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Abstract. Let {X,n € V C N2} be a two-dimensional random field
of independent identically distributed random variables indexed by some
subset V of lattice N2 For some sets V the strong law of large numbers

is equivalent to

EXi=p and Y P[Xi|>|n|] < .
nev

In this paper we characterize such sets V.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Let {X,,,n = (n1,n2,...,n4) € N} be a family of independent identically
distributed random variables indexed by N¢-vectors, and let us put

Sﬁ: ZXE’ EENd>

k<n

where £ < n iff k; < nj;,j =1,2,...,d. In this paper we investigate the almost

d

. def
sure behavior of the sums S,, when |n| = Hj:l

large numbers (SLLN).

n; — oo, i.e., the strong law of

* Corresponding author.



186 A. M. Gdula and A. Krajka

In the case of d = 1 the classical Kolmogorov’s SLLN result asserts that

S

(1.1) L as.
|
is equivalent to
(1.2) EX =p, E|X|< oo,

where here and in what follows X = X;. The proof of Kolmogorov’s SLLN is
based on the fact that for d = 1 the relation (IT) is equivalent to

Sﬂ
n|

This is not the case if d > 1, since (ILT) is weaker than (I3) even for i.i.d. random
fields. Fortunately, Smythe [8] (Proposition 3.1, p. 913) observed that for i.i.d.
random fields satisfying E|X| < oo (this is obviously necessary for (1) to hold)
relations (1) and (I3) are equivalent. Moreover, Smythe [[Z] proved that (I3) is
equivalent to

(1.3) V=0 P[

u‘ > ¢, infinitely often| = 0.

(1.4) EX =pu, FE|X|(log, |X])¥! < .

Let us notice that the sufficiency of (IC4)) was obtained in a more general setting of
non-commutative ergodic transformations much earlier by Dunford [[I] (see also
Zygmund [[I0]).

It was Gabriel [2] who first observed that if we replace the whole lattice N
with a sector Vbd ={n:0n; <n; <0 'n;, i #£3j,i,j=1,2,...,d}, then the
situation is completely analogous to the one-dimensional case, namely F|X| <
o0 if and only if

lim —2 exists a.s.,
V' n|
and then the limit is, of course, equal to EX. Here limy ¢,, = cp means that for
every € > 0 we have |c,, — ¢p| < € for all but a finite number of n € V. (We refer
also to [3] for the sectorial Marcinkiewicz—Zygmund laws of large numbers.)
Later, Klesov and Rychlik [6] and Indlekofer and Klesov [2] proved that for a
large class of subsets V' C N the SLLN along V, i.e.

n

S,
(1.5) lim —= = FX a.s.,

is equivalent to

(1.6) S PIX| > |n]] < +oo.
nev
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The relation (IA) can be written in terms of the Dirichlet divisors. For V- C N let
us define

v (n) =card{k € V : [k| =n}, Ty(z)= > mv(k).

k<x

By the very definition we have

ZVP[IXI > [nf]] = ETv(|X]),

hence (1.6) can be verified if we are able to determine the asymptotics of 73,. For
example, using methods of number theory, one can show that

Tya(x) ~ nwg—1(log ),

where wy,_1 is a polynomial of degree k — 1. This in turn leads to (1.4) as a neces-
sary and sufficient condition for (1.1) and rediscovers a result of Smythe [&].

In fact, the results of [@] and [6] were proved for the case d = 2 only. We
shall describe them briefly. Let us introduce the following classes of nonnegative
functions on N:

def

B=Af:f/ x<[f(2), fx)/x 7},

G1 = {919/, gla) <a, gla)/e \),
Fy def {f : f is nondecreasing, = < f(x)},

Go def {g : g is nondecreasing, g(z) < z}.

By C(F;,G;),i = 1,2, we will denote the class of subsets V C N? of the
form

V=V(f,g) ={n=(n1,n2) : g(n1) <nz < f(n1)},

where f € F;, g € G;. Then the main result of [4] states that the class C'(Fy, G1)
consists of good sets, i.e. such that (1.5) is equivalent to (1.6), while the paper [B]
proves that a larger class C'(F», G2) has this property as well.

The purpose of the present paper is to indicate some other classes of subsets
of N2, which are determined by classes of functions F; and G, exhibiting less
regularity in comparison with C'(F», G2), but still containing C'(F3, G2). In the
next section we provide three theorems, each exploiting a different direction, as
Example 2.1 shows:

(i) We smooth out the boundaries from up and down and evaluate the differ-
ence of series (ICA) for these boundaries.

(i1)) We introduce the usual order for the boundaries with a finite number of
oscillations.
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(iii) We smooth on the boundaries from the bottom and evaluate the measure
of area between the smoothed and original boundaries.

Throughout the paper, ¢ denotes the generic constants different in different
places, perhaps. All functions in the families F' and G considered in this paper al-
ways satisfy additionally f(z) > z,2 € R4, and 0 < g(z) < z,z € R4, respec-
tively. We will use the inverse function for not necessarily strictly monotone and
continuous functions putting f=1(y) = inf{z € R, : f(x —0) <y < f(z +0)}
and f~!(y) = sup{z € Ry : f(x — 0) <y < f(z + 0)}. Furthermore, for an ar-
bitrary graph I' = {(z, f(x)), = € X }, where X C R, we define the N? boundary
of I' by
(1.7)

Ong={(i,j) e N*: 3 f(ir) < i, f(iz) > jo}

(i1,51),(i2,52) €
{(3,9),(i41,9),(3,54+1),(i+1,5+1)}

(obviously, this definition obeys the case when f is a function). In the whole pa-
perwenote x Vy = max{z,y}, v Ay = min{z,y},log, x = max{logx,0}, and
log « denotes the natural logarithm.

2. MAIN RESULTS

For an arbitrary function f € R'*, we put

f(@) = inf fu), fl@)= sup f(u).

ouLe

It is easy to check that B
(i) f(x) is nondecreasing, f(x) is nondecreasing,

(i) f(2) < f(z) < (). € Ry,
(iii) for f(z) nondecreasing or f(x) nonincreasing, f(z) = f(z) = f(z).
Furthermore, for two functions f, g we put

V(f,9)=V(f.9)
K(fag) = V(i? )

(for fixed f,g we will often omit arguments), and for arbitrary families of the
functions F' and G let us define

C(F,G)={V(f,9): f€F, geG},
C(F,G)={V(f,9): f€F, geG}.

V= g
V= g
(2.1)

Moreover, let us define the families of the functions { F3, G3} as follows:

~ log ?(;)Ve s log E(;:)Ve
F3:{f:f(ﬂ>v1)dm<oo}, Gg:{g:fwdxm}.
0

V1 0 V1
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THEOREM 2.1. The class C(F3,G3) consists of good sets.

Let Bf(y) denote the minimal family of connected subsets of the set {(z,y) :
f(x) <y} (minimal means that for every By € By(y), B2 € Bf(y), B1 # Bo,
B U By is disconnected). Let us note that all sets of the family B (y) are subsets
[0,y] x {y}. Furthermore, let K (y) := card{Bf(y)}. Let us define

Fy={f:supKs(n) <oc}, G4={g:supKy(n)<oo}.
neN neN

THEOREM 2.2. The class C(Fy, G4) consists of good sets.

Now we consider the families:
Py = {f : Vaeryege snmm {1y = F@)]log, (2ly - f(@)]) < ey
or [f74y) — aT1og.. (y[/72) — 21) < ex} .
Gs = {9+ Vaenyelym gepm {[3(2) - y110g (2[9(x) - 1) < ey
or [z =7~ (y)]log, (yl=z =7~ (»)]) < ex} .
Faz{f:vxew@)— f@)]log, (a[f(a) = [(@)]) < cf (@)},

= {g'V;peNr( ) — g(z)]log, (z[g(z) — g(x)]) < cy(z)},
F7— {f : Vaenye(f@). panrn [ =) — F=Hw) 1 logy (y[f~Hy) — [—Hy)])

)
Gr = {9 Vaenye(o@) g9 @) — 7 W) logy (y[9~ () — 7 (»)])

THEOREM 2.3. The class C(F5,G5) consists of good sets.

It is obvious that if F C F',G C G, and the class C(F’, G") consists of good
sets, then the class C(F, G) consists also of good sets.

REMARK 2.1. The following inclusions are true:
FsUF; CFs, GegUG7 CGs.

Because for f nondecreasing and g nondecreasing we have f = f = 1, g=
g=gand K;(y) =1, K,4(y) = 1, we get

COROLLARY 2.1. The following inclusions are true:
FrCFy,CF;, and G1CG2CG1' fori:3,4,5,6,7.

Therefore, all our Theorems ZZTH23 generalize the main results of [4] and [&].
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EXAMPLE 2.1. We will consider the class of functions

(2.2) flx) =u(z) + g(:c)‘cos (h(:c)ﬂ'ﬂ

for nondecreasing positive functions g and u, with u(z) > x, and an arbitrary func-
tion h. Notice that we always have f(z) = u(x) + g(x) and f(z) = u(z).
() If u(z) = 2°(log, z)?, g(x) = 2%, h(z) = 2%(logx)?, x € R, then the
assumptions of Theorem 1l are satisfied, but those of Theorems I and 3 fail.
(i) If u(z) = x, g(z) = z, h(z) = (z — 2F)/2" 1 2 € R, k = [log, z],
then the assumptions of Theorem 22 hold, but those of Theorems 1 and D3 fail.
(iii) If u(x) = z, g(x) = x/logx, h(x) = 2%, x € R, then the assumptions
of Theorem '3 are satisfied, but those of Theorems 1l and D72 fail.

3. PROOFS

Proof of Theorem 1. From Theorem 1 in [4] we infer that for arbi-
trary families of the functions F, G the conditions for both the classes C(F, G) and
C(F, Q) to consist of good sets are satisfied, i.e.

Sn
(i) (Y PlIX|>|n]] <occand EX = p) < hm = U,
ney v |n|
and
. Sn
(ii) ( Z [[X]| > |n|] <coand EX = ) < lim — ] =
v

If additionally we show that, for every fixed f € F3, g € G3s,

G > PlX| > Jul) < o0,
neV\v

then the assertion follows from the chain of implications

(Y P[IX|>nl]<occand EX=p) ' ('3 P[X|> |n]] < oo and EX = p1)

nev nev
g(hms— ) <th —,u) <limSn:u>
i V' [nf V|
(:H>)( P[]X\}]Q\]<ooandEX:,u) =4 (> PlIX ] <oo and EX =p),
ev nev

so that it is enough to prove (BI). From the above considerations we may and do
assume that EX = p, i.e. F|X| < oc.
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Because for each nonincreasing function A and nondecreasing ¢t we have

W) Ah(Ddz, Y P[X] > [n]) < EVIX]

nedlt

Zhn <
n=1

4
o =38

(for the last inequality see the proof of Lemma 2 in [8]), and

EIX|
Y. PlX[=nll< X Tl
nev\V neV\V. =
we obtain
1
Y. PIX|>nl] < E|X| i dxidxy
nev\V {aeR? (o) <ar<Tany (P Y D@2 VD)

1
(3}1 V 1)(3?2 V 1)

+ E|X| IS

{z€R?:g(w1)<z2<7g(21)}
+ > PIX|=[n]+ X PlIX]>|n]

d.%’l dZCQ

@G&Ai @eaa7
+ X PIX[>nll+ X PIX[>|nl]
ﬂE&Ag nedlg

< E|X|L + E|X|I: +4E+/|X|, say.

Now we show how to evaluate I .
First we remark that because for 0 < a < b < 0o we have

g log(b/a) ifl<a<b,
;{z\/ldm: log(b) + (1 —a) ifa<1<b,
b—a ifa<b<l,

and for a < 1 we get log /% bve > 1, the following inequality holds true:

b
1 bve
dr < 21
{x\/l AVER

Therefore,

o log (x)\/e
U

(@1 1
‘£ :ZJQ\/l 1V1

dx1\2f

< 00,

nel

I~

and similarly for I < co. =
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For the proof of Theorem 2 let us notice that the functions f and g from the
families F; and G4, respectively, can be discontinuous. If, e.g., f(zo — 0) = yo <
y1 = f(xo + 0), then we “complete” the definition putting f(z¢) = [vo, y1] (the
whole interval [y, y1]). Obviously, at this moment I' = {(z, f(x)),z € R} is not
a function, but a continuous graph, and f is a relation. However, we will write later
“function f”, so that it does not cause misunderstanding. We say that the piecewise
continuous graph { (z, f(z)),x € X} for X C R satisfies the condition G iff

CONDITION G. If{(:):, f(:):)),:c € (wo,:cl)} and {(x,f(x)),:r € (xg,:rg)}
are two pieces where the graph is continuous and x1 < x2, then f(xo) < f(x3).

For such graphs we have

PROPOSITION 3.1. Let {(az, f(:c)),x € X}, where X C R, be a piecewise
nonincreasing graph satisfying the condition G. Then

(3.2) S P[X| > ij] < AE|X].
(i,j)EBAf

Proof of Proposition Bd. By Q(i,7) we denote the square {(z,y) €
RZ:i<az<i+l,j<y<j+1}

Let us consider one piece of the graph I' = {(z, f(2)),z € (wo,21)} on
which the graph is continuous (and it is not continuous or even does not exist
at xq).

The boundary of this piece of the graph can be expressed as a subset P} (may
be empty) of the path P = [(4,7),..., (i + k,j — [)] for some positive integers
i,7,k,l, where if (i1, j1) and (i2, j2) are subsequent points, then (i2, j2) is equal to
(i1 +1,71) or (i1,71 — 1), or (i1 + 1,51 — 1) according to the way the graph I'
“goes out” from (i1, 1) and “enters” Q(iz, j2). If the graph I" does not “enter”
the interior Q(i2, j2), then (i2, j2) & Py, but obviously (iz, j2) € P.

For such paths P and P; we construct a function H defined on Ay and taking
values in {(z,1) : x € N} U {(1,y) : y € N} as follows:

H((i1,51)) = (i1, 1),
{(ik, 1) ifig >y,

H ((ik, jr)) (1,jx)  ifig = ip_1.

On the piece (zg, x1) we have
H(Af\xe(xo,xl)) c{(,1),(+1,1),...,(i+k,1),(1,5),(1,5-1),...,(1,5=D},

and H is the injective function (in this area), where f|,¢ (s, 2,) denotes the restric-
tion of the function f to the interval (xg,x). Obviously, because for every point
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(i,7) € (N\{0})? we have ij > max{i, j}, it follows that

(3.3) > PIX]>ij] < > PlIX] > ij].

(i,J)€D) (i.)eH(Dy) )

z€(xg,z1) z€(xg,z1)

It may happen then that one continuous piece of the graph I' has a path of
boundaries [(7,7),...,(i + k,j — )], whereas the next continuous piece of the
graph contains a point (i + k, j), and in this case the projection H may transform
(i + k, 7) into the existing point (¢ + k, 1) or (1, j); consequently,

3.4)
o
>, PlX|>idjl<2 > PIX[>ij] <4 PIX|>1] = 4E[X],
(4,5)€0y (4,5)€H (0f) i=1

which completes the proof. =

Proof of Theorem . Without loss of generality we assume EX =0.
We consider only the sector {(m,n) € R? : m < n} and the family of functions
F since in the case G4 the proof runs similarly. For the function f : R — R, such
that f(x) > x and every y € R, we define the partition of the interval [0,y] =
By(a) + Ay) by By) = (o) + £2) < v As(0) = {(0) ) > v
an

By(y) = ([0,21) x {y}) U (w2, 23) x {y}) U... U (@K, ()-15 Tk () X {})

K¢ (y)
= U Bi(f.n),
k=1
Ap(y) = ([v1,z2] x {y}) U ([2s, 4] x {y}) U ... U [z, (), 9] X {y})
Ky (y)
— O Ak(f,y), O<ri<xa<23< ... <me(y) <,
k=1

for some finite (the definition of the family F}) integers K;(y) € N. We put K =
sup{K¢(y) : y € R}. For each y we complete the families B(f,y) = {Bi(f,v),
1 <k < K¢(y)} putting Bi(f,y) =0 for k = K¢(y) + 1, Kf(y) +2,..., K.
Immediately, from the definition of this family we have the property

Vo <yo Vi<isk T<j<k Bi(f,y1) C Bi(f, y2).

Thus, on the base of the family B(f,y) we define the family

=
-

-
Il
—
—

N

Lr(y) = B;(f,t), 1<k<K.
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Furthermore, for every 1 < k£ < K we put

Ak) = U Ax(f,y), k=1,2,3,... K.
yeR

We explain the introduced families in Figure 1.

7 An
1« a df 7b A(2)
Y 2 (y)
T1(y) e A(3)
T2(y)
a4 v A2 c
a
A(1)

FIGURE 1. The partition of the graph on the areas A(i),1 <1 < K

It is easy to check that Lemma 1 and the proof of Theorem 1 in [2] hold for the
sequences {n;, k € N} C A(k) and the increasing sequences of sums of random
variables

Ya(k) = Xm = > Xm, neAk),

B meDy (n2)NN2 me[1,n1]x[1,n2)NB

iff only A(k) is not bounded for k = 1,2, 3, ..., K. Some comments are required
about the fulfilling of Lemma 2 in [4] for the boundaries of our sets A(k). The
boundary of such sets can be divided by at most K graphs =;,1 < ¢ < K, piece-
wise continuous and increasing (in Figure 0l we mark three such graphs: a, b and
¢, respectively) and at most K graphs 1;,1 < ¢ < K, piecewise continuous and
decreasing (in Figure @ we mark two such graphs: d and e, respectively). For
each graph from the family Z;, 1 < ¢ < K, we intermediately use Lemma 2 of [4],
whereas for the graphs from the family Y;, 1 <¢ < K, we use our Proposition B
Thus, using the notation of [4],

i (k)
1m — =
neA(k) |[1,7’Ll] X [17 7”L2] N B’

0, k=1,2,3,... K,
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and because each subsequence N’ = {n; € A,i € N} can be divided into K sub-
sequences A N A(k), the assertion holds. =

Note that in the above proof we use only the definitions of { A;(f,v), Bi(f,vy),
I';(y)} for integer y’s. Therefore, we restrict ourselves in the definitions of F and
G4, and K¢ (y) and K, (y) for integer 3’s, only.

Proof of Theorem [Z3. We show that if

3.5 lim —= = EX,
v n

then
. Sn

3.6) lim— = EX.
V.on

Obviously, (B3) follows from Theorem 1 in [4]. Then we have E|X| < co. Fur-
thermore, we define four functions:

‘ V —V,

M {Ml((kh]@)) = (k1. [£(k1)]),
‘ V —V,

Mo : {Mz((kﬁl,kz)) = ([f=(k2)], k2),
' V —V,

Mo {Mg((kl,m)) = (k1. Tg(k)1),

{ V B K77
Miy((k1,k2)) = (lg~ (k2)], k2).
Obviously, as M;(ki1, k) € V,i = 1,2,3,4, from (B3) we have

My -

In|—oco,neV | M;(n)|

(3.7) —EX, i=1,2,34.
Let the sequence {n, = (n1k,n2%),k € N} C V\V be such that |n;| — oo,
and let
in® — (0
{n, k eN} = U{n,’ = (ny k> n53), k € N}
i=1
be four subsequences such that

(£ — fi D Togy () TF(0f)) = f(N) < ef ('),
[F=L)) — =S og . (nS[f=1n$)) — f=AmEN) < ef L)),

[(n) — 9P log, (0 15(n) — 9 P)1) < co(nf)),
[g (nS) —g TS log  (n§ g7 () — g (nS)1) < ey (nlY)
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At least one of the above-defined subsequences is infinite (we denote the set of
such subsequences by I).

Let us remark that for z > y > 0 we have |z] — |y] < [z — y]. Indeed, if
x — y is an integer, then |z| — |y| = 2 — y = [« — y]. On the other hand, since
for arbitrary z € (0,2) we have | z] < 1, it follows that

2] =yl =z - lyl] = lz—y+ {y}]
e —yl +{z -y} +{v}] =z —y] + {z — v} + {y}]
<lz—y|l+1=[z—y].

Therefore, the subsequences defined as above satisfy

(3.8)
() () () ()
— | M; lo — |M;(n V1
k—oo n;

and, in consequence, because limy\  log . (|@§;)| — | M; (@,(;))\) = +ooor ml(;)] =
]Mi(n,(;))], k € N, we obtain

3.9 lim sup

On the other hand, let us remark that

D
Sn = SMi(n) ~ Sn-Mi(n)»
and from Theorem 1 in [5] we have

S — ES 0 = Sy a0y T ES 0

lm -~ @ ® 0 =0, el
k=00 (|n, | — [M;(ny,”)]) (log, (Iny”| — | Mi(ny”)]) V 1)
Because fori € 1
3.10)  lim —— fESﬂS) i ESM"(H'@) .
k=2 (||~ | Mi(n{)]) (logy (Ing| - [Mi(n)]) v 1)

_ —-FEX —0
" e O armnvi
og (mk | = Z(Qk )|)
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and
S )
£=o0 ||
: {SMm;“) [Mi ()| %n ~ Sl
=oo | M) 10 (10l =M (l))) (log., (Inl |- M (7)) V1)

(In| = [Mi (™)) (1og,, (|n§j>r — M) v 1)
X
|”k ‘
=EX-140-¢c=EX, iel,

and, in consequence,

Sh
(3.11) lim —% = FX,
k—oo |1y

the proof is completed. =
Proof of Example . In all the three cases we have

J(z)ve (u(z)+g(x))Ve
ofo log (i(z)\/l) Oj‘ log ( +9v1 ) .
0 zV1 N zV1 ’

[f(z) = f(z)]logy (z[f(x) — f(2)])
= [g(z)]| cos (h(z)7)|] log, (:z: [g(x)]cos (h(z)n) H)

In the case (i), because log(1 + z) < z, we have

> log (14 1/(log z) ) o0
J; - x\f 10gx d:c<o<>

Let us define the sequence {x,,n > 1} divergent to infinity, so that, for ¢ > 1,
2% (log z;)? € N (it is possible as the function 2% (log x)? is continuously increas-
ing to infinity for = > 1). Then for every constant c there exists 7o such that, for
every ¢ > 1,

kS

cos (2% (log ;) ) || log , (:L‘Z [27 |cos (27 (log x;)*) H)
= 2% logx; + x;2% log2 > 0(2"’” (log x;)* + 2“);
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thus the assumptions of Theorem 1l are satisfied, whereas the assumptions of The-
orem 3 fail. Let us remark that, for arbitrary € N in the interval (z, y), the func-
tion f has at least 2¢(logy)? — 2%(log z)? — 2 oscillations, where 2¥(logy)? =
2%[(log z)? + 1]. Therefore, for y > e,

Ki(y) > 2Y(logy)® — 2% (logz)* — 2 > 2% — 2,

and K¢(y) — oo as y — 00, so that the assumptions of Theorem 22 fail.
In the case (ii) we have

2 log(2)

J

1 X

dr = 00o.

Furthermore, it is easy to check that |COS (h(m)w) ’ is equal to one only for z = 2F
or z = 3 -2 1 and it is equal to zero only for z = 5 - 22 and x = 7 - 22 for
k € N. Thus, in the interval 2 € [2¥, 2%*1) the function f has two local minima at
r="5-2"2andz =7 -2¥2equalto5- 22 and 7 - 272, respectively, and two
local maxima at 2 = 2% and z = 3 - 2! equal to 2"+ and 3 - 2¥, respectively,
so that for every 2 € R we have K¢(z) < 4, and the assumptions of Theorem P2
are fulfilled. Taking x = k£ € N, we see that for every constant c there exists a
sufficiently large k£ € N such that

[k|cos(km)|]log, (k[k|cos(km)|]) = 2klogk > ck;

thus the assumptions of Theorem 3 fail.
In the case (iii) we have

ofo log(1+1/log x)dx
1 x

so that the assumptions of Theorem 1 fail. Failure of the assumptions of Theo-
rem 272 follows from analogous considerations to those for the point (i). From

2
x x
2°7)|1 2°7)| ) < log 2
lng\cos( m)|log <10g$]cos( w)]) Tog ogx
=2x < 2<x + ]cos(2””7r)])
log

we see that the assumptions of Theorem I3 are satisfied withc = 2. =
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