ON RELAXING THE ASSUMPTION OF DIFFERENTIAL
SUBORDINATION IN SOME MARTINGALE INEQUALITIES

ADAM OSEKOWSKI

ABSTRACT. Let X, Y be continuous-time martingales taking values in a sepa-
rable Hilbert space H.

(i) Assume that X, Y satisfy the condition [X, X]¢ > [Y,Y]; for all t > 0.
We prove the sharp inequalities

SgpllYtllpS(p—l)’lsgpllxtl\m 1<p<2,

2
P(sup |Yz] > 1) < ———— sup || X¢||Z, 1<p<2,
(tp\ il > )_F(p+1) tpl\ tllp <p<

and for any K > 0 we determine the optimal constant L = L(K) depending
only on K such that

sup Yell1 < KSgPE\thlog\th + L(K).
(ii) Assume that X, Y satisfy the condition [X, X]eo —[X, X]¢t— > [V, Y]oco —
[Y,Y]¢— for all t > 0. We establish the sharp bounds
sup [[Yellp < (0 = Dsup || Xillp,  2<p<oo

and

pP

Psup|Yi| > 1) < E—sup |IX4/[2,  2<p< oo
t t

This generalizes the previous results of Burkholder, Suh and the author,
who showed the above estimates under the more restrictive assumption of
differential subordination. The proof is based on Burkholder’s technique and
integration method.

1. INTRODUCTION

Let (€2, F,P) be a probability space, filtered by a nondecreasing family (F,,)n>0
of sub-o-fields of F. Let f = (fn), g = (gn) be adapted martingales taking values
in a separable Hilbert space H (which may and will be assumed to be equal to
£?), with a norm | - | and a scalar product denoted by -. The difference sequences
df = (dfn), dg = (dgn) of f and g are given by the equalities

fnzzdfk, gnzzdgk, n=0,1,2,....
k=0 k=0

The following notion of differential subordination is due to Burkholder: we say
that ¢ is differentially subordinate to f, if for any n we have |dgy,| < |dfn|. This
condition implies many interesting estimates which have numerous applications in
many areas of mathematics, see the surveys [5], [6] by Burkholder and references
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therein. Consult also Banuelos and Wang [1], Wang [13], Banuelos and Méndez-
Herndndez [2], Geiss, Montgomery-Smith and Saksman [8], Suh [12] and the papers
[10], [11] by the author for some more recent results in this direction. To begin, let
us recall the following classical moment inequality, due to Burkholder [3]. We use
the notation || f||, = sup,, || fxl|p for 1 < p < cc.

Theorem 1.1. If g is differentially subordinate to f, then for 1 < p < oo,

(1.1) lgllp < @™ = DIISflp-
Here p* = max{p — 1, (p — 1)~} and the constant is the best possible.

Moreover, we have the weak-type bounds, proved by Burkholder [3] for 1 < p < 2,
and Suh [12] for 2 < p < co. Let g* = sup,, |gn| denote the maximal function of g.

Theorem 1.2. Assume that g is differentially subordinate to f. Then

2
1.2 P(g* > 1) < —||f|I? 1<p<?2
(12) 0= <l 1<p<2
and, if f and g are real-valued,
P!
(13) P2 1)< il 2<p<oo

Both inequalities are sharp.

In the case p = 1 the moment inequality does not hold with any finite constant.
The author established in [10] the following substitute.

Theorem 1.3. Assume that g is differentially subordinate to f. Then for K > 1,
(1.4) lgllx < K supE[fy|log|fn| + L(K),

where

(1.5) L(K) = {z(fg—nexp(Kl) K <2,

Kexp(K~!—1) if K > 2.

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

Let us now turn to the continuous-time setting. Assume that the probability
space is complete and is equipped with a filtration (F;).c[0,00) such that Fo contains
all the events of probability 0. Let X = (X;);>0, ¥ = (¥3)1>0 be H-valued martin-
gales, which have right-continuous trajectories with limits from the left. The gen-
eralization of the differential subordination is as follows (see [1] and [13]): Y is dif-
ferentially subordinate to X, if the process ([X, X]; —[Y,Y]:)i>0 is nonnegative and
nondecreasing as a function of t. Here [X, X] denotes the square bracket (quadratic
variation) of X: that is, if X, = (X}, X7,...) € H, then [X, X] = > 72 [X*, X*],
where [ X%, X*] is the usual square bracket of a real-valued martingale X*, see e.g.
Dellacherie and Meyer [7] for details. We use the notation || X||, = sup, || X¢||,
and X* = sup, | X;|, analogous to the one in the discrete-time case. Furthermore,
throughout the paper, we set Xo_ = Yy_ =0 and [X, X]o— = [V, Y]o- = 0.

The inequalities (1.1), (1.2), (1.3) and (1.4) can be successfully extended to the
continuous-time setting (this will be clear from our results below, see also the papers
by Wang [13] and Suh [12] for the proofs of (1.1) and (1.3)). The motivation in
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the present paper comes from the interesting and challenging question raised in [5]:
Burkholder asked whether the moment inequality

(1.6) Yl < (" = DIX|lp, 1<p<oo

remains valid under a weaker assumption that the process ([X, X]; — [Y,Y]¢)i>0 s

nonnegative (and not necessarily nondecreasing). We will prove that this is true for

p < 2, and introduce a dual condition, weaker than the differential subordination,

which implies the validity of (1.6) for p > 2. Furthermore, we will show that under

these relaxed conditions the corresponding weak-type and logarithmic bounds hold.
The main results of the paper are stated in the two theorems below.

Theorem 1.4. Suppose that X, Y are H-valued martingales such that

(1.7) (X, X]: > [Y,Y]: for any t > 0.
Then

(1.8) Y1l < (=17 HIX]lp, 1<p<2
and

(L.9) PY*>1)< —> _|IX|E, 1<p<2

- T I+
Furthermore, if K > 1, then
(1.10) Y]] < Kst;g]E|Xt| log | X;| + L(K),
t>
where L(K) is given by (1.5). For K < 1 the inequality does not hold in general

with any universal L(K) < oo. All the inequalities above are sharp.

Theorem 1.5. Suppose that X, Y are H-valued martingales such that

(1.11) (X, X]oo — [ X, X]i— > [V, Y]oo — [V, Y] for any t > 0.
Then
(1.12) Y, < (@ —=DIX]lp, 2<p<oo,
and
!
(1.13) P(Y*>1)< 5 1 X1, 2 <p < oo.

The inequalities are sharp.

Obviously, the condition (1.11) is weaker than the differential subordination. It
concerns the quadratic variations of X and Y on the intervals [t,00), t > 0, and
hence it can be seen as a dual to (1.7), which compares the square brackets on the
intervals [0,¢], ¢ > 0. It should also be stressed that Suh’s result (the weak-type
inequality for p > 2) concerned only real-valued martingales. Our approach is not
only much simpler, but it also enables us to obtain the bound for processes taking
values in a Hilbert space.

A few words about our approach and the organization of the paper. The origi-
nal proofs of (1.1), (1.2), (1.3) and (1.4) are based on Burkholder’s method, which
reduces the problem of showing a given martingale inequality to the problem of
finding a certain biconcave function. This approach has also been been success-
ful in a number of other estimates, see [3], [4] for the detailed description of the
method and related remarks, and [13] for the extension of the technique to the
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continuous-time setting. Our approach is slightly different and exploits an integra-
tion argument developed by the author in [9]. In Section 2 we introduce two ,,basis”
functions which are used in two simple inequalities (2.7) and (2.8) for martingales
satisfying (1.7) or (1.11). Then we complicate these inequalities by integrating the
basis functions against various kernels; this yields the desired estimates. Section 3
contains the description of the integration argument, and in Section 4 we present
the detailed calculations leading to (1.8), (1.9), (1.10), (1.12) and (1.13).

2. TwWO BASIS FUNCTIONS
Let D1, Do be subsets of H x H x [0,00), defined as follows:
D, = {(1'7:%5) : |£L" + v |y‘2+8 < 1};

Doo ={(2,y,0) : ]z + 1 + |y < 1}.
Consider uq : H x H x [0,00) — R, given by

2 12 £ D
(21) Ul(l’ay,s) = ‘y| |CE| +s 1 ($7y78) € 1,
1—2|z| if (z,y,s) ¢ Ds.

Furthermore, introduce the functions ¢4, 11 : H X H x [0,00) — H by
(—2$72y) if (x,y,s) € Dla
(=22/,0) if (x,y,s) ¢ D;.

Here 2/ = z/|z| if ¢ # 0 and 2’ = 0 if z = 0. The dual to uy is the function
Uso : H X H x [0,00) — R, defined by the formula

(P1(z,y,8),¥1(x,y,5)) = {

0 lf (xayat)eDOC’
(22) Uoo (T, Y, t) = .
(|y|—1)2—|$|2—t if (f,y,t) ¢DOO

In addition, let oo, Voo : H X H x [0,00) — H be the functions given by
(0,0) if (z,y,t) € Do,
(—2x,2y —2y") if (z,y,t) € Doo.

The key property of the functions u; and ., is described in the lemma below.

(oo (2, 1), oo (@, y, 1)) = {

Lemma 2.1. Let x, y, h, k € H and s, t > 0.
(i) If s+ |h|? — |k|?> > 0, then

(2.3) ur(z 4+ h,y+k, s+ |h|? — |k)?) <ui(z,y,s) + d1(z,y,8) - h+ 1 (z,y,8) - k.
(i) If t — |h|* + [k[* > 0, then

(2.4) Uso(T+h,y+k,t — |h*+|k[?) < too (2,9, ) + Poo (2, Y, 1) - ht Yoo (2, Y, 1) - k.

Proof. (i) We start from the observation that

(2.5) up(z,y,s8) <1—2Jz| forall (x,y,s) € H xH x [0,00).

Indeed, both sides are equal on DS, while on D; we have uq(x,y,s) — (1 — 2|z|) =
(\/|y]2 + 8)? = (1 — |z|)? < 0, by the definition of D;. Now if (z,y,s) ¢ D1, then

u1($7ya3) +¢1($,Z/a 8) ! h+¢1($7y75) k=1 —2|1‘| -2z - h
>1—=2lz+h|
> uy(z+h,y+k, s+ b — k%)
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Suppose then, that (z,y, s) lies in Dy. If (z + h,y + k, s + |h|? — |k|?) also belongs
to Dy, then both sides of (2.3) are equal. If (x + h,y + k, s+ |h|? — |k|?) ¢ Dy and
|z + h| <1, then (2.3) can be rewritten in the form

(1—|z4+h)? <|ly+k*+s+]|h% - |k

which holds due to the definition of D;. Finally, if (z+h,y+k, s+ |h|> — |k|?) ¢ D,
and |z + h| > 1, we have, using the bound |k|> < s + |h|?,

ui(z,y,8) + o1(x,y,8) - h +1(x,y,8) - k —ui(z+ hyy + k, s+ |h|> — k)
=y — |z +s—2x-h+2y -k —1+2x+h|
(2.6) > |yl* —|z|® + s —2x-h—2Jy||k| — 1+ 2|z + A
> |y|* — |2|* + s — 2¢ - h = 2|y|\/s + [h[> — 1+ 2|z + h|
= (lyl = /s +|h[)* = (Jo + h| = 1)
It suffices to note that |z| + |y| < |z + /[y> +5 < 1, so
lle +h|—1l=|z+h|—1<|z|+h -1 < —|y[+|h| < V/s+ |k =y

and we are done.
(ii) This follows immediately from (i) and the identities

Uoo (2,,t) = ur(y, z,t) + |y|* — [a|* — ¢,
boo(@,y,t) = V1(y, @, t) — 2z,
Voo(@,y,1) = ¢1(y, 2, 1) + 2y
valid for all x, y € H and ¢t > 0. O
The lemma above leads to the following martingale inequalities. Let uf(z,y) =
w1 (7, y,0) and ul (z,y) = us(z,y,0).

Lemma 2.2. Suppose that X, Y are H-valued martingales.
(i) Suppose that (1.7) holds. Then for all t >0,

(2.7) Eu}(X;, ;) <0.
(#) Suppose that (1.11) holds and || X||2 < co. Then
(2.8) Eu’, (Xoo, Yoo) < 0.

Proof. Using standard approximation (cf. [13]), it suffices to show the inequalities
for finite dimensional case: H = R? for some positive integer d.
(i) Let t > 0 be fixed. We will prove that

u (X, Y, [ X, X] = [V, Y]y) <0,

a stronger statement, since u(x,y,s) > u(z,y) for any z, y € H and s > 0. Let
Zs = (X, Y5, [ X, X]s — [Y,Y]s) and consider a stopping time 7 = inf{s : Zs ¢ D, }.
By (2.5),

Eur(Zi)Iir<ty = E[liz<nyE(ui (Z0)|Fr)] < E[Iz<nE(Q - 2|X]|F)]
SE(( = 2[X ) <ty = Bua(Zrne) 1<ty
which gives

(2.9) Eui(Z;) < Buy (Zope).
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Since u; is of class C2 on D; and the range of the process (Zrns—)s<t is contained
in D1, we may apply It6’s formula to obtain

(210) ul(ZT/\t) :IO+11 —|—Ig/2—|—[3+[4+15,
where

Iy = ui(Zy),

TNt TAL
I :/ uli(Zs—)dXs +/ uly(Zs—)d}/sv
0+ 0+
TAL ) )
L=>" / Uiy (Zo )X, XY + Y / Utyy, (Zs—)d[Y, Y9
i5<d’ 0t i,5<d

TAt
+ 2 Z / ulziyj (Zsf)d[vaY]c]va
ij<d’ 0t

d TAL
Z/ uys(Zs_ )d[ X7, X, Z/ u1s(Zs_)d[Y, Y,
=1

Iy = Z u1s( sf)(|AXS|2_|AYS|2)>

0<s<TAL

Is = Z {ul(Zs) - Ul(Zs—) - ula:(Zs—) . AXS - uly(Zs—) . AYS

0<s<TAL

I3

_UIS(Zsf)(‘AXSF - |AYS|2) .

As one easily verifies, I5/2 + I3 = 0; this is due to the fact that uis,.,(Z,—) =
—Uty,y; (Zs—) = =2if0 = §i Urg,2,(Zs—) = —Uty,y;(Zs—) = 0if i # J; U14,y,(Zs-) =
0 for all 4, j; and u;5(Zs—) = 1. Furthermore, Iy +I5 < 0, in view of (1.7) and (2.3).
By the properties of stochastic integrals, I; has mean 0. Combine the above facts
about the terms I, with (2.9) and (2.10) to get Euq(Z;) < Euyi(Zy). However, the
latter expression is nonpositive; this is due to u1(z,y, |z|? — |y|?) = 0 for |z| < 1/2,
and uq (7, v, |z)? — |y|?) = 1 — 2|z| < 0 for remaining .

(ii) By (1.7) and the condition || X||2 < oo we have that Y is also bounded in L?
and [X, X]eo, [Y,Y]oo are finite almost surely. We will show a stronger statement:
for any stopping time 7,

(2.11) Euoo (X, Yoy, [X, X]oo — [X, X]y = [V, Y] + [V, Y];) <0
(then the claim follows by taking 1 = 00). Let £ = [X, X]oo — [, Yoo,
(212) ZS = (stysv [Xv X]OO - [Xv X}s - [K Y]oo + [K Y]S)SZO

and 7 =inf{s: Z, ¢ D }. By Doob’s optional sampling theorem,

Buoo(Zy) Igrzny = B[V — [V, V]y) — (X, = [X, X],) = 2%, + 1+ €] Ty
< E[(|YT|2 - [Y, Y]T) - (|XT|2 - [X, X]T) - 2‘Y7| +1+ f]I{TSW}V

which gives Euoo(Z,) < Euse(Zrny). Applying Ito’s formula for uee(Z-ny), we get

the analogue of (2.10), with similar terms Iy—I5 (simply replace u; by us). We

have that Iy = I = I3 = 0 and I + Is < 0 due to (1.11) and (2.4); this implies

Eus(Zy) < Eus(Zy). The proof is completed by the observation that u(Zy) < 0
almost surely, which can be verified readily. O
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3. AN INTEGRATION METHOD

In the proof of the announced inequalities we will use the following procedure.
Suppose that V : H x H — R is a given Borel function and assume that we are
interested in proving the estimate

for a pair (X,Y) of martingales satisfying the condition (1.7). Let k : [0,00) —
[0,00) be a Borel function such that

(3.2) E/OOO E(r)|ud (X /r, Yz /r)|dr < oo, t>0,

and take -
Ule.g) = [ ) (o/ry/r)dr
0
If the kernel k is chosen in such a way that
(3.3) U(z,y) > V(x,y) for all z, y € H,

then (3.1) holds. Indeed, for any r > 0 and ¢ > 0 we have [X/r, X/r], > [Y/r,Y/7]:,
so Eud(Xy/r,Y;/r) < 0 by Lemma 2.2. Thus EV(X;,Y;) < EU(X},Y;) <0, by (3.3)
and Fubini’s theorem, permitted due to (3.2).

Similarly, suppose we are interested in the bound

EV(Xw,Ys) <0,
for a pair (X,Y) satisfying (1.11) and || X||]2 < co. Arguing as previously, we see
that it suffices to find a function k : [0, 00) — [0, 00) which enjoys the condition
(3.4) E/ E(r)|uly (X oo /7, Yoo /7)|dr < o0, t>0

and the majorization property (3.3), where U : H X H — R is given by

Ula,y) /k O (w/r, y/r)dr

This approach will be successful in proving (1.8), (1.9), (1.10) and (1.12). In the
case of (1.13) we will need a slight modification of this method. The details are
presented in the next section.

4. THE PROOF OF THEOREM 1.4 AND THEOREM 1.5

We start from the observation that the constants appearing in (1.8), (1.9), (1.10),
(1.12) and (1.13) are optimal: indeed, they are already the best possible under the
differential subordination. Furthermore, the moment and weak-type inequalities
are trivial for p = 2, so in what follows, we assume that p # 2.

4.1. The proof of (1.8). Clearly, we may assume that || X||, < oo, since otherwise
there is nothing to prove. We will be done if we show that E|Y;|? < (p—1) PE|X,|P
for any ¢ > 0. Let V,, U, : H x H — R be given by

Vol y) = [yl” = (p— 1)~ P[af",

Up(z,y) = ap/ rp_lu?(x/r, y/r)dr
0
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37P(p —1)(2 — p)/2. A direct computation gives

Up(z,y) = p* 7P ((p = Dyl = ) (|| + [y])"~".

Now we show (3.2) and (3.3). The second estimate was shown by Burkholder, see
page 17 in [4]. To establish (3.2), note that by Burkholder-Davis-Gundy inequality,
for some constant ¢, > 0, [[Yill, < ¢ ||V, V] 2|l < el[[X, X1/l < 2| Xl s0

Y is bounded in LP. Since

where o, = p

2+ |y|? if x|+ |yl <1,
(4.1) ()] < {17 Tl il +
L+20z[  if 2] +[y] > 1,
we obtain
IE/ PV (X, Yo /r)|dr < Ty + o+ T,
0
where

Ji=p 'E(| X + [Yi])P,
J2 =2(p — D)7 EIX|(|1 X + [V2])P
Js = (2= p) E(I X + [V ) (1 Xe| + [Va])P 2

It is straightforward to verify that Ji, Jo, Js are finite, and (3.2) follows. This
completes the proof of (1.8).

4.2. The proof of (1.9). This is a bit more technical. We start with the following
auxiliary fact. Let

(4.2) A(r)=¢€" /OO e “uPdu, r > 0.

Lemma 4.1. (i) For r > 0 we have

(4.3) /00 e “uPdu— (r+1)Pe™" — ——¢
(i) If |z| + |y| >rl, then

(1) lolllal + ol — 17+ (L~ D AGe] + lyl 1) < 2D

Proof. (i) Denote the left-hand side by F'(r). We have
r 1
P = (= =yt 2D - v 2o,
since G(0)=1—-p—-T(p+1)/2 >0 and
G'(r) =p((r+ 1P~ =P = (p = 1)(r +1)P7%) > 0,

in virtue of the concavity of the function r — r?=1. Hence F(r) < lims_, o, F(s) = 0.

(ii) A standard analysis shows that for fixed |x|, the left-hand side, as a function
of |y|, is nonincreasing. Therefore it suffices to verify the inequality (4.4) for |y| = 1
and |y| = max{1 — |z|,0}. If |y| = 1, both sides are equal. If |z| < 1, then

H(1—|z)) =T(p+1)|z| < F@TM(HW) . @

Finally, for |z| > 1 the inequality reduces to (4.3). O

+ .
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We turn to the proof of (1.9). We may assume that || X||, < oo, which, by (1.8),
gives ||Y]|, < oo and hence the pointwise limits X, Y exist almost surely. It
suffices to show that

2
T(p+1)
Indeed, let e > 0 and consider a stopping time 7 = inf{¢ : |Y;| > 1 — e}. Apply the

above estimate to the martingale pair (X,a¢/(1 —€),Yra¢/(1 — €))i>0 (for which
(1.7) is still valid). Since {Y* > 1} C {|Y;| > 1 — ¢}, we get

(4.5) P([Yoo| 2 1) < [ X oo [5-

(4.6) PY* > 1) <P(Y,| 2 1-¢) [

< -
=T+ D —op
and letting & — 0 yields (1.9).

To prove (4.5), introduce V, o0, Up,oo : H X H — R by the formulas

Voo (T,y) = I{jy>13 — mlwlp,

%Mﬂuﬁ=/ k() (/. y/r)dr,
0
where

—1)(2- o
k(r) = Ij1,00)(r) - Wrger_l/ ) e “uP~3du.

It can be verified that if |z] 4 |y| < 1, then
Up,oo(x7y) = |y|2 - ‘SL’|2,
and if x| + [y| > 1, then

Upoo(2,y) =1 — [lyl(J=] + [yl = D)7 + (1 = [y A(l=] + [y] = D],

2
T(p+1)
where A is given by (4.2). Now the condition (3.2) can be easily verified using (4.1).
To prove (3.3), note that if |z| + |y| < 1, then

Up,oo(,y) 2 —la|* > —|a|” > — 2" = Vp,oo(2,9),

2
I'(p+1)
while for |z| + |y| > 1, the majorization reduces to (4.4). This completes the proof.
4.3. The proof of (1.10). We will prove that E|Y;| < KE|X;|log|X;| + L(K) for

all ¢t > 0. Clearly, we may consider only those martingales X, which satisfy the
condition sup, E|X;|log | X¢| < co. Let Viog, Ulog : H X H — R be given by

Vieg (2,4) = ly] — K]z|log 2] — L(K),
%ﬂ%w=a/ (/1 y/r)dr
1

_ Jallyl? = |z) if |z + [yl < 1,
a(2ly| = 2Jz|log(|z| + |y[) = 1) if |2 + [y[ > 1,

where o > 0 will be chosen later. The condition (3.2) is verified easily using (4.1)
and the observation that for some positive constants ¢, d,

1Yillh < eV, Y12l < ell[X, X112 < EIX | log | Xe| +d < oo

The inequality (3.3), for a proper choice of «, was shown in Lemma 3.3 in [10].
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4.4. The proof of (1.12). As previously, we restrict ourselves to the case || X||, <
oo and the inequality takes the form E|Y,|? < (p — 1)PE|X|P. Consider the
functions V,, Up : H x H — R given by

Vo(z,y) =y’ — (p — 1)P|z?,
Uy(z,y) =ap/ Pl (z /v,y /r)dr,
0

where o, = p*7P(p — 1)P(p — 2) /2. It can be verified that

Up(w,y) = p* (0= )P |yl = (p — )7 ) (] + [y)P

The inequality (3.2) can be proved in the same manner as in the case 1 < p < 2;
the majorization (3.3) was established by Burkholder in [4].

4.5. The proof of (1.13). We assume that ||X||, < co. We cannot proceed as in

the proof of (1.9): the inequality P(|Yo| > 1) < pP;E|XOO|p, the analogue of (4.5),
is of no value to us. The problem is that if 7 is a stopping time, then (X as, Yrat)
may no longer satisfy (1.11). To overcome this difficulty, we consider a stopping

time 7 = inf{¢ : |Y;| > 1} and show that

pPt
2

This yields the claim: see the argumentation leading to (4.6) above. Introduce
Vpoo : HXxH—Rand Uy o : H X H x[0,00) — R by

p—1

2

P(|Y-| > 1) <

(1 X oo [5-

|,

p
Vp,oo(T,y) = I{jy)>1y —

1

1-p~
c@@x%y¢>=ap/’ Pl (x/ry /¢ fr2)dr,
0

where o, = pP(p — 1)>7P(p — 2) /4. A little calculation shows that

%m@%ﬂl<l)>Gy@UVMQHXHﬂ“t+wW1,

2\p—1
if \/|z|2+t+ |y| <1—p~ !, while for remaining (x,y,1),
2 2
p 2p =2yl (=D (p-2)
Upoelirtt) = 5 [lf? = 1of? = ¢ - 22200, =0

It is easy to check the analogue of (3.2), that is,

1—p71
]E/ P oo (X0 /1, Yy /1, (X, X]oo = [X, X = [V, Yoo + [V, Y]i) /r¥)|dr < 0.
0
Use (2.11) with n = 7 to get EU, «(Z;) < 0, where Z is given by (2.12). We have
E(|X- > = [X, X]r + [X, X]oc)  {r<o0} = E|Xoo|* (s <00y and [Y,Y]w > [V, Y],
Therefore, since |Y;| > 1 on {7 < 0o}, we obtain

2 _ 20 =2Y7| | (=10 —2)
p P

2
p
IEUP7OO(ZT)I{T<OO} > Z[E |YT|2 — | X oo 17 <0}

= EUILOO(XOOv Y, O>I{T<oo}-
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Combining this with EUp o0(Z:) {r=se} = EUp.oo(Xoos Yoo, 0)[{r—c0}, We obtain
EUp,00(Xoo,Yr,0) < EU, o(Z;) < 0 and the proof will be complete if we show that
Up.oo(,y,0) >V, oo(z,y). To this end, note that the function F' given by

1/ p \'" pP!
F(s)=- (2 1- P 1
©-3(:1) a-m+lpes sebul

is nonnegative: indeed, it is convex and satisfies F((p—1)~!) = F/((p—1)"%) = 0.
This gives the majorization for |z| + |y| < 1 — p~!, since then it is equivalent to
F(|z|/(|z| + |y|)) > 0. The next step is to show that U, o (z,y,0) > V, (2, y) for
ly| > 1. For fixed z, the function y — Up (2, y,0) increases as |y| increases, so it
suffices to establish the bound for |y| = 1. After some manipulations, it reads

(4.7) (plel)? = 1> Z((pll)* - 1),

and follows from the mean value property of the convex function ¢t — /2. It
remains to show the majorization for |z| + |y| > 1 and |y| < 1: it takes the form
» 2 — [ - 2(p—2) (P=1*(p=2)]_ Pzl
4 P p3 - 2
But this bound is valid for all z, y € H. Indeed, observe that as a function of |y|,

the left-hand side attains its minimum for |y| = 1 —2/p, and one easily checks that
the inequality again reduces to (4.7). This completes the proof.

|yl n
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