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ABSTRACT. In this paper, we continue the study of John-Nirenberg theorems
for BMO/Lipschitz spaces in the noncommutative martingale setting. As con-
jectured from the classical case, a desired noncommutative “stopping time”
argument was discovered to obtain the distribution function inequality form
of John-Nirenberg theorem. This not only provides another approach without
using duality and interpolation to the results for spaces bmo®(M) and Ag(M),
but also allows us to find the desired version of John-Nirenberg inequalities
for spaces BMO®(M) and LG (M). And thus we solve two open questions
after [8, 4]. As an application, we show that Lipschitz space is also the dual
space of noncommutative Hardy space defined via symmetric atoms. Finally,
our results for C% (M) as well as the approach seem new even going back to
the classical setting.

1. Introduction

The purpose of this paper is to study the John-Nirenberg theorems of noncom-
mutative column BMO and Lipschitz martingales. In the seminal paper [24], Pisier
and Xu introduced the noncommutative martingale framework and established the
noncommutative Burkholder-Gundy inequalities and Fefferman-Stein duality theo-
rem between Hardy and BMO spaces. Later on, Junge [12] made a breakthough
on noncommutative Doob’s maximal inequality. Based on the two fundamental
papers, the theory of noncommutative martingales has been rapidly developed. We
refer the reader to [14, 15] for noncommutative Burkholder/Rosenthal inequalities
and ergodic theorems, to [21, 23] for the noncommutative Gundy and Davis decom-
positions, to [25, 26| for noncommutative martingale transform and conditioned
square functions, to [9, 10, 11] and the references therein for noncommutative
differential subordinates and good-A inequalities. We should also mention another
two works directly related with the objectives of this paper, which are the John-
Nirenberg theorems for noncommutative martingale BMO spaces by Mei and the
first author [8] (see also [3, 16]) and the atomic decomposition for Hardy spaces
with small exponents by Chen, Randrianantoanina and Xu [4] (see also [2]).
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Let M be a von Neumann algebra with a normal faithful tracial state 7. Let
(My,)n>1 be an increasing sequence of von Neumann subalgebras of M such that the
union of M,,’s is w*-dense in M and &,,’s be the associated conditional expectations.
A sequence (z,,)n>1 is called a L,-martingale if =, € L,(M) and &, (zn+1) = =p
for each n > 1. The column space BMO(M) is defined to be subset of Lo(M)
(or equivalently Lo-martingales) with

1
|2l smoe = sup [|Enla — En—1(2) |5 < o0;
n>1

The mixture space is then defined as
BMO(M) = {I S LQ(M) : ”IHBMO < OO}
with
[zlBrmo = max{|[z|Bmoe, |7 BMmo- }

Keeping in mind that the classical method based on the distribution function in-
equalities is very difficult to be adapted to the noncommutative setting due to the
noncommutativity of operator product and the lack of an efficient analogue of the
notion of stopping times, motivated by [16], Mei and the first author in [8] proved

the John-Nirenberg theorem for BMO(M) starting with the following form: for
0 < p < oo, we have

a, zllsmo < PBy(x) < Byllzlsmo, (1.1)

where
e

(1(e))/P I (T(e(;)l/p (@ —2p-1)lp}-
(1.2)

PB,(x) =sup sup max{[[(x —zp_1)
n ecP(My)

Here P(M) denotes the lattice of projections of M,, and the two constants «,, and
Bp have the following properties
ap =1 for 2 < p < oo, angl/p_1/2 for 0 < p < 2,
Bp<cpfor2<p<oo, B,=1for0<p<2,
where ¢ and C are two universal positive constants.

The above form (1.1), also called a fine version in [8] which corresponds per-
fectly to the classical case, implies in a standard way another two forms of John-
Nirenberg theorem in terms of the distribution inequality and the exponential
integrability (see e.g. [8] for the details). However regarding the column space
BMO (M), the situation is much more complicated. Indeed, an exact version in
terms of L, spaces corresponding to (1.1) was disproved in [8, Remark 3.14] and
there holds only for 2 < p < oo a crude version in terms of Hardy spaces Hj, (cf [8,
Theorem 3.8]), that is, projections e’s and L,-norm in (1.2) are replaced by elements
b € Ly’s and H;-norm respectively. The reason behind is that the restricted scale
p > 2 does not allow us to exploit an extreme point property of L, spaces for ¢ <1
to modify the crude version to the fine version, see the proof of [8, Theroem 3.16]
for the details of the argument. So the question on the John-Nirenberg theorem for
BMQO(M) was open before the present paper.

In the same paper [8], based on a similar idea depending on BMO interpola-
tion, the authors established also John-Nirenberg theorem for the conditioned space
bmo®(M). More recently, starting with the atomic decomposition of Hardy spaces,
Chen, Randrianantoanina and Xu [4], via the Fefferman-Stein duality, obtained the
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fine form of John-Nirenberg inequality for the conditioned Lipschitz space A§(M)
defined as
ASM) ={a € Lo(M) : [allas < oo}
i (e = z)e]
o T — Tn)elng
[2]lag := max{[[€1(2)]oo, U SI T e

which is exactly bmo“(M) when S = 0. We refer the reader to Theorem 2.10 (iii)
for the above-mentioned fine version of A§(M), and to the body of the paper for
the notation or notion not defined here or below. However, inspired by the classical
case, before the present paper it had been an open problem to have a direct or con-
structive proof of the noncommutative John-Nirenberg theorem without involving
BMO interpolation or Fefferman-Stein duality, which should have more applications
in noncommutative analysis.

In the present paper, we solve the above two open problems. More precisely,
we establish the fine version of John-Nirenberg theorem for BMO®(M) which

corresponds perfectly to the classical result (see e.g. [29, Theorem 2.50]): let
x € BMO°(M) and 0 < p < o0, then

ay zllsmoe < llzllsmos < Bpllzllsmor, (1.3)

where

”‘THBMOC =sup sup ”SC(‘T _ xn—l)er
P> 1leeP(My) (T(e))%

and S.(y) is the column square function defined as

[&°] 1
Selw) = (Y lduel?)”
k=1
with dyg = Ek(y) — Ek—1(y) for k > 2 and dy; = &1 (y); moreover, our approach to
(1.3) is via the distribution function inequality form: let z € BMO(M), then for
any n > 1, P € P(M,) and A > 0, there holds

7 (I (PS2(z — 20 )P)F)) < 21— )7 P TTomer o(P),  (14)

which in turn follows from a noncommutative “stopping time” argument that has
been highly desired but unreachable before. Here, I}y )(a) denotes the spectral
projection of a € M corresponding to the interval [\, 00).

Moreover, this approach is strong and flexible enough so that it not only pro-
vides another method to deal with John-Nirenberg theorem for the conditioned
space Aj(M), but also applies to the Lipschitz space L£§(M) defined as

LEM) ={z € Loy(M) : ||z[[zg < o0}
with
|2 ze == sup sup w
P onzleer(Mn)  (7(e))7Fz
which is exactly BMO(M) when § = 0. For this reason, we will state and prove
the John-Nirenberg theorem directly for £5(M) (see Section 2) and AG(M) (see
Theorem 2.10). To the authors’ best knowledge, these results are new even in the

case M being commutative and S > 0. As a further application, in Section 3, we
obtain the moment characterization of Ag(M) in terms of symmetric spaces in a

)
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more direct way which is much clearer than the interpolation arguments given in
[3], and then show in Section 4 that the noncommutative Hardy space hs (M)
(0 < p < 1) defined via symmetric space atoms is also a predual space of Lipshitz
space A}, (M).

To explain the difficulties and gain some intuition about our approach, let
us recall below briefly the arguments for classical BMO space on a probability
space (9, F,P) equipped with sigma algebras (F,,),>1 with associated conditional
expectations (E,),>1 (see e.g. [29, Section 2.4]). Let f € BMO(Q) and f, :=
E,.(f). The key estimate is the following: for any n € N, any E € F,, and any
A >0,

Plwe E:S(f — fa—1) = A+ p})
Mlsmop i, ¢ g s(f — fu_1) > A, (15)

T
9) = (i |d9k|2>
k=1

The classical proof of (1.5) rests on the construction of two stopping times with
respect to A+ p and p for the non-decreasing adapted sequence (S(fx — fn—1))k>n
which is obviously absent in the noncommutative setting. Motivated by Cuculescu’s
construction (see the context after (2.1)), one may rewrite its proof as follows which
might be transferable to the noncommutative setting,

Plwe E:S(f — fa—1) = A+ pu})

S(f = fn1) —
S/E(X[Aer,oo)(S(f—fn_l)))(W
1

; [E (X (S(F = Fa D) (S(f = F1) = V)

where

)

IN

- Z (/ (Xpr00) (S(fie = fn=1)) = Xp00) (S (fie1 = fu—1)))
(S(F = faea) = 81 = Fo)) + (81 = fa1) = V)
- Z (/ X(no0) (S(fe = fn=1)) = Xn00) (S (fre1 — fu—1)))

I A

(S(F = famr) = S(fim1 = Fa-1))

%kz_j [E (Xpoo) (S = Foe1)) — Xproo) (St — Fae1))
NER(S( = faos) = S(Fect — Fa))lloo

%||f||5/v10; /E (Xnoe) (S (e = Foo1)) = Xirow) (St — Fae1))

IN

IN

%||f||BMoP({w €E:S(f — fur) = A)). (1.6)



Then for a given A > 0, choosing the nonnegative number k such that ke < \ <
(k+1)e and applying (1.5) repeatedly with A = (k—1)e, ..., e and pu = e, one gets the
distributional function inequality form of John-Nirenberg theorem for BMO(Q),

P{we E:S(f = fn1) 2 A})
<SP{we E:S(f = fa-1) = ke})

< (e YW IP(E) < e®e c P(E). (1.7)

This give the result of the case || f||samo = 1 and the general case follows by scaling.
However, the above “easy” argument does not admit a noncommutative coun-
terpart due to the failure of some elementary inequalities, and one requires several
genuinely new ideas. Let us explain two main ones.
In the first identity of (1.6), we have used the obvious fact that for any sequence
of non-decreasing non-negative functions (g )k>» with the limit g, the level set
{gso > A} can be expressed as a disjoint union

{90c =M = | {oe =X o1 <A Ufgn = AL
k=n-+1

The above trivial fact, nevertheless, does not hold for sequences of operators since
the characteristic function is not operator monotone. This failure leads to a huge
amount of additional work to get a noncommutative analogue of the second in-
equality of (1.6), which relates two sequences of projections with respect to two
levels. For instance, in order to exploit Cuculescu’s construction for martingales,
we embed M into a larger matrix algebra to linearize the sequence of square func-
tions (S(fx — fn—1))k>n, and then it is quite technical to deal with the simultaneous
appearance of two projections that are not commuting in one expression. We refer
to Lemma 2.2 and its proof for more discussion and details.

The embedding of M into a larger matrix algebra induces an additional diffi-
culty to conclude noncommutative version of (1.7) from an intermediate estimate
like (1.5) since the identity in the matrix algebra is uncontrollable. For this pur-
pose, we need Lemma 2.3 to obtain €,,41,n41+ €n+3,n+3 that has finite trace instead
of the identity on the right hand of (2.2). The last but not the least, we need also
to explore the extreme point property of L; to obtain a noncommutative analogue
of the last inequality of (1.6). See the proof of Proposition 2.1 and Theorem 2.4
for more details.

2. John-Nirenberg theorem for £§(M) and A§(M)

The main purpose of this section is devoted to the establishment of John-
Nirenberg theorem in terms of a distribution function inequality. Then from that,
we deduce easily the exponential integrability and p-moment characterization.

For the given noncommutative measure space (M, 7), denote by Lo(M) the set
of all the T-measurable operators. For each 0 < p < o0, let L, (M) be the subspace
of x € Ly(M) such that

1
lzllp = (r(|2[?))* < 0.
When p = 0o, we take the operator norm with convention. For x € Lo(M), the

distribution function A(x) of z is defined by A¢(x) = 7(I(1,00)(||)) for ¢ > 0, and
the generalized singular numbers p(z) by p(z) = inf{s > 0: A\s(z) <t} for ¢ > 0.
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2.1. Exponential decay of the distribution function for £§(M). As ex-
plained in the introduction, one may encounter lots of difficulties to adapt classical
stopping time argument into the noncommutative setting. The approach that we
provide below includes several new ideas, and is actually new even going back to
the classical setting.

The first idea of our approach is to linearize the square function in a nice
way. For this purpose, we will embed M into a larger von Neumann algebra. Fix
n>1and N > n. Let (Q,F,P) be a probability space and let e,,ep41,...,EN
be a sequence of independent Rademacher variables. For a fixed P € P(M,,),
consider the amplification algebra N' = My o, ® Loo(Q, F,P) @ PMP, where
Mpyo_p is the algebra of (N + 2 —n) x (N + 2 — n) matrices with the usual
trace. We equip A with the usual tensor trace v and the filtration (N;,)Y_, with
N = Mnj2-n @ Loo(Q, Fin,P) @ PM,, P, where F,,, stands for the o-algebra
generated by the variables €,,,,,41, ..., €m. The conditional expectation associated
with A, is denoted by &,,.

For z € L§(M) with 3 > 0, we consider the associated sequence y = (ym ) —
given by

n

E P|dzy|*P)3
Ym = Z(€n+1,k+2 + ekt2,nt1) ® €k ® %, (2.1)
k=n T(P)

where e; ; are the standard units of Mixy;2_,. The associated difference is given
by the formula dy, = y, and dy,, = Ym — Ym—1 for n < m < N. Clearly, y
is a martingale with respect to (N,,)N_,.. For A > 0 we define the required se-
quence R = (Ri\n)mZn of projections associated with vy, given by R} | = I =
(ZkN:tfH err) ® 1 ® P and, inductively,

R), =Ry I co (B _yym By _1).

Here, I(_o x)(a) denotes the spectral projection of a € Lo(N) corresponding to
the interval (—oo, A). It is well-known that these projections enjoy the following
properties (see e.g. [5]):

e R\ € N,,, Vn<m < N;

e R} commutes with R}, _1ymR)_1, Vn <m < N;

e RNy R\ < AR), ¥n<m < N.

The following intermediate estimate, as a noncommutative analogue of (1.5),

will play a key role in establishing the distribution function inequality form of
John-Nirenberg theorem.

n—1 —

PRrROPOSITION 2.1. For any A, u > 0, one has
_ 4 _
A 2
v(I — Ry™) < 2 HZUH% v((I = BY)((ent1mi1 + nisnis) @ 1@ P)).  (22)

To show Proposition 2.1, we need two lemmas. The first one is an inequality
involving two sequences of projections with different levels, which correspond to
two classical stopping times. In the classical setting, this inequality follows easily
from commutativity and the Chebyshev inequality. But it requires considerably
careful analysis in the noncommutative setting.

LEMMA 2.2. For any A\, u > 0, we have

(I - RYM™) < %M ~ Ry — AD?).
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The above result has been essentially established in [10, 11]. But we have a
new observation which enables us to simplify greatly the arguments.

ProOOF. Fix m € {n,n + 1,..., N}. By the definition of R)}* and using the
martingale property of y,

V(RMTE — RMTR)

m

= 0 (Tinswoo) (RA = Ry (RO, = R1))

= 0 (Tins o) (BN = R)Em(yn) (RO — RYF))
Set dy = RyxynRy + M — ARy Then according to the definition of R3,, we have
dy < M. It follows that
yn =dy + (yn = AT = RY) + (I = RY)(yn — A)Ry
<A+ (yn = AD(I = RY) + (I = RY)(yn — ARy
Therefore, by the property of distribution function, we have that
V(R = R < v (L) (B = RY)Em((yn = AD(T = RY)
+ (T = RX)(uw = A)RY)(Byh = RH)).

Using Chebyshev’s inequality, the right-hand side of the above expression is domi-
nated by

%V(((Rﬁffi — RN ((yn — ADI — RY)

+ (T = Ry = A)RY) (B = RYH)?)

IN

v (R = R (o = AD(T = RY)
+ (T = RNy = ADRY) (R4 = RF)

= (BN = R = AN = By = AD(RY = RA™)

(R = R = Ry = ADRA (= AT = RY)(Y = RA)

Summing m from n to N, we have that

N
v(I — R\ = > w(RyH = Ry

< Lo((T = RY ™) ~ (T = R — AD)
4z ((F = RY™)(T = RA) oy = AT = )
< Zv((T= R = AT,

This completes the proof. (I
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The second one is an observation which will be quite essential in obtaining
€ntln+1 + €nt3nts on the right hand side of (2.2). This will in turn enable us to
deduce the desired distribution function inequality for x from (2.2) for y.

LEMMA 2.3. Let A > 0 and z be a positive operator in Li(M). Then for any
m,k > n, we have

V(R (ertspts ®1®2)) = 0.

PROOF. By the definition of y,,, we have the following fact

Yn(eri3h3 @1 ® 2)
(P|dz,[>P)?

Py )(ertsris ®1® z)

= ((€n+1,n+2 +entont1) ®en ®

(Plda, |*P)?

:O®€n®( T(P)ﬁ

?)

=0

which implies that R)(ex13 k43 ® 1® 2) = 0. Thus by the inequality R}, < R and
z > 0, we get that

V(Rp(extspis ©1®2)) < v(R)(erisris ©1©®2)) =0,
This completes the proof. (I

Now let us prove Proposition 2.1.

Proor. By Lemma 2.2, we just need to show
_ 9 _
v((T~ BN — D) < 222 (T~ RA)(€nsinss +enssnis) © 19 P)).

Step 1. Observe that

N
v((I = RY)(yn — A)?) = > (R, = R))(yn — AR}, (yn — AD))
N
+ 3 v((Ry s — R (yn — DI = R))(yn — A)).

Now write [ — R} = >_7" (R}, —Rj) and the last line of the above expression
is equal to

SN u((Ry-y = R)(yn = AD(RR-, — B (yw — AD)).



Thus changing the order of summation, we get

N
= > v((R 1= R)(ux — ADR, (yx — D))

+ Z ’/((Rlz\—l - RJA\/)(yN - )‘f)(Rg—l - R/?)(?JN - )\I_))
k

N
< 3 v((Rhoy = Ry)(yn — AD(R), + Ry _)(yn — AT)).
m=n
Using the martingale property of y, we can split the above expression into two
parts:

N

n

N
> v((Ry 1 = RO (N — ym) (B, + Ry ) (yn = Ym))

N
+ > v((Boy = Bo) (g = AD(R), + R, 1) (g — AD)).

Therefore, using (R),_; — R))ymR), = 0 by the commuting property of R*, we
get that

N N
AT~ By =AY 23 3 (s~ RO
N
+ D0 V((Ryoy = BY) W = AD(R)_y = B),) (g — M)
=
>

> v((R)_y = R))dy})

3
[
3
ol
I
3
t

N
+ 3 v((Ry 4 = R))dym (R, 4 — R))dym).

The last inequality follows from the following equivalent estimate
((Rm L= B YA = Y1) (Rpy 1 — By) 2Ym — Ym—1 — /\j)) >0

which in turn is deduced as follows: by the definition of R*,

v (s = B) M = ym ) (R = R) >0
and

v((Rp—1 = Bp)(2Ym = Ym—1 — AD))
= 2 ((Rp—1 — Bp)(ym — AI)) + v((Rp,—y — B )M = ym—1)) > 0.
Hence we obtain that

N N
v((I-RY)(yn — A)?) <2 Z Z (Ry 1 =Rp)dyR)+ > v((Ry,_1—R),)dyz,).

:m m=n
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Step 2. Note that

N N N
2 Z Z V((R:;z—l - an)dyi) + Z V((an—l - an)dyfn)
m=n k=m-+1 m=n
P|dxy|*P
k ))

N N
=2 Z Z V((R?n—l — R))((ent1n41 + €rt2nt2) ®1® P
-

m=n+1k=m-+1

N
+2 > V((j— R))((ent1mi1 + errokia) ©1® PP

k=n+1
P|dxm|2P))

N
+ > u((R,An_l — R} ((ent1n41 + €mizmi2) ©1® P

m=n+1
= P|dx,|*P
+ V((I = R)((ent1n+1 + €ntoni2) ®1® |7|2[3)>
7(P)

Then by Lemma 2.3, the above expression is equal to

P|dzy,|2P

N N
A A
2 Z Z I/((Rmfl - Rm)(en—i-l,n-i-l ®1® T(P)QB

m=n+1k=m-+1

)

P|dzy,|P

r(P)*
P|dwm|2P>)
T(P)2'6
P|dx,|*P

r(P)*

N
+2 Z v((I = R))((ent1mt1 + €ri2pete) @1 ®
k=n-+1

))

N
+ Z V((R:\nfl - R7>7\1)(67l+1,n+1 R1®

m=n+1

))-

+ V((I_ - Rv)\z)((en-l-l,n—i-l + en+2,n+2) ®1®

Now, grouping together the terms involving €,,41,n+1, we get that

N N
S v((Ry oy = Ry)dyR) + Y v((Ry .y — R))dy2,)

k=m-+1 m=n
P(S?(xn — Tm—1)P
7(P)*

M=

2

)

N
<2 Z V((Rf\n—l - R’r)‘\rz)(en+1,n+1 ®1®

Pldzy,|2P
T(P)2ﬁ )

Pldz,|?P
T(P)2ﬁ

N
+2 Z v(egtont2 ®1®
k=n-+1

+V((f — Rf{)(en_’_g’n_i_g X 1 4

)- (2.3)
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Observe that by Lemma 2.3, the trace-preserving property of conditional expecta-
tions and Ry, < Rj,

N
Plday|?P
2 v(ert2,k+2 ® 1@ ———=)
k; m(P)*
_ Pldx, P
)\ n
+V((I — Ry)(ent2n2®1@ W))
ZN: P|dxk|2P
_ _ PS2(xN — zp—1)P
B Y c\UN n—1
=20((I = R)En(ens3nss®1@ (P )
_ P&, Sg TN — Tp-1))P
< 2’/((] - RE\V)(en+3,n+3 ®1® (5e (J;)w ) )) (2.4)
T

Putting (2.3) and (2.4) together, by the trace-preserving property again and Ry <
R}, we see that

N N

N
22} ST v((R), .y — R))dy}) + Z L - R))dy2)

N ) .
<23 v((Rhoy — B (entimss @ 100 2oml5 <(z; = n-)P))

PSn(Sf(:vN — ,Tn_l))P))
T(P)2'8

2v((I = Ry)(en43nis @1 ®

N
» [ PEm(S2 (2N = Tm—1))Plloc
Z:: ) (Entiner ©1@ P)) - sup ()7

By duality, we can write for any & > n

| PEL(S% (2N — 2k-1))Plloo
T(P)Qﬁ

T(2PS?(xn — x1-1)P)
= sup V28
lzll1<1, z€L (PM,,P) T(P)
1 (P/PSE(LL'N — ,Tk_l)P)

= sup
prep(PMyp) T(P) 7(P)28

)

where in the last equality we have exploited the extreme point property of L, that
is, any z € L1(PMjP) can be rewritten as

ek
= A
: Z Fr(en)
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with ey’s projections and ||z||; = >, [Ax|. It follows that

[ PER(SZ (an — 25-1)) Pllos [(z — 2x—1)P'|3
53 <sup  sup DrY2AFT 2 < ]z
7(P) k>1pPep(PMyp)  T(P')

since P/ < P and

(2.6)

T(P'S(an — wp-1)P') = |[(zn — z-1) P'[I3.
Putting (2.5) and (2.6) together, we get that

N N N
2 Z > v((Byy = Ry)dy) + Y v((Rooy — R),)dys,)
nk=m-+1 m=n
< QHCU”%;V(( ((entimnt1 +entsnts) ®1® P))
Thus we obtain the desired estimate. O

With Proposition 2.1, we are now at the position to conclude John-Nirenberg
theorem in terms of distribution function inequality.

THEOREM 2.4. Let > 0 and x € LG(M). Then for anyn > 1, P € P(M,,)
and A > 0, there holds

(PS? (& — w0 1)P)}
T(I[)\oo)( T(P)B

)) < 2(1—672)*16267WT(P). (2.7)

PROOF. Let 2 € ECB(M) Fixed one n > 1 and N > n. For a fixed positive
integer k, apply Proposition 2.1 inductively with A = (k—1)e,--- ,e,0 and p = e,

T e 4 T k—1)e
v(I = RY) < Slalzsv((d = Ry ) (Entrnsr + entants) @10 P))

4 = k—1)e

< Sllelzp( - R

4 _
(e—QHUCH%g)kV((I = BY)((en+1n41 + €nsy3nis) ©1® P))

IN

IN

4
(e_ng”QL%)kV((enJrl,nJrl + €n+3,n+3) ®R1® P)

4 2 \k
= 2z llelzy) r(P).

Let m > n, set Pk¢ = A R for any k € N, then one observes easily that Pl¢ < Pke
1>k
(k+1)e

if I < k. By the definition of P§¢, one may relate Pt¢ with Ry as follows,
W~ RY) = <I—P8> v(Pl — RY)
= v(I - P+ v(RE AP — RE)
= (I - P¥)—v(Ri — R APy
= (I - P¥)—v(Ri v Py — PUTDY)
> (I = PY) =T = PYT) = w(PYTYT - PR,
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where in last equality, we have used the fact that for any two projections P, @,
there holds the equivalence

P-PAQ~PVQ-Q. (2.8)

Assume that [[z(/z¢ = 1. Putting the two inequalities above together, we get
that

y(PUTVe — Pkey < u(I — RE) < 2¢2%7(P). (2.9)

Now fix one A > 0. Then there exists a unique positive integer kg such that
koe < X < (ko+1)e. We claim first that I} e, o0)(yn) is equivalent to a subprojection
of I — lef,oe. Indeed, for any nonzero vector £ € PJ’ffoe(H), since lef,oe < R’;\?e and
le\?eyNR’;?e < koe by definitions, we obtain

(yn€.€) = (PN ynPA6,€) < hoe|l¢]”
which implies that £ & I[r,e o) (yn)(H). In other words,

F)]I\Cfo6 A j[koe,oo) (yN) =0.

Then by (2.8), one concludes the claim,

j[koe,oo) (yN) = j[koe,oo) (yN) - j[koe,oo) (yN) A 1:)]}7\3Ue
~ I_[koe,OO)(yN) \ P]]\croe - PJI\CZ08
<I— Ppe.

Therefore, by (2.9), we deduce that

V(Inoo)(yn)) < v(ikge,00) (Yn))

T koe oo l e e
< vl =Py =, v(Py TV - PR
< 2r(P)Y2 e =27(P)(1—e?) e,
< 2r(P)(1—e2) e,

By homogeneity, we have for z € L5(M) not necessarily of norm 1/2,

D
V(Ipnoo) (yn)) < 2(1 — ) le2e 1 (P,

2
Finally, noticing that y3 > e41n41 ® 1 ® W

)

(PS2(zy — 2,)P)?
r(P)’

, we arrive at

(PS2(zn — a)P)?
r(P)’

7’(I[k,oo)(

)

I S,
< Iy (yn)) < 2(1 — e 2)Le2e e (P,

= V(j[k,oo) (en—i-l,n-i-l ®1®

Let N — oo, this concludes the proof. O
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2.2. Exponential integrability and the p-moment characterization for
L5(M). With the help of Theorem 2.4, we obtain the following John-Nirenberg
theorem in terms of exponential integrability.

THEOREM 2.5. Let 3> 0 and x € L§(M). Then for any 0 < a < 7=

ellz ’
Telzg

1 a(PS?(z—zn,l)P)%
sup  sup —T(e ()P ) < K, < o0,
n>1 PeP(M,,) 7(P)

o (a—ﬁ)s
where K, =1+ 2a(1 —e=2)"1e? fo B Teleg ) 0

ProoF. It suffices to consider the case of ||lzflzg =1 and 0 < a < 1. Fix

n>1and P € P(M,). Set ®(s) = e* — 1. Then by the equality 7(®(|y|)) =
Jo° As(lyl)d®(s) and Theorem 2.4, we have

2 1
a(PSg(z—zp_1)P)2

T(GT — P) = /OOO AS((PSC(széggl)P)z)deas

< a/ e® . 7(P)2(1 — e 2)"te?e = ds
0
= 2a(1- 672)7162T(P)/ el@=)s s,
0
which gives immediately the desired estimates. 0

Next we consider the p-moment inequality form of John-Nirenberg theorem.
DEFINITION 2.6. Let 8> 0 and 0 < p < oco. We define
ﬁ%)p(M) = {.’L‘ (S LQ(M) : HCL‘HLEP < OO}

where

HxHLc = Sup Sup ||Sc($ - .’L‘n_l)e”p
et (r(e)

)

and

bpM) ={z € La(M) : 2" € LG ,(M)}.

REMARK 2.7. (i) Note that when p = 2 we have that £ (M) = L§(M).

(ii) The above definition is motivated by the John-Nirenberg theorem for bmo“(M)
obtained in [8]. When = 0, it is not difficult to check that this definition goes back
to the classical one given in [29, Definition 2.45]. For 8 > 0, however, whenever M
is commutative or not, this definition seems new in the literature.

THEOREM 2.8. Let 3 >0, x € E%(M) and 0 < p < oco. Then there exist two
constants oy, and 3, such that
ap lelley < llzlleg, < Bpllzlles (2.10)
with ap and B, satisfying
(i) ap=1for2<p<oo, (ii)a,<C"?Pfor0<p<2,
(iii) By < cpfor2<p<oo, (iv) Bp=1for 0 <p < 2.

The same inequalities hold for || - HE; and || - HE; .
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PROOF. We only need to prove the column case, since the row case can be
done by replacing x with x*. First we show the inequality on the right hand side.
For 2 < p < 00, by Theorem 2.4, we have that for any n > 1 and P € P(M,,)

[[Se(z —2n—1)Pllp
(r(P))°*5

— (w(P) /O o1 (L5 (@53361) Pl

s

IN
—~
S
0\8
V)
3
_
[\
—
—
I
ml
)
S~—
L
o
o
0
[
o
QU
S—
Tl=

Noting that

1 1
iy (2P =€) 1) rT(p)>
p—00 P

8 mgly—l

and thus there exists a constant ¢ such that for 2 < p <
zllcg , < epll@]|cs- (2.11)
The case 0 < p < 2. Let ¢ > 0 such that 1/p = 1/¢ + 1/2. By Holder’s inequality,
one obtains for any n > 1 and P € P(M,,)
1
[Sc(z — 1) Pllp < (7(P))7]|Se(z — 2n—1) P|2.
Thus we have
g1 g1
(T(P) 777 (|Se(x = @n-1) Plly < (7(P) ™77 2[Se(a = 2n1) P2
which implies that
lelles < llzlles, = allcs-

We turn to the inequality on the left hand side. First we consider the case of
2 < p < c0. Choose ¢ such that 1 =2/p+1/q. Fix n and e € P(M,,). By Holder’s
inequality, one gets

T — Tp_1)el|? T(eS%(x — 2pn_1)e
wp Memoield et a1)
cePM,)  (T(€)) ceP(M,)  (T(€))
1
< sup ————(]|ellq - eSf:v—xn_leg
8679(/\/[") (T(6>)1+2ﬁ (H ”q H ( ) ”2)

[Se(z — zn-v)el;
= su

e€P(M,,) (T(e))2ﬁ+%

Thus we have |[z[/z¢ < [|2]zg . For 0 < p <2, fix one ¢ > 2, choose 0 < 6 < 1,
such that 1 = (20)/p + (1 — 0)/q. By Holder’s inequality, one gets

l@—zp-1)eld _ 7((eSZ@ — 2n_1)e)* =)
(T(e))1+28 (r(e))iT28
< S — e g I(eSEe —m)0) I s,

o Se( — Infl)ellp)ze [[Se(x — Infl)el\zq)zu—e)
(r(e))™*7 ()=
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which implies that
6 1-6
lelles < el [l
Thus by the upper inequalities in (2.10), we have
1-6
@]l cg < (cq) 7 [lwlles -

_2

Noting that 1%9 = ZT’)l, we get the desired estimate by taking C' = (cq)?/(1/a=1),
q

0

REMARK 2.9. (i) Theorem 2.8 (or its proof) actually tells us that the Lipschitz
space L§(M) coincides with L5 (M) for any 2 < p < co. While for 0 < p < 2, if
a priori we assume that x € £5(M), then the norms are equivalent; so it would be
interesting to show a distribution inequality as (2.7) starting with = € E%ﬁp(/\/l).

(ii) Another closely related question is whether there exists a direct approach to
the John-Nirenberg theorem for mixed Lipschitz spaces via the distribution function

inequality; an indirect way via duality and interpolation has been provided in [8,
Theorem 3.20] for mixed BMO space.

2.3. John-Nirenberg theorem for A§(M). The above proof for £5(M)
works equally for A§(M). Indeed, for € A§(M), it suffices to modify the defini-
tion in (2.1) as

Ui ng d:Z?k 2P %
Ym = Z(en+1,k+2 + ert2,nt1) ®ER @ (Pl P+;| ) )
k=n T( )

and follow the rest of the arguments verbatim, one may obtain the distribution
function inequality and thus the exponential inequality as well as the p-moment
characterization. We leave the details to the interested reader, and just summarize
the results in the following theorem. For the Hardy spaces hy;(M) appearing below,
we refer the reader to next section for more information.

THEOREM 2.10. Let 3> 0 and x € AG(M). The following assertions hold.
(i) For anyn > 1, P € P(M,) and X\ > 0, there holds

2(x—x, 3 o —ﬁ
. (I[,\,oo)((P C(T(P)ﬂ )P) )) <201 —e ) le2e N (P (2.12)

(ii) For any 0 < a <

1
eolng

1
a(Ps2(z—zn)P)2

1
sup  sup T(e m(P)P ) < K,
n>1PeP(M,) 7(P)

where K, is the constant appeared in Theorem 2.5.
(ili) Let 0 < p < co. There holds

aptllelas < lzllas < Byllelas, (2.13)
where oy, B, are the constants appeared in Theorem 2.8 and
[[(z — @n)ellng

[z]lag , = max{[|€1(2)]lsc, sup sup
o T steePMa)  (7(e)PHr



17

REMARK 2.11. (i) Note that the characterization (2.13) for 1 < p < oo without
explicit estimates over cy, and 3, has been obtained in [4] as a corollary of their
atomic decomposition and duality results. While our direct method gives the order
Bp < cp for 2 < p < oo, and extends the scale of p in (2.13) to 0 < p < 1.

(ii) When g = 0, we recover the p-moment form of John-Nirenberg theorem for
bmo® spaces (see [8]).

3. Symmetric space moment characterization for Aj (M)

This section is devoted to the symmetric space moment characterization of
A% (M). For this purpose, we need some properties of symmetric Banach function
spaces and noncommutative symmetric spaces.

3.1. Symmetric Banach function spaces on (0,00). Denote by L(0, c0)
be the space of all Lebesgue measurable real-valued functions on (0,00). Let f €
Lo(0,00). Recall that the distribution function of f is defined by

As(f) = {w € (0,00) : [f(w)| > s}, s >0
and its non-increasing rearrangement by
ue(f) =1inf{s > 0: A\s(f) <t}, t>0.

A quasi-Banach subspace E of Ly(0,00) is called symmetric if for any g € E

and any measurable function f with p(f) < pi(g) for all ¢ > 0, then f € F

and || flle < |lglle. A symmetric quasi-Banach space F is said to have the Fatou

property if for every net (f;)icr in E satisfying 0 < f; T and sup,;¢; || fill g < oo the

supremum f = sup,c; f; exists in E and || f;||g 1 || f||z. We say that E has order

continuous norm if for every net (f;)ies in E such that f; | 0 we have || f;]| J 0.
The Kothe dual of a symmetric Banach space E is given by

B = {f € L0, [ 1 Fg(0)ldt < oo, Vg € B},

with the norm || f||gx := sup{ ;" [f(t)g(t)|dt : [|glz < 1}. The space E* is sym-
metric and has the Fatou property. A symmetric Banach function space E on (0, c0)
has order continuous norm if and only if it is separable, which is also equivalent to
the statement E* = E*. We refer to [1, 3, 6] for more details.

For any s > 0, we define the dilation operator Ds on L (0, 00) by

(Ds f)(t) = f(t/s), t>0.

For a quasi-Banach function space F, the lower and upper Boyd indices pp and ¢qg
of E are respectively defined by

log s

. log s
im ————
s—oc log || Ds|

50+ log || Ds||

Dy is a bounded linear operator on E for every s > 0 and 0 < pg < gp <oco. If &
is furthermore a Banach space, then 1 < pp < ¢g < oo and

1 1 1 1
—_ =1, — =1. (3.1)
PE  {px Pex  4E
Note that if F is a separable symmetric Banach space with 1 < pp < ¢g < oo, then
E automatically have the Fatou property.

PE = and ¢qg:=
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Given a quasi-Banach function space E, for 0 < r < oo, E(") will denote the
quasi-Banach function space defined by E(") = {f : |f|" € E} equipped with the

quasi-norm || f|| g = H|f|r||é Note that

PEm =TPE, qpt) =T4E, (3.2)
and if 0 < p, ¢ < o0, then
(E(p))(q) — pra). (3.3)

If E is a symmetric Banach function space and p > 1, then E(®) is a symmetric
Banach function space.

Let F; be a quasi-Banach function space for i = 1,2. The pointwise product
space Fy ® Fs is defined by

E,0FE;, = {f S LQ(0,00) f=fifo, fi € Eii= 1,2}
with functional || - | g, E, being defined by

Il vom = mf{|fllllflle, : f = fife fi € Eiyi=1,2}.

We need the following lemmas (see [17, Theorem 1 (iii), Corollary 2] and [18
Theorem 6)).

LEMMA 3.1. Let E and F be two symmetric Banach function spaces.
(i) If 0 < p < o0, then (E ® F)®) = E®) ¢ F®),

(ii) L1(0,00) = E® E*.

(iii) If 1 < p < o0, then (E®)* = (E*)®) @ L, (0, c0).

LEMMA 3.2. Let E be a symmetric Banach function space which is separable

or has the Fatou property with pg > p. Then E%) can be renormed as a symmetric
Banach space.

PrOOF. We first consider the case of 0 < p < 1. Since E is symmetric and
% > 1, we have that EG)isa symmetric Banach function space (see [17, p 53]). For
D> 1 by [ Theorem 3.2], we have that E is an interpolation space for the couple
( Lo (0, oo)) It follows that E(#) is an interpolation space for the couple
(L1 L(0,00)) (see [6, Theorem 3.5]). Thus according to Lemma 2.2 in (3],

we get that E) can be renormed as a symmetric Banach function space. O

3.2. Noncommutative symmetric spaces and martingales. For a given
noncommutative measure space (M, 7) and a symmetric quasi-Banach function
space (E, ||-||g) on (0, 00), we define the corresponding noncommutative symmetric
space by setting

EM,7)={x € Lo(M) : ue(x) € E}

equipped with the quasi-norm

%l pm,ry = ()| -
It is well-known that E(M, 7) (denoted by E(M) for convenience) is a quasi-Banach
space. Note that if 0 < p < oo and E = L,(0,00), then E(M, 1) = L,(M,T) is
the usual noncommutative L,-space associated with (M, 7). We refer to [1, 3] for
more details and historical references on these spaces.
Let (M, 7) be a noncommutative measure admitting a martingale structure,
that is, there exists an increasing sequence of von Neumann subalgebras (M,,),>1
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of M such that the union of the M,’s is weak*-dense in M. For each n > 1,
the unique conditional expectation &, from M onto M, extends to a contractive
projection from L,(M, ) onto L,(M,,7,) for all 1 < p < co. More generally, if E
is a symmetric Banach function space on (0,00) that belongs to Int(L1, Lo )—the
interpolation spaces, then &, is bounded from F(M,7) onto E(M.,,, ).

A sequence © = (z,)n>1 is called a E(M)-martingale if z,, € E(M) and
En(Tnt1) = xp, Yn > 1. In this case, we set ||| g = sup,>; |znlle. If |25 < oo,
then z is called a bounded E(M)-martingale. The column and row conditioned
Hardy spaces h%,(M) and h%;(M) are defined to be respectively the completions
of the space of all the finite E(M)-martingales under the associated quasi-norms
lzllhe, = lIsc(®)||z and ||z|[nr = ||s;(z)||r, where s.(x) and s,(z) are the column
and row conditioned square functions of x, defined by (with the convention that
S =&1)

se(x) = (Z Er_1ldzr))Y? and s, (z) = s.(z*).
k>1

In general, we have no explicit description of elements in h%, (M) or h’; (M), that
is, not all the elements of h%(M) and h%;(M) can be represented by a martingale.
However, if £ = L,(0,00) for 0 < p < oo, then hf;(M) = h5(M) and hi(M) =
h;(/\/l), namely the column and row conditioned Hardy spaces of noncommutative
martingales. As remarked in [28], if E is a symmetric Banach function space
on (0,00) with the Fatou property which is an interpolation space for the couple
(Lp(0,00), Lg(0,00)) for some 1 < p < g < oo, then every element of h%,(M) and
h’; (M) can be represented by a martingale.

3.3. Symmetric space moment inequality. Starting with the p-moment
inequalities—(2.13), we are able to obtain the moment characterisation in terms
of symmetric spaces in a more direct way. In the bmo®(M) case, our approach is
much more efficient than the interpolation arguments given in [3].

We first introduce the symmetric Lipschitz spaces Ag p(M) and A} 5(M).

DEFINITION 3.3. Let 8 > 0. Let E be a separable symmetric Banach function
space on (0,00) with 1 < pg < g < co. We define

Aj p(M) = {z € Lay(M) : ||z|lag , < oo},

where
_ e
[zl[ag , = max{[[€1(2)||ec, sup sup (7(e)) Pl = @n)
: n eeP(My) llell &

e, }

and
bpM) ={z € Lo(M) : 2" € Af (M)}
Let A%‘};(M) and Ag%(/\/l) be their subspaces of all x with & (z) = 0.

THEOREM 3.4. Let B > 0 and v € AG(M). Let E be a separable symmetric
Banach function space on (0,00) with 1 < pg < qg < 00. Then we have that

agp' lellag < llzllag , < Bellellag.
The constants g and Bg depend on E. The same inequalities hold for || - ||a; and

- llag,, -
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LEMMA 3.5. Let E be a separable symmetric Banach function space on (0,00)
with 1 < pg < qg < c©. Choose p such that qg < p. Then we have that E =

F®) @ L,(0,00), where F = (Ex(ﬁ))x. Here and below, for 1 < p < oo, p/
denotes the conjugate index of p.
PRrOOF. By (3.1), it follows that 1 < p’ < pgx < ggx < oo. Since E* is

symmetric and has the Fatou property, by Lemma 2.2, E*G7) can be renormed as
a symmetric Banach function space. Then by (3.3) and (iii) of Lemma 3.1, we have
that

B = (B*)* = (B*G)0) = (B*G71)#) @ Ly(0,00) = F¥) © L,(0,00).
O
We will use repeatedly the following fact which follows from Theorem 2 of [19].

LEMMA 3.6. Let E and F be two symmetric Banach function spaces on (0,00).
Then EQF is a symmetric quasi-Banach function space on (0,00) and the following
formula holds:

Ixo,0llEor = x4l ElX0,4]lF for t € (0,00).

PROOF OF THEOREM 3.4. We may assume & (z) = 0. Let F, p and p’ be as
in Lemma 3.5. Fix n and P € P(M,,). By definition p;(P) = X[o,-(p)(t), and thus
by Lemma 3.5 and Lemma 3.6, we have

1Pz = 1Pl peon [|1Pllp-
Therefore, by the equality E% = F) ® Lz(0,00), we have that

T -8 x—xic = (7 75is2x—xi%

[MISINITEY

P 1
< (T(P))*ﬁ\]m\];(%,)|\Ps§(x—xn)PH

1
= (1) ———ll(x — 20)Plln; (3.4)
(r(P)”
which implies that [|z]ag , < [[z]lag . Then by (iii) of Theorem 2.10, we have that

lzllag ,, < Bellllas-

Conversely, choose p such that p < pg. Then by Lemma 3.2, EG) can be
renormed as a symmetric Banach function space. Thus by (ii) of Lemma 3.1, we
have that L;(0,00) = E) © E®)*. Tt follows that L,(0,00) = E ® F by (i) of
Lemma 3.1, where F' = (E(%)X)(p). Hence, for all e € P(M,,), by Lemma 3.6, we
have

1
(r(e))? = llellellell - (3.5)
Using the equality Lz (0,00) = E(2) & FG)| one has
e e e e e 1
(Er p I P P |
e = e Tells Tell» |

€ 1 e . .
ezl I e = 2o g e
€

I = am) 2l (3.6)
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which implies [|z[[a¢ , < [#/[ag .- Therefore, by Theorem 2.10, we get the desired
result
lollas < anlallas -

O

REMARK 3.7. When 0 < pp < gg < 1, it is easy to obtain the left inequality
from the proof of Theorem 3.4.

4. The atomic Hardy space h, (M) for 0 <p <1

In this section, we show that the noncommutative Hardy space hy (M) (0 <
p < 1) defined via symmetric space atoms is also a predual space of Lipshitz space

A%,l(M)-

DEFINITION 4.1. Let 0 < p < 1. Let E be a separable symmetric Banach
function space on (0,00) and 1 < pg < gg < 00. An element a € L,(M) is called
a (p, F)c-atom with respect to (M,,)n>1, if there exist n > 1 and a projection
e € M,, such that:

(i) En(a) = 0;

(i) r(a) < e;

(iii) flallng, < (7(e)) "/ lell5x -

Replacing (ii) by l(a) < e, we have the notion of a (p, E),-atom.

Note that if E = L,(0,00) for 1 < ¢ < oo, they are (p, ¢)-atoms defined in [4,
Definition 4.1].

DEFINITION 4.2. Let 0 < p < 1. Let E be a separable symmetric Banach
function space on (0,00) and 1 < pg < gp < co. We define hy (M) as the space
of all operators x € L,(M) which admits a decomposition

T = E Akag,
e

where for each k, aj is either a (p, E).-atom or an element of the unit ball of
Ly(M;1), and A\ € C satisfying >, [\ < oo. We equip this space with the
p-norm:

. 1
[#llne , = inf Y [Aef?)7,

k

where the infimum is taken over all decompositions of x described above. We also
define the subspace:

hy'%(M) = {z € hg (M) : & (z) =0}
Similarly, we define hy (M) and hgTE(M)
LEMMA 4.3. Let 0 < p < 1. Ifais a (p, E).-atom, then
allne < 1.

The similar inequality holds for (p, E),-atom.
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PROOF. Let e be a projection associated with a satisfying (i)-(iii) of Definition
4.1. Then s.(a) = es.(a) = sc(a)e (see [2, Proposition2.2]). Nothing that p < pg,
similar with the proof of (3.6),

1
lallng < llsc(a)ll” 4, llell
1
( ( ))5
T(e) .
———=—— (by (iii) of Definition 4.1 )
lellzxllelle
= 1 (by L1(0,00)=FE ® E* and Lemma 3.6 ).
Thus we obtain the desired result. O

LEMMA 4.4. Let E be a separable symmetric Banach function space on (0,00)
and 1 < pp < qg < co. For a given qp < qo < 00 and ¢ = max{2,qo}, Ls(M)
embeds densely and continuously into hs p(M).

PROOF. Let & € Ly(M). We decompose it as a linear combination of two

atoms:
51( ) (x)
SOl e, I e

where C'g is the constant in the inequality |y||g < Cg|ly|l, for all y € L,(M), and
Cy is the constant in the noncommutative Burkholder inequality [[y[[ne < Cqllyllq

for all y € Ly(M) (see [15]). Then & (z)/|[€1(x)llq € Ly(M1) € Ly(M;) and

r = CyCrllr - + [|€1 (=)

€1 ()11
<1.
H|| ||q||1 €1 (2)lq
Also,
x—&1(x) B x—&1(x)

-1 = qe.

CoCrllz —&(@)lly — CoCrllz — Ex(2)]q
Clearly, £;(a) =0 and
x —&1(x)

|| Cellz — &(z)ne
CqCE”x -& (x)Hq

e S <1.
hi CqCE”x _gl(x)Hq

Thus
[zllhe , < CoCrllx = Ex()llq + [E1(2)llg < (2C,Cr + D)z q-
The density is trivial. (]
PROPOSITION 4.5. Let 0 < p < 1 and 8 = 1/p— 1. Let E be a separa-

ble symmetric Banach function space on (0,00). If 1 < pgp < qg < o0, then

(hg:cE(M)) A%CEX (M) with equivalent norms. More precisely,

(i) Every y € A%CEX (M) defines a continuous linear functional on hg:%(./\/l) by
oy (z) = T(y ) (4.1)

for all @ € (M), and eyl (0. ) < Iwllaze
(ii) Conversely, each ¢ € (hg%(/\/l))* is given as (4.1) by some y € Ag%x (M),
and ||2J||Af5’fEX < OEH(pyH(hgﬁ;(M)) :
Similarly, (hg%(/\/l))* = A%’)TEX (M) with equivalent norms.
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PROOF. (i) Let y € Ag’)cEX (M). If a is a (p, E).~atom with &, (a) = 0 for some

n > 1and a = ae for some projection e € M, satisfying ||allne < (7(e))' /7 |le] 5k,
then using the duality inclusion h%,, (M) C (hCE(./\/l))* with constant 1 (see [3,
Theorem 2.5]), we have that

7 a)l = |7((y — yn)"ae)|

< w=yaelne , lallg

< _ 1—1/p —1
< N —=yn)ellne, (7€)~ llell zx
<

oo

(i) Let ¢ € (h
4.4, we can find y

%(M))* Set ¢ = max{qo, 2}, where ¢g < go < co. By Lemma
Ly (M) such that

p(z) =71(y"z), Vz€ Ly(M).
Fix n > 1 and e € P(M,,). For a fixed arbitrary and small enough € > 0, by the

inclusion (h%;(M))" C hS,, (M) with contant C, we may choose @ € Ly(M) such
that [|z|[ne, <1 so that

0,
Ds
S

Celr(ely —yn) @)l + & > [|(y = yn)ellne -

Clearly, we may assume that &,(z) =0 and ze = z. Set
x

 lwllng, (r(e) /P~ lell g
Then a is a (p, E)~atom and

lell > |7((y = yn)*a)|
. *

- [Zllne, (T(e)) /P~ e]| g IT(e(y — yn)" )|

CE(T(G)l)BHeHEX (Il(y = y")ethx —e).

a

By the arbitrariness of ¢, and taking supremum over n and e € P(M,), we get
Collel 2 llyllyoe - -

By Proposition 4.5 and Theorem 3.4, we arrive at the main result of this sub-
section.

THEOREM 4.6. Let0 <p <1 and f=1/p—1. Let E be a separable symmetric
Banach function space on (0,00). If 1 < pg < qg < oo, then (hg%(./\/l))* =
A%’C(M) with equivalent norms. The similar results hold for the row and mixture
spaces.

REMARK 4.7. By Lemma 4.3, we have the obvious inclusion h¢ (M) C hg(M)
for 0 < p < 1. When p = 1, the converse inclusion is also true [3]; it is, however,

an open question in the cases 0 < p < 1 even though they have the same dual from
Theorem 4.6 and [4, Theorem 5.4].

REMARK 4.8. We may consider the crude symmetric atoms. Let 0 < p < 1.
Let E be a separable symmetric Banach function space on (0,00) with 1 < pp <
ge < co. An element a € L,(M) is called a (p, E).-crude atom with respect to
(Mp)n>1, if there exist n > 1 and a factorization a = yb such that:
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(i) En(y) = 0;

(ii) b € Lﬁ(./\/ln), b € EX(M,) and HleTPp”b”Ex < 1lfor0<p<l
be EX(M,) and ||b||gx <1 for p =1,

Gii) [y, < 1.
Similarly, we define the notion of a (p, E),-crude atom with a = yb replaced by
a = by.

Similar to Definition 4.2, we define hy o . 4.(M) based on the (p, E).-crude
atoms as building blocks.

Note that if a is a (p, E).-atom with the associated projection e € M,,, then a
is a (p, E)c-crude atom. Indeed, for 0 < p < 1, we write

&
a = (el . llell ) ——S—— = yb:
Tel e Telax 2

for p= 17 we Write a = (”e”EXa)W - yb
EX

One can check that hy p. . 4.(M) C hi(M) for 0 < p < 1. So we have that

;,E(M) - h;,E;crudc(M) - h;(M)

for 0 < p < 1. As commented the previous remark, it is an interesting question to
show the three spaces are the same. We shall take care of it elsewhere.
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