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EXTREMAL PROPERTIES OF RADEMACHER FUNCTIONS
WITH APPLICATIONS TO THE KHINTCHINE
AND ROSENTHAL INEQUALITIES
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G. SCHECHTMAN, AND J. ZINN

ABSTRACT. The best constant and the extreme cases in an inequality of H.P.
Rosenthal, relating the p moment of a sum of independent symmetric random
variables to that of the p and 2 moments of the individual variables, are com-
puted in the range 2 < p < 4. This complements the work of Utev who has
done the same for p > 4. The qualitative nature of the extreme cases turns
out to be different for p < 4 than for p > 4. The method developed yields
results in some more general and other related moment inequalities.

1. INTRODUCTION

The original motivation for this research was to obtain the best constants in
Rosenthal’s inequality for sums of independent symmetric random variables. Rosen-
thal’s inequality, [R], which generalizes the classical Khintchine inequality, has the
following formulation: Let (X;) be a sequence of independent symmetric random
variables. Then for every p, 2 < p < oo, there exists a constant D), such that:

Mp({Xi}) <| ZXinp < DpMp({Xi})a

where

) =max{ (L 1x08) . (i)

Here and in the sequel, the symbol || X||,, denotes the L,—norm of a random variable
X. Rosenthal’s proof gave only exponentials of p estimates on the growth rate of D),
as p — oo. Later on Johnson, Schechtman and Zinn [JSZ] proved that the actual
growth rate of D, is p/log p. The latter result was later generalized by Talagrand [T]
to Banach space valued random variables (with(3" || X;]|3)"/? replaced by || 3 Xi]|2).
In [KS], Kwapieri and Szulga obtained a simpler proof of Talagrand’s result. After
most of our work was completed, we were informed by Kwapien that for p > 4 the

Received by the editors December 22, 1994.

1991 Mathematics Subject Classification. Primary 60E15, 60G50; Secondary 26D07, 46E30.

Key words and phrases. Khintchine inequality, Rosenthal inequality, Orlicz function, extremal
problem, Rademacher functions.

The first, second and fourth authors were participants in the NSF Workshop in Linear Analysis
& Probability, Texas A&M University.

Professors Hitczenko, Johnson, and Zinn were supported in part by NSF grants.

Johnson, Schechtman and Zinn were supported in part by US-Israel Binational Science
Foundation.

©1997 American Mathematical Society

997



998 T. FIGIEL ET AL.

problem of finding the exact value of the constant D, was solved by Utev in [U2].
He showed that D,, can be taken to be equal to ||P(1)]|,, where P(1) denotes the
symmetrized Poisson random variable with parameter 1. In the present paper we
will concentrate on the case 2 < p < 4. We will show that, if 2 < p < 4, then the
optimal Dy, is given by D, = (1+ Hg||g)1/ P where g is a standard Gaussian random
variable. Note that Dy = 1 so that the function p — D, is discontinuous at 2.

In trying to solve the problem we found it very helpful to consider Orlicz functions
® other than just power functions. Also, we found it convenient to look at the
problem as an extremal problem related to that inequality. This approach seems
to be helpful also in connection with other probabilistic inequalities and, in fact,
has been used for quite some time. The general line of argument is as follows:
given a moment inequality for sums of random variables, we first try to formulate
a related extremal problem and find conditions under which the solution of that
problem is given by linear combinations of (at most) two valued random variables.
Solving an extremal problem usually requires a convexity type condition on the
Orlicz function. Once the extremal problem is solved we try to find an analytic
condition on the Orlicz function ® that would be equivalent to (or at least sufficient
for) the convexity condition to be satisfied. Then, using special properties of linear
combinations of Rademacher functions, we will identify the best constant. To make
our discussion more meaningful, let us consider the classical Khintchine inequality:
Let (e;) be a Rademacher sequence (i.e. a sequence of i.i.d. symmetric random
variables taking on values 1 and —1). Then, for every p, 0 < p < oo, there exist
constants A, and By, such that for every sequence (a;) of real numbers one has that

1/2 1/p 1/2
n n n
A2 a ) < (Bl asl") <By| ) g
j=1 j=1 j=1

Once such an inequality is proved, one may want to find the best possible con-
stant appearing in the above inequality as well as in inequalities which are exten-
sions of Khintchine’s inequality to Orlicz functions. This problem has quite a long
history. In the case of power function it was solved by Haagerup [H] for the whole
range of p, 0 < p < co. Several partial results were obtained earlier by Whittle
[W], Eaton [E1], [E2], Steckin [S], Young [Y], Szarek [Sz].

For p > 2, Haagerup proved that B, = | g||p, where g is the standard Gaussian
random variable. The case p > 3 was obtained by Whittle [W] [the result is stated
for any p > 2 but the proof is incorrect if 2 < p < 3]. Whittle’s paper apparently
was unnoticed. The only reference prior to 1992 we are aware of is in [Pe]. Whittle’s
argument, based on Schur convexity, was essentially repeated in [E1] and [K].

Given Haagerup’s result, the right-hand side of Khintchine’s inequality can be
rewritten as

p/2

n n n
E> aje P <|lgln | Y a3 =E|> a;g,l",
j=1 j=1 j=1

where (g;) is a sequence of independent copies of g. One can now ask whether the
inequality

n n
E|Y oje,lP < B X,
j=1 j=1



EXTREMAL PROPERTIES OF RADEMACHER FUNCTIONS 999

is true for all sequences of independent, symmetric random variables {X; : j =
1,...,n} where 0J2- =FX JQ More generally, one can ask: for which Orlicz functions

® do we have
E @(Zajej) <FE @(ZXJ-),
j=1 j=1

for all sequences (X)) as above? In other words we would like to prove that within
a certain class of Orlicz functions ®, given an integer n, and nonnegative numbers
01,02,...,0y,, the minimum of

E @(i XZ->

over all sequences of independent, symmetric random variables X1,..., X, such
that F X7 = o7 is achieved when each of the X;’s is (at most) two valued.
Suppose for a moment that the inequality

E @(Zajaj) <E @(Z)@)
j=1 i=1
holds. Then, since ® is an even function, for any symmetric random variable X,
with 02 = F X2, we have
E®(b+oec)=E®(be’' +oe)<E®(be'+X)=E®(b+ X),

where ¢’ is independent of ¢ and X. Denoting by . integration with respect to
the Rademacher function ¢, the above inequality can be equivalently written as

E.®(b+VEX?2:e)<E®(b+VX2%e).
This implies that the necessary condition on ® is that the function
Uy(t) = E.®(b+1e)

is convex on R¥ for every b € R™. It is now not hard to notice that it is also a
sufficient condition for the minimality of Rademacher functions. Indeed, if Uy(+)
is convex on [0,00) for a certain b, then for every nonnegative random variable Y
with EY < oo, using Jensen’s inequality, we get U,(EY) < ET,(Y). Let X be a
symmetric random variable with £ X2 = 02 < oo and let Y = X2. Then

Ed(b+X)=E®Db+VYe)=EU,(Y)> U (EY)=Uy(0%) = Ed(b+0¢).

Thus, if Uy(-) is convex on [0, 00) for each b, then by conditioning, we get for any
sequence X1, Xo,..., X, of independent, symmetric random variables satisfying
EFX ]2 = 012» < 00,

n—1 n—1
E @(ij+xn) 2E<D<2Xj+an6n)

Jj=1 J=1
n—2 n—2

=F (I)<ZXj+Un5n+Xn—l) > F (I)<2Xj+0'n5n+an—15n—l>
Jj=1 J=1

2.-.2E<1>< ajej).
=1

J
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Thus, the extremal problem is completely solved and the resulting convexity
condition on @ is that the function

t—t) = 5 (B4 VD) + 20— V)

should be convex.

The next step is to find an analytic or “b free” characterization of those Orlicz
functions ® for which Wy(¢) is convex for each b. As we shall see in Section 3,
this condition is equivalent to ®”(t) being continuous and convex on R. Thus, we
obtain the following

Theorem 1.1. Let ® be an Orlicz function and (0;) a sequence of nonnegative
numbers. Then the inequality

E @(iaja]) <E @(i)@)

holds for all sequences (X;) of independent symmetric random variables with EX?
= o2 if and only if the function ® is of class C* and the function ®" is convex on

R.

The above theorem was obtained independently by Pinelis and is contained in
[P]. Within the class of functions ®(¢) = |¢|P the condition is satisfied if and only
if p > 3 or p = 2. It should be noted here that for p > 4 the above result can be
deduced from Theorem 5 of [U2]. Clearly, to obtain Whittle’s result it suffices to
take X; = o;g;, where (g;) is a sequence of i.i.d. copies of a standard Gaussian
random variable.

Our approach to Rosenthal’s inequality follows the same pattern. We formulate
an appropriate extremal problem and find conditions that would guarantee that the
solution of the problem with given constraints is given by a linear combination of
Rademacher functions. This requires a convexity condition on ® and we character-
ize analytically that condition. We then use the minimality property of Rademacher
functions (Theorem 1.1 above) to identify the best constant. Unfortunately, there
are some problems here. Perhaps the most obvious obstacle is caused by the fact
that Theorem 1.1 requires that the function ®” be convex, an assumption that
is not satisfied for 2 < p < 3. In the case of power functions one could escape
this difficulty by using Haagerup’s result, but the only known proof of the latter
is quite involved and does not seem to extend to more general functions. For this
reason we will take a different path. We will prove some additional inequalities for
linear combinations of Rademacher functions that will enable us to find the exact
value of D,. Those inequalities, obtained in Section 4, reveal extreme properties of
Rademacher random variables and we believe that they are of independent interest.

Another problem with Rosenthal’s inequality is that it is not entirely clear what
is the most convenient formulation of the extremal problem. Since Rosenthal’s
inequality involves two constraints; namely Y E ®(X;) and ) E X7, it seems rea-
sonable to subtract one of those two terms from E®(}° X;) and maximize the
difference. This and some computer experiments suggested the following formula-
tion: Given an Orlicz function ® and positive numbers o1, ..., 0, find

n n

sup{ E®(DX;) - ZE(I)(XJ) ;

Jj=1
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where the supremum is taken over all sequences {X; : j = 1,...,n} of independent
symmetric random variables with F X? = UJ2-, 1 < j < n. More precisely, we will
seek a condition on ® which will ensure that the solution of this extremal problem
is given by X; = oj¢;. Let us notice that in this formulation we want to solve the
extremal problem with o1, ..., 0, fixed, rather than having o = (3. 07)'/? fixed, as
one should expect from the very form of Rosenthal inequality. Nonetheless, as will
be seen later, in two cases in which we will identify the constant in a generalized
form of Rosenthal inequality, the constant will depend only on ¢ and ) E®(X;).

We would like to mention that the point of view of Utev’s paper is essentially
the same; he deals with the problem of maximizing E ®(} X;) with Y7 E X7 and
> E®(X;) being fixed, and finds a (quite complicated) convexity condition under
which the solution is given by three valued symmetric random variables. He then
checks that that condition is satisfied for power functions as long as p > 4, and
proves that (X;) can be taken to be i.i.d. This allows one to identify the optimal
value of D,, as the L,~norm of a constant multiple of a symmetrized Poisson random
variable. The constants of both multiplication and parameter depend on the values
of Y3 E X7 and ) E®(X;). Since Utev’s paper is practically unavailable, and since
we have obtained a different proof of his result (as well as a similar result for
nonnegative random variables), we plan to discuss this in a subsequent publication,
now in preparation.

The paper is organized as follows. In the next section we discuss briefly some
assumptions on Orlicz functions that are needed later and the basic properties they
imply. The proof of Theorem 1.1 is finished in Section 3, and there we also derive a
corollary to that theorem which generalizes a result of Haagerup ([H], Lemma 5.2).
In Section 4 we prove some inequalities involving Rademacher functions that are
used in subsequent sections. Section 5 contains a solution of the extremal problem
related to Rosenthal’s inequality, while in Sections 6 and 7 we derive the value of
that constant (under some additional assumptions on Orlicz functions). Section 8
contains an example showing that the constants obtained are the best possible. We
have made some effort to find the weakest possible conditions on Orlicz functions.
Some negative results showing the impossibility of further extensions of several of
our inequalities are gathered in Section 9.

2. AUXILIARY FACTS ABOUT ORLICZ FUNCTIONS

Let us recall that a convex, even function ® : R — R satisfying ®(0) = 0 is called
an Orlicz function. An Orlicz function ® is 2-convex if the function t — ®(v/1) is
convex. In the case of power functions ®(¢t) = |¢|?, this means that p > 2. Since
U(t)/t is an increasing function on R* whenever ¥ is convex, our assumption on
® implies that ®(t)/t? is an increasing function of ¢ for ¢+ > 0. Hence there exists a
finite limit

and moreover one has ®(t) > Gt2. If ® is twice differentiable then G = 1" (0). In
most interesting cases, including power functions other than the squaring function,
G is equal to zero.

We have
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Lemma 2.1. Suppose that ® is a 2-convex Orlicz function. Then for every b, x in
R we have that

E®(b+ ze) > (b) + D(x).

Proof. For every real b, z, using Jensen’s inequality and the superadditivity of the
convex function ®(1/z) one obtains

E®(b+ze) =EP(\/(b+ z€)?) > P(VE (b+ z€)?) = D(V 1% + 22)
>0(Vb2) + ®(Va2) = ®(|b]) + (|z]) = B(b) + B ().
This completes the proof. O

From the above lemma, by easy induction, using Fubini’s theorem, we obtain the
following inequality sometimes referred to in this paper as the cotype inequality for
Orlicz functions. For every sequence X7, ..., X, of independent symmetric random
variables one has

n n
E®() X)) > E¥(X,).

i=1 i=1
Observe that if ¥ is an even nonnegative function on R such that ¥(/z) is concave
on [0,00) and ¥(0) = 0, then the same argument shows that a reverse inequality
holds.

Some problems which we consider involve a description of all those Orlicz func-
tions which satisfy a particular family of inequalities. In certain cases the respective
sets of Orlicz functions are easily seen to be convex cones; that is, if ®; and ®o
are in the set then so is a®; + bPs for any a,b > 0. In some instances, checking
that certain conditions are satisfied by all functions in a convex cone is somewhat
simpler for specific functions ®, than for an arbitrary Orlicz function in the cone.
In such cases it suffices to check the conditions for functions ®, that are on extreme
rays of the closure (in an appropriate topology) of the given cone (cf. eg. [Ph],
Chapter 2 for more details).

To illustrate this let us consider the closure in the pointwise topology of the cone
of all Orlicz functions ® such that ®(v/%) is convex. The extreme points of that
cone are functions of the form {®,; a > 0}, where ®,(t) = (t2 — a?),. Therefore,
in order to prove Lemma 2.1 it would be enough to prove it for functions ®,; that
is, to prove

Lemma 2.1’. The inequality
E®(b+te) > ®(b) + (1)

is valid for every Orlicz function ® of the form ®(t) = ®,(t) = (t? — a?)4, where
a>0.

Proof. Tt suffices to consider the case where 0 < b < t. Fix a > 0 and put
G(a,b,t) =2(E®(b+ te) — D(b) — (b))

where ® = ®,. We will consider three cases.
If t < a, then G(a,b,t) =®(b+1t) > 0.
If a <t <b+ a, then

G(a,b,t) =B(b+t) — 28(t) — 28(b) = a® + b* + 2bt — t2 — 2B(b)
>2(b* — ®(b)) > 0.
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Finally, if t > b+ a, then
G(a,b,t) = D(b+1t) + O(t — b) — 28(t) — 28(b) = 2(b* — D(b)) > 0,
which completes the proof. O

Of course, in this case the direct proof given in Lemma 2.1 is even simpler, but
there are situations in which using the extreme rays of certain cones of functions
will be useful, or is in fact, the only method of proof we are aware of. Let us briefly
describe two cones we will need.

Consider the linear space C of even functions on R equipped with the pointwise
topology. Let O C C denote the cone of 2-convex Orlicz functions. Let Oz 3 be the
subcone of O consisting of those ® € O such that the function ®” is concave on
(0,00). Also, consider the cone Oz 4 consisting of those Orlicz functions ® € O for
which the function ¢ — ®”(1/1) is concave on R*. Our notation is explained by the
fact that the Orlicz function ®(¢) = [¢|P is in Og; if and only if 2 <p <4, i = 3,4.
We will need the following

Lemma 2.2.

(a) @ € Oy3 if and only if it is in the pointwise closure of the cone of functions
generated by the family {®, : 0 < a < oo}, where ®y(t) = t? and for a > 0

It*, if |t] < a;
a(3t? — 3alt| + a?), otherwise.

@u(t) = It — (1] — )} = {

(b) ® € Oq.4 if and only if it is in the pointwise closure of the cone of functions
generated by the family {®, : 0 < a < oo}, where ®y(t) = t? and for a > 0

t4, if |t] < a;

P, (t) =t — (It| — ) Ba+t]) =
®) (It = @) Ba + 8 a®(6t? — 8alt| + 3a?), otherwise.

Moreover, if ® € Oz, i = 3,4, then there exists a sequence (F,) of convex
combinations of the respective ®,’s such that the sequences (F,), (F}), (F))
converge to ®, ®', " respectively, uniformly on compact subsets of R.

Proof. We will prove part (a) only. The second part follows an analogous pattern,

using at some moment the substitution z «— 2.

For f € C?*(R), g € C(R) and s € R, we let
D=1 ad () = [ (= e

Clearly, D*(Hg) = g, if g € C(R), and H(D?*(®)) = @, if ® € O3 3. Observe that
o, = H(¢,), where

6 min(|z],a), if 0<a < oo

¢alx) :DQ(@a)(x) = {2 ifa=0.

Now, let (a;)$2, be an enumeration of the nonnegative rational numbers (say,
with ag = 0). Given ® € Oz 3 and n > 0, let F,, = Hf,, where f,, € C(R) is a
unique piecewise linear, even function with nodes only at N,, = {£a; : 0 < i < n},
such that f,,(a;) = D*(®)(a;) for 0 < i < n and f,(t) = D*(®)(a;) for t > a; =
sup N,,. Since D?(®) is nonnegative, even and concave on [0,00), so are the f,’s.
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It follows that one can write f, = Z?:o Sin®a; Where s;, >0 for 0 <i<n < oo
and hence

H(fn) = Z Si,nH((baqy) = Z Si,nq)ai .
=0 =0

It is easy to verify that f, — D?(®) uniformly on compact subsets of R and this
implies the almost uniform convergence of (F,) and (F))) to ® and ®’, respectively.
Thus the sequence (F},) has all the required properties.

It remains to prove that Oz 3 is a closed subset of R® in the topology of pointwise
convergence. To this end, let (®,)aca be a net of elements of Oz 3 which converges
pointwise to a function ®. We have to prove that ® € Oy 3.

One can show that then there is ¢ € C(R) such that the net (D?(®,)) converges
to ¢ almost uniformly on R\ {0}, and H¢ = ®. Since it is clear that ¢ € D?*(Oz3),
we can conclude that ® = H¢p € Oy 3. However, we shall verify only a weaker fact.

Clearly, we may assume that sup, (1) = M < co. Then, for each «, one has

1 " _ ! " ! " —
gfba(l) = /) (1 —x)®, (1) de < /0 (1 —=2)®,(z)dx = Dy(1) < M,

and hence one has 0 < ®”(z) < 6M max(1,|z|) < oo, for z € R. Therefore the
sets {®,, : a € A} and {®,, : @ € A} are uniformly bounded and equicontinuous on
each compact subset of R. In particular, using Ascoli’s theorem and the diagonal
procedure, we can select a sequence (P, ) such that lim, ®,, () = ®(x) for each
x € R. Now, using Helly’s theorem, we can find a further subsequence (f,) of
(@4, ) such that ¢(z) = lim,, D? f,,(z) exists for each z € (—o0,0) U (0, 00). Putting
#(0) = inf 20 ¢(x), we have ¢ € C'(R), because ¢ is an even, nonnegative function
that is concave in (0,00) and continuous at 0. Obviously, for each z, one has
(Ho)(z) = H(lim,, D?f,,)(z) = lim,(HD?f,)(x) = lim,, f,(x) = ®(x). This shows
that ® € Oy 3 and completes the proof. O

As we will see later on (cf. Theorem 5.1 and the discussion following it) we will
link the cone Oz 4 to a “convexity axiom” on ® that will appear naturally in the
context of an extremal problem for Rosenthal’s inequality.

3. MORE ON KHINTCHINE’S INEQUALITY

In this section we will complete the proof of Theorem 1.1. In view of the discus-
sion in Section 1 it suffices to prove the following:

Proposition 3.1. Let ® be an Orlicz function. The following two conditions are
equivalent:

(a) For every b in R the function t — E ®(b+ /te) is convex.
(b) the function ® is of class C? and the function ®" is convex on R.

Remark. A third equivalent condition could be added; namely,

(c) @ is in the pointwise closure of the cone generated by the family of functions
{®,: a >0}, where

D, (t) = (2 — a?),.
This fact, however, will not be used in the paper.

Proposition 3.1 is an immediate consequence of the following two lemmas.
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Lemma 3.2. Let ® be an Orlicz function. Given b > 0, consider the following
conditions:

(1) the function x — ®(b+ \/|z|) + ®(b — +/|z|) is convex on R.
(ii) ® is differentiable on R and the function x — L(®'(b+ z) — ®'(b — z)) is
increasing in (0, 00).
(i73) @ is twice differentiable on R and for each x € R one has
2(®"(b+z)+®"(b—2)) - (®(b+2z)—d(b—-2)) >0.

(iv) ® is of class C? on R and the function ®" is convexr on R.
Then
(1v) = (#i1) = (i1) = (4).
Proof. The implications (i#4) = (i7) = (i) are routine, while (iv) = (¢ii) follows
from the estimate

b+x 1 "y _
‘b/(b+$)—‘1>/(b—$):/ ‘I)H(U)d’UJSQ:L’(I) (b+z)+ @"(b $)
b

2

—X

|

We conclude the proof of Proposition 3.1 by showing that if the condition (4)
holds for every b > 0 then (iv) is satisfied.

Lemma 3.3. Let @ be an Orlicz function that satisfies condition (i) for every b > 0.
Then ®" is continuous and conver on R; that is, ® satisfies (iv).

Proof. If one assumes in addition that ® is of class C?, then the proof is very
simple Namely, let (b,)52 1 be a sequence of positive numbers tending to 0. Put
fa(2) = b;2(@(/]2] + by) + ©(\/]2| — by) — 2®(by,)). Then each fn is a convex
functlon on R and hence so is the pointwise limit lim, o fn(z) = ®” \/ |x])

The argument which avoids unnecessary assumptions is somewhat lengthler Let
¢ be a nonnegative C* function on R such that ¢(z) = 0if |z| > 3 and [ ¢(z) dz =
1. Put force Randn=1,2,...

d
Ba) = [ notmlu— 1)@
Clearly, the ®,,’s are even functions that have four continuous derivatives in R\ {0}.
It is also clear that lim, o ®,(z) = ®(x) for = € R.

Notice that, if ®(z) = |x|3, then the ®,’s are multiples of ®, hence they do not
have a third derivative at 0. We will see, however, that the ®,’s are of class C? on
R.

Observe first that the ®,,’s satisfy condition () for every b > 0. Indeed, one has

B (b4 ) + ol VE) = [ moln(u— 1))

U(z,u) = @(S + \/;) +q>(% - %).

By our assumption, for every u > 0, the function ¥(-,u) is convex in [0,00). It
follows that ®,, satisfies condition (i) for every b > 0.

It is now obvious that ®/ (0) = 0. Indeed, if we had ¢ = lim, 1o ®,(x)/x # 0,
then the function x +— lims_, 1o ®,(sz)/s = c|x| would also satisfy condition (i) for

where
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b > 0, which is false. Using the monotonicity and the Darboux property of ® , we
conclude that ®,, is of class C! on R.

Now observe that ®!' is convex in (0, 00). Indeed, suppose that for some g > 0
we had (®!/)"(xg) < 0 (here we use the C* condition). Then the function ®” would
be strictly concave in some neighborhood U of zy. Pick numbers 0 < z < b so that
[b—x,b+ x] C U. Then we obtain

o (b+z)— P, (b—x)

_ /b-i-w & () du > b+ x) ; (b—=) (@) (b—x) + @ (b+ ).
b

—X

On the other hand, differentiating at ¢ = z the function
tg(t) = (P (b+1) — (b —1))/1,
which by (z4) is nondecreasing, we obtain that
0<g'(x) = 2(P(b—2) + P (b +2)) — (T, (b+z) — T, (b~ x)) /2.

This contradiction shows that @/ is convex in (0,00). It follows that ®!” is nonde-
creasing in (0, 00).

Suppose that @/’ (o) < 0 for some g > 0. Then @/ is decreasing in the interval
(0,z0]. Tt follows that @] (zo) = P} (xo) — ®,,(0) > 0P/ (x9). This, however,
contradicts the fact that the function z +— @/ (z)/x has a nonnegative derivative in
(0, 00).

Thus we have proved that ®!/ is nondecreasing in (0,00). It follows that ®/,
is convex and nonnegative in [0,00). Since ®,(0) = 0, there is a limit C' =
lim, .10 @), (x)/x. Using L’Hospital’s rule we find that C' = lim,_. o ®//(x). Since
! is odd and P!/ is even, this proves that there exists ®//(0) = C and the function
! is continuous at 0.

Hence, using Helly’s theorem, we can find a subsequence (n;)$2; of positive
integers so that each of the sequences (®;,.), (®;,.), (®;/) converges pointwise on
R. Using the equicontinuity, one obtains easily that the sequences (®;, ) and (®;,.)
converge almost uniformly on R. (The pointwise convergence of the sequence of
monotone functions (@) provides an easy argument to show that the functions
(®5,.) are equicontinuous on every bounded interval.) It follows that the function
® has two continuous derivatives on R. Moreover, the even function ®” is convex
on R and nondecreasing in [0,00), being the limit of the sequence (@), ). This
completes the proof of Lemma 3.3 and thus also of Proposition 3.1. O

We would like to close this section with a result that is a direct consequence of
Theorem 1.1 and which extends Lemma 5.2 of [H].

Corollary 3.4. Let X = > "' | a;e; and suppose that ® is an Orlicz function of
class C? and that ®" is convex. Then

E®"(X)EX*>FEd(X)X.

Proof. Let Y be a random variable such that EY? = ¢2 = EX2 and EXY = 0.
Observe that for each ¢ € R one has E (cos pX +sin ¢Y)? = o2. Put

f(¢) = E®(cos pX + sin ¢Y).
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Since @ is of class C?, as long as Y satisfies an appropriate integrability condition
we have

(¢) = E®'(cos pX + sin Y )(—sin X + cospY),
and
f"(¢) =E ®"(cos $X + sin ¢Y ) (—sin ¢ X + cos ¢Y)?
+E ®'(cos ¢ X + sin @Y )(— cos pX — sin ¢pY'),
hence
f'(0) = E®'(X)Y, f"(0)=E®"(X)Y? - Ed(X)X.
Thus if f has a local minimum at 0, then
Ed'(X)Y =0, Ed"(X)Y? > Ed (X)X.
Now suppose that ¥ = Y | a;e; is independent of X and identically dis-
tributed as X and that ®” is a convex function on R. By Theorem 1.1, the
function f has a local minimum at 0, because for each fixed ¢ the random vari-

ables aj(cos ger +sin¢e}), . . ., an(cos ¢e, + sin gel, ) have the same variances as the
sequence ai€i, ..., a,€y. 1t follows that

E®'(X)EX?>Ed (X)X,

as required.

4. RADEMACHER INEQUALITIES

In this section we establish some inequalities involving the behavior of linear
combinations of Rademacher random variables in certain Orlicz spaces. Those
inequalities will be used later and we believe that they are interesting in their own
right. We begin with a technical lemma:

Lemma 4.1. If ® is an Orlicz function such that ®" is a concave function in
[0,00), then for each b > 0 the following inequality holds for all 0 <v < u

E®' (b + ue + ve') (ue’ — ve) + v® (u) — ud’(v) > 0.
Proof. By Lemma 2.2 (a), it suffices to prove the inequality for the functions {®, :
0 < a < oo}, where for z € R
Dqo(z) = [a]®  (|2] - a)}.
Putfor0<v<wuandb>0
Guw(b) = E® (b + ue + ve')(ue’ — ve).

Hence we should prove that gy, (b) + v®, (u) — u®,(v) > 0. Observe first that
®! is convex in [0,00), because ®” is nondecreasing in [0,00). It follows that

Pq(v) < (v/u) P (u).
Observe that if b > a + u + v, then one has
Guv(b) = E (6a(b + ue + ve') — 3a*)(ue’ — ve) = 0.

Since v®/ (u) — ud’ (v) > 0, our inequality is true for every b > a + u + v. Since
Gu,v is a C! function, then the proof of the inequality can be reduced to the case
where either b =0 or else b € (0,a + u + v) is a critical point of the function g, ..



1008 T. FIGIEL ET AL.

We will find all such critical points b and verify the inequality in each case. Since
for every b one has gy (b) = gu,0(b) = 0, we will assume below that 0 < v < u. We
obtain easily that

(b) =E ®7(b + ue + ve')(ue’ — ve)

:%(u —0)E®(b+ (u+v)e)e — %(u +0)E®)(b+ (u—wv)e)e.

a
b

Let I3, s denote the unique straight line passing through the points (b—s, @7 (b—s))
and (b+s, @)/ (b+s)). Thus, if b is a critical point of g, ., then the slopes of the lines
Iy u—v and lp y+o are equal. This observation leads to an easy classification of all
such cases, because ®/ is a rather simple function; namely, ®”(x) = 6 min{|z|, a}.

First consider the case where both slopes are zero. Since b > 0, the line I s
cannot be horizontal unless the set S = {b — s,b + s} is disjoint from the interval
(—a,a). It follows that for z € S one has &, (z) = 6ax — 3a’sign(z). Thus we find
that

Guw(d) = E® (b+uec +ve')(ue' —ve) = —3a>E sign(b+ ue + ve')(ue’ — ve).

Since b < a+ u + v, we have b — (u +v) < —a, hence only two subcases need to be
distinguished: b — (u — v) < —a, or else b — (u — v) > a. The first subcase is easy,
because it implies that gy, (b) = 2a?((v — u) + (u +v)) = 3a*v > 0.

In the second subcase we have gy, (b) = $a*(v—u) < 0. However, in this subcase
we have u > v > a, because 20 =b— (u —v) — (b— (u+v)) > a — (—a). Therefore
v® (u) — ud, (v) = v(6au — 3a?) — u(6av — 3a?) = 3a%(u — v) > —Gu,u(b).

Now consider the case where both slopes are equal to 1. This is possible if and
onlyif 0 <b— (u+v) <b+u+v < a. It follows that in this case

Guw(b) = E® (b + ue + ve')(ue' — ve) = 3E (b + ue + ve')*(ue’ — ve) = 0.

A special case results if b = a. Then the slope of the line [} s equals %, for
0 < s < a, and hence it does not depend on s. In terms of u and v this corresponds
to the case where 0 < 2v < u4v < a = b. Observe that, since @/ (a+s)—P/ (a—s) =
6a(a+ s) — 3a% — 3(a — s)? = 12as — 352, we have
Guv(b) =E @, (b + ue + ve') (ue’ — ve)
1

:Z((u —0)(®,(a+u+v)— P, (a—u—0v))

— (u+0)(®(a+u—0v) =P (a—u+v))

1 3
:Z(u —v)(u+v)(=3u+v)+3u—v)) = —§U(u —v)(u+v).

Hence in this case we have
Gu,w(b) + 0@ (u) — ud'(v) = —gv(u —v)(u +v) + 3(vu? — w?) = gv(u —v)? > 0.

Now an elementary geometric argument (or a simple computation) shows that
no other case is possible (besides those we have listed) in which 0 < b < a + u + v,
0 <wv < u and the lines {} 44, and {; ,,—, are parallel.

Hence the proof of our inequality will be complete once we verify it in the case
where b =0 and 0 < v < u. Observe that, since ®/, is an odd function, we have

Guw(0) = E®/ (ue + ve')(ue’ — ve) = %(@:l(u +v)(u —v) — & (u—v)(u+v)).
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Put
h(a,u,v) = %(fl)g(u +v)(u—v) — ) (u—v)(u+v))+ v, (u) — ud (v).

Since h(0,u,v) = 0 and h is of class C1, it will suffice if we show that 6%h(a, u,v) >0
fora>0,0<v<u.
Note that i@’ '(z) = 6(x — a)4+ for z > 0. Therefore,

;(;9 ha,u,v) = (u—v)(u+v—a)y —(u+v)(u—v—a)y
+2v(u—a); —2u(v—a)4.

If 0 < @ < min{u — v, v}, then the above expression is positive, being equal to 2au.
If a > max{u — v, v}, then the expression is nonnegative. Finally, if v < a < u — v,
then the expression equals 2au + 2u(v — a) = 2uv > 0 and if u —v < a < v, then it
equals 2au + (u+v)(u —v —a) = (u+v+a)(u—v) > 0. This completes the proof
of the lemma. |

Now we are ready to prove the following:

Proposition 4.2. If ® is an Orlicz function such that ®" is concave in [0,00),
then for each n > 1 and b, z1,...,x, € R one has
O(b+xe) — () S EO(b+ Y wig) — »_ B(x;)
i=1 i=1

X

:Z:’ n
<E(I> — € —n@—
T ) ()

where x = (31 22)1/2.

Proof. Both estimates follow easily from the following fact, which is a consequence
of Lemma 4.1. If u, v are subject to the constraint u? + v? = r2, then the value
of the expression FE ®(b + ue + ve’) — (P(u) + ®(v)) is an increasing function of v
along every arc of the form u? 4+ v? = r? contained in the region u > v > 0.
Indeed, the derivative of that expression along the vector field —v% + ua% is

simply

0 0

(—v Voa —|—u8 WE ®(b+ ue +ve') — (B(u) + ®(v)))
= E &' (b + ue + ve') (ue’ — ve) + v®'(u) — ud’(v),

which is nonnegative by Lemma 4.1.

Now the lower estimate in Proposition 4.2 can be obtained by induction with
respect to n, provided that the case where n = 2 has been established. So let n = 2.
Since @ is an even function, we may assume without loss of generality that b > 0.
We put u = max{|z1|, |z2|}, v = min{|z1|, |z2|} and observe that the expression
E®(b+ ue + ve') — (P(u) + ®(v)) is minimized when v = 0.

To prove the upper estimate we may assume that all the x;’s are nonnegative. If
one of them, say x, is greater than x/y/n, then another, say x;, must be less than
x/y/n. Let 3’ be the sum extended over {1,2,...,n}\ {4, k}. Using monotonicity
of the expression E ®(b+ue+ve')—(®(u)+P(v)) with u = x, v = x; and b replaced
by Z/ x;€;, we can replace our combination ) x;€;, by another one Y ze;, so that
the La-norm is preserved, but E®(>" z}e;) > FE ®(> " xi¢;) and the number of those
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coefficients x; which are equal to x/y/n is increased either by 1 or by 2. If not all
of the z}’s are equal to x//n, then we repeat this procedure. After at most n — 1
applications of the procedure, we must come to the linear combination with all the
coefficients equal to x//n. This completes the proof. O

In fact, the above proof shows even more, namely that the function
(o1, ) = BB+ Vaes) = S0 @(/7)
i=1 i=1
is Schur-concave. Indeed, we have verified Schur’s condition (cf. Theorem 3.A.4 in
[MOJ).
Proposition 4.2 yields the following:

Corollary 4.3. If ® is an Orlicz function such that ®" is concave in [0,00), then
foreachn>1,b, x1,....,Zn,Yy1,---,Yn € R and t1,...,t, > 0 such that Z?Zl ti =
Land Y0 tiy? => 1, 2, one has

STHE (R +yie) — O(y:) SER(b+ D mie) — Y B(xy).

i=1 i=1 i=1
Proof. By the preceding proposition, the right-hand side is greater than or equal
to

Eo(b+ (XH: tiy?)%e) - @((itiy?)w)-

The latter number is greater than or equal to the left-hand side, because our as-
sumption on ® implies that the function ¢(s) = E ®(b+ /se) — ®(/s) is concave
(see e.g. Proposition 5.3 below). Hence Jensen’s inequality can be applied. O

Remark 4.4. Here is one possible interpretation of Corollary 4.3 that reveals the
extremal character of Rademacher random variables: Suppose that Y7, ...,Y,, are
disjointly supported simple symmetric random variables, and for ¢ = 1,...,n, Y;
takes on the values +y;, each with probability ¢;/2, and 0 with probability 1 — ¢;.
Let X; = wie;, i = 1,...,n, satisfy E > i | XZ = FE > " | V7 that is, {z;} satisfy
the relation:

n n

2 2
E tiy; = E ;.
i=1 i=1

Then we have
E {(I)(b+ > v - Z(I)(Yi)} <E {cb(b+ > X)) - Z(I)(Xi)} :
i=1 i=1 i=1 i=1
We will also need the following “doubling” estimate:

Proposition 4.5. Let ® be a 2-convex Orlicz function such that ®" is concave.
Then for nonnegative numbers b and o we have

E®(b+0e) — B(0) < ED(b+ (e +¢)) — 2(-=).

V2 V2
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Proof. This is immediate from Proposition 4.2. Alternatively, and more simply,
compute the expectation on both sides and move all terms to the right—hand side
to see that the above inequality is equivalent to

(b +V20) + B(b— V20) + 2(B(b) — B(b+ o) — D(b— 0))

+ 4(D(0) — 2B(—=0)) > 0.

V2
The next lemma shows that even stronger inequality holds. Note that, since
®(u)/u? is increasing, ®(o) — 2®(c/v/2) > 0. 0

Lemma 4.6. Let ® be as in Proposition 4.5. Then, for allb> 0 and o > 0,
(b +v20) +B(b —V20) +2(B(b) — Db+ 0) — B(b—0))

1

+2V2(d(0) — 28(—=

(®(0) ( 7

Proof. We will prove this lemma by verifying the inequality for the extreme func-
tions ®,, where a > 0 and

a)) > 0.

Oq(t) = [t — (It — @)%,

of the cone O 3 consisting of all 2-convex Orlicz functions ® such that ®” is concave
and nondecreasing.

Observe first that, thanks to the homogeneity property, ®.q(ct) = ¢ ®,(t) which
holds for all ¢ € R and each choice of a > 0 and ¢ > 0, we can reduce the number
of the parameters in the inequality. Without loss of generality we will assume that
o=1.

The inequality to be proved is therefore ¥(a,b) > 0, for every a > 0 and b > 0,
where by ¥(a,b) we have denoted the value of the expression

Db+ V2) 4 Bo(b— V2) +2(Bo(b) — Ba(b+1) — Dy (b—1))
1
+ 2\/§(q)a(1) - 2(1)11(75))

Since 2v/2®,(t) = @\/ﬁa(\/it), letting for a,b >0 and A >0

H(a,b,)) = A3 (@a(b+ ) + Pa(b— A) — 204 (b) + D s5,(N)),
we obtain that the estimate ¥(a,b) > 0 will follow, as soon as we verify that
H(a,b,+/2) > H(a,b,1).

It follows from the homogeneity of the function H that there is a function = such
that, for a,b > 0 and A > 0, one has
0 a b
—H(a,b,\) =Z(=, -).
a0 ) =E(3.5)
Thus in order to prove that H(a, b, \) is a nondecreasing function of A it suffices to
verify that Z(a,b) > 0 for a,b > 0.
Here is an explicit formula for the function =.
Z(a,b) = G(0) + 2G(b) — G(a +b) — G(a — b) — G(v/2a),
where G denotes the function on R defined by

1— 322 +20z2, if0< |z <1

0, otherwise.

G(x) =3(1— |2} —201 - |a])} = {
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Before we proceed, let us observe that for any real A and all positive A > |A4]
one has

0
oA
The above formula for = can be verified rather easily, if H is decomposed into parts

that allow simple treatment. The following two formulas hold for a,b > 0 and
A> 0.

(A2 (A+A4)7 = 243)) = G(5).

9 3\/_a—6)\ a2 +2v2a% 272, if A > v/2a >0,

fo<A< \/5@;
V2a
=G(0) - 60,
D2 (b4 A+ o= AP — 20%)) == 2)‘+6b2)\ Lo 2b3A72 ifA> b >0,
7 OA if0<\<b,
b
—2G(X).
The next two formulas hold for a,b >0 and A > (b—a)+
0\~ a+b
S - A - a)) =6(“ 1),
0 (\-2 3 3\ @—b
oy A0+ A = a)F —2(b = a)3)) =G(—).

Finally, if b > a and 0 < A < b — a, then one has
0 a+b a—1>b
SO (b= A =)k + (b + A - @) — 20— a)2)) =0 = G2 + 6.
Let us show why the function Z is nonnegative for a,b > 0. Observe first that,
since G is of class C! on its domain (actually it is piecewise polynomial), so is
E. Hence, if we show that = is nonnegative on the “boundary” (its domain is
unbounded), then we will reduce the problem to verifying that Z(a,b) > 0 at every
critical point (a,b) of Z in the remaining set.
Now observe that G is an even function which is nonincreasing on [0, 00) and
vanishes on [1,00). Moreover, one has G(1 —z) = G(0) — G(z) for 0 < z < 1.
Ifb>1>a>0,then G(b) =0 = G(a+d) and G(b—a) < G(1—a) = G(0)—G(a),
hence

Z(a,b) > Z(a,1) > G(a) — G(V2a) > 0.
Ifa > 7 and a +b > 1, then G(a +b) = 0 = G(v/2a), and hence
E(a,b) =2 G(0) = G(b—a) = 0.
If—<a<a—|—b<1 then 0 <b< 1 5 < a. So
E(a,b) = (G(0) — G(a — b)) + (G(b) — G(a+ b)) + (G(b) — G(v2a)) > 0
since G is nonincreasing on [0,00). If 0 <a <b<a+b <1, then
Z(a,b) = 12a* — 12a%b — 4v/2a® > (12 — 4v/2)a® > 0.

For each (a,b) such that 0 < b <a < 1 we have 2 = Z(a,b) = 12b(b — 2a) < 0, and
hence we infer that Z(a,b) > Z(a,a) > 0 in this region.
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Therefore the proof that = is nonnegative will be complete if we show that this
function has no local minimum in the open set

1
Q={(a,b): 0<a< 7 0<b<l<a+b}.

In fact, the function Z has only one critical point in the set Q; namely, (a,b) =
(Z£(5v/2—1), Z£(3v2+5)). That point is easily seen to be a saddle point of = (the
second order partial derivatives at (a,b) have different signs). This will complete
the proof.

So suppose that (a,b) € Q is a critical point of Z. Recall that G'(x) = 0 if
|z| > 1, and G’ (x) = 6x(|z| — 1) if |z| < 1. The partial derivatives of = at (a,b) are

Z(a,b) = — G'(a 4+ b) — G'(a — b) — V2G'(v/2a) = 0,

Z(a,b) =2G"(b) = G'(a+b) + G'(a — b) = 0.

SIENE

Since (a,b) € 2, we have G'(a + b) = 0. Thus the equations for the critical point
yield
—G'(a—b) —V2G'(V2a) =0, 2G'(b) +G'(a —b) =0.
It follows that G'(a — b) = —2G’(b) > 0, and hence —1 < a — b < 0, so that
G'(a—b)=6(a—b)(b—a—1).
Since G'(b) = 6(b — b?) and G'(v2a) = 6(v/2a — 2a?), the relation 2G’(b) =
\/iG’(\/?a) implies that
b—b* =a— 24>
Analogously, the condition £:Z(a,b) = 0 yields 2(b* —b) + (—(a—b)*— (a—b)) = 0,
ie.,
b?> +2ab—a* —a—b=0.
Combining this with the equation b—b? = a—+/2a?, we obtain (v/2—1)a?42ab—2a =
0. Since a > 0, this yields a linear equation

1
5(\/5— 1)a—|—b: 1.
Using this we obtain that a — v/2a? = (1 —b)b = (/2 — 1)ab which, after dividing
both sides by the positive number a, yields another linear equation, namely

V2a + %(\/5— 1)b=1.

Solving the two linear equations we obtain a = Z(5v/2 — 1) and b = 2 (3v/2 + 5).
This completes the proof of Lemma 4.6. O
5. EXTREMAL PROBLEM FOR ROSENTHAL’S INEQUALITY

In this section we discuss an extremal problem that allows us to find the ex-
act values of the constant D, in Rosenthal’s inequality for sums of independent,
symmetric random variables:

Mp({Xi}) <| ZXinp < DpMp({Xi})a
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where

) = max{ (L 1x08) . (i)

We are also interested in a more general formulation: Given a 2-convex Orlicz
function ® and positive constants ¢; and ¢, find

sup {E@(ZXJ-) S E(X)) < e,y EXP< 02}.

As mentioned in the introduction, we consider a related extremal problem (and
we will show the relationship between these problems in Section 6): For an Orlicz
function ® and positive numbers o1, ..., o0,, find

n n

sup E®(DX;) - ZE(I)(XJ) ;

Jj=1

where the supremum is taken over all sequences {X; : j = 1,...,n} of independent
symmetric random variables with E<I>(Xj) < oo and EX]2 = 0]2, 1 <5 < n.
More precisely, we shall characterize (under natural, rather weak, assumptions on
®) those ® such that, for each choice of n and positive numbers o1, ...,0,, the
solution of the above problem is given by appropriate multiples of Rademacher
random variables; that is, that we have

n

(*) E() X;) =Y E®(X;) <E®() oje,)— > o(0j).
=1 j=1 =1

— o
Note that we do not fix }37_ | E®(X;) in advance. This is in contrast with Utev
[U2], who found the best value of D, for p > 4 by solving the following extremal

problem: Given positive numbers A and D and a sequence of independent symmet-
ric random variables (X;) such that

DIXE<D? and Y |Xiflp < A,

maximize || Y X,

It turns out that the solution of the latter problem is given by the L, norm
of a multiple of a symmetrized Poisson random variable with both constant of
multiplication and parameter depending on A and D. For an announcement of the
results contained in [U2]; see [Ul]. For p an even integer the question was settled
in [PUJ.

In order to formulate a necessary condition on ®, we put for b,¢ > 0

Op(t) = E . d(b+te) — (V).

Lemma 5.1. Assume that ® is an even function on R such that ®(0) = 0 and (*)
holds for n = 2, whenever X1 is 2-valued and X5 is k-valued with k < 4. Then, for
every b € RY, the function ©y is concave on RT.

Proof. Fix nonnegative numbers b, a1, as, €1, 2 such that a; +as = 1 and z1 # xs.
We shall verify that a10s(z1) + a20p(z2) < Op(arz1 + asz2).

Put o; = \/x; for i = 1,2 and let 02 = alaf —i—a20§7 o> 0. Let X; =be and let
X be a symmetric random variable independent of X5 such that P(|Xz| = 0;) = a;,
i =1,2. Observe that E X2 = a107 + as03 = 02, E®(X;) = ®(b) and

a1@b($1) + CLQ@b(ZEQ) = E(I)(Xl + XQ) — E(D(XQ),



EXTREMAL PROPERTIES OF RADEMACHER FUNCTIONS 1015

Op(arzy + asry) = Oy(0?) = E®(be +0e’) — Ed®(oe’).

Thus the inequality a10p(z1) +a20p(x2) < Op(aix1 +asxs) follows easily from (*).
This proves the lemma. O

Conversely, assuming that the continuous even function ® is bounded from below,
it is easy to see that, if ©(t) is concave for every b € R™T, then the estimate
(*) holds. Indeed, if the function ©,(t) is concave for every b € RT, then, for
all independent, symmetric random variables ¥ and X such that E®(X) < oo,
E®(Y) < oo and E X? = 0% < 00, we have

E®(Y +X)—E®X)<E®(Y +o0e)— (o).

Therefore, if {X; : ¢ = 1,...,n} are independent symmetric random variables
satisfying F ®(X;) < oo and E X? =02, i=1,...,n, then we have

E@(ixj) —iEcb(Xj)
=FE @(ZX +X) @(Xn)—SE@(X
n—1
<E @(ZX +on¢ n) —@(an)—;EQ)(XJ)
(X

n—2
=FE & ZX +onen+ Xno 1)—E‘P(Xn_l)—ZECD(Xj)—Q)(an)
j=1

<P q><z 0, ) ~ Y a(oy).
j=1 j=1

Our next goal is to find a verifiable characterization of even functions ® for which
the function

Ou(t) = E . ®(b+Vic) — d(V1),

is concave on R* for every b € R*. We will show that, if ® is continuous and
bounded from below, then the latter property is equivalent to the condition that
®” (/1) is concave and nonnegative on R*. In particular, it will follow that ® must
then be a 2-convex Orlicz function (cf. Lemma 5.8 below). This will complete the
proof of the following:

Theorem 5.2. Let ® be a continuous, even, bounded from below function on R.
Then the inequality

j=1 j=1 =1 j=1

holds for all sequences (X;) of mdependent symmetric random variables such that
E®(X;) < oo and EX2 = cr if and only if ® is of class C? and the function

t — ®"(V/1) is concave and nonnegative on RT.
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Before passing to the proof, let us remark that the above theorem solves the
extremal problem with oy, ..., 0, fixed, rather than having o = (3" 07)!/? fixed, as
in Utev’s formulation of the extremal problem concerning Rosenthal’s inequality.
Nonetheless, as will be seen in two subsequent sections, in the two cases in which
we will identify the constant in the generalized form of Rosenthal inequality, the
constant will depend only on ¢ and ) E®(X;). Let us also remark that within
the class ®(t) = [t|’, p > 0, the assumption that ®”(v/t) is concave is equivalent to
2 < p < 4. On the other hand, the examples ®(t) = —12% where k =1,2,. .., show
that there is a reason to make the assumption that inf, ®(z) > —oc.

In view of the discussion preceding the statement of Theorem 5.2, in order to
complete the proof it suffices to show that the conditions:

(a) Op(t) = E . ®(b+/te) — ®(\/1), is concave on R for every b € R, and
(b) the function ¢ — ®” (/1) is concave on Rt
are equivalent. We first prove
Proposition 5.3. Let ® be an even function on R. Given b > 0, consider the
following conditions:

(i) the function x — ®(b+ /x) + ®(b — /x) — 2®(\/x) is concave in [0,0).

(i) the function x — 1(®'(b+x) — ®'(b—z) —2®'(x)) is nonincreasing in (0,00).
(14t) for each x > 0 one has
2(®"(b+2)+ 0" (b—2) —20"(x)) — (®'(b+2) — &' (b—z) — 20" (x)) <O0.

(iv) the function x — ®"(\/x) is concave and nonnegative in [0, 00).
Then
(tv) = (4it) = (4) = ().
Proof. Only the implication (iv) = (ii7) needs a proof. We will make use of the

extreme rays for the cone defined by (iv) [cf. Lemma 2.2(b)].
We should check that the following function ¥(z,b) is nonpositive for z, b > 0.

U(z,b) = 2(®"(b+2) + " (x —b) — 29" (x)) — (&' (b + ) + ®'(x — b) — 20'(x)).
By Lemma 2.2 (b), it will suffice if we do this in the case where ® = &, for some
0 < a < ¢ is an extreme element of the cone of those Orlicz functions ® such that
the ®” (/) is concave on [0, 00). (Once this is known, the two missing cases, where
®(x) = 22, and ®(z) = 2* can either be checked directly or obtained in the limit
as a tends to 0 or to 00).

Thus 0 < a < oo is fixed and we have for z > 0
®(z) = 2" — (z — a)%.(3a + ),
and hence
®"(z) = 12min{2?, a*}, /() = min{42®, a*(12x — 8a)}.
Then for each b > 0 and every x > 0 one has
U(z,b) <max{¥(0,b),¥(a+b,b)} = max{0,0} = 0.
The last inequality requires some explanation. Observe that, using the formula
0
a—\I/(:E,b) =z (®"b+z)— 9" (b—1x)— 20" (1))
x
which is valid for z € [0,00) \ {|a — b|,a + b}, we obtain
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19 (2,b) = b+z, b+z<a, x — b, |x—b|<a,_ 2x, x < a,
24x 0z 7)o, b+z>a, 0, |z — b| > a, 0, z>a,

_Jx—=0>0, max{a,b} <z <a+b,
N <0, otherwise.

If b > 0 is fixed, then the continuous function x +— ¥(z,b) is increasing in the
interval (max{a,b},a + b) and nonincreasing in the complement of that interval.
This proves our inequality for the case where ® is an extreme element. O

To complete the proof of Theorem 5.2 we will prove the following:

Proposition 5.4. Let ® be a continuous, even, bounded from below function on R
that satisfies condition (i) of Proposition 5.3 for every b > 0. Then ®" is continuous
and nonnegative on R and the function x — ®"(\/x) is concave in [0,00).

We will need the following four lemmas.

Lemma 5.5. Let h be a positive continuous function defined in an open interval
(a,b) C R. Suppose that f is a nonincreasing function in (a,b), and the function
hf is nondecreasing in (a,b). Then the function f is continuous in (a,b).

Proof. Let z € (a,b). Then, since f(z) > lim;_.4+0 f(¢) and
< T _ :
h@)f(@) < lim BOFO) = hiz) L (D)
we have f(z) = limy—,40 f(¢). The proof that f(z) = lim;_,_o f(t) is similar. O

Lemma 5.6. Let hy, hy be positive continuous functions defined in an open inter-
val (a,b) C R. Let f1, fa,... be a sequence of real-valued functions that converges

pointwise in (a,b) to a real-valued function fo. Suppose the f;’s are twice differen-
tiable in (a,b), and for every i = 1,2,... the function hyf] is nonincreasing and
the function hof!" is nondecreasing in (a,b). Then the function fy is twice differ-
entiable in (a,b) and fl is continuous. Moreover, the sequence (f!') converges to
o almost uniformly in (a,b).

Proof. Observe first that f/” is continuous in (a,b) for every ¢ = 1,2,.... This
follows by applying the previous lemma with f = hy f/’ and h = ha/hy.

Note that the sequence f/’(x) is bounded for each = € (a,b). Indeed, let = €
(a,b). We will show that sup; f/’(z) < oo (the proof that inf; f/'(z) > —oo is
analogous). Fix z1 € (a,z0). Observe that for each i there is & € (z1,x0) such
that

Filwn) + filao) — 20 P2 = S — wo) S (€)

Then the left-hand side is bounded by a constant, say M, because the sequence
(f;) is pointwise convergent. Hence we can estimate

7 (w0)ha(x0) < fi'(&)h1 (&) < AM (31 — x0) *sup{hi(a) : = € [1,20]}-

Hence, using Helly’s theorem, we can extract a subsequence (n;) of the indices such
that the limit

j(a) = lim fl(z)hi(z)

11— 00
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exists for each z € (a,b). Again it follows from the previous lemma that the
function j is continuous in (a,b). Using the continuity and monotonicity of the
functions j and f; (z)hi(z), i = 1,2,..., we obtain easily that the convergence
[ (@)hi(z) — j is almost uniform on (a, b).

It is now clear that the sequence f;] (x) converges almost uniformly to the func-
tion k(x) = j(x)/h1(z). Tt follows that the limit fy of the sequence f; is twice
differentiable, its second derivative being the continuous function k.

Since every subsequence of the original sequence ( f;) has a subsequence, say (f, ),
such that lim; .« f} (v) = fg(2), for each z € (a,b), it follows that lim; ., f'(z) =

(), for each x € (a,b), and that the convergence is almost uniform.

Lemma 5.7. Let @ be an even function on R that satisfies condition (i) of Proposi-
tion 5.3 forb=10b;,i=1,2,..., where (b;) decreases to 0. If ® is twice differentiable
in (0,00), then the function x — ®"(\/x) is concave in (0, 00).

Proof. Since a pointwise limit of concave functions is concave, it suffices to notice
that for z > 0 one has

‘P”(\/E):}ililobl?(@(ﬁ+bi)+¢(\F—bi)_2@(‘/§))'
O

Lemma 5.8. Assume that ® is a twice differentiable, even function on R such that
®(0) =0 and D" is nondecreasing on RT. Then ® is a 2-convex Orlicz function.

Proof. We should verify that the function t +— ®(y/t) is convex. Observe that
®'(0) = 0, because @ is even. Thus, if # > 0, then ®'(z) = [ ®"(u) du < 29" ().
Using this, it is routine to verify that the second derivative of the function ¢ —
®(1/t) is nonnegative on R7T. O

Proof of Proposition 5.4. We may and do assume that ®(0) = 0. Let ¢ be a non-
negative C? function on R such that ¢(z) = 0 if |z| > 1 and [g ¢(z)dz = 1. Put
forre Randn=1,2,...

x

D, (x) = /R no(n(u — 1))<I>(u d_u

)u

Clearly, the ®,’s are even functions that have two continuous derivatives in (0, 0o
and are bounded from below. Since ® is continuous, it is clear that lim,, . P, (x)
®(x) for x € R.

Note that, when we prove that the function x — ®!/(\/z) is concave in (0, c0),
it will follow that ®/(x) > 0 for x > 0. Indeed, otherwise we would have for
some A, B,z > 0 that ®//(\/z) < A — Bz for & > z¢.The latter inequality means
that ®//(u) < A — Bu? for u > /7. By integrating twice, we would infer that
lim, 00 @, () = —00, while we know that ®,, is bounded from below.

Observe that the ®@,,’s satisfy condition (i) of Proposition 5.3 for every b > 0.
Indeed, one has

B (04 V) + 0,0 = V) ~20,(v3) = | no(ntu = D)¥(e0) 5

~

where

U(z,u) = @(% + %) + @(g — %) — 2@(\/§).

u
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By our assumption, for every u > 0 the function ¥(-,u) is concave in [0,00). It
follows that ®,, satisfies condition (i) for every b > 0.

Using Lemma 5.7, we obtain that ®//(/x) is concave in (0,00). Hence @/ is
nondecreasing in (0, 00), while the function x — x~2®” (x) is nonincreasing, because
so is x — 1®”(\/z). By Lemma 5.6, this proves that ® is of class C? in (0, 00).
In order to complete the proof of Proposition 5.4 and thus also of Theorem 5.2 it
remains to verify that ® is of class C2 on R.

Observe that, by Lemma 5.8, each ®,, is a 2-convex Orlicz function. It follows
that & = lim,, ®,, is a 2-convex Orlicz function too.

Now we can show that ®'(0) exists and equals 0. Let us write ¢ = lim;_, 1o ®(t)/t.
Clearly, ¢ > 0. Since ® is even, it suffices to show that ¢ = 0. To this end observe
that for x € R one has lims_, 1 s~ '®(sz) = c|z|. Since for every s > 0 the function
x — s 1®(sx) satisfies property (i) for every b > 0, so does the limit of those
functions as s tends to 0, i.e., the function = — c|z|. Now, if one had ¢ > 0, then
it would follow that the function x +— |z| has property (i) for each b > 0, which is
obviously false. Consequently, ®'(0) = 0, and hence ® is differentiable everywhere
on R. Since the derivative ®' has the Darboux property and is nondecreasing, it
follows that ®' is continuous on R.

It follows that the function @’ is convex in [0, 00), because ®” is a nondecreasing
function in (0, 0o) (being concave and nonnegative). Hence the function z — 1&'(z)
is nondecreasing and nonnegative in (0,00), so it has a limit at 0. Since @’ is
odd, this implies that ®”(0) exists. Again, using the Darboux property and the
monotonicity of ®” in [0,00), we obtain that the function ®” is continuous at 0,
which completes the proof that ®” is continuous on R and that ®”(/x) is concave
in [0, 00). O

Now, given the solution to the extremal problem associated with Rosenthal’s
inequality we would like to identify the best constants in this inequality, and we
would like to work in the context of Orlicz functions ®. In order to do that, we will
need additional assumptions on ®. As we will show in the next two sections, the
sufficient condition is that ®” is either convex or concave. Let us remark that in
the case of power functions and 2 < p < 4 the above conditions on ® are equivalent
to 3 < p<4and 2 < p < 3, respectively. This, combined with Utev’s result for
p > 4, provides a complete solution to the question of the best possible constants
in Rosenthal’s inequality for all p, 2 < p < co. We will treat those two cases in
separate sections, and we begin with the easier case where ®” is convex.

6. UPPER BOUND FOR THE CONSTANT IN ROSENTHAL’S INEQUALITY:
®" CONVEX

Through this section we will assume that our Orlicz function ® € O, 4 has the
property that ®” is convex. Therefore, using Lemma 5.8, we infer that ®(v/1) is
convex, so that there exists a finite limit

o) 1

G = lim = 5(1)1/(0)7

t—0 t2
and the function ¢t — ®(t) — Gt? is increasing. Using the solution to the extremal
problem we will obtain the best constant in the generalized version of Rosenthal’s
inequality. We will prove the following:
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Theorem 6.1. Let ® be an Orlicz function such that ®" is conver and ®"(\/t) is

concave. Let (0;) be a sequence of nonnegative numbers such that )", 0J2- < o0o. Then

for all sequences (X,,) of independent symmetric random variables with EXJ2 = o?

J
the following inequality is true:

n

E@ZX gi i)+ E®(og) — Go?,

where g is a standard Gausszan mndom variable, and 0* =3 o7.

Proof. Since ®”(+/t) is concave, by Theorem 5.2 we have that

E(I)(XH:X ZE@ ) < E®( Zaj qu]
j=1

Since ®” is convex, Theorem 1.1 implies that

E@Zaj <E<I>Zajgj = E®(ag),
7j=1

where (g;) is a sequence of independent, standard Gaussian random variables.
Moreover, we have ®(0;)/0? > G, if o; > 0. Combining these estimates, we obtain

E®() X;) ZE(I) )< E®(0g) — quj < E®(0g) — Go?.
— =
This completes the proof. O

When specified to power functions, the assumptions about ® force p to satisfy
3 < p < 4. Let us note, however, that in the course of the proof of Theorem 6.1 we
have not really used the full strength of Theorem 1.1 but just the fact that

E®(Y oje;)) <ED(D_0jg))-

Thus, the above inequality and Theorem 1.1 suffice to obtain a sharp version of
Rosenthal’s inequality. In particular, Haagerup [H] proved that

EY ojelP <E|Y ojgl
holds for all 2 < p < co. Hence, we obtain

Corollary 6.2. Let 2 < p < 4. Let c1, co be two positive constants. Then

sup E|ZX P ZE|X P < cl,ZEXQ < <er ot |glnd.
Jj=1 Jj=1 J=1
It should be stressed, however, that the proof of Haagerup’s result for 2 < p < 3
is difficult. Therefore, in the next section we will provide a different, not relying on
Haagerup’s result, proof of a sharp version of Rosenthal’s inequality.

Remark 6.3. Suppose that 27:1 E®(X;) < ¢ and 27:1 E X7 < cp. Then, The-
orem 6.1 implies that

E@(i X;) gzn:Ecb(X-) + E®(0og) — Go?

Jj=1

<c1 + E®(y/e2g) — Geo,
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since the function E ®(og) —02G is increasing in o. If ¢; — coG < 0 then the right—
hand side can be replaced by E ®(1/c1/Gg). Indeed, the inequality Gt? < ®(t)
implies that

F*G=GY EX] <> E¥X;)<ci.
Whence, 0 < \/¢1/G, so that
C1
E®(og) — 0*G+ Y E®(X;) <E®(\/c1/Gg) — oG+ Y E®(X))
<E®(yc1/Gg) —c1+c1 = E®(\/c1/Gyg).
Therefore, under the above constraints on ) E X7 and ) E ®(X;) we have that

E®(\/c1/Gyg), if 1 — eaG < 0.

As we will see in Section 8 below the above estimate is sharp.

E® Xn:Xj S{Cl + E®(\/cag) — Geg,  if 1 — 2G> 0;
Jj=1

7. UPPER BOUND FOR THE CONSTANT IN ROSENTHAL’S INEQUALITY:
®" CONCAVE

In this section we will obtain an analog of Theorem 6.1 under the assumption
that our Orlicz function ® has the property that ®” is concave. Here we do not
have the minimality property of Rademacher functions (Theorem 1.1), so that the
method used in the last section does not carry over. Instead, we will rely on
estimates for Rademacher functions proved in Section 4. Of course, the solution
of the extremal problem of Section 5 is again crucial. Note that the assumption
®" — concave automatically implies that ®”(y/%) is concave, so that Theorem 5.2
applies. Before stating the theorem, let us note, that under our assumption on ®
there exists a finite limit

: (P(t) 1 "
G =lim = =520
Also, since the function ®” is nondecreasing, so is t — ®(t) —t?G. Here is the main
result of this section:

Theorem 7.1. Let ® be an Orlicz function such that ®" is concave. Let (o;) be
a sequence of nonnegative numbers such that O'JQ- < 00. Then, for all sequences
(X,) of independent symmetric random variables with EXJ2 = UJ2- the following
inequality is true:

n n

E®() X;) <Y E®(X;)+E®(og) - Go?,

J=1
where g is a standard Gaussian random variable, and 0> = o7.

Proof. Since ®”(+/%) is concave, by Theorem 5.2 we have that
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In order to estimate the latter quantity we will use the following estimate
o

E®(b+oe) — B(0) < ED(b+ \/%(e +) = 20( ),
which holds for each b > 0 and each o > 0 (see Proposition 4.5). O

Using repeatedly the above estimate and the Central Limit Theorem, we obtain
E®(b+oe) — B(o) < ED(b+ 0g) — lim 2”@(27%) = E®(b+ og) — 0°G.
Now, by Fubini’s theorem one can easily conclude as follows:

E®() oje;)—> ®(oje,)
j=1 j=1

n—1 n—1

=EQ() oje;+0ncn) —Blonen) — Y B(ojc;)
j=1 =1
n—1 n—1

gEcb(Z 0j€j+0ongn) —02G — Z O(oj € ;)
j=1 j=1

<...

<SE®(Y oj9;) - ) 0;G
j=1 j=1

=E®(og) — 0*G.

Combining the above estimates we obtain the desired inequality. This completes
the proof.

Remark 7.2. 1. When specified to power functions, the assumption that ®” is
concave means that 2 < p < 3. Assuming that p # 2, we have then G = 0
and thus we get

p/2
EN X P <> EIXP+Igls [ D o7
=1 =1 j=1

This gives an alternative proof of the part of Corollary 6.2 dealing with the
case 2 < p < 3. One advantage of this argument is that it the bypasses
difficult Haagerup result for 2 < p < 3.

2. An alternative proof of Theorem 7.1 based on Proposition 4.2 rather than
Proposition 4.5 can be given, too. Indeed, after applying Theorem 5.2 at the
beginning of the proof one can use Proposition 4.2 to write

E®() oje;)— > ®(oy)
j=1 j=1

0 < o
<E® —E ei| —n® | —=) = E®(og) — oG,
\/ﬁjzl J <\/ﬁ) (o9)

as n — 00, by the Central Limit Theorem.

We will show in the next section that the estimate of Theorem 7.1 is sharp.
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8. A LOWER BOUND

In this section we will exhibit an example showing the sharpness of the estimates
obtained in Theorems 6.1 and 7.1, and Corollary 6.2. Recall that the conditions
imposed on the Orlicz function @ in either of these theorems imply that there exists
a finite limit G' = lim;_o ¢~ 2®(¢). Here we let more generally

G = lim inf t720(t).
Proposition 8.1. Let ® be a 2-convex Orlicz function and suppose that

limsup t~2®(t) = oo.

t—o0
Then, for c1,co > 0,

sup{E®()_X;): Y E®(X;)<ciand » EX]<cy,neN}
i=1 i=1 =1
_ JE®(\Jcag) — oG +c1, ifci — oG >0;
| Ee(/D), if 1 — c2G < 0.

Therefore, if ® satisfies our sufficient conditions of Sections 6 or 7, then the
above number is the exact value of the Rosenthal’s constant for ®.

Proof. Consider first the case where ®(t) = [¢|P for some p > 2. Of course, in this
case G = 0.

Let ¢ be a fixed number, 0 < ¢ < ,/c2. For a positive integer n and positive con-
stants pu = p, < n, v =, to be specified later, we define independent symmetric
random variables X7, ..., X, by the formulas

Xi = %Eh Xnti =7 €nti 1A(.”)’

for i = 1,...,n, where Ag"), .., A" are independent sets of measure p/m which
are independent of the Rademacher functions €1, ..., €.
Clearly, one has for any » > 0

2n )

Y EIXi[ ="' 497

i—1
We choose 1 and v so that 2% E|X,|P = ¢1, and 2", E|X;|?> = ¢o. This leads
to equations

b
V2= co — 2, YPpu=c —cPntT2,
Thus we obtain
P
p—2 €1~ cPnl=2 co — 2
777, = 2 I ,LLTL = 2
Cy —C Tn
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By the cotype property of the function ®(t) = |¢|P, where p > 2, we have

2n n 2n
E|ZXi|p 2E|ZXi|p+ Z E1XP
i=1 i=1 i=n+1
1 « Hon
:CpE|_ZEZ|p +7n
\/ﬁi 1
1 n
=PE|—= > &l + k-
v i=1

Writing now X; = X.("’C) for i = 1,...,2n and letting n tend to infinity, we obtain

liminf F | ZX " c)|7” > cPE|glP + hm VP pn = cPE|g|P + c1.
n—oo i1
Since ¢ can be chosen arbitrarily close to y/cz, this proves our lower estimate in the
case where ®(¢t) = [t|P for some p > 2.
Now let ® be an Orlicz function. Suppose first that ¢; — coG > 0. Consider the
following system of inequalities

c
—) + p®(y) < e, 0<p<n.

\/ﬁ) M (7) >~ 1 B>

Given a positive solution (c,~, p, n) of this system, define a sequence Xy, ..., Xa,

of independent symmetric random variables by the same formulas as before in the
case ®(t) = [t|P. Clearly, this sequence will satisfy the constraints

A+ puy? < e, nd(

2n

ZEng@, ZE@ ) <er.

i=1

If n is large enough, then by the Central Limit Theorem we will have

@(ixi) ZE@(EH:XZ-)JF i Ed(X;) = Ti )+ n® (v

1=n—+1

Sl’;

=Ed( \/—_z:: i)+ p®(y) = E®(cg) + pd(y).

Now, with ¢ < /c2 being as close to ,/c2 as one wants, a suitable choice of n
will assure that n@(ﬁ) ~ c2G. If limsup,_, ., ®(t)/t? = oo, then a large v can
be chosen so that the ratio ®(y)/~? is greater than (c¢; — ¢>G)/(c2 — ¢2). Finally,
u is assigned a small value such that both inequalities in the system are satisfied
and the second one is close to being equality. In this situation, one obtains that
ILL(I)(’Y) ~c] — c2G.

The case where ¢; — coG < 0 is much easier, because we may simply take v =
=0 and let ¢ = /n®!(c1/n) ~ \/c1/G. This proves our statement. |

9. REMARKS

We conclude this paper by exhibiting some negative results showing limitations
of some of our arguments. Probably the most intriguing question concerns Orlicz
functions for which the minimality of Rademacher functions (or at least domination
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of Rademachers by Gaussian variables) holds. Our first example shows that the
condition that ®” is concave is not enough.

Remark 9.1. Let X = Z?:l o;€; be a linear combination of Rademacher functions.
If

2
EX? =02 E|X|<aE|g|—\/jcr,
7r
and @4 (z) = |z*> — (|| — a)3, then E®,(X) > E®,(og) for sufficiently small
a>0.

This means that the exact analog of Khintchine’s inequality fails for some Orlicz
functions ® such that ®”(z) is concave in [0,00). We prove it using the following
Taylor expansion.

If Y is a random variable such that FY? < oo, then for @ > 0 one has

E®,(Y)=0a®—-3a*E|Y| +3aEY? + p(a), 0> p(a) > —a?,
which implies that for small a > 0 one has
E®,X)— E®,(0g) =3d*(E|og| — E|X|) + O(a®).

The latter expression is clearly positive for sufficiently small a > 0. Taylor’s formula
for E ®,(Y) is a consequence of the following easily verifiable identity valid for a > 0
and every real x

®,(2) = 3az® — 3a*|z| + a® — (a — |z])3.
If it were true that for 0 < b,0 < oo one had the estimate
E®(b+oe) < E®(b+og)+ ®(0),

for all Orlicz functions ® such that ®”(,/z) is concave in [0, 00), then Rosenthal’s
inequality would follow easily. However, the above estimate fails, even in a weaker
form. Namely, we have

Remark 9.2. Let a > 0 and let ®,(x) = 2* for x € [~a, a], ®,(7) = 6a%x? —8a®|z|+
3a* for |x| > a. If C is any positive constant, then for every a > 0 one has

E®,(a+0€) — E®,(a+0g) > CP,(0),

if ¢ > 0 is sufficiently small.
Again this is proved using a suitable Taylor expansion. A homogeneity argument
shows that it suffices to consider the case where a = 1. Put

f(0) = E®1(1 +0g) — E®(1 + oe).

Write p(z) = 2* — ®4(z), so that p(z) = (|z] — 1)3(3 + |z|). If Y is a symmetric
random variable such that EY* < oo, one has for ¢ > 0

E®(1+Y)=E(1+Y)'—Ep(1+Y)=14+6EY>*+EY*—Ep(1+Y),
which implies that
f(o) =c"(Eg*—1) = Ep(1 +0g) + E p(1 + oe).
Now if 0 < o <1, then Ep(1 + 0€) = 2p(1+0) = $6%(4 + o), and

1
Ep(1+09)lg>0 = E (40°g" + 09" 1950 = 20°E|g|* + 50" Eg]*,
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while E p(1 + 0g)1ly<o = o(c?) as o tends to 0. Therefore
F(o) =204 + %&’)(4 +o)— (20°E g + %&E g + o(o"))
=—2(E|g]® = 1)o® + o' 4 o(c?).
This proves our claim, because F|g|* > 1= E g% and ®1(0) = o* for o € [-1,1].

We close by observing that the assumption about concavity of ®” in Lemma 4.6
cannot be weakened to concavity of the function ¢ — ®"(\/1).

Remark 9.3. There exist Orlicz functions ® of class C? such that ®” (/) is concave
in [0, 00) and yet there is no C' < oo so that for all b,z > 0

O(b+v2z) + Db — v2z) + 2(B(b) — B(b+ ) — B(b— 7))

+ () - 2@(%@) >0,

i.e., for those ® no choice of a positive constant C' will make the inequality of
Lemma 4.6 true for ®. Indeed, if b > 0 is given, we let ® = ®; be the extreme
function given by

4, if [t] < b;

b%(6t% — 8bJt| + 3b%), otherwise.

Then for 0 < x < b/+/2, the left-hand side equals (2+C/2)z* —8b(v/2 — 1)z, which
is negative if 0 < 2 < 16b(v/2 — 1)/(C + 4).

Dy(t) =
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