TAMKANG JOURNAL OF MATHEMATICS
Volume 41, Number 3, 207-216, Autumn 2010

SANDWICH-TYPE THEOREMS FOR CERTAIN INTEGRAL
OPERATORS

H. A. AL-KHARSANI AND N. M. AL-AREEFI

Abstract. The purpose of the present paper is to obtain the sandwich-type theorem
which contains the subordination- and superordination-preserving properties for
certain integral operators defined on the space of normalized analytic functions in
the open unit disk.

1. Introduction

Let H = H(U) denote the class of functions in the open unit disk U={z € C: |z| <
1}. For a € C, let

Hla,n) ={f eH: f(2) =a+anz" +an 12" +---}. (1.1)

Let f and F' be members of H. The function f is said to be subordinate to F', or F'
is said to be superordinate to f, if there exists a function w analytic in U, with w(0) = 0
and |w(z)| < 1, and such that f(z) = F(w(z)). In such a case, we write f < F or
f(z) < F(z). If the function F' is univalent in U, then f < F' if and only if f(0) = F(0)
and f(U) C F(U) (ct. [6], [11]).

Let ¢ : C?> — C and let h be univalent in U. If p is analytic in U and satisfies the
differential subordination

¢(p(2), 2p'(2)) < h(z) (2 €1, (1.2)

then p is called a solution of the differential subordination. The univalent function ¢
is called a dominant of the solutions of the differential subordination, or more simply a
dominant if p < ¢ for all p satisfying (1.2). A dominant ¢ that satisfies ¢ < ¢ for all
dominants ¢ of (1.2) is said to be the best dominant [6].

Let ¢ : C* — C and let h be analytic in U. If p and ¢(p(2), 2p’(2)) are univalent in
U and satisfy the differential superordination

h(z) < ¢(p(2), 2p'(2)) (2 € V), (1.3)
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then p is called a solution of the differential superordination. An analytic function ¢ is
called a subordinant of the solutions of the differential superordination, or more simply
a subordinant if ¢ < p for all p satisfying (1.3). A univalent subordinant ¢ that satisfies
q < ¢ for all subordinants ¢ of (1.3) is said to be the best subordinant [7].

We denote by Q the class of functions f that are analytic and injective on U\ E(f),
where

B(f) = (¢ €0V lim f(2) = o), (14)

and are such that f'(¢) # 0 for ¢ € OU\ E(f) [7]-
Let A denote the subclass of H[a, 1] with the usual normalization f(0) = f/(0)—1 = 0.
We also denote by K(«) (o < 1) the class of convex functions of order « in U. That is,

K(a) == {feA: Re{1+ZJ{,IE(Z§)}>a(z€U)}. (1.5)

The class of starlike functions of order o (v < 1), denoted by S*(«), is defined by

S*(a) = {feA:Re{Zj:;S)}>a(zeU)}. (1.6)

In particular, the class K = K(0) and §* = §*(0), respectively, represent the classes of
convex functions and starlike functions in U.
Let denote by A the class

A={heA:h(z)N(2) #0, 0<|z| <1}
For a function h € A we define the integral operator I.5 : Kp,g — H(U) by
z 1/8
ol = |3 [ PO on' oar (17)
0

where the subset Kp.3 C H(U) was determined in [2], such that this integral operator is
well defined (all powers are the principal ones).

In the present paper, we investigate the subordination- and superordination-preserving
properties of the integral operator Iy, defined by (1.7) with the sandwich-type theorem.

2. Preliminaries
The following lemmas will be required in our present investigation.

Lemma 2.1.([5]) Let 8,7 € C with 5 # 0 and let h € H(U) with h(0) = c. If Re{Sh(z)+
v} >0 (2 € U), then the solution of the differential equation

72(]/(2) = z z
1)+ G o =h(2) (€ D) 21)

with q(0) = ¢ is analytic in U and satisfies Re{Bq(z) +~v} >0 (z € U).
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Lemma 2.2.([6]) Let p € Q with p(0) = a and let q(z) = a + apz™ + -+ be analytic
in U with q(z) # a and n > 1. If q is not subordinate to p, then there exist points
20 = roe? € U and ¢ € OU\ E(f), for which q(U,,) C p(U),

q(20) = p(Co)s 204 (20) = mGop'(Co)  (m > n). (2.2)

Our next lemma deals with the notion of subordination chain. A function L(z,t)
defined on U x [0, 00) is the subordination chain if L(-,¢) is analytic and univalent in
U for all ¢t € [0,00), L(z,-) is continuously differentiable on [0,00) for all z € U, and
L(z,8) < L(z,t) for z€ U and 0 < s < t.

Lemma 2.3.([7]) Let q € H[a, 1], let ¢ : C* — C, and set p(q(2),2¢'(2)) = h(z). If
L(z,t) = ¢(q(2),tzq (%)) is a subordination chain and p € Hla,1]N Q, then

h(z) < ¢(p(2),2p'(2)) (2 €U) (2.3)
implies that
q(z) <p(z) (z€l). (2.4)

Furthermore, if ©(q(z), zp'(2)) = h(z) has a univalent solution q € Q, then q is the best
subordinant.

We now recall that the Gauss hypergeometric function o Fi (a, b; ¢; z) is defined by [9],
(see also [12, Chapter 14])

—

2F1(a,b;c;2) == Z (azz) O)n %(z eU;beCice C\Zy;Zy :=10,—-1,-2,...}), (2.5)

where (\),, denotes the Pochhammer symbol (or the shifted factorial) defined (for
A, v, € C and in terms of the Gamma function) by

.F()\Jrl/){l (v =0;A e C\{0}),

()\)y-fW* AA+1D)--A+v—1) (r=neN;XxeC). (2:6)

Lemma 2.4.([8]) Let 8 > 0,84+~ > 0 and let Iz be the integral operator defined by
(L.7). If a € [=/B,1), then the order of starlikeness of the class Ig(S*(c)), that is,
the largest number § = 0(a; 3,7) such that

I57(S™(a)) € §7(9), (2.7)

is given by the number 6(a; 8,7v) = inf{Re ¢(z) : z € U}, where

B 1 v 7 1 1— 2 26(1—a) o
q(z) = 300 7 Q(z) —/0 <1 _t2> thre=tit, (2.8)

Moreover, if a € [ag, 1), where

= max{ﬁ_ng_l,—%} (2.9)
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and f € S*(a), then

2 () a _1 B+ B
Re{ T3 (D(2) }>6< B =5 R0 =) 5T T L1/9) v}7 (2.10)

where o Fy represents the Gauss hypergeometric function defined by (2.5).

Lemma 2.5.([10]) The function L(z,t) = a1(t)z+-- -, with a1(t) # 0 and tlim lay (t)| =
—00

00, is a subordination chain if and only if

Re{%}ﬂ) (2 €U,0 <t < o). (2.11)

Throughout this paper, we will denote Aj.g by

f(zz) 20, Ins(f)(2) #£0 (2 € U;Re{3} > 0)} . (2.12)

z

Ah;ﬁ:{fGA:

where Iy, is the integral operator defined by (1.7).
In [1], and [2], the author determined conditions on the h and g functions and on the
parameter (3, such that

5] <[5

1/8
} 9() = TuslF1(2) < Tusll (),

and in [2] was studied the reverse problem, in order to give simple sufficient conditions
on h,g and [, such that

5] o <[5

1/8
] £(2) = Tuplgl(2) < Tns 71(2).

In [3], the author improved the result given in [2], finding two types of simple sufficient
conditions on h and (3, such that the implication

zh!(z) 1/8 zh!(z) 1/8 zh (z) 1/8
T ee= 5] <55 e
= Inipl91](2) < In;plf1(2) < In;plg2](2)

holds for all g; and go a-convex functions of a given order 6.

3. Main results

Subordination theorem involving the integral operator I3 defined (1.7) is contained
in Theorem 3.1 below.
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Theorem 3.1. Let f,g € Ap.p with 0 < § < 1. Suppose that

S-SR () w
Then ZZ;S) <%>ﬁ ) Z}};;S) (g(zz))ﬁ (2 V). (3.2)

B
I,
where the integral operator I.s is defined by (1.7). Moreover, the function (M)
z

is the best dominant.

Proof. Let us define the functions F' and G by
B B
)= (1200’ g - (Tslel2))’ )

respectively. Without loss of generality, we can assume that G is analytic and univalent
on U, and G'(&) # 0 for |¢| = 1.
We first show that if the function ¢ is defined by

2G"(2)

q(z) =1+ ) (z €U, (3.5)
then
Re{q(z)} >0 (z € U). (3.6)
From the definition of (1.7), we obtain
oy (Ims@) ()" _ ¢ ()l (2)
wone) (FEET) =i 7
We also have ( o) ))/ &)
2(np(9)2) ] _ 2 "(z
S FreaRtl Rhcs )
It follows from (3.7) and (3.8) that
(=) = G(2) + %ZG'(Z). (3.9)
Now, by differentiating both sides of (3.9), we obtain
z¢"(2)

() + 2q'(2) "

it e =) (3.10)
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From (3.1), we have

Re(h(z)+ 8} > 5 >0 (zeU), (3.11)
and by using Lemma 2.1, we conclude that the differential equation (3.10) has a solution
q € H(U) with ¢(0) = h(0) = 1. B

Next, we will use Lemma 2.4 for special case § := ( and 7 := 0. It is easy to check
that the conditions of this lemma are satisfied if 0 < 8 <1 and

aaomax{ﬂ—},O}. (3.12)
20
Then, it follows that
1
Re{q(z)} > >0 (z€0). 3.13
>y 20 GV (313)

That is, G defined by (3.4) is convex (univalent) in U.
Next, we prove that the subordination condition (3.2) implies that

F(z) <G(z) (2€0) (3.14)

for the functions F' and G defined by (3.4). For this purpose, we consider the function
L(z,t) given by

1+t
L(zt) = G(z) + %zG’(z) (€ U;0 < t < o). (3.15)
We note that
L 1
OLEY] B+ gy 20 (0<t< o0 >0). (3.16)
0z |, 0
This shows that the function
Liz,t)=a1(t)z + -~ (3.17)

satisfies the condition a4 (t) # 0 for all t € [0, c0). Futhermore, we have

Re {%} - Re{5+ (1+1) (1 + Zg;z))} >0, (3.18)

since G is convex and (3 > 0. Therefore, by virtue of Lemma 2.5, L(z, t) is a subordination
chain. We observe from the definition of a subordination chain that

d(z) = G(z) + %zG'(z) = L(2,0),L(2,0) < L(2,t) (2€U;0<t< ). (3.19)

This implies that
L(¢,t) € L(U,0) = ¢(U) (3.20)
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for £ € U and ¢ € [0, c0).
Now, suppose that F is not subordinate to G. Then, by Lemma 2.2, there exist points
zo € U and &y € OU such that

F(z0) = G(&), 20F (20) = (1 +1)&G (&) (0 <t < 0). (3.21)
Hence, we have

L(€ot) = G(&) + %goa'(go) — Plz) + %ZOF'(ZO) _

zh' (z0) <f(Zo)

B
n(0) o > € ¢(U)

(3.22)
by virtue of the suboradination condition (3.2). This contradicts the above observation
that L(&o,t) & ¢(U). Therefore, the subordination condition (3.2) must imply the sub-
ordination given by (3.14). Considering F'(z) = G(z), we see that the function G is the
best dominant. Therefore, we complete the proof of Theorem 3.1.

We next prove a dual problem of Theorem 3.1 in the sense that the subordinations
are replaced by supeordinations.

Theorem 3.2. Let Let f,g € Ap.g with 0 < 8 < 1. Suppose that

Re{l + ZE’ES)} > —g (z € U d(z) = % (@)3 . (3.23)
If Z:(/S) (@)ﬁ is univalent in U and <M>ﬁ € Q, then
() A o
implies that
(zh;ff(g)(z))ﬁ . (Ih;gm(z))ﬂ (zeD), (3.25)

where that integral operator I, is defined by (1.7). Moreover, the function (In.5(g)(2)/z)"
1s the best subordinant

Proof. The first part of the proof is similar to that of Theorem 3.1 and so we will use
the same notation as in the proof of Theorem 3.1.

Now, let us define the functions Fand G respectively, by (3.4). We first note that
from (3.7) and (3.8), we obtain

6(z) = G(z) + %ZG'(Z) — p(G(2), 2G'(2)). (3.26)
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After a simple calculation, (3.26) yields the following relationship

29" (2) 2q'(2)
1+ ———= =q(2) + ———, 3.27
7 TG (320
where the function ¢ is defined by (3.5). Then, by using the same method as in the proof
of Theorem 3.1, we can prove that Re{g(z)} > 0 for all z € U. That is, G defined by
(3.4) is convex (univalent) in U.
Next, we prove that the subordination condition (3.24) implies that

F(z) <G(z) (2€D) (3.28)

for the functions F' and G defined by (3.4). Now consider the function L(z,t) defined by

L(z,t) := G(2) + %zG’(z) (z€U;0 <t <o0). (3.29)
Since G is convex and > 0, we can easily prove that L(z,t) is a subrodination chain
as in the proof of Theorem 3.1. Therefore, according to Lemma 2.3, we conclude that
the superordination condition (3.24) must imply the superordination given by (3.28)
Furthermore, since the differential equation (3.26) has the univalent solution G, it is the
best subordinant of the given differential superordination. Therefore, we complete the
proof of Theorem 3.2.

If we combine Theorems 3.1 and 3.2, then we obtain the following sandwich type
theorem;

Theorem 3.3. Let f,gx € App (k=1,2) with 0 < 8 < 1. Suppose that

O S O N O A
Re{l—i— ¢;€(z)}> 2( € U;or(z) := o) ( ~ ) : k:_1,2>. (3.30)

z

’ B
Zh (M> is univalent in U and (Ih;g(f)(z)/z)ﬁ € Q, then

9 (4 A (1)) (Y ety am

implies that

(M)ﬁ < (M)ﬁ < (M)ﬁ (ew),  (332)

z z z

where In.p is the integral operator digined by (1.7). Moreover, the functions
(In(91)(2)/2)8 and (I.5(g2)(2)/2)? are the best subordinant and the best dominant,
respectively.
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Since the assumption of Theorem 3.3 that the funcion (zh//h)(f(2)/2)? and I;,.5(f)(2)/2)"

need to be univalent in U,is not so easy to check, we will replace these conditions by an-
other conditions in the following result.

Corollary 3.4. Let f,gr € Ang(k = 1,2) with 0 < 8 < 1. Suppose that the condition
(3.30) is satisfied and

Re{l + Z;”,I;(Zj)} > —g (z € Usp(z) = Z}?Ez) (@)B; fe Q) . (333)

Then

ZZS) (9122))ﬁ ) Z;]ZES) (fiz))ﬁ ) z}leES) (g2iz))ﬁ Cew s

implies that

(M)B < (M)B < (M)ﬁ (zeU),  (339)

z z z

where I3 is the integral operator defined by (1.7). Moreover, the functions (Ih;g(gl)(z)/z)ﬁ

and (Ih;g(gg)(z)/z)ﬁ are the best subordinant and the best dominant, respectively.

Proof. In order to prove Corollary 3.4, we have to show that the condition (3.33)
implies the univalence of 1(z) and F(z) := (In.5(f)(2)/2)?. Since the conditon (3.33)
means that 1 is a close-to-convex function in U (see [4]), it follows that ¢ is univalent
in U. Furthermore, by using the same technigues as in the proof of Theorem 3.1, we
can prove the convexity (univalence) of F' and so the details may be omitted. Therefore,
from Theorem 3.3, we obtain Corollary 3.4.
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