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Dedicado a la memoria de mi maestro y amigo Mischa Cotlar

Abstract

Using Bellman function techniques, we obtain the optimal depen-
dence of the operator norms in L?(R) of the Haar multipliers T}
on the corresponding RHY or A% characteristic of the weight w, for
t = 1,£1/2. These results can be viewed as particular cases of es-
timates on homogeneous spaces L?(vdo), for o a doubling positive
measure and v € Ag(da), of the weighted dyadic square function Sg.
We show that the operator norms of such square functions in L?(vdo)
are bounded by a linear function of the Ag(do) characteristic of the
weight v, where the constant depends only on the doubling constant
of the measure 0. We also show an inverse estimate for S¢. Both
results are known when do = dzx. We deduce both estimates from an
estimate for the Haar multiplier (7.7)"/? on L?(do) when v € A%(do),

which mirrors the estimate for T/ in L2 (R) when w € A4. The
estimate for the Haar multiplier adapted to the o measure, (T.7 )1/ 2,
is proved using Bellman functions. These estimates are sharp in the
sense that the rates cannot be improved and be expected to hold for
all o, since the particular case do = dx, v = w, correspond to the
estimates for the Haar multipliers Tul/ 2 proven to be sharp.

1. Introduction

The Haar multipliers considered in these paper, are operators of the form

Tif(x) =" (“}(x))t (f hadhr(@);

mrw
1eD
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where D denotes the dyadic intervals; {h;}ep the Haar functions normalized
in L*(R), i.e. hr(z) = |I|7"?(xr.(z) —x1,(2)), I, I, the left and right halves
of I; {-,-) denotes the inner product in L*(R); w is a weight, m;w denotes
the average of w on the dyadic interval I, and ¢t € R.

Necessary and sufficient conditions for boundedness of T on LP(R), 1 <
p < 00, are known in most cases, see [28], [17], [29].

When tp > 1, these operators are bounded in LP(R) if and only if w
satisfies the dyadic Reverse Holder q condition, RH;l, where ¢ = tp, namely,
there exists a constant C' > 0 such that for all I € D,

1 Ve o
— a < = .
(mfﬁ”) = |f|/ﬁ"’

The smallest constant on the right hand side is denoted by [w] RH, and it is
called the RH, g—chamcteristic of the weight w.

When tp < 0, these operators are bounded in LP(R) if and only if w
satisfies the following dyadic AZ condition, where ¢ =1 — 2

R)
(o) G )
Sup | w — w 91 < Q.
rep \ || J; 1] J;

The left-hand-side is called the Aff—chamctem’stic of the weight w, and is
denoted [w] 4.
When 0 < tp < 1, and if we assume that w € Up>1RHg then the
corresponding operators are bounded in LP(R) for 1 < p < oc.
A weight w is dyadic doubling if
w(f ) _
sup ———= < 00,
rep w(I)

where I denotes the parent of I, and w(I) = [, w(z)dz. The left-hand-
side is called the dyadic doubling constant of the weight w, and is denoted
by D(w).

In the classical non-dyadic theory, w € A, implies doubling, and Up>1 A,
= U,>1 RH,, see [7]. In the dyadic theory, w € A% implies dyadic doubling,
but w € RH{ does not. In this case, |J,., A% is a strict subset of |J,, RH,
however if we consider the dyadic doubling weights that belong to | ). _, RH. ;l ,
then we recover |J,-, Al see [5], [17].

In this paper we are interested in studying the dependence of the LP-
bounds of T} on the corresponding characteristic of the weight w, and some-
times also on the dyadic doubling constant of w. We will concentrate on the
cases p=2,and t =1,1/2,—1/2.

p>1

p>1
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This work was inspired by a string of papers that have appeared in the
wake of this millennium, where sharp linear bounds in L?(w) for classi-
cal operators (square function, martingale transform, Beurling transform,
Hilbert transform, and Riesz transforms) on weighted Lebesgue spaces have
been obtained, see [16], [37], [38], [35], [34], [10], [11], [31], [32]. Very recently
the same linear bound has been proved to hold also for the dyadic parapro-
duct, see [3]. All these results use Bellman function techniques introduced
by Nazarov, Treil and Volberg [24], [25]. In [25] necessary and sufficient
conditions for two weighted estimates for the martingale transform (Haar
multiplier with symbol £1) were found. These results were in turn used
by J. Wittwer [37] who considered one weight estimates but noticed that
the Bellman function method provided optimal (linear) estimates in terms
of the As-characteristic of the weight. See [26] for a very lucid review on
the connections between the original Bellman functions (solutions of the
Bellman differential equation) in stochastic control theory and the Bellman
functions in harmonic analysis. These sharp estimates are not just a math-
ematical curiosity, people use them in a variety of settings, for example in
the theory of quasiconformal maps ([1], [2], [36], [34]), and when considering
LP-solvability of elliptic problems ([13], [9]).

We use Bellman function techniques to study the sharp dependence of
the operator norm of the Haar multipliers 75"/ and T! in L*(R) on [w] Ad
and [w]ppa respectively.

We will prove the following theorems:

Theorem 1. Let w € AS then there exists a constant C' > 0 such that for
all f € L*(R),
T, 2 fll 2y < Clwlagll fll o)

Denote T, = T..

Theorem 2. Let w € RHY and dyadic doubling, then there exists a constant
C' > 0 depending on the dyadic doubling constant of w such that for all

f € LX(R),
1T fll2®) < Clwlggell fllza).-

The following theorem involves the case ¢t = 1/2 and w € AJ.

Theorem 3. Let w € AS then there exists a constant C' > 0 such that for
all f € L*(R),
1/2
175/ fll2e) < Clulys I .

The results are optimal in the sense that we cannot get a slower decaying
function of the corresponding characteristics of the weights.



802 M. C. PEREYRA

The proof of Theorem 3 can be found embedded in the proof of an inverse
estimate for the square function that is not stated in the language of Haar
multipliers [33]. What is interesting, is that we can deduce Theorem 1 as a
corollary of Theorem 3. This is very much in line with the beautiful operator
theory argument presented in [33].

The proof of the first two theorems will lead naturally to the study of
weighted square functions on homogeneous spaces. In fact, the results for
the weighted square functions will provide yet another proof of these results.

Verifying the boundedness of 7! in L?*(R) with a particular bound is
equivalent to verifying the boundedness of its adjoint (77)* in L?(R) with
the same bound. The advantage of the adjoints is that it will be very easy
to compute L?-norms. In the first case, t = —1/2, the L*-norm of (TJlﬂ)*f
is equal to the L?(w)-norm of the dyadic square function S(w~/2f) defined
below by (1.3) when do = dz. But it has been shown, by Hukovic, Treil and
Volberg [16], that

(1.1) 15 fll 22 (w) < Clew] agll f1l 22w,

and this result is optimal. This leads to a quick proof of Theorem 1. But it
could be used, and we will, in the other direction, if we can prove Theorem 1
independently of the square function estimate, then we will get (1.1), this
idea was used in [33, Corollary 3.2].

It is well known, see [28], that if w is dyadic doubling, the boundedness
of T,, in L*(R) is equivalent to the boundedness of the weighted dyadic
square S¢ function in L*(R), defined below by (1.3) when do = wdz, and
either of these events happens if and only if w € RH{. It will be clear from
the proof of Theorem 2 that

(1.2) 1S5 Fll 2@y < Clwlgpell fllz2),

where C' depends on the dyadic doubling constant of w.

We claim that these square functions estimates, (1.1) and (1.2), are of
the same nature, to be explained subsequently. Let o be a positive dyadic
doubling! measure. We will say that v € Ad(do) if

o (51 7o) (o) <o

The quantity on the left hand side is denoted by [v] 44(45). When do = dx
we simply write [v] 4a.

LA positive measure o is called dyadic doubling if there exists C > 0 such that
o(I)/o(I) < C, for all I € D, I being I’s parent, and o(I) = J; do. Denote by D(c) the
smallest such constant, which we will call the dyadic doubling constant of o. Note that
D(o) > 2. Given a weight w let do = wdz, then o is dyadic doubling if and only if the
weight w is dyadic doubling, moreover D(o) = D(w).
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Define the o-dyadic square function by

(13) sife) = (L 1a7s)° ) -

JEZ

where the j-th o-difference A7 := E7,, — EY, and the j-th o-expectation is
given by

E7 f(x): /fda—m x el eDy,

where D; denotes the dyadlc intervals of length 277,
Define the o-dyadic maximal function by

(1.4) M{f(x) = sup B |(2).

When do = dz we write E;, A;, S¢, and M? and when do = wdx we
write B, AY, S4 and MZ. Tt is well known that M¢ and S¢ are bounded
in L?(vdo), if and only if v € Ad(do), see [7]. In this paper we prove the
following estimate that generalizes (1.1),

Theorem 4. Let o be a positive dyadic doubling measure, and v € Ay(do)
then there exists a constant C' depending only on the dyadic doubling constant
of o such that for all f € L*(vdo),

HngHLQ(vdo) < C[U]Ag(da)Hf||L2(vdo)-

It is clear that (1.1) is a corollary of this result where do = dz and v = w.

We claim that (1.2) is also a corollary of this result where this time we
choose do = wdx and v = w~! . There is, apparently, a discrepancy in the
nature of the constants, until one realizes the following tautology,

w € RHY < w™' € AY(wdz),  moreover [w_l]Ag(wdw) = [w]?%Hg.
It is worth mentioning the following optimal inverse result due to S.
Petermichl and S. Pott [33]: assume w € A%, then

(1.5) 112y < Clwlgg 15 Fll 2y

Estimate (1.5) can be seen to be equivalent to Theorem 3, this obser-
vation can be traced back to [33]. For the Lusin square function a similar
inverse estimate was known to R. Fefferman and J. Pipher (see comment at
the bottom of page 359 in [14]). It is natural to conjecture that a similar
lower bound to (1.5) can be found in the general case, that is the content of
the next theorem.
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Theorem 5. Let o be a positive doubling measure, and v € A%(do), let
dp = vdo. There exists a constant C' depending only on the dyadic doubling
constant of o, such that for all f € L*(vdo),

1/2
| £l z2(0ir) < Clo]gg oy 1555 |20

Furthermore one can deduce this result from an appropriate do-analogue
of Theorem 3.

Theorem 6. Let o be a positive doubling measure, and v € A%(do), then
there exists a constant C' depending only on the dyadic doubling constant of

o, such that for all f € L?*(do),

o 1/2
1T F 2oy < Ol 1 2200

Where 12
(T f =) (@) (f,h)oh] (2),

msuv
IeD

the functions {h$ }rep form an orthonormal basis in L*(do), called the weigh-
ted Haar system, and (-,-), denotes the inner product in L*(do).

To prove Theorem 6 we follow the argument that Petermichl and Pott [33]
used in the case do = dz. In fact we will deduce Theorem 4 as a corollary
of Theorem 6. We can also deduce as a corollary the following result for
(T7)~'/2 that is analogous to the corresponding result stated in Theorem 1

Theorem 7. Let o be a positive doubling measure, and v € Ad(do) then
there exists a constant C' depending only on the dyadic doubling constant
of o, such that for all f € L*(do),

1T fll p2ao) < Clo] agao) |.f | 22(ao) -
Where
o\N—1/2 ¢ .__ ’U(.CU) e o o
(Tv) f i Z m—?v <f7 h[>0h1('x>'

1€eD

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we prove Theorem 1
by showing that it is equivalent to the dyadic square function estimate on
weighted spaces. In Section 3 we prove Theorem 2, by reducing the proof
to proving a precise weighted Carleson estimate that is shown to hold in
two steps: first a so called Sawyer’s estimate that is handled using Bellman
functions, and second a weighted estimate that jump-starts the Sawyer es-
timate, and which turns out to be trivial in this case. This argument works
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for dyadic doubling weights and the numerical constant depends linearly on
the dyadic doubling constant of w. We also prove similar estimates for the
dyadic weighted maximal function M¢. In Section 4 we reduce Theorem 3
to proving the Petermichl-Pott estimate (1.5), in fact the two estimates are
equivalent. We then deduce as corollaries of Theorem 3: Theorem 1, and
the Hukovic-Treil-Volberg estimate (1.1). In Section 5, we set up the scene
so that it is clear one can deduce from Theorem 6 (square root estimate for
(T7)'/?) the linear estimate for (7.7)~/? (Theorem 7), the linear estimate for
S? (Theorem 4), and the inverse estimate for S? (Theorem 5), exactly in the
same way as it was done in the case do = dx in Section 4. In Section 6 we
prove Theorem 6. The estimate is reduced to proving a weighted Carleson
estimate. To achieve that, a Sawyer’s estimate is needed, it turns out that
the Bellman function required for this estimate is the same one used in the
proof of Theorem 2, but this time the weight lemma, necessary to jump-start
it, is not trivial and requires a proof, which we achieve using again Bellman
functions. In Section 7 we explain how to prove Theorem 2 by applying a
Bellman function argument directly to the adjoint problem for T,,, and we
use some homogeneity considerations to show the sharpness of the estimate,
by showing that no Bellman function with faster decay can exist. This proof
also requires w to be dyadic doubling, not only in RHY. We learned about
this argument from Fedja Nazarov [23], the homogeneity trick that reduces
the number of variables of the Bellman function one is searching is an idea
that appeared first in [6]. In Section 8 we present some final remarks.

The author wishes to thank Fedja Nazarov for several electronic conver-
sations that made this a much better paper. The author also wishes to thank
the referee for some insightful comments that improved the presentation.

2. Sharp bound for TJlm

The formal adjoints of T, are operators of the form
t h)
2.1 Ty f(a) = S L,
( ) ( w) f(ﬂf) Z (m[U))t I(x>7
I€D

hence one can compute the L?-norm of the output by a direct application
of Plancherel Theorem. More precisely,

|(fu', h[ |2
(2.2 L) ey = 3 e
IeD
Proof of Theorem 1. Set ¢t = —1/2 in (2.2) to obtain,
(T2 o = D mawl(w™ 2, hp) .

1eD
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Remember that the dyadic square function is given by

| g7 h[ 1z

=Y ) )
1€D

and its L?(w)-norm can be calculated directly by

(2.3) 159913200y = D muwl{g, hn)l?

IeD
Hence,
1T 2) FllZ2ge) = 15 (w™ 2 )12
Now we can use the sharp estimate (1.1) for g = w™/2f,
154w ™2 2wy = 1% N2y < Clwlaslgllrzow)
= C[w]Ag||w_1/2f||L2(w)-

Finally observing that [|w™'/?f||r2w) = ||f|lz2@®), We obtain the desired in-
equality for the adjoint operator and hence for the operator,

1T, 2 fll 2y < Clwlagll £l 2y

This result must be sharp otherwise estimate (1.1) for the dyadic square
function would not be sharp. In fact the two estimates are equivalent. W

3. Bounds for T, and S¢

In this section we assume that w € RHY and that it is dyadic doubling.
We denote by D(w) the dyadic doubling constant of w. We prove that the
operator norm of T,, in L?(R) is less than or equal than a constant that
depends linearly on the doubling constant of w times [w)]? more precisely

RH%»
there exists C' > 0 such that for all f € L*(R), i

(3.1) 1T fll 2@y < CD(w)[w]gpall fll r2wy.

Proof of Theorem 2. By (2.2) in the case t = 1 we obtain that

1o f e =

1€eD

<wf hr)

mrw

m(fw) m~(fw)2
- S|t

miyw

1D

Where I is the parent of I.
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The weighted dyadic square function is given by

Suf(@) = (fo(:c) mi(fw) _ mi(fw)

myw miw
1€D I I

2 ) 1/2
Notice that it coincides with S?f(z) given by (1.3) in the case do = wdz.
Its L2-norm is given by,

_ 2
(3.2) 15 f oy = 3 |f|'””” Jw) mf(f“’)'.
I1eD

mrw myw

It is not hard to believe now, that T, and S¢ are bounded simultaneously in
L*(R), and, for dyadic doubling weights, this occurs if and only if w € RHE.
See [28] for details. We will sketch the argument so that it becomes obvious
where do we need careful estimates to pin down the dependence on [w] RH

and on D(w). Adding and subtracting " f = inside the absolute value in the
summands in (3.2), using that (a + b)? < 2( +b?), and that

2 2
(mlfw) S D<w)2 (mffw> :
mrw mzw
we can see that

1S5/ 122y < 20T5f 2@ + D*(w)Q(w, f),

where the Carleson Embedding term Q(w, f), is given by

(3.3 Qe = 3 ) (b

= mjw mw
On the other hand, see [28, p. 654-656],
1T Fll 72wy < 1Mo fllZ2@) + D*(w)Q(w, f) + D(w)Q"*(w, T f1l @)

where M? is the weighted dyadic maximal function, i.e.

M2 f(x) .= supEY|f| (z), and E}f(z) = mgf:j)), r €l eD;.
J I

We will check in Section 3.3 that

Lemma 1. If w € RHY then there exists a constant C > 0 such that for all
f € L*(R),

1M fllz2wy < Clwlhgll fll 2wy
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All together we conclude that,

175 Ay < C ([l £y + D (@)Qw, f)

(3.4) +D@)Q"(w, DTS o).

The Carleson Embedding term Q(w, f) is bounded by a constant depend-
ing on w times || f]|7, (®)- That is sufficient to ensure the boundedness of T,
and therefore of S? in L%(R) by a bootstrapping argument. However if
we get control on the constant in terms of the fourth power of the RHY-
characteristic of the weight w, then the bootstrapping will give the quadratic
bound for T,.

Lemma 2 (Carleson’s Embedding Lemma). Assume w € RHY, then for all

f e L*R),

Olw. f) = Z mi(fw) <<w, h1>) < 4[w]§__€Hg||f||%2(R).

2
m2w mw
1€D I I

Inserting this estimate in (3.4) we get,

1T Ay < C (D)l 2y

+ D)l gl T fll e /2wy )

Then bootstrapping? the above inequality we conclude that for some
other constants ¢, ¢ > 0, independent of w,

T3l < eD(w)[w]fpall fllr2m).
||ngf||L2(R) < C,D(w)[w]?{[{ngHH(R)-

This implies (3.1). [ |

In Section 7 we argue about the optimality of the quadratic bound on
the RHJ-characteristic of the weight w. The argument presented there also
features the appearance of the weight’s doubling constant through the ex-
tension of the domain. At this point it is not completely clear to the author
whether one could push these arguments without the appearance of the
doubling constant. In particular, if the weight is in RHY but is not dyadic

2All we are doing here is using the fact that if 4, B,C > 0, and 42 < CB? + CAB
then A < ¢B, for some ¢ > 0 depending only on C. In our case, A = ||T}; f||12(r), and

B= D(w)[w]%Hg £ 2wy
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doubling, what is the optimal dependence on [w] rug? We know that T, is
bounded in that case, see [17] for a stopping-time proof (without keeping
track of the nature of the constant) that works in the non-dyadic doubling
case, unlike the original proof in [28] that assumes dyadic doubling, and
which is the basis for the proof in this section.

We will prove the Carleson’s Embedding (Lemma 2) in two steps, one is
the so-called Sawyer’s Estimate, the other is an appropriate weight estimate
that turns out to be trivial in this case. The weight estimate is necessary to
jump-start Sawyer’s estimate.

Lemma 3 (Sawyer’s Estimate). Given w a weight, and {\;}1ep a sequence
of positive numbers such that there is a constant () > 0 such that for all

JeD,

1 Z m%( ))\I<QmJ( 2)’

171 IeD(J) miw
then for all dyadic intervals J,

LS 9 s (7).

7] IeD(J) 1

2
Proof of Lemma 2. Choosing w € RHY, and \; = (M) we can jump-

mrw

start Sawyer’s Estimate with @) = In fact, the following weight

[w] ?%Hg :
estimate holds,

1 m2(w?) [ (w,h)\>
7,2 () = ey 2 kP

20
w IeD

IA

[w]RHng( 2)7

where we are using the hypothesis w € RH to obtain the first inequality,
and the fact that the collection of Haar functions {A;}ep(s) is an orthonor-
mal set in L?(J) to obtain the last inequality.

Applying Sawyer’s Estimate and letting J grow we conclude that

me(sz) (<w,h1>> < Al g F 2 2gey-

msw mirw
1D I I




810 M. C. PEREYRA

3.1. Sawyer’s Estimate
We will prove Sawyer’s Estimate using the technique of Bellman functions.

Lemma 4. Suppose there exists a real-valued function of 5 variables, B(s) =
B(x,y,w,v, M) whose domain D is given by those s = (x,y,w,v, M) € R?
such that
x7y7w7U7M Z 07
M < w,
W < au;
whose range is given by 0 < B(s) < x, s € D, and such that the following

convexity property holds: for alls, sy € D such that s— # =(0,0,0,0,a)
then

(3.5) B(s) —

2
B(s;) + B(s-) - 1 (g) N
2 — 4 \v
Then Sawyer’s Estimate (Lemma 3) holds.
Proof. Without loss of generality can assume f > 0. Fix a dyadic interval J.
Let 53 = (ajJayJanavJaMJ% where Ty = mJ(f2)7 Yy = mJ(fUJ), wy =
myw, vy = my(w?), and

11 mr(w?)\”
My =51 > < o ) Ar.

1€D(J)

Clearly for each J € D, sy belongs to the domain, these are all positive
quantities, M; < vy is the hypothesis of Lemma 3, and y% < zjv; is noth-
ing more than Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. Let now sy = s;. € D. By
2
=(0,0,0,0, cy), where oy = ~* <m‘](w2)) AJ.

Sy, +8J_

definition, sy — a7 \ e

We are assuming a function B exists, such that B(sy) < my(f?), and
such that the convexity property (3.5) is satisfied, namely

B(sy,)+B(ss) _1(y\* 1 (my(fw)\
Blss) - 2 ZZ(E) aJ_4Q|J|< myw ) A

Hence,

| Tlmy () = |J|B(sy)

1 (my(fw)\? B(sy,) + Blsy_)
z@< o ) As+[J] 5
2
-5 (m;jf;”)) As + 12 Blsa,) + || Bsa.).
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Applying the convexity property (3.5) to B(sj. ), and iterating the argument,
we obtain that

2
) 2 15 2:( AT,

IeD(J

We are done proving Sawyer’s estimate, provided such function B exists. B

3.2. Existence of Bellman function

The function

y2

v+ M

is defined on the domain D, satisfies range property, 0 < B < x, and
furthermore the following differential properties hold,
9B ¥
OM — 4v?’
The boundedness and differential properties of the given function B on
the domain are left as an exercise for the reader, see Lemma 11 for similar
computations.
The convexity of the domain together with the infinitesimal differential
properties, imply the discrete convexity property (3.5).
Notice that for s=(z,y, v, w, M), s = (24, y+, v+, ws, My ), and S“LS* =
—(0,0,0,0,a) = (z,y,v,w, M — ), by the Mean Value Theorem and the
Fundamental Theorem of Calculus,

(3.6) B(z,y,w,v, M) =z —

—d%2B > 0.

mw—m*@BQJ=w@—3mn+mef*”§m&)
(3.7) :g—i[(x,y,v,w, Mo — /_1(1 — |ehY" (t)dt

where sg = 255= M’ = M(T) = (1-T)M +T(M — a) for some 0 < T < 1,

and
b(t) = B(s(t)). suy:1;%++1;t

Notice that s(1) = s, s(—1) =s_, and s(0) = 59 = S+J2rSf'

The differential properties together with (3.7) imply (notice that b”(t) =

d*B(s(t))).

s, —1<t<L1.

B(S) . B<S+) ;— B<S*) > 43/1)2a

which is what we wanted to prove.
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We are entitled to use (3.7) as long as s,sx € D imply that (7) (z, Y, v, w,
M(T)) € D for all 0 < T <1, and (i) s(t) € D for all =1 < ¢ < 1. These
are the convexity properties that the domain must satisfy, and they are not
difficult to prove. We leave the proof as an exercise in convex analysis for
the reader. Similar calculations have been done in detail in other papers,
see for example [26], [16], [37], [31]. A similar argument will be used in
Section 6.4 and in Section 7. In the first case, the non-convex domain is
distorted according to the doubling constant D(o) of an underlying dou-
bling measure o, and the differentiability domain is enlarged by a parameter
depending on D(c). In the second case, the domain is non-convex, and the
differentiability domain is enlarged by a parameter depending on D(w), the
doubling constant of the weight w.

3.3. Weighted maximal function

It is well known that the dyadic weighted maximal function M¢ is bounded
in LI(R) if and only if w € RHY, % + % =1, see [30] and [28]. We will show
in this section Lemma 1, that is the estimate,

IMG fll 2@y < Clwlfpll fllr2m)-

The following related optimal estimate for the Hardy-Littlewood maxi-
mal function on weighted LP-spaces due to S. Buckley (see [4]) is well known:

max {1

1
7pj}
1M fllzrw) < Clwly, 171 2oy
See [27] and [20] for corresponding LP-estimates for M,,.

Proof of Lemma 1. For the proof we will use a sharp weak boundedness
result of Muckenhoupt [21] and Gehring’s self-improvement theorem for Re-
verse Holder classes [15]. More precisely, Muckenhoupt proved the following
weak (g, q) estimate, for 1 < ¢ < oo, %+ é =1,

q
38 oM@ > Al < (P )
this estimate is sharp in the sense that ¢(t) = t9, for t = [w]gy,, cannot
be replaced by a faster decaying function of ¢. Notice that this sharp es-
timate automatically gives at least a linear bound in terms of [w]|grp, for
the operator norm of the weighted maximal function, that is it shows that
if [|Myfllzew < Clwl%m, |l fllr2®), then o > 1. Same result holds in the
dyadic setting.

Gehring’s self-improvement result states that w € RH, implies that
there exists an 0 < ¢ ~ [w];z%p, such that for all € < ¢, w € RH, ..
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Furthermore, there exists a constant C' > 0 such that [w]gp,,., < Clw]|gm,
whenever € ~ [w]pj; .

It is a simple consequence of Holder’s inequality that if w € RH, then
for all e < p—1, w € RH,_, and [w]ry, . < [w]rpm, (With constant 1).
Same results hold in the dyadic setting.

We will now concentrate in the case p = 2.

We are going to interpolate Muckenhoupt’s weak bounds with end-points
(q1,q1), (g2,q2), with q1,qo dual exponents of pj = 2+ €, ps =2 —€, € ~
[w] R?{d’ ie. q = fiz <2, q0 = : > 2. Interpolation guarantees that if our
operator obeys weak bouds of the type

{reR: Mif(a) > A} < (%Ilf!\mm) Ci—Le

then M¢? is bounded in L?(R) (¢, < 2 < ¢o), furthermore,

IME fllro) < CoBY Bl fll 2w,

where 3 =+t + -, and Cf = q§q22 + 2‘11 . We can write all these variables

in terms of e,
2 — 2+/2
67 C, = i
4 Ve
We are assuming that e ~ [w] 2 RH hence C; ~ [w]pgg, and by Muckenhoupt’s
weak bounds we know that By = [w ]RH3+ < Clw]gpg, and By = [w]ppg <

t =

[w]rpg. All together we conclude that

1M fll 2wy < Clw Wkl fllz2)
which is what we wanted to show. [ ]

What we have shown so far is that if [|[M,, f|lo < Clw]% 4l flz2®), then
2

1 < a < 2. The quadratic upper bound is the sharp bound, as Kabe Moen
very recently proved [20].

4. Sharp bound for Tyl/ 2> and corollaries

Verifying the boundedness of Ts? in L?*(R) is equivalent to verifying the
boundedness of its adjoint, furthermore the operator norms are the same.
With this in mind, our problem is to obtain the following estimate,

12f
(A1) T I = }jL——iJﬂ— < Clulagllf 2o

1eD
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Let g = w'/2f, and observe that f € L?(R) if and only if g € L*(w™}),
furthermore, || f| L2y = ||gllz2(w-1), therefore the estimate we are seeking is
equivalent to verifying that there exists a constant C' > 0 such that for all
g€ L*w™)

g, hi)|?
(42) S U9 R0T o) g

This is exactly what Petermichl and Pott proved [33, see equation (3.2)].

Let us first introduce some operator notation for multiplication in space,
and dyadic multiplication, the building blocks of the Haar multipliers. De-
note by M! . ¢t € R, w a weight, the linear operator (possibly unbounded)
of multiplication by w', and D! the linear operator of dyadic multipli-
cation also possible unbounded, defined by its action on Haar functions,
h; — (myw)*hy. That is,

M f=w'f, DLf =Y (mmw)'(f hr)h;.

1€eD

When denoting an operator T followed by multiplication by w' we will often
write directly w'T instead of M! T, similarly we will often write Tw" instead
of TM!, when this will not cause any confusion. Notice that with this
notation, the Haar multipliers we have been studying are given by

Tl = M!,D,! = w'D".

Also notice that these operators, M! and D! are positive operators, forma-
Ily selfadjoint, and formally invertible with formal inverses given by (M¢ )~}
= M ! and (D!)™!' = D_'. Also notice that formally we can compute
adjoints and inverses for the Haar multipliers,

(T,)" = D,'w', (T,)" = (D) (M) = Dyw" = (T,")".

Note that if w € A4, then both Tw/* and T, '/* are bounded operators in
L?(R), so are their adjoints, and the inverse of Ta/? is (TJl/2)*.

To be safe when handling the possibly unbounded multiplication and
dyadic multiplication operators, we consider the following truncated weights:
for n € N, w,(7) = min{max{w(x),1/n},n}. If w € A4, then w, € A9 (this
is true of any weight bounded away from zero and from infinity, except that
the Ad-characteristic can depend on the upper and lower bounds), and fur-
thermore [wy|4¢ < Clw]4e. The multiplication and dyadic multiplication
corresponding to these truncations are positive, selfadjoint, invertible and
bounded operators (the inverses are also bounded), although not uniformly
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on n. However the Haar multipliers Twin1 /2 will be uniformly bounded (by an
appropriate power of the [w] Ad) and for ¢ in the dense subspace of finite lin-

ear combinations of Haar functions we know that Til/ 29— T2 ’gin L*(R),
therefore by the uniform boundedness principle this holds for all f € L*(R)
and moreover the same uniform bound that works for the truncated Haar
multipliers will hold for the non-truncated Haar multipliers. We will prove
all estimates with bounds independent of the truncation parameter, then
take appropriate limits as n — oo. To ease the notation, we will not write
down the truncation parameter.

The following observation will be useful:

Lemma 5. Given w € A then the operator w259Dy"? s an 1sometry in
L3(R).

Proof. A direct calculation shows that

2
||w1/25'dD;1/2f||%2 / f hl | XI( )w($)dx
R

1€D mpw |I|

K f hf |2
Z = | Fll72w)
1D

Assuming (1.5), that is the inverse estimate for the square function,
we can now present a proof of Theorem 3. In fact we will show that both
estimates are equivalent.

Lemma 6 (Theorem 3 is equivalent to (1.5)). There ezists a constant C > 0
such that for all w € A4,

(4.3) 172Nl < Clulif 1 lla
if and only if there exists a constant C > 0 such that for all w € A%,
(4.4) 111220 < Cluellgy 15%F 22

Proof. (=) The first observation is that (4.4) is equivalent to showing

(4.5) 9l < Clullgy llw'/>S w™ gl 2(r).
Let g = Ti/*f, then f = (T/*)~1g = Di/*w="/2¢, and substitute into (4.3)
to get,

1/2
lgll2m < Clulyf DY 0w gl 2



816 M. C. PEREYRA

Now we use Lemma 5 to force the square function into the right hand side,

Clw ]1/2||w1/25«d 1/2D110/2w—1/2

||g||L2(R) g||L2(]R)

:c[WwwWSflﬂmm®

This is exactly what we wanted to prove.

(<) Let f = (T, 1/2) g, then g = T/ f = w'/2D,,""* f, substituting into (4.5)
we get

||T1};/2f||L2(R) < C[w]z/;Hw1/25w71/2w1/2D;1/2fHL2(R)
= Clu] W'D, f | 2wy
1/2
= Clulif I fll @)

Where we used the isometry in Lemma 5 for the last equality. |

We will now show how to deduce Theorem 1, and the Hukovic-Treil-
Volberg inequality (1.1) as simple corollaries of Theorem 3. Of course at
some point there should be a proof of either the Petermichl-Pott Theorem
or of Theorem 3 independent of each other, this was done in [33]. We will
present a generalization of their argument for the o-case in Section 6.

Corollary 1 (Theorem 1). Given w € A% then
T, 2 fll 2y < Clwlagll £l o)

Proof. A direct calculation for the adjoint, using the fact that mw my(w=1)
< [w] 44 shows that,

(T 2) Iy = D 1w ™2, ha) Pmgw

IeD
[w] g
—1/2 - 2
< Z | f hl m[<w51> )
IeD

= [w] s [(T2) f 132 )
< Clw ]Ag||f||L2(R)-

for the last inequality we used Theorem 3 applied to w™! instead of w, and
the fact that w € A¢ implies w™! € A¢ with the same A$-characteristic,
[w™1] ag = [w]g. This gives us the estimate for the adjoint, hence the same

estimate holds for the operator. |
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Corollary 2 (Hukovic-Treil-Volberg inequality (1.1)). Given w € A then

1S f | 2wy < Clw] agl [l 2 (w)-

Proof. The first observation is that what we want to prove is equivalent to
showing

w28 g 2wy < Clw agllgll L2wy-
We now estimate the left-hand side taking advantage of the isometry in
Lemma 5, and the linear estimate already proven for T, 2 i Corollary 1,

[w0"/25%0 ™2 g| 2y = [lw"/257 Dy "2 DY 2w 2g|| (s
= | D0 ?g| 12wy

= I(T3"%) gl 2y

< Clwlagllgllr2w)-
This is exactly what we wanted to prove. |

A few more observations are in order. First of all, we can verify that the
following equalities hold,

Hf”%?(w) = <wa7 f>7 HSdeiQ(w) = <Dwf7 f)

In the language of operators we can rephrase, as Petermichl and Pott did
in [33], the direct and inverse estimates for the square function as follows,

D, < C’[w]ig./\/lw, M, < c[w]Ang,

where it is understood that for two operators, A < B if and only if (Af, f) <
(Bf, f), for all f € L*(w). Theorem 3 or its equivalent formulation (4.2)
can also be restated in operator language,

D;l S C[W]AgM;1

In fact we have just shown that for this very special pair of operators, D,
and M, (positive, selfadjoint, invertible) that

M., < Clw]gD,, if and only if D' < Clw] 44 M,

This was the departure point in [33]. This statement always holds for
any pair of positive, self-adjoint and invertible operators. If the operators
commute this is trivial, if they don’t, like in our case, it requires a small
argument. This is a standard result in the theory of C*-algebras, see for
example [22, Thm 2.2.5]), for a proof using spectral theory, in particular the
Gelfand representation.
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5. Direct and inverse bounds for S¢ in L?(vdo)

In this section we will see that one can deduce Theorem 4, Theorem 5 and
Theorem 7 as corollaries of Theorem 6, following the same scheme as in
Section 4.

We will assume in this section that v € A%(do), and o is a doubling
measure.

Recall that for a doubling measure o, we define the o-dyadic square
function by

= (Z |A§-’f<x>|2)1/2 - (Z m f m;rf|2xf<x>>”2,

jez IeD
where the j-th o-difference is A7 = E7 ; — EY, and the o-expectation is
given by
E7 f(z) = /fda— rel eD,.

It is well known that Sff is bounded in L?*(vdo) if and only if v € As(do).
Let dpu = vdo, it is easy to check that

195 £ 2 = D w(D)lmi f = mEfI*
IeD
Given a doubling measure o, one can construct Haar functions {hJ }rep
that form an orthonormal basis in L?(do), sometimes called weighted Haar
system, see [8]. Such functions are step functions similar to the Haar func-
tions except that the weights on each half are different. More precisely,

hi(x) = a7, Xr, (z) — a7 x1_(z),

where af = J(I() ()I) I is the parent of I, and I* is the sibling of I. With

this choice, it is not hard to check that,
(5.1) A f(x) = (f,h9),h5(z) =mf —mif, welcCleD;

For du = vdo, we can now compute the L?(du)-norm of S¢f in terms of the
system {hJ}ep,

ISEF1I7 2y = Zu<f>|<f, h9) o he(ar)|?

Do), 400 1
—ZD( PR L NN

where x; denotes a point in [.
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But ¢ is doubling, and if we denote by D(o) its doubling constant, then
Do) < L) < D(0), and we conclude that

= a(I)
v o BDo(IT) | p(IM)o(]) -
D™ (o)mfv < Do) + (Do () < D(o)mFv.
Therefore
(52) D) > mv[{f,h])el® < 1S3 F T2 < D(0) > mivl(f,h)s|.
IeD IeD

Denote by (D?)~Y/2 the discrete multiplication, a possibly unbounded
operator densely defined to map h¢ into (mJv)~'/2hg.

Now we can reproduce almost verbatim what we did in Section 4. Esti-
mate (5.2) applied to (DZ)~Y2f implies the analogue of Lemma 5 in this
context, namely

Lemma 7. Let v € Ay(do) then
Do) fllzzao) < I 72S3(D7) 2 Fllr2gaoy < D)1 f Nl 2o

The corollaries and their proofs are very similar to the corresponding
ones we did in Section 4 (we omit their proofs), modulo the appearance
of a dependence of constants on the doubling constant of o each time we
use Lemma 7, and each time we use Theorem 6, in particular the precise
estimate (6.1) to be proved in Section 6. We obtain the following direct and
inverse estimates for S¢ in L*(vdo),

Corollary 3 (Theorem 4). Given o a doubling measure, v € A%(do) then
there exists a constant C > 0, independent of v and o, such that for all

f € L*(vdo),
(5.3) 1S5 £l z2wdoy < CD*(0) [V] g |1 £l 220

Corollary 4 (Theorem 5). Given o a doubling measure, v € A%(do) then
there exists a constant C > 0, independent of v and o, such that for all

f € L*(vdo),

1/2
(54) ||f||L2(’UdO') < CD2(U) ['U]A/g(da)||Sccrlf||L2(vdU)-

Both for the direct and the inverse estimates the constants depend not
only on the A4(do) characteristic of the weight v (at the rates advertised in
Theorem 4 and Theorem 5), but also on D(¢). The dependence on D(o)
comes from Theorem 6, more precisely (6.1) (responsible for a power 3/2 in
both estimates) and from Lemma 7 (responsible for a power 1/2 in both esti-
mates). An intermediate estimate needed to get Corollary 3 is the following
estimate, which also follows almost verbatim the proof of Corollary 1.
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Corollary 5 (Theorem 7). Given o a doubling measure, v € A%(do) then
there exists a constant C > 0, independent of v and o, such that for all

f e L3(do),
||(T5)_1/2f||L2(da) < CD3/2(U)[U]Ag(dU)||f||L2(da)-

Notice also that if we specialize to the case do = wdz and v = w™!

, and

remember that [w™!] Ad(wde) = [w]?%Hg, we obtain the following direct and
inverse estimates for S¢ in L?(R),

(5.5) 1S5 2 < CD*(w) [W]gg |l fll o)

(5.6) 1Fllz2@ < CD*(w) [w]pugllSifll2@)

In both cases the constants depend on D(w). Note that in Section 3 we got
linear dependence on the doubling constant for the direct estimate of S,
whereas the argument just presented yields the larger quadratic power.

6. Sharp bounds for (77)!/?

In this section we will prove an estimate of the form
o 1/2
(6.1) ITY2 fll i) < CD2(0) )i 1l 2o

Note that the dependence on the Ay(do)-characteristic of v is like a square
root, and the dependence on the dyadic doubling constant of o is like a
power 3/2.

Proof of Theorem 6. Suffices to prove the following estimate

(6.2) Y 1 (£, hT)el* < CD*(0) V] agao) | 1220 1)

TeD m{(v)

Notice that the left hand side of (6.2) is ||(72/%)* (v 71/2]0)”1:2((10 , and that
||f||L2 (o-1do) ||’U71/2f||L2 (do)- S0 (6.2) is equivalent to the square root
estimate (6.1) for T, Estimate (6.2) is exactly what was proved in [33]

for the case do = dx and v = w, and we will follow their proof very closely.
The weighted Haar system {h};ep satisfies the following identity,

hr = Orht +7x1,

mi (do)mr_(do) Adohp)
my(do) [I|my(do)*

The same holds for another doubling measure u,

where 67 = ,and 77 =
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Combining these two we can obtain a similar relation between h¢ and hf
when dy = vdo, namely

(6.3) h = 670y + 477 X1,

where

s \/mm)mfz(m e (0,
vo _ [TE 0T (V)

- mi(w) T T a(Dmg(v)

Switching in (6.2) to the weighted Haar system {h%};ep, which is an
orthonormal basis in L?(du), where du = vdo, the left hand side becomes,

SO (R X = (1) + (D) + (I,

= mi)

where

1
(1) =Y — I8 PSP,

tep "M (v)
(1) = " G0 WY o s X1
TeD I(U)
1
II]) = v.o)2 o 2,
( ) ;m?(v)h/I | |<faXI> |

The following estimates will hold:
(6.4) (I) < CD()IflZ20-140):
(6.5) (I1I) < CD*0)[v)ag(ao) I/ 12200140y -

With those estimates in hand, we can control the second term by Cauchy-
Schwarz,

(D] < VIDVTTT) < CD*)[e] L2 1 1 a0 100

All together these imply,

1 v,0 v,0
Z m(v) [(f, 077 h] + 77 x1)e|” < CD3<O-)[U]A§(dcr)||fH%2(v*1da)'
IeD

Which is what we wanted to prove. |

The first estimate (6.4) is not difficult, it is in estimating term (/11),
inequality (6.5), where we will have to prove a Carleson’s Lemma. To esti-
mate term (/11) we will follow the scheme described in Section 3: first prove
a Sawyer’s estimate which boils down to finding exactly the same Bellman
function we found before, second we will need a weight lemma to jump-start
properly the Sawyer’s estimate, this time such lemma is not trivial.



822 M. C. PEREYRA

6.1. Estimate for term (/)
Proof of estimate (/). Note that

07717 mg, (v)m7 (v)

mi(v)  mi(v)mi(v) ’
and that
o(ly) o(l-) o(ly) | o(l-)
o — o g =1.
ml(v) 0_([) mI+(v) + 0_([) ml,(v)a 0_([) O'(I)
Denote by s = JU((II*)), which will be uniformly bounded away from 1 and 0

because ¢ is dyadic doubling, more precisely, ¢ < s,1 —s < 1 — ¢, for
0 <e= D(c)"! <1/2. The geometric-arithmetic inequality implies that,

z 7 71 m9(v Mm"v
YL m](0) S o (0) <\ S mi )

Therefore, for dy = vdo,

(1) < 2O S5 w2 = 2O S 1 2

2 2
IeD I€D
D(o), _ D(o)
= 22 Pz = =5 21 s
Which is what we wanted to prove. |

6.2. Estimate for term (/71])

We are trying to show the following Lemma, which can be thought as a
Carleson’s Embedding Lemma after noticing that (f, x7) = o({)mJf.

Lemma 8. If v € A%(do), and o is a doubling dyadic measure, then there
exists a constant C' > 0, independent of o and v, such that for all f €
L*(vdo),

(I oo o
ST g (52 < CD0) o] agiao 1110

= mi(v)

To prove this Carleson’s Embedding Lemma, it will suffice to prove a
Sawyer’s Estimate, and a Weight Lemma to jump-start it with the right
constant. This was exactly the scheme followed in the proof of Lemma 2
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Lemma 9 (o-Sawyer’s Estimate). Given a dyadic doubling measure o, QQ >0,
and a sequence of positive numbers {\;}rep. Suppose that for all dyadic in-
tervals J

Z Img (v)*Ar < Qm3(v),

I eD(J)
then 1
o7y 2 mEDPA < 4Qm(f*™)
1€D())

Lemma 10 (Weight Lemma). If v € Al(do), and o is a doubling dyadic
measure, then

1 |<v hg>0| 3 a
er;n Ty = BP0 laganmi(v)

This Weight Lemma is known to hold in the case do = dx, a proof can
be found in [37], and it is a refinement of Buckley’s characterization of A4
by summation conditions, in the case the weight is in the subset A%, see [5]

We will prove the o-Sawyer’s Estimate (Lemma 9) in Section 6.3, and
the Weight Lemma (Lemma 10) in Section 6.4.

Proof of Lemma 8. Apply o-Sawyer’s Estimate (Lemma 9 ) with @ =
18D3(U)[w]Ag(dJ) > 0, and
V,0 |2 hO’ 2
y = A E D
mg(v) (m3(v))
By Weight Lemma 10, the hypothesis of o-Sawyer’s Estimate are satisfied,
namely,

i L b, P
0 2, MO =50 2 )

my
IeD IeD(J)
< 18D%(0) 0] ag(aoym3 (v)
< Qm(v).

Therefore the conclusion of o-Sawyer’s Estimate holds, namely, for each

J €D,

7 &, P = S 2 g Pl ()

IED 1eD

§72D3(0‘)[U]Ag(da)ﬁ /J ()oY () do.

Cancel o(J) and let J grow to [0,00) and to (—o0,0]. Finally add both
estimates to obtain Lemma 8 with C' = 72. |
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6.3. o-Sawyer’s Estimate

Proof of Lemma 9. Let us write o-Sawyer’s estimate in term of Lebesgue
averages, the hypothesis (or Carleson condition) now reads,

1
(6.6) Wi >

1€D(J)

my(vdo)|?

W Ar < Qmy(vdo),

and the conclusion will now read,

1
(6.7) i >

1eD(J)

my(fdo)|?

1 (do) A1 <4Qmy(f*v o),

where here m;(do) :=o(I)/|I|, m;(fdo) : =0 L[, fdo.

Notice that if do = wdx and v = w, then this is exactly Lemma 3 (our
first Sawyer’s Estimate), for which we have a Bellman function. In fact,
we proved in Section 3.2 that there exists a real-valued function of 5 vari-
ables, B(s) = B(z,y,w,v, M) whose domain D is given by those s =
(z,y,w,v, M) € R® such that

ry,w,o,M>0, M<wv, y*<azv;
whose range is given by 0 < B(s) < z, s € D, and such that the following

convexity property holds: for all s,s € D such that s— # =(0,0,0,0, @)
then

B(sy)+ B(s_) _ 1 /y\2
— > (2) a.
B(s) 2 = 4( ) «
Fix a dyadic interval I. Let sy = (zr, yr, wr, vr, Mp), where z;=m;(f*v~1do),
yr = my(fdo), wy = my(do), v = ms(vdo), and

11 mK(vda))2
M[ = —== <7 )\K-
a2, Lt
Clearly for each J € D, sy belongs to the domain, these are all positive quan-
tities, My < vy is the hypothesis of Lemma 9, and y% < z;v; is nothing
more than Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. Let now sy = sy, € D. By defini-

2
tion, sy — SJ*;SJ* =(0,0,0,0, ay), where oy = == (m"(”d")) AJ.

QU \ my(do)
Hence, B(sy) < my(f*v~1do), and since the convexity property holds,

B (Y (),
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Iterating, we obtain that

(i),

2 -1 1
my(fv""do) > Q|J| Z (o)

IeD(J)

And we are done proving Sawyer’s estimate. |

6.4. Weight Lemma

Janine Wittwer proved Lemma 10 in the case do = dx, her proof uses Buck-
ley’s characterization of weights by summation conditions [5], Gehring’s self-
improvement theorem [15], Holder’s inequality, see [37]. There is a proof also
using Bellman functions (although we have not been able to find a full refe-
rence, but modifications of other proofs lead to it). We will adapt the later
for dyadic doubling positive measures 0. We present a Bellman function
that gives the linear bound C¢[v]a,(40), Where € is the dyadic doubling con-
stant of 0. The Bellman function that gives linear dependence in the case
do = dx has been kindly provided by F. Nazarov (23], a small variation of
it works for the doubling measure case.

Proof of Lemma 10. Fix 0 < € < 1/2. Define the domain
Dg = {(u,v) € RZ : 1 <uv < Q}.

Suppose we can find a function of two variables B(u,v) defined on Dy,
such that

(i) 0 < B(u,v) < Qu for all (u,v) € Dg,

(27) if for all triplets (u,v), (ux,vy) € Dg such that v = suy + (1 — s)u_
and v = svy + (1 — s)v_ where € < s < 1 — ¢, then the following
convexity condition holds for all such s, with C, > 0,

AgB(u,v) = B(u,v) — sB(uy,vy) — (1 —s)B(u_,v_)
(6.8) > CS@-

Then the lemma will be proved with bound Ce[w]sg(4r)-

Let vy = mJv, uy = m§(v™'), and vy = vy, v_ = vy, similarly for u..
Let () = [0]ad(4o), then (UI,UI) (ui,vi) € Dg. For each I € D, let s =
sy = C;((IIT)) (note that 1 — s = (1 ) then the dyadic doubling condition

on ¢ implies that there is an 0 < ¢ < 1/2 such that ¢ < 5,1 —s < 1 — ¢,
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such € is nothing more than the reciprocal of D(c), the doubling constant
of 0. Fix J € D, by the convexity and the range conditions (i) and (ii), we
conclude that

o(J)QmIv > o(J)B(uy,vy)

o _ T .2
> 0(T)ssBlusv) + 0 (J)(1 = ) Blugvy) + €1 1080 —T50]

a(J)

ag
m;jv

a(J).

1 |m3rv - m§l1)|2

= O-(JT)B(UJT‘7UJT‘) + U(Jl)B(qu’ le) + Ce_ P
va

The last equality because by definition of s, o(J)s; = o(J,.), o(J)(1—s,) =
o(J;). We can now iterate, to conclude that

[mf,v — mf vl

a(J)QmIv > C* Z ~ o(I).
IeD(J) mpv
The last thing to notice is that
o U(IT’)U<Il) o o o o
(v, h7)o|* = W“’lhv - mllv|2 < o(I)|lmf v —mjv ’.

All together these imply that

1 hUUQ
Z |<U7 I) | SCeQm§U7

U(J) IeD(J) m?v

which is exactly what we wanted to prove: a linear bound multiplied by a
positive constant C' = C, > 0 depending only on €, the reciprocal of D(o),
the dyadic doubling constant of o.

All these will work provided we can construct the function B(u,v) with
the desired properties. |

Here is such a function (a small variation over the corresponding function
when do = dz that was provided by Nazarov in [23]),

(6.9) B(u,v) = Qv — % - %vln(uv).

Let 0 < € < 1/2. Define the domain

D.g = {(u,v) S Ri 1 <uw < 36’1Q}.
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Lemma 11. The function B given by (6.9) is defined on D, g, 0 < B(u,v) <
Qu, for all (u,v) € Dq, and satisfies the following differential inequality
m DQQ,

2¢ |dv|?

—d*B(u,v) > 5 o

Furthermore these imply the convezity condition (6.8) on D¢ with constant
Ce =3 = 18D(w)?.

Proof. By definition (6.9) it is clear that
B(u,v) < Qu.

The fact that B(u,v) > 0 is nothing more than a calculus exercise, which
we now describe,

u uv

B(u,v) = Qu — Q_ %vln(uv) =0 (Q— @ _ glnm)) :

Suffices to show that the function f(z) = Q (1 — %) — ¢ Inx is positive for
1 <2 < 3¢!'Q. One can check that in that range f’(x) > 0, therefore f is
an increasing function, hence f(z) > f(1) = 0, and we are done.

A direct computation of the Hessian of B for all (u,v) € D, g, shows
that,

2¢ |dv|? (@—Ei el )(du)
_dQB__—: d dv u3 . 3 u? . 3uE >0
A S e SIAC
Hence 2
d’B > 2e|dv] ,

as we wanted to show.
As for the convexity condition (6.8) on Dg, it is a calculus exercise to
check that
(6.10)
AsB(u,v) = — /

—14s

(s(1—s)+st)b"(t)dt — /0 (s(1—s)—(1—s)t)b"(t)dt,
where b(t) = B(u(t),v(t)), and

u(t) = (s —t)uy + (1—3))u_,
v(t) = (s —t)vy + (1—3))v_.

Notice that v(0) = v, v(—1+s) = vy, v(s) = v_, and dv = v_ —wv,; similarly
for u(t). Furthermore, if (u,v), (us,vs) € Dg, then (u(t),v(t)) € Do for

(t+
(t+
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all =1+s <t <s. The convexity of the lower boundary of the domain gives
the lower estimate 1 < wu(t)v(t). It is not hard to check that vy < e lv,
similarly ux < e 'u (remember 0 < € < 1/2), therefore, v(t) < ¢ 'v and
u(t) < e tu, which in turn implies u(t)v(t) < e ?uv < € 2Q. however this is
not sufficient to be in the domain, doing more carefully the estimate we get
that u(t)v(t) < 3¢ Q. Here are the details: uv = s*u v + (1 —s)*u_v_ +
s(1 —s)(upv— + u_vy), thus,

UV s 1—s
s(l—s) 1—s =~ °©

(6.11) UU_ +u_vg = U_v_.

Similarly, setting a = s —¢, 0 < o < 1, and using (6.11), we get

u(t)v(t) = Puyvy + (1 —a)?u_v_ +a(l —a)(uyv- +u_vy)
_d=t, A, el
1—s s s(1 —s)

Notice that the third summand is always positive and bounded above by
2¢71Q (by hypothesis uv < @Q and s(1 — s) > €/2). The sign of the first
two summands is dictated by the sign of ¢, and one is always positive while
the other is negative. Dropping the negative term, and observing that the
positive term is always bounded by (), we conclude that for all —1+s <t < s,
u(t)v(t) < (2t +1)Q < 3¢71Q, as claimed.

So we are entitled to integrate b”(¢) fromt = -1+ s to t = s.

Finally notice that since u”(t) = v"(t) = 0 then

2¢ |dv[* _ 2€* vy —v_|?
> = il b I
90t T 9 v
Therefore, if we now integrate according to (6.10) and use the lower

bound just found for —b"(t), we obtain

2¢2 vy —v_|?s(1 —s)

V() = —d®B(u(t), v(t)) > 0.

AgB(u,v) > 5 5
v
> §|U+ —v|?
- 18 v

In the second inequality @ is nothing more than the area under the tri-

angle with base the interval [—1+ s, s] and height s(1 —s), which is bounded
from below by €/2. [ |

This argument provides an operator bound for (7.9)'/? of the order

D3/ 2(0)[@]114/22( 4oy The square root dependence on the Ay(do) characteristic
of v is optimal, one could try to verify whether the 3/2 power dependence on
the doubling constant of o can be improved or not, but we will not pursue

this issue further in this paper.
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7. Sharpness of the bounds for 7,

F. Nazarov, in a personal communication [23], observed that one can ap-
proach the problem of the boundedness of T, in L*(R) using a Bellman
function argument directly on the adjoint problem.

Lemma 12. Suppose there is a function B = B(z,y,w,v) defined on the
domain

D={s=(z,y,w,v) eR} : ¢y <wv, v’ <v<Quw},
where () > 1, such that, for some M > 0,
(i) 0 < B(s) < Mx for all s = (x,y,w,v) € D.

(11) Convexity: for all sg,s+ € D such that sg = S*;S* , then

AB = Blsy) — <B<S+> +B<s_>> - (g)

2 w

where Ay = H55=

Then )
<wf, h1> -1 2
o < c M| fllz2m)-

H(Tw)*fH%Q(]R) = Z

1eD

Proof. We can deduce boundedness of T,, in L*(R) from this lemma by
the same type of arguments we have presented in the previous sections.
Consider the function whose existence is claimed in Lemma 12. For I € D,
f € L*(R), w € RHY with RHZ-characteristic Q). Let sy = (zr, yr, wr,vr),
where x; = mr(f?), yr = mi(fw), wy = mpw, and vy = my(w?), then
st € D. Denote sy, = sy, s;_ = sy, then s;, € D and sy = SI*;SI*. Fix
J € D, iterating over the convexity condition (i7) we conclude that,

D3

1eD(J)

<’LUf, hI)

mrw

2
1
§clMxJ:clM—/|f(x)|2d:c.
1)

Cancel |J], let J grow to [0,00) and to (—o0, 0], and add the estimates

to obtain )
Z <wfa h[>

—1 2
W <c M| fllzzm)-
IeD |




830 M. C. PEREYRA

Note that if w is dyadic doubling, all we need is the convexity condi-

tion (77) to hold for those triplets sg, s+ in D such that sg = ﬂ and such
that
(7.1) w< e 'min{w,,w_}, for e'=D(w).

When w € RH¢ and dyadic doubling, we can find B like in Lemma 12
with ¢ !M ~ e72Q* = D?(w)[w ]RHd, because we proved in Section 3 that

[yal® )< CD?*(w)[w ];HngHLQ(R If we can show that there is no Bell-

man functlon with ¢ M growing slower than Q* then this will show that
the quartic bound [w]?} R is optimal. There are reasons to believe the dyadic
doubling constant of w should not be in the estimate, since the boundedness
of T,, requires only w € RH¢ and not the dyadic doubling condition, see [17].
However, all the arguments presented in this paper require at some point or
another the use of the doubling conditions.

To find a Bellman function one reduces the convexity condition (i7) to
an infinitesimal condition.

Lemma 13. If we can find a function B such that the range condition (i)
holds and the following infinitesimal condition holds,

(i) —d*B>¢ (@)’

w

on the larger domain
De={s=(z,y,w,0) e R} : y* < av, v’ <v<e Q.

Then convezity condition (ii) will hold for those triplets so, s+ in D, such

that so = == and such that wy < e ' min {w,, w_},

Proof of Lemma 13. The fact that the differential condition (ii") holds
on the larger domain implies now that condition (i7) holds by the usual
integration argument. Parametrize the segment joining s, and s_ by

1-1 141

St + s_, for—-1<t<t,
2 T2 - =

So (t) =

note that s(1) = sy, s(—1) = s_, and 5(0) = 8o, & = Ay = XY= similarly

for 2 = Aw, and w(t) = wo + tAw.

AQB:—/ll(l—M)dQB( () dt > ¢ (ig) /t%dt
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The right-hand-side integral can be computed explicitly and is identical to
2
f(22), where f(z) = — =) The function f(z) > 1for 0 < z < 1, and

wo 2
by doubling = = fu—’” is bounded away from 1, in fact, 2% < 1 — ¢/2. This
. 0 . .. wO
argument gives a constant ¢ = ¢ in (ii).

The larger domain will guarantee that if
so,8+ € D and wy < e ! min {w,,w_}

then

s(t) = %[(1 + )8y +(1—t)s ] €D, forallte[1,1]

Thus the integration argument just described can be carried away.

In the application the parameter 0 < e < 1/2 will be the reciprocal of
D(w). We will sketch the argument so that the appearance of the larger
domain and its dependence on € become clear.

The non-convexity of the domain D is an issue only for the variables
v and w. We will concentrate on them, consider in the (w,v)-plane the
closed region D' in the first quadrant trapped between the parabolas v = w?
and v = Q*w?. Without loss of generality, assume w, < w_, and assume
that the points (w;,vy) and (wg,vg) are on the graph of the parabola v =
Q*w?, where wy = 5= and vy = U*;U*, and by hypothesis the point
(w_,v_) is inside D’. With these choices, the segment L_ joining (w_,v_)
and (wo, vg) must be completely inside the region D’, and the segment L
joining (w,,vy) and (wg, vg) must lie completely outside D’. Our job is to
find 6 > 0 such that the segment L, lies completely inside Dj, where Dj
is the region in the (w,v)-plane trapped between the parabolas v = w? and
v = 6 *Q*w?. Notice that at the origin, all three parabolas have horizontal
tangent, so if we choose (w., v, ) arbitrarily close to the origin, independently
of (wg, vg) , then no § will do the job. However, that scenario can be ruled out
if we take advantage of the additional constraint (7.1) imposed on wp, wx.
In fact, given 0 < w,, then wy < e tw,. With that information at hand,

we can now explicitly calculate and bound the slope m of the segment L,

Qg

Wy — W4

= Q*(wo +wy) < (71 + DQ%wy < 267 Q%wy.

We can also calculate the slope mg of the tangent line to the graph of v =
6 1Q*w?, at the point (wy,d 'Q*w?), namely, ms = 26 'Q*w,.. If we now
choose 0 = ¢, we conclude that m < m,, and this is sufficient to guarantee
that the segment L, lies completely inside D! (the reader is encouraged to
draw her own picture illustrating what we just described in words). Now
the integration argument can be carried out safely. |
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7.1. Reducing the number of variables

A nice trick that we learned from F. Nazarov [23], together with obvious
homogeneity considerations allows to restrict ourselves to functions of certain
type, more precisely,

Lemma 14. If B is a Bellman function satisfying the range and convexity
properties (i) and (it) on D, then there is a function B of the form

(7.2) B(z,y, w,v) = Mz — %2¢ (%)

where 1 : [Q71, 1] — R is a non-negative function, that is also a Bellman
function satisfying the same range and convexity properties (i) and (ii) on D
with the same constant M. Furthermore, the function v is bounded by M,
namely

(7.3) M > max ¢(u)>0.

Q-1<u<1

If we denote —%w(%) by U(y,w,v), then ¥ must satisfy the same con-

vexity condition as B and B do, namely, for all s = (x,y,w,v),s4 =
(T4, Y+, ws,v4) € D, such that s = %,

(7.4) Ay, w,v) > (%)

w

Y+ Y-

5, and

where Ay =

A2V (y, w,v) == V(y, w,v) — <\If(y+,w+,v+) + \I’(y_,w_’v_)) |

2

If we can locate a function 1 : [Q71, 1] — R, such that 0 < ¢p < M,
and if V(y, w,v) := —%@D (%) satisfies condition (7.4) in the appropriate
domain then the function B(z,y,w,v) = Mz + V(y,w,v) defined on D is a
Bellman function satisfying conditions (i) and (ii) with ¢ = 1.

If the function 1 is twice differentiable, then we can replace the convexity
condition (7.4) by the following infinitesimal condition on the larger domain

[VeQ™,1]

(7.5) — U (y, w,v) = d {%Z;b (\%)} > ()
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Proof of Lemma 14. Let B be the true Bellman function for the problem.
Assume that M is a constant such that B(z,y,w,v) < Mz. Since multipli-
cation of the function and the weight by a positive constant changes nothing
in the problem, the function B must obey the following homogeneity rule,

B(a?z, afy, pw, f*v) = o*B(x, y, w,v), for all o, > 0.

Notice that the domain remains invariant under the above scaling, that is,
(z,y,w,v) € D if and only if (o?z, aBy, fw, *v) € D for all o, 3 > 0.

Now consider the function of 3 variables, defined for all triplets (y, w, v) €
R? such that there exists « > 0 such that (z,y,w,v) € D,

U(y,w,v) = sup  [B(z,y,w,v)— Mz

{z: (z,y,wv)eD}
Note that ¥(y,w,v) <0, and for any x such that (z,y,w,v) € D, we have
Mz +V(y,w,v) > Mx + B(z,y,w,v) — Mx = B(z,y,w,v) > 0.
Note also that for all o, 5 > 0,

U(aBy, fw, f%v) = *V(y,w,v)

(this follows almost immediately from the corresponding property of B) and,

therefore, (using a = 7”, g = %)

for some non-negative function . So, if we could show that U satisfies the
same finite difference inequality as B, then

2

(5 w.0) = M4 Wlyw0) = Mo = L (22)
would be another Bellman type function yielding the same constant M as
the original Bellman function B. Consider any three triples in the domain
of definition of W such that

1

(y,w,v) = 5[(‘7;,,11},,1]7) + (y+,w+,v+)]

By definition of ¥ as a supremum, given § > 0 we can always choose x, so
that (z4,y+, w4, vy) are in the domain D and

U(yp, we,vy) < (149) [B(xs, Yo, we,ve) — May].
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Since the function (y,v) — % is convex, the point  := L{z_ + x| satisfies

T > % and, (x,y,w,v) € D, therefore, by the definitions of ¥, z, and the
dyadic convexity of B, for all § > 0,

U(y,w,v) > B(x,y,w,v)— Mz
> (i)%y + %[B(x_,y_,w_,v_) — Mzx_]
+ %[B(x+,y+,w+, vy) — May]
> B0 U iy o) + W)
Let 6 — 0, then
U(y,w,v) > (iy2)2 + %[\If(y,w,v) + (Y, e, v4)]-

So, indeed, W satisfies the same convexity condition as B and we are done. ll

7.2. Non-existence of certain Bellman function

To prove that the estimate obtained so far is sharp (in terms of its depen-
dence in @), it is enough to show that there cannot exist a non-negative
function B(z,y,w,v) of the form (7.2) that is bounded from above by
o(Q")x and such that it satisfies the convexity property (i) in the domain
w? < v < Q*w?, y* < xv. Thus, it is enough to show that condition (7.4) is
incompatible with 0 < ¢ < o(Q*). We will show here that when 1) is twice
differentiable on [\/eQ™!, 1], then the infinitesimal convexity condition (7.5)
on the larger domain is incompatible with 0 < 1) < o(Q%).

Lemma 15. There does not exist a function v € C*([\/eQ™,1] such that
0 < <o(Q*) and (7.5) hold on [\/eQ™1, 1].

Proof . We will first explicitely calculate the Hessian matrix of ¥, and
reduce condition (7.5) to verifying the positive definiteness of a three by
three matrix parametrized by u € [\/eQ™!, 1], with entries depending on 1,
" and 9",

As F. Nazarov said: “A nice thing is that we have here only one variable
u = = A bad thing is that we have a 3 x 3 rather than 2 X 2 matriz.
Fortunately, the matriz turns out to be fairly nice and easy to analyze though

the computations are somewhat boring.”
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Denoting yU—Qw (%) by U(y,w,v) (notice that in ¥ denoted —W), we find

2y
v, =—
Yo
2 2
g, — Vv,
Y2 2 5/2
2
vy
U, =—-¢
and, therefore
2 2 2 7 2 1 2,,2
Wy = 59 Voo = 5+ 1 5my + 50y
2 3 2 1 92
Uy = =250 — Sy Vo = =5 550" — 54594"
2
\ijw = U3/2w Vo = Z—ﬂﬁ//
Condition (7.5) means that the matrix
2 1
;w_ w2 ) iﬁ v5/2w, ) v3/2wl )
2 2 7 1 3 1
- 'Qb v5/2¢/ ULS 437}12}¢/ ) 4yUZ} 1/// 51};/21// - 5%—31”1//'
v3/2 1// vo/2 @b/ - _M@D// 2 @b//

must be non-negative definite in the domain.

Multiplying the first row and column by w, the second row and column
’US 2

by e and the third row and column by %, we get the matrix in the variable
u, where u? = w?/v.

2uY) — 1 —2utp — u?Y 2ua)’
—QU’QD _ ’LL277D/ 2¢ + £u¢/ + iu2¢// _%¢/ _ %uw//
2u¢/ _% I %uw// 1/)//

Now add wu/2 times the third row to the second row and then u/2 times the
third column to the second column. We get the matrix

Y —1 —2uwp 2y
—2up 2 quy’ =5
2 ,(/)/ _ % ¢/ ¢//
Now add w times the second row to the first row and then w times the second
column to the first column. We obtain the matrix

iUSwl -1 }Iu2wl %uw/
(7.6) A(u) = i 20+ tuwy =3y
%u¢/ _%w/ ¢//
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At this point to verify that a function B given by (7.2) is a Bellman
function for the problem all we need to do is verify that the given function
Y(u) € C*H([VeQ1,1]), 0 < maxg-1<,<1 ¥(u) < M, and the matrix A(u)
is positive definite for each u in [\/eQ~1, 1]. This is equivalent to verifying
that det A(u) > 0, and the 2 x 2 submatrix

_ lu3wl -1 luw/)
Al(u) - (4 %uw/ 2w//

must be itself positive definite for all \/eQ~! < u < 1. The matrix A; is
positive definite if and only if ¢”(u) > 0 and det A; = ¢" (2uPy' —1) —
U () > 0.

To show that there is no twice differentiable function ¢ such that 0 <
¥ < o(Q%), and the above matrix A is positive definite, we will proceed by
contrapositive. If such function 9 existed, then the 2 x 2 submatrix A; of
A must be itself positive definite for all \/eQ™! < u < 1. Looking at A,
we see that we must have ¢” > 0, moreover, ¢'(u) > 4u~3, and (from the
determinant condition)

(7.7) u”(u) > 1 (u).

Note that since ¥”(u) > 0 implies that ¢ is increasing, a lower bound for 1’
must be attained at u = \/eQ ™!, therefore ¢/(u) > ¢/'(\/eQ™') > 4e3/2Q3.

, /
Furthermore the differential inequality (7.7) can be rewritten as (#) > 0,

which implies that the function @ is increasing and it attains its lower
bound at u = /eQ !, hence ¢'(u) > 4e Q% on [/eQ',1]. From here we
can see that v itself must be of order at least Q* for large () and we are
done. More precisely, integrating the inequality from y/eQ~! to 1, and using
the fundamental theorem of calculus, we get

d(u) = Y(u) = P(VeQ™) = 2¢77Q (u? — eQ7?).

That is, jg’& > 2u? — 2eQ2, and letting now ) — oo we reach a contra-

diction that 2u? < 0 since we assumed ¥(u) = o(Q*). [ ]

This trick is used to show that, though the function 4(x — in—2M) is not
the true Bellman function for the Carleson embedding theorem, the constant
it yields is the best possible [26]. The method of reducing the number of
variables for the Bellman function is Burkholder’s idea from his paper [6],

as it is clearly stated in [26].
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8. Concluding Remarks

One can deduce LP(w) results for the square function S¢ by “sharp extra-
polation” techniques as described in [12]. For 1 < p < 2 the operator norm
is of the order [w]z/;p_l) and this is optimal [12, Sec 4.1]. However for p > 2
the linear results obtained by extrapolation in [12] are not optimal. Sharper
results have been obtained by Lerner [18, 19]. The optimal rate of growth
for S on LP(w), p > 2 with respect to [w]4, characteristic is not known yet.
We expect similar bound for S, on LP(vdo) extrapolated form the L?(vdo)
norms obtained in this paper. This will be discussed in a future paper.

Theorems 4, 5, 6 and 7, are optimal in the sense that we will not find
a better bound that will work for ALL positive doubling measures o, and
weights v € A$(do), because it will mean that it will work for the particular
case do = dz, v = w, for which we have shown no better bound exists.

Lemma 9 (o-Sawyer’s Estimate) was proved using a Bellman function
argument. The Bellman function that worked for Lemma 3 (a Sawyer’s
Estimate in the case do = wdz and v = w™!) worked as well for Lemma 9
in a slightly larger domain. Similarly in the proof of the Weight Lemma 10
the Bellman function needed was the same that worked for the lemma in
the case do = dx, which was known to exist because the lemma was known
to hold in that case. In both cases, once we had a Bellman function for one
case, we could use it for the other, provided we could define it on a slightly
larger domain (deformation of the domain or the function dictated by the
doubling constant of o).

The question now is, how far can the following principle be pushed: Given
any theorem for the Lebesgue measure dx that allows for a Bellman function
proof “in principle” (that is regardless of the proof having been obtained
by Bellman functions or completely different methods, the fact that the
theorem is true guarantees the existence of a Bellman function with certain
properties: even if we do not have an explicit formula for such function, we
know it exists) then the proof should be generalizable, in a way similar to
how we have done it here for some particular examples, to the case of the
doubling measure do.
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