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UNIFORMLY y—RADONIFYING FAMILIES OF
OPERATORS AND THE STOCHASTIC WEISS CONJECTURE

BERNHARD H. HAAK AND JAN VAN NEERVEN

(Communicated by B. Jacob)

Abstract. We introduce the notion of uniform y-radonification of a family of operators, which
unifies the notions of R—boundedness of a family of operators and y-radonification of an in-
dividual operator. We study the properties of uniformly y-radonifying families of operators in
detail and apply our results to the stochastic abstract Cauchy problem

dU(t) = AU(t)dt +BdW (), U(0) =0.

Here, A is the generator of a strongly continuous semigroup of operators on a Banach space
E, B is a bounded linear operator from a separable Hilbert space H into E, and Wy isan H—
cylindrical Brownian motion. When A and B are simultaneously diagonalisable, we prove that
an invariant measure exists if and only if the family

{VAR(AA)B: A €Sy}

is uniformly y-radonifying for some/all 0 < ¥ < Z, where Sy is the open sector of angle ¥
in the complex plane. This result can be viewed as a partial solution of a stochastic version of
the Weiss conjecture in linear systems theory.

1. Introduction

In recent years it has become apparent that many classical results in operator the-
ory and harmonic analysis can be generalised from their traditional Hilbert space set-
ting to Banach spaces, provided the notion of uniform boundedness is replaced with
R—-boundedness. This notion appeared implicitly in the work of Bourgain [4] and
was formalised by Berkson and Gillespie [2] and Clément, de Pagter, Sukochev, and
Witvliet [5]. It has accomplished remarkable progress in the theory of parabolic evolu-
tion equations. A highlight is the recent solution of the L” -maximal regularity problem
by Weis [45], who proved an extension of the Mihlin multiplier theorem for operator-
valued multipliers taking R—bounded values in a UMD space E and used it to deduce
that the generator A of a bounded analytic semigroup on a UMD space E has L?-
maximal regularity if and only if A + A(A —A)~! is R-bounded on C, . Soon, an
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alternative approach to the L” -maximal regularity problem via H* —calculus appeared.
In the Hilbert space setting this calculus was introduced by Mclntosh [31], who char-
acterised it by means of square function estimates. This characterisation extends to
Banach spaces, provided the square functions are replaced with y-radonifying norms
[6, 24, 25, 29].

These developments have been documented in detail in the memoir by Denk,
Hieber, and Priiss [7] and the lecture notes by Kunstmann and Weis [26], where ex-
tensive references can be found.

In a parallel development, y—radonifying norms have been used recently to ex-
tend the theory of stochastic integration to the Banach space setting, first for operator-
valued functions taking values in arbitrary Banach spaces [36, 37] and subsequently
for operator-valued processes taking values in UMD spaces [34]. In both papers, the
role of the Itd isometry is taken over by an isometry in terms of y—radonifying norms.
Applications to stochastic evolution equations in Banach spaces have been worked out,
for linear equations [8, 15, 38] and nonlinear equations [35, 44].

Further applications of R—boundedness and y—radonifying norms have been given
in various areas on analysis, such as harmonic analysis [1, 2, 12, 17, 18, 22], Banach
space theory [10, 24, 41, 43], interpolation theory [23], control theory [13, 14, 28, 29],
and noncommutative analysis [2 1, 40]; this list of references is far from complete.

In this paper we unify the notions of R—boundedness (or rather, its Gaussian ana-
logue y-boundedness) and y-radonification by introducing the concept of uniformly
y-radonifying families of operators. As we shall demonstrate in Sections 2 and 3 this
is a happy marriage: uniformly y-radonifying families enjoy many of the good prop-
erties both of R—bounded families and of y-radonifying operators.

In Section 4 we apply our abstract results to study some properties of operator-
valued Laplace transforms. It turns out that the Laplace transforms of y-radonifying
operators @ : L>(R,;H) — E are uniformly y-radonifying both in half-planes and in
sectors properly contained in C .

Natural examples of uniformly y-radonifying families of operators arise in the
theory of stochastic evolution equations. These will be presented in the final Section 5
of the paper, where we apply our results on Laplace transforms to stochastic evolution
equations. We prove that a necessary condition for the existence of invariant measures
for the linear stochastic Cauchy problem

dU(t) =AU (t)dt+BdWy(r), U(0)=0,

where Wy is an H —cylindrical Brownian motion and B : H — E is a bounded operator,
is that the family
{VAR(A,A)B: A €Sy}

should be uniformly y—radonifying for all 0 < ¥ < 7, where Sy is the open sector
of angle ¥ in the complex plane. For simultaneously diagonalisable operators A and
B we show that this condition is also sufficient. This result is a partial solution of a
stochastic version of the Weiss conjecture in linear systems theory (see [47] and the
subsequent work [19, 28, 46, 48, 49]) in which 2 -admissibility of the control operator
is replaced with the existence of an invariant measure.
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2. Uniformly y-radonifying families

In this section we introduce the notion of a uniformly y-radonifying family of
operator and study its properties. This notion unifies the concepts of R—boundedness
(or rather, y—boundedness) and y-radonification, which we shall discuss first.

Let E and F be Banach spaces. A subset . of ZA(E,F) is called R—bounded
if there exists a constant C > 0 such that for all » > 1, all xi,...,x, € E, and all
Si,...,8, €. we have

g

G 2 7 2
2 VkSkka <C2EH Zrkka .
k=1 k=1

Here, (r4)i>1 is a Rademacher sequence, i.e. a sequence of independent {—1,+1}-
valued random variables on some probability space (€2,P) with the property that P(r; =
+1) = % The least admissible constant C is called the R—bound of ., notation
R(.). A similar definition may be given in terms of Gaussian sums, which leads to
the concept of a y—bounded family with y—bound y(.#). By a standard randomisation
argument, every R—bounded family . is y-bounded with y(.) < R(). If E and
F are Hilbert spaces, the notions of y—boundedness and R—boundedness coincide with
that of uniform boundedness and we have y(.¥) = R(.¥’) = supgc o ||S]|-

Throughout this paper, unless otherwise stated H is a separable infinite-dimens-
ional Hilbert space and E is a Banach space. Let (¥)i>1 be a Gaussian sequence, i.e.,
a sequence of independent real-valued standard Gaussian random variables on some
probability space (Q,P). A linear operator T : H — E is called y—radonifying if for
some orthonormal basis (h);>; of H the sum

> wThy

k>1

converges in L?(Q; E). If this is the case, the sum Y1 YT hy convergesin E almost
surely and in LP(€;E) for all 1 < p < o, for every orthonormal basis (A )i~ of H.
The linear space of all y-radonifying operators from H to E is denoted by y(H,E).
Endowed with the norm

2

)

713 = | X 0T

k>1

which is independent of the basis (%)~ , the space y(H,E) is a Banach space. Fur-
thermore, it is a two-sided operator ideal in Z(H,E), the space of all bounded linear
operators from H to E. For proofs and more information we refer to the review paper
[33].

DEFINITION 2.1. A subset 7 of #(H,E) is uniformly y-radonifying if for
all orthonormal bases ()= of H and sequences (T;)i>1 in 7 the Gaussian sum
Y1 Y Tihi convergesin L*(Q:E).
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It is important to note that this definition refers to all orthonormal bases of H.
Evidently, this definition trivializes for finite-dimensional Hilbert spaces; it is mainly
for this reason that we restrict our attention to infinite-dimensional H .

By considering the constant sequence 7; = T we see that every operator 7 in a
uniformly y-radonifying subset .7 of #(H,E) is y-radonifying,i.e., 7 C y(H,E).

We begin our investigations with proving some simple permanence properties of
uniformly y-radonifying families of operators, resembling those of R—bounded and
y-bounded families of operators. In what follows, .7 denotes a subset of %(H ,E).

PROPOSITION 2.2. (Strong closure) If 7 is uniformly y—radonifying, then the
closure  in the strong operator topology of B(H,E) is uniformly y—radonifying.

Proof. Let (T});>1 be a sequence in .7. Given an € > 0 ' and an orthonormal
basis ()1 of H, choose a sequence (T;)i>; in 7 such that || Tk — Tihy|| < 2 e
forall k > 1. Then, forall 1 <M <N,

1

(E\\kgmhkﬂz)% < (5] 3 v ) + (EHén(Tkhk—Tkaz)%

k=M
N PN

< (E Y, wTihk ) + 2, I Tkhi — Ti||
k=M k=M

=

2
Y Tihye ) +E.

N
—

&
M=

k

I
<

The result follows by letting M,N — . [

LEMMA 2.3. If 7 is uniformly y-radonifying, then for all orthonormal bases
(h)r=1 of H we have

n—oo

o 2
fim <sup IEIH Y ykath ) _0,
T k=n
where the supremum is taken over all sequences T = (T )i>1 in 7.

Proof. If the lemma was false, we could find an orthonormal basis (/i )r>; of H,
a number 6 > 0, an increasing sequence of indices 1 <ny <Ny <ny <N, <...,and
foreach j=1,2,... afinite set of operators T, ,..., Iy, € 7 such that

N; 2
E| ¥ whim| >8% j=12,..
k=n;

Putting 7} := 0 if N; <k <nj;| for some j > 0 (with the convention that Ny =0) we
obtain a sequence (7 )x>1 for which the sum ¥~ % Ti/y fails to convergein L2 (4 E),
and we have arrived at a contradiction. [
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PROPOSITION 2.4. (Absolute convex hull) If 7 is uniformly y—radonifying, then
the absolute convex hull of 7 is uniformly y—radonifying.

Proof. Considering real and complex parts separately and possibly replacing some
of the ¥, by —7, it suffices to prove the statement in the lemma for the convex hull of
7 . Furthermore, by the contraction principle for Banach space-valued Gaussian sums,
7 U{0} is uniformly y-radonifying and therefore we may assume that 0 € .7 .

Fix an orthonormal basis (h)z>; of H and an € > 0, and choose ny > 1 so large
that

o 2
sup EH Y ykath <&’
T k=n0

Let (Sg)i>1 be a sequence in conv(.7) and fix indices M,N satisfying no < M < N.
Noting that
conv(.7) x ... xconv(7) =conv(T X ...x T)

wecanﬁndlh...,kNe[O,l]withz 7L—lsu<:hthatS;< Z,lkawnthke
T forall k=M,...,N. Then,

N

(5 3, non[)' < S (el S wmn[) < Sme=e. 0

Combining Propositions 2.2 and 2.4 we obtain that the strongly closed absolutely
convex hull of every uniformly y-radonifying set is uniformly y-radonifying. As in
the case of R—boundedness, cf. [7, 26, 45], this may be used to show that uniform
yY-radonification is preserved by taking integral means. In this way a number of well-
known R-boundedness results can be carried over to uniformly y-radonifying fami-
lies. To give a few examples we formulate analogues of [26, Corollary 2.14] and [45,
Propositions 2.6 and 2.8].

PROPOSITION 2.5. Let (S,1t) be a o -finite measure space and let .7 be a uni-
Sformly y—radonifying subset of (H,E). If f:S — %(H,E) is strongly [l-measurable
(in the sense that s — f(s)h is strongly [ -measurable for all h € H) with f(s) €
for w-almost all s € S, then for all ¢ € L'(S, ) the operator

T¢h—/¢ (s)hdu(s), heH,
belongs to %(H,E) and the family {Ty : ||¢||1 < 1} is uniformly y-radonifying.

PROPOSITION 2.6. Let G C C be an open domain and let f: G — $(H,E) be
an analytic function with f(z) € y(H,E) for all z € G. Then for every compact subset
K C G the family {f(z) : z € K} is uniformly y—radonifying.

PROPOSITION 2.7. Let G C C be a simply connected Jordan domain such that
C\ G has nonempty interior. Let f: G — %B(H,E) be uniformly bounded and strongly
continuous, analytic on G, and assume that {f(z) : z € dG} is uniformly y—radonifying.
Then {f(z): z € G} is uniformly y—radonifying.
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In the situation of Proposition 2.7 it follows that f(z) € y(H,E) forall z€ G. It
will follow from Theorem 3.3 below that f : G — y(H,E) is continuous.

The next lemma shows that uniform y-radonification is preserved under left and
right multiplication.

PROPOSITION 2.8. (Ideal property) Let H be a separable infinite-dimensional Hil-
bert space and E a Banach space. If 7 is a uniformly y-radonifying subset of
B(H,E) and R: H — H and S : E — E are bounded operators, then STR is a
uniformly y—radonifying subset of #(H ,E).

Proof. The left ideal property is trivial. To prove the right ideal property we first
consider the case of complex scalars. For H = H the right ideal property then fol-
lows from the well-known fact that the convex hull of the unitary operators on H space
are uniformly dense in the closed unit ball of Z(H) (this is the so-called Russo-Dye
theorem [42]; at the cost of picking up a constant 2 we could alternatively use the ele-
mentary fact that every operator in Z(H) of norm less than % is a convex combination
of at most four unitaries).

In the case of different Hilbert spaces H and H write TR =TRU* oU, where U
is an isometry from H onto H and note that .7 RU* is uniformly y—radonifying by the
preceding observation.

In the case of real scalars, let (ﬁk)k>1 be an orthonormal basis of H and write
Yi>1 ykaShk Zk> 1 yka SC hk , where Tk and SC are the complexifications of T
and S, and AL = hk+ i0. Since (h%)i=1 is an orthonormal basis for A, the right-
hand side converges in L?(Q;E®). O

We continue with a preliminary boundedness result for uniformly y-radonifying
families. It will be strengthened in Theorem 2.10 below.

PROPOSITION 2.9. Let 7 be a uniformly y-radonifying subset of %(H,E).
Then .7 is a bounded subset of Y(H,E).

Proof. The fact that .7 is contained in y(H,E) has already been noted. It suffices
to prove that supy; || Tkl ,(z £y < e for every sequence (Tj)r>1 in 7.

Fix an orthonormal basis (h;)r>; of H. By Proposition 2.8 and a closed graph
argument, there exists a constant C > 0 such that for all S € #(H) we have

In particular, for all x* € E* this implies

E|| Y YkaSth <C|8).
i>1

2
N [ (She, T x*) } = E‘ > 1 TiShye,x >’
k=1 >1

2
—E|( ¥ wTishe,x )| < CIs) x|
k>1



UNIFORMLY Y—RADONIFYING FAMILIES 773

Taking S :=h, @ T,)x* with n > 1 fixed it follows that
1T, 17y < CHT |2

Therefore, sup,,~ [|7,|| < C. Next, by Lemma 2.3 we can find N > 1 so large that

<1.

sup EH Z %
k=1 n=N+1
But then,
Sup”Tk”y(H’E) < 1+CN. O
k

=

The next result explains our terminology ‘uniformly y-radonifying’:

THEOREM 2.10. Let J be a uniformly y—radonifying subset of 8(H,E). Then
there exists a constant C > 0 such that for all orthonormal bases h = (hy )x>1 of H and
all sequences (T )x>1 in 7 we have

5] S wao[ <
k>1

Proof. Let
W :=absconv(.7) x absconv(7) X ...

where absconv(.7) denotes the absolute convex hull of .7 and the closure is taken in
the norm of y(H,E). Note that W is absolutely convex. Let [(.7) denote the vector
space of all sequences T = (T});>; in Y(H,E) such that ¢T € W for some ¢ > 0. In
view of Propositions 2.2, 2.4, and Proposition 2.9 we may endow [(.7) with the norm

) 1
1Ty i=inf{=: ¢ >0, cT €W} +5up|Tellyar )
¢ k=1

It is routine to check that the normed space [(.7") is a Banach space.

We fix an orthonormal basis (i);>1 in H and consider the bilinear operator f3 :
BH) x 1(T) — L*(E) defined by

B(S,T):= Y wTiSh.

k>1

Note that this sum converges in LZ(Q;E ) thanks to Propositions 2.2, 2.4, and 2.8. By

the closed graph theorem there is a constant ¢ > 0 such that for all S € #(H) and
Tel(7),

| S wish|” < ISP,
k>1

For sequences (7;)r>; in .7 we have inf {% :c>0,cT € W} < 1 and consequently
IT]li7) < 1+ supesy 1 Till g,y < 1+ M, where M := suprc & ||T || (.5 - Hence,

El| Y whisi| < 20+ myis|
k>1
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Finally, if (ht)i>1 is an arbitrary orthonormal basis of H we let U be the unitary
operator defined by Uhy = hy and obtain, for all sequences (7j)r>; in .7,

For a uniformly y-radonifying family .7 in y(H,E) we define

> Ykahk)

k>1

E|| Y Ykath =E
1

>tk <ErmP Ul =S4 mpR O
k=1

”‘?Humf- —supsup E‘ 3
where the fist supremum is taken over all orthonormal bases of H and the second over
all sequences in .7 . Inspection of the proofs of Propositions 2.2, 2.4, and 2.8 shows
that we have

H?Hunif-y: HyHunif-yv
where .7 is the strong closure of .7,

|labsconv(7) |lunit-y = ||-7 ||unif-y (real scalars), @1
[|absconv(.7)||unit-y < 2[|7 [|unit-y (complex scalars), '

and
IR S unit-y < |RI| |7 [unit-y | S]] (2.2)

Using (2.1) we obtain analogous bounds for the sets discussed in the Proposi-
tions 2.5, 2.6, and 2.7.

We proceed with some applications of Theorem 2.10. The first two results clarify
the relation between uniform y-radonification and y—boundedness.

COROLLARY 2.11. If .7 is uniformly y—radonifying, then:
(a) 7 is R-bounded with R(T) < 1/%7'c||:7||unif-y.
(b) T is y-bounded with y(.7) < || ||unif-y;

Proof. We shall prove part (a). Since every R—bounded set is y—bounded with the
same boundedness constant, the y-boundedness assertion in (b) follows directly from

(a), but this argument produces an additional constant \/%? . The sharper constant 1 is
obtained by noting that for the proof of (b), Rademacher variables can be replaced by
Gaussians and the first inequality in (2.3) can be omitted and we may replace the role
of Rademachers by Gaussians in the last step of the argument.

Fix T1,...,T, €  and vectors gi,...,g, € H. Let (hk)k> 1 be an orthonormal
basis of H and define S € #(H) by Shy = g for k=1,...,n and Shy =0 for k >
n+1.If (r)r>1 is a Rademacher sequence, then

[1Sh|| =

3 oheynss] , < 3 0 gn sl
—1 k=1

<1l 3 lacly) = (<] 3 i
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Hence, estimating Rademachers with Gaussians and using (2.2),

B

n 2 n 2
Y rkang < %E]E) Y YkaSth
k=1 k=1

(2.3)
G 2
<A T iy ISI2 < 3l 7 i B | ¥ meee| - O
k=1

The next example shows that even for Hilbert spaces E, a y—bounded family of
operators in Y(H,E) need not be uniformly y-radonifying.

EXAMPLE 2.12. Let (h)>1 be an orthonormal basis for an infinite-dimensional
Hilbert space H and let P, be the orthogonal projection onto the span of the vector £, .
The family {P,: n > 1} is uniformly bounded, hence y—bounded, in #(H) and fails
to be uniformly y-radonifying, as is immediate by considering the sum ¥~ ViPih.

The next corollary identifies y—bounded sets as the class of ‘multipliers’ for uni-
formly y-radonifying sets:

COROLLARY 2.13. For a subset & of B(E,F) the following assertions are
equivalent:

(a) & is y—bounded;
(b) T is a uniformly y—radonifying subset of B(H,F) for every T € y(H,E);

(¢c) ST is auniformly y—radonifying subset of B(H,F) for every uniformly y—
radonifying subset 7 of %(H,E).

In the situation of (c) we have ||.7 T |lunit-y < V()| || unit-y-
Proof. The implication (a)=>(c) and the estimate are immediate consequences of
the definitions, and the implication (c)=-(b) is trivial. To prove (b)=-(a) we fix an

orthonormal basis (f;);>; in H and denote by . = . x .¥ x ... the set of all
sequences in .¥. By Theorem 2.10, for each T € y(H,E) we have

2
sup ]EH Z ’)/kSkTth < oo,
Se s k>1

This induces a well-defined linear operator
U:y(H,E)—I°(S"L*(E)),

which is bounded by the closed graph theorem. This means that for some constant
C > 0 we have

2
sup EH ZYkSkTth <CNT 5 m.p)-
ser= Wi
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Now fix arbitrary Sy,...,S, € . and xy,...,x, € E, and define T € y(H,E) by Thy, =
x; fork=1,...,nand Th;y =0 for k > n-+ 1. Choosing Sy € .% for k > n+1 arbitrary,
we obtain

n 2 2 n 2
B Y nsen| <5 Swsiri] < T e) = | X | O

k=1
As an immediate consequence of the previous two results we note:
COROLLARY 2.14. If 7 is uniformly y—radonifying in (H,H) and . is uni-

formly y—radonifying in B(H,E), then .7 is uniformly y—radonifying in %(H ,E)
and

‘yyHunif-Yg HyHunif-y

T || unif-y-

If E does not contain a closed subspace isomorphic to cq, then by a result of
Hoffmann-Jgrgensen and Kwapien [16, 27], a Gaussian sum converges in LZ(Q;E ) if
and only if its partial sums are bounded in L?>(Q;E). In combination with Theorem 2.10
we obtain the following equivalent condition for uniform y-radonification:

COROLLARY 2.15. Let E be a Banach space not containing a copy of co. Then
a subset 7 of y(H,E) is uniformly y—radonifying if and only if there exists a con-
stant C > 0 such that for all integers n > 1, all orthonormal hy,...,h, € H, and all
n,....T, € 7,

E

n 2

> wTii| <.
k=1
In this situation, ||.7 ||unif-y < C.

Here is a simple application.

COROLLARY 2.16. (Fatou lemma) Let E be a Banach space not containing a
copy of co. Let (F)n=1 be an increasing sequence of uniformly y—radonifying sets
in y(H,E) satisfying sup,~ ||-Zlunit-y < o°. Then T := U,y Iy is uniformly y—
radonifying and

” t?Hunif-y < sup || t?n”unif-)h
n>1

Proof. Let (Ty)r>1 be a sequence in .7 . For each m > 1 choose N, > 1 such
that 71,...,T,, € Iy, . For all orthonormal h,...,h,, € H we have

m 2
]EH > Ykath < [ Il unit-y < C,
k=1

where C:=sup,~ || Zunit-y- O

The condition ¢co  E cannot be omitted:
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EXAMPLE 2.17. Let (e;)i>1 and (iz);>1 denote the standard unit bases of ¢?
and cq, respectively. It is a classical example of Linde and Pietsch [30] that the operator

T € B(1?,cy) defined by Teg = (In(k+ 1))_%uk fails to be y-radonifying but satisfies

7 2
sup EH ZYkTekH < oo,
k=1

n>1

Let P, be the rank one projection e; ® ¢ in ¢*>. Then the sets .7, := {TP,...,TP,}
satisfy the assumptions of Corollary 2.16, but their union fails to be uniformly y—
radonifying.

3. Uniformly y-radonifying families and compactness in y(H,E)

For an operator T € y(H,E) we define ur as the distribution of the random vari-
able Y~ T hi, where (hi)i>1 is an arbitrary orthonormal basis of H. The measure
Ur is a centred Gaussian Radon measure on E which does not depend on the choice
of the basis (/)= and whose covariance operator equals 77 *. For more information
on Gaussian measures we refer to [3, Chapter 3], whose terminology we follow.

The first result of this section gives a necessary and sufficient condition for relative
compactness in the space y(H,E). In a rephrasing in terms of sequential convergence
in y(H,E), this result is due to Neidhardt [39]. For reasons of self-containedness we
shall give a different proof based on a characterisation of compactness in Lebesgue-
Bochner spaces.

THEOREM 3.1. For a subset  of y(H,E) the following assertions are equiva-
lent:

(a) The set T is relatively compact in Y(H,E);

(b) The set {ur: T € T} is uniformly tight, and for all x* € E* the set {T*x*: T €
T} is relatively compact in H.

Proof. Let (hi)r>1 be a fixed orthonormal basis of H and define, for T € .7,
the random variable X7 € L>(Q;E) as X7 := Yi>1 YeThi. Since T — X7 defines an
isometry from y(H,E) onto a closed subspace of L>(Q;E), .7 is relatively (weakly)
compact in y(H,E) if and only if {Xr: T € 7} is relatively (weakly) compact in
Lz(Q;E ). With this in mind, the proof of the theorem will be based on the following
compactness result of Diaz and Mayoral [9]: for 1 < p < o, a subset A of L ({4 E) is
relatively weakly compact if and only if the following three conditions are satisfied:

(i) The set A is uniformly p-integrable;
(i) The set of distributions {us: f € A} is uniformly tight;

(iii) Theset {({f,x*): f € A} is relatively weakly compact in L?(Q) for all x* € E*.
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An elementary proof of this result, valid for arbitrary Banach function spaces over
(Q,P) with order continuous norm, may be found in [32].

(a)=(b): The uniform tightness of the set {ur : T € .7} follows from the Diaz-
Mayoral result. For every x* € E* the set {T*x* : T € .7} is relatively compact in
H, since it is the image of the relatively compact set .7 under the continuous mapping
from y(H,E) into H givenby T — T*x*.

(b)=>(a): The relative compactness of {T*x*: T € 7} in H implies the relative
compactness in L?(Q) of the random variables {(X7,x*): T € .7 }. To see this, just
note that

* *\ |2 *\ (|2 * ok %12
H(XTHX >_<XT27X >||L2(Q) = ||<XT1—T27x >HL2(Q) = HTlx -TIx HH

By [3, Theorem 3.8.11], uniformly tight families of centred Gaussian E -valued ran-
dom variables are uniformly square integrable and therefore (b) implies (a) by another
application of the compactness result of Diaz and Mayoral. [

COROLLARY 3.2. Let F be a subset in y(H,E) which is dominated by some
fixed element S € y(H,E), in the sense that for all x* € E*,

0 <7 |l < [1S°X" |-
Then the following assertions are equivalent:
(a) T is relatively compact in y(H,E);

(b) Forall x* € E* the set {T*x*: T € T} is relatively compact in H.

Proof. A standard domination result for Gaussian measures (see [33, Theorem
8.8]) implies that if .7 is dominated, then the family {ur : 7 € 7} is uniformly tight.
The result now follows from Theorem 3.1. [

The second main result of this section is the following characterisation of relative
compactness in Y(H,E) of uniformly y—radonifying families.

THEOREM 3.3. Let .7 be uniformly y—radonifying subset of y(H,E). The fol-
lowing assertions hold:

(a) T is relatively compact in Y(H,E) if and only if T h is relatively compact in E
forall he H;

(b) T is relatively weakly compact in Y(H,E) if and only if T h is relatively weakly
compactin E forall he H.

Proof. The relative (weak) compactness of .7 in y(H,E) clearly implies the rel-
ative (weak) compactness of Zh in E for all h € H, so we only need to prove the
converse statements. Throughout the proof we fix an orthonormal basis (hg);>1 of H.

The proof of (a) is divided into two steps.
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Step 1 — Fix n > 1 and let P, be the orthogonal projection in H onto the span
H, of hy,...,h,. The set 7, ={TP,: T € T} is relatively compact in y(H,E) by
Corollary 3.2.

Step 2 — Assume that .7 is not relatively compact; we shall prove that .7 is not
uniformly y-radonifying.

Since .7 is not totally bounded, we can find an € > 0 such that 7 cannot be
covered with finitely many 3e-balls. We shall construct an increasing sequence of
positive integers 0 = Ny < N| < ... and a sequence T1,73,... of elements of .7 such
that for all m > 1 we have

Ny

2
EH Y ykTmth > 4¢2.
m=N;_1+1

The 3¢e-ball with centre 0 does not cover .7, and therefore we may pick 7} € 7
such that [|Ti ||,y £) > 3€. Choose the index N; > 1 in such a way that

Nl 2
EH 2 ’]/leth > 82.
k=1
We claim that for some 7> € .7 we have

o 2
IEIH Y yszth > 4¢2.
k=N1+1

Suppose this claim was false. Denoting by Oy, = I — Py, the orthogonal projection onto
Hﬁl , this would mean that ||TQw, ||y £y < 2€ forall T € 7. Then forall T € 7 we
have

T =TPy, +TOn, € In, +H#(2¢),

where Z(2¢) is the 2e-ballin y(H,E) centred at 0. By Step 1 we can cover Jy, with
finitely many &-balls, and therefore we can cover .7 with finitely many 3¢-balls. This
contradiction proves the claim. Now choose the index N, > Nj + 1 in such a way that

N2 2 5
EH 2 ’]/szth > e”.
k=N;+1

It is clear that this construction can be continued inductively.
Let Sy := T, if Ny—1+1 <k <Ny, for some m > 1. Then (Sg)i> is a sequence
in .7 for which the sum Y y.Sxhy fails to converge.

Next we prove (b). We say that the sequence (y,),>1 is a convex tail subsequence
of a sequence (x,),>1 in E if each y, is a convex combination of elements of the tail
sequence (xx)g>, . Note that if lim,—...x, = x strongly or weakly, then also lim, ..y, =
x strongly or weakly. We shall use of the following weak compactness criterium [1 1,
Corollary 2.2]: a subset K of a Banach space X is relatively weakly compact if and
only if every sequence in K has a strongly convergent convex tail subsequence.
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After these preparations we turn to the proof of (b). Let (7 );>; be a sequence in
7 . By a diagonal argument we find a subsequence (7j;);>1 such that the weak limit
lim; ... Ty; hy exists for every n > 1. By a standard corollary to the Hahn-Banach the-
orem and a diagonal argument we find a convex tail subsequence (S;);>1 of (7i;) =1
such that the strong limit lim; ... S;h, exists for every n > 1. By the uniform bounded—
ness of .7, the strong limit S& :=1lim;_.., S;h exists for all 7 € H. Now part (a) implies
that lim;—... S; =S in y(H,E). Hence, by the above criterium, .7 is relatively weakly
compact. [J

The following example shows that uniformly y-radonifying families in y(H,E)
need not be relatively compact in y(H, E), even in the case where E' is a Hilbert space.

EXAMPLE 3.4. Let (e);>1 be the standard unit basis of /> and fix an arbitrary
nonzero element 4 € £2. We check that the family

T ={h®ej: j2>1}

is a uniformly y-radonifying subset of y(¢?) := y(¢?,¢?). Taking this for granted for
the moment, noting that {Th: T € 7} fails to be relatively compact in ¢? it follows
from Theorem 3.3 that .7 fails to be relatively compact in y(¢2).

If (Tk)k>1 is a sequence in .7, say Ty = h®e;j,, then for all 1 <M < N we have

N b N 2 N
EH Y YkaekH ZEH N wlhee || = Y, [1(hex) Jej |I* = 2 |(h,ep)|
=M =M =M

As M,N — oo the right-hand side tends to 0, which proves that ¥~ %t Tier converges
in L2(Q;(?).

Our next aim is to show that for every Banach space E there exists a relatively
compact .7 set in y(¢2, E) which fails to be uniformly y—radonifying.

EXAMPLE 3.5. Let (h)r>1 denote the standard unit basis of ¢>. Define S €
PB(0?) to be the right shift, i.e. Shy = 4y forall k> 1. For T € y(*,E) let St :=
{TS": n € N}. This set is bounded in y(¢*,E) and for all n € N we have

IS 75|72 < 177" |7-

Also, for all x* € E* we have lim,_,. S"*T*x* = 0 strongly, and therefore .#7 is rela-
tively compact by Corollary 3.2.

In what follows we take for E the scalar field K. Define M; = 1 and, inductively,
M, 1 :=M,+n for n > 1. Consider the operators 7, : 2 - K defined by Thhm,,, =1
and T,h =0 for k # M, . Trivially, this operator is y-radonifying with [T, 2 k) =
1. Let mj :=n—jfor k=M,+j, j=1,...,n. Then,

Il
S
BII—

(5 wsnl) 61,8 w0

k>1 k=M,+1
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and similarly,

1
(JEH Y yan/SmthH2> 0,  n#n

k>1

Define T: (> - K by T := D=1 }%Tgn. Note that T € y(¢>,K). By the contraction
principle, for all n > 1 we have

Mon gy N Mon N
(B % wrsul)"> (6] % wrs i)’
k=1 k=Man +1
Myn 1
1 241 n 2\ & 1 n
- _2<]EH S Y. Ton S th )2 =28,
n n
k=Man+1

Since n is arbitrary, this implies that the family .7 = {TS™ : m € N} fails to be
uniformly y-radonifying. Note that this family is bounded, hence y-bounded, in
Z(7K).

4. Laplace transforms

Let I be a countable index set. A sequence (/;);c; in a Hilbert space H is said to
be a Hilbert sequence if there exists a constant C > 0 such that for all scalar sequences
o€ (1),

ZOC,‘h,‘
iel

The infimum of all admissible constants C will be called the Hilbert constant of the
sequence (h;);er, cf. [51, Section 1.8]. The usefulness of this notion is explained by
the following result [15, Proposition 2.1]:

2
< sz\(x,-\z.
H icl

PROPOSITION 4.1. Let T € y(H,E) be given. If (h;)ics is a Hilbert sequence in
H, then the Gaussian sum ¥ ;c; v, Th; converges in L*(Q;E) and we have

> w7

icl

2
201712
E STy gy

where C is the Hilbert constant of (hi)icr.

EXAMPLE 4.2. Let (A,),>1 be asequence in C; which is properly spaced in the
sense that

An—

Re (An)

m
m#n

Then the functions
fult) :=+/Re(A)e ™ n>1,
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define a Riesz sequence on the closure of their span in 1? (Ry), i.e., there are constants
0 < ¢ < C < oo such that

3l <3 ousi

n>1 n>1

2
<C2 Z |an‘2

n>1

for all sequences (0,),>1 € £2; see [20, Theorem 1, (3)<>(5)]. In particular, (f,),>1
is a Hilbert sequence in L?>(R ). From this one easily deduces that for any b > 0 and
p €[0,1) the functions

£ (l) _ efbt+27ri(n+p)t7 nez,

define a Hilbert sequence in L?(R ). This has been shown by direct computation in
[15, Example 2.5], where the bound 1/v/1 — e~2> was obtained for its Hilbert constant.
Note that this bound is independent of p.

The next proposition is well-known and shows that a sequence is a Hilbert se-
quence if it is not ‘too far’ from being orthogonal. For the reader’s convenience we
include an elementary proof.

PROPOSITION 4.3. Let (hy,)nez be a sequence in H. If there exists a function @ :

N — Ry such that for all n > m € Z we have |(hn,hm)H} <P(n—m) and 3 ;en () <
oo, then (hy)nez is Hilbert sequence.

Proof. Let (04,),cz be scalars. Then

N 2 N
H 2 Ophy|| = 2 |an|2Hh,,H2+2Re 2 0y (B, i) ) 1
n=—N n=—N —N<n<m<N
<O(0) Y [on*+2 Y, |0t [0n| @ (n —m)
nez n<m
=0(0) X, loul*+2 0()) X, |oul |0l
nez j=1 neZ
< (60 +2F () T lenl,
j=1 nez

where the last estimate follows from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. [
As a special case we have the following example, which will be needed in the
proof of Theorem 4.8.

EXAMPLE 4.4. Let o € (0,1], r>0,and © € (—Z,Z). Let u, =r2"e””, n€ Z,
and let
fa(s):=pFe ™™ seR.. 4.1)
Then (f,)nez is a Hilbert sequence in L?(RR. ). Indeed, for n,m € Z, n # m, we have
r2a—12a(n+m)

)| < * 2a2a(n+m) —r(2”+2m)scos19d _ )
Uful < [ 7 e = BT d
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Since o € (0, 1] we have

200—1~oa(n+m 200—1 no(n+m 200—1
I ) ( ) r D ( ) r ln—m|
)

< <
(27 +2m)cos ¥ cos®) 2max(nm) = cos 1)

and Proposition 4.3 applies. Notice that for o = % , the obtained Hilbert constant esti-
mate is bounded by C/cos®, where C is a universal constant.

From now on, H is again a separable infinite-dimensional Hilbert space. The main
abstract result of this section reads as follows.

For an operator ® € y(L*>(R.;H),E) and a function f € L?>(R,) we define the
operator f(®) € y(H,E) by
F@h:=d(foh), heH.

Below we shall apply this definition to the functions f(r) = e * with ReA > 0 to in
order to define the ‘Laplace transform’ of ®.

THEOREM 4.5. Let (f;)ic; be a Hilbert sequence in L*(R.) with Hilbert con-
stant C. Then for all ® € y(L*>(R,;H),E) the family

T ={fi(®):iel}
is uniformy y-radonifying and we have
|7 unit-y < CIPllyz2® o)) -
Proof. Fix an orthonormal basis (h);>; in H and let (i;)z>; be an arbitrary
sequence in I. Put J:={i€: i, =i for some k € K}. For each i € J, put K(i) :=
{k>1: iy =i}. Fix a Gaussian sequence (¥ )r>1 on a probability space (Q,PP), as

well as a doubly indexed Gaussian sequence (Y, )icr,k>1 on another probability space
(Q',P"). We have

E

S nsi@i] =B 2 i om]

k>1

=T

S Y ds@m| <2|T T ps@m

ieJ keK(i) iclk>1

To prove convergence of the double sum on the right-hand side we note that that the
sequence (f; ® hy)icrx>1 is a Hilbert sequence in L?>(R, ;H) with Hilbert constant C.
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Indeed, this follows from

DY aufi®h

iclk>1

D aikfi(t)thiIdt

2 0o
Lz(R+?H):/() el k=1
= 2
:/o Z‘Zaikf,-(t)) dt

i1 iel
=Y 11> auf;

k>1""iel

< sz > o |

i€l k>1

2
L2(R.)

Hence by Proposition 4.1,

2
E Z)fkfik(q))th <C2||q)H32/(L2(R+;H)7E)' O

k>1

We shall present three applications of this result. R
The Laplace transform of an operator ® € y(L*(R;H),E) is the function @ :
C+ — y(H,E) defined by

D(A)h:= ey (P)h=D(e; ®h), heH,

where C, := {ReA >0} and e, (1) := e * fort € R, and A € C., .

An operator ® € y(L*(R;;H),E) is said to be H-strongly L'-representable if
for all 4 € H there exists a function ¢, € L'(R;;E)NL*(R;E) such that for all
f € L*(R,) we have

o = [ 00
Under this assumption we have

D(A)h = (L), Rel >0.

THEOREM 4.6. (y-Riemann-Lebesgue lemma) If ® € y(L*(R,;H),E) is H -strong-
ly L' -representable, then R
Jlim [[@(A)| 1,y = 0

for any sequence (A,),>1 in Cy such that (e, ),>1 is a Hilbert sequence.

Proof. Let (Ay)n>1 be a sequence in C as stated. By Theorem 4.5, the family

{®(Ay) : n> 1} is uniformly y-radonifying. Moreover, for all 2 € H we have

lim ®(A)h= lim ¢,(1) =0

|2 ] —e0 @) 2| e @)
by the Riemann-Lebesgue lemma. Consequently, for every h € H the set {E)(k)h VS
C. } isrelatively compact in E. Theorem 3.3 then shows that {®(4,) : n > 1} is rela-
tively compact in y(H,E). Therefore, lim,_... ®(A4,)h = 0 implies lim,_...®(4,) =0
inyH,E). O
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In particular we obtain that if ® € y(L?>(R.;H),E) is H-strongly L!-represent-
able, then for all b > 0 we have

|s1\igl.x, |D(b+is) ly(e,E) = O-

In the next two applications of Theorem 4.5 we consider the uniform y-radonif-
ication of Laplace transforms in right half-planes and sectors, respectively.

Let S={A€C: 0<ReA < 1}.If N:S— Z(E,F) is strongly continuous and
bounded on S and harmonic on S, then by the Poisson formula for the strip [50], cf.
also [38], we have, for A = o+ i with 0 < <1 and B € R,

NAyx= Y /N Pj(a,B—t)N(j+it)xdt, x€E, (4.2)
j=0,1V7%

where

Cos) = 1 e™sin(ra)
Fi(e.s) = 7 sin® (o) + (cos(mar) — (—1)Jem)2’

THEOREM 4.7. (Uniform y-radonification in half-planes) Let ® € y(L*(R;H),E)
be given. For all b > 0 the family

T2 = {®(A): Red > b}

is uniformly y—radonifying in y(H,E) and

c
175 lunit-y < ﬁH‘DI|y(L2<R+;H),E>v

where C is a universal constant.

Proof. By Example 4.2 and a substitution (cf. [15, Theorem 3.1]), for 6 € [%Iz %b]
and p € [0,1) fixed, the sequence (g,),cz given by

gn(t) = eferi(ner)bt7 teR,,

. . . . 2
is a Hilbert sequence with Hilbert constant < %, where C = fz’ff_’; . Consequently,

Theorem 4.5 shows the uniform y—radonification of the set {®(c + i(n+p)b): n € Z}
with constant < %||G)HV(L2(R+;H)7E).

Let (ht)r>1 be an orthonormal basis of H and let (A;);>; be a sequence on the
line {ReA = b}, say A =b+i(ng+ pr)b with npy € Z and 0 < pr < 1.
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Fix indices 1 < M < N. Following the argument of [38, Lemma 3.3], the Poisson
integral formula (4.2) can be used with N(1) = ®((5 +A)b) to estimate

(3, nvn])

= ’ > Zn/ Pi(L i+ pe— 0)®((L + j)b + ith)hyd
Jj=0,1k=M -

L2(QE)

<

<3 /- ]Zn (b= B3+ b+ i+ D), e

< /N sup Pj( L p— Y @ +] )b+ i(ng + T)b) Iy dr.
,'20'1 —pel0,1) (2 HZ L*(QE)

In the last estimate we used the contraction principle. For fixed 7 € R we have

lim H 2 )/k +] b—|—l(nk+1)b)hk ()

M,N—co

since {&)((% +j)b+i(n+7T)b): n€Z} is uniformly y-radonifying, and

N
sup Pi(1.p—0)| X w®((3+ )b -+itu+T)b)n
k=M

pelo.1) L2(QE)

C
<—=| sup P; i, — 1) )||D . .
ﬂ<pem,1> 550 = ) 19l 2 )

Since the right-hand side is an integrable function of 7 we may apply dominated con-
vergence to conclude that

1

) =o0.

This shows that {&)(/l) : ReA = b} is uniformly y-radonifying. Moreover, taking
M =1 and letting N — oo in the above estimates, we obtain the bound

(&

This proves that {&)(/l) : ReA = b} is uniformly y-radonifying with constant <
C’/\/l_aHd>||y(Lz(R+;H)7E> , where C’ is universal. By Proposition 2.7, {®(1): ReA > b}
is then uniformly y-radonifying with at most twice this constant. [

N
lim (EHk_EMyk&mk)hk

M ,N—co

> % @A) th) <2 sup f(/m sup Pi(3,p— )d7>“q)||y(L2(R+;H),E)'

k=1 J=0,1 pelo,1)
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Combining this theorem with Corollary 2.13 we recover [38, Theorem 3.4], which
asserts that the Laplace transform of @ is R—bounded on {ReA > b} for all b > 0,

with an R—bound of order O(ﬁ) as b | 0. In view of Example 3.5, Theorem 4.7

represents a genuine strengthening of this result.

Next we turn to the uniform y-radonification of Laplace transforms in sectors. Be-
fore we can state and prove our main result in this direction, Theorem 4.8, we introduce
some notations.

For 0 < ¥ < m and 0 < r < R we define

Sp:={z€C: z#0, |argz| < ¥},

where the argument is taken in (—7, 7).

THEOREM 4.8. (Uniform y-radonification in sectors) Let ® € y(L*(R,;H),E)
be given. For all 0 < ¥ < T the family

TP = {(VADA): L €Sy}

is uniformly y—radonifying in y(H,E) and
!

D
175 Nunie-y < o5 1Py )

where C' is a universal constant.

Proof. The proof follows the lines of Theorem 4.7, the difference being that in-
stead of using Example 4.2 we now use Example 4.4.

Fix 9 <0 < % such that cos6 > %cosﬁ. One obtains that for any r > 0 fixed,
the sequences (f, )ez and (f, )nez given by

FE0) = e

.unzt — r2ne:|:i9

with

are Hilbert sequences whose Hilbert constants are bounded by C/cos6, where C is a
universal constant. Hence, arguing along the lines of Theorem 4.5, we obtain that the
sequence (/I P(Uy))nez is uniformly y-radonifying, with bound C/cos 6.

By a Poisson transform argument (e.g., by using the logarithm to conformally map
sectors to strips and then using the argument of Theorem 4.7), we obtain that \/I@(QL)
is uniformly y-radonifying on the sector Sy, with a bound C'/cos6 < 2C'/cos?,
where C’ is another universal constant. [
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5. The stochastic Weiss conjecture

Let A be the generator of a Cy—semigroup S = (S(7));>0 on a Banach space E
and let s(A), so(A), and wp(A) denote the spectral bound, the abscissa of uniform
boundedness of the resolvent, and growth bound of A, respectively:

s(A) =sup{Red: L € c(A)},
s0(A) =inf{w > c(A): sup [R(A,A)| <eo},

ReA>m

wy(A) = inf{a) ER: [|S(1)]| < Me®™ forsome M > 1 and all 1 > O}.

Here, R(1,A) := (A —A)~!. Recall that —eo < 5(A) < 50(A) < @p(A) < .
It is shown in [36] that the linear stochastic Cauchy problem

Pan ORI

{ dU (1) = AU(1)dt + BdWy(t), 1 €[0,T],

where (W (?));e(0,7) is an H—cylindrical Wiener process and B € #(H, E) is abounded
operator, has a solution if and only if for some (all) 7 > 0 the #(H, E)-valued function
S(-)B represents an element of y(L*(0,#;H),E), in the sense that the integral operator

fr [ S6BF)as, £ Z0.1H),
0

belongs to y(L*(0,#;H),E). In this situation the solution is unique up to modification.
For the precise notion of ‘solution’ as well as other unexplained terminology we refer
to [36].

As an application of Theorem 4.6 we obtain the following necessary condition for
the existence of solutions to the problem (SCP), 5.

THEOREM 5.1. If the problem (SCP), p) has a solution, then for all b > s(A)
we have
ll‘im IR(b+is,A)B||y(n.£) =0
§|—o0

Proof. By [38, Proposition 4.5], for b > my(A) the integrable #(H,E)-valued
function ¢ ~ e ”'S(t)B represents an element of y(L?>(R.;H),E). Hence for b >
wp(A) the assertion is an immediate consequence of Theorem 4.6. For b > s0(A) the
result then follows by a standard resolvent identity argument. [

Note that we did not assume that B € y(H,E). Indeed, in many examples the
problem (SCP) (A.B) admits a solution without such an assumption on B. For operators
B € y(H,E) the theorem is trivial, since then we may apply the Riemann-Lebesgue
lemma in the space L' (R, ;y(H,E)).

We recall the fact, proved in [38, Proposition 4.4], that the problem (SCP)( AB)
admits an invariant measure if and only if the function ¢ — S(7)B represents an element
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of y(L*(R;H),E). In this situation the mapping A + R(A,A)B extends to an analytic
y(H,E)-valued function on C, ; this extension is given by A — ®(1), where ®(¢) :=
S(r)B. With a slight abuse of notation we shall write R(A,A)B for this extension,
keeping in mind that this notation is formal; indeed, examples can be given where A
has spectrum in the open right-half plane.

As an application of Theorem 4.7 we obtain the following necessary conditions
for the existence of an invariant measure for the problem (SCP) 4 ) -

THEOREM 5.2. If the problem (SCP)( A,p) admits an invariant measure, then for
all 0 < © < % the family

Ty = {VAR(AA)B: L €Sy}
is uniformly y—radonifying and we have

Ca
cos ¥’

Hyﬂnunif-y <

where Cy p is a constant depending only on A and B.

We conjecture that the following converse of this theorem holds.

CONJECTURE 5.3. (Stochastic Weiss conjecture) Let E be a Banach space with
finite cotype and assume that the operator —A is injective and sectorial of angle < %
on E and admits a bounded H” —calculus. The following assertions are equivalent:

(a) the stochastic Cauchy problem (SCP) , g admits an invariant measure;

(b) The operator (—A)_%B is y—radonifying;

(c) the set {\/IR(?L,A)B : A € Sy} is uniformly y—radonifying for some/all 0 <
9 <Z.

The implication (a) = (c) follows from Theorem 5.2, and the implication (b) = (a)
can be proved as follows. Since (—A)’%B € y(H,E) we may apply [8, Theorem 6.2]

to obtain that for all + > 0 the function S(-)B = (—A)%S(~)((—A)’%B) belongs to
y(L?(0,¢;H),E), with a uniform bound sup,- ISC)Blly(22(0:8),) < °°- Since E has
finite cotype, E does not contain a copy of ¢y and the theorem of Hoffmann-Jgrgensen
and Kwapiefi implies that S(-)B € y(L*(R1;H),E).

Thus the implication that remains to be proved is (c)=-(b). A direct proof of
(c)=(a) would also be of interest, as it would show the equivalence of (a) and (c). By
standard H* -functional methods it is easy to prove that (c) implies the weaker result
that (—A)~*S(-)B isin y(L*(R;H),E) for any o > 0.

Following Weiss [47, Note, page 369], we offer 100 euro for a positive or negative
resolution of these problems. A consequence of Theorem 5.2 is that the conjecture is
true for bounded and invertible operators A (although this is not of great practical value)
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as well as certain other cases, for instance when A and B diagonalise simultaneously.
To see the latter, suppose there is an orthonormal basis (/)1 in H and a sequence
(xx)k>1 in E such that

Bhy = Brx,  Axg = —Aexy,

with A, > 0 for all k > 1. Taking £, = A4 and assuming the uniform y-radonification
of the set {VAR(A,A)B: A >0}, we obtain convergence in E of the sum

EH; Yk(—A)_%Bthz = EH i Yk%:%ﬁkxk‘r

2 > 1 2
_4]EH27’“tk+?ka"H - 4IEH]§1yktk2R(tk,A)Bth .

Consequently, A"3Bis Y-radonifying.
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