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DIFFERENCE OF COMPOSITION OPERATORS ON HARDY SPACE

WALEED AL-RAWASHDEH AND SIVARAM K. NARAYAN

(Communicated by G. Sinnamon)

Abstract. Suppose ¢ is an analytic self-map of open unit disk D and w is an analytic func-
tion on . Then a weighted composition operator induced by ¢ with weight w is given by
(Wiof)(z) =w(z)f(@(z)), for z€ D and f analytic on . We find a sufficient condition un-
der which two composition operators lie in the same path component of %(H?), and we find
a sufficient condition for the difference of such operators to be compact on H>(ID). Then we
provide another example that answers a question raised by Shapiro and Sundberg [18] nega-
tiw:ly.2 Moreover, we characterize the Hilbert-Schmidt difference of two composition operators
on H=(D).

1. Introduction

Let D be the open unit disk in the complex plane C. The space H(D) is the set
of bounded analytic functions on D, with

[[f1lee = sup|f(z)|.
z€eD

For 0 < p < oo, the Hardy space H”(DD) consists of functions f analytic on D that
satisfy
Iflze = sup | |f(rE)[Pdo(E) < ee,
0<r<1/0D
where ¢ is the normalized Lebesgue measure on the boundary of the unit disk. For
0< p<o and —1 < & < o, the weighted Bergman space AL (D) consists of those
functions f analytic on DD that satisfy

171 = [ @1 dAaz) <o

where dAy(z) = (147;(1) (1- |z|2)adA(z) is a weighted area measure. It is well-known
that when p =2, H*(D) and A2 (D) are Hilbert spaces. Observe that H” (D)) is con-
tained in H9(D) whenever 0 < g < p < oo, with || f||ge < || f]|ar. If f belongs to any

space HP(DD), then the radial limit
£(§) = lim £(:¢)
r—
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exists for almost all £ on dD ([17], p. 25). Moreover

171 = |15 (@)Pdo g),

for all finite values of p ([16], Section 5.6). This gives us an alternative representation
for the norm || f]|z» . Because of this representation, we have to consider the radial limit
function of fo @, thatis (fo )", where f belongs to H?(D) and ¢ is an analytic
self-map of D. In particular, we have to relate (f o ¢)* to the composition of radial
limit functions f* o ¢*. From Proposition 2.25 in [6], we know that these two functions
agree almost everywhere on the boundary of the unit disk. More interestingly, it is true
whenever the operator Cy, takes H”(B,) into itself for all 0 < p < eo ([11], Lemma
1.6).

Suppose ¢ is an analytic function mapping D into itself and w is an analytic
function on I, the weighted composition operator W,,,, is defined on the space H (D)
of all analytic functions on D by

(Wipf)(2) = w(2)Co f(2) = w(2) f(9(2)),

forall f € H(D) and z € . The composition operator Cy, is a weighted composition
operator with the weight function w identically equal to 1. Itis clear that Cy preserves
H(D). Littlewood [10] proved that Cy, also preserves H>(ID). In addition for 1 < p <
oo, the Littlewood subordination theorem shows that an analytic ¢ : D — ID induces a
bounded operator Cy, : H? (D) — H?(ID) ([6], Corollary 3.7). A necessary and sufficient
condition for the boundedness of the composition operator Cy, on H?(B,) is known
([11], Theorem 1.1). As a corollary, MacCluer [11] proved that if Cy is bounded on
HP(B,) for some finite value of p then it is bounded for all p, 0 < p < e ([11],
Corollary 1.2).

In this paper, we will consider the problem of finding conditions on ¢ and y such
that Cy — Cy is either compact or Hilbert-Schmidt. The first result on this problem
was proved by Berkson [2]. Berkson proved that if ¢ : D — D is an analytic self-map
whose radial limit function satisfies |¢*(§)| =1 for { € E C 9D, then for any analytic
self-map of the unit disk v # ¢,

ICo—Colle > 1) T2,
where o denotes the normalized Lebesgue measure on the unit circle. In other words,
if the extreme set E of ¢ has a positive measure then Cy, is isolated in € (H?), the
collection of all composition operators on H”> endowed with the metric induced by
the operator norm. Berkson’s isolation theorem raised the problem of describing the
connected component in %’ (H?) containing a given Cyp . Shapiro and Sundberg [18]
improved the lower bound of Berkson’s estimate and showed that

o(E)+o(F)

ICo—Cyln >y T=5 =2,
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where E denotes the extreme set of ¢ and F' the extreme set of . Their work revealed
a connection between the isolation problem and the problem of when the difference of
two composition operators is compact. Moreover, Shapiro and Sundberg conjectured
that if two composition operators belong to the same component of ¢’ (H?), then their
difference is compact. At about the same time MacCluer [12] proved that if the com-
position operators C, and Cy, belong to the same component of €’ (D,) then ¢ and
v have the same first-order boundary data, where for oo > 0 the weighted Dirichlet
space D is the set of analytic functions on the unit disk I with derivatives in A2 .
Also, MacCluer gave a necessary condition for two composition operators on D, to
have a compact difference. Bourdon [3] showed that MacCluer’s condition is necessary
and sufficient for Cy and Cy to belong to the same component of € (H?) when ¢
and y are linear-fractional transformations. Moreover for self-maps ¢ and y of the
unit disk, Bourdon proved that ¢ and y must have the same second-order boundary
data for Cy — Cy to be compact. Moorhouse and Toews [15] used Carleson measure
techniques to give a sufficient condition for the difference of two composition oper-
ators in Aé to be compact. Using the pseudo-hyperbolic distance, Moorhouse [14]
characterized the compact difference of two composition operators in A2. Recently,
using Aleksandro-Clark measures, Gallardo-Gutiérrez et al. [8] showed that there exist
non-compact composition operators in the connected component of the compact ones
on the Hardy space H>(ID). Their main theorem states that “For 0 <t < 1 there are
analytic maps ¢ : D — D such that Cg, is compact and Cyp, is non-compact on H”
and ¢ — Cy, is continuous from [0, 1] into € (H?), where 1 < p < o”. Their result
answered Shapiro and Sundberg question negatively.

In Section 2, by using Carleson-type measure techniques we find a sufficient con-
dition for two composition operators Cy and Cy, to lie in the same path component
of ¢(H?) and we find a sufficient condition for Cy —Cy to be compact from H?(D)
into H?(ID). Moreover, we provide an example of two composition operators that lie in
the same component and fail to have a compact difference. In particular, this example
answers the question raised by Shapiro and Sundberg [ 18] negatively.

In Section 3, we show that the pseudo-hyperbolic distance is a good measure for
characterizing the Hilbert-Schmidt difference of two composition operators on H2(ID).
Moreover, we use a boundary-data argument to find a necessary condition for the dif-
ference of two composition operators to be Hilbert-Schmidt.

2. Compact difference of composition operators

A linear operator on a Banach space is said to be compact if the image of the
unit ball under the operator is relatively compact. Further information on compactness
of (weighted) composition operators comes from Carleson measure techniques. For a
point { in the boundary of the unit disk and § > 0 we define a Carleson set S({,8) =
{zeD:|z— | < 8}. Given a positive, finite Borel measure (& on the open unit disk
D, we say u is an o— Carleson measure if and only if

1(S(¢,9))

[tlla = sup ——= 25> <o,
o S(.6) So+2
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where the supremum is taken over all { € 9D and & > 0. If in addition,

lim sup %&2‘3)) =0,
EHOCEaD o

then we say ( is a compact oc— Carleson measure. This notion has many applications
in the study of composition operators. This was first observed by Carleson for the Hardy
space and was later extended to a variety of spaces by several authors. For references
and historical development consult Section 2.2 in [6] or Section 8.2 in [20].

To apply Carleson measure characterizations to the (weighted) composition oper-
ators we define the following Borel measure. Let ¢ be an analytic self-map of D and
w be a bounded analytic function on D. We define a positive Borel measure |w|2 oo !
on the closed unit disk ID that assigns to each Borel set E the value:

W2 -1 _ w 2
wloe (B)= [ (@) do(k),

where @* and w* denote the radial limit functions of ¢ and w. To make this paper
self-contained we need the following two lemmas. The first lemma is a special case of
(Proposition 2, [15]) and the second lemma is a special case of Theorem 1 and Corollary
Lin [15].

LEMMA 2.1. Let ¢ be an analytic self-map of the unit disk D and suppose w is

a bounded analytic function not identically zero on . Then:

1. Wy A(zx — H? is bounded if and only if ¢ has radial limits of modulus strictly
less than 1 almost everywhere and

wl?oe'(S(¢,6))
So+2

2 _
Il oo™z = sup <o

5(€.,8)
2. Wy H? — H? is bounded if and only if

2 -1
_ w|"o S(¢,6
H‘W|2G(P IHI-]Z: sup | | ¢ 6( (C )) < oo,
5(€,8)

In all cases, the supremum is comparable to the norm of Wy, o acting on the appropriate
spaces, and if the displayed quotient goes to 0 uniformly in { as & — 0, then W, is
compact on these spaces.

LEMMA 2.2. Let ¢ and y be analytic self-maps of the unit disk, and define
05(z) = 50(z) + (1 —5)y(z) for 0 < s < 1. Let w(z) denote the bounded analytic
function ¢(z) — y(z). If the weighted composition operators Wy, ¢, : A? — H? are uni-
Sformly norm bounded in s, then Cy, is an arc of composition operators in € (H?).
Moreover, if the weighted composition operators Wy, o, are compact for each s, then
Cy — Cy is compact from H? into H?.
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Note that @y(z) lies on a straight line path between @(z) and y/(z), thus

min{1—[o(z)[,1 -y (2)[} <1—]es(2)], (1)
hence,
1 - 1 n 1
1-|p(x)] " 1-lo(x)|  1-|y(2)]

If ¢ is an analytic self-map of the unit disk ID, then we have the following estimate
([6], Corollary 3.7) for the composition operator Cy on H P(D) when p > 1,

2)

1 1 0
———— <Gl < 1+l
L=[(0)] 1=[(0)]
In the following Theorem 2.3, we give a sufficient condition for the composition oper-
ators Cy and Cy to be in the same path component of € (H?).

3)

THEOREM 2.3. Let ¢ and y be analytic self-maps of D. If there exists a positive
constant A such that
[9(8) —w(O)P

(1=Te(E)D(1 = [w(E)])

for almost all § € ID, then Cy, and Cy, lie in the same path component of € (H?).

<A

Proof. Assume that the hypothesis is satisfied, then

lo— > <A(1—lo])(1—|y])
= o=yl <lp—yl <A(l-|o|)(1—|y])

L-lel [’ 2 2, (1-lol >
1 (I=ly)" <lp-yl" <A (1=1ly])”.
‘l—wl 1=yl
1—
Now, we claim that 1 |$|| < A—+2. To prove this, note from the previous inequality
we have ,
1- 1—-
' ol | <A< ¢>|>.
1=y 1=yl
1—
Let x = |(p‘,thenwe get:
1=yl
x—1° <Ax

= (\x\—l)zg\x—l|2<Ax
X < (A+2) x| -1
x| <A+2,

R
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which proves the claim. By a similar argument, we get

Ul 4 PO
1o
Now, since
2 1—(P> 2
-y <A< 1—1I/ )
o~y <a (=) (- 1wD)
and

o-vP<a (158 ) 1o,
we get, by using Equation 1, for almost all { € JD
9(0) — (O < A(A+2)min (1 - [p(O)1), (1 - ()}
<AA+2)(1-]o($))?*

Now for s € [0, 1] we have,

_ w2 —1
e —wl>oe; 2= sup 9~ vl Gq’g ((¢,9))
Us2.9) B

_ 1 2
sup (53/ sies) o — vy dG)
A(A+2)/ 2

< 1—los))"do

83 w:*(s@,s))( 9:])

A(A—|—2) 2/
< o) d
83 sy

:A(A+2)w. )

The last inequality can be seen as, if z € @1 (S(¢,8)) then ¢s(z) € S(E,8), that is
lgs— €| < 8. Thus, 1—|¢s| < |@s— {| < 8. Now for any f € H?, by using the change
of variables formula ([9], p. 163) we have

Cofle = [ _I(fom) Pdo
— [ 1 oeifdo
aD
= /Jf*\2d(0¢51)
= 1 gy

Thus, we get

/ﬁlf*\zd(w(l) <o 7 117
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Now let f(z) = K{1_s)¢(2), the reproducing kernel function, where 0 < § < 1 and
1
§ € dD. For z € S(§,0) itis clear that |K(1_5)¢(z)|2 > — since

452
1
(K1-8)¢(2)] = 7=+
)1—(1—5)&‘
> L
" |82+ 6]z
5> L
= 267

where the last inequality can be verified as, |z — §| < 0 whenever z € S({,8). Hence

oo ' (5(5.8) 1 1
452 482 /s(ga)d(cy(ps )

2 -1
< Kq_ d(o o,
/s<c,a>| 1-a)c| d(oe )

S/D|K(175)g|2d(0(l’{1)

2 2
< ||Co, I 1K 152 72

1
_ 2
= ||C(P.r||[-12m

_ICal:
S8

Therefore, from the above argument we get
o9, (S(£,8)) <48(Cpll7e- (5)
Hence, from (4) and (5) we have

-1
o -y oe ", <A(A+2)M

0
A(A+2
<A 451c 12
=4A4(A+2)Cyl1- (6)
But by using (1) and (3) we have
1+ s(0)]
Co |2 < — 2
ol < 1 0)
. 2
S 1= gs(0)]
2

S {1 o)1 [y(O)]} @
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Hence, by (6) and (7) we get

o — wloor e < A
S AT min{1 - [@(0)[, 1 — [w(0)]}

Therefore by Lemma 2.1, we get W, ¢, : A% — H? is uniformly norm bounded in s.
Hence by Lemma 2.2, we get Cy, is an arc of composition operators in &' (H 2), that
is s+ Cg, forms a path between Cy and Cy. Thus Cp and Cy lie in the same path
component of ¢(H?). O

By using argument similar to Theorem 2.3, in the following Theorem 2.4 we
present a sufficient condition for the compactness of the difference of two composi-
tion operators.

THEOREM 2.4. Let ¢ and Wy be analytic self-maps of D. If there are positive
constants A and 0 < a < 2 such that

[9(6) —w(E)*
(1=le(E)D 1 =[w(E)])

for almost all § € dD, then Cy — Cy, is compact from H? into H.

<A

Proof. First, we are going to prove that for { € dD and 0 < a < 2:

[@(8) —w(OI" <AA+2) (1= (O)])*.

To do this there are two cases: If 1 < |@(8)—w()| < 2, then [@(§) —w(§)|” <
lp(&) — w({)|*. But from Theorem 2.3, we have

[@(8) — WO <AA+2) (1= |p(O)]),

hence,
0(5) = w(O)I" <AA+2) (1 - (O)])*

If 0.< @(§) = w(§) < 1, then [@(&) — w(§)* < @(§) — w(§)|*. By using the hy-
pothesis we get

@) = WO <[0(6) = W) <[@(&) - w()I
<A(I=le(@)DA =¥ ®

that is

1@(E)] = [w(E)IIF <AL= |1~ [w(E)]).

Now, by following the same argument as that in the proof of Theorem 2.3 we get

1— |y
1ol

1— o]
1—|y|

<A+2 and <A+2.
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Now, from (8) we get

a 1_(P> 2
— <A 1- ,
o — vl (l—lw (I—|wl)
and -
a — ¥ 2
— <A 1- ,
o -yl <1—|(p)( l)

By using Equation 1, we get

o —w|" <A(A+2)min{(1—|o|)*,(1—|w|)’}
<AA+2)(1—|g)*.

Hence, for all 0 < a < 2 we have

[@(8) — WO <AA+2)(1- o))

Now by similar argument in the proof of Theorem 2.3, we have for s € [0, 1]

_ 2 -1
llo—wP oo o = sup L—¥L OO (5(6.0)
) 6
1 2
= sup —/ o —yl da)
S(C.,6) (53 0;71(S(£.8))
(A(A+2))2/“/ 4/a
< 1— o) do
&° qz?’l(S(Cﬁ))( o)
2/a
AT s | -
6 0i1(S(2.8)
= (A(A+2)) 8% 3601 (5(8,5)). ©)

Hence, from (5) and (9) we get
o —w o9 e < (AA+2))Y 649 091 (S(C.8))
<4(AA+2))Y8W D35 Cp |12
= 4(A(A+2)) 8@ Cy, |2

But we know that,

1+ |s(0)]
Collip < —— &
Coyll72 1—|s(0)]
<#
=1 —|s(0)]

2

S min{1 = [p(O)], 1= [y (O)]}
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Hence,

8(A(A+2))% §Wa-2
min{1—|p(0),1—[y(0)[}
Since (£ —2) >0, by applying Lemma 2.1 with w = ¢ — y we get W, : Aj — H? is
uniformly bounded in s. When 8 — 0, |||@ — y|> o9, HA% — 0. Thus using Lemma

2.1 again, we get W, is compact. Hence by Lemma 2.2, Cy — Cy, is compact from
H? into itself, which completes the proof. [

2 _
Ho—wl* ol <

By combining Theorem 2.3 and Theorem 2.4 we get the next corollary.

COROLLARY 2.5. Let ¢ and y be analytic self-maps of D. If there are positive
constants A and 0 < a < 2 such that

[9(8) —w(E)
(1=1le(S)) (1 —[w(S)]) <A
Sor almost all { € dD, then

1. Cy and Cy lie in the same path component of € (H?), when a=2.

2. Cyp —Cy is compact from H? into H?, when 0 < a < 2.

The analytic maps ¢ and y in the next example are from Cowen and MacCluer
[6] (p. 337 and Exercise 9.3.3) and they also appeared in ([15], p. 211). By using
Corollary 2.5 we show in this example that the composition operators C, and Cy, lie in
the same component %' (H?) yet their difference is not compact. This example answers
Shapiro and Sundberg’s conjecture negatively, when b = 2.

z+1 b .

EXAMPLE 2.6. Let ¢(z) = - and y(z) = @(z)+1(z—1)”. If 1 > 0 is suffi-

ciently small, then

1. Cy and Cy lie in the same path component of ¢'(H?), when b > 2.
2. Cy — Cy is compact from H? into H?, when b > 2.

3. Cyp — Cy is not compact, when b = 2.

Proof. We know that for every z in the closed disk, ¢(z) lies in the internally
tangent disk {z: |1 —z> < 1—z|*} with center at 1/2 and radius 1/2. Therefore for
z €D we have

11— <1-lo)]*.

Thus,
B _l—le@)P
PRI T )
> 1—lo(z))*
2
_l-o@P

- 2
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-1
== 1 10
3 (10)
While for b > 2 and ¢ sufficiently small, there is a positive constant ¢ such that
b
L=[y(@)] > 1—|e() -tz —1]
—1> 2
SRR 2 e
8 4
>elz—1%. (11)

From next-to-last inequality in (11) it follows that |y(z)| < 1 for z € D and ¢ suffi-
ciently small.

Using the above inequalities (10) and (11) we see that for { € JdD, there is a
constant ¢, such that

9(8) —w (O <C2\¢\“|C—l\“b
A=leODA -y = jg—1

= |r*|E =17,

which is bounded over 0D whenever ab —4 > 0. When a =2 we can find b > 2 such
that ab —4 > 0. Similarly when 0 < a < 2 we can find b > 2 such that ab—4 > 0. In
both cases we get the conclusions (1) and (2) by applying Corollary 2.5.

The conclusion (3) can be found in ([6], Exercise 9.3.3). O

3. Hilbert-Schmidt difference of composition operators

An operator T € B(H,K), Banach space of bounded operators acting between
Hilbert spaces H and K, is said to be Hilbert-Schmidt if for any orthonormal basis {e, }
of H the sum ¥ || Te,||% is finite. Itis well-known that any Hilbert-Schmidt operator
is compact, but there are compact operators that are not Hilbert-Schmidt. Moreover,
there are compact composition operators not in any Schatten classes (see for example,
[5]). In particular, a bounded operator T on H?*(D) is a Hilbert-Schmidt operator if
and only if

2 \ 2
ITl7s = 2T E@)5 < o
n=0

Now, using the orthonormal basis {z"} for H*(D) we get: Cy is Hilbert-Schmidt on

H*(D) if and only if ||Cy||7s = do < e (see, Theorem 3.1 in [19]).

an 1— ||
The pseudo-hyperbolic distance in the unit disk [ is defined as
w—2z
p(zw) = |@u(2)| where Pw(z) = T w2’

for z,w € D. This represents a metric. Moreover the triangle inequality takes a stronger
form

p(za)+p(o,w)
p(zw) < 1+p(z0)p(o,w)’
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From Schwarz-Pick theorem ([6], Theorem 2.39), this metric is MGbius-invariant in the
sense that

p(pp(2), (W) = p(z,w),

for any B € D. For further details on pseudo-hyperbolic distance see [7].

Moorhouse [14] has shown that the pseudo-hyperbolic distance is a good measure
for characterizing compact difference of two composition operators on the Bergman
space A%‘(D) (see, Theorem 4 in [14]). Thus, we proceed with the intuition that the
pseudo-hyperbolic distance is also a good measure for characterizing Hilbert-Schmidt
difference of two composition operators on the Hardy space H?(ID). For the rest of this

?(z) —y(2)

1-0(@)y(2)
distance between the image values ¢(z) and y(z).

section, we will denote p(z) = , which gives the pseudo-hyperbolic

THEOREM 3.1. Let @ and v be analytic self-maps of D such that || and |y
are almost everywhere less than 1 on dD. If

p(z) 1
T ToD(—Typ <& (9P

where o is the normalized Lebesgue measure on oD, then Cy —Cy is Hilbert-Schmidt.

Proof. Using the definition, we have

HCq) —Cu/||12f15 = Z | (Cw —Cu/) (") ||12qz
n=0

ZH(p A

Z/ —y"|*do

n=0

=/9D’§O\¢”—w”\2d0

- /mé(<p”|2+|w"2—(¢w>"—(w)”)d6

- 1 LR S P
1—|<p| Ty TP T

_ qo v) . vv-9) do

(1-1o) (1=9y)  (1-1w1*) (1-9W)
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o]l — v vy — o
s /aD ((1 —lol) (1+¢]) [1 - oy - (I—y]) (14w |1 —Wl)dcy

</ <p—_w< ol vl )dG

ap [1—=oy| \1—|o| 1—]y]
o]+ v

1—1o|) (1 —]wl)

P(2)
I

This completes the proof. [l

do

< aDp(Z)(

In the next theorem, we give a useful sufficient condition for the Hilbert-Schmidt
difference, which is similar to the compactness difference theorem ([ 18], Theorem 3.2).

THEOREM 3.2. Let ¢ and v be analytic self-maps of D such that |@| and |y
are almost everywhere less than 1 on JdD. If

lo—v|
(min{1—|g|,1—|y[})?
then Cy — Cy, is Hilbert-Schmidt.

€ L'(dD, ),

Proof. From the proof of Theorem 3.1 we have the first inequality,

Co_Col2 </ ( [olle — vl . vy — o _)do,
1€ =Collns < [\ T=Toh oD T=9wl T T=TvD) (1 + W)= 9¥]

o —v| ( 1 1 )
</ — + do
ap [1—=oy| \1—[o| 1—]y|

o — | 2
</ — - do
o |1 =@y| min{l—|o|,1—[y|}

o — v
2
/am (min{1—[p[,1—|y]})?

The last inequality can be verified as 1—|y|<1-|o||lv] <|1—9y|, and
L=lo|<1-[olly| <[l —oy|.
Then, min{1 — |@|,1 — |y|} < |1 —@y|. This completes the proof. [

In the following, we characterize the Hilbert-Schmidt difference of two compo-
sition operators in terms of the pseudo-hyperbolic distance between the image values

¢(z) and y(z).

THEOREM 3.3. Let ¢ and y be analytic self-maps of D such that |@| and |y|
are almost everywhere less than 1 on dD. Cy — Cy, is Hilbert-Schmidt if and only if

p*(2)

€ L'(aD,0).
1 —max{|o|*,|y|*}




440 WALEED AL-RAWASHDEH AND SIVARAM K. NARAYAN

Proof. By using ([6], Lemma 9.12) we have,

||C<p _CWH%-IS = 2 H(Cq) _Cu/)(Zn)Hz
n=0

_ |<p(z>—w(z)2< ! ! _1>d
o PR R

On the one hand,
1 1 1 1

+ —1< +
L—lof  1—|yf L—lof  1—|yf
2

< .
1 —max{|o|*, |y|*}
On the other hand, if max{|¢|,|y|} <|¢@| then

2 2
1 Lo 1-felly|

P e (1 10R) (1 v)
- 1=y

“(1-10P) (1- 1)

_ 1
1ol

1
> .
1 —max{|o[*, |y}

We arrive at the same conclusion if max{|¢|,|w|} < |y]|. Hence, we get

/ o do<ICy Gl [ o
a0 1 — max{|p[%, |y} o 1 —max{|o[*, |y|*}

which completes the proof. [

2

)

The following Example 3.4 shows the difference Cy — Cy is Hilbert-Schmidt if
and only if b > 5/2+ € , where ¢ and y are given in Example 2.6. In Example 2.6,
we showed that the difference is compact whenever b > 2.

1
EXAMPLE 3.4. Let ¢(z) = % and W(z) = @(2)+1(z—1)". If r > 0 is suffi-
ciently small, then Cy — Cy, is Hilbert-Schmidt if and only if b > 5/2+¢.

Proof. From Example 2.6 we know that for z € D

2
- lo() > B



DIFFERENCE OF COMPOSITION OPERATORS ON HARDY SPACE 441

and for z € D and b > 2 there is a constant ¢; > 0 such that
L= ly@)| = ez 1P

By an argument similar to Example 2.6, we get
1=V > 2|z 1.

Now,

2 217 12b
ARCES 7 WPy 1 WS
D [1=py[" 1 - |y a1 |E 1
e [ PIE-1P"do (),
)

which is finite if and only if b > 5/2 + €. Hence from Theorem 3.3 we get the desired
result. [

We say the angular derivative of ¢ exists at a point { € JdD if there exists N €

dD such that the difference quotient (;)(2)7—71 has a (finite) limit as z tends non-
z

tangentially to { in D and this limit is denoted @'({) (see, [13]).

The goal of the rest of this paper is to show that a boundary data argument up to
the third-order derivative along with smoothness assumptions placed on ¢ and v is
sufficient for Cy — Cy, to be Hilbert-Schmidt. MacCluer ([12], Theorem 2.2) showed
that the necessary condition for compactness of Cy — Cy, is that ¢ and y have the
same first-order boundary data. Bourdon ([3], Theorem 4.3) proved a necessary condi-
tion for the compact difference Cy — Cy, is that ¢ and y have the same second-order
boundary data, where extra smoothness assumptions are placed on ¢ and y. More-
over, Bourdon et.al. ([4], Theorem 7.5) proved in the presence of more smoothness,
along with boundary-contact restriction Bourdon’s condition became sufficient for the
compact difference. We follow the terminology of [4].

DEFINITION 3.5. Let n be a positive integer, let { € dD, andlet 0 < e < 1. We
say that the self-map ¢ of D belongs to C""¢({) provided that ¢ is differentiable at
¢ up to order n (viewed as a function with domain DU {) and, for z € D, has the
expansion

o0~ 3 -0t

where y(z) = o (Jz— ¢[""®) as z— ¢ from within D.

DEFINITION 3.6. We say ¢ and y have the same third-order boundary data at
¢ € 9D provided that both functions belong to C*({) and

Loo(8) =w(d),

2. ¢ and y have the same (finite) angular derivative at {,
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3. ¢"(8)=v"({). and

4. 9"() =v"(&).

For a self-map ¢ and y of D and for a point n € D, let 9~ '({n})={{ € ID:
n belongs to the cluster set of @ ar {}. Thus ¢ € ¢~ '({n}) if and only if there is a
sequence {z,} in D with limit § such that {¢(z,)} has limit n. By using argument
similar to ([4], Theorem 7.5) we get the next Theorem 3.7, where we show that the
sufficient condition for Cy — Cy, to be Hilbert-Schmidt is that ¢ and y have the same
third-order boundary data along with smoothness assumptions that are placed on ¢ and

V.

THEOREM 3.7. Suppose that ¢ and y are analytic self-maps of D such that:

1. ¢ and y each takes D into a proper subdisk of D that is internally tangent to
the unit circle at 1 ;

2. o7 '({n}) = v '({n}) = {C} where { € ID;
3. @ and y each belongs to C3*¢({) for some 0 < € < 1; and
4. @ and ¥ have the same third-order boundary data at .

Then Cy — Cy, is Hilbert-Schmidt.

Proof. Let E be a set of points at which both ¢ and y have a radial limit. Then
from the radial limit theorem ([17], p. 25), E = dD almost everywhere. By using
Definition 3.5 and Definition 3.6 together with hypotheses (3) and (4), there exists a

boundary analytic function ¥ on D such that y(z) = o <|Z - \3+5> as z— &, and for
every z € DUE there is a constant ¢; such that

l0(z) —w(@)| <1~z

Since @ and W have the same (finite) angular derivative at ¢, by Julia-Carathéodory
Theorem ([6], Theorem 2.44) together with hypothesis (2) we get

©'(§)=d()Co(()
=d($)Cw({)
=v'({),

that is, @'(£) = y'({) is non-zero. This together with hypothesis (2), there is a con-
stant ¢, such that forevery z€ DUE

1€ —1

£ —z]
CEre] s

<o and <.
In—w(z)
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Finally, by the hypothesis (1) we get @(z) and y(z) lie in the internally tangent disk
{z -z <1- |z\2} for every z € DUE. Hence, there is a constant c3 such that
forevery z€e DUE,

n—y()I
1—|y(z)]

<3 and <c3.

Now for A € E, if |p(1)| < |w(A)] then

TS ———,
 (min{1— [p(2)|,1 ~ [w()[})

£ (1=[y(A)])’

‘C _ 2’|3+8
<0 i
3+e

3 em_W(A)‘
< ot
1

<01(02)3+8(63)2/E W‘m

(4)
1

<erfen)(ea)? [ T

do(A) < .

The same is true if |y (1)| < [@(A)]. Since E = dD almost everywhere,

lo— vl
(min{1—|g|,1—|y|})’

Hence using Theorem 3.2 we complete the proof. [J

€L'(dD,0).

LEMMA 3.8. ([19], Theorem 2.1) If @ has an angular derivative at a point § €
dD, then Cy is not compact on H*(D).

As an application of the above lemma we see that whenever the hypotheses of
Theorem 3.7 are satisfied, Cy and Cy, are not Hilbert-Schmidt while their difference is
Hilbert-Schmidt.
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