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Abstract. In this paper we present how to apply a Berberian’s
technique to asymmetric Putnam-Fuglede theorems. In particular,
we proved that if A,B ∈ B(H) belong to the union of classes of
∗-paranormal operators, p-hyponormal operators, dominant opera-
tors and operators of class Y and AX = XB∗ for some X ∈ B(H),
then A∗X = XB.

Moreover, we gave a new counterexample for an asymmetric
Putnam-Fuglede theorem for paranormal operators.

1. Introduction

The familiar Putnam-Fuglede’s theorem asserts that if A ∈ B(H) and
B ∈ B(H) are normal operators and AX = XB for some X ∈ B(H),
then A∗X = XB∗ (see [22]). A simple example with A = B = X being
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a unilateral shift shows that this implication cannot be extended to
the class of subnormal operators. Thus, let us overwrite the Putnam-
Fuglede’s theorem in an asymmetric form:

Theorem 1 (Putnam-Fuglede’s theorem). Let A,B ∈ B(H) be normal
and AX = XB∗ for some X ∈ B(H), then A∗X = XB.

Many authors extended this theorem for several classes consisting
subnormal operators.
At the beginning, Stampfli and Wadhwa proved that the asymmetric

Putnam-Fuglede’s theorem holds for dominant and normal operators,
i.e. they assumed that A is dominant and B is normal (see [17]). Later
they extend the result to dominant and hyponormal operators (see
[18]).
Independently, Futura in [8] shows that the asymmetric Putnam-

Fuglede’s theorem holds for both subnormal operators, i.e. he assumed
that A and B are subnormal. The analogy theorem for unbounded
operators was proved by Stochel (see [19]).
Next, a three important papers made a further extensions. Namely,

Gupta in [12] shows the asymmetric Putnam-Fuglede’s theorem for
both k-quasihyponormal injections. Moore, Rogers and Trent in [15]
shows the theorem for both M-hyponormal operators. Yoshino in [32]
(and Duggal in [5]) proved it when A is M-hyponormal and B is dom-
inant operator.
A few years later, Uchiyama and Takanashi in [28] proved the asym-

metric Putnam-Fuglede’s theorem in three cases: when A is p-hyponormal
or log-hyponormal, B is dominant, when bothA andB are p-hyponormals,
and when both A and B are log-hyponormals.
Recently many authors (f. e. see [11, 14, 25, 26, 29]) try to ex-

tend the Putnam-Fuglede theorem for superclasses of normal operators.
Other direction of developing the Putnam-Fuglede theorem, started by
Berberian([3]), is to put an additional assumption onto interwinding
operator f.e. to assume that X belongs to the Hilbert-Schmidt class,
i.e. X∗X has a finite trace (f.e. see [9, 16]).
The organization of the paper is as follows, in Section 2, we give

all necessary definitions and we illustrate the relations between the
main superclasses of normal operators. Moreover, we briefly recall
Berberian’s construction.
In Section 3, we highlight the operators for which the only invariant

subspace which restrict the operator to a normal one is reducing (♠).
We prove that if Berberian’s extensions of A and B satisfy this property
then A and B satisfy the asymmetric Putnam-Fuglede theorem. This
theorem can be easily used for some superclasses of normal operators.
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In Section 4, we use our tool theorem to show the asymmetric Putnam-
Fuglede’s theorem for some certain superclasses of normal operators.
This extends the recent results form [6], [11] and [20].
Since all powers of hyponormal operator are paranormal (see [7]),

but not necessary hyponormal (see [13, 25]), many authors gave their
attention to paranormal operators. Moreover, most of operators con-
sidered in this article are paranormal we also bring our attention in
Section 5 to paranormal operators. In [25] Radjabalipour showed that
for each A and B such that A,B are the same powers of some hyponor-
mal operators the asymmetric Putnam-Fuglede’s theorem holds true.
The same is not true for paranormal operators (see [20, 30]).
In [30] Uchiyama showed an example of paranormal operator with

non-reducing eigenspace. In Section 5 we gave a simpler example which
shows that an asymmetric Putnam-Fuglede’s theorem for paranormal
and unitary operator does not hold, even if one assume that the inter-
winding operator X belongs to Hilbert-Schmidt class. This may sur-
prise, since Mecheri and Uchiyama in [16] showed that if A is a class A
operator, B is an injective class A operator and X is a Hilbert-Schmidt
operator then the Putnam-Fuglede’s theorem holds true.

2. Preliminaries

Throughout this paper, H denotes an infinite dimensional complex
Hilbert space with inner product 〈·,−〉 and B(H) denotes the algebra of
all bounded linear operators acting on H. Spectrum, point spectrum,
residual spectrum, continuous spectrum and approximate spectrum of
an operator T will be denote by σ(T ), σp(T ), σr(T ), σc(T ), σap(T ),
respectively. The kernel and the range of an operator T will be denote
by ker T and R(T ). The subspace K ⊂ H is invariant for T ∈ B(H) if
T (K) ⊂ K and reducing for T if T (K) ⊂ K and T ∗(K) ⊂ K.
For any operator T ∈ B(H), set, as usual |T | = (T ∗T )1/2 and

[T ∗, T ] = T ∗T − TT ∗ (the self-commutator of T ), and consider the
following standard definitions:

• T is normal if T ∗T = TT ∗,
• T is hyponormal if |T ∗|2 ≤ |T |2 (i.e. if [T ∗, T ] is nonnegative or
equivalently, if ‖T ∗h‖ ≤ ‖Th‖ for every h ∈ H),

• T is M-hyponormal if there exists M > 0 such that ‖(T ∗ −
λ)h‖ ≤ M‖(T − λ)h‖, for any h ∈ H and λ ∈ C, see [31],

• T is dominant if for any λ ∈ C there exists Mλ > 0 such that
‖(T ∗ − λ)h‖ ≤ Mλ‖(T − λ)h‖, for any h ∈ H, see [17],

• T is p-hyponormal if (T ∗T )p ≥ (TT ∗)p, see [1],



4

• T is log-hyponormal if T is invertible and log(T ∗T ) ≥ log(TT ∗),
see [27],

• T is a class A operator if |T 2| ≥ |T |2, see [10],
• T is of class Y if for any α ≥ 0 there exists kα such that |T ∗T −
TT ∗|α ≤ k2

α(T − λ)∗(T − λ) for all λ ∈ C, see [29],
• T is paranormal if T ∗2T 2 − 2λT ∗T + λ2 ≥ 0, for all λ > 0 (or
equivalently, if ‖Th‖2 ≤ ‖T 2h‖ for all h ∈ H), see [7],

• T is ∗-paranormal if T ∗2T 2 − 2λTT ∗ + λ2 ≥ 0, for all λ > 0 (or
equivalently, if ‖T ∗h‖2 ≤ ‖T 2h‖ for every h ∈ H), see [21].

The inclusion relations between the above-mentioned operators classes
are shown below.

hyponormal ⊂ M − hyponormal ⊂ dominant

hyponormal ⊂ p− hyponormal ⊂ A class ⊂ paranormal

invertible p− hyponormal ⊂ log−hyponormal ⊂ A class

Finally, let us remain the Berberian’s technique.
Let l∞(H) denote the space of all bounded sequences of elements of

H. Let us fix φ a Banach limit. Let c0(H) denote the space of all null
sequences of H, i.e. c0(H) := {{xn}n ⊂ H : φ({‖xn‖2}n) = 0}. En-
dowed with the canonical norm, the quotient space K = l∞(H)/c0(H)
can be made into a Hilbert space (see [2]). The transform H ∋ x 7→
{x}n∈N + c0(H) ∈ K is a natural isometric embedding. By [2] there
exists an isometric ∗-isomorphism B(H) ∋ T → T ◦ ∈ B(K) preserving
order such that σ(T ) = σ(T ◦) and σap(T ) = σap(T

◦) = σp(T
◦).

Moreover, by the uniqueness of the square root of a positive operator,
one can deduce that (A

1

2 )◦ = (A◦)
1

2 for any positive A ∈ B(H). Thus
it is clear that |T ◦| = |T |◦ for any T ∈ B(H).

3. Main Theorem

Let T ∈ B(H) be an operator which satisfies the Putnam-Fuglede
theorem i.e. for all operators X,N ∈ B(H) such that N is normal and
TX = XN , it holds that T ∗X = XN∗. Then T shares the following
property

(♠) any invariant subspace M ⊂ H of T such that T |M is normal,

is reducing for T.

Indeed, if a subspace M ⊂ H is invariant for T and T |M is normal, then
TX = XN , where X = PM and N = T |M⊕IdM⊥ . Thus T ∗X = XN∗.
Hence (T |M)∗ = T ∗|M and so M is reducing for T .
On the other hand, not all operators which share the property (♠)

satisfy Putnam-Fuglede theorem.
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Example 2. Let consider a Hilbert space l2(Z) with a canonical basis
{en}n∈Z. Let S,N be bounded operators define on the basis as follows

Sen =

{
en+1, if n 6= −1

2e0, if n = −1
; Nen = en+1 for all n ∈ Z. The operator N

is normal. Moreover, let take X = 1
2
Idl2(Z−) ⊕ Idl2(Z+), where Z+ :=

{0, 1, 2, . . .}, Z+ := {−1,−2,−3, . . . }.

We have SXen = XNen =

{
1
2
en, if n < −1

en, if n ≥ −1.
, thus SX = XN But

S∗Xe0 = 2e−1 6= 1
2
e−1 = XN∗e0, hence S∗X 6= XN∗.

Thus S does not satisfy Putnam-Fuglede theorem and S satisfy (♠),
since it cannot be restricted to a normal operator.

Let us remark a simple fact about property (♠).

Remark 3. Let T ∈ B(H).

• If T is normal, then it satisfies (♠).
• If T satisfies (♠), then for any unitary operator U ∈ B(H) the
operator UTU∗ satisfies (♠).

• If T satisfies (♠), then for any invariant subspace M ⊂ H the
operator T |M satisfies (♠).

• If T ◦ satisfies (♠), then T satisfies (♠).

Before we prove our main theorem let us observe how the property
(♠) impact the spectrum of the adjoint.

Lemma 4. Let T ∈ B(H) be an operator which satisfy (♠), then the
residual spectrum of T ∗ is empty. In particular, the spectrum of T ∗ is
equal to approximate spectrum of T ∗.

Proof. The spaceH is a direct sum of the space spanned by eigenvectors
of T and its complement. Thus by (♠) T is a direct sum of scalar
operators and an operator T ′ with empty point spectrum. Then since

ker(λ − T ′) = {0}, we have R(λ− T ′∗) = H for all λ ∈ C. Hence
σr(T

′∗) = ∅ and σr(T
∗) = ∅. Moreover, σ(T ∗) = σp(T

∗) ∪ σc(T
∗) ⊂

σap(T
∗). �

Our main theorem shows the importance of property (♠).

Theorem 5. Let A,B ∈ B(H) be such that A◦, B◦ satisfy (♠). If
AX = XB∗, for some X ∈ B(H), then A∗X = XB.

Proof. Let us fixed X ∈ B(H) and consider its polar decomposition

X = U |X|, with a unitary operator U : R(|X|) → R(X). Then the

equation AX = XB∗ is equivalent to Ã|X| = |X|B∗, where Ã :=
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U−1AU ⊕ 0ker|X|. Thus by Remark 3 it is enough to prove the implica-
tion for a positive operator X .
Thus let operatorsA◦, B◦ satisfy (♠) and positive operatorX be such

that AX = XB∗. Hence the subspace R(X) is invariant for A. Since

the subspace kerX is invariant for B∗, then R(X) is also invariant for
B. As a consequence we have the following matrices representations
with respect to the decomposition H = R(X)⊕ kerX .

X =

[
K 0
0 0

]
, A =

[
A11 A12

0 A22

]
, B =

[
B11 B12

0 B22

]
.

The equation AX = XB∗ implies A11K = KB∗
11. By Lemma 4 we

have σ(B∗
11) = σap(B

∗
11).

The Berberian’s extensions A◦
11, B

◦
11, K

◦ of the operators A11, B11, K
satisfy the equation

(1) A◦
11K

◦ = K◦(B∗
11)

◦

and σ((B∗
11)

◦) = σ(B∗
11) = σap(B

∗
11) = σp((B

∗
11)

◦). The equation (1) is
equivalent to

(λ−A◦
11)K

◦ = K◦(λ− (B∗
11)

◦),

for λ ∈ C. Thus if λ ∈ σr(A
◦
11), then λ ∈ σr((B

∗
11)

◦). But by Lemma
4 we get σr((B

∗
11)

◦) = ∅. As a consequence σr(A
◦
11) = ∅. So σ(A◦

11) =
σap(A

◦
11) = σp(A

◦
11). Moreover, the operator A◦

11 satisfies (♠) thus it is
a direct sum of scalar operators. Normality of A◦

11 shows that A11 is
normal. Hence by (♠) for A (see Remark 3) we get A12 = 0.
The equation (1) is equivalent to K◦(A∗

11)
◦ = B◦

11K
◦. Thus we can

repeat the above argument and show that the operator B11 is normal
and B12 = 0.
Finally, to show that A∗X = XB it is enough to show that A∗

11K =
KB11, but it is a consequence of the classical Putnam-Fuglede theorem.

�

We can resume this section in the following

Corollary 6. Let T ∈ B(H). Then

• T ◦ satisfies (♠), if T is normal,
• T satisfies Putnam-Fuglede, if T ◦ satisfies (♠),
• T satisfies (♠), if T satisfies Putnam-Fuglede.

4. Putnam-Fuglede theorem for some classes of

operators

In the section we will show the property (♠) for some classes of
operators. Thus by Theorem 5 we prove a Putnam-Fuglede asymmetric
theorem.
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Lemma 7. Any ∗-paranormal operator satisfies (♠).

Proof. Let T ∈ B(H) be a ∗-paranormal operator andM be a subspace

invariant for T such that T |M is normal. In other words, T =

(
N A
0 B

)

on H = M⊕M⊥, where N := T |M is a normal operator on M.
The ∗-paranormality of T implies that

T 2∗T 2 − 2kTT ∗ + k2I ≥ 0, for all k > 0.

Hence

|N |4 − 2k(|N |2 + AA∗) + k2IM ≥ 0, for all k > 0.

Thus
2kAA∗ ≤ (|N |2 − kIM)2, for all k > 0,

and by Douglas’s theorem

R(A) ⊂ R(|N |2 − kIM), for all k > 0.

Since |N |2 − λIM is invertible for all λ ∈ C \ [0,∞), we have

R(A) ⊂
⋂

λ6=0

R(|N |2 − λIM).

Furthermore, by Theorem 1 in [23] one can get
⋂

λ6=0

R(|N |2 − λIM) = R(E({0})) = ker |N |2 = kerN,

where E is a spectral measure of the operator |N |2.
On the other hand,

‖A∗x‖2 = ‖N∗x‖2 + ‖A∗x‖2 = ‖T ∗x‖2 ≤ ‖T 2x‖‖x‖ = ‖N2x‖‖x‖ = 0,

for any x ∈ kerN ⊂ M. Hence kerN∗ = kerN ⊂ kerA∗. Thus
R(A) ⊂ R(N) and R(A) ⊂ kerN . So A = 0. Therefore, M is a
subspace reducing for T . �

The analogy statement to Lemma 7 is true for other superclasses of
normal operators (see [24],[28],[29]).

Lemma 8. The property (♠) is satisfied for

• p-hyponormal operators,
• dominant operators,
• operators of class Y.

By the above lemmas Theorem 5 can be apply for several classes of
operators.

Theorem 9. Let A,B ∈ B(H). Let A as well as B be
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• ∗-paranormal operator or
• p-hyponormal operator, where 1 > p > 0, or
• dominant operator or
• operator of class Y.

If AX = XB∗, for some X ∈ B(H), then A∗X = XB.

Proof. Let us recall that (C◦)
1

2 = (C
1

2 )◦, for any positive operator
C ∈ B(H). As a consequence (C◦)p = (Cp)◦, for any 1 > p > 0 with
finite binary representation. But, since the function p 7→ 〈Apx, x〉 is
convex, the above equality holds for any 1 > p > 0. Thus, by Definition
2 and properties of the Berberian’s extension, operators A◦, B◦ also
belong to the one of the above-mentioned classes. As a consequence of
lemmas 7,8, the assumptions of Theorem 5 are satisfy. �

Remark 10. One can find the above theorem for *-paranormal oper-
ators in [26] (Section 5). But unfortunately that part of [26] followed
the unpublished, incorrect version of a recent article ([4]).

5. Putnam-Fuglede theorem for paranormal operators

modulo Hilbert-Schmidt operators

In [20] we presented an example of paranormal operator S, a uni-
tary operator U and orthogonal projection P such that SP = PU ,
but S∗P 6= PU∗. Thus we show that an asymmetric Putnam-Fuglede
theorem for paranormal operators does not hold. But ealier, Uchiyama
and Tahanashi in [28] gave an example of a Hilbert space with the basis
{en}∞n=−∞ ∪ {f} and A class operator T such that ker T = C(f − e−1)
and T ∗(f − e−1) = −e−2. This shows that for P = P |kerT and
N = PCe−17

we have TP = 0 = PN , but T ∗P 6= 0 = PN∗. Later
in [16] Uchiyama and Mecheri showed that N cannot be taken as an
injective operator. In fact, they proved that an asymmetric Putnam-
Fuglede theorem holds modulo Hilbert-Schmidt operators for A class
operators, if we assume that one of them is injective.
Here we improve the example from [20] to the case where P is one-

dimension projection (a Hilbert-Schmidt operator). Therefore, the re-
sult from [28] for A class operators cannot be extend to paranormal
operators.

Example 11. Let

T : l2 ∋ (x0, x1, x2, . . . ) 7→ (x0 + x1, x1, x1,
√
8x2,

√
8x3, . . . ) ∈ l2.
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This operator can be express as follows

T =




1 1 0 0 0 . . .
0 1 0 0 0 . . .
0 1 0 0 0 . . .

0 0
√
8 0 0 . . .

0 0 0
√
8 0 . . .

...
...

...
...

...
. . .




∈ B(l2).

The operator T is paranormal.

Let h ∈ l2, then h = αe0 + βe1 +
∞∑
n=2

γnen, where {en}n∈N is an or-

thogonal basis of l2. Since three sets {αe0 + βe1, e2, e3, . . . }, {T (αe0 +
βe1), T e2, T e3, . . . } and {T 2(αe0 + βe1), T

2e2, T
2e3, . . . } consist of or-

thogonal vectors, we have

‖T 2h‖2−2λ‖Th‖2+λ2‖h‖2 = ‖T 2(αe0+βe1)‖2−2λ‖T (αe0+βe1)‖2+λ2‖αe0+βe1‖2+

+
∞∑

n=2

‖T 2γnen‖2 − 2λ‖Tγnen‖2 + λ2‖γnen‖2.

Now let us observe that

‖T 2γnen‖2 − 2λ‖Tγnen‖2 + λ2‖γnen‖2 = ‖γnen‖2(λ− 8)2 ≥ 0.

Moreover,

‖T 2(αe0 + βe1)‖2 − 2λ‖T (αe0 + βe1)‖2 + λ2‖αe0 + βe1‖2 =
= |αe0+β+β|2+ |β|2+8|β|2−2λ(|αe0+β|2+2|β|2)+λ(|α|2+ |β|2) =

= |(1− λ)α + 2β|2 + (3− t)2|β|2 ≥ 0.

Thus for every positive number λ and h ∈ H we get ‖T 2h‖2−2λ‖Th‖2+
λ2‖h‖2 ≥ 0. Hence T is paranormal. If we take P an projection onto
one-dimension space Ce0 and U = Id, then we get TP = PU , but
T ∗Pe0 = e0 + e1 6= e0 = PU∗e0.
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