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Abstract

We consider the question of, given operators �, / and a sequence of invertible op-
erators *= → /, whether the sequence *=�*

−1
= is bounded in norm, as well as gener-

alizations of this where *=�*
−1
= is modified by some bounded linear map on bounded

linear operators. In the setting of Hilbert spaces, we provide a complete classification in
terms of algebraic criteria of those � for which such a sequence exists, as long as / is of
generalized index zero, which always holds in finite-dimensional contexts. In the process,
we prove that particular coefficients arising in inverses of certain good paths going to /
can also be classified in terms of an entirely algebraic criterion.
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1 Introduction

1.1 The Problem & the Approach

This document deals with trying to answer the following basic question, which comes up
naturally in the context of jointly diagonalizing matrices (see e.g. [Tro+24]):

Question 1.1. Let *: → / be a sequence of invertible matrices converging to a singular
matrix /, and let � be a square matrix. Does the sequence

‖*:�*
−1
: ‖

diverge to infinity? What if one modifies the sequence by, for example, deleting the diagonal
of*:�*

−1
:

?

This question is in general hard to answer, as the behaviour of a given “path”*: → /may
be highly particular to the specific path itself. Therefore, as a simplifying approximation, we
may wish to instead ask about all approach paths at once. Doing this naturally introduces
two extremes: first, asking for which pairs (�, /) it holds that for every sequence *: → /,
the sequence as in Question 1.1 does not diverge to infinity, which can be rephrased as

Question 1.2. Let+ = ℂ= . Determine for which / ∈ End(+) and � ∈ End(+) it holds that

lim sup
A→0

sup
*∈Aut(+)
‖*−/‖<'

‖*�*−1‖ = lim sup
A→0

sup
*∈Aut(+)
‖*−/‖<A

sup
F≠0

‖*�F‖
‖*F‖ < ∞.

Secondly, asking for which pairs (�, /) there exists some sequence*: → / such that the
sequence in Question 1.1 does not diverge to infinity, which may be rephrased as

Question 1.3. Let / be singular, and let � be arbitrary. Determine when

lim sup
A→0

inf
*∈Aut(ℂ=)
‖*−/‖<A

‖*�*−1‖ < ∞.

Taking into account that we may also wish to “modify”*:�*
−1
:

by some operation, such
as deleting the diagonal as suggested in Question 1.1, there is a modification one can make
to the above questions to facilitate that. In particular,

Question 1.4. Let ! : End(ℂ=) → End(ℂ=) be a bounded linear map. Determine for which
�, / ∈ End(ℂ=) we have

lim sup
A→0

sup
*∈Aut(ℂ=),
‖*−/‖<A

‖!(*�*−1)‖ < ∞.

Question 1.5. Let ! : End(ℂ=) → End(ℂ=) be a bounded linear map. Determine for which
�, / ∈ End(ℂ=) we have

lim sup
A→0

inf
*∈Aut(ℂ=)
‖*−/‖<A

‖!(*�*−1)‖ < ∞.

That the above questions do indeed make sense given the situation is justified in Propo-
sition 1.18. We would like to highlight that the primary case of interest is the one for which
the map ! is given by a Hadamard product, and in particular the Hadamard product with a
matrix � whose entries are all one aside from the diagonal, where it is zero. In other words,
while we state the question in this generality, the intended application is to the concrete
situation where one deletes the diagonal as mentioned in Question 1.1.
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Now, the above questions are still fairly tricky to answer at first glance—indeed, naively
it is a priori very hard to check how a pair (�, /) fares in any of them—so the strategy we take
throughout this paper will be to study the pairs (�, /) in families as opposed to individually,
and in particular, we will parametrize these families by the /’s. In an effort for maximum
generality, we will now state some definitions which will help us organize the above in far
more flexible circumstances than we are actually concretely interested in.

Definition 1.6. Let + be a Banach algebra, let - be a Banach space, and let ! : + → - be a
bounded linear map. Define the functions

N
!
∩ : End(+) × End(+) → ℝ ∪ {∞} and N

!
∪ : End(+) × End(+) → ℝ ∪ {∞}

by

N
!
∩(0, I) := lim sup

A→0

sup
D∈+× ,

‖D−I‖<A

‖!(D0D−1)‖

N
!
∪(0, I) := lim sup

A→0

inf
D∈+× ,

‖D−I‖<A

‖!(D0D−1)‖.

When - = + and ! = id+ , we write N∩ := N
id+
∩ and N∪ := N

id+
∪ .

So, choosing + = End(ℂ=), Question 1.2 asks for which � and / we have N∩(�, /) < ∞,
and similarly Question 1.3 asks for which � and / we have N∪(�, /) < ∞. More generally,
the finiteness of the functions N

!
∩ and N

!
∪ allow us to express Questions 1.4 and 1.5.

Definition 1.7. Let + be a Banach algebra, let - be a Banach space, and let ! : + → - be a
bounded linear map. For each I ∈ + , define the sets

S
!
∩(I) = {0 ∈ + | N!

∩(0, I) < ∞} and S
!
∪(I) = {0 ∈ + | N!

∪(0, I) < ∞}.

As before, we write S∩(−) := Sid+ (−) and S∪(−) := S
id+
∪ (−).

Terminology 1.8. Elements of S∩(I) and S∪(I) are said to be sup-/inf-bounded at I, respec-
tively (or just bounded at I if context makes it clear which one is meant). Convsersely, elements
in the complement are said to be sup-/inf-unbounded at I (or just unbounded at I, subject to
contextual clues).

Choosing + = End(ℂ=), we note that by introducing these sets, one “reduces” finding
pairs (�, /) such that e.g. N∪(�, /) < ∞ to computing the family S∪(/). In this way, we can
“remove” an entire dependency on � by blurring our eyes until they become simply the set
S∪(/), which can be a useful tool for finding exploitable structure. In essence, one hopes
to turn answering the questions provided earlier into determining the “algebra/calculus” of
the families S∪(−).

Before getting into the weeds, there are some small comments to make.

★ While we made a choice to work over ℂ, everything in this paper works without
alteration over ℝ as well.

★ A proof and result very similar to Lemma 2.69 appears in [Tro+24], though they were
both developed independently based on the proof in Appendix A.

1.2 Structure of the Paper & Main Results

We will begin with an outline of the overall structure of this paper before we disclose the
main results. Because Question 1.2 and Question 1.3 require very different approaches, we
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divide this paper up into sections to reflect this fact. However, before any of that, we give
some preliminary notions in Section 1.3 (most importantly the “kernel criterion”).

In Section 2, we address Question 1.3 and its generalization Question 1.5. In particular,
the former is handled very elegantly in Section 2.1, where we give conditions under which
the question can be answered essentially completely, though we defer actually verifying the
conditions until Section 2.3. Inbetween these two, we have Section 2.2, discussing a duality
phenomenon which arises from the difference between ‖*�*−1‖ and ‖*−1�* ‖, which also
provides us with a crucial tool in understanding the structure of good paths, which are the
main devices we used to solve Question 1.3 in Section 2.1.

In Section 2.4, we take a detour to talk about questions of boundedness along particular
specified paths. When the path is given by some analytic function, one can produce a
refinement of the kernel criterion, which ends up giving some further rigidity to good paths
(see Corollary 2.54). Having done that, we proceed to discussing Question 1.5, giving two
different kinds of approaches: in Section 2.5, we detail a relation between modifiers ! � #

which descends to give comparisons like S
#
∪(−) ⊆ S

!
∪(−), and this allows us, in favourable

circumstances, to reduce computing the more complex S
!
∪(−) to the ordinary S∪(−); in

Section 2.6, besides applying the aforementioned relation, we develop an alternate but also
complete description of S

!
∪(−) inspired by the results of Sections 2.1 & 2.3.

We end Section 2 with Section 2.7, giving a curious but suggestive consequence of the
description in Section 2.6 that allows us to completely characterize those ! for which S

!
∪(−)

and S∪(−) agree.
Section 3 is dedicated to addressing Question 1.2 and Question 1.4. The central observa-

tion for our approach to these is given in Section 3.1: that any element of S
!
∩(/) must also be

in S
!
∩(/′) for all sufficiently nearby /′. With some trickery, this allows one to deduce that,

at least in finite-dimensions, S
!
∩(/) can take only one of two forms, which we do in Section

3.2. In order to distinguish exactly what happens in our primary cases of interest, we use the
same tools developed in Section 2.5.

Finally, we have two appendices: Appendix A, giving an alternative (and more elemen-
tary) perspective on the results of Section 2.5, and Appendix B, where we provide some of
the notation used throughout the paper.

While some of the main results have already been alluded to above, we now present them
in a bit more detail. In Section 2.3, we define what it means for a bounded linear operator
/ on a Banach space to be of generalized index zero. These are operators / which have closed
image and for which there is some invertible operator * such that */ is self-adjoint (see
Corollary 2.41). This turns out to be a very important notion, and as suggested by the
name, is a generalization of the condition of being index zero. In particular, any index zero
operator is also generalized index zero, and hence any linear map ℂ= → ℂ= automatically
satisfies this condition. Operators with this property turn out to exhibit good behaviours.
For example, an arbitrary operator need not be the limit of a sequence of invertible operators,
but any generalized index zero operator is, and we give a construction for this. The below is
a combination of Theorem 2.7, Corollary 2.14, and Theorem 2.43.

Theorem 1.9. Let - be a Hilbert space, and let / ∈ B(-) be an operator of generalized index zero.
Then there is a sequence of invertible operators converging to /, and

S∪(/) = {� ∈ B(-) | � ker/ ⊆ ker/}.

In particular, if - is finite-dimensional and / is singular and non-zero, then for any sequence of
invertibles *= → / and almost all �, we will have

‖*=�*
−1
= ‖ → ∞.

The proof of the above result leverages the existence of good paths / + C�(C). These are
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paths which are invertible near zero and of the form

/ + C�(C) = / +
∞∑
:=1

C:�: where (/ + C�(C))−1 = �−1C
−1 +

∞∑
:=0

C:�: .

In other words, they are invertible paths to / with a prescribed form for their inverse. It is
an independently interesting question to study the structure such objects. The below is a
rephrasing of Theorem 2.43 and Corollary 2.54, which also expands upon a statement in the
last result.

Theorem 1.10. Let - be a Hilbert space, / ∈ B(-) of generalized index zero. Then there exists a
good path converging to /. Furthermore, an operator � ∈ B(-) arises as the (−1)th coefficient in the
inverse of a good path converging to / if and only if

ker(�) = im(/), and im(�) = ker(/).

Moreover, if we have a good path / + C�(C) as above, then there exists some = > 0 such that

∀< < =, ker/ ⊆ ker�< , and ker/ ∩ ker�= = 0.

The above two results came out of our investigation of the ordinary, unmodified Question
1.3. For the more complex Question 1.5, we have the following result, which is a rephrasing
of Theorem 2.78.

Theorem 1.11. Let - be a Hilbert space, / ∈ B(-) of generalized index zero, and let ! : B(-) → .
be a bounded linear map with codomain a Banach space .. Then � ∈ S

!
∪(/) if and only if there is

some � ∈ B(-) such that im(�) = ker(/), ker(�) = im(/), and !(/��) = 0.

This theorem suggests that it would be nice if one were able to simplify the collection
of �’s one has to consider nicely (so that one could realistically compute S

!
∪(/)), but to the

authors’ knowledge there is no good way to do this. On the other hand, since the ordinary
S∪(/) is much more computable, one may wonder under what conditions S

!
∪(/) = S∪(/)

for all / of generalized index zero. While Section 2.5 gives one approach to this kind of
question, the theorem above actually yields a property completely characterizing these !’s.
The below is a combination of Theorem 2.89 and Corollary 2.90.

Theorem 1.12. Let - be a Hilbert space, . a Banach space, and let ! : B(-) → . be a bounded
linear map. Then S

!
∪(/) = S!(/) for all / ∈ B(-) of generalized index zero if and only if for all

non-zero ) ∈ B(-) such that )2 = 0, we have !()) ≠ 0.
In particular, if - is finite-dimensional and ! is given by taking the Hadamard product � ↦→ � ∗�

with some matrix �, then S
!
∪(/) = S∪(/) for all / if and only if all non-diagonal entries in � are

non-zero.

Here, we will interject and mention one of the ingredients in proving the results about
S∪(−): a slightly sharpened polar decomposition for operators of generalized index zero.
In general, polar decomposition provides for you a decomposition of an operator into a
partial isometry and a self-adjoint operator. However, when the operator is assumed to be
of generalized index zero, this can be strengthened to where the partial isometry is actually
invertible. Below is a slight paraphrasing of Theorem 2.40.

Theorem 1.13: Sharpened polar decomposition. Let - be a Hilbert space, and let / ∈ B(-) be
of generalized index zero. Then there is some * ∈ B(-)×, which is also a partial isometry, such that

/ = *
√
/∗/. Furthermore, under some conditions, * is unitary.

For the purposes of Section 3, we remark that Proposition 1.19 below implies that we
may always restrict our attention solely to singular operators. With this, we come to the of
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the main theorems of Section 3, one of which unfortunately only works in finite-dimensions.
The statement below is a combination of Theorem 3.7 and Theorem 3.9.

Theorem 1.14. Let- be a Hilbert space, and let / ∈ B(-) be singular. ThenS∩(/) = {�� | � ∈ ℂ}.
If - � ℂ= is finite-dimensional and ! : End(ℂ=) → End(ℂ=) is some bounded linear map, then

either S
!
∩(/) = {�� | � ∈ ℂ} or S

!
∩(/) = End(ℂ=).

The theorem provides us with two possibilities for S!(/), but we have no immediate
way to tell which one will hold. However, we would still like to know what S!(/) looks like
for at least some more interesting choices of /, for which we have the following, which is a
paraphrasing of Theorem 3.10.

Theorem 1.15. Let ! : End(ℂ=) → End(ℂ=) be given by � ↦→ � ∗ �, where all non-diagonal
elements of � are non-zero, and let / ∈ End(ℂ=). Then S

!
∩(/) = S∩(/). In particular, suppose / is

and singular. Then S
!
∩(/) = {�� | � ∈ ℂ}.

1.3 Some Basic Preliminaries

We collect some miscellaneous preliminary notions which will be useful throughout the
paper. To start, we want to justify that the constructions S

!
∩(−) and S

!
∪(−) really do what

we claim. To this end, we introduce a much more fine-grained set specifically containing
information about a particular path.

Definition 1.16. Let+ be a Banach algebra, - a Banach space, ! : + → - a bounded linear
map, let I ∈ + , and consider a sequence D: → I, with D: ∈ +× for all :. Define the vector
space

S
!
pw(I; D:) :=

{
0 ∈ +

���� lim
:→∞

‖!(D:0D−1
: )‖ < ∞

}
.

If the path D: → I is determined by some function I + 4(C) where 4(C) → 0 as C → 0, we will
alternatively write S

!
pw(I; I + 4(C)) or S

!
pw(I; 4(C)). If - = + and ! = id, we write Spw(−)

instead of Sid
pw(−).

Remark 1.17. The setS
!
pw(I; D:) of Definition 1.16 captures boundedness along the given path

D: → I, and we have

S
!
∩(I) ⊆

⋂
D:→I

S
!
pw(I; D:) =

⋂
I+4(C)

S
!
pw(I; 4(C)).

Proposition 1.18. Let + be a Banach algebra, - a Banach space, ! : + → - and let I ∈ + . Then

S
!
∩(I) =

⋂
D:→I

S
!
pw(I; D:) and S

!
∪(I) =

⋃
D:→I

S
!
pw(I; D:).

Proof. For the left assertion, one inclusion is clear, as remarked above. For the other inclusion,
we proceed by proving the contrapositive: suppose N

!
∩(0, I) = ∞. Then we know that

∀A > 0, sup
‖D−I‖<A
D∈+×

‖!(D0D−1)‖ = ∞.

In particular, we may define a sequence of invertibles D: → I by choosing D: ∈ +× such that
‖D: − I‖ < 1/: and ‖D:0D−1

:
‖ > :. Then, by construction

lim
:→∞

‖D:0D−1
: ‖ = ∞

6



so that 0 ∉ S
!
pw(I; D:).

To prove the right assertion, note that one easily sees that⋃
D:→I

S
!
pw(I; D:) ⊆ S

!
∪(I).

For the other inclusion, let � ∈ S
!
∪(I), and let � = N

!
∪(0, I) < ∞. This tells us, in particular,

that
∀A > 0, inf

‖D−I‖<A
D∈+×

‖D0D−1‖ ≤ �,

so we may pick D: ∈ +× such that ‖D: − I‖ < 1/: and ‖D:0D−1
:
‖ → �, so that 0 ∈ S

!
pw(I; D:).

�

This yields a number of corollaries. An immediate one is that we may restrict our
attention entirely to singular operators, as demonstrated below.

Proposition 1.19. Let + be a Banach algebra. If D ∈ +× is invertible, then

S
!
∩(D) = +.

Proof. If D is invertible and D: → D is a sequence of invertibles, then D−1
:

→ D−1 and for any
0 ∈ + we have

D:0D
−1
: → D0D−1.

In particular,
lim
:→∞

‖D:0D−1
: ‖ = ‖D0D−1‖ < ∞

so by Proposition 1.18 we are done. �

Here is a basic observation about the structure of the family S
!
pw(−), and in particular

Spw(−), which together imply some structure on S
!
∩(−) following from Proposition 1.18.

Theorem 1.20. Let + be a Banach algebra, let I ∈ + , and let D: → I be a sequence of invertibles.

(a) For a Banach space - and bounded linear map ! : + → - , the set S
!
pw(I) forms a vector space

over ℂ.

(b) For a Banach algebra , and continuous algebra map ! : + → , , the vector space S
!
pw(I)

forms an algebra over ℂ.

In particular, S
!
∩(I) is always vector space, and choosing + = , and ! = id, we see that S∩(I) is

an algebra.

Proof. Part (a) follows immediately from the linearity of !, and the subadditivity and homo-
geneity of the norm ‖ · ‖. For part (b), since ! is an algebra map, we have

‖!(D:01D−1
: )‖ = ‖!(D:0D−1

: · D:1D−1
: )‖ ≤ ‖!(D:0D−1

: )‖ · ‖!(D:1D−1
: )‖

from which the result follows.
The final statement follows immediately by applying Proposition 1.18 since the intersec-

tion of vector spaces (resp. algebras) is a vector space (resp. an algebra). �

Another interesting property of the “pathwise spaces” is that one can relate boundedness
along one path to boundedness along another. This fact will implicitly be used in Section 3.
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Theorem 1.21. Let + be a Banach algebra, let ! : + → - be a bounded linear map, let I ∈ + , and
let D: → I be a sequence of invertibles. Then, for all ? ∈ +×, we have

S
!
pw(I?; D:?) = ?−1S

!
∪(I; D:)? and Spw(?I; ?D:) = S(I; D:).

Proof. Simply observe that we may write

lim
:→∞

‖!(D:0D−1
: )‖ = lim

:→∞
‖!

(
(D:?)(?−10?)(D:?)−1

)
‖.

Therefore, 0 ∈ S
!
pw(I; D:) if and only if ?−10? ∈ S

!
pw(I?; D:?), and 1 ∈ S

!
∪(I?; D:?) if and only

if ?1?−1 ∈ S
!
pw(I; D:), so that S

!
pw(I?; D:?) = ?−1S

!
pw(I; D:)?. This proves the first statement.

For the second statement, note that for all G ∈ + , we have

1

‖?‖ · ‖?−1‖ · ‖?G?−1‖ ≤ ‖G‖ ≤ ‖?−1‖ · ‖?‖ · ‖?G?−1‖.

Therefore,

1

‖?‖ · ‖?−1‖ · ‖(?D:)0(?D:)−1‖ ≤ ‖D:0D−1
: ‖ ≤ ‖?−1‖ · ‖?‖ · ‖(?D:)0(?D:)−1‖

which yields the result. �

Corollary 1.22. Let + be a Banach algebra, let ! : + → - be a bounded linear map, and let I ∈ + .
Then, for all ? ∈ +×, we have

S
!
∩(I?) = ?−1S!(I)? and S

!
∪(I?) = ?−1S

!
∪(I)?.

Proof. Observe that there is a bĳection between the sets

{sequences D: → I} and {sequences E: → I?}

given by multiplication on the right by ? or ?−1. In particular, applying Proposition 1.18 and
Theorem 1.21, we have

S!(I?) =
⋂

E:→I?

S
!
pw(I?; E:) =

⋂
D:→I

S
!
pw(I?; D:?)

=
⋂
D:→I

?−1S
!
pw(I; D:)? = ?−1

( ⋂
D:→I

S
!
pw(I; D:)

)
? = ?−1S!(I)?.

The proof for S
!
∪(−) is identical. �

Clearly, if ! is some arbitrary bounded linear map, the problem of computing the families
S

!
∩(−) and S

!
∪(−) is harder than computing S∩(−) and S∪(−), so these are what we begin

with. A starting point is a sufficient condition for being unbounded:

Proposition 1.23. Let - be a Banach space, and let �, / ∈ B(-). If the two equivalent conditions

(i) ker(/) * ker(/�),

(ii) � ker(/) * ker(/),

are satisfied, then N∪(�, /) = N∩(�, /) = ∞. In particular, � ∉ S∪(/) and � ∉ S∩(/).
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Proof. That the two conditions are equivalent is simply the following observation:

ker(/) * ker(/�) ⇐⇒ ∃G ∈ ker(/) s.t. /�G ≠ 0

⇐⇒ ∃G ∈ ker(/) s.t. �G ∉ ker(/)
⇐⇒ �(ker(/)) * ker(/)

Now, suppose we have some G ≠ 0 in - such that /G = 0 but /�G ≠ 0. Then

lim sup
A→0

inf
*∈B(-)× ,
‖*−/‖<A

(
sup
F≠0

‖*�F‖
‖*F‖

)
≥ lim sup

A→0

inf
*∈B(-)× ,
‖*−/‖<A

‖*�G‖
‖*G‖

= lim sup
A→0

inf
*∈B(-)× ,
‖*−/‖<A

‖*�G‖
‖(* − /)G‖

≥ lim sup
A→0

inf
*∈B(-)× ,
‖*−/‖<A

1

A

‖*�G‖
‖G‖ = ∞

where the equality is because*G = *G − 0 = *G − /G, and where we note that ‖*�G‖ 6→ 0
as A → 0 since /�G ≠ 0. We conclude that N∪(�, /) = ∞. Finally, it is clear that by the
definitions of inf and sup that N∪(�, /) ≤ N∩(�, /), so that the latter is also infinite. �

From the above, we introduce the following gadget to allow us to fit the criterion provided
into the general formalism we are working with.

Definition 1.24. Let - be a Banach space. For any / ∈ B(-), define the set

Sker(/) := {� ∈ B(-) | � ker(/) ⊆ ker(/)},

i.e. the set of operators which keep the kernel of / invariant.

Theorem 1.25. Let - be a Banach space, and let / ∈ B(-). Then

(a) Sker(/) forms an algebra, and

(b) we have the inclusions

{�� | � ∈ ℂ} ⊆ S∩(/) ⊆ S∪(/) ⊆ Sker(/).

Proof. (a) Let �, � ∈ Sker(/). Then, clearly,

�� ker(/) ⊆ � ker(/) ⊆ ker(/)

so that �� ∈ Sker(/). Similarly, if �, � ∈ ℂ and G ∈ ker(/), we have /(�� + ��)G =

�/�G + �/�G = 0, so (�� + ��)G ∈ ker(/), and hence �� + �� ∈ Sker(/).
(b) The first inclusion is trivial since �� commutes with everything. That S∩(/) ⊆ S∪(/)

is immediate since N∪(�, /) ≤ N∩(�, /), and that S∪(/) ⊆ Sker(/) is a consequence of
Proposition 1.23. �
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2 Existence of Bounded Paths

The goal of this section is to treat the computation or characterization of S∪(−) and S
!
∪(−) in

as great a generality as we can muster. Since the latter is harder, more finicky, and generally
less elegant, we will start with the former.

2.1 Existence Without a Modifier

Our general approach is to make use of the algebra Sker(/) described in Definition 1.24. In
principle, since Theorem 1.25 tells us that S∪(/) ⊆ Sker(/), we could simply compute e.g.
the dimension of Sker(/) and be done (at least in the finite-dimensional setting). However,
we will instead prove the stronger result that S∪(/) and Sker(/) are equal, in essentially
full generality, and only then compute Sker(/). To do this, we will pass through yet an-
other intermediary. The idea here is as follows: the algebra S∪(/) concerns boundedness
properties of arbitrary paths converging to /; we will consider the more modest setting of
a path converging to / which has a prescribed form for its inverse, allowing us to deduce
boundedness along that particular path very easily.

Terminology 2.1. Let+ be a Banach algebra, and let I ∈ + .

(1) An admissible path to I is a path ℝ>0 → + , invertible near zero, of the form

I + C · 4(C),

where 4(C) is analytic for sufficiently small C, i.e. is of the form

4(C) =
∞∑
:=0

4: C
: .

(2) We say an admissible path I + C4(C) is linear if 4(C) is a constant function.

(3) An admissible path I + C4(C) is good if the inverse is of the form

2−1C
−1 + 2(C)

where 2(C) is analytic.

Notation 2.2. If �(C) is some analytic function, we will write �: for the :th coefficient in the
series expansion of �(C).

Of course, one can write down any definition one wants, and it could all be for nothing
if the set of things satisfying the definition is empty. However, we defer the issue of good
paths for Section 2.3, focusing instead on how they ought to be used. We make a definition,
the succeeding Proposition 2.5 being the motivation:

Definition 2.3. Let+ be a Banach algebra, let I ∈ + , and let 2 ∈ + be such that I2 = 2I = 0.
Define the algebra

S2(I) := {0 ∈ + | I02 = 0}.

Lemma 2.4. Let - be a Banach space, and let /, � ∈ B(-) be such that /� = �/ = 0. Then

Sker(/) ⊆ S�(/).

Proof. Saying that /� = 0 is the same as saying that im� ⊆ ker/. Now, if � ∈ Sker(/), then

10



� keeps the kernel of / invariant, and hence

� im(�) ⊆ � ker(/) ⊆ ker(/) =⇒ /�� = 0

as desired. �

Proposition 2.5. Let + be Banach algebra, let I ∈ + , and let I + C4(C) ∈ ℰ(I) be a good path to I
with inverse 2−1C

−1 + 2(C). Then 2−1I = I2−1 = 0.

Proof. We have that

(I + C4(C))(2−1C
−1 + 2(C)) = � = (2−1C

−1 + 2(C))(I + C4(C)).

Expanding 4(C) and 2(C) in their series forms, then multiplying this out and comparing
coefficients, yields the result. �

These good paths have predictable boundedness properties, characterized by the simple
algebraic criterion of S�−1(/), and furthermore, Lemma 2.4 relates this to Sker(/). Using
this, we obtain the following lemma, and one of the main theorems of this section.

Lemma 2.6. Let + be a Banach algebra, let I ∈ + , and let I + C4(C) be a good path with inverse
2−1C

−1 + 2(C). Then S2−1(I) ⊆ Spw(I; I + C4(C)). In particular, S2−1(I) ⊆ S∪(I).

Proof. Suppose 0 ∈ S2−1(I). Note that

N∪(0, I) = lim sup
A→0

inf
D∈+×

‖D−I‖<A

‖D0D−1‖ ≤ lim
C→0

‖(I + C4(C))0(I + C4(C))−1‖.

Writing out the latter using the fact that we have an explicit inverse and that I02−1 = 0, we
get

(I + C4(C))0(2−1C
−1 + 2(C)) = I02−1C

−1 + I02(C) + 4(C)02−1 + 4(C)02(C) · C
= I02(C) + 4(C)02−1 + 4(C)02(C) · C = $(1)

which is bounded in norm as C → 0. Finally, see Proposition 1.18. �

Theorem 2.7. Let - be a Banach space, let / ∈ B(-), and suppose that there is some good path
/ + C�(C) going to /. Then

Sker(/) = S�−1(/) = Spw(/;/ + C�(C)) = S∪(/),

where (/ + C�(C))−1 = �−1C
−1 + �(C). In particular, S�−1(/) is independent of �(C).

Proof. By Lemma 2.4 and Lemma 2.6 together with part (b) of Theorem 1.25, we have

Sker(/) ⊆ S�−1(/) ⊆ Spw(/;/ + C�(C)) ⊆ S∪(/) ⊆ Sker(/)

which yields the result. �

Corollary 2.8. Let / ∈ End(ℂ=). Then S∪(/) = Sker(/).

Proof. By Theorem 2.7, if a good path exists for /, then the result holds. By our later Theorem
2.43 (see also Theorem 2.17 and Corollary 2.44), good paths exist for all /. �

Remark 2.9. Before moving on, we would like to highlight the following remarkable obser-
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vation: Corollary 2.8 implies that for all / ∈ End(ℂ=), S∪(/), which was a priori only a set, is
actually an algebra. We do not know any other way to show this, aside from as a corollary as
just explained.

So the good paths have allowed us to show that S∪(/) = Sker(/) (momentarily assuming
that they exist; when we establish that they do, we will also be given a more general veresion
of Corollary 2.8). However, for this to be a useful computation in practice, we need to know
what Sker(/) is, or at least the dimension. To solve this issue, we will reduce the problem to
computing Sker(/) for just a few choices of / where one can do a calculation by hand.

Theorem 2.10. Let - be a Banach space, let / ∈ B(-), and let " ∈ B(-)×. Then

(a) "−1Sker(/)" = Sker(/"),

(b) Sker("/) = Sker(/), and

(c) for any other "′ ∈ B(-)×, there is an isomorphism Sker(/) � Sker("/"′).

In particular, if - = ℂ= , the dimension of Sker(/) depends only on the rank of /.

Proof. Observe that ker("/) = ker(/), so (b) is trivial. To see that (a) holds, note first that
G ∈ ker(/") if and only if "G ∈ ker(/), so that ker(/") = "−1 ker(/). Now, if � ∈ Sker(/),
then "−1�" satisfies

"−1�" ker(/") = "−1� ker(/) ⊆ "−1 ker(/) = ker(/").

Therefore, "−1Sker(/)" ⊆ Sker(/"). Conversely, if � ∈ Sker(/"), then

"�"−1 ker(/) = "� ker(/") ⊆ " ker(/") = ker(/)

so that "Sker(/")"−1 ⊆ Sker(/), that is Sker(/") ⊆ "−1Sker(/)".
Part (c) is a formal consequence of (a) and (b). In particular, we have

Sker(/) = Sker("/) � Sker("/"′),

where the equality is by (b) and the isomorphism is by (a). �

Remark 2.11. A priori, computing Sker(/) is very hard: it requires identifying the invariant
subspaces of a matrix. However, since Sker(/) only cares about the rank of /, we may now
replace / entirely by the diagonal matrix with < = dim im/ one’s on the diagonal and
everything else zero. Due to the simplicity of this matrix, it is now much more tractable to
compute Sker(/), at least up to an isomorphism given by conjugation.

Notation 2.12. Let < ≤ =. We write �=,< for the = × = diagonal matrix with < ones on the
diagonal and zeros elsewhere. That is,

�=,< :=

(
�< 0<×(=−<)

0(=−<)×< 0(=−<)×(=−<)

)
= �< ⊕ 0(=−<)×(=−<) .

Proposition 2.13. Consider ℂ= , and let = = < + :. We have

Sker(�=,<) =
{ (
- 0<×:
. ,

) ���� - ∈ ℂ<×< , . ∈ ℂ:×< , and, ∈ ℂ:×:
}
.

In particular, for any singular / with dim im/ = <, we have dimSker(/) = =2 − <= + <2.
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Proof. It is easily seen that ker(�=,<) is given by all vectors of the form E = 0< ⊕ E′, where E′

is of dimension :. Thus, writing

� =

(
- ,′

. ,

)
, ,′ ∈ ℂ<×: ,

to have �E ∈ ker(/), we must have that

�E =

(
- ,′

. ,

) (
0<
E′

)
=

(
,′E′

,E′

)
∈ ker(/),

which then means we must have,′E′ = 0. However, E′ was totally arbitrary, so this implies
that,′ = 0.

The final assertion is just the observation that

dimSker(�=,<) = <2 + <: + :2

= <2 + <(= − <) + (= − <)2 = =2 − <= + <2

and that dimSker(/) only depends on the rank of /. �

Corollary 2.14. Let / ∈ End(ℂ=), and let < = dim im/. Then S∪(/) is a linear subspace of
End(ℂ=) of dimension =2−<=+<2. In particular, if / is singular, then for almost all � ∈ End(ℂ=)
we have N∪(�, /) = ∞.

Proof. Apply Corollary 2.8 and Proposition 2.13 to see that

dimS∪(/) = dimSker(/) = =2 − <= + <2

as desired. �

2.2 Duality in Coefficients

We begin this subsection with the following remarkable observation:

Proposition 2.15. Let + be a Banach algebra, let I ∈ + , and let I + C4(C) be a good path to I with
inverse 2−1C

−1 + 2(C). Then 2−1 + C2(C) is a good path with inverse IC−1 + 4(C).

Proof. Note that, for small enough C, we have

1 = (I + C4(C)) · (2−1C
−1 + 2(C)) = (IC−1 + 4(C))C · (2−1C

−1 + 2(C)) = (IC−1 + 4(C)) · (2−1 + C2(C))

which yields the result. �

That is, one sees that there is some kind of duality between good paths going to some
I and good paths going to the (−1)th coefficient of a good path going to I. That this is the
case suggests that there is some kind of deeper relationship at play, and the purpose of this
section is to uncover at least some aspects of this.

Definition 2.16. Let + be a Banach algebra, and let I ∈ + . Define the set ℭ−1(I) to be
the set of all 2−1 ∈ + for which there exists a good path I + C4(C) going to I such that
(I + C4(C))−1 = 2−1C

−1 + 2(C).

Theorem 2.17. Let + be a Banach algebra.

(a) Let 2, I ∈ + . Then 2 ∈ ℭ−1(I) if and only if I ∈ ℭ−1(2).
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(b) Let I ∈ + . Then ℭ−1(I) is non-empty if and only if there exists a good path converging to I.

(c) Let I ∈ + . For any 2 ∈ ℭ−1(I), we have 2I = I2 = 0.

(d) Let I ∈ + , and let ? ∈ +×. Then ℭ−1(I?) = ?−1ℭ−1(I) and ℭ−1(?I) = ℭ−1(I)?−1.

Proof. (a) is a reformulation of Proposition 2.15, and (c) is a reformulation of Proposition 2.5.
Part (b) is just by definition. To obtain (d), note that, given a good path I+C4(C), multiplication
by ? on the left and right yields good paths I? + C4(C)? and ?I + C?4(C), and these operations
are bĳections. Computing the inverse of these paths yields the desired equalities. �

Remark 2.18. The duality in Proposition 2.15 can now be phrased in the following manner:

let
∗∼ denote the relation given by 2

∗∼ I iff 2 ∈ ℭ−1(I). We now observe that (a) in the above

theorem says that
∗∼ is a symmetric relation.

Now, the question to ask about is the following: where exactly does this duality come
from? From the proof of Corollary 2.8, we know that good paths are intimately related to
answer questions like the ones we consider in this document. Here we have a hint: in, say,
Question 1.3, there is a certain parity to the quantity of interest. That is, we considered things
of the form ‖*�*−1‖, rather than ‖*−1�* ‖. A priori, this may seem like a trivial difference,
but the two versions are actually different; in fact, them being different yet obviously similar
suggests that there should be a duality between them. Since we now have two sources of
duality, it is sensible to conjecture that they are the same. To prove this, we will first provide
a classification, as we did in the last section, of the ‖*−1�* ‖ version of the problem.

Definition 2.19. Let+ be a Banach algebra. Define the function

N∗
∪ : + ×+ → ℝ ∪ {∞}

by
N∗

∪(0, I) := lim sup
A→0

inf
D∈+×

‖D−I‖<A

‖D−10D‖

and the algebra
S∗

∪(I) := {0 ∈ + | N∗
∪(0, I) < ∞}.

Thus, we are now asking about when N∗
∪(0, I) < ∞, rather than N∪(0, I). In order to

implement the proof strategy of the last section, we need dual versions of the sets S�(/) and
Sker(/), and we need a dual version of the kernel criterion, Proposition 1.23.

Definition 2.20. Let+ be a Banach algebra, and let 2, I ∈ + . Define the algebra

S∗
2(I) := {0 ∈ + | 20I = 0}.

If - is a Banach space and / ∈ B(-), define the algebra

Sim(/) := {� ∈ B(-) | � im/ ⊆ im/}.
The above give the desired dual versions of S�(/) and Sker(/). In order to confirm that

this is the case, we prove a dual version of the kernel criterion, which in this instance is an
image criterion instead.

Lemma 2.21. Let - be a Banach space, let �, / ∈ B(-). Assume that � im(/) * im(/). Then
N∗

∪(�, /) = ∞. In particular, we have the inclusion S∗
∪(/) ⊆ Sim(/).
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Proof. Suppose G ∈ im(/), so G = /H, but �G ∉ im(/). Then

N∗
∪(�, /) = lim inf

A→0
inf

*∈B(-)×
‖*−/‖<A

sup
F≠0

‖*−1�F‖
‖*−1F‖ ≥ lim inf

A→0
inf

*∈B(-)×
‖*−/‖<A

‖*−1�G‖
‖*−1G‖

= lim inf
A→0

inf
*∈B(-)×
‖*−/‖<A

‖*−1�G‖
‖*−1/H‖

= lim inf
A→0

inf
*∈B(-)×
‖*−/‖<A

‖*−1�G‖
‖*−1*H‖

=
1

‖H‖ lim inf
A→0

inf
*∈B(-)×
‖*−/‖<A

‖*−1�G‖ = ∞

as desired. �

With these tools available to us, we now just step through exactly the same proof as in
the last section, except dualized.

Proposition 2.22. Let - be a Banach space, and let /, � ∈ B(-) be such that /� = �/ = 0. Then
Sim(/) ⊆ S∗

�
(/).

Proof. Saying that �/ = 0 is the same as saying that im(/) ⊆ ker(�). Now, if � ∈ Sim(/),
then � keeps the image of / invariant, and hence

� im(/) ⊆ im(/) ⊆ ker(�) =⇒ ��/ = 0

as desired. �

Lemma 2.23. Let + be a Banach algebra, let I ∈ + , and let I + C4(C) be a good path with inverse
2−1C

−1 + 2(C). Then we have the inclusion S∗
2−1

(I) ⊆ S∗
∪(I).

Proof. Suppose 0 ∈ S∗
2−1

(I). Noting that

N∗
∪(0, I) = lim sup

A→0

inf
D∈+×

‖D−I‖<A

‖D−10D‖ ≤ lim
C→0

‖(I + C4(C))−10(I + C4(C))‖

we compute

(2−1C
−1 + 20 + $(C))0(I + C40 + $(C2)) = 2−10IC

−1 + 2−1040 + 200I + $(C)
= 2−1040 + 200I + $(C)

where we used that 2−10I = 0 by assumption. This is bounded in norm as C → 0, so we are
done. �

Theorem 2.24. Let - be a Banach space, let / ∈ End(ℂ=) be such that ℭ−1(/) is non-empty, and
let � ∈ ℭ−1(/). Then

Sim(/) = S∗
�(/) = S∗

∪(/).

Proof. Combining the above results, we have that

Sim(/) ⊆ S∗
�(/) ⊆ S∗

∪(/) ⊆ Sim(/)

which yields the first part. �
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Once again, for this result to be effective practically at least in the finite-dimensional case,
we need to be able to calculate (the dimension of) Sim(/). Luckily for us, we do not need to
work nearly as hard to do this, because we already did it for Sker(/).

Proposition 2.25. Let / ∈ End(ℂ=), and let : = dim ker/. Then

dimSim(/) = =2 − := + :2.

Proof. Let %/ be the orthogonal projection onto ker(/). Note that ker(%/) = im(/), and
therefore

Sim(/) = Sker(%/).
Thus, we know that Sim(/) is an algebra, and that

dimSim(/) = dimSker(%/) = =2 − <= + <2,

where < = dim im(%/), by Proposition 2.13. By our choice of %/, we have that im(%/) =
ker(/), so < = :. �

With the classification done, we move to the first genuine “duality-type” theorem.

Lemma 2.26. Let + be a Banach algebra, and let 2, I ∈ + . Then S2(I) = S∗
I(2).

Proof. This is a consequence of noticing the tautology that

S2(I) = {0 ∈ + | I02 = 0} = S∗
I(2)

as desired. �

Theorem 2.27. Let - be a Banach space, and let / ∈ B(-) be such that ℭ−1(/) is non-empty. Then,
for any � ∈ ℭ−1(/),

S∪(/) = S∗
∪(�).

In particular, if / + C�(C) is a good path to / with inverse �−1C
−1 + �(C), then S∪(/) = S∗

∪(�−1).

Proof. Using Theorem 2.24 and Lemma 2.26, and part (a) of Theorem 2.17, note that

S∪(/) = S�(/) = S∗
/(�) = S∗

∪(/).

The final assertion follows by letting � = �−1. �

With the above theorem in mind, we might ask the following question: for which pairs
(/, /′) are the sets S∪(/) and S∗

∪(/′) exactly the same? In other words, supposing one asks
to find all � such that N∪(�, /) < ∞, which /′ can be used to transform this to equivalently
asking N∗

∪(�, /′)? Due to Theorem 2.27, we know that choosing /′ ∈ ℭ−1(/) works, but
are there other choices? Building upon the below foundations, which give us a hint at an
algebraic classification of ℭ−1(/), we will see in Section 2.3 that there is a pleasing answer to
this (see Corollary 2.45).

Lemma 2.28. Let - be a Hilbert space, and let *,*′ ⊆ - be subspaces of - . Suppose that

{� ∈ B(-) | �* ⊆ *} ⊆ {� ∈ B(-) | �*′ ⊆ *′}.

Then* ⊆ *′. In particular, if we have equality above, then * = *′.

Proof. Let G ∈ *′, let H ∈ * , let %G : - → Span(G) ⊆ * be the projection onto Span(G). Define
the map ) : - → Span(H) ⊆ * as the composition
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- Span(G) Span(H).%G G ↦→ H

Then )* ⊆ Span(H) ⊆ * , and hence )*′ ⊆ *′. However, since )(G) = H, we see that H ∈ *′.
Since H was arbitrary, we conclude that* ⊆ *′. �

Theorem 2.29. Let - be a Banach space, and let �, / ∈ B(-).

(a) Suppose - is a Hilbert space. If S∪(/) = S∗
∪(�), then im(�) = ker(/).

(b) Suppose ℭ−1(/) and ℭ−1(�) are non-empty. If im(�) = ker(/), then S∪(/) = S∗
∪(�).

Proof. (a) If S∪(/) = S∗
∪(�), then, in particular, we know that

Sker(/) = S∪(/) = S∗
∪(�) = Sim(�).

Applying Lemma 2.28 with - = ℂ= , * = ker(/), and*′ = im(�) yields the result.
(b) Note that, by Theorems 2.7 & 2.24, we have

S∪(/) = Sker(/) = {� ∈ End(ℂ=) | � ker(/) ⊆ ker(/)}
= {� ∈ End(ℂ=) | � im(�) ⊆ im(�)} = Sim(�) = S∗

∪(�)

which finishes the proof. �

Corollary 2.30. Let - be a Hilbert space, let / ∈ B(-), and let � ∈ ℭ−1(/). Then

im(�) = ker(/) and ker(�) = im(/).

Proof. Combining the above Theorem 2.27 and Theorem 2.29 yields the first statement. The
second follows from noting part (a) of Theorem 2.17. �

Remark 2.31. The above proof strategy will work in any situation where one has an analogue
of Lemma 2.28.

2.3 Good Paths in Hilbert Spaces & Operators of Generalized Index Zero

In order to apply Theorem 2.7, we must establish the existence of good paths. This is a
priori very difficult, as there is seemingly nothing to grasp onto in order to do such a thing.
Furthermore, unlike in the finite-dimensional case, approximating an operator by invertible
ones—which is implicit in the existence of good paths—is no longer generally possible (for
example, the left shift on ℓ 2 cannot be the limit of invertible operators), so one cannot expect
good paths to exist for all operators.

Fortuituously, we know that in the setting of a Hilbert space, every element of ℭ−1(/)
satisfies an algebraic property, provided by Corollary 2.30:

Definition 2.32. Let - be a Banach space, and let / ∈ (X). Define the set

ℭ′(/) := {� ∈ B(-) | im(�) = ker(/) and im(/) = ker(�)}.
Corollary 2.30 tells us that ℭ−1(/) ⊆ ℭ′(/). Furthermore, the definition of ℭ′(/) provides
us with a natural obstruction to consider: if we want ℭ′(/) to be non-empty, i.e. for there to
exist an operator � such that im(�) = ker(/) and ker(�) = im(/), then we must in particular
also have an isomorphism

coker(/) = -/im(/) = -/ker(�) ∼−→ im(�) = ker(/).

17



Heuristically, this is saying that / is “index zero” although without the finiteness assump-
tions. With this in mind, we may hope that satisfying this kind of condition removes any
pathologies that may appear.

Definition 2.33. Let - be a Banach space, and let / ∈ B(-). We say / is of generalized index

zero if there exists a continuous isomorphism ker(/) ∼−→ coker(/).

Remark 2.34. Let / ∈ B(-) be of index zero. Then / is also of generalized index zero: indeed,
since both ker(/) and coker(/) are finite-dimensional vector spaces of equal dimension, one

may find a (necessarily continuous) isomorphism ker(/) ∼−→ coker(/). In particular, if - is
finite-dimensional, then every / ∈ B(-) is of generalized index zero.

Remark 2.35. If / ∈ B(-) is of generalized index zero, then / has closed image. Indeed, the
quotient coker(/) = -/im(/) is a Banach space if and only if / has closed image, and since
ker(/) has a continuous isomorphism to coker(/), the latter must be a Banach space by a
generalization of the open mapping theorem. In particular, it follows that the inverse map

coker(/) ∼−→ ker(/) is also continuous. Similarly, it follows that / is of generalized index zero
if and only if it has closed image and there is a continuous isomorphism coker(/) → ker(/).

Theorem 2.36. Let - be a Banach space, and let / ∈ B(-). Then there is a bĳection

ℭ′(/) �
{

continuous isomorphisms ker(/) ∼−→ coker(/)
}

which associates to � ∈ ℭ′(/) the isomorphism �� given by

ker(/) = im(�) ∼−→ -/ker(�) = -/im(/) = coker(/).

In particular, / is of generalized index zero if and only if ℭ′(/) is non-empty.

Proof. We have already provided a map

ℭ′(/) →
{

continuous isomorphisms ker(/) ∼−→ coker(/)
}

and so it remains to construct an inverse. Let � : ker(/) → coker(/) be a continuous
isomorphism, and define �� : - → - by the diagram

- -

coker(/) ker(/)

��

�−1

Trivially, since �� is a composition of continuous maps, it follows that �� is continuous.
Furthermore, ker(��) = ker(- ։ coker(/)) = im(/), and im(��) = ker(/), so �� ∈ ℭ′(/).

We need to check that for all � ∈ ℭ′(/), we have ��� = �, and that for all continuous

isomorphisms � : coker(/) ∼−→ ker(/) we have ��� = �.

★ If � ∈ ℭ′(/), by the first isomorphism theorem and that im(/) = ker(�), the map ���

is given by G ↦→ �−1
�
(G + ker(�)) = �G.

★ If � : ker(/) → coker(/) is a continuous isomorphism, then ��� is given by sending
I ∈ ker(/) to

�−1
� {G} = �(G).

This concludes the proof. �
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In the beginning of this section, as well as in Section 2.2, we implicitly promised a complete
algebraic description of the elements of ℭ−1(−), in particulary given by ℭ′(−). Because of
Theorem 2.36, proving this would also yield the other main goal of this section, namely the
existence of good paths, thereby fulfilling all our previous promises. Our approach is a fairly
standard one: begin with self-adjoint operators, then lift using a slightly sharpened version
of Polar decomposition.

Lemma 2.37. Let - be a Hilbert space, and let / ∈ B(-) be a self-adjoint operator. Then / is of
generalized index zero if and only if / has closed image, in which case

ℭ−1(/) = ℭ′(/) ≠ ∅.

Proof. If / is of generalized index zero, then / has closed image, as argued in Remark 2.35.
Conversely, if / has closed image, we can write

- = im(/) ⊕ im(/)⊥ = im(/) ⊕ ker(/∗) = im(/) ⊕ ker(/)

since / is self-adjoint. In particular,

-/im(/) = (im(/) ⊕ ker(/))/im(/) � ker(/)

so / is of generalized index zero.
We now prove the second half of the result. That ℭ′(/) is non-empty follows immediately

by Theorem 2.36. Furthermore, Corollary 2.30 shows that ℭ−1(/) ⊆ ℭ′(/), so it remains only
to show the reverse inclusion. For this, let � ∈ ℭ′(/); one sees that, in the decomposition
given above, the operators /, � have the form

/ =

(
/11 0
0 0

)
, � =

(
0 0
0 �22

)

where /11 : im(/) ∼−→ im(/) and �22 : ker(/) ∼−→ ker(/) are continuous isomorphisms. Let
� : - → - and " : - → - be given by

� =

(
0 0
0 �−1

22

)
, " =

(
/−1

11
0

0 0

)
.

Then, for C > 0,

(/ + C�)(�C−1 +") =
(
/11 0
0 �−1

22
C

) (
/−1

11
0

0 �22C
−1

)
=

(
idim(/) 0

0 idker(/)

)
= id-

and similarly for (�C−1 +")(/ + C�). Therefore, / + C� ∈ ℰ(/) and thus � ∈ ℭ−1(/). �

Lemma 2.38. Let - be a Hilbert space, and let / ∈ B(-). Then / has closed image if and only if
there exists some 2 > 0 such that ‖/G‖ ≥ 2‖G‖ for all G ∈ ker(/)⊥.

Proof. If / has closed image, then im(/) is itself a Hilbert space, and the map / |ker(/)⊥ :
ker(/)⊥ → im(/) is a bounded isomorphism. By the open mapping theorem, one then sees
that there is some 2 > 0 such that ‖/G‖ ≥ 2‖G‖ for all G ∈ ker(/)⊥.

Conversely, suppose ‖/G‖ ≥ 2‖G‖ for all G ∈ ker(/)⊥, and consider a Cauchy sequence
/G= ∈ im(/). Since we may write

- = ker(/) ⊕ ker(/)⊥ ,
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we may assume that G= ∈ ker(/)⊥. Using our assumption, we see that

‖G= − G< ‖ ≤ 1

2
‖/G= − /G<‖

which implies that the sequence G= is also Cauchy, and hence convergent to some G ∈ ker(/)⊥.
By continuity, we then have /G= → /G, so that im(/) is closed. �

Lemma 2.39. Let - be a Hilbert space, and let / ∈ B(-). Then / has closed image if and only if√
/∗/ has closed image.

Proof. Since ‖/G‖ = ‖
√
/∗/G‖ for all G ∈ - , we deduce that

‖/G‖ ≥ 2‖G‖ ⇐⇒ ‖
√
/∗/G‖ ≥ 2‖G‖

which yields the result, applying Lemma 2.38. �

Theorem 2.40: Sharpened polar decomposition. Let - be a Hilbert space, and let / ∈ B(-) be

of generalized index zero with associated isomorphism � : ker(/) ∼−→ coker(/). Then there is some

* ∈ B(-)×, which is also a partial isometry, such that / = *
√
/∗/. Furthermore, if � is an isometry,

then * is unitary.

Proof. The operator
√
/∗/ has closed image since / has closed image. Furthermore, since

‖/G‖ = ‖
√
/∗/G‖, we also have that ker(/) = ker(

√
/∗/). Therefore, we obtain an isomor-

phism*pre using the first isomorphism theorem

*pre : im(
√
/∗/) ∼−→ +/ker(

√
/∗/) = +/ker(/) ∼−→ im(/),

given explicitly by
√
/∗/G ↦→ /G. This is an isometry since ‖/G‖ = ‖

√
/∗/G‖. We would

now like to extend this to a continuous invertible operator - → - . To do this, we make use
of the fact that we have two separate decompositions for - , namely

- = im(
√
/∗/) ⊕ ker(

√
/∗/) = im(

√
/∗/) ⊕ ker(/)

and
- = im(/) ⊕ im(/)⊥.

For notational purposes, we let � : coker(/) ∼−→ im(/)⊥ be the obvious isomorphism. From

this, we define* : -
∼−→ - by

- im(
√
/∗/) ⊕ ker(/) im(/) ⊕ coker(/) im(/) ⊕ im(/)⊥ -

∼ (*pre, �) (id, �) ∼

where we note that every map involved is a continuous isomorphism, so that * ∈ B(-)×. It

is now clear by the first decomposition that for all G = G0 +
√
/∗/G1 ∈ - , we will have

/G = /
√
/∗/G1 = *pre

√
/∗/

√
/∗/G1 = *pre

√
/∗/(G0 +

√
/∗/G1) = *

√
/∗/G

so that / = *
√
/∗/. Finally, when � above is an isometry, we see that * is a surjective

isometry, hence unitary. �

Corollary 2.41. Let - be a Hilbert space, and let / ∈ B(-). Then / is of generalized index zero
if and only if im(/) is closed and there is some invertible operator * ∈ B(-)× such that */ is
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self-adjoint.

Proof. If / is of generalized index zero, then this is a straightforward consequence of Remark
2.35 and Theorem 2.40. Conversely, if / has closed image and we are given some* ∈ B(-)×
such that*/ is self-adjoint, then we see that*/ is of generalized index zero by Lemma 2.37.
Since im(*/) = * im(/) � im(/) and ker(*/) = ker(/), we see that / is of generalized
index zero. �

Lemma 2.42. Let - be a Hilbert space, and let / ∈ B(-). If / is of generalized index zero, then so

is
√
/∗/.

Proof. By the proof of Theorem 2.40, we have an isometric isomorphism

*pre : im(
√
/∗/) → im(/),

and thus we have an induced isomorphism given by the composite

ker(
√
/∗/) ker(/) coker(/) coker(

√
/∗/)∼ ∼

as desired. �

Theorem 2.43. Let - be a Hilbert space, and let / ∈ B(-) be of generalized index zero. Then

ℭ−1(/) = ℭ′(/) ≠ ∅.

Proof. Using Theorem 2.40, write / = *
√
/∗/. By Lemma 2.42,

√
/∗/ is of generalized index

zero. Furthermore, since it is self-adjoint, Lemma 2.37 means we can compute

ℭ−1(/) = ℭ−1(*
√
/∗/) = ℭ−1(

√
/∗/)*−1 = ℭ′(

√
/∗/)*−1 = ℭ′(*

√
/∗/) = ℭ′(/).

This completes the proof. �

Corollary 2.44. Let - be a Hilbert space, and let / ∈ B(-) be of generalized index zero. Then

S∪(/) = Sker(/) = S�(/)

where � ∈ ℭ−1(/) ≠ ∅.

Proof. Apply Theorem 2.7 and Theorem 2.43. �

Notably, we can rather remarkably determine ℭ−1(/) entirely through an algebraic de-
scription, despite its analytic nature. The theorem can also be realized in the following highly
suggestive form:

Corollary 2.45. Let - be a Hilbert space, / ∈ B(-) of generalized index zero. Then

ℭ−1(/) = {� ∈ B(-) | S∪(/) = S∗
∪(�) and S∪(�) = S∗

∪(/)}.

Proof. Apply Theorem 2.43 together with Theorem 2.29. �

Remark 2.46. As a consequence of Theorem 2.43, we see that for �, / ∈ End(ℂ=), we have
� ∈ ℭ−1(/) if and only if the sequence

· · · ℂ= ℂ= ℂ= · · ·� / � /

21



is exact. Furthermore, denoting a complex of the form

· · · ℂ= ℂ= ℂ= · · ·- / - /

by C(-), if - ∈ End(ℂ=) is such that we have a quasi-isomorphism C(-) � C(�), then
- ∈ ℭ−1(/). Indeed, we would have H:(C(-)) � H:(C(�)) = 0 for all : since C(�) is exact,
and therefore C(-) is also exact.

2.4 Pathwise Boundedness Along Admissible Paths

Ultimately, aside from computing such things asS(−) andS∪(−), we are really also interested
in boundedness behaviour along specified paths. Indeed, it is an immediate refinement of both
S(−) and S∪(−) to characterize boundedness along a given arbitrary path; understanding
pathwise boundedness necessarily gives us more information about the fuzzier questions
we have been addressing above.

A valuable approach now is to try to investigate Spw(/;�(C)) (see Definition 1.16) for
particularly nice functions �(C), namely analytic ones, and hope that this can in some way be
characterized by an algebraic condition. To this end, we introduce yet another gadget:

Definition 2.47. Let - be a Banach space, let + ⊆ - be a closed subspace, and let �•+ be a
filtration of +

+ = �0+ ⊇ �1+ ⊇ �2+ ⊇ · · ·
by closed subspaces. Define the algebra

SF(�•+) := {� ∈ B(-) | ∀8 ≥ 0, �(� 8+) ⊆ � 8+}.

To any sequence of closed subspaces +: ⊆ - , : ≥ 0, one may associate a filtration �•∩+:+0 of

+0 given by

� 8∩+:+0 :=

8⋂
:=0

+: .

In the situation of such a filtration, we use the notation SF(∩:+:) := SF(�•∩+:+0).

Notation 2.48. Observe that for any filtration �•+ of+ by closed subspaces, one can for each
= ≥ 0 obtain a new filtration, which we denote �•≤=+ , simply by truncating �•+ after the
=th term, i.e. by setting

� 8≤=+ =

{
� 8+ if 8 ≤ =,

0 otherwise.

When �•+ = �•∩:+:+0 is the filtration of a closed subspace + = +0 induced by a sequence of

closed subspaces +: , we will write

SF(�•≤=∩:+:+0) := SF(∩≤=
:
+:).

Proposition 2.49. Let - be a Banach space, let + ⊆ - be a closed subspace, and let �•+ be a
filtration of + by closed subspaces. Then, for all 0 ≤ < ≤ = ≤ ∞,

SF(�•≤=+) ⊆ SF(�•≤<+).

In particular, choosing = = ∞, < = 0, and + = ker(/) for some / ∈ B(-), we have

SF(�• ker(/)) ⊆ Sker(/).
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Proof. Follows immediately from the definitions. �

Proposition 2.50. Let - be a Banach space, let �: ∈ B(-) for all : ≥ 0 be such that
∑∞
:=0 �:C

: is an
admissible path converging to �0. Then there exists some 0 ≤ = ≤ ∞ such that

=⋂
:=0

ker�: = 0.

In particular, for all < ≥ = (including < = ∞), we have

SF(∩≤<
:

ker�:) = SF(∩≤=
:

ker�:).

If - is finite-dimensional, then one may choose = < ∞.

Proof. If the given intersection is non-trivial, then the path could not be invertible—which
is required, locally to be admissible—hence yielding a contradiction. The second assertion
follows by noting that all additional conditions imposed in higher truncations are trivial, as

<⋂
:=0

ker�: ⊆
=⋂
:=0

ker�: = 0.

That = can be chosen to be finite when - is a finite-dimensional space is clear, as any strictly
descending chain of subspaces will stabilize at some point. �

Proposition 2.51. Let - be a Banach space, let �: ∈ B(-), : ≥ 0, and consider an admissible path∑∞
:=0 �: C

: , together with its induced sequence of subspaces ker(�:), : ≥ 0. Then

Spw

(
�0;

∞∑
:=0

�:C
:

)
⊆ SF(∩: ker(�:)).

Proof. Let �(C) = ∑
: �: C

: . If � ∈ Spw(�0;�(C)), then, per the definition, we have

lim
C→0

‖�(C)��(C)−1‖ = lim
C→0

sup
G∈-

‖�(C)�G‖
‖�(C)G‖ < ∞

and thus, in particular,

lim
C→0

sup
G∈ker �0

‖�(C)�G‖
‖�(C)G‖ ≤ lim

C→0
sup
G∈-

‖�(C)�G‖
‖�(C)G‖ < ∞.

For notational simplicity, we will omit the limit over C. Expanding the above out and using
that the left supremum is over ker�0, we have

sup
G∈ker �0

‖�0�G + C�1�G + C2�2�G + · · · + C:�:�G + · · · ‖
‖C�1G + C2�2G + · · · + C:�:G + · · · ‖

< ∞

which implies that we necessarily have �0�G = 0 when G ∈ ker�0, i.e. that � ker�0 ⊆ ker�0.
However, using that fact and factoring out the C, we obtain

sup
G∈ker �0

‖�1�G + C�2�G + · · · + C:−1�:�G + · · · ‖
‖�1G + C�2G + · · · + C:−1�:G + · · · ‖

< ∞.
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We now proceed by induction: taking a supremum over ker(�0) will be greater than taking
a supremum over ker(�0) ∩ ker(�1), and so on. In particular, repeatedly applying the above
reasoning, we see that, for each 9 ≥ 0,

�

(
9⋂

:=0

ker(�:)
)
⊆ ker(� 9).

For all 0 ≤ 9′ ≤ 9 we have

9⋂
:=0

ker(�:) ⊆
9′⋂
:=0

ker(�:) =⇒ �

(
9⋂

:=0

ker(�:)
)
⊆ �

©«
9′⋂
:=0

ker(�:)ª®¬
⊆ ker(� 9′)

and thus

�

(
9⋂

:=0

ker(�:)
)
⊆

9⋂
:=0

ker(�:)

which is exactly the statement that � ∈ SF(∩: ker�:). �

Remark 2.52. In the case where the path is linear, i.e. of the form /+ C�, note that invertibility
forces ker(/) ∩ ker(�) = 0. Applying the above proposition, one just obtains the kernel
criterion Sker(/) on the right-hand side, since the filtration will be given by

ker(/) ⊇ ker(/) ∩ ker(�) = 0 ⊇ 0 · · · .

In other words, the proposition suggests that boundedness along a linear path is strongly
related to the kernel criterion of Sker(/), which aligns with the results of Section 2.1, partic-
ularly in light of the below Theorem 2.53.

Proposition 2.51 turns out to imply following striking result about the rigidity of good
paths, which, following the above remark, suggests that good paths are fundamentally
controlled by linear phenomena.

Theorem 2.53. Let - be a Banach space, and let �0 ∈ B(-) be such that there exists a good path
�0 + C�(C) =

∑∞
:=0 �: C

: , with corresponding operator �−1 ∈ ℭ−1(�0). Then

Spw(�0; C�(C)) = S�−1 (�0) = SF(∩: ker�:) = Sker(�0).

In particular, for all 0 ≤ < ≤ = ≤ ∞, we have SF(∩≤=
:

ker(�:)) = SF(∩≤<
:

ker(�:)).

Proof. By Proposition 2.49, Proposition 2.51, the results of Section 2.1, and the remarks above,
we have

Sker(�0) = S�−1 (�0) ⊆ Spw(�0; C�(C)) ⊆ SF(∩: ker�:) ⊆ Sker(�0)
yielding the first result. The second follows by noting that, for all <, = as stated, we have

SF(∩≤=
:

ker(�:)) ⊆ SF(∩≤=
:

ker(�:)) ⊆ SF(∩≤<
:

ker(�:)) ⊆ SF(∩≤0
:

ker(�:)) = Sker(�0)

providing us the desired equalities. �

Corollary 2.54. Let - be a Banach space, and let �0 ∈ B(-) be such that there exists a good path
�0 + C�(C) =

∑∞
:=0 �: C

: . Then there exists some = > 0 such that

∀< < =, ker�0 ⊆ ker�< , and ker�0 ∩ ker�= = 0.
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Proof. Apply the second statement in Theorem 2.53. In particular, since

SF(∩≤1
:

ker(�:)) = SF(∩≤0
:

ker(�:)) = Sker(�0),

in order to avoid a strictly non-trivial condition, we must either have ker�0 ⊆ ker�1, or we
must have ker�0∩ker�1 = 0. In the latter case, we are done; in the former, we repeat the same
reasoning. Eventually, this must terminate: if it did not, we would have ker(�0) ⊆ ker(�:)
for every �: , in which case the path could not be invertible. �

Remark 2.55. Consider two paths *
(1)
:

→ / and *
(2)
:

→ /. Then one may form a new path
to / given by

(* (1,2)
:

):≥1 := (* (1)
1
, *

(2)
1
, *

(1)
2 , *

(2)
2 , . . . , *

(1)
:
, *

(2)
:
, . . .),

that is, by intertwining the paths given by*
(1)
:

and*
(2)
:

. The pathwise algebra Spw(/;*
(1,2)
:

)
then acts like taking the intersection between Spw(/;*

(1)
:
) and Spw(/;*

(2)
:
). Furthermore,

the same general trick can be done with a countable sequence of paths *
(=)
:

, = ≥ 1, by
considering the path

*
(≥0)
:

:= (* (1)
1
, *

(2)
1
, *

(1)
2
, *

(3)
1
, *

(2)
2
, *

(1)
3
, *

(4)
1
, *

(3)
2
, *

(2)
3
, *

(1)
4
, . . .).

Remark 2.56. While it is generally hard to produce elements of Spw(/;*:) for some*: → /,
there are certain simple conditions that can be used to produce examples, at least in principle.
Notably, if � satisfies *=� = �*= , then � ∈ Spw(/;*:); in particular, then one simply has
that*=�*

−1
= = � is constant.

Remark 2.57. There is a more general approach one can use to determine S
!
pw(/;*:) in some

cases. Let - be a Banach space, let ! : B(-) → B(-) be a bounded linear operator, and let
* ∈ B(-)× be an invertible operator. To this, we can associate a bounded operator

Ω!,* : B(-) → B(-), � ↦→ !(*�*−1).

In particular, if *: → / is some convergent sequence of invertible operators on - , then one
obtains from this a sequence of bounded operators Ω(:) := Ω!,*:

on B(-). Taking the limit,

one obtains an unbounded operator Ω on B(-), and the task of determining S
!
pw(/;*:) is

exactly that of determining the domain of Ω.
If - is finite-dimensional, this can in principle be done computationally on a case-by-case

basis. Picking a basis on - � ℂ= , one obtains a basis on B(-) � End(ℂ=) given by the
elementary matrices, and the operators Ω(:) can be expressed as =2 × =2 matrices under this

basis, with entries $
(:)
89

. By the equivalence of norms in finite-dimensional spaces, we can

assume that the norm on B(-) is the !∞-norm on ℂ=
2
, in which case

lim
:→∞

‖Ω(:)�‖ < ∞ ⇐⇒ lim
:→∞

max
1≤8≤=2

������
=2∑
9=1

$
(:)
89
�(9)

������ < ∞

where by �(9) we mean the 9th coefficient of � as a vector in B(-) � ℂ=
2
. When everything is

explicit, this is something which could be checked on a computer, as it corresponds to what
is essentially a system of linear constraints.

Remark 2.58. If one constrains the situation even more, to the case of a finite-dimensional
- and a polynomial path / + C�(C) (i.e. where �(C) is a polynomial in C with coefficients in
B(-) � End(ℂ=)), then one can characterizeS

!
pw(/;/+C�(C)) in a yet simpler way. In general,
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for any path / + C�(C), since for all (sufficiently small) C > 0 the matrix / + C�(C) is invertible,
we can observe that

adj(/ + C�(C)) · (/ + C�(C)) = det(/ + C�(C)) · � =⇒ (/ + C�(C))−1 =
adj(/ + C�(C))
det(/ + C�(C))

where adj(−) denotes the adjucate matrix. In particular,

lim
C→0

‖(/ + C�(C))�(/ + C�(C))−1‖ = lim
C→0

‖(/ + C�(C))� adj(/ + C�(C))‖
|det(/ + C�(C))| < ∞

happens if and only if

‖(/ + C�(C))� adj(/ + C�(C))‖ = $(det(/ + C�(C))) as C → 0.

When�(C) is chosen to be a polynomial in C (and the norm is chosen appropriately), both sides
of the above will be polynomials in C, and thus comparing growth rates comes down purely
to comparing which one has the lowest degree power of C with a non-zero coefficient. This
means that it is possible, in a situation where everything is explicit, to completely determine
necessary and sufficient conditions for a matrix � to be bounded along the path / + C�(C).

2.5 A Preorder on Bounded Linear Maps

In the preceding sections, we have focused our attention solely on S∪(−). We will now
turn to the harder question of understanding S

!
∪(−). To help us along with this, and to

give ourselves a framework in which to place this question, we will note that there is some
interesting behaviour exhibited when comparing different choices of !. This will allow us
to answer certain cases of Question 1.4. To study this more systematically, we will now
introduce a relation to encode these comparisons in a very general context. Most of this will
not be necessary for our purposes.

Notation 2.59. Let + be a Banach algebra, and - , . be Banach spaces. Let ! : + → - and
# : + → . be bounded linear maps. We define the relation � by ! � # if and only if for all
0 ∈ + , there exists a right-continuous order-preserving 50 : ℝ≥0 → ℝ≥0 depending only on
the conjugacy class of 0, such that ‖!(0)‖ ≤ 50(‖#(0)‖). If ! � # and # � !, then we write
! ≃ #.

Proposition 2.60. The relation � is a preorder, i.e. it is reflexive and transitive. In particular, ≃ is an
equivalence relation.

Proof. That # � # for all # : + → - is clear. If # � #′ � #′′ is exhibited by the sets of
functions { 50}0 and {60}0 , then

‖#(0)‖ ≤ 50(‖#′(0)‖) ≤ 50(60(‖#′′(0)‖))

so that # � #′′. That ≃ is now an equivalence relations follows trivially. �

The below proposition will be useful, at least in principle, to reduce the complexity of
our situation (primarily for finite-dimensional spaces). To be as general as possible, we
introduced a relation on a very loose set of maps (and, in fact, being a set here is subject to
some set-theoretical subtleties), but we are primarily interested in the case when+ is a finite-
dimensional Banach algebra. In this case, one can reduce to considering linear endomorphisms
of + itself; see Corollary 2.62.
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Proposition 2.61. Let + be a Banach algebra, and suppose we have bounded linear maps

+ - -′.
! �

Then � ◦ ! � !. If, in additon, there is some constant � > 0 such that ‖G‖- ≤ �‖�(G)‖-′ (for
example, if � is an isometry), then � ◦ ! ≃ !.

Proof. We have that for all 0 ∈ + ,

‖(� ◦ !)(0)‖ ≤ ‖�‖ · ‖!(0)‖.

Therefore, � ◦ ! � !. For the final statement, note that, given the assumptions, we have

‖!(0)‖- ≤ � · ‖(� ◦ !)(0)‖

which supplies the desired ! � � ◦ !. �

Corollary 2.62. Let+ be a finite-dimensional Banach algebra, let - be a Banach space, and consider
a bounded linear map ! : + → - . Then there exists a linear map !′ : + → + such that ! ≃ !′.

Proof. Since + is finite dimensional, ! has finite dimensional image in - , and therefore we
may factor it as

+ im(!) -
!̃

so that ! ≃ !̃ since the inclusion im(!) → - is an isometry (when im(!) is endowed with
the norm induced by -). Now, since im(!) is finite-dimensional of dimension ≤ dim(+),
we can find some embedding � : im(!) → + which, by the equivalence of norms in finite-
dimensional vector spaces, will satisfy the conditions of Proposition 2.61. Setting !′ = � ◦ !̃

completes the proof. �

Lemma 2.63. Let+ be a Banach algebra, and let ! : + → + be a bounded linear map. Then ! � id.

Proof. Since ! is continuous, we have for all 0 ∈ + that

‖!(0)‖ ≤ ‖!‖ · ‖0‖

which immediately tells us that ! � id. �

For our purposes, the below Lemma 2.65 is fundamental: it is what allows us to relate
the relation � to the questions investigated in this document.

Lemma 2.64. Let 5 : ℝ → ℝ be an order-preserving right-continuous function. Then, for any
sequence (G:)∞:=1

, we have
lim sup
:→∞

5 (G:) ≤ 5 (lim sup
:→∞

G:).

Proof. An order-preserving (i.e. monotone) function is right continuous if and only if it
preserves infima. Therefore, we have

lim sup
:→∞

5 (G:) = inf
:0≥0

{sup
:≥:0

5 (G:)} ≤ inf
:0≥:

{ 5 (sup
:≥:0

G:)} = 5 ( inf
:0≥:

{sup
:≥:0

G:}) = 5 (lim sup
:→∞

G:)

as desired. �
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Lemma 2.65. Let + be a Banach algebra, and let !,# : + → + be bounded linear maps. Then the
following statements are equivalent.

(a) The two maps satisfy ! � #.

(b) For all 0 ∈ + , and any sequence of invertibles D: ∈ + , we have

lim sup
:→∞

‖#(D:0D−1
: )‖ < ∞ =⇒ lim sup

:→∞
‖!(D: 0D−1

: )‖ < ∞.

Proof. To see that (a) implies (b), observe that by Lemma 2.64 we have

lim sup
:→∞

‖!(D:0D−1
: )‖ ≤ lim sup

:→∞
50

(
‖#(D:0D−1

: )‖
)
≤ 50

(
lim sup
:→∞

‖#(D:0D−1
: )‖

)
< ∞

which is the statement we wanted.
To show that (b) implies (a), we must, for each 0 ∈ + , construct a function 50 : ℝ≥0 → ℝ≥0

with some properties, and in particular it must not depend on the conjugacy class of 0. Thus,
consider the functions

5
pre
0 (G) := sup

{
‖!(D0D−1)‖ | D ∈ + invertible, ‖#(D0D−1)‖ ≤ G

}
and

50(G0) := lim
G→G+

0

5
pre
0 (G).

We must show that 5
pre
0 is well-defined; in other words, we must show that it is finite. If there

is some G ∈ ℝ≥0 such that 5
pre
0 (G) = ∞, then there must in particular exist some sequence

of invertibles D: ∈ + such that lim:→∞(‖!(D: 0D−1
:
)‖) = ∞ and such that, for all :, we have

‖#(D:0D−1
:
)‖ ≤ G. However, by the latter condition we have

lim sup
:→∞

‖#(D:0D−1
: )‖ < ∞ =⇒ lim sup

:→∞
‖!(D: 0D:)‖ < ∞

which contradicts the aformentioned divergence. Therefore, we must have 5
pre
0 (G) < ∞ for

all G ∈ ℝ≥0. As an immediate corollary of the definition, we see that 50 is right-continuous
and order-preserving. Finally, we have that, for all invertible D ∈ + ,

‖!(D0D−1)‖ ≤ 5
pre
0 (‖#(D0D−1)‖) ≤ 50(‖#(D0D−1)‖)

so that ! � # as desired. �

In particular, we can now relate pathwise !-boundedness and pathwise #-boundedness
whenever ! and # are related, which is the concrete reason one might care about the �
relation in our context.

Proposition 2.66. Let+ be a Banach algebra, let I ∈ + , and let D: → I be a sequence of invertibles.
If ! � #, then

S
#
pw(I; D:) ⊆ S

!
pw(I; D:).

In particular,

(a) if ! ≃ #, then S
#
pw(I; D:) = S

!
pw(I; D:), and

(b) for all ! : + → + , we have Spw(I; D:) ⊆ S
!
pw(I; D:).
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Proof. Suppose that ! � #, and that 0 ∈ S
#
pw(I; D:).Then, by Lemma 2.65,

lim
:→∞

‖#(D:0D−1
: )‖ < ∞ =⇒ lim

:→∞
‖D:0D−1

: ‖ < ∞

which means 0 ∈ S
!
pw(I; D:). The remaining assertions follow trivially. �

Corollary 2.67. Let + be a Banach algebra, and let ! � #. Then, for all I ∈ + ,

S#(I) ⊆ S!(I) and S
#
∪(I) ⊆ S

!
∪(I).

In particular, if ! ≃ #, then

S#(I) = S!(I) and S
#
∪(I) = S

!
∪(I).

Proof. Apply Proposition 2.66 and Proposition 1.18. �

2.6 Existence With a Modifier

We first apply Corollary 2.67 to reduce a particular case of computing S
!
∪(−) to computing

S∪(−), which we have already done. To do this, we need a preliminary lemma which tells us
that a particularly interesting class of !’s is equivalent to the identity map. The proof makes
use of Gershgorin’s circle theorem; see e.g. [HJ12, p. 389, Corollary 6.1.3].

Theorem 2.68: Gershgorin’s circle theorem. Let � = (089) be a complex = × = matrix, let
'8 =

∑
9≠8 |089 |, and let �(088 , '8) be the disk of radius '8 centered at 088 . Then all eigenvalues

are contained within the region G :=
⋃
8 �(088 , '8). Furthermore, each connected component of G

contains exactly as many eigenvalues (counted with their algebraic multiplicty) as it contains 088’s.

Lemma 2.69. Let � = 1 − �, and let ) : End(ℂ=) → End(ℂ=) be the bounded linear map given by
) : � ↦→ � ∗ �. Then ) ≃ id.

Proof. Observe that we trivially have ) � id, so it remains only to check that id � ). We first
note the following inequalities

‖�‖ ≤ 2
∑
8, 9

|089 | ≤ 2′‖� ∗ �‖ + 2
∑
8

|088 | ,

which we derive from the equivalences of norms on finite-dimensional vector spaces. We
will use Gershgorin’s circle theorem to estimate the latter sum. Let G be as in the statement
of Gershgorin’s circle theorem, and let (�8) be the eigenvalues of �, counted with algebraic
multiplicity and numbered such that �8 is in the same connected component of G as 088 ,
which is possible by Gershgorin. We then have∑

8

|088 | =
∑
8

|088 − �8 + �8 | ≤
∑
8

|088 − �8 | +
∑
8

|�8 |.

We now specialize down to estimating just one term |088 − �8 |. Let G8 be the connected
component of G containing 088 . Since G8 is the union of a number of disks �(0 9 9 , ' 9), it is
geometrically immediate that any two points of G8 are certainly within 2

∑
0 9 9∈G8

' 9 of each

other, and therefore, since �8 ∈ G8, we may as well make an even more extreme estimate
summing over all 9, so

|088 − �8 | ≤ 2

=∑
9=1

' 9 = 2
∑
9

∑
:≠9

|0 9: | ≤ 2′′‖� ∗ �‖.
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Putting this together, we get

‖�‖ ≤ 2′‖� ∗ �‖ + 2
∑
8

2′′‖� ∗ �‖ +
∑
8

|�8 | = (2′ + =22′′)‖� ∗ �‖ + 2
∑
8

|�8 |

which shows that id � ), as desired. �

Theorem 2.70. Denote by � the set of bounded linear maps End(ℂ=) → End(ℂ=) that under some
basis of ℂ= are of the form � ↦→ (1 − �) ∗ �, and let / ∈ End(ℂ=). If ! ∈ �, then

S∪(/) = S
!
∪(/).

In particular, S
!
∪(/) = Sker(/).

Proof. Supposing we can prove the first assertion, the second follows by Corollary 2.8. To
prove our main claim, apply Corollary 2.67 and Lemma 2.69. �

Now, in Lemma 2.69, we used a rather specialized trick to show that (�∗) ≃ id, and then

used general theory to computeS
�
∪(−). This trick has no reason whatsoever to work for more

general choices of pairs (!, id), so we have to change tactics completely if we want a hope of
understanding the wider situation. Based on the results of Section 2.1, we expect that S

!
∪(/)

should be related to some modified version of the sets S�(/) for � ∈ ℭ−1(/). We introduce
this modification now:

Definition 2.71. Let + be a Banach algebra, let ! : + → - be a bounded linear map to a
Banach space - , and let 2, I ∈ + be such that I2 = 2I = 0. Define the set

S
!
2 (I) := ker(0 ↦→ !(I02)) = {0 ∈ + | !(I02) = 0}.

Note that S2(I) = Sid
2 (I).

Proposition 2.72. Let + be a Banach algebra, let ! : + → - be a bounded linear map, let 2, I ∈ + ,
and let ? ∈ +×. Then

S
!
2 (I?) = ?−1S

!
2 (I) and S

!

?−12
(I) = S

!
2 (I)?.

In particular, S
!

?−12
(I?) = ?−1S

!
2 (I)?.

Proof. These equalities follow immediately from

!(I02) = !((I?)(?−10)2) and !(I02) = !(I(0?)(?−12))

respectively. The final statement is an immediate combination of the first two. �

Proposition 2.73. Let + be a Banach algebra, let ! : + → - be a bounded linear map, let I ∈ + ,
and let 2 ∈ ℭ−1(/) ≠ ∅. Then

S
!
2 (I) ⊆ S

!
∪(I).

Proof. Since 2 ∈ ℭ−1(/), we know that there is at least one corresponding good path I + C4(C)
converging to I. Thus, for any 0 ∈ S

!
2 (I) we have

!
(
(I + C4(C))�(I + C4(C))−1

)
= !(I02C−1 + $(1)) = $(1)

where the last equality uses linearity and continuity. As in Lemma 2.6, we are done. �
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Corollary 2.74. Let + be a Banach algebra, let ! : + → - be a bounded linear map, and let I ∈ + .
Then

S
!
∪(I) ⊇

⋃
2∈ℭ−1(I)

S
!
2 (I).

Based on this, one can make a reasonably natural conjecture: that the above inclusion should
be an equality.

Conjecture 2.75. Let + be a Banach algebra, and let ! : + → - be a bounded linear map.
Then, for all I ∈ + ,

S
!
∪(I) =

⋃
2∈ℭ−1(I)

S
!
2 (I).

Remark 2.76. When - = End(ℂ=) and ! = id, the above is trivially true with the theory we
have developed. In particular, we know that in fact

Sid
∪ (/) = S∪(/) = S�(/) = Sid

� (/)

and so we also have Sid
�1
(/) = Sid

�2
(/) for all �1, �2 ∈ ℭ−1(/). In other words, when ! = id,

the conjecture is easily verified and is fairly tautological. However, in general, we have
no reason to expect S

!

�1
(/) to be equal to S

!

�2
(/), but nonetheless we know that for all

� ∈ ℭ−1(/), we have S
!

�
(/) ⊆ S

!
∪(/) following the exact same proof as in the case ! = id

(see below).

In the cases we are most interested in, Conjecture 2.75 turns out to be true.

Lemma 2.77. Let - be a vector space, and suppose there is a direct sum decomposition of - of the
form

- = -1 ⊕ -2.

Let* : - → - be a linear map of the form

* =

(
& '
( )

)

such that & : -1 → -1 is invertible. Then

(a) the map % := ) − (&−1' is invertible if and only if* is invertible, and

(b) if* is invertible, the inverse is given by

*−1 =

(
&−1 +&−1'%−1(&−1 −&−1'%−1

−%−1(&−1 %−1

)

Proof. Note that we can write

* =

(
& '
( )

)
=

(
id-1 0
(&−1 id-2

) (
& 0
0 %

) (
id-1 &−1'

0 id-2

)

and that the two surrounding maps are invertible on account of being lower/upper block
triangular. Therefore, the invertibility of * is equivalent to the invertibility of the middle
map, whose invertibility, due to being block diagonal, depends only on & and %. Since & is
invertible by assumption, we see that % is invertible if and only if * is. This proves (a). The
proof of (b), then by (a) we know that % is invertible, and that*−1 is of the given form is just
a standard computation coming from the expression given above. �
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Theorem 2.78. Let -,. be Hilbert spaces, let ! : B(-) → . be a bounded linear map, and let
/′ ∈ B(-) be of generalized index zero. Then

S
!
∪(/′) =

⋃
�∈ℭ−1(/)

S
!

�
(/′).

Proof. Using Theorem 2.40, write /′ = "/ where " is invertible and / is self-adjoint. Now,
consider the decomposition

- = im(/) ⊕ ker(/), under which / =

(
/11 0
0 0

)

where /11 is invertible. From now on, we will work in the setting of this decomposition.
If � ∈ S

!
∪(/′), then there is some sequence*′

= → /′ exhibiting this fact. Since /′ = "/,
we may write*′

= = "*= where*= → /, i.e.

*= =

(
/11 +&= '=

(= )=

)
, where &= , '= , (= , )= → 0 as = → ∞.

For simplicity, we write &̃= = /11 + &= . In what follows, we will neglect to include the
subscript = to keep the notation uncluttered.

We are interested in the product*′�*′−1, which by Lemma 2.77 can be written as

"*�*−1"−1 = "

(
&̃ '
( )

) (
�11 �12

�21 �22

) (
&̃−1 + &̃−1'%−1(&̃−1 −&̃−1'%−1

−%−1(&̃−1 %−1

)
"−1

where %= = )= − (=(� + &=)−1'= . We consider the top-right block of this, which (as in the
proof of Theorem 2.78) is given by

(&̃=�12 + '=�22 − (&̃=�11 + '=�21)&̃−1
= '=)%−1

= .

Using that &̃= = /11 +&= , we note that the above may be rewritten to be of the form

/11�12%
−1
= + �=%−1

=

where �= → 0. Now, one easily checks that in all blocks, any unbounded term has its un-
boundedness come from %−1

= , and furthermore, that the top-right is the only block containing
a term of the form const · %−1

= . As a result, after applying the reverse triangle inequality, one
sees that in

‖!("*=�*
−1
= "−1)‖ =

!
(
"

(
• /11�12%

−1
= + �=%−1

=

• •

)
"−1

)
≥

����
!

(
"

(
• �=%

−1
=

• •

)
"−1

) −
!

(
"

(
0 /11�12%

−1
=

0 0

)
"−1

)
����

the term !
(
"

(
0 /11�12%

−1
=

0 0

)
"−1

)
dominates as = → ∞. By assumption, � and the sequence *= were chosen such that this is
finite, and therefore, we deduce that we must necessarily have

!

(
"

(
0 /11�12%

−1
=

0 0

)
"−1

)
= 0
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once = is sufficiently large. Clearly, we have that

� :=

(
0 0
0 %−1

=

)
∈ ℭ−1(/) { �′ := �"−1 ∈ ℭ−1(/′)

so that

0 = !

(
"

(
0 /11�12%

−1
=

0 0

)
"−1

)
= !("/��"−1) = !(/′��′)

We conclude that
S

!
∪(/′) ⊆

⋃
�∈ℭ−1(/′)

S
!

�
(/′)

as desired. �

Theorem 2.79. Let - be a Hilbert space, and let / ∈ B(-). We let

N
!,∗
∪ (�, /) = lim sup

A→0

inf
‖*−/‖<A

‖!(*−1�*)‖ ,

and define the sets

S
!,∗
∪ (/) = {� ∈ B(-) | N!,∗

∪ (�, /) < ∞}, S
!,∗
�

(/) = {� ∈ B(-) | !(��/) = 0}.

Then, if / is of generalized index zero,

S
!,∗
∪ (/) =

⋃
�∈ℭ−1(/)

S
!,∗
�

(/).

Proof. First, note that one may reduce to the case where / is self-adjoint. In particular, for
any /′ ∈ B(-), we write /′ = "/ with " invertible and / self-adjoint by Theorem 2.40.
Then dual versions of the tranformation laws for S

!
∪(−) and S

!

�
(−) mean that it will suffice

to consider S
!,∗
∪ (/). After this, simply apply a dual version of the proof strategy of Theorem

2.78, considering the bottom-left block instead of the top-right block. �

While we have already solved the case when - is finite-dimensional and !(�) = � ∗� by
reducing it to the unmodified version of the problem, which in turn was done by a clever
trick, we may employ Theorem 2.78 to give a different proof of Theorem 2.70. To begin, we
make the following observations:

Lemma 2.80. Let /, � ∈ End(ℂ=) be such that �/ = 0. Then for any matrix � we have
(/��)2 = 0, and in particular, /�� is nilpotent.

Proof. Trivially, (/��)2 = /��/�� = /�(�/)�� = 0. �

Proposition 2.81. Let � = 1 − �, let ! : End(ℂ=) → End(ℂ=) be the map given by � ↦→ � ∗�, and
let /, � ∈ End(ℂ=) be matrices such that �/ = 0. Then

S
!

�
(/) = S�(/).

Proof. If /�� = 0, then clearly also � ∗ (/��) = 0. Conversely, � ∗ (/��) = 0 is equivalent
to saying that /�� is diagonal, which means in particular that any basis vector 4: is an
eigenvector of/��. However, by Lemma 2.80 the matrix /�� is nilpotent, so all eigenvalues
are zero. Therefore, /��4: = 0, so that /�� = 0. �
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Alternative proof of Theorem 2.70. Let / ∈ End(ℂ=) and let � = 1 − �. By Proposition 2.81 we
have that for all �, �′ ∈ ℭ−1(/),

S
(�∗)
�

(/) = S�(/) = S∪(/) = S�′(/).

Therefore, the union in Theorem 2.78 collapses to give us

S
(�∗)
∪ (/) =

⋃
�∈ℭ−1

S�(/) = S∪(/)

as desired. �

With having now proven Conjecture 2.75 in an interesting case and given an application
of it, we will point out a downside of it: in practice, one must in principle check an infinite
number of conditions (one for each � ∈ ℭ−1(/)) in order to know if some � is in S

!
∪(/) or

not. It would be extremely convenient if one could somehow reduce this to checking a single
condition. However, as it turns out, this is too good to be true in general.

Example 2.82. Here is an example showing that for at least one choice of �, /, there is no

� ∈ ℭ−1(/) for which S
(�∗)
∪ (/) = S

(�∗)
�

(/). Let

/ =
©
«
1 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0

ª®
¬
, � =

©
«
0 0 1
0 0 0
0 0 0

ª®
¬
.

In this case, by Theorem 2.43, we know that all � ∈ ℭ−1(/) are of the form

� =
©«
0 0 0
0 G H
0 I F

ª®¬
.

Now, a computation shows that

/�� =
©«
0 G012 + I013 H012 + F013

0 0 0
0 0 0

ª®¬
, where � = (089).

Now the condition that � ∗ (/��) = 0 just becomes H012 + F013 = 0.
For any pair (H, F) ∈ ℂ2\{(0, 0)}, one may find a matrix � ∈ ℭ−1(/) of the above form.

Indeed, if they are non-zero, then choosing I = 0 and G = 1 yields that the bottom right of �
is an upper triangular matrix, hence invertible. If only one is zero, then one can perform a
similar trick. Now, by the above computation and Theorem 2.78, we have

S
(�∗)
∪ (/) =

⋃
�∈ℭ−1(/)

S
(�∗)
�

(/) =
⋃

(H,F)∈ℂ2\{(0,0)}
{(089 ) | H012 + F013 = 0}.

However, since for any pair (012, 013) ∈ ℂ2 we may find some pair (H, F) ≠ (0, 0) such that
H012 + F013 = 0, we see that

S
(�∗)
∪ (/) = End(ℂ3).

On the other hand, it is clear that for all � ∈ ℭ−1(/), we have a strict inclusion

S
(�∗)
�

(/) ( End(ℂ=).
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Remark 2.83. The above example also implies that, in general, it is impossible to pick a finite
subset of ℭ−1(/) which completely represents S�

∪ (/). If it were possible, then it is easy to
see that in fact one � ∈ ℭ−1(/) would be enough, which is ruled out by the example.

2.7 Modifiers Equivalent to the Identity

We finish the section with a characterizing condition for those ! such that S
!
∪(−) = S∪(−).

This yields a necessary criterion for having ! ≃ id, and a complete classification in the case
when ! is given by a Hadamard product.

Lemma 2.84. Let + be a Banach algebra, - a Banach space, ! : + → - be a bounded linear map,
and let 2, I ∈ + be such that 2I = I2 = 0. Then S2(I) ⊆ S

!
2 (I).

Proof. If 0 ∈ S2(I), we will have I02 = 0, so that !(I02) = 0, and hence 0 ∈ S
!
2 (I). �

Proposition 2.85. Let - be a Hilbert space, . a Banach space, ! : B(-) → . be a bounded linear
map, and let / ∈ B(-) be of generalized index zero. Then

S
!
∪(/) = S∪(/) ⇐⇒ ∀� ∈ ℭ−1(/), S!

�
(/) = S�(/).

Proof. If the latter condition is satisfied, then by Theorem 2.78 we will have

S
!
∪(/) =

⋃
�∈ℭ−1(/)

S
!

�
(/) =

⋃
�∈ℭ−1(/)

S�(/) = S∪(/).

Conversely, suppose S
!
∪(/) = S∪(/) and fix some � ∈ ℭ−1(/). Then, by Corollary 2.44 and

Lemma 2.84,
S�(/) ⊆ S

!

�
(/) ⊆ S

!
∪(/) = S∪(/) = S�(/)

so that S
!

�
(/) = S�(/) as desired. �

Definition 2.86. An orthogonal algebra is an algebra A with the property that GH = 0 for all
G, H ∈ A. Given an orthogonal subalgebra T ⊆ B(-) where - is a Hilbert space, we define
two associated closed subspaces

im(T ) :=
⋂
(∈T

ker((), ker(T ) := im(T )⊥.

Proposition 2.87. Let - be a Hilbert space, consider an orthogonal subalgebra T ⊆ B(-), and let
) ∈ T . Then, under the decomposition - = ker(T ) ⊕ im(T ), we can write ) in the form

im(T ) ⊕ ker(T ) im(T ) ⊕ ker(T ).

(
0 )12

0 0

)

In particular, there is a bounded operator / ∈ B(-) of generalized index zero and some � ∈ ℭ−1(/)
such that for all ) ∈ T we have ) = /)�.

Proof. By definition of im(T ), we have im(T ) ⊆ ker()). Since T is an orthogonal algebra,
we have that () = 0 for all ( ∈ T , so im()) ⊆ im(T ). Therefore, in total, we have

im()) ⊆ im(T ) ⊆ ker()).
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From this, it is clear that ) has the claimed form. Setting

/ =

(
idim(T ) 0

0 0

)
, � =

(
0 0
0 idker(T )

)

one obtains the final statement. That / is of generalized index zero is clear by Theorem 2.36,
since � ∈ ℭ′(/). �

Lemma 2.88. Let - be a Hilbert space, and let ) ∈ B(-). Then )2 = 0 if and only if there exists
/ ∈ B(-) of generalized index zero and � ∈ ℭ−1(/) such that ) = /��.

Proof. If ) is of the form ) = /��, then trivially )2 = /��/�� = 0. Conversely, apply
Proposition 2.87 to the subalgebra ℂ[)] ⊆ B(-) generated by ), which is an orthogonal
algebra since )2 = 0. �

Theorem 2.89. Let -,. be Hilbert spaces, and let ! : B(-) → . be a bounded linear map. Then
the following statements are equivalent:

(i) For all / ∈ B(-) of generalized index zero, we have S
!
∪(/) = S∪(/).

(ii) For all / ∈ B(-) of generalized index zero and for all � ∈ ℭ−1(/), we have S
!

�
(/) = S�(/).

(iii) For all ) ∈ B(-) such that )2 = 0, we have !()) = 0 if and only if ) = 0.

Proof. The equivalence between (i) and (ii) follows by Prooposition 2.85. We prove that (iii)
is equivalent to (ii). Suppose that (ii) holds; it is equivalent to saying that

∀/ ∈ B(-), � ∈ ℭ−1(/), [!(/��) ≠ 0 ⇐⇒ /�� ≠ 0]

and thus, if ) ≠ 0 is such that )2 = 0, Lemma 2.88 tells us precisely that !()) ≠ 0. Therefore,
(ii) implies (iii)

Conversely, if (iii) holds, then this is the same as saying that for all ) such that )2 = 0,
we have !()) = 0 if and only if ) = 0. However, since for all �, / ∈ B(-) where / is of
generalized index zero and � ∈ ℭ−1(/), we have (/��)2 = 0, this means

/�� = 0 ⇐⇒ !(/��) = 0

so that S
!

�
(/) = S�(/). Thus, (iii) implies (ii). �

Corollary 2.90. Let ! : End(ℂ=) → End(ℂ=).

(a) If ! ≃ id and -2 = 0, then !(-) = 0 if and only if - = 0.

(b) If ! is, under some basis of ℂ= , given by � ↦→ � ∗ � for some matrix �, then

S
!
∪(−) = S∪(−) ⇐⇒ all non-diagonal entries of � are non-zero ⇐⇒ ! ≃ id.

Proof. To prove (a), note that ! ≃ id implies that S
!
∪(−) = S∪(−), and hence Theorem 2.89

implies that !(-) ≠ 0 unless - = 0. To prove (b), first observe that the implication

S
!
∪(−) = S∪(−) =⇒ all non-diagonal entries of � are non-zero

follows from Theorem 2.89, noting that the basis matrices �89 satisfy �2
89
= 0 as long as 8 ≠ 9.

Next, note that if we let �̃ be the matrix given by replacing all non-zero entries in � by 1 and
set !̃(�) := �̃ ∗ �, it is clear that ! ≃ !̃ by the equivalence of norms on finite-dimensional
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spaces (for example, one may apply Proposition 2.61). Furthermore, it is clear that � � !̃

whenever all non-diagonal entries of � are non-zero, so by Lemma 2.69 we get

all non-diagonal entries of � are non-zero =⇒ ! ≃ id.

Finally, that
! ≃ id =⇒ S

!
∪(−) = S∪(−)

follows by Corollary 2.67. This completes the proof. �

Remark 2.91. In fact, in the above, the equivalence

S
!
∪(−) = S∪(−) ⇐⇒ all non-diagonal entries of � are non-zero

follows also from noting that diagonal nilpotents are zero, and therefore if � satisfies the
condition on the right, -2 = 0, and � ∗ - = 0, then - = 0. This is the same proof as in
Proposition 2.81.

Remark 2.92. The proof of Theorem 2.89 can be replicated more generally whenever one
has an analogue of Lemma 2.88 and one knows that Conjecture 2.75 is true. In more general
settings, however, one may have to contend with ℭ−1(−) and ℭ′(−) no longer obviously being
identical.
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3 Existence of Unbounded Paths

This section is dedicated to understanding S∩(−). Before we get on with our main results,
though, we point out a few central devices we will use in our strategy.

3.1 Generalities

We start with a remarkably powerful observation based on the following fact: if we have
some family of sets (A ⊆ ℝ, A > 0, such that (C ⊆ (C′ whenever C < C′, then

lim
A→0

sup (A < ∞ =⇒ ∃A′ > 0 such that sup (A′ < 0.

Applying this fact to S
!
∩(−) yields the following theorem:

Theorem 3.1. Let + be a Banach algebra, let . be a Banach space, let ! : + → . be a bounded
linear map, and let I ∈ + . Then

S
!
∩(I) =

⋃ {⋂
I′∈*

S
!
∩(I′) : * ⊆ + open and bounded, I ∈ *

}
.

Here, by bounded, we mean bounded in diameter (as a subset of a metric space).

Proof. If 0 ∈ S
!
∩(I), then, by definition,

lim
A→0

sup
‖D−I‖<A
D∈+×

‖!(D0D−1)‖ < ∞.

However, for this to hold, it must be that for some A′ > 0,

sup
‖D−I‖<A′
D∈+×

‖!(D0D)−1‖ < ∞.

In other words,

S
!
∩(I) ⊆

⋃
*⊆+

* bounded
I∈*

{0 ∈ + | sup
D∈*∩+×

‖!(D0D)−1‖ < ∞}

⊆
⋃
*⊆+

* bounded
I∈*

⋂
I′∈*

S
!
∩(I′) ⊆ S

!
∩(I),

as was to be proven. �

Here is the really useful way we may utilize the above:

Corollary 3.2. Let+ be a Banach algebra, . a Banach space, ! : + → . a bounded linear map, and
I ∈ + . If 0 ∈ S

!
∩(I), then there is some A > 0, depending on 0, such that for all G ∈ + satisfying

‖G‖ < A, we have (1 + G)−10(1 + G) ∈ S
!
∩(I). In particular, the following hold:

(i) For any G ∈ + , let 4G :=
∑∞
:=0

G:

:! . For all 0 ∈ S
!
∩(I), there is some A′ > 0 such that if ‖G‖ < A′,

then 4−G04G ∈ S
!
∩(I).

(ii) For any G ∈ + such that 4�G = 5 (�) + 6(�)G where 5 is even and 6 is odd, for example when

(a) G2 = 0, or
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(b) G2 = 1,

and for all 0 ∈ S
!
∩(I), we have G0G ∈ S

!
∩(I) and [G, 0] ∈ S

!
∩(I).

Proof. Let 0 ∈ S
!
∩(I). Then, for some A0 > 0 we have that 0 ∈ S

!
∩(I′) for all ‖I − I′‖ < A0 by

Theorem 3.1. In particular, if we pick A > 0 so that whenever G ∈ + satisfies ‖G‖ < A it is
small enough that 1 + G is invertible and ‖I − I(1 + G)−1‖ < A0, then

0 ∈ S∩(I(1 + G)−1) = (1 + G)S∩(I)(1 + G)−1 ,

by Corollary 1.22, so that (1 + G)−10(1 + G) ∈ S∩(I).
To prove (i), note that if ‖G‖ is chosen to be small enough (less than some threshold A′ > 0),

then G + G2

2!
+ G3

3!
+ · · ·

 < A,

so that we may employ the first part to see that 4−G04G ∈ S
!
∩(I).

Let � be such that ‖�G‖ < A′. To prove (ii), note that if 4�G = 5 (�) + 6(�)G with 5 even and
6 odd, then 4−�G = 5 (�) − 6(�)G, so

4−�G04�G = ( 5 (�) − 6(�)G)0( 5 (�) + 6(�)G)
= 5 (�)20 + 5 (�)6(�)0G − 5 (�)6(�)G0 − 6(�)2G0G
= 5 (�)20 + 5 (�)6(�)[0, G] − 6(�)2G0G ∈ S

!
∩(I)

which, since S
!
∩(I) is a vector space, implies that

4−�G04�G − 5 (�)20 = 5 (�)6(�)0G − 5 (�)6(�)G0 − 6(�)2G0G ∈ S
!
∩(I).

Swapping G for −G and noting that [0, G] = −[G, 0], we see that, in total,

5 (�)6(�)[0, G] − 6(�)2G0G ∈ S
!
∩(I), and

− 5 (�)6(�)[0, G] − 6(�)2G0G ∈ S
!
∩(I).

Once again using that S
!
∩(I) is a vector space, we may add and subtract to see that

−26(�)2G0G ∈ S
!
∩(I), and 2 5 (�)6(�)[0, G] ∈ S

!
∩(I).

Scaling then proves the result.
We need to show that the provided examples for G in (ii) satisfy the property we described.

This is a reasonably easy computation obtained from just expanding out the definition of
4�G.

(a) If G2 = 0, then

4�G = 1 + �G + �2G2

2!
+ �3G3

3!
+ · · · = 1 + �G.

(b) If G2 = 1, then

4�G = 1 + �G + �2

2!
+ �3G

3!
+ · · · = cosh(�) + sinh(�)G.

Thus, we are done. �
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3.2 Classification for Existence With a Modifier in Finite Dimensions

We begin with a construction which will allow us to show there are only two possible ways
S

!
∩(/) can look for / ∈ End(ℂ=).

Definition 3.3. Let - be a Hilbert space, and G, H ∈ - . Define the operator

�GH : - → Span{G} ⊆ -, �GHD := (H, D)G.

In other words,
�GHH := G, ∀I ∈ Span{H}⊥ , �I := 0.

Proposition 3.4. Let - be a Hilbert space, and G, H, I ∈ - have unit norm.

(i) We have �GH�HI = �GI . In particular, �2
GG = �GG .

(ii) We have (G, I) = 0 if and only if �HI�GH = 0. In particular, we have �2
GH = 0 when (G, H) = 0.

(iii) For any operator � ∈ B(-), there is some 0HG ∈ ℂ such that

�GH��GH = 0HG�GH .

(iv) We have 0HG = 0 if and only if (�G, H) = 0. Furthermore,

(a) 0HG = 0 for all G, H ∈ - , if and only if � = 0, and

(b) 0HG = 0 for all perpendicular G, H, if and only if � = ��.

Proof. To prove (i), write D = �I + I′, I′ ∈ Span{I}⊥, and compute

�GH�HID = �GH�HI(�I + I′) = ��GHH = �G = �GID.

To prove (ii), assume (G, I) = 0, and write D = �H + H′, H′ ∈ Span{H}⊥, and note that

�HI�GHD = �HI�GH(�H + H′) = ��HIG = 0

since G ∈ Span{I}⊥. The other direction is similar.
For (iii), write D = �H + H′ and �G = 0HGH + H′′, where H′, H′′ ∈ Span{H}⊥, and note that

�GH��GHD = ��GH�G = �0HGG = 0HG�GHD.

Finally, for (iv), note that 0HG = 0 if and only if �G ∈ Span{H}⊥ by the above. If this holds
for all G, H, then (�G, H) = 0 for all H, so �G = 0, proving (iv)(a). For (iv)(b), note that we are
given that

(G, H) = 0 =⇒ (�G, H) = 0.

Thus, writing �G = �G + G′, we see that (G′, H) = 0 for all H ∈ Span{G}⊥, so (G′, G′) = 0,
meaning G′ = 0. We conclude that �G = �G, where � now depends on G. However, by
linearity, it must be independent of G, so that � = ��. �

Lemma 3.5. Let {48}=8=1
be an orthonormal basis of ℂ= . Then

� =

=∑
8=1

�48 48 .
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Proof. Note that for all E ∈ ℂ= , we have �48 48E = (48 , E)48 . In particular,

=∑
8=1

�48 48E =

=∑
8=1

(48 , E)48 = E

as desired. �

Here is the central trick we will use to deduce our result. It tells us that any subspace of
End(ℂ=) satisfying a meagre amount of closure properties must contain all matrices.

Lemma 3.6. Let + ⊆ End(ℂ=), = ≥ 2, be a linear subspace with the following properties:

(1) � ∈ + .

(2) For some G, H ∈ ℂ= of unit length such that (G, H) = 0, we have �GH ∈ + and �HG ∈ + .

(3) If � ∈ + , then for all E, F ∈ ℂ= such that (E, F) = 0, we have [�, �EF] ∈ (.

Then + = End(ℂ=).

Proof. By Proposition 3.4, we have

�EF�FD = �ED , and if (D, E) = 0, �FD�EF = 0.

Extend the vectors {G, H} from (2) to a basis {41 , . . . , 4=}, where G = 41 and H = 42. For
simplicity, we will write �89 := �48 4 9 . Using property (2) along with property (3) twice, as
long as : ≠ ℓ and at least : ≠ 2 or ℓ ≠ 1, we have

[[�12, �2ℓ ],−�:1] = [�12�2ℓ − �2ℓ�12,−�:1]
= [�:1, �1ℓ − �2ℓ�12]
= �:1�1ℓ − �:1�2ℓ�12 − �1ℓ�:1 + �2ℓ�12�:1

= �:ℓ + �2ℓ�12�:1 = �:ℓ ∈ +.

Since �21 ∈ + by assumption, we have that �89 ∈ + for all 8 ≠ 9.
This leaves the “diagonals” �88 . To get �88 ∈ + , we use that, by the above, we have �89 ∈ +

for all 8 ≠ 9. Therefore, we see, for 8 ≠ :, that �:8 ∈ + . Applying (3), we have

[�8: , �:8] = �8:�:8 − �:8�8: = �88 − �:: ∈ +.

Therefore, fixing 8 and summing up over all : ∋ we have

(= − 1)�88 −
∑
:≠8

�:: = (= − 1)�88 − (� − �::) = =�88 + � ∈ +

by Lemma 3.5, which, using (1), means that �:: ∈ + . �

Theorem 3.7. Let / ∈ End(ℂ=). Then S
!
∩(/) = {�� | � ∈ ℂ} or End(ℂ=).

Proof. Suppose S
!
∩(/) ≠ {�� | � ∈ ℂ}. We use Corollary 3.2 to show that S

!
∩(/) satisfies the

conditions of Lemma 3.6. Condition (1) is clear, and condition (3) follows by part (ii)(a) of
Corollary 3.2. It remains to show that S

!
∩(/) satisfies property (2). For this, pick � ∈ S

!
∩(/)

such that � ≠ ��, and note that for all (G0 , H0) = 0 we have

�G0H0��G0H0 = 0H0G0�G0H0 ∈ S
!
∩(/).

Since � ≠ ��, we know by (iv)(b) that there is some choice of (G, H) = 0 such that 0HG ≠ 0, so
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that �GH ∈ S
!
∩ . Finally, let )GH be the operator given by

)GHG := H, )GHH := G, ∀I ∈ Span{G, H}⊥ , )I = I.

Then )2
GH = �, so

)GH�GH)GH = �HG ∈ S
!
∩(/)

by Corollary 3.2. �

3.3 Existence Without a Modifier & With Some Modifiers

Now, Theorem 3.7 tells us that in finite dimensions, for general !, the space S
!
∩(/) has two

possible forms. We now show that in a very general setting, we can say exactly what S∩(/)
is. Using the same exact trick as in Section 2.6, via the � relation of Section 2.5, we will also
be able to extend this to a few more choices of !.

Lemma 3.8. Let - be a Hilbert space, and let + ⊆ - be a (not necessarily closed) linear subspace
such that

(1) there are some orthonormal 4 , 4′ ∈ - such that �44′ ∈ + and �4′4 ∈ + ,

(2) if � ∈ + , then for all orthonormal E, F ∈ ℂ= , we have [�, �EF] ∈ (, and

(3) if � ∈ + , then for all operators ) ∈ B(-) such that )2 = �, we have )�) ∈ + .

Then, for any non-trivial linear subspace . ⊆ - , there is some � ∈ + such that �. * ..

Proof. By Zorn’s lemma, we may extend {4 , 4′} to an orthonormal basis {48}8∈� of - , where
� may be uncountable. Write �89 := �48 4 9 . Following the argument of Lemma 3.6, (1) and (2)
imply that �89 ∈ + for all 8 ≠ 9 ∈ �. To get �88 ∈ + for all 8 ∈ �, define an operator ): 9 for all
: ≠ 9 ∈ � by

)9:4 9 = 4: − 4 9 , )9:(4: − 4 9) = 4 9 , ∀I ∈ Span{4 9 , 4: − 4 9}⊥ , )9:I = I.

Then )2
: 9
= �, and we note that for 9 ≠ 8

)98�89)98(48 − 4 9) = )98�894 9 = )9848 = )89(48 − 4 9 + 4 9) = 4 9 + 48 − 4 9 = 48 ,

and more generally,
)98�89)98 = �48 (4 9−48 )

which is in + by (3). However, we also have

�48(4 9−48) = �89 − �88 =⇒ �88 = �89 − �48(4 9−48 ) ∈ +

so that �88 ∈ + .
Now, for any H ∈ - , there is some countable subset �H ⊆ � for which we may write

H =
∑
8∈�H

(48 , H)48 .

Since . is non-trivial, we can find H ∈ .\{0} and some basis vector 4: ∉ .. We then have

�4:H =
∑
8∈�H

(48 , H)�:8 .
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Choosing a bĳection | · | : �G
∼−→ ℕ, for any  > 0 we define

�
( )
4:H :=

∑
8∈�G
|8 |< 

(48 , H)�:8

and note that for all  > 0, we have �
( )
4:H ∈ + by the first half of the proof. Finally, since

�
( )
4:H → �4:H as  → ∞,

we may find some # > 0 such that

�
(#)
4:H H ≠ 0,

which, setting � := �
(#)
4:H , means we have some � ∈ + such that �H = �4: for some � ≠ 0,

and in particular, �. * . since 4: ∉ .. �

Theorem 3.9. Let - be a Hilbert space, and let / ∈ B(-) be a singular operator. Then

S∩(/) = {�� | � ∈ ℂ}.

Proof. First consider the case when / is non-zero. We will argue by contradiction: suppose
the assertion were not true. By Theorem 1.25, we have that

{�� | � ∈ ℂ} ⊆ S∩(/) ⊆ S∪(/) ⊆ Sker(/)

and since / ≠ 0 and is singular, we know that ker(/) is a non-trivial subspace of- . Therefore,
we may try to employ Lemma 3.8. However, conditions (2) and (3) follow trivially from
Corollary 3.2, and condition (1) follows by the same argument as in Theorem 3.7.

When / = 0, note that for any G ∈ - , we may consider the orthogonal projection %G
onto Span{G}⊥, which has ker(%G) = Span{G}. For any � ∈ S∩(/), we will then have that
� ∈ S∩(�%G) ⊆ Sker(�%G) = Sker(%G) for some sufficiently small � > 0 by Theorem 3.1, and
in particular, �G = �GG for all G. A simple argument by linearity then shows that � = ��. �

From the above, we now know exactly how S∩(−) looks in Hilbert spaces. In finite
dimensions, therefore, we can then apply the general Corollary 2.67 to deduce S

!
∩(−) looks

for some simple but interesting choices of !.

Theorem 3.10. Let � be as given in Theorem 2.70, and let / ∈ End(ℂ=). If ! ∈ �, then

S
!
∩(/) = S∩(/).

In particular, suppose / is singular. Then S
!
∩(/) = {�� | � ∈ ℂ}.

Proof. Combine Theorem 3.9 with Corollary 2.67 and Lemma 2.69. �

Remark 3.11. Like with S∪(−) and S∗
∪(−), one may define a dual version, S∗

∩(−), of S∩(−).
This has the peculiar property that it is very easy to show that S∗

∩(0) = B(-) in any Banach
space - , using dualized versions of Theorems 1.25 & 3.1.
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4 A Few Conjectures & A Question

We end this paper with a few conjectures on the objects we have considered. The first is that
Theorem 3.7 can be extended to all Hilbert spaces.

Conjecture 4.1. Let - be a Hilbert space, . a Banach space, and let ! : B(-) → . be a
bounded linear map. Then, for all singular / ∈ B(-), either S

!
∩(/) = {�� | � ∈ ℂ} or

S!(/) = B(-).
For our second conjecture, we would like to say that the families S

!
∩(−) and S

!
∪(−) are

tightly related to each other. Since we have a necessary and sufficient condition for all ! that
satisfy S

!
∪(−) = S∪(−) (given by Theorem 2.89), ideally we would like those same criteria to

determine the situation for S
!
∩(−).

Conjecture 4.2. Let - be a Hilbert space, . a Banach space, and let ! : B(-) → . be a
bounded linear map. Then the following conditions are equivalent.

(1) For all / ∈ B(-) of generalized index zero, S
!
∩(/) = S∩(/).

(2) For all / ∈ B(-) of generalized index zero, S
!
∪(/) = S∪(/).

Our third conjecture is harder to motivate. Essentially, in the process of proving the
results of Section 3, several approaches came up. One of them involved doing a computation
of the kernel of a particular map, which conjures forth ideas that results in Section 3 should
be approachable with the concepts developed in Section 2.

Conjecture 4.3. Let + be a Banach algebra, . a Banach space, and ! : + → . a bounded
linear map. Then

∀I ∈ +, S
!
∩(I) =

⋃ {⋂
I′∈*

S
!
∪(I′) : * ⊆ + open and bounded, I ∈ *

}
.

In Section 2.1, we crucially make use of the condition that our operators are generalized
index zero in order to prove our results (in particular, to write our base space as a direct sum
so we can produce good paths and do computations).

Question 4.4. Does Corollary 2.44 hold even for operators/ that are not of generalized index
zero? That is, is it true that as long as / ∈ B(-) can be approximated by invertible operators,
then S∪(/) = Sker(/)?
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A Variant of the Proof of the Lemma 2.69

We provide here a variant of the proof of Lemma 2.69, which chronologically came first and
is due to the first author.

Lemma A.1. Let /, � ∈ End(ℂ=), let *: → / be a sequence of invertible matrices converging to
/, and let � = 1 − �. Then

lim
:→∞

‖� ∗ (*:�*
−1
: )‖ < ∞ ⇐⇒ lim

:→∞
‖*:�*

−1
: ‖ < ∞.

Proof. The (⇐) direction is clear. To prove the (⇒) direction, set �: := *:�*
−1
:

. Then, by
assumption, we have that lim:→∞ ‖� ∗�: ‖ < ∞, so that the non-diagonal entries of �: remain
bounded as : → ∞. Now we have the following facts:

(i) Since each �: is a conjugate of �, they all have the same eigenvalues as �.

(ii) By the Gershgorin circle theorem, the eigenvalues of � lie within some bounded disks
centered on the diagonal entries of �.

(iii) On the other hand, also by the Gershgorin circle theorem, the eigenvalues of �: must
lie within some bounded radius, which is independent of :, of the diagonal entries of �:
because, by assumption, the non-diagonal entries stay bounded as : → ∞. That is, the
supremum of the radii of the Gershgorin circles of the �: is some finite number.

If some diagonal entry of �: exploded as : → ∞, this would imply that one of the eigenvalues
of �:, i.e. one of the eigenvalues of �, lies outside the Gershgorin circles of �. This is
impossible, hence the diagonal entries must necessarily also stay bounded, and therefore
‖�: ‖ = ‖*:�*

−1
:
‖ stays bounded as : → ∞. �

B Notation

Symbol Meaning

� ∗ � The Hadamard product of � with �.
! � #, ! ≃ # See Notation 2.59.
B(-) The Banach algebra of bounded linear operators - → - .
ℭ−1(I) The set of elements appearing as the (−1)th coefficient of the inverse

of a good path converging to I. See Definition 2.16.
ℭ′(/) The set of bounded linear operators � such that im(�) = ker(/)

and ker(�) = im(/). See Definition 2.32.
End(ℂ=) The (Banach) algebra of linear maps ℂ= → ℂ= . After a choice of

basis, can be identified with the algebra ℂ=×= of = × = matrices.

N
!
∩ , N

!
∪ See Definition 1.6.

S
!
∩(−), S

!
∪(−) See Definition 1.7.

Sker(/) The algebra of bounded linear operators keeping ker/ invariant.
See Definition 1.24.

S2(−), S!
2 (−) See Definition 2.3 and Definition 2.71.

Spw(I; D:) See Definition 1.16.
SF(�•+) See Definition 2.47.
+× The group of invertible elements in an algebra + .
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