arXiv:1310.3542v4 [math.FA] 4 Feb 2017

Unbounded Weighted Composition Operators in L^2-Spaces

Piotr Budzyński Zenon Jan Jabłoński Il Bong Jung Jan Stochel

Author address:

Katedra Zastosowań Matematyki, Uniwersytet Rolniczy w Krakowie, ul. Balicka 253c, PL-30198 Kraków E-mail address: piotr.budzynski@ur.krakow.pl

Instytut Matematyki, Uniwersytet Jagielloński, ul. Łojasiewicza 6, PL-30348 Kraków, Poland

E-mail address: Zenon.Jablonski@im.uj.edu.pl

Department of Mathematics, Kyungpook National University, Daegu 41566, Korea

E-mail address: ibjung@knu.ac.kr

Instytut Matematyki, Uniwersytet Jagielloński, ul. Łojasiewicza 6, PL-30348 Kraków, Poland

E-mail address: Jan.Stochel@im.uj.edu.pl

Contents

Chapter 1. Preliminaries 7 1.1. Introduction 7 1.2. Notations and prerequisites 9

Chapter 2. Preparatory Concepts 13 2.1. Measure-theory background 13 2.2. Invitation to weighted composition operators 15 2.3. Assorted classes of weighted composition operators 18 2.4. Conditional expectation 21 2.5. Adjoint and polar decomposition 23 2.6. A characterization of quasinormality 26

Chapter 3. Subnormality - General Criteria 29 3.1. General scheme 29 3.2. Injectivity versus (CC) 36 3.3. The condition (CC^{−1}) 38 3.4. Subnormality via (CC^{−1}) 41

Chapter 4. C^∞-vectors 47 4.1. Powers of C_{ϕ,w} 47 4.2. Generating Stieltjes moment sequences 50 4.3. Subnormality in the bounded case 52

Chapter 5. Seminormality 57 5.1. Hyponormality 58 5.2. Cohyponormality 60 5.3. Normality and formal normality 66 5.4. Selfadjointness 68

Chapter 6. Discrete Measure Spaces 73 6.1. Background 73 6.2. Seminormality 76 6.3. Subnormality 80 6.4. Moments and injectivity 82 6.5. Examples 86

Chapter 7. Relationships Between C_{ϕ,w} and C_ϕ 91 7.1. M_wC_ϕ versus C_{ϕ,w} 91 7.2. Radon-Nikodym derivative and conditional expectation 94 7.3. Application to subnormality 97 7.4. Subnormality in the matrix symbol case 100

4 CONTENTS

7.5. Examples 102

Chapter 8. Miscellanea 113 8.1. Tensor products 113 8.2. Modifying the symbol ϕ 120 8.3. Quasinormality revisited 121

Appendix A. Nonprobabilistic Expectation and Operators 127 A.1. Conditional expectation 127 A.2. Powers of operators 131

Bibliography 133

Abstract

Bounded and unbounded weighted composition operators on L^2 spaces over σ-finite measure spaces are investigated. A variety of questions related to seminormality of such operators are discussed.

2010 Mathematics Subject Classification. Primary 47B33, 47B20; Secondary 47B37, 44A60. Key words and phrases. Weighted composition operator, subnormal operator, conditional expectation, consistency condition.

The research of the second and fourth authors was supported by the NCN (National Science Center), decision No. DEC-2013/11/B/ST1/03613. The research of the third author was supported by Basic Science Research Program through the National Research Foundation of Korea (NRF) funded by the Ministry of Science, ICT and future Planning (2015R1A2A2A01006072).

CHAPTER 1

Preliminaries

1.1. Introduction

The classical Banach-Stone theorem (see [5, Théorème XI.3] and [103], see also [45, Theorem 2.1.1]) states that if X and Y are compact Hausdorff topological spaces and A: C(X) → C(Y ) is a surjective linear isometry, then there exist a continuous function w : Y → R and a homeomorphism ϕ: Y → X such that |w| ≡ 1 and Af = w · (f ∘ ϕ) (1) for every f ∈ C(X); here C(Z) stands for the Banach space of real valued continuous functions on a compact Hausdorff topological space Z equipped with the supremum norm. This result provided a strong motivation to study isometric operators between function spaces (see e.g., the monographs [45, 46] and the references therein). It also brought attention to the investigation of operators of the form (1), without assuming that |w| ≡ 1, acting in spaces of analytic functions (cf. [86, 35]) or in L^p-spaces (cf. [73, 90]). Another important source of motivation comes from the ergodic theory where Koopman operators (which are isometric operators of the form (1) with w ≡ 1) play an important role (cf. [61, 40]).

Let (X, A , μ) be a σ-finite measure space and ϕ: X → X and w : X → C be measurable transformations. A linear operator in L^2(μ) with the domain { f ∈ L^2(μ): w · (f ∘ ϕ) ∈ L^2(μ) } acting in accordance with the formula f −→ w · (f ∘ ϕ) is called a weighted composition operator with a symbol ϕ and a weight w; it will be denoted by C_{ϕ,w}. If w ≡ 1, then we call it a composition operator and abbreviate C_{ϕ,w} to C_ϕ. The reader is referred to Section 2.2 for the discussion of when the sodefined operator is well-defined. Note that to each weighted composition operator C_{ϕ,w} there corresponds the composition operator C_ϕ. The relationship between well-definiteness of C_{ϕ,w} and C_ϕ is discussed in Section 7.1.

Weighted composition operators (in L^2-spaces) turn out to be interesting objects of Operator Theory. The class of these operators includes multiplication operators, partial (weighted and unweighted) composition operators, weighted shifts on directed trees, unilateral and bilateral weighted shifts and their adjoints (see Section 2.3). Much effort was put into the investigation of bounded weighted composition operators. In particular, under certain restrictive assumptions (see below for more details), characterizations of their selfadjointness, normality, quasinormality, hyponormality and cohyponormality were given (see [25, 23, 64, 24]; see also [26] for the discrete case and [108, 89, 88, 55] for the case of composition operators). Moreover, criteria for subnormality and cosubnormality of bounded composition operators were invented (see [65, 44]). Questions related to compactness, commutants and spectra of weighted and unweighted composition operators were studied as well (see [80, 76, 27, 106, 28, 75, 68, 84]; see also [62], which was an inspiration for [106]). For more references and an overview of results on bounded weighted composition operators the reader is referred to [90].

Until now, little was known about the properties of unbounded weighted composition operators. The questions of their hyponormality and cohyponormality were investigated by Campbell and Hornor in [24], still under restrictive assumptions (see also [60] for the case of unbounded cohyponormal composition operators with bimeasurable symbols). The problem of finding reasonable criteria for subnormality of unbounded weighted composition operators is much more challenging. The celebrated Lambert’s characterizations of subnormality solve the problem for bounded composition operators (see [65]; see also [66]). None of them is true for unbounded ones (see [18, 58]). Successful attempts to solve this problem in the unbounded case were undertaken by the present authors for weighted shifts on directed trees (see [16, 17]) and, very recently, for composition operators (see [19]). The solutions were given in terms of families of probability measures satisfying the so-called consistency condition.

In most papers concerning weighted composition operators (including [25, 23, 64, 24]), the authors assume that the measure spaces under consideration are complete and that the corresponding composition operators are densely defined. This enables them to use the conditional expectation E( · ; ϕ^{−1}(A ), μ) with respect to the σ-algebra ϕ^{−1}(A ) and to regard a weighted composition operator C_{ϕ,w} as the product M_wC_ϕ of the operator M_w of multiplication by w and the composition operator C_ϕ. In particular, such C_{ϕ,w} is well-defined (but not necessarily densely defined, see Example 139). Surprisingly, however, if the aforementioned assumptions are dropped, it may even happen that C_{ϕ,w} is an isometry while C_ϕ is not well-defined (see Example 102), or that C_{ϕ,w} is bounded whereas the conditional expectation E( · ; ϕ^{−1}(A ), μ) does not exist (see Example 135). This means that the approach proposed by these authors excludes, a priori, a variety of weighted composition operators.

In 1950 Halmos introduced the notion of a bounded subnormal operator and gave its first characterization (cf. [51]), which was successively simplified by Bram [13], Embry [41] and Lambert [63]. Neither of them is true for unbounded operators (see [34] and [96, 97, 98] for foundations of the theory of bounded and unbounded subnormal operators). The only known general characterizations of subnormality of unbounded operators refer to semispectral measures or elementary spectral measures (cf. [12, 47, 104]). They seem to be useless in the context of particular classes of operators. The other known criteria for subnormality (with the exception of [105]) require the operator in question to have an invariant domain (cf. [97, 101, 30, 2]). In this paper, we give a criterion for subnormality of densely defined weighted composition operators in L^2-spaces with no additional restrictions.

The question of subnormality of bounded weighted composition operators was studied by Azimi in a recent paper [4], still under the restrictive assumptions mentioned above. Unfortunately, the author uses an invalid formula for ‖C^n_{ϕ,w}f‖^2 (see the proof of [4, Theorem 3.3]). As a consequence, most of the results in his paper are incorrect. The reader is referred to Theorem 49 and (162) for the correct ones.

Caution. In this paper, weighted composition operators are considered only in L^2-spaces. For brevity, we will omit the expression “in L^2-space”.

1.2. Notations and prerequisites

We write Z, R and C for the sets of integers, real numbers and complex numbers, respectively. We denote by N, Z_+ and R_+ the sets of positive integers, nonnegative integers and nonnegative real numbers, respectively. Set R_+= R_+ ∪ {∞}. In what follows, we adhere to the convention that

0 · ∞ = ∞ · 0 = 0, 1 0 = ∞, 0 0 = 0 and 1 ∞ = 0. (2)

We write δ_{i,j} for the Kronecker’s delta. The expression “a countable set” means a finite set or a countably infinite set. We denote by card(X) the cardinal number of a set X. We put Δ △ Δ^′= (Δ\Δ^′)∪(Δ^′ \Δ) for subsets Δ and Δ^′ of X. Given subsets Δ, Δ_n of X, n ∈ N, we write Δ_n ↗ Δ as n → ∞ if Δ_n ⊆ Δ_{n+1} for every n ∈ N and Δ = ⋃_∞ n=1 Δ_n. The notation “ ⨆ ” is reserved to indicate pairwise disjointness of union of sets. For a family C ⊆ 2^X , we denote by σ_X (C ) the σ-algebra generated by C ; we will abbreviate σ_X (C ) to σ(C ) if this does not lead to ambiguity. We also put C ∩ A= {C ∩ A: C ∈ C } for A ∈ 2^X . The characteristic function of a subset Δ of X is denoted by χ_Δ. If no confusion can arise, we write 1 for χ_X . If f is a C-valued or an R_+-valued function on a set X, then we put {f = 0} = {x ∈ X : f(x) = 0} and {f ≠ 0} = {x ∈ X : f(x) ≠ 0}; if f is an R_+-valued function on X, then we set {f > 0} = {x ∈ X : f(x) > 0}, {f < ∞} = {x ∈ X : f(x) < ∞}, {f = ∞} = {x ∈ X : f(x) = ∞} and {0 < f < ∞} = {f > 0} ∩ {f < ∞}. Given functions f, f_n : X → R_+, n ∈ N, we write f_n ↗ f as n → ∞ if the sequence {f_n(x)}^∞_{n=1} is monotonically increasing and converging to f(x) for every x ∈ X. All measures considered in this paper are assumed to be nonnegative. To simplify the notation, we write ν(x) = ν({x}), x ∈ X, whenever ν is a measure on a σ-algebra A ⊆ 2^X such that {x} ∈ A for all x ∈ X. If (X, A , ν) is a measure space and Δ, Δ̃ ∈ A are such that ν(Δ \ Δ̃) = 0, then we write Δ ⊆ Δ̃ a.e. [ν]; if Δ ⊆ Δ̃ a.e. [ν] and Δ̃ ⊆ Δ a.e. [ν] (equivalently ν(Δ △ Δ̃) = 0), then we write Δ = Δ̃ a.e. [ν]. Clearly, Δ ⊆ Δ̃ a.e. [ν] (resp., Δ = Δ̃ a.e. [ν]) if and only if χ_Δ ⩽ χ_{Δ̃} a.e. [ν] (resp., χ_Δ = χ_{Δ̃} a.e. [ν]). Given two measures μ and ν on the same σ-algebra, we write μ ≪ ν if μ is absolutely continuous with respect to ν; if this is the case, then^{d μ}_{d ν} stands for the Radon- Nikodym derivative of μ with respect to ν (provided it exists). The σ-algebra of all Borel sets of a topological space Z is denoted by B(Z). We write supp ν for the closed support of a Borel measure ν on Z (provided it exists). Given t ∈ R_+, we denote by δ_t the Borel probability measure on R_+ concentrated at t. Let (X, A , ν) be a measure space. If p ∈ [1, ∞), then L^p(ν) = L^p(X, A , ν) stands for the Banach space of all p-integrable (with respect to ν) complex functions on X equipped with the standard L^p-norm. In turn, L^∞(ν) = L^∞(X, A , ν) denotes the Banach space of all ν-essentially bounded complex functions on X equipped with the standard L^∞- norm. As usual, an element of L^p(ν) may be regarded either as an equivalence class of functions or simply as a function, depending on circumstances. For p ∈ [1, ∞], we denote by L^p_+(ν) the convex cone {f ∈ L^p(ν): f ⩾ 0 a.e. [ν]}. The space L^2(ν) is regarded as a Hilbert space equipped with the standard inner product and the corresponding norm denoted by ‖ · ‖ = ‖ · ‖_ν . If X is an nonempty set, then ℓ^2(X) will be identified with the Hilbert space L^2(X, 2^X , μ), where μ is the counting measure on X. In what follows, C[t] stands for the ring of all complex polynomials in one real variable t.

The following lemma is a direct consequence of [71, Proposition I-6-1] and [3, Theorem 1.3.10].

Lemma 1. Let P be a semi-algebra of subsets of a set X and ν_1, ν_2 be measures on σ(P) such that ν_1(Δ) = ν_2(Δ) for all Δ ∈ P. Suppose there exists a sequence {Δ_n}^∞_{n=1} ⊆ P such that Δ_n ↗ X as n → ∞ and ν_1(Δ_k) < ∞ for every k ∈ N. Then ν_1 = ν_2.

The proof of the next lemma is left to the reader.

Lemma 2. If (X, A , ν) is a σ-finite measure space and f, g are A -measurable complex functions on X such that ∫ Δ |f| d ν < ∞, ∫ Δ |g| d ν < ∞ and ∫ Δ f d ν = ∫ Δ g d ν for every Δ ∈ A such that ν(Δ) < ∞, then f = g a.e. [ν].

A sequence {γ_n}^∞_{n=0} ⊆ R_+ is said to be a Stieltjes moment sequence if there exists a Borel measure ν on R_+ such that (we write ∫_∞ 0 in place of ∫ R_+ )

γ_n = ∫_∞ 0 s^n d ν(s), n ∈ Z_+;

such a ν is called a representing measure of {γ_n}^∞_{n=0}. We say that a Stieltjes moment sequence is determinate if it has a unique representing measure; otherwise, we call it indeterminate. A Stieltjes moment sequence {γ_n}^∞_{n=0} is called non-degenerate if γ_n ≠ 0 for all n ∈ Z_+. Using [81, Theorem 1.39], we obtain the following.

Lemma 3. If ν is a Borel probability measure on R_+, then ∫_∞ 0 t^k d ν(t) = 0 for some k ∈ N (equivalently, for every k ∈ N) if and only if ν = δ_0.

A sequence {γ_n}^∞_{n=0} ⊆ R_+ is said to be positive definite if n∑ i,j=0 γ_{i+j} α_iᾱ_j ⩾ 0, α_0, . . . , α_n ∈ C, n ∈ Z_+.

The Stieltjes theorem (see [8, Theorem 6.2.5]) states that

a sequence {γ_n}^∞_{n=0} ⊆ R_+ is a Stieltjes moment sequence if and only if the sequences {γ_n}^∞_{n=0} and {γ_{n+1}}^∞_{n=0} are positive definite. (3)

Applying (3) and [81, Exercise 4(e), Chapter 3] (see also [48, p. 50] for the determinacy issue), we obtain the following characterization of Stieltjes moment sequences with polynomial growth.

If {γ_n}^∞_{n=0} ⊆ R_+ and r ∈ R_+, then {γ_n}^∞_{n=0} is a Stieltjes moment sequence with a representing measure whose closed support is contained in [0, r] if and only if {γ_n}^∞_{n=0} and {γ_{n+1}}^∞_{n=0} are positive definite and γ_n ⩽ cr^n for all n ∈ Z_+ and for some c ∈ R_+. Moreover, if one of these equivalent conditions holds, then {γ_n}^∞_{n=0} is determinate. (4)

The particular case of r = 1 is of special interest. Namely, a sequence {γ_n}^∞_{n=0} ⊆ R_+ is called a Hausdorff moment sequence if there exists a Borel measure ν on [0, 1] such that

γ_n = ∫ [0,1]

s^n d ν(s), n ∈ Z_+.

In view of (4), each Hausdorff moment sequence is determinate as a Stieltjes moment sequence.

Let A be an operator in a complex Hilbert space H (all operators considered in this paper are linear). Denote by D(A), N (A), R(A), Ā and A^∗ the domain, the kernel, the range, the closure and the adjoint of A (in case they exist) respectively. Set D^∞(A) = ⋂_∞ n=0 D(A^n) with A^0 = I, where I = I_H is the identity operator on H. Members of D^∞(A) are called C^∞-vectors of A. We write ⟨·, -⟩_A and ‖·‖_A for the graph inner product and the graph norm of A, i.e., ⟨f, g⟩_A = ⟨f, g⟩ + ⟨Af, Ag⟩ and ‖f‖^2_A = ⟨f, f⟩_A for f, g ∈ D(A). We also use the norm ‖ · ‖_{A;n} on D(A^n) defined by ‖f‖^2_{A;n} = ∑_n j=0 ‖A^j f‖^2 for f ∈ D(A^n) and n ∈ Z_+. We say that a vector subspace E of D(A) is a core for A if E is dense in D(A) with respect to the graph norm of A. It is well-known that if A is closable, then E is a core for A if and only if Ā = A|_E . Given two operators A and B in H, we write A ⊆ B if D(A) ⊆ D(B) and Af = Bf for all f ∈ D(A). An operator A in H is called positive if ⟨Af, f⟩ ⩾ 0 for all f ∈ D(A). A densely defined operator N in H is said to be normal if N is closed and N^∗N = NN^∗ (or equivalently if and only if D(N) = D(N^∗) and ‖Nf‖ = ‖N^∗f‖ for all f ∈ D(N), see [11]). We say that a densely defined operator A in H is formally normal if D(A) ⊆ D(A^∗) and ‖Af‖ = ‖A^∗f‖ for all f ∈ D(A). It is well-known that normal operators are formally normal, but not conversely (cf. [31, 32]). A densely defined operator S in H is said to be selfadjoint or symmetric if S = S^∗ or S ⊆ S^∗, respectively. Recall that symmetric operators may not be selfadjoint and that each symmetric operator has a selfadjoint extension possibly in a larger Hilbert space (see [1, Theorem 1 in Appendix I.2]; see also [11, 107] for more information on symmetric operators). A closed densely defined operator Q in H is said to be quasinormal if U|Q| ⊆ |Q|U, where |Q| is the modulus of Q and Q = U|Q| is the polar decomposition of Q (see [14, 97]). It was shown in [59, Theorem 3.1] that

a closed densley defined operator Q in H is quasinormal if and only if Q|Q|^2 = |Q|^2Q. (5)

We say that a densely defined operator S in H is subnormal if there exist a complex Hilbert space K and a normal operator N in K such that H ⊆ K (isometric embedding), D(S) ⊆ D(N) and Sf = Nf for all f ∈ D(S). A densely defined operator A in H is called hyponormal if D(A) ⊆ D(A^∗) and ‖A^∗f‖ ⩽ ‖Af‖ for all f ∈ D(A). We say that a densely defined operator A in H cohyponormal if D(A^∗) ⊆ D(A) and ‖Af‖ ⩽ ‖A^∗f‖ for all f ∈ D(A^∗). If additionally A is closed, then, by the von Neumann theorem, A is cohyponormal if and only if A^∗ is hyponormal. As a consequence, a closed operator is normal if and only if it is hyponormal and cohyponormal. Operators which are either hyponormal or cohyponormal are called seminormal. An operator A in H is said to be paranormal if ‖Af‖^2 ⩽ ‖f‖‖A^2f‖ for all f ∈ D(A^2). It is well-known that quasinormal operators are subnormal (see [14, Theorem 1] and [97, Theorem 2]), subnormal operators are hyponormal (see [74, Lemma 2.8]) and hyponormal operators are paranormal (see [74, Lemma 3.1]), but none of these implications can be reversed in general (this can be seen by considering weighted shifts on directed trees, see e.g., [57]). As shown by Daniluk in [37], a paranormal operator may not be closable and the closure of a closable paranormal operator may not be paranormal; in both cases the operators in question may have invariant domains. In what follows B(H) stands for the C^∗-algebra of all bounded operators in H whose domains are equal to H. The linear span of a set F of vectors in H will be denoted by lin F .

The following lemma gives a necessary and sufficient condition for two positive selfadjoint operators to be equal.

Lemma 4. Let A and B be positive selfadjoint operators in H such that D(A) = D(B) and ‖Af‖ = ‖Bf‖ for every f ∈ D(A). Then A = B.

Proof. Note that R(A) = N (A)^⊥ = N (B)^⊥ = R(B). It follows from our assumptions that there exists a unique unitary operator Ũ ∈ B(R(A)) such that ŨA = B. Then U := Ũ ⊕ I_{N (A)} is unitary and UA = B. Hence B2 = B∗B = A^∗U^∗UA = A^2, which, by uniqueness of square roots, implies that A = B. □

CHAPTER 2

Preparatory Concepts

This chapter introduces some concepts of measure theory that will be useful for studying weighted composition operators (including the Radon-Nikodym derivative h_{ϕ,w} and the conditional expectation E( · ; ϕ^{−1}(A ), μ_w); see Sections 2.1 and 2.4). Weighted composition operators are introduced and initially investigated in Section 2.2. Assorted classes of weighted composition operators including classical (unilateral and bilateral) weighted shifts and their adjoints are discussed in Section 2.3. The adjoint and the polar decomposition of a weighted composition operator are explicitly described in Section 2.5. The chapter is concluded with a characterization of quasinormality of weighted composition operators (see Theorem 20). This result is used in the proof of Theorem 29, which is the main criterion for subnormality of weighted composition operators.

2.1. Measure-theory background

Let (X, A , ν) be a measure space and let B ⊆ A be a σ-algebra. We say that B is relatively ν-complete if A_0 ⊆ B, where A_0 = {Δ ∈ A : ν(Δ) = 0} (see [81, Chapter 8]). The smallest relatively ν-complete σ-algebra containing B, denoted by B^ν and called the relative ν-completion of B, is equal to the σ-algebra generated by B ∪ A_0. Moreover, we have B^ν = {Δ ∈ A | ∃Δ^′ ∈ B : ν(Δ △ Δ^′) = 0}. (6) The B^ν -measurable functions are described in [81, Lemma 1, p. 169].

Let (X, A , μ) be a σ-finite measure space. We shall abbreviate the expressions “almost everywhere with respect to μ” and “for μ-almost every x” to “a.e. [μ]” and “for μ-a.e. x”, respectively. We call a mapping ϕ: X → X a transformation of X and write ϕ^{−1}(A ) = {ϕ^{−1}(Δ): Δ ∈ A }. For n ∈ N, we denote by ϕ^n the n-fold composition of ϕ with itself. We write ϕ^0 for the identity transformation id_X of X. Set ϕ^{−n}(Δ) = (ϕ^n)^{−1}(Δ) for Δ ∈ A and n ∈ Z_+. A transformation ϕ of X is said to be A -measurable if ϕ^{−1}(A ) ⊆ A . Clearly, if ϕ is A -measurable, then so is ϕ^n for every n ∈ Z_+. Let ϕ be an A -measurable transformation of X. If ν : A → R_+ is a measure, then ν ∘ ϕ^{−1} stands for the measure on A given by ν ∘ ϕ^{−1}(Δ) = ν(ϕ^{−1}(Δ)) for Δ ∈ A . Let w be a complex A -measurable function on X. Define the measures μ^w, μ_w : A → R_+ by

μ^w(Δ) = μ(Δ ∩ {w ≠ 0}) and μ_w(Δ) = ∫ Δ |w|^2 d μ for Δ ∈ A . Clearly, the measures μ^w and μ_w are σ-finite and mutually absolutely continuous. Moreover, if u: X → C is A -measurable and u = w a.e. [μ], then μ({u ≠ 0} △ {w ≠ 0}) = 0, μ^u = μ^w and μ_u = μ_w. Note also that if P is a property which a point x ∈ X may or may not have, then P holds a.e. [μ_w] if and only if P holds a.e. [μ] on {w ≠ 0}.

If μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1} ≪ μ, then by the Radon-Nikodym theorem (see [3, Theorem 2.2.1]) there exists a unique (up to a set of μ-measure zero) A -measurable function h_{ϕ,w} : X → R_+ such that

μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}(Δ) = ∫ Δ h_{ϕ,w} d μ, Δ ∈ A . (7) It follows from [3, Theorem 1.6.12] and [81, Theorem 1.29] that for every A - measurable function f : X → R_+, or for every A -measurable function f : X → C such that f ∘ ϕ ∈ L^1(μ_w) (equivalently f h_{ϕ,w} ∈ L^1(μ)), ∫ X f ∘ ϕ d μ_w = ∫ X f h_{ϕ,w} d μ. (8)

In view of (8), f ∘ ϕ ∈ L^1(μ_w) if and only if fh_{ϕ,w} ∈ L^1(μ). Note that the set {h_{ϕ,w} > 0} is determined up to a set of μ-measure zero.

To avoid the repetition, we gather the following two assumptions which will be used frequently throughout this paper.

The triplet (X, A , μ) is a σ-finite measure space, w is an A -measurable complex function on X and ϕ is an A - measurable transformation of X.

(AS1)

The triplet (X, A , μ) is a σ-finite measure space, w is an A -measurable complex function on X and ϕ is an A - measurable transformation of X such that μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1} ≪ μ.

(AS2)

Now we formulate a “cancellation” rule for the operation of composing functions.

Lemma 5. Suppose (AS2) holds and f and g are A -measurable R_+-valued or C-valued functions on X. Then f ∘ ϕ = g ∘ ϕ a.e. [μ_w] ⇐⇒ χ_{{hϕ,w >0}} · f = χ_{{hϕ,w >0}} · g a.e. [μ] ⇐⇒ f = g a.e. [h_{ϕ,w} d μ]

⇐⇒ f = g a.e. [μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}].

Proof. This follows from the equality μ_w(ϕ^{−1}(Y ))^{(7)}= ∫ Y h_{ϕ,w} d μ, where Y = {x ∈ X : f(x) ≠ g(x)}. □ The next lemma is written in the spirit of [55, 43, 18, 19].

Lemma 6. Suppose (AS2) holds. Then the following assertions are valid:

(i) h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ > 0 a.e. [μ_w], (ii) if h_{ϕ,w} < ∞ a.e. [μ], then h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ < ∞ a.e. [μ_w] and ∫ X f ∘ ϕ h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ d μ_w = ∫ {h_{ϕ,w} >0} f d μ (9)

for every A -measurable f : X → R_+.

Proof. (i) This follows from the equalities

μ_w({h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ = 0}) = ∫ X χ_{{hϕ,w =0}} ∘ ϕ d μ_w^{(7)}= ∫ {h_{ϕ,w} =0} h_{ϕ,w} d μ = 0.

(ii) Since μ({h_{ϕ,w} = ∞}) = 0, we get μ_w({h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ = ∞}) = ∫ X χ_{{hϕ,w =∞}} ∘ ϕ d μ_w^{(7)}= ∫ {h_{ϕ,w} =∞} h_{ϕ,w} d μ = 0.

This and (i) yield ∫ X f ∘ ϕ h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ d μ_w = ∫ {h_{ϕ,w} ∘ϕ>0} f ∘ ϕ h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ d μ_w = ∫ X χ_{{hϕ,w >0}} ∘ ϕ · f ∘ ϕ h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ d μ_w (8) = ∫ {h_{ϕ,w} >0} f d μ, which completes the proof. □

2.2. Invitation to weighted composition operators Let (X, A , μ) be a σ-finite measure space, w be an A -measurable complex function on X and ϕ be an A -measurable transformation of X. Denote by L^2(μ) the complex Hilbert space of all square summable (with respect to μ) A -measurable complex functions on X (with the standard inner product). By a weighted composition operator in L^2(μ) we mean a mapping C_{ϕ,w} : L^2(μ) ⊇ D(C_{ϕ,w}) → L^2(μ) formally defined by D(C_{ϕ,w}) = {f ∈ L^2(μ): w · (f ∘ ϕ) ∈ L^2(μ)}, C_{ϕ,w}f = w · (f ∘ ϕ), f ∈ D(C_{ϕ,w}). We call ϕ and w the symbol and the weight of C_{ϕ,w} respectively. In general, such operator may not be well-defined. To be more precise,

C_{ϕ,w} is said to be well-defined if w·(f ∘ϕ) = w·(f ∘ϕ) a.e. [μ] whenever f, g : X → C are A -measurable functions such that f = g a.e. [μ] and f, g, w · (f ∘ ϕ), w · (g ∘ ϕ) ∈ L^2(μ). Below, we describe circumstances under which C_{ϕ,w} is well-defined, and show that the operator C_{ϕ,w} remains unchanged if w and ϕ are modified on sets of measure zero.

Proposition 7. Let (X, A , μ) be a σ-finite measure space, w be an A -measurable complex function on X and ϕ be an A -measurable transformation of X. Then the following conditions are equivalent:

(i) C_{ϕ,w} is well-defined, (ii) μ^w ∘ ϕ^{−1} ≪ μ, (iii) μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1} ≪ μ.

Moreover, if C_{ϕ,w} is well-defined, u: X → C and ψ : X → X are A -measurable, u = w a.e. [μ] and ψ = ϕ a.e. [μ_w], then C_{ψ,u} is well-defined, C_{ψ,u} = C_{ϕ,w}, μ_u = μ_w, h_{ψ,u} = h_{ϕ,w} a.e. [μ] and (ψ^{−1}(A ))^{μu} = (ϕ^{−1}(A ))^{μw} .

Proof. First note that for any two functions f, g : X → C, {w · (f ∘ ϕ) ≠ w · (g ∘ ϕ)} = ϕ^{−1}({f ≠ g}) ∩ {w ≠ 0}. (10) (i)⇒(ii) What is important here is that g ≡ 0 has the property that w · f ∘ ϕ ∈ L^2(μ). Take Δ ∈ A such that μ(Δ) = 0. Then χ_Δ = 0 a.e. [μ], and thus, by (i), w · (χ_Δ ∘ ϕ) = 0 a.e. [μ]. Using (10) with f = χ_Δ, we get μ^w(ϕ^{−1}(Δ)) = 0.

(ii)⇒(i) If f, g : X → C are A -measurable functions and f = g a.e. [μ], then μ({f ≠ g}) = 0, which, by (10) and (ii), gives w · (f ∘ ϕ) = w · (g ∘ ϕ) a.e. [μ]. Hence C_{ϕ,w} is well-defined.

(i)⇔(iii) Note that the measures μ^w and μ_w are mutually absolutely continuous and apply the equivalence (i)⇔(ii).

To justify the “moreover” part, note that μ_w = μ_u, and μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1} = μ_u ∘ ψ^{−1} because

μ_w(ψ^{−1}(Δ) △ ϕ^{−1}(Δ)) = ∫ X |χ_Δ ∘ ψ − χ_Δ ∘ ϕ|^2 d μ_w = 0, Δ ∈ A . This, together with (6), completes the proof. □

An inspection of the proof of Proposition 7 shows that for every p ∈ (0, ∞], any of the equivalent conditions (ii) and (iii) is necessary and sufficient for C_{ϕ,w} to be well-defined in L^p(μ).

Now we show that each weighted composition operator C_{ϕ,w} is closed. We also give a necessary and sufficient condition for C_{ϕ,w} to be bounded.

Proposition 8. Suppose (AS2) holds. Then the following assertions are valid:

(i) D(C_{ϕ,w}) = L^2((1 + h_{ϕ,w}) d μ), (ii) ‖f‖^2_{Cϕ,w} = ∫ X |f|^2(1 + h_{ϕ,w}) d μ for f ∈ D(C_{ϕ,w}), (iii) D(C_{ϕ,w}) = χ_{{hϕ,w <∞}} · L^2(μ), (iv) C_{ϕ,w} is closed, (v) C_{ϕ,w} ∈ B(L^2(μ)) if and only if h_{ϕ,w} ∈ L^∞(μ); if this is the case, then ‖C_{ϕ,w}‖^2 = ‖h_{ϕ,w}‖_L∞_{(μ)}, (vi) C_{ϕ,w} is the zero operator on L^2(μ) ⇐⇒ h_{ϕ,w} = 0 a.e. [μ] ⇐⇒ μ_w = 0 ⇐⇒ w = 0 a.e. [μ].

Proof. In view of Proposition 7, C_{ϕ,w} is well-defined. If f : X → C is A - measurable, then ∫ X |f ∘ ϕ|^2|w|^2 d μ = ∫ X |f ∘ ϕ|^2 d μ_w^{(8)}= ∫ X |f|^2h_{ϕ,w} d μ, which implies (i) and (ii), and thus (iv). The proofs of (iii) and (v), which are straightforward adaptations of those for composition operators (see [18, Eq. (3.8)] and [73, Theorem 1] respectively), are omitted. The assertion (vi) follows from (7) and (v). □

For later use we single out the following fact whose proof is left to the reader.

Lemma 9. If (AS2) holds and h_{ϕ,w} < ∞ a.e. [μ], then there exists a sequence {X_n}^∞_{n=1} ⊆ A such that μ(X_n) < ∞ and h_{ϕ,w} ⩽ n a.e. [μ] on X_n for every n ∈ N, and X_n ↗ X as n → ∞.

The question of when C_{ϕ,w} is densely defined is answered below.

Proposition 10. If (AS2) holds, then the following conditions are equivalent:

(i) C_{ϕ,w} is densely defined, (ii) h_{ϕ,w} < ∞ a.e. [μ], (iii) μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1} is σ-finite, (iv) μ_w|_ϕ−1_{(A )} is σ-finite.

Proof. (i)⇒(ii) Apply Lemma 8(iii) and the assumption that μ is σ-finite. (ii)⇒(iii) Let {X_n}^∞_{n=1} be as in Lemma 9. Then

μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}(X_n)^{(7)}= ∫ X_n h_{ϕ,w} d μ ⩽ nμ(X_n) < ∞, n ∈ N. This yields (iii).

(iii)⇒(iv) Evident.

(iv)⇒(i) Let {X_n}^∞_{n=1} ⊆ A be a sequence such that ϕ^{−1}(X_n) ↗ X as n → ∞ and μ_w(ϕ^{−1}(X_k)) < ∞ for every k ∈ N. Without loss of generality we can assume that X_n ↗ X_∞ := ⋃_∞ k=1 X_k as n → ∞. It follows from (7) that h_{ϕ,w} < ∞ a.e.

[μ] on X_k for every k ∈ N. This implies that h_{ϕ,w} < ∞ a.e. [μ] on X_∞. Since ϕ^{−1}(X_n) ↗ ϕ^{−1}(X_∞) = X as n → ∞, we get ϕ^{−1}(X \ X_∞) = ∅. By (7), we have ∫ X\X_∞ hϕ,w d μ = 0, which yields hϕ,w = 0 a.e. [μ] on X \ X∞. Hence, hϕ,w < ∞

a.e. [μ]. Applying Proposition 8(i) and [18, Lemma 12.1], we obtain (i). □

Caution. To simplify terminology throughout the rest of the paper, in saying that “C_{ϕ,w} is densely defined”, we tacitly assume that C_{ϕ,w} is well-defined.

Using (8) we can describe the kernel of C_{ϕ,w}.

Lemma 11. Suppose (AS2) holds. Then N (C_{ϕ,w}) = χ_{{hϕ,w =0}}L^2(μ). Moreover, N (C_{ϕ,w}) = {0} if and only if h_{ϕ,w} > 0 a.e. [μ].

Our next aim is to characterize weighted composition operators satisfying the condition “h_{ϕ,w} > 0 a.e. [μ_w]” that plays an essential role in our study. In general, even composition operators do not satisfy this condition (see Example 31). Proposition 12 below is an adaptation of [18, Proposition 6.2] to our setting.

Proposition 12. Suppose (AS2) holds. Then the following conditions are equivalent: (i) χ_{{w≠0}}N (C_{ϕ,w}) = {0}, (ii) μ({h_{ϕ,w} = 0} ∩ {w ≠ 0}) = 0, (iii) h_{ϕ,w} > 0 a.e. [μ_w], (iv) χ_{{hϕ,w =0}} = χ_{{hϕ,w =0}} ∘ ϕ a.e. [μ_w].

Moreover, if C_{ϕ,w} is densely defined, then any of the above conditions is equivalent to the following one: (v) χ_{{w≠0}}N (C_{ϕ,w}) ⊆ N (C^∗_{ϕ,w}). Proof. (i)⇔(ii) This follows from the σ-finiteness of μ and Lemma 11. (ii)⇔(iii) Clear.

(ii)⇔(iv) Since, by Lemma 6(i), χ_{{hϕ,w =0}} ∘ ϕ = 0 a.e. [μ_w], we are done. Now we assume that C_ϕ is densely defined. (i)⇒(v) Evident.

(v)⇒(iii) By Proposition 10, h_{ϕ,w} < ∞ a.e. [μ]. Hence, there exists a sequence {X_n}^∞_{n=1} ⊆ A such that X_n ↗ X as n → ∞ and μ(X_k) < ∞, h_{ϕ,w} ⩽ k a.e. [μ] on X_k and |w| ⩽ k a.e. [μ] on X_k for every k ∈ N. Set Y_n = X_n ∩ {h_{ϕ,w} = 0} for n ∈ N. It follows from Proposition 8(i) that {w · χ_{Yn} }^∞_{n=1} ⊆ χ_{{w≠0}}D(C_{ϕ,w}) and

{χ_{Xn} }^∞_{n=1} ⊆ D(C_{ϕ,w}). This implies that ‖C_{ϕ,w}(w · χ_{Yn} )‖^2 = ∫ X |w ∘ ϕ|^2 · χ_{Yn} ∘ ϕ d μ_w (8) = ∫ X |w|^2χ_{Yn} h_{ϕ,w} d μ = 0, n ∈ N, and thus by our assumptions {w · χ_{Yn} }^∞_{n=1} ⊆ N (C^∗_{ϕ,w}). As a consequence, we have 0 = ⟨w · χ_{Yn} , C_{ϕ,w}χ_{Xn} ⟩ = ∫ X χ_{Xn} ∘ ϕ · χ_{Yn} d μ_w = μ_w(Y_n ∩ ϕ^{−1}(X_n)), n ∈ N.

By continuity of measures, we conclude that μ_w({h_{ϕ,w} = 0}) = 0, which gives (iii). This completes the proof. □

Since N (A) ⊆ N (A^∗) for every hyponormal operator A, we get the following.

Corollary 13. If (AS2) holds and C_{ϕ,w} is hyponormal, then h_{ϕ,w} > 0 a.e. [μ_w] (or equivalently: μ({h_{ϕ,w} = 0} ∩ {w ≠ 0}) = 0).

It is known that hyponormal composition operators are automatically injective (see [18, Corollary 6.3]). However, there are hyponormal weighted composition operators which are not injective. The simplest possible example seems to be a multiplication operator M_w for which μ({w = 0}) > 0 (see Remark 30). The case of a quasinormal non-injective weighted composition operator with nontrivial symbol is discussed in Example 161.

2.3. Assorted classes of weighted composition operators

In this section, we single out some classes of weighted composition operators. Below, if not stated otherwise, (X, A , μ) stands for a σ-finite measure space.

(a) [multiplication operators] If w is an A -measurable complex function on X, then the operator M_w := C_{idX ,w} is well-defined; it is called the operator of multiplication by w in L^2(μ). Recall that the operator M_w is normal (see [11, Sect. 7.2]; see also Remark 30). If u: X → R_+ is an A -measurable function which is finite a.e. [μ], then M_u will be understood as the multiplication operator M_ũ by any A -measurable function ũ: X → R_+ such that ũ = u a.e. [μ]; clearly, this definition is correct (cf. Proposition 7). For more information on multiplication operators, the reader is referred to [11, 33, 85, 107].

(b) [composition operators] If ϕ is an A -measurable transformation of X, then the operator C_ϕ := C_{ϕ,1} is called the composition operator in L^2(μ) with symbol ϕ. By Proposition 7, C_ϕ is well-defined if and only if μ ∘ ϕ^{−1} ≪ μ; if this is the case, then the transformation ϕ is called nonsingular. To simplify the notation, we write h_ϕ in place of h_{ϕ,1}. The subject of composition operators has been studied by many authors over the past 60 years, see, e.g., [39, 73, 65, 66, 69, 92, 38] and [90].

(c) [partial composition operators] Let Y be a nonempty subset of X and ψ : Y → X be an A -measurable mapping, i.e., ψ^{−1}(Δ) ∈ A for every Δ ∈ A . The operator C_ψ : L^2(μ) ⊇ D(C_ψ ) → L^2(μ) given by

D(C_ψ ) = { f ∈ L^2(μ): ∫ Y |f ∘ ψ|^2 d μ < ∞ } ,

2.3. ASSORTED CLASSES OF WEIGHTED COMPOSITION OPERATORS 19

(C_ψf)(x) = { f(ψ(x)) if x ∈ Y, 0 if x ∈ X \ Y, f ∈ D(C_ψ ), will be called the partial composition operator in L^2(μ) with the symbol ψ (note that Y = ψ^{−1}(X) ∈ A ). Arguing as in [73, p. 38], one can show that C_ψ is welldefined if and only if μ ∘ ψ^{−1} ≪ μ, where μ ∘ ψ^{−1}(Δ) = μ(ψ^{−1}(Δ)) for Δ ∈ A . Set w = χ_Y and take any A -measurable transformation ϕ of X which extends ψ. Since μ(ψ^{−1}(Δ)) = μ^w(ϕ^{−1}(Δ)) for Δ ∈ A , we deduce from Proposition 7 that C_ψ is well-defined if and only if C_{ϕ,w} is well-defined. If this is the case, then C_ψ = C_{ϕ,w}. The definition of what we call here a partial composition operator has been given by Nordgren in [73]. Particular classes of partial composition operators have been studied in [92].

(d) [weighted partial composition operators] Let Y be a nonempty subset of X, v be an A -measurable complex function on X and ψ : Y → X be A -measurable mapping (cf. (c)). The operator C_{ψ,v} : L^2(μ) ⊇ D(C_{ψ,v} ) → L^2(μ) given by D(C_{ψ,v} ) = { f ∈ L^2(μ): ∫ Y |v · (f ∘ ψ)|^2 d μ < ∞ } , (C_{ψ,v} f)(x) = { v(x)f(ψ(x)) if x ∈ Y, 0 if x ∈ X \ Y, f ∈ D(C_{ψ,v} ), will be called the weighted partial composition operator in L^2(μ) with the symbol ψ and the weight v. As in the proof of Proposition 7, one can show that C_{ψ,v} is well-defined if and only if μ^v ∘ ψ^{−1} ≪ μ, where μ^v (Δ) = μ(Δ ∩ {v ≠ 0}) for Δ ∈ A . Set w = v · χ_Y and take any A -measurable transformation ϕ of X which extends ψ. Since μ^v(ψ^{−1}(Δ)) = μ^w(ϕ^{−1}(Δ)) for all Δ ∈ A , we deduce from Proposition 7 that C_{ψ,v} is well-defined if and only if C_{ϕ,w} is well-defined. If this is the case, then C_{ψ,v} = C_{ϕ,w}. Weighted partial composition operators over countably infinite discrete measure spaces have been investigated by Carlson in [26, 27].

(e) [weighted shifts on directed trees] Suppose T = (V, E) is a directed tree, where V is the set of vertices of T and E is the set of edges of T . If u ∈ V , then a (unique) vertex v ∈ V such that (v, u) ∈ E is called a parent of u; it is denoted by par(u). A vertex which has no parent is called a root of T . A root is unique (provided it exists) and is denoted here by root. A directed tree without root is called rootless. Set V^∘ = V \ {root} if T has a root and V^∘ = V otherwise. For u ∈ V , we write Chi(u) = {v ∈ V : (u, v) ∈ E} and call a member of Chi(u) a child of u. By a weighted shift on T with weights λ = {λ_v}_{v∈V} ∘ ⊆ C we mean the operator S_λ in ℓ^2(V ) defined by

D(S_λ) = {f ∈ ℓ^2(V ): Λ_T f ∈ ℓ^2(V )}, S_λf = Λ_T f, f ∈ D(S_λ), where Λ_T is a complex mapping on C^V given by

(Λ_T f)(v) = { λ_v · f ( par(v) ) if v ∈ V^∘, 0 if v = root, f ∈ C^V . Note that if card(V ) ⩽ ℵ_0, then we can view a weighted shift on a directed tree as a weighted partial composition operator in L^2(V, 2^V , μ), where μ is the counting measure (cf. (d)). The foundations of the theory of weighted shifts on directed trees have been established in [57]. Very preliminary investigations of a particular class of weighted adjacency operators of directed graphs, called also adjacency operators of directed fuzzy graphs, have been undertaken by Fujii et al. in [49].

(f) [almost nowhere-vanishing weights] Suppose w is an A -measurable complex function on X such that w ≠ 0 a.e. [μ] and ϕ is an A -measurable transformation of X. Then, by Proposition 7, C_{ϕ,w} is well-defined if and only if μ∘ϕ^{−1} ≪ μ. This resembles the case of composition operators (see also (c)).

(g) [unilateral weighted shifts] Let {λ_n}^∞_{n=0} be a sequence of complex numbers. Set X = Z_+ and A = 2^X . Let μ be the counting measure on X. Define the functions ϕ: X → X and w : X → C by ϕ(n) = { n − 1 for n ∈ N, 0 for n = 0, and w(n) = { λ_{n−1} for n ∈ N, 0 for n = 0.

Clearly, the weighted composition operator C_{ϕ,w} in ℓ^2(Z_+) is well-defined. Set e_n = χ_{{n}} for n ∈ Z_+. Then {e_n}^∞_{n=0} is an orthonormal basis of ℓ^2(Z_+). Following [70], we define the unilateral weighted shift W in ℓ^2(Z_+) with weights {λ_n}^∞_{n=0} to be equal to the product SD, where S is the isometric unilateral shift in ℓ^2(Z_+) (i.e., S ∈ B(ℓ^2(Z_+)) and Se_n = e_{n+1} for all n ∈ Z_+) and D is the diagonal operator in ℓ^2(Z_+) with the diagonal elements {λ_n}^∞_{n=0} (i.e., D is a normal operator, {e_n}^∞_{n=0} ⊆ D(D) and De_n = λ_ne_n for all n ∈ Z_+). We show that C_{ϕ,w} = W . It is easily seen that {e_n}^∞_{n=0} ⊆ D(C_{ϕ,w}) and

C_{ϕ,w}e_n = λ_ne_{n+1}, n ∈ Z_+. (11)

If f ∈ ℓ^2(Z_+), then ∞∑ n=0 |w(n)f(ϕ(n))|^2 = ∞∑ n=1 |λ_{n−1}f(n − 1)|^2 = ∞∑ n=0 |λ_nf(n)|^2, which implies that

D(C_{ϕ,w}) = D(W ) = D(D) = { f ∈ C^X : ∞∑ n=0 |f(n)|^2(1 + |λ_n|^2) < ∞ } ,

‖f‖^2_{Cϕ,w} = ‖f‖^2_W = ∞∑ n=0 |f(n)|^2(1 + |λ_n|^2), f ∈ D(C_{ϕ,w}). Hence the operators C_{ϕ,w} and W are closed and lin{e_n : n ∈ Z_+} is a core for C_{ϕ,w} and W (see [70, Eq. (1.7)] for the case of W ). Since W e_n = λ_ne_{n+1} for all n ∈ Z_+, we infer from (11) that C_{ϕ,w} = W . The topic of weighted shift operators is an immanent part of operator theory (see, e.g., [50, 52, 87, 72]).

(h) [bilateral weighted shifts] Let {λ_n}_{n∈Z} be a two-sided sequence of complex numbers. Set X = Z and A = 2^X . Let μ be the counting measure on X and {e_n}_{n∈Z} be the standard orthonormal basis of ℓ^2(Z), i.e., e_n = χ_{{n}} for all n ∈ Z. Define the functions ϕ: X → X and w : X → C by ϕ(n) = n − 1 and w(n) = λ_{n−1} for n ∈ Z. Let V be the unitary bilateral shift in ℓ^2(Z) (i.e., V ∈ B(ℓ^2(Z)) and V e_n = e_{n+1} for all n ∈ Z) and let D be the diagonal operator in ℓ^2(Z) with the diagonal elements {λ_n}_{n∈Z} (i.e., D is a normal operator, {e_n}_{n∈Z} ⊆ D(D) and De_n = λ_ne_n for all n ∈ Z). Set W = V D. The operator W is called a bilateral

2.4. CONDITIONAL EXPECTATION 21

weighted shift in ℓ^2(Z) with weights {λ_n}_{n∈Z}. Arguing similarly as in (g), one can show that lin{e_n : n ∈ Z} is a core for C_{ϕ,w} and W , and C_{ϕ,w} = W . Let us recall that a bilateral weighted shift with nonzero weights is unitarily equivalent to a composition operator in an L^2-space over a σ-finite measure space (see, e.g., [58, Lemma 4.3.1]). For more information on general as well as particular properties of bilateral weighted shifts see [56, 87, 36].

(i) [adjoints of unilateral weighted shifts] Let W = SD be a unilateral weighted shift in ℓ^2(Z_+) with weights {λ_n}^∞_{n=0} (cf. (g)). Set X = Z_+ and A = 2^X . Let μ be the counting measure on X. Define the functions ϕ: X → X and w : X → C by ϕ(n) = n + 1 and w(n) = λ̄_n for n ∈ Z_+. We show that C_{ϕ,w} = W^∗. For this, first note that W^∗ = D^∗S^∗. Then it is clear that {e_n}^∞_{n=0} ⊆ D(C_{ϕ,w}) ∩ D(W^∗) and

C_{ϕ,w}e_n = λ̄_{n−1}e_{n−1} = W^∗e_n, n ∈ Z_+, (12)

with the convention that e_{−1} = 0 and λ_{−1} = 0. Arguing similarly as in (g), we verify that D(C_{ϕ,w}) = D(W^∗). Since lin{e_n : n ∈ Z_+} is a core for W^∗ (see, e.g., [70, Eq. (1.11)]) and C_{ϕ,w} is closed, we deduce from (12) that C_{ϕ,w} = W^∗.

(j) [backward unilateral weighted shifts] A backward unilateral weighted shift in ℓ^2(Z_+) with weights {λ_n}^∞_{n=0} can be defined as the product W = DS^∗, where S and D are as in (g). Clearly, such an operator is equal to the adjoint of the unilateral weighted shift SD^∗ whose weights have the form {λ̄_n}^∞_{n=0}. Hence, by (i), it is a weighted composition operator.

(k) [adjoints of bilateral weighted shifts] We begin by observing that if W is a bilateral weighted shift in ℓ^2(Z) with weights {λ_n}_{n∈Z} (cf. (h)), then UW̃ = W^∗U, where W̃ is the bilateral weighted shift in ℓ^2(Z) with weights {λ̄_{−(n+1)}}_{n∈Z} and U ∈ B(ℓ^2(Z)) is the unitary operator such that Ue_n = e_{−n} for all n ∈ Z (this fact is well-known in the case of bounded operators). To see this, verify that UW̃ |_E = W^∗U|_E , where E = lin{e_n : n ∈ Z}, and use the fact that E is a core for W̃ and W^∗. In view of (h), this means that W^∗ is unitarily equivalent to a weighted composition operator. On the other hand, the argument provided in (i) enables one to show that the adjoint of a bilateral weighted shift is in fact a weighted composition operator. As in (j) we can view the adjoint of a bilateral weighted shift as a backward bilateral weighted shift.

2.4. Conditional expectation

In this section, we discuss some properties of the conditional expectation E_{ϕ,w} which plays a crucial role in our considerations. We refer the reader to Appendix A.1 for the necessary background (including notation) on conditional expectation in a general non-probabilistic setting.

Suppose (AS2) holds and the measure μ_w|_ϕ−1_{(A )} is σ-finite (or equivalently, by Proposition 10, h_{ϕ,w} < ∞ a.e. [μ]). Thus we can consider the conditional expectation E(f; ϕ^{−1}(A ), μ_w) of a function f with respect to the σ-algebra ϕ^{−1}(A ) and the measure μ_w. To simplify the notation, we write E_{ϕ,w}(f) in place of E(f; ϕ^{−1}(A ), μ_w). If w = 1, we abbreviate E_{ϕ,1}(f) to E_ϕ(f). Recall that for a given p ∈ [1, ∞], the conditional expectation E_{ϕ,w}(·) can be regarded as a linear contraction on L^p(μ_w) which leaves invariant the convex cone L^p_+(μ_w) (see Theorem A.1.4). In view of (A.1.4), (A.1.13) and the well-known fact that (cf. [10, Problem

13.3])

a function g̃ : X → R_+ (resp., g̃ : X → R_+, g̃ : X → C) is ϕ^{−1}(A )- measurable if and only if there exists A -measurable function g : X → R_+ (resp., g : X → R_+, g : X → C) such that g̃ = g ∘ ϕ,

(13)

we see that

if f, g : X → R_+ are A -measurable functions (resp., f, g : X → C are A -measurable functions such that f ∈ L^p(μ_w) and g ∘ ϕ ∈ L^q(μ_w), where p, q ∈ [1, ∞] satisfy^1_p +^1_q = 1), then ∫ X g ∘ ϕ · f d μ_w = ∫ X g ∘ ϕ · E_{ϕ,w}(f) d μ_w. (14)

The following proposition is patterned on [24, page 325].

Proposition 14. Suppose (AS2) holds. Assume that f : X → R_+ (resp., f : X → C) is an A -measurable function. Then there exists an A -measurable function g : X → R_+ (resp., g : X → C) such that f ∘ ϕ = g ∘ ϕ a.e. [μ_w] and g = 0 a.e. [μ] on {h_{ϕ,w} = 0}. Moreover, such g is unique up to a set of μ-measure zero and is given by g = f · χ_{{hϕ,w >0}}.

Proof. By Lemma 6(i), χ_{{hϕ,w >0}} ∘ ϕ = 1 a.e. [μ_w]. This implies that (f · χ_{{hϕ,w >0}}) ∘ ϕ = (f ∘ ϕ) · χ_{{hϕ,w >0}} ∘ ϕ = f ∘ ϕ a.e. [μ_w]. The uniqueness statement follows from Lemma 5. □

Assume that (AS2) holds and h_{ϕ,w} < ∞ a.e. [μ]. Suppose that f : X → R_+ is an A -measurable function (resp., f ∈ L^2(μ_w)). Then, by the well-known description of ϕ^{−1}(A )-measurable functions and Proposition 14, E_{ϕ,w}(f) = g ∘ ϕ a.e. [μ_w] with some A -measurable R_+-valued (resp., C-valued) function g on X such that g = g · χ_{{hϕ,w >0}} a.e. [μ]. Set E_{ϕ,w}(f) ∘ ϕ^{−1} = g a.e. [μ]. By Proposition 14, this definition is correct, and by Lemma 5 the following equality holds (E_{ϕ,w}(f) ∘ ϕ^{−1}) ∘ ϕ = E_{ϕ,w}(f) a.e. [μ_w|_ϕ−1_{(A )}]. (15) (Of course, the expression “a.e. [μ_w|_ϕ−1_{(A )}]” in (15) can be replaced by “a.e. [μ_w]”.) If f̃ : X → R_+ is an A -measurable function (resp., f̃ ∈ L^2(μ_w)) is such that f = f̃ a.e. [μ_w], then E_{ϕ,w}(f) = E_{ϕ,w}(f̃) a.e. [μ_w] and consequently, in view of Lemma 5, E_{ϕ,w}(f) ∘ ϕ^{−1} = E_{ϕ,w}(f̃) ∘ ϕ^{−1} a.e. [μ]. It is clear that E_{ϕ,w}(1) = 1 a.e. [μ_w] and E_{ϕ,w}(1) ∘ ϕ^{−1} = χ_{{hϕ,w >0}} a.e. [μ]. (16)

Proposition 15. Suppose (AS2) holds, h_{ϕ,w} < ∞ a.e. [μ] and f, g : X → R_+ are A -measurable functions. Then the following assertions are valid:

(i) if f ⩽ g a.e. [μ_w], then E_{ϕ,w}(f) ∘ ϕ^{−1} ⩽ E_{ϕ,w}(g) ∘ ϕ^{−1} a.e. [μ], (ii) if f ⩽ c a.e. [μ_w] for some c ∈ R_+, then E_{ϕ,w}(f) ∘ ϕ^{−1} ⩽ c a.e. [μ].

Proof. (i) If f ⩽ g a.e. [μ_w], then, by (A.1.5), E_{ϕ,w}(f) ⩽ E_{ϕ,w}(g) a.e. [μ_w], and hence by (8) and (15), we have ∫ Δ E_{ϕ,w}(f) ∘ ϕ^{−1} · h_{ϕ,w} d μ = ∫ ϕ^{−1} (Δ) E_{ϕ,w}(f) d μ_w ⩽ ∫ ϕ^{−1} (Δ)

E_{ϕ,w}(g) d μ_w = ∫ Δ E_{ϕ,w}(g) ∘ ϕ^{−1} · h_{ϕ,w} d μ, Δ ∈ A .

Since μ is σ-finite, h_{ϕ,w} < ∞ a.e. [μ] and E_{ϕ,w}(q) ∘ ϕ^{−1} = 0 a.e. [μ] on {h_{ϕ,w} = 0} for any A -measurable q : X → R_+, we get (i).

(ii) Apply (i) and (16). □

Regarding Proposition 15, note that part (i) remains true if “⩽” is replaced by “⩾” (or by “=”). However, both of these replacements make part (ii) false (see (16) and Example 161; see also Remark 30).

The Radon-Nikodym derivative^{d μw ∘ϕ−1}_{d μ} can be expressed in terms of h_{ϕ,w}.

Proposition 16. If (AS2) holds and h_{ϕ,w} < ∞ a.e. [μ], then μ^w ∘ ϕ^{−1} ≪ μ and d μ^w ∘ ϕ^{−1} d μ = h_{ϕ,w} · E_{ϕ,w} ( χ_{{w≠0}} · 1 |w|^2 ) ∘ ϕ^{−1} a.e. [μ].

Proof. Since

μ^w(ϕ^{−1}(Δ)) = ∫ ϕ^{−1}(Δ) χ_{{w≠0}} · 1 |w|^2 d μ_w^{(14)}= ∫ ϕ^{−1}(Δ) E_{ϕ,w} ( χ_{{w≠0}} · 1 |w|^2 ) d μ_w (8)&(15) = ∫ Δ h_{ϕ,w} · E_{ϕ,w} ( χ_{{w≠0}} · 1 |w|^2 ) ∘ ϕ^{−1} d μ, Δ ∈ A , the proof is complete. □

2.5. Adjoint and polar decomposition

An unexplicit description of the adjoint of a weighted composition operator has been given in [24, Lemma 6.4]. Below, we provide another one which is complete and written in terms of the conditional expectation E_{ϕ,w}.

First, we single out the following fact.

If (X, A , μ) is a measure space and w : X → C is A -measurable, then the mapping Ψ_w : L^2(μ) ∋ f −→ f_w ∈ L^2(μ_w), where f_w := χ_{{w≠0}} ·^f_w for f ∈ L^2(μ), is a partial isometry with the initial space χ_{{w≠0}}·L^2(μ) and the final space L^2(μ); therefore, Ψ_w is a coisometry.

(17)

Hence the mapping L^2(μ) ∋ f −→ E_{ϕ,w}(f_w) ∈ L^2(μ_w), which appears frequently in this section, coincides with the product E_{ϕ,w}Ψ_w, where E_{ϕ,w} is understood as a bounded operator on L^2(μ_w) (in fact, E_{ϕ,w} is an orthogonal projection in L^2(μ_w); see Theorem A.1.4). Clearly, this product is a bounded operator.

Proposition 17. Suppose (AS2) holds and C_{ϕ,w} is densely defined. Then the following assertions are valid:

(i) D(C^∗_{ϕ,w}) = { f ∈ L^2(μ): h_{ϕ,w} · E_{ϕ,w}(f_w) ∘ ϕ^{−1} ∈ L^2(μ) } , (ii) C^∗_{ϕ,w}(f) = h_{ϕ,w} · E_{ϕ,w}(f_w) ∘ ϕ^{−1} for all f ∈ D(C^∗_{ϕ,w}), (iii) N (C^∗_{ϕ,w}) = { f ∈ L^2(μ): E_{ϕ,w}(f_w) = 0 a.e. [μ_w] } , (iv) χ_{{w=0}} · L^2(μ) ⊆ N (C^∗_{ϕ,w}), (v) D(C^∗_{ϕ,w}) = χ_{{w≠0}}·D(C^∗_{ϕ,w} )⊕χ_{{w=0}}·L^2(μ) and C^∗_{ϕ,w}f = C^∗_{ϕ,w}(χ_{{w≠0}}·f) for all f ∈ D(C^∗_{ϕ,w}), (vi) if C_{ϕ,w} has dense range, then w ≠ 0 a.e. [μ].

Proof. It follows from (17) that E_{ϕ,w}(f_w) ∈ L^2(μ_w) for every f ∈ L^2(μ). In turn, if g ∈ D(C_{ϕ,w} ), then by (8) and Proposition 8(i), we get g ∘ϕ ∈ L^2(μ_w). This, (14), (A.1.12), (15) and (8) yield ⟨C_{ϕ,w}g, f⟩ = ∫ X g ∘ ϕ · f_w d μ_w = ∫ X g ∘ ϕ · E_{ϕ,w}(f_w) d μ_w = ∫ X g · h_{ϕ,w} · E_{ϕ,w}(f_w) ∘ ϕ^{−1} d μ, g ∈ D(C_{ϕ,w}), f ∈ L^2(μ). (18) Denote by E the right-hand side of (i). Clearly, if f ∈ E , then, by (18), f ∈ D(C^∗_{ϕ,w}) and (ii) holds. To complete the proof of (i) and (ii), it suffices to show that if f ∈ D(C^∗_{ϕ,w}), then ξ := h_{ϕ,w} · E_{ϕ,w}(f_w) ∘ ϕ^{−1} ∈ L^2(μ). By (18), g · ξ ∈ L^1(μ) and ∫ X g · ξ d μ = ∫ X g · ξ̃ d μ for every g ∈ D(C_{ϕ,w}), where ξ̃ := C^∗_{ϕ,w}f ∈ L^2(μ). Let {X_n}^∞_{n=1} be as in Lemma 9. Considering g = χ_{Δ∩Xn} , Δ ∈ A , and applying Lemma 2 we get ξ = ξ̃ a.e. [μ] on X_n for every n ∈ N. Hence ξ = ξ̃ a.e. [μ], which completes the proof of (i) and (ii). Now we prove (iii). If f ∈ N (C^∗_{ϕ,w}), then, by (ii), h_{ϕ,w} · E_{ϕ,w}(f_w) ∘ ϕ^{−1} = 0 a.e. [μ]. Since, by definition, E_{ϕ,w}(f_w) ∘ ϕ^{−1} = 0 a.e. [μ] on {h_{ϕ,w} = 0}, we deduce that E_{ϕ,w}(f_w) ∘ ϕ^{−1} = 0 a.e. [μ]. This together with Lemma 5 and the equality (15) yield E_{ϕ,w}(f_w) = 0 a.e. [μ_w]. Conversely, if f ∈ L^2(μ) is such that E_{ϕ,w}(f_w) = 0 a.e. [μ_w], then, by definition, E_{ϕ,w}(f_w) ∘ ϕ^{−1} = 0 a.e. [μ], which according to (i) and (ii) gives f ∈ N (C^∗_{ϕ,w}). This completes the proof of (iii).

The assertion (iv) is a direct consequence of (iii), while the assertion (v) follows from (i), (ii) and (iv). Finally, the assertion (vi) is to be deduced from (iv). □

The assertion (iii) of Proposition 17 says that the kernel of C^∗_{ϕ,w} coincides with the kernel of the product E_{ϕ,w}Ψ_w. By the assertion (iv) of Proposition 17, the range of the multiplication operator M_{χ{w=0}} is always contained in the kernel of C^∗_{ϕ,w} and it is a (closed) invariant vector space for C^∗_{ϕ,w}. Observe also that in general the implication (vi) of Proposition 17 can not be reversed even for bounded composition operators (see Example 141).

Now we describe the polar decompositions of C_{ϕ,w} and C^∗_{ϕ,w}.

Proposition 18. Suppose (AS2) holds and C_{ϕ,w} is densely defined. Let C_{ϕ,w} = U|C_{ϕ,w}| be the polar decomposition of C_{ϕ,w}. Then the following assertions are valid:

(i) |C_{ϕ,w}| = M_h1/2_{ϕ,w} (see Sect. 2.3(a) for notation), (ii) U = C_{ϕ, ~w}, where ~w : X → C is an A -measurable function such that^1 ~w = w (h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ)^{1/2} a.e. [μ], (19)

(iii) U^∗f = h^{1/2}_{ϕ,w} · E_{ϕ,w}(f_w) ∘ ϕ^{−1} for f ∈ L^2(μ), where f_w is as in (17),

1 Because of Lemma 6 and Proposition 10, the rational function appearing on the right-hand side of the equality in (19) takes complex values a.e. [μ]. What is important here is that ~w satisfies the equality { ~w = 0} = {w = 0} a.e. [μ].

(iv) the modulus |C^∗_{ϕ,w}| is given by D(|C^∗_{ϕ,w} |) = {f ∈ L^2(μ): w · (h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ)^{1/2} · E_{ϕ,w}(f_w) ∈ L^2(μ)}, = {f ∈ L^2(μ): h_{ϕ,w} · E_{ϕ,w}(f_w) ∘ ϕ^{−1} ∈ L^2(μ)}, } (20) |C^∗_{ϕ,w}|f = w · (h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ)^{1/2} · E_{ϕ,w}(f_w), f ∈ D(|C^∗_{ϕ,w}|). (21) Proof. First note that, by Proposition 7, h_{ϕ,w} < ∞ a.e. [μ]. (i) By the well-known properties of multiplication operators, M_h1/2_{ϕ,w} is positive and selfadjoint. So is the operator |C_{ϕ,w}|. By Proposition 8(i), D(|C_{ϕ,w}|) = D(M_h1/2_{ϕ,w} ) and thus ‖|C_{ϕ,w}|f‖^2 = ‖C_{ϕ,w}f‖^2 = ∫ X |f|^2 ∘ ϕ d μ_w^{(8)}= ∫ X |f|^2h_{ϕ,w} d μ = ‖M_h1/2_{ϕ,w} f‖^2

for every f ∈ D(|C_{ϕ,w}|). It follows from Lemma 4 that |C_{ϕ,w}| = M_h1/2_{ϕ,w} .

(ii) By Lemma 6(ii), we have ∫ X | |w · f ∘ ϕ (h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ)^{1/2} | |^2 d μ = ∫ {h_{ϕ,w} >0} |f|^2 d μ, f ∈ L^2(μ), (22)

which implies that the operator C_{ϕ, ~w} is well-defined and C_{ϕ, ~w} ∈ B(L^2(μ)). According to (22) and Lemma 11, we see that N (C_{ϕ, ~w}) = N (C_{ϕ,w}) = χ_{{hϕ,w >0}}L^2(μ) and C_{ϕ, ~w}|_L2_{(μ)⊖N (Cϕ, ~w )} is an isometry. This means that C_{ϕ, ~w} is a partial isometry. It follows from (i) that C_{ϕ,w} = C_{ϕ, ~w}|C_{ϕ,w}|. By the uniqueness statement in the polar decomposition theorem, U = C_{ϕ, ~w}, which yields (ii).

(iii) Clearly, d μ_{~w} =^1_{hϕ,w ∘ϕ} d μ_w, which means that the measures μ_{~w} and μ_w are mutually absolutely continuous and thus μ_{~w} ∘ ϕ^{−1} ≪ μ. By Lemma 6(ii), we have

(μ_{~w} ∘ ϕ^{−1})(Δ) = ∫ X χ_Δ ∘ ϕ h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ d μ_w = ∫ Δ χ_{{hϕ,w >0}} d μ, Δ ∈ A , (23) which implies that h_{ϕ, ~w} = χ_{{hϕ,w >0}} a.e. [μ].

Now we show that

E_{ϕ, ~w}(f_{~w}) = h^{1/2}_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ · E_{ϕ,w}(f_w) a.e. [μ_{~w}], f ∈ L^2(μ). (24) For this, define q_Δ = χ_{{hϕ,w >0}} ·^{χΔ}_{h1/2ϕ,w} a.e. [μ] for Δ ∈ A . Then, by Lemma 6(i) and Lemma 5, we have q_Δ ∘ ϕ = χ_Δ ∘ ϕ (h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ)^{1/2} a.e. [μ_w], Δ ∈ A . (25)

Take f ∈ L^2(μ). Let Δ ∈ A be such that μ_{~w}(ϕ^{−1}(Δ)) < ∞. Then ∫ X |q_Δ ∘ ϕ|^2 d μ_w^{(9)}= ∫ {h_{ϕ,w} >0} χ_Δ d μ^{(23)}= μ_{~w}(ϕ^{−1}(Δ)) < ∞.

This combined with (14), (17) and (25) yields ∫ ϕ^{−1}(Δ)

E_{ϕ, ~w}(f_{~w}) d μ_{~w} = ∫ X q_Δ ∘ ϕ · f_w d μ_w = ∫ X q_Δ ∘ ϕ · E_{ϕ,w}(f_w) d μ_w

= ∫ ϕ^{−1}(Δ) h^{1/2}_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ · E_{ϕ,w}(f_w) d μ_{~w}. Applying Lemma 2 to the measure μ_{~w}|_ϕ−1_{(A )} gives (24).

Since the measures μ_{~w} and μ_w are mutually absolutely continuous, we infer from (24) and Proposition 14 that

E_{ϕ, ~w}(f_{~w}) ∘ ϕ^{−1} = h^{1/2}_{ϕ,w} · E_{ϕ,w}(f_w) ∘ ϕ^{−1} a.e. [μ], f ∈ L^2(μ). This together with Proposition 17, applied to C_{ϕ, ~w}, yields (iii).

(iv) It follows from [107, Exercise 7.26(b)]) that |C^∗_{ϕ,w}| = C_{ϕ,w}U^∗. In view of Proposition 8(i), f ∈ L^2(μ) belongs to D(|C^∗_{ϕ,w}|) if and only if U^∗f ∈ L^2(h_{ϕ,w} d μ). Since, by (iii), (8) and (15), the following equalities hold ∫ X |U^∗f|^2 · h_{ϕ,w} d μ = ∫ X h^2_{ϕ,w} · |E_{ϕ,w}(f_w) ∘ ϕ^{−1}|^2 d μ = ∫ X h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ · |E_{ϕ,w}(f_w)|^2 d μ_w, f ∈ L^2(μ), we get (20). The formula (21) follows from the equality |C^∗_{ϕ,w}| = C_{ϕ,w}U^∗, the condition (iii) and the equality (15). This completes the proof. □

Remark 19. Regarding Proposition 18, note that E_{ϕ, ~w}(f) = E_{ϕ,w}(f) a.e. [μ_w] for every A -measurable function f : X → R_+. Indeed, this is because ∫ ϕ^{−1}(Δ)

f d μ_{~w}^{(25)}= ∫ X (q_Δ ∘ ϕ)^2 · f d μ_w = ∫ X (q_Δ ∘ ϕ)^2 · E_{ϕ,w}(f) d μ_w^{(25)}= ∫ ϕ^{−1}(Δ) E_{ϕ,w}(f) d μ_{~w}, Δ ∈ A . Using Proposition 18(i) and the well-known fact that a Hilbert space operator V ∈ B(H) is an isometry if and only if |V | = I, we obtain the following characterization of isometric weighted composition operators.

If (AS1) holds, then C_{ϕ,w} is an isometry on L^2(μ) if and only if h_{ϕ,w} = 1 a.e. [μ]. (26)

2.6. A characterization of quasinormality

In this section, we characterize quasinormal weighted composition operators. This basic characterization will be used several times in subsequent chapters.

Theorem 20. If (AS2) holds and C_{ϕ,w} is densely defined, then C_{ϕ,w} is quasinormal if and only if h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ = h_{ϕ,w} a.e. [μ_w].

Proof. It follows from Proposition 18(i) that |C_{ϕ,w}|^2 = M_{hϕ,w} . We claim that D(C_{ϕ,w}|C_{ϕ,w}|^2) = L^2((1 + h^3_{ϕ,w}) d μ). (27) Indeed, if f ∈ D(C_{ϕ,w}|C_{ϕ,w}|^2), then f ∈ D(|C_{ϕ,w}|^2) = L^2((1 + h^2_{ϕ,w}) d μ) and, by Proposition 8(i), ∫ X |f|^2h^3_{ϕ,w} d μ = ∫ X |M_{hϕ,w} f|^2h_{ϕ,w} d μ < ∞, which yields f ∈ L^2((1+h^2_{ϕ,w} +h^3_{ϕ,w}) d μ) = L^2((1+h^3_{ϕ,w}) d μ). Reversing the above reasoning proves (27).

2.6. A CHARACTERIZATION OF QUASINORMALITY 27

Suppose C_{ϕ,w} is quasinormal. By Proposition 10, h_{ϕ,w} < ∞ a.e. [μ]. Let {X_n}^∞_{n=1} be as in Lemma 9. In view of (27), {χ_{Xn} }^∞_{n=1} ⊆ D(C_{ϕ,w}|C_{ϕ,w}|^2). Hence w · (h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ) · (χ_{Xn} ∘ ϕ) = C_{ϕ,w}|C_{ϕ,w}|^2χ_{Xn}^{(5)}= |C_{ϕ,w}|^2C_{ϕ,w}χ_{Xn} = w · h_{ϕ,w} · (χ_{Xn} ∘ ϕ) a.e. [μ], n ∈ N. (28) Since ϕ^{−1}(X_n) ↗ X as n → ∞, we see that w · (h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ) = w · h_{ϕ,w} a.e. [μ], or equivalently that h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ = h_{ϕ,w} a.e. [μ_w].

Assume now that h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ = h_{ϕ,w} a.e. [μ_w]. We claim that D(|C_{ϕ,w}|^2C_{ϕ,w}) = L^2((1 + h^3_{ϕ,w}) d μ). (29) Indeed, if f ∈ D(|C_{ϕ,w}|^2C_{ϕ,w}), then it follows from Proposition 18(i) that C_{ϕ,w}f ∈ L^2((1 + h^2_{ϕ,w}) d μ) and ∫ X h^3_{ϕ,w}|f|^2 d μ^{(8)}= ∫ X (h^2_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ) · (|f|^2 ∘ ϕ) d μ_w = ∫ X h^2_{ϕ,w} · (|f|^2 ∘ ϕ) d μ_w = ∫ X h^2_{ϕ,w}|C_{ϕ,w}f|^2 d μ < ∞, which implies that f ∈ L^2((1 + h^3_{ϕ,w}) d μ). Reversing the above reasoning proves (29). Combining (27) and (29) shows that D(C_{ϕ,w}|C_{ϕ,w}|^2) = D(|C_{ϕ,w}|^2C_{ϕ,w}). An appropriate modification of (28) gives C_{ϕ,w}|C_{ϕ,w}|^2 = |C_{ϕ,w}|^2C_{ϕ,w}. Applying (5) completes the proof. □

CHAPTER 3

Subnormality - General Criteria

The main goal of this chapter is to provide criteria for subnormality of (not necessarily bounded) weighted composition operators. The first criterion, which is given in Section 3.1, requires that h_{ϕ,w} > 0 a.e. [μ_w] and that there exists a measurable family of Borel probability measures on R_+ which satisfies the consistency condition (CC) (see Theorem 29). Section 3.3 provides the second criterion which involves another, stronger than (CC), condition (CC^{−1}) (see Theorem 34). In Section 3.4, we discuss the interplay between the conditions (CC) and (CC^{−1}) (see Theorem 40). Section 3.2 shows that the consistency condition (CC) itself is not sufficient for subnormality. By Theorem 34, this means that (CC) does not imply (CC^{−1}).

3.1. General scheme

Let (X, A ) be a measurable space. A mapping P : X × B(R_+) → [0, 1] is called an A -measurable family of probability measures if the set-function P (x, ·) is a probability measure for every x ∈ X and the function P (·, σ) is A -measurable for every σ ∈ B(R_+). Denote by A ⊗ B(R_+) the σ-algebra generated by the family

A ⊠ B(R_+) := {Δ × σ : Δ ∈ A , σ ∈ B(R_+)}.

If μ: A → R_+ is a σ-finite measure, then, by [3, Theorem 2.6.2], there exists a unique σ-finite measure ρ on A ⊗ B(R_+) such that ρ(Δ × σ) = ∫ Δ P (x, σ)μ(d x), Δ ∈ A , σ ∈ B(R_+). (30)

Moreover, for every A ⊗ B(R_+)-measurable function f : X × R_+ → R_+,

the function X ∋ x → ∫_∞ 0 f(x, t)P (x, d t) ∈ R_+ is A -measurable (31) and ∫ X×R_+ f d ρ = ∫ X ∫_∞ 0 f(x, t)P (x, d t)μ(d x). (32) Clearly the measure ρ depends on P , but since we do not exploit this fact, we will not make this dependence explicit. Let w : X → C be an A -measurable function and ϕ be an A -measurable transformation of X. Define the function W : X × R_+ → C and the transformation Φ of X × R_+ by W (x, t) = w(x), x ∈ X, t ∈ R_+, (33) Φ(x, t) = (ϕ(x), t), x ∈ X, t ∈ R_+. (34) 29

It is easily seen that W and Φ are A ⊗ B(R_+)-measurable. According to our convention, the measure ρ_W is defined as follows

ρ_W (E) = ∫ E |W |^2 d ρ^{(32)}= ∫ X ∫_∞ 0 χ_E (x, t)P (x, d t) d μ_w(x), E ∈ A ⊗ B(R_+).

In what follows, we regard C_{Φ,W} as a weighted composition operator in L^2(ρ). There is a natural way of looking at L^2(μ) as a subspace of L^2(ρ). Namely, by (32), the mapping U : L^2(μ) → L^2(ρ) given by (Uf)(x, t) = f(x), x ∈ X, t ∈ R_+, f ∈ L^2(μ), is well-defined, linear and isometric. Moreover, if C_{Φ,W} is well-defined, then, combining Proposition 7, Lemma 21 and (32), we deduce that C_{ϕ,w} is well-defined and UC_{ϕ,w} = C_{Φ,W} U. (35) In order to make the paper more readable, we gather the following assumptions. The triplet (X, A , μ) is a σ-finite measure space, w is an A -measurable complex function on X, ϕ is an A -measurable transformation of X and P : X × B(R_+) → [0, 1] is an A -measurable family of probability measures. The measure ρ, the function W and the transformation Φ are determined by (30), (33) and (34), respectively.

(AS3)

We begin by proving a formula that connects h_{ϕ,w} with h_{Φ,W} via E_{ϕ,w}, where h_{Φ,W} : X × R_+ → R_+ is a unique (up to a set of ρ-measure zero) A ⊗ B(R_+)- measurable function such that

ρ_W ∘ Φ^{−1}(Δ) = ∫ Δ h_{Φ,W} d ρ, E ∈ A ⊗ B(R_+).

Since ρ is σ-finite, such an h_{Φ,W} exists due to the Radon-Nikodym theorem.

Caution. The reader should be aware of the fact that both the measure ρ and the Radon-Nikodym derivative h_{Φ,W} depend on P . For notational convenience this dependence will not be expressed explicitly.

Lemma 21. Suppose (AS3) holds and ρ_W ∘ Φ^{−1} ≪ ρ. Then μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1} ≪ μ. Moreover, if h_{ϕ,w} < ∞ a.e. [μ], then h_{Φ,W} < ∞ a.e. [ρ] and ( E_{ϕ,w}(P (·, σ)) ∘ ϕ^{−1} ) (x) · h_{ϕ,w}(x) = ∫ σ h_{Φ,W} (x, t)P (x, d t) for μ-a.e. x ∈ X, σ ∈ B(R_+). (36)

Proof. To prove that μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1} ≪ μ, take Δ ∈ A such that μ(Δ) = 0. Then, by (30), ρ(Δ × R_+) = 0. Hence, in view of (32), we have

μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}(Δ) = ∫ ϕ^{−1}(Δ) |w(x)|^2 ∫_∞ 0 P (x, d t)μ(d x) = ∫ Φ^{−1}(Δ×R_+ )

|W |^2 d ρ = 0.

Assume additionally that h_{ϕ,w} < ∞ a.e. [μ]. If Δ ∈ A and σ ∈ B(R_+), then ∫ Δ ∫ σ h_{Φ,W} (x, t)P (x, d t)μ(d x)^{(32)}= ∫ Δ×σ h_{Φ,W} d ρ^{(7)}= ∫ Φ^{−1}(Δ×σ) |W |^2 d ρ

(32) = ∫ ϕ^{−1}(Δ) |w(x)|^2 ∫ σ P (x, d t)μ(d x)

= ∫ ϕ^{−1} (Δ) P (x, σ)μ_w (d x) (14) = ∫ ϕ^{−1}(Δ) E_{ϕ,w}(P (·, σ)) d μ_w (†) = ∫ Δ E_{ϕ,w}(P (·, σ)) ∘ ϕ^{−1} · h_{ϕ,w} d μ, (37)

where (†) follows from (8) and (15). Since μ is σ-finite, (36) holds.

It suffices to show that h_{Φ,W} < ∞ a.e. [ρ]. Let {X_n}^∞_{n=1} be as in Lemma 9. Then ∫

X_n×R_+

h_{Φ,W} d ρ^{(32)}= ∫ X_n ∫ R_+ h_{Φ,W} (x, t)P (x, d t)μ(d x) (36) = ∫ X_n ( E_{ϕ,w}(P (·, R_+)) ∘ ϕ^{−1} ) (x) · h_{ϕ,w}(x)μ(d x) (16) = ∫ X_n h_{ϕ,w} d μ ⩽ n · μ(X_n) < ∞, n ∈ N, which implies that h_{Φ,W} < ∞ a.e. [ρ] on X_n × R_+ for every n ∈ N, and thus h_{Φ,W} < ∞ a.e. [ρ]. This completes the proof. □ Below we introduce the consistency condition (CC) which plays the crucial role in this paper. In the case of composition operators, it coincides with the consistency condition that appeared in [19] (consult Sect. 2.3).

Lemma 22. Suppose (AS3) holds, μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1} ≪ μ, h_{ϕ,w} < ∞ a.e. [μ] and the following condition is satisfied^1: E_{ϕ,w}(P (·, σ))(x) = ∫ σ tP (ϕ(x), d t) h_{ϕ,w}(ϕ(x)) for μ_w-a.e. x ∈ X, σ ∈ B(R_+). (CC)

Then ρ_W ∘ Φ^{−1} ≪ ρ and h_{Φ,W} (x, t) = χ_{{hϕ,w >0}}(x) · t for ρ-a.e. (x, t) ∈ X × R_+.

Proof. Arguing as in (37), we get

ρ_W (Φ^{−1}(Δ × σ)) = ∫ Φ^{−1}(Δ×σ) |W |^2 d ρ = ∫ ϕ^{−1}(Δ) E_{ϕ,w}(P (·, σ)) d μ_w (CC) = ∫ X χ_Δ(ϕ(x)) · ∫ σ tP (ϕ(x), d t) h_{ϕ,w}(ϕ(x)) μ_w(d x) (9) = ∫ {h_{ϕ,w} >0} χ_Δ(x) ∫ σ tP (x, d t)μ(d x) (32) = ∫ Δ×σ χ_{{hϕ,w >0}}(x) · t d ρ(x, t), Δ ∈ A , σ ∈ B(R_+). (38) It is clear that P := A ⊠ B(R_+) is a semi-algebra and A ⊗ B(R_+) = σ(P). Let {X_n}^∞_{n=1} be as in Lemma 9. Then {X_n × R_+}^∞_{n=1} ⊆ P and

ρ_W (Φ^{−1}(X_n × R_+))^{(30)}= ∫ ϕ^{−1}(X_n)

|w|^2 d μ = μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}(X_n)

1 By Lemma 6 and (31), the right-hand side of the equality in (CC) is an A -measurable function defined a.e. [μ].

= ∫ X_n h_{ϕ,w} d μ ⩽ n · μ(X_n) < ∞, n ∈ N. (39) Combining (38) and (39) with Lemma 1, we get

ρ_W ∘ Φ^{−1}(E) = ∫ E χ_{{hϕ,w >0}}(x) · t d ρ(x, t), E ∈ A ⊗ B(R_+). This completes the proof. □

Now we provide some characterizations of the consistency condition (CC) that will be used later in this paper.

Lemma 23. Suppose (AS3) holds, μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1} ≪ μ and h_{ϕ,w} < ∞ a.e. [μ]. Then the following conditions are equivalent:

(i) P satisfies (CC), (ii) ( E_{ϕ,w}(P (·, σ)) ∘ ϕ^{−1} ) (x) · h_{ϕ,w}(x) = χ_{{hϕ,w >0}}(x) ∫ σ tP (x, d t) for μ-a.e.

x ∈ X and for every σ ∈ B(R_+), (iii) ρ_W ∘ Φ^{−1} ≪ ρ and h_{Φ,W} (x, t) = χ_{{hϕ,w >0}}(x) · t for ρ-a.e. (x, t) ∈ X × R_+, (iv) ρ_W ∘ Φ^{−1} ≪ ρ and ∫ σ h_{Φ,W} (ϕ(x), t)P (ϕ(x), d t) = ∫ σ tP (ϕ(x), d t) for μ_wa.e. x ∈ X and for every σ ∈ B(R_+).

Proof. (i)⇔(ii) This can be proved by using (15), Lemma 5 and Lemma 6(i). (i)⇒(iii) Apply Lemma 22. (iii)⇒(iv) Note that ∫ ϕ^{−1}(Δ) ∫ σ h_{Φ,W} (ϕ(x), t)P (ϕ(x), d t)μ_w(d x) = ∫ Δ h_{ϕ,w}(x) ∫ σ h_{Φ,W} (x, t)P (x, d t)μ(d x) = ∫ Δ×σ h_{ϕ,w}(x)h_{Φ,W} (x, t) d ρ(x, t) (iii) = ∫ Δ×σ h_{ϕ,w}(x) · χ_{{hϕ,w >0}}(x) · t d ρ(x, t) = ∫ Δ h_{ϕ,w}(x)χ_{{hϕ,w >0}}(x) ∫ σ tP (x, d t)μ(d x) = ∫ ϕ^{−1}(Δ) χ_{{hϕ,w >0}}(ϕ(x)) ∫ σ tP (ϕ(x), d t)μ_w(d x) Lem. 6= ∫ ϕ^{−1}(Δ) ∫ σ tP (ϕ(x), d t)μ_w(d x), Δ ∈ A , σ ∈ B(R_+). Since, by Proposition 10, the measure μ_w|_ϕ−1_{(A )} is σ-finite, we get (iv).

(iv)⇒(i) By Lemma 21, (36) holds. Composing both sides of (36) with ϕ and using Lemma 5, the equality (15) and (iv), we obtain (i). This completes the proof. □

The next lemma deals with a variation of the consistency condition (CC).

Lemma 24. Suppose (AS3) holds, μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1} ≪ μ, h_{ϕ,w} < ∞ a.e. [μ] and ( E_{ϕ,w}(P (·, σ)) ∘ ϕ^{−1} ) (x) · h_{ϕ,w}(x) = ∫ σ tP (x, d t) for μ_w-a.e. x ∈ X

and for every σ ∈ B(R_+). (40)

Then for every Borel function f : R_+ → R_+, ( E_{ϕ,w} ( ∫_∞ 0 f(t)P (·, d t) ) ∘ ϕ^{−1} ) (x) · h_{ϕ,w}(x) = ∫_∞ 0 t · f(t)P (x, d t) for μ_w-a.e. x ∈ X. (41)

Proof. By Proposition 14, (41) holds for every simple Borel function f : R_+ → R_+. Let f : R_+ → R_+ be a Borel function. Take a sequence {s_n}^∞_{n=1} of simple Borel functions s_n : R_+ → R_+ which is monotonically increasing and pointwise convergent to f. Then, by Lebesgue’s monotone convergence theorem, we have ∫ Δ E_{ϕ,w} ( ∫_∞ 0 s_n(t)P (·, d t) ) ∘ ϕ^{−1} · h_{ϕ,w} d μ_w (†) = ∫ ϕ^{−1}(Δ) E_{ϕ,w} ( ∫_∞ 0 s_n(t)P (·, d t) ) · |w ∘ ϕ|^2 d μ_w = ∫ ϕ^{−1}(Δ) ∫_∞ 0 s_n(t)P (x, d t)|w(ϕ(x))|^2 μ_w(d x) n → ∞ ∫ ϕ^{−1}(Δ) ∫_∞ 0 f(t)P (x, d t)|w(ϕ(x))|^2 μ_w(d x) (†) = ∫ Δ E_{ϕ,w} ( ∫_∞ 0 f(t)P (·, d t) ) ∘ ϕ^{−1} · h_{ϕ,w} d μ_w, Δ ∈ A , where (†) follows from (8) and (15). Since ∫ Δ ∫_∞ 0 t · s_n(t)P (x, d t)μ_w(d x)^{n→∞}−−−−→ ∫ Δ ∫_∞ 0 t · f(t)P (x, d t)μ_w(d x), Δ ∈ A , and μ_w is σ-finite, the proof is complete. □

Applying the equivalence (i)⇔(ii) of Lemma 23, we obtain the following.

Proposition 25. Suppose (AS3) holds, μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1} ≪ μ and h_{ϕ,w} < ∞ a.e. [μ]. Then the following two assertions are valid.

(i) If (40) holds and ( E_{ϕ,w}(P (·, σ)) ∘ ϕ^{−1} ) (x) · h_{ϕ,w}(x) = ∫ σ tP (x, d t) for μ- a.e. x ∈ {h_{ϕ,w} > 0} ∩ {w = 0} and for every σ ∈ B(R_+), then (CC) holds.

(ii) If (CC) holds and ∫_∞ 0 tP (x, d t) = 0 for μ-a.e. x ∈ {h_{ϕ,w} = 0} ∩ {w ≠ 0}, then (40) holds.

Regarding Proposition 25(i), we note that if ( E_{ϕ,w}(P (·, σ))∘ϕ^{−1} ) (x)·h_{ϕ,w}(x) = ∫ σ tP (x, d t) for μ-a.e. x ∈ Θ_{+0} := {h_{ϕ,w} > 0} ∩ {w = 0} and for every σ ∈ B(R_+), then, by (16), ∫_∞ 0 tP (x, d t) = 0 for μ-a.e. x ∈ Θ_{+0} if and only if μ(Θ_{+0}) = 0, or equivalently, if and only if ( E_{ϕ,w}(P (·, σ)) ∘ ϕ^{−1} ) (x) = 0 for μ-a.e. x ∈ Θ_{+0}.

The n-th power of a weighted composition operator C_{ϕ,w} is related in a natural way to the weighted composition operator C_ϕn_{, ^wn} with explicitly given weight ^w_n. Below, we provide recurrence formulas for the Radon-Nikodym derivatives h_ϕn_{, ^wn} attached to C_ϕn_{, ^wn} .

Lemma 26. Suppose (AS2) holds. Then the following assertions are valid:

(i) C_ϕn_{, ^wn} is well-defined and C^n_{ϕ,w} ⊆ C_ϕn_{, ^wn} for every n ∈ Z_+, where

^w_0 = 1 and ^w_{n+1} = n∏ j=0 w ∘ ϕ^j for n ∈ Z_+, (42)

(ii) if C_{ϕ,w} is densely defined, then

h_ϕn+1_{, ^wn+1} = E_{ϕ,w} ( h_ϕn_{, ^wn} ) ∘ ϕ^{−1} · h_{ϕ,w} a.e. [μ], n ∈ Z_+, (43) h_ϕn+1_{, ^wn+1} ∘ ϕ = E_{ϕ,w} ( h_ϕn_{, ^wn} ) · (h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ) a.e. [μ_w], n ∈ Z_+, (44)

(iii) if C_{ϕ,w} is quasinormal, then h_ϕn_{, ^wn} = h^n_{ϕ,w} a.e. [μ] for all n ∈ Z_+.

Proof. (i) Take Δ ∈ A such that μ(Δ) = 0. Then by Proposition 7, we see that ^w_n ·χ_{(ϕ}n_)−1_{(Δ)} = ^w_n ·(χ_Δ ∘ϕ^n) = 0 a.e. [μ] for every n ∈ Z_+, which means that (μ_{^wn} ∘ (ϕ^n)^{−1})(Δ) = 0. Applying Proposition 7 again, we conclude that C_ϕn_{, ^wn} is well-defined. The inclusion C^n_{ϕ,w} ⊆ C_ϕn_{, ^wn} is easily seen to be true.

(ii) By Lemma 5 and (15), the equality (44) follows from (43). To prove (43), note that ^w_{n+1} = w ∘ ϕ^n · ^w_n for n ∈ Z_+. Hence, by (8) and (15), we have

μ_{^wn+1} ((ϕ^{n+1})^{−1}(Δ)) = ∫ X χ_ϕ−1_{(Δ)} ∘ ϕ^n · |w ∘ ϕ^n|^2 d μ_{^wn} = ∫ ϕ^{−1} (Δ) |w|^2h_ϕn_{, ^wn} d μ = ∫ ϕ^{−1} (Δ)

E_{ϕ,w}(h_ϕn_{, ^wn} ) d μ_w = ∫ Δ E_{ϕ,w}(h_ϕn_{, ^wn} ) ∘ ϕ^{−1} · h_{ϕ,w} d μ, Δ ∈ A , n ∈ Z_+, which implies (43).

(iii) We prove it by induction on n. The case of n = 0 is obviously true. If h_ϕn_{, ^wn} = h^n_{ϕ,w} a.e. [μ] for a fixed n ∈ Z_+, then by Theorem 20 we have

h_ϕn+1_{, ^wn+1}^{(43)}= E_{ϕ,w} ( h_ϕn_{, ^wn} ) ∘ ϕ^{−1} · h_{ϕ,w} = E_{ϕ,w} ( h^n_{ϕ,w} ) ∘ ϕ^{−1} · h_{ϕ,w} = E_{ϕ,w} ( h^n_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ ) ∘ ϕ^{−1} · h_{ϕ,w} (†) = h^n_{ϕ,w} · h_{ϕ,w} = h^{n+1}_{ϕ,w} a.e. [μ],

where (†) follows from the fact that h^n_{ϕ,w} = 0 on {h_{ϕ,w} = 0} a.e. [μ]. □

The result that follows will be used in the proof of Theorem 29. It clarifies the role played by the assumption “h_{ϕ,w} > 0 a.e. [μ_w]” in this theorem.

Theorem 27. Suppose (AS3) holds, μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1} ≪ μ and h_{ϕ,w} < ∞ a.e. [μ]. If P satisfies (CC), then the following conditions are equivalent:

(i) P satisfies (40), (ii) h_ϕn_{, ^wn} (x) = ∫_∞ 0 t^nP (x, d t) for every n ∈ Z_+ and for μ_w-a.e. x ∈ X, (iii) ∫_∞ 0 tP (x, d t) = 0 for μ_w-a.e. x ∈ {h_{ϕ,w} = 0}, (iv) P (x, ·) = δ_0(·) for μ_w-a.e. x ∈ {h_{ϕ,w} = 0}, (v) ρ_W ∘ Φ^{−1} ≪ ρ and h_{Φ,W} (x, t) = t for ρ_W -a.e. (x, t) ∈ X × R_+, (vi) ρ_W ∘ Φ^{−1} ≪ ρ and h_{Φ,W} ∘ Φ = h_{Φ,W} a.e. [ρ_W ], (vii) h_{ϕ,w} > 0 a.e. [μ_w].

Proof. (i)⇒(ii) We use induction to prove that h_ϕn_{, ^wn} = H_n a.e. [μ_w] for all n ∈ Z_+, where H_n(x) = ∫_∞ 0 t^nP (x, d t) for x ∈ X. The case of n = 0 is obvious.

Suppose h_ϕn_{, ^wn} = H_n a.e. [μ_w] for some unspecified n ∈ Z_+. Then, by Lemma 24, (41) holds with f(t) = t^n. Hence, we have

H_{n+1}(x)^{(41)}= (E_{ϕ,w}(H_n) ∘ ϕ^{−1})(x) · h_{ϕ,w}(x)

= (E_{ϕ,w}(h_ϕn_{, ^wn} ) ∘ ϕ^{−1})(x) · h_{ϕ,w}(x)

(43)

= h_ϕn+1_{, ^wn+1} for μ_w-a.e. x ∈ X, (45)

where the second and third equalities in (45) hold a.e. [μ]. This completes the induction argument and gives (ii).

(ii)⇒(iii) Consider the equality in (ii) with n = 1. (iii)⇔(iv) Use Lemma 3. (iii)⇒(v) It follows that ∫_∞ 0 t · χ_E (x, t)P (x, d t) = 0 for μ_w-a.e. x ∈ {h_{ϕ,w} = 0}, E ∈ A ⊗ B(R_+). (46)

Hence, by the implication (i)⇒(iii) of Lemma 23, ρ_W ∘ Φ^{−1} ≪ ρ and ∫ E h_{Φ,W} d ρ_W = ∫ E |w(x)|^2 h_{Φ,W} (x, t) d ρ(x, t) = ∫ E χ_{{hϕ,w >0}}(x) · t · |w(x)|^2 d ρ(x, t) = ∫ X χ_{{hϕ,w>0}}(x) ∫_∞ 0 t · χ_E (x, t)P (x, d t)μ_w(d x) (46) = ∫ X ∫_∞ 0 t · χ_E (x, t)P (x, d t)μ_w(d x) = ∫ E t d ρ_W (x, t), E ∈ A ⊗ B(R_+).

Since ρ_W is σ-finite, (v) holds.

(v)⇒(vi) By the implication (i)⇒(iii) of Lemma 23 and Lemma 5, we have

(h_{Φ,W} ∘ Φ)(x, t) = χ_{{hϕ,w >0}}(ϕ(x)) · t for ρ_W -a.e. (x, t) ∈ X × R_+. (47)

Now we note that if f, g : X → R_+ are A -measurable functions such that f = g a.e. [μ_w], then f(x) · t = g(x) · t for ρ_W -a.e. (x, t) ∈ X × R_+. Indeed, this is because ∫ E f(x) · t d ρ_W (x, t) = ∫ X f(x) ∫_∞ 0 χ_E (x, t) · t P (x, d t)μ_w(d x) = ∫ E g(x) · t d ρ_W (x, t), E ∈ A ⊗ B(R_+). The above property combined with (47) and the fact that χ_{{hϕ,w >0}} ∘ ϕ = 1 a.e. [μ_w] (see Proposition 6(i)) yields (vi).

(vi)⇒(vii) By Lemma 6(i) and Proposition 12, χ_{{W ≠0}}N (C_{Φ,W} ) = {0}. Take f ∈ χ_{{w≠0}}N (C_{ϕ,w}). By Lemma 11, f ∈ N (C_{ϕ,w}) and thus, by (35), Uf ∈ N (C_{Φ,W} ). Since {W = 0} = {w = 0} × R_+ and f = 0 a.e. [μ] on {w = 0}, we deduce that ∫ {W =0} |Uf|^2 d ρ = ∫ {w=0} |f(x)|^2 ∫_∞ 0 P (x, d t)μ(d x) = ∫ {w=0} |f(x)|^2μ(d x) = 0.

As a consequence, Uf ∈ χ_{{W ≠0}}N (C_{Φ,W} ) = {0}. Since U is injective, we get f = 0 a.e. [μ]. This means that χ_{{w≠0}}N (C_{ϕ,w}) = {0}. It follows from Proposition 12 that h_{ϕ,w} > 0 a.e. [μ_w].

(vii)⇒(i) Apply the implication (i)⇒(ii) of Lemma 23. □

Remark 28. The implication (vi)⇒(vii) of Theorem 27 can be proved in a shorter (but more advanced) way by applying Theorem 20. Indeed, by Lemmas 10 and 21, and Theorem 20 the operator C_{Φ,W} is quasinormal. In view of (35) and the fact that quasinormal operators are subnormal, C_{ϕ,w} is subnormal. Since subnormal operators are hyponormal, an application of Corollary 13 yields h_{ϕ,w} > 0 a.e. [μ_w].

Theorem 27 enables us to formulate a criterion for subnormality of unbounded weighted composition operators (see Theorem 29 below). In Section 3.4, we shall supply an extension of this criterion based on the condition (CC^{−1}), which is a stronger version of (40) (see Theorem 40). Note that the assumption “h_{ϕ,w} > 0 a.e. [μ_w]” that appears in Theorem 29 is not restrictive because it is always satisfied whenever C_{ϕ,w} is subnormal (see Corollary 13).

Theorem 29. Let (X, A , μ) be a σ-finite measure space, w be an A -measurable complex function on X and ϕ be an A -measurable transformation of X such that C_{ϕ,w} is densely defined and h_{ϕ,w} > 0 a.e. [μ_w]. Suppose there exists an A - measurable family of probability measures P : X × B(R_+) → [0, 1] that satisfies (CC). Then C_{ϕ,w} is subnormal, C_{Φ,W} is its quasinormal extension (see (AS3)) and

h_ϕn_{, ^wn} (x) = ∫_∞ 0 t^nP (x, d t) for every n ∈ Z_+ and for μ_w-a.e. x ∈ X. (48)

Proof. By Propositions 7 and 10, the assumptions of Theorem 27 are satisfied. Hence (48) holds and, by Lemma 21 and Theorem 20, C_{Φ,W} is quasinormal. Employing (35) completes the proof. □

Remark 30. It is worth pointing out that the above criterion can be applied to prove the normality of the multiplication operator M_w. This is possible because in this particular case we can describe explicitly an A -measurable family P of probability measures that satisfies (CC). Indeed, since M_w = C_{ϕ,w} with ϕ = id_X (see Sect. 2.3(a)), we see that the conditional expectation E_{ϕ,w} acts as the identity mapping, μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1} ≪ μ and h_{ϕ,w} = |w|^2 a.e. [μ]. Hence M_w is densely defined (see Proposition 10). Set P (x, σ) = χ_σ (|w(x)|^2) for x ∈ X and σ ∈ B(R_+). It is easily seen that P is an A -measurable family of probability measures which satisfies (CC). By Theorem 29, M_w is subnormal. It follows from Proposition 17 that M^∗_w = M_{w̄}. As a consequence, M_w and M^∗_w are subnormal. Since subnormal operators are hyponormal, we conclude that M_w is normal.

3.2. Injectivity versus (CC)

In this section, we discuss the question of whether the consistency condition (CC) implies the injectivity of a weighted composition operator. A parallel question, which is related to [19, Theorem 9], can be stated for composition operators. We answer the latter (and so the former) question negatively, showing that there exists a non-injective composition operators C_ϕ in an L^2-space which admits an A -measurable family of probability measures satisfying (CC) for w = 1. This is possible in both infinite-dimensional and finite-dimensional L^2-spaces (including

3.2. INJECTIVITY VERSUS (CC) 37

the two-dimensional case). Hence, by [18, Corollary 6.3], the consistency condition (CC) alone is not sufficient for subnormality of C_ϕ. As shown below, the consistency condition (CC) may not even be sufficient for paranormality of C_ϕ. The lack of paranormality in turn implies that C_ϕ does not generate Stieltjes moment sequences (see the proof of [58, Theorem 4.1.1(iii)]; see also Sect. 4.2).

Example 31. Fix N ∈ N ∪ {∞}. Set X = {j ∈ Z_+ : j ⩽ N} and A = 2^X . Let μ be an arbitrary finite measure on A such that μ(j) > 0 for every j ∈ X. Define a mapping ϕ: X → X by ϕ(j) = 0 for every j ∈ X. Let C_ϕ be the composition operator in L^2(μ) (see Sect. 2.3(b)). It is clear that C_ϕ is a well-defined rank-one operator and h_ϕ =^{μ(X)}_{μ(0)} χ_{{0}}, which implies that ‖C_ϕ‖ = √_{μ(X)} μ(0) (see Proposition

8(v)). Since μ({h_ϕ = 0}) > 0, we infer from Lemma 11 that C_ϕ is not injective. What is more, C_ϕ is not paranormal because ‖χ_{{0}}‖‖C^2_ϕχ_{{0}}‖ = √ μ(0)μ(X) < μ(X) = ‖C_ϕχ_{{0}}‖^2. Continuing the example, we now describe A -measurable families of probability measures that satisfies (CC) for w = 1 (though in the discrete case A -measurability is automatic, we preserve the original terminology).

Lemma 32. Suppose X, A , μ and ϕ are as above and P : X × B(R_+) → [0, 1] is an A -measurable family of probability measures. Then the following assertions are valid:

(i) P satisfies (CC) for w = 1 if and only if the following conditions hold: P (j, [0, 1]) = 0, j ∈ N ∩ [1, N], (49)

θ := N∑ j=1 μ(j) μ(0) ∫_∞ 0 1 t − 1 P (j, d t) ⩽ 1, (50)

P (0, σ) = N∑ j=1 μ(j) μ(0) ∫ σ 1 t − 1 P (j, d t) + (1 − θ)δ_1(σ), σ ∈ B(R_+), (51)

(ii) the following condition is necessary and sufficient for P to be ϕ^{−1}(A )- measurable and to satisfy (CC) for w = 1: P (j, ·) = δ μ(X)_{μ(0)} (·), j ∈ X. (52) Proof. (i) Since ϕ^{−1}({0}) = X, we see that

E_ϕ(f)(y) = 1 μ(X) ∫ X f d μ for all y ∈ X and for each function f : X → R_+ (we refer the reader to Section 6.1 for more information on conditional expectation in the case of discrete measure spaces). Hence, we have

h_ϕ(ϕ(y))E_ϕ(P (·, σ))(y) = N∑ j=0 μ(j) μ(0) P (j, σ), y ∈ X, σ ∈ B(R_+). This implies that P satisfies (CC) for w = 1 if and only if ∫ σ tP (0, d t) = N∑ j=0 μ(j) μ(0)

P (j, σ), σ ∈ B(R_+). (53)

Suppose P satisfies (CC) for w = 1. Then, by (53), we have ∫ σ (t − 1)P (0, d t) = N∑ j=1 μ(j) μ(0)

P (j, σ), σ ∈ B(R_+). (54)

Substituting σ = [0, 1] into (54), we deduce that (49) holds and P (0, [0, 1)) = 0. This and (54) lead to

P (0, σ) = ∫ σ∩(1,∞) 1 t − 1 (t − 1)P (0, dt) + P (0, σ ∩ {1})

= N∑ j=1 μ(j) μ(0) ∫ σ 1 t − 1 P (j, d t) + P (0, {1})δ_1(σ), σ ∈ B(R_+). (55)

Since P (0, ·) is probabilistic, (55) implies (50) and (51).

Conversely, if (49), (50) and (51) hold, then (54) is easily seen to be satisfied. Hence, by (53), P satisfies (CC) for w = 1.

(ii) Clearly ϕ^{−1}(A ) = {∅, X}, and so P is ϕ^{−1}(A )-measurable if and only if for every σ ∈ B(R_+), P (j, σ) = P (0, σ) for all j ∈ X. If P is ϕ^{−1}(A )-measurable and satisfies (CC) for w = 1, then, by (49) and (51), P (0, {1}) = 0 and

P (0, σ) = ∫ σ ∑_N j=1 μ(j) μ(0) t − 1 P (0, d t), σ ∈ B(R_+).

This implies that t =^{μ(X)}_{μ(0)} for P (0, ·)-a.e. t ∈ R_+, which yields (52). The converse is obvious. This completes the proof. □

Going back to our example, we note that if {P (j, ·)}^N_{j=1} are Borel probability measures on R_+ which satisfy (49) and (50), then the formula (51) defines a Borel probability measure P (0, ·) on R_+. In this way, in view of Lemma 32, we get an A -measurable family of probability measures P : X × B(R_+) → [0, 1] that satisfies (CC) for w = 1. In particular, any sequence {P (j, ·)}^N_{j=1} of Borel probability measures on R_+ such that supp P (j, ·) ⊆ [_{μ(X)} μ(0) , ∞ ) for all j ∈ N ∩ [1, N] fulfils (49) and (50), which gives rise to a family P satisfying (CC) for w = 1. Hence, there are plenty of A -measurable families of probability measures P satisfying (CC) for w = 1. On the other hand, if {P (j, ·)}^N_{j=1} are Borel probability measures on R_+ that satisfy (49) and the inequality ∫_∞ 0 1 t−1 P (j, d t) < ∞ for every j ∈ N ∩ [1, N], then we can always find a sequence {μ(j)}^N_{j=0} ⊆ (0, ∞) (and consequently a measure μ) such that (50) holds. This again gives rise to a family P satisfying (CC) for w = 1.

3.3. The condition (CC^{−1}) If (AS3) holds and C_{ϕ,w} is densely defined, then one can consider the following version of the condition (40): ( E_{ϕ,w}(P (·, σ)) ∘ ϕ^{−1} ) (x) · h_{ϕ,w}(x) = ∫ σ tP (x, d t) for μ-a.e. x ∈ X

and for every σ ∈ B(R_+). (CC^{−1}) It follows from Lemma 5 that (CC^{−1}) implies (CC) with the same P . (56)

3.3. THE CONDITION (CC^{−1} ) 39

Our current goal is to prove Theorem 34, an analogue of Theorem 27, in which we will give some characterizations of the condition (CC^{−1}). The role of (CC^{−1}) and its relationship to (CC) will be explained in the subsequent section.

We begin by proving the following lemma.

Lemma 33. Suppose (AS3) holds, μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1} ≪ μ, h_{ϕ,w} < ∞ a.e. [μ] and P satisfies (CC). Then for every Borel function f : R_+ → R_+, ( E_{ϕ,w} ( ∫_∞ 0 f(t)P (·, d t) ) ∘ϕ^{−1} ) (x)·h_{ϕ,w}(x) = χ_{{hϕ,w >0}}(x) ∫_∞ 0 t·f(t)P (x, d t) for μ-a.e. x ∈ X. (57)

Proof. It follows from Proposition 14 and Lemma 23 that (57) holds for every simple Borel function f : R_+ → R_+. Let f : R_+ → R_+ be an arbitrary Borel function. Take a sequence {s_n}^∞_{n=1} of simple Borel functions s_n : R_+ → R_+ which is monotonically increasing and pointwise convergent to f. Arguing as in the proof of Lemma 24, we see that ∫ Δ ( E_{ϕ,w} ( ∫_∞ 0 f(t)P (·, d t) ) ∘ ϕ^{−1} ) (x) · h_{ϕ,w}(x) d μ(x) = lim_{n→∞} ∫ Δ ( E_{ϕ,w} ( ∫_∞ 0 s_n(t)P (·, d t) ) ∘ ϕ^{−1} ) (x) · h_{ϕ,w}(x) d μ(x), Δ ∈ A . Since ∫ Δ χ_{{hϕ,w >0}}(x) ∫_∞ 0 t · f(t)P (x, d t)μ(d x) = lim_{n→∞} ∫ Δ χ_{{hϕ,w >0}}(x) ∫_∞ 0 t · s_n(t)P (x, d t)μ(d x), Δ ∈ A , and μ is σ-finite, we get (57). This completes the proof. □

We are now in a position to formulate and prove the aforementioned analogue of Theorem 27. Note that the relations “a.e.” appearing in the conditions (i)-(vii) of this theorem are related to the measures μ_w and ρ_W , while their counterparts in Theorem 34 below are related to the measures μ and ρ.

Theorem 34. Suppose (AS3) holds, μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1} ≪ μ, h_{ϕ,w} < ∞ a.e. [μ] and P satisfies (CC). Consider the following conditions:

(i^⋆) P satisfies (CC^{−1}), (ii^⋆) h_ϕn_{, ^wn} (x) = ∫_∞ 0 t^nP (x, d t) for every n ∈ Z_+ and for μ-a.e. x ∈ X, (iii^⋆) ∫_∞ 0 tP (x, d t) = 0 for μ-a.e. x ∈ {h_{ϕ,w} = 0}, (iv^⋆) P (x, ·) = δ_0(·) for μ-a.e. x ∈ {h_{ϕ,w} = 0}, (v^⋆) ρ_W ∘ Φ^{−1} ≪ ρ and h_{Φ,W} (x, t) = t for ρ-a.e. (x, t) ∈ X × R_+, (vi^⋆) ρ_W ∘ Φ^{−1} ≪ ρ and there exist an A -measurable function g : X × R_+ → R_+ such that g = h_{Φ,W} a.e. [ρ] and g ∘ Φ = g a.e. [ρ], (vii^⋆) h_{ϕ,w} > 0 a.e. [μ].

Then the conditions (i^⋆)-(v^⋆) are equivalent and the implications (v^⋆)⇒(vi^⋆), (vii^⋆)⇒(i^⋆) and (vii^⋆)⇒(vi^⋆) (58)

hold. Moreover, if (i^⋆) holds, then h_{ϕ,w} > 0 a.e. [μ_w], C_{ϕ,w} is subnormal and C_{Φ,W} is a quasinormal extension of C_{ϕ,w}.

Proof. (i^⋆)⇒(iii^⋆) Substituting σ = R_+ into (CC^{−1}), we obtain ∫_∞ 0 tP (x, d t) = ( E_{ϕ,w}(P (·, R_+)) ∘ ϕ^{−1} ) (x) · h_{ϕ,w}(x) (16)

= h_{ϕ,w}(x) for μ-a.e. x ∈ X.

This implies (iii^⋆).

(iii^⋆)⇒(v^⋆) By the definitions of ρ and ρ_W , we have ∫ Φ^{−1}(Δ×σ) d ρ_W = ∫ ϕ^{−1}(Δ) |w(x)|^2 P (x, σ) d μ(x) = ∫ ϕ^{−1}(Δ) P (x, σ) d μ_w(x) = ∫ ϕ^{−1}(Δ) E_{ϕ,w}(P (·, σ)) d μ_w (†) = ∫ Δ E_{ϕ,w}(P (·, σ)) ∘ ϕ^{−1} · h_{ϕ,w} d μ (‡) = ∫ Δ ∫ σ tP (x, d t) d μ(x) = ∫ Δ×σ t d ρ(x, t), Δ ∈ A , σ ∈ B(R_+), (59)

where (†) follows from (8) and (15), while (‡) can be deduced from Lemma 23 and (iii^⋆). Take a sequence {X_n}^∞_{n=1} ⊆ A such that X_n ↗ X as n → ∞, and μ(X_k) < ∞ for every k ∈ N. Set σ_n = [0, n] for n ∈ N. Then clearly {X_n×σ_n}^∞_{n=1} ⊆ A ⊗ B(R_+), X_n × σ_n ↗ X × R_+ as n → ∞ and ∫ X_n×σ_n t d ρ(x, t) = ∫ X_n ∫ σ_n tP (x, d t) d μ(x) ⩽ n · μ(X_n) < ∞, n ∈ N. Hence, by (59) and Lemma 1, the measures E → ∫ Φ^{−1}(E) d ρW and E → ∫ E t d ρ(x, t) coincide on A ⊗ B(R_+). As a consequence, ρ_W ∘ Φ^{−1} ≪ ρ and h_{Φ,W} (x, t) = t for ρ-a.e. (x, t) ∈ X × R_+. This yields (v^⋆).

(v^⋆)⇒(i^⋆) By the definitions of ρ and ρ_W , we have ∫ Δ ∫ σ tP (x, d t) d μ(x) = ∫ Δ×σ t d ρ(x, t) (v^⋆) = ∫ Δ×σ h_{Φ,W} d ρ = ∫ Φ^{−1}(Δ×σ) 1 d ρ_W = = ∫ ϕ^{−1}(Δ) P (x, σ) d μ_w(x) = ∫ ϕ^{−1}(Δ) E_{ϕ,w}(P (·, σ)) d μ_w (†) = ∫ Δ E_{ϕ,w}(P (·, σ)) ∘ ϕ^{−1} · h_{ϕ,w} d μ, Δ ∈ A , σ ∈ B(R_+), where (†) can be inferred from (8) and (15). Since μ is σ-finite, we get (i^⋆).

(iv^⋆)⇒(ii^⋆) Set H_n(x) = ∫_∞ 0 t^nP (x, d t) for x ∈ X and n ∈ Z_+. Clearly, by (31), each H_n : X → R_+ is A -measurable. It follows from (iv^⋆) that

H_n(x) = 0 for μ-a.e. x ∈ {h_{ϕ,w} = 0} and for all n ∈ N. (60)

Using induction, we will show that for every n ∈ Z_+,

H_n(x) = h_ϕn_{, ^wn} (x) for μ-a.e. x ∈ X. (61)

The case of n = 0 is obvious. Now assume that (61) holds for a fixed n ∈ Z_+. Then

H_{n+1}(x)^{(60)}= χ_{{hϕ,w >0}}(x) · ∫_∞ 0 t · t^nP (x, d t) (57) = ( E_{ϕ,w} ( ∫_∞ 0 t^nP (·, d t) ) ∘ ϕ^{−1} ) (x) · h_{ϕ,w}(x) (61) = ( E_{ϕ,w}(h_ϕn_{, ^wn} ) ∘ ϕ^{−1} ) (x) · h_{ϕ,w}(x) (43)

= h_ϕn+1_{, ^wn+1} (x) for μ-a.e. x ∈ X,

which completes the induction argument.

(ii^⋆)⇒(iii^⋆) Clearly ∫_∞ 0 tP (x, d t) = h_{ϕ,w}(x) = 0 for μ-a.e. x ∈ {h_{ϕ,w} = 0}.

(iii^⋆)⇒(iv^⋆) Use Lemma 3.

Summarizing, we have shown that the conditions (i^⋆)-(v^⋆) are equivalent. (v^⋆)⇒(vi^⋆) Observe that the function g : X × R_+ → R_+ defined by g(x, t) = t for (x, t) ∈ X × R_+ has the required properties.

(vii^⋆)⇒(i^⋆) This follows from the chain of implications (vii^⋆)⇒(iii^⋆)⇒(i^⋆). (vii^⋆)⇒(vi^⋆) For this, note that (vii^⋆)⇒(i^⋆)⇒(v^⋆)⇒(vi^⋆).

To prove the “moreover” part, assume that (i^⋆) holds. By (v^⋆) and Lemma 5 (applied to ρ and ρ_W in place of μ and μ_w), we see that h_{Φ,W} ∘ Φ = h_{Φ,W} a.e. [ρ_W ]. According to Proposition 10, Theorem 20 and (35), C_{Φ,W} is a quasinormal extension of C_{ϕ,w} and consequently C_{ϕ,w} is subnormal. This and Corollary 13 imply that h_{ϕ,w} > 0 a.e. [μ_w], which completes the proof. □

Remark 35. Under the assumptions of Theorem 34, if C_{ϕ,w} is subnormal, then the condition (iii^⋆) of this theorem is equivalent to

(iii^′) ∫_∞ 0 tP (x, d t) = 0 for μ-a.e. x ∈ {h_{ϕ,w} = 0} ∩ {w = 0}.

Indeed, if (iii^′) holds, then by Corollary 13, h_{ϕ,w} > 0 a.e. [μ_w], and consequently μ({h_{ϕ,w} = 0}∩{w ≠ 0}) = 0. Hence (iii^⋆) holds. The reverse implication is obvious.

Comparing Theorems 27 and 34, one can ask whether any of the conditions (vi^⋆) and (vii^⋆) is equivalent to (iii^⋆). The answer is negative. What is more, the conditions (vi^⋆) and (vii^⋆) are not equivalent. All this will be shown in Example 158.

3.4. Subnormality via (CC^{−1})

In this section, we will show that a densely defined weighted composition operator that admits an A -measurable family of probability measures P satisfying (CC^{−1}) is subnormal (see Theorem 40). Moreover, we will prove that the condition (CC^{−1}) is equivalent to the conjunction of the conditions (CC) and “h_{ϕ,w} > 0 a.e. [μ_w]”, not necessarily with the same P (see Theorem 40 again and Remark 41). In other words, if the assumptions of Theorem 29 are satisfied, then the family P appearing therein can always be modified so as to satisfy (CC^{−1}). In particular, by Theorem 34, the so-modified P satisfies the condition (vi^⋆) of this theorem.

First, we propose a method of modifying the family P under which the consistency condition (CC) is preserved.

Lemma 36. Suppose (AS3) holds, μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1} ≪ μ, h_{ϕ,w} < ∞ a.e. [μ] and P satisfies (CC). Let Q: X ×B(R_+) → [0, 1] be an A -measurable family of probability measures such that Q(x, ·) = P (x, ·) for μ-a.e. x ∈ {h_{ϕ,w} > 0}. (62) Then the following conditions are equivalent:

(i) Q satisfies (CC) with Q in place of P , (ii) E_{ϕ,w}(Q(·, σ)) = E_{ϕ,w}(P (·, σ)) a.e. [μ_w] for every σ ∈ B(R_+).

Moreover, if (62) holds with μ_w in place of μ and ∫ ϕ^{−1}(Δ)∩{h_{ϕ,w} =0} Q(x, σ) d μ_w(x) = ∫ ϕ^{−1}(Δ)∩{h_{ϕ,w} =0} P (x, σ) d μ_w(x) (63)

for all Δ ∈ A and σ ∈ B(R_+), then (i) is valid.

Proof. First note that ∫ ϕ^{−1}(Δ) ∫ σ tQ(ϕ(x), d t) d μ_w(x)^{(7)}= ∫ Δ h_{ϕ,w}(x) ∫ σ tQ(x, d t) d μ(x) = ∫ Δ∩{h_{ϕ,w} >0} h_{ϕ,w}(x) ∫ σ tQ(x, d t) d μ(x) (62) = ∫ Δ∩{h_{ϕ,w} >0} h_{ϕ,w}(x) ∫ σ tP (x, d t) d μ(x) = ∫ ϕ^{−1}(Δ) ∫ σ tP (ϕ(x), d t) d μ_w(x), Δ ∈ A , σ ∈ B(R_+). Since the measure μ_w|_ϕ−1_{(A )} is σ-finite (see Proposition 10), we have ∫ σ tQ(ϕ(x), d t) = ∫ σ tP (ϕ(x), d t) for μ_w-a.e. x ∈ X, σ ∈ B(R_+).

Using the above equality, we verify that (i) is equivalent to (ii).

Now we prove the “moreover” part. First, observe that ϕ^{−1}(Δ) is a disjoint union of the sets ϕ^{−1}(Δ) ∩ {h_{ϕ,w} = 0} and ϕ^{−1}(Δ) ∩ {h_{ϕ,w} > 0}, then apply (62) with μ_w in place of μ and finally use (63). What we get is ∫ ϕ^{−1}(Δ) Q(x, σ) d μ_w(x) = ∫ ϕ^{−1} (Δ) P (x, σ) d μ_w(x), Δ ∈ A . This implies (ii) and completes the proof. □

The following realization of the above general scheme is particularly useful. Proposition 37. Suppose (AS3) holds, μ_w ∘ϕ^{−1} ≪ μ, h_{ϕ,w} < ∞ a.e. [μ] and P satisfies (CC). Set Θ_{00} = {h_{ϕ,w} = 0}∩{w = 0}. Let {τ_x}_{x∈Θ00} be a family of Borel probability measures on R_+ such that the mapping Θ_{00} ∋ x −→ τ_x(σ) ∈ [0, 1] is A - measurable for every σ ∈ B(R_+). Define the mapping Q: X × B(R_+) → [0, 1] by Q(x, σ) = { P (x, σ) if x ∈ X \ Θ_{00}, τ_x(σ) if x ∈ Θ_{00}, σ ∈ B(R_+).

Then Q is an A -measurable family of probability measures which satisfies (CC). In particular, the family {τ_x}_{x∈Θ00} given by τ_x = δ_0 for x ∈ Θ_{00} meets our requirements and ∫_∞ 0 tQ(x, d t) = 0 for all x ∈ Θ_{00}.

Proof. By definition, Q is an A -measurable family of probability measures which satisfies (62) and has the property that for all σ ∈ B(R_+) and Δ ∈ A , ∫ ϕ^{−1} (Δ) Q(x, σ) d μ_w(x) = ∫ ϕ^{−1}(Δ)∩{w≠0} Q(x, σ) d μ_w(x) = ∫ ϕ^{−1}(Δ) P (x, σ) d μ_w(x).

Hence, by Lemma 36, Q satisfies (CC). The “moreover” part is obvious. □

Corollary 38. Suppose (AS3) holds, μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1} ≪ μ, h_{ϕ,w} < ∞ a.e. [μ] and P satisfies (CC). Then the following assertions are valid:

(i) if h_{ϕ,w} > 0 a.e. [μ_w], then there exists an A -measurable family of probability measures Q: X × B(R_+) → [0, 1] which satisfies (CC) with Q in place of P and such that ∫_∞ 0 tQ(x, d t) = 0 for μ-a.e. x ∈ {h_{ϕ,w} = 0}, (64)

(ii) if μ(Θ_{00}) > 0 with Θ_{00} := {h_{ϕ,w} = 0} ∩ {w = 0}, then there exists an A - measurable family of probability measures Q: X × B(R_+) → [0, 1] which satisfies (CC) with Q in place of P and such that ∫_∞ 0 tQ(x, d t) = ∞ for μ-a.e. x ∈ Θ_{00}. (65)

Proof. (i) By our assumption, h_{ϕ,w} > 0 a.e. [μ] on {w ≠ 0} and consequently μ({h_{ϕ,w} = 0} ∩ {w ≠ 0}) = 0. Applying Proposition 37 with τ_x = δ_0, we get (64).

(ii) Take any Borel probability measure τ on R_+ such that ∫_∞ 0 t d τ(t) = ∞ (e.g., τ =^6_{π2} ∑_∞ n=1 1 n^2 δn). Applying Proposition 37 with τx = τ for every x ∈ Θ00,

we get (65). This completes the proof. □

Remark 39. In view of Remark 35 and Corollary 38, it is of some interest to know which of the following sets allow for modifications (modulo μ) of P that preserve (CC): Θ_{0+} = {h_{ϕ,w} = 0} ∩ {w ≠ 0}, Θ_{++} = {h_{ϕ,w} > 0} ∩ {w ≠ 0}, Θ_{00} = {h_{ϕ,w} = 0} ∩ {w = 0}, Θ_{+0} = {h_{ϕ,w} > 0} ∩ {w = 0}.

First, we consider the case when C_{ϕ,w} is bounded and subnormal. Then, by Corollary 13, μ(Θ_{0+}) = 0. According to Theorem 51, C_{ϕ,w} has an A -measurable family of probability measures P : X × B(R_+) → [0, 1] satisfying (CC), and each such family is uniquely determined (modulo μ) on Θ_{++}. Also, in general, such P may happen to be uniquely determined (modulo μ) on Θ_{+0} with μ(Θ_{+0}) > 0 (see Example 161). This means that Θ_{00} is the largest subset of X (modulo μ) that allows for modifications of P that preserve (CC) (see Proposition 37). However, if C_{ϕ,w} is not subnormal, then the set Θ_{0+} may have positive μ-measure. This may happen even in the case of a composition operator C_ϕ which admits an A -measurable family of probability measures P satisfying (CC); in fact, C_ϕ may have plenty of such families (see Example 31).

The following instances completely illustrate the interplay between μ-positivity and μ-nullity of the sets defined above in the case of subnormal weighted composition operators that admit A -measurable families of probability measures P satisfying (CC) (in fact, most of these operators are quasinormal, which, even in the unbounded case, admit A -measurable families of probability measures P satisfying (CC), see Proposition 159). Recall that in this case μ(Θ_{0+}) = 0.

1) μ(Θ_{++}) = 0. Then μ_w = 0, which, by Proposition 8(vi), implies that μ(Θ_{+0}) = 0 and C_{ϕ,w} = 0 (clearly, C_{ϕ,w} = 0 implies μ(Θ_{++}) = 0). If C_{ϕ,w} is a composition operator, then evidently μ(Θ_{00}) = 0. However, in the weighted case, it may happen that μ(Θ_{00}) > 0 (e.g., for the zero multiplication operator).

2) μ(Θ_{++}) > 0. Then each of the following cases may occur:

• μ(Θ_{00}) = 0 and μ(Θ_{+0}) = 0 (e.g., for a composition operator), • μ(Θ_{00}) = 0 and μ(Θ_{+0}) > 0 (e.g., for C_{ζ,v} as in Remark 162), • μ(Θ_{00}) > 0 and μ(Θ_{+0}) = 0 (e.g., for a non-injective multiplication operator), • μ(Θ_{00}) > 0 and μ(Θ_{+0}) > 0 (e.g., for C_{ϕ,w} as in Example 161).

Theorem 40 below, which is the main result of this paper, extends the criterion for subnormality of unbounded weighted composition operators given in Theorem 29. The quasi-moment formula (66) below generalizes that for composition operators established in [19, Theorem 17].

Theorem 40. Let (X, A , μ) be a σ-finite measure space, w be an A -measurable complex function on X and ϕ be an A -measurable transformation of X such that C_{ϕ,w} is densely defined. Then the following three conditions are equivalent:

(i) h_{ϕ,w} > 0 a.e. [μ_w] and there exists P : X × B(R_+) → [0, 1], an A -measurable family of probability measures, which satisfies (CC), (ii) there exists P : X ×B(R_+) → [0, 1], an A -measurable family of probability measures, which satisfies (CC) and the condition below

h_ϕn_{, ^wn} (x) = ∫_∞ 0 t^nP (x, d t) for every n ∈ Z_+ and for μ-a.e. x ∈ X, (66)

(iii) there exists P : X ×B(R_+) → [0, 1], an A -measurable family of probability measures, which satisfies (CC^{−1}).

Moreover, if (iii) holds, then C_{ϕ,w} is subnormal and C_{Φ,W} is its quasinormal extension (see (AS3)).

Proof. (i)⇒(ii) Apply Corollary 38(i) and Theorem 34. (ii)⇒(iii) Apply Theorem 34 again.

(iii)⇒(i) Multiplying both sides of the equality in (CC^{−1}) by χ_{{hϕ,w >0}}, we get ( E_{ϕ,w}(P (·, σ)) ∘ ϕ^{−1} ) (x) · h_{ϕ,w}(x) = χ_{{hϕ,w >0}}(x) ∫ σ tP (x, d t) for μ-a.e. x ∈ X, for every σ ∈ B(R_+). This combined with Lemma 23 implies that P satisfies (CC). Substituting σ = R_+ into (CC^{−1}), we deduce that ∫_∞ 0 tP (x, d t) = 0 for μ-a.e.

x ∈ {h_{ϕ,w} = 0}. Hence, by Theorem 27, h_{ϕ,w} > 0 a.e. [μ_w], which gives (i).

The “moreover” part follows from Theorem 29. This completes the proof. □

Remark 41. A close inspection of the proof of Theorem 40 reveals that the conditions (ii) and (iii) are equivalent with the same P . Similarly, (ii) implies (i) with the same P . However, in general, (i) does not imply (ii) with the same P (see Example 158).

The following corollary is related to [19, Theorem 7] (see the equivalence (i)⇔(iv) therein).

Corollary 42. Suppose (AS3) holds and C_{ϕ,w} is densely defined. Consider the following two assertions:

(i) P satisfies (CC) and h_{ϕ,w} > 0 a.e. [μ_w], (ii) P satisfies (40).

Then (i) implies (ii). Moreover, if w ≠ 0 a.e. [μ], then (ii) implies (i).

Proof. That (i) implies (ii) follows from Theorem 27. The moreover “part” can be deduced from the implication (iii)⇒(i) of Theorem 40 (see Remark 41). □

CHAPTER 4

C^∞-vectors

In this chapter, we turn our interest to weighted composition operators that have sufficiently many C^∞-vectors. In Section 4.1, we give necessary and sufficient conditions for the nth power of a weighted composition operator C_{ϕ,w} to be densely defined or to be closed (see Lemmas 43 and 44, and Proposition 45). The question of when C^∞-vectors are dense in L^2(μ) is answered in Theorem 47. Section 4.2 is devoted to characterizing weighted composition operators generating Stieltjes moment sequences (see Theorem 48). Finally, in Section 4.3, we provide a new characterization of subnormality of bounded weighted composition operators (see Theorem 51).

4.1. Powers of C_{ϕ,w}

Some basic properties of powers of unbounded composition operators have been established in [18, Sect. 4]. As shown in this section, most of them, but not all, remain true for powers of unbounded weighted composition operators.

Our first aim is to give necessary and sufficient conditions for the nth power of a weighted composition operator C_{ϕ,w} to be densely defined (see (42) for the definition of ^w_n).

Lemma 43. Suppose (AS2) holds. Then the following assertions are valid: (i) ∫ X |fg| h_ϕn_{, ^wn} d μ < ∞ and ⟨C^n_{ϕ,w}f, C^n_{ϕ,w}g⟩ = ∫ X fḡ h_ϕn_{, ^wn} d μ for all f, g ∈ D(C^n_{ϕ,w}) and n ∈ Z_+, (ii) ‖f‖^2_Cn_{ϕ,w} = ∫ X |f|^2(1 + h_ϕn_{, ^wn} ) d μ for all f ∈ D(C^n_{ϕ,w}) and n ∈ N, (iii) D(C^n_{ϕ,w}) = L^2 (( ∑_n j=0 h_ϕj_{, ^wj} ) d μ ) for every n ∈ Z_+, (iv) for every n ∈ N, D(C^n_{ϕ,w}) = ⋂_n j=1 D(C_ϕj_{, ^wj} ), (v) for every n ∈ N, C^n_{ϕ,w} is densely defined if and only if ∑_n j=1 h_ϕj_{, ^wj} < ∞ a.e. [μ], (vi) for every n ∈ N, C^n_{ϕ,w} is densely defined if and only if C_ϕj_{, ^wj} is densely defined for every j ∈ {1, . . . , n}.

Proof. (i) Apply Lemma 26(i) and (8) (with ϕ^n, ^w_n, h_ϕn_{, ^wn} in place of ϕ, w, h_{ϕ,w}, respectively).

(ii) This follows from (i).

(iii) Employ Lemma 26(i), (8) and induction on n. (iv) This can be deduced from (iii) and Proposition 8(i).

(v) The “if” part follows from (iii) and [18, Lemma 12.1]. To prove the “only if” part, suppose that μ(Δ) > 0, where Δ := {x ∈ X : ∑_n j=1 h_ϕj_{, ^wj} (x) = ∞}. One can deduce from (iii) that f = 0 a.e. [μ] on Δ for all f ∈ D(C^n_{ϕ,w}), and consequently for all f ∈ L^2(μ), which contradicts the σ-finiteness of μ.

(vi) This follows from (v) and Proposition 8(i). □

Now we give sufficient conditions for the nth power of a weighted composition operator C_{ϕ,w} to be closed.

Lemma 44. Suppose (AS2) holds. Fix an integer n ⩾ 2. Then the following assertions are valid:

(i) C^n_{ϕ,w} is closable, (ii) if C^{n−1}_{ϕ,w} is densely defined, then C^n_{ϕ,w} = C_ϕn_{, ^wn} , (iii) if C^{n−1}_{ϕ,w} is densely defined, then C^n_{ϕ,w} is closed if and only C^n_{ϕ,w} = C_ϕn_{, ^wn} , (iv) C^n_{ϕ,w} = C_ϕn_{, ^wn} if and only if there exists c ∈ R_+ such that n−1∑ j=1 h_ϕj_{, ^wj} ⩽ c(1 + h_ϕn_{, ^wn} ) a.e. [μ].

(v) if C_{ϕ,w} is quasinormal, then C_ϕn_{, ^wn} is quasinormal and C^n_{ϕ,w} = C_ϕn_{, ^wn} .

Proof. (i) This is a direct consequence of Lemma 26(i) and Proposition 8(iv). (ii) Adapt the proof of [18, Proposition 4.1(iii)] to the present situation and use Lemma 43.

(iii) This follows from (ii) and Proposition 8(iv).

(iv) It follows from Lemma 26(i) that C^n_{ϕ,w} = C_ϕn_{, ^wn} if and only if D(C_ϕn_{, ^wn} ) ⊆ D(C^n_{ϕ,w}). In turn, by Lemma 43(iii), D(C_ϕn_{, ^wn} ) = L^2 (( 1 + h_ϕn_{, ^wn} ) d μ ) and D(C^n_{ϕ,w}) = L^2 (( ∑_n j=0 h_ϕj_{, ^wj} ) d μ ) . Hence an application of [18, Corollary 12.4] gives (iv).

(v) This follows from (iii) and the fact that powers of quasinormal operators being quasinormal are closed and densely defined (see, e.g., [59, Corollary 3.8]). □

Regarding Lemma 44, we note that the assertion (ii) is no longer true if we do not assume that C^{n−1}_{ϕ,w} is densely defined. It may also happen that C_{ϕ,w} has a dense set of C^∞-vectors but C^n_{ϕ,w} is not closed for every integer n ⩾ 2 (consequently, C^n_{ϕ,w} ≠ C_ϕn_{, ^wn} for every integer n ⩾ 2). Both cases can be illustrated with the aid of composition operators (see [18, Examples 5.1 and 5.4]).

It follows from the assertions (ii) and (iv) of [18, Proposition 4.1] that if a composition operator C_ϕ is well-defined and n is an integer greater than or equal to 2, then C^n_ϕ is densely defined if and only if C_ϕn is densely defined (or equivalently, by [18, Proposition 3.2], if and only if h_ϕn < ∞ a.e. [μ]). The corresponding statement for a weighted composition operator C_{ϕ,w} is false in general (see Example 46). However, it is true if w(x) ≠ 0 for every x ∈ X (see Proposition 45); this covers the case of composition operators.

Proposition 45. Suppose (AS2) holds and w ≠ 0 a.e. [μ]. Fix an integer n ⩾ 2. Then ^w_n ≠ 0 a.e. [μ] and the following conditions are equivalent:

(i) C^n_{ϕ,w} is densely defined, (ii) C_ϕn_{, ^wn} is densely defined, (iii) h_ϕn_{, ^wn} < ∞ a.e. [μ].

Proof. By Lemma 26(i), the operator C_ϕj_{, ^wj} is well-defined for every j ∈ Z_+. Since w ≠ 0 a.e. [μ], there exists A -measurable function u: X → C \ {0} such that w = u a.e. [μ]. We infer from Lemma 5, using induction on k, that ^w_k = ^u_k a.e. [μ] for every k ∈ Z_+. Applying the “moreover” part of Lemma 7, we see that there is no loss of generality in assuming that w(x) ≠ 0 for all x ∈ X.

4.1. POWERS OF C_{ϕ,w} 49

(i)⇒(ii) Apply Lemma 26(i).

(ii)⇒(i) It follows from Lemma 9 that there exists a sequence {X_k}^∞_{k=1} ⊆ A such that μ_{^wn} ∘ ϕ^{−n}(X_k) < ∞ for every k ∈ N and X_k ↗ X as k → ∞. Set

Δ_k = { x ∈ X : |w(x)| ⩾ 1 k } and ∇_k = ϕ^{−n}(X_k) ∩ ϕ^{−(n−1)}(Δ_k ) for k ∈ N.

Then μ_{^wn−1} ∘ ϕ^{−(n−1)} ( ϕ^{−1}(X_k) ∩ Δ_k ) = μ_{^wn−1} (∇_k) = ∫ ∇_k | ^w_n|^2 |w ∘ ϕ^{n−1}|^2 d μ ⩽ k^2 ∫ ∇_k | ^w_n|^2 d μ ⩽ k^2μ_{^wn} ∘ ϕ^{−n}(X_k) < ∞, k ∈ N. Since ϕ^{−1}(X_k)∩Δ_k ↗ X as k → ∞, we infer from Proposition 10 that the operator C_ϕn−1_{, ^wn−1} is densely defined. By reverse induction, we deduce that C_ϕj_{, ^wj} is densely defined for every j ∈ {1, . . . , n}. This and Lemma 43(vi) imply that C^n_{ϕ,w} is densely defined.

(ii)⇔(iii) Apply Proposition 10. □

Now we show that Proposition 45 is no longer true if the assumption “w ≠ 0 a.e. [μ]” is removed.

Example 46. Fix an integer n greater than or equal to 2. Set X = ⨆_{n−1} k=0 N^k with N^0 = {0} and A = 2^X . Let μ be the counting measure on X. Define the transformation ϕ: X → X by ϕ(x) = { 0 if x ∈ N^0 ∪ N^1, (i_1, . . . , i_{k−1}) if x = (i_1, . . . , i_k) ∈ N^k, 2 ⩽ k ⩽ n − 1 and n ⩾ 3.

Set w = χ_Y with Y = X \ N^0. Clearly, C_{ϕ,w} is a well-defined partial composition operator (see Sect. 2.3(c)). Since ϕ^{n−1}(x) = 0 for all x ∈ X, we see that h_ϕn_{, ^wn} = 0. Hence, C_ϕn_{, ^wn} is the zero operator on L^2(μ). Now we calculate the function h_ϕj_{, ^wj} for j ∈ {1, . . . , n − 1}. Fix j ∈ {1, . . . , n − 1} and k ∈ {0, . . . , n − 1}. If k ⩽ n − 1 − j, then for every y ∈ N^k, ϕ^{−j} ({y}) is an infinite subset of N^{k+j} and ^w_j (x) = |w(x)|^2 · . . . · |w(ϕ^{j−1}(x))|^2 = 1 for every x ∈ ϕ^{−j} ({y}). This implies that

h_ϕj_{, ^wj} (y) = ∫ ϕ^{−j} ({y}) | ^w_j |^2 d μ = ∞, y ∈ N^k, 0 ⩽ k ⩽ n − 1 − j. (67)

In turn, if k > n − 1 − j, then for every y ∈ N^k, ϕ^{−j} ({y}) = ∅. Hence, we have h_ϕj_{, ^wj} (y) = 0, y ∈ N^k, n − 1 − j < k ⩽ n − 1. It follows from (67) that h_ϕj_{, ^wj} (0) = ∞ for every j ∈ {1, . . . , n − 1}. Therefore, by Proposition 10, the operator C_ϕj_{, ^wj} is not densely defined for each j ∈ {1, . . . , n−1}. As a consequence, C^n_{ϕ,w} is not densely defined. Since C_ϕn_{, ^wn} is densely defined, the implications (ii)⇒(i) and (iii)⇒(i) of Proposition 45 do not hold.

It was proved in [18] that a composition operator C_ϕ whose powers are all densely defined has a dense set of C^∞-vectors. As shown below, the same is true for weighted composition operators (see also Appendix A.2 for abstract versions of this result). For completeness we include the proof which is an adaptation of that of [18, Theorem 4.7].

Theorem 47. Suppose (AS2) holds. Then the following conditions are equivalent:

(i) D(C^n_{ϕ,w}) is dense in L^2(μ) for every n ∈ N, (ii) D^∞(C_{ϕ,w}) is dense in L^2(μ), (iii) D^∞(C_{ϕ,w}) is a core for C^n_{ϕ,w} for every n ∈ Z_+ (in particular, D^∞(C_{ϕ,w}) is dense in L^2(μ)), (iv) D^∞(C_{ϕ,w}) is dense in (D(C^n_{ϕ,w}), ‖ · ‖_{Cϕ,w;n}) for every n ∈ Z_+.

Proof. Only the implication (i)⇒(iv) requires a proof. Assume (i) holds. By Lemma 43(v), 0 ⩽ h_ϕn_{, ^wn} < ∞ a.e. [μ] for every n ∈ Z_+. It follows from assertions (i) and (iii) of Lemma 43 that for every n ∈ Z_+, the vector space D(C^n_{ϕ,w}) equipped with the norm ‖ · ‖_{Cϕ,w;n} coincides with the Hilbert space L^2(( ∑_n j=0 h_ϕj_{, ^wj} ) d μ), and thus by [18, Lemma 12.1], D(C^{n+1}_{ϕ,w} ) is dense in D(C^n_{ϕ,w} ) with respect to the norm ‖ · ‖_{Cϕ,w;n}. Applying Lemma A.2.1 with k_n = n completes the proof. □

4.2. Generating Stieltjes moment sequences

Following [58], we say that an operator A in a complex Hilbert space H generates Stieltjes moment sequences if D^∞(A) is dense in H and {‖A^nf‖^2}^∞_{n=0} is a Stieltjes moment sequence for every f ∈ D^∞(A). It is known that if A is a subnormal operator in H such that D^∞(A) = H, then A generates Stieltjes moment sequences; however, the converse implication does not hold in general (see, e.g., [16, Sect. 3.2]).

The following theorem generalizes characterizations of composition operators generating Stieltjes moment sequences given in [18, Theorem 10.4] to the case of weighted composition operators. They resemble the celebrated Lambert’s characterizations of subnormality of bounded composition operators given in [65]. As shown in [58, Theorem 4.3.3] and [18, Sect. 11] Lambert’s characterizations are no longer true for unbounded composition operators. Below, C[t]_+ stands for the set of all polynomials p ∈ C[t] that are nonnegative on R_+ and M_X for the set of all A -measurable complex functions on X.

Theorem 48. Suppose (AS2) holds. Then the following conditions are equivalent (see (42) for the definition of ^w_n):

(i) C_{ϕ,w} generates Stieltjes moment sequences, (ii) {‖C^n_{ϕ,w}f‖^2}^∞_{n=0} is a Stieltjes moment sequence for all f ∈ D^∞(C_{ϕ,w}), and D(C^k_{ϕ,w}) = L^2(μ) for all k ∈ N, (iii) {h_ϕn_{, ^wn} (x)}^∞_{n=0} is a Stieltjes moment sequence for μ-a.e. x ∈ X, (iv) {μ_{^wn} (ϕ^{−n}(Δ))}^∞_{n=0} is a Stieltjes moment sequence for all Δ ∈ A such that μ_{^wk} (ϕ^{−k}(Δ)) < ∞ for all k ∈ Z_+, and D(C^k_{ϕ,w}) = L^2(μ) for all k ∈ N, (v) there exists a linear mapping L: C[t] → M_X such that^1

L(t^n) = h_ϕn_{, ^wn} a.e. [μ], n ∈ Z_+, (68) L(p) ⩾ 0 a.e. [μ], p ∈ C[t]_+.

Moreover, if (i) holds, then

1 Note that the condition “h

ϕn , ^wn < ∞ a.e. [μ] for all n ∈ N” is necessary and sufficient for

the existence of a linear mapping L : C[t] → M_X satisfying (68). Of course, if L̃ is another such mapping, then L(p) = L̃(p) a.e. [μ] for every p ∈ C[t].

4.2. GENERATING STIELTJES MOMENT SEQUENCES 51

(a) D^∞(C_{ϕ,w}) is a core for C^n_{ϕ,w} for every n ∈ Z_+, (b) C^n_{ϕ,w} is closed and C^n_{ϕ,w} = C_ϕn_{, ^wn} for every n ∈ Z_+.

Proof. By Lemma 43(v) and Theorem 47, any of the conditions (i) to (v) implies that (a) holds and 0 ⩽ h_ϕn_{, ^wn} (x) < ∞ for μ-a.e. x ∈ X and every n ∈ Z_+; hence, there is no loss of generality in assuming that 0 ⩽ h_ϕn_{, ^wn} (x) < ∞ for all x ∈ X and n ∈ Z_+. Take α = {α_i}^n_{i=0} ⊆ C with n ∈ Z_+. Set g_α = ∑_n i,j=0 αiᾱj hϕ^{i+j} , ^wi+j . It follows from Lemma 43(i) that for every f ∈ D(C 2n ϕ,w), ∫ X |g_α||f|^2 d μ < ∞ and ∫ X g_α|f|^2 d μ = n∑ i,j=0 ‖C^{i+j}_ϕ f‖^2α_iᾱ_j . (69)

(i)⇔(ii) This is evident due to Theorem 47. (i)⇒(iii) In view of (3) and (69), ∫ X g_α|f|^2 d μ ⩾ 0 for every f ∈ D^∞(C_{ϕ,w}).

According to Lemma 43(iii), χ_Δ · f ∈ D^∞(C_{ϕ,w}) for all f ∈ D^∞(C_{ϕ,w}) and Δ ∈ A . Applying (69) and [18, Corollary 12.6] with E = D^∞(C_{ϕ,w}), we get n∑ i,j=0 α_iᾱ_j h_ϕi+j_{, ^wi+j} ⩾ 0 a.e. [μ] for all {α_i}^n_{i=0} ⊆ C and n ∈ Z_+.

Arguing as in the proof of [18, Lemma 10.1(a)], we deduce that the sequence {h_ϕn_{, ^wn} (x)}^∞_{n=0} is positive definite for μ-a.e. x ∈ X. Replacing f by C_{ϕ,w}f in the above reasoning, we conclude that the sequence {h_ϕn+1_{, ^wn+1} (x)}^∞_{n=0} is positive definite for μ-a.e. x ∈ X. Employing (3) gives (iii).

(iii)⇒(i) By (3) and (69), the sequence {‖C^n_{ϕ,w}f‖^2}^∞_{n=0} is positive definite for every f ∈ D^∞(C_{ϕ,w}). Replacing f by C_{ϕ,w}f and using (3) again, we obtain (i).

(i)⇒(iv) Clearly, if Δ ∈ A is such that μ_{^wk} (ϕ^{−k}(Δ)) < ∞ for all k ∈ Z_+, then χ_Δ ∈ D(C_ϕn_{, ^wn} ) and ‖C_ϕn_{, ^wn} χ_Δ‖^2 = μ_{^wn} (ϕ^{−n}(Δ)) for every n ∈ Z_+. Applying Lemma 26(i) and Lemma 43(iv) yields (iv).

(iv)⇒(i) Let s be a simple A -measurable function on X of the form s = ∑_k i=1 α_iχ_{Δi} , where {Δ_i}^k_{i=1} ⊆ A are pairwise disjoint and {α_i}^k_{i=1} ⊆ (0, ∞).

Suppose s ∈ D^∞(C_{ϕ,w}). Then, by assertions (i) and (iii) of Lemma 43, χ_{Δi} ∈ D^∞(C_{ϕ,w}) for every i ∈ {1, . . . , k} and ‖C^n_{ϕ,w}s‖^2 = k∑ i,j=1 α_iα_j ∫ Δ_i ∩Δ_j h_ϕn_{, ^wn} d μ

= k∑ i=1 α^2_i ∫ Δ_i h_ϕn_{, ^wn} d μ = k∑ i=1 α^2_i μ_{^wn} (ϕ^{−n}(Δ_i)), n ∈ Z_+.

Hence, by (iv), {‖C^n_ϕ s‖^2}^∞_{n=0} is a Stieltjes moment sequence (clearly, this is the case for s = 0 as well). If f ∈ D^∞(C_ϕ), then there exists a sequence {s_n}^∞_{n=1} of simple A -measurable functions s_n : X → R_+ such that s_n(x) ⩽ s_{n+1}(x) ⩽ |f(x)| and lim_{k→∞} s_k(x) = |f(x)| for all x ∈ X and n ∈ N. By Lemma 43(iii), this implies that {s_n}^∞_{n=1} ⊆ D^∞(C_ϕ). Applying Lemma 43(i) and Lebesgue’s monotone convergence theorem yields ‖C^n_{ϕ,w}f‖^2 = ∫ X |f|^2h_ϕn_{, ^wn} d μ = lim_{k→∞} ∫ X s^2_kh_ϕn_{, ^wn} d μ = lim_{k→∞} ‖C^n_{ϕ,w}s_k‖^2, n ∈ Z_+.

Since the class of Stieltjes moment sequences is closed under the operation of taking pointwise limits (use (3)), we see that {‖C^n_{ϕ,w}f‖^2}^∞_{n=0} is a Stieltjes moment sequence.

(iii)⇒(v) If p ∈ C[t]_+, then there exist q_1, q_2 ∈ C[t] such that p(t) = t|q_1(t)|^2 + |q_2(t)|^2 for all t ∈ R (see [77, Problem 45, p. 78]). This, together with (3), implies that L(p) ⩾ 0 a.e. [μ].

(v)⇒(iii) Let Q be a countable dense subset of C. Since L(|q|^2) ⩾ 0 a.e. [μ] and L(t|q|^2) ⩾ 0 a.e. [μ] for every q ∈ C[t], there exists Δ ∈ A such that μ(X \ Δ) = 0, n∑ i,j=0 h_ϕi+j_{, ^wi+j} (x)α_iᾱ_j ⩾ 0 and n∑ i,j=0 h_ϕi+j+1_{, ^wi+j+1} (x)α_iᾱ_j ⩾ 0 (70)

for all x ∈ Δ, α_0, . . . , α_n ∈ Q and n ∈ Z_+. By the density of Q in C, we conclude that (70) holds for all x ∈ Δ, α_0, . . . , α_n ∈ C and n ∈ Z_+. Applying (3) gives (iii).

(i)⇒(b) Arguing as in the proof of [18, Lemma 10.1(b)], we see that n∑ j=0 h_ϕj_{, ^wj} ⩽ (n + 1)(1 + h_ϕn_{, ^wn} ) a.e. [μ], n ∈ Z_+.

Hence, applying Lemma 44(iv) and Proposition 8(iv), we get (b). □

4.3. Subnormality in the bounded case

We begin by stating the weighted composition operator counterpart of the celebrated Lambert’s characterizations of bounded subnormal composition operators (see [65]). It is a direct consequence of Theorem 48 and [63, Theorem 3.1] (see also [97, Theorem 7] for the general, not necessarily injective, case). Recall that subnormal weighted composition operators may not be injective which is not the case for composition operators (see [18, Corollary 6.3]). For the definition of ^w_n we refer the reader to Lemma 26.

Theorem 49. Suppose (AS2) holds and C_{ϕ,w} ∈ B(L^2(μ)). Then the following conditions are equivalent:

(i) C_{ϕ,w} is subnormal, (ii) {‖C^n_{ϕ,w}f‖^2}^∞_{n=0} is a Stieltjes moment sequence for all f ∈ L^2(μ), (iii) {h_ϕn_{, ^wn} (x)}^∞_{n=0} is a Stieltjes moment sequence for μ-a.e. x ∈ X, (iv) {μ_{^wn} (ϕ^{−n}(Δ))}^∞_{n=0} is a Stieltjes moment sequence for all Δ ∈ A such that μ(Δ) < ∞, (v) there exists a linear mapping L: C[t] → M_X such that

L(t^n) = h_ϕn_{, ^wn} a.e. [μ], n ∈ Z_+, L(p) ⩾ 0 a.e. [μ], p ∈ C[t]_+.

Before proving the main result of this section, we recall a “moment measurability” lemma which is a variant of [66, Lemma 1.3].

Lemma 50 ([19, Lemma 11]). Let (X, A ) be a measurable space and K be a compact subset of R_+. Suppose that {P (x, ·)}_{x∈X} is a family of Borel probability measures on R_+ such that supp P (x, ·) ⊆ K for every x ∈ X, and the mapping X ∋ x −→ ∫ K t^nP (x, d t) ∈ R_+ is A -measurable for every n ∈ Z_+. Then the mapping P : X × B(R_+) ∋ (x, σ) −→ P (x, σ) ∈ [0, 1] is an A -measurable family of probability measures.

The following theorem generalizes a characterization of subnormality of bounded composition operators given in [19, Theorem 13] to the case of bounded weighted composition operators. The present proof is completely different and fits nicely into our framework.

Theorem 51. Suppose (X, A , μ) is a σ-finite measure space, w : X → C is an A -measurable function and ϕ is an A -measurable transformation of X such that C_{ϕ,w} ∈ B(L^2(μ)). Then the following three conditions are equivalent:

(i) C_{ϕ,w} is subnormal, (ii) h_{ϕ,w} > 0 a.e. [μ_w] and there exists P : X × B(R_+) → [0, 1], an A -measurable family of probability measures, which satisfies (CC), (iii) there exists P : X ×B(R_+) → [0, 1], an A -measurable family of probability measures, which satisfies (CC^{−1}).

Moreover, the following three assertions are valid:

(a) if (i) holds, then there exists P : X × B(R_+) → [0, 1], an A -measurable family of probability measures, which satisfies (CC^{−1}) (and thus (CC)), and which has the property that supp P (x, ·) ⊆ [0, ‖C_{ϕ,w}‖^2] for each x ∈ X, (b) if P_1, P_2 : X × B(R_+) → [0, 1] are A -measurable families of probability measures satisfying (CC) and h_{ϕ,w} > 0 a.e. [μ_w], then P_1(x, ·) = P_2(x, ·) for μ_w-a.e. x ∈ X, (c) if P_1, P_2 : X × B(R_+) → [0, 1] are A -measurable families of probability measures satisfying (CC^{−1}), then P_1(x, ·) = P_2(x, ·) for μ-a.e. x ∈ X.

Proof. The implication (ii)⇒(i) follows from Theorem 29, while the equivalence (ii)⇔(iii) is a consequence of Theorem 40.

To prove the implication (i)⇒(ii), we assume that C_{ϕ,w} is subnormal. If C_{ϕ,w} = 0, then by Proposition 8(vi) the family P (x, ·) = δ_0(·), x ∈ X, meets our requirements. Hence, we can assume that r := ‖C_{ϕ,w}‖^2 > 0. It follows from Corollary 13 that h_{ϕ,w} > 0 a.e. [μ_w]. Set J = [0, r]. According to [16, Proposition 3.2.1], C_{ϕ,w} generates Stieltjes moment sequences. By Lemma 43(i), we have ∫ Δ h_ϕn_{, ^wn} d μ = ‖C^n_{ϕ,w}(χ_Δ)‖^2 ⩽ r^nμ(Δ), Δ ∈ A , μ(Δ) < ∞. Since μ is σ-finite, we infer from [81, Theorem 1.40] that h_ϕn_{, ^wn} ⩽ r^n a.e. [μ] for every n ∈ Z_+. This, (3) and Theorem 48(iii) imply that there exists X_0 ∈ A with μ(X \ X_0) = 0 such that for every x ∈ X_0,

h_ϕ0_{, ^w0} (x) = 1, (71) 0 ⩽ h_ϕn_{, ^wn} (x) ⩽ r^n, n ∈ Z_+, (72) n∑ i,j=0 α_iᾱ_j h_ϕi+j_{, ^wi+j} (x) ⩾ 0, α_0, . . . , α_n ∈ C, n ∈ Z_+, (73) n∑ i,j=0 α_iᾱ_j h_ϕi+j+1_{, ^wi+j+1} (x) ⩾ 0, α_0, . . . , α_n ∈ C, n ∈ Z_+. (74)

Setting h_ϕn_{, ^wn} (x) = ∫ J t^n d δ_r(t) for all x ∈ X \ X_0 and n ∈ Z_+, we may assume without loss of generality that the conditions (71)–(74) hold for all x ∈ X. By (4), for every x ∈ X there exists a unique Borel probability measure P (x, ·) on R_+ such that supp P (x, ·) ⊆ J and h_ϕn_{, ^wn} (x) = ∫ J t^nP (x, d t), x ∈ X, n ∈ Z_+. (75) Applying Lemma 50, we see that the mapping P : X×B(R_+) ∋ (x, σ) −→ P (x, σ) ∈ [0, 1] is an A -measurable family of probability measures. Using Theorem A.1.4 (with p = ∞) and arguing as in [18, Lemma 10.1(a)], we deduce from (72), (73) and (74) that there exists X_1 ∈ ϕ^{−1}(A ) with μ_w(X \ X_1) = 0 such that for every x ∈ X_1, E_{ϕ,w}(h_ϕ0_{, ^w0} )(x) = 1, 0 ⩽ E_{ϕ,w}(h_ϕn_{, ^wn} )(x) ⩽ r^n, n ∈ Z_+, n∑ i,j=0 α_iᾱ_j E_{ϕ,w}(h_ϕi+j_{, ^wi+j} )(x) ⩾ 0, α_0, . . . , α_n ∈ C, n ∈ Z_+, n∑ i,j=0 α_iᾱ_j E_{ϕ,w}(h_ϕi+j+1_{, ^wi+j+1} )(x) ⩾ 0, α_0, . . . , α_n ∈ C, n ∈ Z_+.

Hence, applying (4) again, we see that for every x ∈ X_1 there exists a unique Borel probability measure Q(x, ·) on R_+ such that supp Q(x, ·) ⊆ J and E_{ϕ,w}(h_ϕn_{, ^wn} )(x) = ∫ J t^n d Q(x, d t), n ∈ Z_+. (76) Setting Q(x, ·) = δ_r(·) and E_{ϕ,w}(h_ϕn_{, ^wn} )(x) = r^n for all x ∈ X \ X_1 and n ∈ Z_+, we may assume without loss of generality that (76) holds for all x ∈ X. Hence, by Lemma 50, Q: X × B(R_+) ∋ (x, σ) −→ Q(x, σ) ∈ [0, 1] is a ϕ^{−1}(A )-measurable family of probability measures such that supp Q(x, ·) ⊆ J for every x ∈ X. Combining (76) (which holds for all x ∈ X), (44) and (75), we see that for μ_w-a.e. x ∈ X, h_{ϕ,w}(ϕ(x)) ∫ J t^nQ(x, d t) = ∫ J t^ntP (ϕ(x), d t), n ∈ Z_+. (77) However, since the measures Q(x, ·), x ∈ X, are compactly supported, (4) yields h_{ϕ,w}(ϕ(x)) · Q(x, σ) = ∫ σ tP (ϕ(x), d t) for μ_w-a.e. x ∈ X, σ ∈ B(R_+). (78) Hence, by (76) (which is valid for all x ∈ X), we have ∫ ϕ^{−1}(Δ) ∫ J t^nQ(x, d t) d μ_w(x) = ∫ ϕ^{−1}(Δ)

E_{ϕ,w}(h_ϕn_{, ^wn} )(x) d μ_w(x)

(14) = ∫ ϕ^{−1} (Δ)

h_ϕn_{, ^wn} (x) d μ_w(x)

(75) = ∫ ϕ^{−1} (Δ) ∫ J t^nP (x, d t) d μ_w(x), Δ ∈ A , n ∈ Z_+. As a consequence, we obtain ∫ ϕ^{−1}(Δ) ∫ J p(t)Q(x, d t) d μ_w(x) = ∫ ϕ^{−1}(Δ) ∫ J p(t)P (x, d t) d μ_w(x), Δ ∈ A , p ∈ C[t]. (79)

Since μ is σ-finite, there exists a sequence {Y_k}^∞_{k=1} ⊆ A such that Y_k ↗ X as k → ∞, and μ(Y_k ) < ∞ for every k ∈ N. Fix k ∈ N and Δ ∈ A such that Δ ⊆ Y_k. Let f ∈ C(J) (as usual, C(J) stands for the set of all continuous complex functions on J). Then, by the Weierstrass theorem, there exists a sequence {p_n}^∞_{n=1} ⊆ C[t] such that sup_J |f − p_n| → 0 as n → ∞. Since P (x, ·) and Q(x, ·) are probability measures for all x ∈ X, we infer from (7) and Proposition 8(v) that | | | | ∫ ϕ^{−1} (Δ) ∫ J (f(t) − p_n(t))S(x, d t) d μ_w(x) | | | | ⩽ sup_J |f − p^n| μ^w(ϕ^{−1}(Δ)) ⩽ r sup_J |f − p_n| μ(Y_k), n ∈ N, (80) where S ∈ {P, Q}. This and (79) imply ∫ ϕ^{−1}(Δ) ∫ J f(t)Q(x, d t) d μ_w(x) = ∫ ϕ^{−1}(Δ) ∫ J f(t)P (x, d t) d μ_w(x), f ∈ C(J). (81)

Let σ = [0, a) with a ∈ (0, r]. Then there exists a sequence {f_n}^∞_{n=1} ⊆ C(J) such that 0 ⩽ f_n ⩽ 1 for all n ∈ N, and f_n(t) → χ_σ(t) as n → ∞ for every t ∈ J. Since μ_w(ϕ^{−1}(Δ)) < ∞ (see (80)), we may apply (81) and Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem to get the following equality ∫ ϕ^{−1}(Δ) Q(x, σ) d μ_w(x) = ∫ ϕ^{−1} (Δ)

P (x, σ) d μ_w(x). (82)

Set P = { [a, b) ∩ J : a, b ∈ R } . Noticing that [a, b) ∩ J = ([0, b) ∩ J) \ ([0, a) ∩ J) whenever a ⩽ b, we deduce that (82) holds for every σ ∈ P. Since P is a semialgebra, B(J) = σ_J (P) and μ_w(ϕ^{−1}(Δ)) < ∞, we infer from Lemma 1 that (82) holds for every σ ∈ B(J). If Δ ∈ A , then ϕ^{−1}(Δ ∩ Y_k) ↗ ϕ^{−1}(Δ) as k → ∞. Applying (82) to Δ ∩ Y_k in place of Δ and using Lebesgue’s monotone convergence theorem, we see that (82) holds for all Δ ∈ A and σ ∈ B(J). Since supp P (x, ·) ⊆ J and supp Q(x, ·) ⊆ J for all x ∈ X, we deduce that (82) holds for all Δ ∈ A and σ ∈ B(R_+). In view of the fact that Q(·, σ) is ϕ^{−1}(A )-measurable for all σ ∈ B(R_+), we conclude that

Q(x, σ) = E_{ϕ,w}(P (·, σ))(x) for μ_w-a.e. x ∈ X, σ ∈ B(R_+).

This combined with (78) shows that P satisfies (CC) (hence, (ii) holds). Since P also satisfies (75), we infer from Theorem 34 that P satisfies (CC^{−1}) as well. Recall that supp P (x, ·) ⊆ [0, ‖C_{ϕ,w}‖^2] for every x ∈ X (hence, (a) holds). This, together with (4) and the implication (vii)⇒(ii) of Theorem 27, proves (b). In turn, using (4) and the implication (i^⋆)⇒(ii^⋆) of Theorem 34 (recall that (CC^{−1}) implies (CC) with the same P ) gives (c). This completes the proof. □

Remark 52. Regarding the proof of the implication (i)⇒(ii) of Theorem 51, we note that in the case of composition operators the second usage of Lemma 50 is to be omitted. Indeed, in this case we can assume that h_ϕ(x) > 0 for all x ∈ X (see [18, Corollary 6.3]). Arguing as in the original proof, we find a family {η_x : x ∈ X_1} of Borel probability measures on R_+ supported in J, which satisfies (76), (77) and (78) with η_x in place of Q(x, ·) (the first two conditions hold for μa.e. x ∈ X). Next we define a ϕ^{−1}(A )-measurable family of probability measures

Q: X × B(R_+) → [0, 1] by Q(x, σ) = ∫ σ tP (ϕ(x), d t) h_ϕ(ϕ(x)) , x ∈ X, σ ∈ B(R_+). Clearly, this Q satisfies (78). Beginning with (78) we may repeat the rest of the original proof. It is worth pointing out that this procedure breaks down in the case of weighted composition operators.

CHAPTER 5

Seminormality

In this chapter, we give characterizations of seminormal, formally normal, symmetric, selfadjoint and positive selfadjoint weighted composition operators. Hyponormality and cohyponormality are characterized in Sections 5.1 and 5.2, respectively (see Theorems 53 and 60). The introductory part of Section 5.2 is devoted to the study of the range of the conditional expectation regarded either as a mapping on the set of R_+-valued A -measurable functions or as an operator in L^2-space. In Section 5.3, we characterize normal weighted composition operators (see Theorem 63). We also show that formally normal (in particular, symmetric) weighted composition operators are automatically normal (see Theorem 66). In Section 5.4, we characterize selfadjoint and positive selfadjoint weighted composition operators (see Theorems 72 and 76).

The characterizations of hyponormal and cohyponormal (not necessarily bounded) weighted composition operators were given by Campbell and Hornor in [24] under quite restrictive assumptions. Namely, in contrast to our paper, they made the following assumptions (in the notation of Section 2.3(b)):

the underlying measure space (X, A , μ) is complete, the measure space (X, ϕ^{−1}(A ), μ|_ϕ−1_{(A )}) is complete, μ ∘ ϕ^{−1} ≪ μ (equivalently, C_ϕ is well-defined), h_ϕ < ∞ a.e. [μ] (equivalently, C_ϕ is densely defined), w ⩾ 0 a.e. [μ].

They wrote that the assumption (of course, combined with ) “plays an important role in obtaining our results; it is implicit in most of the definitions and used explicitly in many of the calculations”. It guarantees the existence of the conditional expectation E( · ; ϕ^{−1}(A ), μ), which, together with , enables them to deal with E(w; ϕ^{−1}(A ), μ). It is worth pointing out that, under the assumptions and , a weighted composition operator C_{ϕ,w} may not coincide with the product M_wC_ϕ even if the operators C_ϕ and C_{ϕ,w} are subnormal (see Example 142; see also Section 7.1). What is worse, it may happen that a weighted composition operator C_{ϕ,w} is an isometry while the corresponding composition operator C_ϕ is even not well-defined (see Example 102). The assumptions and may not be satisfied even in the case of discrete measure spaces (see Remark 82).

The reader should be aware that in this chapter the conditional expectation is regarded either as a mapping on the set of R_+-valued A -measurable functions (modulo μ_w) or as an operator in the Hilbert space L^2(μ_w ). In particular, writing N (E_{ϕ,w}) and R(E_{ϕ,w}), we regard E_{ϕ,w} as an operator in L^2(μ_w).

5.1. Hyponormality

Below we give a few useful characterizations of hyponormality of densely defined weighted composition operators.

Theorem 53. Suppose (AS2) holds and C_{ϕ,w} is densely defined. Then the following conditions are equivalent:

(i) C_{ϕ,w} is hyponormal,

(ii) h_{ϕ,w} > 0 a.e. [μ_w] and E_{ϕ,w} (√_{hϕ,w ∘ϕ} h_{ϕ,w} · f )_2 ⩽ E_{ϕ,w}(f^2) a.e. [μ_w] for every A -measurable function f : X → R_+, (iii) h_{ϕ,w} > 0 a.e. [μ_w] and E_{ϕ,w} (_{hϕ,w ∘ϕ} h_{ϕ,w} ) ⩽ 1 a.e. [μ_w],

(iv) h_{ϕ,w} > 0 a.e. [μ_w] and E_{ϕ,w}

(_1 h_{ϕ,w} ) ⩽^1_{hϕ,w ∘ϕ} a.e. [μ_w].

Proof. In view of Lemma 6, Proposition 10 and Corollary 13, we can assume, without loss of generality, that 0 < h_{ϕ,w} < ∞ a.e. [μ_w] and 0 < h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ < ∞ a.e. [μ_w]. (83)

(i)⇔(ii) It follows from (8), Proposition 8(i) and Proposition 17(i)&(ii) that C_{ϕ,w} is hyponormal if and only if the following two conditions hold:

L^2((1 + h_{ϕ,w}) d μ) ⊆ { f ∈ L^2(μ): h_{ϕ,w} · E_{ϕ,w}(f_w) ∘ ϕ^{−1} ∈ L^2(μ) } , ∫ X h^2_{ϕ,w} · |E_{ϕ,w}(f_w) ∘ ϕ^{−1}|^2 d μ ⩽ ∫ X h_{ϕ,w}|f|^2 d μ, f ∈ L^2((1 + h_{ϕ,w}) d μ). (84)

Clearly, this implies that C_{ϕ,w} is hyponormal if and only if (84) holds. Making the substitution f ↭ f · w and noting that f = f · χ_{{w≠0}} a.e. [μ_w], we deduce that (84) holds if and only if the following inequality is satisfied ∫ X h^2_{ϕ,w} · |E_{ϕ,w}(f) ∘ ϕ^{−1}|^2 d μ ⩽ ∫ X h_{ϕ,w}|f|^2 d μ_w, f ∈ L^2((1 + h_{ϕ,w}) d μ_w). (85)

Since for every f ∈ L^2((1 + h_{ϕ,w}) d μ_w), ∫ X h^2_{ϕ,w} · |E_{ϕ,w}(f) ∘ ϕ^{−1}|^2 d μ^{(8)}= ∫ X h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ · |E_{ϕ,w}(f) ∘ ϕ^{−1} ∘ ϕ|^2 d μ_w (15) = ∫ X h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ · |E_{ϕ,w}(f)|^2 d μ_w, we see that (85) is equivalent to ∫ X h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ · |E_{ϕ,w}(f)|^2 d μ_w ⩽ ∫ X h_{ϕ,w}|f|^2 d μ_w, f ∈ L^2((1 + h_{ϕ,w}) d μ_w). (86)

Our next goal is to show that (86) is equivalent to ∫ X h_{ϕ,w} ∘ϕ·E_{ϕ,w}(f)^2 d μ_w ⩽ ∫ X h_{ϕ,w}f^2 d μ_w, A -measurable f : X → R_+. (87)

For this, suppose that (86) holds. Then, by Theorem A.1.4(ii), we have ∫ X h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ · E_{ϕ,w}(f)^2 d μ_w ⩽ ∫ X h_{ϕ,w}f^2 d μ_w, f ∈ L^2_+((1 + h_{ϕ,w}) d μ_w). (88)

Define the measure ν : A → R_+ by ν(Δ) = ∫ Δ(1 + h_{ϕ,w}) d μ_w for Δ ∈ A . Since μ_w is σ-finite, we infer from Proposition 10 that the measure ν is σ-finite. Let {Ω_k}^∞_{k=1} ⊆ A be such that ν(Ω_k ) < ∞ for all k ∈ N and Ω_k ↗ X as k → ∞.

5.1. HYPONORMALITY 59

Take an A -measurable function f : X → R_+. Fix k ∈ N. Then, by [81, Theorem 1.17], there exists a sequence {s_n}^∞_{n=1} of A -measurable simple functions such that 0 ⩽ s_n ↗ χ_{Ωk} f as n → ∞. It is easily seen that {s_n}^∞_{n=1} ⊆ L^2_+(ν). In view of (A.1.6), we have 0 ⩽ E_{ϕ,w}(s_n) ↗ E_{ϕ,w}(χ_{Ωk} f) a.e. [μ_w] as n → ∞. This together with Lebesgue’s monotone convergence theorem and (88) yields ∫ X h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ · E_{ϕ,w}(χ_{Ωk} f)^2 d μ_w = lim_{n→∞} ∫ X h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ · E_{ϕ,w}(s_n)^2 d μ_w ⩽ lim_{n→∞} ∫ X h_{ϕ,w}s^2_n d μ_w = ∫ X h_{ϕ,w}χ_{Ωk} f^2 d μ_w.

The same reasoning applied to {χ_{Ωk} f}^∞_{k=1} in place of {s_n}^∞_{n=1} leads to (87). Conversely, assume that (87) holds. Then, by Proposition A.1.3(i), we have ∫ X h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ · |E_{ϕ,w}(f)|^2 d μ_w ⩽ ∫ X h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ · E_{ϕ,w}(|f|)^2 d μ_w (87) ⩽ ∫ X h_{ϕ,w}|f|^2 d μ_w, f ∈ L^2((1 + h_{ϕ,w}) d μ_w),

which gives (86) and completes the proof of the equivalence (86)⇔(87).

Using (A.1.7), we deduce that (87) is equivalent to ∫ X E_{ϕ,w}( √ h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ · f)^2 d μ_w ⩽ ∫ X h_{ϕ,w}f^2 d μ_w, A -measurable f : X → R_+.

Hence, by making the substitution f ↭ √ h_{ϕ,w} · f and using (83), we see that (87) is equivalent to ∫ X E_{ϕ,w}(ϑf)^2 d μ_w ⩽ ∫ X f^2 d μ_w = ∫ X E_{ϕ,w}(f^2) d μ_w, A -measurable f : X → R_+, (89)

where ϑ: X → R_+ is an A -measurable function such that ϑ = √_{hϕ,w ∘ϕ} h_{ϕ,w} a.e. [μw]

(in view of (83) such ϑ exists). Substituting χ_ϕ−1_{(Δ)}f in place of f and using [3, Theorem 1.6.11] together with (A.1.7) and the fact that μ_w is σ-finite, we deduce that (89) is equivalent to

E_{ϕ,w}(ϑf)^2 ⩽ E_{ϕ,w}(f^2) a.e. [μ_w], A -measurable f : X → R_+. (90)

Thus (i) and (ii) are equivalent.

(ii)⇔(iii) If (90) holds, then by substituting f = χ_{{ϑ⩽n}}ϑ into (90), where {ϑ ⩽ n} := {x ∈ X : ϑ(x) ⩽ n}, we get E_{ϕ,w}(χ_{{ϑ⩽n}}ϑ^2)^2 ⩽ E_{ϕ,w}(χ_{{ϑ⩽n}}ϑ^2)^{(A.1.5)}⩽ n^2E_{ϕ,w}(1) = n^21 a.e. [μ_w], n ∈ N.

This implies that E_{ϕ,w}(χ_{{ϑ⩽n}}ϑ^2) ⩽ 1 a.e. [μ_w] for all n ∈ N. Passing to the limit with n → ∞ and using (A.1.6), we get E_{ϕ,w}(ϑ^2) ⩽ 1 a.e. [μ_w]. Conversely, if E_{ϕ,w}(ϑ^2) ⩽ 1 a.e. [μ_w], then by Lemma A.1.1 we have

E_{ϕ,w}(ϑf)^2 ⩽ E_{ϕ,w}(ϑ^2)E_{ϕ,w}(f^2)

⩽ E_{ϕ,w}(f^2) a.e. [μ_w], A -measurable f : X → R_+.

This completes the proof of the equivalence (ii)⇔(iii).

The equivalence (iii)⇔(iv) is a direct consequence of (83) and (A.1.7). □

Corollary 54. Suppose (AS2) holds and C_{ϕ,w} is hyponormal. Then the following assertions are valid:

(i) E_{ϕ,w}(ϑ^{n+1})^2 ⩽ E_{ϕ,w}(ϑ^{2n}) a.e. [μ_w] for all n ∈ Z, (ii) E_{ϕ,w}(ϑ) ⩽ 1 a.e. [μ_w], (iii) E_{ϕ,w}(^1_{ϑ2} ) ⩾ 1 a.e. [μ_w],

where ϑ: X → R_+ is an A -measurable function such that ϑ = √_{hϕ,w ∘ϕ} h_{ϕ,w} a.e. [μw].

Proof. Substituting f = ϑ^n into Theorem 53(ii), we obtain (i). In turn, substituting n = 0 and n = −1 into (i) gives (ii) and (iii), respectively. □

5.2. Cohyponormality

Before characterizing cohyponormality of weighted composition operators (see Theorem 60), we prove a few auxiliary lemmas. The first two provide various descriptions of the range of the conditional expectation E_{ϕ,w}, where E_{ϕ,w} is regarded either as a mapping on the set of R_+-valued A -measurable functions (see Lemma 55) or as an operator in the Hilbert space L^2(μ_w) (see Lemma 56).

Lemma 55. Suppose (AS2) holds and C_{ϕ,w} is densely defined. Let f : X → R_+ be an A -measurable function such that f < ∞ a.e. [μ_w] and E_{ϕ,w}(f) = f a.e. [μ_w]. Then there exists an A -measurable function g : X → R_+ such that f = g ∘ ϕ a.e. [μ_w].

Proof. Since E_{ϕ,w}(f) = f a.e. [μ_w] and 0 ⩽ f < ∞ a.e. [μ_w], there exists a ϕ^{−1}(A )-measurable function f̃ : X → R_+ such that E_{ϕ,w}(f) = f̃ a.e. [μ_w]. By (13), there exists an A -measurable function g : X → R_+ such that f̃ = g ∘ ϕ, which completes the proof. □

Lemma 56. Suppose (AS2) holds and C_{ϕ,w} is densely defined. Then the following assertions are valid:

(i) h_{ϕ,w} d μ = d μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}, (ii) if f ∈ L^2(μ_w), then f ∈ R(E_{ϕ,w}) if and only if there exists an A - measurable function g : X → C such that f = g ∘ ϕ a.e. [μ_w], (iii) the mapping V : L^2(h_{ϕ,w} d μ) ∋ g → g ∘ ϕ ∈ L^2(μ_w) is well-defined and it is a linear isometry such that

R(E_{ϕ,w}) = R(V ) = L^2(μ_w|_ϕ−1_{(A )}μw ), (91)

where ϕ^{−1}(A )^{μw} is the relative μ_w-completion of ϕ^{−1}(A ) (see Sect. 2.1), (iv) if f ∈ R(E_{ϕ,w}) and f ⩾ 0 a.e. [μ_w], then there exists g ∈ L^2(h_{ϕ,w} d μ) such that f = g ∘ ϕ a.e. [μ_w] and g(x) ⩾ 0 for all x ∈ X, (v) if g ∈ L^2(h_{ϕ,w} d μ) and g ⩾ 0 a.e. [h_{ϕ,w} d μ], then g ∘ ϕ ∈ R(E_{ϕ,w}) and g ∘ ϕ ⩾ 0 a.e. [μ_w].

Proof. (i) Apply (7). (ii) Apply (13) and (A.1.11). (iii) Since ∫ X |g ∘ ϕ|^2 d μ_w^{(8)}= ∫ X |g|^2h_{ϕ,w} d μ, A -measurable g : X → C, (92) we deduce that the mapping V is well-defined and it is a linear isometry. Applying (ii) and (92), we deduce that R(E_{ϕ,w}) = R(V ). In turn, employing (ii) and [18, Lemma 13.3] with μ_w in place of μ, we conclude that R(E_{ϕ,w}) = L^2(μ_w|_ϕ−1_{(A )}μw ).

(iv) By (ii), f = V g̃ for some g̃ ∈ L^2(h_{ϕ,w} d μ). Since, by Proposition 10, the measure μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1} is σ-finite, there exists a sequence {X_n}^∞_{n=1} ⊆ A such that X_n ↗ X as n → ∞ and μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}(X_n) < ∞ for all n ∈ N. Fix n ∈ N and take Δ ∈ A such that Δ ⊆ X_n. Then χ_ϕ−1_{(Δ)} ∈ L^2(μ_w) and 0 ⩽ ∫ X χ_ϕ−1_{(Δ)}f d μ_w = ∫ X χ_Δ ∘ ϕ · g̃ ∘ ϕ d μ_w^{(8)}= ∫ Δ g̃ h_{ϕ,w} d μ. (93)

Since χ_Δ ∘ ϕ · g̃ ∘ ϕ ∈ L^1(μ_w) as the product of two functions in L^2(μ_w), we deduce from (93), by using [3, Theorem 1.6.11], that g̃ ⩾ 0 a.e. [h_{ϕ,w} d μ] on X_n. Knowing that X_n ↗ X as n → ∞, we deduce that g̃ ⩾ 0 a.e. [h_{ϕ,w} d μ]. Let now g : X → R_+ be such that g̃ = g a.e. [h_{ϕ,w} d μ]. Then, by Lemma 5, f = g ∘ ϕ a.e. [μ_w]. Clearly, g ∈ L^2(h_{ϕ,w} d μ).

(v) By assumptions, there exists g̃ : X → R_+ such that g = g̃ a.e. [h_{ϕ,w} d μ]. It follows from Lemma 5 that g ∘ ϕ = g̃ ∘ ϕ a.e. [μ_w]. This implies that g ∘ ϕ ⩾ 0 a.e. [μ_w] and by (iii), g ∘ ϕ ∈ R(E_{ϕ,w}). □

The next two lemmas provide several equivalent variants of the conditions (ii-a) and (ii-b) that appear in the characterization of cohyponormality of weighted composition operators given in Theorem 60.

Lemma 57. Suppose (AS2) holds, C_{ϕ,w} is densely defined and Ω ∈ A . Then the following conditions are equivalent:

(i) χ_Ω · L^2(μ_w) ⊆ R(E_{ϕ,w}), (ii) N (E_{ϕ,w}) ⊆ χ_{X\Ω} · L^2(μ_w), (iii) { Δ ∈ A : Δ ⊆ Ω a.e. [μ_w] } ⊆ ϕ^{−1}(A )^{μw} , (iv) for every Δ ∈ A such that Δ ⊆ Ω a.e. [μ_w], there exists Δ̃ ∈ A such that μ_w(Δ △ ϕ^{−1}(Δ̃)) = 0, (v) for every A -measurable function f : X → R_+ such that f = χ_Ω · f a.e.

[μ_w], there exists an A -measurable function g : X → R_+ such that f = g∘ϕ a.e. [μ_w].

Moreover, if (i) holds, then there exists Ω̃ ∈ A such that χ_Ω = χ_ϕ−1_{(Ω̃)} a.e. [μ_w].

Proof. (i)⇔(ii) Take adjoints and use the fact that E_{ϕ,w} is selfadjoint as an operator in L^2(μ_w) (cf. Theorem A.1.4).

(i)⇒(iii) Let Δ ∈ A be such that Δ ⊆ Ω a.e. [μ_w]. Without loss of generality we can assume that Δ ⊆ Ω. Since μ_w is σ-finite, there exits a sequence {X_n}^∞_{n=1} ⊆ A such that X_n ↗ X as n → ∞ and μ_w(X_n) < ∞ for all n ∈ N. Then {χ_{Δ∩Xn} }^∞_{n=1} ⊆ χ_Ω · L^2(μ_w). By (i) and Lemma 56(iii), {χ_{Δ∩Xn} }^∞_{n=1} ⊆ L^2(μ_w|_ϕ−1_{(A )}μw ) and thus Δ ∩ X_n ∈ ϕ^{−1}(A )^{μw} for all n ∈ N. Since Δ ∩ X_n ↗ Δ as n → ∞, we get Δ ∈ ϕ^{−1}(A )^{μw} .

(iii)⇔(iv) This follows from (6).

(iv)⇒(v) Lat s: X → R_+ be an A -measurable simple function such that s = χ_Ω · s a.e. [μ_w]. If s is of the form s = ∑_n j=1 λ_j χ_{Ej} , where n ∈ N, {λ_j }^n_{j=1} ⊆ R_+ and {E_j }^n_{j=1} are pairwise disjoint A -measurable sets, then χ_Ω ·s = ∑_n j=1 λ_j χ_{Ej ∩Ω} . By (iv), there exists a sequence {F_j }^n_{j=1} ⊆ A such that χ_{Ej ∩Ω} = χ_ϕ−1_{(Fj )} a.e. [μ_w] for all j ∈ {1, . . . , n}. This implies that s = χ_Ω · s = ( ∑_n j=1 λ_j χ_{Fj} ) ∘ ϕ a.e. [μ_w], which shows that (v) is valid for A -measurable simple functions.

Let now f : X → R_+ be an A -measurable function such that f = χ_Ω · f a.e. [μ_w]. Then, by [81, Theorem 1.17], there exists a sequence {s_n}^∞_{n=1} of A - measurable simple functions such that 0 ⩽ s_n ↗ f as n → ∞. Clearly, s_n = s_n · χ_Ω a.e. [μ_w] for all n ∈ N. Hence, by the previous paragraph, there exists a sequence {s̃_n}^∞_{n=1} of A -measurable simple functions s̃_n : X → R_+ such that s_n = s̃_n ∘ ϕ a.e. [μ_w] for all n ∈ N. Thus there exists Y ∈ A such that μ_w(X \ Y ) = 0 and

s_n = s̃_n ∘ ϕ on Y, n ∈ N. (94) Set L = {x ∈ X : the limit lim_{n→∞} s̃_n(x) exists in R_+}.

Let g : X → R_+ be a function defined by g(x) = lim_{n→∞} s̃_n(x) for x ∈ L and g(x) = 0 for x ∈ X \ L. Note that L ∈ A and g is A -measurable. It follows from (94) that ϕ(Y ) ⊆ L. Hence, by passing to the limit with n → ∞ in (94), we see that f = g ∘ ϕ on Y , so f = g ∘ ϕ a.e. [μ_w].

(v)⇒(i) Decomposing any function belonging to χ_Ω · L^2(μ_w) into the linear combination of four functions in χ_Ω · L^2_+(μ_w) and using Lemma 56(ii) yields (i).

Now we prove the “moreover” part. Applying (iv) to Δ = Ω, we get Ω̃ ∈ A such that μ_w(Ω △ ϕ^{−1}(Ω̃)) = 0, or equivalently that χ_Ω = χ_ϕ−1_{(Ω̃)} a.e. [μ_w]. This completes the proof. □

Lemma 58. Suppose (AS2) holds. Then the following conditions are equivalent:

(i) h_{ϕ,w} = 0 on {w = 0} a.e. [μ], (ii) μ_w(ϕ^{−1}({w = 0})) = 0, (iii) w ∘ ϕ ≠ 0 a.e. [μ_w].

Proof. That (i) and (ii) are equivalent follows from the following equality

μ_w(ϕ^{−1}({w = 0}))^{(7)}= ∫ X χ_{{w=0}}h_{ϕ,w} d μ. The conditions (ii) and (iii) are easily seen to be equivalent. □

The following is the first step in the proof of Theorem 60.

Lemma 59. Suppose (AS2) holds and C_{ϕ,w} is densely defined. Then the following conditions are equivalent:

(i) C_{ϕ,w} is cohyponormal, (ii) h_{ϕ,w} = 0 on {w = 0} a.e. [μ] and ∫ X θ^2 |g|^2 d μ_w ⩽ ∫ X |E_{ϕ,w}(g)|^2 d μ_w, g ∈ L^2(μ_w), (95)

(iii) h_{ϕ,w} = 0 on {w = 0} a.e. [μ] and

E_{ϕ,w}(θ^2 |g|^2) ⩽ |E_{ϕ,w}(g)|^2 a.e. [μ_w], g ∈ L^2(μ_w), (96)

where θ : X → R_+ is an A -measurable function such that θ = √_{hϕ,w} h_{ϕ,w} ∘ϕ a.e. [μw].

Proof. It follows from Lemma 6 and Proposition 10 that θ with the required properties exists. By (17) and Proposition 17, the operator C_{ϕ,w} is cohyponormal if and only if for every f ∈ L^2(μ) such that h_{ϕ,w} · E_{ϕ,w}(f_w) ∘ ϕ^{−1} ∈ L^2(μ), ∫ X |f ∘ ϕ|^2|w|^2 d μ ⩽ ∫ X h^2_{ϕ,w}|E_{ϕ,w}(f_w) ∘ ϕ^{−1}|^2 d μ.

Hence, by (17), C_{ϕ,w} is cohyponormal if and only if the following holds ∫ X |f ∘ ϕ|^2|w|^2 d μ ⩽ ∫ X h^2_{ϕ,w}|E_{ϕ,w}(f_w) ∘ ϕ^{−1}|^2 d μ, f ∈ L^2(μ). (97)

Applying (8) and (15), we see that (97) is equivalent to ∫ X |f|^2h_{ϕ,w} d μ ⩽ ∫ X h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ · |E_{ϕ,w}(f_w)|^2 d μ_w, f ∈ L^2(μ). (98)

Now we show that if (98) holds, then (ii-a) is satisfied. Indeed, since μ is σ-finite, there exists {X_n}^∞_{n=1} ⊆ A such that X_n ↗ X as n → ∞ and μ(X_n) < ∞ for all n ∈ N. Substituting f = χ_{Xn∩{w=0}} (which is in L^2(μ)) into (98), we deduce that ∫ X_n∩{w=0} hϕ,w d μ = 0 for all n ∈ N, which implies that ∫ {w=0} hϕ,w d μ = 0. As a

consequence, (ii-a) is satisfied. This means that we may assume that the condition (ii-a) holds.

Making the substitution f ↭ f · w and using (ii-a) and the equality f = f · χ_{{w≠0}} a.e. [μ_w], we deduce that (98) is equivalent to ∫ X |f|^2h_{ϕ,w} d μ_w ⩽ ∫ X h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ · |E_{ϕ,w}(f)|^2 d μ_w, f ∈ L^2(μ_w). (99)

Summarizing, we have shown that (i) is equivalent to (99) (still under the assumption that h_{ϕ,w} = 0 on {w = 0} a.e. [μ]).

(99)⇒(95) Substituting f = g/ √ h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ into (99) and using (A.1.14), we get ∫ X θ^2 |g|^2 d μ_w ⩽ ∫ X |E_{ϕ,w}(g)|^2 d μ_w, g ∈ L^2 (( 1 + 1 h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ ) d μ_w ) . (100)

Take g ∈ L^2(μ_w) and set g_n = χ_{{hϕ,w ∘ϕ⩾} 1_{n }}g for n ∈ N. Then

{g_n}^∞_{n=1} ⊆ L^2 (( 1 + 1 h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ ) d μ_w ) . Since h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ > 0 a.e. [μ_w], we deduce that the sequence {χ_{X\{hϕ,w∘ϕ⩾} 1_{n }}}^∞_{n=1} converges to 0 a.e. [μ_w], so by Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem g_n → g in L^2(μ_w) as n → ∞. By the continuity of E_{ϕ,w} (see Theorem A.1.4), we see that E_{ϕ,w}(g_n) → E_{ϕ,w}(g) in L^2(μ_w ) as n → ∞. Hence, using Fatou’s lemma, we obtain ∫ X θ^2 |g|^2 d μ_w ⩽ lim inf_{n→∞} ∫ X θ^2 |g_n|^2 d μ_w

(100) ⩽ lim_{n→∞} ∫ X |E_{ϕ,w}(g_n)|^2 d μ_w = ∫ X |E_{ϕ,w}(g)|^2 d μ_w,

which yields (95).

(95)⇒(96) For this, take g ∈ L^2(μ_w). Since χ_ϕ−1_{(Δ)} ·g ∈ L^2(μ_w) for all Δ ∈ A , an application of (A.1.14) yields ∫ ϕ^{−1}(Δ)

E_{ϕ,w}(θ^2 |g|^2) d μ_w = ∫ ϕ^{−1}(Δ)

θ^2 |g|^2 d μ_w

(95) ⩽ ∫ X |E_{ϕ,w}(χ_ϕ−1_{(Δ)}g)|^2 d μ_w = ∫ ϕ^{−1}(Δ) |E_{ϕ,w}(g)|^2 d μ_w, Δ ∈ A . Since μ_w is σ-finite, (96) follows from the above inequalities and [3, Theorem 1.6.11].

(96)⇒(99) Take f ∈ L^2(μ_w). Set X_n = ϕ^{−1}({h_{ϕ,w} ⩽ n}) ∈ ϕ^{−1}(A ) for n ∈ N. Substituting g = χ_{Xn} √ h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ f ∈ L^2(μ_w) into (96) and using (A.1.7) and (A.1.14), we get χ_{Xn} E_{ϕ,w}(|f|^2h_{ϕ,w}) = E_{ϕ,w}(χ_{Xn} |f|^2h_{ϕ,w}) ⩽ |E_{ϕ,w}(χ_{Xn} √ h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ f)|^2 = χ_{Xn} (h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ) |E_{ϕ,w}(f)|^2 a.e. [μ_w], n ∈ N.

Since h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ < ∞ a.e. [μ_w] and X_n ↗ {h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ < ∞} as n → ∞, we deduce that

E_{ϕ,w}(h_{ϕ,w}|f|^2) ⩽ h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ |E_{ϕ,w}(f)|^2 a.e. [μ_w].

This in turn implies that ∫ X |f|^2h_{ϕ,w} d μ_w = ∫ X E_{ϕ,w}(h_{ϕ,w}|f|^2) d μ_w ⩽ ∫ X h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ · |E_{ϕ,w}(f)|^2 d μ_w, f ∈ L^2(μ_w), which gives (99). □

A careful inspection of the proof of Lemma 59 reveals that under the assumptions of this lemma the inequalities (95), (96) and (99) are equivalent without assuming that h_{ϕ,w} = 0 on {w = 0} a.e. [μ].

Now we are in a position to prove the aforementioned characterization of cohyponormality of weighted composition operators. Combining it with Lemmas 57 and 58 we easily obtain other characterizations.

Theorem 60. Suppose (AS2) holds and C_{ϕ,w} is densely defined. Then the following statements are equivalent:

(i) C_{ϕ,w} is cohyponormal, (ii) the following three conditions hold:

(ii-a) h_{ϕ,w} = 0 on {w = 0} a.e. [μ], (ii-b) χ_{{hϕ,w >0}} · L^2(μ_w) ⊆ R(E_{ϕ,w}), (ii-c) h_{ϕ,w} ⩽ h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ a.e. [μ_w].

Moreover, if C_{ϕ,w} is cohyponormal, then

(iii) E_{ϕ,w}(h_{ϕ,w}) = h_{ϕ,w} a.e. [μ_w], (iv) M_θ ∈ B(L^2(μ_w)), M_θ is a contraction, R(E_{ϕ,w}) reduces M_θ and

M_θ = M_θ|_{R(Eϕ,w)} ⊕ 0|_{N (Eϕ,w )}. (101)

Proof. (i)⇒(ii) By Lemma 59(ii), (ii-a) holds and ‖M_θ g‖_{μw} ⩽ ‖E_{ϕ,w}g‖_{μw} , g ∈ L^2(μ_w), (102) where ‖ · ‖_{μw} stands for the norm of the Hilbert space L^2(μ_w ). Since E_{ϕ,w} ∈ B(L^2(μ_w)) is a contraction (see Theorem A.1.4(ii)), we have ‖M_θ g‖_{μw} ⩽ ‖g‖_{μw} , g ∈ L^2(μ_w), which implies that M_θ ∈ B(L^2(μ_w)) and ‖M_θ‖_{μw} ⩽ 1, or equivalently that θ ⩽ 1 a.e. [μ_w]. This means that (ii-c) holds.

Since the range of E_{ϕ,w} is closed (see Theorem A.1.4(iii)), it follows from (102) that there exists a linear contraction T̃ : R(E_{ϕ,w}) → R(M_θ) such that T̃ E_{ϕ,w}g = M_θ g, g ∈ L^2(μ_w ). (103)

Define T ∈ B(L^2(μ_w)) by T g = T̃ E_{ϕ,w}g for g ∈ L^2(μ_w). Since E_{ϕ,w} is an orthogonal projection in L^2(μ_w), we deduce from (103) that ‖T ‖_{μw} ⩽ 1 and T E_{ϕ,w} = M_θ. Since both operators E_{ϕ,w} and M_θ are selfadjoint, we obtain M_θ = E_{ϕ,w}T^∗. (104) Since R(M_θ) = χ_{{θ>0}} · L^2(μ_w) = χ_{{hϕ,w >0}} · L^2(μ_w), (105) the equality (104) implies (ii-b).

(ii)⇒(i) It follows from (ii-c) that M_θ ∈ B(L^2(μ_w)) and ‖M_θ‖_{μw} ⩽ 1. By (ii-b) and (105), N (E_{ϕ,w}) ⊆ N (M_θ). Set E^⊥_{ϕ,w} := I − E_{ϕ,w}. Since E_{ϕ,w} is an orthogonal projection in L^2(μ_w), we see that R(E^⊥_{ϕ,w}) ⊆ N (M_θ). Hence, we have ‖M_θ g‖_{μw} = ‖M_θ (E_{ϕ,w}g ⊕ E^⊥_{ϕ,w}g)‖_{μw} = ‖M_θ E_{ϕ,w}g‖_{μw} ⩽ ‖E_{ϕ,w}g‖_{μw} , g ∈ L^2(μ_w), which is equivalent to (95). Applying Lemma 59 yields (i).

To prove the “moreover” part, assume that C_{ϕ,w} is cohyponormal. Since R(E^⊥_{ϕ,w}) ⊆ N (M_θ) and R(M_θ) ⊆ R(E_{ϕ,w}), we get M_θ E_{ϕ,w}g = M_θ g = E_{ϕ,w}M_θ g, g ∈ L^2(μ_w).

This implies that R(E_{ϕ,w}) reduces M_θ and (101) is valid. Summarizing, we have shown that (iv) holds.

By Proposition 10, the measure h_{ϕ,w} d μ = d μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1} is σ-finite, and thus there exists f ∈ L^2(h_{ϕ,w} d μ) such that f(x) ∈ (0, ∞) for all x ∈ X. By Lemma 56(iii), g := f ∘ ϕ ∈ R(E_{ϕ,w}). Then, since R(E_{ϕ,w}) reduces M_θ, θg ∈ R(E_{ϕ,w}). Applying Lemma 56(iv), we find η ∈ L^2(h_{ϕ,w} d μ) such that η(x) ⩾ 0 for all x ∈ X and θg = η ∘ ϕ a.e. [μ_w]. Therefore, we have √ h_{ϕ,w} g = √ h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ · η ∘ ϕ a.e. [μ_w]. This implies that

h_{ϕ,w} = ( h_{ϕ,w} · η^2 f^2 ) ∘ ϕ a.e. [μ_w],

which completes the proof of the “moreover” part. □

Corollary 61. Suppose (AS2) holds, C_{ϕ,w} is densely defined and w ≠ 0 a.e. [μ]. Then the following conditions are equivalent:

(i) C_{ϕ,w} is cohyponormal, (ii) χ_{{hϕ,w >0}} · L^2(μ_w) ⊆ R(E_{ϕ,w}) and h_{ϕ,w} ⩽ h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ a.e. [μ_w].

5.3. Normality and formal normality

The following lemma, which is a direct consequence of Lemma 57, provides a few equivalent variants of the condition (ii-b) that appears in the characterization of normality of weighted composition operators given in Theorem 63.

Lemma 62. Suppose (AS2) holds and C_{ϕ,w} is densely defined. Then the following conditions are equivalent:

(i) R(E_{ϕ,w}) = L^2(μ_w), (ii) N (E_{ϕ,w}) = {0}, (iii) A = ϕ^{−1}(A )^{μw} , (iv) for every Δ ∈ A , there exists Δ̃ ∈ A such that μ_w(Δ △ ϕ^{−1}(Δ̃)) = 0, (v) for every A -measurable function f : X → R_+, there exists an A -measurable function g : X → R_+ such that f = g ∘ ϕ a.e. [μ_w].

Theorem 63. Suppose (AS2) holds and C_{ϕ,w} is densely defined. Then the following statements are equivalent:

(i) C_{ϕ,w} is normal, (ii) the following three conditions are satisfied:

(ii-a) h_{ϕ,w} = 0 on {w = 0} a.e. [μ], (ii-b) R(E_{ϕ,w}) = L^2(μ_w), (ii-c) h_{ϕ,w} = h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ a.e. [μ_w].

Moreover, if C_{ϕ,w} is normal, then {h_{ϕ,w} > 0} = {w ≠ 0} a.e. [μ].

Proof. (i)⇒(ii) First, we recall that normal operators are simultaneously hyponormal and cohyponormal. Thus the condition (ii-a) follows from Theorem 60. In view of Corollary 13, h_{ϕ,w} > 0 a.e. [μ_w], so by Theorem 60 the condition (ii-b) is satisfied. Using Theorem 60 again, we see that h_{ϕ,w} ⩽ h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ a.e. [μ_w] and E_{ϕ,w}(h_{ϕ,w}) = h_{ϕ,w} a.e. [μ_w]. On the other hand, by Theorem 53 we have h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ h_{ϕ,w} = E_{ϕ,w} ( h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ h_{ϕ,w} ) ⩽ 1 a.e. [μ_w].

As a consequence, the condition (ii-c) holds. (Note also that the condition (ii-c) is a direct consequence of Theorem 20.)

(ii)⇒(i) It follows from Theorem 60 that C_{ϕ,w} is cohyponormal. By (ii-c) and Lemma 6, h_{ϕ,w} > 0 a.e. [μ_w]. Since E_{ϕ,w} (_{hϕ,w ∘ϕ} h_{ϕ,w} ) = 1 a.e. [μ_w], we infer from Theorem 53 that C_{ϕ,w} is hyponormal (this can also be derived from the quasinormality of C_{ϕ,w} via (ii-c) and Theorem 20). Knowing that C_{ϕ,w} is closed, we conclude that C_{ϕ,w} is normal.

To prove the “moreover” part, assume that C_{ϕ,w} is normal. Then, by (ii), h_{ϕ,w} = 0 on {w = 0} a.e. [μ]. On the other hand, Corollary 13 guarantees that h_{ϕ,w} > 0 on {w ≠ 0} a.e. [μ], which implies that {h_{ϕ,w} > 0} = {w ≠ 0} a.e. [μ]. □

Corollary 64. Suppose (AS2) holds and C_{ϕ,w} is normal. Then the following assertions are valid for every n ∈ N,

5.3. NORMALITY AND FORMAL NORMALITY 67

(i) C_ϕn_{, ^wn} is normal and C^n_{ϕ,w} = C_ϕn_{, ^wn} , (ii) h_ϕn_{, ^wn} = h^n_{ϕ,w} a.e. [μ], (iii) h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ^n = h_{ϕ,w} a.e. [μ_w], (iv) { ^w_n ≠ 0} = {w ≠ 0} = {h_{ϕ,w} > 0} = {h_ϕn_{, ^wn} > 0} a.e. [μ], (v) μ_w ≪ μ_{^wn} and μ_{^wn} ≪ μ_w.

Proof. (i) Apply Lemma 44(v) and the fact that powers of normal operators are normal (see [85, Proposition 4.22]).

(ii) This is a consequence of Lemma 26(iii).

(iv) Using the “moreover” part of Theorem 63 and the assertions (i) and (ii), we get the following equalities { ^w_n ≠ 0} = {h_ϕn_{, ^wn} > 0} = {h^n_{ϕ,w} > 0} = {h_{ϕ,w} > 0} = {w ≠ 0} a.e. [μ]. (v) This can be deduced from the assertion (iv). (iii) It follows from the assertion (i) and Theorem 20 that

h_ϕn_{, ^wn} ∘ ϕ^n = h_ϕn_{, ^wn} a.e. [μ_{^wn} ].

By the assertion (ii) and Lemma 5, this implies that

(h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ^n)^n = h^n_{ϕ,w} a.e. [μ_{^wn} ].

Applying the assertion (v) and taking nth roots completes the proof. □

Corollary 65. Suppose (AS2) holds, C_{ϕ,w} is densely defined and w ≠ 0 a.e. [μ]. Then the following conditions are equivalent:

(i) C_{ϕ,w} is normal, (ii) R(E_{ϕ,w}) = L^2(μ_w) and h_{ϕ,w} = h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ a.e. [μ_w].

It was proved in [18, Theorem 9.4] that formally normal composition operators are automatically normal. As shown below, the same is true for weighted composition operators. The proof of this fact is an adaptation of that given in [18, Remark 9.5].

Theorem 66. Suppose (AS2) holds and C_{ϕ,w} is formally normal. Then C_{ϕ,w} is normal.

Proof. Applying the polarization formula and Proposition 17, we obtain ∫ X fḡ h_{ϕ,w} d μ^{(8)}= ⟨C_{ϕ,w}f, C_{ϕ,w}g⟩ = ⟨C^∗_{ϕ,w}f, C^∗_{ϕ,w}g⟩ = ∫ X (E_{ϕ,w}(f_w) ∘ ϕ^{−1}) E_{ϕ,w}(g_w) ∘ ϕ^{−1} h^2_{ϕ,w} d μ (8) = ∫ X (E_{ϕ,w}(f_w) ∘ ϕ^{−1}) ∘ ϕ · (E_{ϕ,w}(g_w) ∘ ϕ^{−1}) ∘ ϕ · h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ d μ_w,

(15) = ∫ X E_{ϕ,w}(f_w) E_{ϕ,w}(g_w) h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ d μ_w, f, g ∈ D(C_{ϕ,w}). (106) Since μ is σ-finite, there exists a sequence {X_n}^∞_{n=1} ⊆ A such that X_n ↗ X as n → ∞ and μ(X_n) < ∞ for all n ∈ N. Take Δ ∈ A . Knowing that h_{ϕ,w} > 0 a.e.

[μ_w], we can define the sequences {Y_n}^∞_{n=1} ⊆ A and {f_n}^∞_{n=1}, {g_n}^∞_{n=1} ⊆ L^2(μ) by Y_n = X_n ∩ {0 < |w| ⩽ n} ∩ {h_{ϕ,w} ⩾ 1/n}, f_n = χ_{Δ∩Yn} w h_{ϕ,w} and g_n = χ_{Δ∩Yn} w, n ∈ N. Applying Proposition 8 we easily verify that {f_n}^∞_{n=1}, {g_n}^∞_{n=1} ⊆ D(C_{ϕ,w}). Substituting (f_n, g_n) into (106) in place of (f, g), we obtain

μ_w(Y_n ∩ Δ) = ∫ X E_{ϕ,w}(h^{−1}_{ϕ,w} · χ_{Yn∩Δ}) E_{ϕ,w}(χ_{Yn} ) h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ d μ_w (A.1.4) = ∫ Y_n∩Δ E_{ϕ,w}(χ_{Yn} ) h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ h_{ϕ,w} d μ_w, n ∈ N. Using (A.1.6) and Lebesgue’s monotone convergence theorem and the fact that χ_{Yn∩E} ↗ χ_E a.e. [μ_w] as n → ∞ for any E ∈ A , we deduce that

μ_w(Δ) = ∫ Δ h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ h_{ϕ,w} d μ_w, Δ ∈ A . Since Δ ∈ A is arbitrary and μ_w is σ-finite, we deduce from [3, Theorem 1.6.11] that h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ = h_{ϕ,w} a.e. [μ_w]. By Proposition 20, C_{ϕ,w} is quasinormal. Since quasinormal formally normal operators are normal (cf. [97, Corollary 4]), the proof is complete. □

5.4. Selfadjointness In this section, we concentrate on the study of selfadjoint weighted composition operators. This covers the cases of symmetric and positive weighted composition operators due to the following proposition.

Proposition 67. Suppose (AS2) holds and C_{ϕ,w} is densely defined. If C_{ϕ,w} is symmetric or positive, then C_{ϕ,w} is selfadjoint.

Proof. Since densely defined positive complex Hilbert space operators are symmetric, we can infer Proposition 67 from Theorem 66 by noting that symmetric operators are formally normal and normal symmetric operators are selfadjoint. □ The following lemma, which is of some independent interest, will be one of the main tools in the proof of the characterization of selfadjointness of weighted composition operators given in Theorem 72.

Lemma 68. Assume that A is a normal operator in a complex Hilbert space H. Then the the following two conditions are equivalent:

(i) A = A^∗, (ii) A^2 is selfadjoint and positive.

Proof. (i)⇒(ii) This is clear due to the well-known fact that powers of selfadjoint operators are selfadjoint (see [85, Proposition 4.22]).

(ii)⇒(i) It follows from the spectral mapping theorem (see [85, Proposition 5.25]) and the fact that the spectrum of a positive selfadjoint operator is a subset of R_+ (see [85, Theorem 5.7 and Proposition 5.10(i)]) that {z^2 : z ∈ Sp(A)} = Sp(A^2) ⊆ R_+, where Sp(T ) denotes the spectrum of an operator T . This implies that Sp(A) ⊆ R. Hence, by [85, Propositions 4.17(ii) and 4.20(i)], the operator A is selfadjoint. □

To prove Theorem 72, we also need the following technical lemma.

Lemma 69. Suppose (X, A , ν) is a σ-finite measure space, τ : A → R_+ is a σfinite measure and ϕ is an A -measurable transformation of X. Then the following conditions are equivalent^1:

(i) f = f ∘ ϕ a.e. [ν] for all f ∈ L^2(τ), (ii) f = f ∘ ϕ a.e. [ν] for all f ∈ L^2(ν), (iii) f = f ∘ ϕ a.e. [ν] for all A -measurable function f : X → C.

Proof. (i)⇒(iii) Take an A -measurable function f : X → C. Since τ is σfinite, there exists a sequence {X_n}^∞_{n=1} such that X_n ↗ X as n → ∞ and τ(X_n) < ∞ for all n ∈ N. Set Y_n = {|f| ⩽ n} ∩ X_n for n ∈ N. Then {χ_{Yn} f}^∞_{n=1} ⊆ L^2(τ), which yields χ_{Yn} f = χ_ϕ−1_{(Yn)} f ∘ ϕ a.e. [ν], n ∈ N. Passing to the limit with n → ∞, we get f = f ∘ ϕ a.e. [ν].

(ii)⇒(iii) Apply the implication (i)⇒(iii) to τ = ν.

The implications (iii)⇒(i) and (iii)⇒(ii) are obvious. □

An inspection of the proof of Lemma 69 shows that the conditions (i) and (iii) are equivalent without assuming that the measure ν is σ-finite.

Corollary 70. Suppose (AS1) holds, τ : A → R_+ is a σ-finite measure and k ∈ N. Then the following conditions are equivalent:

(i) f = f ∘ ϕ^k a.e. [μ_w] for every f ∈ L^2(τ), (ii) C_ϕk is well-defined as an operator in L^2(μ_w) and C_ϕk = I_L2_{(μw )}, (iii) for every A -measurable function f : X → C, f = f ∘ ϕ^k a.e. [μ_w].

Moreover, if (iii) holds and C_{ϕ,w} is densely defined, then R(E_{ϕ,w}) = L^2(μ_w).

Proof. The conditions (i)-(iii) are equivalent due to Lemma 69. The “moreover” part is a direct consequence of (iii) and Lemma 56(ii). □

As shown below, every positive selfadjoint weighted composition operator is a multiplication operator.

Proposition 71. Suppose (AS2) holds and C_{ϕ,w} is selfadjoint and positive. Then w = √ h_{ϕ,w} a.e. [μ] and C_{ϕ,w} = M_w.

Proof. Since, by Proposition 18(i), C_{ϕ,w} = |C_{ϕ,w}| = M√_{hϕ,w} , we infer from Proposition 8(i) that w · f ∘ ϕ = √ h_{ϕ,w} · f, f ∈ L^2((1 + h_{ϕ,w}) d μ). (107)

Let {X_n}^∞_{n=1} be as in Lemma 9. Since {χ_{Xn} }^∞_{n=1} ⊆ L^2((1+h_{ϕ,w}) d μ), we infer from (107) that w · χ_ϕ−1_{(Xn)} = √ h_{ϕ,w} · χ_{Xn} a.e. [μ] for all n ∈ N. Passing to the limit with n → ∞ and using the fact that X_n ↗ X as n → ∞ completes the proof. □

Now we are ready to prove the theorem characterizing the selfadjointness of weighted composition operators.

Theorem 72. Suppose (AS2) holds and C_{ϕ,w} is densely defined. Then the following statements are equivalent:

1 In the condition (i) (see also Corollary 70(i)), the expression “for all f ∈ L2(τ )” should be understood as “for all A -measurable functions f : X → C such that ∫ X |f|^2 d τ < ∞”.

(i) C_{ϕ,w} is selfadjoint, (ii) the following two conditions hold:

(ii-a) ^w_2 = h_{ϕ,w} a.e. [μ], (ii-b) C_ϕ2 is well-defined as an operator in L^2(μ_w) and C_ϕ2 = I_L2_{(μw )}.

Proof. (i)⇒(ii) Since powers of selfadjoint operators are selfadjoint (see [85, Theorem 5.9]), we infer from Lemma 44(iii) that C^2_{ϕ,w} = C_ϕ2_{, ^w2} . (108) Therefore, by Propositions 10 and 18(i), h_{ϕ,w} < ∞ a.e. [μ] and M_{hϕ,w} = ( M_h1/2_{ϕ,w} )_2

= |C_{ϕ,w}|^2 = C^∗_{ϕ,w}C_{ϕ,w} = C^2_{ϕ,w}^{(108)}= C_ϕ2_{, ^w2} . (109) This implies that the operator C_ϕ2_{, ^w2} = M_{hϕ,w} is selfadjoint and positive. By (109) and Proposition 71, we have M_{hϕ,w} = C_ϕ2_{, ^w2} = M_{^w2} , (110) which implies (ii-a). It follows from (109) that h_{ϕ,w} · f = ^w_2 · f ∘ ϕ^2 a.e. [μ], f ∈ L^2((1 + h^2_{ϕ,w}) d μ) (111) However, by (ii-a) and the “moreover” part of Theorem 63, we have { ^w_2 ≠ 0} = {h_{ϕ,w} > 0} = {w ≠ 0} a.e. [μ], which together with (111) yields f = f ∘ ϕ^2 a.e. [μ_w], f ∈ L^2((1 + h^2_{ϕ,w}) d μ). (112) Applying Corollary 70(i) with d τ = (1 + h^2_{ϕ,w}) d μ gives (ii-b).

(ii)⇒(i) It follows from (ii-a) that h_{ϕ,w} = 0 on {w = 0} a.e. [μ]. By Corollary 70 (with k = 2), R(E_{ϕ,w}) = L^2(μ_w ) and w = w ∘ ϕ^2 a.e. [μ_w]. (113) Applying Lemma 5, we deduce from (ii-a) that w ∘ ϕ · w ∘ ϕ^2 = h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ a.e. [μ_w].

This combined with (ii-a) and (113) yields h_{ϕ,w} = h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ a.e. [μ_w]. Summarizing, we have shown that the conditions (ii-a), (ii-b) and (ii-c) of Theorem 63 hold. Hence, by this theorem, C_{ϕ,w} is normal. This implies that C^2_{ϕ,w} is normal (see [85, Proposition 4.22]). In particular C^2_{ϕ,w} is closed. In view of Lemma 68, it suffices to show that C^2_{ϕ,w} is selfadjoint and positive. By Lemma 44(iii), the equality (108) is valid. It follows from Proposition 8(i) and Lemma 26(iii) that D(C^2_{ϕ,w})^{(108)}= D(C_ϕ2_{, ^w2} ) = L^2((1 + h_ϕ2_{, ^w2} ) d μ) = L^2((1 + h^2_{ϕ,w}) d μ) = D(M_{hϕ,w} ). (114) According to (ii-b) and Corollary 70(iii), for every A -measurable function f : X → C, f = f ∘ ϕ^2 a.e. [μ_w]. This implies that

C^2_{ϕ,w}f^{(108)}= ^w_2 · f ∘ ϕ^{2 (ii} -a) = h_{ϕ,w} · f ∘ ϕ^2 (†) = h_{ϕ,w} · f = M_{hϕ,w} f, f ∈ D(C^2_{ϕ,w}), where (†) follows from the normality of C_{ϕ,w} and the “moreover” part of Theorem 63. Hence, by (114), C^2_{ϕ,w} = M_{hϕ,w} . This completes the proof. □

The following result appeared in [19, Proposition B.1].

Corollary 73. Let (X, A , μ) be a σ-finite measure space and ϕ be a nonsingular transformation of X. Then the following assertions are valid:

(i) if C_ϕ is symmetric, then C_ϕ is selfadjoint and unitary, and C^2_ϕ = I, (ii) if C_ϕ is positive and symmetric, then C_ϕ = I.

Proof. By Proposition 67, C_ϕ is selfadjoint. Hence so is C^2_ϕ. (i) Since C^2_ϕ is closed, we infer from Lemma 44(iii) and Theorem 72 that C^2_ϕ = C_ϕ2 = I.

(ii) Apply Proposition 71 or (i) and the square root lemma. □

To prove Theorem 76 that characterizes positive selfadjoint weighted composition operators, we need the following lemma.

Lemma 74. Suppose (AS1) holds. Then the following statements are equivalent:

(i) C_{ϕ,w} is well-defined and C_{ϕ,w} = M_w, (ii) C_ϕ is well-defined as an operator in L^2(μ_w) and C_ϕ = I_L2_{(μw )}.

Moreover, if (ii) holds, then h_{ϕ,w} = |w|^2 a.e. [μ].

Proof. (i)⇒(ii) By assumption and Proposition 8(i) we see that w·f ∘ϕ = w·f a.e. [μ] for all f ∈ L^2((1 + h_{ϕ,w}) d μ). This implies that f ∘ ϕ = f a.e. [μ_w] for all f ∈ L^2((1 + h_{ϕ,w}) d μ). Applying Corollary 70 completes the proof of (ii).

(ii)⇒(i) It follows from Corollary 70 that w · f ∘ ϕ = w · f a.e. [μ] for all A -measurable functions f : X → C. This implies (i).

Now assume that (ii) holds. Applying Corollary 70, we deduce that

μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}(Δ) = ∫ X χ_Δ ∘ ϕ d μ_w = ∫ Δ |w|^2 d μ, Δ ∈ A , which proves the “moreover” part. □

Corollary 75. Suppose (AS1) holds. If the condition (ii) of Lemma 74 holds and u: X → C is an A -measurable function such that {w = 0} = {u = 0} a.e. [μ], then C_{ϕ,u} is well-defined and C_{ϕ,u} = M_u.

Proof. Combine Corollary 70 and Lemma 74. □

Positive selfadjoint weighted composition operators can be characterized as follows.

Theorem 76. Suppose (AS1) holds. Then the following are equivalent:

(i) C_{ϕ,w} is well-defined, selfadjoint and positive, (ii) the following two conditions hold:

(ii-a) w ⩾ 0 a.e. [μ], (ii-b) C_ϕ is well-defined as an operator in L^2(μ_w) and C_ϕ = I_L2_{(μw )}, (iii) C_{ϕ,w} is well-defined, C_{ϕ,w} = M_w and w ⩾ 0 a.e. [μ].

Proof. (i)⇒(ii) In view of Proposition 71, w = √ h_{ϕ,w} ⩾ 0 a.e. [μ] and C_{ϕ,w} = M_w. Hence, by Lemma 74, (ii-b) holds.

(ii)⇒(iii) Apply Lemma 74.

(iii)⇒(i) Obvious. □

Corollary 77. Suppose (AS2) holds and C_{ϕ,w} is selfadjoint and positive. Let u: X → C be an A -measurable function such that

(i) u ⩾ 0 a.e. [μ], (ii) {w = 0} = {u = 0} a.e. [μ].

Then C_{ϕ,u} is well-defined and it is selfadjoint and positive.

Proof. By Corollary 70 and Theorem 76, f = f ∘ ϕ a.e. [μ_w] for every A - measurable function f : X → C. Noting that the measures μ_w and μ_u are mutually absolutely continuous and applying Corollary 70 and Theorem 76 to the weight u, we complete the proof. □

We close this section by relating some of the conditions that appeared in the characterizations of normality, selfadjointness and positivity of weighted composition operators.

Proposition 78. Suppose (AS2) holds and C_{ϕ,w} is densely defined. Then the following assertions hold:

(i) if w = √ h_{ϕ,w} a.e. [μ] and h_{ϕ,w} = h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ a.e. [μ_w], then ^w_2 = h_{ϕ,w} a.e. [μ], (ii) the following two conditions are equivalent

(ii-a) w = √ h_{ϕ,w} a.e. [μ], h_{ϕ,w} = h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ a.e. [μ_w], C_ϕ2 is well-defined as an operator in L^2(μ_w) and C_ϕ2 = I_L2_{(μw )}, (ii-b) w = √ h_{ϕ,w} a.e. [μ] and C_{ϕ,w} = C^∗_{ϕ,w}.

Proof. (i) Since w = √ h_{ϕ,w} a.e. [μ] and h_{ϕ,w} = h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ a.e. [μ_w], we deduce from Lemma 5 that w ∘ ϕ = √ h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ = √ h_{ϕ,w} a.e. [μ_w].

This gives the equality ^w_2 = h_{ϕ,w} a.e. [μ_w]. (115)

In turn, the equality w = √ h_{ϕ,w} a.e. [μ] implies that {w = 0} = {h_{ϕ,w} = 0} a.e.

[μ]. This combined with (115) yields ^w_2 = h_{ϕ,w} a.e. [μ].

(ii-a)⇒(ii-b) Apply the assertion (i) and Theorem 72.

(ii-b)⇒(ii-a) Use Theorems 63 and 72. □

CHAPTER 6

Discrete Measure Spaces

In this chapter, we adapt our general results to the context of discrete weighted composition operators, i.e., weighted composition operators over discrete measure spaces. Section 6.1 has an introductory character. Section 6.2 characterizes hyponormality, cohyponormality and normality of discrete weighted composition operators (see Theorems 83, 84 and 87). Section 6.3 provides two criteria for subnormality of discrete weighted composition operators, the second of which can be thought of as a far reaching generalization of the discrete version of Lambert’s criterion (see Theorems 89 and 90). The interplay between the theory of moments, the geometry of graphs induced by symbols and the injectivity problem is discussed in Section 6.4 (see Theorem 93 and Problems 96 and 100). The chapter is concluded with Section 6.5 which contains a variety of examples illustrating our considerations.

6.1. Background

Given a measure space (X, A , ν) such that {x} ∈ A for every x ∈ X, we put

At(ν) = {x ∈ X : ν(x) > 0}. (116)

Elements of the set At(ν) are called atoms of ν. We say that a measure space (X, A , ν) is discrete (or that ν : A → R_+ is a discrete measure on X) if A = 2^X , card(At(ν)) ⩽ ℵ_0, ν(X \ At(ν)) = 0 and ν(x) < ∞ for all x ∈ X. Clearly, such ν is σ-finite, At(ν) = {x ∈ X : 0 < ν(x) < ∞}, ν(Δ) = ν(Δ ∩ At(ν)) for all Δ ∈ 2^X and

for every Δ ∈ 2^X , ν(Δ) = 0 if and only if Δ ⊆ X \ At(ν). (117)

As a consequence, we see that

if P is a property which a point x ∈ X may or may not have, then P holds a.e. [ν] if and only if P is valid for every x ∈ At(ν). (118)

To avoid the repetition, we state the following assumption which will be used frequently in this chapter.

The triplet (X, 2^X , μ) is a discrete measure space, ϕ is a transformation of X and w : X → C is a function.

(AS4)

If (AS4) holds, then, as usual, C_{ϕ,w} denotes the weighted composition operator in L^2(μ) with the symbol ϕ and the weight w. Note that the measure μ_w is also discrete and At(μ_w) ⊆ At(μ). To simplify notation, we write ϕ^{−1}_w ({x}) := ϕ^{−1}({x}) ∩ At(μ_w), x ∈ X. It follows from (117) that ϕ^{−1}_w ({·}) possesses the following property

x ∈ At(μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}) =⇒ ϕ^{−1}_w ({x}) ≠ ∅. (119)

Since X = ⨆ x∈X ϕ^{−1}({x}), it is easily seen that

At(μ_w) = ⨆ x∈At(μ_w ∘ϕ^{−1}) ϕ^{−1}_w ({x}). (120)

A necessary and sufficient condition for C_{ϕ,w} to be well-defined and an explicit description of h_{ϕ,w} are given below.

Proposition 79. Suppose (AS4) holds. Then the following assertions are valid:

(i) C_{ϕ,w} is well-defined if and only if At(μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}) ⊆ At(μ), (ii) if C_{ϕ,w} is well-defined, then

h_{ϕ,w}(x) = μ_w(ϕ^{−1}({x})) μ(x) , x ∈ At(μ). (121)

Proof. (i) The “only if” part is obvious due to Proposition 7. To prove the “if” part assume that μ_w(ϕ^{−1}({x})) = 0 for every x ∈ X such that μ(x) = 0. Using (117), we easily verify that

if x ∈ X \ At(μ), then {w ≠ 0} ∩ ϕ^{−1}({x}) ⊆ X \ At(μ).

This combined with (117) implies that μ_w ∘ϕ^{−1} ≪ μ, which by Proposition 7 shows that C_{ϕ,w} is well defined.

(ii) Take Δ ∈ 2^X . It follows from Proposition 7 that μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1} ≪ μ. As a consequence, since μ ( Δ∩(X\At(μ)) ) = 0, we see that μ_w ∘ϕ^{−1} ( Δ∩(X\At(μ)) ) = 0.

Hence, μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}(Δ) = μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1} ( Δ ∩ At(μ) ) which implies that ∫ Δ μ_w(ϕ^{−1}({x})) μ(x) d μ(x) = ∫ Δ∩At(μ) μ_w(ϕ^{−1}({x})) μ(x) d μ(x) = μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}(Δ). (122)

Note that according to (2) the integrand in (122) equals 0 for every x ∈ X such that μ(x) = 0. This completes the proof. □

Assume that (AS4) holds and C_{ϕ,w} is well-defined. It follows from (118) and (121) and the fact that the measure μ_w is discrete that

h_{ϕ,w} > 0 a.e. [μ] (resp., h_{ϕ,w} > 0 a.e. [μ_w]) if and only if At(μ) ⊆ At(μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}) (resp., At(μ_w) ⊆ At(μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1})).

(123)

By Proposition 10 and (121), C_{ϕ,w} is densely defined if and only if μ_w(ϕ^{−1}({x})) < ∞ for every x ∈ At(μ).

In Proposition 80 below we explicitly describe the conditional expectation E_{ϕ,w}. We begin by observing that

a function f : X → R_+ is ϕ^{−1}(2^X )-measurable if and only if for every x ∈ ϕ(X), f is constant on ϕ^{−1}({x}).

(124)

Proposition 80. Suppose (AS4) holds and C_{ϕ,w} is densely defined. Then the following assertions are valid:

(i) the measure μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1} is discrete, (ii) ⨆ x∈Ω ϕ^{−1}({x}) is the smallest ϕ^{−1}(2^X )-measurable set of full μ_w-measure,

6.1. BACKGROUND 75

(iii) for every function f : X → R_+, we have^1

E_{ϕ,w}(f) = ∫ ϕ^{−1} ({x}) f d μw μ_w(ϕ^{−1}({x})) on ϕ^{−1}({x}) , x ∈ Ω, (125) where Ω := At(μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}).

Proof. (i) Since the measure μ_w is discrete, we see that for every x ∈ X, x ∈ At(μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}) if and only if At(μ_w) ∩ ϕ^{−1}({x}) ≠ ∅. Since the fibers ϕ^{−1}({z}), z ∈ X, are disjoint and the set At(μ_w) is at most countable, we deduce that the set Ω is at most countable and, by the discreteness of μ_w, μ_w(X \ ⨆ x∈Ω ϕ^{−1}({x})) = 0. In turn, by Proposition 10, μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1} is σ-finite and thus μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1} is discrete.

(ii) For this, note that if Δ ∈ 2^X , then, by (117) applied to the discrete measure μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}, ϕ^{−1}(Δ) is a set of full μ_w-measure if and only if X \ Δ ⊆ X \ Ω, which proves our claim.

(iii) Using (124) and (A.1.1), we easily verify that the formula (125) holds. □

As shown below, if the weight w of a well-defined weighted composition operator C_{ϕ,w} over a discrete measure space does not vanish on a set of positive μ-measure, then C_{ϕ,w} is unitarily equivalent to a weighted composition operator over a “purely atomic” measure space.

Proposition 81. Suppose (AS4) holds and w(x) ≠ 0 for all x ∈ At(μ). Then (i) C_{ϕ,w} is well-defined if and only if ϕ(At(μ)) ⊆ At(μ), (ii) if C_{ϕ,w} is well-defined, X_0 := At(μ), μ_0 := μ|_2X_0 , ϕ_0 := ϕ|_{X0} and w_0 := w|_{X0} , then At(μ_0) = X_0, w_0(x) ≠ 0 for all x ∈ X_0, C_{ϕ0 ,w0} is well-defined in L^2(μ_0) and the mapping U : L^2(μ) → L^2(μ_0) defined by Uf = f|_{X0} for f ∈ L^2(μ) is a unitary isomorphism such that UC_{ϕ,w} = C_{ϕ0 ,w0} U.

Proof. Note that the measures μ and μ_w are mutually absolutely continuous. (i) If C_{ϕ,w} is well-defined, x ∈ X and μ(ϕ(x)) = 0, then, by Proposition 7, 0 = μ(ϕ^{−1}({ϕ(x)})) ⩾ μ(x), and so x /∈ At(μ). In turn, if ϕ(At(μ)) ⊆ At(μ), x ∈ X and μ(ϕ^{−1}({x})) > 0, then there exists y ∈ ϕ^{−1}({x}) ∩ At(μ), which implies that x = ϕ(y) ∈ At(μ). Hence, by Proposition 7, C_{ϕ,w} is well-defined.

(ii) This is a consequence of (i). □

Remark 82. Under the assumptions of Proposition 81, C_{ϕ,w} is well-defined if and only if C_ϕ is well-defined, and if this is the case, then M_wC_ϕ ⊆ C_{ϕ,w} (see Section 7.1 for more information on this matter). What is more, if C_{ϕ,w} is well-defined, then the underlying measure space can always be replaced by a complete measure space such that At(μ) = X and w(x) ≠ 0 for all x ∈ X. In this particular case, the measure space (X, ϕ^{−1}(2^X ), μ|_ϕ−1_{(2}X_)) is complete. This is no longer true if the weight w of C_{ϕ,w} vanishes on a set of positive μ-measure. To see this, consider the transformation ϕ of X as in Figure 1, a discrete measure μ on X such that X \At(μ) = {A_1, B_1} and a weight w : X → C such that {x ∈ X : w(x) = 0} = {A_2, B_2}. Then the composition operator C_ϕ is not well-defined, the weighted composition operator C_{ϕ,w}

1 Note that if x ∈ ϕ(X) and μw (ϕ−1({x})) = 0, then the constant value of E ϕ,w (f) on ϕ^{−1}({x}) can be defined arbitrarily; however, according to (2), the right-hand side of the equality in (125) makes sense for such x and equals 0.

Figure 1. An example illustrating Remark 82.

is well-defined and the measure space (X, ϕ^{−1}(2^X ), μ|_ϕ−1_{(2}X_)) is not complete (because μ(ϕ^{−1}({0})) = 0 and {A_1} ⊊ ϕ^{−1}({0})).

6.2. Seminormality First, we provide necessary and sufficient conditions for C_{ϕ,w} to be hyponormal.

Let us note that in view of (119) the summation in (127) is over a nonempty set.

Theorem 83. Suppose (AS4) holds and C_{ϕ,w} is densely defined. Then the following statements are equivalent:

(i) C_{ϕ,w} is hyponormal, (ii) the following two conditions hold:

At(μ_w) ⊆ At(μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}), (126) 1 μ(x) ∑ y∈ϕ^{−1}_w ({x}) μ(y)μ_w(y) μ_w(ϕ^{−1}({y})) ⩽ 1, x ∈ At(μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}). (127)

Proof. It follows from Corollary 13 and (123) that there is no loss of generality in assuming that (126) holds. By Lemma 6, Proposition 10 and (123), there exists a function ϑ: X → (0, ∞) such that ϑ(x) = √_{hϕ,w ∘ϕ(x)} h_{ϕ,w} (x) for every x ∈ At(μw). Hence,

by (121), we have

ϑ^2(y) = μ_w(ϕ^{−1}({ϕ(y)})) μ(ϕ(y)) · μ(y) μ_w(ϕ^{−1}({y})) , y ∈ At(μ_w). (Note that according to our assumptions the numerators and the denominators of fractions appearing above are positive and finite.) Now fix x ∈ At(μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}). Then, by Proposition 79(i), x ∈ At(μ). As a consequence, we have

E_{ϕ,w}(ϑ^2)(z)^{(125)}= ∫ ϕ^{−1}({x}) ϑ 2 d μ_w μ_w(ϕ^{−1}({x})) = 1 μ_w(ϕ^{−1}({x})) ∫ ϕ^{−1}_w ({x}) μ_w(ϕ^{−1}({x})) μ(x) · μ(y) μ_w(ϕ^{−1}({y})) d μ_w(y) = 1 μ(x) ∫ ϕ^{−1}_w ({x}) μ(y) μ_w(ϕ^{−1}({y})) d μ_w(y)

= 1 μ(x) ∑ y∈ϕ^{−1}_w ({x}) μ(y)μ_w(y) μ_w(ϕ^{−1}({y})) , z ∈ ϕ^{−1}({x}). Applying Theorem 53 and Proposition 80 completes the proof. □

The following is a discrete counterpart of Theorem 60.

Theorem 84. Suppose (AS4) holds and C_{ϕ,w} is densely defined. Then the following statements are equivalent:

(i) C_{ϕ,w} is cohyponormal, (ii) the following three conditions are satisfied:

(ii-a^†) At(μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}) ⊆ {w ≠ 0}, (ii-b^†) for every f ∈ L^2(μ_w), if f̂ = 0 on At(μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}), then f = 0 on At(μ_w) ∩ At(μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}), where f̂(x) = ∫ ϕ^{−1}({x}) f d μw for x ∈ X, (ii-c^†) for every x ∈ At(μ_w) ∩ ϕ(X), μ(ϕ(x)) μ(x) ∑ y∈ϕ^{−1}({x}) |w(y)|^2μ(y) ⩽ ∑ y∈ϕ^{−1}({ϕ(x)}) |w(y)|^2μ(y). Moreover, the condition (ii-b^†) is equivalent to

(ii-b^′) for every Δ ∈ 2^X such that Δ ∩ At(μ_w) ⊆ At(μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}), there exists Δ̃ ∈ 2X such that Δ △ ϕ−1(Δ̃) ⊆ X \ At(μ_w).

Proof. To prove that (i) is equivalent to (ii), it is enough to show that under the present circumstances the condition (ii-a) (resp., (ii-b), (ii-c)) of Theorem 60 is equivalent to the condition (ii-a^†) (resp., (ii-b^†), (ii-c^†)).

(ii-a)⇔(ii-a^†) Note that h_{ϕ,w} = 0 on {w = 0} a.e. [μ] if and only if μ({w = 0} ∩ {h_{ϕ,w} > 0}) = 0, or equivalently by (117), if and only if

{w = 0} ∩ {h_{ϕ,w} > 0} ∩ At(μ) = ∅. (128)

Since, by (121) and Proposition 79(i), {h_{ϕ,w} > 0} ∩ At(μ) = At(μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}), we see that (128) is equivalent to

{w = 0} ∩ At(μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}) = ∅,

which is easily seen to be equivalent to (ii-a†).

(ii-b)⇔(ii-b^†) Use Lemma 57(ii) with Ω = {h_{ϕ,w} > 0}, Proposition 80 and (118).

(ii-c)⇔(ii-c^†) Apply (118) and (121).

Summarizing, we have proved that the conditions (i) and (ii) are equivalent. (ii-b^†)⇔(ii-b^′) In view of Lemma 57 and the equivalence (ii-b)⇔(ii-b^†), it suffices to prove that the condition (iv) of this lemma is equivalent to (ii-b^′). It is easily seen that if Δ ∈ 2^X , then by (117), Δ ⊆ {h_{ϕ,w} > 0} a.e. [μ_w] if and only if (Δ \ {h_{ϕ,w} > 0}) ∩ At(μ_w) = ∅, or equivalently, if and only if ( Δ ∩ At(μ_w) ) \ ( {h_{ϕ,w} > 0} ∩ At(μ_w) ) = ∅. Since {h_{ϕ,w} > 0} ∩ At(μ_w) = At(μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}) ∩ At(μ_w), we see that Δ ⊆ {h_{ϕ,w} > 0} a.e. [μ_w] if and only if Δ ∩ At(μ_w) ⊆ At(μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}). This together with (117) proves the claimed equivalence. □

Corollary 85. Under the assumptions of Theorem 84, if additionally At(μ) = X and w(x) ≠ 0 for every x ∈ X, then C_{ϕ,w} is cohyponormal if and only if the following two conditions hold:

(i) {x} = ϕ^{−1}({ϕ(x)}) for every x ∈ ϕ(X), (ii) μ(ϕ(x)) ∑ y∈ϕ^{−1}({x}) |w(y)| 2μ(y) ⩽ |w(x)|^2μ(x)^2 for every x ∈ ϕ(X).

Proof. In view of Theorem 84, it is enough to show that the condition (ii-b^′) is equivalent to (i). Indeed, if (ii-b^′) holds, then for every set Δ ⊆ ϕ(X) there exists a set Δ̃ ⊆ X such that Δ = ϕ^{−1}(Δ̃). In particular, if Δ = {x}, where x ∈ ϕ(X), then ϕ(x) ∈ Δ̃ and {x} ⊆ ϕ^{−1}({ϕ(x)}) ⊆ ϕ^{−1}(Δ̃) = {x}, which implies (i). Now we prove the reverse implication. For this, note that for every set Δ ⊆ ϕ(X),

ϕ^{−1}(ϕ(Δ)) = ϕ^{−1} ( ⋃ x∈Δ ϕ({x}) ) = ⋃ x∈Δ ϕ^{−1}(ϕ{x}) = Δ, which completes the proof. □

The characterization of cohyponormality of weighted shifts on directed trees stated below appeared in [57, Remark 5.2.4]. The present proof is based on Theorem 84. We refer the reader to the parts (d) and (e) of Section 2.3 for necessary information on weighted shifts on directed trees.

Theorem 86. Let S_λ be a densely defined weighted shift on a directed tree T = (V, E) with weights λ = {λ_v }_{v∈V} ∘ . Then the following statements hold:

(i) if T has a root, then S_λ is cohyponormal if and only if S_λ = 0, (ii) if T is rootless, then S_λ is cohyponormal if and only if for every u ∈ V the following two conditions are satisfied: (a) card(Chi^+_λ (u)) ⩽ 1, (b) if card(Chi^+_λ (u)) = 1, then 0 < ‖S_λe_v‖ ⩽ |λ_v | for v ∈ Chi^+_λ (u) and λ_x = 0 for every x ∈ Chi(u) \ Chi^+_λ (u), where e_v = χ_{{v}} and Chi^+_λ (u) = {x ∈ Chi(u): ‖S_λe_x‖ > 0} for v, u ∈ V .

Proof. Set ϕ(x) = par(x) and w(x) = λ_x for x ∈ V^∘. If T has a root, then we put ϕ(root) = root and w(root) = 0. Note that ϕ^{−1}({x}) = Chi(x) for all x ∈ V . It follows from [57, Proposition 3.1.3] that {e_u : u ∈ V } ⊆ D(S_λ) and μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}(x) = ‖S_λe_x‖^2, x ∈ V, (129) At(μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}) = {x ∈ V : ‖S_λe_x‖ > 0} = {x ∈ V : ∑ y∈Chi(x) |λ_y|^2 > 0}. (130)

(i) Suppose S_λ is cohyponormal. By (130) and Theorem 84(ii-a^†), we see that {w = 0} ⊆ V \ At(μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}). This together with (130) implies that λ_u = 0 for all u ∈ Chi(root), and λ_v = 0 for every v ∈ Chi(u) and every u ∈ V^∘ such that λ_u = 0. Applying [57, Eqs. (2.1.3) and (6.1.3)], we deduce that S_λ = 0. The reverse implication is trivial.

(ii) Assume that T is rootless. Suppose S_λ is cohyponormal. Arguing as above, we infer from Theorem 86(ii-a^†) that

λ_v = 0 for every v ∈ Chi(u) and every u ∈ V such that λ_u = 0. (131)

Now we prove that

if u ∈ V , v_1 ∈ Chi^+_λ (u), v_2 ∈ Chi(u) and v_1 ≠ v_2, then λ_{v2} = 0. (132)

Indeed, otherwise λ_{v2} ≠ 0. By (131), λ_{v1} ≠ 0. Define f ∈ L^2(μ_w) by f = 1 |λ_{v1} |^2 χ_{{v1 }} − 1 |λ_{v2} |^2 χ_{{v2}}. Then, by (130), f̂ = 0 on At(μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}). Since, by (130) and (131), v_1 ∈ At(μ_w) ∩ At(μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}), we infer from Theorem 84(ii-b^†) that f(v_1) = 0, which is a contradiction. This justifies our claim. Clearly, (131) and (132) imply the conditions (a) and (b) except for the requirement that “0 < ‖S_λe_v‖ ⩽ |λ_v | for v ∈ Chi^+_λ (u)”. To prove the latter, take u ∈ V such that card(Chi^+_λ (u)) = 1. Let v ∈ Chi^+_λ (u). By (131), λ_v ≠ 0. This combined with (132) and the fact that μ is the counting measure, enables us to deduce from Theorem 84(ii-c^†) that

0 < ‖S_λe_v‖^2 ⩽ ∑ y∈Chi(u) |λ_y|^2 = |λ_v |^2,

which yields the “only if” part of (ii).

To prove the converse implication assume that the conditions (a) and (b) hold for every u ∈ V . It is easily seen that (a) and (b) implies (132). Combining (130) and (132), we see that the conditions (ii-a†) and (ii-c†) of Theorem 84 are satisfied. To prove that the condition (ii-b†) of this theorem is satisfied, take f ∈ L^2(μ_w) such that f̂ = 0 on At(μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}). Fix v ∈ At(μ_w) ∩ At(μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}). Set u = par(v). Then λ_v ≠ 0 and, by (130), u ∈ At(μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}). Since, again by (130), v ∈ Chi^+_λ (u), we infer from (132) that

0 = f̂(u) = ∫ Chi(u)

f d μ_w = |λ_v |^2f(v).

This means that f = 0 on At(μ_w) ∩ At(μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}). As a consequence, we conclude that (ii-b†) is satisfied. This completes the proof. □

The normality of weighted composition operators over discrete measure spaces is characterized in Theorem 87 below. We omit its proof because it is similar to that of Theorem 84 (apply Lemma 62 and Theorem 63 in place of Lemma 57 and Theorem 60).

Theorem 87. Suppose (AS4) holds and C_{ϕ,w} is densely defined. Then the following statements are equivalent:

(i) C_{ϕ,w} is normal, (ii) the following three conditions are satisfied:

(ii-a) At(μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}) ⊆ {w ≠ 0}, (ii-b) for every f ∈ L^2(μ_w), if f̂ = 0 on At(μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}), then f = 0 on At(μ_w), where f̂(x) = ∫ ϕ^{−1}({x}) f d μw for x ∈ X, (ii-c) for every x ∈ At(μ_w), ϕ^{−1}({x}) ≠ ∅ and μ(ϕ(x)) μ(x) ∑ y∈ϕ^{−1}({x}) |w(y)|^2μ(y) = ∑ y∈ϕ^{−1}({ϕ(x)}) |w(y)|^2μ(y). Moreover, the condition (ii-b) is equivalent to

(ii-b^′) for every Δ ∈ 2^X , there exists Δ̃ ∈ 2^X such that Δ △ ϕ^{−1}(Δ̃) ⊆ X \ At(μ_w).

Corollary 88. Under the assumptions of Theorem 87, if additionally At(μ) = X and w(x) ≠ 0 for every x ∈ X, then C_{ϕ,w} is normal if and only if the following two conditions hold:

(i) ϕ is a bijection, (ii) |w(ϕ^{−1}(x))|^2μ(ϕ(x))μ(ϕ^{−1} (x)) = |w(x)|^2μ(x)^2 for every x ∈ X.

Proof. Apply Theorem 87(ii) and observe that the bijectivity of ϕ can be inferred from Corollary 85(i) and Theorem 87(ii-c). □

Regarding Corollary 88, we refer the reader to [19, Remark 37] for more information on composition operators coming from injections of types I, II and III (cf. [102]).

6.3. Subnormality

We begin by stating a criterion for subnormality of weighted composition operators over discrete measure spaces.

Theorem 89. Suppose (AS4) holds, C_{ϕ,w} is densely defined and At(μ_w) ⊆ At(μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}). Assume, moreover, that there exists a family of probability measures P : X × B(R_+) → [0, 1] which satisfies the following condition ∑ y∈ϕ^{−1}({x}) μ_w(y) μ(x) P (y, σ) = ∫ σ tP (x, d t), σ ∈ B(R_+), x ∈ At(μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}).

Then C_{ϕ,w} is subnormal.

Proof. Apply (123), Propositions 79 and 80 and Theorem 29. □

We refer the reader to [15, Theorem 3] for a criterion for subnormality of weighted shifts on directed trees. Let us point out that this criterion has been deduced from Theorem 29. It can be also deduced from Theorem 89. This criterion has found applications in producing some surprising examples of unbounded subnormal operators (cf. [15] and [20]).

The following is a generalization of [19, Theorem 41] to the case of weighted composition operators over discrete measure spaces.

Theorem 90. Suppose (AS4) holds and C_{ϕ,w} is densely defined. Assume, moreover, that for every x ∈ At(μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}),

{h_ϕn_{, ^wn} (x)}^∞_{n=0} is a Stieltjes moment sequence and {h_ϕn+1_{, ^wn+1} (x)}^∞_{n=0} is a determinate Stieltjes moment sequence.

(133)

Then C_{ϕ,w} is subnormal if and only if At(μ_w ) ⊆ At(μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}).

To prove Theorem 90, we need the following lemma which generalizes [19, Lemma 38] to the case of weighted composition operators. Since its proof is essentially the same as that of [19, Lemma 38], we leave it to the reader (use Lemma 26(ii) and the equality (125) in place of [19, Lemma 15] and [19, Eq. (57)], respectively).

Lemma 91. Suppose (AS4) is satisfied and C_{ϕ,w} is densely defined. Let x ∈ At(μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}) be such that for every y ∈ ϕ^{−1}_w ({x}), {h_ϕn_{, ^wn} (y)}^∞_{n=0} is a Stieltjes moment sequence with a representing measure ϑ_y. Then the following assertions hold.

6.3. SUBNORMALITY 81

(i) If ∑ y∈ϕ^{−1}_w ({x}) μ_w(y) μ(x) ∫_∞ 0 1 t ϑ_y(d t) ⩽ 1, (134)

then {h_ϕn_{, ^wn} (x)}^∞_{n=0} is a Stieltjes moment sequence with a representing measure ~ϑ_x given by ~ϑ_x(σ) = ∑ y∈ϕ^{−1}_w ({x}) μ_w(y) μ(x) ∫ σ 1 t ϑ_y(d t) + ε_x · δ_0(σ), σ ∈ B(R_+), (135)

where

ε_x = 1 − ∑ y∈ϕ^{−1}_w ({x}) μ_w(y) μ(x) ∫_∞ 0 1 t ϑ_y(d t). (136)

(ii) If {h_ϕn_{, ^wn} (x)}^∞_{n=0} is a Stieltjes moment sequence, and {h_ϕn+1_{, ^wn+1} (x)}^∞_{n=0} is a determinate Stieltjes moment sequence, then the inequality (134) holds, the Stieltjes moment sequence {h_ϕn_{, ^wn} (x)}^∞_{n=0} is determinate and its unique representing measure ~ϑ_x is given by (135) and (136).

Proof of Theorem 90. The “only if” part follows from Corollary 13 and (123). To prove the “if” part, assume that At(μ_w ) ⊆ At(μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}). By Lemma 91(ii), for every x ∈ At(μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}), the Stieltjes moment sequence {h_ϕn_{, ^wn} (x)}^∞_{n=0} is determinate; let us denote its unique representing measure by P (x, ·). Set P (x, ·) = δ_0 for x ∈ X \ At(μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}). Since At(μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}) ⊆ At(μ) and h_ϕ0_{, ^w0} (x) = 1 for all x ∈ At(μ), we see that P : X × B(R_+) → [0, 1] is a family of probability measures. It follows from Lemma 91(ii) that for every x ∈ At(μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}), P (x, σ) = ∑ y∈ϕ^{−1}_w ({x}) μ_w(y) μ(x) ∫ σ 1 t P (y, d t) + ε_x · δ_0(σ), σ ∈ B(R_+), (137)

where ε_x is given by (136) for x ∈ At(μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}). It is easily seen that (137) implies that P (y, {0}) = 0 for all y ∈ ϕ^{−1}_w ({x}) and x ∈ At(μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}). Hence, integrating the function R_+ ∋ t → t · χ_σ (t) ∈ R_+ with respect to the measures appearing on both sides of the equality in (137) yields ∫ σ tP (x, d t) = ∑ y∈ϕ^{−1}_w ({x}) μ_w(y) μ(x) P (y, σ), σ ∈ B(R_+), x ∈ At(μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}). (138)

Applying Theorem 89 completes the proof. □

The following corollary generalizes [19, Theorem 41].

Corollary 92. Suppose (AS4) holds, C_{ϕ,w} is densely defined and w(x) ≠ 0 for every x ∈ At(μ). Then the following assertions are valid:

(i) if (133) holds for every x ∈ At(μ∘ϕ^{−1}), then C_{ϕ,w} is subnormal if and only if At(μ) ⊆ At(μ ∘ ϕ^{−1}) or, equivalently, if and only if At(μ) = At(μ ∘ ϕ^{−1}), (ii) if (133) holds for every x ∈ At(μ) and At(μ) = X, then ϕ(X) = X, At(μ ∘ ϕ^{−1}) = X and C_{ϕ,w} is subnormal.

Moreover, if (133) holds for every x ∈ At(μ), then D^∞(C_{ϕ,w}) = L^2(μ).

Figure 2. An example illustrating (139).

Proof. Applying Theorem 90 and noting that the measures μ and μ_w are mutually absolutely continuous and At(μ ∘ ϕ^{−1}) ⊆ At(μ) (see Proposition 79(i)), we get (i). The proof of (ii) is essentially the same as that of the “in particular” part of [19, Theorem 41], and so we leave it to the reader. The “moreover” part is a direct consequence of Proposition 45 and Theorem 47. □

Finally, regarding Theorem 90, we note that it may happen that ϕ(X) = X and

At(μ_w) ⊊ At(μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}) ⊊ At(μ). (139)

This phenomenon is illustrated by Figure 2 in which μ is an arbitrary discrete measure on X such that At(μ) = X and w = χ_{X\{−1,0}}.

6.4. Moments and injectivity

We begin this section by shedding more light on relationships between the generation of Stieltjes moment sequences and the geometry of graphs induced by symbols of weighted composition operators in the discrete case. We also refer the reader to Remarks 98 and 101 for more comments on this matter.

Theorem 93. Suppose (AS4) holds, At(μ) = X and w(x) ≠ 0 for every x ∈ X. Then C_{ϕ,w} is well-defined, At(μ∘ϕ^{−1}) = ϕ(X) and the following assertions are valid:

(i) if x ∈ ϕ(X) and {h_ϕn_{, ^wn} (x)}^∞_{n=0} is a Stieltjes moment sequence, then x ∈ ϕ^∞(X), where ϕ^∞(X) := ⋂_∞ n=1 ϕ^n(X), (ii) if C_{ϕ,w} is densely defined, x ∈ ϕ(X \ϕ(X)) and {h_ϕn_{, ^wn} (y)}^∞_{n=0} is a Stieltjes moment sequence for all y ∈ {x} ∪ Y_x, where Y_x = ϕ^{−1}({x}) ∩ ϕ(X), then x ∈ ϕ^∞(X), Y_x = ϕ^{−1}({x}) ∩ ϕ^∞(X) and {h_ϕn+1_{, ^wn+1} (x)}^∞_{n=0} is an indeterminate Stieltjes moment sequence, (iii) if for every x ∈ ϕ(X), {h_ϕn_{, ^wn} (x)}^∞_{n=0} is a Stieltjes moment sequence, then C_{ϕ,w} generates Stieltjes moment sequences and ϕ(X) = ϕ^∞(X), (iv) if (133) holds for every x ∈ ϕ(X), then ϕ(X) = X and C_{ϕ,w} is subnormal, (v) if C_{ϕ,w} is subnormal and D^∞(C_{ϕ,w}) = L^2(μ), then ϕ(X) = ϕ^∞(X).

Proof. Obviously, the measures μ and μ_w are mutually absolutely continuous, At(μ ∘ ϕ^{−1}) = ϕ(X) and C_{ϕ,w} is well-defined. It is also clear that ϕ^{−n}({x}) = ∅ for all n ∈ N and x ∈ X \ ϕ(X). This, Proposition 79(ii) and Lemma 3 imply that for every x ∈ X \ ϕ(X), {h_ϕn_{, ^wn} (x)}^∞_{n=0} is a determinate Stieltjes moment sequence with the representing measure δ_0. (140)

(i) Suppose, contrary to our claim, that there exists k ∈ N such that x ∈ X \ ϕ^k(X). Then ϕ^{−k}({x}) = ∅ and thus, by Proposition 79(ii), h_ϕk_{, ^wk} (x) = 0. It follows from our assumptions and Lemma 3 that h_{ϕ,w}(x) = 0. This combined with Proposition 79(ii) yields x ∈ X \ ϕ(X), which is a contradiction.

(ii) Since, by (i), x ∈ ϕ^∞(X) and Y_x = ϕ^{−1}({x}) ∩ ϕ^∞(X), it remains to show that {h_ϕn+1_{, ^wn+1} (x)}^∞_{n=0} is an indeterminate Stieltjes moment sequence. Suppose, contrary to our claim, that {h_ϕn+1_{, ^wn+1} (x)}^∞_{n=0} is a determinate Stieltjes moment sequence. By our assumption and (140), for every y ∈ {x} ∪ ϕ^{−1}({x}), {h_ϕn_{, ^wn} (y)}^∞_{n=0} is a Stieltjes moment sequence with a representing measure, say ϑ_y. Noting that x ∈ At(μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}), we infer from Lemma 91(ii) that the inequality (134) holds. Hence, since x = ϕ(y_0) for some y_0 ∈ X \ ϕ(X), and consequently y_0 ∈ ϕ^{−1}({x}) ∩ (X \ ϕ(X)), we have ∫_∞ 0 1 t d ϑ_{y0} (t) < ∞, which contradicts the equality ϑ_{y0} = δ_0 (see (140)).

(iii) In view of Theorem 48 and (140), C_{ϕ,w} generates Stieltjes moment sequences. The equality ϕ(X) = ϕ^∞(X) is a direct consequence of (i).

(iv) According to (140), the condition (133) holds for every x ∈ X. Therefore, the assertion (iv) follows from Corollary 92(ii).

(v) Apply [16, Proposition 3.2.1], Theorem 48 and (iii). □

Regarding the assertions (iii) and (v) of Theorem 93, the following well-known and easy to prove set-theoretical result is worth recalling.

Proposition 94. If ϕ is a transformation of a nonempty set X, then the following conditions are equivalent:

(i) ϕ(X) = ϕ^∞(X), (ii) ϕ(X) = ϕ^2(X), (iii) ϕ(X) = ϕ^n(X) for some integer n ⩾ 2, (iv) ϕ(X) = ϕ^n(X) for every integer n ⩾ 2.

Below, we show that the assertion (iii) of Theorem 93 is related to the injectivity problem (see Problem 96).

Remark 95. Suppose that (AS4) holds, At(μ) = X and w(x) ≠ 0 for every x ∈ X. By Theorem 48 and (140), the assertion (iii) of Theorem 93 is equivalent to the statement that, if C_{ϕ,w} generates Stieltjes moment sequences, then ϕ(X) = ϕ^∞(X). Hence, the question arises as to whether this equality implies the surjectivity of ϕ when C_{ϕ,w} generates Stieltjes moment sequences. If the answer to this question is in the negative, then it can (and does) happen that such C_{ϕ,w} is not injective because χ_{{x}} ∈ N (C_{ϕ,w}) for every x ∈ X \ ϕ(X). In turn, if the answer is in the affirmative, then such C_{ϕ,w} is always injective (see Lemma 11). This question is a particular case of a more general problem (see Problem 96 below), called the injectivity problem, which was originally stated for composition operators in [21, Problem 3.3.6].

Problem 96 (Injectivity problem). Suppose that (AS2) holds, C_{ϕ,w} generates Stieltjes moment sequences and w ≠ 0 a.e. [μ]. Is it true that C_{ϕ,w} is injective?

It is worth mentioning that Problem 96 has a negative answer if the hypothesis that w ≠ 0 a.e. [μ] is dropped (cf. Section 2.3(g)). What is more, it may happen that C_{ϕ,w} is an isometry when w vanishes on a set of positive μ-measure.

Figure 3. Illustrations of two transformations ϕ appearing in Example 97.

Now, we discuss an example (or, in fact, two examples) which shows that the injectivity problem is hard to solve.

Example 97. Fix η ∈ N. Let ϕ be a transformation of X as in one of the two subfigures of Figure 3. Take any discrete measure μ on X such that At(μ) = X. Let w : X → C be any function such that w(x) ≠ 0 for every x ∈ X. Then the weighted composition operator C_{ϕ,w} is easily seen to be densely defined (in fact, D^∞(C_{ϕ,w}) = L^2(μ) because χ_{{x}} ∈ D^∞(C_{ϕ,w}) for every x ∈ X). Clearly, X \ ϕ(X) = {A_1, . . . , A_η } and thus C_{ϕ,w} is not injective. What is more, the symbol ϕ satisfies the equality ϕ(X) = ϕ^∞(X). It follows from Theorem 93(ii) that if {h_ϕn_{, ^wn} (x)}^∞_{n=0} is a Stieltjes moment sequence for x ∈ {0, 1}, then {h_ϕn+1_{, ^wn+1} (0)}^∞_{n=0} is an indeterminate Stieltjes moment sequence. We refer the reader to [21, Propositions 3.3.3 and 3.3.4] for more examples of this kind.

Theorem 93 turns out to be useful when localizing points x in X with the property that {h_ϕn_{, ^wn} (x)}^∞_{n=0} is a Stieltjes moment sequence.

Remark 98. Assume (AS4) holds, At(μ) = X and w(x) ≠ 0 for every x ∈ X. Take any x ∈ X. Then we have three disjunctive possibilities: (a) x ∈ X \ ϕ(X), (b) x ∈ ϕ(X) \ ϕ^∞(X), (c) x ∈ ϕ^∞(X).

If (a) holds, then by (140), {h_ϕn_{, ^wn} (x)}^∞_{n=0} is a determinate Stieltjes moment sequence. If (b) holds, then by the assertion (i) of Theorem 93, {h_ϕn_{, ^wn} (x)}^∞_{n=0} is never a Stieltjes moment sequence. Finally, if (c) holds, then {h_ϕn_{, ^wn} (x)}^∞_{n=0} may or may not happen to be a Stieltjes moment sequence. The last possibility will be discussed in Example 99 below.

Example 99. Let ϕ be a transformation of X as in one of the two subfigures of Figure 4 and let μ be any discrete measure on X such that At(μ) = X. Note that X \ ϕ(X) = A_2, ϕ(X) \ ϕ^∞(X) = A_1 and ϕ^∞(X) = X \ {A_1, A_2}. Note also that D^∞(C_ϕ) = L^2(μ) and C_ϕ is not injective (cf. Example 97).

It is easily seen that if {h_ϕn (x)}^∞_{n=0} is a Stieltjes moment sequence for a fixed x ∈ N, then so is {h_ϕn (x + 1)}^∞_{n=0} (because μ(x + 1)h_ϕn (x + 1) = μ(x)h_ϕn+1 (x)). Suppose now that {h_ϕn (0)}^∞_{n=0} is a Stieltjes moment sequence. By analogy with x = 1, we can ask whether {h_ϕn (x)}^∞_{n=0} is a Stieltjes moment sequence for every x ∈ ϕ^{−1}({0}). In view of Remark 98, this is not the case for x = A_1. We will show that this is also not the case for x = 1 if the Stieltjes moment sequence {h_ϕn+2 (0)}^∞_{n=0} is determinate. Suppose, contrary to our claim, that {h_ϕn (x)}^∞_{n=0} is a Stieltjes moment sequence for x ∈ {0, 1} and {h_ϕn+2 (0)}^∞_{n=0} is a determinate Stieltjes moment sequence. Note that Lemma 91 is not applicable to x = 0. Since {μ(1)h_ϕn+1 (1)}^∞_{n=0} = {μ(n + 2)}^∞_{n=0} is a Stieltjes moment sequence, we deduce that

{μ(n + 2) + μ(A_2)δ_{n,0}}^∞_{n=0} is a Stieltjes moment sequence with the representing measure ν + μ(A_2)δ_0, where ν is a representing measure of {μ(1)h_ϕn+1 (1)}^∞_{n=0}.

(141)

Assume first that ϕ is as in the left subfigure of Figure 4. Then

{μ(0)h_ϕn+2 (0)}^∞_{n=0} = {μ(n + 2) + μ(A_2)δ_{n,0}}^∞_{n=0}.

Since the Stieltjes moment sequence {μ(0)h_ϕn+2 (0)}^∞_{n=0} is determinate, we deduce from (141) and [16, Lemma 2.4.1] that {μ(0)h_ϕn+1 (0)}^∞_{n=0} is not a Stieltjes moment sequence, which contradicts the fact that {μ(0)h_ϕn (0)}^∞_{n=0} is a Stieltjes moment sequence.

Suppose now that ϕ is as in the right subfigure of Figure 4. Note that the sequence {γ_n}^∞_{n=0} defined by γ_n = μ(0)h_ϕn+1 (0) for n ∈ Z_+ is a Stieltjes moment sequence. Let ρ be a representing measure of {γ_n}^∞_{n=0}. Then ∫_∞ 0 t^n(t − 1) d ρ(t) = γ_{n+1} − γ_n = μ(n + 2) + μ(A_2)δ_{n,0}, n ∈ Z_+.

This and (141) imply that ∫_∞ 0 t^n|t − 1|χ_{(1,∞)}(t) d ρ(t) = ∫_∞ 0 t^n|t − 1|χ_{[0,1)}(t) d ρ(t) + ∫_∞ 0 t^n d(ν + μ(A_2)δ_0)(t), n ∈ Z_+. (142)

Observe that ∫ σ |t − 1|χ_{(1,∞)}(t) d ρ(t) ⩽ ∫ σ t d ρ(t), σ ∈ B(R_+).

Since t d ρ(t) is a representing measure of the determinate Stieltjes moment sequence {γ_{n+1}}^∞_{n=0} = {μ(0)h_ϕn+2 (0)}^∞_{n=0}, we deduce from [21, Proposition 2.1.3] that the Stieltjes moment sequence { ∫_∞ 0 t^n|t − 1|χ_{(1,∞)}(t) d ρ(t)}^∞_{n=0} is determinate. This together with (142) implies that ∫ σ |t − 1|χ_{(1,∞)}(t) d ρ(t) = ∫ σ |t − 1|χ_{[0,1)}(t) d ρ(t) + (ν + μ(A_2)δ_0)(σ) (143)

for every σ ∈ B(R_+). Substituting σ = {0} into (143), we are led to a contradiction.

Summarizing, in both cases, {h_ϕn (1)}^∞_{n=0} is not a Stieltjes moment sequence whenever {h_ϕn (0)}^∞_{n=0} is a Stieltjes moment sequence and {h_ϕn+2 (0)}^∞_{n=0} is a determinate Stieltjes moment sequence. It would be interesting to know whether the determinacy assumption could be dropped. This leaves us with the following open question (cf. Remark 98).

Figure 4. Illustrations of two transformations ϕ appearing in Example 99.

Problem 100. Suppose (AS4) holds, At(μ) = X and w has no zeros in X. Assume that x ∈ ϕ^∞(X) and Z_x \ {x} ≠ ∅, where

Z_x := ϕ^{−1}({x}) ∩ ϕ^∞(X). (144)

Is it true that if {h_ϕn_{, ^wn} (x)}^∞_{n=0} is a Stieltjes moment sequence, then {h_ϕn_{, ^wn} (z)}^∞_{n=0} is a Stieltjes moment sequence for every z ∈ Z_x \ {x}.

We conclude this section with the following remark.

Remark 101. The reader should be aware of the fact that there is a transformation ϕ such that Z_x = ∅ for some x ∈ ϕ^∞(X), and that there is a transformation ϕ such that Z_x ≠ ∅ and Z_x \ {x} = ∅ (equivalently, Z_x = {x}) for some x ∈ ϕ^∞(X), where Z_x is as in (144). Indeed, if ϕ is the transformation of X as in the left subfigure of Figure 5, then X \ ϕ(X) = {A_1, A_2, A_3, . . .}, ϕ^∞(X) = {0, 1, 2, . . .}, and consequently ϕ^{−1}({0}) ∩ (X \ ϕ(X)) = {A_1}, ϕ^{−1}({0}) ∩ (ϕ(X) \ ϕ^∞(X)) = {B_1, B_2, B_3, . . .}, Z_0 = ϕ^{−1}({0}) ∩ ϕ^∞(X) = ∅.

(145)

Moreover, by (145), the point x = 0 has the following property (cf. Theorem 93(ii))

x ∈ ϕ(X \ ϕ(X)), ϕ^{−1}({x}) ∩ (ϕ(X) \ ϕ^∞(X)) ≠ ∅ and Z_x ⊊ Y_x. (146)

In turn, if ϕ is the transformation of X as in the right subfigure of Figure 5, then 0 ∈ ϕ^∞(X), Z_0 ≠ ∅ and Z_0 \ {0} = ∅; moreover, as in the previous case, the point x = 0 satisfies the condition (146).

6.5. Examples

We begin by providing an example of an isometric weighted composition operator C_{ϕ,w} for which the corresponding composition operator C_ϕ is not well-defined (see Example 102). This example also shows that the assumption (ii-a) of Theorem 60 cannot be omitted. That none of the remaining assumptions (ii-b) and (ii-c) of Theorem 60 can be omitted is demonstrated in Examples 103 and 104 respectively.

Example 102 (Condition (ii-a) is missing). Set X = Z_+. Let μ: 2^X → R_+ be the σ-finite measure such that μ(n) = 1 for every n ⩾ 1 and μ(0) = 0. Define the

Figure 5. Illustrations of two transformations ϕ appearing in Remark 101.

transformation ϕ of X by ϕ(n) = { n − 1 if n ⩾ 1, 0 if n = 0, n ∈ X. Let w : X → C be the function given by w(n) = { 0 if n ∈ {0, 1}, 1 if n ⩾ 2, n ∈ X. Using Proposition 79, we verify that C_{ϕ,w} is well-defined and h_{ϕ,w}(n) = 1, n ⩾ 1, Hence, the condition (ii-c) of Theorem 60 holds and, by (26), C_{ϕ,w} is an isometry on L^2(μ). Setting e_n = χ_{{n}} for all n ∈ N and noting that {e_n}^∞_{n=1} is an orthonormal basis of L^2(μ) such that C_{ϕ,w}e_n = e_{n+1} for every n ∈ N, we deduce that the weighted composition operator C_{ϕ,w} is unitarily equivalent to the unilateral shift of multiplicity 1. This means that C_{ϕ,w} is not cohyponormal. It is easily seen that the condition (v) of Lemma 57 is satisfied, so by this lemma the condition (ii-b) of Theorem 60 holds. As a consequence, the condition (ii-a) of this theorem does not hold. The latter can be also verified directly. Since μ(0) = 0 and μ ∘ ϕ^{−1}(0) = 1, we infer from Proposition 7 that the corresponding composition operator C_ϕ is not well-defined.

In view of Example 102, one may ask whether there exists a unitary weighted composition operator C_{ϕ,w} for which the corresponding composition operator C_ϕ is not well-defined. However, this possibility is disproved by Proposition 109(iii).

As shown below, the case when the condition (ii-b) of Theorem 60 is missing can be realized even by a composition operator in a two-dimensional L^2-space.

Example 103 (Condition (ii-b) is missing). Let N, X, A , μ and ϕ be as in Example 31 and let C_ϕ be the corresponding composition operator in L^2(μ). Then C_ϕ ∈ B(L^2(μ)) and C_ϕ is a rank-one operator which is not paranormal. Plainly, the condition (ii-a) of Theorem 60 holds. Since h_ϕ =^{μ(X)}_{μ(0)} χ_{{0}}, we see that h_ϕ ⩽ h_ϕ ∘ ϕ, which means that the condition (ii-c) of Theorem 60 is satisfied as well. Since C_ϕ is compact, it is not cohyponormal. Indeed, otherwise, by [54,

Problem 206], C_ϕ is normal and, as such, it is paranormal, which is a contradiction. (That C_ϕ is not cohyponormal can be justified in a more elementary manner by exploiting the fact that C_ϕ is a rank-one operator.) By Theorem 60, the condition (ii-b) of Theorem 60 does not hold. The same can be deduced from Lemma 57(v) by noticing that the function f = χ_{{0}} satisfies the equality f = χ_{{hϕ,w >0}} · f, though it is not of the form f = g ∘ ϕ for any g : X → R_+. Since ‖C_ϕ‖^2 =^{μ(X)}_{μ(0)} , we can immediately obtain an example of an unbounded composition operator possessing all the required properties simply by considering a countably infinite orthogonal sum of bounded composition operators discussed above (cf. [19, Corollary C.2]).

Example 104 (Condition (ii-c) is missing). Set X = Z and A = 2^X . Let μ: A → R_+ be the counting measure, ϕ be the transformation of X given by ϕ(n) = n + 1 for n ∈ X and w : X → C \ {0} be any function. Clearly, the weighted composition operator C_{ϕ,w} is well-defined and

h_{ϕ,w}(n) = |w(n − 1)|^2, n ∈ Z, (147)

so C_{ϕ,w} is densely defined. The condition (ii-a) of Theorem 60 is obviously satisfied. As ϕ^{−1}(A ) = A , we see that E_{ϕ,w} = I_L2_{(μw )}, and consequently the condition (ii-b) of Theorem 60 is satisfied as well. It follows from (147) that the condition (ii-c) of Theorem 60 holds if and only if |w(n − 1)| ⩽ |w(n)| for all n ∈ Z. Choosing an appropriate w, we easily obtain the example with the required properties.

Now we demonstrate how restrictive the condition (ii-c) of Theorem 60 really is.

Remark 105. Let S_λ be a weighted shift on a rootless and leafless directed tree T = (V, E) with nonzero weights λ = {λ_v }_{v∈V} ⊆ C. Assume that card(V ) = ℵ_0. As we know (see Sect. 2.3(e)), S_λ = C_{ϕ,w}, where X = V , A = 2^V , μ is the counting measure, ϕ(u) = par(u) and w(u) = λ_u for all u ∈ V . Clearly, the condition (ii-a) of Theorem 60 is satisfied. Since At(μ_w) = X, we deduce that

ϕ^{−1}(A ) = σ({Chi(u): u ∈ V }). (148)

Since ϕ is surjective, we see that h_{ϕ,w}(x) > 0 for every x ∈ X. Hence, by Lemma 57(iv), the condition (ii-b) of Theorem 60 holds if and only if A = ϕ^{−1}(A ). In view of (148) and [57, Proposition 2.1.2], the latter is valid if and only if card(Chi(u)) = 1 for every u ∈ V . This in turn is equivalent to the fact that T is graph-isomorphic to the directed tree (Z, {(n, n + 1): n ∈ Z}) (see the second paragraph of the proof of [57, Theorem 5.2.2]).

Our next goal is to discuss issues related to the selfadjointness of weighted composition operators. To begin with, note that if a composition operators C_ϕ is symmetric, then, by (26) and [19, Proposition B.1], h_ϕ = 1 a.e. [μ]. This is no longer true for symmetric weighted composition operators. Indeed, it is enough to consider the multiplication operator M_w by an A -measurable function w : X → R. This operator is selfadjoint and h_{ϕ,w} = |w|^2 a.e. [μ] (see Lemma 74).

The next two examples show that neither of the conditions (ii-a) and (ii-b) of Theorem 72 is sufficient for C_{ϕ,w} to be selfadjoint even if C_{ϕ,w} has some additional properties.

Example 106. Set X = Z and A = 2^X . Let μ: A → R_+ be a σ-finite measure such that At(μ) = X, ϕ be the transformation of X given by ϕ(n) = n+1 for n ∈ X and w : X → (0, ∞) be any function. Clearly, C_{ϕ,w} is densely defined. Note that the condition (ii-b) of Theorem 72 is not satisfied because otherwise by Corollary 70(iii) and the fact that At(μ_w) = X, we see that id_X = id_X ∘ ϕ^2, which is a contradiction. The condition (ii-a) of Theorem 72 takes the following form w(n) w(n + 1)

w(n − 1)^2 = μ(n − 1) μ(n) , n ∈ Z. (149)

Given any function w : X → (0, ∞), we can solve the functional equation (149) with respect to μ (by fixing the value of μ at any point of Z). For such μ, the condition (ii-a) of Theorem 72 is satisfied and, by this theorem, C_{ϕ,w} is not selfadjoint. Since, by the condition (ii-a) of Theorem 72, h_{ϕ,w}(n) = w(n) w(n + 1) for all n ∈ N, we deduce that {h_{ϕ,w}(n)}_{n∈Z} can be an arbitrary two-sided sequence of positive real numbers. This means that C_{ϕ,w} can be either a bounded or an unbounded operator. What is more, if h_{ϕ,w} = 1, then by (26), C_{ϕ,w} is an isometry. Since {_1 √_{μ(n)} χ_{{n}} : n ∈ Z } is an orthonormal basis of L^2(μ) and C_{ϕ,w}(χ_{{n}}) = w(n − 1) χ_{{n−1}}, n ∈ Z, we conclude that C_{ϕ,w} is in fact a unitary operator.

Example 107. We show here that the following phenomena related to the selfadjointness of C_{ϕ,w} can happen (cf. Propositions 71 and 78):

(A) C_{ϕ,w} is not selfadjoint, the condition (ii-b) of Theorem 72 holds and w = √ h_{ϕ,w} a.e. [μ], (B) C_{ϕ,w} is bounded selfadjoint and not positive, the equality w = √ h_{ϕ,w} a.e. [μ] does not hold, C_ϕ is a densely defined nonsymmetric operator in L^2(μ_w) whose square C^2_ϕ is not closed and C^2_ϕ ⊊ C_ϕ2 , (C) C_{ϕ,w} is selfadjoint and not positive, and w = √ h_{ϕ,w} a.e. [μ] (this can be done even when w = 1).

For this purpose, set X = Z_+ and A = 2^X . Let w : X → (0, ∞) be any function, μ: A → R_+ be a σ-finite measure such that At(μ) = X and ϕ be a transformation of X given by ϕ(2k) = 2k + 1 and ϕ(2k + 1) = 2k for all k ∈ Z_+. Then ϕ is a bijection such that ϕ^2 = id_X . As a consequence, the condition (ii-b) of Theorem 72 is satisfied. Note also that the condition (ii-b) of Theorem 76 is not satisfied. Indeed, otherwise by Corollary 70, we have id_X ∘ ϕ = id_X , which is a contradiction. Clearly, C_{ϕ,w} is densely defined and

h_{ϕ,w}(x) =

w(2k+1)^2μ(2k+1) μ(2k) if x = 2k with k ∈ Z+,

w(2k)^2μ(2k)

μ(2k+1) if x = 2k + 1 with k ∈ Z+, x ∈ X. (150) Hence, the condition (ii-a) of Theorem 72 takes the form (cf. (149)) w(2k + 1) w(2k) = μ(2k) μ(2k + 1)

, k ∈ Z_+. (151)

In turn, the equality w = √ h_{ϕ,w} a.e. [μ] holds if and only if ( w(2k + 1) w(2k) )_2 = μ(2k) μ(2k + 1)

, k ∈ Z_+. (152)

Plainly, for any function w : X → (0, ∞) such that w(0) ≠ w(1), there exists a measure μ that satisfies (152) and does not satisfy (151). By Theorem 72, for such w and μ, the condition (A) holds. In turn, for any function w : X → (0, ∞) such that w(2k + 1) = w(2k) for all k ∈ Z_+, there exists a measure μ that satisfies (151) and (152). Since the condition (ii-b) of Theorem 76 is not satisfied, we infer from Theorems 72 and 76 that for such w and μ, the condition (C) holds. In particular, choosing w = 1, we get the composition operator that satisfies (C).

Let us now observe that each of the items (A) and (C) can be realized by bounded and also by unbounded operators C_{ϕ,w}. Indeed, in each of these items we can assume that the equalities in (151) and (152) hold for every k ∈ N. Then, by (150), we have

h_{ϕ,w}(2k) = h_{ϕ,w}(2k + 1) = w(2k)^2, k ∈ N, which together with Proposition 8 enables us to obtain weighted composition operators with the required properties.

Finally, we discuss the condition (B). First, we specify the weight w and the measure μ. Set w(2k) = 1 and w(2k +1) =^1_{k+1} for k ∈ Z_+, and choose the measure μ such that^{μ(2k)}_{μ(2k+1)} =^1_{k+1} for all k ∈ Z_+. It follows from (150) that C_{ϕ,w} ∈ B(L^2(μ)). As (151) is valid, we infer from Theorem 72 that C_{ϕ,w} is selfadjoint. Since (152) does not hold, we infer from Proposition 71 that C_{ϕ,w} is not positive. Clearly, C_ϕ is densely defined as an operator in L^2(μ_w) and h_ϕ(2k + 1) = k + 1, k ∈ Z_+,

where h_ϕ :=^{d μw ∘ϕ−1}_{d μw} , and so by Proposition 8, C_ϕ is not bounded. Hence, since C_ϕ is closed and C_ϕ2 = I_L2_{(μw )}, we deduce that C^2_ϕ ⊊ C_ϕ2 . By Lemma 44(iii), C^2_ϕ is not closed. In turn, by Corollary 73(i), C_ϕ is not symmetric.

In closing this section, we make a few comments on selfadjoint weighted composition operators.

Remark 108. First, note that the situation described in the condition (A) of Example 107 never happens in the case of composition operators C_ϕ. Indeed, otherwise the condition (ii-a) of Theorem 72 is automatically satisfied and thus, by this theorem, C_ϕ is selfadjoint, which is a contradiction. Second, in view of Corollary 73(i) and (26), the situation described in the condition (B) of Example 107 also never happens in the case of composition operators. Third, the condition (ii-b) of Theorem 76 is not sufficient for C_{ϕ,w} to be positive and selfadjoint. Indeed, if μ_w is nonzero and the condition (ii-b) of Theorem 76 holds, then by Corollary 75, we can find an A -measurable function u: X → C such that μ(u^{−1}(C \ R)) > 0, |w| = |u| and C_{ϕ,u} = M_u. Since μ_w = μ_u, the condition (ii-b) of Theorem 76 holds with u in place of w and C_{ϕ,u} is neither selfadjoint nor positive. Fourth, also the condition (ii-a) of Theorem 76 is not sufficient for C_{ϕ,w} to be selfadjoint and positive (cf. Proposition 67). This can be seen even in the case of composition operators (cf. [19, Example B.2]). Fifth, one can show, by modifying [22, Example 3.2], that the equality C_ϕ = I_L2_{(μ)} does not imply that ϕ = id_X a.e. [μ]; what is worse, it may happen that the set {x ∈ X : ϕ(x) = x} is not even A -measurable.

CHAPTER 7

Relationships Between C_{ϕ,w} and C_ϕ

In this chapter, we investigate the interplay between selected properties of a weighted composition operator C_{ϕ,w} and the corresponding composition operator C_ϕ. In Section 7.1, we discuss the questions of when the product M_wC_ϕ is closed and when it coincides with C_{ϕ,w} (see Theorems 110 and 112). The relationships between the Radon-Nikodym derivatives h_ϕ and h_{ϕ,w} are described in Section 7.2 (see Propositions 116 and 119). In Section 7.3, using a result due to Berg and Durán, we give conditions enabling us to deduce the subnormality of C_{ϕ,w} from that of C_ϕ (see Theorem 126). The converse possibility is discussed in Theorem 130. In Section 7.4, we provide a criterion for a bounded weighted composition operator with matrix symbol to be subnormal (see Theorem 131). We conclude the chapter with Section 7.5 containing numerous examples illustrating our considerations.

The reader should be aware that in this chapter we apply our previous results, not only to C_{ϕ,w}, but also to C_ϕ. Recall that the Radon-Nikodym derivative h_ϕ and the conditional expectation E_ϕ correspond to C_ϕ.

7.1. M_wC_ϕ versus C_{ϕ,w}

We begin by stating the most basic relationship between them. Recall that the composition operator C_ϕ may not be well-defined even if the weighted composition operator C_{ϕ,w} is an isometry (see Example 102; see also Examples 133 and 134).

Proposition 109. Suppose (AS1) holds. Then the following assertions hold:

(i) if the composition operator C_ϕ is well-defined, then C_{ϕ,w} is well-defined and M_wC_ϕ ⊆ C_{ϕ,w}, (ii) if w ≠ 0 a.e. [μ] and C_{ϕ,w} is well-defined, then C_ϕ is well-defined, (iii) if C_{ϕ,w} is well-defined and has dense range, then C_ϕ is well-defined.

Proof. (i)&(ii) This essentially follows from Proposition 7. (iii) Suppose, contrary to our claim, that C_ϕ is not well-defined. Hence, there exists Δ ∈ A such that μ(Δ) = 0 and μ(ϕ^{−1}(Δ)) > 0. By the σ-finiteness of μ, there exists a sequence {X_n}^∞_{n=1} ⊆ A such that X_n ↗ X as n → ∞ and μ(X_n) < ∞ for all n ∈ N. By continuity of measure, there exists N ∈ N such that

0 < μ(ϕ^{−1}(Δ) ∩ X_N ) < ∞. (153)

Since C_{ϕ,w} is well-defined, we have

0 = μ_w(ϕ^{−1}(Δ)) = ∫ ϕ^{−1} (Δ) |w|^2 d μ, which shows that w = 0 on ϕ^{−1}(Δ) a.e. [μ]. Therefore, we have

w = 0 on ϕ^{−1}(Δ) ∩ X_N a.e. [μ]. (154)

Set g = χ_ϕ−1_{(Δ)∩XN} . Then, by (153) and (154), g ∈ L^2(μ) \ {0} and ⟨C_{ϕ,w}f, g⟩ = ∫ ϕ^{−1} (Δ)∩X_N w · f ∘ ϕ d μ = 0, f ∈ D(C_{ϕ,w}). This means that g ⊥ R(C_{ϕ,w}), which is a contradiction. □

It is to be emphasized that in general the operators C_{ϕ,w} and M_wC_ϕ may not coincide even if the composition operator C_ϕ is densely defined (see Example 142). Theorem 110 below provides a necessary and sufficient condition for the operators C_{ϕ,w} and M_wC_ϕ to be equal. Note that in the proofs of Theorems 110 and 112 and Lemma 113 we use the fact that intersections and inclusions of L^2-spaces make sense whenever the underlying measures are mutually absolutely continuous.

Theorem 110. Suppose (AS1) holds and C_ϕ is well-defined. Then C_{ϕ,w} is well-defined and the following two conditions are equivalent:

(i) C_{ϕ,w} = M_wC_ϕ, (ii) there exists c ∈ R_+ such that h_ϕ ⩽ c(1 + h_{ϕ,w}) a.e. [μ].

Proof. It follows from Proposition 109 that C_ϕ is well-defined and M_wC_ϕ ⊆ C_{ϕ,w}. Since, by Proposition 8(i), D(C_{ϕ,w}) = L^2((1 + h_{ϕ,w}) d μ) and D(M_wC_ϕ) = L^2((1 + h_ϕ) d μ) ∩ L^2((1 + h_{ϕ,w}) d μ), we deduce that C_{ϕ,w} = M_wC_ϕ if and only if L^2((1 + h_{ϕ,w}) d μ) ⊆ L^2((1 + h_ϕ) d μ). Now applying [18, Corollary 12.4] completes the proof of the equivalence (i)⇔(ii). □

As shown below, the operators C_{ϕ,w} and M_wC_ϕ coincide if either C_ϕ is a bounded operator on L^2(μ) or if M_w is bounded from below.

Proposition 111. Suppose (AS1) holds. Then the following assertions hold:

(i) if C_ϕ ∈ B(L^2(μ)), then C_{ϕ,w} is well-defined and C_{ϕ,w} = M_wC_ϕ, (ii) if α := μ-ess inf|w| > 0 and C_{ϕ,w} is well-defined, then C_ϕ is well-defined, C_{ϕ,w} = M_wC_ϕ and h_ϕ ⩽ 1 α^2 h_{ϕ,w} a.e. [μ]; (155)

if, moreover, C_{ϕ,w} is densely defined (resp., C_{ϕ,w} is in B(L^2(μ))), then so is C_ϕ, (iii) if M_w ∈ B(L^2(μ)) and C_ϕ is well-defined, then C_{ϕ,w} is well-defined and

h_{ϕ,w} ⩽ ‖M_w‖^2 h_ϕ a.e. [μ];

if, moreover, C_ϕ is densely defined (C_ϕ is in B(L^2(μ))), then so is C_{ϕ,w}.

Proof. The assertion (i) is a consequence of Proposition 8(v) and Theorem 110. In turn, applying (7) twice, we get ∫ Δ h_ϕ d μ = μ ∘ ϕ^{−1}(Δ) ⩽ 1 α^2 ∫ Δ χ_Δ ∘ ϕ d μ_w = 1 α^2 ∫ Δ h_{ϕ,w} d μ, Δ ∈ A , which together with [3, Theorem 1.6.11] yields (155). The “moreover” part of (ii) is a direct consequence of (155) and Propositions 8 and 10. The assertion (iii) can be proved in a similar way. □

Our next goal is to answer the question of when the product M_wC_ϕ is closed. The solution given below resembles the characterization of when the operators C_{ϕ,w} and M_wC_ϕ coincide (see Theorem 110).

7.1. M_w C_ϕ VERSUS C_{ϕ,w} 93

Theorem 112. Suppose (AS1) holds and C_ϕ is well-defined. Then C_{ϕ,w} is well-defined and the following two conditions are equivalent:

(i) M_wC_ϕ is a closed operator, (ii) there exists c ∈ R_+ such that h_ϕ ⩽ c(1 + h_{ϕ,w}) a.e. [μ] on {h_ϕ < ∞}.

Before proving Theorem 112, we need the following auxiliary lemma which seems to be of independent interest. Note that this lemma is no longer true if we drop the requirement that the measure ν be σ-finite (see [18, Appendix A] for a counterexample as well as for related results).

Lemma 113. Let (Y, B, ν) be a σ-finite measure space and let g_1, g_2 be Bmeasurable scalar functions on Y such that 0 < g_1 ⩽ g_2 ⩽ ∞ a.e. [ν]. Then L^2(g_2 d μ) is a closed subspace of L^2(g_1 d μ) if and only if there exists c ∈ R_+ such that g_2 ⩽ c g_1 a.e. [ν] on {g_2 < ∞}.

Proof. Set E = {g_2 < ∞}. First, we note that L^2(g_2 d ν) is a vector subspace of L^2(g_1 d ν) and L^2(g_2 d ν) = χ_E · L^2(g_2 d ν),

L^2(g_1 d ν) = χ_E · L^2(g_1 d ν) ⊕ χ_{Y \E} · L^2(g_1 d ν),

(156)

where the orthogonality refers to the inner product of L^2(g_1 d ν). Since the mapping

U : χ_E · L^2(g_1 d ν) ∋ f −→ f|_E ∈ L^2(E, g_1 d ν) is a well-defined unitary isomorphism such that U ( χ_E · L^2(g_2 d ν) ) = L^2(E, g_2 d ν),

and, by [18, Lemma 12.1], L^2(E, g_2 d ν) is dense in L^2(E, g_1 d ν), we deduce from (156) that L^2(g_2 d ν) is a closed subspace of L^2(g_1 d ν) if and only if L^2(E, g_2 d ν) = L^2(E, g_1 d ν). An application of [18, Lemma 12.4] completes the proof. □

Proof of Theorem 112. By Proposition 109, C_{ϕ,w} is well-defined. Set g_1 = 1 + h_{ϕ,w} and g_2 = 1 + h_ϕ + h_{ϕ,w}. It follows from Proposition 8 that

D(M_wC_ϕ) = L^2((1 + h_ϕ) d μ) ∩ L^2((1 + h_{ϕ,w}) d μ) = L^2(g_2 d μ),

and that D(C_{ϕ,w}) equipped with the graph norm ‖ · ‖_{Cϕ,w} coincides with the Hilbert space L^2((1 + h_{ϕ,w}) d μ). Since M_wC_ϕ ⊆ C_{ϕ,w}, we deduce that the product M_wC_ϕ is closed if and only if L^2(g_2 d μ) is a closed subspace of L^2(g_1 d μ). An application of Lemma 113 completes the proof. □

The relationship between the closedness of the product M_wC_ϕ and the equality C_{ϕ,w} = M_wC_ϕ is explained in Proposition 114 below. As shown in Example 143, the implication (ii)⇒(i) in Proposition 114 is false if the assumption that C_ϕ is densely defined is dropped (however the reverse implication is true if C_ϕ is well-defined).

Proposition 114. Suppose (AS1) holds and C_ϕ is densely defined. Then C_{ϕ,w} is well-defined and the following two conditions are equivalent:

(i) C_{ϕ,w} = M_wC_ϕ, (ii) M_wC_ϕ is a closed operator.

Proof. Propositions 7 and 109 guarantee that C_{ϕ,w} is well-defined and (AS2) holds. The implication (i)⇒(ii) is a direct consequence of Proposition 8(iv), while the implication (ii)⇒(i) follows from Theorem 112, Propositions 7 and 10 applied to w = 1 and Theorem 110. □

Concluding this section, we provide a factorization of a weighted composition operator into the product of a unitary multiplication operator and a weighted composition operator with nonnegative weight.

Proposition 115. Suppose (AS1) holds. Then the following assertions hold:

(i) μ_w = μ_{|w|}, μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1} = μ_{|w|} ∘ ϕ^{−1} and h_{ϕ,w} = h_{ϕ,|w|} a.e. [μ], (ii) C_{ϕ,w} is well-defined if and only if C_{ϕ,|w|} is well-defined, (iii) if C_{ϕ,w} is well-defined, then (see Section 2.3(a) for notation)

C_{ϕ,w} = M_{sign(w)}C_{ϕ,|w|}, (157)

where

(sign(w))(x) = { 1 if w(x) = 0, w(x) |w(x)| if w(x) ≠ 0; in particular, D(C_{ϕ,w}) = D(C_{ϕ,|w|}) and

dim R(C_{ϕ,w}) = dim R(C_{ϕ,|w|}), (158)

dim R(C_{ϕ,w})^⊥ = dim R(C_{ϕ,|w|})^⊥, (159)

(iv) if C_{ϕ,w} is well-defined, then N (C_{ϕ,w}) = N (C_{ϕ,|w|}), (v) C_{ϕ,w} is densely defined if and only if C_{ϕ,|w|} is densely defined; moreover, if C_{ϕ,w} is densely defined, then dim N (C^∗_{ϕ,w}) = dim N (C^∗_{ϕ,|w|}). Proof. The assertion (i) is obviously true. The assertions (ii) and (iv) follow from (i), Proposition 7 and Lemma 11.

(iii) It is a simple matter to verify that D(C_{ϕ,w}) = D(C_{ϕ,|w|}) and that (157) holds. Since M_{sign(w)} is a unitary operator, we obtain (158) and (159).

The “moreover” part of (v) is a direct consequence of (159). The remaining part of (v) is a direct consequence of the equality D(C_{ϕ,w}) = D(C_{ϕ,|w|}). □

It is worth pointing out that, despite of the equality (157), the weighted composition operators C_{ϕ,w} and C_{ϕ,|w|} may not be unitarily equivalent (or even similar). To see this it is enough to consider multiplication operators.

7.2. Radon-Nikodym derivative and conditional expectation

We begin by expressing the Radon-Nikodym derivative h_{ϕ,w}, that corresponds to C_{ϕ,w}, in terms of the Radon-Nikodym derivative h_ϕ and the conditional expectation E_ϕ(·), that correspond to C_ϕ. This can be done under the weakest possible assumption that the conditional expectation E_ϕ(·) exists, or equivalently, by Proposition 10, that C_ϕ is densely defined. Surprisingly, it can happen that D(C_{ϕ,w}) = {0} even if C_ϕ ∈ B(L^2(μ)) (see Example 139). Fortunately, if the weight function w satisfies some natural constraints, then C_{ϕ,w} is densely defined (see the assertion (iii) of Proposition 111).

Since in this section we investigate powers of weighted composition operators, it is worth making a comment on the existence of the conditional expectation E_ϕn_{, ^wn} for a fixed n ∈ N. For this purpose, assume that C_{ϕ,w} is well-defined. Then, by Lemma 26, the operator C_ϕn_{, ^wn} is well-defined and C^n_{ϕ,w} ⊆ C_ϕn_{, ^wn} . As we know,

7.2. RADON-NIKODYM DERIVATIVE AND CONDITIONAL EXPECTATION 95

the conditional expectation E_ϕn_{, ^wn} exists if and only if the measure μ_{^wn} |_ϕ−n_{(A )} is σ-finite, or equivalently, by Proposition 10 applied to (ϕ^n, ^w_n), if and only if the operator C_ϕn_{, ^wn} is densely defined. Thus the following holds.

If C_{ϕ,w} is well-defined and C^n_{ϕ,w} is densely defined for a fixed n ∈ N, then C_ϕk_{, ^wk} is densely defined and the conditional expectation E_ϕk_{, ^wk} exists for all k ∈ {0, . . . , n}.

(160)

We also refer the reader to Lemma 43(vi), Proposition 45 and Example 46 for more information on the question of density of domains of the operators C^n_{ϕ,w} and C_ϕn_{, ^wn} .

In this section, we will frequently use the fact, without explicitly mentioning it, that a weighted composition operator C_{ϕ,w} is well-defined if and only if μ_w ∘ϕ^{−1} ≪ μ (see Proposition 7). It is worth mentioning that the right-hand side of the formula (161) below is denoted in [24, Sect. 6] by J and that the measure d ν := J d μ considered therein coincides with our μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}.

Proposition 116. Suppose (AS1) holds and C_ϕ is densely defined. Then C_{ϕ,w} is well-defined and h_{ϕ,w} = h_ϕ · E_ϕ(|w|^2) ∘ ϕ^{−1} a.e. [μ], (161)

where E_ϕ(·) := E( · ; ϕ^{−1}(A ), μ).

Proof. In view of Proposition 10, the measure μ|_ϕ−1_{(A )} is σ-finite and consequently the conditional expectation h_ϕ(·) exists. Hence, by (A.1.4), (15) and (8), we have

μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}(Δ) = ∫ X χ_Δ ∘ ϕ · |w|^2 d μ = ∫ X χ_Δ ∘ ϕ · E_ϕ(|w|^2) d μ = ∫ X χ_Δ ∘ ϕ · (E_ϕ(|w|^2) ∘ ϕ^{−1}) ∘ ϕ d μ = ∫ Δ h_ϕ · E_ϕ(|w|^2) ∘ ϕ^{−1} d μ, Δ ∈ A .

This implies that μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1} ≪ μ, the equality (161) holds and the weighted composition operator C_{ϕ,w} is well-defined (cf. Proposition 109). □

Corollary 117. If (AS1) holds and C^n_ϕ is densely defined for every n ∈ N, then C_ϕn_{, ^wn} is well-defined for every n ∈ N and

h_ϕn_{, ^wn} = h_ϕn · E_ϕn (| ^w_n|^2) ∘ ϕ^{−n} a.e. [μ], n ∈ Z_+, (162)

where E_ϕn (·) = E( · ; ϕ^{−n}(A ), μ) and ^w_n is as in (42).

Proof. Apply Proposition 116 to (ϕ^n, ^w_n) in place of (ϕ, w) and use (160). □

The sequence {E_ϕn (| ^w_n|^2) ∘ ϕ^{−n}}^∞_{n=0} which appears in Corollary 117 can be described by the following recurrence relation.

Lemma 118. Suppose (X, A , μ) is a σ-finite measure space and ϕ is an A - measurable transformation of X such that C_ϕ is well-defined and C^n_ϕ is densely defined for some fixed n ∈ N. Then

γ_{k+1} = E_ϕk+1 ( γ_k ∘ ϕ^k · |w ∘ ϕ^k |^2 ) ∘ ϕ^{−(k+1)} a.e. [μ], k ∈ {0, . . . , n − 1}, where γ_k := E_ϕk (| ^w_k|^2) ∘ ϕ^{−k} for k ∈ {0, . . . , n}.

Proof. It follows from (160) that the conditional expectation E_ϕk exists for every k ∈ {0, . . . , n}. In turn, the inclusion ϕ^{−(k+1)}(A ) ⊆ ϕ^{−k}(A ), which is valid for every k ∈ Z_+, yields

γ_{k+1} = E_ϕk+1 ( | ^w_k |^2 · |w ∘ ϕ^k|^2 ) ∘ ϕ^{−(k+1)} (A.1.2)

= E_ϕk+1 ( E_ϕk ( | ^w_k |^2 · |w ∘ ϕ^k|^2 )) ∘ ϕ^{−(k+1)} (A.1.7)

= E_ϕk+1 ( E_ϕk (| ^w_k |^2 ) · |w ∘ ϕ^k |^2 ) ∘ ϕ^{−(k+1)} (15)

= E_ϕk+1 ( γ_k ∘ ϕ^k · |w ∘ ϕ^k|^2 ) ∘ ϕ^{−(k+1)} a.e. [μ], k ∈ {0, . . . , n − 1}. This completes the proof. □

Below, we express the Radon-Nikodym derivative h_ϕ, that corresponds to C_ϕ, in terms of the Radon-Nikodym derivative h_{ϕ,w} and the conditional expectation E_{ϕ,w}(·), that correspond to C_{ϕ,w}. In contrast to the previous case, now the weakest possible assumption that the conditional expectation E_{ϕ,w}(·) exists is not sufficient for this purpose. In fact, it is not even sufficient for C_ϕ to be well-defined, and, what is worse, this can happen even if C_{ϕ,w} is an isometry (see Example 102; see also Examples 133 and 134). However, even if C_ϕ is well-defined, C_ϕ may have trivial domain (see Example 138). Nevertheless, if the weight function w satisfies some constraints, then C_ϕ may be densely defined (see the assertion (ii) of Proposition 111).

Proposition 119. Suppose (AS1) holds, w ≠ 0 a.e. [μ] and C_{ϕ,w} is densely defined. Then C_ϕ is well-defined and

h_ϕ = h_{ϕ,w} · E_{ϕ,w} ( 1 |w|^2 ) ∘ ϕ^{−1} a.e. [μ]. (163)

Proof. Arguing as in the proof of Proposition 116, we see that

μ ∘ ϕ^{−1}(Δ) = ∫ X χ_Δ ∘ ϕ · 1 |w|^2 d μ_w = ∫ X χ_Δ ∘ ϕ · E_{ϕ,w} ( 1 |w|^2 ) ∘ ϕ^{−1} ) ∘ ϕ d μ_w = ∫ Δ h_{ϕ,w} · E_{ϕ,w} ( 1 |w|^2 ) ∘ ϕ^{−1} d μ, Δ ∈ A . This completes the proof. □

Applying Proposition 119 to (ϕ^n, ^w_n) in place of (ϕ, w) and using Lemma 45, we get the following.

Corollary 120. Suppose (AS1) holds, w ≠ 0 a.e. [μ] and C^n_{ϕ,w} is densely defined for every n ∈ N. Then ^w_n ≠ 0 a.e. [μ] and C_ϕn is well-defined for every n ∈ Z_+, and h_ϕn = h_ϕn_{, ^wn} · E_ϕn_{, ^wn} ( 1 | ^w_n|^2 ) ∘ ϕ^{−n} a.e. [μ], n ∈ Z_+. (164)

Now, we provide formulas that connect the conditional expectations E_ϕ(·) and E_{ϕ,w}(·) calculated at |w|^2 and^1_{|w|2} , respectively. This is done under the weakest possible assumption that the conditional expectations E_ϕ(·) and E_{ϕ,w}(·) exist and the measures μ and μ_w are mutually absolutely continuous.

Proposition 121. Suppose (AS1) holds, w ≠ 0 a.e. [μ] and the operators C_ϕ and C_{ϕ,w} are densely defined. Then the following conditions hold:

(i) {h_{ϕ,w} > 0} = {h_ϕ > 0} a.e. [μ], (ii) E_ϕ(|w|^2) ∘ ϕ^{−1} · E_{ϕ,w}

(_1 |w|^2 ) ∘ ϕ^{−1} = χ_{{hϕ>0}} a.e. [μ], (iii) E_ϕ(|w|^2) · E_{ϕ,w}

(_1 |w|^2 ) = 1 a.e. [μ], (iv) N (C_ϕ) = N (C_{ϕ,w}).

Proof. It follows from (161) and (163) that {h_{ϕ,w} > 0} ⊆ {h_ϕ > 0} a.e. [μ] and {h_ϕ > 0} ⊆ {h_{ϕ,w} > 0} a.e. [μ], which yields (i). The assertion (ii) is a direct consequence of (i), the definitions of E_ϕ(·) ∘ ϕ^{−1} and E_{ϕ,w}(·) ∘ ϕ^{−1} and the equalities (161) and (163) (use also Proposition 10). The assertion (iii) can be deduced from (ii) by applying Lemma 5 and (15). Finally, the assertion (iv) follows from (i) and Lemma 11. □

Corollary 122. Suppose (AS1) holds, w ≠ 0 a.e. [μ] and the operators C^n_ϕ and C^n_{ϕ,w} are densely defined for every n ∈ N. Then the following conditions hold:

(i) ^w_n ≠ 0 a.e. [μ] for all n ∈ Z_+, (ii) {h_ϕn_{, ^wn} > 0} = {h_ϕn > 0} a.e. [μ] for all n ∈ Z_+, (iii) E_ϕn (| ^w_n|^2) ∘ ϕ^{−n} · E_ϕn_{, ^wn}

(_1 | ^w_n|^2 ) ∘ ϕ^{−n} = χ_{{hϕn >0}} a.e. [μ] for all n ∈ Z_+, (iv) E_ϕn (| ^w_n|^2) · E_ϕn_{, ^wn}

(_1 | ^w_n|^2 ) = 1 a.e. [μ] for all n ∈ Z_+.

Moreover, if the operators C^n_ϕ and C^n_{ϕ,w} are closed for all integers n ⩾ 2, then (v) N (C^n_ϕ ) = N (C^n_{ϕ,w}) for all n ∈ Z_+.

Proof. Applying Proposition 121 to (ϕ^n, ^w_n) in place of (ϕ, w) and using Proposition 45 we obtain the conditions (i)-(iv). Employing Proposition 121(iv) and using Lemma 44(iii) yields (v). □

Let us make some comments regarding Proposition 121 and its proof.

Remark 123. First, note that the assertion (iii) can be proved more directly. Namely, applying (A.1.4) twice, we get ∫ ϕ^{−1}(Δ)

1 d μ = ∫ ϕ^{−1}(Δ) 1 |w|^2 d μ_w = ∫ ϕ^{−1} (Δ) |w|^2E_{ϕ,w} ( 1 |w|^2 ) d μ = ∫ ϕ^{−1}(Δ)

E_ϕ(|w|^2)E_{ϕ,w} ( 1 |w|^2 ) d μ, Δ ∈ A , which together with [3, Theorem 1.6.11] and the fact that μ|_ϕ−1_{(A )} is σ-finite proves our claim. Second, the assertions (ii) and (iii) are logically equivalent. Indeed, in view of the proof of Proposition 121, it suffices to show that (iii)⇒(ii). However, this can be deduced from (i), (15), Lemma 5 and the definitions of E_ϕ(·) ∘ ϕ^{−1} and E_{ϕ,w}(·) ∘ ϕ^{−1}.

7.3. Application to subnormality

Using results of Section 7.2, we give criteria for subnormality of some classes of weighted composition operators. This is the right place to refer the reader to Lemma 118 for the recurrence relation for the sequence {E_ϕn (| ^w_n|^2)∘ϕ^{−n}}^∞_{n=0} which is frequently used in this section.

Lemma 124. Suppose (AS1) holds, C_{ϕ,w} ∈ B(L^2(μ)) and C^n_ϕ is densely defined for every n ∈ N. Assume also that {E_ϕn (| ^w_n|^2) ∘ ϕ^{−n}(x)}^∞_{n=0} is a Stieltjes moment sequence for μ-a.e. x ∈ X and C_ϕ is subnormal. Then C_{ϕ,w} is subnormal.

Proof. Note that, by (160), E_ϕn exists for all n ∈ N. It follows from [18, Corollary 10.3] that {h_ϕn (x)}^∞_{n=0} is a Stieltjes moment sequence for μ-a.e. x ∈ X. Since the pointwise product of two Stieltjes moment sequences is a Stieltjes moment sequence (cf. [9, Lemma 2.1]), we deduce from (162) that {h_ϕn_{, ^wn} (x)}^∞_{n=0} is a Stieltjes moment sequence for μ-a.e. x ∈ X. Applying Theorem 49 completes the proof. □

For the reader’s convenience, we state the Berg-Durán theorem which is an important ingredient of the proof of Theorem 126 (see [9, p. 252]; see also [7, Theorem 1.1] for the version presented below).

Theorem 125. If {a_n}^∞_{n=0} is a non-degenerate Hausdorff moment sequence (i.e., a_n ≠ 0 for all n ∈ Z_+), then the sequence {s_n}^∞_{n=0} defined by

s_n =

1 if n = 0, 1 a_1 · . . . · a_n if n ⩾ 1, n ∈ Z_+,

is a Stieltjes moment sequence.

Now we are in a position to establish a criterion for deriving subnormality of a bounded weighted composition operator from subnormality of a composition operator with the same symbol.

Theorem 126. Suppose (AS1) holds, ϕ is a bijection whose inverse ϕ^{−1} is A - measurable and {1/|w(ϕ^{−n}(x))|^2}^∞_{n=0} is a Hausdorff moment sequence for μ-a.e. x ∈ X. Assume also that C_{ϕ,w} ∈ B(L^2(μ)), C^n_ϕ is densely defined for every n ∈ N and C_ϕ is subnormal. Then C_{ϕ,w} is subnormal.

Proof. In view of Lemma 124, it is enough to show that {γ_n(x)}^∞_{n=0} is a Stieltjes moment sequence for μ-a.e. x ∈ X, where γ_n := E_ϕn (| ^w_n|^2) ∘ ϕ^{−n} for n ∈ Z_+. Knowing that the transformation ϕ is bijective and A -bimeasurable, we see that E_ϕn (f) = f a.e. [μ] for all A -measurable functions f : X → R_+ and all n ∈ Z_+. Since C_ϕ is subnormal, then by [18, Corollary 10.3] (see also Theorem 48) we have C^n_ϕ = C_ϕn for all n ∈ Z_+. Thus for every n ∈ N, the operator C_ϕn is subnormal as a densely defined nth power of a subnormal operator. By [18, Section 6], h_ϕn > 0 a.e. [μ] for every n ∈ Z_+. As a consequence, we see that

E_ϕn (f) ∘ ϕ^{−n} = f ∘ ϕ^{−n} a.e. [μ] (165)

for all A -measurable functions f : X → R_+ and all n ∈ Z_+, where f ∘ ϕ^{−n} is the usual composition of functions. Hence, for every n ∈ Z_+ and for μ-a.e. x ∈ X,

γ_n(x) =

1 if n = 0, 1 a_1(x) · . . . · a_n(x) if n ⩾ 1, where for every n ∈ Z_+, a_n : X → (0, ∞) is a function such that

a_n(x) = 1 |w(ϕ^{−n}(x))|^2 for μ-a.e. x ∈ X;

such functions exist because, by our assumption, w(ϕ^{−n}(x)) ≠ 0 a.e. [μ] for every n ∈ Z_+. Now applying Theorem 125 completes the proof. □

It is worth noting that under the assumptions of Theorem 126 the composition operator C_ϕ−1 is well-defined. This observation is a particular case of a more general result stated below (because subnormal composition operators are automatically injective; see [18, Section 6]). On the other hand, as can be deduced from Proposition 127, the equality (165) may hold under much weaker assumptions than those of Theorem 126.

Proposition 127. Suppose (X, A , μ) is a σ-finite measure space and ϕ is a bijective and A -bimeasurable transformation of X such that C_ϕ is well-defined and injective. Then C_ϕ−1 is well-defined and injective. Moreover, if C_ϕ is densely defined, then for all A -measurable functions f : X → R_+,

E_ϕ(f) ∘ ϕ^{−1} = f ∘ ϕ^{−1} a.e. [μ],

where f ∘ ϕ^{−1} is the usual composition of functions.

Proof. It follows from [18, Proposition 6.2] that h_ϕ > 0 a.e. [μ]. This immediately implies the “moreover” part. Using (7) with w = 1, we verify that the measures μ ∘ ϕ^{−1} and μ are mutually absolutely continuous. As a consequence, μ ∘ (ϕ^{−1})^{−1} ≪ μ, so by Proposition 7 (again with w = 1), the composition operator C_ϕ−1 is well-defined. A direct application of Lemma 5 (as before with w = 1) shows that C_ϕ−1 is injective. □

Below, we give an example which shows that Proposition 127 is no longer true if the assumption on injectivity of C_ϕ is removed. What is more, the equality (165) may not hold even if ϕ is bijective and A -bimeasurable, and C_ϕ ∈ B(L^2(μ)).

Example 128. Let X = Z and A = 2^X . Then there exists a unique (necessarily σ-finite) measure μ: A → R_+ such that μ(n) = { 1 if n ⩾ 0, 0 if n < 0, n ∈ X. Let ϕ be the transformation of X given by ϕ(n) = n + 1 for n ∈ X. Clearly ϕ is bijective (and A -bimeasurable), C_ϕ is well-defined and C_ϕ−1 is not well-defined. Thus by Proposition 127 (or by a direct verification) C_ϕ is not injective. Observe that h_ϕn = χ_{n+Z+} a.e. [μ] for all n ∈ N. Hence, by Proposition 8, we see that C_ϕ ∈ B(L^2(μ)). Plainly E_ϕn (f) = f a.e. [μ] for all functions f : X → R_+ and all n ∈ Z_+. However, for any n ∈ N, there exists a function f : X → R_+ for which the condition (165) fails to hold (e.g., the function f = 1 does the job perfectly, cf. (16)).

The following result is a “dual” version of Lemma 124 in which the roles of operators C_ϕ and C_{ϕ,w} are interchanged.

Lemma 129. Suppose (AS1) holds, w ≠ 0 a.e. [μ], C_ϕ ∈ B(L^2(μ)) and C^n_{ϕ,w} is densely defined for every n ∈ N. Assume also that C_{ϕ,w} is subnormal and {E_ϕn_{, ^wn} (_1 | ^w_n|^2 ) ∘ ϕ^{−n}(x)}^∞_{n=0} is a Stieltjes moment sequence for μ-a.e. x ∈ X.

Then C_ϕ is subnormal.

Proof. Note that E_ϕn_{, ^wn} exists for all n ∈ N (see (160)). Since, by Theorem 47 and [16, Proposition 3.2.1], C_{ϕ,w} generates Stieltjes moment sequences, we infer from Theorem 48 that {h_ϕn_{, ^wn} (x)}^∞_{n=0} is a Stieltjes moment sequence for μ-a.e. x ∈ X. Then following the proof of Lemma 124 with (164) in place of (162) completes the proof. □

Now arguing as in the proof of Theorem 126 one can show that the following “dual” version of this theorem holds (use: Lemma 129 in place of Lemma 124; Theorems 47 and 48 and [16, Proposition 3.2.1] in place of [18, Corollary 10.3]; Corollary 13 in place of [18, Section 6]; and Corollary 120).

Theorem 130. Suppose (AS1) holds, ϕ is a bijection whose inverse ϕ^{−1} is A - measurable and {|w(ϕ^{−n}(x))|^2}^∞_{n=0} is a non-degenerate Hausdorff moment sequence for μ-a.e. x ∈ X. Assume also that C_ϕ ∈ B(L^2(μ)), C^n_{ϕ,w} is densely defined for every n ∈ N and C_{ϕ,w} is subnormal. Then C_ϕ is subnormal.

7.4. Subnormality in the matrix symbol case

This section deals with the question of subnormality of weighted composition operators with matrix symbols. First, we discuss the case of composition operators. We refer the reader to [92] for more information on this class of operators (see also [69]).

Denote by H the set of all entire functions η on C of the form η(z) = ∞∑ n=0 a_nz^n, z ∈ C, where {a_n}^∞_{n=0} is a sequence of nonnegative real numbers such that a_k > 0 for some k ⩾ 1. Clearly, if η ∈ H , then the function η|_{R+} is nonnegative and strictly increasing, and lim_{R+∋t→∞} η(t) = ∞. Fix a positive integer κ. Let η ∈ H and ‖ · ‖ be a norm on R^κ. Define the σ-finite Borel measure μ on R^κ by μ(Δ) = ∫ Δ η(‖x‖^2) d x, Δ ∈ B(R^κ), (166)

where d x indicates integration with respect to the κ-dimensional Lebesgue measure. Plainly the measure μ and the κ-dimensional Lebesgue measure are mutually absolutely continuous. Given a linear transformation A of R^κ, one can prove that the composition operator C_A in L^2(μ) with the symbol A is well-defined if and only if A is invertible (see, e.g., the proof of [95, Theorem 13.1]). If this is the case, then the composition operator C_An is well-defined for every n ∈ N (cf. Lemma 26) and

h_An (x) = 1 | det A|^n η(‖A^{−n}x‖^2) η(‖x‖^2) for μ-a.e. x ∈ R^κ. (167)

Observe that the rational function appearing on the right-hand side of the equality in (167) is continuous on R^κ \{0}. Hence, there is only one continuous representative of h_An on R^κ \ {0}. Combining (167) with Lemmas 43(v) and 11 (both applied to w = 1), we conclude that if C_A is well-defined, then C^n_A is densely defined and injective for every n ∈ N. It follows from [92, Proposition 2.2] that C_A ∈ B(L^2(μ)) if and only if either η is a polynomial, or η is not a polynomial and ‖A^{−1}‖ ⩽ 1.

Now let w : R^κ → C be a Borel function and A be an invertible linear transformation of R^κ. Since C_A is well-defined, so is C_{A,w}, the weighted composition operator in L^2(μ) with the symbol A and the weight w (cf. Proposition 109). The

7.4. SUBNORMALITY IN THE MATRIX SYMBOL CASE 101

reader should be aware of the fact that the notation “C_{A,r}” that appears in [92] has nothing to do with weighted composition operators C_{A,w}; it simply denotes the composition operator in L^2(r(x) d x) with the symbol A. By (167) and Propositions 116 and 127, we have

h_{A,w}(x) = 1 | det A| η(‖A^{−1}x‖^2) η(‖x‖^2) · |w(A^{−1}x)|^2 for μ-a.e. x ∈ R^κ. (168)

In the next result, which is the main application of Theorem 126, we provide a wide class of subnormal weighted composition operators with matrix symbols.

Theorem 131. Suppose η, ξ ∈ H , ‖ · ‖ is a norm on R^κ induced by an inner product ⟨·, -⟩, μ is a Borel measure on R^κ defined by (166), A is an invertible linear transformation of R^κ and w : R^κ → C is a Borel function such that ‖A^{−1}‖ ⩽ 1 and

|w(x)|^2 = 1 ξ(‖x‖^2) , x ∈ R^κ \ {0}. (169)

Then the following two statements are valid:

(i) C_{A,w} ∈ B(L^2(μ)) if and only if ξ(0) > 0, (ii) if C_{A,w} ∈ B(L^2(μ)) and A is a normal operator on (R^κ, ⟨·, -⟩), then C_{A,w} is subnormal.

Proof. (i) It follows from (168) and (169) that

h_{A,w}(x) = 1 | det A| η(‖A^{−1}x‖^2) η(‖x‖^2) · 1 ξ(‖A^{−1}x‖^2) for μ-a.e. x ∈ R^κ. (170)

Suppose ξ(0) > 0. Knowing that η|_{R+} is increasing and ‖A^{−1}‖ ⩽ 1, we have sup x∈R^κ\{0} η(‖A^{−1}x‖^2) η(‖x‖^2) ⩽ 1. (171)

Since inf_{t∈R+} ξ(t) > 0, we infer from (170) and Proposition 8(v) that C_{A,w} ∈ B(L^2(μ)). To prove the converse, assume that C_{A,w} ∈ B(L^2(μ)). Suppose contrary to our claim that ξ(0) = 0. Denote by m and n the multiplicities of zero of η and ξ at 0, respectively. By our assumption n ⩾ 1 and there exist η̃, ξ̃ ∈ H ∪ {1} such that η(z) = z^mη̃(z) and ξ(z) = z^nξ̃(z) for all z ∈ C, η̃(0) > 0 and ξ̃(0) > 0. Then we get

sup_{x≠0} η(‖A^{−1}x‖^2) η(‖x‖^2) · 1 ξ(‖A^{−1}x‖^2) = sup_{x≠0} sup_{t>0} η(‖A^{−1}(tx)‖^2) η(‖tx‖^2) · 1 ξ(‖A^{−1}(tx)‖^2) = sup_{x≠0} sup_{t>0} 1 t^{2n} · ‖A^{−1}(x)‖^{2m} ‖x‖^{2m} · η̃(t^2‖A^{−1}x‖^2)

η̃(t^2‖x‖^2) · 1 ‖A^{−1}x‖^{2n}ξ̃(t^2‖A^{−1}x‖^2) (†) = ∞. (To obtain (†) consider t → 0+.) This combined with (170) implies that h_{A,w} /∈ L^∞(μ), which by Proposition 8(v) yields C_{A,w} /∈ B(L^2(μ)), a contradiction.

(ii) It follows from [92, Proposition 2.2] (or directly from (167), (171) and Proposition 8(v) applied to w = 1) that C_A ∈ B(L^2(μ)). Hence, by [92, Theorem

2.5], the composition operator C_A is subnormal. According to (169), we have 1 |w(A^{−n}x)|^2 = ξ(‖A^{−n}x‖^2), x ∈ R^κ \ {0}. (172) In view of [93, Theorem 6.3], the sequence {ξ(‖A^{−n}x‖^2)}^∞_{n=0} is positive definite for every x ∈ R^κ. Substituting A^{−1}x in place of x, we see that the sequence {ξ(‖A^{−(n+1)}x‖^2)}^∞_{n=0} is positive definite for every x ∈ R^κ. Since ‖A^{−1}‖ ⩽ 1 and ξ|_{R+} is increasing, we deduce that the sequence {ξ(‖A^{−n}x‖^2)}^∞_{n=0} is bounded for every x ∈ R^κ. Finally, by (4) and (172), the sequence {1/|w(A^{−n}x)|^2}^∞_{n=0} is a Hausdorff moment sequence for every x ∈ R^κ \ {0}. Applying Theorem 126 completes the proof. □

Now we make a comment on the proof of Theorem 131.

Remark 132. Assume that A is an invertible normal operator on (R^κ, ⟨·, -⟩) and (169) holds for some ξ ∈ H . Then ‖A^{−1}‖ ⩽ 1 if and only if the sequence {1/|w(A^{−n}x)|^2}^∞_{n=0} is a Hausdorff moment sequence for μ-a.e. x ∈ R^κ, where μ is as in (166) (note that, in view of the proof of [93, Theorem 5.1] and (172), {1/|w(A^{−n}x)|^2}^∞_{n=0} is a Stieltjes moment sequence for every x ∈ R^κ \ {0}). For the justification of the “only if” part see the proof of the statement (ii) of Theorem 131. The “if” part can be proved as follows. Since each Hausdorff moment sequence is bounded, we infer from (172) that the sequence {ξ(‖A^{−n}x‖^2)}^∞_{n=0} is bounded for μ-a.e. x ∈ R^κ. Knowing that lim_{R+∋t→∞} ξ(t) = ∞, we deduce that the sequence {‖A^{−n}x‖}^∞_{n=0} is bounded for μ-a.e. x ∈ R^κ. Combined with [94, Lemma 1.4(v)], this implies that the set M := {x ∈ R^κ : lim_{n→∞} ‖A^{−n}‖^{1/n} ⩽ 1} is a vector subspace of R^κ which is a set of full μ-measure. Since μ and the κ-dimensional Lebesgue measure are mutually absolutely continuous, we deduce that M = R^κ. Hence, by the normality of A^{−1} and [94, Lemma 1.4(i)], we conclude that ‖A^{−1}‖ ⩽ 1.

It is worth observing that if A is not normal, then the assumption that the sequence {ξ(‖A^{−n}x‖^2)}^∞_{n=0} is bounded for μ-a.e. x ∈ R^κ may not imply that ‖A^{−1}‖ ⩽ 1. Indeed, fix t ∈ (0, 1) and take a nilpotent operator N ∈ B(R^κ) such that ‖N‖ > 1 + t. Then the operator t + N is invertible and the spectral radius r(t + N) of t + N equals t (because the spectrum of t + N equals {t}). Set A = (t + N)^{−1}. Then ‖A^{−1}‖ ⩾ ‖N‖ − t > 1 and r(A^{−1}) = t < 1, so the sequence {‖A^{−n}x‖}^∞_{n=0} is bounded for every x ∈ R^κ, or equivalently the sequence {ξ(‖A^{−n}x‖^2)}^∞_{n=0} is bounded for every x ∈ R^κ.

7.5. Examples

As shown in Example 102, it may happen that a weighted composition operator C_{ϕ,w} is an isometry while the corresponding composition operator C_ϕ is not even well-defined. In this example the measure μ is infinite and all the measures μ|_ϕ−n_{(A )}, n ∈ N, are σ-finite. Here we provide two more examples of this kind. The first one, Example 133, is built over a finite complete measure space (in this situation, all the measures μ|_ϕ−n_{(A )}, n ∈ N, are automatically σ-finite). The second one, Example 134, which is built over an infinite σ-finite complete measure space, is such that the measure μ|_ϕ−n_{(A )} is not σ-finite for every n ∈ N.

The next three examples are based on [18, Example 3.1].

Example 133. Set X = {0} ∪ {1} ∪ [2, 3] and

A = {Δ ∈ 2^X : Δ is a Lebesgue measurable set in R}.

Clearly, A is a σ-algebra in X. Define the finite complete measure μ on A by μ(Δ) = δ_0(Δ) + δ_1(Δ) + m(Δ ∩ [2, 3]), Δ ∈ A , where m stands for the Lebesgue measure on R. Let ϕ be the A -measurable transformation of X given by ϕ(0) = 2, ϕ(1) = 1 and ϕ(x) = 0 for x ∈ [2, 3]. Since ϕ^{2k−1} = ϕ and ϕ^{2k} = ϕ^2 for any k ∈ N, we easily see that for every n ∈ N, the sigma algebra ϕ^{−n}(A ) is relatively μ-complete, or equivalently, the measure μ|_ϕ−n_{(A )} is complete (because μ is complete). Noting that μ(2) = 0 and (μ ∘ ϕ^{−1})({2}) = 1, we infer from Proposition 7 that C_ϕ is not well-defined. Set w = χ_{X\{0}}. Since

μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}(Δ) =

1 if Δ = {0}, 1 if Δ = {1}, 0 if Δ ∈ A ∩ [2, 3],

we deduce that μ_w∘ϕ^{−1} ≪ μ and h_{ϕ,w} = χ_{{0,1}} a.e. [μ]. Hence it follows from Propositions 7 and 8(v) that the operator C_{ϕ,w} is well-defined and C_{ϕ,w} ∈ B(L^2(μ)).

Below we adapt the above example to the case of infinite σ-finite measure spaces loosing the σ-finiteness of the measures μ ∘ ϕ^{−n}, n ∈ N. As before, the weighted composition operator is well-defined and bounded.

Example 134. Set X = (−∞, 0] ∪ {1} ∪ [2, 3] and

A = {Δ ∈ 2^X : Δ is a Lebesgue measurable set in R}.

Define the σ-finite complete measure μ: A → R_+ by

μ(Δ) = m(Δ ∩ (−∞, 0)) + δ_0(Δ) + δ_1(Δ) + m(Δ ∩ [2, 3]), Δ ∈ A , where m is the Lebesgue measure on R. Let ϕ be the A -measurable transformation of X defined by

ϕ(x) = 2 if x ∈ (−∞, 0], 1 if x = 1, 0 if x ∈ [2, 3].

Since μ(2) = 0 and (μ ∘ ϕ^{−1})({2}) = ∞, Proposition 7 implies that C_ϕ is not well-defined. Observe that for every n ∈ N, the measure μ|_ϕ−n_{(A )} is not σ-finite and thus the conditional expectation E( · ; ϕ^{−n}(A ), μ) does not exist. Indeed, since ϕ^{2k−1} = ϕ and ϕ^{2k} = ϕ^2 for all k ∈ N, we see that μ(ϕ^{−(2k−1)}({2})) = ∞ and μ(ϕ^{−2k}({0})) = ∞ for all k ∈ N, which easily implies that for every n ∈ N, the measure μ|_ϕ−n_{(A )} is not σ-finite. As in Example 133, we verify that for every n ∈ N, the sigma algebra ϕ^{−n}(A ) is relatively μ-complete. Set w = χ_{{1}∪[2,3]}. Noting that

μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}(Δ) = 0 if Δ ∈ A ∩ (−∞, 0), 1 if Δ = {0}, 1 if Δ = {1}, 0 if Δ ∈ A ∩ [2, 3],

we deduce that μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1} ≪ μ and h_{ϕ,w} = χ_{{0,1}} a.e. [μ]. By Proposition 8(v), C_{ϕ,w} ∈ B(L^2(μ)).

In the subsequent example we construct a bounded weighted composition operator C_{ϕ,w} such that the corresponding composition operator C_ϕ is well-defined, but the conditional expectation E( · ; ϕ^{−n}(A ), μ) does not exist for any n ∈ N. Though Example 135 is, in a sense, weaker than Example 138, the former one is simpler and the underlying measure space appearing in it is not discrete.

Example 135. Set X = (−∞, 0] ∪ {1} ∪ [2, 3] and

A = {Δ ∈ 2^X : Δ is a Lebesgue measurable set in R}. Define the σ-finite complete measure μ: A → R_+ by

μ(Δ) = m(Δ ∩ (−∞, 0)) + δ_0(Δ) + δ_1(Δ) + δ_2(Δ) + m(Δ ∩ (2, 3]), Δ ∈ A , where m is the Lebesgue measure on R. Let ϕ be the A -measurable transformation of X defined by ϕ(x) = 2 if x ∈ (−∞, 0], 1 if x = 1, 0 if x ∈ [2, 3].

Set w = χ_{{1}∪[2,3]}. Since μ(2) > 0, it is easily seen that μ ∘ ϕ^{−1} ≪ μ and so, by Proposition 7, C_ϕ is well-defined. Observe that for every n ∈ N, the measure μ|_ϕ−n_{(A )} is not σ-finite and thus the conditional expectation E( · ; ϕ^{−n}(A ), μ) does not exist. Indeed, since ϕ^{2k−1} = ϕ and ϕ^{2k} = ϕ^2 for all k ∈ N, we see that μ(ϕ^{−(2k−1)}({2})) = ∞ and μ(ϕ^{−2k} ({0})) = ∞ for all k ∈ N, which proves our claim. Clearly, the sigma algebras ϕ^{−n}(A ), n ∈ N, are relatively μ-complete. Since

μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}(Δ) = 0 if Δ ∈ A ∩ (−∞, 0), 2 if Δ = {0}, 1 if Δ = {1}, 0 if Δ ∈ A ∩ [2, 3], we conclude that μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1} ≪ μ and h_{ϕ,w} = 2χ_{{0}} + χ_{{1}} a.e. [μ]. Hence, in view of Proposition 8(v), C_{ϕ,w} ∈ B(L^2(μ)).

Below, we construct a unitary weighted composition operator C_{ϕ,w} such that C^n_ϕ is densely defined for every n ∈ N, C_ϕ /∈ B(L^2(μ)) and C_ϕ is not hyponormal. This example sheds more light on part (iii) of Proposition 109 and Example 102.

Example 136. Set X = Z. Let μ: 2^X → R_+ be a σ-finite measure such that At(μ) = X. Define the transformation ϕ of X by ϕ(n) = n + 1 for n ∈ X. Plainly, C_ϕ is well-defined. Since ϕ is a bijection, we see that ϕ^{−n}(2^X ) = 2^X for every n ∈ N (so E( · ; ϕ^{−n}(2^X ), μ) acts as the identity mapping). Hence, by Propositions 10 and 45, C^n_ϕ is densely defined for every n ∈ N. Let w : X → C be any function such that w(n) ≠ 0 for all n ∈ X. Clearly, C_{ϕ,w} is well-defined and

h_{ϕ,w}(n) = |w(n − 1)|^2μ(n − 1) μ(n) , n ∈ X, (173) h_ϕ(n) = μ(n − 1) μ(n) , n ∈ X. (174) Note that, by Theorem 83, C_ϕ is hyponormal if and only μ(n − 1)^2 ⩽ μ(n)μ(n − 2), n ∈ X. (175)

Fix k ∈ Z and choose μ so that μ(k − 2) = μ(k − 1) = 1, 0 < μ(k) < 1, and sup_{n∈X} μ(n) μ(n + 1)

= ∞. (176)

Since (175) does not hold for n = k, C_ϕ is not hyponormal. In turn, (174) and (176) imply that C_ϕ is not bounded (see Proposition 8(v)). Now we specify w by requiring it to satisfy the following condition

|w(n)|^2 = μ(n + 1) μ(n) , n ∈ X. It follows from (173) that h_{ϕ,w}(n) = 1 for every n ∈ X. This together with (26) implies that C_{ϕ,w} is an isometry on L^2(μ). Set e_n = χ_{{n}} for n ∈ Z. Since C_{ϕ,w}e_n = e_{n+1} for every n ∈ Z and the vectors {e_n}^∞_{n=0} are linearly dense in L^2(μ), we conclude that C_{ϕ,w} is a unitary operator. Since {e_n}^∞_{n=0}, after rescaling, is an orthonormal basis, we see that C_{ϕ,w} is unitarily equivalent to the bilateral shift of multiplicity 1.

Our next goal is to give two examples of weighted composition operators which have, in a sense, opposite properties. In Example 138 we construct an injective weighted composition operator C_{ϕ,w} ∈ B(L^2(μ)) such that the corresponding composition operator C_ϕ is well-defined, D(C_ϕn ) = {0} and the measure μ|_ϕ−n_{(A )} is not σ-finite for every n ∈ N, and (cf. Corollary 120) ( E_ϕn_{, ^wn} ( 1 | ^w_n|^2 ) ∘ ϕ^{−n} ) (x) = ∞, x ∈ X, n ∈ N. (177) In turn, in Example 139 we construct a well-defined weighted composition operator C_{ϕ,w} in L^2(μ) such that D(C_ϕn_{, ^wn} ) = {0} and the measure μ_{^wn} |_ϕ−n_{(A )} is not σ-finite for every n ∈ N, C_ϕ ∈ B(L^2(μ)), C_ϕ is injective, and (cf. Corollary 117)

(E_ϕn (| ^w_n|^2) ∘ ϕ^{−n})(x) = ∞, x ∈ X, n ∈ N. (178)

(See (42) for the definition of ^w_n.) In both these examples the weight functions w are positive.

We begin with the following general procedure.

Procedure 137. Set X = N and A = 2^X . Suppose N ∈ N ∪ {∞} and {Ω_n}^N_{n=1} is a partition of X. Let {ω_n}^N_{n=1} be a fixed injective sequence in X. Define the (A -measurable) transformation ϕ of X by

ϕ(x) = ω_n for all x ∈ Ω_n and n ∈ J_N , (179)

where J_N := N∩[1, N]. Let μ : A → R_+ be a σ-finite measure such that At(μ) = X and let w : X → (0, ∞) be any function. Then At(μ_w) = X, μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1} ≪ μ and, by the injectivity of {ω_n}^N_{n=1} (see (121)),

h_{ϕ,w}(x) = {_{μw (Ωn)} μ(ω_n) if x = ωn for some n ∈ JN ,

0 otherwise.

(180)

Similarly, μ ∘ ϕ^{−1} ≪ μ and

h_ϕ(x) = {_{μ(Ωn)} μ(ω_n) if x = ωn for some n ∈ JN ,

0 otherwise.

(181)

By (180) and Proposition 8(v), we have C_{ϕ,w} ∈ B(L^2(μ)) ⇐⇒ sup_{n∈JN} μ_w(Ω_n) μ(ω_n) < ∞. (182)

Similarly, C_ϕ ∈ B(L^2(μ)) ⇐⇒ sup_{n∈JN} μ(Ω_n) μ(ω_n) < ∞. (183)

Now, we calculate the conditional expectations E_ϕ(·) and E_{ϕ,w}(·). If the conditional expectation E_{ϕ,w}(·) exists (equivalently: h_{ϕ,w}(x) < ∞ for all x ∈ X), then by Proposition 80 we get

E_{ϕ,w}(f)(x) = ∫ Ω_n f d μw μ_w(Ω_n) , x ∈ Ω_n, n ∈ J_N . In particular, we have E_{ϕ,w} ( 1 w^2 ) (x) = μ(Ω_n) μ_w(Ω_n) , x ∈ Ω_n, n ∈ J_N , which implies that ( E_{ϕ,w} ( 1 w^2 ) ∘ ϕ^{−1} ) (x) = {_{μ(Ωn)} μ_w (Ω_n) if x = ωn for some n ∈ JN ,

0 otherwise.

Similarly, if the conditional expectation E_ϕ(·) exists (equivalently: h_ϕ(x) < ∞ for all x ∈ X), then ( E_ϕ ( w^2 ) ∘ ϕ^{−1} ) (x) = {_{μw (Ωn)} μ(Ω_n) if x = ωn for some n ∈ JN ,

0 otherwise.

A careful look at the calculations of the conditional expectations E_ϕ(·) and E_{ϕ,w}(·) reveals that it is hard to establish explicit formulas for the conditional expectations E_ϕn (·) and E_ϕn_{, ^wn} (·) of higher orders. The same refers to the Radon- Nikodym derivatives h_ϕn and h_ϕn_{, ^wn} of higher orders.

To get two aforementioned examples, we specify parameters in Procedure 137. Example 138. Assume that N = ∞, {Ω_n}^∞_{n=1} is a partition of X such that each set Ω_n is infinite and the mapping N ∋ n −→ ω_n ∈ X is a bijection. Let ϕ be as in (179). Clearly, ϕ is a surjection. Let μ be the counting measure on X. Then, it is easily seen that there exists w : X → (0, ∞) such that

sup_{n∈N} μ_w(Ω_n) μ(ω_n) < ∞. Applying (182), we deduce that C_{ϕ,w} ∈ B(L^2(μ)). Since ϕ is a surjection and ^w_n(x) > 0 for all x ∈ X and n ∈ Z_+, we infer from Proposition 8(v) that 0 < μ_{^wn} (ϕ^{−n}({x})) μ(x) = h_ϕn_{, ^wn} (x) ⩽ ‖C^n_{ϕ,w}‖^2, x ∈ X, n ∈ Z_+. (184) Hence, by Lemma 11, C_{ϕ,w} is injective. It follows from (181) that C_ϕ is well-defined and h_ϕ(x) = ∞ for all x ∈ X. In view of Proposition 8(iii), D(C_ϕ) = {0}. We show that h_ϕn (x) = ∞ for all x ∈ X and n ∈ N. Indeed, using induction and the surjectivity of the mapping N ∋ n −→ ω_n ∈ X, we easily verify that for any (n, x) ∈ N × X there exists k ∈ N such that Ω_k ⊆ ϕ^{−n}({x}). (185)

Figure 1. A sample construction of {Ω_n}^∞_{n=1} and {ω_n}^∞_{n=1} satisfying the requirements of Example 139.

This implies that h_ϕn (x) = μ(ϕ^{−n}({x})) = ∞, x ∈ X, n ∈ N. (186) Hence, by Propositions 8(iii) and 10, D(C_ϕn ) = {0} and the measure μ|_ϕ−n_{(A )} is not σ-finite for every n ∈ N. It follows from (164), (184) and (186) that (177) holds.

Example 139. As in Example 138, we assume that N = ∞. Let {Ω_n}^∞_{n=1} be a partition of X such that each set Ω_n is infinite and let N ∋ n −→ ω_n ∈ X be a bijection such that

ω_1 ∈ Ω_1 and ω_n ∈ n−1⨆ j=1 Ω_j for all n ∈ N \ {1}. (187)

We refer the reader to Figure 1 for an idea of how to construct such objects. Let ϕ be as in (179). Obviously, ϕ is a surjection. Our next goal is to show that for any fixed c ∈ (1, ∞), there exists a finite measure μ on A such that

sup_{n∈N} μ(Ω_n) μ(ω_n) ⩽ c. (188)

(By rescaling, the above measure μ can always be made probabilistic.) We will construct it by induction. First, we choose {μ(ω)}_{ω∈Ω1} ⊆ (0, ∞) such that^{μ(Ω1 )}_{μ(ω1)} ⩽ c. Suppose we have constructed {μ(ω)}_{ω∈}^⨆n_{j=1 Ωj} ⊆ (0, ∞) such that

μ(Ω_j ) μ(ω_j )

⩽ c and μ(Ω_j ) ⩽ 2^{−(j−1)}μ(Ω_1) for any j = 1, . . . , n, (189)

where n ∈ N is arbitrarily fixed. Since, by (187), ω_{n+1} ∈ ⨆_n j=1 Ω_j and Ω_{n+1} has empty intersection with ⨆_n j=1 Ω_j , we can choose {μ(ω)}_{ω∈Ωn+1} ⊆ (0, ∞) such that

μ(Ω_{n+1}) μ(ω_{n+1}) ⩽ c and μ(Ωn+1) ⩽ 2

−nμ(Ω_1). This completes the induction argument.

As a consequence of (189), the measure μ is finite. Applying (183) and (188), we deduce that C_ϕ ∈ B(L^2(μ)). Since ϕ is a surjection, we deduce from Proposition 8(v) that 0 < μ(ϕ^{−n}({x})) μ(x) = h_ϕn (x) ⩽ ‖C^n_ϕ ‖^2, x ∈ X, n ∈ Z_+. (190)

Thus, by Lemma 11, C_ϕ is injective. It is easily seen that there exists w : X → [1, ∞) such that μ_w(Ω_n) = ∞ for all n ∈ N. This implies that μ_{^wm} (Ω_n) = ∞, m, n ∈ N. (191) Using (191), we see that

h_ϕn_{, ^wn} (x) = μ_{^wn} (ϕ^{−n}({x})) μ(x) (185) ⩾ μ_{^wn} (Ω_k) μ(x) = ∞, x ∈ X, n ∈ N, (192) where k depends on n and x. Hence, by Propositions 8(iii) and 10, D(C_ϕn_{, ^wn} ) = {0} and the measure μ_{^wn} |_ϕ−n_{(A )} is not σ-finite for every n ∈ N. In particular, D(C_{ϕ,w}) = {0}. Finally, by (162), (190) and (192), the equality (178) is satisfied.

Remark 140. Note that Example 139 can also be accomplished for infinite σ-finite measures μ. It suffices to consider a countably infinite orthogonal sum of (weighted) composition operators constructed in Example 139 with probability measures (cf. [19, Corollary C.2]). What we get is a well-defined weighted composition operator C_{ϕ,w} in L^2(μ) with an infinite σ-finite measure μ and a positive weight function w such that D(C_ϕn_{, ^wn} ) = {0} and the measure μ_{^wn} |_ϕ−n_{(A )} is not σ-finite for every n ∈ N, C_ϕ ∈ B(L^2(μ)), C_ϕ is injective and the equality (178) holds.

Now we show that using Procedure 137 we can construct a bounded finite rank weighted composition operator with predetermined rank.

Example 141. Let (X, A , μ), ϕ and w be as in Procedure 137. Assume that N ∈ N and μ_w is finite. In view of (180), h_{ϕ,w} ∈ L^∞(μ), which by Proposition 8(v) implies that C_{ϕ,w} ∈ B(L^2(μ)). It follows from (179) that C_{ϕ,w}f = ∑_⊕N n=1 f(ω_n) ( w · χ_{Ωn} ) , f ∈ L^2(μ), where the symbol ∑_⊕ denotes the orthogonal sum. This implies that C_{ϕ,w} is a finite rank operator with dim R(C_{ϕ,w}) = N. Since L^2(μ) is infinite dimensional, the range of C_{ϕ,w} is not dense in L^2(μ). In particular, if the measure μ is finite, then the composition operator C_ϕ = C_{ϕ,1} is a bounded finite rank operator with dim R(C_{ϕ,w}) = N.

The next example shows that the operators C_{ϕ,w} and M_wC_ϕ may not coincide even if the operators C_ϕ and C_{ϕ,w} are subnormal.

Example 142. Set X = Z and A = 2^X . Let {λ_n}_{n∈Z} be a two-sided sequence of positive real numbers. Then there exists a unique (necessarily σ-finite) measure μ: A → R_+ such that

μ(n) = λ^2_0 · . . . · λ^2_{n−1} for n ⩾ 1, 1 for n = 0, (λ^2_{−1} · . . . · λ^2_n)^{−1} for n ⩽ −1, n ∈ Z.

Define the (A -measurable) transformation ϕ of X by ϕ(n) = n − 1 for n ∈ Z. Let w : X → C be any weight function. Clearly, the operators C_ϕ and C_{ϕ,w} are well-defined. Note that μ(n + 1) = λ^2_n μ(n), n ∈ Z, which implies that

h_ϕ(n) = μ(n + 1) μ(n) = λ^2_n, n ∈ Z,

h_{ϕ,w}(n) = μ_w(n + 1) μ(n) = λ^2_n|w(n + 1)|^2, n ∈ Z.

(193)

In view of Proposition 10, the operators C_ϕ and C_{ϕ,w} are densely defined. In turn, by Lemma 11 and (193), C_ϕ is always injective, and C_{ϕ,w} is injective whenever w(n) ≠ 0 for all n ∈ Z. It follows from (193) and Theorem 110 that C_{ϕ,w} = M_wC_ϕ ⇐⇒ inf_{n∈Z} 1 + λ^2_n|w(n + 1)|^2 λ^2_n

> 0. (194)

Now we show that (see Section 2.3(h))

the composition operator C_ϕ is unitarily equivalent to the bilateral weighted shift in ℓ^2(Z) with weights {λ_n}_{n∈Z}. (195) Indeed, it is a matter of routine to verify that the sequence {ê_n}_{n∈Z} defined by

ê_n = 1 √ μ(n) χ_{{n}}, n ∈ Z, is an orthonormal basis of L^2(μ) such that E := lin{ê_n : n ∈ Z} ⊆ D(C_ϕ) and C_ϕê_n = λ_nê_{n+1}, n ∈ Z. (196) Since C_ϕ is closed (see Proposition 8(iv)), it remains to prove that E is a core for C_ϕ. Take a function f ∈ D(C_ϕ) which is orthogonal to E with respect to the graph inner product ⟨·, -⟩_{Cϕ} . Then 0 = ⟨f, ê_n⟩_{Cϕ} = μ(n) + μ(n + 1) √ μ(n) f(n), n ∈ Z, which yields f = 0. This completes the proof of (195).

The assertion (195) enables us to construct a sequence {λ_n}^∞_{n=0} of positive real numbers and a weight w : X → (0, ∞) such that (cf. Proposition 111) (a) C_ϕ and C_{ϕ,w} are subnormal operators, (b) C_ϕ /∈ B(L^2(μ)), C_{ϕ,w} /∈ B(L^2(μ)) and inf_{n∈Z} |w(n)| = 0, (c) M_wC_ϕ ⊊ C_{ϕ,w} and M_wC_ϕ = C_{ϕ,w}, (d) there is no constant c ∈ R_+ such that h_{ϕ,w} ⩽ c h_ϕ (a.e. [μ]), (e) there is no constant c ∈ R_+ such that h_ϕ ⩽ c h_{ϕ,w} (a.e. [μ]).

For this purpose, we fix q ∈ (0, 1) and set

λ_n = q^{− 14 (2n+1)} and w(n) = q^{18 (2n−1)} for n ∈ Z.

Using (196), we see that C_ϕ(E ) = E . Since C_ϕ is injective, we infer from (196) that

‖C^n_ϕ ê_0‖^2 = q^{− 12 n2} , n ∈ Z. (197)

Knowing that {q^{− 12 n2} }_{n∈Z} is a two-sided Stieltjes moment sequence (see [91, p. J.106]; see also [29, 67, 6]), we deduce from (195), (197) and [97, Theorem 5] that

the composition operator C_ϕ is subnormal. (198)

Clearly, E ⊆ D(M_wC_ϕ) and M_wC_ϕ ⊆ C_{ϕ,w}, so by (196), we have

C_{ϕ,w}ê_n = w(n + 1)λ_nê_{n+1}, n ∈ Z. (199)

Arguing as in the previous paragraph (now ⟨f, ê_n⟩_{Cϕ,w} =^{μ(n)+μ(n+1)w(n+1)2}√_{μ(n)} f(n)),

we verify that E is a core for C_{ϕ,w}. In particular, we have

M_wC_ϕ = C_{ϕ,w}. (200)

Since E is a core for C_{ϕ,w}, we infer from (199) that C_{ϕ,w} is unitarily equivalent to the bilateral weighted shift in ℓ^2(Z) with weights {w(n + 1)λ_n}_{n∈Z}. Using (199), we see that C_{ϕ,w}(E ) = E . Since C_{ϕ,w} is injective, we deduce from (199) that

‖C^n_{ϕ,w}ê_0‖^2 = q^{− 14 n2} , n ∈ Z.

Applying [97, Theorem 5] once more, we see that the weighted composition operator C_{ϕ,w} is subnormal. This, together with (198), proves (a). By (193) and Proposition 8, the operators C_ϕ and C_{ϕ,w} are unbounded, and so (b) holds. In view of (194), M_wC_ϕ ⊊ C_{ϕ,w}. This, combined with (200), justifies (c). Finally, (d) and (e) follow from (193).

As shown below, it may happen that a nonzero weighted composition operator C_{ϕ,w} is densely defined, the composition operator C_ϕ is well-defined and not densely defined (cf. Example 138) and, what is more interesting, the product M_wC_ϕ can be made closed or not, according to our needs.

Example 143. Set X = Z and A = 2^X . Let μ: A → R_+ be any (necessarily σ-finite) measure such that 0 < μ(n) < ∞ for all n ∈ X. Define the (A -measurable) transformation ϕ of X by ϕ(n) = { n − 1 if n ⩽ 0, 0 if n ⩾ 1, n ∈ X. Let w : X → C be a weight function such that w(n) ≠ 0 for all n ∈ X. Clearly, the operators C_ϕ and C_{ϕ,w} are well-defined and the following equalities hold:

h_ϕ(n) =

0 if n ⩾ 1, ∑_∞ k=1 μ(k) μ(0) if n = 0, μ(n+1) μ(n) if n ⩽ −1, n ∈ X, (201)

h_{ϕ,w}(n) =

0 if n ⩾ 1, ∑_∞ k=1 |w(k)|^2μ(k) μ(0) if n = 0,

|w(n+1)|^2μ(n+1) μ(n) if n ⩽ −1, n ∈ X. (202)

Assume now that ∑_∞ k=1 μ(k) = ∞ and ∑_∞ k=1 |w(k)|^2μ(k) < ∞. It follows from (201), (202) and Proposition 10 that C_{ϕ,w} is densely defined, while C_ϕ is not. In view of Proposition 109 and Theorem 110, M_wC_ϕ ⊊ C_{ϕ,w}. By Theorem 112, we have

M_wC_ϕ is closed ⇐⇒ inf_{n⩽−1} ( μ(n) μ(n + 1)

+ |w(n + 1)|^2 ) > 0. Now it is easily seen that, by appropriate choices of the sequences {μ(n)}^{−1}_{n=−∞} and {w(n)}^{−1}_{n=−∞}, the product M_wC_ϕ can be made closed or not, according to our needs. This also shows that the implication (ii)⇒(i) in Proposition 114 is false if we do not assume that C_ϕ is densely defined.

CHAPTER 8

Miscellanea

This chapter consists of three sections. In Section 8.1, we discuss the problem of when the tensor product of (finitely many) weighted composition operators can be regarded as a weighted composition operator. A partial answer is given in Theorem 149 (see also Corollary 151). In Theorem 153 we show that the closure of a tensor product of densely defined weighted composition operators can be regarded as a weighted composition operator. Two open question related to the above topics are stated as well (see Problems 146 and 154). Section 8.2 proposes a method of modifying the symbol of a weighted composition operator C_{ϕ,w} which preserves many properties of objects attached to C_{ϕ,w} and does not change the operator C_{ϕ,w} itself. As shown in Section 8.3, this method enables to modify the symbol ϕ of a quasinormal weighted composition operator C_{ϕ,w} so as to get a ϕ^{−1}(A )- measurable family P : X × B(R_+) → [0, 1] of probability measures that satisfies (CC^{−1}) (see Proposition 160). We conclude Section 8.3 with an example of a quasinormal weighted composition operator C_{ϕ,w} which has no ϕ^{−1}(A )-measurable family of probability measures satisfying (CC^{−1}) (see Example 161).

8.1. Tensor products

In this section, we show that, under certain circumstances, the tensor product of weighted composition operators can be regarded as a weighted composition operator.

The following notations and assumptions are fixed throughout this section. Let N be an integer such that N ⩾ 2 and let J_N = {1, . . . , N}. Suppose that for each i ∈ J_N , (X_i, A_i, μ_i) is a σ-finite measure space. Set X = X_1 × . . . × X_N , A = A_1 ⊗ . . . ⊗ A_N = σ_X ( A_1 ⊠ . . . ⊠ A_N ) , where A_1 ⊠ . . . ⊠ A_N = { Δ_1 × . . . × Δ_N : Δ_i ∈ A_i for i ∈ J_N } . Then there exists a unique (necessarily σ-finite) measure μ = μ_1⊗. . .⊗μ_N : A → R_+ such that (see [3, Sect. 2.6])

μ_1 ⊗ . . . ⊗ μ_N (Δ_1 × . . . × Δ_N ) = μ_1(Δ_1) · . . . · μ_N (Δ_N ), Δ_i ∈ A_i for i ∈ J_N .

The measure μ is called the product of measures μ_1, . . . , μ_N . It is well-known that the Hilbert space L^2(μ) can be identified with the complete tensor product of Hilbert spaces L^2(μ_1) ^⊗ . . . ^⊗L^2(μ_N ) (see [79, Sect. II.4] and [107, Sect. 3.4]), where the tensor product mapping

L^2(μ_1) × . . . × L^2(μ_N ) ∋ (f_1, . . . , f_N ) −→ f_1 ⊗ . . . ⊗ f_N ∈ L^2(μ) 113

is given by

(f_1 ⊗ . . . ⊗ f_N )(x_1, . . . , x_N ) = f_1(x_1) · . . . · f_N (x_N ), (x_1, . . . , x_N ) ∈ X. (203) Next suppose that for each i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, w_i is an A_i-measurable complex function on X_i and ϕ_i is an A_i-measurable transformation of X_i. Set w = w_1 ⊗ . . . ⊗ w_N and ϕ = ϕ_1 × . . . × ϕ_N : X → X, where

(ϕ_1 × . . . × ϕ_N )(x_1, . . . , x_N ) = (ϕ_1(x_1), . . . , ϕ_N (x_N )) for (x_1, . . . , x_N ) ∈ X. Note that the function w is A -measurable. Since ϕ^{−1}(σ_Z (C )) = σ_Y (ϕ^{−1}(C )) for any function ϕ: Y → Z and any family C ⊆ 2^Z , we see that the transformation ϕ is A -measurable as well. The above notations and assumptions will be used throughout this section.

We begin by discussing the question of when the weighted composition operator C_{ϕ,w} is the zero operator on the entire L^2(μ).

Lemma 144. The composition operator C_{ϕ,w} is the zero operator on L^2(μ) if and only if there exists i ∈ J_N such that the operator C_{ϕi ,wi} is the zero operator on L^2(μ_i) (the other operators C_{ϕj ,wj} , j ≠ i, may not even be well-defined).

Proof. By Fubini theorem we have

μ_w(X_1 × . . . × X_N ) = N∏ i=1 ∫ X_i |w_i|^2 d μ_i. (204)

Applying Proposition 8(vi) and (204) completes the proof. □ The second issue we want to discuss is the question of whether the assumption that the operator C_{ϕ,w} is well-defined implies that the operators C_{ϕi ,wi} , i ∈ J_N , are well-defined.

Lemma 145. If the composition operator C_{ϕ,w} is well-defined and if it is not the zero operator on L^2(μ), then each operator C_{ϕi,wi} , i ∈ J_N , is well-defined.

Proof. It follows from Lemma 144 that ∫ X_i |w_i|^2 d μ_i ∈ (0, ∞], i ∈ J_N . (205)

By Proposition 7, μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1} ≪ μ. Let us fix i ∈ J_N . If Δ ∈ A_i is such that μ_i(Δ) = 0, then μ(X_1 × . . . × X_{i−1} × Δ × X_{i+1} × . . . × X_N ) = 0, and consequently, by the Fubini theorem, we have

(μ_i)_{wi} ∘ ϕ^{−1}_i (Δ) · ∏ j∈J_N \{i} ∫ X_i |w_i|^2 d μ_i = μ ∘ ϕ^{−1}(X_1 × . . . × X_{i−1} × Δ × X_{i+1} × . . . × X_N ) = 0. This and (205) imply that (μ_i)_{wi} ∘ ϕ^{−1}_i (Δ) = 0. Hence, by Proposition 7, the operator C_{ϕi ,wi} is well-defined. This completes the proof. □ Now we discuss the converse question.

Problem 146. Does the assumption that the operators C_{ϕi,wi} , i ∈ J_N , are well-defined imply that the operator C_{ϕ,w} is well-defined?

This problem remains unsolved in full generality. Below we provide some partial solutions. First, we fix some notation. Given C ⊆ 2^Z , we denote by C_σ the class of countable unions of sets in C . Note that C_σ is the smallest subclass of 2^Z containing C and closed under the formation of countable unions. Moreover, if C is an algebra, then C_σ coincides with the class of countable increasing unions of sets in C . If Z is a disjoint union of sets Z_1 and Z_2, C_1 ⊆ 2^{Z1} and C_2 ⊆ 2^{Z2} , then we write C_1 ⊎ C_2 = {C_1 ∪ C_2 : C_1 ∈ C_1, C_2 ∈ C_2}.

It is easy to see that (C_1 ⊎ C_2)_σ = (C_1)_σ ⊎ (C_2)_σ . (206)

Lemma 147. Suppose (μ_i)_{wi} ∘ ϕ^{−1}_i ≪ μ_i for each i ∈ J_N . Set h_{ϕi,wi} = d(μ_i)_{wi} ∘ ϕ^{−1}_i d μ_i , i ∈ J_N , and Ω_∞ = {h_{ϕ1,w1} ⊗. . .⊗h_{ϕN ,wN} < ∞} (see (203) for notation). Then the following assertions are valid:

(i) Ω_∞ ∈ alg(A_1 ⊠ . . . ⊠ A_N ) := the algebra generated by A_1 ⊠ . . . ⊠ A_N , (ii) Q := { Δ ∈ A : Δ ⊆ Ω_∞ } ⊎ { Δ ∈ alg(A_1 ⊠ . . . ⊠ A_N ): Δ ⊆ X \ Ω_∞ } is an algebra of sets which contains A_1 ⊠ . . . ⊠ A_N , and

Q_σ = [ A ∩ Ω_∞ ] ⊎ [ (alg(A_1 ⊠ . . . ⊠ A_N ))_σ ∩ (X \ Ω_∞) ] , (iii) μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}(Δ) = ∫ Δ h_{ϕ1,w1} ⊗ . . . ⊗ h_{ϕN ,wN} d μ for every Δ ∈ Q_σ , (iv) the measure μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1} is σ-finite on Ω_∞.

Proof. If (Δ_1, . . . , Δ_N ) ∈ A_1 × . . . × A_N , then by the Fubini theorem we have

μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}(Δ_1 × . . . × Δ_N ) = ∫ X χ_ϕ−1_{1 (Δ1 )} ⊗ . . . ⊗ χ_ϕ−1_{N (ΔN )}|w_1 ⊗ . . . ⊗ w_N |^2 d μ = N∏ i=1 (μ_i)_{wi} ∘ ϕ^{−1}_i (Δ_i) = ∫ Δ_1 ×...×Δ_N h_{ϕ1,w1} ⊗ . . . ⊗ h_{ϕN ,wN} d μ. (207) Fix i ∈ J_N . Let Ξ_i = {h_{ϕi,wi} < ∞} and C_i = A_i ∩ Ξ_i. Set Ξ = Ξ_1 × . . . × Ξ_N and C = {Δ ∈ A : Δ ⊆ Ξ}. Clearly Ξ ∈ A and the class of sets C_i is a σ-algebra of subsets of Ξ_i. Notice that C = A ∩ Ξ = σ_X ( A_1 ⊠ . . . ⊠ A_N ) ∩ Ξ (†) = σ_Ξ ( (A_1 ⊠ . . . ⊠ A_N ) ∩ Ξ ) = σ_Ξ ( C_1 ⊠ . . . ⊠ C_N ) = C_1 ⊗ . . . ⊗ C_N , (208)

where (†) follows from [3, Sect. 1.2.2]. Since μ_i is σ-finite, there exists a sequence {Ξ_{i,n}}^∞_{n=1} ⊆ A_i such that μ_i(Ξ_{i,n}) < ∞ and h_{ϕi,wi} ⩽ n on Ξ_{i,n} for every n ∈ N, (209) and Ξ_{i,n} ↗ Ξ_i as n → ∞. Define the measure ν : A → R_+ by ν(Δ) = ∫ Δ h_{ϕ1,w1} ⊗ . . . ⊗ h_{ϕN ,wN} d μ, Δ ∈ A . (210) It follows from (207) that the measures μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}|_C and ν|_C coincide on the semialgebra C_1 ⊠. . .⊠C_N . Moreover, the sequence {Ξ_{1,n}×. . .×Ξ_{N,n}}^∞_{n=1} ⊆ C_1 ⊠. . .⊠C_N is such that Ξ_{1,n}×. . .×Ξ_{N,n} ↗ Ξ as n → ∞ and, by (209), ν(Ξ_{1,n}×. . .×Ξ_{N,n}) < ∞ for all n ∈ N. Hence, by (208) and Lemma 1, we have μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}(Δ) = ν(Δ), Δ ∈ A , Δ ⊆ Ξ. (211) (i) For this, note that the set Ω_∞ can be decomposed into a finite disjoint union of sets in the semi-algebra A_1 ⊠ . . . ⊠ A_N as follows: Ω_∞ = Ξ ⊔ ⨆ α∈{0,1,∞}^N : |α|=∞, ⊓(α)=0 Γ_{1,α1} × . . . × Γ_{N,αN} , (212)

where |α| = ∑_N i=1 α_i and ⊓(α) = α_1 · . . . · α_N for α = (α_1, . . . , α_N ) ∈ {0, 1, ∞}^N , and Γ_{i,β} = {h_{ϕi,wi} = 0} if β = 0, {0 < h_{ϕi,wi} < ∞} if β = 1, {h_{ϕi,wi} = ∞} if β = ∞, β ∈ {0, 1, ∞}, i ∈ J_N . (213) This yields (i).

(ii) Use (i) and (206).

(iii) If α ∈ {0, 1, ∞}^N is such that |α| = ∞ and ⊓(α) = 0, then by (207) we have μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}(Γ_{1,α1} × . . . × Γ_{N,αN} ) = ν(Γ_{1,α1} × . . . × Γ_{N,αN} ) = 0, (214) and consequently μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}(Δ) = ν(Δ) = 0 for every Δ ∈ A such that Δ ⊆ Γ_{1,α1} × . . . × Γ_{N,αN} . This together with (211) and (212) implies that μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}(Δ) = ν(Δ), Δ ∈ A , Δ ⊆ Ω_∞. (215) Applying [71, Proposition I-6-1] and (207), we see that μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}(Δ) = ν(Δ), Δ ∈ alg(A_1 ⊠ . . . ⊠ A_N ), Δ ⊆ X \ Ω_∞. This combined with (215) shows that μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}(Δ) = ν(Δ) for all Δ ∈ Q. An application of [81, Theorem 1.19(d)] yields (iii).

(iv) For this, observe that Ξ_{1,n} × . . . × Ξ_{N,n} ∪ (Ω_∞ \ Ξ) ↗ Ω_∞ as n → ∞ and, by (211), (212) and (214), μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}(Ξ_{1,n} × . . . × Ξ_{N,n} ⊔ (Ω_∞ \ Ξ)) < ∞ for all n ∈ N. This completes the proof. □

Let us make some comments regarding Lemma 147.

Remark 148. First, observe that, as in the case of Ω_∞, the set X \ Ω_∞ can be decomposed into a finite disjoint union of sets in A_1 ⊠. . .⊠A_N as follows (see (213)): X \ Ω_∞ = ⨆ α∈{0,1,∞}^N : |α|=∞, ⊓(α)>0 Γ_{1,α1} × . . . × Γ_{N,αN} .

Hence, applying either the above equality or assertion (i) of Lemma 147, we obtain {Δ ∈ alg(A_1 ⊠ . . . ⊠ A_N ): Δ ⊆ X \ Ω_∞} = ( alg(A_1 ⊠ . . . ⊠ A_N ) ) ∩ (X \ Ω_∞).

Second, note that the measure ν defined by (210) is completely non-σ-finite on the set X \ Ω_∞ (i.e., ν is not σ-finite on any A -measurable subset of X \ Ω_∞ of positive ν-measure), or equivalently, ν has the property that ν(Δ) ∈ {0, ∞} for every A -measurable subset of X \ Ω_∞; for such Δ’s, ν(Δ) = 0 if and only if μ(Δ) = 0. It follows from Lemma 147 that the measure ν is σ-finite on the set Ω_∞. This provides a decomposition of the measure ν into a σ-finite and a completely non-σ-finite parts (see [53, Exercise 30.11]). As a consequence, by assertion (iii) of Lemma 147, μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1}(Δ) ∈ {0, ∞} for every Δ ∈ (alg(A_1 ⊠ . . .⊠ A_N ))_σ ∩ (X \ Ω_∞).

The next two theorems give partial solutions to Problem 146.

Theorem 149. Suppose C_{ϕi,wi} is well-defined for every i ∈ J_N and

A = (alg(A_1 ⊠ . . . ⊠ A_N ))_σ . (216)

Then the following assertions are valid:

(i) the operator C_{ϕ,w} is well-defined, (ii) h_{ϕ,w} :=^{d μw ∘ϕ−1}_{d μ} = h_{ϕ1,w1} ⊗ . . . ⊗ h_{ϕN ,wN} a.e. [μ].

Proof. Apply Proposition 7 and Lemma 147. □

Let Z be a nonempty set and C ⊆ 2^Z be a σ-algebra. We say that a set Δ ∈ C is an atom of C if the only proper C -measurable subset of Δ is the empty set. Denote by At(C ) the set of all atoms of C . It is obvious that the atoms of C are nonempty and pairwise disjoint. If At(C ) ≠ ∅ and σ(At(C )) = C , then the σ-algebra C is called atomic. As shown in Example 150 below, there may exist atomic σ-algebras for which ⋃ At(C ) ⊊ Z. Example 150. Let Z = [0, 1] and C = σ_Z ({ {x}: x ∈ [ 0,^1_2 ]}) . Then a subset Δ of Z is in C if and only if Δ is a countable subset of [ 0,^1_2 ] or it is a disjoint union of the interval

(_1 2 , 1 ] and a subset of [ 0,^1_2 ] with countable relative complement in [ 0,^1_2 ] . This implies that At(C ) = { {x}: x ∈ [ 0,^1_2 ]} , which means that At(C ) is not a partition of Z.

It is a matter of routine to verify that if Z is a nonempty set, C ⊂ 2^Z is an atomic σ-algebra and At(C ) is a partition of Z, then C consists of all sets of the form ⨆ Δ∈F Δ, where F is a countable subset of At(C ) or it is a subset of At(C ) whose relative complement in At(C ) is countable. As a consequence, we have:

if C ⊂ 2^Z is an atomic σ-algebra and At(C ) is a countable partition of Z, then C consists of all sets of the form ⨆ Δ∈F Δ, where F ⊆ At(C ). (217)

We say that a measure τ : C → R_+ is atomic if C is an atomic σ-algebra of subsets of a nonempty set Z, the measure τ is σ-finite and τ(Δ) > 0 for every Δ ∈ At(C ). If this is the case, then the set At(C ) is countable (see [10, Theorem 10.2(iv)]), and thus C can be described as in (217).

As shown below, the atomic measures fit well into the scope of Theorem 149.

Corollary 151. Suppose that for every i ∈ J_N , C_{ϕi,wi} is well-defined, μ_i is an atomic measure and At(A_i) is a partition of X_i. Then the following assertions are valid:

(i) the operator C_{ϕ,w} is well-defined,

(ii) h_{ϕ,w} = h_{ϕ1,w1} ⊗ . . . ⊗ h_{ϕN ,wN} a.e. [μ].

Proof. Since each μ_i is σ-finite, At(A_i) is countable for every i ∈ J_N . Let C be the class of all subsets of X of the form ⨆ (Δ_1,...,Δ_N )∈F Δ_1 × . . . × Δ_N , (218)

where F is a subset of At(A_1) × . . . × At(A_N ). It is a routine matter to check that C is a σ-algebra which is contained in A . On the other hand, if (Δ̃_1, . . . , Δ̃_N ) ∈ A_1 × . . . × A_N , then by (217) for every i ∈ J_N , there exists F_i ⊆ At(A_i) such that Δ̃_i = ⨆ Δ_i ∈F_i Δi. This implies that Δ̃1 × . . . × Δ̃N is of the form (218) with

F = F_1 × . . . × F_N . As a consequence of the above, C = A . This means that the condition (216) is satisfied. Applying Theorem 149 completes the proof. □

Suppose now that the operators C_{ϕi,wi} , i ∈ J_N , are well-defined. Then there exists a unique operator in L^2(μ), denoted by C_{ϕ1,w1} ⊗ . . . ⊗ C_{ϕN ,wN} , such that D(C_{ϕ1 ,w1} ⊗ . . . ⊗ C_{ϕN ,wN} ) = D(C_{ϕ1 ,w1} ) ⊗ . . . ⊗ D(C_{ϕN ,wN} ), (C_{ϕ1 ,w1} ⊗ . . . ⊗ C_{ϕN ,wN} )(f_1 ⊗ . . . ⊗ f_N ) = (C_{ϕ1 ,w1} f_1) ⊗ . . . ⊗ (C_{ϕN ,wN} f_N ), whenever f_i ∈ D(C_{ϕi ,wi} ) for i ∈ J_N (see [107, p. 262]); here D(C_{ϕ1 ,w1} ) ⊗ . . . ⊗ D(C_{ϕN ,wN} ) = lin { f_1 ⊗ . . . ⊗ f_N : f_i ∈ D(C_{ϕi ,wi} ) for i ∈ J_N } . Since the operators C_{ϕi,wi} , i ∈ J_N , are closed (see Proposition 8) and tensor products of closable operators are closable^1, we get the following.

Proposition 152. If the operators C_{ϕi,wi} , i ∈ J_N , are well-defined, then their tensor product C_{ϕ1 ,w1} ⊗ . . . ⊗ C_{ϕN ,wN} is closable.

The next result sheds more light on the relationship between the tensor product C_{ϕ1,w1} ⊗ . . . ⊗ C_{ϕN ,wN} whose factors are densely defined and the weighted composition operator C_{ϕ,w}.

Theorem 153. Suppose C_{ϕi,wi} is densely defined for each i ∈ J_N . Then the following assertions are valid:

(i) the operator C_{ϕ,w} is densely defined, (ii) h_{ϕ,w} = h_{ϕ1,w1} ⊗ . . . ⊗ h_{ϕN ,wN} a.e. [μ], (iii) μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1} = [(μ_1)_{w1} ∘ ϕ^{−1}_1 ] ⊗ . . . ⊗ [(μ_N )_{wN} ∘ ϕ^{−1}_N ], (iv) the operator C_{ϕ1,w1} ⊗ . . . ⊗ C_{ϕN ,wN} is densely defined, closable and C_{ϕ1 ,w1} ⊗ . . . ⊗ C_{ϕN ,wN} = C_{ϕ,w}. Proof. By Proposition 10, we can modify h_{ϕi,wi} so as to obtain the equality {h_{ϕi,wi} < ∞} = X_i for each i ∈ J_N . Then we have {h_{ϕ1,w1} ⊗ . . . ⊗ h_{ϕN ,wN} < ∞} = X. Applying Lemma 147, we deduce that μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1} is absolutely continuous with respect to μ and (ii) is satisfied. By Propositions 7 and 10, (i) holds as well. Since, by Proposition 10, the measures ν_i := (μ_i)_{wi} ∘ ϕ^{−1}_i , i ∈ J_N , are σ-finite, there exists their product measure ν_1 ⊗ . . . ⊗ ν_N . Hence, by (207), (iii) holds.

It remains to prove (iv). By Proposition 152, C_{ϕ1 ,w1} ⊗ . . . ⊗ C_{ϕN ,wN} is closable. Observe that C_{ϕ1,w1} ⊗. . .⊗C_{ϕN ,wN} ⊆ C_{ϕ,w}. Since, by Proposition 8, C_{ϕ,w} is closed,

1 Adapting the proof of [79, Proposition, p. 298] to the context of operators acting between different Hilbert spaces and restricting the tensor product of operators in question to the closure of its domain, we may drop the assumption that the tensor factors are densely defined.

it is enough to show that the orthogonal complement of D(C_{ϕ1 ,w1} ⊗. . .⊗C_{ϕN ,wN} ) in D(C_{ϕ,w}) with respect to the graph inner product ⟨·, -⟩_{Cϕ,w} is the zero space. For this, take a function u ∈ D(C_{ϕ,w}) which is orthogonal to D(C_{ϕ1 ,w1} ) ⊗ . . . ⊗ D(C_{ϕN ,wN} ) with respect to the graph inner product ⟨·, -⟩_{Cϕ,w} . Let f_i ∈ D(C_{ϕi ,wi} ) for i ∈ J_N . Applying (8), we deduce that

uf̄_1 ⊗ . . . ⊗ f̄_N (1 + h_{ϕ,w}) ∈ L^1(μ) (219) and 0 = ⟨u, f_1 ⊗ . . . ⊗ f_N ⟩_{Cϕ,w} = ∫ X uf̄_1 ⊗ . . . ⊗ f̄_N d μ + ∫ X (u ∘ ϕ) ( (f̄_1 ⊗ . . . ⊗ f̄_N ) ∘ ϕ ) d μ_w = ∫ X uf̄_1 ⊗ . . . ⊗ f̄_N (1 + h_{ϕ,w}) d μ. (220)

It follows from Lemma 9 and Proposition 10 that for every i ∈ J_N , there exists a sequence {Ω_{i,n}}^∞_{n=1} ⊆ A_i such that

μ_i(Ω_{i,n}) < ∞ and h_{ϕi,wi} ⩽ n a.e. [μ_i] on Ω_{i,n} for every n ∈ N, (221)

and Ω_{i,n} ↗ X_i as n → ∞. Fix n ∈ N. Let C_n = {Δ ∈ A : Δ ⊆ Ω_n}, where Ω_n := Ω_{1,n} × . . . × Ω_{N,n}. Clearly, for i ∈ J_N , the family A_{i,n} := A_i ∩ Ω_{i,n} is a σ-algebra of subsets of Ω_{i,n}. Arguing as in (207), we get C_n = σ_{Ωn} ( A_{1,n} ⊠ . . . ⊠ A_{N,n} ) . (222)

Since, by Proposition 8(i) and (221), f_i := χ_{Ωi,n} ∈ D(C_{ϕi ,wi} ) for i ∈ J_N , we infer from (219) that u(1 + h_{ϕ,w}) ∈ L^1(Ω_n, C_n, μ|_{Cn} ). Hence, by Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem, the set function ν_n : C_n → C defined by

ν_n(Δ) = ∫ Δ u(1 + h_{ϕ,w}) d μ, Δ ∈ C_n, (223)

is a complex measure. Since χ_{Δi} ∈ D(C_{ϕi ,wi} ) for Δ_i ∈ A_{i,n} and i ∈ J_N , we deduce from (220) that ν_n vanishes on the semi-algebra A_{1,n} ⊠ . . . ⊠ A_{N,n}. By [71, Proposition I-6-1], ν_n vanishes on the algebra D generated by A_{1,n} ⊠ . . . ⊠ A_{N,n}. It follows from [81, Proposition 1.19] that the class of sets {Δ ∈ C_n : ν_n(Δ) = 0} is a monotone class which contains D. Hence, by (222) and the monotone class theorem (see [3, Theorem 1.3.9]), we see that ν_n vanishes on the entire C_n. This fact combined with u(1 + h_{ϕ,w}) ∈ L^1(Ω_n, C_n, μ|_{Cn} ) and (223) implies that u = 0 a.e. [μ] on Ω_n. Since Ω_n ↗ X as n → ∞, we conclude that u = 0 a.e. [μ]. This completes the proof. □

It is worth mentioning that the following problem, which is closely related to Theorem 153, remains unsolved.

Problem 154. Does the assumption that the operator C_{ϕ,w} is nonzero and densely defined imply that the operators C_{ϕi,wi} , i ∈ J_N , are densely defined?

It may also be useful to provide yet another comment on Theorem 153.

Remark 155. We show that under the weakest possible assumption that the operators C_{ϕi ,wi} , i ∈ J_N , are well-defined, the tensor product C_{ϕ1,w1} ⊗. . .⊗C_{ϕN ,wN} acts in a way that still resembles the formal action of C_{ϕ,w}. Given a measure space (Z, C , τ) and a C -measurable complex function g on Z, we write [g]_τ for the equivalence class of g with respect to the equivalence relation “a.e. [τ]”. Denote by E the linear span of the set of all functions of the form f_1 ⊗ . . . ⊗ f_N , where, for i ∈ J_N , f_i is an A_i-measurable function on X_i such that [f_i]_{μi} ∈ D(C_{ϕi ,wi} ). It is a simple matter to verify that D(C_{ϕ1 ,w1} ⊗ . . . ⊗ C_{ϕN ,wN} ) = { [f]_μ : f ∈ E } , (C_{ϕ1 ,w1} ⊗ . . . ⊗ C_{ϕN ,wN} )[f]_μ = [w · f ∘ ϕ]_μ, f ∈ E . This means that w · f ∘ ϕ = w · g ∘ ϕ a.e. [μ] whenever f and g are functions in E such that f = g a.e. [μ] (in fact, this property is equivalent to knowing that the tensor product C_{ϕ1 ,w1} ⊗ . . . ⊗ C_{ϕN ,wN} is well-defined). However, we do not know whether w · f ∘ ϕ = w · g ∘ ϕ a.e. [μ] if f is an A -measurable complex function on X, g is a function in E and f = g a.e. [μ] (cf. Problem 146).

8.2. Modifying the symbol ϕ

As will be seen in this and the next section, modifying the symbols of weighted composition operators may be fruitful. Here we provide a certain modification which will be used in two ways: first, to show that the conclusion of Theorem 34 is optimal in a sense that in general non of the implications in (58) can be reversed (see Example 158) and, second, to improve the measurability properties of families P satisfying (CC) in the case of quasinormal operators (see Proposition 160).

Lemma 156. Suppose (AS2) holds. Then the transformation ϕ̃ : X → X given by

ϕ̃(x) = { x if w(x) = 0, ϕ(x) if w(x) ≠ 0, x ∈ X, (224) is A -measurable and has the following properties:

(i) ϕ̃ = ϕ a.e. [μ_w], μ_w ∘ ϕ̃^{−1} ≪ μ, h_{ϕ̃,w} = h_{ϕ,w} a.e. [μ] and C_{ϕ,w} = C_{ϕ̃,w}, (ii) if h_{ϕ,w} < ∞ a.e. [μ], then E_{ϕ̃,w}(f) = E_{ϕ,w}(f) a.e. [μ_w] for every A - measurable function f : X → R_+, (iii) if h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ = h_{ϕ,w} a.e. [μ_w], then h_{ϕ̃,w} ∘ ϕ̃ = h_{ϕ̃,w} a.e. [μ].

Proof. (i)&(ii) Apply Proposition 7 and Proposition A.1.5. (iii) By (i) and Lemma 5, we have

h_{ϕ̃,w} ∘ ϕ̃ = h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ̃^{(224)}= h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ = h_{ϕ,w} = h_{ϕ̃,w} a.e. [μ_w]. (225)

Since clearly h_{ϕ̃,w} ∘ ϕ̃ = h_{ϕ̃,w} on {w = 0}, we get h_{ϕ̃,w} ∘ ϕ̃ = h_{ϕ̃,w} a.e. [μ]. □

Regarding Lemma 156, we note that if h_{ϕ,w} < ∞ a.e. [μ], then the assertion (iii) of this lemma can also be deduced from Proposition 7 and Theorem 20.

Proposition 157. If (AS3) holds and ϕ̃ is as in (224), then the following assertions are valid:

(i) if μ_w ∘ ϕ^{−1} ≪ μ, h_{ϕ,w} < ∞ a.e. [μ] and P satisfies (CC), then P satisfies (CC) with ϕ̃ in place of ϕ, (ii) if ρ_W ∘ Φ^{−1} ≪ ρ and h_{Φ,W} ∘ Φ = h_{Φ,W} a.e. [ρ_W ], then ρ_W ∘ Φ̃^{−1} ≪ ρ and h_{Φ̃,W} ∘ Φ̃ = h_{Φ̃,W} a.e. [ρ], where Φ̃: X × R_+ → X × R_+ is given by Φ̃(x, t) = (ϕ̃(x), t) for x ∈ X and t ∈ R_+.

Proof. (i) Apply Lemma 156(ii) and the equality h_{ϕ̃,w} ∘ ϕ̃ = h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ a.e. [μ_w] (see (225)).

(ii) First note that Φ̃(x, t) = { (x, t) if W (x, t) = 0, Φ(x, t) if W (x, t) ≠ 0, (x, t) ∈ X × R_+. This and Lemma 156(iii) applied to Φ, W and ρ in place of ϕ, w and μ, respectively, complete the proof. □

Now we are in a position to provide an example which was announced in the last paragraph of Section 3.3. Recall that in view of Theorem 34, the conditions (i^⋆)-(v^⋆) are equivalent and the implications (iii^⋆)⇒(vi^⋆), (vii^⋆)⇒(iii^⋆) and (vii^⋆)⇒(vi^⋆) hold. The example below demonstrates that in general none of these implications can be reversed.

Example 158. Consider a subnormal weighted composition operator C_{ϕ,w} that admits an A -measurable family P : X × B(R_+) → [0, 1] of probability measures satisfying (CC) and has the property that

μ(Θ_{00}) > 0, where Θ_{00} := {h_{ϕ,w} = 0} ∩ {w = 0}.

In view of Remark 30 or Example 161, such an operator exists. By Corollary 13, h_{ϕ,w} > 0 a.e. [μ_w]. Clearly, (vii^⋆) does not hold. According to Corollary 38(i), P can be modified so as to satisfy the equality ∫_∞ 0 tP (·, d t) = 0 a.e. [μ] on {h_{ϕ,w} = 0}.

It follows from Theorem 34 that the so-modified P satisfies (CC^{−1}). This shows that the implication (iii^⋆)⇒(vii^⋆) does not hold in general. It remains to prove that also the implications (vi^⋆)⇒(iii^⋆) and (vi^⋆)⇒(vii^⋆) do not hold in general. By Corollary 38(ii), P can be modified so as to satisfy the equality ∫_∞ 0 tP (·, d t) = ∞ a.e. [μ] on Θ_{00}. The so-modified P satisfies (CC) and, by Theorem 34, does not satisfy (66) and (CC^{−1}). To guarantee that (vi^⋆) holds for the above P , we have to modify ϕ and Φ in accordance with Lemma 156 and Proposition 157 (this is possible due to the implication (vii)⇒(vi) of Theorem 27); summarizing, our P does not satisfy (iii^⋆) and (vii^⋆).

8.3. Quasinormality revisited

It follows from [18, Sect. 6] and [19, Theorem 7 and Proposition 10] that each quasinormal composition operator C_ϕ admits a ϕ^{−1}(A )-measurable family of probability measures that satisfies (CC^{−1}). As shown in Example 161 below, this is no longer true for weighted composition operators. Nevertheless, this is the case when ϕ^{−1}(A )-measurability is replaced by A -measurability (see Proposition 159). What is more, ϕ^{−1}(A )-measurability can always be restored by modifying the symbol ϕ of C_{ϕ,w} (see Proposition 160).

We begin by showing that each quasinormal weighted composition operator C_{ϕ,w} has an A -measurable family of probability measures P that satisfies (CC^{−1}) (and consequently (CC); see (56)). If w ≠ 0 a.e. [μ], then P can always be chosen to be ϕ^{−1}(A )-measurable (this covers [18, Proposition 10]). We also discuss the question of uniqueness of P .

Proposition 159. Suppose (AS2) holds and C_{ϕ,w} is quasinormal. Then the following assertions are valid:

(i) a mapping P : X × B(R_+) → [0, 1] defined by

P (x, σ) = χ_σ (h_{ϕ,w}(x)), x ∈ X, σ ∈ B(R_+), (226)

is a B-measurable family of probability measures that satisfies (CC^{−1}), where B = ϕ^{−1}(A )^{μw} (see (6) for notation), (ii) if w ≠ 0 a.e. [μ], then a mapping P : X × B(R_+) → [0, 1] defined by

P (x, σ) = χ_σ (h_{ϕ,w}(ϕ(x))), x ∈ X, σ ∈ B(R_+), (227)

is a ϕ^{−1}(A )-measurable family of probability measures satisfying (CC^{−1}), (iii) if P_1, P_2 : X × B(R_+) → [0, 1] are A -measurable families of probability measures satisfying (CC), then P_1(x, ·) = P_2(x, ·) for μ_w-a.e. x ∈ X, (iv) if P_1, P_2 : X × B(R_+) → [0, 1] are A -measurable families of probability measures satisfying (CC^{−1}), then P_1(x, ·) = P_2(x, ·) for μ-a.e. x ∈ X.

Proof. (i) By (226) and Theorem 20, P (ϕ(x), σ) = P (x, σ) for μ_w-a.e. x ∈ X and for all σ ∈ B(R_+). Hence, P is B-measurable (see [81, Lemma 1, p. 169]) and E_{ϕ,w}(P (·, σ))(x) = P (ϕ(x), σ) for μ_w-a.e. x ∈ X and for all σ ∈ B(R_+). This implies that P satisfies (CC). Applying the implication (iv^⋆)⇒(i^⋆) of Theorem 34, we see that P satisfies (CC^{−1}) as well.

(ii) Since μ ≪ μ_w, we infer from Theorem 20 that h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ = h_{ϕ,w} a.e. [μ]. Hence, by Lemma 5, h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ^2 = h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ a.e. [μ_w]. Since, by (227), P (·, σ) is ϕ^{−1}(A )-measurable, we easily verify that P satisfies (CC). Applying the equality h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ = h_{ϕ,w} a.e. [μ] and the implication (iv^⋆)⇒(i^⋆) of Theorem 34, we conclude that P satisfies (CC^{−1}).

(iii) Let P be as in (i). By Corollary 13, h_{ϕ,w} > 0 a.e. [μ_w]. Using the implication (vii)⇒(ii) of Theorem 27, we deduce that the measures P (x, ·), P_1(x, ·) and P_2(x, ·) are representing measures of a Stieltjes moment sequence {(h_{ϕ,w}(x))^n}^∞_{n=0} for μ_w-a.e. x ∈ X. This and (4) prove (iii).

(iv) Argue as in (iii), using Theorem 34 in place of Theorem 27. □

Now we show that the modification ϕ ⇝ ϕ̃ of the symbol of a quasinormal operator C_{ϕ,w} enables us to obtain a ϕ^{−1}(A )-measurable family of probability measures that satisfies (CC^{−1}).

Proposition 160. Suppose (AS2) holds and C_{ϕ,w} is quasinormal. Let ϕ̃ be as in (224). Then ϕ̃ is A -measurable, C_{ϕ̃,w} is well-defined, C_{ϕ̃,w} = C_{ϕ,w} and a mapping P : X × B(R_+) → [0, 1] defined by

P (x, σ) = χ_σ (h_{ϕ̃,w}(ϕ̃(x))), x ∈ X, σ ∈ B(R_+),

is a ϕ̃^{−1}(A )-measurable family of probability measures that satisfies (CC^{−1}) with ϕ̃ in place of ϕ. Moreover, h_{ϕ̃,w} ∘ϕ̃ = h_{ϕ̃,w} a.e. [μ] and P is a (ϕ^{−1}(A ))^{μw} -measurable.

Proof. Clearly, P is a ϕ̃^{−1}(A )-measurable family of probability measures. Hence, by Lemma 156 and Proposition 7, ϕ̃ = ϕ a.e. [μ_w], P is (ϕ^{−1}(A ))^{μw} - measurable, C_{ϕ̃,w} is well-defined and C_{ϕ̃,w} = C_{ϕ,w}. In view of Theorem 20, h_{ϕ̃,w}(ϕ̃(x)) = h_{ϕ̃,w}(x) for μ-a.e. x ∈ {w ≠ 0}. By the definition of ϕ̃, h_{ϕ̃,w}(ϕ̃(x)) = h_{ϕ̃,w}(x) for every x ∈ {w = 0}. Hence h_{ϕ̃,w} ∘ ϕ̃ = h_{ϕ̃,w} a.e. [μ]. Arguing as in the proof of assertion (ii) of Proposition 159 completes the proof. □

Figure 1. The measure μ and the transformation ϕ that appear in Example 161.

Below we give an example of a quasinormal weighted composition operator C_{ϕ,w} which has no ϕ^{−1}(A )-measurable family of probability measures satisfying (CC). In this particular case, μ(Θ_{++}) > 0, μ(Θ_{+0}) > 0 and μ(Θ_{00}) > 0 (see Remark 39). However, μ(Θ_{0+}) = 0 due to Corollary 13.

Example 161. Fix M, N ∈ N ∪ {∞}. Set X = Ω_0 ⊔ Ω_1 and A = 2^X , where Ω_0 = ⨆_M m=1 Z_+ × {m} × {0} and Ω_1 = ⨆_N n=1 Z_+ × {n} × {1}. Let {λ_n}^N_{n=1} be a sequence of positive real numbers. Define the σ-finite measure μ: A → R_+ by μ({(j, m, s)}) = { δ_0(j) if s = 0, λ^j_m if s = 1, (j, m, s) ∈ X. (228) Set w = χ_Ω with Ω = ( ⨆_M m=1 N × {m} × {0} ) ⊔ ( ⨆_N n=1 N × {n} × {1} ) . The transformation ϕ of X is defined by ϕ((j, m, s)) = { (j − 1, m, s) if j ⩾ 1, (0, 1, s) if j = 0, (j, m, s) ∈ X. (229) The reader is referred to Figure 1 which illustrates the measure space (X, A , μ) and the transformation ϕ defined above.

First, note that C_{ϕ,w} is well-defined. Indeed, if μ(Δ) = 0, then Δ ⊆ Ω ∩ Ω_0 and thus ϕ^{−1}(Δ) ⊆ Ω ∩ Ω_0, which implies that μ_w(ϕ^{−1}(Δ)) = 0. It is clear that h_{ϕ,w}((j, m, s)) = { 0 if s = 0, λ_m if s = 1, (j, m, s) ∈ X. (230) (The function h_{ϕ,w} is uniquely determined on the set X \ (Ω ∩ Ω_0) which coincides with At(μ) (see (116)); so we may put h_{ϕ,w}|_{Ω∩Ω0} = 0.) By (230), C_{ϕ,w} is densely defined, h_{ϕ,w} > 0 a.e. [μ_w], μ(Θ_{+0}) = N > 0 and μ(Θ_{00}) = M > 0, which means that the condition “h_{ϕ,w} > 0 a.e. [μ]” does not hold. Hence, by Lemma 11, C_{ϕ,w} is not injective. It follows from (229) and (230) that h_{ϕ,w}(ϕ(x)) = h_{ϕ,w}(x) for all x ∈ Ω ∩ Ω_1. Since Ω ∩ Ω_1 = At(μ_w), we conclude that h_{ϕ,w} ∘ ϕ = h_{ϕ,w} a.e. [μ_w]. By Theorem 20, C_{ϕ,w} is quasinormal and, by Proposition 159, C_{ϕ,w} has an

A -measurable family of probability measures that satisfies (CC^{−1}). Note that if P : X × B(R_+) → [0, 1] is any A -measurable family of probability measures that satisfies (CC^{−1}), then P (x, ·) = δ_0(·) for every x ∈ Θ_{00}. Indeed, this is a direct consequence of the implication (i^⋆)⇒(iv^⋆) of Theorem 34.

Suppose P : X × B(R_+) → [0, 1] is an A -measurable family of probability measures that satisfies (CC). We will show that P (x, ·) is uniquely determined for all x ∈ Θ_{+0} = {(0, n, 1): n ∈ J_N }, where J_N = N∩[1, N]. In fact, we will prove that P ((0, n, 1), ·) = δ_{λn} (·), n ∈ J_N . (231) Indeed, since Ω ∩ Ω_1 = At(μ_w), we easily verify that for every function f : X → R_+, ( E_{ϕ,w}(f) ) (y) = ∫ ϕ^{−1}({x}) f d μw μ_w(ϕ^{−1}({x})) = f(y), y ∈ ϕ^{−1}({x}), x ∈ Ω ∩ Ω_1. (The denominator is nonzero because ϕ^{−1}(Ω ∩ Ω_1) ⊆ Ω ∩ Ω_1.) Then clearly (CC) takes the following form P (x, σ) · h_{ϕ,w}(ϕ(x)) = ∫ σ tP (ϕ(x), d t), x ∈ Ω ∩ Ω_1. Since (j + 1, n, 1) ∈ Ω ∩ Ω_1 for j ∈ Z_+ and n ∈ J_N , we get

P ((j + 1, n, 1), σ) · λ_n = ∫ σ tP ((j, n, 1), d t), σ ∈ B(R_+), j ∈ Z_+, n ∈ J_N . By induction on j, we have P ((j, n, 1), σ) = 1 λ^j_n ∫ σ t^j P ((0, n, 1), d t), σ ∈ B(R_+), j ∈ Z_+, n ∈ J_N .

Substituting σ = R_+, we obtain λ^j_n = ∫_∞ 0 t^j P ((0, n, 1), dt), j ∈ Z_+, n ∈ J_N , which together with (4) implies (231).

Assume additionally that the family P is ϕ^{−1}(A )-measurable. Then for every σ ∈ B(R_+), P (·, σ) is a constant function on the set ϕ^{−1}({(0, 1, 1)}) = {(0, n, 1): n ∈ J_N } ⊔ {(1, 1, 1)}. This yields

δ_{λn} (·)^{(231)}= P ((0, n, 1), ·) = P ((0, 1, 1), ·)^{(231)}= δ_{λ1} (·), n ∈ J_N , which implies that λ_n = λ_1 for every n ∈ J_N . Hence, if the sequence {λ_n}^N_{n=1} is non-constant, then C_{ϕ,w} has no ϕ^{−1}(A )-measurable family of probability measures satisfying (CC).

Remark 162. It is worth pointing out that the operator C_{ϕ,w} constructed in Example 161 is of the form C_{ϕ,w} = C_{ψ,u} ⊕ C_{ζ,v}, where C_{ψ,u} is a weighted composition operator in L^2(Ω_0, 2^{Ω0} , μ|_2Ω_0 ) with u = w|_{Ω0} and ψ = ϕ|_{Ω0} : Ω_0 → Ω_0, and C_{ζ,v} is a weighted composition operator in L^2(Ω_1, 2^{Ω1} , μ|_2Ω_1 ) with v = w|_{Ω1} and ζ = ϕ|_{Ω1} : Ω_1 → Ω_1. Indeed, it is a matter of routine to show that C_{ψ,u} and C_{ζ,v} are well-defined, h_{ψ,u} = h_{ϕ,w}|_{Ω0} = 0 a.e. [μ|_2Ω_0 ] and h_{ζ,v} = h_{ϕ,w}|_{Ω1} a.e. [μ|_2Ω_1 ]. This implies that C_{ϕ,w} = C_{ψ,u} ⊕ C_{ζ,v}, C_{ψ,u} is the zero operator on L^2(Ω_0, 2^{Ω0} , μ|_2Ω_0 ) and C_{ζ,v} is a quasinormal operator (use Theorem 20). By (228) and (230), we have μ({h_{ψ,u} = 0} ∩ {u = 0}) = M > 0, μ({h_{ζ,v} = 0} ∩ {v = 0}) = 0, μ({h_{ζ,v} > 0} ∩ {v = 0}) = N > 0.

APPENDIX A

Nonprobabilistic Expectation and Operators

In this chapter, we discuss some properties of conditional expectation in the nonprobabilistic context and Hilbert space operators that have been used in this paper.

A.1. Conditional expectation

In this section, we discuss some basic properties of conditional expectation in non-probabilistic setting.

Let (X, A , ν) be a measure space and B ⊆ A be a σ-algebra such that the measure ν|_B is σ-finite. It follows from the Radon-Nikodym theorem that for every A -measurable function f : X → R_+ there exists a unique (up to a set of ν-measure zero) B-measurable function E(f; B, ν): X → R_+ such that ∫ Δ f d ν = ∫ Δ E(f; B, ν) d ν, Δ ∈ B. (A.1.1) We call E(f; B, ν) the conditional expectation of f with respect to the σ-algebra B and the measure ν (see [78] for the theory of conditional expectation in the probabilistic setting). Clearly, if g : X → R_+ is an A -measurable function such that f = g a.e. [ν], then E(f; B, ν) = E(g; B, ν) a.e. [ν]. Moreover, by (A.1.1), if B̃ ⊆ A is another σ-algebra such that the measure ν|_{B̃} is σ-finite and B̃ ⊆ B, then for every A -measurable function f : X → R_+,

E(f; B̃, ν) = E ( E(f; B, ν); B̃, ν ) a.e. [ν]. (A.1.2)

It follows from (A.1.1) that

for all α, β ∈ R_+ and for all A -measurable functions f, g : X → R_+, E(αf + βg; B, ν) = αE(f; B, ν) + βE(g; B, ν) a.e. [ν]. (A.1.3)

Applying the standard approximation procedure to (A.1.1), we see that if f : X → R_+ is A -measurable and g : X → R_+ is B-measurable, then ∫ X gf d ν = ∫ X gE(f; B, ν) d ν. (A.1.4)

In view of (A.1.1) and the σ-finiteness of ν|_B, we have

if f, g : X → R_+ are A -measurable functions and f ⩽ g a.e. [ν], then E(f; B, ν) ⩽ E(g; B, ν) a.e. [ν].

(A.1.5)

Using (A.1.1), (A.1.5) and Lebesque’s monotone convergence theorem, we verify that

if f, f_n : X → R_+, n ∈ N, are A -measurable functions such that f_n ↗ f a.e. [ν] as n → ∞, then E(f_n; B, ν) ↗ E(f; B, ν) a.e. [ν] as n → ∞,

(A.1.6) where the expression “f_n ↗ f a.e. [ν] as n → ∞” means that the sequence {f_n(x)}^∞_{n=1} is monotonically increasing to f(x) for ν-a.e. x ∈ X. Substituting g ·χ_Δ with Δ ∈ B in place of g in (A.1.4), we infer from (A.1.1), (A.1.4) and (A.1.6) that for every A -measurable function f : X → R_+ and for every B-measurable function g : X → R_+, E(gf; B, ν) = gE(f; B, ν) a.e. [ν]. (A.1.7) The following fact is a direct consequence of (A.1.1):

if Δ ∈ B and f : X → R_+ is an A -measurable function, then f = 0 a.e. [ν] on Δ if and only if E(f; B, ν) = 0 a.e. [ν] on Δ.

(A.1.8)

The conditional expectation has the property of “separating points” like L^p-norms.

If p ∈ (0, ∞) and f : X → R_+ or f : X → C is an A -measurable function such that E(|f|^p; B, ν) = 0 a.e. [ν], then f = 0 a.e. [ν]. (A.1.9) This is a direct consequence of the equalities 0 = ∫ X E(|f|^p; B, ν) d ν^{(A.1.1)}= ∫ X |f|^p d ν. The next result resembles Hölder’s inequality.

Lemma A.1.1. Suppose f, g : X → R_+ are A -measurable functions. If p, q ∈ (1, ∞) are such that^1_p +^1_q = 1, then E(fg; B, ν) ⩽ E(f^p; B, ν)^{1/p} E(g^q; B, ν)^{1/q} a.e. [ν]. (A.1.10) Moreover, if g ∈ L^∞(ν), then E(fg; B, ν) ⩽ E(f; B, ν)‖g‖_L∞_{(ν)} a.e. [ν].

Proof. Set u = E(f^p; B, ν)^{1/p}, v = E(g^q; B, ν)^{1/q} , Ω_u = {0 < u < ∞} and Ω_v = {0 < v < ∞}. Define the functions U, V : X → R_+ by U(x) = {_1 u(x) if x ∈ Ωu, 0 otherwise,

V (x) =

{_1 v(x) if x ∈ Ωv , 0 otherwise.

Clearly, the functions U and V are B-measurable. Set F = U · f and G = V · g. Then, by the weighted arithmetic-geometric-mean inequality, we have

F G = (F^p)^{1/p}(G^q )^{1/q} ⩽ 1 p F^p + 1 q G^q . This, combined with (A.1.3), (A.1.5) and (A.1.7), yields UV E(fg; B, ν) = E(F G; B, ν) ⩽ 1 p U^pE(f^p; B, ν) + 1 q V^q E(g^q; B, ν) a.e. [ν].

Since U^pE(f^p; B, ν) = χ_{Ωu} a.e. [ν] and V^q E(g^q; B, ν) = χ_{Ωv} a.e. [ν], we get UV E(fg; B, ν) ⩽ 1 a.e. [ν].

This implies that the inequality in (A.1.10) holds a.e. [ν] on Ω_u ∩ Ω_v. Applying (A.1.8) to the set ^Ω_u := {x ∈ X : u(x) = 0} (resp., ^Ω_v := {x ∈ X : v(x) = 0}) and the functions f^p, fg (resp., g^q and fg), we deduce that the inequality in (A.1.10) holds a.e. [ν] on ^Ω_u ∪ ^Ω_v. Since the right-hand side of the inequality in (A.1.10) is equal to ∞ outside of the set ^Ω_u ∪ ^Ω_v ∪(Ω_u ∩Ω_v ), the proof of (A.1.10) is complete. The “moreover” part is a direct consequence of (A.1.3) and (A.1.5). □

A.1. CONDITIONAL EXPECTATION 129

Corollary A.1.2. Suppose p ∈ [1, ∞] and f : X → R_+ is an A -measurable function such that ∫ X |f|^p d ν < ∞ if p < ∞ or ess sup_ν |f| < ∞ if p = ∞. Then ∫ X |E(f; B, ν)|^p d ν < ∞ if p < ∞ or ess sup_ν |E(f; B, ν)| < ∞ if p = ∞.

Proof. If p ∈ [1, ∞), then by applying Lemma A.1.1 to g = 1, we see that E(f; B, ν)^p ⩽ E(f^p; B, ν) a.e. [ν], which implies that ∫ X E(f; B, ν)^p d ν ⩽ ∫ X E(f^p; B, ν) d ν = ∫ X f^p d ν. If p = ∞, then by (A.1.5), E(f; B, ν) ⩽ ‖f‖_L∞_{(ν)}. □

It follows from (A.1.3) and Corollary A.1.2 that for every p ∈ [1, ∞], the mapping E( · ; B, ν) can be extended linearly from the convex cone L^p_+(ν) to all of L^p(ν) via standard extension procedure. We use the same symbol E( · ; B, ν) for the extended mapping, and call it the operator of conditional expectation (we will suppress the dependence on p in notation). By Corollary A.1.2 and the extension procedure, the following holds.

Suppose p ∈ [1, ∞] and E_{ϕ,w} is regarded as an operator in L^p(ν). If f ∈ L^p(ν), then f ∈ R(E_{ϕ,w}) if and only if there exists B-measurable function f̃ ∈ L^p(ν) such that f = f̃ a.e. [ν].

(A.1.11)

By Corollary A.1.2, we can always choose E(f; B, ν) to be a B-measurable complex-valued function whenever f ∈ L^p(ν) and p ∈ [1, ∞]. Hence it is clear that E(f; B, ν) = E(f̄; B, ν) a.e. [ν] whenever f ∈ L^p(ν) and p ∈ [1, ∞], (A.1.12) and, by (A.1.4), ∫ X gf d ν = ∫ X gE(f; B, ν) d ν whenever g : X → C is B-measurable, g ∈ L^q(ν) and f ∈ L^p(ν), where p, q ∈ [1, ∞] are such that^1_p +^1_q = 1. (A.1.13) Moreover, by applying (A.1.7), we obtain

E(gf; B, ν) = gE(f; B, ν) a.e. [ν] whenever g : X → C is B-measur-able, f ∈ L^p(ν), gf ∈ L^r(ν) and p, r ∈ [1, ∞]. (A.1.14) In the case of complex-valued functions, Lemma A.1.1 takes the following form.

Proposition A.1.3. (i) If p ∈ [1, ∞], then for every f ∈ L^p(ν), |E(f; B, ν)| ⩽ E(|f|; B, ν) a.e. [ν]. (ii) If p, q ∈ (1, ∞) and^1_p +^1_q = 1, then for all f ∈ L^p(ν) and g ∈ L^q(ν), |E(fg; B, ν)| ⩽ E(|f|^p; B, ν)^{1/p} E(|g|^q; B, ν)^{1/q} a.e. [ν]. (iii) If f ∈ L^1(ν) and g ∈ L^∞(ν), then |E(fg; B, ν)| ⩽ E(|f|; B, ν)‖g‖_L∞_{(ν)} a.e. [ν]. Proof. (i) Let g : X → C be a B-measurable function such that |g| = 1 and |E(f; B, ν)| = gE(f; B, ν). Since |f| − Re(gf) ⩾ 0 and Re(gf), f ∈ L^p(ν), we infer from (A.1.5) that E(Re(gf); B, ν) ⩽ E(|f|; B, ν) a.e. [ν], and thus

|E(f; B, ν)| = gE(f; B, ν)^{(A.1.14)}= E(gf; B, ν)

= Re(E(gf; B, ν))^{(A.1.12)}= E(Re(gf); B, ν) ⩽ E(|f|; B, ν) a.e. [ν]. The conditions (ii) and (iii) follow from (i) and Lemma A.1.1. □

Now we prove that the operator of conditional expectation is contractive with respect to each L^p-norm, where p ∈ [1, ∞].

Theorem A.1.4. The following assertions hold:

(i) if p ∈ [1, ∞), then |E(f; B, ν)|^p ⩽ E(|f|^p; B, ν) a.e. [ν] for each f ∈ L^p(ν), (ii) if p ∈ [1, ∞], then the mapping L^p(ν) ∋ f −→ E(f; B, ν) ∈ L^p(ν) is a linear contraction which leaves the convex cone L^p_+(ν) invariant, (iii) the mapping L^2(ν) ∋ f −→ E(f; B, ν) ∈ L^2(ν) is an orthogonal projection.

Proof. (i) The case of p = 1 follows from Proposition A.1.3(i). Suppose p ∈ (1, ∞) and f ∈ L^p(ν). Since the measure ν|_B is σ-finite, there exists a sequence {X_k}^∞_{k=1} ⊆ B such that ν(X_n) < ∞ for every n ∈ N, and X_n ↗ X as n → ∞. Applying Proposition A.1.3(ii) to the function g = χ_{Xn} , which is in L^q(ν), we get |E(f; B, ν)|^p · χ_{Xn}^{(A.1.14)}= |E(f · χ_{Xn} ; B, ν)|^p ⩽ E(|f|^p; B, ν) · χ_{Xn} a.e. [ν], n ∈ N. Passing to the limit with n completes the proof of (i).

(ii) The invariance is clear. If p ∈ [1, ∞), then (i) yields ∫ X |E(f; B, ν)|^p d ν ⩽ ∫ X E(|f|^p; B, ν) d ν^{(A.1.1)}= ∫ X |f|^p d ν, f ∈ L^p(ν). If p = ∞, then by Proposition A.1.3(i), we have

|E(f; B, ν)| ⩽ E(|f|; B, ν)^{(A.1.5)}⩽ ‖f‖_L∞_{(ν)} a.e. [ν], f ∈ L^∞(ν), which completes the proof of (ii).

(iii) Since, by (ii), the mapping L^2(ν) ∋ f −→ E(f; B, ν) ∈ L^2(ν) is a linear contraction and, by (A.1.2), E(E(f; B, ν); B, ν) = E(f; B, ν) for all f ∈ L^2(ν), we deduce that L^2(ν) ∋ f −→ E(f; B, ν) ∈ L^2(ν) is an orthogonal projection. This completes the proof. □

Below, we show that the operators of conditional expectation with respect to two σ-algebras coincide if and only if the relative ν-complements of these σ-algebras are equal to each other (see Sect. 2.1 for definition).

Proposition A.1.5. Let B, B̃ ⊆ A be σ-algebras such that the measures ν|_B and ν|_{B̃} are σ-finite. Then the following conditions are equivalent:

(i) E(f; B, ν) = E(f; B̃, ν) a.e. [ν] for every A -measurable functions f : X → R_+, (ii) B^ν = B̃^ν .

Proof. (i)⇒(ii) It is enough to show that B^ν ⊆ B̃^ν . Take Δ ∈ B. Since

χ_Δ = E(χ_Δ; B, ν) = E(χ_Δ; B̃, ν) a.e. [ν]

and the function E(χ_Δ; B̃, ν) is B̃-measurable, we infer from [18, Lemma 13.1] that χ_Δ is B̃^ν -measurable. This implies that Δ ∈ B̃^ν . Hence B^ν ⊆ B̃^ν .

(ii)⇒(i) Let C denote any of the σ-algebras B or B̃. Take an A -measurable function f : X → R_+. First, we show that ∫ Δ f d ν = ∫ Δ E(f; C , ν) d ν, Δ ∈ C^ν . (A.1.15)

A.2. POWERS OF OPERATORS 131

Indeed, if Δ ∈ C^ν , then by (6) there exists Δ^′ ∈ C such that ν(Δ △ Δ^′) = 0. Then ∫ Δ f d ν = ∫ Δ^′ f d ν^{(A.1.1)}= ∫ Δ^′ E(f; C , ν) d ν = ∫ Δ E(f; C , ν) d ν, which proves our claim. Applying (A.1.15) to the σ-algebras B and B̃ and using the equality B^ν = B̃^ν , we obtain ∫ Δ E(f; B, ν) d ν = ∫ Δ f d ν = ∫ Δ E(f; B̃, ν) d ν, Δ ∈ B^ν . Since the functions E(f; B, ν) and E(f; B̃, ν) are B^ν -measurable and the measure ν|_Bν is σ-finite, the proof is complete. □

We conclude Appendix A.1 by making the following important caution regarding the conditional expectation.

Caution. We say that the conditional expectation E( · ; C , ν) exists if C ⊆ A is a σ-algebra and the measure ν|_C is σ-finite.

A.2. Powers of operators

This section deals with operators whose powers are all densely defined. We begin by stating the following fact, which is a direct consequence of the Mittag- Leffler theorem (see [84, Lemma 1.1.2]).

Lemma A.2.1. Let {k_n}^∞_{n=0} be a strictly increasing sequence of nonnegative integers. Suppose A is an operator in a complex Hilbert space H such that for every n ∈ Z_+, the normed space (D(A^{kn} ), ‖ · ‖_{A;kn} ) is complete and D(A^{kn+1} ) is dense in D(A^{kn} ) with respect to the norm ‖ · ‖_{A;kn} . Then for every n ∈ Z_+, D^∞(A) is dense in D(A^{kn} ) with respect to the norm ‖ · ‖_{A;kn} .

Theorem A.2.2 below is an abstract version of Theorem 4.7 in [18]. The reader should be aware of the fact that the former theorem does not imply the latter because there exists a composition operator C_ϕ which has a dense set of C^∞-vectors but C^n_ϕ is not closed for every integer n ⩾ 2 (see [18, Example 5.4]).

Theorem A.2.2. Let {k_n}^∞_{n=0} be a strictly increasing sequence of nonnegative integers. Suppose A is a closed operator in H such that

(i) A^{kn} is closed for every n ∈ Z_+, (ii) D(A^{kn+1} ) is a core for A^{kn} for every n ∈ Z_+.

Then for every n ∈ Z_+, the norms ‖ · ‖_{A;kn} and ‖ · ‖_Akn are equivalent, and D^∞(A) is a core for A^{kn} .

Proof. Fix n ∈ Z_+. Since A is closed, we deduce that the normed space (D(A^{kn} ), ‖ · ‖_{A;kn} ) is complete (see [100, Proposition 1]). By (i), the normed space (D(A^{kn} ), ‖ · ‖_Akn ) is complete. Since the identity mapping from (D(A^{kn} ), ‖ · ‖_{A;kn} ) to (D(A^{kn} ), ‖ · ‖_Akn ) is continuous, the inverse mapping theorem implies that the norms ‖ · ‖_{A;kn} and ‖ · ‖_Akn are equivalent. Hence, by (ii), D(A^{kn+1} ) is dense in D(A^{kn} ) with respect to the norm ‖ · ‖_{A;kn} . An application of Lemma A.2.1 completes the proof. □

It is worth pointing out that closed paranormal operators satisfy the assumption (i) of Theorem A.2.2 (see [100, Proposition 6(iv)]). In particular, this is the case for closed subnormal, and consequently closed symmetric, operators (see [99,

Proposition 1] for the proof that symmetric operators are subnormal). Theorem A.2.2 is no longer true if the assumption (ii) is dropped, even in the class of closed symmetric operators (see [18, Theorem 4.8] which is essentially due to Schmüdgen [83]).

Acknowledgement. A substantial part of this paper was written while the first, the second and the fourth author visited Kyungpook National University during the spring and the autumns of 2013, 2016. They wish to thank the faculty and the administration of this unit for their warm hospitality.

Bibliography

[1] N. I. Akhiezer, I. M. Glazman, Theory of linear operators in Hilbert space, Vol. II, Dover Publications, Inc., New York, 1993.

[2] E. Albrecht, F.-H. Vasilescu, Unbounded extensions and operator moment problems, J. Funct.

Anal. 260 (2011), 2497-2517.

[3] R. B. Ash, Probability and measure theory, Harcourt/Academic Press, Burlington, 2000. [4] M. R. Azimi, Subnormality and weighted composition operators on L^2 spaces, Kyungpook Math. J. 55 (2015), 345-353.

[5] S. Banach, Théorie des opérations linéaires (French), Monografie Matematyczne I, Warszawa 1932.

[6] C. Berg, From discrete to absolutely continuous solutions of indeterminate moment problems, Arab J. Math. Sci. 4 (1998), 1-18.

[7] C. Berg, On powers of Stieltjes moment sequences, I, J. Theoret. Probab. 18 (2005), 871-889. [8] C. Berg, J. P. R. Christensen, P. Ressel, Harmonic Analysis on Semigroups, Springer, Berlin, 1984.

[9] C. Berg, A. J. Durán, A transformation from Hausdorff to Stieltjes moment sequences, Ark.

Mat. 42 (2004), 239-257.

[10] P. Billingsley, Probability and measure, Third edition, Wiley Series in Probability and Mathematical Statistics, A Wiley-Interscience Publication, John Wiley & Sons, Inc., New York, 1995.

[11] M. Sh. Birman, M. Z. Solomjak, Spectral theory of selfadjoint operators in Hilbert space, D.

Reidel Publishing Co., Dordrecht, 1987.

[12] E. Bishop, Spectral theory for operators on a Banach space, Trans. Amer. Math. Soc. 86 (1957), 414-445.

[13] J. Bram, Subnormal operators, Duke Math. J. 22 (1955), 75-94. [14] A. Brown, On a class of operators, Proc. Amer. Math. Soc. 4 (1953), 723-728. [15] P. Budzyński, P. Dymek, Z. J. Jabłoński, J. Stochel, Subnormal weighted shifts on directed trees and composition operators in L^2 spaces with non-densely defined powers, Abstract and Applied Analysis 2014 (2014), Article ID 791817, 6 pp.

[16] P. Budzyński, Z. J. Jabłoński, I. B. Jung, J. Stochel, Unbounded subnormal weighted shifts on directed trees, J. Math. Anal. Appl. 394 (2012), 819-834.

[17] P. Budzyński, Z. J. Jabłoński, I. B. Jung, J. Stochel, Unbounded subnormal weighted shifts on directed trees. II, J. Math. Anal. Appl. 398 (2013), 600-608.

[18] P. Budzyński, Z. J. Jabłoński, I. B. Jung, J. Stochel, On unbounded composition operators in L^2-spaces, Ann. Mat. Pur. Appl. 193 (2014), 663-688.

[19] P. Budzyński, Z. J. Jabłoński, I. B. Jung, J. Stochel, Unbounded subnormal composition operators in L^2-spaces, J. Funct. Anal. 269 (2015), 2110-2164.

[20] P. Budzyński, Z. J. Jabłoński, I. B. Jung, J. Stochel, A subnormal weighted shift on a directed tree whose nth power has trivial domain, J. Math. Anal. Appl. 435 (2016), 302-314.

[21] P. Budzyński, Z. J. Jabłoński, I. B. Jung, J. Stochel, Subnormality of unbounded composition operators over one-circuit directed graphs: exotic examples, arXiv:1601.06261.

[22] P. Budzyński, J. Stochel, Joint subnormality of n-tuples and C_0-semigroups of composition operators on L^2-spaces, Studia Math. 179 (2007), 167-184.

[23] J. T. Campbell, M. Embry-Wardrop, R. J. Fleming, S. K. Narayan, Normal and quasinormal weighted composition operators, Glasgow Math. J. 33 (1991), 275-279.

[24] J. T. Campbell, W. E. Hornor, Seminormal composition operators. J. Operator Theory 29 (1993), 323-343.

[25] J. T. Campbell, J. E. Jamison, Corrigendum to the paper: ”On some classes of weighted composition operators” [Glasgow Math. J. 32 (1990), 87-94;]. Glasgow Math. J. 32 (1990), 261-263.

[26] J. W. Carlson, Hyponormal and quasinormal weighted composition operators on ℓ^2, Rocky Mountain J. Math. 20 (1990), 399-407.

[27] J. W. Carlson, The spectra and commutants of some weighted composition operators, Trans.

Amer. Math. Soc. 317 (1990), 631-654.

[28] I. Chalendar, J. R. Partington, E. Pozzi, Multivariable weighted composition operators: lack of point spectrum, and cyclic vectors, Topics in operator theory, Volume 1, Operators, matrices and analytic functions, 63-85, Oper. Theory Adv. Appl., 202, Birkhäuser Verlag, Basel, 2010.

[29] T. S. Chihara, A characterization and a class of distribution functions for the Stieltjes-Wigert polynomials, Canad. Math. Bull. 13 (1970), 529-532.

[30] D. Cichoń, J. Stochel, F. H. Szafraniec, Extending positive definiteness, Trans. Amer. Math.

Soc. 363 (2011), 545-577.

[31] E. A. Coddington, Normal extensions of formally normal operators, Pacific J. Math. 10, (1960) 1203-1209.

[32] E. A. Coddington, Formally normal operators having no normal extension, Canad. J. Math.

17 (1965), 1030-1040.

[33] J. B. Conway, A course in functional analysis, Graduate Texts in Mathematics 96, Springer- Verlag, New York, 1990.

[34] J. B. Conway, The theory of subnormal operators, Mathematical Surveys and Monographs, 36, American Mathematical Society, Providence, RI, 1991.

[35] C. C. Cowen, B. D. MacCluer, Composition operators on spaces of analytic functions, Studies in Advanced Mathematics, CRC Press, Boca Raton, FL, 1995.

[36] R. E. Curto, L. A. Fialkow, Recursively generated weighted shifts and the subnormal completion problem, II, Integr. Equat. Oper. Th. 18 (1994), 369-426.

[37] A. Daniluk, On the closability of paranormal operators, J. Math. Anal. Appl. 376 (2011), 342-348.

[38] A. Daniluk, J. Stochel, Seminormal composition operators induced by affine transformations, Hokkaido Math. J. 26 (1997), 377-404.

[39] N. Dunford, J. T. Schwartz, Linear operators, Part I, Interscience, New York-London 1958 [40] T. Eisner, B. Farkas, M. Haase, R. Nagel, Operator theoretic aspects of ergodic theory, Graduate Texts in Mathematics 272, Springer, Cham, 2015.

[41] M. R. Embry, A generalization of the Halmos-Bram criterion for subnormality, Acta Sci.

Math. (Szeged) 35 (1973), 61-64.

[42] M. R. Embry, A. Lambert, Subnormal weighted translation semigroups, J. Funct. Anal. 24 (1977), 268-275.

[43] M. R. Embry, A. Lambert, Measurable transformations and centered composition operators, Proc. Roy. Irish Acad. Sect. A 90 (1990), 165-172.

[44] M. R. Embry-Wardrop, A. Lambert, Subnormality for the adjoint of a composition operator on L^2, J. Operator Theory 25 (1991), 309-318.

[45] R. J. Fleming, J. E. Jamison, Isometries on Banach spaces: function spaces, Chapman & Hall/CRC Monographs and Surveys in Pure and Applied Mathematics 129, Chapman & Hall/CRC, Boca Raton, FL, 2003.

[46] R. J. Fleming, J. E. Jamison, Isometries on Banach spaces. Vol. 2. Vector-valued function spaces, Chapman & Hall/CRC Monographs and Surveys in Pure and Applied Mathematics 138, Chapman & Hall/CRC, Boca Raton, FL, 2008.

[47] C. Foiaş, Décompositions en opérateurs et vecteurs propres. I., Études de ces dècompositions et leurs rapports avec les prolongements des opérateurs, Rev. Roumaine Math. Pures Appl. 7 (1962), 241-282.

[48] B. Fuglede, The multidimensional moment problem, Expo. Math. 1 (1983), 47-65. [49] J. Fujii, M. Fujii, H. Sasaoka, Y. Watatani, The spectrum of an infinite directed graph. Math.

Japon. 36 (1991), 607-625.

[50] R. Gellar, L. J. Wallen, Subnormal weighted shifts and the Halmos-Bram criterion, Proc.

Japan Acad. 46 (1970), 375-378.

[51] P. R. Halmos, Normal dilations and extensions of operators, Summa Brasil. Math. 2 (1950), 125-134.

[52] P. R. Halmos, Ten problems in Hilbert space, Bull. Amer. Math. Soc. 76 (1970), 887-933. [53] P. R. Halmos, Measure Theory, Van Nostrand, Princeton, New Jersey, 1950; reprinted:

Springer-Verlag, New York, 1974.

[54] P. R. Halmos, A Hilbert space problem book, Springer-Verlag, New York Inc. 1982. [55] D. Harrington, R. Whitley, Seminormal composition operators, J. Operator Theory, 11 (1984), 125-135.

[56] D. Herrero, Subnormal bilateral weighted shifts, Notas mimeografiadas, 1971. [57] Z. J. Jabłoński, I. B. Jung, J. Stochel, Weighted shifts on directed trees, Mem. Amer. Math.

Soc. 216 (2012), no. 1017, viii+107pp.

[58] Z. J. Jabłoński, I. B. Jung, J. Stochel, A non-hyponormal operator generating Stieltjes moment sequences, J. Funct. Anal. 262 (2012), 3946-3980.

[59] Z. J. Jabłoński, I. B. Jung, J. Stochel, Unbounded quasinormal operators revisited, Integr.

Equ. Oper. Theory, 79 (2014), 135-149.

[60] J. Janas, On unbounded hyponormal operators, Ark. Mat. 27 (1989), 273-281. [61] U. Krengel, Ergodic theorems, De Gruyter Studies in Mathematics 6, Walter de Gruyter & Co., Berlin, 1985.

[62] H. Kamowitz, Compact weighted endomorphisms of C(X), Proc. Amer. Math. Soc. 83 (1981), 517-521.

[63] A. Lambert, Subnormality and weighted shifts, J. London Math. Soc. 14 (1976), 476-480. [64] A. Lambert, Hyponormal composition operators, Bull. London Math. Soc. 18 (1986), 395- 400.

[65] A. Lambert, Subnormal composition operators, Proc. Amer. Math. Soc. 103 (1988), 750-754. [66] A. Lambert, Normal extensions of subnormal composition operators, Michigan Math. J. 35 (1988), 443-450.

[67] R. Leipnik, The lognormal distribution and strong non-uniqueness of the moment problem, Theory Prob. Appl. 26 (1981), 850-852.

[68] R. A. Martínez-Avendano, Hypercyclicity of shifts on weighted L^p spaces of directed trees.

J. Math. Anal. Appl. 446 (2017), 823-842.

[69] W. Mlak, Operators induced by transformations of Gaussian variables, Ann. Polon. Math.

46 (1985), 197-212.

[70] W. Mlak, The Schrödinger type couples related to weighted shifts, Univ. Iagel. Acta Math.

27 (1988), 297-301.

[71] J. Neveu, Bases mathématiques du calcul des probabilités (French), Éditeurs, Paris, 1970. [72] N. K. Nikolskii, Treatise on the Shift Operator, Springer-Verlag, 1986. [73] E. Nordgren, Composition operators on Hilbert spaces, Lecture Notes in Math. 693, Springer- Verlag, Berlin 1978, 37-63.

[74] S. Ôta, K. Schmüdgen, On some classes of unbounded operators, Integr. Equat. Oper. Th.

12 (1989), 211-226.

[75] J. R. Partington, E. Pozzi, Universal shifts and composition operators, Oper. Matrices 5 (2011), 455-467.

[76] K. Petersen, The spectrum and commutant of a certain weighted translation operator, Math.

Scand. 37 (1975), 297-306.

[77] G. Pólya, G. Szegö, Problems and theorems in analysis, Vol. II, Theory of functions, zeros, polynomials, determinants, number theory, geometry, revised and enlarged translation by C. E. Billigheimer of the fourth German edition, Die Grundlehren der Mathematischen Wissenschaften, Band 216. Springer-Verlag, New York-Heidelberg, 1976.

[78] M. M. Rao, Conditional measures and applications, Pure and Applied Mathematics (Boca Raton) 271, Chapman and Hall/CRC, Boca Raton, 2005.

[79] M. Reed, B. Simon, Methods of modern mathematical physics, vol. I: Functional analysis, Academic Press, 1980.

[80] W. C. Ridge, Spectrum of a composition operator, Proc. Amer. Math. Soc. 37 (1973), 121- 127.

[81] W. Rudin, Real and Complex Analysis, McGraw-Hill, New York 1987. [82] C. P. Schafhauser, Finiteness properties of certain topological graph algebras, Bull. Lond.

Math. Soc. 47 (2015), 443-454.

[83] K. Schmüdgen, On domains of powers of closed symmetric operators, J. Operator Theory 9 (1983), 53-75.

[84] K. Schmüdgen, Unbounded operator algebras and representation theory, Operator Theory:

Advances and Applications, 37, Birkhäuser Verlag, Basel, 1990.

[85] K. Schmüdgen, Unbounded self-adjoint operators on Hilbert space, Graduate Texts in Mathematics, 265, Springer, Dordrecht, 2012.

[86] J. H. Shapiro, Composition operators and classical function theory, Universitext: Tracts in Mathematics. Springer-Verlag, New York, 1993.

[87] A. L. Shields, Weighted shift operators and analytic function theory, Topics in operator theory, pp. 49-128. Math. Surveys, No. 13, Amer. Math. Soc., Providence, R.I., 1974.

[88] R. K. Singh, Compact and quasinormal composition operators, Proc. Amer. Math. Soc. 45 (1974), 80-82.

[89] R. K. Singh, A. Kumar, Characterizations of invertible, unitary, and normal composition operators, Bull. Austral. Math. Soc. 19 (1978), 81-95.

[90] R. K. Singh, J. S. Manhas, Composition operators on function spaces, Elsevier Science Publishers B.V., North-Holland-Amsterdam, 1993.

[91] T. Stieltjes, Recherches sur les fractions continues, Anns. Fac. Sci. Univ. Toulouse 8 (1894- 1895), J1-J122; 9, A5-A47.

[92] J. Stochel, Seminormal composition operators on L^2 spaces induced by matrices, Hokkaido Math. J. 19 (1990), 307-324.

[93] J. Stochel, Characterizations of subnormal operators, Studia Math. 97 (1991), 227-238. [94] J. Stochel, Positive definiteness and commutativity of operators, Proc. Amer. Math. Soc. 126 (1998), 431-440.

[95] J. Stochel, J. B. Stochel, Composition operators on Hilbert spaces of entire functions with analytic symbols, preprint 2016, arXiv:1503.03692v3.

[96] J. Stochel, F. H. Szafraniec, On normal extensions of unbounded operators. I, J. Operator Theory 14 (1985), 31-55.

[97] J. Stochel and F. H. Szafraniec, On normal extensions of unbounded operators, II, Acta Sci.

Math. (Szeged) 53 (1989), 153-177.

[98] J. Stochel, F. H. Szafraniec, On normal extensions of unbounded operators. III. Spectral properties, Publ. RIMS, Kyoto Univ. 25 (1989), 105-139.

[99] J. Stochel, F. H. Szafraniec, A few assorted questions about unbounded subnormal operators, Univ. Iagel. Acta Math. 28 (1991), 163-170.

[100] J. Stochel, F. H. Szafraniec, C^∞-vectors and boundedness, Ann. Polon. Math. 66 (1997), 223-238.

[101] J. Stochel, F. H. Szafraniec, The complex moment problem and subnormality: a polar decomposition approach, J. Funct. Anal. 159 (1998), 432-491.

[102] J. B. Stochel, Weighted quasishifts, generalized commutation relation and subnormality, Ann. Univ. Sarav. Ser. Math. 3 (1990), 109-128.

[103] M. H. Stone, Applications of the theory of Boolean rings to general topology, Trans. Amer.

Math. Soc. 41 (1937), 375-481.

[104] F. H. Szafraniec, Sesquilinear selection of elementary spectral measures and subnormality, Elementary operators and applications (Blaubeuren, 1991), 243-248, World Sci. Publ., River Edge, NJ, 1992.

[105] F. H. Szafraniec, On normal extensions of unbounded operators. IV. A matrix construction, Operator theory and indefinite inner product spaces, 337-350, Oper. Theory Adv. Appl., 163, Birkhäuser, Basel, 2006.

[106] H. Takagi, Compact weighted composition operators on L^p, Proc. Amer. Math. Soc. 116 (1992), 505-511.

[107] J. Weidmann, Linear operators in Hilbert spaces, Springer-Verlag, Berlin, Heidelberg, New York, 1980.

[108] R. Whitley, Normal and quasinormal composition operators, Proc. Amer. Math. Soc. 70 (1978), 114-118.