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Schwarz' lemma

Lemma (Schwarz’ lemma). Let ¢ :D—C be analytic, |p(z)| <1, and
¢(0)=0.

> Then |¢(2)| <zl for all zeD and p’(0)<1.

» Equality holds iff p(z)=vz where |y|=1.

This is commonly proved using the maximum modulus principle.



Pick's invariant form of the Schwarz lemma

Let . (2)= IZ—;(;Z' lal < 1. Then ¢, is analytic for |z] < 1/|al, |@.(e?) =1, and
V_a(pa(2))=z. Thatis, @, is an automorphism of the unit disk.

Lemma (Pick’s invariant form of the Schwarz lemma). Let p:D—C
be analytic, |p(2) < 1.
|30( 2)?
—la?

» Equality holds for some zy €D iff ¢ =yg, where |y|=1.

> For all zeD, |¢’(2) <

’

Proved by setting g=¢,0pop_, and applying Schwarz' lemma to g.



Higher derivatives

Are there similar estimates for the higher order derivatives with ¢ as above?

Yes! Probably the first such is due to Stefan Ruscheweyh (1985). Later work by
MacCluer, Stroethoff, and Zhao; Bénéteau, Dahlner, and Khavinson; Anderson
and Rovnyak.

It is also natural to consider such inequalities in the multivariable case.
MacCluer, Stroethoff, and Zhao and Bénéteau, Dahlner, and Khavinson do this as

well.



The Anderson-Rovnyak result

The following provides optimal inequalities for the Schur class.

Theorem (Anderson-Rovnyak theorem). Let ¢ :D—C be analytic,
lp(z) < 1.
> For zeD, neN,

(n) _ 2
o | 9E)] _ 1=le(@)
(1—zl) P
> For fixed zeD, neN,
(@) 1-12
sup(1—|z|)™! — 1
> | 1-lp(aP

> Equality holds at z=0 iff for all zeD, p(2)=rp(z"), |y|=1;
> Equality holds for z#0 and n>1 iff for all zeD, ¢(z)=7, |ly|=1.

For ¢(2)=>"",¢,2", this gives a result of F. Wiener:

Il < 1=l



Multivariable results on the ball B4

Theorem (MacCluer-Stroethoff-Zhao (2003)). /f ¢ is analytic and
bounded by 1 on the open unit ball B* c C* and n=(n,,...,n;) € N¢,
n=n,+---+ny, then

sup (1—|lzll,)"|¢"(2) < o0.
zeBd

an
Here, llzll, = (12,2 +++ 1242 and o= — ¥
0z'---0z,



Test functions

Let X be a set. The collection W of functions y:C— L(#,C) is a collection of
test tunction if sup, [Pl <1 plus a point separation property.

Given a collection of test functions U, define .4, the admissible kernels, to be
all of the positive kernels k such that

(=Y IKx )20 Yy ed.

Then set H*®(#y) to be all functions ¢ such that there is some C< oo and

(C— (@) Ikx1) 20 Vke Ay,

This is a Banach algebra with ||¢]| the infimum over all such C.



Test functions, some examples

Examples:

> X=D, ¥={z}, H*(#y)=H>(D);

> X=D4 U={z,...,25}, H®(A;)=H®([D?) only if d=1,2;

> X=B¢ U={y(2)=(z,...,24)}, H®(A;)=H>®B?) only if d=1,

> Generalised Cartan domains of Ball and Bolotnikov (also Ambrozie and
Timotin), U ={,(2)=(bj,..., ba)}, X:{ZGCd:l—lpj(z)lp;f(z), vj}.

Since the admissible kernels in these domains include the Szegé kernel,
H®(Ay) € H*®(X) and for p € H*(A4y), ll¢ll = ll¢lleo- Hence, since our inequalities
always involve something less than a positive expression times 1—||p]|?, they can
also be interpreted in terms of the H°°(X)-norm, though this may not be optimal.



More on the ball B4

> Let X=B% and U= {y(2)=(z,,...,24)};
> In this case, any admissible kernel is conjugate equivalent to

1 . . . . .
Kz, w)= ﬁ so it suffices to restrict attention to this kernel alone;
—(z,w

> Then ¢ in the unit ball of H*(2#;) means that the kernel

(1—<P(Z)<P(w))
1—(z, w)

is non-negative;
> The kernel k has a Kolmogorov factorization, k(z, w)= k. ki, This factors
through the Hilbert space 4. =\/ rank*, the Drury-Arveson space;

> Hence any ¢ as above defines a contractive operator M, on H*(#) by

Mk, = ki, p(w), referred to as a contractive multiplier of the Drury-Arveson
space.

> For operator valued functions, we will need to tensor with the appropriate
Hilbert space.

> As noted on the last slide, for d> 1, the unit ball of the multiplier algebra
(that is, the set of contractive multipliers) is a proper subset of the unit ball
of H®(BY).



The transfer function

Assume U is finite. Z(x)=&@y(x)P,, where P, is an orthogonal projection and
A B .
DP,=1I, U—(C D) unitary on §&®C. Then

W(x)=D+ CZ(x)I—AZ(x))'B
is called a transfer function.

The realization theorem says that ¢ is in the unit ball of H*°(#y) iff it has a
transfer function representation.

This also works for operator valued functions with obvious modifications.



Conditions and notation

To simplify things, from here on we generically assume X c C? and that the test
functions are linear in the coordinate variables.

Notation: For z=(z,,...,2,),

1 ~
llzll,=(z2)2 =]z 2+ +|z42 and z;=(z,...,21,0,2441,- .., 24).



Schwarz-Pick inequalities on the ball B4

Theorem (ADR). Let ¢(z) be a complex-valued function in the Schur-Agler
class on the unit ball (ie, the multiplier algebra of the Drury-Arveson space). For
each zeB,; and any nonnegative integers ny,...,n; and n=n,+---+n; >0,

—lp@P 3
—1) ‘
=t (1 —||z|| 1—||2ll,)+ 1 Z”/m

=

_ 9"
oz, 07"

We also have

\ —le(2)?
(A=l = lzll)

an
‘ P <d™ V2 ppen,

ng ny
Oz, -0z

By the second inequality,

2
sup(1—|l2ll,)"l¢"(2)] < d" 2 my!ny) -+ my! sup 1olp@h
2€Bd zepd 1+l

so the MacCluer, Stroethoff, and Zhao result is recovered in this setting.



Idea of the proofs

Three steps in the proof:

> Differentiate the transfer function, recalling that Z is assumed to be linear in
the coordinate functions;

> Make norm estimates based upon the fact that A B, C, D are entries in a
unitary matrix;

> Some combinatorics to improve the estimates.



Step 1: Differentiate the transfer function

A B . .
. N @
C E)..%”Gag A ® Y is unitary.

» We assume as usual that ||Z(z)|| <1 and that henceforth,

> Recall that Uz(

2z, 20) =2 By ++ -+ 24E;, E€XL(X,H).

> In the case of the ball B, %:EBf%’ and the Ef's are isometries with
orthogonal ranges isomorphic to .

> Later we use that on the ball,

and
¢(2) =D+ CZ(2)(Iy —AZ(2)) ' B= D+ C(I, — Z(2)A) "' Z(2)B

-1
=D+ C(I%» => sz]) 2B;

J



Step 1, continued

> In the general case, algebraic manipulations, using that U is unitary, give

Iz — o (2) p(w)
= B* (L, — Z(a) A*Y Iy — Z(2) Z(w))(Iy —AZ(w)) ' B,

I, — p(w)p(2)*
= C(Ly — Z(w)A) ™ (L — Z(W) Z(2) )Ly — A" Z(2)*) ' C*.

> Set L=(I,—AZ)'A=A(l,,—ZA)™. Then for j=1,...,d,

d
27— QL — 277 E(L, —AZ)'B,
aZj
and
2"y 1 —1
e C(I,, — ZA) ;EkamLEkumb - LE, (I, —AZ)"B,

the summation running over all permutations o of {1,2,...,n}.



Step 2: Norm estimates

> Recall
Ip —9(2)*¢(2) = B*(Ly — Z(2)* A" 'Ly — Z(2)* Z(2) I —AZ(2)) ' B,
> Then
II—¢ )2l =(I—-Z*2)"/*(1— AZ) B]I.
So

|E(I—AZ)' Bl = || E(I—2*Z)"*(1— 2* 2)"*(I— AZ) ' B
<= oll"NE(I—Z*2) " E}|IM?,

and likewise, ||C(I—ZA)*1E]-||5(||I—ga<,0*||)1/2||E].*(I—ZZ*)*1Ej||1/2. Note that for
scalar valued ¢, [[I—p*¢||=lI—p@*|=1—|p[*.
> Also

1
1=z 2P =01-22) | € ———
1—[1Z]2,

and ||[(1—Zz*) 2|2 < as well.

1-]|Z]|?



Step 2, continued

> Summarizing,
|E(I-AZ)' Bl < ||1—30*90||1/2||Ej(1—Z*Z)_1Ej*||I/2,
ICUI—ZA) ' E|| < ||I—<,0‘»0*||1/2||1'5j*(1—ZZ”TIEJ‘||1/2
and so

=l
1—||Z|P?

»

IE(1—AZ)" Bl < \

=9l
1-iz|l> -

ICI—zA) Bl <\

> Since [|All <1, [ILII=lAX(ZAY] < 1/(1 =1 ZI)).



Step 2, continued

> Remember that generically, Z linear and E; is a contraction for all j, so
ai—cu —ZA)_IZE LE. . L--LE. (I,—AZ) "B
azk 5Zk - A Ko(1) ko (2) Ko(m \ 1A :
n 1 (o)
> Then
"y
3zkn~~-azk1

s||L||"-IZ||C(I—ZA)—IEkUm||||Ekm(1—AZ)—lB||

M=ol =g -l

ZHE* (=22 By, I By,, (1= 2°2) ' By I

= a-lze
VIT= o llT— gl i L
=D TS S I (1= 227 B I P (1~ 22 B
p#q
> Similarly,
I— * I— *

|>

(1= Z|2) 72

> In particular, these estimates hold for products of Cartan domains.



Step 2, continued, but now on B¢

1
> On B, Z(2)Z(z) =||zll2L,, and so ||E7(I—Z(Z)Z(Z)*)_15j|| = w
- 2
> Since EjZ(z)* =z;1, and EiE; =L,
_ . —(ll=ll3 —1zI*) 1—1Z113
E(Ly = 2 Z2) " E; = L +12*(Ly — Z(2)Z(2)") " = L=~ Le,
1—lzll; 1—|lzll;
which has norm less than or equal to that of E;F(I—Z(Z)Z(z)*)*lEj.
> Since
2 VII=—g*olllI—pp=ll . o= e ((1/2 || 2% -1 g ([1/2
‘ a2l e i {IBU-Z 2 B B -2 B,

it follows that on the ball,

< VIT=g¢llllT—p o+l I5E

1—|lzll3

Haz

» When n>1, similar (but more involved) calculations give

2"y V=7 TT=97 T & 2
‘ (1= 112l 1—||z||2n =/ 1=l

ng ny
0z, 0z =

<(n—1)!




Step 3: Combinatorial improvements on the ball B4

> Recall that by linearity of Z, the expansion given earlier for a higher order
derivative contains > E  LE , L LE

> If there are n; derivatives with respect to z;, j: 1,...,d, and nzzj n;> 1, then
by taking account the number of permutations of 1s, of 2s, etc, in (ky,..., k),
this sum can be written as n;!---n,! times

K= E,LE,LE; LE,,

where this new summation is over distinct arrangements of the tuple
m ny ngq
—
(1,..,1,2,....2,....d,...,d).
> Thus generically,

"y oy

I mo
aZd ~--(9zl 5an aZkl

=ClI—Z(z ZEk,,U URE,, L@ Ua)Ey,,(I-AZ(2) " B

=m!n,!---nyl C(I—Z(2)A ' K(I—AZ(2)) ' B.



Step 3: Combinatorial improvements, continued

» Since K has (nlyn;ylmy"d) terms, each with n—1 Ls, then again generically,

o=

270 < ml---ngl|CUI— Z(2)A) IIKII(1— AZ(2)) ™ Bl|
d 1

l Rl
T A=lzipa-lzis

> As noted, on the ball each E! is an isometry and the ranges are orthogonal.
> Manipulations in this situation then yield

=02

Kl <d"™ 2L < — e
1=zl

> Hence for a contractive multiplier of the Drury-Arveson space,

|

270 <ml--nglCU—ZRA KNI~ AZ(2) ™ Bl
d 1

a I—p*pllllI—p =l
<d" 1)/2n!-~~n!‘/” )
T 2B — (2l




Comments

» Generalized Schwarz-Pick inequalities have also been explicitly determined for
the Schur-Agler class on the polydisk:

9¢| 1-lp(a)l?
5zj - 1—|Zj|2 ’
and for n>1,
8"y 1-|p(2) <& 1
———| <(n—-2)!
Oz, Oz (1—l2ll oo ) Z

p,';:ql \/l_lzkI,'Z\/l_'qulz

as well as

1)

"y
<nle-n) )
‘ = 2l ) A= Do)

Nd 11
Oz, ---0z

> There are also operator valued function versions.

> Are these estimates optimal? Also, in H®(D%), Knese has characterised
equality in Rudin’s first derivative estimate — the function belongs to the
Agler-Schur class and the unitary operator in the colligation is equal to its
transpose. Is there something similar for H>(B%)?



More comments

> In “The Schwarz-Pick lemma of high order in several variables” by Dai, Chen,
and Pan, the estimate

2"¢(2)

a0z |~

e 1—[p(2)l®
nteenht T (1= l2l3)(1 = llzllp)m!

was derived for functions in the unit ball of H>*(B?) (i.e., the Schur class).

» Comparison with the formulas given above for functions which are multipliers
of the Drury-Arverson space is often not straightforward.

> For example, if ny=---=n,;=1, n=d, %nl:d”’zdh which is larger than
drD211...11= dV/2 from our second inequality.

> The term in this case for our first inequality is (d—l)!Zf,/l—lIEjl 2<d, which
is worse than the constant from the second inequality, but still better than
the one from above.

> On the other hand, if n, =n, and n;=0 for j#1, then the coefficient in the
above evaluates to n!, while our second is d"™V2pnl>n! if d#1 and n#1.

> However, with our first inequality, nly/1—||Z |15 < n! if z;#0, j#1. Is our first
inequality always better?

> What's best seems to depend on the particular derivatives and where you are!



Even more comments

> Alpay and Kaptanoglu have shown that functions of the form
0(2)=2z+ 012+ 2+ + ¢, Z*" are in the Schur class but not the Schur-Agler
class over B?, the coefficients coming from the Taylor expansion of 1—v1—¢.

> It is not difficult to see that for any higher order derivative our second
inequality will hold for such functions, since the Dai, Chen, and Pan
inequality holds.

> What about our first inequality? Perhaps there are different examples of
Schur class functions for which our second inequality fails? Or maybe they
both hold for Schur class functions as well?



The End



