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COMPLEX ANALYSIS OF SYMMETRIC OPERATORS, I

YICAO WANG

Abstract. This is an upgraded version of von Neumann’s famous theory on self-adjoint extensions
of symmetric operators. As implied in the title, we have incorporated complex analysis (and
complex geometry) into this theory in an essential way. The roles played by Hermtian symmetric
spaces and modern value distribution theory in the theory are clarified. In doing so, many new
concepts are introduced and many new results are obtained.
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1. Introduction

Unbounded self-adjoint operators play a basic role in quantum mechanics. It was von Neumann

who first distinguished self-adjoint operators from symmetric ones in his studies of the mathematical

foundations of quantum mechanics in late 1920s. von Neumann then invented the self-adjoint exten-

sion theory of symmetric operators. He found that a symmetric operator has a self-adjoint extension

if and only if the positive deficiency index equals to the negative deficiency index. von Neumann

also succeeded in finding all self-adjoint extensions if they really exist. These are parameterized

precisely by unitary maps from the positive deficiency subspace to the negative. Later developments

have witnessed applications of this theory in many other areas.

However, von Neumann’s theory is an abstract framework and people are still interested in how

to parameterize self-adjoint extensions in a convenient manner in various concrete applications.

There are several schemes trying to achieve this, e.g., using Lagrangian subspaces, self-adjoint linear

relations, unitary operators and even unbounded operators.

Our viewpoint is that, even if one is only interested in self-adjoint extensions, non-self-adjoint

extensions are essentially unavoidable in the big picture. For simplicity, let us right now assume

that T is a densely defined simple closed symmetric operator with deficiency indices (n, n), where

n ∈ N. A closed extension of T is actually determined uniquely by a closed subspace (we also view

it as an abstract boundary condition, bearing differential operators in our mind) of the quotient

D(T ∗)/D(T ), where D(T ) is the domain of T and D(T ∗) is that of its conjugate operator T ∗. Con-

sequently the most canonical and natural way to parameterize extensions of T is to use the set of
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closed subspaces of D(T ∗)/D(T )–the Grassmannian of closed subspaces in D(T ∗)/D(T ). There are

several topological components of this space, among which the most important is the Grassman-

nian of closed subspaces of dimension n. It can be holomorphically identified with Gr(n, 2n)–the

Grassmannian of subspaces of dimension n in C2n.

Another important concept in the self-adjoint extension theory is that of Weyl functions. It has

its origin in H. Weyl’s work on singular Sturm-Liouville problems on the half line in early 1910s and

since then has played an essential role in the direct or inverse spectral theory of Sturm-Liouville

problems. This construction was then generalized by M. G. Krein’s school in Ukraine for general

symmetric operators with equal deficiency indices in 1980s. See the Introduction of [3] for a more

detailed historical account. However, in the general setting the Weyl function is an analytic operator-

valued function on the upper and lower half planes C+ ∪ C−. Its definition is always related to a

specific choice of data called a boundary triplet introduced in 1970s, involving partly two specific

self-adjoint extensions. In this sense, the Weyl function is never uniquely defined and often develops

singularities at some points on the real line.

In our viewpoint, a Weyl function is really not a function, but essentially a geometric object (we

call it the Weyl curve) defined intrinsically by the symmetric operator T itself, and has no direct

relation to any specific self-adjoint extensions. We note that this curve is actually a holomorphic

map WT (λ) from C+∪C− to the above Gr(n, 2n) and in certain cases the curve can even be defined

holomorphically on the whole C, i.e., the Weyl curve is an entire curve in Gr(n, 2n).

An important and fundamental observation in this paper is that the position of the imageWT (C+)

in Gr(n, 2n) is very special. It lies in an open subset M of Gr(n, 2n), which is the famous non-

compact irreducible Hermitian symmetric space of type In,n while Gr(n, 2n) is its compact dual.

This observation explains the basic properties of Weyl functions often mentioned in the literature.

M can be realized as a bounded symmetric domain whose Bergman metric is hyperbolic while C+

itself (with its Poincaré metric) is a model of hyperbolic plane. This implies that the geometry of

Hermitian symmetric spaces and holomorphic maps between them may serve as the very foundation

of a complete treatment of symmetric operators.

It is this belief that leads us to introduce complex analysis (and geometry) into the study of

the extension theory of symmetric operators. The basic goal of this paper is to explore in depth
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von Neumann’s theory in this direction. We succeed in generalizing the notion of Weyl functions

to symmetric operators with deficiency indices (n+, n−) where it is not necessary that n+ = n−

(but neither is zero1). As one may expect, this is related to the irreducible Hermitian symmetric

space N of type In+,n−
. One of our main theorems is that, there is a one-to-one correspondence

between the unitary equivalence classes of simple symmetric operators and the congruence classes

of Nevanlinna curves (the geometric abstraction of matrix-valued Nevanlinna functions) under the

action of the automorphism group of N . Somehow this fact seems to be known in the community

of spectral theorists for many years, at least, in the case with equal deficiency indices, though not

in this geometric form. We think it is our introduction of the notion of Weyl curves that makes this

basic result much more transparent.

To prove and understand the above theorem, we also introduce three characteristic vector bun-

dles associated to a simple symmetric operator T . These vector bundles arise naturally and are

a geometric consequence of von Neumann’s basic observation that the deficiency index is locally

constant on C+ ∪C−. The holomorphicity of the Weyl curve then simply means these are holomor-

phic bundles. In a sense, Weyl curves are just the classifying maps of these vector bundles and the

Hermitian symmetric space N provides the classifying space, just as the common sense that general

Grassmannians are classifying spaces for complex vector bundles.

One use of the characteristic bundles is to construct a functional model for T . A functional model

of T is to construct a Hilbert space of holomorphic functions on C+∪C− such that multiplication by

the independent variable is symmetric and unitarily equivalent to T . In our model, the Hilbert space

consists of certain holomorphic sections of our characteristic vector bundle of the second kind. The

advantage of our functional model is that it is intrinsically defined in the sense that it only depends

on T itself, without resorting to any artificial choices. Other functional models in the literature can

be viewed as different realizations of ours in terms of different trivializations of the characteristic

vector bundle.

We pay special attention to the case with equal finite deficiency indices (n, n) for its importance in

spectral theory. If the Weyl curve is entire in Gr(n, 2n), we say the operator is entire. Our geometric

viewpoint towards these operators motivates us to introduce the formalism of value distribution

1If either n+ or n− is zero, T is called maximal. The structure of such operators is clear, see [2, Thm. 3, Chap. 8]
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theory of entire curves into the picture. In this theory, people’s main concern is the intersection

property of an entire curve with Cartier divisors in the ambient projective algebraic manifold. Indeed

a generic abstract boundary condition produces a Cartier divisor in Gr(n, 2n) (called a Schubert

hyperplane in algebraic geometry) and when the Weyl curve intersects the Schubert hyperplane,

the corresponding abstract boundary value problem obtains an eigenvalue. Though some subtleties

may arise, the basic philosophy is that the distribution of eigenvalues is the same thing as the value

distribution of the Weyl curve. This observation makes it possible to introduce many notions in

value distribution theory into our theory. This picture gives us a unified formalism to treat generic

extensions of T –whether they are self-adjoint or not. The main difficulty we have encountered here

is how to extend the investigation to the case of n = +∞. Our success in this respect is only partial

and will be presented elsewhere.

The idea of using complex analysis in spectral theory goes back even to the early days of this

exciting mathematical discipline, e.g., Poincaré’s work on spectra of the Laplacian on a bounded

domain in R2 or R3 with classical boundary conditions in 1890s. Its popularity in spectral theory

now is more or less a common sense. After all, the ubiquitous resolvent operator is an analytic

operator-valued function on the resolvent set. However, our viewpoint is that, complex analysis and

even complex geometry are an indispensable part of the theory–at least for the extension theory of

symmetric operators, not just a useful tool. Note that the material of complex geometry used in

this paper is almost standard2 and its details can be found in the great book [20].

The paper is organized as follows. In § 2, we give a quick introduction to von Neumann’s

theory, which provides a starting point and is the germ of the subsequent developments. In § 3,

we introduce the notion of strong symplectic Hilbert spaces and investigate basic properties of the

relevant Hermitian symmetric space of type In+,n−
. The material is not original in any sense,

but presented in a manner facilitating the definition of Weyl curves in § 4. § 5 introduces the three

characteristic vector bundles we have mentioned above. The characteristic vector bundle of the third

kind is not necessary for proving the basic correspondence between simple symmetric operators and

Nevanlinna curves. It is there to answer the question: which vector bundles over C+ ∪ C− are the

characteristic vector bundles of simple symmetric operators? We haven’t given all the details of the

2Almost all textbooks on complex geometry only deal with complex vector bundles of finite rank, but we do need
those with infinite rank and luckily this won’t cause serious problems.
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answer but relate it to the non-abelian Hodge theory. The correspondence between simple symmetric

operators and Nevanlinna curves should be regarded as a classification theorem of simple symmetric

operators and the set of congruence classes of Nevanlinna curves should be viewed as a moduli space

and its structure shall reflect the sociology of simple symmetric operators. The following sections

§ 6, § 7 are the first steps towards this direction. However, to give a definite theory goes beyond

our ambition and we content ourselves with emphasizing the relevant concepts and giving some

elementary observations. In § 8 and the subsequent sections, we come back to the case with equal

deficiency indices. The basic goal of § 8 is to demonstrate how contractive Weyl functions can be

used to analyze the spectral theory of generic closed extensions of a simple symmetric operator,

while in the literature this is usually done in terms of the Weyl functions. The section is also to

pave the way for the following sections. § 9 gives an analytic interpretation of spectral kernel of

a simple symmetric operator–points in spectral kernel are precisely those points on the real line

at which the Weyl curve doesn’t admit analytic continuations. Thus the simplest case is simple

symmetric operators with empty spectral kernel, whose Weyl curves are entire curves defined on the

whole C. These so-called entire operators are the main topic in § 10, where we introduce modern

value distribution theory into the analysis of abstract boundary value problems associated to an

entire operator with a finite deficiency index. Many notions are introduced and several results are

included in the subsections. The content in § 11 is a supplement to the proceeding investigation,

emphasizing the difference between symmetric operators in real Hilbert spaces and those in complex

Hilbert spaces. The last section §12 applies our theory to Sturm-Liouvile problems with the goal of

demonstrating the utility of our theory. This sheds new light on some old results and also provides

some new ones.

Conventions on notation

All (real or complex, and finite-dimensional or infinite-dimensional) Hilbert spaces (H, (·, ·)) in

this paper are separable. If H is complex, we adopt the convention that the inner product (·, ·) is

linear in the first variable and conjugate-linear in the second. The induced norm will be written

as ‖ · ‖. If necessary, the inner product or norm is also denoted by (·, ·)H or ‖ · ‖H to emphasize

which underlying Hilbert space is referred to. We use ⊕ to denote topological direct sum while

orthogonal direct sum will be denoted by ⊕⊥. For a subspace V , its orthogonal complement is V ⊥.
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The zero vector space will be just denoted by 0. For example, for subspaces V1, V2 ⊂ H such that

V1 ∩ V2 = {0}, we write V1 ∩ V2 = 0. B(H1, H2) denotes the Banach space of bounded operators

between the Hilbert spaces H1 and H2. If H1 = H2 = H , we simply write this as B(H). The identity

operator on H will be just denoted by Id if the underlying space is clear from the background. For

a constant c, c × Id is often written simply as c if no confusion arises. D(A) is the domain of the

operator A, and kerA (resp. RanA) is the kernel (resp. range) of A. The spectrum of a (bounded

or unbounded) operator A is denoted by σ(A) and the resolvent set of A by ρ(A). The point (resp.

continuous and residual) spectrum of A is denoted by σp(A) (resp. σc(A) and σr(A)). For operators

A and B, we use A ⊂ B to mean D(A) ⊂ D(B) and B|D(A) = A. In this setting, B is called an

extension of A.

If λ ∈ C, then ℜλ and ℑλ are the real and the imaginary parts of λ respectively. For a matrix A

(resp. a complex vector bundle E), rkA (resp. rkE) is the rank of A (resp. E). If f(x) is a function,

O(f) represents a function g(x) such that |g/f | is bounded w.r.t. the underlying limit process of

the independent variable x. We shall use the words ”holomorphic” and ”analytic” interchangeably.

Additionally, some terminology and notation related to group actions are included in Appendix

A.

2. von Neumann’s theory revisited

This section gives a very brief sketch of von Neumann’s theory on self-adjoint extensions. Its

basic purpose is to introduce our main object to be studied and to spot our starting point for the

whole paper. For the technical details of this section, see for example [39, Chap. 13].

Let H be an infinite-dimensinal complex Hilbert space. Recall that a linear operator A defined in

H is closed if the graph of A is a closed subspace of H⊕⊥H . A densely defined symmetric operator

T in H is a linear operator from a linear subspace D(T ) ⊂ H to H such that D(T ) is dense in H

and (Tx, y) = (x, T y) for any x, y ∈ D(T ).

Let T be a densely defined closed symmetric operator. The domain D(T ∗) of the adjoint T ∗ of

the symmetric operator T consists of y ∈ H such that

(Tx, y) = (x, z), ∀x ∈ D(T )
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for some (unique) z ∈ H , and T ∗y = z. T ∗ is always closed and basically T ⊂ T ∗. If furthermore

T = T ∗, we say T is self-adjoint. If T ⊂ S ⊂ T ∗ and S = S∗, we say S is a self-adjoint extension of

T . The basic concern of self-adjoint extension theory is to determine whether a self-adjoint extension

of T exists and to characterize them if they do exist.

Throughout the paper, a symmetric operator always means a closed one. von Neumann’s funda-

mental observation is that dim ker(T ∗−λ) as a function in λ is constant on C+ and C− respectively.

It is well-known that

D(T ∗) = D(T )⊕N+ ⊕N−,

where N± = ker(T ∗ ∓ i) are called deficiency subspaces of T ∗. If D(T ∗) is equipped with the graph

inner product associated with T ∗, i.e.,

(x, y)T∗ = (x, y) + (T ∗x, T ∗y)

for x, y ∈ D(T ∗), then D(T ∗) is a Hilbert space and D(T ) is a closed subspace. In particular,

the above decomposition is actually orthogonal w.r.t. the graph inner product. The numbers

n± := dimN± (≤ +∞) are called the positive and the negative deficiency index respectively. Self-

adjoint extensions of T exist if and only if n+ = n−. The following theorem is due to von Neumann.

Theorem 2.1. Let T be a symmetric operator with n+ = n− ≥ 1. Then there is a one-to-one

correspondence between the set S of self-adjoint extensions of T and the set U(N+, N−) of unitary

maps from N+ to N−.

We recall briefly how the correspondence (some authors call it the von Neumann map) is con-

structed. Note that we have the following orthogonal decompositions

H = Ran(T − i)⊕⊥ N− = Ran(T + i)⊕⊥ N+.

From this we can construct a partial isometry (the Cayley transform of T ):

C := (T − i)(T + i)−1 : Ran(T + i) −→ Ran(T − i).

Define C̃ : H → H by C̃|N⊥
+

= C and C̃|N+ = 0. Given a unitary map U : N+ → N−, define

Ũ : H → H by Ũ |N+ = U , Ũ |N⊥
+

= 0. Then CU := C̃ + Ū is a unitary operator on H . Solve the

equation in TU

CU = (TU − i)(TU + i)−1.
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The resulting TU is the self-adjoint extension corresponding to U . In this way, we get the von

Neumann map v : U 7→ TU . U can be reasonably called an abstract (self-adjoint) boundary condition

and v is precisely how the self-adjoint extensions depend on the corresponding self-adjoint boundary

conditions.

The above von Neumann’s theory is hardly a completed theory. The point is that the set

U(N+, N−) has more natural structures than just being a set. If one such unitary map is fixed

, then the set can be identified with U(N+), the unitary group of the Hilbert space N+.

On the other side, since we are considering unbounded self-adjoint operators depending on pa-

rameters, we’d better choose a topology on the set of (bounded or unbounded) self-adjoint operators.

One choice is the gap topology.

Definition 2.2. For two self-adjoint operators A1, A2 in a Hilbert space H, the gap metric between

them is defined via

γ(A1, A2) := ‖(A1 + i)−1 − (A2 + i)−1‖.

The induced topology is called the gap topology.

This topology can be viewed from different angles: Originally it is the ”gap” between the graphs

of A1 and A2. One can also map self-adjoint operators to unitary operators via Cayley transform

and the metric is precisely the norm metric between the corresponding unitary operators. Indeed,

in our context note that

CU = (TU + i− 2i)(TU + i)−1 = Id− 2i(TU + i)−1,

i.e.

(TU + i)−1 =
1

2i
(Id− CU ).

Thus if U1, U2 ∈ U(N+, N−), then

(TU1 + i)−1 − (TU2 + i)−1 =
1

2i
(CU2 − CU1) =

1

2i
(Ũ2 − Ũ1).

From this formula, v is therefore continuous (we use the norm topology on U(N+, N−)), and we

say the self-adjoint extensions depend continuously on the corresponding boundary conditions. For

more information on the above topological aspect, see [7].
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3. Strong symplectic structures and related Hermitian symmetric spaces

The goal of this section is to present the basics of irreducible Hermitian symmetric spaces of

type In+,n−
. More or less, the material included here is classical and standard since E. Cartan’s

time. However, Hermitian symmetric spaces are generally introduced in the formalism of Lie theory

and realized finally as spaces of complex matrices in the finite-dimensional case [22, 11]. We take

an alternative approach starting with the notion of strong symplectic structures, and realize the

relevant Hermitian symmetric spaces as spaces of operators (thus the infinite-dimensional case can

be handled as well). We think this is a short-cut for applying Hermitian symmetric spaces to the

extension theory of symmetric operators as it is actually the way how these spaces arise in the theory.

Let H be a complex Hilbert space (dimH ≤ +∞). We denote its inner product and norm by (·, ·)

and ‖ · ‖ respectively.

Definition 3.1. A strong symplectic structure on H is a continuous sesquilinear form [·, ·] : H×H →

C such that

i) For x, y ∈ H, [x, y] is linear in x and conjugate-linear in y;

ii) [y, x] = −[x, y] for all x, y ∈ H;

iii) [·, ·] is non-degenerate in the sense that if [x, y] = 0 for all y ∈ H, then x = 0;

iv) the map i : H → H∗ defined by i(x) = [·, x] is surjective, where H∗ is the dual space of continuous

linear functionals on H.

The triplet (H, (·, ·), [·, ·]) will be called a strong symplectic Hilbert space and if no ambiguity arises,

we just say H is a strong symplectic Hilbert space.

Remark. (1) In the literature, when defining a strong symplectic structure, one often needs not

to specify the choice of an inner product on H and only an equivalence class of norms is necessary,

because this is enough for equipping H with the required topology.3 However, we do include an

inner product as part of the definition, because this is indeed the case we shall encounter. (2)

If dimH < +∞, the condition iv) is superfluous and follows from iii). (3) A strong symplectic

structure is in fact an indefinite inner product on H . Indeed, −i[·, ·] is Hermitian in the usual sense:

−i[y, x] = −i[x, y]. However, we prefer to use the terminology here to remind the reader of the

3Perhaps [29] was the first to define an infinite-dimensional strong symplectic structure in the real case, where no
norm or inner product is specified.
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similarity to real symplectic structures. Further information on this analogy can be found in § 4 and

§ 11.

We are not interested in the case where −i[·, ·] is positive-definite or negative-definite and in the

following we always assume that our symplectic structures are not of this kind. We also note that

our definition and investigation to follow have some overlaps with [15], which was also motivated by

boundary value problems.

Example 3.2. Given two complex Hilbert spaces H+, H−, of dimension n+ and n− respectively.

Then H = H+ ⊕⊥ H− can be equipped with a standard strong symplectic structure as follows: for

x = (x1, x2), y = (y1, y2) ∈ H+ ⊕⊥ H−, define

[x, y] = i(x1, y1)H+ − i(x2, y2)H−
.

Example 3.3. If (Hi, (·, ·)Hi
, [·, ·]i), i = 1, 2 are two strong symplectic Hilbert spaces, the direct

sum of the two is the orthogonal direct sum H1 ⊕⊥H2, whose strong symplectic structure is defined

as follows: For x = (x1, x2), y = (y1, y2) ∈ H1 ⊕⊥ H2,

[x, y] := [x1, y1]1 + [x2, y2]2.

Let H be a strong symplectic Hilbert space.

Definition 3.4. Let M be a (closed or non-closed) subspace of H. The symplectic complement of

M is defined as the subspace

M⊥s = {x ∈ H |[x, y] = 0, ∀y ∈M}.

If M1, M2 are two subspaces, then it can be easily checked that

(M1 +M2)
⊥s =M⊥s

1 ∩M⊥s

2 , (M1 ∩M2)
⊥s ⊃M⊥s

1 +M⊥s

2 .

Definition 3.5. A closed subspace M ⊂ H is isotropic if M ⊂ M⊥s. An isotropic subspace M is

called maximal if there is no isotropic subspace of H containing M properly. M is called co-isotropic

if M⊥s ⊂M . If M =M⊥s, we call M a Lagrangian subspace.

Definition 3.6. A closed subspace M ⊂ H is called completely positive- (resp. negative-) definite if

−i[·, ·] is positive- (resp. negative-)definite when restricted on M and there exists a positive constant
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cM such that −i[x, x] ≥ cM‖x‖2 (resp. i[x, x] ≥ cM‖x‖2) for all x ∈ M . Such an M is called

maximal if it cannot be contained properly in another completely positive- (resp. negative-)definite

subspace.

We can find a canonical maximal completely positive-definite subspace M+ as follows: Via Riesz

representation theorem, there is a linear bounded operator A on H such that [x, y] = (Ax, y) for

all x, y ∈ H . The condition ii) implies that A∗ = −A and the conditions iii) and iv) imply A is a

topological linear isomorphism. Let |A| be the square root of A∗A = −A2. Since A commutes with

A2 and hence with A∗A, A commutes with |A|. Let J = |A|−1A. Then

J 2 = (|A|−1A)2 = |A|−2A2 = −Id.

In terms of J and |A|, one can obtain the basic identity (M⊥s)⊥s = M̄ for any subspace M , where

M̄ is the closure of M . Denote the closed subspaces ker(J ∓ i) by M± respectively.

Proposition 3.7. We have the decomposition H = M+ ⊕⊥ M−. M+ (resp. M−) is a maximal

completely positive-definite (resp. negative-definite) subspace of H, and M− =M⊥s

+ .

Proof. The orthogonal decomposition is obvious. For x ∈ H , let x = x+ + x− be the decomposition

accordingly. Denote the restriction of −i[·, ·] on M+ by (·, ·)+ and the restriction of i[·, ·] on M− by

(·, ·)−. Note that for x ∈M+ and y ∈M−,

[x, y] = (Ax, y) = (|A|J x, y) = i(|A|x, y),

and similarly,

[x, y] = −(x,Ay) = −i(x, |A|y),

implying that [x, y] = 0. Therefore, for x = x+ + x− and y = y+ + y−,

−i[x, y] = (x+, y+)+ − (x−, y−)−.

Note that for 0 6= x ∈M+,

−i[x, x] = (x, x)+ = −i(Ax, x) = (|A|x, x) > 0.

This shows that M+ is completely positive-definite since |A| is a topological linear isomorphism.

If M+ is not maximal, then there exists a completely positive-definite subspace M ′ containing

M+ properly. Let y = y++ y− ∈M ′ such that y is orthogonal to M in M ′ (w.r.t. the inner product
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induced from −i[·, ·] on M ′). Then immediately we have y+ = 0 and y = y−, contradicting the

assumption that M ′ is completely positive-definite. The conclusion for M− follows similarly.

From the above argument, it is obvious that M− ⊂ M⊥s

+ . If x = x+ + x− ∈ M⊥s

+ , then by

definition for any y ∈M+, we have

−i[y, x] = (y, x+)+ = 0,

implying that x+ = 0 and x = x− ∈M−. �

There are many maximal completely positive-definite (resp. negative-definite) subspaces of H .

Denote the set of all maximal completely positive-definite (resp. negative-definite) subspaces by

W+(H) (resp. W−(H)). W+(H) can be characterized in the following way. Note that the above

M± are Hilbert spaces with inner product (·, ·)± respectively.

Theorem 3.8. If H = M+ ⊕⊥ M−, where M± are those in Prop. 3.7, then a subspace M is a

maximal completely positive-definite subspace of H if and only if it is of the form {x+Bx|x ∈M+}

where B ∈ B(M+,M−) and ‖B‖ < 1.

Proof. Let M be a maximal completely positive-definite subspace of H . If x ∈M and x = x+ + x−

according to the decomposition H = M+ ⊕M−, then the map π+ : M → M+, x 7→ x+ is a linear

topological isomorphism. Indeed, π+ is obviously injective. Note that by definition for x ∈M

−i[x, x] = ‖x+‖2+ − ‖x−‖2− ≥ cM‖x‖2,

implying that π+(M) is closed. If π+ is not surjective, then there is a nonzero y ∈ M+ such

that y is orthogonal to π+(M) in M+. The linear span of y and M should again be a completely

positive-definite subspace of H . This contradicts the maximality of M . One also obviously has that

‖π+x‖ ≤ ‖x‖ for x ∈M . The bounded inverse theorem then implies that π+ is an isomorphism.

In this way, x− = π−1
+ (x+)− x+ and we can write this as x− = Bx+ for B ∈ B(M+,M−). Note

that for any 0 6= x+ ∈M+

−i[x+ +Bx+, x+ +Bx+] = (x+, x+)+ − (Bx+, Bx+)−

= ((Id −B∗B)x+, x+)+ ≥ cM (‖x+‖2+ + ‖Bx+‖2−).

This implies that B should lie in the open unit ball in B(M+,M−).
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Conversely, given B ∈ B(M+,M−) such that ‖B‖ < 1, we can form the subspaceM = {x+Bx|x ∈

M+}. Note that

−i[x+Bx, x+Bx] = (x, x)+ − (Bx,Bx)−

= ((Id− B∗B)x, x)+ ≥ (1− ‖B‖2)(x, x)+

≥ (1− ‖B‖2)
2

‖x+Bx‖2.

This implies that M is completely positive-definite. If M is not maximal, then there is a completely

positive-definite subspace M ′ containing M properly. Let y ∈ M ′ \M and y = y+ + y− according

to the decomposition H =M+ ⊕⊥ M−. Then

y − (y+ +By+) = y− −By+ ∈M ′ ∩M− = 0,

implying that y = y+ +By+ ∈M . A contradiction! This completes the proof. �

The theorem then gives rise to a complex (Banach) manifold structure on W+(H) and the open

unit ball in B(M+,M−) serves as a global coordinate chart. Similarly, all maximal completely

negative-definite subspaces can be parameterized by elements in the open unit ball in B(M−,M+).

Let N+ be any maximal completely positive-definite subspace and define N− := N⊥s

+ .

Proposition 3.9. N− is a maximal completely negative-definite subspace of H and H = N+ ⊕N−.

Proof. According to the above theorem, let B ∈ B(M+,M−) parameterize N+. Then for any

y = y+ + y− ∈ N−, we have

0 = −i[x, y] = (x+, y+)+ − (Bx+, y−)−

for all x+ ∈M+. This implies that y+ = B∗y−. Conversely, for y− ∈M−, B∗y− + y− certainly lies

in N⊥s

+ . Thus N− = {B∗y+y|y ∈M−} and N− is a maximal completely negative-definite subspace.

Obviously N+ ∩N− = 0. To see N+ ⊕N− = H , we have to solve the equations

x+ = y+ +B∗y−, x− = y− +By+

for any given x = x+ + x− ∈ H = M+ ⊕⊥ M−. Note that the matrix of operators

(
Id B∗

B Id

)

acting onM+⊕M− is invertible for ‖B‖ = ‖B∗‖ < 1. The solution (y+, y−) exists and is unique. �

In Thm. 3.8 we can replace M± by N± and a similar result holds except that H = N+ ⊕ N−

is not orthogonal. Then W+(H) also has the open unit ball in B(N+, N−) as its coordinate chart.
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It’s routine to check that different charts are related to each other by biholomorphic maps (see the

following Prop. 3.11) and the complex manifold structure on W+(H) is unique. In particular, let

(·, ·)+ (resp. (·, ·)−) be the restriction of −i[·, ·] (resp. i[·, ·]) on N+ (resp. N−) and x = x+ + x−

w.r.t. the decomposition H = N+ ⊕N−. Then

−i[x, y] = (x+, y+)+ − (x−, y−)−

for arbitrary x, y ∈ H .

It is obvious from Thm. 3.8 that all maximal completely positive-definite (resp. negative-definite)

subspaces have the same dimension n+ (resp. n−). We call the pair (n+, n−) the signature of

[·, ·]. Actually the signature completely characterizes the strong symplectic structure [·, ·]. We call

two strong symplectic structures [·, ·]1 on H1 and [·, ·]2 on H2 are isomorphic if there is a linear

topological isomorphism (not necessarily an isometry) Φ : H1 → H2 such that

[Φ(x),Φ(y)]2 = [x, y]1.

In particular, all automorphisms of a strong symplectic structure on H form a group called pseu-

dounitary group of signature (n+, n−) and denoted by U(n+, n−)
4. U(n+, n−) is a subgroup of the

general linear group GL(H), i.e., the group consisting of all invertible elements in B(H). GL(H) is

open in B(H) and in this way is a Banach-Lie group. We always view U(n+, n−) as a real analytic

Banach-Lie subgroup of GL(H).

Proposition 3.10. All strong symplectic Hilbert spaces with signature (n+, n−) are isomorphic.

Proof. Given a strong symplectic Hilbert space H with signature (n+, n−), we choose N+ ∈W+(H)

and its symplectic complement N−. Take an ordered orthonormal basis {ej}n+

j=1 of N+ w.r.t. the

inner product (·, ·)+ and an ordered orthonormal basis {fj}n−

j=1 of N− w.r.t. the inner product

(·, ·)−. Then N+ is identified with Cn+ and N− with Cn− (Cn± are equipped with the standard

Hilbert space structure). Let H := Cn+ ⊕⊥ Cn− . H has the strong symplectic structure defined as

in Example 3.2:

−i[x, y] = (x+, y+)Cn+ − (x−, y−)Cn− ,

4The relevant strong symplectic Hilbert space will be clear from the background.
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where x = x+ + x− ∈ H. This identification is surely an isomorphism between the two strong

symplectic structures. �

Given two isomorphic strong symplectic Hilbert spaces H1 = N1
+ ⊕N1

− and H2 = N2
+ ⊕N2

−, an

isomorphism Φ ∈ B(H1, H2) can be written in the matrix form

(
g11 g12
g21 g22

)
, g11 ∈ B(N1

+, N
2
+), g12 ∈ B(N1

−, N
2
+), g21 ∈ B(N1

+, N
2
−), g22 ∈ B(N1

−, N
2
−).

These matrix entries should satisfy

g∗11g11 − g∗21g21 = Id, g∗22g22 − g∗12g12 = Id, g∗12g11 − g∗22g21 = 0.

Certainly Φ transforms elements in W+(H1) bijectively into elements in W+(H2).

Proposition 3.11. If N+ ∈ W+(H1) is parameterized by B ∈ B(N1
+, N

1
−) and Φ an isomorphism

as above, then Φ(N+) is parameterized by

B′ = (g21 + g22B)(g11 + g12B)−1 ∈ B(N2
+, N

2
−). (3.1)

Proof. For arbitrary x+ +Bx+ ∈ N+,

Φ(x+ +Bx+) =

(
g11 g12
g21 g22

)(
x+
Bx+

)
=

(
(g11 + g12B)x+
(g21 + g22B)x+

)
.

Let y+ := (g11 + g12B)x+. Then

Φ(x+ +Bx+) = y+ + (g21 + g22B)(g11 + g12B)−1y+.

The conclusion then follows. �

The result actually shows how different coordinate charts on W+(H) are related to each other.

The formula also means that U(n+, n−) acts holomorphically on W+(H). Recall that a group G

acts on a set M transitively if for any two elements m1,m2 ∈M , there is a g ∈ G transforming m1

into m2. The isotropy group at m ∈M is the subgroup Gm ⊂ G fixing m. LetM± be the subspaces

as before.

Proposition 3.12. The action of U(n+, n−) on W+(H) is transitive and the isotropy subgroup at

M+ ∈W+(H) is U(M+)× U(M−).
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Proof. Let B ∈ B(M+,M−) parameterize N+. It suffices to prove that there exists Φ ∈ U(n+, n−)

such that Φ(M+) = N+. Define

Φ0 =

(
Id B∗

B Id

)
, Φ1 =

(
(Id−B∗B)−1/2 0

0 (Id−BB∗)−1/2

)

w.r.t. the decomposition H =M+⊕⊥M−. It can be checked directly that Φ := Φ0 ◦Φ1 ∈ U(n+, n−)

and Φ(M+) = N+.

Note thatM+ is parameterized by 0 ∈ B(M+,M−). If Φ ∈ U(n+, n−) fixesM+, then according to

the above proposition, g21g
−1
11 = 0 and hence g21 = 0, g12 = 0, g∗11g11 = Id and g∗22g22 = Id. That’s

to say Φ =

(
g11 0
0 g22

)
where g11 and g22 are unitary operators on M+ and M− respectively. �

Since U(M±) are isomorphic to U(n±) respectively, the above proposition means we can iden-

tify W+(H) with the homogeneous space U(n+, n−)/(U(n+) × U(n−)). Obviously, there is a nor-

mal subgroup of both U(n+, n−) and U(n+) × U(n−) consisting of elements like c × Id with

c ∈ U(1). This normal subgroup acts trivially on W+(H). We denote the quotient groups by

PU(n+, n−) and P(U(n+) × U(n−)). Still PU(n+, n−) acts effectively and transitively on W+(H)

with P(U(n+)×U(n−)) as the isotropy subgroup atM+. That’s to sayW+(H) can also be identified

with PU(n+, n−)/P(U(n+)× U(n−)).

If dimH < +∞, the picture can be enlarged. Let Gr(n+, H) be the Grassmannian of subspaces

of dimension n+ in H . Then Gr(n+, H) is a complex projective manifold of dimension n+ · n−

while the previousW+(H) is an open subset of it. The projective general linear group PGL(H) acts

transitively on Gr(n+, H). In this way PU(n+, n−) ⊂ PGL(H) acts on Gr(n+, H) and W+(H) is

just a PU(n+, n−)-orbit. W+(H) is the famous non-compact irreducible Hermitian symmetric space

of type In+,n−
in E. Cartan’s classification of such spaces and Gr(n+, H) is its compact dual. The

embeddingW+(H) →֒ Gr(n+, H) is a realization of the so-called Borel embedding and our Prop. 3.8

is actually a version of the so-called Harish-Chandra embedding, i.e., realizingW+(H) as a bounded

symmetric domain. With its Bergman metric, W+(H) is a hyperbolic Kähler manifold. For more

details about all these, see [22, 11, 43].

If dimH = +∞, many facts mentioned above still have their counterparts, but the situation is

much more complicated for infinite-dimensional Grassmannians come into view. W+(H) still has a

natural dual which can never be compact in any reasonable sense. See [10] for further information
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on infinite-dimensional bounded symmetric spaces and [1] for a topological investigation on various

infinite-dimensional Grassmannians. In this paper we will only use the most obvious facts concerning

W+(H) and its dual in the case n+ = n− = +∞ when necessary.

We are particularly interested in strong symplectic structures with signature (n, n). Only in

this setting, Lagrangian subspaces exist. For the remainder of this section, we always assume

n+ = n− = n ≤ +∞.

Proposition 3.13. If the strong symplectic structure on H has signature (n, n), then all Lagrangian

subspaces are parameterized by unitary maps from any N+ ∈ W+(H) to its symplectic complement

N−.

Proof. This is easy and left to the interested reader. �

We denote the space of Lagrangian subspaces of H by L(H). Since now n+ = n− = n, we

can identify N+ with N− (using a unitary map between them) and then L(H) is parameterized by

U(N+). This gives rise to a real analytic Banach manifold structure on L(H). Different choices ofN+

only introduce different coordinate charts that are related to each other by analytic diffeomorphisms.

If H1 and H2 are two strong symplectic Hilbert spaces and Φ is an isomorphism between them, then

Φ transforms elements in L(H1) bijectively into elements in L(H2). In particular, U(n, n) acts on

L(H).

Proposition 3.14. Given N1
+ ∈ W+(H1) and N2

+ ∈ W+(H2). If L ∈ L(H1) is parameterized by a

unitary map u from N1
+ to N1

−, then Φ(L) is parameterized by the unitary map

u′ = (g21 + g22u)(g11 + g12u)
−1.

Proof. The proof is similar to that of Prop. 3.11. �

There is another way to parameterize W+(H) in this case. If N− is identified with N+ and H

with N+ ⊕⊥ N+, then the strong symplectic structure becomes the standard one in Example 3.2.

However, there is an alternative way to define a second strong symplectic structure on N+ ⊕⊥ N+:

If x = (x1, x2) and y = (y1, y2) are both in N+ ⊕⊥ N+, then

[x, y]new := (x2, y1)+ − (x1, y2)+
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is also a strong symplectic structure with signature (n, n). For x = (x1, x2), we set β(x) =

(x1−x2

i
√
2
, x1+x2√

2
) ∈ N+ ⊕⊥ N+. It’s easy to check

[β(x), β(y)]new = [x, y],

i.e., β is a symplectic isomorphism between these two strong symplectic structures. Now if N is a

maximal completely positive-definite subspace w.r.t. [·, ·], then it is of the form {(x,Bx)|x ∈ N+}

for some B ∈ B(N+) with ‖B‖ < 1. We have

β(N) = {(x−Bx

i
√
2

,
x+Bx√

2
) ∈ N+ ⊕⊥ N+|x ∈ N+}

= {(x, i(Id+B)(Id −B)−1x) ∈ N+ ⊕⊥ N+|x ∈ N+}.

Thus the new operator M = i(Id + B)(Id − B)−1 also parameterizes N . Note that the imaginary

part of M

M −M∗

2i
= (Id−B∗)−1(Id−B∗B)(Id−B)−1

is positive-definite and invertible. Conversely, any M ∈ B(N+) with this property produces a

B = (M − i)(M + i)−1 with ‖B‖ < 1. In short, B is the Cayley transform of M while M is the

inverse transform of B.

The picture can be applied to parameterize Lagrangian subspaces as well. However, the inverse

Cayley transform of a unitary operator U is not necessarily an operator, but may have a multi-valued

part. If U parameterizes LU , then

β(LU ) = {(−i(Id− U)x, (Id+ U)x)|x ∈ N+}.

Let K be the orthogonal complement of ker(Id − U). Then K is U -invariant and we set UK to be

U restricted on K. Let A be the inverse Cayley transform of UK . A is a densely defined self-adjoint

operator in K. If A is unbounded, its domain is Ran(Id− U). In terms of A,

β(LU ) = {(x,Ax + y)|x ∈ D(A), y ∈ [D(A)]⊥}.

β(LU ) is an example of (self-adjoint) linear relations, i.e., subspaces of N+ ⊕⊥ N+.

Proposition 3.15. PU(n, n) acts transitively on L(H).
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Proof. If H is identified with N+ ⊕⊥ N+ and L ∈ L(H) is parameterized by the unitary operator

U . We only need to show there is a Φ ∈ U(n, n) transforming L into the Lagrangian subspace

parameterized by the unitary operator Id. Taking Φ =

(
Id 0
0 U−1

)
will do the job. �

Remark. This just means L(H) is also a PU(n, n)-orbit in Gr(n,H).

For later convenience, we shall say something more about the complex manifold Gr(n,H) and

its relation to W±(H) and L(H). Obviously, W±(H) are two open subsets of Gr(n,H) while L(H)

is a closed subset of Gr(n,H). This is in sharp contrast with the case n+ 6= n−. In the latter

case, W+(H) lies in Gr(n+, H), W−(H) lies in Gr(n−, H) and L(H) makes no sense. In particular,

Gr(n+, H) and Gr(n−, H) are two different topological components of the Grassmannian of all

closed subspaces of H . What’s more important for us is the following.

Proposition 3.16. Let W±(H) be the topological closure of W±(H) in Gr(n,H) respectively. Then

W+(H) ∩W−(H) = L(H).

Proof. TakeN+ ∈ W+(H) and letN− ∈W−(H) be its symplectic complement. ThenH = N+⊕N−.

This decomposition gives rise to two coordinate charts U± of Gr(n,H):

U+ = {S ∈ Gr(n,H)|S = graph(B), B ∈ B(N+, N−)},

U− = {S ∈ Gr(n,H)|S = graph(B), B ∈ B(N−, N+)},

andW±(H) ⊂ U±. Then L(H) ⊂W+(H)∩W−(H) is obvious. Now if S ∈ W+(H)∩W−(H), then it

can be written in two ways, {(x,B1x) ∈ N+⊕N−|x ∈ N+} in U+ and {(B2y, y) ∈ N+⊕N−|y ∈ N−}

in U−. The equality of the two implies that both B1 and B2 are invertible and B2 = B−1
1 . As a

limit point of both W+(H) and W−(H) in Gr(n,H), S has to be both non-negative definite and

non-positive definite. Therefore Id−B∗
1B1 = 0 and consequently B1 is a unitary map. This shows

S ∈ L(H). The conclusion is thus proved. �

Remark. If n ∈ N, in the theory of Hermitian symmetric spaces, L(H) is the Shilov boundary

of W+(H) in Gr(n,H), which plays a fundamental role in the function theory on W+(H). It’s

surprising that this intimate connection of the two is also reflected in the theory to be developed in

this paper.

The following example is to demonstrate the above argument in the simplest case.
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Example 3.17. Let H = C⊕⊥ C = C2 and the strong symplectic structure be given by −i[x, y] =

x1y1− x2y2, where x = (x1, x2) and y = (y1, y2) are in C2. Then each maximal completely positive-

definite subspace is of the form C{(1, z)} with |z| < 1, each maximal completely negative-definite

subspace is of the form C{(z, 1)} for |z| < 1, and each Lagrangian subspace is of the form C{(1, z)}

with |z| = 1. Note that in this case W+(H) ∪W−(H) ∪ L(H) = Gr(1, 2) = CP
1 and L(H) is the

common boundary of W+(H) and W−(H) in CP
1. It is easy to find that PU(1, 1) is precisely the

Möbius transformation group of the unit disc. In terms of the inverse Cayley transform, the unit

disc is transformed into the upper half plane C+ and PU(1, 1) is simply described as PSL(2,R) =

SL(2,R)/{±Id}. If g ∈ PSL(2,R) is represented by ±
(
a b
c d

)
and z ∈ C+, then g · z = aλ+b

cλ+d .

The following proposition will be used in § 8.

Proposition 3.18. If N is a maximal completely positive-definite subspace of H and L is La-

grangian, then N and L are transversal in H, i.e., N ∩ L = 0, and N ⊕ L = H.

Proof. L ∩ N = 0 is obvious. We can identify H with N ⊕⊥ N . Then N is identified with N :=

{(x, 0) ∈ N ⊕⊥ N |x ∈ N}. Let U ∈ U(N) be the operator parameterizing L, i.e.,

L = {(x, Ux) ∈ N ⊕⊥ N |x ∈ N}.

For any (x+, x−) ∈ N ⊕⊥ N , we have

(x+, x−) = (x+ − U−1x−, 0) + (U−1x−, UU
−1x−).

Thus N ⊕⊥ N = N + L. �

4. Symmetric operator and its Weyl curve

In this paper, we are basically concerned with simple symmetric operators.

Definition 4.1. A densely defined symmetric operator T in a Hilbert space H is called simple, if it

is not a nontrivial orthogonal sum of a self-adjoint operator and a symmetric operator.

The classification of self-adjoint operators up to unitary equivalence is well-known and described

by the Hahn-Hellinger theory of spectral multiplicity. Hence to classify symmetric operators is
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essentially to classify the simple ones. It is known that simplicity of T is equivalent to that

span ∪λ∈C+∪C−
{ker(T ∗ − λ)} is dense in H .

Let T be a simple symmetric operator in H and T ∗ its conjugation. Note that D(T ∗) is a

Hilbert space with its graph inner product and D(T ) is a closed subspace of it. Then the quotient

BT := D(T ∗)/D(T ) is also a Hilbert space. It is not hard to see that for [x], [y] ∈ BT

[[x], [y]]T := (T ∗x, y)− (x, T ∗y)

is well-defined and a strong symplectic structure on BT . Let (n+, n−) be the signature of this

structure. n± are just the deficiency indices. As before we only consider the case n+, n− ≥ 1. It’s a

basic fact that closed extensions of T correspond to closed subspaces of BT ; in particular, self-adjoint

extensions (if any) correspond to Lagrangian subspaces of BT [40, Prop. 14.7].

LetW+(BT ) (resp. W−(BT )) be the space of maximal completely positive-definite (resp. negative-

definite) linear subspaces of BT w.r.t. [·, ·]T . The following proposition is essentially [3, Prop. 1.6.8],

but we prefer a geometric reformulation.

Proposition 4.2. For λ ∈ C+ (resp. C−), the image W (λ) of ker(T ∗ − λ) ⊂ D(T ∗) in BT is a

maximal completely positive-definite (resp. negative-definite) subspace.

Proof. If λ ∈ C+ and 0 6= x ∈ ker(T ∗ − λ), then ker(T ∗ − λ) ∩D(T ) = 0 due to the well-known fact

that T has no eigenvalues on C+. On the other side,

−i[[x], [x]]T = −i[(T ∗x, x) − (x, T ∗x)] = −i(λ− λ̄)(x, x) = 2ℑλ(x, x) > 0.

According to the von Neumann decomposition [3, Thm. 1.7.11]

D(T ∗) = D(T )⊕ ker(T ∗ − λ)⊕ ker(T ∗ − λ̄),

we have BT =W (λ)⊕W (λ̄). Note that ker(T ∗ −λ) is closed both in D(T ∗) and in H and on it the

two norms are equivalent. This shows that W (λ) is completely positive-definite in BT . Similarly,

W (λ̄) is completely negative-definite. If x ∈ ker(T ∗ − λ) and y ∈ ker(T ∗ − λ̄), then

−i[[x], [y]]T = −i[(T ∗x, y)− (x, T ∗y)] = −i(λ− λ)(x, y) = 0,

implying that W (λ̄) ⊂ (W (λ))⊥s . These arguments are sufficient to show W (λ) and W (λ̄) are

maximal. �
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This basic proposition then gives rise to a map

WT : C+ ∪ C− →W+(BT ) ∪W−(BT ).

We call WT the two-branched Weyl map of T . When we want to emphasize the geometric content,

we also call WT (λ) the Weyl curve of T . Since the component from C− to W−(BT ) is completely

determined by the component from C+ to W+(BT ), usually we can focus on the latter and call it

the single-branched Weyl map (curve).

Theorem 4.3. The single-branched Weyl map WT (λ) is holomorphic.

This theorem is the most basic fact in the whole theory we are developing, because several

definitions and constructions to follow actually are based on it.

Recall that a map between two complex manifolds is by definition holomorphic if and only if its

local form in coordinate charts is given by holomorphic functions. To prove this theorem, we should

introduce more concepts. If H is the standard strong symplectic Hilbert space in Example 3.2 and

Φ is a symplectic isomorphism between BT and H. Φ can be extended to D(T ∗) simply by setting

its value at x ∈ D(T ∗) to be Φ([x]). By abuse of notation, we still use Φ to denote this extension.

According to the decomposition H = H+ ⊕⊥ H−,

Φ(x) = (Γ+x,Γ−x) ∈ H+ ⊕⊥ H−

and the abstract Green’s second formula

(T ∗x, y)− (x, T ∗y) = i(Γ+x,Γ+y)H+ − i(Γ−x,Γ−y)H−
(4.1)

holds for any x, y ∈ D(T ∗). Then in terms of the above decomposition of H, by our discussion in

the previous section Φ(WT (λ)) is parameterized by B(λ) ∈ B(H+, H−) with ‖B(λ)‖ < 1. It suffices

to prove that B(λ) is holomorphic on C+.

Consider the closed extension T+ of T whose domain is {x ∈ D(T ∗)|Γ+x = 0} and the closed

extension T− whose domain is {x ∈ D(T ∗)|Γ−x = 0}.

Lemma 4.4. T ∗
+ = T−.

Proof. If y ∈ D(T−), then for any x ∈ D(T+)

(T+x, y) = i(Γ+x,Γ+y)− i(Γ−x,Γ−y) + (x, T ∗y) = (x, T ∗y) = (x, T−y),
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implying by definition that y ∈ D(T ∗
+) and T ∗

+y = T−y and hence T− ⊂ T ∗
+. Conversely, if y ∈

D(T ∗
+), then for any x ∈ D(T+)

0 = (T+x, y)− (x, T ∗
+y) = (T ∗x, y)− (x, T ∗y)

= i(Γ+x,Γ+y)H+ − i(Γ−x,Γ−y)H−

= −i(Γ−x,Γ−y)H−
.

It is easy to see Γ−(D(T+)) = H− and thus Γ−y = 0, i.e., y ∈ D(T−). The proof is finished. �

Proposition 4.5. C+ ⊂ ρ(T+) and C− ⊂ ρ(T−).

Proof. For λ ∈ C+, we have to prove T+ − λ has a bounded inverse. Let λ = a + bi for a, b ∈ R.

Then for x ∈ D(T+)

‖(T+ − a− bi)x‖2 = ((T+ − a− bi)x, (T+ − a− bi)x)

= ((T+ − a)x, (T+ − a)x) + b2‖x‖2 + ib[(T+x, x)− (x, T+x)]

= ((T+ − a)x, T+ − a)x) + b2‖x‖2

− b[(Γ+x,Γ+x)H+ − (Γ−x,Γ−x)H−
]

= ((T+ − a)x, (T+ − a)x) + b2‖x‖2 + b(Γ−x,Γ−x)H−

≥ b2‖x‖2.

That’s to say ‖(T+ − λ)x‖ ≥ b‖x‖ for x ∈ D(T+). Since T+ − λ is a closed operator, this implies

that Ran(T+ − λ) is closed and (T+ − λ)−1 is well-defined and bounded. Thus λ ∈ ρ(T+) ∪ σr(T+).

A similar argument applying to T− shows that λ̄ ∈ ρ(T−) ∪ σr(T−).

If λ ∈ σr(T+), then Ran(T+−λ) is a proper closed subspace of H . Choose y 6= 0 in the orthogonal

complement of Ran(T+ − λ) in H . Then for any x ∈ D(T+),

0 = ((T+ − λ)x, y) = (x, (T− − λ̄)y).

Since D(T+) is dense in H , we have (T− − λ̄)y = 0, i.e., λ̄ is an eigenvalue of T−. A contradiction!

Therefore, we must have λ ∈ ρ(T+). The conclusion for T− follows similarly. �

Proposition 4.6. For any ϕ ∈ H+ and λ ∈ C+, the abstract boundary value problem
{
T ∗x = λx,
Γ+x = ϕ.
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has a unique solution x ∈ D(T ∗).

Proof. If both x, y are solutions of the problem, then Γ+(x− y) = 0 and thus x− y ∈ D(T+). x− y

also fulfills the equation T+(x− y) = T ∗(x− y) = λ(x− y). Thus x− y = 0 for λ is a regular value

of T+. The uniqueness is proved.

This x does exist. It is because W (λ) ∈ W+(BT ) and Φ(W (λ)) should again be maximally

completely positive-definite in H and the graph of a B(λ) ∈ B(H+, H−). �

Thus from this proposition, we can define an operator-valued function γ+ : C+ → B(H+, H)

by letting γ+(λ)ϕ be the unique solution of the equation in Prop. 4.6. Then in the coordinate

chart induced from Φ, the parameter corresponding to WT (λ) is B(λ) = Γ−γ+(λ). The following

proposition and its corollary then complete the proof of Thm. 4.3.

Proposition 4.7. For λ, λ′ ∈ C+,

γ+(λ)− γ+(λ
′) = (λ − λ′)(T+ − λ)−1γ+(λ

′).

Proof. Since by definition

Γ+(γ+(λ)ϕ − γ+(λ
′)ϕ) = ϕ− ϕ = 0,

γ+(λ)ϕ − γ+(λ
′)ϕ ∈ D(T+). Note that

T+(γ+(λ)ϕ − γ+(λ
′)ϕ) = T ∗(γ+(λ)ϕ − γ+(λ

′)ϕ)

= λγ+(λ)ϕ− λ′γ+(λ
′)ϕ

= λ(γ+(λ)ϕ − γ+(λ
′)ϕ) + (λ− λ′)γ+(λ

′)ϕ.

Thus,

γ+(λ)ϕ − γ+(λ
′)ϕ = (λ− λ′)(T+ − λ)−1γ+(λ

′)ϕ

as required. �

Corollary 4.8. For λ, λ′ ∈ C+,

B(λ)−B(λ′) = (λ − λ′)Γ−(T+ − λ)−1γ+(λ
′).

Proof. This is obvious. �
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It should be mentioned that in terms of T−, a map γ−(λ) ∈ B(H−, H) can be defined similarly

for λ ∈ C− and Γ+γ−(λ) = (B(λ̄))∗. This fact will be freely used in later sections.

We call the analytic operator-valued function B(λ) the contractive Weyl function associated to

the isomorphism Φ. Here ”contractive” simply means ‖B(λ)‖ < 1 for λ ∈ C+. It is clear that B(λ)

is only a representation of WT (λ) in terms of a specific choice of the ”coordinate system” Φ. If

H′ = H ′
+ ⊕⊥ H ′

− is another standard strong symplectic Hilbert space and H, H′ are related by a

symplectic isomorphism Φ =

(
g11 g12
g21 g22

)
, then according to Prop. 3.11, in terms of H′, the new

contractive Weyl function is

B′(λ) = (g21 + g22B(λ))(g11 + g12B(λ))−1.

If n+ = n− = n ≤ +∞ and G is a Hilbert space of dimension n, due to the discussion in § 3 we

can use the two standard strong symplectic structures on G ⊕⊥ G to describe the Weyl curve: If

B(λ) ∈ B(G) is the contractive Weyl function in terms of an isomorphism from BT to (G⊕⊥G, [·, ·]),

then in terms of (G⊕⊥ G, [·, ·]new), the curve can also be described as the inverse Cayley transform

of B(λ) i.e.,

M+(λ) = i(Id+B(λ))(Id −B(λ))−1 for λ ∈ C+.

It is also easy to find that for λ ∈ C−, the curve is described by M−(λ) = M+(λ̄)
∗. The analytic

operator-valued function

M(λ) :=

{
M+(λ), λ ∈ C+

M−(λ), λ ∈ C−.

is called the Weyl function associated to the corresponding isomorphism. However, traditionally

this Weyl function arises in another way. The following definition is standard and only applies to

the case n+ = n−.

Definition 4.9. Given a densely defined symmetric operator T in H, a boundary triplet for T is a

triplet (G,Γ0,Γ1) consisting of a Hilbert space G and two linear maps Γ0,Γ1 : D(T ∗) → G such that

(1) The map (Γ0,Γ1) : D(T ∗) → G×G is surjective;

(2) For any x, y ∈ D(T ∗), the following abstract Green’s second formula holds:

(T ∗x, y)− (x, T ∗y) = (Γ1x,Γ0y)G − (Γ0x,Γ1y)G.
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In our viewpoint, a boundary triplet is nothing else but essentially an isomorphism between the

strong symplectic Hilbert spaces BT and (G ⊕⊥ G, [·, ·]new). We can set Γ+ = (Γ1 + iΓ0)/
√
2 and

Γ− = (Γ1 − iΓ0)/
√
2. Therefore, Green’s formula now reads

(T ∗x, y)− (x, T ∗y) = i(Γ+x,Γ+y)G − i(Γ−x,Γ−y)G.

This in essence gives an isomorphism between BT and (G ⊕⊥ G, [·, ·]). By abuse of language, we

will call both (G,Γ0,Γ1) and (G,Γ±) a boundary triplet. The context will imply which we exactly

mean.

It is known that self-adjoint extensions of T are parameterized by points in L(BT ). So, given a

boundary triplet (G,Γ±), all self-adjoint extensions are characterized by elements in U(G), i.e., the

group of unitary operators in G. Actually, the domain of the self-adjoint extension TU associated

with U ∈ U(G) is

D(TU ) = {x ∈ D(T ∗)|Γ−x = UΓ+x}. (4.2)

In particular, U = Id represents the self-adjoint extension corresponding to the abstract boundary

condition Γ0x = 0 while U = −Id represents that corresponding to the boundary condition Γ1x = 0.

For convenience, if the boundary triplet is understood, we denote these two by T0 and T1 respectively.

Fix a boundary triplet (G,Γ0,Γ1) for T . For ϕ ∈ G and λ ∈ ρ(T0), the abstract boundary value

problem
{
T ∗x = λx,
Γ0x = ϕ.

has a unique solution γ(λ)ϕ. This map γ(λ) : G→ ker(T ∗−λ) ⊂ H is called the γ-field associated to

the boundary triplet and the map M(λ) := Γ1 ◦ γ(λ) ∈ B(G) is called the Weyl function associated

to the boundary triplet. Obviously, this Weyl function coincides with our previous one.

There is also a more conceptual and intuitive interpretation of the rise of Weyl curves. We explain

it as follows. The direct sum H ⊕⊥ H is equipped with the second standard strong symplectic

structure: for x = (x1, x2) ∈ H ⊕⊥ H , y = (y1, y2) ∈ H ⊕⊥ H ,

[x, y]new = (x2, y1)H − (x1, y2)H , .

Then a simple symmetric operator T induces an isotropic subspace (the graph of T )

AT := {(x, Tx) ∈ H ⊕⊥ H |x ∈ D(T )}
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and its symplectic complement is a co-isotropic subspace (the graph of T ∗)

A⊥s

T := {(x, T ∗x) ∈ H ⊕⊥ H |x ∈ D(T ∗)}.

The quotient A⊥s

T /AT of these two is essentially D(T ∗)/D(T ) and acquires a reduced strong sym-

plectic structure from H ⊕⊥ H .

Recall that there is a similar reduction procedure in real symplectic geometry, see for example

[29] [30, Lemma 2.1.7] and our § 11. It is also well-known that several structures (e.g., Lagrangian

subspaces, compatible complex structures) on the original linear symplectic space have their reduced

version on the quotient linear symplectic space.

In our setting, the story is indeed similar. In H ⊕⊥ H there is a holomorphic curve W(λ)

of subspaces: λ ∈ C 7→ {(x, λx) ∈ H ⊕⊥ H |x ∈ H}. Note that for λ ∈ C+, W(λ) is maximally

completely positive-definite in H⊕⊥H and that for λ ∈ C−, W(λ) is maximally completely negative-

definite. As for λ ∈ R, W(λ) is Lagrangian. The reduced version of W(λ) is (W(λ)∩A⊥s

T +AT )/AT .

Since for λ ∈ C+ ∪ C−

W(λ) ∩ A⊥s

T = {(x, λx)|x ∈ D(T ∗), T ∗x = λx}

which is essentially ker(T ∗−λ), soWT (λ) is precisely the reduced version of W(λ) and the maximal

complete positive-definiteness (and negative-definiteness) survives after the reduction procedure. In

this sense, we call W(λ) the universal Weyl curve associated to H , and any Weyl curve can be

derived from it through this reduction procedure. One should note that singularities along the real

line R ⊂ C may arise in this procedure and WT (λ) needs not to be holomorphic at λ ∈ R.

The advantage of this briefly sketched formalism is that it also applies to simple symmetric

operators which are not densely defined. In this latter case, T ∗ doesn’t exist as an operator, but

A⊥s

T as the symplectic complement of AT still makes sense and is actually a linear relation. In this

paper, we also deal with simple symmetric operators that are not densely defined, but we often

pretend that T is densely defined and T ∗ is well-defined. This is only for convenience of a direct

presentation and the gap can be easily filled in by using terminology and notation developed for

linear relations in [3, Chap. 1]. We have collected from [3] some elementary facts on linear relations

in Appendix B, which provides the necessary material to fill in the gap.
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5. Symmetric operator and its characteristic vector bundles

We want to compare different simple symmetric operators with the same deficiency indices

(n+, n−). So it is important to compare their Weyl curves. However, conceptually they live in

different spaces. The solution is to use the same standard strong symplectic Hilbert space H and

to consider the corresponding curves B(λ) in W+(H) as Weyl curves. But even if H is fixed, the

choice of Φ can still differ by the action of elements in PU(n+, n−). This ambiguity leads us to the

following definitions.

Definition 5.1. Provided that the standard strong symplectic Hilbert space H with signature (n+, n−)

is fixed. A holomorphic map N(λ) from C+ to W+(H) is called a Nevanlinna curve with genus

(n+, n−).

Definition 5.2. If two Nevanlinna curves in W+(H) differ only by the action of an element in

PU(n+, n−), we say they are congruent. This is an equivalence relation and each equivalence class

is called a congruence class. We call the congruence class determined by WT (λ) the Weyl class of

T , and denote it by [WT (λ)].

Recall that two symmetric operators T in H and T ′ in H ′ are unitarily equivalent if there is a

unitary map U from H to H ′ such that UD(T ) = D(T ′) and T ′Ux = UTx for any x ∈ D(T ). If

two simple symmetric operators T1 and T2 with deficiency indices (n+, n−) are in the same unitary

equivalence class, then it can be easily found that [WT1(λ)] = [WT2(λ)]. This shows that the Weyl

class [WT (λ)] is a unitary invariant of T . One of our goals in this paper is to show

Theorem 5.3. [WT (λ)] is a complete unitary invariant of a (not necessarily densely defined) simple

symmetric operator T , i.e., [WT (λ)] uniquely determines the unitary equivalence class of T . More-

over, there is a one-to-one correspondence between unitary equivalence classes of simple symmetric

operators with deficiency indices (n+, n−) and congruence classes of Nevanlinna curves with genus

(n+, n−).

This basic theorem has in fact already been established in the literature, at least in the case of

n+ = n−, see for example [3, Chap. 4]. However, it was never stated in this geometric fashion before

and the existing proof is not conceptually transparent. In this section, we shall prove this theorem
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in its total generality and in an intrinsic manner. We insist that this theorem should be viewed as

the most basic result towards the classification of simple symmetric operators and its importance

lies partly in the fact that it connects spectral theory with complex analysis and complex geometry

in a fundamental way.

To prove Thm. 5.3, we should introduce more concepts which obviously have their own interest.

5.1. Characteristic vector bundle of the first kind. Recall that a complex vector bundle E

over a complex manifold M is holomorphic, if the local transition functions of E can be chosen to

be holomorphic functions defined on overlaps of local coordinate charts in M . The basics of vector

bundles and connections can be found in [20, Chap. 0].

Now it may be not so strange that the theory of holomorphic vector bundles enters into the

theory of symmetric operators naturally. Given a simple symmetric operator T in H , at each point

λ ∈ C+ ∪ C− (C+ ∪ C− is basically a complex manifold of dimension 1, with a specified coordinate

chart), we can attach the linear vector space Eλ := ker(T ∗ − λ), whose rank is n+ or n−. The

inner product on H can be restricted on each fiber Eλ. Thus we actually have at hand a Hermitian

vector bundle E(T ) over C+ ∪ C−. Given a standard strong symplectic Hilbert space H which is

isomorphic to BT via Φ. Then γ±(λ) give rise to a bundle isomorphism between E and the trivial

vector bundle (C+ ×H+)∪ (C− ×H−). The trivial holomorphic structure on the latter can thus be

transported to E(T ). A different choice of Φ won’t change the holomorphic structure of E–This is

precisely what the transformation formula (3.1) tells us. Consequently, the holomorphic structure

on E(T ) is actually intrinsic and determined by T itself.

Definition 5.4. The holomorphic Hermitian vector bundle E(T ) over C+ ∪ C− is called the char-

acteristic vector bundle of the first kind for T .

Two holomorphic Hermitian vector bundles E and E′ over the same base manifold M are called

isomorphic if there is a holomorphic bundle isomorphism which is an isometry between the fibers.

Recall that a holomorphic bundle isomorphism between E and E′ is a holomorphic map ζ : E −→ E′

covering the identity map on the base manifold and being an isomorphism between the fibers.

Theorem 5.5. Two simple symmetric operators T and T ′ are unitarily equivalent, if and only if

their characteristic bundle E(T ) and E(T ′) are isomorphic as holomorphic Hermitian vector bundles.
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Proof. The necessity is obvious. The sufficiency part will be clear after the discussion in the next

subsection. �

A basic quantity of a holomorphic Hermitian vector bundle is its curvature. Recall that a con-

nection in a vector bundle E over a smooth manifold M is a C-bilinear map

∇ : X (M)× Γ(E) → Γ(E),

where X (M) is the space of smooth vector fields on M (or smooth sections of the tangent bundle

TM) and Γ(E) is the space of smooth sections of E. ∇ should satisfy additionally the following

conditions: For f ∈ C∞(M), X ∈ X (M) and s ∈ Γ(E),

∇X(fs) = f∇Xs+ (Xf)s

and

∇fXs = f∇Xs,

where Xf is the Lie derivative of f along X . The curvature of ∇ is a 2-form valued in the bundle

Hom(E), and defined by

R(X,Y )s = ∇X∇Y s−∇Y ∇Xs−∇[X,Y ]Ls

for X,Y ∈ X (M) and s ∈ Γ(E), where [X,Y ]L is the Lie bracket of X and Y . The curvature is of

great importance because it carries topological information of the bundle E. This can be extracted

through the famous Chern-Weil theory.

Let E be equipped with a Hermitian metric h. A connection ∇ is said to be compatible with h,

if

dh(s1, s2) = h(∇s1, s2) + h(s1,∇s2),

where d is the exterior differential operator. For a holomorphic vector bundle E over a complex

manifold M , a connection ∇ can be decomposed into ∂ + ∂̄ according to the fact that a 1-form can

be decomposed into its (1,0)-part and (0,1)-part. ∇ is said to be compatible with the holomorphic

structure if the (0, 1)-part of ∇ coincides with the Cauchy-Riemann operator ∂̄ associated to the

holomorphic structure.5 A basic fact is that given a Hermitian structure h, there is a unique

5Locally the kernel of ∂̄ just tells us what should be considered as holomorphic sections of E.
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connection that is compatible with both h and the holomorphic structure on E. It is called the

Chern connection.

Let us sketch briefly how the Chern connection can be computed using localizations. In the

literature this is generally done by using local frames and matrix calculus. We won’t take this

approach because the rank of the bundle interesting us could be +∞. If O is an open subset of M

and Ψ a local holomorphic isomorphism between E|O and O ×K, where K is a Hilbert space (the

fiber of this trivial bundle). Then for any x ∈ K, Ψ−1(x) is a holomorphic section of E|O and

∇Ψ−1(x) = Ψ−1(Θx),

where Θ is a (1,0)-form valued in B(K), called the connection operator. Let the Hermitian metric

be given in this trivialization by

hm(Ψ−1(x),Ψ−1(y)) = (H(m)x, y)K ,

where H(m) is a family of positive-definite bounded self-adjoint operators parameterized by m ∈ O.

Note that from the above formula we have H = (Ψ−1)∗Ψ−1. Now due to the compatibility of ∇

with the Hermitian metric, we have

∂(h(Ψ−1(x),Ψ−1(y))) = (∂Hx, y)K = (Ψ−1(Θx),Ψ−1(y))

= ((Ψ−1)∗Ψ−1(Θx), y)K = (HΘx, y)K ,

where ∂ is the (1, 0)-part of the exterior differential operator d. Since x, y ∈ K are arbitrary, we

have the formula Θ = H−1∂H, and the curvature operator is R = ∂̄(H−1∂H). If E is of rank 1, i.e.,

a line bundle, then i
2πR = i

2π ∂̄∂ lnH is a globally well-defined real and closed 2-form on M , called

the first Chern form of (E, h) and usually denoted by c1(E, h). A different choice of h won’t change

the cohomology class of the first Chern form.

In our holomorphic Hermitian vector bundle E(T ), we then have the canonical Chern connection

∇. Since ∇ is determined completely by T , we also call the curvature of ∇ the curvature of T , and

denote it by RT . The basic goal of this subsection is to compute RT in terms of the contractive

Weyl function B(λ) and explore its meaning. We shall basically focus on the component of E(T )

over C+, as the discussion for the component over C− follows similarly.
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We shall view C+ as a model of hyperbolic plane equipped with the standard Poincaré metric

ds2 = (du)2+(dv)2

v2 where λ = u+ iv for u, v ∈ R. The corresponding area element is σ = du∧ dv/v2.

The advantage of this metric is that it’s invariant under the action of the Möbius transformation

group PSL(2,R). This invariance is useful for other purposes in this paper. Now RT should be of

the form RT = i
2σ × rT where rT is a smooth section of Hom(E(T )). In the following, RT and rT

are actually their operator form in terms of a given trivialization induced from a certain symplectic

isomorphism Φ.

Theorem 5.6. Fix a symplectic isomorphism Φ. If B(λ) is the corresponding contractive Weyl

function of T , then the curvature operator is

RT = ∂̄[ℑλ(Id−B∗B)−1∂(
Id−B∗B

ℑλ )].

Denote Id−B∗B by K and Id−BB∗ by K̃. Then

rT = Id− 4(ℑλ)2K−1B′∗K̃−1B′.

Proof. If ϕ, ψ ∈ H+, then γ+(·)ϕ, γ+(·)ψ are global holomorphic sections of E(T ). At λ ∈ C+, we

have

(T ∗γ+(λ)ϕ, γ+(λ)ψ)H − (γ+(λ)ϕ, T
∗γ+(λ)ψ)H = 2iℑλ(γ+(λ)ϕ, γ+(λ)ψ)H .

On the other side, by the abstract Green’s second formula

(T ∗γ+(λ)ϕ, γ+(λ)ψ)H − (γ+(λ)ϕ, T
∗γ+(λ)ψ)H

= i(Γ+γ+(λ)ϕ,Γ+γ+(λ)ψ)H+ − i(Γ−γ+(λ)ϕ,Γ−γ+(λ)ψ)H−

= i(ϕ, ψ)H+ − i(B(λ)ϕ,B(λ)ψ)H−

= i((Id−B∗B)ϕ, ψ)H+ .

Combining all these, we obtain

(γ+(λ)ϕ, γ+(λ)ψ)H =
1

2ℑλ((Id −B∗B)ϕ, ψ)H+ .

Thus in this setting

H =
Id−B∗B

2ℑλ ,

and the first formula follows.
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Now we have

RT = ∂̄[(λ− λ̄)K−1∂
K

λ− λ̄
] = ∂̄[(λ − λ̄)K−1 (λ− λ̄)∂K−Kdλ

(λ− λ̄)2
]

= ∂̄(K−1∂K− dλ

λ− λ̄
Id)

= −K−1∂̄KK−1∂K+K−1∂̄∂K− dλ̄dλ

(λ− λ̄)2
Id

= −(K−1∂K

∂λ̄
K−1 ∂K

∂λ
(λ− λ̄)2 −K−1 ∂

2K

∂λ̄∂λ
(λ− λ̄)2 + Id)× dλ̄dλ

(λ− λ̄)2
.

Note that

∂K

∂λ̄
K−1 ∂K

∂λ
− ∂2K

∂λ̄∂λ
= B′∗BK−1B∗B′ +B′∗B′

= B′∗(BK−1B∗ + Id)B′,

and that BK−1B∗ + Id = (Id−BB∗)−1. The second formula then follows. �

From the above computation, we immediately have

Proposition 5.7. If two simple symmetric operators T1 and T2 have the same Weyl class, then

they are unitarily equivalent.

Proof. Since T1 and T2 have the same Weyl class, suitable symplectic isomorphisms Φ1 and Φ2

can be chosen such that they have the same contractive Weyl function B(λ). In terms of the

corresponding trivializations the Hermitian metrics over E(T1) and E(T2) are at the same time

given by Id−B(λ)∗B(λ)
2ℑλ on C+ and − Id−B(λ̄)B(λ̄)∗

2ℑλ on C−. This means these two trivializations give

rise to a holomorphic isometry between E(T1) and E(T2). Thus by Thm. 5.5, T1 and T2 are unitarily

equivalent. �

As for the meaning of rT , we note that H = K
2ℑλ and with the new (not holomorphic) trivialization

γ+(λ)H
−1/2 : H+ → Eλ we have the new curvature operator

H1/2rTH
−1/2 = Id− 4(ℑλ)2K−1/2B′∗K̃−1B′K−1/2,

which is a bounded self-adjoint operator. Then we obtain the following basic operator inequality.

Theorem 5.8. In terms of notation as above, for λ ∈ C+, we have

Id− 4(ℑλ)2K−1/2B′∗K̃−1B′K−1/2 ≥ 0,
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i.e., the self-adjoint operator on the left side is nonnegative.

Proof. Though the inequality is far from obvious at first glance, the geometric proof is a simple

application of a general principle concerning the curvatures of holomorphic vector bundles. It can

be stated as follows [20, pp.79]: ”Curvature decreases in holomorphic subbundles and increases in

holomorphic quotient bundles.”

In our setting, the bundle E(T ) is actually a holomorphic subbundle of the trivial holomorphic

Hermitian vector bundle C+ × H (at λ, Eλ(T ) is ker(T ∗ − λ) ⊂ H). The trivial connection on

C+ ×H is flat (i.e., with zero curvature). The above principle applies and shows the curvature on

E(T ) is non-positive. Recall that for us the curvature RT is non-positive (in the sense of Griffiths)

if and only if iRT /σ is non-positive as a Hermitian endomorphism of E(T ). The statement then

becomes our operator inequality. �

Remark. The above discussion also applies to the component of E(T ) over C−, simply by replacing

B(λ) with (B(λ̄))∗. We leave the details to the interested reader.

Since actually any Nevanlinna curve can be realized as the Weyl curve of a certain simple sym-

metric operator, the above inequality holds for any contractive operator-valued analytic function on

C+ (some authors call it a Schur function). Without our geometric scheme, it is hard to imagine

why such an inequality should hold. It is of interest to give a direct analytic proof of this inequality

without resorting to symmetric operators and the geometry of E(T ).

To see the meaning of the inequality, let’s assume the deficiency indices of T to be (1, 1). Then

B(λ) is a holomorphic function from C+ to the open unit disc in C and the inequality takes the

following form:

2ℑλ|B′|
1− |B|2 ≤ 1.

Set λ = c(w) = i(1 + w)(1 − w)−1 (hence ℑλ = 1−|w|2
|1−w|2 ). Then f(w) := B(c(w)) is a holomorphic

map from the unit disc to itself. In terms of this f , the inequality means

|f ′|(1− |w|2)
1− |f |2 ≤ 1,

which is nothing else but the famous Schwarz-Pick Lemma! So our inequality is actually a gen-

eralization of this lemma, simply by replacing the target disc with a higher dimensional bounded

symmetric domain. Since the Schwarz-Pick Lemma reflects the hyperbolicity of the disc, it can be



36 YICAO WANG

imagined that the hyperbolic geometry of bounded symmetric domains ought to play a role in the

investigation of symmetric operators.

Theorem 5.9. If T is of deficiency indices (n, n), and a boundary triplet is given, then in terms of

the associated Weyl function M(λ),

rT = Id− Z−1M ′(λ̄)Z−1M ′(λ),

where Z = ℑM(λ)
ℑλ .

Proof. This time the metric operator is given by ℑM(λ)
ℑλ on C+. The details are left to the interested

reader. �

Example 5.10. We consider two special Nevanlinna curves with constant curvature. Let G be

a Hilbert space and Id the identity operator over G. The first is M1(λ) = λId. Obviously the

corresponding symmetric operator T in Thm. 5.3 has rT = 0 and we say T is flat. The second

is M2(λ) such that it is identical to iId on C+. For this case, rT = Id. Then the corresponding

operator T is the most ”curved”. To some extent, the two examples are at the opposite extreme

from each other.

Example 5.11. Let G and Id be as in the above example. Define M3(λ) = (λ+ ai)Id for λ ∈ C+

where a > 0. Then for the corresponding symmetric operator Ta,

rTa
= (1− (

ℑλ
ℑλ+ a

)2)Id.

In particular, as ℑλ approaches +∞, rT goes to zero, while as λ approaches the real axis, rTa
goes

to Id.

The following example is less artificial, see also Example 10.17.

Example 5.12. Consider B(λ) = eiλ and let v = ℑλ. Then for the corresponding operator T (with

deficiency indices (1,1)),

rT = 1− 4v2e−2v

(1− e−2v)2
.

Simple symmetric operators T with constant curvature Id are very special in the following sense.
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Proposition 5.13. A simple symmetric operator T has the constant curvature Id if and only if its

single-branched Weyl map is constant.

Proof. Choose a trivialization Φ. If WT (λ) is constant, then its contractive Weyl function B(λ) is

constant and thus by Thm. 5.6, rT = Id. Conversely, if rT = Id, then K−1/2B′∗K̃−1B′K−1/2 ≡ 0.

Note that this is of the form A∗A = 0. Hence K̃−1/2B′K−1/2 ≡ 0 and consequently B′(λ) ≡ 0. The

conclusion then follows. �

When n+ = n− = 1, by Schwarz-Pick Lemma, if rT = 0 at some point λ ∈ C+, then M(λ) = λ

or is a Möbius transform of this M(λ). We don’t know if this result holds generally as the above

proposition. If rT ≡ γId for some real number γ ∈ [0, 1], we shall say T has constant curvature. It’s

interesting to learn more about symmetric operators of constant curvature.

Since the curvature operator in terms of a different trivialization Φ′ of E(T ) is similar to rT , just

like in Chern-Weil theory, we can define the determinant det(t−rT ) if n+ <∞. This is a polynomial

of degree n+ in the indeterminate t. If

det(t− rT ) = tn+ − c1(T )t
n+−1 + · · ·+ (−1)jcj(T )t

n+−j + · · ·+ (−1)n+cn+(T ),

cj(T ) is called the j-th Chern function of T over C+. These functions cj are real analytic bounded

non-negative functions over C+ and are all unitary invariants of T . The construction applies as well

to the component of E(T ) over C− and n− functions on C− can be obtained.

Example 5.14. In Example 5.11, if dimG = n ∈ N, then

c1(Ta) = n(1− (
ℑλ

ℑλ+ a
)2).

In particular, all these Ta’s are mutually unitarily inequivalent.

All these Chern functions may be of great importance, as can be conjectured from the following

theorem.

Theorem 5.15. If T is a simple symmetric operator with deficiency indices (1, 1), then the first

Chern function c1(T ) of T over C+ determines the unitary equivalence class of T .
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Proof. The proof in essence is borrowed from [13] which initiated the complex analysis of the now so-

called Cowen-Douglas operators.6 Assume the symplectic isomorphisms Φ1 for T1 and Φ2 for T2 are

chosen and B1, B2 are the associated contractive Weyl functions. The corresponding trivializations

will be denoted by γ1+ and and γ2+ respectively. In this case, RT = ∂̄∂ ln(1−|B|2
ℑλ ). If c1(T1) = c1(T2),

then

∂̄∂ ln
1− |B1|2
1− |B2|2

= 0,

implying that ln 1−|B1|2
1−|B2|2 is a harmonic function on C+. It should be of the form f + f̄ for a

holomorphic function f on C+. Thus

1− |B1|2 = ef × ef̄ (1− |B2|2).

This means precisely

(γ1+(λ)1, γ
1
+(λ)1)Eλ(T1) = (efγ2+(λ)1, e

fγ2+(λ)1)Eλ(T2),

where (·, ·)Eλ(T ) is the Hermitian metric on the fibre Eλ(T ). Then the bundle map c × γ1+(λ)1 7→

c × efγ2+(λ)1 for any c ∈ C provides a holomorphic isometry for the two line bundles. Note that

the first Chern function over C− is essentilly the same as that over C+. The holomorphic isometry

can be extended to the whole of E(T1) canonically. Thus by Thm. 5.5, T1 and T2 are unitarily

equivalent. �

Example 5.16. If the deficiency indices are (1, 1), then

c1(T ) = 1− 4(ℑλ)2|B′|2
(1 − |B|2)2 = 1− |M ′|2

(ℑM/ℑλ)2 .

It’s a remarkable fact that the function |M ′|
(ℑM/ℑλ) doesn’t depend on the specific choice of M(λ) and

completely determines its corresponding unitary equivalence class of simple symmetric operators.

From our experience in geometry, generally it cannot be expected that the curvature determines

the unitary equivalence class of T completely, but it is still interesting to know to what extent T

can be determined by rT .

6Part of our constructions in this section is indeed stimulated by the theory of Cowen-Douglas operators.



COMPLEX ANALYSIS OF SYMMETRIC OPERATORS, I 39

5.2. Characteristic vector bundle of the second kind. To prove Thm. 5.3, for each Nevan-

linna curve N(λ) one should construct a simple symmetric operator T whose Weyl curve WT (λ) is

congruent to N(λ) and show that congruent Nevanlinna curves produce in this manner unitarily

equivalent symmetric operators.

This has relation to the theory of functional models of symmetric operators. Indeed, if T has

deficiency indices (n, n) andM(λ) is the Weyl function associated to a certain boundary triplet, then

one can construct a reproducing kernel Hilbert space of vector-valued holomorphic functions over

C+ ∪ C− with kernel M(λ)−M(µ̄)
λ−µ̄ and multiplication by the independent variable λ is a symmetric

operator unitarily equivalent to T . This multiplication operator is called a model of T in the

literature. This construction of a reproducing kernel Hilbert space also applies to any (uniformly

strict) Nevanlinna operator-valued function N(λ) and produces a symmetric operator with N(λ) as

its Weyl function. For details of this construction, see [3, Chap. 4].

This traditional approach is not satisfying for our purpose. In our formalism, the role of the Weyl

function M(λ) is only secondary and definitely coordinate-dependent. Consequently, the intrinsic

meaning of the reproducing kernel Hilbert space in the functional model is not explicit: the kernel

M(λ)−M(µ̄)
λ−µ̄ has no intrinsic meaning because the relevant Hermitian symmetric space has no intrinsic

linear structure and the kernel makes no sense for the coordinate-independent WT (λ). Conversely,

we should construct a symmetric operator starting with a Nevanlinna curve rather than a Nevanlinna

function.

To settle the problem we have to introduce a second characteristic vector bundle F (T ) to adapt

the formalism of reproducing kernels to this setting. Then the intrinsic Hilbert space will be a space

of holomorphic sections of F (T ). This also has the effect of explaining directly why there should be

a functional model for T , without explicitly mentioning its Weyl function at all.

Let us recall the basics of reproducing kernel in a holomorphic vector bundle. This is the vector

bundle version of the ordinary theory of reproducing kernel Hilbert spaces. It was invented in [5]

and our presentation follows [26] closely.
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Let E → M be a holomorphic Hermitian vector bundle over a complex manifold7 M and H a

Hilbert space of holomorphic sections of E. Let E† be the conjugate-linear dual8 of E. The pairing

between ϕ ∈ E†
x and ψ ∈ Ex will be denoted by ϕ(ψ) = ((ϕ, ψ)). Note that E† is an anti-holomorphic

vector bundle, i.e., its transition functions are anti-holomorphic. We suppose the evaluation map

evx : H → Ex, s 7→ s(x) is continuous for any x ∈ M . By Riesz representation theorem, we have a

C-linear map ev†x : E†
x → H defined by (reproducing property)

(ev†x(ϕ), v)H = ((ϕ, evx(v))) = ((ϕ, v(x)))

for any ϕ ∈ E†
x and v ∈ H. We set K(x, y) = evxev

†
y. This is a linear map from E†

y to Ex and called

the reproducing kernel of H. K(x, y) is holomorphic in x, anti-holomorphic in y and K(x, y)† =

K(y, x). Also K(x, y) satisfies the positivity condition: for any points xj ∈ M , j = 1, · · · , p and

ϕj ∈ E†
xj
, we have

∑
i,j((ϕi,K(xi, xj)ϕj)) ≥ 0, which is trivially

(
∑

i

ev†xi
ϕi,

∑

j

ev†xj
ϕj)H ≥ 0.

Additionally, the kernel K is locally uniformly bounded in the sense that K(x, x) is uniformly

bounded over any compact subset of M .

Conversely, if a kernel K satisfying these properties is given, it is always the reproducing kernel

of a Hilbert space H of holomorphic sections of E. H can be constructed as follows. Fix y ∈M and

ϕ ∈ E†
y, and let x run over M . Then K(x, y)ϕ is a holomorphic section of E. Define

H̆ := span{K(·, y)ϕ|y ∈M,ϕ ∈ E†
y}.

On H̆, we can give a (positive-definite) inner product defined by

(K(·, y1)ϕ1,K(·, y2)ϕ2)H̆ = ((K(y2, y1)ϕ1, ϕ2))

for ϕi ∈ E†
yi
, i = 1, 2. Completing H̆ w.r.t. this inner product then gives rise to the required H.

With these stated, we can now introduce our new vector bundle induced from a simple symmetric

operator T in a Hilbert space H .

Definition 5.17. Let T be a simple symmetric operator in a Hilbert space H. We can construct a

vector bundle F †(T ) over C+ ∪C− as follows: At each λ ∈ C+ ∪C−, the fiber F †
λ(T ) is ker(T

∗ − λ̄)

7The rank of E may be infinite, however, the dimension of M is always assumed finite.
8We shall make the natural identification (E†)† = E.
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(rather than ker(T ∗ − λ)). This is of course an anti-holomorphic vector bundle w.r.t. the standard

complex structure on C+ ∪ C−. In particular, its conjugate-linear dual F (T ) is holomorphic over

C+ ∪C− and called the characteristic vector bundle for T of the second kind.

The vector bundle F †(T ) is obtained from E(T ) in the previous subsection by simply exchanging

the fibers at λ and λ̄. In this sense they are essentially the same. Though the definition of F (T )

seems strange at first glance, it will be clear soon that this is the proper definition to produce results

as expected.

Now we have a natural continuous embedding ιλ : F †
λ(T ) → H and consequently a continuous

dual linear map ι†λ : H → Fλ(T ). Therefore, we have a kernel

K(λ, µ) := ι†λιµ : F †
µ(T ) → Fλ(T ).

In particular, the Hermitian structure on F †
λ(T ) is given by K(λ, λ). It is routine to check that all

the above kernel properties are satisfied. So there is a Hilbert space H of holomorphic sections of

F (T ) with K as its reproducing kernel. Simplicity of T implies that the linear span of all these

F †
λ(T ) is dense in H .

Elements in H can be described as follows: Given x ∈ H , an element x̂(λ) in Fλ(T ) arises via

((x̂(λ), w)) := (x,w)H = (x, ιλw)H = ((ι†λx,w))

for any w ∈ F †
λ(T ) = ker(T ∗ − λ̄). This means x̂(·) = ι†· x is actually a holomorphic section of F (T ).

Due to the simplicity of T , the linear map x 7→ x̂ is injective. We can transport the Hilbert space

structure of H onto the image Ĥ , which is precisely our H. This can be seen by checking that the

reproducing kernel of Ĥ is just K. We leave the details to the interested reader.

The multiplication operator X by the independent variable λ sends a holomorphic section of F (T )

to another. We can define an operator T in H by restricting X to D(T) = {f ∈ H|Xf ∈ H}.

Theorem 5.18. T is a symmetric operator in H and unitarily equivalent to T . Consequently, T∗ is

also unitarily equivalent to T ∗.
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Proof. By definition, the ”Fourier” transform x 7→ x̂ is a unitary map from H to H. If x ∈ D(T )

and w ∈ F †
λ(T ), then

((T̂ x(λ), w)) = ((ι†λ(Tx), w)) = (Tx, ιλw)H = (x, T ∗w)H

= (x, λ̄w)H = (λx, ιλw)H = ((λι†λx,w))

= ((λx̂(λ), w)) = (((X x̂)(λ), w)).

This shows that T̂ x = X x̂. Since Tx ∈ H , we ought to have X x̂ ∈ H. Thus x̂ ∈ D(T) and T̂ x = Tx̂.

Conversely, if x̂ ∈ D(T), then for any w ∈ F †
λ(T ), we have

(x, T ∗w)H = (x, λ̄w)H = (λx,w)H = (λx, ιλw)H

= ((λι†λx,w)) = ((X x̂)(λ), w)) = (((Tx̂)(λ), w))

= ((evλ(Tx̂), w)) = (Tx̂, ev†λw)H.

Thus by Schwarz’s inequality,

|(x, T ∗w)H | ≤ ‖Tx̂‖ × ‖ev†λw‖.

Note that

‖ev†λw‖2 = (ev†λw, ev
†
λw)H = ((evλev

†
λw,w)) = ((K(λ, λ)w,w))

= ((ι†λιλw,w)) = (ιλw, ιλw)H = (w,w)H = ‖w‖2.

Consequently, |(x, T ∗w)H | ≤ ‖Tx̂‖× ‖w‖. If wi ∈ F †
λi
(T ), i = 1, 2, we can prove along the same line

that

|(x, T ∗(w1 + w2))H | ≤ ‖Tx̂‖ × ‖w1 + w2‖.

Since the linear span of ∪λker(T
∗ − λ) is dense in H , (T ∗·, x)H can be extended as a continuous

linear functional on H , i.e., x ∈ D((T ∗)∗) = D(T ). Thus our conclusion follows. �

From this theorem, the sufficiency part of Thm. 5.5 follows immediately:

Proof. Proof of Thm. 5.5 (continued). If E(T1) and E(T2) are holomorphically isometric (say, the

isometry is Ψ), so are F (T1) and F (T2), and the isometry is (Ψ(̄·))† defined by (((Ψ(λ̄))†x, ϕ)) =

((x,Ψ(λ̄)ϕ)) for x ∈ Fλ(T2) and ϕ ∈ F †
λ(T1). Let K1 and K2 be the reproducing kernels in F (T1)

and F (T2) respectively. Then that Ψ is an isometry means for any λ ∈ C+ ∪ C−,

K1(λ, λ) = (Ψ(λ̄))†K2(λ, λ)Ψ(λ̄).
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The Identity Theorem implies

K1(λ, µ) = (Ψ(λ̄))†K2(λ, µ)Ψ(µ̄)

for λ, µ in C+ or C−. Consequently Ψ induces a unitary map U from H1 to H2: (Uf)(λ) =

[Ψ(λ̄)†]−1f(λ) for any f ∈ H1. Let Ti, i = 1, 2 be the corresponding model operators. Then we have

UT1 = T2U simply because Ψ is linear fiber-wise. This shows T1 and T2 are unitarily equivalent

and by the above theorem, so are T1 and T2. �

The above theorem has established the basic fact that an intrinsic functional model for T can

be constructed without resorting to its Weyl function or any other artificial choices. However, if

a strong sympelectic isomorphism Φ between BT and a certain standard strong symplectic Hilbert

space H is chosen, then the bundles F (T ) and F †(T ) are trivialized and the Hilbert space H turns

out to be a space of (vector-valued) holomorphic functions over C+ ∪ C−. When n+ = n−, this, as

one may hope, shall result in the traditional functional model in [3]. It is indeed the case. We shall

check this in the following. The relevant computations also motivate our later development.

If a trivialization Φ is chosen, we now turn to computing the local form of the reproducing kernel

K(λ, µ).

(1) Let’s assume λ, µ ∈ C+ first. Then γ−(λ̄) : H− → F †
λ produces an anti-holomorphic trivial-

ization for F †(T ) over C+. By duality we have (γ−(λ̄))† : Fλ → H−. Let ψ−(λ) := [(γ−(λ̄))†]−1.

Then ψ−(λ) induces a holomorphic trivialization of F (T ) over C+. If φ, ϕ ∈ H−, then

(ψ−(λ)
−1K(λ, µ)γ−(µ̄)ϕ, φ)H−

= ((ι†λιµγ−(µ̄)ϕ, γ−(λ̄)φ)) = (ιµγ−(µ̄)ϕ, ιλγ−(λ̄)φ)H

= (γ−(µ̄)ϕ, γ−(λ̄)φ)H .

Note that

(T ∗γ−(µ̄)ϕ, γ−(λ̄)φ)H − (γ−(µ̄)ϕ, T
∗γ−(λ̄)φ)H = (µ̄− λ)(γ−(µ̄)ϕ, γ−(λ̄)φ)H .

Due to the abstract Green’s formula, the left hand side of the above formula is

i(Γ+γ−(µ̄)ϕ,Γ+γ−(λ̄)φ)H+ − i(Γ−γ−(µ̄)ϕ,Γ−γ−(λ̄)φ)H−

= i(B(µ)∗ϕ,B(λ)∗φ)H+ − i(ϕ, φ)H−

= i((B(λ)B(µ)∗ − Id)ϕ, φ)H−
.
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We have

(γ−(µ̄)ϕ, γ−(λ̄)φ)H = (
i(Id−B(λ)B(µ)∗)

λ− µ̄
ϕ, φ)H−

,

and finally obtain

ψ−(λ)
−1K(λ, µ)γ−(µ̄) =

i(Id−B(λ)B(µ)∗)

λ− µ̄
.

(2) Similarly, the inverse of γ+(λ̄) for λ ∈ C− induces a localization ψ+(λ) of F (T ) over C− and

for λ, µ ∈ C−

ψ+(λ̄)
−1K(λ, µ)γ+(µ̄) = −i Id−B(λ̄)∗B(µ̄)

λ− µ̄
.

(3) If µ ∈ C+, and λ ∈ C− (λ̄ 6= µ), then for ϕ ∈ H− and φ ∈ H+,

(ψ+(λ)
−1K(λ, µ)γ−(µ̄)ϕ, φ)H+ = (γ−(µ̄)ϕ, γ+(λ̄)φ)H .

Again by the abstract Green’s formula, we have

(γ−(µ̄)ϕ, γ+(λ̄)φ)H = i(
B(λ̄)∗ − B(µ)∗

λ− µ̄
ϕ, φ)H+ ,

implying

ψ+(λ)
−1K(λ, µ)γ−(µ̄) = i

B(λ̄)∗ −B(µ)∗

λ− µ̄
.

For λ̄ = µ, by continuity, we simply have

ψ+(λ)
−1K(λ, λ̄)γ−(λ̄) = i[B′(λ̄)]∗.

(4) Similarly, if µ ∈ C−, and λ ∈ C+ (λ̄ 6= µ), then

ψ−(λ)
−1K(λ, µ)γ+(µ̄) = −iB(λ)−B(µ̄)

λ− µ̄
,

and for λ̄ = µ, by continuity we have

ψ−(λ)
−1K(λ, λ̄)γ+(λ̄) = −iB′(λ).

To see our approach does coincide with the traditional one included in [3, Chap. 4] for the case

n+ = n−, we should carry out the above computations in terms of the Weyl function M(λ) rather

than B(λ).

This time, we can use the γ-field γ(λ̄) associated to a boundary triplet (G,Γ0,Γ1) to trivialize

F †(T ). Denote the conjugate of the inverse of γ(λ̄) to be ψ(λ). Then ψ produces a holomorphic

trivialization of F (T ). Note that

(ψ(λ)−1K(λ, µ)γ(µ̄)ϕ, φ)G = ((ι†λιµγ(µ̄)ϕ, γ(λ̄)φ)) = (γ(µ̄)ϕ, γ(λ̄)φ)H
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and that

(T ∗γ(µ̄)ϕ, γ(λ̄)φ)H − (γ(µ̄)ϕ, T ∗γ(λ̄)φ)H = (µ̄− λ)(γ(µ̄)ϕ, γ(λ̄)φ)H .

By the abstract Green’s formula, the left side of the above equation is

(Γ1γ(µ̄)ϕ,Γ0γ(λ̄)φ)G − (Γ0γ(µ̄)ϕ,Γ1γ(λ̄)φ)G = (M(µ̄)ϕ, φ)G − (ϕ,M(λ̄)φ)G

= ((M(µ̄)−M(λ))ϕ, φ)G.

Combining all these together, we have

ψ(λ)−1K(λ, µ)γ(µ̄) =
M(λ)−M(µ̄)

λ− µ̄
,

which is precisely of the form in [3, Chap. 4].

To motivate our later construction, we would like to determine an explicit formula for T∗ in terms

of the contractive Weyl function B(λ). Though T∗ may not be an operator, we won’t worry about

this issue for the necessary modification is almost clear when this does happen.

Proposition 5.19. If x̂ ∈ D(T∗), then for λ ∈ C+,

ψ−(λ)
−1(T∗x̂)(λ) = λψ−(λ)

−1x̂(λ) + i(B(λ)Γ+ − Γ−)x,

and for λ ∈ C−,

ψ+(λ)
−1(T∗x̂)(λ) = λψ+(λ)

−1x̂(λ) + i(Γ+ −B(λ̄)∗Γ−)x.

Proof. If λ ∈ C+, then for any w ∈ H−,

(ψ−(λ)
−1(T∗x̂)(λ), w)H−

= (((T∗x̂)(λ), γ−(λ̄)w))

= ((ι†λT
∗x, γ−(λ̄)w)) = (T ∗x, ιλγ−(λ̄)w)H = (T ∗x, γ−(λ̄)w)H

= (x, T ∗γ−(λ̄)w)H + i(Γ+x,Γ+γ−(λ̄)w)H+ − i(Γ−x,Γ−γ−(λ̄)w)H−

= (x, λ̄γ−(λ̄)w)H + i(Γ+x,B(λ)∗w)H+ − i(Γ−x,w)H−

= (λx, γ−(λ̄)w)H + i((B(λ)Γ+ − Γ−)x,w)H−
.

Note that

(λx, γ−(λ̄)w)H = (λx, ιλγ−(λ̄)w)H = ((λι†λx, γ−(λ̄)w))

= ((λx̂(λ), γ−(λ̄)w)) = (λψ−(λ)
−1x̂(λ), w)H−

.

The first formula then follows. The second formula can be similarly obtained. �
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Remark. If T has deficiency indices (n, n), we can also use the Weyl functionM(λ) and the γ-field

γ to carry out a similar computation. Then the formula takes the following form

ψ(λ)−1(T∗x̂)(λ) = λψ(λ)−1x̂(λ) + (Γ1 −M(λ)Γ0)x

for any x̂ ∈ D(T∗).

Let’s now come to the problem of constructing a simple symmetric operator for a given Nevanlinna

curve. We assume N(λ) is a Nevanlinna curve for the standard strong symplectic Hilbert space H =

H+⊕⊥H−. We extend N(λ) to C+∪C− by setting N(λ) = (N(λ̄))⊥s for λ ∈ C−. W+(H)∪W−(H)

has a tautological vector bundle for which the fiber at N± ∈ W±(H) is N± itself. We pull back

this bundle to C+ ∪ C− through N(λ) and exchange the fibers at λ and λ̄. This results in an

anti-holomorphic bundle F † over C+ ∪ C−. Let F be the conjugate-linear dual of F †. F † has a

natural Hermitan metric induced from the strong symplectic structure on H by restriction. Then F

is equipped with the dual metric.

We need a reproducing kernel K(λ, µ) to produce a Hilbert space of holomorphic sections of F .

Motivated by the investigation of the characteristic bundle F (T ) for T , this can be done as follows.

Note that at each λ ∈ C+ ∪C− there is the decomposition H = F †
λ ⊕ F †

λ̄
. We denote the projection

along F †
λ̄
onto F †

λ by Pλ. For λ, µ ∈ C+ ∪ C−, we can construct a map Q(λ, µ) from F †
µ to Fλ: If

ϕ ∈ F †
µ, then Pλϕ ∈ F †

λ and (Pλϕ, ·) (the Hermitian structure on the fiber is used) is a conjugate-

linear functional on F †
λ . Consequently, (Pλϕ, ·) ∈ Fλ and we simply set Q(λ, µ)ϕ = (Pλϕ, ·). Now

for λ 6= µ̄ we define

K(λ, µ) = i
Q(λ, µ)

λ− µ̄
.

As for λ = µ̄, Q(µ̄, µ) is certainly zero. It turns out that Q(λ, µ) as an analytic function in λ has a

zero at µ̄, and we can simply set K(µ̄, µ) to be the limit of the above formula as λ approaches µ̄.

Theorem 5.20. The above K(λ, µ) is the reproducing kernel of a Hilbert space H of holomorphic

sections of F . Set X to be multiplication by the independent variable λ on holomorphic sections of F

and define D = {s ∈ H|Xs ∈ H}. Then the restriction T of X on D is a simple symmetric operator,

whose Weyl class is just the congruence class [N(λ)].

The proof will be accomplished in several stages. It is a generalization of the proof of Thm. 4.2.4

in [3]–we have translated it into geometric language and used the contractive Weyl function instead
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of the Weyl function, which only makes sense for the case with equal deficiency indices. Due to

the conceptual transparency of our construction, we don’t need the integral representation of an

operator-valued Nevanlinna function, which definitely depends on viewing a Nevanlinna curve as a

function.

We shall first give the local form of K(λ, µ) and then the required properties for K(λ, µ) to be a

reproducing kernel can be checked immediately. The result takes the same form as before, and so

we only do the computation for λ, µ ∈ C+. The rest can be given in the same manner.

We shall identify the fibers F †
∓i with H±. Then N(λ) for λ ∈ C+ is described by B(λ) ∈

B(H+, H−); in particular, B(i) = 0. This gives a trivialization of F †: F †
λ for λ ∈ C+ is identified

with

{(B(λ)∗x, x) ∈ H+ ⊕⊥ H−|x ∈ H−},

while F †
λ for λ ∈ C− is identified with

{(x,B(λ̄)x) ∈ H+ ⊕⊥ H−|x ∈ H+}.

In this sense, we set γ+(λ̄)x = (x,B(λ̄)x) for x ∈ H+, λ ∈ C−, and set γ−(λ̄)x = (B(λ)∗x, x) for

x ∈ H−, λ ∈ C+.

For any x ∈ H−, we have γ−(µ̄)x = (B(µ)∗x, x). Due to the decomposition H = F †
λ ⊕ F †

λ̄
, there

are unique y1 ∈ H− and y2 ∈ H+ such that

(B(µ)∗x, x) = (B(λ)∗y1, y1) + (y2, B(λ)y2),

i.e.,

B(µ)∗x = B(λ)∗y1 + y2, x = y1 +B(λ)y2,

from which we can find

y1 = (Id−B(λ)B(λ)∗)−1(Id−B(λ)B(µ)∗)x.

Note that Pλγ−(µ̄)x = γ−(λ̄)y1. Therefore, for any w ∈ H−, we have

(Pλγ−(µ̄)x, γ−(λ̄)w) = ((Id−B(λ)B(λ)∗)y1, w)H−
= ((Id −B(λ)B(µ)∗)x,w)H−

.

By definition,

((Q(λ, µ)γ−(µ̄)x, γ−(λ̄)w)) = (Pλγ−(µ̄)x, γ−(λ̄)w) = ((Id−B(λ)B(µ)∗)x,w)H−
.
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This shows that

ψ−(λ)
−1Q(λ, µ)γ−(µ̄)x = (Id−B(λ)B(µ)∗)x,

and consequently,

ψ−(λ)
−1K(λ, µ)γ−(µ̄) =

i(Id−B(λ)B(µ)∗)

λ− µ̄
,

where ψ−(λ)−1 = (γ−(λ̄))†.

We have to prove multiplication by the independent variable in H is a simple symmetric operator

A and the bundles F † and F †(A) are anti-holomorphically isometric. The strategy is to encode the

data into a Lagrangian subspace of a bigger strong symplectic Hilbert space. For convenience, we

shall use the above trivialization to identify H with a Hilbert space of holomorphic functions on

C+ ∪ C−. For f ∈ H, f(λ) ∈ H− if λ ∈ C+, and f(λ) ∈ H+ if λ ∈ C−. With this identification, for

λ, µ ∈ C+

K(λ, µ) =
i(Id−B(λ)B(µ)∗)

λ− µ̄
;

for λ, µ ∈ C−,

K(λ, µ) = −i Id−B(λ̄)∗B(µ̄)

λ− µ̄
;

for µ ∈ C+, and λ ∈ C−,

K(λ, µ) = i
B(λ̄)∗ −B(µ)∗

λ− µ̄
;

for µ ∈ C−, and λ ∈ C+,

K(λ, µ) = −iB(λ)−B(µ̄)

λ− µ̄
.

If λ ∈ C+, K(λ, λ̄) = −iB′(λ), and if λ ∈ C−, K(λ, λ̄) = iB′(λ̄)∗.

We denote by Ȟ the same space H but with the strong symplectic structure −[·, ·]. Consider the

direct sum (H, [·, ·]) of the strong symplectic Hilbert spaces H ⊕⊥ H and Ȟ. Note that H ⊕⊥ H is

equipped with the second standard strong symplectic structure.

Proposition 5.21. Consider the subspace L of H defined by

{(f, g;ϕ+, ϕ−) ∈ H|forλ ∈ C+, g(λ) = λf(λ) + i(B(λ)ϕ+ − ϕ−),

forλ ∈ C−, g(λ) = λf(λ) + i(ϕ+ −B(λ̄)∗ϕ−)}.

Then L is Lagrangian in H.
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Proof. We say a subspace of H is essentially Lagrangian, if its closure is Lagrangian. Since the

evaluation map at each λ ∈ C+ ∪ C− is continuous, L is clearly closed. Now to prove the claim, it

suffices to find an essentially Lagrangian subspace densely contained in L.

Consider the two sets in H:

B1 = {(K(·, µ̄)ϕ, µK(·, µ̄)ϕ;ϕ,B(µ)ϕ) ∈ H|µ ∈ C+, ϕ ∈ H+}

and

B2 = {(K(·, µ̄)ϕ, µK(·, µ̄)ϕ;B(µ̄)∗ϕ, ϕ) ∈ H|µ ∈ C−, ϕ ∈ H−}.

We have B1 ⊂ L. Indeed, let µ ∈ C+ and ϕ ∈ H+, and set s(·) = K(·, µ̄)ϕ. Then for λ ∈ C+ we

have

(λ− µ)s(λ) = −i(B(λ)ϕ −B(µ)ϕ),

i.e.,

µs(λ) = λs(λ) + i(B(λ)ϕ −B(µ)ϕ).

For λ ∈ C− we have

(λ− µ)s(λ) = −i(ϕ−B(λ̄)∗B(µ)ϕ),

i.e.,

µs(λ) = λs(λ) + i(ϕ−B(λ̄)∗B(µ)ϕ).

Similarly, we have B2 ⊂ L. We set B := span{B1 ∪B2} and have B ⊂ L. It can be justified by direct

computations that B is isotropic in H. We only prove [·, ·] restricted on B1 vanishes and leave the

remaining computations to the interested reader: If

ai := (K(·, µ̄i)ϕi, µiK(·, µ̄i)ϕi;ϕi, B(µi)ϕi), i = 1, 2

are in B1, then

[a1, a2] = (µ1K(·, µ̄1)ϕ1,K(·, µ̄2)ϕ2)H − (K(·, µ̄1)ϕ1, µ2K(·, µ̄2)ϕ2)H

− i(ϕ1, ϕ2)H+ + i(B(µ1)ϕ1, B(µ2)ϕ2)H+

= (µ1 − µ̄2)(K(µ̄2, µ̄1)ϕ1, ϕ2)H+ − i(ϕ1, ϕ2)H+ + i(B(µ2)
∗B(µ1)ϕ1, ϕ2)H+ .

Note that in the present setting,

(µ1 − µ̄2)K(µ̄2, µ̄1) = i(Id−B(µ2)
∗B(µ1)).
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We see immediately that [a1, a2] = 0.

For (f, f̃) ∈ H⊕⊥ H, we set β±((f, f̃)) = (f̃ ± if)/
√
2 ∈ H. Then obviously

[(f, f̃ ;ϕ+, ϕ−), (g, g̃;φ+, φ−)] = i(β+(f, f̃), β+(g, g̃))H + i(ϕ−, φ−)H−

− i(β−(f, f̃), β−(g, g̃))H − i(ϕ+, φ+)H+ .

Clearly, β± transforms the second standard strong symplectic structure on H⊕⊥H into the first one.

Let

B± = {(β±((f, f̃)), ϕ∓) ∈ H⊕⊥ H∓|(f, f̃ ;ϕ+, ϕ−) ∈ B}.

Since B is isotropic, it obviously defines a map τ from B+ to B−, preserving the inner product. To

prove B is essentially Lagrangian, we have to prove B± are dense in H⊕⊥H∓ respectively and hence

τ can be extended to a unitary map from H⊕⊥H− to H⊕⊥H+. If (f, ψ) ∈ H⊕⊥H− is orthogonal

to B+, then for any µ ∈ C+ and ϕ ∈ H+, we have

(f,
(µ+ i)(K(·, µ̄)ϕ)√

2
)H + (ψ,B(µ)ϕ)H−

= 0,

and for any µ ∈ C− and ϕ ∈ H−, we have

(f,
(µ+ i)(K(·, µ̄)ϕ)√

2
)H + (ψ, ϕ)H−

= 0.

By the reproducing property, these equations imply

µ̄− i√
2
f(µ̄) +B(µ)∗ψ = 0

for µ ∈ C+ and

µ̄− i√
2
f(µ̄) + ψ = 0

for µ ∈ C−. Setting µ = −i in the second equation, we see ψ = 0 and f ≡ 0 follows immediately.

The denseness of B− in H⊕⊥ H+ holds similarly.

The remainder is to prove B = L. Since B ⊂ L, we only have to prove L ⊂ B = B⊥s . For

(f, f̃ ;ϕ+, ϕ−) ∈ L, µ ∈ C+ and ϕ ∈ H+,

(f̃ , K(·, µ̄)ϕ)H − (f, µK(·, µ̄)ϕ)H − i(ϕ+, ϕ)H+ + i(ϕ−, B(µ)ϕ)H−

= (f̃(µ̄)− µ̄f(µ̄), ϕ)H+ + i(−ϕ+ +B(µ)∗ϕ−, ϕ)H+ .



COMPLEX ANALYSIS OF SYMMETRIC OPERATORS, I 51

The above line vanishes by definition of L and thus we have L ⊂ B
⊥s

1 . Similarly, we can prove

L ⊂ B
⊥s

2 . Consequently, we have

L ⊂ B
⊥s

1 ∩ B
⊥s

2 = (span{B1 ∪ B2})⊥s = B
⊥s .

�

The proof of Prop. 5.21 has the following byproduct, which is not obvious from first glance.

Corollary 5.22. If n+ 6= n−, then dimH = +∞.

Proof. This is simply because the map τ is actually a unitary map from H⊕⊥H− to H⊕⊥H+. �

The corollary is not trivial since the statement is not necessarily true when n+ = n−.

Example 5.23. Let H be finite-dimensional and D(T ) = 0 ⊂ H . We say T is the zero symmetric

operator in H . In this case, the Weyl curve is the universal Weyl curve associated to H .

Proposition 5.24. Let T be the operator defined in the statement of Thm. 5.20. In terms of the

above identification again, the adjoint of T (as a linear relation) is

T∗ = {(f, g) ∈ H⊕⊥ H|∃ϕ± ∈ H±, forλ ∈ C+, g(λ) = λf(λ) + i(B(λ)ϕ+ − ϕ−),

forλ ∈ C−, g(λ) = λf(λ) + i(ϕ+ −B(λ̄)∗ϕ−)}.

Proof. Note that (f, g) ∈ AT (the graph of T) if and only if (f, g; 0, 0) ∈ L∩ (H⊕⊥ H+0) ⊂ H. This

clearly implies that T is a closed symmetric operator. Denote the linear relation in the statement of

the proposition by TB. Then obviously,

(f, g) ∈ T⊥s

B ⇔ (f, g, 0, 0) ∈ L
⊥s = L ⇔ (f, g) ∈ AT.

Thus T⊥s

B = AT and consequently TB = T∗. Thus to prove the conclusion, it suffices to prove that

TB is closed. If (fn, gn) ∈ TB is a Cauchy sequence in H ⊕⊥ H with its limit (f, g), then there is a

sequence (ϕ+n, ϕ−n) ∈ H+ ⊕⊥ H− such that for µ ∈ C+,

gn(µ) = µfn(µ) + i(B(µ)ϕ+n − ϕ−n),

and for µ ∈ C−,

gn(µ) = µfn(µ) + i(ϕ+n −B(µ̄)∗ϕ−n).
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Since the evaluation map at each λ ∈ C+ ∪ C− is continuous, we know that for µ = ±i

i(B(i)ϕ+n − ϕ−n) → g(i)− if(i), as n→ ∞,

and

i(ϕ+n −B(i)∗ϕ−n) → g(−i) + if(−i), as n→ ∞.

Since B(i) = 0, from these we find that as n → ∞, ϕ+n → ϕ+ in H+ and ϕ−n → ϕ− for some

ϕ± ∈ H±. Therefore, we have for µ ∈ C+,

g(µ) = µf(µ) + i(B(µ)ϕ+ − ϕ−),

and for µ ∈ C−,

g(µ) = µf(µ) + i(ϕ+ −B(µ̄)∗ϕ−).

This shows (f, g) ∈ TB and TB is thus closed. �

Proposition 5.25. The symmetric operator T defined in the statement of Thm. 5.20 is simple and

its Weyl class is [N(λ)].

Proof. We continue using the chosen trivialization to facilitate our calculation. Let’s compute

ker(T∗ − µ) for µ ∈ C+ ∪ C−. If (f, g) ∈ ker(T∗ − µ), then g(λ) − µf(λ) = 0 for any λ ∈ C+ ∪ C−.

If µ ∈ C+, then

g(λ)− µf(λ) = λf(λ) + i(B(λ)ϕ+ − ϕ−)− µf(λ) = 0, ∀λ ∈ C+.

In particular setting λ = µ, we get

ϕ− = B(µ)ϕ+. (5.1)

Consequently,

f(λ) = −i (B(λ)−B(µ))ϕ+

λ− µ
.

With these in hand, we see

0 = g(λ)− µf(λ) = λf(λ) + i(ϕ+ −B(λ̄)∗B(µ)ϕ+)− µf(λ), ∀λ ∈ C−.

Therefore,

f(λ) = −i (Id−B(λ̄)∗B(µ))ϕ+

λ− µ
.
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Comparing these expressions with the local form of the reproducing kernel K, we find f(·) =

K(·, µ̄)ϕ+. Conversely, it’s also very easy to see f ∈ H of the form K(·, µ̄)ϕ+ lies in ker(T∗ − µ).

Therefore,

ker(T∗ − µ) = {K(·, µ̄)ϕ|ϕ ∈ H+}.

Similarly, this identity also holds for µ ∈ C− except that H+ should be replaced with H−. Since

span{K(·, µ̄)ϕ|µ ∈ C±, ϕ ∈ H±} is dense in H by definition, this shows that T is simple.

To prove the Weyl class of T is [N(λ)], we have to construct an isomorphism Φ between the strong

symplectic Hilbert spaces D(T∗)/D(T) and H = H+ ⊕⊥ H−. This is very easy: By definition, if

(f, g) ∈ T∗, there are ϕ± ∈ H± such that

g(λ) = λf(λ) + i(B(λ)ϕ+ − ϕ−), ∀λ ∈ C+

and

g(λ) = λf(λ) + i(ϕ+ −B(λ̄)∗ϕ−), ∀λ ∈ C−.

We simply set Γ±(f, g) = ϕ±. These maps are well-defined and kerΓ+ ∩ kerΓ− = AT. That L is

Lagrangian implies that Green’s second formula holds, i.e., Φ preserves strong symplectic structures.

Additionally, Φ is onto because for any fixed µ ∈ C+, Φ(ker(T∗ − µ)) and Φ(ker(T∗ − µ̄)) are

transversal in H, while ker(T∗ − µ) + ker(T∗ − µ̄) ⊂ D(T∗). With these, the formula (5.1) already

shows B(λ) is the associated contractive Weyl function. �

If [N1(λ)] = [N2(λ)], we can choose trivializations such that N1(λ) and N2(λ) share the same

contractive operator-valued function B(λ) and then the corresponding multiplication operators T1

and T2 are obviously unitarily equivalent.

Let T (resp. T ′) be a simple symmetric operator with deficiency indices (n, n) in H (resp. H ′),

and (G,Γ0,Γ1) (resp. (G,Γ′
0,Γ

′
1)) a boundary triplet associated to it. If the corresponding Weyl

functions coincide, then of course T and T ′ are unitarily equivalent, but even more information can

be derived.

Theorem 5.26. If T and T ′ are simple symmetric operators with deficiency indices (n, n) and they

have the same Weyl function M(λ) in the above sense, then there is a unitary map U from H to H ′

such that

UT = T ′U, UT0 = T ′
0U, UT1 = T ′

1U.
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Remark. The formula UT = T ′U should be interpreted as follows: UD(T ) = D(T ′) and UTx =

T ′Ux for any x ∈ D(T ). The other two formulae should be interpreted in a similar manner.

Proof. Let γ(λ) (resp. γ′(λ)) be the associated γ-field. Since they share the same Weyl function

M(λ), for any ϕ ∈ G, ‖γ(λ)ϕ‖H1 = ‖γ′(λ)ϕ‖H2 . This means the map

γ(λ)ϕ ∈ ker(T ∗ − λ) → γ′(λ)ϕ ∈ ker(T ′∗ − λ)

is unitary from ker(T ∗ − λ) to ker(T ′∗ − λ). Due to the simplicity of T and T ′, this map can be

extended to a unitary map U from H1 to H2 [3, Thm. 4.2.6]. By definition, we have Uγ(λ) = γ′(λ).

Just as in Prop. 4.7, we can easily obtain for λ, µ ∈ C+ ∪ C−

γ(λ) = (Id+ (λ− µ)(T0 − λ)−1)γ(µ).

A similar formula for γ′(λ) holds. Thus for arbitrary λ, µ ∈ C+ ∪ C−,

U(Id+ (λ− µ)(T0 − λ)−1)γ(µ) = (Id+ (λ− µ)(T ′
0 − λ)−1)Uγ(µ).

Again due to simplicity of T and T ′, this implies for any λ ∈ C+ ∪ C−

U(T0 − λ)−1 = (T ′
0 − λ)−1U,

and thus UT0 = T ′
0U [3, Lemma. 1.3.8].

We can define γ̃(λ)ϕ = x to be the unique solution of the abstract boundary value problem

{
T ∗x = λx,
Γ1x = ϕ.

For T ′, a similar γ̃′(λ) can be defined. By definition, for any λ ∈ C+ ∪ C− and ϕ ∈ G,

γ̃(λ)M(λ)ϕ = γ(λ)ϕ, γ̃′(λ)M(λ)ϕ = γ′(λ)ϕ.

Then Uγ̃(λ)M(λ) = γ̃′(λ)M(λ), and consequently Uγ̃(λ) = γ̃′(λ). Proceeding as before, we can

prove UT1 = T ′
1U . �

The theorem means the Weyl function determines the unitary equivalence class [(T, T0, T1)] of the

triple (T, T0, T1). In some applications, it’s possible to find a unique representative in [(T, T0, T1)],

which takes a specific form. See § 12 for an example.
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5.3. Characteristic vector bundle of the third kind. The investigation of the characteristic

bundle E(T ) poses the problem to determine when a holomorphic Hermitian vector bundle over

C+ ∪ C− is of the form E(T ) for a certain simple symmetric operator. It is this problem that

leads us to the relation of simple symmetric operators with a special kind of Higgs bundles in the

non-abelian Hodge theory.

Recall that a Higgs bundle over a Riemann surface M is a holomorphic vector bundle E over M

together with a holomorphic section (called Higgs field) Ψ of Hom(E)⊗κ where κ is the holomorphic

cotangent bundle (i.e., canonical line bundle) of M . Higgs bundles arose originally in N. Hitchin’s

work [24] in 1980’s on dimensional reduction of Yang-Mills equations in real dimension 4 and since

then have played increasingly important roles in several mathematical disciplines. In particular,

Higgs bundles have been used to study character varieties of representations of the fundamental

group π1(M). Basically, in the literature it is often assumed that M is compact and E is of finite

rank.

A Higgs bundle (E,Ψ) over M is called a U(p, q)-Higgs bundle, if E = E1 ⊕ E2 where E1, E2 ⊂

E are holomorphic subbundles of rank p and q respectively, and Ψ =

(
0 β1
β2 0

)
w.r.t. the

decomposition, i.e., β1 (resp. β2) is a holomorphic section of Hom(E2, E1)⊗κ (resp. Hom(E1, E2)⊗

κ). If the decomposition E = E1 ⊕ E2 is orthogonal w.r.t. a Hermitian structure h on E, the

U(p, q)-Higgs bundle is called harmonic w.r.t. h if the following Hitchin equations are satisfied:

R(E1) + β‡
2β2 + β1β

‡
1 = −iµIdE1ω, R(E2) + β2β

‡
2 + β‡

1β1 = −iµIdE2ω,

where R(Ei) is the curvature of the Chern connection in Ei, β
‡ the conjugate of β w.r.t. the

Hermitian structures on E1 and E2, ω a volume form on M and µ a real constant9. If for the

harmonic U(p, q)-Higgs bundle (E1, E2, β1, β2, h), β1 vanishes, we say it is a holomorphic U(p, q)-

Higgs bundle w.r.t. h, which is relevant to our context. For more material on U(p, q)-Higgs bundles,

we refer the reader to [9, 12, 42].

For a simple symmetric operator T with deficiency indices (n+, n−), the characteristic vector

bundle of the third kind can be viewed as a combination of E(T ) and F (T ).

9If M is compact and ω normalized such that
´

M
ω = 2π, µ is the slope of E, i.e., deg E/rkE. Here deg E is the

integration of the first Chern class of E over M .
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Definition 5.27. The characteristic vector bundle G(T ) of the third kind is the holomorphic vector

bundle E(T )|C+ ⊕ F (T )|C+ over C+. Compared with §§ 5.1 and §§ 5.2, the Hermitian metric on

Eλ(T ) shall now be scaled by the factor 2ℑλ while that in Fλ(T ) shall be scaled by the factor 1/2ℑλ.

It seems that we haven’t treated E(T )|C±
on the same footing. However, by Riesz representation

theorem, F (T )|C+ can be identified with F †(T )|C+ = E(T )|C−
. Since F †(T )|C+ is anti-holomorphic,

if we insist on using F †(T )|C+ instead of F (T )|C+ , we should replace the complex structure on each

fiber of F †(T )|C+ with the opposite one.

Now let E1 = E(T )|C+ and E2 = F (T )|C+ . We do have a U(n+, n−)-Higgs field here, which is

intrinsically defined at λ ∈ C+ by β1(λ) = 0 and β2(λ) := K(λ, λ̄)dλ where K is the reproducing

kernel defined in §§ 5.2. On C+ we continue to choose the Poincaré metric ω = σ.

Proposition 5.28. With the above β2 and ω, the holomorphic Hermitian vector bundle G(T ) is a

holomorphic U(n+, n−)-Higgs bundle with µ = −1/2.

Proof. We only need to check that the Hitchin equations do hold in this case, but this is almost a

reinterpretation of the curvature expression we have derived in §§ 5.1.

Note that if a symplectic isomorphism Φ has been chosen, then according to our calculation in

§§ 5.2, β2(λ) = −iB′(λ)dλ. In Eλ(T ), the Hermitian structure now is given by

(γ+(λ)ϕ1, γ+(λ)ϕ2)Eλ
= (Kϕ1, ϕ2)H+ , ∀ϕ1, ϕ2 ∈ H+

where K = Id−B∗B while the Hermitian structure in Fλ(T ) is given by

(ψ−(λ̄)ϕ1, ψ−(λ̄)ϕ2)Fλ
= (K̃−1ϕ1, ϕ2)H−

, ∀ϕ1, ϕ2 ∈ H−

where K̃ = Id−BB∗. In terms of these, by definition

(K̃−1B′(λ)ϕ1, ϕ2)H−
= (Kϕ1, B

′(λ)‡ϕ2)H+ , ϕ1 ∈ H+, ϕ2 ∈ H−,

and consequently

B′(λ)‡ = K−1B′(λ)∗K̃−1.

Now due to Thm. 5.6,

RT + β‡
2β2 = RT −K−1B′(λ)∗K̃−1B′(λ)dλ ∧ dλ̄ =

i

2
σ × Id,
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i.e., the first Hitchin equation with µ = −1/2 is fulfilled. The equation for F (T )|C+ can be checked

similarly. �

We should point out that the converse of this proposition also holds, but the necessary conceptual

preparation to prove it would deviate us from the main subject of the paper too far. The proof and

some of its consequences will be spelled out elsewhere.

Thus if (E1, E2, β2, h) is a holomorphic U(n+, n−)-Higgs bundle over C+ as in the above propo-

sition, we can construct a vector bundle E′
2 over C− by attaching at λ ∈ C− the fiber E2λ̄. Then

E1∪E′†
2 is the characteristic vector bundle E(T ) for a simple symmetric operator with deficiency in-

dices (n+, n−). The relation of simple symmetric operators with holomorphic U(p, q)-Higgs bundles

over C+ should not be viewed as a coincidence. If we identify the operator T with its characteristic

vector bundle G(T ), then the correspondence in Thm. 5.3 can be regarded as a special version of

the famous non-abelian Hodge correspondence.

To conclude this subsection and also provide part motivations for the next section, we shall

describe the special Nevanlinna curves occurring in the study of holomorphic U(p, q)-Higgs bundles,

though such a name ”Nevanlinna curve” was never used in the theory of Higgs bundles. Let M be

a closed Riemann surface with genus g > 1 and π1(M) the fundamental group of M . Thus due to

the uniformization theorem of Riemann surfaces, C+ serves as a universal cover of M and M can

be viewed as the quotient of C+ under the action of π1(M) (then π1(M) is realized as a discrete

subgroup of PSL(2,R)). For the group U(p, q), people are concerned with representations of π1(M)

into PU(p, q), i.e., group homomorphisms ρ : π1(M) → PU(p, q). With some conditions related to

the Hitchin equations, associated to ρ is a holomorphic map σ from C+ to PU(p, q)/P(U(p)×U(q)).

This σ is π1(M)-equivariant in the sense that σ(g · λ) = ρ(g) · σ(λ) for any g ∈ π1(M). Due to

our previous argument on functional model, σ should have its operator theoretic content concerning

(projective) unitary representations of π1(M) in the reproducing kernel Hilbert space H. We shall

pursue this untouched topic elsewhere.

6. Spaces of congruence classes or weak congruence classes

It is now clear that the problem of unitary classification of simple symmetric operators with

deficiency indices (n+, n−) is equivalent to the problem of congruent classification of Nevanlinna
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curves of genus (n+, n−). Perhaps the former is less hopeful partly because the unitary group of an

infinite-dimensional Hilbert space is rather large. However, the latter is much more easy, at least

when both n± are finite. A basic question raised by the correspondence in Thm. 5.3 is how the

properties of a symmetric operator T correspond to that of its Weyl class [WT (λ)].

Definition 6.1. Let N (n+, n−) denote the set of congruence classes of Nevanlinna curves with genus

(n+, n−). Due to Thm. 5.3, N (n+, n−) is called the moduli space of simple symmetric operators with

deficiency indices (n+, n−).

In applications when a symmetric operator appears, it often depends on continuous parameters.

It is then natural to ask: how may the operator and its equivalence class vary if the parameters

change, and is a certain property of the equivalence class of T stable if the parameters are perturbed

slightly? This means we can hardly view N (n+, n−) just as a set. Topological or even geometric

structures must be put on N (n+, n−) to reflect the differences and connections among symmetric

operators.

There are also other reasons to study N (n+, n−). We can just view a Nevanlinna curve as a

holomorphic map from the hyperbolic plane to the hyperbolic space W+(H). Depending on how

to realize the hyperbolic plane and W+(H), a Nevanlinna curve can be represented by a (matrix-

valued) Nevanlinna function (also called a Herglotz function by some authors), a Schur function, or

a Caratheodory function, etc. As objects in analysis and applied mathematics, they have actually

been noticed and studied from different motivations for a long time, in spite of leaving the underlying

Hermitian symmetric spaces totally neglected. As we have pointed out in § 6, special Nevanlinna

curves also appear in the guise of a special kind of Higgs bundles. In the area of several complex

variables, people are also concerned with holomorphic maps between Hermitian symmetric spaces,

which provide the basic examples of maps between complex hyperbolic spaces. Additionally in a se-

ries of papers starting with [31], motivated by questions in arithmetic geometry, N. Mok investigated

such maps that are isometries.

All these suggest a unified theory of Nevanlinna curves. For simplicity, in this section we only

consider the case n± ∈ N. A thorough investigation is beyond the scope of the paper, and we only

list some elementary observations.
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We shall replace C+ by the unit disc D with 0 as its center. This is only for convenience and

can be achieved by using Cayley transform. Let N(n+, n−) be the set of Nevanlinna curves of

genus (n+, n−). We equip N(n+, n−) with its compact-open topology, which can be metrizable.

According to [25, Thm. 3.2, Chap. V] N(n+, n−) is locally compact. Fix a point w0 ∈ W+(H).

Since PU(n+, n−) acts transitively on W+(H), in each congruence class there is a Nevanlinna curve

N(λ) such that N(0) = w0. Consider

N0(n+, n−) := {N ∈ N(n+, n−)|N(0) = w0}.

N0(n+, n−) is certainly closed in N(n+, n−) and still carries the residual continuous action of the

isotropy subgroup G0 of w0, which is conjugate to P(U(n+) × U(n−)). Obviously, N (n+, n−) as a

set can be identified with the orbit space N0(n+, n−)/G0. It’s easy to see that the quotient topology

on N0(n+, n−)/G0 is essentially independent of the choice of w0.

Theorem 6.2. N0(n+, n−)/G0 with its quotient topology is Hausdorff, compact and contractible.

Proof. Choose N+ ∈ W+(H) whose symplectic complement is denoted by N−. In terms of these,

W+(H) is realized as the open unit ball in B(N+, N−). W.l.g, we take w0 = 0 ∈ B(N+, N−). Then

due to the uniform boundedness, N0(n+, n−) is a normal family according to Montel’s theorem.

Hence N0(n+, n−) is compact. That N0(n+, n−) is Hausdorff is obvious. Since now the isotropy

group P(U(n+)× U(n−)) is compact, the orbit space as a quotient is Hausdorff and compact.

In the above realization, N0(n+, n−) is contractible (because it’s convex) and the map (t, B(·)) 7→

tB(·) for t ∈ [0, 1] and B(·) ∈ N0(n+, n−) gives a (null) homotopy between the identity and the con-

stant map. By Prop. 3.11, now (g1, g2) ∈ U(n+)×U(n−) acts on B(λ) as g2B(λ)g−1
1 . The previous

homotopy is equivariant w.r.t. this action and thus descends to a null homotopy in N0(n+, n−)/G0,

i.e., N0(n+, n−)/G0 is contractible. �

Remark. The compactness of N0(n+, n−)/G0 is a consequence of the hyperbolicity of W+(H).

The restriction of hyperbolicity on holomorphic maps is a basic theme in hyperbolic geometry. For

more information on this topic, see for example [25].

Definition 6.3. N(·) ∈ N(n+, n−) is called generic, if the closure of N(C+) in Gr(n+, H) is

disjoint with the topological boundary of W+(H) in Gr(n+, H). Obviously, if N(·) is generic, so is
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any Nevalinna curve congruent to it; in this case, we say [N(λ)] is generic. For a simple symmetric

operator T , if [WT (λ)] is generic, we also say T is generic.

With the choice of N± as above, let B be the space of bounded B(N+, N−)-valued analytic

functions on D. Then B is a Banach space with its norm |f |B = supλ∈D ‖f(λ)‖ for f ∈ B.

Obviously, N(n+, n−) ⊂ B. N(n+, n−) contains the open unit ball B1 in B and is contained in the

closure B1, i.e., B1 ⊂ N(n+, n−) ⊂ B1. Then B1 can be viewed as the subset of generic Nevanlinna

curves. However, to some extent, generic Nevanlinna curves are not that interesting. To see this,

assume that n+ = n−. Then by investigation in the forthcoming § 9, if T is a simple symmetric

operator whose Weyl curve is generic, then any self-adjoint extension of T has the whole real line as

its spectrum. These arguments lead to the following definition.

Definition 6.4. Let N ∗(n+, n−) ⊂ N (n+, n−) be the space of congruence classes of Nevanlinna

curves that are not generic. If [N(·)] ∈ N ∗(n+, n−), we say N(·) is singular.

However, congruence classes in N ∗(n+, n−) in a sense can produce all congruence classes in

N (n+, n−): by scaling, any nonzero element in B1 can be turned into a singular one, and vice versa.

The complexity is that scaling seems to have no intrinsic meaning here.

Let

N∗
0(n+, n−) := {N(·) ∈ N0(n+, n−)|N(·) is not generic}.

Then clearly, N ∗(n+, n−) can be identified with N∗
0(n+, n−)/P(U(n+)×U(n−)). One can see fairly

easily that N∗
0(n+, n−) is Hausdorff and connected and so is N ∗(n+, n−), but we don’t know if

N ∗(n+, n−) is compact.

In the spirit of Morse theory, one may consider functions on N (n+, n−) or N ∗(n+, n−) to learn

about these spaces. One candidate is the Chern functions cj defined in the previous section. Recall

that these are functions defined on C+ and depend only on the congruence class by Thm. 5.3. Then

their values Cj at λ = i (if the unit disc is used, λ = 0) can be viewed as functions defined on

N (n+, n−) or N ∗(n+, n−).

Proposition 6.5. Each Cj as a function on N (n+, n−) or N ∗(n+, n−) is continuous.
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Proof. As before, we choose N+ ∈ W+(H) to realize each N(λ) as a contractive operator-valued

function B(λ). We can first view Cj as a function Cj(B(·)) defined on N0(n+, n−). Note that

cj is a polynomial in entries of rT , involving derivatives of B at most up to the first order. If

a sequence {Bk(·)} ⊂ N0(n+, n−) has B(·) ∈ N0(n+, n−) as its limit w.r.t. the compact-open

topology, then Bk(λ) → B(λ) and B′
k(λ) → B′(λ) uniformly on each compact subset in C+. Thus

cj(Bk(λ)) → cj(B(λ)) in the same sense; in particular, we have Cj(Bk(·)) → Cj(B(·)) for evaluation

at λ = i is continuous. This shows Cj is continuous on N0(n+, n−). Since by definition Cj is

constant on each P(U(n+)×U(n−))-orbit in N0(n+, n−), then Cj descends to a continuous function

on the quotient space

N0(n+, n−)/P(U(n+)× U(n−)) = N (n+, n−).

The continuity of Cj on N ∗(n+, n−) follows immediately. �

Due to Prop. 5.13, C1 as a function on N (n+, n−) takes its maximum n+ at a congruence class

if and only if the class is that of a constant Nevanlinna curve. This fact may imply that C1 can be

used to detect the structure of N (n+, n−).

Example 6.6. In Example 5.14, we have obtained

c1(Ta) = n(1− (
ℑλ

ℑλ+ a
)2).

Thus C1 = n(1 − ( 1
1+a )

2). Note that each a ≥ 0 parameterizes a congruence class of Nevanlinna

curves and this expression can be viewed as C1 restricted on this family of congruence classes. The

example shows C1 is not a trivial function.

Since the behaviors of different Nevanlinna curves can be rather different, it can be expected that

these spaces N (n+, n−) and N ∗(n+, n−) are highly singular. Our belief is that the structure of

singularities of these spaces shall reflect the general pattern among simple symmetric operators.

Since C+ has PSL(2,R) as its automorphism group, if N(λ) is a Nevanlinna curve, and g ∈

PSL(2,R), then N(g ·λ) is again a Nevanlinna curve, which may be not in the same congruence class

as N(λ). This simply means the space N(n+, n−) actually carries the natural action of the direct

product group PSL(2,R)× PU(n+, n−).
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Definition 6.7. If N1(·), N2(·) ∈ N(n+, n−) are in the same PSL(2,R)×PU(n+, n−)-orbit, we say

they are weakly congruent. The weak congruence class of N(·) will be denoted by [N(λ)]w. The set

of weak congruence classes in N(n+, n−) is denoted by Nw(n+, n−).

Then what’s the meaning of this reparameterization using PSL(2,R) for simple symmetric oper-

ators?

Recall that a symmetric operator T determines an isotropic subspace AT (its graph) in the

standard strong symplectic Hilbert space (H ⊕⊥ H, [·, ·]new). For each g =

(
a b
c d

)
∈ SL(2,R),

we can define its action on (H ⊕⊥ H, [·, ·]new) by

ĝ(x, y) = (cy + dx, ay + bx)

for (x, y) ∈ H ⊕⊥H . ĝ is obviously a symplectic isomorphism and thus transforms AT into another

isotropic subspace ĝ(AT ). Notice that if g′ = −g, then ĝ′(AT ) = ĝ(AT ).

Proposition 6.8. If T is simple and g ∈ SL(2,R), then ĝ(AT ) is also the graph of a simple

symmetric operator.

Proof. We first prove ĝ(AT ) is really the graph of an operator. Otherwise, we can find 0 6= x ∈ D(T )

such that

cTx+ dx = 0, aTx+ bx 6= 0.

c cannot be zero and hence x has to be an eigenvector of T . This is impossible for T is simple. Denote

this operator by g(T ). g(T ) is certainly closed and that ĝ(AT ) is isotropic means precisely g(T ) is

symmetric. It is easy to see that if x ∈ ker(T ∗ − λ) for λ ∈ C+ ∪ C−, then x ∈ ker(g(T )∗ − aλ+b
cλ+d ),

and vice versa. This shows if T is simple, so is g(T ). �

We call the symmetric operator g(T ) a Möbius transform of T . It has the same deficiency indices.

The above proposition means simplicity is weakly congruently invariant.

Proposition 6.9. If B(λ) is a contractive Weyl function of T w.r.t. a symplectic isomorphism Φ,

then B(g−1 · λ) is a contractive Weyl function of g(T ).

Proof. This is clear from the above fact that ker(T ∗ − λ) = ker(g(T )∗ − aλ+b
cλ+d ). �
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Thus if simple symmetric operators T and T ′ are weakly congruent, their extension theories are

essentially connected with each other simply by the transform ĝ for some g ∈ PSL(2,R). In this

sense, T and T ′ should be reasonably identified though they may not be unitarily equivalent.

Since PSL(2,R) acts transitively on the unit disc D, each weak congruence class has a repre-

sentative N(λ) such that N(0) = w0. Notice that the isotropy group of 0 ∈ D is U(1). If again

N+ ∈ W+(H) is fixed, Nw(n+, n−) can be identified with the orbit space N0(n+, n−)/(U(1) ×

P(U(n+)× U(n−))). Similar to Thm. 6.2, we have

Theorem 6.10. The space Nw(n+, n−) is Hausdorff, compact and contractible.

Proof. It’s similar to the proof of Thm. 6.2 and so omitted. �

In this case, a generic weak congruence class still makes sense and the space N ∗
w(n+, n−) can as

well be defined.

7. Symmetric operators with symmetries

One way the moduli space N (n+, n−) or Nw(n+, n−) of simple symmetric operators acquires a

singularity at the congruence class [WT (λ)] or weak congruence class [WT (λ)]w is that T may have

nontrivial symmetries. This is the lesson we have learned from the theory of moduli spaces of compact

Riemann surfaces, where the nontrivial but finite automorphism group of a Riemman surface causes

a mild singularity at the corresponding point in the moduli space. Meanwhile, symmetric operators

with symmetries also occur frequently in applications, e.g., the Euclidean Laplacian △ of the unit

ball in Rn is rotation invariant. The goal of this section is to consider two ways in which symmetries

may arise in the investigation of simple symmetric operators and the focus is how the symmetries

affect the Weyl curves.

Let T be a closed operator in a Hilbert space H .

Definition 7.1. U ∈ U(H) is called a symmetry of a closed operator T , if D(T ) is U -invariant and

for any x ∈ D(T ), TUx = UTx.

All symmetries of T form a subgroup UT ⊂ U(H). A symmetry U of T is called trivial if it is

c× Id where c ∈ U(1) is a constant. In this sense, U(1) ⊂ UT . If the simple symmetric operator T
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has a symmetry U , then U is also a symmetry of T ∗. Consequently, this induces a representation ρ

of UT on BT . Besides, for each λ ∈ C+ ∪ C−, ker(T ∗ − λ) is U -invariant. In particular, ρ(U) fixes

the Weyl curve pointwise.

Proposition 7.2. For U ∈ UT , ρ(U) preserves the Hilbert space structure and the strong symplectic

structure on BT . If ρ(U) = c× Id for a constant c, then U is trivial.

Proof. Note that U also preserves the graph inner product on D(T ∗), and D(T ) is U -invariant and

closed in D(T ∗) w.r.t. this inner product. Hence the Hilbert space structure on BT is preserved by

ρ(U).

For x, y ∈ D(T ∗),

[ρ(U)[x], ρ(U)[y]]T = [[Ux], [Uy]]T = (T ∗Ux,Uy)H − (Ux, T ∗Uy)H

= (UT ∗x, Uy)H − (Ux,UT ∗y)H = (T ∗x, y)H − (x, T ∗y)H

= [[x], [y]]T .

The above implies that ρ(U) preserves ker(J ∓i) ⊂ BT where J is the operator constructed below

Def. 3.6 and thus ρ(U) lies in U(n+)× U(n−). Thus if ρ(U) = c× Id, then c ∈ U(1). Consequently

for λ ∈ C+ ∪ C− and x ∈ ker(T ∗ − λ),

ρ(U)([x] +D(T )) = c[x] +D(T ) = [cx] +D(T ) = [Ux] +D(T ).

We should have Ux− cx ∈ ker(T ∗ − λ) ∩D(T ) = 0, i.e., Ux = cx. Due to simplicity of T , we must

have U = c× Id. �

Remark. The second claim has the following consequence: for a simple symmetric operator T

with finite deficiency indices, UT is always a compact Lie group. Thus even U(H) is very large,

simplicity of T requires that T cannot have too many symmetries.

If G is a subgroup of UT , a symplectic isomorphism Φ between BT and the standard strong

symplectic Hilbert space H = H+ ⊕⊥H− is called G-compatible, if there is a group homomorphism

τ : G→ U(n+, n−) such that

τ(g) · Φ([x]) = Φ(ρ(g) · [x]), ∀x ∈ D(T ∗).

Note that τ(G) should lie in a compact subgroup conjugate to U(n+)× U(n−).
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Corollary 7.3. Let G ⊂ UT be a subgroup of symmetries of T . If a G-compatible symplectic

isomorphism between BT and H = H+⊕⊥H− as above has been chosen and B(λ) is the corresponding

contractive Weyl function, then

τ(g) ·B(λ) = B(λ), ∀g ∈ G, ∀λ ∈ C+.

Proof. This can be checked easily and so the proof is omitted. �

This of course means that symmetries restrict the possible form of the contractive Weyl function;

in particular, if the image of τ(G) in PU(n+, n−) is nontrivial, then WT (·) ∈ N(n+, n−) has a

nontrivial isotropy subgroup.

Proposition 7.4. If WT (·) has a nontrivial isotropy subgroup in N (n+, n−) under the action of

PU(n+, n−), then T has a nontrivial symmetry.

Proof. W.l.g, we can assume T to be the multiplication operator in the functional model and g =

(g1, g2) ∈ U(n+)×U(n−) fixes the contractive Weyl function B(λ) and the image of g in P(U(n+)×

U(n−)) is nontrivial. By Prop. 3.11, we see g2B(λ) = B(λ)g1 for all λ ∈ C+. This identity can

be used to produce a nontrivial gauge transformation of the characteristic vector bundle F and

consequently a unitary operator on the reproducing kernel Hilbert space H. This unitary operator

is a symmetry of T simply because the gauge transformation is linear fiber-wise. �

We shall now turn to another kind of symmetries the symmetric operator T may have. For

simplicity, we should introduce the following definition.

Definition 7.5. If a simple symmetric operator T has only trivial symmetries, we say T is irre-

ducible.

Irreducible simple symmetric operators shall be viewed as the building blocks of general simple

symmetric operators.

Proposition 7.6. A simple symmetric operator T in H is irreducible, if and only if it can’t be

written as the orthogonal direct sum of two simple symmetric operators.
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Proof. If H = H1 ⊕⊥ H2 and T = T1 ⊕⊥ T2 such that T1 (resp. T2) is a symmetric operator in H1

(resp. H2). For any x = (x1, x2) ∈ H1 ⊕⊥ H2, set Ux = (x1,−x2). Then clearly U is a symmetry

of T , which is not a multiple of Id. Thus UT 6= U(1).

Conversely, if U is a nontrivial symmetry of T , U also induces a unitary action on H ⊕⊥ H via

Û(y1, y2) = (Uy1, Uy2). Clearly, Û preserves both the Hilbert space structure and strong symplectic

structure [·, ·]new on H ⊕⊥H . By definition, this action also preserves the graph AT of T and A⊥s

T .

Since U is not a multiple of Id, the action of Û on A⊥s

T is also not by multiplying by a constant

c. Otherwise, U acts on each ker(T ∗ − λ) for λ ∈ C+ ∪ C− by scaling by the same constant c and

simplicity of T then implies that U = c× Id on H . Using the spectral decomposition of Û on A⊥s

T ,

we can find two nontrivial Û -invariant closed subspaces S1 and S2 in A⊥s

T such that A⊥s

T = S1⊕⊥S2.

Due to the special form of Û , each Si is a closed subspace of Hi ⊕⊥Hi for a certain closed subspace

Hi ⊂ H such that H = H1 ⊕⊥ H2 are orthogonal. Let Ai = AT ∩ Si. Then it can be proved that

AT = A1 ⊕⊥A2. Then Ai is the graph of a symmetric operator Ti in Hi. Both T1 and T2 should be

simple just because T is. It should be pointed out that one of A1 and A2 can be 0. For example, if

A2 = 0, then T2 is the zero symmetric operator in H2. �

Remark. By this proposition, if UT 6= U(1), T is the orthogonal direct sum of two simple sym-

metric operators, and consequently by choosing a suitable symplectic isomorphism, the contractive

Weyl function can be written as a block-diagonal operator-valued function.

To summarize, the following three statements are equivalent for a simple symmetric operator: (1)

T has only trivial symmetries; (2)WT (·) ∈ N(n+, n−) has trivial isotropy subgroup under the action

of PU(n+, n−); (3) T cannot be written as the orthogonal sum of two simple symmetric operators.

Motivated by the investigation on homogeneous Cowen-Douglas operators in [26], we have the

following definition.

Definition 7.7. A simple symmetric operator T is called homogeneous if for any g ∈ PSL(2,R),

g(T ) is unitarily equivalent to T , i.e., there is a unitary operator U such that g(T ) = UTU−1.

If U in Def.7.7 exists, it surely is not unique, but if T is irreducible, U is unique up to a constant

factor u ∈ U(1).
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Proposition 7.8. Let T be a simple symmetric operator, B(λ) its contractive Weyl function w.r.t.

a certain symplectic isomorphism Φ and g ∈ PSL(2,R). Then g(T ) is unitarily equivalent to T if

and only if there exists g̃ ∈ PU(n+, n−) such that B(g−1 · λ) = g̃ · B(λ) for all λ ∈ C+.

Proof. This is clear from Thm. 5.3 and Prop. 6.9. �

Example 7.9. By the proposition, the symmetric operators in Example 5.10 are homogenous. It’s

interesting to know whether there are other nontrivial (irreducible) examples.

Recall that a subgroup G ⊂ PSL(2,R) is called discrete if the subspace topology of G in PSL(2,R)

is discrete.

Definition 7.10. Let G be a discrete subgroup of PSL(2,R). An irreducible simple symmetric

operator T is called G-automorphic if for each g ∈ G, g(T ) is unitarily equivalent to T .

Example 7.11. As we have noticed in §§ 5.3, associated with a holomorphic U(p, q)-Higgs bundle

over a compact Rieamann surface M with genus g > 1 is a π1(M)-equivariant Nevanlinna curve.

In the Fuchsian model of M , π1(M) is realized as a discrete subgroup of PSL(2,R). Then the

multiplication operator in the associated functional model is necessarily π1(M)-automorphic.

8. Contractive Weyl function and spectral analysis

From now on, we only consider symmetric operators T with deficiency indices (n, n). This case

is of particular interest in spectral theory. For later convenience, we shall just use Gr(n, 2n) to

denote the Grassmannian of closed subspaces of dimension n in a strong symplectic Hilbert space of

dimension 2n. This can be the intrinsic Gr(n,BT ) or Gr(n,G ⊕⊥ G) if a specific boundary triplet

is chosen. In particular, if n = +∞, Gr(n, 2n) consists of closed subspaces of infinite dimension and

co-dimension.

For simplicity right now, let’s first assume n ∈ N. Then all closed extensions of T are parameter-

ized by linear subspaces of C2n. There are several topological components of this parameter space

indexed by the dimension of the subspaces parameterized by them. These areGr(r, 2n) (0 ≤ r ≤ 2n),

i.e., the Grassmannian of r-dimensional subspaces in C2n. The complex dimension of Gr(r, 2n) is

r(2n − r), taking its maximum n2 when r = n. In this sense, we say abstract boundary conditions

parameterized by points in Gr(n, 2n) are generic.
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Another fundamental fact is that the two-branched Weyl curve now lies in Gr(n, 2n). This is in

sharp contrast to the case n+ 6= n−, because in the latter case the two branches lie in Gr(n+, n++n−)

and Gr(n−, n+ + n−) separately. Though these two manifolds are of the same dimension n+ × n−,

they are different topological components and generally not of the maximal dimension among all

topological components. Consequently, a special phenomenon may occur when the indices are (n, n):

The two-branched Weyl curve may admit an analytic continuation across part of the real line and

the two branches then touch each other there. Due to Prop. 3.16, this is possible. In the best case,

the Weyl curve may even be analytic along the whole real line.

In the literature, the Weyl function M(λ) is often used in spectral analysis of extensions of T .

However, a disadvantage of M(λ) is that, the spectrum of T0 generally appear as singularities of

M(λ). If T0 happens to have a discrete spectrum, then this means that the Weyl curve admits an

analytic continuation across the real line except for at most countably infinite points. Even better,

the singularities on R may not be geometric, i.e., they are there only because a ”bad” coordinate

chart is in use. To deal with problems concerning spectra, the contractive Weyl function B(λ) may

sometimes provide a better choice. Thus the basic goal of this section is spectral analysis in terms

of the contractive Weyl function B(λ) rather than the Weyl function M(λ). Of course, inevitably

the presentation in this section has some overlaps with the existing literature, but our emphasis is

the geometric formulation and the usefulness of B(λ).

Recall that λ ∈ C is of regular type for a symmetric operator T if there is a constant cλ > 0 such

that

‖(T − λ)x‖ ≥ cλ‖x‖ (8.1)

for any x ∈ D(T ). Denote the set of λ of regular type for T by Θ(T ). It is open on C and if further

Θ(T ) = C, T is called a regular operator. Regular operators are necessarily simple.

From the above inequality (8.1), Ran(T −λ) has to be closed for λ ∈ Θ(T ). It is well-known that

C+ ∪C− ⊂ Θ(T ). For λ ∈ Θ(T ), we denote the image of ker(T ∗ − λ) in BT by M(λ).

Lemma 8.1. If λ0 ∈ Θ(T ) ∩R, then M(λ0) is Lagrangian in BT .

Proof. Since for any x, y ∈ ker(T ∗ − λ0),

(T ∗x, y)− (x, T ∗y) = λ0(x, y)− λ0(x, y) = 0.
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This shows M(λ0) is isotropic, i.e., M(λ0) ⊂ M(λ0)
⊥s . If y̌ ∈ M(λ0)

⊥s , let y be a pre-image of y̌ in

D(T ∗), then by definition for all x ∈ ker(T ∗ − λ0)

0 = (T ∗x, y)− (x, T ∗y) = λ0(x, y)− (x, T ∗y) = (x, (λ0 − T ∗)y).

Thus, (λ0 − T ∗)y ∈ (ker(T ∗ − λ0))
⊥ = Ran(T − λ0). Consequently, there is a y0 ∈ D(T ) such that

T ∗y − λ0y = Ty0 − λ0y0.

This shows that y− y0 ∈ ker(T ∗ − λ0). Note that the image of y− y0 in BT is again y̌. This implies

that y̌ ∈ M(λ0) and hence M(λ0)
⊥s ⊂ M(λ0). The proof is completed. �

Lemma 8.2. Let T̃ be a closed extension of T , and L the image of D(T̃ ) in BT . Then for λ0 ∈ Θ(T ),

λ0 ∈ ρ(T̃ ) if and only if L and M(λ0) are transversal, i.e.,

L ∩M(λ0) = 0, and L⊕M(λ0) = BT .

Proof. ”⇒”. If L ∩ M(λ0) 6= 0, then there is a nonzero x = ker(T ∗ − λ0) ∩ D(T̃ ), i.e., λ0 is an

eigenvalue of T̃ . This is a contradiction. For any x ∈ D(T ∗), note that

x = (T̃ − λ0)
−1(T ∗ − λ0)x+ [x− (T̃ − λ0)

−1(T ∗ − λ0)x]

and

(T ∗ − λ0)(x− (T̃ − λ0)
−1(T ∗ − λ0)x) = (T ∗ − λ0)x− (T ∗ − λ0)x = 0.

So D(T ∗) = D(T̃ )⊕ ker(T ∗ − λ0), implying that BT = L⊕M(λ0).

”⇐”. L ∩M(λ0) = 0 implies that T̃ − λ0 is injective and λ0 is not an eigenvalue of T̃ . It suffices

to prove Ran(T̃ − λ0) = H , because the closed graph theorem shall imply that λ0 ∈ ρ(T̃ ). Since

Ran(T −λ0) is closed, so is Ran(T −λ0) no matter λ0 ∈ R or not. Thus Ran(T ∗ −λ0) is closed due

to the closed range theorem. We know that Ran(T ∗ − λ0) = H because ker(T − λ0) = 0 (for T is

simple).

For any y ∈ H , choose x such that (T ∗ − λ0)x = y. Since L ⊕ M(λ0) = BT , we can choose

x1 ∈ D(T̃ ) and x2 ∈ ker(T ∗ − λ0) such that x = x1 + x2. Therefore,

(T ∗ − λ0)x = (T ∗ − λ0)x1 = (T̃ − λ0)x1 = y.

This shows Ran(T̃ − λ0) = H and the proof is finished. �
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Theorem 8.3. If λ0 ∈ Θ(T ) ∩ R, then the two-branched Weyl curve WT (λ) continues analytically

around λ0.

The theorem will be proved in terms of the contractive Weyl function B(λ). This works because

different symplectic isomorphisms only introduce holomorphic isomorphisms among the ambient

Grassmanianns. Let a symplectic isomorphism Φ be fixed. We begin with an extension of Prop. 4.5.

Recall that T± are extensions of T determined by the boundary conditions Γ±x = 0 respectively.

Proposition 8.4. If λ0 ∈ Θ(T ) ∩ R, then λ0 ∈ ρ(T±).

Proof. We only prove the result for T−. Note that M(λ0) is Lagrangian in BT and the image of

D(T−) in BT is a maximal completely positive-definite subspace. Due to Prop. 3.18 and Lemma 8.2,

the conclusion follows. �

Proof. Proof of Thm. 8.3. Since Θ(T ) is open, if λ0 ∈ R is of regular type, so are points in a certain

open interval I ⊂ R containing λ0. Since ρ(T+) is open as well, it can be easily seen that Prop. 4.6

can be extended to include points in I and points on C− very near I. Then the map γ+(λ) can be

extended to an enlarged set K ⊃ C+ such that K contains an open disc centered at λ0. Therefore

Prop. 4.7 and Corol. 4.8 continue to hold for λ ∈ K. Similar results hold for γ−. This shows that

the Weyl curve WT (λ) admits an analytic continuation around λ0 and the proof of Thm. 8.3 is thus

completed. �

As a consequence of Thm. 8.3, the characteristic vector bundles E(T ) and F (T ) are now both

well-defined over Θ(T ). If furthermore T is regular, these are holomorphic vector bundles over C.

Since C is a Stein manifold, due to the famous Oka-Grauert principle [27, Thm. 9.5], E(T ) and

F (T ) are both holomorphically trivial and in particular the reproducing kernel Hilbert space H is

essentially a space of (vector-valued) entire functions. Indeed it has been known for several decades

that some regular simple symmetric operators with deficiency indices (1, 1) have the multiplication

operators in certain de Branges spaces of entire functions as their models. We refer the reader to

[41] for a modern treatment of this connection.

Now for λ0 ∈ Θ(T )∩R, we can find a disc D with its center λ0, sufficiently small such that both

γ± are well-defined over D. Then for λ ∈ D, the image M(λ) of ker(T ∗ − λ) in the standard strong
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symplectic Hilbert space has two kinds of descriptions:

{(φ,B(λ)φ) ∈ G⊕⊥ G|ϕ ∈ G} and {(B(λ̄)∗φ, φ) ∈ G⊕⊥ G|φ ∈ G}.

On the disc D, it is necessary that

B(λ) = (B(λ̄)∗)−1.

Note that for λ ∈ Θ(T ) ∩ R, B(λ) is a unitary operator, just as expected.

Recall that a pair (V1, V2) of closed subspaces in a Hilbert space H is called a Fredholm pair if

V1 ∩ V1 is of finite dimension and V1 + V2 is closed and of finite codimension in H . For a Fredholm

pair (V1, V2) in H ,

ind(V1, V2) := dim(V1 ∩ V2)− codim(V1 + V2)

is called the index of the pair.

Theorem 8.5. If T̃ is a closed extension of T and L is the image of D(T̃ ) in BT , then for λ ∈ Θ(T ),

i) λ ∈ σp(T̃ ) if and only if L ∩M(λ) 6= 0. If it is the case,

dimker(T̃ − λ) = dim(L ∩M(λ)).

ii) λ ∈ σc(T̃ ) if and only if L ∩M(λ) = 0 and L+M(λ) is a proper dense subspace of BT .

iii) λ ∈ σr(T̃ ) if and only if L ∩M(λ) = 0 and L+M(λ) 6= BT .

iv) T̃ − λ is a Fredholm operator if and only if (L,M(λ)) is a Fredholm pair in BT . If it is the case,

then indT̃ = ind(L,M(λ)).

Proof. i) The first statement is clear. For the second, note that

ker(T̃ − λ) = D(T̃ ) ∩ ker(T ∗ − λ), ker(T ∗ − λ) ∩D(T ) = 0.

These show that the quotient map from ker(T̃ − λ) ⊂ D(T ∗) to BT is injective and the image of

ker(T̃ − λ) is precisely L ∩M(λ). Then the claim follows.

ii) This will follow if we can prove iii) due to the trichotomy of spectra.

iii) λ ∈ σr(T̃ ) if and only if λ 6∈ σp(T̃ ) and λ̄ ∈ σp(T̃
∗). Note that T̃ ∗ is itself a closed extension of

T and the image of D(T̃ ∗) in BT is precisely L⊥s . Due to i), λ ∈ σp(T̃
∗) if and only if L⊥s∩M(λ̄) 6= 0

while the latter is equivalent to L+M(λ) 6= BT .
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iv) The proof here is an abstraction of that of Thm. 1.3.4 in [17]. We claim that Ran(T̃ − λ)

is closed if and only if L + M(λ) is closed in BT . Indeed we have a natural map τ : BT /M(λ) →

Ran(T ∗ − λ)/Ran(T − λ) given by

τ([x] + M(λ)) = [T ∗x− λx] + Ran(T − λ).

It is easy to see τ is a topological linear isomorphism. τ sends L+M(λ) to Ran(T̃ −λ)/Ran(T −λ).

Note that L+M(λ) is closed in BT if and only if (L+M(λ))/M(λ) is closed in BT /M(λ) and similarly

that Ran(T̃ −λ)/Ran(T −λ) is closed in Ran(T ∗−λ)/Ran(T −λ) if and only if Ran(T̃ −λ) is closed

in Ran(T ∗ − λ). Since Ran(T ∗ − λ) is closed in H , the claim then follows.

If Ran(T̃ − λ) is closed, then dimker(T̃ − λ) = dim(L ∩M(λ)) by i). Additionally,

dim coker(T̃ − λ) = dim coker(T ∗ − λ) + dim(Ran(T ∗ − λ)/Ran(T̃ − λ))

= dim(Ran(T ∗ − λ)/Ran(T̃ − λ)).

for ker(T − λ̄) = 0. Note that

Ran(T ∗ − λ)/Ran(T̃ − λ) = [Ran(T ∗ − λ)/Ran(T − λ)]/[Ran(T̃ − λ)/Ran(T − λ)].

We see that

dim(Ran(T ∗ − λ)/Ran(T̃ − λ)) = dim([BT /M(λ)]/[(L +M(λ))/M(λ)])

= dim(BT /(L+M(λ))).

This shows that T̃ − λ is Fredholm if and only if (L,M(λ)) is a Fredholm pair and in particular,

indT̃ = ind(L,M(λ)). �

Remark. It’s clear from the theorem that whether λ ∈ σ(T̃ ) or not is actually an intersection

property of L and M(λ) in Gr(n, 2n). This geometric flavour will be enhanced in § 10. In particular,

If a trivialization Φ has been chosen, we are interested in self-adjoint extensions TU determined

by the boundary condition Γ−x = UΓ+x where U ∈ U(G) and x ∈ D(T ∗). Spectral analysis of TU

can be carried out in terms of the boundary data U and B(λ). In the literature on boundary value

problems of elliptic differential operators, this procedure is called ”reduction to the boundary”.

Corollary 8.6. If TU is the extension of T defined as above and λ ∈ Θ(T ) ∩R, then

i) λ ∈ ρ(TU ) if and only if U −B(λ) is invertible.
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ii) λ ∈ σp(TU ) if and only if ker(U−B(λ)) 6= 0. In particular, dimker(TU −λ) = dim ker(U−B(λ)).

iii) λ ∈ σc(TU ) if and only if ker(U −B(λ)) = 0 and U −B(λ) is not invertible.

iv) TU − λ is Fredholm if and only if U −B(λ) is Fredholm.

Proof. For brevity, Φ(M(λ)) ⊂ G⊕⊥ G shall still be denoted by M(λ).

i) Due to Lemma 8.2, λ ∈ ρ(TU ) if and only if LU and M(λ) are transversal, where LU is the

Lagrangian subspace {(ϕ,Uϕ) ∈ G⊕⊥ G|ϕ ∈ G}. Since M(λ) is of the same form with U replaced

by B(λ). Thus λ ∈ ρ(TU ) is equivalent to the invertibility of the operator matrix

(
Id U
Id B(λ)

)
,

which is further equivalent to the invertibility of U −B(λ).

ii) ϕ ∈ ker(U−B(λ)) if and only if (ϕ,Uϕ) ∈ LU ∩M(λ). The result then follows due to Thm. 8.5,

i).

iii) This follows from i) and ii).

iv) Let PU and PB(λ) be the orthogonal projections onto LU and M(λ) in G ⊕⊥ G respectively.

W.r.t. the decomposition G⊕⊥ G,

PU =
1

2

(
Id U∗

U Id

)
, PB(λ) =

1

2

(
Id B(λ)∗

B(λ) Id

)
.

From the general theory of Fredholm pairs (see for example the Appendix of [17]), (LU ,M(λ)) is a

Fredholm pair if and only if Id−PU : M(λ) → kerPU is Fredholm. The conclusion then follows. �

Corollary 8.7. γ+(λ) (resp. γ−(λ)) has an analytic continuation on ρ(T+) (resp. ρ(T−)). In

particular, B(λ) is analytically defined on ρ(T+).

Proof. We only prove the claim for γ+. By our previous arguments, we only need to prove γ+(λ) is

well-defined and analytic on ρ(T+)∩C−. Note that for λ ∈ ρ(T+)∩C− (of course λ ∈ Θ(T ) as well),

by Lemma 8.2, the operator matrix

(
0 Id

B(λ̄)∗ Id

)
is invertible. Thus B(λ̄)∗ is invertible. This

implies that Prop. 4.7 and Corol. 4.8 continue to hold on ρ(T+) ∩ C−. The result then follows. �

We now establish a resolvent formula of Krein-Naimark type in terms of B(λ) for later use.

Generally, such a formula is written in terms of Weyl function M(λ) and linear relations. The

advantage of our version is its convenience for spectral theory of self-adjoint extensions of T . Recall

that the map γ+(λ) is from G to ker(T ∗ − λ). However, we will view it as a map from G to H and

the conjugate γ+(λ)
∗ is used in this sense.
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Lemma 8.8. If λ ∈ Θ(T ) ∩ R, then

γ+(λ)
∗ = −iB(λ)−1Γ−(T+ − λ)−1.

Proof. For any x ∈ H , let y = (T+ − λ)−1x ∈ D(T+). Then for any ϕ ∈ G, we have

(γ+(λ)
∗(T+ − λ)y, ϕ)G = ((T+ − λ)y, γ+(λ)ϕ)H

= (T+y, γ+(λ)ϕ)H − (y, λγ+(λ)ϕ)H

= (T ∗y, γ+(λ)ϕ)H − (y, T ∗γ+(λ)ϕ)H

= i(Γ+y,Γ+γ+(λ)ϕ)G − i(Γ−y,Γ−γ+(λ)ϕ)G

= −i(Γ−y,B(λ)ϕ)G = −i(B(λ)−1Γ−y, ϕ)G.

The formula then follows, where we have used the facts Γ+y = 0 and B(λ)∗ = B(λ)−1 for λ ∈

Θ(T ) ∩R. �

Remark. Note that on the orthogonal complement of ker(T ∗−λ), γ+(λ)∗ is zero. Along the same

line, one can prove that for any λ ∈ ρ(T+),

γ−(λ̄)
∗ = −iΓ−(T+ − λ)−1. (8.2)

If I ⊂ Θ(T )∩R is an open interval, then B(λ) over I is a real analytic curve in U(G). Consequently,

B(λ)−1 dB(λ)
dλ takes its values in the Lie algebra of U(G), i.e., the Lie algebra formed by skew-

Hermitian operators.

Proposition 8.9. Let I be as above. Then for λ ∈ I

−iB(λ)−1 dB(λ)

dλ
= γ+(λ)

∗γ+(λ).

For λ ∈ ρ(T+), we have

dB(λ)

dλ
= iγ−(λ̄)

∗γ+(λ)

.

Proof. Due to Corol. 4.8, for λ ∈ I,

dB(λ)

dλ
= Γ−(T+ − λ)−1γ+(λ).

The first formula then follows from Lemma 8.8 and the second from Eq. (8.2). �
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Remark. For real λ ∈ Θ(T ), since γ+(λ) is an isomorphism between G and ker(T ∗ − λ),

γ+(λ)
∗γ+(λ) is positive-definite and invertible on G. If the deficiency indices of T are (1, 1), then

B(λ) is of the form eiθ(λ) for a real analytic ”phase” function θ(λ) on I. The above formula in this

case simply implies θ′ > 0. Therefore, as λ increases in I, so does the angle θ.

Note that by the above proposition for λ0 ∈ Θ(T )∩R, B′(λ0) is invertible. This fact implies the

following result revealing the particularity of λ0 in terms of the curvature of T .

Proposition 8.10. If λ0 ∈ Θ(T ) ∩ R, then lim
λ̂→λ0

rT (λ) = 0. Here λ̂→ λ0 means λ approaches

λ0 in C+.

Proof. We assume a boundary triplet has been fixed and the contractive Weyl function is analytic

and invertible around λ0 ∈ C. If B(λ) =
∑∞

i=0 Bi(λ− λ0)
i is the Taylor expansion of B(λ) around

λ0, then B0 = B(λ0) and B1 = B′(λ0). For λ ∈ C+, the formula B(λ) = (B(λ̄)∗)−1 implies

B0B
∗
1 +B1B

∗
0 = 0, and

Id−B∗B = 2iℑλ(B∗
1B0 + ϕ1(λ)), Id−BB∗ = −2iℑλ(B1B

∗
0 + ϕ2(λ))

where both ϕ1(λ) and ϕ2(λ) approach zero as λ goes to λ0 in C+.

Recall from Thm. 5.6, in terms of the fixed boundary triplet,

rT = Id− 4(ℑλ)2K−1B′∗K̃−1B′

where K = Id−B∗B and K̃ = Id−BB∗. Thus

lim
λ̂→λ0

4(ℑλ)2K−1B′∗K̃−1B′ = (iB∗
1B0)

−1B∗
1(−iB1B

∗
0)

−1B1 = Id.

The conclusion then follows. �

Now we come to the spectral analysis of self-adjoint extensions of T . For the fixed symplectic

isomorphism Φ, these extensions are parameterized by U ∈ U(G), which correspond to boundary

conditions Γ−x = UΓ+x. We denote the extension corresponding to U by TU . Recall that TId = T0

and and T−Id = T1.
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Lemma 8.11. For λ ∈ Θ(T ) ∩ R, the domain D(TU ) of TU can be characterized in the following

way:

D(TU ) = {x = (T+ − λ)−1(y + w) + γ+(λ)ϕ|ϕ ∈ G,w ∈ ker(T ∗ − λ),

y ∈ Ran(T − λ), iB(λ)γ+(λ)
∗w = (U −B(λ))ϕ}

Proof. Denote the right hand side by S. If x ∈ D(TU ), then x = xλ + zλ where xλ ∈ D(T+) and

zλ ∈ ker(T ∗ − λ). This is due to the decomposition D(T ∗) = D(T+)⊕ ker(T ∗ − λ) (see the proof of

Lemma 8.2). Since H = Ran(T −λ)⊕⊥ ker(T ∗ −λ), there are y ∈ Ran(T −λ) and w ∈ ker(T ∗ −λ)

such that (T+ −λ)xλ = y+w. Set y = (T −λ)v for v ∈ D(T ). Then we have (T+ −λ)(xλ − v) = w,

implying xλ = v + (T+ − λ)−1w. Thus

Γ−xλ = Γ−(T+ − λ)−1w = iB(λ)γ+(λ)
∗w.

Besides, we also have Γ−zλ = B(λ)Γ+zλ. Since Γ−x = UΓ+x, we obtain

Γ−xλ + Γ−zλ = UΓ+zλ

where the fact Γ+xλ = 0 was used. Combining these facts together and setting ϕ = Γ+zλ, we finally

have D(TU ) ⊂ S. The inclusion S ⊂ D(TU ) can be checked directly. �

Note that if x = (T+ − λ)−1(y + w) + γ+(λ)ϕ ∈ D(TU ), then

(TU − λ)x = (T ∗ − λ)x = y + w.

Theorem 8.12. (Resolvent formula) If λ ∈ ρ(TU ) ∩ R for U ∈ U(G), then U − B(λ) is invertible

and

(TU − λ)−1 − (T+ − λ)−1 = iγ+(λ)(B(λ)−1U − Id)−1γ+(λ)
∗.

Proof. Certainly λ lies in Θ(T ). If z ∈ H , set x = (TU − λ)−1z ∈ D(TU ). Then from the character-

ization of D(TU ) in Lemma 8.11,

(TU − λ)−1z = x = (T+ − λ)−1(TU − λ)x + γ+(λ)Γ+x

= (T+ − λ)−1z + γ+(λ)Γ+x.

Again due to Lemma 8.11,

Γ+x = i(U −B(λ))−1B(λ)γ(λ)∗w = i(U −B(λ))−1B(λ)γ+(λ)
∗(y + w)
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for γ+(λ)
∗y = 0. Since y + w = (TU − λ)x = z, the resolvent formula then follows. �

Remark. In the traditional Krein formula (see for example [3, Thm. 2.6.1]), T0, rather than

our T+, plays the role of a background operator. Furthermore, in that formula, λ should lie in

ρ(TU ) ∩ ρ(T0) and the right hand side of the formula often involves the inverse of a linear relation.

This inconvenience can be avoided in our formula.

Corollary 8.13. If λ ∈ ρ(TU1) ∩ ρ(TU2) ∩ R where U1, U2 ∈ U(G), then

(TU1 − λ)−1 − (TU2 − λ)−1 = iγ+(λ)[(B(λ)−1U1 − Id)−1 − (B(λ)−1U2 − Id)−1]γ+(λ)
∗.

Proof. This is clear from the resolvent formula. �

The above Krein-type resolvent formula can be extended slightly: If λ ∈ ρ(T+) and a boundary

triplet has been chosen such that a generic boundary condition is parameterized by Y ∈ B(G), i.e.,

D(TY ) = {x ∈ D(T ∗)|Γ−x = Y Γ+x},

then in terms of T+,

D(TY ) = {x = (T+ − λ)−1(y + w) + γ+(λ)ϕ|ϕ ∈ G,w ∈ ker(T ∗ − λ̄),

y ∈ Ran(T − λ), iγ−(λ̄)
∗w = (Y −B(λ))ϕ}.

This can be proved along the same line of Lemma 8.11. Using this statement and Eq. (8.2), if

λ ∈ ρ(T+) ∩ ρ(TY ), then we obtain

(TY − λ)−1 − (T+ − λ)−1 = iγ+(λ)(Y −B(λ))−1γ−(λ̄)
∗. (8.3)

If λ ∈ ρ(T−) ∩ ρ(TY ), by replacing T+ with T−, a similar formula holds.

9. Analytic singularity of symmetric operators

If T is a simple symmetric operator with deficiency indices (n, n), we denote the set of all self-

adjoint extensions of T by S. There are conceptually three closed subsets of R associated with T .

The first is ∩T̃∈Sσ(T̃ ). The other two are as follows.

Definition 9.1. The set σk(T ) := C\Θ(T ) is called the spectral kernel of T .
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Definition 9.2. λ0 ∈ R is called an analytic singular point of T if the two-branched Weyl map

WT (λ) doesn’t admit an analytic continuation around λ0 in C. The set σa(T ) ⊂ R of all analytic

singular points of T is called the analytic spectrum of T . In particular, if σa(T ) = ∅, we call T an

entire operator.

It should be emphasized that though with a boundary triplet the Weyl map may be represented

by the Weyl function M(λ), M(λ) may not admit an analytic continuation to where WT (λ) admits

such a continuation. The singularities of M(λ) is a mixture of contributions from both WT (λ) and

the boundary condition U = Id. After all, M(λ) is a basic tool to study the spectrum of T0.

Proposition 9.3. For a simple symmetric operator T with deficiency indices (n, n), σk(T ) =

∩T̃∈Sσ(T̃ ) = σa(T ).

Proof. σk(T ) = ∩T̃∈Sσ(T̃ ) seems to be a classical result, but we cannot find a suitable reference. For

the convenience of the reader, we give an argument in our formalism. Obviously, ∩T̃∈Sσ(T̃ ) ⊃ σk(T ).

Let B(λ) be the contractive Weyl function of T w.r.t. a chosen boundary triplet (G,Γ±). Now, if

λ0 ∈ Θ(T ) ∩ R, then by our previous discussion B(λ) is analytic around λ0 ∈ C. We can choose

U ∈ U(G) such that U −B(λ0) is invertible. Due to Coro. 8.6, λ0 ∈ ρ(TU ). Thus λ0 6∈ ∩T̃∈Sσ(T̃ ).

By our results in the previous section, the two-branched Weyl map WT (λ) admits an analytic

continuation to Θ(T ). Thus, σa(T ) ⊂ σk(T ).

Conversely, if the real number λ0 ∈ R\σa(T ), then with a certain boundary triplet (G,Γ±) the

contractive Weyl function B(λ) is holomorphic around λ0 in C and due to Prop. 3.16 B(λ) is unitary

if λ ∈ R. We can choose a self-adjoint extension parameterized by a unitary operator U ∈ U(G)

w.r.t. the chosen boundary triplet such that U −B(λ0) is invertible. Since the pseudounitary group

U(n, n) acts transitively on the space L(G ⊕⊥ G) of Lagrangians in G ⊕⊥ G, we can change the

boundary triplet such that U is transformed into Id. Certainly B(λ) also changes accordingly, but

Id − B(λ0) is still invertible because invertibility of U − B(λ0) simply means LU and M(λ0) in

Thm. 8.5 are transversal, and transversality is unchanged under the transformation. By continuity,

Id−B(λ) is invertible for λ near λ0. Note that, with the new boundary triplet, for λ ∈ C+

M(λ) = i(Id+B(λ))(Id −B(λ))−1.
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This expression shows that M(λ) admits an analytic continuation around λ0 in C. It is a standard

fact that this means that λ0 ∈ ρ(T0) (see, for example, [3, Thm. 3.6.1]) and thus λ0 ∈ Θ(T ).

Therefore σk(T ) ⊂ σa(T ). �

Remark. The result σk(T ) = σa(T ) is not trivial at all. To our best knowledge, this has only been

established before for the case n = 1 [2, pp.420, Thm. 2]. In this special case, it’s natural to view

M(C+ ∪ C−) as a subset of C and consequently we know very well where to continue (if possible)

the Weyl function M(λ) for λ ∈ R. Actually, M(λ) is a meromorphic function on Θ(T ). In the

general case, it is the fact WT (C+ ∪C−) ⊂ Gr(n, 2n) that tells us where to continue the Weyl curve

naturally.

Proposition 9.4. If M(λ) is the Weyl function of T w.r.t. a chosen boundary triplet and mero-

morphic on Θ(T ), then the corresponding contractive Weyl function B(λ) can be continued to be

meromorphic on Θ(T ) (of course analytic at points in Θ(T ) ∩ R).

Proof. Note that for λ ∈ C+, B(λ) = (M(λ)− i)(M(λ) + i)−1. Since M(λ) + i is invertible on C+,

the holomorphic Fredholm theorem implies that (M(λ)+i)−1 is meromorphic on Θ(T )\P(M) where

P(M) is the set of poles ofM(λ) on Θ(T )∩R. Therefore B(λ) is also meromorphic on Θ(T )/P(M).

Due to results in our previous section, B(λ) is analytic at points in P(M). The conclusion then

follows. �

Remark. If n is finite, M(λ) is always meromorphic on Θ(T ). However, this may fail if n = +∞

and a ”bad” boundary triplet is chosen.

Corollary 9.5. The set of entire operators with deficiency indices (n, n) in H coincides with the

set of regular operators with deficiency indices (n, n) in H.

Proof. This is obvious from the above Prop. 9.3. �

Consequently by definition the Weyl curve of an entire operator is actually an entire curve in

Gr(n, 2n).

Remark. There is another notion of entire operators introduced by M. G. Krein [19]. Such an

operator is regular, and additionally a specific choice of a ”gauge” or ”generalized gauge” is also
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involved in this notion. Thus our definition is more general. Besides, though regular operators are

precisely those that are entire, we still suggest the name ”entire operator” for the obvious reason.

If n ∈ N, Gr(n, 2n) is a projective manifold. In a projective manifold M , an entire curve f : C →

M is called algebraically non-degenerate if f(C) lies in no proper subvariety of M , i.e., the Zariski

closure of f(C) is the whole M . This motivates the following definition.

Definition 9.6. An entire operator T with deficiency indices (n, n) where n ∈ N is called alge-

braically non-degenerate if its Weyl curve is algebraically non-degenerate in Gr(n, 2n).

This definition and its variant will prove important in the following section.

10. Entire operators with finite deficiency index

If T is an entire operator with deficiency indices (n, n), for brevity we shall just say T has deficiency

index n. Throughout this section, we assume T is an entire operator with finite deficiency index n.

10.1. Entire operators and value distribution theory. Let T be an entire operator with defi-

ciency index n. Then its Weyl curveWT (λ) is an entire curve in Gr(n, 2n). Entire curves in algebraic

varieties have been studied in value distribution theory for several decades, although it’s hard to

say the theory has reached its final stage. A Second Main Theorem on entire curves in projective

algebraic manifolds has only been obtained in 2009 by Ru in [37], which was a major breakthrough

in this field. Our geometric viewpoint towards Weyl functions then naturally leads us to introduce

value distribution theory into our picture of simple symmetric operators.

Let us recall briefly the basics of value distribution theory. For a detailed account, we refer the

reader to the recently published book [38]. In its original form developed by R. Nevanlinna in 1920s,

this theory was concerned with the value distribution of meromorphic functions on C. Since then,

the theory has been extended in several different directions, of which the most relevant for us is the

following geometric generalization.

Note that a meromorphic function on C can be viewed as a holomorphic map from C to the

projective line CP
1 or the Riemann sphere in complex analysis. We can replace CP

1 with a general

projective manifold M and consider an entire curve f : C →M as a generalization of meromorphic
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functions. Points in CP
1 can be interpreted as divisors, and their counterparts in the generalized

setting are (Cartier) divisors in M .

Recall that a Cartier divisor D on M can be described as a collection {Ui, fi}, where {Ui} is an

open cover of M and fi a meromorphic function on Ui such that on each overlap Ui ∩ Uj, fi/fj is

holomorphic and non-vanishing pointwise. If each fi can be chosen to be holomorphic, the divisor is

called effective. Associated with a Cartier divisor is a holomorphic line bundle O(D) whose transition

functions are given by those fi/fj. D is called ample, if O(D) has a positive metric h, i.e., the first

Chern form c1(O(D), h) is a Kähler metric on M . 10 Roughly speaking, an effective divisor D in M

is a collection of hypersurfaces (possibly with singularities and multiplicities) in M , locally defined

by the equations fi = 0. If O(D) is topologically trivial, D is called principal (D actually comes

from a meromorphic function on M). If two divisors D1 = {Ui, fi}, D2 = {Ui, gi} are such that

{Ui, fi/gi} is a principal divisor, then D1 and D2 are called linearly equivalent and this relation is

denoted by D1 ∼ D2.

Given an entire curve f : C → M in a projective manifold M . Assume that L is a holomorphic

line bundle over M equipped with a Hermitian metric h and s a holomorphic section of L. We

denote the zero locus of s by (s), which is an effective Cartier divisor. The following three functions

defined in terms of these data are basic objects of value distribution theory.

Definition 10.1. The characteristic function of f w.r.t. (L, h) is defined as

Tf,L(r) =

ˆ r

0

dt

t

ˆ

Bt

f∗(c1(L, h)),

where c1(L, h) is the first Chern form of (L, h) and Bt is the open disc centered at 0 ∈ C and with

radius t > 0.

It can be proved that if L is ample and Tf,L(r) is bounded, then f must be constant. If Tf,L(r) =

O(ln r) as r goes to +∞, then f is rational in the sense that in each affine coordinate chart, f is

rational in λ ∈ C, see [33, Thm. 2.5.28].

Definition 10.2. If s ◦ f 6≡ 0, the proximity function of f w.r.t. D is defined to be

mf (r,D) = −
ˆ 2π

0

ln ‖s(f(reiθ))‖ dθ
2π
.

10For line bundles, this notion of positivity coincides with Griffiths’ notion of positivity.
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mf (r,D) measures how close f is, on average, to D on the circle ∂Br. It is important to note

that both Tf,L(r) and mf (r,D) are essentially independent of the choice of the Hermitian metric

h, because a different h only modifies these functions with a bounded term in r. Besides, mf (r,D)

is bounded from below. It should be pointed out that mf (r,D) is not completely determined by h

and D, because for a nonzero constant c ∈ C the section c× s gives the same divisor. However, this

ambiguity only leaves a constant to be added to mf (r,D).

Definition 10.3. If s ◦ f 6≡ 0, the counting function of f w.r.t. D = (s) is defined to be

Nf (r,D) =

ˆ r

0

[nf (t,D)− nf (0, D)]
dt

t
+ nf (0, D) ln r,

where nf (t,D) is the number of roots of the equation s ◦ f = 0 in the disc Bt and nf (0, D) =

limr→0+ nf (r,D). Note that roots are counted according to their analytic multiplicity.

Theorem 10.4. (First Main Theorem) Let f : C →M be an entire curve in the projective manifold

M and L a Hermitian line bundle over M . If s is a holomorphic section of L with D = (s) and

s ◦ f 6≡ 0, then

Tf,L(r) = mf (r,D) +Nf (r,D) +O(1),

where O(1) is a bounded term in r.

The First Main Theorem is a version of the famous Poincaré-Lelong formula

ddc[ln ‖s‖2] = −c1(L, h) + [D],

which is an identity of currents. A careful examination shall reveal that the bounded term O(1) is

actually independent of r but does depend on s.

We are now in a position to explain the relation of abstract boundary value problems with value

distribution theory.

An entire operator T of course provides its Weyl curves serving as the entire curve in the above

argument and M = Gr(n, 2n). Gr(n, 2n) has a tautological holomorphic vector bundle E of rank

n, whose fiber at x ∈ Gr(n, 2n) is precisely the subspace Vx ⊂ BT of dimension n parameterized

by x. Let l be the determinant line bundle of E, i.e., l = detE = ∧nE, and L := l∗. It can be

easily checked that L is ample. A generic boundary condition y is a point in Gr(n, 2n), determining

a holomorphic section sy of L up to a constant factor. Indeed, if {e1, · · · , en} is a basis of Vy,
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then we have a nonzero element σ := e1 ∧ · · · ∧ en ∈ detVy. Let ν be a fixed nonzero element of

detBT = ∧2nBT . Then for any τ ∈ lx, we define sy(τ) ∈ C by σ∧τ = sy(τ)ν. The (well-defined) zero

locus of sy then provides the Cartier divisor D–sometimes it is also called the Schubert hyperplane

determined by y. We use Ty to denote the closed extension of T parameterized by y ∈ Gr(n, 2n).

If y1, y2 ∈ Gr(n, 2n) are such that Vy1 and Vy2 are transversal in BT , we also say y1 and y2 are

transversal boundary conditions.

The relative position of WT w.r.t. (sy) for y ∈ Gr(n, 2n) is clearly of great importance. We say

y ∈ Gr(n, 2n) is degenerate w.r.t. T if sy ◦WT ≡ 0. The following proposition seems elementary,

but we don’t know where to find a suitable reference.

Lemma 10.5. Let D be a disc in C. If WT (D) lies in an algebraic subvariety V ⊂ Gr(n, 2n) of

codimension 1, then WT (C) ⊂ V .

Proof. Let U ⊃ D be the maximal connected subset of C such that WT (U) ⊂ V . Obviously,

U is a closed subset. If λ0 is a boundary point of U , then there is a sequence {λj} ⊂ U such

that limj→∞ λj = λ0. If f = 0 is a defining equation of V around WT (λ0), then by definition

f(WT (λj)) = 0 for sufficiently large j. By the Identity Theorem, f(WT (λ)) ≡ 0 around λ0. A

contradiction! This shows that U is also open. Consequently U = C. �

Proposition 10.6. For y ∈ Gr(n, 2n), Ty only has eigenvalues (if σ(Ty) 6= ∅). λ ∈ C is an

eigenvalue of Ty if and only if sy(WT (λ)) = 0. In particular, if y is non-degenerate w.r.t. T , then

any eigenvalue of Ty is isolated.

Proof. The first two statements are clear from the definition of sy and Thm. 8.5. The third follows

from the above lemma. �

If y is a degenerate boundary condition, then sy(WT (λ)) ≡ 0 and hence σ(Ty) = C. This can

really happen and we will give simple examples in § 12. In the following sense degenerate boundary

conditions are scarce.

Proposition 10.7. The locus D of degenerate boundary conditions in Gr(n, 2n) is an algebraic

subvariety of complex codimension ≤ 2.
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Proof. Note that

D = {y ∈ Gr(n, 2n)|sy ∧ sWT (λ) = 0, ∀λ ∈ C}.

D is clearly a Zariski closed subset of Gr(n, 2n). By Chow’s famous theorem in algebraic geometry,

D is an algebraic subvariety of Gr(n, 2n). Since WT (λ) is never constant, there are λ1 6= λ2 such

that WT (λ1) 6= WT (λ2). Therefore, D has to be a proper subvariety of the Schubert hyperplane

determined by WT (λ1) and the claim follows. �

Thus for n = 1 no degenerate boundary condition exists.

Motivated by value distribution theory, we can introduce several useful concepts for our entire

operator T .

Definition 10.8. An entire operator T is said to be weakly algebraically non-degenerate if any

y ∈ Gr(n, 2n) is non-degenerate w.r.t. T .

If WT (λ) is algebraically degenerate in Gr(n, 2n), we call the Zariski closure ZT of WT (C) in

Gr(n, 2n) the Weyl variety of T . Obviously, ZT is the natural ambient space suitable for investigating

the value distribution theory of WT (λ). It’s interesting to know how the geometry of ZT reflects

properties of T .

Definition 10.9. If λ ∈ C is an isolated eigenvalue of Ty for y ∈ Gr(n, 2n), the analytic multiplicity

of λ is defined to be the order of λ as the zero of sy(WT (λ)) = 0.

As far as we know, this notion was only defined before for some ordinary differential operators.

Definition 10.10. The height hT (r) of an entire operator T is the characteristic function of its

Weyl curve WT (λ) w.r.t. the line bundle L = l∗. If

lim inf
r→+∞

hT (r)

ln r
= +∞,

we say T is transcendental. The Weyl order ρT of T is defined by

ρT = lim sup
r→+∞

lnhT (r)

ln r
.

If ρT is finite, we say T is of finite Weyl order, and the number

τT = lim sup
r→+∞

hT (r)

rρT

is called the Weyl type of T .
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It should be emphasized that hT (r) in essence only depends on the unitary equivalence class of

T , and so do the Weyl order and type. If T is not transcendental, we say T is rational, for the Weyl

curve WT (λ) has to be a rational curve in Gr(n, 2n) in this case.

Definition 10.11. The proximity function mT (r, y) of T w.r.t. the non-degenerate boundary con-

dition y ∈ Gr(n, 2n) is the proximity function mWT
(r,D) where D = (sy).

Since BT has a natural inner product, there is a canonical way to choose a metric h on L. However,

when a boundary triplet (G,Γ±) has been fixed and BT is identified with G⊕⊥G, we prefer to equip

L with the natural metric induced from the inner product on G ⊕⊥ G. Then c1(L, h) is a Kähler

metric ω on Gr(n, 2n), which is clearly U(2n)-invariant. When a boundary triplet is fixed, we always

make such a choice.

Definition 10.12. The counting function NT (r, y) of T w.r.t. the non-degenerate boundary condi-

tion y ∈ Gr(n, 2n) is NWT
(r,D) where D = (sy).

Due to Prop. 10.6, nWT
(r,D) for D = (sy) is the number of eigenvalues of Ty in Br, counting

analytic multiplicities. Thus NT (r, y) measures the distribution of eigenvalues of Ty in Br. In

this setting, the First Main Theorem demonstrates the general pattern for abstract boundary value

problems of T : while y can vary in Gr(n, 2n) and consequently both mT (r, y) and NT (r, y) vary

accordingly, the summation of the two essentially doesn’t depend on the chosen boundary condition

y and is only controlled by T itself. Without value distribution theory, this observation is far from

obvious.

Definition 10.13. Let y ∈ Gr(n, 2n) be non-degenerate w.r.t. the transcendental entire operator T

and {λi} the nonzero eigenvalues of Ty, counting multiplicity and ordered such that |λi| ≤ |λi+1|.

Then the infimum αT (y) of positive numbers α such that

∑

i

1

|λi|α
< +∞

is called the Weyl exponent of y w.r.t. T .

Proposition 10.14. For a non-degenerate boundary condition y ∈ Gr(n, 2n) w.r.t. the transcen-

dental entire operator T , αT (y) ≤ ρT .
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Proof. The proof follows from the discussion in [18, § 1, Chap. 2]. Note that though the book only

considers value distribution of meromorphic functions, the argument there only depends on a general

study on growth category and the First Main Theorem. �

Definition 10.15. Let T be a transcendental entire operator with deficiency index n. The Nevan-

linna defect δT (y) of a non-degenerate boundary condition y ∈ Gr(n, 2n) w.r.t. T is defined by

δT (y) = lim inf
r→+∞

mT (r, y)

hT (r)
.

The Valiron defect ∆T (y) of y w.r.t. T is defined by

∆T (y) = lim sup
r→+∞

mT (r, y)

hT (r)
.

Note that 0 ≤ δT (y) ≤ ∆T (y) ≤ 1. If δT (y) 6= 0 (resp. ∆T (y) 6= 0), we say y is a Nevanlinna

(resp. Valiron) exceptional boundary condition. Obviously by definition a Nevanlinna exceptional

boundary condition is always a Valiron exceptional boundary condition. In particular, if Ty has only

finite eigenvalues, then δT (y) = 1 and y is called a Picard exceptional boundary condition. The

importance of determining whether a boundary condition is Valiron exceptional or not is due to:

Proposition 10.16. (Abstract Weyl Law) If y ∈ Gr(n, 2n) is non-degenerate and not Valiron

exceptional for the transcendental entire operator T , then

lim
r→+∞

NT (r, y)

hT (r)
= 1.

Proof. This is clear from the First Main Theorem. �

Remark. If there is a Picard exceptional boundary condition y without any eigenvalue at all, we

can choose another boundary condition y′ ∈ Gr(n, 2n) such that Vy ⊕ Vy′ = BT . This gives rise to

an affine coordinate chart in Gr(n, 2n) where y and y′ are represented by matrices (Id|0) and (0|Id)

respectively, while the Weyl curve is represented by (W (λ)|Id) for a matrix-valued entire function

W (λ). In terms of y and y′, a generic boundary condition z ∈ Gr(n, 2n) can be represented by two

(not unique) constant n× n matrices A,C such that (A|C) has rank n. Then eigenvalues of Tz are

precisely zeros of the entire function

det

(
W (λ) Id
A C

)
.

The following simple example shows (Picard) exceptional boundary conditions can really occur.
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Example 10.17. Consider T = −i d
dx with domain H1

0 (I) ⊂ L2(I) where I = [0, 1] and H1
0 (I) is

the usual Sobolev space

{f ∈ L2(I)|f ′ ∈ L2(I), f(0) = f(1) = 0}.

It’s a classical result that T is a symmetric operator in L2(I) and

D(T ∗) = H1(I) := {f ∈ L2(I)|f ′ ∈ L2(I)}.

T is an entire operator with deficiency index 1. A natural boundary triplet can be chosen by setting

Γ+ϕ = ϕ(1)/
√
2 and Γ−ϕ = ϕ(0)/

√
2 for ϕ ∈ D(T ∗). Then the corresponding contractive Weyl

function is B(λ) = eiλ. Thus the Weyl curve misses the two divisors 0, ∞ ∈ CP
1. These two

correspond to the boundary conditions ϕ(1) = 0 and ϕ(0) = 0 respectively. The corresponding

extensions have no eigenvalues at all. Both of the two boundary conditions thus have (Nevanlinna

or Valiron) defect 1 and all other generic boundary conditions should have infinite eigenvalues–this

certainly can be derived by solving the corresponding boundary value problems explicitly, but our

emphasis is that this is almost the general patten even if we cannot solve all the boundary value

problems explicitly.

In the following we shall give explicit formulae for hT (r) and mT (r, y) in terms of the contractive

Weyl function B(λ) associated with a chosen boundary triplet. For G⊕⊥G, we choose an orthonor-

mal basis {ei}ni=1 for the first copy of G but denote the same basis by {fj}nj=1 for the second copy.

Following the traditional notation, for an n by n matrix F we identify (Id|F ) with the n-dimensional

subspace of G⊕⊥G spanned by {ei+
∑n

j=1 Fijfj}ni=1. Then {(Id|F )|F ∈Mn×n} forms a coordinate

chart U+ for Gr(n, 2n), where by Mn×n we mean the space of n by n complex matrices. Similarly,

{(F |Id)|F ∈ Mn×n} forms another coordinate chart U− for Gr(n, 2n), where (F |Id) is identified

with the subspace spanned by {∑n
j=1 Fijej + fi}ni=1. Both U+ and U− are affine coordinate charts

in Gr(n, 2n) and the Weyl curve WT lies in U+ ∪ U−.

Proposition 10.18. Each entry Bij(λ) of B(λ) is a meromorphic function on C with TBij
(r) ≤

hT (r)+O(1). Here TBij
(r) is the characteristic function of Bij(λ) viewed as an entire curve in CP

1.

Proof. In terms of {ei} and {fi} as above, we can embed Gr(n, 2n) into CP
Cn

2n−1 (the so-called

Plücker embedding). Then the entries of B(λ) are essentially part of the Plücker coordinates of
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WT (λ). Note that hT (r) is precisely the characteristic function of WT (λ) embedded as a curve in

CP
Cn

2n−1. The conclusion then follows from [38, Thm. A5.1.2]. �

Note that {si := ei +
∑n

j=1 Fijfj}ni=1 is a local frame over U+ for the tautological bundle E over

Gr(n, 2n). Then σ := s1 ∧ · · · ∧ sn is a local frame of l. The inner product on G⊕⊥ G introduces a

natural Hermitian metric h on l; in particular,

h(σ, σ) = det((si, sj)) = det(Id+ FF ∗).

Then the first Chern form of L can be expressed over U+ by

c1(L, h) = ddc ln det(Id+ FF ∗),

where dc = i
4π (∂̄ − ∂). A similar formula over U− holds. In this way, over a neighbourhood of C+,

W ∗
T (c1(L, h)) = ddc ln det(Id+B(λ)B(λ)∗).

Similarly, over a neighbourhood of C− (the closure of C+ in C),

W ∗
T (c1(L, h)) = ddc ln det(Id+B(λ)∗B(λ)) = ddc ln det(Id+B(λ)B(λ)∗),

where the second equality follows from the fact that BB∗ and B∗B have the same nonzero eigen-

values. For λ ∈ C+, we write λ = u+ iv where u, v ∈ R.

Theorem 10.19. In terms of the contractive Weyl function B(λ),

hT (r) =
1

2πi

ˆ r

0

dt

t

ˆ t

−t

(ln detB(u))′du+O(1), (10.1)

where O(1) is a bounded term in r.

Proof. We use B+
t to denote the upper half of the disc Bt. It is not hard to find that

ˆ

Bt

W ∗
T (c1(L, h)) = 2

ˆ

B+
t

W ∗
T (c1(L, h)) = 2

ˆ

B+
t

ddc ln det(Id+B(λ)B(λ)∗).

By Stokes’ theorem, we have

ˆ

B+
t

ddc ln det(Id+B(λ)B(λ)∗) =

ˆ

∂B+
t

dc ln det(Id+B(λ)B(λ)∗)

=

ˆ

C+
t

dc ln det(Id+B(λ)B(λ)∗) +

ˆ

It

dc ln det(Id+B(λ)B(λ)∗),
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where C+
t is the semicircle part of ∂B+

t while It is the interval [−t, t] on the real line. We note that

in polar coordinates for a smooth function f on C

dcf =
1

4π
(ρ
∂f

∂ρ
dθ − 1

ρ

∂f

∂θ
dρ),

while in rectangular coordinates,

dcf =
1

4π
(
∂f

∂u
dv − ∂f

∂v
du).

Therefore,

4π

ˆ

C+
t

dc ln det(Id+B(λ)B(λ)∗) =

ˆ π

0

t
∂

∂t
ln det(Id+B(teiθ)B(teiθ)∗)dθ

and

4π

ˆ r

0

dt

t

ˆ

C+
t

dc ln det(Id+B(λ)B(λ)∗)

=

ˆ r

0

dt
d

dt

ˆ π

0

ln det(Id+B(teiθ)B(teiθ)∗)dθ

=

ˆ π

0

ln det(Id+B(reiθ)B(reiθ)∗)dθ

− π ln det(Id+B(0)B(0)∗) = O(1).

The last equality is because ‖B(λ)‖ < 1 for λ ∈ C+.

On the other side,

4π

ˆ

It

dc ln det(Id+B(λ)B(λ)∗) = −
ˆ t

−t

[
∂

∂v
ln det(Id+B(λ)B(λ)∗)]|v=0du.

Note that

∂

∂v
ln det(Id+B(λ)B(λ)∗) = Tr[(Id+B(λ)B(λ)∗)−1 ∂

∂v
(B(λ)B(λ)∗)]

and

∂

∂v
(B(λ)B(λ)∗) = iB′(λ)B(λ)∗ − iB(λ)B′(λ)∗.

Using the fact that on the real line B(u) is unitary, we find

[
∂

∂v
ln det(Id+B(λ)B(λ)∗)]|v=0 = iTr(B′(u)B(u)∗).

Note that Tr(B′(u)B(u)∗) = (ln detB(u))′. The claimed formula then follows. �

Remark. From the proof we can see the bound of the bounded term O(1) can be chosen to depend

only on the deficiency index n.
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The formula (10.1) has a clear spectral theoretic meaning. Following the remark after Prop. 8.9,

we assume n = 1, then B(u) = eiθ(u) for a strictly increasing phase function θ(u). Note that the

zeros of eiθ(u) − 1 = 0 are precisely the eigenvalues of T0. Then

hT (r) =
1

2π

ˆ r

0

θ(t)− θ(−t)
t

dt+O(1). (10.2)

To some extent, hT (r) measures how much the phase θ(u) changes when u goes through the interval

[−r, r]. The more θ(u) changes, the more eigenvalues T0 will have in the interval [−r, r]. In the

general case, detB(u) takes values in U(1) and we can lift it to a real-valued total phase function

φ(u) such that detB(u) = eiφ(u) and hence (ln detB(u))′ = iφ′(u). In particular, an equation similar

to Eq. (10.2) holds.

Proposition 10.20. If T is a transcendental entire operator with deficiency index 1, then the spectra

of self-adjoint extensions of T are pairwise interlaced.

Proof. If T̃ and T̃ ′ are any two self-adjoint extensions of T , then a boundary triplet can be chosen

such that T̃ = T0 and T̃ ′ = T1 ([3, Thm. 2.5.9]). In terms of the phase function θ(u) in the above

argument, we see that the eigenvalues of T̃ and T̃ ′ are precisely the zeros of eiθ(u) − 1 = 0 and

eiθ(u) + 1 = 0 respectively. The claim then follows since θ(u) is analytic and strictly increasing. �

This result is not new, but we think our proof is conceptually very clear. The proposition will be

generalized in §§ 10.3.

Theorem 10.21. Let y ∈ Gr(n, 2n) be represented by (Id|Ω) in U+. Then in terms of the contractive

Weyl function B(λ) = B(reiθ),

mT (r, y) = −
ˆ π

0

ln[| det(B − Ω)det(Id−B∗Ω)|] dθ
2π

+O(1). (10.3)

In particular, if Ω = Id, then

mT (r, y) = −
ˆ π

0

ln | det(B − Id)|dθ
π

+O(1).

Proof. Now Vy = span{σi := ei +
∑n

j=1 Ωijfj , j = 1, · · · , n.}. Then we can set sy = σ1 ∧ · · ·σn and

by definition on U+

sy(σ) = det

(
Id Ω
Id F

)
= det(F − Ω),
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implying

‖sy‖2 =
| det(F − Ω)|2
det(Id+ FF ∗)

.

Similarly, on U−

‖sy‖2 =
| det(Id− FΩ)|2
det(Id+ FF ∗)

.

Then by definition −2mT (r, y) equals to
ˆ π

0

ln
| det(B(reiθ)− Ω)|2

det(Id+B(reiθ)B(reiθ)∗)

dθ

2π
+

ˆ 2π

π

ln
| det(Id−B(re−iθ)∗Ω)|2

det(Id+B(re−iθ)∗B(re−iθ))

dθ

2π

=

ˆ π

0

ln
| det(B(reiθ)− Ω)|2

det(Id+B(reiθ)B(reiθ)∗)

dθ

2π
+

ˆ π

0

ln
| det(Id−B(reiθ)∗Ω)|2

det(Id+B(reiθ)∗B(reiθ))

dθ

2π

=

ˆ π

0

ln[| det(B(reiθ)− Ω)det(Id−B(reiθ)∗Ω)|2] dθ
2π

+ O(1).

The last equality is again because ‖B(λ)‖ < 1 for any λ ∈ C+. �

Example 10.22. In Example 10.17, we have B(λ) = eiλ, and thus hT (r) =
r
π +O(1). In particular,

T is of Weyl order 1 and has Weyl type 1/π in the sense of Def. 10.10.

For solving boundary value problems, it’s important to investigate the structure of the set of

exceptional boundary conditions. We denote the sets of Picard, Nevanlinna and Valiron exceptional

boundary conditions by BP (T ), BN(T ) and BV (T ) respectively. By definition, BP (T ) ⊆ BN(T ) ⊆

BV (T ). We claim that these ”exceptional” boundary conditions are really exceptional in the following

sense.

Theorem 10.23. If the entire operator T is transcendental and weakly algebraically non-degenerate,

then BV (T ) is of measure zero w.r.t. to any smooth measure on Gr(n, 2n).

The proof of the theorem depends on a Crofton formula for Schubert hyperplanes in Gr(n, 2n).

A similar formula for entire curves in CP
n is well-known and a basic result in value distribution

theory. We equip Gr(n, 2n) with the Kähler structure ω by fixing a boundary triplet. We normalize

µy = ωn2

such that
´

Gr(n,2n)
µy = 1.

Lemma 10.24. ([21])If f is a non-constant entire curve in Gr(n, 2n), then

Tf (r, L) =

ˆ

Gr(n,2n)

Nf (r, (sy))µy . (10.4)
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Proof. In [21] Griffiths has actually proved such a formula for general Schubert cycles in general

Grassmannians. For the reader’s convenience, we outline Griffiths’ argument in this specific setting.

Since the locus of degenerate boundary conditions in Gr(n, 2n) is of codimension at least 2, w.l.g,

we can assume f is weakly algebraically non-degenerate.

We have the Poincaré-Lelong formula

ddc[ln ‖sy‖2] = −c1(L, h) + [(sy)].

By Stokes’ Theorem, we have

ˆ

∂Bt

dc[ln ‖sy(f(λ))‖2] = −
ˆ

Bt

f∗(c1(L, h)) + nf(r, (sy)).

Integrating the above formula over Gr(n, 2n), and interchanging the order of integration, we get

ˆ

∂Bt

f∗(η) = −
ˆ

Bt

f∗(c1(L, h)) +

ˆ

Gr(n,2n)

nf (r, (sy))µy,

where η =
´

Gr(n,2n)
dc[ln ‖sy‖2]µy is a current on Gr(n, 2n) of degree 1, i.e., for any smooth (2n2−1)-

form α,

η(α) =

ˆ

Gr(n,2n)×Gr(n,2n)

dc[ln ‖sy‖2] ∧ αµy.

We claim that η ≡ 0 (and the lemma then follows immediately). To see this we only need to show η is

PU(2n)-invariant. This is because Gr(n, 2n) is a compact Hermitian symmetric space (in particular

a Riemannian symmetric space) whose invariant currents are precisely the harmonic forms. Since

harmonic forms of odd degree on Gr(n, 2n) are trivial, η has to be zero for it’s of degree 1.

For any g ∈ U(2n), if σx is a normalized basis of lx for x ∈ Gr(n, 2n), then by definition,

sg·y(g · σx) = det g × sy(σx).

Since g preserves the inner product, g · σx is a normalized basis of lg·x and hence

‖sy‖(x) = ‖sg·y‖(g · x), or (g−1)∗(‖sy‖) = ‖sg·y‖.
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Consequently,

(g∗η)(α) =

ˆ

Gr(n,2n)

µy

ˆ

Gr(n,2n)

dc[ln ‖sy‖2] ∧ (g−1)∗α

=

ˆ

Gr(n,2n)

µy

ˆ

Gr(n,2n)

dc[ln ‖sg·y‖2] ∧ (g−1)∗α

=

ˆ

Gr(n,2n)

µy

ˆ

Gr(n,2n)

(g−1)∗[dc[ln ‖sy‖2] ∧ α]

=

ˆ

Gr(n,2n)

µy

ˆ

Gr(n,2n)

dc[ln ‖sy‖2] ∧ α = η(α),

where the invariance of µy and the connectedness of PU(2n) are used. Thus η is really PU(2n)-

invariant. �

We state an inequality which comes from an easy refinement of the First Main Theorem. Its

proof can be obtained by a slight modification of that of [34, Thm. 5.1]. The notation in [34] is a

bit different. Ochiai’s r is actually our ln r, his Tf(r) is our Tf (e
r) − Tf(1). Similarly his Nf(φ, r)

is our Nf(e
r, (φ))−Nf (1, (φ)) where (φ) is the divisor provided by a section φ of L. Thus for r > 1

we define

h̃T (r) = hT (r) − hT (1), ÑT (r, y) = NT (r, y)−NT (1, y).

Then we still have the Crofton formula

h̃T (r) =

ˆ

Gr(n,2n)

ÑT (r, y)µy.

As Thm. 5.1 in [34], we have

Lemma 10.25. If T is a transcendental and weakly algebraically non-degenerate entire operator with

deficiency index n, then there is a positive constant K such that for r > 1 and any y ∈ Gr(n, 2n)

ÑT (r, y) < h̃T (r) +K.

Note that K is independent of r and y.

Proof. In terms of h̃T (r) and ÑT (r, y), the First Main Theorem takes the following form (integrating

the Poincaré-Lelong formula over the annulus 1 < |λ| < r)

h̃T (r) = ÑT (r, y) +mT (r, y)−mT (1, y), r > 1.



94 YICAO WANG

Note that sy is only determined by y ∈ Gr(n, 2n) up to a nonzero factor. W.l.g, we can require that

maxx∈Gr(n,2n) ‖sy(x)‖ = 1. Then mT (r, y) ≥ 0 and

ÑT (r, y) ≤ h̃T (r) +mT (1, y).

To be precise, we write mT (1, y) as mT (1, sy), which can be viewed as a function on the set

R := {sy|y ∈ Gr(n, 2n), max
x∈Gr(n,2n)

‖sy(x)‖ = 1}.

This set is actually a circle bundle over Gr(n, 2n) and thus compact. Then the conclusion follows if

one can prove mT (1, sy) is continuous on R. This continuity can be proved along the same line of

the proof of Lemma 5.1 in [34] and we refer the reader to it for the details. �

After these preliminary works, we can now turn to the proof of Thm. 10.23. We follow closely

the idea in the proof of [18, Thm. 2.1, Chap. 4].

Proof. Proof of Thm. 10.23. We use the smooth measure µy on Gr(n, 2n).

If D ⊂ Gr(n, 2n) is measurable, by integration we obtain
ˆ

D

ÑT (r, y)µy ≤ h̃T (r)|D| +K,

where |D| is the µy-measure of D. Let η ∈ (0, 1/2) and for r > 1

B(r) := {y ∈ Gr(n, 2n)|ÑT (r, y) ≤ h̃T (r) − h̃
1
2+η

T (r)}.

Since ÑT (r, y) is measurable as a function of y, B(r) is measurable. We claim that

|B(r)| < 2K

h̃
1
2+η

T (r)
.

Assume the contrary, i.e., |B(r)| ≥ 2K

h̃
1
2
+η

T
(r)

. Let B1(r) ⊂ B(r) such that

|B1(r)| =
2K

h̃
1
2+η

T (r)

and C(r) = Gr(n, 2n)\B1(r). Then by the Crofton formula and Lemma 10.25,

h̃T (r) =

ˆ

B1(r)

ÑT (r, y)µy +

ˆ

C(r)

ÑT (r, y)µy

≤ [h̃T (r)− h̃
1
2+η

T (r)]|B1(r)|+ h̃T (r)|C(r)| +K

= h̃T (r)− h̃
1
2+η

T (r)|B1(r)| +K

= h̃T (r)−K,
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a contradiction!

Note that for x > 1, the function x− x
1
2+η is strictly increasing. We can choose r1 > 1 such that

h̃T (r1) > 1, and define a sequence {rn} by the following recurrence: rn is uniquely determined by

the solution of

h̃T (r) − h̃
1
2+η

T (r) = h̃T (rn−1), n = 2, 3, · · · .

Since h̃T (rn) − h̃T (rn−1) = h̃
1
2+η

T (rn) > 1, we know that as n approaches +∞, h̃T (rn) → +∞ and

rn goes to +∞ increasingly.

If y is not in B(rn), then for rn ≤ r ≤ rn+1, we have

ÑT (r, y) ≥ ÑT (rn, y) > h̃T (rn)− h̃
1
2+η

T (rn)

≥ h̃T (rn)− h̃
1
2+η

T (rn) + [h̃T (r) − h̃
1
2+η

T (r)] − [h̃T (rn+1)− h̃
1
2+η

T (rn+1)]

= h̃T (r) − h̃
1
2+η

T (r) − h̃
1
2+η

T (rn) ≥ h̃T (r)− 2h̃
1
2+η

T (r).

Hence if y ∈ Gr(n, 2n)\ ∪∞
k=n B(rk), then for any r > rn we shall have

ÑT (r, y) ≥ h̃T (r) − 2h̃
1
2+η

T (r),

and consequently

lim inf
r→+∞

NT (r, y)

hT (r)
= lim inf

r→+∞
ÑT (r, y)

h̃T (r)
≥ 1,

which surely implies lim infr→+∞
NT (r,y)
hT (r) = 1 and y is not Valiron exceptional. So we have BV (T ) ⊂

∪∞
k=nB(rk) for any n ∈ N.

On the other hand, we can obtain

| ∪∞
k=n B(rk)| ≤

∞∑

k=n

|B(rk)| ≤ 2K

∞∑

k=n

h̃
− 1

2−η

T (rk) = 2K

∞∑

k=n

h̃T (rk)− h̃T (rk−1)

h̃1+2η
T (rk)

= 2K

∞∑

k=n

ˆ rk

rk−1

dh̃T (r)

h̃1+2η
T (rk)

≤ 2K

∞∑

k=n

ˆ rk

rk−1

dh̃T (r)

h̃1+2η
T (r)

= 2K

ˆ ∞

rn−1

dh̃T (r)

h̃1+2η
T (r)

=
K

η

1

h̃2ηT (rn−1)
.

This shows |BV (T )| = 0 as required. �

Remark. The proof only uses the fact that the Weyl curve is transcendental and weakly alge-

braically non-degenerate. Thus the theorem holds for any transcendental and weakly algebraically

non-degenerate entire curve in Gr(n, 2n).
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The distribution of exceptional boundary conditions in Gr(n, 2n) is, to some extent, controlled

by the Second Main Theorems, which are viewed as the much deeper results in value distribution

theory.

For a finite set I, by ♯I we mean the number of elements in I.

Definition 10.26. Let X be a complex projective manifold of dimension m ≥ 1. Let D1, · · · , Dq

be effective divisors on X. These divisors are said to be in general position in X if for any subset

I ⊂ {1, 2, · · · , q} with ♯I ≤ m+ 1

dim(∩j∈I suppDj) ≤ m− ♯I,

where suppD means the support of the divisor D. Here by convention, dim∅ = −1.

A basic result of Ru in [37] is the following Second Main Theorem on entire curves in projective

algebraic varieties.

Theorem 10.27. Let X be a complex projective manifold of dimension m ≥ 1. Let D1, · · · , Dq be

effective divisors on X, located in general position. Suppose that there exists an ample divisor A on

X and positive integers dj such that Dj ∼ djA for j = 1, 2, · · · , q. Let f : C → X be an algebraically

non-degenerate entire curve. Then for every ε > 0,
q∑

j=1

d−1
j mf (r,Dj) ≤ (m+ 1 + ε)Tf,O(A)(r)||E .

Here ||E means the above inequality holds except for r > 0 in a set of finite Lebesgue measure.

Definition 10.28. yi ∈ Gr(n, 2n), i = 1, · · · , q, are said to be boundary conditions in general

position if the corresponding divisors Di = (syi
) are in general position in Gr(n, 2n).

Note that all (sy) are linearly equivalent. Applying Ru’s result to our context, we have

Theorem 10.29. If T is a transcendental entire operator with deficiency index n, which is alge-

braically non-degenerate, and yi ∈ Gr(n, 2n), i = 1, · · · , q (q > n2) are boundary conditions in

general position, then for any given ε > 0
q∑

j=1

mT (r, yj) ≤ (n2 + 1+ ε)hT (r)||E . (10.5)
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As a consequence, we have the following defect inequality.

Corollary 10.30. Let the assumption of Thm. 10.29 hold. Then
q∑

j=1

δT (yj) ≤ n2 + 1. (10.6)

This inequality puts a constraint on the number of Nevanlinna exceptional boundary conditions

in general position. For instance, if n = 1, as soon as these yi’s are different from each other, they

are in general position. Then there are at most countably infinite Nevanlinna exceptional boundary

conditions. In particular, the number of Picard exceptional boundary conditions can at most be 2.

This latter statement, of course, is only a disguised form of Picard’s famous theorem.

If the Weyl curve WT (λ) is algebraically degenerate, then it has more chances to omit divisors;

see an example in § 12. In this case, for n > 1, applying Thm. A7.3.4 in [38] (see also the remark

after this theorem), the right hand side of the above defect inequality (10.6) should be replaced by

n2(n2 + 1)/2.

One should note that there are some gaps between Ru’s Second Main Theorem and our setting:

What interest us are not divisors associated to general holomorphic sections of L but Schubert

hyperplanes. Thus we’d better use the notion of weak algebraic non-degeneracy rather than that of

algebraic non-degeneracy. This is closer to the context of H. Cartan’s original work on entire curves

in projective space CP
n (see Thm. A5.1.7 in [38]), where only hyperplanes are considered and the

notion of linear non-degeneracy is enough. Further work is needed in this respect.

10.2. Multiplicities of eigenvalues. Via the discussion before, it’s possible to translate the prob-

lem of counting eigenvalues into a problem of value distribution theory. However, there is a subtlety

that must be dealt with first: For a self-adjoint operator, an eigenvalue λi is always counted ac-

cording to its geometric multiplicity, i.e., the dimension of the corresponding eigensubspace, while

in value distribution theory a zero is always counted according to the analytic multiplicity, i.e., the

multiplicity of λi as the zero of an analytic function. Do the two notions of multiplicity coincide?

Theorem 10.31. Assume that T is an entire operator with deficiency index n and that T0 is a self-

adjoint extension of T . Then for any eigenvalue of T0, the geometric multiplicity and the analytic

multiplicity coincide.
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Proof. Though an alternative proof can be given if we can establish the following Thm. 10.36, we

prefer to provide an independent proof here.

We can choose a boundary triplet such that T0 is parameterized by the identity matrix Id. Let

B(λ) be the corresponding contractive Weyl function. Then λ0 ∈ R is an eigenvalue of T0 if and

only if Id − B(λ0) is not invertible, i.e., λ0 is a zero of the analytic function det(Id − B(λ)). Let

na(λ0) (resp. ng(λ0)) denote the analytic (resp. geometric) multiplicity of λ0. Then by Coro. 8.6,

ng(λ0) = n− rk(Id−B(λ0)).

We want to calculate na(λ0). Note that na(λ0) is the residue of d
dλ ln det(Id−B(λ)) at λ0 and that

for λ ∈ R

d

dλ
ln det(Id−B(λ)) = −Tr[(Id−B(λ))−1 dB

dλ
]

= −iTr[(Id−B(λ))−1B(λ)γ+(λ)
∗γ+(λ)]

= −iTr[(B(λ)−1 − Id))−1γ+(λ)
∗γ+(λ)]

due to Prop. 8.9. From our resolvent formula in Thm. 8.12, one can get

Γ−[(T0 − λ)−1 − (T+ − λ)−1]γ+(λ) = iΓ−γ+(λ)(B(λ)−1 − Id)−1γ+(λ)
∗γ+(λ)

= iB(λ)(B(λ)−1 − Id)−1γ+(λ)
∗γ+(λ).

Then we get

i(B(λ)−1 − Id)−1γ+(λ)
∗γ+(λ) = B(λ)−1Γ−[(T0 − λ)−1 − (T+ − λ)−1]γ+(λ).

So we have

d

dλ
ln det(Id−B(λ)) = −Tr(B(λ)−1Γ−[(T0 − λ)−1 − (T+ − λ)−1]γ+(λ)).

Note that

na(λ0) = lim
λ→λ0

(λ − λ0)
d

dλ
ln det(Id−B(λ)).

Let Pλ0 be the orthogonal projection onto the eigensubspace of T0 corresponding to λ0. Then

lim
λ→λ0

Tr((λ− λ0)B(λ)−1Γ−[(T0 − λ)−1(Id− Pλ0)− (T+ − λ)−1]γ+(λ)) = 0

because the term

B(λ)−1Γ−[(T0 − λ)−1(Id− Pλ0)− (T+ − λ)−1]γ+(λ)
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has no singularity at λ0 and the finite-dimensional trace is continuous. Thus

lim
λ→λ0

(λ− λ0)
d

dλ
ln det(Id−B(λ)) = lim

λ→λ0

Tr(B(λ)−1Γ−Pλ0γ+(λ))

= Tr(B(λ0)
−1Γ−Pλ0γ+(λ0))

= Tr(B(λ0)
−1Γ−γ+(λ0)Γ+Pλ0γ+(λ0)).

The last equality is because on ker(T ∗ − λ), γ+(λ0)Γ+ is the identity. Furthermore,

Tr(B(λ0)
−1Γ−γ+(λ0)Γ+Pλ0γ+(λ0)) = Tr(B(λ0)

−1B(λ0)Γ+Pλ0γ+(λ0))

= Tr(Γ+Pλ0γ+(λ0)) = Tr(γ+(λ0)Γ+Pλ0)

= Tr(Pλ0) = ng(λ0).

Note that ”Tr” in the last two lines may be the trace of operators in an infinite-dimensional Hilbert

space. However, the third equality holds because the operator after Tr is of finite rank. �

To the best of our knowledge, in the literature, the analytic multiplicity is never defined in this

generality and the above theorem has only been established for some special ordinary differential

operators.

Proposition 10.32. An entire operator is rational if and only if dimH < +∞.

Proof. If dimH < +∞, the rationality of WT (λ) can be easily seen by choosing a basis of H and

computing ker(T ∗ − λ) explicitly.

Conversely, if WT (λ) is rational, then the contractive Weyl function B(λ) is rational on C for

any chosen boundary triplet. The equation det(B(λ) − Id) = 0 has only finite real zeros, counting

(analytic) multiplicities. According to the above theorem and the spectral resolution of T0, H is of

finite dimension. �

Corollary 10.33. An entire operator T with deficiency index n is transcendental if and only if one

(thus any) of its self-adjoint extension has countably infinite eigenvalues.

Proof. If T is transcendental, then dimH = +∞. Let T̃ be any self-adjoint extension of T . Since

each eigenvalue of T̃ is of finite multiplicity, the spectral decomposition of T̃ implies that it has

countably infinite eigenvalues. The converse is obvious. �
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Recall the definition of algebraic multiplicity of an eigenvalue of a (bounded or unbounded)

operator A in a Hilbert space H ; see [4].

Definition 10.34. Vectors ϕ0, · · · , ϕk−1 ∈ D(A) form a Jordan chain of length k for A at λ0 ∈

σp(A) if and only if ϕ0 6= 0 and

(A− λ0)ϕ0 = 0, (A− λ0)ϕj = ϕj−1, j = 1, · · · , k − 1.

If {ϕ0,j}1≤j≤N , N ∈ N∪ {+∞}, is a basis of ker(A−λ0) and {ϕ0,j, · · · , ϕkj−1,j} the corresponding

Jordan chain of maximal length kj. Then the algebraic multiplicity mal(λ0) of λ0 is
∑N

j=1 kj . If one

of the eigenvectors has a Jordan chain of arbitrary length, we simply define mal(λ0) = +∞.

By definition, we have mg(λ0) ≤ mal(λ0). If λ0 is an isolated point in σ(A), we can define

P (λ0) =
i

2π

˛

∂D(λ0,ε)

(A− λ)−1dλ,

where ∂D(λ0, ε) is the positively oriented boundary of the disc D(λ0, ε) ⊂ C with center λ0 and

radius ε sufficiently small. P (λ0) is a projection and called the Riesz projection for A at λ0. If P (λ0)

is of finite rank, then λ0 has to be an eigenvalue and RanP (λ0) is the algebraic eigensubspace of A

at λ0; in particular, mal(λ0) = Tr(P (λ0)).

Lemma 10.35. For any y ∈ Gr(n, 2n), there exists a maximal completely negative-definite subspace

N− of BT such that Vy and N− are transversal.

Proof. Let sy be the holomorphic section of L determined by y ∈ Gr(n, 2n). If there were no such

N− claimed in the lemma, then sy vanishes on W−(BT ) ⊂ Gr(n, 2n) by definition. Since W−(BT )

is open in Gr(n, 2n), the Identity Theorem implies that sy ≡ 0. This is a contradiction. �

As a result of the lemma, if the boundary condition y ∈ Gr(n, 2n) is fixed, then we can always

choose a boundary triplet (G,Γ±) in term of which the boundary condition y can be parameterized

by some Y ∈ B(G), i.e.,

D(Ty) = {x ∈ D(T ∗)|Γ−x = Y Γ+x}.

Theorem 10.36. For an entire operator T with deficiency index n and any non-degenerate boundary

condition y ∈ Gr(n, 2n), if λ0 is an eigenvalue of Ty, then nal(λ0) is finite and nal(λ0) = na(λ0).
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Proof. W.l.g, we assume λ0 ∈ ρ(T+). Due to the above lemma, a suitable boundary triplet can be

chosen such that the boundary condition y can be written as Γ−x = Y Γ+x for some Y ∈ B(G).

Along the same line of proof of Thm. 10.31, we find for λ ∈ ρ(T+) ∩ ρ(Ty)
d

dλ
ln det(Y −B(λ)) = −iTr((Y −B(λ))−1γ−(λ̄)

∗γ+(λ)),

where Prop. 8.9 is used.

If D(λ0, ε) is sufficiently small, we note that by the resolvent formula (8.3),

P (λ0) =
i

2π

˛

∂D(λ0,ε)

(TY − λ)−1dλ

=
i

2π

˛

∂D(λ0,ε)

[(T+ − λ)−1 + iγ+(λ)(Y −B(λ))−1γ−(λ̄)
∗]dλ

=
−1

2π

˛

∂D(λ0,ε)

γ+(λ)(Y −B(λ))−1γ−(λ̄)
∗dλ,

where the last equality is because (T+−λ)−1 is analytic on ρ(T+). Note that the integral in the last

line is a Bochner integral in the Banach algebra of trace class operators. Thus P (λ0) has a finite

trace. Consequently, P (λ0) has to be of finite rank and mal(λ0) < +∞. Furthermore,

nal(λ0) = Tr(P (λ0)) =
−1

2π

˛

∂D(λ0,ε)

Tr[γ+(λ)(Y −B(λ))−1γ−(λ̄)
∗]dλ

=
−1

2π

˛

∂D(λ0,ε)

Tr[(Y −B(λ))−1γ−(λ̄)
∗γ+(λ)]dλ

=
1

2πi

˛

∂D(λ0,ε)

d

dλ
ln det(Y −B(λ))dλ

= na(λ0).

Note that the first equality holds because Tr is continuous on the Banach algebra of trace class

operators in B(H) and consequently commutes with the Bochner integral. Thus the claim is proved.

�

Due to the local nature of the three notions of multiplicity, the results in this section can obviously

be extended to more general setting without the assumption that T is entire.

10.3. On spectral theory of self-adjoint extensions. Note that the subset of self-adjoint bound-

ary conditions is a (totally) real analytic submanifold of Gr(n, 2n), whose µy-measure is certainly

zero. For a weakly algebraically non-degenerate transcendental entire operator T , one may won-

der if there is any exceptional self-adjoint boundary condition and whether almost all self-adjoint
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boundary conditions are not exceptional in a reasonable sense. In this subsection, we show how our

viewpoint towards boundary value problems leads to new results on spectral theory of self-adjoint

extensions of an entire operator. One of our goals is to generalize Prop. 10.20.

Our first task is to generalize the interlacing property for a general deficiency index n ∈ N. This

was given in [36] and our presentation follows closely that paper.

Definition 10.37. Let Ω ⊂ C be an open domain in C and f a meromorphic function on Ω. If

f(z) =
∑∞

j=N aj(z − z0)
j is the Laurent expansion of f around z0 ∈ Ω where N ∈ Z and aN 6= 0,

define θf (z0) = N . This way we get a function θf : Ω → Z, called the divisor function of f on Ω.

The next lemma is clear and gives an alternative characterization of interlacing property.

Lemma 10.38. Let f be a meromorphic function on the domain Ω ⊃ R. Then the real zeros and

poles of f are all simple and interlace if and only if for every finite interval (a, b) ⊂ R the inequality

|
∑

x∈(a,b)

θf (x)| ≤ 1

holds.

This motivates the following definition.

Definition 10.39. Let θ : R → Z have discrete support. θ is called n-interlacing for n ∈ N if for

any finite interval (a, b) we have

|
∑

x∈(a,b)

θ(x)| ≤ n.

If f is meromorphic on Ω ⊃ R, we say f satisfies the n-interlacing condition if the zeros and poles

of f on Ω are all real and θf |R is n-interlacing. The next two lemmas are basic for our purpose.

We include Jakob’s elegant proofs for the convenience of the reader. Note that our matrix-valued

Nevanlinna functions are uniformly strict. This simplifies the proof of the second lemma a bit.

Lemma 10.40. ([36]) Let θ : R → Z have discrete support and n ∈ N. Then θ is n-interlacing if

and only if there are 1-interlacing functions θ1, · · · , θn such that θ =
∑n

j=1 θj.



COMPLEX ANALYSIS OF SYMMETRIC OPERATORS, I 103

Proof. The ”if” part is clear. The ”only if” part can be proved by constructing these θj explicitly.

W.l.g, we can assume that θ(0) = 0 and define

Ξ(x) =





∑
t∈(0,x) θ(t), x > 0

−∑
t∈(x,0) θ(t), x < 0

0, x = 0.

Since θ has discrete support, Ξ is well-defined. We use Ξ(x+) and Ξ(x−) to denote limtցx Ξ(t) and

limtրx Ξ(t) respectively. For each j ∈ Z, we define

θj(x) =





1, Ξ(x+) > j ≥ Ξ(x−),
−1, Ξ(x−) > j ≥ Ξ(x+),
0, otherwise.

Each θj is 1-interlacing. Indeed, if x < y and θj(x) = θj(y) = 1, then by definition

Ξ(x−) ≤ j < Ξ(x+), Ξ(y−) ≤ j < Ξ(y+),

and consequently Ξ(x+) > j ≥ Ξ(y−). Let t0 := inf{t > x|Ξ(t+) ≤ j}. Then t0 ∈ (x, y). Since Ξ

is a step function, it can be derived from this that Ξ(t0−) > j ≥ Ξ(t0+) and thus Ξ(t0) = −1 by

definition. Similarly, if x < y and θj(x) = θj(y) = −1, we can find t0 ∈ (x, y) such that θj(t0) = 1.

Hence θj is 1-interlacing.

Note that for x < y, we have

|Ξ(y)− Ξ(x)| = |
∑

t∈(x,y)

θ(t)| ≤ n

for θ is n-interlacing. This implies that all but at most n of these θj’s vanish. It can be seen easily

that θ =
∑n

j=1 θj . �

Lemma 10.41. ([36]) Let Q be an n by n matrix-valued Nevanlinna function meromorphic on C.

Then there exist n scalar Nevanlinna functions q1, · · · , qn meromorphic on C such that detQ =

q1 · · · · · qn. In particular, detQ is n-interlacing.

Proof. We can prove the first claim by induction. The case of n = 1 is trivial. Assume the result

holds for n = k. Now let Q be a (k + 1) × (k + 1) matrix-valued Nevanlinna function. Then

detQ(z) 6= 0 for any z ∈ C+. Denote the submatrix obtained by deleting the j-th row and j-th
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column by Q(j)(z). Obviously, Q(j)(z) is a k × k matrix-valued Nevanlinna function. Then

−Q(z)−1 =




−detQ(1)(z)

detQ(z) ∗ ∗ ∗
∗ −detQ(2)(z)

detQ(z) ∗ ∗

∗ ∗ . . . ∗
∗ ∗ ∗ −detQ(k+1)(z)

detQ(z)



.

Note that −Q(z)−1 itself is a Nevanlinna function and in particular each −detQ(j)(z)

detQ(z) has to be a

scalar Nevanlinna function. Set q(z) = −detQ(1)(z)

detQ(z) . Then

detQ(z) = detQ(1)(z)× (−q(z)−1)

and the result follows from the induction hypothesis.

Obviously, θdetQ =
∑n

j=1 θqj and the last claim follows from Lemma 10.40. �

Now we can prove one of our basic theorems in this subsection.

Theorem 10.42. Let T be a transcendental entire operator with deficiency index n and y1, y2 ∈

Gr(n, 2n) two self-adjoint boundary conditions for T . Then for any r > 0, we have

|nT (r, y1)− nT (r, y2)| ≤ n,

where nT (r, y) was defined as in the proceeding subsection.

Proof. If y1 and y2 are transversal, we can choose a boundary triplet such that Ty1 = T0 and

Ty2 = T1 [3, Thm. 2.5.9]. Let M(λ) and B(λ) be the corresponding Weyl function and contractive

Weyl function respectively. Then eigenvalues (counting multiplicity) of T0 (resp. T1) are precisely

the roots of det(Id−B(λ)) = 0 (resp. det(Id+ B(λ)) = 0) around the real line. Therefore

nT (r, y2)− nT (r, y1) =
∑

λ∈(−r,r)

θdet(Id+B)(λ)−
∑

λ∈(−r,r)

θdet(Id−B)(λ)

=
∑

λ∈(−r,r)

[θdet(Id+B)(λ)− θdet(Id−B)(λ)]

=
∑

λ∈(−r,r)

θdetM (λ).

The last line is due to the fact that around the real line M = i(Id + B)(Id − B)−1 and thus

detM = in det(Id+B)/ det(Id−B). The theorem then follows from Lemma 10.41.
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If y1 and y2 are not transversal, we can choose a self-adjoint boundary condition y3 close enough

to y2 such that y1 and y3 are transversal.11 Then

|nT (r, y1)− nT (r, y3)| ≤ n

and the conclusion follows from the stability of spectrum in a bounded domain. �

Remark. It is worthwhile to mention that the theorem holds in more general setting: even if T is

not entire, the inequality is still correct in any finite open interval in Θ(T )∩R. The above proof still

goes through with minor modifications. We also note that the theorem has been already established

in [6, Sec. 3, Chap. 9] by using the Krein resolvent formula. In a more specified case, the theorem

was also proved in [23] by min-max principle.

Thm. 10.42 demonstrates the uniform patten of the distribution of eigenvalues of all self-adjoint

extensions, in sharp contrast with how wild a non-self-adjoint extension may be. The following

theorem strengthens this remark.

Theorem 10.43. Let T be a transcendental entire operator with deficiency index n ∈ N and y ∈

Gr(n, 2n) a self-adjoint boundary condition for T . If a boundary triplet is chosen such that T0 = Ty

and B(λ) is the contractive Weyl function, then

| 1

2πi

ˆ r

−r

d ln detB(s) − nT (r, y)| ≤ n+
1

2
.

Proof. Consider the map Υ(s, t) = det(B(s)−tId) ∈ C for (s, t) ∈ [−r, r]×[0, T ] for sufficiently large

T > 1. Υ is a homotopy between the two curves Υ(s, 0) = detB(s) and Υ(s, T ) = det(B(s)−T Id)

on C. We also assume that det(B(±r) − Id) 6= 0, i.e., ±r are not eigenvalues of T0 (if not so, we

can replace r with a number a bit smaller and use a limit process).

Let C be the oriented boundary of the rectangle R := [−r, r] × [0, T ] on the st-plane. The four

pieces are denoted by Cj , j = 1, 2, 3, 4 (see Fig. 1).

11The subset of self-adjoint boundary conditions that are transversal to y1 is open and dense in the Lagrangian
Grassmannian.
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Now consider the integral

1

2πi

˛

C

Υ∗(
dz

z
) =

1

2π

˛

C

ℑΥ∗(
dz

z
) =

1

2π

4∑

j=1

ˆ

Cj

ℑΥ∗(
dz

z
). (10.7)

Note that there is no singularity on Υ(C) for dz/z and the only singularities in Υ(R) correspond

precisely to roots of det(B(s)− Id) = 0 in (−r, r). By the Argument Principle, we know that

1

2π

˛

C

ℑΥ∗(
dz

z
) = nT (r, y). (10.8)

Indeed,

det(B(s)− t) =

n∏

j=1

(̺j(s)− t)

where ̺j(s) are eigenvalues of B(s). If s = λ0 ∈ (−r, r) is an eigenvalue of T0 with geometric

multiplicity k, then due to Thm. 10.31, as s→ λ0 and t→ 1,

det(B(s)− t) = q(s, t)

k∏

j=1

(aj(s− λ0)− t+ 1 + o(s− λ0))

where q(s, t) is smooth and non-vanishing, aj are complex numbers with ℑaj 6= 0 and o(s − λ0) is

a term of order higher than s− λ0. This local form means the contribution of λ0 to the left side of

Eq. (10.8) is k. Therefore, contributions from all eigenvalues of T0 in (−r, r) is nT (r, y).

Let’s estimate each term on the right hand side of Eq. (10.7). We find that

1

2π

ˆ

C1

ℑΥ∗(
dz

z
) =

1

2πi

ˆ r

−r

d ln detB(s).

Note that for T large enough, we have

| det(B(s)− T )− (−1)nT n| < cT n−1

where c is a positive constant independent of s ∈ R. We can choose T so that either ℜ det(B(s)−T ) >

1 (if n is even, see Fig. 2.) or < −1 (if n is odd).
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In either case, we can choose a single-valued branch of ln z to find

| 1
2π

ˆ

C3

ℑΥ∗(
dz

z
)]| < 1

2
.

Let us turn to

ˆ

C2

ℑΥ∗(
dz

z
) =

ˆ T

0

ℑd ln det(B(r) − t) = Σn
j=1

ˆ T

0

ℑd ln(ρj(r)− t),

where ρj(r) ∈ U(1), j = 1, · · · , n, are the eigenvalues of B(r). Again, we can choose a single-valued

branch of ln z such that (see Fig. 3)

| 1
2π

ˆ

C2

ℑd ln(ρj(r) − t)]| < 1

2
.

O✫✪
✬✩rρj(r)

✂
✂✂✍

T
r❳❳❳❳❳❳❳❳②

Fig. 3

Consequently,

| 1
2π

ˆ

C2

ℑΥ∗(
dz

z
)| < n

2
.

Similarly,

| 1
2π

ˆ

C4

Υ∗(
dz

z
)| < n

2
.

Combining all the estimates together then completes the proof. �
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Remark. If ỹ is the self-adjoint boundary condition parameterized by −Id, then along the same

way we have

| 1

2πi

ˆ r

−r

d ln detB(s) − nT (r, ỹ)| ≤ n+
1

2
.

Consequently,

|nT (r, y)− nT (r, ỹ)| ≤ 2n+ 1.

This is a weaker version of Thm. 10.42.

The following easy result may explain why spectral theory of self-adjoint extensions are well-

developed, compared with that of non-self-adjoint ones: The distribution of eigenvalues for any

self-adjoint extension is well-reflected by T itself.

Corollary 10.44. If T is a transcendental entire operator with deficiency index n ∈ N, then there

is no Varilon exceptional self-adjoint boundary condition for T .

Proof. By definition, this is clear from the above theorem and the First Main Theorem. �

10.4. Unicity theorems and inverse spectral theory. In value distribution theory for mero-

morphic functions, two meromorphic functions f, g are said to share the value a ∈ CP
1 if f−1({a}) =

g−1({a}). Using his now famous Second Main Theorem, Nevanlinna discovered the following Five-

Value-Theorem [38, Coro. A5.2.5].

Proposition 10.45. If two non-constant meromorphic functions on C share five distinct values,

then f ≡ g.

This result can be improved by taking account of analytic multiplicity of each λ such that f(λ) =

g(λ) = a. Such theorems are called Unicity Theorems in value distribution theory and much progress

has been made for the case of meromorphic functions. However, for general entire curves in projective

algebraic manifolds, much less is known up to now. We would like to point out the meaning of Unicity

Theorems in inverse spectral theory. We view all the Weyl curves of entire operators with deficiency

index n to lie in the same Grassmannian Gr(n, 2n).

Definition 10.46. Two entire operators T , T ′ with deficiency index n are said to share the same

boundary condition y ∈ Gr(n, 2n) if W−1
T (Zy) =W−1

T ′ (Zy) where Zy = {x ∈ Gr(n, 2n)|sy(x) = 0}.
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Note that W−1
T (Zy) is precisely the spectrum (without counting multiplicities) of the extension

Ty. Thus entire operators T and T ′ share the boundary condition y if and only if the two operators

Ty and T ′
y have the same spectrum. If n = 1, that T and T ′ share the boundary condition y means

precisely the Weyl curves share the value y ∈ CP
1. In inverse spectral theory, one is basically

concerned with determining a symmetric operator from the spectra of its different (self-adjoint)

extensions. A classical example was suggested by G. Borg in [8], see also our § 11. Another example

that can be put into this framework is M. Kac’s famous problem that ”can one hear the shape of a

Drum?”.

The Five-Value-Theorem has a beautiful counterpart in spectral theory.

Proposition 10.47. For two entire operators T and T ′ with deficiency index 1, if their Weyl curves

share two self-adjoint boundary conditions, then T and T ′ are unitarily equivalent.

Proof. We can choose boundary triplets such that the two self-adjoint boundary conditions are

parameterized by ±1. Let M(λ) and M̃(λ) be the corresponding Weyl functions. Note that M(λ)

and M̃(λ) are meromorphic function on C, sharing the common simple real zeros and poles. M(λ)

(or M̃(λ)) is determined by its zeros and poles up to a positive constant factor [36, Coro. 3.1.5].

Then M̃(λ) = cM(λ) for a positive constant c > 0 and consequently T and T ′ have the same

curvature. Due to Thm. 5.15, T and T ′ are unitarily equivalent. (It is also easy to see M̃(λ) is a

Möbius transform of M(λ).) �

Remark. More information is determined by the two spectra. By replacing the boundary triplet

(C,Γ0,Γ1) of T with (C, c−1/2Γ0, c
1/2Γ1) (this won’t change T0 and T1), we can assume that M̃(λ) =

M(λ). Therefore, T0 (resp. T1) is unitarily equivalent to T ′
0 (resp. T ′

1). We will show in § 12 that

Borg’s result can be viewed as an enhanced version of Prop. 10.47 in the setting of Sturm-Liouville

operators.

We would like to know for n > 1 whether we can prove T and T ′ are unitarily equivalent if they

share sufficiently many self-adjoint boundary conditions.
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11. Real symmetric operators

According to [14], ”after 1913, almost all papers on spectral theory in Hilbert space dealt exclu-

sively with complex Hilbert space”. However, the extension theory of real symmetric operators in

real Hilbert spaces does have some different flavours and the underlying real structure really affects

the spectral theoretic content.

If H is a real Hilbert space, a real strong symplectic structure ω on H can be defined in a manner

similar to the complex case, simply by replacing ”sesquilinear” with ”bilinear” and the condition ii)

with

ω(x, y) = −ω(y, x)

for any x, y ∈ H . In this case, dimH should be even and we assume it to be 2n. Then n is a complete

symplectic invariant of ω. That means all real strong symplectic Hilbert spaces of dimension 2n are

isomorphic (If n is finite, this is a standard result in symplectic geometry. We leave the case of

n = +∞ to the interested reader.).

Example 11.1. If G is a real Hilbert space and G = G⊕⊥G, then on G there is a standard strong

symplectic structure: if x = (x1, x2), y = (y1, y2) ∈ G, then

ω(x, y) = (x2, y1)G − (x1, y2)G.

We can complexify H to get a complex Hilbert space HC := H ⊗R C. For x = x1 + ix2 ∈ HC

where x1, x2 ∈ H , we denote x1 − ix2 by x̄ or jx. We call x1 (resp. x2) the real (resp. imaginary)

part of x. j is usually called a real structure on HC and H is recovered by taking the j-invariant part

of HC. Note that for x1 + ix2, y1 + iy2 ∈ HC (xi, yi ∈ H , i = 1, 2), the inner product on HC is

(x1 + ix2, y1 + iy2)HC
= (x1, y1) + (x2, y2) + i(x2, y1)− i(x1, y2).

In particular, ‖x1 + ix2‖HC
= ‖x1 − ix2‖HC

. If M ⊂ HC is a subspace, denote the subspace

{x ∈ HC|x̄ ∈M} by M̄ .

ω can also be complexified in a bilinear (not sesquilinear) way to be defined on HC. Denote this

extension by ωC.

Definition 11.2. A maximal isotropic complex subspace of HC w.r.t. ωC is called Lagrangian (its

dimension has to be n.). A complex Lagrangian subspace L is transversal if we have HC = L⊕ L̄.
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Denote the space of all complex Lagrangian subspaces by L(HC). It is called the Lagrangian

Grassmanian of (HC, ωC), which is a smooth subvariety of Gr(n, 2n).

Definition 11.3. L ∈ L(HC) is called completely positive-definite if there is a constant cL such that

−iωC(x, x̄) ≥ cL‖x‖2HC

for all x ∈ L.

We denote the space of all completely positive-definite complex Lagrangian subspaces by L+(HC).

Similarly, we can define completely negative-definite complex Lagrangian subspaces and the corre-

sponding space L−(HC). Obviously L±(HC) ⊂ L(HC). These subspaces do exist: as before, by

Riesz representation theorem, ω(x, y) = (Ax, y)H for a linear isomorphism A such that A∗ = −A.

Then J := |A|−1A satisfies J 2 = −Id. J can be complexified to be a complex linear map on HC.

Let M := ker(J − i). Then M ∈ L+(HC) and M̄ = ker(J + i) ∈ L−(HC). Note that ωC can be

used to define a strong symplectic structure on HC in the following manner:

[x, y] = ωC(x, ȳ)

for any x, y ∈ HC.

Lemma 11.4. If L ∈ L+(HC), then L̄ ∈ L−(HC), and L is transversal.

Proof. If x ∈ L̄, then

iωC(x, x̄) = −iωC(x̄, x) ≥ cL‖x̄‖2HC
,

implying L ∈ L−(HC).

If 0 6= x ∈ L∩L̄, then also x̄ ∈ L∩L̄ and consequently both the real and imaginary parts of x are in

L. W.l.g, assume x ∈ H . Then −iωC(x, x̄) = −iωC(x, x) = 0, contradicting the positive-definiteness

of L. So L ∩ L̄ = 0 (If n ∈ N, the proof is finished.).

Note that w.r.t. the strong symplectic structure [·, ·], L is a maximal completely positive-definite

subspace, and L⊥s = L̄. Thus HC = L⊕ L̄. �

The theorem shows that L±(HC) ⊂ W±(HC). Thus if M ∈ L+(HC) is fixed, any L ∈ L+(HC)

shall be parameterized by an operator B ∈ B(M, M̄) with ‖B‖ < 1. However, B should satisfy an

additional condition.
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Theorem 11.5. If N ∈ L+(HC) is fixed, then L ∈ W+(HC) is in L+(HC) if and only if L =

{(x,Bx) ∈ N ⊕ N̄ |x ∈ N}, where B ∈ B(N, N̄), ‖B‖ < 1, and B∗j = jB.

Proof. We only need to prove the statement relevant to the formula B∗j = jB. If L ∈ W+(HC) is

parameterized by B ∈ B(N, N̄), then L ∈ L+(HC) if and only if for any x, y ∈ N , we shall have

ωC(x+Bx, y +By) = ωC(x,By) + ωC(Bx, y) = 0.

Note that ωC(u, v) = [u, v̄] for all u, v ∈ HC. Thus the latter condition is equivalent to

[x, jBy] + [Bx, jy] = i(x, jBy)+ − i(Bx, jy)− = 0,

which is further equivalent to B∗j = jB. �

If n is finite and an orthonormal basis {ej}nj=1 of N ∈ L+(HC) is chosen, then {jej}nj=1 is an

orthonormal basis of N̄ . In terms of these, the condition B∗j = jB is precisely B = Bt, where Bt

is the transpose of B. That’s to say, B is a symmetric matrix. If M = i(Id + B)(Id − B)−1, then

M is a symmetric complex matrix with a positive-definite imaginary part (M − M̄)/2i. If L+(HC)

is identified with the space of such matrices M , it is the famous Siegel upper half space of genus n.

Note that dimW+(HC) = n2 while dimL+(HC) = n(n+1)
2 . L+(HC) is an irreducible non-compact

Hermitian symmetric space of type IIIn and L(HC) is its compact dual.

In the above context, we can consider L(HC) as well, i.e., the space of Lagrangian subspaces w.r.t.

the strong symplectic structure [·, ·]. Note that L(HC) is different from L(HC).

Definition 11.6. We say L ∈ L(HC) is real, if L = L̄.

It is necessary that if L is real, then L ∈ L(HC) and L has to be the complexification of a

Lagrangian subspace of H w.r.t. ω.

Proposition 11.7. If N as above is fixed, then L ∈ L(HC) is real if and only if it is parameterized

by U ∈ U(N, N̄) satisfying jU−1 = U j.

Proof. If L is of the form {x + Ux ∈ HC|x ∈ N} for U ∈ U(N, N̄), then L = L̄ if and only if

jx = U jUx for any x ∈ N . The claim then follows. �

Denote the subset of real elements in L(HC) by Lr(HC).
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Proposition 11.8. Let L±(HC) be the closure of L±(HC) in L(HC). Then

L+(HC) ∩ L−(HC) = Lr(HC).

Proof. By Thm. 11.5, Prop. 11.7 and Prop.3.16, this is clear. �

A real symmetric operator T is defined in the same manner as the complex case. Actually except

for statements on spectra, the basic definitions take the same form as the complex case and we won’t

bother to spell out all the details.

Let T be a real symmetric operator defined in H . Then BT := D(T ∗)/D(T ) is again a real Hilbert

space and it is equipped with the strong symplectic structure

ωT ([x], [y]) = (T ∗x, y)− (x, T ∗y).

The symplectic structure ωT on BT can be viewed as the reduced version of the standard strong

symplectic structure on H ⊕⊥ H . Let 2n be the dimension of BT . We call n the deficiency index of

T . T can be complexified in the obvious way to be a symmetric operator T on HC with deficiency

indices (n, n). We say T is simple, if T is so12. We only consider simple real symmetric operators.

The space BT can be naturally identified with BT ⊗ C. As before, for λ ∈ C+ ∪ C−, WT (λ) is

defined to be the image of ker(T− λ) in BT (and thus in BT ⊗ C). We also say WT (λ) is the Weyl

map (curve) of T . Since ker(T− λ̄) = j(ker(T− λ)), we have WT (λ̄) = jWT (λ), where we have used

the same j to denote the real structure on BT.

Theorem 11.9. For any λ ∈ C+, WT (λ) ∈ L+(BT ⊗ C) and BT ⊗ C =WT (λ) ⊕WT (λ̄).

Proof. For λ ∈ C+, since by Prop. 4.2 WT (λ) ∈ W+(BT ⊗ C), we only need to prove it is isotropic.

Note that for any x, y ∈ ker(T− λ),

ωTC([x], [y]) = (T∗x, jy)HC
− (x,T∗jy)HC

= λ(x, jy)HC
− (x, λ̄jy)HC

= 0.

The result follows. �

This theorem shows that the single-branched Weyl curve of T lives in the Siegel upper half

space of genus n, which is an analytic submanifold of dimension n(n + 1)/2 in the n2-dimensional

complex manifold W+(HC). If furthermore T is entire, then WT (λ) should be an entire curve in

12It can be seen that T is simple if and only if T cannot be written as a nontrivial orthogonal direct sum of a real
self-adjoint operator and another real symmetric operator.
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L(BT ⊗ C) ⊂ Gr(n, 2n). In this sense, T as a symmetric operator in HC is always algebraically

degenerate. This speciality of T is never noted in the literature, to the best of our knowledge.

Definition 11.10. A simple real symmetric operator T in a real Hilbert space H is called entire if its

complexification T is entire. An entire real symmetric operator T is algebraically non-degenerate if

its Weyl curve WT (λ) is Zarisky dense in L(BT ⊗C). T is called weakly algebraically non-degenerate

if each y ∈ L(BT ⊗ C) as a boundary condition for T is non-degenerate.

Obviously, L(BT ⊗C) should be the suitable ambient space when one is to investigate the spectral

theory of an algebraically non-degenerate real entire operator from the viewpoint of value distribution

theory. We won’t pursue this aspect in this paper any further.

If Φ is a symplectic isomorphism between (BT , ωT (·, ·)) and the standard real strong symplectic

Hilbert space G⊕⊥ G for a real Hilbert space G of dimension n, there is an induced map (Γ0,Γ1) :

D(T ∗) → G⊕⊥ G such that for all x, y ∈ D(T ∗)

(T ∗x, y)− (x, T ∗y) = (Γ1x,Γ0y)− (Γ0x,Γ1y).

It can be checked easily that (G,Γ0,Γ1) can be complexified to produce a boundary triplet (G ⊗

C,Γ0,Γ1) for T. In this sense, we call (G⊗ C,Γ0,Γ1) a real boundary triplet for T.

12. Applications to Sturm-Liouville problems

Sturm-Liouville problems have a long history of nearly 200 years, and in early 1930s M. Stone first

treated this topic in the formalism of unbounded symmetric operators. However, in this section we

only consider the special case L = d2

dx2 + q(x) for a real-valued smooth (C∞) potential function q(x)

on the interval [0, π]. The regularity of q(x) can be relaxed, but our basic concern is the influence

of different boundary conditions on the spectral theoretic content. The purpose of this section is

two-fold: On one side we shall put this classical topic in the new light of the paper and see something

new our theory can convey. On the other side, we use this material to demonstrate some concepts

introduced in previous sections. Our basic references are [3, Chap. 6] [40, Chap. 15] [28] and [16].

By L2(0, π) we mean the space of complex-valued square integrable functions on [0, π]. For

L = d2

dx2 + q(x) on [0, π], we can define a symmetric operator T by choosing its domain D(T ) to be

{f ∈ L2(0, π)|f, f ′ ∈ AC[0, π], f(0) = f(π) = f ′(0) = f ′(π) = 0, Lf ∈ L2(0, π)},
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where AC[0, π] denotes the space of absolutely continuous functions on [0, π]. D(T ) has C∞
0 (0, π)

(the space of smooth functions with compact support in (0, π)) as a subspace and actually T is the

closure of T |C∞
0 (0,π) in L

2(0, π). Then it’s a basic result that

D(T ∗) = {f ∈ L2(0, π)|f, f ′ ∈ AC[0, π], Lf ∈ L2(0, π)}.

T is simple [3, Coro. 6.3.5] and has deficiency indices (2, 2). It should be pointed out that T is in fact

the complexification of a real symmetric operator (just obtained by replacing all the above relevant

spaces with their real counterparts). In the following, if we want to emphasize the underlying q, we

shall add a subscript q to the corresponding operators, e.g., Tq.

12.1. Various boundary conditions. The following boundary triplet is natural (and real in the

sense of § 11):

G = C
2, Γ0y =

(
y(0)
y(π)

)
, Γ1y =

(
y′(0)
−y′(π)

)
.

Then all self-adjoint boundary conditions can be written in the following form:

Γ1y − iΓ0y = U(Γ1y + iΓ0y),

where U ∈ U(2). In this scheme, the matrices corresponding to the traditional so-called separated

self-adjoint boundary conditions take the form

(
eiα 0
0 eiβ

)
for α, β ∈ R. It can be checked easily

that real self-adjoint extensions are parameterized by U ∈ U(2) such that U = U t; in particular, T0

is the Dirichlet extension and T1 the Neumann extension.

Let s(x, λ) (resp. c(x, λ)) be the unique solution of the equation

T ∗y := −y′′ + q(x)y = λy

with the initial value condition

{
y(0) = 0,
y′(0) = 1.

(resp.

{
y(0) = 1,
y′(0) = 0.

). In terms of these solutions, it

can be checked that the Weyl function associated to (G,Γ0,Γ1) is

M(λ) = − 1

s(π, λ)

(
c(π, λ) −1
−1 s′(π, λ)

)
, (12.1)

and the contractive Weyl function is

B(λ) =
1

(c− is)(s′ − is)− 1

(
(c+ is)(s′ − is)− 1 i2s

i2s (c − is)(s′ + is)− 1

)
,

where c = c(π, λ), s = s(π, λ) and s′ = s′(π, λ). Note that both M(λ) and B(λ) are symmetric

complex matrices, just as expected from the discussion in § 11.
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Proposition 12.1. The symmetric operator T is entire and of Weyl order 1/2.

Proof. Since M(λ) is analytic away from σ(T0) and has points in σ(T0) as its simple poles, to prove

T is entire, we only have to check that B(λ) is analytic at each point in σ(T0). Note that there is

an identity cs′ − c′s ≡ 1 due to the Liouville formula c(x, λ)s′(x, λ)− c′(x, λ)s(x, λ) ≡ 1. Then

(c− is)(s′ − is)− 1 = s(c′ − s− ic− is′).

For λ ∈ R, c′ − s− ic − is′ cannot be zero. Otherwise, we must have c′ = s and c = −s′ for λ ∈ R

and consequently

1 = cs′ − c′s = −c2 − (c′)2,

a contradiction! That’s to say, real zeros of (c − is)(s′ − is) − 1 are precisely those of s. By using

the same identity we can show

(c± is)(s′ ∓ is)− 1

also have the factor s. This implies that B(λ) is analytic at λ ∈ σ(T0).

That T is of Weyl order 1/2 is the consequence of the well-known asymptotic behavior of eigen-

values of T0 and Thm. 10.43. �

Corollary 12.2. For any λ ∈ R, s

(c−is)(s′−is)−1 6= 0.

Proof. This is obvious from the proof of the above proposition. �

Proposition 12.3. For a separated self-adjoint boundary condition, the (geometric or analytic)

multiplicity of any eigenvalue is 1.

Proof. As before, let U =

(
eiα 0
0 eiβ

)
be the matrix parameterizing the separated self-adjoint

boundary condition. λ is an eigenvalue for the boundary value problem if and only if

det(U −B(λ)) = 0;

in particular, λ is of multiplicity 2 if and only if B(λ) = U . However, according to our previous

corollary, B(λ) for λ ∈ R is never diagonal. Due to Thm. 10.31, this proves the claim. �

Proposition 12.4. Only for real self-adjoint boundary conditions can the corresponding Sturm-

Liouville problems have eigenvalues with multiplicity 2.
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Proof. By Prop. 11.8, the Weyl curve WT (λ) represents a real boundary condition at each point

λ ∈ R. Therefore for a self-adjoint boundary condition U which is not real, we can never have

U = B(λ). The claim follows. �

Remark. Traditionally, the above two propositions are proved by checking that the derivative of

the determinant at λ is non-vanishing. Our proof here is much more structural.

For a general entire operator with deficiency indices (2, 2), its Weyl curve lies in Gr(2, 4), which

is a 4-dimensional complex manifold, but for our T , WT (λ) lies in L(BT ), which is a 3-dimensional

complex manifold. In this sense, T is algebraically degenerate. Furthermore, even with this in mind,

the corresponding real entire operator can still be algebraically degenerate because T may have a

nontrivial symmetry.

For f ∈ L2(0, π), define (Uf)(x) = f(π − x). Then U is a unitary operator on L2(0, π). By this

U , Tq is transformed into another Sturm-Lioville operator Tq̃ with q̃(x) = q(π − x). Certainly Tq

and Tq̃ ought to have the same Weyl class.

If q(x) = q(π − x) for any x ∈ [0, π], then U is obviously a symmetry of Tq. We note that

Γ0Uy =

(
y(π)
y(0)

)
=

(
0 1
1 0

)(
y(0)
y(π)

)
=

(
0 1
1 0

)
Γ0y,

and similarly,

Γ1Uy =

(
0 1
1 0

)
Γ1y.

Let M(λ) be the associated Weyl function. Then for λ /∈ R and y ∈ ker(T ∗ − λ), we have

Γ1Uy =

(
0 1
1 0

)
Γ1y =

(
0 1
1 0

)
M(λ)Γ0y.

On the other side, Uy ∈ ker(T ∗ − λ) and thus

Γ1Uy =M(λ)Γ0Uy =M(λ)

(
0 1
1 0

)
Γ0y.

We ought to have (
0 1
1 0

)
M(λ) =M(λ)

(
0 1
1 0

)
.

This identity poses the additional requirement that c ≡ s′, implying that WT (λ) should lie in a

subvariety of codimension 1 in L(BT ). This is actually not strange: The existence of the nontrivial

symmetry U means that T is reducible and can be decomposed into the sum of two symmetric

operators with deficiency indices (1, 1). These operators are just the restrictions of T on the subspaces
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of D(T0) consisting of functions such that Uf ≡ ±f . Therefore, WT (λ) has to lie in the quadratic

surface CP
1 × CP

1. This is an example where a symmetry results in algebraical degeneracy. It is

interesting to know whether this is the only way the real symmetric operator acquires its degeneracy.

There are two transversal Picard exceptional boundary conditions y(0) = y′(0) = 0 and y(π) =

y′(π) = 0: By Cauchy’s existence and uniqueness theorem for initial value problems of ordinary

differential equations, the whole C is the resolvent set for both these two boundary conditions.

These boundary conditions are just the reason for the well-known fact that for a generic boundary

condition the eigenvalues are precisely zeros of an entire function. The viewpoint of value distribution

theory implies that though no eigenvalue exists for these two boundary conditions, the Weyl curve

approaches the corresponding Schubert hyperplanes sufficiently often.

Let us show degenerate boundary conditions can really occur. Assume q ≡ 0 and consider the

boundary conditions

(I)

{
y(0) + y(π) = 0,
y′(0) = y′(π).

and (II)

{
y(0) = y(π),
y′(0) + y′(π) = 0.

Proposition 12.5. The above two boundary conditions are degenerate w.r.t. Tq with q ≡ 0.

Proof. We only consider the first boundary condition and the following argument applies to the

second as well. Let y = a cosωx + b sinωx
ω be the solution for the boundary value problem, where

ω =
√
λ (any branch of

√
λ is OK) and a, b ∈ C are constants to be determined. a, b have to satisfy

the equations {
(1 + cos(ωπ))a+ sin(ωπ)

ω b = 0,
ω sin(ωπ) + (1 − cos(ωπ))b = 0.

Obviously the determinant of the coefficient matrix is zero for any λ ∈ C. The corresponding

operator thus has any λ ∈ C as its eigenvalue whose geometric multiplicity is 1. �

Thus Tq with q ≡ 0 provides an example of an entire operator which is weakly algebraically

degenerate. This degeneracy also introduces many other Picard boundary conditions. Let us consider

the following boundary conditions

(III)

{
zy(0) + y(π) = 0,
zy′(0) = y′(π).

where z 6= ±1 is a complex constant. It can be checked easily that all these boundary conditions

are Picard exceptional and have no eigenvalues at all. It’s interesting to point out that the two
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degenerate boundary conditions (I) (II) and these Picard boundary conditions (III) (with z = ∞

included) form a CP
1 in Gr(2, 4).

The above weak algebraic degeneracy comes from the fact that c, c′, s and s′, as entire functions,

are linearly dependent because c ≡ s′. In fact, we have

Proposition 12.6. Tq is weakly algebraically non-degenerate if and only if c 6≡ s′.

Proof. We use the two Nevanlinna boundary conditions to identify BT with C4, simply by taking

(f(0), f ′(0), f(π), f ′(π)) for [f ] ∈ BT . Let {ei} (i = 1, · · · , 4) denote the standard basis of C4 and eij

(i 6= j) the wedge product ei∧ ej . Since {c(x, λ), s(x, λ)} is a basis of ker(T ∗
q −λ), WT (λ) ∈ Gr(2, 4)

can be represented by the 2× 4 matrix

(
1 0 c c′

0 1 s s′

)
.

Then detWT (λ) has a basis

e(λ) := e12 + se13 + s′e14 − ce23 − c′e24 + e34,

where the identity cs′ − c′s ≡ 1 was used. Note that for |λ| large enough, we have the following

asymptotic formulae (see for example [16, § 1.1])

c = cos(ωπ) + c1
sin(ωπ)

2ω

+ (q(π)− q(0)− c2)
cos(ωπ)

4ω2
+O(

e|τ |π

|ω|3 ),

c′ = −ω sin(ωπ) +O(e|τ |π), s =
sin(ωπ)

ω
+O(

e|τ |π

|ω|2 ),

s′ = cos(ωπ) + c1
sin(ωπ)

2ω

− [q(π)− q(0) + c2]
cos(ωπ)

4ω2
+O(

e|τ |π

|ω|3 ),

where τ = ℑω and

c1 =

ˆ π

0

q(x)dx, c2 =

ˆ π

0

[q(x)

ˆ x

0

q(σ)dσ]dx.

A generic boundary condition b ∈ Gr(2, 4) now can be represented by a 2 × 4 matrix (A|B) of

rank 2, where A,B ∈M2×2.
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(1) If detA = 0, then the boundary condition b can be written in either of the following five

forms:
(

1 b11 0 b12
0 0 1 b22

)
,

(
1 b11 b12 0
0 0 0 1

)
,

(
0 0 1 b12
0 1 0 b22

)
,

(
0 0 0 1
0 1 b22 0

)
,

(
0 0 1 0
0 0 0 1

)
.

Each of them cannot be degenerate w.r.t. Tq. Indeed, take

(A|B) =

(
1 b11 0 b12
0 0 1 b22

)

for example. Then detVb has a basis

sb := e13 + b22e14 + b11e23 + b11b22e24 − b12e34.

In terms of the basis e1 ∧ e2 ∧ e3 ∧ e4 of detC4,

sb(σ(λ)) = c′ − b11b22s+ b11s
′ − b22c− b12.

For other four boundary conditions, we have

sb(σ(λ)) = −c− b11s+ b12, −s′ + b12s+ b22, s− b22 or 1.

By the asymptotic behavior of c, c′, s, s′, we see sb(σ(λ)) 6≡ 0 holds in each case.

(2) If detA 6= 0, w.l.g., we can set

(A|B) =

(
1 0 b11 b12
0 1 b21 b22

)
.

Then detVb has the basis

sb := e12 + b21e13 + b22e14 − b11e23 − b12e24 + (b11b22 − b12b21)e34.

In terms of the basis e1 ∧ e2 ∧ e3 ∧ e4 of detC4,

sb(σ(λ)) = (b11b22 − b12b21) + b12s− b11s
′ − b22c+ b21c

′ + 1.

If s′ ≡ c, we can choose b11 = −b22 = 1 and b12 = b21 = 0 and get a degenerate boundary condition.

Conversely, if s′ 6≡ c and there is a degenerate boundary condition, then by the above asymptotic

formulae of c, c′, s, s′ we should have b21 = 0, b11 + b22 = 0 and consequently b211 = 1. W.l.g, assume

b11 = 1. Then

0 ≡ sb(σ(λ)) = b12s+ (c− s′).
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By the asymptotic formulae, we see, for |λ| large enough,

c− s′ = O(
e|τ |

|ω|2 ).

This shows that s and c− s′ are linearly independent, a contradiction! �

Proposition 12.7. If q(π) 6= q(0), the Tq is weakly algebraically non-degenerate.

Proof. This is because for |λ| large enough,

c− s′ = (q(π)− q(0))
cos(ωπ)

2ω2
+O(

e|τ |π

|ω|3 ).

�

Thus if q(x) = q(π − x) for any x ∈ [0, π], then Tq is weakly algebraically degenerate and the

boundary conditions (I) and (II) are degenerate for all such Tq’s. We can also find that in this case

the boundary condition (III) with z 6= ±1 is Picard exceptional.

Proposition 12.8. If Tq is weakly algebraically non-degenerate, then for all y ∈ Gr(2, 4) but the

two Picard exceptional boundary conditions, the corresponding boundary value problems each have

countably infinite eigenvalues with no finite accumulation point.

Proof. The analysis in the proof of Prop. 12.6 shows that sb(σ(λ)) is a non-constant entire function

of order 1/2 if y is neither of the two Picard exceptional boundary conditions. Since a transcendental

meromorphic function of non-integer order cannot have more than one Picard exceptional value [18,

Thm. 1.1, Chap. 4], ∞ is the only Picard exceptional value of sb(σ(λ)). Thus sb(σ(λ)) has countably

infinite zeros. �

It’s interesting to know if there are Nevanlinna exceptional boundary conditions that are not

Picard exceptional.

12.2. Inverse problems. Using so-called spectral data (e.g., spectra, Weyl function) to determine

the underlying symmetric operator (and its related extensions) is the central problem of inverse

spectral theory. In this direction, the inverse Sturm-Liouville theory is the most well-established. In

our viewpoint, the correspondence between unitary equivalence classes of simple symmetric operators

and congruence classes of Weyl curves should be the basis of such investigations.
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In 1946, G. Borg proved in [8] the following now famous and basic result in inverse Sturm-Liouville

theory:

Theorem 12.9. Given L = d2

dx2 + q(x) on [0, π]. Let λ0 < λ1 < λ2 < · · · and µ0 < µ1 < µ2 < · · ·

be the eigenvalues of Ly = λy with boundary conditions
{
y′(0)− hy(0) = 0,
y′(π) +Hy(π) = 0.

and

{
y′(0)− hy(0) = 0,
y′(π) +H ′y(π) = 0.

respectively, where h, H and H ′ are real constants. Then the sequences {λn}∞0 and {µn}∞0 determine

q, h, H and H ′ uniquely.

This theorem also holds if H ′ is replaced by ∞ (then the boundary condition is y(π) = 0), see

[16, Thm. 1.4.4]. It is important for the two boundary conditions to share a common boundary

condition at the left endpoint. V. Pierce constructed an uncountable family of potentials sharing

the same Dirichlet and Neumann spectra in [35].

We give an interpretation of Borg’s result as follows. The common boundary condition y′(0) −

hy(0) = 0 gives a symmetric extension Th of T . The domain D(Th) of Th is

{f ∈ L2(0, π)|f, f ′ ∈ AC[0, π], f ′(0) = hf(0), f(π) = f ′(π) = 0, Lf ∈ L2(0, π)},

and

D(T ∗
h ) = {f ∈ L2(0, π)|f, f ′ ∈ AC[0, π], Lf ∈ L2(0, π), f ′(0) = hf(0)}.

Th has deficiency indices (1, 1) and the two boundary conditions y′(π) + Hy(π) = 0 and y′(π) +

H ′y(π) = 0 produce two self-adjoint extensions TH
h , TH′

h of Th. Then Borg’s result precisely means

the spectra of TH
h , TH′

h determine Th, H and H ′ completely. This is an improvement of Prop. 10.47

in the specified setting.

Borg’s result has two immediate consequences.

Proposition 12.10. The potential q of the Sturm-Liouville operator d2

dx2 + q(x) is uniquely deter-

mined by M(λ) in ( 12.1).

Proof. Choose real numbers h, H and H ′ and construct the two boundary conditions as in Borg’s

result. We can obtain the spectra of these boundary value problems by solving the corresponding

equation det(U −B(λ)) = 0 where B(λ) is the contractive Weyl function determined by M(λ) and
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U the corresponding unitary matrix in terms of the boundary triplet (C4,Γ0,Γ1). Applying Borg’s

result yields the claim. �

Remark. Thus the three entire functions s, s′ and c completely determine q.

Proposition 12.11. The Sturm-Liouville operator Th is uniquely determined by its Weyl class.

Proof. It’s easy to find that all self-adjoint boundary conditions are of the form y′(π) +Hy(π) = 0

with H ∈ R ∪ {∞}, where H = ∞ corresponds to y(π) = 0. If m(λ) is a Weyl function for Th

(we don’t know the associated boundary triplet for we only know the Weyl class.) and B(λ) its

corresponding contractive Weyl function, then we can solve the equations B(λ) ± 1 = 0 and obtain

the spectra of two self-adjoint extensions of Th. Applying Borg’s theorem leads to our claim. �

Remark. Since in this case the Weyl class is completely determined by the first Chern function

c1, thus c1 can be viewed as the spectral data to determine q and h. It’s interesting to know how to

recover them from c1 explicitly.

We formulate a question and a conjecture to conclude this subsection. Borg’s theorem is special

for the symmetric operator T in that the chosen two boundary conditions are not transversal. Since

transversality is an open condition, we would like to know the answer to the following question:

Question: How many spectra are necessary and sufficient to determine q if all the involved

self-adjoint boundary conditions are mutually transversal?

We don’t know if there is a finite answer, but we believe the answer will help to clarify how to

formulate inverse spectral problems in the general setting of higher deficiency indices. Our previous

two propositions also suggest the following conjecture:

Conjecture. If Tq and Tq̃ have the same Weyl class, then either q(x) = q̃(x) or q(x) = q̃(π − x)

for all x ∈ [0, π].

This may be proved by carefully examining the asymptotic behavior of the Weyl functions in the

Weyl class as λ→ ∞, but we won’t pursue it here any further.
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Appendix A: Groups and group actions

This appendix collects the basic terminology concerning group actions. It is only for the conve-

nience of readers unfamiliar with the material, which is actually standard and can be found in many

textbooks on Lie groups and differential geometry. We refer the readers to [32].

We say a group G (with identity e) acts on a set M if there is a group homomorphism ρ between

G and the permutation group Per(M). If m ∈ M and g ∈ G, then ρ(g)(m) is usually denoted by

g · m. For m ∈ M , the set Gm := {g ∈ G|g · m = m} is obviously a subgroup of G, called the

isotropy subgroup at m. The G-action is called effective, if for any e 6= g ∈ G, there is a certain

m ∈M such that g ·m 6= m. The set O(m) := {g ·m ∈M |g ∈ G} is called a G-orbit through m. M

can be partitioned into different G-orbits. The set of G-orbits in M is denoted by M/G. If M/G is

a singleton, we say the G-action is transitive.

If G is a topological group and M a topological space, the G-action is continuous if the map

G ×M → M, (g,m) 7→ g ·m is continuous. Then each ρ(g) for g ∈ G is an auto-homeomorphism

of M . The set M/G with its quotient topology is called the orbit space. To obtain a good orbit

space, generally the G-action on M must be under control. If G is further a smooth manifold and

its structural maps are smooth, G is called a Lie group. A Lie group G acts smoothly on a manifold

M if the map G ×M → M, (g,m) 7→ g ·m is smooth. Let G act on two manifolds M and N . A

smooth map f : M → N is called G-equivariant, if f(g ·m) = g · f(m) for any g ∈ G and m ∈ M .

If M is a complex manifold and each element of G acts on M as an automorphism of M , we say G

acts holomorphically.

For a Hilbert space H , GL(H) consists of invertible elements in B(H). GL(H) is a Banach-Lie

group and called the general linear group on H . GL(H) has a normal subgroup {c× Id|c ∈ C∗} and

the quotient group PGL(H) is called the projective linear group. The subgroup U(H) ⊂ GL(H)
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consists of unitary operators on H and is called the unitary group on H . If dimH = n ∈ N, U(H)

is often written as U(n). The projective unitary group PU(H) can be defined as well.

A homomorphism ρ from a group G to GL(H) is called a representation of G on H .

Appendix B: Linear relations

We collect some material on linear relations, which is needed for treating simple symmetric

operators that are not densely defined. Our goal is to show how to adapt the relevant notions to

the new setting. More technical details can be found in [3].

For a Hilbert space H , we equip H := H ⊕⊥ H with its second standard strong symplectic

structure [·, ·]new. We use π1 and π2 to denote the projections from H to the two copies of H . A

(closed) subspace A in H is called a (closed) linear relation in H . It is a generalization of the graph

of a (closed) operator. All linear relations in this appendix are closed.

For a linear relation A. π1(A) (resp. π2(A)) is called the domain (resp. range) of A. kerA :=

{x ∈ H |(x, 0) ∈ A} is the kernel of A and Amul := {x ∈ H |(0, x) ∈ A} is the multi-valued part of

A. The inverse of A is the linear relation A−1 = {(x, y) ∈ H|(y, x) ∈ A}. If kerA = 0, then A−1

is actually an operator. A linear relation in H is Fredholm if dimkerA < +∞, π2(A) is closed and

codimπ2(A) < +∞. Furthermore dimkerA− codimπ2(A) is called the index of A.

For λ ∈ C,

A− λ := {(x, y − λx) ∈ H|(x, y) ∈ A}.

If (A− λ)−1 is the graph of an operator in B(H), λ is called a regular value of A. The resolvent set

ρ(A) of A is the set of all regular values of A. σ(A) := C\ρ(A) is called the spectrum of A. σ(A)

can be decomposed into three disjoint parts:

σp(A) = {λ ∈ C|ker(A− λ) 6= 0},

σc(A) = {λ ∈ C|ker(A− λ) = 0, π2(A− λ) = H, λ 6∈ ρ(A)},

σr(A) = {λ ∈ C|ker(A− λ) = 0, π2(A− λ) 6= H}.

These are called point spectrum, continuous spectrum and residual spectrum of A respectively.

The symplectic complement A∗ of A is called the adjoint relation of A. We have

• H = kerA⊕⊥ π2(A∗),
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• (Closed Range Theorem) π2(A) is closed if and only if π2(A
∗) is closed.

For details of these claims, see Prop. 1.3.2 and Thm. 1.3.5 in [3]. For a linear relation A,

• λ ∈ ρ(A) if and only if λ̄ ∈ ρ(A∗);

• λ ∈ σr(A) if and only if ker(A− λ) = 0 and λ ∈ σp(A
∗).

See Prop. 1.3.10 in [3].

If A is isotropic or A ⊂ A∗, A is called a symmetric relation. If A = A∗, A is called a self-adjoint

relation. If S is a self-adjoint relation such that A ⊂ S ⊂ A∗, S is called a self-adjoint extension of

A. If T is a closed simple symmetric operator not densely defined in H , its graph AT is a symmetric

relation. Then A∗
T is only a linear relation rather than an operator, but A∗

T /AT is still a strong

symplectic Hilbert space. If the signature (n+, n−) is such that n± ≥ 1, Γ± can still be defined on

A∗
T and a Green’s formula holds.

If A is symmetric, dimker(A∗ − λ) for λ ∈ C+ ∪ C− is locally constant [3, Thm. 1.2.5]. These

constants are just the above n±. Let ̂ker(A∗ − λ) = {(x, λx)|x ∈ ker(A∗ − λ)}. If λ ∈ ρ(B) for an

extension B of A. Then the following Krein decomposition holds:

A∗ = B ⊕ ̂ker(A∗ − λ).

The Weyl curve of A now can be defined in the same way as in § 4. If a symplectic isomorphism Φ

between A∗
T /AT andH+⊕⊥H− is chosen, then the extensions A± determined by Γ±x̂ = 0 for x̂ ∈ A∗

T

are actually maximal accumulative and dissipative relations in H respectively. By Coro. 1.6.5 in

[3], C± ⊂ ρ(A±). Then Prop. 4.7 and Corol. 4.8 in § 4 continue to hold even the simple symmetric

operator T is not densely defined.

U ∈ U(H) is called a symmetry of a linear relation A in H , if U · A := {(Ux,Uy) ∈ H|(x, y) ∈

A} = A.

As was implied in § 3, for a self-adjoint relation S in H , there is a closed subspace K ⊂ H and a

self-adjoint operator A in K such that

S = {(x,Ax+ y) ∈ H|x ∈ D(A), y ∈ K⊥}.

Then σ(S) = σ(A) and Smul = K⊥. If furthermore S is a self-adjoint extension of a simple symmetric

operator with deficiency indices (n, n) where n ∈ N, then it’s easy to see dimSmul ≤ n.
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