50], the first logical
explanation of this phenomenon by a novel extension of strong majorizability due to Bezem [52]
is given. In that way, also the uniformities of the present results can be recognized as an a priori
guaranteed feature of our approach to quantitative probability theory via these logical methods.

As common in the context of applied proof theory, while this logical background was crucial
for obtaining the results of this paper, we do not assume any familiarity with the concepts or
techniques of proof mining and, even further, none of the results or proofs presented here, make
any explicit use of such methods.

2This is already a feature available on the proof assistant Coq [49] and the author has done
work on formalising some results in the proof mining literature on the proof assistant Lean
https://github.com/Kejineri/Proof-mining-/

3This can be seen informally as a consequence of what is known as the Curry-Howard correspondence.


https://github.com/Kejineri/Proof-mining-/

QUANTITATIVE STRONG LAWS OF LARGE NUMBERS 9

2. A GENERAL THEOREM

In this section, we shall state and prove the general quantitative theorem we alluded to in
Section [Tl This theorem will be a quantitative version of (a generalisation of) a critical step in
proving [4, Theorem 1], which is a result that has been modified many times to obtain various
“Strong Law of Large Numbers”-type results as discussed in the introduction.

For this, we now first introduce the following definitions that are mostly as presented in [4]:
Let {X,} be a sequence of nonnegative random variables with respective expected values {,}.
Let S, := > _; Xk, 2n = 2, ;i and suppose there exists W > 0 such that

Zn
—<W
n

for all n € N. Further, we make use of the following definitions:

e For each § > 0, let Ls := | |.

e For each § > 0, @ > 1 and natural numbers m and 0 < s < Ly, let
Zn
Coasom = {am <n<a™] e [sd, (s + 1)5)} :
n
o Let k;(m) := minCy 5 5.m and kF(m) := max Cy 5 5.m if Cos6m is nonempty.

o Let bk (m) = kf(m) := |a™] if Cys6m is empty.
One should note that k& (m) and &k, (m) depend on §,  but (following the convention of [4]) we
hid this dependence to make the notation less cumbersome. We shall also adopt the convention

(used in [4]) that kF(m) being used in a relationship (an equation, an inequality, a limit, etc.)
is short-hand for that relationship holding for both £ (m) and k; (m).

Our general theorem is now the following:

Theorem 2.1. For alle,d >0, a>1 and 0 < s < Ly, if

5) :f(

thenﬁ

almost surely.

Proof. The Borel-Cantelli Lemma and (5]) implies that foralle,§d > 0, &« > 1 and all 0 < s < Ls:
1 1
o R e Ry e

almost surely. For all m € N; we can take a natural number 0 < s < Ls such that

(7) %zm € [0, (s + 1)9)

4Recall that the use of the + notation means we are actually assuming the convergence of two sums in the
premise.
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< oP*! then

5 m
kI (p) and, since

m € Cyssp by definition, so C, 55, is non-empty. Therefore, k; (p) < m
ki(p) e Co.s.6p, We have

since z,/n < W and L; = |%¥|. Thus, if we take p € N such that o <
<

1
mzk}(p) € [8(5, (S + 1)5)
which implies, by (), that
1 1

Now we have the following chain of inequalities,

1 1 1
—0 = (1 - a) W+ k@) <5k;(p> - Zkg@))

1\ 1 11
S0 (1= ) =<2+~ (Secn) — %
< a) R) (p)+aks(p)< 0 =)

s

1 1
S _Sks’(p) -
) m
< —(Sm — 2m)
1 1 5
SR e T ) e T
o
< ]{:Jr—@ (Sk;r(p) — ij(p)) + (Oz — I)W + 0.
Here, the first inequality follows since
1
k= (p) ks () < w.

The second inequality follows from expanding brackets, using (8) and the fact that m < ok, (p)
(since m € C, 55, 0 by definition, m < o™ and k; (p) € Cpssp, and so o < k; (p)). The
third inequality follows from the fact that {S,} is monotone (since {X,} is nonnegative) and

k; (p) < m. The remaining inequalities are justified using similar reasoning to the above (see

also [4]).
Thus, by (6) and the fact that p — o0 as m — o0, we have

—0 — (1 - l) W < liminfi(Sm — Zm) < limsupi(Sm —Zp) < (a—1)W +§

o' n—w m n—oo M

almost surely. So, taking 6 — 0 and a — 1 gives our result. O

Remark 2.2. {X,} (not assumed to be nonnegative) is said to converge completely to 0 if

DIP(X,| > ) <o

n=1

for all £ > 0. Hsu and Robbins first introduced this notion of convergence in [53], where they
demonstrated that if {X,} were iid random variables with finite variance (again, not assumed
to be nonnegative), then

S

? - E<X1)
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converges to 0 completely. Furthermore, complete convergence implies almost sure convergence
by the Borel-Cantelli Lemma, so Theorem 2.1l says that if specifically chosen sub-sequences of

Sn Zn

n n
converge completely to 0, then

Sn Zn

n n

converges to 0 almost surely.

Remark 2.3. To prove [4, Theorem 1], it is shown that

Lo () ) <~

(@) in Theorem 2.T] follows from this by Chebyshev’s inequality, so the result in [4] follows by
our theorem. Therefore, Theorem 2.1] generalises the key step in proving [4, Theorem 1].

We now give a quantitative version of Theorem 2.1k

Theorem 2.4. Suppose for each e, >0, a > 1 and 0 < s < Ly:
Sktm) At

(1) ip(@—*(n) 7<) <

n=1
Furthermore, suppose that the partial sums of both sums converge to their respective limits with
a rate of convergence A; 5, : R — R, independent of s
More explicitly, for eache,0 >0, a>1,0<s<Ls, A>0 andp > A. 5., we have,

ip( ) <\ and Z < >e)<)\.

n=p+1 n=p+1

Then, for all e > 0,

2 n) "k (n)

kf(n kt(n)

Sz (n)  “ks(

k;(n) k*(n)

S S

Sm Zm

m m

P (sup
mz=n

with a rate of convergence given by
D, 5 (A) = oW,

)

where \
I (\) :=A3L§a(2) +1 and o : _1+W

Proof. First we observe that, for all §,A\,e > 0, a > 1, natural numbers 0 < s < Ls and
Sk+( ) Zki

p= A€757a()\) + 1:
~c) - (U (g - s

P <sup
q=p =
St AW

2 ( (a)  kio)

SWe can always obtain a rate independent of s by taking the maximum value of all such rates that depend
on s, as s can only take the value of finitely many natural numbers. Furthermore, if both sums (the plus one
and the minus one) have different rates, we can obtain one that works for both by taking the maximum of the
two rates.

Sktg)  AE()

kE(a) k3 (9)
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Here, the last inequality follows from the fact that p — 1 > A.;5,()\) (and that A is a rate of
convergence).
Now, fix e, A > 0 and

We must show,

P(sup &—z—m >8) <A
m=n | T m
Set § = £ and observe that having v = 1 + 5> ensures that
(12) e -Ywand a—nw = <.
3 o 3
Take p € N such that a? < n < o”*!. Then we have
O/\ﬁ,%,a(%)ﬂ <n<aPt!

which implies

A
p//\gsaga(g)-i-l.

Thus, by the very first step of the proof, we have, for each 0 < r < L5,

(13) i <sup 3’;)

a=p
Thus, it suffices to show that there exists 0 < r < Ls such that

1
k(g )Skri(Q) i( zk+(q

S Zm
sup [— — —| > ¢
m=n | T m
implies that
1 1 €
SUp |- — Sk (g) ~ % @] 7 3,
q=p kr (q) " kr (q) 3o
or that
1 g 1 - €
SUp |———S, 4y — ——— 2, + —,
e k() D k()T 3a
as then we would have, for such an r,
m Zm 1 1 I3
P — - — <P —S - ——2Z— (| > —
(s =21 ¢) <2 (ol - = )

1 g 1 € A\
E@7HO T B @] 3a) 57

which is what we are required to show (with the final inequality following from (I3])).
Suppose, for contradiction, that the above was not the case. Then, for all 0 < r < Ls, we
have

+P <sup

q=p

1 1
sup |[—S,, — —zZm| > €
m>=n | T m
and
1 1 €
. @0 B 0| < 3a
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for all ¢ = p. Take m > n such that

1 1
(15) ‘_%__%
m m

> €.

We now use arguments similar to the proof of Theorem 2.1l We can find 0 < r < Lgs such that
1
—Zm € [, (r + 1)d],

so, taking ¢ € N such that a? < m < ™!, ensures that m € C,, s, Furthermore, as m > n,

we have g > p.
Now, since kF(q) € Co..54, We have

which implies
1 1
m kg

<.

Now, following the exact same reasoning as ([9), we have

1 11
—0- <1 - a) W+ k() (qu) - qu))
1
< — m - ~m
— (S — zm)

a
So, (I2)) implies that (recalling that 6 = ¢/3),

2 1 1 1
3t at@ <5k:(q> - %-(q)) < (S — zm)

(16) o 2¢e

(S ) ¢
k;j(q)< K@) T AR @) T 3

Now, the above and (I4)) (and the fact that o > 1) implies |1/m(S,, — 2z,,)| < €, which contra-

dicts ([IH). O

Remark 2.5. Applying Theorem 2.4] to obtain explicit rates of convergences for results related
to the Strong Laws of Large Numbers requires that we must find an explicit rate of convergence
for the (B)). It is a well known result in computability theory that the Monotone Convergence
Theorem is computationally ineffective, in the sense that a computable bound on a series does
not necessarily yield a computable rate of convergence (a monotone bounded sequence can
converge arbitrarily slowly, see [54]). Since this step still features in the proof of Theorem 2.1],
we require a rate of convergence for ([H) in Theorem 2.4 to provide a construction for a rate
of convergence for the conclusion. Furthermore, when the strategy captured by Theorem 2.1]
is applied to obtain results related to the Strong Law of Large Numbers, one typically just
bounds ([{l), thus more work will be required than what is offered by the proof of these results
as we will have to explicitly calculate rates of convergences. This will be the case when we
apply Theorem 2.4 to prove Theorem in Section [l
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3. APPLICATION I: PAIRWISE INDEPENDENT WITH FINITE VARIANCE

In this section, we shall prove Theorem [[L4l First, we calculate a rate under the assumption
that the random variables are nonnegative.

Fix a sequence of nonnegative, pairwise independent random variables {Y,,} with, E(Y,,) <
w# 0, Var(Y,) < o for all n € N and some p1, 0y > 0. Set SY := ", YViand 2z} := " | E(Y,).

Lemma 3.1. Foralle,6 >0, a >1 and 0 < s < Lg,

202
Re’a()\) = loga (Wy_l)> —1

1 a rate of convergence for the partial sums of

(17) iP<S+ <

ki(n) ks
= \UFF() ke

(n

)
1

to their respective limits.

Proof. Fix X\,e,0 >0 and a > 1 as well as 0 < s < Ls, Q > R, (\). Then:

% (=

n=Q+1

Y
Sk+(n - + VA ;— n
S

k& (n)

We get the first inequality from Chebyshev’s inequality, the second inequality by pairwise
independence, the third inequality by using k¥ (n) > |a"| > a"/2, the fourth inequality by
using the sum of an infinite geometric sequence and the last inequality from the assumption
that @ = R ()\). O

We can now apply Theorem [2.4] with the rate we obtained above, observing that R is inde-
pendent of s (and ¢), to easily obtain the following:

Lemma 3.2. For all e, A > 0 and all

360202
> A iov(N) 1= B p(N) 1= —— .
it holds that .
Sm _ ZrEm)
P —m_ < A
<mp m kE(n)| )

Here, a : =1+ i, R is defined as in the previous lemma and ® is defined as in Theorem[2.4)
Proof. This follows immediately from Theorem 2.4l Note we may take W to be pu. 4

We can now obtain a rate where the random variables are not assumed to be nonnegative.
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Proposition 3.3. Let {X,} be a sequence of pairwise independent random variables with
E(X,) =0, Var(X,) < 02 and E(|X,.|) < 7 for alln € N and some 7,0 > 0. Furthermore, let
Sp =201 Xi. Then for alle, A\ > 0 and alln > A%,%,U(A):

2

P,’fez]P’(sup — >8) <A
’ m=n | T
Here,

227\ 2 Ae2(a— 1)

as before with o := 1+ 5. Thus, P} _ converges to 0 with a rate of convergence given above.

Proof. We have, for all n € N, 0% > Var(X,,) = E(X?) > Var(X,") + Var(X, ) which implies
o? = Var(X;f). Furthermore, we have E(X) < F since E(X,,) = 0 = E(X,]) — E(X,,). Thus,
if we take {Y,,} = {X}}, we can set oy := o and u := 7/2. Furthermore we can set

1 1 A
P { sup —Snil——zm>E < =
mz=n | m 2 2
forall e, A > 0 and n > %/JUY<%)' Thus, if n > A %U(%) = A%,ﬂoy(%), then

-8,

A
1
P <sup > e) =P <sup
m=n | T mz=n

Here ST := 37" | XT. O

n

This, in particular, allows us rather immediately to deduce Theorem [L.4

Proof of Theorem[1.4]. Using the above proposition, we have
2 2
P < 288a o
T ne?(a—1)
for all n € N. So Theorem [[.4] follows by noting that if ¢ < 7, we will have o < 4/3. U

Remark 3.4. In the case € > 7, observe that a < 4¢/37 and so we can deduce

2
P < 15360 .
’ NneT

We shall now discuss the optimality of the bound we obtained.

Ezample 3.5. For § > 0, let {X,,} be a sequence of integer-valued iid random variables such

that
c | -
P(Xlzn)szorCZ (ZW)

n=1
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for all n € Z* (and probability 0 for all other integers). Then Var(X;) <o andforalll >¢ >0

and any n € N:
w
P ( sup >c | > ——
ey ni+é

where p is the mean of X, given by

S
— M
m

oo
C
K= Z n2+s’
n=1

C
9 % 3245(2 + 6)°

Proof. These random variables clearly have finite variance. For any 1 > ¢ > 0, we have

S,
5) > P <sup > 1> .
m=n | T

and

W =

S,
P <sup
m=n | T

Observe that

Thus, we get

>P(X;>23nu...u X, >3n)

=1-P(X;<3nn...nX, <3n)

=1-(P(X;<3n))"=1-(1-P(X; =3n)".
We now have

MX&>&”:C£%E§E>CLnEﬁdx:cmww@+ﬁ>:n%“

where w = m This implies,
S w \n
P (s 2> e) 21 (1 )

1 w

I >
w )
1+ niFs 2n1+5

where we used the inequality (1 + z)" < L

< 13, and w < 1. This yields the result. U

Therefore, for every § > 0, by translation, we can obtain a sequence of iid random variables
with expected values equal to 0 and finite variance, such that

P 1 LW
sup (— >e| = .
m>=n | n1+6

This example demonstrates that O (l) is an optimal general power of n bound for P;_ in the

Sm

case of finite variance. It however does not rule out the possibility that P*_ = O <n10g )> for

example.
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4. APPLICATION II: THE CHEN-SUNG STRONG LAW OF LARGE NUMBERS

Throughout this section, let {X,} be a sequence of random variables with finite p-th moment
(for some fixed p > 1) and respective means {u,}. Let S, :== >, Xi and z, :== D" | .

To use Theorem 2.4 to obtain a quantitative version of Theorem [[8 we must find a rate
of convergence for (B). To do this, we need some lemmas. The first is a technical lemma that
resembles the Hajek and Rényi inequality.

Lemma 4.1. Suppose {v,} is a sequence of nonnegative real numbers satisfying

E(|Sn_zn|p) < Z’Yk
Foralle,6 >0, a>1and 0 < s < Ly:
»© S+ 2+
Z IP’( KEm)  FkE(n)

o\ == )
(18)

9P 2P Z 9P 2P i Y
Tm + = o
[aQ-i—Q aP — 1 517 oP — 1) a1 |41 mpP

Proof. Fix M € N. By the generalised Chebyshev’s inequality, we have

f P( 5) _1 i E(‘Sksi(m_zk}(n)

T
n=Q+1 & lan ks (n)r

p
Sktm)  ZkE(n) )

ki(n)  ki(n)

M k+(n

1
T L ey L

€ n= Q+1
Now, splitting the inner sum into two parts, observing that if n > Q+1 then k7 (n) > kI (Q+1),
we have that the above sum is equal to

1 M EE(Q+1) M 1 kE(n)
(19) o 2 kZ(n Z Tm Z kE(n)P 2
n=Q+1 k3 n=Q+1 '3 m=kT(Q+1)+1

Now, interchanging summations in the first term and using k¥ (n) > |a"| > a"/2, we can bound
the first term from above by

£(Q+1) kT (Q+1)

2PaP
-pn
Z Tm ZQ: 10[ < gpap(QJFl oP — Z Ym
n +
_ OP 2P EE(Q+1)
= 5PQP(Q+2 aP — Z Tm
aQ+2

P 2P
eP[aQ+2[p(ar — 1) Z Tm-

We bound the first line by an infinite geometric series to get the second line, and we use
a®*? > kX (Q + 1) to get from the penultimate line to the last line.
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We now bound the second term in (I9]) from above. Again, interchanging summations and
using similar manipulations as used to obtain the bound for the first term, we get that the
second is bounded above by

k3 (M)

1 1
IR 2. ()P

m=kF(Q+1)+1  {M=n=Q+L:kE(n)>m)}

=~
@it

k(M)
217
i —pn
< > E Yim a ",

m=kE(Q+1)+1  {M>=n>Q:a"t!1>m}

The inner sum is bounded by an infinite geometric series with the first term < m™Pa®. Thus,
the above is again bounded above by

+ M+1
D 2D ks (M) D 2P o J
P 2 1()1 1 Z 7_";) < P - ;)é 1 Z LW;'
er(ar —1) m=kE(Q+1)+1 m er(ar —1) m=[a@+1|+1 m
Taking M — oo gives the required result. U

To find a rate of convergence for (H), we must find one for the two terms on the right-hand side
of (IX). A rate for the second term can easily be calculated given one for >, 1n. To obtain
a rate for the second term, we need a quantitative version of what is known as Kronecker’s
Lemma. The author has established a more general quantitative version of Kronecker’s lemma
in [51], which is used to establish a quantitative version of the analogue of Chung’s Strong
Law of Large Numbers [55] on Banach spaces given in [56]. However, we here state and prove
the special case of this result that is required for our current purposes. One can turn to [T
Theorem A.6.2] for a proof of the non-quantitative result.

Lemma 4.2 (Quantitative Kronecker’s lemma). Let z1, xo, ... be a sequence of nonnegative real
numbers such that Zf’;l x; < oo and let 0 < a; < ag < ... be such that a, — 0. Quantitatively,
suppose >~ x; < S for some S > 0 and that s, := Y, x; converges to >,;~ x; with rate of
convergence ¢. Further, suppose that there is a function f: R — N such that ayy = w for all
w > 0. Then

1 n
—Zaixi — 0
a

i=1

n .

as n — o0 with rate of convergence

da.cenS
Ko@) = mas o (5) . (225}

Proof. Take € > 0 and n > Ky 5 (4,},5(¢) and let M = ¢(%). From the definition of ¢, we have
for all ¢ > M that sy — s5) < §. Summation by parts gives

1 n
o 2
An i=1

1 n—1
Sp — — Z(Giﬂ - ai>5i
An i=1
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which in turn is equal to

M—1 n—1
1 1
Sn = — 2 (@i = - — Z i1 — ai)sar — — . (aie1 — a;)(s; — su)
nog=1 "i=M
M- -1
aM 1 1 s
<sn— (1= —)sm| + |— Z Qit1 — — Z i1 — a;)(Si — Sm)
i=1 no_ M
M—1 -1
aprSm 1 1 <
< |sp — sl + a + o Z (@ip1 — a;)s; — Z (ajr1 — a;)(s; — sm)
n no=1 =
M— n—1
€ ayS €
< 1 + o Z Aip1 — ;) CL_Z 2 (@ir1 — ai)
i=1 n =M
£ CLMS S(ZM €
< -+ — <€
4 an an 4

We can now calculate a rate of convergence for ()

Lemma 4.3. Suppose {X,} and {y,} are as in Theorem [L8 Suppose Y.~ . 1o < T for

mlmP

some I' > 0 and that the partial sums converge to their limit with a strictly decreasing rate
of convergence ¥. For all e,0 > 0, a > 1 and 0 < s < Ls, the function x.o v s a rate of
convergence for the partial sums of

> ¢ (

to their respective limits, where

AeP(a? — 1) A
Xe,a,u(A) = max {loga (2111 (72“1&21) >> ,log,, <2Kw7fp7{np}ﬂ <§>)}

with

p(A) =V

AeP(aP — 1)

2PT /%P
(o — 1)

) ) = [

2P (2P

Proof. Let \,e,6 >0, « > 1 and 0 < s < Ly as well as n > x.ow(A) be given. We have, by

Lemma (4.1, that

> 2

m=n+1

<
= er|lant2fr(ar — 1)

Now, n > X¢ qw(A) implies

and from this, we deduce

n+2

P (2P Z ., P (2P i Ym
" 5p aP — 1) mp’

m=|ant1|+1
AeP(aP — 1)

AeP(aP — 1)
n+1 n+1
"] = a /22\11( 2p+10,2p )’
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which in turn implies
o &
e?(a? —1) 2

Now, observe that the partial sums of

1
converges to 0 with rate Ky ¢ (nry,r- Now, n = Xz qw(A) further implies

A
n= 1Oga <2K¢,fp,{np}7]{ (5))

" A
"] = Ky 1, (nry.R <§> :

and, arguing as above, we get

This allows us to conclude

9 lan+2J
2pOé P Z < )\
ePlan+2|p(ap — 1) — Tm 2
and we are done. O

This, in particular, allows us rather immediately to deduce Theorem and Theorem [I.10L.

Proof of Theorem[1.9. In the context of the assumptions of Theorem [L.9] the rate y in the
previous Lemma simplifies to

o (o o0 (55521 [0 (4552) () )

where we use the assumption that W is strictly decreasing to obtain such a simplification.

We can now apply Theorem [2.4] with the rate we obtained above, observing that x is in-
dependent of s (and §) to deduce Theorem [L.Y], noting that we can take a = 1 + 35 and so
the assumption that ¢ < 1 < W implies @ < 4/3 and a? — 1 > a — 1. Furthermore, the
assumptions that '’ W > 1 and 0 < ¢ < 1, as well as the strictly decreasing condition on W,
allows us to conclude that the second argument in the max function above is bigger than the
first argument. O

Proof of Theorem[L.10. We write X,, = X, — X, and apply Theorem to each sequence
{X*} with p = 2 and v, = Var(XF) < Var(X,). We then obtain the result for {X,} by
arguing as in Proposition d
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5. COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS

There are still a lot of questions that can be asked in the area of large deviations in the Strong
Law of Large Numbers, which we believe would be suited to the methods of proof mining. We
conclude with some potential avenues of further study:

e Firstly, as mentioned in Section [T, Cramér’s original 1938 results have been generalised
in [24] to sequences of random variables not assumed to be identically distributed.
However, the non-identically distributed generalisation of large deviation probabilities
related to the weak law of large numbers [21] has not been studied. So, we can ask if
one can obtain such a generalisation. Furthermore, one can ask if such a generalisation
exists for the Strong Law of Large Numbers.

e Baum-Katz type rates are typically given by showing some series converges through the
bounding of the series. As already mentioned in this article, it is a well known result
in computability theory that given a bound on a sum, there is no general computable
process to extract a computable rate of convergence of that sum to its limit. Thus,
one avenue of study is to try to extract rates of convergence for these Baum-Katz type
results. Doing so will give us a more descriptive picture of how these large deviation
probabilities behave. This problem appears to have already been considered in passing
by Erdés in [57]. In the case r = 0 of Theorem [[L5, Erdés provides an elementary proof
that condition (¢) implies condition (i¢) (this was first demonstrated by Hsu and Robbins
[53] by techniques involving Fourier analysis) as well as the converse implication. Erdés’s
approach to demonstrating that (i) implies (i) was to split the sum (77) into three parts.
For two parts, Erdos calculates explicit rates of convergence that are independent of the
distribution of the random variables; however, for the last part, Erdos bounds the sum,
and it is unclear how one obtains a rate from this bound (that is independent of the
distribution of the random variables). Thus, getting a rate from Erdés’s proof is not
straightforward. One could try to obtain a rate by analysing Hsu and Robbins’s proof.

e Uniform rates of convergence (uniform in that they do not depend on the distribution
of the random variables) have been found for the Central Limit Theorem:

Theorem 5.1 (Berry [58] and Esseen [59]). Let {X,,} be iid random variables satisfying
E(X;) =0,Var(X;) = 0? > 0,E(|X;]?) = p < 00. Let
Z?:l Xi
D107
F, be the cumulative distribution function of S, and ® the cumulative distribution func-
tion of the standard normal distribution. Then for alln € N and x € R

S, =

C
Fa(e) - 2@ < —=
For some C' > 0.

Suppose we do not assume the random variables have a finite third moment but
do have finite variance. In that case, we can still deduce that F,(z) — ®(x) by the
Central Limit Theorem, but we do not get such uniform rates of convergence (Berry
initially attempted to do this and could not [58]). A similar phenomenon appears to
occur in the Strong Law of Large Numbers, as the result holds if we assume the random
variables have a finite first moment. It is also not clear if one can obtain rates that are
independent of the distribution by only assuming a finite first moment. However, taking
one moment higher (so finite variance) allows one to obtain rates independent of the
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distribution of the random variables. One can investigate whether this occurs in other
limit theorems. A potential case study could investigate whether a rate of convergence
for the Hsu-Robbins-Erdés sum [57, [53] (condition (ii) in Theorem [[Hlin the case r = 0)
can be obtained if we assume finite third moment instead of just finite variance.
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