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Introduction

Consider a class .# of probability measures on a measurable space X and
measurable functions g; and 4 on X. In a typical moment problem we want
further information on the possible sets of values taken by the integrals u(g;)
and u(k) as u runs through .#. And the main purpose of the present paper is to
develop into more systematic methods certain principles which in special cases
have been found effective for handling such moment problems.

In Sections 2 through 4 we take up certain frequently occurring moment
problems where the class .# happens to be convex. In Section 2 the space X
can be any locally compact Hausdorff space. For {#;, j € J} as an arbitrary col-
lection (finite or infinite) of lower semicontinuous functions on X, we establish
a condition which is both necessary and sufficient for the existence of a regular
probability measure u on X satisfying u(h;) < n; for all j € J. However, we do
assume as a side condition that the 4; dominate each other at infinity in a certain
weak sense. This domination condition is void when X is compact and nearly so

when 4; 2 0.
In Sections 3 and 4 we are interested in the smallest value L(y) of u(k) when
it is known that u € 4 and that u(g;) = y;forj = 1, - -, n; the space X can be

any measurable space. Provided this smallest value L(y) is in fact assumed, it
turns out that in the determination of L(y) we only need to consider so called
admissible measures.

These are defined as the measures y € .# which attain the smallest possible
value u(y) for some linear combination ¥ of the form ¢ = b — d;g, — -+ —
d,g,- In the special case that # consists of all probability measures on X, we
have admissibility if and only if the measure is carried by the set of minima of
some such linear combination .

In Sections 5 and 6 we are interested in bounds for and inequalities between
the different moments of a sum S, = Z, + -+ + Z, of independent random
variables Z;. Here, the Z; may have different distributions subject to certain
restrictions on these distributions. The resulting collection .# of possible distri-
butions of 8, is usually not convex.

An essential use is made of the fact that each cumulant x;(S,) of S, is equal to
the sum of the x;(Z;). The set K[g] of possible g-tuples (i (Z), - * - , K,(Z)) is
usually not a convex subset of R% It turns out that for large n the existing
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inequalities between the different moments E(8}),j = 1, - - -, g, are more or less
determined by the structure of the convex hull of K[q].

In Section 5 the resulting inequalities are worked out in detail for the case
that 0 £ Z < 1 and g < 4. Section 6 contains among other things an explicit
method for determining the best possible upper bound on E(exp {¢S,}) subject
only to the condition that 0 < Z; < 1,E(Z]) = ciforj =1,---,m,alli, while
E@S})=djfor j=m+1,---,q. Here ¢ < 2m + 1 and the Z; may have
different distributions.

2. A general moment problem

2.1. In the present section we treat a frequently occurring moment problem
which may involve infinitely many side conditions. In the sequel, X denotes a
locally compact Hausdorff space made into a measurable space by the o-field
of all Borel subsets of X. We shall often employ lower semicontinuous functions
h: X - R. This means that A(x) < lim inf,,, h(y) for all x € X; equivalently,
the set {x: h(x) > c} is always open; such a function % is bounded below on
each compact subset of X.

Further on, {4;, j € J} will denote a given finite or infinite collection of lower
semicontinuous functions on X (such as the characteristic functions of the open
subsets of X). This collection is sometimes denoted by 5#. Next, {n;,je J} de-
notes a given real valued function on the index set J. Finally, .#, will stand for
the class of all regular probability measures u on X such that each 4; is integrable
relative to u in such a way that

2.1) pih;) = fhj(x)u(dx) <n, foreachjelJ;

u(4) £ n; if h; is the characteristic function of the open set 4.

We shall be interested in establishing sufficient conditions for .#, to be non-
empty. We may expect that such a result would enable us to handle many other
moment problems simply by adjoining new functions %; to the system # and
adding new conditions of the type (2.1), (see for instance [5], p. 569). Also
observe that (2.1) allows us to formulate a condition of the form

(2.2) fg.-(x)u(dx) = Py,

where g, is a continuous function on X and i may run through an index set 7 of any
cardinality. All one needs to do is to adjoin both g; and —g; to the system #.

Let R’ denote the collection of all real valued functions f(-) on J such that
B(j) = B; = 0 for all but finitely many j € J. Similarly, let R{ denote the col-
lection of all nonnegative functions in R’. It is clear from (2.1) that

(2.3) f[“o + ;Bihi] dp = oo + Zl:ﬁj'lj’
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as soon as & € R, f(-) € R} and u e #,. Therefore, in order that .#, be non-
empty it is at least necessary that

(2.4) a0 + 3 Bihj 20, oageR, BeR] =09+ Bin; 2 0.
J J

Here, if ¢: X — R then ¢ = 0 denotes that ¢(x) = 0 for all x € X.

REmARK 2.1. Actually, (2.4) is already a necessary condition for a much
weaker property than ., being nonempty. Namely, suppose instead that for
each choice of the finite subset J' of J and each choice of the numbers §; > 0,
jeJ', there exists a probability measure y on X such that

(2.5) fhj du < n;+6; foreachjelJ'

Obviously this implies (2.4).

2.2. The following examples will show that in fact condition (2.4) is not
sufficient for .#, to be nonempty.

Let X = R and let .#, be determined by the conditions

(2.6) fxzu(dx) >1, fe"‘zu(dx) -1

Then 4, is clearly empty though (2.4) is satisfied. More precisely, one may take
in this case J = {1, 2}, hy(x) = 1 — 2% withy, = Oand hy(x) = 1 — e * with
n, = 0. That (2.4) is satisfied follows, for instance, from Remark 2.1 by re-
placing n, = 0 by n, = 6 with > 0 arbitrarily small, and observing that there
do exist probability measures y on R for which |x?du 2 1 and je_"z du 2
1 —6.

As a second counterexample, take X as the discrete space X = {1,2,3,---}.
Let {;,j € J} and {n;, j € J} be such that h;(x) = 0 always while

(2.7) n; 2 lim sup A;(x), jeld,
and further
(2.8) inf {n;/h;(x):jeJ, hj(x) > 0} =0 forallxeX.
J
(For instance, one may take h;(x) = 7/ and n; = 1/j!, wherej = 1,2, ; or

take n; = 0 = lim,_, ,, h;(x) and sup; h;(x) > 0; or take h;(x) = j + j*/x and
n; =j* wherej =1,2,---.)

Condition (2.4) is an immediate consequence of (2.7). On the other hand, let
# be any nonnegative measure on X satisfying (2.1). Then n; 2 h;(x)u({x}) for
alljeJ, x € X and we conclude from (2.8) that u({z}) = 0 for all x € X, so that
4 cannot possibly be a probability measure. In other words, .#, is empty.

As a last counterexample, take again X = {1, 2, 3, - - -} and let (2.1) be of the
form u(g;) = 0 for all 1 € I. Here, we take g;: X — R such that g;(x) = 0 as
x — 00, for all i € I, so that condition (2.4) is trivially satisfied. Finally, suppose
that for each x € X and each ¢ > 0 there exists an index ¢ € / such that g;(x) > 0
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and g;(x’) = —eg;(x) for all ' € X; (it would be sufficient that a single function
g; be positive and nonincreasing toward 0). If u were a probability measure
satisfying u(g;) = 0, we would have

(2.9) 0 = pu(g)) = —(1 — p({x}))egi@) + p({x})gix)

implying that ,u({w}) < ¢/(1 + &). Butax € X and ¢ > 0arearbitrary, thus, u = 0
so that #, is in fact empty.

REMARK 2.2. We can think of other necessary conditions besides (2.4) for
M, to be nonempty. For instance, one would be

(2.10) hjx) >0 forallxeX =17n; > 0.
In view of Fatou’s lemma, another necessary condition would be

(2.11)  hj®) 20, B; 20, Y Bjhji(x) = forallx=) Bm; = oo,
i j

where j is to be restricted to some denumerable subset of J. In the case of con-
ditions of the form u(g;) = p;,¢ = 1, 2, - - - , the dominated convergence theorem
yields as a further necessary condition that T a;p; = 0 as soon as T o;g;(x) = 0
for all x € X and further that Z|a,g;(x)| £ Z B;k;(x) for some choice of the
numbers f; = 0 and the functions 4; = 0 in # with X B;n; < 00, j being re-
stricted to a countable subset of J.

Some of the above additional necessary conditions are in fact violated by the
counterexamples outlined in this section. Nevertheless, if possible we would
clearly prefer to avoid using conditions of the type (2.11) since they are hard to
verify.

One would also like to keep the system 3# = {h;, j € J} as small as possible
so that (2.4) may not be too hard to verify. Naturally, using the properties of an
integral (such as Fatou’s lemma and linearity) one can usually enlarge 5# con-
siderably without affecting the class ., , but we will refrain from doing this.

DerinitioN 2.1. If h and ¢ are real valued functions on the locally compact
space X, we will say that h is dominated below at infinity by ¢ when, for each
number ¢ > 0, there exists a compact set K, = X such that

(2.12) h(x) = —é|d(x)| foreach x ¢ K,.

Observe that it would be sufficient that h be nonnegative or that X itself be compact.
If (2.12) is replaced by h(x) < &|¢(x)| for each x ¢ K, we will say that h is
dominated above at infinity by ¢. If both properties hold we say that A is
dominated at infinity by ¢.
DEerFINITION 2.2.  Let ® denote the class of all nonnegative functions ¢ : X - R
which admit at least one representation as

(2.13) d(x) = ao + Y, Bihy(x), reX,
7

with oy € R, B(-) € RY. Observe that each ¢ € ® is lower semicontinuous and also
that ® is a convex cone in the obvious sense.
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Only for the purpose of a proof, we further associate to each ¢ € ® a non-
negative number g(¢) such that q(¢) = o + Z; f;n; for at least one repre-
sentation of the form (2.13). Observe that, by (2.1), we have u(¢) < q(¢) for
each pe 4,.

In the sequel we shall make a frequent use of the function g, on X defined by
go(x) = 1 for all x € X. Therefore, p(gy) = 1 for each pe 4,.

THEOREM 2.1.  Suppose that, for each j € J, the function h;is dominated below
at infinity by some ¢; € @; it would be sufficient that h; 2 0. Suppose further that
the special function g, is dominated at infinity by some ¢y € ©, and let M, denote
the collection of all reqular probability measures on X satisfying (2.1). Then

(i) the collection M, is nonempty if and only if condition (2.4) holds;

(ii) A, is a convex set which is compact in the weak™ topology.

Here, as usual, the weak* topology is taken relative to the class & (X) of all
continuous functions f on X having a compact support (that is, {x: f(z) # 0}
has a compact closure). Thus a net {;, i € I} of regular Borel measures con-
verges to u if and only if u;(f) — u(f) for all fe A (X). Concrete applications
of Theorem 2.1 may be found in [5].

For the moment, consider a pair k;, ¢; as in the theorem. Since ¢; = 0 it is
integrable relative to a nonnegative finite measure u as soon as pu(¢;) < c. We
claim that this implies that hj is at least improperly integrable so that u(h;) is
well defined. After all, k;(x) = —e@;(x) for x outside some compact set K,,
while on K, the lower semwontmuous function 4; is bounded below.

Assertion (i) of Theorem 2.1 was already established in [5] pp. 565 and 570.
(Apply Theorem 4.1 of [5] with F as the linear manifold spanned by g, and the
h;, j€J, and take F* as the convex cone of all f € F such that f > ¢ for some
(upper semicontinuous) function Y of the form ¥ = q(¢)gy — ¢; here ¢ € D,
while the scalars q(¢) are chosen such that u € #, if and only if u(g,) = 1 and
u(y) = 0 for all such y; the present condition (2.4) corresponds to the con-
dition —g, ¢ F* of [5]; condition (4.1) of [5] appears unnecessary.)

The proof in [5] used the classical Hahn-Banach theorem together with the
Riesz representation theorem. The proof below of (i) and (ii) relies more heavily
on the linear space .# (X) of all real valued finite signed regular measures on X,
made into a locally convex topological vector space by means of the weak*
topology. Further,

(2.14) B(X) = {ue#(X 0, |lu| =

will denote the set of all nonnegatlve measures € M (X) of total mass < 1.
It is essential for the proof that B(X) is not only convex but also compact (in the
weak* topology).

ProoF oF THEOREM 2.1. In the sequel, we shall assume all the conditions
of Theorem 2.1 and further condition (2.4), since, otherwise, .#, would be
empty.

For each finite subset J' of J, let .#,(J') denote the set of all ue B(X)
satisfying

(2.15) K(go) = 1, uth;) < n; if jel,
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and

(2.16) K(do) = q(do),  H(9)) = qlo)) if jel'

We easily verify that the class .#, is precisely equal to the intersection of the
collection of all such classes .#,(J'). Moreover, this collection has the finite
intersection property, since A, (J')N M, (J") = M, (J' 0 J"). Hence, in order
to prove the theorem, that is, in order to prove that .#, is nonempty and compact
it suffices to prove that each individual class .#, (J') is nonempty and compact.

From now on, let J' be fixed. For convenience, we shall take J' = {1,2,- -+, n}.
Using condition (2.4) and the definitions of ® and g(¢), we easily see that for
any choice of the real constantsa, ; 2 0, =1, ,n,andy; 2 0,j = 0,1, -+, n,
we have
(2.17) a+ Y Bm; + Y via(e;) 20,

1 0
as soon as
(2.18) ago(x) + Y, Bihjx) + Y. 7;¢;x) 2 0 forallzeX.
1 0

Introducing ¢,,; = A;,j =1, -, n, and
(219) C1=q(¢])’ j=0’1:..'7n, Cn+j=r’j’ j=1a”.;n;

this implication can be restated as

2n 2n
(2:20) a+ Y 94,20 1, 20=>a+ Y y{ =0.

j=0 i=0
Here, the functions ¢;, j = 0,1, -, 2n, are all lower semicontinuous. More-
over,$; 2 0,j=0,1,---,n; thus {; 2 0,5 = 0, -+, n. Moreover, g, = 1 is

dominated at infinity by ¢,, while ¢,,; is dominated below at infinity by
¢;,j=1,"+,n Finally, #, = M, (/') can now also be described as the col-
lection of all u € B(X) such that

(2.21) Hgo) =1, ;) =, Jj=01--,2n
We shall first prove the following three results:
(i) forj = 0,1, -, n, the functions u — u(¢;) are lower semicontinuous on

B(X); in particular we have that the set {4 € B(X): u(¢;) = c} is always closed,
J=0,1,-,m;

(ii) on the set A(c) = {1 € B(X): u(¢o) < c} (with ¢ as a finite constant) the
function p — u(g,) is continuous; thus {u € B(X): u(¢o) < c, p(go) =1} is a
closed set;

(iii) let 1 < j < n; then on the set

(2.22) Bj(c) = {neB(X): u(go) = 1, u(e)) < ¢},

(with ¢ as a finite constant) the function yu — p(@,+;) = @(k;) is lower semi-
continuous.
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One easily verifies that (i), (ii), (iii) together imply that the set .# defined by
(2.21) is in fact a closed subset of B(X) and therefore compact.

To prove (i) let 0 < j < n be fixed. Then ¢; is nonnegative and lower semi-
continuous, in which case

(2.23) u(¢y) = sup {u(f): fe X (X),0 S f < ¢;},

holds for each u € B(X) (see [1], p. 104). Here, by the definition of the weak*
topology each function u — p(f) is a continuous function of u. Hence, it follows
from (2.23) that the function u — u(¢;) is lower semicontinuous on B(X).

For the proof of (ii), we use that g, is dominated at infinity by ¢, = 0.
Let ¢ > 0 and choose the compact set K, such that 1 = |go(x)| < e¢o(x) for
each x ¢ K,. Next choose y, in ) (X) such that y,(x) = 1 = go(x) for x € K,
and 0 £ ¥, (x) £ 1, otherwise. It follows that

(2.24) Inigo) — nwal = [ du <o | go@)du < oc,

as long as u € A(c). Hence, on A(c) the function u — u(g,) is the uniform limit of
the continuous functions u — u(y,) and therefore itself continuous.

To prove (iii), let 1 < j < n be fixed. We know that the function ¢, ; = &;
on X is dominated below at infinity by the nonnegative function ¢;. Hence, for
each ¢ > 0 there exists a compact set K, in X such that

(2.25) hj(x) + epj(x) 2 0 for x ¢ K,.

Here, the left side defines a lower semicontinuous function which therefore is
bounded below on K,. Consequently, there exists a constant a, such that a,g, +
hj + ep; 2 0 everywhere. In view of a relation of the type (2.23), the function
B = pla.go + h; + &¢;) is lower semicontinuous throughout B(X). Hence, on
Bj(c) the function

(2.26) uh; + ed;) = u(a.go + h; + ed;) — a,
is lower semicontinuous. But on Bj(c) we also have
(2.27) |u(hy) — nih; + ed,)| < eu(d;) < ec.

Therefore, on Bj(c) the function u — u(h;) is the uniform limit of lower semi-
continuous functions and thus itself lower semicontinuous.

It remains to prove that the compact set .#, is nonempty. Let D denote the
set of all points w € R?"*! such that there exists a measure yu € B(X) satisfying

(228) l‘(go) = 1’ ”(¢J) é wj’ ] = 0’ l’ e ’2""

Clearly the set D is convex. Using the above results (i), (ii), (iii) and the fact
that B(X) itself is compact, we easily see that the set D is also closed. Thus, D is
equal to an intersection of a collection of closed half spaces.

It is given that (2.20) holds and we must prove that the set .#, defined by
(2.21) is nonempty. In other words, we must prove that (2.20) implies z € D,
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where z = ({q, {y, - -, {3,)- It suffices to prove that z € H, where H is any closed
half space containing D. Let this half space have the form
2n
j=0

where « and y; denote real constants. Since D = H and D is unbounded in each
positive w; direction we must have that y; = 0.
Considering a probability measure &, on X supported by a single point x € X,

we see that w; = d)j(x),j =0,1, -, 2n, defines a point w € D < H; hence, we
have that

2n
(2.30) a«+ Y y;0jx) 20 forallzeX.

j=o0

‘Invoking (2.20), we conclude that & + 72, 7;{; = 0, that is, z € H. This com-
pletes the proof of Theorem 2.1.
ReMARk 2.3. In Theorem 2.1 the condition (2.4) can also be replaced by

(2.31) a0+2ﬂjh)>0, aOER’ ﬂERi:a0+Zﬂlnl>0’
J J

or by

(232) oo+ Y Bh;>0, ageR, BeRi=as+ ) Bin; 20.
7 J

After all, given the other (domination type) conditions of the theorem, we have
the implications

(2.33) (2.4) = M, nonempty = (2.31) = (2.32) = (2.4).

Here, the first implication follows from Theorem 2.1, while the others are more
or less obvious. For an important special case (with X compact) the equivalence
between .#, # 0 and (2.31) is due to Ky Fan ([3], p. 68).

The following variation of Theorem 2.1 is often useful in applications.

THEOREM 2.2. Asin Theorem 2.1, assume that g, = 1 is dominated at infinity
by some ¢ in © and further that each hj, j € J, is dominated below at infinity by
some @; in ®. Assume also that M, is nonempty ; equivalently, assume that (2.4)
holds.

Next, let f be a fixed upper semicontinuous function on X which is dominated
above at infinity by some ¢ in ®, and define

(2.34) q(f) = inf{a + ¥ B0 + Y Biky = [}

here, o ranges through R while B(-) ranges through RY.
Clearly, M(f) < q(f) < oo, where

(2.35) M(f) = sup {u(f): pe H4,}.

We assert that in fact M(f) = q(f) and further that the supremum in (2.35) is
assumed. In fact, the set of p € M, satisfying pu(f) = M(f) is nonempty, convex
and compact (in the weak* topology).
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ProoF. Let f be dominated at infinity by @ € ®@; in particular f <:¢ for
some ¢ € @, thus, g(f) < . Put A = —fso that & is lower semicontinuous and
dominated below by the function ¢ in ®. Adjoining /'to # = {h;,j€ J}, one
obtains a new class

(2.38) M, ()= {ne M uk) < —y} = {pe M puf) 2y},

which depends on the choice of y. It follows from Theorem 2.1 that .#,(y) is
always compact and convex. From (2.35), it is empty when y > M (f) and non-
empty when y < M(f). Letting yT M(f), we conclude that {ue 4, : u(f) =
M(f)} is a nonempty compact and convex set.

Theorem 2.1 also supplies a necessary and sufficient condition for .#,(y) to
be nonempty, namely, condition (2.4) applied to # U {&} instead of 5. It turns
out that ., (y) is nonempty if and only if y < q(f). Consequently, we have
M(f) = q(f).

REMARK 2.4. The condition of Theorem 2.2 that f be dominated at infinity
by some ¢ € ® cannot be omitted. For instance, take X = [1, + 00) and
{n;,j€J} as the single function (x) = x? + x~2 Thus ., consists of all
u € B(X) with u(go) = 1 and u(h) £ 7. Finally, let f(x) = 2 Clearly, M (f) =
q(f) = n, but, nevertheless, we have u(f) < n forall pe 4,.

REMARK 2.5. Theassertion M (f) = q(f)of Theorem 2.2 is obviously related
to the so called fundamental theorem of linear programming (see [5], pp. 558,
561). Of special interest would be the case where not only the supremum M (f)
is attained by at least one measure u, € 4, , but where also the infimum g(f) is
attained by a pair « € R, (-) € R’ . This situation will be taken up in Section 3.
We easily verify that the measure y, must be carried by the measurable set S of
points x € X for which a + X B;h;(x) = f(x); moreover, uy(h;) = n; whenever
B; > 0. Conversely, every u, € #, with these properties does attain M (f).

3. Admissible measures

In this section, X denotes an arbitrary measurable space and .# a given non-
empty convex collection of (nonnegative) measures on X. We shall be interested
in the best lower bound

(3.1) L(y) = L(y|k) = inf {u(h): p e #, n(g) = y}.

Here,g = (91, ' ** , ¢n) I8 & given measurable function g: X — R" which is inte-
grable relative to each p € . Further, 2: X - R denotes a given measurable
function which is integrable relative to each pe 4. Finally, y = (y;, -, ¥,)

denotes a variable point in R".
Clearly, L(y) < + oo if and only if y belongs to the so called moment space

(3.2) M = {yeR": u(g) = y for some pe #}.
Here, M is a -convex subset of R" since the collection .# was assumed to be

convex. We may (and shall) assume that M has a nonempty interior; for, other-
wise the components g; of g would be linearly dependent as far as the measures
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pe A are concerned so that part of the information u(g) = y would be
redundant.

The function L(y) is clearly convex. Excluding the situation that L{y) = — o0
for all y € int (M), it follows that L(y) is finite everywhere on M and even con-
tinuous throughout int ().

For each measurable function : X — R, let us introduce

(3.3) Hmin(Y = inf {u(y): pe M};

put fpin(¥) = —oo if ¥ is not even improperly integrable relative to some
ue M I py () is finite, then a measure 4 on X will be said to be critical relative
to Y if

(3.4) peM, pY) = pumia(¥).
ExaMpLE 3.1. Let # consist of all probability measures on X. In this case
(3.5) Pmin($) = inf Y = inf {(z): x € X}.

Moreover, y, € .# is critical relative to ¥ if and only if it is carried by the
“contact” set

(3.6) SW) ={xeX: Y(x) =infy}.

ExampLE 3.2. Let A be a fixed measure on X and let 0 < a(x) < b(x) be
given measurable functions on X which are integrable relative to A. Finally, let
A consist of all measures on X of the form

(3.7) ud) = L p(x)Ade), a(x) = p(x) = b(x).

This measure y will be critical relative to a function ¥ if and only if the corres-
ponding function p (x) is such that p(x) = a(x) for almost [4] all = with Y (x) > 0
and further p(x) = b(x) for almost [1] all x with Y (x) < 0. Here, we are
assuming that { |y|b dd < oo.

ExamPLE 3.3. Let . consist of all measures on X of the form

(3.8) wd) = fp(u,A)v(du).

Here, v denotes an arbitrary probability measure on a fixed measurable space
U, while P is a given Markov kernel function ofu € U, 4 < X.Ify = 0is measur-
able then u() = v(), where

(3.9) J(u) = f ¥ (2)P(u, dz).

Thus, p is critical relative to Y if and only if the corresponding measure v is
carried by the contact set S W) <.
LemMma 3.1.  Consider any function (a so called polynomial) of the special form

(3.10) Y(x) = h(x) - ) d;9,(x),

j=
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where the d; denote real constants. Then
(3.11) L(z) 2 poinW) + Y, djz; forallze M.
j=1
Moreover, given y € int (M), one can always choose this polynomial Y in such a
way that

(3.12) L(y) = pmin(¥) + .Zl d;y;;
j=

here, Y is unique for almost all y € int (M ).

DEFinNITION 3.1. 4 measure puy on X will be said to be admissible if u, € A
and further pg is critical relative to some polynomial Y of the form (3.10).

For instance, in Example 3.1 a probability measure p, is admissible if and
only if it is supported by the contact set S(¥) of some polynomial y.

THEOREM 3.1. Each admissible measure py assumes L(y) in the sense that

(3.13) L(y) = po(h), where y = po(g).

Conversely, if y € int (M) and L(y) is assumed by p, € M, then u, is admissible
(and the corresponding polynomial ¥ is unique for almost all y € int (M ).
Consequently, if L(y) is assumed for all y € int (M), then (3.13) with p, running
through all admissible measures will yield a parametric representation of the
SJunction L(y) at least for y € int (M).
Proor oF LEMMA 3.1. (Another proof is given in [5], p. 574.) Consider a
measure i € 4 with u(g) = z. Integrating (3.10), we find that

(3.14) u(h) = p@p) + j; diz; Z hun(W) + Y djz;.

i=1
This implies (3.11). Considering u € # with u(y) close to i, (¥) and then
taking z = u(g), we see that the constant term p;.(¥) in (3.11) cannot be
improved. That is, y = gy (¥) + d12, + - + d,z, is the best supporting
hyperplane in the direction (d,, - -  , d,) to the convex set @ in R"*' consisting
of all points (z, y) with ze M and y = L(z).

Conversely, consider a fixed point y € int (M). Then through the boundary
point (y, L(y)) of @ there passes a supporting hyperplane to Q. Since y € int (M),
this hyperplane is nonvertical and of the form y = dy + X, d;z;. That is,
L(z) 2 dy + X'}, djz; for all z€ M, while L(y) = do + Zj-, d;y;. It follows
from the above remarks that necessarily dy = g, (¥), where ¥ denotes the
polynomial defined by (3.10). This yields assertion (3.12).

The uniqueness of Y, for almost all y € int (M), follows from the well-known
uniqueness of a supporting hyperplane through the boundary point (y, L(y)) of
the convex body @, again for almost all boundary points, that is, for almost all
y €int (M).

ProoF oF THEOREM 3.1. Let pu, € # be admissible, thus, o(¥) = Hmin(¥)
for some polynomial ¥ of the form (3.10). Letting uy(g) = y, we have

(3.15) L(y) £ po(h) = po(¥) + i d;y;j = Pmin(¥) + .Zl d;y;.
i=

ji=1
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In view of (3.11), the equality sign must hold here, proving the first assertion.
From Lemma 3.1, we have for almost all y that this can happen for at most one
polynomial . '

Conversely, let y € int (M) be fixed and suppose that L(y) is assumed by
Ho € M ; thus, uo(g) = y and py(k) = L(y). Next, choose the polynomial ¥ in
such a way that (3.12) holds. Then

(3.16) Ho(W) = po(h) — Z d;uo(gj) = Z d;Y; = Hmin(¥)-

This shows that y, is critical for Y so that y, is admlssnble.

In view of Theorem 3.1, we would like to have applicable sufficient conditions
on.#,9 = (gy, " ,g, and % in order that the infimum L(y) be assumed. In
Theorem 3.2, we take .# as the collection .#, described in Theorem 2.1. Thus,
adopting the notations and assumptions of Theorem 2.1, .#, is the class of
probability measures on the locally compact space X satisfying (2.1), with
H = {h;,je€J} as a system of lower semicontinuous functions on X satisfying
a certain domination type of condition (which is void when X is compadct).

THEOREM 3.2. Let M = M, beasin Theorem2.1. Let furtherg;,j =1, ,n,
be given continuous functions on X each dominated at infinity by some ¢ € ® and
let h: X — R be a lower semicontinuous function which is dominated below at
infinity by some ¢ € ®.

Define L(y) as in (3.1) and M as in (3.2). We assert that L(y) is assumed for
each y € M in the sense that for each y € M there exists po € M, with po(g) =y
and po(h) = L(y).

Proor. Simply adjoin the (lower semicontinuous) functions g; and —g; to
the given system # = {h;,j€ J} and take +y; and —y; as the corresponding
n values. Now the assertion that L(y) is assumed immediately follows from
Theorem 2.2 applied to this enlarged system and with f = —hA.

The following result follows directly from Theorem 3.2 by observing that for
a compact space X all domination conditions are void. On the other hand, it

would not be very hard to prove Corollary 3.1 directly, namely, by using the
simple result (i) used in the proof of Theorem 2.1.

CorOLLARY 3.1. Let X be a compact space and {h;, j € J} any collection of
lower semicontinuous functions on X. Take M as the collection of all regular
probability measures p on X with

(3.17) f hy@)p(da) < 1, for eachjel.

Here, the n; denote given real numbers We assume that M is nonempty. Finally,
let g;: X - R be continuous, j =1, ,n, and let h: X - R be lower semi-
continuous.

Under these assumptions the infimum L(y) in (3.1) is assumed for each y € M
so that Theorem 3.1 becomes applicable.



MOMENT PROBLEMS 113
4. Applications

4.1. In the present section we outline just one set of applications of the
results in Section 3. We shall take the measurable space X as a compact space and
# simply as the collection of all regular probability measures on X. We further
assume that the functions g,, - - - , g, are continuous, while for the moment we
allow for A any measurable function : X — R which is bounded below.

Consider the finite valued function

4.1) h(z) = lim inf A(y);
yox
thus, h(x) < h(z). In fact, % is precisely the largest lower semicontinuous
function satisfying # < h. We assert that
(4.2) L(y|h) = L(y|k) for each y € int (M).

One way of seeing this would be to apply Lemma 3.1. Using (3.5), this yields
that

(4.3) L(y|h) = s?p[ djy; + irxlf{h(x) - 21 djgj(x)}],
=1 j

ji=

J

for each y € int (M). Here, d runs through all n-tuples d = (d,, - -, d,) € R".
Now observe that, since the g; are continuous, the infimum in (4.3) remains un-
changed when % is replaced by 4, hence, (4.2) obtains.

As a more intuitive proof, let ¢ > 0 be given and choose the neighborhood
U of y eint (M) such that L(z|h) > L(y|k) — & for all ze U. Next, choose
Mo € # such that puo(g) = y and po(h) < L(y|k) + &. We may assume (see
[6], p. 95) that p, has a finite support (consisting of at most » + 2 points). By
a slight movement of these support points we obtain a probability measure p,
such that p,(h) < po(h) + ¢ < L(y|h) + 2¢, while z = u,(g) still satisfies
z € U. We conclude that

4.4) L(y|k) — & < L{z|h) < L(y|k) + 2e.

This in turn yields (4.2).

4.2. From now on, we shall assume that 7 itself is lower semicontinuous.
As indicated by equation (4.2), this is no real loss of generality (when we want
to compute L(y) = L(y|k)fory e int (M);ify € M is on the boundary of M, we
should replace X by an appropriate compact subset so as to get back at the
situation y € int (M); this can always be dene, (see [6], p. 102)).

Knowing that % is lower semicontinuous, we have from Corollary 3.1 (or
from an easy direct proof) that L(y) is assumed for each y € M. From now on,
in this section, let us restrict y to int (M).

Then we conclude from Theorem 3.2 that the computation of L(y) can be
reduced to a study of admissible measures.
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In the present case, we have from (3.5) and (3.6) that an admissible measure is
any probability measure supported by the contact set S(}) of some “poly-
nomial” of the form

(4.5) W) = he) = 3 dgy@).

Letting d, = inf {, we have

(4.6) Sy = {x eX:dy + ) digjx) = h(x)}.
=1
Here, d is such that

(4.7) do + Y, d;g;(x) < h(x) forallxeX,
j=1

and d, is maximal. Since ¥ is lower semicontinuous on the compact space X
this contact set S(y) is always compact and nonempty. We now conclude from
Theorem 3.1 that:

(i) all one needs to do in computing L(y) = L(y|h) for given y is to select
the admissible measure u, in such a way that py(g9) = y; afterwards, L(y) =
Ho(h);

(ii) this can always be done, that is, y, can always be found;

(iii) call a polynomial ¥ associated to y when S(y) carries a probability
measure i, with uy(g) = y. Such an associated polynomial always exists and
almost all y have exactly one associated polynomial. Finally,ify = A — X7_, d;g;
is associated to y then L(y) is also given by

ji=

The reader may enjoy using this principle in solving the following problem.
Namely, let Z be a real random variable with 0 < Z < 1 and the first three
moments E(Z') = y;,j = 1,2, 3, given. Let further 0 < o < f <1 be given
numbers. Now determine the best possible upper and lower bounds on
Pr(a < Z < B). For instance, as to the lower bound L(y), either L(y) = 0 or
the admissible measure corresponding to y has one of the supports {a, &4, B, 1},
{0, a, &5, B}, {o, , 1}, {a, v, B}, {0, w, B}. Here, &, and &, are fixed numbers,
while u, v, w are variable such that &« < u < &, &, <v < &, & <w < B.
More or less the same result holds when E'(gJ-(Z)) =y;, j=12,3, and
{go> 91, 92> g3} is a Chebyshev system on [0, 1], go = 1.

In this and other applications, the main advantage of the present approach
comes from the fact that often a set S(y) of the type (4.6), (4.7) must be quite
small in some sense. This happens for instance when X is an analytic manifold
and the g; and & are analytic or piecewise analytic. These aspects and further
applications will be taken up in a subsequent paper.
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5. The moments of a sum

5.1. In the present section, we shall be concerned with the following situation
where # is definitely not convex. Namely, let X = R* and take .# to be of the
form

(5.1) M= M = MM,

Here, the star denotes convolution while the #;, 1 = 1, -+, n, denote given
collections of probability measures on R*. In other words, .#™ consists of all
convolutions of the form y = p *--- *u,, where y;e M;, i =1,---,n. It is
useful to interpret 4™ also as the collection of all distributions u(4) =
Pr(S, € A) of so called admissible sums S, = Z; + - -+ + Z, of n independent
random variables Z; € R* with the property that the ith component Z; has a
distribution y; € #;,i =1, -+, n.

Let ¢ be a fixed positive integer and assume that each measure ye .#; U
-+~ U M, has all moments y; = [/ dy of order |j| < g. Here,j = (jy, ", ji)
denotes a multi-index with componentsj,e Z, = {0,1,2,- - -}; further |j| = Zj,.

The moment space M; corresponding to .#; will be defined as

5.2) M;= {y € RY": there exists yu € #; with facj du =y; forallje J},

i =1, , n Here, J denotes the set of all multi-indices j with 1 < |j| < gand
g* their number (¢* = qifk = 1). Further, a point y € R is regarded as having
coordinates y; with j running through J.

Similarly, let M™ denote the moment space corresponding to .#™. Thus,
M™ is also the set of points y = (y;,j € J) in R? such that there exists at least
one admissible sum S, = Z; + -+ + Z, with E(S]) = y;forall je J.

We shall be interested in the different relations between these moments
E(S!),j € J, that is, in the structure of M™. In many applications the class .#;
and thus the moment space M;, i = 1, -- -, n, are convex, while nevertheless
M® itgelf and thus .#™ are nonconvex.

5.2. In studying M™ it is only natural to use cumulants x;, j € J, since these
have the addition property

(5.3) K;(8,) = K;(Zy) + ++ + K;(Z,) foralljel.

Let K; = K;[q] denote the cumulant space corresponding to .#; and M; which
consists of all points z € R? such that, for some u € .#;, we have k (1) = z; for
allje J. Let K™ = K™[q] denote the analogous cumulant space corresponding
to #™ and M™. In other words, z € K™ if and only if we can find an admissible
sum 8, with x;(8,) = z; for all j e J. It follows from (5.3) that

(5.4) K” =K, + - + K,

where the addition on the right side is ordinary addition of subsets of the additive
group R?; thus, 4 + B = {z:2 =a + bforsomeacAd,b € B}.
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From now on, let us restrict ourselves to the special case where #;, = #, =
s = My = M, say. Let M and K denote the moment space and cumulant
space, respectively, corresponding to the given class . It follows from (5.4)
that

(5.5) K"=K+- -+ K=K"
(in an obvious notation). We further have the important relations

(5.6) Kc %K‘"’ - %K < conv (K).

Here, (1/n)K" = {z: nz € K"} may thus also be regarded as the set of all points
zin R of the form

5.7) 2 = (% (8, eJ),

for some admissible sum S,. Moreover, z belongs to the smaller set K in the
chain (5.6) if and only if (5.7) holds for some sum S, = Z, + --- + Z, having
independent and identically distributed components Z;.

The following result due to Emerson and Greenleaf ([2], p. 180) will play an
important role.

LemMA 5.1.  Let K be a bounded subset of some Euclidean space and suppose
that, for some integer p 2 1, the set (1/p) K" has a nonempty interior relative to the
minimal flat L (K) containing K.

Then there exists a constant ¢ > 0 depending on K only such that for any
z € conv (K) and any positive integer n we have either z € (1/n)K" or z has a distance
< c/n from the complement of conv (K), (taken relative to & (K )).

5.3. Consider the situation where .# and thus K are fixed while = is large.
By (5.8), we always have K™ < n conv (K). It follows from Lemma, 5.1 that in a
certain sense n conv (K) is even a very good approximation to K. For instance,
under the conditions of the lemma we have that (1/2)K™ tends to conv (K) in
the Hausdorff metric.

Thus, there are several good reasons for trying to determine conv (K). The
only situation which we shall study in some more detail is that where & = 1
and

(5.8) # = {all probability measures on [0, c]}.

Here, ¢ denotes a fixed positive constant. In other words, we shall be concerned
with the moment space M™ = M®™[q] and the cumulant space K™ = K™[q]

corresponding to the set of all sums S, = Z, + -+ + Z, of real valued inde-
pendent random variables Z; with possibly different distributions, but such that
0= 2Z,Lc¢,i=1, - ,n Also recall that x,(S) = E(S) = m, say; k,(S) =

E(S — m)* = Var (S); x3(S) = E(S — m)®, while x,(8) = E(S —m)* —
3[E(S — m)*]>.
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5.4. Itiswellknown ([4], p. 106)that the moment space M[q] corresponding
to . is precisely the convex hull of the curve

(5.9) {y:y =@ t% -, t9 forsome0 < t < c}.

Moreover, y = (y;, """, y,) € R? belongs to M[q] if and only if Z§ a;y; = 0
for every polynomial 2§ a;z/ which is nonnegative on [0, c]; here, and in the
sequel, yo = 1. The latter condition can be replaced by a small number of poly-
nomial inequalities in y;, - - -, y,, involving so called Hankel determinants.

For low values of g these conditions are as follows. First 0 < y, < cifqg = 1;
moreover, y < y, < cy, if ¢ = 2; moreover,

(5.10) Y Y2 >0, cC—n Y1 — Y2 >0
Y2 Y3 CY1 — Y2 CYz2 — Y3
if ¢ = 3; moreover,
1y v
(5.11) i Y2 ¥s| 20, ZZ: IR X
Y2 Y3 Ya
if ¢ = 4, and so on.
Next, we may write
(5.12) K[q]l = UM[q], M®[q] = U *(K[q]"),
where U denotes the usual one to one transformation of moment points
Yy = (Y1, """, ¥Y,) into cumulant points k = Uy = (K, * - + , k). This transform-
ation is defined by the formal power series identity
(5.13) y (5) w = log [1 +3 3(—") wf];
T \J! T \J!

hence,

B (n\ (Y

— — 1\t J1 N 2]

(5.14) & = (O = L1 (1! .
and

il r 5

(U Y. =S (K)o (K

j=1,--+,q. Here, each summation extends over all the g-tuples (r;, - -, r;) €

ZJ, such that Zir; = j. Further, h = —1 + Zr;.
5.5. Let us first consider the case ¢ = 2, the case ¢ = 1 being trivial. By
kK, =y, and k, = y, — y3, the set K[2] is defined by

(5.16) 0=, Zc 0 < Kk, < K4(c — Ky).
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It so happens that K[2] is convex. Hence, the set K[2]" of all possible points
(11 (8,), k2(8)) coincides with nK[2]. Thus, 0 < E(S,) < nc and

(6.17) Var (8,) < E(S,) [c - iE(&.)],

and these inequalities cannot be improved.
5.6. Let us now turn to the case ¢ = 3. The lower bound (5.10) on y, is of
the form

(5.18) Yy, = BZ* = B(Z'?-Z°7) < (y,y5)'*

It is valid whenever Z > 0 and is attained if and only if u € .# has a two-point
support {0, &} with £ = 0. In terms of cumulants this becomes

(5.19) Y3 = (k] + 13)* S Ky(k] + 31K, + K3);
thus,
. 2y [ K2
(5.20) K3 2 flKky, K3) = (K2 — K1) <"€“)
1
The upper bound (5.10) on y; takes the form
K
(5.21) K3 S glKy, K2) = ((c — x1)* — Kz)(l _ZK )a
1

(and is assumed if and only if 4 € 4 has a two-point support {&, c}). We con-
clude that K[3] may also be described as the set of points (k;, x,, k3) in R?
satisfying (5.16), (5.20), and (5.21).

Lemma 5.2. The K[3] is not convex. Moreover, K% = conv K[3] is equal
to the convex hull of the curve

(5.22) I = {I1, = (p, p(c — p), p(c = p)(c — 2p)); 0 < c}.

It follows that (z,, 2, 23) € K¥ if and only if (zy, z,) € K[2], (that is, 0 < 2z, <
z,(1 — 2,)) and, moreover,
223 223
(5.23) —czy + zi,z <2 Sz - _zzl,
(if 0 < z; < c; otherwise z, = z3 = 0).
REMARK 5.1. The z; projection of K¥ is nothing but K[2] = K%. The 2,
projection is easily seen to be given by

(5.24) 0 <2, S46%  |zs| £ z[c® — 42,]2

The 2, projection is found to be

—§c’z; £ 23 £ z1(c — 21)(c — 22y), if 0=z £ ge;
(5.25) —§cz £ 23 S §c(c — =), if ¢ <z £ dc;
—zi(c — 21)(22; —¢) S 23 S §cP(c — 7)), if ez ¢
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Proor or LEmMMaA 5.2. If K[3] were convex, then f would be convex and g
would be concave on the domain K[2] defined by (5.16). On the contrary, con-
sider the lower boundary of K[3] on the cross section k, = (¢ — p)k,, where
0<p=Lc0= kK £p.ltisgiven by

(5.26) K3 = f(xy, (¢ — p)ky) = (¢ — p)rs(c — p — Ky).

The latter function is strictly concave ( as soon as p < c) instead of convex. We
also conclude that in forming the convex hull K of K[3] the lower boundary
of the cross section may as well be replaced by the pair of endpoints, namely,
the point I1, corresponding to x¥; = 0 and II, corresponding to k; = p.

Similarly, the upper boundary of K[3] in its cross section with k, = p(c — k,),
0= p=cp =K £c,isgiven by the convex function

(5.27) K3 = 9("1, plc — k1)) = p(c — Ky)(c — K1 — p).

In forming K¥, this part of the upper boundary may be replaced by the pair of
endpoints II, and II,.

It follows that indeed K% is precisely equal to the convex hull of the curve I1
described in (5.22). The linear transformation

(5.28) Y = 2y, Y2 = Cz; — 23, ys = ¢z — 32, + 323

sends the point I1, into a point y with coordinates y; = p’, j = 1, 2, 3. Thus, it
sends K% onto the corresponding convex hull which happens to be M[3] (see
(5.9)). The latter is determined by the inequalities y? £y, £ ¢y, and (5.10).
Transforming back, we conclude that K% is determined by the inequalities
0 < 2z, < 24(c — 2,) and (5.23).

THEOREM 5.1.  If 8, is a sum of n independent random variables 0 < Z; < c,
then z; = (1/n)K;(8,), j = 1, 2, 3, defines a point of K%. Hence, we have, besides
(5.17), that

+ 2 Var (S,) < K3(8S,) <o 2 Var (S,,)-
ES, ~ Var(8,) ~ n — ES,

Thus, k5(S,) > 0 as soon as Var (S,) > 4c(ES,). Moreover, by (5.24),

(5.29) —c

4 1/2
(5.30) |k3(8,)| < Var (S,) [cz - ;Var (S,,)] )

The inequalities (5.29) are sharp in the following sense. Let z = (24, z,, 23) be
a given point in int (K¥). Then for n sufficiently large there exists an admissible
sum 8, with (1/n)x;(S,) = z;,§ = 1,2, 3.

Proor. Combine (5.6), Lemma 5.1, and Lemma 5.2.

REMARK 5.2. The point II, is realized by the cumulants of the measure u
with support {0, ¢} and mass p/c at the point c¢. Thus, IT = K[3]; hence,
(1/n) II" = (1/n)k[3]" and each tends to K% in the sense of Lemma 5.1.

It can be shown that to each point z € int (K¥) there corresponds an integer
no such that for each integer n = n, there exists a representation of z as z =
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Zi_ i (ny/n) I, withny € Z,,Z3 ny, = 2,0 < p, £ ¢, (all depending on 7 and z,
h = 1,2, 3). This implies that z can be realized as z; = (1/n)x;(S,),j = 1, 2, 3, by
a sum of independent random variables S, = Z; + - + Z, such that each Z;
takes only the values 0 and ¢, while Pr(Z; = ¢) = p,/c for exactly n, indices
t=1,nh=123.

5.7. Let us finally consider the case ¢ = 4, restricting ourselves to a lower
bound on k,(S,).

If Z is any random variable with a finite fourth moment, then the best lower
bound for the cumulant ¥, = k4(Z) in terms of the lower cumulants is given by

(5.31) Ky = — — 2k3.

If 0 £ Z £ ¢, then (5.31) follows immediately from the first inequality (5.11).
Since the validity of (5.31) is not affected by a change of location or scale, it
follows that (5.31) holds for each bounded Z and thus for each Z with a finite
fourth moment.

The argument further shows that K[4] can be defined by the inequalities
(5.16), (5.20), (5.21), (5.31), and a somewhat more complicated upper bound on
K, which may be derived from the second inequality (5.11) (and which will
involve c).

LemMMA 5.3. The lower boundary of K} = conv K[4] is the same as the lower
boundary of the convex hull of the curve T = {£,;0 < p < c}, where

(6.32) X, = (p, plc — p), p(c — p)(c — 2p), p(c — p)(c* — 6cp + 6p?)).

Moreover, z € R* belongs to K} if and only if :

(1) (241, 25,23) € K¥; thatis, 0 < z, < 2z(1 — z,) and (5.23) hold ;

(ii) we have the lower bound

322 1

5.33 >3 "2,
( ) 24 = 222 2 C72y;

(iii) z4 satisfies an analogous upper bound z4 < h(z,, 2,, z3) which will not be
specified.

REMARK 5.3. We shall need to relate the inequalities (5.33) and

(5.34) 24 2 = — 223,

where z, > 0. In fact, (5.34) implies (5.33) precisely when

2 2
3z

(5.35) B 92228 102,
z2 2 22

which is equivalent to the pair of inequalities

(5.36) z; £ %c?, || S z[c? — 42,]Y2
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By (5.24) this is true if and only if (z,, z3) corresponds to some point z =
(%1, 22, 23) € K%. In all other cases, in particular when z, > 4c?, we have that
(6.33) implies (5.34).

Proor oF LEMMa 5.3. The vertical projection (in the k, direction) of K[4]
is precisely K[3]. Hence, the vertical projection of conv K[4] = K} is precisely
conv K[3] = K% and the latter is completely described by Lemma 5.2.

Consider the curve T described by (5.32). We easily verify that the point Z,
of the curve is realized by the first four cumulants of the probability measure p,
having the two-point support {0, ¢} and a mass p/c at c. Hence, £ = K[4] and
therefore, conv () < conv K[4] = K}. By Lemma 5.2, the vertical projection
of conv (Z) is precisely conv (I1) = K3%.

For each point z = (24, z,, 23) in K%, let us define

(5.37) @(z) = inf {{: (24, 22, 23, () € K%}
and
(5.38) Y(z) = inf {{: (24, 24, 23, {) € conv (Z)}.

Clearly, both ¢ and Y are convex functions on K¥. Further, ¢(z) < y/(z) since
conv (X) = K. We shall prove below that

2

(5.39) U(z) = 3 2—3 — L¢%, forall ze K%,
2

and it would suffice to prove that ¢ = .

In fact, we know from (5.31) that, for each z € K[4], z, = 23/z, — 223.
Using formula (5.39) and Remark 5.3, we conclude that z, = ¥(z,, 2,, 23) for
each z € K[4], and hence, for each z € conv K[4] = K} since the function ¥ is
convex. This in turn implies that ¢(z) = Y(z), and hence, ¢(z) = Y(z) for all
ze K%.

It only remains to verify the formula (5.39) for the function ¢ defined by
(5.38). One proof would be to derive it from the second inequality (5.11) by a
transformation analogous to the one used in the last part of the proof of Lemma
5.2. Another proof would be as follows.

First, introduce Y (z) = 322/2, — $c?z,. Then { is convex throughout the
region z, > 0, as can for instance be seen from the formula

(5.40) J(z) = sup [—3(8u® + c?)z, + 3uz;].

It follows that the region W = {z € R*: 2 € K¥, 2z, = {(#')} is convex; 2’ =
(21, 22, 23) if 2 = (24, 23, 23, 24)-
Second, an easy computation shows that

(5.41) z4 = Y(2') foreach ze X;

lﬁ(Zp) =0if p=0o0r p = c. Hence, T = W, and hence, conv (£) = W; thus,
Y(z) = J(z) throughout K¥.
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Third, if z € Z then, using (5.38) and (5.41), we have that () £ z, = ¥(2);
thus, Y(2') = ().

Fourth, on the line segment z; = 12,, |A| < ¢, z € K¥, the function §(z) is
linear in z, while Y (z) is convex so that the difference y(z) = ¥(z) — ¥(z) is
convex and nonnegative. Moreover, x(z) = 0 at both end points (which corres-
pond to points of X), and hence, throughout the entire segment. This proves
that (z) = J(z) throughout K% and establishes (5.39).

THEOREM 5.2. Suppose S, = Z, + -+ + Z, is the sum of n independent
random variables0 £ Z; < c. Then
> § K3(Sn)2 1

_CZKZ (Sn)

(5.42) Kq(S,) 2 25,8, 2
2 n

The inequality (5.42) is sharp in the sense that given z € int (KF) (in particular
zq > 323/2, — 1c22,) there exists for each sufficiently large integer n an admissible
sum S, with (1/n)k;(S,) = z;.j = 1,2,3, 4.

Proor. Combine (5.6), Lemma 5.1, and Lemma 5.3.

REMARK 5.4. In view of (5.31), we also have

KS(Sn)z
K> (Sn)
As follows from Remark 5.3, (5.43) is better than (5.42) if and only if
(K2(S,. k3(S,)) corresponds to a point (z;, k5 (S,). k3(S,)) of K¥ = conv K[3],
for some choice of z,. For n large this is rarely the case. If k,(S,) is large, then
(5.42) is obviously much more precise than (5.43).

(5.43) K4(S,)

v

2K2 (Sn)Z'

6. Exponential bounds

6.1. Inthissection we shall again be interestedinasum S, = Z; + - + Z,
of independent real valued random variables. We shall make two assumptions.

(i) Let a < b be given finite constants and assume that a < Z; < b for all
1=1,",n.

(ii) Let m be a given positive integer and ¢y, ", ¢, given numbers. We
assume that
(6.1) E(Z]) = c;

§ forj=1,"-,mandalli=l,---,n,

Naturally, ¢,. - . c,, must be such that there do exist such random variables
a £ Z; < b; that is, ¢ = (¢;, ", ¢,) must be a point of the corresponding
moment space M [m].

Most of the difficulties encountered in Section 5 concerning the precise rela-
tions between the first ¢ moments of S, had to do with the fact that the trans-
formation (5.14) between moments and cumulants is a nonlinear transformation
which may transform a convex set M[q] into a nonconvex set K[q].

In the present section, we want to exploit the fact that x; happens to be linear
in the higher moments y;. Fixing the lower moments as in (6.1) will make the
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cumulants x;(Z;) with j £ 2m + 1 into an affine function of the unknown
moments y,(Z;) = E(Z}). More precisely, (5.14) and (6.1) together imply a
relation of the form '

J
(6.2) Ki(Z) =a; + Y b;,.y(Z), j=m+1,-".,2m + 1,
r=m+1
valid foralli = 1, - - -, n. Here, the coefficients a; and b; , are known constants
(depending only on ¢y, * * * , C,).

The collection M of possible moment points § = (Ym+1(Z), " ** » Y2m+1(Z:))
is a known convex subset of R™*1. Hence, from (6.2), also the collection K of all

possible cumulant points Z = (Kp+1(Z;), =", Kam+1(Z;)) is a known convex
subset K of R™*! the same set foralli = 1, - - - , n. By (5.3), the set of all possible
cumulant points (Kpy+1(S,), = * , K2m+1(S,)) of 8, is precisely the set K + K +

-+« 4+ K = K" = nK, the latter because K is convex. This leads to the statement

1 1
(63) (7& Kpm+ I(Sn)» R ; Kom+ I(Sn)> € K

And for each integer n this is more or less all we can say about these cumulants,
that is, about the moments E(S}) with j < 2m + 1; the transformation (6.2)
cannot be used, however, for Z; replaced by S,, but has to be modified since S,
has its lower moments different from Z;.

Suppose Z,, * - -, Z, besides satisfying (i), (i) also satisfy:
(iii) the Z, are identically distributed.
Then

1 1
(64) (; Kma+ 1(Sn)’ ) ; Kom+ I(Sn)) = (Km+ l(Zl)v Tt Koms l(Zl))’

but still the latter can be any point in K. In other words, the relation (6.3) cannot
be improved at all. That is, any relation between the moments E(Sj) with
1 £j £ 2m + 1 which is universally true under the assumptions (i), (ii), and
(iii) is thus also universally true under the assumptions (i) and (ii) alone.

6.2. Let us now consider the following related problem. Namely, we still
assume (i) and (ii), but we now want to add the assumption:

(iv) let g be a given positive integer with m < g £ 2m + 1 and assume that

(6.5) ES)) =d; forallm <j <gq,

where the d; are given numbers. Naturally (6.5) is void when g = m. Since (i),
(ii), and (iv) must have a common solution, the d; cannot be entirely arbitrary.
Note that the distributions of the Z; will be different in general.

We shall show that in this situation it is not difficult to obtain an exact formula
(in terms of a, b, the ¢; and d;) for the quantity

(6.6) A(t) = sup log E(exp {t5,}),

where S, ranges through all sums of the above type, while ¢ denotes a fixed
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constant, ¢ # 0. Such an exact formula may be useful in connection with the
well-known inequality

6.7)  Pr(S, = nx) < exp {—tnx} E(exp {t8,}) < exp {—tnx + A(t)}
if t>0.

6.3. Let us first reformulate the above problem. In the first place, we may
rewrite (6.6) as

(6.8) A(t) = 259, 'ix log E(exp {tZ;}),

.....

where (Z,, - - -, Z,) ranges through the n-tuples of random variables satisfying
(i), (i), while further Z{_, x;(Z;) is equal to a given number when m < j < q.
Using (6.1), (6.2), and ¢ < 2m + 1, the latter condition can be rewritten as

(6.9) i;l E(Z}) = e; forallm <j < g,

where the e; denote given numbers, which are easily calculated from the ¢; and
d;. We now have that in (6.8) the Z; range through the n-tuples satisfying (i), (ii)
and (6.9); in the present formulation the independence of the Z; is no longer
important. Let us now proceed to show that the supremum in (6.8) is attained
for the case where the Z; are identically distributed. This will reduce our problem
to the more or less classical one of finding

(6.10) A(t) = n sup log E(exp {tZ}),

where Z is a random variable subject only to the conditions thata < Z < b
and that B(Z’) = ¢;,j =1, ,q, with ¢;, " -+, ¢, as given numbers.

6.4. The above problem, to determine the maximum (6.8) subject to the
conditions a £ Z; < b, (6.1), and (6.9), may be generalized as follows.

Namely, consider a measurable space X and a given convex class .# of prob-
ability measures on X. Let further y and g;,j = 1, - -, , be given real valued
measurable functions on X which are integrable relative to each y € #. Finally,
let ¢ be a given real valued and concave function defined on an interval con-
taining the range of . Our problem will be to determine

(6.11) max --21 [E(W(Z)].
Here, Z,, - -, Z, will denote random variables taking values in X such that
(a) the distribution y; of Z; belongs to the given class #,i = 1, -, n; (b) the

Z; must further satisfy the side conditions

(6.12) E(gj(Z)) =e; forj=1,---,r.

i

Here, the e; denote given numbers such that there do exist n-tuples of random
variables satisfying the stated properties.
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6.5. In our original problem we have X = [a, b]. Further, # may be taken
as the class of all probability measures on X satisfying | x/ pu(dx) = ¢, j =
L,---,m. Moreover, in (6.12) we take r = ¢ — m and g;(x) = 2™*J, Finally,
¢(u) = log u and Y (x) = e**. Observe that log  is indeed concave on the range
(0, o0) of ¥.

LeMMA 6.1.  In the above general problem of determining (6.11), the supremum

i8 not decreased by adding the additional condition that Z,, - - -, Z, all have the
same distribution.
Proor. Let Z; have distribution y;e #, i =1,--+,n, and put p =

(g + -+ + np) /n Then u € A since A is convex. It suffices to prove that

(6.13) - Z ¢(fa// (@) dx) (f»// (@) dx)

But this follows 1mmed1ate1y from Jensen’s inequality.

6.6. Let usreturn to the original problem (6.6). Applying Lemma 6.1, we con-
clude that (6.8) may be reformulated as in (6.10). Now observe that the ¢ + 2
functions g;(x) =2, j =0,1,--+,q, and g, ,(x) = e together form a
Chebyshev system over every subinterval of R, (see [7] p. 45, [4] pp. 6 and 376).
It follows from a classical result due to Markov (see [7], p. 61, [4], pp. 55 and 80)
that the supremum (6.10) is attained for either the upper or the lower principal
representation (depending on the sign of ) corresponding to the preassigned
moment pointy = (c,, ", c,), (provided y € int (M[q]) which we shall assume).

Here, by a principal representation we mean a probability measure on [a, b]
having the preassigned moments cy, - - - , ¢, and further a finite support S con-
sisting of $(¢ + 1) points (an end point a or b counting only as half a point).
There are exactly two such principal representations of y. Observe that the pair
of principal representations is totally independent of ¢. Assuming that ¢ > 0,
the principal representation maximizing | e'*u(dx) always has the right end point
b in its support and this requirement uniquely determines the principal repre-
sentation needed ; if ¢ < 0 then the left end point @ must be in the support.

THEOREM 6.1. LetS, = Z, + --- + Z,, where Z,, - - -, Z, are independent
random variables with possibly different distributions such that |Z;| < 1 and
E(Z)=0,i=1,---,n. PutVar(S,) = s> =nc,0 < c < 1,andlet t > 0 be
a given constant. Then

1 n
14 Eesy <|—S—e + -
(6.14) (e )_[1 PR }

and this inequality cannot be improved.

Proor. We must compute (6.6) subject to | Z;| < 1, E(Z;) = 0and E(S?) =
nc. This is a very special case of the general problem (6.6). We already showed that
we may assume the Z; to be 1dentlca11y distributed ; hence, we must prove that

1
tZ < t —ct
(6.15) E(e*“) < p e+ T+ o e

when it is known that | Z| < 1, E(Z) = 0, E(Z?) = s*/n = c. The largest possible

’
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value E (¢'?) must be attained by the principal representation corresponding to
the moments y, = 0, ¥, = ¢ with a support S of size 3 and such that 1 € S; we
have (y,,¥,) € int M[2] provided 0 < ¢ < 1; the relation (6.15) is obvious
when ¢ = Oorc¢ = 1.1t follows that necessarily § = {—¢, 1}, while Pr(Z = 1) =
¢/(1 + ¢). This proves (6.15). If each Z; has the latter distribution, then (6.15)
holds with the equality sign and hence cannot be improved.

6.7. As a final application, suppose 8, = Z, + --- + Z, is a sum of
independent random variables such thatea < Z, S band E(Z;) = 0,i = 1,- - -, n;
here,a < 0 < b are fixed. We want to establish the best possible upper bound on
E(exp {tS,}), t > 0, in terms of E(S?) = s* = nc and E(S}}) = p* = nd, say.
There does exist a random variable Z witha £ Z < band E(Z) = 0,EZ? = ¢,
EZ® = d (see (6.3)). Moreover, from (6.10) and Section 6.6,

(6.16) sup E(exp {t8,}) = (E exp {tZ})",

where @ < Z < b has as its distribution the principal representation of the set
of momentsy; = 0,y, = ¢,y; = d and with b in the support S; here, we assume
that y is interior. Further, the support has $(3 + 1) = 2 points (counting end
points half), implying that it is of the form S = {a, &, b} witha < ¢ < b. This
leads to the equations pa’ + q&/ + rb/ = y;, j =0,1,2,3, yo=1. y, =0,
Y, = ¢, y3 = d,sothat £ = (d — ac — bc)/(ab + c). The desired optimal upper
bound is given by

(6.17) E(exp {tS,}) < (pe™ + ge® + re™)",
which is easily computed. If desired, we can also derive a bound
(6.18) Pr(8, = nx) £ [e”™(pe™ + ge® + re™))]",

provided ¢ > 0, a < < b. The best value of ¢ is obtained by putting the
logarithmic derivative with respect to ¢ equal to 0. In the special case { =
(@ + b), this leads to a simple quadratic equation; this happens when
d=(a+ ble,d=0ifa = —0b.
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