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Products and Commutators of Martingales in H1 and BMO

Aline Bonami*, Yong Jiao, Guangheng Xie, Dachun Yang and Dejian Zhou

Abstract Let f := ( fn)n∈Z+ and g := (gn)n∈Z+ be two martingales related to the probability

space (Ω,F , P) equipped with the filtration (Fn)n∈Z+ .Assume that f is in the martingale Hardy

space H1 and g is in its dual space, namely the martingale BMO. Then the semi-martingale

f · g := ( fngn)n∈Z+ may be written as the sum

f · g = G( f , g) + L( f , g).

Here L( f , g) := (L( f , g)n)n∈Z+ with L( f , g)n :=
∑n

k=0( fk − fk−1)(gk − gk−1)) for any n ∈ Z+,

where f−1 := 0 =: g−1. The authors prove that L( f , g) is a process with bounded variation and

limit in L1, while G( f , g) belongs to the martingale Hardy-Orlicz space Hlog associated with

the Orlicz function

Φ(t) :=
t

log(e + t)
, ∀ t ∈ [0,∞).

The above bilinear decomposition L1 + Hlog is sharp in the sense that, for particular mar-

tingales, the space L1 + Hlog cannot be replaced by a smaller space having a larger dual.

As an application, the authors characterize the largest subspace of H1, denoted by Hb
1

with

b ∈ BMO, such that the commutators [T, b] with classical sublinear operators T are bounded

from Hb
1

to L1. This endpoint boundedness of commutators allow the authors to give more

applications. On the one hand, in the martingale setting, the authors obtain the endpoint esti-

mates of commutators for both martingale transforms and martingale fractional integrals. On

the other hand, in harmonic analysis, the authors establish the endpoint estimates of commu-

tators both for the dyadic Hilbert transform beyond doubling measures and for the maximal

operator of Cesàro means of Walsh–Fourier series.

1 Introduction

Motivated by developments in geometric function theory and nonlinear elasticity, Bonami et

al. in their pioneer work [9] investigated the linear decomposition of products of two functions

respectively in the Hardy space H1(Rn) and the space BMO(Rn) of functions of bounded mean

oscillation and conjectured in [9, Conjecture 1.7] that this linear decomposition should be bilinear.
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Via the wavelet multiresolution analysis, Bonami et al. [8] completely solved this conjecture by

proving that there exist two bounded bilinear operators

L : H1(Rn) × BMO(Rn)→ L1(Rn)

and

G : H1(Rn) × BMO(Rn)→ Hϕ(Rn)

such that the product f g of any f ∈ H1(Rn) and g ∈ BMO(Rn) can be represented as

f g = L( f , g) +G( f , g).

Here the product is taken in the sense of Schwartz distributions and Hϕ(Rn) is a Musielak–Orlicz

Hardy space related to the Musielak–Orlicz function

ϕ(x, t) :=
t

log(e + |x|) + log(e + t)
(1.1)

for any (x, t) ∈ Rn × [0,∞). The question of the optimality of the result was raised in this article,

to know whether Hϕ(Rn) can be replaced by a smaller vector space. The pointwise multiplier

theorem of Nakai and Yabuta [31] allowed the authors in [7] to answer that the smallest Banach

space containing Hϕ(Rn) is in some sense the smallest Banach space containing these products.

Optimality was deduced in one dimension in [10] from an exact factorization and in [7] for n ≥ 2

from a weak factorization. More related progress on this subject over Rn can be found in [12, 6,

45, 46]. Other contexts than Rn have also been studied recently. In particular, Fu et al. [17] and

Liu et al. [23] established bilinear decomposition on metric measure spaces of homogeneous type.

It is natural to consider the product of general martingales. It turns out that the bilinear decom-

position appears particularly intuitive in the context of martingales, even if new difficulties appear.

Let us first fix some symbols before describing this new situation.

Let (Ω,F , P) be a complete probability space and (Fn)n∈Z+ an increasing sequence of sub-σ-

algebras of F satisfying F = σ(
⋃

n∈Z+ Fn). We assume for simplicity that F0 = {∅,Ω}. The

martingale Hardy space and the martingale BMO are denoted, respectively, by H1 and BMO.

Martingales f = ( fn)n∈Z+ that belong to H1 or BMO can be identified with their limits f∞, so that

these martingale spaces may be seen as spaces of functions (or random variables) on Ω, but it is no

more the case for the products we are interested in: if f = ( fn)n∈Z+ belongs to H1 and g = (gn)n∈Z+
belongs to BMO, the product f∞g∞ is not integrable in general, so that such an identification is

not possible. Recall that it is possible in the sense of distributions in the case of Rn. Here it is

natural to define f · g as the discrete process ( fngn)n∈Z+ . But it is not a martingale. Fortunately it

is a semi-martingale, which is the sum of a martingale and a process with bounded variation. Our

main result gives the decomposition of the semi-martingale f · g into two parts, one a martingale

in Hlog and one a bounded variation process. We call BV the space of such processes, that is, the

space of adapted sequences of random variables, h = (hn)n∈Z+ , such that

E


∞∑

n=1

|hn − hn−1 |
 < ∞,
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where E denotes the expectation. On the other hand, Hlog is the martingale Orlicz Hardy space

associated with the Orlicz function

Φ(t) :=
t

log(e + t)
, ∀ t ∈ [0,∞).(1.2)

For an adapted process h = (hn)n∈Z+ , we let d0(h) := h0 and dn(h) = dnh := hn − hn−1 for any

n ∈ N. The main result of our first part is the following one.

Theorem 1.1. For any ( f , g) ∈ H1 × BMO, one can write

f · g = L( f , g) +G( f , g),

where L and G are two bounded bilinear operators with

L : H1 × BMO→ BV

and

G : H1 × BMO→ Hlog.

Moreover, for any n ∈ Z+,

L( f , g)n :=

n∑

k=0

dk( f )dk(g).

The bilinearity of L is clear by its definition and follows immediately for G. The martingale

G( f , g) is the sum of two paraproducts, Π1( f , g) and Π2( f , g), which are respectively such that

dn(Π1( f , g)) = fn−1dn(g) and dn(Π2( f , g)) = gn−1dn( f ) for any n ∈ Z+.

Remark 1.2. (i) We will show that Theorem 1.1 is somewhat sharp in the sense of duality. For

this, we will rely this theorem to its dual and use the characterization of pointwise multipliers

of BMO given in [28]. Precisely, if Theorem 1.1 holds true for Y with Y ⊂ Hlog, then

(
L1 +Y

)∗
=

(
L1 + Hlog

)∗
.

(ii) As quoted above, in the same problem on Rn, the Orlicz function Φ in (1.2) that appears in

the definition of Hlog is replaced by the Musielak–Orlicz function ϕ in (1.1); see [8]. The

dependence in x is there for the behavior at ∞ in Rn and does not appear in local results or

periodic ones; see, for instance, [9, 12, 45, 46] in the Euclidean space. It is natural to find

the same Orlicz function here as that for periodic functions on R or for the dyadic situation

which was studied by Bakas et al. [2].

(iii) We would like to mention that Odysseas Bakas, Zhendong Xu, Yujia Zhai, and Hao Zhang

[3] have independently obtained the analog of Theorem 1.1. They then developed very inter-

esting generalizations to Hp for any p ∈ (0, 1) and to martingales related to non probability

measures, while our article takes another direction. It is worth mentioning that in Theorem

1.1 we insist on the meaning of the product. An analog of the definition of the product as a

distribution as in the classical case does not seem available in general. This is why we define

the product as a semi-martingale, namely a sum of a martingale and a process with bounded

variation.
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The next observation will be central in our further developments and gives another way to see

the products involved in the theorem. Observe that L( f , g) converges in L1 and almost surely (for

short a.s.). When n→ ∞, since fngn converges also a.s., the same is valid for G( f , g)n but the fact

that we only know that it is in Hlog does not allow us to recover the martingale from its a.s. limit.

Nevertheless it is the case when f is an L2-martingale and, in this case, the decomposition can also

be written in terms of limit values at ∞. In general, the Hlog part of the product can be recovered

as a limit, using the density of L2-martingales in H1.

One remarkable application of the aforementioned bilinear decomposition in harmonic analysis

is due to Ky [21, 22]. It is well known that commutators generated by both Calderón–Zygmund

operators and BMO(Rn) functions may not map H1(Rn) continuously into L1(Rn). Using the

bilinear decomposition, Ky [21] characterized the largest subspace Z of H1(Rn) such that most

classical commutators are bounded from this subspace Z to L1(Rn). The second goal of this

article is to adapt this characterization in the martingale setting and establish endpoint estimates

of commutators generated by both martingale operators and multiplications by BMO functions.

Commutators of martingale transforms were first investigated by Janson [20] and then studied

by Chao and Peng [15] for regular martingales. Commutators of martingale transforms for non-

regular martingales were recently investigated by Treil [39]. In addition, the boundedness of

commutators of martingale fractional integrals were developed by Chao and Ombe [14] and very

recently by Nakai et al. [30, 1]. However, up to now, there does not exist any endpoint estimate of

martingale commutators.

More precisely, let b ∈ BMO, q ∈ [1,∞), and T be in a classKq of sublinear operators contain-

ing almost all important operators in the martingale setting (see Definition 4.1 for its definition).

The commutator [T, b] of the sublinear operator T is defined by setting (when it makes sense), for

any f ∈ H1 and x ∈ Ω,

[T, b]( f )(x) := T (b f − b(x) f ) (x).

Moreover, if T is linear, then [T, b]( f ) = T (b f ) − bT ( f ). Now, we establish the (sub)bilinear

decomposition for the commutator [T, b] as follows.

Theorem 1.3. Let q ∈ [1,∞) and T ∈ Kq. Then there exists a bounded subbilinear operator

R : H1 × BMO→ Lq

such that, for any ( f , b) ∈ H1 × BMO,

|T (L( f , b))| − R( f , b) ≤ |[T, b]( f )| ≤ R( f , b) + |T (L( f , b))|,

In particular, if T is linear, then, for any ( f , b) ∈ H1 × BMO, the bilinear operator R( f , b)

defined by setting

R( f , b) := [T, b]( f ) − T (L( f , b))

is bounded from H1 × BMO into Lq.

This means that continuity properties for the commutator may be deduced from continuity

properties for T (L( f , b)). For any b ∈ BMO, we introduce a new martingale Hardy space Hb
1

(see Definition 4.11 below) which is related to endpoint estimates of commutators [T, b] for any

T ∈ Kq.
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Theorem 1.4. Let q ∈ [1,∞), T ∈ Kq, and b ∈ BMO. Then there exists a positive constant C such

that, for any f ∈ Hb
1
,

‖[T, b]( f )‖Lq ≤ C‖ f ‖Hb
1
.

Remark 1.5. Let b ∈ BMO. It is worth mentioning that the space Hb
1

in Theorem 1.4 is sharp in

the sense that Y := Hb
1

is the largest subspace of H1 such that, for any T ∈ K1, the commutator

[T, b] is bounded from Y to L1; see Remark 4.13 below.

Remark 1.6. By analogy with the classical case on Rn (see [32, 21]), examples of functions in Hb
1

are given by atoms a related to the integer n ∈ Z+ such that En(ab) = 0 as well as sums of such

atoms.

We point out that our results have wide applications in martingale theory and harmonic analy-

sis. On the one hand, we obtain the endpoint boundedness of the commutators of both martingale

transforms and martingale fractional integrals (see Section 4.4 below). Note that these endpoint

estimates were not considered before. So, these estimates complete the story of martingale com-

mutators investigated by Janson [20], Chao et al. [14, 15], Nakai et al. [30, 1], and Treil [39].

On the other hand, we provide some applications in harmonic analysis. In recent years, dyadic

operators have attracted a lot of attention related to the so-called A2-conjecture in harmonic anal-

ysis. Especially, the boundedness of the dyadic Hilbert transform beyond doubling measures (also

known as the dyadic shift; see, for instance, [35]) was first characterized by López-Sánchez et

al. [25]. Motivated by this, we establish the endpoint estimate of the commutator for the dyadic

Hilbert transform beyond doubling measures. Additionally, we establish the endpoint estimate of

the commutator for the maximal operator of Cesàro means of Walsh–Fourier series. To the best

of our knowledge, the commutator for the maximal operator of Cesàro means of Walsh–Fourier

series had not been investigated before.

Observe that the Vilenkin system is a natural generalization of the Walsh system (see, for in-

stance, [33, 34]). It is interesting to see whether or not our methods still work for the Vilenkin

system.

The remainder of this article is organized as follows.

In Section 2, we present some notation and preliminaries about the martingale Hardy space, the

martingale BMO space, and the atomic decomposition that we use to prove our main results.

Section 3 is devoted to proving Theorem 1.1. Once written the product of martingales via

martingale paraproducts, write

f · g = Π1( f , g) + Π2( f , g) + L( f , g), ∀ ( f , g) ∈ H1 × BMO,

the problem is reduced to the study of these three bilinear operators. The main difficulty is to find

a suitable decomposition of martingales from the martingale Hardy space H1. Recall that wavelets

or atomic decompositions are used in Rn (see [5, 8]). However, the martingale Hardy space H1

associated with the martingale square function does not admit a classical atomic decomposition

when the underlying filtration is not regular. To overcome this difficulty, we use the Davis decom-

position (see Lemma 2.4 below) and decompose the martingale f ∈ H1 into two parts. The first

one is in the martingale Hardy space h1 defined by the martingale conditional square operator and

has an atomic decomposition. The second one is in the hd
1
, so that it is an ℓ1 sum of integrable
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jumps. So it is sufficient to estimate {Πi(a, g)}2
i=1

, where a is an atom (or a jump martingale, that

is, a martingale h such that dkh is 0 except for one value of k).

In Section 4, we establish the (sub)bilinear decomposition of commutators and the endpoint

estimate of commutators. We first introduce a class Kq, with q ∈ [1,∞), of sublinear operators.

Comparing with [21], we do not limit ourselves only to the case q = 1 and benefit from this

is to treat martingale fractional integral operators. Applying Theorem 1.1, we first establish a

subbilinear decomposition of the sublinear commutator [T, b] (see Theorem 1.3 below), and then

establish an equivalent characterization of the martingale Hardy-type space Hb
1

via the bilinear

operator L (see Theorem 4.12 below). All these would suffice for us to show Theorem 1.4. In

Section 4.4, we provide examples of operators in the class Kq, such as martingale transforms and

martingale fractional integral operators.

Finally, Section 5 focuses on applications of our results in harmonic analysis. In Section 5.1, we

obtain the endpoint estimate of the commutator for the dyadic Hilbert transform beyond doubling

measures. Section 5.2 contains the endpoint estimate of commutators of the maximal operator of

Cesàro means of Walsh–Fourier series.

Throughout this article, we always let N := {1, 2, . . .}, Z+ := N ∪ {0}, and Z := {0,±1, . . .},
respectively. We use C to denote a positive constant, which may differ from line to line. The

symbol f . Cg means that there exists a positive constant C such that f ≤ Cg. If we write f ≈ g,

then it stands for f . g and g . f . If f ≤ Cg and g = h or g ≤ h, we then write f . g ≈ h or

f . g . h, rather than f . g = h or f . g ≤ h. For any subset E of Ω, we use 1E to denote its

characteristic function. For any measurable function f , define supp ( f ) := {x ∈ Ω : f (x) , 0}.

2 Preliminaries

This section includes some basic preliminary background concerning martingale Hardy spaces

and BMO spaces that are needed throughout this article. Our notation and terminology are stan-

dard as may be found in monographs [18, 24, 42].

2.1 Martingale Hardy spaces

Let (Ω,F , P) be a complete probability space and (Fn)n∈Z+ an increasing sequence of sub-σ-

algebras of F satisfying F = σ(
⋃

n∈Z+ Fn). The expectation operator with respect to F is denoted

by E. The conditional expectation operators with respect to (Fn)n∈Z+ are denoted, respectively, by

(En)n∈Z+ . The sequence f := ( fn)n∈Z+ ⊂ L1 is called a martingale if, for any n ∈ Z+,

En ( fn+1) = fn.

Denote by M the set of all the martingales f := ( fn)n∈Z+ related to (Fn)n∈Z+ . For any f ∈ M,

define its martingale difference by setting (with convenience, f−1 := 0 and E−1 := 0)

dn( f ) = dn f := fn − fn−1, ∀ n ∈ Z+.

As usual, for any martingale f ∈ M and any p ∈ [1,∞], let

‖ f ‖Lp := sup
n∈Z+
‖ fn‖Lp := sup

n∈Z+

(∫

Ω

| fn|p dP

) 1
p

.
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If ‖ f ‖Lp < ∞, then f is called an Lp-bounded martingale.

Remark 2.1. If p ∈ (1,∞) and f ∈ M is an Lp-bounded martingale, then there exists an f∞ ∈ Lp

such that fn = En( f∞) for each n ∈ Z+ and ‖ fn− f∞‖Lp → 0 as n→ ∞; see, for instance, [24, p. 28].

In this case, we will also speak of the Lp-martingale. Recall that this is no more true for an L1-

bounded martingale f := ( fn)n∈Z+ . If a martingale ( fn)n∈Z+ is generated by a measurable function

f∞ ∈ L1, that is, fn = En( f∞) for each n ∈ Z+, then, in this case, one also has ‖ fn − f∞‖L1 → 0 as

n→ ∞ and we will also speak of the L1-martingale.

When a martingale f := ( fn)n∈Z+ is generated by a function f∞, that is, when f is an L1-

martingale, we will not distinguish at times the martingale and f∞.

For any n ∈ Z+, the Doob maximal operators M( f ), the square function S ( f ), and the condi-

tional square functions s( f ) of a martingale f are defined, respectively, by setting

M( f ) := sup
n∈Z+
|En( f )|, S ( f ) :=


∑

n∈Z+
|dn f |2



1
2

,

and

s( f ) :=


∞∑

n=1

En−1|dn f |2 + |d0 f |2


1
2

.

Definition 2.2. The martingale Hardy spaces H1, h1, and hd
1

are defined, respectively, by setting

H1 :=
{
f ∈ M : ‖ f ‖H1

:= ‖S ( f )‖L1 < ∞}
,

h1 :=
{
f ∈ M : f0 = 0, ‖ f ‖h1

:= ‖s( f )‖L1 < ∞}
,

and

hd
1 :=


f ∈ M : ‖ f ‖hd

1
:=

∑

k∈Z+
‖dk f ‖L1 < ∞


.

Clearly, martingales in H1 are L1-martingales.

The following is the famous Davis inequality; see [16] or [24, Theorem 2.1.9].

Lemma 2.3. There exists a constant C ∈ [1,∞) such that, for any f ∈ H1,

C−1‖ f ‖H1
≤ ‖M( f )‖L1 ≤ C‖ f ‖H1

.

The following result is a part of [42, Lemma 2.15].

Lemma 2.4. For any f ∈ H1, there exist a positive constant C and two martingales f 1 ∈ h1 and

f d ∈ hd
1

such that f = f 1 + f d with

∥∥∥ f 1
∥∥∥

h1
≤ C‖ f ‖H1

and
∥∥∥ f d

∥∥∥
hd

1

≤ C‖ f ‖H1
.(2.1)
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We will need to use at the same time the fact that f ∈ H1 and f belongs to L2. Going back to

the proof, one has the following property.

Remark 2.5. In Lemma 2.4, if, moreover, f is an L2-martingale, then both f 1 and f d may be

chosen so that they are also L2-martingales.

The Orlicz space Llog is defined to be the set of all the measurable functions f such that

‖ f ‖Llog := inf

{
λ ∈ (0,∞) :

∫

Ω

| f |/λ
log(e + | f |/λ)

dP ≤ 1

}
< ∞.

Clearly, ‖ · ‖Llog is a quasi-norm and L1 ⊂ Llog with continuous embedding. If we replace ‖ · ‖L1

in Definition 2.2 therein by ‖ · ‖Llog , then we obtain the definition of the martingale Hardy spaces

Hlog and hlog.

The following result is a part of both [42, Theorem 2.11] and [27, Theorem 2.5].

Lemma 2.6. (i) There exists a positive constant C such that, for any f ∈ h1,

‖ f ‖H1
≤ C‖ f ‖h1

.

(ii) There exists a positive constant C such that, for any f ∈ hlog,

‖ f ‖Hlog
≤ C‖ f ‖hlog

.

2.2 Martingale BMO spaces and John–Nirenberg inequality

This section is devoted to definitions and basic results concerning martingale BMO spaces. Let

X1 and X2 be two quasi-normed spaces both of which are subspaces of some Hausdorff topological

vector space. The space X1+X2 is defined to be the set of all the elements x of the form x = x1+x2,

where x1 ∈ X1 and x2 ∈ X2, and is equipped with the quasi-norm

‖x‖X1+X2
:= inf

{
‖x1‖X1

+ ‖x2‖X2

}
,

where the infimum is taken over all the elements x1 ∈ X1 and x2 ∈ X2 whose sum is equal to x.

The space X1 ∩ X2 is defined to be the set of all the elements x ∈ X1 ∩ X2 and is equipped with the

quasi-norm

‖x‖X1∩X2
:= max

{
‖x‖X1

, ‖x‖X2

}
.

Definition 2.7. For any p ∈ [1,∞), the martingale space BMOp is defined to be the set of all the

martingales f ∈ Lp with the norm

‖ f ‖BMOp
:= sup

n∈Z+

∥∥∥En

(| f − fn−1|p
)∥∥∥

1
p

L∞ < ∞.

The martingale space bmop is defined to be the set of all the martingales f ∈ Lp with the norm

‖ f ‖bmop
:= sup

n∈Z+

∥∥∥En

(| f − fn|p
)∥∥∥

1
p

L∞ < ∞.

The martingale space bmod is defined to be the set of all the martingales f ∈ L∞ with the norm

‖ f ‖bmod := sup
n∈Z+
‖dn f ‖L∞ < ∞.
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It is well known that, for any p ∈ [1,∞),

L∞ ⊂ BMOp ⊂ bmop ⊂ Lp;

see Weisz [42, p. 51] for more details. In the case p = 2, it is obvious that

BMO2 = bmo2 ∩ bmod

with equal norms. The John–Nirenberg inequality states that, for any given p ∈ [1,∞), BMOp =

BMO1 with equivalent norms. We refer the reader to [18] or [24, Chapter 4] for more details and

also Nakai and Sadasue [29] for more related studies. Henceforth, in the sequel, we simply write

BMO instead of BMOp for any given p ∈ [1,∞).

Now, we recall the dual theorem on martingale Hardy spaces. For any (quasi) Banach space X,

we denote by X∗ the dual space of X, namely, the space of all continuous linear functional on X.

Lemma 2.8. The following duality results hold true:

(i) (H1)∗ = BMO with equivalent norms;

(ii) (h1)∗ = bmo2 and (hd
1
)∗ = bmod with equivalent norms.

We refer the reader to [24, Theorem 2.2.2] for the proof of item (i) and to both [42, Theorem

2.23] and [42, Theorem 2.32] for the proof of item (ii).

2.3 Atomic decompositions of martingale Hardy spaces

In this subsection, we introduce atomic decompositions of Hardy spaces defined in Section

2.1. We first recall the definition of atoms; see the monograph [42, Chapter 2] of Weisz for more

details.

Definition 2.9. A measurable function a is called a simple (s,∞)-atom if there exist an integer

n ∈ Z+ and a set A ∈ Fn such that

(i) an := En(a) = 0;

(ii) supp (a) ⊂ A;

(iii) ‖s(a)‖L∞ ≤ [P(A)]−1 .

If the above (iii) is replaced by ‖a‖L∞ ≤ [P(A)]−1, then one obtains the definition of a simple

∞-atom.

In the following lemma, we collect several useful properties related to simple (s,∞)-atoms.

Lemma 2.10. Let a be a simple (s,∞)-atom with respect to some n ∈ Z+ and A ∈ Fn. Then the

following hold true:

(i) for any T ∈ {M, S , s}, the support of T (a) is contained in the set A;

(ii) for any p ∈ [1, 2], one has ‖M(a)‖Lp ≤ 2[P(A)]1/p−1;
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(iii) for any p ∈ [1, 2] and T ∈ {S , s}, one has ‖T (a)‖Lp ≤ [P(A)]1/p−1;

(iv) for any p ∈ [1, 2], one has ‖a‖Lp ≤ [P(A)]1/p−1.

In particular, a is in h1.

Proof. We give the proof for completeness. Note that A ∈ Fn and, for any m ≤ n, Em(a) = 0.

Thus, for any m ∈ Z+, Em(a)1A = Em(a) and dm(a)1A = dm(a), which yield item (i). By item (i),

for each p ∈ [1, 2], we have

‖M(a)‖Lp = ‖M(a)1A‖Lp ≤ ‖M(a)‖L2 [P(A)]1/p−1/2

≤ 2‖a‖L2 [P(A)]1/p−1/2 = 2‖s(a)‖L2 [P(A)]1/p−1/2

≤ 2‖s(a)‖L∞ [P(A)]1/2 [P(A)]1/p−1/2 ≤ 2 [P(A)]1/p−1 ,

where in the second inequality we used the Doob maximal inequality (see e.g. [24, Theorem

2.1.3]). Item (iii) and item (iv) can be proved by the same argument as that used in the proof of

item (ii). Instead of the Doob maximal inequality, we use the following basic facts

‖a‖L2 = ‖S (a)‖L2 = ‖s(a)‖L2 .

This finishes the proof of Lemma 2.10. �

Let us now turn to the atomic decomposition, which is attributed to Herz and found in [19]. In

this article, we use the following simple atomic decomposition of h1, which can be found in [42,

Theorem 2.5] (see also [41] and [33, Chapter 5.3]).

Lemma 2.11. Let f ∈ h1. Then there exist a sequence (ak)k∈Z of simple (s,∞)-atoms, a sequence

(µk)k∈Z of real numbers, and a positive constant C such that, for any n ∈ Z+,

fn =
∑

k∈Z
µkEn

(
ak

)
a.s.

and ∑

k∈Z
|µk| ≤ C‖ f ‖h1

.

We will need to use at the same time the fact that f ∈ h1 and f is an L2-martingale. Going back

to the proof, one has the following property.

Remark 2.12. In Lemma 2.11, if, moreover, f is an L2-martingale, then the series
∑

k∈Z µkEn(ak)

converges also in L2.

3 Products and Paraproducts

In this section, we prove Theorem 1.1. Take ( f , g) ∈ H1 × BMO. We may assume without loss

of generality that g0 = 0 (if not, there is a supplementary term in H1, which is contained in Hlog).

We start from the identity: for any n ∈ N,

fngn =

n∑

k=1

n∑

j=1

(d j f )(dkg)(3.1)
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=

n∑

k=1

fk−1(dkg) +

n∑

k=1

(dk f )gk−1 +

n∑

k=1

(dk f )(dkg)

=: Π1( f , g)n + Π2( f , g)n + L( f , g)n.

Note first that, since supn∈Z+ ‖dng‖L∞ < ∞, it follows that each gn for any n ∈ Z+ is bounded.

So each term of these above expressions is integrable. We recognize in the last term the pro-

cess of bounded variation (we will prove this). Note that Π1 and Π2 are paraproducts. They are

martingales because, for every k ∈ N,

Ek−1( fk−1dkg) = 0 and Ek−1(dk f gk−1) = 0.

This induces that ( fngn)n∈Z+ is a semi-martingale. We first prove that L( f , g) has bounded variation,

then that the martingale Π1( f , g) belongs to H1, with the continuity of the mapping ( f , g) 7→
Π1( f , g), and the same for Π2, with Hlog in place of H1. Since H1 is contained in Hlog, this will

allow us to conclude the proof of Theorem 1.1.

3.1 The process of bounded variation

This is given by the following proposition.

Proposition 3.1. Let f := ( fn)n∈Z+ ∈ H1 and g := (gn)n∈Z+ ∈ BMO. Then

∑

k∈Z+
|dk f | |dkg| ∈ L1.

In particular the process L( f , g) converges to a function in L1.

Proof. From the proof of the duality (H1)∗ = BMO (see, for instance, [24, p. 43]), one can deduce

that ∑

n∈Z+
E(|dk f dkg|) ≤

√
2‖ f ‖H1

‖g‖BMO < ∞.

The desired result follows from the fact that L1 is a complete space. This finishes the proof of

Proposition 3.1. �

3.2 The paraproduct Π1

This subsection aims to show the boundedness of the bilinear operator Π1 defined in (3.1). In

fact we prove more. That is, we have the following proposition.

Proposition 3.2. The bilinear operator Π1 is bounded from the product space H1 × bmo2 into the

space h1.

To show Proposition 3.2, by the Davis decomposition in Lemma 2.4, we can write f as a sum

of two martingales, one in h1 and the other one in hd
1
. This leads us to consider separately the cases

of martingales in h1 and hd
1
.
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Lemma 3.3. Let f ∈ hd
1

and g ∈ bmo2. Then the paraproduct Π1( f , g) is in h1, with

‖Π1( f , g)‖h1
≤ ‖g‖bmo2

‖ f ‖hd
1
.

Proof. Since h1 is a Banach space, it is sufficient to consider separately each term of the product,

that is, each Π1(dn( f ), g) = dn( f )
∑

k≥n+1 dk(g). But, for any n ∈ Z+,

s (Π1(dn( f ), g)) = |dn( f )|

∞∑

k=n+1

Ek−1

([
dk(g)

]2
)

1/2

.

We use the Schwarz inequality for the conditional expectation related to Fn and write that, for any

n ∈ Z+,

En (s (Π1(dn( f ), g))) ≤ |dn( f )|
En


∞∑

k=n+1

Ek−1

([
dk(g)

]2
)



1/2

= |dn( f )|
En


∞∑

k=n+1

[
dk(g)

]2




1/2

.

The second factor is bounded by the bmo2 norm of g, so that, for any n ∈ Z+,

En (s (Π1(dn( f ), g))) ≤ |dn( f )| ‖g‖bmo2
.

We conclude by taking the expectation of both sides, then the sum in n ∈ Z+. This finishes the

proof of Lemma 3.3. �

In order to prove the proposition for martingales in h1, we prove the following lemma which

also gives an explicit constant, but for atoms.

Lemma 3.4. For any simple (s,∞)-atom a and any g ∈ bmo2,

‖Π1(a, g)‖h1
≤ 2‖g‖bmo2

.

Proof. Let g ∈ bmo2. Since a is a simple (s,∞)-atom, it follows that there exist an n ∈ Z+ and an

A ∈ Fn such that En(a) = 0 and supp (a) ⊂ A. So ak = Ek(a) = 0 for any k ∈ {0, . . . , n}. Then

Π1(a, g) =
∑

k∈Z+
ak−1dkg =

∞∑

k=n+1

ak−1dkg,

which, combined with the definitions of both s and bmo2, further implies that

s (Π1(a, g)) =


∞∑

k=n+1

Ek−1

(
|ak−1 |2|dkg|2

)

1/2

=


∞∑

k=n+1

|ak−1 |2Ek−1

(
|dkg|2

)

1/2

≤ M(a)‖g‖bmo2
.

From the above argument and both (i) and (ii) of Lemma 2.10, we infer that

‖Π1(a, g)‖h1
≤ ‖M(a)‖L1‖g‖bmo2

≤ ‖M(a)‖L2P(A)1/2‖g‖bmo2
≤ 2‖g‖bmo2

,

which completes the proof of Lemma 3.4. �
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We are now ready to prove Proposition 3.2.

Proof of Proposition 3.2. Take ( f , g) ∈ H1 × BMO. According to Lemma 2.4, there exists a de-

composition f = f 1 + f d such that f 1 ∈ h1 and f d ∈ hd
1

with
∥∥∥ f 1

∥∥∥
h1
. ‖ f ‖H1

and
∥∥∥ f d

∥∥∥
hd

1

. ‖ f ‖H1
.

By the atomic decomposition of h1 (Lemma 2.11), we have

f 1 =
∑

k∈Z
µkak a.s. and

∑

k∈Z
|µk| .

∥∥∥ f 1
∥∥∥

h1
,

where (ak)k∈Z is a sequence of simple (s,∞)-atoms. Combining this and Lemmas 3.3 and 3.4, we

find that

‖Π1( f , g)‖h1
≤

∥∥∥∥Π1

(
f 1, g

)∥∥∥∥
h1

+

∥∥∥∥Π1

(
f d, g

)∥∥∥∥
h1

≤
∑

k∈Z
|µk| ·

∥∥∥∥Π1

(
ak, g

)∥∥∥∥
h1

+

∥∥∥∥Π1

(
f d, g

)∥∥∥∥
h1

.

∥∥∥ f 1
∥∥∥

h1
‖g‖bmo2

+
∥∥∥ f d

∥∥∥
hd

1

‖g‖bmo2
. ‖ f ‖H1

‖g‖bmo2
.

This finishes the proof of Proposition 3.2. �

Remark 3.5. We point out here that Proposition 3.2 can be deduced from [13, Corollary 6] which

was proved via stopping time argument. Here, we provide a different proof of Proposition 3.2 by

using the atomic decomposition of martingale Hardy spaces. Moreover, our argument here leads

us to establish the endpoint estimate of commutators (see Section 4 below) via using the atomic

decomposition.

3.3 Boundedness of the operator Π2

The goal of this subsection is to show that the bilinear operator Π2 defined in (3.1) is bounded

from H1 × BMO into Hlog, namely the following result.

Proposition 3.6. The bilinear operator Π2 is a bounded operator from the product space H1 ×
BMO into the space Hlog.

Proof. The proof is straightforward. We can assume as before that g0 = 0. We do not need to

consider separately h1 and hd here. We write that

(3.2) S (Π2 ( f , g)) =


∑

n∈N
|gn−1|2dn( f )2



1
2

≤ M(g)S ( f ).

The present proposition follows then from the next two lemmas which are well known. The first

one, which is an adaptation of John–Nirenberg’s inequality and may be found in [24, p. 131],

says that M(g) belongs to the exponential class. Let us recall that a function ψ belongs to the

exponential class exp L if there exists a positive constant α such that exp(αψ) is integrable. The

exponential class exp L is a Banach space and we can take as the Luxemburg norm the quantity

‖ψ‖exp L := inf
{
λ ∈ (0,∞) : E

(
exp(ψ/λ)

) ≤ 2
}
.
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Lemma 3.7. Let g be a martingale in BMO, with g0 = 0. Then Mg is in the exponential class and

there exists a positive constant C, independent of g, such that

‖Mg‖exp L ≤ C‖g‖BMO.

We then conclude the proof of Proposition 3.6 by using the following generalized Hölder in-

equality which may be found for instance in [40, Lemma 3.2] (see also [2]). We give a short proof

for completeness. We only write this lemma for both functions on Ω and the Orlicz functions that

we have in mind, but it is valid in a general context.

Lemma 3.8. Let φ be a function in L1, and ψ a function in the exponential class. Then the product

φψ belongs to Llog. Moreover, there exists a positive constant C such that

‖φψ‖Llog ≤ C‖φ‖L1‖ψ‖exp L.

The positive constant C does not depend on φ, ψ.

Proof. By homogeneity in the two factors of the product, we can assume that both norms are 1.

Moreover, as in the proof of Hölder’s inequality, this inequality is obtained from an elementary

inequality. Here, we claim that, for any s, t ∈ (0,∞),

st

log(e + st)
≤ t + es.

Indeed, this is certainly true for s or t less than 1. Assume that 1 < s < log(e + t). Then the left

hand side is bounded by t. Finally, if es > t+e, the left hand side is bounded by es. To conclude the

proof of the present lemma, we replace s and t, respectively, by φ(x) and ψ(x), and then integrate

in x. This finishes the proof of Lemma 3.8. �

Now the conclusion of Proposition 3.6 is direct: just replace ψ by M(g), which is in the expo-

nential class by Lemma 3.7, and φ by S ( f ). This then finishes the proof of Proposition 3.6. �

Remark 3.9. We realize that the proof of Proposition 3.6 is identical to [3, Section 3.4] even if

the bibliography to which we refer is different. In fact both rely on a strong property of BMO

functions. The authors of [3] cited Garcia’s book [18] for the fact that M(g) for any g ∈ BMO is

still in BMO, while we use directly Long’s book [24], in which John–Nirenberg’s inequality was

directly given for M(g) with g ∈ BMO.

3.4 Proof of Theorem 1.1

We can now prove Theorem 1.1 with the help of Propositions 3.1, 3.2, and 3.6.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. Let ( f , g) ∈ H1 × BMO. Clearly, for any n ∈ Z+,

fngn = Π1( f , g)n + Π2( f , g)n + L( f , g)n.

Then, according to Proposition 3.1, L is bounded from the product space H1×BMO into the space

L1. Let G := Π1 + Π2. Observe that H1 ⊂ Hlog and h1 ⊂ H1. A combination of this observation

with Propositions 3.2 and 3.6 yields that G is bounded from H1 × BMO into Hlog. This finishes

the proof of Theorem 1.1. �



Products and Commutators ofMartingales in H1 and BMO 15

Recall that the space H1 can be as well defined as the space of martingales f such that M f

belongs to L1, that is, we can replace the martingale square operator S by the Doob maximal

operator M. This is no more the case for the space Hlog and we define HM
log

as the space of

martingales f for which M f is in Llog. We have nevertheless the following statement.

Theorem 3.10. Theorem 1.1 holds true when the space Hlog is replaced by the space HM
log

.

Proof. Only Proposition 3.6 deserves to be modified. We observe that the previous proof extends

directly to f ∈ hd
1

because

M (Π2 ( f , g)) ≤ M(g)
∑

n∈Z+
|dn( f )| .

As for f ∈ h1, we notice that

s (Π2 ( f , g)) ≤ M(g) s( f ),

so that Π2( f , g) is in hlog. But this last space is a subspace of HM
log

(see, for instance, [27, (2.5)]).

This allows us to conclude also for any f ∈ h1. To finish the proof of the present theorem, we use

the Davis decomposition in Lemma 2.4 for f ∈ H1, write f = f 1 + f d and use the fact that HM
log

is

a quasi-Banach space, so that

‖Π2( f , g)‖HM
log
.

∥∥∥Π2( f 1, g)
∥∥∥

HM
log

+
∥∥∥Π2( f d, g)

∥∥∥
HM

log

.

The remainder of the proof is straightforward. This finishes the proof of Theorem 3.10. �

Remark 3.11. To show that the two Hardy spaces HM
log

and Hlog do not coincide in general, one

can apply a similar argument to the one used in the proof of [42, Proposition 2.16].

Simplifications occur under assumptions on the filtration. Recall that a filtration (Fn)n∈Z+ is

said to be regular if there exists a positive constant Creg such that, for any n ∈ N and A ∈ Fn, there

exists a set B ∈ Fn−1 such that A ⊂ B and

P(B) ≤ CregP(A).

Equivalently (see, for instance, [24, p. 265]), for any Fn measurable non-negative function f ,

f ≤ CregEn−1( f ).

We will provide concrete examples of martingales in Examples 4.19 and 5.2 below, which include

both regular and non-regular martingales.

If the filtration (Fn)n∈Z+ is regular, we have s( f ) . S ( f ), so that there exists a constant C ∈
[1,∞) such that, for any f ∈ h1,

C−1‖ f ‖h1
≤ ‖ f ‖H1

≤ C‖ f ‖h1
(3.3)

and, for any f ∈ hlog,

C−1‖ f ‖hlog
≤ ‖ f ‖Hlog

≤ C‖ f ‖hlog
.(3.4)

See, for instance, [42, Corollary 2.23] and [27, Theorem 2.5].
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Remark 3.12. Let p, q ∈ [1,∞). If the relevant (Fn)n∈Z+ is regular, then all spaces BMOp and

bmoq are equivalent; see [42, Corollary 2.51] for more details.

Using Theorem 1.1, (3.3), (3.4), and Remark 3.12, we obtain the following bilinear decompo-

sition.

Corollary 3.13. If the filtration (Fn)n∈Z+ is regular, then Theorem 1.1 holds true when the spaces

H1, BMO, and Hlog therein are replaced, respectively, by the spaces h1, bmo, and hlog.

As we can see, in the proof of Theorem 1.1, Lemma 3.8 plays an important role in the estimation

of the operator Π2. It is well known that John–Nirenberg inequality is not valid in general for bmop

in place of BMO. A counter-example is given in [42, Example 2.17]. This is why we could not

replace in general the space BMO by bmo2 in Theorem 1.1.

3.5 Density and terminal values

In defining the product of martingales, one was tempted to define it as the product of terminal

values. But, as we have seen in the introduction, the product f∞g∞, which is well defined a.s., is

not integrable in general. Martingales in Hlog have no terminal value, either. But one can use the

density to give a sense at formulas, using the following well-known lemma (see, for instance, [24,

p. 42]).

Lemma 3.14. The space of L2-martingales is dense in H1.

Now, assuming that f is an L2-martingale and g is a BMO martingale, the function f∞g∞ is in

Lp for any p ∈ (0, 2) and (En( f∞g∞))n∈Z+ is an L1-martingale. We can, as before, write

f · g = L( f , g) +G( f , g).

Since L( f , g) and Π1( f , g) have a terminal value in L1, it follows that the same is valid for Π2( f , g).

We deduce immediately from (3.2) that Π2( f , g) is an Lp-martingale for any p ∈ (0, 2) and, in

particular, an L1-martingale. The previous equality can as well be written

(3.5) f∞g∞ = ( f · g)∞ = Π1( f , g)∞ + Π2( f , g)∞ + L( f , g)∞.

We write as well Π j( f , g) for any j ∈ {1, 2} in place of their terminal value when it makes sense.

Theorem 1.1 leads then to the following one which deals with functions instead of martingales.

Here, as was proposed in Remark 2.1, we identify an L1 function f with the martingale (En( f ))n∈Z+
and say that it is in BMO (resp. H1 or Hlog) if this martingale is in BMO (resp. H1 or Hlog). With

these symbols, we deduce from Theorem 1.1 the following statement.

Corollary 3.15. There exist two bilinear operators and a positive constant C such that L : L2 ×
BMO→ L1 and G : L2 × BMO→ L3/2 such that, for any ϕ ∈ L2 and ψ ∈ BMO,

ϕψ = L(ϕ, ψ) +G(ϕ, ψ)

with

‖L(ϕ, ψ)‖L1 ≤ C‖ϕ‖H1
‖ψ‖BMO and ‖G(ϕ, ψ)‖Hlog

≤ C‖ϕ‖H1
‖ψ‖BMO.
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3.6 Multipliers

By duality, Theorem 1.1 leads to a theorem on pointwise multipliers of BMO, which we define

now.

Definition 3.16. For X being a normed space of F -measurable functions, an F -measurable func-

tion g is called a pointwise multiplier on X if the pointwise product f g belongs to X for any f ∈ X

and if there exists some positive constant C, independent of f , such that

‖ f g‖X ≤ C‖ f ‖X.

We denote by PWM(X) the set of all pointwise multipliers on X. For any g ∈ PWM(X), its norm

is defined by setting

‖g‖PWM(X) := sup
f∈X, ‖ f ‖X,0

‖ f g‖X
‖ f ‖X

.

Applying Theorem 1.1, we obtain the following corollary.

Corollary 3.17. Bounded functions in (Hlog)∗ are pointwise multipliers of BMO. In particular, for

regular filtrations, bounded functions in (hlog)∗ are pointwise multipliers of BMO.

Proof. Let us first notice that, since H1 is contained in Hlog, its dual space identifies with a sub-

space of BMO, and the dual of L1+Hlog identifies with L∞∩(Hlog)∗. Moreover, if b ∈ L∞∩(Hlog)∗

and f ∈ L2, the duality is given by the scalar product in L2, and

|E(b f )| ≤ ‖b‖ ‖ f ‖L1+Hlog
.

Let g ∈ BMO. For any f ∈ L2, the product bg f is in Lp for any p ∈ (0, 2), and using Theorem 1.1,

we have

|E(bg f )| . ‖ f ‖H1
‖g‖BMO.

Since L2 is dense in H1, this means that bg identifies with a BMO function, that is, b is a pointwise

multiplier of BMO. The last statement on regular filtrations is a consequence of Lemma 2.8 and

(3.4). This finishes the proof of Corollary 3.17. �

For the case of regular martingales a direct proof can be deduced from the work [28] of Nakai

and Sadasue. They also give a converse in the particular case when all σ-algebras Fn are generated

by atoms. Recall that, for any n ∈ Z+, a set B ∈ Fn is called an atom of Fn if there exists no subset

A ⊂ B with A ∈ Fn satisfying P(A) < P(B). The martingale Campanato space bmolog is defined

to be the set of all the martingales f ∈ L2 such that

‖ f ‖bmolog
:= sup

n∈Z+
sup
A∈Fn

1

φ(P(A))

[
1

P(A)

∫

A

| f − En( f )|2 dP

] 1
2

< ∞,

where φ(r) := 1
rΦ−1(1/r)

for any r ∈ (0,∞) and Φ is a concave function which is equivalent to the

function r 7→ r
log(e+r)

for any r ∈ (0,∞). It was proved in [27, Theorem 2.10] that (hlog)∗ = bmolog

with equivalent norms.

In [28, Corollary 1.5], Nakai and Sadasue identified the pointwise multipliers of martingale

Campanato spaces, which, in our case, gives the following statement.
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Lemma 3.18. Assume that the filtration (Fn)n∈Z+ is regular and, moreover, every σ-algebra Fn

for any n ∈ N is generated by a countable collection of atoms and F0 = {Ω, ∅}. Then

PWM (bmo1) = bmolog ∩ L∞

with equivalent norms.

This means that, in some sense and in this particular case, Theorem 1.1 is the best possible: the

dual statement is the best possible.

4 Endpoint estimates of commutators in the martingale setting

In this section, we apply the bilinear decomposition established in the previous section to in-

vestigate the endpoint estimate of commutators in the martingale setting. We also provide the

proofs of both Theorems 1.3 and 1.4. We first define the class of operators for which we will study

commutators.

4.1 A class of operators

This subsection is devoted to proving Theorem 1.3. We first introduce the class Kq of sublinear

operators. Recall that we call the martingale jump a function g ∈ L1 for which there exists an

n ∈ Z+ such that g is Fn measurable and En−1(g) = 0. For any q ∈ [1,∞), the space Lq,∞ is defined

to be the set of all the measurable functions f on Ω such that

‖ f ‖Lq,∞ := sup
t>0

t
[
P ({x ∈ Ω : | f (x)| > t})]

1
q < ∞.

Definition 4.1. Let q ∈ [1,∞). Denote by Kq the set of all the continuous sublinear operators T

on L2 satisfying

(i) T is bounded from H1 to Lq;

(ii) T is bounded from L1 to Lq,∞;

(iii) if a is a simple (s,∞)-atom with respect to some n ∈ Z+, then, for any b ∈ BMO,

(4.1) ‖(b − bn−1)T (a)‖Lq ≤ C‖b‖BMO

and

(4.2) ‖[T, bn−1](a)‖Lq ≤ C‖b‖BMO;

(iv) if g is a martingale jump with respect to some n ∈ Z+, then, for any b ∈ BMO,

(4.3) ‖(b − bn−1)T (g)‖Lq ≤ C‖g‖L1‖b‖BMO

and

(4.4) ‖[T, bn−1](g)‖Lq ≤ C‖g‖L1‖b‖BMO,

where C is a positive constant independent of a, g, and b.
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Denote by KH the set of all the T ∈ K1 such that T ( f ) ∈ L1 if and only if f ∈ H1.

Recall that an operator T is said to be sublinear if, for any functions f , g and any scalars α, β,

one has

|T (α f + βg)| ≤ |α| |T f | + |β| |Tg|.
It follows in particular that, for any functions f , g,

∣∣∣|T f | − |Tg|
∣∣∣ ≤ |T ( f − g)|.

Remark 4.2. According to (3.3), if the filtration (Fn)n∈Z+ is regular, then the martingale space

H1 also has the atomic decomposition. Thus, in regular case, we do not need (4.3) and (4.4) in

Definition 4.1. Moreover, in this case, we can use simple∞-atoms instead of simple (s,∞)-atoms;

see [42, Corollary 2.23] and [42, Theorem 2.5]. Thus, in regular case, to show (4.1) and (4.2),

it suffices to prove that (4.1) and (4.2) hold true for any simple ∞-atom a with respect to some

n ∈ Z+.

If moreover σ-algebras Fn are atomic, we do not need the assumptions (4.2) and (4.4) because,

in this case, bn−1 is a constant on the support of an atom. This explains why Ky does not need

these assumptions in the classical case [21].

Remark 4.3. Comparing with the definition of Ky in [21], we assume that T is an already bounded

operator on L2. It is not a problem for applications, for which it is always satisfied. This assumption

has been added to be able to give a meaning to commutators on a dense subset. Ky [21] uses finite

atomic decompositions, which have not been developed in the context of martingales. In the

opposite direction, we allow q to give other values, not just q = 1 as in [21], and hence we can

also treat of fractional integral operators.

Next, we show that both the Doob maximal operator M and the square function S are inK1. In

Section 4.4, we provide more examples of sublinear operators that are in Kq.

Example 4.4. Let T be the Doob maximal operator M or the square function S . Then T ∈ K1.

Proof. Definition 4.1(i) with q = 1 is a consequence of the definition of H1 for S and of Lemma

2.4 for M. Both M and S are of weak type (1, 1) and hence satisfy Definition 4.1(ii) with q = 1;

see [24, Theorems 2.1.1 and 2.1.2]. To prove that b they satisfy both (iii) and (iv) of Definition

4.1, we first show that (4.1) and (4.3) hold true for T = M. The other case can be proved by a

similar argument. Let a be a simple (s,∞)-atom with respect to some A ∈ Fn with n ∈ Z+. By

Lemma 2.10(i), we find that supp (M(a)) ⊂ A. From both the Jensen inequality for conditional

expectations and the Hölder inequality, we deduce that, for any n ∈ Z+ (b−1 := 0 for convenience),

‖(b − bn−1) M(a)‖L1 =

∫

A

|b − bn−1| · M(a) dP

=

∫

A

En (|b − bn−1 | · M(a)) dP

≤
∫

A

[
En

(
|b − bn−1|2

)]1/2 ·
[
En

(
M(a)2

)]1/2
dP

≤ ‖b‖BMO

∥∥∥∥∥
[
En

(
M(a)2

)]1/2
∥∥∥∥∥

L2
‖1A‖L2 .
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Using Lemma 2.10(ii), we obtain, for any n ∈ Z+,

∥∥∥∥∥
[
En

(
M(a)2

)]1/2
∥∥∥∥∥

L2
= ‖M(a)‖L2 ≤ 2 [P(A)]−1/2 .

Thus, we have

‖(b − bn−1) M(a)‖L1 ≤ 2‖b‖BMO.

This shows (4.1) holds true for M.

Now, we assume that g is a martingale jump with respect to some n ∈ Z+. Then g is Fn-

measurable and En−1(g) = 0 (E−1(g) := 0 for convenience), so, M(g) = |g|. Thus, we find that

‖(b − bn−1)M(g)‖L1 =

∫

Ω

|b − bn−1| · |g| dP

=

∫

Ω

|g| · En(|b − bn−1|) dP

≤ ‖b‖BMO

∫

Ω

|g| dP ≤ ‖g‖L1‖b‖BMO.

Thus, (4.3) holds true for M.

Finally, let us prove that (4.2) and (4.4) also hold true for M. It is easily seen that, for any

n ∈ N, M(bn−1 f ) = bn−1M( f ),when the function f is such that dk( f ) = 0 for any k ∈ {0, . . . , n−1}.
The two operators, M and multiplication by bn−1, commute for those functions, which allows to

conclude for these two properties. We then conclude from the above argument that Definition 4.1

with q = 1 holds true for the Doob maximal operator M. The proof for S is similar. This finishes

the proof of Examples 4.4. �

4.2 Proof of Theorem 1.3 and Operator U

Proof of Theorem 1.3. Let us now define the commutator [T, b] of both the sublinear operator

T ∈ Kq and b ∈ BMO. It is well defined on L2 by setting, for any f ∈ L2 and x ∈ Ω,

[T, b]( f )(x) := T (b f − b(x) f )(x).

Each separated term (in the linear case) does not make sense for a function in H1. But the function

[T, b]( f ) is well defined for L2 as a function in Lp for any p ∈ [1, 2). It will be defined on H1 by

continuity from the dense space L2. We first need to find a priori estimates.

So we first prove the present theorem for any f ∈ L2. Once we have proved the adequate a

priori estimate, it extends automatically to H1.

We first consider the linear case and use the paraproduct decomposition (3.5), so that

[T, b]( f ) = T (Π1( f , b)) + T (Π2( f , b)) + T (L( f , b)) − bT ( f ).

Using Proposition 3.2 and Definition 4.1(ii), we already know that f 7→ T (Π1( f , b)) extends into

a bounded operator from H1 to Lq with q ∈ [1,∞). It remains to consider the other term, which

may be written, for a general sublinear operator T ∈ Kq with q ∈ [1,∞), as

U( f , b)(x) = T (Π2( f , b) − b(x) f )(x).(4.5)
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In fact, as before, this quantity is not well defined at this moment in all generality, but makes sense

when f is in L2. We will develop a priori estimates on the dense subset of L2 functions, so that U

is defined by continuity. The main result for U is the following.

Lemma 4.5. Let q ∈ [1,∞) and U be the same as in (4.5) with T ∈ Kq. Then U extends into a

bounded operator from H1 × BMO into Lq.

If we take this lemma for granted, the proof of Theorem 1.3 follows at once for T linear.

Whenever T is only sublinear, we let

R( f , b) := |U( f , b)| + |T (Π1( f , b))|.

Then it is easy to show that

|T (Π3( f , b))| − R( f , b) ≤ |[T, b]( f )| ≤ R( f , b) + |T (Π3( f , b))|

and then conclude the desired conclusion in the same way as the linear case. This finishes the

proof of Theorem 1.3. �

We now show Lemma 4.5 whose proof needs a series of lemmas. We begin with the following

result.

Lemma 4.6. Assume that a is a simple (s,∞)-atom with respect to some n ∈ Z+ and assume

A ∈ Fn. If b ∈ BMO, then

‖Π2 (a, b − bn−1)‖H1
≤ 2‖b‖BMO.

Proof. By the assumption on a, we find that dka = 0 for any k ∈ {0, . . . , n}. Thus, we have

‖Π2(a, b − bn−1)‖H1

=

∥∥∥∥∥∥∥
∑

k≥n+1

(bk−1 − bn−1)dka

∥∥∥∥∥∥∥
H1

=

∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥


∑

k≥n+1

|bk−1 − bn−1|2|dka|2


1/2
∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥

L1

≤

∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥


∑

k≥n+1

|bk−1 − b|2|dka|2


1/2
∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥

L1

+

∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥


∑

k≥n+1

|b − bn−1 |2|dka|2


1/2
∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥

L1

=: I1 + I2.

We first estimate I1. Note that supp (dka) ⊂ A for each k ≥ n + 1. Thus, by the Hölder inequality,

we obtain

I1 ≤

∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥


∑

k≥n+1

|bk−1 − b|2|dka|2


1/2
∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥

L2

‖1A‖L2 .

On the other hand, by both the definition of BMO and Lemma 2.10(iv), we have

∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥


∑

k≥n+1

|bk−1 − b|2|dka|2


1/2
∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥

2

L2
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=
∑

k≥n+1

∫

Ω

|b − bk−1 |2|dka|2 dP

=
∑

k≥n+1

∫

Ω

Ek

(
|b − bk−1 |2

)
|dka|2 dP

≤ ‖b‖2BMO‖S (a)‖2
L2 ≤ ‖b‖2BMO [P(A)]−1 .

Therefore, I1 ≤ ‖b‖BMO.

Next, we estimate I2. Since supp (S (a)) ⊂ A (see Lemma 2.10) and A ∈ Fn, it follows from

both the Hölder inequality and Lemma 2.10(iii) that

∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥


∑

k≥n+1

|b − bn−1 |2|dka|2


1/2
∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥

L1

≤ ‖ |b − bn−1 |S (a)1A‖L1 ≤ ‖ |b − bn−1|1A‖L2 ‖S (a)‖L2

≤
[∫

Ω

En

(
|b − bn−1|2

)
1A dP

] 1
2

‖S (a)‖L2 ≤ ‖b‖BMO.

This establishes the desired inequality and hence finishes the proof of Lemma 4.6. �

We come back to the operator U.

Lemma 4.7. Let q ∈ [1,∞) and T ∈ Kq. Then there exists a positive constant C such that

(i) for any simple (s,∞)-atom and any b ∈ BMO,

‖U(a, b)‖Lq ≤ C‖b‖BMO;

(ii) for any martingale jump g and any b ∈ BMO,

‖U(g, b)‖Lq ≤ C‖g‖L1‖b‖BMO.

Proof. We first show (i). Without loss of generality, we may assume that a is a simple (s,∞)-atom

with respect to some n ∈ Z+ and A ∈ Fn. Observe that Π2(a, bn−1) = abn−1. By this observation,

we rewrite U(a, b) as that, for any x ∈ Ω,

U(a, b)(x) = T (Π2(a, b − bn−1) + [bn−1 − bn−1(x)]a + [bn−1(x) − b(x)]a)(4.6)

Since T ∈ Kq, it follows from Definition 4.1 that T is bounded from H1 to Lq. Using this, (4.1),

(4.2), and Lemma 4.6, we then obtain

‖U(a, b)‖Lq ≤ ‖T (Π2(a, b − bn−1))‖Lq + ‖ [T, bn−1](a) ‖Lq

+ ‖(b − bn−1)T (a)‖Lq

. ‖b‖BMO + ‖Π2(a, b − bn−1)‖H1
. ‖b‖BMO.

This proves (i).
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For any martingale jump g with respect to some n ∈ Z+, we have

Π2(g, b − bn−1) =
∑

k∈Z+
dkgEk−1(b − bn−1) = gEn−1(b − bn−1) = 0

and Π2(g, bn−1) = gbn−1. Using (4.6), (4.4), and (4.3), we then obtain (ii). This finishes the proof

of Lemma 4.7. �

We finally prove Lemma 4.5.

Proof of Lemma 4.5. Take ( f , b) ∈ H1 × BMO. By Lemma 2.4, we find that there exists a decom-

position f = f 1 + f d such that (2.1) holds true. Moreover, by Remark 2.5, we can assume that

both f 1 and f d are L2-martingales. From Lemma 2.11, we infer that there exist a sequence (ak)k∈Z
of simple (s,∞)-atoms and a sequence (µk)k∈Z of real numbers such that

f 1 =
∑

k∈Z
µkak a.s.

Moreover, using Remark 2.12, we can assume that the sum is convergent in L2 and

U
(

f 1, b
)
= lim

n→∞
U


n∑

k=−n

µkak, b

 .

Similarly, we also have

U
(

f d, b
)
= lim

n→∞
U


n∑

k=−n

dk( f d), b

 .

To prove that the limit defines a bounded sublinear operator on H1, it is sufficient to show its

uniform boundedness when both f 1 and f d are replaced by finite sums. In this case, combining

the previous equalities, Lemma 4.7, and (2.1), we obtain

‖U( f , b)‖Lq ≤
∥∥∥∥U

(
f 1, b

)∥∥∥∥
Lq
+

∥∥∥∥U
(

f d, b
)∥∥∥∥

Lq

≤
∑

k∈Z
|µk|

∥∥∥∥U
(
ak, b

)∥∥∥∥
Lq
+

∑

n∈Z+

∥∥∥∥U
(
dn( f d), b

)∥∥∥∥
Lq

.

∥∥∥ f 1
∥∥∥

h1
‖b‖BMO +

∑

n∈Z+

∥∥∥dn( f d)
∥∥∥

L1 ‖b‖BMO

≈
(∥∥∥ f 1

∥∥∥
h1
+

∥∥∥ f d
∥∥∥

hd
1

)
‖b‖BMO . ‖ f ‖H1

‖b‖BMO.

This finishes the proof of Lemma 4.5. �

We now give two corollaries. The first one is another way to write Theorem 1.3. The other is a

direct consequence.

Corollary 4.8. Let q ∈ [1,∞), T ∈ Kq, and b ∈ BMO. Then [T, b]( f ) is in L1 if and only if

T (L(b, f )) is in L1.
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Corollary 4.9. Let q ∈ [1,∞), T ∈ Kq, and b ∈ BMO. Then there exists a positive constant C

such that, for any f ∈ H1,

‖[T, b]( f )‖Lq,∞ ≤ C‖ f ‖H1
.

Proof. Just use Theorem 1.3, the fact that L( f , b) is in L1, and the weak Lq estimate for T. This

finishes the proof of Corollary 4.9. �

Let us write the effect of Theorem 1.3 on the maximal operator. Recall that KH is the set of all

the T ∈ K1 such that T ( f ) ∈ L1 if and only if f ∈ H1. According to Example 4.4, we find that the

Doob maximal function M ∈ KH . One can check that

[M, b]( f ) = sup
n∈Z+
|[En, b]( f )| .

By Theorem 1.3, we immediately obtain the following result.

Corollary 4.10. For any ( f , b) ∈ H1 × BMO,

sup
n∈Z+
|En(L( f , b))| − R( f , b) ≤ sup

n∈Z+
|[En, b]( f )|

≤ sup
n∈Z+
|En(L( f , b))| + R( f , b),

where L is the same as in (3.1) and R : H1 × BMO→ L1 is a bounded bilinear operator.

4.3 Martingale Hardy space Hb
1

and the proof of Theorem 1.4

In this subsection, we introduce the martingale Hardy space Hb
1

by borrowing some ideas from

Ky [21] in harmonic analysis. We also prove Theorem 1.4 in this subsection.

Definition 4.11. Let b ∈ BMO. The martingale Hardy space Hb
1

is defined to be the set of all the

martingales f such that

‖ f ‖Hb
1

:= ‖ f ‖H1
‖b‖BMO +

∥∥∥∥∥∥sup
n∈Z+
|[En, b] ( f )|

∥∥∥∥∥∥
L1

< ∞.

We establish the following characterizations of the space Hb
1
.

Theorem 4.12. Let b ∈ BMO be non-constant. Then the following assertions are equivalent:

(i) f ∈ Hb
1
;

(ii) L( f , b) ∈ H1;

(iii) [T, b]( f ) ∈ L1 with T ∈ KH .

Furthermore, if one of the above conclusions holds true, then

‖ f ‖Hb
1
= ‖ f ‖H1

‖b‖BMO +

∥∥∥∥∥∥sup
n∈Z+
|[En, b]( f )|

∥∥∥∥∥∥
L1

≈ ‖ f ‖H1
‖b‖BMO + ‖L( f , b)‖H1

≈ ‖ f ‖H1
‖b‖BMO + ‖[T, b]( f )‖L1 ,

where the positive equivalence constants are independent of both f and b.
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Proof. (i)⇐⇒ (ii). By Corollary 4.10, we find that supn∈Z+ |[En, b]( f )| ∈ L1 if and only if

sup
n∈Z+
|En(L( f , b))| ∈ L1,

which, combined with Lemma 2.3, further implies that supn∈Z+ |[En, b]( f )| ∈ L1 if and only if

L( f , b) ∈ H1. Thus, we have

‖ f ‖Hb
1
= ‖ f ‖H1

‖b‖BMO +

∥∥∥∥∥∥sup
n∈Z+
|[En, b]( f )|

∥∥∥∥∥∥
L1

≈ ‖ f ‖H1
‖b‖BMO + ‖L( f , b)‖H1

,

which further implies the equivalence between items (i) and (ii).

(ii)⇐⇒ (iii). From Theorem 1.3, we deduce that [T, b]( f ) ∈ L1 if and only if T (L( f , b)) ∈ L1.

Since T ∈ KH , it follows that T ( f ) ∈ L1 if and only if f ∈ H1; see Definition 4.1. Thus,

[T, b]( f ) ∈ L1 if and only if L( f , b) ∈ H1. Moreover,

‖ f ‖H1
‖b‖BMO + ‖L( f , b)‖H1

≈ ‖ f ‖H1
‖b‖BMO + ‖[T, b]( f )‖L1 ,

which further implies the equivalence between items (ii) and (iii), and hence completes the proof

of Theorem 4.12. �

Now, we show Theorem 1.4.

Proof of Theorem 1.4. Let f ∈ Hb
1
. Then, by Theorem 4.12, we find that L( f , b) ∈ H1. Since

T ∈ Kq, from Definition 4.1, we infer that T is bounded from H1 to Lq. Now, using Theorem 1.3,

we conclude that

‖[T, b]( f )‖Lq ≤ ‖T (L( f , b))‖Lq + ‖R( f , b)‖Lq

. ‖L( f , b)‖H1
+ ‖ f ‖H1

‖b‖BMO . ‖ f ‖Hb
1
,

which completes the proof of Theorem 1.4. �

Remark 4.13. Let b ∈ BMO. We point out that Y := Hb
1

is the largest subspace of H1 such that,

for any T ∈ KH , the commutator [T, b] is bounded from Y to L1. Indeed, if Y is a subspace of

H1 such that [T, b] is bounded from Y to L1, then any element f ∈ Y justifies that [T, b]( f ) ∈ L1.

Hence, Theorem 4.12 implies f ∈ Hb
1
, which means Y ⊂ Hb

1
.

4.4 Examples of class Kq

As we already stated in Example 4.4, both the Doob maximal function and the square function

belong toKH ⊂ K1 defined in Definition 4.1. In this subsection, we give typical operators that are

in Kq.
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4.4.1 Martingale transforms

Martingale transforms were first introduced by Burkholder [11]. Nowadays, martingale trans-

forms have proven a very powerful tool not only in probabilistic situation but also in harmonic

analysis; see, for instance, [4] and its references. Recently, commutators of martingale transforms

for non-regular martingales were studied in [39]. In this subsection, we show that every martin-

gale transform belongs toK1. Consequently, we can apply both Corollary 4.9 and Theorem 1.4 to

study the endpoint estimate of commutators of martingale transforms.

Let ε := (εk)k∈Z+ be an adapted measurable process (that is, εk is Fk-measurable for each

k ∈ Z+) with

sup
k∈Z+
‖εk‖L∞ ≤ 1.

We let ε−1 = 0 for convenience. The martingale transform of the martingale f related to ε is

the martingale Tε( f ) defined by dk(Tε f ) := εk−1dk f for any k ∈ Z+. Since S (Tε f ) ≤ S ( f ), it

follows immediately that Tε is bounded on Lp for any p ∈ (1,∞) and also bounded on H1. In all

these cases it can be identified with the mapping that is induced on terminal values: with now f a

function in Lp with p ∈ (1,∞) or in H1, the function Tε f is defined by setting

Tε( f ) :=
∑

k∈Z+
εk−1dk f .

We still speak of the martingale transform.

We also define the maximal martingale transform M ◦ Tε by

M ◦ Tε f := sup
n∈Z+

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

n∑

k=0

εk−1dk f

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
.

Recall that the martingale transform shares the following properties (see [11, 24]):

(i) for any f ∈ L2, ‖Tε( f )‖L2 ≤ ‖M ◦ Tε( f )‖L2 ≤ C‖ f ‖L2 ;

(ii) for any f ∈ H1, ‖Tε( f )‖L1 ≤ ‖M ◦ Tε( f )‖L1 ≤ C‖ f ‖H1
;

(iii) for any f ∈ L1, ‖Tε( f )‖L1,∞ ≤ ‖M ◦ Tε( f )‖L1,∞ ≤ C‖ f ‖L1 ,

here C is a positive constant independent of f .

Proposition 4.14. Let Tε be the martingale transform and M ◦ Tε be the maximal martingale

transform as above. Then both Tε and M ◦ Tε are all in K1.

Proof. Let us show that (4.1) and (4.3) hold true for both Tε and M◦Tε. It is not hard to check that

the supports of both Tε(a) and M ◦ Tε(a) are contained in A whenever a is a simple (s,∞)-atom

with respect to some n ∈ Z+ and A ∈ Fn. Besides, if g is a martingale jump with respect to some

n ∈ Z+, then we have

|Tε(g)| ≤ |g| and M ◦ Tε(g) ≤ |g|.
Note that both Tε and M ◦ Tε are bounded on L2. Applying the same argument as that used in the

proof of Example 4.4, we obtain both (4.1) and (4.3) hold true for both Tε and M ◦ Tε. Finally,

the two last properties (4.2) and (4.4) for both Tε and M ◦ Tε are consequences of commutation

properties: with the previous symbols, Tε(bn−1a) = bn−1Tε(a) and Tε(bn−1g) = bn−1Tε(g); the

same holds true for M ◦ Tε. This finishes the proof of Proposition 4.14. �
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The following result is a direct consequence of both Corollary 4.9 and Theorem 1.4.

Corollary 4.15. Let Tε be the martingale transform as above. Let b ∈ BMO be a non-constant

function. Then

(i) the commutator [Tε, b] is bounded from H1 to L1,∞;

(ii) the commutator [Tε, b] is bounded from Hb
1

to L1.

Before leaving this subsection, we will prove an analogue of the examples of functions in Hb
1

given in the classical case. We need a supplementary definition.

Definition 4.16. Let b ∈ BMO be a non-constant function. The atom a with respect to n ∈ Z+ is

called a (b,∞)-atom if it satisfies the additional property

En(ba) = 0.

Moreover, we denote Hb
1

the space of all the functions f in H1 such that

f =
∑

j∈Z
µ ja

j a.s. and
∑

j∈Z

∣∣∣µ j

∣∣∣ < ∞,

where (a j) j∈Z are (b,∞)-atoms.

Proposition 4.17. For b ∈ BMO a non-constant function, the spaceHb
1

is contained in Hb
1
.

Proof. We will only sketch the proof because it asks for variants of the previous ones. The first

ingredient is the fact that we can as well consider martingale transforms with values in a Hilbert

space (see, for instance, [19]). Consider in particular the martingale transform Γ,with values in ℓ2,

given by Γ f =
∑

n∈N(dn f )en, where en is the canonical basis of ℓ2. Since ‖Γ f ‖ℓ2 = S ( f ), it follows

that H1-martingales are characterized among L1-martingales by the fact that Γ f is in L1(Ω, ℓ2).

We will take for granted that the previous theorems are valid for vector valued theorems, so that it

is sufficient to prove that Γ(L( f , b)) belongs to L1(Ω, ℓ2) whenever f belongs to Hb
1
. We start by

proving it for a (b,∞)-atom.

Lemma 4.18. Let b ∈ BMO be a non-constant function and a be a (b,∞)-atom. Then Γ(L(a, b))

is in L1(Ω, ℓ2). Moreover, its L1(Ω, ℓ2) norm is bounded by a uniform constant.

Proof. Assume that the (b,∞)-atom a is related to some n ∈ Z+. We deduce from Corollary 4.8

that it is sufficient to show that [Γ, b](a) is in L1(Ω, ℓ2) with uniform norm. It is even sufficient

to show the same for [Γ, b − bn−1](a) because of Property (4.2), or for Γ((b − bn−1)a) because of

Property (4.1). But this is a consequence of the fact that (b − bn−1)a is in H1 with a uniformly

bounded norm. Indeed, since it is a (b,∞)-atom,

En((b − bn−1)a) = En(ba) − bn−1En(a) = 0.

Moreover, by the Hölder inequality, we obtain

E
(|(b − bn−1)a|p) ≤

[
E (1A|b − bn−1|)2p

] 1
2
[
E

(
|a|2p

)] 1
2
. [P(A)]1−p ,
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where we used the fact that

E

(
1A|b − bn−1|2p

)
≤ E (1A)

[
sup
n∈N
En(|b − bn−1 |)

]2p

.

So M((b−bn−1)a) is supported in A and hence is in L1 with uniformly bounded norm. This implies

that (b − bn−1)a is in H1 with uniformly bounded norm, which is what we wanted to prove. This

finishes the proof of Lemma 4.18. �

Let us come back to the proof of Proposition 4.17. Let f =
∑

j∈Z µ ja
j a.s. with

∑
j∈Z |µ j| < ∞,

where (a j) j∈Z are (b,∞)-atoms. The sequence (
∑N

j=1 µ jΓ(L(a j, b)))N∈N is a Cauchy sequence in

H1, which converges to its limit in L1,∞(Ω, ℓ2), that is, Γ(L( f , b)). So L( f , b) is in H1 and hence f

is in Hb
1
. This finishes the proof of Proposition 4.17. �

4.4.2 Fractional integrals in the martingale setting

In the martingale setting, both the fractional integral operator and its commutator were first

investigated in [14]. We also refer the reader to Nakai et al. [1] for some recent developments

on this topic. Nowadays, it is well known that the martingale fractional integral operator can be

viewed as a discrete model of the Riesz potential in harmonic analysis. In this subsection, we show

that the fractional integral operator Iα belongs to K 1
1−α

provided α ∈ (0, 1). Based on this, we can

investigate the endpoint estimate of commutators of the fractional integral operator Iα. Here, for

convenience, we only consider (Ω,F , P; (Fn)n∈Z+) given as below.

Example 4.19. Let the number sequence (pk)k∈Z+ ⊂ N be such that pk ≥ 2 for each k ∈ Z+. For

any n ∈ Z+, let Pn :=
∏n

k=0 pk,

(4.7) Fn := σ{[kP−1
n , (k + 1)P−1

n ) : k ∈ {0, . . . , Pn − 1}},

and

F := σ


⋃

n∈Z+
Fn

 .

Let us equip the measurable space ([0, 1),F ) with the Lebesgue measure ν. Then it is not hard to

show that the filtration (Fn)n∈Z+ is not regular whenever supk∈Z+ pk = ∞.

For each n ∈ Z+, denote by A(Fn) the set of all atoms in Fn. For any α ∈ (0,∞), any n ∈ Z+,

and any martingale f ∈ L1, the fractional integrals, Iα,n and Iα, of f are defined, respectively, by

setting

Iα,n( f ) :=

n∑

k=0

βαk dk f and Iα( f ) :=
∑

k∈Z+
βαk dk f ,(4.8)

where, for any k ∈ Z+,

βk :=
∑

B∈A(Fk)

P(B)1B
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and β−1 := β0. We refer to [36, 38] for more details on the fractional integral Iα. It is clear that, for

any k ∈ Z+, βk =
1
Pk

. Hence, for any n ∈ Z+,

Iα,n( f ) :=

n∑

k=0

P−αk dk f and Iα( f ) =
∑

k∈Z+
P−αk dk f .

Note that Example 4.19 is a special case of the filtration studied in [36, 38]. Thus, from [36,

Theorem 2.11] and [38, Lemma 1.2 and Theorem 0.1], we infer that, for any α ∈ (0, 1), there

exists a positive constant C(α), depending only on α, such that

(i) for any f ∈ H1(0, 1), ‖Iα( f )‖
L

1
1−α (0,1)

≤ C(α)‖ f ‖H1(0,1);

(ii) for any f ∈ L1(0, 1), ‖Iα( f )‖
L

1
1−α ,∞(0,1)

≤ C(α)‖ f ‖L1(0,1);

(iii) for any f ∈ Lp(0, 1), ‖Iα( f )‖Lq(0,1) ≤ C(α)‖ f ‖Lp(0,1), where p ∈ (1,∞) and 1/p − 1/q = α.

Proposition 4.20. Let α ∈ (0, 1). Then the fractional integral operator Iα belongs to K 1
1−α

.

Proof. According to the above argument, it remains to show that (4.1)-(4.4) hold true for Iα with

q := 1
1−α . We first assume that a is a simple (s,∞)-atom with respect to some n ∈ Z+ and A ∈ Fn.

Take r ∈ (α, 1) such that r−α ∈ (0, 1/2). Note that supp (Iα(a)) ⊂ A because Iα is still a martingale

transform. Then the Hölder inequality gives us

‖(b − bn−1)Iα(a)‖
L

1
1−α (0,1)

≤ ‖(b − bn−1)1A‖
L

1
r−α (0,1)

‖Iα(a)‖
L

1
1−r (0,1)

=: I1 × I2.

Since A ∈ Fn, it follows that

I
1

r−α
1
=

∫

A

En

(
|b − bn−1|

1
r−α

)
dν . ‖g‖

1
r−α
BMO(0,1)

ν(A).

On the other hand, for I2, by the boundedness of Iα from L
1

1−(r−α) (0, 1) to L
1

1−r (0, 1), we obtain

I2 . ‖a‖
L

1
1−(r−α) (0,1)

. [ν(A)]−(r−α) ,

where the second inequality follows from Lemma 2.10(iv) because 1 < 1
1−(r−α)

< 2. Combining

the estimates of both I1 and I2, we then conclude that

‖(b − bn−1)Iα(a)‖
L

1
1−α (0,1)

. ‖g‖BMO(0,1).

This shows (4.1).

In the remainder of the present proof, assume that a is a martingale jump with respect to some

n ∈ Z+. Then

|Iα(a)| ≤ P−αn |a|.
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Since a is measurable with respect to Fn, it follows that

‖(b − bn−1)Iα(a)‖
1

1−α

L
1

1−α (0,1)

≤
∫ 1

0

(|b − bn−1| · P−αn |a|
) 1

1−α dν

=

∫

Ω

(
P−αn |a|

) 1
1−α · En

(
|b − bn−1|

1
1−α

)
dν

≤ ‖g‖
1

1−α
BMO(0,1)

∥∥∥P−αn a
∥∥∥

1
1−α

L
1

1−α (0,1)

(R)
. ‖b‖

1
1−α
BMO(0,1)

‖a‖
1

1−α
L1(0,1)

,

where the inequality (R) is due to [36, Lemma 2.3(i)]. Thus, (4.3) holds true. Finally, Iα is a

martingale transform and satisfies the same commutation properties which lead to (4.2) and (4.4).

Thus, Iα ∈ K 1
1−α

. This finishes the proof of Proposition 4.20. �

Remark 4.21. The authors would like to thank Dmitriy Stolyarov who indicated to us that the es-

timates (i)–(iii) ahead of Proposition 4.20 are not valid when βk is replaced by βk−1 in the definition

of the fractional integral (4.8) and who attracted our attention to his joint article [38].

Since Iα ∈ K 1
1−α

, the following conclusion directly follows from both Corollary 4.9 and Theo-

rem 1.4.

Corollary 4.22. Let α ∈ (0, 1) and Iα be the fractional integral operator as above. Let b ∈
BMO(0, 1) be non-constant. Then

(i) the commutator [Iα, b] is bounded from H1(0, 1) to L
1

1−α ,∞(0, 1);

(ii) the commutator [Iα, b] is bounded from Hb
1
(0, 1) to L

1
1−α (0, 1).

5 Applications to harmonic analysis

In this section, we aim to apply the bilinear decomposition of commutators established in pre-

vious sections to some problems of harmonic analysis.

5.1 Dyadic Hilbert transform beyond doubling measures

Recall that the boundedness of both the dyadic Hilbert transform and its adjoint associated

with Borel measures were first characterized by López-Sánchez et al. [25]. Motivated by this, we

devote this subsection to studying the commutator of the dyadic Hilbert transform and its adjoint

beyond doubling measures.

Here, we work with ([0, 1),F ; (Fn)n∈Z+), which corresponds to Example 4.19 with pk = 2

for each k ∈ Z+ therein. However, we equip the measurable space ([0, 1),F ) with a probability

measure µ which is not necessarily the Lebesgue measure. In this subsection, the related Lebesgue

space, martingale Hardy space, and BMO space are denoted, respectively, by Lp(µ), H1(µ), and

BMO(µ).
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In what follows, for each n ∈ Z+, denote by A(Fn) the set of all the dyadic intervals in Fn. Let

A(F ) =
⋃

n∈Z+ A(Fn). Given I ∈ A(F ), we write I− and I+, respectively, for the left and the right

dyadic children of I. For any I ∈ A(F ), let

m(I) :=
µ(I−)µ(I+)

µ(I)
and hI :=

√
m(I)

[
1I−

µ(I−)
− 1I+

µ(I+)

]
.

The following lemma is straightforward; see [25, (2.3)].

Lemma 5.1. For any n ∈ Z+ and any dyadic interval I ∈ Fn, the function hI is Fn+1-measurable

and En(hI) = 0. Moreover

(5.1) ‖hI‖L1(µ) = 2
√

m(I) and ‖hI‖L∞(µ) ≈
1
√

m(I)

with the positive equivalence constants independent of I.

The probability measure µ is said to be m-increasing (resp. m-decreasing) if there exists a

positive constant C such that, for any I ∈ A(F ),

(5.2) m(I) ≤ Cm
(
Î
) [

resp. Cm(I) ≥ m
(
Î
)]
.

Here and thereafter, the symbol Î stands for the dyadic parent of I.

The next example is taken from [25, Section 4.1] and proves that the dyadic filtration may be

non-regular with respect to µ.

Example 5.2 (Non-regular dyadic filtration). Let (Ik)k∈Z+ be a decreasing sequence of dyadic

intervals, for instance, Ik = [0, 2−k) for any k ∈ Z+. Let (Ib
k
)k∈N be its dyadic brother. Let (αk)k∈N

and (βk)k∈N be such that α1 := 1/2, αk := 1 − 2−k2

for any k ≥ 2, and βk := 1 − αk for any k ∈ N.

Define µ recursively by setting µ(I0) := 1 and, for each k ∈ N,

µ(Ik) := αkµ (Ik−1) and µ
(
Ib
k

)
:= βkµ (Ik−1) .

For any k ∈ N and any dyadic interval J ⊂ Ib
k
, define

µ(J) :=
ν(J)

ν(Ib
k
)
µ
(
Ib
k

)
,

where ν denotes the usual Lebesgue measure on [0, 1). It was shown in [25, p. 72] that µ is m-

increasing. However, µ is non-dyadically doubling. Hence, the filtration (Fn)n∈Z+ equipped with

the measure µ is not regular.

Following [25, p. 50], the dyadic Hilbert transform is defined by setting, for any measurable

function f on [0, 1) and any x ∈ [0, 1),

(5.3) HD ( f )(x) :=
∑

k∈N

∑

I∈A(Fk)

δ(I)〈 f , h
Î
〉hI(x),

where δ(I) := 1 if I := (̂I)−, δ(I) := −1 if I := (̂I)+, and 〈 f , h
Î
〉 := E( f h

Î
). The main result of this

subsection is as follows.
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Proposition 5.3. Let µ be an m-increasing probability measure on [0, 1). Then the dyadic Hilbert

transform HD belongs to K1.

To show Proposition 5.3, we need several lemmas. The following result is due to [25, (3.4)]

and [25, Theorem 2.5].

Lemma 5.4. Let µ be an m-increasing probability measure on [0, 1). Then

(i) HD is bounded on L2(µ) and, moreover, for any f ∈ L2(µ), ‖HD ( f )‖L2(µ) ≤ 2‖ f ‖L2(µ);

(ii) HD is bounded from L1(µ) to L1,∞(µ).

Similarly to the proofs of both (i) and (ii) of Lemma 2.10, using Lemma 5.4(i), we can show

the following conclusions; we omit the details.

Lemma 5.5. Let µ be an m-increasing Borel measure on [0, 1). Assume that a is a simple (s,∞)-

atom with respect to some n ∈ Z+ and some dyadic interval Q ∈ A(Fn). Then

(i) supp (HD (a)) ⊂ Q;

(ii) ‖HD (a)‖Lp(µ) ≤ 2
[
µ(Q)

]1/p−1
for any p ∈ [1, 2].

Lemma 5.6. Let µ be an m-increasing Borel measure on [0, 1). Then there exists a positive

constant C such that, for any w ∈ L1
d
(µ),

‖HD (w)‖L1(µ) ≤ C‖w‖L1
d
(µ).

Proof. Without loss of generality, we may assume that w is a martingale jump with respect to

some n ∈ Z+. Let us prove that 〈w, h
Î
〉 := E(wh

Î
) is 0 except when I belongs to A(Fn). Indeed, if

I ∈ A(Fk) with some k ∈ {0, . . . , n − 1}, since h
Î

is Fk-measurable, it follows that

En(wh
Î
) = h

Î
Enw = 0.

Next, if I ∈ A(Fk) with k ∈ {n + 1, n + 2, . . .}, then

Ek−1(wh
Î
) = wEk−1(h

Î
) = 0,

where we used Lemma 5.1 for the last inequality. Thus, E(wh
Î
) = 0 when I does not belong to

A(Fn).

Form (5.3), it follows that

(5.4) HD (w) =
∑

I∈A(Fn)

δ(I)〈w, h
Î
〉hI .

By the above equality, (5.1) and (5.2), we conclude that

‖HD (w)‖L1(µ) ≤
∑

I∈A(Fn)

∣∣∣〈w, h
Î
〉
∣∣∣ ‖hI‖L1(µ)

≤
∑

I∈A(Fn)

∥∥∥h
Î

∥∥∥
L∞(µ)

‖hI‖L1(µ)

∫

Î

|w| dµ
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.

∑

I∈A(Fn)

√
m(I)√
m(̂I)

∫

Î

|w| dµ

.

∑

I∈A(Fn)

∫

Î

|w| dµ . ‖w‖L1 ,

This finishes the proof of Lemma 5.6. �

Remark 5.7. It follows from (5.4) that, for a general martingale f ,

HD ( f ) =
∑

n∈Z+

∑

I∈A(Fn)

δ(I)〈dn( f ), h
Î
〉hI .

Moreover, if a is an atom or a jump with respect to n and if g is A(Fn−1)-measurable, then

HD (ga) = gHD (a).

Proposition 5.8. Let µ be an m-increasing Borel measure on [0, 1). Then the dyadic Hilbert

transform HD is bounded from H1(µ) to L1(µ).

Proof. Let f ∈ H1(µ). Then the desired assertion follows from a combination of Lemmas 2.1,

2.11, 5.5, and 5.6. Indeed, by these lemmas, we obtain

‖HD ( f )‖L1(µ) ≤
∥∥∥∥HD

(
f 1

)∥∥∥∥
L1(µ)
+

∥∥∥∥HD

(
f d

)∥∥∥∥
L1(µ)

≤
∑

k∈Z
|µk |

∥∥∥∥HD

(
ak

)∥∥∥∥
L1(µ)
+

∑

n∈Z+

∥∥∥∥HD

(
dn

(
f d

))∥∥∥∥
L1(µ)

.

∥∥∥ f 1
∥∥∥

h1(µ)
+

∥∥∥ f d
∥∥∥

hd
1
(µ)
. ‖ f ‖H1(µ),

where (ak)k∈Z is a sequence of simple (s,∞)-atoms. This finishes the proof of Proposition 5.8. �

Now, we are ready to show Proposition 5.3.

Proof of Proposition 5.3. The second assertion of Remark 5.7 implies (4.2) and (4.4). So, with

the help of both Lemma 5.4 and Proposition 5.8, by Definition 4.1 with q = 1, to complete the

proof of present proposition, it suffices to show that both (4.1) with q = 1 and (4.3) with q = 1

hold true for HD . Using Lemma 5.5 and repeating the argument used in the proof of Example 4.4,

we find that (4.1) with q = 1 holds true for HD . Now, assume that b ∈ BMO(µ) and w ∈ L1
d
(µ) is a

martingale jump with respect to some n ∈ Z+. Then

‖(b − bn−1)HD (w)‖L1(µ)

≤ ‖(b − bn)HD (w)‖L1(µ) + ‖(bn − bn−1)HD (w)‖L1(µ)

=: I1 + I2.

By Lemma 5.6, we have

I2 ≤ ‖bn − bn−1‖L∞(µ)‖HD (w)‖L1(µ) . ‖w‖L1‖b‖bmod(µ) . ‖w‖L1‖b‖BMO(µ).
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Note that HD (w), which is given by (5.4), is Fn+1-measurable. Therefore,

I1 =

∫ 1

0

[En+1 (|b − bn|)] × |HD (w)| dµ

≤ ‖b‖BMO(µ) ‖HD (w)‖L1(µ) . ‖w‖L1‖b‖BMO(µ).

Finally, we conclude from the estimates of both I1 and I2 that

‖(b − bn−1)HD (w)‖L1(µ) . ‖w‖L1‖b‖BMO(µ).

Therefore, (4.3) with q = 1 also holds true for HD . This finishes the proof of Proposition 5.3. �

Applying Proposition 5.3, the following corollary can be deduced directly from both Corollary

4.9 and Theorem 1.4.

Corollary 5.9. Let µ be an m-increasing Borel measure on [0, 1) and let b ∈ BMO(µ) be non-

constant. Then

(i) the commutator [HD , b] is bounded from H1(µ) to L1,∞(µ);

(ii) the commutator [HD , b] is bounded from Hb
1
(µ) to L1(µ).

Remark 5.10. Denote by H∗
D

the adjoint operator of the dyadic Hilbert transform HD . Let µ be

an m-decreasing Borel measure on [0, 1) and let b ∈ BMO(µ) be non-constant. Similarly to the

above corollary, we can show that the commutator [H∗
D
, b] is bounded from H1(µ) to L1,∞(µ) and

also from Hb
1
(µ) to L1(µ); we omit the details. Besides, one may also concern the Lp-boundedness,

with p ∈ (1,∞), of both the commutators [HD , b] and [H∗
D
, b]. To limit the length of this article,

we will not push this question here.

5.2 Cesàro means of Walsh–Fourier series

In this subsection, we apply both Theorems 1.3 and 1.4 to study the commutator of the max-

imal operator of Cesàro means of Walsh–Fourier series of functions in L1[0, 1). Throughout this

subsection, we work with ([0, 1),F , ν; (Fn)n∈Z+), where ν is the Lebesgue measure and each Fn

with n ∈ Z+ is the same as in (4.7) with pk = 2 for any k ∈ Z+. Then the filtration (Fn)n∈Z+) is

regular.

The following basic symbols in the Walsh–Fourier analysis are taken from [37, 44]. Every

point t ∈ [0, 1) can be written as follows:

t =
∑

k∈Z+
tk2−k−1 with tk ∈ {0, 1} for any k ∈ Z+.

If there are two different forms for the same t, we choose the one for which limk→∞ tk = 0. The

Rademacher functions (rn)n∈Z+ on [0, 1) are defined by setting, for any n ∈ Z+,

rn(t) := exp(πitk), ∀ t ∈ [0, 1).
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The product system generated by the Rademacher functions is the Walsh system (wn)n∈Z+ : for any

n ∈ Z+ with n =
∑

k∈Z+ nk2k (nk ∈ {0, 1} for any k ∈ Z+),

wn :=

∞∏

k=0

r
nk

k
.

The dyadic addition ⊕ on [0, 1) is defined in the following way: for any t, s ∈ [0, 1) with

t =
∑

k∈Z+
tk2−k−1 and s =

∑

k∈Z+
sk2−k−1,

where tk, sk ∈ {0, 1} for any k ∈ Z+, let

t ⊕ s :=
∑

k∈Z+
|tk − sk |2−k−1.

For any t ∈ [0, 1) and I ∈ F , let

I ⊕ t := {x ⊕ t : x ∈ I}.
By Theorem 4 in [37, p. 13], we find that

ν(I ⊕ t) = ν(I), ∀ t ∈ [0, 1),(5.5)

and, moreover, if I = [0, 2−n) for some n ∈ N and t =
∑

k∈Z tk2−k−1 ∈ [ℓ2−n, (ℓ + 1)2−n) for some

ℓ ∈ Z+, then

(5.6) I ⊕ t =


[ℓ2−n, (ℓ + 1)2−n), t̄ < I,

[ℓ2−n, (ℓ + 1)2−n], t̄ ∈ I,

where t̄ :=
∑

k∈Z+ t̄k2−k−1 with

t̄k =


0, k ∈ {0, . . . , n − 1},
|1 − tk |, k ∈ {n, n + 1, . . .}.

Remark 5.11. Denote by Z2 the discrete cyclic group of order 2, namely the set {0, 1} with the

discrete topology and modulo 2 addition. The dyadic group G is then defined as the product

G :=

∞∏

k=0

Z2,

equipped with the product topology. We refer the reader to [37, Chapter 1.3] for the details that

the dyadic group G can be identified with the interval [0, 1). Particularly, the Walsh functions on

[0, 1) can be viewed as the characters of the dyadic group G.

For any f ∈ L1[0, 1), the n-th Walsh–Fourier coefficient of f is defined by setting, for any

n ∈ Z+,

f̂ (n) :=

∫ 1

0

f (t)wn(t) dν(t).
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The Walsh–Dirichlet kernels (Dn)n∈N are defined by setting, for any n ∈ N, Dn :=
∑n−1

k=0 wk which

satisfies

(5.7) D2n(x) =

{
2n if x ∈ [0, 2−n),

0 if x ∈ [2−n, 1).

For any n ∈ N, denote by S n( f ) the n-th partial sum of the Walsh–Fourier series of f ∈ L1[0, 1),

that is, for any x ∈ [0, 1),

S n( f )(x) :=

n−1∑

k=0

f̂ (k)wk(x) = f ∗ Dn(x) =

∫ 1

0

f (t)Dn(x ⊕ t) dν(t).

For any n ∈ Z+, f ∈ L1[0, 1), and Q ∈ Fn, let

fQ :=
1

ν(Q)

∫

Q

f dν.

Then, by the definition of the condition expectation, we obtain, for any n ∈ Z+,

En( f ) =
∑

Q∈A(Fn)

fQ1Q.

From (5.7), it is easy to deduce that, for any n ∈ N and x ∈ [0, 1),

S 2n( f )(x) =

∫ 1

0

f (t)D2n (x ⊕ t) dν(t) = En( f )(x).

The Cesàro means (σn)n∈N of f ∈ L1[0, 1) are defined by setting, for any n ∈ N and x ∈ [0, 1),

σn( f )(x) := f ∗ Kn(x) =

∫ 1

0

f (t)Kn(x ⊕ t) dν(t),

where Kn denotes the Walsh–Fejér kernel defined by setting

Kn :=
1

n

n∑

k=1

Dn.

Since the filtration (Fn)n∈Z+) is regular, it follows from [29, p. 189] that there exists a positive

constant C satisfying, for any b ∈ BMO[0, 1),

1

C
‖b‖BMO[0,1) ≤ sup

n∈Z+
sup

Q∈A(Fn)

1

ν(Q)

∫

Q

∣∣∣b − bQ

∣∣∣ dν ≤ C‖b‖BMO[0,1).

We first prove the following technical lemma.

Lemma 5.12. Let the maximal operator σ := supn∈N σn. Then there exists a positive constant C

such that, for any b ∈ BMO[0, 1) and any simple ∞-atom a with respect to some n ∈ Z+ and some

Q ∈ A(Fn), ∥∥∥∥
(
b − b

Q̂

)
σ(a)

∥∥∥∥
L1[0,1)

≤ C‖b‖BMO[0,1),

where Q̂ denotes the dyadic parent of Q.
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Proof. Noting that the Lebesgue measure ν is translation invariant with respect to the dyadic ad-

dition (see (5.5) and also [43, p. 238]). According to (5.6), we find that, for any Q ∈ A(Fn) with

Q = [ℓ2−n, (ℓ + 1)2−n) for some ℓ ∈ Z+, Q = [0, 2−n) ⊕ t for some fixed t ∈ Q. So, without loss of

generality, we may assume that Q = [0, 2−n). We first write

∥∥∥∥
(
b − b

Q̂

)
σ(a)

∥∥∥∥
L1[0,1)

=

∫

Q

∣∣∣∣b − b
Q̂

∣∣∣∣σ(a) dν +

∫

[0,1)\Q
· · ·

=: I1 + I2.

Since σ is bounded on L∞[0, 1) (this can be easily deduced from Theorem 3.4 in [44]) and a is a

simple ∞-atom, it follows that

I1 ≤ ‖σ(a)‖L∞[0,1)

∫

Q

∣∣∣∣b − b
Q̂

∣∣∣∣ dν(5.8)

. ‖a‖L∞[0,1)2
−n+1‖b‖BMO[0,1) . ‖b‖BMO[0,1).

For the term I2, it was proved in [43, p. 238] that, for any x ∈ [0, 1) \ Q,

σ(a)(x) .

n−1∑

j=0

n−1∑

i= j

{
2i−n1[2−n ,2−i)(x) + 2i−n1[2− j−1 ,2− j−1⊕2−i)(x)

}

+ 2n
n−1∑

j=0

2 j
∞∑

i=n

2−i1[2− j−1,2− j−1⊕2−n)(x).

Thus, we have

I2 =

n∑

k=1

∫ 2−k+1

2−k

∣∣∣∣b − b
Q̂

∣∣∣∣σ(a) dν

≤
n∑

k=1

n−1∑

j=0

k−1∑

i= j

2i−n

∫ 2−k+1

2−k

∣∣∣∣b − b
Q̂

∣∣∣∣ dν

+

n∑

k=1

n−1∑

j=0

n−1∑

i= j

2i−n

∫ 2−k+1

2−k

∣∣∣∣b − b
Q̂

∣∣∣∣ 1[2− j−1 ,2− j−1⊕2−i) dν

+

n∑

k=1

2n2k−1
∞∑

i=n

2−i

∫ 2−k+1

2−k

∣∣∣∣b − b
Q̂

∣∣∣∣ 1[2−k ,2−k⊕2−n) dν

=: B1 + B2 + B3.

We recall that, if Q ∈ A(Fn) and Q′ ∈ A(Fk) with k ∈ {0, . . . , n} such that Q ⊂ Q′, then

| fQ′ − fQ| . (n − k)‖ f ‖BMO[0,1).(5.9)

This elementary inequality will be frequently used in the sequel.
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To estimate B1, let Qk := [0, 2−k) for every 1 ≤ k ≤ n. Using (5.9), we obtain

B1 ≤ 2−n
n∑

k=1

k2k

∫ 2−k+1

2−k

∣∣∣∣b − bQk−1
+ bQk−1

− b
Q̂

∣∣∣∣ dν

. 2−n
n∑

k=1

k2k

∫ 2−k+1

2−k

∣∣∣b − bQk−1

∣∣∣ dν + 2−n
n∑

k=1

k2k2−k
∣∣∣∣bQk−1

− b
Q̂

∣∣∣∣

. 2−n


n∑

k=1

k +

n∑

k=1

k(n − k)

 ‖b‖BMO[0,1) . ‖b‖BMO[0,1).

Now we estimate B2. For any i, j ∈ {1, . . . , n}, let Ii, j := [2− j, 2− j ⊕ 2−i) = [0, 2−i) ⊕ 2− j. It is

clear that ν(Ii, j) = 2−i and Ii, j ∈ A(Fi) for each choice of i, j; see (5.5). According to (5.6), we

have

Ii, j+1 =


[0, 2−i), i = j,

[2− j−1, 2−i + 2− j−1), i ≥ j + 1.

Hence, by this, we have

B2 =

n∑

k=1

n−1∑

j=0

n−1∑

i= j+1

2i−n

∫ 2−k+1

2−k

∣∣∣∣b − b
Q̂

∣∣∣∣ 1[2− j−1,2− j−1+2−i) dν

+

n∑

k=1

n−1∑

j=0

2 j−n

∫ 2−k+1

2−k

∣∣∣∣b − b
Q̂

∣∣∣∣ 1[0,2− j) dν

=: B2,1 + B2,2.

Observe that, for any i ≥ j+ 1, Ii,k ⊂ [2−k, 2−k+1) and Ii, j ∩ [2−k, 2−k+1) = ∅ whenever j , k. Using

this and (5.9), we obtain

B2,1 =

n∑

k=1

n−1∑

i=k

2i−n

∫

Ii,k

∣∣∣∣b − bIi,k
+ bIi,k

− bQk−1
+ bQk−1

− b
Q̂

∣∣∣∣ dν

≤
n∑

k=1

n−1∑

i=k

2i−n

∫

Ii,k

∣∣∣b − bIi,k

∣∣∣ dν +

n∑

k=1

n−1∑

i=k

2i−n2−i
∣∣∣bIi,k
− bQk−1

∣∣∣

+

n∑

k=1

n−1∑

i=k

2i−n2−i
∣∣∣∣bQk−1

− b
Q̂

∣∣∣∣

. 2−n


n∑

k=1

n−1∑

i=k

+

n∑

k=1

n−1∑

i=k

(i − k) +

n∑

k=1

n−1∑

i=k

(n − k)

 ‖b‖BMO[0,1)

. ‖b‖BMO[0,1).

Next, by (5.9), we find that

B2,2 ≤
n∑

k=1

k−1∑

j=0

2 j+1−n

∫ 2−k+1

2−k

∣∣∣∣b − bQk−1
+ bQk−1

− b
Q̂

∣∣∣∣ dν
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.

n∑

k=1

k−1∑

j=0

2 j+1−n
[
2−k+1 + 2−k(n − k)

]
‖b‖BMO[0,1)

. ‖b‖BMO[0,1).

Finally, for B3, it follows from both the fact In,k ⊂ Qk−1 and (5.9) that

B3 ≤
n∑

k=1

2k

∫

In,k

∣∣∣∣b − bIn,k
+ bIn,k

− bQk−1
+ bQk−1

− b
Q̂

∣∣∣∣ dν

.

n∑

k=1

2k

∫

In,k

∣∣∣b − bIn,k

∣∣∣ dν +

n∑

k=1

2k2−n
∣∣∣bIn,k
− bQk−1

∣∣∣

+

n∑

k=1

2k2−n
∣∣∣∣bQk−1

− b
Q̂

∣∣∣∣

.


n∑

k=1

2k2−n +

n∑

k=1

2k2−n(n − k)

 ‖b‖BMO[0,1)

. ‖b‖BMO[0,1).

Thus, we conclude that I2 . ‖b‖BMO[0,1), which, together with (5.8), further implies the desired

assertion. This finishes the proof of Lemma 5.12. �

Applying the above lemma, we obtain the endpoint estimate of the commutator [σ, b] with

b ∈ BMO[0, 1).

Proposition 5.13. Theorems 1.3 and 1.4 when T = σ and q = 1 hold true.

Proof. The following two inequalities can be found in Corollary 2 of [37, p. 265] and [26, Corol-

lary 2.3] (see also [43]):

(i) for any f ∈ L1[0, 1), ‖σ( f )‖L1,∞[0,1) ≤ C‖ f ‖L1[0,1), where C is a positive constant independent

of f ;

(ii) for any f ∈ H1[0, 1), 1
C
‖ f ‖H1[0,1) ≤ ‖σ( f )‖L1[0,1) ≤ C‖ f ‖H1[0,1), where C is a positive constant

independent of f .

Observe that, in the proofs of both Theorems 1.3 and 1.4, (4.1) and (4.2) are only used to show the

following inequality: for any simple ∞-atom a and for any b ∈ BMO[0, 1),

‖U(a, b)‖L1[0,1) . ‖b‖BMO[0,1),(5.10)

where, for any x ∈ [0, 1),

U(a, b)(x) := σ (Π2(a, b) − b(x)a) (x).

Note that the filtration (Fn)n∈Z+ in this section is regular. Thus, to prove the present proposition, it

is sufficient to show (5.10).
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For any b ∈ BMO[0, 1) and any simple ∞-atom a respect to some n ∈ Z+ and some Q ∈ A(Fn),

we obtain, for any x ∈ [0, 1),

|U(a, b)(x)| =
∣∣∣∣U

(
a, b − b

Q̂

)
(x)

∣∣∣∣(5.11)

≤
∣∣∣∣σ

(
Π2

(
a, b − b

Q̂

))
(x)

∣∣∣∣ +
∣∣∣∣b(x) − b

Q̂

∣∣∣∣σ(a)(x).

Since supp (a) ⊂ Q, it follows that

Π2

(
a, b − b

Q̂

)
= Π2 (a, b − bn−1) ,

which, together with both the boundedness of σ from H1[0, 1) to L1[0, 1) and Lemma 4.6, further

implies that

∥∥∥∥σ
(
Π2

(
a, b − b

Q̂

))∥∥∥∥
L1[0,1)

.

∥∥∥∥Π2

(
a, b − b

Q̂

)∥∥∥∥
L1[0,1)

. ‖b‖BMO[0,1).

Combining this, (5.11), and Lemma 5.12, we conclude that (5.10) holds true. This finishes the

proof of Proposition 5.13. �

The following conclusions follow directly from both Proposition 5.13 and Remark 4.13; we

omit the details.

Corollary 5.14. Let b ∈ BMO[0, 1) be non-constant. Then

(i) the commutator [σ, b] is bounded from H1[0, 1) to L1,∞[0, 1);

(ii) Y := Hb
1
[0, 1) is the largest subspace of H1[0, 1) such that the commutator [σ, b] is bounded

from Y to L1[0, 1).
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