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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).
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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(\))~!, where A()) is a compact
linear operator that depends holomorphically on the complex parameter A. 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

) and (|_19_6_d), which concentrated on matrices (rather than operators)
that depend on a complex parameterﬁl 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 Gran

), 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 ), M), and [Fali
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ITHolomorphic 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 Molled (2003) and |Giittel 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 all (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 19714 Later authors have given alternative proofs of (versions of) Keldysh’s
representation theorem; see for instance |Gohberg and Sigal (1971), Mennicken and Moller (1984).
Some partial results have been rediscovered independently, as discussed later in this paper. Text-
book treatments can be found in [Mennicken and Méller (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.[G.0) that does give both an equal status.

2 Problem setting

Let Q be a fixed open subset of the complex plane. The ring of holomorphic functions and the field
of meromorphic functions defined on €2 are denoted by H and by M, respectively. Throughout
the paper, attention is focused on a fixed point Ay € €. The ring of locally holomorphic functions
(i.e., functions that are holomorphic in a neighborhood of \g) is denoted by Hy. Due to the fact
that zeros of holomorphic functions are isolated, a function y € Hg is a unit in Hy (i.e., has an
inverse in Hg) if and only if y(A\g) # 0.

A matrix M € M™*™ is said to be invertible when it has an inverse in M"™*™ or, equivalently,
when det M is not identically zero. A matrix M € Hg™" that has an inverse in H{ " is said to
be unimodular (with respect to the ring Hop). It follows from Cramer’s rule that M € Hg*" is
unimodular if and only if det M is a unit in Hy, i.e., if and only if the constant matrix M(\g) €
C"*™ is nonsingular. We will say that a matrix M € Hy*™ is left (right) unimodular when it
has a left (right) inverse in H('*"; this happens if and only if the constant matrix M (\o) has full

column (row) rank.

2See the editor’s note in [Keldysh (1971).



For notational convenience, define xo € H by
Xo(A) =A =X (A e Q). (1)

The Laurent expansion around Ay of a matrix M € M"™*™ can then be written as

oo
M= My (2)
j=—s
with M; € C"*" (j = —s,—s+1,...). The meromorphic matrix M is said to have a pole at g
if there exists j < 0 such that M; # 0, and the order of the pole at Ag is the smallest value of
j for which this holds. Matrices in Hgy*" are said to have pole order 0 at A\g. The coefficient of
Xo Lin the Laurent series expansion is called the residue of M at \g. The part of the sum in @
that corresponds to indices j < 0 is called the principal part of M at A\g. 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 “=7 is used in this paper to express equality of principal parts at A\g. In other
words, given My, My € M™ ™ we define

M, =M, < there exists H € Hy ™ such that My = My + H. (3)

This could also be written in a more standard way as M; = M mod H XM bhut it is convenient
to use a shorter form. The notation in (8] is applied in the same way to vectors in M™. We will
also use the quotient space M™/H{ 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 Ag. In other words, the equivalence relation is the one given by equality of
principal parts at Ag. The equivalence class of y € M™ will be denoted by [y].

To avoid repetitions, throughout the paper the symbol T' will denote a matrix in H"*"™ that is
invertible as a meromorphic matrix and that has a singularity at A, i.e., we have det T'(Ag) = 0
while det T is not identically 0. It follows from Cramer’s rule that 7! is meromorphic. The order

of the pole of T~1 at )¢ is denoted by s, i.e.,
s=min{j >0 | Xg)Tf1 € Hy "} (4)

We also write
r = dimker T'(\g). (5)

The number r is called the geometric multiplicity of the root of the holomorphic matrix 7" at the
point Ag. The algebraic multiplicity of the root of T at Ag is the multiplicity of A as a root of the

scalar function det T'.

3 Partial multiplicities and root functions

In the ring Hg, 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 ¢ of the first is equal to



or higher than the multiplicity of the zero at A of the second. These properties imply in particular
that H 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 [MacDuffed (1946,
Thm. 26.2)).

Theorem 3.1 (Smith form w.r.t. Ho). There exist unimodular matrices U, Ur € H ™" and
uniquely determined nonnegative integers ma, ..., m, such that
UrTUg = diag(xg™,---,x0™) (my >+ > my). (6)

The numbers m; are called the partial multiplicities of the root of T at Ag. It follows from (@) that
the algebraic multiplicity is the sum of the partial multiplicities. Since the pole order of T at Aq is
the same as that of any matrix obtained from 7" by left and right unimodular transformations, we
have s = max;<;<, m; = my. Note also that m, > 0, and m; =0for ¢ =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:
A = diag(xg™, ..., x0"") € Ho<". (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 m; relate to the coefficients in the power series expansion of 7" around Ag. Fortunately,
an alternative way of determining the partial multiplicities is available. Define a sequence of

subspaces of C™ as follows
Ly ={y(No) |y € Hy, Ty € xoH3} (1=0,1,2,...). (8)

Note that L; D Lj41 for all j, since x)T ' Hy € xdHy for all j. Also, Ly = ker T()\o), and L; = {0}

for j > s. Define a corresponding nonincreasing sequence of nonnegative integers by
l; =dim L; (j=0,1,2,...). (9)

Lemma 3.2. The integers £; defined in (4) 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 € H{*" be given, and take
yY € L;j(TU). There exists § € Hy such that §(\g) = y° and TUG € xé?—[{}. Defining y € H{
by y = U, we have Ty € x}HE, so that y(\o) € L;(T). Since 3° = §(Xo) = U~ (Ao)y(Xo), this
shows that L;(TU) C U~ (\o)L;(T). Similarly we have L;(T) C U(Xo)L;(TU), and it follows
that dim L;(T) = dim L;(TU). O

By reduction to Smith form, one finds the following.

3We will also write L;(T) in cases where T needs to be specified. [Mennicken and Mélled (2003, p. 14) give a
different but equivalent definition.



Proposition 3.3. For all j > 0, we have
ti=#{1<i<n|m = j} (10)

where the integers m; are given by (0).

Because the integers m; are in nonincreasing order, we can also write ¢; = max{: > 1 | m; > j}
instead of ([I0). Therefore, m; > j if and only if ¢; > 4. This shows that (m;);=12, . relates to

(¢;)j=1,2,... in the same way as ({;);=1,2,... relates to (m;);=12, .. Consequently, we have
m;=max{j >1|{; >i}=#{j>1|¢ >i} (i=1,...,n). (11)

From (I0) it also follows that #{¢ | m; = j} = ¢; — {;41, so that

domi=> 3 —t) =D L. (12)
i=1 J=1 =1

The sequences (¢1,...,¢s) and (mq,...,m,) are conjugate partitions of their common sum in the
sense of enumerative combinatorics; see for instance |IAndrews (1998, Def. 1.8).

From (I, one sees that the partial multiplicities m; can be determined by computing the
dimensions of the subspaces L; (j = 1,...,s)[1 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 \g.

Proposition 3.4. For j > 1, a vector y° € C" belongs to the subspace L; if and only if there

exist vectors y*, ...,y =t € C™ such that

k
1

D TP o)y P =0 forall0<k<j—1. (13)
p=0 P

Proof. For a vector y € Hj with power series expansion y = Z;io Y Xf) around Ag, the left hand

side of ([[3) gives the k-th coefficient of the power series expansion of Ty around Ag. Therefore,

if vectors y!,...,9771 are given such that ([3) is satisfied, then the function defined by y =

Zi;é Xby? satisﬁes y(No) =y® and Ty € X%H{}. Conversely, take y° € L;, and let y € H} be such

that Ty € x3H5. Since (Ty)*) (\g) = 0 for 0 < k < j — 1, the vectors defined for p=1,...,j — 1

by y? = y®)(\g)/p! satisfy ([I3). -

The following definition is standard in the literature; see for instance [IMennicken and Moller
(2003, Def. 1.6)§

Definition 3.5. A function y € H" is said to be a root function for T at Ao if y(Ag) # 0 and
T(Mo)y(Ao) = 0. The order of the zero of Ty at A¢ is called the multiplicity of y (with respect to
T at Ag), and is denoted by v(y).

4Consequently, one might define the partial multiplicities m; by (1), rather than via the Smith form. This is
the route taken in [Mennicken and Molled (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 A\g form a basis for the
nullspace of T'(Ag); compare Prop.[.6] below.

50ne might use Ho rather than # in the definition of root functions without causing harm. See also Lemma



Gohberg and Sigal (1971) attribute the introduction of root functions to Krein and Trofimov
(1969) and [Palant (1970) independentlyH Keldyshl (1951,11971) instead uses “systems of eigenvec-
tors and associated vectors”. Such a system appears as the sequence of coeflicients of a polynomial
root functiona The coefficient corresponding to the constant term of the polynomial is called
an eigenvector, since it must belong to ker T'(\g), and the other coefficients are called associated
vectors. In part of the literature (for instance [Bart et all (1979)), a system of eigenvectors and
associated vectors is called a Jordan chain.

In Def.[3H] root functions are required to be holomorphic throughout the domain €2, whereas,
in the definition of the subspaces L; in (§)), locally holomorphic functions were used. The fol-
lowing lemma (which formalizes a remark in [Mennicken and Méller (2003, p. 14)) shows that this

difference is inconsequential.

Lemma 3.6. A vector y° € C™ with y° # 0 belongs to the subspace L; if and only if there exists

a root function y € H™ of multiplicity j such that y(\o) = y°.

Proof. 1f y° € L;, then, by definition, there exists § € H{ such that §(\o) = y° and Ty €
x%?—[’ol. For a function y € H™ to be such that y(A\g) = yo and Ty € X%Hg, it is sufficient that
y®) (No) = §*(No) for k = 0,1,...,5. 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. O

4 Canonical matrices

For any matrix M € H{™™, one can unambiguously define an induced mapping M from the

quotient space M™ /H{" to the quotient space M"™/H{ by
M: [y] = [My] (y € M™). (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 € H{ is a root function for T" at Ao with multiplicity at least
j if and only if [x, J y] € ker T. To connect the dimension of ker T' to the multiplicities defined in

([6)), we need the following simple lemma.

Lemma 4.1. If M € Hy*™ is left unimodular, then the induced mapping M: M™/H7 —
M™JHY is injective.

Proof. To prove the claim, we have to show that, if y € M™ is such that My € H, then y € Hy'.

But this is immediate, since M has a left inverse in Hgy"*". O

Proposition 4.2. We have

T
dimker T = Zmi. (15)
i=1
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 IMacaev and Palantl (1966) in mind. The source cited
by IMennicken and Moller (2003) for the notion of root functions is |Trofimov (1968).
"Requiring root functions to be polynomial is possible (see the proof of Lemma [B8)); this restriction is often
viewed as inconvenient, however.




Proof. If U € H{*" is unimodular, then, for any [y] € kerT, we have [U~'y] € kerTU and
UlU 'y] = [y]. This shows that the induced mapping U : M"/H — M"/H} maps the space
ker TU onto the space ker T. Since U is injective by the above lemma, it follows that dimker TU =
dimker T. Again by the lemma above, we also have ker UT = ker T when U is unimodular. We
can therefore use the Smith form to conclude that (IH) holds. O

Proposition 4.3. If {y1,...,y4} is a collection of root functions for T at Ao such that the constant
vectors {y1(Xo), ..., yq(Xo)} 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 A¢.

Proof. Let Y € Hi*? be defined as the matrix with columns y; (i = 1,...,q), write v; = v(y;),
and define D = diag(x(',-..,Xo"). Note that Y is left unimodular. By the definition of root
functions, we have TYD~! € Hy™?, which implies that the space (YD H)/Hy C M™/HY is
a subspace of kerT. Since the induced mapping Y is injective on M?/H@ by Lemma T the
dimension of (YD~ H{)/Hy is the same as the dimension of (D~'H{)/HZ. The matrix D induces
a bijective mapping from (D~'H{)/HE to Hy /(DHY). The dimension of the latter space is equal
to Y7, v, since it has a basis consisting of equivalence classes modulo DHy of the form [X%ei],
where e; denotes the i-th unit vector in H¢ (i =1,...,q) and 0 < j < v; — 1. It follows that

q T
> v =dim (D7'HE) /HE = dim (YD 'HE) /HE < dimker T = > " m,.
=1

i=1

The proposition motivates the following definition.

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

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

(i) the vectors y1(Ao), ..., ¥r(Ao) € C™ are linearly independent;

(i) Diy vlys) = 2ty s

(iii) the multiplicities v(y;) are in nonincreasing order, i.e., v(y;) > v(yx) 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 {y?,...,y} of ker T'(\g) is adapted to the nonincreasing sequence
{L;}1<j<s when, for each j = 1,...,s, the subspace L; is spanned by the vectors y?,.. .,ygj
where ¢; = dim L;. Clearly, one can construct such a basis by starting with a basis for the

smallest subspace Lg, 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 Ao exists.

Proof. Take a basis {y?,...,4%} for ker T'(\g) that is adapted to the sequence Li,...,Ls. By
Lemma 3.6, there are root functions y1, ..., ¥y, such that y;(\o) = y? for i = 1,...,7 and v(y;) > j

when y? € L;. Because of the adaptedness of the basis, the root functions that are constructed



in this way contain ¢,,, elements with multiplicity at least m1 = s, ln, — €y, elements with

multiplicity at least ms, and so on. Therefore, we have (using ([I2)))

T

Sowly) =D i =) =D =Y mi (16)
= =1 i=1

i=1
By Prop.[3] equality holds, and the system {y1,...,y,} is canonical. O

Proposition 4.6. If {y1,...,yr} is a canonical system, then v(y;) = m; fori=1,...,r.

Proof. Write v; := v(y;). For j = 1,...,s, define éj =#{1 <i <r |y > j} The sequences
(v1,...,v,) and (fy,...0,) are conjugate partitions, just as (mi,...,m,) and (f1,...,4s) are.
Moreover, since y;(Ao) € L; when v; > j, we have éj < ¢ forall j =1
that

,...,s. It follows

vi=#{1<j<s|l>iy < #1<j<s|l>i=m; (i=1,...,7).

Consequently, the canonicity condition Y, v; = >.._, m; can hold only when v; = m; for all
i=1,...,7. O

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

Definition 4.7. A matrix Y € H"*" is said to be a right canonical matriz (for T at Ao) when its

columns form a canonical system of root functions for 7" at Ag.

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

the following.

Lemma 4.8. IfY is a right canonical matriz for T at Ao, then, for each j =1,...,s, the first {;

columns of Y (Xo) form a basis for the subspace L;.
Recall the definition of the matrix A in (7) and the notation = introduced in (3.

Proposition 4.9. A matriz Y € H"*" is a right canonical matriz for T at Ao if and only if the

following two conditions are satisfied:
(1) Y(Xo) € C™™" has full column rank;
(ii) TYA™! = 0.

Proof. Suppose that conditions (i) and (ii) hold. Condition (ii) is equivalent to the statement that
there exists a matrix H € Hj*" such that TY = HA; ie., Ty; = h;x(" for i = 1,...,r, where
yi € H"™ and h; € H{ denote the i-th columns of Y and H respectively. This implies that y; is a
root function for T at Ao, with multiplicity v(y;) > m;. By condition (i) and Prop.[3] the sum of
the multiplicities of the root functions y; is equal to Y _;_, m;, and hence {y1, ..., y,} is a canonical
system. Conversely, if Y € H"*" is right canonical, then, for each i = 1,...,r, the i-th column of
Y satisfies Ty; € x""Hg by Prop.6l This implies that (ii) holds, and (i) holds by definition. O

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 all (1993).



Proposition 4.10. Let Y be a right canonical matriz for T at Ao. Then the constant matriz
(TYA™1) (o) € C™ " has full column rank, and the following direct sum decomposition holds:

C" =imT(\o) @ im (TYA™H)(No). (17)

Proof. For a proof by contradiction, suppose there exist y° € C"* and z € C", with o # 0, such
that (TYA™Y)(\o)z = T'(Xo)y°. Define k = min{j > 1 | x)JA 'z € Hj}. From xy§A 'z € HY
it follows that x; = 0 for all indices ¢ such that m; > k + 1, ie., 1 < i < lgyq. Write z :=
(xEA=12)(\o). Note that  # 0, because otherwise we would have x5 'A~1z € H} and k would
not be minimal. Define y = y§(YA~!'z —y°) € Hp. The assumption (TY A1) (Ag)z = T(No)y°
implies that TYA™ 'z — Ty° € oMy, and hence Ty = x§(TYA 'z — Ty°) € xETHE. Tt follows
that y(Ao) € Lgt1. On the other hand, y(Ao) = Y (Ao)Z, and the vector & inherits from z the
property that all of its entries with indices i < fiy; are 0. In view of Lemma L8 we have a
contradiction. It follows that the matrix (TYA~1)(\g) has full column rank (for this, take y° = 0)
and that im T'(A\o) Nim (TYA™1)(X\g) = {0}. The proof is completed by noting that the dimension
of imT'(\g) is n — r, while dimim (TYA~1)(\g) = r by the full column rank property. O

5 Keldysh’s theorem

A holomorphic row vector v of length n is said to be a left root function for T at X\ when v(Ag) # 0
and v(Ag)T(Ao) = 0. The notion of a left canonical matrix for 7" at A¢ is defined analogously to
Def.[7] and one has the following characterization.

Proposition 5.1. A matrix V€ H"™" is a left canonical matriz for T at Ao if and only if
V(Xo) € C™*™ has full row rank, and A='VT = 0.

Prop.[4.10 translates to left canonical matrices as follows.

Proposition 5.2. Let V be a left canonical matriz for T at Ag. Then the constant matric
(AYVT)(No) has full row rank, and the following direct sum decomposition holds:

C" =ker T(\g) @ ker (A™*VT)(No). (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 \g. Then
the matrices AT'VTY € H{*" and VIYA™' € Hy™" are unimodular.

Proof. From the definition of right canonical matrices, it follows that Y(A\g) € C**" is a ba-
sis matrix for ker T'(\g). Since the subspace ker A=1VT()\g) is complementary to ker T'(\g) by
Prop.E2 the matrix (A™1VTY)(A\o) = (A7VT)(Ao)Y (Xo) € C"™*" is nonsingular. Consequently,
A~YVTY is unimodular. The proof for VI'YA™! is analogous. O

The Smith form may be used to show that the principal part of 7! at A\¢ can be described in

terms of suitably chosen left and right canonical matrices for T at .



Theorem 5.4. There exist left and right canonical matrices V. and Y for T at Ao such that
T-'=YA~lV.

Proof. There are unimodular matrices U, Ug € H " such that, with conformable partitioning,

A0 U?
T=vf U3 i 19
L L 0 Infr U}z% ( )
Write, again with conformable partitioning,
Vv -
vit= L. U=y Y] (20)
We have
-1 At 0 \% .~
=y ] o | =vAT WV YTV = vATY (21)

From the fact that [V (Xg) Y (\o)] is nonsingular it follows that ¥ (o) has full column rank 7.
Multiplying from the left by 7' and from the right by U}, one finds from ) that TYA™! = 0, so
that Y is right canonical by Prop.EJl Left canonicity of V' is proved analogously. O

Remark 5.5. For future reference, note that from ([I9) and (20) it also follows that

VTY VTY
VTY VTY

A 0

: 22
0 I._ (22)

Ty v]-

In particular, we have VTY = A.

Thm.[E4lis the matrix version of Thm. 7.1 inMﬂg_am;LSigaj (ll})ll'), and the proof as given
above follows their argument. The result given in Kgldyﬁd 1951), 11971) has a stronger matrix

version. We write it as follows.

Theorem 5.6 (Keldysh 1951). For any right canonical matriz Y for T at Ao, there exists a left
canonical matrix V. for T at Ao, determined uniquely up to addition of a matriz of the form AH
with H € H"™*™, such that

T =yATlv. (23)

For any such matriz V', one has
ATTVTYA™ = AL (24)

Condition (24) is called the biorthogonality condition. It is stated here in essentially the form
given by mmm_Mﬁzl;ﬁJ dZQlj, 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 byMﬁH (IL%j, |L17j) and byMMmlm
tzﬁy

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 Mgmmw dZ_O_Oj)
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Lemma 5.7. Let Y € H"™" be a right canonical matriz for T at Ao, and suppose V. € H™™ is
such that T~' — YA™'V has pole order j > 1 at \g. Then there exists a matric V e H™" such
that T-' = YA='V has pole order at most j — 1 at Ag.

Proof. Write A = T—! — YA™'V. By assumption, there are matrices A;,...,A; € C"*" such
that A = Ayxg' +---+ Ajxy”. For any z € C", we have Ajz = (x)Az)(\o) € Lj, since
TxéAx = xé([ —TYA W)z € xé?—{ﬁ by Prop.[£.9] This implies, by Lemma [£8], that each of the
columns of A; can be written as a linear combination of the first ¢; columns of Y'(X\g). Let the
submatrix of Y formed by these columns be denoted by Yi.,, and let M € C%>*™ be such that
Aj = Y1.;(Ao)M. Then the pole order of A — xgjyl;ng at Ag is at most j — 1. Now define

M
O(Tffj)xn '

Note that V € H"*™, since m; > j for i < ¢;. Moreover,

V=V+yx,"A

- . M .
T YAV =A-YA y,’A [0 =A—x,"Y1.e, M

so that V has the required properties. O
Keldysh’s theorem, in the matrix case, can now be proved as follows.

Proof. Existence of V' € H"*™ 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.d9t let
Z € Hy*"™ 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 TYA™! € H{*". Next, if V satisfies (23), then
clearly the same holds for any matrix V of the form V =V + AH where H € H™*™. Conversely,
suppose that V, V € H"*™ both satisfy 23). Define H = A~'(V — V); then V =V + AH. We
have YH = 0; multiplication from the left by Z shows that H belongs to Hgy*". Since H is of the
form H = A=V with V € H"*", and A only has zeros at Ao, it follows that in fact H € H">".
By multiplying both sides of ([23]) from the left by Z and from the right by T', one finds that
A~'VT = 0. Furthermore, the biorthogonality relation (24)) means that there exists a matrix
H € H{*" such that A™! = A='WTYA~! + H, which implies that VI'YA™! = I, — AH. Since
A(XNg) = 0and TYA™ € HJ*", it follows that V (A\o)(TYA™!)(A\o) = I, which implies that V' (A)
has full row rank. Canonicity of V' now follows from Prop.Edl O

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 A='V and YA~! are
polynomial matrices in xg ! 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 € HY*™ be left unimodular, and let j > 1. If y € HY satisfies My € x)HP,
then y € x\Hy.

Proof. Let M € H{*” be a left inverse of M. For y € My such that My € y}H?%, we have
y = M(My) € xyHg- =

Theorem 6.2. For any left canonical matriz V for T at X\, there exists a right canonical matriz'Y
for T at \g such that the biorthogonality condition (Z4)) holds. This matriz is determined uniquely
up to addition of a matriz of the form HA with H € H™*". Formula (23) for the principal part
of T~1 at \g holds with any such matriz.

Proof. Existence has already been shown in Thm.E6 Relation (24) is equivalent to existence
of a matrix H € Ho " such that AT'VTY =1+ HA. To prove uniqueness of right canonical
matrices Y that satisfy this equation, up to an additive term of the form HA with H € H™*",
we need to show that, if (i) A"'VTY = HA where H € H3*" and (ii) Y is the difference of two
right canonical matrices, then Y = HA for some H € H"*". Condition (i) can be restated in
columnwise fashion as

AW Ty € xJVH] (i=1,...,r)

where y; denotes the i-th column of Y. Condition (ii) implies that T'y; € xg" “Hg foralli=1,...,r.
By Prop.£2 and Lemma 6.0l combination of the two conditions leads to the conclusion that
yi € xg""Hy for all i = 1,...,r. In other words, YA™! does not have a singularity at Ag. Since A
only has zeros at A\g and Y € H"*" it follows that in fact YA ™! has no singularities at all in the
domain Q; i.e., Y = HA for some H € H"*".

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 Y that satisfies the relation
T-1 = YA~V as well as the biorthogonality condition. By what has been proved in the previous
paragraph, there exists H € H"*" such that Y =Y + HA. From the fact that 7! = YA~V it
then follows that we also have T—! = YA~!V. O

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 € H™*" and Y € H"™*" be left and right canonical matrices, respectively,
for T at Ng. Then the matriz VTY is invertible, and the biorthogonality relation (24) holds if and

only if
(VTY) ' = A"t (25)
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Proof. Tt has been shown in Cor.[53 that A™'VTY is unimodular; hence, VTY is invertible.
Suppose now that (24) holds, so that there exists a matrix H € Hy*" such that A~'VTYA™! =
A~! + H. From this one finds, upon multiplying from the left by (A=1VTY)~!, that

A = (ATVTIY) AT+ (ATWVTY) T H = (VTY) T+ (AT'VTY) T H

which implies that A=t = (VTY)~ L.

Conversely, suppose there exists a matrix H € H{*" such that (VIY)™! = A~! + H.
Multiplying from the right by A, one finds I + HA = (VTY) 'A = (A7'VTY)™!, so that
A7YWTY = (I + HA)~'. We can then write

TVIYAT =+ HA)" A" ={I+HA) " (I+H T —-H)=A""-(I+HA)"H
AT A A)~tAaTt At A)A™? AT At

which shows that AT'VTY A~ = A—1L O
The following two lemmas will be used in the proof of the main novel result of this paper.

Lemma 6.4. If M € H{*" is right unimodular, then there exists a unimodular matriz Ur =
U} U3 in ’ng(rﬂn_r)) such that MU} U%] = (I, 0].

Proof. Since M is right unimodular, the matrix M ()\g) € C™*" has full row rank. Consequently,
we can choose a matrix My € C™~")*" such that the matrix My € C"*™ obtained by stacking
M (Xo) and My is nonsingular. The matrix M € Ho ™" obtained by stacking M and M is then

unimodular. Define Ur = M~! € H2*", and partition this matrix as Ur = [U} U] with
Ul € Hy™". We have

iy vk U3] = b 0

MO R R 0 In—r
so that in particular MU} U3] = [I. 0]. O

Lemma 6.5. Let M € C"*", and write dimker M = r. Let N;, € C"=")*" gnd N € C*(n—7)
be matrices such that Ng has full column rank, ker N Nim M = {0}, and im Nr Nker M = {0}.
Then the matrizc N, MNg € C=")X(=") 45 nonsingular.

Proof. Suppose x € C" is such that N, M Ngx = 0. Then M Nrx € im M Nker N, = {0}, so that
MNgz = 0. Consequently, Nrz € ker M Nim Nr = {0}, so that Ngaz = 0 and hence z =0. O

Theorem 6.6. Let V € H™ " and Y € H"*" be left and right canonical matrices, respectively,
for T at X\g. Then VTY € H"™ " is invertible, and the principal part of T~ at g is given by

T'=Y(VTY) 'V (26)

Proof. The claim concerning invertibility of V'Y was proven already in Prop.[6.3l Since A™'VT €
Ho™™ is right unimodular, it follows from Lemma [6.4] that there exists a left unimodular matrix
Y € ng(nfr) such that A~'VTY = 0. In particular, (A~'VT)(Xo)Y (Ao) = 0. Because Y (o)
has full column rank, it follows that imY (\g) = ker (A~'VT)(\g). Then Prop.5.2 shows that
imY (Ag) Nker T(X\o) = {0}. Since Y (o) is a basis matrix for kerT'(\g), this means that the
composite matrix [Y (\g) Y(Ag)] € C**" is nonsingular, and hence the matrix [V Y] € HE*" is
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unimodular. From the fact that A~'VTY = 0, it also follows that VTY = 0. Similarly, one can
find a right unimodular matrix V € H((Jnfr)xn such that im T'(\g) Nker V(A\g) = {0}, the composite
matrix in Hy*" formed from V and V is unimodular, and VT'Y = 0. Tt follows from Lemma
that the matrix V(\o)T(Ao)Y (Ag) € C»~")*("=7) i nonsingular, so that VTY € H(()"_T)X("_T) is

unimodular. From

|4 ~ vTYy 0
Ty v] = o
\%4 I 0 vTY
we have
1 [(vry)— 0 v o
771 = [Y } vry)y= 0 | =YYWV + Y (VTY) Y.
0 wvry)~| |
This proves the claim, since Y (VTY)~'V is holomorphic in a neighborhood of Xg. O

The above result shows that both the condition VTY = A (as in Thm.[54] see Remark [5.1)
and the condition (VTY)~! = A~! (as in Thm.[5.6 and Thm.[62 see Prop.[6.3) are sufficient for
Keldysh’s principal part formula [23) to hold.

While formula (28]) is simple and nicely symmetric, in a computation one may prefer to use
one of the alternative forms Y(A“'VTY) A~V or YA"Y(VTYA~1)~1V. The reason for this
is that the matrices A™'VTY and VTYA™! are unimodular as shown in Cor.[5.3} so that the
inverses (or just the first terms in their power series expansions around )g, as needed) can be

computed relatively easily.

7 The semisimple case

The pole of T at g is said to be semisimple when it is of order 1; i.e., x0T ! € Hy*". In several
applications, it is of interest to characterize semisimplicity in terms of root spaces associated to
T at Ao, and to have an expression for the residue of T—! 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 m; defined in (@), semisimplicity holds if and only if m; = 1
for all i = 1,...,r. A characterization in terms of the first two coefficients of the power series

expansion of T' around Ay can be derived as follows.

Proposition 7.1. The pole of T~ at \g is semisimple if and only if
ker T(Ao) N (T"(Ao)) ™" (im T'(No)) = {0}. (27)

Proof. As noted below Thm.B1] the pole order of T at )\ satisfies s = max;—i.. rM; = My.
By Prop.B3] we have m; = 1 if and only if ¢ = 0, where {5 = dim Ly, and Lo is defined by (8).
According to Prop.34] the subspace Lo consists of all vectors y° that satisfy (i) T'(Ag)y" = 0, and
(i) there exists y! € C" such that T(A\o)y' + T’"(Xo)y® = 0. In other words, Ls is given by the
expression at the left hand side of (21)). O
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Alternative characterizations follow from this via the following lemma.

Lemma 7.2. Let matrices M, N € C"*" be given. Write r = dimker M, and let Z;, € C"™*™ and
Zr € C™" be basis matrices for the left and right null spaces of M respectively. The following

statements are equivalent.

(i) ker M N N~1(im M) = {0}.

(i1) ker M Nker N = {0} and im M N N(ker M) = {0}.
(i1i) C" =im M @ N (ker M).

(v) The matric ZLNZg € C™" is nonsingular.

Proof. Assume that (i) holds. Then ker N Nker M = {0}, since ker N C N~1(im M). Take = €
im M NN (ker M), and let y € ker M be such that = Ny. We then have y € ker M NN~ (im M),
so that y = 0 and hence = 0. This proves that (i) implies (ii). Now, assume that (ii) holds.
Take z € ker M N N~1(im M). Then Nz € im M N N(ker M) so that Nx = 0. It follows that
x € ker N Nker M; hence, x = 0. This shows that (ii) implies (i). Equivalence of (ii) and (iii)
follows by noting that

dim(im M + N (ker M)) = dim im M + dim N (ker M)) — dim(im M N N (ker M))
= dimim M + dimker M — dim(ker N N ker M) — dim(im M N N (ker M))
=n — (dim(ker N Nker M) 4 dim(im M N N (ker M))).

Finally, observe that

dimim Zy,NZg = dim N (im Zg) — dim(ker Z, N N(im Zg))
= dim N (ker M) — dim(im M N N (ker M))
= r — (dim(ker N Nker M) + dim(im M N N (ker M))).

Since the matrix Zp N Zg has size r x r, it follows that (ii) and (iv) are equivalent. O

Proposition 7.3. Let Z;, and Zr be basis matrices for the left and right null spaces of T(\o)
respectively. Fach of the following conditions is necessary and sufficient for semisimplicity of the
pole of T~1 at \o.

(i) C* =im T (Xg) @ T" (o) (ker T'(Ao))-

(i1) ker T'(Ag) Nker T'(Ag) = {0} and im T'(Mg) NT'(No)(ker T'(Xg)) = {0}.
(i1t) The matriz ZiT'(MNo)Zr € C™*" is nonsingular.

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

the corollary implies that the matrix Xo_lZRTZL € Hy™" is unimodular. Since (XElZRTZL)()\o) =
ZrT' (M) ZL, it follows that ZrT'(N\g)ZL, is nonsingular.

If semisimplicity holds, the principal part of T~! at Ay consists only of the residue, denoted by
Res(T~1; \g). 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 C™*" (C™"*") is
left (right) canonical if and only if it is a basis matrix for the left (right) null space of T'(\g). From
Thm.[5.6] one then has the following corollary.

Corollary 7.4. If the pole of T~ at Ao is semisimple, then, given any basis matriz Zr € C**"
for the right null space of T'(X\o), there exists a uniquely determined basis matriz Zy € C™*" for
the left null space of T'(M\o) such that the residue of T—1 at Ao is given by ZrZy. The matriz Zp,
satisfies

ZiT' (M) Zr = 1. (28)

Proof. Let Zr be a basis matrix for kerT'()\g). Thm.E.8 implies that there exists a uniquely
determined constant matrix Zy, such that 7' = ZgRA~'Z; = x5 'ZrZy. This shows that the
residue of T~1 at \g is given by ZgrZy,. Since Z1T(\g)Zr = 0, it follows from the biorthogonality
condition (24]) that

Xo 1 =x02Z2LTZr = xo " 2T (Xo) ZR-

This implies (28]). O

One can now reason as follows. Let a basis matrix Zr € C"*" for ker T'(\g) be given, and
let Z;, € C™™ be an arbitrary left basis matrix for the left null space of T'((\g). Let Z;, denote
the left basis matrix obtained from Cor.[[4l Since Z; and Z; are both left basis matrices, there
exists a nonsingular matrix M € C"*" such that Z, = MZp,. Equation (28) then implies that
MZT'(A\)Zr = I, and hence M = (ZT'(\o)Zr)~". Tt follows that Z;, = (Z,T'(Mo)Zr) " Zy.
This leads to the next corollary.

Corollary 7.5. Suppose that the pole of T~ at g is semisimple. Let Z; € C"™*™ and Zr € C™*"
be basis matrices for the left and the right null spaces of T(\o) respectively. Then the matriz
Z1T'(No)Zr € C™%" is nonsingular, and the residue of T™1 at \g is given by

Res(T™ 5 \o) = Zr(ZrT' (M) ZR) " Zy. (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 7' with nonsingular leading coefficient matrix, [Lancasten (1966,
Thm. 4.3) proves that a necessary condition for the pole of T~1 at \g to be semisimple is that there
exists basis matrices Zr, and Zg for the left and right null spaces of Z(\g) such that Z;,7"(A\o)Zr =
I, and that the residue is then given by ZrZ;,. The proof uses a linearization techniqueH Working
in an infinite-dimensional setting and also using a linearization technique, [Howland (1971) shows
that (i) and (ii) in Prop.[Z.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, |[Schumachen (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.

16



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 (ZpT"(\g)Zgr)~! is missing in that paper!] Condition (iii) also appears in
Mennicken and Méller (2003, Prop. 1.7.3)@ with a derivation on the basis of Keldysh’s theorem.

The pole of T at Ay 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.[5.0]
implies that, for any right null vector y° of T'((\g), there exists a left null vector v" of T'(\g) such
that 771 = x; 'y%°. Since left null vectors are determined up to a nonzero scalar factor, it is
immediate from the biorthogonality condition x,2v°Ty? = x; ' that the vector v° required in
Keldysh’s theorem should be chosen such that v97"()\g)y° = 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
Ao is semisimple, and let Z, and Zg be basis matrices for the left and right null spaces of T (o)
respectively. We have

(ZRTZL)™" = (xo " ZrRTZ1) *xg " = (ZRT' (M) Z1) "xp

Applying (26), one arrives at the residue formula (29).
As a final comment, we note that, while the semisimplicity condition in Prop.[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 Z;, and Zr be basis matrices for the left and right null spaces of T(\o)
respectively. The pole of T at Ao is semisimple if and only if the matriz ZpT'(Ao)Zr € C"*" is
nonsingular, and in that case the residue of T=1 at \o is given by (29).

Proof. Let T = U, TUg where Uy, Ug € H¢ ™™ are unimodular. Since T()\O) =Ur(Mo)T(Mo)Ur(No)
where Uz, (X\o) and Ug()\o) are nonsingular, we have dimker T'(\g) = dimker T'(A\g) = r. The pole

of T~1 at Ao is semisimple if and only if the same holds for 771, and in that case we have
Res(T™ 5 Mo) = (Ur(Mo)) " 'Res(T 71 Xo) (UL (X)) L (30)

Let Z;, (Z1) € C*™ and Zg (Zr) € C"*" be basis matrices for the left and right null spaces
of T(Xo) (T'(N\o)). Since Ur(X\o)Zr and Zp are both basis matrices for ker T'(\o), there exists a
nonsingular matrix Mr € C"™*" such that U R()\O)Z r = ZrMpg. 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 Z; and Zg such that
Z1,T'(X\o)Zg 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 (Zr, Zg) if and only
if it holds for all such pairs.
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matrix My € C™" such that ZLUL(/\O) = My Z;. Hence,

Z1T' (M) Zr = Z1(UL(X0)T(Xo)Ur(No) + Ur(Xo)T' (Mo)Ur(No) + Uz (Mo)T(Ao)Uk(Xo)) Zr
— My ZiT' (M) ZrMg.

It follows that the matrix Z;T"(\g)Zr € C"*" is nonsingular if and only if the same is true for
Z1.T' (M) Zg. If this holds, then it follows by comparing [B0) with

Zr(ZT' (M) Zr) " 21 = (Ur(M0))  Zr(ZLT (M) ZR) " ZL (UL (o)) (31)

that the residue formula (29) is valid for T if and only if it is valid for 7. 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

AeQ)

™ = [A?) IO, ]

with A = diag(x(™,...,x(") as in (7). Basis matrices for the left and right null spaces of T' at

Ao are given by

Zi=1 o,  Zn=

We have Z1T'(M\o)Zr = A’(Xg). This matrix is nonsingular if and only if m; = 1 foralli =1,...,r,
i.e., if and only if the pole of T~1 at )¢ is semisimple. If this holds, then A = xoI, so that
ZLT/()\())ZR = ZLZR = Ir, and

7! =

1
Xo I 0 0 0 |4 O L / -1
= + = Zr(ZT" (A .
. In—r‘| L) N B N R r(ZLT (MNo)ZRr) ZL

References

George E. Andrews. The Theory of Partitions. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, UK,
1998.

H. Bart, I. Gohberg, and M.A. Kaashoek. Minimal Factorization of Matriz and Operator Func-
tions. Birkhauser, Basel, 1979.

Brendan K. Beare and Alexis Akira Toda. The effect of reducible Markov modulation on tail
probabilities in models of random growth. arXiv:2405.13556, 2024.

Brendan K. Beare, Won-Ki Seo, and Alexis Akira Toda. Tail behavior of stopped Lévy processes
with Markov modulation. Econometric Theory, 38:986-1013, 2022.

Wolf-Jiirgen Beyn. An integral method for solving nonlinear eigenvalue problems. Linear Algebra
and Its Applications, 436:3839-3863, 2012.

Robert F. Engle and Clive W.J. Granger. Co-integration and error correction: representation,
estimation, and testing. Econometrica, 55:251-276, 1987.

Mario Faliva and Maria Grazia Zoia. Dynamic Model Analysis: Advanced Matriz Methods and
Unit-root Econometrics Representation Theorems (2nd ed.). Springer, Berlin, 2009.

18



R.A. Frazer, W.J. Duncan, and A.R. Collar. FElementary Matrices and Some Applications to
Dynamics and Differential Equations. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, UK, 1938.

I. Gohberg, M.A. Kaashoek, and F. van Schagen. On the local theory of regular analytic matrix
functions. Linear Algebra and Its Applications, 182:9-25, 1993.

I.C. Gohberg and E.I. Sigal. An operator generalization of the logarithmic residue theorem and
the theorem of Rouché. Mathematics of the USSR — Sbornik, 13(4):603-625, 1971.

Stefan Giittel and Frangoise Tisseur. The nonlinear eigenvalue problem. Acta Numerica, 26:1-94,
2017.

James S. Howland. Simple poles of operator-valued functions. Journal of Mathematical Analysis
and Applications, 36:12-21, 1971.

Segren Johansen. Representation of cointegrated autoregressive processes with application to frac-
tional processes. Econometric Reviews, 28:121-145, 2008.

M.V. Keldysh. On the characteristic values and characteristic functions of certain classes of non-
selfadjoint equations. Doklady Akademii Nauk SSSR, 77:11-14, 1951. (Russian.) An English
translation is available as an appendix in: A.S. Markus, Introduction to the Spectral Theory
of Polynomial Operator Pencils. Translated by H.H. McFaden. Translations of Mathematical
Monographs, vol. 71, American Mathematical Society, Providence, RI, 1988.

M.V. Keldysh. On the completeness of the eigenfunctions of some classes of non-selfadjoint linear
operators. Russian Mathematical Surveys, 26:15-44, 1971.

Vladimir Kozlov and Vladimir Maz’ya. Differential Equations with Operator Coefficients. Springer,
Berlin, 2013.

S.G. Krein and V.P. Trofimov. Holomorphic operator-valued functions of several complex variables.
Functional Analysis and Its Applications, 3:330-331, 1969.

Lisbeth la Cour. A parametric characterization of integrated vector autoregressive (VAR) pro-
cesses. Fconometric Theory, 14:187-199, 1998.

Peter Lancaster. Lambda-matrices and Vibrating Systems. Pergamon Press, Oxford, UK, 1966.

V.I. Macaev and Yu.A. Palant. Distribution of the spectrum of a polynomial operator pencil.
Doklady Akademii Nauk Armjanskii SSR, 42:257-261, 1966. (Russian.)

C.C. MacDuffee. The Theory of Matrices. Chelsea, New York, 1946. Corrected reprint of first
edition, Springer, 1933.

Reinhard Mennicken and Manfred Moller. Root functions, eigenvectors, associated vectors and
the inverse of a holomorphic operator function. Archiv der Mathematik, 42:455-463, 1984.

Reinhard Mennicken and Manfred Moller. Non-self-adjoint Boundary Figenvalue Problems. Else-
vier, Amsterdam, 2003.

Yu.A. Palant. On a method of testing for the multiple completeness of a system of eigenvectors and
associated vectors of a polynomial operator bundle. Vestnik Khar’kovskogo Gosudarstvennogo
Universiteta, (4) 34:1-13, 1970. (Russian.)

J.M. Schumacher. Dynamic analysis of flexible spacecraft: some mathematical aspects. ESTEC
Working Paper 1403, European Space Research and Technology Centre, Noordwijk, the Nether-
lands, February 1985.

J.M. Schumacher. Residue formulas for meromorphic matrices. In C.I. Byrnes and A. Lindquist,
editors, Computational and Combinatorial Methods in Systems Theory, pages 97-112. North-
Holland, Amsterdam, 1986.

Stanly Steinberg. Meromorphic families of compact operators. Archive for Rational Mechanics
and Analysis, 31:372-379, 1968.

V.P. Trofimov. The root subspaces of operators that depend analytically on a parameter. Matem-
aticheskie Issledovaniya, 3(9):117-125, 1968. (Russian.)

19



	Introduction
	Problem setting
	Partial multiplicities and root functions
	Canonical matrices
	Keldysh's theorem
	Extensions
	The semisimple case

