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ON STRONGLY ORTHOGONAL MARTINGALES
IN UMD BANACH SPACES

IVAN YAROSLAVTSEV

ABsTRACT. In the present paper we introduce the notion of strongly orthog-
onal martingales. Moreover, we show that for any UMD Banach space X and
for any X-valued strongly orthogonal martingales M and N such that N is
weakly differentially subordinate to M one has that for any 1 < p < co

B[N < X2 EIMe|P, >0,

with the sharp constant x, x being the norm of a decoupling-type martingale
transform and being within the range

masx{ /By, x, /iy x } < max{B1F, 875} < xp.x < min{By,x, hp, x b,

where 8, x is the UMD, constant of X, fi;, x is the norm of the Hilbert trans-
form on LP(R; X), and B;"; and B;’;( are the Gaussian decoupling constants.

1. INTRODUCTION

Weak differential subordination of Banach space-valued martingales was recently
discovered in the papers , , @, @] as a natural extension of differential subor-
dination in the sense of Burkholder and Wang (sce |§,[32]) to infinite dimensions,
and it has the following form: for a given Banach space X an X-valued martingale
N is weakly differentially subordinate to an X-valued local martingale M if a.s.

|(No, z%)| < [(Mo,")| and
(N, z%)]e = [(N,2%)]s < [(M,2")]: — [(M,z")]s, 0<s<t,
for any z* € X*, where [-] is a quadratic variation of a martingale (see Subsec-
tion 222]).

Weak differential subordination, especially if X satisfies the UMD property (see
Subsection [Z]), has several applications in Harmonic Analysis. On the one hand,
LP-bounds for weakly differential subordinated purely discontinuous martingales
imply estimates for LP-norms of Lévy multipliers. Namely, it was shown in M] that
if T, is a Lévy multiplier (i.e. a Fourier multiplier generated by a Lévy measure,
see m, ]), then by using weakly differential subordinated purely discontinuous
martingales one gets that for any 1 < p < oo the LP-norm of T,,, acting on X-valued
functions is bounded by the UMD constant 8, x (which boundedness characterizes
the UMD property, please see Subsection 2.T]).

On the other hand, various bounds for weakly differential subordinated orthogo-
nal martingales coincide with the same type of estimates for the Hilbert transform
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(see |24] by Osgkowski and the author). Recall that two X-valued martingales M
and N are orthogonal if a.s. for any «* € X*

<MO,I*> ' <N0,.’,E*> =0 and [<M,I*>, <N7$*>]t = 07 t > 07

where [ -, - | is a _covariation of two martingales (see Subsection 2-2)). In particular,
it was shown in [24] that for any UMD Banach space X and any X-valued orthog-
onal martingales M and N such that N is weakly differentially subordinate to M
one has that for every 1 < p < oo

E[| NP < 1y (E[M||P, ¢ >0,

where the sharp constant A, x is the norm of the Hilbert transform on LP(R; X).

The goal of the present paper is to present sharp LP estimates for strongly or-
thogonal weakly differentially subordinated martingales. We call two X-valued
martingales M and N strongly orthogonal if a.s. for any z*,y* € X*

(Mo, z*) - (No,y*) =0 and [(M,2"),(N,y")]: =0, t>0.

A classical example of strongly orthogonal martingales are stochastic integrals
J®dW and [®dW, where ® is X-valued elementary predictable, and W and

W are independent Brownian motions. In the present paper we prove that for any
strongly orthogonal weakly differentially subordinated martingales M and N

(1.1) E[[Ne|[P < XPE[[ M|, £2>0, 1<p<oo,

where the sharp constant x = x; x is within the range

(12) max{\/ﬁp,x, \/hp)X} S Xp,X S min{ﬁp,x, hp7x}.

The main technique we used in order to prove (L)) is the Bellman function
method. More specifically, we show that the following are equivalent

(A) (TI) holds for a constant x > 0,
(B) there exists U%Y : X +iX — R such that U%?(z) > 0 for any z € X,
2+ U%9(xg + iyo + zz) in subharmonic in z € C for any zo, yo, € X, and

U9 (x +iy) < x"l|lz)|P = lyllP, =,y € X.

Notice that this method is not new while working with martingales with values in
UMD Banach space. Namely, in |37] there was applied the Burkholder function
U : X x X — R which first appeared in the paper |9] by Burkholder, and in
[24] there was used a plurisubhirmonic function Uy : X 4+ iX — Rwhich first was
constructed in the paper [17] by Hollenbeck, Kalton, and Verbitsky. The novelty of
the present paper is in minimizing the necessary properties of the Bellman function.
Namely, both —U and Uy, satisfy the property (B) outlined above (which makes
the upper bound of (2)) elementary).

In order to show the lower bounds of (L2 and in order to characterize the least
admissible cosntant x, x we will need the example presented above. It turned out
in Section [B] and H] that the sharp constant x, x is the smallest constant x > 0

such that for any independent Brownian motions W and W and for any elementary
predictable X-valued ® one has that

EH/ q)dWHp < XPEH/ <I>dWHp.
0 0

Thus the desires lower bound of (2] follows from the well-known decoupling-type
inequalities of Garling, see |13].
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Notice that if X = R, then x, x = Ap x (see Remark B0]). Nevertheless, it
remains open whether this equality holds for a general UMD Banach space X.
Moreover, if this is the case, then it proves a celebrated open problem about linear
dependence of the constants 5, x and hy x, see |6, p. 48] and |15, [18, 124, 137] (so
far only a square dependence is known, see (2.2)).

Acknowledgment —The author would like to thank Adam Osekowski and Mark
Veraar for helpful comments. The author thanks Stefan Geiss for fruitful discussions
and for being the host while author’s stay at Jyvéskyl& University where the present
paper was written.

2. PRELIMINARIES

Throughout the paper all Banach spaces are assumed to be over the scalar field
R unless stated otherwise. We also assume that any filtration satisfies the usual
conditions. In particular, any filtration is right-continuous, and thus all the local
martingales exploited in the article have cadlag versions (i.e. versions which are
right continuous with left limits, see |28, 137]). Furthermore, for any Banach space
X, for any cadlag process A : Ry x Q — X, and for any stopping time 7 we define

AAT = ;E}%(AT - A(T—E)\/O)'

2.1. UMD Banach spaces. A Banach space X is called UMD if for some (equiv-
alently, for all) p € (1, 00) there exists a constant 8 > 0 such that for every N > 1,
every martingale difference sequence (d,,)N_; in L?(; X), and every {—1, 1}-valued
sequence (g,)Y_; we have

p) B

N py 3 N
(B ea) < (e

The least admissible constant 3 is denoted by 3, x and is called the UMD,, constant
or, in the case if the value of p is understood, the UMD constant of X. It is
well-known that UMD spaces obtain a large number of useful properties, such as
being reflexive. Examples of UMD spaces include all finite dimensional spaces and
the reflexive range of L?-, Besov, Sobolev, Schatten class, and Musielak—Orlicz
spaces. Example of spaces without the UMD property include all nonreflexive
Banach spaces, e.g. L(0,1) or C([0,1]). We refer to |10, (18, 25, 27| for details.

2.2. Quadratic variation. Let (Q, F7,P) be a probability space with a filtration
F = (Fi)i>0 that satisfies the usual conditions. Let M : Ry x @ — R be a local
martingale. We define a quadratic variation of M in the following way:

2

)

N

- 2 ;
(2.1) [M], := | Mo +P—melihm_)01;‘M(tn) — M(t,_1)
where the limit in probability is taken over partitions 0 = tg < ... < ty = t. Note
that [M] exists and is nondecreasing a.s. The reader can find more on quadratic
variations in [12, 120, [26]. For any martingales M, N : R} x @ — R we can define
a covariation [M,N] : Ry x Q@ — R as [M,N] := 3([M + N] — [M — NJ). Since
M and N have cadlag versions, [M, N| has a cadlag version as well (see e.g. |19,
Theorem 1.4.47]).

A local martingale M : Ry x Q — R is called purely discontinuous if [M] is
a.s. pure jump, ie. [M]; = > o ., A[M]s a.s. Let X be a Banach space. Then
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an X-valued local martingale M : Ry x Q — X is called purely discontinuous if
(M, x*) is purely discontinuous for any z* € X*. Note that if X is UMD, then any
local martingale M has a unique decomposition into a sum of a continuous local
martingale M¢ with M¢$ = 0 and a purely discontinuous local martingale M? (see
[34]). We refer to |19, 120,133,134, 37] for details on purely discontinuous martingales.

2.3. Weak differential subordination of martingales. Let X be a Banach
space. Let M, N : Ry x 2 — X be local martingales. Then we say that N is

weakly differentially subordinate to M (we will denote this by N <M ) if for each
x* € X* one has that [(M,z*)] — [(N,2*)] is an a.s. nondecreasing function and
[{No, z*)| < [{Mo, 2")| a.s.

The definition above first appeared in [37] as a natural extension of differential
subordination of real-valued martingales. Later in [33] there were obtained the first
LP-estimated for weakly differentially subordinated martingales, which have been
significantly improved in [24] in the continuous-time case.

2.4. Orthogonal martingales. Let M and N be local martingales taking values
in a given Banach space X. Then M and N are said to be orthogonal, if (Mp, z*) -
(No,z*) =0 and [(M,z*), (N,z*)] = 0 almost surely for all functionals z* € X*.

Remark 2.1. Assume that M and N are local martingales taking values in some
Banach space X. If M and N are orthogonal and N is weakly differentially subor-
dinate to M, then Ny = 0 almost surely (which follows immediately from the above
definitions, see |24]). Moreover, under these assumptions, N must have continu-
ous trajectories with probability 1. Indeed, in such a case for any fixed z* € X*
the real-valued local martingales (M, z*) and (N, z*) are orthogonal and we have
(N, z*) < (M, x*). Therefore, (N, z*) has a continuous version for each z* € X* by
[23, Lemma 3.1] (see also |4, Lemma 1]), which in turn implies that N is continuous
since any X-valued local martingale has a cadlag version.

2.5. Stochastic integration. For given Banach spaces X and Y, the symbol
L(X,Y) will denote the classes of all linear operators from X to Y. We will also use
the notation £(X) = £(X, X). Suppose that H is a Hilbert space. For each h € H
and x € X, we denote by h ® z the associated linear operator given by g — (g, h)x,
g € H. The process ® : Ry x Q — L(H, X) is called elementary predictable with
respect to the filtration F = (F;);>o if it is of the form

K M N
(t,w) =Y > Ty tnlx B (@) D @ Thgmn, £ > 0,0 € Q.
k=1m=1 n=1
Here 0 <ty < ... < tg < o0 is a finite increasing sequence of nonegative numbers,
the sets Big,...,Buk belong to F, | for each kK = 1,2, ..., K, and the vectors
h1,...,hy are assumed to be orthogonal. Suppose further that M is an adapted
local martingale taking values in H. Then the stochastic integral [ ® dM : R4 xQ —
X of & with respect to M is defined by the formula
t K M N
/ QAM =Y "> 1p,, > (M(tx At) = M(te—1 A1), hn)Tkmn, t > 0.
0 k=1m=1 n=1
Remark 2.2. If both X and H are finite dimensional, then we may assume that
X is isomorphic to R, and thus by [20, Theorem 26.6 and 26.12] we can extend the
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stochastic integration from elementary predictable processes to all the predictable
processes ® : Ry x Q — L(H, X) with

nLoee 1/2
B3 Ienrann) ™ <

where n is the dimension of H and hq,...,h, is an orthonormal basis of H. In
fact, a similar characterization of stochastic integration can be shown for infinite
dimensional X and H by using y-norms (see |22, 129, 31, 135]).

2.6. Hilbert transform. Let X be a Banach space. The Hilbert transform Hx is
a singular integral operator that maps a step function f : R — X to the function

1 (s)
t):= —pwv. [ ——=ds, teR.
(et = ~pv. [ s e
For any 1 < p < oo we denote the norm of Hx on LP(R; X) by 5, x. Note that
due to [3, [7] we have that %, x < oo if and only if X is UMD. Moreover, due to

|5, [13] we have that for every 1 < p < oo

(2.2) VBpx < hpx < ﬁg,x-

Remark 2.3. Recently in [24] it was shown that A, x is the smallest constant &
such that there exists a plurisubharmonic function Uy : X +iX — R (ie. z —
Uy (zo +iyo + z(xz +14y)) is subharmonic in z € C for any fixed xo, yo, z,y € X) such
that Uy (z) > 0 for any x € X and Uy (z + iy) < #P||z||? — ||y||? for all z,y € X.

2.7. Bellman functions and function approximation. Let X be a UMD Ba-
nach space, 1 < p < co. Throughout the paper we will use different Bellman
functions, i.e. functions u : X x X — R which have certain appropriate properties.
Let us outline which functions we will use

e the Burkholder function U : X x X — R (see e.g. |18] and the proof of
Corollary B.3)),

e a plurisubharmonic function Uy : X +iX — R (see [24] and Subsection 226)),

e a diagonally plurisubharmonic function U°? : X +iX — R (see Section [3)).

For all the Bellman functions named above we may assume that X is finite di-
mensional and that the function is twice Fréchet differentiable by an approximation
argument exploited in [3, 24, 133]. We will not repeat this argument here, but just
shortly remind the reader the main steps.

e Since X is UMD, it is reflexive, and by the Pettis measurability theorem
|18, Theorem 1.1.20] we may assume that X is separable. Thus X* is
separable as well, and there exist an increasing sequence (Y, ),>1 of finite
dimensional subspaces of X* such that X* = U,Y,,. Let P, : Y;, = X™ be
the injection operator. In the sequel we will need to show that E||n|? <
cy xE[[§]|P for a certain pair of random variables ,7 € LP(Q; X) and a
certain constant ¢, x. Since |P}z| * ||z|| monotonically as n — oo for any
x € X, by the monotone convergence theorem it is sufficient to show that
E[lPyn|P < cp (E[P;E|P for any n > 1. Moreover, in fact we need to show
that E||Pin||P < CQY;IEHP;{{HP since in our case ¢p x equals either 8, x,
hp,x, or xp,x (see Section[3]for the definition), and since all these constants
can be represented as norms of operators having the same operators as their
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duals, so one has that analogously to |18, Proposition 4.2.17] ¢y x = ¢pr x+
(where p’ = p/(p — 1)), and in particular

CpYr = Cp Y, < Cp X+ = Cp X,

Thus it is sufficient to assume that X is finite dimensional since both P;¢
and Pn have their values in a finite dimensional space Y.

e Since X is finite dimensional, for a Bellman function « and for any € > 0
we can define u. := u x e 1p(e71:), where ¢ : X x X — R, is a O
function with a compact domain such that [ ¢(x,y)dX(z)d\(y) = 1
(here X is the Lebesque measure on X, see e.g. |37, Remark 3.13] for the
definition). Then wu. preserves such properties of u as convexity, concavity,
or subharmonicity on a linear subspace of X x X, and uc - uwase — 0
locally uniformly on X x X due to continuity of u. Therefore by this
approximation argument we may assume that u is C*°.

3. THE Xp,x CONSTANT

Let X be a Banach space, 1 < p < co. We define x, x € [0,00] to be the
least number x > 0 such that for any independent standard Brownian motions
W,W : Ry x 2 — R and for any elementary predictable with respect to the
filtration generated by both W and W process ® : Ry x 2 — X one has that

EH/ q)dWHp < XPEH/ <I>dWHp.
0 0

Remark 3.1. x, x can be equivalently defined in the following way. Let (7, )n>1
and (9n)n>1 be sequences of independent standard Gaussian random variables,
Fo={2,Q}, and F,, = o(y1,91, - Yn, ¥n) for n > 1. Then x, x is the smallest
X > 0 such that for any N > 1 and any elementary step functions vg,...,on_1 :
Q — X with v, being F,-measurable for each n =0,..., N — 1, one has that

p

N N
p
(31) EH § ;?nvnflu S XPEH § YnUn—1
n=1 n=1

N N - .
Indeed, one can represent the sums anl YnUn—1 and anl AnUn—1 as stochastic

integrals with respect to independent Brownian motions W' and 1% by just letting
Yo = Wy — Wp—1 and 5, = W,, — W,_1. On the other hand, if W and W are
independent Brownian motions and if ® is elementary predictable and defined by

K M

O(t,w) = Z Z Lty 1 el x By (B @) T, 2> 0,0 € Q.
k=1m=1

where 0 < tp < ... < tg < oo is a finite increasing sequence of nonnegative numbers

and the sets Biy, ..., Bayk belong to F, _, for each k =1, 2, ..., K, then one can

represent the stochastic integrals ® - W and ® - W as the sums 22;1 YnUn—1 and
N - . .

> —q1 Inn—1 in the following way

00 K M K
/ QAW => Y g, (W(te) = W(tk-1))Thm = 3 Us-17k
k=1

0 k=1m=1
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00 K M K
[ @d =303 1o, (W)~ W(taa)owm = 3 a7
0 k=1m=1 k=1
where ~y, = %, Vg = %, and vi_1 = Tk — th_1 Enj\le 1, , Tim.
The martingale transform (B1) appears while working with Volterra-type oper-
ators and stochastic shifts (see |16]).

Concerning the constant x, x one can show the following proposition. First we
will define diagonally plurisubharmonic functions.

Definition 3.2. A function F : X +iX — R is called diagonally plurisubharmonic
if z— F(xg + tyo + zx) is subharmonic in z € C for any xo,yo,z € X.

Proposition 3.3. Let X be a Banach space, 1 < p < oo. Then the following are
equivalent
(i) Xp,x < 00,
(7)) there exists a constant x > 0 and a diagonally plurisubharmonic u : X +iX —
R such that uw(z) > 0 for any x € X, x — u(x + iy) is conver in x € X for
anyy € X, y— u(x +1iy) is concave iny € X for any v € X, and

(3.2) u(z +iy) < XPl=ll” = llyl?, =, yeX.
Moreover, if this is the case, then the smallest x for which such a function u exists
equals Xp, x -
Proof. We will prove both implications separately.

(1) = (41). In order to show this implication we need to construct function u for
X = Xp,x- In this case let us define the desired function u to be as follows

u(z + iy) ::inf{X£7XlEHx+/ CIJdWHp—lEHy+/ o AW
0 0

p

(3.3)
d: Ry x Q — Xelementary predictable}, z,y € X.

First of all notice that w is finite on X +4iX. Indeed, one has that for any elementary
predictable ® : R} x Q — X and for any z,y € X by the triangle inequality

o0 P o0 —~||P
XQXEHH/ <I>dWH —1EHy+/ <I>dWH
0 0

> P = P - rdlis P P P P P P
Zp Xp xE ; edW| —E ; dW | —xp xl=l” = lyl” = =xp xlll” = [ly[|”,
where the latter holds by the definition of X, x.
Let us show that u is continuous. For any x,y, Z,y one has that by the triangle
inequality

u(m+iy):inf{x£7XlE"x+/ O AW
0

p

p—]EHy+/ ® AW
0

®: Ry x Q — Xelementary predictable}
> p P
<, mf{ngEHgH/o <I>dWH . 1EHg+/O <I>dWH :
®: Ry x Q — Xelementary predictable} + xp.xllz =2 + ly —9|”
< w(Z+ig) + xpxllz = 2 + [ly — 711",
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so the continuity follows.

Now let us show that u is diagonally plurisubharmonic. Fix zg,yo,z € X. We
need to show that z — wu(xg + iyo + 2zx) is subharmonic in z € C. To this end we
need to prove that for any fixed r > 0

27
(3.4) u(zo + iyo) < o / u(wo + iyo + zre'?) do.
T Jo

Let VV,W : Ry x 2 — R be independent standard Brownian motions. Define a
stopping time 7 in the following way

Ti=inf{t > 0: W2+ Wf =r}.

Fix ¢ > 0. Note that since u is continuous, there exist § > 0 and a é-net (a,)Y_; =
(7, +iyn)Y_; of a compact set A := {xg +iyo +xre? : 0 € [0,2m)} C X +iX with

(3.5) |u(a) — u(an)] <e Va € A such that ||a — a,| <

(here the norm on A is assumed to be a usual norm on C since A can be represented
as a circle on C). Let By := Wiy, — Wo, Et = WHT — WT. Note that B and B
are independent Brownian motions (see e.g. |20, Theorem 13.11]). Therefore by the
definition of u for every n = 1,..., N there exists an elementary predictable with
respect to the filtration generated by B and B process ®,, : Ry — X such that

p

(3.6)  u(an) > X;XIE‘ e

oo p oo —
a:n—|—/ <I>ndBH —E’yn+/ o, dB
0 0

Now let us define a predictable with respect to the filtration generated by W and
W process @ in the following way. ®(t) =z if t <7 and ®(t) = @, (t —7) if t > 7
and a,, is the closest among the set (a,,))_; point to z¢ + iyo + (W, + zﬁ//q.) This
is a predictable process and since ® takes values in a finite dimensional subspace of
X, it can be approximated by an elementary predictable process (see Remark 2.2)).
Therefore we get that

o0 P o0 —~||P
w(zo + o) gX;X]EH:cOJr/ <I>dWH —IEHyo—i-/ <I>dWH
0 0

o P
_ X;XEH:EO W, +/0 ®(t)dB,_,

— 0 ~ p
- IEHyO +aW, + / ®(t)dB,_,
0

2T

@ 1
2m Jo
o ~||P
—lEHyo+xsin9+/ Duio) (1) B, | a6
0
(i) 1 2m

< = P E’
- 27 0 Xp,X

e P
xngon + zcosf + /0 D0y (t) dBtH

p

Ty (0) +/O ®,,9)(t) dB:

—E| " 40+ ¢,0

Yn(o) + / 0 (t) dB,
0

2
u(an(gy) +€df 4 cpd

< —
- 27 0
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(iv) 1 2m

< Py u(xo + iyo + xre’®) dd + c,0 + 2,
T Jo

where n(6) is such n that a,, is the closest to ¢ + iyo + zre? among (a,))_;, (i)

follows from the definition of ®, (i7) holds by the triangle inequality and the fact
that (a,))_, is a §-net of A (where the constant ¢, depends only on p), (ii) holds
by (), and (iv) holds by B3). Now if ¢ — 0, § vanishes as well, and (B4 follows.

Let us now show that u(z) > 0 for any € X. First notice that u is concave
in the complex variable, i.e. y — u(x + iy) is concave in y € X for any z € X,
which follows directly form the construction of v in (3]). Now one can show that
u is convex in the real variable, i.e. x — wu(x + dy) is convex in z € X for any
y € X, by using the same argument as was used for plurisubharmonic functions in
[24, Subsection 2.6]. Next notice that u is symmetric, i.e. u(x + iy) = u(—x — iy)
for any z,y € X. Thus z — u(x) is a symmetric convex function with «(0) = 0, so
it is nonnegative.

(13) = (7). Let u: X +iX — R be a function from (7). We need to show that

for any standard Brownian motions W, W Rt x 2 — R and for any elementary

predictable with respect to the filtration generated by both W and W process
®: Ry x Q2 — X one has that

(3.7) EH/ q)dWHp < XPEH/ <I>dWHp.
0 0

Since @ is elementary predictable, it takes values in a finite-dimensional subspace
of X, so we may assume that X is finite-dimensional. Then by Subsection 2.7 we
can assume that wu is twice differentiable on X + iX by a simple convolution-type
argument. Let d < oo be the dimension of X, (z,,)¢_; be the basis of X, (x%)d_,
be the corresponding dual basis of X*, i.e. a unique basis such that (z,, %) = dpm
for any n,m =1,...,d (see e.g. |24, 133, 37]). Then by It6’s formula |33, Theorem
3.8] and due to local boundedness and twice differentiability of u we have that (here

we define M, := fg ®dW and N, := fot ® dW for the convenience of the reader)

XP]EH/ @de—IEH/ @dezEu(/ fI>dW+i/ @dW)
0 0 0 0

0

*° 1
+ E/ <61'1’U/(Mt_ + iNt), dNt> + §EI,
0

where

OX .y, Tom, OIL o LT

S d . .
I= ]E/ Z (azu(Mt’“Nt) + azu(Mt’HNt))(@,xﬁ (D, zr) dt.
0

n,m=1

First notice that Eu(My + iNy) = Eu(0) = 0 and analogously to [31, proof of The-
orem 3.18] both d,u(M;— +iNy) and 9;,u(Mi— +iN) are stochastically integrable
with respect to M and N respectively, so

o0

IE/ (Opu(My— +iNy), dMy) +IE/ (Oiu(My— +iNy), dNy) =0,
0 0

where the latter holds since both stochastic integrals are martingales which start
in zero. Let us show that EI > 0. Fix t > 0 and w € Q. By |33, Lemma 3.7] we are
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free to choose any basis (and the corresponding dual basis). In particular, we can
assume that z; = ®(t,w). Then (P(t,w),x)) = d1p, for any 1 < n < d, so (here we
skip (¢,w) for the convenience of the reader)

d
Z (a2u(Mt,+iNt) i Bzu(MthriNf))((I),xZ) (P, z7,)

0Ly, Tom, DL 1Ty

2 . 2 .
_9 u(I\gt;%Jert) + Ie] u(l\gz;{rZNt Au(Mt— +iN; + le)’ >0,

where z € C, and the latter inequality follows from the diagonal plurisubharmonic-
ity of u. Thus EI > 0, and hence [B7)) follows from (B.8]). O

Remark 3.4. Note that the maximum of any set of harmonic functions is harmonic
as well, so the maximum of any set of diagonally plurisubharmonic functions is
diagonally plurisubharmonic as well, and thus for any Banach space X and for any
1 < p < oo with xp, x < 0o we can define an optimal diagonal plurisubharmonic
function U°? : X +iX — R as a supremum of all functions u satisfying the
conditions of Proposition B3|(i7).

Note that U9 coincides with the function u defined by ([@33). Indeed, let U5°
be as defined above, u be as in [@3)). Then UY > u by the definition of US°.
Let us show that U (z + iy) < u(x +4y) for any x,y € X. First fix independent
Brownian motions W and W and elementary predictable ® : Ry x  — X. Then
similarly to the Itd argument from the proof of Proposition [3.3] one has that

US°(z + iy) SEU(x+z'y+/ fI)dW+i/ @dW).
0 0
Thus
USO(x + iy) Sinf{]EU(:E+iy+/ <I>dW+i/ @dW) :
0 0
® elementary predictable} < u(z + 1y),

which implies the desired.

As a corollary of Proposition [3.3] one can show the following upper and lower
bounds for x, x. Recall that we define decoupling constants ﬁ;f}; and 3’y to be
the smallest possible B and B~ respectively for which

IEH/ <I>dWH <EH/ <I>dWH 5+PEH/ <I>dWH

where W and W are independent standard Brownian motion, ® : Ry x Q —
X is elementary predictable which is independent of W (we refer the reader to
|11, 113, [14, [18, [21), [24, [30] for further details on decoupling constants).

Corollary 3.5. Let X be a Banach space, 1 < p < co. Then xp x < 0o if and only
if X is a UMD Banach space. Moreover, if this is the case, then

(ddd)
(3.9) max{vﬁp,x, Vhp,x }< max{ pX’ﬁ;7X} Xp,X < min{Bp,x, ip,x }-

Proof. First we show ([B.3)), and then the “iff” statement will follow simultaneously.
Let first show (¢4¢) in 39). The fact that xp x < hp x follows from [24], the defi-

nition of x, x, and the fact that any two stochastic integrals [ ®dW and [ @ aw
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are orthogonal martingales weakly differentially subordinate to each other. The in-
equality xp, x < Bp.x can be proven using a standard Burkholder function argument
e.g. presented in [33, 137]. Indeed, if 8, x < oo, then X is a UMD Banach space,
and their exists a zigzag-concave function U : X x X = R (i.e. z = U(x+2,y+ az)
is concave in z € X for any z,y € X and « € [—1,1]) such that U(0,0) =0 and

Ulz,y) = lyll” = B, x =[P, =,y € X.

(This function is called Burkholder.) By a standard convolution-type argument
(see Subsection 7)) we may assume that U is twice differentiable, and hence for

any independent standard Brownian motions W and W and for any elementary
predictable ® : Ry x @ — X by Itd’s formula |33, Theorem 3.8] we have that

analogously to (3:8) with denoting M := [®dW and N := [ & dW

EH/ q)dWHp—ﬁngH/ Q)deng(/ q)dW,/ q)dW)
0 ’ 0 0 0

l/oo 9*U(M¢,Ny) + 9°U(My,Ny) dt

5 9(3,0) 9(0,5)?
1 [ o2u(m, Ny | 02U (M, N,
= Z/O a((<1>,<1>)2 L 4 a(q§,7¢)2) dt <0,

where the latter inequality holds due to the zigzag-concavity of U (so both P U(z.y)

9(2,2)?
and ng(fz)yg and nonnegative for any z,y,z € X). Thus xp, x < fp,x holds true.

Now (i7) of ([B1) follows directly from the definitions of x,, x., B;j}, and 3y,
while (7) holds by |13, p. 43 and Theorem 3]. O

Remark 3.6. Note that due to the latter proof for a Burkholder function U one
has that —U is diagonal plurisubharmonic. Thus the proof of (iii) of (39) has the
following form: both —U and Uy are diagonally plurisubharmonic and thus satisfy
the conditions of Proposition [3-3(ii), so the upper bound (4i7) of (33) holds true.

We wish to notice that in the real-valued case functions U°© and Uy coincide
since in this case there is no difference between plurisubharmonicity and diagonal
plurisubharmonicity. Nevertheless, if the same holds for a general UMD Banach
space, then h, x = xp,x < Bp,x, which would partly solve an open problem outlined
in the introduction.

4. WEAK DIFFERENTIAL SUBORDINATION
OF STRONGLY ORTHOGONAL MARTINGALES

Now we are ready to show the main result of the paper.

Theorem 4.1. Let X be a UMD Banach space, 1 < p < oco. Then for any strongly
orthogonal martingales M, N : Ry x Q — X with N & M one has that

EI[Ne[P < xp xEIIM|[P, ¢ > 0.

Proof. By Subsection 2.7 we may assume that X is finite dimensional and that all
the Bellman functions are smooth. Due to (2] we only need to show that

(4.1) EUSC(M; + iNy) > 0,
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where U®9 is as in Remark[B3A4l Let d > 0 be the dimension of X. Since N <72 M and
since M and N are orthogonal, by |24, Section 3] we know that after a proper time-
change there exist a standard 2d-dimensional Brownian motion W and predictable
O, : Ry x Q — L(R?! X) which are stochastically integrable with respect to
W such that N = [WUdW and M = My + [ ®dW + M9, where M? is purely
discontinuous (see Subsection [Z.2]). Moreover, as M and N are strongly orthogonal,
we have that for any «*,y* € X* and ¢ > 0 by |20, Theorem 26.6 and 26.13|

[(M, &), (N, "), = / (@ ()", 0" (s)y") ds = 0.

Therefore by the Lebesgue differentiation theorem (®*xz*, \I!*y*> =0a.e.on Ry xQ.
By choosing (z*,y*) from a dense subset of X* x X* and using the fact that
(z*,y*) = (@*a*, U*y*) is continuous on X* x X* on the whole R, X €, one has
(4.2) (D* ™, \I!*y*> =0, 2", y" e X",

a.e. on Ry x Q. Furthermore, by |24, Section 3] we have that a.s. for any 0 < s <t
there exists a skew-symmetric operator A(s,w) € L(R?) (i.e. (Ah,h) = 0 for any
h € RY) of norm at most one such that

(4.3) U(s,w) = P(s,w)A(s,w).

Now let us show ([@I]) using [@Z). Let (z,,)¢_; be a basis of X, (z)¢_; be the
corresponding dual basis of X*. By It0’s formula |33, Theorem 3.8] and smoothness
of US? we have that

1
EUSC (M, +iN;) = EUSC(My + iNg) + EI, + EI, + ~EI;,

2
where .
I = / (OUSO(M,_ +iN,), dM, +idN,),
0
L= Y AUSO(M,+iN,)— (0UC(M,_ +iN,), AM,),
0<s<t
and

SO
Be [ 3 B e g

n,m=1

e f S PO g v b

n,m=1

82USO(MS F+iNs) /g% % e
/ Z T Biwnitm <\I/ xvﬂqj Im> dt.

n,m=1

First notice that since Ny = 0 and since U%9(z) > 0 for any € X we have that
EUSC (Mg + iNg) = EUSC(My) > 0. Moreover, EI; = 0 since this is a martingale
that starts at zero (which follows similarly to the proof of Proposition B3]). Let us
show that I > 0 a.s. Note that z + U9 (z +iy) is convex in x € X for any y € X
by Proposition B3] so by the continuity of N we have that for any 0 < s <t¢

USO (M, +iN,) < U9 (M,_ 4 iN,) + (0UC (M, +iNy), AM,),
and thus I > 0 a.s.
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Now we show that I3 > 0 a.s. In order to show this we need to prove that a.s.
for every 0 < s <t

DPUSO (M 4iNs) yqs % dx %
Z B(Qtnzm+ )<(I) L o ‘Tm>
n,m=1

(4.4)
+ (?QUS((;;ZIW:,»'LN )<(I)*x* AT >

¢ LU (507, 07a,) > 0
Fix w € Q and 0 < s < ¢ so that (£2) and (£3) hold true. Then the expression on

the left-hand side of (4] gets the following form

(45) Z 82USO(MS +/LNS)<®*$:L,®*I:”/> 62USO(M +iNg )<\IJ* * \I/* * >

OTnTm TP 1T m
n,m=1
Now analogously to [24, Section 3| the expression (L) does not depend on the
choice of the basis (x,,)?_; or, equivalently, the choice of the basis (z)%_, (since one
can reconstruct the basis by its corresponding dual basis, see |24,133]). Moreover, by
[#3) for two symmetric nonnegative bilinear forms V, W : X* x X* — R defined by

V(z*,y*) == (@2, ®"y"), W(a",y") = (V2" ¥y"), a"y" X",

we have that V(z*,2*) = 0 implies W (x*,2*) = 0 for any 2* € X*. Thus by
[24, Section 3] there exist a basis (y)2_,; of X* with the corresponding dual basis
(yn)d_; of X, a [0,1]-valued sequence (A\,)¢_;, and a number 0 < K < d such
that V(yX,v5) = dnmlmn<kx and Wy, yk) = Mdpmlmn<k for any m,n =
1,...,d. Therefore by the discussion above we can change the basis and get that

the expression ({1]) equals

B2USC (My_+iNy) /% - D2USO (Ms—+iNy) /g, * *
Z T OYn¥m <(I) yn’ (I) > OtYn1Ym <\I] yn’ \I] >
n.m=1

(4.6)

K
Z 82U°° (M, _+iN,) 1A, 82U (M, _ +iNa)
8yn 8zun

277SO ;
Since y — U9 (z + iy) is concave in y € X for any = € X, %ﬂ <0,

and hence due to the fact that 0 < A\, < 1 we have that the latter expression of
(@9) is bounded from below by (here z € C)

K
82U59( M iNg 82U%° (M,_+iN, .
Z i) 4 DU tNe) = N ALUSO (M- + Ny + 24n) |0 > 0,

n=1

where the latter holds by the diagonal plurisubharmonicity of U°©. Therefore (&2
holds a.e. on R4 x Q, and thus EI;3 > 0. This completes the proof of [@I]) and the
proof of the theorem. O
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