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A NATURAL PARAMETRIZATION FOR THE
SCHRAMM-LOEWNER EVOLUTION

BY GREGORY F. LAWLER! AND SCOTT SHEFFIELD?
University of Chicago and Massachusetts Institute of Technology

The Schramm-Loewner evolution (SLE} ) is a candidate for the scaling
limit of random curves arising in two-dimensional critical phenomena. When
k < 8, an instance of SLE, is a random planar curve with almost sure Haus-
dorff dimension d = 1 4 k /8 < 2. This curve is conventionally parametrized
by its half plane capacity, rather than by any measure of its d-dimensional
volume.

For k < 8, we use a Doob—Meyer decomposition to construct the unique
(under mild assumptions) Markovian parametrization of SLE, that trans-
forms like a d-dimensional volume measure under conformal maps. We prove
that this parametrization is nontrivial (i.e., the curve is not entirely traversed
in zero time) for k < 4(7 — +/33) =5.021.....

1. Introduction.

1.1. Overview. A number of measures on paths or clusters on planar lattices
arising from critical statistical mechanical models are believed to exhibit some
kind of conformal invariance in the scaling limit. The Schramm-Loewner evolu-
tion [SLE (see Section 2.1 for a definition)] was created by Schramm [13] as a
candidate for the scaling limit of these measures.

For each fixed « € (0, 8), an instance y of SLE, is a random planar curve with
almost sure Hausdorff dimension d = 1 + «/8 € (1, 2) [3]. This curve is conven-
tionally parametrized by its half plane capacity (see Section 2.1), rather than by
any measure of its d-dimensional volume. Modulo time parametrization, it has
been shown that several discrete random paths on grids (e.g., loop-erased random
walk [9], Ising interfaces [17], harmonic explorer [14], percolation interfaces [16],
uniform spanning trees [9]) have SLE as a scaling limit. In these cases, one would
expect the natural discrete parametrization (in which each edge is traversed in the
same amount of time) of the lattice paths to scale to a continuum parametrization
of SLE. The goal of this paper is to construct a candidate for this parametrization,
a candidate which is (like SLE itself) completely characterized by its conformal
invariance symmetries, continuity and Markov properties. We call this a natural
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parameterization because this term is very often used for arc length parametriza-
tion of smooth curves, and we believe our candidate is the SLE analogue of this.

When « > 8 (and SLE, is almost surely space-filling) the natural candidate
is the area parameter ®; := Areay ([0, #]). One could use something similar for
k < 8 if one could show that some conventional measure of the d-dimensional
volume of y ([0, t]) [e.g., the d-dimensional Minkowski content or some sort of
Hausdorff content (see Section 2.2)] was well defined and nontrivial. In that case,
one could replace Areay ([0, ¢]) with the d-dimensional volume of y ([0, #]). We
will take a slightly different route. Instead of directly constructing a d-dimensional
volume measure (using one of the classical definitions), we will simply assume that
there exists a locally finite measure on y that transforms like a d-dimensional vol-
ume measure under conformal maps and then use this assumption (together with
an argument based on the Doob—Meyer decomposition) to deduce what the mea-
sure must be. We conjecture that the measure we construct is equivalent to the
d-dimensional Minkowski content, but we will not prove this. Most of the really
hard work in this paper takes place in Section 5, where certain second moment
bounds are used to prove that the measure one obtains from the Doob—Meyer de-
composition is nontrivial (in particular, that it is almost surely not identically zero).
At present, we are only able to prove this for k < 4(7 — +/33) =5.021....

We mention that a variant of our approach, due to Alberts and the second co-
author of this work, appears in [1], which gives, for k € (4, 8), a natural local time
parameter for the intersection of an SLE,. curve with the boundary of the domain it
is defined on. The proofs in [1] cite and utilize the Doob—Meyer-based techniques
first developed for this paper; however, the second moment arguments in [1] are
very different from the ones appearing in Section 5 of this work. It is possible
that our techniques will have other applications. In particular, it would be inter-
esting to see whether natural d-dimensional volume measures for other random
d-dimensional sets with conformal invariance properties (such as conformal gas-
kets [15] or the intersection of an SLE, , with its boundary) can be constructed
using similar tools. In each of these cases, we expect that obtaining precise second
moment bounds will be the most difficult step.

A precise statement of our main results will appear in Section 3. In the mean-
time, we present some additional motivation and definitions.

Although discrete models, in particular, the self-avoiding walk, motivate our
construction, we do not prove any results about discrete parametrizations in this
paper. If a discrete model on a compact domain converges to SLE on that domain,
then the discrete natural measure on the discrete curves (normalized to have me-
dian length one, say) will converge at least subsequentially to a random measure
on the SLE curve. However, it would take some work to prove that this limiting
measure is nontrivial (and not almost surely either an infinite measure or a zero
measure, say) and that it satisfies the scaling axioms required by our main result.
This is an interesting topic for future research.
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1.2. Self-avoiding walks: Heuristics and motivation. In order to further ex-
plain and motivate our main results, we include a heuristic discussion of a single
concrete example: the self-avoiding walk (SAW). We will not be very precise here;
in fact, what we say here about SAWs is still only conjectural. All of the conjec-
tural statements in this section can be viewed as consequences of the “conformal
invariance Ansatz” that is generally accepted (often without a precise formula-
tion) in the physics literature on conformal field theory. Let D C C be a simply
connected bounded domain, and let z, w be distinct points on d D. Suppose that a
lattice £Z2 is placed on D, and let Z, i € D be lattice points in £Z> “closest” to
Z, w. A SAW w from Z to w is a sequence of distinct points

I=wy, Wl,...,0 =W,

withw; € eZ?>N D and lwj —wj_1|=¢forl < j < k. We write || = k. For each
B > 0, we can consider the measure on SAWs from 7 to w in D that gives measure
e Plol to each such SAW. There is a critical Bo, such that the partition function,

el

w: =W, wCD
neither grows nor decays exponentially as a function of ¢ as ¢ — 0. It is believed
that if we choose this Sy, and normalize so that this is a probability measure, then
there is a limiting measure on paths that is the scaling limit.
It is further believed that the typical number of steps of a SAW in the measure
above is of order £~ where the exponent d = 4/3 can be considered the fractal
dimension of the paths. For fixed ¢, let us define the scaled function

c?)(jsd)za)j, j=0,1,..., ||

We use linear interpolation to make this a continuous path &: [0, £?|w|] — C. Then
one expects that the following is true:

e As ¢ — 0, the above probability measure on paths converges to a probability
measure ;ﬁ) (z, w) supported on continuous curves y : [0, 1, ] — C with y(0) =
z,y(ty) =w,y(0,t,) CD.

e The probability measures ;ﬁ) (z, w) are conformally invariant. To be more pre-
cise, suppose F:D — D’ is a conformal transformation that extends to 3D at
least in neighborhoods of z and w. For each y in D connecting z and w, we will
define a conformally transformed path F o y (with a parametrization described
below) on D’. We then denote by F o ;ﬂ}g (z, w) the push-forward of the measure
,u#D (z, w) via the map y — F o y. The conformal invariance assumption is

(1.1) F o uf(z, w) = uhy (F(2), F(w)).

Let us now define F o y. The path F o y will traverse the points F(y(¢)) in
order; the only question is how “quickly” does the curve traverse these points. If
we look at how the scaling limit is defined, we can see that if F(z) = rz for some
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r > 0, then the lattice spacing ¢ on D corresponds to lattice space re on F(D),
and hence we would expect the time to traverse 7y should be ¢ times the time to
traverse y. Using this as a guide locally, we say that the amount of time needed to
traverse F (y[t1, t2]) is

t
(12) /I IF ()9 ds.

This tells us how to parametrize F o y, and we include this as part of the definition
of F oy. This is analogous to the known conformal invariance of Brownian motion
in C where the time parametrization must be defined as in (1.2) with d = 2.

If there is to be a family of probability measures /JL#D (z, w) satistying (1.1) for
simply connected D, then we only need to define Mﬁ (0, 00), where H is the upper
half plane. To restrict the set of possible definitions, we introduce another property
that one would expect the scaling limit of SAW to satisfy. The domain Markov
property states that if ¢ is a stopping time for the random path y, then given
v ([0, r]), the conditional law of the remaining path y’(s) := y (¢ + s) (defined
for s € [0, 00)) is

#
Ky (j0,7) (¥ (1), 00),

independent of the parametrization of y ([0, 7]).

If we consider y and F o y as being defined only up to reparametrization, then
Schramm’s theorem states that (1.1) (here being considered as a statement about
measures on paths defined up to reparametrization) and the domain Markov prop-
erty (again interpreted up to reparametrization) characterize the path as being a
chordal SLE,. for some « > 0. (In the case of the self-avoiding walk, another prop-
erty called the “restriction property” tells us that we must have x = 8/3 [8, 10].)
Recall that if ¥ € (0, 8), Beffara’s theorem (partially proved in [12] and completed
in [3]) states that the Hausdorff dimension of SLE, is almost surely d = 1 + /8.

The main purpose of this paper is to remove the “up to reparametrization” from
the above characterization. Roughly speaking, we will show that the conformal
invariance assumption (1.1) and the domain Markov property uniquely character-
ize the law of the random parametrized path as being an SLE, with a particular
parametrization that we will construct in this paper. We may interpret this para-
metrization as giving a d-dimensional volume measure on y, which is uniquely
defined up to a multiplicative constant. As mentioned in Section 1.1, one major
caveat is that, due to limitations of certain second moment estimates we need, we
are currently only able to prove that this measure is nontrivial (i.e., not identically
zero) for k < 4(7 — +/33) = 5.021 ..., although we expect this to be the case for
all k < 8.

2. SLE definition and limit constructions.

2.1. Schramm—Loewner evolution (SLE). We now provide a quick review of
the definition of the Schramm-Loewner evolution (see [7], especially Chapters 6
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and 7, for more details). We will discuss only chordal SLE in this paper, and we
will call it just SLE.

Suppose that y:(0,00) - H = {x +iy:y > 0} is a noncrossing curve with
y(0+) € R and y () — oo as t — o0o. Let H; be the unbounded component of
H\ y (0, t]. Using the Riemann mapping theorem, one can see that there is a unique
conformal transformation

8r H[ — H
satisfying g;(z) — z — 0 as z — oo. It has an expansion at infinity
a(t) _
8@ =2+—+0(z™).

The coefficient a(¢) equals hcap(y (0, ¢]) where hcap(A) denotes the half plane
capacity from infinity of a bounded set A. There are a number of ways of defining
hcap, for example,

— T iy
hcap(A) = ylgréo yEY[Im(B;)],
where B is a complex Brownian motion and t = inf{s: B e RU A}.

DEFINITION. The Schramm—Loewner evolution, SLE,, (from O to infinity in
H) is the random curve y (¢) such that g; satisfies

2.1) &(2) = 8o(z) =z,

a
82—V ’
where a =2/« and V; = — By is a standard Brownian motion.

Showing that the conformal maps g; are well defined is easy. In fact, for given
z € H, g/(z) is defined up to time T, = sup{f : Im g;(z) > 0}. Also, g; is the unique
conformal transformation of H; = {z € H: T, > ¢} onto H satisfying g;(z) —z — 0
as z — 00. It is not as easy to show that H; is given by the unbounded component
of H \ y(0, t] for a curve y. However, this was shown for « # 8 by Rohde and
Schramm [12]. If k¥ < 4, the curve is simple and y (0, oo) C H. If ¥ > 4, the curve
has double points and y (0, c0) NR # &. For « > 8, ¥ (0, 0o) is plane filling; we
will restrict our consideration to x < 8.

REMARK. We have defined chordal SLE, so that it is parametrized by capac-
ity with
hcap(y (0, ¢]) = at.
It is more often defined with the capacity parametrization chosen so that hcap(y [0,
t]) = 2¢. In this case we need to choose U, = —./k B;. We will choose the parame-

trization in (2.1), but this is only for our convenience. Under our parametrization,
if z € H\ {0}, then Z; = Z,(z) := g;(2) — U, satisfies the Bessel equation,

a
dZ;=—dt+dB;.
t Z +d by
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In this paper we will use both « and a as notation; throughout, a =2/«.

We let
=g @)= fiz+U).

We recall the following scaling relation [7], Proposition 6.5.

LEMMA 2.1 (Scaling). Ifr > 0O, then the distribution of g,,2(rz)/r is the same
as that of g:(z); in particular, gl/r2 (rz) has the same distribution as g;(z).

For k < 8, we let

K 1
2.2 d=1+-=1+—.
(2.2) +8 +4a

If z € C we will write x;, y, for the real and imaginary parts of z = x; + iy, and
6, for the argument of z. Let

(23) G(Z) = yéi—Z[(xZ/yZ)Z 4 1]1/2—2(1 — |Z|d_2 sinK/8+8/K—2 91’

denote the “Green’s function” for SLE, in H. The value of d and the function
G were first found in [12] and are characterized by the scaling rule G(rz) =
r¥=2G(z) and the fact that

(2.4) M (2) =g, ()" G (Z:(2))

is a local martingale. In fact, for a given «, the scaling rule G (rz) = rd_zG(z) and
the requirement that (2.4) is a local martingale uniquely determines d and (up to a
multiplicative constant) G. Note that if K < oo,

2.5) /| _ G0dAe = K[  GRdAR <.

lz]=1
Here, and throughout this paper, we use d A to denote integration with respect to
area. The Green’s function will turn out to describe the expectation of the measure
we intend to construct in later sections, as suggested by the following proposition.

PROPOSITION 2.2.  Suppose that there exists a parametrization for SLE, in H
satisfying the domain Markov property and the conformal invariance assumption
(1.1). For a fixed Lebesgue measurable subset S C H, let ®,(S) denote the process
that gives the amount of time in this parametrization spent in S before time t (in the
half-plane capacity parametrization given above), and suppose further that ©;(S)
is F; adapted for all such S. If EOQ« (D) is finite for all bounded domains D, then
it must be the case that (up to multiplicative constant)

E@s (D) = /D G(2)dA(),

and more generally,

E[®oo(D)—®z(D)Ifz]=/DMz(Z)dA(Z)-
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PROOF. It is immediate from the conformal invariance assumption (which in
particular implies scale invariance) that the measure v defined by v(-) = EQ4(-)
satisfies v(r-) = rv(-) for each fixed r > 0. To prove the proposition, it is enough
to show that v(-) = [ G(z) dA(z) (up to a constant factor), since the conditional
statement at the end of the proposition then follows from the domain Markov prop-
erty and conformal invariance assumptions.

The first observation to make is that v is absolutely continuous with respect to
Lebesgue measure, with a smooth Radon—Nikodym derivative. To see this, sup-
pose that S is bounded away from the real axis, so that there exists a t > 0 such
that almost surely no point in S is swallowed before time ¢. Then the conformal
invariance assumption (1.1) and the domain Markov property imply that

v =E [ g @I dv).
8:(S)

The desired smoothness can be then deduced from the fact that the law of the pair

8:(2), g/(z) has a smooth Radon-Nikodym derivative that varies smoothly with z

(which follows from the Loewner equation and properties of Brownian motion).

Recalling the scale invariance, we conclude that v has the form

|72 F (6,) dA(z)

for some smooth function F. Standard It6 calculus and the fact that M; is a local
martingale determine F up to a constant factor, implying that F @)|z197? =G (2)
(up to a constant factor). [l

REMARK. It is not clear whether it is necessary to assume in the statement
of Proposition 2.2 that E©®, (D) < oo for bounded domains D. It is possible that
if one had E®,, (D) = oo for some bounded D, then one could use some scaling
arguments and the law of large numbers to show that in fact ®, (D) = oo almost
surely for domains D intersected by the path y. If this is the case, then the assump-
tion EO (D) < oo can be replaced by the weaker assumption that ®, (D) < 0o
almost surely.

2.2. Attempting to construct the parametrization as a limit. As we mentioned
in the Introduction, the parametrization we will construct in Section 3 is uniquely
determined by certain conformal invariance assumptions and the domain Markov
property. Leaving this fact aside, one could also motivate our definition by noting
its similarity and close relationship to some of the other obvious candidates for a
d-dimensional volume measure on an arc of an SLE, curve.

In this section, we will describe two of the most natural candidates: Minkowski
measure and d-variation. While we are not able to prove that either of these candi-
dates is well defined, we will point out that both of these candidates have variants
that are more or less equivalent to the measure we will construct in Section 3. In
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each case we will define approximate parametrizations t,(¢#) and propose that a
natural parametrization t could be given by

t(t) = lim 7,(),

if one could show that this limit (in some sense) exists and is nontrivial.

To motivate these constructions, we begin by assuming that any candidate for
the natural parametrization of a d-dimensional object induces a “d-dimensional”
measure on the path and hence satisfies an appropriate scaling relationship. In
particular if y () is an SLE, curve that is parametrized so that hcap[y (0, t]] = at,
then y (¢) = ry(¢) is an SLE, curve parametrized so that hcap[y (0, ¢]] = rlat. If
it takes time t(¢) to traverse y (0, ¢] in the natural parametrization, then it should
take time r97(¢) to traverse y(0, t] in the natural parametrization. In particular,
it should take roughly time O(R?) in the natural parametrization for the path to
travel distance R.

2.2.1. Minkowski content. Let
Nie ={z e H:dist(z, (0, 1]) < &},
7, (t) =n*" 4 area(N}, 1/n).

We call the limit 7(¢) = lim,_, o T, (¢), if it exists, the Minkowski content of
¥ (0, t]. Using the local martingale (2.4) one can show that as ¢ — 0+,

(2.6) P{z € Nove) < G(z)e* 7.

We remark that a commonly employed alternative to Minkowski content is the
d-dimensional Hausdorff content; the Hausdorff content of a set X C D is defined
to be the limit as ¢ — 0 of the infimum—over all coverings of X by balls with
some radii &1, g3, ... < e—of > ®(g;) where ®(x) = x?. We have at least some
intuition, however, to suggest that the Hausdorff content of y ([0, ¢]) will be almost
surely zero for all . Even if this is the case, it may be that the Hausdorff content
is nontrivial when @ is replaced by another function [e.g., ®(x) = x¢loglogx],
in which case we would expect it to be equivalent, up to constant, to the d-
dimensional Minkowski measure.

2.2.2. Conformal Minkowski content. Here is a variant of the Minkowski con-
tent that could be called the conformal Minkowski content. Let g; be the conformal
maps as above. If t < T, let

i) = Ml @]
81(2)]

We will call Y;(z) the conformal radius (of H; about z) although it is 1/2 times
the usual definition. In other words, if F :ID — H; is a conformal transformation
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with F(0) = z, then |F’(0)| = 2Y;(z). Using the Schwarz lemma or by doing a
simple calculation, we can see that Y;(z) decreases in ¢ and hence we can define

Yi(z) =T1.-(2), t>T,.

Similarly, Y (z) = Yoo(z) is well defined; this is the conformal radius with re-
spect to z of the domain D(o0, 7). The Koebe 1/4-theorem implies that Y;(z) =<
dist[z, ¥ (0, t] U R]; in fact, each side is bounded above by four times the other
side. To prove (2.6) one can show that there is a ¢, such that

P{Y(z) <&} ~c.G(2)e? ¢, £ — O+

This was first established in [7] building on the argument in [12]. The conformal
Minkowski content is defined as in the previous paragraph replacing N, . with

N ={zeH: T, (z) <e}.

It is possible that this limit will be easier to establish. Assuming the limit exists,
we can see that the expected amount of time (using the natural parametrization)
that y (0, 0o) spends in a bounded domain D should be given (up to multiplicative
constant) by

2.7) /D G(2)dAQ),

where A denotes area. This formula agrees with Proposition 2.2 and will be the
starting point for our construction of the natural parametrization in Section 3.

2.2.3. d-variation. The idea that it should take roughly time R? for the path
to move distance R—and thus t () — t(#;) should be approximately |y (f2) —
y(t1) |4 —motivates the following definition. Let

)5

= Y |y, —yti-1)l

i1 n<t

L1n]

OEDY

k=1

More generally, we can consider

where 1), < 11, <2, < 00 is a partition, depending on n, whose mesh goes to
zero as n — 00, and as usual d = 1 + «/8. It is natural to expect that for a wide
class of partitions this limit exists and is independent of the choice of partitions. In
the case x = 8/3, a version of this was studied numerically by Kennedy [5].
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2.2.4. A variant of d-variation. We next propose a variant of the d-variation
in which an expression involving derivatives of f " (as defined in Section 2.1) takes
the place of |y (12) — y (11)|%. Suppose (r) were the natural parametrization. Since
7(1) < 0o, we would expect that the average value of

Apt(j) ::r<j+1) —r<l)
n n

would be of order 1/n for typical j € {1, 2, ..., n}. Consider

. 1 j o+l
VU/")[O, —] = gj/n<y[—, D
n n n

Since the hcap of this set is a/n, we expect that the diameter of the set is of order
1/4/n. Using the scaling properties, we guess that the time needed to traverse
yU/mio, %] in the natural parametrization is of order n~%/2. Using the scaling
properties again, we guess that

At() ~n P f1, (/)|

This leads us to define

L1n)
(2.8) w() =Y n | f i )
k=1

More generally, we could let

Ltn]
2.9) ()= 3w~ [ | il eV vz,
k=1 H

where v is a finite measure on H. It will turn out that the parametrization we
construct in Section 3 can be realized as a limit of this form with a particular
choice of v. We expect that (up to a constant factor) this limit is independent of v,
but we will not prove this.

3. Natural parametrization.

3.1. Notation. We now summarize some of the key notation we will use
throughout the paper. For z € H, we write

Z1(2) = X1 (2) +1Y1(2) = 8:(2) = Vi,

X (2) Y:(2)
R@D=""2 T@=—,
@=v0 &= 1o
M) = Vi@ (R + 1) P = 142) PG (Z:(2)).

At times we will write just Z;, X;, Y;, Ry, Yy, M;, but it is important to remember
that these quantities depend on z.
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3.2. Definition. We will now give a precise definition of the natural time para-
metrization. It will be easier to restrict our attention to the time spent in a fixed
domain bounded away from the real line. Let D denote the set of bounded do-
mains D C H with dist(R, D) > 0. We write

o0
D= D,
m=1

where D,, denotes the set of domains D with
DcC{x+iy:|x|<m,1/m<y<m}.

Suppose for the moment that ®;(D) denotes the amount of time in the natural
parametrization that the curve spends in the domain D. This is not defined at the
moment so we are being heuristic. Using (2.7) or Proposition 2.2 we expect (up to
a multiplicative constant that we set equal to one)

E[O0(D)] = /D G(2)dA().

In particular, this expectation is finite for bounded D.
Let F; denote the o -algebra generated by {V; :s < t}. For any process ®; with
finite expectations, we would expect that

E[@o0(D)|Fi]1 = 0;(D) + E[O00 (D) — ©;(D)|F].

If z € D, with t < T, then the Markov property for SLE can be used to see that
the conditional distribution of Y'(z) given JF; is the same as the distribution of
lg; (z)]~'r* where Y* is independent of F; with the distribution of Y(Z;(z)).
This gives us another heuristic way of deriving the formula in Proposition 2.2

lim 8972P{Y () < 8|F} = lim 8972P{Y* <§|g/(2)|}
§—0+ §—0+

= a8/ @ TG(Z(2) = exMi (2).
We therefore see that
E[®c(D) — ©/(D)|F:]1 =V (D),
where

W,(D) = /D M, () UT, > 1} dA(z).

We now use the conclusion of Proposition 2.2 to give a precise definition for
®; (D). The expectation formula from this proposition is
(3.1 V(D) = E[Oo0(D)|Fi] — ©/(D).

The left-hand side is clearly supermartingale in ¢ [since it is a weighted average of
the M;(x), which are nonnegative local martingales and hence supermartingales].
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It is reasonable to expect (though we have not proved this) that W;(D) is in fact
continuous as a function of D. Assuming the conclusion of Proposition 2.2, the
first term on the right-hand side is a martingale, and the map ¢ — ®;(D) is in-
creasing. The reader may recall the continuous case of the standard Doob—Meyer
theorem [4]: any continuous supermartingale can be written uniquely as the sum
of a continuous adapted decreasing process with initial value zero and a continu-
ous local martingale. If W, (D) is a continuous supermartingale, it then follows that
(3.1) is its Doob—Meyer decomposition. Since we have a formula for W, (D), we
could [if we knew W;(D) was continuous] simply define ®;(D) to be the unique
continuous, increasing, adapted process such that

O/(D) + V(D)

is a local martingale.

Even when it is not known that W, (D) is continuous, there is a canonical Doob—
Meyer decomposition that we could use to define ®; (D), although the details are
more complicated (see [4]). Rather than focus on these issues, what we will aim
to prove in this paper is that there exists an adapted continuous decreasing ®;(D)
for which ®,;(D) + W, (D) is a martingale. If such a process exists, it is obviously
unique, since if there were another such process (:),(D), then ©,(D) — @,(D)
would be a continuous martingale with paths of bounded variation and hence iden-
tically zero. One consequence of having ®;(D) + W;(D) be a martingale (as op-
posed to merely a local martingale) is that ®,(D) is not identically zero; this is
because W, (D) is a strict supermartingale (i.e., not a martingale), since it is an av-
erage of processes M, (x) which are strict supermartingales (i.e., not martingales).
Another reason for wanting ®;(D) + W, (D) to be a martingale is that this will im-
ply that ®, (defined below) actually satisfies the hypotheses Proposition 2.2, and
(by Proposition 2.2) is the unique process that does so. Showing the existence of
an adapted continuous increasing ®; (D) that makes ®;(D) + W;(D) a martingale
takes work. We conjecture that this is true for all ¥ < 8; in this paper we prove it
for

(3.2) K <ko:=4(7—~/33)=5.021....

DEFINITION.

e If D € D, then the natural parametrization ®,;(D) is the unique continuous,
increasing process such that

V(D) + ©,(D)

is a martingale (assuming such a process exists).
o If ®;(D) exists for each D € D, we define

0, = mli_)moo O;(Dp),

where D,,, ={x +iy:|x|<m,1/m <y <m}.
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The statement of the main theorem includes a function ¢ related to the Loewner
flow that is defined later in (3.14). Roughly speaking, we think of ¢ as

¢(z) =P{z € y(0, 1]]z € y (0, 00)}.

This equation as written does not make sense because we are conditioning on an
event of probability zero. To be precise it is defined by

(3.3) E[M(2)] = Mo(2)[1 — ¢ (2)].

Note that the conclusion of Proposition 2.2 and our definition of ® imply that

E@l(D):/qu(z)G(z)dA(z).

This a point worth highlighting: the hypotheses of Proposition 2.2 determine not
only the form of E[®,(D)] (up to multiplicative constant) but also E[®(D)] and
(by scaling) E[®,;(D)] for general .

In the theorem below, note that (3.5) is of the form (2.9) where v(dz) =
¢(2)G(z) dA(z). Let kg be as in (3.2), and let ag = 2/kg. Note that
16 n Kk 7
— — > _’
K 16 2
We will need this estimate later which puts the restriction on «.

34

0 <k <kyg.

THEOREM 3.1.

e For k < 8 that are good in the sense of (3.23) and all D € D, there is an adapted,
increasing, continuous process ®; (D) with ®y(D) = 0 such that

V(D) + 0:(D)
is a martingale. Moreover, with probability one for all t
. 2 d
©:(D) = lim /H}f(/j—l)/z" @|"¢(22"*)G(2)

Jj=<t2n

3.5) )
x  f(j—1)/22(z) € D}dA(2),

where ¢ is defined in (3.3).
e If k < kg, then k is good.
REMARK. The hypotheses and conclusion of Proposition 2.2 would imply

that the summands in (3.5) are equal to the conditional expectations

E[®j27n (D) — Oj_1y2-n (D)lf(j,])an].

THEOREM 3.2. Forall k <8 and all t < o0,
(3.6) ’Ji_)mooE[G),(Dm)] < 00.

In particular, if k < 8 is good, then ®; is a continuous process.



NATURAL PARAMETERIZATION FOR SLE 1909

SKETCH OF PROOFS. The remainder of this paper is dedicated to proving
these theorems. For Theorem 3.1, we start by discretizing time and finding an ap-
proximation for ®;(D). This is done in Sections 3.3 and 3.4 and leads to the sum
in (3.5). This time discretization is the first step in proving the Doob—Meyer de-
composition for any supermartingale. The difficult step comes in taking the limit.
For general supermartingales, this is subtle and one can only take a weak limit
(see [11]). However, if there are uniform second moment estimates for the approx-
imations, one can take a limit both in L2 and with probability one. We state the
estimate that we will use in (3.23), and we call ¥ good if such an estimate exists.
For completeness, we give a proof of the convergence in Section 4 assuming this
bound; this section is similar to a proof of the Doob—Meyer decomposition for L?>
martingales in [2]. Holder continuity of the paths follows. The hardest part is prov-
ing (3.23) and this is done in Section 5. Two arguments are given: one easier proof
that works for ¥ < 4 and a more complicated argument that works for k¥ < . We
conjecture that all ¥k < 8 are good. In this section we also establish (3.6) for all
k < 8 (see Theorem 5.1). Since t — ®; — &;(D,,) is increasing in ¢, and ®;(Dy,)
is continuous in ¢ for good «, the final assertion in Theorem 3.2 follows immedi-
ately.

Before proceeding, let us derive some simple scaling relations. It is well known
that if g; are the conformal maps for SLE, and r > 0, then g;(z) := r1 8i2(rz)
has the same distribution as g;. In fact, it is the solution of the Loewner equation
with driving function V; = r~! V.2,. The corresponding local martingale is

M;(2) =13/ G (3(2) — Vi) =18 .G Z,(2))

= rz_erzt(rz),
U, (D) =: / M;(2)dA(z) =r*¢ / M2, (rz)dA(z) = r~4W 5, (r D).
D D

Hence, if ¥, (rD) + ©;(r D) is a local martingale, then so is U, (D) + @,(D),
where

©,(D)=r"0,2,(rD).

This scaling rule implies that it suffices to prove that ®;(D) exists for 0 <7 < 1.

3.3. The forward-time local martingale. The process V(D) is defined in
terms of the family of local martingales M; (z) indexed by starting points z € H. If
z ¢ y(0, ], then M,(z) has a heuristic interpretation as the (appropriately normal-
ized limit of the) probability that z € y[¢, co) given y (0, ¢].

Let Z;, X;, Y, Ry, Yt, M; be as defined in Section 3.1, recalling that these quan-
tities implicitly depend on the starting point z € H. The Loewner equation can be
written as

X Y
(3.7) dX; = — ' di+dB;, %Y, =——

X+ X} +v?
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and using Itd’s formula and the chain rule we see that if r < T,
2aY? (1 —4a)X
P aETICE dM; =M, — 2t
(Xt + Yl‘ ) Xt + Yt
It is straightforward to check that with probability one

(38) azT[ =-T dBt

= 00, ifzey(0,1],

(3.9) sup  M;(z) { < o0, otherwise.

0<s<T, At
Moreover, if 4 <k <8 and z ¢ y (0, 00), then T; < oo and
Mr,_(z) =0.

In other words, if we extend M,(z) to t > T, by M;(z) = M1, (z), then for z ¢
¥ (0, 00), M;(z) is continuous in ¢ and equals zero if ¢+ > T. Since y (0, co) has
Zero area, we can write

(3.10) W,(D) = /D M,(2)dAG) = /D M, UT, > 1}dA().

PROPOSITION 3.3. Ifz € H, M; = M;(2) is a local martingale but not a mar-
tingale. In fact,

(3.11) E[M:] =E[Mol[1 — ¢ (z: )] =G @)1 — ¢(z; 1)].
Here ¢(z;t) = P{T} <t} is the distribution function of
T} =inf{r:Y; =0},

where X; + i Y; satisfies

1-3a)X
dX,:%dl‘-l—dW,,
Xl‘+ t
(3.12)
Y= ——20 Xgtive=z
ttt th—‘,—le’ 0 0

and W, is a standard Brownian motion.

PROOF. The fact that M; is a local martingale follows immediately from
(1—-4a)X,
X2+ 12
To show that M; is not a martingale, we will consider E[M;]. For every n, let

T, = inf{r : M; > n}. Then
E[M;]= lim E[M;; 1, >t]=E[My] — lim E[M, ; 1, <t].
n—oo n— oo

dM[ -

If z ¢ v (0, t], then M;(z) < oco. Therefore
lim E[M,,; 1, <t]

n—oo



NATURAL PARAMETERIZATION FOR SLE 1911

denotes the probability that the process Z; weighted (in the sense of the Girsanov
theorem) by M, reaches zero before time 7. We claim that for ¢ sufficiently large,

3.13) lim E[M.,;1, <t]>0.
n—oo

We verify this by using the Girsanov theorem. For fixed n, M; ,, := Ma;, 1S a
nonnegative martingale satisfying

= Tn > .
t,n ),tz )’,2 t,n n t

The Girsanov transformation considers the paths under the new measure Q = Q"
defined by

Q(E) = My 'E[M; ,1£],

if E is F;-measurable. The Girsanov theorem tells us that in the new measure, X,
satisfies (3.12) where W, is a standard Brownian motion in the new measure. It is
fairly straightforward to show that if (X;, Y;) satisfy (3.12) and @ > 1/4, then Y;
reaches zero in finite time. [

The process satisfying (3.12) is called two-sided radial SLE>, from 0 and oo
to z in H. Actually, it is the distribution only of one of the two arms, the arm from
0 to z. Heuristically, we think of this as SLE,, from 0 to oo conditioned so that z
is on the path. Let T} = inf{t : Z;, = 0} where Z, = X, + iY,; satisfies (3.12) with
Zy = z. We have noted that P{r < oo} = 1. The function ¢ (z; ¢) will be important.
We define

(3.14) ¢(2)=¢(z; 1),

(3.15) o) =Plt <, <t +1}=¢zt+1)—P(z;1).

In particular, ¢o(z) = ¢(z). The scaling properties of SLE imply
d(z:1) = ¢(2/V/1).

Let QO = Q; be the probability measure obtained by weighting by the local
martingale M;(z). Then ¢ (z; t) denotes the distribution function of 7' = T} in the
measure Q. If ¢, s > 0, then

Olt <T <t +s|F=¢(Zi(2); ) T > t}.
Taking expectations, we get
(3.16) E[M;(2)¢(Zi(2); )1 =Gz 1 +5) — P (z:1)].

The next lemma describes the distribution of 7" under Q in terms of a functional
of a simple one-dimensional diffusion.



1912 G. F. LAWLER AND S. SHEFFIELD

LEMMA 3.4. Suppose a > 1/4 and X; + iY; satisfies

(1 —3a)X,
dx, = 0 g4 dw,
X2 4
Y, — 4, X Yo=1
= — s =X, =1,
t X?—}—Ytz 0 0

where W; is a standard Brownian motion. Let
T =sup{r:Y; > 0}
Then

o 2 L1,
T =/ e ““cosh” Jyds = — + —/ e " cosh(2Jy) ds,
0 da 2 Jo

where J; satisfies

1
(3.17) dJ; = (5 —Za) tanh J; dt + dW;, sinh Jyp = x.

PROOF. Define the time change
o(s) =inf{r:Y; = e %}

Let )A(S = Xo(s) ?s =Y5() =e . Since

A

- S ) ay?
—aY; =0,Y; = —U(t)ﬁ,
Xi+Y;

we have
G(s)= X2+ YV} =e 2 [K2+ 1],

where K, = e X s. Note that

~ 1 A
dX, = <5 - 3a)XS ds+e K2+ 1dWs,

dK; = (1 —2a)K;ds +,/KZ+ 1dW;, Ko=x.

Using It6’s formula we see that if J; satisfies (3.17) and K = sinh(Js), then K
satisfies (3.18). Also,

(3.18)

o0 o0 . o0 §
a(oo):/o d(s)ds:/o eT2S[K2 + 1]ds=/0 e * cosh? Jyds. [

Using the lemma one can readily see that there exist ¢, 8 such that

(3.19) O(s(x +iy); s%) = (x +iy) < cl{y < 2a}e P,
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3.4. Approximating ©;(D). If D € D, the change of variables z = Z;(w) in
(3.10) gives

W, (D) = /H g/ (W) G(Zi(w)) {w € DYdA(w)
(3.20) = /H | @DIYG@) 1 f:(2) € D}YdA(2),

E[W,(D)] = /H E[ 7/ f(2) € DIG() dAG).

LEMMA 3.5. IfDeD,s,t>0,

E[Ws1/(D)]Fs]
(3.21)

—v,(D) - [ 171G (/NI @) € DIdAG).
where ¢ (w) is as defined in (3.11) and (3.15).

PROOF. Recalling the definition of ¢ (w; ¢) in (3.11), we get
E[\ps-i—t(D)lfs]

:E[ / Mysr (w) dA(2)
D
_ /D E[M, 4, (w)| F]dA(w)

- /D M) — ¢(Zs(w): )] dAw)
— W,(D) — /D My (w)$(Zy (w); 1) dA(w)

=W,(D) — fH gk (W) >~ G(Zs(w)) (Zs(w); )1 {w € D} dA(w).

If we use the change of variables z = Z;(w) and the scaling rule for ¢, we get
(3.21). O

Using the last lemma, we see that a natural candidate for the process ®;(D) is
given by
©:(D) = lim O, ,(D),
n—oo
where

O n(D) = Z E[W 51 (D) — W(;_1y2-n (D) F(j_1)2-+]
j<t2n
= lim Y I;.(D),

n—>oo
j<tan
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and
(322) Ijn(D)= /H\ﬁ’j_m @]9 @2 G @ fj-121(2) € D}dA().
Indeed, it is immediate that for fixed n

Vi n(D) + 0;,(D)

restricted to t = {k27":k =0, 1, ...} is a martingale.
To take the limit, one needs further conditions. One sufficient condition (see
Section 4) is a second moment condition.

DEFINITION. We say that ¥ (or a = 2/k) is good with exponent o > Qif x < 8
and the following holds. For every D € D there exist ¢ < oo such that for all #,
andall s, € @, withO<s <t <1,

(3.23) E[[©.,(D) — 5 ,(D)?] < c(t — s)' .

We say « is good if this holds for some « > 0.
By scaling we see that /; , (D) has the same distribution as
/H |£_1G2YH9 @2 G ()1 f5-1(2"%) € 2'? DY A(z),
and the change of variables w = z2"*/% converts this integral to

272 [y @)1 foo ) € 22 D) ),
H
where du(w) = ¢ (w)G(w) dA(w). Therefore,
Orn(D):= Y 1ja(D)
j=ron
has the same distribution as

(3.24) 27/ 3 /H|f;_1(w)|d1{ﬁ_1(w)ezn/ZD}du(w).

j<t2n

4. Doob-Meyer decomposition. In this section, we give a proof of the Doob—
Meyer decomposition for submartingales satisfying a second moment bound. Al-
though we will apply the results in this section to ®;(D) with D € D, it will be
easier to abstract the argument and write just L; = —®;. Suppose L; is a sub-
martingale with respect to F; with Lo = 0. We call a finite subset of [0, 1], Q,
which contains {0, 1} a partition. We can write the elements of a partition as

O=ro<ri<mn<r,=1.
We define

QI = max{r; —rj_1}, cx(Q) = Q™ min{r; —rj_1}.
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DEFINITION. Suppose Qj is a sequence of partitions.

o If Q) C Q) C---, we call the sequence increasing and let Q = Q,,.

e If there exist 0 < u, ¢ < oo such that for each n, |9, < ce ™" we call the
sequence geometric.

e If there exists ¢ > 0 such that for all n, ¢, (Q,) > ¢, we call the sequence regular.

The prototypical example of an increasing, regular, geometric sequence of par-
titions is the dyadic rationals
Q,={k27":k=0,1,...,2"}.

Suppose L;, 0 <t <1, is a submartingale with respect to F;. Given a sequence
of partitions Q, there exist increasing processes ©, ,,r € Q,, such that

Lr_®r,na reQ,

is a martingale. Indeed if Q,, is givenby 0 <rg <r; <--- <ry, = 1, then we can
define the increasing process by ®¢ , = 0 and recursively

Orjn =0, +EIL, — L, |F .

Note ®rj,n is ]-'rjfl—measurable andif s, t € Q, with s <1,
4.1 E[©; | Fs] = O n + E[L; — Lg| Fs].
The proof of the next proposition follows the proof of the Doob—Meyer theorem
in [2].

PROPOSITION 4.1. Suppose Q, ={r(j,n); j=0,1,...,k,} is an increasing
sequence of partitions with

n == 11Qnll — 0.

Suppose there exist B > 0 and ¢ < o0 such that for all n and all s, t € Q,,
4.2) E[(Orn = O50)°] < et — )P

Then there exists an increasing, continuous process ©; such that L; — ®; is a
martingale. Moreover, for each t € Q,

(43) @z = lim @z’”,
n—oo

where the limit is in L*. In particular, for all s < t,
E[(©; — ©y)*] < c(t —s)P .

If u < B/2, then with probability one, ©; is Holder continuous of order u. If the
sequence is geometric (i.e., if 8, — 0 exponentially in n), then the limit in (4.3)
exists with probability one.
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PROOF. We first consider the limit for t = 1. For m > n, let
A(n,m) =max{O,(jn)ym — Or(j—tmym:Jj=1,.... kp}.
Using (4.2) and writing k = k,,, we can see that

k
E[A(n, m)Z] = Z IE[(("Dr(j,n),m - ®r(j—1,n),m)2]
j=1

k
<c lr(om —r(j = 1,m)P*!
j=1

k
<c8f 3 rGon) —r(j —1,n)]
j=1
=c8,f.

If m > n, then (4.1) shows that Y; := ©; ,, — O, ,,t € Q,, is a martingale, and
(4.2) shows that it is square-integrable. Hence, with k = k;,,

k
E[©1m — 0102 = Y E[(Yrijm — Yr(j—1m)]
j=1

k
< E[(A(H, n) + A(n,m)) Z|Yr(j,n) - Yr(j—l,n)|j|'

j=1
Note that
k
D Yeiimy = Yr(j—1m)]
=1
k
<> ([®rGmyn — Or(j—1.m.n] + [Or(unym = Or(i—1.n).m))
j=1
= ®l,n + ®l,m-
Therefore,
E[(©1,m — O1,1)?]
<E[(A(n,n)+ An,m))(O1, + O1m)]
(4.4)

<E[(A(,n) + A, m))*] PEI(O1 , + O1,) >

§c85.
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This shows that {®1 ,,} is a Cauchy sequence, and completeness of L? implies
that there is a limit. Similarly, for every r € O, we can see that there exists ®; such
that

lim E[|©,, —©,*1=0, te€Q.
n—oo
Moreover, we get the estimate
E[(©; — 0,)*]= lim E[(©;, — ©;,)°] < c(t —s)"*!
n— oo
for
O0<s<r<l, s, te Q.

The L?-maximal inequality implies then that

E[ sup (O, —@s)z] <c(t—s)Pf,  O0<s<t<l,s,teQ,

s<r<t
where the supremum is also restricted to r € Q. Let
M(j,n) = sup{(©; = ©5)*:(j = D27" <s5,1.<j27" 5,1 € Q)},
M, =max{M(j,n):j=1,...,n}.
Since Q is dense, we can then conclude

E[M(j,n)] < c27"#F+D,

2"
E[M,] <) E[M(j.nm)] <c27".
j=I1

An application of the triangle inequality shows that if
Zp, =sup{(®; —©,)?:0<s,t<1,5,1€Q,|s—t| <27"},
then
E[Z,] <c27"P.

The Chebyshev inequality and the Borel-Cantelli lemma show that if u < §/2,
with probability one
|®t _ ®s| .
Sup{w.OSS,Z‘S l,S,tE Q} < Q.

In particular, we can choose a continuous version of the process ®; whose paths
are Holder continuous of order u for every u < /2.
If the sequence is geometric, then (4.4) implies that there exist ¢, v such that

E[(O1.n41 — O1.0)?] < ce™,
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which implies

P{O1t1 = Oral = e "/4) < ce™™,
Hence by the Borel-Cantelli lemma we can write

o0
O1=011+ Y [Ons1.1 — Opn1l,

n=1

where the sum converges absolutely with probability one. [J

5. Moment bounds. In this section we show that « is good for ¥ < 4. Much
of what we do applies to other values of «, so for now we let « < 8. Let

du(z) = G(2)¢(2) dA(z), dui(z) = G(2)p(z; 1) dA(2).
We note the scaling rule
dp(2) = 1% dp(z/V).
From (3.19) we can see that
5.1 dup(x+iy) < ey 0c/y)? + 11272 P00 1y < 2ar}dx dy.
Note that this implies (with a different c¢)
(5.2) dptg2(2) < clsin O/ 38/ <81 PRFIE g 4 ),

We have shown that ®; , (D) has the same distribution as @t,zn/Z(D) where
Orn(D)=n"">" I 1ap
jftn2

and
Is,p =/H|ﬂ(w)ld1{fs(w) € D}du(w).

In this section we establish the following theorems which are the main estimate.

THEOREM 5.1. Ifk < 8, there exists ¢ such that for all s,

(5.3) E[Ls m] < cs72.

THEOREM 5.2. Ifk < 4, then for every m < oo there exists ¢ = c¢;, such that
if DeDyand 1 <s,t <n, then
s2—1

(5.4) S Bl pploapl <cls/D6s2@D s <,
j=0



NATURAL PARAMETERIZATION FOR SLE 1919

where £ =2 — %‘. In particular,

E[[®] (D) — O5,,(D)]*] =27 > Bl gn2p i anr2p]
(1-8)2"<j,k<2"
<c(1 =842 = (1 — §)2+/4,

THEOREM 5.3. Ifk < ko, then for every m < oo there exists ¢ = ¢, such that
if DeDy,and 1 <s,t <n, then

s2—1

(5.5) Y ElUjppleapl <cls/nfs*@D s <t
j=0

where ¢ = % - ?—" — 1. In particular,

E[[®1.4(D) = Osn(D)PP]=2""" Y Eljpeplyonep]
(1-8)2n<j k<2n

< (1 = §)3H8/2 = ¢(1 — §)1/2+2/i+w/32

This section is devoted to proving Theorems 5.1-5.3. Note that

Ievinlip = /H fH 1 @IS @) fras ). fo(w) € DYdpn(e) din(w).

In particular,

(5.6) Ell,p] = /H E[| f/(w)|; fs(w) € D1du(w),

Ellysr.plp] = /H fH B[, @1 f w)|

6.7 . R
Ji+s(@), fi(w) € D]dp(z) du(w).
5.1. Reverse-time flow. In this subsection we define the reverse flow and set
up some notation that will be useful. Suppose s, t > 0 are given. The expectations
we need to estimate are of the form

(5.8) Ell £/ ()11,
(5.9) Ell £, I f/ (w)|%; fy4:(2) € D, fr(w) € D1.

We fix s, t > 0 and allow quantities in this subsection to depend implicitly on s, .

Let (7, = Viys—r — Vy+¢. Then Br = —(7,, 0 <r < s+t,is astandard Brownian
motion starting at the origin. Let U, = V;_, — V; = Us+r — 0S, 0 <r <t. Then
B, = —U, is also a standard Brownian motion and {U, :0 <r < s} is independent
of {U,:0<r <t}
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Let h r 0 <r <s+1, be the solution to the reverse-time Loewner equation

(5.10) Ohr(2) = =——=—,  ho(z) =z
YU =k (2)
Let &, 0 <r <t, be the solution to
a a
0rhr(z) = ho(2) =z.

Ur =@ Oygr — [hr (@) + O5]’
Leth = IEH,, h = h;. Using only the Loewner equation, we can see that
fort@ =het@ = Usie, fr(w) = hy(w) = Uy,
hs1(2) = hy(hs(z) — Uy) + Us.
Therefore the expectations in (5.8) and (5.9) equal
(5.12) E[|h'(2)["],
(5.13) El|R' ()| |h' (w)|4; h(z) — Uys1s € D, h(w) — Uy € D],
respectively. Let
Zi(z; D) = Hh(z) — U; € D}, Zi(z, w; D) =7,(z; D)Z;(w; D).
Using (5.11), we can write (5.13) as
(5.14)  E[IR @)1k, (hs ) — T) |18, (w)|4; T (his (2) — Ty, w; D))

(5.11)

We will derive estimates for #, h.Llet F p(z, w; s +1,t) denote the expectation in
(5.13) and let

Fp(z,w, 1) = Fp(z, w; 1,1) = E[|h{ ()| |h; ()| 'Z; (z, w; D).
We note the scaling relation: if » > 0,
Fp(z,w,s+1,t) = Fyp(rz, rw; r2(s + 1), rzt).
Since /iy and h; are independent, we can see by conditioning on the o -algebra
generated by {U, : 0 <r < s}, we see that (5.14) yields
(5.15) F(z,wis+1t,0) =E[|h(2)|! Fp(hs(2) — Uy, w, 1)]

(since ﬁs and A have the same distribution, we replaced ﬁs, US with hg, Uy).
We rewrite (5.6) and (5.7) as

E[l, p] = / E[|1, (w)|?Z, (w; D)]dp(w),
(5.16) =
Ellyse.ply.p] = /H /H FpGw,s+1.0)dpu(w) di(2).

The expressions on the left-hand side of (5.4) and (5.5) involve expectations
at two different times. The next lemma shows that we can write these sums in
terms of “two-point” estimates at a single time. Recall the definition of py from
Section 3.3.
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LEMMA 5.4. Forall D e D ands >0,

/ / FoGow, s+, ) du(w) du(z)
HJH

- / / Fp(zw. 1) dp()ldps1 — diis](2).
HJH

In particular, if s is an integer,

s2—1
> Blljolol= [ [ Fow.nduw)dua).
i H JH

PROOF. Using (5.15), we write

f f Fp(w.s +1,0)dp(w) du(z) = / E[®]dp(w),
HJH H
where
d=dp(w,s,1) = /H W, ()17 Fp(hs(z) — Us, w, 1) (2)G(2) dA(z).
We will change variables,
7 =hy(z) = Us = f5(2).

Here h(z) = fs(z) + Us = gs_l(z + Us) + U; for a conformal map g with the
distribution of the forward-time flow with driving function l?r =U,_, — Us. Then

1= 712 =g(2) — Uy = Z,(2),
where ZS(-) =g,()— l}s. Then
D= /H 18 P UF(Z, w, 1)G(Zs(2))p(Zs(2)) dA(Z)

_ /H My&YF(Z w, )$(Z,(2)) dAZ),

where M, denotes the forward direction local martingale as in Section 3.3. Taking
expectation using (3.16), we get

E[®] = /HF(Z’, w, GNP s+ 1) — ¢ 9)]dAE)

= %I:H F(Z/, w, t)d[ﬂs—i-l - /’LS](Z/)‘

This gives the first assertion. The second assertion follows from (5.16). [
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5.2. The reverse-time martingale. In this section we will collect facts about
the reverse-time martingale; this is analyzed in more detail in [6]. Suppose that
B, is a standard Brownian motion and 4,(z) is the solution to the reverse-time
Loewner equation

(5.17) d¢hi () = ho(z) =z,

a
U —hi(2)

where U; = —B; and a = 2/k. Here z € C\ {0}. The solution exists for all times ¢
if z¢ R and

hi(z) = h(2).
For fixed ¢, h; is a conformal transformation of H onto a subdomain of H. Let
Z:(z) = Xi(2) +1Y:(2) = he(2) — Uy,

and note that
a

4 = — d[+dB,
(2) 7.(2) t
X:(2) a
dX =— dt + dB;, 0:Y; =—
1(2) |Z;(Z)|2 t Y (2) |Zz(Z)|2

We use d for stochastic differentials and 9; for actual derivatives. Differentiation
of (5.17) yields

alX,(2)* - Y:(2)*]

¥ |h ()| = |h}(2)]

Z@F
) [|h;<z>|} _ _[m;(z)qmn(z)z
"1 Y(2) Yi(2) 11Z)1*
In particular,
(5.18) \h)(x +i)| < Yi(x +i) <~2at + 1.

Let
Ni(2) = |0, @)Y ™ Zi(2)] = 11,17V (2) /812, (2).

An It&’s formula calculation shows that N;(z) is a martingale satisfying

X
dN;(z) = ﬁwmd&.

More generally, if » > 0 and

K Kr2
-
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then
(5.19) Ni=Niw @ = P Y Pz,
is a martingale satisfying
(5.20) dN(z) = mN, (z)dB;.
1Z(2)?
Note that

hi(z) — hi(w) = Z:(2) — Zi(w),

0[Zi(2) = Zi(w)] =[Z:(2) - Zz(w)]m,
t t

a
01Z:(2) — Zow)| = 1 Z2(2) — Zt<w)|Re[m}
—1Z,(2) - Z,(w)|
alX; ()X (w) = Y ()Y (w)]
Z,OPIZ, W)
0012 (2) = ZiWIZi(@) — Zo @] = [1Z:(2) — Ze)I1 Z4(2) — Zy(@)]]
2aXt(Z)X,(w)
X .
Z, O PIZ,w)?

Combining this with (5.20) and the stochastic product rule yields the following.
We will only use this lemma with m = 2.

’

LEMMA 5.5. Supposer €R, zy, ...,z € H, and N,(z;) denotes the martin-
gale in (5.19). Let

Nt =NI(Z1’ ""Zm)
(5.21)

m —r2i /4

- {1‘[ N,(Zj)] []‘[ 1Z:2)) = Ze oI Z(z)) — Z,@k)q .
j=1 J#k

Then Ny is a martingale satisfying

- X;(z))
AN, =rN,| 3 2B,
=125l

5.3. First moment. The proof of Theorem 5.1 relies on the following estimate
that can be found in [6], Theorem 9.1. Since it will not require much extra work
here, we will also give a proof in this paper. Unlike the second moment estimates,
there is no need to restrict this to D € D.
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LEMMA 5.6. Suppose k <8 and it > 2 — % Then there exists c such that for
allx,yands >y,
(5.22) E[|h)>(2)|] < es?72|z>~[sing, >4~

PROOF. See Lemma 5.13. Note that scaling implies that it suffices to prove
the result for y, =1. [

PROOF OF THEOREM 5.1 GIVEN (5.22). If k¥ <8, we can find & satisfying

8
(5.23) X nl
8 K

Then,

Ell.] < fH ElIR» (2)11dpa(z)

< Csd—zvé:ﬂ |Z|2—d[sin92]2—d—ft|Z|d—2[sinQZ]K/8+8/K—26—/3|Z‘2 dA(Z)

< csd_z.

The last inequality uses & < 8/k. [
5.4. Proof of Theorem 5.2. The martingale in (5.21) yields a simple two-point

estimate for the derivatives. This bound is not always sharp, but it suffices for
proving Theorem 5.2.

PROPOSITION 5.7. For every m < oo, there exists ¢ = ¢, such that if D €
Dpn,z,weH, s, t >0,

(5.24)  Fip(z, w;ts?) < es™A 2y~ 8 21y 8w |z — w| ™4z — w7/

w

PROOF. By scaling we may assume s = 1. All constants in this proof depend
on m but not otherwise on D. Let N; be the martingale from Lemma 5.5 with
r = 1. Then

EIN:1= No =y 8|zl * ¥ lwllz — w|™*/*|z —w] /.
If Z;(z, w; D) =1, we have
Yi(2) P Z, @)Y (w) /P Z,(w)| = ¢1 > 0,
| (z) — he(W) |7t (2) — hy(W)] < ¢z < 0.
Therefore,
(5.25) 1} (@) R} ()T (z, w; D) < 3N,
and

E[|A, ()| |k, (w)|Z, (z, w; D)] < cE[N,]. O
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REMARK. Estimate (5.24) is not sharp if z and w are close in the hyperbolic
metric. For example, suppose that z = 2w = ¢i. Then using distortion estimates
we see that

|hi(z) — hi(w)| < B (2)]|z — w| < e|hy(2)].
On the event Z;(z, w; D) =1,
Nt = 8_K/4|h;(Z)|2d_K/4.

Typically, |} (z)] < ¢!, so estimate (5.25) in the proof is not sharp.

PROPOSITION 5.8. If k < 4, then for every positive integer m there exists
c=cpy suchthatif De Dy ands>1,t>1,r>0

(5.26) /H /H Fip(z,w, rt?)ydpu(w)dpg(z) < c(s/1)> 3/ 4g</4,

PROOF. As in the previous proof, constants in this proof may depend on m
but not otherwise on D. By (5.24) the left-hand side of (5.26) is bounded above by
a constant times

t%/H/H/Hy;”ﬂzw;”/ﬂwnz —w| ™z =W dp(w) dp 2).

Hence it suffices to show that there exists ¢ such that for all s,

[ [y Bzl B wllz = w4 = w1 dpa ) dpeo 2

5.27

( ) < cs¥I2,

Recall from (5.2) that

(5.28) djug2(2) < coPUISY ye/88/k=2| 7 1=8/k g £ (),

We write the integral in (5.27) as

/H O @)yl dpuga (2),
where
<I><z)=ny;"/8|w||z—w|—“/“|z—wr“/“du<w>.

We will show that
(5.29) D (2) < clz| 7.
Using this and (5.28), the integral in (5.27) is bounded above by a constant times

/ ||/ 2 Bl o= BRI/ Bl g A7) < / 12| 7</2e =PI/ g A(z)
H H

o0 2
:S2—K/2/ AA=k/2,—pr g
0
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Hence it suffices to prove (5.29).
Using (5.1), we see that ®(z) is bounded by a constant times

O*(2) = /H Kz w)dAw),

where
K(z,w)=1{0 < Vo < Za}yz/K—2|w|2—8/lc|Z _ w|—K/4|Z _ W|_K/4e_'8x'%).

We write ®*(z) = ®1(z) + P2(z) + P3(z) where
d>1(z)=/ K(z,w)dA(w),
lz—w|<y;/2

®1(2) = / K(z w)dAw),
Vo /2<|z—wl|<|z]/2

®3(z) =f K(z, w)dA(w).
lz—w|>|z|/2
If |z —w| <y;/2and y,, <2a, then
Vi <2, [w| = 2], yu < Yo, |2 — w] ™z =) x|z — w] Ay,
Also,

2 2 5 lz? )
Xy = |wl” = Q2a)” = e — (2a)~.
Hence
®(2) < Ce—ﬁ\2|2/4|z|2—8/1(yZ8/K—K/4—2/ 2 — w4 dA().
lw—z|<y;/2
Therefore,

2
Dy (z) < ce PRI/2| 7278/ Blmkcl21(y < 4a)
< C|Z|2—K/26—/3|Z|2/2 < Clzl_K/2~

Suppose |z — w| > |z|/2. Then |z — w| < |z] for |w| < 2|z| and |z — w| =< |w]|
for |w| > 2|z|. Using « < 8,

2
/ 8/k=2 1128/ |7 — | ~/2¢ P 4 A(w)
yw<2a,|lw—z|>|z|/2,|lw|<2|z]|

<clz|7¢/? / [sin 6, 13 ~2¢ =A% d A(w)
Yuw<2a,|lw|<2|z|

<clz|™Plz? A1,

/ VR 28/ w|—K/Ze—,8x,%) dAw)
yw<2a,|w|>2|z]

< co PP f |w| /2 [sin 6, 1/* 2 P02 4 A (w) < clz| /2.
yw<2a,lwl>2lz]
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Therefore, ®3(z) < c|z| /2.
We now consider ®,(z) which is bounded above by a constant times

_ _ _ _ A2
/ ys)/l( 2|w|2 8/K|Z_w| K/2€ ﬂxwdA(w)
yw=2a,y;/2<|z—w|<|z|/2

Note that for w in this range, x2 > |w|?> — (2a)* > (|z]/2)? — (2a)? and |w| < |z
and hence we can bound this by

ce B4 28/ f Y2z — w2 d Aqw).
y

w
w=2a,y./2<|z—wl<lz]/2

The change of variables w — w — x, changes the integral to

V2w — iy | TP dA(w).

/):w§2a,yz/2<|w—iy1|<|z|/2

We split this integral into the integral over |w| <2y, and |w| > 2y,. The integral
over |w| < 2y, is bounded by a constant times

y;K/Q/ ys)/KfZ Scyf/K*K/2§C|Z|8/K*K/2.
lw| =<2y,
The integral over |w| > 2y, is bounded by a constant times

f V=210 /2 g Aw) < clzlBE T2,
Yw=<2a,2y,<|w|<|z|/2

We therefore get
®(2) SCe—ﬂlz\2/4lzl2—8/;<|Z|8//c—/</2 SC|Z|2—;</2e—ﬁ|z|2/4 §C|Z|—K/2‘ [
5.5. Second moment.
LEMMA 5.9. Ifk <8 and m < 00, there exists ¢ = ¢y, such that if D € Dy,
z,w € Hand 2at > y,, yy,
(5.30) Fip(z,w,1%) <ct™ |z |w|*/?[sin 0,14/~ /4=2/K [sin g, )¢/~ /42K

where

(5.31) r=--—=_1

PROOF. By the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, it suffices to prove the result for
z = w, and by scaling we may assume y, = 1. Therefore, it suffices to prove

Fp(x+i,x+i,t) <ect S x>+ D42 1 >1)2a.

We let z = x +i and write Z; = X; + iY; = h;(z) — U;. Consider the martingale
N; = N¢(z) as in (5.19) with
1 2 3k Kr? kr 2 K

4
532 = — -, A= — F— 1’ _— - =A== — = — - —,
(5.32) r /<+2 K+32+ r g T 5
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Since E[N2] = Mo and Y2, |Z2| <t when Z2(z;tD) =1,
EHh;z(Z)|2/K+3K/32+IIIZ(Z; l,D)] < Cl,l(/32*2/l( (x2 + 1)2//{4’1/4.

From (5.18), we know that

|h5(2)] <\/2ar? +1 <ct.

2d (2+3K+1)—1 2+5K
K 32 o K 32

Note that

Hence
Ellh (1T (21 D)] < et =2 HP2E |y, () /AP Lo (201 D)
<ct7S(x2 4 )AeH/A, O

REMARK. We have not given the motivation for the choice (5.32). See [6] for
a discussion of this.

REMARK. The estimate (5.30) for z # w makes use of the Cauchy—Schwarz
inequality,
Elly ()1 1 )L (z, w; D)])?
< E[l;(2)*"Z: (z; D)IE[ g (w) [T (w; D)].

If z and w are close [e.g., if w is in the disk of radius Im(z)/2 about z], then
the distortion theorem tells us that |, (w)| =< |h;(z)| and then the two sides of the
inequality agree up to a multiplicative constant. However, if z, w are far apart (in
the hyperbolic metric), the right-hand side can be much larger than the left-hand
side. Improving this estimate for z, w far apart is the key for proving good second
moment bounds.

The next lemma proves the s = 0 case of (5.5). A similar argument proves (5.5)
for all 0 <s <3(1 + a), so in the next section we can restrict our consideration to
s >3(1 +a).

LEMMA 5.10. Ifk < ko, there is a ¢ < oo such that for all t > 1,

//F(z,w,tz)d,u(z)du(w)sct_g.
H JH

PROOF. Since ¢ > 1, (5.30) gives

F(z,w, 1) < ct™5z)5 2 w|*?[sin0,173/3273/4[sin g, ] 3 /3273/4,
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Hence by (5.2) it suffices to show that
‘/]HI |Z|§/2[Sinez]—3k/32—3/4[sinQZ]K/S-‘FS/K—Z|Z|K/8—le—,3|2|2 dA(Z) < 00.

This will be true provided that

3K 3+K+8 ) 1
—_—— — — R _— — >_
32 4 8 « ’

which holds for k¥ < kg [see (3.4)]. O

5.6. The correlation. In this section, we state the hardest estimate and then
show how it can be used to prove the main result. It will be useful to introduce
some notation. For s > 3(1 4+ a), let

v(w, 5) = vy (w, s) = s>~ sup[r y 2 [sin 014 Fyp(w, 7, )],

where the supremum is over all D € D,,, t > 2s and all z € H with |z| > 3(1 4+ a)s.
In other words, if t > |z] > 3(1 + a),
Fip(w, z,1%) < ct ™4 |z| 7722y P sin 0,174 v (w, [2))
(5.33) '
= ct 5 [sin @, 1/27 V42K 1= 2H  y (w, 2)).

The main estimate is the following. The hardest part, (5.34), will be proved in the
next subsection.

PROPOSITION 5.11. Ifk < ko, there exists u < % such that for each m there
exists ¢ < 0o such that for all s > 3(a + 1) and w € H with y,, < 2a,

(5.34)  v(w,s) <clsinfy 7 w|?¢ = c[sin Gy, ' T/ EH w4,
In particular,

/v(w, s)ydu(w) < c,
and hence if D € Dy, and z € H,

(5.35) /FzD(UJ, z, 1) dp(w) < ct ¢ [sin6,5/2~1/4=2/k |7 |d=2+¢

PROOF. We delay the proof of (5.34) to Section 5.7, but we will show here
how it implies the other two statements. Using (5.2), we have

/ v(w,s)du(w)

< c/[sin@w]l_"/g_”|w|2_d|w|d_2[sinGw]"/8+8/’€_2e_ﬂ|w‘2 dA(w) < c0.

The last inequality uses u < 8/k. The estimate (5.35) for |z| > 3(1 4 a) follows
immediately from (5.33); for other z it is proved as in Lemma 5.10. [J
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COROLLARY 5.12. If k < ko, then for every m there is a c such that if D €
Dy, s? > 1,12 > 1.

s2—1

Z/H/HFID(Z»w’j+l2,t2)dﬂ(w)dM(Z)fc(t/s)_fs2(a'—l).
j=0

PROOF ASSUMING PROPOSITION 5.11.  From Lemma 5.4 and (5.2), we know
that

s2—1

. 2 .2
jgofoHF(z,w,Hz 1) dun(w) dus(2)

= C/ [/ Fz,w,1%) dM(W)}[Sinez]K/ B48/k-2)71d=2=BIP I g A (7).
HL/H

Using the previous lemma and estimating as in Lemma 5.10, we see that for « < xg
this is bounded by a constant times

t—;/ 262D =BIP/ (7) = ¢ =C 55 H20-2, -
H

5.7. Proof of (5.34). It was first observed in [12] that when studying moments
of |h}(z)| for a fixed z it is useful to consider a paraametrization such that Y;(z)
grows deterministically. The next lemma uses this reparametrization to get a result
about fixed time. The idea is to have a stopping time in the new parametrization that
corresponds to a bounded stopping time in the original parametrization. A version
of this stopping time appears in [6] in the proof of the first moment estimate. If
K < Ko, there exists u satisfying

T « 8
(5.36) ———<u<-.
4 32 K
For convenience, we fix one such value of u. Let N;(w) be the martingale from
(5.19) which we can write as
Ni(w) = [h;(w)|“Y; w)*[R:w)* + 112, R(w) = X, (w)/ Y (w),

and recall # from (5.23).

LEMMA 5.13. Ifa > ag, there exists c such that the following is true. For each
t and each w = x + yi with y <t, there exists a stopping time t such that

T <12,

(5.37) |Us| = (a + 21, O<s=<rt,
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E[|A, (w)|?Y$/?(RZ + 1)1/8+1/]
<c(t+ D222 sin g, 170

Here Ny = Ns(w), Yy = Ys(w), Ry = X5(w)/ Yy (w).
Moreover, if a > 1/4, there exists ¢ such that

) d-2
(5.38) El ()19 < el(xe/3)? + 1]“”(% v 1) .

PROOF. By scaling, it suffices to prove the lemma for y = 1, that is, w = x +i.
Without loss of generality, we assume x > 0. If ¢ < 1, we can choose the trivial
stopping time T = 0 and (5.38) is easily derived from the Loewner equation. Hence
we may assume ¢ > 1. We write ¢t = e x = ¢ For notational ease we will
assume that /, m are integers, but it is easy to adjust the proof for other [, m. We
will define the stopping time for all a > 1/4; it will be used for proving (5.38).

We consider a parametrization in which the logarithm of the imaginary part
grows linearly. Let

o (s) = inf{u: Y, = e}, Xy = Xo(s)s Ky = Ry(s) = e X,
and note that l?s = Y5 (s) = €**. Using the Loewner equation, we can see that
do(s)=X2+ Y2 = (K2 +1).
Let Ny = Ny 5)(x + 1),
Ny = Ny(x +i) = |l ) (x + )| TP~ Das (K 2+ 1)1/,

Since Nj is a time change of a martingale, it is easy to see that it is a martingale.
Note that Ky = x = ™.

We first define our stopping time in terms of the new parametrization. Let p be
the smallest r such that

. .r eZal
Xi+Yi> —no
! "TA-r+1*
that is,

\/7 ea(l—r)
K24+1>—n—.
R Ty

One can readily check that the following properties hold:
p =l
p=0 ifm>1,
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eZal

X2 < XA?+YZ<7, 0<s<p,
s = ‘g s = (U—s 1)4 =5S=p
Py 2 ! e 2al
= asr K 11d </ — _ds <e™,
a(p) _/(; e"[K;+1]ds < b (st 12 s<e

o . ) eal
[ 1Re1ar < [ S as< e
0 o {—s+1)

We define

t=0(p) <e*,

that is, T is essentially the same stopping time as p except using the original para-
metrization. Note that

TXy Pos al
ﬁdlZ |Xt|dt§€ .
0o X;+Y; 0

Recall that
X
dX, = —3=*—ds — dUj,
XS + YS
which implies
aX,
—Us; = (X5 — Xo) dr.

—_— N —
X2y y?
If Xo > e, then = 0 and (5.37) holds immediately. Otherwise,

U, < |Xt|+|Xo|+a/pﬁds <2t ae,
- 0o Xz+YZ T

This gives (5.37).
Let A; be the event

Aj={t—j<p<t—j+1}=["C"D <y, <etl=IDY,
On the event A, we have
Yy < e, R? 1= j=4
The Girsanov theorem implies that
E[N:14,1= NoP*(A) = (x> + D'/?P*(4)) < e""P*(A)),

where we use P* to denote the probabilities given by weighting by the martin-
gale N;. We claim that there exist ¢, 8 such that

(5.39) P*(A)) Scjﬁe(‘*a—l)(m—j)a'
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To see this, one considers the process in the new parametrization and notes that
after weighting by the martingale N, K; satisfies

(5.40) dKs = (1 —2a)Ksds +/ K%+ 1dW;,

where Wj is a standard Brownian motion with Kg = x. Equivalently, Ky = sinh J
where J; satisfies

(5.41) dJ; = —qtanh Jgds + dWs,

with Jo = sinh ™! x, q= % — 2a. Standard techniques (see [6], Section 7) show
that J; is positive recurrent with invariant density proportional to [coshx]~2¢. If
0 < x <y, then the probability starting at x of reaching y before 0 is bounded by
c[coshx/ cosh y]*. Using these ideas, we get that for every k,

coshx )2q

P"{yf],fy—l—lforsomek§t§k+1}§c(
coshy

l

On the event A, we know that Y2 > Y; =< e e~% . The martingale property

and (5.39) imply that
E[N;214,1=E[Nc14,1= (x> + D'ZP*(Aj) < ce™[1 A jPelteDin=a],
Therefore,
e~ DE |, (2)|14,]
< ceaj(z_d)e_amE[N,z 14;]
< e @D p jBela=Dm=ja],

e_ameat(Z—d)EHh;z (2) |d]

e

Il
—_

¢ eaj(2—d)[1 /\jﬂe(4a—1)(m—j)a]

J
C{
J

00
§C|:€am(2_d) +e(4a—1)m Z jﬂeaj[(Z—d)+1—4a]i|
j=m+1

A

NE

o0
i 2=d) | (da—D)m Z jﬂeaj[(z—d)+1—4a]]
1 j=m+1

< Cmﬂeam(Z—d).

The last inequality requires

2—d+1—4a <0,
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which is readily checked for a > 1/4. Therefore,
Ellh;, (2)]9] < et 2mP etmB3=D

< ctd—z[log(x2 + 2)]ﬁ(x2 n 1)1—x/16
<9722 4 1)2,

This establishes (5.38).
Note that

~ j—2a+3/2eaj(a—3/4)e(z—j)a(;/2+d—2)E[NrlAj]_

Therefore,

e—ame—al(f/z-‘rd—Z)]E[Nr (R.% + 1)11/2—3/8 Y§/2+d_2]

(o8}
<Y jRHI2aa314) o= jaC/242-d) | 5 jBela=D(m=])]
j=1

< Cmﬂema(—§/2+d—2+a—3/4) ]

The last inequality requires

¢ 3
—§+2—d+a—1+1—4a<0.

Recalling that

4 3 1

2" 16a 2
this becomes

1 7
—4da — E+Z <0

This is true if ¥ < kg [see (3.4)]. U
PROPOSITION 5.14. Ifa > ay, for every ¢ > O there is a c such that the fol-
lowing is true. Assume
z=x+1y, w=x+iyeH
withy <2a+ 1and |z| >3(a+1). Then fort >2,s > 1,
Fyp(sz,w, (s1)%) < ct™|z|*/*[sing, /2~ 1/4=2/k

(5.42) . L
X [sin6y, 7 (Jw]/9)77.
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REMARK. If |z|] >3(a+ 1)s and t > 2s, we can write (5.42) as
Fyp(z, w, 1?) < c(t/s) " s [sin0,1¢/2~ V4= 2/% [5in 6,14~ |w|*.
Therefore this proposition completes the proof of (5.34).

PROOF OF (5.34). By scaling, Fyp(sz, w, (st)?) = Fip(z, w/s, t%); hence,
without loss of generality we may assume s = 1. We assume that t is a stopping
time as in the previous lemma for w and time 1. In particular, 0 < 7 < 1. We can
find a domain D’ such that forall 1/2<r <1,rD C D'.

We write Z;(z) = hs(z) — Us, Zs(w) = hg(w) — Uy, etc. for the images under

the flow. By definition, F;p(z, w, tz) = E[A] where A denotes the random vari-
able

A=Ap(zw, 1) = @) [h, ()" L2 (z, w; D),
and note that
(543)  E[A|G] =, @I h, W) Fip(Z:(2), Ze(w), 1* — 1),
Since |U;| <2+ a for s < t, it follows from (5.10) that
dslhs(2)] <1, |hs(z) —z| <s, s <1,

where T denotes the minimum of = and the first time that |A4(z)| < 2 + 2a. Since
|z] = 3 4 3a, this implies the following estimates for 0 <s < 1:

lhs(z) —z| = 1, lhs(z)| = 2+ 3a, |Us — hs(2)| z a,
1Zs(z) — 2zl < |hs(2) — 2| +|Us| <3 +a.
In particular, since |z| > 3(1 + a), there exists ¢y, c2 such that
a@+ D <X +1<a@’+1),  0<s<t,
y: = ¥s(2) <2y, O<s<rt.
We therefore get
Fip(Z:(2), Ze(w), 1* = 7) < sup Fip/ 2, Zc (w), %),
where the supremum is over all 1> — 1 <72 <> and all 7 = ¥ 4 iy with
A+ <F+1<e@?+1), y<j<ay.
Using (5.30), we get
Fip(Z:(2), Ze(w), 12 — 1)
< et~ 2|5 [sin 6,152 VA2 (R2 (w) + 1) /BT Ry, (w)¢/2,
By differentiating (5.10), we get

|05k (2)| < alh(2)], 0<s<r, |h(2)] <e.
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Therefore, plugging into (5.43), we get

E[AIG:] < et~ |2 2[sin 0,1/~ A2/ i ) | (RE (w) + 1) /¥4y, (/2.
Taking expectations, and using the previous lemma, we get

Fip(z, w, 1) < ct=8)z|%?[sin 0,18/~ V/4=2/K w2~ sin 0, 1>~ 47, O
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