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POINTWISE LOWER BOUNDS IN GROWTH SPACES WITH
LITTLE o CONDITIONS.

ZELJKO CUCKOVIC AND JARI TASKINEN

ABSTRACT. Pointwise lower bounds on the open unit disc D for the sum
of the moduli of two analytic functions f and g (or their derivatives) are
known in several cases, like f, g belonging to the Bloch space B, BMOA or
the weighted Hardy space HS°. We find complementary results of Ramey-
Ullrich and Abakumov-Doubtsov for functions with little o conditions.

1. INTRODUCTION

The motivation for this paper comes from the important paper by Ramey
and Ullrich [7], where the authors proved the result about the growth of deriva-
tives of functions in the Bloch space on the unit disk D. Subsequently several
authors continued this line of investigation, in particular, we mention the work
by Lou [5] studying the a-Bloch spaces, Wulan and Zhu [§] studying an ana-
logue of the Ramey-Ullrich result for the unit ball in C* and Abakumov and
Doubtsov [I] who studied the weighted H* spaces; see also [3] and [2] for
higher dimensional generalizations. The goal of our paper is to obtain comple-
mentary lower bounds for growth spaces with little o condition. In particular,
we are interested in the little Bloch space, VMOA and weighted H* spaces
with o growth conditions.

We first introduce the relevant definitions. A function ¢ is called a Bloch
function if it is analytic on D and it satisfies

sup(1 — [2[*)]g'(2)] < oco.
z€eD

The space of Bloch functions is denoted by B. Similarly, the little Bloch space
By consists of functions g analytic on I such that

lim (1 —[2[*)|g'(2)| = 0.

|z]—1
Ramey and Ullrich proved the existence of two functions f, g € B such that

1

(1.1) 1f' ()] +19'(2) = T

2020 Mathematics Subject Classification. 30H10,30H30.

The second named author was partially supported by the Vaisdld Foundation of the
Finnish Academy of Sciences and Letters and the EU-Horizon-MSCA project no. 101109510
LARGE BERGMAN..

1


http://arxiv.org/abs/2503.22381v1

2 7ELJKO CUCKOVIC AND JARI TASKINEN

for all z € D. It should be noted that just one analytic function cannot satisfy
the inequality above. To prove their result, Ramey and Ullrich used functions
that have a lacunary power series expansion in the form

flz) = Z akzqk
k=0

where ¢ is a positive integer. It is also known that the function f with such
lacunary series belongs to the Bloch space B if and only if (ax)32, € €.
Similarly, f € By if and only if (ax)2, € co (see [4] or [6]).

Our Theorem Il will give a growth condition for By that complements the
Ramey-Ullrich result. In Proposition we give an analogous growth result
for VMOA functions.

Given a radial weight function w : D — (0,00), a generalized formulation
of the question related to (ILI]) consists of finding two analytic functions f, g
belonging to the weighted Hardy space H_° and satisfying a pointwise lower
bound

1

(12) £+l 2 S

A solution to this problem was found by Abakumov and Doubtsov in [I], where
they proved that such functions can be found, if and only if the function 1/w is
log-convex on the interval [0, 1). Here, we will modify the proof of [I] so as to
apply to functions f and g with the corresponding small o growth conditions.
In that case one cannot expect to get the same lower bound as in (L2), but
we will show in Theorem [L.1] that if the right-hand side is multiplied by an
arbitrary continuous, radial function W : D — (0, c0) with lim,|_,;- W(z) = 0,
then the functions f and g can be found. We also observe that this is in a
sense the best possible lower bound for f, g with small o growth conditions.

Here, by a radial weight w we mean a continuous function on D with positive
values, such that w(z) = w(|z]) < w(|w|) = w(w) for all z,w € D with |z| > |w]|
and, moreover, lim,|_,;- w(z) = 0. Then, the weighted Hardy space, or the
growth space, HZ° is defined by

(1.3)  HF ={f:D— Canalytic : ||f|l, :==supw(2)|f(2)] < oo},
z€eD

and the corresponding space with o growth condition is
(14) HZy={f € HT ¢ lm w(2)|f()] =0}.

As well known, both HZ® and HJ, are Banach spaces. Note that f € HZ®, if
and only if, for some constant C'y > 0

Cy
<—~ VzeD.
<5 v
We say that two positive, radial functions v and w on D are equivalent, if
there exists a constant C' > 0 such that v(z)/C < w(z) < Cuv(z) for all z € D.
We say that 1/w is log-convex, if the function —logw(r) is equivalent with a
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convex function of logr for r € (0,1). This holds in particular, if —logw(r)
is a convex function of 7, but there are other examples. (See Remark 6 in [IJ.
Note that in [I], weights are defined as 1/w, where w is a weight in the sense
of our paper.)

Our modification of the main result in [I] reads as follows.

Theorem 1.1. Assume that 1/w is equivalent to a log-convex function. Given
any piecewise continuous, non-increasing function W : [0,1) — (0, co) with the
property lim,_,1- W(r) = 0, there exist functions f,g € HJ, such that

W=D
w(2)

Note that if f,g € H%, then the function W(z) : D — (0, 00)

W (r) = sup |f(w)]w(w) + sup |g(w)|w(w)

lw|=r lw|=r

(1.5) [f ()] + 1g9(2)] =

for all z € D.

is continuous, non-increasing and has the properties lim,_,;- W(r) =0 and
FE+19(2)] < W(|z])/w(z) VzeD,

by (L3), (L4). Hence, given two functions f,g € HJ%, there always exists
a W such that the reverse inequality (L3]) holds. In this sense the result of

Theorem [L.] gives the largest possible lower bound for functions belonging to
H?O-

2. ON THE RAMEY-ULLRICH CONSTRUCTION

The result in Proposition 5.4. of [7] is of course contained in Theorem 1.2.
of [1], nevertheless, we present in Theorem 2] a separate formulation of our
result in that case, too. The reason is that the proof is substantially simpler
than that of Theorem [LI] and moreover, of its own interest, in view of the
many applications of Proposition 5.4. of [7] appearing in the literature.

Our result reads as follows.

Theorem 2.1. Given any continuous, non-increasing function W : [0,1) —
(0,1) with the property lim,_,;—- W (r) =0, there exist functions f,g € By such
that

(2.1) \f'(2)| +1d'(2)| > W(z) for all z € D.

Proof. The proof of Proposition 5.4. of [7] requires a number of modifi-
cations. We assume that the function W is given and, for simplicity, write
q = 100, although any large enough ¢ could be used in the same way as in the
citation. ‘

We define f(z) =377, a;27, where the numbers a; are defined inductively
by

(2.2) ap =1 anda; = maX{W(l —q7), J aj_l} Vi>2.
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We first claim that

(i) the sequence (a;)52, is non-increasing,
(77) lim;_,», a; = 0, and

(¢4i) there holds a; > 1/j for all j € N.

To see (i), we note that if j > 2 is arbitrary, then, a;_; > W(1 — ¢~ 0=V) >
W(1 —¢77), by observing the definition (22)) for the coefficient a;_; and the
fact the W is non-increasing. We obtain that the right hand side of (2.2 is at
most a;_1. Thus, a; < a;_y, i.e., (i) holds.

Property (iii) follows from the relations a; = 1 and a; > (j — 1)j 'a;_1 by
induction.

In order to prove (ii), we denote by N C N the set of indices such that
aj = W(l —q7), see 22). If N is finite, there is some number J € N such
that the relation a; = j];.laj_l holds for all j > J . By a repeated use of this
relation we obtain for all £ > J

¢ .
(2.3) ag:('H]jl)aJ:%aJ—)O as { — oo.
j=J+1
If the set N is infinite and £ > 0 is given, we choose J € N such that a; =
W(1 — ¢ /) < e. (This is possible since W (r) tends to 0 as r — 0.) By
property (i), we have a; < a; < ¢ for all j > J, which proves the claim.
The rest of the proof follows that of the citation, with some more modifica-

tions. If k € N is arbitrary, we first prove that

(2.4 ez T

where we denote I, = [1—¢~%,1—¢~*+1/2] and to this end we use the triangle
inequality to write

for z with |z| € I, C [0,1),

k—1 0
1@ > a2 | =Y ad|2” = Y a;q]2]”
J=0 j=k+1
(2.5) = 1(z)—1I(z) —111(2)
The estimate of the term I in 7] implies that
arg”
(2.6) I(z) > 5 for all z € I.
Also, since the sequence (aj);?‘;l is non-increasing, we have
(2.7) IT1(z) <ap Y @12 <aw > @27
j=k+1 j=k+1

Now, in [7] it is shown that for z € I there holds

o) 1/2

j ¢! k q2_
(28) .Zk;_lq |Z‘ <q 1— q2_q3/2+q1/2‘
]:
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Our choice ¢ = 100 implies

(2.9) ¢"/2=10=¢277"" =100. 2710 < 273
and
(2.10)  ¢¥2=1000=1—¢2 " *"* >1-100.-279° > 1§

with 0 < § < 1071%. Hence, by [27), 23)

aqu
(2.11) I11(z) < 09

To treat the term I1(z) we denote by ¢ the smallest integer not smaller than
k/2 and write

for all z € I,.

k-1 -1 k-1
(2.12) I1(z) < Zajqj = Zajqj + Zajqj for all z € Ij.
=0 =0 j—¢

Since 0 < a; < 1 for all j, we can then estimate

(-1 {—1 Vi
219 Sur<Yor <
J=0 J=0
Since ¢ < k/2+4 1, ¢ = 100 and a; > 1/k (see (7i7)), we obtain
1 ag
2.14 haghPl o —— <=2
(2.14) o= 100k — 100’
and combining this with ([2I3) yields
1 k, 0k k
i 44 axq
2.15 g’ < < .
(2.15) ;aﬂq =g—1 " 100(g—1)

Finally, the second sum in (ZI2]) is estimated by

k-1 k-1 k-1 &

(2.16) E a;q¢ < ay g ¢ <a E ¢ <a a T
, ; ; q—
=0 j=t =0

Here, the choice (2.2)) implies

koo
] — 1 14 Qy
2.17 > ( ) _t s
( ) ar = H ; Qg kaz_z
j={+1
which in combination with (ZI3]) gives us
k1 5
2.1 ¢ < apgt——.
(2.18) ;aaq < a5
Altogether, (ZI1), I2), 2I7), and ([2I8) imply for z € I}, the bound
3 1 ayg"®
2.19 I1(2) + ITI(z) < k( ) < &L
219) G+ S o (g + ) <
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By £.3), 2.49),
k
(2.20)  |f'(2)] > I(2) — (I1(2) + I1I(2)) > % for all z € .

Finally, since W is non-increasing, the maximum value of W (z) on the interval
I is W(1 — q7%) < ay, (see (24), 22)). Also, the maximum of the function
1/(1 —|z|) on the interval I}, equals ¢*. Thus, we have for z € I

(2.21)

and (220) implies |f'(2)| > W(2)/(8(1 — |z])) on .
Note that above, k € N was arbitrary. Now, as in [7] and analogously to the
above proof, one can construct a function g such that

, W(z)
(2.22) 19'(2)] > m

for all z with |z| € [I —¢~*+1/2) 1 — ¢ *1]. This and a suitable multiplication
of the functions f and ¢ by a positive constant yields ([21I)). O

Recall that a function f € L'(0D) belongs to the space BMO, if

Il == Sl}p ﬁ I/ ‘f(ew) — m;(f)‘d@ < 00, where

]‘ 10
em) W) = o / ()] 6.

Here, I denotes an arbitrary interval with positive length contained in JD.
The space VMO consists of functions f € BMQO such that the expression
|71 [ 1f(e) — mr(f)|dO tends to 0 as [I| — 0. The space BMOA consists
of such Poisson extensions of functions in BMO that are analytic in D, and
the space VMOA is defined in the same way with the help of VMO instead of
BMO. Endowed with the norm || f||zamoa = [f(0)] + || f]]«, the space BMOA
is complete, and VMOA is its closed subspace. See [4] or [9] for more details.

Proposition 2.2. There exist functions f,g € VMOA such that

(5 "4 !
(224) UG+ 2 = 12]) [log(1 — |2])]

Proof. We consider the function W (r) = 1/} log(1 — r)‘ in the proof of the
previous theorem. Then, for every j € N,
1 1 1
== o — < .
[logg=7|  jlog100 ~ j
Thus, if we define a; = 1/j for all j, we see that the relations (2.2) hold for
all j. As a consequence of the proof of Theorem [2.] and the relation (2.1]), the

for all z € D.

(2.25) W(l—¢)
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functions
(2:26) fe) =35
j=1

and g, constructed following [7], satisfy the lower bound (224)).
By Theorem 9.3 in [4], f and g belong to VMOA (as well as H?), since the
Taylor coefficients of the lacunary series (2228) belong to ¢2. [

3. Proor orF THEOREM [1L.1]

Proof of Theorem [T We modify the proof of Theorem 1.2 of [I]. Let us
assume that we are given a weight w such that 1/w is equivalent to a log-
convex function. Our aim is to apply the considerations of Sections 2.3-2.5 of
[1] to the weight w = 1/w. In Section 2.3 of the citation the authors construct
monotonically increasing sequences ()72, and (5;)p>; such that x; < 0 and
Br >0 for all £ € N and limg_, zx = 0 and limy_,, 8 = 00, and denote

(3.1) t, = exp(xy) € (0,1) for all k.

They also define, for all k£ € N, certain parameters a; > 0 and linear functions
Uy, : (—OO, 0) —R

(3.2) (r(x) =logag + Brx, hence, e*@ = g

where z € (—00,0), 7 = e* € (0,1). Note that in the construction, the numbers
xo < 0 and h > 0 can be chosen arbitrarily, but after that all other parameters
are uniquely determined; see Section 2.3. and the beginning of Section 2.5 of

[1]. Here, we fix h > 8 for the rest of the proof (in the reference, the results
hold for all A > 2). The number x, will be fixed later.

We do not need to present the details of the above mentioned construction,
since it is enough for our purposes to quote a couple of the results in [1]. First,
the inequality (2.2) in Lemma 2.1. of [I] says that

(3.3) ler1(z) > l(z) + b for all x € [1441,0), k €N,

and the choice of the functions ¢; (see (ii) in the beginning of Section 2.3 and
Fig.1 of [1]) implies that

(3.4) U1 (x) > b (x) for all x € [xg, xpy1), k €N,
Second, Lemma 2.2 of [I] states that the following holds:

(I) aprP < 1/w(r), 7€ [to, 1),
(II) e "jw(r) <awrPs, 1€ [teor, tl,

1
(I[I) Z amrﬁm < §akrﬁk, re [tk—htk]-

m—k|>2
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If necessary, we apply a simple scaling argument so that we can assume for
the rest of the proof that W (0) = 1 and thus W(|z|) < 1 for all z € D. We
define ;1 = 1 and

k—1

(3.5) Vg = maX{W(tk), z/k_l} VEk>2.

Then, in the same way as after (2.2)), one shows that the sequence (v4)52; is
non-increasing and there holds limy_,, v, = 0. Also, we have v, > 1/k for all
k, and, moreover, if m < k, there holds, by a repeated use of (3.3]),

(3.6) U < < ﬁ J )I/k = %Vk.

j=mi1d T 1

Due to the properties of the numbers 14, the function W (0,1) — (0,1),
(3.7) /W(r) =1 for r € [0,1y), /W(r) =y, for r € [ty, tpr1), k € N,

is non-increasing, piecewise continuous and has the limit 0 as » — 17. More-
over, since W is not smaller than W, it suffices to prove the assertion of the
theorem for this new function, which we still denote by W.

Our next task is to prove the following

Claim. There holds the following modification of (I11): for arbitrary k € N
we have

(1V) > vpagr®t <

Im—k|>2

vearr® v € [t1, t],

NO| —

Now, the main difficulty is that if m < k, then the new coefficient v,,, on the
left hand side, is larger than vy (thus, the sequence (v4)32; must not decrease
too fast). To prove the claim we first consider indices m smaller than & on
the left-hand side of (V). Indeed, [B.3) implies ¢;1(z) — ¢;(z) > h for all
j=m,m+1,....k—2and x € [x;_1,0), hence, for these z,

Up(z) + h(k—m —1) < l,(x) + i (s1(z) — £;(2))

(3.8) = lp-1(2) < li(2),
see also (B.4). We obtain, by (3.2)), (3.6) and (B.8), for all m < k — 2 and
F=e € [ti, 1) (see BI),

m m
?eh(k—m—l)ymam,rﬁm — Vm_efm(m)eh(k—m—l) < Vkefm(m)—i-h(k—m—l)
(39) < Vkﬁ’ek(x) = l/kak’l“ﬁk.
Hence,
k—2 k=2
3.10 UamrBm < P § 2 p—h(k=m=1)
( ) Z mim > VEWE m
m=1 m=1
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Here, assuming £ > 3, h > 8,

k—2

S K —h(e=m-1)

m=1 m
— k=) Z N ghm 4 o=h Z N o=h(k=2-m)

m=1 " m=lkjz 1
[k/2]—2
Se—h(k—l)k2ehk/2 o Z o~ hm
(3.11) < e hR/2-D 2 4 9p=h Z e~

m=0

The first term on the right is at most e~ ***8k? (since h > 8), which is decreasing
for k > 3 and thus at most 9¢=* < 1/5. The second term is bounded by

3¢ < . Hence, B10) yields

k-2 ]
3.12 i, Bm < Z Bk
(3.12) Zl/ At S S VRGRT

m=1

On the other hand, for m > k we can use the estimate just before (2.3) of [1],
namely,

(3.13) AP < aprPre” MR e [ 1],

and since v > v, for m > k, this yields

o [oe) o0
1
(3.14) Z U QTP < 1, Z ™ < vpagr’ Z e~ mh < Zykakrﬁ’“

m=k+2 m=k+2 m=1

for r € [ty_1, tx]. Combining this with ([B12) proves (IV). K

The rest of the proof follows the main reference with some necessary changes.
Accordingly, we denote ny, = [Bx] + 1 > B for k € N. The arguments in the
beginning of Section 2.5 in [I] include the choice of the number zy < 0 such
that tg = €* > 9/10, which then implies that n; < ngy; and that

Bk

air 10
< —
aprhe 9

(3.15) 1<

holds for all r close enough to 1, that is, at least for r € (=
(I), (II), (IV) turn into

.5> 1). Thus, properties

(A)  apr™ < 1/w(r), 7€ [ty,1),
(B) l%e_h/w(r) < agr™, 1€ [tp_1, k],
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1 10
() Z U Q7" < 3 gl/kakrnka r € [th_1, til,
m>1,
Im—k|>2
We define
(3.16) f(z) = Z Vojr1agj412" %, g(z) = Z Vojagjz"™
j=0 J=1

and claim first that both functions belong to H5. Indeed for every k& € N and
z with r = |z| € [tx_1, tx] we obtain

Tm

FE)]+19() <D vl

m=1
k+1
(3.17) = E U G 7™ + E UGy
m=k—1 mZL
m—k|>2

By (A) and ([B.6]), the first sum on the right-hand side can be estimated as

k+1 k+1
Vm, (]f + 1)Vk+1 6Vk+1
Nm < < < )

Since r € [ty_1,tx], we have W (r) > vp_1 > vpy by ), and the first sum
in (3I7) thus has the upper bound 6W (r)/w(r). The second sum in (BI7) is
also bounded by CW (r)/w(r), since (C') and similar arguments yield

1 10
E VG 7"™ < =« —ar™ <
2 9 w(r)
m>1,
|m—k|>2

Hence, we obtain
CW (z)
w(z)

for all z € D, since k was arbitrary. This proves the claim since W (r) — 0 as
r—1".

To prove the lower bound ([LH) we consider first an odd k € N, £ > 3, and
z € D with |z| = r € [tg_1,tx). Using (B), (C) and the bound W (r) = vy <
k(k —1)" v, (see (B7), (B8)) we estimate

[F)]+19(2)] <

W) < 10K vpapr™ < 2upar™*
w(r) — 9(k—-1) -
<5 (Vkakr"k — Z I/mamr”m) =5 (‘Vkakz"k‘ — Z I/mam\z|"m)

m>1, m>1,
Im—k|>2 Im—k|>2
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(3.18) < Blygagz"" —|—Z V2" | = 5| f(2)].

m>1,
|m—k|>2

If £ € Nis even and r € [t;_1, tx], the same argument yields the lower bound
5g(r) > e "W (r)w(r)~t. By a simple redefinition of f and g, this proves (L3

for all z belonging to the annulus D\ B(0, t5).

Condition (LH]) could still be violated in case the functions f and g have
common zeros in B(0,ty). The common zero of f and g at the origin is treated
by dividing f by 2™ and redefining f accordingly. Then, the lower bound
(CH) can be obtained in the entire disc D by choosing a suitable 6 € (0, 27) so
that changing the definition of g by the rotation g(z) + g(e?z) removes the
possible remaining, finitely many common zeros of f and g. For details, see
the end of Section 2.5 of [1]. O
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