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Abstract

The classical Gleason-Kahane-Zelazko’s Theorem gave rise to the so-called Kaplan-
sky’s problem. This theorem states that a linear functional ¢ on a complex Ba-
nach algebra A is multiplicative (and non-zero) if and only if ¢(a) € sp(a) (a € A),
where sp(a) denotes the spectrum of a. The so-called Kaplansky’s problem is con-
cerned with identifying the Jordan homomorphisms among all linear maps ® : A — B
between complex Banach algebras A and B in terms of spectra. To this end Kaplan-
sky suggested to translate ¢(a) € sp(a) (a € A) such that ¢ is a linear functional
for a linear map ®: A — B into the property of shrinking the spectrum, that is
sp(®(a)) Csp(a) (a€A), in the case of Banach algebras A and B. In the case of
A and B being semisimple, let ® : A — B be a surjective linear map with the property
of preserving the spectrum, that is sp(®(a)) = sp(a) (a € A), it isstill an open prob-
lem as to whether or not @ is a Jordan isomorphism from A onto B. There are a number
of partial results in the literature regarding spectrum preserving maps that are surjec-
tive with respect to semisimple Banach algebras. In this dissertation, we explore four of
these results. The first result shows that a surjective spectrum-preserving map between
Von Neumann algebras is a Jordan homomorphism. The second result shows that a
surjective spectra isometry between finite dimensional semisimple Banach algebras is
a Jordan homomorphism. The third result shows that a bijective spectrum-preserving
map ®: A — B such that A= B(X) and B= B(Y) being algebras of all bounded maps
defined on Banach spaces X and Y respectively is a Jordan homomorphism. The fourth
result shows that a bijective almost multiplicative or anti-multiplicative map ® : A — B
such that it almost preserves the spectra, where A= B(X) and B= B(Y), being alge-
bras of all bounded maps defined on superreflexive Banach spaces X and Y respectively,
is a Jordan homomorphism. None of them answers the so-called Kaplansky’s problem
completely, but they are all motivating results with a view of accelerating the search for
an eventual solution. However result four is stronger in implications than the rest.



v

Acknowledgements

I am profoundly grateful to the project supervisor, Dr [.D Tembo for his inexhaustible
patience and encouragement to me by way of advice, suggestions and guidance which
ultimately made the completion of this project possible. Heartfelt thanks go to the staff
of the Department of Mathematics and Statistics of the University of Zambia for their
wonderful academic interaction throughout my course work.

Dedication

To Precious Mano, for all your support to me.



CONTENTS

1. Introduction

2. Preliminaries

Banach algebras . . . . . . ...
Superreflexive spaces and standard operator algebras . . . . . .. ... ... ...
Surjectivity modulus . . . . . ...
Complex analysis . . . . . . . . . ..
Some useful spectral analysis . . . . . ... ... oL
d-almost multiplicative maps . . . . . . . .. .. ...
Non-zero multiplicative linear functionals . . . . . . . .. .. ... ... ... ...
Semisimple Banach algebras . . . . . .. ... o0
Extreme spectra state . . . . . .. . ..
Linear preservers . . . . . . . . ... e e e e
Ultraprime Banach algebras . . . . . . . . . ... ... 00

3. Results related to the so-called Kaplansky’s problem

The so-called Kaplansky’s problem . . . . .. .. .. ... ... ... ... ....
First solution by way of idempotents in Von Neumann algebras . . . . ... . ..
Second solution by way of spectra isometries . . . . .. ... ... ... ...
Third solution by way of invertibility spectrum-preserving bijective maps

4. Approximate Gleason - Kahane - Zelazko’s Theorem
e-condition spectrum’s classical approximate Gleason-Kahane-Zelazko’s Theorem
e-pseudospectrum’s approximate classical Gleason-Kahane-Zelazko’s Theorem

5. Approximate spectrum-preserving maps and the fourth solution
Spectrally dominated functions . . . . . .. . ... ... L
Superreflexive Banach algebras and Jordan multiplicative linear maps . . . . . . .

6. Conclusion

7. Bibliography

36
36
41
46
50

66
66
70

75
75
79

88

90



Chapter 1

Introduction

Linear preserver problems have become an area of lively interest in many parts of
mathematics. Some of the most popular linear preserver problems are those concerned
with describing the linear maps preserving properties related to invertibility.

This subject goes back to 1897 with the seminal work by G. Frobenius describing the
linear maps between matrix algebras with the property of preserving the determinant.

Since then, a lot of related results have been collected. We refer our readers to surveys
[4,5,10,14,18,24].

This dissertation looks at the so-called Kaplansky’s problem, a linear preserver prob-
lem concerned with maps that preserve properties related to invertibility. In this dis-
sertation, we aimed at giving a comprehensive exploration of the so-called Kaplansky’s
problem in which four different results have been given and none of them answers the
problem in full. The significance of these results is to motivate researchers worldwide
with a view of quickening the search for an eventual solution.

Let ®: A — B be alinear map from Banach algebra A into Banach algebra B. Then
the map will be called a Jordan homomorphism if it satisfies equation ®(a?) = ®(a)’
for all a€ A. Let A be a unital Banach algebra with 1 as its unit and let inv(A)
be the set of all invertible elements of A. Then the spectrum of element a of Banach

algebra A is the set sp(a) = {)\ €eC: a—Al ¢ inv(A) }

In 1970, Kaplansky gave us the following task which we are referring to as the so-called
Kaplansky’s problem in this dissertation.

Let A and B be complex unital Banach algebras. Furthermore, let ®: A — B be a
linear map with the property that sp(®(a)) C sp(a) (a € A) . Is it true that ® is a
Jordan homomorphism?
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With the above question in mind, the four possible answers this dissertation has given
are aimed at identifying Jordan homomorphisms among all linear maps between complex
Banach algebras in terms of spectra.

The formulation of the so-called Kaplansky’s problem was aided by the classical
Gleason-Kahane-Zelazko’s Theorem. This theorem states that a linear functional ¢ on
a complex Banach algebra A is multiplicative (and non-zero) if and only if

¢(a) €sp(a) (acA).

Kaplansky translated the condition ¢(a) € sp(a) (a € A) for a linear functional ¢
in the above theorem to imply condition sp(@(a)) Csp(a) (a€ A), the property of
shrinking the spectrum, for a linear map ® : A — B in the case of Banach algebras A
and B.

Attempts to answer Kaplansky in affirmative, in the case of ® : A — B being unital
and invertibility preserving by various scholars, has proved a failure. The answer to this
question may be negative in the case when & is not surjective or the Banach algebras
A and B are not semisimple. We refer our readers to surveys [18,24].

In 2000, Bernard Aupetit pioneered another school of thought on the so-called Ka-
plansky’s problem by narrowing it to Banach algebras that are only semisimple. Survey
[5] gives us the Bernard Aupetit’s question as follows:

Let ®: A — B be a surjective linear map between semisimple Banach algebras with
the property of preserving the spectrum, that is Sp((I)(a)) = sp(a) for every ain A. Is
it true that & is a Jordan isomorphism from A onto B?

There has been active research on the above open problem formulated by Bernard
Aupetit and results gathered so far still show that the open problem is still not solved.

The four results given in this dissertation to answer the so-called Kaplansky’s problem
are all based on the Bernard Aupetit’s open problem stated above and none of them
answers the so-called Kaplansky’s problem in full.

It is worth noting that the open problem by Bernard Aupetit is merely a tool which
this dissertation has used to solve the so-called Kaplansky’s problem. Other open prob-
lems that may deal with the so-called Kaplansky’s problem have not been explored in
this dissertation.

The first result (result 3.2.7) shows that a surjective spectrum preserving map between
Von Neumann algebras is a Jordan homomorphism. The second result (result 3.3.12)
shows that a surjective spectra isometry between finite dimensional semisimple Banach
algebras is a Jordan homomorphism. The third result (result 3.4.14) shows that a
bijective spectrum-preserving map ® : A — B, where A= B(X) and B= B(Y), being



algebras of all bounded maps defined on Banach spaces X and Y respectively, is a
Jordan homomorphism. The fourth result (Theorems 5.2.3, 5.2.6 , 5.2.7) shows that
a bijective almost multiplicative or anti-multiplicative map @ : A — B such that it
almost preserves the spectra, where A= B(X) and B= B(Y), being algebras of all
bounded maps defined on superreflexive Banach spaces X and Y respectively, is a Jordan
homomorphism.

None of them answers the so-called Kaplansky’s problem completely, but they are
all motivating results with a view of accelerating the search for an eventual solution.
However result four is stronger in implications than the rest.

Below is a summary of what is expected in the remainder of this dissertation.

Chapter 2 is a collection of basic materials which will be useful in presenting the
rest of the dissertation. Some of the materials included are definitions, symbols and
theorems . An assumption has been made that readers will have some basic knowledge
on ring theory, matrix theory, real analysis, functional analysis, topology and complex
analysis to enhance the understanding of the contents of this dissertation.

Section 1 of Chapter 3 introduces the fundamental question that Kaplansky asked
(item 3.1.1), which has already been outlined above, in what is referred to as the so-
called Kaplansky’s problem. In this section, we have outlined some of the setbacks to the
problem discovered by scholars ( Examples 3.1.5, 3.1.6 and 3.1.7 ). This section ends
with the Bernard Aupetit’s open problem (item 3.1.8) stated above, an open problem
without the setbacks raised in the examples. This is the tool which the four results of
this dissertation have been achieved in solving the so-called Kaplansky’s problem.

The remainder of Chapter 3 presents three possible answers to the so-called Kaplan-
sky’s problem. The first solution (result 3.2.7), in section 1, is on Von Neumann algebras.
The second one (result 3.3.12), in section 2, is on spectra isometries. The third one (re-
sult 3.4.14), in section 3, is on the invertibility of spectrum-preserving bijective maps.
None of them answers the problem completely.

Let A be a unital Banach algebra and a € A. Let ¢ > 0 be given such
that 0 < ¢ < 1. Then the e-condition spectrum of element a € A is the set
o.(a) = {A €C: [[AX —af ||(\ - a) | > 11 with the convention that
AL —al| |(A\L —a)™'| = oo if A€ sp(a) .

Let A be a unital Banach algebra and a € A. Given € > 0, the e-pseudospectrum
is defined to be the set sp.(a) ={\ € C : || (a—A1)"!| >e'} with the convention
| (a—X1)7'|| = oo if A€ sp(a).
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Section 1 of Chapter 4 is devoted to the development of an approximate version of the
classical Gleason-Kahane-Zelazko’s Theorem for commutative Banach algebras arising
from the e-condition spectrum.

Section 2 of Chapter 4 is devoted to the development of another approximate version
of the classical Gleason-Kahane-Zelazko’s Theorem for commutative Banach algebras
arising from the e-pseudospectrum.

As mentioned earlier, the classical Gleason-Kahane-Zelazko’s Theorem gave rise to
the so-called Kaplansky’s problem. In particular, the modification done on the classical
Gleason-Kahane-Zelazko’s Theorem arising from the e-pseudospectrum is what this
dissertation has chosen to present the approximate spectra versions of Chapter 5.

Chapter 5 is devoted to the spectral analysis arising from the e-pseudospectrum’s
approximate classical Gleason-Kahane-Zelazko’s Theorem, for commutative Banach al-
gebras, into what we are calling the approximate spectra versions to the so-called Ka-
plansky’s problem. The approximate spectra version of Chapter 5 is an attempt to give
an alternative form to the last solution in Chapter 3, result 3.4.14, on the invertibility
of spectrum-preserving bijective maps.

This dissertation has given a great deal of attention to the classical Gleason-Kahane-
Zelazko’s Theorem because this theorem naturally answers the so-called Kaplansky’s
problem for commutative Banach algebras. By looking at its intrinsic features, we
are able to discover salient features of the so-called Kaplansky’s problem such as a
linear map being non-zero. Besides the above fact, this theorem has directly influenced
the development of an approximate version described in Chapter 4 arising from the e-
pseudospectrum, the main tool in the exploration of Chapter 5, the approximate spectra
version of the so-called Kaplansky’s problem. The approximate version is a more recent
approach to the so-called Kaplansky’s problem and it is currently offering a new impetus
into the problem.

Chapter 6 is the conclusion of this dissertation. In the conclusion, we have once again
mentioned the so-called Kaplansky’s problem, which is our research question. We have
also indicated that because of the so-called Kaplansky’s problem being too general, as
it may be negative if the linear map involved is not surjective or the Banach algebras
involved are not semisimple, the Bernard Aupetit’s open question, which does not have
this outlined problem, has been used as a tool to achieve the four solutions of this
dissertation. We have indicated that the four solutions given in this dissertation are a
mere motivation for the search of an eventual solution as themselves are too specific as
their solutions are only applicable under the special features attached to their respective
Banach algebras.



Chapter 2

Preliminaries

This chapter is a collection of tools to use in this dissertation.

2.1 Banach algebras

This section is a collection of classes of Banach algebras this dissertation has used.

2.1.1 Definition ( [24], p. 1)

A complex algebra is a vector space A over the complex field C together with a mapping
(x,y) — xy of A x Ainto A that satisfies the following axioms :

(i) x(yz) = (xy)z for all x,y,z € A.
(i) x(y + z) = xy + xz, (x + y)z = xz + yz forall x,y,z € A.
(iii) (ax)y = a(xy) = x(ay) forall x,y € A and a €C.

If in addition, A is a Banach space with norm || . | satisfying | ab | < | al|| b ||
for all a,b € A, then A is a complex Banach algebra.

2.1.2 Notation

If A is unital in the sense that it has a multiplicative identity 1, , we also require
that || 1a || = 1. Where confusion is unlikely to occur for identity 1, the standard
practice of writing 1 for this multiplicative identity will be adopted.

2.1.3 Notation

For the space of all bounded linear maps on Banach space X, which itself is a Banach
algebra, the symbol B(X) will be used. The multiplicative identity on B(X) will be
I . In this dissertation, all vector spaces are over the complex field C; and that rings
and Banach algebras will be assumed unital.

5
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2.1.4 Definition ( [18], p. 3)

A map a — a* on Banach algebra A will be called an involution if the following hold:

If L C A has the property that a* € L. whenever a € L, then L is self-adjoint.

2.1.5 Definition ( [15], p. 108 )

Let A be a Banach algebra equipped with an involution satisfying equation
« 2
[a"a| = |a]

for all a € A. Then A is called a C* — algebra.

2.1.6 Definition ( [15], p. 47 )

Let (T,) be a sequence in B(H), where H is a Hilbert space. Then (T,) converges to
T, a member of B(H), in the strong operator topology if for each x € H, we have
that || Tox — Tx|[— 0 asn— oo .

2.1.7 Definition ( [15], p. 47 )

Let (T,) be a sequence in B(H), where H is a Hilbert space. Then (T,) converges to
T, a member of B(H), in the weak operator topology if
<Tnx, y>—><TX, y> for each fixed x,y € H.

2.1.8 Definition ( [18], p. 4)

Let H be a Hilbert space. Then a Von Neumann algebra on H is a self-adjoint unital
subalgebra A of B(H) that is closed in the weak operator topology.

2.1.9 Definition ( [24], p. 3)

(a) Let A and B be Banach algebras. A map ® : A — B is called an (algebra)
homomorphism if the following conditions hold for all a,b € A and a € C:
(i) ® (a+b) = P(a) + P(b);

(ii) ®(ea) = ad(a);
(iii) ®(ab) = ®(a)®(b);
(iv) @(1) = 1.
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(b) Let A and B be Banach algebras. A map ® : A — B is called an (algebra)
anti-homomorphism if the following four conditions hold for all a,b € A and
a e C

2.1.10 Definition

Definition 2.1.9(a) can be broken into the following categories: monomorphism, epimor-
phism, isomorphism and automorphism. We now give their definitions in full.

(i) An injective (one-one) homomorphism is called a monomorphism ;
(ii) A surjective (onto) homomorphism is called an epimorphism ;

(iii) Let A and B be Banach algebras. A map ® : A — B is called an
(algebra) isomorphism if & is a bijective homomorphism. The term bijective
means both injective (one-to-one) and surjective (onto);

(iv) Let & : A — A be an isomorphism of a Banach algebra A onto itself. Then
® will be called a Banach algebra automorphism.

2.1.11 Definition

Definition 2.1.9(b) can be broken into the following categories: anti-isomorphism and
anti-epimorphism. We now give their definitions in full.

(i) A surjective (onto) anti-homomorphism is called an anti-epimorphism;

(i) Themap ® : A — B iscalled an (algebra) anti-isomorphism if & is a bijective
anti-homomorphism.

2.2 Superreflexive Spaces and Standard Operator
Algebras

This section introduces the use of standard operator algebras in superreflexive Banach
spaces. This idea will be used in the proofs of Theorem 5.2.3 and Theorem 5.2.6 in
identifying the maps that preserve the spectrum with respect to the e-pseudospectrum.

2.2.1 Definition ( [2], p. 37)

Let I be an infinite set. Choose a non-empty family, say F, of subsets of I such
that the following hold :

(i) 0 ¢ F;
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(ii) F is closed by finite intersection of its members;
(iii) Let A€ F and A C B where B is arbitrary in I; then Be F.

Such a set F satisfying conditions (i), (ii) and (iii) will be called a filter on 1.

A filter that is maximal among all filters by set inclusion will be called an ultrafilter.
Throughout this thesis, the symbol U will denote an ultrafilter. All ultrafilters on
N will be free ultrafilters. This is equivalent to saying that the complement of each
ultrafilter will be a finite set in N .

2.2.2 Definition ( [2], p. 38)

Let X be a topological space. Let (x,) be a sequence in X such that limy x, =1
in X, then [ isthe U- limit of (x,) if for every neighborhood V of [, the set
{ neN : x, €V } is in the ultrafilter .

One usage of ultrafilters is in the creation of ultrapower sets. In the creation of ultra-
power sets, we first consider Banach space £(X) of all bounded sequences (x,) with
X, € X (n€N) equipped with the norm || (x,) || = sup || xu || -

2.2.3 Definition ( [4], p. 237)
Let U be an ultrafilter on £°°(X). Then we define the set Ny (X) as

{(Xn) e LX) limy || xa| = 0 }

If it is clear to which Ny(X) we are referring to, we do not include the underlining
Banach space in our notation. We write it as N, .

2.2.4 Definition ( [4], p. 237 )
The quotient Banach space L£>®(X)/Ny = {y = (yu) + My : (vn) € L’OO(X)}

is called the ultrapower of X with respect to U . We denote it by XY.

The norm on XY will be given by limy || x, || = || x| where x = (x,)+ Ny .

Every bounded sequence of elements in X which is defined only almost everywhere on
N can be thought of ( without any confusion ) an element of X¥ .

2.2.5 Theorem ( [2], Theorem 1.36 )

Let X be a Banach space. Then XY contains X as a closed vector space.
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2.2.6 Notation

If X is a vector space, then a vector space consisting of all linear functionals defined on
X will be denoted by X* . The set X* will be referred to as the dual of X. We will
denote the dual of X* with symbol X** if it exists.

We now give some three facts arising from duality theory in Banach spaces as given by
[12] on page 107 :

(i) Forfixed x € X andforall f € X*, thereexista g, € X** suchthat g.(f) = f(x);

(ii)) To each x € X, there exists a canonical map C related to a corresponding
g, € X* by formula Cx = g, ;

(iii) If the range of the canonical map C is the whole of Banach space X**, then X
is reflexive.

2.2.7 Definition ( [21], p. 235)

A superreflexive Banach space is a Banach space X such that any Y finitely repre-
sentable in X is reflexive.

2.2.8 Theorem ( [21], Theorem 2.3 )

Let X be a Banach space and X* its dual. Then (X*)¥ = (X¥)" if and only if X
is superreflexive.

2.2.9 Definition ( [2], p. 124 )

An operator ® : X — Y between vector spaces is said to be a rank one operator if its
range is one dimensional.

From this definition, we see that if y # 0 in Y (the range of ® ), then there exists a
uniquely determined linear functional f € X* on X satisfying ®(x) = f(x)y for each
x € X.

2.2.10 Notation

We use the following notation (f®y)(x) for f(x)y. Thus ® = f®y whenever
d(x) = (foy)x = f(x)y.

2.2.11 Definition ( [2], p. 124 )

An operator ® : X — Y between two vector spaces is said to be a finite rank operator
if its range is finite dimensional.

Thus if & : X — Y is a finite rank operator and yy ,...... ,Vk 1s a basis in the range
®(X), then there exists (uniquely determined) linear functionals f; ,.....fy on X
such that @ = Y fi®y, implies ®(x) = S fi(x)y; .
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2.2.12 Definition ( [24], p. 2)

Let I be a non empty subset of a complex Banach algebra A. Then I is called a left ideal
of A if the following conditions hold :

(i) If a,bel, then a+bel
(ii) If ae€l and o € C, then aacl
(iii) If a€l and re A, then rael

Similarly, a non empty subset I of a complex Banach algebra A is called a right ideal of
A if the following conditions hold :

(i) If a,bel, then a+bel
(ii) If ael and o€ C, then aacl
(i) fael and re€ A, then ar el

We will use the word ideal to imply that the ideal is a left ideal as well as a right ideal.

2.2.13 Definition ( [18], p. 7))

Let X be a Banach space. By a standard operator algebra on Banach space X, we
mean any closed unital sub algebra A of B(X) that contains the ideal F(X) of finite
rank operators .

The set F,,(X) will be a collection of all operators whose rank is atmost n for some
n € N.

2.2.14 Lemma ( [4], Lemma 2.2 )

Let X be a Superreflexive Banach space. Then the Banach algebras B(X)¥ and
{T* : T e B(X)“} are unital standard operator algebras on X4 and (X¥)"
respectively .
Proof
Let T € B(X)" be with finite rank. Then we can write

T:Zi] x;0f = x10f + x®Ff + ... + x;0f

j=1

withx; = () € XYandf; € (X¥)'(j=1,2,.....,J) . Since (X¥)" = (X*)* by The-
orem 2.2.8 , it follows that f; = (fi) € (X*)* (j=1,2,....,J) and therefore

J . .
T =) xeff =xeff +Xeff +. ... + xofl e BX)
=1 n n n n n n n n
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Let S € B(XY)" be with finite rank . Then we can write S = Zj]:lfj ® F; with
() € (X and Fy € (XU)"(j=1,2,...,J). Since (X4)" = (X}, then

(H) e (X (j=1,2,....,]) . Let ¢ be the natural embedding of X¥ into (X4)™. Since
X is superreflexive, then there exist a Y C X with the property that it is finitely
representable in X (see Definition 2.2.7) . Since X C XY by Theorem 2.2.5 and
Y C X, it follows that Y C XY . This confirms that X“ is reflexive. We can
write F; = ((x;) for some x; = (x}),....,x; = (x}) € X%

n

Let T = Y (x®f) € BX)“. Then S = T

2.3 Surjectivity modulus
This section introduces the Open Mapping Theorem and its surjectivity modulus. For
the case of bounded operators, the operator norm is the required surjectivity modulus.

The ultimate goal is to use this constant in the proofs of Theorem 5.2.3 and Theorem
5.2.6 .

2.3.1 Notation ( [4], p. 239)

We use notation Byx to mean a unit ball on set X . For a unit ball on C, we use
the symbol D .

2.3.2 Definition ( [12], p. 247 )

A subset M of a metric space X is said to be
(a) rare (or nowhere dense) in X if its closure M has no interior points.

(b) meager (or of the first category) in X if M is the union of countably many sets
each of which is rare in X,

(¢) non-meager (or of the second category) in X if M is not meager in X.

2.3.3 Definition ( [23], p. 41 )

Let M be a complete normed linear space. Let & be a continuous mapping of M onto a
normed space Y . Let Y be non-meager in itself, then ® is open and Y is also complete.

2.3.4 Theorem ( [12], p. 286 )

A bounded linear operator from a Banach space X onto a Banach space Y is an open

mapping.
Hence if ® is bijective , ®~! is continuous and thus bounded.
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For the proof of the Open Mapping Theorem, we refer our readers to [12]. A consequence
of the Open Mapping Theorem is the set inclusion

o By CT(]BX) for some o > 0,

a result we need in the proof of Lemma 2.3.8

2.3.5 Definition ( [4] p. 239, [16] p. 1)

Let X and Y be Banach spaces and let T € B(X,Y). Then the surjectivity modulus
of T is defined by

k(T) = sup{(S > 0: (5IB%YCT(IB3X)}.

2.3.6 Example

First and foremost, Definition 2.3.5 entails us that we need a unit ball on the domain
and another one on the range . Furthermore, T € B(X,Y) should be surjective with
respect to Banach spaces X and Y . In this case, the operator norm || T || is the
required surjectivity modulus.

2.3.7 Proposition ([4], p. 239 )

Let T € B(X,Y). If T isinvertible, then »(T) = | T = | T ".

This statement is given without proof in [4]. We give a proof here.

Proof

Since the operation B(X,Y) — B(Y,X) defined by T — T*11 is continuous with

respect to the norm || .||, it follows that || T| = [ (T"H) " = || T ".
2.3.8 Lemma ( [4], p. 239)

Let X and Y be complex Banach spaces andlet T = (T,) € B(X, Y)Y c B(X4, Y¥).
Then (T) = ™ k(T,).

Proof
Pick an S € B(Y) with ||S| = 1. Then for fixed T € B(Y), it follows that
ST = |T] .

From the above fact, we can say that
n@):mQHmH:SEBW%Hm|:1} (2.1)

Let ¢ > 0. On account of (2.1), for each n €N, there exist S, € B(Y) with
| Sa|l = 1 and

I SuTh || < k(Tn) + e, by definition of infimum .
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Let S = (S,) € B(Y)”. Then || S| = 1 and therefore (2.1) yields
A(T) < IST =" [SaTall < " K(T) + <
This gives
K(T) < 3 w(Th) (2.2)

Conversely, if M x(T,) = 0, then k(T) = 0 and such an inequality holds. We
now assume that 0 < J™ x(T,). Let 0 < o < ™ x(T,). Then ¢ < &(T,) . Since
0 < k(T,), then Theorem 2.3.4 shows us that eBy C TH(IB%X) . Let

y = (yn) €EByuw and 0 < r < 1.

Then ™ || y.|| < 1 and therefore ry, € By . Hence, for each n € N, there is
an x, € Bx with roy, = Tu(x,). Then

x = (x,) € Bxu satisfies rgy = T(x). Hence rp
then we have ¢ < k(T). Secondly letting ™ x(T,)

<
H

k(T). Letting r — 1 first,
o, it follows that

i E(Ty) < w(T) (2.3)
Combining (2.2) and (2.3), we have

k(T) = ™ k(T,) as required.

2.4 Complex analysis

In this section, we look at some of the results from Complex analysis that have
a bearing on this dissertation. Of particular importance, to which Complex analysis
has been applied, are the two approximate versions of the classical Gleason-Kahane-
Zelazko’s Theorem for commutative Banach algebras used in this dissertation. These
are the e-condition spectrum’s approximate classical Gleason-Kahane-Zelazko’s The-
orem for commutative Banach algebras and the e-pseudospectrum’s approximate clas-
sical Gleason-Kahane-Zelazko’s Theorem for commutative Banach algebras of Chapter
4. In both versions, the process leading to the modification of the Gleason-Kahane-
Zelazko’s Theorem involves the usage of analytic functions of the form of Theorem
2.4.3 whose genus (Definition 2.4.5) is of finite order. In this section, we have also in-
cluded the Jensen’s Theorem (Theorem 2.4.9), a theorem essential to justify that the
linear functionals involved within the &- condition spectrum and the e-pseudospectrum
environments are Jd-almost multiplicative. The approximate spectra versions of Chapter
5 are a consequence of Chapter 4, in particular, the e-pseudospectrum’s approximate
classical Gleason-Kahane-Zelazko’s Theorem for commutative Banach algebras.

2.4.1 Lemma ( [6] p. 94, [8] Lemma II[.3.7 )

Let f:[E— C be an analytic function such that f(0) = 0 where E is an open unit
ball with | f(z) | < 1 for all z € E. Then
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(a) [F0)] <1
(b) |f(z)| < |=z|forall zeE.

Moreover if |f(z)| = |z| for some non-zero z € E or
| £/(0) | = 1, then f(z) = exp (i z) for some # € R and all z € E.

This is the classical Schwarz’s Lemma.

2.4.2 Theorem ( [3], p. 183 ; [26], Theorem 3.1 )

Let f(z) be an entire function with no zeros. Then f(z) = exp (g(z)) for some entire
function g .

2.4.3 Theorem ( [26], Theorem 3.2 )

Let (o) be a sequence of non-zero complex numbers such that |a,| — oo.
Then there is a sequence (m,) of non-negative integers such that the infinite product

f(z) = 725 exp (g(z)) (1 — =) exp (o% + %(0%)2 + ot m%,( 2 )m“> defines an entire

On

function f.

2.4.4 Definition ( [8], p. 212)

Let (an) € C be asequence of non-zero complex numbers such that |a, | — oo,
(m,) be a sequence of non-negative integers and z € C . Let function f be defined
as in Theorem 2.4.3 . Then the rank of fis defined as the smallest integer (m,) for

mp+1
which (ﬁ) < 00.

|an]

2.4.5 Definition ( [26], p. 10 )

Let f(z) = 7 exp (g(2)) (1 — Z) exp <ail - %(0%2)2 + ...+ min(ain)m“) be defined as

in 2.4.3 . The maximum between the rank of f (Definition 2.4.4) and the degree of
g(z) is called the genus of f.

2.4.6 Definition ( [3], p. 208 )

Let M(r) be the maximum of |f(z)| on |z| = r. The order of an entire func-
tion f(z) is the smallest A  such that inequality M(r) < exp(r* ™) holds as
long as r — oo for any ¢ > 0. Clearly, this definition is equivalent to equation
lim sup In (ln M(r))

|z|]—o00 In |z|
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2.4.7 Examples
(i) The function f(z) = z is of order 0.

(ii) The function f(z) = exp (z) = 1is of order 1.

2.4.8 Theorem ( [26], Theorem 3.5 )

If f is an entire function with finite order A , then its genus cannot exceed A in
Definition 2.4.6

This theorem is known as the Hadamard’s Factorization Theorem. We will apply this
theorem in Theorem 4.1.1

2.4.9 Theorem ( [3], p. 208 )

Suppose f(z) isanalyticinside and oncircle |z | = r except for zeros at aj,as, ....,a,
repeated according to multiplicity and suppose f(0) is finite and different from zero.
Then

1 r2n . T
%é log |f(xe!”) | do = log | f(0)| + Zﬁzl log <| )

ak|

This is the Jensen’s Theorem.

2.5 Some useful spectral properties

This section introduces some useful spectral properties required in this disserta-
tion. The spectral mapping theorem is specifically meant to support the proof of
Lemma 3.2.2 of Chapter 3. The e-pseudospectral properties are meant to support
most of the arguments of Chapter 5.

2.5.1 Definition ( [18], p. 4)

Let A be a unital Banach algebra. Denote inv(A), the set of all invertible elements
of A. The spectrum of element a of Banach algebra A is the set

sp(a) = {AeC: a—Al ¢ inv(A) },
while the spectra radius of a is the set

r(a) = sup{ | A| : Aesp(a)}.

2.5.2 Theorem ( [24] Theorem 1.5.26 (iv) )

Let H(£2) be the set of all analytic functions on an open set 2 of C. Let A be
a Banach algebra and a € A . Additionally, if € contains sp(a) and an arbitrary
smooth contour ¢ of € surrounding sp(a) , then the mapping

_ 1 $(A)
¢ - ¢(a> - A — a

27

dA

C
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from H(Q) into A satisfies equation sp (¢(a)) = ¢ (sp(a)) . This theorem is referred
to as the Spectral Mapping Theorem .

We remind our readers that in Complex analysis,

A

C

is the famous Cauchy integral formula. We refer our readers to Theorem 2.6.1 of
[1] and its proof for a recap.

2.5.3 Definition ( [4] p. 236, [22] p. 13)

Let A be a unital Banach algebra. We define e-pseudospectrum of a € A as the set
sp.(a)={AeC : ||[(a—A)"' | >} given ¢ > 0.

On the other hand if A € sp(a), then || (a—A1)"'| = .

2.5.4 Lemma

Let A be a unital Banach algebra. Then sp(a) C sp.(a) (a€ A, e > 0).
Proof

If X¢ sp-(a), then || (a—A1)""| < ' . This implies A € sp(a),
since A\ € sp(a) implies || (a—A1)"'|| = oco. Thus sp(a) C sp.(a) .

2.5.5 Lemma ( [4], Lemma 2.1(1) )

Let A be a unital Banach algebra. sp.(a)is open (a € A, e >0).
Proof

If sp.(a) contains a boundary point A , then there is a sequence (\,) in the comple-
ment of sp.(a) which convergesto A . But this would imply that || (a — A, 1)1 | < 7!
for all n, whereas || (a—A1)"'| > &' . This contradicts the continuity of the norm.

2.5.6 Lemma ( [4], Lemma 2.1(3) )

Let A be a unital Banach algebra. sp.,(a) C sp.,(a) (a € A, 0<e; <ey).

Proof

0 <e; <&y implies that e,7! < ;7! and the result follows immediately.
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2.5.7 Lemma ( [4], Lemma 2.1(2) )

Let A be a unital Banach algebra. sp(a) =()_., sp:(a) (a € A, ¢ > 0).
Proof
By Lemma 2.5.4 , we have sp(a) C sp.(a) . It follows that sp(a) C (.., sp:(a) .

Conversely, suppose A € (.., spe(a), then || (au—)\l)f1 | > &' forall € > 0.
Taking ¢ = dist(\, sp(a) ), it follows that A € sp(a) .

2.5.8 Lemma ( [4], Lemma 2.1(4) )

Let A be a unital Banach algebra. spjq-(ca) = asp.(a) (a€ A, >0, a#0).
Proof

Suppose A € spjq-(@a) . Then || (ca — M) > |a| 'e! by Definition 2.5.3 .
It follows that || (a—2 1 )_1 | > e'. Thus 2 € sp.(a). This implies that

A€ asp.(a) .

Conversely, suppose that A € «a sp.(a) . Then we have 3 € sp.(a) . This implies

that || (a—2 1 )71 | > e '. Itfollowsthat | (aa—AL)""| > |a| 'e!. Hence
A € spjaje(a) by Definition 2.5.3 .

2.5.9 Lemma ( [4], Lemma 2.1(5) )

Let A be a unital Banach algebra, a€ A and >0 .
A€ spe(a) = |A| < Jal| + €.

Proof

, 1 -1
sup { | A=B| : B€ sp(a)} = dist(\,sp(a)) > [ (a— A7 | .
From sup {|A| : A€ sp(a)} = r(a) < | a]l, it follows that
-1
)—1

(AL = flall < [[@=AD)" | <e.

2.5.10 Lemma ( [4], Lemma 2.1(6) )

Let A be a unital Banach algebra . sp(a)+ecD C sp.(a) (a€ A, € >0) where
D={NeC : |N|<1}.

Proof

Suppose ( ¢ sp.(a). By Lemma 2.5.9, wehave |3| > | al| + e. This means
that 0 & sp(a) + €D . Hence sp(a)+eD C sp.(a) .

2.5.11 Lemma ( [4], Lemma 2.1(7) )

Let a and b be elements of a unital Banach algebra A such that || a | +¢ > 0. Then
Sp5<a + b) C Sp€+Ha||<b) .
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Proof
Suppose A & sp.a(b) . Then by Lemma 2.5.9 , we have

Al > Jlal[+e+ bl = llal|+]|bll+e given £>0.
Since
A > Jla| +|b]] + & > Jlat+b]| + & given >0,

it follows that |A| > |la + b| + & given &>0.Hence X ¢sp.(a+Db).
Therefore sp.(a+b) C sp.yja(b) as required.

2.5.12 Lemma ( [4], Lemma 2.1(8) )

Let a and b be elements of a unital Banach algebra A such that || b || <e. Then
sp(a+b) C sp.(a) .

Proof

Let ||b]|| <e givene > 0. Then if X ¢ sp.(a), wehave |A| > ¢ + | a]|.
Since || b| <e, it follows that |A| > ||b]| + |[a]| . This means that
A ¢ sp(a+Db). Hence the assertion holds.

2.5.13 Lemma ( [4], Lemma 2.3 )

Let X be a Banach space and let S = (S,), T = (T.) € BX)Y c B(X¥). Sup-
pose that there are bounded sequences of positive numbers (g,) and (d,) such that
SPe, (Sn) C sps, (Ty) almost everywhere on N. Then sp.(S) C sps(T) whenever

g, > 0 aresuch that ¢ < Mg, and & > }Md,.

Proof

Let 0 < ¢ < & < Mg, and ™5, < & < 4. Let z €sp.(S). Since z = ™ 7,
it follows that z, € sp.(S,) almost everywhere. Since ¢ < ¢, and 6, < & < ¢
almost everywhere, then by Lemma 2.5.6 and our hypothesis, we have

sP.(Sn) C sp., (Sn) C sps. (Tn) C spy(Tn) almost everywhere on N. Then by Lemma
2.5.6, it follows that sp.(S) C sps(T) as required.

2.5.14 Lemma ( [4], Lemma 2.4 )

Let X be a Banach space and let S = (S,), T = (T.) € B(X)Y c B(XY).
Suppose that sp(S) C sp(T). Then for each ¢ > 0 thereisn € N such that
sp(S) C spe(Tw).

Proof

Suppose the assertion is false. Then there exist an ¢ > 0 and a sequence (z,) of
complex numbers such that z, € sp(S,) / sp-(Ty) (n€ N). Let z = jmz, .
It follows that z € sp(S). On the other hand T — zI = (T, — z,I). Since
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zn & spe(Ta) . it follows that || (Tn — z )" | < 1 foreach n e N. This means
that T — zI is an invertible operator which contradicts the fact that z € sp(T) .

2.6 J-almost multiplicative maps

This section aims at incorporating the J- almost multiplicative maps into d—condition
spectrum analysis.

2.6.1 Definition ( [13], p. 93 )

Let A be a unital Banach algebra and let § > 0 be given. A linear functional
¢: A — C, issaid tobe d-almost multiplicative if | ¢(ab) — ¢(a)p(b)| < o0 |alll] b ||
for all a,b € A.

2.6.2 Lemma

Let A be a complex Banach algebraand ¢ : A — C alinear functional. If § = || ¢ || +| ¢ |I*,
then ¢ is d-almost multiplicative.

Proof

Suppose a,b € A . Then | ¢(ab) —d(a)p(b) | < [¢(ab) |+ | (a)p(b) | < | ¢(ab) |

+ [ o@om) | < lolllalllbl+lel*allibll < (el +1e I allbl
Set 6 = | ¢| +| ¢ and we are done.

2.6.3 Definition ( [13], p. 94 )

Let A be a Banach algebra. For 0 < ¢ < 1, the e-condition spectrum of an

element a in A is the set

_ 1
o.(a) = {A €C: |[A — a| ||(A\l — a) o> g}
with the convention that |[Al — a| [|(Al — a)' || = oo
when Al — a is not invertible.

2.6.4 Theorem ( [13], p. 93)
Let A be a complex Banach algebra with unit 1 and let ¢ be a d-almost
multiplicative linear functional on A with ¢(1) = 1. Then ¢(a) € os(a)

for every element a in A.

Proof
Let a€ A and ¢(a) = A.If Al —a is not invertible, then

1AL —al (L —a) | = oo
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sothat A\ = ¢(a) € o5(a) by Definition 2.6.3. Next assume that Al — a is invertible.
Then 1 = [¢(1)| = |o(Al—a)p(AL—a) )| < o Al—alll(A\L—a)" .
That is,

At —all G- > 5
which implies ¢(a) € os(a).

2.6.5 Lemma ( [13], p. 94)

Let A be a complex Banach algebra with unit 1. Then for every § > 0 such that
0 < 6 < 1, sp(a) C os(a) for every element a in A.

Proof
If A € sp(a), then Al —a is not invertible and so
A — al ||(A\L — a)™"|| = oo . The result then follows from Definition 2.6.3.

2.6.6 Lemma ( [13], p. 95)

Let A€ o.(a), then |A| < = a|l forevery e suchthat 0 < ¢ < 1.
Proof
If [A] < |la|, thenwehave [A| < [la| < 1= al. Suppose that

|Al > |la]l. Then Al —a isinvertibleand (|A|—| al )_1 > [ (a—AD)7" .
Thus

— -1
L<ellAal —all [ —a) | < el —al(lAl=lall)

<e(Al+llal)(Ial=1lal)™

This implies that | A | — [ a] < e(JA|+|la]) sothat |A| < E|a] .

l1—e

2.6.7 Lemma

Let a and b be elements of commutative Banach algebra A. Let ¢ : A — C be a linear
functional defined on A. Then the identity

1(s(ab) — (o) = o((a+1)) ~ (6a+1)) (1 —1)") + (9fa 1))’

holds for all a,b e A .
Proof
We now simplify the right hand side of the identity. Observe that

¢<(a n b)2> _ gb(aQ +ab 4 ba+ b2) - ¢(a2 + 2ab + b2> = $(a?) + 20(ab) + ¢(b?),
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~(otat1) = (sl + o) = — (B(a))* ~206(2)5(b) — (4(b))*
—¢>((a - b)z) - —¢<a2 —ab—ba+ b2> - —¢(a2 —2ab + b2> — —(a2) + 26(ab) — H(b?)

and
(6a—1))" = (9a) —6(h) = (B(a))* ~ 26(2)0(b) + (6(b))*

Summing up these four parts gives us the left hand side of the identity.

2.6.8 Lemma ( [13], Lemma 4 )

Let A be a commutative Banach algebra and ¢ : A — C be a linear functional.

If |¢(a?) —(p(a))’]| < 6 forall ac A with |[a| = 1, then
¢ is 2¢-almost multiplicative.
Proof

Replacing a non-zero a by & in inequality | o(a2) — (¢(a))*| < 0,
we obtain W | ¢(a?) — (p(a))’| < & which further implies that

| 6(a?) = (6())" | <
| p(a2) — (p(a))® | < 26 = 26| all||al| forall ae A. Hence for arbitrary a,b € A

§|lal?® = 0 since ||a| = 1. It now follows that

with [[a| = | b| = 1, we have

[¢((a+D)°) = (@(a+Db)’| < datbllatb]l < 25(HaH+HbH) = 40 and

[ 6((a— b))~ (@a—b)*| < Sfla=blla-b] < 2(lal+[b]) = 4
From Lemma 2.6.7, it follows that

[6(ab) — 6(@)o(b) | < 11 6((a+ b))~ (@lat+ ) | + ©|o((a—b)) — (6(a—b)?

< —(46 +40) = 26.

B~ =

For any a,b € A, we get | ¢(ab) — ¢(a)p(b) | < 20| a|l|| b |l as required.

2.7 Non-zero multiplicative linear functionals (Char-
acters)

The formulation of the so-called Kaplansky’s problem was aided by the classical
Gleason-Kahane-Zelazko’s Theorem. This theorem states that a linear functional ¢ on
a complex Banach algebra A is multiplicative (and non-zero) if and only if

¢(a) € sp(a) (acA).
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Kaplansky translated the condition ¢(a) € sp(a) (a € A) for a linear functional ¢
in the above theorem to imply condition Sp(@(a)) Csp(a) (a€ A), the property of
shrinking the spectrum, for a linear map ® : A — B in the case of Banach algebras A
and B.

This section introduces the non-zero multiplicative linear functionals. The word char-
acter will be used to denote a non-zero multiplicative linear functional.

The ultimate goal of introducing these characters is to lead us to item 2.7.8, the
Gleason-Kahane -Zelazko’s Theorem.

2.7.1 Definition ( [7], p. 46 )

Let A be a unital complex Banach algebra and ¢ a non-zero multiplicative linear
functional defined on A. Then ¢ is called a character. We shall denote the set of
characters defined on A with symbol AA.

2.7.2 Lemma ( [25], Lemma 2.3.2)

If A is a complex unital Banach algebra and ¢ is a character on A, then ¢(1) = 1
and ¢(a) # 0 forall a€ inv(A).

Proof

We know that 12 = 1. Therefore ¢(1) = ¢(12) = ¢(1)¢(1) . This implies that
(b(l)(l — qb(l)) = 0. Hence ¢(1) = 0 or ¢(1) = 1. Thenforall a € A and us-
ing ¢(a) = ¢(al) = ¢(a)p(l) , it follows that ¢(a) = 0 withrespectto ¢(1) = 0.
This cannot occur unless ¢ = 0. It follows that ¢(1)

1 = ¢(1) = ¢laa™l) = ¢(a)p(a!) forall ae inv(A) sothat ¢(a) # 0.

= 1. Furthermore,

2.7.3 Lemma

If A is a complex unital Banach algebra and ¢ is a character on A, then ¢(a) € sp(a)
for all a € A.

Proof

If X €sp(a), then a — Al ¢ inv(A) and so ¢(a — Al) = ¢(a) — A is not in
inv(C) = C/{0} by Lemma 2.7.2 . It follows that \ — ¢(a) = 0 or A = ¢(a).

2.7.4 Lemma ( [7], Lemma 2.1.5)

Let A be a commutative unital Banach algebra. Every ¢ € AA is a bounded linear
functional on A and | ¢(a) | < r(a) holds for all a € A. In particular, ||¢| < 1
and || ¢| = 1 if A is unital.
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2.7.5 Corollary

If A is a complex unital Banach algebra and ¢ is a character on A, then sp (gb(a)) C sp(a)
for all a€ A .

Proof

Suppose A ¢ sp(a) . By Lemma 2.7.3 , ¢(a) — A is invertible. This means that
A §Zsp<gb(a)> . Hence sp(gb(a)) C sp(a) forall a€ A as required.

2.7.6 Definition ( [9], Definition 2.1 )

Let ®: A — B be a linear map between unital complex Banach algebras A and
B. By a Jordan homomorphism, we mean a multiplicative and additive map satisfying
equation ®(a?) = (<I>(a))2 forall a € A .

2.7.7 Theorem ( [7], Theorem 2.1.2)

Let A be a commutative complex unital Banach algebra and ¢ a character on A. If
¢(a) = 0 forall a¢ inv(A), then ¢ is a Jordan homomorphism.

Proof

By Lemma 2.7.2 ; we have ¢(1)=1. Let ¢(a) =0, n>2 and denote by P the
polynomial P()\) = ¢((A1 —a)") of degree n. Let Aj, Ag,...., A\, be the roots of P.
Since 0= P()\;) = ¢((M1 —a)") and ¢ is non-zero, then by Lemma 2.7.2 , we have
(Ml —a)” € inv(A) and so M1 —a¢ inv(A). It follows that A; € sp(a) for each
i. Define

1<icn | Ai|= 1(a) (2.4)

Then | A |<r(a) for eachi. Since A; are the roots of polynomial P, it follows that
A — X\ = 0 for each i. We can write

0= A= A)A =)A= Ay) =

X (T ) 2O D) = = B(A—a)) =
1<)
A" — )\n—ln¢(a) + )\n—Q n(n2_ 1)

Thus we have S™% A = né(a) =0 and S35 A = 22 4(a?) . We have

i<j 2

() = 3 07 + 230 2wy (2.5)

i<j

Observe that

(Ym0 = n%(a)’ (2.6)
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and

221 ) n(n — 1)¢(a?) (2.7)

i<j
Putting (2.5), (2.6) and (2.7) together, we produce equation
W@ = YO0 + 2" 2:5)
i=1\""1 9 .
From (2.8), it follows that

| g(a)’ —o(a®) | = | Y 1)’ —no(a®) | < n(r(a))” + nfa’) |

by an application of triangle inequality and (2.4) . We end up with inequality

6~ 6?) | < @)+~ | 6() |

Hence |¢(a)® —p(a2) |— 0 as n — oo sothat ¢(a?) = (¢(a))’.

2.7.8 Theorem ( [4], p. 248 )

Let A be a complex unital Banach algebraand ¢ : A — C alinear functional. Then
¢ is a character if and only if ¢(a) € sp(a) (a € A). This is the classical Gleason-
Kahane-Zelazko’s Theorem (GKZ).

2.8 Semisimple algebras

This section deals with semisimple algebras. It was mentioned earlier, in Chapter 1,
that the concept of semisimple improves Kaplansky’s open problem. The improvement
of this open problem is item 3.1.8 in this dissertation, a suggestion given by Bernard
Aupetit in [5]. It is still an open problem regarding the search for a much more reason-
able open problem due to the fact that the Bernard Aupetit’s open problem also lacks
generality. It only works for certain classes of Banach algebras.

2.8.1 Definition ( [19], p. 263 )

Let J be an ideal of a complex Banach algebra A. Then J is a proper ideal of A if
J £ A.

2.8.2 Lemma ( [25], Lemma 2.4.2)

Let ¢ be a character on a unital complex Banach algebra A.
The set ker (¢) = {a€ A:¢(a) = 0} is a proper ideal of A.
Proof
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Let a,b e ker (¢) and x € A . Then it follows that ¢(a) = ¢(b) = 0 imply-
ing that ¢(a — b) = 0. This shows that a — b € ker (¢) . Hence ker (¢) is a
vector space. Then from multiplicative equation ¢(ax) = ¢(a)o(x), we have that
¢(ax) = 0 showing that ax € ker (¢). We also know that 1 € A cannot belong to
ker (¢) because ¢(1) # 0. Thus ker (¢) # A . Then by Definition 2.8.1, ker (¢)

is a proper ideal.

2.8.3 Theorem ( [24], Theorem 1.2.4 )

If A is a complex Banach algebra, then the following sets are identical :
(i) the intersection of all maximal left ideals of A,

(ii) the intersection of all maximal right ideals of A.

2.8.4 Definition ( [24], p. 3)

The radical of complex Banach algebra A, denoted by rad(A), is defined to be the two
identical sets given in Theorem 2.8.3.

2.8.5 Definition ( [24] p. 3; [18] p. 5 )
Let A be a complex Banach algebra. We say that A is semisimple if rad(A) = {0}.

2.8.6 Proposition ([18], Proposition 1.11(c) )

Let A be a unital Banach algebra and x € A . Then if x € rad(A), then
la — xy € inv(A) for all y € A. Similarly, 1, — yx € inv(A) forall y € A.

Proof

If x erad(A), then ra(xy) = 0 forall y € A. This implies that
I — xy € inv(A) forall y € A. Similarly, 1, — yx € inv(A) forall y € A .

2.8.7 Definition ( [18], p. 9)

Let a € A where A isa unital Banach algebra. Then we shall say that a is nilpotent
if a¥ = 0 forsome n € N.

2.8.8 Definition ( [18] p. 9, [23] p. 11)

Let A be a unital Banach algebra. An element a € A is called quasinilpotent if

sp(a) = {0} .

2.8.9 Theorem ( [24], Theorem 1.5.11 )

If X is a Banach space, then B(X) is semisimple.
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2.8.10 Theorem ( [24], Theorem 1.5.13)

Every unital standard operator algebra A on a Banach space X is semisimple.

2.8.11 Theorem ( [18], Theorem 1.17 )

Let A be a Banach algebra. Then the following properties are equivalent.
(i) a € rad(A) .

(ili) r(x) = r(a + x) forall x € A.

(ii) r(a + x) = 0 for all x that are quasinilpotent in A.

(iv) There exists C > 0 such that r(x) < C| x — al forall x in a neighbor-
hood of a € A .

2.9 Extreme spectra state

This section deals with spectra states. A spectra state deals with a character in a unit
ball. This section lays the ground for spectra isometries on finite dimensional semisimple
Banach algebras in Chapter 3. It should be noted that chapter 3 has the first set of
solutions to the so-called Kaplansky’s problem. So, one of them is on spectra isometry
characterisation via spectra states.

2.9.1 Definition ( [19], p. 70 )

Let E be a convex set and x;,xs € E . Then we say x € E is an extreme point of E
if x =xt+(1 — t)xo € E and t €(0,1), implies that x = x; = Xy .

We use symbol ex(E) to denote the set of all extreme points of E.

The theorem that follows is based on a locally convex space. We also note that in what
proceeds, symbol co(E) will mean the convex hull of set E.

2.9.2 Theorem ( [7], p. 323 )

Let X be a locally convex topological vector space and let E be a non-empty convex
subset of X. If E C X is compact, then E is the closed convex hull of the set of its
extreme points. That is

E = co (ex(E))

This theorem is the Krein-Milman’s Theorem.
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2.9.3 Definition ( [18], p. 60 )

Let A be a commutative Banach algebra. A spectra state on A is a linear functional
¢: A — C such that |¢(a)]| < r(a) forall a € A and ¢(1) = 1. The set of
spectra states on A is denoted by »_, .

We note the following arising from an analysis of this definition.

(i) ¢ is multiplicative by Lemma 2.7.4 .

(ii) Since |¢(a)| < r(a) < [ a]| forall a €A, itfollowsthat ¢(a) € sp(a) .

2.9.4 Lemma ( [18], Lemma 5.2.5 )

Let A be a commutative unital Banach algebra and ¢ be a linear functional on A.
(i) ¢ is a spectra state on A if ¢(a) € co (sp(a)) forall a € A
(ii) If ¢ is an extreme spectra state, then ¢ is multiplicative.

Proof
(i) Suppose ¢ is a spectra state. Then ¢(a) € sp(a) for all a € A.

Since sp(a) C co (sp(a)) (the convex hull of the spectrum of a ),

it follows that ¢(a) € co(sp(a)) :

(ii) ¢ being an extreme spectra state implies that ¢(a) € co( sp(a) ) if and only if
¢(a) €sp(a) forall a € A. Thus ¢ is multiplicative.

2.10 Linear preservers

This section introduces the terminologies this dissertation has used with respect to
the concept of preservation of maps. Basing on these terminologies and referring back
to Chapter 1, it is clear that Kaplansky’s conjecture incorporates item 2.10.2 while
Bernard Aupetit’s conjecture incorporates item 2.10.1 .

2.10.1 Definition ( [18], p. 12)

Let A and B be complex unital Banach algebras. A linear map ® : A — B is said
to be spectrum preserving if for all x € A, we have sp(CI)(X)) = sp(x).

2.10.2 Definition ( [18], p. 12 )

Let A and B be complex unital Banach algebras. A linear map ® : A — B is said
to be spectrum compressing if for all x € A, we have sp (@(x)) C sp(x).
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2.10.3 Definition ( [18], p. 12 )

Let A and B be complex unital Banach algebras. A linear map ®: A — B is said
to be a spectra isometry if for all x € A, we have r(@(x)) = 1(x).

2.10.4 Lemma ( [18], Lemma 1.25 )

Let A and B be complex unital Banach algebras and let linear map ®: A — B be
a spectra isometry. Then ker(®) C rad(A) .

Proof
Let x € ker(®), then for any y € A, we have that

ily) = (o) = r(@x+y)) = rlx+y).

0 =r1(y) = r(q)(y)) = r(q)(x+y)> = r(x+y).

Then by Theorem 2.8.11, we have that x € rad(A) . Hence ker(®) C rad(A)
as required.

2.10.5 Definition

Let X be a topological vector space. X will be called a Hausdorff space if distinct
elements in X have disjointed neighborhoods.

We will use the symbol disty( x, y ) to denote the Hausdorff distance between a pair
of elements x and y of Hausdorff space X.

An example of a topological vector space that is Hausdorff is the real vector space R
with the usual metric.

2.10.6 Definition ( [4], p. 255)

Let A and B be complex unital Banach algebras and ® : A — B be a linear map. The
approximately spectrum compressing condition is given by
sp(®(a)) C sp.(a) (a €A, |la| = 1)forsomee > 0.

The equivalence to this definition is the statement disty(sp(®(a)),sp(a)) < e for

some £ > 0.

2.10.7 Definition ( [4], p. 255 )

Let X be a Banach space. Let A be a complex unital Banach algebra andlet & : X — A
be a linear map. We say that ® is spectrally dominated by a function ¢ : X — [0, c0)
if 1(®(x)) < ¢(x) (x €X).
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2.10.8 Definition ( [4], p. 257 )

A linear map @ : X — B from a linear subspace X of a complex unital Banach algebra
A into a complex unital Banach algebra B is said to be spectrally bounded if there exist
a constant M > 0 such that r(®(x)) < Mr(x) for each x € X.

2.10.9 Definition ( [18], p. 44)

Let X and Y be locally convex spaces. Let € be a subspace of B(X) that contains
F(X) (finite rank operators on X) , and let ®:Q — B(Y) be a linear map. We call
® rank reducing if rank(®(T)) < rank(T) for every T € F(X).

2.11 Ultraprime Banach algebras

This section is the conclusion to the preliminaries. In this section, Banach algebras
that have a Jordan multiplicative structure (Definition 2.11.2 ) are introduced. We
further show that by using a Jordan structure given a surjective linear functional ¢
with jmult(¢) < 6 (6 >0), ¢ is continuous.

One reason why jmult(¢) < 0 is needed is to deal with natural law
jmult(¢) = min { mult(¢),amult(¢) } in Theorem 2.11.8 . This theorem is also used
in the proof of Theorem 2.11.11 . Theorem 2.11.11 is gateway to the understanding
of some portions of Chapter 5. An example to this effect is Theorem 5.2.3 .

A pre-requisite to Theorem 2.11.11 is a Banach algebra that is ultraprime. So
ultraprimes are introduced in order to deal with Theorem 2.11.11. The incorporation
of d-almost multiplicative maps in Banach algebras that are Almost Multiplicative
Near Multiplicative and their opposite algebras (the Almost Anti-Multiplicative Near
Anti-Multiplicative) is aimed at the approximate spectra versions of Chapter 5.

2.11.1 Definition ( [4], p. 240 )

Let A and B be Banach algebras and let ® : A — B be a linear map.

We measure the multiplicativity of ® by using the constant

mult(®) = sup{ | ®(ab) — ®(a)®(b) | : a,b €A, |a] = [|b]| = 1}.
For the anti-multiplicativity of ® , we use the constant

amult(®) = sup{ | B(ab) — ®(B)B(a)|| : ab €A, |[al = |[b] = 1}.
For the Jordan multiplicativity of ® , we use the constant

mult(®) = sup{ | ®(a2) — ®@)’| :a €A, [|a] = 1}.
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2.11.2 Definition ( [17], p. 3)

A Jordan algebra consists of a real vector space equipped with a bilinear product (.)

1
x.y = 5(xy + yx)
satisfying commutative law x .y = y .x and the Jordan identity

y).x = x2 . (y.x)

2.11.3 Definition

If it is required that the multiplication in Banach algebra A be Jordan, that is to say all
elements satisfy Definition 2.11.2 then such an algebra will be referred to as a Jordan-
Banach algebra.

A Banach algebra inclusive of items under Definition 2.11.1 will have a multiplication
defined by Definition 2.11.2 .

2.11.4 Proposition ( [4], Proposition 3.1 )

Let A be a Banach algebra and let B be a semisimple Banach algebra. Let ® : A — B
be a surjective linear map. Then @ is continuous in any of the following cases:

(1) mult(P) < o0
(2) amult(®) < oo
(3) jmult(®) < oo

The proof of this proposition is on page 241 of [4] . We mention here that constant
|® ] + || ®]* of Lemma 2.6.2 is crucial in the proof of this proposition . Since

mult(®) = @ + [|[®)*, mult(®) = |®| + || @] and

amult(®) = || ®| + || ®|* for d—almost multiplicative maps, then these constants
are comparable under inequality

jmult(®) < min{mult(®), amult(P)} .

We will use this inequality later in Corollary 2.11.17 .

2.11.5 Corollary ( [4], Corollary 3.2 )

Let ¢ be a linear functional on a Banach algebra A with jmult(¢) < co. Then ¢ is
continuous and || ¢ || < @.

Let ¢ #0. It follows that ¢ is surjective. The range (algebra C) is automatically
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semisimple. Therefore, Proposition 2.11.4 imply that ¢ is continuous. To complete
the proof, we observe that

| 6(a®) = d(a)" | < || ¢(a®) = (a)” || < jmult(e) (2.9)
for each a € A with |/ a| = 1. Once again, for each a € A with [[al =1,
we have
@) [<Ilellla® 1< Iolllal*=lellalllall=1¢l (2.10)
and

o) [P = (HDy LTy g (2.11)

Fall /7 Jrall
Combining (2.9) (2.10) and (2.11) we arrive at
[6(2) "< (@) — o) | + || < jmult(e)+] ¢ |.
It follows that || ¢ || — || ¢ || < jmult(¢) if and only if

(ol — %)2 < 1+ jmult(¢) . Hence | ¢ < Loy i Jmete) W as required.

2.11.6 Definition ( [24], p.7 )

We shall say subset A of Banach algebra B is a prime ideal if the following conditions
hold:

(i) A is an ideal
(ii) If A; and A, are two ideals contained in A, then AjA;, C A .

(iii) AjAs C A implies that A; C A or Ay, C A.

2.11.7 Definition ( [24], p.6 )

An ideal A of Banach algebra B is Primitive if it is kernel of an irreducible representation
of B.

2.11.8 Theorem ( [4], p. 244 )

Let A and B be Banach algebras. Let & : A — B be a surjective map. Then every Jor-
dan homomorphism ® : A — B is either a homomorphism or an anti-homomorphism
whenever B is a prime algebra. This theorem is due to Herstein.

(i) A particular case of Theorem 2.11.8 is when

jmult(®) = 0 implies that min { mult( ®) , amult(®) } = 0 .
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(ii) The approximate version of Herstein’ s Theorem used in this paper dwells on the
concept of jmult(®) being small enough to simultaneously imply that
min { mult( ®) , amult(®) } is also small.

(iii) To this end, we become involved with the so-called ultraprime instead of just the
mere prime.

2.11.9 Definition ( [4], p. 245 )

A Banach algebra A is ultraprime if the corresponding ultrapower AY with respect
to some, hence every (countably incomplete) ultrafilter ¢ is a prime Banach algebra.

This is equivalent to a property that there is a K > 0 such that
sup{[[ axb || : x € A, | x[|=1} > K[|all[b] (abeA).

We now give an example of an ultraprime space as given by [4] on page 245. For each
Banach space X, B(X) and more generally, all closed subalgebras of B(X) containing
the finite rank operators.

2.11.10 Lemma ( [4], Lemma 3.4 )

Let A and B be Banach algebras and let & = (®,,) € B(A, B)Y c B(AY,BY) .
Then the following identities hold:

mult(®) = jmmult (P,)

amult(®) = mamult (P,)

jmult(®) = Mjmult (P,)
Proof

We will only show that mult(®) = J™mult (®,) holds. In the same way
we can prove the identities corresponding to amult(®) and jmult(®).

Given a = (ay),b = (b,) € AY | we have
| ®(ab) — ®(a)®(b) | = "[| Pu(anbn) — Pu(an)Pu(by) ||

lim || (I)n(anbn) B CI)n(an)q)n(bn) “
an ||| ba
{ ENIEN }“ 1 ba ||

i f L ®alanbn) = Pa(an)@a(by) |
{ [l an [l b | }H an ||[| bx |

= 3 mult(®,) a [ ba | = " mult(®,)] a [ b |

Thus
| ®(ab) — ®(a)®(b) | < ;" mult(®,)[alll|b] . (2.12)
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From (2.12), we obtain

| ®(ab) — ®(a)®(b) |
I [l b ]

< M mult(®,)

which shows that
mult(®) < mult(d,) . (2.13)
Conversely, we set ¢ >0 and for each n € N, we pick a,,b, € A with

[an| =] bol =1 and mult(d,) — & < || Dy(anbn) — By (an)Pn(by) |-

By taking the limit through U we arrive at

mult(®,) — e < | @y (anby) — Cu(an)@u(by) | = || ®(ab) — $(a)@(b) || < mult(®)
where a = (a,),b=(b,) € AY and | al| =] b] =1 We see that
immult(@,) < mult(®) (2.14)

Combining (2.13) and (2.14), we have Mmult(®,) = mult(®) as required.

2.11.11 Theorem ( [4], Theorem 3.5 )

Let A be a Banach algebra and let B be an ultraprime Banach algebra. Then for each
k, K, € thereis 6 > 0 suchthatif ® € B(A,B) issuchthat jmult(®) <, k < k(P),
and || @ ||< K, then min{mult(®),amult(P)} < e .

Proof

Suppose the assertion of the theorem is false. Then there exist 7 > 0 and a sequence
(¢,) in B(A,B) such that

k < k() (2.15)
| @ <K (2.16)
Jmult(@,) < i (2.17)
and
min{mult(®,), amult(®,)} > 7 (2.18)

Let us consider ® = (®,) € B(AY, BY) . On account of (2.15) and by Lemma 2.3.8 we
have k(®) =]mk(®,) >k and so @ is surjective. Moreover, by (2.17) and Lemma
2.11.10, jmult(®) = ™ jmult(®,) = 0, and hence @ is a Jordan homomorphism.

Since BY is prime, ® is surjective and jmult(®) = 0, then this map satisfies Theo-
rem 2.11.8 (Herstein’s Theorem ). This means that map @® is either a homomorphism
or an anti-homomorphism. It follows that min{mult(®), amult(®)} =0

contradicting (2.18).
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2.11.12 Corollary ( [4], Corollary 3.6 )

Let A be a Banach algebra. Then for each ¢ > 0 thereis a § > 0 such that if ¢ is
a linear functional on A with jmult(¢) < J, then mult(¢) < e .

Proof

Let € >0. Take k>0 such that k+k*<e and K = 2. Let 6§ >0 be given
by Theorem 2.11.11 . Of course, we can assume that 0 < 1. Suppose ¢ is a linear
functional on A with jmult(¢) < 6, then jmult(¢) < co. It follows that ¢ satisfies
Corollary 2.11.5. This implies that ¢ is continuous and

+ /1 + 4jmult(¢)

1
< .
I < -

Since jmult(¢) <§ < 1, then it follows that || ¢ | < ¥ < 2 We also point

2
out that s(¢) =| ¢ ||. Consequently if k(¢) > k for some k >0, then we can

¢ |
conclude that mult(¢) < e by Theorem 2.11.11. Finally, if k(¢) < k, then

mult(¢) < [ ¢ ||+ ¢ || <k+1* < e

2.11.13 Definition ( [4], p. 247 )

Let A and B be Banach algebras. The pair (A,B) is said to be

Almost Multiplicative Near Multiplicative (AMNM) if to each K,e > 0 there
isa 6 >0 such thatif & € B(A,B) with || ® || <K and mult(®) <J then
| & — ¥ || < e for some continuous homomorphism ¥ : A — B.

For a general discussion on AMNM, we refer our readers to [11].

2.11.14 Definition ( [4], p. 247 )

Let A and B be Banach algebras. We call (A,B) an Almost Anti-Multiplicative
Near Anti-Multiplicative (AAMNAM) pair if for each K,e > 0 there is a

d > 0 such that if ® € B(A,B) with || ¢ || < K and min{mult(®) , amult(®)} < ¢
then || ® — W | <e for some continuous homomorphism or anti-homomorphism

U: A — B.

We note that the general implication of this definition is that it automatically incorpo-
rates Definition 2.11.13 on the AMNM. The only addition to this definition is that
we include a discussion on the opposite algebra (the algebra of all anti-multiplicative
maps) alongside the algebra of multiplicative maps. So, an example that may include a
discussion on AAMNAM is where Banach algebras A and B, in this definition, are finite
dimensional.

For a general discussion on AAMNAM, we refer our readers to [11].
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2.11.15 Corollary ( [4], Corollary 3.9 )

Let (A,B) be an AAMNAM pair with B ultraprime. Then for each k,K,e > 0 there
is 0 >0 such that if & € B(A,B) with jmult(®) <§ , k < x(®) and || P || <K,
then || ® — ¥ || < ¢ for some epimorphism or anti-epimorphism ¥ : A — B.

Proof

By Theorem 2.11.11 , there exist p >0 such that min{mult(®), amult(®)} < p .
We are now reduced to proving statement || & — WU || < ¢ in the proposition. Clearly,
Definition 2.11.14 concludes our proof.

2.11.16 Proposition ( [4], Proposition 3.8 )
Let H be a separable Hilbert space. Then (B(H), B(H)) is an AAMNAM pair.

2.11.17 Corollary ( [4], Corollary 3.10 )

Let H be a separable Hilbert space. Then for each k,K,e > 0 thereis 6 > 0 such that
if ®:B(H)— B(H) is a linear map with jmult(®) <d, k< k(P) and || D | <K,
then || ® — U || <e for some epimorphism or anti-epimorphism ¥ : B(H) — B(H).

Proof

On account of Proposition 2.11.16, (B(H), B(H)) is an AAMNAM pair. Since jmult(®) < 9,
it follows that jmult(®) < oo . Then by Proposition 2.11.4 , we have that

jmult(®) < min{mult(®), amult(P)} .

B(H) is an ultraprime Banach algebra (see example under Definition 2.11.9) and

jmult(®) < J (in the hypothesis) , it follows that Theorem 2.11.11 is satisfied. For
this reason, there exist p >0 such that min{mult(®),amult(®)} < p. Once again,
we are reduced to proving statement || ® — ¥ || < e in the proposition, just as we did
in Proposition 2.11.15. Clearly, Definition 2.11.14 concludes our proof.

We will continue being silent on the continuity of ® because such maps are automat-
ically continuous whenever & is non-zero. In order to justify our claim, we narrow
ourselves to Corollary 2.11.5 . Since k < x(®), it follows that | ® || # 0. This
shows that ® # 0. By Corollary 2.11.5 ; & is surjective. Since jmult(®) < oo ,
then by Corollary 2.11.5 again, it follows that & is continuous.



Chapter 3

Results related to the so-called
Kaplansky’s problem

3.1 The so-called Kaplansky’s problem

The aim of this section is to state the so-called Kaplansky’s problem and then provide
results and examples that show that the problem in this form has some shortcomings,
which lead to consideration of the Bernard Aupetit’s open problem, which does not have
some of the problems associated with the so-called Kaplansky’s problem.

3.1.1 The actual question ( [4], p. 234 )

The actual question involving the so-called Kaplansky’s problem was formulated as fol-
lows in terms of spectra:

Let A and B be complex Banach algebras. Suppose ® : A — B is a unital invert-
ibility preserving map such that sp(®(a)) C sp(a) . Is it true that @ is a Jordan
homomorphism?

3.1.2 Lemma ( [9], Lemma 2.1 )

Let A be a Banach algebra which need not be commutative and B be a commutative
Banach algebra. Then each Jordan homomorphism & : A — B is a homomorphism.

Proof
Since ®(x?) = (P(x))

> forall x € A, it follows that

O((x+7v)?) = (B(x+y))’ (3.1)

by replacing x with x4y . Expanding on both sides of the above Jordan homomor-
phism equation (3.1), we end up with

O(xy + yx) = G(X)(y) + D(y)®(x) - (3.2)

36
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Since Banach algebra B is commutative by assumption, then (3.2) becomes
D(xy + yx) = 2 D(x)D(y) . (3.3)
Replacing x with x*, then (3.3) becomes
O(x%y + yx¥) = 20(x)0(y) = 2 (0(x))°D(y) - (3.4)
Replacing y with xy + yx in (3.3), we have
D(x(xy + yx)+ (xy + yx)x) = O(x%y + 2xyx+yx*) = 4 (2(x)) 2(y) . (3.5)

Subtracting (3.4) from (3.5), we arrive at ®(xyx) = ((ID(X))2<I>(y).
Fix a € A and b € A arbitrary; and put

2t = d(ab — ba) . (3.6)

Fix a € A and b € A arbitrary in (3.3) , then (3.3) becomes

d(ab + ba) = 2 ®(a)®(b) . (3.7)
(3.6) and (3.7) imply that

®(ab) = ®(a)®(b)+t and (3.8)

P(ba) = P(b)P(a) — t . (3.9)

We get the squares of (3.6) , (3.8) and (3.9) separately. Then the sum of the squares
of (3.8) and (3.9) subtracted from (3.6) makes us arrive at t =0 .

3.1.3 Proposition ( [20], Proposition 1.3 )

Let R and R’ be two rings with identities 1 and 1’ respectively such that in R’, the

equation 2x = 0 implies that x = 0. If ®: R — R’ is a Jordan homomorphism
whose range contains 1’, then & preserves invertibility.
Proof

Let ®: R — R’ be a Jordan homomorphism between rings R and R’ . Define an
operation ®(xoy) = ®(x)o ®(y) such that xoy = xy+yx

and ®(x) o ®(y) = P(x)P(y) + P(y)P(x) forall x,y € R. Observe that with this
notation in place, we are able to derive equation

P(xy +yx) = 2(x)2(y) + 2(y)2(x),

the standard Jordan homomorphism equation.

First we show that ®(1) = 1. By assumption, 1’ = ®(u) for some u € R ; and so

21 = ®(u+u) = ®(lutul) = &(lou) = P(1)od(u) =



38CHAPTER 3. RESULTS RELATED TO THE SO-CALLED KAPLANSKY’S PROBLEM

O(1)P(u) + @(u)@(1) = d(1).1 + 1".®(1) = 2 d(1).
Thus we arrive at 2.1’ = 2 ®(1) implying 1’ = ®(1) . We conclude

that & is unital. Since @ is a Jordan homomorphism, by Lemma 3.1.2, it follows
that
D(xyx) = (x)0(y)P(x)

for all x,y € R. If a €R is invertible, then
P(a) = P(aata) = ®(a)®(a ')P(a) . (3.10)
Let
p1 = ®(a)®(a) and py = P(a)P(a). (3.11)
From (3.10) and (3.11), we have
pi? = (2@)2@a ()0 = )2 = p (3.12)

and

po? = q><a*1)(q>(a)q>(a*1)q>(a)> — B(a)d(a) = ps. (3.13)

implying that
p; = 21" — p;. (3.14)

Replacing (3.14) in (3.13), we have (2.1’ —p;)® = 2.1’ — py,
which leads to 2(p; —1’) = 0 and so p; = 1. Replacing this value in (3.11),

we conclude that .

B(al) = (cb(a))

3.1.4 Theorem ( [18], Theorem 2.2 )

Let ® : A — B be a unital, invertibility preserving map from a Banach algebra A into
a semisimple commutative Banach algebra B. Then & is a homomorphism.

Proof

Let 7:B — C where B is semisimple. Let ®: A — B . Then 70® € AA where
AA is the set of all characters (non-zero multiplicative linear functionals) on A.
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We begin by proving that 7 is continuous. Let (x,) € A, n €N, be with proper-
ties x, — 0 and ®(x,) — P(x) for some P(x) € B. If P(x) were non-zero and
the fact that B is semisimple, then there exist a multiplicative linear functional 7
on B such that 7(®(x)) # 0. Since 7(P(x)) # 0, we can assume, at this stage,
without loss of generality, that we are dealing with a unital Banach algebra where
7(®(1)) = 1. Therefore, 7 is invertible. This further implies that 7 is continuous
at 0 sothat (1o ®)(x,) — (70®)(0) = 0. This shows that ®(x) = 0 contradict-
ing our assumption that ®(x) # 0.  Therefore & is a closed map. Therefore &
is continuous for all x € A. We now prove that ® is a homomorphism. If this were
false, then ®(xy) # ®(x)®(y) for some x,y € A. We know that any multiplicative
linear functional on B separates points of B. Then there is multiplicative linear func-
tional 7 € AB such that (70 ®)(xy) # (70 ®)(x)(7 0 ®)(y) . Clearly 7 o ® is unital
and invertibility preserving. So we are reduced to proving that a map with these con-
ditions is a homomorphism. Let 70 ® = ¢ . Then we show that ¢: A — C is a
Jordan homomorphism. We do it by showing that ¢(x?) = (¢(x))* for any x € A.

Let x € A be fixed. Consider the function ¥ :C — C defined by ¥(z) = ¢(e”*) for
each x € A, where e is the exponential function of variable z. By hypothesis, ¢ is
invertible. This shows that ¥ has no zeros on C. This means that ¢ is analytic ev-
erywhere on C. So, there is an entire function f with W(z) = ef®  for every z € C,

such that f(0) = 0 and Re (f(z)) <|f |||z | forall ze C. By

Lemma 2.4.1 (Schwarz’s lemma), f(z) = [z for some [ € C. Observe that we have
U(z) = () = @ = &%

Expanding both sides of equation ¢(e”) = e%, we have

o (2%)" o (B2)"
¢[ n=0 Il! } - n=0 Il!
if and only if
o0 n ﬁ — ) n i
o[ Xm0 () ()] = 2= () (5):
We therefore have 1+ zp(x) + (MXTQ)ZQ +... = 14+ 02+ 62222 + .... implying that
2p(x) = [z, L2 — B2 We therefore have ¢(x) = f§, ¢(x2) = 52 ...
We now work with equations
o(x) = B (3.15)
and
o(x) = 1 (3.16)

Squaring both sides of equation (3.15) and comparing it with (3.16), we have
o(x%) = (8(x))’

which we had set to prove. So ¢ is a Jordan homomorphism. By Lemma 3.1.2, we
conclude that ¢(xy) = o(x)o(y) .
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3.1.5 Example ( [18], Example 2.3 )

Let H be a Hilbert space and ® : B(H) — B(H) be alinear map such that ®(I) = 0.
Consider the map ¥ : B(H) — B(H @ H) defined by

omy = (T 90)

where T € B(H). Then W is a unital invertibility preserving linear map that may
not be a Jordan homomorphism.

3.1.6 Example

This example follows from the example given by [10] on page 6 .

If A is the algebra of upper triangular 3 x 3 matrices, the linear mapping

a;; a2 a3 a11 Aag23 A13
o 0 ax ag - 0 a2 ap
0 0 ass 0 0 as3

is clearly unital and preserves invertibility.

1
If A= 0
0

o O O
o = O

then it follows that ®(A%) = A2 but ®(A)° = O(A) .
This shows that ®(A%) — ®(A)? is in general non-zero.

These two examples tempt us to give the following example.

3.1.7 Example ( [18], Example 2.4 )

There exists a Banach algebra A, which is not semisimple, having the property that
there exists a surjective linear spectrum preserving map T : A — A which is not a
Jordan homomorphism.

Proof

Let A be the subalgebra of M,(C) consisting of matrices of the form ( g ]Z > with

a,b,c € My(C). Define a linear mapping

T from A onto A by T ( 8 E = g (E)t where ¢! is the transpose of c.
Clearly, T is linear, bijective and unital. Furthermore, T is invertibility preserving.

However

T (5 E>2> - (r(; E)f = (o ") e maw
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which is in general not zero. This implies that in order to obtain a reasonable open
problem, we have to require that A be semisimple.

3.1.8 Bernard Aupetit’s open problem ( [4], p. 234 )

Let A and B be semisimple Banach algebras and let & : A — B be a surjective
map such that

sp(®(a)) = sp(a) (a € A).

Is it true that & is a Jordan isomorphism? This is still an open question.

3.2 First solution by way of idempotents in Von
Neumann algebras

The main result of this section is Theorem 3.2.6 , which is obtained via idempotent
characterisation in Von Neumann algebras. A Von Neumann algebra is a special kind
of Banach algebra (see Definition 2.1.8). One of the key results required to obtain
Theorem 3.2.6 is Theorem 3.2.3 , which states that the spectrum of every idempotent
is contained in the set { 0,1 } .

3.2.1 Proposition ( [5], Proposition 2.1 )
Let A and B be two semisimple Banach algebras. Suppose that & is a

spectrum-preserving linear mapping from A into B.
(i) Then @ is injective.
(ii) If @ is surjective (onto), then @®(1) =1.
(iii) If @ is (surjective) onto, then @ is continuous. Consequently there exist two

positive constants « and [ such that o x| < ||®x)|| < G x| for
every x € A.

Proof

(i) Suppose that ®(a) = 0. Then sp(a+x) = sp (P(a+x)) = sp (P(x)) = sp(x)
for every x € A. It follows from Theorem 2.8.11 that a € rad A. Since A is
semisimple, this means that rad A = {0} andso a = 0.

(ii) We have sp (®(1)) = sp(1) = {1}, so ®(1) = 1+4q, where q is
quasinilpotent. For x arbitrary, we have
sp (P(14+x)) = sp (1+q+®(x)) = 14+sp (q+P(x)) = 1+sp(x).

Hence sp(q+ ®(x)) = sp(x) = sp (®(x)). Since @ is surjective,
q € Rad B ={0}, so ®(1) = 1.
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(iii) From (ii), condition ®(1) = 1 implies that & is continuous. By hypothesis,
® is spectrum preserving. Then we have r((I)(x)) = r(x), for every x € A.
It follows that either || ®(x) | < |[x|| or [ x| < | ®(x)|]. We conclude
that there exist two positive constants « and [ such that

allx| < e[ < Alx]|

for every x € A.

3.2.2 Lemma ( [5], Lemma 2.2 )

Let A be a Banach algebra and e € A be an idempotent. For every a € A, we have

sp(a) € D(0.(lell+ 111 —el)fa—el)UD(Ldlel+II1—el)la—el)
Proof

If e =0 or e = 1, then the result is obvious. Suppose that e is a non-trivial
idempotent element; that is e # 0, e # 1  and sp(e) = {0,1}. Then from
identity

1= e —e ' = () - e)(()\ — D7+ A M1 — e))

_ (()\ ~ DAl — e))()\ ) = —e) A —e) =1
for X € C such that A\ & {O, 1 }, it follows that
AN=—e =0 —=Dle+AH1 —e)

and

A—¢e) =N —1De+ A1l —e).
By Theorem 2.5.2 (the Spectral Mapping Theorem), it follows that

sp((/\ - e)_1> = sp(()\ — D7'e4+ 271 — e)) = {()\ — 7t }

Consequently

r<()\ B e)il> B max{ A =17, ‘)\‘71} - dist()\,lsp(e)) '

Then we have || (A — )7 || = [|(A = 1) 'e+ 2711 — e) ||

< A =1l + A =el < (el + It =el)r((r - o)

which implies that
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Hence

| lell + 1 —e]
dist(A , sp(e)) < —
M sple) < T T

(3.17)

Suppose that the result is false ? By hypothesis, there exist a € A and \ € sp(a)
such that

A D(o(ell+11=ellla—el) UD(LAel+I1—clla—cl).
It follows that

dist(A, sp(e)) > (el + 1 —el)lla —e] (3.18)
for every A # 0, 1. Combining (3.17) and (3.18) , we have

1 —
el 4 e |l

el +11 —el)lla - ef I = o

which further implies that
1
I = |

[a — e
Hence
(@ —e (A —e '] <.

It follows that
A—a=(\—e {1 -\ — e)_l]

is invertible. This is a contradiction.

3.2.3 Theorem ( [18], Theorem 3.4 )

An element e of a semisimple Banach algebra A is an idempotent if and only if
sp(e) € { 0,1} and thereexist C, r > 0 such that
sp(a) C sp(e) + Clla — e forevery a€ A with |a — e| < r. For the

proof of this theorem, we refer our readers to Theorem 5.2.7 of [24] on page 78.

3.2.4 Theorem ( [18], Theorem 3.5 )
Let A and B be semisimple Banach algebras, and let ® : A — B be a surjective

spectrum-preserving map. Then & preserves idempotents.

Proof

Since @ is a surjective spectrum-preserving map, then we have sp(®(x)) = sp(x) for
all x € A. It follows that &(1) = 1. Since A and B are semisimple, we have
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®(0) = 0. Hence sp(e) € { 0,1 }. Thisimplies that sp(®(e)) € { 0,1} since P
is spectrum preserving. Then by Theorem 3.2.3, there exist C, r > 0 such that

sp(a) C sp(e) + Clla — e forevery a€ A with||a — e|| < r. Therefore, for
some o > 0, wehave sp(®(a) C sp(®(e)) + £| ®(a) — P(e) || forevery a€ A

with || ®(a) — ®(e) || < ar. Since P is surjective, then for y € B, there exist
an a € A such that ®(a) = y. Hence we have

D (¥) © (@) + = Iy — ®(e) |

for every a € A with ||y — ®(e) || < ar. This shows that ®(e) is an idempotent
in B by an application of Theorem 3.2.3 again.

3.2.5 Theorem ( [5], Theorem 1.2 )

Let A, B be two semisimple Banach (or Jordan-Banach) algebras and let & be a
surjective spectrum-preserving linear mapping from A into B. Then & transforms
a set of orthogonal idempotents of A into a set of orthogonal idempotents of B.

Proof

By Theorem 3.2.4, ®: A — B is idempotent preserving . We only need to show that
orthogonality is preserved. Let x,y € A be idempotents such that

xy = yx = 0. (3.19)

By an application of (3.19), it follows that

x+y)' =X +xy +yx+y =x+y.

Hence x + y is an idempotent in A. Since ®: A — B is idempotent preserving by
Theorem 3.2.4, it follows that

d(x), D(y), @(x + y) = d(x) + 2(y)

are idempotents in B. Then the equality (®(x) + ®(y))* = ®(x) + P(y) reduces
to proving

P(x)P(y) + @(y)P(x) = 0. (3.20)

Multiplying (3.20) on the left by ®(x), we have
O(x)P(y) + ¢(x)P(y)P(x) = 0. (3.21)

Multiplying (3.20) on the right by ®(x), we have
O(x)P(y)P(x) + P(y)P(x) = 0. (3.22)

Subtracting (3.22) from (3.21) , we obtain
P(x)2(y) — 2(y)2(x) = 0.

Results of (3.20) and (3.23) show that (3.20) = (3.23) if and only if
P(x)2(y) = O(y)P(x) = 0.

Therefore orthogonality is preserved.

(3.23)
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3.2.6 Theorem ( [18], Theorem 3.6 )

Let A be a Von Neumann algebra and let B be a semisimple Banach algebra.
Let ®: A — B be a continuous linear map that preserves idempotents.
Then & is a Jordan homomorphism.

Proof

Let Ay, be the set of self-adjoint elements of A. Take any h € Ay, with finite
spectrum. Then h = >}, typx, where {tx}}_; are real numbers and {py}}_, is
an orthogonal family of projections of idempotents ( i.e self-adjoint idempotents). By
Theorem 3.2.5, then {®(py)}p_; is an orthogonal family of idempotents of B. It
follows that

Hence ®(h)* = t,2P(py)° + ... + t,2B(py)?
Also ®(h?) = O(t,°pr? + ....... + tu7pn’)
It follows that
®(h)? = ®(h?) (3.24)

for every h € Ay . Now replacing h by h; +hs, in (3.24), for arbitrary
h17h2 € Asaa we get

®(hihy +hohy) = @(hy)P(hy) + P(hs)P(hy)

Finally, an arbitrary element a € A can be written as a = h; +1ihy with
hl,hg € Asa . Then

32 = <h12 — h22)+i<h1h2+h2h1) .

It follows readily that ®(a?) = ®(a)”. Hence ® is a Jordan homomorphism.

3.2.7 Theorem ( [18], Theorem 3.1 )

Let A and B be Von Neumann algebras. Let ®: A — B be a surjective spectrum-
preserving linear map. Then & is a Jordan isomorphism.

Proof

By Theorem 3.2.4, ® preserves idempotents, since Von Neumann algebras are semisim-
ple. Let ®(x) = 0 forsome x € A. Since B is semisimple ( Recall Definition 2.1.8 and
Theorem 2.8.9 ), then Sp((I)(X)) = 0. Since ®: A — B isspectrum-preserving, then
0 = sp(®(x)) = sp(x). Since A is also semisimple, it follows that x = 0. Thus
®(0) = 0 implying that ¢ is continuous. Continuity at 0 implies that & is in-
jective. Since @ is surjective by hypothesis, it follows that & is bijective. Then by
Theorem 3.2.6, ® is a Jordan homomorphism.
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3.3 Second solution by way of spectra isometries

The main result in this section, Theorem 3.3.12 , is obtained via spectra isometries
on finite dimensional semisimple Banach algebras. A key result to establish Theo-
rem 3.3.12 is Nagasawa’s Theorem (Theorem 3.3.2), which describes conditions under
which a spectra state between commutative Banach algebras becomes an isomorphism.

3.3.1 Question to Discuss ( [18], p. 59 )

We base our arguments on the reformulated question of Kaplansky. Let A and B be
semisimple unital Banach algebras. Let ®: A — B be a unital surjective spectra

isometry. Must ® be a Jordan isomorphism?

3.3.2 Nagasawa’s Theorem ( [18], Theorem 5.1 )

Let A and B be commutative semisimple Banach algebras. If ®: A — B is a unital
surjective spectra isometry from A into B, then & is an isomorphism.

Proof

Assume ®: A — B is a unital surjective spectra isometry from A into B. Let ) g
be a set of spectra states of B. Let fe€ ) 5 be an extreme point. Set g = fod .
Since ® is a spectra isometry, it follows that r(®(x)) = r(x) for all x € A . Since
f is a spectra state, it follows that

[ f(Px) | < r(®(x) = r(x) .

Since g = fod | it follows that

[g() | < 1(e(x) = r(x)
implying that g is a spectra state. As f 1is extreme, g is also extreme. Since

g = fod and f are extreme spectra stateson »,, and > g respectively, they
are multiplicative by Lemma 2.9.4 (ii).

This implies that f( (Xy)) g(xy) = g(x)gly) = (fc@(x)) (fo@(Y))

f(P(x ) (B(y) = f(®(x)P(y)) .
It follows that f(®(xy)) = f(®(x)P(y ) Since A and B are both semisimple, then
® and ®~! are continuous. Thus @ is injective. Injectivity of ® implies injectivity
of f. Tt follows that ®(xy) = ®(x)®(y) forall x,y € A .

3.3.3 Definition ( [18], p. 1)

Let A be a unital Banach algebra. Let x € A besuchthat xy = yx forally € A.

Then x € A is a centre in A. The set containing all centers of A will be denoted by
Z(A) .

Note that some algebras may have more than one center. For example every element in
a commutative algebra is a center.
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3.3.4 Corollary ( [18], Corollary 5.4 )

Let A and B be semisimple Banach algebras. If ®: A — B is a unital surjective
spectra isometry from A into B, then ® : Z(A) — Z(B) is an isomorphism.

Proof

If A isasemisimple Banach algebra, sois Z(A) . Equally, if B is a semisimple Banach
algebra, sois Z(B) . By definition of a center of an algebra, we know that elements
of Z(A) and Z(B) are commutative in their respective sets. Instead of dealing with
®: A — B, we become involved with restriction map ¢ : Z(A) — Z(B) which
satisfies by inheritance all the properties of ® . By hypothesis, ¢ is a unital spectra
isometry on commutative semisimple Banach algebras. It follows that Theorem 3.3.2 is
satisfied. Since ¢ satisfies Theorem 3.3.2, then & also satisfies Theorem 3.3.2. Hence
the proof.

3.3.5 Lemma ( [18], Lemma 5.5 )

Let X and Y be semisimple Banach algebras and & : X — Y be a unital

surjective spectra isometry. Let a € Z(X) be a central idempotent and let ®(a) = b.
Then (1 — b)®(aX) = {0}. Furthermore, the map & : aX — bY given by
d,(ax) = bd(ax), where x € X, is a unital surjective spectra isometry.

Proof

Since X and Y are semisimple Banach algebras and ®: X — Y is a unital surjec-
tive spectra isometry, then Theorem 3.3.2 is satisfied so that & is an isomorphism.
Hence & is a non-zero multiplicative linear map. Then for some a € Z(X) and the
surjectivity of @ | it follows that ®(a) = b . By Corollary 3.3.4, ®(a) = b isa cen-
tral idempotent. Since ® is multiplicative, it follows that ®(ax) = ®(a)P(x) for all
x € X. Since ®(a) = b isanidempotent, it follows that b? = ®(a)* = ®(a) = b .
Therefore, we get

(1 - b)@(ax) = (1 - b)(2)P(x)) = (b — P)B(x) = 0x B(x) = {0}

for each x € X. Since & is surjective, then for each y € Y, thereisan x € X
such that ®(x) = y. It follows that

by = b®(x) = b*(P(x)) = b(b®(x)) = b(P(a)®(x)) = bP(ax) = P,(ax).

3.3.6 Corollary ( [18], Corollary 5.7 )

Let M; (i = 1,2) be semisimple Banach algebras with the property that every unital
surjective spectra isometry from M; onto a semisimple Banach algebra is a Jordan
isomorphism. Then M; @& M, has the same property.

Proof
Consider the semisimple Banach algebra X = M; @& M,, andlet ®: X — Y be
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a unital surjective spectra isometry. Let a = (1,0) € X so that aX = M; and
(1 — a)X = M,. Clearly both a and 1 — a = (0,1) are central idempotents of
X. The maps

®: M — @@y and @ : M, — (1 — ®(a)Y

are unital spectra isometries. Since @ is multiplicative by Lemma 3.3.5 , it follows
that for the map ® : My — ®(a)Y , we have

and for themap @ : My — (1 — ®(a))Y, we have

(1 —a)?) = (2(( — )

implying that both maps are Jordan isomorphisms. Indeed for any x € X, write
X = (my,mp) where m; € M; for i = 1,2. Then since ®(m;) € ¢(a)Y and

®(my) € (1 — ®(a))Y, we have

as desired.

3.3.7 Notation

Let SI, be a space on n xn complex matrices with trace zero. Let M,(C) be the
direct sum of CI and &SI, , thatis

M,(C) = Cl® S, .

We mention here that SI, is a linear span of the set N, of nilpotent elements of
M,(C) . Finally, let GL, be the group of invertible elements of M, (C) .

3.3.8 Theorem ( [18], Theorem 5.9 )

Fix n>1. Let ®: SI, — SI, bean invertible linear map such that ®( N,) C N .
Then there exist o € C* and GL, € M,(C) such that either

P(X) = a AXA! or P(X) = a AX'AY (AeGL, , XeS8L).
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3.3.9 Proposition ( [24], Proposition p. 5 )
Let X and Y be Banach spaces. If & : B(X) — B(Y) is a linear mapping defined

as ®(a) = bab™! for some invertible linear operator b : X — Y | then @ isan
isomorphism. If ®(a) = ca'c™ for some invertible linear operator ¢ : X — Y,
then & is an anti-isomorphism.

Proof

Suppose ®(a) = bab™'. Then ® possesses the following properties:
(i) For any a@ € C, we have that
P(aa) = baab™ = a(bab™!) = ad(a)

(ii) For any a,b € X, we have that
d(a+x) =b(a+tx)b ! =babl+bxb™’ = &(a)+d(x)

(iii) For invertible ® , we have that
-1
(@@n) = (bab™) = balbl = dfa)

These three conditions imply that & is an isomorphism. A similar argument will
show that @ is an anti-isomorphism when the above three conditions are applied to
P(a) = ca'c!.

(iv) Additionally, ®(a%?) = ba?b™' = bab 'bab! = ®(a)®(a) = ®(a)® which

is just the Jordan homomorphism equation. A similar argument will show that ® is a
Jordan anti-homomorphism when this condition is applied to ®(a) = ca®c™!.

3.3.10 Lemma ( [18], Lemma 5.10 )
For n>1, if &: M,(C) — M,(C) is a unital surjective spectra isometry, then ®
is a Jordan automorphism of M, (C) .

Proof

We consider a quasinilpotent element in M,,(C) . This is so because every quasinilpo-
tent element of M,(C) is nilpotent. Then for this chosen X € SI,, we conclude
that there exists spectra isometry @ preserving nilpotent operators of M,(C) . By
Theorem 3.3.8 , there exist o € C* and GL, € M, (C) such that either

P(X) = a AX A or dX) = a AX'A (AeGL, , XeS8L).

We now deal with the former case ®(X) = o« A X A™' . Since @ is a spectra isom-
etry, then a = 1. Therefore, for any A € C and X € SI,, we have

PAN+X) = AAN+X)A™ = NI+A XA,

Hence ®(Y) = AY A™! forall Y € M,(C) . Similarly, the later case implies that
P(Y) = AY'A™! forall Y € M,(C) . In either case, ® is a Jordan isomorphism
of M,(C) by Proposition 3.3.9 .
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3.3.11 Theorem ( [18], Theorem 5.8 )

Let A be a finite dimensional semisimple algebra over C. Then there exist integers
{fn; : 1 <i <k} C N sothat A = M, (C) & M,(C) & ....... ® M, (C) .

3.3.12 Theorem( [18], Theorem 5.11 )

Let X and Y be finite dimensional semisimple Banach algebras. If &: X — Y
is a unital surjective spectra isometry, then @ is a Jordan isomorphism.

Proof

By Theorem 3.3.11 , we can write
X = M, (C) & M,,(C) & ....... & M, (C).

Y 2 My, (C) & Mpy(C) & ... & M, (C).

Let  {aj,ag,....... ;ant and  {by, by, ....... ,bp}  be the families of minimal idempo-
tents in X and Y respectively. Note that 2;X = M, (C) and bY = My (C) for
each index j, and so

ZX) = Cyy Do ® C,, and Z(Y) = Cp, & o ® Cy, .

Since ® : Z(X) — Z(Y) isan algebraic isomorphism by Corollary 3.3.4, then idem-
potents are mapped bijectively. Hence k = p . We may now assume ®(a;) = b; for
all 1 < j < k. By Corollary 3.3.6, map ® : a;X — b;Y is well defined. We
conclude that @ is a Jordan isomorphism as required.

3.4 Third solution by way of invertibility spectrum-
preserving bijective maps

This section provides results for the so-called Kaplansky’s problem in terms of invertibil-
ity spectrum-preserving bijective maps. A characterisation of bijective maps on locally
convex topological vector spaces is obtained. This characterisation invokes the use of
rank one operators, which involve standard operator algebras. The main result is The-
orem 3.4.14, which is established via the characterisation of rank one operators.

3.4.1

In this section, we will use the symbol w ® g* to stand for the rank one operator on
locally convex topological vector space W such that we W and g* € W*. Our
readers are referred to Definition 2.2.9 for a recap. The action of the operator w ® g*
on W will be given by equation (w® g*)y = g*(y)w for every y € W. Our readers
are referred to Notation 2.2.10 for a recap. It should be noted that both w € W and
g* € W* are non-zero in order for the operator to be necessarily a rank one.
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3.4.2 Notation

Let W be a locally convex topological space. We use the symbol L(W) to denote the
algebra of all continuous linear operators on a locally convex topological vector space
W.

3.4.3 Proposition ( [18], Proposition 4.3 )
Let ge W, AeB(W), g8 ¢ W* and g*(()\ - A)71g> = 1. Thenfor A ¢ sp(A),
we have that \ € sp(A +(g® g*)> :

Proof
Assume that g*(()\ — A)_1g> = 1. Then for 0 # g€ W , we have that

[g* (()\ — A)_lgﬂg = g implying that 1 Esp(g*(()\ - A)_lg)> is an eigenvalue.
Now (A+(@g))((h — A7) = A(A - A)7T'g) +eeg) (N - A)le) =
A=) + Iz = A= AT + (- A (0 - A)Tg) =
(A + X — A) ((A - A)_1g> - A(()\ - A)—1g> .

Thus (A—i—(g@g*)) (()\ - A)_1g> = /\((/\ — A)_1g>

implies that
A €sp<A+(g®g*)> .
3.4.4 Corollary
Let ge W, AeB(W), gt W and A €sp(A). Then AESp(A—l—(g@g*))
if and only if g*<(/\ - A)_1g> = 1.
Proof
Assume that g*(()\ - A)_lg) = 1. If X €sp(A), then AESp(A—i—(g@g*))
by Proposition 3.4.3 . Conversely, suppose that X\ € sp (A—i— (g®g*)> , then there

exists a non-zero vector g such that <A + (g® g*))g = Mg . This implies that

Ag+(g®g" )g = Ag. This implies that (g®g* )g = (A — A )g. This implies
that (A — A)'(g®g*)g = g. This implies that

- g
A — A)lg =
( ) e

Hence g*(()\ — A)_1g> = 1 as required.
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3.4.5 Theorem ( [18], Theorem 4.4 )
Let W be a locally convex space and A € B(W).

The following are equivalent:
(a) Rank(A) < 1
(b) sp(T +aA) () sp(T + BA) C sp(T) forall T € B(W) and a # 8 (a,3 € C).
(c) sp(T+aA) (] sp(T + BA) C sp(T) forall T € Fo(W) and o # 3 (a,3 € C).

Proof
If A =0, then (a) = (b) = (¢)

We now prove the case when A # 0. Suppose Rank(A) = 1. Then there exist
geW and g€ W* such that A = g®g*. Let T € B(W) and A\ & sp(T).

Corollary 3.4.4 then implies that
* : : * -1
A€ sp(T+(g®g")) if and only if g (()\ - T) g> = 1. Hence

there does not exist more than one scalar « € C such that A € sp(T + «A) . This
amounts to proving (b). Since B(W) 2 Fy(W), (b) = (c) is trivial. We prove
that (c) = (a). We assume that (c) holds and assume that Rank(A) > 2. Suppose
A = kI for some k # 0. Let

sp(T) C {0,k}

and T € Fy(W), then
sp(T+A) () sp(T+2A) = {2k} # sp(T) forall k#0.

We obtain a contradiction in this setting. Therefore, every A such that Rank(A) > 2
is not a multiple of the identity I.

We now consider two cases.

case 1: There is a vector g € W such that { g, Ag, A%g} is linearly independent. Set
U = span{ g, Ag, A%g} and choose any (closed) complement V of U in W.
Define N € B(W) by
N(g) = g — Ag,
N(Ag) = Ag — 2A%g,
N(A%g) = — %g +;Ag— 2A%g

and N(v) = 0 for all ve V. Clearly N € Fp(W) and N®* = 0. Condition
N(g) = ¢ — Ag impliesthat (N+ A)g = g. Condition N(Ag) = Ag — 2A%g
implies that (N +2A)Ag = Ag . Therefore 1€ sp(N+ A)(sp(N +2A) but
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sp(N) = {0}. Hence

sp(N+ A) ()sp(N +kA) # sp(N) .

We obtain a contradiction.

case 2: Theset { w, Aw, A?w} is linearly dependent for every w € W such that A sat-
isfies a quadratic polynomial equation p(A) = 0. By considering four subcases

accordingas p(t) = (t — a)(t — £), p(t) = (t — @)’ pt) = t{t — a)

and p(t) = t* a # B # 0, and by the standard decomposition of algebraic
operators, we see that A has a finite dimensional invariant subspace M of W

such that A|M has one of the following four matrix representation for a suitable
basis of A|M.

0 (5)
o= (5.)

a 0 0
() =1 0 )
0
0
1
0

)
o Q
o o

o O O O
o O O =
o O O O

By considering a complement S of M in W and an operator N € F5(W) such
that N|S = 0 while N|M has matrix representation

o= (32)
o= (20)

0 0 0

() = 0 2a 22« or
0 —2a —2a
0000
1 0 00

/ —

(d) = 0000

00 20



54CHAPTER 3. RESULTS RELATED TO THE SO-CALLED KAPLANSKY’S PROBLEM

respectively. One observes that N? = 0 and sp(N) = {0}. However, by letting
k = af87', 4, 2 or 2 respectively, we conclude that sp(N + A)[(sp(N +kA)
contains a non-zero scalar, namely «a, 2q, 20, /2 respectively implying that

sp(N + A)[()sp(N+KkA) # sp(N) .

We obtain a contradiction.

3.4.6 Theorem ( [18], Theorem 4.5 )
Let W be a locally convex space and A € B(W).

The following are equivalent:
(i) Rank(A) < 1
(ii) For all T € F5(W), there exist a compact subset Ky C C such that
sp(T +aA) ) sp(T+PA) C Ky forall a#p (a,ﬁ € (C).

Proof

(i) = (ii). This follows from [(a) = (c)] of Theorem 3.4.5 and the fact that fi-
nite rank operators have finite spectrum. We assume (ii) and show that Rank(A) < 1.
We begin by showing that sp(A) does not contain more than one non-zero complex
number. Suppose to the contrary that «,3 € sp(A) with o # [ and both are non-
zero. Putting T = 0 in (ii), we get

sp(aA) () sp(BA) € Kr

for all o # (. But note that

1 € sp(a™'A) (] sp(87'A)

implies that
A € sp(Aa'A) () sp(ABT'A) C K

for all A € C. But then C C Kr is absurd. So we can fix a non-zero scalar, say k
such that sp(A) C {0,k}. Takeanon-zero g € W and g* € W*. SetT = g®g*
and define the analytic function

2:[C - ()] ~ C

by
o) = g (1 = M) g) .

Observe that the only singularities of our function are % and oo. We shall prove that

they are at worst poles. First take any M > 0 such that Ky C D(0,M). We show
that for any || > M, the equation ®(\) = u cannot have more than one
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solution. To verify this claim, we show that ®(A\) = p ifandonlyif p € sp(T + pAA).
By Corollary 3.4.4, for p = ®(\), it follows that p = g*((I — AA)_lg) if and

only if <g*<(I — )\A)flu_lg> = 1 if and only if pu € sp(uAA +T). As a conse-
quence, if ®(A\;) = ®(Ny) = p for some A\; # Ay, then

JUANS Sp(T—F,U/)\lA) N Sp(T—f—MAgA) Q KT7

contradicting the choice of . Let analytic function @ have poles (or removable sin-
gularities) at i and oo. Picard’s Big Theorem, ensures that each of these values force
the function to take infinitely many solutions. We see that & is a rational function,

that is

_ P
"= 50)
where P and @ are polynomials with P(k™!) # 0 and
Q) = (o —1)"

for some integer n > 0. We will show that deg P < 1 and deg Q@ < 1.
For all p with |p| > M, we know that the equation

P(A) — pQ(A) = 0

has atmost one solution. If the degree of P — u©Q is greater than 1, then any A
satisfying P(A) — uQ(A) = 0, being a multiple root, must also satisfy equation

P'(A) — pQ(A) = 0.

It follows that for any such u, the corresponding solution A satisfies the polynomial
equation

QMPA) — QWP(A) = 0.
Observe that if Q'P — P’Q is identically zero, then the differential equation

% = % transforms to (%)/ = % so that & = % is a constant and we are done.

On the other hand, if Q'P — PQ’ is not identically zero, then the equation

P'(A\) — uQ'(A) = 0 above has only a finite number of solutions. Consequently, the
degree of P — pQ is more than 1 only finitely many g for which | p| > M,
a contradiction. Therefore it follows that P — uQ has degree atmost 1 for all
such p. This implies that deg P < 1 and deg Q < 1 also. We conclude that

d(N) = 2t or ®(A) = aX+Db for some constants a,b € C. The next step is
to use this information to show that A satisfies either A? = kA or A? = 0. Note
that @ satisfies either ®”(\) = Z®'(A) or ®”"(\) = 0. It follows that

3"(0) = 2k @'(0) . (3.25)

®"(0) = 0. (3.26)
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By direct calculation from formula

we get
'(0) = (Ag, g) - (3.27)
and
D"(0) = 2(A%g, g*) . (3.28)
Substituting (3.27) into (3.25) , we obtain
P"(0) = 2k (Ag, g") . (3.29)
Forall g € W and g* € W*, (3.28) — (3.29) implies ((A? — kA)g, g*) = 0 and

(3.28) — (3.26) implies (A%g , g*) = 0. We show that either A> =kA or A? = 0.
First for fixed g € W, W* is a union of two subspaces

{g* e W <(A2 — kA)g, g*> = O}

and
{g* e W*: <A2g, g*> = O}.

So one of the subspaces must be all of W* . Then W in turn is a union of two subspaces
g € W suchthat (A? — kA)g = 0 or A%g = 0. It follows that A? — kA = 0
or A2 = 0.

Finally we argue that the assumption rank A > 1 must lead to a contradiction.
There are two cases to consider.
(a) Assume that A? =kA. Let x,y € ran(A) be linearly independent vectors.
Then of course Ax = kx and Ay = ky. Let g € W* besuchthat g*(x) = 0
and g*(y) = 1 andset T = y®g*. Takeany A € C and observe that

(T—l—k_l)\A)x = 0+ Ax = AXx and

(T+k*1(A - 1)A)y = v+ (A — 1y = Ay
This implies that

A€ sp(T+kAA) ) sp<T+k_1(/\ _ 1)A) C Ky forall A € C.

This situation violates the compactness of K.
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(b) Assume that A* = 0. Let x,y € ran(A) be linearly independent vectors. If
x = Au and y = Av for some u,v € W, then {x,y,u,v} is a linearly
independent set. Then set M = span {x,y,u,v}. Then M is a subspace of
W which is clearly invariant for A. Furthermore, the matrix representation of
map A restricted to subspace M is

0

S O =

o O OO
_ o O O
o O O O

relative to the ordered basis {u,x,v,y}. Now choose g*,h* € W* such that
g'(x) =1, g"(u) = g"(v) = g'(y) = 0 while h*(y) =1,h*(u) = h*(v) =
h*(x) = 0. Thenset T = (u®g*) + 4 (v®@h*) arank-two operator for which
M is also invariant. Note that T restricted to M has matrix representation

0100
0000
00 0 4
0000

relative to the basis {u, X, V, y}. We see that every complex number A implies
that

)\2
2 —_—
AesMT+AA)HsMT+4A)

Asin case (a), thisis also absurd. Thus in both cases, we must have rank(A) < 1.

3.4.7 Lemma ( [18], Lemma 4.6 )
Let X and Y be locally convex spaces. Let 2 be a unital subspace of B(X)

containing all finite rank operators on X. If ®:Q — B(Y) preserves invertibility and
O(T) € Fy(Y) forevery T €, then rank(@(A)) < 1 forevery A € Fi(X).
Proof

Define ¥:Q — B(Y) by ¥(T) = &(I)'®(T). Then ¥(I) = I. Moreover ¥ pre-
serves invertibility. If A € Fy(X), then for every T € Q and a # [ in C, we
have

sp(T + aA) ﬂ sp(T + SA) Csp(T)
by Theorem 3.4.5. Since ¥(I) = I and ¥ preserves invertibility, then

sp(¥(T)) C sp(T)
forall T €. Thus we get

sp(W(T) +aW(A)) () sp(W(T) + BW(A)) Csp(W(T)) < sp(T)
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for all scalars o # (. Since sp(T) is a compact subset of C and W(T) € Fy(Y),
then Theorem 3.4.6, is satisfied. We conclude that rank(@(A)) < 1

3.4.8 Lemma ( [18], Lemma 4.7 )

Let X be a locally convex space. For every x € X and x* € X*, define the sets
L, = {x®g": g" €X*}

and
Ry = {g@x*: g EX}.

Let S be a non-trivial subspace of B(X) consisting of rank one operators and take
s = x®x" €8 be non-zero.

(i) If dimS = 1, then S = L (] Ry

(ii)) If dim S > 1, then either S C Ly or
S C Ry~ but not both.

Proof
Both L, and Ry are maximal subspaces of B(X) that are contained in F(X) .
Since S € Fi(X), then S C Ly and S C Ry. It follows that

S - LX ﬂ R,X*.
To prove (ii), take any y ® y* € S. Since S is a subspace, then
(x@x7) + (voy) €5

is of rank one and either
y € Cx or y' e Cx".

Accordingly, either y®y* € Ly or y®y* € Ry . This means that
S € Ly [ Re .
Since S, Ly and Ry~ are subspaces, it follows that
S C Ly or S C Ry

As dim <LX N RX*> = 1, we cannot have both S C Ly and S C Ry .
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3.4.9 Lemma ( [18], Lemma 4.8 )
Let X and Y be locally convex spaces. If ®: F(X) — B(Y) is a rank-reducing

linear map, then at least one of the following is true:
(i) For every x € X, ®(Ly) € L, forsome y, € Y
(ii) For every x € X, @(Ly) C Ry, for some y,* € Y*

Proof

For each x € X, ®(Ly) is a subspace of B(Y) consisting of rank 1 operators. Hence
by Lemma 3.4.8, either ®(Ly) C L, forsome y, € Y or ®(Ly) C Ry, forsome
vt € YO If dim ®&(Ly) < 1 forevery x € X then both (i) and (ii) are true. So we
assume that there exist an xo € X with the property dim ®(L,,) > 2. Then either
®(Ly,) € Ly, forsome y,, € Y or ®(Lg) C Ry, - for some y,* € Y*. We
first suppose that ®(Ly,) € Ly, forsome y,, € Y andfix x € X. We are done if
®(Ly) € Ly, forsome y, € Y. Otherwise suppose that ®(Ly,) C Ry, - for some
Vx,. € Y*. Then there exist linear transformations A:X* — Y* and B: X* — Y
such that

P(xg ® g") = yo ® Ag’

and
Px ® g") = Bg" ®@ yi°

for all g* € X*. Their sum
(yO ® Ag*) + (Bg* ® yx*> = <1><(X0+X) ® g*)
is a rank 1 operator. Hence for each g* € X*,
either {Ag*, yx*} or {Yoa Bg*}

is a linearly dependent set. In other words,
X* = {g* : Agt € ny*} U {g* . Bg* € (Cyo} ,

expressing X* as a union of two subspaces. One of these subspaces must be all
of X*. But rank (A) = dim ®(Ly,) > 2, and so the latter case prevails so that
P(Ly) € C(yo®ys") € Ly,. Summarising, if dim ®(L,,) > 2 and ®(Ly,) C Ly, ,
then foreach x € X, ®(Ly) C Ly, forsome y, €Y. Similarly, if dim ®(Ly,) > 2

and ®(L,,) € Ry, », then foreachx € X, ®(L,) € Ry~ for some y,* € Y".

3.4.10 Lemma ( [18], Lemma 10 )

Let X and Y be locally convex spaces and let & : F(X) — B(Y) be a linear map.
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(i) Suppose that for each x € X, there exist a y, €Y such that ®(Ly) C Ly ;

Yx
and there exist xj,x2 € X, such that y,, and yy, are linearly independent.

Then there exist linear transformations A: X — Y
and B: X* — Y*, such that

P(x®x") = Ax ® Bx”
forall x € X and x* € X*.

(ii) Suppose that for each x € X, thereexista y,* € Y* suchthat ®(Ly) C Ry +;
and there exists x;,xo € X, such that yy* and yy,* are linearly independent.

Then there exist linear transformations C: X* — Y and
D: X — Y* such that
P(x®x") = Cx* ® Dx
forall x € X and x* € X*.
Proof

We prove (i) only. The proof for (ii) is similar. Assume ®(Ly) C L, forall x € X
and that there exist x;,x, € X such that y,, and y,, are linearly independent.
With condition ®(Ly) C L, forall x € X, we insist that

yx = 0 if and only if &(Ly) = 0.
For each x € X, by Lemma 3.4.9, there is a linear transformation
By: X* — Y* suchthat ®(x®x") = y, ® By x"
for all x* € X*. When y, = 0, wechoose By = 0. On the other hand, if y, # 0,
then necessarily By # 0. Let us write B = By 4x,). Note that for all x* € X*,

Y + x2) @ Bx" = (I)<(X1 +X2)®X*> = (YX1 ® By, X*) + (yX2 ® By, X*)'
As yy, and yy, are linearly independent, by our assumption, it follows that

the set {BXl x*, By, x* } C CBx* forall x* € X*. So, by Lemma 3.4.9,
there are nonzero scalars « ,3 € C such that

BXl = aB ) Bxg = 6B .
In particular, By, , By, are linearly dependent. Now let x € X. If y, = 0, then

By = 0B = 0. If y, # 0, then either {yx, yxl} or {yx, yxg} must be linearly
independent. We conclude that for each x € X, By = aB for some a, € C, then

P(x®x") = yx ® Bx" = yx ® aBx" = ayy, ® Bx”
for all x € X and for all x* € X*. Define A:X — Y by Ax = ayyx. Then
P(x®x") = Ax ® Bx"
for all x € X and for all x* € X*. Finally, as B # 0, it follows that A is linear.
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3.4.11 Lemma ( [18], Lemma 11 )

Let X and Y be locally convex spaces. Let ®: F(X) — B(Y) be a rank reducing
linear map. Then one of the following holds:

(i) There exist linear transformations A:X — Y and B:X* — Y* such that
P(x®x*) = Ax ® Bx* forall x € X and for all x* € X*.

(ii) There exist linear transformations C:X* — Y and D:X — Y* such that
P(x®x*) = Cx* ® Dx forall x € X and for all x* € X*.

(iii) There exist yo* € Y* and a bilinear map ¥: X x X* — Y such that
P(x®x*) = U(x, x*) ® yo* forall x € X and for all x* € X*.

(iv) There exist yo € Y and a bilinear map 7: X x X* — Y* such that
P(x®x*) = yo ® 7w(x, x*) forall x € X and for all x* € X*.

Proof

We may assume that ® # 0. Then one of the following is true.

Case I : Forevery x € X, thereexista y, €Y suchthat ®&(Ly) C Ly, .

Case II : For every x € X, there exist a y* € Y* such that ®(Ly) C Ry~ .
We treat Case I first. We insist that y, = 0 if and only if  ®(Ly) = 0.
Consider the following mutually exclusive subcases.

Case I (a): there exist x;,xo € X such that y,, and yy, are linearly independent.
Case I (b): thereexist 0 # yo €Y such that ®&(Ly) C Ly, foral x €X.

In case of Case I (a): Lemma 3.4.10 shows that & gives part (i) of lemma.

In case of Case I (b) : there is a function 7: X x X* — Y* such that

P(x®@x*) = yo ® w(x, x*) forall x € X and for all x* € X*. Since yo, # 0
and (x, x*) — ®(x®x*) is bilinear, it follows that 7 is also bilinear. Hence this
subcase leads to the form (iv).

It remains to consider Case I . Once again there are two subcases.

Case II (a): there exist xj,xy € X such that y,,* and y,,* are linearly indepen-
dent.

Case 11 (b) : thereexist 0 # yo* € Y* such that ®(Ly) C Ry~ forall x € X.

As above Case II (a) implies that ® takes the form (ii) where as Case 11 (b) takes
the form (iii).

3.4.12 Lemma ( [18], Lemma 4.2 )

Let V be a vector space and v € V. Let g* be a linear functional on V and A € L(V)
be an invertible operator, where L(V) is the algebra of all continuous linear operators
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on locally convex topological vector space V. Then the operator A — (v®g*) is
invertible if and only if g*(A~'v) # 1. If g"(A7!v) # 1, then A — (v®g*) is
invertible in every unital subalgebra of L(V) that contains

{A, ALA - (v®g*)}.

3.4.13 Theorem ( [18], Theorem 4.13 )

Let X be a Banach space and let Y be a locally convex space. Let 2 be a standard
operator algebra on X and let ®:  — B(Y) be a unital, invertibility preserving
map whose range contains F(Y). Then either ®/F(X) = 0 or & is injective. If &
is injective, then either

(i) there is a weak-weak continuous bijective linear transformation P: Y — X
such that ®(T) = P7!TP forall T € Q, or

(ii) there is a weak-weak* continuous bijective linear transformation P: Y — X*
such that ®(T) = P7!T*P forall T € Q.

Proof
Since ®(I) = I in either (i) or (ii), we see that rank ®(I) < rank I. For any

x € X and x* € X*, we may write
P(x ® X)) = Vuxr ® Yxxr's

where yex+ € Y and yy* € Y*. Fixanoperator 0 # E € Q andlet A € C.
If |A| < ||E|™, then I — AE is invertible in Q. Since ® preserves invert-
ibility, I — A®(E) is invertible in B(Y). For any x € X and x* € X* consider
the analytic functions

T : D(o, HEH_l) ~ C and Ty : D(o, HEH—l) - C
defined by
T (z) = <(1 ~ ZE) 'k, x*> - Tr[(l - zE)l(x®x*)}
and
Dy (z) = <(1 — 2 O(E) >1yx7x* : yx,x**> - Tr[(l — 2 ®(E) >1<I>(X®x*)}
If Yix(A) # 1, then by Lemma 3.4.12, we see that
I — AE — (x®x%)
is invertible in €. Since ® preserves invertibility, it follows that

[ —A CI)(E) - (YX,X* ®YX,X**)
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is invertible in B(Y) implying that Tx.«(A) # 1. Equivalently, if Tyyx(A) = 1,
we get Ty« (A) = 1. Since both Yyy« and I'yx arelinearin x and x*, we see
that I'yx(A) = p # 0, then Yy (A) = p also. Since both Yy« and D'y, are
analytic, we see that if I'yx(A) # 0, then Yy = I'yx. Indeed,if I'yy« # 0 for
some v € X and v* € X*, we can write X* as a union of two subspaces, J and
K, where
J = {x" € X* : I» =0}
and
K={x"¢eX Ty =T}

So one of the two subspaces must be the whole of X*. Since I'yy« # 0 by our
assumption, we see that K = X*. A similar argument applied to v* shows that
Ty = I'xey forall x € Xo Fix w € X and w* € X*. If I'yw # 0, then
from the above, we have Yy, + = I'yw+. Supposethat 'y = 0. Forany k € C,
consider

Dysvwesier = K(Tuwe +Tue ) + 1 Ty

Since I'yy+ # 0, we must have I'y iy wotiwr #Z 0 for some k # 0. Thus
Tw+kv,w*+kv* = FW%»kv,w*%»kv"

implying that Ty .+ = Iy w+. So we have shown that for all 0 # E €, either
Tyxr = I'xx» forall x € X and x* € X* or I'yyx» = 0 for all x € X and
x* € X*. Taking derivatives at z = 0, we get that for all E € €, either

(Ex, x*) = Tr[ ®(E) P(x®x") | (3.30)
forall x € X and x* € X* or
Tr[ ®(E) ¢(x@x") | = 0 (3.31)

forall x € X and x* € X*. Thus () itselfis a union of two subspaces corresponding
to equations (3.30) and (3.31). Therefore, either (3.30) or (3.31) holds for every
E € Q. Suppose (3.31) holds, there exist E,,- € § suchthat ®(E, ) = u®u*
Then we find that
<(I>(X®X*)u, u*> = Tr[ (u®u*) CI>(X®X*) } =0
forall x € X, x* € X*, u € X and u* € X*. This implies that
P(x®x*) =0

forall x € X and x* € X*. Therefore, ®(E) = 0 forall F(X). It is clear that
if (3.30) holds, then @ is injective. By Lemma 3.4.11, there are four possibilities for
.

(a) There exist linear transformations A:X — Y and B:X* — Y* such that
P(x®x*) = Ax ® Bx* forall x € X and for all x* € X*.
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(b) There exist linear transformations C:X* — Y and D:X — Y* such that
P(x®@x*) = Cx* ® Dx forall x € X and for all x* € X*.

(c¢) There exist yo* € Y* and a bilinear map ¥: X x X* — Y such that
P(x@x*) = U(x, x*) ® yo* forall x € X and for all x* € X*.

(d) There exist yo € Y and a bilinear map n: X x X* — Y* such that
P(x®x*) = yo ® w(x, x*) forall x € X and for all x* € X*.

If dimY = 1, then B(Y) = CI. Since ® : Q — CI is unital and injective, it
follows that dim F(X) = dim Q = 1 forcingdim X = 1. Thus ®(T) = P~'TP
forall T € Q, where P : Y — X is any isomorphism.

From now on, we assume that dim Y > 1. We argue that cases (c¢) and (d) cannot
occur. Then (3.30) becomes

<EX7 X*> = <<I>(E) U(x,x"), y0*> .
Since yo* # 0 and dimY > 2, thereexist y; # ys € Y such that
(yi,y0") = (y2,y0") = L
Take any 0 # y* € Y*. Choose standard operators M;, My € € such that
(M) = i@y, QM) = y2®y".

It follows that M; # Ms. However, for all x € X, x* € X* and i = 1,2, we
have

<MiX, X*> = <(I>(Mi) U(x,x") , y0*> = <yi, y0*> < U(x,x") , y*> = <\I/(X,X*) , y*> )

This implies that M; = M, which is absurd. A similar argument shows that (d)
does not occur. Next, assume that (a) holds. Then (3.30) becomes

(Ex, x*) = (®(E)Ax, Bx"). (3.32)

In particular, if A # 0, pick xg € X and yp* € Y* such that <Ax0, y0*> = 1.
For each y €Y, there is a unique E; € Q such that ®(E;) = y®ye*. Now
(3.32) implies that

<EyXQ, X*> = <<I>(Ey)AX0, BX*> = <y, BX*> )
Define P : Y — X by Py = Eyxg. Clearly P is linear, and
(Py, x*) = (y, Bx"). (3.33)
(3.32) = (3.33) implies that for all x € X and x* € X*, we have that

(Ex, x*) = (P®(E)Ax, x*) (3.34)
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or equivalently, E = P®(E)A. Putting E = I gives I = PA, so that P is sur-
jective. To show that P is injective, take any 0 # y € Y. Fix 0 # y* € Y,
and take E €  such that ®(E) = y®y*. Then (3.34) gives

0 # E = Ply®y")A = (Py®y*)A, proving that Py # 0. Now that P is bijec-
tive, we also have A = P~!. Then by (3.34), it follows that

®(E) = P 'EP.
Finally, suppose that case (b) holds, then (3.30) becomes
(Ex, x*) = (®(E)Cx", Dx) . (3.35)

In particular, C # 0. Pick x3* € X* andforall y;* € Y* such that <CX1* ) y1*> # 0.
Given y € Y, thereis a unique E, € Q suchthat ®(E;) = y®y;* and

<X, E*yxl*> = <ny, X1*> = <(I>(Ey)CX1* , DX> = <y, Dx> )
Define P : Y — X* by Py = E*yx;* which is linear. Then
<X, Py> = <y, DX> . (3.36)
It follows that (3.35) is equivalent to statement
(Ex, x*) = (x, PO(E)Cx")
or E* = P®(E)C. We can now proceed as in case (a) to prove that P is bijective,

C = P! and ®(E) = P'E*P.

The next result, the main result of this section, answers the so-called Kaplansky’s
problem in affirmative by way of equivalence of the four parts of this theorem (Theo-
rem 3.4.13 ).

3.4.14 Theorem ( [18], Theorem 4.13 )

Let X and Y be Banach spaces and suppose that ® : B(X) — B(Y) is a unital bijec-
tive linear map. The following are equivalent:

(a) @ preserves invertibility
(b

(c

(d) either Y is isomorphic to X and ®(T) = P7'TP for all T € B(X) with
P € B(Y,X) an isomorphism or Y is isomorphic to X* and

®(T) = P'T*P forall T € B(X) with P € B(Y,X*) an isomorphism.
Proof

® is a Jordan isomorphism

® is either an isomorphism or an anti-isomorphism

)
)
)
)

That (b) implies (a) is exactly Proposition 3.1.3. That (a) implies (d) is exactly
Theorem 3.4.13. That (d) implies (c) followed by (c¢) implies (b) is obvious.



Chapter 4

Approximately
Gleason-Kahane-Zelazko’s Theorem

The aim of this chapter is to present an approximate version of the classical Gleason-
Kahane-Zelazko’s Theorem for commutative Banach algebras arising from the
e-pseudospectrum discussed in section 2.5 of Chapter 2. This approximate version is
the main result needed for the material in Chapter 5.

The classical Gleason-Kahane-Zelazko’s Theorem gave rise to the so-called Kaplan-
sky’s problem (problem 3.1.1). This theorem states that a linear functional ¢ on a com-
plex Banach algebra A is multiplicative (and non-zero) if and only if ¢(a) € sp(a) (a € A).

In the case where A is commutative, our concern is the natural task of replacing
the spectra condition ¢(a) € sp(a) (a € A), in the classical Gleason-Kahane-Zelazko’s
Theorem, with e-pseudospectrum condition ¢(a) € sp.(a) (a € A) where | a|=1
for some € > 0.

4.1 e-condition spectrum’s approximate classical
Gleason-Kahane-Zelazko’s Theorem

The theorem below is an approximate version of the classical Gleason-Kahane-Zelazko’s
Theorem for commutative Banach algebras arising by way of the e-condition spectrum.
This theorem is the main result of [13].

4.1.1 Theorem ( [13], Theorem 3 )

Let A be a commutative Banach algebra with unit 1, 0 < ¢ < % and ¢ : A — C

be a linear functional. If ¢(a) € o.(a) for every a in A, then ¢ is
0-almost multiplicative, where
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_ 4 2
0 = ln(l/s)(]' + (1n(2)/3)2)'

Proof

We mention here that the e-condition spectrum is a special case of the Ransford spec-
trum. The most important property in the Ransford spectrum which is applied in the
e-condition spectrum is property o.(1) = {1} . We do not give a reference here but
interested readers on the Ransford spectrum are referred to [13] for further referencing.

Since o.(1) = {1}, wehave ¢(1) = 1. Next, we replace spectra value A with spec-
tral value ¢(a) in Lemma 2.6.6 . It follows that | ¢| < 1= . Hence norm of
¢ is bounded and therefore continuous. Next, let a€ A with ||a| = 1. Define
f:C—C by

f(z) = ¢(exp(za)), for all z e C. (4.1)
Then f is an entire function. Also, since for all z € C,

[f(z) | < |1 ¢ [l exp(za) | < (%) exp(|z]),

the function f is of exponential type of order less than or equal to one.
From equation (4.1), by linearity and continuity of ¢, f also has the form

f(2) = Yo, 20 ®
Let o, j = 1,2,....., denote the zeros of f arranged in such a way that
lar] < Jag| < .o
CLAIM

56— (@) = = (1.3
(o)
The right hand side of the above becomes a finite sum if the number of zeros of f is
finite, and reduces to 0 if f has no zero.
CASE 1 : Genus of f(z) is 1. By the Hadamard’s Factorization Theorem (Theorem

2.4.8), there exist a polynomial g of degree less than or equal to 1 such that
z z
f(z) = dlexp(za)) = exp(g(2)[[(1 - =)exp(=), (4.4)

Q; Q;

forall z € C. Since f(0) = ¢(1) = 1, we have g(0) = 0. Hence we may assume

g(z) = pz for some (€ C . Next, each term in the product can be written as
Z 7 v/ z 1 72 1 72

1——Jexp(—) = 1—-—)1+—4+z—=5+..) = 1—= + ...

(= ep(s) = (= )+ 2 g ) = 15
Thus,

(@) = (44 5%+ ][0 - 2 +.) (45)
z) = Z — — = ) .
2 2 (oy)?

Comparing the coefficients of z and z* in the two expressions (4.2) and (4.5) of f(z),
we get
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6a) = B, 30 = 3P~ 1T
Thus

ba%) — (6(@)* = — (3 e =) - (4.6)

%

CASE 2 : Genus of f(z) is 0. By the Hadamard’s Factorization Theorem (Theorem
2.4.8), there exists a polynomial g of degree zero such that

Z

f(z) = exp(g(z) [[(1-—) (4.7)

Q;
for all z € C. Since f(0) = ¢(1) = 1, we have g = 0. It follows that

Z

f(z) = H(1—§) S R 1 R

j aq 65)]

Using f(z) = ¢(exp(za)) in (4.2) again, we have that
f(z) = ¢lexp(za)) = 1+ z¢(a) + Zp(a2) + ...
These two situations of f(z) give us ¢(a) = —> i, a%
and 3¢(a?) = Y.y —— . It follows that

i< oha;
(p(a))® = (ai1 + a% + ... )(C%1 + 6%2 ) = 0@+ Do ﬁ :
Thus we end up with the same expression as (4.6) and that proves the claim.
To get the bound for the right hand side of (4.3), we estimate | o; | in two ways. First,
since 0 = f(oy) = ¢(exp(aja)) , we have 0 € o.(exp(a4a)) .
Hence

2 <l explaja) [[ll exp(—aza) | < exp(2]ajllla]).

)

Since [l al|= 1, weobtain |aj| > ZIn(1).

The second estimate is obtained from Jensen’s formula (Theorem 2.4.9) . For this, let
r >0, n(r) denote the number of zeros of f in the closed disc with center at the
origin and radius r, and

M(r) := sup{| f(r exp(i6)) |: 0 < 6 < 27} < FE exp(r) .
Then by the Jensen’s formula (Theorem 2.4.9),
n(r)n(2) < In(M(2r)) < In(3£) +2r.

Putting r =| ;| in the above inequality, we get

in@2) < (=) +2 o .
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In(2) . (This is satisfied if 0 < & < 3).

Suppose ¢ is such that ln( <) n
n(1f), sothat jIn(2) < 3|ey| . Hence,

It follows that |o5| > 3 é)
oy | > (In(2)/3)j. Let v:= iIn(%) and n:= (In(2)/3). Then |a;| > 5
aswell as | a;| > mj forall j. Consider k = [y], the integral part of +.
Then k < v < k+ 1. Recall ¢(a2) — (¢(a))” = -3, o -

To estimate | ¢(a?) — (¢(a))2 | , we split the right hand side sum into two parts and
use the first inequality for 1 < j < k and the second inequality for j > k . Hence

We have proved that | ¢(a?) — (gzﬁ(a))z | < 6 forall ac A with ||a] = 1, where

1 2
0= —(14+ —=).
1 7( 772)

Thus the conclusion follows from Lemma 2.6.8 with

0:= 20 = (3)(1+ ) = 1n(f/€)<1+ (ln(2i/3)2>'

Using this theorem we have just proved, we can deduce the classical Gleason-Kahane-
Zelazko’s Theorem for commutative Banach algebras.
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4.1.2 Corollary ( [13], Corollary 6 )

Let A be a complex commutative unital Banach algebra and ¢ : A — C be a linear
functional. If ¢(a) € sp(a) for every a in A, then ¢ is multiplicative.

Proof

Since sp(a) C o.(a) for every 0 < & < 1 by Lemma 2.6.5, then ¢(a) € o.(a), for
allae A, 0 < ¢ < 1. It follows that Theorem 4.1.1 is satisfied. Therefore, ¢ is
0-almost multiplicative, where

4 2
~ In(1/e) <1 " (ln(2)/3)2)

by Theorem 4.1.1 . It follows that § — 0" as ¢ — 0'. Hence ¢ is multiplicative.

4.2 e-pseudospectrum’s approximate
classical Gleason-Kahane-Zelazko’s Theorem

Theorem 4.2.2, in this section, is the approximate version of the classical Gleason-
Kahane-Zelazko’s Theorem, for commutative Banach algebras, this dissertation has used
for the approximate spectra of Chapter 5. This approximate version of the classical
Gleason-Kahane-Zelazko’s Theorem, for commutative Banach algebras, is developed via
the e-pseudospectrum ( Definition 2.5.3) .

The tools that we have used in the development of Theorem 4.1.1, the main result
of [13], in the last section, are the same tools we are using in the development of
Theorem 4.2.2 in this section. The main difference lies in the use of Definition 2.5.3 ( e-
pseudospectrum ) instead of Definition 2.6.3 ( e-condition spectrum ).

4.2.1 Lemma ( [4], Lemma 4.1 )

Let A be a Banach algebra and let ¢ be a linear functional on A with the property that
¢(a) € sp.(a) foreach a€ A with ||a||=1 forsomee > 0. Then |¢| < 1+¢
and ¢ is continuous.

Proof

Let € > 0 be given. Then for each a € A with | al|=1, wehave |¢(a)| < 1+4¢
since ¢(a) € sp-(a). It follows that

loll = sup { 2O a1} < 9] —1se

la lal

implying that || ¢ || < 1 + e. We conclude that ¢ is continuous.

4.2.2 Theorem ( [4], Theorem 4.2 )
Let A be a Banach algebra. Then the following assertions hold.
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(i) Foreache > 0and 0 <v <1 thereis § > 0 such that if ¢ is a linear functional on
A with ¢(a) €sps(a) (a€ A,||al=1), then mult(¢p) < ¢ and || ¢ > v.

(ii) For each ¢ >0 and 0 <v <1, thereis 6 > 0 such that if ¢ is a linear
functional on A with mult(¢) < 6 and | ¢| > v, then

¢(a) €sp.(a) (a€ A fla] = 1)
Proof
In order to prove the first assertion in the theorem, let us define I': (0,1) — (0,00) by

C4(1+1) 18 t(1 +t)?
(t) = log(1/t) (1 (log 2)2) 1—t

We claim that jmult(¢) < I'(0) whenever ¢ is a linear functional on A such that
¢(a) € sps(a) (a € A, [l al|=1) for some 0 <6 < 3.

(t €(0,1)).

Let 0 <d <1 and assume that ¢ is a linear functional on A such that ¢(a) € sps(a)
foreach a € A, with || a ||[=1. Since ¢(1) € spys(1), it followsthat |1 —¢(1)| < J.
Moreover by Lemma 4.2.1, ¢ is continuous with || ¢ || < 1 + 4. We now pick
a€ A with | a| =1 and define an entire function f: C — C by

f(z) = o(1)7" (exp(za)) (z € C).
Since 0 <d <1 and |1—¢(1)| < 4, then ¢(1)#0. It follows that

)| < 10(1)" | [l explan) | < 1o
We now estimate )
(@) _ (M) N o
o(1)  \e(1) " (o)

where oy, are the zeros of f arranged in such a way that |ag | < |ag| < ...

It follows that ¢(exp(ay a)) = ¢(1) f(er,) = 0, sothat 0 € SPs|exp(ana)| (exp(ana)).
Hence ! < |l exp(ana) || || (exp(—ana)) || < e?*land therefore ilog(3) < |ay |.
This gives the first estimate for | «, | just as in main theorem of [13], identified as

Theorem 4.1.1 in this dissertation. Then the second estimate @n < Jay| ob-

tained from Jensen’s formular (Theorem 2.4.9) also works with ¢ < % . It follows that

o 1 4 18
DI (om)? =< log(1/9) <1 " (log 2)2>

is in line with the estimate in [13], which is just 4.1.1 in our dissertation. Equivalently,

|Z;:°lﬁ| = 6% — (1) B(a)?] <
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4 ¢(1) | 18 40 +9) 18
log(1/9) <1 * (log 2)2> = log(1/4) <1 i (log 2)2>

and therefore

| o(a?) — o(a)’ | < [6(a®) — o(1) " ()| + o)1) —1]

4(1 4 0) 18 1 _——
< s L Tog2) * Tamy AL - ) |
41+ ) 18 | )
< o175\t Gog ) * Tam Y
4(1+9) 18 5(1+6)°
- log(1/5)< (log 2)2> -5 L ().

Finally, since lim; 0 ['(t) = 0 and 1 -6 < |¢(1)| < | ¢||, the first assertion

in our theorem holds. The task is now to prove the second assertion in the theorem.
We first point out that the functionals involved in that assertion are automatically

continuous. We now assume towards a contradiction that the second assertion in the
theorem fails. Then there are 7,v > 0, a sequence (¢,) of linear functionals on A,
and a sequence (b,) in A such that mult(¢,) < i, | ¢, || > v and

¢n(bn) € sp,(b,) foreach n € N. (¢,) is continuous for each n € N and the
sequence (¢,) is bounded. We then consider the continuous linear functional ® on
the Banach algebra AY given by (®,a) = ™ (d,,a,) (a = (an) GA“>. It follows

that mult(®) = Mmult(¢,) = 0 and therefore @ is multiplicative. Since || ¢, | > v,
it follows that || ® | = ™ | ¢s | > v. We now consider the element

b=(b,) e AY and z = J™ (¢,,b,) = ®(b). Since ® is a non-zero multiplicative

linear functional on AY | it follows that z € sp(b) . Since ¢n(b,) € sp.(by,), then
it follows that || (by— (¢n,bu)1)"" || < 77! for each n € N and this implies

that (by— (¢n,bn)1) € A¥ is invertible with inverse (by— (¢y,by)1)"". Since
b —z1 =™ (b,— (¢n,by)1) , it follows that b —z1 is invertible,
which contradicts the already proven fact that z € sp(b).

4.2.3 Corollary ( [4], Corollary 4.3 )

Let A be a unital Banach algebra. Then for each ¢ > 0 there is a ¢ > 0 such that if
¢ is a linear functional on A with dist(¢(a),sp(a)) < § (a € A,|[a|=1), then
mult(¢p) < e.

Proof

Let 6 > 0 and let ¢ be a linear functional on A with dist(¢(a),sp(a)) < & for each
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a € A with [[a| = 1. Let A €sp(a). Since |¢(a) — A| < §, it follows that
|op(a) | < |A| + 6. Thus we have |¢(a)| < |a| + J, implying that

¢(a) € sps(a)
by Lemma 2.5.9 . The conclusion follows from Theorem 4.2.2.

We are mindful of the following facts in order to conclude this way. The § > 0 required
in this corollary should not exceed 1. Since unital map ¢ is such that ¢(a) € sps(a) ,
then we have jmult(¢) — 0 which further implies that mult(¢) < ¢ and | ¢ | > v
for interval 0 < v < 1.

4.2.4 Definition ([4], p. 252 )

Let A be a unital Banach algebra. Then A is properly infinite if it contains elements
a1, as, by, by such that

aihy = {1 therwies (b] = 1,2).

0 otherwise

4.2.5 Proposition ([4], Proposition 4.7 )

Let A be a properly infinite unital Banach algebra. Then A has no non- zero

multiplicative linear functionals and A is Almost Multiplicative Near Multiplicative
(AMNM).

Proof

Let ¢ be a continuous linear functional on A such that mult(¢) < ¢

with 6 < 1. Then |¢(1)||1 — ¢(1)| = |¢(1) — ¢(1)*| < 4. Therefore,
cither |¢(1)] < V& or |1 — ¢(1)| < /4. In the first case, we have
[o@) |1 = Vo] < o)1~ |o()]] < |oa)[I1 — o(1)] =

[ ¢(a) — d(a)o(1) | = [o(al) — ¢(a)p(l)| < dfal foreach a €A

and so
o] < — 2
Tl = Ve

We now claim that the case |1 — ¢(1)| < /& does not occur for ¢ small
enough. Indeed let a;, as, by, by € A satisfy Definition 4.2.4. Then

1) 1o(1) = dla)o(bs) [ < dffaiflbifl G = 1,2)

and

(i) [ @ai)o(by) [ < o ffaflllbs [l () = 1,2, i#])
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Then it follows that

|1 = d(a)d(br)g(az)(bz) | = 1 — [ d(ar)e(bs) || ¢(az)e(br) |
> 1 — 6% ag ||| b2 ||| a2 |||| by ||, which goes to 1 as § — 0.
On the other hand,

1= 6)ob)o()obs) | < |1 = dla)ob) | + | oa)ob) |1 — ¢laz)o(bs) |
< Vo [da)o(n) | + | oa)ob) | (V3 + | o(an)obs) |)
< (Vo+ollalliball) + (1 + 67 far oo (V8 + 6l b2l ),

which goes to 0 as § — 0.

4.2.6 Corollary ( [4], Corollary 4.8 )

Let A be a unital AMNM algebra. Then for each ¢ > 0, thereisa 0 > 0, such
that if ¢ is a linear functional on A with ¢(a) € sps(a) (a€ A, [|a| = 1),

then || ¢ — ¢ || < e for some non-zero multiplicative linear functional ¢ on A.
Proof
Applying Theorem 4.2.2 , we gather the following facts:

(i) jmult(¢) — 0 implying that mult(¢) < p given p > 0.

(i) [|¢|] < K forsome K > 0. Hence ¢ € B(A,C) .

These two facts imply Definition 2.11.13 on Almost Multiplicative Near Multiplicative
(AMNM)



Chapter 5

Approximately spectrum-preserving
maps and the fourth solution

The aim of this chapter is to identify the approximate Jordan multiplicative linear maps
in terms of the e-pseudospectrum’s approximate classical Gleason-Kahane-Zelazko’s
Theorem for commutative Banach algebras developed in Chapter 4.

5.1 Spectrally dominated functions

5.1.1 Theorem ( [4], Theorem 5.1 )

Let X and Y be Banach spaces, let A and B be unital standard operator algebras
on X and Y respectively, and let ® : A — B be a linear map. Then & has the form
®(T) = STS™ (T € A) for some isomorphism S: X —Y or ®(T) = RT*R™! (T € A)

for some isomorphism R : X* — Y in either the following cases:

(1) the map @ is bijective and sp(®(T)) C sp(T) for each (T € A) or

(2) the map @ is surjective and sp(®(T)) = sp(T) for each (T € A).

Proof
This proof is given according to [4]
Assume that (1) holds. Then ®(T) is invertible in B(Y) whenever T € A

is invertible in B(X) (and therefore whenever T is invertible in A). This means that we
can have isomorphisms S; : Y — X and Sy : X — Y suchthat ®(T) = S,TS; (T € A)
or isomorphisms R; : Y — X* and Ry : X* — Y suchthat ®(T) = RyT*R; (T € A).
We are thus reduced to proving that

o1) = 1.
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It follows that
sp(®(D)) Csp(l) = {1}
and so the operator
Q= o) — 1
is quasi nilpotent. Let V € B and set
U=9o"V-Q) (5.1)

Then it follows that
I +V =oU + 1)

so that
1+sp(V) = sp(I+V) = sp(q>(I+U)> c spd+U) = 1+sp(U)
and therefore
sp(V) C sp(U) (5.2)

According to the seminal representation of @ . it follows that it is continuous. By
(5.2), we have that r(V) < r(U). By (5.1), wehavethat ||[U] < [[®7L|||V — Q] .
It follows that

r(V) < x(U) < U < @'V - Ql

Hence it follows that @ is in the radical of B, by Theorem 2.8.11(iv), which is zero
and therefore ®(I) = I as required.

We now assume that (2) holds. We only need to show that @ is injective. Suppose
®(T) = 0 for some T € A. For each U € A we have

sp(U) = sp(®(U — T)) = sp(U — T)

andso r(U) < ||U — T |. Hence the operator T lies in the radical of A by Theorem
2.8.11(iii), which is zero.

5.1.2 Definition ( [4], p. 240 )

A key notion to studying continuity of a linear map ® : X — Y , where X and Y are
Banach spaces, is that of the separating space S(®) of & which is defined as follows :
S(®) = {yeY : there exists (x,) — 0 in X and (®(x,)) — yinY }.

Below are some useful properties of the separating space as given by [4].

(i) The space S(®) is a closed subspace of Y.
(ii) S(®) measures the closability of ®.
(iii) The linear map & is closed if and only if S(®) = {0}.

Specifically property (iii) has been included in the proof of Corollary 5.1.4. We also
wish to remind our readers that the concept of the separating space is not new to this
dissertation. The first encounter is in the proof of Proposition 2.11.4. The second
encounter is in the proof of Theorem 3.1.4 .
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5.1.3 Proposition ( [4], Proposition 5.2 )

Let X be a Banach space, let A be a Banach algebra, and let & : X — A be a linear
map. Then the following assertions are equivalent.

(i) @ is spectrally dominated by an upper semicontinuous function.

(i) r(®(x)) < dist(P(x),S(P)) for each x € X.

(iii) There exist M > 0 such that r(®(x)) < M| x| foreach x €X.
Proof

Suppose that & is spectrally dominated by an upper semicontinuous function

Y : X — [0,00). Let (x,) beasequencein X with limx, = 0 and lim ®(x,) = a
forsome a € A andlet x € X. Forevery n € N, let p, bethe complex polynomial
with coefficients in A given by

pu(z) = 20(x,) + (@(x) - ®(x,)) (2 €O).

Then

tpa() < 200s) + (900 — ®(x)) | < |2l @Ca) |+ [ 9(x) — B(xa) |
and

r(pa(z) = r(@(zxn) + (<I><X> - @(xn>)) < w<zxn +o(x - Xn))
for each z € C. We arrive at
r(@(x)" = r(pa(1)” < 5Pl r(ea(2) S g t(0a(2)
< o pv(ma 4 (= x)) B (120G |+ 1e6) — () | )

< pv(ma + (x = ) (R 06) |+ 260 — @) )

forall n € N and R > 0. Letting first n — oo and taking into account the upper
semicontinuity of ¢ we obtain

r((I)(X))
for each R > 0. By letting R — oo we then arrive at

r(@(x)” < v | ex) — all.

Since the preceding property inequality holds for each a € S(®), we have

2

< (Rl + o - all)

1

(0(x) < (@b(x));dist(@(x),S(cb))z (x € X) (5.3)
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We now observe that the map

1
2

X — dist(cb(x) , 3(q>))

is continuous on X. Indeed,

dist(@(x) , S@))° = | (Q2)(x) |

where Q is the quotient map from A onto A/S(®) and the norm on the right side is
taken on A/S(®). Consequently (5.3) shows that & is spectrally dominated by the
upper semicontinuous function

X — (zﬂ(x))% dist(d)(x) , S(cp)) > (xeX).

By iterating this process we then arrive at

r(0(x)) < (w(x))"’l“ dist(cp(x) , 5(c1>))é T
for each n € N and, letting n — oo we obtain
r(0(x) < dist(cp(X) , 3(@)) (x € X)

which gives the second assertion in the proposition. We now assume (ii) holds. Of
course , this property can be written in the form

r(2x) < Q)X < Qellixll x X)),

where QQ stands for the quotient map from A onto A/S(®). This gives the third
assertion. Finally, it is obvious that (iii) implies (i).

5.1.4 Corollary ( [4], Corollary 5.4 )

Let X be a Banach space, let A be a Banach algebra, and let ® : X — A be a linear
map. If & issurjective and spectrally dominated by an upper semicontinuous function,
then S(®) C rad(A). Accordingly, if in addition A is semisimple, then & is continuous.

Proof
Let a € §(®). By Corollary 5.1.3(ii) , then for each b € A, we have that

rb) < [Ib —af .

By Theorem 2.8.11, we have that a € rad(A). It follows that S(®) C rad(A). Since
A is semisimple , then & is a closed map by Definition 5.1.2 (iii) . This implies that
® is continuous.
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5.1.5 Corollary ( [4], Corollary 5.5 )

Let A be a Banach algebra, let B be a semisimple Banach algebra, and let & : A — B
be a surjective linear map. Assume that there is ¢ > 0 such that

sp(®(a)) Csp.(a) (a €A, [[al| = 1), then ® is continuous.
Proof
Since sp(®(a)) Csp.(a) (a €A, [a] = 1), then

r(®(a)) < flall +e=1+¢ < <1+£>HaH

By Proposition 5.1.3 , ® is spectrally dominated by a semicontinuous function

(1 +5) lall.

Accordingly, by Corollary 5.1.4 ,  S(®) C rad(B). Since B is semisimple, then & is
continuous as required.

5.2 Superreflexive Banach algebras and Jordan mul-
tiplicative linear maps

The main results of this chapter rely heavily on superreflexive Banach algebras, which
are Banach spaces in which every finitely representable subset of it is reflexive.

5.2.1 Lemma ( [4], Lemma 5.6 )

Let X and Y be Banach spaces and let & : B(X) — B(Y) be a surjective linear map
such that sp(®(T)) C sps(T) (T € B(X), | T|| = 1) forsome § > 0. Then ¢
is continuous, &(®) < 1 + &, and sp.(®(T)) C sPs(jr+2)+2 (T) (T € B(X)) for
all ¢ > 0 and 0 < k < k(D).

Proof

By Corollary 5.1.5, @ is continuous. We now claim that

Indeed, if T # 0, then we have sp(®(T)) =

1T hse(o (7)) © 1T Iws(py) = o) € ool (54

On the other hand, if T = 0, then it is obvious. We now consider T € B(X), ¢ > 0
and 0 < k < k(®). Then we choose

€ oe de

k<7’</~i(<I>)8undO<Q<E + :
k T k T
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Let z € sp.(®(T)). Then z €sp(®(T) + S) forsome S € B(Y) with [|S| < ¢
by Lemma 2.5.12 . Let S = ®(R) for some R € B(X) with |[R| < £. Using
(5.4) , we have

z €sp(®(T) + S) = sp(®(T + R)) C spsyrario(T + R)

Then
(T)

7 € sp6( T+ R) C Spé(

||T||+5)+g( IT)+£) +o+ =

by Lemma 2.5.12 . Then finally

2 € Py(mpeg) gD

by Lemma 2.5.6 so that

~—

sp. (@(T)) C Sp5(||T||+§) ve (T

Finally, by taking T = 0, we get

eD = sp.(®(0)) C Sp%+%(0) = D

forall ¢ > 0 and 0 < k < k(®). This clearly implies that x(®) < 1 + §.

5.2.2 Lemma ( [4], Lemma 5.7 )

Let X and Y be Banach spaces and let & : B(X) — B(Y) be a continuous linear map
such that sp(T) C sps(®(T)) <T eBX), ||[T|] = 1) for some 6 > 0. Then

1 —0 < [[®] and sp(T) C spsgrjserrve (B(T)) (T €B(X)) forall ¢ > 0
and ||| < v.

Proof
By assumption, sp(T) C sp;(®(T)) . It follows that

sp(T) C sps(®(T)) C sPs(ry1e)1, (B(T)) (T €B(X), 0>0).
We now consider T € B(X), ¢ >0 and || ® | < v. Then we pick
0 <o <= [2]e
Let z € sp.(T). Thenz €sp(T + S) forsome S € B(X) with [|S| < e
z €sp(T + S) C spgrig)o(®(T +9))
- Spd(\\T\\-Fe)-i—g((I)(T)+(I)(S)) < Sp6(||T||+6)+g+||<I>||€((I)(T)) - Spé(HTH-‘rE)—i—Vs((I)(T))’

which establishes the inclusion in the lemma. Finally, by taking T = 0 in the inclusion
we get

D = 5p.(0) C $D5ese(®(0) = (5+1)eD
for all ¢ > 0 and || ®|| < v. This clearly implies that 1 — § < || ® || for
some 6 > 0.
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5.2.3 Theorem ( [4], Theorem 5.8 )

Let X and Y be superreflexive Banach spaces. Then the following assertions hold.

(1) For each K,e > 0 thereisa ¢ > 0 such thatif ®:B(X)— B(Y) is a
bijective linear map with sp(®(T)) C sps(T) (T € B(X), | T| = 1) and
| @, 2| < K, then min{mult(®), amult(®)} < e.

(2) For each K,e > 0 thereisa ¢ > 0 such that if ®:B(X)— B(Y) is a
bijective linear map with jmult(®) < ¢ and || @, || < K, then
sp(®(T)) Csp.(T) (T € BX), [T = 1.

Proof

Suppose the first assertion in the theorem fails to be true. Then there exist K, 7 > 0
and a sequence (®,) of bijective linear maps from B(X) onto B(Y) with the prop-
erties that

p(®.(T)) € sp(T) (T € BX), [ TI| = 1) (55)
I2a 2" || < K (5.6)
min{mult(®,), amult(®,)} > 7 (5.7)

for each n € N. On account of (5.6), the map
® = (d,):BX)Y c BXY) — BY)Y c BYY)

is a continuous bijective linear map ( with inverse given by ® ' = (&,7') ) Our next

concern consists in proving that @ shrinks the spectrum. Let T = (T,) e BX)Y.
We claim that

sp

= (®(T)) C sp(T) (¢ > 0).
Indeed,let 0 < e andpick ¢ < ¢ < (14 &)e. Since &(P,) = || @, Hfl - KL
then we have

SPL((I)I](Tn)) C Sp,

K K
3 (el o8 ) + o8

(Th) (n € N)

by Lemma 5.2.1 . Since

. 1/ oK , oK oK
lim lim lim

It follows that
D (®(T)) C sp.(T) (> 0)

K+1




82CHAPTER 5. APPROXIMATELY SPECTRUM-PRESERVING MAPS AND THE FOURTH

as we claimed. Furthermore, by Lemma 2.5.7 , it follows that
sp(®(T)) = ()., 5ps, (B(T)) € (1) _, sp(T) = sp(T).

By Lemma 2.2.14, we know that B(X)” and B(Y)" are standard operator algebras
on XY and YY respectively. Then by Theorem 5.1.1(1) , we see that @ is either a
homomorphism or an anti-homomorphism. Then from Lemma 2.11.10, we see that

i min{mult(@n) ) amult(@n)} = min{gm mult(®,) , amult(q)n)}

= min {mult(q)) , amult(q))} = 0,

which contradicts (5.7) . Now we are going to prove the second assertion in the theorem.
To obtain a contradiction, suppose the assertion is false. Then there exist 7 > 0, a
sequence (®,,) of bijective linear maps from B(X)" onto B(Y), and a sequence (T,,)
in B(X)" such that

jmult(@,) < % (5.8)
| @, ]| 2" | < K (5.9)
[Tul =1 (5.10)
and
p(®u(Tn)) ¢ sp,(T.) (5.11)

for each n € N. Since B(Y)u is ultraprime, using Theorem 2.11.11 , we replace
(5.8) by
impmin {mult(q)n),amult(q)n)} = 0.

We now consider the bijective continuous linear map
® = (0,):BX)Y c BEXY) - BY)Y c BYY).

Then
min {mult(@),amult(@)} = [™min {mult(@n),amult(@n)} =0

so that @ is either a homomorphism or an anti-homomorphism. Our next objective is
to show that ® preserves the spectrum. We first suppose that ® is an isomorphism.

Then there exist an invertible operator S € B <X“, Y“) such that
®(T) = STS™' (T € BX)Y).

Given T € B(X)" and z € C, we have ®(T) — zI = S(T — zI)S™'. Thus



5.2. SUPERREFLEXIVE BANACH ALGEBRAS AND JORDAN MULTIPLICATIVE LINEAR MA

®(T) — zI is an invertible operator if and only if sois T — zI. Hence

sp (@(T)) = sp(T) asrequired. We now suppose that @® is an anti-isomorphism.
Then the map

o BX)M — {s* .S € B(X)“}, U(T) = &(T)" (T € BX)Y)
is an isomorphism. {S* : S € B(X)u} is a standard operator algebra on (Y“)*.
There is an invertible operator R € B (Xu (Y )*> such that

¥(T) = RTR™' (T € BX)Y).
Consequently, we have
®(T) = ST*'S™! (T € BX)")
where S = (R*)™! EB((X“)*,Y“>. Given T € B(X)" and z € C, we have

®(T) — zI = S(T — zI)’'S™!. Thus ®(T) — zI is an invertible operator if and
onlyifsois (T — zI)" ifandonlyifsois T — zI. Thisimplies that sp(®(T)) = sp(T).

Finally, let T = (T,) € B(X)”. Since sp(®(T)) = sp(T), it follows that
sp(®n(Ty)) C sp,(T,) for some n € N. This is a contradiction.

5.2.4 Lemma ( [4], Lemma 5.9 )
Let X and Y be Banach spaces and let @ : B(X) — B(Y) be a continuous linear map.

If ||[®& — V|| < ¢ for some ¢ > 0 and some epimorphism or anti-epimorphism
U B(X) — B(Y), then sp(®(T)) C sp.ieyjay(T) (T € BX), [T = 1).

Proof

Let T € B(X) with |[T] = 1. Then ||(® — U)(T)|| < . Lemma 2.5.12
yields

sp(®(T)) = sp(W(T) + (@ = W)(T)) < sp.((T)).
If z €sp.(¥(T)), then

< Ny - wm) = ) (e - 1)

—1 -1
= (e =)< el e - 1)
and therefore z € sp.y(T) by Definition 2.5.3 . On the other hand, since
|V < e+ [[®] withrespectto [[® — V| < e, then we have

sp(®(T)) C sp.(¥(T)) C speu(T) C s 4+ oy (1),

as required.
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5.2.5 Theorem ( [4], Theorem 5.10 )
Let H be a separable Hilbert space. Then the following assertions hold.

(i) For each K,e > 0 thereisa d > 0 suchthat ®:B(H) — B(H) is a bijective
linear map with

sp(®(T)) C sps(T) (T €B(H), |T| = 1)
and || @, ||| < K, then
o - | < -
for some automorphism or anti-automorphism & : B(H) — B(H).

(ii) For each K,e > 0 thereisa 0 > 0 such that ®:B(H) — B(H) isa

continuous linear map with || ® | < K and
& — V| <6
for some automorphism or anti-automorphism W : B(H) — B(H), then

sp(@(T)) C sp.(T) (T € B(H), | T| = 1).

Proof

Let ¢ > 0 andset ¢ = min{e, 1}. By Corollary 2.11.17 , thereisa o > 0
such that if ®:B(H) — B(H) is a linear map with jmult(®) < o, K™ < x(®)
and | @ || < K, then ||® — ¥ | < ¢ for some epimorphism or anti-epimorphism
U : B(H) — B(H). We now apply Theorem 5.2.3(1) to get § > 0 such that if
¢ : B(X) — B(Y) is a bijective linear map with

sp(®(T))  spy(T) (T € BE), || T| = 1)

and || @, ||| < K, then min{mult(®),amult(®)} < . Then jmult(®) < o
and K™' < k(®) implies that || ® — ¥ || < & for some epimorphism or anti-
epimorphism W : B(H) — B(H). Finally, since & is invertible and

[ - v <1

it follows that W isinvertible by Lemma 5.2.4 . Therefore W is either an automorphism
or anti-automorphism. The task is now to prove the second assertion. Let ¢ > 0.
Then we take 6 > 0 such that 6(0 + K) < . Suppose ®:B(H) — B(H) is a
continuous linear map with || ® || < K and ||® — V| < § for some

automorphism or anti-automorphism ¥ : B(H) — B(H). On account of Lemma 5.2.4,
we have

sp(®(T)) € sp.(T) (T € B(H), | T| = 1).
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5.2.6 Theorem ( [4], Theorem 5.11 )

Let X and Y be superreflexive spaces. Then for each k,K,e > 0 thereisa ¢ > 0
such that if & : B(X) — B(Y) is a surjective linear map with

distH<sp(<I>(T)),sp(T)) <5 (T eBX), [|T| = 1),
K(®) > k, and || ®| < K, then
min{mult(®), amult(®)} < e.

Proof

The conditions set by this theorem (Theorem 5.2.6) are naturally satisfied by Theo-
rem 5.2.3(1). However, we supply the details of the proof in order to expose its depen-
dance on several other results other than just Theorem 5.2.3. It should also be noted
that Theorem 5.2.7 depends on this result. The proof goes as follows:

On the contrary, suppose that there exist K,7 > 0 and a sequence (®,) of surjective
linear maps from B(X) onto B(Y) such that

e distH<sp(<I>n(T)),sp(T)) 0 (5.12)
K(P,) > k, | Py || < K (n €N) (5.13)

and
min{mult(®,), amult(®,)} > 7 (n €N) (5.14)

Let (e,) be a sequence of positive numbers with
lim (e,) = 0

and

=1 distH(Sp(@n(T)),sp(TD < e (n €N).

On account of (5.12), the definition of the Hausdorff distance and Lemma 2.5.10, we
have

sp(@n(T)) C sp(T) + e, C sp. (T) (T €eBX), |[T| =1 (5.15)

and
p(T) € sp(@a(1)) + 2D C sp., (€,(T) (T €BX), [ T| = 1) (5.16)
for each n € N. On account of (5.13), we can consider the continuous linear operator

® = (,): BX)Y c B(XY) = BY)" c B(YY).
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From (5.13) and Lemma 2.3.8 , it follows that x(®) = j™k(®,) > k so that ®
is a continuous surjective linear map from B(X)Y onto B(Y)“. We claim that ®
preserves the spectrum. Let T € B(X)u. On account of (5.15) and the property that
k(P,) > k foreach n € N, we arrive at

sp= (®(T)) C sp.(T) (¢ > 0)

K+1

just in the same manner as in Theorem 5.2.3(1). Here the sequence (I) is being
replaced by the sequence (g,). We thus have

sp(®(T)) = ﬂDO sp_- (®(T)) C ﬂDO sp.(T) = sp(T).

K+1

We now prove the converse inclusion in much the same way, the only difference being
in the application of Lemma 5.2.2 instead of Lemma 5.2.1. We begin by proving that

Sp

(T) C sp.(®(T)) (¢ > 0)

e
K+1

Let 0 < ¢ and pick ¢ < o < (1+ x)e. On account of (5.16) and the property
that || &, || < K foreach n € N, Lemma 5.2.2 now gives

oK (q)n(Tn)) (Il S N).

(K+1)

SPKLH(TH) - Spen(HTnH+%)+

Since

lim lim oK lim oK o oK
u <€HHTHH>+M<€H(K—|—1))+M<<K+].))—(K+l) <€7
we now have
sp(T) = ﬂ5>0 Spﬁ(T) C ﬂ5>0 sp. (®(T)) = sp(®(T)),

as desired. Finally, since @ is a surjective linear map preserving the spectrum and, by
Lemma 2.2.14, B(X)¥ and B(Y)¥ are standard operator algebras on XY and Y4,
respectively. From Theorem 5.1.1(2), we see that @ is either a homomorphism or an

anti-homomorphism. Then by Lemma 2.11.10,
pm min{mult(cbn) , amult(q)n)} = min{mult(@) : amult(q))} = 0,
which is a contradiction.

5.2.7 Theorem ( [4], Theorem 5.12 )

Let H be a separable Hilbert space. Then for each k,K,e > 0 thereisa 0 > 0 such
that if ® : B(H) — B(H) is a surjective linear map with

distH(sp(Q)(T)),sp(T)> <& (T eBX), [|T| = 1),
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K(®) > k, and || ®| < K, then
@ — V| < ¢
for some automorphism or anti-automorphism ¢ : B(H) — B(H).

Proof

The proof of the first part of Theorem 5.2.5 carries over to this result; the only difference
being in the application of Theorem 5.2.6 instead of Theorem 5.2.3(1).



Chapter 6

Conclusion

This dissertation was an attempt to answer the so-called Kaplansky’s problem (item
3.1.1) which was given as follows:

Let A and B be complex Banach algebras. Suppose ® : A — B is a unital invert-
ibility preserving linear map from A into B such that sp(®(a)) C sp(a) (a € A). Isit
true that @ is a Jordan homomorphism?

In this dissertation, we have shown through Examples 3.1.5,3.1.6 and 3.1.7 that this
question may be negative when the map is not surjective or when the Banach algebras
are not semisimple. Because of these concerns, the so-called Kaplansky’s problem has
been answered via the Bernard Aupetit’s open problem (item 3.1.8) which was given as
follows:

Let A and B be semisimple Banach algebras and let ® : A — B be a surjective linear
map such that sp(®(a)) = sp(a) (a € A). Isit true that ® is a Jordan isomorphism?

The so-called Kaplansky’s problem has four answers in this dissertation, all of them
via the Bernard Aupetit’s open problem.

The first result (result 3.2.7) shows that a surjective spectrum-preserving map between
Von Neumann algebras is a Jordan homomorphism.

The second result (result 3.3.12) shows that a surjective spectra isometry between
finite dimensional semisimple Banach algebras is a Jordan homomorphism.

The third result (result 3.4.14) shows that a bijective spectrum-preserving map ¢ : A — B
such that A= B(X) and B= B(Y) being algebras of all bounded maps defined on Ba-
nach spaces X and Y respectively is a Jordan homomorphism.

88
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The fourth result (Theorems 5.2.3, 5.2.6 and 5.2.7) shows that a bijective almost
multiplicative or anti-multiplicative map ® : A — B such that it almost preserves the
spectra, where A= B(X) and B= B(Y), being algebras of all bounded maps defined
on superreflexive Banach spaces X and Y respectively, is a Jordan homomorphism.

None of them answers the so-called Kaplansky’s problem completely, but they are
all motivating results with a view of accelerating the search for an eventual solution.
However result four is stronger in implications than the rest.
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