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Abstract

Fatou’s lemma s a classic fact in real analysis that sthedfte limit inferior of integrals of functions
is greater than or equal to the integral of the inferior linTihis paper introduces a stronger inequality
that holds uniformly for integrals on measurable subseta ofeasurable space. The necessary and
sufficient condition, under which this inequality holds fosequence of finite measures converging in
total variation, is provided. This statement is called thdarm Fatou’s lemma, and it holds under the
minor assumption that all the integrals are well-definece @hiform Fatou’s lemma improves the classic
Fatou’s lemma in the following directions: the uniform Ratdemma states a more precise inequality, it
provides the necessary and sufficient condition, and itsdeah variable measures. Various corollaries
of the uniform Fatou’s lemma are formulated. The examplethig paper demonstrate that: (a) the
uniform Fatou’s lemma may indeed provide a more accuragpialdy than the classic Fatou’s lemma,;
(b) the uniform Fatou’s lemma does not hold if convergencmeésures in total variation is relaxed to
setwise convergence.
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1 Introduction and Main Results

Fatou’s lemma is an important fact in real analysis that hgsifcant applications in various fields. It
provides the inequality that relates the limit inferior nfdgrals of functions and the integral of the inferior
limit. This paper introduces the uniform Fatou’s lemma feeguence of finite measures converging in total
variation, describes the necessary and sufficient conditio the validity of this statement, and provides
corollaries and counter-examples.
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For a measurable spa¢®, ¥.), let M(S) denote thdamily of finite measuresn (S, ). LetR be a real
line andR := R U {#o00}. A function f : S — R is called measurable {fs € S : f(s) < a} € ¥ for each
a € R. Forpu € M(S) and a measure on S, consider thelistance in total variation

dist(p,v) = sup{| /Sf( (ds) /f fiS—=[-1,1]is measurable}.

We recall that a sequence of finite meaSL{r/e@)}n:Lz,m on S converges in total variatiomo a mea-
surep on'S if lim,, o dist(u(™, 1) = 0. Of course, if a sequence of finite measuf@§™ },—; 2. onS
converges in total variation to a measyren'S, theny € M(S) andu™ (S) — u(S) asn — oo.

For u € M(S) consider the vector spade'(S; u) of all measurable functiong : S — R, whose
absolute values have finite integrals, that fis|f(s)|x(ds) < 4oco. The following theorem is the main
result of this paper.

Theorem 1.1. (Necessary and Sufficient Conditions for Uniform Fatou'snpea for Variable Measures and
Unbounded Below Functiong)et (S, X)) be a measurable spacgy™},—12.. C M(S) converge in total
variation to a measurg: on'S, f € L'(S; ), and £ e L'(S; u(™) for eachn = 1,2,... . Then the

inequality

.. . (n

hgglgférelg (/ f ds /f > (1.2)
holds if and only if the following two statements hold:

() for eache >0
p({sesS: fM(s) < f(s)—e}) —» 0asn — oo, (1.2)

and, therefore, there exists a subsequef@*)};_1o  C {f™},_1 2  such that

lim inf F)(s) > f(s) forp-ae.s €S; (1.3)
—00
(i) the inequality
liminf inf /f(")(s)I{s eS: fM(s) < —K}u™(ds) >0 (1.4)
K—+oon=1.2,.. Jg

holds.

Remark 1.2. Let (S,Y) be a measurable spade,™, f},—1 ... be a sequence of measurable functigns,
be a measure dd. We note that if[(1.2) holds for each> 0, then [1.B) holds; see Lemma€P.1.

We recall that the classic Fatou’s lemma can be formulateldriollowing form.

Fatou’s lemma. Let (S,Y) be a measurable spacg,be a measure ofS,¥) and {f, f™},_12. be a
sequence of measurable nonnegative functions. Then theailiy

lim inf F™(s) > f(s) for p-a.e.s € S (1.5)
implies
lirginf/f w(ds) /f (1.6)
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Note that there are generalizations of Fatou’'s lemma totime that can take negative values. For
example, the conclusions of Fatou’s lemma hold if all thecfioms have a common integrable minorant.

We recall that a sequence of measu{ﬁé")}nzl,;._. from M(S) converges setwise (weaklp) n €
M(S) if for each bounded measurable (bounded continuous) fam¢ton S

/f ds—>/f as n — oo.

If {f, f™} 10 C L'(S;p), then forp™ = u, n = 1,2,..., inequality [T1) is the uniform version
of inequality [1.6) of the Fatou’s lemma. There are geneedliversions of Fatou’s lemmas for weakly and
setwise converging sequences of measures; see Royde2Bl]pSerfosa[5], Feinberg et al.| [1], and refer-
ences in[[1]. Theorem 1.1 provides necessary and suffictemtitons for inequality[(1]1), when variable fi-
nite measure$u(")}n:1,27___ converge in total variation ta. We note that: (a) inequality (1.5) implies state-
ment (i) from Theorerh 111, but not vice versa (see Examplg ®linequality [1.4) always holds for non-
negative functiong f(™},,—; » _; and (c) the assumption that the convergencéd®},—1» = C M(S)
to a measurg: on'S takes place in total variation is essential and cannot laxeel to setwise convergence;
see Examplds 3.2[=3.4.

Theoren 11l implies the following two corollaries.

Corollary 1.3. (Necessary and Sufficient Conditions for Uniform Fatou'sioea for Variable Measures and
Nonnegative Functiond)et (S, ) be a measurable space, the sequefye®’},,—12 . C M(S) converge
in total variation to a measurg. on'S, f € L'(S; ™), n = 1,2,..., be nonnegative functions and
f € LX(S; 1). Then inequality[(1]11) holds if and only if statement (infrd@heoreri 111 takes place.

Corollary 1.4. (Necessary and Sufficient Conditions for Uniform Fatou’sninea for Unbounded Below
Functions)Let (S,Y) be a measurable spacg, € M(S), and {f, f™},—12.. C L*(S;u). Then the

inequality
lﬂgfggfz </f w(ds) /f > @.7)

holds if and only if statement (i) from Theoreéml 1.1 takesekaed

liminf inf /f sII{s €S : f"(s) < —K}u(ds) > 0. (1.8)
K—+oon=1,2,..
Remark 1.5. For eachu € R we denoter™ := max{a,0} anda™ := a* — a. Note thatu = a* — o~ and

la| = a™ + a~. For a measurg onS and functionsf, g € L(S; n),

inf </S 9(s)p(ds) — /Sf(S)M(dS)> = —/S(Q(S) — f(s))"plds) <0.

Therefore, inequality(117) is equivalent to

lim [ (f™(s) — f(s)) " p(ds) =

n—oo S

Each of the Corollarigs 1.3 ad 1.4 implies the followingestzent.
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Corollary 1.6. (Necessary and Sufficient Conditions for Uniform Fatou’sninea for Nonnegative Func-
tions) Let (S, ¥) be a measurable spacg, € M(S), f € L'(S;u), and {f™},—12. C L'(S;u) be a
sequence of nonnegative functions. Then inequélify (bldshf and only if statement (i) from Theorém]1.1
takes place.

Remark 1.7. Under the assumptions of Corolldry11.6, inequalify](1. Bdsivelent ta /™ — )~ %0 as
n — oo. This follows from Remark115, the dominated convergencerdra, Chebyshev’s inequality, and
because each functic([f(”) —f)",n=1,2,...,is majorated above by € L'(S, ). Statement (i) from
Theoren[L1L holds if and only iff™ — f)~ %0, n — oc. Therefore, Corollar{_116 also follows from
classic results. Furthermore, the assumption, that theunea is finite, can be omitted from Corollaky 1.6.

Corollary 1.8. (Necessary and Sufficient Conditions for Uniform Domina@uohvergence Theorem for

Variable Measures)et (S,Y.) be a measurable space, the sequefieé’},—; > C M(S) converge in

total variation to a measurg ons, f € L'(S; 1), and f(™ e L(S; (™) for eachn = 1,2,... . Then the
lim sup

equality
(" ds /
n—=o0 gy / f fs

holds if and only if the following two statements hold:

(1.9)

() the sequencq!f(”)}nzl,z,., converges in measurg to f, and, therefore, there is a subsequence
{f0) Ym0, C {fM™},—12 . that convergegi-a.e. tof;

(ii) the following equality holds:

lim  sup /\f(")(s)\l{s €S |f™(s)| > Kyu™(ds) = 0. (1.10)
K—+o0op—=1 2, S

We remark that, for uniformly bounded functiofig™},—; » ., condition (ii) from Corollary(LB al-
ways holds and therefore is not needed. The necessary p&oroflary[1.8 for probability measures
{1, p}n=12, and uniformly bounded measurable functiont™, f},-1. ., defined on a standard
Borel spaceS, was introduced in Feinberg et &ll[2, Theorem 5.5]. This ssa®y condition was used in
Feinberg et al[[Z,]3] for the analysis of control problem#wimcomplete observations, and it can be inter-
preted as a converse to a version of Lebesgue’s dominatedrgemce theorem for a sequence of measures
converging in total variation. The understanding of Ferghet al. [2, Theorem 5.5] was the starting point
for formulating and investigating the uniform Fatou’s lemm

Corollary 1.9. (Necessary and Sufficient Conditions for Uniform Domina@&ahvergence Theorenhet
(S, %) be a measurable space,c M(S), and{f, f™},_12_. C L'(S;u). Then the equality

£ @ntas) = [ ren

holds if and only if statement (i) from Corollafy 1.8 holdsdathe sequencéf(™},_; o . is uniformly
integrable, that is,

lim sup (1.12)

n— oo Sex

(s s €8 5 1) = Khutds) =0, (1.12)



Remark 1.10. Under the assumptions of Corolldry11.9
RRCECRREE
=max{ /S (£ (5) = £(5))u(ds) / (76) = S ulds) } 2 0.
Therefore, equality(1.11) is equivalent to

i [ 1£7)(s) = £(s)lu(ds) = .

n—oo

sup
Sex

and Corollanf LB coincides with the classic criterion obsy convergence ih*(S; ).

The following two corollaries describe the relation betwa®nvergence properties of a sequence of
finite signed meaSUrf{ﬁ(n)}n:1,27___ and the sequence of their Radon-Nikodym derivati@%}n:mw
with respect to finite measurég (™ },,—; o converging in total variation.

Corollary 1.11. Let(S,¥) be a measurable spacéu™},—12 .. C M(S), u be a measure o, and
{i1, 1™} ,—1 .. be a sequence of finite signed measure§.oAssume thafi < p and i < (™ for
eachn = 1,2,... . If the sequencéu™},—1 o converges in total variation tp, then the inequality
. ~(n) - >
it fof (7(9) () 2 0

holds if and only if the following two statements hold:

() for eache >0
dp™ dji
(s)

u({ses: FPO) < @(s)—e}) — 0asn — oo,
(n 2
and, therefore, there exists asubseque{w#tgn—i)}k 12... C {dum) }ne1.2... such that
G di
hkn_lggf ey (s) > @(8) for y-a.e.s € S;

(i) the inequality

lminf inf A"({s€S: du(n) =

holds.

We remark that, if{ﬂ(")}n:m,,,, C M(S), then statement (ii) of Corollafy 1.11 always holds because
pM () > o0foralln =1,2,... . Corollary[T.I1 implies the following necessary and suffitieondition
for the convergence in total variation of finite signed mees@ﬂ(“)}nzl,gv___.

Corollary 1.12. Let (S,Y) be a measurable spac¢u™},—12. . C M(S), u be a measure of, and
{ﬂ,ﬂ(")}n:1,27___ be a sequence of finite signed measuresSormAssume thafi < p and 2™ < p(™
for eachn = 1,2,... . If the sequencé (™ },—; » . converges in total variation ta, then the sequence
{71}, 1 5. converges in total variation t@, that is,

lim sup | (S) — i(S)| = 0,

n—=o0 gex

if and only if the following two statements hold:



. d~(n)
(i) the sequencé d“(n) }n=1,2,... CONverges in measuyeto d“, and, therefore, there exists a subsequence

{d()

(k)
{dnr ) }n=12,... that convergegi-a.e. todL i

A }k:1,2,

(i) the following inequality holds:

dp(™

7 (n) . > —
i s s €8 = 17 Ty ()l 2 K =0,
where|i(™|(S) = [ \ZZEZ; )™ (ds), S € 3.
2 Proofs

For a measurable function: S — R, real number, and setS € ¥, we denote:
Sp>kx ={s€S :9g(s) > K}, Sgsr:={seS:g(s)>K},
So<i :={s€S :g(s) <K}, Sger:={s€S:g(s) <K}
The proof of Theorer 111 consists of four auxiliary lemmas.

Lemma2.1. Let(S,X) be a measurable spacéf ™, f},—1 .. be a sequence of measurable functions,
1 be a measure 08, and [1:2) hold for eacls > 0. Then there exists a subsequedgé™)};_, o  C

{#(™},_1.... such that[[TB) holds.

Proof. Fix an arbitrary= > 0. According to[[LR), there exists a sequefieg },— o .. such that
p(S_somprse) <275, k=1,2,... . Thus,

o9] &)

—k —K+1

M(UzO:KSf_f("k)Zg) < Z /’L(Sf—f("Lk)Zg) < Z 27" <27,
k=K k=K

K =1,2,... . Thereforeu(N%_; UX Sf—f<”k)25) =0, that is, for eachr > 0
p({s €S : lim inf f(")(s) < f(s) —e}) = 0.
—00
Thus, if (1.2) holds for each > 0, then [1.8) holds. O

Lemma 2.2. Let the assumptions of Theorém]1.1 hold. Then inequal) {nplies statement (i) from
Theoreni 1J1.

Proof. On the contrary, if statement (i) from Theoréml1.1 does ndi liben there exist a sequenfe;, —
00 }k=1,2,... and positive constants’ andé* such that

M(Sf—f(”k)za*) > (5*, k= 1,2, ces e (21)

Since the sequence of finite meaSU{ﬁén)}n=1727___ converges in total variation to the finite measure
there existd<; = 1,2,..., such that

5*
sup [1"(8) = p($)| £ T k=K K+ 1, (2.2)
sex



Therefore, inequalitie$ (2.1) ard (R.2) yield that

36"
4 )

pO (S pn5e) 2 k=K, Ki+1,.... (2.3)

Let us setC := [ |f(s)|u(ds). Note thatC' < oo, becausef € L*(S;u). Chebyshev’s inequality yields
that (S| >ar) < 5 for eachM > 0. Thus, inequality[(2]2) implies

u("k)(SmZ%_g) <5 h=KLKi+l (2.4)
Moreover, inequalitied (21.3) and (2.4) yield
5*
WSy ponsee \Syppae) = 0 k=KiKi+1,.. (2.5)

Indeed, fork = K1, K1 +1,...,

35* n n n
1 < ,U( k)(Sf_f(nk)Zg*) < N( k)(sz%') +ﬂ( k)(Sf_f(”k)Zg* \sz‘%)

*

< 5 S s \ S pppa0);

where the first inequality follows froni (2.3), the secondquality follows from subadditivity of the finite
measure.("+), and the third inequality follows froni.(2.4). Inequalify.Tl) implies the existence df, =
Ky, Ky +1,...such that

/ 78 () ds)
S

PRy TCISTORAC IRt

-/ F(s)uds) > ~=2

8
fff("k)ZS*\S\f\E%—g

(2.6)

for eachk = K, K> +1,... . The definition ofS; _ ;(n)~.. and inequalities (215) anf (2.6) yield that for
eachk = Ko, Ko +1,... .

*5*
</ F)™(ds)

o) 5 Sy 1> 4

Q

E3

- /S F(8)in(ds) = & HS ;s \ Sppppic)

B
f f(nk)>5 ’\S‘f‘>4
</
S

Therefore, foreack = Ko, Ko+ 1,...,

|

ES

F(5)u™) (ds) — /

g e g2 4¢ S )5 Sz 40

(2.7)
- /Sf(s)l {3 € Sf-f(”k)Zg* \sz% } p(ds) =

e*or
5




Since each functios — f(s)I {s €S)_ ) ser \S\f|>£}’ k = Ky, Ky +1,..., is measurable and
- iy 6*

absolutely bounded by the constéft and the sequence of finite measufgé?},,—1 »,... converges in total

variation toy € M(S),

LT {s €8 e \Sysg ™) (as)
_ /Sf(S)I {s €S)_ ) ser \sz%}u(ds) — 0, k — o0.
This contradics[(2]7). Therefore, inequality {1.1) implgatement (i) of Theoreim 1.1. O

Lemma 2.3. Let (S,Y) be a measurable spacéu™, y},—12.. C M(S), f € L*S;p), and f™ ¢
LY(S; u™), for eachn = 1,2,... . Then, inequality[{T]1) and statement (i) from Theofem 1dlyirstate-
ment (ii) from Theorem 11.1.

Remark 2.4. According to Lemmak 212 and 2.3, if the assumptions of Thedel hold, then inequality
(@.J) implies statements (i) and (ii) from Theorem]1.1.

Proof of Lemm&2Z]3For each)) € M(S) andg € L'(S; Q),
/ 9(s)Q(ds) — 0asK — +oc. (2.8)
Sg<-x

Therefore, statement (ii) of Theordm11.1 is equivalent ekistence of a natural numbat such that for
eache > 0
liminf  inf M) ()™ (ds) > —e. 2.9
T A G =9

Let us fix an arbitrary: > 0 and verify [2.9). According to inequality (1.1), there agid/; = 1,2,. ..
such that fom = Ny, N7 +1,...

3 f(n) (n) ds) — f d > £
é’Ielf </; (S),LL ( S) /L;V (S)M( S)) 2
Then, forn = Ny, Ny +1,...andK > 0,

[ ez [ e -5, (2.10)
Simy<_ Simy<_ 2
A <-K FM<-K
Direct calculations imply that, for = Ny, Ny + 1,... and forK > 0,
[ st = [ F(s)nds)
Spm<—k Sposma™pm <k
+ foulds) =~ [ 17)lntds) 2.11)
S pmys1MSpm)< g Sf<i-K
-/ F($)]lds)

F—p<—1



where the inequality holds becauSe_;m) .y N Symy<_ € Sp<i—x @NASy_ > N Spm<_g C

/ |f(s)|u(ds) = 0asK — +oo. (2.12)
Spe—rt1

Statement (i) of Theorein 1.1 yields thatS ;) _;-_,) — 0asn — oo. Therefore, since € LY(S; ),
there existsVo, = Ny, N1 + 1,... such that

/ F(s)lu(ds) <
S

s —p<—1
Thus [2.10) —[(Z.33) imply the existence of a natural numNesuch that for eack > 0 (2.9) holds.
Therefore, inequality(111) and statement (i) from Thed@efhimply statement (ii) from Theorem 1.1

, m=No,No+1,.... (2.13)

N ™

Lemma 2.5. Let the assumptions of Theoréml1.1 hold. Then statemeatsd(ijii) from Theorerf 1]1 yield
inequality [1.1).

Proof. Additivity of integrals and the property, that an infimum of@m of two functions is greater than or
equal to the sum of infimums, imply that, far= 1,2, ... andK > 0,

int ([ 70 as - [ soutas)

i (n) (n) _
zﬁqé £ ) - [ ﬂwwﬂ (2.14)
)<k rM<—k
+ inf ( / £ ()™ (ds) — / f(S)u(d8)>,
Sex Sf(")>7K Sf(")>7K
Note that, forn = 1,2,... andK > 0,
inf ( / £ ()™ (ds) — / f(S)u(d8)>
Sex S S
<K FM <k (2.15)
> in O as) < [ 1)),
n=12,... Jg S
fM <K FM<—K
Moreover, forn = 1,2,... andK > 0,
[ ueme s [ e [ ), 2.16)
Sf(n)ng Sp<—k+1 Sfff(7l)21

because, iff ") (s) < —K andf(s) > —K + 1, thenf™(s) < f(s) — 1 and, thus,f (" (s) < f(s) — 1.
Sincef € L*(S; i), thenu(Sy<_x4+1) — 0 asK — +oo. Therefore,

/ |f(s)|u(ds) - 0asK — +oc. (2.17)
Sf<—k+1
Due to [1.2) (S yny>1) — 0 @sn — oo. Similar to [2.17),

/S |f(s)|u(ds) — 0asn — co. (2.18)
F-fM>1



According to [Z.I#%) -[(2.18), inequality (1.1) follows frostatements (i) and (ii) of Theordm 1.1, if

e -
lim inf lim inf /(n, K) > 0, (2.19)
where, forn = 1,2,... andK > 0,
I(n,K):= inf ( / £ () (ds) — / f(S)u(d8)> .
Sex S S
F s K F>_k
The rest of the proof establishes inequality (2.19). We olasthat for each > 0
In,K)>1i(n,K)+ Is(n,K) + I3(n,K), n=1,2,..., (2.20)
where
n(n, K) = inf ( [ e - [ f(")(S)u(d8)> ,
Sex S S
1F ()| <K 1) < s
Iy(n, K) = in ( [ s - | f(S)u(dS)> ,
Sexs S S
FSQIPI e FSQIPI S
I3(n, K) = inf ( / £ ()™ (ds) — / f(S)u(d8)> :
Sex S S
FM>K 1M >k
Since{;(™},,—1 2. converges in total variation to, then;(n, K) — 0 asn — oo for eachK > 0.
Therefore,
lim inf lim inf I (n, K) = 0. (2.21)
K—+o00 n—o0
Forn=1,2,..., K > 0, ande > 0, the following inequalities hold:
Bn.K) > int (F7)(s) — £(5)) m(ds)
1<k Mg _ps e
vint [ (£(9) ~ £()) n(ds)
S5m0 <xMp_pm) e
> —eu(®) - [ Ol = [ Iflas)
Sipm <™ r )5 Sy_pn)se
and, therefore,
B0, K) = ~u8) ~ Kn(Sy_poos) = [ 1F)lu(ds)
Sposmse
Thus, due to[(T12) andl € L'(S; 1),
(2.22)

lim inf lim inf I5(n, K) > 0.
K—+o00 n—o0

Forn=1,2,... andK > 0, the following inequalities hold:

Iin, K) > K (u(")(sf(mZK N Ste<r) — 1(Spmsg N Sf(s)gx))
| e

— sup f(s)u(ds) > —K sup [u™(S) — u(S)| -
Sex Sf(s)>K

Sex /Sf(n)ZKQSf(s»K
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Therefore, since the sequen@é")}nzl,gv__ converges in total variation toand f € L'(S), then

lim inf lim inf I3(n, K) > 0. (2.23)

K—+o00 n—o0

Inequalities[(2.20)£(2.23) yiel@ (2.119). Therefore,sta¢nts (i) and (ii) of Theorem 1.1 imply inequality

()} O
Proof of Theorerh 111 Theoreni 111 follows directly from Lemmbas P[132.5; see alemBRK2.4. O
Proof of Corollary{1.3. Corollary[1.3 follows directly from Theorefn 1.1 becauseqnality (1.4) holds for
the sequence of nonnegative functiqfé™ },—; »..... O
Proof of Corollary1.4. Corollary[1.4 follows directly from Theorem 1.1. O
Proof of Corollary{1.6. Corollary[1.6 follows directly from Corollary 113. O

Proof of Corollary{L.8. Theoreni LI, being applied to the functidng f™},—1 2. and{—f, —f™},—12.,
yields Corollary 1.B. O

Proof of Corollary{L.®. Corollary{1.3, being applied to the functiofig, f™},—; 2 . and{—f,—f™},—12. ,
O

Proof of CorollarylI.I1.1f v € M(S), © be a finite signed measure 8pand? < v, then the Radon-
Nikodym derivativeZZ is pi-integrable, that isiZ € L'(S;v). This is true becausé. |2 |dv = ||v|| < cc.

Setf == 2, ) .= jﬁﬁzi ,n=1,2,.... Then TheoreriZl1 yields Corollafy 1]11. 0
Proof of Corollary(ZT.I2.Corollary[I.11, being applied tf, ji™, u, u™},—1 2. and
{—ft, =™ p, p™M},—1 2., yields CorollanfT.IP. O]

3 Counterexamples

Example 3.1 describes a probability spageX, 1) and a sequencgf, f(™1,,—; o.... of uniformly bounded
nonnegative measurable functions on it such that{ faf(™},—; » ... satisfy inequality[(L7); (b) inequality
(1.2) takes place for each> 0; (c) inequality [1.B) does not hold for the functigrand the entire sequence
{f(n)}n:LQ’m. This example also demonstrates that Corollary 1.6 is @afigra more exact statement than
the classic Fatou’s lemma.

Example3.1. LetS = [0,1], ¥ be the Boreb-field onS, 1™ = 1 be the Lebesgue measureSinf = 1,

and " (s) = 1 ~I{s € [, %']}, wherek = [logyn], j = n — 2", s € S, andn = 1,2, . Then
1
: () (g) _ - = lim ——— =
Jim | (F(s) = £(3))"nlds) = lim ogosy =0,

and, according to Remalk 1.5, inequallty {1.7) holds. Meeegfor eache > 0

p({seS: fM(s) < f(s)—e}) = m — 0asn — oo,

11



that is, convergence i (1.2) takes place for each(0. Moreover,
liminf f™(s) =0 < 1= f(s) for p-a.e.s € S,

n—oo

that is, inequality[{LI3) does not hold for the functiprand for the entire sequenég ™}, o .

Corollary[1.6 yields
1zliminf/f wu(ds) /f
n—oo

see equality((1]7) and Remdrk1l.5. But the classic Fatonisna implies

lzlﬂgf/f /Slgglgff )()u(ds) =
Therefore, Corollari/1]6 is a more exact statement thanléssic Fatou’s lemma. O

The following three examples demonstrate that the unifoatos lemma does not hold, if convergence
of measures in total variation is relaxed to setwise cormrg. In particular, the necessary condition fails
in Exampled_ 32 and 3.3, and the sufficient condition failEkample[3.4. As mention above, Fatou's
lemma, which is a sufficient condition for inequalify_{11.5hich is weaker that inequality (1.1) in the
uniform Fatou’s lemma, holds for setwise converging messand, if the notion of a limit of a function is
appropriately modified, it also holds for weakly convergmgasures; see Royden [4, p. 231], Serfdzo [5],
Feinberg et al[]1], and references therein.

Example 3.2 demonstrates that, if convergence in totahtian of finite measure{:u(")}nzm,___ to
in Corollary[1.8 is relaxed to setwise convergence, equ@lli@) implies neither statement (i) nor statement
(i) from Theoren{ 1.1, and therefore neither statementdi)statement (ii) from Corollary 11.8 holds. Thus,
inequality [1.1) does not yield either statement (i) orestant (ii) from Theorern 111, if the convergence in
total variation of finite measure{sl(“>}n:1,27___ to 1 in Theoren 1.1 is relaxed to setwise convergence.

Example3.2. LetS = [0,1], ¥ = B(S) be a Borelr-algebra orf,

n’

(n) 1 if 2k/2" < s < (2k +1)/2" fork =0,1,...,2" "1 —1;
9" (s) =

2 -1 otherwise,

f@(s) = —1/¢™(s), s € [0,1], n = 1,2,..., be the sequence of measurable functignde the
Lebesgue measure d0, 1], and f = —1. Consider the sequence of probability measyrés on [0, 1],
n=1,2,...,defined as

/ M (s)u(ds), Sex. (3.1)

The sequenc@u(”)}n:m,m converges setwise f@asn — oo. Indeed, according to Feinberg et al. [3,
Theorem 2.3], measures™ converge setwise to the measurgif M(”)(C) — u(C) for each open sef’
in [0,1]. Sincep™ ({0}) = u({0}) = ™ ({1}) = p({1}),n =1,2,..., thenu™(C) — u(C) for each
open set in [0, 1] if and only if (™ (C') — u(C) for each open sef' in (0,1). Choose an arbitrary open
setC'in (0,1). ThenC'is a union of a countable set of open disjoint intervals b;). Therefore, for each
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e > 0 there is a finite number. of open intervals{(a;,b;) : i = 1,...,n.} such thatu(C' \ C:) < ¢
whereC. = U (a;,b;). Due to|g™| < 2, we obtain thap(™ (C' \ C.) < 2¢ for eachn = 1,2,... .
since|u™ ((a,b)) — u((a,b))| < 1/2""1, n =1,2,..., for each intervala,b) C (0,1), this implies that
|1(CL) — p™(CL)| < eif n > N., whereN. is each natural number satisfying2-—! < ¢. Therefore, if
n > N. then|u™ (C) — u(C)| < [p™(CL) — w(CL)| + u(C\ Co) 4+ p™(C'\ C.) < 4e. This implies that
p™M(C) — u(C) asn — oo. Thusp™ converge setwise tp asn — oco.

Observe that fols,, = U2" "~1[2k/27, (2k + 1)/2"], n = 1,2, ...,

1 1

O (Sn) = 1(Sn) = ~(5 = 5-). (3.2)

So, the sequencig™},,—1 o does not converge in total variation gdbecause

1 1
dist(p\"™, pu) > 55 0 1,2,...
Equality [1.9) holds since
/fw )(ds) /f (ds) forallSex n=12,..., (3.3)

which is stronger tham (1.9). Thus, inequallty {1.1) alstiibo
Statement (i) from Theorem 1.1 does not hold since

p({ses: fM(s) §f(s)—1}):%, n=23....

Thus statement (i) from Corollafy 1.8 does not hold either.
Statement (ii) from Theorefn_1.1 does not hold since

1{1% /f(")(s)I{s €S : fM(s) < —K}u™(ds) = %, K > 1.
n=12,... g

Thus statement (ii) from Corollaty 1.8 does not hold either. O

Exampld_3.B demonstrates that, if convergence in totahtian of finite measure@(")}nzl,gv___ topin
Corollary[I.3, in which the functiong(™ are assumed to be nonnegative, is relaxed to setwise cemaerg
inequality [1.1) does not imply statement (i) from Theoter 1

Example3.3. LetS = [0,1], ¥ = B(S) be a Borelr-algebra orf,

1, if2k/2" < s < (2k+1)/2" fork =0,1,...,2"" 1 - 1;
g"(s) =17 | (3.4)
5 otherwise,

f™(s) :=1/9™(s),s € [0, ] =1,2,..., be the sequence of measurable functignise the Lebesgue
measure orj0, 1], and f = For the functionsy™ from (3.2), consider the sequence of probability
measureg™ on|0,1], n = 1, 2, ..., defined in[(31).

The sequencéu(™},—; 5. converges setwise o asn — oo, and [3.3) holds. These facts follows
from the same arguments as in Exanipld 3.2. In view_of (3.8quality [1.1) holds. Statement (i) from
TheoreniLIl does not hold singé{s € S : f™(s) < f(s) -1} =2, n=1,2,... . O
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Example 3% demonstrates that statements (i) and (ii) framoary[1.8 do not imply inequality (111)
and therefore they do not imply equalify (IL.9), if convergeim total variation of finite measurégs ™}, o,
to 1 in Corollary[1.8 is relaxed to setwise convergence. Theeefstatements (i) and (ii) from Theoréml1.1
do not yield inequality[(T]1), if the convergence in totatiation of finite measure$u(”)}n:172,__ topin
Theoren 1.1l is relaxed to setwise convergence.

Example 3.4. Consider a measurable spg€e¥) and a sequencgu(™},—1 2. C M(S) that converges
setwise to a measuygeon S such that

liminf inf <,u(”)(5) - ,u(S)) < 0.

n—oo SeX
For example, in view of (3]12), the measurable spaces anduresadefined in Example3.2 can be considered
for this example. Lef = f =1, n=1,2,....
Note that, statements (i) and (ii) from Corollary]1.8 hold§ statements (i) and (ii) from Theorém]1.1
hold. Moreover, since

lim inf inf </s £ ()™ (ds) — /Sf(s)u(ds)> = lim inf inf <u(")(S) - u(S)) <0,

n—oo Se¥ n—oo Sex
then neither inequality_(11.1) nor equalify (11.9) holds. O
We remark that the functiong and f(™, n = 1,2, ..., are nonnegative in Example 8.4. Therefore,

unlike the case of measures converging in total variatistiieed in Corollary 118, even for nonnegative
functions f and £, the validity of statement (i) from Theorefn_1.1 is not necgssar the validity of
inequality [1.1) in the case of setwise converging measures
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