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Abstract

In a variety of applications, the problem comes up of describing the principal part of the

inverse of a holomorphic operator at an eigenvalue in terms of left and right root functions

associated to the eigenvalue. Such a description was given by Keldysh in 1951. His theorem,

the proof of which was published only in 1971, is a fundamental result in the local spectral

theory of operator-valued functions. Here we present a streamlined derivation in the matrix

case, and we extend Keldysh’s theorem by means of a new principal part formula. Special

attention is given to the semisimple case (first-order poles).

Keywords: matrix-valued function, root functions, principal part, semisimplicity condition,

residue formula.

MSC: 47A56, 15A54, 15A24.

1 Introduction

In 1951, M.V. Keldysh gave a representation theorem for the principal part, at a given point in the

complex plane, of operator-valued functions of the form (I + A(λ))−1, where A(λ) is a compact

linear operator that depends holomorphically on the complex parameter λ. Keldysh’s work was

primarily motivated by applications to the dynamic analysis of flexible structures, in particular

aircraft. Similar applications have motivated another early stream of research, exemplified by

Frazer et al. (1938) and Lancaster (1966), which concentrated on matrices (rather than operators)

that depend on a complex parameter.1 In more recent years, while the local spectral theory of

matrix-valued functions has remained highly relevant in the study of vibrating structures, applica-

tions in other areas have emerged as well. Perhaps most notably, a key result in Engle and Granger

(1987), one of the publications for which the authors received the Nobel Prize in Economics in

2003, is a representation theorem for the principal part of the inverse of a holomorphic matrix at

a particular point of interest in the complex plane. In the further development of the literature on

cointegration in econometric theory, the local spectral theory of matrix-valued functions has con-

tinued to play a central role; see for example la Cour (1998), Johansen (2008), and Faliva and Zoia

∗Amsterdam School of Economics, University of Amsterdam, Amsterdam, the Netherlands. E-mail:
j.m.schumacher@uva.nl. ORCID 0000-0001-5753-3412.

1Holomorphic operator-valued functions are classically used to describe relations between forces and displace-
ments in a mechanical structure as a function of a complex (Fourier transform) parameter. The matrix case appears
when attention is focused on forces and displacements at finitely many points; the vibration of the structure itself
may then still be described by a partial differential equation.
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(2009). For the use of Keldysh’s theorem in the numerical analysis of nonlinear eigenvalue prob-

lems, one may consult for instance Mennicken and Möller (2003) and Güttel and Tisseur (2017).

Kozlov and Maz’ya (2013, p. 6), in their monograph on differential equations with operator co-

efficients, refer to the theorem as a fundamental result. Generally speaking, Keldysh’s theorem

can play a key role in situations where transform analysis is applied in a multivariate setting; for

recent examples in the context of Markov-modulated stochastic processes, see Beare et al. (2022)

and Beare and Toda (2024).

Keldysh’s 1951 paper is a short note without proofs, containing the representation theorem as

well as a completeness theorem for extended systems of eigenvectors. Proofs of both theorems were

provided by Keldysh in a manuscript that was written in 1950 and circulated in 1951, but that

was published only in 1971.2 Later authors have given alternative proofs of (versions of) Keldysh’s

representation theorem; see for instance Gohberg and Sigal (1971), Mennicken and Möller (1984).

Some partial results have been rediscovered independently, as discussed later in this paper. Text-

book treatments can be found in Mennicken and Möller (2003) and Kozlov and Maz’ya (2013),

both in an operator setting.

For many applications, the matrix case is sufficient. In this case, the theory has its own

characteristics; techniques from commutative algebra can be used with ease, and it is natural to

treat left and right eigenvectors on an equal footing. We present below a derivation of Keldysh’s

theorem in the matrix case using an approach that might be termed geometric, since the treatment

is centered around a certain sequence of subspaces associated to a singularity of a matrix-valued

function. The classical theory may in this way become more accessible to researchers interested

in matrix-valued functions. A remark that can be made about the principal part expression given

by Keldysh is that it does not treat left and right root spaces symmetrically. In this paper, a new

principal part formula is obtained (Thm. 6.6) that does give both an equal status.

2 Problem setting

Let Ω be a fixed open subset of the complex plane. The ring of holomorphic functions and the field

of meromorphic functions defined on Ω are denoted by H and by M, respectively. Throughout

the paper, attention is focused on a fixed point λ0 ∈ Ω. The ring of locally holomorphic functions

(i.e., functions that are holomorphic in a neighborhood of λ0) is denoted by H0. Due to the fact

that zeros of holomorphic functions are isolated, a function y ∈ H0 is a unit in H0 (i.e., has an

inverse in H0) if and only if y(λ0) 6= 0.

A matrix M ∈ Mn×n is said to be invertible when it has an inverse in Mn×n, or, equivalently,

when detM is not identically zero. A matrix M ∈ Hn×n
0 that has an inverse in Hn×n

0 is said to

be unimodular (with respect to the ring H0). It follows from Cramer’s rule that M ∈ Hn×n
0 is

unimodular if and only if detM is a unit in H0, i.e., if and only if the constant matrix M(λ0) ∈

Cn×n is nonsingular. We will say that a matrix M ∈ Hn×m
0 is left (right) unimodular when it

has a left (right) inverse in Hm×n
0 ; this happens if and only if the constant matrix M(λ0) has full

column (row) rank.

2See the editor’s note in Keldysh (1971).
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For notational convenience, define χ0 ∈ H by

χ0(λ) = λ− λ0 (λ ∈ Ω). (1)

The Laurent expansion around λ0 of a matrix M ∈ Mn×m can then be written as

M =

∞
∑

j=−s

Mjχ
j
0 (2)

with Mj ∈ Cn×n (j = −s,−s+ 1, . . . ). The meromorphic matrix M is said to have a pole at λ0

if there exists j < 0 such that Mj 6= 0, and the order of the pole at λ0 is the smallest value of

j for which this holds. Matrices in Hn×n
0 are said to have pole order 0 at λ0. The coefficient of

χ−1
0 in the Laurent series expansion is called the residue of M at λ0. The part of the sum in (2)

that corresponds to indices j < 0 is called the principal part of M at λ0. The same terminology

may be used when m = 1 or n = 1 and M is viewed as a column or row vector, rather than as a

matrix.

The notation “
.
=” is used in this paper to express equality of principal parts at λ0. In other

words, given M1,M2 ∈ Mn×m, we define

M1
.
= M2 ⇔ there exists H ∈ Hn×m

0 such that M2 = M1 +H. (3)

This could also be written in a more standard way as M1 = M2 mod Hn×m
0 , but it is convenient

to use a shorter form. The notation in (3) is applied in the same way to vectors in Mn. We will

also use the quotient space Mn/Hn
0 consisting of equivalence classes of vector functions, where

two meromorphic vectors are taken to be equivalent when their difference is holomorphic in a

neighborhood of λ0. In other words, the equivalence relation is the one given by equality of

principal parts at λ0. The equivalence class of y ∈ Mn will be denoted by [y].

To avoid repetitions, throughout the paper the symbol T will denote a matrix in Hn×n that is

invertible as a meromorphic matrix and that has a singularity at λ0, i.e., we have detT (λ0) = 0

while detT is not identically 0. It follows from Cramer’s rule that T−1 is meromorphic. The order

of the pole of T−1 at λ0 is denoted by s, i.e.,

s = min{j ≥ 0 | χj
0T

−1 ∈ Hn×n
0 }. (4)

We also write

r = dimkerT (λ0). (5)

The number r is called the geometric multiplicity of the root of the holomorphic matrix T at the

point λ0. The algebraic multiplicity of the root of T at λ0 is the multiplicity of λ0 as a root of the

scalar function detT .

3 Partial multiplicities and root functions

In the ring H0, the product of two elements can only be 0 if at least one of them is 0, and an

element is divisible by another if and only if the multiplicity of the zero at λ0 of the first is equal to

3



or higher than the multiplicity of the zero at λ0 of the second. These properties imply in particular

that H0 is a principal ideal domain. One can therefore use the canonical form for matrices over

principal ideal domains that was given by H.J.S. Smith in 1861 (see for instance MacDuffee (1946,

Thm. 26.2)).

Theorem 3.1 (Smith form w.r.t. H0). There exist unimodular matrices UL, UR ∈ Hn×n
0 and

uniquely determined nonnegative integers m1, . . . ,mn such that

ULTUR = diag(χm1

0 , . . . , χmn

0 ) (m1 ≥ · · · ≥ mn). (6)

The numbers mi are called the partial multiplicities of the root of T at λ0. It follows from (6) that

the algebraic multiplicity is the sum of the partial multiplicities. Since the pole order of T at λ0 is

the same as that of any matrix obtained from T by left and right unimodular transformations, we

have s = max1≤i≤n mi = m1. Note also that mr > 0, and mi = 0 for i = r + 1, . . . , n. It will be

convenient to define a diagonal matrix containing only the diagonal elements in the Smith form

that correspond to positive partial multiplicities:

∆ = diag(χm1

0 , . . . , χmr

0 ) ∈ Hr×r
0 . (7)

There is a constructive algorithm by which any given holomorphic matrix can be reduced to

Smith form. The algorithm is laborious, however, and gives little insight in the way in which the

invariants mi relate to the coefficients in the power series expansion of T around λ0. Fortunately,

an alternative way of determining the partial multiplicities is available. Define a sequence of

subspaces of Cn as follows:3

Lj = {y(λ0) | y ∈ Hn
0 , T y ∈ χj

0H
n
0 } (j = 0, 1, 2, . . . ). (8)

Note that Lj ⊃ Lj+1 for all j, since χj+1
0 Hn

0 ⊂ χj
0H

n
0 for all j. Also, L1 = kerT (λ0), and Lj = {0}

for j > s. Define a corresponding nonincreasing sequence of nonnegative integers by

ℓj = dimLj (j = 0, 1, 2, . . . ). (9)

Lemma 3.2. The integers ℓj defined in (9) are invariants under left and right multiplication of

T by unimodular matrices.

Proof. Fix j ≥ 0. Invariance under left multiplication by unimodular matrices is immediate.

To prove the other half of the claim, let a unimodular matrix U ∈ Hn×n
0 be given, and take

y0 ∈ Lj(TU). There exists ỹ ∈ Hn
0 such that ỹ(λ0) = y0 and TUỹ ∈ χj

0H
n
0 . Defining y ∈ Hn

0

by y = Uỹ, we have Ty ∈ χj
0H

n
0 , so that y(λ0) ∈ Lj(T ). Since y0 = ỹ(λ0) = U−1(λ0)y(λ0), this

shows that Lj(TU) ⊂ U−1(λ0)Lj(T ). Similarly we have Lj(T ) ⊂ U(λ0)Lj(TU), and it follows

that dimLj(T ) = dimLj(TU).

By reduction to Smith form, one finds the following.

3We will also write Lj(T ) in cases where T needs to be specified. Mennicken and Möller (2003, p. 14) give a
different but equivalent definition.
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Proposition 3.3. For all j ≥ 0, we have

ℓj = #{1 ≤ i ≤ n | mi ≥ j} (10)

where the integers mi are given by (6).

Because the integers mi are in nonincreasing order, we can also write ℓj = max{i ≥ 1 | mi ≥ j}

instead of (10). Therefore, mi ≥ j if and only if ℓj ≥ i. This shows that (mi)i=1,2,... relates to

(ℓj)j=1,2,... in the same way as (ℓj)j=1,2,... relates to (mi)i=1,2,.... Consequently, we have

mi = max{j ≥ 1 | ℓj ≥ i} = #{j ≥ 1 | ℓj ≥ i} (i = 1, . . . , n). (11)

From (10) it also follows that #{i | mi = j} = ℓj − ℓj+1, so that

r
∑

i=1

mi =

s
∑

j=1

j(ℓj − ℓj+1) =

s
∑

j=1

ℓj. (12)

The sequences (ℓ1, . . . , ℓs) and (m1, . . . ,mr) are conjugate partitions of their common sum in the

sense of enumerative combinatorics; see for instance Andrews (1998, Def. 1.8).

From (11), one sees that the partial multiplicities mi can be determined by computing the

dimensions of the subspaces Lj (j = 1, . . . , s).4 The following proposition shows that finding these

dimensions is a matter of solving finite systems of linear equations stated in terms of the first s

coefficients in the power series expansion of T around λ0.

Proposition 3.4. For j ≥ 1, a vector y0 ∈ Cn belongs to the subspace Lj if and only if there

exist vectors y1, . . . , yj−1 ∈ Cn such that

k
∑

p=0

1

p!
T (p)(λ0)y

k−p = 0 for all 0 ≤ k ≤ j − 1. (13)

Proof. For a vector y ∈ Hn
0 with power series expansion y =

∑∞

j=0 y
jχj

0 around λ0, the left hand

side of (13) gives the k-th coefficient of the power series expansion of Ty around λ0. Therefore,

if vectors y1, . . . , yj−1 are given such that (13) is satisfied, then the function defined by y =
∑j−1

p=0 χ
p
0y

p satisfies y(λ0) = y0 and Ty ∈ χj
0H

n
0 . Conversely, take y

0 ∈ Lj, and let y ∈ Hn
0 be such

that Ty ∈ χj
0H

n
0 . Since (Ty)(k)(λ0) = 0 for 0 ≤ k ≤ j − 1, the vectors defined for p = 1, . . . , j − 1

by yp = y(p)(λ0)/p! satisfy (13).

The following definition is standard in the literature; see for instance Mennicken and Möller

(2003, Def. 1.6).5

Definition 3.5. A function y ∈ Hn is said to be a root function for T at λ0 if y(λ0) 6= 0 and

T (λ0)y(λ0) = 0. The order of the zero of Ty at λ0 is called the multiplicity of y (with respect to

T at λ0), and is denoted by ν(y).

4Consequently, one might define the partial multiplicities mi by (11), rather than via the Smith form. This is
the route taken in Mennicken and Möller (2003). In the work of Keldysh (1951, 1971), partial multiplicities appear
as the maximal multiplicities that appear in systems of root functions whose evaluations at λ0 form a basis for the
nullspace of T (λ0); compare Prop. 4.6 below.

5One might use H0 rather than H in the definition of root functions without causing harm. See also Lemma
3.6.
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Gohberg and Sigal (1971) attribute the introduction of root functions to Krĕın and Trofimov

(1969) and Palant (1970) independently.6 Keldysh (1951, 1971) instead uses “systems of eigenvec-

tors and associated vectors”. Such a system appears as the sequence of coefficients of a polynomial

root function.7 The coefficient corresponding to the constant term of the polynomial is called

an eigenvector, since it must belong to kerT (λ0), and the other coefficients are called associated

vectors. In part of the literature (for instance Bart et al. (1979)), a system of eigenvectors and

associated vectors is called a Jordan chain.

In Def. 3.5, root functions are required to be holomorphic throughout the domain Ω, whereas,

in the definition of the subspaces Lj in (8), locally holomorphic functions were used. The fol-

lowing lemma (which formalizes a remark in Mennicken and Möller (2003, p. 14)) shows that this

difference is inconsequential.

Lemma 3.6. A vector y0 ∈ Cn with y0 6= 0 belongs to the subspace Lj if and only if there exists

a root function y ∈ Hn of multiplicity j such that y(λ0) = y0.

Proof. If y0 ∈ Lj, then, by definition, there exists ỹ ∈ Hn
0 such that ỹ(λ0) = y0 and T ỹ ∈

χj
0H

n
0 . For a function y ∈ Hn to be such that y(λ0) = y0 and Ty ∈ χj

0H
n
0 , it is sufficient that

y(k)(λ0) = ỹ(k)(λ0) for k = 0, 1, . . . , j. These requirements can indeed be satisfied; in particular,

one can choose y to be a polynomial. This proves the “only if” part of the claim; the “if” part is

trivial.

4 Canonical matrices

For any matrix M ∈ Hn×m
0 , one can unambiguously define an induced mapping M from the

quotient space Mm/Hm
0 to the quotient space Mn/Hn

0 by

M : [y] 7→ [My] (y ∈ Mm). (14)

This is a linear mapping. The relevance of the induced mapping to the concept of root functions is

indicated by the fact that a vector y ∈ Hn
0 is a root function for T at λ0 with multiplicity at least

j if and only if [χ−j
0 y] ∈ kerT . To connect the dimension of kerT to the multiplicities defined in

(6), we need the following simple lemma.

Lemma 4.1. If M ∈ Hn×m
0 is left unimodular, then the induced mapping M : Mm/Hm

0 →

Mn/Hn
0 is injective.

Proof. To prove the claim, we have to show that, if y ∈ Mm is such that My ∈ Hn
0 , then y ∈ Hm

0 .

But this is immediate, since M has a left inverse in Hm×n
0 .

Proposition 4.2. We have

dimkerT =

r
∑

i=1

mi. (15)

6The latter paper is as given in the list of references of Gohberg and Sigal (1971), but they actually refer to it
as being authored by Macaev and Palant. Perhaps they had Macaev and Palant (1966) in mind. The source cited
by Mennicken and Möller (2003) for the notion of root functions is Trofimov (1968).

7Requiring root functions to be polynomial is possible (see the proof of Lemma 3.6); this restriction is often
viewed as inconvenient, however.
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Proof. If U ∈ Hn×n
0 is unimodular, then, for any [y] ∈ kerT , we have [U−1y] ∈ kerTU and

U [U−1y] = [y]. This shows that the induced mapping U : Mn/Hn
0 → Mn/Hn

0 maps the space

kerTU onto the space kerT . Since U is injective by the above lemma, it follows that dimkerTU =

dimkerT . Again by the lemma above, we also have kerUT = kerT when U is unimodular. We

can therefore use the Smith form to conclude that (15) holds.

Proposition 4.3. If {y1, . . . , yq} is a collection of root functions for T at λ0 such that the constant

vectors {y1(λ0), . . . , yq(λ0)} are linearly independent, then the sum of the multiplicities of these

root functions does not exceed the algebraic multiplicity of the root of T at λ0.

Proof. Let Y ∈ Hn×q
0 be defined as the matrix with columns yi (i = 1, . . . , q), write νi = ν(yi),

and define D = diag(χν1
0 , . . . , χ

νq
0 ). Note that Y is left unimodular. By the definition of root

functions, we have TYD−1 ∈ Hn×q
0 , which implies that the space (YD−1Hq

0)/H
n
0 ⊂ Mn/Hn

0 is

a subspace of kerT . Since the induced mapping Y is injective on Mq/Hq
0 by Lemma 4.1, the

dimension of (YD−1Hq
0)/H

n
0 is the same as the dimension of (D−1Hq

0)/H
q
0. The matrix D induces

a bijective mapping from (D−1Hq
0)/H

q
0 to Hn

0 /(DHn
0 ). The dimension of the latter space is equal

to
∑q

i=1 νi, since it has a basis consisting of equivalence classes modulo DHn
0 of the form [χj

0ei],

where ei denotes the i-th unit vector in Hq
0 (i = 1, . . . , q) and 0 ≤ j ≤ νi − 1. It follows that

q
∑

i=1

νi = dim (D−1Hq
0)/H

q
0 = dim (YD−1Hq

0)/H
q
0 ≤ dimkerT =

r
∑

i=1

mi.

The proposition motivates the following definition.

Definition 4.4. A canonical system of root functions for T at λ0 is a collection {y1, . . . , yr} of

root functions for T at λ0 such that the following conditions are satisfied:

(i) the vectors y1(λ0), . . . , yr(λ0) ∈ C
n are linearly independent;

(ii)
∑r

i=1 ν(yi) =
∑r

i=1 mi;

(iii) the multiplicities ν(yi) are in nonincreasing order, i.e., ν(yi) ≥ ν(yk) whenever i ≤ k.

Condition (iii) can of course always be satisfied by reordering the root functions if necessary; the

requirement just serves to simplify the notation.

We shall say that a basis {y01, . . . , y
0
r} of kerT (λ0) is adapted to the nonincreasing sequence

{Lj}1≤j≤s when, for each j = 1, . . . , s, the subspace Lj is spanned by the vectors y01 , . . . , y
0
ℓj

where ℓj = dimLj . Clearly, one can construct such a basis by starting with a basis for the

smallest subspace Ls, then extending it to a basis for the next larger subspace Ls−1, and so on.

Proposition 4.5. A canonical system of root functions for T at λ0 exists.

Proof. Take a basis {y01 , . . . , y
0
r} for kerT (λ0) that is adapted to the sequence L1, . . . , Ls. By

Lemma 3.6, there are root functions y1, . . . , yr such that yi(λ0) = y0i for i = 1, . . . , r and ν(yi) ≥ j

when y0i ∈ Lj. Because of the adaptedness of the basis, the root functions that are constructed

7



in this way contain ℓm1
elements with multiplicity at least m1 = s, ℓm2

− ℓm1
elements with

multiplicity at least m2, and so on. Therefore, we have (using (12))

r
∑

i=1

ν(yi) ≥

s
∑

j=1

j(ℓj − ℓj+1) =

s
∑

j=1

ℓj =

r
∑

i=1

mi. (16)

By Prop. 4.3, equality holds, and the system {y1, . . . , yr} is canonical.

Proposition 4.6. If {y1, . . . , yr} is a canonical system, then ν(yi) = mi for i = 1, . . . , r.

Proof. Write νi := ν(yi). For j = 1, . . . , s, define ℓ̂j = #{1 ≤ i ≤ r | νi ≥ j}. The sequences

(ν1, . . . , νr) and (ℓ̂1, . . . ℓ̂s) are conjugate partitions, just as (m1, . . . ,mr) and (ℓ1, . . . , ℓs) are.

Moreover, since yi(λ0) ∈ Lj when νi ≥ j, we have ℓ̂j ≤ ℓj for all j = 1, . . . , s. It follows

that

νi = #{1 ≤ j ≤ s | ℓ̂j ≥ i} ≤ #{1 ≤ j ≤ s | ℓj ≥ i} = mi (i = 1, . . . , r).

Consequently, the canonicity condition
∑r

i=1 νi =
∑r

i=1 mi can hold only when νi = mi for all

i = 1, . . . , r.

It is convenient to employ a matrix format for canonical systems of root functions.

Definition 4.7. A matrix Y ∈ Hn×r is said to be a right canonical matrix (for T at λ0) when its

columns form a canonical system of root functions for T at λ0.

Since the root functions in a canonical system are ordered by nonincreasing multiplicity, we have

the following.

Lemma 4.8. If Y is a right canonical matrix for T at λ0, then, for each j = 1, . . . , s, the first ℓj

columns of Y (λ0) form a basis for the subspace Lj.

Recall the definition of the matrix ∆ in (7) and the notation
.
= introduced in (3).

Proposition 4.9. A matrix Y ∈ Hn×r is a right canonical matrix for T at λ0 if and only if the

following two conditions are satisfied:

(i) Y (λ0) ∈ Cn×r has full column rank;

(ii) TY∆−1 .
= 0.

Proof. Suppose that conditions (i) and (ii) hold. Condition (ii) is equivalent to the statement that

there exists a matrix H ∈ Hn×r
0 such that TY = H∆; i.e., Tyi = hiχ

mi

0 for i = 1, . . . , r, where

yi ∈ Hn and hi ∈ Hn
0 denote the i-th columns of Y and H respectively. This implies that yi is a

root function for T at λ0, with multiplicity ν(yi) ≥ mi. By condition (i) and Prop. 4.3, the sum of

the multiplicities of the root functions yi is equal to
∑r

i=1 mi, and hence {y1, . . . , yr} is a canonical

system. Conversely, if Y ∈ Hn×r is right canonical, then, for each i = 1, . . . , r, the i-th column of

Y satisfies Tyi ∈ χmi

0 Hn
0 by Prop. 4.6. This implies that (ii) holds, and (i) holds by definition.

The following proposition rephrases and extends Lemma A.9.3 of Kozlov and Maz’ya (2013) in

transposed form. The proof uses a modification of the argument in the proof of Thm. 1.2 in

Gohberg et al. (1993).
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Proposition 4.10. Let Y be a right canonical matrix for T at λ0. Then the constant matrix

(TY∆−1)(λ0) ∈ Cn×r has full column rank, and the following direct sum decomposition holds:

C
n = imT (λ0)⊕ im(TY∆−1)(λ0). (17)

Proof. For a proof by contradiction, suppose there exist y0 ∈ Cn and x ∈ Cr, with x 6= 0, such

that (TY∆−1)(λ0)x = T (λ0)y
0. Define k = min{j ≥ 1 | χj

0∆
−1x ∈ Hr

0}. From χk
0∆

−1x ∈ Hn
0

it follows that xi = 0 for all indices i such that mi ≥ k + 1, i.e., 1 ≤ i ≤ ℓk+1. Write x̂ :=

(χk
0∆

−1x)(λ0). Note that x̂ 6= 0, because otherwise we would have χk−1
0 ∆−1x ∈ Hr

0 and k would

not be minimal. Define y = χk
0(Y∆

−1x − y0) ∈ Hn
0 . The assumption (TY∆−1)(λ0)x = T (λ0)y

0

implies that TY∆−1x− Ty0 ∈ χ0H
n
0 , and hence Ty = χk

0(TY∆
−1x − Ty0) ∈ χk+1

0 Hn
0 . It follows

that y(λ0) ∈ Lk+1. On the other hand, y(λ0) = Y (λ0)x̂, and the vector x̂ inherits from x the

property that all of its entries with indices i ≤ ℓk+1 are 0. In view of Lemma 4.8, we have a

contradiction. It follows that the matrix (TY∆−1)(λ0) has full column rank (for this, take y0 = 0)

and that imT (λ0)∩ im(TY∆−1)(λ0) = {0}. The proof is completed by noting that the dimension

of imT (λ0) is n− r, while dim im(TY∆−1)(λ0) = r by the full column rank property.

5 Keldysh’s theorem

A holomorphic row vector v of length n is said to be a left root function for T at λ when v(λ0) 6= 0

and v(λ0)T (λ0) = 0. The notion of a left canonical matrix for T at λ0 is defined analogously to

Def. 4.7, and one has the following characterization.

Proposition 5.1. A matrix V ∈ Hr×n is a left canonical matrix for T at λ0 if and only if

V (λ0) ∈ Cr×n has full row rank, and ∆−1V T
.
= 0.

Prop. 4.10 translates to left canonical matrices as follows.

Proposition 5.2. Let V be a left canonical matrix for T at λ0. Then the constant matrix

(∆−1V T )(λ0) has full row rank, and the following direct sum decomposition holds:

C
n = kerT (λ0)⊕ ker(∆−1V T )(λ0). (18)

For later use, we note the following corollary.

Corollary 5.3. Let V and Y be left and right canonical matrices, respectively, for T at λ0. Then

the matrices ∆−1V TY ∈ Hr×r
0 and V TY∆−1 ∈ Hr×r

0 are unimodular.

Proof. From the definition of right canonical matrices, it follows that Y (λ0) ∈ C
n×r is a ba-

sis matrix for kerT (λ0). Since the subspace ker ∆−1V T (λ0) is complementary to kerT (λ0) by

Prop. 5.2, the matrix (∆−1V TY )(λ0) = (∆−1V T )(λ0)Y (λ0) ∈ Cr×r is nonsingular. Consequently,

∆−1V TY is unimodular. The proof for V TY∆−1 is analogous.

The Smith form may be used to show that the principal part of T−1 at λ0 can be described in

terms of suitably chosen left and right canonical matrices for T at λ0.
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Theorem 5.4. There exist left and right canonical matrices V and Y for T at λ0 such that

T−1 .
= Y∆−1V .

Proof. There are unimodular matrices UL, UR ∈ Hn×n
0 such that, with conformable partitioning,

T =
[

U1
L U2

L

]

[

∆ 0

0 In−r

][

U1
R

U2
R

]

. (19)

Write, again with conformable partitioning,

U−1
L =

[

V

Ṽ

]

, U−1
R =

[

Y Ỹ
]

. (20)

We have

T−1 =
[

Y Ỹ
]

[

∆−1 0

0 In−r

][

V

Ṽ

]

= Y∆−1V + Ỹ Ṽ
.
= Y∆−1V. (21)

From the fact that [Y (λ0) Ỹ (λ0)] is nonsingular it follows that Y (λ0) has full column rank r.

Multiplying from the left by T and from the right by U1
L, one finds from (21) that TY∆−1 .

= 0, so

that Y is right canonical by Prop. 5.1. Left canonicity of V is proved analogously.

Remark 5.5. For future reference, note that from (19) and (20) it also follows that

[

∆ 0

0 In−r

]

=

[

V

Ṽ

]

T
[

Y Ỹ
]

=

[

V TY V T Ỹ

Ṽ TY Ṽ T Ỹ

]

. (22)

In particular, we have V TY = ∆.

Thm. 5.4 is the matrix version of Thm. 7.1 in Gohberg and Sigal (1971), and the proof as given

above follows their argument. The result given in Keldysh (1951, 1971) has a stronger matrix

version. We write it as follows.

Theorem 5.6 (Keldysh 1951). For any right canonical matrix Y for T at λ0, there exists a left

canonical matrix V for T at λ0, determined uniquely up to addition of a matrix of the form ∆H

with H ∈ Hr×n, such that

T−1 .
= Y∆−1V. (23)

For any such matrix V , one has

∆−1V TY∆−1 .
= ∆−1. (24)

Condition (24) is called the biorthogonality condition. It is stated here in essentially the form

given by Kozlov and Maz’ya (2013, Thm.A.10.1). These authors also prove (Thm.A.10.2) that

the condition (24) is equivalent to the quadruply indexed formulation in terms of systems of

eigenvectors and associated vectors as given by Keldysh (1951, 1971) and by Mennicken and Möller

(2003).

To prove the theorem, one can make use of the following lemma. The proof as given below is

a rephrasing of part of the argument in the proof of Thm. 1.5.4 in Mennicken and Möller (2003).
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Lemma 5.7. Let Y ∈ Hn×r be a right canonical matrix for T at λ0, and suppose V ∈ Hr×n is

such that T−1 − Y∆−1V has pole order j ≥ 1 at λ0. Then there exists a matrix Ṽ ∈ Hr×n such

that T−1 − Y∆−1Ṽ has pole order at most j − 1 at λ0.

Proof. Write A = T−1 − Y∆−1V . By assumption, there are matrices A1, . . . , Aj ∈ Cn×n such

that A
.
= A1χ

−1
0 + · · · + Ajχ

−j
0 . For any x ∈ Cn, we have Ajx = (χj

0Ax)(λ0) ∈ Lj, since

Tχj
0Ax = χj

0(I − TY∆−1V )x ∈ χj
0H

n
0 by Prop. 4.9. This implies, by Lemma 4.8, that each of the

columns of Aj can be written as a linear combination of the first ℓj columns of Y (λ0). Let the

submatrix of Y formed by these columns be denoted by Y1:ℓj , and let M ∈ Cℓj×n be such that

Aj = Y1:ℓj (λ0)M . Then the pole order of A− χ−j
0 Y1:ℓjM at λ0 is at most j − 1. Now define

Ṽ = V + χ−j
0 ∆

[

M

0(r−ℓj)×n

]

.

Note that Ṽ ∈ Hr×n, since mi ≥ j for i ≤ ℓj. Moreover,

T−1 − Y∆−1Ṽ = A− Y∆−1χ−j
0 ∆

[

M

0

]

= A− χ−j
0 Y1:ℓjM

so that Ṽ has the required properties.

Keldysh’s theorem, in the matrix case, can now be proved as follows.

Proof. Existence of V ∈ Hr×n such that (23) holds follows by repeated application of Lemma 5.7,

starting with V = 0. For the rest of the proof, note that Y is left unimodular by Prop. 4.9; let

Z ∈ Hr×n
0 be a left inverse. The biorthogonality condition (24) is obtained by multiplying both

sides of (23) from the left by Z and from the right by TY∆−1 ∈ Hn×r
0 . Next, if V satisfies (23), then

clearly the same holds for any matrix V̂ of the form V̂ = V +∆H where H ∈ Hr×n. Conversely,

suppose that V, V̂ ∈ Hr×n both satisfy (23). Define H = ∆−1(V̂ − V ); then V̂ = V + ∆H . We

have YH
.
= 0; multiplication from the left by Z shows that H belongs to Hr×n

0 . Since H is of the

form H = ∆−1Ṽ with Ṽ ∈ Hr×n, and ∆ only has zeros at λ0, it follows that in fact H ∈ Hr×n.

By multiplying both sides of (23) from the left by Z and from the right by T , one finds that

∆−1V T
.
= 0. Furthermore, the biorthogonality relation (24) means that there exists a matrix

H ∈ Hr×r
0 such that ∆−1 = ∆−1V TY∆−1 +H , which implies that V TY∆−1 = Ir −∆H . Since

∆(λ0) = 0 and TY∆−1 ∈ Hn×r
0 , it follows that V (λ0)(TY∆

−1)(λ0) = Ir, which implies that V (λ0)

has full row rank. Canonicity of V now follows from Prop. 5.1.

6 Extensions

Kozlov and Maz’ya (2013, Thm.A.10.1) present Keldysh’s theorem with an additional statement

concerning the uniqueness of solutions of the biorthogonality condition (24), read as an equation

for the left canonical matrix V when the right canonical matrix Y is given. They restrict the

choice of left and right canonical matrices V and Y to the ones for which ∆−1V and Y∆−1 are

polynomial matrices in χ−1
0 . This restriction is avoided in the version below. Also, the proof

provides more detailed than is given in Kozlov and Maz’ya (2013). For notational convenience,
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we look at the biorthogonality condition as an equation for the right canonical matrix when the

left canonical matrix is given. The following simple observation will be used.

Lemma 6.1. Let M ∈ Hp×n
0 be left unimodular, and let j ≥ 1. If y ∈ Hn

0 satisfies My ∈ χj
0H

p
0,

then y ∈ χj
0H

n
0 .

Proof. Let M̃ ∈ Hn×p
0 be a left inverse of M . For y ∈ Hn

0 such that My ∈ χj
0H

p
0, we have

y = M̃(My) ∈ χj
0H

n
0 .

Theorem 6.2. For any left canonical matrix V for T at λ0, there exists a right canonical matrix Y

for T at λ0 such that the biorthogonality condition (24) holds. This matrix is determined uniquely

up to addition of a matrix of the form H∆ with H ∈ Hn×r. Formula (23) for the principal part

of T−1 at λ0 holds with any such matrix.

Proof. Existence has already been shown in Thm. 5.6. Relation (24) is equivalent to existence

of a matrix H̃ ∈ Hr×r
0 such that ∆−1V TY = I + H̃∆. To prove uniqueness of right canonical

matrices Y that satisfy this equation, up to an additive term of the form H∆ with H ∈ Hn×r,

we need to show that, if (i) ∆−1V TY = H̃∆ where H̃ ∈ Hr×r
0 and (ii) Y is the difference of two

right canonical matrices, then Y = H∆ for some H ∈ Hn×r. Condition (i) can be restated in

columnwise fashion as

∆−1V Tyi ∈ χmi

0 Hr
0 (i = 1, . . . , r)

where yi denotes the i-th column of Y . Condition (ii) implies that Tyi ∈ χmi

0 Hn
0 for all i = 1, . . . , r.

By Prop. 5.2 and Lemma 6.1, combination of the two conditions leads to the conclusion that

yi ∈ χmi

0 Hn
0 for all i = 1, . . . , r. In other words, Y∆−1 does not have a singularity at λ0. Since ∆

only has zeros at λ0 and Y ∈ Hn×r, it follows that in fact Y∆−1 has no singularities at all in the

domain Ω; i.e., Y = H∆ for some H ∈ Hn×r.

Finally, let Y be a right canonical matrix for which the biorthogonality condition (24) holds.

From the version of Thm. 5.6 in which the left (rather than the right) canonical matrix is taken

to be given, it follows that there exists a right canonical matrix Ỹ that satisfies the relation

T−1 .
= Ỹ∆−1V as well as the biorthogonality condition. By what has been proved in the previous

paragraph, there exists H ∈ Hn×n such that Y = Ỹ +H∆. From the fact that T−1 .
= Ỹ∆−1V , it

then follows that we also have T−1 .
= Y∆−1V .

Gohberg and Sigal (1971) give a principal part formula in which both the right and the left

canonical matrix are supposed to be chosen in a particular way. In the version of Keldysh (1951,

1971), the right canonical matrix can be arbitrarily chosen, but the left canonical matrix needs to

be selected in a special way to match the choice of the right canonical matrix. One may wonder

whether it is possible to give a principal part formula in which both the left and the right canonical

matrix can be arbitrarily chosen. This question is answered in the positive below. First, we show

an alternative form of the biorthogonality condition.

Proposition 6.3. Let V ∈ Hr×n and Y ∈ Hn×r be left and right canonical matrices, respectively,

for T at λ0. Then the matrix V TY is invertible, and the biorthogonality relation (24) holds if and

only if

(V TY )−1 .
= ∆−1. (25)

12



Proof. It has been shown in Cor. 5.3 that ∆−1V TY is unimodular; hence, V TY is invertible.

Suppose now that (24) holds, so that there exists a matrix H ∈ Hr×r
0 such that ∆−1V TY∆−1 =

∆−1 +H . From this one finds, upon multiplying from the left by (∆−1V TY )−1, that

∆−1 = (∆−1V TY )−1∆−1 + (∆−1V TY )−1H = (V TY )−1 + (∆−1V TY )−1H

which implies that ∆−1 .
= (V TY )−1.

Conversely, suppose there exists a matrix H ∈ Hr×r
0 such that (V TY )−1 = ∆−1 + H .

Multiplying from the right by ∆, one finds I + H∆ = (V TY )−1∆ = (∆−1V TY )−1, so that

∆−1V TY = (I +H∆)−1. We can then write

∆−1V TY∆−1 = (I +H∆)−1∆−1 = (I +H∆)−1
(

(I +H∆)∆−1 −H
)

= ∆−1 − (I +H∆)−1H

which shows that ∆−1V TY∆−1 .
= ∆−1.

The following two lemmas will be used in the proof of the main novel result of this paper.

Lemma 6.4. If M ∈ Hr×n
0 is right unimodular, then there exists a unimodular matrix UR =

[U1
R U2

R] in H
n×(r+(n−r))
0 such that M [U1

R U2
R] = [Ir 0].

Proof. Since M is right unimodular, the matrix M(λ0) ∈ C
r×n has full row rank. Consequently,

we can choose a matrix M̃0 ∈ C(n−r)×n such that the matrix M̂0 ∈ Cn×n obtained by stacking

M(λ0) and M̃0 is nonsingular. The matrix M̂ ∈ Hn×n
0 obtained by stacking M and M̃0 is then

unimodular. Define UR = M̂−1 ∈ Hn×n
0 , and partition this matrix as UR = [U1

R U2
R] with

U1
R ∈ Hn×r

0 . We have
[

M

M̃0

]

[

U1
R U2

R

]

=

[

Ir 0

0 In−r

]

so that in particular M [U1
R U2

R] = [Ir 0].

Lemma 6.5. Let M ∈ Cn×n, and write dim kerM = r. Let NL ∈ C(n−r)×n and NR ∈ Cn×(n−r)

be matrices such that NR has full column rank, kerNL ∩ imM = {0}, and imNR ∩ kerM = {0}.

Then the matrix NLMNR ∈ C(n−r)×(n−r) is nonsingular.

Proof. Suppose x ∈ Cn is such that NLMNRx = 0. Then MNRx ∈ imM ∩ kerNL = {0}, so that

MNRx = 0. Consequently, NRx ∈ kerM ∩ imNR = {0}, so that NRx = 0 and hence x = 0.

Theorem 6.6. Let V ∈ Hr×n and Y ∈ Hn×r be left and right canonical matrices, respectively,

for T at λ0. Then V TY ∈ Hr×r is invertible, and the principal part of T−1 at λ0 is given by

T−1 .
= Y (V TY )−1V. (26)

Proof. The claim concerning invertibility of V TY was proven already in Prop. 6.3. Since ∆−1V T ∈

Hr×n
0 is right unimodular, it follows from Lemma 6.4 that there exists a left unimodular matrix

Ỹ ∈ H
n×(n−r)
0 such that ∆−1V T Ỹ = 0. In particular, (∆−1V T )(λ0)Ỹ (λ0) = 0. Because Ỹ (λ0)

has full column rank, it follows that im Ỹ (λ0) = ker (∆−1V T )(λ0). Then Prop. 5.2 shows that

im Ỹ (λ0) ∩ kerT (λ0) = {0}. Since Y (λ0) is a basis matrix for kerT (λ0), this means that the

composite matrix [Y (λ0) Ỹ (λ0)] ∈ Cn×n is nonsingular, and hence the matrix [Y Ỹ ] ∈ Hn×n
0 is
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unimodular. From the fact that ∆−1V T Ỹ = 0, it also follows that V T Ỹ = 0. Similarly, one can

find a right unimodular matrix Ṽ ∈ H
(n−r)×n
0 such that imT (λ0)∩ker Ṽ (λ0) = {0}, the composite

matrix in Hn×n
0 formed from V and Ṽ is unimodular, and Ṽ TY = 0. It follows from Lemma 6.5

that the matrix Ṽ (λ0)T (λ0)Ỹ (λ0) ∈ C(n−r)×(n−r) is nonsingular, so that Ṽ T Ỹ ∈ H
(n−r)×(n−r)
0 is

unimodular. From
[

V

Ṽ

]

T
[

Y Ỹ
]

=

[

V TY 0

0 Ṽ T Ỹ

]

we have

T−1 =
[

Y Ỹ
]

[

(V TY )−1 0

0 (Ṽ T Ỹ )−1

] [

V

Ṽ

]

= Y (V TY )−1V + Ỹ (Ṽ T Ỹ )−1Ṽ .

This proves the claim, since Ỹ (Ṽ T Ỹ )−1Ṽ is holomorphic in a neighborhood of λ0.

The above result shows that both the condition V TY = ∆ (as in Thm. 5.4, see Remark 5.5)

and the condition (V TY )−1 .
= ∆−1 (as in Thm. 5.6 and Thm. 6.2, see Prop. 6.3) are sufficient for

Keldysh’s principal part formula (23) to hold.

While formula (26) is simple and nicely symmetric, in a computation one may prefer to use

one of the alternative forms Y (∆−1V TY )−1∆−1V or Y∆−1(V TY∆−1)−1V . The reason for this

is that the matrices ∆−1V TY and V TY∆−1 are unimodular as shown in Cor. 5.3, so that the

inverses (or just the first terms in their power series expansions around λ0, as needed) can be

computed relatively easily.

7 The semisimple case

The pole of T at λ0 is said to be semisimple when it is of order 1; i.e., χ0T
−1 ∈ Hn×n

0 . In several

applications, it is of interest to characterize semisimplicity in terms of root spaces associated to

T at λ0, and to have an expression for the residue of T−1 in the semisimple case. Conditions for

semisimplicity are not discussed explicitly by Keldysh (1951, 1971), but he does prove (Keldysh,

1971, p. 21) that the pole order is equal to the maximal multiplicity of root functions. Hence, a

necessary and sufficient condition for semisimplicity is that all root functions have multiplicity 1.

In terms of the partial multiplicities mi defined in (6), semisimplicity holds if and only if mi = 1

for all i = 1, . . . , r. A characterization in terms of the first two coefficients of the power series

expansion of T around λ0 can be derived as follows.

Proposition 7.1. The pole of T−1 at λ0 is semisimple if and only if

kerT (λ0) ∩ (T ′(λ0))
−1(im T (λ0)) = {0}. (27)

Proof. As noted below Thm. 3.1, the pole order of T−1 at λ0 satisfies s = maxi=1....,r mi = m1.

By Prop. 3.3, we have m1 = 1 if and only if ℓ2 = 0, where ℓ2 = dimL2, and L2 is defined by (8).

According to Prop. 3.4, the subspace L2 consists of all vectors y0 that satisfy (i) T (λ0)y
0 = 0, and

(ii) there exists y1 ∈ Cn such that T (λ0)y
1 + T ′(λ0)y

0 = 0. In other words, L2 is given by the

expression at the left hand side of (27).
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Alternative characterizations follow from this via the following lemma.

Lemma 7.2. Let matrices M,N ∈ Cn×n be given. Write r = dimkerM , and let ZL ∈ Cr×n and

ZR ∈ Cn×r be basis matrices for the left and right null spaces of M respectively. The following

statements are equivalent.

(i) kerM ∩N−1(imM) = {0}.

(ii) kerM ∩ kerN = {0} and imM ∩N(kerM) = {0}.

(iii) Cn = imM ⊕N(kerM).

(iv) The matrix ZLNZR ∈ Cr×r is nonsingular.

Proof. Assume that (i) holds. Then kerN ∩ kerM = {0}, since kerN ⊂ N−1(imM). Take x ∈

imM ∩N(kerM), and let y ∈ kerM be such that x = Ny. We then have y ∈ kerM ∩N−1(imM),

so that y = 0 and hence x = 0. This proves that (i) implies (ii). Now, assume that (ii) holds.

Take x ∈ kerM ∩ N−1(imM). Then Nx ∈ imM ∩ N(kerM) so that Nx = 0. It follows that

x ∈ kerN ∩ kerM ; hence, x = 0. This shows that (ii) implies (i). Equivalence of (ii) and (iii)

follows by noting that

dim(imM +N(kerM)) = dim imM + dimN(kerM))− dim(imM ∩N(kerM))

= dim imM + dimkerM − dim(kerN ∩ kerM)− dim(imM ∩N(kerM))

= n−
(

dim(kerN ∩ kerM) + dim(imM ∩N(kerM))
)

.

Finally, observe that

dim imZLNZR = dimN(imZR)− dim(kerZL ∩N(imZR))

= dimN(kerM)− dim(imM ∩N(kerM))

= r −
(

dim(kerN ∩ kerM) + dim(imM ∩N(kerM))
)

.

Since the matrix ZLNZR has size r × r, it follows that (ii) and (iv) are equivalent.

Proposition 7.3. Let ZL and ZR be basis matrices for the left and right null spaces of T (λ0)

respectively. Each of the following conditions is necessary and sufficient for semisimplicity of the

pole of T−1 at λ0.

(i) Cn = imT (λ0)⊕ T ′(λ0)(kerT (λ0)).

(ii) kerT (λ0) ∩ kerT ′(λ0) = {0} and imT (λ0) ∩ T ′(λ0)(kerT (λ0)) = {0}.

(iii) The matrix ZLT
′(λ0)ZR ∈ Cr×r is nonsingular.

The necessity of condition (iii) can also be derived from Cor. 5.3. Indeed, in the semisimple case,

the corollary implies that the matrix χ−1
0 ZRTZL ∈ Hr×r

0 is unimodular. Since (χ−1
0 ZRTZL)(λ0) =

ZRT
′(λ0)ZL, it follows that ZRT

′(λ0)ZL is nonsingular.

If semisimplicity holds, the principal part of T−1 at λ0 consists only of the residue, denoted by

Res(T−1;λ0). A formula for the residue can be obtained from Keldysh’s theorem by specializing
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the notions of left and right canonical matrices to the semisimple case. For a first-order pole,

canonical matrices can be constructed using constant vectors only. A matrix in Cr×n (Cn×r) is

left (right) canonical if and only if it is a basis matrix for the left (right) null space of T (λ0). From

Thm. 5.6, one then has the following corollary.

Corollary 7.4. If the pole of T−1 at λ0 is semisimple, then, given any basis matrix ZR ∈ Cn×r

for the right null space of T (λ0), there exists a uniquely determined basis matrix ZL ∈ Cr×n for

the left null space of T (λ0) such that the residue of T−1 at λ0 is given by ZRZL. The matrix ZL

satisfies

ZLT
′(λ0)ZR = I. (28)

Proof. Let ZR be a basis matrix for kerT (λ0). Thm. 5.6 implies that there exists a uniquely

determined constant matrix ZL such that T−1 .
= ZR∆

−1ZL = χ−1
0 ZRZL. This shows that the

residue of T−1 at λ0 is given by ZRZL. Since ZLT (λ0)ZR = 0, it follows from the biorthogonality

condition (24) that

χ−1
0 I

.
= χ−2

0 ZLTZR
.
= χ−1

0 ZLT
′(λ0)ZR.

This implies (28).

One can now reason as follows. Let a basis matrix ZR ∈ Cn×r for kerT (λ0) be given, and

let ZL ∈ Cr×n be an arbitrary left basis matrix for the left null space of T (λ0). Let Z̃L denote

the left basis matrix obtained from Cor. 7.4. Since ZL and Z̃L are both left basis matrices, there

exists a nonsingular matrix M ∈ Cr×r such that Z̃L = MZL. Equation (28) then implies that

MZLT
′(λ0)ZR = I, and hence M = (ZLT

′(λ0)ZR)
−1. It follows that Z̃L = (ZLT

′(λ0)ZR)
−1ZL.

This leads to the next corollary.

Corollary 7.5. Suppose that the pole of T−1 at λ0 is semisimple. Let ZL ∈ Cr×n and ZR ∈ Cn×r

be basis matrices for the left and the right null spaces of T (λ0) respectively. Then the matrix

ZLT
′(λ0)ZR ∈ Cr×r is nonsingular, and the residue of T−1 at λ0 is given by

Res(T−1;λ0) = ZR(ZLT
′(λ0)ZR)

−1ZL. (29)

Semisimplicity conditions and corresponding residue formulas have a somewhat complicated

history. As noted before, conditions for semisimplicity are not given explicitly in Keldysh (1951,

1971). For polynomial matrices T with nonsingular leading coefficient matrix, Lancaster (1966,

Thm. 4.3) proves that a necessary condition for the pole of T−1 at λ0 to be semisimple is that there

exists basis matrices ZL and ZR for the left and right null spaces of Z(λ0) such that ZLT
′(λ0)ZR =

I, and that the residue is then given by ZRZL. The proof uses a linearization technique.8 Working

in an infinite-dimensional setting and also using a linearization technique, Howland (1971) shows

that (i) and (ii) in Prop. 7.3 are both necessary and sufficient for semisimplicity. This extends

earlier work of Steinberg (1968). Neither Howland nor Steinberg gives a formula for the residue,

and both do not refer to Keldysh’s work. In the matrix setting, Schumacher (1985, 1986) gives

8Linearization is meant here in the sense that a linear pencil of matrices is used to represent the given polynomial
matrix T . The assumption that the highest-order coefficient matrix of T is nonsingular is expedient in this context
since it allows a straightforward generalization of the companion form, a standard tool in the theory of higher-order
scalar differential equations.
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condition (iii) as well as the residue formula (29), with a derivation on the basis of the Smith

form. The 1951 paper by Keldysh is referred to, unfortunately with the incorrect claim that the

normalization factor (ZLT
′(λ0)ZR)

−1 is missing in that paper.9 Condition (iii) also appears in

Mennicken and Möller (2003, Prop. 1.7.3),10 with a derivation on the basis of Keldysh’s theorem.

The pole of T at λ0 is said to be simple when in addition to s = 1 we also have r = 1,

i.e., the algebraic multiplicity of the pole is equal to 1. In this case, Keldysh’s theorem Thm. 5.6

implies that, for any right null vector y0 of T (λ0), there exists a left null vector v0 of T (λ0) such

that T−1 .
= χ−1

0 y0v0. Since left null vectors are determined up to a nonzero scalar factor, it is

immediate from the biorthogonality condition χ−2
0 v0Ty0

.
= χ−1

0 that the vector v0 required in

Keldysh’s theorem should be chosen such that v0T ′(λ0)y
0 = 1. Beyn (2012) gives this result and

refers to it as Keldysh’s theorem for simple eigenvalues.

The residue formula (29) for semisimple poles is akin to the principal part formula (26). One

can derive the former from the latter in the following way. Let it be given that the pole of T at

λ0 is semisimple, and let ZL and ZR be basis matrices for the left and right null spaces of T (λ0)

respectively. We have

(ZRTZL)
−1 = (χ−1

0 ZRTZL)
−1χ−1

0
.
= (ZRT

′(λ0)ZL)
−1χ−1

0 .

Applying (26), one arrives at the residue formula (29).

As a final comment, we note that, while the semisimplicity condition in Prop. 7.3(iii) and the

residue formula (29) can be obtained from Keldysh’s theorem as shown above, a short derivation

from the Smith form is possible. The proof below summarizes the argument in Schumacher (1985,

1986).

Proposition 7.6. Let ZL and ZR be basis matrices for the left and right null spaces of T (λ0)

respectively. The pole of T at λ0 is semisimple if and only if the matrix ZLT
′(λ0)ZR ∈ Cr×r is

nonsingular, and in that case the residue of T−1 at λ0 is given by (29).

Proof. Let T̃ = ULTUR where UL, UR ∈ Hn×n
0 are unimodular. Since T̃ (λ0) = UL(λ0)T (λ0)UR(λ0)

where UL(λ0) and UR(λ0) are nonsingular, we have dimker T̃ (λ0) = dimkerT (λ0) = r. The pole

of T̃−1 at λ0 is semisimple if and only if the same holds for T−1, and in that case we have

Res(T̃−1;λ0) = (UR(λ0))
−1Res(T−1;λ0)(UL(λ0))

−1. (30)

Let ZL (Z̃L) ∈ Cr×n and ZR (Z̃R) ∈ Cn×r be basis matrices for the left and right null spaces

of T (λ0) (T̃ (λ0)). Since UR(λ0)Z̃R and ZR are both basis matrices for kerT (λ0), there exists a

nonsingular matrixMR ∈ Cr×r such that UR(λ0)Z̃R = ZRMR. Likewise, there exists a nonsingular

9This calls for an explanation. When writing the cited publications, I was unaware of Keldysh (1971) and had
no direct access to Keldysh (1951), but I did know about the existence of the latter paper from Gohberg and Sigal
(1971). However, Gohberg and Sigal cite Keldysh’s theorem in a version in which the biorthogonality condition is
omitted. From the fact that the normalization factor does not appear in their paper, I wrongly concluded that it had
also not been given by Keldysh. While the residue formula (29) is not stated explicitly in Keldysh (1951), using the
biorthogonality condition one can, as shown above, derive it from Keldysh’s theorem, including the normalization
factor.

10The proposition in fact states as a condition that there should exist basis matrices ZL and ZR such that
ZLT

′(λ0)ZR is nonsingular. Since left (right) basis matrices are defined uniquely up to left (right) multiplication
by a nonsingular matrix, it is clear that the condition holds for a given pair of basis matrices (ZL, ZR) if and only
if it holds for all such pairs.
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matrix ML ∈ Cr×r such that Z̃LUL(λ0) = MLZL. Hence,

Z̃LT̃
′(λ0)Z̃R = Z̃L

(

U ′
L(λ0)T (λ0)UR(λ0) + UL(λ0)T

′(λ0)UR(λ0) + UL(λ0)T (λ0)U
′
R(λ0)

)

Z̃R

= MLZLT
′(λ0)ZRMR.

It follows that the matrix Z̃LT̃
′(λ0)Z̃R ∈ Cr×r is nonsingular if and only if the same is true for

ZLT
′(λ0)ZR. If this holds, then it follows by comparing (30) with

Z̃R(Z̃LT̃
′(λ0)Z̃R)

−1Z̃L = (UR(λ0))
−1ZR(ZLT

′(λ0)ZR)
−1ZL(UL(λ0))

−1 (31)

that the residue formula (29) is valid for T if and only if it is valid for T̃ . To prove the claims of

the proposition, it therefore suffices to verify them for a matrix in Smith form; basis matrices for

left and right null spaces may be arbitrarily chosen. Therefore, suppose the matrix T is given by

T (λ) =

[

∆(λ) 0

0 In−r

]

(λ ∈ Ω)

with ∆ = diag(χm1

0 , . . . , χmr

0 ) as in (7). Basis matrices for the left and right null spaces of T at

λ0 are given by

ZL =
[

Ir 0
]

, ZR =

[

Ir

0

]

.

We have ZLT
′(λ0)ZR = ∆′(λ0). This matrix is nonsingular if and only ifmi = 1 for all i = 1, . . . , r,

i.e., if and only if the pole of T−1 at λ0 is semisimple. If this holds, then ∆ = χ0Ir so that

ZLT
′(λ0)ZR = ZLZR = Ir, and

T−1 =

[

χ−1
0 Ir 0

0 In−r

]

=

[

0 0

0 In−r

]

+ χ−1
0

[

Ir 0

0 0

]

.
= χ−1

0 ZR(ZLT
′(λ0)ZR)

−1ZL.
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