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REMARKS ON RESTRICTION EIGENFUNCTIONS IN C™*

GABRIELA PUTINAR' AND MIHAI PUTINART

Dedicated to Ed Saff on the occasion of his 60th birthday

Abstract. An elementary inquiry, based on examples and counterexamples, of some qualitative properties of
doubly orthogonal systems of analytic functions on domains in C" leads to a better understanding of the deviation
from the classical Hardy space of the disk setting. The main results relay on Hilbert space with reproducing kernel
techniques.
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1. Introduction. Let 2 be a bounded domain of C™ and let #(2) be a Hilbert space of
analytic functions defined on (2, with reproducing kernel

K(zaw) = (kwakz>7 Z,w € Q.
In other terms, the point evaluation at z € ) is continuous in the norm of H.(2) and:

f(2) ={fk:), feH().

The norm of H () will simply be denoted || f|| or || f||o when necessary.
Let u be a positive measure, compactly supported by 2. The restriction operator

R: H(Q) — LZ(N)) f — f|suppua
is then compact by Montel’s Theorem. The modulus square operator
R*R:H(Q) — H(Q)

is positive, self-adjoint and even has a finite trace. Its spectrum is discrete and can be arranged
into decreasing order:

A>A > 2> A =0,

The associated eigenfunctions fi,k > 0, form a doubly orthogonal system of functions, in
the spaces H(f2) and the closed range RanR of R, endowed with the norm of L?(u). By
convention, suppy means the closed support of the measure p.

The eigenvalues of R* R can be characterized by the min-max principle:

2
A = min max m

codimV=k rev\{o} || f|?
This explains their importance in the best approximation theory (in the L? () norm with con-
trol on the () norm) and in estimating the N-widths of such spaces of analytic functions.
Most of the references at the end of this note illustrate various works, old and new, related to
these concepts.
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While the asymptotic estimate of the decay of the eigenvalues A has received consider-
able attention, the qualitative properties of the eigenfunctions fj, very similar by their def-
inition to orthogonal polynomials, is much less understood. In this respect, only two cases
stand out: restrictions from the Hardy space, and from the Bergman space, both of a simply
connected planar domain with smooth boundary, see [5] respectively [7]. Based on the anal-
ysis of these two single complex variable situations we raise a few natural questions about
the behavior of the eigenfunctions fj in general, and show by simple means (reproducing
kernel identities and some perturbation theory) what it is reasonable not to expect from them
inC" n > 1.

2. Preliminaries. We explore below a few examples, in one or several complex vari-
ables. They will provide the basis for our intuition and a starting point for our discussion.
The notation is the same as in the Introduction.

The eigenvalue equation for fj, can be written as R*Rf, = A f, or better, after evalu-
ating this on a function h € H(Q):

/ fiidp = M (s B

In particular this implies an integral equation for f:

2.1 fr(2) )\ /fk K(z,u)du(u), z € Q.

In most concrete cases the reproducing kernel K (z, ) extends analytically to a neighborhood
of Q when u runs over a compact subset of Q and thus each eigenfunction f will share this
property. A second derivation of the eigenfunction identity is obtained by taking h = frg
and then passing to real parts:

(2.2) /%glkaQdu = MeJR(fr> fr9)a-

We assume of course that g is a bounded multiplier of the space H.((2).

EXAMPLE. Restriction from H?(D).

This is the case analyzed by Fisher and Micchelli [5]. The outline of proof below is
reproduced from [7].

Via the proper normalization we can assume

K(z,w) = z,w € D.

-z

The eigenfunction equation (2.1) reads then:

/fk
)\k l—zu

and consequently every fy, is analytically extendable to the same neighborhood of the closed
disk. Equation (2.2) implies

[t = [ w@IAF o

for every function v harmonic in the disk and continuous on the closed disk. The latter
equation can be interpreted as a balayage of the measure | f;|2dy to the boundary of the disk.
Thus,

fr(Q) #0, [{| =1,k >0.
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Consequently the multiplicity of each A, is exactly one, otherwise a linear combination fj +
af}, of two distinct eigenfunctions corresponding to Ay, would vanish on the unit circle. By
deforming continuously the measure dy to the area measure supported by a concentric disk
rD, say along the path tdu + (1 — t)x,pdArea, t € [0,1], proves then that each f} has
exactly k zeros in the disk.

These observations have far reaching implications. For instance, an optimal subspace in
the min-max computation of the k-th eigenvalue is analytically invariant, generated by f}, as
an analytic module: Vj, = fr,H?, codimV} = k and

e IEFlE
rem || f fill3
Thus, the zeros of fj, give the optimal configuration a4, .. ., ay of k points in the disk, such
that there are complex coefficients ¢y, . . ., ¢ and the quotient
k
I/ =251 eif @)l
17113

is minimal among all other choices of k points and k weights.

In the above considerations the disk can be replaced by any simply connected bounded
planar domain with a sufficiently regular boundary.

EXAMPLE. Restriction from L2 (D).

This is the case of the Bergman space of the disk, that is the Hilbert space of analytic
functions in the disk which are square integrable with respect to the area measure (henceforth
denoted dA). The corresponding reproducing kernel is, up to normalizations: K (z,w) =
(1 - 2w)2.

Again p is a positive measure supported by a compact subset of the open disk D and
R : L?(D) — L?(u) is the restriction operator. An eigenfunction fj, of R* R satisfies:

o = - [ Lt

1—zu

and, exactly as before,

/ ul f Py = A /D u(Q)|fe(QPdA(Q),

for every harmonic function u.

This is no longer a classical balayage identity, and it is not true in general that fy, is free of
zeros on the boundary of the disk, see the example in [7]. However, using the positivity of the
Green function of the bi-Laplacian and some positivity properties of the orthogonal projection
in L?(D, dA) onto harmonic functions one can prove that fx(¢) # 0, [¢| = 1, k > 0,
whenever suppyu C (\/5 — 1)D, see [7]. Then the scenario of the Hardy space framework
holds word by word.

We will see below a simple explanation why fy, may acquire zeros in the Bergman space
setting.

EXAMPLE. Restriction between two Reinhardt domains.

Let w, 2 be a pair of bounded Reinhardt domains in C™ and let us assume that w is
relatively compact in §2. The associated Bergman spaces, with respect to the 2n-dimensional
Lebesgue measure dv give rise to a compact restriction operator:

R:L3(Q) — Li(w),
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whose modulus square R* R produces a discrete spectrum Ay, o € N7, accumulating to
zero. It is more convenient to label the spectrum by multi-indices & € N because the
eigenfunctions are obviously given by the monomials z*:

R*Rz%* = M\y2%, a € N™.

A simple explanation being the double orthogonality of 2*’s with respect to the two norms,
see for instance [14].

Two pathologies, seen as deviations from the H2(D) scenario, can easily be derived
from this example.

Namely, take for instance {2 = B to be the unit ball in C” and w = r B a concentric ball
of radius » < 1. Then the eigenfunction equation yields:

/\a/ |z°‘|2dv=/ |2%2dw.
B rB

Ao = r2nt2lel g e N7,

Therefore

Thus the eigenvalues \,, depend only on |a| and have multiplicities. On the other hand, the
eigenfunctions z%, |a| = k, corresponding to a fixed eigenvalue have finitely many common
zeros, or in other terms

Z |2%> > 0, z#0.

|a|=k

In this case the optimum in the min-max criterion is achieved on an analytically invariant
subspace:

2
/\a — ax ”f”rB’ |a| = k.
rem ||flI5
Above M denotes the maximal ideal of functions vanishing at the origin.
Second, let us consider the unit polydisk @ = D" and w = (D) x ... x (r,D)
with radii 71,...,r, < 1 and such that logr,...,logr, are linearly independent over the
rationals. The eigenfunction equation implies:

)\a/ |za|2dv/ |2%2dv,
Dn w

Ag = T%+2°‘1 coep22om o e N

whence

These numbers are all distinct due to the independence assumption. Thus all eigenvalues
are simple and, except for z° = 1 all eigenfunctions z%, |a| > 0, have infinitely many zeros
in the polydisk €2. Note also that the optimal subspaces in the min-max criterion:

Vo = V{zﬁ; ’\B < ’\Ot}: a € N",

are analytically invariant. This is due to the fact that multiplication of an element f € V,, by
any z;, 1 < j < n, is contractive with respect to both norms, in particular:

(R*R(z]f),z]f) :/ |zjzoz|2dvS

w
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[ o = R R .

Along the same lines, a simple solution to an inverse problem, which singles out the class
of Reinhardt domains, is available.

THEOREM 2.1. Let w be a relatively compact domain in the unit ball B C C™. Assume
that w is pseudoconvex and has a C?-smooth boundary.

If the monomials z¢, a € N, are the eigenfunctions of the restriction operator R :
L2(B) — L2(w) and ker R* = 0, then w is a complete Reinhardt domain.

Proof. The technical assumption ker R* = 0 implies that the monomials are dense in
L2 (w). Therefore the associated Bergman kernel has the form:

K,(z,w) = Z ca2®W?,
@

where ¢, > 0, a € N”.
On the other hand, the Bergman kernel of the unit ball is

1
K =———.
B0 = i
An osculation with inner balls, tangent at boundary points of w, and the variational interpre-
tation of K, (z, z) show that

K, (z,2) ~ dist(z,0w) ™",

when z tends to a point of dw. Hence p(z)1n K, (z,2) is a plurisubharmonic exhausting
function for w. Since
p(eitl Rly--- ;eitnzn)P(z)a

wheneverz = (21,...,2,) € wandty,...,t, € R, wefind that 2 € w whenever (e®1 2y, .. .,
eitn Zn) € w, t1,...,t, € R. Thatis, w is a complete Reinhardt domain. a

Due to the regularity of the boundary assumption, condition ker R* = 0 is fulfilled for
every Runge domain w. In the case of a single complex variable, a stronger form of the above
theorem holds, see [7].

3. Reproducing kernel computations. This section contains some simple derivations
of the reproducing kernel formula and the existence of doubly orthogonal systems of analytic
functions.

Let €2 be as before a bounded domain in C™ and let (£2) be a Hilbert space of analytic
functions on 2, with reproducing kernel K (z,w). We consider a positive measure y, com-
pactly supported by (2, and the restriction operator R : H — L?(p). The eigenfunctions of
R* R will be denoted by fx, k > 0, and will be normalized by the condition || f || = 1. The
associated eigenvalues are denoted by A;. We do not exclude here the possibility of a finite
atomic measure, in which case A\, = 0 for large k.

Note first a direct application of Mercer’s theorem (see for instance [20]):

Trace R*R = Z Ak = /K(z,z)du(z).
k=0

Since
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we infer

(R*Rka ko) = Y el fi(@)l?,
k

whence
|K (2,a)? _ | fk(a)?
. | Koy 9= Ky

We can regard the right hand side of the latter equation as a limit of convex combinations
of the eigenvalues. In general, for a point { € OS2, one has lim,_,¢ K(a,a) = oo, due
to the extremality property of the reproducing kernel. Thus the above identity will imply
Yksk, [fe(@)]* > 0 for every ko and a close to the boundary of 2. In order to make this
statement more precise, we will consider below the case of the unit ball B in C™.

Let L2(B) be the Bergman space of the unit ball in C™, with the volume measure nor-
malized so that the associated reproducing kernel is

1

KEw = =Gy

see for instance [14]. Let p be a probability measure, with support included in the closed ball
pB, p < 1.
Let Ay > Ar41 be two distinct and consecutive eigenvalues of the operator R* R. Then

K 2 1— 2\n+1
[0t ) Oty
K(a,a) (1 = pla])?n+2
converges to zero as |a| tends to 1. Denote

(1 — |af?)™+!
r
(1 = plal)n+2’

and assume that 7 < Ag.
Equation (3.1) implies

i<k p=1 ’

We obtain the following result.
PROPOSITION 3.1. Let u be a positive measure supported by the ball pB, with p < 1.
For every k > 1, let v = r}, be the positive solution of the equation:

(1 _ T,2)n+1 _
(1= pryen2 — "
Then
oo
1— o)+
1— a 2\n+1 a 2 >1-— ( ,
( | | ) ;mﬂﬂ)( )| = /\k(l—p|a|)2"+2

for every a € B satisfying |a| > max(rg, p).
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For the proof we use the above estimates and a simple computation showing that the
function

(1 _ ,,.2)n+1
[ A—
(1= pr)2zn+2
is decreasing for r > p.
This shows in particular that, for every k > 0, the eigenfunctions frip, p > 1 cannot
have common zeros close to the boundary of the ball. Note also that each f,, is an analytic
function in the ball p~!B.

Known boundary estimates of the Bergman kernel (see for instance [8]) allow to extend
the above proposition to any strictly pseudoconvex domain with C? boundary in C™.

4. Restriction to finite atomic measures. Except for a few situations, it is very hard
to obtain explicit computation of the eigenfunctions of the modulus of restriction operator
considered in this note. One of the fortunate cases is the restriction from a Hilbert space of
analytic functions to the Lebesgue space of a finite, atomic measure. This framework leads
to linear algebra manipulations of finite combinations of the reproducing kernel, see also [6].

To fix ideas, we consider as before a Hilbert space of analytic functions H(2) with
reproducing kernel K (z,w) and a finite atomic measure u, supported by the set supp(u) =
{al,ag, .. .,am} :

B="710a; + "+ YmOap,

with y; > 0.
According to (2.1) we find:

fe(2) = cirK(2,a1) + -+ + emp K (2,am), 1<k <m,
for some complex constants c;;. The eigenvalue equations are then reduced to a finite linear
system:

m
)‘kcjk = Z’YJ‘K(GJIJU‘P)CP/CJ 1< Jak <m.
p=1

A simple observation derived from this equation is contained in the following.
PROPOSITION 4.1. Assume that the positive measure p has finite support {ay, . ..,am}
and that the operator R* R has a single non-zero eigenvalue. Then, and only then,

K(a;,a;) =0, 1<i<j<m.

Proof. Indeed, if the spectral space corresponding to the unique non-zero eigenvalue A
of R* R has maximal dimension, then each K (z, a;) is an eigenfunction. Hence

AK(z,a:) = > K(z,a)K (aj,a:)7,
J

for some constants +y;, and the linear independence of the elements K (z, a;) yields
A =K (a;,ai),
and

K(aj,a;)y; =0, i#j. O
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Note that the most common reproducing kernels K of standard domains €2 in C™ do not
have zeros, in the sense K (z,w) # 0 for all z, w € (.

Consider next a finite group G of complex bi-holomorphic maps of €2 which leaves in-
variant the inner product of the space H(f2) and the measure p. Specifically, this means:

K(gz,9w) = K(z,w), g€ G, z,w € Q,

and g.p = p,g € G. Then the equation

Mefi(g2) = / few)K (g2, w)dp(w) =

/fk gw)K (92, gw)dp(w /fk gw) K (z, w)dp(w),

implies that fy(gz) is also an eigenfunction for the eigenvalue Aj,. Thus we have proved

LEMMA 4.2. Assume that a finite group G leaves invariant the reproducing kernel
K(z,w) and the measure p. Then each eigenspace of the operator R* R is invariant un-
der the action of G.

To give a simple example, consider the unit ball B in C™ and the Szegé kernel S(z,w) =
[1 — (z,w)] ™. This kernel is invariant under all biholomorphic maps of the ball. Let us
consider the simplest situation of a symmetric pair of points {a, —a} C B and the measure
4 = 0q + 6_q. The group G = {%1} leaves invariant both the kernel and the measure,
hence, by the above lemma, it leaves invariant the eigenspaces of R*R. On the other hand,
S(a,—a) # 0, therefore the operator R* R has exactly two simple non-zero eigenvalues. Let

f(z) =aS(z,a) + 8S(z,—a) = aS(z,a) + BS(—2z,a),

be one eigenfunction. Then according to the lemma f(—2z) is also an eigenfunction corre-
sponding to the same eigenvalue. Thus, the two eigenfunctions of R*R are:

f:l:(z) = S(Z7 a) + S(Z, _a)'
A direct computation identifies the two eigenvalues as
S(a,a) + S(a,—a).

See also the more invariant argument below.

Next we restrict these computations to the case n = 3.

EXAMPLE. Let R : H?(B) — L2(u) be the restriction operator between the Hardy
space of the unit ball in C? and the Lebesgue space of the two point mass measure p =
0o +0_4,a €B.

Then the eigenfunctions of the rank-two operator R* R are:

_ 1+3(z,a)?
f+(z) = Wa

and

_ (z,a)[3+ (z,a)?]
-6 = T

In particular each function f. admits infinitely many zeros in the ball.
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Let n now be arbitrary and let K (z,w) be a positive definite kernel in the ball which
remains invariant under all holomorphic automorphisms of the ball and which is the repro-
ducing kernel of a Hilbert space Hg of analytic functions in the ball. Let p be a prime
number, and let € be a p-root of unity. By taking a point a € B C C" and the measure
= > p_q 0, we obtain a restriction operator

R: Hg — L*(n)

of rank p. According to the above lemma, each eigenspace V' of R*R is invariant under the
group Z,. Hence either each element f of V' is left invariant under the action of the group,
that is f(z) = constf(ez), or V is p dimensional. The latter scenario is excluded by an
adaptation of Proposition (4.1).

Therefore the eigenfunctions f of R* R satisfy the identity:

P P
f(z) = chK(z, €j(1) = CchK(ez,eja),
j=1 j=1

where C' is a constant. Whence

with the convention ¢y = ¢;.
From here we deduce:

fo(2)K(z,a) + €"K (2, €ea) + €* K (z,e2a) + - - - + P VEK (2, P 1a).

The eigenfunction equation reads:

A fr(2)
= K(z,0) fr(a) + K (2, €a)e® VE fi (ea) + - - + €P"VRK (2, P 1a)ek fi (L),
and since
fe(a) = P~ VEf (ea) = -- - €* fr (P La),
we infer

With a little more algebra, these values and functions are computable. We give below a
simple example.

EXAMPLE. Let a be a point of the unit ball B in C? and let S(z,w) = [1 — (2, w)] 2 be
the Szegd kernel of the ball. Let € = e>™%/3 be the root of order 3 of unity. We consider the
positive measure p = d§, + .4 + 24 and the restriction operator

R: H*(B) — L*(p).
In view of the above computations the non-zero eigenfunctions of the operator R* R are:

1 1 1
I = G Gar T Gy T G- meay 0L
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An elementary computation leads to the following closed forms:

3

_ 6(z,0) +3(z,0)"
M= iy

The associated eigenvalues are:

3+6llall® _ 6llal* +3llal® _ _ flall®
@ —=flall®)> = (@ =llal®)* = (1 - lall%)?

All other eigenvalues are equal to zero.

Again, this shows that fy can have zeros in the ball. The kernel in the latter example
can be reduced to one complex variable, in which case it becomes the Bergman kernel of the
unit disk: K (z,w) = [1 — 2w]~!. Thus, mutas mutandis, the functions fy, f1, f2 are doubly
orthogonal with respect to the Bergman space metric of L3(D) and L?(8, + ¢q + 6c2,)- In
particular fo can have zeros in the disk as soon as |a| > 271/3,

The following proposition is derived from the same context. Henceforth we denote by
X the unit sphere of a normed space X .

PROPOSITION 4.3. Let a be a point in the unit ball B of C". Let R : H*(B) —
L?(8,+08_,) be the restriction operator. For every p > 0 there exists an analytically invariant
subspace V,, C H*(B) of codimension p, such that

Rf|I*> = A\, (R*R).
fgggf)lll Tl »(R*R)

Proof. Let Sy (z) = S(z,w) = [1 — (2,w)]™™ be the Szegd kernel of the ball, with
respect to the normalized area measure (so that the total mass of the sphere is 1). The operator
R*R has rank 2 and, by the preceding computations its eigenfunctions and eigenvalues are:

R*R(S(-,a) £ 5(-, —a)) = [S(a,a) + S(a,—a)|(S(-,a) £ 5(-, —a)).

For the largest eigenvalue, Ao = S(a,a) + S(a,—a), the whole space Vo = H? is
obviously analytic and optimal in min-max. Similarly, V5 can be chosen to be the analytically
invariant subspace M, of all functions vanishing at -a. And beyond that, since A, = 0 we
can choose V,, C V3, p > 2, to be any analytically invariant subspace of codimension p.

We will prove that V; can be chosen to be the space M of analytic functions vanishing
at 0. That is, knowing that

(BRL ) = [1PG.+0-0) = 1f@P + (-0,
we have to verify the inequality:

@D |f@ +1f(-a)* <[S(a,a) - S(a,—a)ll flF, fe€H*(B), £(0)=0.
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In order to prove this inequality we decompose:
My =C(S,+ 54 —2)DC(S, —S_4) & (Mo N My,).

Note that this decomposition is also orthogonal with respect to the metric of the space L?(8,+
0_g). Thus, it is sufficient to verify the inequality on each summand.

For a function f € My N M, there is nothing to prove. In the case f = S, — S_, the
inequality is an equality, due to the eigenfunction equation. Finally, for f = S, + S_, — 2
we compute directly:

If(@)]* + 1 (=a)]* = 2(S(a,a) + S(a, —a) — 2)?,
and
ISs + S0 —2|> = 2[S(a,a) + S(a, —a) — 2].
Now the arithmetic/geometric mean inequality yields:

1 1 2

Sla,a) +5(a. =) = FaEy T TP 2 G

Thus inequality (4.1) is equivalent to:
2(S(a,a) + S(a,—a) - 2)* < [S(a,a) — S(a,~a)]2(S(a, a) + S(a, —a) - 2),
or, after simplifications:

1

S =) = T ey <

which is obviously true. O

As a matter of fact the point 0 in the above proof can be replaced by any element ¢ € B
which is orthogonal to a. Indeed, denoting by M, the space of functions in H? vanishing
at the point ¢, we have the analogous double orthogonal decomposition, with respect to the
metrics of H2 and L?(8, + 6_,):

M. =C(S,+85-.—-2)®C(S, —5_3) ® (M. N My,), cLa.

The rest of the proof remains unchanged. Thus a whole variety of analytically invariant
subspaces of codimension 1 is optimal for the min-max computation of A1 .

5. Optimal subspaces in min-max. The simple computations of the last section invite
us to a have a closer look at the optimal subspaces in the min-max principle applied to the
modulus of the restriction operator R* R.

We start by an elementary, and most likely known, remark.

PROPOSITION 5.1. Let A be a non-negative compact operator acting on a Hilbert space
H, with eigenvalues \j(A) arranged in decreasing order. Assume that Ap(A) < Ap—1(A)
for some p > 1. Let fy be a corresponding eigenvector: AfpA,(A)fp. Let V be a subspace
of codimension p, optimal in min-max, that is

(5.1 sup (Az,z)\p(A4).
zE(V)l

Then f, € V.
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Proof. Assume by contradiction that the eigenvector f = f, does not belong to the
optimal subspace V. If f is orthogonal to V, then the subspace W = V @& Cf still satisfies
(5.1) and has codimension p — 1. But this contradicts, again via the min-max principle, the
assumption Ap(A) < Ap—1(A).

Assume that f is not orthogonal to V/, and let g be the orthogonal projection of f onto
V. Then (g, f) # 0, and there exists a constant « such that yg — f L f. Consequently

(Alvg = £+ 1) vg = F+ 1) < X0p(A)llvg = £IP + 1£117).

On the other hand, the orthogonality condition and the eigenvector equation satisfied by f
imply

(Alvg = f+ ), vg = f+ F){Alvg = ), vg9 — f) + (Af, f)-

Hence

(Avg =+ 1) vg—F+ 1) < pAlhvg - £

By similar computations we infer that the vectorw = y(g — f) =v9—f+ (1 =) f
satisfies

(Aw,w) < Xp(A)|w]>.

And in addition w L V. Thus we can repeat the argument at the beginning of the proof, this
time for the space W = Cw @ V, and obtain a contradiction. ad

A general result, proved for instance in [12], shows that every analytically invariant sub-
space V of finite codimension p in the Bergman (or Hardy) space H of the ball, or a domain
with strictly pseudoconvex smooth boundary, consists of all functions vanishing at p points,
taking into account multiplicities. To be more precise about multiplicities, such a space can
always be written as

V=(F,P,...,P)H,

where Py, P, . .., Py are polynomials having all zeros in the ball and satisfying the codimen-
sion property

dImC[Z]/(Pl,PQ,,Pk)C[Z] =D,

see [12] for details.

By putting together the above two facts we can state the following theorem.

THEOREM 5.2. Let u be a positive measure, compactly supported by a domain ! C C™
with smooth, strictly pseudoconvex boundary. Let R : L2(Q) — L?(u) be the restriction
operator. Assume that Ap(R*R) < Ap_1(R*R) and that an analytically invariant subspace
V of codimension p is optimal in the min-max computation of Ap. Then there are polynomials
Py, Py, ..., P having p common zeros, all contained in ), such that:

V=PL3Q) +---+ P,L2(D).
Moreover, every A\p(R* R)-eigenfunction f € L%(Q) of R*R can be written as:

f=Pigi+--+Pgr, gj€L’9).
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In other terms, the above observation implies that all eigenfunctions corresponding to
Ap < Ap—1 have common zeros in €2, as soon as there exists an analytically invariant subspace
of codimension p, optimal in the min-max criterion.

It would be interesting to find an example of a positive measure y, with the property
that the restriction operator R : L2(2) — L?(u) exhibits the following pathology: there
are eigenfunctions of R* R associated to a single higher eigenvalue Ay, k& > 0 and without
common zeros in (2.

6. Perturbation methods. Itis legitimate to ask whether the restrictions to finite atomic
measures considered in the previous sections are not too extreme as natural examples. We
show in this section how a rather general perturbation theory argument can replace finitely
many points measures by volume measures supported by open regions, without altering the
qualitative properties of the first eigenfunctions of the modulus of the restriction operator. A
standard reference for the perturbation theory of linear operators we refer to below is Kato’s
book [10].

To fix ideas we will work with the Bergman space L2(B) of the unit ball B in C™,
but a variety of other Hilbert spaces of analytic functions, with a reproducing kernel, can be
considered. The 2n-dimensional Lebesgue measure in C” will be denoted by dv; we denote
by B;-(a) the open ball centered at a, of radius . The 2n-volume of a set A is denoted by
|Al.

LEMMA 6.1. Let a € B be a fixed point, and let r < dist(a, 0). The function

|fPdv,

1
—
|Br(a)| /B, (a)

is increasing for every f € L2(B).
Proof. The proof follows from the orthogonality of the monomials 2 with respect to the
volume measure of the unit ball. Specifically, write

fz)= > calz—a),
aENn
and remark that
aln!

1 / 2 2 ' o
- FPav S g2 _p2lel g
B2 @] Ji o 2 Gy

Moreover, for any f € L2(B) we have:

)|f|2dv =f(@),

lim ———
r—0 |Br(a)| /B, (a

and even
1

—_ dv = .
Bo@)] 0 @ = 1@

We will use these simple facts for comparing the restriction operators associated to the
point mass §, and the measure o, , = ﬁ XB..(a)dv. To be more precise, denote by

R, : L3(B) — L*(0,4,), >0



ETNA

Kent State University
etna@mcs.kent.edu

406 G. PUTINAR AND M. PUTINAR

the restriction operator, by adopting the convention ,,9 = d,. Then the above lemma implies

(RiR.f, f) 2 (RSR, f, f),

whenever r > s and for all f € L2(B). Thus R} R, — R{Ro whenr — 0, in the weak
operator topology. As a matter of fact, this convergence is much stronger.
LEMMA 6.2. Under the above notation,

lim trace(R) R, — R§Ro) = 0.
r—0

Proof. For a fixed r > 0, the operator R R, has finite trace due to the identity

1

S
Bo(@)] /5.0

(RrRf, f) =
and the nuclearity of f B, (a) | f|2dv with respect to the Bergman space norm. In addition, the
operator [tg %y has rank-one, with the constant function 1 in its range.

Let € > 0 be small and choose an orthonormal basis eg = 1, e, k > 1, of L2(B). There
is N depending on € such that

Z (RrRex,er) < €.
k>N

Then the same inequality holds for every s < r. On the other hand, for a fixed m,

lim (R} Rsem, em) = (R Roem, €m)-

s—0

Therefore there exists . > 0 small enough with the property

trace(R; Ry — RyRo) Y _ (RiR. — RiRo)ex,ex) + Y (RiRrep,ex) < 2,
k<N k>N

forallr <r.. a

The same argument applies to any finite atomic measure instead of a point mass. We
state it as a separate proposition.

PROPOSITION 6.3. Let

po = €10q; + - + b,

be a finite atomic positive measure supported by the unit ball of C™. For
r < dist({a1,...,am}, OB) one defines the measures:

XB. (am)dva

1
XB,(a1)dV + -+ + Cmm

1
=Clis7—
Hr =B, ()]

and the associated restriction operators R, : L2(B) — L%(u,). Then R}R,. is decreasing
as a function of r and

lim trace(R; R, — R§Ro) = 0.
r—0
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From here we can derive the convergence of the spectral decompositions of the opera-
tors Ry R,. For instance, assume, under the notation introduced in the proposition, that the
spectrum of the limit operator is:

o(R5R0) = {0} U {Xos .-, A},
with
/\0>)\1>"'>/\p>0.

Since ||(z — RER,) — (z — R Ro)|| — 0, for every
1 .
€< 5 mln{)\o, AL — g, .- ,)\p - )\p—l}
there exists 7. > 0 with the property that the set
o(RyRy) N (A — €, Ak +€), 7 < e,

has the cardinality equal to the multiplicity of the eigenvalue Ay, of RjRy. Thus, by Dunford’s
functional calculus, the corresponding spectral projections converge in the operator norm:

1
X(x—e Mnte) (BrRr) == (z— RyR,)"'dz
(* Ante) 211 |z2—Ar €
1 " _ "
— 5 (z — R§Ro) ™" dz = X(an—e,nnte) (RoRo)-

[z—Ak €

See for instance [10] for such arguments.

We illustrate by a single application which contrasts to the Hardy space (of the disk)
picture.

PROPOSITION 6.4. There exists a relatively compact, open subset of the unit disk U C
D, such that the restriction operator between the associated Bergman spaces R : L2(D) —
L2(U) has the following property. The largest eigenvalue of R* R is simple and the associated
eigenfunction has zeros in the disk.

Proof. We appeal to the comment following Example 4.4, and approximate the three
point measure there as in the above proposition. Namely, fix a point a € D, |a| > 21/3 and
consider the eigenfunction

_ 3+46(2,a)?
PO T ar

corresponding to the highest eigenvalue \g of R* R, where
R:L2(D) — L*(04 + 6ca + 024)-

Here we denote by e the root of order three of unity.

Thus, g is a simple eigenvalue, and f has zeros inside the disk. By enlarging the points
to concentric disks, as in the proposition, we construct a sequence of operators R} R,, r < p,
with the highest eigenvalue \o(R}R,) being simple and converging to Ag. The positive
constant p is chosen sufficiently small. Then, for a fixed small € > 0,

1
T omi

folr) /| R s
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is, up to a constant, the only non-trivial Ao (R} R,.)-eigenfunction of R} R, and
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lim [| fo(r) = foll2,p = 0.
In conclusion the eigenfunctions fo(r) are all vanishing for 7 small enough. O
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