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ON THE CONVERSE OF PRÉKOPA’S THEOREM AND

BERNDTSSON’S THEOREM

WANG XU AND HUI YANG

Abstract. Given a continuous function φ defined on a domain Ω ⊂ Rm ×Rn,
we show that if a Prékopa-type result holds for φ+ψ for any non-negative con-
vex function ψ on Ω, then φ must be a convex function. Additionally, if the
projection of Ω onto Rm is convex, then Ω is also convex. This provides a con-
verse of Prékopa’s theorem from convex analysis. We also establish analogous
results for Berndtsson’s theorem on the plurisubharmonic variation of Bergman
kernels, showing that the plurisubharmonicity of weight functions and the pseu-
doconvexity of domains are necessary conditions in some sense.
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1. Introduction

Motivated by recent developments in the converse L2 theory, the present paper is
devoted to proving converse results for Prékopa’s theorem on the marginal integra-
tion of log-concave functions and Berndtsson’s theorem on the plurisubharmonic
variation of Bergman kernels.
Let φ(t, x) be a convex function on Rm

t × Rn
x, then the minimum principle for

convex functions asserts that the marginal function

inf
x
φ(t, x)

is a convex function on Rm
t . In 1972, Prékopa established a stronger result:
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Theorem 1.1 (Prékopa [19]). Let φ be a convex function defined on a convex

domain Ω ⊂ Rm
t × Rn

x. Let p be the projection from Rm × Rn to Rm. For each

t ∈ p(Ω), let Ωt := {x ∈ Rn : (t, x) ∈ Ω}. Then the function φ̃ on p(Ω) defined by

e−φ̃(t) :=

∫

Ωt

e−φ(t,x)dλx

is either convex or identically −∞.

Prékopa’s theorem implies the minimum principle by replacing φ with kφ+ |x|2
and letting k → +∞. This remarkable result can be viewed as a functional version
of the classic Brunn-Minkowski inequality (see [11] for more details).
In the theory of several complex variables, there is considerable interest in

plurisubharmonic (psh for short) functions and pseudoconvex domains, which are
the complex analogs of convex functions and convex domains. Kiselman [15] and
Berndtsson [1] respectively proved that the minimum principle and Prékopa-type
results also hold for psh functions and pseudoconvex domains that satisfy certain
symmetry properties.
In 2005, Berndtsson [2] proved that the fiberwise Bergman kernel of a pseu-

doconvex domain is log-psh on the entire domain. This celebrated theorem gen-
eralizes the results of [1]. Later, in the milestone paper [3], Berndtsson further
established the Nakano positivity of certain direct image bundles, with the afore-
mentioned theorem on fiberwise Bergman kernels corresponding to the Griffiths
positivity of direct images. These results laid the foundation for the so-called
“complex Brunn-Minkowski theory”, which has since become a powerful tool in
complex analysis, complex geometry, and algebraic geometry. For more details,
we refer readers to Berndtsson’s survey articles [4, 5, 6] and the references therein.
Recall that, given an open set D ⊂ Cn and an upper semi-continuous function

u on D, the weighted Bergman space of D is a Hilbert space defined by

A2(D; e−u) :=

{
f ∈ O(D) : ‖f‖2 =

∫

D

|f |2e−udλ < +∞
}
,

where O(D) denotes the space of holomorphic functions on D and dλ denotes the
Lebesgue measure. Moreover, the diagonal Bergman kernel of D is defined as

BD(z; e
−u) := sup

{
|f(z)|2 : f ∈ A2(D; e−u), ‖f‖ 6 1

}
, z ∈ D.

Since log |f |2 is psh for any f ∈ O(D), one can easily show that logBD(z; e
−u) is a

psh function on D. Now, Berndtsson’s theorem on the psh variation of Bergman
kernels can be stated as follows:

Theorem 1.2 (Berndtsson [2]). Let Ω be a pseudoconvex domain in Cm
τ × Cn

z

and ϕ a psh function on Ω. For each τ , let Ωτ := {z ∈ Cn : (τ, z) ∈ Ω} and

ϕτ := ϕ(τ, ·). Then
(τ, z) 7→ logBΩτ

(z; e−ϕτ )

is either psh or identically −∞ on Ω.

The case of n = 1 and ϕ ≡ 0 is due to Maitani-Yamaguchi [18]. A key ingredient
in Berndtsson’s proof is Hörmander’s L2-estimate for the ∂̄-operator. Interestingly,
Guan-Zhou [12] showed that their optimal L2 extension theorem also implies The-
orem 1.2.
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In L2-existence theorems for ∂̄-equations and (optimal) L2 extension theorems,
the weight functions are psh. Conversely, Deng-Ning-Wang [7] showed that plurisub-
harmonicity is also a necessary condition in a certain sense (see [9, 14, 8, 10, etc]
for related work).
Motivated by this, we aim to investigate the converse of Prékopa’s theorem and

Berndtsson’s theorem. Specifically, we inquire whether the convexity of φ and Ω
in Theorem 1.1 are necessary, and whether the plurisubharmonicity of ϕ and the
pseudoconvexity of Ω in Theorem 1.2 are necessary.

Imitating the definition of the “optimal L2 estimate property” in [7], we intro-
duce an additional convex weight ψ and require a Prékopa-type result for φ + ψ.
This leads to the following converse of Prékopa’s theorem.

Theorem A. Let Ω be a domain in Rm
t × Rn

x and φ a continuous function on

Ω such that
∫
Ωt
e−φ(t,·)dλ < +∞ for all t ∈ p(Ω), where p is the projection from

Rm × Rn to Rm and Ωt = {x ∈ Rn : (t, x) ∈ Ω} are the fibers. Assume that for

any convex function ψ on Ω that is bounded below, the function ψ̃ defined by

(1.1) e−ψ̃(t) :=

∫

Ωt

e−φ(t,·)−ψ(t,·)dλ

is also convex on p(Ω). Then φ must be a convex function. Moreover, if p(Ω) is

convex, then Ω is also convex.

Here, we call a function f : D ⊂ RN → R defined on a (not necessary convex)
domain convex, if the restriction of f to any line segment L ⊂ Ω is convex. Since
ψ is bounded below, the integral in (1.1) is convergent. As we will see in Section
2.3, Theorem A is false without the twisted factor e−ψ, and we can only expect
the convexity of Ω, rather than that of Ω.
Let’s explain the idea of the proof and the role of e−ψ in Theorem A. For sim-

plicity, we consider the case of m = 1. Given a line segment L ⊂ Ω defined by
x = At+ b, t ∈ [t0, t1], we construct a sequence of lower-bounded convex functions

ψk on Ω such that ψ̃k defined by (1.1) converges pointwise to φ(t, At + b). Then,

the convexity of ψ̃k implies the convexity of φ|L. For a vertical line segment L ⊂ Ω,
the convexity of φ|L follows from a simple limit argument.

Similarly, we consider an additional psh weight ψ and require a Berndtsson-type
result for ϕ+ ψ. This leads to the following converse of Berndtsson’s theorem.

Theorem B. Let Ω be a domain in Cm
τ × Cn

z and ϕ a strongly upper semi-

continuous function on Ω such that BΩτ
(z; e−ϕτ ) is not identically zero on Ω.

Assume that for any psh function ψ on Ω that is bounded below, the function

(τ, z) 7→ logBΩτ
(z; e−ϕτ−ψτ )

is also psh on Ω. Then ϕ must be a psh function. Here, Ωτ := {z ∈ Cn : (τ, z) ∈
Ω}, ϕτ := ϕ(τ, ·) and ψτ := ψ(τ, ·).
We call a function u : D ⊂ R

N → [−∞,+∞) strongly upper semi-continuous, if

lim
x∈D\S,x→x0

u(x) = u(x0)

for any x0 ∈ D and any subset S ⊂ D of zero measure. It is known that psh
functions are strongly upper semi-continuous. Since ψ is bounded below, we also
have BΩτ

(z; e−ϕτ−ψτ ) 6≡ 0 on Ω. Similar to Theorem A, we have counterexamples
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showing that the additional psh weight ψ in Theorem B is necessary (see Section
3.4). Moreover, the strong upper semi-continuity of ϕ is also necessary.
The twisted factor e−ψ plays the same role as in Theorem A. When ϕ is contin-

uous and BΩτ
(z; e−ϕτ ) is nowhere zero on Ω, the proof of Theorem B is almost the

same as that of Theorem A: given an affine map z = Aτ+b, where A ∈ MatC(n,m)
and b ∈ Cn, we construct a sequence of lower-bounded psh functions ψk on Ω
such that uk(τ) := logBΩτ

(Aτ + b; e−ϕτ−ψk,τ ) converges to ϕ(τ, Aτ + b); then
the plurisubharmonicity of uk(τ) implies the plurisubharmonicity of ϕ(τ, Aτ + b).
However, in the general case, we encounter exceptional sets where this argument
fails. This issue makes the proof more technical and tedious.
Recently, Li and Zhou [17] proved a special case of Theorem B using the char-

acterization of psh functions via the multiple L2-extension property. However, our
approach is entirely different.

Now, we turn to the necessity of pseudoconvexity in Berndtsson’s theorem. Note
that if Ω is a domain in Cm × Cn such that p−1(L) ∩Ω is pseudoconvex for every
complex line L ⊂ Cm, where p is the projection from Cm×Cn to Cm, then Theorem
1.2 still holds. Therefore, what really matters is the case where m = 1. By
extending the method used to prove Theorem B, we derive the following converse
of Berndtsson’s theorem, which addresses the necessity of pseudoconvexity.

Theorem C. Let Ω be a domain in Cτ ×Cn
z such that Ωτ

◦
= Ωτ for all τ ∈ p(Ω),

where p is the projection from C × Cn to C and Ωτ = {z ∈ Cn : (τ, z) ∈ Ω} are

the fibers. Assume that for any non-negative psh function ψ(τ, z) = ψτ (z) on Ω,
the function

(τ, z) 7→ logBΩτ
(z; e−ψτ )

is either psh or identically −∞ on Ω. Then Ω must be a pseudoconvex domain.

The regularity assumption Ωτ
◦
= Ωτ (∀τ) is necessary. For example, Theorem

1.2 also holds for Ω = △2 \ {(0, 0)}, but Ω is not pseudoconvex.
Recall that a domain D ⊂ C

N is pseudoconvex if and only if − log dD is psh on
D, where dD denotes the Euclidean distance to ∂D. Therefore, the key to proving
Theorem C is constructing a sequence of non-negative psh functions ψk on Ω such
that the Bergman kernels BΩτ

(z; e−ψk,τ ) provide sufficient information about dΩ.

Acknowledgment. The authors sincerely thank their PhD supervisor Prof.
Xiangyu Zhou for his generous help over the years. The authors also want to
thank Zhi Li, Zhuo Liu and Xujun Zhang for useful discussions on related topics.

2. The necessity of convexity in Prékopa’s theorem

2.1. The necessity of function convexity. We recall some necessary notations.
Throughout this article,

B
N (x0; r) := {x ∈ R

N : |x− x0| < r}

denotes an Euclidean ball in RN . Therefore, a general ball in Cn will be denoted
by B2n(z0; r). For simplicity, BN := BN (0; 1) and σN := Vol(BN).
In the following, we prove the first part of Theorem A, i.e. φ is convex under

the assumptions. Given two distinct points (t0, x0), (t1, x1) ∈ Ω such that the line
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segment connecting them is contained in Ω, we need to prove

(2.1)
φ
(
st1 + (1− s)t0, sx1 + (1− s)x0

)

6 sφ(t1, x1) + (1− s)φ(t0, x0), ∀s ∈ (0, 1).

Firstly, we consider the case of t0 6= t1. We may take a matrix A ∈ MatR(n,m)
such that A(t1 − t0) = x1 − x0, then

a : Rm → R
n, t 7→ A(t− t0) + x0,

is an affine map satisfying a(t0) = x0 and a(t1) = x1. For convenience,

U :=
{
t ∈ p(Ω) : (t, a(t)) ∈ Ω

}
.

We want to construct a sequence of lower-bounded convex functions ψk on Ω such

that ψ̃k(t) converges pointwise to φ(t, a(t)) on U , where ψ̃k is defined as in (1.1).
The construction is based on the following observation on “localization”: let u

be a continuous function on Rn, then

lim
k→+∞

∫

Rn

e−u(x)−kmax{|x|−r,0}dλ =

∫

Bn(0;r)

e−udλ

for any r > 0 and

lim
r→0+

1

σnrn

∫

Bn(0;r)

e−udλ = e−u(0).

We will apply a diagonal construction to achieve these two steps of localization
simultaneously.
In the following, we define a sequence of lower-bounded convex functions on Ω

by

(2.2) ψk(t, x) := k2 max{|x− a(t)| − k−1, 0}+ log(σnk
−n), k ∈ Z+.

By assumption, the function ψ̃k defined by

(2.3) e−ψ̃k(t) =

∫

Ωt

e−φ(t,x)−ψk(t,x)dλx

is convex on p(Ω). The key point of the proof is the following lemma.

Lemma 2.1. For any t ∈ U , we have

lim
k→+∞

ψ̃k(t) = φ(t, a(t)).

Proof. We choose R > 0 such that Bn(a(t);R) ⊂ Ωt. For k > 1/R, we write
∫

Ωt

e−φ(t,x)−ψk(t,x)dλx =

∫

{|x−a(t)|6k−1}
+

∫

{k−1<|x−a(t)|<R}
+

∫

Ωt\Bn(a(t);R)

=: I+ II+ III.

Since ψk(t, x) = log(σnk
−n) for |x− a(t)| 6 k−1 and φ is continuous, we have

lim
k→+∞

I = lim
k→+∞

kn

σn

∫

{|x−a(t)|6k−1}
e−φ(t,x)dλx = e−φ(t,a(t)).
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We need to show that the remaining terms II and III make no contribution. Let
C denotes the supremum of e−φt over Bn(a(t);R), then

II 6
C

σn

∫

{k−1<|x−a(t)|<R}
kne−k

2(|x−a(t)|−k−1)dλx

= nC

∫ R

1/k

kne−k
2r+krn−1dr = nC

∫ kR

1

e−kr+krn−1dr

6 nC

∫ ∞

0

e−kr(r + 1)n−1dr.

By Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem, limk→+∞ II = 0. Notice that,

III =
kn

σn

∫

Ωt\Bn(a(t);R)

e−φ(t,x)−k
2(|x−a(t)|−k−1)dλx

6
1

σn
kne−k

2R+k

∫

Ωt

e−φ(t,x)dλx.

Since
∫
Ωt
e−φtdλ < +∞, it follows that limk→+∞ III = 0. In summary,

lim
k→+∞

∫

Ωt

e−φ(t,x)−ψk(t,x)dλx = e−φ(t,a(t)).

This completes the proof of the lemma. �

Since ψ̃k are convex functions on p(Ω) and the line segment connecting t0 and
t1 is contained in U ⊂ p(Ω), we have

ψ̃k
(
st1 + (1− s)t0

)
6 sψ̃k(t1) + (1− s)ψ̃k(t0), ∀s ∈ (0, 1).

Since a(t) is affine, it follows from Lemma 2.1 that

φ
(
st1 + (1− s)t0, sx1 + (1− s)x0

)
6 sφ(t1, x1) + (1− s)φ(t0, x0), ∀s ∈ (0, 1).

Finally, we consider the case where t1 = t0. Let η = (1, 0, · · · , 0) ∈ Rm, then the
triangle spanned by (t0, x0), (t1, x1) and (t1 + εη, x1) is contained in Ω, whenever
ε > 0 is small enough. Applying the above discussion to (t0, x0) and (t1 + εη, x1),
the desired inequality follows from a simple limit argument.

2.2. The necessity of domain convexity. Since function convexity is a local
property, Theorem 1.1 remains true even if we replace Ω by p−1(U) ∩Ω, where U
is a domain in Rm

t that is not necessarily convex. Therefore, when discussing the
necessity of domain convexity, we always assume that p(Ω) is convex.
In the following, we prove the second part of Theorem A, namely that Ω is

convex, provided p(Ω) is convex. To prove the convexity of Ω, it suffices to show
that if (t0, x0), (t1, x1) ∈ Ω, then

(2.4) (t∗, x∗) :=

(
t0 + t1

2
,
x0 + x1

2

)
∈ Ω.

The general case where (t0, x0), (t1, x1) ∈ Ω will follow from a limit argument.
Firstly, we consider the case of t0 6= t1. We take an affine map a : Rm → Rn

such that a(t0) = x0 and a(t1) = x1, then we define ψk(t, x) and ψ̃k(t) by (2.2)

and (2.3). By assumption, ψ̃k are convex functions on p(Ω). Since p(Ω) is convex,
the line segment connecting t0 and t1 is contained in p(Ω). Therefore,

ψ̃k(t
∗) 6

ψ̃k(t0) + ψ̃k(t1)

2
.
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Letting k → +∞, it follows from Lemma 2.1 that

lim
k→+∞

ψ̃k(t
∗) 6

φ(t0, x0) + φ(t1, x1)

2
< +∞.

Assume that (2.4) is false, then we may choose R > 0 such that Bn(x∗;R) is
disjoint from Ωt∗ . By the proof of Lemma 2.1, for k > 1/R, we have

e−ψ̃k(t
∗) 6

1

σn
kne−k

2R+k

∫

Ωt∗

e−φt∗dλ.

Since
∫
Ωt∗

e−φt∗dλ < +∞, it follows that

lim
k→+∞

ψ̃k(t
∗) = +∞.

This leads to a contradiction. Therefore, we prove (2.4).
If t0 = t1, by applying the above discussion to (t0−η, x0) and (t1+η, x1), where

η ∈ Rm and 0 < |η| ≪ 1, we also have (2.4).

2.3. Counterexamples. In this section, we construct some counterexamples con-
cerning Theorem A. Firstly, we can only expect the convexity of Ω, rather than
that of Ω.

Example 2.2. We consider the domain Ω := Bm+n \ {0} in Rm
t × Rn

x. Given any
convex function φ(t, x) on Ω, one can extend it into a convex function on Bm+n.
Since a single point is negligible for Lebesgue integration, by Prékopa’s theorem,

− log

(∫

Ωt

e−φtdλ

)

is a convex function on p(Ω) = B
m. However, Ω is not convex.

Moreover, the additional convex weight ψ in Theorem A is necessary.

Example 2.3. Let u(t) be a convex function on U ⊂ R
m and v(x) a continuous

function on D ⊂ Rn. We consider the product domain Ω := U × D and the
function φ(t, x) := u(t) + v(x). Clearly,

− log

(∫

D

e−φ(t,·)dλ

)
= u(t)− log

(∫

D

e−vdλ

)

is a convex function on U . However, D and φ are not necessarily convex.

Notice that, if we reverse the roles of U and D in Example 2.3, and further
require the convexity of

− log

(∫

U

e−φ(·,x)dλ

)
= v(x)− log

(∫

U

e−udλ

)

then φ must be convex. This observation suggests that the additional convex
weight ψ in Theorem A might be unnecessary if we take into consideration fibra-
tions in all directions.
To be concrete, let φ be a continuous function on R2. Given linearly independent

vectors e1, e2 ∈ R
2, then Lt := {te1 + se2 : s ∈ R} is a family of parallel lines

parameterized by t ∈ R, which defines a fibration of R2 along the e2-direction. If

t 7→
∫

Lt

e−φ :=

∫

R

e−φ(te1+se2)ds

is log-concave for any choice of e1, e2 ∈ R2, is φ necessarily convex on R2?
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This hypothesis appears to coincide with our knowledge on the inverse Radon

transform, which is closely related to medical imaging such as X-ray scans: it
allows us to recover a suitable function defined on R2 by knowing its integral over
every line. However, we still have counterexamples.
To illustrate, we start with a radially symmetric convex function φ0 such that the

marginal integration of e−φ0 is strictly log-concave. By perturbing φ0, we obtain
another radially symmetric function φ that is not convex. If the perturbation is
small enough, the marginal integration of e−φ remains log-concave. Since e−φ is
radially symmetric, the marginal integration along any direction are equivalent.
Starting with φ0(x, y) = x2+y2 on R2, we obtain the following counterexample.

Example 2.4. Consider the radially symmetric function

(2.5) φ(x, y) = |x2 + y2 − ε2|
on R2, where ε ∈ (0, 1) is a constant. When ε is sufficiently small, for any linearly
independent e1, e2 ∈ R2, the function

t 7→ − log

(∫

R

e−φ(te1+se2)ds

)

is convex on R. Even so, φ itself is not convex.

Proof. Since φ is radially symmetric on R2, we may assume that e1 = (a, b) and
e2 = (0, c), then

∫

R

e−φ(te1+se2)ds =

∫

R

e−φ(at,bt+cs)ds =
1

|c|

∫

R

e−φ(at,y)dy.

Therefore, it suffices to show that, when ε≪ 1, the function φ̃ defined by

e−φ̃(x) =

∫

R

e−φ(x,y)dy

is convex on R. For |x| > ε, we have

φ̃(x) = − log

(
eε

2−x2
∫

R

e−y
2

dy

)
= x2 − log

(
eε

2√
π
)
.

For |x| < ε, we write

F (x) := e−φ̃(x) = 2eε
2−x2A(x) + 2ex

2−ε2B(x),

where

A(x) :=

∫ ∞

√
ε2−x2

e−y
2

dy and B(x) :=

∫ √
ε2−x2

0

ey
2

dy.

Clearly,
√
π
2

− ε 6 A(x) 6
√
π
2

and 0 6 B(x) 6 eε. By direct computations,

F ′(x) = −4xeε
2−x2A(x) + 4xex

2−ε2B(x),

F ′′(x) = (8x2 − 4)eε
2−x2A(x) + (8x2 + 4)ex

2−ε2B(x)− 8x2√
ε2 − x2

.

Consequently,

F ′(x)F ′(x)− F (x)F ′′(x) =
8x2√
ε2 − x2

F (x) + 8
(
eε

2−x2A(x)
)2

− 64x2A(x)B(x)− 8
(
ex

2−ε2B(x)
)2
.
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When ε is sufficiently small, the right hand side is positive for x ∈ (−ε, ε), and
hence

φ̃′′(x) =
F ′(x)F ′(x)− F (x)F ′′(x)

F (x)2
> 0, ∀x ∈ (−ε, ε).

Moreover, φ̃′′(x) > 0 for |x| > ε and

lim
x→ε−

φ̃′(x) = lim
x→ε−

F ′(x)F ′(x)− F (x)F ′′(x)

F (x)2
= 2ε = lim

x→ε+
φ̃′(x).

We conclude that φ̃ is a convex function on R. �

2.4. A converse of the minimum principle. Prékopa’s theorem is a general-
ization of the minimum principle for convex functions. In this section, we prove a
converse result for the minimum principle, which is parallel to Theorem A.

Theorem 2.5. Let Ω be a domain in Rm
t × Rm

x and φ a continuous function on

Ω such that infx φ(t, x) is not identically −∞ on p(Ω), where p is the projection

from Rm×Rn to Rm. Assume that for any non-negative convex function ψ on Ω,
the function

inf
x

(
φ(t, x) + ψ(t, x)

)

is also convex on p(Ω). Then φ must be a convex function on Ω. Moreover, if

p(Ω) is convex, then Ω is also convex.

Proof. Given two distinct points (t0, x0), (t1, x1) ∈ Ω such that the line segment
connecting them is contained in Ω, we need to prove

φ
(
st1 + (1− s)t0, sx1 + (1− s)x0

)

6 sφ(t1, x1) + (1− s)φ(t0, x0), ∀s ∈ (0, 1).

Firstly, we consider the case of t0 6= t1. We may take an affine map a : Rm → R
n

such that a(t0) = x0 and a(t1) = x1. By assumption,

uk(t) := inf
x

(
φ(t, x) + k|x− a(t)|

)
, k ∈ Z+,

are convex functions on p(Ω). We fix a point t ∈ p(Ω) such that (t, a(t)) ∈ Ω.
Clearly, uk(t) 6 φ(t, a(t)). Given ε > 0, there exists a constant δ > 0 such that
φ(t, x) > φ(t, a(t))− ε whenever |x− a(t)| < δ. Since

{
φ(t, x) + k|x− a(t)| > φ(t, a(t))− ε, |x− a(t)| < δ,

φ(t, x) + k|x− a(t)| > infx φ(t, x) + kδ, |x− a(t)| > δ,

we have uk(t) > φ(t, a(t))− ε for k ≫ 1. Here, we use the fact that infx φ(t, x) >
−∞ (because infx φ(t, x) is convex on p(Ω) and is not identically −∞). Since
ε > 0 is arbitrary, we have

lim
k→+∞

uk(t) = φ(t, a(t)).

Then the convexity of uk implies the desired inequality. The case of t0 = t1 follows
from a simple limit argument.
In the following, we assume that p(Ω) is convex. If Ω is not convex, then there

exist (t0, x0), (t1, x1) ∈ Ω such that their mid-point (t∗, x∗) := ( t0+t1
2
, x0+x1

2
) is not

contained in Ω. After a slight perturbation, we may assume that t0 6= t1. Let a(t)
and uk(t) be as before, then a(t∗) = x∗,

lim
k→+∞

uk(t0) = φ(t0, x0) and lim
k→+∞

uk(t1) = φ(t1, x1).
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Since uk are convex,

lim
k→∞

uk(t
∗) 6

φ(t0, x0) + φ(t1, x1)

2
< +∞.

Since (t∗, x∗) /∈ Ω, there exists a constant R > 0 such that |x − x∗| > R for any
(t∗, x) ∈ Ω, and then

uk(t
∗) > inf

x
φ(t∗, x) + kR.

Consequently, limk→+∞ uk(t
∗) = +∞, which leads to a contradiction. �

Similar to Theorem A, the above theorem is false without the additional convex
function ψ. We consider the function

φ(t, x) = |t2 + x2 − 1|
on R2, then infx φ(t, x) = max{t2 − 1, 0} is convex on R. However, φ itself is not
convex.

3. The necessity of plurisubharmonicity in Berndtsson’s theorem

3.1. A special case. To highlight the key idea of the proof, in this section, we
will prove Theorem B under two additional assumptions:

(i) ϕ is continuous on Ω;
(ii) the fiberwise Bergman kernel BΩτ

(z; e−ϕτ ) is nowhere zero on Ω.

We will use these two conditions as less as possible. Notice that, if Ω is bounded
and ϕ is continuous up to the boundary, then the second condition is satisfied.
The proof is parallel to that of Theorem A. To prove the plurisubharmonicity

of ϕ, we need to verify the following mean-value inequality

(3.1) ϕ(τ0, z0) 6
1

2π

∫ 2π

0

ϕ(τ0 + eiθη, z0 + eiθξ)dθ

for any affine analytic disc

(τ0, z0) + (η, ξ)△ :=
{
(τ0 + wη, z0 + wξ) : w ∈ △

}

contained in Ω, where (τ0, z0) ∈ Ω is the center, (η, ξ) ∈ C
m×C

n is the radius and
△ := {w ∈ C : |w| 6 1} is the closed unit disc in C.
Firstly, we assume that η 6= 0, then we can choose a matrix A ∈ MatC(n,m)

such that Aη = ξ. Define

a(τ) := z0 + A(τ − τ0) and U := {τ ∈ C
m : (τ, a(τ)) ∈ Ω}.

Notice that the closed disc τ0 + η△ is contained in U . As mentioned in the
Introduction, we want to construct a sequence of lower-bounded psh functions
ψk on Ω such that uk(τ) := logBΩτ

(a(τ); e−ϕτ−ψk,τ ) converges to ϕ(τ, a(τ)). The
construction is based on the following results on “localization”:

• (Lemma 3.1 of [2]) Let D0 and D1 be bounded domains in Cn, with D0 ⋐

D1. Let {φj}∞j=0 be a sequence of continuous functions on D1 such that

φj = φ in D0 and that φj ր +∞ almost everywhere in D1 \D0. Assume
that A2(D1; e

−φ0) is dense in A2(D0; e
−φ0), then BD1

(z; e−φj ) increases to
BD0

(z; e−φ) for any z ∈ D0.
• Let φ be a continuous function defined on a domain D ⊂ Cn, then

lim
r→0+

σ2nr
2nBB2n(z;r)(z; e

−φ) = eφ(z), ∀z ∈ D.
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As in Section 2.1, we will apply a diagonal construction to achieve these two steps
of localization simultaneously.
In the following, we define a sequence of psh functions on Ω,

(3.2) ψk(τ, z) := kmax{log(k|z − a(τ)|), 0}+ log(σ2nk
−2n), k ∈ Z+.

Since ψk is bounded below, by assumption,

(τ, z) 7→ logBΩτ
(z; e−ϕτ−ψk,τ )

is a psh function on Ω. We have the following counterpart of Lemma 2.1.

Lemma 3.1. For any τ ∈ U , one has

(3.3) lim
k→+∞

BΩτ
(a(τ); e−ϕτ−ψk,τ ) = eϕ(τ,a(τ)).

Proof. Since (τ, a(τ)) ∈ Ω, we may choose r > 0 such that B2n(a(τ); r) ⊂ Ωτ .
Since ϕ is upper semi-continuous, for any constant c > ϕ(τ, a(τ)), we can find

rc ∈ (0, r) such that ϕ(τ, z) < c for all z ∈ B2n(a(τ); rc). Given k > 1/rc and
f ∈ A2(Ωτ ; e

−ϕτ−ψk,τ ), since ψk(τ, z) = log(σ2nk
−2n) for |z − a(τ)| < 1/k, we have

∫

Ωτ

|f(z)|2e−ϕ(τ,z)−ψk(τ,z)dλz >
k2n

σ2n

∫

B2n(a(τ);1/k)

|f(z)|2e−ϕ(τ,z)dλz

>
k2n

σ2n

∫

B2n(a(τ);1/k)

|f(z)|2e−cdλz

> |f(a(τ))|2e−c.

In the last inequality, we used the plurisubharmonicity of |f |2. By the definition
of Bergman kernels,

BΩτ
(a(τ); e−ϕτ−ψk,τ ) 6 ec, ∀k > 1/rc.

Since c > ϕ(τ, a(τ)) is arbitrary, we conclude that

(3.4) lim
k→+∞

BΩτ
(a(τ); e−ϕτ−ψk,τ ) 6 eϕ(τ,a(τ)).

By condition (ii), BΩτ
(a(τ); e−ϕτ ) > 0, then there exists a holomorphic func-

tion g ∈ A2(Ωτ ; e
−ϕτ ) with g(a(τ)) = 1. In particular, e−ϕτ is locally integrable

near a(τ) ∈ Ωτ . For convenience, we set

(3.5) δk := k
2n+1

k
−1 = (

k
√
k)2n+1/k.

Clearly, δk > 1/k and limk→+∞ kδk = 1. For k ≫ 1 such that δk < r, we write
∫

Ωτ

|g|2e−ϕτ−ψk,τdλ =

∫

{|z−a(τ)|<δk}
+

∫

Ωτ∩{|z−a(τ)|>δk}
=: I+ II.

Notice that, if |z − a(τ)| > δk, then

ψk(τ, z) = k log(k|z − a(τ)|) + log(σ2nk
−2n)

> k log(k
2n+1

k ) + log(σ2nk
−2n) = log(σ2nk).

Consequently,

II 6
1

σ2nk

∫

Ωτ∩{|z−a(τ)|>δk}
|g(z)|2e−ϕ(τ,z)dλz.
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Since
∫
Ωτ

|g|2e−ϕτdλ < +∞, it follows that limk→+∞ II = 0. On the other hand,

since ψk > log(σ2nk
−2n), we have

I 6
k2n

σ2n

∫

{|z−a(τ)|<δk}
|g(z)|2e−ϕ(τ,z)dλz

= (kδk)
2n 1

σ2nδ2nk

∫

{|z−a(τ)|<δk}
|g(z)|2e−ϕ(τ,z)dλz.

By condition (i), |g|2e−ϕτ is continuous. Since limk→+∞ δk = 0 and g(a(τ)) = 1,
it follows that

lim
k→+∞

1

σ2nδ2nk

∫

{|z−a(τ)|<δk}
|g(z)|2e−ϕ(τ,z)dλz = e−ϕ(τ,a(τ)).

As limk→+∞ kδk = 1, we see that limk→+∞ I 6 e−ϕ(τ,a(τ)). In summary,

lim
k→+∞

∫

Ωτ

|g|2e−ϕτ−ψk,τdλ 6 e−ϕ(τ,a(τ)).

By the definition of Bergman kernels,

BΩτ
(a(τ); e−ϕτ−ψk,τ ) >

1∫
Ωτ

|g|2e−ϕτ−ψk,τdλ
.

Consequently,

(3.6) lim
k→+∞

BΩτ
(a(τ); e−ϕτ−ψk,τ ) > eϕ(τ,a(τ)).

Combining (3.4) and (3.6), we complete the proof of the lemma. �

Now we are ready to prove the mean-value inequality (3.1). Recall that,

(3.7) uk(τ) := logBΩτ
(a(τ); e−ϕτ−ψk,τ )

are psh functions on U . For any compact subset K of U , there exists some ε > 0
such that

K̃ :=
{
(τ, z) ∈ C

m × C
n : τ ∈ K, |z − a(τ)| 6 ε

}

is contained in Ω. Since ϕ is upper semi-continuous, the supremum c := supK̃ ϕ is
finite. Similar to the proof of (3.4), we can show that uk 6 c on K for all k > 1/ε.
Therefore, uk are locally uniformly bounded from above on U .
According to Lemma 3.1, limk→+∞ uk(τ) = ϕ(τ, a(τ)) for every τ ∈ U . By the

construction, a(τ0 + wη) = z0 + wξ for any w ∈ C. Since uk are psh and locally
uniformly bounded from above on U , it follows from Fatou’s lemma that

ϕ(τ0, z0) = lim
k→+∞

uk(τ0) 6 lim
k→+∞

1

2π

∫ 2π

0

uk(τ0 + eiθη)dθ

6
1

2π

∫ 2π

0

lim
k→+∞

uk(τ0 + eiθη)dθ

=
1

2π

∫ 2π

0

ϕ(τ0 + eiθη, z0 + eiθξ)dθ.

Therefore, we prove (3.1) in the case of η 6= 0.
We remain to prove (3.1) in the case of η = 0. We take a sequence {ηj}∞j=1 in

Cm \ {0} such that ηj → 0 and (τ0, z0)+ (ηj , ξ)△ ⊂ Ω for all j. By Fatou’s lemma
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and the upper semi-continuity of ϕ,

ϕ(τ0, z0) 6 lim
j→+∞

1

2π

∫ 2π

0

ϕ(τ0 + eiθηj, z0 + eiθξ)dθ

6
1

2π

∫ 2π

0

lim
j→+∞

ϕ(τ0 + eiθηj, z0 + eiθξ)dθ

6
1

2π

∫ 2π

0

ϕ(τ0, z0 + eiθξ)dθ.

This completes the proof.

3.2. The general case. In the previous section, we proved Theorem B under two
additional assumptions. Here, we consider the general case.
Recall that conditions (i) and (ii) were used in the proof of Lemma 3.1. Without

these two assumptions, the conclusion of Lemma 3.1 may fail at certain points.
Nevertheless, we will show that the exceptional set has zero measure.

Lemma 3.2. Given a sequence {δk}∞k=1 of positive numbers decreasing to 0, there
exists a set S ⊂ Ω of zero measure such that, for every (τ, z) ∈ Ω \ S, one has

BΩτ
(z; e−ϕτ ) > 0 and

(3.8) lim
k→+∞

1

σ2nδ2nk

∫

B2n(z;δk)

e−ϕ(τ,w)dλw = e−ϕ(τ,z).

Lemma 3.2 is an improved version of the Lebesgue differentiation theorem. The
tedious proof will be left to the next subsection.

In the following, we shall take δk := k
2n+1

k
−1 as in the proof of Lemma 3.1. We

aim to prove the plurisubharmonicity of ϕ at a given point (τ0, z0) ∈ Ω \ S.
We fix a vector (η, ξ) ∈ Cm × Cn with η 6= 0 and (τ0, z0) + (η, ξ)△ ⊂ Ω. We

choose a matrix A ∈ MatC(n,m) such that Aη = ξ. Let a(τ) := z0 + A(τ − τ0)
and U := {τ ∈ Cm : (τ, a(τ)) ∈ Ω}. We define lower-bounded psh functions

ψk(τ, z) := kmax{log(k|z − a(τ)|), 0}+ log(σ2nk
−2n)

as in (3.2), then
uk(τ) := logBΩτ

(a(τ); e−ϕτ−ψk,τ )

are psh functions on U . By examining the proof of Lemma 3.1, we see that

• uk are locally uniformly bounded from above on U ;
• for any τ ∈ U , one has limk→+∞ uk(τ) 6 ϕ(τ, a(τ));
• for any τ ∈ U such that (τ, a(τ)) /∈ S, one has limk→+∞ uk(τ) = ϕ(τ, a(τ)).

Since (τ0, z0) /∈ S, τ0+ η△ ⊂ U , uk are psh and locally uniformly bounded from
above on U , it follows from Fatou’s lemma that

ϕ(τ0, z0) = lim
k→+∞

uk(τ0) 6 lim
k→+∞

1

2π

∫ 2π

0

uk(τ0 + eiθη)dθ

6
1

2π

∫ 2π

0

lim
k→+∞

uk(τ0 + eiθη)dθ

6
1

2π

∫ 2π

0

ϕ(τ0 + eiθη, z0 + eiθξ)dθ.

Therefore, the mean-value inequality (3.1) holds for any affine analytic disc (τ0, z0)+
(η, ξ)△ ⊂ Ω with η 6= 0. Since ϕ is upper semi-continuous, the same inequality
holds for any affine analytic disc in Ω centered at (τ0, z0) (see the last paragraph
of Section 3.1). In conclusion, ϕ is psh at (τ0, z0) ∈ Ω \ S.
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We remain to prove the plurisubharmonicity at (τ∗, z∗) ∈ S. Since S ⊂ Ω has
zero measure, by the strong upper semi-continuity of ϕ, we can choose a sequence
of points (τj , zj) in Ω \ S such that

lim
j→+∞

(τj , zj) = (τ∗, z∗) and lim
j→+∞

ϕ(τj , zj) = ϕ(τ∗, z∗).

Given any affine analytic disc (τ∗, z∗) + (η, ξ)△ ⊂ Ω centered at (τ∗, z∗), it follows
from Fatou’s lemma and the upper semi-continuity of ϕ that

ϕ(τ∗, z∗) = lim
j→+∞

ϕ(τj, zj) 6
1

2π
lim
j→+∞

∫ 2π

0

ϕ(τj + eiθη, zj + eiθξ)dθ

6
1

2π

∫ 2π

0

lim
j→+∞

ϕ(τj + eiθη, zj + eiθξ)dθ

6
1

2π

∫ 2π

0

ϕ(τ∗ + eiθη, z∗ + eiθξ)dθ.

Therefore, ϕ is also psh at (τ∗, z∗) ∈ S. This completes the proof of Theorem B.

Remark 3.3. In the above proof of Theorem B, the strong upper semi-continuity of
ϕ is only used in the last paragraph. Therefore, if we assume only that ϕ is upper
semi-continuous, then the same argument shows the following: there exists a set

S ⊂ Ω of zero measure such that, for any affine analytic disc (τ0, z0)+(η, ξ)△ ⊂ Ω
centered at (τ0, z0) ∈ Ω \ S, the mean-value inequality (3.1) holds. By Lemma 3.4
below, we can conclude that there exists a psh function ϕ̃ on Ω such that ϕ = ϕ̃
on Ω \ S.

Lemma 3.4. Let u be an upper semi-continuous function on a domain D ⊂ CN

such that u > −∞ almost everywhere. Assume there exists a set S ⊂ D with zero

measure such that

(3.9) u(z) 6
1

2π

∫ 2π

0

u(z + eiθη)dθ

for any affine analytic disc z + η△ ⊂ D centered at z ∈ D \ S. Then there exists

a psh function ũ on D such that u = ũ on D \ S.

Proof. Given x ∈ D, let r := dD(x)/2, then there exists a point z ∈ D \ S with
u(z) > −∞ and |z − x| < r. Integrating (3.9) with respect to η ∈ B2N (0; r), we
see that

−∞ < u(z) 6
1

σ2Nr2N

∫

B2N (z;r)

udλ.

As u is locally bounded from above, this implies u is integrable near x. Therefore,
u ∈ L1

loc(D). We choose a non-negative function χ ∈ C∞
c (CN) such that χ(z)

depends only on |z|, χ(z) = 0 for |z| > 1, and
∫
CN χdλ = 1. For any ε > 0, we set

χε(z) := ε−2Nχ(z/ε). Then

uε(z) = (u ∗ χε)(z) :=
∫

CN

u(z − εζ)χ(ζ)dλζ
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is a smooth function on Dε := {z ∈ D : dD(z) > ε}. For any z ∈ Dε and η ∈ CN

such that z + η△ ⊂ Dε, since z − εζ /∈ S for almost every ζ ∈ CN , it is clear that

uε(z) 6

∫

CN

(
1

2π

∫ 2π

0

u(z − εζ + eiθη)dθ

)
χ(ζ)dλζ

=
1

2π

∫ 2π

0

(∫

CN

u(z − εζ + eiθη)χ(ζ)dλζ

)
dθ

=
1

2π

∫ 2π

0

uε(z + eiθη)dθ.

Therefore, uε is a psh function on Dε. By a similar proof to [13, Theorem 1.6.11],
uε ∗ χδ is decreasing as δ ց 0. Since uε ∗ χδ = uδ ∗ χε and limε→0 uδ ∗ χε = uδ,
letting ε ց 0, we conclude that uδ is decreasing as δ ց 0. Since u is upper
semi-continuous, limε→0 uε(z) 6 u(z) for any z ∈ D. Moreover, by integrating
(3.9) with respect to η, we see that uε(z) > u(z) for any z ∈ D \ S. In summary,
ũ := limε→0 uε is a psh function on D and u = ũ on D \ S. �

3.3. The exceptional set. In this section, we prove Lemma 3.2 that appears in
the proof of Theorem B. The technical proof relies on the Lebesgue differentiation
theorem and the Fubini theorem. Note that, before applying the Fubini theorem,
we must first verify that the relevant sets are measurable.
Recall that, given a function f ∈ L1

loc(R
N), any x0 ∈ RN satisfying

lim
ε→0

1

σNεN

∫

BN (x0;ε)

|f − f(x0)|dλ = 0

is called a Lebesgue point of f . The Lebesgue differentiation theorem says that
almost every x ∈ RN is a Lebesgue point of f ∈ L1

loc(R
N).

The proof of Lemma 3.2. Taking ψ ≡ 0, the assumption of Theorem B says Φ :=
logBΩτ

(z; e−ϕτ ) is a psh function on Ω. Since Φ 6≡ −∞, the pluripolar set

S0 := Φ−1(−∞) =
{
(τ, z) ∈ Ω : BΩτ

(z; e−ϕτ ) = 0
}

has zero measure in Ω. We denote by p the projection from Cm × Cn to Cm. By
Fubini’s theorem, the set

P :=

{
τ ∈ p(Ω) :

∫

Ωτ

IS0
(τ, z)dλz > 0

}

has zero measure in p(Ω).
For any positive integer k, we define a measurable function ϕk on Ω by

e−ϕk(τ,z) :=
1

σ2nδ2nk

∫

B2n(z;δk)

IΩ(τ, w)e
−ϕ(τ,w)dλw.

Clearly, the limits

ϕ∗(τ, z) := lim
k→+∞

ϕk(τ, z) and ϕ∗(τ, z) := lim
k→+∞

ϕk(τ, z)

are measurable functions on Ω. Then

S1 :=
{
(τ, z) ∈ Ω : ϕ∗(τ, z) 6= ϕ(τ, z) or ϕ∗(τ, z) 6= ϕ(τ, z)

}

is a measurable set. We claim that S1 has zero measure in Ω, then Lemma 3.2
follows by setting S := S0 ∪ S1.
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Given τ ∈ p(Ω) \ P , since BΩτ
(·; e−ϕτ ) 6≡ 0, there exists some nontrivial holo-

morphic function g ∈ O(Ωτ ) such that
∫

Ωτ

|g|2e−ϕτdλ < +∞.

In particular, e−ϕτ is locally integrable on Ωτ \ {g = 0}. By the Lebesgue differ-
entiation theorem, for almost every z ∈ Ωτ \ {g = 0}, we have

lim
δ→0

1

σ2nδ2n

∫

B2n(z;δ)

IΩ(τ, w)e
−ϕ(τ,w)dλw = e−ϕ(τ,z).

Consequently,

ϕ∗(τ, z) = ϕ∗(τ, z) = lim
k→+∞

ϕk(τ, z) = ϕ(τ, z).

for almost every z ∈ Ωτ \ {g = 0}. Therefore, whenever τ ∈ p(Ω) \ P , the slice
{z ∈ Cn : (τ, z) ∈ S1} has zero measure. By Fubini’s theorem again, S1 ⊂ Ω has
zero measure. This completes the proof of Lemma 3.2. �

3.4. Counterexamples. In this section, we construct some counterexamples con-
cerning Theorem B. Firstly, the strong upper semi-continuity of ϕ in Theorem B
is necessary.

Example 3.5. We define an upper semi-continuous function ϕ on Ω := B2m×B2n ⊂
C
m
τ × C

n
z by setting ϕ(τ, 0) = |τ | and ϕ(τ, z) = 0 for z 6= 0. For any psh function

ψ on Ω, Berndtsson’s theorem implies that logBΩτ
(z; e−ϕτ−ψτ ) ≡ logBΩτ

(z; e−ψτ )
is also psh on Ω. However, ϕ itself is not psh. Indeed, if we assume only that ϕ
is upper semi-continuous, we can still show that ϕ equals a psh function almost
everywhere (see Remark 3.3).

Moreover, Theorem B is false without the twisted factor e−ψ.

Example 3.6. Let u(τ) be a psh function on U ⊂ Cm and v(z) an upper semi-
continuous function on D ⊂ Cn. We consider the product domain Ω := U × D
and the function ϕ(τ, z) := u(τ) + v(z). Clearly,

logBΩτ
(z; e−ϕτ ) = u(τ) + logBD(z; e

−v)

is a psh function on Ω, but ϕ is not necessarily psh, and Ω is not necessarily
pseudoconvex.

In the following, we provide a more essential counterexample. Specifically, we
construct a non-psh function ϕ on C2 such that, for any C-linear fibration C2 → C,
the associated fiberwise Bergman kernel is log-psh.
The idea is similar to that of Example 2.4: the function ϕ we constructed is a

slight perturbation of a radially symmetric strictly psh function ϕ0. If ϕ remains
radially symmetric, then fibrations in any direction are equivalent. To simplify
the computation, we also choose ϕ such that the fiberwise Bergman spaces have
dimension one. Stating with ϕ0(z, w) =

3
2
log(1 + |z|2 + |w|2) on C

2, we have the
following counterexample.

Example 3.7. Consider the radially symmetric function

(3.10) ϕ(z, w) :=
3

2
log

(
1 +

∣∣|z|2 + |w|2 − ε2
∣∣)

on C
2, where ε ∈ (0, 1) is a constant. Clearly, ϕ is not psh. However, the fiberwise

Bergman kernel BC(w; e
−ϕz) is log-psh on C2, where ϕz := ϕ(z, ·).
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Proof. Let z ∈ C be fixed for a moment. Clearly, every holomorphic function
f ∈ A2(C; e−ϕz) admits a Taylor expansion f(w) =

∑∞
k=0 ckw

k with compact
convergence on C. Since ϕz(w) depends only on |w|, it is clear that

∫

C

|f |2e−ϕzdλ =

∞∑

k=0

|ck|2
∫

C

|wk|2e−ϕz(w)dλw.

Notice that,
∫

C

|wk|2e−ϕz(w)dλw = 2π

∫ ∞

1

r2k+1dr

(1− ε2 + |z|2 + r2)3/2
+O(1).

The above integral is convergent if and only if k = 0. Therefore, the Bergman
space A2(C; e−ϕz) contains only constant functions, and then

BC(w; e
−ϕz) =

1∫
C
e−ϕzdλ

is independent of w ∈ C. For convenience, we set Φ(z) := logBC(w; e
−ϕz).

When |z| > ε, we have
∫

C

e−ϕ(z,w)dλw = 2π

∫ ∞

0

rdr

(1− ε2 + |z|2 + r2)3/2

=
−2π√

1− ε2 + |z|2 + r2

∣∣∞
r=0

=
2π√

1− ε2 + |z|2
.

By a similar computation, for |z| < ε, we have
∫

C

e−ϕ(z,w)dλw = 2π

∫ ∞

0

rdr

(1 + ||z|2 + r2 − ε2|)3/2 = 4π − 2π√
1 + ε2 − |z|2

.

Since log(1 + ||z|2 + r2 − ε2|) > log(1− ε2 + |z|2 + r2), it is clear that

4π − 2π√
1 + ε2 − |z|2

6
2π√

1− ε2 + |z|2
.

In summary,

Φ(z) =

{
log

√
1− ε2 + |z|2 − log(2π), |z| > ε

− log
(
2− 1/

√
1 + ε2 − |z|2

)
− log(2π), |z| < ε

.

For convenience, we set

u(z) := log
√

1− ε2 + |z|2 and v(z) := − log
(
2− 1/

√
1 + ε2 − |z|2

)
.

Clearly, u is psh on C. By a direct computation,

∂2v

∂z∂z̄
=

(2 + 2ε2 + |z|2)
√
1 + ε2 − |z|2 − (1 + ε2)

2(1 + ε2 − |z|2)2(2
√

1 + ε2 − |z|2 − 1)2
> 0

in a neighbourhood of {|z| 6 ε}. Hence, Φ is psh on C \ {|z| = ε}. Given z0 ∈ C

with |z0| = ε, since v > u on {|z| < ε} and v = u = 0 on {|z| = ε}, by checking
the mean-value inequality for any circle centered at z0, we see that Φ is also psh
at z0. Therefore, Φ is a psh function on C. This completes the proof. �
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4. The necessity of pseudoconvexity in Berndtsson’s theorem

In this section, we prove Theorem C, which concerns the necessity of pseudo-
convexity in Berndtsson’s theorem. Recall that a domain Ω ⊂ C

N is pseudoconvex
if and only if − log dΩ is psh on Ω, where

(4.1) dΩ(z) := inf
w/∈Ω

|z − w|, z ∈ Ω,

is the Euclidean distance to the boundary of Ω. Therefore, to prove Theorem C,
we need to extract information about dΩ from the weighted Bergman kernels. The
starting point is the following counterpart to Lemma 3.1.

Lemma 4.1. Let D ∋ 0 be a domain in Cn
z . Given a positive constant r, define

φk := kmax{log(|z|/r), 0}, then

lim
k→+∞

BD(0; e
−φk) >

1

|D ∩ B2n(0; r)| .

Moreover, if B2n(0; r) ⊂ D, then

BD(0; e
−φk) 6

1

σ2nr2n
, ∀k > 2n.

Proof. We consider the constant function g ≡ 1, then∫

D

|g|2e−φkdλ = |D ∩ B
2n(0; r)|+

∫

D∩{|z|>r}
e−φkdλ,

where |D∩B
2n(0; r)| denotes the measure of D∩B

2n(0; r). When k > 2n, we have
∫

D∩{|z|>r}
e−φkdλ 6

∫

{|z|>r}
e−k log(|z|/r)dλ =

2n

k − 2n
σ2nr

2n.

Therefore, g ∈ A2(D; e−φk) for k > 2n and

lim
k→+∞

∫

D

|g|2e−φkdλ = |D ∩ B
2n(0; r)|.

As a consequence,

lim
k→+∞

BD(0; e
−φk) > lim

k→+∞

1∫
D
|g|2e−φkdλ =

1

|D ∩ B2n(0; r)| .

Next, we assume that B2n(0; r) ⊂ D. For any f ∈ A2(D; e−φk), we have
∫

D

|f |2e−φkdλ >

∫

B2n(0;r)

|f |2dλ > σ2nr
2n|f(0)|2.

Consequently,

BD(0; e
−φk) = sup

f 6≡0

|f(0)|2∫
D
|f |2e−φkdλ 6

1

σ2nr2n
.

This completes the proof. �

Using Lemma 4.1, we can prove the following interesting result.

Theorem 4.2. Let Ω be a domain in Cm
τ ×Cn

z so that Ωτ
◦
= Ωτ for all τ ∈ p(Ω).

Assume that for any non-negative psh function ψ on Ω, the function

(τ, z) 7→ logBΩτ
(z; e−ψτ )

is either psh or identically −∞ on Ω. Then − log δΩ is a psh function on Ω, where

(4.2) δΩ(τ, z) := dΩτ
(z) = inf

w/∈Ωτ

|z − w|, (τ, z) ∈ Ω.
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Here, δΩ is the distance function “in the fiber direction”. If δΩ(τ, z) > c > 0,

then B2n(z; c) ⊂ Ωτ , and we can find 0 < ε ≪ 1 such that

B2m(τ ; ε)× B2n(z; c + ε) ⊂ Ω.

It follows that δΩ(τ
′, z′) > c for any (τ ′, z′) ∈ B2m(τ ; ε) × B2n(z; ε). Therefore,

δΩ > 0 is a lower semi-continuous function on Ω. Consequently, for any compact
subset K of Ω, we have δΩ(K) := infK δΩ > 0.

Proof. To prove the plurisubharmonicity of Φ := − log δΩ, for any affine analytic
disc (τ0, z0) + (η, ξ)△ ⊂ Ω, we need to verify the mean-value inequality

(4.3) Φ(τ0, z0) 6
1

2π

∫ 2π

0

Φ(τ0 + eiθη, z0 + eiθξ)dθ.

By a standard limit argument, it suffices to consider the case where η 6= 0.
We take a continuous function φ(eiθ) on S1 such that

φ(eiθ) > Φ(τ0 + eiθη, z0 + eiθξ), ∀θ ∈ [0, 2π].

Given a constant ε > 0, by the Stone-Weierstrass theorem, there exists a holo-
morphic polynomial f on C such that φ < Re f < φ+ ε on S1.
As η 6= 0, we can find a holomorphic map γ : Cm → C

n such that γ(τ0 +wη) =
z0 +wξ, and a holomorphic function g : Cm → C such that g(τ0 +wη) = f(w) for
all w ∈ C. Note that Re g is pluriharmonic. We consider the following sequence
of non-negative psh functions on Ω,

(4.4) ψk(τ, z) := kmax
{
log |z − γ(τ)|+ Re g(τ), 0

}
, k > 2n+ 1.

By assumptions,

Ψk(τ, z) := logBΩτ
(z; e−ψk,τ )

are psh functions on Ω. In particular,

uk(w) := Ψk(τ0 + wη, z0 + wξ)

are subharmonic functions in a neighborhood of △.
Given w∗ ∈ ∂△, we denote (τ∗, z∗) := (τ0 + w∗η, z0 + w∗ξ). Since

− log δΩ(τ∗, z∗) = Φ(τ∗, z∗) < φ(w∗) < Re f(w∗) = Re g(τ∗),

we know

B
2n(z∗; e

−Re g(τ∗)) ⊂ Ωτ∗ ⊂ C
n.

According to Lemma 4.1,

BΩτ∗
(z∗; e

−ψk,τ∗ ) 6
1

σ2ne−2nRe g(τ∗)
.

Consequently,

uk(w∗) 6 2nRe f(w∗)− log σ2n, ∀w∗ ∈ ∂△.
Since uk is subharmonic and Re f is harmonic, it follows that

uk(0) 6 2nRe f(0)− log σ2n, ∀k > 2n+ 1.

We claim that δΩ(τ0, z0) > e−Re f(0). Otherwise, there exists a point z∗ /∈ Ωτ0
with |z∗ − z0| < e−Re f(0). Since Ωτ0

◦
= Ωτ0 , it follows that |B2n(z∗; s) \ Ωτ0 | > 0

for any s > 0, and then

|Ωτ0 ∩ B
2n(z0; e

−Re f(0))| < σ2ne
−2nRe f(0).
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According to Lemma 4.1,

lim
k→+∞

uk(0) = lim
k→+∞

logBΩτ0
(z0; e

−ψk,τ0 ) > 2nRe f(0)− log σ2n.

This leads to a contradiction! Therefore, δΩ(τ0, z0) > e−Re f(0), and then

Φ(τ0, z0) 6 Re f(0) =
1

2π

∫ 2π

0

Re f(eiθ)dθ <
1

2π

∫ 2π

0

φ(eiθ)dθ + ε.

Letting εց 0 and φ(eiθ) ց Φ(τ0 + eiθη, z0 + eiθξ), we complete the proof. �

We now show that in the case where m = 1, the plurisubharmonicity of − log δΩ
implies the plurisubharmonicity of − log dΩ, and thus the pseudoconvexity of Ω.
This will complete the proof of Theorem C. To this end, we need the following
definition:
A closed analytic disc in CN is a non-constant holomorphic map d : △ → CN

that extends continuously to △. For simplicity, we intentionally confuse d with
its image and refer to ∂d := d(∂△) as the boundary of d.

Theorem 4.3. Let Ω be a domain in Cτ ×Cn
z and we define δΩ(τ, z) by (4.2). If

− log δΩ is a psh function on Ω, then − log dΩ is also psh.

Proof. According to Hartogs, to prove the plurisubharmonicity of − log dΩ, it is
sufficient to show that dΩ(d) = dΩ(∂d) for any closed analytic disc

d : w ∈ △ 7→ (f(w), g(w)) ∈ C× C
n

contained in Ω (see [16, Theorem 3.3.5, (7) ⇒ (1)]). Actually, we may assume
that f(w) is non-constant, f and g are holomorphic in a neighborhood of △.1

Clearly, dΩ(d) 6 dΩ(∂d). Therefore, we remain to prove the reverse inequality.
Assume that the minimal distance

r := dΩ(d) = min
w∈△

dΩ(f(w), g(w)) > 0

is obtained at w0 ∈ △. If w0 ∈ ∂△, we done. Hence, we assume that w0 ∈ △. By
definition, there exists a vector (η, ξ) ∈ C× Cn of length r such that

(f(w0) + η, g(w0) + ξ) /∈ Ω.

We divide the proof into two cases.
Case 1: ξ 6= 0. In this case, we consider the closed analytic disc

dη : w ∈ △ 7→ (f(w) + η, g(w)) ∈ C× C
n,

which is the horizontal shift of d by η. Since |η| < r = dΩ(d), we know dη ⊂ Ω.
Since − log δΩ is psh on Ω, it follows that

w 7→ − log δΩ(f(w) + η, g(w))

is a subharmonic function in a neighborhood of △. By the maximum principle of
subharmonic functions, we have

δΩ(∂dη) = δΩ(dη).

1According to Hartogs’ proof, to verify the mean-value inequality for − log dΩ on (τ0, z0) +
(η, ξ)△ ⊂ Ω, it suffices to show that dΩ(d) = dΩ(∂d) for closed analytic discs d ⊂ Ω of the form

d : w ∈ △ 7→ (τ0 + wη + αe−p(w), z0 + wξ + βe−p(w)),

where α ∈ C, β ∈ Cn, and p(w) is a holomorphic polynomial on C. By a standard limit argument,
it suffices to consider the case where η 6= 0, and then w 7→ τ0 + wη + αe−p(w) is non-constant.
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As (f(w0) + η, g(w0) + ξ) /∈ Ω, we know δΩ(dη) 6 |ξ|, and then

δΩ(∂dη) = δΩ(dη) 6 |ξ|.
In other words, there exists some w∗ ∈ ∂△ such that

δΩ(f(w∗) + η, g(w∗)) 6 |ξ|.
Then we can find a ζ ∈ Cn such that |ζ | 6 |ξ| and (f(w∗) + η, g(w∗) + ζ) /∈ Ω.
Consequently,

dΩ(∂d) 6 dΩ(f(w∗), g(w∗)) 6
√

|η|2 + |ζ |2 6 r = dΩ(d).

Case 2: ξ = 0. In this case, |η| = r and

(τ̂ , ẑ) := (f(w0) + η, g(w0)) /∈ Ω.

Recall that, f : △ → C is non-constant and holomorphic. By the open mapping
theorem, for any 0 < ε ≪ 1, there exists a point wε ∈ △ closed to w0 such that
f(wε) = f(w0) + εη. Clearly, wε → w0 as ε → 0. We consider the closed analytic
disc

dε : w ∈ △ 7→ (f(w) + (1− ε)η, g(w)) ∈ C× C
n,

which is the horizontal shift of d by (1 − ε)η. Since |(1 − ε)η| < r = dΩ(d), we
know dε ⊂ Ω. By similar arguments as above, we have δΩ(dε) = δΩ(∂dε). Since

f(wε) + (1− ε)η = f(w0) + η = τ̂

and (τ̂ , ẑ) /∈ Ω, it is clear that

δΩ(∂dε) = δΩ(dε) 6 |g(wε)− ẑ| = |g(wε)− g(w0)|.
As a consequence,

dΩ(∂d) 6
√

|(1− ε)η|2 + |g(wε)− g(w0)|2.
By letting ε→ 0, we conclude that dΩ(∂d) 6 |η| = r = dΩ(d).
In summary, dΩ(d) = dΩ(∂d) in both case. This completes the proof. �
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