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Introduction. The study of probability theory in abstract spaces
became possible with the introduction of integration theories in such
spaces. Thus the idea of the expectation of a random variable which
takes its value in a Banach space was studied by Frechet [6] with what
amounted to the Bochner integral, and by Mourier [13] with the Pettis
integral. Doss [2] studied the problem in a metric space. Kolmogorov
[10] generalized the notion of characteristic function. Generalizations
of the laws of large numbers and the ergodic theorem appear in Mourier
[13] and Fortet-Mourier [5]. In this paper we generalize the concept
of martingale and prove various convergence theorems.

Chapter I is devoted to listing various definitions and theorems which
we shall have to refer to later. In Chapter II we introduce the idea
of the conditional expectation of a Banach space valued random variable.
We also prove the existence of the strong conditional expectation for
strongly measurable random variables. This part of our work was also
done by Moy [14] independently, and without the knowledge of the
author. Chapter III is devoted to the definition and study of weak and
strong X-martingales, with emphasis on the latter.

In Chapter IV we prove a series of convergence theorems for X-
Martingales with the help of theorems of Doob [1]. The main theorem
says that if {z,, %, n = 1} is an X-Martingale where X is a reflexive
Banach space, and if {||z,||,n = 1} is a uniformly integrable class of
functions, then there is a strongly measurable X-valued function z.. such
that || 2, (w) — z.(w)|| — 0 as n — o with probability 1 and {x,, &, 1 <
n < oo} is an X-martingale. We close by discussing examples where X
is one of the standard Banach spaces, ¥, L7(I), and C(I).

CHAPTER 1.

PRELIMINARY DEFINITIONS

1. Measurability concepts. A. Let (2, P, _#) be a probability
space. Thus £ is an abstract set of points w, # is a Borel field of
subsets of 2, and P is a probability measure defined on _#. We recall
that a Borel field of sets is a class of sets which is closed under count-
able unions and intersections, and complementation. A probability
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measure P is a completely additive non negative set function defined
on a Borel field of sets, such that P{¢} = 1. We will be concerned with
functions x(:) defined on 2, and taking their values in a Banach space
X. The sets of _# will be referred to as the measurable sets.

DerFInITION 1.1. 2 is a weak random wvariable if it is a weakly
measurable function from £ to X.

DEFINITION 1.2. =z is a finttely (countably) valued random variable
if it is constant on each of a finite (countable) number of disjunct
measurable sets 4,; with 2 = U,4,.

DEFINITION 1.3. 1z is a strong random variable if it is a strongly.
measurable function from £ to %.

DEFINITION 1.4. =z is almost separably valued if there is a set 4 in
7 such that P{4} = 0 and xz(£2 — 4) is separable.

Note. =z is strongly measurable if and only if it is weakly measur-
able and almost separably valued. (Pettis [15] and Hille-Phillips [9]
Theorem 3.5.3, p. 72).

B. The measure induced in X. Suppose # is a function from £

to X. We define a class of subsets of ¥ in the following way: Let &
be a Borel field of measurable subsets of 2, & & _#. Let & be the
class of subsets of ¥ with the property that o e &, if & & X and
{w: 2(w) e 7} is an # set. & is a Borel field.
If we. & define P{ o} = P{w: 2(w)e }. Clearly P*is a probability
measure on .%. This gives us a probability triple on %, (%, P*, % ).
Now, let & = _#, the class of measurable sets of 2. In order to
assure that .7, will contain some interesting subsets of ¥ we shall
have to assume some measurability properties for x, which we now
proceed to do.

a. Suppose that z is weakly measurable. Then f(x) is a real
measurable function for all f e ¥*, the real first conjugate space of X.
Thus for every real Borel set B, {w: f(#(w)) € B} is an _# set. Next
{w: f(z(w)) € B} = {w: z(w) € f~Y(B)}. Hence fY(B) is in .#, for every
f in X¥* and real Borel set B. Since f is continuous, f~'(B) is open
(closed) if B is open (closed).

Further, .#, contains all the weak neighborhoods of X if x is weakly
measurable. In fact, let N(&; f,, +++, fo; €) be a weak neighborhood of
%. Then
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N fu oo £ ) = 1O = FE) | <& G=1m)
= & 1AHO — ) <.

But the inverse image of each of the sets in the intersection by zx is
clearly an _# set since f(x) is a real valued measurable function for
every linear functional f. Thus _#, contains all of the weak neighbor-
hoods of %, and hence the smallest Borel field containing the weak
neighborhoods.

Conversely, if .7, contains all the weak neighborhoods of ¥ then
2 is weakly measurable. To prove this, we must show that f(x) is a
real valued measurable function on £ for every f in X¥*. If f is the
zero functional then f(x(w)) =0 for all w, and thus f(x) is clearly
measurable. Otherwise f takes on all real values. In this case we show
that {w: f(x(w)) € B} is an _# set for every real Borel set B and linear
functional f. If Bis the open interval (¢ — ¢, a + ¢), then {w: f(z(w)) € B} =
{w: | f(x{w)) —al < e}. Since f takes on all real values there is an
element & in X such that f(§)=a. Hence {w: f(z(w)) e B} =
{w: x(w) € N(&; f; €)} which is an _# set by hypothesis for _~, contains
all the weak neighborhoods of ¥. Next, every open set in the reals, in
fact, in any separable metric space, is a countable union of open spheres.
Thus, if B is an open set in the reals B= U, V, where V, is an open
interval for every #. Since _# is closed under countable unions
{w: f(x{w)) e B} = U, {o: fla(w)) € V,} is an _~# set. Finally, the class
of real sets B for which {w: f(x(w)) € B} is an _# set is a Borel field
which contains the open sets, thus it must contain all the real Borel
sets, and so 2 is weakly measurable. Thus the definition of weak
measurability may be rephrased as follows:

DerFINITION 1.1.% 2 is weakly measurable if .7, contains all the
weak neighborhoods of %, that is, if {w:x(w) e N} is an _# set for
every weak neighborhood N.

b. Suppose that z is strongly measurable. Then there is a sequence
z, of finitely valued functions, and a set 4 in _# such that P{4} =0,
|| (@) — 2(w)]] -0 as n— o for we Q — 4. Let g be a real valued
continuous function. Then g(x) is a real valued measurable function on
Q. Consequently, {w: g(x(w)) € B} is an _# set and ¢g7'(B) is an _#,
set for every real Borel set B and real continuous function g. Next let
%z be the class of real valued functions g defined on X such that g(x)
is a real valued measurable function on £. Then & contains the
continuous functions and is closed under the limit operation, thus it
contains all the Baire functions on X to the reals. Now let A be a
Borel set in . Then there is a real number ¢ and a Baire function ¢
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such that A = {£: g(§) > a}. Now A = g~(B) where B = (a, ). Thus
A is an _#, set since {w:g(x(w)) € B} is an _# set by the measur-
ability of g(x). Therefore if x is strongly measurable, then _# contains
all the Borel sets of %, or {w:2(w) € B} is an _# set for every Borel
set B of %.

C. Independence. Let x and ¥ be (weakly or strongly) measurable
random variables on 2 to X. We can then define a Borel field 7, , of
subsets X x ¥ in an analogous way. Consider 7, x #,={A x B: Ae _#,,
Be _#z}). Let P*Y(A x B) = Pl{w: x(w) € A, y(w) € B}. This probability
is well defined for the set on the right is the intersection of two _#
sets and hence is itself an _# set. Let E,, be the field of finite unions
of sets of _7, x _#,. Then P*¥ can be defined on R, , to be a probability
measure in the obvious way in a unique fashion. Next P> can be
extended uniquely to _#, ,, the smallest Borel field of measurable subsets
of X x X containing R,, (Doob [1] Theorem 2.2, p. 605).

DEFINITION 1.5. 2 and ¥y are said to be independent if P{w: x(w) €
A, y(w) € B} = P{w: x(w) € A}P{w: y(®) € B} for A, B subsets of ¥ when-
ever all of the probabilities in the equality are defined; i.e., whenever
the above sets are in _# . The equality may be rewritten as P>%(4 x B) =
P3(A)P*(B).

Notice that this definition can be rephrased to say that the product
relationship holds whenever A is in ., and B is in _~,, for only then
will all of the probabilities in the product be defined. This is the type
of definition that has been given by Kolmogorov; e.g., Gnedenko-Kolmo-
gorov ([7], p. 26). The definition used by Doob [1] differs in that it
says that the product relationship holds whenever A and B belong to
a possibly smaller class of sets, namely the Borel sets. For a full dis-
cussion of the connection between the two types of definition the reader
is referred to Doob’s appendix to the above mentioned book by Gnedenko
and Kolmogorov.

THEOREM 1.1. If x and y are independent, then fi(x), « -+, fu(x) are
independent of g.(y), ---, 9.,(y) n the semse of Kolmogorov for every
finite set of real valued linear functionals fi, «<+, fr, 01, ==+, Om ON %.

Proof. Let A,,+++,A,, B, +, B, bereal sets such that {: f,(x(w)) € A,}
and {w: g,(y(w)) € B} are _#Z sets for j=1,---,mand k=1, .-+, m.
Then f;%(4,) is in _7, and g7 (B,) is in _#,. Next, N.fi(4,) e #,
and M-, 9:'(By) € #,. Thus
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P{(l): fl(x(a))) € Alr ttt fn(m(w)) € An) 91(@/(60)) € Bl, ct gm(y(w)) € Bm}
= Plo:a@) ¢ (1£7(4,), y(@) e (1 6 (By)

= Plo: a(@) ¢ (1£7(4)}Plo:y(@) ¢ (1 6 (B))

by the independence of z and ¥

= Plw: fi(x(w)) € A, -, fol@(w)) € A} P{w: g,(y(w)) € B, +++,
In(y(®)) € B} Q.E.D.

THEOREM 1.2. If z and y are weakly measurable and independent,
then fu(x), -«-, fu(x) are independent of g.(y), «++, 9.(y) in the sense of
Doob for every finite set of real valued linear functionals fi, <<+, fu
Gy 2%y g 0N X,

Proof. Let A, and B, in the above proof be real Borel sets; then
{w: filz(w)) e A;} and {w: g.(y(w)) € B,} are _# sets for fi(x) and g,(¥)
are real valued measurable functions by the weak measurability of x
and y. The rest of the proof goes as above.

THEOREM 1.3. If x and y are weakly measurable, and such that

Fi(®), <+, ful®) are independent of g.(y), «+-, 9.(y) for every finite set of
real valued linear functionals fi, «++, fu, 91, ***, 9m 00 X, then x and ¥y
are independent relative to the smallest Borel field of X sets contain-
ing the weak neighborhoods; i.e.,

Pl{w: x(w) € A, y(w) € B} = Plw: x(w) ¢ A}P{w: y(w) € B}
for all A and B in the smallest Borel field containing the weak neigh-
borhoods of %.
P/l"OOf. Let A = N(Eo;fli ""fn; 5) and B = N(’?o; Gy ** sy Gms 8)' then

Pl{w: x(w) e A, y(w) € B}
= Plo: | filx(w) — fil) | <& t=1,+-,m;
lg,(y(w) — g,(m)| <8, 7=1,--+,m}
= Plo: | filw(@) — fi&) | <e 1=1,---,n}
Plo: | g,(@)) — 9,001 <8, j=1,+-+,m}

by the hypothesis, and so
Plw: x(w) € A, y(w) € B} = P{w: x(w) € A} Plw: y(w) € B}

when A and B are weak neighborhoods of ¥. Now the class of weak
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neighborhoods is closed under finite intersections and thus the inde-
pendence multiplicative relationship is preserved if we extend this class
to the smallest Borel field containing it (Loéve [12] p. 225).

The notion of independence is easily generalized to aggregates of
random variables. For a fuller discussion of the measurability concepts
mentioned in this section, see Pettis [15] and Hille and Phillips [9].

Note. Let (£,7) €% x X. Define || 9]l =VIEIF+ 7]’ By
this definition, X x X becomes a Banach space. Let f be a real linear
functional on X x X. If fu(&) = FIE, 6)] and fyx(n) = fI6, n)], then f,
and f, are real linear functionals on X, and f[(& )] = fi(§) + fu(). If
2 and y are weakly measurable X-valued functions on £, then fi(x) and
fAy) are real valued measurable functions on £. Thus the weak meas-
urability of # and y implies the weak measurability of (x,%) on 2 to
X x X. Similarly, if « and ¥y are strongly measurable, there exist
sequences «, and vy, of finitely-valued measurable X-valued functions
such that {jz, — x{|— 0 and ||y, — ¥ ||— 0 as = — o with probability 1.
But (x,,y,) gives a sequence of X x X finitely-valued functions, and
@ ¥) — (@, ) || =V [@, — @[ + [y, — y [P — 0 with probability 1 as
n— o, Thus, if £ and y are strongly measurable, then so is (x, ¥).

2. Integrability concepts. Let z be a countably valued function
taking the value &, on the measurable set 4, Then x is said to be
Bochner integrable if and only if [|x(-)|| is integrable, and by definition

(B) | s(@dP = 3 £P(4) .

DEFINITION 2.1. () is integrable in the sense of Bochner if there
is a sequence x,(+) of countably valued random variables converging
with probability 1 to xz(-), and such that

lim S | 2a(®) — @, (@)]| dP =0 .
m,n—-oe )2
Then the limit of (B)S 2, (0)dP exists and by definition
Q2
(B)g 2(@)dP = lim (B)S 2 (@)dP.
2 n—>o00 2
Since P{Q} = 1, we may again replace the word countably by finitely.
We will later need the following result apparently proved first by
Pettis ([15] Theorem 5.2, p. 293), and later by Moy ([14] Theorem 1,
pp. 3, 4.)

THEOREM 2.1. If x is.strongly measurable relative to the Borel field.
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F  of measurable sets and Bochner integrable and such that S x(w)dP =
4
0 for every set A in F then x(w) = 0 almost everywhere.

CHAPTER 11

GENERALIZATIONS OF THE RADON-NIKODYM THEOREM
AND ABSTRACT CONDITIONAL EXPECTATIONS

1. It is well known that a real or complex valued completely addi-
tive set function which is absolutely continuous on a o-finite measure
space is actually the integral in the usual sense of a finite measurable
point function (unique almost everywhere). The existence of this point
function is assured by the classical Radon-Nikodym theorem (Halmos
[8] p. 128).

Using a theorem due to Dunford and Pettis ([4], p. 339) it is possible
to get a definition of conditional expectations for more general random
variables such as Dunford and Pettis integrable functions. Since it is
too weak for our purposes, we will no longer refer to it in this paper.

2. Strong conditional expectations. If we restrict ourselves to
Bochner integrable random variables it is possible to get a sharper
version of the conditional expectation.

With this end in mind, let 2(): 2 — % be finitely valued; in fact,
let (@) =£; on 4;; j =1, +++, k. Then x(®) = 3j-, & ),(w) where x4,
is the characteristic function of 4,.

DEFINITION 2.1. & *{x| 7 No)= 3}, E{)u,| 7 Hw), where E{y,,| 7}
is the ordinary conditional expectation (Doob [1]) of y,, relative to &7 .
&{x| 7} will be referred to as the strong conditional expectation of
x relative to & .

In this section all integrals will be in the sense of Bochner, so we
will remove the letter B preceding the integral sign.

LEMMA 2.1, If x is a measurable finitely valued function on Q to
X, then gAx(a))sz S “{x| F Hw)d P for every Ae & .
4

Proof.

|zl ) @ap= | (S50, 5 )@ )ip

= S el B, FH@ap

Jj=

where the integral is in the ordinary sense
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Ma‘

&, P{4, N 4}

J

1l
-

Ty

Aw(w)dP . Q.E.D.

LEMMA 2.2. If x is a measurable finitely valued function on 2 to
X, then || &z | Z Y w)]|| £ E{|z||| 7} (®) with probability 1.

Proof.
It ) = |5 6w, )0
< SIE Bl | 7))

for X, =1 or 0.
= E{|z]|| # Hw) . a.e. Q.E.D.

LEMMA 2.8. If wx, «--, 2, are finitely valued measurable functions,
and a, -+, a, are scalars, then

o + o+ 0| FHO) = Z 0,8, | T Ho)
with probability 1.

Proof. Let {A,}:m =1, .-+, p be a decomposition of £ such that
each x, takes on only one value on each A,; in fact, let x;(w) = ¢,(4,)
for w € A,,. Then since &*{x |~} depends on z and & and not on the
decomposition of £, the same representation holds for all the &*{x,| # }.
Hence

#{e, | FH0) = 3 PAN B, | 5 HO) -

Thus
g, + « o0 + G| FHo)
= 3\ (024w + -+ + P AIE{L, | F o)

= 0, 3 PAWE L, | FHO) + -+ + 5 3 2AE L, | 7 H@)

- jg 0,%z,| 7N w)  with probability 1. Q.E.D.

THEOREM 2.1. Let x(-): 2 — % be integrable in the sense of Bochner
and F# a Borel field of measurable Q sets. Then there exists a func-
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tion x| F }-): 2 — X which is Bochner integrable, strongly measur-
able relative to &, unique a.e., and

gAx(w)dP - gAgS{x | W @)AP for all Ae o .

Proof. Let x be strongly measurable and integrable in the sense
of Bochner. Then there exists a sequence «, of finitely valued measur-
able functions such that z,.(®)— x(w) with probability 1 as n— oo;

ngn(w)—xm(w)HdP-»o as m,m— co; and Sgocn(a))dP—» 2(w)d P,
2 ]
Now &*{x,| #} is defined for all z, by Definition 2.1. Also

| I 7)) — &lenl 7 Ho) | dP
= SQH%‘”{M — &, | 7 Hw)||dP by Lemma 2.3.

< SQE{H @, — ||| FHw)dP by Lemma 2.2.
_ S | 24(@) — @) || dP by'the deﬁmtlon' of ordinary con-
2 ditional expectations
— 0 by the defining property of the z,’s as n, m — .
Then according to Hille and Phillips ([9] p. 82, Theorem 3.7.7), there

exists a function, y, which is Bochner integrable, strongly measurable
relative to &, unique a.e., and such that

&h 1€l 5 @) — u@) [[dP—0  asn— .
Next,
[ oo o
= || st@ap - | @, Fywiap
+ | | 7 Hw)dP — | s(@ip|
= | v — &, | 7)) 1 4P

+ ” SAxn(w)dP — de(w)dP” by Lemma 2.1.

— 0 as m— o by (1) above and by the definition of gac(a))dP. Thus
4

Sy(a))dP = S 2(w)dP for all 4e€ & . We are now justified in calling

4 4

y(+) the strong conditional expectation of % relative to .# and we use
the notation &*{z|. 7 }(-). Q.E.D.
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DEFINITION 2.2. & x| # } is called the strong conditional expect-
ation of z relative to & .

We shall now examine the properties of the strong conditional ex-
pectation. In what follows we will be concerned mainly with the strong:
rather than the weak conditional expectation.

THEOREM 2.2,
1. If z(w) = & on R then &*{x| F Hw) = £ with probability 1.

2. g{Sion, .7} = Se@le,| 5} with probability 1.

3. |gfe| FHo)|| £ E{|x||| 7} with probability 1.

4. If ||zu(w) — 2(w)]]—0 as n— o with probability 1, and
there is a real random variable a(w) = 0 such that ||z (w)]|] <
a(w) with probability 1 and E{a} < o, then lim,_ .. £*x,| 7} =
g | F} with probability 1.

Proof.
(1) The function x(w) = & has the defining property of &*{x|. &}
and is measurable relative to any Borel field & .

@) Sg{z cjxj[ﬁ}(w)dpz g ($c04@))dP by Theorem 2.1.
4 J=1 AN\j=1 7
_ S(j ¢, *{xy | ﬁ}(w))dP for all Ae .7 .
Thus
(3,17} = 30,200,157} with probability 1.
(8) Let z, be as in the proof of Theorem 2.1. and let 4 e & .
Now [[&*x,|.7 Hw)|| £ E{l|v,||| # {w) with probability 1 by
Lemma 2.2. Thus
[ )& e S 1aP < | Ble, |5 Ya)dP .
But
L& e Sy@ 1P~ | | &0 S 1P as n— e
by Theorem 2.1., and
| Fllealll 7 @)dP = | [l | dP— | ||a@) [|dP

= | U=l 5 Y@)iP .
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Hence
|l 7o) 1dP < | Bllwll| 5 Ho)iP for de.5,

and thus || &z | F Hw) || = E{||z||| # Hw) with probability 1.

4) [[&@.| F o) — &z ]| 7 Hw) |
=&z, — x| F Hw)|| by (2) with probabilility 1.
= E{|lz, — z||| # Hw) by (3) with probability 1.
— 0 as n— o by Doob ([1] p. 23). Q.E.D.
Next it will be convenient to show that every linear transformation

distributes over &°.

THEOREM 2.3. Let x be Bochner integrable, &% a Borel field of
measurable sets, f a linear (bounded) transformation from X to another
Banach space ). Then

fIg x| F Ho)] = £{f(x) | & Hw) with probability 1.

Proof. Since f is a linear (bounded) transformation, f(x) and
JIg{e | }] are Bochner integrable (Hille-Phillips [9] p. 84). Let
Ae 5. Then

B f1& ] FH@P = FIB)| & H@)iP]
(Hille-Phillips [9] Theorem 3.7.12, p. 83)

= £1(B)| a(@dP]
= (B )Sdf(x(w))dP by the preceding reference
= ®)| #7@ | 7Y @dP.

Thus f[€ x| & Hw)] = &{f(x)| & Hw) with probability 1 by Theorem
2.1. of Chapter I. Q.E.D.

COROLLARY. Let x be Bochner integrable, % a Borel field of
-measurable Q sets, f€X*, then
I x| 7 Hw)] = E{f(x)| & Hw) with probability 1.
A final remark. If 7 & &7, then
glg x| T o= gz o F) =N T}
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with probability 1. For

| te el o) Awip = | st 7 o)P for de >

| #@ el N TP = | &4o| N @aP for 4 5
gAx(w)dP Jor 4e &7; . also for Ae &

= | Bfw| 7 Y@)dP for 4¢ 5.  QE.D.

CHAPTER III.

ABSTRACT MARTINGALES

1. Preliminary definitions.

DeriNITION 1.1. Let T be a linear index set. Let z.(<): 2—% be
integrable in the sense of Bochner for ¢ € T and % be a Borel field
of measurable subsets of 2 for 7 e T. Let &, c % if ¢ < 7. Suppose
x. is strongly measurable relative to & or equal almost everywhere to
such a function. If &°*{x.| #,} = 2, with probability 1 when o <
then {x., &, v e T} is a strong X-martingale.

In most of our work we will be concerned with the case in which
T is the set of positive integers, and in this case the martingale will
be denoted by {x., Fn, n =1} and the martingale equality becomes
“{x, | F.} = x, with probability 1 for » > m.

By using the Dunford-Pettis Theorem alluded to in Chapter II, it
is possible to get a definition of weak X-martingales, but because of a
separability assumption in the theorem, they turn out to be strong X-
martingales.

2. General properties of strong X-martingales. From this point we
will denote (B)E 2(@)d P by S 2(@)dP, (B)S 2@)dP by &z}, and & *{w| .7}
by &{x|Z}, a‘;ld omit theAword strongg when discussing strong mar-
tingales.

THEOREM 2.1. {x., %, T € T} is an X-martingale if and only if
S 2 (w)dP = S TADAP for o <7 and A in ,.
A A

Proof. If {x., &%,7 € T} is an X-martingale, then &{x.| #;} = 2.
with probability 1. Thus for every A in &, we have the equality
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| g@)dP = | #o.| F)@)aP = | a@)aP,

the last equality following from the definition of conditional expectations.

Conversely, if g 2 (w)dP = g 2 w)dP, for A in #,,0 <7, then
4

S @ fa. If}(w)dP—S z.()dP." Therefore, & {.|.%;} = @, with prob-

ability 1 by Theorem 2.1 of Chapter I, and hence the process in ques-
tion is an X-martingale.

THEOREM 2.2. If {x., #,t e T} is an X-martingale, and f is a
linear (continuous) transformation from X to another Banach space %),
then {f(x.), #%,7 € T} is a YP-martingale. Thus, in particular, the
conclusion 1is true for every f in %X*. On the other hand, if
{flz), #,7e T} is a real martingale for every f in X*, and the x.
are Bochner integrable, then {x., 7, t < T} is an X-martingale.

Proof.

(1) 2. is strongly measurable relative to .#; thus f(x.) is also
strongly measurable relative to %% Dby the continuity of f. Next,
Z{f(x.) | FoH(w) = fI& {x. | # }w)] with probability 1 by Theorem 2.3
of Chapter II, where both sides of the equality are in ). The expression
on the right is equal to f(z.(w)) with probability 1 by the definition of
X-martingale. Hence, &{f(x.)| Z, Hw) = f(x,(w)) with probability 1;
thus, {f(x.), 7,7 e T} is a 9-martingale. In particular, this is true
for all real linear functionals f, and in this case, the resulting martin-
gale is a real one.

(2) On the other hand, if x. is Bochner integrable and strongly
measurable relative to &, then by hypothesis & {f(z.)| #} =S(x,)
with probability 1 for every f in %¥*. Then we can write

f(] #@aP) = | f@.(opaP= | Elf@)| FH@)iP
= | f@onapP = £(| a)p)

for every f in X* and A in .. Therefore, S zAw)dP = Lw,,(a))dP for
A

every A in &,. Hence {x., #,7 e T} is an X-martingale by Theorem
2.1. Q.E.D.

Note. By virtue of Hille-Phillips ([9] Theorem 3.7.12, p. 83), the
theorem is true for f, a closed additive transformation from % to 9, if
we assume that f(x.) is Bochner integrable for every z in T.

DEFINITION 2.1. Let 9 be a Banach space. A subset & of 9 is
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called a positive cone if

1) 6¢ 8,

(2) £ e & and a nonnegative imply af € &,

(B) if e R and —E e &, then £ =6,

(4) if Ee R and 7 e &, then £ + 7€ &,

(5) & is closed. By definition & = 7 if and only if £ — 7 e & The
order thus induced is a partial order (Hille-Phillips [9] Theorem 1.11.1,
p. 15).

DEFINITION 2.2. Let 9 be a Banach space with a positive cone.
Let T and &% for v € T be as in Definition 1.1 of this chapter. Let z,
be a Bochner integrable -valued strongly measurable (relative to &)
function on 2 for 7€ T. Then {y., #, 7 € T} is a Y-semi-martingale if
“{y. | ZoHw) = y,(w) with probability 1 for ¢ < 7.

DEeFINITION 2.3. A function ¢ defined on X with values in 9, a
Banach space equipped with a positive cone, is said to be sub-additive
i£ 9 + 1) = g(8) + 9(7), positive-homogeneous if g(a) = ag(£) for a = 0.

THEOREM 2.3. If x 18 a Bochner integrable X-valued function on
0, # a Borel field of measurable subsets of 2, and g a continuous
subadditive positive-homogeneous function on X to 9, a Banach space
with a positive cone, such that g(x) is Bochner integrable, then

o(] s(@iP) = | ge@)dP and g(&ie| 7N 0) = Flo@) | Ho) with

probability 1. In particular, the conclusion follows for real valued g
without the assumption of integrability on g(x).

Proof. If x and g(x) are Bochner integrable, then by the methods
of Hille-Phillips ([9] Corollary, p. 81, and Theorem 3.7.17, p. 83) there
exists a sequence of countably valued integrable random variables =,
such that |[z,(w) — z(w)|| — 0, || 9(z.(®)) — g(x(w)) || — 0 uniformly with
probability 1 as #n— o, and also L[] To(®) — 2x(w)||dP— 0 and
SAHg(xn(w)) — g(x(w)]||dP— 0 as n— o for every measurable set A.
TMSL%@WPH&f@mPam bmmmmPa&ﬂMMMPasnﬁm.
Furthermore, &{z,| 7 }—&{x| 7}, {g@.)| F}— &{gx)| #} uni-
formly with probability 1 as n — oo, and S |&{2,| 7} — &{x| 7 }|dP—0,
Moy [14] p. 1) | | &lo@n) |5} — &lg()| HIdP—0 as n— o for

every measurable set A. Let z,(0) = &, for ® in A, where the A are
disjunct measurable sets such that

EPMQzl.
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Then
| #a(@)P = 5 4P(4}) = lim 31 ELP{A).

Now

oS EPAY) = S o) PlA)
Jy the subadditivity and positive-homogeneity of ¢g. Further,

[ g@u@)dP = 5 g€ P} = lim 33 g(E)P(AL) .
Hence,
o(] w@dP) = g (lim 3 £1PAL}) = lim (33 £ (A1)
< lim 33 g(EDP{AL) = | g@a(@)dP,
since ¢ is continuous and the positive cone in ¥ is closed. Similarly,
Z{x, | 7} = X EVE{ .| 7} almost everywhere and thus,
9(& (o, 7 H0) = o(lim S 8B | 7))

< lim S0(EDE(LL | 7} = £l |7 @) ae.

Finally, g(ggx,,(w)dp) - g(ggx(w)dp) and g( (.| 7)) —9(= {o]| 7)) a.e.

by the continuity of g and the known convergence of the integrals and
conditional expectations in question. Thus,

g(Sgw(w)dP) - g(limggxn(w)dP> = lim g<ggxn(w)dp>

N—oo

< lim gggm(w»dzﬂ = Sgg(x(w)dP

and
9(& x| 7)) = g(im & {z, | 7}) a.e.
= Eﬁg(%{xnlg}) a.e. < lnlglo Z{9(x,) | Z} a.e.
= &{9(x)| F} a.e.

If, in particular, g is a real valued subadditive positive-homogeneous
continuous function, then there exists a finite nonnegative number
M,, M, = sup [g(§); || ]| = 1], such that [g(§)| = M(]|&]| +1) (Hille-
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Phillips [9] Theorem 2.5.2, p. 25). Thus, |g(x(®))| < M (|| z(w)]|| + 1),
and, since the function on the right is integrable on £, it being a finite
measure space, g(x) is Lebesgue integrable, and the conclusion of the
theorem follows. Q.E.D.

THEOREM 2.4. Let {x., &, v € T} be an X-martingale, and let g be
a continuous subadditive positive-homogeneous function on % to %), a
Banach space with a positive cone such that g(x.) is Bochner integrable
Jor every t in T. Then {9(x.), F, 7€ T} is a P-semi-martingale. In
particular, if g is a continuous subadditive positive-homogeneous func-
tional the conclusion is that the resulting process is a real semi-martin-
gale without assuming that g(x.) is integrable. Finally {||x. ||, #,te T}
18 @ real semi-martingale.

Proof. By Theorem 2.3, «{g(x.)] # Hw) = g(&{x.| # Hw)) a.e.
But the righthand side is equal almost everywhere to g(x.(w)) since
{x., 5,7 e T} is an X-martingale. Thus, £{g(x.) | 7. Hw) = g(x.(w)) a.e.
for ¢ < t. Since g(x.) is clearly strongly measurable relative to .,
{9(x.), Z, 7 e T} is a Y-semi-martingale. Q.E.D.

Next we consider some examples.

ExaMPLE 2.1. Let z be Bochner integrable and { < } as before.

Let . = £{z| #}. Then {x., %,7e€ T} is an X-martingale. For let
de F,0<r7,

de,,(w)dP - Lg{z | F2Hw)dP = SAz(w)dP
as a consequence of the definition of &{z| &}, and
SAx,(w)dP - SAZ{z | 5 Ww)dP = SAz(a))dP ,

the last equality being true for all 4 € &% and hence for all 4 ¢ 7, & Z.

Thus S 2 (@)dP = S s(w)dP for Ae .. Hence, by Theorem 2.1,
A A

{%= Z.,7 € T} is an X-martingale.

Before proceeding to the next example we shall have to prove the
following lemma.

LEMMA 2.1. Let © and y be strongly measurable independent
random variables. Let & be the Borel field of measurable sets gener-
ated by x; i.e., the smallest Borel field of measurable sets with respect
to which x is strongly measurable. Suppose & {y| F } exists, and define
“lylot =] F ). Then &{y|a} = &{y} with probability 1.
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Proof. If x and y are independent, then f(x) and f(y) are real
valued independent random variables by Theorem 1.1 of Chapter I for
every f in X*, Thus E{f(y)| & } = E{f(y)} with probability 1. Next,
let A be an &% set. Then

(| pIa@aP) = £(| vl 7HoaP) = | F& W) FHe)aP
= | Br@)| 7 waP = | Brwiar=7(| ewap)
by Theorem 3.3 of Chapter II. Thus
| #wlawar=| @ap,

for every A in & . Hence &{y|x} = &{y} with probability 1 by
Theorem 2.1 of Chapter I. Q.E.D.

In like manner, it can be shown that if {y,} are mutually independ-
ent, then Z{y,| 7} = {y,} with probability 1 if & is the smallest
Borel field relative to which y,, «++, ¥, are strongly measurable.

ExampPLE 2.2. Let {y;,7 = 1} be mutually independent, Z{y,} =&
for 5 > 1, #, be the smallest Borel field relative to which y,, -+, ¥, are
all strongly measurable, and x,= >%,9;,. Then {z,, #,n =1} is an
X-martingale.

We show that & {x,| #,-.} = ®,—, with probability 1.

Note. &{x,| Fus} = E{00|Ysy * 2 Ypa) = E @0 | X1y o0y T} ©

Clearly
n n—1
xn:;lyjz_;yj'*—yn:xn—l"‘yn-

Then

Eon| Futl = E{@ns + Yu| Fui}
= E Xy | Fn-i} + EYn| Fu} by Theorem 2.2 of Chapter II.

=%, + EY.| Fn} with probability 1 for x,_, is meas-
urable relative to .&#,_,.

=%,, + £, with probability 1 by Lemma 2.1
=&, for £{y,} =6 for n > 1.

Thus {z,, Z,, » = 1} is an X¥-martingale.
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CHAPTER IV

MARTINGALE CONVERGENCE THEOREMS
IN A BANACH SPACE

Let X be a Banach space. We will prove various convergence
theorems for ¥-martingales. Thus we will show that if {x., %, n = 1}
is an ¥-martingale, then under certain conditions there will exist an X-
valued random variable x such that x, — x with probability 1 in various
senses.

THEOREM 1. Let {x,, Z,, n =1} be an X-martingale, and let Z.
be the smallest Borel field of 2 sets such that Z. 2 Up-1 F,. Let
Yn(®) = ||z (@) ||. Then

E{llw |} = E{la,} = -+ = E{f|@all} = - -+

1) If Lu.b., E{||x,]|} < « then lim,.. [{®,]| = ¥.. exists with prob-
ability 1, and E{y.} < . In fact, the boundedness condition reduces
to lim,... E{||®,|]} = K < =, and then E{y.} = K.

(2) a. If the ||z,||’s are uniformly integrable then

Lu.b. E{lz, |} < oo, 3333 E{ly. — |z, ]|} =0,

and the process {¥,, %, 1 = n < o} is a real semi-martingale dominated
by a semi-martingale relative to the same fields. (Doob [1] p. 297)

b. If Lub., E{|x,|l} < « so that y. exists, and if the process
Yy Fuy 1 0 < oo} is a real semi-martingale, then lim, ... E{| z, ||} = F{¥.}
and the ||z, ||’s are uniformly integrable.

Proof. 1f {x,, F,, n = 1} is an X-martingale, then {||z, ||, F, n = 1}
is a real semi-martingale by Theorem 2.4 of Chapter III, and then
E{lx |} < <<« E{|2,]l} < +++ according to Doob ([1] Theorem 2.1 (ii) p.
311). The other conclusions follow from Theorem 4.1 s of Doob ([1] p.
324-325). Q.E.D.

THEOREM 2. Let {x,, Z,,n =1} be an ZX-martingale. Let X be
reflexive. Suppose lim,... E{||z,]]} = K < . Then there is an X-valued
strongly measurable random variable x., such that x,— x. weakly as
n— oo with probability 1.

Proof. Since x, is strongly measurable, there is a measurable set
A, such that P{A,} =0 and x,(2 — 4,) is separable, for strongly meas-
urable functions are almost separably valued (Hille-Phillips [9] Theorem
3.5.8, p. 72). Let 9, = x.(2 — A,) and let ¢ be the closed linear mani-
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fold spanned by Up-:9.. Then 9 is a separable subspace of ¥ and
x(w) € Y for almost all w, for each n. Now 9 is reflexive since ¥ is.
(Hille-Phillips [9] Corollary 1 to Theorem 2.10.3, p. 38). Further, since
9) is separable, then so is 9** for Y = P**. But then YP* is separable
by Theorem 2.8.4 of Hille-Phillips ([9] p. 34). Now if fe 9* then
{f(®n), Fu, n = 1} is a real martingale by Theorem 2.2 of Chapter III.
Also

E{ fe,) [} = E{I A 21} = A1 Effl2a [} = (| £ K

because E{||z, |} =< -+« E{||x,|]} £ +++ = K by Theorem 1. By virtue of
Doob ([1] Theorem 4.1, p. 319) for every fe 9* there exists a real
measurable function z,, and a measurable set 4, such that P{4,} =0
and | f(z, (@) — z,(w)| — 0 as n — <o for w € 2 — 4,. By the separability
of 9* there is a countable dense subset {f;} of ¥*. Thus for every f;,
there is a 4, and z, as we have seen, such that P{4,}=0 and
[f(@n(@)) — 2, (@) [ — 0 as n— o for we 2 — 4;,. Let 4, = Uil 4,;,.
Then

P{A} = P{g A,j} < jj; P4, }=0.

By Theorem 1 there is a measurable set M such that P{M} =0 and
such that || z,(w)]| is a convergent sequence for w €  — M. Let 4=
A4, UM, Then P{4}=0. Next, let we 2 — 4. Then we 2 —- M so
that || z,(w)]] is a convergent sequence. Thus there is a constant C
such that ||z (®w)]|| = C for all n.

Define Q,(f) = f(z,(®)) for f € P*. The Q,’s form an equi-continuous
sequence of functions on 9*, for, given € > 0, 38 = ¢/C such that for
every n,||f — g|| < & implies

1Qu(f) — Qul0) | = |f(@al@)) — g@u(@) | = ||f — gl [[2a(@) [| <e/C-C =¢.

Furthermore, since w € 2 — 4, ; for every j,
1Qu(f) — Qu(f) | = |fi(@@)) — [(®n(®)) | — 0 as n,m — oo .

But, an equicontinuous sequence of functions converging on a dense set
of a metric space converges on the whole space. Thus for every
FeD1Qu(f) — Qu(f)|— 0 as n,m — oo; ie., |f(@(®)) — f(@n(®)) ][ — O
as n, m — o« for every we Q — A.

Therefore f(x,(w)) is a convergent sequence for all w e 2 — 4 and
f e D*. The reflexiveness of X and 9) implies that ¥ and 9 are weakly
complete. Thus there is an z. (strongly measurable) such that for every
fedD*and w € 2 — 4 we have | f(2,(®)) — f(@.(w)] — 0as n— o; ie. @,
converges to x. weakly with probability 1. Q.E.D.



366 FRANK S. SCALORA

Note. . is strongly measurable since it is the weak limit of strongly
measurable functions (Hille-Phillips [9] Theorem 3.5.4, p. 74). Theorem 2
may be restated as follows:

THEOREM 2*. Let {x,, %, n =1} be an X-martingale. Let X be
weakly complete and suppose that X* is separable, and lim,_.. E{|| z, ||} =
K < co. Then there is an X-valued strongly measurable random vari-
able x.. such that x, converges to x., weakly with probability 1.

COROLLARY 1. Let {,, F,, n = 1} be an X-martingale. Suppose X
18 a Hilbert space, and that lim, . E{]|z,|} = K< . Then there
exists a strongly measurable X-valued random wvariable x. such that
X, — Lo Weakly with probability 1.

Proof. Since X is a Hilbert space, it is reflexive and weakly com-
plete. Hence all of the hypotheses of Theorem 2 are satisfied, and so
the above conclusion follows. Q.E.D.

By making a stronger assumption on the ||z, ||’s we will show that
the last result may be sharpened to give strong convergence with prob-
ability 1.

THEOREM 3. Let {z,, #,,n =1} be an ZX-martingale; let X be
reflexive. If the || x,||’s are uwniformly integrable, then there is a
strongly measurable X-valued random vartable x. such that
||z (@) — 2. (w)|]|] =0 as m— o with probability 1, and in fact
(%, Fuy 1 < £ o} is an X-martingale.

Proof. As in the proof of Theorem 2, there is a separable sub-space
Y of X, and for each %, z,(w) € 9 for almost all w. Also P is reflexive,
so therefore 9** is separable, which implies that 9* is separable. Now
E{lle. |} = E{ll, |} = --- = E{l|2,|l} < -+~ since {||2, ||, Fn,n=1}is a
semi-martingale. Therefore lim, .. E{||x,||} =K < co,while lim,,..E{f(z,)]} =
lim,... | FIl E{|l. |} = ||| K. But the uniform integrability of the
[|z,||’s makes K < o (Doob [1] Theorem 4.1, p. 319). Theorem 1 tells

us that there is a y.. such that |||2,|| — ¥.] — 0 as n» — o with prob-
ability 1, and such that {y,, &, 1 < n =< =} is a real semi-martingale,
where y,(0) = ||z (®)]|] and y.(w)=1lm,..]|| 2. (®)]. In fact,

E{y.— |z, ||} =0 as m— . By Theorem 2, there is a strongly
measurable X-valued random variable «., such that | f(z,(®)) — f (Z.(w))|—0
as n— o with probability 1 for every fe 9*. Furthermore, if the
[l2,]’s are uniformly integrable, then so are the f(z,)’s for every f € *
because, first of all,

(: 7] > My & {o: o) ] > 0}
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if ||fIl<0. If ||fll =0, then trivially the f(x,)’s are uniformly
integrable.) Thus

| F@@)|dP = | £ (@) | 4P

.S(w'.lf(zn(w))bM} [CRIEMONSS AR

< 171 2@ ]| dP—0
{w: ||z () 11> H/1[711}
uniformly in n as M — o .

By the uniform integrability of the ||z, ||’s, thus proving the uniform
integrability of the f(x,)’s for every f € 9*. Hence {f(%,), Fn, 1 S 1 < oo}
is a real martingale for every f e 9* by Doob ([1] Theorem 4.1, p. 319).

Next, x.. is strongly measurable (in fact, relative to .#..) by Theorem
2. Furthermore, E{|| 2. |} < o, for, x,— x. weakly with probability 1.
Hence || z.(w)]| = lim, .. inf || 2, (®) || for almost all @w. But the right
hand side equals y..(w) with probability 1 by Theorem 1. Thus || z.(w) || =
Y.(w) a.e. Since y. is integrable, so is || z..||; hence, by Theorem 3.7.4
of Hille-Phillips ([9] p. 80), z.. is Bochner integrable. Thus, by Theorem
2.2 of Chapter III, {z,, %, 1<n < x} is an ZX-martingale. Then
{12 ll, Fnyl £ n < o} is a semi-martingale by Theorem 3.4 of Chapter
III. But sois {|[. (|, -=+, || 2. ]l, +* -, Y} relative to F, =+, Fn, +++, Fu.

We now show that [|%.. || = y. with probability 1. We have already
shown E{|w. |} = E{y.}. But E{|=,|} = E{|a. ||} since {|z,]l, .75, 1 =
n < oo} is a semi-martingale, and since EY{||z,|/} — E{y.} by Theorem 1,
we have F{y.} = E{||».||}. Hence, E{||z. ||} = F{y.}. But ||z.(0)]] =
Y.(w) for almost all . Therefore by Theorem B of Halmos ([8] p. 104),
|| Zo(®) || = y.{®) for almost all w, and ||z, (®)}]] — || z.(®)]|] with prob-
ability 1, even as x, — x. weakly with probability 1. Next, let £¢e 9.
‘Then {z, — &, ,, » = 1} is an X-martingale, for

F{x, — E| Fn} = E, | Fut — €] F} with probability 1 by Theorem
2.2 of Chapter 11
=, — & with probability 1, since
{z,, ., n=1}is an X-martin-
gale, and by Theorem 2.2 of
Chapter II.

Now by what we have already proved in this theorem, since the
l|®, — €|’s are clearly uniformly integrable, there is a . such that
f(x, — & — f(u.) with probability 1 for every f e 9* and ||z, (w) — E|| —
U.(®) with probability 1. But flx.(0) — &] = f(z (@) — f(&) —
S@(w) — f () = fle.(@) — & as m— o with probability 1. Thus
U(®) = z..(w) — & with probability 1. Hence || x,(w) — &[] — || x.(®) — E]]
with probability 1. Let {§} be a denumerable dense set in ¥. Then
‘there is a 4, such that P{4,} =0 and ||z, (®) — & || — || x.(w) — &, for
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weQ— A4, Let 4=U7,4,, Then P{4} =0. Let we 2 — 4, and
define R,(&) = ||z (w) — &]|| for £ € Y. The R,’s form an equicontinuous
sequence of functions on 9, for given ¢ > 0, 38 = ¢, such that for‘ every
n, || € — 7] <3 =eimplies| B,(§) — B, () | = || @p(@) — €| — || 2a(@) — 7 ||| =
[|€ - 7| <e. Furthermore, since w € 2 — 4, for every j,

[ Ru(§)) — l1@=(@) — &l | = | [|2a(@) — & || — [[2(@) — & | > Oasn— o0 .

But, as an equicontinuous sequence of functions converging on a dense
set of a metric space converges on the whole space, thus for every
£e9, | Ril) —l|za(@) — El| = ]| #n(@) — | — |[Zul@) — &[] |—0 @S N—
for every w € 2 — A. Now, for w & 4, let £ = x..(w). Then || 2,(®) — z.(w)||—
|| Zo(®@) — 2.(®) || = 0. Thus there is a measurable set 4 such that P{4} = 0
and such that for w € 2 — 4, ||z, (®) — z.(®)|]— 0 as n— . Q.E.D.

COROLLARY 2. If X 4s a Hilbert space, or 17, or L?, 1 < p < o, and
{0y Fny m = 1} is an X-martingale in which the || z,|’s are uniformly
integrable, then there is an x. such that {x,, Z,, 1 =< n < «} is an %-
martingale, and || 2, (@) — x.(®)]||— 0 as n— o with probability 1.

Proof. All of the above named Banach spaces are reflexive, and
thus the result follows from Theorem 3.

REMARK. Let X be a Banach space with a partial order induced
by a positive cone. Suppose {x,, %,, n =1} is an Z%-semi-martingale.
Then, as in Doob ([1] p. 297), z, can be represented in the form

(a
j=

where 4, =0; 4, = &{x;| F;-.} — ;.. = 0,5 > 1; and {z;, F,n = 1} is
an Z¥-martingale. Thus convergence problems for %-semi-martingales
can be reduced to convergence of X-martingales if reasonable conditions

can be found for the convergence of the monotone sequence y, = >, 4,.

THEOREM 4. Let {x,, F,, n < —1} be an X-martingale in which %
is reflexive, and let 7. = (L F,.. Then x_. exists, such that
| 2p(®) — Z_o(®) || — 0 as n — — o with probability 1, and {x,, F,, — <
n < —1} is an X-martingale.

Proof. {||x,ll, F» n = —1} is a real semi-martingale; thus by Doob
([1] Theorem 4.25, p. 329) lim,_ .. || z.(w) || = y_.. exists with probability
1, and —o = y_. < oo, while {||#,l|, #,, —0 <n < —1} is a semi-
martingale. By Theorem 4.2 of Doob ([1] p. 328) lim,,_ . f(x,) exists
for almost all @ and every f e %*. Using the methods of Theorem 2,
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we can show that there is an xz_. such that f(z,(w))— f(z_.(w)) as
n— —oo for almost all w and all /. Using the methods of Theorem 8,
we show that {x,, &,, —o =n =< —1} is an X-martingale, and that
%-w]| = Y- and ||z (@) — z_.(®)|| — 0 as n — — oo with probability 1.
Q.E.D.

THEOREM 5. Let z be a strongly measurable random wvariable, X
reflexive, with E{|z[} < oo; let «ot T, St S FH S S0 &
Ty & «++ be Borel fields of measurable Q sets. Let F.. = \pe—w Fn»
be the smallest Borel field of 2 sets with .2 Up-—w. Then
lim,, . &{z| Z.} = €| F .}, and lim, . £{&z| F,} = &{z| F} with
probability 1.

Proof. Let x,=&{z| F,}, —© =n = . Then {x,, F, —x =
n < oo} is an X-martingale by Example 2.1 of Chapter III. Thus by
Theorem 4, lim,. . ¥{z| 7} =«{z| 7.}. Next, {|z,l|, F — =
n < o} is a real semi-martingale, with a last term in which all the
random variables are nonnegative. Thus by Theorem 3.1 of Doob ([1]
p. 311) the ||z, |’s are uniformly integrable. Hence by Theorem 3, there
is a y such that ||z,(®w) — y(®)|| —0 as m— o for almost all w and
{,, 1 <m < oo,y} is an Z-martingale. We finally must show that
Z.(®) = y(w) with probability 1. But this is true for both z.. and y are
equal almost everywhere to functions measurable relative to .. Also

SAmw(a))dP - Sg{z | FH@)dP = SAz(w)dP for Ae .7 and SAy(w)dP -

S Lo()dP = S “{z| FHw)dP = S 2w)d P for every A € #, and thus for
eéery 4e U,fﬂ;. Hence S y(a))d/}’ = S Z(w)dP for every 4 ¢ U. Z;
thus, S Fy(@)dP = S f@{@)dP for every A e U, . and fc X*. But
these inAtegrals define Acompletely additive set functions of .Z.. sets which
are identical on the fields U, .#, and therefore identical on .#. (Doob
[1] Theorem 2.1, p. 605). Thus Sy(a))dP: S x.dP for every Ae ..
Hence y(w) = z..(w) with probabilifcy 1 and lirﬁn.,w Zlz| Tt = Lz | Fo}
with probability 1. Q.E.D.

COROLLARY 3. Let z be a strongly measurable random variable,
with E{|z||} < o and let y,, ¥y, -+ be strongly measurable. Let &,
be the smallest Borel field with respect to which y,, Y, +++ are strongly
measurable. Then lim, . Z{z| .} = {1 Ni 4} lim, ... {2 ] F5) =
w{z| L} where ZZ; is the smallest Borel field relative to which
Yiy Yoy *» Yn are strongly measurable, 572 the smallest Borel field con-
taining Up- ..

Proof. In Theorem 5, let &2 = %, and 5%, = &,. Q.E.D.
Using this corollary it is possible to get a proof of the Banach space
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version of the strong law of large numbers. In fact, such a proof is
virtually along the lines outlined in Doob ([1] p. 341). Mourier [13] has

proved an ergodic theorem, more general than this one, by a more
direct approach.

EXAMPLE 1. Let ¥ =17,1 < p < o (real I?). Then
T(@) = (EP(@), -+, (@), ++) where 3 [E(@) ] < o,
and
i 1/p
@l = {5 1em @} .
If z, is Bochner integrable, then its integral satisfies the equation

ngn(w)dp = {ng{")(a))dP, ces, Sgé:’(n)(w)dp’ .. .}

where the components are ordinary Lebesgue integrals; thus the com-
ponents of x, are real-valued Lebesgue integrable functions.
The martingale equality becomes

{|gn@ap, -, | go@ap, -}
———-{SAE{’”’(G))dP, SAE}”’”(w)dP, chym<m, e FC
or, alternatively,
[ g7 @aip={gm@dpm<nde s cztor =12 .
Thus for every j, {£&™, Z,, » = 1} is a real martingale, which can also

be seen by noticing that the mapping from an I® vector to any of its
components is a linear functional. Then if

E{la.l} = | {S1er@ P} dPs K<

by Theorem 2 there is an z(w) = {£(®), «--, E(w), +++} € I? such that for
every 7 = (vly ooy Mgy o ') € lq’ 1/p + 1/q = 1’ Z;;l ‘y)jfjm)(w) - Z;;l 7].751(&))
as n — o for almost all w. Note that the boundedness assumption on the
E{)| z||}’s implies boundedness for E{| &™ |}’s for every j; thus we could
get convergence in each component by the ordinary martingale convergence
theorems.
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Finally, if the ||«,|’s are uniformly integrable, that is, if
oo 1/p
[ Sig@rp] aP—0
L=

uniformly in n as K — oo, 4, = {0: [S7 | £)(@) [?]”» > K}. We can get
by the ordinary martingale convergence theorem that | £, (w)dP =
4
g ENw)dP for A e F,,n =1 for every j.
A

However, we get more by Theorem 3, namely, >\, | (@) — &(w) |? — 0
‘with probability 1 asn — <, and also, of course .7, | &}(w) |?— 352, | €5(w) [1’
with probability 1 as n— oo.

ExAMPLE 2. Let X = L?(I), where I is the closed unit interval
-with Lebesgue measure, p >1. Then z,(w)=g¢,(f, ®) where S | g (t,w)|Pdt < oo
2

Now if z,(w) is strongly measurable relative to .#,, there is a represent-
ation g,(t, ®) which is measurable over 2 x I such that g,(-, ®) = z,(w)
in L*(I) a.e. in £, and any two representations of x,(.) differ over
2 x I on at most a set of measure zero. (Dunford-Pettis [4] Theorem

1.3.2, p. 336).
If x,(-) is Bochner integrable, then besides being strongly measur-

able, Sguxn(w)||dp< co.
Thus

(0.t @) 1at} " ap = | 1zl aP < o .
Hence
(| gt o) 1at}ap = { {{ | 0.t 0) pat} " aP <
by the Holder Inequality. Therefore, by the Fubini Theorem,
Lglgn(t, w)dt dP = Slgggn(t, w)dPdt
and
Sl{ggacn(w)dP}(t)dt - Sgglxn(w)(t)dt iP
= | | gut, @atap = | | g.(t, o)apat .

Hence

{S.oxn(w)dP }‘(t) = Sggn(t, ®)d P
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for almost all £.

If {x,, %, n=1} is an L’-martingale, then S 2 (@)dP = S To(W)A P
for 4 e &, m<mn, i.e., S 9.(t, @)dP = S In(t, ©)d P for almost all ¢, and
de Z,,m <n. Hence, fﬁ)r almost all ¢ € I (Lebesgue measure) if .&Z,
is generated by countably many sets, {9.(, *), Za, % = 1} is a real marting-

ale.
Next, if

Efia, iy = [{ 1.0, opat [ "aP s K < oo,

there is an z(w) = g(t, w) € L*(I), S | g(t, @) |Pdt < o by Theorem 2 such
that Sh(t)gn(t w)dt — g h(t)g(t, w)dt as m — o with probability 1 for
every he L¥(I),1/p+1jg =1

Furthermore, by Theorem 3, if the ||z, ||’s are uniformly integrable,
then S | 9.(t, W) |°dt — S | 9(t, @) |°dt as m — oo with probability 1, and even
better,I S [ 9.(t, W) — g(tf ) [?dt — 0 as n»— o with probability 1.

The imiform integrability condition says that

SAN[SII ga(t, ) l”dt]llpdp_» 0

uniformly in # as N— oo,

{o:] ] 10at, @) 1at ] > v} =

This implies uniform integrability of the random variables in the real
martingales {g,({, +), Z,, n = 1}. Thus for almost all ¢, we can apply
the ordinary Doob martingale theorems, and thus get convergence
theorems in each coordinate.

The functions g,(t, @) as functions of ¢ might, as a further illustra-
tion, be sample functions of a sequence of measurable stochastic proec-
esses (Doob [1] p. 60) with the property of being absolutely integrable
over 2 x I.

ExampLE 3. We have seen in Example 2.2 of Chapter III that if
{y;, 3 = 1} are mutually independent, as X-valued random variables, with
Z{y,} =0 for j > 1, and &, is the smallest Borel field relative to which
Yy, *++,Y; are -all strongly measurable, and if x,= 37,y, then
{24, Fnyn=1}is an X-martingale. Theorem 2 tells us that if lim,_.. E{||z,||}=
K < o, then Y7, f(y,(w)) converges with probability 1. If, further, the
|| @, |’s are uniformly integrable, then by Theorem 3, 352, y,(w) converges
with probability 1.
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Examples 1 and 2 above illustrate an important point. It is clear
from them that an l?-martingale is really a countable collection of one-
dimensional martingales, while an L*-martingale is a non-denumerable
collection of ordinary real martingales. Thus, it is possible to prove
convergence theorems for 1? or L* by first proving convergence in each
coordinate, using the Doob theorems on convergence of ordinary martin-
gales. One could prove the convergence theorem for abstract Hilbert
space by first proving the theorem for [* in each coordinate and then
using the fact that there is a one-to-one linear norm preserving trans-
formation between [* and abstract Hilbert space. In fact, one could
prove convergence theorems for any ZX-martingale in which X is a
function space or a coordinate space by first proving martingale conver-
gence theorems in each coordinate.

Let {§,t e I = [0, 1]} be a separable Brownian motion process (Doob
[1] p. 52, p. 392). Then there is a measurable set 2, C 2, such that
P{Q — 02} = 0, and such that for w e 2, £&(w) is a continuous function
of t e I. Let z(w) = &(w) = g(t, ®). Then 2(-): 2 — C(I), the continuous
function space on the unit interval, and || (@) |l = supse; | 9(t, ®)].

We next show that x(-) is strongly measurable. Let f € ¥* = C(I)*.
Then there is a function of bounded variation F such that f(x(w)) =

| at, rare

= lim > g(u;, 0)[F(¢) — F(¢,-)]
max|tj—tj_q]—-0 J=1
where 0 =¢, <t, < -+ <¢,=1 and ¢,, <u;<t, But each sum is
clearly measurable in @, so the limit must be too. Thus x(-) is weakly
measurable, but since C(I) is separable, this is equivalent to strong
measurability of .

To show that x(-) is Bochner integrable, we need only show that
E{lzl]} < o, for z(:) is strongly measurable. To this end, let £ =0
with probability 1, and let A{w) = || x(®) || = sup,e; | 9(¢, @) |.

Then

Plo:h@) = n} =Zy/ 2
n T

{Doob [1] p. 392) Thus

_n2/20.2

S, Plo: ha) = n} = 01/%%%6 <o

Hence, E{||z||} < o, and x(-) the sample function of a separable
Brownian motion process is Bochner integrable.
Let & be the Borel field of 2 sets generated by &, &, &:.% the
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Borel field generated by &, &, &2, &4y &, and in general &, the Borel
field generated by &,, &, *++, Em_yym, &. ThenF € F C v+ C Fp C o o»
Let f.(t)(w) = E{&,| ZHw). Lévy ([11]) p. 18) has shown that f,(t)(w)
is a polygonal line function of ¢ for almost all @, and that | f,.(t)(w) — &, (w)] —
0 as n— o uniformly in ¢ for almost all w. If we let ¥y, (w) =
fal) @) e C(I) for we 2, then {y,, F,n =1} is a C(I)-martingale.
Lévy’s result does not as yet come out of our work because C(I) is not
reflexive.

The validity of the Martingale Convergence Theorem for non-reflexive
spaces is not known to the author. In fact, various, attempts in proving
it have failed. If it were established, then further interesting examples.
like the last one for important non-reflexive spaces, e.g., L! or ', could
be given.
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