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DOUGLAS-RUDIN APPROXIMATION THEOREM FOR

OPERATOR-VALUED FUNCTIONS ON THE UNIT BALL OF Cd

POORNENDU KUMAR, SHUBHAM RASTOGI, AND RAGHAVENDRA TRIPATHI

Abstract. Douglas and Rudin proved that any unimodular function on the unit circle T

can be uniformly approximated by quotients of inner functions. We extend this result to the
operator-valued unimodular functions defined on the boundary of the open unit ball of Cd.
Our proof technique combines the spectral theorem for unitary operators with the Douglas-
Rudin theorem in the scalar case to bootstrap the result to the operator-valued case. This
yields a new proof and a significant generalization of Barclay’s result [Proc. Lond. Math.
Soc. 2009] on approximation of matrix-valued unimodular functions on T.

1. Introduction

Inner functions are one of the most ubiquitous objects in the study of function theory of
domains. Inner functions were introduced by R. Nevanlinna. Following the groundbreaking
contributions of brother Riesz, Frostmann, and Beurling, they have evolved into a funda-
mental concept in analysis (see for examples [6, 19]) and continue to inspire research even
today. It is a well known result, due to Fatou, that any bounded holomorphic function f
on the open unit disc D = {z ∈ C : |z| < 1}, admits radial limits f ∗(eiθ) := limr→1 f(re

iθ)
almost everywhere on the unit circle T with respect to the Lebesgue measure on T. If the
boundary function f ∗ has modulus one almost everywhere on the circle with respect to the
Lebesgue measure on T, then f is called as an inner function. Whenever there is no scope of
confusion, we identify a bounded analytic function f defined on the disc with the boundary
function f ∗ defined on the circle via the radial limit and we use the same symbol, namely f ,
to denote both. The notion of inner functions can be naturally generalized to matrix-valued
settings and operator-valued settings as well– where the modulus one condition is replaced
by taking values in the space of unitary matrices or isometries.
In this paper, our focus lies in exploring the approximation properties of inner functions.

Carathéodory [10], in his study of holomorphic functions on the open unit disc, demon-
strated that any holomorphic self-map on D can be uniformly approximated by rational
inner functions over compact subsets of D. Since then this landmark result has sparked nu-
merous generalizations across various domains, as evidenced by works [1, 2, 7, 8, 24]. On the
other hand, Fisher [15] showed that any function defined on the disc– continuous up to its
boundary–can be uniformly approximated through convex combinations of inner functions.
For an insightful and comprehensive account of approximation by inner functions, we recom-
mend the survey by Mashreghi and Ransford [21]. Our focus is on the unimodular functions
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and their approximation by inner functions. In this vein, of particular interest to us is the
Douglas-Rudin Theorem [14], which we state below.

Theorem 1.1 (Douglas-Rudin). Let f : T → C be a unimodular function, that is, f is
measurable and |f(z)| = 1 for a.e. z ∈ T. Then, for every ǫ > 0 there exist inner functions
ϕ, ψ on D such that

ess supz∈T |f(z)− ϕ(z)ψ(z)−1| < ǫ.

This theorem has several important consequences, many of which were proved in [14]
itself. As a far-reaching consequence of this result, Axler [3] proved that any arbitrary
bounded measurable function on the circle can be elegantly expressed by quotient of two nice
functions: one sourced from H∞ + C(T), and the other characterized as a Blaschke product
on the unit disc.
Moving to the higher variable setting, there are two domains in Cd that can be considered

analogous to the disc in C, namely the open unit polydisc Dd and the complex Euclidean
open unit ball

Bd = {z ∈ C
d : ‖z‖ < 1}.

The notion of inner functions and unimodular functions naturally extends to these domains.
More precisely, let Ω = Dd or Bd and bΩ be the distinguished boundary of Ω. Then we
say that a holomorphic map f on Ω is inner if its radial limits are of modulus one on bΩ
almost everywhere with respect to the Lebesgue measure on bΩ. The inner functions in
these domains are considerably more complicated [24, 25]. While the structure of rational
inner functions and the Carathéodory approximation result are understood in the polydisc
case, the existence of non-constant inner functions on Bd for d ≥ 2 remained a long-standing
problem until resolved by Aleksandrov [1]. Furthermore, he showed that the set of inner
functions is dense in the uniform compact-open topology on the open unit ball, i.e., a version
of the Carathéodory’s theorem holds.
Using the cohomology group theory and the structure of rational inner functions, Mc-

Donald [22] extended the Douglas-Rudin theorem to the polydisc. However, McDonald’s
result [22] only allows the uniform approximation of continuous unimodular functions – al-
beit by rational inner functions. The problem of approximating measurable unimodular
functions on polydisc still seems to be an open problem. The case of unimodular functions
on the spheres

Sd = {z ∈ C
d : ‖z‖ = 1}

is more delicate. Rudin [26] proved that a unimodular function on Sd (for d ≥ 2) cannot be
approximated by quotients of inner functions in the uniform norm. However, he proved that
any unimodular function on Sd can indeed be approximated by quotients of inner functions
in almost everywhere sense.
Given the success of the previous results, the natural progression is to explore their gen-

eralization in the matrix valued or operator-valued setting. For matrix-valued unimodular
functions on D, such result is known due to [4, Section 3]. The proof technique in [4], how-
ever, has limited applicability due to their reliance on estimating certain inner functions and
the finite-dimensional nature of the problem, along with the consideration of single variables.
In order to prove such results for Bd or extending [4] to the operator-valued setting, an al-
ternative approach to their proof is needed. In this paper, we address precisely this need by
extending the Douglas-Rudin result for the operator-valued functions defined on Bd.



DOUGLAS-RUDIN APPROXIMATION 3

Our proof involves reducing the problem to the unimodular functions which assume only
two distinct values– one of which being the identity operator. We combine the Spectral
theorem and using the approximation result for scalar-valued functions to obtain our result.
As the Douglas-Rudin theorem for scalar valued functions is known for the open unit ball,
our approach readily extends to this cases.
The statement of the generalized Douglas-Rudin theorem requires some definitions and

notations. In the following section, we provide the necessary definitions and notations before
stating our main results.

2. Main results

Throughout this paper, H denotes a separable Hilbert space over C. We denote by B(H)
the set of all bounded linear operators onH, and U(H) denotes the set of all unitary operators
on H. A map f : Ω → B(H) is said to be holomorphic if its Fréchet derivative exists for all
z ∈ Ω. This definition is equivalent to the following characterization: for any pair of vectors
h1, h2 ∈ H, the sclar-valued function

Ω ∋ z 7→ 〈f(z)h1, h2〉

is holomorphic. For further elucidation, refer to [18] and a comprehensive survey for operator
valued holomorphic functions [5]. The notion of unimodular functions in the operator-valued
case can be generalized in the following way:

Definition 2.1. A measurable function f : bΩ → B(H) is said to be unimodular if f(z) is
unitary for almost every z ∈ bΩ.

Such functions have been greatly studied by several authors and find a host of applications
in analysis. To mention a few, these functions play an important role in the study of Toeplitz
operators, convolution integral operators and singular integral operators, in particular, in the
study of the Fredholm properties of such operators. We refer the reader to [11, 16, 17] for
more details.
We denote by H∞(Ω,B(H)) the set of holomorphic maps f on Ω for which

sup
z∈Ω

‖f(z)‖B(H) <∞

and L∞(bΩ,B(H)) denotes the set of essentially bounded measurable functions on the dis-
tinguished boundary of Ω. See [20, 28] for more details on operator-valued holomorphic
functions.

Definition 2.2. A function ϕ ∈ H∞(Ω,B(H)) is said to be two-sided inner if

ϕ(z)∗ϕ(z) = IH = ϕ(z)ϕ(z)∗ for almost every z on bΩ.

If the first equality holds, then ϕ is said to be inner. Note that if H is finite dimensional,
then the notion of inner functions and two-sided inner functions coincide. In this case, the
structure of rational inner functions is well known. In a seminal work by Potapov ([23]), he
proved that any N ×N matrix-valued rational inner function Φ can be represented as:

Φ(z) = U

(
M∏

m=1

(bαm
(z)Pm + (ICN − Pm))

)
(2.1)
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where z ∈ D, m is a natural number, U is an N ×N unitary matrix, Pm are projections onto
certain subspaces of CN , αm are points in the open unit disc, and

bα(z) =
z − α

1− ᾱz

for α ∈ D represents a Blaschke factor. These functions are commonly referred to as Blaschke-
Potapov products. Each Blaschke-Potapov factor can also be written as

U1

[
bαm

(z)Ir 0
0 IN−r

]
U2

for some unitaries U1 and U2. Recently, Curto, Hwang, and Lee [12,13] have extensively stud-
ied two-sided inner functions along with establishing some relations with Hankel operators.
They generalized the Potapov result for operator-valued rational two-sided inner functions;
see [13] for more details on this.
Recall that a sequence of operators Tn on H converges to T on H in the weak-sense if for

any h, k ∈ H,

〈(Tn − T )h, k〉H → 0 ,

as n → ∞. Let fn : bΩ → B(H) be a sequence of bounded measurable functions. We say
that fn converges, uniformly on bΩ in the weak topology, to f : bΩ → B(H) if for every
h, k ∈ H, we have

ess supz∈bΩ|〈(fn(z)− f(z))h, k〉| → 0.

We now state our first main result that generalizes Douglas-Rudin Theorem 1.1 to the
operator-valued functions (in the single-variable case).

Theorem A. Any unimodular function f : T → B(H) can be approximated uniformly on
T, in weak topology, by the quotients of two-sided inner functions. Furthermore, if f is
continuous (in norm topology), the uniform approximation holds in operator norm.

Note that whenH is finite dimensional, the weak topology coincides with the operator norm
topology. Thus, the result A can be strengthened. That is, we achieve uniform approximation
in the norm topology–without requiring any continuity assumption. Thus, we recover the
following result due to Barclay [4, Section 3] that we record below as a corollary.

Corollary 2.2. Let f : T → Mn(C) be a unimodular function. Then, for every ǫ > 0, there
exists matrix valued inner functions Φ and Ψ such that

ess supz∈T ‖f(z)− Φ(z)Ψ(z)∗‖op < ǫ.

While the proof in [4] relies on estimating specific inner functions and leveraging the
structure of certain functions, our proof differs significantly. Our proof technique relies on
the spectral theorem for unitary operators along with the result in the scalar-valued case.
This makes our proof technique very versatile. In particular, as a version of the Douglas-
Rudin theorem is known for the unimodular functions f : Sd → C (see [25]), our proof
technique enables us to extend this result to the operator-valued unimodular functions on Sd

for all d ≥ 1. We must emphasize that since the approximation of scalar-valued unimodular
functions on Bd, where d ≥ 2, holds only in an almost everywhere (a.e.) sense (see [25, Section
6]), the Douglas-Rudin type approximation result for operator-valued unimodular functions
also holds only in the almost everywhere (a.e.) sense for d ≥ 2.
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Before we state our result in this setting, we need another definition. We say that fn :
bΩ → B(H) converges, in the weak topology, to f : bΩ → B(H) a.e., if for every h, k ∈ H, we
have

〈(fn(z)− f(z))h, k〉 → 0, for a.e. z ∈ bΩ .

Theorem B. Let f : Sd → B(H) be a unimodular function. Then, f can be approximated
in the weak topology by quotients of two-sided inner functions a.e. Additionally, if f is
continuous, the above approximation holds in operator norm a.e.

Following [25], it is clear that our result is optimal in this case. That is, without additional
assumption on f , the above result can not be strengthened to uniform convergence.

2.1. Outline of the paper. In Section 3, we first collect some preliminary lemmas that
allow us to reduce the proof of Theorem A and Theorem B to approximating unimodular
functions taking only two values. We give the proof of our main results in Section 4 and
Section 5. We end with some remarks and applications of our results in Section 6.

3. Preliminaries

The proof of Theorem A and Theorem B require some common reductions. In this sec-
tion, we state and prove some preliminary lemmas for this task. Lemma 3.1 is essentially a
topological result. This reduces our problem to approximating a unimodular function taking
only finitely many values. In Lemma 3.4, we write a unimodular function taking only finitely
many values as a finite product of unimodular functions taking only two values. This reduces
our problem to approximating unimodular functions taking only two values. Lemma 3.1 re-
quires the range of our unimodular function to be precompact. Therefore, for an arbitrary
unimodular function we get the approximation in the weak topology as U(H) is precom-
pact in the weak topology. However, if the range of the function is compact in a stronger
topology–for instance if f is continuous with respect to operator norm– then Lemma 3.1 gives
approximation in the stronger topology.

Lemma 3.1. Let X, Y be two metric spaces. Let f : X → Y be a Borel measurable map
such that f(X) is compact. Then, for every ǫ > 0, there exists a function g : X → f(X)
such that g takes only finitely many values and supx∈X dY (f(x), g(x)) < ǫ.

Proof. Let B(y, r) denote the open ball of radius r centered at y ∈ Y . Note that f(X) ⊆

∪x∈XB(f(x), ǫ), that is, {B(f(x), ǫ) : x ∈ X} is an open cover of f(X). Since f(X) is
compact, we obtain a finite refinement, that is, there exists a finite collection of points
{x1, . . . , xm} ⊆ X such that

f(X) ⊆
m⋃

i=1

B(f(xi), ǫ).

Define E1 := B(f(x1), ǫ) and for 2 ≤ j ≤ m iteratively define Ej := B(f(xj), ǫ) \ ∪i<jEi.
Again define g : X → Y by setting

g|f−1(Ei) = f(xi).

Note that
sup
x∈X

dY (f(x), g(x)) ≤ max
j
diam(Ej).

The proof is complete by observing that maxj diam(Ej) < 2ǫ by construction. �
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Following is an immediate corollary of Lemma 3.1 that we use later in the proof. Recall
that bΩ denote the distinguished boundary of Ω.

Lemma 3.2. Let f : bΩ → B(H) be a unimodular function. Let d be a metric on the closed
unit ball of B(H) that metrizes the weak topology. Then, for every ǫ > 0, there exists a
unimodular function g : bΩ → B(H) taking only finitely many values such that

sup
z∈bΩ

d(f(z), g(z)) < ǫ .(3.1)

Furthermore, if f : bΩ → B(H) is continuous in operator-norm topology then we can
replace d(f(z), g(z)) in equation (3.1) by ‖f(z)− g(z)‖op.

Remark 3.3. Lemma 3.1 cannot hold in general when the range is non-compact (at least not
without some continuity assumption on f). To see this, in operator valued case, let θ0 = 0
and θn =

∑n

i=1 2
−i and let Ei ⊆ T be such that

Ei = {e2iπθ ∈ T : θn−1θ ∈ θn}.

Let H be a separable infinite dimensional Hilbert space and fix a countable basis {ei : i ∈ N}
and define an operator Ti as follows. For any f ∈ H, define

Tif = f − 2〈f, ei〉.

Note that Ti is unitary operator and ‖Ti − Tj‖ = 1 for i 6= j. Now define f : T → U(H) as
f(z) = Ti for z ∈ Ei. Clearly, f cannot be approximated by a simple function in operator
norm (or even strong topology for that matter).

For our discussion in this paper, we will refer the unimodular functions taking only finitely
many values as simple unimodular functions. Our next lemma shows that simple unimodular
functions can be written as product of unimodular functions taking only two values.

Lemma 3.4. Let f : bΩ → B(H) be a simple unimodular function. Then, there exists a
finite collection of unimodular functions ϕi : bΩ → U(H), i ∈ F with |F| <∞ such that each
ϕi takes at most two values and

f(z) =
∏

i∈F

ϕi(z),

for every z ∈ bΩ.

Proof. The proof is standard but we include it for completeness. Since f takes only finitely
many values, there exists a partition of bΩ by finitely many measurable subsets E1, . . . , Em
such that f |Ei

≡ Ui ∈ U(H). For i ∈ {1, . . . , m}, define unimodular functions ϕi : bΩ → U(H)
such that

ϕi =

{
Ui on Ei;

I on Ec
i

It is clear that f(z) =
∏m

i=1 ϕi(z) for all z ∈ bΩ. �

In the light of above two lemmas, it suffices to prove our theorems for unimodular functions
taking only two values. Without loss of generality, we can also assume that it takes two
distinct values. Also note that it follows from the proof of Lemma 3.4 that we can assume
that the identity operator IH is in the range of f .
In order to prove our results for such unimodular functions, we combine the spectral

theorem for unitary operators with the approximation results for scalar-valued unimodular
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functions. As mentioned in the Introduction, these two cases need to be dealt separately
because the approximation of scalar valued functions on Bd for d ≥ 2 holds only in a.e.
sense.

4. Proof of Theorem A

The next result is the most crucial step towards proving the main theorem.

Proposition 4.1. Let E ⊆ T be a measurable subset. Let f : T → B(H) be a unimodular
function such that f |E = IH and f |Ec = T for some T ∈ U(H). Then, for any ǫ > 0 there
exist two-sided inner functions Φ,Ψ such that

ess supz∈T ‖f(z)− Φ(z)Ψ(z)−1‖op < ǫ .

Proof. Let f : T → B(H) be a unimodular function such that

f =

{
IH on E;

T on Ec

for some measurable set E ⊆ T and a unitary operator T on H. By spectral theorem, there
exist a semifinite measure space (Σ, µ), a function η ∈ L∞(Σ, µ) with

|η(x)| = 1 a.e. x ∈ Σ

and a unitary Γ: H → L2(Σ, µ) such that T = Γ∗MηΓ where Mη denotes the multiplication
by η, see [27, Chapter 5].
Let ǫ > 0 be fixed. Let η̃ : Σ → C be a simple unimodular function such that ‖η̃−η‖∞ < ǫ.

Define T̃ := Γ∗Mη̃Γ where Mη̃ denote the multiplication by η̃. Then, ‖T − T̃‖op < ǫ. In other

words, the simple unimodular function f̃ : T → U(H) defined as

f̃ |E = IH and f̃ |Ec = T̃

satisfies ess supz∈T ‖f(z)− f̃(z)‖op < ǫ.

We now approximate f̃ by a quotient of two-sided inner functions. To this end, we define
two two-sided inner functions Φ,Ψ : D → B(L2(Σ, µ)) and show that g : T → U(H) defined
as

g(z) = Γ∗Φ(z)Ψ(z)∗Γ

satisfies ess supz∈T ‖g(z)− f̃(z)‖op < ǫ concluding our proof.
Let η̃ =

∑m

j=1 αiχΣi
where Σi, for i = 1, . . . , m, is a partition of Σ into measurable subsets.

For any 1 ≤ i ≤ m, invoke Theorem 1.1 to get scalar-valued inner functions ϕi, ψi : D → D

such that
θi := ϕi/ψi

satisfies |θi|E − 1| < ǫ and |θi|Ec − αi| < ǫ almost everywhere. Set

ϕ :=
m∑

j=1

ϕiχΣi
: D → L∞(Σ, µ) and ψ :=

m∑

j=1

ψiχΣi
: D → L∞(Σ, µ).

Define Φ,Ψ : D → B(L2(Σ, µ)) as

Φ(z) :=Mϕ(z) and Ψ(z) :=Mψ(z).

Fix f, g ∈ L2(Σ, µ) and consider the function F : D → C defined as
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F (z) := 〈f, ϕ(z)g〉 =
m∑

j=1

〈
f, ϕj(z)χΣj

g
〉
.

Note that |F (z)| ≤ ‖f‖2‖g‖2. Therefore, supz∈D‖Φ(z)‖op ≤ 1. Again set

Fj(z) :=
〈
f, ϕj(z)χΣj

g
〉
.

Since ϕj is holomorphic, it follows that Fj is holomorphic for each j = 1, . . . , m. Thus, we
conclude that Φ,Ψ ∈ H∞(D,B(L2(Σ, µ))). Since ϕi’s are inner, for a.e. z ∈ T, we have

|ϕ(z)(x)| = 1 for all x ∈ Σ.

Therefore Φ(z) ∈ U(H) for a.e. z ∈ T. This completes the proof that Φ is a two-sided inner
function. Similarly, we can show that Ψ is a two-sided inner function. It is now easily verified
that

ess supz∈T ‖g(z)− f̃(z)‖ < ǫ

where g(z) = Γ∗Φ(z)Ψ(z)∗Γ. �

Proof of Theorem A. The proof follows from Lemma 3.2, Lemma 3.4 and Proposition 4.1. �

Remark 4.2 (A comment about the proof of Corollary 2.2). Corollary 2.2 follows simply
because the weak topology on Mn(C) is the same as the operator norm topology. However,
a direct proof following our technique in this case would also be instructive. For brevity, we
present a brief sketch. Using Lemma 3.1 and 3.4, our task boils down to approximating to
unimodular functions taking only two values–the identity matrix, I and some unitary matrix
T . We know that a unitary matrix can be written as U∗DU where U is unitary and D is a
diagonal matrix with entries λj ∈ T. Apply the Douglas-Rudin theorem 1.1 to obtain inner
functions ϕi, ψi such that the quotient approximates the unimodular functions taking values
1 and λi. Let Dϕ, Dψ be diagonal matrices whose diagonal entries are ϕi, ψi, respectively.
Define the matrix-valued inner functions

Φ = U∗DϕU and Ψ = U∗DψU,

then ΦΨ−1 approximates our unimodular function.

5. Proof of Theorem B

Just like Proposition 4.1, the proof of Theorem B also follows from a similar proposition
that we state and prove below. The only difference here is that the approximation now holds
only a.e. This restrictions come from the fact that for d ≥ 2, scalar unimodular functions
can only be approximated by the quotients of inner functions in a.e. sense [25]. The idea of
the proof is essentially the same as that of Proposition 4.1.

Proposition 5.1. Let E ⊆ Sd be a measurable subset. Let f : Sd → B(H) be a unimodular
function such that

f =

{
IH on E;

T on Ec

for some T ∈ U(H). Then, there exist sequence of two-sided inner functions Φk,Ψk such that

‖f(z)− Φk(z)Ψk(z)
−1‖op → 0 for a.e. z ∈ Sd .
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Proof. The proof closely follows the proof of Proposition 4.1, we only sketch the proof below
highlighting the significant departures.
Consider a functions f : Sd → B(L2(Σ, µ)) such that f |E = I and f |Ec =Mη where

η =

m∑

i=1

αiχΣi
.

Define

ηi(z) =

{
1 if z ∈ E;

αi if z ∈ Ec

Invoke Theorem 5.5 of [25] to get two sequences of inner functions ϕk,i, ψk,i such that

θk,i(z) = ϕk,i(z)ψ
−1
k,i (z) → ηi(z)

as k → ∞ for a.e. z ∈ Sd. Define

Φk(z) :=Mϕk(z) and Ψk(z) :=Mψk(z),

where

ϕk(z) =

m∑

i=1

ϕk,i(z)χΣi
and ψk(z) =

m∑

i=1

ψk,i(z)χΣi
.

Then, Φk and Ψk are two-sided inner functions. Now, we observe that

‖f(z)− Φk(z)Ψk(z)
−1‖op ≤

m
max
i=1

|θk,i(z)− ηi(z)| → 0

as k → ∞ for almost everywhere z ∈ Sd. �

6. Discussion

It is reasonable to inquire whether there is any approximation result without the imposition
of any unimodular condition, specifically for arbitrary bounded measurable functions. The
following proposition addresses this question, providing approximation results applicable to
any such function. However, this comes at the cost of one of the involved factors. Unlike
Theorem A, where the factors consist of single two-sided inner functions, one of the current
factors now comprise linear combinations of two-sided inner functions.

Proposition 6.1. Let f be a function in L∞(Sd,B(H)). Then the following hold:

(1) if d = 1, then f can be approximated uniformly, in weak topology, by the functions of
the form ψϕ∗, where ψ is a finite linear combination of two-sided inner functions and
ϕ is two-sided inner;

(2) if d > 1, then the approximation above holds in almost everywhere sense.

Proof. The proof is a consequence of our main Theorems. Indeed, let Q be the set of all
functions of the form ψϕ∗, where ψ is a finite linear combination of two-sided inner functions
and ϕ is a two-sided inner function. First assume that d = 1. Let χE be the characteristic
function of a measurable set E ⊂ T. And, let U be a unitary operator. Note that (2χE−1)U
is unimodular and hence is in Q by Theorem A. Since Q is a linear space, it follows that
χEU is in Q. Since the weak-closure of U(H) in B(H) is the set {T ∈ B(H) : ‖T‖op ≤ 1},

and Q is a linear space, we conclude that χET ∈ Q for every T ∈ B(H). It now follows from
a standard approximation argument that

L∞(T,B(H)) ⊂ Q .
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On the other hand, it is obvious that Q ⊂ L∞(T,B(H)). Thus, we conclude that

Q = L∞(T,B(H)).

This completes the proof of part (1). The proof of part (2) follows along the same line
where instead of Theorem A, we apply Theorem B. We leave the details to the interested
readers. �

Suppose we have a scalar-valued function f ∈ L∞, represented as f = hg, where h and g
are non-zero functions in H∞(D). It is straightforward to observe that f is log-integrable,
meaning it is non-zero almost everywhere, and log |f | is integrable (log |f | ∈ L1). Douglas
and Rudin [14] asked if the converse holds. Initially, they conjectured that it does not.
However, Bourgain [9] demonstrated that the log-integrability condition is indeed sufficient.
A decade ago, this result was extended to matrix-valued functions by Barclay [4]. Both proofs,
whether for scalar-valued or matrix-valued functions, crucially relied on the Douglas-Rudin
approximation results.
It is worth noting that this factorization result is not completely settled in the operator-

valued setting. Recent investigations have explored various factorization results concerning
operator-valued inner functions [12,13], yet a comprehensive understanding in full generality
remains elusive. We believe that our generalization of the Douglas-Rudin approximation
theorem holds promise in resolving Douglas-Rudin type factorization results for the operator-
valued setting.
We end with a natural remark about possible extension of our results. It is natural to won-

der if Douglas-Rudin theorem holds for (operator-valued) unimodular functions defined on
Td. Clearly, our proof technique would yield the result, if Douglas-Rudin theorem for scalar-
valued unimodular functions were available for Td. However, to the best of our knowledge,
the result available in this direction is only available for the continuous unimodular func-
tions [22]. It would be interesting to explore the possibility of extending the result in [22] to
measurable unimodular function–which would then yield the result in operator-valued case
as well following our technique.
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Birkhäuser, 1981.

[12] R. E. Curto, I. S. Hwang, and W. Y. Lee, The Beurling-Lax-Halmos theorem for infinite multiplicity,
Journal of Functional Analysis 280 (2021), no. 6, 108884.

[13] , Operator-valued rational functions, Journal of Functional Analysis 283 (2022), no. 9, 109640.
[14] R. Douglas and W. Rudin, Approximation by inner functions, Pacific Journal of Mathematics 31 (1969),

no. 2, 313–320.
[15] S. Fisher, The convex hull of the finite blaschke products, Bulletin of the American Mathematical Society

74 (1968), 1128–1129.
[16] A. E. Frazho and W. Boshri, An operator perspective on signals and systems, Vol. 204, Birkhäuser Verlag,
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