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OPERATORS SIMILAR TO CONTRACTIONS AND THEIR
SIMILARITY TO A NORMAL OPERATOR

S. KUPIN

ABSTRACT. It has been established quite recently [[lf], that a contraction
T, having finite defects (rank (I — T*T'), rank (I — TT*) < oo0) and the
spectrum o(7T') not filling in the closed unit disk D, is similar to a normal
operator if and only if
Ci(T) = sup [[(T — N7 -dist(\, o(T)) < oo.
Ago(T)

It was shown later [E], that the “only if” part of the assertion is no longer
true if T is not a contraction.

It is natural to ask what larger (than the class of contractions) classes
of operators obey the linear resolvent growth test, formulated above. In
this paper, we obtain results of the same type for operators that are similar
to a contraction. Their proofs are based on a refined version of a theorem
obtained in [f.

INTRODUCTION

It is common knowledge [[4] that an operator on a Hilbert space has an
unconditionally convergent spectral decomposition if and only if it is similar
to a normal operator. That is why it is important to have simple and efficient
tests for similarity of a given operator to a normal one.

It has been established recently [fl] that a contraction 7" (i.e., an operator
with norm less or equal to one), having finite defects (rank (I —7*T"), rank (I —
TT*) < o0) and with the spectrum o (T') not filling in the closed unit disk D, is
similar to a normal operator if and only if it has the so-called (LRG) property

Ci(T) = sup |[(T — N7 dist(), o(T)) < co. (LRG)
Ago(T)
The abbreviation (LRG) stands for the linear resolvent growth. It was shown
later [] that the “only if” part of the assertion is no longer true if T is not a
contraction.

Therefore, it is natural to ask what larger (than the class of contractions)
classes of operators obey the linear resolvent growth test for similarity to a
normal operator, formulated above.

Let us introduce some notation to formulate the main results of this paper.
We say that a contraction 7" has the uniform trace boundedness property (the

Date: November 5, 2001.


http://arxiv.org/abs/math/0111125v1

2 S. KUPIN
(UTB) property, for short), if
Co(T) =suptr (L —b,(T)"b,(T)) < o0, (UTB)

peD
where b,(T) = (I — aT) (T — p) and g € D. Furthermore, an operator L
possesses the modified (UTB) property, if

Co(L) = suptr |T — b, (L)*bu(L)] < oc. (UTB),

peD

Here |A| is the self-adjoint factor (A*A)z of an operator A in its polar decom-
position.
The following theorem holds.

Theorem 0.1. Let an operator L, acting on a Hilbert space, be similar to a
contraction and o(L) # D. If L € (LRG), L. € (UTB),, and I — (L*)%(L"). €
&1, the class of nuclear operators, then L is similar to a normal operator.

Here L. stands for the complete part of L.

Theorem [ is a product of a further development of an approach suggested
in [f]. Nevertheless, the information provided by the latter work is far from
being sufficient for the proof of the result. Essentially it will rely on the next
theorem.

Theorem 0.2. Let T be a contraction on a Hilbert space and o(T) # D. If
T € (LRG) and T. € (UTB) along with I — (T*)*(T*). € &y, then T is similar
to a normal operator.

We comment on the proofs of these theorems. One of the main ideas un-
derlying the proof of Theorem .3 is that the (LRG) property for the original
contraction 71" allows one to split its part 77 having spectrum on the unit circle
T from the complete part of T" with spectrum in ID. These parts of T' are
studied “almost” independently. For example, it turns out that the operator
T has to be similar to a unitary operator. Since the necessary and sufficient
conditions for similarity to a unitary operator (see Section [.3) are valid for
general contractions, we do not impose any conditions on the defects of T7.

Nevertheless, since the above mentioned splitting uses the operator-valued
corona theorem [[[3], its technical realization is quite complicated.

Yet another important ingredient of the proofs is the following lemma on
the conformally invariant nature of the (LRG) property.

Lemma 0.1 ([@, [0]). Let T be a contraction on a Hilbert space. Then
A1C(T) < Ci(bu(T)) < ACi(T),

for all p € D, Ay and Ay being absolute constants.
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We turn to Theorem [.0] now. Suppose that an operator L satisfies its
assumptions, and, in particular, it is similar to a contraction 7. Surprisingly,
the positivity condition I —T*T > 0 ensures that tr (I —7T.) admits a bound
in terms of tr [/ — L} L.| in a “regular” situation. The converse bound, generally
speaking, is not true (see Lemma B.9 and subsequent discussion). However,
reducing the general situation to the “regular” one requires some information
on the sparseness of o(L)NID. We obtain necessary facts combining the (UTB),
and the (LRG) properties. Again, Lemma -] is implicitly present behind every
step of the argument.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section [l], we recall some well-known
facts on the Sz.-Nagy-Foiag functional model, geometry of point sets in D and
ideals of compact operators. Section [] deals with the proof of Theorem [0.2.
Auxiliary facts needed for Theorem [.I] are presented in Section [J, and the
theorem itself is proved in Section []. The section is concluded with corollaries
of Theorem [0.]] and some open questions.

Acknowledgments. 1 am grateful to N. Nikolski and V. Vasyunin for helpful
discussions on the problem. I would like also to thank S. Albeverio and C.
Foiag, who suggested Corollary f.] and Corollary as conjectures.

1. PRELIMINARIES

The material presented in this section is of common knowledge and is quoted
only for the reader’s convenience.

1.1.  We begin with recalling some standard notation.

By default, all operators appearing in this paper live on separable Hilbert
spaces. The spectrum of an operator A is denoted by o(A), and the point
spectrum o,(A) stays for {\ € o(A) : Ker (A — AI) # {0}}. An operator A
defined on H is called complete, if

H= \/ Ker(A—AI)"Y,
A€op(A)

where n()) is the algebraic multiplicity of A € 0,(A). We put H. to be the
latter linear span and we call A, = A|y, the complete part of A. The resolvent
of A is defined by the formula Ry(A) = (A — \I)~%.

The operators A; € L(Hy) and Ay € L(H,) are called similar if there exists
a boundedly invertible operator W € L(H,, H;) such that Ay = W1A,W.

Let E and E, be separable Hilbert spaces. We denote by L(E, E,) the
space of bounded linear operators mapping E into E,. We put L(F) =
L(E,E). Furthermore, we write H*(L(E, E,)) for the space of L(FE,E,)-
valued bounded analytic functions on the unit disk D = {z € C: |z| < 1}. We
put BH*(L(E, E,)) to be the unit ball of the space. Similarly, we denote by
L>*(L(E, E,)) the space of the L(E, E,)-valued bounded measurable functions
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on the unit circle T = {z € C : |z| = 1}. As usual, L*(E) = L*(T, E) is the
Hilbert space of measurable on T functions f, taking values in E such that

1 2 )
IR =5 [ o < .

and H?(E) is the Hilbert space of E-valued analytic in D functions with the

norm
2w

1 7
11 = swp o [ 1£re)[hdo < oe.
sr 0

1.2. A wide panorama of the subject we discuss here can be found in mono-
graphs B, [L0].

We introduce some notation to define the functional model. Let us fix a
function § € BH®(L(E,, E)). We put A(t) = (I —0(t)*0(t))"/? € L=(L(E,)),
0<A(t)<Iae onT.

Further, we consider the so-called model space

H?(E) )
(1.1) Kg—{m}Q[A]H(E*).
We denote by Ty an operator defined on Ky by the formula
Tex: [Pigzl :|’
ZX9

where P, : L*(E) — H?*(E) is the Riesz orthogonal projection and z =
x1

Z2
model operator.

Any contraction 7', defined on a Hilbert space H, can be represented in the
form T = Uy ® Ty, where Uy is a unitary operator and Ty is a completely
nonunitary contraction (c.n.u. contraction, to be brief), that is, none of the
restrictions of the latter to its reducing subspaces is unitary.

Moreover, for A € D, we define an operator-valued function 07 () by the
formula

(1.2) 0r(\) = =T + ADr(I = XT) "' Dr+|9,.

where Dy = (I — T*T)Y/?, Dp. = (I = TT*)Y?, and D7 = DrH, Dp- =
Dp«H. The function 7 is called the characteristic function of 7. It can be
shown that 67 € BH*>(Dr+,®r) and that 67 is pure, that is, the only subspace
E C ®7« where 07(t)|g is a unitary constant a.e. on T is F = {0}.

The following theorem links the two series of definitions given above.

} € Ky. The operator is a contraction, ||Ty|| < 1, and it is called the
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Theorem 1.1 ([I(]).

i) Any c.n.u. contraction T defined on a Hilbert space H is unitarily equiv-
alent to Ty,., where O € BH>®(D«, D7) is the characteristic function of
the contraction.

ii) Let 0 be a pure function from BH®(L(E,, E)). Then the contraction Ty
is completely nonunitary and its characteristic function coincides with the
initial function 6.

The characteristic function 67 of a contraction 7" will usually be denoted by
6, and a c.n.u. contraction itself will be identified with Tp,. It is transparent
from formula () that 67~ = 67, where 07\) = 6()\)*.

Finally, a contraction T,c(T) C T, is similar to a unitary operator if and
only if the operators §(\) are invertible for all A € D and ||§(\) 7] < C < oo

(see [A], [T, ch. 9]).

1.3. It is well-known that every invariant subspace L of the model operator
Ty (TyL C L) defines a certain regular factorization 6 = 6,6;, [[J, ch. 7]. The
converse is also true, that is, every regular factorization of the characteris-
tic function € = 6,0, of a contraction T' permits to construct a T-invariant
subspace Lg,. We set Ty, =Tz, -

We refer to [[[0, ch. 7] for the definition of regular factorizations, as well as
for their basic properties. For instance, it follows from the construction that
the characteristic function of Ty, coincides with the pure part of #5. Also, it
is not difficult to see that factorizations 6 = 056, where 6 is inner or 6; is *-
inner, are regular. In particular, when 6, (or #;) is two-sided inner, the model
space Ky admits the following orthogonal decompositions

K, 6, 0
(13) Kg = L92 @Lé; - [ 092 :| EB |: 02 [ :| K917

L (I o0 7,
(1.4) Ky = Lo ® L { 0 6 }ng ® { A ] 07K,
respectively. We recall that a function § € H*(L(E,, E)) is called inner (x-
inner) if 6(¢)*0(t) = [ a.e. on T (6(t)0(t)* = I a.e. on T). We say that 0 is
two-sided inner if it is inner and *-inner. The function 6 is said to be outer

(x-outer) if 0H%(E,) = H*(E) (the function 6 is outer).

1.4.  Let T be a completely nonunitary contraction defined on a Hilbert space
H. Let 0 = 6,0,, 6, € BH*(L(E,,F)), and 0 = 0,6,, ¢, € BH*(L(E,, F"))
be regular factorizations of #, where I, I are some intermediate Hilbert spaces.
Put L = Ly,, L' = Ly, to be the corresponding invariant subspaces of T
Assume that L+ L' is dense in H. We are interested in conditions for the angle
between these subspaces to be positive (or, in other words, when LN L' = {0}
and the sum L + L’ is closed).
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It is proved in [[3] that L + L’ is a direct decomposition of H if and only if
the Bezout equation,

(1.5) 16, + 006, =1,

is solvable with I'; € H*(L(F, E,)), I} € H*(L(F', E,)), and an additional
equation of the same type is solvable in certain L> spaces as well. It is known
(see references in [[J]) that if 6 is two-sided inner, the sole equation ([7) is
sufficient to have H = L-+L'. There are some other special cases, where the
solvability of the equation ([[.5]) implies the conclusion. The following theorem,
for instance, is a result of the same type.

Theorem 1.2 ([, Sect. 1.6). Let L, L' be invariant subspaces, defined by reg-
ular factorizations 0 = 0901,0 = 0,0/, and let the sum L+ L' be dense in H. If
01 is a x-inner function, the sum H = L+ L' is a direct sum whenever equation

(L3) is solvable.

1.5.  Recall that we may always factorize 6 as 0 = 0,0, and 0 = 0,440+
[T, ch. 5], where the function 6,5, (finn«) is inner (x-inner), and the function
Oout (Bouts) is outer (k-outer), respectively. These are the so-called inner-outer
and x-inner-outer factorizations.

We will use factorizations of the same type having more specific properties.

Lemma 1.1. Let 0 € BH*®(L(E,, E)). Suppose that 0 = BO, = 0,B', where

i) the functions B, B' are Blaschke-Potapov products (see [L1]]), admitting
scalar multiples,

i) the values of 6 and 05 are invertible operators for every A € D and,
moreover, ||07], 110571 < C on D.

I 0

Kp
Then the sum [ } + [ 0 B*

0 } Kgé 1s dense in Ky.

The proof of the lemma and some comments on formula ([.4]) are quoted in
the Appendix.

1.6. Detailed information on the geometry of discrete sets in the unit disk
can be found in [B, §.

For A, € D, we define (A, ) = |b,(N)| and Bs(p) = {A € D : |b,(N)| < 6},
where 0 < 0 < 1. We say that the set o = {\;} is sparse, if there exists a
0 > 0 such that

(1.6) Bs(A1) N Bs(Ag) =0,
where A, Ay € 0 and A\; # Ay. The set o is called Carleson if

inf J[ (V)] =0 >0.
A€o\ i
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We say that a set o is N-Carleson (N-sparse) if it is a union of N Carleson
sets (of N sparse sequences), respectively.

1.7. A nice reference on the subject of this subsection is [d].
Let &, denote the ideal of compact operators on H. The Schatten—von-
Neumann ideals, &,, 0 < p < oo, are defined as

={A€6.:) si(A)P <o},

where s;(A) = A\ (A*A)Y/2 and \y(A) are the eigenvalues of the operator A.
If A= A* € G, we represent it as A =Y, ay(., ex)ex, where {e;}; are its
normalized eigenvectors. We define A, and A_ by the formulas

Ay = Z (- ener, Ao =(=A)4.
ki ag >0
Note that A, A_ > 0.
Furthermore, let A € &, and {ej}r—1 be an arbitrary orthonormal basis
of H. It is known that the sum tr A = >, (Aey, e) converges and does not

depend on the choice of the orthonormal basis.
It is clear that if A= A* > 0 and A € &4, then

tr A=Y N(4) =) s;(A).
J J
This relation implies that tr PAP < tr A for any orthogonal projection P

and any operator A with the properties stated above. In particular, if & =
rank P < oo, then

k
(1.7) kmin \;(PAP) <) " s;(PAP) < tr PAP <tr A.
j=1,k =

2. CONTRACTIONS AND THEIR SIMILARITY TO A NORMAL OPERATOR

2.1. We begin this subsection by introducing a new technique. Let {o;};—1 n
be Carleson sets and 0 = U;0;. Put
= f
& = ]mIHJ{/' z wElrI]l, zFwW Q(Z’ 'LU),
and o = go/4(N+1). Then consider a set given by U,¢,B,(z). The connected-
ness components of the latter are denoted by {G,}. The sets o™ are defined as
0" = 0NG,. The construction of {¢"} implies that the sets have the following
properties (see [, ch. 9], [[2], [H):
i) #o" < N,
it) max{o(z,w) : z,w € o™} < Loy,
iii) o(c™,a\o") > 0> 0,
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w) o(c",0G,) =p and o(c,G,) = .
Suppose now that a function § € BH*(L(E,, E)) admits factorization § =

0,B’, where B’ is a Blaschke-Potapov product and operators 65(\) € L(F, E)
are invertible for all A € D, F' being an intermediate space.

Lemma 2.1. Let 6 be as above and 0 = B'~'({0}) be an N-Carleson set.
Suppose that

1
O\ < Oy sup ———.
|| ( ) H 1#60 |bu()‘)‘

Then ||6,7"|| < Cy on D.

Proof. Construct the above partition for the set o. It is obvious that the
operator-valued function #,”' = B'6~" is analytic on G, and [|6,7"|| is sub-
harmonic there. For A € 0G,,, we have

9/ 1 A S 9_1 A SC Sup w7 S _1’
162 =< 1107Vl < Crsup sy < =

because of the property iv) of the partition of o. By the maximum principle
for subharmonic functions, we see that [|#,""(\)|| < Cy/o for A € G,,. The
inequality also holds for A € D\{U,,G,,}. Indeed, we have that inf,.c, [b,(\)| >
0, and, as above, ||0,""(\)|| < Cy1/0. Hence, we see that |65 "|| < Cy on D),
and the lemma is proved. O

2.2. We will use a result on the growth of subharmonic functions.

Lemma 2.2 ([, Sect. 23]). Let o be a discrete subset of D and let u be a
subharmonic function on C\o satisfying the inequality

1 1
< .
uld) < max{distu,ay - |A||}

A()
< _—,
~ dist(\, 0)

where A € D\o and Ay is an absolute constant.

Then
u(N)

2.3. In this subsection, we collect two more technical lemmas on contractions.
The first one is proved in [f.

Lemma 2.3. Let T' € (LRG) be a contraction with o(T) N D being discrete.
Then the eigenvalues of T are algebraically simple.

Below, 6 is the characteristic function of a c.n.u. contraction 7.

Lemma 2.4. i) Operators O(\) € L(Dr+, D7) are invertible for X € D\o(T).
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i) If T € (LRG) and A\ € D\o(T'), then

1
167 (VI < C5 sup :
uea(no [0:(A)]
The first claim of the lemma is proved in [[[0, ch. 6]. The second claim is
B, Lemma 3.2.

2.4. A contraction 7' is called a weak contraction if its defect operators I —
T*T and I—-TT* are of trace class and o(T') # D. Weak contractions have quite
special properties. For instance, their point spectrum is always a Blaschke
sequence in D and their defect spaces coincide, that is, UD7 = D+ for some
unitary operator U.

Proof of Theorem [0.3. Let T be a contraction, acting on H, and satisfying the
assumptions of the theorem. Let T' = Uy ® T be its canonical decomposition
(see Section [[.7). Obviously, 7" is similar to a normal operator if and only if
T} is. Therefore, we may assume from the beginning that the contraction 7' is
completely nonunitary.

Let § € BH®(L(E,, E)) be the characteristic function of 7. It can be
readily seen that the spaces

Ho= \/ Ke(T-A)"™ and H,= \/ Ker(T"-2x1)"W
A€o (T)ND A€o (T)ND

are invariant with respect to 7" and 7™ (n(\) and n’()\) stand for the algebraic
multiplicities of root subspaces of T" and T*). Consequently, the corresponding
factorizations of 6 and 0 say, § = B, and 6= B’} are regular. We have
that 67, = B and 07+, = B~

Furthermore, I —T}T., I — (T*)5(T™"). € &1, and 0 = o(T)ND # D. Hence,
T. and (T*). are weak contractions, and their discrete spectra are Blaschke
sequences. The functions B and B’ have scalar multiples and, clearly, are
two-sided inner. Moreover, the completeness criterion [[J] says that they are
Blaschke-Potapov products (see [[T]).

Lemma P.d yields that 7" and T™ do not have nontrivial root subspaces, that
is, n(A) =n/(\) =1, for A € 0.

Now, put oy = o(7") N T. Since dist(A, o(7)) = min{dist(\, o), dist(\, o9)}
and dist(A, og) > |1 — |||, we get with the help of Lemma P.J that

|RA(TO)|] < ||RA(D)]| < Ci(T) max{dist(l)\ o)’ dist(i\ 0’0)}
Aocl(T>
dist(\, o)’

Consequently, T, € (LRG). This, together with 7, € (UTB), shows that T.
is similar to a normal operator by [g], Theorem 1.1. A by-product of this
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conclusion is that o is an N-Carleson set for some integer N (see [f], Corollary
3.3).

Furthermore, Lemma P.4 implies that the operators 6(\) € L(FE,, E) are
invertible for A € D\o, and, moreover, we have the bound

1
167 (V] < Cysup ——er.

neo [0u(A)]

Since the operators B(\) and B’(A) are invertible for A € D\ o, the invertibility
of O()\) yields that the operators 0;(\) and 05()\) are invertible as well. Note
that |16;]],]/657%| < C on D as provided by Lemma R-1]. The last inequality
implies, in particular, that Tp, = T ., 18 similar to a unitary operator (see

2
Section [L.3).
Lemma [[.1] claims that the sum

Kp I o
RN

is dense in Ky. One the other hand, we see that the equation
"o, +I'B=1

is solvable with IV € H*(L(E,, E)) and I' € H®(L(F)). By Theorem [Z,
the angle between the subspaces H. and Ly, is strictly positive and the sum
H.+ Ly, is closed. Consequently, an operator orthogonalizing these subspaces
is bounded and has a bounded inverse.

Hence, the operator T is similar to Ty, & T'|1, o which is similar in turn to

the orthogonal sum of a diagonal operator and a unitary operator. This means
that T' is similar to a normal operator, and the theorem is proved. O

It might seem that our assumptions on 1" are quite asymmetric. Indeed, we
require that T, € (UTB) and I — (T%)%(T*). be of the trace class only. This
point is explained by the following lemma, which we quote without proof.

Lemma 2.5. Let T € (LRG) be a completely nonunitary contraction and
o(T) #D. Then the following assertions are equivalent:
i) T, (T"), € (UTB),
i) I — (T%)5(T"). € &1 and T € (UTB),
iii) I —T:T, € &, and (T*). € (UTB),
w) T, € (UTB) (or (T*). € (UTB)) and o(T) ND is a discrete set.

3. SOME AUXILIARY PROPOSITIONS

3.1.  The proof of Theorem .| relies on several auxiliary propositions. Their
proofs are close in spirit to those of [f] (see Lemma 3.4 and below).

Let L, defined on H, be an operator similar to a c.n.u. contraction 7" on H,.
In this section, we suppose that T, L € (LRG), and therefore the operators
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do not have nontrivial root subspaces. It is clear that o,(L) = 0,(T) and,
for instance, o(L) N D = 0,(L) U g,(L*). We put 0,(L) = {\¢} and denote
by {X)\},\E(,p , Xo = Ker (T' = M), and {Ya}reo, (), Ya = Ker (L — AI), the
families of the elgenspaces of T"and L, respectlvely The subspaces Hy. and
H, are defined by relations

\/ Ker(T'-AI), H.= \/ Ker(L-\).
Aeap(T) A€ap(L)

Lemma 3.1. Let L be an operator similar to a c.n.u. contraction and L. €
(UTB),. Then there exists an integer My such that dimY, < M; for every
A€ o,(L).

Proof. Define an integer k as dimY), = dimKerby(L), A € 0,(L). Denote
by Py : H — Y, the orthogonal projection to Y. Observing that (I —
bA(L)*bA(L))|y, = I, we get with the help of ([.7)

k=k mil}c Nj(PrlI — bx(Le) ba(Le) | Py) < tr |1 — ba(Le)*ba(Le)| < Co(Le).
=4
The lemma is proved. O

3.2. We will prove in this subsection that if L satisfies the assumptions of
Theorem .1, its point spectrum is not “thicker” than a Blaschke sequence.

Lemma 3.2. Let an operator L € (LRG) be similar to a contraction T, I —
L*L. € &y, and o(L) # D. If 0,(L) N Bs(0) = 0 for some § > 0. Then
tr (I —T7T.) < Cy(0)tr |[I — L:L,|.

Proof. Let V . H — H, be the operator intertwining L and T'. For any integer

n, we put

=\ X\, H.=1\ 1.

k=1n k=1mn

It is clear that V H,, = Hy,, and N,, = dim H,, = dim Hy, < oo by Lemma B.1].
We define, further,

Tn - T|Hon7 Ln - L H,
and V,, = Vg, : H, — Hy,. It follows immediately from the definitions that
L, =V 1T, V,. We denote by (3, and 7, the eigenvalues of operators L L,
and 17T, correspondingly. We note that

1Y, Bk = det L7 L = | det L,[* = [det V'LV, P
= det ZZH< Hk 1 Ynk-
Furthermore, taking A\ = 0 in the (LRG) inequality for L, we obtain

15 )1 Ci (L) Ci(L))
I Ln) = F0 0@ E = (T) ‘
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Setting C4(d) = (C1(L)/0)?, we get 1/Bu < Ca(9).
Applying inequality log1/z > 1 — 2,z > 0, we see that

Nn

On the other hand,

1 1 n 1
log - = log _ S Z ].Og N
[Ti21 ok [T2i Bok o G<s Bk

< ( )Zk Blk<1( _ﬁnk) < C4(5) 1 _ﬁnk|a

where we have used that log1/z < 1/x — 1 for z > 0. Hence, we have

tr (I —=T2T,) < Cy(d)tr |[I — L) L,| < Cy(d) tr |I — L:L.|.
Passing to the limit by n — 0o, we obtain the conclusion of the lemma. O

It turns out that there is no converse bound to that one obtained in Lemma
B-3. Indeed, an analysis of the proof shows that tr (I —7*T,) controls only the
difference |tr (I — L¥L.)y —tr (I — L} L.)_|, whence

tr [I — LfLo| =tr (I — L*L)4 +tr (I — L*L.)_,

see Section [[.7 for notation.
The inclusion L € (LRG) entails 7' € (LRG), and, by virtue of Lemma D],
b,(T) € (LRG). Consequently, b,(L) € (LRG), and moreover,

ALCi (L) < Ci(bu(L)) < ASCi(L)
with constants A} and A} not depending on p € D.

Corollary 3.1. If L € (LRG) is similar to a c.n.u. contraction, L. € (UTB)_,
and o(L) # D, then o,(L) is a Blaschke sequence.

Proof. Pick a point p € D\o(L) and 6 > 0 such that o(L) N Bs(u) = 0.
Consider an operator given by b,(L) = V~'b,(T)V. By Lemma P, L €
(LRG) implies that b,(L) € (LRG). Lemma B.2, applied to b,(7") and b,(L),
shows that

tr (I = bu(T)bu(T2)) < Ca() tr [T — (L) bu(Le)| < Cal8)Cal L),

or I —b,(T.)*b,(T.) € &, and this suggests that b,(7}) is a weak contraction.
Hence, 0,(7,) is a Blaschke sequence. O
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3.3.  Now, we may sharpen the conclusion of the previous subsection.

Lemma 3.3. Let L be an operator as in Corollary [5.4. Then there exists a
do > 0 such that #Bs(u) No,(L) < My for every 0 < § < 0y and every p € D.

Proof. Suppose that the claim of the lemma is false and there exist sequences
{N,} and {4, }, 6, > 0, such that N,, — oo and ¢,, — 0, when n — oo. Suppose
also that we may find a sequence {u,} C D with the property #Bs, (1t,) N
o,(L) > N,,. Let w, be a subset of By, (f1,) N 0,(L). Denote #w, by N, ; the
choice of w,, will be made precise later.

Now, consider the subspace Y, = \/,., Yx and the operator L, = Lly,, .
It is not difficult to see that b,(L,) = b.(L)|y,, and 0,(bu(Ls,)) = bu(w,) for
any p € D.

We estimate the norm of b, (L., ) with the help of the Riesz-Dunford cal-
culus formula [f]. To do that, we put v = {2z : |z = A| =&, € b, (w,)} and
we choose 0 < ¢ < §/2 sufficiently small to guarantee that different circles
composing v do not intersect. We have the following formula for the operator

bﬂn (Lwn )

1
by, (Lw,) = —=— [ 2R.(bu,(Lw,))dz.

211 o

Its norm may be estimated as follows

1
10y, (Lo, )| < %/ 2] - [ Rz by, (L, )| |2
Tn

< Ll up 12 sup 1B 0 (2 )

ZE€EYn ZEYn

Ci(L)

< C5g#wn 5n . = C6N7/L5n7

where Cg does not depend on n. We have used here that, if L € (LRG), then
b.(L) € (LRG) by observation quoted before Corollary B.1.

Since N,, — oo and ¢,, — 0, we may choose w,, by dropping a right number
of points from Bj, (pn,) N 0,(L) in such a way that N|, = #w, < 1/(2C46,,),
and N}, — oo. This choice of w, immediately gives that |[b,, (L., )|| < .

Now, estimate tr |I — b, (L, )*bp, (Ly, )| from below with the help of in-

equality ([[.7)

DN (T = by (L by (L)) = b0 11 = by (L) B (L)
On the other hand,

tr |1 = by, (Lo, )by, (Lo, )| < tr |1 =By, (Le) by, (Le)| < Ca(Le),

and since N/ — oo, we get a contradiction. The lemma is proved. O
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4. PROOF OF THEOREM [.I] AND ITS COROLLARIES

4.1.  Proof of Theorem [I.]. Let an operator L, acting on H, satisfy the
assumptions of the theorem. Assume that L is similar to a contraction, defined
on Hy. Without loss of generality, we suppose that T" is completely nonunitary.
Indeed, if L is similar to a normal operator, then so is 7. On the other hand,
T can be represented as T = Ty @ Uy, where Ty is a c.n.u. contraction and U
is a unitary operator (see Section [[.3). We see that 7' is similar to a normal
operator if and only if Tj is. Hence, we may assume that T = Tj.

Since o(L) # D, Corollary B-J] shows that o,(T) satisfies the Blaschke con-
dition. Since T' € (LRG), the eigenvalues of T are algebraically simple by
Lemma P.3.

We prove that T is similar to a normal operator with the help of Theorem
0.3.

To apply it, we prove first that I — (7%)5(T*). € &;. Take p € D\o(T)
and consider L' = b,(L)"|y;, where H, = \/\. ., Ker(L* — AI). A simple
computation [[[(, ch. 6] gives that

(4.1) [— LI = S*(I — (L*):(L*).)S,

where S is a bounded invertible operator. Hence, if I — (L*)*(L*). € &y,
then I — L'/ € &y, and, in light of Lemma B3, I — T""T" € &;, where
T" = bz((T").). Using (f1)) with 7" and (7). instead of L' and (L*)., we see
that I — (T*)5(T*). € &;.

It remains to show that

(4.2) Co(T,) = suptr (L —b,(1%)"b,(1,)) < oo.
pnebD
This inequality is proved in the lemma below. O

Lemma 4.1. If L € (LRG) is an operator similar to a contraction T, L. €
(UTB),, and o(L) # D, then T, € (UTB).

*x 7

Proof. It was already mentioned that 0,(7") = 0,(L) is a Blaschke sequence
in . Moreover, Lemma B.]], applied to the operator L, gives that dimY), <
M, X € 0,(L), and 0,(L) is N-sparse with certain N by Lemma B.3. Now,
taking V. = Vg, : H. — Hy. (see Section B.]] for notation), we get that
L.=V'T.V.. We take § > 0, given by Lemma B.3, and define

01 = bu(0,(T)) N B(0), 02 = b,(0,(T)\or.

Set also Hoj = \/,¢,, X1 and consider operators by, (T")|m, and b,(T)| ;- Ob-

serve that the operator b, (1")|n,, has the (LRG) property by [f], Lemma 3.7.
Put N; = dim Hy;. Then, choose an orthonormal basis {eg}r=n,+1.00 i the
subspace Hyy, and complete it up to a basis of the whole space Hy.. We have,
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by Lemma B.2,
tr (1 = 0u(Te)"0u(Te)) = 2220 (1 = bu(Te)"bu(Te) Jex, ex)

S Nl + Zz.;]\ﬁ-i-l((l - bM(TC)*bM(TC))ek‘a ek‘)
S Nl _I_ tr PHOZ(] - bM(TC)*bM(TC))PHQQ

< MMy + Cy(6)Co(L),

where Py, : Ho. — Hpg is the orthogonal projection from Hj. on Hyy and
C4(6) is the constant from Lemma B.3, computed for b,(T)|ny,. Inequality

(FE2) is proved. O

4.2.  We mention here some corollaries of Theorem [.1].

Corollary 4.1. Let L € (LRG)N(UTB), be an operator similar to a contrac-
tion and o(L) # D. Then it is similar to a normal operator.

The proof is immediate from the inequality
b0 11 = bu(Lo)bu( L) < tr |1 = by(L)"b, (L)
and a remark that tr | — (L*)5(L*).| <tr | — LL*| < 0.

Corollary 4.2. Let L be an operator with finite defects and similar to a con-
traction. Suppose that o(L) # . It is similar to a normal operator if and

only if L € (LRG).

The corollary is self-evident, since Cy(L.),Ca((L*).) < rank | — L*L|.

Recall that a bounded operator L on a Hilbert space H has a p-dilation,
p > 0, if there exists a Hilbert space H, H C H and a unitary operator U on
it with the property

L" = pP HU n’

where Py : H — H is the orthogonal projection. It is well-known [T, ch. 2]
that if L has a p-dilation, then it is similar to a contraction. This fact yields
the following corollary.

Corollary 4.3. Let L be an operator having a p-dilation and o(L) # D. If
L € (LRG), L. € (UTB),, and I — (L*)(L*). € &4, then L is similar to a

normal operator.

k7

It is reasonable to put questions on similarity to a normal operator for wider
classes of operators. For instance, we do not know whether the (LRG)-type
criteria work for polynomially bounded operators (power bounded operators,
operators with spectral radius less or equal to one). Neither do we know what
techniques should be applied in studying the question in this new setting.
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APPENDIX

Let 0 = Bb; = 04,B’ be regular factorizations of 6 described in Lemma [.].
It follows directly from its assumptions that B and B’ are two-sided inner
functions.

Consider the second factorization in more detail. Define a map 2’ : AL?(E,)
— ALL?(E,) by the formula Z'(Ag) = A,B'g, where g € L*(E,) and A} =
(I—05"05)1/2. Since the factorization § = 6, B’ is regular, the map Z' is unitary
[[d]. Moreover, we have that A = B*A’,B on T, and Z'~'(ALg) = AB™*g =
B"Al,g. Consequently, we obtain (see [[[(], Theorem 1.1, ch. 7)

I 0 I 0
L9’2 = |: 0 Z/—l :| K9’2 = |: 0 B/* :| K@é)

and .

(see Sections [[3, [ for notation). This is exactly formula ([4).

Proof of Lemma [[]. Suppose that f € Kj is orthogonal to the sum appearing
in Lemma [[.]. We want to prove that, indeed, f = 0.
It follows from the assumptions of the lemma and orthogonal decompositions

(L3), (L), that
_ .fl B 0 9 1%
f_[fQ 6 O I Kglﬂ A B KB/.

Hence, we have Bg; = 6,9y for some g, € H*(E) and g, € Kp. Using the
equality § = Bf, = @,B', we get ¢, = 6,8 'g,. Since functions B and
B’ have scalar multiples, their inverses B!, B are meromorphic on D and
their only singularities are poles forming a Blaschke sequence. Furthermore,
since ||0;1|| < C on D, the function 6 gy lies in H2(E,), and so does B'™"gs.

Consequently, g = B'gs with g3 € H?(E,). On the other hand, g, € Kp/, and
we have g, = g, = 0, and hence f = 0. O
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