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Abstract

In this paper, we obtain some normality criteria for families of meromorphic functions that concern the
exceptional functions of derivatives, which improve and generalize related results of Gu, Yang, Schwick,
Wang-Fang, and Pang-Zalcman. Some examples are given to show the sharpness of our results.
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1. Introduction

Let G be a domain in C, and # be a family of meromorphic functions defined in G.
Z is said to be normal in G, in the sense of Montel, if for any sequence f, € & there
exists a subsequence f, , such that f, converges spherically locally uniformly in G,
to a meromorphic function or oo (see [8, 12, 20]).

In 1979, Gu [6] proved the following well-known normality criterion, which was a
conjecture of Hayman [9].

THEOREM A. Let Z be a family of meromorphic functions defined in G, and let k
be a positive integer. If, for every functionf € F,f #0, f® #£ 1, then F is normal
in G.

This result has undergone various extensions [1,2,4, 13, 16,19]. Yang [18] and
Schwick [13] generalized the above theorem and obtained:
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THEOREM B. Let v # O be a analytic function in a domain G and k € N. Let ¥
be the family of meromorphic functions in G such that f and f © — y have no zeros
foreach f € &, then F is normal in G.

Wang and Fang [16] generalized Theorem A by allowing f to have zeros, as
follows:

THEOREM C. Let F be a family of meromorphic functions defined in G, and let k
be a positive integer. If, for every function f € &, f has only zeros of order at least
k + 1 and only poles of order at least 2, and f © # 1, then & is normal in G.

THEOREM D. Let & be a family of meromorphic functions defined in G, and let k
be a positive integer. If, for every function f € &, f has only zeros of order at least
k+2and f® # 1, then & is normal in G.

If we allow f to have zeros and replace ‘1’ by a function ‘¥ (z) # 0’ in Theorem A,
does Theorem A still hold? This is a natural but somewhat difficult problem proposed
by Y. X. Gu. Recently, Pang and Zalcman [10] proved the following

THEOREM E. Let ¢ (# 0) be a function holomorphic in a domain G C C. Let ¥
be a family of meromorphic functions defined in G, all of whose poles are multiple
and whose zeros all have multiplicity at least 3. If, for every function f € %,
/(@) #Y¥(2), then & is normal in G.

It is natural to consider the case when f is replaced f ® in Theorem E. In this
paper, we shall prove the following results:

THEOREM 1. Let ¥ (# 0) be a function holomorphic in a domain G C C, k € N.
Let F be a family of meromorphic functions defined in G, all of whose poles are
multiple and whose zeros all have multiplicity at least k + 2. If, for every function
f € Z, fPO@) # (), then Z is normal in G.

THEOREM 2. Let r (# 0) be a function holomorphic in a domain G C C, k be a
positive integer. Let F be afamily of meromorphic functions defined in G, all of whose
zeros have multiplicity at least k + 3. If, for every function f € F, f ®(2) # ¥(2)
then & is normal in G.

REMARK 1. The following example shows that the number k + 3 in Theorem 2 (fo
k = 1) is best possible.
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EXAMPLE 1 (see [10]). Letk =1, D = {z: |z| < 1}, and F = {f,}, where

-1 3 3 8
g__Lr_l)_—zz+_+

fala) = z—3/n n?  nd¥z-3/n)

Clearly, all zeros of f, have multiplicity 3. But & is not normal in D. In fact,
fH2/n*) — oo as n — 00, and so by Marty’s criterion, & is not normal in D.

THEOREM 3. Let v (¢ # 0) be a function holomorphic in a domain G C C, k
be a positive integer. Let & be a family of meromorphic functions defined in G,
all of whose zeros have multiplicity at least k + 2. If, for every function f € F,
£ ®@) # ¥ (z), and  has no simple zeros in G, then F is normal in G.

REMARK 2. The hypothesis that ¢ has no simple zeros in G cannot be omitted in
Theorem 3, as is shown by Example 1.

REMARK 3. The following example shows that the exceptional function ¥ (z) can-
not be extended to the meromorphic case in Theorems 1-3.

EXAMPLE 2. Letk,l e N, D = {z: |z| < 1}, ¥(z) = 1/z**, and
F = {fa2) = 1/nz',z € D).

Clearly, there exists ny € N such that f,®(z) — ¥ (z) # 0 for n > no. But & is not
normal in D.

2. Some lemmas

To prove our results, we need the following lemmas.

LEMMA 1 ([16]). Let f be a non-polynomial rational function and k be a positive
integer. If f ¥ (z) # 1, then

fl)= iz"+ak g ———
k! - (z + b)™’
where a;_,, ... , ay, a (# 0), b are constants and m is a positive integer.

LEMMA 2 ([16]). Let f be a meromorphic function of finite order in the plane, k
be a positive integer. If all zeros of f are of order at least k + 2 and f ®(z) # 1, then
f (z) is a constant.

https://doi.org/10.1017/51446788700009940 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S1446788700009940

406 Yan Xu [4]

LEMMA 3 ([S5]). Let f be a transcendental meromorphic function of finite order
and let b(z) be a polynomial which does not vanish identically. If f has only zeros of
order at least 2, then [’ — b(z) has infinitely many zeros.

Here we shall use the standard notation of value distribution theory (see [7,17]),
T(r,f),m(r,f),N(r,f),N(r,f),.... Wedenote by S(r, f) any function satisfying

S(r. f)=o{T(r.f)}

as r — 00, possibly outside a set with finite measure.

LEMMA 4 ([15)). If f is a transcendental meromorphic function and k € N, then,
for every € > 0,

k—2)N(r.f)+N (r, ?1-) < 21V(r, fi) +N <r, f—l(a) +eT(r,f)+ 5(r.f).

LEMMA 5. Let f be a transcendental meromorphic function, k (> 2), | be positive
integers. If f has only zeros of order at least 3, then f® — 7! has infinitely many
zeros.

PROOF. Suppose that f ® — 7' has finitely many zeros. Then

1
(21) N (r, fT_——Z—l) = S(r,f)

By the loganthmic derivative theorem, we have

1 1
(7)o 7es)
m (7 + )+ 56
§m<r,ﬁ_tl—+r;)+5(r,f)

1
T(r,f*") - N (r, 7<T+Tn) +8(r.f).

IA

_ 1
< T(r,f(k)) + U+ DN f)—N (r,},m> + 8(r, f).
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Thus

2.2) T(rf) <+ DN@f)+ N 1/f)

1 1
+N(r,7m—_-z7)—N(r,}m>+S(r,f).

By Lemma 4 and noting that k > 2, then, for every ¢ > 0, we have

2.3) (+ DN f)+ N 1/f)
<Gk+1—-DN(@ f)+ N 1/f)
<2N (r 1f)+ N (r, 1/f*D) 4 eT(r ) + S(r, f).

Combining (2.2) and (2.3), we obtain

2.4) T(r,f) <2N (r, %) +N (r, —1——> +eT(r,f)+ S f).

Fio — 4

Recalling that the zeros of f are of order > 3 and setting ¢ = 1/6, from (2.1) and (2.4),

we get
1
T(r,f)<ON|rn——)+S(rnf)=S8rf),
Fo gl
which contradicts the fact that f is a transcendental meromorphic function. Lemma 5
is proved. O

LEMMA 6. (i) Let k be a positive integer, and let Q(z) be a rational function
all of whose zeros are of order at least k + 2 and all of whose poles are multiple with
the possible exception of z = 0. Then, for each positive integer I, Q®(z) = 7' has a
solution in C.

(1) Ifall zeros of Q(z) have multiplicity at least k + 3, then (i) is still valid without
the hypothesis on poles of Q(z).

(iii) Ifl # 1, then (i) still holds without the hypothesis on poles of Q(z).

PROOF. Fix [ and suppose that Q® (z) — z' # Oforall z € C. If Qs a polynomial,
then Q¥ (2) = 2/ + a, where @ # 0, so that

It o, Xk k-1 k-2
= — - vt iy,
0(z) Y T+ Tk +azT + o+ Ciol
where ¢, ¢, ..., ck-1 are constants. Obviously, [ 7 1. Since all zeros of Q have
multiplicity at least k + 2, then Q%**D(z) = Q¥ (z) = --- = Q'(z) = 0 whenever
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Q(z) = 0. But Q%+V(z) = [z/~! vanishes only for z = 0. Then Q(0) = 0, so that
a = Q®(0) = 0, a contradiction. Thus Q cannot be a polynomial.
Set
1

K+ Lk
e T

f@)= Q0@ -
Then f is a non-polynomial rational function and f ¥ (z) # 1. By Lemma 1,

1
f@)= '—Z @ ag+

(z+ b
where a,_1, ..., ap, a (# 0), b are constants and m is a positive integer. Thus
2.5) Q(z)=—£—— @ e+
(k+ D! z+b)m

There exists a point z such that Q(zy) = 0, and then

mm+1)---(m+k~-1Da

® N — 4 -

(2.6 0% @) =27+ (=1 @k by 0,
+1 +k

Q.7 Q% (z0) = Izl + (= 1)k+1m(m( lb)m(:ll“ )a o

Since a # 0, we know that zg # 0. Solving for zo from (2.6) and (2.7), we obtain
= —bl/(m+k+1). Thus b # 0, and by (2.5),

I1(z + bl/(m + k + [))m+i+!

2.8 =
@8 Q) (k+ D'z + by
Again by (2.5), we get
m-k+1{
(2.9) (z + ;+—b]i:7) =7z +b)" + (—kj—j?—a"——’ i+
(k + ! a0 s k +1)'a

I I

Equating coefficients of z"**+'~! in (2.9), we obtain bl = mb, so that m = [ since
b % 0. Since all nonzero pole% of Q are multiple, we have I = m > 2. Then, by
equating coefficients of z"*4*/~2 in (2.9), we have

(m+k+Dm+k+1-1) bl \'  m(m— 1P
(2.10) = .
2 m+k+1 2
Thus I = —k, a contradiction and (1) is proved.

The assumptions in (ii) or (iii) imply that m = [ > 2. As in the proof of (i), we also
have (2.10). Then the proofs of (ii) and (iii) are almost the same as the proof of (i).
Here we omit the details. d
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The well-known Zalcman’s lemma is a very important tool in the study of normal
families. It has also undergone various extensions and improvements. The following
is an up-to-date version, which is due to Pang and Zalcman [11] (see also {2, 3, 16, 21,
22)).

LEMMA 7. Let k be a positive integer and let F be a family of functions meromor-
phic in a domain G, such that each function f € F has only zeros of multiplicity
at least k, and suppose that there exists A > 1 such that {f ¥ (z)| < A whenever
f@ =0 f € F If & isnotnormal at zp € G, then, for each 0 < a < k, there
exist a sequence of points z, € G, z, = 2, a sequence of positive numbers p, — 0,
and a sequence of functions f, € F such that

Sfn@n + Pud)
_—u_ _»

n

&n(§) = {9

locally uniformly with respect to the spherical metric, where g is a nonconstant
meromorphic function on C, all of whose zeros have multiplicity at least k, such that
g*(¢) < g*(0) = kA + 1. Moreover, g has order at most 2.

Here, as usual, g#(¢) = |g'(¢)]/(1 + |g(&)|?) is the spherical derivative.

3. Proof of theorems

PROOF OF THEOREM 1. Since normality is a local property, without loss of gener-
ality, we may assume G = D = {z: |z| < 1}, and

V@) = +and+- =79k, (zeD)),

where [ > 1, ¢(0) = 1, p(z) # 0for 0 < [z] < 1, and it is enough to show that &
is normal at each z € D. By Theorem C, we only need to prove that & is normal at
z=0.

Consider the family ¥ = {g(z) = f @)/¥ (@) : f € F,z € D}. f f € Z, then
fF®(0) # ¥ (0) = 0, so that f (0) # 0 since all zeros of f have multiplicity at least
k + 2. Thus, forany g € ¢, g(0) = f (0)/¢¥(0) = oo.

We first prove that ¢ is normal in D. Suppose, on the contrary, that ¢ is not normal
at zp € D. Then by Lemma 7, there exist a sequence of functions g, € ¢, a sequence
of complex numbers z, — z, and a sequence of positive numbers p, — 0, such that

G) = HELE) G

n

https://doi.org/10.1017/51446788700009940 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S1446788700009940

410 Yan Xu 81

converges spherically uniformly on compact subsets of C. G(¢) is a nonconstant
meromorphic function on C, all zeros of G(¢) have multiplicity at least k + 2, and
moreover G (&) is of order at most two.

We distinguish two cases:

Case 1: z,/p. — 00. By simple calculation, we have

fP@ v'(2) v (z) v®(2)
k) —In —C‘ *=1) 2(k2) o
e R 1 T N AT
Thus, using notation z, = z, + p,¢ for brevity, we have
GP ) =gP @z
F®(z,) ety V' (En) . Pz
= == -C n) =~ T T &n\Kn) T T
v o @yE &)y
oG |-l ( (P(Zn))
=2 " _ Clg Dz, +
V(Z,) & () Zn o 9(Z)

) I , It ¢ (2n)
- gn(zn) ((l _ k)'(ﬁ,.)" + Ck (l — k + 1)!(2::)1(-1 (p(zn)

k) (5
Zn
P ))

©(Z,)
_ PG c gr ") (l& N pnwi(in)) B
¥ (2n) Pn Zn 0 (zn)
_g,.(i,.)( bp, ;™ Pa@’ (21)
ok N =G U —k+ DI o)

k. (k) (5

f g P? A(z..))'
©(zn)

On the other hand, we have lim,_, «(p,/Z,) = 0 and

(s
im 22 &) o =12, k)
n~oo  @(z,)

uniformly on compact subsets of C. Therefore, on every compact subsets of C which
contains no poles of G(¢), we have

G

G* ().
VG ©

Since f*(z)/y¥(z) # 1, by Hurwitz’s theorem, we know that either G¥(¢) # 1 or
G*®(¢) = 1 for any ¢ € C that is not a pole of G(¢). Clearly, these also hold for
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allz € C. If G¥(¢) # 1, then by Lemma 2, G(¢) is a constant, a contradiction. If
G® (&) =1, then

[ k=1
G(§)=FC A IR TS RERE SR

which contradicts the fact that all zeros of G(¢) have multiplicity at least & + 2.
Case 2: z,/p, — «, a finite complex number. Then

&n(png) _ 8n(Zn + Pu(& — 24/ Pn))
ok Pk

= G,(& — 2u/pa) > GG — ) = G(),

spherically uniformly on compact subsets of C. Clearly, all zeros of 5(;) have
multiplicity at least £ + 2, and & = O is a pole of G(¢) with multiplicity at least /, and
the other poles of G(¢) are multiple.

Set Ho(§) = fa(0a8) /ot Then

Y(ond) fn(0nd) _ Y (0n&) 8n(0n)
oL Pk (od) P! pk

H, () =

Note that lim,_, o ¥ (0,¢)/p} = ¢! uniformly on compact subsets of C, thus
H,¢) > ¢'GQ) = H®)

uniformly on compact subsets of C. Obviously, all zeros of H () have multiplicity at

least k + 2, and all nonzero poles of H (¢) are multiple, and H(0) # 0 since G has a

pole of order at least / at £ = 0. We also have

Y (ond)
ol

n

H®P©) - - H®@)-¢!

uniformly on every compact subset of C which contains no pole of G.

CLAIM. H®() # &L

Otherwise there exists &, such that H® (%) = ¢/. Then H is holomorphic at &.
We consider two subcases.
Case 2.1: &, # 0. Since

V(out) _ £P(0at) = ¥ (pad)
)

HP @) - :
p’l pn

#0,

then Hurwitz’s theorem implies that H® (¢) = ¢'. Thus

§k+l”

= -(T+—k)'+a1€k—] + a4+ +oa,

H(Z)
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where ay, a3, . .. , a; are constants, and

;l+1
[+1

Since all zeros of H () have multiplicity at least k+2, then H %~V (&) must have a zero
with multiplicity at least 4. Hence a; = 0. Similarly, we can deduce that ¢, = a3 =

.= a, = 0. It follows that H(Z) = &**'11/(I + k)!. Then 5({) =N/ + k),
which contradicts the fact that all zeros of 5(;) have multiplicity at least k + 2.

Case 2.2: o = 0. Then H,(¢) is holomorphic and H,(¢) — H (¢) uniformly on a
neighbourhood of 0. Indeed, H(¢) is holomorphic at 0, so 5(2;) has a pole of exact
order [ at 0. On the other hand, for each n, the pole of g,(0,¢) at O has also exact
order l. Then, & = O1isthe zero of 1/ 5({) and 1/g,(p,¢) 1s of order I. Note that since
gn(Pal)/ 0t —> 5(;), spherically uniformly on compact subsets of C, there exist a
positive integer ny and r > 0 such that

H* V() = + (k — 1)'a;.

Pt 1 ‘ o1
(ot G| 1GE@)
forall n > ng and each § € {¢ : |§| = r}. By Rouché’s theorem, 1/g,(0.¢) has
no zeros in D) = {{ : 0 < |¢| < r} for n > ng, and then g,(p,¢) has no poles in
D, for n > ny. Thus H,(¢) is holomorphic in D/, and H,({) — H(¢) uniformly
on a neighbourhood of 0. Hence, the same argument as in Case 2.1 also applies for
Case 2.2.

Now, we have H® (£) # ¢'. By Lemma 3 (for k = 1) and Lemma 5 (i) (for k > 2),
H (&) must be a rational function. However, Lemma 7 shows that H® () = ¢ has a
solution in C, a contradiction. We have proved that ¢ is normal on D.

It remains to show that &% is normal at z = 0. Since ¥ is normal in D, then
the family ¢ is equicontinuous in D with respect to the spherical distance. On the
other hand, g(0) = oo for each g € ¥, so there exists § > 0 such that |g(z)] > 1
forall g € & and each z € D; = {z : |z} < 8}. It follows that f (z) # O for all
f € & and z € D;. Suppose that & is not normal at z = 0. Since & is normal in
0 < |z} < 1, the family 1/# = {1/f : f € £} is holomorphic in D; and normal in
D = {z: 0 < |z] < 8}, but it is not normal at z = 0. Thus there exists a sequence
{1/f.) € 1/& which converges locally uniformly in D}, but not in D;. The maximum
modulus principle implies that 1/f, — 00 in D;. Thus f, — 0 converges locally
uniformly in Dj, and hence so does {g,} C ¢, where g, = f,/¥. But |g,(2)| = 1 for
z € D;, a contradiction. This completes the proof of Theorem 1. ]

PROOF OF THEOREM 2 AND THEOREM 3. Theorem 2 and Theorem 3 can be proved
by using the same argument as in Theorem 1. The main difference is in using
Lemma 6 (ii) (to prove Theorem 2) or Lemma 6 (iii) (to prove Theorem 3). We here
omit the details. O
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