arXiv:2406.00541v1 [math.FA] 1 Jun 2024

Bishop-like theorems for non-subnormal operators

Zenon Jan Jabłoński, Il Bong Jung, and Jan Stochel

Abstract. The celebrated Bishop theorem states that an operator is subnormal if and only if it is the strong limit of a net (or a sequence) of normal operators. By the Agler-Stankus theorem, 2-isometries behave similarly to subnormal operator in the sense that the role of subnormal operators is played by 2-isometries, while the role of normal operators is played by Brownian unitaries. In this paper we give Bishop-like theorems for 2-isometries. Two methods are involved, the first of which goes back to Bishop’s original idea and the second refers to Conway and Hadwin’s result of general nature. We also investigate the strong and ∗-strong closedness of the class of Brownian unitaries.

1. Introduction

We begin by providing the concepts and facts necessary to understand the content of the article. In what follows, C stands for the set of complex numbers. Given two (complex) Hilbert spaces H and K, we denote by B(H, K) the Banach space of all bounded linear operators from H to K. The kernel and the range of an operator T ∈ B(H, K) are denoted by N (T ) and R(T ), respectively. We regard B(H) := B(H, H) as a C^∗-algebra. The identity operator on H is denoted by I. An operator T ∈ B(H) is said to be normal if T^∗T = T T^∗, and subnormal if there exists a Hilbert space K and a normal operator N ∈ B(K) such that H ⊆ K (isometric embedding) and N is an extension of T , that is, T h = Nh for all h ∈ H. If H is infinite-dimensional, then the class of normal operators on H is strictly contained in the class of subnormal operators on H (for more information, see [6]). The celebrated Bishop theorem gives the following topological characterization of subnormal operators, where the “strong closure” refers to the “strong operator topology” on B(H) (see Section 2).

Theorem 1.1 ([3, Theorem 3.3]; see also [6, Theorem II.1.17]). The strong closure of the set of all normal operators on a Hilbert space H is equal to the set of all subnormal operators on H.

2020 Mathematics Subject Classification. Primary 47A20, 47B20 Secondary 47B28. Key words and phrases. 2-isometries, Brownian unitaries, strong and^∗-strong operator topologies, extensions, compressions.

The research of the first and third authors was supported by the National Science Center (NCN) Grant OPUS No. DEC-2021/43/B/ST1/01651. The research of the second author was supported by Basic Science Research Program through the National Research Foundation of Korea (NRF) funded by the Ministry of Education (NRF-2021R111A1A01043569). 1

In other words, an operator T ∈ B(H) is subnormal if and only if there exists a net of normal operators on H strongly convergent to T .

There is another well-known class of operators called 2-isometries introduced by Agler in [1] and intensively studied by Agler and Stankus in the trilogy [2]. It resembles the class of subnormal operators in the sense that each 2-isometry has an extension to a Brownian unitary. In other words, 2-isometries play the role of subnormal operators, while Brownian unitaries play the role of normal operators. Following [1], we say that an operator T ∈ B(H) is a 2-isometry if

I − 2T^∗T + T^{∗2}T^2 = 0.

Before defining Brownian unitary, recall that the covariance of an operator A ∈ B(H) is defined by cov(A) = √ ‖A^∗A − I‖. An operator T is said to be a Brownian unitary of covariance σ ∈ (0, ∞) if T has a matrix representation T = [_{V σE} 0 U ] relative to some nontrivial orthogonal decomposition H = H_1 ⊕ H_2, where V ∈ B(H_1) and E ∈ B(H_2, H_1) are isometries such that H_1 = R(V ) ⊕ R(E), and U ∈ B(H_2) is unitary (see [2, Proposition 5.12]). Clearly, we have

1 ⩽ dim H_2 ⩽ dim H_1 = dim H and dim H ⩾ ℵ_0.

By a Brownian unitary of covariance σ = 0, we mean any unitary operator T . In both cases, cov(T ) = σ. Apparently, the class of Brownian unitaries is strictly contained in the class of 2-isometries. That the inclusion is strict can be demonstrated with the help of a 2-isometric unilateral weighted shift T with the weight sequence {σ_n(λ)}^∞_{n=0}, where λ ∈ (1, ∞) and

σ_n(λ) = √ 1 + (n + 1)(λ^2 − 1)

1 + n(λ^2 − 1) , n ⩾ 0, (see [15, Lemma 6.1]), by showing that T does not satisfy condition (iii) of Theorem 3.1.

The aforementioned fundamental relationship between 2-isometries and Brownian unitaries is outlined below (cf. Lemma 2.4).

Theorem 1.2 ([2, Proposition 5.79 & Theorem 5.80]). An operator T ∈ B(H) is a 2-isometry if and only if T extends to a Brownian unitary R ∈ B(K), i.e., H ⊆ K and T h = Rh for all h ∈ H. Moreover, for σ ∈ [0, ∞), any 2-isometry of covariance less than or equal to σ extends to a Brownian unitary of covariance σ.

The main goal of this paper is to prove a Bishop-like theorem (or theorems) for 2-isometries with Brownian unitaries playing the role of normal operators. The most general result of this kind, without dimensional constraints, is as follows:

Theorem 1.3. If T ∈ B(H), then the following conditions are equivalent:

(i) T is a 2-isometry, (ii) T is the strong limit of a net {T_τ }_{τ ∈Σ} ⊆ B(H) of Brownian unitaries such that cov(T_τ ) = cov(T ) for every τ ∈ Σ, (iii) T is the strong limit of a net {T_τ }_{τ ∈Σ} ⊆ B(H) of Brownian unitaries such that sup_{τ ∈Σ} cov(T_τ ) < ∞.

Moreover, for every σ ∈ [0, ∞), the class of 2-isometries on H of covariance less than or equal to σ is equal to the strong closure of the class of Brownian unitaries on H of covariance less than or equal to σ.

For separable Hilbert spaces, the above topological characterization of 2-isometries takes the following form:

Theorem 1.4. Suppose that H is a separable Hilbert space and T ∈ B(H). Then the following conditions are equivalent:

(i) T is a 2-isometry, (ii) T is the strong limit of a sequence {T_n}^∞_{n=1} ⊆ B(H) of Brownian unitaries such that cov(T_n) = cov(T ) for every integer n ⩾ 1, (iii) T is the strong limit of a sequence {T_n}^∞_{n=1} ⊆ B(H) of Brownian unitaries.

Using the Conway-Hadwin theorem (see [7, Theorem]), we can obtain Bishoplike theorems not only for strong topology, but also for weak and^∗-strong topology.

Theorem 1.5. Let H be an infinite-dimensional separable Hilbert space, T ∈ B(H) and σ ∈ [0, ∞). Then

(i) T is the strong limit of a sequence {T_n}^∞_{n=1} ⊆ B(H) of Brownian unitaries of covariance σ if and only if T is a 2-isometry with cov(T ) ⩽ σ, (ii) T is the weak limit of a sequence {T_n}^∞_{n=1} ⊆ B(H) of Brownian unitaries of covariance σ if and only if T is the compression of a Brownian unitary of covariance σ, (iii) T is the^∗-strong limit of a sequence {T_n}^∞_{n=1} ⊆ B(H) of Brownian unitaries of covariance σ if and only if T is either a unitary operator or a Brownian unitary of covariance σ.

Note that equivalence (i)⇔(ii) of Theorem 1.4 follows from the statement (i) of Theorem 1.5 applied to σ = cov(T ) and the fact that 2-isometries on finitedimensional Hilbert spaces are unitary.

Regarding the Conway-Hadwin theorem, note that one of its two main assumptions is that the considered abstract class of operators is closed under countable orthogonal sums. In our case, this is the class of Brownian unitaries. Surprisingly, it is not closed under this operation. However, the class of Brownian unitaries of a fixed covariance is closed under countable orthogonal sums. This narrower class is also closed under approximate equivalence, which is the second main assumption of the Conway-Hadwin theorem (see Proposition 3.8).

Proposition 1.6. The orthogonal sum T = ⨁ ω∈Ω T_ω of operators T_ω ∈ B(H_ω) is a Brownian unitary if and only if for every ω ∈ Ω, the operator T_ω is a Brownian unitary and cov(T_ω) equals either 0 or cov(T ).

It turns out that the class of Brownian unitaries behaves quite well with respect to the^∗-strong topology.

Theorem 1.7. Let {T_n}^∞_{n=1} ⊆ B(H) be a sequence of Brownian unitaries which converges^∗-strongly to T ∈ B(H). Then T is either an isometry or a Brownian unitary. Moreover, if cov(T_n) = cov(T_1) for every n ⩾ 1, then T is either a unitary operator or a Brownian unitary with cov(T ) = cov(T_1).

Note that if H is separable, then the “only if” part of statement (iii) of Theorem 1.5 is equivalent to the “moreover” part of Theorem 1.7.

It is worth pointing out that Theorem 1.7, as well as Corollary 3.3, are no longer valid if the^∗-strong topology is replaced by the strong topology (see Remark 3.4).

It may be the case that the^∗-strong limit of a sequence of Brownian unitaries, each with positive covariance, is a non-unitary isometry, meaning that the class of Brownian unitaries is not^∗-strongly closed. In fact, it is not closed even in the operator norm topology (see Example 3.5).

The question of the strong and weak closedness of the class of 2-isometries has the following partial answer.

Theorem 1.8. The class of 2-isometries on a Hilbert space H is sequentially strongly closed, and if H is infinite-dimensional, it is not sequentially weakly closed.

Taking into account the above, the following problem arises.

Problem 1.9. Is the class of 2-isometries on an infinite-dimensional Hilbert space strongly closed?

Let us recall that the strong closure of the set of unitary (resp. normal) operators is equal to the set of isometric (resp. subnormal) operators (see [12, Problem 225] and [3, Theorem 3.3], respectively). Consequently, the sets of isometric and subnormal operators are strongly closed. It turns out that the set of hyponormal operators is strongly closed as well (see [12, Problems 226]). The question of weak closedness of these sets of operators is discussed in Remark 4.4.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 provides some basic properties of the covariance map, including its strong lower semicontinuity (see Lemma 2.3). Sections 3 and 4 establish the proofs of the results stated in Introduction. Section 5 gives two examples showing that unitary operators can be^∗-strong limits of sequences of Brownian unitaries of a fixed positive covariance.

In this paper, we focus on the study of 2-isometries. It is natural to ask what can be done in the context of m-isometries where m ⩾ 3. It turns out that the situation is much more complex even for 3-isometries. The techniques used here for 2-isometries are no longer applicable for m ⩾ 3. The main reason for this is the lack of algebraic characterizations of m-Brownian unitaries playing a role somewhat similar to that played by Brownian unitaries in the case of 2-isometries (see [8, 19]).

2. The covariance map

We begin by recalling the three basic operator topologies that are explored in this paper. Denote by B(H) the C^∗-algebra of all bounded linear operators on a complex Hilbert space H. The weak, the strong and the^∗-strong topologies are defined as the locally convex topologies on B(H) induced by the following families of seminorms B(H) ∋ T −→ |⟨T f, g⟩|, f, g ∈ H, B(H) ∋ T −→ ‖T f‖, f ∈ H, B(H) ∋ T −→ √ ‖T f‖^2 + ‖T^∗f‖^2, f ∈ H. For more information on the relationship between the different operator topologies, we refer the reader to [21, Chapter II]. In this paper, we will repeatedly use the following fact, called the sequential joint strong continuity of multiplication of operators (see [18, Lemma 3]; see also [7, Lemma 1]).

Lemma 2.1. If {T_n}^∞_{n=1} ⊆ B(H) and {R_n}^∞_{n=1} ⊆ B(H) are sequences converging strongly to T ∈ B(H) and R ∈ B(H), respectively, then {T_nR_n}^∞_{n=1} converges strongly to T R.

Recall that the covariance of an operator T ∈ B(H), denoted by cov(T ), is defined by cov(T ) = √ ‖△_T ‖, where △_T = T^∗T − I. It is easy to see that ‖T ‖ ⩽ √ 1 + cov(T )^2, (2.1)

cov(T ) ⩽ √ 1 + ‖T ‖^2. (2.2)

The proof of the following observation is left to the reader.

Lemma 2.2. If T = ⨁ ω∈Ω T_ω is the orthogonal sum of operators T_ω ∈ B(H_ω ), then cov(T ) = sup_{ω∈Ω} cov(T_ω).

As shown below, the covariance map cov(·) is strongly lower semicontinuous. However, it is not strongly continuous; worse, it is not^∗-strongly continuous (see Examples 5.1 and 5.2).

Lemma 2.3. The map B(H) ∋ T → cov(T ) ∈ [0, ∞) is strongly lower semicontinuous and norm continuous. Moreover, if {T_τ }_{τ ∈Σ} ⊆ B(H) is a net converging strongly to T ∈ B(H), then

cov(T ) ⩽ lim inf_{τ ∈Σ} cov(T_τ ).

Proof. Since the norm continuity of cov(·) is obvious, we can focus on proving the strong lower semicontinuity. Denote by S the unit sphere of H centered at 0. For a vector h ∈ S, define the function φ_h : B(H) → [0, ∞) by

φ_h(T ) = | |‖T h‖^2 − ‖h‖^2 | |, T ∈ B(H). Clearly, each φ_h being strongly continuous is strongly lower semicontinuous. This implies that φ = sup_{h∈S} φ_h is strongly lower semicontinuous. However, φ(T ) = sup_{h∈S} |⟨△_T h, h⟩| = r_n(△_T ), T ∈ B(H), where r_n(S) stands for the numerical radius of an operator S. Since the numerical radius and the norm of a selfadjoint operator coincide (see [10, Theorem 1.4-2]), we conclude that φ(T ) = cov(T ). Hence, the covariance map is strongly lower semicontinuous.

The “moreover” part is a direct consequence of [17, Proposition 1.5.11]. □

The covariance map cov(·) is monotonically increasing with respect to the inclusion of operators.

Lemma 2.4. If H is a closed space invariant for R ∈ B(K), then

cov(R|_H) ⩽ cov(R).

Proof. Set T = R|_H. Noting that for every h ∈ H, |⟨△_T h, h⟩| = | |‖T h‖^2 − ‖h‖^2 | | = | |‖Rh‖^2 − ‖h‖^2 | | = | |⟨△_Rh, h⟩ | | ⩽ cov(R)^2‖h‖^2,

we deduce that (cf. the proof of Lemma 2.3)

cov(T )^2 = ‖△_T ‖ = r_n(△_T ) ⩽ cov(R)^2,

which completes the proof. □

How the covariance map behaves when restricting 2-isometries to invariant or reducing subspaces can be found in [2, Lemma 5.32, Corollary 5.57 and Lemma 5.90].

3. Proofs of Proposition 1.6 and Theorems 1.7 and 1.8

Brownian unitaries can be characterized completely algebraically as follows.

Theorem 3.1 ([2, Theorem 5.20]). Let T ∈ B(H) and σ = cov(T ). Suppose that σ > 0. Then T is a Brownian unitary if and only if the following hold:

(i) T^{∗2}T^2 − 2T^∗T + I = 0, (ii) △_T (T T^∗ − I)△_T = 0, (iii) σ^{−2}△_T is an orthogonal projection, (iv) there exists an orthogonal projection Q ∈ B(H) such that

(σ^2 − △_T )(T T^∗ − I)(σ^2 − △_T ) = σ^4(σ^2 − 1)Q.

Below we will show that the class of all 2-isometries is sequentially strongly closed, but not sequentially weakly closed if the underlying Hilbert space is infinitedimensional. For this we need the following definition. An operator T ∈ B(H) is said to be weakly, strongly or uniformly stable if the power sequence {T^n}^∞_{n=1} converges to 0 weakly, strongly or in norm, respectively. We refer the reader to [9, 16] for more information on this topic.

Proof of Theorem 1.8. That the class of 2-isometries on H is sequentially strongly closed follows easily from the definition and Lemma 2.1. It remains to prove that this class is not sequentially weakly closed if dim H ⩾ ℵ_0. Let H be any infinitedimensional Hilbert space. Decompose it as H = H_1 ⊕ H_2, where H_1 and H_2 are Hilbert spaces of the same dimension. Fix a real number q ∈ (0, 1). Let V ∈ B(H_1) be an isometry with dim H_1 ⊖ R(V ) = dim H_1 whose unitary part is weakly stable (the case in which the unitary part is absent is not excluded), let E_0 ∈ B(H_2, H_1) be an isometry with range orthogonal to the range of V (this is always possible due to the assumption on dimensions of H_1 and H_2), and let X_0 ∈ B(H_2) be an isometry. Set T = [_{V E} 0 X ] ∈ B(H_1 ⊕ H_2) with E = √ 1 − qE_0 and X = √ qX_0. Clearly, X commutes with E^∗E and X is quasinormal, that is, X commutes with X^∗X. Since E^∗E + X^∗X − I = 0, we infer from [4, Theorem 7.1(iii)] that T is a 2-isometry. Because powers of a 2-isometry are 2-isometries (see [14, Theorem 2.3]), we see that {T^n}^∞_{n=1} is a sequence of 2-isometries. We claim that {T^n}^∞_{n=1} converges weakly to the zero operator. Indeed, it follows from [5, Lemma 3.3] that T^n = [_{V n En} 0 X^n ] for all integers n ⩾ 1, where

E_n = n−1∑ j=0 V^j EX^{n−1−j} , n ⩾ 1, (3.1) and E^∗_nE_n = E^∗E (_{n−1}∑ j=0 X^{∗j} X^j ) , n ⩾ 1. (3.2)

This implies that

‖E_n‖^2 = ‖E^∗_nE_n‖ = (1 − q) n−1∑ j=0 q^j = 1 − q^n, n ⩾ 1. Since {q^n}^∞_{n=1} converges to 0, we conclude that sup_{n⩾1} ‖E_n‖ < ∞. Because the unitary part of V is weakly stable and, by ‖X‖ < 1, X is uniformly stable, we deduce from [5, Corollary 2.2] that the sequence {T^n}^∞_{n=1} of 2-isometries converges weakly to the zero operator which is obviously not a 2-isometry. This completes the proof. □

Remark 3.2. Regarding the proof of the second conclusion of Theorem 1.8, it is worth mentioning that a Brownian unitary of positive covariance is never weakly stable. Indeed, if T = [_{V σE0} 0 U ] ∈ B(H_1 ⊕ H_2) is a Brownian unitary of covariance σ ∈ (0, ∞), then T^n = [_{V n En} 0 U^n ] for all integers n ⩾ 1, where E_n is as in (3.1) with E = σE_0 and X = U. Hence, by (3.2), we have ‖E_n‖ = σ √ n, n ⩾ 1, which means that the sequence {E_n}^∞_{n=1} is not norm bounded. Therefore, by [5, Corollary 2.2], T is not weakly stable. However, if T is a Brownian unitary of covariance σ = 0 on an infinite-dimensional Hilbert space, then it may happen that T is weakly stable (see [5, Example 6.1]). In turn, any 2-isometry on a finite-dimensional Hilbert space H, being automatically unitary, is never stable (regardless of which Hausdorff vector space topology is taken on B(H)), and the class of 2-isometries on such H is closed. ♦

Proof of Theorem 1.7. We begin by proving the first statement. There is no loss of generality in assuming that

△_T ≠ 0. (3.3)

By Theorem 3.1, we see that for all n ⩾ 1,

T^{∗2}_n T^2_n − 2T^∗_n T_n + I = 0, △_{Tn} (T_nT^∗_n − I)△_{Tn} = 0. Using Lemma 2.1 and passing to the limit as n → ∞, we get

T^{∗2}T^2 − 2T^∗T + I = 0, △_T (T T^∗ − I)△_T = 0,

which means that T satisfies the conditions (i) and (ii) of Theorem 3.1.

Set σ_n = cov(T_n) for n ⩾ 1. If the set {n ⩾ 1: σ_n > 0} is finite, then passing to a subsequence if necessary we can assume that each T_n is unitary. Clearly, the^∗-strong limit of unitaries is unitary, so T is unitary, a contradiction to (3.3). Otherwise {n ⩾ 1: σ_n > 0} is infinite, so by passing to a subsequence if necessary, we may assume that σ_n > 0 for all n ⩾ 1. It follows from the uniform boundedness principle and (2.2) that the sequence {σ_n}^∞_{n=1} is bounded. Using the Heine-Borel theorem and passing to a subsequence if necessary, we may assume that {σ_n}^∞_{n=1} converges in [0, ∞), say to σ. Note that by Theorem 3.1(iii), △^2_{Tn} = σ^2_n△_{Tn} for all n ⩾ 1. Using Lemma 2.1 and passing to the limit as n → ∞, it is seen that

△^2_T = σ^2△_T . (3.4)

Now, we consider two cases. Case 1. σ > 0.

Then, in view of (3.4), P := σ^{−2}△_T is an orthogonal projection. By (3.3), we have ‖P ‖ = 1, or equivalently cov(T ) = σ. This means that T satisfies the condition (iii) of Theorem 3.1.

We claim that T satisfies the condition (iv) of Theorem 3.1. Set

∇ = (σ^2 − △_T )(T T^∗ − I)(σ^2 − △_T ),

∇_n = (σ^2_n − △_{Tn} )(T_nT^∗_n − I)(σ^2_n − △_{Tn} ), n ⩾ 1.

Consider first the case where σ ≠ 1. Passing to a subsequence if necessary, we can assume that σ_n ≠ 1 for all n ⩾ 1. It follows from Theorem 3.1(iv) that

∇^2_n = σ^4_n(σ^2_n − 1)∇_n, n ⩾ 1. (3.5)

Using Lemma 2.1 and passing to the limit as n → ∞, we see that ∇^2 = σ^4(σ^2 −1)∇, or equivalently that ∇ = σ^4(σ^2 −1)Q, where Q ∈ B(H) is an orthogonal projection. Consider now the case where σ = 1. By Theorem 3.1(iv), for every n ⩾ 1, there exists an orthogonal projection Q_n ∈ B(H) such that ∇_n = σ^4_n(σ^2_n − 1)Q_n. Since lim_{n→∞} ‖σ^4_n(σ^2_n − 1)Q_n‖ = 0, we deduce from Lemma 2.1 that ∇ = 0, so ∇ = σ^4(σ^2 − 1)Q for any orthogonal projection Q ∈ B(H). This proves our claim.

Summarizing the above and using Theorem 3.1, we see that T is a Brownian unitary of covariance σ.

Case 2. σ = 0.

Then, by (3.4), △^2_T = 0. Since △_T is selfadjoint, we conclude that △_T = 0, which contradicts (3.3).

Now we prove the “moreover” part. Set σ = cov(T_1). It is easy to see that there is no loss of generality in assuming that σ > 0. Arguing as above and using the fact that cov(T_n) = σ for every n ⩾ 1, we deduce that P := σ^{−2}△_T is an orthogonal projection. If P ≠ 0, then, arguing again as above, we see that T is a Brownian unitary of covariance σ. Suppose now that P = 0. Then T is an isometry. We claim that T is unitary. As above, passing to the limit in (3.5) as n → ∞, we deduce that ∇ = σ^4(σ^2 − 1)Q, where Q ∈ B(H) is an orthogonal projection. Hence, since △_T = 0, we have

P_{N (T} ∗_) = (1 − σ^2)Q, (3.6)

where P_{N (T} ∗_) stands for the orthogonal projection of H onto N (T^∗). Suppose contrary to our claim that T is not unitary, or equivalently that P_{N (T} ∗_) ≠ 0. Then by (3.6), 1−σ^2 = 1, and thus σ = 0, a contradiction. This completes the proof. □

The following is a direct consequence of Theorem 1.7 and the fact that the class of isometries (resp., unitaries) on a Hilbert space is strongly (resp.,^∗-strongly) closed.

Corollary 3.3. The union of the classes of Brownian unitaries and nonunitary isometries on H is sequentially^∗-strongly closed. Moreover, for every σ ∈ [0, ∞), the union of the classes of Brownian unitaries of covariance σ and unitary operators on H is sequentially^∗-strongly closed.

Remark 3.4. It is worth noting that Theorem 1.7 and Corollary 3.3 are no longer valid if the^∗-strong topology is replaced by the strong topology. This can be seen by applying Theorem 1.4 to any non-isometric 2-isometry T on a separable Hilbert space H, which is not a Brownian unitary. To have such a T , consider an operator of the form T = [_{V σE} 0 X ] , where V and E are isometries such that R(V ) ⊥ R(E), X is a non-unitary isometry and σ ∈ (0, ∞). It is easy to see that T is a non-isometric 2-isometry (see, e.g., [4, Theorem 7.1]). That T is not a Brownian unitary follows from Theorem 3.1 by falsifying the condition (ii). ♦

On the other hand, as shown below, it may be the case that the^∗-strong limit of a sequence of Brownian unitaries, each with positive covariance, is a non-unitary isometry.

Example 3.5. Let H be an infinite-dimensional Hilbert space. Decompose it as H = H_1 ⊕ H_2 with 0 < dim H_2 ⩽ dim H_1. Take a unitary operator U ∈ B(H_2) and two isometries V ∈ B(H_1) and E ∈ B(H_2, H_1) such that R(V ) ⊕ R(E) = H_1 (this is always possible). Let {σ_n}^∞_{n=1} be a sequence of positive real numbers that converges to 0. For n ⩾ 1, set T_n = [_{V σnE} 0 U ] ∈ B(H_1 ⊕ H_2). Then each T_n is a Brownian unitary of covariance σ_n, and {T_n}^∞_{n=1} converges in norm to V ⊕ U. This implies that {T_n}^∞_{n=1} converges^∗-strongly to V ⊕ U. Clearly, V ⊕ U being a non-unitary isometry is not a Brownian unitary. ♦

As mentioned earlier, the question of whether the class of Brownian unitaries is closed under orthogonal sums has a negative answer (just consider the orthogonal sum of Brownian unitaries of different positive covariances; see also Proposition 3.8).

Proof of Proposition 1.6. Set σ = cov(T ) and σ_ω = cov(T_ω) for ω ∈ Ω. By Lemma 2.2, σ = sup_{ω∈Ω} σ_ω . Without loss of generality we can assume that σ > 0. Consider first the case where σ_ω > 0 for every σ ∈ Ω. Since △_T σ^2 = ⨁ ω∈Ω △_{Tω} σ^2 ,

we see that^{△T}_{σ2} is an orthogonal projection if and only if^{△Tω}_{σ2} is an orthogonal projection for every ω ∈ Ω. Since △_{Tω} ≠ 0 for every ω ∈ Ω, each of the above two equivalent conditions implies that ‖_{△Tω} σ^2 ‖ = 1, or equivalently that σ_ω = σ for every ω ∈ Ω. This together with Theorem 3.1 applied to T and T_ω implies that T is a Brownian unitary if and only if T_ω is a Brownian unitary and σ_ω = σ for every ω ∈ Ω. Suppose now that Ω_1 := {ω ∈ Ω : σ_ω > 0} is a proper subset of Ω. Then the operator T decomposes as T = A⊕B, where A = ⨁ ω∈Ω_1 Tω and B = ⨁ ω∈Ω\Ω_1 Tω. Clearly, by Lemma 2.2, cov(A) = sup_{ω∈Ω1} σ_ω = σ > 0 and cov(B) = 0. If T is a Brownian unitary, then by [2, Lemma 5.32], A is a Brownian unitary of covariance σ > 0 and B is unitary. Using what was done in the previous paragraph, we see that T_ω is a Brownian unitary of covariance σ for every ω ∈ Ω_1. Clearly, T_ω is a Brownian unitary of covariance 0 for every ω ∈ Ω \ Ω_1. In turn, if T_ω is a Brownian unitary and σ_ω ∈ {σ, 0} for every ω ∈ Ω, then, from what was done in the previous paragraph, we deduce that A is a Brownian unitary of covariance σ. Moreover, B is a Brownian unitary of covariance 0. It is a matter of routine to verify, by using Theorem 3.1, that T = A ⊕ B is a Brownian unitary. This completes the proof. □

Corollary 3.6. Let T = A ⊕ B be the orthogonal sum of two operators A ∈ B(H) and B ∈ B(K) for which cov(A) > 0 and cov(B) = 0. Then T is a Brownian unitary if and only if A and B are Brownian unitaries.

Corollary 3.7. For σ ∈ [0, ∞), an operator T ∈ B(H) is a Brownian unitary of covariance 0 or σ if and only if T is the restriction of a Brownian unitary of covariance σ to a reducing subspace.

Proof. For the “only if” part, note that a unitary operator T is the restriction of a Brownian unitary T ⊕ B of covariance σ (use Lemma 2.2 and Corollary 3.6) to a reducing subspace, where B is any Brownian unitary of covariance σ. The “if” part is a direct consequence of [2, Lemma 5.32]. □

Following [7] (cf. [22, 11]), we say that a class (or rather a property) E of Hilbert space operators is closed under approximate equivalence if for any operator T ∈ B(H) of class E and any operator R ∈ B(K) such that lim_{τ ∈Σ} ‖U^∗_τ T U_τ −R‖ = 0 for some net {U_τ }_{τ ∈Σ} of unitary operators U_τ ∈ B(K, H), the operator R is of class E . The class E is said to be closed under unitary equivalence if for any operator T ∈ B(H) of class E and any unitary operator U ∈ B(K, H), the operator U^∗T U is of class E . Finally, E is called closed under orthogonal sums if for any uniformly bounded family {T_ω}_{ω∈Ω} of operators of class E , the orthogonal sum T = ⨁ ω∈Ω T_ω is an operator of class E . Clearly, the closedness under approximate equivalence implies the closedness under unitary equivalence.

As shown below, the class of Brownian unitaries of fixed covariance is closed under each operation mentioned above.

Proposition 3.8. If σ ∈ [0, ∞) is fixed, then the class of Brownian unitaries of covariance σ is closed under unitary equivalence, approximate equivalence and orthogonal sums.

Proof. First, we show that the class of Brownian unitaries of covariance σ is closed under approximate equivalence. Let T ∈ B(H) be a Brownian unitary of covariance σ and R ∈ B(K) be such that lim_{τ ∈Σ} ‖U^∗_τ T U_τ − R‖ = 0 for some net of unitary operators U_τ ∈ B(K, H). There is no loss of generality in assuming that σ > 0. Applying the inner automorphism B(H) ∋ X → U^∗_τ XU_τ ∈ B(K) to both sides of each equality appearing in the conditions (i)-(iv) of Theorem 3.1, and then passing to the limit as τ → ∞, we deduce that the limit operator R satisfies the conditions (i)-(iv) with σ = cov(T ). Since

cov(R) = lim_{τ ∈Σ} cov(U^∗_τ T U_τ ) = σ,

we can apply Theorem 3.1 to deduce that R is a Brownian unitary of covariance σ.

The above implies that the class of Brownian unitaries of covariance σ is closed under unitary equivalence. That this class is closed under orthogonal sums follows immediately from Proposition 1.6 and Lemma 2.2. □

4. Proofs of Theorems 1.3, 1.4 and 1.5

We begin with the case of arbitrary (not necessarily separable) Hilbert spaces. The following result is inspired by [3, Theorem 3.3] and [7, Theorem].

Lemma 4.1. Let E be a class of Hilbert space operators closed under unitary equivalence. Suppose that H and K are Hilbert spaces of the same orthogonal dimension such that H ⊆ K. Let R ∈ B(K) be an operator of class E and T ∈ B(H) be an operator such that T ⊆ R. Then there exists a net {T_τ }_{τ ∈Σ} ⊆ B(H) of operators of class E converging strongly to T such that ‖p(T_τ , T^∗_τ )‖ = ‖p(R, R^∗)‖ for every complex polynomial p in two noncommuting variables. In particular, ‖T_τ ‖ = ‖R‖ and cov(T_τ ) = cov(R) for every τ ∈ Σ. Moreover, if H is separable, then the net {T_τ }_{τ ∈Σ} can be replaced by a sequence {T_n}^∞_{n=1} with the same properties.

Proof. There is no loss of generality in assuming that dim H = dim K ⩾ ℵ_0. Let Σ be the set of all nonzero finite-dimensional subspaces of H partially ordered by inclusion. Then for every τ ∈ Σ, there exists a unitary isomorphism U_τ ∈ B(H, K) such that U_τ h = h for every h ∈ τ + T (τ). Set T_τ = U^{−1}_τ RU_τ for τ ∈ Σ. By assumption, T_τ is of class E for every τ ∈ Σ, and {T_τ }_{τ ∈Σ} converges strongly to T . Since for every complex polynomial p in two noncommuting variables,

p(T_τ , T^∗_τ ) = U^{−1}_τ p(R, R^∗)U_τ ,

we see that ‖p(T_τ , T^∗_τ )‖ = ‖p(R, R^∗)‖.

Now, we discuss the “moreover” part. Assume that dim H = ℵ_0. Then, fixing an orthonormal basis {e_j }^∞_{j=1} of H, one can define T_n = T_{τn} with τ_n = ⋁ {e_j }^n_{j=1} for n ⩾ 1. □

Proof of Theorem 1.3. (i)⇒(ii) Suppose that T is a 2-isometry. According to [2, Theorem 5.80] and its proof, T extends to a Brownian unitary R ∈ B(K) such that cov(R) = cov(T ) and dim H = dim K. By Proposition 3.8, the class E of Brownian unitaries S with cov(S) = cov(T ) satisfies the assumptions of Lemma 4.1. Applying this lemma yields (ii).

The implication (ii)⇒(iii) is trivial.

(iii)⇒(i) Let T be the strong limit of a net {T_τ }_{τ ∈Σ} of Brownian unitaries such that sup_{τ ∈Σ} cov(T_τ ) < ∞. It follows from (2.1) that sup_{τ ∈Σ} ‖T_τ ‖ < ∞. By [7, Lemma 1], we have

s- lim_{τ ∈Σ} T^k_τ = T^k for every integer k ⩾ 0. (4.1)

Since any Brownian unitary is a 2-isometry (see Theorem 3.1(i)), we see that

‖h‖^2 − 2‖T_τ h‖^2 + ‖T^2_τ h‖^2 = 0, h ∈ H, τ ∈ Σ.

Letting τ → ∞ and using (4.1), we conclude that

‖h‖^2 − 2‖T h‖^2 + ‖T^2h‖^2 = 0, h ∈ H.

This means that T is a 2-isometry.

Now we prove the “moreover” part. The inclusion “⊆” is a direct consequence of the implication (i)⇒(ii). The converse inclusion follows from the implication (iii)⇒(i) and Lemma 2.3. □

Proof of Theorem 1.4. A careful inspection of the proof of the implication (i)⇒(ii) of Theorem 1.3 together with the “moreover” part of Lemma 4.1 shows that (i) implies (ii). The implication (ii)⇒(iii) is trivial. To prove that (iii) implies (i), suppose that T is the strong limit of {T_n}^∞_{n=1}, where {T_n}^∞_{n=1} is a sequence of Brownian unitaries. Using the uniform boundedness principle and (2.2), we deduce that there exists σ ∈ [0, ∞) such that cov(T_n) ⩽ σ for all integers n ⩾ 1. Applying the implication (iii)⇒(i) of Theorem 1.3, we conclude that T is a 2-isometry. □

Our next goal is to investigate the cases of strong, weak and^∗-strong topologies. Recall that if H and K are Hilbert spaces such that H ⊆ K, then an operator S ∈ B(H) is called the compression of an operator R ∈ B(K) to H if

S = P_HR|_H, (4.2)

where P_H ∈ B(K) is the orthogonal projection of K onto H. We refer the reader to [20], where topological properties of the compression map R → P_HR|_H are studied. We now state a version of Conway and Hadwin’s result with a correction on infinite-dimensionality (see Remarks 4.4 and 4.3).

Theorem 4.2 ([7, Theorem]). Suppose that H is an infinite-dimensional separable Hilbert space, and E is a class of operators closed under approximate equivalence and orthogonal sums. If S ∈ B(H), then:

(i) S is the strong limit of a sequence {S_n}^∞_{n=1} ⊆ B(H) of operators of class E if and only if S is the restriction of an operator of class E to its invariant subspace H, (ii) S is the weak limit of a sequence {S_n}^∞_{n=1} ⊆ B(H) of operators of class E if and only if S is the compression of an operator of class E to H, (iii) S is the^∗-strong limit of a sequence {S_n}^∞_{n=1} ⊆ B(H) of operators of class E if and only if S is the restriction of an operator of class E to its reducing subspace H.

Remark 4.3. The above version of Conway-Hadwin theorem differs from the original in that the term “unitary equivalence” does not appear in it. Formally speaking, we have replaced “isometric embedding” by “coordinate embedding”. To explain this, we argue as follows. Suppose that S ∈ B(H) is unitarily equivalent to S̃ ∈ B(H̃), i.e., S̃ = U^∗SU for some unitary operator U ∈ B(H̃, H), and S̃ = P_{H̃}R̃|_{H̃}, where R̃ ∈ B(K̃) (cf. (4.2)). Then taking a Hilbert space M with dim M = dim H̃^⊥ and a unitary W ∈ B(H̃^⊥, M), we can define the “coordinate embedding” V : H ∋ h → (h, 0) ∈ K̂ of H into K̂ := H ⊕ M. Set Ŝ := V̂ SV̂^∗ ∈ B(Ĥ) with V̂ : H → Ĥ := R(V ) given by V̂ h = V h for h ∈ H, and R̂ := ÛR̃Û^∗ ∈ B(K̂) with Û ∈ B(K̃, K̂) given by Û := U ⊕ W . Using the identity P_{H̃} = Û^∗P_ĤÛ, we conclude that Ŝ = P_ĤR̂|_Ĥ, and H̃ is invariant (resp., reducing) for R̃ if and only if Ĥ is invariant (resp., reducing) for R̂. Clearly, R̃ is of class E if and only if R̂ is of class E (provided E is as in Theorem 4.2). ♦

Remark 4.4. Note that if H is finite-dimensional, then assertion (ii) of Theorem 4.2 is not true in general. For example, it is not true for the classes U and N of unitary and normal operators. Indeed, if it were true for E = U , then since U is closed in operator norm topology, the compression P_HU|_H of any unitary operator U ∈ B(K) to any finite-dimensional subspace H of K would be unitary, so any unitary operator would be reduced by any finite-dimensional subspace, which is not the case if dim H ⩾ 2. In turn, if it were true for E = N , then since N is closed in operator norm topology, the compression of any normal operator N ∈ B(K) to any finite-dimensional subspace H of K would be normal. However, this is not the case. Indeed, the operator B = [^{0 0}_{1 0} ] is a non-normal compression of the unitary operator A =

[_{0 0 1}

1 0 0 0 1 0 ] to C^2 ⊕ {0}. This example also shows that assertion (ii) of Theorem 4.2 is not true for E = U if 2 ⩽ dim H < ℵ_0. We refer the reader to [13], where the question of when compressions of normal matrices are normal is investigated.

It is worth pointing out that by the Halmos’s dilation theorem (see [12, Problem 222 and Corollary]), the set of compressions of unitary (resp., normal) operators to a fixed Hilbert space H is equal to the set of contractions (resp., operators) on H. On the other hand, if dim H ⩾ ℵ_0, then the weak closure of the set U_H (resp., N_H) of unitary (resp., normal) operators on H is equal to the set of contractions (resp., operators) on H (see [12, Problem 224]). As a consequence, if dim H ⩾ ℵ_0, then the weak closure of U_H (resp., N_H) is equal to the set of compressions of unitary (resp., normal) operators to H. However, if 2 ⩽ dim H < ℵ_0, this equality is false. ♦

Proof of Theorem 1.5. (i) By Proposition 3.8, the class E_σ of all Brownian unitaries of covariance σ satisfies the assumptions of Theorem 4.2. Hence, by the statement (i) of this theorem, the operator T ∈ B(H) is the strong limit of a sequence {T_n}^∞_{n=1} ⊆ B(H) of Brownian unitaries of covariance σ if and only if T is the restriction of a Brownian unitary of covariance σ to its invariant subspace H. In turn, by Lemma 2.4 and Theorem 1.2, the latter holds if and only if T is a 2-isometry with cov(T ) ⩽ σ.

(ii) This is a direct consequence of the statement (ii) of Theorem 4.2 applied to E = E_σ.

(iii) Applying the statement (iii) of Theorem 4.2 to the class E = E_σ, we see that T is the^∗-strong limit of a sequence {T_n}^∞_{n=1} ⊆ B(H) of Brownian unitaries of covariance σ if and only if T is the restriction of a Brownian unitary of covariance σ to its reducing subspace H. By Corollary 3.7, the latter holds if and only if T itself is a Brownian unitary of covariance 0 or σ. This completes the proof. □

The following two facts are direct consequences of Theorem 1.5.

Corollary 4.5 (cf. Remark 4.4). If H is an infinite-dimensional separable Hilbert space and T ∈ B(H), then T is the weak limit of a sequence {T_n}^∞_{n=1} ⊆ B(H) of unitary operators if and only if ‖T ‖ ⩽ 1.

Corollary 4.6. For σ ∈ [0, ∞), any unitary operator on an infinite-dimen-sional separable Hilbert space H is a^∗-strong limit of a sequence of Brownian unitaries of covariance σ.

5. Examples

In this section we provide some explicit examples of unitary operators that are ∗-strong limits of sequences of Brownian unitaries of constant positive covariance. In particular, this shows that the covariance function T → cov(T ) is not^∗-strongly continuous.

Example 5.1. Let H be an infinite-dimensional separable Hilbert space and let {e_n}^∞_{n=1} be an orthonormal basis of H. Fix a real number σ > 0 and two sequences {λ_j }^∞_{j=1} and {z_j }^∞_{j=1} of complex numbers of modulus 1. Set H_{2,n} = ⟨e_{n+1}⟩ and H_{1,n} = H^⊥_{2,n}, where ⟨f⟩ = C · f for f ∈ H. Clearly H = H_{1,n} ⊕ H_{2,n} and H_{1,n} = ⨁ j≠n+1⟨ej ⟩. Define the unitary operator Wn ∈ B( ⨁_n j=1⟨e_j ⟩) by W_n (^n∑ j=1 ξ_j e_j ) = n∑ j=1 λ_j ξ_j e_j , (ξ_1, . . . , ξ_n) ∈ C^n,

and the unilateral shift ~V_n ∈ B( ⨁_∞ j=n+2⟨ej ⟩) of multiplicity 1 by ~V_n (^∞∑ j=n+2 ξ_j e_j ) = ∞∑ j=n+2 ξ_j e_{j+1}, {ξ_{j+n+1}}^∞_{j=1} ∈ ℓ^2.

Set V_n = W_n ⊕ ~V_n ∈ B(H_{1,n}). Define the operators E_n ∈ B(H_{2,n}, H_{1,n}) and U_n ∈ B(H_{2,n}) by E_n(ξe_{n+1}) = ξe_{n+2} and U_n(ξe_{n+1}) = z_nξe_{n+1} for ξ ∈ C. Clearly,

V_n and E_n are isometries such that H_{1,n} = R(V_n) ⊕ R(E_n). Define the Brownian unitary T_n ∈ B(H) by T_n = [_{Vn σEn} 0 U_n ] relative to H = H_{1,n} ⊕ H_{2,n}. The covariance of each T_n is equal to σ. Finally, let T ∈ B(H) be the unitary operator defined by T h = ∞∑ j=1 λ_j ⟨h, e_j ⟩e_j , h ∈ H. We claim that the sequence {T_n}^∞_{n=1} converges^∗-strongly to T . First, we show that {T_n}^∞_{n=1} converges strongly to T . For, take a vector h ∈ H and decompose it as follows h = h_n ⊕ g_{n+1} ⊕ ⟨h, e_{n+1}⟩e_{n+1}, n ⩾ 1, where h_n := ∑_n j=1⟨h, e_j ⟩e_j and g_n = h − h_n. Clearly, h_n ⊕ g_{n+1} ∈ H_{1,n} and ⟨h, e_{n+1}⟩e_{n+1} ∈ H_{2,n}. Note that T = W_n ⊕ ~W_n, where ~W_n ∈ B( ⨁_∞ j=n+1⟨ej ⟩) is the unitary operator given by ~W_n (_∞∑ j=n+1 ξ_j e_j ) = ∞∑ j=n+1 λ_j ξ_j e_j , {ξ_{j+n}}^∞_{j=1} ∈ ℓ^2.

Since T h = W_nh_n ⊕ ~W_ng_n, we get ‖T_nh − T h‖ = ‖ ‖ ~V_ng_{n+1} ⊕ σ⟨h, e_{n+1}⟩e_{n+2} ⊕ z_n⟨h, e_{n+1}⟩e_{n+1} − ~W_ng_n ‖ ‖ ⩽ ‖g_{n+1}‖ + (σ + 1)|⟨h, e_{n+1}⟩| + ‖g_n‖, n ⩾ 1. However, lim_{n→∞} h_n = h and lim_{n→∞}⟨h, e_n⟩ = 0, so T h = lim_{n→∞} T_nh.

It remains to prove that {T^∗_n }^∞_{n=1} converges strongly to T^∗. First, observe that T^∗_n =

[_V ∗_{n 0} σE^∗_n U^∗_n ] and E^∗_n(h_n ⊕ g_{n+1}) = ⟨h, e_{n+2}⟩e_{n+1}. Hence, we have ‖T^∗_n h − T^∗h‖ = ‖ ‖ ~V^∗_n g_{n+1} ⊕ σ⟨h, e_{n+2}⟩e_{n+1} + z̄_n⟨h, e_{n+1}⟩e_{n+1} − ~W^∗_n g_n ‖ ‖ ⩽ ‖g_{n+1}‖ + σ|⟨h, e_{n+2}⟩| + |⟨h, e_{n+1}⟩| + ‖g_n‖, n ⩾ 1, which implies that T^∗h = lim_{n→∞} T^∗_n h.

Summarizing, we have proved that the sequence {T_n}^∞_{n=1} of Brownian unitaries of covariance σ converges^∗-strongly to the unitary operator T . ♦

The Brownian unitaries T_n appearing in Example 5.1 resemble Brownian shifts (cf. [2, Proposition 5.2]). In particular, dim H_{2,n} = 1 for all n. However, if n is any cardinal number, then taking the orthogonal sum of such operators with n summands and using Proposition 1.6, we can obtain a sequence of Brownian unitaries of constant positive covariance, which^∗-strongly converges to a unitary operator and has the property that dim H_{2,n} = n for all n. The next example is not an orthogonal sum as above, and dim H_{2,n} = ℵ_0 for all n.

Example 5.2. In this example, given an isometry V on a Hilbert space K, we write ^V for the operator V regarded as an operator from K onto R(V ). Clearly, ^V is a unitary isomorphism. Let σ be a fixed positive real number and T_0 = [_{V σE} 0 U ] be a Brownian unitary of covariance σ relative to an orthogonal decomposition H = H_1 ⊕ H_2 with dim H_1 = dim H_2 = ℵ_0. Assume that {M_n}^∞_{n=1} is a sequence of closed subspaces of H_2 reducing U and such that H_2 = ⨁_∞ n=1 M_n and dim M_n = ℵ_0 for all integers n ⩾ 1. Since dim M_j = dim E(M_j ) ⊕ M_j , there exists a unitary isomorphism W_j from M_j onto E(M_j ) ⊕ M_j . Then W^{(n)} := W_1 ⊕ . . . ⊕ W_n is a unitary isomorphism from ⨁_n j=1 M_j onto ⨁_n j=1 E(M_j ) ⊕ ⨁_n j=1 M_j (use the fact that E is isometric). For n ⩾ 1, we define H_{1,n} = H_1 ⊕ ⨁_n j=1 M_j and H_{2,n} = ⨁_∞ j=n+1 Mj . Clearly, H = H1,n ⊕ H2,n and dim H1,n = dim H2,n = ℵ0. Using the

fact that R(V ) ⊥ R(E), we can define the isometry V_n ∈ B(H_{1,n}) as follows

V_n(h_1 ⊕ ĥ_n) = V h_1 ⊕ W^{(n)}ĥ_n, h_1 ∈ H_1, ĥ_n ∈ n⨁ j=1 M_j .

Set E_n = E|_{H2,n} and U_n = U|_{H2,n} . Then E_n is an isometry from H_{2,n} into H_{1,n} and U_n is a unitary operator on H_{2,n}. Since

R(V_n) = R(V ) ⊕ n⨁ j=1 E(M_j ) ⊕ n⨁ j=1 M_j , n ⩾ 1, (5.1)

and R(E_n) = ⨁_∞ j=n+1 E(Mj ), we infer from H1 = R(V ) ⊕ R(E) that R(V_n) ⊕ R(E_n) = R(V ) ⊕ R(E) ⊕ n⨁ j=1 M_j = H_{1,n}, n ⩾ 1.

This means that the operator T_n ∈ B(H) given by T_n = [_{Vn σEn} 0 U_n ] relative to H = H_{1,n} ⊕H_{2,n} is a Brownian unitary of covariance σ. Since H = R(V )⊕R( ⨁_∞ j=1 W_j ), we can define the unitary operator T ∈ B(H) by T = ^V ⊕ ⨁_∞ j=1 W_j .

First, we show that {T_n}^∞_{n=1} converges strongly to T . Fix a vector h ∈ H and decompose it as h = h_{1,n} ⊕ h_{2,n}, where h_{1,n} ∈ H_{1,n} and h_{2,n} ∈ H_{2,n}. Noting that T = ^V_n ⊕ ⨁_∞ j=n+1 Wj , we have ‖T_nh − T h‖ = ‖ ‖Vnh1,n ⊕ σEnh2,n ⊕ Unh2,n − [ V_nh_{1,n} ⊕ (^∞⨁ j=n+1 W_j ) h_{2,n} ]‖ ‖

= ‖ ‖ ‖σEnh2,n + ( U_n − ∞⨁ j=n+1 W_j ) h_{2,n} ‖ ‖ ‖ ⩽ (σ + 2)‖h2,n‖, n ⩾ 1. Since h_{2,n} converges to 0 as n → ∞, this implies that T h = lim_{n→∞} T_nh.

Next, we prove that {T^∗_n }^∞_{n=1} converges strongly to T^∗. Decompose a vector h ∈ H as h = h_1 ⊕ g_n ⊕ h_{2,n}, where h_1 ∈ H_1, g_n ∈ ⨁_n j=1 M_j and h_{2,n} ∈ H_{2,n}.

Then h_{1,n} := h_1 ⊕ g_n ∈ H_{1,n}. Denote by Q_n (resp., P_n) the orthogonal projection of H (resp., H_{1,n}) onto R(V_n) and set Q^⊥_n := I − Q_n. Since V^∗_n = ^V_n^∗P_n and Q_nh = Q_nh_{1,n} = P_nh_{1,n}, we have

V^∗_n h_{1,n} = ^V_n^∗P_nh_{1,n} = ^V_n^∗Q_nh, n ⩾ 1. (5.2)

Noting that T^∗_n =

[_V ∗_{n 0} σE^∗_n U^∗_n ] and T^∗ = ^V_n^∗ ⊕ ⨁_∞ j=n+1 W ∗ j , we get ‖T^∗_n h − T^∗h‖ = ‖ ‖V^∗_n h1,n ⊕ (σE^∗_nh1,n + U^∗_nh2,n) − [ ^V_n^∗Q_nh ⊕ (^∞⨁ j=n+1 W^∗_j ) Q^⊥_n h ]‖ ‖ (5.2) = ‖ ‖σE^∗_nh1,n + U^∗_nh2,n − (^∞⨁ j=n+1 W^∗_j ) Q^⊥_n h ‖ ‖ ⩽ σ‖E^∗_nh_{1,n}‖ + ‖h_{2,n}‖ + ‖Q^⊥_n h‖, n ⩾ 1. (5.3)

Since E_n is an isometry, E_nE^∗_n is the orthogonal projection of H_{1,n} onto R(E_n). Observing that h_{1,n} − h_1 = g_n ⊥ R(E_n), we see that

E_nE^∗_nh_{1,n} = E_nE^∗_nh_1 = R_nh_1, n ⩾ 1,

where R_n is the orthogonal projection of H_1 onto R(E_n). Recalling that R(E_n) = ⨁_∞ j=n+1 E(Mj ), we deduce that {Rn} ∞ n=1 converges strongly to 0. As a consequence, lim_{n→∞} E_nE^∗_nh_{1,n} = 0, which implies that lim_{n→∞} E^∗_nh_{1,n} = 0. Since H_1 = R(V ) ⊕ R(E) and R(Q_n) = R(V_n), we infer from (5.1) that {Q_n}^∞_{n=1} converges strongly to I. Hence, lim_{n→∞} Q^⊥_n h = 0. Knowing that h_{2,n} converges to 0 as n → ∞ and using (5.3), we conclude that {T^∗_n }^∞_{n=1} converges strongly to T^∗.

Thus, we have proved that the sequence {T_n}^∞_{n=1} of Brownian unitaries of covariance σ converges^∗-strongly to the unitary operator T . ♦

References

[1] J. Agler, A disconjugacy theorem for Toeplitz operators, Amer. J. Math. 112 (1990), 1-14. [2] J. Agler, M. Stankus, m-isometric transformations of Hilbert spaces, I, II, III, Integr. Equ.

Oper. Theory 21, 23, 24 (1995, 1995, 1996), 383-429, 1-48, 379-421.

[3] E. Bishop, Spectral theory for operators on a Banach space, Trans. Amer. Math. Soc. 86 (1957), 414-445.

[4] S. Chavan, Z. J. Jabłońki, I. B. Jung, J. Stochel, Taylor spectrum approach to Brownian-type operators with quasinormal entry, Ann. Mat. Pur. Appl. 200 (2021), 881-922.

[5] S. Chavan, Z. J. Jabłońki, I. B. Jung, J. Stochel, Convergence of power sequences of B-operators with applications to stability, Proc. Amer. Math. Soc. 152 (2024), 2035-2050.

[6] J. B. Conway, The Theory of Subnormal Operators, Math. Surveys Monographs, 36, Amer.

Math. Soc. Providence, RI 1991.

[7] J. B. Conway, D. W. Hadwin, Strong limits of normal operators, Glasgow Math. J. 24 (1983), 93-96.

[8] A. Crăciunescu, L. Suciu, Brownian extensions in the context of three-isometries, J. Math.

Anal. Appl. 529 (2024), Paper No. 127591, 19 pp.

[9] T. Eisner, Stability of operators and operator semigroups, Operator Theory: Advances and Applications, 209, Birkhäuser Verlag, Basel, 2010.

[10] Gustafson, Karl E., Rao Duggirala K. M., Numerical range. The field of values of linear operators and matrices, Springer-Verlag, New York, 1997.

[11] D. W. Hadwin, Completely positive maps and approximate equivalence, Indiana Univ. Math.

J. 36 (1987), 211-228.

[12] P. R. Halmos, A Hilbert space problem book, Springer-Verlag, New York Inc. 1982. [13] J. Holbrook, N. Mudalige, R. Pereira, Normal matrix compressions, Oper. Matrices 7 (2013), 849-864.

[14] Z. J. Jabłoński, Complete hyperexpansivity, subnormality and inverted boundedness conditions, Integral Equ. Oper. Theory 44 (2002), 316-336.

[15] Z. J. Jabłoński, J. Stochel, Unbounded 2-hyperexpansive operators, Proc. Edinburgh Math.

Soc. 44 (2001), 613-629.

[16] C. S. Kubrusly, An introduction to models and decompositions in operator theory, Birkhäuser Boston, Inc., Boston, MA, 1997.

[17] G. K. Pedersen, Analysis now, Grad. Texts in Math. 118, Springer-Verlag, New York, 1989. [18] J. Stochel, The Fubini theorem for semispectral integrals and semispectral representations of some families of operators, Univ. Iagel. Acta Math. 26 (1987), 17-27.

[19] L. Suciu, Brownian type extensions for a class of m-isometries, Results Math. 78(2023), Paper No. 144, 29 pp.

[20] W. Szymański, Closedness of compressions of families of Hilbert space operators, Bol. Soc.

Mat. Mexicana 37 (1992), 525-533.

[21] M. Takesaki, Theory of operator algebras. I, Reprint of the first (1979) edition, Encyclopaedia of Mathematical Sciences, 124, Operator Algebras and Non-commutative Geometry, 5. Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 2002.

[22] D. Voiculescu, A non-commutative Weyl-von Neumann theorem, Rev. Roumaine Math. Pures Appl. 21 (1976), 97-113.

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

Email address: Zenon.Jablonski@im.uj.edu.pl

Department of Mathematics, Kyungpook National University, Daegu 702-701, Ko- rea Email address: ibjung@knu.ac.kr

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

Email address: Jan.Stochel@im.uj.edu.pl