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THE CAUCHY-SZEGO PROJECTION AND ITS COMMUTATOR
FOR DOMAINS IN C" WITH MINIMAL SMOOTHNESS:
OPTIMAL BOUNDS

XUAN THINH DUONG, LOREDANA LANZANI, JI LI AND BRETT D. WICK

ABSTRACT. Let D C C" be a bounded, strongly pseudoconvex domain whose boundary
bD satisfies the minimal regularity condition of class C?. A 2017 result of Lanzani & Stein
[16] states that the Cauchy—Szeg8 projection 8., maps L?(bD,w) to L?(bD, w) continuously
for any 1 < p < oo whenever the reference measure w is a bounded, positive continuous
multiple of induced Lebesgue measure. Here we show that 8., (defined with respect to any
measure w as above) satisfies explicit, optimal bounds in L?(bD, ), for any 1 < p < oo
and for any €, in the maximal class of Ap-measures, that is 2, = ,o0 where 9, is
a Muckenhoupt A,-weight and o is the induced Lebesgue measure. As an application,
we characterize boundedness in L?(bD,€,) with explicit bounds, and compactness, of
the commutator [b,8.] for any Ap-measure Q,, 1 < p < co. We next introduce the
notion of holomorphic Hardy spaces for A,-measures, and we characterize boundedness
and compactness in L?(bD,22) of the commutator [b, So,] where 8o, is the Cauchy-Szegd
projection defined with respect to any given As-measure (22. Earlier results rely upon an
asymptotic expansion and subsequent pointwise estimates of the Cauchy—Szegd kernel, but
these are unavailable in our setting of minimal regularity of bD; at the same time, recent
techniques [16] that allow to handle domains with minimal regularity, are not applicable to
Ap-measures. It turns out that the method of quantitative extrapolation is an appropriate
replacement for the missing tools.

1. INTRODUCTION

In this paper we present a new approach to the LP-regularity problem for the Cauchy—
Szegl projection §,, defined with respect to w = Ao (any) bounded, positive continuous
multiple of the induced Lebesgue measure o associated to a strongly pseudoconvex domain
D & C” that satisfies the minimal regularity condition of class C2. As an application, we
obtain the optimal quantitative bound

maxq 1
(1.1) 18w 9llzevp,0,) < (€] 4 {

. T gl ep.g,). 1 <p < oo,

for any w € {Ac} as above and for any 2, in the class of Muckenhoupt measures A,(bD),
where [Q,] 4, stands for the Aj-character of 2, while the implicit constant depends solely on
w and D; see Theorem 1.1 for the precise statement. By contrast, the norm bounds obtained

in the reference result [16]:

(12) HSw gHLP(bD,w) < C(Dawap) ||gHLP(bD,w)a I<p<oo we {AU}A as above,
and its recent improvement for w := o, [29, Theorem 1.1]:

(1.3) 185 9llrvp,0,) < é(D, [Qla)lgllrep,0,), 1<p<oo, € ApbD)

are unspecified functions of the stated variables.
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As is well known, the A,-measures are the maximal (doubling) measure-theoretic frame-
work for a great variety of singular integral operators. Any positive, continuous multiple of
o is, of course, a member of A,(bD) for any 1 < p < oo, but {A4,(bD)}, far encompasses
the family {Ao}x. The classical methods for 8, rely on the asymptotic expansion of the
Cauchy—Szegd kernel, see e.g., the foundational works [3], [21] and [24], but this expansion
is not available if D is non-smooth; at the same time the Cauchy—Szeg§ projection 8, may
not be Calderon-Zygmund, see [19], thus none of (1.1)-(1.3) can follow by a direct applica-
tion of the Calderén—Zygmund theory. The proof of (1.2) starts with the comparison of 8,
which we recall is the orthogonal projection of L?(bD,w) onto the holomorphic Hardy space
H?(bD,w), with the members of an ad-hoc family {€.}. of non-orthogonal projections (the
so-called Cauchy-Leray integrals):

(1.4) Ce=8u,0[l—(Cl-€)] in L*bD,w), 0<e<e(D),

where the upper-script  denotes the adjoint in L?(bD,w). The operators {C,} are bounded
on LP(bD,w), 1 < p < oo, by an application of the T'(1) theorem. Furthermore, an elemen-
tary, Hilbert space-theoretic observation yields the factorization

(1.5) 8u=Cco[l—(€—€)] " in L*bD,w), 0<e<eD),

along with its refinement
(1.6) S, = <e€+swo (R —Rﬁ)) o[I—((@)f=e)]™! in L*bD,w), 0<e<eD)

For the latter, the Cauchy-Leray integral C. is decomposed as the sum C. = € + R? where
the principal term C? (bounded, by another application of the T'(1) theorem) enjoys the
cancellation

(1L7) €)' = Cllmrep,w)srrpn,w) < €/2C(p, Dyw), 1<p<oo, 0<e<eD).

By contrast, the remainder R? has LP — LP norm that may blow up as e — 0 but is weakly
smoothing in the sense that

(1.8) R? and (R$)T are bounded : L' (bD,w) — L®°(bD,w) for any 0 < e < (D).
Combining (1.7) and (1.8) with the bounded inclusions

(1.9) L*(bD,w) — LP(bD,w) — L'(bD,w), 1<p<2,

one concludes that there is € = €(p) such that the right hand side of (1.6), and therefore 8,
extends to a bounded operator on LP(bD,w) for any w € {Ao} whenever 1 < p < 2; the
proof for the full p-range then follows by duality.

Implementing this argument to all Ap-measures presents conceptual difficulties: for in-
stance, there are no analogs of (1.8) nor of (1.9) that are valid with €2, in place of w because
A,-measures may change with p. In [29, Lemma 3.3] it is shown that (1.7) is still valid for
p = 2 if one replaces the measure w in the L?(bD)-space with an As-measure; the conclusion
(1.3) then follows by Rubio de Francia’s original extrapolation theorem [26].

Here we obtain a new cancellation in LP(bD, €2,,) where the dependence of the norm-bound
on the Ap-character of the measure is completely explicit, namely
s\t s < 172 max{l,p—il}
(1.10) 1€ = CEllLe@wp, 0p)—LrvD, ) S €77 [l 4
where the implied constant depends on p, D and w but is independent of €, and of ¢;
see Proposition 3.3 for the precise statement. Combining (1.10) with the reverse Holder
inequality for A9(bD) we obtain

, 1l<p<oo

(L.11)  [8ullz2vp,00)>12(6D,00) S [Q2]a, for any Qp € A3(bD) and any w € {Ac}a.
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The conclusion (1.1) then follows by quantitative extrapolation |6, Theorem 9.5.3], which
serves as an appropriate replacement for (1.8) and (1.9). Incidentally, we are not aware
of other applications of extrapolation to several complex variables; yet quantitative extrap-
olation seems to provide an especially well-suited approach to the analysis of orthogonal
projections onto spaces of holomorphic functions® because orthogonal projections are natu-
rally bounded, with minimal norm, on the Hilbert space where they are defined; thus there
is always a baseline choice of €9 for which (1.11) holds trivially (that is, with [Q2]4, = 1).
We anticipate that this approach will give new insight into other settings where this kind of
LP-regularity problems are unsolved, such as the strongly C-linearly convex domains of class

CH1 ([15]) and the C%* model domains of [17].

It turns out that extrapolation is also an effective tool to study the commutator [b,8,]
although the latter is not a projection (never mind orthogonall), thus there is no baseline
L?-regularity satisfied by [b,8,], nor is it possible to make a direct comparison a la (1.4)
of [b,8,] with the commutators [b, C.] studied in [2]. Regardless, quantitative extrapolation
can be employed to characterize boundedness in L”(bD, Q) with explicit norm bounds, and
compactness, of [b,8,,] under the minimal regularity of class C? and for all Ap-measures, in
terms of appropriate BMO, or VMO conditions on the symbol b; the complete statement
is given in Theorem 1.2, which extends to the optimal setting seminal results of Coifman—
Rochberg-Weiss [1| and Krantz—S.Y. Li [13]. We anticipate that extrapolation is also effective
for characterizing finer properties, such as the Schatten-p norm of [b, 8], and plan to address
these questions in future work; see Feldman-Rochberg [4] for a related result.

Can the Cauchy—Szegd projection be defined for measures other than w € {Ao}p ¢ Orthog-
onal projections are highly dependent upon the choice of reference measure for the Hilbert
space where they are defined: it is therefore natural to seek the maximal measure-theoretic
framework for which the notion of Cauchy-Szegd projection is meaningful. The A,-measures
are an obvious choice in view of their historical relevance to the theory of singular integral
operators. It turns out that in this context the Cauchy—Szegs projection is meaningful only
if it is defined with respect to As-measures that is, for p = 2: one may define 8q, which is
bounded: L?(bD, Q) — L?(bD,Qs) for any Qs € A3(bD) with the minimal operator norm:
|8a,|| = 1; on the other hand “8q,” may have no meaning if p # 2. Here we characterize
boundedness and compactness in L?(bD, ) of the commutator [b,8g,], see Theorem 1.5
below. The LP(bD, Q,)-regularity problem for 8q,, as well as the LP(bD, 2,,)-regularity and
-compactness problems for [b, 8q,|, while meaningful, are, at present, unanswered for p # 2.

1.1. Statement of the main results. We let o denote induced Lebesgue measure for bD
and we henceforth refer to the family
{Ao}p ={w:=Ac, AeC(D), 0<c(D,A) <Aw) <C(D,A) <oco forany w € bD}

as the Leray Levi-like measures. This is because the Leray Levi measure A\, which plays a dis-
tinguished role in the analysis [16] of the Cauchy—Leray integrals {C.} and their truncations
{C¢}, is a member of this family on account of the identity

(1.12) d\(w) = A(w)do(w), w € bD,

where A € C(D) satisfies the required bounds 0 < ¢(D) < A(w) < C(D) < oo for any
w € bD as a consequence of the strong pseudoconvexity and C?-regularity and boundedness
of D. Hence we may equivalently express any Leray Levi-like measure w as

(1.13) w =P\

*the Cauchy—Szegs and Bergman projections being two prime examples.
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for some ¢ € C(bD) such that 0 < m(D) < p(w) < M(D) < oo for any w € bD. We refer
to Section 2 for the precise definitions and to |25, Lemma VII.3.9] for the proof of (1.12) and
a discussion of the geometric significance of A.

For any Leray Levi-like measure w, the holomorphic Hardy space H?(bD,w) is defined
exactly as in the classical setting of H?(bD, ), simply by replacing ¢ with w, see e.g., [18,
(1.1) and (1.2)]. In particular H?(bD,w) is a closed subspace of L?(bD,w) and we let 8,
denote the (unique) orthogonal projection of L?(bD,w) onto H?(bD,w).

Our goal is to understand the behavior of 8, on LP(bD, Q,) where {Q,} is any A,-measure
that is,

(1.14) Qp=gpo

where the density ¢, is a Muckenhoupt A,-weight. The precise definition is given in Section
2; here we just note that the Leray Levi-like measures are strictly contained in the class
{Q,}, in the sense that each w € {Ac}a is an A,-measure for every 1 < p < oo. We may
now state our first two main results.

Theorem 1.1. Let D C C", n > 2, be a bounded, strongly pseudoconvex domain of class
C?; let w be any Leray Levi-like measure for bD and let 8, be the Cauchy—Szeqd projection
for w. We have that

(1.15) 18wl 2(D,00) 120D, 00) S [22]4,  for any Qg € Aa(bD),

where the implied constant depends solely on D and w.

The LP-estimate (1.1) follows from (1.15) by standard techniques, see |6, Theorem 9.5.3].

Theorem 1.2. Let D C C*, n > 2, be a bounded, strongly pseudoconvex domain of class
C2. The following hold for any b € L>(bD, o) and for any Leray Levi-like measure w:

(1) if b € BMO(bD, o) then the commutator [b,8,] is bounded on LP(bD,Q,) for any
1 <p < oo and any Ap-measure €y, with
2-max{1,p—il}

(1.16) 1[0, 8u]ll 2o (vD,02) s LrvD.2,) S N0llBMO®BD,0) 2] 4,

Conversely, if [b,8,] is bounded on LP(bD, <) for some p € (1,00) and some A,-measure
Qy,, then b € BMO(bD, o) with

< maX{Lp—il}
(1.17) [blleMO®D.0) S [2p]a, |

All implied constants depend on p, D and w but are independent of €1,,.
(2) if b € VMO(bD, o) then the commutator [b,8,] is compact on LP(bD,Q,) for all

1 < p < oo and all A,-measures §,. Conversely, if [b,8,,] is compact on LP(bD,S,) for
some p € (1,00) and some Ap-measure S, then b € VMO(bD, o).

[0, 8]l Lr (bD,9) > LP (6D, 02 -

As mentioned earlier, extending the notion of Cauchy—Szegd projection to the realm of
Ap-measures requires, first of all, a meaningful notion of holomorphic Hardy space for such
measures, but this does not immediately arise from the classical theory [28]; here we adopt
the approach of [18, (1.1)] and give the following

Definition 1.3. Suppose 1 < p < oo and let Q, be an Ap-measure. We define HP(bD, <)
to be the space of functions F that are holomorphic in D with N'(F) € LP(bD,,), and set

(1.18) | E e @ep,0,) = INE e p.0,)-
Here N'(F) denotes the non-tangential mazimal function of F, that is
N(F)(E) == sup [F(z)], {€bD,

2€la(§)
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where To(§) = {z € D : |(z — &) - Te| < (1 + a)de(2), ]2 — £* < ade(2)}, with ve = the
(complex conjugate of)) the outer unit normal vector to & € bD, and §¢(z) = the minimum
between the (Euclidean) distance of z to bD and the distance of z to the tangent space at &.

For the class of domains under consideration it is known that if €2, is Leray Levi-like, such
definition agrees with the classical formulation [18, (1.2)]; see also [28].

Proposition 1.4. Let D C C*, n > 2, be a bounded, strongly pseudoconvexr domain of class
C2. Then, for any 1 < p < 0o and any A,-measure 0, we have that HP(bD, ) is a closed
subspace of LP(bD,S),). More precisely, suppose that {Fy,}, is a sequence of holomorphic
functions in D such that |IN(Fn) — fllr@epa,) — 0 as n — oo. Then, there is an F
holomorphic in D such that N(F)(w) = f(w) §, —a.e. w € bD.

The proof relies on the following observation, which is of independent interest: for any
1 < p < oo and any A,-measure €, with density 1, there is py = po(€2p) € (1, p) such that

(1.19) HP(bD, Q) C H? (0D, o) with ||F||grop,0) < Cay.nllFllar00.9,),

where
P—PQ

Ca,p = < /wp(w)l’pg’o da(w))pp0 .
bD

On the other hand in the context of A,-measures the notion of Hilbert space is meaningful
only in relation to As-measures (that is for p = 2), hence Cauchy—Szegd projections can be
associated only to such measures: on account of Proposition 1.4, for any As-measure {29
there exists a unique, orthogonal projection:

8q, : L*(bD,Qy) — H?(bD, Q)

which is naturally bounded on L?(bD, §)3) with minimal norm [|8q, || = 1. We may now state
our final main result.

Theorem 1.5. Let D C C*, n > 2, be a bounded, strongly pseudoconvex domain of class
C2. The following hold for any b € L*(bD,Qs):

(1) if b € BMO(bD, o) then the commutator [b,8q,] is bounded on L?(bD,Ss) for any
Ag-measure Qo. Conversely, if [b,8q,] is bounded on L?*(bD,Ss) for some As-measure o,
then b € BMO(bD, 0);

(2) if b € VMO(bD, o) then the commutator [b,8q,] is compact on L*(bD,<s) for any
Ag-measure Qo. Conversely, if [b,8q,] is compact on L?(bD, Q) for some As-measure s,
then b € VMO(bD, o).

All the implied constants depend solely on D and Q.

We conclude with a few remarks concerning the statements and proofs of Theorem 1.2
and Theorem 1.5.

e Since commutators are not projection operators, there can be no perfect counterpart to
the identities (1.5) and (1.6) that have [b,8,] (resp. [b, C.]) in place of 8, (resp. C.). Instead,
the proofs of Theorem 1.5 and Theorem 1.2 make use of the following new analogs of (1.5)
and (1.6):

(1.20) [b,8q,] = ([b, Ce] + Sq, 0 [b,1 — (Cf — GE)]> o (I — (el — e€)>1 in L2(bD, )
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for any Ag-like measure Q9 and for any 0 < € < €(D) as above; and
(1.21)

-1
b,8,] = ([b, Cel+8u0]b, I—(Gl—@e)]—[b,Sw]o((ij)T—fRi)>o(I—((Gﬁ)T—G§)> in L?(bD,w)

for any Leray Levi-like measure w and for any 0 < € < ¢(D). These identities are proved in
Section 4.

e In the statement of Theorem 1.5 we assume that the symbol b is in L?(bD, 3) because
the latter is the natural function space where the Cauchy-Szegd projection 8q, is defined.
However such an assumption is not restrictive because D is bounded and of class C?, and
Ap-measures for such domains are absolutely continuous with respect to the Leray Levi-like
measures, hence ,(bD) < oo for any such measure, and for any 1 < p < oco. It follows that

BMO(bD, o) C L2(bD, ) for any Qo € As(bD), see (4.26).

e The space BMOA(bD, o) (resp. VMOA(bD, o)) is the proper subspace of BMO(bD, o)
(resp. VMO(bD, c)) obtained by changing the a-priori condition that b € L'(bD, o) with
the stricter requirement that b is in the holomorphic Hardy space H'(bD, o), see [23]; by the
above argument’, BMOA (bD, o) C H?(bD, ) for any Qs € Ag(bD). Changing the a-priori
condition that b € L?(bD, ) to b € H?(bD,s) in Theorem 1.5 produces new statements
that are true for b € BMOA(bD, o) (resp. b € VMOA(bD, o)), with the same proof.

1.2. Further results. It is clear from (1.20) and (1.21) that one also needs to prove quanti-
tative results for the Cauchy Leray integrals {C.}. that extend the scope of the earlier works
[16] and [2] from Leray Levi-like measures, to Ap-measures: these are stated in Theorems
3.1 and 3.2, and Proposition 3.3.

1.3. Organization of this paper. In the next section we recall the necessary background
and give the proof of Proposition 1.4. All the quantitative results pertaining to the Cauchy—
Leray integral are collected in in Section 3. The main results of this paper: Theorem 1.1;
Theorem 1.2, and Theorem 1.5, are proved in Section 4.

2. PRELIMINARIES AND PROOF OF PROPOSITION 1.4

In this section we introduce notations and recall certain results from [2, 16] that will
be used throughout this paper. We will henceforth assume that D C C" is a bounded,
strongly pseudoconvex domain of class C2; that is, there is p € C?(C",R) which is strictly
plurisubharmonic and such that D = {z € C" : p(2) < 0} and bD = {w € C" : p(w) = 0}
with Vp(w) # 0 for all w € bD. (We refer to such p as a defining function for D; see e.g.,
[25] for the basic properties of defining functions. Here we assume that one such p has been
fixed once and for all.) We will throughout make use of the following abbreviated notations:

1T, = ITllze@eD,du)—>rr@Ddnys and  |Tllpq = 1Tl e @D,du)—LavD,dp)
where the operator T" and the measure u will be clear from context.

e The Levi polynomial and its variants. Define

Lo(w, z) = (Op(w),w — z) Z Bwjawk — zj)(wg, — 2k),

fIndeed, if f € BMOA(bD, o) then f € L?(bD,o) by the above argument. Hence f € H'(bD,o) N
L?(bD, o) and this implies that f € H?(bD, o), see [18, Corollary 2|.
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where dp(w) = (aan( Yyoens %(w)) and we have used the notation (n,¢) = >°7_; n;¢; for

n=0m,-ym),(=((1,---,C) € C" The strict plurisubharmonicity of p implies that
2Re Lo(w, z) > —p(z) + cjw — 2|2,

for some ¢ > 0, whenever w € bD and z € D is sufficiently close to w. We next define

(2.1) golw.2) = xLo + (1~ x)w — =

where x = x(w, z) is a C*°-smooth cutoff function with x = 1 when |w—2z| < p/2 and x =0
if jw — z| > p. Then for p chosen sufficiently small (and then kept fixed throughout), we
have that

(2.2) Re go(w, 2) > c(—p(2) + |w — 2[*)

for z in D and w in bD, with ¢ a positive constant; we will refer to go(w, z) as the modified
Levi polynomial. Note that go(w, z) is polynomial in the variable z, whereas in the variable
w it has no smoothness beyond mere continuity. To amend for this lack of regularity, for
each € > 0 one considers a variant g. defined as follows. Let {75, (w)} be an n X n-matrix of

C! functions such that

8% p(w)

3 — 7 7€ < 1<7.k<n.
S | o Tjk(w)( <e, 1<j,k<n
Set
Le(w,2) = (Op(w),w — z) — 5 Z% zj)(wg — 2k),
and define

ge(w,2) = xLe+ (1 —x)|w —2|?, z,weC™

Now g, is of class C'! in the variable w, and

lgo(w, 2) — ge(w, 2)| < elw — 2|?, w € bD,z € D.
We assume that € is sufficiently small (relative to the constant c in (2.2)), and this gives that
(2.3) lg0(w, 2)| < ge(w, 2)| < Clgo(w,2)|, 1w,z € bD
where the constants C' and C' are independent of ¢; see [16, Section 2.1].
e The Leray—Levi measure for bD. Let j7* denote the pullback under the inclusion

j:bD — C".

Then the linear functional

(2.4) T / F(w)j*(9p A (99p)" 1) / Fw)d\(w

where f € C(bD), defines a measure A with positive density given by

ﬁj*(ap A (80p)" 1) (w).

We point out that the definition of A depends upon the choice of defining function for D,
which here has been fixed once and for all; hence we refer to A\ as “the” Leray—Levi measure.

dA\(w) =

e A space of homogeneous type. Consider the function
(2.5) d(w, z) = ]go(w,z)\%, w,z € bD.
It is known [16, (2.14)] that

lw— 2| <d(w,2) < |lw— 22, w,zebD
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and from this it follows that the space of Holder-type functions [16, (3.5)]:

(2.6) lf(w) — f(2)] S d(w,z)* for some 0 < a<1 and for all w,z € bD

is dense in LP(bD,w), 1 < p < oo for any Leray Levi-like measure see [16, Theorem 7.
It follows from (2.3) that

(2.7) Cd(w, 2)* < |ge(w, 2)| < Cd(w, 2)?, w,z € bD

for any e sufficiently small. It is shown in [16, Proposition 3| that d(w, 2) is a quasi-distance:
there exist constants Ag > 0 and Cq > 1 such that for all w, 2,2’ € bD,

1) dw,z) =0 iff w=z;
(2.8) 2) Aytd(z,w) < d(w,2) < Apd(z,w);
3) d(w,2) < Cy(d(w,z) +d(#, 2)).

Letting B, (w) denote the boundary balls determined via the quasi-distance d,

(2.9) By (w):={z€bD: d(z,w) <r}, wherew € bD,
we have that
(2.10) ;' <w(Br(w)) < cor®, 0<r <1,

for some ¢, > 1, see |16, p. 139]. It follows that the triples {bD,d,w}, for any Leray Levi-
like measure w, are spaces of homogeneous type, where the measures w have the doubling

property:

Lemma 2.1. The Leray Levi-like measures w on bD are doubling, i.e., there is a positive
constant Cy, such that for all x € bD and 0 < r <1,

0 < w(Bar(w)) < Cpw(Byr(w)) < 0.
Furthermore, there exist constants €, € (0,1) and C, > 0 such that
d(w, z) \
(B \By(2) + (B (\Bo(w) < € (S22

for all w,z € bD such that d(w, z) <7 < 1.

Proof. The proof is an immediate consequence of (2.10). O

o A family of Cauchy-like integrals. In [16, Sections 3 and 4] an ad-hoc family {C.}. of
Cauchy-Fantappié integrals is introduced (each determined by the aforementioned denom-
inators g.(w, z)) whose corresponding boundary operators {C.} play a crucial role in the
analysis of LP(bD, \)-regularity of the Cauchy—Szegé projection. We henceforth refer to
{C¢}¢ as the Cauchy-Leray integrals; we record here a few relevant points for later reference.

[i.] Each C. admits a primary decomposition in terms of an “essential part” @E and
a “remainder” R., which are used in the proof of the L?(bD,w)-regularity of €.
However, at this stage the magnitude of the parameter e plays no role (this is because
of the “uniform” estimates (2.7)) and we temporarily drop reference to € and simply
write € in lieu of C¢; C(w, z) for C¢(w, 2), etc.. Thus

(2.11) C=C 4R,
with a corresponding decomposition for the integration kernels:

(2.12) Clw, z) = C*(w, z) + R(w, z).
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The “essential” kernel C¥(w, 2) satisfies standard size and smoothness conditions that
ensure the boundedness of € in L?(bD,w) by a T'(1)-theorem for the space of homoge-
nous type {bD,d,w}. On the other hand, the “remainder” kernel R(w,z) satisfies
improved size and smoothness conditions granting that the corresponding operator
R is bounded in L?(bD,w) by elementary considerations; see [16, Section 4].

[ii.] One then turns to the Cauchy-Szegé projection, for which L?(bD,w)-regularity is
trivial but LP(bD,w)-regularity, for p # 2, is not. It is in this stage that the size
of € in the definition of the Cauchy-type boundary operators of item [1.] is rele-
vant. It turns out that each C. admits a further, “finer” decomposition into (another)
“essential” part and (another) “reminder”, which are obtained by truncating the in-
tegration kernel C¢(w,z) by a smooth cutoff function x#(w, z) that equals 1 when
d(w, z) < s = s(€). One has:

(2.13) Cc=CI+ R
where
(2.14) et —esll, < €'/?M,
for any 1 < p < oo, where M, = ]% + p. Here and henceforth, the upper-script

“+” denotes adjoint in L?(bD,w) (hence (€2)' is the adjoint of € in L2(bD,w)); see
[16, Proposition 18]. Furthermore R¢ and (R¢)' are controlled by d(w, z) 2"+ and
therefore are easily seen to be bounded

(2.15) RS, (R LN(bD,w) — L®(bD,w),

see [16, (5.2) and comments thereafter].

e Bounded mean oscillation on bD.  The space BMO(bD, \) is defined as the collection of
all b€ LY(bD, \) such that
1
W= s s [ ble) — bl w) < o,
2€bD,r>0,B,(z)CbD A(Br(2))
B, (z)
with the balls B,(z) as in (2.9) and where
1
(2.16) bp = —/b(z)d)\(z).
A(B)

B
BMO(bD, A) is a normed space with [|b][gno@n,y) = (6]« +0l 1 6p,x)- We note the inclusion

(2.17) BMO(bD, \) C LP(bD,)), 1<p < o0,

which is a consequence of the John—Nirenberg inequality [27, Corollary p. 144] and of the
compactness of bD. On account of (1.12), it is clear that

BMO(bD, o) = BMO(bD,\) with [|b][Bmo®n,0) = [[bllBMO®D, ),

where BMO(bD, o) is the classical BMO space (where the reference measure is induced
Lebesgue).

e Vanishing mean oscillation on bD.  The space VMO (bD, \) is the subspace of BMO(bD, \)
whose members satisfy the further requirement that

. 1
(2.18) i s o ]_Z 1£(2) = fldA(z) =0,

where rp is the radius of B. As before, it is clear that VMO(bD, o) = VMO(bD, \).
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o Muckenhoupt weights on bD. Let p € (1,00). A non-negative locally integrable function
1 is called an A,(bD, 0)-weight, if

[Vl a,(b0,0) = S%P<¢>B<¢1fp/>%fl < 00,
1
o(B)

over, v is called an A;(bD,o)-weight if [Y]4,4p,ey = Inf{C > 0 : (Y)p < CyY(x),Vx €
B,V balls B € bD} < .

where the supremum is taken over all balls B in bD, and (¢)p := ¢(z) do(z). More-

U:l\

Similarly, one can define the A,(bD, X)-weight for 1 < p < oo.
As before, the identity (1.12) grants that

Ap(bD, o) = Ap(bD,N) with  [¥]a,D,0) = [¥]a,6D,2)

thus we will henceforth simply write A,(bD) and [¢)]4,py- At times it will be more con-
venient to work with A,(bD, \), and in this case we will refer to its members as Ap-like
weights.

Proof of Proposition 1./. To streamline notations, we write €2 for €2,,, and v for ¢,. It is
clear that HP(bD, () is a subspace of LP(bD,2), where the density function 1 of Q is in A,,.
Our first claim is that for every F' € HP(bD, (), the non-tangential (also known as ad-
missible) limit F°(w) exists Q-a.e. w € bD. In fact, note that for ¢» € A,, there exists
1 < p1 < p such that ¢ is in A,,. Set pg = p/p1. Then it is clear that 1 < py < p.
Let P = p/pop and P’ be the conjugate of P, which is P = p/(p — pp). So we get
YIP = pro/(=po) € Ap = Ay
Hence, for F' € HP(bD, ),

P—po)-

1F L0600y = ( /b ] W(F)(w)W(w)’%’w(w)‘%”dA(w)) 8

< </bD ’N(F)(w)\pib(w)dA(w));(/szp(w)zﬁ%od)\(w)> rro

-pg

__P0o
= | Fllz2@p,0) <¢ 2=po (bD)> "o

Since ¢ —Po/(P=Po) ¢ Ap/(p—po) and bD is compact we have that ¢7P€7%0(bD) is finite.

Hence, we see that HP(bD,Q) C HPo(bD,\). Thus F has admissible limit F° for A-a.e.
z € bD (|28, Theorem 10]), and hence F' has admissible limit F? for Q-a.e. z € bD since the
measure ) (with the density function ¢: dQ2(z) = ¥(z)dA(z)) is absolutely continuous. So
the boundary function F? exists.

Next, and from the definition of the non-tangential maximal function N'(F'), we have that

|Fb(2)] < N(F)(2) for Q —a.e. z €bD.
Thus, F® € LP(bD, ). Also note that with the same methods of [28] one can show that
N(F)(z) < M(Fb)(z) for Q —a.e. z € bD,

where M (F?) is the Hardy Littlewood maximal function on the boundary bD. Since the
maximal function is bounded on LP(bD, (), we obtain that

IF N g op,0) = IN ()l op.o) S IME) | oep) < Clla, | FCmo@p,a)-
Suppose now that {F,} is a sequence in HP(bD, ) and f € LP(bD, ) such that
IN(Fn) = fllze@p,o) — 0.
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Then, it is clear that

p—Po

IN(F) = fllzrowpyy < IIN(Fn) = fllevp,0) (¢7’£72’0(6D)> mo g

Since HP°(D, \) is a proper subspace of LP°(bD, A), then in particular {F, }, is in HP(D, \)
and f is in LPo(bD, \), we see that there is F' that is holomorphic in D and such that

Fb(w) = f(w) X—a.e.we bD.
Again, this implies that
Fb(w) = f(w) Q—ae we bD.

Moreover, invoking the weighted boundedness of the Hardy—Littlewood maximal function,
we see that

N ze@wn,0) S 1 le@p,0)-
The proof of Proposition 1.4 is complete. U

3. QUANTITATIVE ESTIMATES FOR THE CAUCHY-LERAY INTEGRAL
AND ITS COMMUTATOR

As before, in the proofs of all statements in this section we adopt the shorthand 2 for €,,,
and v for 1y,

Theorem 3.1. Let D C C*, n > 2, be a bounded, strongly pseudoconvex domain of class
C2. Then the Cauchy-type integral C is bounded on LP(bD,Q,) for any 0 < e < (D), any
1 <p < oo and any Ap-measure €y, with

max{1,~25}
1Cellrbp.0p) oD,y S [Wla, 77

where the implied constant depends on p, D, and € but is independent of €1,,.

It follows that for any As-measure Qg, the L?(bD,s)-adjoint @? is also bounded on
LP(bD,2,) with same bound.

Proof. To begin with, we first recall that the Cauchy integral operator €. can be split into
the essential part and remainder, that is, € = ¢ + R.. Denote by Cf(w, z) and R(w, z) the
kernels of € and R, respectively.

Recall from [16] that C’g(w, z) is a standard Calderén-Zygmund kernel, i.e. there exists a
positive constant Ay such that for every w,z € bD with w # z,

a) CEw )| < Mgt
d ' .
(3.1) b) |CH(w,z) — CHw, 2)| < Al%’ if d(w,z) > cd(w,w');
d z,z' .
c) |C£(w,z) - Cf(w,z’)| < AIW, if d(w,z) > ed(z,2")

for an appropriate constant ¢ > 0 and where d(z,w) is a quasi-distance suitably adapted to
bD. And hence, the LP(bD) boundedness (1 < p < o) of e follows from a version of the
T (1) Theorem. Moreover, we also get that there exists a positive constant A, such that for
every w, z € bD with w # z,

1

(3.2) |C’f(w,z)| > A2W-
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However, the kernel R (w, z) of R, satisfies a size condition and a smoothness condition for
only one of the variables as follows: there exists a positive constant C'r such that for every
w,z € bD with w # z,

1
< .
d) ’Rﬁ(wvz)’ = CRd(w’Z)Zn—l’

/
¢) [Re(w,2) — Re(w, )| < Cp232)_ " if q(w, 2) > cpd(z, )
d(w, z)

(3.3)

)

for an appropriate large constant Cr.

Since the kernel of Gg is a standard Calderén—Zygmund kernel on bD x bD, according to

[9] (see also [14]), we can obtain that € is bounded on LP(bD, Q) with
max{1,——}
1€ Lo (b1, 10 (vD,02) S W],

Thus, it suffices to show that R, is bounded on LP(bD, ) with the appropriate quantitative
estimate.

To see this, we claim that for every f € LP(bD,Q),Zz € bD, there exists a ¢ € (1,p) such
that

(3.4) @®(h)* @) 5 (M07mE) "

where F'# is the sharp maximal function of F' as recalled in Section 2.
We now show this claim. Since bD is bounded, there exists C' > 0 such that for any
B, (z) C bD we have r < C. For any Z € bD, let us fix a ball B, = B,(z9) C bD containing

z, and let z be any point of B,. Now take jo = |log, %J + 1. Since 4 is a quasi-distance,
there exists igp € Z", independent of z, r, such that d(w, 2) > cgr whenever w € bD \ By,
where cp is in (3.3). We then write

Re(f)(2) = (:Re(beDﬂBQiOr)(Z) - Re(beD\BQZ'Or)(Z) =:1(2) + 1 (z).

For the term I, by using Holder’s inequality and the fact that R, is bounded on L4(bD, \),
1 < g < 0o, we have

1
q

1 1 ,
)\(BT)B/ [1(2) — Ip,|dA(z) <2 )\(BT)B/ ‘Re(beDmBgior)(ZH dA(2)
1 , !
S B, / |£(2)|9d\(2)
bDNB,;

1
< (M(IF17)(2)) 7.
To estimate II, observe that if iy > jo, then bD \ Byiy, = 0 and |II(z) — II(z)| = 0. If
10 < Jo, then we have

111 (2) — I (20)| = |Re(fxop\B, )(2) — Re (beD\BZiOT)(ZO)‘

290y

< [ Rw2) ~ Rl 20|l w) iAW)
bD\BQiOT
1
<aezn) [ g l)dw)
bD\B,; ’
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1
q’ q

1 q
<o\ | st | | [ gatieraw

bD\B,; . bD\B, i, .
Since bD is bounded, we can obtain
Jo
| o<y [ i)

bD\B J=to 2ir<d(w,z0)<29t1r

Jo
S om [ e

J=0 d(w,z0)<2i+1p

Jjo 1
SZW / | (w) 7 (w)

290 -

Byj+1,
S JoM([f17)(2)-

Similarly, we have
| s z o[ s s
d(w, zp)? A( BQJH ~
bD\B,iq,. B,j+1,
Thus, we get that |II(z) — II(zp)| < rjo (M(|f|q)(2))% . Therefore,

—A(;r) / |1I(z) — I,
B,

dA(z — I(20)|[dA(z) S rjo (M(|]9)(2))

5r<logz(§>+ 1) QLD S (MAFEDE

where the last inequality comes from the fact that rlog, <§) is uniformly bounded. Com-

bining the estimates on I and II, we see that the claim (3.4) holds.
We now prove that R is bounded on LP(bD, Q). In fact, for f € LP(bD, Q)

(35) IRy < C(AOD) R0 + IR # 12y )

< (D) Re(Fon)? + | MU By )

p~max{1,p1 1}

SQOD)R(F) + W T e

where the second inequality follows from (3.4) and the last inequality follows from the fact
that the Hardy-Littlewood function is bounded on LP(bD,€2). We point out that

(3.6) Q(bD)(Re(f)bD)p rg HfHIzp(bD,Q)'

In fact, by Holder’s inequality and that R, is bounded on L4(bD, \), 1 < g < oo, we have

p

q

QD) R Fop)? < QD) ( 5] /\:R )qu(z))
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QI3

< Q@D) Rgﬂ/vuwwu>

p

<QOD) it (M(f1(2))"

p
s [ (u0s19) " a0z
bD
p-max{l, i }
S, T I en.g)-
Therefore, (3.6) holds, which, together with (3.5), implies that R, is bounded on LP(bD, )
with the correct quantitative bounds. The proof of Theorem 3.1 is complete. O

Theorem 3.2. Let D C C"*, n > 2, be a bounded, strongly pseudoconvex domain of class C?
and let X be the Leray Levi measure for bD. The following hold for any b € L*(bD,\), any
1<p<ooandany0<e<e(D):

(i) If b € BMO(bD, \) then the commutator [b,Cc] is bounded on LP(bD,Y,) for any
Ap-measure Q,, and

2.max{1,—}
[0, €]l Lo vD,02,) s LroD.2,) S 1bllBMOGBD A ] 4, P

Conversely, if [b, C] is bounded on LP(bD,Y,) for some A,-measure Q,, then b is in BMO(bD, \)
with
[bllBro®p,n) S b Clllzevp,0,)—Lr(vD,0,)-
The implied constants depend solely on p, € and D.
(ii) If b € VMO(bD, \) then the commutator [b, C] is compact on LP(bD,SQ,) for any Ap-

measure Q,. Conversely, if [b,Cc is compact on LP(bD,Q,) for some A,-measure Qy, then
be VMO(bD, \).

Moreover, for any As-measure Qo, and with C* denoting the adjoint of C. in L*(bD, ),
we have that (i) and (ii) above also hold with [b,C®] in place of [b, C.].

Proof. Proof of Part (i): We begin with proving the sufficiency. Suppose b is in BMO(bD, \),
and we now prove that the commutator [b, C.] is bounded on LP(bD, ().

Note that [b, C] = [b, Gg] + [b, R¢]. and that € is a standard Calderén-Zygmund operator.
Following the standard approach (see for example [20]), we obtain that

2-max{1,—— }
1. €Il e e, S IBllBMOED N [R]a, 7

Thus, it suffices to verify that [b, R] is bounded on LP(bD, Q) with the correct quantitative
bounds.
In fact, employing the same decomposition as in the proof of Theorem 3.1, we obtain that

B7) (BRINFE)

< Ibllmmoen.a (MURSP)E) + (MUFP)E) T + (M(F17)(E)*)
where 1 < o, 8 < p,Z € bD. Hence, we have
(38) bR

Q=

f”Lp bD,Qp)
< C(Qp(bD) (([b, Re]f)bD)p + [I([o, Re]f)#”ip(bp,gp)>
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p 2p-max{1,——}
S QOD)((0.RN0) + e T 10 sownn 10,0,

where the second inequality follows from (3.7) and Lemma 3.1. Now it suffice to show that

p~max{1,p1 1}

(3.9) 0 0D) (bR Pen ) S 1910 7 b0 1 .0,

By Holder’s inequality and the fact that [b, R¢] is bounded on L4(bD, \) for any 1 < ¢ < oo,
see [2], we have

Q3

Qp(bD)<([b,fRe]f)bD) < O( bD /|be F(2)|%dA(z)

Q3

S Iouny D) | 5555 / F(2)|dA2)

S Wllgniounay [ (M) >)p V(=N (2)
bD

p-max{l, i }
S,

~

HbHBMO bD A\ HfHLP(bDQ

Therefore, (3.9) holds, which, together with (3.8), implies that [b, R¢| is bounded on LP(bD, €2,).
Combining the estimates for [b, €4] and [b, R.], we obtain that

2- max{l }
16, €Jll o vp,02,) < 1bllBMOBD A 0] 4,

We now prove the necessity. Suppose b is in L*(bD, \) and [b, €] is bounded on LP(bD, €2,,)
for some 1 < p < oco.

Let Cig(z,w) and C;E(z,w) be the real and imaginary parts of Cg(z,w), respectively.
And let Ry (2, w) and Ra(z,w) be the real and imaginary parts of R(z,w), respectively.
Then, combining the size condition (3.2) and the smoothness conditions in (3.1), we get that
there exist positive constants 7y, As, A4 and Aj such that for every ball B = B,.(z9) C bD
with r < 79, there exists another ball B = B,(wg) C bD with Asr < d(wo, 20) < (Az + 1)r
such that at least one of the followmg properties holds:

a) For every z € B and w € B, ct 1(w, z) does not change sign and ]Cl (zw)| > 7d(w 27

b) For every z € B and w € B, C’Q(w, z) does not change sign and |C’2 (z,w)| > ﬁ
Then, without loss of generality, we assume that the property a) holds. Then combining
with the size estimate of R(z,w) in (3.3), we obtain that there exists a positive constant Ag

such that for every z € B and w € B, Cﬁ(w z) + Ri(w, z) does not change sign and that

Ag

(3.10) |C J(w,2) + Ry (w, 2)| > FTSE

We test the BMO(bD, \) condition on the case of balls with big radius and small radius.
Case 1: In this case we work with balls with a large radius, r > 7.
By (2.10) and by the fact that A(B) > A(B.,(20)) ~ 73", we obtain that

1 —Zn
/ :) = b ldA() S 55 py oo S35 Bllson.y
0

Case 2: In this case we work with balls with a small radius, 0 < r < vg.
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We aim to prove that for every fixed ball B = B,(zp) C bD with radius r < o,

(3.11) / 1b(2) — bsldA(z) < (1B, €l

which, combining with (4.36), finishes the proof of the necessity part.

Now let B = B, (wg) be the ball chosen as above, and let mb(B) be the median value of b
on the ball B with respect to the measure X defined as follows: my(B) is a real number that
satisfies simultaneously

M{w € B :b(w) > my(B)}) < %A(E) and A{w € B : b(w) < my(B)}) < =A(B).

DO | —

Then, following the idea in [2~O, Proposition 3.1] by the definition of median value, we choose
Fy :={w € B :b(w) <myp(B)} and Fy := {w € B : b(w) > my(B)}. Then it is direct that
B = Fy U F;, and moreover, from the definition of m;(B), we see that

(3.12) AEF;) >

Next we define By = {z € B : b(z) > mp(B)} and By = {z € B : b(z) < my(B)}.
Then B = FE1 U Ey and E1 N Ey = (). Then it is clear that b(z) — b(w) is non-negative for
any (z,w) € E; x Fy, and is negative for any (z,w) € Es x Fy. Moreover, for (z,w) in
(El X Fl) U (EQ X FQ), we have

(3.13) [b(2) = b(w)| > [b(2) —my(B)].
Therefore, from (3.10), (3.12), and (3.13) we obtain that
1
B E/ 1b(=) — my(B)|dA
A(Fy ~
S / b(z) — ma(B)dA(:)

/\Cfl (w,2) + Rie(w,2)[(b(z) — b(w))dA\(w)dA(2)

/C (w, 2) — b(w))dA(w)[dA(z)

(3.14) J(xr ) (2)] dA(2),

where the last but second inequality follows from the fact that 0371(11), z) + Ri(w, z) is the
real part of Ce(w, z).

Then, by using Hélder’s inequality and (4.36), 2, € A, with the density function v, we
further obtain that the right-hand side of (3.14) is bounded by

L
7

[v ¥ @a) p ([ eg]<xFl><z>r%<z>dA<z>)%
Eq Eq
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1 _1 1
QP(B))\(B) (Qp(B)) P (Qp(Fl))p H[b’ ee]”LI’(bD,Qp)

S, Celllr@n,0,)-

A

Similarly, we can obtain that
1 -
55 11 =BG < 1B Eluroni,
E>

As a consequence, we get that

e B/ b(2) = my(B)|dA(2)

< ﬁ [ 16) = muB)|are) + ﬁ [ 16— mBare)
B By
S b Celllzep.g,)-
Therefore,
1 2 -
WB/ |b(2) — bp|dA(2) < WB/ |b(2) = my(B)|dA(2) S [I[b; €[l e v.02,)

which gives (3.11). Combining the estimates in Case 1 and Case 2 above, we see that b is in
BMO(bD, \). The proof of Part (1) is concluded.

Proof of Part (ii): We begin by showing the sufficiency. Suppose b € VMO(bD, \). Note
that [b, Cc] = [b, Gg] + [b, R¢], and that [b, Gg] is a compact operator on LP(bD,w) (following
the standard argument in [13]), it suffices to verify that [b, R¢] is compact on LP(bD,(2,).
However, this follows from the approach in the proof of (ii) of Theorem D (|2, Theorem 1.1]).

We now prove the necessity. Suppose that b € BMO(bD, \) and that [b, C] is compact on
LP(bD, ) for some 1 < p < oo. Without loss of generality, we assume that [|b||grnio@p,y) = 1-

We now use the idea from [2]. To show b € VMO(bD, ), we seek the contradiction:
there is no bounded operator T : ¢P(N) — ¢P(N) with Te; = Te, # 0 for all j,k € N.
Here, e; is the standard basis for #7(N). Thus, it suffices to construct the approximates to a
standard basis in /P, namely a sequence of functions {g;} such that ||g;|z»sp,0,) =~ 1, and
for a nonzero ¢, we have ||¢ — [b, Celg; |l L 0,) < 277

Suppose that b ¢ VMO(bD, ), then there exist ép > 0 and a sequence {B;}?2, =
{Br,(z)}52, of balls such that

(3.15) %Bj)/]b(z) ~bp, [dA(2) > o,
B

Without loss of generality, we assume that for all j, 7; < 79, where g is the fixed constant
in the argument for (3.10).
Now choose a subsequence {Bj,} of {B;} such that

(3.16)

Tjit1 < Erjw
where ¢, is the constant such that
(3.17) cirt < )\(Br(w)) <ecr®™, 0<r<l.

For the sake of simplicity we drop the subscript i, i.e., we still denote {Bj,} by {B;}.
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Then for each such B;, we can choose a corresponding Bj. Now let mb(Bj) be the median
value of b on the ball B; with respect to the measure wdo. Then, by the definition of median
value, we can find disjoint subsets F} 1, F;» C B; such that

Fjpc{we Bj sh(w) < mb(Bj)}, Fjoc{we Bj :b(w) > mb(Bj)},
and
A(Bj)‘
2

(3.18) A(Fj1) = A(Fj2) =

Next we define Ej; = {z € B : b(z) > my(B;)}, Ej2 = {2 € B:b(z) < my(B;)}, then
B; = Ej1UE;jsand E;1NEj2 = 0. Then it is clear that b(z)—b(w) > 0 for (z,w) € E;1xFj1
and b(z) —b(w) < 0 for (z,w) € Eja x Fjo. And for (z,w) in (Ej1 x Fj1)U(Ej2 x Fj2), we
have

(3.19) [b(z) = b(w)| > [b(z) — my(B;)].
We now consider
ﬁj,ﬂ— \ U B, and F]2— ]2\ U By, forj=1,2,....
l=j+1 1=j+1

Then, based on the decay condition of the radius {r;}, we obtain that for each j,

AF5) =2 AE) =AU Be) = 5AB) — Y A(B)
l=j+1 f=j+1
(3.20) By - O By s iaa)
' 2TV ey )2 1T T T T
Now for each j , we have that
—bp;|dA(2)
< my(Bj)|dA(z)

_ 9 _
/|b mb(Bj)\dA(z)JrWE/ 1b(=) — my(By)|dA(2)

Thus, combining with (3.15) and the above inequalities, we obtain that as least one of the
following inequalities holds:

%Bj) / |b(2) — my(B)|dA(z) > 50 / 1b(2) By)ldA:) > %0.
Fj

We may assume that the first one holds, i.e.,

A(LBJ) / ‘b(z)—mb(éj){d)\(z)z%o.
E'l

Therefore, for each j, from (3.18) and (3.19) and by using (3.14), we obtain that

<3 my(Bj)|dA(2)

%
4
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1 _p 7 ) 1
N NB;) E/ PP (2)dA(2) <bZHb, ee](Xﬁj,l)(Z)‘ Qp(z)d)\(z)>
1 1 ) 1
< ST BB <b Z b, €10z, )2 w(z)dA(zo

< (b g I @s](fj)(Z)\pw(Z)dA(Z)> ,

where f; 1= L) RE Combining the above estimates we obtain
Qp(By)

Sl

0<do < (/ b, @e](fj)(Zpr(Z)d)\(Z)) %-
bD

Moreover, since 1) € Ay, it follows that there exist positive constants Cy,Cy and o € (0,1)
such that for any measurable set F C B,
(A(E)>p <o, 2B (A(E))U‘
A(B) Q,(B)

*\\(B)

Hence, from (3.20), we obtain that A S W fillee@en,o,) S 1. Thus, it is direct to see that
{f;}; is a bounded sequence in LP(bD,(},) with a uniform LP(bD,(2,)-lower bound away
from zero.

Since [b, €] is compact, we obtain that the sequence {[b, C](f;)}; has a convergent sub-

sequence, denoted by
{16, €] (f5:)}5i-

We denote the limit function by gg, i.e.,
b,C(fj,) = go in LP(bD,S,), asi— oo.
Moreover, gg # 0.
After taking a further subsequence, labeled {g; }]‘?‘;1, we have
e llgillzrvp,0,) = 15
e g; are disjointly supported; ‘
e and |lgo — [b, Clg;llzrvp,0,) <277
Take a; = j~1, so that {aj}52, € 7\ ¢t Tt is immediate that v = >_ja59; € LP(bD, ),
hence [b, CJy € LP(bD, €2p). But, go 3, a;j = oo, and yet

o3

This contradiction shows that b € VMO(bD, \).
The proof of Theorem 3.2 is complete. U

< b, €Vl e @ep,0,) + 3 asllgo — b, €elgjllown,0,) < oo
j=1

Lr(bD,Qy)

We now turn to the proof of the new cancellation (1.10).

Proposition 3.3. For any fized 0 < € < ¢(D) as in [16]|, there exists s = s(e) > 0 such that

maX{Lp—il}

(3.21) 1€ = CEll o vp,0,) 10 6D0y) S 2[4
for any 1 < p < oo and for any Ap-measure, ), where the implied constant depends on D and
p but is independent of Q, and of €. As before, here (C3)1 denotes the adjoint in L?(bD,w).

P
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Proof. Recall from [16, (5.7)], that C¢ is given by
ei(f)(z) = ee(f(')XS('7 Z)) (2)7 S bD7
where xs(w, z) is the cutoff function given by xs(w, 2) = Xsw(2)Xs,-(w) with

Im(dp(w),w — z) +i\w - 2\2)

cs? cs?

j(vs,w(z) = X(

Here Y is a non-negative C''-smooth function on C such that x(u +iv) = 1 if |u +iv| < 1/2,
X(u+iv) =01if |u+iv| > 1, and furthermore |Vy(u + iv)| < 1.
Then we also have the essential part and the remainder of €7, which are given by
CE(f)(2) = CE(f()xs(-2)) (2), =z €bD,
and hence we have C} = @E’s + ng’s, where RE’S is the remainder. Further, (@ﬁ)* = (@E’s)* +
(Rg’s)*. To prove (3.21), we note that (C%)T = p=1(C%)*p, where ¢ is the density function
of w satisfying (1.13). Thus, (C)T — €% = (C)* — €2 — v~ !p, (€%)*], which gives
1€ = €2l o b0y LoD
<€) = €l o p,0)Lrwp) + 197 e (€N Lo vD,0) > LoD, -
Thus, we claim that

max{l,p—il}

(3.22) 1(€5)* = €Sl Loop.0) L.y < €72 [¥]4,
and that

M(p,D,w)
G23) el @)l < gyt
. ¥ 1P (L LP(bD,Q)—LP(bD,Q) > € A,
We first prove (3.22). To begin with, we write €5 — (€2)" = A2 + B, where
Ao (e ad - ()
Let A?(w, z) be the kernel of A¢. Then, from [16, (5.10) and (5.9)], we see that

M(p,D,w).

1) A (w,2)| S GW for any s < s(e);
(w’wl)l/Z

2) |A2(w,z) — AX(u!,2)| S /22

W for any s S S(E);

for d(w, z) > ed(w,w’) with an appropriate constant ¢ > 0. Moreover, 2) is true for w and
z interchanged, that is,

d(Z Z/)1/2

s _AS N < (1/2 )

3) |A€(w? Z) Ae(w’z )| ~ € d(w, Z)2n+1/2?
From the kernel estimates, we see that ¢~/ 2A8, s < s(e), is a standard Calderéon—Zygmund

operator on bD x bD, according to [9] (see also [14]), we can obtain that e 1/2A? is bounded
on LP(bD, Q) with

for any s < s(e).

max{l,p—il}

e 2 A% Lo wp.0) s LrvD.0) < [Y]4, M(p, D,w),
where the constant M (p, D,w) depends only on p, D and w. Hence, we obtain that

max{l,ﬁ}

(3.24) I AN 2 (5D,0)—Lr(5D,0) < 61/2[¢]Ap
Thus, it suffices to consider B?. Note that now the kernel R?(w, z) of RES i given by
Rj(w, Z) - RG(wa Z)XS(’U}, 2)7

M(p,D,w) for any s < s(e).
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where R.(w, z) is the kernel of R, satisfying (3.3). Thus, it is easy to see that R?(w,z)
satisfies the following size estimate
Xs(w, 2)

d(w, Z)2n71 ’
where the constant ¢, is large, depending on €. For the regularity estimate of R?(w,z) on z,
we get that for d(w, 2) > cgrd(z, 2'),

’Ri(il), Z) - RS(’U}, ZI)‘

S ’Rﬁ(w7 Z) - Rﬁ(w7 Z/)’ : Xs(wa Z) + ‘RE(w7 Z/)’ : ‘XS(’LU7 Z) - Xs(w7 Z/)’

_ d(z,?)) - 1 ,

< CEW Xs(w, 2) + CEW “xs(w, 2) = xs(w, 2')],

where the last inequality follows from (3.3). Note that from the definition of xs(w,z), we

get that |xs(w, z) — xs(w, 2")| vanishes unless d(w, z) ~ d(w, 2’) &~ s. Moreover, under this
condition, we further have

4) |Re(w,z)] < ¢

[xs(w, 2) = xs(w, )] S
Combining these estimates, we obtain that

_d(z,7) xs(w, 2)

5) |R:(w,z) — R:(w, )| < e 5 ,if d(w, 2) > crd(z, 2').
d(w, 2)“"

We now consider the operator T = 5_1922’3. Then we claim that

~ maX{lv%}
(3.25) 1T ep,g) < Celtly, 77 M

To prove (3.25), following the proof of Theorem 3.1, we first show that for every f €
LP(bD, ),z € bD, there exists a ¢ € (1,p) such that

(3.26) [a* @) sa(mame) "

where F'# is the sharp maximal function of F' as recalled in Section 2.

We now show (3.26). Since bD is bounded, there exists C' > 0 such that for any B,(z) C bD
we have r < C. For any Z € bD, let us fix a ball B, = B,(z9) C bD containing z, and let
z be any point of B,. Since d is a quasi-distance, there exists ig € ZT, independent of z, r,
such that d(w, z) > cgr whenever w € bD \ By,,., where cg is in (3.3). We then write

T(F)(2) = T(Fxopnsy,, ) (2) = (Fxems,, )(2) = 1(2) + 1 (2).
For the term I, by using Hoélder’s inequality we have

(p7 D7w)”f”LP(bD,Q)-

1 1 q
)\(BT)B/|I(Z)—IBT|d)\(z) <2 )\(BT)B/‘(I(beDmB?OT)(Z){ A (z)
- 1 . . a
=\ Z | Era)
S (M(f19)(2)7,

where the second inequality follows from the boundedness in [16, (4.22)] since the kernel of
T satisfies the conditions in [16, (4.22)].
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To estimate II, by using condition 5), we have
[1I(2) — I (20)] = [T (fxep\8,, ) (2) = T(Fxem\my, ) (20)]
< [ Gl ) )

s d(w,2)™
290 1

< [ LB ),

s d(w, zo )2"
(bD\B, i, )NBs

bD\B

210 -
where Bs := Bg(z9) and the last inequality follows from the property of the function

xs(w, 20). Thus, we see that if 207 > s, then the last term is zero. So we just need to
consider 297 < s. In this case, we have

16 =) < S aeze) [ gl fw)laaw)

BS\B2iO
3 1
Ce T 1
< = S — q
< mEw| | o lferaw)
BS\BQiOT BS\BQZ’O

We take jo = [logs %j + 1. Continuing the estimate:

Jo

| s arw) < 35 | s eraw
Bs\B,ig,. 2ir<d(w,z0)<29t1r
Jo 1
S om [ Hwraw
J=0 d(w,z0)<27+1y
Jo 1
ng / | f(w)]?dA(w)

BQjJFIT
S JoM([f1)(2)-

Similarly, we have

1
- dA < 7.
/ d(w ZQ Z )\ B2j+1 / (w) ~ Jo

BS\BQiOr BQj+11~
Thus, we get that [II(2) — II(z)| < &Zjo (M(|f|7)(Z))7 . Therefore,

—)\(;T) / [1(z) = g, |dA(=) < A(ZT / [11(2) = I(z0)[dA(2) S 2o (M| f17)(2))
B B,

St (logy (2) +1) (M(FNE)T S & (M(F19)(E)7

where the last inequality comes from the fact that A (logz( )+ 1) is uniformly bounded for
A€ (0,1].

Combining the estimates on I and II, we see that the claim (3.26) holds. We now prove
that T is bounded on LP(bD, ). In fact, for f € LP(bD, Q)

(321) 1T pnay S (DT + 1T Baney)
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< (Q0D)T(F)on)? +ZN MU up.0))

p-max{l,ﬁ}

< QOD)(T(fon)” + &[]y, M(p, D, ) 75 4.0

where the second inequality follows from (3.26) and the last inequality follows from the fact
that the Hardy-Littlewood function is bounded on LP(bD, Q) with the constant M (p, D,w)
depending only on p, D and w. We point out that

(3.28) QD)) < Al T M, D) 712

In fact, by Holder’s inequality and the fact that T is bounded on L%(bD,\) for all 1 < ¢ <
oo (from [16, (4.22)]), we have

QD)(T(Mup ) < D) | 5755 / 7)) aA(:)
s@90D) | 1557 [ IR
bD
S@eD) it (M(f|)(=)"
sa [ (is9e) ao(z)
bD
p-max{l,p—il} p
< E;g[Qp]AP M(p,D,w)”f”Lp(bDﬂ).

Therefore, (3.28) holds, which, together with (3.27), implies that the claim (3.25) holds.
As a consequence, we obtain that for every 1 < p < oo,

maX{Lp—ll}

(3.29) |Re=() <secc [l T M Dw)f o).

Lr(bD,Q)

By using the fact that Qfﬁ is in A, when Q is in A, (p’ is the conjugate index of p), and
by using duality, we obtain that

(330 ||®)()]

Hence, we have

max{l,ﬁ}

<s-Cer [Qply, " M, D,w)|fllLewp,0)-

Lp(bD,Q)

max{l,p—il}

(3.31) IBE M rep,a) <5 Ce [pla, M(p, D,w)|| fllzr vp.0)-
Since € is a fixed small positive constant, we see that
5.0~ el/?

if s is sufficiently small. Thus, we obtain that

max{1,-1:}
(3.32) 1B () oop .y S €2 - [ls, 7 M, D,w)lfllLeen.0)-
Combining the estimates of (3.24) and (3.32), we obtain that the claim (3.22) holds.

We now prove (3.23). To begin with, following [16, Section 6.2], we consider a partition
of C" into disjoint cubes of side-length v, given by C" = Upcz2.Q}. Then we revert to our
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domain D. For a fixed v > 0, we write 1;, for the characteristic function of @} NbD. Then
we consider 1;(2)(CZ)*(1;f)(2). we note that if z is not in the support of f, then

333)  LEELNE =1 [ [ TEwte s w@irw),

Thus, by choosing s small enough and v = c¢s, where c is a fixed positive constant, we see
that 1,(2)(€2)*(1;f)(2) vanishes if Q;’ and @} do not touch. Next, following the proof in
[16, Section 6.3|, and combining our result Theorem 3.1 we see that

116 (€ (L N lrp,0) S €€l Lr@n,.0)y—rrep.) | fllLrep,0)

ax{l,p—il}
M(p’ D’w)HfHLP(bD,Q)'

Se [Qp]AP
As a consequence, by using [16, Lemma 24|, we obtain that our claim (3.23) holds.
The proof of Proposition 3.3 is complete. O

4. APPLICATIONS TO THE CAUCHY-SZEGO PROJECTION AND ITS COMMUTATOR:
PROOFS OF THE MAIN RESULTS

4.1. Proof of Theorem 1.1. We start with (1.6) and thus for any ¢ > 0 we write
8wy = 66(7;8)_19 + 8w o ((:RE)T - Ri) © (728)_19 =: Acg+ Beg,
where
TEh = (I (A eg)) h.
We fix Qg arbitrarily. To streamline the notations, we write M (D,w) for M (2, D,w) as in
(3.21), see Proposition 3.3. We now choose € = €(22) such that
1
(4.1) €'/?[Qa] 4, M (D, w) < 3

where 1)y is the density of Q5. Thus, Proposition 3.3 grants

) 1 '
1(€)T =€) gllr2pp.0,) < i l9llzep.m), 7 =012,
Hence for € = ¢(£22) as in (4.1) we have that

(4.2) ITE)  gllr2@p.00) < 209/l 22 (0D,0):

and by Theorem 3.1 (for p = 2) we conclude that
[Aegll 2 6p,00) < C1(D,w) [Q2] 4, (19l 226D ,00)-

We next proceed to bound the norm of B.g; to this end we recall that the reverse Holder
inequality for Qy = ¥2dA (|6, Theorem 9.2.2|)

1
7+
1

(4.3 a5 [HTene | < o s [
bD

bD

is true for for some v = v(€Q2) > 0.
Recall that by keeping track of the constants (see [6, (9.2.6) and (9.2.7)]), we have that

sup 7(€22) <1
Q2€A>

and that there exists an absolute positive constant Co such that

sup C(Q) < C3 < .
Q€42
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Hence, we obtain that

1
71

1+, z Zé z 2).
(4.4) bé% A=) | <3 A(bD)#béw JdA(2)

Recall that, for Leray Levi-like measures we have dw(z) = ¢(2) d\(z), where
0<my, <¢(z) <M, <oco forany zebD.
Hence, using the shorthand
Beg=8,H, H:=((R)'=R)h, h:=(T")"g

we have )

5 2

Beglizonay <ma™ [ I1S.HPE) 07 Ta() dA2)
bD

1
Holder’s inequality for ¢ := pl , where v = 7(€2) is as in (4.3), now gives that
Y

. 1
D) 3T
7# 2(y+1) 1+'Y
1Begllr2pp,02) < Mo 8w (H)[ 7 (2) dw(2) 1y (2) dA(2)
bD bD
Comparing the above with (4.4) we obtain
2
_w_:}r/_l 1
[ Begll22vD,05) < M ™ CollSw(H)| Lr (v w) ————— Pa(2)dA(2) |
ApD)=T \ S

2(1+7)

where p := . But

18w () e (6D w) < C(w, D)H || 1o (5D ,w)

by the LP(bD,w)-regularity of 8, [16], since H is shorthand for ((Rf)! — R¢)h, and each of
(R2) and (R?)T takes L' (bD,w) to L>(bD,w) (again by [16]). We obtain

1
8w (H) e (6D ,w) < C(w, D)w(bD)? [|hl 11 (5D ,w)
1 _ 2
< C(w, D)w(bDY MthHL2(bD,Q2)< [ 1<z>dx<z>) |
bD

But h := (7#)"'g and choosing € = ¢(Q3) as in (4.1) we have that
Hh”LQ(bD,Qg) < QHQHLQ(bD,Qg) by (4.2).

Combining all the pieces we obtain

1Ly
L fw®bD)\2\
IBeslizonan < 2C2 0 DM (3 (5550 ) ) 19314, lolon o

Hence the desired bound for || Begl|12(;p,0,) holds true because

1
<mw1 (:’EZ}); >2 )wl < CO3(w,D) < oo forany 0 <y < oo.

The proof of Theorem 1.1 is complete once we recall that [Q22]4, > 1. O
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4.2. Proof of Theorem 1.2: a preliminary result. We begin with the following special-
ized statement, which will be used in the proof of Theorem 1.2.

Theorem 4.1. Let D C C", n > 2, be a bounded, strongly pseudoconvex domain of class C?
and let X be the Leray Levi measure for bD. The following hold for any b € L?(bD, ) and
any 1 < p < oo:

(1) If b € BMO(bD, \) then the commutator [b, 8] is bounded on LP(bD,w) for any Leray
Levi-like measure w with

116, 8]l e (6D w)— e (bDw) S [10llBMOBD, A3
Conversely, if [b,8,] is bounded on LP(bD,w) for some Leray Levi-like measure w, then
b € BMO(bD, \) with
[bllMown,n) S 1116 Su]llp-
Here the implicit constants depend only on p, D and w.

(2) If b € VMO(bD, \) then the commutator [b, S, is compact on LP(bD,w) for any Leray
Levi-like measure w. Conversely, if [b,8,] is compact on LP(bD,w) for some Leray Levi-like
measure w, then b € VMO(bD, \).

The implied constants in (1) and (2) depend solely on p, w and D.

Proof of Part (1). We first prove the sufficiency: we suppose that b € BMO(bD, A) and show
that [b,8,] : LP(bD,w) — LP(bD,w) is bounded for all 1 < p < co. Note that by duality it
suffices to show that [b,8,] : LP(bD,w) — LP(bD,w) is bounded for 1 < p < 2.

We first establish boundedness in L?(bD,w). The starting point are the following basic
identities for any fixed 0 < e < ¢(D):

(4'5) Sweif = (eesi)Tf = (eesw)Tf = (Sw)Tf = Swf7
which are valid for any f € L?(bD,w) and for any ¢ (whose value is of no import here). We

recall that the upper-script “” denotes the adjoint in L?(bD,w).
A computation that uses (4.5) gives that

(4.6) — 8u[b, T + SWbTLf = Cc(bf)

is true with

T.:=1—(Cl —¢)
whenever f is taken in the Holder-like subspace (2.6) — the latter ensuring that all terms in
(4.6) are meaningful; more precisely for such functions f we have that bf € L?(bD,w), since
b € BMO(bD,\) C L?(bD, ) on account of (2.17), and L?(bD,\) = L?(bD,w) by (1.12).
We also have that bT.f € L?(bD,w) because T.f € C(bD) by [16, Proposition 6 and (4.1)].
On the other hand, the classical Kerzman-Stein identity [11]

(4.7) 8.T.f =C.f, feL*bD,w),
gives that

(4.8) b8, T.f =bC.f, f € L*bD,w).
Combining (4.6) and (4.8) we obtain

(4.9) [0, 8,]Tef = ([b,Cc] — Su[b, TE])f

whenever f is in the Holder-like space (2.6). However the righthand side of (4.9) is mean-
ingful and indeed bounded in L?(bD,w) by Theorem 3.2 (which applies to Leray Levi-like
measures); thus (4.9) extends to an identity on L?(bD,w). Furthermore, we have that T,
is invertible in L?(bD,w) as a consequence of the following two facts (1.), C. and (C.) are
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bounded in L?(bD,w) and (2.), T, is skew adjoint (that is, (7.)" = —T,); see the proof in
[19, p. 68] which applies verbatim here. We conclude that
(4.10) [b,8,]g = ([b,C] — 8u,[b,T.]) o T, g, g€ L*(bD,w).

But the righthand side of (4.10) is bounded in L?(bD,w) by what has just been said. Thus
[b, 8] is also bounded, with

(4.11) 11, Sulllz S I M2 16llsmoen,yy S IbllsMom,y)-

We next prove boundedness on LP(bD,w) for 1 < p < 2 (as we will see in (4.15) below, it is
at this stage that the choice of € is relevant). We start by combining the “finer” decomposition
of G, see (2.13), with the classical Kerzman—Stein identity (4.7), which give us
(4.12) Ce=8,(TF+RE) in L*(bD,w),

where

Te=1- (€)' -¢)

I-E&;
see (2.14), and
Re = Re — (R)!
see (2.15). Plugging (4.12) in (4.9) gives us
(4.13) [0, 8T8 f = ([b7 Ce] — Swlb, Te] — [b, Sw]Rg)JC

whenever f is in the Holder-like space (2.6). We claim that all three terms in the righthand
side of (4.13) are in fact meaningful in LP(bD,w): the first two terms are so by the results
of [2] and [16]; on the other hand, the boundedness of the third term is a consequence of
the boundedness of [b,8,,] in L?(bD,w) that was just proved, and of the mapping properties
(2.15), giving us:

(4.14) [b,8,]RE : LP(bD,w) < L*(bD,w) — L= (bD,w)
« L*(bD,w) — L*(bD,w) = LP(bD,w).

It is at this point that it is necessary to make a specific choice of €. Given 1 < p < 2 we pick
¢ (hence s = s(e)) sufficiently small so that the operator 77 is invertible on LP(bD,w) (with
bounded inverse) on account of (2.14). That is:

(4.15) 2 M, = /2 <L1 +p> <1.
p_

Combining (4.13) with the above considerations we obtain
(4.16) b,8.]g = ([, Cc] — Su[b,T.] — [b,8,]RE) o (TF)tg, g€ LP(bD,w).
We conclude that [b,8,,] is bounded on LP(bD,w) with

1,81l < (1 Il + ||T;1||2||Ri||1,oo) 1T bl matomo.0-

We next prove the necessity. Suppose that b € L?(bD,)) and that the commutator
[b,8,] : LP(bD,w) — LP(bD,w) is bounded for some 1 < p < co. We aim to show that
b€ BMO(bD, \). We fix 0 < € < ¢(D) arbitrarily and observe that the basic identity

(Su)f = (€8,)f for any f € L2(bD,w)
grants that the following equality
(4'17) [b, ee]swf = (I - es)[b7 Sw]f
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is valid whenever f is in the Holder-like space (2.6), which is a dense subspace of LY(bD,w),
1 < ¢ < 0. Now the righthand side of (4.17) extends to a bounded operator on L?(bD,w) by
the main result of [2] along with our assumption on [b,8,,]. Thus (4.17) extends to LP(bD, w).
Next, we apply (4.17) to f € H?(bD,w) N HP(bD,w), which is dense in HP?(bD,w), and
obtain that
11 Cl (Nl e .w) = lbs C(Suw )l Lrvp,w) = I = Ce)[b, 8] ()l LrvD,w)

<1 = Clpll[b, Slllp [ 1 £r b0 )

< = Clpll[b, Slllpll 1 mp w0 ,w)
which gives

116, Celll e w0 w)— e (vDw) < T = €Il [B, 80 ][lp-

Thus [b, Cc] extends to a bounded operator: HP(bD,w) — LP(bD,w) with

(4.18) 1[0, €N Lepw) S 1A = Cllp 6, Seolllp [1f 1l 2 (6D ,0) -
It follows by duality that
(4.19) b, €]t : LV (bD,w) — HY (bD,w) — L¥ (bD,w)

is bounded, where 1/p + 1/p/ = 1, and that ||[b, €|l < [[(I = C)lplI[b, Sw]llp-

Recall that [b, G]T is the adjoint of [b, G] in L?(bD,w). Hence, we obtain that [b, C.] =
0 1b, €', where where ¢ are continuous functions on bD such that (1.12) holds, and
[b, C.J is the adjoint of [b, C.] in L2(bD, \).

Since [b, C/]" is bounded on L (bD, w) and ¢ has uniform positive upper and lower bounds,
we obtain that [b, C.J* is also bounded on L? (bD,w) and moreover,

116, €[l < 11[b, €7l
Next, we note that [b, C.J* = [b, C}]. Hence, we further have [b, C.[* = [b, (Gg)*] + [b, (Re)*].
Since € is a standard Calderén—Zygmund operator (see [16]) with the kernel lower bound
1

d(w, z)*™’

we also have that (@E)* a standard Calderén—Zygmund operator, and that the same lower

|CE(w, 2)] = A

bound as above holds for the kernel of (Cg)* Moreover the remainder R, has the kernel

upper bound |R.(w,z)| < Cgr see [16]), which implies that (R.)* has the same

S S—
d(w, Z)2n71
kernel upper bound.

As a consequence, we see that by applying Theorem 3.2 to [b, €], we obtain that b €
BMO(bD, A) with ||bl[mo@p,ay S [0, €] Iy, which further implies that

[blleymoepy) S 1T = Cllpll[b: Sullly < 1[0 Su]llp,

where the implicit constant is independent of those € in (0,€(D)) (see Theorem 3.1).
The proof of Part (1) is concluded. O

Proof of Part (2). Suppose that b is in VMO(bD, \). We claim that [b,8,] is compact on
L?(bD,w). This is immediate from (4.10) which shows that [b,8,] is the composition of
compact operators (namely [b, C.] and [b, T.], by Theorem 3.2) with the operators 7. ! (which
is bounded by the results of [16]) and 8, (trivially bounded in L?(bD,w)). The compactness
in LP(bD,w) for 1 < p < 2 follows by applying this same argument to the identity (4.16),
once we point out that the extra term [b, 8, ]R? which occurs in the righthand side of (4.16)
is compact in LP(bD,w) on account of the compactness, just proved, of [b, 8] in L?(bD,w),
and the chain of bounded inclusions (4.14); the compactness in the range 2 < p < oo now
follows by duality. This concludes the proof of sufficiency.
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To prove the necessity, we suppose that b € BMO(bD, \) and that [b,8,] is compact on
LP(bD,w) for some 1 < p < oo, and we prove that b € VMO(bD, ). To this end, we note
that (4.17) (however with f taken in H?(bD,w)NHP(bD,w)) shows that [b, C.] is compact as
an operator from HP(bD,w) — LP(bD,w) since it is the composition of a compact operator
(namely [b,8,,], which is assumed to be compact on LP and hence on its subspace H?) with
the bounded operator I — C, (by the results of [16]). Thus

b, €]t : LY (bD,w) — HY (bD,w) — L¥ (bD,w)

is compact by duality, where 1/p+1/p’ = 1.

Following the argument at the end of the proof of Part (1), we see that this implies that
b€ VMO(bD, \) by Theorem 3.2.

The proof of Theorem 4.1 is concluded. O

4.3. Proof of Theorem 1.2. We prove each part separately.
Proof of Part (1). We first show the sufficiency. To this end, it suffices to prove that
(4.20) 11, 8]l r26p,00) S [Q2)4, 16llBMo®D N 19122 (00,02

holds for any g € C'(bD) and for any As-like measure €9, where the implied constant depends
only on w and D, because the LP-estimate (1.16) will then follow by extrapolation [5, Section
9.5.2]. To prove (4.20), for any € > 0 we write

[b,8,]g = A.g+ Beg+ C.g where
Ag:=[0,€] o (T5)g;  Beg:=—[b,8u] 0 (R)T = Rg) o (T5) g,
and
Ceg i= 8y 0 [b, I = ((R)T = R2)] o (T2) g
where again

o= (1 (€2 - ) )
We first consider A.. By choosing € = ¢()3) as in (4.1), we see that (7.)~! is bounded on
L2(bD, Q) with [[(72) "'l 12bp,00)—12(6D,020) < 2- Hence Theorem 3.2 grants
1Acgll L2 op.0) < IBllBMo D) Q2,191 22 (5D 00) -

To control the operator B., with same € as above, it suffices to prove the boundedness of
[b,8.] o ((R$)T — Rg). To this end, we combine the mapping properties (2.15) with Part (1)
of Theorem 4.1 and the reverse Holder’s inequality, and obtain that

(4.21)  [b,8u]o ((RT = RE) : LA(bD, Q) < L*(bD,w) — L=(bD,w)
s L?P(bD,w) — L?"°(bD,w) — L*(bD,s);

here py > 2 has been chosen so that its Holder conjugate pf, satisfies

([, ) L || fa(e)dutz) = M(D.w) 20D).
~1

where the constant M (DJw) is independent of 5. Moreover, by writing h := (7°)" g,
H= ((fRi)T - Ri)h and B.g = —[b,8,](H), we have that

1
w(bD) 20 ||h|[ 11 (D,w)

~

7 = s s
[H | 1200 b0y < w(bD)Z0 [ (R = RE) bl o (b )
I 1
S w(bD) 0 (25 (bD)) ||l 260,60
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and that

— — 1 — 1
116, 8w ](H ) 2D 0,) < H[basw](H)HLQPO(bD,w)||QQ||zp6(bD ) S H | 200 (5D ) M (D, w) Q2(bD)2.

Hence, we have the norm
~ 1 _ 1
1Begllr2mp.05) S M(D,w)Qa(bD)2 [[bllsyomn,y (25 (0D)) 2 19l 1260,02)

S M(D,w)[Q2] , [IblBMO DM 191 22 (6D,022)

where the last inequality follows from the definition of the As constant.
To bound the norm of C.g, we start by writing

Cag = Sl = 01— (€ =€)l hi= (7)1,

hence (1.15) grants
1Cegllz20p,00) S [Q2]as [H 226D 000)-
Furthermore,
1H | 22 50.02) < 116, €Al 260 520 + 116, (€)1l L2 60 2)-

Now Theorem 3.2 (for p = 2) gives that

116, €21l 22 (6p,025) < Cw, D)IbllBromoa 2, 12l 22 6D,05)
and choosing € = ¢({23) as in (4.1) we conclude that

1Al L2D,00) < 2[l9ll22(6D,00)-

Combining all of the above we obtain

[, CZ1Rl 22 bp.62) < 2C (w, D)[1bllBao o, [Q2)%, 190 226D 0)-
It now suffices to show that
(4.22) 11, (€)1l 200,22y < Clw, D) bllB7oen 3 Q] 1Al 260,00
To see this, we first recall that from [16, (5.7)], C¢ is given by

Ce(f)(2) = Ce(f(Ixs(,2)) (=), 2 €D

(see the proof of Proposition 3.3). Recall also that (C$)T = o~1(C$)*p, where ¢ is the density
function of w satisfying (1.13). Next, we observe that

[b, (€2)1](h)(z) = b(z)e™ (2)(€2) (¢ - h)(x) — ¢~ (2)(€2)* (b - h) (=)
= ¢ @b, (€))($()h() ) (@).
Thus, it suffices to show that [b, (C2)*] is bounded on L?(bD,)s). Assume that this is the

case, then based on the fact that ¢ is the density function of w satisfying (1.13), we obtain
that

16, @)z, = || 1, (€271 (()00)) |
M(D#P) H
(D, p)

Next, by noting that for any Qs € Ao, f1 € L?(bD,€s) and fo € L?(bD, Q;l) (recall that
Q5 lis also an Ay weight), we have

(b, (€)1(f1), f2) = / [b, (€)*1(f1)(2) fa () dA(x)

b

D
_ / Ai(@) b, ()] (f2) () dA ()
bD

L2(bD,22)

< [0, (C) N 2(6D,00) > L2(6D,022) |1 Pl L2 (5D ,020)
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— /b ) Fu@)d (@) [b, €] fa) (@) () dA(x),
which gives that |(b, (€2)1(f1). f2)| < il .05 €102l 2ot and therefore

116: (C) N 2wD,00) L2 0D,922) < M0 CENll L2 (0D 05 1) L2 00025

Now Theorem 3.2 gives that the right-hand side in the above inequality is bounded by
C(w, D)[]bllBpo v, [Qz_l]?%, which, together with the fact that [Q51] = [Qs], leads to

s Mp
11b. (€)1 (W)l L2 6.02) < 7m((D7w))C(W7D)”b”BMO(bD,>\) [Q02]%, 1120l 22 (5D 020 -
P

We next prove the necessity. Suppose that b € L?(bD,)) and that the commutator
b,8,] : LP(bD,Q,) — LP(bD, ) is bounded for some 1 < p < oo and for some A,-measure
Q,. We aim to show that b € BMO(bD, A): we will do so by proving that (for any arbitrarily

fixed 0 < € < ¢(D)) the commutator [b, €] is bounded on L¥ (bD,Q,,) where 1/p+1/p' = 1;
1
Q,:=Q, """, and C} is the L%*(bD, o)-adjoint of C; the desired conclusion will then follow

by Theorem 3.2 .
To this end, we proceed as in the proof of Theorem 4.1: we first note that the basic identity

8w = CS8, In LZ(bD,w)
grants the validity of
(4'23) [b, ee]swf = (I - es)[b7 Sw]f

whenever f is in the Holder-like space (2.6), which is a dense subspace of L9(bD, ) for
any 1 < ¢ < oo and any Aj -measure ;. But the righthand side of (4.23) extends to a
bounded operator on LP(bD,,) by Theorem 3.1 and by our assumption on [b,8,,]. Thus
(4.23) extends to LP(bD,(2,).

Next, we apply (4.23) to f € H*(bD,w) N HP(bD,,), which is dense in HP(bD, ), and
obtain that

16, €J(N)lzr@p.0,) =
<

[0, C (8w )l Lrvp,0,) = (1 = C)[b, 8] (f)|l e vD,02,)
(I = C)llzrwp,2)—Lr 60,2 10s 8wl L (6D,0)— Lo 6D.0) | f | Lo (6D,

max{1,-1-}
< o1t

where the last inequality follows from Theorem 3.1, and the implicit constant depends on p,
D and e (which we recall has been fixed once and for all). Thus [b, €] extends to a bounded
operator: HP(bD,Q,) — LP(bD,,).

It follows by duality that

(4.24) [b,C]": L¥ (bD, Q) — HP (bD, Q) — LP (bD, <)
is bounded, where 1/p 4+ 1/p’ = 1, and that

1165 8ulll o (6D,02p)— e D) | | Hp (6D,02,)

max 17L
(4~25) H[b, Ge]THLp/(bD@;)ﬁLp’(bD,%) 5 [QP]AP { p_l}H[b, Sw]HLP(bD,Qp)aLP(bD,Qp)-

Now the adjoints of [b, C.] in L?(bD,w) and in L?(bD, o) (respectively denoted by upper-
scripts t and #) are related to one another via the identity [b, C]T = o ~1[b, CJ'¢, where ¢
and its reciprocal p~! satisfy (1.12). Since [b, /] is bounded on Lp/(bD,Q;,) and ¢ has
positive and finite upper and lower bounds on bD, we obtain that [b, C.]* is also bounded on
LP (bD, €;,) and moreover,

1, 66]*HLP/(bD,Q;,)aLP' (bD,Y,) S 1T, eé]THLP/(bD,Q;)aLP' (bD Q)
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But [b, CJ* = [b, C}], hence the conclusion b € BMO(bD, \) and the desired bound:

maX{L%}
[bllBMowny) S [, 7B 8ulllLewp.0y) s Lr(vn.9,)

follow from Theorem 3.2 and (4.25). The proof of Part (1) is concluded.

Proof of Part (2). This follows a similar approach to the proof of (2) of Theorem 4.1 with
standard modifications which can be seen from the proof of (1) above and the extrapolation
compactness on weighted Lebesgue spaces [10]; we omit the details.

The proof of Theorem 1.2 is complete. O

4.4. Proof of Theorem 1.5. As before, the superscript # designates the adjoint with
respect to the inner product (-,-)q, of L?(bD,s). Thus, 8¢, is the orthogonal projection of
L2(bD, ) onto H?(bD,)3) in the sense that

S& =Sq,,
where H2(bD, §)5) is the holomorphic Hardy space given in Definition 1.3 and the 832 denotes
the adjoint of 8, in L?(bD, Q).
To begin with, we first point out that if b is in BMO(bD, \), then b is in L?(bD, Q5), where

25 has the density function ¢ € Ay. Then, following the result in [7, Section 5.2] (see also
[8, Theorem 3.1] in R™), we see that

BMO(bD, \) = BMO» (bD, \)
2

for all 1 < p < oo and the norms are mutually equivalent, where BMO 7 (bD, \) is the space
2
of all b € LY(bD, \) such that

B2 1= sup (Q;B) JICE bB|deQ(Z)>p <o, by = ﬁ/b(w)d)\(w),
B B

and [[bllBmo,, ep.A) = [0ll0: + 10l L1 (6p,x)- Since bD is compact, we see that b € LP(bD, Q2)
S22

for 1 < p < 00, that is
(4.26) BMO(bD, \) C LP(bD,s) for any 1 <p < oo.

We split the proof into two parts.

Proof of Part (1). We first prove the sufficiency. We suppose that b is in BMO(bD, \) and
show that [b,8q,] : L?(bD, Q) — L2(bD, ) for every ¢ € Ay with

(4.27) 116; 8.]ll2 S N([9]4,),

where N(s) is a positive increasing function on [1, 00).
We start with the following basic identity

(4.28) 80,CH(f) = (C.S8 )A(f) = (Ce8)* (f) = (80.)*(f) = 80 (/)

which is valid for any f € L?(bD,€s) and for any e (whose value is not important here).
It follows from (4.28) that

(4.29) 30, [b, TE,QQ](f) = 8u,bTe 0, (f) = C(bf),
where
T.q, =1—(C*—¢,)
and f is any function taken in the Holder-like space (2.6). On the other hand, the classical
Kerzman-Stein identity [11]

(4.30) SoTenf = Ccfy [ € L2(bD,0),
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gives that

(4.31) 080, e, f =bCcf, [ € L*(bD,y).
Combining (4.29) and (4.31) we obtain

(4.32) [b,80,]Tc.0,f = (1, Cc] + 80, b, Te0,]) f

whenever f is in the Holder-like space (2.6). We now point out that the righthand side of
(4.32) is meaningful in L?(bD,)s) by the same argument as before. We observe here that

(4.33) b, Te.0,] = [0, 1] — [b, C*] + [b, €] = —[b, C*] + [b, C]

and by (i) in Theorem 3.2, we get that [b, 7. o,] is also bounded on L?(bD, Q).

Furthermore, we have that 7, o, is invertible in L?(bD, )s) by the analogous two facts as
in the proof of Theorem 4.1: (1.), € and C* are bounded in L?(bD,Qs) and (2.), Tvq, is
skew adjoint (that is, (T.,0,)® = —T.0,). We conclude that

(4.34) [b,8,]9 = ([b; €] + 8a,1b, Teq,]) 0 T g,9, g € L*(bD, ).
But the righthand side of (4.34) is bounded in L?(bD,5) and
(4.35) 11, 8e.]ll2 < 1720, ll2 116, Cll2 (1 + (IS0, l2)

S HTE}%Q||2[Qp],242”bHBMO(bD,)\)a

where the last inequality follows from (i) in Theorem 3.2 and the fact that ||8q,|l2 = 1 by
the definition of 8q,.
Hence we see that (4.27) holds with N(s) := Cs? and C := ||T;g%2H2HbHBMO(bD,>\)-

We next prove the necessity. Suppose that b is in L2(bD,\) and that the commutator
[b,8q,] : L*(bD, Q) — L2(bD, ) is bounded.

Repeating the same steps in the proof of the necessity part in Theorem 4.1, we see that
[b, €] is bounded from L?(bD,Qs) to L?(bD, ) with

(4.36) 116 Cclll2 S 11 = Cell2[l[b, Su]ll2,

where || — Cc||2 < oo follows from Theorem 3.1.

Then, by using (i) in Theorem 3.2 (simply noting that b € L2(bD,)s) implies that b €
LY(bD, \) since Q51 (bD) < 00), we obtain that b is in BMO(bD, \) with lbllBMomD,a) S
I[b, Ccll|2, which, together with (4.36), gives

lbllemoep,ay S I — Cell2]l[b; Sw]ll2-
Proof of Part (2). To prove the sufficiency, we assume that b is in VMO(bD, \) and we
aim to prove that [b, 8q,] is compact on L2(bD, ).
In fact, the argument that [b,8q,] is compact on L?(bD,s) is immediate from (4.34),

which shows that [b, 8q,] is the composition of compact operators (namely [b, €] and [b, T¢ q,],
by (ii) of Theorem 3.2) with the bounded operators TE_éQ (by the results of [16]) and Sq,.

To prove the necessity, we suppose that b € BMO(bD, \) and that [b, 8q,] is compact on
L?(bD,Q3), and we show that b € VMO(bD, \). To this end, we note that (4.36) shows that

[b,C] : L*(bD, ) — L*(bD, Q)
is compact. But this implies that b € VMO(bD, \) by (ii) of Theorem 3.2.

The proof of Theorem 1.5 is concluded. U
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