
ON QUASINORMALITY OF COMPACT PERTURBATIONS OF THE
ISOMETRIES

SUSMITA DAS

Abstract. We study the compact perturbations of an isometry on a separable Hilbert space
and provide a complete characterization of when they are quasinormal. Based on that, we
present a complete classification for a rank-one perturbation of a unilateral shift of finite
multiplicity to be quasinormal in the setting of the Hardy space. The result can also be
generalized for a separable Hilbert space. As an application, we provide a complete charac-
terization for quasinormality of a rank-one perturbation of the Hardy shift.

1. Introduction

Let H be a Hilbert space and B(H) be the algebra of bounded linear operators on H. An
operator T ∈ B(H) is quasinormal if it commutes with T ∗T . This is equivalent to saying
(T ∗T − TT ∗)T = 0. Throughout, we assume that all the Hilbert spaces are separable, infinite
dimensional and over the complex field C. Note that, normal operators are trivially quasinormal
and the most natural non-normal examples are isometries. Recall that, an operator T ∈ B(H)
is called an isometry if T ∗T = I, where I is the identity operator on H. The class of
quasinormal operators were first introduced and studied by A. Brown in [1]. As we have seen,
the class contains the normal operators and isometries, the two most significant objects in
the theory of operators. A canonical representation of quasinormal operators is also given in
[1], which serves as the foundation for all the subsequent developments in the corresponding
theory.

On the other hand, the operators, that are compact perturbations of an isometry or a
normal operator, attracted a lot of attention in recent years. There have been several attempts
in studying their properties like hyponormality, contractivity, or to find a characterization of
their invariant or hyperinvariant subspaces. [3], [6], [7], [8], [9], [10] are a few of such references.
The idea is to perturb an isometry or a normal operator only slightly, observe the deviation in
the behaviour of these newly formed operators and then find the suitable criteria to obtain (or
restore) the desired (or original) property. For example, in [9], a complete characterization is
given when a rank-one perturbation of an isometry can be a contraction or an isometry. In [7],
it is shown that for a rank-one perturbation of a normal operator, hyponormality is equivalent
to normality. Recall that, an operator T ∈ B(H) is a contraction if ∥Tx∥ ≤ ∥x∥ for all x ∈ H,
and hyponormal if T ∗T ≥ TT ∗. A characterization for the hyponormal contractions that are
finite rank perturbations of unilateral shifts of finite multiplicity, is given in [2].

In this paper, we consider compact perturbation of an isometry and investigate its quasi-
normality. Recall that, a quasinormal operator is hyponormal ([5]) but the converse is not
true. Also, the unilateral weighted shift with nonzero weights on the Hardy space H2(D)
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is quasinormal if and only if all the weights are equal ([5]). With the help of this, one can
show that a rank-one perturbation of an isometry may not even be hyponormal. Infact, if for
nonzero u, v ∈ H, u ⊗ v defines the rank-one operator

(
u ⊗ v

)
(f) = ⟨f, v⟩u, for all f ∈ H,

then an easy computation shows that T = S+ z⊗ 1 on H2(D) is not hyponormal, where S is
the standard Hardy shift. However, one can show that the rank-one perturbation S − z ⊗ 1
on H2(D) is quasinormal. Throughout, S will denote the standard unilateral shift of multiplicity
one on H2(D), and corresponding to an orthonormal basis {en}n≥0 on H the operator Sk with
k ∈ N will denote the unilateral shift of multiplicity k, defined by Sk(en) = en+k. The plan
of our paper is as follows: In section 2 we study the arbitrary compact perturbations of an
isometry and provide a complete characterization of their quasinormality. let T be a non-
isometric operator which is the sum of an isometry and a compact operator. It turns out that
(T ∗T )1/2 is diagonalizable with eigenvalues converging to 1 and each non-unital eigenvalue
has finite multiplicity (see Lemma 2.1). Based on this we prove that (also see Theorem 2.2):

Theorem 1.1. Let T ∈ B(H) be non-isometric and of the form T = Isometry + Compact.
Then T is quasinormal if and only if T can be written as the direct sum D ⊕ cU , for some
scalar c ∈ {0, 1}, where U is an isometry and D is a diagonal operator such that if P denotes
the set of all non-unital eigenvalues of (T ∗T )1/2 and nk is the multiplicity of βn ∈ P then

D = diagβn∈P
(
βne

itj
)kn
j=1

.

Next, in the same section we consider completely non-unitary contractions (c.n.u for short).
Recall that ([11]), a contraction T is called completely non-unitary (c.n.u. for short) if it has no
nontrivial reducing subspace on which T is unitary. By canonical decomposition ([11]), every
contraction on a Hilbert space can be written as a direct sum of a unitary and a completely
non-unitary contractions. Since a unitary is normal (and hence quasinormal), it is sufficient to
consider only c.n.u. contractions while discussing quasinormality. The defect spaces DT ,DT ∗

of a contraction T are defined as DT = ran(I − T ∗T ), and DT ∗ = ran(I − TT ∗), and their
dimensions are called the defect indices of T . We provide a complete characterization of
quasinormality of c.n.u contractions with finite defect indices

(
see Theorem 2.6

)
in terms of

certain finite rank operators which appears in our previous work (see [2]). Next we consider
the case of the rank-one perturbation of the unilateral shift of arbitrary finite multiplicity
on the Hardy space. If u, v ∈ H2(D) are nonzero and Sk denotes the unilateral shift of
multiplicity k(∈ N), we prove the following (see Theorem 2.9):

Theorem 1.2. If T = Sk + u ⊗ v on H2(D) is quasinormal, then ker(I − T ∗T ) is a finitely
generated Sk-invariant subspace of H2(D).

In particular, we obtain the following result:

Corollary 1.3. Let T = S + u⊗ v be on H2(D). If T is quasinormal then ker(I − T ∗T ) =
θH2(D), where θ is either a single Blaschke factor or a product of two Blaschke factors.

The above theorem 1.2 plays a crucial role in obtaining the explicit characterizations of
quasinormality for Sk + u⊗ v. Note that, there are only two possibilities: the vectors v, S∗

ku
can either be linearly dependent or linearly independent. In the following sections, we discuss
both the cases and obtain two Theorems 3.1, and 4.1, with complete sets of classifications.
We would like to point out that all the three of the Theorems 2.9, 3.1, 4.1 can also be obtained
in a general Hilbert space set up—the proof of which will follow verbatim from the existing ones,
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only after the obvious changes in the basis vectors. For the sake of notational convenience, we
stay on the Hardy space.
• Section 3 begins with the case on {v, S∗

ku} being linearly dependent. We prove the following
theorem (see also Theorem 3.1):

Theorem 1.4. Let T = Sk + u ⊗ v be non-isometric on H2(D) with {v, S∗
ku} being linearly

dependent. Then T is quasinormal if and only if v is an eigenvector of S∗
k and

(1.1) (1 + ⟨S∗
ku, v⟩)⟨zkv, gi⟩+ ∥v∥2

k−1∑
n=0

⟨u, zn⟩⟨zn, gi⟩ = 0 ∀i = 1, . . . ,m(≤ k),

where {g1, . . . , gm} is an orthonormal set generating ker(I − T ∗T ).

Let us recall that, corresponding to α ∈ D, the function kα(z) = 1
1−ᾱz

on D denotes the

kernel function at α on H2(D). Then as a corollary to the above theorem, we obtain the
following result (see Corollary 3.4):

Corollary 1.5. Let S be the unilateral shift and u, v be nonzero elements of H2(D) such
that v, S∗u are linearly dependent and the operator T = S + u⊗ v is not an isometry. Then
T is quasinormal if and only if there exists α ∈ D such that v = (1− |α|2)v(α)kα and

1 + v(α)(1− |α|2)S∗u(α) = ᾱv(α)u(0) holds.

Here we like to make the following remark.

Remark 1.6. In [8], the Proposition 2.5 claims that the rank-one perturbation of the uni-
lateral shift is not quasinormal. The above corollary provides a class of counter examples to
this claim.

• Section 4 deals with the quasinormality of Sk + u ⊗ v with {v, S∗
ku} linearly independent.

Theorem 4.1 provides a complete characterization of their quasinormality. For k = 1 i.e., for
T = S + u ⊗ v, two subcases arise depending on the two possibilities for the inner function
θ associated to ker(I − T ∗T ), which can be either the square of a single Blaschke factor or
a product of two distinct Blaschke factors

(
see corollary 2.11

)
. For α ∈ D, if Bα(z) denotes

the Blaschke factor Bα(z) = z−α
1−ᾱz

for all z ∈ D, then we call T quasinormal of type I if

θ(z) =
(

z−α
1−ᾱz

)2
, and quasinormal of type II if θ(z) =

(
z−α
1−ᾱz

)(
z−β
1−β̄z

)
, α, β ∈ D. We provide

complete characterizations of both types of quasinormality in Theorems 4.3, and 4.4. These
classifications also serve as another set of counter examples for Proposition 2.5 of [8].

2. Characterization for compact perturbations

In this section, we consider the compact perturbations of isometries on a Hilbert space H.
We begin with the following easy Lemma:

Lemma 2.1. Let T ∈ B(H) be of the form T = Isometry + Compact. Then (T ∗T )1/2

is diagonalizable with eigenvalues converging to 1 and each non-unital eigenvalue has finite
multiplicity.

Proof. Let T = W +K, where W is an isometry and K is compact on H. Then

T ∗T = (W ∗ +K∗)(W +K) = I +W ∗K +K∗W +K∗K.
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Since T ∗T − I is compact and self-adjoint, by Spectral theorem, there exist an orthonormal
basis {en}n≥1 ⊆ H and a unitary U : H → H such that

(2.1) U(I − T ∗T )U∗ = D,

where D is a diagonal operator defined by D(en) = αnen, αn ∈ C for all n and the sequence
{αn}n≥1 converges to zero. Now by (2.1) U(T ∗T )1/2U∗ = (I − D)1/2, and (I − D)1/2en =
(1 − αn)

1/2en for all n ≥ 1. Hence (1 − αn)
1/2 are eigenvalues of (I −D)1/2, and clearly the

sequence {(1 − αn)
1/2}n≥1 converges to 1 as n → ∞. Suppose αk ∈ {αn}n≥1 be a nonzero

element for some k ≥ 1. Since {αn}n≥1 converges to zero, αk can occur only finitely many
times. Hence (1 − αk)

1/2 ̸= 1 and has finite multiplicity. Since the non-unital eigenvalues of
(T ∗T )1/2 are in one-one correspondence with the nonzero αn’s, the proof follows.

With the help of the Lemma 2.1, we now provide the following classification result:

Theorem 2.2. Let T ∈ B(H) be a non-isometric operator of the form T = Isometry +
Compact. Then T is quasinormal if and only if T can be written as the direct sum D ⊕ cU ,
for some scalar c ∈ {0, 1}, where U is an isometry and D is a diagonal operator such that
if P denotes the set of all non-unital eigenvalues of (T ∗T )1/2 and kn is the multiplicity of
βn ∈ P then

D = diagβn∈P
(
βne

itj
)kn
j=1

.

Proof. Let T = Isometry+Compact, and also T is not an isometry. Then I−T ∗T is nonzero
and by Lemma 2.1, there exist a unitary U : H → H and an orthonormal basis {en}n≥1 ⊆ H
such that

(2.2) U(T ∗T )1/2U∗ = (I −D)1/2,

where D is the diagonal operator defined by D(en) = αnen, {αn}n≥1 ⊆ C and {αn}n≥1 → 0
as n → ∞.

Since (I − T ∗T ) ̸= 0, αn is nonzero for at least one n and also a nonzero αn can appear
only finitely many times. Hence αn = 1 only for finitely many n—which implies ker(I−D)1/2

has finite dimension.
Let T = V (T ∗T )1/2 be the unique polar decomposition of T with V as the appropriate

partial isometry and kerT = kerV = ker(T ∗T )1/2. Then with respect to the same unitary
U above, we have by (2.2) UTU∗ = (UV U∗)(I − D)1/2. Let us denote UTU∗ = T1 and
UV U∗ = V1. Then V1 is a partial isometry and T1 is unitarily equivalent to T with the polar
decomposition

(2.3) T1 = V1(I −D)1/2, kerT1 = kerV1 = ker(I −D)1/2.

Clearly, T is quasinormal if and only if T1 is quasinormal. Let us assume that T is quasi-
normal. Then we have

(2.4) V1(I −D)1/2 = (I −D)1/2V1.

Two cases can arise.
Case 1: kerT ̸= {0}.
By (2.3), this is equivalent to ker(I −D)1/2 ̸= 0. Without loss of generality, let α1 = α2 =

. . . = αk = 1 for some k ≥ 1 and αn ̸= 1 for all n ≥ k + 1. Let us denote βn = (1− αn)
1/2 for
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all n ≥ 1, and let E(β) denote the eigenspace of (T ∗T )1/2 corresponding to an eigenvalue β.
Then by Lemma 2.1, H can be decomposed as

(2.5) H = E(0)⊕
(
⊕βn∈P\{0} E(βn)

)
⊕ E(1).

Note that, dimE(0) = k and dimE(1) may be finite or infinite. For βn ∈ P \ {0}, P being
the set of all non-unital eigenvalues of (T ∗T )1/2, let dimE(βn) = kn, where kn is the finite
multiplicity of βn. Then without loss of generality, we can write (I −D)1/2 as

(2.6) (I −D)1/2 = diag(0, . . . , 0)⊕
(
⊕βn∈P\{0} diag(β

1
n, β

2
n, . . . , β

kn
n )
)
⊕ IE(1),

where 0 appears in first k diagonal positions, each non-unital βn ∈ P\{0} occurs consecutively
kn times, and IE(1) : E(1) → E(1) is the identity operator.

Note by (2.3) and (2.6)

(2.7) kerV1 = span{e1, . . . , ek} = E(0).

We now show that the eigenspaces E(β) reduce V1 for all β. Indeed by (2.4), for all n ≥ 1

V1(I −D)1/2en = (I −D)1/2V1en

=⇒ βnV1en = (I −D)1/2V1en,
(2.8)

and hence en ∈ E(βn) implies V1en ∈ E(βn). Since for eigenvalues βm, βn with βm ̸= βn

E(βm) ⊥ E(βn), it follows that E(βn) reduces V1 for all βn.

Again, for each eigenvalue β of (T ∗T )1/2 let us define V
E(β)
1 : E(β) → E(β) by

(2.9) V
E(β)
1 = V1(f), if f ∈ E(β).

Then one can write via (2.5), (2.8), and (2.9)

(2.10) V1 = V0 ⊕
(
⊕βn∈P\{0} V

E(βn)
1

)
⊕ V

E(1)
1 ,

where V0 : E(0) → E(0) is the zero operator. Now T1 = V1(I −D)1/2 together with (2.5),
(2.6), and (2.10) yield

(2.11) T1 = 0⊕
(
⊕βn∈P\{0} βnV

E(βn)
1

)
⊕ V

E(1)
1 ,

where 0 : E(0) → E(0) is the zero operator. Since for each βn ∈ P \ {0}, V E(βn)
1 : E(βn) →

E(βn) are finite isometry (and hence unitary), there exists a unitary U
E(βn)
1 : E(βn) → E(βn)

such that

(2.12) U
E(βn)
1 V

E(βn)
1 U

E(βn)∗
1 = diag(eit1 , eit2 , . . . , eitkn ),

where tj ∈ R for all j = 1, 2, . . . , kn. Note that,

(2.13) U1 = IE(0) ⊕
(
⊕βn∈P\{0} U

E(βn)
1

)
⊕ IE(1)

defines a unitary on H and it follows by (2.10)—(2.13)



6 DAS

(2.14) U1T1U
∗
1 = 0⊕

(
⊕βn∈P\{0} βndiag(e

it1 , eit2 , . . . , eitkn )
)
⊕ V

E(1)
1 .

Clearly

(2.15) 0⊕
(
⊕βn∈P\{0} βndiag(e

it1 , eit2 , . . . , eitkn )
)

is a diagonal operatorD on E(0)⊕(⊕βn∈P\{0}E(βn)) with diagonal entries consist of non-unital

eigenvalues of (T ∗T )1/2 repeated according to their multiplicities and V
E(1)
1 is an isometry on

E(1). Note that, if E(1) = 0, then there will be no isometry part V
E(1)
1 in (2.14). In that

case one can write (via (2.14))

(2.16) T1 = 0⊕
(
⊕βn∈P\{0} βndiag(e

it1 , eit2 , . . . , eitkn )
)
⊕ cV

E(1)
1 ,

with c = 0. If E(1) ̸= 0, (2.16) holds with c = 1. Since T is unitarily equivalent to T1, the
conclusion follows.

Case 2: kerT = {0}.
In this case E(0) = 0 and proceeding exactly as the case 1, T1 will have the following

decomposition

(2.17) T1 = ⊕βn∈Pβndiag(e
it1 , eit2 , . . . , eitkn )⊕ cV

E(1)
1 ,

where c ∈ {0, 1}, and D = ⊕βn∈Pβndiag(e
it1 , eit2 , . . . , eitkn ) is the diagonal operator with the

requisite properties. Then the conclusion will follow by the same argument as in case 1.
Conversely, let T can be written as the direct sum D⊕cU for some c ∈ {0, 1}, where U is an

isometry and D is a diagonal operator of the form given in the statement. Since D is normal
and an isometry is always quasinormal, T is quasinormal. We show that, with the prescribed
form of D, T can be written as isometry + compact. Let us denote, ⊕β∈PE(β) = E(P). Two
case can arise—the set P is either finite or infinite.

Case 1: P is finite. Then, D is a finite rank operator. Let us define UP : E(P) → E(P) by
UP = diagβn∈P(e

itj)knj=1 and D1 : H → H by

(2.18) D1(f) =

{
(D − UP)f, if f ∈ E(P)

0, otherwise.

Then we have

(2.19) T = D ⊕ cU = (UP +D − UP)⊕ cU = D1 + (UP ⊕ cU).

Clearly, D1 is compact and UP ⊕ U is an isometry.
Case 2: P is infinite. If P = {βn}∞n=1, then by Lemma 2.1, βn converges to 1 as n → ∞. As

in the case 1, we define UP : E(P) → E(P) by UP = diagβn∈P(e
itj)knj=1 and D1 : H → H by

(2.20) D1(f) =

{
(D − UP)f, if f ∈ E(P)

0, otherwise.

Then D1 = diagβn∈P(βn − 1)(eitj)knj=1 ⊕ 0 is compact and one can write

(2.21) T = D ⊕ cU = (UP +D − UP)⊕ cU = D1 + (UP ⊕ cU),

where UP ⊕ cU is an isometry.
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The following is an easy corollary of Theorem 2.2:

Corollary 2.3. Let T be a nonisometric operator on H that can be written as T = Isometry
+ Compact. If T is quasinormal then T has a nontrivial, proper reducing subspace.

Proof. If T is not an isometry, (I − T ∗T ) is a nonzero compact operator. Suppose T is
quasinormal. Then T (T ∗T ) = (T ∗T )T and hence T (I−T ∗T ) = (I−T ∗T )T . If ran (I−T ∗T )
is not dense, then ran (I−T ∗T ) is a nonzero proper reducing subspace of of T . If ran (I−T ∗T )
is dense in H, then following the lines of proof of the Theorem 2.2, the operator (T ∗T )1/2 has
a nonzero proper eigenspace that reduces T .

We now discuss the quasinormality in the settings of a contraction operator in below sub-
section. As we mentioned earlier, we only consider the c.n.u. contractions, which is sufficient.

2.1. Completely non-unitary contractions and quasinormality. Note that, if a con-
traction T is quasinormal, then it is also hyponormal i.e., T ∗T ≥ TT ∗ ([5]). Again, by Douglas
Lemma ([4]), T ∗T ≥ TT ∗ is equivalent to DT ⊆ DT ∗ . However, a c.n.u. T with DT ⊆ DT ∗

need not be quasinormal. For example, the operator T on H2(D) defined by T (1) = T (z) = 1
2

and T (zm) = zm+1 for all m ≥ 2, is a c.n.u. with finite defect indices and also satisfies
DT ⊆ DT ∗ , but not even hyponormal (see Example 3.4, [2]). Recall that

(
see Theorem 3.2,

[2]
)
, a c.n.u. T with DT ⊆ DT ∗ and dimDT ∗ < ∞ can be written as the sum T = Sk + F ,

where Sk is the unilateral shift of multiplicity k(= dim(DT ⊖ DT ∗)) and F is a finite rank
operator satisfying certain properties. Based on this, we now provide a characterization of
their quasinormality. To begin with, we recall the Proposition 3.1 and Theorem 3.2 from [2].
We keep the same set of notions as used there:

Let us fix an orthonormal basis {em}m≥1 on H. By Pn, we denote the orthogonal projection
onto the first n basis vectors {e1, e2, . . . , en}. Corresponding to k ≥ 1, let Sk denote the
unilateral shift of multiplicity k on H defined by

(2.22) Sk(em) = em+k, m ≥ 1.

With this Sk and Pn, let us define the following family of finite rank operators F1, F and
Fr(r ≥ 2) as follows:

F1(x) =

{
T |DT

(x) if x ∈ DT ,

0 if x ∈ D⊥
T .

(2.23)

F = F1 − SkPn,(2.24)

Fr = F r
1 + Sk(I − Pn)F

r−1
1 + · · ·+ Sr−1

k (I − Pn)F1 ∀ r ≥ 2.(2.25)

Then the Proposition 3.1 in [2] states that

Proposition 2.4. Let n ≥ 0 and k ∈ N be arbitrary but fixed. Let H, {em}m≥1, Sk, F and Fr

(r ∈ N) be as above (2.22)–(2.25). Set T = Sk+F , and assume that T is a c.n.u. contraction
with finite indices such that DT ⊆ DT ∗, dimDT = n and dim(DT ∗ ⊖DT ) = k. Then:

(1) rank(Pn − F ∗
1F1) = n.

(2) F1(I − Pn) = (I − Pn+k)F1 = 0.

(3) λ∥F ∗
1 x∥2 − ∥F1x∥2 ≤ λ∥Pn+kx∥2 − ∥Pnx∥2, ∀x ∈ H and for some λ ≥ 0.

(4) ∥Frx∥ ≤ ∥Pnx∥ and ∥F ∗
r x∥ ≤ ∥Pn+krx∥ hold for all r ∈ N and x ∈ H, with zero as

the only common solution to the corresponding equalities.
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Based on the above, we have the following characterization for a non-isometric c.n.u T (see
also Theorem 3.2 [2]):

Theorem 2.5. Let T be a bounded linear operator on a Hilbert space H and n, k ∈ N.
Then T is a c.n.u contraction such that DT ⊆ DT ∗ with dimDT = n, dimDT ∗ < ∞ and
dim(DT ∗⊖DT ) = k, if and only if there exists an orthonormal basis{em}m≥1 of H with respect
to which T can be written as T = Sk + F , where Sk is the unilateral shift of multiplicity k
and F is a finite rank operator satisfying conditions (1)− (4) in Proposition 2.4.

We are now ready to prove the following characterization result on quasinormality.

Theorem 2.6. Let k, n ∈ N and T be a c.n.u. with dimDT = n and dim(DT ∗ ⊖ DT ) = k.
Then T is quasinormal if and only if there exists an orthonormal basis {en}n≥1 on H with
respect to which T can be written as T = Sk + F where Sk and F are defined as above and
satisfies the following conditions:

(1) rank (Pn − F ∗
1F1) = n.

(2) F1(I − Pn) = (I − Pn)F1 = 0.

(3) ∥F ∗
1 x∥ = ∥F1x∥ ∀x ∈ H.

(4) ∥F r
1x∥ < ∥Pnx∥ ∀r ∈ N, and for all x ∈ H with x ̸= 0.

Proof. Let T be a c.n.u. with dimDT = n and dim(DT ∗⊖DT ) = k. Assume T is quasinormal.
Then DT ⊆ DT ∗ and by Theorem 2.5 there exists an orthonormal basis {em}m≥1 of H with
span{e1, . . . , en} = DT such that T can be written as T = Sk+F where Sk and F are defined
as in (2.22)—(2.24) and satisfies the conditions (1)—(4) of the Proposition 2.4. Note that the
condition 1 is same as that of (1) in Proposition 2.4. Since T is quasinormal, DT reduces T
and hence ran F1 ⊆ DT . Therefore (I − Pn+k)F1 is the same as (I − Pn)F1 and the property
2 follows by the property (2) in Proposition 2.4. Note that, T can now be written as

(2.26) T = F1 ⊕ Sk on DT ⊕ (H⊖DT ).

Since F1 has finite rank and T is quasinormal (by assumption), F1 must be normal i.e., the
property 3 follows. However, 3 can also be derived as a consequence of Theorem 2.6 and the
condition (3) in Proposition 2.4. Finally by 1 and 2, the equation (2.25) reduces to Fr = F r

1

for all r ∈ N and as a consequence, one can deduce that I − T rT ∗r = Pn − F ∗r
1 F r

1 (see also
equation 3.19 in [2]). Then the property 4 follows as an immediate consequence of property
3 and the condition (4) in Proposition 2.4.

Remarks 2.7. (1) It is easy to see that, an operator T ∈ B(H) that can be written as
T = F ⊕ Sk, where Sk is the unilateral shift of finite multiplicity k and F is some
finite rank operator, is quasinormal if and only if F is normal. However, not every
quasinormal operator T can be written as a direct sum of a compact or finite rank
perturbation of the unilateral shift of finite multiplicity. Any diagonal operator is such
an example. The Theorem 2.6 exhibits that the class of quasinormal contractions with
finite defect indices has this particular property.

(2) One can show that the decomposition in Theorem 2.6 coincides with the decomposition
of Theorem 2.2 when applied on a quasinormal c.n.u. with finite indices.

We observed in the Corollary 3.7, [2], a c.n.u. T with DT ⊆ DT ∗ , dimDT = 1 and
dimDT ∗ < ∞ is always hyponormal. However T need not be quasinormal. Recall by Theorem
3.6, [2], with respect to some orthonormal basis {en}n≥0 on H, T can be written as T = Sk+F
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where Sk(en) = en+k for all n ≥ 0, and F is defined by F (e0) =
∑k

i=0 αiei with αi ∈ C,∑k
i=0 |αi|2 < 1 and F (en) = 0, n ≥ 1. The matrix representation [T ] of T with respect to

{en}n≥0 is given by

(2.27) [T ] =



α0 0 0 · · ·
α1 0 0 · · ·
...

...
...

...
αk 0 0 · · ·
0 1 0 · · ·
0 0 1 · · ·
...

...
...

. . .


.

We then have the following corollary:

Corollary 2.8. Let T be a c.n.u. with DT ⊆ DT ∗, dimDT = 1, dimDT ∗ < ∞. Then T is
quasinormal if and only if αi = 0 for all i = 1, . . . , k, where the scalars αi are associated with
the matrix representation (2.27) of T .

Proof. It is easy to verify that DT = span {e0}. Let us assume that T is quasinormal. Then
by (2) in Theorem 2.6, (I − P1)F = 0 and hence αi = 0 for all i = 1, . . . , k.
Conversely, if αi = 0 for all i = 1, . . . , k, then T can be written as T = α0Ie0 ⊕ Sk where
Ie0 : Ce0 → Ce0 is the identity operator. It is easy to verify that the conditions (1)—(4) of
the Theorem 2.6 are satisfied. The proof now follows by the converse of the same Theorem.

We now focus on the rank-one perturbations of the unilateral shifts Sk of finite multiplicities
k. We will stick to the Hardy space set-up for the notational convenience. except for the case
of k = 1, we will state all the results for a general Hilbert space, that can be easily proved
only by making the obvious changes. We start the next subsection with the following Lemma:

2.2. Kernel space of a rank-one perturbation of Sk.

Lemma 2.9. Let T = Sk + u ⊗ v, where Sk is the unilateral shift of multiplicity k(≥ 1) and
u, v are nonzero elements of H2(D). If T is quasinormal, then ker(I − T ∗T ) is Sk-invariant
and there exists an orthonormal set of complex functions {g1, . . . , gm}, m ≤ k such that

ker(I − T ∗T ) = g1H
2[zk]⊕ · · · ⊕ gmH

2[zk], where

H2[zk] := {f(zk) : f ∈ H2(D)}.

Proof. Let T = Sk + u⊗ v be quasinormal, where Sk, u, v are as in the statement. If T is an
isometry, ker(I − T ∗T ) = H2(D) and one can write

H2(D) = H2[zk]⊕ zH2[zk]⊕ · · · ⊕ zk−1H2[zk].

Assume T is non-isometric. Then (I − T ∗T ) is a nonzero finite rank operator and hence,
ran(I − T ∗T ) is a nontivial proper closed subspace of H2(D). Hence ker(I − T ∗T ) ̸= {0}.
Since T is quasinormal, ran(I−T ∗T ) reduces T (follows by the proof of Corollary 2.3). Hence
ker(I − T ∗T ) is T -invariant. Note that

(2.28) (I − T ∗T ) = −
(
S∗
ku⊗ v + v ⊗ S∗

ku+ ∥u∥2v ⊗ v
)
,
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and hence ran(I −T ∗T ) ⊆ span{v, S∗
ku}. We show that v ∈ ran(I −T ∗T ). The following two

cases can arise:
Case 1: {v, S∗

ku} is linearly dependent.
Then it follows by (2.28), ran(I − T ∗T ) = span{v}.
Case 2: {v, S∗

ku} is linearly independent.
Then there exist f, g ∈ H2(D) such that ⟨f, v⟩ = 0, ⟨f, S∗

ku⟩ ̸= 0, and ⟨g, S∗
ku⟩ = 0, ⟨g, v⟩ ̸= 0.

Then by equation (2.28),

(2.29) (I − T ∗T )f = −(v ⊗ S∗
ku)f = −⟨f, S∗

ku⟩v,

(2.30) (I − T ∗T )g = −
(
⟨g, v⟩S∗

ku+ ∥u∥2⟨g, v⟩v
)
,

and further, by (2.29) and (2.30) ran(I − T ∗T ) = span{v, S∗
ku}.

Since ran(I − T ∗T )⊥ is T -invariant, we have span{v, S∗
ku}⊥ is T -invariant. Now for any

f ∈ span{v, S∗
ku}⊥,

Tf = (Sk + u⊗ v)f = Skf + ⟨f, v⟩u = Skf,

showing that span{v, S∗
ku}⊥ is Sk-invariant. Since Sk is an isometry and k is finite, by

classical Wold-Kolmogorov decomposition, there exist g1, . . . , gm ∈ {v, S∗
ku}⊥ ⊖ Sk{v, S∗

ku}⊥
with m ≤ k such that

{v, S∗
ku}⊥ = ker(I − T ∗T ) = g1H

2[zk]⊕ · · · ⊕ gmH
2[zk],

where the set {g1, . . . , gm} is orthonormal and the subspace H2[zk] is defined by

H2[zk] = {f(zk) : f ∈ H2(D)}.

On a general Hilbert space, the Lemma 2.9 can be reformulated as follows. The proof will
be similar to that of Lemma 2.9.

Lemma 2.10. Let T = Sk + u⊗ v, where Sk is the unilateral shift of multiplicity k(≥ 1) and
u, v are nonzero elements on a Hilbert space H. If T is quasinormal, then ker(I − T ∗T ) is
Sk-invariant and there exists an orthonormal set {g1, . . . , gm} with m ≤ k such that

ker(I − T ∗T )⊖ Sk ker(I − T ∗T ) = span {g1, . . . , gm}.

As an application of the Theorem 2.9, we have the following corollary on the Hardy space–
which will play a key role in classifying quasinormalities on H2(D):

Corollary 2.11. Let T = S + u ⊗ v, where u, v are nonzero and S is the unilateral shift
of multiplicity one on H2(D). If T is quasinormal then ker(I − T ∗T ) = θH2(D), where θ is
either a single Blaschke factor or a product of two Blaschke factors.

Proof. Let T = S + u ⊗ v be quasinormal. If T is an isometry, ker(I − T ∗T ) = H2(D) and
the corollary follows with θ = 1. If T is not an isometry, then by Lemma 2.9, ker(I − T ∗T )
is a proper, closed S-invariant subspace of H2(D). Hence by Beurling’s theorem, there exists
an inner function θ such that ker(I − T ∗T ) = θH2(D). Again, following the lines of the proof
of lemma 2.9, ker(I − T ∗T ) = {v, S∗u}⊥, where v and S∗u can be either linearly dependent
or linearly independent. Hence codimker(I − T ∗T ) ≤ 2. Consequently, θ is either a single
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Blaschke factor, or can be of the form θ(z) =
(

z−α
1−ᾱz

)2
, or θ(z) =

(
z−β
1−β̄z

)(
z−γ
1−γ̄z

)
∀z ∈ D, and

for some α, β, γ ∈ C.

We are now ready to proceed for the quasinormality of the rank one perturbation T =
Sk + u⊗ v, k ∈ N on the Hardy space. Since an isometry is always quasinormal, we will only
consider the operators Sk + u⊗ v that are non-isometric. Since the vectors v, S∗

ku can be either
linearly dependent or linearly independent, we discuss the quasinormality in two separate
theorems—Theorem 3.1, and Theorem 4.1 in the sections 3, and 4 respectively.

3. Quasinormality, when {v, S∗
ku} is linearly dependent

We begin this section with the quasinormal characterization of Sk + u ⊗ v with {v, S∗
ku}

linearly dependent on H2(D). As a corollary
(
see Corollary 3.4

)
, we obtain a complete clas-

sification result for this type of rank-one perturbations of the Hardy shift to be quasinormal.
We first prove the following theorem, the main result of this section.

Theorem 3.1. Let T = Sk+u⊗v on H2(D) be non-isometric with {v, S∗
ku} linearly dependent.

Then T is quasinormal if and only if v is an eigen vector of S∗
k and

(3.1) (1 + ⟨S∗
ku, v⟩)⟨zkv, gi⟩+ ∥v∥2

k−1∑
n=0

⟨u, zn⟩⟨zn, gi⟩ = 0 ∀i = 1, . . . ,m(≤ k),

where {g1, . . . , gm} is an orthonormal set associated to ker(I − T ∗T ) as in Lemma 2.9.

Proof. Let T = Sk + u ⊗ v be on H2(D) with {v, S∗
ku} linearly dependent and assume T to

be quasinormal. Note that, ran(I − T ∗T ) = span{v} (see the proof of Lamma 2.9, case 1)
and following the proof of Corollary 2.3, ran(I − T ∗T ) reduces T . Again, by Lemma 2.9,
ker(I − T ∗T ) is Sk-invariant. This implies, v is an eigenvector of S∗

k . The same lemma also
says that, there exist orthonormal functions g, . . . , gm ∈ ker(I − T ∗T ) with m ≤ k such that

(3.2) ker(I − T ∗T ) = {v}⊥ = span{g1, . . . , gm} ⊕ zk{v}⊥

Our aim is to show that the relations in (3.1) hold. Since v, S∗
ku are linearly dependent, there

exists r ∈ C such that

(3.3) S∗
ku = rv,

and further by (3.3), one can write

(3.4) u = Pu+ rzkv,

where P is the orthogonal projection onto {1, z, . . . , zk−1}. Note that

(3.5) Pu = u(0) + ⟨u, z⟩z + · · ·+ ⟨u, zk−1⟩zk−1,

and by (3.3), r =
⟨S∗

ku,v⟩
∥v∥2 . Hence by (3.4),

(3.6) u = Pu+
⟨S∗

ku, v⟩
∥v∥2

zkv.
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We now find Pu and zkv in terms of v and gi (i = 1, . . . ,m). Since H2(D) = Cv⊕{v}⊥ and
⟨Pu, zk+l⟩ = 0 (by (3.5)) for all l ≥ 0, one can write by (3.2)

(3.7) Pu = c0v + c1g1 + · · ·+ cmgm,

for some ci ∈ C, i = 0, 1, . . .m. Again since ⟨v, gi⟩ = 0 for all i and the set {gi}mi=1 is
orthonormal, we have by(3.7)

(3.8) ci =

{
⟨Pu,v⟩
∥v∥2 , if i = 0

⟨Pu, gi⟩, otherwise.

Hence by (3.7) and (3.8),

(3.9) Pu =
⟨Pu, v⟩
∥v∥2

v +
m∑
i=1

⟨Pu, gi⟩gi.

Similarly for zkv, there exist t0, t1, . . . , tm, s ∈ C and f ∈ {v}⊥ such that

(3.10) zkv = t0v + t1g1 + · · ·+ tmgm + szkf (by (3.2)).

Since zkf ∈ zk{v}⊥, we have ⟨zkf, zkv⟩ = ⟨f, v⟩ = 0 and also by (3.2), ⟨gi, zkf⟩ = 0 for all
i = 1, . . . ,m. These together with (3.10) yield

(3.11) ti =

{
⟨zkv,v⟩
∥v∥2 , if i = 0

⟨zkv, gi⟩, if i ̸= 0,

and s = 0 if f ̸= 0. Hence it follows by (3.10)

(3.12) zkv =
⟨zkv, v⟩
∥v∥2

v +
m∑
i=1

⟨zkv, gi⟩gi.

Now, Tv = (Sk + u⊗ v)v = zkv + ∥v∥2u and hence

Tv = zkv + ∥v∥2
(
Pu+

⟨S∗
ku, v⟩
∥v∥2

zkv
)

(by(3.6))

= (1 + ⟨S∗
ku, v⟩)zkv + ∥v∥2Pu.

(3.13)

On substituting Pu and zkv (from (3.9) and (3.12)) in (3.13), a little simplification yields

Tv =
(
(1 + ⟨S∗

ku, v⟩)
⟨zkv, v⟩
∥v∥2

+ ⟨Pu, v⟩
)
v +

m∑
i=1

(
(1 + ⟨S∗

ku, v⟩)⟨zkv, gi⟩+ ∥v∥2⟨Pu, gi⟩
)
gi

(3.14)

Since ran(I − T ∗T )(= Cv) reduces T , it follows by (3.14)

(3.15) (1 + ⟨S∗
ku, v⟩)⟨zkv, gi⟩+ ∥v∥2⟨Pu, gi⟩ = 0 for all i = 1, . . . ,m.

Now (3.5) and (3.15) together imply
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(3.16) (1 + ⟨S∗
ku, v⟩)⟨zkv, gi⟩+ ∥v∥2

k−1∑
n=0

⟨u, zn⟩⟨zn, gi⟩ = 0,

hold for all i = 1, . . . ,m, where m ≤ k.
For the converse part, let v be an eigenvector of S∗

k and the given relations hold. Since
v, S∗

ku are linearly dependent, as we noted earlier, ran(I − T ∗T ) = Cv. Since S∗
kv = λv for

some λ ∈ C, it follows that ker(I − T ∗T )(= {v}⊥) is Sk-invariant and

(3.17) T ∗v = (S∗
k + v ⊗ u)v = (λ+ ⟨v, u⟩)v,

implies that {v}⊥ is T -invariant. Also, T |{v}⊥ = Sk|{v}⊥ . Now proceeding exactly as the
first part above, the given relations (which are equivalent to(3.15)) reduce the equation (3.14)
to

(3.18) Tv =
(
(1 + ⟨S∗

ku, v⟩)
⟨zkv, v⟩
∥v∥2

+ ⟨Pu, v⟩
)
v.

Hence on H2(D)(= Cv ⊕ {v}⊥) one can write, T = T |Cv ⊕ Sk. Since v is an eigenvector of T
(by (3.18)), it follows that T is quasinormal.

For k = 1 in the above theorem, if {v, S∗u} is linearly dependent with v = a+ bz for some
scalars a, b ∈ C on H2(D), then v is an eigenvector of S∗ if and only if b = 0. However, v is
always an eigenvector of S∗2. This leads to the following corollary:

Corollary 3.2. Let T = S2 + u ⊗ v be on H2(D) with {v, S∗2u} linearly dependent and
v = a + bz for some scalars a, b, not both zero. Suppose T is not an isometry. Then T is
quasinormal if and only if

(1) ⟨S∗2u, v⟩ = −1, and
(2) ⟨u, z⟩v(0)− ⟨v, z⟩u(0) = 0 hold.

Proof. Let T, v, S∗2u be as in the statement, and also T be non-isometric. By our previous
observation, ker(I − T ∗T ) = {v}⊥. Clearly, v is an eigenvector of S∗2. Also, it is easy to see
that

(3.19) {v}⊥ = span {b̄− āz, zn : n ≥ 2}.

Note that, if α = b̄√
|a|2+|b|2

and β = ā√
|a|2+|b|2

, then |α|2+ |β|2 = 1 and {v}⊥ is the parametric

space H2
α,β ([12]). It follows by (3.19)

(3.20) {v}⊥ ⊖ z2{v}⊥ = span{b̄− āz, az2 + bz3},

and hence the set { b̄−āz
∥v∥2 ,

az2+bz3

∥v∥2 } forms an orthonormal basis for ker(I−T ∗T )⊖z2 ker(I−T ∗T ).

By assumption, there exists a nonzero d ∈ C such that

(3.21) S∗2u = dv.
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It follows by (3.21),

(3.22) d =
⟨S∗2u, v⟩
∥v∥2

and further by (3.21), (3.22)

(3.23) u(z) = u(0) + ⟨u, z⟩z + ⟨S∗2u, v⟩
∥v∥2

z2v.

In what follows, we show that the conditions (1) and (2) in the statement are equivalent to the

equations in (3.1) of the Theorem 3.1 with k = 1,m = 2, and g1(z) =
b̄−āz
∥v∥2 , g2(z) =

az2+bz3

∥v∥2 .

Indeed, in our setting, the equations in (3.1) read as

(3.24) (1 + ⟨S∗2u, v⟩)⟨z2v, b̄− āz

∥v∥2
⟩+ ∥v∥2

1∑
n=0

⟨u, zn⟩⟨zn, b̄− āz

∥v∥2
⟩ = 0

(3.25) (1 + ⟨S∗2u, v⟩)⟨z2v, az
2 + bz3

∥v∥2
⟩+ ∥v∥2

1∑
n=0

⟨u, zn⟩⟨zn, az
2 + bz3

∥v∥2
⟩ = 0

Note that, v(0) = a, and ⟨v, z⟩ = b. Then (3.24) simplifies to

(3.26) ⟨u, z⟩v(0)− ⟨v, z⟩u(0) = 0,

and (3.25), simplifies to

(3.27) ⟨S∗2u, v⟩ = −1.

The proof now follows by the Theorem 3.1.

The analogue of the Theorem 3.1 on a general Hilbert space can be stated as follows:

Theorem 3.3. Let T ∈ B(H) and there exists an orthonormal basis {en}n≥0 with respect to
which T can be written as Sk + u⊗ v. Suppose v, S∗

ku on H are linearly dependent. Then T
is quasinormal if and only if v is an eigen vector of S∗

k and

(3.28) (1 + ⟨S∗
ku, v⟩)⟨Skv, gi⟩+ ∥v∥2

k−1∑
n=0

⟨u, en⟩⟨en, gi⟩ = 0 ∀i = 1, . . . ,m(≤ k),

where {g1, . . . , gm} is an orthonormal set associated to ker(I − T ∗T ) as in Lemma 2.10.

Proof. The same lines of proof with {en}n≥0 in place of {zn}n≥0 in Theorem 3.1 will work.

We now prove the following corollary corresponding to k = 1 in Theorem 3.1:

Corollary 3.4. Let S be the unilateral shift and u, v be nonzero elements of H2(D) such
that v, S∗u are linearly dependent and the operator T = S + u⊗ v is not an isometry. Then
T is quasinormal if and only if there exists α ∈ D such that v = (1− |α|2)v(α)kα and

1 + v(α)(1− |α|2)S∗u(α) = ᾱv(α)u(0) holds.
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Proof. Let T = S + u⊗ v where S, u, v are as given in the statement. Let T be non-isometric
and quasinormal. Then by Corollary 2.11, ker(I − T ∗T ) = θH2(D), where θ is a product
of atmost two Blaschke factors. Since v, S∗u are linearly dependent, as we noted earlier
ran(I − T ∗T ) = Cv

(
see case 1, Lemma 2.9

)
, and hence ker(I − T ∗T ) = {v}⊥. This implies,

there exists an α ∈ D such that θ can be taken as θ(z) = z−α
1−ᾱz

, ∀z ∈ D. Since ker(I − T ∗T )

has codimension 1 and ⟨θf, kα⟩ = 0 for all f ∈ H2(D), it follows that

(3.29) v = ckα, where c(̸= 0) ∈ C.

Now taking the inner product with kα on both sides of (3.29), one will have c = (1−|α|2)v(α)
and v will be

(3.30) v = (1− |α|2)v(α)kα.
Note that, v(α) ̸= 0 and ker(I − T ∗T ) ⊖ z ker(I − T ∗T ) = Cθ. Since T is quasinormal (by
assumption), The conditions of Theorem 3.1 will hold with k = 1 and g1 = θ i.e.,

(1 + ⟨S∗u, v, ⟩)⟨zv, θ⟩+ ∥v∥2(⟨u, 1⟩⟨1, θ⟩) = 0,

and this further simplifies to

(3.31) (1 + ⟨S∗u, v, ⟩)⟨v, S∗θ⟩+ ∥v∥2u(0)θ(0) = 0.

Now, substituting S∗θ = (1− |α|2) 1
1−ᾱz

, and v
(
from (3.30)

)
in (3.31), we have

(3.32)
(
1+(1−|α|2)v(α)⟨S∗u, kα⟩

)
v(α)(1−|α|2)2⟨kα,

1

1− ᾱz
⟩− ᾱ|v(α)|2(1−|α|2)u(0) = 0.

Since v(α) ̸= 0, the equation (3.32) further simplifies to

(3.33) 1 + (1− |α|2)v(α)S∗u(α) = ᾱv(α)u(0).

For the converse part, let v = (1 − |α|2)v(α)kα for some α ∈ D and the given condition is
satisfied. Clearly, v is an eigenvector of S∗. Since v, S∗u are linearly dependent, it follows
that ran(I − T ∗T ) = Cv and hence ker(I − T ∗T )(= {v}⊥) is S-invariant with codimension
1. Hence ker(I − T ∗T ) = θH2(D) where θ is a single Blaschke factor. Since ⟨θ, v⟩ = 0, and
v = (1 − |α|2)v(α)kα, it follows that ⟨θ, kα⟩ = 0. Therefore one can take θ(z) = z−α

1−ᾱz
for all

z ∈ D. Again,
ker(I − T ∗T )⊖ z ker(I − T ∗T ) = span{θ}.

Now, the given condition (same as equation (3.33)) is same as the given condition of Theorem
3.1 with k = 1, and g1 = θ and hence the proof of this part follows by the converse of the
Theorem 3.1.

Remarks 3.5. (1) As we mentioned earlier, the Corollary 3.4 provide counterexamples for
the Prposition 2.5 in [8]: Rank-one perturbation of unilateral shift is not quasinormal.

(2) Let u, v ∈ H2(D) be nonzero elements with ∥u∥ = 1. Suppose T = Sk + u ⊗ v is an
isometry. Then by Proposition 1 in [9], v = (α − 1)S∗

ku where |α| = 1 with S∗
ku ̸= 0

and α ̸= 1. Hence {v, S∗
ku} must be linearly dependent if T is an isometry. However, v

need not be an eigenvector of S∗
k . For example, S + eit−1

3
(1 + z + z2) ⊗ (1 + z) is an

isometry but S∗(1 + z) = 1 ̸= β(1 + z) for any β ∈ C. On the other hand, if {v, S∗
ku}
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is linearly independent, then Sk + u⊗ v is never an isometry (see Proposition 1, [9]). We
consider quasinormality in this case in the next section.

4. Quasinormality, when {v, S∗
ku} is linearly independent

We begin this section by setting up the following notations:
Let P be the orthogonal projection onto {1, z, . . . , zk−1}. then for u ∈ H2(D), one can

write

(4.1) Pu = u(0) + ⟨u, z⟩z + · · ·+ ⟨u, zk−1⟩zk−1.

Let us set

r0 = ⟨zkv, v⟩+ ⟨u, v⟩∥v∥2,(4.2)

r1 = ⟨zkv, S∗
ku⟩+ ⟨u, S∗

ku⟩∥v∥2,(4.3)

s0 = (1 + ⟨S∗
ku, v⟩)⟨u, v⟩+ ⟨Pu, v⟩,(4.4)

s1 = (1 + ⟨S∗
ku, v⟩)⟨u, S∗

ku⟩+ ⟨Pu, S∗
ku⟩,(4.5)

and denote by A the following 2× 2 matrix:

(4.6) A =

(
r0∥S∗

ku∥2 − r1⟨S∗
ku, v⟩ s0∥S∗

ku∥2 − s1⟨S∗
ku, v⟩

−r0⟨v, S∗
ku⟩+ r1∥v∥2 −s0⟨v, S∗

ku⟩+ s1∥v∥2
)
.

In this setting, we will consider the quasinormality of Sk + u⊗ v, k ∈ N, and v, S∗
ku being

linearly independent. As we mentioned in the last section, such an operator is never an
isometry. The following theorem characterizes their quasinormal behaviour:

Theorem 4.1. Let T = Sk+u⊗v be on H2(D) and the vectors v, S∗
ku are linearly independent.

Then T is quasinormal if and only if {v, S∗
ku} is S∗

k-invariant, the matrix A in (4.6) is normal
and

⟨zkv, gi⟩+ ∥v∥2⟨u, gi⟩ = 0,(4.7)

(1 + ⟨S∗
ku, v⟩)⟨u, gi⟩+

k−1∑
n=0

⟨u, zn⟩⟨zn, gi⟩ = 0,(4.8)

hold for all i = 1, . . . ,m, where {g1, . . . , gm} is an orthonormal set associated to ker(I−T ∗T )
as in Lemma 2.9.

Proof. Let T = Sk + u ⊗ v, and v, S∗
ku are linearly independent. Let us assume that T is

quasinormal. We will split the proof into several steps.
Step 1: In this step we show that {v, S∗

ku} is S∗
k-invariant.

As we noted earlier,

I − T ∗T = −(S∗
ku⊗ v + v ⊗ S∗

ku+ ∥u∥2v ⊗ v),

and also it is easy to see that
(
case 2, Lemma 2.9

)
(4.9) ran(I − T ∗T ) = span{v, S∗

ku}.
By Lemma 2.9, ker(I − T ∗T ) is Sk-invariant and hence by (4.9), {v, S∗

ku} is S∗
k-invariant.

Step 2: In this step we establish the equations (4.7), (4.8).
Since ker(I −T ∗T ) is Sk-invariant, it follows by Wold-Kolmogoroff decomposition (see also

Lemma 2.9), there exists an orthonormal set {g1, . . . , gm} ⊆ H2(D) with m ≤ k such that
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(4.10) {v, S∗
ku}⊥ ⊖ zk{v, S∗

ku}⊥ = span{g1, . . . , gm}.

Since T is quasinormal, ran (I − T ∗T )(= span {v, S∗
ku}) will reduce T . Note that,

(4.11) Tv = (Sk + u⊗ v)v = zkv + ∥v∥2u,

and

(4.12) T (S∗
ku) = (Sk + u⊗ v)S∗

ku = SkS
∗
ku+ ⟨S∗

ku, v⟩u.

Since SkS
∗
k = (I −P ), P being the orthogonal projection onto span{1, . . . , zk−1}, it follows

by (4.12)

T (S∗
ku) = (1 + ⟨S∗

ku, v⟩)u− Pu.(4.13)

We now express u, zkv, Pu in terms of v, S∗
ku and gi for i = 1, . . . ,m. Since

H2(D) = span {v, S∗
ku} ⊕ {v, S∗

ku}⊥,

and (4.10) holds, it follows that there exist scalars ci, di, ti ∈ C with i = 0, 1, · · · ,m + 2 and
functions h0, h1, h2 ∈ {v, S∗

ku}⊥ such that

u = c0v + c1S
∗
ku+ c2g1 + · · · cm+1gm + cm+2z

kh0,(4.14)

zkv = d0v + d1S
∗
ku+ d2g1 + · · · dm+1gm + dm+2z

kh1,(4.15)

Pu = t0v + t1S
∗
ku+ t2g1 + · · · tm+1gm + tm+2z

kh2.(4.16)

Since v, S∗
ku are orthogonal to h0, z

kh0, and gi for all i = 1, . . . ,m, it follows by (4.14)

⟨u, v⟩ = c0∥v∥2 + c1⟨S∗
ku, v⟩,(4.17)

⟨u, S∗
ku⟩ = c0⟨v, S∗

ku⟩+ c1∥S∗
ku∥2,(4.18)

and,

(4.19) ci+1 =

{
⟨u, gi⟩, if i = 1, . . . ,m,

0, if i = m+ 1 and h0 ̸= 0.

Hence by (4.14) and (4.17)—(4.19),

(4.20) u = c0v + c1S
∗
ku+

m∑
i=1

⟨u, gi⟩gi.

Proceeding exactly in the same way, it follows by (4.15)

⟨zkv, v⟩ = d0∥v∥2 + d1⟨S∗
ku, v⟩,(4.21)

⟨zkv, S∗
ku⟩ = d0⟨v, S∗

ku⟩+ d1∥S∗
ku∥2,(4.22)
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and further,

(4.23) di+1 =

{
⟨zkv, gi⟩ if i = 1, . . . ,m,

0, if i = m+ 1 and h1 ̸= 0,

and equations (4.15) and (4.21)—(4.23) altogether imply

(4.24) zkv = d0v + d1S
∗
ku+

m∑
i=1

⟨zkv, gi⟩gi.

Similarly, and finally by (4.16)

⟨Pu, v⟩ = t0∥v∥2 + t1⟨S∗
ku, v⟩,(4.25)

⟨Pu, S∗
ku⟩ = t0⟨v, S∗

ku⟩+ t1∥S∗
ku∥2,(4.26)

and

(4.27) ti+1 =

{
⟨Pu, gi⟩, if i = 1, . . . ,m,

0, if i = m+ 1, and h2 ̸= 0,

and further by (4.16) and (4.25)—(4.27)

(4.28) Pu = t0v + t1S
∗
ku+

m∑
i=1

⟨Pu, gi⟩gi.

Now substituting the value of u and zkv from (4.20), (4.24) to (4.11), a simple computation
reveals that

(4.29) Tv =
(
d0 + c0∥v∥2

)
v + (d1 + c1∥v∥2)S∗

ku+
m∑
i=1

(
⟨zkv, gi⟩+ ∥v∥2⟨u, gi⟩

)
gi.

Similarly, substituting u, Pu from (4.20) and (4.28) to (4.13), a simplification yields

T (S∗
ku) =

((
1 + ⟨S∗

ku, v⟩
)
c0 + t0

)
v +

((
1 + ⟨S∗

ku, v⟩
)
c1 + t1

)
S∗
ku+

m∑
i=1

((
1 + ⟨S∗

ku, v⟩
)
⟨u, gi⟩+ ⟨Pu, gi⟩

)
gi.

(4.30)

Since Tv, T (S∗
ku) ∈ span {v, S∗

ku}, it follows by (4.29) and (4.30) that for all i = 1, . . . ,m

(4.31) ⟨zkv, gi⟩+ ∥v∥2⟨u, gi⟩ = 0,

and

(4.32)
(
1 + ⟨S∗

ku, v⟩
)
⟨u, gi⟩+ ⟨Pu, gi⟩ = 0.

Note by (4.1), Pu =
∑k−1

n=0⟨u, zn⟩zn, and hence equation (4.32) further reduces to

(4.33)
(
1 + ⟨S∗

ku, v⟩
)
⟨u, gi⟩+

k−1∑
n=0

⟨u, zn⟩⟨zn, gi⟩ = 0.
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Step 3: In this step we show the matrix A given in the statement is normal.
Since span{v, S∗

ku} reduces T , quasinormality of T implies that the operator T |span{v,S∗
ku} must

be normal. Let B denote the matrix representation of T |span{v,S∗
ku} with respect to the basis

{v, S∗
ku}. We show that, A is a nonzero scalar multiple of B.

Note that the pairs of equations (4.29),(4.31) and (4.30),(4.32) yield

Tv =
(
d0 + c0∥v∥2

)
v + (d1 + c1∥v∥2)S∗

ku, and(4.34)

T (S∗
ku) =

((
1 + ⟨S∗

ku, v⟩
)
c0 + t0

)
v +

((
1 + ⟨S∗

ku, v⟩
)
c1 + t1

)
S∗
ku(4.35)

respectively. Hence the matrix B is given by

(4.36) B =

(
d0 + c0∥v∥2 (1 + ⟨S∗

ku, v⟩)c0 + t0
d1 + c1∥v∥2 (1 + ⟨S∗

ku, v⟩)c1 + t1

)
.

We now find the scalars ci, di, ti for i = 0, 1. Note that, for v, S∗
ku linearly independent,

Cauchy-Schwarz inequality implies

(4.37) |⟨v, S∗
ku⟩|2 < ∥v∥2∥S∗

ku∥2.

With the help of (4.37), it is easy to see via (4.17), (4.18)

c0 =
1

|⟨v, S∗
ku⟩|2 − ∥v∥2∥S∗

ku∥2
(
⟨u, v⟩∥S∗

ku∥2 − ⟨u, S∗
ku⟩⟨S∗

ku, v⟩
)

(4.38)

c1 =
1

∥⟨v, S∗
ku⟩∥2 − ∥v∥2∥S∗

ku∥2
(
⟨u, v⟩⟨v, S∗

ku⟩ − ⟨u, S∗
ku⟩∥v∥2

)
(4.39)

Similarly, it follows by (4.21), (4.22), and (4.37)

d0 =
1

|⟨v, S∗
ku⟩|2 − ∥v∥2∥S∗

ku∥2
(
⟨zkv, v⟩∥S∗

ku∥2 − ⟨zkv, S∗
ku⟩⟨S∗

ku, v⟩
)

(4.40)

d1 =
1

|⟨v, S∗
ku⟩|2 − ∥v∥2∥S∗

ku∥2
(
⟨zkv, v⟩⟨v, S∗

ku⟩ − ⟨zkv, S∗
ku⟩∥v∥2

)
,(4.41)

and finally by (4.25), (4.26), and (4.37)

t0 =
1

|⟨v, S∗
ku⟩|2 − ∥v∥2∥S∗

ku∥2
(
⟨Pu, v⟩∥S∗

ku∥2 − ⟨Pu, S∗
ku⟩⟨S∗

ku, v⟩
)

(4.42)

t1 =
1

|⟨v, S∗
ku⟩|2 − ∥v∥2∥S∗

ku∥2
(
⟨Pu, v⟩⟨v, S∗

ku⟩ − ⟨Pu, S∗
ku⟩∥v∥2

)
(4.43)

Our aim is to simplify the coefficients of v, S∗
ku in Tv and T (S∗

ku) in (4.34), (4.35). Substi-
tuting c0, d0 from (4.38), (4.40) in d0 + c0∥v∥2, a simple computation yields
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d0 + c0∥v∥2 =− 1

|⟨v, S∗
ku⟩|2 − ∥v∥2∥S∗

ku∥2
((

⟨zkv, v⟩+ ⟨u, v⟩∥v∥2
)
∥S∗

ku∥2−(
⟨zkv, S∗

ku⟩+ ⟨u, S∗
ku⟩∥v∥2

)
⟨S∗

ku, v⟩
)

= − 1

|⟨v, S∗
ku⟩|2 − ∥v∥2∥S∗

ku∥2
(
r0∥S∗

ku∥2 − r1⟨S∗
ku, v⟩

)
,

(4.44)

where the last equality follows by using the notations r0, r1 from(4.2), and (4.3) respectively.
Similarly, substituting c1, d1 from (4.39), (4.41) in the quantity d1 + c1∥v∥2, one will have

d1 + c1∥v∥2 =
1

|⟨v, S∗
ku⟩|2 − ∥v∥2∥S∗

ku∥2
((

⟨zkv, v⟩+ ⟨u, v⟩∥v∥2
)
⟨v, S∗

ku⟩−(
⟨zkv, S∗

ku⟩+ ⟨u, S∗
ku⟩∥v∥2

)
∥v∥2

)
=

1

|⟨v, S∗
ku⟩|2 − ∥v∥2∥S∗

ku∥2
(
r0⟨v, S∗

ku⟩ − r1∥v∥2
)

( by (4.2), (4.3))

(4.45)

Next,

(1 + ⟨S∗
ku, v⟩)c0 + t0 =− 1

|⟨v, S∗
ku⟩|2 − ∥v∥2∥S∗

ku∥2
((

(1 + ⟨S∗
ku, v⟩)⟨u, v⟩+ ⟨Pu, v⟩

)
∥S∗

ku∥2−(
(1 + ⟨S∗

ku, v⟩)⟨u, S∗
ku⟩+ ⟨Pu, S∗

ku⟩
)
⟨S∗

ku, v⟩
)

(by (4.38), (4.42), (4.37))

= − 1

|⟨v, S∗
ku⟩|2 − ∥v∥2∥S∗

ku∥2
(
s0∥S∗

ku∥2 − s1⟨S∗
ku, v⟩

)
, (by (4.4), (4.5))

(4.46)

and finally

(1 + ⟨S∗
ku, v⟩)c1 + t1 =

1

|⟨v, S∗
ku⟩|2 − ∥v∥2∥S∗

ku∥2
((

(1 + ⟨S∗
ku, v⟩)⟨u, v⟩+ ⟨Pu, v⟩

)
⟨v, S∗

ku⟩−(
(1 + ⟨S∗

ku, v⟩)⟨u, S∗
ku⟩+ ⟨Pu, S∗

ku⟩
)
∥v∥2

)
(by (4.39), (4.43), (4.37))

=
1

|⟨v, S∗
ku⟩|2 − ∥v∥2∥S∗

ku∥2
(
s0⟨v, S∗

ku⟩ − s1∥v∥2
)
, (by (4.4), (4.5))

(4.47)

Now the equations (4.44), (4.45), (4.46), and (4.47) together with (4.36), implies

B =
1

|⟨v, S∗
ku⟩|2 − ∥v∥2∥S∗

ku∥2

(
r0∥S∗

ku∥2 − r1⟨S∗
ku, v⟩ s0∥S∗

ku∥2 − s1⟨S∗
ku, v⟩

−r0⟨v, S∗
ku⟩+ r1∥v∥2 −s0⟨v, S∗

ku⟩+ s1∥v∥2
)
,

and further by (4.6), one will have

B =
( 1

|⟨v, S∗
ku⟩|2 − ∥v∥2∥S∗

ku∥2
)
A.
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For the converse part, let T = Sk + u ⊗ v be with {v, S∗
ku} linearly independent and

all the conditions in the statement hold. Then ran (I − T ∗T ) = span {v, S∗
ku}

(
see case

2, Lemma 2.9
)
. Since {v, S∗

ku} is S∗
k-invariant (by one of the conditions), it follows that

{v, S∗
ku}⊥(= ker(I − T ∗T )) is Sk-invariant. Also, for any f ∈ {v, S∗

ku}⊥

Tf = Skf + ⟨f, v⟩u = Skf,

and hence

(4.48) T |{v,S∗
ku}⊥ = Sk|{v,S∗

ku}⊥ .

Again, by Wold-Kolmogoroff decomposition, (see also Lemma 2.9) there exist orthonormal
functions {gi}mi=1, m ≤ k such that

(4.49) {v, S∗
ku}⊥ ⊖ zk{v, S∗

ku}⊥ = span {g1, . . . , gm}.

Since H2(D) = span {v, S∗
ku} ⊕ {v, S∗

ku}⊥, proceeding exactly as in the first part, it follows
by (4.49)

(4.50) Tv =
(
d0 + c0∥v∥2

)
v + (d1 + c1∥v∥2)S∗

ku+
m∑
i=1

(
⟨zkv, gi⟩+ ∥v∥2⟨u, gi⟩

)
gi,

and

T (S∗
Ku) =

((
1 + ⟨S∗

ku, v⟩
)
c0 + t0

)
v +

((
1 + ⟨S∗

ku, v⟩
)
c1 + t1

)
S∗
ku+

m∑
i=1

((
1 + ⟨S∗

ku, v⟩
)
⟨u, gi⟩+ ⟨Pu, gi⟩

)
gi

(4.51)

for some scalars cj, dj, tj ∈ C for j = 0, 1 satisfying the same set of equations (4.38)—(4.43).
Again, by the given conditions (4.7), (4.8), the equations (4.50), and (4.51) reduce to

Tv =
(
d0 + c0∥v∥2

)
v + (d1 + c1∥v∥2)S∗

ku, and(4.52)

T (S∗
ku) =

((
1 + ⟨S∗

ku, v⟩
)
c0 + t0

)
v +

((
1 + ⟨S∗

ku, v⟩
)
c1 + t1

)
S∗
ku.(4.53)

Clearly by (4.52), (4.53), ran(I − T ∗T )(= span {v, S∗
ku}) is T -invariant.This together with

(4.48) implies that T on H2(D) = span {v, S∗
ku} ⊕ {v, S∗

ku}⊥ decomposes as

T = T |span {v,S∗
ku} ⊕ Sk.

Now following the same steps of simplifications as in the first part upon substituting the
scalars cj, dj, tj ∈ C for j = 0, 1 from (4.38)—(4.43), the coefficient matrix(

d0 + c0∥v∥2 (1 + ⟨S∗
ku, v⟩)c0 + t0

d1 + c1∥v∥2 (1 + ⟨S∗
ku, v⟩)c1 + t1

)
of T |span {v,S∗

ku} becomes 1
|⟨v,S∗

ku⟩|2−∥v∥2∥S∗
ku∥2

A, where A is given by (4.6). Since Sk is quasinor-

mal, the proof now follows by the given condition: A is normal.

In a general Hilbert space set-up, Theorem 4.1 can be rephrased as:
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Theorem 4.2. Let T ∈ B(H) and there exists an orthonormal basis {en}n≥0 with respect to
which T can be written as Sk + u ⊗ v. Suppose v, S∗

ku on H are linearly independent. Then
T is quasinormal if and only if {v, S∗

ku} is S∗
k-invariant, the matrix A in (4.6) is normal and

⟨Skv, gi⟩+ ∥v∥2⟨u, gi⟩ = 0,(4.54)

(1 + ⟨S∗
ku, v⟩)⟨u, gi⟩+

k−1∑
n=0

⟨u, en⟩⟨en, gi⟩ = 0,(4.55)

hold for all i = 1, . . . ,m, where {g1, . . . , gm} is an orthonormal set associated to ker(I−T ∗T )
as in Lemma 2.10.

Proof. The proof will go in a similar way as that of the Theorem 4.1, replacing zn by en for
all n ≥ 0.

Let us now consider the case k = 1 in the above theorem 4.1 i.e., let T = S + u ⊗ v
where {v, S∗u} is linearly independent. As we noted earlier

(
see case 2, Lemma 2.9

)
, ran(I −

T ∗T ) = span{v, S∗u} and hence ker(I − T ∗T ) = {v, S∗u}⊥. If T is quasinormal, then it
necessarily follows

(
Corollary 2.11

)
that ker(I − T ∗T ) = θH2(D), where θ can be taken as

either
(

z−α
1−ᾱz

)2
for some α ∈ D or

(
z−β
1−β̄z

)(
z−γ
1−γ̄z

)
for some β, γ ∈ D. Recall that

(
see section

1
)
, T is quasinormal of type I if ker(I − T ∗T ) =

(
z−α
1−ᾱz

)2
, α ∈ D and quasinormal of type II

if ker(I − T ∗T ) =
(

z−β
1−β̄z

)(
z−γ
1−γ̄z

)
, β, γ ∈ D. With the help of the kernel functions, we deduce(

from Theorem 4.1
)
the more refined characterization of these two types of quasinormality

in the following subsections.

4.1. Type I quasinormality.

Theorem 4.3. Let T = S + u⊗ v be on H2(D) with {v, S∗u} linearly independent. Them T
is quasinormal of type I if and only if there exists α ∈ D such that

(1) v, S∗u ∈ span {kα, z−α
1−ᾱz

kα},
(2) v(α) + αB∗

αv(α) = 0,

(3) B∗
αv(α)⟨u, ( z−α

1−ᾱz
)2⟩+ 1 = 0, and

(4) the matrix (
v(α)u(0) + α

(
1 + v(α)R

)
B∗

αv(α)u(0) + αB∗
αv(α)R

1 + v(α)R B∗
αv(α)R

)
is normal, where R = (1− |α|2)S∗u(α)− ᾱu(0).

Proof. Let T = S + u ⊗ v and v, s∗u are linearly independent on H2(D). As we observed
earlier, ran(I−T ∗T ) = span {v, S∗u}, and hence ker(I−T ∗T ) = {v, S∗u}⊥. Assume that, T
is quasinormal of type I. Then span{v, S∗u} reduces T , and is S∗-invariant (see theorem 4.1).

Also in addition, there exists an α ∈ D such that ker(I − T ∗T ) = {v, S∗u}⊥ =
(

z−α
1−ᾱz

)2
H2(D)

(by the discussion prior to the statement). Since kα,
z−α
1−ᾱz

kα are mutually orthogonal and

kα,
z − α

1− ᾱz
kα ⊥

( z − α

1− ᾱz

)2
zn, for all n ≥ 0,

it follows that
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(4.56) v, S∗u ∈ span {kα,
z − α

1− ᾱz
kα},

which is the condition 1 in the statement.
Note that, ker(I − T ∗T ) ⊖ z(I − T ∗T ) = C

(
z−α
1−ᾱz

)2
, and since T is quasinormal, it follows

by Theorem 4.1, the relations 4.7, and 4.8 hold corresponding to g1(z) =
(

z−α
1−ᾱz

)2
i.e.,

⟨zv,
( z − α

1− ᾱz

)2⟩+ ∥v∥2⟨u,
( z − α

1− ᾱz

)2⟩ = 0,(4.57) (
1 + ⟨S∗u, v⟩

)
⟨u,
( z − α

1− ᾱz

)2⟩ − ᾱ2u(0) = 0,(4.58)

and the matrix A in (4.6) is normal. We show that the relations 4.57, and 4.58 are equivalent
to the conditions 2, and 3 of the statement and also, the matrix A in (4.6) is similar to the
given matrix in the statement.

Note by (4.56), there exist scalars ci, di ∈ C, i = 0, 1 with (c0, c1), (d0, d1) different from
(0, 0) such that

v = c0kα + c1
z − α

1− ᾱz
kα,(4.59)

S∗u = d0kα + d1
z − α

1− ᾱz
kα.(4.60)

By (4.60)

(4.61) u = u(0) + d0zkα + d1z
( z − α

1− ᾱz

)
kα,

and also an easy computation via (4.59), (4.60) yield

c0 = (1− |α|2)v(α),(4.62)

c1 = (1− |α|2)B∗
αv(α),(4.63)

d0 = (1− |α|2)S∗u(α),(4.64)

d1 = (1− |α|2)(zBα)
∗u(α).(4.65)

Note that

〈
kα,M

∗
z

( z − α

1− ᾱz

)2〉
= −ᾱ.(4.66) 〈

kα,M
∗
z

( z − α

1− ᾱz

)〉
= 1.(4.67)

Then

〈
zv,
( z − α

1− ᾱz

)2〉
=
〈
c0zkα + c1z

z − α

1− ᾱz
kα,
( z − α

1− ᾱz

)2〉
(by 4.59)

= −ᾱc0 + c1 (by 4.66, and 4.67)
(4.68)

Also, it follows by (4.59)
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(4.69) ∥v∥2 =
〈
c0kα + c1

z − α

1− ᾱz
kα, c0kα + c1

z − α

1− ᾱz
kα

〉
=

1

1− |α|2
(|c0|2 + |c1|2),

and by (4.61), (4.66), and (4.67)

(4.70)
〈
u,
( z − α

1− ᾱz

)2〉
= ᾱ2u(0)− ᾱd0 + d1.

Now by equations (4.68), (4.69), (4.70), the relation (4.57) reduces after a simple compu-
tation to

(4.71) c0

(
v(α)(ᾱ2u(0)− ᾱd0 + d1)− ᾱ

)
+ c1

(
B∗

αv(α)(ᾱ
2u(0)− ᾱd0 + d1) + 1

)
= 0.

Next,

⟨S∗u, v⟩ =
〈
d0kα + d1

z − α

1− ᾱz
kα, c0kα + c1

z − α

1− ᾱz
kα

〉
(by (4.59), (4.60))

=
d0c̄0

1− |α|2
+

d1c̄1
1− |α|2

= d0v(α) + d1B∗
αv(α). (by(4.62), (4.63))

(4.72)

Now by (4.70), (4.72), equation (4.58) reduces to

(4.73) d0

(
v(α)(ᾱ2u(0)− ᾱd0 + d1)− ᾱ

)
+ d1

(
B∗

αv(α)(ᾱ
2u(0)− ᾱd0 + d1) + 1

)
= 0.

Note by (4.59) and (4.60), (c0, d0) ̸= (0, 0) and (c1, d1) ̸= (0, 0). Suppose one of c0 or d0 is
zero. For the sake of definiteness, let c0 = 0. Since v ̸= 0, it follows by (4.59), c1 ̸= 0. Then
by (4.71)

(4.74) B∗
αv(α)(ᾱ

2u(0)− ᾱd0 + d1) + 1 = 0,

which by (4.70) is equivalent to

(4.75) B∗
αv(α)

〈
u,
( z − α

1− ᾱz

)2〉
+ 1 = 0.

Again, as d0 can not be zero, it follows by (4.73) and (4.74)

(4.76) v(α)(ᾱ2u(0)− ᾱd0 + d1)− ᾱ = 0,

which is again by (4.70), equivalent to

(4.77) v(α)
〈
u,
( z − α

1− ᾱz

)2〉
− ᾱ = 0.

Similarly, one will obtain same equations (4.74)—(4.77) if d0 = 0 or only one of c1, d1 is
zero. Let us now assume that all ci, di are non-zero for i = 1, 2. Then, since {v, S∗u} are
linearly independent, it follows by (4.59) and (4.60)
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(4.78) det

(
c0 c1
d0 d1

)
= (c0d1 − c1d0) ̸= 0.

Then, multiplying (4.71) by d0 and (4.73) by c0, one will have on subtraction

(4.79) (c1d0 − d1c0)B∗
αv(α)(ᾱ

2u(0)− ᾱd0 + d1) + 1 = 0.

which is further by (4.78) and (4.70) becomes

(4.80) B∗
αv(α)

〈
u,
( z − α

1− ᾱz

)2〉
+ 1 = 0.

Again, multiplying (4.71) by d1 and (4.73) by c1, one will have on subtraction

(4.81) (c0d1 − d0c1)v(α)(ᾱ
2u(0)− ᾱd0 + d1)− ᾱ = 0.

which is further by (4.78) and (4.70) becomes

(4.82) v(α)
〈
u,
( z − α

1− ᾱz

)2〉
− ᾱ = 0.

Hence in all the possible cases of (ci, di), i = 1, 2, one will obtain

v(α)
〈
u,
( z − α

1− ᾱz

)2〉
− ᾱ = 0,(4.83)

B∗
αv(α)

〈
u,
( z − α

1− ᾱz

)2〉
+ 1 = 0.(4.84)

Note by (4.84), B∗
αv(α) and

〈
u,
(

z−α
1−ᾱz

)2〉
are both nonzero. Assume α ̸= 0. Then the

equations (4.83) and (4.84) together imply

〈
u,
( z − α

1− ᾱz

)2〉(
v(α) + ᾱB∗

αv(α)
)
= 0

⇐⇒ v(α) + αB∗
αv(α) = 0.

(4.85)

Since
〈
u,
(

z−α
1−ᾱz

)2〉
̸= 0) it follows by (4.83), v(α) = 0 if and only if α = 0. Hence the

relations (4.83), and (4.84) are equivalent to

v(α) + αB∗
αv(α) = 0,(4.86)

B∗
αv(α)

〈
u,
( z − α

1− ᾱz

)2〉
+ 1 = 0.(4.87)

Since T is quasinormal (by assumption), by Theorem 4.1, the matrix A given by (4.6) is nor-
mal. It follows along the lines of proof of the Theorem 4.1 that, A is the matrix representation
of the compression operator P1T |span{v,S∗u}, where P1 is the orthogonal projection of H2(D)
onto span{v, S∗u}. Note by (4.56), span{v, S∗u} = span{kα, z−α

1−ᾱz
kα}. If P2 denotes the or-

thogonal projection of H2(D) onto span{kα, z−α
1−ᾱz

kα}, then the operator P2T |span{kα, z−α
1−ᾱz

kα} is
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same as P1T |span{v,S∗u}. Hence, if B is the matrix representation of P2T |span{kα, z−α
1−ᾱz

kα} with

respect to the basis {kα, z−α
1−ᾱz

kα}, then B is similar to A and hence must be normal. We now
show that B is exactly the matrix given in the statement.

Note that,

Tkα = (S + u⊗ v)kα = zkα + v(α)u,

which by (4.61) simplifies to

(4.88) Tkα = v(α)u(0) +
(
1 + d0v(α)

)
zkα + d1v(α)z

( z − α

1− ᾱz

)
kα

Next

T
( z − α

1− ᾱz

)
kα = (S + u⊗ v)

( z − α

1− ᾱz

)
kα = z

( z − α

1− ᾱz

)
kα +B∗

αv(α)u,

which together with (4.61) yield

(4.89) T
( z − α

1− ᾱz

)
kα = B∗

αv(α)u(0) + d0B∗
αv(α)zkα +

(
1 + d1B∗

αv(α)
)
z
( z − α

1− ᾱz

)
kα

Note that 1, zkα, z
(

z−α
1−ᾱz

)
kα ⊥

(
z−α
1−ᾱz

)2
zn for all n ≥ 1. Hence

1, zkα, z
( z − α

1− ᾱz

)
kα ∈ span

{
kα,
( z − α

1− ᾱz

)
kα,
( z − α

1− ᾱz

)2}
.

Then a simple computation via (4.66), (4.67) yield

1 = (1− |α|2)kα − ᾱ(1− |α|2)
( z − α

1− ᾱz

)
kα + ᾱ2

( z − α

1− ᾱz

)2
(4.90)

zkα = αkα + (1− |α|2)
( z − α

1− ᾱz

)
kα − ᾱ

( z − α

1− ᾱz

)2
(4.91)

z
( z − α

1− ᾱz

)
kα = α

( z − α

1− ᾱz

)
kα +

( z − α

1− ᾱz

)2
(4.92)

Substituting 1, zkα, z
(

z−α
1−ᾱz

)
kα from (4.90), (4.91), (4.92) respectively to (4.88), a simple

computation reveals that

Tkα =
(
v(α)u(0)(1− |α|2) + α(1 + d0v(α))

)
kα+(

− ᾱ(1− |α|2)v(α)u(0) + (1− |α|2)(1 + d0v(α)) + αd1v(α)
) z − α

1− ᾱz
kα+(

− ᾱ+ v(α)(ᾱ2u(0)− ᾱd0 + d1)
)( z − α

1− ᾱz

)2
kα.

(4.93)

By (4.76), the coefficient of
(

z−α
1−ᾱz

)2
kα in Tkα above is zero. If a, b denote the coefficients

of kα and z−α
1−ᾱz

kα in (4.93), then one can write

(4.94) Tkα = akα + b
z − α

1− ᾱz
kα.
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We now simplify the coefficients a and b. Note by (4.64) the given quantity R is

(4.95) R = d0 − ᾱu(0) = (1− |α|2)S∗u(α)− ᾱu(0).

Then By (4.93),

a = v(α)u(0)(1− |α|2) + α
(
1 + d0v(α)

)
= v(α)u(0) + α

(
1 + v(α)

(
d0 − ᾱu(0)

))
,

and further by (4.95)

(4.96) a = v(α)u(0) + α
(
1 + v(α)R

)
Next by (4.93)

(4.97) b = −ᾱ(1− |α|2)v(α)u(0) + (1− |α|2)(1 + d0v(α)) + αd1v(α).

The equation (4.76) can also be written as

(4.98) v(α)d1 = α
(
1 + d0v(α)− ᾱv(α)u(0)

)
.

Then substituting v(α)d1 from (4.98) to (4.97), a simple computation yield

b = 1 + v(α)
(
d0 − ᾱu(0)

)
,

and hence by (4.95)

(4.99) b = 1 + v(α)R.

Similarly, substituting 1, zkα, z
(

z−α
1−ᾱz

)
kα from (4.90), (4.91), (4.92) respectively to (4.89),

a simple computation yield

T
( z − α

1− ᾱz

)
kα = B∗

αv(α)
(
(1− |α|2)u(0) + αd0

)
kα+(

− ᾱ(1− |α|2)u(0)B∗
αv(α) + (1− |α|2)d0B∗

αv(α) + α
(
1 + d1B∗

αv(α)
)) z − α

1− ᾱz
kα

+
(
1 +B∗

αv(α)(ᾱ
2u(0)− ᾱd0 + d1)

)( z − α

1− ᾱz

)2
.

(4.100)

Note by (4.74), the coefficient of
(

z−α
1−ᾱz

)2
in T

(
z−α
1−ᾱz

)
kα above is zero. Let c, d denote the

coefficients of kα, and z−α
1−ᾱz

kα respectively in the representation of T
(

z−α
1−ᾱz

)
kα in (4.100).

Then it follows by (4.74) and (4.100)

(4.101) T
( z − α

1− ᾱz

)
kα = ckα + d

z − α

1− ᾱz
kα.

Note by (4.100),

c = B∗
αv(α)

(
(1− |α|2)u(0) + αd0

)
= B∗

αv(α)u(0) + αB∗
αv(α)

(
d0 − ᾱu(0)

)
,

and hence by (4.95)
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(4.102) c = B∗
αv(α)u(0) + αB∗

αv(α)R.

Again, by (4.74)

(4.103) B∗
αv(α)d1 = ᾱB∗

αv(α)(d0 − ᾱu(0))− 1.

By (4.100)

(4.104) d = −ᾱ(1− |α|2)u(0)B∗
αv(α) + (1− |α|2)d0B∗

αv(α) + α
(
1 + d1B∗

αv(α)
)
.

Now substituting B∗
αv(α)d1 from (4.103) in (4.104), it follows by a simple computation

d = B∗
αv(α)(d0 − ᾱu(0)),

and hence by (4.95)

(4.105) d = B∗
αv(α)R.

Therefore, it follows by (4.94), (4.101) (4.96), (4.99), (4.102), and (4.105) that the matrix

representation B of P2T |span{kα,
(

z−α
1−ᾱz

)
kα} with respect to the basis {kα,

(
z−α
1−ᾱz

)
kα} is given

by

(4.106) B =

(
v(α)u(0) + α

(
1 + v(α)R

)
B∗

αv(α)u(0) + αB∗
αv(α)R

1 + v(α)R B∗
αv(α)R

)
.

Conversely, let T = S+u⊗v, {v, S∗u} linearly independent, and the conditions (1)—(4) of
the statement holds. Since by (1), v, S∗u ∈ span {kα, z−α

1−ᾱz
kα} for some α ∈ D, it follows that

{v, S∗u} is S∗-invariant and {v, S∗u}⊥ =
(

z−α
1−ᾱz

)2
H2(D). Then one can show via condition (1)

v = (1− |α|2)
(
v(α)kα +B∗

αv(α)
z − α

1− ᾱz
kα

)
,(4.107)

S∗u = (1− |α|2)
(
S∗u(α)kα + (zBα)

∗u(α)
z − α

1− ᾱz
kα

)
.(4.108)

As we show earlier, ker(I − T ∗T ) = {v, S∗u}⊥, it follows that

ker(I − T ∗T )⊖ z ker(I − T ∗T ) = C
( z − α

1− ᾱz

)2
.

Now proceeding exactly like the first part, one can show that the conditions (2), (3) of the

statement are equivalent to (4.7),(4.8) with g1(z) =
(

z−α
1−ᾱz

)2
of the Theorem 4.1. Again, since

the matrix in the statement is normal and can be shown (by the same argument as in the
first part) to be similar to the matrix A in (4.6), the proof follows by the converse part of the
Theorem 4.1.
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4.2. Type II quasinormality.

Theorem 4.4. Let T = S + u⊗ v be on H2(D) with {v, S∗u} linearly independent. Then T
is quasinormal of type II if and only if there exists distinct α, β ∈ D such that

(1) v, S∗u ∈ span {kα, kβ}
(2) v(α)

〈
u, z−α

1−ᾱz
z−β
1−β̄z

〉
− β̄ = 0

(3) v(β)
〈
u, z−α

1−ᾱz
z−β
1−β̄z

〉
− ᾱ = 0, and

(4) If s0 =
1

α−β
⟨S∗u, z − β⟩, and s1 = − 1

α−β
⟨S∗u, z − α⟩, then the matrix(

1
ᾱ

(
1 + v(α)s0

) v(β)
ᾱ

s0

v(α)u(0)− 1
ᾱ

(
1 + v(α)s0

)
v(β)u(0)− v(β)

ᾱ
s0

)
is normal if α is nonzero,

or the matrixv(α)u(0)− v(α)

β̄
s1 v(β)u(0)− 1

β̄

(
1 + s1v(β)

)
v(α)

β̄
s1

1
β̄

(
1 + v(β)s1

)  is normal if β is nonzero.

Proof. Let T = S+u⊗ v, {v, S∗u} be linearly independent, and assume T to be quasinormal
of type II on H2(D). Then ran (I − T ∗T ) = span {v, S∗u} reduces T , S∗-invariant, and by
the discussion prior to Theorem 4.3, there exist α, β ∈ D with α ̸= β such that

ker(I − T ∗T ) = {v, S∗u}⊥ =
( z − α

1− ᾱz

)( z − β

1− β̄z

)
H2(D).

Since kα, kβ ⊥
(

z−α
1−ᾱz

)(
z−β
1−β̄z

)
f for all f ∈ H2(D), it follows that v, S∗u ∈ span {kα, kβ},

which proves the condition (1). It also follows that there exist scalars ti, si, i = 0, 1 with
(t0, t1), (s0, s1) different from (0, 0) such that

v = t0kα + t1kβ,(4.109)

S∗u = s0kα + s1kβ.(4.110)

Note by (4.110)

(4.111) u = u(0) + s0zkα + s1zkβ,

and a simple computation via (4.109), (4.110) implies

t0 =
1

α− β
⟨v, z − β⟩,(4.112)

t1 = − 1

α− β
⟨v, z − α⟩,(4.113)

s0 =
1

α− β
⟨S∗u, z − β⟩,(4.114)

s1 = − 1

α− β
⟨S∗u, z − α⟩.(4.115)
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Note that

ker(I − T ∗T )⊖ z(I − T ∗T ) = C
( z − α

1− ᾱz

)( z − β

1− β̄z

)
.

Since T is quasinormal, by Theorem 4.1, the equations (4.7), (4.8) hold with

g1(z) =
( z − α

1− ᾱz

)( z − β

1− β̄z

)
,

i.e. 〈
zv,
( z − α

1− ᾱz

)( z − β

1− β̄z

)〉
+ ∥v∥2

〈
u,
( z − α

1− ᾱz

)( z − β

1− β̄z

)〉
= 0,(4.116) (

1 + ⟨S∗u, v⟩
)〈

u,
( z − α

1− ᾱz

)( z − β

1− β̄z

)〉
− αβu(0) = 0,(4.117)

hold and the matrix A in (4.6) is normal. We show that (4.116), (4.117) are equivalent to
the given equations (2) and (3), and the matrix A is similar to the one given in the statement.

Note that 〈
kα, M∗

z

z − α

1− ᾱz

z − β

1− β̄z

〉
= −β̄,(4.118) 〈

kβ, M∗
z

z − α

1− ᾱz

z − β

1− β̄z

〉
= −ᾱ.(4.119)

Then by (4.109)

(4.120)
〈
zv,
( z − α

1− ᾱz

)( z − β

1− β̄z

)〉
=
〈
t0kα + t1kβ, M∗

z

z − α

1− ᾱz

z − β

1− β̄z

〉
,

and further by (4.118), (4.119)

(4.121)
〈
zv,
( z − α

1− ᾱz

)( z − β

1− β̄z

)〉
= −(t0β̄ + t1ᾱ).

Again, by (4.109)

(4.122) ∥v∥2 = ⟨t0kα + t1kβ, v⟩ = t0v(α) + t1v(β).

Now by (4.111)

(4.123)
〈
u,

( z − α

1− ᾱz

)( z − β

1− β̄z

)〉
=
〈
u(0) + s0zkα + s1zkβ,

( z − α

1− ᾱz

)( z − β

1− β̄z

)〉
,

which by (4.118), (4.119), further reduces to

(4.124)
〈
u,

( z − α

1− ᾱz

)( z − β

1− β̄z

)〉
= αβu(0)− s0β̄ − s1ᾱ.

Now by (4.121), (4.122), and (4.124), the equation (4.116) simplifies to

(4.125) t0

(
v(α)

(
αβu(0)− s0β̄ − s1ᾱ

)
− β̄

)
+ t1

(
v(β)

(
αβu(0)− s0β̄ − s1ᾱ

)
− ᾱ

)
= 0.
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Note by (4.109),

⟨v, kα⟩ = ⟨t0kα + t1kβ, kα⟩ =
t0

1− |α|2
+

t1
1− β̄α

,

and hence

(4.126) v(α) =
t0

1− |α|2
+

t1
1− β̄α

.

Similarly it follows by (4.109)

(4.127) v(β) = ⟨v, kβ⟩ =
t0

1− ᾱβ
+

t1
1− |β|2

.

Now by (4.109), and (4.110)

(4.128)

⟨S∗u, v⟩ = ⟨s0kα + s1kβ, t0kα + t1kβ⟩ = s0

( t̄0
1− |α|2

+
t̄1

1− ᾱβ

)
+ s1

( t̄0
1− β̄α

+
t̄1

1− |β|2
)
,

and further by (4.126), and (4.127)

(4.129) ⟨S∗u, v⟩ = s0v(α) + s1v(β).

Substituting (4.129), (4.124) in (4.117), one will obtain after a simplification

(4.130) s0

(
v(α)

(
αβu(0)− s0β̄ − s1ᾱ

)
− β̄

)
+ s1

(
v(β)

(
αβu(0)− s0β̄ − s1ᾱ

)
− ᾱ

)
= 0.

Since v, S∗u are linearly independent, it follows by (4.109), and (4.110) that both the pair
(t0, s0), (t1, s1) are different from (0, 0). There are the possibilities of exactly one element from
one or both the pairs (t0, s0), (t1, s1) is zero or ti, si are nonzero for all i = 1, 2. In the later
case, one will have

det

(
t0 s0
t1 s1

)
= (t0s1 − s0t1) ̸= 0.

Then for each of the possible cases, proceeding exactly as in the Theorem 4.3, one will
obtain

v(α)
(
αβu(0)− s0β̄ − s1ᾱ

)
− β̄ = 0,(4.131)

v(β)
(
αβu(0)− s0β̄ − s1ᾱ

)
− ᾱ = 0,(4.132)

which can also be written via 4.124

v(α)
〈
u,

( z − α

1− ᾱz

)( z − β

1− β̄z

)〉
− β̄ = 0,(4.133)

v(β)
〈
u,

( z − α

1− ᾱz

)( z − β

1− β̄z

)〉
− ᾱ = 0.(4.134)
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As we observed, the matrix A (equation (4.6)) in the Theorem 4.1 represents the op-
erator P1T |span{v,S∗u} with respect to the basis {v, S∗u}, where P1 is the orthogonal pro-
jection of H2(D) onto span{v, S∗u}. Again, since span{kα, kβ} = span{v, S∗u}, it follows
that P2T |span{kα,kβ} = P1T |span{v,S∗u}, where P2 is the orthogonal projection of H2(D) onto
span{kα, kβ}. Hence, if B denotes the matrix of P2T |span{kα,kβ} with respect to the basis
{kα, kβ}, then B must be similar to A. This implies B is normal if and only if A is normal.
We show that B is exactly the matrix given in the statement. Since T is quasinormal by
assumption, the proof of the first part will then be complete by the forward implication of
the Theorem 4.1.

Note by (4.111)

Tkα = zkα + v(α)u = zkα + v(α)
(
u(0) + s0zkα + s1zkβ

)
,(4.135)

Tkβ = zkβ + v(β)u = zkβ + v(β)
(
u(0) + s0zkα + s1zkβ

)
.(4.136)

As easy computation shows that

〈
kα,M

∗
z

z − β

1− β̄z
kα

〉
=

1− |β|2

1− ᾱβ
+

α

1− |α|2
ᾱ− β̄

1− ᾱβ
,(4.137) 〈

kβ,M
∗
z

z − α

1− ᾱz
kβ

〉
=

1− |α|2

1− αβ̄
− β

1− |β|2
ᾱ− β̄

1− αβ̄
,(4.138) 〈

kα,M
∗
z

z − α

1− ᾱz
kβ

〉
= 1,(4.139) 〈

kβ,M
∗
z

z − β

1− β̄z
kα

〉
= 1.(4.140)

Since 1, zkα, zkβ ⊥
(

z−α
1−ᾱz

)(
z−β
1−β̄z

)
zn for all n ≥ 1, it follows that

1, zkα, zkβ ∈ span {kα, kβ,
( z − α

1− ᾱz

)( z − β

1− β̄z

)
},

and it can be shown by (4.118), (4.119), and (4.137)—(4.140)

(4.141) 1 = − β̄(1− ᾱβ)(1− |α|2)
α− β

kα +
ᾱ(1− αβ̄)(1− |β|2)

α− β
kβ + αβ

z − α

1− ᾱz

z − β

1− β̄z
,

(4.142) zkα =
(
α +

(1− |α|2)(1− |β|2)
α− β

)
kα − (1− β̄α)(1− |β|2)

α− β
kβ − β̄

z − α

1− ᾱz

z − β

1− β̄z
,

(4.143) zkβ =
(1− ᾱβ)(1− |α|2)

α− β
kα +

(
β − (1− |α|2)(1− |β|2)

α− β

)
kβ − ᾱ

z − α

1− ᾱz

z − β

1− β̄z
.

Substituting 1, zkα, zkβ from (4.141)—(4.143) in (4.135), a simplification implies
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Tkα =
[
(1 + v(α)s0)

(
α +

(1− |α|2)(1− |β|2)
α− β

)
+ v(α)(s1 − β̄u(0))

(1− ᾱβ)(1− |α|2)
α− β

]
kα+[(1− β̄α)(1− |β|2)

α− β

(
− 1 + v(α)(ᾱu(0)− s0)

)
+ v(α)s1

(
β − (1− |α|2)(1− |β|2)

α− β

)]
kβ[

v(α)
(
αβu(0)− s0β̄ − s1ᾱ

)
− β̄

] z − α

1− ᾱz

z − β

1− β̄z
.

(4.144)

By (4.131), the coefficient of z−α
1−ᾱz

z−β
1−β̄z

in Tkα above is zero. Suppose cα, dα denote the

coefficients of kα, kβ respectively in Tkα. Then the equation (4.144) can be written as

(4.145) Tkα = cαkα + dαkβ.

Note that, (4.131) can also be written as

(4.146) −ᾱv(α)
(
s1 − β̄u(0)

)
= β̄

(
1 + v(α)s0

)
.

Note that, one of α and β must be nonzero (as α ̸= β by assumption). Let α ̸= 0. Then
by (4.146), cα in (4.144) reduces to

cα = (1 + v(α)s0)
(
α +

(1− |α|2)(1− |β|2)
α− β

)
− β̄

ᾱ
(1 + v(α)s0)

(1− ᾱβ)(1− |α|2)
α− β

= (1 + v(α)s0)
[
α +

(1− |α|2)(1− |β|2)
α− β

− β̄

ᾱ

(1− ᾱβ)(1− |α|2)
α− β

]
,

(4.147)

and a further simplification yields

(4.148) cα =
1

ᾱ

(
1 + v(α)s0

)
.

If β ̸= 0, then by (4.144), and (4.146), cα in (4.145) becomes

cα = − ᾱ

β̄
v(α)(s1 − β̄u(0))

(
α +

(1− |α|2)(1− |β|2)
α− β

)
+ v(α)(s1 − β̄u(0))

(1− ᾱβ)(1− |α|2)
α− β

= v(α)(s1 − β̄u(0))
[
− ᾱ

β̄

(
α +

(1− |α|2)(1− |β|2)
α− β

)
+

(1− ᾱβ)(1− |α|2)
α− β

]
,

(4.149)

and further by a simple computation one will have

(4.150) cα = −v(α)

β̄

(
s1 − β̄u(0)

)
.

We now simplify dα in (4.145). Note by (4.146)

(4.151) ᾱv(α)s1 = β̄
[
− 1 + v(α)

(
ᾱu(0)− s0

)]
.
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If α ̸= 0, the one can write via (4.144), and (4.151)

(4.152) dα =
(
− 1 + v(α)(ᾱu(0)− s0)

)[(1− β̄α)(1− |β|2)
α− β

+
β̄

ᾱ
(β − (1− |α|2)(1− |β|2)

α− β

)]
,

and further by a simplification

(4.153) dα = v(α)u(0)− 1

ᾱ

(
1 + v(α)s0

)
.

Again, if β ̸= 0, then it follows by (4.144), and (4.151)

(4.154) dα = v(α)s1

[ ᾱ
β̄

(1− β̄α)(1− |β|2)
α− β

+ β − (1− |α|2)(1− |β|2)
α− β

]
,

and a further simplification yields

(4.155) dα =
v(α)

β̄
s1.

Hence it follows by (4.145), (4.148), (4.153), (4.150), (4.155)

(4.156) Tkα =

 1
ᾱ

(
1 + v(α)s0

)
kα +

(
v(α)u(0)− 1

ᾱ

(
1 + v(α)s0

))
kβ, if α ̸= 0

−v(α)

β̄

(
s1 − β̄u(0)

)
kα + v(α)

β̄
s1kβ, if β ̸= 0.

Next, substituting 1, zkα, zkβ from (4.141)—(4.143) in (4.136) a simplification implies

Tkβ =
[(1− ᾱβ)(1− |α|2)

α− β

(
1 + v(β)

(
s1 − β̄u(0)

))
+ v(β)s0

(
α +

(1− |α|2)(1− |β|2)
α− β

)]
kα[(1− β̄α)(1− |β|2)

α− β

(
v(β)(ᾱu(0)− s0)

)
+ (1 + v(β)s1)

(
β − (1− |α|2)(1− |β|2)

α− β

)]
kβ[

v(β)
(
αβu(0)− s0β̄ − s1ᾱ

)
− ᾱ

] z − α

1− ᾱz

z − β

1− β̄z
.

(4.157)

By (4.132), the coefficient of z−α
1−ᾱz

z−β
1−β̄z

in Tkβ above vanishes. Let cβ, dβ denote the coefficients

of kα and kβ respectively in Tkβ above. Then (4.157) becomes

(4.158) Tkβ = cβkα + dβkβ.

We now simplify cβ, dβ. Note that (4.132) can be written as

(4.159) −ᾱ
[
1 + v(β)(s1 − β̄u(0))

]
= β̄v(β)s0.

If α ̸= 0, one will have by (4.159) and (4.157)
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(4.160) cβ = − β̄

ᾱ
v(β)s0

(1− ᾱβ)(1− |α|2)
α− β

+ s0v(β)
(
α +

(1− |α|2)(1− |β|2)
α− β

)
,

which further reduced to (by a simple computation)

(4.161) cβ =
v(β)

ᾱ
s0.

Again, (4.132) can also be written as

(4.162) ᾱ
(
1 + v(β)s1

)
= β̄v(β)

(
ᾱu(0)− s0

)
.

Hence for α ̸= 0, it follows via (4.162), and (4.157)

(4.163)

dβ =
(1− β̄α)(1− |β|2)

α− β
v(β)

(
ᾱu(0)− s0

)
+

β̄

ᾱ
v(β)

(
ᾱu(0)− s0

)(
β − (1− |α|2)(1− |β|2)

α− β

)
,

and again simplifies to

(4.164) dβ =
v(β)

ᾱ

(
ᾱu(0)− s0

)
.

Next, if β ̸= 0, it follows by (4.157), and (4.159)

(4.165)

cβ =
(1− ᾱβ)(1− |α|2)

α− β

(
1+v(β)

(
s1−β̄u(0)

))
− ᾱ

β̄

(
1+v(β)

(
s1−β̄u(0)

))(
α+

(1− |α|2)(1− |β|2)
α− β

)
,

and a further simplification yield

(4.166) cβ = v(β)u(0)− 1

β̄

(
1 + s1v(β)

)
.

Now for β ̸= 0, it follows by (4.157), and (4.162)

(4.167) dβ =
ᾱ

β̄

(1− β̄α)(1− |β|2)
α− β

(1 + v(β)s1) + (1 + v(β)s1)
(
β − (1− |α|2)(1− |β|2)

α− β

)
,

and further simplifies to

(4.168) dβ =
1

β̄

(
1 + v(β)s1

)
.

Therefore it follows by (4.158), (4.161), (4.164), (4.166), (4.168)

(4.169) Tkβ =


v(β)
ᾱ

s0kα + v(β)
ᾱ

(
ᾱu(0)− s0

)
kβ, if α ̸= 0(

v(β)u(0)− 1
β̄

(
1 + s1v(β)

))
kα + 1

β̄

(
1 + v(β)s1

)
kβ, if β ̸= 0.
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Hence it follows by (4.156), and (4.169) that the matrix representation B of P2T |span{kα,kβ}
with respect to the basis {kα, kβ} is given by

(4.170) B =

(
1
ᾱ

(
1 + v(α)s0

) v(β)
ᾱ

s0

v(α)u(0)− 1
ᾱ

(
1 + v(α)s0

)
v(β)u(0)− v(β)

ᾱ
s0

)
,

if α is nonzero or

(4.171) B =

v(α)u(0)− v(α)

β̄
s1 v(β)u(0)− 1

β̄

(
1 + s1v(β)

)
v(α)

β̄
s1

1
β̄

(
1 + v(β)s1

)  ,

if β is nonzero.
Conversely let T = S + u ⊗ v on H2(D) with {v, S∗u} linearly independent and there

exist distinct α, β ∈ D such that the conditions (1)—(4) of the statement hold. Since by
(1), v, S∗u ∈ span {kα, kβ}, it follows that {v, S∗u} is S∗-invariant, and also {v, S∗u}⊥ =(

z−α
1−ᾱz

)(
z−β
1−β̄z

)
H2(D). We have shown earlier, ker(I−T ∗T ) = {v, S∗u}⊥ (case 2, Lemma 2.9),

and hence

ker(I − T ∗T )⊖ z ker(I − T ∗T ) = C
z − α

1− ᾱz

z − β

1− β̄z
.

By (1), it also follows that there exist scalars ti, si ∈ C such that

v = t0kα + t1kβ,

and

S∗u = s0kα + s1kβ,

where the scalars ti, si are given by the same equations (4.112)—(4.115).
Now proceeding exactly as in the first part, one can show that the conditions (2), (3) of the

the statement are equivalent to the equations (4.7) and (4.8) with k = 1, and g1(z) =
z−α
1−ᾱz

z−β
1−β̄z

of the Theorem (4.1). Also, by a same argument as in the first part, the matrices (for α ̸= 0
and β ̸= 0) given by (4) in the statement are similar to the matrix A in (4.6). Since they are
normal by the same condition, the proof follows by the converse part of the Theorem 4.1.

Remark 4.5. Theorems 4.3, and 4.4 also provide counterexamples to the Proposition 2.5 in
[8].
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