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Abstract

This paper presents an exposition of Rio’s proof of the strong law of large numbers and extends his method to
random fields. In addition to considering the rate of convergence in the Marcinkiewicz—Zygmund strong law of
large numbers, we go a step further by establishing (i) the Hsu—Robbins-Erdos-Spitzer-Baum—Katz theorem, (ii)
the Feller weak law of large numbers, and (iii) the Pyke—Root theorem on mean convergence for dependent random
fields. These results significantly improve several particular cases in the literature. The proof is based on new
maximal inequalities that hold for random fields satisfying a very general dependence structure.
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1. Introduction and Main Results

Consider a sequence {X,,n > 1} of square integrable, mean zero random variables. Let S, = X1 + -+ + X,
n > 1 be the partial sums. Many dependence structures possess the following inequality:

ES; <CY EX], n>1. (1.1)
i=1

Here and hereafter, the symbol C' denotes an absolute constant which is not necessarily the same one in each
appearance. To prove strong laws of large numbers (SLLN), we usually need a stronger inequality which will be
referred to as a Kolmogorov—Doob-type maximal inequality:

2) < 2 n>1. .
E(lrél]?i(nsk) _O;EX“ n>1 (1.2)

However, (L.2) is not available for some interesting dependence structures, such as negative dependence, extended
negative dependence or various mixing sequences. It is even invalid for pairwise independence or pairwise negative
dependence. Therefore, stronger conditions are usually required for the SLLN under these dependence structures
compared to the independence case (sce, e.g., Csdgo ct al. [15] and Martikainen [35]). In 1981, Etemadi [19]
proved that the Kolmogorov SLLN still holds for the pairwise independent and identical distribution (p.i.i.d.) case.
The Etemadi subsequences method, however, does not seem to work when the norming sequences are of the form
b, = o(n), as in the case of the Marcinkiewicz—Zygmund SLLN (see Remark 3 of Janisch [29]). Csdgo et al. [15]
showed that under pairwise independence, the Kolmogorov SLLN for the non-identical distribution case does not
hold in general.

In some cases, it may be necessary to bound moments of order higher than 2 for either the partial sums or the
maximum of the partial sums. Let p > 2 and let {X;,1 <4 <n} be a collection of independent mean zero random
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variables. The Rosenthal inequality states that

n n p/2
< C(p)max{ > E[X;[, (Z EXE) . (1.3)
i=1 i=1

Hereafter, C(p) is a constant depending only on p. Johnson et al. M] proved that if the random variables X,

p
1 < i < n are independent and symmetric, then (3] holds with C(p) = (1£;pp) , where K is a constant satisfying

1/(ev/2) < K < 7.35. Recently, Chen et al. [11] used Stein’s method and obtained the bound K < 3.5 without
assuming the symmetry of the random variables. It is noteworthy that the rate p/logp in the expression of C(p)
is optimal, as shown by Johnson at al. [31]. A stronger version of [[3) is

n p

>

i=1

E

/2

p n n p
|p 2
E <I]?£§ ) < C(p) max ;IE|X1| (Z}EX) (1.4)

which plays a crucial tool in the proof of many limit theorems (see, e.g., [16, 136, [40, [59]). We will refer to ()
as a Rosenthal-type maximal inequality. Rosenthal-type maximal inequalities have been established for various
dependence structures, such as stationary sequences (Merlevede and Peligrad [36], Peligrad and Utev [4d)), p-
mixing sequences (Shao [47]), negatively associated sequences (Shao [48]), and p*-mixing sequences (Peligrad and
Gut [38], Utev and Peligrad [59)), etc.

Let {X,,n > 1} be a sequence of independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) random variables. Hsu and
Robbins @] proved that if EX; = 0 and EX? < oo, then the sample mean converges to 0 completely, i.e.,

i=1
Erdos HE] proved that the converse also holds, i.e., (LH]) implies EX; = 0 and EX{ < co. This famous result was
extended to the case where EX? can be infinite by Baum and Katz E] The Baum-Katz theorem reads as follows.

k

>

i=1

> sn> < oo forall €>0. (1.5)

Theorem 1.1 (Baum and Katz [2]). Let p > 1,1/2 < a < 1,ap > 1 and let {X,,,n > 1} be a sequence of i.i.d.
random variables. If

EX;: =0 and E|X;|P < oo, (1.6)
then
> P < > Xl > 5n°‘> < oo forall >0, (1.7)
n=1 =1
and

o0 k
E n®P~2P [ max E X
k<n |4
n=1 i=1

Conversely, if one of the sums is finite for all € > 0, then (L6l holds.

> 5n°‘> < oo forall €>0. (1.8)

The implication = (L) is trivial and the implication (7)) = (L8) is a direct consequence of the Lévy
inequalities (see, e.g., |25, Theorem 3.7.1]) as noted by Gut and Stadtmiiller m, Page 447]. The equivalence of
(L) and (7) for the case where p = 1 and a = 1 was proved by Spitzer [50]. The case where p > 1,1/2 < a <1
and ap > 1 is the first part of Theorem 3 of Baum and Katz @], and it reduces to the Hsu-Robbins-Erdds theorem
when p =2 and a = 1. The case where 1 < p < 2 and o = 1/p is the second part of Theorem 1 of Baum and Katz
[2], and it is of special interest because each of (LH), (L7) and (L) is equivalent to the Marcinkiewicz—Zygmund
SLLN. For the case 0 < p < 1, Peligradg] proved that the second half of (L) implies (I.8) without assuming
any dependence structure (see Peligrad [37, Theorem 1]).

@], Pyke and Root proved that if 1 < p < 2, then the condition (LG is also necessary and sufficient for
convergence in £, of the partial sums.

In



Theorem 1.2 (Pyke and Root @]) Let 1 <p <2 and let {X,,n > 1} be a sequence of i.i.d. random variables.
Then

D el | TR (1.9)

if and only if ([LQ) holds.

The Hsu—Robbins—Erdos—Spitzer-Baum—Katz theorem was extended in various directions. We refer to ﬂﬁ, @,
, @, @, @, , , @] and the references therein. In all these papers, the maximal inequalities play a crucial
step in the proofs. It was shown that if a sequence of random variables satisfies a Kolmogorov-Doob-type maximal
inequality, then the Baum—Katz theorem holds for the case where 1 < p < 2 (see, e.g., @]) On the Pyke—Root
theorem, however, no maximal inequality is needed and the result holds for sequences of p.i.i.d. random variables
(see, e.g., Chen, Bai, and Sung ﬂﬂ])

In ], Rio developed a new method to prove that the Baum-Katz theorem (for the case 1 < p < 2 and o = 1/p)
still holds for sequences of p.i.i.d. random variables. Although the maximal inequalities are somewhat concealed
in Rio’s proof @], his method provides an elegant way to bound the tail probabilities of the maximum of partial
sums of pairwise independent random variables. Rio’s method has recently been applied by Thanh m, @, @] to
derive laws of large numbers with regularly varying norming constants. In this paper, we give an exposition of Rio’s
proof by showing that his method can lead to a Rosenthal-type maximal inequality for double sums of dependent
random variables. This result is then used to prove various limit theorems for two-dimensional random fields. In
addition to extending Rio’s result on SLLN for dependent random fields, we also obtain the Feller weak law of
large numbers (WLLN) and the Pyke-Root theorem on mean convergence for the maximum of double sums of
dependent random variables. Furthermore, the Hsu—Robbins—Erdés SLLN for the maximum of double sums from
double arrays of dependent random variables is established. It is important to note that the Hsu—Robbins—Erdos
theorem does not hold in general if the independence assumption is weakened to the pairwise independence, even
when the underlying random variables are uniformly bounded (see Szynal [53]). We note further that in the proof
of the Pyke—Root theorem and the Feller WLLN for partial sums, as mentioned before, no maximal inequalities are
required and the results hold for p.i.i.d. random variables. However, if one considers convergence of the maximum
of partial sums, a Kolmogorov—Doob-type maximal inequality would be needed, and the existing methods do not
seem to push through for the case of p.i.i.d. random variables.

Wichura @] was apparently the first to establish the following multidimensional version of the Kolmogorov—-
Doob-type maximal inequality ([2]) for the case of independent random variables. Let {X,, n,m > 1,n > 1} be
a double array of independent mean zero random variables and let S, , = > ", Z?:l X ; be the partial sums.
Then

m n
E<k<1?3£<<ns,§7é) < 1GZZEX§j, m>1,n>1 (1.10)
=1 j=1
For moment inequalities of the partial sums ([I]) and ([I3]), it is clear that the case of the single sums is the same
as its double sums counterpart. However, there is a substantial difference between (LI0) and (L2 because of the
partial (in lieu of linear) ordering of the index set {(i,j),i > 1,j > 1}. Wichura’s [60] results had a great impact on
the investigation of limit theorems for random fields. For the case of i.i.d. random variables, we refer to a survey
paper by Pyke ﬂﬂ] which covers many important topics such as fluctuation theory, the SLLNs, inequalities, the
central limit theorems, and the law of the iterated logarithm for the multidimensional sums. For a comprehensive
exposition on the limit theorems for multiple sums of independent random variables, we refer to a monograph by
Klesov [32)].

The Hsu—Robbins—Erdés—Spitzer-Baum—Katz and the Pyke—Root theorems were extended to independent ran-
dom fields by Gut [23,[24] and Gut and Stadtmiiller %]7 and to dependent random fields by Peligrad and Gut [38],
Giraudo @] and Kuczmaszewska and Lagodowski [33], among others. The dependence structures considered in
Peligrad and Gut [38], Giraudo [22] and Kuczmaszewska and Lagodowski [33] are, respectively, p*-mixing random
fields, martingale differences random fields, and negatively associated random fields, all possessing a Kolmogorov—
Doob-type maximal inequality. When working with limit theorems for the maximum of multidimensional sums of
dependent random variables, we encounter the following difficulties:



(i) The Kolmogorov—Doob-type and the Rosenthal-type maximal inequalities are not valid, even in the case of
dimension one (e.g., pairwise independence, pairwise negative dependence). This is due to the fact that the
Kolmogorov SLLN for the non-identically distributed case does not necessarily hold if the underlying random
variables are only pairwise independent (see, e.g., Csogo et al. ﬂﬁ, Theorem 3)).

(ii) For some dependence structures, the Kolmogorov—Doob-type and the Rosenthal-type maximal inequalities are
not available for the multidimensional setting (e.g., the p’-mixing random fields, negatively dependent random
fields).

The advantage of our approach is that we only assume that the underlying random variables satisfy (3] for
some fixed p > 2. Therefore, we can avoid the above difficulties, and the main results can be applied to all
aforementioned dependence structures.

For the sake of clarity, especially due to the complicated notation, we shall establish the results for double-
indexed random fields. The results would be able to extend to d-dimensional random fields for any integer d > 2
by the same method.

Throughout this paper, C(-), C1(+), ... denote generic constants which are not necessarily the same one in each
appearance, and depend only on the variables inside the parentheses. For a,b € R, max{a,b} will be denoted by
a V b, and the natural logarithm of a V 2 will be denoted by loga. For a set S, 1(.5) denotes the indicator function
of S, and |S| denotes the cardinality of S. For 2 > 0, and for a fixed positive integer v, we let

log, (z) := (logz)(loglogx) ... (log- - -log x), (1.11)
and
log® (z) := (logz)(loglog z) ... (log - - -log x)?, (1.12)

where in both (LIIl) and ([LI2)), there are v factors. For example, log,(z) = (logx)(loglogz), and 10g§2) () =
(log z)(log log ) (log log log )%, and so on. For positive sequences {u,,n > 1} and {v,,n > 1}, we write u, < v, to
mean

u U
0 < liminf = < limsup — < oo.
n ’Un

The Hsu-Robbins-Erdés—Spitzer—-Baum—Katz, the Feller WLLN and the Pyke-Root theorems were originally
stated for identically distributed random variables. A natural extension of the identical distribution condition,
known as stochastic domination, is defined as follows. A family of random variables {X, A € A} is said to be
stochastically dominated by a random variable X if

sup P(|Xy| > x) <P(|X]| > z), z € R.
AEA

Some interesting properties concerning the concept of stochastic domination as well as relationships between stochas-
tic domination and uniform integrability were recently established in HE] If { X, A € A} is stochastically dominated
by a random variable X, then for all + > 0 and a > 0,

ilelleﬂXxlrl(lXﬂ >a)) <E(IX["1(|X]| > a)) (1.13)

and
sup E(|Xx["1(|X)| < a)) < E(IX["L(|X] < @) +a"P(|X| > a) < E[X][". (1.14)
AEA

We will use (LI3) and (LI4) in our proofs without further mention.

In this paper, we consider a very general dependence structure, defined as follows:

Condition (Hs,). Let ¢ > 1 be a real number. A family of random variables { X, A € A} is said to satisfy
Condition (Hgq) if for all finite subset I C A and for all family of increasing functions {fx, A € I}, there exists a
finite constant C(q) depending only on ¢ such that

2q

B[ (3060~ EACK)| < Cla) (1 B17 (X0 P+ 11 e (B1060)) (1.15)

Aerl




provided the expectations are finite.

It is easy to see that if {Xx, A € A} is a family of pairwise independent (resp, quadruple-wise independent)
random variables, then it satisfies Condition (Hs) (resp., Condition (Hy)). We would like to note that for most of
the results on laws of large numbers, we only need to assume that the underlying random variables satisfy Condition
(Hs). By Theorem 2.1 of Chen and Sung [13], we see that if a collection of random variables satisfies Condition
(Haq) for some ¢’ > ¢ > 1, then it satisfies Condition (Hs4). Various dependence structures satisfy Condition (Hag)
for all ¢ > 1 such as negative dependence, extended negative dependence (see Lemmas 2.1 and 2.3 of Shen et al.
[49]), p*-mixing (see Theorem 4 of Peligrad and Gut [38]), and p/-mixing (see Theorem 29.30 of Bradley [d]). A
more detailed discussion of these dependence structures will be provided in Subsection 5.3l It is worth noting that
pairwise negative dependence satisfy Condition (Hs), but it does not meet Condition (Hyq) for ¢ > 2 (see Example
on pages 145-146 in Szynal ﬂa and the discussion on page 2 in Thanh @ To the best of our knowledge, (L13])
is not available for a-mixing random variables even for ¢ = 1. We refer to Chapter 1 of Rio ] for several bounds
of variance of the partial sums of a-mixing random variables.

The following theorem is the first main result of this paper. Theorem is the Hsu—Robbins—Erdos—Spitzer—
Baum-Katz theorem for the maximum of double sums of random variables satisfying Condition (Hag).

Theorem 1.3. Letp > 1, 1/2 < a < 1, ap > 1 and let {Xm,m m > 1, n > 1} be a double array of random
variables. Assume that the array { X, m > 1, n > 1} satisfies Condition (Hsy) with ¢ =1 if 1 < p < 2 and
qg>(ap—1)/2a—1)ifp>2 If{Xumn, m>1, n > 1} is stochastically dominated by a random variable X
satisfying

E (| X|Plog|X]) < o0, (1.16)
then
ap 2 L . @
Z Z mn) P  ax lel i —EX; ;)| >e(mn)® | < oo forall e > 0. (1.17)
m=1n=1 1<v<n [i=1]

Conversely, if Xpn, m > 1, n>1 have the same distribution as a random variable X and for some p € R,

ap—2 L a
Zl Zl(mn) P  nax Zl Zl i — )| >e(mn)® | < oo foralle >0, (1.18)
m=1n= 1<v<n |1=17]

then EX = p and (CI6) holds.

The proof of Theorem [[3 will be presented in SectionBl Similar to the case of dimension one (see, e.g., Remark
1 in [17]), we have the following remark.

Remark 1.4. For arbitrary array {X,, »,,m > 1,n > 1} of integrable random variables, by writing

oo u v
ap 2 R . @
Z mn) P  nax ZZ ij —EX; 5)| > e(mn)

m=1n=1 1<v<n |t=1j=1

oo

(]

o oo 2F—1 201

Z Z Z mn)*P 2P max ii (Xi,; —EX; ;)| >e(mn)* |,

14=1 m=2k-1p=2(-1 1<v<n =1 j=1
we easily prove that (LI7) is equivalent to

DD TotEOler=Dp | max 1N (X — EX )| > e200° | < oo for all £ > 0. (1.19)

2k p<2t
k=1¢=1 w2 e<t i o

Since ap > 1, (LI9) together with the Borel-Cantelli lemma imply

; D i1 2y (Xiy —EX )
K00 2(v+0)a

maxy <y<2k 1<v<2f

=0 almost surely (a.s.),



which, in turn, implies

Maxi <u<m,1<v<n | Poim 2ojo1(Xij — EXij)
lim =0 a.s. (1.20)

mVn— oo (mn)a

If 1 < p <2, then by choosing « = 1/p in (L20), we obtain the Marcinkiewicz—Zygmund SLLN.

We will now present the Feller WLLN and the Pyke-Root theorem for the maximum of double sums of random
variables satisfying Condition (Hsz). For the Feller WLLN for partial sums from sequences of i.i.d. random variables,
we refer to Feller [20, Theorem 1, Section VIIL.7]. The proofs of Theorems and are presented in Section [

Theorem 1.5. Let 1 < p < 2 and let {X,n, m > 1, n > 1} be a double array of random variables satisfying
Condition (Hsy). Forn>1,i>1,7>1, set

bn = nl/p, Zn,i,j = Xi,j]- (|XZJ| S bn) .
If {Xyn, m>1, n>1} is stochastically dominated by a random variable X satisfying
nP(|X| > n'P) =0 as n — oo, (1.21)

then
MaXy<m,v<n [ 2ic 2ojet1(Xij = Emn,ij)
(mn)l/P
Conversely, if Xpmpn,m > 1,n > 1 are symmetric and have the same distribution as a random variable X, then

@T22) implies (L2T).

Theorem 1.6. Let 1 < p < 2 and let {X,n, m > 1, n > 1} be a double array of random variables satisfying
Condition (Hz). If {Xmn, m >1, n > 1} is stochastically dominated by a random variable X satisfying

50 asmVn— . (1.22)

E[X|P < oo, (1.23)

then

D it i1 (Xig —EXG )
(mn)l/P

Conversely, if the random variables X, n,m > 1,n > 1 have the same distribution functions as a random variable

X and
Sl X (K — )|
( ;1/; — 50 asmvn = oo (1.25)
mn

for some real number p, then EX = p and (L23) holds.

maXy<m,v<n r

%0 asmVn— oo. (1.24)

maXqy<m,v<n

Remark 1.7. Since quadruple-wise independent random variables satisfy Condition (Hy), by applying Theorem [L3]
for the case where p =2, a = 1 and ¢ = 2, we obtain the Hsu—Robbins—Erdds theorem for the maximum of partial
sums from a double array of quadruple-wise independent and identically distributed (q.i.i.d.) random variables,
that is, if { X, n, m > 1, n > 1} a double array of q.i.i.d. random variables, then

EX11=0 and E (X7, log|X11]) < oo
if and only if
Zl X:IP L z;zng > emn | < oo for all & > 0.
m=1n= 1=1 )=

Similarly, we can apply Theorems[[.3] [L3land [[LGl to obtain the necessary and sufficient conditions for (i) the Spitzer—
Baum-Katz theorem (for the case where 1 < p < 2), (ii) the Feller WLLN, and (iii) the Pyke-Root theorem for
double arrays of p.i.i.d. random variables.



Remark 1.8. The Reviewer kindly raised a question about the possibility of obtaining additional results for 2¢-
tuplewise independent random fields (see, e.g., B] for the definition) when ¢ > 3. To establish the validity of
Theorem [T for double arrays of 2¢-tuplewise independent random variables, we would need to show that a collection
of 2¢-tuplewise independent random variables satisfies Condition (Hs,). Unfortunately, we are unable to achieve
this even in the case of ¢ = 3. We present it here as an open problem for future research.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we use Rio’s technique to establish some maximal
inequalities for double sums of dependent random variables. The proof of Theorem is presented in Section
Section [ contains the proof of Theorems and Section [ presents some corollaries and remarks. Finally,
some technical results are proved in the Appendix.

2. New maximal inequalities for double sums of dependent random variables

As mentioned in Section [T although the maximal inequalities are “almost hidden” in the proof of Rio @], his
method can lead to a new maximal inequality for pairwise independent random variables. A brief discussion about
Rio’s technique in dimension one is given as follows. For simplicity, we assume that {X,,n > 1} is a sequence of
p.ii.d. integrable random variables. Let 1 < p < 2, b, = n'/? and Xni=X;1(|X;| <bp), 1 <i<n,n>1 When
proving limit theorems such as the Baum—Katz theorem or the Pyke-Root theorem, it suffices to control the tail
probability of the form

IP’( max |5, ;| > Ebgn) , (2.1)
1<j<2n
where € > 0 and S, ; = gzl(X2n7rL' —EX3n;), n> 0. Since the random variables are only assumed to be pairwise

independent, we would not be able to apply the Kolmogorov maximal inequality. In @], Rio used the telescoping
sums:

Sni =D (Sm-1jm s = Sm-14n) + D (Smj = Sm-1; = Smj + Sm-14,), 1 <5 <2"0<m <n,n>1, (2.2)
m=1

m=1
where Sy, 0 =0 and j,, = [j/2™] x 2. For the first term on the right hand side of (Z2]), we have

Jmt+2mt

1Sm—1jms = St | | Y. (Xamor; — EXpmo )] (2.3)
i=jm+1

From (22), (Z3)) and the definition of j,,, we can address the problem of bounding the tail probability in (Z1I) by
bounding

n E2m4om—L
I=P glogﬁ%m iz};ﬂ (Xam-1; —EXom-1;)| > eban | . (2.4)

By writing bgn = Y

m—1 An,m Wwith suitable choices of A, ., and using Chebyshev’s inequality and the p.i.i.d.
assumption, we have

n gn—m__q k2m+2m71
-2 E -2 E E
I S g An,m E (Xgm—lyi — ]EXQm—lﬂ')
m=1 k=0 i=k2m+1

<e ) 2" 2 E (XX < bamn)) -
m=1

Using a similar estimate for the second term on the right hand side of ([22]), we will finally obtain the following
bound for the tail probability in ZII):

P (12}% S| > 5b2n> <Ce? Zl 2"\ 2 E (X?1(|X1] < bym-1)) + a neligible term. (2.5)



Inequality (23] will play the role of the Kolmogorov maximal inequality in proving the Baum-Katz theorem (for
the case where 1 < p < 2 and a = 1/p). We refer to Rio HE] and Thanh @ 56, @ for detailed arguments.

In this section, we use Rio’s technique to establish some maximal inequalities for double sums of dependent
random variables. The following theorem presents a Rosenthal-type maximal inequality. We would like to note that
in Theorem [Z1] the underlying random variables are not necessary integrable.

Theorem 2.1. Let {X,;, ¢ > 1, j > 1} be a double array of nonnegative random variables satisfying Condition
(Haq) for some ¢ > 1, let {by,n > 1} be an increasing sequence of positive constants and let {Nm pnij,1 < i <
m,1<j<nm>1n> 1} be an array of positive constants. For s >0, m > 1,n>1, set

m n

G =YY Amni 0nd Xommn = Xmnl (Xmn < boe) + bae 1 (X p > bae) .

i=1 j=1

Then for allm >1,n>1,

2q 2q
m n
s+t
E| max, E E Xontnig = EXmanig)| | C@ | DD 27 bgere | ax P(Xij > byvi2)
1<v<2n =1 7=1 s=1t=1 1<j<2n
(2.6)
m n
2q ZZ m4ny—2q 2q (s+t)(g—1) 2 q
a 2 A max EX + 2 max (EXZI., ..
m,n m,n,s,t 1<icam s+t,i,7 1<i<2™ ( S+t71;])
s=1t=1 1<j<2™ 1<j<2m

The next theorem is a maximal inequality for double sums of dependent integrable random variables.

Theorem 2.2. Let the assumptions of Theorem [Z] be satisfied. Assume further that the random variables X, p,
m > 1,n > 1 are integrable. Then for alle >0, m > 1, n > 1, we have

2m 2’7l
B (g, 903000, EX)| 2 Same | £ 33P0, > e
1<v<2n [=17=1 i=1 j=1
(2.7)
m n
- A2 q
MDD 2N | e, BX 20007 mae (BXE )"
s=1t=1 1<j<2n 1<j<2n
provided
2m 2’7l
SO E(Xij1(Xij > bymen)) < Eamn (2.8)
i=1 j=1
and
m n
62 Z 25 hyts 1213)2( P(X;,; > bystt—2) < Q- (2.9)
s=1t=1 1<J<2n

Remark 2.3. Before presenting the proof of Theorems 2.l and 2.2] we would like to provide some comments on these
results. The maximal inequality (Z6]) can be regarded as a Rosenthal-type maximal inequality for double sums
of truncated random variables. Theorem may be compared to Theorem 1.2 of Shao ﬂﬂ], which establishes a
Rosenthal-type maximal inequality for p-mixing sequences. In proving the laws of large numbers for the maximum
of the partial sums, we first choose A, p; j such that asm on < bym+n. Then, under some moment conditions, (2-8)
and ([29) are satisfied, and the first term on the right-hand side of (27 can be shown to be negligible. We are
left with the last term on the right-hand side of (277)), which can be controlled using moment calculations as in the
usual proofs of laws of large numbers.



Proof of Theorem[21l For m,n,i,j > 1, set

*
X = Xnij;— Xn—1,ijs

n,i,j
* _ * *
Yn,l,j Xn i,7 EXn,z,Jv

Sktjij = Z Z (Xktt,u0 — EXkyeuw)  Sk,e,0,5 = Skyeio =0, k>0,£>0,

u=1v=1

m k2542571 g2t 4ot—1

Ri(m,n) = ZZ max Z Z (Xsqt—2,ij —EXoyi-2,i4)|s

m—s
s—1 t— 100<<]2222" o | i=k2e 41 j=e2t41
m k2s 4251 g2t 42!

_ *
Ry(m,n) = E O<£n32% . E E s+t—1,i,5|°
e T
m k2°42° (2" 42071

*
Rs(m,n) = E E max E E Yot 1)

0<k<2m s
0<£<2n t

s=1 t=

i=k254+1 j=02t 41

k25425 ¢2t42°

R4(m,n)zzz max oY (Vi Yieenig)]|-

%j;fzn . li=k27+1 j=2t 11

Since the sequence {b,,,n > 1} is increasing and X, ; are nonnegative,

0< X}, <bonl(Xij > byas), nyi,j > 1. (2.10)

n,i,J

For simplicity, we write R; for R;(m,n). We will need the following claim whose proof is postponed to the Appendix.

Claim 1. Forallm >1,n>1,

| Inax_ 1Smme] < ZR + GZZw boorts e P (X, > boete—z). (2.11)
1_§,U<2n s=1t=1 1<j<2m
Now, we return to the proof of the theorem. For all real numbers 1, ..., z,, we have the following elementary
inequality:
o1+ a2 <02 P [ ). (212)
By using (ZTIT]) and (ZI2)), we obtain
4 m n %
E | max [Smns* | <Clg) STERM 4 (D) 27 by (max P (X;; > byri-s) . (2.13)
< m ‘ < m
1gi<271 =1 s=1t=1 1<3<2n

Form >1,n>1, set

n
229/ (24-1)
mnst .

1t=1

ths

S



Then

2q
m k242571 patyot—1
2q —1
ERl =E E E )\m,n,s,t )‘m,n,s,t ma}:(n s Z § : (X5+t_27i,j—EXs+t—2,i,j)
— 0<k<2m=s | “— =
s=1t=1 O<r<2n—t i=k25+1 j=£2t4+1
s os—1 pot | ot—1 2q
k2542571 g2t 42
2q—1 —2q
<N E E A st E jomax E E (Xsyt—2,ij —EXort-245)
< . .
1t=1 = =k2s =02t
5= 0<t<an—t i=k254+1 j=02t+1
2
—1ommt_1 koS4 g2t 4ot 1
2 1 —2q
<N E E )\m)mst E E E E E (Xoqt—2, —EXsit045)
s=1 t=1 k=0 = i=k25 41 j=02t41 (2.14)

)\Qq IZZ)\—QQ 2m+n—s—t 2s+t max ]EX5+t 213 2(s+t)q max (EXS2+t727i7j)q

™St 1<i<2™ 1<i<2™
s=11t=1 1<j<2m 1<j<2n
QN 1§ § gmAny-20 | max EX2? +26F96@=D max (EXZ, ,,.)"
m)n7s) 1<1/<2’V7'L S+t 2 ZJ 1§1<27n S+ - 77‘)]
s=11=1 1<j<2n 1<j<2n

2q 1 m+ny—2q (s+t)(g—1) 2 q
DA E ﬁ § 2N | e EXC 2 (max (BXZ5)" |
s=11t=1 1<j<2™ 1<j<2n

where we have applied Hélder’s inequality in the first inequality, and Condition (Ha,) in the third inequality. The
last inequality follows from the fact that Xi+;; > Xsy+—2,4; > 0. Now, for nonnegative real numbers aq, ..., a,,
we have the following elementary inequality:

iaf < <iai> , r>1. (2.15)
i=1 i=1

Applying (2.IH), we obtain

m n 2g—1 m n 29
AZ&?—(Z Aifféi?;”) s(ZZAmm> ap (2.16)

s=1t=1 s=1t=1

It follows from (ZI4) and (ZI6) that

m n
2q E E m+ny—2q (s+t)(g—1) 2 q
ER < C n 2 )‘m,n,s,t énaxm IE‘er+t i, j +2 maXm (EXS-H,Z',]') . (217)
<2 1<i<2
s=1t=1 1Sj<2n 1Sj<2n

By proceeding in the same manner as (ZI7) with noting that 0 < X, . < X, ; ;, we have

2 m—+n -2 s+t 1 2 q
Z ER}" < C(q Z Z 2N | A, EXJY 5+ 2000 max (BXZ.5)" ) (2.18)
==t 1<j<2” 1<j<2n

Combining [213), 117) and 2I]) yields 2.4). O
Proof of Theorem[2.2, We use the notations in the proof of Theorem 211 Let € > 0 be arbitrary. By using [2.8)),

10



@9) and @.II), we have

2’771 2n
P (g [373 060~ B 2 e | <303 B > b
1<t<2nzlgl i=1 j=1
st gm on
+P | max, > Z mn,ij — EXmen,ij)| + Z Z]E (Xi;1(Xij > bymn)) = Bam,ne
1<t<on |[1=1 =1 i=1 j=1 (2.19)
2™ on
< ZZP(XZ-J > bymin ) + P ZR +6ZZ2S+ byeve max, P (Xi; > byete—2) > 2am ne
=1 j=1 i=1 s=1t=1 1<j<2m
2’771 2n
< ZZP X’Lj > b27n+n +]P) <ZR > amn6>
=1 j=1
By applying Markov’s inequality, 212), (ZI7) and (ZI8), we have
4 4 2q
(S0 ane) <o e (S
i=1 =1
4
< 4Pt 2 ZER?‘Z (2.20)
i=1
72 m+n 2 s+t 1 2 q
B Z Z 2 /\m ,n,s,t 123)2{,,1 Eij-t @7 + 2( Ye=1) 123)2(7” (EXSth,i,j)
==t 1<j<2n 1<j<2n
Combining ([Z19) and (Z20) yields Z7)). O

In the following corollary, we do not assume the underlying random variables are nonnegative. The proof is
done by using the identity X = X — X~ for every random variable X and then applying Theorems 2.1] and
We omit the details.

Corollary 2.4. Let {X;,, i > 1, j > 1} be a double array of integrable random variables satisfying Condition
(Hay) for some ¢ > 1, let {by,n > 1} be an increasing sequence of positive constants and let {Ny pnij,1 < i <
m,1<j<nm>1n> 1} be an array of positive constants. For s >0, m > 1,n>1, set

m
Am,n = §

s=1

M=

)\m,n,s,t and Xs,m,n = —b251 (Xm,'n, < —bgs) + Xm,n]- (|Xm,n| S bgs) + bgs]_ (Xm,n > bgs) .

~~
Il

1

Then for all m > 1,n > 1 and for all € > 0, the following two inequalities hold:

(i)

2q 2q
m n
+

13;3);% 2 :§ : mtnyig — EXmin,ij) <C(q) E E 27 bgste Ina>2( P (X ;] > bysre-2)
1<v<2? i=1 j=1 s=1t=1 1<J<2n

m n

2q m+n —2q 2q (s+t)(g—1) 2 q
q)am,n § § : 2 m n,s,t max E|X5+t i J| +2 max (EXS—i-t,i,j)
1<i<2 1<i<2
s=1t=1 1<j<2m 1<j<2on

11



(ii)

st 2m 9"
13;?)2(7” ZZ i, EXLJ‘) Z 6am7n5 S ZZ]P)GXL” > b2m+n)
I<t<2n |i=10= i=1j=1
m n
Clg)e™ 3 D272 || mag, BIX ooy 42049070 max (EX2,5)" |
s=1t=1 1<J<2n 1<J<2n
provided
2m 27
DD E(Xig1 (1Xig| > bymin)) < tmn
i=1 j=1

and

m n
6 E E 25% by max P (| X | > byere—2) < Eamon-
<
s=1t=1 }<3<<22n

3. The proof of the Hsu—Robbins—Erdés—Spitzer-Baum—Katz theorem for dependent random fields

In this section, we will prove Theorem The proof is based on a Rosenthal-type maximal inequality in
Theorem 2.2

Proof of Theorem[L.3 Firstly, we prove the sufficiency part. Since the arrays {X,; ., m > 1, n > 1} and
{X,,

mns M =1, n> 1} also satisfy the assumptions of the theorem, we can assume, without loss of generality, that
XmmZOforallle, n>1. Fors>0, m>1,n2>1, set

bn =n% and Xs,m,n = Xm,n]- (Xm,n S bgs) + b251 (an > bQS) .
Form>1,n>1,1<s<m,1<t<n,let

P g<a, Armmsg = 20(mFm+(a—a)(s+t)

2q

and S
Am,n = Z Z Am,n,s,i&-
s=1t=1

Then

b27n+n - Am,n,m,n

P — 2a(m+n) Z Z 2(oc7a)(s+t) (31)
s=1t=1

< Ci(a,a)bgmin, m>1,n > 1.

Let € > 0 be arbitrary. The proof of (LI7)) will be completed if we can show that

Z Z 2(m+n)(ap71)]P) max Z Z ij — EXi7j) > 3C, (a, Oé)8b2m+n < 00. (32)
m=1n=1 11<<11L)222" i=1 j=1

By using (LI0) and the Lebesgue dominated convergence theorem, we have

lim E([X["1(]X] > ) = 0. (3.3)

12



Since ap > 1, it follows from the stochastic domination assumption, the first inequality in ([B.1]), and B3] that

YT ST E(Xi1 (X > bamen)) . 2mTE (|X1 (X > 2mime)
lim < lim
mVn—oo Am.n mVn— oo 2(m+n)a
’ (3.4)
o g EOXPLQX|> 2
= vnsyoo 2(mtn)(ap—1) =Y

It is clear that (CI6) implies lim, . nP(|X| > n®) < lim, o nP(|X| > n'/?P) = 0. Tt thus follows from the
stochastic domination and a double sum analogue of the Toeplitz lemma (see Lemma 2.2 in ﬂ5__1| that

m n t
Doy Dopey 25 bgers maxy <icom 1<j<on P (Xiyy > bore-2)

\}im
mVn— oo Am,n
: (3.5)
. 4 27”:1 Z?:l 2(s+t)a2s+t—2p (|X| > 2(s+t—2)a)
< lim 5 =0.
mVn—o0 2(m+n)a

It follows from B4 and BX) that there exists ng such that (Z8) and 29) holds for all m V n > ng. We will now
consider the following two cases.

Case 1: 1 < p < 2. In this case, the array {X,, ,,m > 1,n > 1} satisfies Condition (Hz,) with ¢ = 1. Applying
(1), Theorem 22 with ¢ = 1, and the stochastic domination assumption, we have

Z 2(m+n)(ap—l)]P> <Inaxm Z Z — z_] > 3C, (a, O()Ebgm+n
mVn>ng 11<7;222” i=1j=1
< (m+n ap— 1 R >
> 2 s (55K ~BX, )| 2 B
mVn>ng 1<'U<2" =1 j=1
2m 2n
< Z 2(m+n)(aP*1)ZZ]P’(Xi)j>b2m+n)
mVn>ng i=1 j=1 (36)
(m+n)(ap—1 m+n
+Ce72 N almimier- >ZZ2 Amint WX EXCL o
mvn>ng s=1t=1 1<j<2™
< X R e
mVn>ng
+Ce72 Y 20N TN N2 (E(XPL(X] < boetr)) 4 03 P(IX| > byere))
mVn>ng s=11t=1

By using (LIG) and Lemma [A2] we have

S 2P (X > i) = Y 20mEmerp (|X| > 2<m+”>a) < .

mVn>ng mVn>ng

From B0) and (37, the proof of (B2) will be completed if we can show that

S A S S A B (] € b)) < 38)

mVn>ngo 1t=1
and
I2 = Z m+n)a1) ZZ )\an ot 23+tP(|X| > b23+t) < 0. (39)
mVvVn>ng s=11t=1



Note that in the case where 1 < p < 2, we have ¢ = 1 and thus ap < 2a. Therefore, by using (LI6) and Lemma
again, we have

plmim(ap=20) §§ g -2a- )0 (X1 (|X] < byor))

L < Z Z
m=1n=1 s=1t=1
= Z Z <Z Z 2(m+n)(ap—2a)> 9—2(a—a)(s+t) g (X21 (1X] < b23+p))
s=1 t=1 m=s n=t
a a p 222(54-15 ap— 2a 2(a—a)(s+t)E (X21 (|X| < b25+t))
s=1t=1

= Cla,a,p) 222“” op=2R (X21 (|X| < 2(S+t)°‘)) < o0

s=1t=1

and

I < Z Z 9(m+n)(ap—2a) Z Z 92a(s+t)p |X| N b25+t)
m=1n=1 s=1t=1
= Z Z <Z Z 2(m+n)(ap2a)> 92a(s+t)p (|X| > b25+t)
s=1t=1 \m=sn=t
= Cla,a,p) Y Y 2+0ep-20)920( 40P (|X| > by.i)
s=11t=1
CL a,p ZZ2<S+t)QPP (|X| > 2(s+t)a) < 00
s=11t=1

thereby proving (38) and 33).

Case 2: p > 2. In this case, we have from ([LI6)) that EX? < co. By applying (3.]), Theorem 2.2 and the stochastic
domination assumption, we have

E g(mtn)(er=1p | max X ;)| > 3C1(a, a)ebymin
1<u<2™
mvVn>ngo 1<v<2” =1 j= 1

< 3 20 [ max SSS (X - EX )| > Bamme
1j5=1

mn>ng S [i=
am gn
< Y e DS IS B (X, > by
mvn>ng i=1 j=1 (3.10)

m n
—2 -2 £)(g—1 2 q
+C@e™ 3 2y Y AT | max, BXCL 5+ 20700 max (EXT )
55, L LA A
mVn>ng s=1t=1 1<j<2m 1<j<2m

< Y 20 (IX] > by

mVn>ng

+C Y atmimer Z Z A (IE|X|2‘11(|X| < byese) + B9 P(IX] > byere) + 2(5”)(‘1*1)(EX2)‘1) .

mVn>ng s=1t=1

By using (LI6) and Lemma [A22] again, we have (3.7) still holds in this case. From (B.7), (3I0) and the fact that
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EX? < 0o, the proof of ([B2) will be completed if we can show that

= i iQ(ern)apii)\;fz o E( (| X291 (|X| < bgest)) < 00,

m=1n=

1 s=1t=1

Jy = i i 2(m+n)apii)‘;@?&s,tbggﬂp(p{' > bostt) < 00,

m=1n=1 s=1t=1
and
= Z Z D) m+n)ap )\m I o(s+t)(a=1) ~ o
m=1n=1 s=1t=1

Since ¢ > (ap — 1)/(2a — 1), we have

ap q—

—= -

2 2 ¢
Therefore, we can let a be such that

-1
oa——<a<w

(3.11)

(3.12)

(3.13)

(3.14)

The proofs of BII) and BI2) are the same as that of [B]) and (B9, respectively. Finally, by using (3I4) and
noting again that (2a — 1)q > ap — 1, we have

<C

i i (m+n)(ap—2qa) i i 2(s+t)(q—1—QQ(0¢_a))

s=11t=1

oo 00
Z ZZ(ern ap+q—1—2aq) < 00

thereby proving ([B.I3]). The proof of the sufficiency part is completed.

Now, we will prove the necessity part. Assume that ([LI8) holds. Without loss of generality, we can

that ;= 0. It is clear that this implies that for all € > 0,

o0 o0
ap—Z]P) X «
>0 S ) 2p (o Xl > sl ) < o0

and that

max
mVn— oo 1<k<m,1<t<n

Since { X, m > 1, n > 1} satisfies Condition (Hz), we obtain from ([B316) and Lemma [A1] that

mnP (| X1,1] > (mn)*) < CP (

lim P

|Xk7g| > E(mn)o‘> =0.

max
1<k<m,1<¢<n

Xil > ()

whenever m V n > ny for some positive integer n;. Combining BI8) and (B.IT), we have

Y (mn)*P P (X > (mn)®) =

mvn>ni

Y (mn)*P P (| X a| > (mn)®)

mvn>ni

ap—2
= ¢ Z (mn> F (l<k<r£1n l<é< |Xkl| - (mn> )

mVn>ni

< 0.
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(3.17)
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Applying Lemma [A2] we have from (BI8) that E (|X|?log(|X|)) < oo thereby establishing (LI6). Since (I6)
holds, we can apply the sufficiency part to conclude that (LI7) holds. By using Remark [[L4] we obtain from (II7)
that

oS (X —EXG oS X
lim iz 21 (Ko 5) = lim M —(mn)' *EX | =0 as. (3.19)
MV n—00 (mn)a mvVn—o0 (mn)o‘
Similarly, (LI8) (with g = 0) implies
iy Dy X
lim % —0 as. (3.20)
mVn— oo (mn)a

Since a < 1, we obtain from BI9) and 320) that EX = 0 thereby completing the proof of the necessity part. [

4. The proof of the Feller WLLN and the Pyke—Root theorem for dependent random fields

In this section, we present the proof of Theorems[[Lhland[[LGl In these theorems, the underlying random variables
are only required to satisfy Condition (Hs). Therefore, they can apply for pairwise independent random variables
and pairwise negatively dependent random variables.

Proof of Theorem [ We first prove the sufficiency part. Assume that (LZI) holds. As in Section [B] it suffices to
consider the case X,, , > 0 for all m > 1,n > 1. Set

Xs,m,n = m,n]- (Xm,n S b25) + b251 (Xm,n > bQS); S Z O;m Z l,n Z 1.

Form>1, n>1let k> 1,¢>1 be such that k=1 <y < 2’“, 2t=1 < p < 2¢. Then

MaXy<m,v<n |Yoimy Ioje1 (Xig = EZmn,ij) - Amax, <ok yeat |2y 2 g (Xij — Xk+e,z',j)’

b2k+£
dmax, <ok yeoe |21 2 i1 E(Xk+e,ij — Zmnsig)
b2k+£
Amaxycor pear 320 D51 (Xkteig — EXHLM’

b2k+l

=4 (Kl(k,f) + Ks(k,£,m, n) + Ks(k,0)).

bmn

4_

(4.1)

4_

The rest of the proof of the sufficiency part will be divided into three steps.
Step 1: Prove
lim Ki(k,¢) =0 in probability. (4.2)

kVE— o0

Let € > 0 be arbitrary. By (21), we have

2k 2t

P (Ky(k,€) > ) <P | |JJ(Xij # Xnteis)

i=11=1

2k 9t

< ZZP(Xi’j > bok+e)

i=1 j=1
< 2P (|X| > bogrse) = 0 as kV L — 00

thereby establishing ([£2)).
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Step 2: Prove
lim max Ky(k,¢,m,n) = 0.

kVE—00 2k—1<m< 2k 20-1<n<2f
For all 281 < m < 2’“, 201 < p < 2€, it is clear that
0 < Xiteyii — Zmmij
< Xiﬁjl(b2k+£—2 < X;; < bok+e) + b2k+£1(X»L'1j > bokte)
< b2k+el(Xi1j > b2k+272).

It thus follows from the stochastic domination assumption and ([L21]) that

b P(X;,; >b
max Ky(k,ly,m,n) < ZZ 12] 1 borr B(Xeg > byeres)

2k—1<m<2k 2¢-1<n<2t bor+e
< 2k+€P(|X| > borte-2) = 0 as kVL— 0
thereby establishing ([3).

Step 3: Prove
lim Kjs(k,¢) =0 in probability.

kVEL— o0
This is the most difficult part. For m > 1,n > 1,1 <s<m,1 <t <n, set
1/2 < a <1/p, Apon,sy = 20T FHA/p=a)(stt)

and

m n
= § § )\m,n,s,t-

s=1t=1

Then, similar to ([B1), we have
b27n+n S Am . n S Ol(d,p)b2m+n, m Z 1,” Z 1.

By using the second inequality in (£ and Theorem [ZT] with ¢ = 1, we have

2
v v
—2
0<by2E | max (> (Xpyrij — EXpirig)
1<u<2k | — =
1<vegt \THI=1
2
2,-2F
< Ci(a,p) B | max E E (Xkteij = EXhyeig)
1<u<2P
1<veot \T1I=1
2
k¢ k¢
-1 st kL)
<C aME E 25 bos e maxk]P’(XU>b2+r 2) —|—E E 2 kést makuEXH“
4 1<i<2 — — 1<i<?2
s=1t=1 ¢ s=1t=1 P
1<j<2 1<j<2

By applying the first inequality in (£ and the stochastic domination assumption, we have

4
E 2S+tb25+t max P (X@j > b25+t—2)
- 1<i<2k 1<j<2¢

I/\
‘:M»

1

14
D byert 2 TP (|X| > byeri-a) .
1t=1

B

IN

-1
b2k+£

S

17



It is clear that

su b, E bos+t < C. 4.8
k>1, 5)>1 2k+£ s=1t=1 e ( )
We also have from ([21)) that
Jim 25HP (| X| > byete—2) = 0. (4.9)
S — 00

By using ([@.8) and ([@.9) and a double sum analogue of the Toeplitz lemma (see Lemma 2.2 in ﬂﬂ]), we obtain

JJim by Z} ;b25+t2s+tﬁ» |X| > bgste2) = 0. (4.10)
Combining (A7) and I0) yields
k 4
lim apy > Y 2hyerr  max  P(X; > byeria) = 0. (4.11)

1<i<2k 1<j<2¢
k 4 k 4
DD 2N max BXT <D0 2N (BXPL(X] < byee) + B P(X] > byese)

s=11=1 (4.12)

k ¢ s+t
— 9(k+0)(1-2a) 222(211 1)(s+t) (b EX21(|X| < bogere) + 2s+tP(|X| > b25+t))
25+t

s=1t=1
k 4

p(b+0(1-20) N NP 92a=1(4D) (g (5,8) + 1a(5, 1)),
s=1t=1

where i
—EX?1(|X| < byert) and ya(s,t) = 2°TP(|X| > boere).

25+t

y1(s,t) =

By applying the Toeplitz lemma and (L21]), we have

s+t
1
n(s:t) = sormar | 2o EX 1lam <[X] < by) + EX*1(0 < [X| < by)
j=1
1 s+t
= 2eEemr D Zb (IX| > bos—1) + b ",
1 s+t ) -
= s | L2 TTIYR(X] > by + b}
Jj=1

—+0 as sVt — oo.
Applying (L2I)) again, we have

ya(s,t) = 0 as sVt — oco. (4.14)
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Similar to (10), we conclude from (I3, (A1) and the double sum analogue of the Toeplitz lemma that

koot
(k+£)(1—2a) (2a—1)( s+t) 415
i, 2 222 (1 (s,) + 12(s,1)) = 0. (4.15)
Combining ([@I2)) and I3 yields
li 2k+é —2 EXz R 41
kVégloo;; k65t1<i<§35&1};j<2£ s+t,1,7 0 ( 6)

From (@0), (I1) and {@I6), we obtain [@4l). Combining [@I)—-([@4) yields (L22). The proof of the sufficiency

part is completed.
We will now prove the necessity part. Since the random variables X, ,,m > 1,n > 1 are symmetric, ([22)
becomes

MaXy<m,v<n |2 icy Dajet Xid| p
—0asmVn— .
(mn)l/in

This implies
max;<m,j<n [ Xij| P
(mn)l/P

Applying Lemma [A] we obtain from (@I7) that

50 as mVn— 0. (4.17)

lim  mnlP (|X| > (mn)l/p) = lim mnP (|X1 1| > (mn)l/p) =0,

mVn—oo mVn—oo

or, equivalently, (LZI]) holds. O
Remark 4.1. In the proof of the sufficiency of Theorem [[L5] we obtain from ([@0]), (ZI1) and (@I6) that

Ks(k,0) 530 as kv I— oo (4.18)

which is stronger than ([4).

Before proving Theorem [[.G] we state the following result which may be of independent interest. The result
involves the concept of regularly varying functions which is presented as follows. A real-valued function R(+) is said
to be regularly varying with index of regular variation p € R if it is a positive and measurable function on [0, c0),
and for each A > 0,

. R(\x)
lim =

= \".
T—00 R(x)

A regularly varying function with the index of regular variation p = 0 is called slowly varying. Let L(-) be a slowly
varying function. Then by Theorem 1.5.13 in Bingham et al. B there exists a slowly varying function L( ), unique
up to asymptotic equivalence, satisfying

lim L(z)L (zL(z)) =1 and lim L(z)L (Ii(x)) ~ 1.
xT—r0o0 xT—r0o0

The function L is called the de Bruijn conjugate of L (see p. 29 in Bingham et al. B]) If L(z) = log” x or

L(z) = log"(log ) for some v € R, then L(x) = 1/L(x). By Proposition B.1.9 in [27], we can assume, without loss

of generality, that 7 L(z) and 27 L(x) are both strictly increasing for all v > 0. Thereafter, for a slowly varying

function L(-) defined on [0, 00), we denote the de Bruijn conjugate of L(-) by L(:).

Proposition 4.2. Let p > 0, let {Xx, A € A} be a family of random wvariables and let L(-) be a slowly varying
function and L(x) the de Bruijn conjugate of L(x). Then the following statements hold.
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(1) If {Xx, A € A} is stochastically dominated by a random variables X satisfying
(4.19)

E (XL X[")) < oo,

then {|XA|PL(|XxP), A € A} is uniformly integrable
(1) If {|XAPL(|XAIP), A € A} is uniformly integrable, then there exists a random variable X with the distribution
(4.20)

function
F(z) =1—-supP(|Xy| >2), z€R
AEA

such that {Xx, A € A} is stochastically dominated by X, and
lim zP (|X| > xl/pil/p(x)) =0.
Tr—r00

(iii) If
sup E (|63 L(X ) ogf?) [X3]) < oo,
eA
for some positive integer v, then there exists a random variable X with distribution function F(x) as in ([@20)
such that {Xx, A € A} is stochastically dominated by X, and [@I9) holds
O

Proof. The proof of Proposition [£.2]is similar to that of Theorem 3.1 in @ We omit the details

We will now present the proof of Theorem
Proof of Theorem[1.. We first prove the sufficiency part. As before, we can assume that X, ,,m > 1,n > 1 are

nonnegative. Set
< 2MPboe) 4 2 Pbo 1( Xy > 2 Pbos), 2> 0,8 >0,m >1,n > 1

bn = nl/p, Xz,s,m,n = m,n]-(Xm,n >
For m > 1,n > 1, we have
P
_ [ 1 1/p
E mn 1/10 u<m ZZ lJ_ 73 _/0 P (mn)l/l’ Ln<an>§ Z ij 1] >z dz
v<n |i=17j=1 v<n |t=1Jj=1
1 1 u v .
=/ P|—r X —EX; ;)| > 27| d
/0 (mn)1/7 uim ZZ( g )| > 2 o
v<n |i=17=1
+/ P )i max X )| > 2P | d2
1 mn /p u<m |4
v<n |t=1J= 1
= Ri(m,n) + Ra(m,n).
By Proposition f2 (i) and (ii) with L(z) = 1, there exists a random variable X such that the array {X,, »,m >
1,n > 1} is stochastically dominated by X and (L21]) holds. Applying Theorem [[L5] we obtain the WLLN
(4.22)

E(X;;1(X;; < (mn)l/p))) 50 as mVn— oo

L (303 (%,

(mn 1/;0 u<m,v<n
1=1 j=1

By applying the stochastic domination, (23] and the Lebesgue dominated convergence theorem, we have

1
)i Jnax. E E E(X;,;1(Xi; > (mn)'/P)) SIE(|X|p1(Xi,j>(mn)1/p)>—>O as mVn—oo. (4.23)
mn u m'u n

=1 j=1
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Combining ([A22]) and [@.23)) yields

! P
(mn) 177 Jhax Z Z (Xi; —EX; ;)| =0 as mVn— . (4.24)
=T =1 =1

By (#24) and the Lebesgue dominated convergence theorem, we have lim,,n— 00 R1(m,n) = 0. Therefore, in view
of [@2T]), it remains to prove that lim,,yn—0o R2(m,n) =0. For n > 1, m > 1, let k, £ be integer numbers such that
2k=1 < < 28 and 2671 < m < 2¢. Then

=1 j= 1
(4.25)

§/ max ZZ i —EX )| > 2 Pborie /4 | d 2
1

u<2k p<2¢
=1 j5=1
< Ry 1(k,0) + Roa(k,l) + Ros(k,0),
where

RQ,l(k,e):/ P max [SOS (X - Xepanig)| > 2YPbps/12 | dz,
1

2k 2¢
u<2F v =1 j=1

R2’2(k’€):/1 weoh e lelE 15— Xegreig)| > 2/ Pboese /12 | d z,
=17

Rzyg(k,g) = / P max Z Z(XZJCJ’,[’LJ' - EXz1k+g7i1j) > Zl/pb2k+£/12 dz.
1

2k 2¢
u<2F v< =1 j=1

By applying the stochastic domination, (23] and the Lebesgue dominated convergence theorem, we have

- o 28 2
/ P Hia;);; E E 13 szrglj) >z /pb2k+l/12 dZ</ E E P le >z /pb2k+e)d
1 “ i=1 j=1 i=1 j=1
v<2t = =

ZZE 1(X;; > borie))

2"“ i=1 j=1
< E(|X]P1 (| X] > borte))
—0askV/L— o,

and
1 1 oy
igﬁ’mu<2k e ;leE b~ Xekstis) <S§If 21/ Phore ;;ELXU — X ki gl
2k ot
< ka+z ZIJZIE X1 X” > borir))

< ZZE 1(X,; > bowie))

2’”" i=1 j=1
<E(|X[P1(|X]| > bar+e))
—0askVl—
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which, respectively, yields limpys—oo Ro,1(k,¢) = 0 and Ry 2(k,¢) = 0 for all large k Vv ¢. Finally, by using Tonelli’s

theorem and proceeding in a similar manner as the argument in the proof of (ZI8]), we obtain limgy/—eo R2 3(k,{) =

0. Therefore, ([{28]) ensures that lim,;,yn— 00 R2(m,n) = 0 which ends the proof of the sufficiency part of the theorem.
We will now prove the necessity part. Assume that (L25) holds. Then

1 n 1 n—1 p
E|X — pulP E ‘Ei:l Zj:l(Xi,j — ) =D i Zj:l (Xij — H)‘
n N n
1 n p 1 n—1 p
E Zi:l Ej:1(Xi7j —H) E Ei:l Zj:l (Xij — )
p—1 +

n n

<2

— 0 asn— oo,

and therefore E|X — p|P < oo, which, in turn, implies that (L23) holds. Applying the sufficiency part, we obtain

Do i1 X

(mn)t/p

By using ([25]) and [@26]), we have

p

E — (mn)'"YPEX| — 0asmVn— oco. (4.26)

p
i 21 X

(mn)l_l/p(EX — u)}p < or~lR _ (mn)l_l/pEX

(mn)l/P
s 5 p (4.27)
> X
4op g | Ll (mn)*"YPul —0asmVn— oc.
(mn)t/p
Since 1 — 1/p > 0, (£21) ensures that EX = u. The proof of the necessity part is completed. O

5. Some corollaries and further remarks

5.1. Limit theorems under bounded moment conditions

From Propositiond.2] it follows that certain bounded moment conditions on the random field can accomplish the
stochastic domination condition. This illustrates the flexibility of the stochastic domination condition in comparison
to the identical distribution condition. Specifically, by using Proposition [£.2] and the results in Section [l (Theorems
L3 and [[.0]), we obtain the following corollaries. Details of the proof will be omitted.

Corollary 5.1. Let p > 1, a > 1/2 and let {Xn, m > 1, n > 1} be a double array of random variables. Assume
that the {Xm.n, m > 1, n > 1} satisfies Condition (Haq) with g =1 if 1 <p <2 and ¢ > (ap —1)/(2a — 1) if
p=2.1If

sup E (|Xm7n|p log | X n] log,(jz) |Xm7n|) < 00

m>1,n>1

for some positive integer v, then ([(LIT) holds.

Corollary 5.2. Let 1 < p < 2 and let {Xmpn, m > 1, n > 1} be a double array of random variables satisfying
Condition (Hz). If

sup E (|Xm1n|p log,(f) |Xm7n|) < 00
m>1,n>1

for some positive integer v, then (L24) holds.
Corollary 5.3. Let 1 < p < 2 and let {Xmn, m > 1, n > 1} be a double array of random variables satisfying
Condition (Hz). If {|Xm.n|P, m >1, n > 1} is uniformly integrable, then

maXxXqy<m,v<n E?:l Z}):l(Xi,j - EX’L])

(mn)t/p

— 0 asmVn— oo. (5.1)
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Open Problem 5.4. In Corollary 53] if the random variables X, ,, m > 1, n > 1 are independent, then by
the method in Pyke and Root [42], we can obtain convergence in mean of order p in (BI). If we only assume
Xm,n, m > 1, n>1 satisfy Condition (Hs), then we do not know whether or not the convergence in mean of order
p prevails in (). To the best of our knowledge, this problem is unsolved even in the case of dimension one.

5.2. Limit theorems for dependent random fields with reqularly varying norming constants

Theorems [[L3] and can be extended to the case where the norming constants are regularly varying. For
instance, we have an extension of Theorem as follows. The proof employs some properties of slowly varying
functions presented in @, @, @, @] as well as the technique developed in Sections 2 and[Bl We leave the details to
the interested reader.

Theorem 5.5. Letp > 1,1/2 < a <1, ap > 1 and let {Xm,m m > 1, n > 1} be a double array of identically
distributed random variables. Let L(x) > 1 be an increasing slowly varying function and f)(x) the de Bruijn conjugate
of L(x). Assume that the array {X,, n, m > 1, n > 1} satisfies Condition (Hsy) with ¢ =1 if 1 < p < 2 and
qg>(ap—1)/(2a—1) if p > 2. Then

Z Z(mn)o‘p_QP Jnax Z ZXM > e(mn)*L((mn)®) | < oo for alle >0
m=1n—1 SMUSTG T =1

if and only if
EX171 =0 and E(|X1)1|pr(|X1)1|)10g|X171|) < Q0.

5.8. Further remarks on limit theorems for mizing random fields and negatively dependent random fields
In this subsection, for any two o-fields A, B C F, we define the maximal coefficient of correlation

| Cov(XY)|
(Var(X) Var(Y))/?’

p(A, B) = sup

where the sup is taken over all pairs of random variables X € L5(A) and Y € L5(B), and 0/0 is interpreted to be 0.

The concepts of p*-mixing and p’-mixing random fields were introduced by Bradley and Utev ﬂﬁ] (see also in
Bradley [7], Bradley and Tone [d]). Let Z, be the set of positive integers and let d € Z,. Let Z<% denote the
positive integer d-dimensional lattice points. The notation m < n (or n > m), where m = (my, mo, ..., my) and n
= (n1,n2,....,nq) € Z%, means that m; < n;,1 <4 < d. For n = (n1,na,....,ng) € Z4, let |n|| = (n? + - + n2)/?
denote the Euclidean norm. Let X = {Xn, ne Zi} be a d-dimensional random field. For two nonempty disjoint
subsets S7 and Sy of Zi, denote

diSt(Sl,SQ) = c inf Hn—mH,
n 1 2

and
p(Sl,S’g) = p(U(Xn,n (S S’l),o(Xn,n (S Sg))

For n > 1, we define
p* (X, n) = sup{p(S1, S2) : dist(S1,S2) > n}

and
p'(X,n) = sup p(S1, Sa2), (5.2)

where in (52]), the sup is taken over all pairs of nonempty disjoint subsets S; and Sy of Zi of the form
Si={n= (n1,n2,...,nq) € Z% : n; € Q1}
and

Sy ={n = (n1,ne,...,nq) € Zi in; € Qa},
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where i = 1,...d, and @1 and Q2 are two nonempty disjoint subsets of Z1 satisfying dist(Q1,Q2) > n. As noted
by Bradley and Utev HE], p* is based on “general” disjoint sets S; and Sy whereas p’ is based on disjoint “one-
dimensional cylinder sets” S and Sy. It is clear that 0 < p’(n) < p*(n) < 1for all n > 1. The random field X’ is said
to be p*-mizing (resp., p’-mizing) if lim, . p*(X,n) = 0 (resp., lim, o p (X, n) = 0). If lim,, o p*(X,n) < 1,
then the array X satisfies Condition Ha, for all ¢ > 1 (see Theorem 4 of Peligrad and Gut 138]). Iflim, o0 p/ (X, 0) <
1, then the array X satisfies Condition Ha, for all ¢ > 1 (see Theorem 29.30 of Bradley l6]).

Limit theorems for mixing random fields were studied extensively by various authors. We refer to Bradley M, B],
Bradley and TODN%@] for the central limit theorems for p*-mixing and p’-mixing random fields, Kuczmaszewska
and Lagodowski |33], Peligrad and Gut @] and the references therein for the Hsu-Robbins-Erdds-Splitzer-Baum—
Katz-type theorem and SLLNs for p*-mixing random fields. However, to the best of our knowledge, there are no
results in the literature on complete convergence or SLLNs for p'-mixing random fields. Let X = {Xn, ne Zi} be
a d-dimensional random field. A Rosenthal-type maximal inequality for the random field X under the condition
lim,, 00 p* (X, n) < 1 was provided by Peligrad and Gut @] but such an inequality is not available for the p’-mixing
case. This prevents us from using existing methods to establish laws of large numbers for the maximum of multiple
sums for p’-mixing random fields.

As mentioned in the above, if lim, o p'(X,n) < 1, then X satisfies Condition Haq for all ¢ > 1. Therefore,
all results in Sections [[H2] hold true for dependent random fields satisfying lim,, ., p'(X,n) < 1. For the case
where d = 1, we have p/(n) = p*(n) for all n > 1 and thus there is no difference between p*-mixing sequences
and p/-mixing sequences. However, for the case where d > 2, It was shown by Bradley ﬂﬂ, Theorem 1.9] that for
all nonincreasing sequence {c,,n > 1} C [0, 1], there exists a strictly stationary random field { Xy, n € Z% } such
that p*(n) = 1 for all n > 1 and p'(n) = ¢, for all n > 2. Therefore for the case of dimension d > 2, our result
on the Baum-Katz—Erdés—Hsu-Robbins-type theorem under condition lim,,_,~ p'(X,n) < 1 significantly improves
the Peligrad and Gut @] result in the sense that it cannot be derived from the Peligrad and Gut @] result for
dependent random fields with condition lim,,_, p*(X,n) < 1.

Kuczmaszewska and Lagodowski ﬂﬁ] used the method in the Peligrad and Gut @] to establish the Hsu—
Robbins-Erdés-Spitzer-Baum-Katz-type theorem for negatively associated random fields. It is well known that
negative association is strictly stronger than pairwise negative dependence (see, @, Property P3 and Remark 2.5]).
The Rosenthal-maximal inequalities also hold for negatively associated mean zero random variables (see, e.g., Shao
@], Giap et al. ﬂﬂ]) but for pairwise negatively dependent mean zero random variables, (2] is not valid even in
the case of dimension one. By Lemma 1 (ii) and Lemma 3 of Lehmann M], pairwise negatively dependent random
variables satisfy Condition (Hz). Therefore, Theorem for the case 1 < p < 2, and Theorems and [0 can
be applied to the pairwise negatively dependent random fields. As stated in Section [II, these results are new even
when the underlying random variables are pairwise independent.

There is another dependence structure called extended negative dependence (see, e.g., Chen et al. M]), which
is strictly weaker than negative association. Lemmas 2.1 and 2.3 of Shen et al. m] ensure that extended negative
dependence possesses Condition (Ha,) for all ¢ > 1. Therefore, our result in Sections[IH2] can also be applied to this
dependence structure. We note that a Kolmogorov—Doob-type maximal inequality or a Rosenthal-type maximal
inequality is not available for extended negatively dependent random variables and negatively dependent random
variables, even in the case of dimension one. Theorems [[.3] and for these two dependence structures have
never appeared in the literature. Chen et al. M] were apparently the first to establish the Kolmogorov SLLN for
extended negatively dependent random variables in the case of dimension one.

Finally, we remark that even for the p*-mixing case with condition lim,,_,~, p*(X,n) < 1, the Rosenthal maximal
inequality provided by Peligrad and Gut ﬂﬁ] is not sharp since the bound of the second moment of the maximum
d-index sums has an additional factor (log|n|)2* (see Corollary 2 in Peligrad and Gut [3§]). Therefore, the Peligrad
and Gut @] result on the Baum-Katz—Erdos—Hsu-Robbins-type theorem has to require a > 1/p, and so we can-
not derive the Marcinkiewicz—Zygmund SLLN for random fields from their result. In Peligrad and Gut @], the
authors only obtained the Kolmogorov SLLN (i.e., the case p = 1 in the Marcinkiewicz—Zygmund SLLN) by using
the Etemadi subsequences method (see [38, Theorem 6]). Similar to Peligrad and Gut [38], Kuczmaszewska and
Lagodowski [33] also required o > 1/p in their result (sce [33, Theorem 3.2]).
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Appendix A.
In this section, we will present two technical lemmas and prove Claim I}

Lemma A.1. Let {X,, n,m > 1,n > 1} be a double array of identically distributed random variables satisfying
Condition (Hz) and let {by, n,m > 1,n> 1} be a double array of positive constants. If

maxigism1gisn [Xigl P 50 as mVn— oo, (A1)

bm,n

then for all € > 0, there exists ng such that
1<i<m,1<j<n

mnP(|X11] > bm,ne) < CP ( max | X5 5] > bmma) for all mVn > ny, (A.2)

and so
mnP(|X1,1] > bmne) =0 as mVn— occ.

Proof. Let € > 0 be arbitrary. It follows from (A]) that

: B B + —
B S R (U U (x> bmmﬁ)) -0 (4.3

Since the array {X,,n, m > 1, n > 1} is comprised of identically distributed random variables and satisfies
Condition (Hz), we can apply Prop051t1on 2.5 in [58] for events {(X,:ré > bmone), 1 <k <m,1 <{<n} to obtain

2 m n
— + <
(1 P (k<mal;<< Xy > bm n5>) ; ;P(XM > by ne) < CP (k<mal;<< Xy > b ng> (A4)

It follows from (AZ3) and (A4) that there exists a positive integer ny such that

+ _ +
mnP(Xy) > b)) = Y Y P(X)F, > byne) < CP (k<mag<< X5y > b ns) (A.5)
k=1 =1
whenever m V n > n;. By using the same arguments, we also have
mnP(Xy; > by ne) < CP (k<maéx Xpo > bm na) (A.6)

whenever m V n > ng for some positive integer na. Letting ng = max{ni,n2} and combining (A5) and (A, we

obtain (A22). O
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Lemma A.2. Let « >0, ¢ >0, 0 < p < q and let X be a random variable. Then the following statements are
equivalent:

(i) E(|X[Plog|X]) < co.

(i) Yooy Xty (mn) P IP (|X] > (mn)*) < oo.

(ifi) Yoo Soo0  2(mtmarp (1X| > 2(mEma) < oo,

(iv) Yooy only (mn)* P OTE (|X |71 (|X] < (mn)*)) < .
(V) Yooy Xy 2 e aR (IX]71 (|X| < 20mF9)) < oo

Proof. The equivalence of (i) and (ii) is a special case of Lemma 2.1 in Gut [23]. The proof of the equivalence of
(i) and (iv) is similar. The equivalence of (ii) and (iii), and the equivalence of (iv) and (v) are obvious. O

Finally, we present the proof of Claim [ which was used in the proof of Theorem 211
Proof of Claim[l Form>1, n>1,1<u<2™ 1<v<2" 0<s<m,0<t<n,set

ku,s = \_u/2sJ7 gv,t = \_’U/2tJ7 Us = ku,s2su Ut = gv,t2tu

)

Ts—l,t,us,l,v = Ss—l,t,us,l,v - Ss—l,t,us,v (S > 1)7

and

*
Tstuv

- Ss,t,u,v - szl,t,u,v - Ss,t,us,v + szl,t,us,v (5 Z 1)

Then up = u, vo =v and U, =v, =0. Forallm>1,n>1,1 <u<2™ 1 <wv<2" we have

NE

(Ss—l,n,us,l,v - Ss—l,n,us,'u)

Sm,n,u,v

s=1

+ (SSm,u,v - Ss—l,n,u,v - Ss,n,us,v + Ss—l,n,us,v) (A.7)

NE

1

Ts— Ln,us— 1U+§ $,m,u,v"

S

Ms

s=1

Applying the above decomposition again for the second and the fourth indices, we have

n
Totmun o= (Tt tue vy = Tott 1 10,
t=1

(A.8)
n
+ E s 1, tus—1,v — Ts—l,t—l,us,l,v - Ts—l,t,us,l,'ut + Ts—l,t—l,us,l,vt) )
t=1
and
n
k
snuv E (Tst 1w, ve—1 Tst luvt>
t=1
. (A.9)
2 : * *
+ stu’u_ st 1,u,v Tstuvt+Tt lu'uf)'
t=1
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Combining (A7) (A9) yields

m n
Sm,n,u,v = § § (Ts—l,t—l,us,l,vt,l - Ts—l,t—l,us,l,vt)

s=1t=1
m n
Y Y (Tottiue o = Totitus 10 = Tottue o0+ Dot s 100
s=1t=1
+ * o
s,t—1,u,v¢_1 s,t—1,u,v¢
s=1t=1
m n
+ (Ts,t,u,v — Est—1lu,v Ts,t,u,vt =+ Ts,tfl,u,vt)

I
-

s t=1

=TI (m,n,u,v) + Ia(m,n,u,v) + Is(m,n,u,v) + Iy(m,n, u,v).

By definitions of us and vy, we have either u,_1 = us or us_1 = us 4+ 2°"* and v,_1 = vy or v = v, + 2171, Tt is
also easy to see that 0 < u, < u < us +2%,0 < v; < v < vy + 28, Hereafter, the sum Z?:A-H(')i is interpreted to
be 0. Keeping these facts and conventions in mind, we have for all 1 <u < 2™ 1 <v <2, m>1n>1,

m n Us—1 Vi—1
max |[I[;(m,n,u,v)| = max E E E E Xovt—oii —EXgii_o,q
1Su<2m| ( ) 10y Wy )l 1<u<am . ‘ ( s+ 2v s+ »LJ)
1<p<2™ 1<p<2™ s=1t=1 \i=us+1j=vi+1
- B A1l
m n k242571 patyot—1 ( )
<>> T max > > (Xepr24j —EXari245)|-
— — 0<k<2m 7| . =
s=1t=1 0§é<2n,t i=k25+1 j=02t41
Similarly, for all 1 <u <2™. 1 <v <2, m>1,n>1, we have
y7 b b) ) b
m n Us—1 v
L(m,n,u,0) =YY > Xttty — Xere2i5 — EXepe1,15 — Xerr-2.5))
s=1t=11i=us+1j=vi+1
m  n us+2°5" 1 ve+2t
* *
<> Y (X TEXI 1)
s=1t=1 i=us+1 j=v¢+1
(A.12)

=> > Yo (Vo +2EXI 1)

m n |us+2°571 v 42t m  n w4251 v 42t
*
< E E E E }/ertfl,i,j +2 E E E E b2s+t]P) (Xiﬁj > b2s+t72) s
s=1t=1 | i=us+1 j=v¢+1 s=1t=1 i=us+1 j=v¢+1

where we have applied (2I0) in the first and the last inequalities. Now, by recalling definitions of us and vy, we
have from ([(AT2)) that

k2842571 r2'42°

*
ax YD Yy

NE

m
max_ |l2(m,n,u,v)| < Z
s=1

1su<2™ 0<k<2m™® |
= n t=1 — _ i=k2541 j=£2t+1
1<v<2 n—t J
= 0<e<2 (A13)
m n
+ E 28+tb25+t max P(Xi)j > b25+t72).
1<i<2™
s=1t=1 1<j<2m



Similarly, we have

and

E2542° 2421

*
max E , E Yt 1

0<k<2m™™?°

NE
NE

max_ |[I3(m,n,u,v)| <
1<u<2™

1Swan s=Lt=1 (2 [i=h27 41 j=2041
os (A.14)
+ E 2S+tb25+t max P (Xiyj > b25+t—2) ,
1<i<2™
s=1t=1 1<j<2m

k25425 g2t 42t

Imax Z Z (}/S*thzj + Y;H—u,j)

m—s
0§k<22n,t i=k25+1 j=02¢ +1

NE

m
1£i§m |I4(m,n,u,v)| < Z
1<v<2m s=1t 10§E<

(A.15)
+4 Z Z 28+tb25+t max P (Xiyj > b25+t72) .

1<i<2™
s=1t=1 1<j<2m

Combining (A10), (A1), (AI3)-(AI5) yields ZII).
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