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IN SEARCH OF CONVEXITY: DIAGONALS AND

NUMERICAL RANGES

V. MÜLLER AND YU. TOMILOV

Abstract. We show that the set of all possible constant diagonals of
a bounded Hilbert space operator is always convex. This, in particular,
answers an open question of J.-C. Bourin (2003). Moreover, we show
that the joint numerical range of a commuting operator tuple is, in
general, not convex, which fills a gap in the literature. We also prove
that the Asplund-Ptak numerical range (which is convex for pairs of
operators) is, in general, not convex for tuples of operators.

1. Introduction

Let H be a separable (complex) Hilbert space with inner product 〈·, ·〉,
and let T be a bounded linear operator acting on H. By the classical result
of Hausdorff and Toeplitz, the numerical range W (T ) = {〈Tx, x〉 : x ∈
H, ‖x‖ = 1} is always a convex set. This is one of the most important
properties of the numerical range and convexity of various sets related to
the numerical range is the basic issue in the theory, and underlying many of
its developments.

Unfortunately, the convexity of W (T ) fails if a single operator T is re-
placed by a tuple T = (T1, . . . , Tn) of bounded linear operators on H. It is
well known that the joint numerical range

W (T ) := W (T1, . . . , Tn) := {(〈T1x, x〉, . . . , 〈Tnx, x〉) : x ∈ H, ‖x‖ = 1}
is, in general, not convex for n ≥ 2. Apparently, Hausdorff knew this already
in 1918; for a simple example see e.g. [8, p. 138] or [27]. However, W (T ) still
has some traces of convexity. In particular, as shown in [29], the set W (T )
is star-shaped if dimH ≥

[
2n+1
2

]
(2n + 1)2, where [·] stands for the integer

part. Thus W (T ) is always star-shaped if dimH = ∞, [29, Proposition
4.1]. (To relate W (T ) to the setting of [29], one should identify W (T ) with
W (ReT1, Im T1, . . . ,ReTn, ImTn) ⊂ R

2n.)
In this note we study the convexity of numerical ranges in three related

situations, which surprisingly escaped the attention of experts. First, we
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2 V. MÜLLER AND YU. TOMILOV

show that the joint numerical range of commuting tuples is not necessar-
ily convex. Such an example seems not to exist in the literature. Next
we demonstrate that the version of the numerical range introduced by E.
Asplund and V. Ptak [1], which is convex for all pairs of Hilbert space oper-
ators, is in general not convex for triples of operators even if the operators
commute.

Finally, we address the convexity of the set of constant diagonals of op-
erators and operator tuples. The study of the structure for diagonals of
operators in infinite dimensions has a long history, and we refer to the re-
cent survey [33] for its finer details. In the beginning of 2000’s it received
an impetus due to the works by R. Kadison and W. Arveson, and has at-
tracted a considerable attention over the last years. For a good introduction
into Kadison’s theory one may consult [2], see also [3]. For a comprehensive
account of the latest developments in this developing area of research, see
again [33].

For T ∈ B(H) acting on a separable spaceH, its set of diagonals is defined
as

D(T ) := {(〈Ten, en〉)Nn=1}
when (en)

N
n=1 varies through all orthonormal bases of H and N = dimH.

While D(T ) is rarely convex as a subset of l∞ (see Section 4), we show
that the set of all λ ∈ C such that 〈Ten, en〉 = λ, 1 ≤ n ≤ N, for some
orthonormal basis (en)

N
n=1 in H is always convex. This set is naturally

identified with a subset Dconst(T ) of D(T ) consisting of constant diagonals.
The result gives a positive answer to a question of J.-C. Bourin from [9, p.
213]. In case of operator tuples, the convexity of Dconst(T1, . . . , Tn) remains
an open problem.

2. Non-convexity of numerical ranges for commuting tuples

Let B(H) denote the space of all bounded linear operators on a Hilbert
spaceH, and let T = (T1, . . . , Tn) ∈ B(H)n. While the joint numerical range
W (T ) is not in general convex, it can of course be convex for particular
classes of T , and moreover, one may define other useful joint numerical
ranges associated to T having sometimes better geometric properties.

The convexity of various types of (joint) numerical ranges has been stud-
ied intensively, see e.g. [7], [19], [27], [28], and [38]-[40] and the references
therein. In many of these results, the commutativity of the operators plays
an important role. For example, it is well known that the joint numeri-
cal range of each commuting tuple of normal operators is convex (see e.g.
[8, Chapter 7.35, Theorem 5] or [12, Theorem 2.5]), while there are non-
commuting tuples of selfadjoint operators with non-convex joint numerical
range even in a two-dimensional space, see e.g. [27, Example 1.1]. In [7,
Theorem 3.1], the convexity of the joint numerical range of doubly com-
muting matrices was proved. It is also well known that spectral properties
of commuting tuples are much better than those of non-commuting tuples.
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This allows one to show that if T = (T1, . . . , Tn) ∈ B(H)n and T1, . . . , Tn

commute, then

Int conv σ(T ) ⊂ W (T ),

where Int conv σ(T ) stands for the interior of the convex hull of the spectrum
σ(T ), see [39, Corollary 4.3] for more details and proof.

So the joint numerical range of a commuting n-tuple T = (T1, . . . , Tn)
exhibits some additional convexity properties, and there was some hope
that it might be convex for all commuting tuples. Apparently, this question
remained open for a long time. (To our knowledge, [13, p. 522] is the earliest
reference where the question has been mentioned explicitly.)

The next example fills this gap and shows that the joint numerical range
of commuting tuples is not convex, in general. The example appeared first in
[37]. Inspired by [37], very recently, another example of even two commuting
matrices with non-convex numerical range was given in [26]. Nevertheless,
the present example has merit of being much simpler than the one in [26],
and moreover, it can be applied to the situation of Asplund-Ptak numerical
range without any changes, as we show below.

Theorem 2.1. For any Hilbert space H,dimH ≥ 4, there exists a triple

T = (T1, T2, T3) of mutually commuting bounded operators on H, such that

their joint numerical range W (T ) is not convex.

Proof. First, let H = C
4 with the standard basis e1, e2, e3 and e4, and for

x ∈ C
4 write x = (x1, x2, x3, x4). Let the linear operators T1, T2 and T3 on

H be given by

T1 =




0 0 1 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0


 , T2 =




0 0 0 1
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0


 and T3 =




0 0 0 0
0 0 1 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0


 .

Let H0 be the two-dimensional subspace spanned by e1 and e2. Clearly
ImTj ⊂ H0 and KerTj ⊃ H0 for all j = 1, 2, 3 (where ImTj denotes the
range and KerTj the kernel of Tj , respectively). So we have TjTk = 0 for
all j, k = 1, 2, 3. In particular, the operators T1, T2, and T3 are mutually
commuting.

We show that the numerical range of the triple T = (T1, T2, T3) is not
convex. A direct computation shows that

W (T ) =
{
(x3x̄1, x4x̄1, x3x̄2) : x ∈ C

4, ‖x‖C4 = 1
}
.

In particular, for x1 = 0, x2 =
√
2/2, x3 =

√
2/2, x4 = 0 we have α :=

(0, 0, 1/2) ∈ W (T ). Similarly, for x1 =
√
2/2, x2 = x3 = 0, x4 =

√
2/2 we

have β := (0, 1/2, 0) ∈ W (T ).

We show that the midpoint α+β
2

:= (0, 1/4, 1/4) does not belong toW (T ).

Suppose on the contrary that there exist x ∈ C
4 with ‖x‖C4 = 1 such that

x3x̄1 = 0, x4x̄1 = 1/4 and x3x̄2 = 1/4. So either x3 = 0 or x1 = 0. If x3 = 0
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then x3x̄2 = 0, a contradiction. If x1 = 0 then x4x̄1 = 0, a contradiction
again. Therefore α+β

2
/∈ W (T ), and W (T ) is not convex.

Note that the argument above also shows that if a and b are complex
numbers such that a 6= 0 6= b, then (0, a, b) /∈ W (T ). (It is enough to repeat
the same reasoning for any (0, a, b) instead of the mid-point (0, 1/4, 1/4).)
This observation can be used to show that a triple of commuting operators
with non-convex numerical range exist in any Hilbert space with dimension
greater than 4.

Indeed, let now F be any nontrivial Hilbert space, and consider the op-
erators T ′

1 = T1 ⊕ 0F , T
′
2 = T2 ⊕ 0F , and T ′

3 = T3 ⊕ 0F on a Hilbert space
H = C

4 ⊕F. Then clearly T ′
1, T

′
2 and T ′

3 commute, and for T ′ = (T ′
1, T

′
2, T

′
3)

the points α := (0, 0, 1/2) and β := (0, 1/2, 0) belong to W (T ′). On the
other hand, for every h = (x, f) ∈ H, ‖h‖ = 1, we have

(〈T ′
1h, h〉, 〈T ′

2h, h〉, 〈T ′
3h, h〉) ∈ ‖x‖2

C4W (T ).

So, using the observation above, one infers that α+β
2

/∈ W (T ), and gets
a contradiction again. (It is instructive to note that, in fact, W (T ′) =
{(〈T1x, x〉, 〈T2x, x〉, 〈T3x, x〉) : x ∈ C

4, ‖x‖C4 ≤ 1}). �

In [1], E. Asplund and V. Ptak considered another type of numerical
range. For T = (T1, . . . , Tn) ∈ B(H)n define

WAP(T ) =
{
(〈T1x, y〉, . . . , 〈Tnx, y〉) : x, y ∈ H, ‖x‖ ≤ 1, ‖y‖ ≤ 1

}
.

It was proved in [1] that WAP(T1, T2) is convex for each pair (T1, T2).
In fact the matrices T1, T2 and T3 constructed in Theorem 2.1 can be used

to show that, in general, WAP(T ) is not convex, even for T = (T1, T2, T3)
with mutually commuting operators T1, T2 and T3.

Theorem 2.2. For any Hilbert space H,dimH ≥ 4, there exists a triple

T = (T1, T2, T3) of mutually commuting bounded operators on H, such that

WAP(T ) is not convex.

Proof. The proof is analogous to the proof of Theorem 2.1. If H = C
4

and T1, T2 and T3 are the operators on H defined in this proof, then for
T = (T1, T2, T3) one has

WAP(T ) =
{
(x3ȳ1, x4ȳ1, x3ȳ2) : x, y ∈ C

4, ‖x‖C4 ≤ 1, ‖y‖C4 ≤ 1
}
,

and one checks as before that (0, 0, 1/2) ∈ WAP(T ), (0, 1/2, 0) ∈ WAP(T )
and (0, 1/4, 1/4) /∈ WAP(T ). So the numerical range WAP(T ) is not convex.
The general case can be considered precisely as in the proof of Theorem 2.1,
and we omit easy details. �

3. Convexity of the set of constant diagonals

Let H be a separable Hilbert space with dimH = N, 1 ≤ N ≤ ∞. For
an n-tuple T = (T1, . . . , Tn) ∈ B(H)n denote by Dconst(T ) the set of all
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n-tuples (λ1, . . . , λn) ∈ C
n such that T has constant diagonal (λ1, . . . , λn),

i.e., there exists an orthonormal basis (uj)
N
j=1 in H with

〈Tkuj, uj〉 = λk

for all j,1 ≤ j ≤ N, and k = 1, . . . , n.
If the space H is finite dimensional and T ∈ B(H), then it is easy to

see that Dconst(T ) is a singleton — the normalized trace of T . This is a
classical result due to A. Parker, see [21, Theorem 1.3.4 and p. 28] or [17].
We give its proof for completeness, and since the argument is instructive for
our subsequent considerations. For T ∈ B(H) denote by trT the trace of
T, whenever it is well defined.

Proposition 3.1. Let H be a Hilbert space, dimH = N < ∞, and let

T ∈ B(H). Then Dconst(T ) = {N−1trT}.
Proof. If λ ∈ Dconst(T ) then trT = Nλ, and so λ = N−1trT .

Conversely, let λ = N−1trT and (uj)
N
j=1 be any orthonormal basis in H.

Then

λ = N−1

N∑

j=1

〈Tuj , uj〉 ∈ W (T )

since W (T ) is convex. Let u ∈ H be a unit vector such that 〈Tu, u〉 = λ.
Decomposing H as H = Cu⊕ {u}⊥, one infers that T is of the form

T =

(
λ ∗
∗ T ′

)
,

where trT ′ = (N − 1)λ. Hence, the induction on the dimension of H yields
a constant diagonal for T equal to λ. �

Corollary 3.2. Let H be a Hilbert space, dimH = N < ∞, and let

T = (T1, . . . , Tn) ∈ B(H)n. Then the set Dconst(T ) is either a singleton

{(N−1trT1, . . . , N
−1trTn)}, or it is empty. Hence Dconst(T ) is convex.

The next example shows that Dconst(T1, T2) may be empty even for pairs
of operators (T1, T2) in a finite-dimensional space.

Example 3.3. Let T1, T2 ∈ B(C2) be given by

T1 =

(
0 0
1 0

)
and T2 =

(
1 0
0 −1

)
.

Then trT1 = trT2 = 0. We show that (0, 0) /∈ W (T1, T2). Consequently,
(0, 0) /∈ Dconst(T1, T2) and Dconst(T1, T2) = ∅.

Suppose on the contrary that (0, 0) ∈ W (T1, T2). So there exist x1, x2 ∈ C

with |x1|2 + |x2|2 = 1 such that x =

(
x1
x2

)
satisfies 〈T1x, x〉 = 〈T2x, x〉 = 0.

We have

〈T1x, x〉 = x1x̄2,
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so either x1 = 0 or x2 = 0. If x1 = 0 then |x2| = 1 and

〈T2x, x〉 = |x1|2 − |x2|2 = −1 6= 0,

a contradiction. Similarly, if x2 = 0 then |x1| = 1 and

〈T2x, x〉 = |x1|2 − |x2|2 = 1,

a contradiction again. Hence (0, 0) /∈ W (T1, T2).

The situation is much more involved in infinite-dimensional spaces. Let
H be a separable infinite-dimensional Hilbert space, and T = (T1, . . . , Tn) ∈
B(H)n. Recall that the joint essential numerical range We(T ) of T is de-
fined as the set of all n-tuples (λ1, . . . , λn) ∈ C

n such that there exists an
orthonormal sequence (uj)

∞
j=1 in H satisfying

lim
j→∞

〈Tkuj , uj〉 = λk

for all k = 1, . . . , n. Clearly, We(T ) ⊂ W (T ). An important property of
We(T ) is that it is always non-empty, closed and convex, see [6, Lemma 3.1]
or [27]. Moreover, by [28, Theorem 3.1], each point of We(T ) is a star-center

for the star-shaped set W (T ). It is also crucial to note that

(3.1) conv
(
W (T )

)
= conv (W (T ) ∪We(T )) ,

see [39, Theorem 5.1] for a simple proof, or alternatively, [43] or [28, Theorem
5.2]. The set We(T ) is invariant under compact perturbations of T , and, in
particular, for any finite-rank projection P on H,

(3.2) We(T ) = We

(
(I − P )T1(I − P ), . . . , (I − P )Tn(I − P )

)
.

This fact is very useful in various inductive arguments.
Recall that

(3.3) IntWe(T ) ⊂ Dconst(T ) ⊂ We(T ),

thus Dconst(T ) is a union of IntWe(T ) and a part of ∂We(T ). The second
inclusion in (3.3) follows from the definition. The first inclusion is non-
trivial and follows from [40, Corollary 4.2], see also [40, Theorem 1.1] (and
[9, Theorem 1.2] and [20, Theorem 1(i)] for n = 1). Moreover, by [40,
Corollary 4.2], one can replace in (3.3) the interior We(T ) by the relative
interior ofWe(T ) in the smallest affine subspace containingW (T ) (i.e. in the
affine hull of W (T )). This is relevant, if e.g. Ti, 1 ≤ i ≤ n, are selfadjoint.
For other relations between Dconst(T ) and We(T ) see [40, Propositions 5.3
and 5.4].

Since both We(T ) and IntWe(T ) are convex sets, the inclusions (3.3)
suggest that Dconst(T ) is always close to a convex set. So it is reasonable to
ask whether Dconst(T ) is convex itself. Recall that the sets S ⊂ C

n satisfying
IntC ⊂ S ⊂ C for a convex set C ⊂ C

n are called almost convex in the
literature. They share some properties of convex sets, such as e.g. separation
properties. For interesting spectral conditions for almost convexity of joint
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numerical ranges as well as a pertinent discussion of almost convex sets, see
[34], [35] and [36].

In Theorem 3.9 below, we give a positive answer to this question for n = 1.
This solves a problem posed by J.-C. Bourin in [9, p. 213]. Our proof is
based on the following criterion for existence of zero diagonals due to P.
Fan, [15, Theorem 1]. The criterion has a “Tauberian” character expressing
the property 0 ∈ Dconst(T )) for T ∈ B(H) in terms of the limit behavior of
partial sums of diagonal entries of T .

Theorem 3.4. Let H be a separable Hilbert space, dimH = ∞, and let

T ∈ B(H). Then 0 ∈ Dconst(T ) if and only if there exists an orthonormal

basis (uj)
∞
j=1 ⊂ H such that the sequence

{∑k
j=1〈Tuj , uj〉 : k ≥ 1

}
has a

subsequence converging to zero.

It is worth to mention that the original proof of Theorem 3.4 in [15]
contained a gap, which was recently corrected in [30, Appendix B].

The proof of convexity for Dconst(T ) is based on two lemmas. The first
one addresses the continuity of the Gram-Schmidt procedure, and it is surely
known. However, we were not able to find an appropriate reference.

Lemma 3.5. Let H be a Hilbert space. For all m ∈ N and η ∈ (0, 1)
there exists δm,η > 0 with the following property: if {ej : 1 ≤ j ≤ m} ⊂
H is an orthonormal system of vectors and vectors e′1, . . . , e

′
m ∈ H satisfy

max1≤j≤m ‖e′j − ej‖ ≤ δm,η , then there exists an orthonormal basis {fj : 1 ≤
j ≤ m} in

∨m
j=1 e

′
j such that

max
1≤j≤m

‖fj − ej‖ ≤ η.

Proof. We prove the statement by induction on m. The statement is clear

for m = 1: set δ1,η = η/2. If ‖e′1 − e1‖ ≤ δ1,η then let f1 =
e′1

‖e′
1
‖
. We have

‖f1 − e1‖ ≤ ‖f1 − e′1‖+ ‖e′1 − e1‖ ≤
∣∣1− ‖e′1‖

∣∣+ δ1,η ≤ 2δ1,η = η.

Let m ≥ 2 and suppose that the statement is true for m−1. Let η′ = η
2m .

Fix δm,η > 0 such that δm,η ≤ δm−1,η′ and

2(m− 1)
(
δm,η + (1 + δm,η)η

′
)
+ 2δm,η ≤ η.

Let e1, . . . , em be orthonormal vectors in H and let e′1, . . . , e
′
m be any

vectors in H satisfying max1≤j≤m ‖e′j − ej‖ ≤ δm,η.
By the induction assumption, there exist orthonormal vectors f1, . . . , fm−1 ∈∨m−1

j=1 e′j such that max1≤j≤m−1 ‖fj − ej‖ ≤ η′. Set

f̃m = e′m −
m−1∑

j=1

〈e′m, fj〉fj .

We have

‖e′m‖ ≤ ‖em‖+ ‖e′m − em‖ ≤ 1 + δm,η,
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and for 1 ≤ j ≤ m− 1,

|〈e′m, fj〉| ≤ |〈e′m, ej〉|+|〈e′m, fj − ej〉|
≤‖e′m − em‖+ ‖e′m‖ · ‖fj − ej‖ ≤ δm,η + (1 + δm,η)η

′.

Thus,
‖f̃m − e′m‖ ≤ (m− 1)

(
δm,η + (1 + δm,η)η

′
)

and
∣∣1−‖f̃m‖

∣∣ ≤ ‖f̃m − e′m‖+ ‖e′m − em‖ ≤ (m− 1)
(
δm,η + (1+ δm,η)η

′
)
+ δm,η.

Note that by the choice of δm,η we have f̃m 6= 0, and set fm = f̃m
‖f̃m‖

. Then,

by construction, the vectors f1, . . . fm are orthonormal,
∨m

j=1 fj =
∨m

j=1 e
′
j ,

and moreover

‖fm − em‖ ≤‖fm − f̃m‖+ ‖f̃m − e′m‖+ ‖e′m − em‖
≤2(m− 1)

(
δm,η + (1 + δm,η)η

′
)
+ 2δm,η ≤ η.

�

Remark 3.6. Note that the set {e′j : 1 ≤ j ≤ m} may be at a positive

distance from
∨m

j=1 ej . A posteriori, due to our choice of δ, it consists of

linearly independent vectors, and dim(∨m
j=1e

′
j) = m.

Remark 3.7. A different proof of Lemma 3.5 was proposed by the refer-
ees. Following their argument, one notes that the set LI(Hm) of linearly
independent m-tuples of elements from H is open in Hm (with the product
topology), and the set ON(Hm) of orthonormal m-tuples is closed in Hm.
Then using the determinant formulation of the Gram–Schmidt process, one
infers that the process is a retract of LI(Hm) onto ON(Hm).

The second, approximation lemma allows one to reduce the convexity
property of Dconst(T ) to (essentially) Theorem 3.4.

Lemma 3.8. Let H be a separable Hilbert space, dimH = ∞, and let T ∈
B(H). Suppose there exist α, β ∈ R, α < 0 < β, satisfying α ∈ Dconst(T ) and
β ∈ We(T ). Then for every subspace M ⊂ H with dimM < ∞ and every

ε > 0, there exists a subspace M ′ ⊂ H such that M ⊂ M ′,dimM ′ < ∞, and

|tr (PM ′TPM ′)| ≤ ε,

where PM ′ denotes the orthogonal projection onto M ′.

Proof. By the assumption, there exists an orthonormal basis (uj)
∞
j=1 in H

such that 〈Tuj, uj〉 = α for all j ∈ N.
Let dimM = m, and let e1, . . . , em be an orthonormal basis in M . For

fixed ε > 0, let η = ε
4m‖T‖ .

Find k ∈ N so large that

(3.4) dist
{
ej ,

k∨

j=1

uj

}
< δ, j = 1, . . . ,m,
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where δ = δm,η is the number given by Lemma 3.5.

Let L =
∨k

j=1 uj. Clearly ‖PLej − ej‖ ≤ δ for all j = 1, . . . ,m. Let

M̃ := PLM =

m∨

j=1

PLej .

By applying Lemma 3.5 to the set {ej : 1 ≤ j ≤ m} and its “perturbation”
{e′j := PLej : 1 ≤ j ≤ m}, we infer that there exists an orthonormal basis

{fj : 1 ≤ j ≤ m} ⊂ M̃ such that

max
1≤j≤m

‖fj − ej‖ ≤ ε

4m‖T‖ .

Note that for any x ∈ L and 1 ≤ j ≤ m one has

〈x, ej〉 = 〈PLx, ej〉 = 〈x, PLej〉,

so that x ∈ M⊥ if and only if x ∈ M̃⊥, that is L ∩M⊥ = L ∩ M̃⊥. Hence

L = M̃ ⊕ (L ∩M⊥). Let

K = M ⊕ (L ∩M⊥).

We have

tr (PKTPK) = tr (PMTPM ) + tr (PL∩M⊥TPL∩M⊥),

and

αk = tr (PLTPL) = tr (P
M̃
TP

M̃
) + tr (PL∩M⊥TPL∩M⊥).

Thus
∣∣tr (PKTPK)− αk

∣∣ =
∣∣tr (P

M̃
TP

M̃
)− tr (PMTPM )

∣∣

≤
m∑

j=1

∣∣〈Tfj, fj〉 − 〈Tej , ej〉
∣∣

≤
m∑

j=1

2‖T‖ · ‖fj − ej‖ ≤ ε

2
.

Recalling the notation [·] for the integer part, set

n :=
[ |αk|

β

]
and γ = |αk| − nβ.

Then 0 ≤ γ < β and so γ ∈ [α, β] ⊂ We(T ) in view of convexity of We(T ).
Moreover,

αk + nβ + γ = 0

by the choice of n and γ. Using (3.2), choose inductively orthonormal vectors
x1, . . . , xn+1 ∈ K⊥ such that

|〈Txj, xj〉−β| < ε

2(n + 1)
, 1 ≤ j ≤ n, and |〈Txn+1, xn+1〉−γ| < ε

2(n + 1)
.
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Let M ′ = K ⊕∨n+1

j=1 xj. Then M ⊂ K ⊂ M ′, dimM ′ < ∞ and

|tr (PM ′TPM ′)| =
∣∣∣tr (PKTPK) +

n+1∑

j=1

〈Txj , xj〉
∣∣∣

≤ε

2
+
∣∣∣αk +

n+1∑

j=1

〈Txj, xj〉
∣∣∣

≤ε

2
+ |αk + nβ + γ|+ (n+ 1) · ε

2(n + 1)

≤ε.

�

Now the convexity of Dconst(T ) is a direct consequence of Lemma 3.8.
However, we prove a property of Dconst(T ) slightly stronger than convexity,
which is the main result of this note.

Theorem 3.9. Let H be a separable Hilbert space, dimH = ∞, and let

T ∈ B(H). If α ∈ Dconst(T ) and β ∈ We(T ), then

(3.5) tα+ (1− t)β ∈ Dconst(T ), t ∈ (0, 1).

Thus, for a Hilbert space H of any dimension and T ∈ B(H), the set

Dconst(T ) is convex.

Proof. To prove (3.5), without loss of generality, it is sufficient to show that if
α < 0 < β, α ∈ Dconst(T ), and β ∈ We(T ), then 0 ∈ Dconst(T ). Otherwise,
we can replace T by a suitable linear combination aT + bI, a, b ∈ C, if
necessary.

Fix an orthonormal basis (ej)
∞
j=1 in H. Set M0 = {0}. Using Lemma 3.8

inductively, construct the family of finite-dimensional subspaces Mk ⊂ H,
k ≥ 1, such that

Mk+1 ⊃ (Mk ∨ ek+1) and |tr (PMk+1
TPMk+1

)| < (k + 1)−1

for all k ≥ 0. Choose inductively an orthonormal sequence (uj)
∞
j=1 such that

{uj : 1 ≤ j ≤ dimMk} is an orthonormal basis in Mk. By construction,

∞⋃

k=1

Mk = H,

for all k ∈ N, hence (uj)
∞
j=1 is an orthonormal basis in H. Since

lim
k→∞

dimMk∑

j=1

〈Tuj , uj〉 = 0,

from Theorem 3.4 it follows that 0 ∈ Dconst(T ). In particular, the set
Dconst(T ) is convex.

If dimH < ∞, then the convexity of Dconst(T ) is noted in Corollary
3.2. �
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Observe that by [46, Theorem 2.3.4], if K ⊂ C
n is convex, then for any

x from the interior of K and y ∈ K the points tx + (1 − t)y, t ∈ (0, 1],
belong to the interior of K. Thus, in view of (3.3), Theorem 3.9 has new
operator-theoretical content only if α, β ∈ ∂We(T ).

For any n-tuple T = (T1, . . . , Tn) ∈ B(H)n we have clearly Dconst(T ) ⊂
W (T ). Next we characterize those n-tuples of operators for which the set
Dconst(T ) is maximal.

To this aim, recall that a subset A ⊂ R
k is said to be an affine subspace

if M = u+ L for some u ∈ R
k and a subspace L ⊂ R

k. The smallest affine
subspace containing a set A ⊂ R

k is called the affine hull of A. A nonempty
subset A ⊂ R

k is called relatively open if it is relatively open in the affine
hull of A. Denote by rIntA the relative interior of A in the affine hull of A.
The above definitions can be applied also for subsets of Cn if we identify C

n

with R
2n in the usual way.

For an n-tuple T ∈ B(H)n and a linear mapping M : Rn → R
n given

by the matrix (mij)
n
i,j=1 denote by MT the n-tuple from B(H)n defined as

MT := (
∑n

j=1mijTj)
n
i=1. Below, we identify linear mappings on R

n with
their matrix representations.

Theorem 3.10. Let H be separable Hilbert space, dimH = ∞, and let

T = (T1, . . . , Tn) ∈ B(H)n. Then the following conditions are equivalent:

(i) W (T ) = Dconst(T );
(ii) W (T ) = rIntWe(T );
(iii) W (T ) is convex and relatively open.

Proof. (i)⇒(ii): First, we show that W (T ) is relatively open.
The proof relies on several convenient reductions of the general set-up.
Instead of the n-tuple (T1, . . . , Tn) we may consider the (2n)-tuple of

selfadjoint operators (ReT1, ImT1, . . . ,ReTn, ImTn) and deal with its joint
numerical and essential numerical ranges contained in R2n. As far as, we are
concerned with the relative interior of We(T ), without loss of generality, we
may assume that T = (T1, . . . , Tk) is a k-tuple of selfadjoint operators such
that Dconst(T ) = W (T ).

Suppose on the contrary that there exists λ = (λ1, . . . , λk) ∈ W (T ) \
rIntW (T ). We may assume that λ = (0, . . . , 0) := (0)k. (If not, then replace
T by the k-tuple of operators T − λ = (T1 − λ1, . . . , Tk − λk)).

Thus we consider a k-tuple of selfadjoint operators T = (T1, . . . , Tk) ∈
B(H)k such that Dconst(T ) = W (T ) and (0)k ∈ W (T ) \ rIntW (T ).

After a relabeling, if necessary, we may assume that there ism, 1 ≤ m ≤ k,
such that the operators T1, . . . , Tm are linearly independent and each Tj,m <
j ≤ k, is a linear combination of T1, . . . , Tm. Let T 0 = (T1, . . . , Tm, 0, . . . , 0).
Note that there exists an invertible linear mapping M : R

k → R
k such

that T 0 = MT . Hence W (T 0) = MW (T ), rIntW (T 0) = MrIntW (T ),
and Dconst(T 0) = MDconst(T ). So T 0 satisfies the same properties as T :
W (T 0) = Dconst(T 0) and (0)k ∈ W (T 0) \ rIntW (T 0).
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Denote the truncated m-tuple (T1, . . . , Tm) by T 0
t . We have W (T 0

t ) =

Dconst(T 0
t ) and (0)m ∈ W (T 0

t )\rIntW (T 0
t ). Note thatW (T 0

t ) = Dconst(T 0
t ) ⊂

We(T 0
t ). So W (T 0

t ) = We(T 0
t ), and then W (T 0

t ) is convex. Since W (T 0
t )

is convex and (0)m lies on its boundary, there is a supporting hyperplane

of W (T 0
t ) passing through (0)m. Hence after a rotation of R

m, realized
by an orthogonal mapping U : R

m → R
m, we can obtain an m-tuple

S = UT 0
t = (S1, . . . , Sm) of linearly independent selfadjoint operators such

that (0)m ∈ W (S) = Dconst(S) and
W (S) ⊂ {(r1, . . . , rm) ∈ R

m : rm ≥ 0}.
Therefore, Sm ≥ 0 and 0 ∈ Dconst(Sm). Then Sm = 0, a contradiction with
the assumption that the operators S1, . . . , Sm are linearly independent.

Hence W (T ) is relatively open. We have W (T ) = Dconst(T ) ⊂ We(T ).

So W (T ) = We(T ) and W (T ) = rIntW (T ) = rIntWe(T ).

(ii)⇒(iii): Clear.

(iii)⇒(i): We show that W (T ) = We(T ). Suppose on the contrary that

W (T )\We(T ) 6= ∅. Then there exists λ in the relative topological boundary
of W (T ) such that λ /∈ We(T ). Since W (T ) is relatively open, λ /∈ W (T )

either, and therefore λ ∈ W (T ) \
(
W (T ) ∪We(T )

)
. By (3.1), we have

λ ∈ W (T ) ⊂ conv (W (T ) ∪We(T )) .

Since both W (T ) and We(T ) are convex, there exist µ ∈ W (T ), ν ∈ We(T ),
and t ∈ (0, 1) such that

λ = tµ+ (1− t)ν.

Let L be the affine hull of W (T ). Since W (T ) is relatively open in L, there
exists ε > 0 such that µ′ ∈ W (T ) whenever µ′ ∈ L and |µ′ − µ| < ε.

We have ν ∈ We(T ) ⊂ W (T ). So there exists ν ′ ∈ W (T ) such that
|ν ′ − ν| < εt. Let

µ′ = µ− ν ′ − ν

t
(1− t).

Then µ′ ∈ W (T ) and

λ = tµ′ + (1− t)ν ′.

Hence λ is a convex combination of elements of W (T ), and so λ ∈ W (T ), a
contradiction

Thus W (T ) = We(T ). Since W (T ) is relatively open, we infer that

W (T ) = rIntWe(T ) ⊂ Dconst(T ) ⊂ W (T )

by [40, Corollary 4.2] (cf. (3.3) and comments following it). Therefore,
Dconst(T ) = W (T ).

�

Remark 3.11. If dimH < ∞, then rIntWe(T ) = ∅, and Theorem 3.10 be-
comes false in this case. However, in view Corollary 3.2, we can still claim
that (i)⇔(iii) by trivial reasons.
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The examples of n-tuples of operators T with convex and relatively open
W (T ) are, in particular, provided by n-tuples of Toeplitz operators on the
Hardy space H2(D), where D is the unit disc, see [10, Proposition 3] (and
also [25] for n = 1). In fact, in this case W (T ) is open unless it is a single
point.

Taking account Theorem 3.10 and Remark 3.11, we get the following
corollary for single T ∈ B(H). Note that it was stated in [9, Proposition 1.4]
without proof.

Corollary 3.12. Let H be a separable Hilbert space, and let T ∈ B(H).
Then Dconst(T ) = W (T ) if and only if W (T ) is relatively open.

Apparently, the simplest example of T ∈ B(H) with open W (T ) is pro-
vided by selfadjoint T such that m := minσ(T ) and M := maxσ(T ) are
not eigenvalues of T and M > m. Indeed, it is well-known that in this case
m and M do not belong to W (T ). Since W (T ) = conv σ(T ) = [m,M ] and
W (T ) is an interval, it follows that W (T ) = (m,M). Apart from Toeplitz
operators mentioned above, the examples of T ∈ B(H) with open W (T )
include, in particular, weighted shifts with periodic weights, see [42, Propo-
sition 6]. Several more general classes of weighted shifts with open numerical
ranges were described in [44] and [45]. Remark that the numerical range of a
weighted shift is an open or closed disc centered at the origin, so this class of
operators fits very well into the framework of Corollary 3.12. Unfortunately,
the numerical ranges of tuples of weighted shifts have not been studied in
the literature.

Remark 3.13. Note that if T ∈ B(H) and λ ∈ Dconst(T ), then λ is an element
of W (T ) which is attained on a set spanning H. Thus from [14, Theorem
1] (or from the argument given in the proof of (i)⇒(ii), Theorem 3.10), it
follows that Dconst(T ) ⊂ rIntW (T ) for any T ∈ B(H). So rIntW (T ) arises
naturally in the study of Dconst(T ) even when W (T ) is not relatively open.

Corollary 3.12 describes the situation when Dconst(T ) is maximal. On the
other hand, Dconst(T ) can be empty.

Example 3.14. Let H = ℓ2(N) and let T ∈ B(H) be the diagonal oper-
ator given by T := diag (1, 1

2
, 1
4
, . . . ). Then T is compact and Dconst(T ) ⊂

We(T ) = {0}. However, 0 /∈ W (T ), so Dconst(T ) = ∅.

4. Final remarks

The convexity of Dconst(T1, . . . , Tn) for n ≥ 2 is an open problem, even for
commuting operator tuples. However, the next example shows that Fan’s
Theorem 3.4 is not true for n-tuples of operators.

Example 4.1. Let n = 2 and T1, T2 be the operators on C
2 considered in

Example 3.3. Let {e1, e2} be the standard basis in C
2. Let F be the sepa-

rable infinite-dimensional Hilbert space with an orthonormal basis (ej)
∞
j=3.
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Let H = C
2 ⊕ F and let S1, S2 ∈ B(H) be defined by S1 = T1 ⊕ 0F and

S2 = T2 ⊕ 0F . Then

k∑

j=1

〈S1ej, ej〉 =
k∑

j=1

〈S2ej , ej〉 = 0

for all k ≥ 2, but (0, 0) /∈ Dconst(S1, S2). Indeed, let us show that if

〈S1h, h〉 = 〈S2h, h〉 = 0

for a unit vector h = (x, f) ∈ H, then x = 0.
Suppose on the contrary that x 6= 0. Then

(
〈S1h, h〉, 〈S2h, h〉

)
∈ ‖x‖2

C2 ·W (T1, T2),

but (0, 0) /∈ ‖x‖2
C2 ·W (T1, T2) in view of Example 3.3, a contradiction. Hence

(0, 0) /∈ Dconst(S1, S2).

Remark 4.2. The pair of operators (S1, S2) in the previous example can be
identified with the triple of selfadjoint operators (ReS1, ImS1, S2). Thus the
example shows that Theorem 3.4 is not true even for triples of selfadjoint
operators (in spite of the fact that the joint numerical range of any triple
of selfadjoint operators on a Hilbert space of dimension at least 3 is convex,
see e.g. [16, Theorem 1] and [19, Theorem 5.4]).

Naturally, given T ∈ B(H) with dimH = N , 1 ≤ N ≤ ∞, one may
attempt to study the convexity of the set D(T ) of all diagonals of T, i.e.,
the convexity of the subset of ℓ∞ given by

D(T ) :=
{
(〈Ten, en〉)Nn=1 : (en)

N
n=1 is an orthonormal basis of H

}
.

Note that since the unitary group in B(H) is path connected ([11]), the
set D(T ) is path-connected as well. However, this direction seems to be
much more demanding, at least in our general setting. If N < ∞ then
D(T ) coincides with the “N -dimensional” numerical range W(T ) defined in
[18]. It was noted in [18] that while D(T ) is convex for selfadjoint T (by
an old result due to Horn), the convexity of W(T ) may fail if T is normal.
Later on, it was proved in [4] that W(T ) is convex if and only if there exist
α ∈ C, α 6= 0, and β ∈ C such that αT + β is selfadjoint, implying that
W(T ) is not convex for most of normal T.

If N = ∞, then it was discovered in [41] that if T ∈ B(H) is selfadjoint,
then the ℓ∞-closure of D(T ) is convex. This result may lead to a hope that
D(T ) is convex for such a T, as in the case dimH < ∞. Slightly later, R.
Kadison proved in [22, 23] that a sequence d = (dn)

∞
n=1 is a diagonal of

some selfadjoint projection in H if and only if it takes values in [0, 1] and
if the sums a(d) :=

∑
dj<1/2 dj and b(d) :=

∑
dj≥1/2(1 − dj) satisfy either

a(d) + b(d) = ∞, or a(d) + b(d) < ∞ and a(d) − b(d) ∈ Z. Using this
description of D(P ), it is easy to show that D(P ) is not, in general, convex
even in this, comparatively simple case. (See [2] and [3] for more details on
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Kadison’s result and its improvements by W. Arveson). While Kadison’s
theorem concerns the set

⋃
{D(P ) : P is a selfadjoint projection on H},

it is easy to adopt it to our framework of fixed P (as observed in [32, p.
94]). It suffices to note that the selfadjoint projections P and Q are unitary
equivalent if and only if trP = trQ and tr (I − P ) = tr (I − Q), and for
(dk)

∞
k=1

as above, trP =
∑

k≥1 dk and tr (I − P ) =
∑

k≥1(1− dk).

If d1 = (0, 1, 0, 1, . . . ) and d2 = (1/2, 1, 1/4, 1, 1/8, . . . ), then both se-
quences can be realized as diagonals of the same projection P0, since a(d

1) =
b(d1) = 0, and a(d2) = 1, b(d2) = 0, and the corresponding traces are infi-
nite. On the other hand, for d0 = (d1 + d2)/2 = (1/4, 1, 1/8, 1, . . . ), one has
a(d0) = 1/2 and b(d0) = 0. Hence d0 is not a diagonal of a projection by
Kadison’s theorem, and D(P0) is not convex. A version of this example has
already appeared in [30, Example 3.0.1], but we feel that the details given
above would nicely supplement our discussion here.

Despite the convexity of D(T ) may, in general, fail even for selfadjoint
T, it was proved that compact positive operators, which are either of finite
rank or of infinite rank and with infinite-dimensional kernel, have convex
sets of diagonals. See [24, Corollary 6.7] and [31, Corollary 4.3] for these
results.
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16 V. MÜLLER AND YU. TOMILOV

[10] M. Cho and M. Takaguchi, Boundary points of joint numerical ranges, Pacific J.
Math. 95 (1981), 27–35.

[11] H. O. Cordes and J. P. Labrousse, The invariance of the index in the metric space
of closed operators, J. Math. Mech. 12 (1963), 693–719.

[12] A. T. Dash, Joint numerical range, Glasnik Mat. Ser. III 7 (1972), 75–81.
[13] A. T. Dash, Tensor products and joint numerical range, Proc. Amer. Math. Soc. 40

(1973), 521–526.
[14] M. R. Embry, The numerical range of an operator, Pacific J. Math. 32 (1970),

647–650.
[15] P. Fan, On the diagonal of an operator, Trans. Amer. Math. Soc. 283 (1984), 239–

251.
[16] A. Feintuch and A. Markus, The Toeplitz-Hausdorff theorem and robust stability

theory, Math. Intelligencer 21 (1999), 33–37.
[17] P. A. Fillmore, On similarity and the diagonal of a matrix, Amer. Math. Monthly

76 (1969), 167–169.
[18] P. A. Fillmore and J. P. Williams, Some convexity theorems for matrices, Glasgow

Math. J. 12 (1971), 110–117.
[19] E. Gutkin, E.A. Jonckheere, and M. Karow, Convexity of the joint numerical range:

topological and differential geometric viewpoints, Linear Algebra Appl. 376 (2004),
143–171.

[20] D. Herrero, The diagonal entries of a Hilbert space operator, Rocky Mountain J.
Math. 21 (1991), 857–864.

[21] R. A. Horn and C. R. Johnson, Topics in matrix analysis, Cambridge University
Press, Cambridge, 1994.

[22] R. V. Kadison, The Pythagorean Theorem I: the finite case, Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci.
USA 99 (2002), 4178–4184.

[23] R. V. Kadison, The Pythagorean Theorem II: the infinite discrete case, Proc. Natl.
Acad. Sci. USA 99 (2002), 5217–5222.

[24] V. Kaftal and G. Weiss, An infinite dimensional Schur-Horn theorem and majoriza-
tion theory, J. Funct. Anal. 259 (2010), 3115–3162.

[25] E. M. Klein, The numerical range of a Toeplitz operator, Proc. Amer. Math. Soc.
35 (1972), 101–103.

[26] P. S. Lau, C.-K. Li, and Y.-T. Poon, The joint numerical range of commuting ma-
trices, preprint.

[27] C.-K. Li and Y.-T. Poon, Convexity of the joint numerical range, SIAM J. Matrix
Anal. Appl. 21 (1999), 668–678.

[28] C.-K. Li and Y.-T. Poon, The joint essential numerical range of operators: convexity
and related results, Studia Math. 194 (2009), 91–104.

[29] C.-K. Li and Y.-T. Poon, Generalized numerical ranges and quantum error correc-
tion, J. Operator Theory, 66 (2011), 335–351.

[30] J. Loreaux, Diagonals of operators: majorization, a Schur-Horn theorem
and zero-diagonal idempotents, Ph. D. thesis, 2016, University of Cincinnati,
http://rave.ohiolink.edu/etdc.

[31] J. Loreaux and G. Weiss, Majorization and a Schur-Horn theorem for positive com-
pact operators, the nonzero kernel case, J. Funct. Anal. 268 (2015), 703–731.

[32] J. Loreaux and G. Weiss, Diagonality and idempotents with applications to problems
in operator theory and frame theory, J. Operator Theory 75 (2016), 91–118.

[33] J. Loreaux and G. Weiss, On diagonals of operators: selfadjoint, normal and other
classes, Operator Theory: Themes and Variations, Conference Proceedings, Timi
soara, July 2–6, 2016, Theta Foundation, 2020, 193–214, arXiv 1905.09987.

[34] A. S. Matveev, Lagrangian duality in the theory of nonconvex optimization, and
modifications of the Toeplitz-Hausdorff theorem, Algebra i Analiz 7 (1995), 143–181
(in Russian); transl. in St. Petersburg Math. J. 7 (1996), 787–815.

http://rave.ohiolink.edu/etdc


IN SEARCH OF CONVEXITY 17

[35] A. S. Matveev, On the convexity of the images of quadratic mappings, Algebra i
Analiz 10 (1998), 159–196 (in Russian); transl. in St. Petersburg Math. J. 10 (1999),
343–372.

[36] A. S. Matveev, Spectral approach to duality in nonconvex global optimization, SIAM
J. Control Optim. 36 (1998), 336–378.

[37] V. Müller, Joint numerical range of commuting tuples is not convex, Institute
of Mathematics, The Czech Academy of Sciences, preprint IM-2019-64, 2019,
http://www.math.cas.cz/fichier/preprints/ IM 20191029093220 33.pdf

[38] V. Müller and Y. Tomilov, Circles in the spectrum and the geometry of orbits: A
numerical ranges approach, J. Funct. Anal. 274(2018), 433–460.

[39] V. Müller and Y. Tomilov, Joint numerical ranges and compressions of powers of
operators, J. London Math. Soc. 99 (2019), 127–152.

[40] V. Müller and Yu. Tomilov, Diagonals of operators and Blaschke’s enigma, Trans.
Amer. Math. Soc. 372 (2019) 127–152.

[41] A. Neumann, An infinite dimensional version of the Schur-Horn convexity theorem,
J. Funct. Anal. 161 (1999), 418–451.

[42] Q. F. Stout, The numerical range of a weighted shift, Proc. Amer. Math. Soc. 88
(1983), 495–502.

[43] M. Takaguchi and M Cho, The joint numerical range and the joint essential numer-
ical range, Sci. Rep. Hirosaki Univ. 27 (1980), 6–8.

[44] T.-Y. Tam, On a conjecture of Ridge, Proc. Amer. Math. Soc. 125 (1997), 3581–
3592.

[45] K.-Z. Wang and P. Y. Wu, Numerical ranges of weighted shifts, J. Math. Anal. Appl.
381 (2011), 897–909.

[46] R. Webster, Convexity, Oxford University Press, New York, 1994.

Institute of Mathematics, Czech Academy of Sciences, Zitna 25,115 67 Prague,

Czech Republic

Email address: muller@math.cas.cz

Institute of Mathematics, Polish Academy of Sciences, Śniadeckich str.8,
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