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Abstract. In this paper we define contractive and nonexpansive properties
for adapted stochastic processes X1, Xo,... which can be used to deduce lim-
iting properties. In general, nonexpansive processes possess finite limits while
contractive processes converge to zero a.e. Extensions to multivariate processes
are given. These properties may be used to model a number of important
processes, including stochastic approximation and least-squares estimation of
controlled linear models, with convergence properties derivable from a single
theory. The approach has the advantage of not in general requiring analytical
regularity properties such as continuity and differentiability.
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1 Introduction

Let X = {X,, : n > 0} be a sequence of random variables adapted to filtration
F = {F, : n > 0}. Following the Doob decomposition theorem we may always
write

Xo=X,_1+A4,+e,, n>1, (1.1)

where €, = X,, — F[X,, | Fn—1] are F,-measurable martingale differences, and
A, = E[X,, | Fa—1] — Xn—1 defines a predictable process, in the sense that A,
is F,—1-measurable. We let Xy be any suitable Fy-measurable initial value. We
can think of A,, as a control effector, and we will sometimes have A,, = f,,(X,—1)
for some sequence of deterministic mappings f,, n > 1. In this case, we can
imagine setting ¢, = 0 in Equation (LI, obtaining a deterministic iterative
process. To fix ideas, suppose each f, has common fixed point 0 = f,,(0) and
that there exists positive constants p,, such that 0 < f,,(x)/z < p,, when x # 0.
In a manner similar to the Banach fixed point theorem, it can be shown that if
[L,>1 Pn =0, then lim, X,, = 0. We can refer to this as a contraction property,
although we need not assume f,, is formally a contraction mapping (or even
Lipschitz continuous). If we restore €,, to Equation (L.I]), the question becomes
how the additional stochastic variation affects the convergence properties.
In|Almudevar (2008) (see also Almudevail (2014)) a general theorem for such
noisy iterative algorithms was developed, for which X, is defined on any Banach
space (X, - ||) (not necessarily stochastic). For example, suppose operator T,
possesses Lipschitz constant p, < p < 1, and z* is the fixed point of each T),.
In this case the “exact algorithm” X,, = T,,(X,—-1), n > 1 converges to z*.
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The “approximate algorithm” X,, = T,,(X,,—1) + €5, n > 1, is then a noisy
version of the exact algorithm. Then if limsup,, ||e,]| = d, we may claim that
limsup,, || X, — z*|| = O(d), and if d = 0 then X,, converges to x*. In fact, the
convergence rate of || X,, — z*| is bounded by O (max(||e,|, (p + d)™)) for any
0 > 0 (Almudevax, 2008, 2014).

The theory extends to nonexpansive operators T,, (p, < 1), especially “weakly
contractive” sequences which satisfy [[,~, pn = 0, while, typically, the limit
lim,, p, = 1 also holds. In this case, stronger convergence results are obtain-
able when (X, - ||) is assumed to be additionally a Hilbert space (for example,
adapted stochastic processes endowed with the Lo norm).

In this paper, we extend some of these ideas to filtered stochastic processes,
with strong convergence in place of convergence in a Banach space. We will
characterize precisely contractive or nonexpansive properties based on the pre-
dictable process A,, of Equation (LI). These force X,, to behave like a su-
permartingale above 0, and a submartingale below. If My, = Y. ¢ is a
martingale of finite variation, it follows naturally that the process will possess a
finite limit. However, if we then impose sufficient contractive properties, it can
be shown that X,, converges to 0 a.e.

The main result is given in Section 2 for X,, € R'. We introduce the nonex-
pansive and contractive properties, then Theorem 2. Jlsummarizes the important
limiting properties.

In Section [B] we consider the “nonuniform contractive” case, by which we
mean that the nonexpansive or contractive properties required of Theorem 2.]
are now required to hold only outside a neighborhood of zero (Theorems B.1]
and B.2)).

In Section @ Theorem 2] is extended to X = {X,, € R? : n > 0}, p >
1, by replacing the constraint 0 < E[X,, | Fp_1]/Xn-1 < p with [|[E[X,, |
Fo—ill/I1Xn=1ll < p, [[Xn-1]] # 0. It is then quite straightforward to apply
Theorem 211 to || X,,|| € R* (the conditions of which permit the process to be,
for example, strictly positive). The argument is given in Theorem A1

We include two important applications which can be modeled using the
proposed theory. The Robbins-Monro stochastic approximation algorithm is a
filtered stochastic process intended to converge to the solution to g(x) = 0 for
a given mapping g : R? — RP (Robbins and Monrd, [1951). The univariate case
will demonstrate the main theorem of Section 2l Extension to the nonuniform
contractive model will significantly expand the class of g to which stochastic
approximation can be applied. The multivariate extension is then developed.
This may be of some interest, since regularity conditions usually imposed on g for
p > 1 are not needed by the methods introduced here (Spall, [1992; [Pham et all,
2009; [Lai, 2003; [Kushner and Yin, [2003; Pham et al., 2009).

In Section Bl we consider the controlled least-squares regression model in-
troduced in |Christopeit and Helmes (1980). We can directly derive the same
conditions for strong convergence, while also proving that they are also neces-
sary. In general, we can prove that the least-squares estimator always possess a
finite limit, hence weak convergence implies strong convergence.

Finally, we bring attention to a machine learning application proposed in
Zhou and Hooker (2018), involving regularization of stochastic gradient boosted
trees. This makes use of an earlier version of the methodology proposed here that
appeared in an unpublished preprint written by this author. It demonstrates
how the approach can be used to prove strong consistency where differentiability
cannot be assumed.



Throughout the manuscript proofs and a number of technical lemmas are
given in the appendix.

2 Main Result

Let X = {X,, : n > 0} be an L; stochastic process defined on probability space
(Q,F,P). Suppose there is a filtration F defined defined by the o-algebras
Fo C F1 C Fo C -++ C F to which X is adapted. Define residuals

en=Xpn— E[Xp | Fpi], n>1, (2.1)

t

1=s

and the partial sums My, = >
t < s. Then define the events

€ for t > s > 1, with M,; = 0 whenever

Df ={X, >0}, D, ={X, <0}, D°={X, =0}, n>0,
Dy, = D;f(D;}_,)°UD; (D, _)*UD (D} 1), n>1,

n—1

and the compound events DY, = N._, Dif, Df o =;>s D, 0 < s <t. Define
similarly D_,, Dy, D2, and DY .. We may then construct the increasing

5,007

sequence of stopping times 73,75, ...

t
T;<te Y I{Di}>]
=1

for j > 1. Then 11,75, ... may be interpreted as the times at which sequence X
changes sign, changes from zero to a nonzero value or changes from a nonzero
value to zero. We can refer to any such event as a crossing. Note that T} may
be infinite, so it will be useful to define Ny = sup{j > 1: T} < oo}. Then let

W, — Suijgz‘<Tj+1|Xi| ; Ty <o
J 0 i Ty =00

for j > 1. We will make use throughout the paper of the following sequence:
U, =E[X, | FooalI{X,-1 =0}, n>1. (2.2)

Our model will be based on the following assumptions:

(A1) There exist nonnegative constants «,, > 0, n > 1, such that

o < ElXn | Fa]

< KX,1#0} <14 a,, ae.
anl

and ;5 a; < oo.
(A2) There exist nonnegative constants 0 < k,, <1, n > 1, such that

0 S (E[Xn | ]:n—l]/Xn—l)I{Xn—l 75 0} S kn, a.e.
and ;5 (1 —k;) = oo (equivalently, [[;5, k; = 0 for all s > 1).

(A3) lim, 0o U, = 0 ace.
(A4) The partial sums M; ,, possess a finite limit a.e. as n — .



Assumption (A1) is analogous to a nonexpansive condition on F[X,, | Fp—1],
and is related to the “almost martingale” introduced in|Robbins and Siegmund
(1971). Assumption (A2) is the stronger, or contractive, version of (Al). The
central result of this section is that under assumptions (A3) and (A4) the process
defined by (A1) converges to a finite limit, while that defined by (A2) converges
to 0.

In some applications, (A3) will be a natural extension of (Al) or (A2) to
the case X,,—1 = 0. That is, we may be able to claim 0 < E[X,, | Fn-1] <
Xn-1(1+ ap) for X,,o1 > 0 and 0 > E[X, | Fno1] > Xp—1(1 + ap) for
Xn—1 < 0. In this case (A3) holds trivially. However, we find that our theory
can be extended to a broader class of interesting models by permitting somewhat
more flexibility when conditioning on {X,,_; = 0}. Finally, since M; , n > 1 is
a martingale, conditions under which (A4) holds are well known. For example,
if M ,, is an Lo martingale, by Theorem 4.5.2 of Durrett (2019), we may claim

Z Ele} | Fi_1] < 0o a.e. implies lim M ,, exists and is finite a.e.  (2.3)
=1

We are now give the main results. We first consider the nonexpansive model.
Given (A1), (A3) and (A4) we may claim that X possesses a finite limit. When
(A2) holds as well we have convergence to zero. It will be useful, however,
to consider the case for which (A3) need not hold. The results are essentially
partitioned into the cases { Ny < oo} and {Np = oo}, since the analysis differs
between these cases in some important ways. For example, on { Nty = oo} the
nonexpansive property (Al) is sufficient for convergence to zero.

Theorem 2.1 Suppose X satisfies (Al) and (A4). Then the following state-
ments hold.

(i) XpI{Nr < oo} possesses a finite limit a.e. as n — cc.
(ii) If in addition (A2) holds then X,,J{Nr < oo} converges to zero a.e.
(iii) The inequality limsup,, | X, |[I{ N7 = oo} < limsup,,|U,,| holds a.e.
(iv) If in addition (A3) holds, then lim,, X,,J{ Ny = oo} =0 a.e. "

2.1 The Strong Law of Large Numbers as a Contractive
Process

We now discuss the relationship between Theorem [Z1] and the strong law of
large numbers. We suppose that there is an L; sequence of random variables
Y = {Y,, : n > 0} on a probability space (2, F, P) such that S, = > | V;,
n > 0, is a martingale with respect to some filtration F.

Suppose ag, a1, as, ... is a nondecreasing sequence of positive real numbers
such that a,, =, oo. Then for any s > 1,

. s Qi—1 . As—1
nl;rgolj[ = lim =0. (2.4)

a; n—oo Gy

We are interested in conditions under which S,,/a,, —, 0 a.e. We first note that,
following Equation ([24]), the sequence X,, = S, /a, satisfies assumption (A2),
since

E[‘(-n | n—l] Sn—l/an Ap—1
- - _ <
njl I{X,_1 #0}

H{X,— 0} =
{ ! # } Snfl/anfl Anp

, n>1.
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Then (A3) holds since E[X,, | Fr-1[I{Xn—1 =0} = (Sp—1/an)[{Xn_1 =0} =
0. The residual becomes €, = X,, — E[X,, | Fn-1] = Sn/an — Sn—1/an =Y, /ay.
Direct application of Theorem 2.1] gives

Theorem 2.2 Let S,, = E?:o Y; be an L; martingale with respect to filtration
F. If ap Tp 0o, and if Efil Y;/a; is a convergent series a.e. then S,,/a,, —, 0
a.e. n

But this is simply a restatement of Kronecker’s lemma, which states that if
an Tn 00 then for any sequence of real numbers x1, x2, ... the convergence of
the series Y .2, z;/a; implies lim, (1/a,) > i, x; = 0.

2.2 Stochastic Approximation

The stochastic approximation algorithm is a method used to determine the
solution z* € Fy C R to

g(@) = 0 (2.5)
where mapping g : £; — R can only be evaluated with noise. InRobbins and Monro
(1951)) the iterative algorithm

Xpn=Xn_1—a,U,, n>1 (2.6)

was proposed, giving conditions under which X,, convergesin Ls to z*. Here, a,,
is a sequence of positive constants, and the sequence X, is adapted to filtration
F and constructed so that E[U, | Fn_1] = g(Xn_1).
Strong convergence has been since been established under a variety of condi-
tions (Blum, [1954; Robbins and Siegmund, [1971;Ljung,|1978;Lai, 2003; Kushner and Yin,
2003; Benveniste et all,2012). Our first task with respect to stochastic approx-
imation will be to show how it may be interpreted as a stochastic contraction
process.
Given a sequence X constructed by the iterations of Equation (Z6]) we define
the following assumptions.

(B1) The mapping g : E; — R, possesses root z* € E.

(B2) P(X,, € E;)=1foralln>1.

(B3) There exists 0 < m < M < oo such that m < g(x)/ (z — z*) < M for all
x € By —{z*}.

(B4) ay, >0, limy, 500 vy = 0.

(B5) The series Y ;2 a; {U; — E[U; | Fi—1]} converges a.e.

(B6) > o) o = oo

(B7) E[U, | Fn-1] = 9(Xn-1) a.e. for n > 1.

Assumption (B1) does not require that z* be in the interior of E,. Nor
does it state that the root is unique, but this is forced by (B3). Then, if finite
nonzero left and right derivatives of g exist at 2*, (B3) will hold on some open
neighborhood of z*, if not the entire domain of g.

It should be noted that, following Equation (Z3), if the variance of U,
conditional on F,,_; is bounded, then (B5) may be replaced by Y .., af < oo,
which, with (B6), are the conditions on the sequence «;,, commonly given in the
literature

We now state the main theorem of this section.

Theorem 2.3 If (B1)-(B7) hold then the process X defined by Equation (2.6])

converges to x* a.e. n
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Figure 3.1: Figure (a) shows the Lipschitz envelope defined by gradients M
and m of condition (B3), which essentially represent sufficient conditions on the
function g(z) of Equation (Z3]) for convergence of the stochastic approximation
algorithm using Theorem 2.1 Note that monotonicity and continuity are not
required. Figure (b) gives a comparison of the regularity conditions for objective
function g(x) based on Theorem [Z1] and the nonuniform contraction model of
Theorem [3J1 The Lipschitz envelope shown in Figure B.Ial is superimposed
here, along with a graphical representation of the comparable envelope forced
by regularity conditions (C1)-(C3) introduced in [Blum (1954). The important
feature is that for any 6 > 0 we may construct an upper Lipschitz envelope
which bounds above the upper envelope of (C1) for all |z| > 4, and for any
0 < 41 < d2 < 00, we may construct a lower Lipschitz envelope which bounds
below the lower envelope implied by (C3) (see the gray shaded area).

It is interesting to note that the stochastic approximation algorithm will
converge if g(z) can be perfectly evaluated (in contrast with simulated annealing,
which relies on stochastic variation for convergence). In this case Equation (2.6))
becomes

Tn =Tn-1 — A g(Tn_1) = Tp(Tn-1), n>1,

where T), is a sequence of operators with Lipschitz constant p, = (1 — may,)
for all large enough n. Given (B6) we have [[,~; pi = 0, so that although the
Lipschitz constants are not bounded away from one, they approach one from
below slowly enough to allow contraction to force convergence. Two conditions
on «, are commonly associated with stochastic approximation, in particular,
(a) Yoic; a; = o0; and (b) > ;o a? < oo. As can be seen, condition (a) forces
sufficient contraction to ensure convergence for the noiseless algorithm, while
condition (b) ensures that the cumulative effect of noise vanishes in the limit
(as a consequence of contraction property). For more on this point of view, see
Almudevay (2008, 2014).

3 Nonuniform Contractions

Figure BTal demonstrates that the conditions imposed on g(z) by Theorem
are quite general. Essentially, g(z) must be contained within a Lipschitz



envelope, but otherwise need not be monotone or continuous (for convenience
we will assume z* = 0).

However, a variety of conditions on g have been derived in the literature.
In the seminal paper [Robbins and Monrd (1951), alternative conditions for Lo
convergence are given, in particular, g(z) < —§ for x < 0 and g(x) > § for
x > 0, for some § > 0 (Theorem 1); and ¢(0) = 0, g(x) is nondecreasing and
g'(0) > 0 (Theorem 2). In Blum (1954), the following regularity conditions are
offered:

(C1) |g(z)| < ¢+ d|z| for some constants ¢, d > 0;

(C2) g(z) <0 for x < 0 and g(z) > 0 for x > 0;

(C3) infs, <|z<s,19(x)| > 0 for every pair of numbers 01, do for which 0 < d; <
dg < 00.

While conditions (C1)-(C3) are considerably weaker than the envelope bound of
FigureBTal they can be usefully compared. If (C1) holds, then some Lipschitz
upper bound (Figure BTal) holds for || > §. Then, with (C2), we can show that
(A1) will hold outside a neighborhood A of the origin. Then if (C3) holds we
may show that (A2) holds for §; < |z] < d2, for any positive constants 0, d1 < da.
In this case, it will be possible to show, first, that X will be bounded in the
limit. In this case, (A2) need only hold for a bounded subset of Fy, and we will
be able to show that X approaches N a.e., essentially “fattening” the origin.
If the neighborhood A can then be made arbitrarily small, we obtain strong
convergence.

Thus, we can say that, in the context of stochastic approximation, (C1)-
(C3) define models that are contractive outside any neighborhood of the origin,
hence it seems reasonable to refer to such a model as “nonuniformly contractive”.
Below, we formally define such a model. We again define an adapted sequence
X, on which we may, as an alternative to (Al)-(A4), impose the following
assumptions.

D1) For § > 0 (A1) holds for | X,,—1| > § a.e.

D2) For 0 < §; < d2 < 0o (A2) holds for | X,,_1| € (41, d2) a.e.

D3) |X,—1| € (0,] implies |E[X,, | Fn-1]] < £ < 00 a.e.

D4) Forall 6 > 0, (D3) holds for constants ks which satisfy the limit lims o ks =
0.

(
(
(
(

The key to the argument is to consider the process derived from X:
X = X, I{|E[Xp | Fua]| >0 +7}, n>1. (3.1)

for given 6,7 > 0 (it will prove to be more intuitive to introduce § and 7
separately in our notation). We denote this process X0+ We may define the
residuals in the same manner as in Equation (2.1]):

ST = X3t — BIX2VT | Fusal, n> 1, (3.2)
Finally, following Equation (22) we may condition the process on { X7 = 0}:
USTT = BIXJT | FootJI{X2TT = 0} (3.3)

We briefly outline the remaining strategy. Suppose we can assume that
€n —n 0 a.e., where €, are the residuals of the original process X. This will
be the case under (A4). Then under (D1), there exists wpl a finite integer



Ny such that X°T7 satisfies (A1) for all n > Ny. Accordingly, we define the
offset process X‘;VtT = {Xj‘i;gfrn :m > 0}, so we may claim that Xf\,"’OT satisfies
(A1). The remaining argument is of the same style, that is, by assuming the
various conditions (D1)-(D4) hold for X, we may verify that the corresponding
properties (A1)-(A4) hold for X‘];VJFDT. Then the convergence properties of X

follow from those of X‘];VtT. The first theorem follows.

Theorem 3.1 Suppose €, —, 0 a.e. Suppose (D1) holds for some § > 0.
Consider the derived process of Equation (8)). Then

(i) For all small enough 7 > 0, wpl there exists finite Ny such that X?VJFOT
satisfies (A1) for all n > 0.
(ii) If in addition, X satisfies (D2) for d; > 4, then Xf\,‘:T satisfies (A2) when-
ever |X?thrn71| < 0.
(iii) If in addition (D3) holds, then wpl

U T < ([UNgsn| + 0+ 27+ K), n>0. (3.4)
(iv) If (A4) holds for X, then it also holds for X‘];VJFOT. "

Theorem B.] allows us to deduce some convergence properties of X7 1t
(D1) and (A4) hold for X then (A1) and (A4) hold for X?VJFOT. As a consequence,
by Theorem 2.1l either X2*7 converges to a finite limit, or limsup,, . |X3t7| <
limsup,, ,..|U2*7|. The final step is to deduce the implications of this for the
limit of X itself.

Theorem 3.2 Suppose X satisfies (D1) for all 6 > 0 a.e., and in addition (D4),
(A3) and (A4). Then X possesses a finite limit a.e. If in addition X satisfies
(D2) for all pairs 0 < §; < d2 < oo then X converges to zero a.e. L]

3.1 Stochastic Approximation and Nonuniform Contrac-
tion

We continue our discussion of stochastic approximation. Consider assumptions
(B1)-(B7) (as before, assuming z* = 0). Then replace assumption (B3), which
is placed on g¢(z), with (C1)-(C3). Fix any § > 0. By (C1) |g(z)| < ¢ + dx|.
With (C2) we may conclude

0<g(z)/z<(c/d)+d, forall |z]>4.

Since o, —+p, 0 we have, for all large enough n, following Equation (A.9),

%I{XM #0} <1,

0< (1—% (§+d))1{xn,1 £0} <

n—1

so that assumption (D1) will be satisfied. Thus, (C1)-(C2) force the nonexpan-
sive property.

To verify (D4), note that by (C1)-(C2) |E[X,, | Fr-1]| < |Xn-1] for | X,—1] <
0 for all large enough n. Thus, (D4) holds by setting ks = 9.

We next show that (C3) forces the contractive property. Fix 0 < §; < da <
00. Define the quantity

Ks, s, = inf z)/x.
1,82 M‘z‘g&zg( )



Given (C2), under (C3) Ky, s, > 0, so that, for all large enough n,

0 < E[X, | Fn-1]

< X I{anl 7£ O} < (1 - O‘nK51152) .
n—1

Following the proof of Theorem [23] we may then conclude that (D2) holds
for all finite pairs d1,d2. Thus, by Theorem 3.2 the stochastic approximation
algorithm will converge when (B3) is replaced by (C1)-(C3).

4 Multivariate Processes

We now extend Theorem 2] to processes in RP, replacing the ratio in (A1)
and (A2) with the absolute value of the ratio. Suppose X = {X,, € R;n >
0} is stochastic process adapted to filtration F. The residual vector is €, =
X, — FX, | Fn-1], n > 1. Then Ele, | Fn—1] = 0, so that as before €,,
n > 1 form vectors of martingale differences. Denote the components of X,,
and ¢ by X,,(t) e Rand €,(t) e R, t € T = {1,...,p}. Consider the following
assumptions, which may be taken as multivariate extensions of (A1)-(A4) (here,
I - || is the Euclidean norm).

(A5) There exist nonnegative constants «,, > 0, n > 1, such that

H{||IXn-1]] #0} <1+ ay, ae.
X1

and 5, a; < oo.
(A6) There exists positive constants k, < 1, n > 1, such that

H{[|Xn_1]| # 0} < kn ace.
[ X1l

and y .o, (1 — k;) = oo (equivalently, [],~ ki =0 for all s > 1).

(A7) lim, 00 E[X,, | Froo1[I{Xp—1 =0} =0 a.e.

(A8) There exists a sequence of constants v,, > 0, n > 1 such that .-, v; < 0o
and max;c7 varle, (t) | Fn-1] < wv, for all n > 1.

Assumptions (A5) and (A6) are strict generalizations of (A1) and (A2) even for
p = 1, since the contraction implied by E[X,, | F,—1] is no longer required to
be of the same sign as X,,. Assumptions (A7)-(A8) are directly comparable to
(A3)-(A4), respectively.

The strategy will be to apply Theorem [2Z1] directly to || X,]|, n > 0.

Theorem 4.1 Suppose X = {X,,;n > 0} is an Ly process in R”, p > 1 which
is adapted to filtration F.

(i) If (AB), (A7), (A8) hold then lim,_, || X, || exists and is finite a.e.
(i) If (A6), (AT), (A8) hold then lim,,— o [|X,|| =0 a.e. "

4.1 Multivariate Stochastic Approximation

In this section we extend the stochastic approximation algorithm to the multi-
variate case. In particular, we consider the problem of determining the solution
to x* € E; C RP to g(x) = 0 where g : E; — RP is only observable with



noise. The extension to x* € RP has been widely considered in the literature
(Ljung, 1978; Spall, [1992; [Lai, [2003; Kushner and Yin, [2003). Regularity condi-
tions usually impose differentiability assumptions on g(x), although in Section
and Section [B.] it can be seen that such conditions play little role for the
univariate case. We show in this section how Theorem [£.1] can be used to extend
this nonsmooth case to RP (we do not consider here the nonuniform contractive
model, although presumably it would also apply to this application).

We keep more or less intact conditions (B1)-(B7), with (B3) becoming a type
of positive definiteness assumption on g(x). Assuming x* = 0, the algorithm

retains form
X, =X,.1—a,U,, n>1, (4.1)

here interpreted as a multivariate process, where X,,,U,, € RP, and «; is a
positive constant. Again, X,,, n > 0, is adapted to some filtration F. We
replace (B1)-(B7) with the following assumptions (some are identical to the
corresponding assumption in (B1)-(B7), but are included for convenience).

(Bla) The mapping g : E, — RP, E, C RP, possesses root 0 € E,.
(B2a) P(X, € E;) =1foralln > 1.

B3a) There exists 0 < m < M < oo such that g satisfies

( g

m < (g(x) ox)/||x||* and [|g()l/||x]| < M

for all x € E, — {0}, where x o x’ is the inner product on RP.
(Bda) a, >0, hmnan =0.
(B5a) >0, a?var[U;(t) | Fi1] < oo a.e. for all t € T.
(
(

B6a) ZZ 1 O = 00.
B7a) E[U, | Fno1] = 9(Xp-1) a.e. for n > 1.

Under these conditions the multivariate stochastic approximation algorithm
remains strongly convergent.

Theorem 4.2 If (Bla)-(B7a) hold then the process X,, n > 1, defined by
Equation ([I]) converges to 0 a.e. n

5 Least Squares Regression and Control

We consider the example of multivariate linear regression, possibly controlled.
We are given probability measure space (92, F, P) on which F is a filtration.
Suppose {x; = (q,...,Zip);4 > 1} is a sequence of random p x 1 vectors,
where x; is F;_j-measurable. Let X,, be the n X p matrix with ith row equal
to x7. Suppose u1,us, ... is a sequence of zero mean random variables. Define
n x 1 vector w, = [uy...u,]T. We assume u,, is F,-measurable, and defines
a sequence of martingale differences, that is, [un | Fnoi1] = 0, n > 1. Let
B = [B1...58p]" be a fixed p x 1 vector. Define d2 , = 37" 27, dj, = 0 and

A, = X:Xn Then consider the nested sequence of linear models
Y,=X,8+u,, n>1. (5.1)

If X,, contains p linearly independent rows, X,,» does as well for any n’ > n. It
will therefore be reasonable to assume that wpl there exists finite ny such that
A, is nonsingular for n > ng.

10



The ordinary least squares estimate of 8 based on the nth model is well
known to be b,, = A;1X2Yn. We then center the estimates by setting b, =
b,—-8=A, 1X2un. The consistency problem involves finding conditions on
the sequences x,, and u,, under which b,, converges strongly to zero.

In Drygad (1976) and |Anderson and Taylon (1976), conditions are given for
deterministic X,, under which A, ' — 0 is necessary and sufficient for weak
convergence of b,, to zero. Here it is assumed that the maximum eigenvalue of
the covariance matrix of u,, remains bounded as n — co. In|Lai et all (1979) it
is shown that A ! 5 0 is sufficient for strong convergence, assuming that the
series Yo~ ¢;u; converges a.e. whenever Y > ¢ < oo.

Thus, under quite general conditions, for the deterministic case weak con-
vergence implies strong convergence. Our purpose in this section is to extend
the same general rule to the control model. A commonly used approach is to,
in essence, turn A, into a scalar by provisionally replacing it with a diagonal
matrix G, the assumption then being that A, 1G,, is uniformly bounded over
n. In|Anderson and Tayloy (1979), this is accomplished by assuming that the
eigenvalue ratio \paz(Asn)/Amin(Ay) is uniformly bounded over n, hence the
sequence of matrices A, ‘trace(A,,) is similarly bounded. A more general condi-
tion is used in|Christopeit and Helmed (1980), by assuming A, 1G,, is uniformly
bounded over n, where G,, = diag(g(d2. ,), ..., g(d ,)) for some function g(x).
Here we will use this model. Under regularity conditions to be given below, it is
verified in (Christopeit. and Helmes (1980) that lim,, min, d3 ; = oo is sufficient
for strong consistency. We will also add to this result by allowing lim,, d2 , < co
for t < ¢ and lim,, d%yt = oo for t > q. Possibly, ¢ = 0, in which case we will
have strong consistency. Otherwise we have intermediate cases. We show that
b, always possesses a finite limit for any ¢. Indeed, the component b, (t) is
strongly consistent for 8; when ¢ > ¢q. On the other hand, if ¢ > 1, and we
define subvector bl = (b, (1),...,b,(¢q))?, then P(lim, b} = 0) < 1. This
means that lim,, min; d2 , = oo is also necessary for strong consistency.

Interestingly, although Equation (5] defines a multivariate process, the
main analysis will consider univariate processes, so we make use of Theorem
21 Conditions (E1)-(E4) will define our model. Condition (E5) then suffices for
strong consistency, but, as already discussed, we will also consider intermediate
cases.

(E1) wy,us, ... is a sequence of Ly martingale differences adapted to F.

(E2) sup,, var[u, | Frn_1] < 02 a.e. for some 02 < oo.

(E3) There exists finite ng such that A,,, is nonsingular.

(E4) A 'G,, is uniformly bounded over n, where g(x) is a nondecreasing func-
tion satisfying fcoo g~ %(z)dx < oo for some ¢ > 0.

(E5) lim, d121,t =ocofort=1,...,p.

Note that (E4) implies lim; . g(x) = 0.
We may write b,, = A;lvn, where

v, = Xfun = Xf_lun_l 4 UpXp = Vn_1 + UnXp.
However, at this point we replace A, ! with G, ! and define the process
Zy, = G;lvn, n>1.
If necessary, set zg = vyo = 0. Since G;l is F,,_1-measurable we have

E[G vy | Fuoil = G Efvn | Froi] = G v,

11



Fix ¢ and consider the component process z, (t) = v,(t)/g (d2 ;). If z,_1(t) = 0,
then v,_1(t) = 0, and hence E[zy(t) | Fn—1] = va-1(t)//g (d2 ;) = 0. Therefore
(A3) holds for z,(t). The ratio of assumption (A1) is given by

Hzna(t) # 0} = %I{Zn—l(ﬂ # 0}

= knﬂgI{Zn_l(t) 75 0}

Suppose (E4) holds. Then dfm is nonnegative and nondecreasing in n and g(z)
is nondecreasing in z, so we may conclude that 0 < k,, ; < 1, and therefore (A1)
holds for z,(t). If d} ; —, oo, then g(d} ;) —, oo. It follows from Equation

24) that (A2) also holds.
Since G, Lis Fn_1-measurable, we have residual vector

E[zn(t) | ]:n—l]
anl(t)

€n =G, vy — G, 'Ejon | Fri] = G, X0t

This gives
2

Lot
2

P
Elele, | Fno1] < 0?xT G, *x, = 0 Z T
t=1 g (dn,t)
By Lemma [D.I] we may conclude that Y- | Flele, | F,—1] < 0o, so that (A4)
holds, following Equation (233)). Thus, by Theorem [ZT] z,(t) converges to a
finite limit, and if g(d2 ;) —n 00, 2, (t) converges to zero a.e.
The convergence properties of b,, follow directly, by writing

(5.2)

b,=A v, =A'G,G, v, = A 'G,z,. (5.3)

Then, by (E4), A;lGn is bounded uniformly as n — oo, so we have just proven
that (E5) is sufficient for strong consistency, as reported in|Christopeit. and Helmes
(1980).

If we then more precisely characterize properties of A, implied by (E4) we
can deduce convergence properties for intermediate cases, and show that (E5)
is also necessary for strong consistency.

Theorem 5.1 Suppose the regression model of Equation (&) satisfies (E1)-
(E4). Then the following statements hold:

(i) The least-squares estimator b,, possesses a finite limit a.e.
(ii) If lim, d? , = oo, then by, (t) is a strongly consistent estimator of ;.
)

(iii) by, is a strongly consistent estimator of 8 if and only if (E5) holds. L]
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Appendix A Proof of Theorem [2.1], with Tech-
nical Lemmas

Lemma A.1 If (A1) holds then for any i > 1 X;I{D,_,} < ¢I{D, }ae. m

Proof. We have (X; —¢;)I{D;_} = E[X; | Fic1] I{D;_;} < 0 a.e. by (Al),
which completes the proof. o

The following lemma allows us to bound the process X in terms of the partial
sums of the form Mj ;. Define the kernel \¥ = Hf:t7k+1(1 +a;),t>1,k>1,
and A) = 1. Under (A1), A™*® = sup, ;, A} < co. Then set MZ%* = S el

The lemma also relies on the following device. Let I be the extended integers.
For any t € I define t~ =sup{i € [ : i < t}.

Lemma A.2 If (A1) holds then for j > 1
W; < \mee < sup M%ffTqu + |UTj|> I{T; < oo} a.e. n
T <i<Tj41
Proof. We have by Lemma [A Tl and the definition of ¢;, for i > 1
Xil{D;_,} < &l{D;,}
Xi{D{_1}y = (B[Xi|Fima] +e)I{D{_1}
which when combined give
XI{(D2))} S Ui+ &I{(D,)°} = (Ui + &) I{(D;2)°}, (A1)

noting that I{D? ;} = I{DY_,}I{(D} ,)°}.
Fix integers 1 < s < t where s is finite but, possibly, ¢ = co. For now,
assume s < t~, and select ¢, s < i < t. Then

Xil{D],-} = ([Xi = BEIXi | Fiall + E[X; | Fia) {D -}
< (Ei + (1 + ai)Xi—l) I{D:,t* }, (A2)

after applying (Al). Applying Equation (A22) iteratively gives

X, {D}, } < ( > A Fe+ A;i—SXS> I{D}, }. (A.3)
k=s+1

Note that Equation (A.3)) holds also for ¢ = s, using the standard summation
convention, so we now permit s = t~. With Lemma [A.] this leads to

i

XH{D* (D)) < (Azi—sws bt Y A) HD* (D))
k=s+1

= </\§SUS +> )‘Z:kfk> KD!, YD)} (A4)
k=s
for s <14 < t. It follows from (A4 that
sup X;I{DF_VI{(DE,)°} < Xmoo(U, + M2 ) I{D¥,_}I{(DE,)°}. (A5)

s<i<lt
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Then on {Tj < oo} we have {T; = s,Tj11 =t} N DF c DI, n(D}_))°. This
gives
sup Xll{Tj =S, TjJrl = t}I{D;}
Ty <i<Tj41 !
< N (U, + M;ffm DT =5, Tj1 = t}I{D7. }. (A.6)

Summing Equation (A.6]) over s and ¢ yields
W;I{D}}= sup X;I{D} }I{T; < oo}
J T <i<Tji1 J

SN (U, | + M- JH{D7 AT < oo},

Then note that assumption (A1) also applies to {—X;}, hence we may similarly

conclude

WiI{Dy,} < A" ([Ur, | + Mg )I{Dy, H{T; < 0o}

Also, by construction we have XJ{D%} =0 for T; <1 < Tjy1 so that we may
conclude
) max abs + .
WJ S A (|UTj|+MTJ.7T];1)I{DTJ~}I{TJ < OO}

completing the proof. O

We are now in a position to prove the main results. We first consider the
nonexpansive model. Given (A1), (A3) and (A4) we may claim that X possesses
a finite limit. It will be useful, however, to consider the case for which (A3)
need not hold.

Appendix A.1 Proof of Theorem 2.1

Proof. We first consider Statement (i), that is, the case Ny < oo. Fix s > 1,
and define stopping time

M =inf{i > s: X; <0}.
Then construct the sequence
Xé'f‘n = (X5+" - €S+n)I{D:+n—l}’ n = 07

then
X*—i-n = Xés-l-n)/\M’ n = 0.

S

Following Lemma [A.T] we have X, > 0 for all n > 0.
Then X, =0forall s+n > M and X}, ,, = Xs1, when for all s+n < N,
noting that we may have M = oco. This leads to
EX | Fsyno1) = EXI ,J{M >s+n}+ X, J{M < s+n} | Forn_1]
= E[X{ i | Fornal[{M > s+ n}I{D],
+ Xy I{M < s+n}I{D} .}
= (1 + O‘s+n)(Xé+n—1 + €s+n71)I{M > s+ n}
+ X I{M < s+n}
S (Tt asn) X g + (14 a5+n)6j+n_1.
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By assumption Y, o @sin < 00 and >, <o (1 + asin) < 00 a.e., so that the
almost martingale conditions of Theorem 1 of [Robbins and Siegmund (1971)
hold. We may then conclude that X , possesses a finite limit a.e.. This in
turn implies that X, I{N; < oo} possesses a finite limit.

We next consider Statement (ii). Since (A2) implies (A1), the conclusions
of Statement (i) hold. By assumption (A2), for i > s,

(Asi1i — Ascrrir) I{DI L} = (X — E[Xi1 | F)I{D?
> (1 - k)XI{DI.} ac. (A7)

If X;I{D} .} does not converge to 0 then there exists ¢ > 0 such that for large
enough s’ > s, X;I{D{ } > c a.e. on Df__ when i > s'. Applying Equation

5,00
(A1) gives

hm A5+1)iI{D::OO} = hm (As—i-l,s’ - § (As-i-l,i’ - As+1,i’+1)> I{D;oo}
i—00 i—00 —

< 1 !/ — - ;! ! +

> 1151010 <As+1,s .;_ ,(1 ki) X ) I{Ds,oo

< 1 ’r - ;! +

< llggo (A&s c -,E, /(1 k; )) I{Ds,oo}

= —ool{D}_} ae.
But following the proof of Statement (i) As; must possess a finite limit, hence
X, I{D} .} must converge to 0 a.e. on {Np < oo} N {Tn, = s} NDF C D} ..
The remaining proof is essentially the same as for Statement (i).
We next consider Statement (iii), the case Ny = co. Since M ; has a limit
a.e., by the Cauchy criterion M,, ,, = 0 as m,n — oo. which implies wpl

lim sup < sup  |Mr, ;| + |Ur, |> I{Np =0} = (limsup|Uj|) I{Np = oo}
Jj—o0 T;<i<Tji1 j—o0

since {Ny = oo} C {T; < oo} for all j, and T; —; co. Statement (iii) follows
by applying Lemma [A2] Given (A3), Statement (iv) follows from a direct
application of Statement (ii). O

Appendix A.2 Proof of Theorem 2.3

Proof. Assumption (B2) ensures that the process (2.6) is always defined. By
(B4), a; —; 0, so we may assume without loss of generality that Ma; < 1 for
all 7. Subtracting z* from both sides of (26 gives the equivalent process

Xi -zt = Xi—l — :v* — aiUi, ) 2 1, (AS)
with initial value Xy — x*. We then apply Theorem 2] to the process (A.S]).
Accordingly, by (BT7), we have

E[XZ — .I* | ‘/—"ifl] = Xifl — .I* — Oéig(Xi,1>, 7 Z 1
Since g(x*) = 0 we have E[X; — o* | F;—1]I{X,;—1 — z* = 0} = 0 so that (A3)
holds. Then by (B3)
E’[AXZ — :E* | ]:1'71]
Xi—l —x*

9(Xi-1)
Xi—l —x*

X,y —a* #0} = <1 — > H{X; 1 —a* #0},

(A.9)
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which gives
E[X; —az* | Fi—q]
X1 —x*
< (1 —may)I{X;—1 — " # 0}. (A.10)
Then note that 1 — Ma; > 0 and 1 —me; < 1. Also, (B6) implies ), ma; = oo

so that (A2) holds. Then (B5) is equivalent to (A4), so that X; — z* —; 0 a.e.
by Theorem 211 O

(1 — MOéi)I{Xi_l -z 75 0} S

I{Xi_l -z 75 0}

Appendix B Proofs of Theorems (3.1 and

Appendix B.1 Proof of Theorem [3.1]

Proof. Let F be the filtration for the process X;. For any 7 > 0 there exists
a.e. finite Ny such that |e;| < 7 for all i > Ny. Select 7 < 4, then consider
the offset process X?\ﬁ:iv i > 0. Suppose X?\ﬁ:i > 0. Since |¢| < 7 and
Xnot+i = E[XNo+i | FNo+i—1] + € we must have Xn,+; > . By (D1) we have

0 < E[XnNgtit1 | Fgri] < Xngwi = st\;g;. We may then write

EIX3 T 1 | Fil = BEXNosirt I{E[XNoviv1 | Fnosill = 0+ 7} | Frord)
= E[XnNytit1 | FNo+i H{IE[XNotit1 | FNo+ill >0+ 7}
€ [0, E[XNoit1 | Fotil] -

A similar argument holds for the case X?V‘;L < 0, hence it follows that (A1)
holds for X317, i > 1.

The proof of Statement (ii) is similar to that of Statement (i).

To prove Statement (iii), suppose Xf\,‘:rFl = 0. First consider the case

XnNy+i—1 = 0. We may write

UM H{ X Ngtio1 = 0}

= E[XNo+i | FNo+i-t I{XNoti-1 = OH{|E[XNoti | Fnowi-1]| 2 6+ 7}

S+
X I{XNJngifl =0}

= Uno+iWho+is (B.1)
where Wy,1; € {0,1}. Otherwise, suppose Xny+i—1 7 0 but |E[Xny+i—1 |
FNo+i-1]] € [0,0 + 7). We must then have |Xn,+i—1| € (0,6 + 27). Suppose
|XN0+i71| > §. Then by (Al) |E[XN0+1' | ]:1',1” < |XN()+'L-71| < 6+ 2T. Hence,
for this case

UNE T X N i-1] > 8} < (8 +27). (B-2)
Finally, suppose |Xn,+i—1| < 0. By (D3) |E[XNy+i | Fng+i—1]| < &, hence
UM T X N i-1] € (0,0]} < k. (B.3)

Then Equation (3.4) follows from Equations (BJ), (B:2)) and (B.3)).
We finally consider Statement (iv). Assume (A4) holds for X;. Then for

Xf *7 the residuals are given by
T = XM — BIXITT | Fngsioa
= (Xi = E[Xi)H{|E[XNo+i | Fnowi-all =6+ 7}
= &l{|E[Xno+i | Fnowi-1]l Z 6+ 7},

Thus, |€277| < |e;, hence (A4) extends to €27 O
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Appendix B.2 Proof of Theorem

Proof. For the first (nonexpansive) case, we may conclude by Theorem Bl that
there exists finite Ny such that X‘]svtT satisfies (A1) and (A4) for all small enough
6,7 > 0. We then note that

Xyl < max{|X57,],6+2r}. (B.4)

Applying (D4) and (A3) we conclude by Theorem [B1 (iii) that lim supi|U]‘i,JgL| <
0 + 27 + k5. That X possesses a finite limit follows by applying Theorem 2] to
X‘];VJFOT, allowing 4, 7 to approach zero, and noting Equation (B.4]).

For the contractive case, note that under the given assumptions |X‘]5V+011| may
be bounded by some finite constant 3. If (D2) holds for all 0 < &; < 2 < 00
pairs then it follows from Theorem B (ii) that (A2) holds for X?VJFOT, which
therefore satisfies the hypothesis of Theorem 2] (ii). The remaining argument

follows that of the nonexpansive case. o

Appendix C Proofs of Theorems [4.1] and

Appendix C.1 Proof of Theorem [4.1]

Proof. Conditions (A5), (A6) and (A7) directly imply conditions (A1), (A2)
and (A3) for X* = {||X;]|;¢ > 0}. It remains to verify that (A8) implies (A4)
for X*. We have residual process

€ = [IXill = Bl Xl [ Fia], i = 1.

Then
varle; | Fi-1] = E[|X;]|* | Fia] = ElIXl | Fia]?
=E | Xi(t)* | Firx| — E[IXi]l | Fioa]®. (C.1)
t
However, Euclidean norm || - || is convex, so by Jensen’s inequality we have

E[|Xi]| | Fi—1]? > 33, E[Xi(t) | Fio1]?, which, when combined with Equation
(CT, gives

varle] | Fi] <Y var[X(t) | Fia] <) varlei(t) | Fioal, (C.2)

which, with (A8), implies that X* satisfies (A4). The proof is completed by a
direct application of Theorem 211 O

Appendix C.2 Proof of Theorem

Proof. The main task is to verify condition (A6) for all large enough i. By
construction we have F[X; | Fi—1] = X;—1 — a;9(X;_1), so that, by (B3a),

|E[X; | Ficalll” = [1Xi—1[1® — 2049(Xi-1) 0 Xiz1 + of l9(Xi—1) [P
< ||Xi_1||2 [1 — 2a;m + CY?M2] .
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It follows that

| E[X; | Fii]l

X T{|IXi 1] # 0} < [1— 2am + a2M?]"? = k.
1—1

1/2
}1/2

Since o; — 0, we must have [1 — 2a;m + a?M? < 1 for all large enough
i. Suppose we have function h(u) = 1 — [1 — u]'/?. Tt is easily verified that
R'(0) = 1/2, and that h(u) is convex for u < 1. Furthermore, there exists finite
K > 0 and finite index i such that for all i > ig we have 2a;m —a?M? > Ka,.
We then have >, (1 —k;) > (K/2) > 5, a; = oo so that (A6) holds. That
(A7) and (A8) hold follow from arguments similar to those of Theorem[4.21 The
theorem is then proved following an application of Theorem (1] (ii). O

Appendix D Proof of Theorem [5.1] with Techni-
cal Lemmas

The following lemma is a generalization of Lemma 1 of [Taylorn (1974), which
states that for any sequence of real numbers x1,zo,... with 1 # 0 we must
have Sy = ny:l z2 /(>0 x?)? < 2/af for all N > 1. A recursive argument
is used in [Tayloy (1974), but we may also interpret Sy as an approximation of
the integral fcoo 2z~ 2dx. Doing so will allow us to expand the class of models to
be studied.

Lemma D.1 Let aj,as,... be a sequence of nonnegative real numbers, not
uniformly equal to zero. Assume a; > 0 (otherwise delete a; from the sequence).

Let A, =", a; §Ouppose we are given a nondecreasing function f : (0,00) —
(0,00) for which [ f~*(z)dx < oo for any ¢ > 0. Then
N [eS)
SN =Y an/f(An) < a1/A +/ Y (x)dx (D.1)
n=1 ai
for all N > 1. u

Proof. Let Apmar = lim, A,. Construct a step function h(z) on x € (0, Amaz)
with discontinuities at A, n > 1. Set the left limit of h(x) at A, to be f~1(4,).
If Az < 00 set h(z) =0 for > Ayuge. Then

oo

N AN 0
S =3/ 1(4n) = | harts < [ n@yde = afsan + [ by,

1

Equation (D) follows from the fact that 0 < h(z) < f~!(x) for x > 0. O

Appendix D.1 Proof of Theorem [5.1]

Fory = (y1,...,yp) € RP we have {o, norm |y|eo = maxi=1,..p|y:|. Then let
C be a p x p matrix with elements c;;. We will make use of the matrix norm
|IClloc = pmax; j|cij]. Note that |Cl|le is a true matrix norm, in particular,
|C¥|oo < |IClloo]¥|oo Horn and Johnson (2012).

Proof. Suppose for model () conditions (E1)-(E4) hold. Then assume for
some index ¢, 1 < ¢ < p we have lim,, d2 , < oo for ¢ < ¢ and lim,, dZ , = oo for
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t>gq. Set B, = A !, and let bn,i; be the elements of B,,. By (E4) we have

n

A G loo < & for all n for some finite . It follows that
[br,i5] < p_ln/g(diﬁj) for all 1, j.

Thus, for j > ¢ we must have lim,, b, ;; = 0, and, since B,, is symmetric, for
1 > q as well. Then consider the matrix partitions

All A12 Bll B12
SR

where Ail, B,ll1 are ¢ x q square matrices. We then have
11pll 1221

where I, is the g x ¢ identity matrix. Under our given assumptions, the finite
limit lim,, A} = A!! exists and is positive definite. Let C,, = A?B?! and let
Cn,re be the elements of C,,. Then (noting that by, ;; = by, j;)

P
|Cn,7‘c| S Z |an77‘j||b";jc|
J=q+1
P n
= > | s lonse
Jj=q+1 |i=1
o /2, (d2 ‘)1/2
() > G )
i=1 j=q+1 g

By assumption ) ;° 27, < oo for r < ¢. Furthermore, if (E4) holds we must
have g(z) = x'/2g*(x), where lim, o g* () = co. By assumption lim, d2 ; =
oo for j > ¢, so by Equation (D.3) it follows that lim,, ¢, . = 0. After applying
Equation (D.2)) we have lim,, B! = (Ai}a)il.

We then have b, — 8 = A, 'v,. Define the partition v, = [v} v2], where
vl contains the first ¢ elements of v,,. For ¢t < ¢ it is easily verified that v,,(t)
is a finite variance martingale, and hence possesses limit v(t) = lim,, v, (t) with
var[o(t)] > 0. It follows that P (lim, v}, = 0) < 1. Suppose lim, v}, = v*. We
then have the limit

N [ 24 . [BMo! AlH-1p!
o [ = Bt = [0 ]

noting that the elements of B2" vanish as n — oo. Since A!! is nonsingular,
o' # 0 implies (ALl)~'w! # 0, so that P ((A)"'9' =0) < 1. Next, we
evaluate

W, = A L}%} ~ A;'G,G; Lg}

n n

However, in Section[0lit was shown that the components of index ¢ > q of G, Yo,
converge to zero a.e. Since A, 'G,, is uniformly bounded over n, it follows that
lim,, W,, = 0 a.e. We then have, wpl, the finite limit

1 11y—151
. QT -1 |V, . -1 0 - (AOO) v
hﬁnbn B = hranA” [0} + hranAn [’U%O] = { 0 . (D.4)
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Equation (D4) can clearly be extended to the case ¢ = p, in which case the
finite limit lim, b,, — 8 = lim, A, 1% exists a.e. This is true also for condition
(E5) (that is, ¢ = 0), in which case lim, b,, — 8 = 0 a.e. Hence, lim, b, — 8
always possesses a finite limit, and that limit is zero wpl if and only if ¢ = 0.
Otherwise by, (t) converges to 8, wpl if lim,, d7, ; = co. O
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