STRONG DIFFERENTIAL SUBORDINATION AND SHARP
INEQUALITIES FOR ORTHOGONAL PROCESSES

ADAM OSEKOWSKI

ABSTRACT. We introduce a strong differential a-subordination for the continuous-
time processes, which generalizes this notion from the discrete time setting,
due to Burkholder and Choi. Then we determine the best constants in the LP
estimates for a nonnegative submartingale and its strong a-subordinate, under
an additional assumption on the orthogonality of these two processes.

1. INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this paper is to study moment inequalities for a certain class of
continuous-time processes. However, in order to introduce the basic concepts and
to establish some connections with related results from the literature, let us start
with the discrete-time setting. Suppose (2, F,P) is a probability space, equipped
with a filtration (F,),n =0, 1, 2, .... Let f = (f»), g = (g9n) be adapted integrable
processes taking values in a separable Hilbert space H which, as we can and will
assume from now on, is equal to £5. The scalar product in H will be denoted by
(+,-) and |y| will stand for the norm of y € H. The difference sequences of f and g
are defined by

dfo = fo, dfn = fo — fa-1, dgo = gos dgn =9gn —gn-1, n=1,2,....
Following Burkholder [4], we say that g is differentially subordinate to f, if
(1.1) |[dgn| < |dfnl, n=0,1,2,....
One of the main results of [4] can be stated as follows. We use the standard notation
fllp = supp, o | fallp-

Theorem 1.1. If f, g are martingales and g is differentially subordinate to f, then
for any 1 < p < co we have a sharp estimate

lgllp < @™ = DIIf]lp-
Here p* = max{p,p/(p — 1)}.

By sharpness we mean that for any € > 0 there exist f, g satisfying the assump-
tions of the theorem with ||g||, > (p* — 1 — €)||f||,- There is a number of related
estimates comparing the sizes of a martingale and its differential subordinate. A
good reference is a survey [5] by Burkholder, which also contains some applications
of these results to harmonic analysis. See also papers [12] by Suh and [10] by the
author for some recent results in this direction.
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The above moment inequality can be extended to a wider class of processes.
Following [6], we say that ¢ is strongly differentially subordinate to f, if g is differ-
entially subordinate to f and, in addition,

(1.2) [E(dgn|Fn-1)| < |E(dfn|Fn-1)l, n=12,....

Clearly, if a martingale g is differentially subordinate to a martingale f, then it is
also strongly differentially subordinate to f. However, strong differential subordi-
nation implies some interesting sharp inequalities for sub- and supermartingales.
For example, the paper [6] contains the following LP-estimate.

Theorem 1.2. Suppose f is a nonnegative submartingale and g is strongly differ-
entially subordinate to f. Then for any 1 < p < co we have a sharp estimate

gl < (™ = D[ fIlp-
Here p™ = max{2p,p/(p — 1)}

A further extensions of the strong differential subordination and the moment
inequalities were provided by Choi [7]. Given a nonnegative number «, we say that
g is a-strongly subordinate to f if ¢ is differentially subordinate to f and for any
positive integer n we have

[E(dgn|Fn-1)| < |E(dfn|Fn-1)]-
Here is the main result of [7].

Theorem 1.3. Let a be a fized nonnegative integer. Suppose [ is a monnegative
submartingale and g is a-strongly differentially subordinate to f and takes values
in RY, where v is a fizved integer. Then for any 1 < p < oo we have

lgllp < (P& = DIl

where pf, = max{(a+ 1)p,p/(p — 1)}. The inequality is sharp provided o < 1.

Comparing the constants in Theorem 1.1 and 1.3 we see, that they are equal for
p < (a+2)/(a+1) and different for the other vaules of p. We will see below a similar
behavior of the constants in the case of continuous-time orthogonal processes.

Let us now turn to the continuous-time setting. Suppose (€2, F,P) is a probability
space, filtered by a right-continuous filtration (F;), ¢ > 0. Assume in addition, that
Fo contains all the events of probability 0. Let X = (X;), Y = (¥};) be adapted
‘H-valued semimartingales with right-continuous paths with left limits. As shown
by Bartiuelos and Wang [1] and Wang [13], the notions of differential and strong
differential subordination generalize to the continuous time setting (see Section
2 below). Furthermore, there are continuous-time versions of the Theorems 1.1
and 1.2, with the same constants p* — 1 and p** — 1, respectively. Using ideas
from these two papers, we will provide a continuous time extension of a-strong
differential subordination and show the version of Theorem 1.3. This is done in the
Section 2 below.

However, the main interest of this paper is to study the processes under an
additional orthogonality assumption. We say that X = (X;,Xs,...) and YV =
(Y1,Ys,...) are orthogonal, if for any 4, j > 1 the process [X;,Y;] is constant.
Barfiuelos and Wang [1] proved the following. Here ||X||, = sup;>q || X¢||p-
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Theorem 1.4. Let X and Y be two R-valued continuous-time continuous path
orthogonal martingales starting from 0 such that Y is differentially subordinate to
X. Then for 1 < p < oo, we have

Y]y < cot(m/2p™)[| X[,

This inequality is sharp. Moreover, if 1 < p < 2, then X may be taken to be
H-valued, and if 2 < p < oo, then Y may be taken to be H-valued.

The best constant for X, Y both taking values in ‘H is not known.

Banuelos and Wang use this result to provide a sharp LP bound for Riesz trans-
forms on R™ (see the paper by Iwaniec and Martin [9] for an alternative proof, using
the method of rotations).

In this paper we study a related problem. Let a € [0, 1] be fixed and let § =
O(«) € [0,7/4] be given by a = tanf. Set py = 2 — 20/7 and

tan = if p < po,
(1.3) Cp= Tzrzizo .
cot = if p > po.

Note that (), is continuous as a function of p. Here is our main result.

Theorem 1.5. Let X be a nonnegative submartingale and Y be an R-valued pro-
cess, which is a-strongly subordinate to X. If X and Y are orthogonal, then, for
any 1 < p < oo,

(1.4) Yl < Gl Xl

and the constant C), is the best possible. Furthermore, if p > 2, then'Y can be taken
to be H-valued.

We do not know what is the optimal constant in the above inequality for 1 <
p < 2 and Y taking values in H. Comparing the constants appearing in the last
two theorems, we see, that they are the same for p < py and different for p > py.

Now we will present the application of this result to the study of the exit times
of a cone. Let v be a positive number and let

Ky ={(z,y) €R?: |y| > coty) - [z[}

denote the cone of angle 2¢, symmetric with respect to the y-axis. Let (X,Y)
be two-dimensional Brownian motion starting from some £ € Ky and let 7 = 7
denote the exit-time of (X,Y’) from the cone K. As shown by Burkholder [3] (see
also page 196 in Revuz and Yor [11)), ||7]|, is finite if and only if ¢ < w/4p.

We will extend this result to a wider class of processes. Let 1) > 0 be fixed and
(V,W) be two-dimensional Brownian motion starting from §{ € Cy. Let A denote
the local time of V' at 0. For a fixed a € [0, 1], define the processes X, Y by

Xt:‘/;g, }Q:Wt+OZAt, fOI'tZO

and let 7 = 7 denote the exit time of (X,Y’) from the cone Cy. We will establish
the following fact.

Theorem 1.6. The number ||T||, is finite if and only if ¥ < (w — 20)/4p.

Let us now describe the organization of the paper. As already mentioned, in
the next section we study the continuous-time differential and a-strong differential
subordination of semimartingales. Section 3 is devoted to the special functions
which lead to the inequality (1.4). In the last section we complete the proof of
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Theorem 1.5 by showing the sharpness of this inequality; here Theorem 1.6 comes
into play.

2. CONTINUOUS-TIME DIFFERENTIAL AND @-STRONG DIFFERENTIAL
SUBORDINATION. AN EXTENSION OF CHOI'S INEQUALITY.

Let X, Y be two right-continuous semimartingales with limits from the left. Let
[X,Y] = ([X,Y]:) denote the quadratic covariance process (e.g. consult Delacherie
and Meyer [8]). Then, following [1] and [13], Y is differentially subordinate to X, if
the process ([X, X]: — [V, Y]:) is nondecreasing and nonnegative as a function of ¢.
Note that any two adapted sequences f, g of integrable functions can be thought of
as continuous-time semimartingales and the above condition means that the process

n
[ fln = 19, 9ln = (Z(|dfk|2 - |d9k2)>
k=0

is nonnegative and nondecreasing (as a function of n). This is equivalent to (1.1)
and hence the definition above is consistent with the discrete-time differential sub-
ordination.

For any semimartingale X there exists a unique continuous local martingale part
X¢ of X satisfying

X, X]p = [ Xo* + [X, X+ > |AX
0<s<t

for all ¢ > 0. Furthermore, [X¢ X¢] = [X, X]°, the pathwise continuous part of
[X, X]. Here is Lemma 1 from [13].

Lemma 2.1. If X and Y are semimartingales, then'Y 1is differentially subordinate
to X if and only if Y° is differentially subordinate to X¢, the inequality |AY;| <
|AX,| holds for all t > 0 and |Yy| < |Xol.

Let us now turn to the strong differential subordination. Let us first consider
the case H = R. If X is a sub- or supermartingale, the Doob-Meyer decomposition
yields the existence of a unique local martingale M starting from 0 and a unique
predictable finite variation process A starting from 0 such that

Xt:X0+Mt+At, fOI'tZO

If X is a general real-valued semimartingale, then we have analogous decomposi-
tion, however, with A no longer predictable. Furthermore, the decomposition may
not be unique.

Following [13], we say that a semimartingale Y is strongly differentially subor-
dinate to a semimartingale X, if the two conditions below hold.

(i) The process Y is differentially subordinate to X,

(ii) There exist finite variation processes A and B, such that A is in the Doob-
Meyer decomposition of X, B is in the Doob-Meyer decomposition of Y
and |Al; — |B|; is a nondecreasing function of ¢.

Here |A|; denotes the total variation of A on [0,t] and | B|; is defined in a similar
manner.

Now the generalization of a-strong differential subordination is clear: for a fixed
nonnegative «, we say that Y is a-strongly differentially subordinate to X (or,
shorter, a-subordinate to X), if the following conditions are satisfied.
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(i) The process Y is differentially subordinate to X,

(ii) There exist finite variation processes A and B, such that A is in the Doob-
Meyer decomposition of X, B is in the Doob-Meyer decomposition of Y
and «a|A|; — |B|: is a nondecreasing function of .

Again, as any adapted sequence of integrable functions can be thought of as a
continuous semimartingale, we see that the definition above generalizes the a-strong
differential subordination: for any adapted sequences f, g of integrable functions,
(ii) is equivalent to (1.2), since

n
alAl = |Bln = 3 ([E(dfu Fi1)| — [E(dgel Fo1)])-
k=1

All the results and definitions above can be transferred to the case of H-valued
semimartingales: the Doob-Meyer decomposition follows from applying coordinate-
wise its version for real processes and hence the notion a-strong differential subor-
dination make sense if X and Y take values in a separable Hilbert space.

Let us extend Choi’s result, Theorem 1.3, to this new setting.

Theorem 2.2. Let X be a nonnegative submartingale and 'Y be a-strongly subor-
dinate to X. Then for any 1 < p < co we have a sharp inequality

(2.1) Y1l < (p5 = DIIX|lp-

Proof. Assume X = Xg+ M + A, Y =Yy + N + B are the Doob-Meyer decompo-
sitions for X and Y such that the conditions (i), (ii) defining the a-subordination
are satisfied. Let us start with some reductions. First, note that we may assume
|| X||p < co. The second condition we may impose is that ¥ takes values in a finite
dimensional subspace of H. Indeed, suppose that Y is H-valued and a-strongly
subordinate to X. Denote, for v > 2,

YV =(¥1,Ys,...,Y,-1,0,0,...), where Y = (¥1,Ys,...).

Then Y is a-strongly subordinate to X and Y” — Y with probability 1. Now the
finite-dimensional version of the theorem combined with Fatou’s lemma yields the
general case.

The further reduction is to bound the processes uniformly away from 0. Suppose
Y takes values in R¥~!. For any positive number a, consider the processes X =
X +a,Y = (Y,a) € R”. Clearly, they satisfy X > a, |[Y| > a and the subordination
is preserved. If we can prove (2.1) for X, Y, then, letting a — 0, we obtain (2.1)
for X, Y.

The next step is to note that the stochastic integration preserves the local mar-
tingale property and, consequently, for the function U, defined below, we can
find a nondecreasing sequence (7},) of bounded stopping times going to co almost
surely such that (Up,(X_,Y_) - M)™» and (U,,(X_,Y_) - N)T» are martingales,
n =1,2,.... Since for any bounded stoppping time 7" and continuous function
X YT =X, V)T and (f(X_,Y_) - M)T = f(XT,YT). MT, we may assume
from the beginning that Up,(X_,Y_) - M and U,,(X_,Y_) - N are martingales.

The final observation is that it suffices to fix ¢ > 0 and establish the inequality

E[Y:[” < (p5 — DPEIX:[".
We will use the following special function U, : Ry x R — R discovered by Choi.
Up(,9) = (lyl = (pa = D) (@ + [y~
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Furthermore, let V,(z,y) = |y’ — (p}, — 1)P2P. As shown in [7], we have

(2.2) Vo < p(1 = (pa) )P Uy,
(2.3) Up(z,y) <0 if [yl <=,
(2.4) Upz + a|Upy| <0 if zly| # 0,

and the further property: for (z,y) € (0,00) x R” and (z + h,y + k) € (0,00) x R”
such that |h| > |k| and y + tk # 0 for all t € R, we have

We will also need the following decomposition: for all z > 0, h > —x and y, h € R”
with y # 0, we have

Uprx(xa y)h2 + 2hUpmy(‘T, y) -k + (kUpyy(‘Tv y)a k) = Cl + 02 + 03;
where
Cy =—ph(p— D)@+ [y))P > (h* — |k[?)
Co=—(pi(p—1)—p)(@+ )Pyl (k> = (v k)%,
Cs=—(p—1)(=+y)**[(pi, — )yl + (pi(p — 1) — p)x](h + (v, k))*.

Here y = y/|y| for y # 0. As X, Y are bounded away from 0, we may use It&’s
formula to U, and obtain

Up(X, Vi) = Up(Xo, Yo) +/+ Upa (X, Y )X,
(2.6) o .
+ | WX Yo ¥ + 31+
o+ 2
where

v

t
I = / U (X Yo X, Xy 23 Uy (X Ve )X Y,
0 i=1

30D Uy, (Ko, Yo )Y, Y,

i=1 j=1
and

L= Y [Up(X, Vo) =Up(Xee, Yoo ) ~Upa(Xom, Yol )AX —(Upy (X, , Y, ), AY)].

0<s<t

Setting r = X,_, y = Y;_, h = AX, and k£ = AY;, we see that Lemma 2.1,
combined with (2.5), implies Is < 0. Furthermore, taking into consideration the
formulas for Cy, Cy and C3, we have

L=D+E+F,
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where
t

D= —phlp=1) [ (X Vo P2, XL = [V, Y7L,

E=—(pip—1)—p) / (Xo + Yo PHYa |2V, Y4, — (G, G,

0+
Feo=1) [ (a4 Veep (= p)Yoc | + o = 1) = )Xo Jd[H, ),

and ,
G, = / (Yoo /[YueldYS),  Hy =X, + Gy
0

By differential subordination, D is nonpositive. By Lemma 2 in [13], the process
G is differentially subordinate to Y, which implies £ < 0. Finally, [H, H]; is
nondecreasing, which yields F' < 0. This gives I; < 0. Furthermore, by (2.4) and
a-strong subordination,

t

t
/ Uy (X, Yol )dA, + / (Uyy(Xo_,Yio), dBy)
0+ 0+

t

t
< [ U Yoydd 4 [ U ).
0+ 0+

¢
g/ (Upe(Xoe, Yoo )+ 0lUpy(Xo_, Yo )[)dA, < 0.
0+

Combining the above estimates with (2.3) and (2.6), we obtain

Up(Xta V) < (pr(X_,Y_) M) + (Upy(X—aY—) Nz

Now we apply (2.2) and take expectation to complete the proof of (2.1). The
sharpness of this estimate follows from the fact that the constant p}, — 1 is already
the best possible in the discrete-time setting. (I

3. THE PROOF OF THE INEQUALITY (1.4)
Let us start with the following auxiliary fact.

Lemma 3.1. Let X be a nonnegative submartingale and'Y be an H-valued process,
which is a-subordinate to X. If X and Y are orthogonal, then Y has continuous
paths.

Proof. For any j, the real-valued processes X and Y7 are orthogonal. Hence, by
Lemma 1 in [2], we have AX;AY{ = 0 for every ¢t > 0. This gives AX, = 0 or
AY{ = 0 for every ¢, and since, in view of Lemma 2.1, we have |AY;| < |AX,|, Y
can not have any nonzero jumps. O

As in Theorem 2.2, the proof of (1.4) is based on the special functions and 1t6’s
formula. We will keep the following notation: for (z,y) € Ry xH or (x,y) € Ry xR,
we define r = r(x,y) > 0, ¢ = ¢(z,y) € [0,7/2] by the equations

x=rsing, |yl =rcose.

For 1 < p < 2 (respectively, p > 2), let V,, : Ry x R — R (respectively, V}, :
Ry x H — R) be given by

(3.1) Vp(z,y) = |y|P — ChaP = rPhy(¢) = rP[cos? ¢ — cy sin® ¢],
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where the constant C), is defined by (1.3).

We will consider three cases separately: 1 < p < pg, po <p<2and 2 <p<oo.
In all these cases, the argumentation is split into two parts: firstly, we introduce
the special functions U, and study their properties, secondly, we present the proof
of the inequality (1.4).

3.1. The case 1 < p < pg. Let us consider the function U, : R} x R — R, given
by

003) = (6) = - [ o on (05— ).
A similar function was used by Bafiuelos and Wang [1] in the proof of Theorem 1.4
above.

Lemma 3.2. The functions U,, V},, have the following properties.
(i) The function U, is of class C* on the set {(z,y) :7>0,0< ¢ < Z}.
(i) We have Up(z,y) <0 if ly| < z.
(i11) We have U, > V.
(iv) For any (x,y) with ¢ # 0 and any h, k € R,

(3.2) Upax (7, y)h2 + Upyy(, y)k‘2 = Upua (2, y)(h2 - kQ)-

(v) The inequality Upz, < 0 holds on the set {(x,y) :0 < ¢ < T}.
(vi) We have Upy + a|Upy| <0 on {(z,y) : 0 < ¢ < m/2}.

Proof. (i) This follows from straightforward computations.

(ii) If |y| < x, then ¢ > w/4 and 0 < p(7w/2 — ¢)) < pr/4 < 7/2, which implies
cos(p(m/2 — ¢) > 0 and Uy,(z,y) < 0.

(iii) We must show that g, > h,,. This is equivalent to the inequality (2.1) in [1].

(iv) It suffices to show that the function U, is harmonic on the set {(z,y) : 0 <
¢ < T }. We use the form of laplacian in the polar coordinates

0? 102 10
o "o T ror
and we get the claim after simple calculations.
(v) Taking into account the equalities r, = sin ¢, ¢, = cos ¢/r, we obtain

Upea(.9) = plp = 1) sin g cos”™" 2= cos (Gp — (b= 2)0) <0,

asm/2< Fp—(p—2)p <.

(vi) Since ry, = cos ¢ and ¢, = —sin ¢/r, we compute that Uy, (z, y)+a|Upy(z,y)|
equals

prf~! . sin % cosP ™1 ;—p = sin(gp —(p—1)p) + tanb |cos(%p —(p-— 1)(;5)\} .
But 7/2 < Zp—(p—1)¢ < 7, so we have

sin ;—p cosP~1 %
— = " &in (

cos 6 ﬁpf(p—1)¢+0).

Upz(x,y) + 01|Upy($7y)| = —prP~t. B

It suffices to note that -
0< §p—(p—1)¢+9§7r,

the left inequality being trivial, the right one being equivalent to p < pg. ([
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The proof of the inequality (1.4) for 1 < p < po. In this case, we will present all the
details. As in the remaining cases pg < p < 2 and 2 < p < oo the proofs are similar,
we will only indicate the necessary modifications of the arguments used here below.

First, we start from reductions analogous to those in the beginning of the proof of
Theorem 2.2. That is, we may assume || X ||, < co and, for a fixed a > 0, we set X =
a+ X. Obviously, Y is a-subordinate to X and these two processes are orthogonal.
Let M, N denote the local martingale parts of X and Y, respectively. Using a
stopping time argument, we may assume that the stochastic integrals (U, (X, Y_)-
M) and (Up,(X_,Y_) - N) are martingales. Finally, we fix ¢ > 0 and observe it
suffices to establish the inequality EV,(X,,Y;) < 0.

By the property (i) in Lemma 3.2, we may apply It6’s formula to U, to obtain

t

Up(Xtv }/t) = Up(XOa YE)) +‘/' pr(Xs—v Ys)dXs

0+

(3.3) t L
+/ Upy(Xs—aYVs)dY's‘Ffll +*12+I3,
0+ 2 2
where
t
Il = / Upzw()_(s—a }/s)d[Xca Xc]s + Upyy(Xs—ayts)d[K Y]Sv
0+
t
(34) =2 / Uy (Ko, Ya)d[XC, Y.,
0+

Iy= > [Up(Xs,Y2) = Up(Xeo, Va) = Upe( X, Ya) AX,].

0<s<t

Note that above we have used the fact Y_ =Y, guaranteed by Lemma 3.1.
By orthogonality, the summand I, vanishes, as [X¢, Y] = [X, Y] is constant. The
part (v) of Lemma 3.2 implies that I3 is nonpositive, while the part (iv) gives

t
/ Upaa(Xs—, Ys)d[X, X5 + Upyy (X5, Y5 )d[Y, Y],
C

)+

= /t Upzz(XSﬂYS)d([Xsf»Xsf] - [YS7YSD7
0+

which is nonpositive due to a-subordination and the inequality Upz, < 0. Further-
more, using Lemma 3.2 (vi) and a-subordination, we get

t

t
/ pr(XS—7)/8)dAs +/ Upy(Xs—aYs)st
0

+ 0+

t

g/ (O (Xam, Vo) + alUpy (X, Ya)]) dAs < 0.
0+

Finally, by Lemma 3.2 (ii) and a-subordination, U, (X, Yy) < 0. Combining all the

(
above estimates with (3.3) and Lemma 3.2 (iii), we get

t t

Upe(u YoM, + [ Uy (K Yo)aN,

0+

Vp(Xe,Y2) S/

0+

and take expectation to complete the proof. ([
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3.2. The case pg <p < 2. Let ¢, = § — 5> and ¢, = ”;59. Note that 9, > ¢p;

2p

this inequality is equivalent to p > pg. Introduce the function U, : R xR — R by
(3.5) Up(z,y) = 17g,(0),
where g,(¢) equals

cosP~! ¢, (sin ¢p)_1 cos(po + 0) if 0 << oy,

hp () if ¢, < ¢ < iy,

p—1
MEOS 7572/511) cos (p (f — )) + (cot? i, — cot? ¢, ) sin? ¢ if Y, < p < 5.

Here is the analogue of Lemma 3.2.

Lemma 3.3. The functions U,, V}, have the following properties.
(i) The function U, is of class C* on {(x,y) : 0 < ¢ < 3}
(1) We have Up(z,y) <0 if |y| < z.
(111) We have U, > V,.
(iv) For any (z,y) with ¢ ¢ {0, ¢p, ¥y, 7/2} and any h € R, k € R,
(3.6) Upaa (7, y)h2 + Upyy(xay)kz < Upifﬁ(x,y)(hz - |k|2)
(v) The inequality Upyy < 0 holds on {(x,y) : ¢ ¢ {0, ¢p, ¥y, 7/2}}.

(vi) For any (x,y) with ¢ ¢ {0,7/2}, we have Upy + a|Upy| < 0. Furthermore,
Upz (0+,y) + alUpy (0+, y)| = 0.

Proof. (i) We omit the standard calculations.
(ii) Let |y| < =. Note that then we have ¢, < 7w/4 < ¢ < 7/2,
(3.7) 0< p(f —¢) < 4p < 5 and cot? ¢, — cot? ¢, < 0.
This gives the desired estimate.
(iii) First we will establish the majorization on the set {(z,y): 0 < ¢ < ¢,}. We
must show that g, > hy, or, in an equivalent form,

cos(po + 0) sin ¢, oS ¢p
3.8 F = — tP ——— >0.
(3:8) »(@) sin? ¢ cosP~1 ¢, o+ sin? ' ¢, ~
We have
Fl(6) = 7pcosp*1¢ cos((p—1)¢p+6)  sing,
PR sinP g cosP~1 ¢ cosP~1 g, |
Denoting the expression in the square brackets by G,(¢), we have
’ p—1 .
= - <0.
Gy(9) = — 2 sin((p—~2)0+0) <0
The latter inequality holds since
s ™ 40
. Z>(p-2 > (p—2 =—(p-2+—)>0
B9 32200z -0, 40= 1 (p-24 ) 20

Therefore, as G,(¢,) = 0, we have G,(¢) > 0 for 0 < ¢ < ¢, and hence Fj(¢) <0
for those ¢’s. Now note that F,(¢,) = 0 to obtain (3.8).

As U, =V, for ¢, < ¢ < 1y, all that is left is to establish the inequality U, >V,
for ¢, < ¢ < . In an equivalent form, it reads

s p—1
cos? ¢ — tan® ;—psinpqﬁ < —W cos (p (E — (;5)) ,
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sin? =1 (w/2p) cos (p (3 —
~ cos(m/2p) sin® ¢

(3.10) Fp(gb) = ?)) — cot? ¢ + tan? 211? > 0.

R sin? ™! (7 /2p) pcosP~' ¢ [cos((p —1)¢ — §p) cos(m/2p)
~ cos(m/2p)  sinPtl g cosP~L ¢ sin?~(7/2p) ]

Denote the expression in the square brackets by G,(¢) and calculate its derivative.
We obtain

gy o p—1 T

G () = —Eomsinl(p = 2) = Tl > 0.
because of the inequality

™ T Tw
11 = —Np—-p>(p—2)s — “p=—m.
(3.11) 5 > P=2)0—op2(p-2)5-gp=-7

Now since G,(1,) = 0, we obtain G,(¢) > 0 for ¢, < ¢ < /2 and FZQ((b) > 0 for

those ¢’s. Tt suffices to note that F,(1,) = 0 to conclude that (3.10) is valid.

(iv) We will show that the function U, is harmonic on the set {(x,y) : 0 < ¢ <
¢p} and superharmonic on {(z,y) : ¢, < ¢ < 5, ¢ # 1p,}. This clearly gives (3.6).
The first part of the statement can be verified easily using the form of the laplacian
in the polar coordinates. For the second one, suppose first, that ¢, < ¢ < 1,. We
have

AU, (2,y) = p(p — 1)rP~2sinP 2 p[cot? "2 ¢ — cot? ¢,)]
< p(p — 1)rP~2 sin? 2 glcotP 2 ¢h, — cot? ¢,] < 0.
The latter inequality holds since
cot? ¢, > cot? ¢, > cotP™2 Up,

where in the last passage we have used the inequality ¢, < 7/4.
Therefore, all that is left is to check the superharmonicity of U, on the set

{(z,y) : ¥p < ¢ < 7/2}. But
AU(z,y) = p(p — 1)~ (cot? 1, — cot? ¢,) sin” > ¢ < 0

and the claim follows.
(v) On the set {(z,y) : ¢ € (0,¢,)}, we have

(3.12)  Upaa(w,y) = —p(p — 1)r" 2 cos” " ¢ (sin ) ™" cos((p — 2)¢ +6) <0,
which is a consequence of the inequalities (p — 2)¢ + 0 < 6 and
Tm 26 0

s
5 p+ z

(P—2)p+0>(p—2)¢p, +0= » 5

On the set {(z,y) : ¢ € (¢p,p)} we check that
Upzz(x7y) = 7p(p - 1) cot? (bpxp*? < O’
while for ¢, < ¢ < 7/2,

sin?~ (7 T
COS(7§/2/}'?)p) Tp72 COS(§p - (p - 2)¢)

+p(p — 1)(cot? ¢, — cot? ¢, )P ? < 0.

Upzz(z,y) = —p(p— 1)
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The latter inequality holds since both summands are nonnegative: this is due to
the second inequality in (3.7) and (3.11).
(vi) Let us first consider the case 0 < ¢ < ¢,. We have

sin ¢,

W[Um(%y) + a|Upy(z,y)]]
= pr*~—sin((p — 1)¢ + 6) + tan 0| cos((p — 1)¢ + 0)]].

Since 0 < (p—1)p+0 < (p—1)¢pp+6 = 7/24+0/p — 7/2p < 7/2, the cosinus
inside the absolute value is positive and the expression in the square brackets equals
—sin((p — 1)¢)/ cos§ < 0, with equality in the limit case ¢ = 0.

If ¢, < ¢ < 1y, then

Upa(2,y) + a|Upy (2, y)| = —pcot? gpa?™! + aply[P~
= prP L sin? ! (- cot? op + tan @ cot? ! )
< prP~tsin? ! ¢(— cot? ¢, + tan f cot? ~ p,) <0,

as just proved above. Finally, if 1, < ¢ < 7/2, then

pr(xa y) =+ alUPy(xay)| =

: -1 =
pre—1 sin””" = g
[_ coslp s (§p—|—¢(1 —7) +0)

2p

cos 6
+ (cot? ¢, — cot? ¢p) sin? =t ¢ cos 0} <0.

Here we have used the fact that both summands in the square brackets are non-
positive. This follows from the second inequality in (3.7) and

0<gp+¢(1—p)+9§gp+1/1p(1—p)+9:7'r+(9—%)§ﬂ'.

The proof of the inequality (1.4) for po < p < 2. As previously, assume || X]||, < oo
and bound the process X from 0 by considering X = 2a + X for some fixed a > 0.
However, we can not use Ito’s formula to the function U,, since it is no longer in
C?. We need a smoothing argument to overcome this problem. Let g : R x R — R
be a C'*° nonnegative function with support inside the unit ball and integral 1. Let

Up(z,y) = / / Up(z — ua,y — va)g(u, v)dvdu, x>a,yeR
R JR
The function U, is of class C* on {(z,y) € R x R : # > a}. Clearly, by Lemma
3.3, it has the following properties: for all , y such that |y| < z,
Up(z,y) <0.
Furthermore, for all x > 2a, y, h, kK € R,
UpJ,J:(xa y)h’2 + Upyy(xay)k2 S Up.LL(x7y)(h2 - |k|2)
Finally, for all z > 2a and y € R,
Upzx(x,y) §07 Upm(xvy)—'_a“jpy(‘rvy)' S 0

and
(3.13) Up(z,y) > / / Vp(z—ua, y—va)g(u, v)dvdu > (Jy|—a)h —cot? ¢,|x+al?.
R JR

Denoting by M, N the local martingale parts of X and Y, respectively, we
may assume that the stochastic integrals (Upe(X_,Y_)- M) and (U,y(X_,Y_)-N)
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are martingales. Now we fix t > 0, repeat the arguments from the proof of the
inequality (1.4) in the case 1 < p < pg and arrive at

UP(Xta }/t) S /
0

Finally, we apply (3.13), take expectation and let a — 0 to complete the proof. O

t

t
Oy (X,_, Ya)dM, + / 0, (X, Y,)dN,
o+

+

3.3. The case 2 < p < oo. Introduce the function U, : Ry x H — R by
(3'14) Up(l‘, y) = Tpgp(¢)7

where
@) cosP~1 ¢, (sin (i)p)*l cos(pp+0) if0< o < ¢y,
g = . .
8 hp () if ¢p << 3.
Here, as in the previous case, ¢, = "51)29. Let ﬁp denote the function U, in the

special case H = R.
The analogue of the Lemmas 3.2 and 3.3 can be stated as follows.

Lemma 3.4. The functions U,, U, and V,, have the following properties.

(i) The function U, is of class C' on the set {(x,y) : 7 > 0,0 < ¢ < 7/2}.

(i1) We have Up(z,y) <0 if ly| < z.

(i11) We have U, > V,.

(iv) The function U, is harmonic on the set {(z,y): 0 < ¢ < ¢} and superhar-
monic on {(z,y) : ¢p < ¢ < T }.

(v) We have Upzy <0 on {(z,y) : ¢ ¢ {0, p,7/2}}.

(vi) For any (x,y) with ¢ ¢ {0,7/2}, we have Upy(z,y) + a|Upy(z,y)| < 0 and
Upa (04, ) + |Upy (0+,5)| = 0.

(vii) For any (z,y) with ¢ ¢ {0,¢,,7/2} and any h € R, k € H we have

Upaa (2, 9)1° + (kKUpyy (2, 9), k) < Upea(, [y ) (h* = [k[?).

Proof. The properties (i) - (vi) can be established using analogous arguments as in
the proof of Lemma 3.3. We will only prove (vii). We have

prm($a y)h2 = pr:c(zz ‘y|)h2

and
(KU ) =Tyl ) P+ T ) (=20
=Upyy (@, [y)|k]* + (UP!/(;’M) — Uy (2, |y|)> (1% = (o', F)2),

where § = y/lyl. By (), Upyy (@, [y < ~Tpuo(a, Jy))|kJ? and hence all we
need is the estimate

U (xay) 7

ple = Upyy(z,[y]) <0
On the set {(z,y) : ¢ > ¢,} it takes form

ply[P* = plp — Dy/P~* <0,
which is obvious. If ¢ < ¢,, the inequality is equivalent to

(p— 1) cos((p = 2)¢ + 0) cos = cos((p — 1)¢ + 0),
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or
(p—2)cos((p—2)p+0)cosp > —sin((p — 2)¢ + ) sin ¢.

The estimate above holds since the left hand side is nonnegative, while the right

hand side is nonpositive; this follows from

™ 7w 20

- ——+—<

2 p p

0<(p—2)p+0<(p—2)pp+0= U

0ol

The proof of inequality (1.4) in the case 2 < p < 0o. As in the proof of Theorem
2.2, we may assume that Y takes values in R” for some integer v. Now we repeat
the arguments used in the proofs of the previous cases. The details are omitted. [

4. SHARPNESS OF THE ESTIMATE

Throughout this section we assume H = R. We will show that the constant C),
in the inequality (1.4) is the best possible by constructing appropriate examples.
It turns out, that the cases p < pg and p > pg are completely different in nature:
in the case p < pg the constant C), is the best possible even if one restricts oneself
to the martingale setting.

Sharpness in the case 1 < p < pg: Let (X,Y") be two-dimensional Brownian motion
starting from (1,0). Fix ¢ > p and let 7 = 7, denote the exit time of (X,Y") from
the cone {(z,y) : |y| < tan Qqu‘} Let X; = X, nt and Y, = Yr ae for t > 0. Clearly,
Y is a-strongly subordinate to X (for any «) and X, Y are orthogonal.

It follows from the result of Burkholder [3], mentioned in the Introduction, that

Ery /2 < o0 (so 74 is finite almost surely) and hence, by Burkholder-Gundy inequal-
ity, [|X|[, = [| X+, < co. Consequently,

_ T [
||Y‘|p = ||Y‘rq||p = tan?qHXm”p = tan%HXHp.
It suffices to take ¢ | p to complete the proof. O

The case p > pg is more involved. We will need Theorem 1.6. Recall the
definition of the cone K, from the Introduction. Let (V, W) be two-dimensional
Brownian motion starting from £ € Ky and let A denote the local time of V' at 0.
That is, we have, for all ¢ > 0,

t
Vil = Vo +/ sgn(Vs)dVs + A;.
0+

Let « € [0, 1] be fixed and, for ¢t > 0, we define
X = V4, Y =W, + ady.
Let 7 = 7 be the exit time of (X,Y") from the cone K.

The proof of Theorem 1.6. Let ¢ < 1, and fix a (small) positive number a. Con-
sider a function f defined on the cone {—a < ¢ < ¢} by

f(z,y) =7rP - cosP™! ¢p (sin d)p)_l cos(pp + 0).

The function f is harmonic in the interior of its domain and satisfies the condition

(4.1) f2(0,y) + afy(0,y) =0



SHARP INEQUALITIES FOR HARMONIC FUNCTIONS AND MARTINGALES 15

for all y > 0. Applying It6’s formula, we obtain, for any ¢ > 0,

t t
(42)  F(XopesYors) = F() + /O REERAD N e RATS

But the measure dA; is concentrated on the set {s : X; = 0}. Thus, by (4.1), we
get
t

t
(X0, Y.)dA, + / £, (X, Yy)d(aAy) = 0
0+ 0+

and taking expectation in (4.2) yields

(4.3) Ef(Xrat, Yrar) = f(§)-

Since on K, we have f(z,y) = Up(z,y) > Vp(z,y) > (cot? ¢ — cot? ¢,)a?, the
equation above yields

(&) > (cot? ¢ — cot? ¢, ) EXE,, = (cot? 1 — cot? ¢, )E|Vyae|P.

Thus, by Burkholder-Gundy inequality, we see that for some constant ¢, depending
only on p,

E(r A t)P/2 < cp(cot? ¥ — cot? ¢,) " f(€)

and letting t — oo yields Er?/2 < oo.

We will get the reverse implication by showing that Er?/? — oo as ¢ | ¢p. Let
P < ¢p. As ErP/? < 0o, we have 7 < oo almost surely and EX? < oo, which,
combined with Theorem 1.5, yields E|Y;|P < oco. But f(z,y) < CrP for some
absolute constant C; hence if we let ¢t — oo in (4.3), we obtain

cosP ™! ¢, (sin ¢,) 7!

1(6) = Bf (X, Y) = B cos(py + O)E|V: P,

by Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem. Therefore, by Burkholder-Gundy
inequality, for some constant ¢(p) depending on p,

e J©sin"y
E - c(p) cos(py +60)

Hence, if 1) — ¢,, ET?/2 — 0o and we are done. O

The proof of the sharpness of the estimate (1.4) for pg < p < co. Let ¢ < ¢, § =
(&1,62) € Ky, a € [0,1] and X, Y, 7 = 7, be as above. Consider the processes
X, Y given by X; = Xopnp, Vi = Yopp — & for all t > 0. Then Y is a-strongly
subordinate to X and X, Y are orthogonal. Moreover, by the theorem above, we
can write

00t¢||X00||p = COWHXer = HYTHP < HYOOHP + &2,

all the terms being finite. Now if we let ¥ T ¢, then || X||, — oo and hence, by
the inequality above, the number cot ¢, can not be replaced in (1.4) by a smaller
constant. O
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