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John-Nirenberg inequalities for noncommutative column

BMO and Lipschitz martingales

Guixiang Hong, Congbian Ma, and Yu Wang

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

c(M) and Λc
β
(M),

but also allows us to find the desired version of John-Nirenberg inequalities
for spaces BMOc(M) and Lc

β
(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 Lc

β
(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-λ 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 τ . Let
(Mn)n≥1 be an increasing sequence of von Neumann subalgebras ofM such that the
union ofMn’s is w

∗-dense inM and En’s be the associated conditional expectations.
A sequence (xn)n≥1 is called a Lp-martingale if xn ∈ Lp(M) and En(xn+1) = xn

for each n ≥ 1. The column space BMOc(M) is defined to be subset of L2(M)
(or equivalently L2-martingales) with

‖x‖BMOc := sup
n≥1

‖En|x− En−1(x)|
2‖

1
2
∞ < ∞;

The mixture space is then defined as

BMO(M) = {x ∈ L2(M) : ‖x‖BMO < ∞}

with

‖x‖BMO = max{‖x‖BMOc , ‖x∗‖BMOc}.

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 < ∞, we have

α−1
p ‖x‖BMO ≤ PBp(x) ≤ βp‖x‖BMO, (1.1)

where

PBp(x) = sup
n

sup
e∈P(Mn)

max{‖(x− xn−1)
e

(τ(e))1/p
‖p, ‖

e

(τ(e))1/p
(x− xn−1)‖p}.

(1.2)

Here P(M) denotes the lattice of projections of Mn and the two constants αp and
βp have the following properties

αp = 1 for 2 ≤ p < ∞, αp ≤ C1/p−1/2 for 0 < p < 2,

βp ≤ cp for 2 ≤ p < ∞, βp = 1 for 0 < p < 2,

where c 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
BMOc(M), the situation is much more complicated. Indeed, an exact version in
terms of Lp spaces corresponding to (1.1) was disproved in [8, Remark 3.14] and
there holds only for 2 ≤ p < ∞ a crude version in terms of Hardy spaces Hc

p (cf [8,
Theorem 3.8]), that is, projections e’s and Lp-norm in (1.2) are replaced by elements
b ∈ Lp’s and Hc

p-norm respectively. The reason behind is that the restricted scale
p ≥ 2 does not allow us to exploit an extreme point property of Lq spaces for q ≤ 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
BMOc(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

c(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 Λc
β(M)

defined as

Λc
β(M) ={x ∈ L2(M) : ‖x‖Λc

β
< ∞}

with

‖x‖Λc
β
:= max{‖E1(x)‖∞, sup

n≥1
sup

e∈P(Mn)

‖(x− xn)e‖hcp
(τ(e))β

}

which is exactly bmo
c(M) when β = 0. We refer the reader to Theorem 2.10 (iii)

for the above-mentioned fine version of Λc
β(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 BMOc(M) which
corresponds perfectly to the classical result (see e.g. [29, Theorem 2.50]): let
x ∈ BMOc(M) and 0 < p < ∞, then

α−1
p ‖x‖BMOc ≤ ‖x‖BMOc

p
≤ βp‖x‖BMOc , (1.3)

where

‖x‖BMOc
p
= sup

n≥1
sup

e∈P(Mn)

‖Sc(x − xn−1)e‖p

(τ(e))
1
p

and Sc(y) is the column square function defined as

Sc(y) =
(

∞
∑

k=1

|dyk|
2
)

1
2

with dyk = Ek(y)− Ek−1(y) for k ≥ 2 and dy1 = E1(y); moreover, our approach to
(1.3) is via the distribution function inequality form: let x ∈ BMOc(M), then for
any n ≥ 1, P ∈ P(Mn) and λ ≥ 0, there holds

τ
(

I[λ,∞)

(

(PS2
c (x− xn−1)P )

1
2

)

)

≤ 2(1− e−2)−1e2e
− λ

e‖x‖BMOc τ(P ), (1.4)

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

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 Λc

β(M), but also applies to the Lipschitz space Lc
β(M) defined as

Lc
β(M) = {x ∈ L2(M) : ‖x‖Lc

β
< ∞}

with

‖x‖Lc
β
:= sup

n≥1
sup

e∈P(Mn)

‖(x− xn−1)e‖2

(τ(e))β+
1
2

,

which is exactly BMOc(M) when β = 0. For this reason, we will state and prove
the John-Nirenberg theorem directly for Lc

β(M) (see Section 2) and Λc
β(M) (see

Theorem 2.10). To the authors’ best knowledge, these results are new even in the
case M being commutative and β > 0. As a further application, in Section 3, we
obtain the moment characterization of Λc

β(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 h

c
p,E(M)

(0 < p ≤ 1) defined via symmetric space atoms is also a predual space of Lipshitz
space Λc

1/p−1(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 (Ω,F ,P) equipped with sigma algebras (Fn)n≥1 with associated conditional
expectations (En)n≥1 (see e.g. [29, Section 2.4]). Let f ∈ BMO(Ω) and fn :=
En(f). The key estimate is the following: for any n ∈ N, any E ∈ Fn and any
λ, µ > 0,

P({ω ∈ E : S(f − fn−1) ≥ λ+ µ})

≤
‖f‖BMO

µ
P({ω ∈ E : S(f − fn−1) ≥ λ}), (1.5)

where

S(g) =

(

∞
∑

k=1

|dgk|
2

)
1
2

.

The classical proof of (1.5) rests on the construction of two stopping times with
respect to λ+ µ and µ for the non-decreasing adapted sequence (S(fk − 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,

P({ω ∈ E : S(f − fn−1) ≥ λ+ µ})

≤

∫

E

(

χ[λ+µ,∞)(S(f − fn−1))
)

(
S(f − fn−1)− λ

µ
)

≤
1

µ

∫

E

(

χ[λ,∞)(S(f − fn−1))
)

(S(f − fn−1)− λ)

=
1

µ

∞
∑

k=n

(

∫

E

(

χ[λ,∞)(S(fk − fn−1))− χ[λ,∞)(S(fk−1 − fn−1))
)

· (S(f − fn−1)− S(fk−1 − fn−1)) + (S(fk−1 − fn−1)− λ)
)

≤
1

µ

∞
∑

k=n

(

∫

E

(

χ[λ,∞)(S(fk − fn−1))− χ[λ,∞)(S(fk−1 − fn−1))
)

· (S(f − fn−1)− S(fk−1 − fn−1))
)

≤
1

µ

∞
∑

k=n

∫

E

(

χ[λ,∞)(S(fk − fn−1))− χ[λ,∞)(S(fk−1 − fn−1))
)

· ‖Ek(S(f − fn−1)− S(fk−1 − fn−1))‖∞

≤
1

µ
‖f‖BMO

∞
∑

k=n

∫

E

(

χ[λ,∞)(S(fk − fn−1))− χ[λ,∞)(S(fk−1 − fn−1))
)

=
1

µ
‖f‖BMOP({ω ∈ E : S(f − fn−1) ≥ λ}). (1.6)
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Then for a given λ > 0, choosing the nonnegative number k such that ke ≤ λ <
(k+1)e and applying (1.5) repeatedly with λ = (k−1)e, ..., e and µ = e, one gets the
distributional function inequality form of John-Nirenberg theorem for BMO(Ω),

P({ω ∈ E : S(f − fn−1) ≥ λ})

≤ P({ω ∈ E : S(f − fn−1) ≥ ke})

≤ (e−1)k−1
P(E) ≤ e2e−

λ
e P(E). (1.7)

This give the result of the case ‖f‖BMO = 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 (gk)k≥n with the limit g∞, the level set
{g∞ ≥ λ} can be expressed as a disjoint union

{g∞ ≥ λ} =

∞
⋃

k=n+1

{gk ≥ λ, gk−1 < λ}
⋃

{gn ≥ λ}.

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(fk−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 en+1,n+1+en+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 L1 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 Lc
β(M) and Λc

β(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, τ), denote by L0(M) the set
of all the τ -measurable operators. For each 0 < p < ∞, let Lp(M) be the subspace
of x ∈ L0(M) such that

‖x‖p :=
(

τ(|x|p)
)

1
p < ∞.

When p = ∞, we take the operator norm with convention. For x ∈ L0(M), the
distribution function λ(x) of x is defined by λt(x) = τ(I(t,∞)(|x|)) for t > 0, and
the generalized singular numbers µ(x) by µt(x) = inf{s > 0 : λs(x) ≤ t} for t > 0.
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2.1. Exponential decay of the distribution function for Lc
β(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 ≥ 1 and N > n. Let (Ω,F ,P) be a probability space and let εn, εn+1, ..., εN
be a sequence of independent Rademacher variables. For a fixed P ∈ P(Mn),
consider the amplification algebra N = MN+2−n ⊗ L∞(Ω,F ,P) ⊗ PMP , where
MN+2−n is the algebra of (N + 2 − n) × (N + 2 − n) matrices with the usual
trace. We equip N with the usual tensor trace ν and the filtration (Nm)Nm=n with
Nm = MN+2−n ⊗ L∞(Ω,Fm,P)⊗ PMmP , where Fm stands for the σ-algebra
generated by the variables εn, εn+1, ..., εm. The conditional expectation associated
with Nm is denoted by Ēm.

For x ∈ Lc
β(M) with β ≥ 0, we consider the associated sequence y = (ym)Nm=n

given by

ym =

m
∑

k=n

(en+1,k+2 + ek+2,n+1)⊗ εk ⊗
(P |dxk|2P )

1
2

τ(P )
β

, (2.1)

where ei,j are the standard units of MN+2−n. The associated difference is given
by the formula dyn = yn and dym = ym − ym−1 for n < m ≤ N . Clearly, y
is a martingale with respect to (Nm)Nm=n. For λ ≥ 0 we define the required se-
quence Rλ = (Rλ

m)m≥n of projections associated with y, given by Rλ
n−1 = Ī =

(
∑N+2

k=n+1 ek,k)⊗ 1⊗ P and, inductively,

Rλ
m = Rλ

m−1Ī(−∞,λ)(R
λ
m−1ymRλ

m−1).

Here, Ī(−∞,λ)(a) denotes the spectral projection of a ∈ L0(N ) corresponding to
the interval (−∞, λ). It is well-known that these projections enjoy the following
properties (see e.g. [5]):

• Rλ
m ∈ Nm, ∀n ≤ m ≤ N ;

• Rλ
m commutes with Rλ

m−1ymRλ
m−1, ∀n ≤ m ≤ N ;

• Rλ
mymRλ

m ≤ λRλ
m, ∀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.

Proposition 2.1. For any λ, µ > 0, one has

ν(Ī −Rλ+µ
N ) ≤

4

µ2
‖x‖2Lc

β
ν
(

(Ī −Rλ
N )((en+1,n+1 + en+3,n+3)⊗ 1⊗ P )

)

. (2.2)

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 λ, µ > 0, we have

ν(Ī −Rλ+µ
N ) ≤

2

µ2
ν((Ī −Rλ

N )(yN − λĪ)
2
).
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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.

Proof. Fix m ∈ {n, n + 1, ..., N}. By the definition of Rλ+µ
m and using the

martingale property of y,

ν(Rλ+µ
m−1 −Rλ+µ

m )

= ν
(

Ī[λ+µ,∞)

(

(Rλ+µ
m−1 −Rλ+µ

m )ym(Rλ+µ
m−1 −Rλ+µ

m )
)

)

= ν
(

Ī[λ+µ,∞)

(

(Rλ+µ
m−1 −Rλ+µ

m )Ēm(yN )(Rλ+µ
m−1 −Rλ+µ

m )
)

)

Set dN = Rλ
NyNRλ

N + λĪ − λRλ
N . Then according to the definition of Rλ

N , we have
dN ≤ λĪ . It follows that

yN = dN + (yN − λĪ)(Ī −Rλ
N ) + (Ī −Rλ

N )(yN − λĪ)Rλ
N

≤ λĪ + (yN − λĪ)(Ī −Rλ
N ) + (Ī −Rλ

N )(yN − λĪ)Rλ
N .

Therefore, by the property of distribution function, we have that

ν(Rλ+µ
m−1 −Rλ+µ

m ) ≤ ν
(

Ī[µ,∞)

(

(Rλ+µ
m−1 −Rλ+µ

m )Ēm((yN − λĪ)(Ī −Rλ
N )

+ (Ī −Rλ
N )(yN − λĪ)Rλ

N )(Rλ+µ
m−1 −Rλ+µ

m )
)

)

.

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

1

µ2
ν
(

(

(Rλ+µ
m−1 −Rλ+µ

m )((yN − λĪ)(Ī −Rλ
N )

+ (Ī −Rλ
N )(yN − λĪ)Rλ

N )(Rλ+µ
m−1 −Rλ+µ

m )
)2
)

≤
1

µ2
ν
(

(Rλ+µ
m−1 −Rλ+µ

m )
(

(yN − λĪ)(Ī −Rλ
N )

+ (Ī −Rλ
N )(yN − λĪ)Rλ

N

)2
(Rλ+µ

m−1 − Rλ+µ
m )

)

=
1

µ2
ν
(

(Rλ+µ
m−1 −Rλ+µ

m )(yN − λĪ)(Ī −Rλ
N )(yN − λĪ)(Rλ+µ

m−1 −Rλ+µ
m )

)

+
1

µ2
ν
(

(Rλ+µ
m−1 −Rλ+µ

m )(Ī −Rλ
N )(yN − λĪ)Rλ

N (yN − λĪ)(Ī −Rλ
N )(Rλ+µ

m−1 −Rλ+µ
m )

)

Summing m from n to N , we have that

ν(Ī −Rλ+µ
N ) =

N
∑

m=n

ν(Rλ+µ
m−1 −Rλ+µ

m )

≤
1

µ2
ν
(

(Ī −Rλ+µ
N )(yN − λĪ)(Ī −Rλ

N )(yN − λĪ)
)

+
1

µ2
ν
(

(Ī −Rλ+µ
N )(Ī −Rλ

N )(yN − λĪ)2(Ī −Rλ
N )
)

≤
2

µ2
ν
(

(Ī −Rλ
N )(yN − λĪ)

2)
.

This completes the proof. �
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The second one is an observation which will be quite essential in obtaining
en+1,n+1 + en+3,n+3 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 λ > 0 and z be a positive operator in L1(M). Then for any

m, k ≥ n, we have

ν(Rλ
m(ek+3,k+3 ⊗ 1⊗ z)) = 0.

Proof. By the definition of yn, we have the following fact

yn(ek+3,k+3 ⊗ 1⊗ z)

=
(

(en+1,n+2 + en+2,n+1)⊗ εn ⊗
(P |dxn|2P )

1
2

τ(P )β
)

(ek+3,k+3 ⊗ 1⊗ z)

= 0⊗ εn ⊗
( (P |dxn|2P )

1
2

τ(P )
β

z
)

= 0

which implies that Rλ
n(ek+3,k+3 ⊗ 1⊗ z) = 0. Thus by the inequality Rλ

m ≤ Rλ
n and

z ≥ 0, we get that

ν(Rλ
m(ek+3,k+3 ⊗ 1⊗ z)) ≤ ν(Rλ

n(ek+3,k+3 ⊗ 1⊗ z)) = 0.

This completes the proof. �

Now let us prove Proposition 2.1.

Proof. By Lemma 2.2, we just need to show

ν
(

(Ī −Rλ
N )(yN − λĪ)

2)
≤ 2 ‖x‖2Lc

β
ν
(

(Ī −Rλ
N )((en+1,n+1 + en+3,n+3)⊗ 1⊗ P )

)

.

Step 1. Observe that

ν
(

(Ī −Rλ
N )(yN − λĪ)

2)
=

N
∑

m=n

ν
(

(Rλ
m−1 −Rλ

m)(yN − λĪ)Rλ
m(yN − λĪ)

)

+

N
∑

m=n

ν
(

(Rλ
m−1 − Rλ

m)(yN − λĪ)(Ī −Rλ
m)(yN − λĪ)

)

.

Now write Ī−Rλ
m =

∑m
k=n(R

λ
k−1−Rλ

k) and the last line of the above expression
is equal to

N
∑

m=n

m
∑

k=n

ν
(

(Rλ
m−1 −Rλ

m)(yN − λĪ)(Rλ
k−1 −Rλ

k )(yN − λĪ)
)

.
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Thus changing the order of summation, we get

ν
(

(Ī −Rλ
N )(yN − λĪ)

2)

=

N
∑

m=n

ν
(

(Rλ
m−1 −Rλ

m)(yN − λĪ)Rλ
m(yN − λĪ)

)

+

N
∑

k=n

ν
(

(Rλ
k−1 −Rλ

N )(yN − λĪ)(Rλ
k−1 −Rλ

k)(yN − λĪ)
)

≤
N
∑

m=n

ν
(

(Rλ
m−1 −Rλ

m)(yN − λĪ)(Rλ
m +Rλ

m−1)(yN − λĪ)
)

.

Using the martingale property of y, we can split the above expression into two
parts:

N
∑

m=n

ν
(

(Rλ
m−1 −Rλ

m)(yN − ym)(Rλ
m +Rλ

m−1)(yN − ym)
)

+
N
∑

m=n

ν
(

(Rλ
m−1 −Rλ

m)(ym − λĪ)(Rλ
m +Rλ

m−1)(ym − λĪ)
)

.

Therefore, using (Rλ
m−1 − Rλ

m)ymRλ
m = 0 by the commuting property of Rλ, we

get that

ν
(

(Ī −Rλ
N )(yN − λĪ)

2)
≤ 2

N
∑

m=n

N
∑

k=m+1

ν
(

(Rλ
m−1 −Rλ

m)dy2k
)

+
N
∑

m=n

ν
(

(Rλ
m−1 −Rλ

m)(ym − λĪ)(Rλ
m−1 −Rλ

m)(ym − λĪ)
)

≤ 2

N
∑

m=n

N
∑

k=m+1

ν
(

(Rλ
m−1 −Rλ

m)dy2k
)

+

N
∑

m=n

ν
(

(Rλ
m−1 −Rλ

m)dym(Rλ
m−1 −Rλ

m)dym
)

.

The last inequality follows from the following equivalent estimate

ν
(

(Rλ
m−1 − Rλ

m)(λĪ − ym−1)(R
λ
m−1 −Rλ

m)(2ym − ym−1 − λĪ)
)

≥ 0,

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

ν
(

(Rλ
m−1 −Rλ

m)(λĪ − ym−1)(R
λ
m−1 −Rλ

m)
)

≥ 0

and

ν
(

(Rλ
m−1 −Rλ

m)(2ym − ym−1 − λĪ)
)

= 2ν
(

(Rλ
m−1 −Rλ

m)(ym − λĪ)
)

+ ν
(

(Rλ
m−1 −Rλ

m)(λĪ − ym−1)
)

≥ 0.

Hence we obtain that

ν
(

(Ī−Rλ
N )(yN − λĪ)

2)
≤ 2

N
∑

m=n

N
∑

k=m+1

ν
(

(Rλ
m−1−Rλ

m)dy2k
)

+

N
∑

m=n

ν
(

(Rλ
m−1−Rλ

m)dy2m
)

.
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Step 2. Note that

2
N
∑

m=n

N
∑

k=m+1

ν
(

(Rλ
m−1 −Rλ

m)dy2k
)

+
N
∑

m=n

ν
(

(Rλ
m−1 −Rλ

m)dy2m
)

= 2
N
∑

m=n+1

N
∑

k=m+1

ν
(

(Rλ
m−1 −Rλ

m)
(

(en+1,n+1 + ek+2,k+2)⊗ 1⊗
P |dxk|2P

τ(P )2β
)

)

+ 2
N
∑

k=n+1

ν
(

(Ī −Rλ
n)
(

(en+1,n+1 + ek+2,k+2)⊗ 1⊗
P |dxk|2P

τ(P )2β
)

)

+

N
∑

m=n+1

ν
(

(Rλ
m−1 −Rλ

m)
(

(en+1,n+1 + em+2,m+2)⊗ 1⊗
P |dxm|2P

τ(P )2β
)

)

+ ν
(

(Ī −Rλ
n)
(

(en+1,n+1 + en+2,n+2)⊗ 1⊗
P |dxn|2P

τ(P )
2β

)

)

.

Then by Lemma 2.3, the above expression is equal to

2
N
∑

m=n+1

N
∑

k=m+1

ν
(

(Rλ
m−1 −Rλ

m)(en+1,n+1 ⊗ 1⊗
P |dxk|2P

τ(P )2β
)
)

+ 2

N
∑

k=n+1

ν
(

(Ī −Rλ
n)((en+1,n+1 + ek+2,k+2)⊗ 1⊗

P |dxk|2P

τ(P )
2β

)
)

+

N
∑

m=n+1

ν
(

(Rλ
m−1 −Rλ

m)(en+1,n+1 ⊗ 1⊗
P |dxm|2P

τ(P )
2β

)
)

+ ν
(

(Ī −Rλ
n)((en+1,n+1 + en+2,n+2)⊗ 1⊗

P |dxn|
2P

τ(P )
2β

)
)

.

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

2

N
∑

m=n

N
∑

k=m+1

ν
(

(Rλ
m−1 −Rλ

m)dy2k
)

+

N
∑

m=n

ν
(

(Rλ
m−1 −Rλ

m)dy2m
)

≤ 2

N
∑

m=n

ν
(

(Rλ
m−1 −Rλ

m)(en+1,n+1 ⊗ 1⊗
P (S2

c (xN − xm−1)P

τ(P )
2β

)
)

+2

N
∑

k=n+1

ν(ek+2,k+2 ⊗ 1⊗
P |dxk|2P

τ(P )
2β

)

+ν
(

(Ī −Rλ
n)(en+2,n+2 ⊗ 1⊗

P |dxn|2P

τ(P )
2β

)
)

. (2.3)
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Observe that by Lemma 2.3, the trace-preserving property of conditional expecta-
tions and Rλ

N ≤ Rλ
n,

2

N
∑

k=n+1

ν(ek+2,k+2 ⊗ 1⊗
P |dxk|2P

τ(P )
2β

)

+ν
(

(Ī −Rλ
n)(en+2,n+2 ⊗ 1⊗

P |dxn|2P

τ(P )
2β

)
)

≤ 2
N
∑

k=n

τ(
P |dxk|2P

τ(P )2β
)

= 2ν
(

(Ī −Rλ
n)Ēn(en+3,n+3 ⊗ 1⊗

PS2
c (xN − xn−1)P

τ(P )2β
)
)

≤ 2ν
(

(Ī −Rλ
N )(en+3,n+3 ⊗ 1⊗

PEn(S2
c (xN − xn−1))P

τ(P )
2β

)
)

. (2.4)

Putting (2.3) and (2.4) together, by the trace-preserving property again and Rλ
N ≤

Rλ
n, we see that

2

N
∑

m=n

N
∑

k=m+1

ν
(

(Rλ
m−1 −Rλ

m)dy2k
)

+

N
∑

m=n

ν
(

(Rλ
m−1 −Rλ

m)dy2m
)

≤ 2

N
∑

m=n

ν
(

(Rλ
m−1 −Rλ

m)(en+1,n+1 ⊗ 1⊗
PEm(S2

c (xN − xm−1))P

τ(P )
2β

)
)

+2ν
(

(Ī −Rλ
N )(en+3,n+3 ⊗ 1⊗

PEn(S2
c (xN − xn−1))P

τ(P )2β
)
)

≤ 2

N
∑

m=n

ν
(

(Rλ
m−1 −Rλ

m)(en+1,n+1 ⊗ 1⊗ P )
)

· sup
m≥n

‖PEm(S2
c (xN − xm−1))P‖∞

τ(P )
2β

+2ν
(

(Ī −Rλ
N )(en+3,n+3 ⊗ 1⊗ P )

)

·
‖PEm(S2

c (xN − xm−1))P‖∞

τ(P )
2β

. (2.5)

By duality, we can write for any k ≥ n

‖PEk(S2
c (xN − xk−1))P‖∞

τ(P )2β

= sup
‖z‖1≤1, z∈L+

1 (PMkP )

τ(zPS2
c (xN − xk−1)P )

τ(P )2β

= sup
P ′∈P(PMkP )

1

τ(P ′)

τ(P ′PS2
c (xN − xk−1)P )

τ(P )2β
,

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

z =
∑

k

λk
ek

τ(ek)
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with ek’s projections and ‖z‖1 =
∑

k |λk|. It follows that

‖PEk(S2
c (xN − xk−1))P‖∞

τ(P )
2β

≤ sup
k≥1

sup
P ′∈P(PMkP )

‖(x− xk−1)P
′‖22

τ(P ′)2β+1
≤ ‖x‖2Lc

β
(2.6)

since P ′ ≤ P and

τ(P ′S2
c (xN − xk−1)P

′) = ‖(xN − xk−1)P
′‖22.

Putting (2.5) and (2.6) together, we get that

2

N
∑

m=n

N
∑

k=m+1

ν
(

(Rλ
m−1 −Rλ

m)dy2k
)

+

N
∑

m=n

ν
(

(Rλ
m−1 −Rλ

m)dy2m
)

≤ 2‖x‖2Lc
β
ν
(

(Ī −Rλ
N )((en+1,n+1 + en+3,n+3)⊗ 1⊗ P )

)

.

Thus we obtain the desired estimate. �

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 β ≥ 0 and x ∈ Lc
β(M). Then for any n ≥ 1, P ∈ P(Mn)

and λ ≥ 0, there holds

τ

(

I[λ,∞)

((PS2
c (x− xn−1)P )

1
2

τ(P )β

)

)

≤ 2(1− e−2)−1e2e
− λ

e‖x‖Lc
β τ(P ). (2.7)

Proof. Let x ∈ Lc
β(M). Fixed one n ≥ 1 and N ≥ n. For a fixed positive

integer k, apply Proposition 2.1 inductively with λ = (k − 1)e, · · · , e, 0 and µ = e,

ν(Ī −Rke
N ) ≤

4

e2
‖x‖2Lc

β
ν
(

(Ī −R
(k−1)e
N )((en+1,n+1 + en+3,n+3)⊗ 1⊗ P )

)

≤
4

e2
‖x‖2Lc

β
ν(Ī −R

(k−1)e
N )

≤ (
4

e2
‖x‖2Lc

β
)kν
(

(Ī −R0
N )((en+1,n+1 + en+3,n+3)⊗ 1⊗ P )

)

≤ (
4

e2
‖x‖2Lc

β
)kν
(

(en+1,n+1 + en+3,n+3)⊗ 1⊗ P
)

= 2(
4

e2
‖x‖2Lc

β
)kτ(P ).

Letm ≥ n, set P ke
m =

∧

l≥k

Rle
m for any k ∈ N, then one observes easily that P le

m ≤ P ke
m

if l ≤ k. By the definition of P ke
N , one may relate P ke

N with R
(k+1)e
N as follows,

ν(Ī −Rke
N ) = ν(Ī − P ke

N ) + ν(P ke
N −Rke

N )

= ν(Ī − P ke
N ) + ν(Rke

N ∧ P
(k+1)e
N −Rke

N )

= ν(Ī − P ke
N )− ν(Rke

N −Rke
N ∧ P

(k+1)e
N )

= ν(Ī − P ke
N )− ν(Rke

N ∨ P
(k+1)e
N − P

(k+1)e
N )

≥ ν(Ī − P ke
N )− ν(Ī − P

(k+1)e
N ) = ν(P

(k+1)e
N − P ke

N ),
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where in last equality, we have used the fact that for any two projections P,Q,
there holds the equivalence

P − P ∧Q ∼ P ∨Q −Q. (2.8)

Assume that ‖x‖Lc
β
= 1

2 . Putting the two inequalities above together, we get

that

ν(P
(k+1)e
N − P ke

N ) ≤ ν(Ī −Rke
N ) ≤ 2e−2kτ(P ). (2.9)

Now fix one λ ≥ 0. Then there exists a unique positive integer k0 such that
k0e ≤ λ < (k0+1)e. We claim first that I[k0e,∞)(yN ) is equivalent to a subprojection

of Ī − P k0e
N . Indeed, for any nonzero vector ξ ∈ P k0e

N (H), since P k0e
N ≤ Rk0e

N and

Rk0e
N yNRk0e

N < k0e by definitions, we obtain

(yNξ, ξ) = (P k0e
N yNP k0e

N ξ, ξ) < k0e ‖ξ‖
2

which implies that ξ /∈ I[k0e,∞)(yN )(H). In other words,

P k0e
N ∧ Ī[k0e,∞)(yN ) = 0.

Then by (2.8), one concludes the claim,

Ī[k0e,∞)(yN ) = Ī[k0e,∞)(yN)− Ī[k0e,∞)(yN ) ∧ P k0e
N

∼ Ī[k0e,∞)(yN) ∨ P k0e
N − P k0e

N

≤ Ī − P k0e
N .

Therefore, by (2.9), we deduce that

ν(Ī[λ,∞)(yN )) ≤ ν(Ī[k0e,∞)(yN ))

≤ ν(Ī − P k0e
N ) =

∑∞
l=k0

ν(P
(l+1)e
N − P le

N )

≤ 2τ(P )
∑∞

l=k0
e−2l = 2τ(P )(1 − e−2)−1e−2k0 .

≤ 2τ(P )(1 − e−2)−1e(2−
2λ
e
).

By homogeneity, we have for x ∈ Lc
β(M) not necessarily of norm 1/2,

ν(Ī[λ,∞)(yN )) ≤ 2(1− e2)−1e2e
− λ

e‖x‖Lc
β τ(P ).

Finally, noticing that y2N ≥ en+1,n+1 ⊗ 1⊗ PS2
c (xN−xn−1)P

τ(P )2β
, we arrive at

τ
(

I[λ,∞)(
(PS2

c (xN − xn)P )
1
2

τ(P )β
)
)

= ν
(

Ī[λ,∞)(en+1,n+1 ⊗ 1⊗
(PS2

c (xN − xn)P )
1
2

τ(P )
β

)
)

≤ ν(Ī[λ,∞)(yN )) ≤ 2(1− e−2)−1e2e
− λ

e‖x‖Lc
β τ(P ).

Let N → ∞, this concludes the proof. �
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2.2. Exponential integrability and the p-moment characterization for

Lc
β(M). With the help of Theorem 2.4, we obtain the following John-Nirenberg

theorem in terms of exponential integrability.

Theorem 2.5. Let β ≥ 0 and x ∈ Lc
β(M). Then for any 0 < a < 1

e‖x‖Lc
β

,

sup
n≥1

sup
P∈P(Mn)

1

τ(P )
τ
(

e
a(PS2

c (x−xn−1)P )
1
2

τ(P )β

)

≤ Ka < ∞,

where Ka = 1 + 2a(1− e−2)−1e2
∫∞

0 e
(a− 1

e‖x‖Lc
β

)s

ds.

Proof. It suffices to consider the case of ‖x‖Lc
β
= 1 and 0 < a < 1

e . Fix

n ≥ 1 and P ∈ P(Mn). Set Φ(s) = eas − 1. Then by the equality τ(Φ(|y|)) =
∫∞

0
λs(|y|)dΦ(s) and Theorem 2.4, we have

τ
(

e
a(PS2

c (x−xn−1)P )
1
2

τ(P )β − P
)

=

∫ ∞

0

λs

((PS2
c (x− xn−1)P )

1
2

(τ(P ))β

)

deas

≤ a

∫ ∞

0

eas · τ(P )2(1− e−2)−1e2e
−s
e ds

= 2a(1− e−2)−1e2τ(P )

∫ ∞

0

e(a−
1
e
)sds,

which gives immediately the desired estimates. �

Next we consider the p-moment inequality form of John-Nirenberg theorem.

Definition 2.6. Let β ≥ 0 and 0 < p < ∞. We define

Lc
β,p(M) = {x ∈ L2(M) : ‖x‖Lc

β,p
< ∞}

where

‖x‖Lc
β,p

= sup
n≥1

sup
e∈P(Mn)

‖Sc(x− xn−1)e‖p

(τ(e))β+
1
p

,

and

Lr
β,p(M) = {x ∈ L2(M) : x∗ ∈ Lc

β,p(M)}.

Remark 2.7. (i) Note that when p = 2 we have that Lc
β,p(M) = Lc

β(M).

(ii) The above definition is motivated by the John-Nirenberg theorem for bmo
c(M)

obtained in [8]. When β = 0, it is not difficult to check that this definition goes back
to the classical one given in [29, Definition 2.45]. For β > 0, however, whenever M
is commutative or not, this definition seems new in the literature.

Theorem 2.8. Let β ≥ 0, x ∈ Lc
β(M) and 0 < p < ∞. Then there exist two

constants αp and βp such that

α−1
p ‖x‖Lc

β
≤ ‖x‖Lc

β,p
≤ βp‖x‖Lc

β
(2.10)

with αp and βp satisfying

(i) αp = 1 for 2 ≤ p < ∞, (ii) αp ≤ C1−2/p for 0 < p < 2,

(iii) βp ≤ cp for 2 ≤ p < ∞, (iv) βp = 1 for 0 < p < 2.

The same inequalities hold for ‖ · ‖Lr
β
and ‖ · ‖Lr

β,p
.
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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 < ∞, by Theorem 2.4, we have that for any n ≥ 1 and P ∈ P(Mn)

‖Sc(x − xn−1)P‖p

(τ(P ))β+
1
p

= (τ(P ))−
1
p

(

p

∫ ∞

0

sp−1 · λs

( (PS2
c (x− xn−1)P )

1
2

(τ(P ))β
)

ds
)

1
p

≤
(

p

∫ ∞

0

sp−1 · 2(1− e−2)−1e2e
− s

e‖x‖Lc
β ds

)
1
p

= e(2p(1− e−2)−1e2)
1
pΓ(p)

1
p ‖x‖Lc

β
.

Noting that

lim
p→∞

(2p(1− e2)−1e2)
1
pΓ(p)

1
p

p
=

1

e
,

and thus there exists a constant c such that for 2 ≤ p < ∞

‖x‖Lc
β,p

≤ cp‖x‖Lc
β
. (2.11)

The case 0 < p < 2. Let q > 0 such that 1/p = 1/q + 1/2. By Hölder’s inequality,
one obtains for any n ≥ 1 and P ∈ P(Mn)

‖Sc(x− xn−1)P‖p ≤ (τ(P ))
1
q ‖Sc(x− xn−1)P‖2.

Thus we have

(τ(P ))−β− 1
p ‖Sc(x− xn−1)P‖p ≤ (τ(P ))−β− 1

2 ‖Sc(x− xn−1)P‖2

which implies that

‖x‖Lc
β,p

≤ ‖x‖Lc
β,2

= ‖x‖Lc
β
.

We turn to the inequality on the left hand side. First we consider the case of
2 ≤ p < ∞. Choose q such that 1 = 2/p+1/q. Fix n and e ∈ P(Mn). By Hölder’s
inequality, one gets

sup
e∈P(Mn)

‖(x− xn−1)e‖22
(τ(e))1+2β

= sup
e∈P(Mn)

τ(eS2
c (x− xn−1)e)

(τ(e))1+2β

≤ sup
e∈P(Mn)

1

(τ(e))1+2β
(‖e‖q · ‖eS

2
c (x− xn−1)e‖ p

2
)

= sup
e∈P(Mn)

‖Sc(x − xn−1)e‖2p

(τ(e))2β+
2
p

.

Thus we have ‖x‖Lc
β
≤ ‖x‖Lc

β,p
. For 0 < p < 2, fix one q > 2, choose 0 < θ < 1,

such that 1 = (2θ)/p+ (1− θ)/q. By Hölder’s inequality, one gets

‖(x− xn−1)e‖
2
2

(τ(e))1+2β
=

τ
(

(eS2
c (x− xn−1)e)

θ+(1−θ)
)

(τ(e))1+2β

≤
1

(τ(e))1+2β
‖(eS2

c (x− xn−1)e)
θ‖ p

2θ
‖(eS2

c (x − xn−1)e)
1−θ‖ q

1−θ

=
(‖Sc(x − xn−1)e‖p

(τ(e))β+
1
p

)2θ(‖Sc(x− xn−1)e‖2q

(τ(e))β+
1
2q

)2(1−θ)
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which implies that

‖x‖Lc
β
≤ ‖x‖θLc

β,p
‖x‖1−θ

Lc
β,2q

.

Thus by the upper inequalities in (2.10), we have

‖x‖Lc
β
≤ (cq)

1−θ
θ ‖x‖Lc

β,p
.

Noting that 1−θ
θ =

1− 2
p

1
q
−1

, we get the desired estimate by taking C = (cq)1/(1/q−1).

�

Remark 2.9. (i) Theorem 2.8 (or its proof) actually tells us that the Lipschitz
space Lc

β(M) coincides with Lc
β,p(M) for any 2 ≤ p < ∞. While for 0 < p < 2, if

a priori we assume that x ∈ Lc
β(M), then the norms are equivalent; so it would be

interesting to show a distribution inequality as (2.7) starting with x ∈ Lc
β,p(M).

(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 Λc
β(M). The above proof for Lc

β(M)

works equally for Λc
β(M). Indeed, for x ∈ Λc

β(M), it suffices to modify the defini-

tion in (2.1) as

ym =

m
∑

k=n

(en+1,k+2 + ek+2,n+1)⊗ εk ⊗
(PEk|dxk+1|2P )

1
2

τ(P )
β

,

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 hcp(M) appearing below,
we refer the reader to next section for more information.

Theorem 2.10. Let β ≥ 0 and x ∈ Λc
β(M). The following assertions hold.

(i) For any n ≥ 1, P ∈ P(Mn) and λ ≥ 0, there holds

τ

(

I[λ,∞)

((Ps2c(x− xn)P )
1
2

τ(P )
β

)

)

≤ 2(1− e−2)−1e2e
− λ

e‖x‖Λc
β τ(P ). (2.12)

(ii) For any 0 < a < 1
e‖x‖Λc

β

,

sup
n≥1

sup
P∈P(Mn)

1

τ(P )
τ
(

e
a(Ps2c(x−xn)P )

1
2

τ(P )β

)

≤ Ka,

where Ka is the constant appeared in Theorem 2.5.

(iii) Let 0 < p < ∞. There holds

α−1
p ‖x‖Λc

β
≤ ‖x‖Λc

β,p
≤ βp‖x‖Λc

β
, (2.13)

where αp, βp are the constants appeared in Theorem 2.8 and

‖x‖Λc
β,p

= max{‖E1(x)‖∞, sup
n≥1

sup
e∈P(Mn)

‖(x− xn)e‖hcp

(τ(e))β+
1
p

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

(ii) When β = 0, we recover the p-moment form of John-Nirenberg theorem for
bmo

c spaces (see [8]).

3. Symmetric space moment characterization for Λc
β(M)

This section is devoted to the symmetric space moment characterization of
Λc
β(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,∞). Denote by L0(0,∞)
be the space of all Lebesgue measurable real-valued functions on (0,∞). Let f ∈
L0(0,∞). Recall that the distribution function of f is defined by

λs(f) = |{ω ∈ (0,∞) : |f(ω)| > s}|, s > 0

and its non-increasing rearrangement by

µt(f) = inf{s > 0 : λs(f) ≤ t}, t > 0.

A quasi-Banach subspace E of L0(0,∞) is called symmetric if for any g ∈ E
and any measurable function f with µt(f) ≤ µt(g) for all t ≥ 0, then f ∈ E
and ‖f‖E ≤ ‖g‖E. A symmetric quasi-Banach space E is said to have the Fatou
property if for every net (fi)i∈I in E satisfying 0 ≤ fi ↑ and supi∈I ‖fi‖E < ∞ the
supremum f = supi∈I fi exists in E and ‖fi‖E ↑ ‖f‖E. We say that E has order
continuous norm if for every net (fi)i∈I in E such that fi ↓ 0 we have ‖fi‖ ↓ 0.

The Köthe dual of a symmetric Banach space E is given by

E× = {f ∈ L0(0,∞) :

∫ ∞

0

|f(t)g(t)|dt < ∞, ∀g ∈ E},

with the norm ‖f‖E× := sup{
∫∞

0 |f(t)g(t)|dt : ‖g‖E ≤ 1}. The space E× is sym-
metric and has the Fatou property. A symmetric Banach function space E on (0,∞)
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 L0(0,∞) by

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

For a quasi-Banach function space E, the lower and upper Boyd indices pE and qE
of E are respectively defined by

pE := lim
s→∞

log s

log ‖Ds‖
and qE := lim

s→0+

log s

log ‖Ds‖
.

Ds is a bounded linear operator on E for every s > 0 and 0 ≤ pE ≤ qE ≤ ∞. If E
is furthermore a Banach space, then 1 ≤ pE ≤ qE ≤ ∞ and

1

pE
+

1

qE×

= 1,
1

pE×

+
1

qE
= 1. (3.1)

Note that if E is a separable symmetric Banach space with 1 < pE ≤ qE < ∞, then
E automatically have the Fatou property.
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Given a quasi-Banach function space E, for 0 < r < ∞, E(r) will denote the
quasi-Banach function space defined by E(r) = {f : |f |r ∈ E} equipped with the

quasi-norm ‖f‖E(r) =
∥

∥|f |r
∥

∥

1
r

E
. Note that

pE(r) = rpE , qE(r) = rqE , (3.2)

and if 0 < p, q < ∞, then

(E(p))(q) = E(pq). (3.3)

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

Let Ei be a quasi-Banach function space for i = 1, 2. The pointwise product
space E1 ⊙ E2 is defined by

E1 ⊙ E2 = {f ∈ L0(0,∞) : f = f1f2, fi ∈ Ei, i = 1, 2}

with functional ‖ · ‖E1⊙E2 being defined by

‖f‖E1⊙E2 = inf{‖f‖E1‖f‖E2 : f = f1f2, fi ∈ Ei, i = 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 < ∞, then (E ⊙ F )(p) = E(p) ⊙ F (p).
(ii) L1(0,∞) = E ⊙ E×.

(iii) If 1 < p < ∞, then (E(p))× = (E×)(p) ⊙ Lp′(0,∞).

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

or has the Fatou property with pE > p. Then E( 1
p
) can be renormed as a symmetric

Banach space.

Proof. We first consider the case of 0 < p ≤ 1. Since E is symmetric and
1
p ≥ 1, we have that E( 1

p
) is a symmetric Banach function space (see [17, p 53]). For

p > 1, by [6, Theorem 3.2], we have that E is an interpolation space for the couple
(

Lp(0,∞), L∞(0,∞)
)

. It follows that E( 1
p
) is an interpolation space for the couple

(

L1(0,∞), L∞(0,∞)
)

(see [6, Theorem 3.5]). Thus according to Lemma 2.2 in [3],

we get that E( 1
p
) can be renormed as a symmetric Banach function space. �

3.2. Noncommutative symmetric spaces and martingales. For a given
noncommutative measure space (M, τ) and a symmetric quasi-Banach function
space (E, ‖·‖E) on (0,∞), we define the corresponding noncommutative symmetric
space by setting

E(M, τ) = {x ∈ L0(M) : µt(x) ∈ E}

equipped with the quasi-norm

‖x‖E(M,τ) := ‖µt(x)‖E .

It is well-known that E(M, τ) (denoted byE(M) for convenience) is a quasi-Banach
space. Note that if 0 < p < ∞ and E = Lp(0,∞), then E(M, τ) = Lp(M, τ) is
the usual noncommutative Lp-space associated with (M, τ). We refer to [1, 3] for
more details and historical references on these spaces.

Let (M, τ) be a noncommutative measure admitting a martingale structure,
that is, there exists an increasing sequence of von Neumann subalgebras (Mn)n≥1
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of M such that the union of the Mn’s is weak∗-dense in M. For each n ≥ 1,
the unique conditional expectation En from M onto Mn extends to a contractive
projection from Lp(M, τ) onto Lp(Mn, τn) for all 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞. More generally, if E
is a symmetric Banach function space on (0,∞) that belongs to Int(L1, L∞)—the
interpolation spaces, then En is bounded from E(M, τ) onto E(Mn, τn).

A sequence x = (xn)n≥1 is called a E(M)-martingale if xn ∈ E(M) and
En(xn+1) = xn, ∀n ≥ 1. In this case, we set ‖x‖E = supn≥1 ‖xn‖E . If ‖x‖E < ∞,
then x is called a bounded E(M)-martingale. The column and row conditioned
Hardy spaces h

c
E(M) and h

r
E(M) are defined to be respectively the completions

of the space of all the finite E(M)-martingales under the associated quasi-norms
‖x‖hc

E
= ‖sc(x)‖E and ‖x‖hr

E
= ‖sr(x)‖E , where sc(x) and sr(x) are the column

and row conditioned square functions of x, defined by (with the convention that
E0 = E1)

sc(x) = (
∑

k≥1

Ek−1|dxk|
2)1/2 and sr(x) = sc(x

∗).

In general, we have no explicit description of elements in h
c
E(M) or hrE(M), that

is, not all the elements of hcE(M) and h
r
E(M) can be represented by a martingale.

However, if E = Lp(0,∞) for 0 < p < ∞, then h
c
E(M) = h

c
p(M) and h

r
E(M) =

h
r
p(M), 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,∞) with the Fatou property which is an interpolation space for the couple
(

Lp(0,∞), Lq(0,∞)
)

for some 1 < p < q < ∞, then every element of hcE(M) and
h
r
E(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

c(M) case, our approach is
much more efficient than the interpolation arguments given in [3].

We first introduce the symmetric Lipschitz spaces Λc
β,E(M) and Λr

β,E(M).

Definition 3.3. Let β ≥ 0. Let E be a separable symmetric Banach function
space on (0,∞) with 1 < pE ≤ qE < ∞. We define

Λc
β,E(M) = {x ∈ L2(M) : ‖x‖Λc

β,E
< ∞},

where

‖x‖Λc
β,E

= max{‖E1(x)‖∞, sup
n

sup
e∈P(Mn)

(τ(e))
−β‖(x− xn)

e

‖e‖E
‖hc

E
}

and

Λr
β,E(M) = {x ∈ L2(M) : x∗ ∈ Λc

β,E(M)}.

Let Λ0,c
β,E(M) and Λ0,r

β,E(M) be their subspaces of all x with E1(x) = 0.

Theorem 3.4. Let β ≥ 0 and x ∈ Λc
β(M). Let E be a separable symmetric

Banach function space on (0,∞) with 1 < pE ≤ qE < ∞. Then we have that

α−1
E ‖x‖Λc

β
≤ ‖x‖Λc

β,E
≤ βE‖x‖Λc

β
.

The constants αE and βE depend on E. The same inequalities hold for ‖ · ‖Λr
β
and

‖ · ‖Λr
β,E

.



20 GUIXIANG HONG, CONGBIAN MA, AND YU WANG

Lemma 3.5. Let E be a separable symmetric Banach function space on (0,∞)
with 1 < pE ≤ qE < ∞. Choose p such that qE < p. Then we have that E =

F (p′) ⊙ Lp(0,∞), where F = (E
×( 1

p′
)
)×. Here and below, for 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞, p′

denotes the conjugate index of p.

Proof. By (3.1), it follows that 1 < p′ < pE× ≤ qE× < ∞. Since E× is

symmetric and has the Fatou property, by Lemma 2.2, E
×( 1

p′
)
can be renormed as

a symmetric Banach function space. Then by (3.3) and (iii) of Lemma 3.1, we have
that

E = (E×)× = ([E
×( 1

p′
)
](p

′))× = ([E
×( 1

p′
)
]×)(p

′) ⊙ Lp(0,∞) = F (p′) ⊙ Lp(0,∞).

�

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,∞).
Then E⊙F is a symmetric quasi-Banach function space on (0,∞) and the following

formula holds:

‖χ[0,t]‖E⊙F = ‖χ[0,t]‖E‖χ[0,t]‖F for t ∈ (0,∞).

Proof of Theorem 3.4. We may assume E1(x) = 0. Let F , p and p′ be as
in Lemma 3.5. Fix n and P ∈ P(Mn). By definition µt(P ) = χ[0,τ(P )](t), and thus
by Lemma 3.5 and Lemma 3.6, we have

‖P‖E = ‖P‖F (p′)‖P‖p.

Therefore, by the equality E
1
2 = F ( p′

2 ) ⊙ L p

2
(0,∞), we have that

(τ(P ))−β‖(x− xn)
P

‖P‖E
‖hc

E
= (τ(P ))−β

∥

∥

P

‖P‖E
s2c(x− xn)

P

‖P‖E

∥

∥

1
2

E( 1
2
)

≤ (τ(P ))−β
∥

∥

P

‖P‖2E

∥

∥

1
2

F (
p′

2
)
‖Ps2c(x− xn)P‖

1
2
p

2

= (τ(P ))−β 1

(τ(P ))
1
p

‖(x− xn)P‖hcp (3.4)

which implies that ‖x‖Λc
β,E

≤ ‖x‖Λc
β,p

. Then by (iii) of Theorem 2.10, we have that

‖x‖Λc
β,E

≤ βE‖x‖Λc
β
.

Conversely, choose p such that p < pE. Then by Lemma 3.2, E( 1
p
) can be

renormed as a symmetric Banach function space. Thus by (ii) of Lemma 3.1, we

have that L1(0,∞) = E( 1
p
) ⊙ E( 1

p
)×. It follows that Lp(0,∞) = E ⊙ F by (i) of

Lemma 3.1, where F = (E( 1
p
)×)(p). Hence, for all e ∈ P(Mn), by Lemma 3.6, we

have

(τ(e))
1
p = ‖e‖E‖e‖F . (3.5)

Using the equality L p

2
(0,∞) = E( 1

2 ) ⊙ F ( 1
2 ), one has

‖(x− xn)
e

(τ(e))
1
p

‖hcp =
∥

∥

e

‖e‖F

e

‖e‖E
s2c(x− xn)

e

‖e‖E

e

‖e‖F

∥

∥

1
2
p

2

≤
∥

∥

e

‖e‖2F

∥

∥

1
2

F ( 1
2
)

∥

∥

e

‖e‖E
s2c(x− xn)

e

‖e‖E

∥

∥

1
2

E( 1
2
)

=
∥

∥(x− xn)
e

‖e‖E

∥

∥

hc
E

(3.6)
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which implies ‖x‖Λc
β,p

≤ ‖x‖Λc
β,E

. Therefore, by Theorem 2.10, we get the desired

result

‖x‖Λc
β
≤ αE‖x‖Λc

β,E
.

�

Remark 3.7. When 0 < pE ≤ qE ≤ 1, it is easy to obtain the left inequality
from the proof of Theorem 3.4.

4. The atomic Hardy space hp,E(M) for 0 < p ≤ 1

In this section, we show that the noncommutative Hardy space h
c
p,E(M) (0 <

p ≤ 1) defined via symmetric space atoms is also a predual space of Lipshitz space
Λc

1
p
−1

(M).

Definition 4.1. Let 0 < p ≤ 1. Let E be a separable symmetric Banach
function space on (0,∞) and 1 < pE ≤ qE < ∞. An element a ∈ Lp(M) is called
a (p,E)c-atom with respect to (Mn)n≥1, if there exist n ≥ 1 and a projection
e ∈ Mn such that:

(i) En(a) = 0;
(ii) r(a) ≤ e;
(iii) ‖a‖hc

E
≤ (τ(e))1−1/p‖e‖−1

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

Note that if E = Lq(0,∞) for 1 < q < ∞, they are (p, q)-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,∞) and 1 < pE ≤ qE < ∞. We define h

c
p,E(M) as the space

of all operators x ∈ Lp(M) which admits a decomposition

x =
∑

k

λkak,

where for each k, ak is either a (p,E)c-atom or an element of the unit ball of
Lp(M1), and λk ∈ C satisfying

∑

k |λk|p < ∞. We equip this space with the
p-norm:

‖x‖hc
p,E

= inf (
∑

k

|λk|
p)

1
p ,

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

h
0,c
p,E(M) = {x ∈ h

c
p,E(M) : E1(x) = 0}.

Similarly, we define h
r
p,E(M) and h

0,r
p,E(M).

Lemma 4.3. Let 0 < p ≤ 1. If a is a (p,E)c-atom, then

‖a‖hcp ≤ 1.

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

‖a‖hcp ≤ ‖sc(a)‖
1
2

E( 1
2
)
‖e‖F

= ‖a‖hc
E

(τ(e))
1
p

‖e‖E
(by (3.5))

≤
τ(e)

‖e‖E×‖e‖E
(by (iii) of Definition 4.1 )

= 1 ( by L1(0,∞) = E ⊙ E× and Lemma 3.6 ).

Thus we obtain the desired result. �

Lemma 4.4. Let E be a separable symmetric Banach function space on (0,∞)
and 1 < pE ≤ qE < ∞. For a given qE < q0 < ∞ and q = max{2, q0}, Lq(M)
embeds densely and continuously into h

c
p,E(M).

Proof. Let x ∈ Lq(M). We decompose it as a linear combination of two
atoms:

x = CqCE‖x− E1(x)‖q
x− E1(x)

CqCE‖x− E1(x)‖q
+ ‖E1(x)‖q

E1(x)

‖E1(x)‖q
,

where CE is the constant in the inequality ‖y‖E ≤ CE‖y‖q for all y ∈ Lq(M), and
Cq is the constant in the noncommutative Burkholder inequality ‖y‖hcq ≤ Cq‖y‖q
for all y ∈ Lq(M) (see [15]). Then E1(x)/‖E1(x)‖q ∈ Lq(M1) ⊂ L1(M1) and

∥

∥

E1(x)

‖E1(x)‖q

∥

∥

1
=

‖E1(x)‖1
‖E1(x)‖q

≤ 1.

Also,
x− E1(x)

CqCE‖x− E1(x)‖q
=

x− E1(x)

CqCE‖x− E1(x)‖q
· 1

.
= ae.

Clearly, E1(a) = 0 and

∥

∥

x− E1(x)

CqCE‖x− E1(x)‖q

∥

∥

hc
E

≤
CE‖x− E1(x)‖hcq
CqCE‖x− E1(x)‖q

≤ 1.

Thus
‖x‖hc

p,E
≤ CqCE‖x− E1(x)‖q + ‖E1(x)‖q ≤ (2CqCE + 1)‖x‖q.

The density is trivial. �

Proposition 4.5. Let 0 < p ≤ 1 and β = 1/p − 1. Let E be a separa-

ble symmetric Banach function space on (0,∞). If 1 < pE ≤ qE < ∞, then
(

h
0,c
p,E(M)

)∗
= Λ0,c

β,E×(M) with equivalent norms. More precisely,

(i) Every y ∈ Λ0,c
β,E×(M) defines a continuous linear functional on h

0,c
p,E(M) by

ϕy(x) = τ(y∗x) (4.1)

for all x ∈ h
0,c
p,E(M), and ‖ϕy‖(

h
0,c
p,E

(M)
)∗ ≤ ‖y‖Λ0,c

β,E×
;

(ii) Conversely, each ϕ ∈
(

h
0,c
p,E(M)

)∗
is given as (4.1) by some y ∈ Λ0,c

β,E×(M),

and ‖y‖Λ0,c

β,E×
≤ CE‖ϕy‖(

h
0,c
p,E

(M)
)∗ .

Similarly,
(

h
0,r
p,E(M)

)∗
= Λ0,r

β,E×(M) with equivalent norms.
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Proof. (i) Let y ∈ Λ0,c
β,E×(M). If a is a (p,E)c-atom with En(a) = 0 for some

n ≥ 1 and a = ae for some projection e ∈ Mn satisfying ‖a‖hc
E
≤ (τ(e))1−1/p‖e‖−1

E× ,

then using the duality inclusion h
c
E×(M) ⊂

(

h
c
E(M)

)∗
with constant 1 (see [3,

Theorem 2.5]), we have that

|τ(y∗a)| = |τ
(

(y − yn)
∗ae
)

|

≤ ‖(y − yn)e‖hc
E×

‖a‖hc
E

≤ ‖(y − yn)e‖hc
E×

(τ(e))1−1/p‖e‖−1
E×

≤ ‖y‖Λ0,c

β,E×
.

(ii) Let ϕ ∈
(

h
0,c
p,E(M)

)∗
. Set q = max{q0, 2}, where qE < q0 < ∞. By Lemma

4.4, we can find y ∈ Lq′(M) such that

ϕ(x) = τ(y∗x), ∀x ∈ Lq(M).

Fix n ≥ 1 and e ∈ P(Mn). For a fixed arbitrary and small enough ε > 0, by the

inclusion
(

h
c
E(M)

)∗
⊂ h

c
E×(M) with contant CE , we may choose x ∈ Lq(M) such

that ‖x‖hc
E
≤ 1 so that

CE |τ(e(y − yn)
∗x)|+ ε ≥ ‖(y − yn)e‖hc

E×
.

Clearly, we may assume that En(x) = 0 and xe = x. Set

a =
x

‖x‖hc
E
(τ(e))1/p−1‖e‖E×

.

Then a is a (p,E)c-atom and

‖ϕ‖ ≥ |τ
(

(y − yn)
∗a
)

|

=
1

‖x‖hc
E
(τ(e))1/p−1‖e‖E×

|τ(e(y − yn)
∗x)|

≥
1

CE(τ(e))β‖e‖E×

(‖(y − yn)e‖hc
E×

− ε).

By the arbitrariness of ε, and taking supremum over n and e ∈ P(Mn), we get
CE‖ϕ‖ ≥ ‖y‖Λ0,c

β,E×
. �

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

Theorem 4.6. Let 0 < p ≤ 1 and β = 1/p−1. Let E be a separable symmetric

Banach function space on (0,∞). If 1 < pE ≤ qE < ∞, then
(

h0,cp,E(M)
)∗

=

Λ0,c
β (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
c
p,E(M) ⊂ h

c
p(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,∞) with 1 < pE ≤
qE < ∞. An element a ∈ Lp(M) is called a (p,E)c-crude atom with respect to
(Mn)n≥1, if there exist n ≥ 1 and a factorization a = yb such that:
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(i) En(y) = 0;
(ii) b ∈ L p

1−p
(Mn), b ∈ E×(Mn) and ‖b‖ p

1−p
‖b‖E× ≤ 1 for 0 < p < 1;

b ∈ E×(Mn) and ‖b‖E× ≤ 1 for p = 1;
(iii) ‖y‖hc

E
≤ 1.

Similarly, we define the notion of a (p,E)r-crude atom with a = yb replaced by
a = by.

Similar to Definition 4.2, we define h
c
p,E;crude(M) based on the (p,E)c-crude

atoms as building blocks.
Note that if a is a (p,E)c-atom with the associated projection e ∈ Mn, then a

is a (p,E)c-crude atom. Indeed, for 0 < p < 1, we write

a = (‖e‖ p

1−p
‖e‖E×a)

e

‖e‖ p

1−p
‖e‖E×

= yb;

for p = 1, we write a = (‖e‖E×a) e
‖e‖

E×
= yb.

One can check that hcp,E;crude(M) ⊂ h
c
p(M) for 0 < p ≤ 1. So we have that

h
c
p,E(M) ⊂ h

c
p,E;crude(M) ⊂ h

c
p(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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