LOGARITHMIC ESTIMATES FOR SUBMARTINGALES AND
THEIR DIFFERENTIAL SUBORDINATES

ADAM OSEKOWSKI

ABSTRACT. In the paper we determine, for any K > 0 and o € [0,1], the
optimal constant L(K,a) € (0,o00] for which the following holds. If X is a
nonnegative submartingale and Y is a-strongly differentially subordinate to
X, then
supE|Y;| < KsupEX;logt X¢ + L(K, ).
t t

Related sharp inequalities for martingales are also established. As an appli-
cation, we obtain logarithmic estimates for smooth functions on Euclidean
domains.

1. INTRODUCTION

Let (2, F,P) be a probability space, filtered by a nondecreasing family (Fy,)n>0
of sub-o-fields of F. Let f = (fn), g = (g9n) be adapted sequences of integrable
real-valued random variables. The difference sequences df = (dfy,), dg = (dg,) are
given by the equalities

fo=_dfs,  gn=) dgk, n=0,1,2 ...
k=0 k=0

The following notion of differential subordination is due to Burkholder [2]: we say
that g is differentially subordinate to f, if for any n we have |dg,| < |df.|. If f,
g are martingales, then this condition implies many interesting estimates: see [5]
and references therein, and [13], [14], [15] for some recent progress. For example,
we have the following moment inequality, proved by Burkholder in [2]. We use the
notation |[fl|, = sup, | fallp» € [1, 0]

Theorem 1.1. Let f, g be two martingales such that g is differentially subordinate
to f. Then for 1 <p < oo,

(1.1) llgllp < max{p —1,(p—1)"}HIfll,

and the constant is the best possible.

For p = 1 the inequality does not hold with any finite constant. However, the
author established in [13] the following substitute.

Theorem 1.2. Let f, g be two martingales such that g is differentially subordinate
to f. Then for K > 1,

(1.2) llglls < K sup E[fn[log[fu| + Lo(K),
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where
K? -1 :
LO(K) _ Q(K——l) exp(—K ) Zf K < 2,
Kexp(K~!1—1) if K > 2.
The constant is the best possible. Furthermore, for K < 1 the inequality does not
hold in general with any universal Lo(K) < oo.

We will work with a wider class of processes to study which we need a domi-
nation stronger than the differential subordination. Let a be a fixed nonnegative
number. Following Choi [7] (see also [6]), we say that the sequence g is a-strongly
differentially subordinate to f (a-subordinate in short), if g is differentially subordi-
nate to f and, in addition, for any n > 1 we have |E(dg,|Fn—1)| < &|E(dfn|Fn-1)|
almost surely.

We have the following extension of Theorem 1.1, established by Choi in [7] and
in the earlier paper [6] by Burkholder in the particular case o = 1.

Theorem 1.3. Assume that o € [0,1], f is a nonnegative submartingale and g is
a-subordinate to f. Then for 1 < p < oo,

(1.3) llgllp < max{(a+1)p—1,(p— )7 HIfll,

and the constant is the best possible.

There is a natural question about the submartingale version of Theorem 1.2.
For a fixed o € [0,1], let Ky = Ko(a) be given by (2.1) below. For K > 1, let
¢ = ¢(K, a) be given by (2.2) or (2.4), depending on whether K < Ky or K > K.
Here is one of the main results of the present paper.

Theorem 1.4. Assume that f is a nonnegative submartingale and g is a-subordi-
nate to f. Then for K > 1,

(1.4) llgllx < KS%pEf" log™ f, + L(K, ),
where
c n (a +21)2 a(2a? + 5a + 3) K < Ko,
(1.5) L(K,a) = ((la++21)(;§i§;)+(§)+ 2) " (a+2)(2a+1)
if K > K.

2a+1)(a+2)

The constant L(K,«) is the best possible. Furthermore, for K < 1 the inequality
does not hold in general with any universal L(K, ) < 00.

Therefore, as in Theorem 1.2, there are two different expressions for the constants
L(K, «) depending on whether K is small or large. However, comparing (1.2) and
(1.4), we see a slight difference: in the second estimate we have the positive part of
the logarithm. We have not been able to find optimal constant without this small
change. On the other hand, we can show the following “Log™” version of Theorem
1.2. Here the process f may take negative values.

Theorem 1.5. Let f, g be two martingales such that g is differentially subordinate
to f. Then for K > 1,

(1.6) llglly < K supE|f,|log™ | fn] + L(K,0).

The constant L(K,0) is the best possible. Furthermore, for K < 1 the inequality
does not hold in general with any universal L(K) < oo.
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The next result we obtain is the following sharp logarithmic inequality for one-
sided maximal function of g. Let g;, = supo<j<, gr and g* = sup,, g,,. Let K; be
the solution to the equation K; — 3 + log(K; — 1) = 0.

Theorem 1.6. Let f, g be two martingales such that g is differentially subordinate
to f. Then for K > 1,

(1.7) lg* |11 gnglpElntIOg*IanL*(K),
where
c(K,0) + (2¢(K,0))* if 1 < K < Ko(0),
(8 20 = 1 R0 ARORAORy giy0) < 1 < 1
1+e? if K > K.

The constant L*(K) is the best possible. Furthermore, for K < 1 the inequality
does not hold in general with any universal L*(K) < oo.

In fact, we will prove the theorems above in a more general continuous-time
setting. Assume that (2, F,P) is complete, equipped with a filtration (F3):>0, and
let X, Y be two real-valued right-continuous semimartingales with limits from the
left. Set Xo— = Yp— = 0. Let [X, X] and [X, Y] stand for the quadratic variance of
X and quadratic covariance process of X, Y, respectively; see e.g. Dellacherie and
Meyer [9]. Following [1] and [16], we say that Y is differentially subordinate to X,
if the process [X, X| — [Y, Y] is nonnegative and nondecreasing. This is consistent
with the previous definition: if f, g are discrete-time sequences and we treat them
as continuous-time semimartingales (via X; = f|;), Y; = g|¢], t > 0), then

[t]
DX X — VY] = S (1dfel? — dgil?)
k=0
is nonnegative and nondecreasing if and only if |dg,| < |df,| for all n.
We will now explain how to extend the notion of a-subordination to the continuous-
time setting. Write the Doob-Meyer decomposition for X and Y:

(1.9) Xy = Xo + M; + Ay, Y; =Yy + N; + By, t>0,

where M, N are local martingales and A, B are the finite variation processes.
If X is a submartingale, we assume that A is predictable (determined uniquely).
In general, the decompositions may not be unique. We say that Y is a-strongly
differentially subordinate to X, if Y is differentially subordinate to X and there
is such a decomposition (1.9), for which the process (a|A|s — |B]:) is nonnegative
and nondecreasing. Here |A|; denotes the total variation of A on the interval [0, ¢].
Again, one easily checks that in the discrete-time case, this reduces to the previous
definition of a-subordination.

Let us reformulate the results of the present paper in our new, more general
setting. We use the notation || X || = sup, || X¢||1 and X} = supgcge; Xsy X* =
sup, X;. -

Theorem 1.7. (i) If X is a nonnegative submartingale and 'Y is a-subordinate to
X, then for K > 1,

(1.10) I|Y]|) < KsupEX;log™ X; + L(K, a),
t
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and the constant L(K,a) is the best possible. For K <1 there is no L(K,«a) < 0o
for which (1.10) is valid in general.
(i1) If X is a martingale and 'Y is differentially subordinate to X, then for K > 1,

(1.11) ||lY]1 < KsupE|X¢|logt |X;| + L(K,0),
t

and the constant L(K,0) is the best possible. For K <1 there is no L(K) < oo for
which (1.11) is valid in general.

(iii) If X is a martingale and Y is differentially subordinate to X, then for
K>1,

(1.12) [[Y*||1 < KsupE|X;|log™ | X;| + L*(K),
t

and the constant L*(K) is the best possible. For K <1 there is no L*(K) < oo for
which (1.12) is valid in general.

The paper depends heavily on the techniques invented by Burkholder (see e.g.
[5] and [6]): the announced inequalities will be established exploiting some special
functions, which have certain convexity-type properties. These functions are intro-
duced and studied in the next section. Then, in Section 3, we provide the proofs
of the estimates (1.10), (1.11), (1.12), and show the optimality of the constants in
Section 4. The final part of the paper is devoted to some applications concerning
smooth functions on Euclidean domains.

2. SPECIAL FUNCTIONS
Let us start with some technical lemma to be needed later.

Lemma 2.1. Let « be a fized number belonging to [0, 1].
(i) There is a unique Ko = Ko(a) € (1,00) such that

2a0 + 1
2.1 Ko+ log(Kg—1) = 1+1 .
(2.1) o +log(Ko ~ 1) =a+ 1+ 1og (201

(i) If K € (1,Ky), then there is a unique ¢ = ¢(K,a) € (20;111,(1( - 1Y
satisfying
a+1 1

| K-1)-K=0.
@t g 2 —log(e(K — 1)

(2.2)

Proof. (i) As a function of Ky € (1, 00), the left-hand side of (2.1) is increasing and
tends to —oo as Ko — 1— and to oo as Ky — oo.

(ii) Denoting the left-hand side of (2.2) by F(c), we see that the function F is
continuous, decreasing on (0, 00), lim. .o F(¢) = —oc0 and, by (2.1),

a+1
F((a+1)/(2a+1))7oe+1710g2a+1 —log(K —1)- K
= log(Kop—1) + Ko —log(K —1)— K > 0.

Hence there is unique ¢ such that F(c) = 0. The bound ¢ < (K — 1)~! follows
directly from the estimate

F(K-1)")=2a*-1-aK)/(2a+1)<0. O
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Let Vi : [0,00) x R — R be given by
(2.3) Vi (z,y) = |y| — Kz log" x.

Now we will introduce the special functions corresponding to the inequality (1.4).
Suppose « € [0,1] is fixed and assume first that 1 < K < Ky(«). Consider the
following subsets of [0, 00) x R:

Dy = {(zy):a+ly <c—(2a+1)7},

Dy = {(z,9):xz+y>c—Ra+1)"! z<a/Ra+1)},

D3 = {(1‘,y) 71'+|y|Zcflva/(2a+1)<$§1}a

Dy = {(z,y9):—z+y<c—1,c—2a+1)"t<z+ly <c+1},
Ds = {(z,y):c+l<a+ly <K/(K-1)}

Ds = {(z,y): K/(K—-1)—z <[y <z/(K-1)},

DO = [0,00)XR\(DluDQUUDg)

(see Figure 1). Note that D5 is nonempty, due to Lemma 2.1 (ii). Let

a+1 1\t
p:pK’a:c(a—i—Q) <62a+1> ’

a+1 o 1+2a—i—1
= ———— X —
c(2a+1) P a+1
and introduce U = Uk 4 : [0,00) x R — R by

Pa(@ + [y D (—(a + Da + [y|) + L(K, @) on Dy,
—ax + |y| + a+ Aexp —% x+ |yl — 2a+1)}(:c+2a+1) on Do,
—ar+ |yl +a+ Aexp | — 253;1 —z+ |yl + MO‘H)} (1- on Ds,
Ulz,y)= %—|—(%—1og(c(K—1))—K)(:I:—1)—l—2—1—2C on Dy,
lyl = (& = 1)[log(z + |y| — 1) + K + log(K —1)] on Ds,
Kly| — 2z — Kzlog[(K — 1)(z + [y])/ K] on D,
ly| — Kxlogx on Dy.

Now assume that K > Ky(a) and let

a+1 1/2

2a+1)(K -1)
Consider the following subsets of [0, 00) x R:

(2.4) c=c(K,a) = |exp(a+1—-K)

Dy = {(z,y):z+yl < a/2a+ 1)},

Dy = {(z,y):z+y| >a/2a+1), 2z <a/Ra+1)},

D; = {(z,y):—z+yl > a/2a+1), a/2a+1) <z <1},
Dy, = {(z,y):c—1<—z+ |yl <a/2a+1),z<1},

D5 = {(z,y) |z —1|+yl <c},

Dg = {(z,y)re+l<a+|y < K/(K )}

Dr = {(z,y): K/(K-1) —$<|y|<$/( -1},

DO = [0,00>X]R\(D1 UDQU UD7>

(see Figure 1). Set
D =DPK,a= aa/(aJrl) (2a + 1)1/(0¢+1)(a + 2)*1



6 ADAM OSEKOWSKI

DO
D, Dy
Dl D4
D, B
D, D,

FiGURE 1. The sets D;, intersected with Ri, incase 1 < K < Ky

(upper picture) and K > Ky (lower picture).

(with the convention 0° = 1) and let U = Uk ,, : [0, 00) x R — R be given by

Pz + [y D (—(a + Dz + [y]) + L(K, o)
—ax + |y| + a+exp | — 22H (2 4 |y| — 52 )}(;ijﬁ)

a+1 2a+1
sl exp | 4l 1 )
U(z,y) = —(1—2)log [25i11(1*$+|y|)}+(Ot+1)(1—:r)+|y|

lyl — (= — D)flog(z + y] — 1) + K + log(K — 1)]
Kly| -z — Kz log[(K — 1)(z + [y])/K]
ly| — Kxlogx

W= (1 —log(e(K — 1)) = K)(@ — 1)+ § + &

on Dl,
on DQ,
on D3,
on D4,

on D5,
on D(;,
on D7,
on Dyg.
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Wherever possible, we will skip the lower indices and write U, V instead of Uk q,
Vi ; usually it will be clear from the context which K and a we are working with.
In the sequence of lemmas below, we present the key properties of the function U.

Lemma 2.2. Let a € [0,1], K > 1. The function U is continuous on [0,00) x R.
Furthermore, the partial derivative U, is continuous on (0,00) X R and the partial
derivative Uy, is continuous on (0,00) X R\ {(z,y) : z =1, |y| > ¢}.

Proof. We omit the tedious calculations. One easily verifies the continuity in the
interiors of D; and hence one needs to check that the functions agree at the common
boundaries. O

Lemma 2.3. Let « € [0,1], K > 1. For any y € R and |y| < 1, the function t —
U(t,y+~t) is concave. Furthermore, if |y| < a, then the function is nonincreasing.

Proof. First we slightly reformulate the statement. Fix x, y, h > 0 and k € R such
that |k| < h. Introduce a function G = Gy 4 p r defined on the set {t: z+th > 0}
by the formula G(t) = U(z+th, y+tk). We will show the following three conditions:

1° if (z,y) belongs to the interior DY of some D;, then G”(0) < 0.

2° Gy n(0-) = G g, 1 (0+) for any y > c.

3° Gy n i (04) <0 [k < ah.

This clearly will yield the claim: 1°, 2°, together with Lemma 2.2 imply the
concavity, and then 3° gives the monotonicity property. We will only present the
detailed proof in the case K > Kj; for K < K the conditions 1°, 2° and 3° can be
established in a similar manner.

We start with the property 1°. If (z,y) € DY, this follows by the result of
Burkholder: the function ¢ — (|z +th| + |y + tk|)Y/ (@D (—(a + 1)z + th| + |y + tk|)
is concave, see page 17 of [5]. If (x,y) lies in the interior of Dy, then

20 + 1 20+ 1 «
G"(0) = - e (et -5
O) =g ee |~ b= 557>
20 + 1 1 20+ 1 1
h k{[ ( )—4h k}<&
x(h+ k) a+1 $+2a+1 + oz+1(x+204+1) -
The latter inequality is valid, because
200+ 1 1 200+ 1 1
k| < h, ( _2< -1 and <1.
Ikl < Tt g y) T2t and m (e g ) <

If (z,y) € D4, then we derive that

200+ 1 20+ 1
% o . .
G(O)*a+1eXP{ a+1( x+|y|+2a+1)]x
200+ 1 200+ 1
h—kz{[ 1— —z}h— 1— k}<o,
<= w2t - ot L1
which follows from
200+ 1 200+ 1
El<h 1-— —2< -1 d 1-— <1
H<n 2o 2< wa XMoo
For (z,y) € D we have
—h+k 1-— 1-—
G”(O):#[( ,7x) 4 17* <o,
1—2+yl 1—a+yl 1—a+yl
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a consequence of
1- 1-
k[ <h, 2—— —>1 and ——— <1.
1—z+ |yl 1—z+y|
If (z,y) € Dg, then G”(0) = ¢~} (k* — h?) < 0. If (z,y) lies in the interior of Dg,
one easily checks that
G"0)=(x+y—1)"2(h+k)(~z -2y + 1)h+ (x — 1)k]
is nonpositive, as |k| < h and —x — 2y +1<1—2 < 0. If (x,y) € DY, then
G"(0) = K(x +y) *(h+ k)[h(—x — 2y) + 2k] <0,

since |k| < h and —z — 2y < —x < 0. Finally, on D, G”(0) = —Kz~1h? <0.

2° Since Uy is continuous, it suffices to show that for y > ¢ we have

(2.5) Uz (1—,9) > U, (14, y).
However,
U1,y = Jlosl@ Y —a -1 ifye(ea/(2a+1)),
! W= —a—exp[—%fjlly—i-l] ify >a/(2a+1)

is nondecreasing as a function of y, while

—logly| — K —log(K —1) ifye(c,(K—-1)71),
—1

is nonincreasing. In consequence, it suffices to check (2.5) for y = ¢, and an easy

computation shows that for this choice of y both sides of the estimate are equal.
3° The inequality can be rewritten as U, (0+,y)+«a|Uy(0+, y)| < 0, and we easily

check that in fact we have equality here. ([

Lemma 2.4. Let a € [0,1], K > 1.
(i) We have the majorization

(2.6) Ulx,y) = V(z,y)

forxz>0,yeR.
(i6) If Jy| <, then

(2.7) U(z,y) < L(K,«).

Proof. (i) Since U(z,y) = U(x,—y) on [0,00) x R, we may assume that y > 0. The
inequality (2.6) is an immediate consequence of the following three facts: for fixed
z >0,

1° limy oo (U(z,y) — V(z,y)) > 0,

2° hmy—*OO(Uy(xa y) - Vy(xa y)) =0,

3° the function y — U(z,y) is convex and y — V(z,y) is linear on [0, c0).
The details are left to the reader.

(ii) We use the previous lemma: the function ¢ — U(xt,yt) is concave and
since U, (0+,0) = Uy(0+,0) = 0, it is nonincreasing. Hence U(z,y) < U(0,0) =
L(K, ). O

The final property of the functions U is the following.
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Lemma 2.5. Let K > 1. Then
(2.8) sup [Uk,0(z,0) + z] = L*(K),

>0
where L*(K) is given by (1.8).

Proof. Straightforward analysis of the derivative. O

3. PrROOFS OF (1.10), (1.11) AND (1.12)

For any semimartingale X there exists a unique continuous local martingale part
X¢ of X satisfying
(X, X] = [X, X+ Y |AX
0<s<t
for all ¢ > 0 (here AXy = X5 — X,_, s > 0). Furthermore, [X¢, X°| = [X, X]°, the
pathwise continuous part of [X, X]. We will need Lemma 1 from [16], which can
be stated as follows. Recall that we have set Xo_ = Yy_ = 0.

Lemma 3.1. If X and Y are semimartingales, then Y is differentially subordinate
to X if and only if Y is differentially subordinate to X and for any t > 0 we have
|AY:| < [AXG.

Proof of the inequality (1.10). Obviously, we may restrict ourselves to those sub-
martingales X, for which

(3.1) supEX; log" X; < oo.
t

It suffices to prove that for any ¢t > 0, E|Y;| < KEX;log" X; + L(K,a). The
main tool used in the proof is the Itd’s formula. Since U is not of class C2, we
need to approximate it by sufficiently smooth function: fix 0 < € < 1 and let
g° : R? — [0,00) be a nonnegative C° function, supported on the ball of center
(0,0) and radius e, satisfying f]RZ g =1. Let U%,V® : [g,00) x R — R be given by

U = [ Ule = uy— o) o)dude
[—e,e] xR

and
Ve(z,y) = / V(z —u,y — v)g° (u, v)dudv.
[—e,e] xR

It is clear that the properties described in Lemma 2.3 remain valid for the function
U¢. In consequence, since this function is of class C*°, for any h, k such that
|k| < |h|, we have

(3.2) U h?+2U5 hk + U k> <0 on (5,00) xR
and
(3.3) Uz +alUy| <0 on (g,00) x R.

Now fix 6 € (ev/2,v/2), t > 0 and apply Itd’s formula to obtain
(3.4) U0+ X, Vi) =Io+ L + 1I/2 + I,



10 ADAM OSEKOWSKI

where
Iy =U*(6 + Xy, Yo),

t t
11:/ U§(5+XS,,YS,)dXS+/ Uy (6 + X, Yso)dY,
0+ 0+
t

t
b= [ US04 X Yo s X 42 [ U2 (64 X Yo NG Y]
0

+ 0+
(3.5) t
" / Upy (0 + X, Yy )d[Y, Y]
0+
L=Y [U5(6 X, Y,) — U0+ Xy, Y,
0<s<t

- U;((S + Xs—;Ys—)AXs - U;(é + Xs_,Y;_)AY; .

Now we deal with each of the terms I; separately. By the differential subordination
of Y to X, we have |Yy| = |AYy| < |AXo| = X (see Lemma 3.1). Since § > £v/2,
we have |Yy —v| < 6+ X —u for (u,v) lying in the support of g¢ and the inequality
(2.7) implies Iy < L(K, ). Let X = Xg+ M + A, Y =Yy + N + B be the Doob-
Meyer decomposition guaranteed by the a-differential subordination. We have
t t

/ Ug(0+ X, Y, )dAs + / Uy (6 + X, Yy )dBs
0

+ 0+
t

t
< [ ve X Yodd [ U6+ X Yo dlB.
0+ 0+

t

t
S/ Uz (04 Xs—, Y )dAs +/ alUy (6 + Xs—, Ys—)|dAs <0.
0+ 0+

Here in the second passage we have exploited a-subordination (since X is a sub-
martingale, we have |A|; = A; for all t) and in the third one we have used (3.3).
Furthermore, we have

t t
E [/ U(6 + X, Y, )dM, +/ US(6 + X, Yoo )AN, | =0,
0+ 0+

as the stochastic integrals are martingales. In consequence, the term I; has non-
positive expectation. Moreover, I is nonpositive due to (3.2) and the differential
subordination of Y¢ to X¢ (simply approximate the integrals by discrete sums —
see e.g. page 533 of [16] for details). Finally, I3 is nonpositive in virtue of Lemma
3.1 and the fact that Lemma 2.3 is valid for U®. Plugging the above estimates for
I; into (3.4) gives EU®(6 + X,,Y;) < L(K, «). The majorization (2.6) carries over
to the functions U¢, V¢, so

(3.6) EVE(S + X;, Y3) < LK, ).
Since V(z,y) > —Kxlog™ x, we see that for z > 0,
(3.7) Ve +z,y) > —K(x+6+e)logt (x4 6 +¢) > —rizlogt = — ko,

for some absolute constants k1, ko. Therefore, by (3.1), we may let ¢ — 0 in (3.6)
and use Fatou’s lemma to obtain

EV (6 + X, Y:) = EBlY;| — KE(0 + X¢)log™ (6 + X;) < L(K, ).
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Finally, let 6 — 0 and use Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem (together
with (3.1) and (3.7)) to get the claim. O

Proof of (1.11). We assume that

(3.8) supE| X¢|log™ | X;| < o0
t

and prove that for any t > 0, E|Y;| < KE|X;|log" |X;| + L(K,0). Introduce the
function U : R? — R by

(39) U(Z‘,y) = UK,0(|z|7y)
and let Vi be defined by (2.3). In virtue of (2.6), we have
Uro(z,y) = Vic(lz],)-

Furthermore, since (Uk 0)z(0+,y) = 0, we see that for any y € R and |y| < 1 the
function ¢t — U(t,y + ~t) is concave on whole R. The remaining part of the proof
is just the repetition of the arguments used previously. (I

Proof of (1.12). Let ¢ > 0 and assume g°, used above, satisfies the additional
symmetry condition ¢%(u,v) = ¢¢(u, —v) for all u, v. Let U, U¢, V¢ : R? — R be
given by (3.9) and

U o) = [ U =y — o). o)duc,

(3.10) R

Vi) = [ Vil = aly — 0)g7 () dud.
RZ

Introduce W¢ : R?® — R by
(3.11) We(z,y,2) =y +U(z,y — 2).

This function is of class C*°. By the symmetry of ¢ and U with respect to the
second variable, we have that for all z, y, U*(z,y) = U¢(z, —y). Consequently,

(3.12) W:(z,y,y) =0 for any z, y € R.
Furthermore, by (2.6), we have
(313) WE(.’L',y,Z) Zy—}—V‘E(x,y—z)

Moreover, for any y € R and |y| < 1, the function ¢ — U¢(t,y + ~t) is concave (see
the previous proof), and hence so is the function ¢t — We(t,y + ~t, z). This gives

2 2
(3.14) Wieh™ +2We hk + Wi k= <0, |k| < |h].
Apply It6’s formula to obtain

WX, Yo, V) =ITo+ L+ Lo+ I3/2+ Iy,
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where
IO = WE(XOa Yba YE)*)a

t t
I = / Weo(Xs—,Yso, Y, )dX, +/ Wi (Xs—, Y-, Y2 )dY,
0+ 0+

t
12:/ WE(Xoo, Yoo Y2 )dYS = Y WE(X., Yo Y7 )AYY,
0+ 0<s<t
t
L= [ W

Cl)il)(

t
X Yal Y2 )d[XE, XY 42 / W2, (Xoo, Yoo, Y2 )d[XE, Y]
0+

0+
t

+ / W2, (Xoo, Yoo Y2 )dIYE, YO,
0+

I, = Z {WE(XS;YSaY?) - WE(XS_’YS_’Y;‘E)

0<s<t
—Wo(Xs—, Y, Y )AXs — W;(XS,,YS,,Y:_)AYS .

Observe that I; has zero expectation. Moreover, I < 0 by (3.12): indeed, the
contribution coming from the jump part of Y* vanishes, so only the continuous
part matters; however, the support of d(Y™*)¢ is precisely the set {s: Y;_ =Y }
and WE(X,_,Y;_,Y,") is equal to O there. Furthermore, I3 < 0 by (3.14) and
I, <0 due to the concavity of the function W¢. Hence, by (3.13),

Exft + EVE(Xta 5/t - }/;S*) S EWE(Xt) }/;f) }/;S*) S EWE(XO) YO) YO*)
Both U and V' are continuous, so letting € — 0 we obtain
EY; + E(Y) —Y;) — KE|X,|log™ | X;| = EY;" — KE|X;|log™ | X{|

(3.15) < E[Yy + U(Xo,0)]
< E[|Xo| + U(Xo,0)].
Now it suffices to use Lemma 2.5 to complete the proof. O

4. SHARPNESS
Throughout this section we deal with the discrete-time case.

4.1. On the method. We will use two techniques of showing that the constants are
the best possible. One method is just to construct appropriate examples. However,
sometimes it is more convenient to take a different approach. Namely, the validity
of a given estimate for (sub-)martingales implies the existence of a certain special
function and then one exploits its properties to obtain the lower bound for the
constant appearing in the inequality. This second approach has been successful in
a number of papers (see e.g. [5], [6], [11], [12]) and we will describe it now.

We assume that the underlying probability space is the interval [0, 1] equipped
with its Borel subsets and Lebesgue’s measure. Recall that a discrete-time real-
valued process f = (f,) is simple if for any n the random variable f,, takes only a
finite number of values and there is N such that P(fxy = fy+1 = fng2=...) = 1.
Clearly, for such processes there is an almost sure limit f.

For a fixed 2 > 0, y € R, let S,(z,y) denote the class of all pairs (f,g) of
simple processes starting from (z,y) such that f is a nonnegative submartingale
and g satisfies |dg,| < |df,| and |E(dgn|Fn-1)| < oE(df,|Fn-1) almost surely for
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any n > 1 (so this is “almost” a-subordination - possibly violated only for n = 0).
Here (F,) is the natural filtration of (f,g). Similarly, for z, y € R, let M(z,y)
denote the set of all pairs (f, g) of simple martingales (with respect to the natural
filtration) starting from (x,y) such that |dg,| < |df,| for any n > 1.

Let V : [0,00) x R — R be a fixed function, not necessarily measurable, and
introduce, for a € [0,1], the function U = Uy, : [0,00) x R — (—00,00] by the
formula

U(z,y) = sup EV(feo,goo)-
Sa(z,y)
We have the following general fact (consult Lemma 2.1 in [6], see also Theorem 4.2
below).

Theorem 4.1. Suppose o € [0,1], 8 € R and assume that the inequality
(4.1) EV(fso,9) <8

holds for all simple f, g such that f is a nonnegative submartingale and g is a-
subordinate to f. Then Uy satisfies the following:

(i) We have U(z,y) > V(z,y),

(i) If ly| < x, then U(z,y) < B,

(i1i) For anyy € R, the functions t — U(t,y+t) and t — U(t,y —t) are concave,

(iv) For any y € R, the functions t — U(y,y + at) and t — U(y,y — at) are
nonincreasing.

(v) The function U is finite.

Proof. (i) This follows from the fact that S, (2, y) contains the pair (z,y) of constant
processes.

(ii) This is a consequence of (4.1): for any (f,g) € Sa(z,y), where |y| < z, we
have that g is a-subordinate to f and hence EV(fs, goo) < 8. It remains to take
supremum over (f, g).

(iii) Let t >0,a€ (0,t],y € Rand e = £1. Take (f1,g') € So(t+a,y+t+ea),
(o) € Salt— avy+1 - <) and define (£.) by (fo.go) = (. + s (Fr.g1) =
(t+a,y+t+€a) 01/2 + (t —a,y +t —ea)x@ 2,1 and, for n > 2,

fa(w) = fh1(2w)x0,1/21(@) + fi_1 (2w — D)x(1/2,(W),

9n(@) = Gn_ 1(2W X(0,1/2) (W) + gi—1 (20 = 1)X(1/2,1)()-
It can be easily seen that (f, g) belongs to S, (t,y + t) and

(foo (@), oo (@) = (f (20), 95 (20))X[0,1/2) (W) + (2 (20— 1), 92 (20— 1)) X (1/2,1) ().
Hence

Uty +1) > BV (foo, 9oc) = BV (foc, 900) /2 + EV (f20, 92,)/2.
Now take supremum over (f!,g') and (f2, g?) to obtain the concavity.

(iv)Lett > 0,a >0,y € Rand ¢ = £1. Take (f,g) € Sa(t+a,y+ea(t+a)) and
let (f,9) be given by (f,,7,) = (t,y +eat) and, for n > 1, (s Tn) = (fa—1,9n—1).
Then it can be verified readily that (f,q) lies in So(t,y + eat) and (f,0s) =
(foo, goo). Consequently,

Uty + act) > EV(f oo, oo) = EV (foo, 9o0)

and it suffices to take supremum over (f, g) to get the claim.
(v) This follows immediately from (ii) and (iii). For any (z,y) there is € €
{—=1,1} such that the halfline {(z + ¢,y + €t) : t > —x} intersects with the set
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D ={(x,y) : ly| <z} at infinitely many points. It suffices to use the concavity of
U along this halfline and finiteness of U on D. (I

A similar argumentation leads to the martingale version of Theorem 4.1 (consult
e.g. [2], [3] and Theorem 2.1 in [5]). It will be needed in the proof of the sharpness
of (1.6). Let V : R? — R be a function and let U = Uy : R?* — (—00, 0] be given
by

U($7y>: sSup Ev(fooagoo)
Mo (z,y)

Theorem 4.2. Suppose 3 € R and assume that the inequality

EV(foor 9oo) < B

holds for all simple martingales f, g such that g is differentially subordinate to f.
Then Uy satisfies the following:
(i) We have U(z,y) > V(z,y).
(i) If ly| < x, then U(z,y) < 8.
(iii) For anyy € R, the functionst — U(t,y+t) andt — U(t,y—t) are concave.
(i) For any (z,y) € [0,00) we have U(z,y) < co.

This result can be further extended to study the inequalities involving maximal
functions. Let V : R® — R be a fixed function satisfying

V(z,y,z) =V(z,y,yVz) forallzy, -z
Let U = Uy : R?® — (—00, 0] be given by

U(z,y,z): sup EV(foo,goo,g;o\/z).
]\/Ia(may)

Theorem 4.3. Suppose 3 € R and assume that the inequality

EV (foos 9o, 95) < 5

holds for all simple martingales f, g such that g is differentially subordinate to f.
Then Uy satisfies the following:

(i) We have U(z,y,z) > V(z,y,2),

(ii) For any x, y, z, U(x,y,2) = U(z,y,y V 2).

(i11) If ly| < x, then U(z,y,y V z) < S,

(v) For any x € R,y < z, e € {—1,1}, o € (0,1) and t1, t2 such that ot +
(1 — a)ta =0, we have

aU(x +t1,y+eti,2)+ (1 —a)U(x + ta,y + €ta, 2) < Uz, y, 2).
(v) For any (z,y) € [0,00) we have U(z,y, z) < .

For the proof and discussion, we refer the reader to [11] and [12].

4.2. Sharpness of (1.4), K > Ky. Let ¢ > 0. The paper [10] contains the con-
struction of the pair (f,g) which enjoys the following properties: f is a submartin-
gale taking values in [0,1], g is a-subordinate to f and ||g||l1 > L(K,«) — e. For
such a pair, we have ||g||; — K sup,, Ef, log™ f, = ||g|li > L(K, ) — ¢ and hence
the constant L(K, «) cannot be replaced in (1.4) by a smaller one.
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4.3. Sharpness of (1.4), 1 < K < Kj. Suppose that the inequality (1.4) holds
with some universal constant S(K, ) and let V' be given by (2.3). By Theorem 4.1,
there is U : [0,00) x R — R satisfying the properties (i)—(v). For x > 0, y € R, let
A(y) =U(0,y), B(z) = U(x,0) and C(y) = U(a/(2a+1),y —a/(2a+1)). Clearly,
A is even.

It is convenient to divide the remaining part of the proof into a few intermediate
steps.

Step 1. We start with the observation that for any x > 0 and y € R,
(4.2) U(z,y+0) < U(x,y) + 0.
This follows immediately from the definition of U. Indeed, if (f,g) € Sa(z,y + 9),
then (f,g — 9) € Sa(x,y), so, by the triangle inequality,

E [|goo| = K foo10g™ foo] SE[|(g = 8)oo| = K foolog™ foo] +6 < U(z,y) +6
and it suffices to take supremum over (f, g).

Step 2. We will establish the bound
(43) B(K/(K ~ 1)) > ~K/(K — 1)
Let us introduce the function W, given on [1,00) x R — R by the formula

W(z,y) = /\inf} UMz, Ay)/ A+ Kz log Al
>1/x

This function enjoys (i), (iii) (with obvious restriction to the domain of W) and is

finite. Indeed, the first property is a consequence of the fact that for any z > 1 and
A>1/x,

UMz, \y) /A + Kzlog A > |y| — KA zxlog(A\x) + Kxlog A = V(x,y).

To prove (iii), one shows that for any (x,y) € (1,00) x R and any € > 0 there is
§ > 0 such that if @ € (0,0) and © — a > 1, then

W(z,y) > W +a,yta)+W(E—ayFa))/2—c.

Furthermore, W has the following homogeneity-type property: foranyxz > 1, y € R
and p > 1/x,

(4.4) W(pz, py) = pW(z,y) — Kpalog .
By properties (i) and (iii), we have, for x = K/(K — 1),
K¢ x
> =% W, —1)+ — -
(4.5) Ww@,0) 2z T Wlhe =)+ T Wi +0,—9)
> Ko(x—1)/(x+ K6) +aW(x +0,-9)/(x + K9)
and
K¢ (K —=1)(x+25) v+26 x+20— K¢
—8) >
W (z + 9, 5>_m+26w< e T T W (x +24,0)
Ké [x+20 (K —1)(z+ 206)
> _ _ ASelalA S b
T { e (K 1)(x+25)10g< e

+(x+20 — KOW(x +26,0)/(z+ 25)
Ké [xz+26
z+20— K6 [x+26
T+ 26

(K%H%)ﬂ

W(z,0) — K(z + 26)log (1 + 2?5)} ,

T
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where in the last passage we have exploited (4.4). Insert this into (4.5), subtract
W (z,0) from both sides, divide throughout by § and let 6 — 0. As the result, we
obtain W(z,0) > —K/(K — 1). The final observation is that W (z,0) < U(z,0), so
(4.3) follows.

Step 3. Now we will prove that

(4.6) Blc+1) > —ca—(a+1)/(2a+1).
To this end, note that by the properties (i) and (iii), for any = > 1,
] x—1
B(x) > ——U(l,z—1 ——U 9, —d
(@) 2 Ve D+ = U@ +6,-9)

>0z—1)/(z—140)+(@x—-1D)U(zx+0,-9)/(x—1+9)
and

) r—1+96
5> (r — B
U(x+0,-0) > 1+25U(1, (x—1+20))+ 112

>d+(x—1)B(x+26)/(x—149).
Combining these two estimates we obtain, after some manipulations,

2
B(xz) S B(z + 29) N 26 i

B(x 4+ 26)

r—1"2+20—1 x-1 (z—1+)(z—1)

so, by induction,
N—1

B(x) > B(x +2N0) n 82 (x + 2k6)

r—17"x+2N6—-1 = x+2k6—1 C(x+ (2k+1)0—1)(x+2ké — 1)

Now set z =c+1, 6 = (&5 — ¢ —1)/(2N) and let N — oo to obtain
Ble+1) > (K - 1)B(K/(K — 1)) — clog(¢(K — 1)),

as the sum converges to the integral [~/ K/ (K= 1)( 1)~tdx = log(c(K — 1)). Now
(4.6) follows from (4.3) and (2.2).
Step 4. The next step is to establish the bound

B(c— (2a+1)~ ) (2;:_;1;_’_0/4(0 - (2a+ 1)71)
&) ot L[ olatl)  (a41)

c2a+ 1)+« S YO | c(2a 4+ 1)2

We proceed as previously. Using the concavity of t +— U(t,c — (2a + 1)1 —¢t)
and t — U(t,c+ 1 —t) we can bound B(c — (2 + 1)71) from below by a convex
combination of A(c — (2a+1)71), B(c+1) and U(1,c¢). It suffices to use (4.6) and
U(1,¢) > V(1,¢) = c to obtain the desired inequality.

Step 5. Now we will deal with the estimate
20% +2a — 1 _ 2a(a+1) B(c— (2a+1)71)

200+ 1 c(2a+1)2 c(2a+1)
This is the most elaborate part; we will show the inequality only for a > 0; the
case @ = 0 can be treated similarly. Use (iv) and then (iii) to obtain, for any
y>c—(2a+1)"tand 0<d < a,
Aly) > U6,y + ad) > (2a + 1)6C(y + (a + 1)8) /o

+ (a— 2a+1)0)A(ly + (a+1)d)/«

(4.8) Alc— (2a+1)"YH)>c+

(4.9)
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and, similarly, using (iv) and (i), one gets
Cly+ (a+1)0) > 2a+1)dy/(2+ (2a+1)8) +§/2
(4.10) 2a+1)(a+1)§ 200 — 2a+ 1)(a+1)6
22+ o090 W o T @a+10)
Multiply both sides of (4.9) by
A= (20 +3+ (20 +1)2 —45(2a + 1)) /(4 + 25(2a + 1)).
and add it to (4.10) to obtain, after some manipulations,
(A(Yy) —y)m = (CY) = y)re 2r[(Aly + (@ + 1)) — (y + (@ + 1)d))n
(4.11) —(Cly + (a+ 1)) = (y + (a + 1)))7e]
+ A =1D(a+1)5+46/2,

Cy).

where
s (a+D@a+1) 20— (a+1)(2a+1)d
m=2 5a(2+5(2a+1))’ 2= a2+ 620+ 1))
and
. (24 62a+1))(a — A(2a + 1)d) 4 6(204 +1)(2\ - 2a+1)) T o(6),

2a — (a+1)(2a+1)0 2a
By induction, (4.11) gives, for any integer N > 1,
(A(y) = y)n = (C(y) —y)r2 2rV[(Aly + N(a +1)8) — (y + N(a +1)8))n
—(Cly+ N(a+1)8) = (y + N(a +1)d))72]
+[A=D(a+1)5+5/2] (N —1)/(r —1).
Now fix z > y, set § = (z—y)/N (here N is sufficiently large, so that § < a/(2a+1))

and let N — co. Then 43 — a+ 1, 72 — 1 and 7V — exp[(y — z)%], SO we

obtain, after some computations,
2041

(A(y) —y)(a+1) = (Cly) —y) Zexp | (y — Z)m [(A(2) = 2)(a+ 1)

—(C(2) = 2) — a2a(a + 1) + 1)/ (200 + 1)
+aa(a+1)+1)/(2a+1).
Now let z — oo. Since A(z) = U(0,z2) > V(0,2) = z and, by (4.2), C(z) < C(0)+z,
we obtain
(Aly) —y)(a+1) = (Cly) —y) = a2a(a + 1) +1)/(2a + 1).

Take y = ¢ — (2a + 1)~! and combine it with the following consequence of (iii):
aBlc— (2a+1)7Y)  c(a+1)—(a+1)
c(2a+1)—1 c(2a+1) -1

As a result, we obtain (4.8).
Step 6. The last inequality we need is

(4.12) (a+2)U(0,0) > (a+ 1) A(c — 2a+1)"H + Blc— (2a+1)71).

Fix a positive integer N and let § = (¢ — (2a+1)71)/N, k < N. Arguing as above,
one can establish the inequalities

- kEla+1)+a

“(k+1D(a+1)

Clc—(2a+1)"1) > Alc— 2a+1)7h).

B((k +1)(a + 1)5)

(4.13)  A(k(a+1)6) (k+1)(a+1)

A((k+1)(a+1)0) +
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and
2k(a+1) + «
Blk(a+1)0) 2= 1()(I:F+)1;Ea+ )
1 k
hr Dkt D)t kt1
Multiply (4.13) throughout by a+ 1 — (2k+1)~! and add it to (4.14). After some
manipulations, one obtains
(a+ D[A(k(a+1)0) — A((k + 1) (a+ 1)8)] + B(k(a + 1)8) — B((k + 1)(a + 1))
> (A(k(a+ 1)) — A((k+ 1)(a+1)6)) /(2K +1) > (a + 1)3/(2k + 1),

A((k + 1) (o + 1))
(4.14)
+

B((k +1)(a + 1)d).

where the latter inequality follows from (4.2). Write the above estimate for k =

0,1,2,..., N—1 and add the obtained inequalities to get
(a+ 1)A(0) + B(0) > (a+ 1)A(c — (2a+1)"1) + B(c — (2a +1)71)
N-1
Ha+1)8 > (2k+1)7"
k=0
It suffices to let N — oo to obtain (4.12); the last term in the estimate above tends

to 0, as it is of order N~!log N.
Step 7. Combine (4.7) and (4.8) to get
Alc—Q2a+1) ™Y >c—2a+1) " +a+ (a+1)/(c(2a+1)?),
Blc—(2a+1)")>a+1-ca
Plugging this into (4.12) yields U(0,0) > L(K, «). Now use (ii) with =y = 0 to
complete the proof.

4.4. Sharpness of (1.6), K > K. This is very simple: a pair (f,g) = (1,1) of
constant martingales gives equality in (1.6).

4.5. Sharpness of (1.6), 1 < K < Ky. Suppose the inequality holds with some
constant 3(K) and use Theorem 4.2 with V(z,) = |y| — K|z|log™ ||, (z,) € R?,
to obtain the existence of a function U satisfying (i)—(iv). By (iii),

U((c+1)/2,(c+1)/2) > (c—1D)U(c+1,0)/(2¢) + (c+ 1)U(1,¢)/(2¢).
We may repeat word by word the argumentation from Steps 2 and 3 in Section
4.3, and obtain U(c + 1,0) > —1. Furthermore, by (i), U(l,¢) > c¢. Plugging
this above yields U ((¢ +1)/2, (c+1)/2) > L(K,0), and it suffices to use (ii) with
x=y=(c+1)/2 to obtain S(K) > L(K,0).

4.6. Sharpness of (1.7), K > 1. Suppose that the inequality holds with some
B*(K). Apply Theorem 4.3, with V(x,y, 2) = yVz— K|z|log™ ||, to get a function
U satisfying the properties (1)—(v) listed in the statement. It follows from the very
definition of U and the special form of V' that

(4.15) U(z,y,2) =2+ U(z,y — 2,0)
and

for all x, y, z. The key ingredient in the proof is the following estimate

U(z,z,x) > Uk o(z,0) + = for all x > 0,
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from which the claim is deduced immmediately, in virtue of Lemma 2.5 and property
(iii). By (4.15), this can be rewritten in the form

(4.17) U(z,0,0) > Uk o(z,0) for all > 0.

We will only deal with the case K > K;; the remaining ones can be studied in a
similar manner.
Step 1. To begin, note that by (iv), for any > 0 and § > 0 we have

1 —
>_ - 7 -

U(x’o’o)_l—x—i—é 1—xz+4§

Now use (ii) and (4.15) to obtain U(x — 4,0,0) = 6 + U(z — 4,0,0). Furthermore,

by (i), U(l,z —1,0) > V(1,2 — 1,0) = 0, so we get

(4.18)  U(x,0,0)>(1—2)6/(1—2+06)+ (1 —2)U(x—6,0,0)/(1 —x+9).

Use this twice, with x = 0 and then with x = . Combining these estimates with

(4.16), we obtain

(4.19) U(0,0,0) > 1,
that is, (4.17) for z = 0.
Step 2. Now fix x € (0,c¢(K,0)], a positive integer N, and set § = z/N. The
inequality (4.18) implies that for any k=1, 2, ..., N,
U(k6,0,0)/(1 = ké) = U((k —1)4,0,0)/(1 — (k —1)d) + /(1 — (k — 1)d),

so, by induction,

Uz — 6,6,0) + U(l,z—1,0).

U(z,0,0)

1—x

N
1
> _
_U(o,o,0)+5;17(k71)5

Use (4.19) and let § — 0 to obtain
1

— S

U(:L',O,O)Zlfl'ﬁL(l*:C)/ .
0

Step 3. Now we show (4.17) for z > K/(K —1). To this end, consider W : R® —
R given by

ds = Uk o(z,0).

Wr,y,2) = inf [U, Ay, A2)/A + K log ),

and observe W satisfies (i), (ii), (iv) and the homogeneity property
(4.20) W (px, py, pz) = pW(z,y, z) — Kpzxlog p.
Applying (iv),

K x
>0 Wz —a2/K,—2/K,0) + ——
which, by (i), (ii) and (4.20), is not smaller than
Ko 6 x+6

K(x —z/K)log(x —z/K) + W(z,0,0).

v+ Ko x—l—K(Ser—i—K(S
Subtracting W(0,0,0) from both sides, dividing by § and letting 6 — 0 yields
W(z,0,0) > Uk o(z,0). It suffices to use U(z,0,0) > W(z,0,0) to obtain (4.17).
Step 4. Now we establish (4.17) for z € [1 + ¢, K/(K — 1)). By (iv),

1) z—1

>—U(1,1 - S 1) d).
U(,0,0) > —3——=U(L,1=2,0) + = (U(w+5,0,0)+ 5)
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Arguing as in Step 2, this leads to
K/(K—1 K/(K-1)
U(:L',0,0) > U( /( )a070)+ (S*l)ilds,
z—1 K/(K—1)-1 ,
which is (4.17).
Step 5. It remains to consider the inequality (4.17) on interval (1 —¢,1+c¢). By

(iV),

26 x+l—c l—c—x (x =14 c)U(x+9,6,90)
U(z,0,0) > 0
@0.0)2 T 5% ( 2 2 >+ z—1+ct20
Furthermore, again by (iv), and then by (i) and Step 2,
r+1l—-c l—-c—x r—1+c c+1—=x
>2 T, - Ty -
U( 5 5 ,0)_ 5 U(1,—c,0)+ 50 U(1l—-1¢0,0)

Y]

(c+1—2x)(1—1logc)/(2¢).

Plugging this into the previous estimate and using (4.15), this yields, after some
manipulations,

U(z,0,0) U(zx+4,0,0) 0(c+1—x) )
> 1—1 -9
(x—1+¢)2 =~ (z+5—1+4¢)? + ($—1+c+6)3( 0g ) + (x — 1+ c)? +n
where

s g2 K(x+6)log™ (z +6)
- [(z—14¢)2+20(x—1+4c)|(z—14c+06)?
Arguing as in Step 2, this gives
Ul(x,0,0) U(1+¢,0,0) el —s 1
> ——(1-1 —d
raswes R v M e s TR >

which is equivalent to (4.17). The proof is complete.

4.7. The case K < 1. That none of (1.4), (1.6) and (1.7) hold, follows from the
fact that the corresponding constants L(K, «), L(K,0) and L*(K) tend to oo as K
tends to 1. For example, if (1.4) were valid with some K < 1 and L(K,«a) < oo,
then, for any K’ > 1,

lglls < K'supEf, log™ f + L(K, a),

so L(K',a) < L(K,«). This would contradict (1.5) for K’ sufficiently close to 1.
The argumentation for (1.6) and (1.7) is the same.

5. INEQUALITIES FOR SMOOTH FUNCTIONS

As an application of Theorems 1.4 and 1.5, we present logarithmic estimates for
differentially subordinate smooth functions on Euclidean domains. Let us introduce
the necessary background. Suppose that €2 is an open subset of R™, n being a
positive integer. Let D be a bounded subdomain of 2 with 0 € D and 9D C
Q. Denote by p the harmonic measure on 9D with respect to 0. Consider two
real-valued C? functions u, v on . Following [4], we say that v is differentially
subordinate to u if

[Vo(z)| < |[Vu(z)| for z € Q.
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Furthermore, for a > 0, the function v is a-subordinate to w if it is differentially
subordinate to u and, in addition,

|Av(z)| < a|Au(z)] for z € Q
(see [6] and [8]).

Theorem 5.1. Let o € [0,1] and suppose that u is subharmonic and nonnegative,
v is a-subordinate to u and |v(0)| < u(0). Then, for K > 1,

(5.1) /6 | Io(@)ldutz) < K /a (o) og” ula)dula) + LK. o).

Theorem 5.2. Suppose that u, v are harmonic, v is differentially subordinate to

uw and |v(0)] < |u(0)|. Then, for K > 1,
62 [ @) <K [ ju)/os" [u(@)lduta) + L(K.0).

We will only provide the proof of (5.1), the inequality (5.2) can be established
in the same manner.

Proof of Theorem 5.1. This is standard. Consider n-dimensional Brownian motion
W starting from 0 and let 7 denote the exit time of D: 7 = inf{t : W} ¢ D}.
Consider the processes

X = (Xp)iz0 = (u(Wrne))iz0, Y = Y)iz0 = (0v(Wrat))iz0

and write Itd’s formula: for any ¢ > 0,

t 1 t
X, = u(0) + / V(W )WV, + / Au(Wp)ds = Xo + My + Ay,
0 0

t 1 t
Y;f = ’U(O) +/ V’U(WT/\S)CZWS + 5/ A’U(WT/\S)dS = Yb + Nt + Bt-
0 0
Since
t
(M, M], — [N, N, = [u(0) 2 — |o(0)* + / (IVa(Wrns )2~ [Vo(Wype)[2) ds

and .
1
alAle — By = 5/ (| Au(Wrns)| = [Dv(Wrns)|) ds,
0

we see that a-subordination of the functions v and v implies that Y is a-subordinate
to X. Since [|Y|[|1 = [, [v(z)|du(z), sup, EX;log™ X; = [, u(z)log® u(z)du(x),
it suffices to use (1.4) to complete the proof. ]
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