ON UNIFORMLY CONVEX FUNCTIONS

G. GRELIER, M. RAJA

ABSTRACT. Non-convex functions that yet satisfy a condition of uniform con-
vexity for non-close points can arise in discrete constructions. We prove that
this sort of discrete uniform convexity is inherited by the convex envelope,
which is the key to obtain other remarkable properties such as the coercivity.
Our techniques allow to retrieve Enflo’s uniformly convex renorming of super-
reflexive Banach spaces as the regularization of a raw function built from trees.
Among other applications, we provide a sharp estimation of the distance of a
given function to the set of differences of Lipschitz convex functions. Finally,
we prove the equivalence of several possible ways to quantify the super weakly
noncompactness of a convex subset of a Banach space.

1. INTRODUCTION

Along the paper, (X, | - ||) will be a real Banach space and we will follow the
standard notation that one can find in books such as [2}, 12 [14] 2], 24]). However,
dealing with real functions defined on X, if there is not specific hypothesis on the
domain, we will follow the convention typical from Convex Analysis [4, [32] that
a function f is defined everywhere and takes values in R = R U {—o0, +o0}. A
function f is said to be proper if f(x) > —oo for all z € X, and dom(f) := {z €
X : f(z) < 400} # 0. In the following, all the functions are supposed to be
proper. However, some operations performed on proper functions could lead to
non-proper functions. The class of lower semicontinuous convex proper functions
on X will be denoted I'(X). Note that, if nothing is said on the contrary, all
functions are supposed to be defined everywhere in X and proper.

Definition 1.1. Let ¢ > 0. A function f : X — R is said to be e-uniformly
convez if there is 6 > 0 such that whenever ||x — y|| > €, then

(Ery) <L

The function is said to be uniformly convex if it is e-uniformly convez for all e > 0.

The suggestive name discrete uniformly convex functions applied to functions
which are e-uniformly convex for some € > 0 could be misleading here. Clearly,

a uniformly convex function is midpoint-convex, that is, the inequality f (L;W) <

M holds whenever z,y € X. Therefore, a uniformly convex function is

convex provided some regularity holds (e.g., if f is lower semicontinuous). The
notion of uniform convexity for functions was introduced by Levitin and Polyak
[23], and based on Clarkson’s uniform convexity for normed spaces [11]. Since
then, the properties of uniformly convex functions have been studied in several
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papers, notably [28], 29, BT, [l B] [5], the section 3.5 in Zalinescu’s book [32], and
part of chapter 5 in Borwein-Vaderwerft’s book [4] devoted to them. In relation to
the standard theory, let us point out the notion of modulus of uniform convexity

syte) =t { LI (209 oy e o) o =l 2 2.

Note that 0y could take negative values unless f is supposed to be (midpoint-)
convex. Analogously, it is possible to define e-uniformly concave functions, how-
ever it will not be necessary to treat them here because all the theory extends
trivially.

In this paper, we are focused in e-uniformly convex functions for a fixed € > 0
for which the usual convexity assumption is not longer assumed. That is
the main issue we have to deal with here and the reason to do it is that non-convex
e-uniformly convex functions may arise in relation with some discrete construc-
tions, starting from trees or barely convex sets. Nonetheless, e-uniformly convex
functions have nice properties. Along the paper, f will denote the lower semicon-
tinous convex envelope of a function f (also denoted conv(f) in some references).
The next result shows the global behaviour of e-uniformly convex functions and
the relative stability of minimizers by linear perturbations.

Theorem 1.2. Let f be an e-uniformly convexr function such that f 1S proper.
Then f is bounded below and coercive, more precisely we have

lim inf /@)

> 0.
Iz —+oo ||2|?

Moreover, for any €' > ¢ there exist 6,m > 0 such that if given zj; € X* and xo € X
with

f(xo) + ap(wo) < inf(f + x) + 96,
and x* € X* such that ||z* — zf|| < n and © € X that minimizes f + x*, then
|z —xo|| < . The existence of such minimizer pair (z,x*) is guaranteed if f = f.

The proof of the former result relies in the possibility of “making convex” an
e-uniformly convex function without loosing the e-uniformly convexity. We will
say that a function f is eT-uniformly convex if it is &’-uniformly convex for every
g’ > e. We have the following result.

Theorem 1.3. Let f be e-uniformly convex and assume that f is proper. Then
f is €T -uniformly convex.

Simple examples, such as Example show that the e-uniformly convexity of
f does not guarantee that f would be proper. In order to fulfil that requirement
in terms of f, we direct the reader to Corollary [5.1 Suppose now that we already
have a proper lower semicontinuous convex and e-uniformly convex function f. We
wonder if we could “upgrade” f to a new function sharing those properties and,
besides, being locally Lipschitz (global Lipschitzness is not allowed for uniformly
convex functions). In that sense, we have the following result.

Theorem 1.4. Let f € I'(X) be e-uniformly convex. Then there exists an equiv-
alent norm || - || on X such that the function x — ||z||? is eT-uniformly convex on
the subsets of dom(f) where f is bounded above. Moreover, the norm || - | can be
taken as close to || - || as we wish.
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We want to point out that in the previous theorem we get €™ even in the case
that the function f in the hypothesis should be convex. If f were uniformly con-
vex, then a series of e-uniformly convex norms for different &’s going to 0 would
produce an equivalent norm whose square is uniformly convex on bounded subsets
of dom(f).

It turns out that supporting a convex continuous e-uniformly convex function
is actually a geometrical-topological property of the domain. It is known that
a Banach space admits a uniformly convex function bounded on bounded sets if
and only if it is super-reflexive. The second named author proved in [27] that a
closed convex bounded set admits a bounded continuous uniformly convex func-
tion if and only if it is super weakly compact (SWC for short). We will give the
actual definition of SWC set in Section 6, however we can provide an alternative
one on a provisional basis: a bounded closed convex set is SCW if and only if
for all € > 0 there is N. € N such that the height of any e-separated dyadic tree
is bound by N.. Recall that a dyadic tree of height n € N is a set of the form
{5 : |s| < n}, indexed by finite sequences s € |J;}_,{0, 1}* of length |s| < n, such
that x5 = 271 (25~ + 25~1) for every |s| < n, where {0,1}° := {0} indexes the
root zp and the symbol “~” stands for concatenation. We say that a dyadic tree
{zs :|s| < n}is e-separated if ||x5~0 — xs~1|| > € for every |s| < n.

Our techniques allow us to give a very precise quantitative version of the rela-
tion between containment of separated trees and supporting a uniformly convex
function for a set.

Theorem 1.5. Let C C X be a closed bounded convex set. Then these two
numbers coincide:

(a) the infimum of the e > 0 such that there is a common bound for the heights
of all the e-separated dyadic trees;

(b) the infimum of the ¢ > 0 such that there is a bounded e-uniformly convex
(and convex, Lipschitz. .. ) function defined on C.

As we will see later, the quantities given by the previous theorem can be used
as measures of super weak noncompactness. Note that the combination of The-
orem and Theorem applied to the ball of a Banach space produces yields
the famous Enflo’s renorming theorem of super-reflexive spaces. At this point, we
want to stress that we barely get Enflo’s but not Pisier’s, see [12] for instance,
because we are mainly focused on “c” (the separation of dyadic trees) instead of
“9” (the quality of the modulus of convexity). The importance of Enflo’s result
motivated us to offer to the reader a more direct proof based on our arguments.

A couple of comments on the contents of this paper. We will consider the more
general notion of e-uniformly convexity with respect to a metric d, instead of the
norm, or even a pseudometric. Namely, let d be a pseudometric defined on dom( f)
(that we will always assume uniformly continuous with respect to || - || by technical
reasons). Given € > 0, we say that f is e-uniformly convex with respect to d if
there is 0 > 0 such that if d(z,y) > € then

f<x—£y><f(w)+f<y)_5
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(the modulus d; is defined likewise). With this definition Theorem Theo-
rem and Theorem are still true provided that dom(f) is bounded. It
is known that the dual notion of uniform convexity is the uniform smoothness
[1, B2} 3], however, we will not discuss Fenchel duality here for e-uniformly convex
functions. That will be eventually done in a subsequent paper.

The structure of the paper is the following. The second section deals with basic
properties of e-uniformly convex and e-uniformly quasi-convex functions, mostly
under the hypothesis of convexity. A few examples are given to show that the
definitions do not guarantee some additional nice properties. The third section
is devoted to the proof of Theorem that will allow the reduction to the con-
vex case of other results. The construction of uniformly convex functions form
scratch (trees and sets) is done in the fourth section. The fifth section treats
general properties of e-uniformly convex functions and the possibility of adding
more properties like Lipschitzness or homogeneity (renorming). We also prove an
estimation of the approximation by differences of convex functions. In the sixth
section, we prove the equivalence of several measures of super weak noncompact-
ness for convex sets. We also propose a measure of super weak noncompactness
for bounded sets and we study its behaviour by convex hulls. In the last section
we will sketch an understandable proof of Enflo’s uniformly convex renorming of
super-reflexive spaces theorem based on the ideas exposed along the paper.

2. BASIC PROPERTIES AND EXAMPLES

We will discuss in this section results of almost arithmetical nature. The first
proposition contains some easy facts whose proof is left to the reader.

Proposition 2.1. Let ¢ > 0 and let f be an e-uniformly convexr function. Then:

(1) If g is convex, then f + g is e-uniformly convex with dyyq > dy.
(2) The supremum of finitely many e-convez functions is e-convex too.
(3) If f >0, then f? is e-uniformly conve.

(4) The lower semicontinuous envelope of f is e-uniformly convex.

Recall that the infimal convolution of two functions f, g is defined as
(fOg)(z) =inf{f(x —y) +g(y) : y € X}, forz € X.

Proposition 2.2. Let fi, fo be two convex functions such that fi is e1-uniformly
convex and fa is eg-uniformly convex for €1,e9 > 0. Then fi O fo is (g1 + €2)-
uniformly convex with modulus min{ds, (€1),0,(2)}.

Proof. Given x1,z2 € dom(f; O f2) = dom(f1)+dom(f2) with ||z; —x2]| > e1+¢€2
and 7 > 0 we may find y;,y2 € dom(f3) such that

fi(zr —y1) + fa(yr) < (10 f2)(z1) +m,

fi(za —yo) + fa(y2) < (10 f2)(22) + 1.
We have

(@1 —v1) — (2 — y2)|| + ly1 — w2l > |21 — 22| > &1 + €2

Therefore, one of the inequalities either

[(z1 = 91) = (z2 = y2)[| = €1 or [[y1 — w2l > &2
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FIGURE 1. Geometric interpretation of Proposition

holds. Assume the first one does (the other case is similar)

o (252) <n (252252 - (242)

2 2 2
T — + fi(za2 — +
< filzr —y1) ! fi(zz — y2) (o) + fa(y1) ! fa(y2)
O 1) + | x
< (f18f2)(z1) ! (f18f2)(z2) 6 (e1) 1
which implies the statement as n > 0 was arbitrary. [ |

Now we will discuss some properties of the modulus of uniform convexity in the
classic case, that is, when the function is assumed to be also convex. The following
property can be deduced easily with the help of a picture.

Proposition 2.3. Let f be conver and € > 0. Then
(1= 6)f(2) + t£(y) — (1 = O+ ty) = 257(e) min{t, 1 — ¢}
whenever x,y € dom(f), ||z —y|| > € and t € [0, 1].

Proof. Without loss of generality we may assume ¢t € [0,1/2] so t = min{¢,1—t}.

Note now that

(1—t)z+ty=(1—2t)z + 2t%.

By convexity of f we have

F((1 =z +ty) < (1—20)f(x) +2tf (x;y)

< =205+ 2 (FOT IO g6y} — - ) 110) +2100) — 2001

as wished. ]

The gage of uniform convexity is introduced in [28] (see also [32, p. 203]) for
convex function as

pr(e) = inf{(l — /(@) +t];g)—_tjf((1 ULy Lflz -yl > e} :

Corollary 2.4. For any convex function f defined on X and € > 0, we have

205(e) < pg(e) < 4¢(e).
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FIGURE 2. Example 2.5

Proof. The first inequality is a consequence of Proposition together with the
fact that min{t,1 —t} > ¢(1 —t), for t € R. The second inequality follows just
taking t = 1/2. ]

Therefore, for convex functions, e-uniformly convexity can be expressed as
pr(e) > 0. The gage of uniform convexity has the following remarkable prop-
erty

pr(Ae) = Npy(e)
whenever ¢ > 0 and A > 1, see [32, Proposition 3.5.1] and note that the proof
does not requiere the uniform convexity of f. In particular ¢ — 5_2pf (€) is a non
decreasing function.

Now we will discuss some examples showing the limitations of the notions we
are dealing with.

Example 2.5. f(x) = |22 — 1/9] is a continuous nonconver 1-uniformly convex
function on R.

Proof. This can be deduced by inspection of the drawing (see Figure . A more
detailed computation shows that 6 = 1/36. ]

Example 2.6. A (proper) e-uniformly convex function may have a non-proper
lower semicontinuous convex envelope.

Proof. Take a function f which is finite and unbounded below on B(0,e/3) and
takes the value +o0o outside. By the very definition, f is e-uniformly convex and
necessarily f = —oo on B(0,¢/3). ]

Example 2.7. A uniformly convex continuous function taking finite values which
s unbounded on a bounded convex closed set.

Proof. The function will be defined on ¢2. Firstly note that ||z||? is uniformly
convex. Consider the convex function h : R — R defined by

h(t) = max{0,t —1/2, —t — 1/2}.
The series g(x) = Yoo, nh(zy,), for x = (z,) € (2, defines a convex continuous
function. Indeed, at each point, only a finite number of summands can be positive
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at once. The continuity comes from the fact that the same is true on any ball of

radius less than 1. Now, the function f(x) = ||z||?>+g(z) is continuous, unbounded
on By and, by Proposition it is also uniformly convex. ]

The following notions will be useful in relation with e-uniform convexity.

Definition 2.8. Let f : X — R be a function. Then f is said to be:

(1) quasi-convez if

fAz+ (1= Ny) <max{f(z), f(y)}

for every xz,y € X and X\ € [0,1].
(2) e-uniformly quasi-convez if, for a given € > 0, there is some § > 0 such
that

P55 = maxtsa) s -

whenever x,y € X with ||x —y|| > & (ord(xz,y) > & for a pseudometric d).
(3) uniformly quasi-convez if it is e-uniformly quasi-convex for every e > 0.

Whereas the notion of quasi-convexity is well known, our definition of uniform
quasi-convexity is weaker than the one given in [29]. As with convexity, the mid-
point version does not implies the “A-version” unless some regularity (e.g. lower
semicontinuity) is assumed. The following result shows one relation between the
quantified versions of uniform convexity and uniform quasi-convexity for functions.

Proposition 2.9. Let € > 0 and let f > 0 be a conver and e-uniformly quasi-
convez function. Then f? is e-uniformly convez.

Proof. The following inequality can be checked easily: if for some real numbers
a,b,c we have a +b > 2¢ > 0 then

a+b 2 fa—b\? _ a2+0*
1 — < —c”.
W (7o) + () =57

Assume ||z — y|| > ¢ and let § > 0 be given by the definition of e-uniform quasi-
convexity. If |f(z) — f(y)| > ¢ the previous inequality implies

[@P+ 1w (x+y>2 )
2 2 4

On the other hand, if | f(z) — f(y)| < J then

F(55Y) < maxtro sy -0 < LTI 2

and thus

f(@)? + fy)? z+y\> o
SV

using again the inequality . [ |
Example 2.10. A uniformly quasi-convex non-convex (concave) function.

Proof. Take f(x) =z for x <0, and f(x) = z/2 for x > 0. ]
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3. CONVEXIFYING THE £-UNIFORM CONVEXITY

In order to cover previous developments around finite dentability [26] we will
consider uniformly convex functions with respect to a pseudometric d defined on
the domain of f. The norm of the Banach space will still play an important
role and we requiere that d be uniformly continuous with respect to the norm.
Therefore, along this section we will assume that e-uniform convexity refers to d.
We will refer as d-diameter of a subset in X x R the diameter with respect to d of
the projection of the set onto X. Let w be the modulus of uniform continuity (the
standard symbol is “w” but we are using it as the first countable ordinal later),
that is, the following inequality holds

d(z,y) < @ (|l —yl)

and lim; ,o+ w(t) = 0.

Proposition 3.1. Let f be a function and let € > 0. Then
(1) If f is e-uniformly convex then every slice of epi(f) disjoint from epi(f +
d¢(e)) has d-diameter less than .
(2) If f € T'(X) and there is § > 0 such that every slice of epi(f) disjoint from
epi(f + ) has d-diameter less than € then f is e-uniformly convex with
modulus 6(g) > §/2.

Proof. For the first statement, assume that (z, f(x)), (v, f(y)) belong to such a
slice. The separation from epi(f + d7(¢)) implies

K0  f(22) 400

and so d(z,y) < e. On the other hand, let § > 0 as in statement 2 and take
x,y € X such that the following inequality holds

f(x)—;f(y) _f<:v42ry> <g_

It implies that <L§y, M) does not belong to epi(f + ¢/2). We may take an

affine function h such that h < f +6/2 and h(%5Y) > M It is evident that
either f(x) < h(x) or f(y) < h(y). We may assume without loss of generality that
the first inequality holds as the scenario is symmetric for z and y. Now we have

T+ 0

) <2n (T2 ) < fa) = ho) + hly) ~ Flo) < o) + 5.

That implies both (z, f(z)) and (y, f(y)) belong to the slice defined by h + §/2
S ={(x,t) €epi(f) : t < h(z)+6/2}.

By our choices, we have SNepi(f+4) = 0 and thus d(z,y) < & by the hypothesis.

We deduce in this way that §/2 < d¢(e). ]
Corollary 3.2. Let ¢ > 0 and let f be a conver and e-uniformly convex function.
Then
n
f@) < S Mf(an) - 35(e)
k=1
whenever x,x1,...,x, € dom(f) satisfy that d(xz,xi) > € and x = Y }_| Az,

with Ay, > 0 and Y ;4 A\, = 1.
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Proof. If the inequality does not hold, then (z,> ;_; Axf(zx)) does not belong
to epi(f +0y(g)) so it can be separated from that set with a slice. Necessarily, one
of the points (xg, f(x1)) belongs to the slice. That implies that the d-diameter of
the slice is at least € which contradicts the previous proposition. [ |

The following result is based on the techniques of the geometrical study of the
Radon—Nikodym property (RNP), see [6]. Note that the technique works only on
bounded domains.

Lemma 3.3. Let ¢ > 0 and let f be a bounded below function with bounded
domain. Let m > 0 be an upper bound for the norm diameter of dom(f) and let
7 >0 be such that 7/m < 1. Assume that the set

{reX: f(x) <inf f+d}
has d-diameter less than €. Then the set
{z € X : f(z) < inf f+ 67/m}
has d-diameter less than € + 2w(T).

Proof. Consider the sets

A={(z,r) e X xR: f(z) <r<inf f+0};

B={(z,r) e X xR:r>inf f 46, f(z) < r}.
Note that the epigraph of fis AU B. Considgr their closed convex hulls A=
conv(A) and B = conv(B) and note that conv(A U B) is dense in the epigraph of
f. Assume that (z,r) € conv(AUB) and r < inf f+467/m. There is A € [0, 1] such
that (z,7) = My, t) + (1 — X)(2, s) where (y,t) € A and (z, s) € B. The condition
A+ (1 —X)s < inf f + d7/m implies 1 — A\ < 7/m. Indeed, suppose 1 — X > 7/m.
As s >inf f + 0, then

(I=Xs>(1—ANinf f+d7/m
On the other hand, At > Ainf f. Adding these inequalities we get A\t + (1 — \)s >
inf f + 07/m, which contradicts the assumption. Therefore
lz =yl =[[A=Dy+ A =Nz = A=Ay -zl <

In order to estimate the d-diameter of

S={(z,t):z € X, f(z) <t<inf f+dr/m},

we may consider only points on the dense set S ﬂconv(;lul? ). Therefore, consider
(z1,71), (x2,72) € conv(A U B) with r1,79 < inf f + §7/m. The convex decompo-
sition above shows that for some A1, A2 € [0, 1] and points (y1, 1), (y2,t2) € A and
(21, 81), (22, 82) € B we have

(z1,71) = Mi(y1, t1) + (1 — A1) (21, 81),

(z2,72) = A2(y2,t2) + (1 — A2)(22, 82)-
By the previous estimations, we have ||x; — y1]|, |2 — y2|| < 7, which implies that
d(x1,91),d(z2,y2) < w(7), and thus, by the assumption on A,

d(z1,z2) < d(x1,y1) + d(y1,y2) + d(x2,y2) < € + 2w (7)

as desired. [ ]



10 G. GRELIER, M. RAJA

We will deal now with the transfer of the e-uniform convexity property to the
lower semicontinuous convex envelope. Note that e-uniform convexity is referred
to a uniformly continuous pseudometric, however we require the hypothesis that
the domain be norm bounded.

Theorem 3.4. Lete > 0 and let f be a bounded below e-uniformly convex function
with bounded domain . Then f is e -uniformly conver and given & > e, the
modulus of convexity 5];(5’) depends only on €', 65(¢), w and the norm diameter

of dom(f).

Proof. Let m an upper bound for the diameter of dom(f) and 6 > 0 the parameter
given by the definition of e-uniform convexity. Take 7 > 0 such that 7/m < 1.
We will estimate the d-diameter of any slice of epi(f) not meeting epi(f + d7/m).
Suppose that the slice is given by x* € X*. Note that the estimation of the d-
diameter of the slice we need is equivalent to the same for an horizontal slice of
epi(f — 2*) not meeting epi(f — z* +4&7/m), which is the same as taking the points
of epi(f —z*) whose scalar coordinate is less than inf(f —2*) 407 /m. Since f —z*
equals the convex envelope of the function f — x*, which is e-uniformly convex
with parameter J, the set

{reX: f(x)—2"(z) <inf(f —2")+d}

has diameter less than e by Proposition [3.1] The previous lemma applies to get
that

{reX: flx)—a*(x) <inf(f —z*) +6r/m}

has diameter less than € + 2w(7). Thanks to Proposition it follows that f is
€ + 2w(7)-uniformly convex. Given ¢ > e, we only have to set 7 > 0 such that
2w(1) <ée —e. |

The following result is the key to deal with unbounded domains.

Proposition 3.5. Let € > 0 and let f be an e-uniformly convex function such
that f is proper. Then the value of f(x) for x € dom(f) depends only on the set
of values {f(y) : ||y — z|| < e}. Namely, if g is the function defined by g(y) = f(y)
if |ly — x| < e and g(z) = 400 otherwise, then f(x) = j(x).

Proof. Let us roughly explain the idea of the proof before going into details. A
priori, the computation of f (x) may involve values of f at points arbitrarily far
away from z. Namely, (z, f(z)) can be approximated by a convex combination of
points of the form (zy, f(xr)). As we want the points xj, to be close to x, we will
describe an algorithm that will modify the set {z}} by the substitution of one (or
several points) at each step until the resulting set is contained in B(z,e). The
algorithm consist in switching a farthest point x; by the middle point between it
and an “opposite point” x; which is not farther from z as z; is. If d(z;, x;) > ¢,
the e-uniform convexity of f will imply that we do not loose information about
f(x) when switching z; by (z; + xj)/2. Once, z; has disappear from the the set,
we choose a new farthest point and start over. Actually, the method bring the
points closer to x with respect to a prefixed direction z* € X*. The repetition of
the algorithm with several directions will eventually finish with the modified set
of points contained into B(z,e). Now we will resume the proof.
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The definition of f implies that the following set

n n
{(x, t):t> Z Ao f (zg) with z = Z AkT) a convex combination}
k=1 k=1

is dense in epi(f). Fix z € dom(f) and suppose z = > p_; \px) is a convex
combination. Now, we are going to describe the announced algorithm that will
transform the set of points S = {z1,...,z,} intoaset ' = {,...,2),} C B(z,¢)
such that still we have ) ;_, Nz}, = =, where ) ;_, Nz}, = = with X} > 0,
Y1 A, =1, and

STNF(R) <D Aef ().
k=1 k=1

In order to do that, without loss of generality, we may assume x = 0. Fix 2™ € Sx=.
Let a = supz*(S) > 0 and b = —inf2*(S). As a and b can be exchanged just
taking —x* instead, without loss of generality we may assume a > max{b,e}. Also,
without loss of generality, we may assume z*(x1) = a. Since z is the farther point
(with respect to z*), its “mass” A\; compensates with masses on the side z* < 0.
Suppose firstly that z*(z2) < 0 and Ay > A;. We have ||z1 — 22| > . We claim
that it is possible to switch 21 by 2} = (21 + 22)/2. Indeed,

2017) + (A2 — A)xo + A3xg + - + A, = 0
which is still a convex combination. Note that
20 f(21) + (A2 = M) f(w2) + Asf(@3) + -+ A f(2n)

S A(f(@1) 4 f(22)) + (A2 = A1) fx2) + Asf(23) + -+ + Anf(an)
= Mf(z1) + A f(w2) + Asf(23) + -+ + A f(an)

where we have used f(x]) < (f(z1) + f(22))/2 (see the definition of e-uniform
convexity). The inequality means that S; = {2, x2,...,2,} is an improvement
of S in the sense of the approximation to f. Note also that z*(z)) < a/2.

In case, A\ > A2, we will use several vectors xp with 2*(xx) < 0 to compensate
x1. This is possible because a > b implies that the “mass” lying on the halfspace
x* < 0 is not lesser than A;. In this case, A1 could be cancelled with several \;’s.
In any case, we will get a new set 57 whose cardinal is not larger than that of S
and conv(Sy) C conv(S). After that, suppose that, unfortunately, we still have
sup *(S7) = a. In such a case, the maximizing vector cannot be 1, so it is a new
vector, say x3. We will apply the argument with x3 in order to replace it by an-
other vector %5 and S by a new set Sy. Eventually, we will get sup 2*(S,,) < a/2
after a finite number of steps. Then, with the same z*, we have to change the
constants a,b > 0 by new ones. This can be done with the same z* until we get
max{a, b} < &, so it is not possible to go further.

If the set of points it is not yet inside B(0,¢) then find a new z* € Sy« such that
sup z*(S,) > € and then run again the algorithm. Since conv(S) is finite dimen-
sional, it is enough to do this procedure over finitely many z* € Sx~ in order to
get S, C B(0,¢) eventually. ]

Proof of Theorem For the proof it would be convenient to represent
a convex combination in X by means of a vector integral instead of the usual
symbol “3"7. Namely, given a convex combination ) ;_; Az, the weights Ay are
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changed by n disjoint intervals Ij of lengths A; and whose union is [0, 1]. In this
way, the convex combination is represented as the integral of the simple function
T defined on [0,1] by Z(t) = xp, whenever ¢ € I},. As we will deal only with simple
functions, no further knowledge of vector integration theory is required.

We resume the proof. If f is proper then it is bounded below by an affine function,
so by adding an affine function (that does not alter the e-uniform convexity), we
may suppose that f is bounded below (actually that is true without modifications,

see Corollary [5.1). Given z,y € dom(f), if ||z — y|| > 3¢ then

cfT+y f )+ f Y

f < [ +T0) —95(e)-
2 2

Indeed, fix n > 0. By Proposition we may take (Z,) a sequence of simple

functions defined on [0, 1] such that ||Z,(t) — z| < € for all ¢t € [0, 1], n € N, with

1 1
lim / Zn(t)dt = 2, and lim / F@a (1) dt = [(x).
mJo nJo

Let (7,) and analogous sequence of simple functions playing the same role for
y and f(y). Clearly we have ||Z,(t) — 7, (t)|| > € for all ¢ € [0,1] and n € N.

Therefore .
y T (t) + 7. (t
f<m;y> §liminf/ f<m ();y"( )) dt
n 0

[P (@) + f@a() f(@) + f(y)
Shén/o < 9 —(5f(€)) dtﬁf—éf(é).

Since 1 > 0 was arbitrary we get the claimed inequality provided ||z — y| > 3e.

Now we will suppose ¢ < |lz — y[| < 3e. Proposition implies that reducing
the domain of f to [z,y] + B(0,&) does not affect to the values of f(z), f(y) and
f(x—gy) Fix ¢/ > e. Theorem says that 5f(5’) depends only on €', d¢(¢), w,
which are fixed, and the diameter of the domain, which is bounded by 5e. [ |

4. BUILDING UNIFORMLY CONVEX FUNCTIONS

Most of the constructions of uniformly convex functions on a Banach spaces that
one can find in the literature are based on modifications of a uniformly convex
norm, see [5]. Nevertheless, the existence of a finite uniformly convex function
whose domain has nonempty interior implies that X has an equivalent uniformly
convex norm, see [3, Theorem 2.4]. In any case, the constructions dealing with
the composition of a uniformly convex norm and a suitably chosen function can
be quite tricky, except for the Hilbert space. Here we will exploit a method based
on “discretization” and uniformly quasi-convex functions.

Lemma 4.1. Let e > 0 and let f: X — R be a bounded below e-uniformly quasi-
convex function with modulus § > 0. Then the function ho f is e-uniformly conver,
where h(t) = 349,

Proof. The function h is increasing and satisfies the property 3h(t) = h(t + 9).
Take

n=4"Yinf{h(t +68) — h(t) : t > inf f} = 271 .3mff/0

and note that it depends only on f. If x,y € dom(f) are such that d(z,y) > € take
a= f(z), b= f(y) and ¢ = f(%) The hypothesis says that ¢ < max{a,b} — ¢.
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With no loss of generality, we may assume b < a. We have
h(c) < h(a) — 4n.
Since 3h(c) < h(a) and h(b) > 0, we also have
3h(c) < h(a) + 2h(b)
and adding the previous inequality, we get
4h(c) < 2h(a) + 2h(b) — 4n
and thus
h(a) + h(b)
]

which is the e-uniform convexity of h o f. [ |

h(c) <

If X is uniformly convex, it is well known that o — ||z||? is a uniformly convex
function on bounded convex subsets. The usual construction of a global uniformly
convex functions involves additional properties of the norm, such as having a power
type modulus of uniform convexity. Here there is a simple alternative construction
based in our methods.

Proposition 4.2. If X has a uniformly convexr norm then there exists a real
function ¢ such that x — ¢(||x||) is a uniformly convex function defined on X.

Proof. Fix ¢ > 0. Take a; = ¢/2 and define inductively a sequence (a,) by the

implicit equation
€
o= (10 (5 ))
n

which has a unique solution thanks to the continuity of dx on [0,2), [I7, Lemma
5.1]. The sequence (ay) is increasing with lim, a, = 400 and has the following
property: if Jz]|, [yl] < a and ||z — y|| > ¢ then [[(z + 3)/2]| < an_1.

Define a function as f.(x) = n if ap—1 < ||z|| < an. Note that f. satisfies the
hypothesis of Lemma with 6 = 1, and so h o f. is e "-uniformly convex. Now,
for ¢ = 1/n, take f, the convex envelope of ho f. and ¢, = 27" (sup f,(nBx))™ .
The series Y 2 | ¢nfn converges uniformly on bounded sets to a uniformly con-
vex function f. By construction, f(x) depends only on ||z|. Therefore, we may
define a real function by ¢(t) = f(z) if t = ||z||, for t > 0. Clearly, f(x) = ¢(||z|).m

Now we will explain constructions using trees. The definition of e-separated
(dyadic) tree was given in the introduction. Bushes are defined in a very similar
way, however the index set is UZ:o NF and z, = Yk As~kTs~k where A\ > 0,
As—~k = 0 except for finitely many k’s and ), As—p = 1. We say that a bush
{z5 : |s| < n}ise-separated if || z5~r —xs|| > € for all k such that Ag—x > 0. In this
way, an e-separated tree is a particular case of an e/2-separated bush. Separated
trees and bushes are obstructions to the existence of bounded uniformly convex
functions.

Proposition 4.3. Let ¢ > 0 and let C C X be a convex set that supports an
e-uniformly convex function f with values in [a,b]. Then (b — a)/d¢(e) is the
mazximum height of

(1) any e-separated tree contained in C;

(2) any et -separated bush contained in C.
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Proof. If {z,} is an e-separated tree then we have

fxs) <max{f(zs~0), f(ws~1)} — d(e)

that gives the estimation. In the case of bushes, the argument is the same after
passing to f, which is eT-uniformly convex by Theorem and applying Corol-

lary |

Our following result is quite a converse.

Theorem 4.4. Let € > 0 and let C C X be a convex set such that contains not
arbitrarily high e-separated trees (with respect some uniformly continous pseudo-
metric). Then C' supports a bounded e-uniformly convex function, and a bounded
convex € -uniformly convexr function (with respect the same pseudometric).

Proof. Define a function for x € C by
f(z) = —max{height(zs) : (zs) C C e-sep. tree,xy =z}

and f(x) = +oo otherwise. We claim that f is e-uniformly quasi-convex. Indeed,
consider points z,y € C with d(x,y) > ¢. Take e-separated trees contained into
C {zy : || <n'} and {yg : |s”| < n”} of maximal length with the property that
xg = x and yp = y. The trees can be “glued” as follows. Take n = min{n’,n"}.
Define a new tree (zs), for |s|] < n+1, as zp = L;“y, Z0~s = Tg and z1~s = Yy for
|s| < n. Now (z) is a e-separated tree rooted at ZF¥ of height min{n’,n”} + 1.

That means in terms of the function f the uniform quasi-convex inequality

F(55) < maxtso )} -1

for d(x,y) > . Now, Lemma says that h o f is e-uniformly convex and its
convex hull is eT-uniformly convex after Theorem [ |

Proof of Theorem It just follows from Theorem [£.4] and Proposition [£.3|m

Finally we will explain constructions based on the dentability index. Let C be
a bounded closed convex set of X, (M,d) a pseudometric space and F' : C' — M
a map. We say that F' is dentable if for any nonempty closed convex subset
D c C and € > 0, it is possible to find an open halfspace H intersecting D such
that diam(F'(D N H)) < €, where the notation “diam” stands for the diameter is
computed with respect to d. If F' is dentable, we may consider the following set
derivation

[D]. ={z € D :diam(F(DNH))>e, VH €eH, z € H}.
Here H denotes the set of all the open halfspaces of X. Clearly, [D]. is what

15
remains of D after removing all the slices whose diameter through F’ is less or equal
than €. A useful trick is the so called (nonlinear) Lancien’s midpoint argument:
if a segment satisfies [z,y] C D and [z,y] N [D]. = ( then d(F(x), F(y)) < 2e,
see the beginning of |26, Theorem 2.2]. Consider the sequence of sets defined by

[C]? = C and, for every n € N, inductively by
[C]2 = [[C127 1L

If there is n € N such that [C]?~! # () and [C]? = () we say that Dz(F,e) = n.
We say that F' is finitely dentable if Dz(F,e) < w for every € > 0 (w stands for
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the first infinite ordinal number). All these notions can be applied to the identity
map of a convex set where there is a pseudometric defined. The following result
is the quantified version of |26, Theorem 2.2]. For convenience we will write

Ao(z,y) = @(x)—;—fb(y) _d <:17;'3/> _

Theorem 4.5. Let C' C X be a bounded closed convez set, let M be a pseudometric
space, let F': C'— M be a uniformly continuous map, and let € > 0.

(1) Suppose that there exists a bounded lower semi-continuous convex function
® defined on C and § > 0 such that d(F(x), F(y)) < & whenever z,y € C
satisfy Ag(z,y) < 0. Then Dz(F,e) < w.

(2) On the other hand, if Dz(F,e) < w then for every & > 2¢ there exits a
bounded lower semi-continuous convex function ® defined on C and § > 0
such that d(F(z), F(y)) < & whenever z,y € C satisfy Ag(x,y) < 9.

Proof. Let s = sup f(C). The hypothesis implies [C]. C {f < s — §}. Iterating
this we will eventually get to the empty set. For the second part, we need to
introduce some notation. Firstly put d'(x,y) = d(F(z), F(y)) which is a pseudo-
metric uniformly continuous with respect to || - ||. Derivations and diameters will
be referred to d’. The slice of a set A with parameters z* € X* and o > 0 is

S(A,x*,a) ={z € A:x"(x) >supz™(A) — a}.
The “half-derivation” of a convex set is defined as
(D). ={x € D:2*(x) < a, Vo*,a > 0 such that diam(S(D,z*,2a)) > ¢}.

The geometric interpretation is that we remove half of the slice, in sense of the
width, for every slice of d’-diameter less than . This derivation can be iterated
by taking (C)? = ((C)2~1).. Tt is not difficult, but rather tedious, to show that
if Dz(F,e) < w then for every ¢’ > 2¢ there is some N € N such that (C)Z = 0.
The idea is the following. Firstly note that every slice of C' not meeting [C]. has
diameter 2¢ at most by Lancien’s argument. Taking “half a slice” of the slice given

by some z* € X*, we deduce that
supa*({C))e) — supa*([C]L) < 27 (supa™(C) —sup 2™ ([C]L)).
Iterating, we would get
sup 2™ ((C)3.) —sup2™([C]7) < 27" (sup2™(C) — sup 2™ ([C]7))
for every * € X*. If n > 0, we will get for some n large enough that
(C)z C [C]L + B(0,m).

We can do that for every set [C]¥. A perturbation argument, using the room

between ¢ and &', will allow us to fill the gap between the sequences of sets. In
this way we will get that (C)" = () for some n € N large enough.

e =
Now we define a function g on C by g(z) = —n if z € (C)% \ (C)%! following the
notation above. We claim that g satisfies Lemma with separation ¢’. Indeed,

if d(z,y) > ¢ and n = —max{g(z),g(y)} then z,y € (C)%. If =L ¢ (C)H!
then the segment [z, y] would be fully contained into a slice of diameter less than

¢ and so d'(z,y) < & which is a contradiction. Therefore £ € (C)"™ and so

g(%¥) < —n — 1. Now f(z) = 39@) is ¢’-uniformly convex with respect to d’.
Take ® = f to get the desired function. [ |
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If F' in Theorem (2) were finitely dentable, a standard argument using a
convergent series would lead to this results, which is essentially [16, Proposition
3.2 | with a uniformly convex function instead of a norm.

Corollary 4.6. Let C' C X be a bounded closed conver set, let M be a pseudo-
metric space, and let F': C — M be a uniformly continuous finitely dentable map.
Then there exits a bounded convex function ® defined on C such that for every
e > 0 there is 6 > 0 such that d(F(z), F(y)) < & whenever x,y € C are such that
A@(.’I;, y) S J.

5. IMPROVING FUNCTIONS AND DOMAINS

So far, the best improvement we have done on an existing e-uniformly convex
function is taking its lower semicontinuous convex envelope provided this last one
is proper. The aim in this section is to manipulate the functions in order to im-
prove their qualities. We will begin by proving the results about global behaviour.

Proof of Theorem Since f < f, it is enough to prove that the property
holds for an e-convex and convex proper function. Actually the same proof for a
uniformly convex function done in Zalinescu’s book [32, Proposition 3.5.8] works
in this case because liminf,_, o t 7 2ps(t) > e 2ps(e) > 0.

For the second part, without loss of generality we may assume that a§ = 0 (just
change f by f+x{). Let § = 5];(5’) and take n = inf f +§ — f(:cg) > 0. Note that
inf f = inf f . By the property established in the first part applied to f —x*, there
is R > 0 such that f(z) > f(xo) —2*(x — x0) for any 2* € Bx- and ||z — 20| > R.
Now, fix z* such that ||z*|| < n/R. Then we have

f(z) + 2% (x) > f(xo) + 2 (z0) — &

for all € X such that ||z — z¢|| < R, and therefore the inequality holds for all
x € X. That implies epi(f 4+ =* + §) does not meet the horizontal slice

S = {(x,t) € epi(f + 2*) : t < f(x0) + 2" (x0)}

By Proposition the projection of S on X has diameter less than &’. Moreover,
if f+ z* attains a minimum at x, then the same holds for f 4+ z* and so z € S.
Since zg € S we have ||z — || < &’. The existence of a dense set of z*’s such that

f + z* attains a minimum is guaranteed by Brgndsted—Rockafellar [4, Theorem
4.3.2] (or Bishop—Phelps [14, Theorem 7.4.1] applied to the epigraph). [

As a consequence, we characterize when an e-uniformly convex function has a
proper convex envelope.

Corollary 5.1. Let € > 0 and let f be an e-uniformly convex function. Then the
following statements are equivalent:

(1) f is proper;
(2) f is bounded below

(3) f is bounded below by an affine continuous function.

For a e-uniformly quasi-convex function we can say the following
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Proposition 5.2. Let ¢ > 0 and let f be an e-uniformly quasi-convezr function
that is bounded below. Then f is coercive and moreover

lim inf L:c) > 0.

el —-+oo |||
Proof. By adding a constant, we may suppose that inf f = 0. Take zp € X
such that f(z9) < /2. For any z € X such that ||z — xg|| > ¢ we have
f(x) > 4. Indeed, otherwise it would be f(z) < ¢ and by the e-uniformly quasi-
convexity, f(Z52) < inf f, an obvious contradiction. Now, if ||z — zg[| > 2¢, then
| £522 — z|| > e. That implies f(2£20) > § and therefore f(z) > 24. Inductively,
we will get that if ||z — zg|| > 2" then f(z) > 2"0. Now, the statement follows
easily. [ |

The following results will show that, given a e-uniformly convex function, we
can make modifications in both the function and its domain in order to get a new
function with additional properties.

Proposition 5.3. Let ¢ > 0, let f be an e-uniformly convex function that is
locally bounded below and let n > 0. Then there exists a lower semicontinuous
(e + 2n)-uniformly convex function defined on dom(f) + B(0,n). In particular,
dom(f) admits a lower semicontinuous e*-uniformly convex function.

Proof. Define g(z) = inf{f(y) : |ly — z|| < n} on dom(f)+ B(0,n). This function
g is (¢ + 2n)-uniformly convex (the simple verification of this fact is left to the
reader). Now take its lower semicontinuous envelope. [

The following result will be done for e-uniformly convexity with respect to a
metric because such a degree of generality will be needed later.

Proposition 5.4. Lete > 0, let f be an e-uniformly convex function (with respect
to a metric d with modulus of uniform continuity w) and let C C dom(f) be convex
such that f is bounded on it. Then for any e’ > ¢, there exists g € I'(X) Lipschitz
(with respect to the norm of X ) such that g|c is € -uniformly convez.

Proof. Without loss of generality, we may assume that f is convex. Take n > 0
such that w(n) < (¢'—¢)/2, m = sup{f(x)— f(y) : z,y € C} and ¢ = m/n. Define

g(z) = inf{f(y) +cllz —y| : y € C}

which is convex and c-Lipschitz. Let x € C and £ > 0. Then either g(z) = f(z)
and the infimum is attained with y = z, or g(z) < f(z). In the last case, the
infimum can be computed over the y € C such that f(y) + cllz — y|| < f(z).
Therefore, we can find y € C such that f(y) +cllz —y|| < g(z) + & and ||z —y|| <
m/c = n, which implies d(z,y) < (¢'—¢)/2. Now, for x1,x9 € C with d(z1,x2) > &’
find y1,y2 € C as above. Clearly we have d(y1,y2) > ¢, and so

g<x1;$2>§f<y1;’y2>+c
< fy) + fly2)

- 2
Since £ > 0 was arbitrary, we get the £’-uniform convexity of g as wished. [ |

T +x2  y1ty2
2 2

(z1) + g(z2)
2

C C
=5+ Sllen = wll + 5l — gell < 2 — 542
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Remark 5.5. A Baire category argument shows that an e-uniformy convex func-
tion f is bounded in an open ball if dom(f) has nonempty interior. However, we
do not know how to ensure that f will be bounded on a larger set.

Now we will show how to change an e-uniformly convex function by a norm
with the same property.

Theorem 5.6. Let (X, | -||) be a Banach space, let f € T'(X) be a non negative
function and let C C dom(f) be a bounded convexr set. Assume f is Lipschitz
on C. Then given § > 0 there exists an equivalent norm || - || on X and ¢ > 0
such that Ag(z,y) < § whenever z,y € C satisfy Ay2(x,y) < (. Therefore, if f
was moreover e-uniformly convex for some € > 0 (with respect to a pseudometric)
on C, then || - |* would be e-uniformly conver on C (with respect to the same
pseudometric).

Proof. Taking f(z) + f(—z) + ||z|| instead, we may indeed assume that f is
symmetric and attains a strong minimum at 0. Let M = sup f(C) and m =
min f(C) + /2. The Lipschitz condition easily implies that there is n > 0 such
that if »r < M then

{f<r—0t+B(O,n) c{f<r}
For r € [m, M] let || - ||, the Minkowski functional of the set {f < r}, which is an

equivalent norm on X. Let N = sup{||z| : € C} and note that A = (1+n/N)~!
has the property

{fsr=0ycA{f=ry
We deduce the following property: if z,y € C, |||, ||yl < 1 and Af(z,y) > 9

then

xr+y <

r

Consider a partition m = a; < az < --- < a = M such that aj/aj41 < A2 and
put || - |l; = |- [la;- Let x,y € C such that Ay(z,y) > §. Assume f(z) > f(y) for

instance. There is some 1 < j < k such that 1 > ||lz||; > A/2. Since || 32|, < A,
we have

r+y
5 'SrmMHMWwWMM}—(AU2—A)
J

Following the same computations that in the proof of Proposition we have

syl _ IR+l (2 a2
2l 2 4
Therefore, if we define an equivalent norm by | - mQ _ 2?21 I - |||§ we will have

Tty
2

o R ] R O
= 2 4

whenever z,y € C satisfies Ay(x,y) > ¢, meaning that the statement is true with
C=4"1T(\2 =N n

Proof of Theorem Consider the sets C,, = {f < n} that eventually will
“capture” any set where f is bounded. Fixed n € N, by Proposition [5.4] we may
assume that f is already norm-Lipschitz and finite on X provided we change € by
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et. Let || - |l the norm given by Theorem which is eT-uniformly convex on
Cy. Let @ > 0 and let (av,) be a sequence of positive numbers such that

[eS)
-1 =all- I+ anll- 117
n=1

converges uniformly on bounded sets. Clearly, || - || will be e*-uniformly convex
on bounded sets too. The last affirmation follows just taking o > 0 small enough.m

Finally we will discuss the approximation by differences of convex functions in
terms of the index of dentability improving [26, Theorem 1.4] and [16, Theorem
4.1], which in turn are based in the seminal work [9]. A real function defined on
a convex set is called DC-Lipschitz if it is the difference of two convex Lipschitz
functions with the same domain. For convenience, we have to make explicit the
domain C. The symbol || - ||¢ stands for the supremum norm on C.

Theorem 5.7. Let C' C X be a bounded closed convex set and let f: C — R be
a uniformly continuous function. Consider the following numbers:
(e1) the infimum of the € > 0 such that Dz(f,e) < w;
(e2) the infimum of the € > 0 such that there exists a DC-Lipschitz function g
such that ||f — gllc < €.

Then €1/2 < g3 < 2¢;.

Proof. Let ¢ > 3 and find a DC-Lipschitz function g such that ||f — g||c < €.
We know by [26], Proposition 5.1] that g is finitely dentable, which easily implies
that f is 2e-finitely dentable.

For the reverse inequality, take ¢ > 2e; and M = sup{f(z) — f(y) : =,y €
C} < 4o00. Apply Theorem to get a function ® such that |f(z) — f(y)| < e
if Ag(z,y) < 6. By Proposition we may suppose that ® is Lipschitz too,
and by Theorem there is an equivalent norm || - || defined on X such that
Ayp2(z,y) < ¢ implies Ag(z,y) < J. Take ¢ > M/(. Consider the function

g(z) = inf {f(y) P <H!3«°H\2 +yl®

yel 2

r+y 2
2

) } = nf {f(y) + cAp2(2,9)}

which is actually an inf-convolution with the Cepedello’s kernel, see [9] or [2,
Theorem 4.21]. For every = € C, the infimum can be computed just on the set

Alx) ={y € C: f(y) + cApe(z,y)} < f(2)}.
If x € C and y € A(z), we have
0<cApp(ry) < flz) - fly) <M.
Then Ay.p2(z,y) < ¢ by the choice of ¢ and thus 0 < f(z) — f(y) <e. Fixn >0
and take y € A(z) such that
fy) +cApye(z,y) < g(z) +n.

Then

f(x) —g(z) < f(z) = fly) —cAppe(z,y) +n<e+n.
We deduce that || f(z) — g(z)]|c < e and

2
¢ 2
=5 Ivll” = f(y)}

r+y
2

C
9(@) = 5 llz|]* = sup S e
yeC
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which is an explicit decomposition of ¢ as a difference of two convex Lipschitz
functions on C, as wanted. [ |

6. QUANTIFYING THE SUPER WEAKLY COMPACTNESS

The notion of super weak compactness was introduced in [10]. However, some
results were established independently in [26] for an equivalent notion (finite
dentable) within the convex sets. Here we will use a definition based on ultra-
powers. Given a free ultrafilter I/ on a set N, recall that X¥ is the quotient of
{5 (X) by the subspace of those (z,,)nen such that lim, ||z, = 0. We take KY
as the image of K by the canonical embedding = +— (2),en. A subset K C X is
said to be relatively super weakly compact if K" is a relatively weakly compact
subset of XY for a (equivalently all) free ultrafilter 2/ on N, and K is said to be
super weakly compact if it is moreover weakly closed. The following result gathers
several equivalent properties, see [10] 26, 27, 22], in order to compare with their
quantified versions (Theorem [6.3)).

Theorem 6.1. Let C C X be a bounded closed convexr subset. The following
statements are equivalent:

(1) Given e > 0 it is not possible to find arbitrarily long sequences xy,...,x, €
C such that
d(conv{zy,...,zx},conv{zgi1,...,zp}) > €
forallk=1,...,n—1 (d stands for the norm distance between two sets);

(2) C contains not arbitrarily high e-separated dyadic trees for every e > 0;

(3) CY is relatively weakly compact in XY, for U a free ultrafilter on N (equiv-
alently, C' is relatively SWC, by definition);

(4) CY is dentable in XY, for U a free ultrafilter on N;

(5) C is finitely dentable;

(6) C supports a convex bounded uniformly convez function.

In order to state our results we need to introduce some quantities related to
sets in Banach spaces. Firstly, a measure of non weakly compactness that has
been studied in several papers [15] [I8] [7], see also [19), Section 3.6]. Given A C X
consider A C X™** by the natural embedding and take

Y(A) =inf{e > 0: A C X + By}

It turns out that v(A) = 0 if and only if A is relatively weakly compact, thus ~
quantifies the non-weakly compactness of subsets in X. This measure is considered
more suitable than De Blasi’s measure for some problems in Banach space theory.
Given a convex set A C X, let us denote by Dent(A) the infimum of the numbers
€ > 0 such that A has nonempty slices contained in balls of radius less than ¢,
and take A(A) = sup{Dent(C) : C C A}. The measure Dent was introduced in
[8] in relation with the quantification of the RNP property, and actually we may
think of A as a measure of non RNP. Note that (X*)“ for U a free ultrafilter on
N can be identified with an 1-norming subspace of (X%)* by means of
{(zn), (20)) = lim ar, (2n),

where the notation (, ) is intended to avoid the confusion of dealing with too many
brackets.
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Lemma 6.2. Let A C X be a closed convex bounded subset, U a free ultrafilter
on N and € > 0. Then
[A"]5e  ([A])7

Proof. Given (z,) € AY\ ([A].)Y, we have to find a slice of A“ containing (x,,)
of diameter not greater than 2¢. As (z,,) & ([A].)¥, then for some a > 0

{n:d(xn, [AL) > a} €elU.

Indeed, otherwise the sequence (x,) would be equivalent to a sequence in [A].. It
is possible to find z, € Bx- such that 2 (x,) > a+ sup z} ([A].) for those indices
n from the previous set, for the other n’s the choice of x,, € Bx» does not make
a difference. Consider the functional (z}) € (X*)¥ C (X“)*. By construction,

((27), (zn)) = a + sup{(zy), ([A])7).
Now, we will estimate the diameter of the slice defined by (x}). Suppose that
(Yn), (2n) € A and

min{{(z7), (yn)), ((@7), (20))} > &+ sup((a7,), ([A]D)").

Then, for a subset in U of indices n, we have y,,2z, € AN{x : z}(x) > a+

supx)(Ap)} and thus ||y, — 2,|| < 2¢ by Lancien’s midpoint argument. That
implies ||(yn) — (2n)]| < 2¢, so the diameter of the slice is not greater than 2¢ as
wished. [

The following result is the quantitative counterpart of Theorem

Theorem 6.3. Let C C X be a bounded closed convex subset. Consider the
following numbers:

(1) the supremum of the numbers € > 0 such that for any n € N there are
Z1,...,xn € C such that d(conv{z,...,zp}, conv{xgi1,...,xn}) > € for
allk=1,....,.n—1;

(12) the supremum of the € > 0 such that there are e-separated dyadic trees of
arbitrary height;

(u3) = A(CY), for U a free ultrafilter on N;

(a) = y(CH), for U a free ultrafilter on N;

(us) the infimum of the € > 0 such that Dz(C,¢) < w;

(ug) the infimum of the ¢ > 0 such that C' supports a convex bounded e-

uniformly convex function.
Then p1 < po < 2u3 < 2p4 < 2p1 and pg < 2p5 < 2u6 < 29.

Proof. We will label the steps of the proof by the couple of numbers associated
to the inequality.

(1-2) If € < p1, the separation between convex hulls applied to 2" elements allows
the construction of a e-separated dyadic trees of height n. Therefore us > uy.
(2-3) If ¢ < My then A(CY) > £/2. Indeed, CY contains an infinite e-separated
dyadic tree T, therefore any nonempty slice of T' cannot be covered by finitely
many balls of radius less than /2.

(3-4) By [8, Proposition 6.1], Dent(A) < v(A), therefore A(CY) < v(CY).

(4-1) Let € < py. Then there is x € C"" which is at distance greater than e
from X. Following Oja’s proof of James theorem [14, Theorem 3.132], it is posible
to find an infinite sequence (z,) with convex separation greater than €. Finite
representativity gives arbitrarily large sequences in X with the same separation,
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thus pi1 > .
(4-5) If € > M5 then there is a finite sequence of sets C = C; D Cy D --- D C),
given by the e-dentability process. Taking weak* closures in the bidual, we have

=@\ G U UG NG U
Now, take any x € " that belongs to one of those sets. The w*-open slice

separating x from the smaller set, say mw* (0 for the last set) in the difference
is contained in the w*-closure of a slice of C}, not meeting Cx_1 which has diameter
less than 2e (Lancien’s midpoint argument). Since w*-closures does not increase
the diameter, we have d(z, X) < 2¢. The argument actually implies v(C) < 2e.
However, we can apply it to the sequence of sets in XY

CY=CcY>0>...o04

which has the same slice-separation property by Lemma [6.2

(5-6) If € > g, there is a bounded convex and e-uniformly convex function f that,
without loss of generality, we may suppose lower semicontinuous. By Proposition
any slice of the set {x € C' : f(z) < a} not meeting the set {x € C': f(x) <
a+ 0} has diameter less than . A judicious arranging of these sets shows that C'
is e-finitely dentable. Thus s < ug.

(6-2) Take € > po. Then the e-separated dyadic trees are uniformly bounded in
height. By Theorem that implies the existence of &-uniformly convex function
for every &’ > e. Thus ug < po. [ ]

Remark 6.4. The equivalence between ps and g is both a local and a quantitative
version of the well know statement saying that super-RNP is the same that super-
reflexivity. Let us point out that some other relations between the quantities p; for
1 =1,...,6 can be established and so improving the equivalence constants. For
instance pa < 2us, which is somehow straightforward, or ug < ps as a consequence

of Proposition [{.3,

We will need the following estimation of the distance to the points added by the
closure with respect to the topology induced by a norming subspace of the dual.

Lemma 6.5. Let X a Banach space and F' C X* an 1-norming subspace. Then
for any bounded conver A C X and any ¢ > v(A) we have

AF) 44 2eBy.

Proof. By [19, Proposition 3.59]), A7 c A+ 2¢ Bx«+. The linear map p : X** —

F* defined by p(**) = 2**|r has norm 1 and satisfies p(ﬂw*) Sy G
ZU(F*,F)

. We may
identify p(X) = X isometrically into F* and so we have C A+ 2eBp~.
Therefore ZU(X’F) C A+ 2eByx as wished. [ |

We will need the following result that appears as a fact inside the proof of [30,
Theorem 3.1]. The 1-norming subspace (X*)¥ c (XY)* will play an important
role.

Lemma 6.6. For any (z3) € (X*)Y and (a,) € conv(A)Y, there is (b,) €
conv(AY) such that ((x%), (a,)) < ((z%), (bn)).

— n

Among the quantities given by Theorem [6.3]only p14 does not requiere convexity,
sSo we can propose it as a natural measure of super weak noncompactness. The
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following is a quantitative version (in terms of ) of [30, Theorem 3.1] establishing
that the super weak compactness is stable by closed convex hulls. Note that the
measure of super weak noncompactness introduced by K.Tu in [30] is different
from ours and so our result is not equivalent to [30, Theorem 4.2].

Theorem 6.7. Let A C X be a bounded subset and U a free ultrafilter. Then
Y(conv(AH) < ay(A¥).

Proof. Consider F' = (X*)¥ which is an 1-norming subspace of (X¥)*. Take
e > y(AY). By Lemma

conv? OF) (AU ¢ conv(AY) 4 2eByu.

We claim that (conv(A4))Y C conv(AY) + 2eByu. If it is not the case, then we
could separate a point (conv(A)) from conv?(X-F)(AY) by a functional from F.
That leads to a contradiction with Lemma Now, we have

Y((conv(A)) < 2y(AY) + 2¢

which implies the statement. ]

7. A NEW GLANCE AT ENFLO’S THEOREM
Let us show how Enflo’s theorem follows from our results.

Theorem 7.1 (Enflo [13]). Let X be a super-reflexive Banach space. Then X has
an equivalent uniformly convex norm.

Proof. The unit ball Bx endowed with the weak topology is SWC. Therefore,
for every € > 0, there is a bounded convex e-uniformly convex function defined on
By by Theorem|[L.5| Now, by Theorem|[1.4] there is an equivalent norm || -[|- on X
whose square is an e-uniformly convex function on By. Without loss of generality,
we may assume that || - || < ||+ |- < 2| -|l. The series || - [|> = Y00, 27" - ||%/n

defines an equivalent uniformly convex norm. [ |

Enflo’s original proof of the uniformly convex renorming of super-reflexive Ba-
nach spaces has remain practically unchanged in books, see [14] pages 438-442] for
instance. We believe that the reason is that the proof is difficult to follow from
a geometrical point of view. One of the original aims of this paper was to cast
some light on the renorming of super-reflexive spaces. Since the geometrical ideas
are now diluted along this paper, we would like to offer to the interested reader a
more direct pathway to Enflo’s theorem in several steps.

e From the usual definition of super-reflexivity with finite representation, it
is easy to prove that the unit ball Bx of a super-reflexive space has the
finite tree property, that is, given € > 0, the uniform boundedness in height
of all the e-separated dyadic trees [20].

e The maximal height of an e-separated tree with root x € Bx is an e-
uniformly concave function h(x). This is the main idea in the proof of
Theorem Note that this function is also symmetric.

e g(x) = 37M%) is a symmetric e-uniformly convex function taking values in
[0,1]. This comes from Lemma and is just an arithmetical fact.

e [ = g is convex, symmetric and 3e-uniformly convex. The key idea is that
f(x) is computed with the values of g(y) with ||y — z|| < €. The technical
details can be carried out as in the proof of Theorem [I.3] which relies on
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@

FiGURE 3. Antoine de Saint-Exupéry’s “Le Petit Prince”

Proposition [3.5] Nevertheless, the idea is very intuitive: Planet Earth is
a non-convex e-uniformly convex radial body for € = 800 km at most (see
Figure 3). That implies you do not need the Rocky Mountains neither the
Himalayas to compute the convex hull over France.

e Let f,, be the function given in the previous steep for ¢ = 1/n. The
function

F(a) = lz]l + Y 27" ful2)
n=1

is uniformly convex, symmetric, Lipschitz on the balls rBx for 0 < r < 1
and it attains a strong minimum at 0. Moreover, elementary computations
can show that F'(0) < 1/17 and F(z) > 1 for = € Sx.

e The set B = {z : F(z) < inf F + 1/2} is the unit ball of an equivalent
uniformly convex norm || - ||. The idea is to use the Lipschitz property of
F to show that for any 6 > 0, there is A\(0) € (0,1) such that

{z:F(z) <inf F+1/2 -6} C A\(6)B.

Therefore, if ||lz]| = |Jy| = 1 and ||z — y|| > & then F(z) = F(y) =
inf F+1/2 and F(*¥) <inf F +1/2 — § for some § = §(¢) > 0, and thus
I=521 < A©).
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