arXiv:1804.02746v2 [math.CV] 15 Nov 2018

DUALITY AND APPROXIMATION OF BERGMAN SPACES

D. CHAKRABARTI , L. D. EDHOLM & J. D. MCNEAL

Abstract. Expected duality and approximation properties are shown to fail on Bergman spaces of domains in C^n , via examples. When the domain admits an operator satisfying certain mapping properties, positive duality and approximation results are proved. Such operators are constructed on generalized Hartogs triangles. On a general bounded Reinhardt domain, norm convergence of Laurent series of Bergman functions is shown. This extends a classical result on Hardy spaces of the unit disc.

Introduction

If Ω ⊂ C^n is a domain and p > 0, let A^p(Ω) denote the Bergman space of holomorphic functions f on Ω such that ‖f‖^p_{Lp(Ω)} = ∫ Ω |f|^p dV < ∞, where dV denotes Lebesgue measure. Three basic questions about function theory on A^p(Ω) motivate our work:

(Q1): What is the dual space of A^p(Ω)?

(Q2): Can an element in A^p(Ω) be norm approximated by holomorphic functions with better global behavior?

(Q3): For g ∈ L^p(Ω), how does one construct G ∈ A^p(Ω) that is nearest to g? The questions are stated broadly at this point; precise formulations accompany results in the sections below.

At first glance (Q1-3) appear independent – one objective of the paper is to show the questions are highly interconnected. On planar domains some connections were shown in [20] and [13]. Our paper grew from the observation that irregularity of the Bergman projection described in [17] has surprising consequences concerning (Q1-3). In particular: there are bounded pseudoconvex domains D ⊂ C^2 such that

(a) the dual space of A^p(D) cannot be identified, even quasi-isometrically, with A^q(D) where^1_p +^1_q = 1, (b) there are functions in A^p(D), p < 2, that cannot be L^p-approximated by functions in A^2(D), and (c) the L^2-nearest holomorphic function to a general g ∈ L^p(D) is not in A^p(D).

Note (a) says the expected Riesz duality pattern (L^p)^′ ∼ L^q does not extend to Bergman spaces of general pseudoconvex domains in C^n . The fact that (A^p)^′ ≁ A^q also has a significant refinement: the identification fails for elementary coefficient functionals. The domains D above are Reinhardt and 0 /∈ D. If f(z) = ∑ α∈Z^2 aαz α belongs to A^p(D), it is

2010 Mathematics Subject Classification. 32A36, 32A70, 32A07.

Research of the first and third authors was supported by National Science Foundation grants. The first author was also supported by a collaboration grant from the Simons Foundation (# 316632) and an Early Career internal grant from Central Michigan University. 1

not difficult to show the map f → a_α belongs to A^p(D)^′. The proof of (a) yields that some of these functionals are not represented as an L^2 pairing with a holomorphic function.

The negative examples frame our positive answers to (Q1-3) and are demonstrated in Section 1. These results are called breakdowns of the function theory, to indicate a break with expectations coming from previously studied special cases. But since prior results on (Q1-3) for domains in C^n are sparse, the examples in Section 1 may represent typical phenomena.

The initial goal of the paper is to show how L^p mapping properties of operators related to the Bergman projection, B = B_Ω, give answers to (Q1-3). Let P : L^2(Ω) −→ A^2(Ω) be a bounded operator given by an integral formula P f(z) = ∫ Ω P (z, w)f(w) dV (w). (0.1) For p > 0 fixed, consider the conditions

(H1): ∃ C > 0 such that ‖P f‖_p ≤ C‖f‖_p ∀f ∈ L^p(Ω). (P is bounded on L^p)

(H2): P h = h ∀h ∈ A^p(Ω). (P reproduces A^p) Properties (H1-2) will also be invoked on the operators |P | and P^† associated to P , defined in Section 2.1.1.

A general duality result involves these properties. For 1 < p < ∞, let q be the conjugate exponent of p. Define the conjugate-linear map Φ_p : A^q(Ω) → A^p(Ω)^′ by the relation Φ_p(g) ( f ) = ∫ Ω fg dV . Proposition 0.2. Let Ω ⊂ C^n be a bounded domain. Let 1 < p < ∞ be given and q be conjugate to p . Suppose there exists P of the form (0.1) such that (i) |P | satisfies (H1), (ii) P satisfies (H2), and (iii) Ran ( P^† ) ⊂ O(Ω).

Then Φ_p : A^q(Ω) −→ A^p(Ω)^′ is surjective.

A general approximation result also involves properties (H1-2).

Proposition 0.3. Let Ω ⊂ C^n be a domain. For a given 1 < p < 2, suppose there exists an operator P of the form (0.1) such that P satisfies (H1) and (H2).

Then every f ∈ A^p(Ω) can be approximated in the L^p norm by a sequence f_n ∈ A^2(Ω).

The prime example of an operator (0.1) is P = B. There is no a priori reason the Bergman projection should satisfy (H1) or (H2) unless p = 2, but there are many classes of domains where B is known to satisfy both properties for all exponents 1 < p < ∞ – see [37, 31, 36, 32, 34, 33, 35, 25]. On many other classes of domains the answer is unknown. However B fails to satisfy property (H1) for all 1 < p < ∞ in general. This was recently established in [4, 16, 12, 17] for some pseudoconvex domains in C^2 . It was observed earlier for classes of roughly bounded planar domains in [28] and noted for a non-pseudoconvex, but smoothly bounded, family of domains even earlier in [2]. It turns out that B also fails to satisfy property (H2) in general; see Example 1.4.

The second goal of the paper is to construct substitute operators relevant to (Q1-3) in cases where B does not satisfy (H1) or (H2). In general this goal is inaugural, but it is achieved for the generalized Hartogs triangles studied in [17]. The results in Section 4 yield the following

Theorem 0.4. Let H_{m/n} ,^m_n ∈ Q^+ , be given by (4.1). For each p ≥ 2, there is an operator ~P of the form (0.1) such that (i) | | ~P | | satisfies (H1), and (ii) ~P satisfies (H2).

Moreover, ~P g is the unique L^2-nearest element in A^p(H_{m/n} ) to g ∈ L^p(H_{m/n} ).

The operators ~P are called sub-Bergman projections: their kernels are given as subseries of the infinite sum (2.2) defining the Bergman kernel. This can be done abstractly (see Section 3), but the utility of sub-Bergman operators appears when their kernels can be estimated precisely enough to show they create A^p functions. In such cases, these projections are useful beyond the applications to (Q1-3) shown here.

We mention there is a very fertile area in one–dimensional Hardy space theory to which Theorem 0.4 relates, often labeled extremal dual problems. These problems deal with approximating non-holomorphic functions on the unit circle by holomorphic functions on the disc. There are numerous important results in this area – see [13], Ch. 8; [19], Ch. IV; [27], Ch VII. These results can be compared/contrasted with the positive result of Proposition 4.46 and the breakdown in Example 1.8 below.

Our third main result concerns (Q2) and does not involve the hypotheses (H1-2). If R is a bounded Reinhardt domain and f ∈ O(R), then f has a unique Laurent expansion f(z) = ∑ α∈Z^n aαz α converging uniformly on compact subsets of R. Note summation is indexed by Z^n since 0 /∈ R is possible. Let S_N f denote the square partial sum of this series; see Section 3.4. If f ∈ A^p(R), these rational functions converge in L^p:

Theorem 0.5. Let R be a bounded Reinhardt domain in C^n , 1 < p < ∞ and f ∈ A^p(R).

Then ‖S_N f − f‖_p → 0 as N → ∞. This result is a several variables extension of a theorem due to Riesz on Hardy spaces of the unit disc; see pages 104–110 in [19] for a proof of Riesz’s theorem.

Results about (Q1-3) for 1 < p < ∞ on planar discs are known, which guided our investigation. If U is the unit disc in C and p = 2, all three questions have elementary answers. For (Q1), the dual space A^2(U)^′ is isometrically isomorphic to A^2(U) itself, since A^2(U) is a Hilbert space; this fact holds on a general Ω ⊂ C^n . For (Q2), if f(z) = ∑_∞ n=0 a_nz^n ∈ A^2(U), then ‖ ‖ ∑_N n=0 a_nz^n − f ‖ ‖_{L2} −→ 0 as N → ∞ by a simple application of Parseval’s formula. For (Q3), G = B_U (g) gives the L^2-closest element in A^2(U) to any g ∈ L^2(U). Since B is L^2 bounded on a general domain per definition, this fact also holds on a general Ω. For exponents p ≠ 2, still on the disc U, results also exist. The proofs of these results crucially use boundedness of the Bergman or Szegő projection on L^p(U). For (Q1), A^p(U)^′ is quasi-isometrically isomorphic to A^q(U) where^1_p +^1_q = 1 and 1 < p < ∞; see [42, 1]. Thus the dual spaces of A^p(U) mimic the pattern given by Riesz’s characterization of the duals of general L^p spaces, except for a quasi-isometric constant. The constant comes from the operator norm of B acting on L^p. There are also characterizations of A^1(U)^′ and A^∞(U)^′, see [14]. For (Q2), a dilation argument, see e.g. [14] page 30, shows that polynomials are dense in A^p(U) for all 0 < p < ∞. For 1 < p < ∞, this density is strengthened in [19, 43]: if f(z) = ∑_∞ n=0 a_nz^n ∈ A^p(U), (∗) ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ N∑ n=0 a_nz^n − f ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_{Lp} −→ 0, N → ∞. While the form of (∗) is the same as when p = 2, its proof is not an elementary truncation argument. The proofs in [19, 43] pass through the Hardy spaces H^p to get estimates in A^p and so use boundedness of the Szegő projection on L^p, 1 < p < ∞. We point out the Bergman and Szegő projections on U have the same range of L^p boundedness, but also note this is a special coincidence. Finally for (Q3), the fact that B_U is bounded on L^p for 1 < p < ∞ shows G = B(g) solves (Q3), if “nearest” is interpreted in the L^2 sense. Generalizations of these results on U to simply connected domains Ω can be proved if the Riemann map from Ω to U is sufficiently well-behaved, though this seems not to appear in print. For planar domains other than U, the only significant result about (Q1) known to us is [20]: There are certain domains Ω such that A^p(Ω)^′ is not isomorphic to A^q(Ω), if p lies outside an interval centered at 2.

In several variables, duality and approximation questions in the spirit of (Q1-2) seem not to have been considered when p ≠ 2. However significant results about duality in L^2-Sobolev spaces W^2_s (Ω) have been obtained. Results of this type first occur in work on extension of biholomorphic mappings, [5, 6]. These results were greatly developed and generalized in [8, 7, 10, 40, 26]. Around (Q2), prior results on approximation in O(Ω) have concentrated on uniform norm approximation or the Hilbert norms W^2_s (Ω). Uniform approximation theorems have been derived from integral formulas but require restrictive geometric assumptions on bΩ, see [21, 23, 30, 18]. The W^2_s (Ω) results hold more generally. For instance, if Ω is a smoothly bounded pseudoconvex domain, [11] shows f ∈ O(Ω) can be approximated by functions in O(Ω) ∩ W^2_s (Ω). In [3] an analogous result on C^1 bounded Hartogs domains in C^2 is proved. See also [41], Corollaries 5.2 and 5.4. Nevertheless, these results fail without boundary smoothness, see [3]. This fact partially motivates our insertion of Bergman norms in (Q2). Finally, previous work directed at (Q3) has focused on establishing boundedness of the Bergman projection itself on increasingly wider – but still smoothly bounded – classes of domains, as mentioned below Proposition 0.3 above. We are unaware of any prior work connected to (Q3) using operators other than the Bergman projection.

The results in the paper are arranged by decreasing generality of the underlying domain. In Section 2, Ω is a domain with no assumptions on its symmetry or boundary geometry. In some instances, Ω is assumed bounded. The arguments in this section are elementary, but the results apply widely and seem new. Propositions 0.2 and 0.3 are slightly extended and established as Theorems 2.15 and 2.18, respectively. In Section 3, bounded Reinhardt domains R are considered. The Laurent series expansion of a holomorphic function on R provides concrete initial candidates for addressing (Q2) via truncation. Calculation of norms of coefficient functionals related to L^p-allowable monomials (Proposition 3.5) and a principal value computation (Proposition 3.17) are the basic preliminary results. The main result is Theorem 3.11, a relabeling of Theorem 0.5 above. Additionally, Proposition 0.2 is applied to give a detailed description about duality of A^p on Reinhardt domains in Proposition 3.27.

In Section 4, (Q1-3) are considered on the generalized Hartogs triangles studied in [15, 16, 17]. The extra symmetries of this family of Reinhardt domains allow precise descriptions of L^p allowable monomials, orthogonality relations, and integrability generally. The main results are Theorem 4.3 and Proposition 4.38, which construct sub-Bergman projections that are L^p bounded on ranges where B is not. These results imply Theorem 0.4. Precise versions of the earlier duality and approximation results are obtained in Proposition 4.40 and Propositions 4.43, 4.44. Proposition 4.46 solves a minimization problem that answers a version of (Q3).

1. Breakdown on the Hartogs triangle

The breakdowns of function theory can be seen on the Hartogs triangle using results established later in the paper and in [17]. The needed results are referenced below, using notation collected in Section 2.1.

The Hartogs triangle is

H := { (z_1, z_2) ∈ C^2 : |z_1| < |z_2| < 1 } . (1.1)

In [17] and (4.1) below, H is denoted H_1 to indicate membership in a family of domains, but that is not needed here. Abbreviate the Bergman projection B_H by B for the rest of this section.

Since H is Reinhardt, every f ∈ O (H ) has a unique Laurent expansion, written f(z) = ∑ a_αz^α using standard multi-index notation. Since z_2 ≠ 0 on H but there are points in H where z_1 = 0, the summation is taken over the set {α = (α_1, α_2) ∈ Z^2 : α_1 ≥ 0}. If f ∈ A^p(H ), results in Section 3 show the Laurent expansion of f need only be summed over the smaller set of L^p-allowable multi-indices, see (3.4). Denote this set of indices S(H , L^p ) – caveat: this set was denoted A^p_1 in [17]. Corollary 3.8 implies f(z) = ∑ α∈S(H ,L^p ) a_αz^α if f ∈ A^p(H ). (1.2)

A special case of [17, Theorem 1.1 and Remark 4.9] is

Theorem 1.3. The absolute value of the Bergman projection |B| on H is bounded from L^p (H ) to A^p (H ) if and only if p ∈

(_4 3 , 4 ) . Cf. also [12, 16].

1.1. Failure of representation. The dual space A^p(H )^′ is not isomorphic to A^q(H ) for p ∈ (_4 3 , 2 ) and q conjugate to p. This is illustrated with the pair p =^5_3 and q =^5_2 ; the argument works with minor changes for any p ∈

(_4 3 , 2 ) . Before defining a functional on A^{5/3}(H ), a computation is useful:

Example 1.4. The holomorphic function h(z_1, z_2) = z^{−2}_2 (= z^0_1 z^{−2}_2 ) satisfies (i) h ∈ A^{5/3} (H ) and h /∈ A^2(H ). (ii) Bh is well-defined and Bh ≡ 0.

Proof. Inequality (3.3) in [17] or Lemma 4.4 below shows that (0, −2) ∈ S ( H , L^{5/3} ) and (0, −2) /∈ S ( H , L^2 ) . Thus (i) holds.

Since^5_3 ∈

(_4 3 , 4 ) , Theorem 1.3 says |B| is bounded on L^{5/3}(H ). It follows from Proposition 3.17 that Bh is well-defined and Bh ≡ 0. □

A non-representable functional is now given using the coefficients in (1.2).

Example 1.5. The coefficient functional

a_{(0,−2)} : A^{5/3}(H ) → C

assigning to f ∈ A^{5/3}(H ) the coefficient of z^{−2}_2 in its Laurent expansion is bounded on A^{5/3}(H ). However, there does not exist ϕ ∈ A^{5/2}(H ) such that a_{(0,−2)}(f) = ⟨f, ϕ⟩_H . Proof. Uniqueness of the Laurent expansion shows the functional a_{(0,−2)} is well-defined. Boundedness of a_{(0,−2)} follows from Proposition 3.5.

To prove non-representability, let h(z) = z^{−2}_2 ∈ O(H ) as above. Example 1.4 says h ∈ A^{5/3} (H ) but h /∈ A^2 (H ). Since (0, −2) /∈ S ( H , L^2 ) , Corollary 4.14 shows that for all g ∈ A^2(H ) ⟨h, g⟩_H = 0. (1.6) The fact that a_{(0,−2)} cannot be represented by ⟨·, ϕ⟩_H for some ϕ ∈ A^{5/2}(H ) is now straightforward. Suppose such a representation held. Note a_{(0,−2)}(h) = 1 by definition. Since A^{5/2}(H ) ⊂ A^2(H ), (1.6) implies ⟨h, ϕ⟩_H = 0 for all ϕ ∈ A^{5/2}(H ), a contradiction. □

1.2. Failure of approximation on A^p. There are functions f ∈ A^{5/3}(H ) for which no sequence of functions f_n ∈ A^2(H ) converges to f in the L^{5/3} norm. As in the previous subsection, minor changes in the argument give an analogous result for any p ∈

(_4 3 , 2 ) . Proposition 1.7. A^2(H ) is not dense in A^{5/3}(H ).

Proof. Let a_{(0,−2)} ∈ A^{5/3}(H )^′ and h ∈ A^{5/3} (H ) \ A^2 (H ) be as in the previous section. By Corollary 3.8, since (0, −2) /∈ S ( H , L^2 ) , a_{(0,−2)} vanishes on the linear subspace A^2(Ω) of A^{5/3} (H ). If A^2 (H ) were dense in A^{5/3} (H ), continuity would imply a_{(0,−2)} ≡ 0 on A^{5/3} (H ). However, a_{(0,−2)} (h) = 1, which contradicts this vanishing. □

In fact a stronger statement is true: there are functions in A^{5/3}(H ) that cannot be approximated uniformly on compact subsets of H by functions in A^2(H ). To see this, suppose that {f_n} is a sequence in A^2(H ) such that f_n → h uniformly on compact subsets of H . Recall the Cauchy representation of a coefficient of a Laurent series:

a_{(0,−2)}(f) = 1 (2πi)^2 ∫ T f(ζ) ζ^{−2}_2 · dζ_1 ζ_1 dζ_2 ζ_2 , where T is a torus contained in H , for example {(z_1, z_2) : |z_1| =^1_4 , |z_2| =^1_2 } ⊂ H . Since f_n → h uniformly on T as n → ∞, it follows that a_{(0,−2)}(f_n) → 1 = a_{(0,−2)}(h) as n → ∞. This is a contradiction, since Corollary 3.8 a_{(0,−2)}(f_n) = 0 for each n.

1.3. Failure of approximation on L^p. For p ≥ 4, there are explicit functions g ∈ L^p(H ) such that Bg /∈ A^p(H ). Note that L^p(H ) ⊂ L^2(H ) for this range of p, so Bg is well-defined. As g −→ Bg associates the L^2-nearest holomorphic function to a general g, this is a different failure of approximation than in the previous section.

Since Theorem 1.3 says there does not exist C such that ‖Bf‖_p ≤ C‖f‖_p for all f ∈ L^p, the uniform boundedness principle implies the existence of such g. But the explicit form of such “extremal functions” (though non-unique) is useful for other purposes. The proofs in [17, 16] actually show

Example 1.8. On H , let ψ(z_1, z_2) = z̄_2. Then Bψ /∈ L^p(H ) for any p ≥ 4.

Proof. The proof of Proposition 5.1 in [17] shows that Bψ = Cz^{−1}_2 , for a constant C ≠ 0. An elementary computation in polar coordinates (see Lemma 4.4 below) shows that z^{−1}_2 /∈ L^p(H ) if p ≥ 4. □

Since ψ ∈ L^∞(H ), thus in L^p(H ) for all p > 0, Example 1.8 demonstrates the breakdown mentioned above. In [12], the range of B acting on L^p(H ) for any p > 4 is identified as a weighted Bergman space.

2. General domains

2.1. Notation. Recurring notation and terminology is collected for easy reference.

If Ω ⊂ C^n , O (Ω) denotes the set of holomorphic functions on Ω. The ordinary L^2 inner product is written ⟨f, g⟩_Ω = ∫ Ω f · ḡ dV where dV is Lebesgue measure. For p > 0, let ‖f‖_p = (∫ Ω |f|^p dV ) 1_p denote the usual p-th power integral; when p ≥ 1 this defines a norm.

L^p (Ω) is the class of f with ‖f‖_p < ∞ and powers p, q satisfying^1_p +^1_q = 1 are said to be conjugate. The Bergman spaces are A^p(Ω) = O (Ω) ∩ L^p (Ω).

The Bergman projection and kernel are denoted

B_Ωf(z) = ∫ Ω B_Ω(z, w)f(w) dV (w), f ∈ L^2(Ω). (2.1)

If ambiguity is unlikely, B_Ω is shortened to B. When the integral in (2.1) converges, it is taken as the definition of Bf, even if f /∈ L^2(Ω). If {ϕ_α}_{α∈A} is an orthonormal basis for A^2(Ω), the Bergman kernel is

B_Ω(z, w) = ∑ α∈A ϕ_α(z)ϕ_α(w). (2.2)

A domain R ⊂ C^n is called Reinhardt if (z_1, . . . z_n) ∈ R implies ( e^{iθ1} z_1, . . . , e^{iθn} z_n ) ∈ R for all (θ_1, . . . , θ_n) ∈ R^n . If X is a normed linear space, X^′ will denote its dual space, the set of bounded linear maps X → C . For λ ∈ X^′, the standard norm ‖λ‖_X′ = sup {|λ(f)| : ‖f‖_X = 1} is used.

Some notational shorthand is used in Section 4. If D and E are functions depending on several parameters, D ≲ E means there exists a constant K > 0, independent of specified (or clear) parameters, such that D ≤ K · E. Finally, if x ∈ R, the floor function ⌊x⌋ denotes the greatest integer ≤ x.

2.1.1. Two auxiliary operators. Two operators related to P : L^2(Ω) −→ A^2(Ω) given by (0.1) occur in hypotheses of results below. The operator |P | is defined |P | f(z) = ∫ Ω |P (z, w)|f(w) dV (w) (2.3) where |P (z, w)| denotes absolute value. The triangle inequality shows that if |P | satisfies (H1), then P does as well. The converse does not necessarily hold. The operator P^† is defined P^†f(w) = ∫ Ω P (z, w)f(z) dV (z). (2.4) Note ⟨P f, g⟩ = ⟨ f, P^†g ⟩ holds when Fubini’s theorem can be applied, so P^† is the formal adjoint of P .

2.2. Extending the Bergman projection. If Ω ⊂ C^n is bounded, L^t(Ω) ⊂ L^s(Ω) for any 1 ≤ s < t. Thus for p ≥ 2, f ∈ L^p(Ω) implies that Bf ∈ A^2(Ω) and is given by the integral (2.1). To restate a point in Section 2.1, ∫ Ω B(z, w)f(w)dV (w) is taken as the definition of Bf, whenever the integral converges. For p < 2 and f ∈ L^p(Ω), this integral does not necessarily converge. Even when it converges, directly determining the size of the integral is difficult – it is therefore desirable to evaluate Bf as a limit.

2.2.1. Boundedness of the kernel. Various hypotheses on Ω guarantee convergence of (2.1) for f ∈ L^p(Ω), p < 2. For example, let U ⊂ C be the unit disc and fix z ∈ U. Then for f ∈ L^1 (U), | | ∫ U B_U (z, w) f(w) dV (w) | | = | | 1 π ∫ U 1 (1 − zw̄)^2 f(w) dV (w) | | ≤ C_z ∫ U |f(w)| dV (w) < ∞. Here C_z = sup_{w∈U} |B_U (z, w)| < ∞, since z ∈ U is fixed. This argument works on a C^∞ smoothly bounded strongly pseudoconvex domain [24] or more generally on a smoothly bounded pseudoconvex domain of finite type [9].

But the argument fails for the domains H_γ defined by (4.1). Consider H_k for k ∈ Z^+ to illustrate. Let B(z, w) = B_{H k} (z_1, z_2, w_1, w_2) denote the Bergman kernel. Theorem 1.2 of [15] says B(z, w) = p_k(z_1w̄_1) · [ (z_2w̄_2)^2 + (z_1w̄_1)^k ] + z_2w̄_2 · q_k (z_1w̄_1)

(1 − z_2w̄_2)^2(z_2w̄_2 − z^k_1 w̄^k_1 )^2

, (2.5)

for explicit polynomials p_k(s), q_k(s) of the complex variable s. Two crucial facts are that p_k(0) = 0 and q_k(0) ≠ 0. Let z = (z_1, z_2) ∈ H_k be a fixed point (note z_2 ≠ 0) and w_δ = (0, δ), δ > 0, be a point in H_k on the z_2 axis. Then (2.5) implies B (z, w_δ ) ≈^1_δ . Letting δ → 0 shows B(z, ·) /∈ L^∞(H_k ).

Other arguments are required to show B is defined on L^p for p < 2 on domains like H_{m/n} . In [17], estimates on | B_{m/n}(z, w) | and a variant of Schur’s test show |B| is defined (and bounded) on L^p(H_{m/n} ) for an interval of p < 2; see Theorem 4.2 below.

2.2.2. Limits of exhaustions. If |B| is bounded on L^p(Ω), the integral (2.1) is finite. Computing Bf can be done as a principal value, a consequence of the following fact:

Proposition 2.6. Let Ω be a domain in C^n . Suppose P is an operator of the form (0.1) such that |P | is bounded on L^p(Ω) for a given 1 < p < ∞. For t ∈ (0, 1), let Ω_t ⊂ Ω such that if t < t^′, then Ω_t′ ⊂ Ω_t, and ⋃ t∈(0,1) Ω_t = Ω.

Then if f ∈ L^p (Ω), for almost every z ∈ Ω

P f(z) = lim_{t→0} ∫ Ω_t P (z, w)f(w) dV (w). (2.7) Proof. Let f ∈ L^p(Ω). The hypothesis on |P | says ∫ Ω {| | | ∫ Ω |P (z, w)| |f(w)| dV (w) | | | p} dV (z) ≤ C‖f‖^p. In particular, for a.e. z ∈ Ω, the quantity {·} above is < ∞. Thus |P (z, ·)| |f(·)| ∈ L^1(Ω) for a.e. z ∈ Ω.

Let χ_t be the indicator function of Ω_t. Note |χ_t(w)P (z, w)| |f(w)| ≤ |P (z, w)| |f(w)| for any z ∈ Ω. Fix z such that |P (z, ·)| |f(·)| ∈ L^1(Ω). The dominated convergence theorem implies

lim_{t→0} ⟨ P (z, ·), f̄ ⟩ Ω_t = limt→0 ⟨ χ_t · P (z, ·), f̄ ⟩ Ω = ⟨ lim_{t→0} χ_t · P (z, ·), f̄ ⟩ Ω = P f(z), as claimed. □

2.3. Consequences of (H1). Two functional analysis results are derived from assumptions about L^p boundedness of the Bergman projection. Conditions (H1) and (H2), defined below (0.1), enter the hypotheses and conclusions respectively.

2.3.1. (H2) and density.

Lemma 2.8. Let Ω be a domain in C^n . Assume B is bounded on L^p(Ω) for a given 1 < p < ∞. The following statements are equivalent:

(i) A^2(Ω) ∩ A^p(Ω) is dense in A^p(Ω). (ii) Bh = h ∀h ∈ A^p(Ω).

Proof. Assume (i). Then for each h ∈ A^p(Ω), there is a sequence {h_ν } ⊂ A^2(Ω) ∩ A^p(Ω) such that h_ν → h in A^p(Ω). Since B is assumed continuous on L^p(Ω), Bh_ν → Bh. However Bh_ν = h_ν , since h_ν ∈ A^2(Ω). Thus, Bh = h.

Assume (ii). Let h ∈ A^p(Ω). Since L^2(Ω) ∩ L^p(Ω) is dense in L^p(Ω), there exist g_ν ∈ L^2(Ω) ∩ L^p(Ω) such that g_ν → h in L^p. Set h_ν = Bg_ν . Then h_ν ∈ A^2(Ω) ∩ A^p(Ω) and h_ν → Bh, since B is L^p bounded. As Bh = h by assumption, (i) holds. □

As mentioned in the Introduction, if Ω ⊂ C^n is a smoothly bounded and pseudoconvex, O(Ω) ∩ C^∞ ( Ω ) is dense in A^p(Ω) for all p ∈ (1, ∞), cf. [11]. Thus (i) holds in this case.

Note this density fails in Proposition 1.7. Note also that if p ≥ 2 and Ω is any bounded domain, conditions (i) and (ii) are both trivially satisfied.

2.3.2. Generalized self-adjointness. The Bergman projection B is self-adjoint on A^2(Ω): ⟨Bf, g⟩ = ⟨f, Bg⟩ if f, g ∈ L^2(Ω). This does not automatically imply that ⟨Bf, g⟩ = ⟨f, Bg⟩ if f ∈ L^p(Ω), g ∈ L^q(Ω) for general conjugate exponents p and q.

However this relation holds when |B| satisfies (H1), a consequence of the following general result.

Proposition 2.9. Let Ω ⊂ C^n be a domain. Assume there exists an operator P of form (0.1) and that |P | is bounded on L^p(Ω) for a given 1 < p < ∞. Let q be conjugate to p.

Then (i) | |P^† | | is bounded on L^q(Ω). (ii) ⟨P f, g⟩ = ⟨ f, P^†g ⟩ ∀ f ∈ L^p(Ω), g ∈ L^q(Ω).

Proof. Let f ∈ L^p(Ω), g ∈ L^q(Ω). Tonelli’s theorem implies ⟨|P | |f|, |g|⟩ = ∫ Ω ∫ Ω |P (z, w)| |g(z)| |f(w)| dV (w) dV (z) = ⟨ |f|, | | |P^† | | | |g| ⟩ . Hölder’s inequality and boundedness of |P | on L^p yield ⟨ |f|, | |P_† | | |g|⟩ = ⟨|P | |f|, |g|⟩ ≤ C ‖f‖_p ‖g‖_q Taking the supremum over ‖f‖_p = 1 shows ‖ ‖ | |P^† | | g ‖ ‖_q ≤ C‖g‖_q as claimed.

Fubini’s theorem now applies to give (ii): ⟨P f, g⟩ = ∫ Ω f(w) (∫ Ω P (z, w)g(z) dV (z) ) dV (w) = ∫ Ω f(w) (∫ Ω P (z, w)g(z) dV (z) ) dV (w) = ⟨ f, P^†g ⟩ . □ Remark 2.10. The Bergman kernel is conjugate symmetric, B(z, w) = B(w, z). Thus if |B| is L^p bounded, (ii) says ⟨Bf, g⟩ = ⟨f, Bg⟩ for f ∈ L^p(Ω), g ∈ L^q(Ω).

2.4. Representing A^p(Ω)^′ by A^q(Ω). The sought for representation is through L^2 pairing. For 1 < p < ∞ define the conjugate-linear map

Φ_p(g) ( f ) = ∫ Ω fg dV, g ∈ A^q, f ∈ A^p. (2.11) Hölder’s inequality implies Φ_p maps A^q(Ω) continuously into A^p(Ω)^′.

The goal is to understand when Φ_p is surjective. The preliminary results hold generally.

2.4.1. General behavior.

Proposition 2.12. Let Ω ⊂ C^n be a bounded domain and 1 < p < ∞.

(i) If p ≤ 2, then Φ_p is injective.

(ii) If p ≥ 2, then Φ_p has dense image in A^p(Ω)^′.

Proof. Let q be the conjugate exponent to p.

For part (i), suppose that g ∈ ker Φ_p; note in particular that g ∈ A^q(Ω). Since p ≤ 2, it follows that p ≤ 2 ≤ q, which implies A^q(Ω) ⊂ A^p(Ω). Therefore g ∈ A^p(Ω) and Φ_p(g) can act on g:

0 = Φ_p(g) ( g ) = ‖g‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} .

Thus g = 0.

Consider part (ii). Since p ≥ 2, necessarily q ≤ 2. By part (i), the map Φ_q : A^p(Ω) → A^q(Ω)^′ is injective. Define the transpose Φ^′_q : (A^q(Ω)^′)^′ → A^p(Ω)^′ of Φ_q

Φ^′_q(λ)(f) = λ(Φ_qf), λ ∈ (A^q(Ω)^′)^′, f ∈ A^p(Ω).

Since Φ_q is injective, the transposed map Φ^′_q has dense image; see [29].

L^q(Ω) is reflexive; since A^q(Ω) ⊂ L^q(Ω) is closed, A^q(Ω) is also reflexive. Thus the evaluation map ε : A^q(Ω) → (A^q(Ω)^′)^′ defined ε(g) ( ϕ ) = ϕ(g), ϕ ∈ A^q(Ω)^′, g ∈ A^q(Ω), is an isometric isomorphism. Let C : A^p(Ω)^′ → A^p(Ω)^′ be the conjugation map defined (C ∘λ)(g) = λ(g); C is an antilinear isometric isomorphism of A^p(Ω)^′ with itself. To complete the proof of part (ii) it suffices to show

Φ_p = C ∘ Φ^′_q ∘ ε, (2.13)

since ε and C are isometric isomorphisms and Φ^′_q has dense image.

For f ∈ A^p(Ω), g ∈ A^q(Ω), unraveling yields

(C ∘ Φ^′_q ∘ ε)(g) ( f ) = Φ^′_q(ε(g)) ( f ) = ε(g) ( Φ_qf ) = (Φ_qf) ( g ) = ∫ Ω gfdV = ∫ Ω fgdV = Φ_p(g) ( f ) , which establishes (2.13). □

Proposition 2.12 shows Φ_p is generally almost surjective. To show it is actually surjective would require establishing closed range. This is equivalent to an estimate of the form

‖Φ_pg‖_{Ap(Ω)′} ≳ dist(g, ker Φ_p),

for all g ∈ A^q(Ω), where ker Φ_p denotes the null space of Φ_p.

The proof of Proposition 2.12 yields the following. Representation (2.13) is used for the second statement.

Corollary 2.14. Let Ω ⊂ C^n be a bounded domain. Suppose the map Φ_p : A^q(Ω) → A^p(Ω)^′ is surjective for a given 1 < p < ∞. Let q be conjugate to p.

Then there is a natural identification

A^p(Ω)^′ ∼=

A^q(Ω) ker Φ_p . Furthermore, the map

Φ_q : A^p(Ω) → A^q(Ω)^′

is injective and has closed range.

2.4.2. Surjectivity of Φ_p. Surjectivity of Φ_p follows from existence of an operator satisfying (H1) and (H2) whose formal adjoint maps into O(Ω).

Theorem 2.15. Let Ω ⊂ C^n be a bounded domain. Let 1 < p < ∞ be given and q be the conjugate exponent of p .

Suppose there exists P of the form (0.1) and G ⊆ A^p(Ω) such that (i) |P | is bounded on L^p(Ω), (ii) P F = F ∀F ∈ G, (iii) Ran ( P^† ) ⊂ A^q(Ω).

Then Φ_p : A^q(Ω) −→ G^′ is surjective.

Remark 2.16. (a) The case G = A^p(Ω) is included in Theorem 2.15.

(b) If P = B_Ω, hypothesis (iii) is a consequence of (i) by Proposition 2.9.

Proof. Let λ ∈ G^′. We want to find a h ∈ A^q(Ω), such that λ = Φ_p(h). Extend λ by the Hahn-Banach theorem to a functional on L^p(Ω), still denoted λ, with the same norm. Then there is a g ∈ L^q(Ω), with ‖g‖_Lq = ‖λ‖_{(L}p_)′ , such that λ(f) = ∫ Ω fg dV = ⟨f, g⟩ for all f ∈ L^p(Ω).

Let h = P^†g; by (iii) h ∈ A^q(Ω). Then for F ∈ G

Φ_p(h) ( F ) = ⟨F, h⟩ = ⟨ F, P^†g ⟩ = ⟨P F, g⟩ = ⟨F, g⟩ = λ(F ). The third equality follows from Proposition 2.9, the fourth follows from (ii). □

An elementary necessary condition for surjectivity of Φ_p is worth recording.

Proposition 2.17. Let Ω ⊂ C^n be a bounded domain. Suppose that for some p, 1 < p < 2, A^2(Ω) ∩ A^p(Ω) is not dense in A^p(Ω). Then Φ_p is not surjective.

Proof. Since Ω is bounded, A^2(Ω) ⊂ A^p(Ω). The hypothesis thus says that A^2(Ω) is not dense in A^p(Ω). By the Hahn-Banach theorem, there exists a non-trivial ψ ∈ A^p(Ω)^′ which vanishes on A^2(Ω). Let q be the conjugate exponent of p. Suppose there were a non-trivial function g ∈ A^q(Ω) such that ψ(h) = ∫ Ω hḡ dV ∀h ∈ A^p(Ω). Since q > 2, g ∈ A^2(Ω) and ψ acts on g. But then 0 = ψ(g) = ∫ Ω |g|^2 dV, contradicting the fact g is not identically zero. □

2.5. Approximation on A^p(Ω). Functions in A^p(Ω), 1 < p < 2, can be approximated by functions in A^2(Ω) if (H1) and (H2) hold. The next result should be compared with Proposition 1.7.

Theorem 2.18. Let Ω ⊂ C^n be a domain. For a given 1 < p < 2, suppose there exists an operator P of the form (0.1) and G ⊆ A^p(Ω) such that

(i) P is bounded on L^p(Ω). (ii) P h = h ∀h ∈ G. Then every f ∈ G can be approximated in the L^p norm by a sequence f_n ∈ A^2(Ω).

Proof. Since f ∈ G ⊂ L^p(Ω), there exists a sequence ϕ_n ∈ C^∞_c (Ω) such that ‖ϕ_n − f‖_p → 0 as n → ∞. Letting f_n := P ϕ_n, hypotheses (i) and (ii) give ‖f_n − f‖_p = ‖P (ϕ_n − f)‖_p ≲ ‖ϕ_n − f‖_p . Since P : L^2(Ω) −→ A^2(Ω), the claimed result holds. □

Remark 2.19. Ω is not assumed to be bounded in Theorem 2.18.

3. Reinhardt Domains Throughout the section, let R ⊂ C^n be a bounded Reinhardt domain. The monograph [22] contains extensive information about this class of domains.

3.1. Integration on Reinhardt domains. Denote by |R| the subset of (R^+ ∪ {0})^n defined |R| = {(|z_1| , . . . , |z_n|) : z = (z_1, . . . , z_n) ∈ R} , and call this set the Reinhardt shadow of R.

For r ∈ |R| and f a continuous function on R, let f_r be the function on the unit torus T^n = {|z_j | = 1, for j = 1, . . . , n} ⊂ C^n defined f_r ( e^{iθ1} , . . . , e^{iθn} ) = f ( r_1e^{iθ1} , . . . , r_ne^{iθn} ) . Abbreviate this relation by

f_r(e^{iθ}) = f ( r_1e^{iθ1} , . . . , r_ne^{iθn} ) , using vector notation on r and θ. Fubini’s theorem implies ‖f‖^p_{Lp(R)} = ∫ |R| ‖f_r‖^p_{Lp(Tn)} r_1r_2 . . . r_ndr, (3.1) a form of polar coordinate integration on R.

3.2. Holomorphic monomials. For a multi-index α ∈ Z^n, let e_α denote the monomial function of exponent α: e_α(z) = z^α = z^{α1}_1 · · · z^{αn}_n , z ∈ C^n . If f ∈ O(R), then f has a unique Laurent series expansion f = ∑ α∈Z^n a_α(f)e_α (3.2)

converging uniformly on compact subsets of R. The map a_α : O(R) → C (3.3) will be called the α-th coefficient functional. The uniqueness of the Laurent expansion shows the map a_α is well-defined. Cauchy’s formula shows a_α is continuous in the natural Fréchet topology of O(Ω).

3.3. The coefficient functionals. In this section, expansion (3.2) of an f ∈ A^p(R) is shown to consist only of monomials in A^p(R). For 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞, define the set S(R, L^p) of L^p-allowable multi-indices for R by S(R, L^p) := {α ∈ Z^n : e_α ∈ A^p(R)}. (3.4) These were defined in [17]. See [44, 45] connecting such sets to measurements on log |R|. Since R is bounded, for p_1 < p_2 it holds that S (R, L^{p2} ) ⊂ S (R, L^{p1} ).

Proposition 3.5. For each α ∈ S (R, L^p) and 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞, the coefficient functional a_α : A^p(R) → C is bounded. Moreover ‖a_α‖_Ap_{(R)}′ =^1_{‖eα‖Lp(R)} .

Proof. Let T = {|z_j| = r_j : j = 1, . . . , n} ⊂ R be a torus. For f ∈ A^p(R), Cauchy’s formula implies

a_α(f) = 1 (2πi)^n ∫ T f(ζ) ζ^α · dζ_1 ζ_1 . . . dζ_n ζ_n = 1 (2π)^n · 1 r^α ∫ T f_r(e^{iθ})e^{−i⟨α,θ⟩}dθ, where dθ = dθ_1dθ_2 . . . dθ_n is the volume element of the unit torus. Hölder’s inequality implies |a_α(f)| ≤ 1 (2π)^n · 1 r^α ‖f_r‖_Lp_{(T)} ‖1‖_Lq_{(T)} = (2π)^{− np} r^α ‖f_r‖_Lp_{(T)} . (3.6)

When p = ∞, interpret (2π)^{− np} as 1.

For 1 ≤ p < ∞, it follows from (3.6) that |a_α(f)|^p · (2π)^n(r^α)^p ≤ ‖f_r‖^p_{Lp(T)} . So if α ∈ S(R, L^p), |a_α(f)|^p · ‖e_α‖^p_{Lp(R)} = |a_α(f)|^p · (2π)^n ∫ |R| (r^α)^pr_1 . . . r_ndr ≤ ∫ |R| ‖f_r‖^p_{Lp(T)} r_1 . . . r_ndr = ‖f‖^p_{Lp(R)} . (3.7) If α ∈ S (R, L^∞), the trivial estimate |a_α(f)| ≤ inf_{r∈|Ω|}^{‖f‖∞}_{rα} =^{‖f‖∞}_{supz∈Ω |zα|} =^{‖f‖∞}_{‖eα‖∞} holds. This estimate and (3.7) imply that for all 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞, ‖a_α‖_Ap_{(R)}′ ≤ 1 ‖e_α‖_Lp_{(R)} . Since a_α(e_α) = 1 =^{‖eα‖Lp(R)}

‖e_α‖_Lp_{(R)} , in fact ‖aα‖A^p(R)^′ = 1 ‖e_α‖_Lp_{(R)} . □

Proposition 3.5 implies the Laurent expansions of functions in A^p only have monomials that belong to L^p:

Corollary 3.8. Let R be a bounded Reinhardt domain and 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞. Let f ∈ A^p(R), with Laurent expansion given by (3.2).

Then if α ∉ S (R, L^p), a_α(f) = 0. Thus f(z) = ∑ α∈S(R,L^p) a_α(f)e_α(z). Proof. Assume that a_α(f) ≠ 0. Choose a decreasing family of relatively compact Reinhardt domains R_ϵ ⊂ R such that R_ϵ → R as ϵ ↘ 0. It follows from Proposition 3.5 that |a_α(f)|^p ‖e_α‖^p_{Lp(Rϵ)} ≤ ‖f‖^p_{Lp(Rϵ)} . As ϵ → 0, the right hand side tends to ‖f‖_Lp_{(R)} < ∞, but the left hand side tends to ∞, since ‖e_α‖_Lp_{(Rϵ)} → ∞. This contradiction proves the result. □ Remark 3.9. Take n = 1, let U^∗ = {0 < |z| < 1} be the punctured disc, and p = ∞. Clearly S (U^∗, L^∞) = N. Corollary 3.8 thus says every f ∈ A^∞ (U^∗) is of the form f(z) = ∑_∞ n=0 a_nz^n, and consequently f extends holomorphically to the unit disc. This recaptures Riemann’s removable singularity theorem. A similar argument holds on A^p(U^∗) for any p ≥ 2. 3.4. Norm convergence of Laurent series. If R is a bounded Reinhardt domain, f ∈ A^p(R) and p ∈ [1, ∞], Corollary 3.8 says f(z) = ∑ α∈S(R,L^p) a_α(f)e_α(z), (3.10)

with uniform convergence on compact subsets of R. The goal of this section is to show the series also converges in the A^p norm if p ∈ (1, ∞).

Since the index set of the series is a subset of an n-dimensional lattice, a choice of truncation is required. If α = (α_1, . . . , α_n) ∈ Z^n is a multi-index, let |α|_∞ = max{|α_j | , j = 1, . . . , n}. For a formal series g(z) = ∑ α∈Z^n bαeα(z) and a positive integer N, let

S_N g = ∑ |α|_∞≤N b_αe_α. Call this the “square partial sum” of the series defining g.

For p = 2, the square partial sums of (3.10) converge in A^2(R) for elementary reasons. Orthogonality of {e_α} of R gives

‖S_N f − f‖^2 = ∑ |α|∞>N α∈S(R,L^2) |a_α(f)|^2 ‖e_α‖^2 .

This tends to 0 as N → ∞ if f ∈ A^2(R). Thus {e_α} for α ∈ S ( R, L^2 ) is an orthogonal basis for the Hilbert space A^2(R).

An analogous result holds for p ≠ 2:

Theorem 3.11. Let R be a bounded Reinhardt domain in C^n , 1 < p < ∞ and f ∈ A^p(R).

Then ‖S_N f − f‖_p → 0 as N → ∞. The proof of Theorem 3.11 is broken into parts.

3.4.1. Reduction and estimate. The following fact reduces matters to an estimate plus a simpler density result.

Lemma 3.12. Let T_k, k = 1, 2, . . . , be a sequence of bounded linear operators from a Banach space X to a Banach space Y . Suppose that there is a dense subset D of X, so that for each x ∈ D, T_kx → 0 in the norm of Y as k → ∞. Then the following are equivalent (1) lim_{k→∞} ‖T_kx‖ = 0 for each x ∈ X.

(2) there is a C > 0 such that for each k, we have ‖T_k‖_{op} ≤ C.

Proof. This is a slight generalization of [43, Proposition 1]. Assume (1). Then (2) holds by the uniform boundedness principle.

Assume (2). Fix x ∈ X and ϵ > 0. Since D is dense in X, there exists p ∈ D such that ‖x − p‖_X <^ϵ_{2C} . Therefore ‖T_kx‖_Y ≤ ‖T_kx − T_kp‖_Y + ‖T_kp‖_Y < ϵ 2 + ‖T_kp‖_Y . Choosing k so large that ‖T_kp‖_Y <^ϵ_2 yields (1). □

The estimate for Theorem 3.11 is

Lemma 3.13. Let R be a bounded Reinhardt domain. For each 1 < p < ∞, there exists a constant C_p such that ‖S_N f‖_p ≤ C_p‖f‖_p for all N ∈ Z^+, f ∈ A^p(R). Proof. Denote the unit torus by T^n = {z ∈ C^n : |z_j | = 1, for j = 1, . . . , n}. If g is a function on T^n, let σ_N g denote the square partial sum of its Fourier series,

σ_N g = ∑ |ν|_∞≤N ^g(ν)e^{iν·θ}. A theorem of Riesz, see e.g. [39, Chapter VII], says for each 1 < p < ∞, there is a constant C_p such that ‖σ_N g‖_p ≤ C_p‖g‖_p independently of N.

It follows from (3.1) that ‖S_N f‖^p = ∫ |R| ‖σ_N f_r‖^p_{Lp(Tn)} r_1r_2 . . . r_ndr ≤ C_p ∫ |R| ‖f_r‖^p_{Lp(Tn)} r_1r_2 . . . r_ndr = C_p ‖f‖^p . □ 3.4.2. Series expansion of functionals. The dense set D needed in Lemma 3.12 is found by duality. Given a functional λ ∈ A^p(R)^′, consider the finite sum

S^′_N λ = ∑ |α|_∞≤N λ(e_α)a_α, (3.14)

where a_α are the coefficient functionals in Proposition 3.5.

Proposition 3.15. For each λ ∈ A^p(R)^′, ‖ ‖S^′_N λ − λ ‖ ‖_{(Ap)′} → 0 as N → ∞. (3.16)

Proof. For f ∈ A^p(R)

S^′_N λ(f) = ∑ |α|_∞≤N λ(e_α)a_α(f) = λ ∑ |α|_∞≤N a_α(f)e_α = λ(S_N f)

It follows from Lemma 3.13 | |S^′_N λ(f) | | = |λ(S_N f)| ≤ C‖λ‖_{(Ap)′} ‖f‖_p. Thus ‖S^′_N ‖_{op} ≤ C where S^′_N is viewed as an operator on the Banach space A^p(R)^′.

Claim: The span of {a_α : α ∈ S (R, L^p)} is dense in A^p(R)^′.

To prove the claim, let μ ∈ (A^p(R)^′)^′ be an element of the double dual of A^p(R) such that μ(f) = 0 for each f in the span of {a_α : α ∈ S (R, L^p)}. By the Hahn Banach theorem, it suffices to show that μ = 0 on A^p(R)^′.

Since A^p(R) is closed in L^p(R), A^p(R) is reflexive. Therefore there exists a g ∈ A^p(R) such that μ(f) = f(g) for all f ∈ A^p(R)^′. Taking f = a_α, it follows that a_α(g) = 0, i.e. the α-th coefficient of the Laurent expansion of the holomorphic function g vanishes for each α. This implies g = 0, which shows μ = 0 and establishes the claim.

To complete the proof, in Lemma 3.12 let X = Y = A^p(R)^′, T_N = S^′_N − id and D be the linear span of {a_α : α ∈ S (R, L^p)}. Note that for each element λ ∈ D, there is an N such that T_ν λ = 0 for ν ≥ N. The hypotheses of Lemma 3.12 are thus satisfied; the lemma implies (3.16). □

3.4.3. Proof of Theorem 3.11. In Lemma 3.12, take X = Y = A^p(R), and T_N = S_N − id. For each Laurent polynomial p, note that T_N p = 0 for large enough N. The result will follow from Lemma 3.12 provided it is shown that D =: {Laurent polynomials ∈ A^p(R)} is a dense subspace of A^p(R).

By Corollary 3.8, D is the linear span of {e_α : α ∈ S (R, L^p)}. To show this last set is dense, suppose λ ∈ A^p(R)^′ satisfies λ(e_α) = 0 for all α ∈ S (R, L^p). Definition (3.14) shows S^′_N λ = 0 for each N. However Proposition 3.15 implies λ = lim S^′_N λ = 0. Thus, the Hahn-Banach theorem implies span {e_α : α ∈ S (R, L^p)} is dense in A^p(R). □

3.5. Computing the projection term-by-term. If Ω ⊂ C^n is a bounded domain and p ≥ 2, Bh = h for all h ∈ A^p(Ω) since A^p(Ω) ⊂ A^2(Ω). For 1 < p < 2, this generally fails, even if B is L^p bounded.

However on a bounded Reinhardt domain, if |B| satisfies (H1) and h is in the form (3.10), Bh can be computed merely by discarding monomials.

Proposition 3.17. Let R be a bounded Reinhardt domain. For given 1 < p < 2, suppose |B| is bounded on L^p(R).

(i) If γ ∈ S (R, L^p) \ S ( R, L^2 ) , then e_γ ∈ ker B.

(ii) If f ∈ A^p(R) has expansion (3.10), then Bf = ∑ α∈S(R,L^2) a_α(f)e_α. The square partial sums of the series in (ii) converge in L^p(R).

Proof. To see (i), choose a decreasing family {R_t : 0 < t < 1} of relatively compact Reinhardt subdomains of R whose union is R. Then e_γ ∈ L^2(R_t). For each β ∈ S(R, L^2), orthogonality implies ⟨e_γ , e_β ⟩_{Rt} = 0 since γ /∈ S(R, L^2).

Let B(z, w) denote the Bergman kernel of R. Since B(z, w) = ∑ β∈S(R,L^2) e_β (z)e_β (w) ‖eβ ‖^2 , it

follows that ∫ R_t B(z, w)e_γ (w)dV (w) = 0. Proposition 2.6 thus yields Be_γ = 0. (3.18) To see (ii), let f ∈ A^p(R). From Theorem 3.11, f = lim S_N f with convergence in L^p(R).

Since B is continuous on L^p(R),

Bf = lim_{N→∞} B(S_N f) = lim_{N→∞} B ∑ |α|_∞≤N a_α(f)e_α = lim_{N→∞} ∑ |α|_∞≤N a_α(f)B(e_α), all limits taken in L^p. (3.18) then yields (ii). □ Remark 3.19. Proposition 3.17 does not assert that Bf ∈ A^2(R) for general f ∈ A^p(R) when 1 < p < 2. Note that when 1 < p < 2 ∑ α∈S(R,L^p) a_αe_α ∈ A^p(R) ⇏ ∑ α∈S(R,L^2) a_αe_α ∈ A^2(R),

though each of the monomials in the right sum is in A^2(R).

3.6. Sub-Bergman projections. Throughout the section, assume p ≥ 2. If Ω ⊂ C^n is a bounded domain, let G^{2,p}(Ω) := span_A2_{(Ω)}A^p(Ω). (3.20) G^{2,p}(Ω) ⊂ L^2(Ω) is a closed subspace. The L^p sub-Bergman projection is defined as the orthogonal projection ~B^p_Ω : L2(Ω) → G2,p(Ω).

The representing kernel ~Bp_Ωf = ∫ Ω ~Bp_Ω(z, w)f(w)dV (w) is the L^p sub-Bergman kernel. Subscripts are dropped when the domain is unambiguous. Since A^p(Ω) ⊂ G^{2,p}(Ω), it follows that ~B^pf = f ∀f ∈ A^p(Ω).

On a Reinhardt domain, the sub-Bergman projection assumes a concrete form.

Proposition 3.21. Let R be a bounded Reinhardt domain in C^n and p ≥ 2. Then (i) G^{2,p}(R) = span_A2_{(R)} {e_α : α ∈ S (R, L^p)} .

(ii) ~B^p(z, w) = ∑ α∈S(R,L^p) e_α(z)e_α(w) ‖e_α‖^2 .

Proof. This follows from Corollary 3.8 and Theorem 3.11. Since two norms are involved, details are given for clarity. Note that span_Ap_{(R)}(F ) ⊂ span_A2_{(R)}(F ) for any F ⊂ A^2(R), since p ≥ 2 and R is bounded. Let g ∈ G^{2,p}(R) and ϵ > 0. Definition 3.20 says there exists g^′ ∈ A^p(R) such that ‖g − g^′‖_2 < ϵ. Corollary 3.8 and Theorem 3.11 imply there exist g^{′′} ∈ span_Ap_{(R)} {e_α : α ∈ S (R, L^p)} such that ‖g^′ − g^{′′}‖_2 ≤ C‖g^′ − g^{′′}‖_p < ϵ, C depending on the diameter of R. Thus (i) holds.

For (ii), since ~B^p orthogonally projects onto G^{2,p}(R), it follows that for f ∈ A^p(R) ~Bpf = ∑ α∈S(Ω,L^p) ⟨f, e_α⟩ ‖e_α‖^2 e_α. (3.22)

The series converges in A^2(R). The kernel representation (ii) now follows as in ordinary Bergman theory. □ Let q be conjugate to p; note q ≤ 2. Subspaces of A^p(R) and A^q(R) enter the next result, and also appear in the description of dual spaces in the next section. Generalizing (3.20), define the subspace of A^p(R) G^{q,p}(R) := span_Aq_{(R)} {e_α : α ∈ S (R, L^p)} . (3.23) Extending Proposition 3.17 (i), define the subspace of A^q(R) N^{q,p}(R) := span_Aq_{(R)} {e_α : α ∈ S (R, L^q) \ S (R, L^p)} . (3.24) ~Bp is not necessarily bounded on Lp(R). When | | ~B^p | | is L^p bounded, the following holds

Proposition 3.25. Let R be a bounded Reinhardt domain in C^n . Let p ≥ 2 and q be conjugate to p. Suppose | | ~B^p | | is bounded on L^p(R).

Then (i) ~B^p is a projection from L^p(R) onto A^p(R).

(ii) Let ~B^{p†} be the formal adjoint defined by (2.4). Then ~B^{p†} is bounded on L^q(R). For f ∈ L^q(R), ~Bp^†f = ∑ α∈S(R,L^p) ⟨f, e_α⟩ ‖e_α‖^2 e_α. (3.26)

The square partial sums of the series converge in A^q(R).

(iii) Consider ~B^{p†} restricted to A^q(R). Then ker ~B^{p†} = N^{q,p}(R), ran ~B^{p†} = G^{q,p}(R), and ~B^{p†}h = h ∀h ∈ G^{q,p}(R). Proof. The proof of (i) follows directly from the definition of ~B^p_R and the fact that the intersection G^{2,p}(Ω) ∩ L^p(Ω) = A^p(Ω).

The first statement in (ii) follows from Proposition 2.9 (i). Representation (3.26) follows from Proposition 3.21 (ii). Convergence of the series in A^q(R) follows from Theorem 3.11.

For (iii), let α ∈ S (R, L^q) \ S (R, L^p). Then (3.26) shows ~B^{p†}(e_α) = 0. On the other hand, if f ∈ A^q(R) \ N^{q,p}(R), the Laurent series expansion of f must contain a nonzero coefficient of a monomial e_β with β ∈ S (R, L^p). Formula (3.26) shows ~B^{p†}(f) ≠ 0. Thus ker ~B^{p†} = N^{q,p}(R). Additionally, (3.26) shows that the range of ~B^{p†} is the closure of the linear span of the family {e_α : S (R, L^p)}, i.e. the subspace G^{q,p}(R). The fact that ~B^{p†} restricts to the identity on G^{q,p}(R) follows from (3.26) as well. □ 3.7. Representation of A^p(R)^′.

Proposition 3.27. Let R be a bounded Reinhardt domain in C^n . Let p ≥ 2 and q be conjugate to p. Suppose | | ~B^p | | is bounded on L^p(R).

(i) The map Φ_p : A^q(R) → A^p(R)^′ is surjective and ker Φ_p = N^{q,p}(R). (ii) There is an explicit linear homeomorphism of Banach spaces A^p(R)^′ ∼= G^{q,p}(R). (3.28) (iii) There is a topological direct sum representation

A^q(R)^′ = Φ_q(A^p(R)) ⊕ span_Aq_{(R)}′ {a_α : α ∈ S (R, L^q) \ S (R, L^p)} . (3.29)

Proof. Let P = ~B^p_R for notational economy.

To see (i), check the hypotheses of Theorem 2.15. Hypothesis (i) of Theorem 2.15 is satisfied by assumption. Hypothesis (ii) of the same theorem holds since A^p(Ω) ⊂ G^{2,p}(Ω). Proposition 2.9 implies P^† is L^q bounded; since the representing kernel of P^† is holomorphic in the free variable, hypothesis (iii) is satisfied. Theorem 2.15 thus says Φ_p is surjective. To determine ker Φ_p, direct computation gives

Φ_p(e_α)(e_β ) = ∫ R e_β e_αdV = ‖e_α‖^2 δ_{α,β}, where δ_{α,β} is the Kronecker symbol. Thus N^{q,p}(R) ⊂ ker Φ_p. If f ∈ A^q(R) \ N^{q,p}(R), there exists β ∈ S (R, L^p) such that in expansion (3.10) a_β ≠ 0. Then Φ_p(f)(e_β ) = a_β ‖e_β ‖^2 ≠ 0, showing ker Φ_p = N^{q,p}(R).

For (ii), first note the direct sum representation A^q(R) = N^{q,p}(R) ⊕ G^{q,p}(R). (3.30) N^{q,p}(R)∩G^{q,p}(R) = {0} holds since the sets are spanned by independent sets of monomials. If f ∈ A^q(R), write f = ( f − P^†f ) + P^†f. Proposition 3.25 (iii) implies ker P^† = N^{q,p}(R) and ran P^† = G^{q,p}(R). Therefore (3.30) holds. By (i), Φ_p : A^q(R) → A^p(R)^′ is surjective and ker Φ_p = N^{q,p}(R). Thus (3.30) and Corollary 2.14 give

A^p(R)^′ ∼= A^q(R) ker Φ_p = A^q(R) N^{q,p}(R) = G^{q,p}(R), as claimed.

For (iii), let N^{q,p}(R)^∘ be the annihilator of N^{q,p}(R): N^{q,p}(R)^∘ = { λ ∈ A^q(R)^′ : λ(f) = 0 ∀f ∈ N^{q,p}(R) } . The decomposition (3.30) implies a natural isomorphism N^{q,p}(R)^∘ = G^{q,p}(R). Proposition 3.15 implies that N^{q,p}(R)^∘ can be identified with λ ∈ A^q(R)^′ of the form λ = ∑ α∈S(R,L^p) c_αa_α for complex c_α, the square partial sums of the series converging in A^q(R)^′. Thus N^{q,p}(R)^∘ = span_Aq_{(R)}′ {a_α : α ∈ S (R, L^p)}. The same analysis shows G^{q,p}(R)^∘ = span_Aq_{(R)}′ {a_α : α ∈ S (R, L^q) \ S (R, L^p)} .

(3.30) yields a direct sum decomposition of the dual spaces A^q(R)^′ = N^{q,p}(R)^∘ ⊕ G^{q,p}(R)^∘. The final step is to show the identity Φ_q(A^p(R)) = N^{q,p}(R)^∘. However if α ∈ S (R, L^p), direct computation yields

a_α = 1 ‖e_α‖^2

· Φ_q(e_α),

which implies the identity, and therefore (3.29). □

3.8. Holomorphic Sobolev spaces. For a multi-index β ∈ N^n , let ∂^β denote the partial differential operator ∂^β = ∂^{|β|}/∂z^{β1}_1 . . . ∂z^{βn}_n on C^n . Note that ∂^β e_α = C(α, β) · e_{α−β} , where C(α, β) = { 0 if there is a j such that β_j > α_j ≥ 0 ∏_n j=1 ∏_{βj −1} ℓ=0 (α_j − ℓ), otherwise.

The empty product, in the case β_j = 0, is defined to be 1. Let 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞ and k ∈ N. Consider the holomorphic Sobolev spaces defined

A^p_k(Ω) = { f ∈ O(Ω) : ∂^βf ∈ A^p(Ω) for each β ∈ N^n , with |β| ≤ k } . Note that A^p_0(Ω) = A^p(Ω).

If R ⊂ C^n is Reinhardt, let S ( R, A^p_k ) denote the set of α ∈ Z^n such that e_α ∈ A^p_k(R).

The following generalization of Corollary 3.8 holds.

Proposition 3.31. Let R be a bounded Reinhardt domain, 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞, and k ∈ N. Let f ∈ A^p_k(R), with Laurent expansion given by (3.2).

Then if α /∈ S ( R, A^p_k ) , a_α(f) = 0.

Proof. The case k = 0 is Corollary 3.8. For k ≥ 1, let f ∈ A^p_k(R), and α ∉ S ( R, A^p_k ) . Thus there is a β ∈ N^n , such that |β| ≤ k, and ∂^β e_α ∉ A^p(R). Since ∂^βe_α = C(α, β)e_{α−β} , this implies two facts: (i) C(α, β) ≠ 0 and (ii) e_{α−β} ∉ A^p(Ω).

As f ∈ A^p_k(Ω), necessarily ∂^β f ∈ A^p(Ω). Corollary 3.8 and fact (ii) imply a third fact: (iii) a_{α−β} ( ∂^βf ) = 0. Differentiating the Laurent expansion (3.2) gives

∂^β f = ∑ γ∈Z^n a_γ (f)∂^βe_γ = ∑ γ∈Z^n a_γ (f)C(γ, β)e_{γ−β} . Comparing coefficients yields a_{α−β} (∂^β f) = C(α, β) · a_α(f). This implies a_α(f) = 0, by facts (i) and (iii). □

Corollary 3.32. Let R be a Reinhardt domain in C^n and ~R be the smallest complete Reinhardt domain containing R. Suppose that for some 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞, ∞⋂ k=0 S ( R, A^p_k ) = N^n .

Then every f ∈ C^∞(R) ∩ O(R) extends holomorphically to ~R.

Proof. Since f ∈ A^p_k(R) for each k, Proposition 3.31 says the Laurent series of f contains no monomials with negative exponents. The Laurent series thus reduces to a Taylor series. The series necessarily converges in some neighborhood of zero and defines an analytic continuation of f to ~R. □

Example 3.33. Consider the Hartogs triangle H . It is a classical fact that any function holomorphic in a neighborhood of H extends holomorphically to the bidisc. However a stronger result is true: any f ∈ C^∞(H ) ∩ O(H ) extends to a holomorphic function on the bidisc.

To see this, write

e_α(z) = z^{α1}_1 z^{α2}_2 = ( z_1 z_2 )_{α1} z^{α1+α2} 2 , and recall that |z_1| < |z_2| if (z_1, z_2) ∈ H . It follows that

S (H , A^∞_0 ) = {(α_1, α_2) : α_1 ≥ 0, α_1 + α_2 ≥ 0} . (3.34) On the other hand, since ∂^β e_α = C(α, β)e_{α−β} , ∂^βe_α ∈ A^∞_0 (H ) if α_1 ≥ β_1 and α_1 + α_2 ≥ β_1 + β_2. Therefore,

S(H , A^∞_k ) = {(α_1, α_2) : α_1 ≥ 0, α_2 ≥ 0} ∪ {(α_1, α_2) : α_1 ≥ k, α_1 + α_2 ≥ k}. (3.35)

The situation is illustrated below, in the fourth quadrant of the lattice point diagram of H . The lattice points α = (α_1, α_2) on and above the line indexed by A^∞_k correspond to monomials e_α(z) = z^α with α ∈ S (H , A^∞_k ). Differentiation with respect to z_1 (resp. z_2) is denoted by ∂_1 (resp. ∂_2), and is represented (up to a constant multiple) by a shift left (resp. a shift down).

α_1 α_2 A^∞_0A^∞_1A^∞_2A∞_3

A^∞_4 ∂_1∂^2 (0, 0)(1, 0)

(0, −1)

Each e_α, with α in the fourth quadrant, is a finite number of derivatives away from becoming an unbounded function on H . This implies ∞⋂ k=0 S (H , A^∞_k ) = {(α_1, α_2) : α_1 ≥ 0, α_2 ≥ 0}.

Corollary 3.32 thus gives the claimed result.

Remark 3.36. This property of the Hartogs triangle was first proved in Section 5 of [38], by a different argument.

4. Generalized Hartogs Triangles

Following [17], for γ > 0 define the domains

H_γ := { (z_1, z_2) ∈ C^2 : |z_1|^γ < |z_2| < 1 } ; (4.1)

call H_γ the power-generalized Hartogs triangle of exponent γ. The main result in [17] is that the Bergman projection B_{H γ} = B_γ is “defective” as an L^p operator and, moreover, whether γ ∈ Q or not determines the extent of its deficiency. The precise result is

Theorem 4.2 ([17]). Let H_γ be given by (4.1).

(i) Let γ =^m_n , where m, n ∈ Z^+ with gcd(m, n) = 1.

Then B_γ : L^p (H_γ ) → A^p (H_γ ) boundedly if and only if p ∈ (_{2m+2n} m+n+1 , 2m+2n m+n−1 ) . (ii) Let γ be irrational.

Then B_γ : L^p (H_γ ) → A^p (H_γ ) boundedly if and only if p = 2.

Focus on H_{m/n} ,^m_n ∈ Q, and integrability exponents p ≥ 2. The proof of (i) in Theorem 4.2 actually shows more: the Bergman projection on H_{m/n} fails to generate A^p functions from L^p data for certain p. To apply Theorems 2.15 and 2.18, operators are needed that create A^p functions for p outside the range in Theorem 4.2 (i).

The sub-Bergman projections defined in Section 3.6 are such operators. Verification of this is done over several sections, leading to Theorem 4.3. Let H_{m/n} , where m, n ∈ Z^+ with gcd(m, n) = 1, be given by (4.1).

For each p ≥ 2, the sub-Bergman projection ~B^p : L^p ( H_{m/n} ) → A^p ( H_{m/n} ) satisfies (i) | | ~B^p | | is bounded on L^p(H_{m/n} ) (ii) ~B^ph = h ∀h ∈ A^p(H_{m/n} ). Theorem 4.3 contains Theorem 0.4 from the Introduction and is proved in Section 4.3.

If q is conjugate to p, | | | ~B^p | | | also maps L^q(H_{m/n} ) into A^q(H_{m/n} ) boundedly, but the map is no longer surjective, see Remark 4.39. An explicit description of the set of L^p-allowable multi-indices plays a crucial role in the proof of Theorem 4.3.

4.1. Integrability and Orthogonality.

4.1.1. Holomorphic monomials in L^p ( H_{m/n} ) . Let H_{m/n} , m, n ∈ Z^+ with gcd(m, n) = 1, be a fixed power-generalized Hartogs triangle throughout the section. The following calculation was sketched in [17].

Lemma 4.4. Let p ∈ [1, ∞). The set of L^p-allowable multi-indices is S ( H_{m/n} , L^p ) = { α = (α_1, α_2) : α_1 ≥ 0, nα_1 + mα_2 ≥ ⌊ − 2 p (m + n) + 1 ⌋} . (4.5) For α ∈ S(H_{m/n} , L^p), ‖e_α‖^p_{Lp(H m/n )} = 4mπ^2 n(pα_1 + 2)^2 + m(pα_1 + 2)(pα_2 + 2)

(4.6)

Proof. Note there are points in H_{m/n} where z_1 = 0, which forces α_1 ≥ 0. Computing in polar coordinates ∫ H_{m/n} |z^α|^p dV = 4π^2 ∫_1 0 r^{pα2+1} 2 ∫_rn/m_2 0 r^{pα1+1} 1 dr_1dr_2 = 4π^2 pα_1 + 2

∫_1 0 r^{pα2+1+ nm (pα1+2)} 2 dr_2.

This integral converges if and only if the exponent pα_2 + 1 +^n_m (pα_1 + 2) > −1. From here, (4.6) easily follows. To see (4.5), notice that since α_1, α_2, m, n ∈ Z,

pα_2 + 2 + n m (pα_1 + 2) > 0 ⇐⇒ nα_1 + mα_2 ≥ ⌊ − 2 p (m + n) + 1 ⌋ . (4.7) □

Examine the sets S ( H_{m/n} , L^p ) as functions of p ∈ [1, ∞). The floor function in (4.5) shows that S ( H_{m/n} , L^p ) = S ( H_{m/n} , L^{p±ϵ} ) if ϵ > 0 is small, unless −^2_p (m + n) + 1 ∈ Z. The lattice points in S ( H_{m/n} , L^p ) are therefore stable except for certain exceptional p. Call these exceptional values thresholds. Note that S ( H_{m/n} , L^t ) ⊂ S ( H_{m/n} , L^s ) if s < t, so S ( H_{m/n} , L^p ) jumps to a smaller set of lattice points as p increases past a threshold value.

The next result makes this stabilization precise and shows there are only a finite number of thresholds for a given H_{m/n} .

Proposition 4.8. There are exactly 2m + 2n thresholds associated to H_{m/n} . They occur when p_k =^{2m+2n}_{1−k} for k ∈ {1 − 2m − 2n, 2 − 2m − 2n, . . . , −1, 0}.

Consider the corresponding partition of [1, ∞)

[1, ∞) = 0⋃ k=1−2m−2n [ p_k, p_{k+1}) , p_k =

2m + 2n 1 − k . (4.9)

Then for any p ∈ [ p_k, p_{k+1}), S ( H_{m/n} , L^p ) = {(α_1, α_2) : α_1 ≥ 0, nα_1 + mα_2 ≥ k} = S ( H_{m/n} , L^{pk} ) , (4.10) and S ( H_{m/n} , L^∞ ) = {(α_1, α_2) : α_1 ≥ 0, nα_1 + mα_2 ≥ 0} = S ( H_{m/n} , L^{2m+2n} ) , (4.11)

Remark 4.12. (4.11) says every e_α ∈ A^{2m+2n} ( H_{m/n} ) is necessarily bounded. This generalizes statement (3.34) on H_1 .

Proof. Define ℓ_{m,n}(p) := −^2_p (m + n) + 1, p ∈ [1, ∞). The function ℓ_{m,n}(p) is increasing and takes values in the interval [1 − 2m − 2n, 1). Note ℓ_{m,n}(p) = k ∈ Z if and only if p =^{2m+2n}_{1−k} .

Rewrite the partition in (4.9):

[1, ∞) = ⋃ k [ 2m + 2n 1 − k , 2m + 2n −k ) := ⋃ k J_k, where the union is taken over k ∈ {1 − 2m − 2n, 2 − 2m − 2n, . . . , −1, 0}. Suppose p, p^′ ∈ J_k for some J_k. Then k ∈ ( − 2 p (m + n), − 2 p (m + n) + 1 ] ∩ ( − 2 p^′ (m + n), − 2 p^′ (m + n) + 1 ] , which in turn implies ⌊ℓ_{m,n}(p)⌋ = k = ⌊ℓ_{m,n}(p^′)⌋, and shows (4.10) holds.

To see (4.11), let α = (α_1, α_2) ∈ S ( H_{m/n} , L^{2m+2n} ) . Equation (4.5) says that α_1 ≥ 0 and nα_1 + mα_2 ≥ 0. Since |z_1|^m < |z_2|^n < 1 if z ∈ H_{m/n} , it follows that

|z^{α1}_1 z^{α2}_2 |^m = | | | z^m_1 z^n_2 | | | α_1 |z_2|^{nα1+mα2} < 1, which says α ∈ S ( H_{m/n} , L^∞ ) . □

4.1.2. An example; pairing Monomials. Consider the domain H_2 . Proposition 4.8 says there are 6 thresholds associated to H_2 :

α_1 α_2 L^6 = L^∞

L^3L^2L^{32}L^{65}L^1

(0, 0)(1, 0)

(0, −1)

The lines come from (4.10). The lattice points on the first five lines represent L^p-integrable monomials for all p up to but not including the p value of the next line, while the lattice points on and above the p = 6 line correspond to bounded monomials on H_2 .

Choose β ∈ S ( H_2 , L^32 ) and δ ∈ S ( H_2 , L^2 ) with β ≠ δ. The first observation is that the L^2 pairing ⟨e_β, e_δ ⟩_{H 2} (4.13)

is defined. Note that^3_2 and 2 are not conjugate. If β also belonged to S ( H_2 , L^2 ) , Hölder’s inequality would imply (4.13) is finite. Thus assume β lies on the line L^32 in the diagram. Proposition 4.8 says e_β ∈ L^t(H_2 ) for all t < 2 and that e_δ ∈ L^s(H_2 ) for all s < 3. There are infinitely many pairs of conjugate exponents in these two intervals, so once again Hölder’s inequality shows (4.13) is defined. The second observation is that (4.13) equals 0. This follows since β ≠ δ and the monomials {e_α} are orthogonal on H_2 .

The same conclusion holds for any multi-indices β ≠ δ chosen with β ∈ S(H_2 , L^65 ) (respectively β ∈ S(H_2 , L^1)) and δ ∈ S(H_2 , L^3) (respectively δ ∈ S(H_2 , L^6)). The following corollary of Proposition 4.8 gives the general version:

Corollary 4.14. Let γ =^m_n , k ∈ {1 − 2m − 2n, 2 − 2m − 2n, . . . , −1, 0}, and define j(k) := 1 − k − 2m − 2n. Set

p_k =

2m + 2n 1 − k , p_{j(k)} =

2m + 2n 1 − j(k) = 2m + 2n 2m + 2n + k . Then for any choice of multi-indices β ∈ S(H_γ , L^{pk} ) and δ ∈ S(H_γ , L^{pj(k)} ) with β ≠ δ, the inner product ⟨e_β, e_δ ⟩_{H γ} = 0. Remark 4.15. Corollary 4.14 is nontrivial only because p_k and p_{j(k)} are not conjugate; indeed,^1_{pk} +^1_{pj(k)} > 1. No analogue of Corollary 4.14 exists for H_γ , γ /∈ Q.

4.2. Constructing A^p functions. Construction of the sub-Bergman kernels and projection operators is based on the decomposition of monomials in Proposition 4.8.

4.2.1. Type-A operators on H_{m/n} . A lemma from [17] is recalled that relates estimates on a class of kernels defined on H_{m/n} × H_{m/n} to mapping properties of the associated integral operators. If Ω ⊂ C^n is a domain and K is an a.e. positive, measurable function on Ω × Ω, let K denote the integral operator associated to K: Kf(z) = ∫ Ω K(z, w)f(w) dV (w). Definition 4.16. For A ∈ R^+ , call K an operator of type-A on H_{m/n} if its kernel satisfies

K (z_1, z_2, w_1, w_2) ≲

|z_2w_2|^A |1 − z_2w̄_2|^2 |z^n_2 w̄^n_2 − z^m_1 w̄^m_1 |^2 , for a constant independent of (z, w) ∈ H_{m/n} × H_{m/n} .

The basic L^p mapping result is

Proposition 4.17 ([17]). If K is an operator of type-A on H_{m/n} , then K : L^p ( H_{m/n} ) −→ L^p ( H_{m/n} ) boundedly if 2n + 2m Am + 2n + 2m − 2nm < p < 2n + 2m 2nm − Am , (4.18)

whenever n(2 − m^{−1}) − 1 < A < 2n. (4.19)

Remark 4.20. The range of L^p boundedness as A tends to the upper and lower bounds in (4.19) is significant. As A → 2n, the interval in (4.18) increases to (1, ∞); thus an operator of type-2n on H_{m/n} is L^p bounded for all 1 < p < ∞. In the other direction, note the left endpoint n(2 − m^{−1}) − 1 ≥ 0 for all choices of m, n ∈ Z^+. As A decreases to this endpoint, the interval in (4.18) collapses towards the point {2}. However an operator of type n(2 − m^{−1}) − 1 is not necessarily bounded on any L^p space, including L^2.

4.2.2. Splitting monomials by integrability class. Abbreviate the L^p-allowable multi-indices given by Proposition 4.8:

S(H_{m/n} , L^{pk} ) = {(α_1, α_2) : α_1 ≥ 0, nα_1 + mα_2 ≥ k} := S_k,

where p_k =^{2m+2n}_{1−k} and k ∈ {1 − 2m − 2n, 2 − 2m − 2n, . . . , −1, 0}.

The L^p sub-Bergman kernels for p ≥ 2 are defined ~Bp(z, w) := ∑ α∈S_k e_α(z)e_α(w) ‖e_α‖^2

, p ∈ [ p_k, p_{k+1}). (4.21)

The stabilization in Proposition 4.8 accounts for the identical definition of ~B^p(z, w) for all p ∈ [ p_k, p_{k+1}). Note that only S_k for k ∈ [1 − m − n, 0] occurs in any of the kernels (4.21), since p ≥ 2. Proposition 4.8 also says S_0 = S ( H_{m/n} , L^{2m+2n} ) = S ( H_{m/n} , L^∞ ) . Consequently, denote the sum ∑ α∈S_0 e_α(z)e_α(w) ‖e_α‖^2

:= ~B^∞(z, w) (4.22)

and call ~B^∞(z, w) the L^∞ sub-Bergman kernel on H_{m/n} . The sum defining ~B^∞(z, w) consists only of L^∞ monomials.

As an aid to calculating the sums (4.21) and (4.22), define s_k = {α : α_1 ≥ 0, nα_1 + mα_2 = k} , (4.23) and consider the functions b^{pk} (z, w) = ∑ α∈s_k e_α(z)e_α(w) ‖e_α‖^2

. (4.24)

Orthogonality of {e_α} yields the decomposition −1∑ j=k b^{pj} (z, w) + ~B^∞(z, w) = ~B^{pk} (z, w) (4.25) for negative integers k ≥ 1 − m − n.

4.2.3. Analyzing the sub-Bergman kernels. The first step is to obtain an upper bound on b^{pk} connected to Definition 4.16.

Proposition 4.26. The following estimate holds for all z, w ∈ H_{m/n} |b^{pk} (z, w)| ≲ |z_2w̄_2|^{2n+ k}m |z^n_2 w̄^n_2 − z^m_1 w̄^m_1 |^2

. (4.27) Recall k < 0 in (4.27), k ∈ {1 − m − n, 2 − m − n, . . . , −1}. Proof. Since gcd(m, n) = 1, there is a unique pair (β_1, β_2) with 0 ≤ β_1 ≤ m − 1 and nβ_1 + mβ_2 = k. Notice that the subsequent lattice points on this line are of the form (β_1 + jm, β_2 − jn). Equation (4.6) says for all α ∈ S ( H_{m/n} , L^2 ) , ‖e_α‖^2 = mπ^2 (α_1 + 1)(nα_1 + mα_2 + m + n)

. (4.28) In what follows, let s := z_1w̄_1 and t := z_2w̄_2. Definition (4.24) and (4.28) imply b^{pk} (z, w) = m + n + k mπ^2 ∞∑ j=0 (β_1 + jm + 1) s^{β1+jm}t^{β2−jn}

= m + n + k mπ^2 · t^{k/m} ∞∑ j=0 (β_1 + jm + 1) s^{β1+jm}(t^{−n/m})^{β1+jm}

= m + n + k mπ^2 · t^{k/m} ∞∑ j=0 (β_1 + jm + 1) u^{β1+jm} (4.29)

where u := st^{−n/m}. Writing this series in closed form yields (4.29) = m + n + k mπ^2 · t^{k/m}u^{β1} · (β_1 + 1) + (m − β_1 − 1)u^m

(1 − u^m)^2 = m + n + k mπ^2 · s^{β1} t^{β2} ·

(β_1 + 1)t^{2n} + (m − β_1 − 1)s^mt^n (t^n − s^m)^2 . Noting that |s|^m < |t|^n, the bound (4.27) follows. □ Let b^{pk} be the integral operator b^{pk} (f)(z) := ∫ H_{m/n} b^{pk} (z, w)f(w) dV (w) (4.30) The operator b^{pk} is orthogonal projection from L^2(H_{m/n} ) → span_L2 {e_α : α ∈ s_k}. Note each s_k is a set of points in the lattice point diagram lying on a single line.

Corollary 4.31. Let p_k =^{2m+2n}_{1−k} for each integer 1 − m − n ≤ k ≤ −1 and q_k be conjugate to p_k. The projection b^{pk} is an operator of type-A for A = 2n+^k_m . Thus, b^{pk} is L^p-bounded for p ∈ ( 2n + 2m 2n + 2m + k , 2n + 2m −k ) = (q_{k+1}, p_{k+1}). (4.32)

Proof. Set A = 2n +^k_m in Proposition 4.17. □

The second step is to show the kernel ~B^∞(z, w) satisfies bounds related to Definition 4.16 and is more involved.

Proposition 4.33. The L^∞ sub-Bergman kernel on H_{m/n} satisfies | |~B^∞(z, w) | | ≲ |z_2w̄_2|^{2n} |1 − z_2w̄_2|^2 |z^n_2 w̄^n_2 − z^m_1 w̄^m_1 |^2

. (4.34)

Proof. Recall the description of S(H_{m/n} , L^∞) given by (4.11) and let r ∈ {0, 1, . . . , m − 1}. Since gcd(m, n) = 1, there is a unique (α_1, α_2) with both nα_1 +mα_2 = r and 0 ≤ α_1 ≤ m−1. Set this α_1 = σ(r). The function σ is a permutation of the set {0, 1, . . . , m−1} with σ(0) = 0.

Each α ∈ S(H_{m/n} , L^∞) = {(α_1, α_2) : α_1 ≥ 0, nα_1 + mα_2 ≥ 0} can uniquely described by a line of the form nα_1 + mα_2 = k and an α_1 value. Again letting r ∈ {0, 1, . . . , m − 1}, parametrize k and α_1 by nα_1 + mα_2 = md + r, d = 0, 1, . . . α_1 = mj + σ(r), j = 0, 1, . . . For ease of notation set s = z_1w̄_1, t = z_2w̄_2. From equations (4.21) and (4.28), ~B∞(z, w) = 1 mπ^2 ∑ α∈S(H_{m/n} ,L^∞) (α_1 + 1)(nα_1 + mα_2 + m + n)s^{α1} t^{α2}

= 1 mπ^2 m−1∑ r=0 ∞∑ d,j=0 (mj + σ(r) + 1)(md + r + m + n)s^{mj+σ(r)}t^{d+ rm −nj− nm σ(r)}

= 1 mπ^2 m−1∑ r=0 u^{σ(r)}t^{rm} (_∞ ∑ j=0 (mj + σ(r) + 1)u^{mj} )(_∞ ∑ d=0 (md + r + m + n)t^d )

:= 1 mπ^2 m−1∑ r=0 u^{σ(r)}t^{rm} I_r(u)J_r(t), (4.35)

where we have introduced the new variable u = st^{−n/m}. Note both |t| < 1 and |u| < 1 on H_{m/n} . For fixed r, estimate the sums I_r(u) and J_r(t) given in (4.35): |I_r(u)| = | | | ∞∑ j=0 (mj + 1)u^{mj} + σ(r) ∞∑ j=0 u^{mj} | | | ≲ 1 |1 − u^m|^2 = |t|^{2n} |t^n − s^m|^2 , (4.36) and |J_r(t)| = | | | | m ∞∑ d=0 (d + 1)t^d + (r + n) ∞∑ d=0 t^d | | | | ≲ 1 |1 − t|^2 . (4.37)

Note both bounds hold for all r ∈ {0, 1, . . . , m − 1}. Combining (4.36) and (4.37) with (4.35) gives the result. □

4.3. Proof of Theorem 4.3. For p ∈ [2, ∞), the L^p sub-Bergman projection is ~Bpf(z) := ∫ H_{m/n} ~Bp(z, w)f(w) dV (w),

with kernel given by (4.21). Notice the identical kernels in definition (4.21) imply ~B^p = ~B^{p′} for all p, p^′ ∈ [p_k, p_{k+1}). Similarly, ~B^∞ denotes the L^∞ sub-Bergman projection on H_{m/n} , the operator whose kernel is defined by (4.22).

Proposition 4.38. Let p_k =^{2m+2n}_{1−k} , for k ∈ {1 − m − n, 2 − m − n, . . . , −1}, and let q_k denote the conjugate exponent of p_k. Interpret p_1 = ∞ and q_1 = 1.

Let p ∈ [p_k, p_{k+1}). The following hold: (i) | | ~B_p | | is L_p′ bounded for all p_′ ∈ (q_{k+1}, p_{k+1}).

(ii) | | ~B^∞ | | is a bounded operator on L^p for all p ∈ (1, ∞).

Proof. Estimate (4.34) shows that | | ~B_∞ | | is a type-A operator with A = 2n. Proposition

4.17 then implies (ii). For 1 − m − n ≤ k ≤ −1, apply the triangle inequality to equation (4.25) together with estimate (4.27) to see that | | ~B_{pk} | | is a type-A operator with A = 2n+_{km} .

Proposition 4.17 then implies (i). □

To complete the proof of Theorem 4.3, recall that ~B^p is defined as the orthogonal projection from L^2(H_{m/n} ) onto G^{2,p}(H_{m/n} ), the target space given by equation (3.20). Since A^p(H_{m/n} ) ⊂ G^{2,p}(H_{m/n} ), reproduction property (ii) of Theorem 2.15 holds. □

Remark 4.39. Again let p ≥ 2 with p ∈ [p_k, p_{k+1}). If p^′ ∈ (q_{k+1}, p_{k+1}), then its conjugate q^′ ∈ (q_{k+1}, p_{k+1}). Proposition 4.38 shows | | | ~B^p | | | is both L^{p′} and L^{q′} bounded. In particular, | | ~B_p | | is bounded on L_q(H_{m/n} ), where q is conjugate to p.

On the other hand, reproduction of the space A^{q′} fails for all q^′ < 2. Indeed, a slight modification of the proof of Proposition 3.17 shows: if f ∈ A^{q′} (H_{m/n} ), then ~Bp(f)(z) = ∑ α∈S(H_{m/n} ,L^p) a_α(f)e_α(z).

Lemma 4.4 implies S(H_{m/n} , L^{q′} ) is a strict superset of S(H_{m/n} , L^2) which in turn contains S(H_{m/n} , L^p). Thus non-trivial elements in A^{q′} are mapped to 0. Ramifications of this are seen in the next subsection.

4.4. Duality, Approximation and Minimization. The sub-Bergman projections give precise answers to versions of (Q1-3) on the domains H_{m/n} .

4.4.1. Duality. The dual space of A^p ( H_{m/n} ) for all 1 < p < ∞ can be concretely described.

The representation is particularly cogent when p > 2.

Proposition 4.40. Let p > 2 with conjugate q. The dual space A^p ( H_{m/n} )_′ can be identified with a proper subset of A^q(H_{m/n} ). Namely,

A^p(H_{m/n} )^′ ∼= f ∈ A^q(H_{m/n} ) : f = ∑ α∈S(H m/n ,L^p) a_α(f)e_α . (4.41)

Additionally,

A^q(H_{m/n} )^′ ∼= A^p(H_{m/n} ) ⊕ span_Aq_{(H m/n )}′ { a_α : α ∈ S ( H_{m/n} , L^q ) \S ( H_{m/n} , L^p )} . (4.42)

Proof. Since | | ~B^p | | is bounded on L^p, Proposition 3.27 applies. Equation (4.41) follows from part (ii) of Proposition 3.27, noting the right hand side of (4.41) is G^{q,p}(H_{m/n} ). Equation (4.42) follows from part (iii) of the same proposition. □

This result should be compared with the breakdown shown in Section 1.1.

4.4.2. Approximation of A^p functions. The form of (Q2) addressed is the following: given p ∈ (1, ∞) and r > p, when can f ∈ A^p ( H_{m/n} ) be approximated by A^r ( H_{m/n} ) functions in the L^p norm? As in Proposition 4.40, the answer is most appealing when p > 2.

Proposition 4.43. Let p ≥ 2 be given and r > p. Then f ∈ A^p(H_{m/n} ) can be approximated by A^r ( H_{m/n} ) functions in the L^p norm if and only if ~B^rf = f.

Proof. Suppose f ∈ A^p ( H_{m/n} ) and ~B^rf = f. Proceed as in the proof of Proposition 2.18.

Since f ∈ L^p ( H_{m/n} ) , there is a sequence ϕ_n ∈ C^∞_c ( H_{m/n} ) satisfying ‖ϕ_n − f‖_p → 0 as n → ∞. Set f_n := ~B^rϕ_n. Note f_n ∈ A^r ( H_{m/n} ) by Proposition 4.38 . Moreover ‖f_n − f‖_p = ‖ ‖ ~B_r(ϕ_n − f) ‖ ‖ p ≲ ‖ϕ_n − f‖_p , so f is approximable as claimed.

For the converse, suppose f ∈ A^p(H_{m/n} ) and ~B^rf ≠ f. By Proposition 3.25 , there exists e_β ∈ S ( H_{m/n} , L^p ) \ S ( H_{m/n} , L^r ) such that a_β(f) ≠ 0, with a_β(f) associated to f via (3.10).

Suppose there were a sequence g_n ∈ A^r(H_{m/n} ) such that g_n → f in A^p ( H_{m/n} ) . Note that a_β(g_n) = 0 for all n. Thus a_β(g_n − f) = −a_β(f) ≠ 0 ∀n. But Proposition 3.5 implies that a_β is continuous on A^p(H_{m/n} ). Thus |a_β (g_n − f)| ≲ ‖g_n − f‖_Ap → 0 as n → ∞, a contradiction. □

For 1 < p < 2, the results are more complicated. In the first place, the sub-Bergman projections ~B^r are only defined if r ≥ 2; consequently no approximation theorem for the range 1 < p < r < 2 follows from results in this paper. Additionally, the approximation result that does follow – for the range 1 < p < 2 ≤ r – requires consideration of the partition (4.9) in Proposition 4.8.

Proposition 4.44. Let 1 < p < 2 and p^′ be conjugate to p. In the partition (4.9), choose k so that p^′ < p_{k+1} =^{2m+2n}_{−k} .

Fix r ∈ [ p_k, p_{k+1}). Then f ∈ A^p(H_{m/n} ) can be approximated by A^r ( H_{m/n} ) functions in the L^p norm if and only if ~B^rf = f.

Proof. Since p^′ < p_{k+1}, simple algebra shows that q_{k+1} < p, where q_{k+1} is the conjugate exponent to p_{k+1}. Since p ∈ (q_{k+1}, p_{k+1}), Theorem 4.38 implies ~B^r is bounded on L^p.

The rest of the proof is the same as for Proposition 4.43. □

4.4.3. L^2-nearest approximant in A^p. Question (Q3) can be cast as a broad minimization problem. Suppose ‖·‖_X is an auxiliary norm on the space L^p(Ω), Ω ⊂ C^n fixed. Problem: Given g ∈ L^p(Ω), find G ∈ A^p(Ω) so ‖g − G‖_X ≤ ‖g − h‖_X (4.45) for all h ∈ A^p(Ω).

For general ‖·‖_X , techniques needed for this problem mostly await development. But when X = L^2(Ω) the sub-Bergman operators give results. Recall that for p ≥ 2, ~B^p is the orthogonal projection from L^2 onto G^{2,p}, the latter space given in Proposition 3.21. If Ω is bounded, the diagram

L^p(Ω) → L^2(Ω) ? ~ B^p A^p(Ω) → G^{2,p}(Ω)

summarizes relations between the function spaces, with → denoting injection. Consider “closest” to mean closest measured by the L^2 norm in the following. If g ∈ L^2(Ω), the unique closest element in G^{2,p}(Ω) is ~B^pg. However when Ω = H_{m/n} , Theorem 4.3 says that ~Bp restricts to a bounded operator on Lp(H_{m/n} ). It follows that ~Bpg is also the closest element in A^p(Ω) to g. Thus,

Proposition 4.46. Let p ≥ 2 and g ∈ L^p(H_{m/n} ). The function ~B^pg satisfies ‖ ‖g − ~B^pg ‖ ‖_{L2} ≤ ‖g − h‖_L2 for all h ∈ A^p(H_{m/n} ), with equality if and only if h = ~B^pg.

References

[1] Axler, S. Bergman spaces and their operators. Surverys of some recent results in operator theory 1 (1988), 1 – 50.

[2] Barrett, D. E. Irregularity of the Bergman projection on a smooth bounded domain in C^2 . Ann. of Math. 119 (1984), 431–436.

[3] Barrett, D. E., and Fornæss, J. E. Uniform approximation of holomorphic functions on bounded Hartogs domains in C^2 . Math. Z. 191 (1986), 61–72.

[4] Barrett, D. E., and Sahutoglu, S. Irregularity of the Bergman projection on worm domains. Mich.

Math. J. 61 (2012), 187–198.

[5] Bell, S., and Ligocka, E. A simplification and extension of Fefferman’s theorem on biholomorphic mappings. Invent. Math. 57, 283–289 (1980).

[6] Bell, S. R. Biholomorphic mappings and the ¯∂-problem. Ann. of Math. (2) 114, 1 (1981), 103–113. [7] Bell, S. R. A duality theorem for harmonic functions. Michigan Math. J. 29, 1 (1982), 123–128. [8] Bell, S. R. A representation theorem in strictly pseudoconvex domains. Illinois J. Math. 26, 1 (1982), 19–26.

[9] Bell, S. R. Differentiability of the Bergman kernel and pseudolocal estimates. Math. Z. 192, 3 (1986), 467–472.

[10] Bell, S. R., and Boas, H. P. Regularity of the Bergman projection and duality of holomorphic function spaces. Math. Ann. 267, 4 (1984), 473–478.

[11] Catlin, D. W. Boundary behavior of holomorphic functions on pseudoconvex domains. J. Diff. Geo 15, 4 (1980), 605–625.

[12] Chakrabarti, D., and Zeytuncu, Y. L^p mapping properties of the Bergman projection on the Hartogs triangle. Proc. Amer. Math. Soc. 144, 4 (2016), 1643–1653.

[13] Duren, P. Theory of H^p spaces, vol. 38 of Pure and Applied Mathematics (New York). Academic Press, New York-London, 1970.

[14] Duren, P., and Schuster, A. Bergman spaces, vol. Mathematical surveys and mongraphs. American Mathematical Society, 2004.

[15] Edholm, L. D. Bergman theory of certain generalized Hartogs triangles. Pacific J. Math. 284, 2 (2016), 327–342.

[16] Edholm, L. D., and McNeal, J. D. The Bergman projection on fat Hartogs triangles: L^p boundedness. Proc. Amer. Math. Soc. 144, 5 (2016), 2185–2196.

[17] Edholm, L. D., and McNeal, J. D. Bergman subspaces and subkernels: degenerate L^p mapping and zeroes. J. Geom. Anal. 27, 4 (2017), 2658–2683.

[18] Fornæss, J. E., Lee, L., and Zhang, Y. On supnorm estimates for ¯∂ on infinite type convex domains in C^2 . Journal of Geometric Analysis 21, 3 (2011), 495–512.

[19] Garnett, J. Bounded analytic functions. Academic Press, New York, 1981. [20] Hedenmalm, H. The dual of a Bergman space on simply connected domains. J. Anal. Math 88, 311–335 (2002).

[21] Henkin, G. M. Integral representations of functions holomorphic in strictly pseudoconvex domains and some applications. Mat. Sb. 78 (1969), 611–632.

[22] Jarnicki, M., and Pflug, P. First steps in several complex variables: Reinhardt domains. EMS Textbooks in Mathematics. European Mathematical Society (EMS), Zürich, 2008.

[23] Kerzman, N. Hölder and L^p estimates for solutions of ¯∂u = f in strongly pseudconvex domains. Comm.

Pure Appl. Math. 24 (1971), 301–379.

[24] Kerzman, N. The Bergman kernel function. Differentiability at the boundary. Math. Ann. 195 (1972), 149–158.

[25] Koenig, K. D. On maximal Sobolev and Hölder estimates for the tangential Cauchy-Riemann operator and boundary Laplacian. Amer. J. Math. 124, 1 (2002), 129–197.

[26] Komatsu, G. Boundedness of the Bergman projector and Bell’s duality theorem. Tohoku Math. J. (2) 36, 3 (1984), 453–467.

[27] Koosis, P. Introduction to Hp spaces, vol. 40 of London Mathematical Society Lecture Note Series.

Cambridge University Press, Cambridge-New York, 1980. With an appendix on Wolff’s proof of the corona theorem.

[28] Lanzani, L., and Stein, E. M. Szegö and Bergman projections on non-smooth planar domains. J.

Geom. Anal. 14, 1 (2004), 63–86.

[29] Lax, P. D. Functional Analysis. Pure and Applied Mathematics (New York). Wiley-Interscience [John Wiley & Sons], New York, 2002.

[30] Lieb, I. Die Cauchy-Riemann Differentialgleichenungen auf streng pseudo-konvexen Gebieten. Math.

Ann. 190 (1970), 6–44.

[31] McNeal, J. D. Boundary behavior of the Bergman kernel function in C^2 . Duke Math. J. 58, no. 2 (1989), 499–512.

[32] McNeal, J. D. Local geometry of decoupled pseudoconvex domains. In Complex analysis (Wuppertal, 1991), Aspects Math., E17. Vieweg, Braunschweig, 1991, pp. 223–230.

[33] McNeal, J. D. The Bergman projection as a singular integral operator. J. Geom. Anal. 4 (1994), 91–104.

[34] McNeal, J. D. Estimates on the Bergman kernels of convex domains. Adv. Math. 109, 1 (1994), 108–139.

[35] McNeal, J. D., and Stein, E. M. Mapping properties of the Bergman projection on convex domains of finite type. Duke Math. J. 73, 1 (1994), 177–199.

[36] Nagel, A., Rosay, J.-P., Stein, E. M., and Wainger, S. Estimates for the Bergman and Szegő kernels in C^2 . Ann. of Math. (2) 129, 1 (1989), 113–149.

[37] Phong, D. H., and Stein, E. M. Estimates for the Bergman and Szegö projections on strongly pseudo-convex domains. Duke Math. J. 44, 3 (1977), 695–704.

[38] Sibony, N. Prolongement des fonctions holomorphes bornées et métrique de Carathéodory. Invent.

Math. 29, 3 (1975), 205–230.

[39] Stein, E. M., and Weiss, G. Introduction to Fourier analysis on Euclidean spaces. No. 32 in Princeton Mathematical Series. Princeton University Press, 1971.

[40] Straube, E. J. Harmonic and analytic functions admitting a distribution boundary value. Ann. Scuola Norm. Sup. Pisa Cl. Sci. (4) 11, 4 (1984), 559–591.

[41] Straube, E. J. Lectures on the L^2-Sobolev theory of the ∂-Neumann problem. ESI Lectures in Mathematics and Physics. European Mathematical Society (EMS), Zürich, 2010.

[42] Zaharjuta, V., and Judovic, V. The general form of a linear functional on H^′_p. Uspekhi Mat. Nauk.

19, 2 (1964), 139–142.

[43] Zhu, K. Duality of Bloch spaces and norm convergence of Taylor series. Mich. Math. J. 38 (1991), 89–101.

[44] Zwonek, W. On Bergman completeness of pseudoconvex Reinhardt domains. Ann. Fac. Sci. Toulouse Math. 8, 6 (1999), 537–552.

[45] Zwonek, W. Completeness, Reinhardt domains, and the method of complex geodesics in the theory of invariant functions. Diss. Math. 388, 1–103 (2000).

Department of Mathematics, Central Michigan University, Mount Pleasant, Michigan, USA

E-mail address: chakr2d@cmich.edu

Department of Mathematics, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan, USA

E-mail address: edholm@umich.edu

Department of Mathematics, The Ohio State University, Columbus, Ohio, USA

E-mail address: mcneal@math.ohio-state.edu