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SUBHARMONICITY PROPERTIES OF THE
BERGMAN KERNEL AND SOME OTHER
FUNCTIONS ASSOCIATED TO
PSEUDOCONVEX DOMAINS

by Bo BERNDTSSON

ABSTRACT. — Let D be a pseudoconvex domain in (CéC x C7 and let ¢ be a
plurisubharmonic function in D. For each ¢t we consider the n-dimensional slice
of D, Dy = {z;(t,2z) € D}, let ¢* be the restriction of ¢ to D; and denote by
K¢(2,¢) the Bergman kernel of D; with the weight function ¢!. Generalizing a
recent result of Maitani and Yamaguchi (corresponding to n = 1 and ¢ = 0) we
prove that log K¢(z, z) is a plurisubharmonic function in D. We also generalize
an earlier results of Yamaguchi concerning the Robin function and discuss similar
results in the setting of R™.

RESUME. — Soit D un domaine pseudoconvexe en (Ci€ X C? et soit ¢ une fonction
plurisousharmonique dans D. Pour ¢ fixé, soit Dy = {z;(¢t,2) € D} la tranche
correspondante de D, ¢! la restriction de ¢ & Dy, et K¢(z, () le noyau de Bergman
pour le domaine Dy et le poid ¢*. En généralisant un résultat récent de Maitani
et Yamaguchi (correspondant & n = 1 et ¢ = 0), on montre que log K¢(z, z) est
plurisousharmonique en D. On donne aussi une généralisation d’un résultat de
Yamaguchi concernant la fonction de Robin et on discute des résultats du méme
style pour R™.

1. Introduction

Let D be a pseudoconvex domain in CF x C" and let ¢ be a plurisubhar-
monic function in D. For each ¢ we consider the n-dimensional slice of D,
Dy = {z;(t,2) € D}, and the restriction, ¢*, of ¢ to D;. Denote by

A2 = AQ(Dt7 e_¢t)

Keywords: Bergman spaces, plurisubharmonic function, d-equation, Lelong number.
Math. classification: 32A25.



1634 Bo BERNDTSSON

the Bergman space of holomorphic functions in D, satisfying

/ |h|26_¢t < 0.
D,

The Bergman kernel K;((,2) of A? for a point z in D, is the unique holo-
morphic function of ¢ satisfying

/ W(ORHC 2)e 9 = h(z)
Dy

for all functions h in A?. We shall prove the following theorem.

THEOREM 1.1. — With the notation above, the function log K;(z, z) is
plurisubharmonic, or identically equal to —oo in D.

In particular log K; is plurisubharmonic in ¢ for z fixed. Theorem 1.1 was
previously obtained in [14] in the case n =1 and ¢ = 0.

Theorem 1.1 may be seen as a complex version of Prekopa’s Theorem
[15] from convex analysis. This theorem says that if ¢(z,y) is a convex
function in R x R} and we define the function ¢ in RY* by

(1.1) o= d(@) :/ o—9G) dy.

then qg is also convex. Equivalently, we may define

é(x) = log k(z),

k(x) = (/n e_¢(x’y)dy)71.

For each z fixed, k(z) can be seen as the “Bergman kernel” for the space
Ker(d) of constant functions in R™, since the scalar product in

L2 (Rn, e—qﬁ(w, ))

where

of a function, u, with k(x) equals the mean value of u, i.e. the orthogonal
projection of v on the space of constants. Thus Theorem 1.1 is what we get
by replacing the convexity hypothesis in Prekopa’s theorem by plurisub-
harmonicity, and the kernel of d by the kernel of 9. (In the complex setting
we also need to pay attention to the domains involved, since a general
pseudoconvex domain cannot be defined by an inequality involving global
plurisubharmonic functions.)

One interesting case of the theorem , where the analogy to Prekopa’s
Theorem is more evident, is when (t,0) lies in D (for ¢ in some open set),

and D; and ¢! are both for fixed ¢ invariant under rotations ry(z) = ¥ 2.

ANNALES DE L’INSTITUT FOURIER



SUBHARMONICITY OF BERGMAN KERNELS 1635

It then follows from the mean value property for holomorphic functions
that K;((,0) is for each fixed ¢ a constant independent of ¢,

K, = (/D eﬂf’t)_l.

The following theorem from [2] is therefore a corollary of Theorem 1.1.

THEOREM 1.2. — Assume that for each fixed t, D; and ¢' are invariant
under rotations r¢(z) = ez. Define the function ¢ by

o d(l) / o (LE)
Dy

Then 45 is plurisubharmonic.

In particular, taking ¢ = 0 it follows that under the hypothesis of The-

orem 1.2, the function
—log |Dy|,

where |V| stands for the volume of a set, is plurisubharmonic. This has
recently been used by Cordero-Erausquin [6] to give a proof of the Santald
inequality.

Still under the hypotheses of Theorem 1.2 we can also introduce a large
parameter, p, and define a function 5]9 by

0 PPp(t) — / 0 PO(LE)
D,

Thus e~% @) is the LP-norm of e~#(®). From the plurisubharmonicity
of (ip it is not hard to deduce that
foo = i0f 6

is also plurisubharmonic. This is one version of Kiselman’s minimum prin-
ciple for plurisubharmonic functions, [10].

One main application of Kiselman’s minimum principle, combined with
a use of the Legendre transform, was to give a procedure to “attenuate
the singularities” of a given plurisubharmonic function: Given an arbitrary
plurisubharmonic function ¢, and a number ¢ > 0, Kiselman constructed
a new plurisubharmonic function which is finite at all points where the
Lelong number of ¢ is smaller that ¢ and still has a logarithmic singularity
at points where the Lelong number of ¢ exceeds c. This was in turn used
to give an easy proof of Siu’s theorem on the analyticity of sets defined by
Lelong numbers (see [11]).

It is a consequence of the Hérmander L?-estimates for the 0-equation
that if a is a point in a bounded domain €2 and ¢ is plurisubharmonic

TOME 56 (2006), FASCICULE 6



1636 Bo BERNDTSSON

in , then there is some holomorphic function in L?(Q2, e~?) which does
not vanish at a, if and only if the function e~? is locally integrable in
some neighbourhood of a. Using this we can prove the following theorem,
which can be seen as an alternative way of attenuating the singularities of
plurisubharmonic functions.

THEOREM 1.3. — Let Q be a pseudoconvex domain in C™ and let ¢ be

plurisubharmonic in €. Let 1 be the plurisubharmonic function in €2 x Q)
defined by

¥(a,z) = ¢(z) + (n —1)log |z — al.
Put

x(a) =log K,(a,a),

where K, is the Bergman kernel for A%(Q, e=2%"). Then Y is plurisubhar-
monic in §2, is finite at any point where the Lelong number of ¢ is smaller
than 1 and has a logarithmic singularity at any point where the Lelong
number of ¢ is larger than 1. The singularity set of x, {a;x(a) = —oc0} is
equal to (the analytic) set where the Lelong number of ¢ is at least 1.

Theorem 1.3 suggests the introduction of a family of Lelong numbers,

75(¢, a)
by replacing the function ¥ by

d(2) + slog|z — al

for 0 < s < n, and looking at points where the corresponding function y is
singular. We would then get the so called integrability index (see e.g. [12])
for s = 0 and the classical Lelong numbers for s =n — 1.

Theorem 1.1 is also intimately connected with another result concerning
curvature of vector bundles. We explain this in the simplest case, when D
is the product U x Q of two domains in C} and C” respectively. Let us
also here assume that ¢ is a bounded function, so that all the Bergman
spaces A%(Q, e’d’t) are equal as vector spaces, but the norm varies with t.
We can then define a vector bundle E over U by taking E; = A?(Q, e’d’t).
This is then a trivial vector bundle, of infinite rank, with an hermitian
metric defined by the Hilbert space norm. Our claim is that this vector
bundle is positive in the sense of Nakano. This can be proved by methods
very similar to the proof of Theorem 1.1. Such a result however seems to
be more natural in the setting of complex fibrations with compact fibers
(so that the Bergman spaces are of finite dimension) and we will come back
to it in a future publication.

ANNALES DE L’INSTITUT FOURIER



SUBHARMONICITY OF BERGMAN KERNELS 1637

We shall give two proofs of Theorem 1.1. The first, and simplest, one
is modeled on one proof of Prekopa’s theorem given by Brascamp and
Lieb [3]. Brascamp and Lieb used in their proof a version of Héormander’s
L?-estimates for the d-operator instead of 9. They also proved directly
this L%-estimate by an inductive procedure, using a version of Prekopa’s
theorem in smaller dimensions. Our first proof adapts this proof to the
complex case but starts from Hérmander’s Theorem.

The second proof does not use Hormander’s theorem, but rather the
a priori estimates behind it. (It is somewhat similar to a recent proof
of Theorem 1.2 given by Cordero-Erausquin [7] which is in turn inspired
by [1].) Our proof is based on a representation of the Bergman kernel as the
pushforward of a subharmonic form. We have included that proof since it
seems to us that it will be useful in other similar situations. As an example
of that we give a generalization of a rather remarkable result of Yamaguchi
on the plurisubharmonicity of the Robin function [18]. We finish the paper
with a short discussion of what a real variable version of a subharmonic form
should be and how this notion can be used to prove Prekopa’s Theorem
and real variable versions of Yamaguchi’s result [18], [5].

I would like to thank Christer Borell for several interesting discussions
on the material of this paper.

2. A special case of Theorem 1.1

Let V be a smoothly bounded strictly pseudoconvex domain in C™, with
defining function p so that V' = {¢, p(¢) < 0}. Let U be a domain in C and
let ¢ be a smooth strictly plurisubharmonic function in a neighbourhood of
U xV.Fix apoint z in V and let K, (-, z) be the Bergman kernel for V' with
the weight function ¢'.The main step in proving Theorem 1.1 is to prove
that in this situation, K;(z, z) is a subharmonic function of ¢.

For any square integrable holomorphic function h in V

(2.1) h(z) = /V WOKAC Do

is independent of ¢t. We shall differentiate this relation with respect to ¢
and will then have use for the following lemma.

LEMMA 2.1. — Let V be a smoothly bounded strictly pseudoconvex
domain in C", and let ¢ be a function in A x V which is smooth up to
the boundary. Let K¢((,z) be the Bergman kernel for the domain V with

TOME 56 (2006), FASCICULE 6



1638 Bo BERNDTSSON

weight function ¢'. Then K, is for z fixed in V smooth up to the boundary
of V' as a function of ¢, and moreover depends smoothly on t.

Proof. — Let v; be a smooth function in V supported in a small neigh-
bourhood of z, depending smoothly on ¢, and put f; = dv;. Let ay be the
solution of the d-Neumann problem

Dtat = (552( + 5:3)% = ft,
where 07 is the adjoint of 0 with respect to the weight ¢'. Since u; = 9}
is the minimal solution in L2(V,e~%") to the equation du = f, we have

w(C) = 0p(C) — / | OKCe

Choosing v; appropriately (i.e. so that vie~®" is a radial function of inte-
gral 1 in a small ball with center z) we get that the last term on the right
hand side is equal to K;((,z). It is therefore enough to prove that « has
the smoothness properties stated. To see this, note that if ¢ is close to 0

Dt = DO - Sta
with S; an operator of order 1 with smooth coefficients which vanishes
for t = 0. Hence

(I = Ro)ay == (I = [y ' Se)ar = [y ' fe-
For ¢ sufficiently close to 0 we can invert the operator I — R; and the
lemma follows from basic regularity properties of the -Neumann problem
in strictly pseudoconvex domains. |
We now differentiate (2.1) with respect to ¢, using the lemma. Let us
denote by 8;15 the differential operator

a0 _ o0 0¢
5 oo
It follows that the function
u = 8? K;
is for fixed ¢ orthogonal to the space of holomorphic functions in A2?. By
the reproducing property of the Bergman kernel we have

B(t) = Ki(z2) = /V Ki(6 )R 2

We shall use this formula to compute 9?® /9t t. We first get, using the
notation 9; = /0t

0P = — t t
—_— = / 8thKte_¢ —|—/ KtafKte_‘ﬁ .

ANNALES DE L’INSTITUT FOURIER



SUBHARMONICITY OF BERGMAN KERNELS 1639

Since K is holomorphic and u is orthogonal to the space of holomorphic
functions, the second term vanishes. We next differentiate once more.

6t8t /\a K 2e™ +/ Y0, K, Kye .

Using the commutation rule
(2.2) P9, = 0,07 + bz

in the second term we get

8tat / (00, Pe ™ +/ et KrPe =" +/ 8.0 K e ?

Moreover, by differentiating the relation

0=/ K Ke™?
14

t

we find that

/ 5@?1@1@@@5:7/ 107K, 2e " :7/ lu|2e %"
\4 1% 1%

All in all we therefore have that

62(b = t t t
2. — = [ |9.K,|*e? / —K2—¢—/ Ze—9,
(2.3) Do /V| Ke|"e™” + V¢tt| t|"e V|u| e

To estimate the last term we note that u solves the d-equation

99
ot

(the last equation follows from a commutation rule similar to (2.2) since

Oui=f=00"K, = K,0 —

K is holomorphic). Moreover, u is the minimal solution to this equation,
since u is orthogonal to the space of holomorphic functions. By Hérmander’s
theorem (see [8] for an appropriate formulation) we therefore get that

J e < [ S s e

v %

where (¢)7% is the inverse of the complex Hessian of ¢. Inserting this
into (2.3) and discarding the first (nonnegative) term we have

9?d ¢
—— > | |K)?De?
D10t /V| "D

where
D = ¢ — Z(¢zj2k)_l¢t2j¢t2k-
D equals precisely the determinant of the full complex Hessian of ¢ divided

by the determinant of the Hessian of ¢'. Since ¢ is strictly plurisubhar-
monic, this quantity is positive, and it follows that ® is subharmonic.

TOME 56 (2006), FASCICULE 6



1640 Bo BERNDTSSON

To see that in fact even log K, is subharmonic we change the weight
function ¢ to ¢(t,¢) + ¥(t) where 1 is an arbitrary smooth subharmonic
function. The Bergman kernel for the new weight ¢ + v is e¥ K;, where K
is the Bergman kernel for ¢. Therefore e¥ K, is subharmonic for any choice
of subharmonic function . This implies that log K; is subharmonic.

3. The general case of Theorem 1.1

In the previous section we have proved Theorem 1.1 when the domains D;
are smoothly bounded and do not depend on ¢, under the extra assumption
that ¢ is smooth up to the boundary. The general case is in principle a
rather straightforward consequence of this special case. There is however
one subtility, arising from the fact that some of the fiber domains D; may
not be smoothly bounded. This happens at points where the topology of the
fiber changes, something which is not at all excluded by our hypotheses.
(The simplest such example is when D, = {¢(z) < Ret} where ¢ is a
subharmonic function of one variable with two logarithmic poles.When Re ¢
is large negative, D; is a union of two disjoint islands around the poles. The
two islands come closer as Ret increases and eventually touch in a figure
eight, after which they join to one single domain.)

LEMMA 3.1. — Let Qg and €21 be bounded domains in C™, with )y com-
pactly included in §2;. Let ¢; be a sequence of continuous weight functions
in €1 such that

;=9
in Qg and that ¢; increases and tends to to infinity almost everywhere in
01\ Qo. Assume that the space of holomorphic functions in L?({y, e~%°)
is dense in the space of holomorphic functions in L?()y, e~%°). Fix a point
z in Qo and let K; be the Bergman kernel for z in L?(21,¢;). Let K be
the Bergman kernel for z in L*(Qo, ¢). Then K;(z,z) increases to K(z, z).

Proof. — The extremal characterisation of Bergman kernels,

K(z,z) =sup |h(z) ?

)

where the supremum is taken over all holomorphic functions of L%-norm
at most 1 makes it clear that Kj(z,z) is an increasing sequence and that
each Kj(z, z) is smaller than K(z, z). Since

Kj(z72) = / K20
(921

ANNALES DE L’INSTITUT FOURIER



SUBHARMONICITY OF BERGMAN KERNELS 1641

it follows in particular that K has uniformly bounded norm in L?(y, e =%7).
The sequence K; therefore has a weakly convergent subsequence in
L?(Q,e~?). Let k be the limit of some weakly convergent subsequence.
If h lies in L?(Qy, e~ %) we have that

. 2
hKje % | < |h[%e=% || K 2.
J Je;
1\ Q0 Q1\Qo

tends to zero. It follows that any weak limit k& satisfies

h(z):/Q hke ?.

Since holomorphic functions in L?(£21, e~%°) are dense in L?(£, e~%°), the
same relation holds for any h in L2(Qg,e~?°). Since k is necessarily also
holomorphic, ¥ = K and the limit is in fact uniform on compact subsets
of g. In particular

lim K (z) = K(z).
]

The proofs of the next two lemmas is similar but simpler and is therefore
omitted.

LEMMA 3.2. — Let Q be a bounded domain and ¢ a plurisubharmonic
weight function. Let §}; be an increasing family of subdomains with union
equal to €. Let z be a fixed point in )y and let K; and K be the Bergman
kernels for Q; and Q (with weight function ¢) respectively. Then K;(z, z)
decreases to K(z,z).

LeEMMA 3.3. — Let Q be a bounded domain and ¢; a decreasing se-
quence of plurisubharmonic weight functions. Let z be a fixed point in 2
and let K; and K be the Bergman kernels for the weight functions ¢; and ¢
respectively. Then K;(z,z) decreases to K(z, z).

To verify one of the hypotheses in Lemma 3.1 we need an approximation
result.

LEMMA 3.4. — Let € and €2y be smoothly bounded pseudoconvex do-
mains in C™ with Qy compactly included in ;. Assume there is a smooth
plurisubharmonic function p in Q1 such that Qy = {z € Q1,p(z) < 0}.
Then holomorphic functions in L?(§);) are dense in the space of holomor-
phic functions in L?().

Proof. — Let h be a square integrable holomorphic function in Q4. The
crux of the proof is to approximate h by functions holomorphic in a neigh-
bourhood of the set X = {p < 0}. This can be done by standard L2-theory

TOME 56 (2006), FASCICULE 6



1642 Bo BERNDTSSON

if 0 is a regular value of p so that the boundary of € is smooth. In the
non-smooth case, the possibility to approximate with function holomorphic
near X follows from a result by Bruna and Burgues, cf. Theorem B in [4].

Next, we let h be holomorphic near X and show how to approximate h
with functions holomorphic in £2;. Let H be an arbitrary extension of A from
a neighbourhood of X to a smooth function with compact support in 2
and put f = OH. Let k;(s) be a sequence of increasing convex functions
that vanish for s < 0 and tend to infinity for s > 0 and set ¢; = k; o p.
By Hormander’s theorem, [9], we can solve the equation 5‘vj = f with
estimates in L?(£2;,e~%). Since f is supported in the complement of Qg it
follows that v; tends to zero in L?(Qp). Hence H — v; is an approximating
sequence. O

The final lemma gives the semicontinuity of K.

LEMMA 3.5. — Let D = {(t,2);p(t,z) < 0} where p is smooth and
strictly plurisubharmonic near the closure of D and moreover has non-
vanishing gradient on 0D. Assume ¢ is smooth and plurisubharmonic near
the closure of D. Then Ky(z,z) is for fixed z upper semicontinuous as a
function of t.

Proof. — Consider a point ¢ and let s be nearby points tending to ¢t. We
may choose ¢ > 0 so that all fibers Dy are contained in the open set V
where p(t, z) < e. Note that the set-valued function t — D; is lower semi-
continuous, in the sense that if D; contains a compact set K, then K is
contained in all D, for s sufficiently close to ¢. Let K4((, z) be the Bergman
kernel of D, for a fixed point z. Since the domains Dy all contain a fixed
open neighbourhood of z the L?-norms of K, are bounded. Any sequence
of K therefore has a subsequence weakly convergent on any compact sub-
set of D;. The L?-norm of any weak limit k can not exceed the liminf of
the L?-norms of K, over Dy. By the extremal characterization of Bergman
kernels it follows that

thllpKS(Z,Z) < Kt(Z,Z),
so we are done. O

We can now complete the proof of Theorem 1.1, and start by proving
that log K is plurisubharmonic in t for z fixed. We first assume that D is
smoothly bounded, defined as

D = {(t,2); p(t, z) < 0}

where p is smooth and strictly plurisubharmonic near the closure of D.
We also assume that ¢ is smooth and plurisubharmonic near the closure

ANNALES DE L’INSTITUT FOURIER



SUBHARMONICITY OF BERGMAN KERNELS 1643

of D. Assume first kK = 1 and fix a point ¢ in C, say ¢t = 0. If U is a suffi-
ciently small neighbourhood of 0 all the fibers D; are contained in a fixed
pseudoconvex domain V' = {p(0,¢) < €}. In U x V we can compose p
with an increasing sequence of smooth convex functions k; that tend to
infinity when p is positive. We can now apply the result from Section 3 to
U x V with ¢ replaced by ¢; = ¢ + k;j o p and let j tend to infinity. Since
the set where a smooth strictly subharmonic function equals zero has zero
measure, ¢; tends to infinity a e in ©; \ Q¢ By Lemma 4.1 it follows that
log K; can be written as an increasing limit of functions subharmonic with
respect to t. Since, by the last lemma, log K is also upper semicontinuous
it follows that it is subharmonic. Again by the upper semicontinuity we get
that log K; is plurisubharmonic if £ > 1 since its restriction to any line is
subharmonic.

It is now easy to remove the extra hypothesis on D and ¢. If D is an arbi-
trary pseudoconvex open set it has a smooth strictly plurisubharmonic ex-
haustion function, and so can be written as an increasing union of domains
of the type satisfying the extra hypotheses. Near each such domain we can
regularize ¢ by convolution. From Lemmas 4.2 and 4.3 we get that log K;
is a decreasing limit of plurisubharmonic functions, and so is plurisubhar-
monic, or identically equal to minus infinity.

We have thus proved that, under the hypotheses of Theorem 1.1, log K; is
subharmonic as a function of ¢ for z fixed. To see that it is plurisubharmonic
in ¢t and z jointly we use, as in [18], the Oka trick of variation of the domain.
We need to prove that, for any choice of a in C", the function

log K¢(z + ta, z + ta)

is subharmonic in ¢. But, this is precisely the Bergman kernel at z for the
domain

Dt—ta

with the weight function translated similarily. Since the translated domains
are also pseudoconvex, and the translated weight function is still plurisub-
harmonic, it follows that log K;(z + ta, z + ta) is subharmonic in ¢ and we
are done.

4. Subharmonic currents

We shall next give an alternate proof of Theorem 1.1 which is based on a
representation of the Bergman kernel as the pushforward of a subharmonic

TOME 56 (2006), FASCICULE 6



1644 Bo BERNDTSSON

form. To prepare for this we give in this section some general facts on
subharmonic forms or currents.

Let T be a current of bidimension (1, 1), i.e. of bidegree (n,n) in U x C"
where U is an open set in C. We say that T is subharmonic if

i00T > 0.

Let m be the projection from C; x C7 to C;. If T' is compactly supported in
the fiber direction, so that the support of T is included in U x K with K a
compact subset of C" the pushforward 7, (T) of T to U is the distribution
in U defined by

m(T). x =T.mx

for any smooth compactly supported (1,1) form x in U. Similarily, if T is
a current of bidegree (n + 1,n + 1) we define the pushforward of T' by the
same formula, but taking y to be a function. Since

1007, (T) = 7,(i00T)

it is clear that m.(7") is subharmonic if 7" is a subharmonic current of
bidegree (n,n).

If T is an (n,n)-differential form with, say, bounded coefficients, the
pushforward of T is a function whose value at a point ¢ equals

| =
{t}xCz

Clearly, the pushforward only depends on the component of T' of bidegree
(n,n) in z. Conversely, let x be a form of bidegree (n,n) in z, with coef-
ficients depending on t. It follows from the above that to prove that the

funC( ion
/ K
{t} XC?

is subharmonic it suffices to find a subharmonic form 7" of bidimension (1, 1)
which is compactly supported in the fiber direction and whose component
of bidegree (n,n) in z equals &.

In order for this argument to work it is crucial that 7" be globally defined
and compactly supported in the fiber direction (or at least satisfies inte-
grablility conditions). The currents that we will encounter later are however
only defined in some pseudoconvex domain. To get globally defined currents
we extend by 0 in the complement of the pseudoconvex domain. This of
course introduces a discontinuity which gives an extra contribution to take
into account when computing i09T in the sense of distributions. The local
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SUBHARMONICITY OF BERGMAN KERNELS 1645

calculations needed are summarized in the following lemma, which is a vari-
ant of a by now standard method to prove L?-estimates for the 0-equation,
see [9, p. 103].

LEMMA 4.1. — Let p be a smooth real valued function in an open set U
in C™. Assume that dp # 0 on S = {z, p(z) = 0}, so that S is a smooth real
hypersurface. Let T be a real differential form of bidimension (1,1) defined
where p < 0, with coefficients extending smoothly up to S. Assume that

e Op AT vanishes on S, and that

e dp A Op AT vanishes to second order on S.

Extend T to a current T in U by putting T = 0 where p > 0. Then
A~ - i00p AN TdS
(4.1) 00T = Xpe0idIT + %,

where dS is surface measure on S and x is a characteristic function.

In particular, even though it is not assumed that all of 7', but only
certain components of 7', vanish on S, the contribution coming from the
discontinuity is a measure, and not, as might be expected, a current of
order 1.

Proof. — The hypotheses on 7" mean that
(42) Z pj/TjE = PCk,

where > ¢ pj vanishes on S. Therefore, on S,

oT .z
Zk

0
OZZT@(P%) => p 8]k

+> riilii

SO

(4.3) - p

Let w be a smooth function of compact support in U. Then, using the

0T
Jk _ o
0z —E PixT)E-

k

divergence theorem and writing 7 for the components of T, we find that

/ i@éwAT:/ ij,;:rj,-g
p<0 p<0

ow 9T,

- jwpTizdS/ |0 —/ S

/p_OZprk Jk /| p‘ p<OZazj 8Z]€

By equation (4.2) the boundary integral vanishes. Applying the divergence
theorem once more to the second integral we get

O*T .1 oT ;.

jk jk
E - E j ds/|0p|.
L<0w 82’]82k /p_ow pJ 65k /| p|
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We then use (4.3) in the new boundary integral and find

/ i@éw/\T:/ wiac'_)T—i-/ > piaT;dS/10pl.
p<0 p<0 p=0

This completes the proof of the lemma. O

5. Second proof of Theorem 1.1

Again, we first consider the situation described at the beginning of Sec-
tion 2. As before, our starting point is the fact that the function

U:a?Kt

is for fixed ¢ orthogonal to the space of holomorphic functions in A?. We
now put

ke = KidG A ..o A dG,
so that k; is K, interpreted as an (n,0)-form and, slightly abusively, define

Oky = OPKdCL A .. A dC.

Since 0 has closed range, the orthogonal complement of the kernel of 0
equals the range of @*. Therefore 8k, = 8*a for some form « (in ¢) of
bidegree (n, 1) which can also be taken to be d-closed (and is then uniquely
determined). By an argument similar to Lemma 2.1, o depends smoothly
on t. Write « = 3 ozjdfj A d¢. Since a lies in the domain of 0*, « satisfies
the d-Neumann boundary condition ajp; = 0 on the boundary of V.

Put v = Zajdé\j, where dfj stands for the wedge product of all d(;’s
except d(;, with a sign so that

A¢; A = dG A A dé.

For later reference we note that the 9-Neumann boundary condition on o
translates to dp Ay =0 on OV. Put g = dt Ay + k¢ and let 0¢ = e?Qe?
be a twisted 0-operator. The equation

8?](},5 = 5*01
is equivalent to
9% =0.
We claim that the form T defined as

T = cng N ge_¢7
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where ¢, is a constant of modulus 1 chosen so that T is positive, for ¢ in V'
and T = 0 for ¢ outside of V' is a subharmonic form. Since the component
of T of bidegree (n,n) in ¢ equals

Ry = Cn]ft A\ Et

Koz, 2) = / o

is a subharmonic function of ¢.

it then follows that

To prove the subharmonicity of 7" we first compute i99T for ¢ inside

of V. We use the product rule
d(a Abe=?) = 8% Abe=? + (—1)%°8 % A dbe 2,
and a similar rule for applying 9. Remembering that 9%¢g = 0 we get
(5.1) 00T = cni6¢5gA§e_¢+cniégA§ge_¢.
From the commutation rule
(0?0 + 00%)g = 0D A g,
together with 9%¢ = 0 it follows that the first term on the right hand side
can be written
100 NT.

This term is therefore nonnegative since ¢ is plurisubharmonic. To analyse
the second term we introduce the notation (y for ¢t and «g for —K;, so
that g can be written

n o~
=3 a;dg;.
0
The second term equals
80éj M
Gk 0
Here the indices run from 0 to n. Consider first the part of the sum where

both indices are greater than 0. Since the form « is d-closed for fixed ¢ this
part equals

multiplied by the volume form d\. Evidently, the part of the sum where
both indices are 0 equals
8a0 2
—|“dA.
5 R |
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Finally, the terms in the sum when precisely one of the indices are 0 vanish
since ag = K4 is a holomorphic function of (.

In conclusion, i00T > 0 for ¢ in V. It now remains to compute the
contribution to i00T which comes from cutting off 7' outside of V. We
apply Lemma 4.1 to our current 7' = ¢, g Age~? and p equal to the defining
function of V. Then p is independent of t = (y, so

OpNg=0pNdtAy=0

on U x 0V since dp Ay = 0 on 0V. Hence the hypotheses of Lemma 4.1
are fulfilled. Since V is pseudoconvex it follows that ic,00p A g A g is
non-negative on 9V so

i00T > 0.
In conclusion, T is a subharmonic current and it follows that K; is a sub-
harmonic function of ¢ for z fixed. The rest of the proof of Theorem 1.1
runs as before.

6. Singularities of plurisubharmonic functions

We first recall the definitions and basic properties of Lelong numbers
(our basic reference for these matters is [12]). If ¢ is a plurisubharmonic
function in an open set U in C™ and « is a point in U, the Lelong number
of ¢ at a is

(6.1) A(6,a) = lim (logr) ™" sup ().

|z—al=r

Equivalently (see [12, p.176]) we may introduce the mean value of ¢ over
the sphere centered at a with radius r, M(¢,a,r) and put

(6.2) 2(@,a) = lim (logr) " M(,a,7).

The Lelong number measures the strength of the singularity of ¢ at a.
If v(¢,a) > 7 then

6() < Tlog 2 — al
for z close to a.

In the one variable case we can decompose a subharmonic function locally
as a sum of a harmonic part and a potential

p(z) = / log |2 — ¢|du(C)

where p = 1/(2m)A¢. It is easy to verify that the Lelong number is then
equal to u({a}). Using the potential it is also easy to see that, in the one
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variable case, the Lelong number at a is greater than or equal to one if and
only if e~2? is not integrable over any neighbourhood of a.

In any dimension one defines ¢(¢, a), the integrability index of ¢ at a, as
the infimum of all positive numbers ¢ such that

020/t

is locally integrable in some neighbourhood of a. By a theorem of Skoda
[17], the inequality

W6,a) < 1(,0) < nu(6,a)
holds in any dimension. The left inequality here (which is the hard part)
says that if the Lelong number of ¢ at a is strictly smaller than 1, then e ~2¢
is locally integrable near a.

Let ©Q be a domain in C" and let ¢ be a plurisubharmonic function
in Q. We consider the Bergman kernel K(z,z) for A2(€),¢). It is clear
that if a is a point Q and e~? is not integrable in any neighbourhood
of a, then any holomorphic function in A%(f, ¢) must vanish at a, so in
particular K (a,a) = 0. Conversely, if Q is bounded and e~ is integrable in
some neighbourhood of a then a standard application of Hérmander’s L2-
estimates shows that there exists some function in A2(£2, ¢) which does not
vanish at a. Since K (a, a) equals the supremum of the modulus squared of
all functions in A%(Q, ¢) of norm 1, it follows that K (a,a) > 0 in that case.
Thus, at least if 2 is bounded, the set where log K = —oc is precisely equal
to the nonintegrability locus of e ~?.

For z in © and w in C™ we now consider the restriction of ¢ to the
complex line through z determined by w

D2w(N) = (2 + Aw).

For any fixed 2z in 2 ¢, is defined for A in the unit disk, if w is small
enough. Let K, ,(0,0) be the Bergman kernel for the unit disk, with
Lebesgue measure normalized so that the total area is one, equipped with
the weight function 2¢, ,,. By the above, K, ,,(0,0) = 0 if and only if the
Lelong number of ¢, ,, at the origin is at least 1. By Theorem 1.1, log K, ,, is
a plurisubharmonic function, so for fixed z the set of w where it equals —oo
is either pluripolar or contains a neighbourhood of the origin. Thus, if the
Lelong number at the origin of one single slice function is smaller than 1,
it must be smaller than 1 for all slices outside a pluripolar set.

It follows that the Lelong numbers of all slices outside a pluripolar set are
equal. This common value also equals the Lelong number of ¢ at z. To see
this, first note that by the first definition of Lelong number in terms of
supremum over spheres, it follows that the Lelong number for the restriction

TOME 56 (2006), FASCICULE 6



1650 Bo BERNDTSSON

of ¢ to any line through z must be at least as big as the n-dimensional
Lelong number at z. The converse inequality follows if we use the second
definition of Lelong numbers in terms of mean values over spheres, and
apply Fatou’s Lemma. To avoid the consideration of exceptional lines we
now introduce the function

be() = % /| g Kea(0,0)d5(),

where the surface measure dS is normalized so that the sphere has total
measure equal to 1.

THEOREM 6.1. — The function ¢, is well defined and plurisubharmonic
in the open set Q. of points of Q whose distance to the boundary is greater
than e. The sequence ¢, decreases to ¢ as e decreases to 0. The singularity
set S where ¢. = —oc is for any € > 0 equal to the analytic set where the
Lelong number of ¢ is at least 1. If the Lelong number of ¢ at z equals T > 1,
the Lelong number of ¢. at z is at least equal to 7 — 1.

Proof. — Since log K ,, is subharmonic with respect to w t is clear that
¢ decreases with € to log K, o. But K o is the Bergman kernel at the origin
for a normalized disk with a constant weight, e ~2¢(#) and so equals e2?(*).
Hence the limit of ¢, is equal to ¢. If the Lelong number of ¢ at z is smaller
than 1 we have seen above that log K ,,(0,0) is not identically equal to —oo
so its mean value over a sphere, ¢, is not equal to —oco. On the other hand
we have also seen above that if v(¢,z) > 1, then log K, ,, = —oo for w
in a full neighbourhod of 0, so ¢.(z) = —oo. Hence S is equal to the set
where v(¢, z) > 1, which by Siu’s Analyticity Theorem, [16], is analytic.

It remains only to prove the last statement of the theorem, so assume 0
lies in © and that v(¢,0) =7 > 1. Then, if 7/ < 7,

e %) > 1/
if |z| is small enough. For w fixed and k() holomorphic we get

/ [h[2e =2 dm(X) > / [hf?e =202 dm(X)
|Al<1

[ Aw|<|z]|
. Clh(0)2
> [P am) >
A< |2

Hence

K..,(0,0) < Cy]2]27 D
where the constant can be taken uniform for all w of fixed modulus equal
to € > 0. It follows that the Lelong number of ¢, at z is at least 7/ — 1, and
therefore at least 7 — 1 since 7’ is an arbitrary number smaller than 7. O
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The function ¢, thus “attenuates the singularities” of ¢ in much the
same way as Kiselman’s construction [12]. (Kiselman even gets that the
Lelong number of the constructed function equals 7 — 1.) In precisely the
same way as in Kiselman [11], this construction can be used to prove the
Siu Analyticity Theorem. Let

E. = {Za7(¢72) 2 T}'

First, it follows from the Hérmander-Bombieri theorem that the noninte-
grability locus of any plurisubharmonic function is always analytic. For a
given plurisubharmonic function, ¢, and § > 0 we put, for some choice
of e >0

Y= 3n¢6/§

By Theorem 6.1, v is finite at any point where v(¢, z) < 1, and therefore
(see [9]) e~V is locally integrable near any such point. On the other hand
e~ is not locally integrable near a point where (¢, z) > (1 + 6) since the
Lelong number of ¢ at such a point is at least 3n. Therefore we have, if Z
denotes the nonintegrability locus of e ™%, that

E1+5 C Z C E;.

Rescaling, we may of course for any 7 > 0 and § > 0 in a similar way find
an analytic set Z, 5 such that

E.CZ,; CE ;.

Hence E, equals the intersection of the analytic sets Z, s for 6 > 0 and is
therefore analytic.

In a similar way we can consider, instead of restrictions of ¢ to lines,
the restriction of ¢ to k-dimensional subspaces. This will give us a scale
of “Lelong numbers” for k = 1,...,n that starts with the classical Lelong
number and ends with the integrability index.

We close this section by sketching an alternative way of relating Lelong
numbers to Bergman kernels, leading up to Theorem 1.3 of the introduc-
tion. In [17] it is proved that if the Lelong number of ¢ at a is strictly
smaller than 1, then e~2? is locally integrable in some neighbourhood of
a. Actually, Skoda’s proof of this fact gives a bit more, namely that

e—26(2)
I(a) := /| ———dm(2)

z—al|<d |Z - a|2n—2
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is also finite, if § is small enough. (The same argument as in Section 7
of [17] gives, with do = A¢ that

e_2¢(2) —2n—2 —2n-+e
—— < C |z |z — x| do(z)dm(z),
| |z|<r|z|<R

z|<r ‘Z|2n_2

which is finite since [ do(x)/|z|?>"~27¢ is finite.) On the other hand, I(a)
is comparable to the average of

/ 672¢>(a+)\w) dm()\)

over all w on a sphere, so I(a) must be infinite if the Lelong number of ¢
at a is larger than or equal to 1. In conclusion

{a;[(a) = oo}:{a,v(qﬁ, a) = 1}.

We now introduce the plurisubharmonic function
¥(z,a) = ¢(2) + (n— 1) log|z — a

and let K, be the Bergman kernel for  with weight 2¢%(z) = 2¢(z,a).
It then follows that x(a) = log K,(a,a) is plurisubharmonic and equal
to —oo precisely where v(¢, .) > 1, so we have proved the first part of
Theorem 1.3 from the introduction. The last part of Theorem 1.3 follows
from an argument similar to the last part of the proof of Theorem 6.1.

7. Plurisubharmonicity of potentials.

In this section we shall prove a generalization of an earlier result of Yam-
aguchi on the Robin function. Let D be a smoothly bounded pseudoconvex
set in CF x C¢ and let as before D; be the n-dimensional slices of D.
In this section we assume D has a smooth defining function p(t,¢) such
that O¢p # 0 on the boundary of D. In particular all the fiber domains are
smoothly bounded and have the same topology.

THEOREM 7.1. — Let K be a compact subset of C™ that is contained
in Dy for all t in an open set U. Let u be a positive measure with sup-
port in K. Let u(t) be the negative of the energy of p with respect to the
Green function G of D,

u(t) = [ Gi(z,¢Q)dpu(z)du(Q).
Dy

Then u is plurisubharmonic in U.
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Here we mean by the Green function the unique function vanishing on
the boundary and satisfying that A:G is a unit point mass at z.
The Green function G of a domain € with pole at z can be written as
the Newton kernel plus a smooth term
c
G(z,() = ———— +(z,
(:0) = ~ =g + (0

where 1) is harmonic in z and in {. The function

A(z) = 4(z,2)
is called the Robin function of the domain 2. Let the measure p in The-
orem 7.1 be a uniform mass distribution on a small ball centered at the
point z. u is then equal to (the negative of) the energy of u with respect to
the Newton kernel plus the Robin function at z of the domain D;. Since the
Newtonian energy is independent of ¢ it follows that A is plurisubharmonic
as a function of t. Just like in the case of Bergman kernels this implies that
even log A is subharmonic, if n > 1. To see this, let a be some complex
number and consider the domain D(a) with fibers

D(a); = e Dy,
which, being a biholomorphic image if D, is still pseudoconvex. The Robin
function of D(a) equals e~ (27—2) Re(at
monic for any choice of a. It follows that log A is subharmonic if 2n—2 # 0,
i.e. if n > 1. Finally, we can again apply the Oka technique of variation of
the domain (cf. the end of Section 3) to conclude that if A is the Robin
function of a fixed domain €2, log A(z) is plurisubharmonic as a function
of z in Q.

Proof. — We consider the Green function G; of D; and let ¢(t, z) = g¢(2)

be the Green potential of p in D;. We may assume that p is given by a

JA, so these functions are subhar-

smooth density and it is then not hard to see that g is smooth up to the
boundary in D. Let 8 be the standard Euclidean Kéahler form in C™ and set

T =1i0g A 0g A Brn_1

in D and T = 0 outside of D. (Here we use the notation w, = w?/p!
for (1,1)-forms w.) Notice that T is a nonnegative form and that m.(T) is
given by
n (@) = [ 1oaf =~ [ Agigi=-u(t),
Dy Dy
where, as in Theorem 7.1, u is the energy of u. Since g vanishes on the
boundary of D, T satisfies the hypotheses of Lemma 4.1. By Lemma 4.1

(7.1) i00T > xpiddT
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if D is pseudoconvex. In D we get
(7.2) i00T = — (1900 9)* A Bpn_1.
Write
1009 = 10,0,9 + 10:0+g + 10: 0 ,g + 10, 0+g.
Hence
(i1099)* A B
= 2Re(i0;0¢g Ni0.0.9) A Bn_1 + 2Re(i0;0.9 N i0.0:9) A Brn_1

= (28098.9 23" | aijgt 2)ou.

We thus find
—i00u = m,(i00T)

0%g
> 2(/,3 —Ag ARG+ 2/Dt > ’azjaf

> 2( — At/ gtdu)idt A df = —2iddu.
Dy

2 —_
‘ )idt/\dt

(Notice that we may move the Laplacian with respect to ¢ outside the inte-
gral sign since u is independent of ¢ and compactly supported inside D;.)
Thus 100w > 0, so u is subharmonic and the proof of Theorem 7.1 is com-
plete. O

Notice that the statement in Theorem 7.1 may be generalized to Green
functions for other elliptic equations, besides the Euclidean Laplacian (see
also Yamaguchi and Levenberg [13]). First, we may replace the Euclidean
metric by an arbitrary Kéhler metric, with K&hler form w, on C™, and
consider the Laplacian with respect to this metric. The same proof as above
applies if we only replace the Euclidean Kéahler form § by w. We may even
go one step further and consider elliptic operators of the form

Lu = i00u A
where ( is a closed positive form of bidegree (n — 1,n — 1).

It is also worth pointing out that the assumption on pseudoconvexity
in Theorem 7.1 can be relaxed. In the proof, convexity properties of the
boundary of D only intervene in the application of Lemma 4.1, to conclude
that the form

F=1i00pNidg N Og A Bn_1
is nonnegative on the boundary of D. Therefore we may replace the hy-
pothesis of pseudoconvexity in Theorem 7.1 by the hypothesis “F > 07.
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This is of course rather implicit, but to get an idea of how that condition
relates to pseudoconvexity we can consider domains D in C x C™ of a spe-
cial form. Let us assume e g that the slices D; only depend on Ret and
form an increasing family with respect to Ret, so that they are defined by
inequalities
Dy = {z;v(z) < Ret}.

When checking the positivity of the form F above one may then replace
both p and g by r = v — Ret, since p and g are positive multiples of . We
then see that, whereas the pseudoconvexity of D is equivalent to v being
plurisubharmonic, F is positive if and only if v is subharmonic. In particular
this is a condition that also makes sense in R". In the next section we shall
briefly discuss analogs of the formalism of the last four sections in R™.

8. Convexity properties of fiber integrals in R"

We consider R"*! with the coordinates (g, . . ., 2, ). When k is a function
with compact support or satisfying suitable integrability conditions, we
want to study convexity properties of the fiber integral

o(t) = / kdxzy - da, = / K.
$0:t wo:t

Just like in section 4 we shall arrange things so that
K = Too

where (7)) is a matrix of functions. The basic fact of Section 4, that the
operation of pushforward of a form commutes with the i90-operator, is
now replaced by the following lemma.

LEMMA 8.1. — Let T = (T}) be a matrix of L> functions in R" .
Suppose that for some R > 0, T vanishes when |(z1,...,2,)| > R. Put

B(t) = /mo_t Too.

If T is smooth then

" 0Ty
o (¢ :/ IR
®) ro=t ; O0x 0z}

If T is not smooth the same formula holds in the sense of distributions, if
the right hand side is interpreted as the distribution, S, whose action on a
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test function o is

n

Ty,
S.a= J .
o= 3 G e0)

Proof. — If T is smooth the first formula is clear since the integral of

any term involving a derivative with respect to a variable different from z¢
vanishes. Hence

n

0Tk _ / OToo _ gy,

/:xro_t 0 8:cj8xk - o=t 8:506950

The non-smooth case follows from the definition of distributional deriva-
tives. g

It is clear that the lemma holds even if T" does not necessarily have
compact support. It suffices that first and second order derivatives of the
coeflicients of T' are integrable. Later on we will also have use for a gener-
alization of Lemma 4.1.

LEMMA 8.2. — Let T = (T}) be a matrix of functions that are smooth
up to the boundary in a smoothly bounded domain Q = {p < 0} in RY.
Assume that

> Tikp;=O0(p) and Y Tipipr = O(p?)
J J
at the boundary of D. Extend the definition of T' to a matrix T in all of RN

by putting T equal to 0 in the complement of D. Then we have in the sense
of distributions

82Ty, Ty ds
= XD + Tikpjk—-
Z Ox;0xy, Z Oz ;0xy, Z ikPi |dp|
The proof is essentially the same as the proof of Lemma 4.1. Let us now
consider in particular matrices of the form

Ty = vime?.

To compute derivatives of T}, we use the notations
4=-2 and df=etdje .
1= Bz, j J
We get
0Ty,

.1
(8.1) Oz 0z,

= (dk'}/jdj’)/k + dfdk(%’)%c + dj-"yjdf% + 'yjdjdka)e’¢’

= (dpyjdjve + dkdf(’Yj)’Yk + d?%‘df% + ’dede’Yk + ¢irvivR) e ?,
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where in the last line we have used the commutation relation dfdk =
dkd?s + ¢ji. It follows that if we assume

Zd yk—O

then

92Ty, .
zo: dz 0y, <Z dryydyve + ’ Z dlﬂk’ + ¢jk7j’yk>e .

This identity can be used exactly as in Section 5 to prove the real Prekopa
Theorem. Let ¢ be a convex function and put

k) =00 = ([ )7

Since f _,Yo(wo)e™® =1 it follows that

[ atoe =0
Iozt

for any t. This implies that we can solve
n
dfyo=—> dfye? and djm = diyy
1

with -y and its first derivatives going rapidly to zero at infinity (this is easiest
to see for n = 1, which is all that is needed for the Prekopa Theorem). If we
then define T3, = vjvke_¢ as above it follows by Lemma 8.1 that

d? _ B
k”(t) = 7dt2 / kz(ﬂfo)e ¢ = / (Z dk’yjdj’yk —+ d)jk’yj’yk) e ?.
xo=t xo=t

But, since vy only depends on zg, it follows just as in the complex case
that

> dryidive = [dovol* + Y [div;]* > 0.
1

Hence k(t) is convex and it follows just like in Section 3 that even logc is
convex, since replacing ¢ by ¢ + axg we see that k(t)e® is convex for any
choice of a.

In the same way we can adapt the argument of Section 7 to prove con-
vexity of Green potentials (and hence the Robin function, see also [5] who
prove a stronger convexity property of the Robin function), but in that
case it is a little bit less evident what the choice of T" should be. To explain
this we shall first discuss a general notion of subharmonic form in R"™.
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Consider the space, F, of differential forms on RY xR} whose coefficients
depend only on x. The usual exterior derivative, d, preserves this space of
forms. We introduce a new exterior derivative, d* on F as

d# =3 " dy; A

where the partial derivative acts on the coefficients of a form (this operator
and the space F' are not invariantly defined under changes of coordinates).
If we introduce the operator 7 on F' by letting it change dz; to dy; and
vice versa, then d¥ = 7d7 and it is clear that (d%)2 = 0. We say that a
form in F is of bidegree (p, q) if its respective degrees in dz and dy are p
and q. A (p,p)-form n = > nrydar A dyy is symmetric if n7; = nyr, or
equivalently 7 = (—1)Pn. Put

w= Z dz; A dy;.
A form of bidegree (N, N) is positive if it is a nonnegative multiple of
Wy = wN/N!, and a general symmetric form, 7, of bidegree (p,p) is posi-
tive if
ay ANTar AN ... Nan_p NTan_—p AT

is positive for any choice of forms a; of bidegree (1,0). It is not hard to
check that a form

Z Aij dl‘i AN dyj
is positive if and only if the matrix (a;;) is positively semidefinite. A smooth
function ¢ is therefore convex precisely when dd#¢ is a positive form.
It also follows that a positive (1, 1)-form can be written as a sum of forms
of the type

aANTa,
with a of type (1,0). Therefore the wedge product of a positive form with
a positive (1,1)-form is again positive. Similarily if we define dv,j as the
wedge product of all differentials except dz; and dyy, ordered so that
dz; A dyi A dvjr = w, then
= Z ajk d"Ujk

is also positive exactly when (a;z) is nonnegative as a matrix. A form
T =) Tjrdvji in F of bidegree (N — 1, N — 1) is subharmonic if

2L 92T,
dd*r =y —2%
Z 833]83%

is positive.
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With these definitions it is clear that to apply Lemma 8.1 to prove con-
vexity of fiber integrals, we must look for subharmonic forms of bidegree
(n,n) in R**1. Let D be a smoothly bounded domain in R"*! defined by
an inequality D = {p < 0} where the gradient of p does not vanish on the
boundary of D and let D; be the n-dimensional slices. We say that such a
domain satisfies condition (C) if

dpndFpandd?pn, |
is positive for z on the boundary of D. This condition is clearly satisfied
if D is convex and it also holds if the fibers D; are of the form

Dy = {2’ = (z1,...,2);v(a') < x0}

where v is subharmonic. As in the case of Theorem 7.1 we assume that the
gradient of p with respect to 2’ is never 0 for z( in an open set U , so that
all the slices are smoothly bounded and have the same topology. Let G be
the Green function of D;. We then have

THEOREM 8.3. — Assume that D satisfies condition (C). Let K be a
compact subset of R™ that is contained in D, for all t in U. Let u be a
positive measure with support in K. Let u(t) be the negative of the energy
of p with respect to the Green function Gy of Dy

ut) = [ Gi(x,§)dp(z)du().

Dy

Then w is convex in U.

The proof of Theorem 8.3 runs in much the same way as the proof of The-
orem 7.1. Let g; be the Green potential of 4 in D; and put

9(x0,2") = g ().
Let

and put

T=dgnd¥gnul, =Y Tirdug,
0

for z in D, and T = 0 outside of D. Then Ty = |dg,,|?, so that

/I oo = —utt).
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By Lemma 4.1 the contribution we get from the discontinuity at the bound-
ary of D when we compute dd#T equals

dd#p ATdS/|dp|.
If D satisfies condition (C'), this expression is nonnegative (since dg is a
positive multiple of dp at the boundary of D). By Lemma 8.2 we therefore
have (using dw’ = d#w’ = 0) that
0Ty,
(%sjaa:k

Applying Lemma 8.1 we now get as in the complex case

n 829 2
—u(t) > / ‘ ‘ —2u” (),
0= [ Xloim (t

and it follows that u is convex.

wni1 = dd#T > —(dd¥#g)? Aw!

n—1-

Let us finally consider the implications of Theorem 8.3 for the Robin
function. Again as in Section 7 we take p to be a positive measure of total
mass 1 which is given by a constant density on a small ball centered at a
fixed point x that we assume to be contained in all the fibers D;, for ¢ in
some open set U. The energy integral u(t) then equals A¢(z) — ¢ where A
is the Robin function for D; and c is a constant. It follows that the Robin
function is a convex function of ¢ if D satisfies condition (C'). Moreover,
A is strictly convex at any point ¢ such that the expression

dd#p AT

is strictly positive at some point of the boundary of D;. Consider now the
situation when all the fibers are translates of one fixed domain 2 in R”

Dt =Q+ta
with @ a fixed direction in R™. Then p(zg,z) = r(z — xoa) where r is a
defining function for Q. It follows from the Hopf lemma that dg is a strictly
positive multiple of dp at the boundary of D, so
dd#p AT
is a strictly positive multiple of
v=dd¥pAdpAdFpru .

To check the positivity of this (n+ 1,7+ 1)-form, we pull it back under the
map (zo,,Y0,Yy) — (o, — Toa, Yo,y — Yoa). It is then not hard to see v
is positive for any choice of a if p is convex and that moreover v is strictly
positive at any point where the Hessian of r restricted to the null space
of dr is strictly positive. If Q is smoothly bounded and convex there will
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always be at least some such point at the boundary and the Robin function
is therefore strictly convex. We have therefore proved a special case of a
result from [18] and [5]:

THEOREM 8.4. — Let Q2 be a smoothly bounded convex domain in R™
and let A be the Robin function of Q). Then A is strictly convex.

In [5] a stronger convexity of the Robin function is proved (namely the

harmonic radius, A=Y ("=2)is strongly concave), but Theorem 8.4 is al-

ready sufficient to prove the unicity of the harmonic center of €2, i.e. the

point where A attains its minimum.
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