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ABsTRACT. We prove Burkholder inequality using Bregman divergence.

1. INTRODUCTION
Here is the celebrated Burkholder inequality.

Theorem 1 (Burkholder). For every p € (1,00) there exist constants 0 < ¢, < C), < 00 such
that for every real-valued martingale (X,,)5° ;,

(1) PEXP <ES,(X)P < CPEXP, n=12, .,
where X = max | X;], Sn(X) = (E?Zl(AXj)z)lp, AX, =X, — Xp—1 and Xo = 0.

<j<n

The inequality (I]) was proved by Burkholder in [8, Theorem 9] by using weak (1, 1) estimates
and Marcinkiewicz interpolation theorem. For martingales satisfying additional conditions,
e.g., for continuous martingales, Burkholder and Gundy [I1] extended () to the range 0 <
p < oco. Davis proved in [I3] that the inequality (IJ) holds for p = 1 and all martingales, and
so (I)) is called the Burkholder-Davis-Gundy inequality if p € [1,00). Noteworthy, the case
p > 1 in (I]) follows from the case p = 1, see Kallenberg [I8] proof of Theorem 26.12|, see
also the historical and bibliographical remarks in Banuelos [2], Marinelli and Rockner [20] and
Gusak, Kukush, Kulik, Mishura and Pilipenko [16, Chapter 7]. We refer to Beiglbéck and
Siorpaes [4] and Yaroslavtsev [24] for related developments, too. The inequality () is one of
the cornerstones of stochastic analysis, used to bound stochastic integrals, see, e.g., Ikeda and
Watanabe [I7]. Historically the inequality may be considered as far-reaching extension of the
results of Paley on the Walsh series and the results of Zygmund and Marcinkiewicz [19]
on series with independent centered increments.
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We give a new proof of () for 1 < p < oo by using the so-called Bregman divergence. The
proof is elementary, as can be judged from the length of this note. It bears some similarity to
the stochastic-calculus proofs in [20] and Bafiuelos [1, Theorem 1.1] and to the arguments of
Stein [23, Section IV.2.1] but the Bregman divergence allows us to handle all p > 1 directly.

Acknowledgements. The proof was drafted in 2011 after discussions with Rodrigo Bafniue-
los over the book of Garsia [15] — the received hospitality from Purdue University is gratefully
remembered. Unexpectedly, the draft inspired new results on operator semigroups by Banue-
los, Bogdan and Luks [3] and Bogdan, Jakubowski, Lenczewska and Pietruska-Patuba [7], and
harmonic functions by Bogdan, Dyda and Luks [5] and Bogdan, Grzywny, Pietruska-Paluba
and Rutkowski [6]. Therefore we decided to rewrite and correct the notes — with focus on the
simple. We take this opportunity to thank the authors of the papers and Adam Osekowski for
discussions that helped clarify the setting. We also thank an anonymous referee for corrections
and valuable suggestions.

The proof of Theorem [ is given in Section 2l Here we comment on the constants in
(). Using the good-\ inequalities, Burkholder [0, Theorem 3.2] proved that () holds with
C, = 18p%2/(p — 1) and ¢, = (18p°/2/(p — 1)3/2)_1, see also Burkholder, Davis and Gundy
[10]. It is known that ¢, = 1/p is optimal for p > 2 (see, [12] Inequality (3.9)], [21, Theorem
7.11]). In the course of the proof we obtain the following values:

1
L p_—l p+§ %
p\/§< P ) for1 <p<?2, p(p—1)/2 forl<p<2,
¢ =141/2 1 for p = 2, and Cp, =11 for p = 2,
p—1 /
Z(5t) 7 forp>2, P orp 2

Note that the value C, = /2p for p > 2 was first given by Garsia [15, Theorem II.1.1]. Our

Cp, = 7@ is better than the constant (2 + /p+4)//p from [I5, p. 40| for p € (po,2),

where pg ~ 1.11018, but is worse for p € (1,pg). Our value of ¢, for 1 < p < 2 is worse
than 1/4/10p given in [I5] I1.2.8, p. 37| and is worse for p > 2 than the optimal value 1/p
by Burkholder. On the other hand our values of ¢, and C, improve those resulting from the
good-A inequalities, given above.

For k € R we let

) = |z|Fsign(z), z € R,

with the conventions 0% = sign(0) = 0. Clearly, (z*))" = k|z[*~! and (|2|F)’ = ka*~1 for
x # 0. We define the Bregman divergence:

(2) Fy(a,b) := [b]” — |a” — p(b — a)a?™V, a,b e R.

For instance, F(a,b) = (b—a)?. For applications of Bregman divergence in analysis, statistics
learning and optimization, we refer the reader to [6]. Observe that by the convexity of the
function R 3 # — |z|P, we have F,(a,b) > 0. In fact, by [5, Lemma 6], for every p € (1,00)
there are constants d,, D, > 0 such that

(3) dy(b — a)?(Ja] V [b])P72 < Fy(a,b) < Dp(b—a)*(Ja| V |B))P~2, a,b€R,

with the convention that (b — a)?(|a] V |b])P™2 = 0 if a = b = 0. We claim that the values
D, = p(p—1)/2 for p > 2 and d, = p(p — 1)/2 for p € (1,2) suffice and are optimal
in [@B). Indeed, we first check the trivial case a = 0. Then we assume a # 0 and denote

Gp(a,b) = (b—a)?(|a|V|b|)P~2. We get F,(a,b) = |a|PF,(1,b/a) and Gp(a,b) = |a|PG,(1,b/a),
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so it is enough to consider a = 1. We have

(4) F,(1,6) = p(p — 1) / / jyP2dyda

and, of course,
b rzx
Gp(l,b):2/ / (] v 1)P~2dyda.
1 J1

The claim follows since in (@) we have |y| < ||V 1 and |y| ~ [b|] V1 ~ 1 when b ~ 1. Our
explicit values of ¢, and C), above depend on this result since in the proof of (l) below we will
use dj, only when 1 < p <2 and D, only when p > 2.

Let f,g be two nonnegative functions with the same domain. We say that f and g are
comparable and write f =< g, if there exist constants ¢, C > 0 such that

(5) cf(x) < g(z) <Cf(z)
for all arguments x. Thus, @) reads as F,(a,b) < (b — a)?(|a| V [b])P~2

2. PROOF OF THE BURKHOLDER INEQUALITY

Let X = (X,,)52; be adapted to the filtration (9, (F,,)22;,P). In addition to the notation in

n=1>

Theorem [I] we denote Sp(X) = 0 and Sh(X) = (S,(X))P. Doob’s inequality |14, Theorem 3.4,
Chapter VII] yields

p
(6) E|X, [P < E(X;) < (%) E|X,f, n=12.., pe (1,00

Let n € N and p € (1,00). Of course, if E(X})? = 0, then X; = 0 as. for j =1,..,n
so ESH(X) = 0 and the inequalities (1)) obviously hold with any positive values of c,, C,.
Similarily, if E|X,[P = oo and j < n, then E (X})? = oo and E S,(X) = oo, so we have ()
with any ¢, C}, > 0. Therefore in what follows we assume that E (X5)? > 0 and E | X;|P < oo
for j =1,2,...,n, ie., E(X})P < co. Clearly,

n

(7) Xal? = (X1 — X4 P).

Jj=1

Observe that if X,, € LP := LP(P), then X e LYP) for ¢ = p/(p —1). In fact,
E ]X,gp_1> P/(P=1) = B |X,[P. Of course, AX; € LP for every j = 1,2,...,n. We get

PE[(X; — X;-1) X" Y] = pE (B [AX; X PV F-1)
=pE<X< VE [AX;|F;_1]) = 0.

The expectations above are absolutely convergent by Holder’s inequality (such explanations
are usually omitted later on). From (7)) it follows that

(8) E|Xn \p—EZF -1, %)
7j=1
The case p =2 in () is rather trivial. Indeed, Fy(a,b) = (b —a)?. By @), E|X,|> =
E S%(X), so by Doob’s inequality,

© TE(X2)? SESI(X) <E (X))
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We next consider the case p > 2. By @) and (8],

(10) BIXIP < DB (306 = X020 v X)),
j=1

By ([0) and Doob’s inequality,

(1) (%)E (X2)7 < B[ X [P < DyE (X3P 282(X).

Using Holder’s inequality with exponents p/(p — 2) and p/2 we get

SIS

E (X;)P2S2(X) < (E(X;)")F (ESE(X))r .
By (1),

<]%>E (X2 < Dy (E(X;))7 (ESE(X))5 .

Dividing by (E (X;})? )% (this is allowed since E (X¥)P > 0), we obtain

SAIN

p—1\" “\P) p
(22) @eam? < by @sa)?,

or, equivalently,

—-p?/2
(12 D, () T By < ESX),
p _

We next prove the reverse of (I2]) (the argument is similar to that in [I5, Theorem II.1.1, p. 28]).
Like in (7)), we have

n

(13) S(X) = Y (S](X) = S)_, (X)).
j=1
Let jo =n Amin{l <j <n:S5;(X) > 0}. Then,
(14 S0 = Y0 ($100) — 14 (30)) + 57, (X).

For a,b > 1 we have
b
(15) b —1= a/ t7tde < ab® (b - 1).
1

By (4] and (I5]) we obtain

S?2(X) \&
Su(X) = .Z 5?100((%) —1) + 5% (X)
Jjo<j<n —
p oD SHX) VB SHX) )
< ¥ 5o (Fa ) e
Sg( >, (SJQ‘(X)—Sf_l(X))S;.’—2(X)+S§’O(X)>
Jjo<j<n
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Changing the order of summation we get

n

X) < g; ASPTHX) D (AX;),

j=l
thus
p n B n
ESE(X) < 2B (30 AS!(X) 30X — X-1)?)
=1 j=l
XN _
=P E(ASPPEOX - X+ Y BIASPAX)X; - X))
=1 +1<j<n
- Ef:E@sp—?(X)((X X))+ Y E[X - X)) F ]))
2 1 l -1 J j—1 j—1 .
1=1 I+1<j<n
We have
E[(X; — Xj-1)*|Fj-1] = B[XF|Fa] + E (X7 | Fjoa] — 2B [X;X; 1| Fj—1]
=E[X;|Fja] - X; ) =E[XF — X7 | F;-4],
therefore,
E SP(X) <1—’Z <AS”2 ( —XL)P e Y (XX )))
n =9 -1 j j—1
=1 I+1<j<n
(16) gz (ASP 2(x <X2+X, - 2X X, 1))

E (Z ASPAX) (X)) = 2B [SE2(X)(X;)7.
=1

By Hélder’s inequality with exponents p/(p — 2) and p/2,

(17) 2WE [S52(X)(X;)%) < 2p (ESH(X))'T (E(X;))7 .
From (I6) and (I7) we obtain
(18) E SA(X) < (29)2E (X;)".
Combining (I2) and (I8]) with the observation that D, = p(p — 1)/2 for p > 2, we get
P p(p—1)
22 (p—1 2 N p N
(19 2 (=) 7 ey <esi < @b
PP\ p
or
p—1
— 2 1 1
o ()T mean)h s @80) < VBEE)

It remains to consider the case 1 < p < 2. Let ¢ = p/(p — 1). Clearly, ¢ > 2. Assume that
Z = (Z;)}-, is a martingale adapted to the same filtration (F;)7_; and E[Z;|? < oo for
j=1,....,n. Then,

(21) X,y = f:AXjf:AZl - f:f:AXjAZl.
j=1 =1

j=11=1
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By the martingale property, EAX;AZ; = 0 for all j # [, hence

IE X,Z,| = ‘IE Zn: AXJAZJ»‘ <E J Zn:(AXjPJ Zn:(AZjﬂ) = E[S,(X)Sn(2)].

J=1 J=1 J=1

Applying Holder’s inequality with exponents p and g we obtain

Q=

1
(22) EX,Y,| < (ESE(X))?(ESLZ))
We let Y, = XP . Since | Xn|P = [Yn]%, Y, € LY. Define martingale Z = (Z;)’}_; by
Zj =K [Yn‘f]], j = 1, ey T

Obviously, Z,, = Y,,. By Doob’s inequality and ([22)) we get

Q=

—1\» 1
() BXGP <EIXP = EXZ, < (ES(X))? (BS1(2))7.

Applying ([[3) to E SE(Z) with p replaced by ¢ we get

1
q

(E(Z;)") .

=

(=) B < V(B S1(3)

Moreover, by Doob’s inequality we obtain

E(2)" < (-27) EIZ.)7 = PEIX.] < PE (X))
Therefore,
p—- I\P *\Pp 2p3 *\ D % P %
(=) By <[ B CG))E (ESHX)?,
1 p+3 1
ey < (1) @S0,
(23) (2p?) P/ <p;1>p<p+2) E (X;,)" < ESH(X).
p n — n

To prove a reverse inequality, we use () once more. By (3),

n

@) EIXP=E (Y FG X)) 2 4R (3 - X 0205 v X)),
j=1 j=1
Since p — 2 < 0, the following inequality holds

E (fj(xj ~ X)XV X5 ?) 2 B (fj(Xj - XA
= E[S2(X)(X;)"2].
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By Holder’s inequality with exponents 2/(2 — p) and 2/p,

=2 () (sic) X

(= (sigi) 0] ™ (e [(5igy)” 2001)

2-p p
= (ECGy) * (B[s2000)2)"
Hence by (24) (and the assumption E (X)P > 0),

V]
[NThS]

(E Sﬁ(X))g

E|Xal? 2 B [SHX)(X3) %) = dy
(Exr) 7

Since E (X)P > E | X,,|P, we get

(25) d," 2 (X)7 > E SP(X).
Combining (23)) and (25]) with the observation that d, = p(p — 1)/2 for p € (1,2), we get
1 p—1 P(P+%) 9 5
(26 () ey sespn < (2 ) TEOGY
(2p2)5 p p(p—1)

or, equivalently,

1 (p—1\""2 . RPN 2 .
27) ﬁ(T) (E(X)P)7 < (ESIX))P < \|——(E(X2)P)5.

The proof of (1)) is complete.
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