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Abstract

A term called the quasi-projection pair (P,Q) was introduced recently by
the authors, where P is a projection and Q is an idempotent on a Hilbert
C∗-module H satisfying Q∗ = (2P − I)Q(2P − I), in which Q∗ is the ad-
joint operator of the idempotent Q and I is the identity operator on H.
Some fundamental issues on quasi-projection pairs, such as the block matrix
representations for quasi-projection pairs and the C∗-morphisms associated
with quasi-projection pairs, are worthwhile to be investigated. This paper
aims to make some preparations. One object called the semi-harmonious
quasi-projection pair is introduced in the general setting of the adjointable
operators on Hilbert C∗-modules. Some related operator theories on the
common similarity of operators and a norm equation associated with the
Friedrichs angle are dealt with.

Keywords: Hilbert C∗-module; projection; idempotent; polar
decomposition; orthogonal complementarity.
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1. Introduction and preliminaries

Let H be a (right) Hilbert module over a C∗-algebra A, and L(H) be
the set of all adjointable operators on H. For each T ∈ L(H), let R(T ) and
N (T ) denote the range and the null space of T , respectively. An operator
Q ∈ L(H) is called an idempotent ifQ2 = Q. If furthermoreQ is self-adjoint,
then Q is referred to be a projection. One fundamental issue concerning
idempotents and projections is the characterization of the distances from all
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the projections to an idempotent Q, and some recent results on this issue can
be found in [11, 12, 13, 15, 16]. For each idempotent Q ∈ L(H), a specific
projection m(Q) called the matched projection of Q is introduced recently
in [12]. It is proved in [16, Theorems 2.3, Corollary 2.5 and Remark 2.2]
that

‖m(Q)−Q‖ ≤ ‖P −Q‖ ≤ ‖I −m(Q)−Q‖
for every projection P ∈ L(H), where I denotes the identity operator on H.
This shows that the distance away from m(Q) to Q (resp. from I − m(Q)
to Q) takes the minimum value (resp. the maximum value) among all the
distances from projections to Q. The same is also true in the case that H

is a finite-dimensional Hilbert space and all the matrices are endued with
the Frobenius norm [13, Theorems 3.2 and 4.2]. Inspired by the relationship
between m(Q) and Q, another term called the quasi-projection pair (P,Q)
is also introduced recently in [12], where P ∈ L(H) is a projection satisfying

Q∗ = (2P − I)Q(2P − I), (1.1)

in which Q∗ denotes the adjoint operator of the idempotent Q. In particular,(
m(Q), Q

)
is a quasi-projection pair, which is called the matched pair of Q.

Hilbert C∗-modules are the natural generalizations of Hilbert spaces by
allowing the inner product to take values in certain C∗-algebra instead of the
complex field [6, 9, 10]. It is known that a closed submodule of a Hilbert C∗-
module may fail to be orthogonally complemented. Due to this dissimilarity
between the Hilbert space and the Hilbert C∗-module, an adjointable oper-
ator on a Hilbert C∗-module may have no polar decomposition (see e.g. [7,
Example 3.15]). So, some additional demanding is usually needed in dealing
with a pair of projections on a general Hilbert C∗-module. Motivated by
two norm equations used to characterize the Friedrichs angle [2], the term
of the semi-harmonious pair (P,Q) of projections is introduced in the sense
that R(P +Q) and R(2I − P −Q) are both orthogonally complemented [4,
Definition 1.1]. It is notable that such a semi-harmonious condition plays a
crucial role in the study of the C∗-isomorphisms associated with two pro-
jections on a Hilbert C∗-module [4, Theorems 3.1 and 3.2].

Although a quasi-projection pair (P,Q) is composed of one projection
and one idempotent rather than two projections, due to the restriction (1.1)
it can be expected to obtain some results similar to the case of two projec-
tions mentioned above. The key to achieving this goal is to clarify the exact
meaning of the semi-harmony for a quasi-projection pair separately, which
is fulfilled in this paper; see Definitions 2.2 for the details.
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A study of semi-harmonious quasi-projection pairs is carried out in Sec-
tion 2. To get a deeper understanding of semi-harmonious quasi-projection
pairs, six operators and four closed submodules are defined at the begin-
ning of this section for each quasi-projection pair. With the notations for
these operators and submodules, three featured results are obtained for each
quasi-projection pair. As a result, we prove that each semi-harmonious
quasi-projection pair (P,Q) can ensure that H1 and H4 defined by (2.4) are
orthogonally complemented in H.

The common similarity and the unitary equivalence of operators are dealt
with in Section 3 in the setting of semi-harmonious quasi-projection pairs.
For each semi-harmonious quasi-projection pair, an operator with non-zero
parameters is defined by (3.12), and it is proved in Theorem 3.3 that such
an operator is invertible and is in fact a common solution of (3.1) and (3.2).
Employing (3.1) and (3.2) yields the modified equation (3.20), which leads
obviously to equation (3.23). It is shown in Theorem 3.4 that for each semi-
harmonious quasi-projection pair, equation (3.20) has a solution of unitary
operator with the form (3.22). Meanwhile, a counterexample is constructed
in Theorem 3.5 to show that when the underlying quasi-projection pair fails
to be semi-harmonious, equation (3.23) may have no solution of invertible
operator. A norm equation associated with the Friedrichs angle is dealt
with in Section 4 in the general setting of quasi-projection pairs. Under the
weakest condition, the validity of equation (4.3) is verified in Theorem 4.4.

We recall briefly some basic knowledge about adjointable operators on
Hilbert C∗-modules. For more details, the reader is referred to [6, 9, 10].
Hilbert C∗-modules are generalizations of Hilbert spaces by allowing the
inner product to take values in a C∗-algebra rather than in the complex field.
Given Hilbert C∗-modulesH andK over a C∗-algebra A, let L(H,K) denote
the set of all adjointable operators from H to K, with the abbreviation
L(H) whenever H = K. Let L(H)sa (resp.L(H)+) denote the set of all
self-adjoint (resp. positive) elements in the C∗-algebra L(H). In the special
case that H is a Hilbert space, we use the notation B(H) instead of L(H).

Unless otherwise specified, throughout the rest of this paper C is the
complex field, A is a C∗-algebra, E, H and K are Hilbert A-modules. For
every C∗-algebraB, Mn(B) denotes the n×nmatrix algebra over B. Specif-
ically, Mn(C) stands for the set of all n× n complex matrices. The identity
matrix and the zero matrix in Mn(C) are denoted by In and 0n, respectively.

It is known that every adjointable operator A ∈ L(H,K) is a bounded
linear operator, which is also A-linear in the sense that

A(xa) = A(x)a, ∀x ∈ H, a ∈ A.
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Let R(A), N (A) and A∗ denote the range, the null space and the adjoint
operator of A, respectively. In the case that A ∈ L(H)+, the notation A ≥ 0
is also used to indicate that A is a positive operator on H.

Given a unital C∗-algebra B, its unit is denoted by IB. When V is a
Hilbert module over a C∗-algebra C, the unit of L(V ) will be denoted simply
by IV rather than IL(V ). In most cases of this paper, the Hilbert C∗-module
under consideration is represented by H, so the symbol IH is furthermore
simplified to be I. In other words, the Italic letter I is reserved for the
identity operator on the Hilbert C∗-module H.

A projection P ∈ L(H) is said to be proper if P 6= I and P 6= 0, and a
closed submodule M of H is referred to be orthogonally complemented in
H if H = M +M⊥, where

M⊥ =
{
x ∈ H : 〈x, y〉 = 0 for every y ∈ M

}
.

In this case, the projection from H onto M is denoted by PM . If both H1

and H2 are submodules of a Hilbert A-module H such that H1 ∩H2 = {0},
then we set

H1 ∔H2 = {h1 + h2 : hi ∈ Hi, i = 1, 2}.
For each T ∈ L(H,K), the notation |T | is used to denote the square root

of T ∗T . Hence, |T ∗| = (TT ∗)
1

2 . From [7, Lemma 3.9] we know that there
exists at most a partial isometry U ∈ L(H,K) satisfying

T = U |T | with U∗U = PR(T ∗). (1.2)

If such a partial isometry U exists, then the representation (1.2) is called
the polar decomposition of T [7, Definition 3.10]. As shown in [7, Exam-
ple 3.15], an adjointable operator on a Hilbert C∗-module may fail to have
the polar decomposition. The following lemma gives a characterization of
the existence of the polar decomposition.

Lemma 1.1. [7, Lemma 3.6 and Theorem 3.8] For every T ∈ L(H,K), the
following statements are equivalent:

(i) T has the polar decomposition;

(ii) T ∗ has the polar decomposition;

(iii) R(T ) and R(T ∗) are orthogonally complemented in K and H, respec-

tively.

If (i)–(iii) are satisfied, and the polar decomposition of T is given by (1.2),
then the polar decomposition of T ∗ is represented by

T ∗ = U∗|T ∗| with UU∗ = PR(T ).
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Remark 1.1. Suppose that T ∈ L(H,K) has the polar decomposition repre-
sented by (1.2). For simplicity, henceforth we just say that T has the polar
decomposition T = U |T |.

Next, we give some characterizations of quasi-projection pairs, which is
introduced recently in [12] as follows.

Definition 1.1. [12, Definition 1.2] An ordered pair (P,Q) is called a quasi-
projection pair on H if P ∈ L(H) is a projection, while Q ∈ L(H) is an
idempotent such that

PQ∗P = PQP, PQ∗(I − P ) = −PQ(I − P ), (1.3)

(I − P )Q∗(I − P ) = (I − P )Q(I − P ).

Lemma 1.2. [12, Theorem 1.4] Suppose that P ∈ L(H) is a projection and
Q ∈ L(H) is an idempotent. If one element in

Σ :=
{
(A,B) : A ∈ {P, I − P}, B ∈ {Q,Q∗, I −Q, I −Q∗}

}

is a quasi-projection pair, then all the remaining elements in Σ are quasi-
projection pairs.

Lemma 1.3. [12, Theorem 1.5] Suppose that P ∈ L(H) is a projection and
Q ∈ L(H) is an idempotent. Then the following statements are equivalent:

(i) (P,Q) is a quasi-projection pair;

(ii) Q∗ = (2P − I)Q(2P − I);

(iii) |Q∗| = (2P − I)|Q|(2P − I).

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Sections 2 are devoted
to the study of semi-harmonious quasi-projection pairs. Some related oper-
ator theories on the common similarity of operators and a norm equation
associated with the Friedrichs angle are dealt with in Sections 3 and 4,
respectively.

2. Semi-harmonious quasi-projection pairs

In this section, we will introduce and study semi-harmonious quasi-
projection pairs. It is helpful to specify some frequently used symbols for
those operators and submodules associated with two idempotents. On the
whole, we will introduce six operators and four submodules as follows.
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Definition 2.1. Given idempotents P,Q ∈ L(H), let

T1 = P (I −Q), T2 = (I − P )Q, (2.1)

T3 = PQ(I − P ), T4 = (I − P )QP, (2.2)

T̃1 = T1(2P − 1), T̃2 = −T2(2P − I), (2.3)

and let

H1 = R(P ) ∩R(Q), H4 = N (P ) ∩ N (Q), (2.4)

H2 = R(P ) ∩ N (Q), H3 = N (P ) ∩R(Q). (2.5)

We begin with a characterization of the adjoint operators as follows.

Lemma 2.1. Given a quasi-projection pair (P,Q) on H, let Ti (1 ≤ i ≤ 4)
and T̃i (1 ≤ i ≤ 2) be defined by (2.1)–(2.3). Then

T ∗
1 = (2P − I)(I −Q)P, T̃1

∗
= (I −Q)P, (2.6)

T ∗
2 = −(2P − I)Q(I − P ), T̃2

∗
= Q(I − P ), (2.7)

Proof. Since P ia a projection, we know that 2P − I is a self-adjoint unitary
(symmetry). Hence, by Lemma 1.3(ii) we have

T ∗
2 = (2P − I)Q(2P − I) · (I − P ) = −(2P − I)Q(I − P ),

T̃2
∗
= −(2P − I)T ∗

2 = Q(I − P ).

This gives the verification of (2.7). In view of Lemma 1.2, the rest equalities
can be obtained by a simple replacement of (P,Q) with (I − P, I −Q).

Next, we provide three featured results for every quasi-projection pair.

Lemma 2.2. For every quasi-projection pair (P,Q) on H, T1 + T2 is self-

adjoint, where T1 and T2 are defined by (2.1).

Proof. From (2.6) and (2.7), we have

(T1 + T2)
∗ = (2P − I)

[
(I −Q)P −Q(I − P )

]
= P − 2PQ+Q

= P (I −Q) + (I − P )Q = T1 + T2.

Lemma 2.3. For every quasi-projection pair (P,Q) on H, we have

|Ti| · |T ∗
j |2 = |Ti|2 · |T ∗

j |, i, j = 1, 2,

where T1 and T2 are defined by (2.1).
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Proof. Given an arbitrary operator T ∈ L(H), it is clear that |T ∗|2 · T =
T · |T |2, which leads to

p(|T ∗|2) · T = T · p(|T |2)

for every polynomial p. Hence,

|T ∗| · T = T · |T | (2.8)

by the functional calculus of elements in a commutative C∗-algebra, since
the function t →

√
t can be approximated uniformly by a sequence of poly-

nomials on any compact subset of [0,+∞). Also, from [7, Proposition 2.9]
and [7, Lemma 3.3] we can obtain

R(|T ∗|) = R(T ), N (|T |) = N (T ). (2.9)

In virtue of (2.9) and (2.8), we see that for any T, S ∈ L(H),

|T | · |S∗|2 = |T |2 · |S∗| ⇐⇒ |T |
(
|S∗| − |T |

)
|S∗| = 0

⇐⇒ |T |
(
|S∗| − |T |

)
S = 0

⇐⇒ T
(
|S∗| − |T |

)
S = 0

⇐⇒ T · |S∗| · S = T · |T | · S
⇐⇒ T · |S∗| · S = |T ∗| · T · S.

So, our aim here is to prove that

Ti · |T ∗
j | · Tj = |T ∗

i | · Ti · Tj (i, j = 1, 2). (2.10)

First, we consider the case that i = j = 1. From (2.1), we have

T1P = P (I −Q)P,

which is self-adjoint according to (1.3). Utilizing the expression of T ∗
1 given

in (2.6) yields

T1T
∗
1 = P (I −Q) · (2P − I)(I −Q)P = 2(T1P )2 − T1P.

Hence,
T1P · T1T

∗
1 = 2(T1P )3 − (T1P )2.

As T1P = (T1P )∗, this shows that

T1P · T1T
∗
1 = (T1P · T1T

∗
1 )

∗ = T1T
∗
1 · T1P.
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Similar reasoning in the derivation of (2.8) gives

T1P · |T ∗
1 | = |T ∗

1 | · T1P,

which can be simplified as

T1 · |T ∗
1 | = |T ∗

1 | · T1P, (2.11)

since P is a projection, and by (2.9) and (2.1) R(|T ∗
1 |) = R(T1) ⊆ R(P ). It

follows that
T1 · |T ∗

1 | · T1 = |T ∗
1 | · T1P · T1 = |T ∗

1 | · T 2
1

by post-multiplying T1 on both sides of (2.11). So, the validity of (2.10) is
verified in the case considered as above.

Next, we show that (2.10) is true in the case that i = 1 and j = 2. A
simple calculation gives

T1(I − P ) = −PQ(I − P ), T1PQ = −T1T2. (2.12)

From (2.6) and the observation T1Q = 0, we have

T1T
∗
1 = T1 · (2P − I)(I −Q)P = T1 · (P − 2PQP ).

Combining the above expression for T1T
∗
1 with (2.12) and Lemma 1.3(ii)

yields

T1T
∗
1 · T1(I − P ) = −T1(P − 2PQP ) · PQ(I − P )

= −T1PQ · (I − 2P )Q(I − P )

= T1T2 ·Q∗(I − P ).

Hence,
T1T

∗
1 · T1(I − P ) = T1T2T

∗
2 ,

which means that

T1T
∗
1 · T1(I − P ) = T1(I − P ) · T2T

∗
2 ,

since (I − P )T2 = T2. Consequently,

|T ∗
1 | · T1(I − P ) = T1(I − P ) · |T ∗

2 |,

which leads by the observation R(|T ∗
2 |) = R(T2) ⊆ R(I − P ) to

|T ∗
1 | · T1(I − P ) = T1 · |T ∗

2 |.
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Therefore,

T1 · |T ∗
2 | · T2 = |T ∗

1 | · T1(I − P ) · T2 = |T ∗
1 | · T1 · T2.

So, the desired conclusion follows.
Finally, we may replace (P,Q) with (I − P, I − Q) to get (2.10) in the

remaining two cases.

Lemma 2.4. For every quasi-projection pair (P,Q) on H, we have

H1 = R(P ) ∩R(Q∗), H4 = N (P ) ∩ N (Q∗), (2.13)

H2 = R(P ) ∩N (Q∗), H3 = N (P ) ∩R(Q∗),

where Hi (1 ≤ i ≤ 4) are defined by (2.4)–(2.5).

Proof. Let x ∈ R(P ). It is obvious that (2P − I)x = x. If furthermore
x ∈ R(Q), then Qx = x and from Lemma 1.3(ii) we have

Q∗x = (2P − I)Q(2P − I)x = x.

It follows that H1 ⊆ R(P ) ∩ R(Q∗). Since 2P − I is a symmetry, similar
reasoning gives R(P ) ∩R(Q∗) ⊆ H1. This completes the verification of the
first equation in (2.13).

Replacing (P,Q) with (I−P, I−Q), (P, I−Q) and (I−P,Q) respectively,
the remaining three equations can be derived immediately.

As shown in [7, Example 3.15], an adjointable operator on a Hilbert C∗-
module may have no polar decomposition. This leads us to make a definition
as follows.

Definition 2.2. Let (P,Q) be a quasi-projection pair. If T1 and T2 defined
by (2.1) both have the polar decompositions, then (P,Q) is said to be semi-
harmonious.

Suppose that (P,Q) is a quasi-projection pair on H. Let H1 and H4 be
defined by (2.4). In Theorem 2.6, we will prove that each semi-harmonious
quasi-projection pair can ensure that H1 and H4 are orthogonally comple-
mented in H. For this, we need a useful lemma as follows.

Lemma 2.5. For every idempotents P,Q ∈ L(H), let H1 be defined by

(2.4). Then we have N [(I −Q)P ] = H1 +R(I − P ).

Proof. A proof given in [3, Lemma 2.1] for two projections is also valid in
the case that P,Q ∈ L(H) are idempotents.
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Theorem 2.6. Suppose that (P,Q) is a semi-harmonious quasi-projection

pair on H. Let T1, T2, T̃1, T̃2, H1 and H4 be defined by (2.1), (2.3) and

(2.4), respectively. Then H1,H4, R(T̃1
∗
) and R(T̃2

∗
) are orthogonally com-

plemented in H such that

P = PR(T1)
+ PH1

, PR(Q) = P
R(T̃2

∗

)
+ PH1

, (2.14)

I − P = PR(T2)
+ PH4

, PN (Q) = P
R
(
T̃1

∗
) + PH4

. (2.15)

Proof. In view of Definition 2.2 and Lemma 1.1, by the complementarity of
R(T1) in H, we have H = R(T1) +N (T ∗

1 ). From the first equation in (2.6)
together with the invertibility of 2P − I and Lemma 2.5, it can be deduced
that

N (T ∗
1 ) = N

[
(I −Q)P

]
= H1 +R(I − P ).

Hence,

R(P ) +R(I − P ) = H = R(T1) +H1 +R(I − P ), (2.16)

which is combined with Lemmas 1.2 and 2.4 to get the complementarity of
H1 and

R(P ) = R(T1) +H1.

Consequently, the first equation in (2.14) is valid. Since T̃2
∗
= Q(I − P )

(see (2.7)), we have R(T̃2
∗
) +H1 ⊆ R(Q). On the other hand, each x ∈ H

can be decomposed as x = x1 + x2 + x3 for some x1 ∈ R(T1), x2 ∈ H1 and
x3 ∈ R(I − P ), which gives

Qx = Qx1 + x2 +Qx3. (2.17)

Note that QR(I − P ) = R
(
Q(I − P )

)
= R(T̃2

∗
) and

QT1 = −Q(I − P )(I −Q) = −T̃2
∗
(I −Q),

so by (2.17) we have

R(Q) ⊆ R(T̃2
∗
) +H1 ⊆ R(Q).

Hence,

R(Q) = R(T̃2
∗
) +H1.

Therefore, R(T̃2
∗
) is orthogonally complemented in H such that the second

equation in (2.14) is satisfied.
Replacement P and Q with I−P and I−Q respectively, we can conclude

that H4 and R(T̃1
∗
) are both orthogonally complemented in H such that

(2.15) is satisfied.

10



3. Common similarity and unitary equivalence of operators

Inspired by [4, Section 3], in this section we consider mainly the common
solvability of the following two operator equations

W (Q− PH1
)W−1 = I − P − PH4

, (3.1)

W (P − PH1
)W−1 = I −Q− PH4

, (3.2)

where (P,Q) is a known quasi-projection pair on H such that H1 and H4

defined by (2.4) are both orthogonally complemented in H, whileW ∈ L(H)
is an unknown invertible operator.

When (P,Q) is semi-harmonious, a concrete invertible operator W will
be constructed in Theorem 3.3 such that (3.1) and (3.2) are both satisfied.
To achieve this main result of this section, we need a couple of lemmas.

Lemma 3.1. Suppose that (P,Q) is a semi-harmonious quasi-projection

pair on H. Let T1, T2, H1 and H4 be defined by (2.1) and (2.4) respectively,
and let Ti = Vi|Ti| (i = 1, 2) be the polar decompositions. Then

PH1
(P − PH1

) = (I −Q− PH4
)PH1

= 0, (3.3)

PH4
(P − PH1

) = (I −Q− PH4
)PH4

= 0. (3.4)

Furthermore, for every λ1, λ2 ∈ C the following statements are equivalent:

(i) (λ1V1 − λ2V2)(P − PH1
) = (I −Q− PH4

)(λ1V1 − λ2V2);

(ii) λiViTj = λjTiVj for i, j = 1, 2.

Proof. By Theorem 2.6 PH1
and PH4

(henceforth denoted simply by P1 and
P4) are existent. Evidently, (3.3) and (3.4) can be derived directly from
(2.4). So, it remains to prove the equivalence of (i) and (ii).

From (2.14) and (2.15), we have

P − P1 = P
R(T1)

= V1V
∗
1 , (3.5)

(I − P )− P4 = PR(T2)
= V2V

∗
2 . (3.6)

Observe that

R(V1) = R(T1) ⊆ R(P ), R(V2) = R(T2) ⊆ N (P ),

so by (3.5) and (3.6) we can get

V ∗
2 V1 = V ∗

2 (V2V
∗
2 V1V

∗
1 )V1 = V ∗

2 · 0 · V1 = 0,

P1V1 = P1V2 = 0, P4V1 = P4V2 = 0,
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which yield

V ∗
1 V2 = 0, V ∗

1 P1 = V ∗
2 P1 = 0, V ∗

1 P4 = V ∗
2 P4 = 0 (3.7)

by taking ∗-operation. Also, from the definitions of P1, P4, T1 and T2 it is
clear that

T1P1 = T2P1 = T1P4 = T2P4 = T1Q = T2(I −Q) = 0,

which implies that

V1P1 = V2P1 = V1P4 = V2P4 = V1Q = V2(I −Q) = 0, (3.8)

since it is true that N (Vi) = N (Ti) for i = 1, 2. It follows that

V1 = PV1(I −Q), V2 = (I − P )V2Q. (3.9)

Given λ1, λ2 ∈ C, let

A = (λ1V1 − λ2V2)(P − P1), B = (I −Q− P4)(λ1V1 − λ2V2).

Then by (3.5)–(3.9), we have

A =(λ1V1 − λ2V2)P = λ1PV1(I −Q)P − λ2(I − P )V2QP,

B =
[
(P + V2V

∗
2 )−Q

]
(λ1V1 − λ2V2) = (P −Q)(λ1V1 − λ2V2)− λ2V2

=λ1V1 −Q(λ1V1 − λ2V2)− λ2V2 = (I −Q)(λ1V1 − λ2V2)

=(I −Q)
[
λ1PV1(I −Q)− λ2(I − P )V2Q

]
.

Consequently,

P (A−B)Q =λ1V1(I −Q)PQ+ λ2P (I −Q)V2 = −λ1V1T2 + λ2T1V2.

Therefore,
P (A−B)Q = 0 ⇐⇒ λ1V1T2 = λ2T1V2.

Similarly, it can be verified that

P (A−B)(I −Q) = 0 ⇐⇒ λ1V1T1 = λ1T1V1,

(I − P )(A−B)Q = 0 ⇐⇒ λ2V2T2 = λ2T2V2,

(I − P )(A−B)(I −Q) = 0 ⇐⇒ λ2V2T1 = λ1T2V1.

This shows the equivalence of items (i) and (ii).
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Lemma 3.2. Under the notations and conditions of Lemma 3.1, the follow-

ing statements are equivalent:

(i) (V1 + V2)(T1 + T2) = (T1 + T2)(V1 + V2);

(ii) ViTj = TiVj for i, j = 1, 2;

(iii) |Ti| · |T ∗
j |2 = |Ti|2 · |T ∗

j | for i, j = 1, 2.

Proof. (i)⇐⇒(ii). Let A = (V1 + V2)(T1 + T2) and B = (T1 + T2)(V1 + V2).
By (3.9) and (2.1), we have

(I − P )V1 = PV2 = V1Q = V2(I −Q) = 0, (3.10)

(I − P )T1 = PT2 = T1Q = T2(I −Q) = 0. (3.11)

So, the equation V1T2 = T1V2 turns out to be PAQ = PBQ. Similarly, the
other three equations in (ii) can be rephrased as XAY = XBY for all the
cases that X ∈ {P, I − P} and Y ∈ {Q, I −Q} satisfying (X,Y ) 6= (P,Q).
Hence, the equivalence of (i) and (ii) is derived.

(ii)⇐⇒(iii). In virtue of R(Vj) = R(|T ∗
j |) and N (Vi) = N (|Ti|) for

i, j = 1, 2, we have

ViTj − TiVj = 0 ⇐⇒ Vi(|T ∗
j | − |Ti|)Vj = 0

⇐⇒ Vi(|T ∗
j | − |Ti|)|T ∗

j | = 0

⇐⇒ |Ti|(|T ∗
j | − |Ti|)|T ∗

j | = 0.

This shows the equivalence of (ii) and (iii).

Remark 3.1. By Lemma 2.3, we know that Lemma 3.2(iii) is always true
for every quasi-projection pair (P,Q). However, when (P,Q) is not semi-
harmonious, the operators T1 and T2 defined by (2.1) may have no polar
decompositions. In such case, items (i) and (ii) in Lemma 3.2 are meaning-
less.

Recall that an element A ∈ L(H) is called an EP operator if R(A) =
R(A∗). If A is Moore-Penrose invertible (equivalently, R(A) is closed in
H [14, Theorem 2.2]), then this can be characterized as AA† = A†A, since
AA† and A†A are projections whose ranges are equal to R(A) and R(A∗)
respectively, where A† denotes the Moore-Penrose inverse of A. It is notable
that an EP operator needs not to be self-adjoint. When (P,Q) is a semi-
harmonious quasi-projection pair, let V1 and V2 be defined as above. In
the next theorem, we will show that V1 − V2 is an EP operator, which
plays a crucial role in the verification of the invertibility of the operator W
constructed as (3.12).
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Theorem 3.3. Suppose that (P,Q) is a semi-harmonious quasi-projection

pair on H. Let T1, T2, H1 and H4 be defined by (2.1) and (2.4) respectively,
and let Ti = Vi|Ti| (i = 1, 2) be the polar decompositions. Then V1 + V2 is

self-adjoint, and the operator W ∈ L(H) given by

W = λ1(V1 − V2) + λ2PH1
+ λ3PH4

(3.12)

is a common solution of (3.1) and (3.2), where λi(i = 1, 2, 3) are arbitrary

in C \ {0}.

Proof. By Theorem 2.6, PH1
and PH4

(simplified as P1 and P4) are existent.
From Lemmas 3.1, 3.2 and 2.3, we have

(λ1V1 − λ1V2)(P − P1) = (I −Q− P4)(λ1V1 − λ1V2),

which is combined with (3.3), (3.4) and (3.12) to get

W (P − P1) = (I −Q− P4)W.

Observe that V ∗
2 V1 = 0 (see the proof of Lemma 3.1), so from (3.6), (3.12),

(3.7), (2.13), (3.10) and (3.8) we can obtain

(I − P − P4)W = V2V
∗
2 W = −λ1V2,

W (Q− P1) = λ1(V1 − V2)(Q− P1) = −λ1V2.

Hence,
W (Q− P1) = (I − P − P4)W.

So, it remains only to prove that W is invertible and V1 + V2 is self-adjoint.
Firstly, we prove that V1 − V2 is an EP operator. By (3.11), we have

T1 = P (T1 ± T2), T2 = (I − P )(T2 ± T1),

T ∗
1 = (I −Q∗)(T ∗

1 ± T ∗
2 ), T ∗

2 = Q∗(T ∗
2 ± T ∗

1 ),

which lead obviously to

N (T1) ∩ N (T2) = N (T1 ± T2), N (T ∗
1 ± T ∗

2 ) = N (T ∗
1 ) ∩ N (T ∗

2 ).

As T1 + T2 is self-adjoint (see Lemma 2.2), this gives

N (T1) ∩ N (T2) = N (T1 + T2) = N
[
(T1 + T2)

∗
]
= N (T ∗

1 ) ∩ N (T ∗
2 ).

Hence
N (V1) ∩ N (V2) = N (V ∗

1 ) ∩ N (V ∗
2 ).
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The same method employed as above shows that

N (V1 ± V2) = N (V1) ∩N (V2) = N (V ∗
1 ) ∩ N (V ∗

2 ) = N
[
(V1 ± V2)

∗
]
. (3.13)

Moreover, it is clear that R(λ1V1+λ2V2) ⊆ R(V1)+R(V2) for every λ1, λ2 ∈
C\{0}. On the other hand, since R(V ∗

1 ) = R(T ∗
1 ) ⊆ R(I−Q∗), we see that

(I−Q∗)V ∗
1 = V ∗

1 and Q∗V ∗
1 = 0. Taking ∗-operation we have V1(I−Q) = V1

and V1Q = 0. Similarly, we obtain V2Q = V2 and V2(I −Q) = 0. Hence, for
every x, y ∈ H we have

V1x+ V2y = (λ1V1 + λ2V2)
( 1

λ1
(I −Q)x+

1

λ2
Qy

)
∈ R(λ1V1 + λ2V2).

Therefore,

R(λ1V1 + λ2V2) = R(V1) +R(V2), ∀λ1, λ2 ∈ C \ {0}. (3.14)

Combining the observation V1V
∗
1 ⊥ V2V

∗
2 with (3.5) and (3.6) yields

R(V1) +R(V2) = R(V1V
∗
1 ) +R(V2V

∗
2 ) = R(V1V

∗
1 + V2V

∗
2 ) = R(P̃ ),

where P̃ is a projection on H given by

P̃ = I − P1 − P4. (3.15)

Specifically, if we let λ1 = 1 and λ2 = −1, then it gives

R(V1 − V2) = R(P̃ ),

and thus R(V1 − V2) is closed in H, so V1 − V2 is Moore-Penrose invertible
such that

(V1 − V2)(V1 − V2)
† = P̃ . (3.16)

It follows from (3.16) and (3.13) that

N (P̃ ) =N
[
(V1 − V2)

†
]
= N [(V1 − V2)

∗] = N (V1 − V2)

=N
[
(V1 − V2)

†(V1 − V2)
]
,

which implies that
(V1 − V2)

†(V1 − V2) = P̃ . (3.17)

Hence, by (3.16) and (3.17) V1 − V2 is an EP operator.

Secondly, we prove that W−1 = W̃ , where

W̃ =
1

λ1
(V1 − V2)

† +
1

λ2
P1 +

1

λ3
P4.
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Indeed, by (3.15) we have P̃P1 = P1P̃ = 0, which is combined with (3.16)
and (3.17) to get

(V1 − V2)
†P1 = (V1 − V2)

†
[
(V1 − V2)(V1 − V2)

†
]
P1 = (V1 − V2)

†(P̃P1) = 0,

P1(V1 − V2)
† = P1

[
(V1 − V2)

†(V1 − V2)
]
(V1 − V2)

† = (P1P̃ )(V1 − V2)
† = 0.

The same is true if P1 is replaced by P4. That is,

(V1 − V2)
†P4 = P4(V1 − V2)

† = 0.

With the derivations as above and the various equations given in the proof
of Lemma 3.1, it is easily seen that WW̃ = W̃W = I.

Finally, we prove that V1 + V2 is self-adjoint. To this end, we show that

(V1 + V2)
∗P̃ = (V1 + V2)P̃ , (V1 + V2)

∗(I − P̃ ) = (V1 + V2)(I − P̃ ), (3.18)

where P̃ is given by (3.15). By (3.16) and (3.17), we have

N (P̃ ) = N (V1 − V2) = N [(V1 − V2)
∗] ,

which is combined with (3.13) to get

R(I − P̃ ) = N (P̃ ) = N (V1 + V2) = N [(V1 + V2)]
∗
.

Therefore, the second equation in (3.18) is satisfied.
Following the line in the derivation of (3.14), we have R(T1 + T2) =

R(T1)+R(T2).Hence, R(P̃ ) = R(V1)+R(V2) = R(T1)+R(T2) = R(T1 + T2),
the first equation in (3.18) can therefore be changed into

(V1 + V2)
∗(T1 + T2) = (V1 + V2)(T1 + T2),

which can be rephrased furthermore as

(V1 + V2)
∗(T1 + T2) = (T1 + T2)(V1 + V2) (3.19)

by using (i)⇐⇒(iii) in Lemma 3.2 and Lemma 2.3. As observed before, we
have V ∗

2 V1 = 0, which gives V ∗
2 T1 = 0 since R(T1) is contained in R(V1).

Similarly, V ∗
1 T2 = 0. As a result,

(V1 + V2)
∗(T1 + T2) = V ∗

1 T1 + V ∗
2 T2 = |T1|+ |T2|,

which leads to (3.19) by taking ∗-operation, since both |T1|+|T2| and T1+T2

are self-adjoint.
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Let Q ∈ L(H) be an idempotent. It is well-known that ‖Q‖ > 1 when-
ever Q is not a projection. Under the condition of Theorem 3.3 and suppose
furthermore that Q is not a projection, I −Q− P4 is an idempotent which
is not a projection, so

‖I −Q− PH4
‖ > 1 ≥ ‖P − PH1

‖ = ‖U(P − PH1
)U∗‖

for any unitary operator U . Therefore, the operator W constructed in Theo-
rem 3.3 is merely an invertible operator, which generally fails to be a unitary
operator. Employing (3.1) and (3.2) yields

W (P − PH1
)(Q− PH1

)W−1 = (I −Q− PH4
)(I − P − PH4

). (3.20)

Our next theorem indicates that the operator W in the above modified
equation can in fact be replaced by a unitary operator.

Theorem 3.4. Under the condition and the notations of Theorem 3.3, we

have

U(P − PH1
)(Q− PH1

)U∗ = (I −Q− PH4
)(I − P − PH4

), (3.21)

where U is a unitary operator defined by

U = λ1 [V1(2P − I)− V2] + λ2P1 + λ3P4, (3.22)

in which λi(i = 1, 2, 3) are arbitrary in the unit circle of C.

Proof. As before, denote PH1
and PH4

simply by P1 and P4, respectively.
Suppose that |λi| = 1 for i = 1, 2, 3. First, we prove that the operator U

defined by (3.22) is a unitary. Let T̃1 be defined by (2.3) and let

Ṽ1 = V1(2P − I).

Since 2P − I is a symmetry, we have

Ṽ1Ṽ1
∗
= V1(2P − I)(2P − I)V ∗

1 = V1V
∗
1 = P

R(T1)
= P

R(T̃1)
,

∣∣T̃1
∗∣∣2 = T1(2P − I)(2P − I)T ∗

1 = T1T
∗
1 = |T ∗

1 |2,

and thus
∣∣T̃1

∗∣∣ = |T ∗
1 |. Also, it is clear that

T̃1
∗
= (2P − I)T ∗

1 = (2P − I)V ∗
1 |T ∗

1 | = Ṽ1
∗∣∣T̃1

∗∣∣.
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So, T̃1
∗
= Ṽ1

∗∣∣T̃1
∗∣∣ is the polar decomposition. In addition, by (2.1), (2.3)

and Lemma 1.3(ii) we have

T2T̃1
∗
= (I − P ) · (2P − I)Q∗(I −Q∗) · P = 0,

which gives V2Ṽ1
∗
= 0, since R

(
T̃1

∗)
= R

(
Ṽ1

∗)
and N (T2) = N (V2). Hence,

V ∗
2 V2 ⊥ Ṽ1

∗
Ṽ1. Moreover, by (2.15), (3.5) and (3.6) we have

Ṽ1
∗
Ṽ1 = P

R(T̃1

∗

)
= PN (Q) − P4,

Ṽ1Ṽ1
∗
+ V2V

∗
2 = V1V

∗
1 + V2V

∗
2 = I − P1 − P4.

Consequently,

UU∗ =Ṽ1Ṽ1
∗
+ V2V

∗
2 + P1 + P4 = I,

U∗U =Ṽ1
∗
Ṽ1 + V ∗

2 V2 + P1 + P4 = PN (Q) + V ∗
2 V2 + P1.

So, U∗U is a summation of three mutually orthogonal projections. Thus, in
order to get U∗U = I it is sufficient to verify the triviality of the common
null space of these projections. It is routine to make such a verification. For,
if x ∈ H satisfies

T2x = 0, P1x = 0, PN (Q)x = 0,

then Qx = PQx ∈ H1, so Qx = P1Qx = P1x = 0, and therefore x =
PN (Q)x = 0.

Next, we check the validity of

X(P − P1)(Q− P1) = (I −Q− P4)(I − P − P4)X. (3.23)

in the case that X = U . From (3.20) we see thatW is a solution of the above
equation. If X = V1(P − I), then both sides of (3.23) are equal to zero. So,
V1(P − I) is another solution. This finishes the verification of (3.23) for
X = U , since by (3.12) and (3.22) we have U = W + 2λ1V1(P − I).

Some new phenomena may happen if a quasi-projection pair fails to be
semi-harmonious. In fact, we have a theorem as follows.

Theorem 3.5. There exists a quasi-projection pair (P,Q) on certain Hilbert

C∗-module H such that H1 and H4 defined by (2.4) satisfy H1 = {0} and

H4 = {0}, whereas (3.23) has no solution of invertible operator.
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Proof. Let B = C(Ω) with Ω = [0, 1] and J be the ideal of B given by

J = {f ∈ B : f(0) = 0}.

Let A be the unital C∗-subalgebra of M2(B) defined by

A =

{(
b11 b12
b21 b22

)
: b11, b22 ∈ B; b12, b21 ∈ J

}
.

As before, A serves as a Hilbert module over itself. Let P,Q ∈ A be defined
by

P (t) =

(
1 0
0 0

)
, Q(t) =

(
sec2(t) − sec(t) tan(t)

sec(t) tan(t) − tan2(t)

)

for each t ∈ Ω. Suppose that x ∈ H4 is determined by x(t) =
(
xij(t)

)
1≤i,j≤2

for each t ∈ Ω. Then

P (t)x(t) ≡ 0, Q(t)x(t) ≡ 0 (t ∈ Ω),

which clearly lead to xi,j(t) ≡ 0 for all i, j = 1, 2, since sec(t) 6= 0 for every
t ∈ Ω and tan(t) = 0 only if t = 0, and all the functions considered are
continuous on Ω. This shows that H4 = {0}. Similarly, H1 = N (I − P ) ∩
N (I −Q) = {0}. Therefore, (3.23) is simplified as

WPQ = (I −Q)(I − P )W. (3.24)

Now, suppose that W ∈ A is determined by W (t) =
(
Wij(t)

)
1≤i,j≤2

and

is a solution of (3.24). Substituting t = 0 into (3.24) yields

(
W11(0) W12(0)
W21(0) W22(0)

)(
1 0
0 0

)
=

(
0 0
0 1

)(
W11(0) W12(0)
W21(0) W22(0)

)
.

Hence, W11(0) = W22(0) = 0. In addition, since W12 and W21 are taken in
J which requires W12(0) = W21(0) = 0. As a result, W (0) is the zero matrix
in M2(C), which clearly implies the non-invertibility of W in A.

As an immediate consequence of Theorem 3.5, we have the following
corollary.

Corollary 3.6. There exists a quasi-projection pair (P,Q) on certain Hilbert

C∗-module H such that H1 and H4 defined by (2.4) satisfy H1 = {0} and

H4 = {0}, whereas (3.1) and (3.2) have no common solution of invertible

operator.
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4. A norm equation associated with the Friedrichs angle

Let M and N be closed subspaces of a Hilbert space. The Friedrichs
angle [2], denoted by α(M,N), is the unique angle in [0, π2 ] whose cosine is
equal to c(M,N), where

c(M,N) = sup
{
|〈x, y〉| : x ∈ M̃, y ∈ Ñ , ‖x‖ ≤ 1, ‖y‖ ≤ 1

}
,

in which M̃ = M ∩ (M ∩ N)⊥ and Ñ = N ∩ (M ∩ N)⊥. It is known [1,
Lemma 10] that

c(M,N) =
∥∥PMPN − PM∩N‖, (4.1)

which is invariant in the sense that

c(M,N) = c(M⊥, N⊥). (4.2)

Inspired by (4.1) and (4.2), the following lemma is obtained in [8] for two
projections on a general Hilbert C∗-module.

Lemma 4.1. [8, Theorem 5.12] Let P,Q ∈ L(H) be projections such that

H1 and H4 defined by (2.4) are orthogonally complemented in H. Then

∥∥PQ− PH1
‖ =

∥∥(I − P )(I −Q)− PH4

∥∥. (4.3)

The characteristics of the above lemma is mainly reflected in its weakest
condition, since for each i ∈ {1, 4}, PHi

exists if and only ifHi is orthogonally
complementary in H. It is interesting to investigate the validity of (4.3) in
the new setting of quasi-projection pairs on a general Hilbert C∗-module.
To give the positive answer under the above weakest condition, we need a
couple of lemmas, which are provided as follows.

Lemma 4.2. Equation (4.3) is valid for every semi-harmonious quasi-

projection pair (P,Q) on H, where H1 and H4 are defined by (2.4).

Proof. Let (P,Q) be an arbitrary quasi-projection pair onH. From Lemma 1.3(ii),
we obtain

[Q(I − P )]∗ = (I − P ) · (2P − I)Q(2P − I) = (I − P )Q(I − 2P ).

Replacing Q with I −Q gives

[(I −Q)(I − P )]∗ = (I − P )(I −Q)(I − 2P ). (4.4)
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Now, suppose that H1 and H4 defined by (2.4) are both orthogonally
complemented in H. Let PH1

and PH4
be denoted simply by P1 and P4,

respectively. By (4.4) and the observation P ∗
4 = P4 = P4(I − 2P ), we have

[(I −Q)(I − P )− P4]
∗ = [(I − P )(I −Q)− P4](I − 2P ).

Since I − 2P is a unitary, this shows that

‖(I −Q)(I − P )− P4]
∗‖ = ‖(I − P )(I −Q)− P4‖. (4.5)

Suppose furthermore that (P,Q) is semi-harmonious. Then a simple use
of (3.21) gives

‖PQ− P1‖ = ‖(I −Q)(I − P )− P4‖ =
∥∥[(I −Q)(I − P )− P4]

∗
∥∥.

The equation above together with (4.5) yields the desired conclusion.

Lemma 4.3. Suppose that (P,Q) is a quasi-projection pair on H such that

H1 defined by (2.4) is orthogonally complemented in H. Let X be a Hilbert

space and π : L(H) → B(X) be a unital C∗-morphism. Then

‖π(P )π(Q)− π(PH1
)‖ = max

{
α, ‖PM − π(PH1

)‖
}
, (4.6)∥∥π(P )π(PR(Q))− π(PH1

)
∥∥ = max

{
β, ‖PM − π(PH1

)‖
}
, (4.7)

where M , α and β are given respectively by

M = R
(
π(P )

)
∩R

(
π(Q)

)
, α = ‖π(P )π(Q) − PM‖, (4.8)

β = ‖π(P )π(PR(Q))− PM‖.

Proof. Let PH1
be denoted simply by P1, and let

S1 = π(P )π(Q) − PM , S2 = PM − π(P1). (4.9)

It is clear that PP1 = QP1 = P1, so π(P )π(P1) = π(Q)π(P1) = π(P1),
which implies that π(P1) ≤ PM , hence S2 is a projection and S1S2 = 0. It
follows that

S2S
∗
1 = S∗

2S
∗
1 = (S1S2)

∗ = 0.

Since
(
π(P ), π(Q)

)
is also a quasi-projection pair, by (2.13) we have

M = R
(
π(P )

)
∩R

(
π(Q)∗

)
= R

(
π(P )

)
∩R

(
π(Q∗)

)
,

N := N
(
π(P )

)
∩N

(
π(Q)

)
= N

(
π(P )

)
∩ N

(
π(Q)∗

)
. (4.10)
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As π(Q)∗ is an idempotent and M ⊆ R
(
π(Q)∗

)
, it gives π(Q)∗PM = PM .

By (2.13) H1 ⊆ R(Q∗), so

π(Q)∗π(P1) = π(Q∗P1) = π(P1).

Therefore, it can be derived from (4.9) that S∗
1S2 = 0, which yields S2S1 =

(S∗
1S2)

∗ = 0. It follows that

S1S
∗
1 ≥ 0, S2 ≥ 0, S1S2 = S2S

∗
1 = 0, S1S

∗
1 · S2 = S2 · S1S

∗
1 = 0,

(S1 + S2)(S1 + S2)
∗ = (S1 + S2)(S

∗
1 + S2) = S1S

∗
1 + S2.

Since S2 is a projection, we have ‖S2‖ = ‖S2‖2. Consequently,

‖S1 + S2‖2 =‖(S1 + S2)(S1 + S2)
∗‖ = max{‖S1S

∗
1‖, ‖S2‖}

=max{‖S1‖2, ‖S2‖2}.

This shows the validity of (4.6).
Following the same line as in the derivation of (4.6), we see that (4.7)

is also true whenever PM ≤ π
(
PR(Q)

)
. So, it needs only to prove this

latter inequality. It is known that PR(Q) = Q(Q + Q∗ − I)−1 (see e.g. [5,
Theorem 1.3]). Since π is a unital C∗-morphism, we have

π
(
PR(Q)

)
= π(Q)

[
π(Q) + π(Q)∗ − I]−1 = PR[π(Q)], (4.11)

which leads obviously to PM ≤ π
(
PR(Q)

)
.

Now, we are in the position to provide the main result of this section.

Theorem 4.4. Let (P,Q) be a quasi-projection pair on H such that H1

and H4 defined by (2.4) are orthogonally complemented in H. Then (4.3) is
satisfied.

Proof. We begin with the following simple observation:

b ≤ a and max{b, c} = max{b, d} =⇒ max{a, c} = max{a, d}. (4.12)

Indeed, utilizing b ≤ a yields

max{a, c} =max{a, b, c} = max
{
a,max{b, c}

}
= max

{
a,max{b, d}

}

=max{a, b, d} = max{a, d}.

Let X be a Hilbert space and π : L(H) → B(X) be a faithful uni-
tal C∗-morphism. Denote PH1

and PH4
by P1 and P4, respectively. For
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simplicity, we use the same notation I for the identity operators IH and
IX . Since

(
π(P ), π(Q)

)
is a quasi-projection pair on a Hilbert space, it is

semi-harmonious. Therefore, a direct use of Lemma 4.2 yields

a :=
∥∥π(P )π(Q) − PM‖ =

∥∥[I − π(P )
][
I − π(Q)

]
− PN

∥∥
=
∥∥π(I − P )π(I −Q)− PN

∥∥, (4.13)

where M and N are defined by (4.8) and (4.10), respectively. So, a simple
use of Lemma 4.3 for quasi-projection pairs (P,Q) and (I − P, I −Q) gives

‖π(P )π(Q) − π(P1)‖ = max{a, c}, (4.14)∥∥π(I − P )π(I −Q)− π(P4)‖ = max{a, d}, (4.15)

where a is given by (4.13) and

c = ‖PM − π(P1)‖, d = ‖PN − π(P4)‖.

Note that π
(
PR(Q)

)
is a projection whose range equals R

(
π(Q)

)
(see (4.11)),

so it is clear that

[
π(P )π(Q)− PM

]
π
(
PR(Q)

)
= π(P )π

(
PR(Q)

)
− PM .

Hence
b :=

∥∥π(P )π
(
PR(Q)

)
− PM

∥∥ ≤ a ·
∥∥π

(
PR(Q)

)∥∥ ≤ a.

Now, we turn to prove that max{b, c} = max{b, d}. It is obvious that

R(P ) ∩R(PR(Q)) = H1, N
(
PR(Q)

)
= R(Q)⊥ = N (Q∗).

So, from (2.13) we can obtain

N (P ) ∩ N
(
PR(Q)

)
= H4.

Moreover, due to (4.11) and (4.10) we have

R
(
π(P )

)
∩R

(
π(PR(Q)

)
= R

(
π(P )

)
∩R

(
π(Q)

)
= M,

N
(
π(P )

)
∩ N

(
π(PR(Q)

)
= N

(
π(P )

)
∩N

(
π(Q)∗

)
= N.

Replacing (P,Q) in Lemma 4.1 with (P,PR(Q)) and
(
π(P ), π(PR(Q))

)
re-

spectively yields

‖PPR(Q) − P1‖ = ‖(I − P )
(
I − PR(Q)

)
− P4‖,

b =
∥∥(I − π(P )

)(
I − π(PR(Q))

)
− PN

∥∥.
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We may combine Lemma 4.3 with the above two equations to conclude that

max{b, c} =
∥∥π

(
PPR(Q) − P1

)∥∥ =
∥∥π

[
(I − P )

(
I − PR(Q)

)
− P4

]∥∥
=
∥∥[I − π(P )

][
I − π(PR(Q))

]
− π(P4)

∥∥ = max{b, d}.

It follows from (4.12) that max{a, c} = max{a, d}. Hence, (4.3) can be
derived from (4.14) and (4.15) together with the faithfulness of π.
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