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REPRESENTATIONS OF COMMUTATION RELATIONS IN

DISSIPATIVE QUANTUM MECHANICS

K. A. MAKAROV AND E. TSEKANOVSKĬI

Abstract. We prove the uniqueness theorem for the solutions to the restricted
Weyl commutation relations braiding unitary groups and semi-groups of con-
tractions that are close to unitaries. We also discuss related mathematical
problems of continuous monitoring of quantum systems and provide rigorous
foundations for the exponential decay phenomenon of a resonant state in quan-
tum mechanics.

One might still like to ask: “How does it work? What is the machinery

behind the law?” No one has found any machinery behind the law. No

one can “explain” any more than we have just “explained.” No one

will give you any deeper representation of the situation. We have no

ideas about a more basic mechanism from which these results can be

deduced.

Richard Feynman, The Feynman Lectures on Physics, Volume III
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In respectful memory of our beloved teachers M. Livšic and B. Pavlov.

Part 1. Representations of operator commutation relations

1. Introduction

This book is dedicated to the memory of the remarkable Human Beings and Math-
ematicians Michail Samoilovich Livšic (M.S.) and Boris Sergeevich Pavlov (B.S.).
Their pioneering research in the theory of non-selfadjoint operators and applica-
tions to scattering problems and system theory have attracted many researchers and
made the present book possible.

The Apostolic service to students, colleagues and the mathematical community
provided by M.S. and B.S. was enormous and their good deeds will never be forgot-
ten. The light of scientific accomplishments of M.S. and B.S. shines brightly and
is succinctly described by the poetic word of Galina Volchek:

Uhod� ostavьte Svet! Зto bolьxe, qem ostatьs�...

Зto luqxe, qem prowatьs� i vaжneĭ, qem datь sovet...
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Uhod� ostavьte Svet - pered nim otstupit holod!

Svet soboĭ zapolnit gorod... Daжe esli vas tam net...

The classical Stone-von Neumann theorem [25, 74, 116, 118] states that the
unitary representations of the canonical commutation relations (CCR) of Quantum
Mechanics in the Weyl form [128]

(1.1) UtVs = eistVsUt

for strongly continuous, one-parameter groups of unitary operators Ut and Vs in a
separable Hilbert space H are unitarily equivalent to a direct sum of copies of the
unique irreducible system in the Hilbert space H = L2(R) with

(Utf)(x) = exp(ixt)f(x) and (Vsf)(x) = f(x− s).

For the history of the subject we refer to [106] where one can find a thorough
discussion of the further generalizations initiated by G. W. Mackey in his ground-
breaking paper [74], and the subsequent development in number theory due to A.
Weil [126]. We refer also to the series of publications [11, 19, 35, 51, 66, 72, 104, 105]
where the interested reader can find a truly extensive body of information on the
subject.

The CCR (1.1) can be reformulated in an equivalent infinitesimal form (see [25],
[116]) as a relation for the self-adjoint generator A of the group Vs = eisA

(1.2) UtAU
∗
t = A+ tI on Dom(A), t ∈ R,

or as the equality invoking the spectral measure E(dλ) of the self-adjoint operator
A

UtE(δ)U∗
t = E(δ − t), t ∈ R, δ a Borel set.

It is worth mentioning that rewriting relations (1.1) in its infinitesimal (semi-
Weyl) form (1.2) opens a way for the further developments and generalizations in
various directions.

In this book we choose a presentation line taking into account the following
observation: the Stone-von Neumann uniqueness result [89] implies that if a self-
adjoint operator A satisfies (1.2), then A always admits a symmetric restriction

Ȧ ⊂ A with deficiency indices (1, 1) such that the same commutation relations

(1.3) UtȦU
∗
t = Ȧ+ tI on Dom(Ȧ), t ∈ R,

hold.
Given the commutation relations for a symmetric operator (1.3), see Hypothesis

3.1, the following natural problems can be posed:
(I) a) Characterize such symmetric operator solutions Ȧ up to unitary equiva-

lence;
b) Provide an intrinsic characterization of those solutions.

(II) Find the maximal dissipative solutions Â to the infinitesimal Weyl relations
of the form

(1.4) UtÂU
∗
t = Â+ tI on Dom(Â)

such that Ȧ ⊂ Â ⊂ (Ȧ)∗.
Problem (I) b) was posed in [46] and we will refer to it as the Jørgensen-Muhly

problem.
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Notice that in this situation the semigroup Vs = eisÂ, s ≥ 0, generated by the

dissipative operator Â and the unitary group Ut = eitB , generated by a self-adjoint
operator B = B∗, satisfy the restricted Weyl commutation relations

(1.5) UtVs = eistVsUt, t ∈ R, s ≥ 0.

More generally, one can ask to provide the complete classification (up to mutual

unitary equivalence) of the pairs of corresponding generators (Â, B) under the solely

assumption that the generator Â is an extension of a symmetric operator with
arbitrary deficiency indices (m,n).

Much progress has been achieved in this area of research (see [9, 44, 45, 46,
47, 48, 49, 112, 113], also see [79]). For instance, it is known that a semi-group
satisfies the restricted Weyl relations if and only if the characteristic function of its
generator has a particularly simple form [49, Theorem 20]. Moreover, in this case,
the restricted Weyl system can be dilated to a canonical Weyl system in an extended
Hilbert space [49, Theorem 15]. However, to the best of our knowledge, the complete
classification of irreducible representations of the restricted commutation relations
(1.5), even in the simplest case of deficiency indices (1, 1), has not been obtained
yet.

In this book we give the complete solution to problem (II) under the assump-

tion that the generator Â of the semi-group Vs is a dissipative quasi-selfadjoint
extension [3] of a prime symmetric operator Ȧ with deficiency indices (1, 1). As

in the Stone-von Neumann theorem, we show that the pair (Â, B) of generators is

mutually unitarily equivalent to the “canonical” pair (P̂ ,Q) on a metric graph Y,

finite or infinite. Here P̂ stands for a dissipative differentiation (momentum) op-
erator on Y with appropriate vertex boundary conditions and Q is the self-adjoint
multiplication (position) operator on the graph Y. In contrast to the Stone-von
Neumann uniqueness theorem, where the corresponding graph is just the real axis
(with no reference vertices), the graph geometry of Y is more varied (see Definition
13.6 for the classification). Moreover, the knowledge of the complete set of unitary
invariants of the solutions to the commutation relations determines not only the
geometry of the metric graph Y but also the location of the central vertex of the
graph. For instance, given a solution of the commutation relations on a metric
graph, one obtains new series of unitarily inequivalent solutions by shifting the
graph.

Our approach is based on the detailed study of unitary invariants of operators
such as the Livšic and/or Weyl-Titchmarsh functions associated with the pair of a
symmetric operator and its self-adjoint (reference) extension as well as the charac-
teristic function of a dissipative triple of operators. A comprehensive study of the
concept of a characteristic function associated with various classes of non-selfadjoint
operators, in particular, with applications to scattering theory, system theory and
boundary value problems one can find in [10, 66, 67, 68, 70, 73, 86, 91, 96, 97] as
well as in [1, 4, 7, 12, 13, 15, 16, 17, 22, 23, 62, 63, 69, 71, 72, 85, 87, 88, 90, 95,
98, 102, 109, 119, 120, 123, 129, 131].

The departure point for our study of commutation relations is structure Theorem
3.5. This result states that in the situation in question the characteristic function
of a dissipative triple is either (i) a constant, or (ii) a singular inner function in
the upper half-plane with “mass at infinity”, or (iii) the product of those two. The
examples of differentiation operators (more precisely, a triple of those) with either
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a constant or entire characteristic function are known (see, e.g., [3, Ch. IX]). The
construction of the model differentiation operator/triple in the general case (iii) can
be achieved in the framework of operator coupling theory [78]. Notice that those
examples of differentiation operators are the building blocks in our approach. In
particular, addressing Problem (I) a), we obtain the complete classification of the
symmetric operators with deficiency indices (1, 1) that solve the infinitesimal rela-
tions (1.3) up to unitary equivalence. We also provide an intrinsic characterization
of the corresponding symmetric operator solutions to the commutation relations,
thus giving a comprehensive answer to the Jørgensen-Muhly problem (I) b) [46] (see
Remark 12.3).

In the second part of the book we address the quantum continuous monitor-
ing theory and discuss in detail complementarity of the Quantum Zeno and
Exponential Decay scenarios in frequent quantum measurements ex-
periments. For background material, we refer to [6, 52, 84] and [33, 60, 127],
respectively, and the references therein. In this context, we also want to mention
the revolutionary paper by Gamow [36] who was the first to introduce quantum
states with “complex” energies and, based on this concept, gave an explanation for
the decay law for a quasi-stationary state.

In the framework of our formalism we give a justification for the exponential
decay scenario (under continuous monitoring) by recognizing the phenomenon as
a variant of the Gnedenko-Kolmogorov 1-stable limit theorem. Having this link
in mind, we obtain several principal results in quantum measurement theory. In
particular, we show that a “typical smooth” state of a material (massive) parti-
cle under continuous monitoring is either a Zeno state or an anti-Zeno state (see
Theorems 16.3 and 16.4). In contrast to that, for the systems of massless particles
(fields) the situation is quite different: if the Hamiltonian of the system is given
by the first order differentiation operator, then the quantum Zeno and exponential
decay scenarios are complementary instead. In addition, it turns out that for that
kind of systems, the decay rate is rather sensitive to the choice of a self-adjoint
realization of the Hamiltonian on the metric graph, especially if the graph is not
simply connected. From the point of view of physics, this phenomenon is a man-
ifestation of the Aharonov-Bohm effect. That is, in the absence of the magnetic
field, the magnetic potential by itself affects the magnitude of the decay rate in this
case (see Theorem 17.4 and Section 18, eq. (20.14)). We also notice that the exis-
tence of states the decay rate of which is independent of the Aharonov-Bohm field
is closely related to the search for dissipative operator solutions of the infinitesimal
Weyl commutation relations (1.4).

As an illustration, within continuous monitoring paradigmwe discuss aGedanken-
experiment where the renowned exclusive and interferencemeasurement alternatives
in quantum theory can be rigorously analyzed. In addition, on the basis of an explic-
itly soluble model, we present a variant of the celebrated “double-slit experiment”
in a way that is accessible for mathematicians (see Theorem 20.1, eq. (20.3), and
Theorem 21.1, eq. (21.3)).

We conclude our treatise by the discussion of limit theorems in the framework
of operator coupling theory. More specifically, we introduce a new mode of con-
vergence for dissipative operators (in distribution) and show that basic dissipative
solutions to the commutation relations can be considered analogs of stable distri-
butions in the orthodox probability theory. This observation, in our opinion, sheds
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some light on the foundations of dissipative quantum theory of open systems which
our dear teachers M.S. and B.S. dedicated their scientific life to.

The book is organized as follows.
• In Section 2, following our work [77], we recall the concept of the Weyl-

Titchmarsh and the Livšic functions associated with the pair of operators (Ȧ, A)

where Ȧ is a symmetric operator with deficiency indices (1, 1) and A its self-adjoint

extension. Given a dissipative quasi-selfadjoint extension Â of Ȧ, we also introduce

a characteristic function associated with the triple (Ȧ, Â, A) and provide a char-

acterization of the projection of the deficiency subspace Ker((Ȧ)∗ − zI) onto the

subspace Ker((Ȧ)∗ − zI) along the domain of the dissipative operator Â in terms
of the characteristic function of the triple (see Proposition 2.2).

• In Section 3 we study symmetric operators with deficiency indices (1, 1) that
satisfy the semi-Weyl commutation relations (1.3) (see Hypothesis 3.1). We show

that if Ȧ admits a self-adjoint extension A that solves the same commutation re-
lations as the operator Ȧ does, then the Livšic function associated with the pair
(Ȧ, A) is identically zero in the upper half-plane (see Theorem 3.3). In this case
the corresponding Weyl-Titchmarsh function is z-independent and coincides with
i =

√
−1 on the whole upper half-plane. On the other hand, if Ȧ has no self-adjoint

extension that solves the same commutation relations but does have a dissipative
extension solving (1.4), then Theorem 3.5 asserts that the characteristic function of
the corresponding triple is periodic with a real period and has a particularly simple
form. Notice that in the case where Ȧ admits both a self-adjoint A and a dissipative

extension Â that solve (1.4), the characteristic function of the corresponding triple

(Ȧ, Â, A) is a constant from the open unit disk.
As a corollary to Theorems 3.3 and 3.5 one gets an explicit representation for

the Livšic function of an arbitrary symmetric operator satisfying Hypothesis 3.1
(see Corollary 3.7 for a precise statement).

• In Section 4 we discuss first order symmetric differential operators on a metric
graph Y assuming that the graph is in one of the following three cases: the graph
(i) is the real axis with a reference point, (ii) is a finite interval, and finally, (iii) is
obtained by attaching a finite interval to the real axis. Notice that the symmetric
operators in question solve the semi-Weyl commutation relations (1.3) (see Remark
4.6).

• In Section 5 we give a useful parameterization for the family of all self-adjoint
as well as quasi-selfadjoint extensions of a symmetric differentiation discussed in
Section 4. We also show that any self-adjoint realization DΘ of the symmetric dif-
ferentiation operator Ḋ on the graph Y in Case (iii) serves as a minimal self-adjoint
dilation of an appropriate quasi-selfadjoint dissipative differentiation operator on
the metric graph in Case (ii) (see Theorem 5.7).

• In Section 6 we examine the Livšic functions associated with the pair (Ḋ,DΘ)

where Ḋ is the symmetric operator on the metric graph Y (in Cases (i)-(iii)) and
DΘ is its arbitrary reference self-adjoint extension. In particular, we provide a
complete solution of Problem (I) a) (see Corollary 6.4).

• Section 7 is devoted to the comprehensive study of the corresponding Weyl-
Titchmarsh functions.

• In Section 8, given the graph Y in one of the Cases (i)-(iii), we introduce maxi-
mal dissipative differentiation (model) operators the domains of which are invariant



DISSIPATIVE AND NON-UNITARY REPRESENTATIONS 7

with respect to the group of gauge transformations. Those are the prototypes of
general dissipative solutions to the commutation relations (1.4). Notice that in
Cases (i) and (iii) the corresponding boundary conditions are determined not only
by the geometry of the metric graph Y but also by its peculiar “conductivity” ex-
ponent k, 0 ≤ k < 1, which we call the quantum gate coefficient. We also give an
explicit informal description of the associated contraction semi-groups generated
by these operators. A visualization of the corresponding dissipative dynamics is
shown on Figures 1–3.

• In Section 9 we evaluate the characteristic function of the triples associated
with the model dissipative operators discussed in Section 8 and prove the converse
of important structure Theorem 3.5 (see Theorem 9.7).

• In Section 10, following the line of research initiated by Livšic [69], who was the
first to discover the connection between the Heisenberg scattering matrix and the
characteristic function of a dissipative operator (also see [1, 12, 66]), we focus on

the discussion of general quasi-selfadjoint dissipative differentiation operators d̂ on
the metric graph Y in Case (ii). In particular, we relate the characteristic function
of the corresponding triple with the reciprocal of the transmission coefficient in a

scattering problem for a self-adjoint dilation of d̂, the magnetic Hamiltonian. Using
the fundamental relation (C.1) in Appendix C between the characteristic and Livšic
functions, we also get a representation for the transmission coefficient via the Livšic
function and the von Neumann parameter of the triple (see Corollary 10.4 combined

with eq. (10.3)). Notice that both the differentiation operator d̂ and the magnetic
Hamiltonian solve commutation relations 1.4 with respect to a discrete subgroup
of the unitary group Ut.

• In Section 11 we discuss uniqueness results for symmetric operators that com-
mute with a unitary. In particular, we show that the unitary group Ut from (1.4)
is uniquely determined (up to a character) unless the dissipative solution to the
commutation relations has point spectrum filling in the whole upper half-plane. In
the latter (exceptional) case the representation t 7→ Ut is reducible and splits into
the orthogonal sum of two irreducible representations uniquely determined up to a
unitary character.

• In Section 12 we characterize maximal dissipative solutions to the semi-Weyl
commutation relations (1.4) that extend a prime symmetric operator satisfying
Hypothesis 3.1 (see Theorem 12.1). As a by-product of these considerations, we
provide an intrinsic characterization of these symmetric operators thus solving the
Jørgensen-Muhly problem in the particular case of the deficiency indices (1, 1).

• In Section 13 we study solutions to the restricted Weyl commutation relations

(1.5) for a unitary group Ut = eiBt and a semi-group V̂s = eiÂs of contractions.

Under the assumption that the generator Â of V̂s is a quasi-selfadjoint extension of
a prime symmetric operator with deficiency indices (1, 1) we characterize the pairs

of generators (Â, B) up to mutual unitary equivalence. In particular, we show that

the generators Â and B can be realized as the dissipative differentiation operator

P̂ on the metric graph Y in one of the Cases I∗, I–III (see Definition 13.6 for the
classification) with appropriate boundary conditions at the vertex of the graph and
the multiplication operator Q on the graph, respectively (see Theorem 13.12). In

contrast to the classic Stone-von Neumann uniqueness result, the pairs (P̂ ,Q) are
not unitarily equivalent for different choices of the center of the graph. However,
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the uniqueness theorem in the self-adjoint case can be adopted to fit the format of
its non-selfadjoint counterpart (see Theorem 13.14). In particular, we get the full
version of the Stone-von Neumann Theorem (see Corollary 13.16).

• In Section 14 we consider a family of unitary solutions to the canonical Weyl
commutation relations (1.1) on the full metric graph X obtained by composing two
identical copies of the metric graph (−∞, µ) ⊔ (µ,∞), µ ∈ R is a parameter. The
corresponding self-adjoint momentum differentiation operator P , the generator of
the group Vs of shifts, is determined by the boundary conditions at the vertex µ
with the bond S-matrix given by

S =

(
k −

√
1− k2√

1− k2 k

)
for some 0 ≤ k < 1,

and the generator Q of the second group Ut is just the position operator on the

graph X. As long as the generator Â of V̂s is a quasi-selfadjoint extension of a
prime symmetric operator with deficiency indices (1, 1), the structure Theorem
14.1 shows that up to mutual unitary equivalence any solution to the restricted
Weyl commutation relations (1.5) can be obtained by an appropriate compression
of the unitary groups Ut and Vs onto some subspace K of the Hilbert space L2(X).
In fact, the subspace K coincides with the Hilbert space L2(Y) where Y ⊂ X is a
subgraph of X in one of the three canonical cases discussed above. Notice that the
subspace K reduces the multiplication group Ut = eitQ and is coinvariant for the
group of shifts Vs = eisP . For a pictorial description of the corresponding unitary
dynamics on the full metric graph X we refer to Figure 4.

In the second part of the book we discuss applications to decay phenomena in
quantum systems theory.

• In Section 15 we recall the concept of continuous monitoring of a quantum
system and describe possible ex-post monitoring scenarios: the Quantum Zeno and
Anti-Zeno effects as well as the Exponential Decay phenomenon in frequent mea-
surements theory.

• In Section 16 we discuss the quantum Zeno versus Anti-Zeno effect alternative
for massive particles (see Theorems 16.3 and 16.4).

• In Section 17 we examine the exponential decay phenomenon for “zero-mass”
systems where the exponential decay typically alternates with the quantum Zeno
scenario (see Theorem 17.4).

• In Section 18 we recall main concepts for the “exclusive” versus “interference”
alternatives theory going back to the celebrated two slit experiment in quantum
mechanics.

• In Section 19 we consider a model of a quantum system on a ring that describes
a motion of a (relativistic) massless particle and set the stage for monitoring such
systems within the continuous observation paradigm.

• In Section 20 we show that in some cases continuous monitoring of the model
quantum system triggers emission of particle, see Theorem 20.1. For instance,
this phenomenon occurs if the initial state has a unique jump-point discontinuity
on the ring. The magnitude of the state decay in this case can be theoretically
predicted as if the quantum particle were a wave. That is, the particle interferes
with itself at the point of observations (where the wave functions has a jump)
and the results of this interference can informally be explained in the framework
of the “interference” alternatives theory. We also illustrate some features in the
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state decay under continuous monitoring of a massless particle moving along the
Aharonov-Bohm ring (see Corollary 20.2 and eq. (20.14), cf. [53, 61]).

• In Section 21 we discuss results of continuous monitoring of open quantum
systems on a ring under the hypothesis that the time evolution of the system is
governed by a semi-group of contractions. If the initial state of the system satisfies
the radiation condition (21.4), that is, it belongs to the domain of the evolution
generator, then the decay rate can easily be computed using purely classical con-
siderations, as if the quantum particle were a classical particle (see Theorem 21.1,
Corollary 21.2 and the related discussion).

• In Section 22 we explicitly describe the self-adjoint dilation of the dissipative
generator of the open system on the ring.

• In Section 23 we consider more general states of the open quantum system on
the ring. The main result (see Theorem 23.1) states that the emission rate splits
into the sum of two terms. One of the terms is due to the interference of the particle
with itself at the point of observations. The second source of emission is caused by
inelastic collision of the quantum particle with the point “defect” (membrane) at
the observation point where the corpuscular nature of the quantum particle is fully
manifested.

• In Section 24 we introduce the concept of convergence of dissipative operators
in distribution and prove several limit theorems with respect to multiple coupling
of an operator with itself. We also show that the generator of the nilpotent semi-
group, one of the building blocks of the restricted commutation relations theory,
can be obtained as the limit of appropriately normalized n-fold couplings of almost
arbitrary dissipative operator (see Theorem 24.3).

The book has eight appendices where, for the reader’s convenience, one can find
relevant information scattered in the literature. Some of the results presented there
are new.

In Appendix A we recall the notion of the Weyl-Titchmarsh functions as well
as a characteristic function for rank-one dissipative perturbations of a self-adjoint
operator. We also provide the corresponding uniqueness result (see Theorem A.5).

In Appendix B we collect necessary background material from the theory of
symmetric operators,

In Appendix C we present a functional model for triples of operators following
our work [77] (also see [4, Ch. 10, Sec. 10.4, p. 357] and [62, 80, 107, 108, 122]).

Appendix D contains a discussion aimed at the spectral analysis of model dissi-
pative triple of operators.

In Appendix E we study the dependence of the Weyl-Titchmarsh, Livšic, and
characteristic function under affine transformation of the operators.

In Appendix F we discuss the invariance principle for affine transformations of
a dissipative operator.

In Appendix G we recall the concept of an operator coupling of two dissipative
operators and discuss the corresponding multiplication theorem.

In Appendix H one can find a brief discussion of stable laws in probability theory
and the formulation of the general Gnedenko-Kolmogorov limit theorem.

Some words about notation:
The domain of a linear operator K is denoted by Dom(K), its range by Ran(K),

and its kernel by Ker(K). The restriction of K to a given subset C of Dom(K) is
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written as K|C. We write ρ(K) for the resolvent set of a closed operator K on a
Hilbert space, and K∗ stands for the adjoint operator of K if K is densely defined.

Acknowledgment. We are very grateful to M. Ashbaugh and S. Belyi for the
invaluable help in preparation of this paper for publication. K.A.M. is indebted to
A. B. Plachenov for stimulating discussions.

2. Preliminaries and basic definitions

Let Ȧ be a densely defined symmetric operator with deficiency indices (1, 1) and
A its self-adjoint (reference) extension.

Following [21, 39, 67, 77] recall the concept of the Weyl-Titchmarsh and Livšic

functions associated with the pair (Ȧ, A).

Suppose that (normalized) deficiency elements g± ∈ Ker((Ȧ)∗ ∓ iI), ‖g±‖ = 1,
are chosen in such a way that

(2.1) g+ − g− ∈ Dom(A).

Consider the Weyl-Titchmarsh function

(2.2) M(z) = ((Az + I)(A− zI)−1g+, g+), z ∈ C+,

and the Livšic function

(2.3) s(z) =
z − i

z + i
· (gz, g−)
(gz , g+)

, z ∈ C+,

associated with the pair (Ȧ, A). Here gz ∈ Ker((Ȧ)∗ − zI), z ∈ C+.
Clearly, the Weyl-Titchmarsh function M(z) does not depend on the concrete

choice of the normalized deficiency element g+. We also remark that if

g′± ∈ Ker((Ȧ)∗ ∓ iI), ‖g′±‖ = 1,

is any deficiency elements such that

g′+ − g′− ∈ Dom(A),

then necessarily g′± = Θg± for some unimodular factor Θ. Therefore, from (2.3)
it follows that the Livšic function does not depend on the choice of the deficiency
elements g± (whenever (2.1) holds). However it may and in most of the cases does
depend on the reference operator A. As far as the Weyl-Titchmarsh functions are
concerned we also refer to the related concept of a Q-function introduced in [58]
and discussed in [59].

Recall the important relationship between the Weyl-Titchmarsh and Livšic func-
tions [77]

(2.4) s(z) =
M(z)− i

M(z) + i
, z ∈ C+.

Next, suppose that Â 6= (Â)∗ is a maximal dissipative extension of Ȧ,

Im(Âf, f) ≥ 0, f ∈ Dom(Â).

Since Ȧ is symmetric, its dissipative extension Â is automatically quasi-selfadjoint
[103, 120] (also see [4, 77]), that is,

Ȧ ⊂ Â ⊂ (Ȧ)∗,
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and hence,

(2.5) g+ − κg− ∈ Dom(Â) for some |κ| < 1.

By definition, we call κ the von Neumann parameter of the triple (Ȧ, Â, A).

Remark 2.1. Likewise, one can think of the von Neumann parameter κ being deter-

mined by the dissipative operator Â and the pair {g+, g−} of normalized deficiency

elements g± ∈ Ker((Ȧ)∗ ∓ iI). Indeed, given Â and {g+, g−} there are a unique κ
satisfying (2.5) and a unique self-adjoint reference extension A of Ȧ such that (2.1)

holds. Therefore, the triple (Ȧ, Â, A) is uniquely determined by the knowledge of

Â and {g+, g−}. Cleary, κ coincides with the von Neumann parameter of the triple
κ(Ȧ,Â,A) which proves the claim.

Given (2.1) and (2.5), consider the characteristic function S(z) = S(Ȧ,Â,A)(z)

associated with the triple (Ȧ, Â, A) (see [77], cf. [68])

(2.6) S(z) =
s(z)− κ
κ s(z)− 1

, z ∈ C+,

where s(z) = s(Ȧ,A)(z) is the Livšic function associated with the pair (Ȧ, A).

By (2.4) and (2.6), one also gets the representation for the characteristic function
via the Weyl-Titchmarch function as

(2.7) S(z) = −1− κ
1− κ

·
M (z)− i 1+κ

1−κ

M (z) + i 1+κ

1−κ

.

We remark that given a triple (Ȧ, Â, A), one can always find a basis g± in the

subspace Ker(Ȧ∗ − iI)+̇Ker(Ȧ∗ + iI) such that

‖g±‖ = 1, g± ∈ Ker((Ȧ)∗ ∓ iI),

g+ − g− ∈ Dom(A)

and

g+ − κg− ∈ Dom(Â) for some |κ| < 1.

In this case, the von Neumann parameter κ can explicitly be evaluated in terms

of the characteristic function of the triple (Ȧ, Â, A) as

(2.8) κ = S(Ȧ,Â,A)(i).

Hence, as it follows from (2.6), the Livšic function associated with the pair (Ȧ, A)
admits the representation

(2.9) s(Ȧ,A)(z) =
S(z)− κ
κ S(z)− 1

, z ∈ C+.

In particular,

S(Ȧ,Â,A)(z) = −s(Ȧ,A)(z), z ∈ C+,

whenever the von Neumann parameter κ of the triple (Ȧ, Â, A) vanishes.
The following proposition provides a curious characterization for the projection

of the deficiency subspace Ker((Ȧ)∗ − zI) onto the subspace Ker((Ȧ)∗ − zI) along

Dom(Â) in terms of the characteristic function of the triple.
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Proposition 2.2. Let (Ȧ, Â, A) be a triple. Suppose that the deficiency elements

gz ∈ Ker((Ȧ)∗ − zI) and gz ∈ Ker((Ȧ)∗ − zI), ‖gz‖ = ‖gz‖ 6= 0 are chosen in such
a way that

(2.10) gz − γ(z)gz ∈ Dom(Â), z ∈ C+.

Then

|γ(z)| = |S(z)|, z ∈ C+,

where S(z) is the characteristic function of the triple (Ȧ, Â, A).

Proof. By Theorem C.1 in Appendix C, the triple (Ȧ, Â, A) is mutually unitarily

equivalent to the model triple (Ḃ, B̂,B) in the Hilbert space L2(R; dµ) given by (C.6),
(C.7) and (C.8) in Appendix C. Here µ(dλ) is the measure from the representations

(2.11) M(z) =

∫

R

(
1

λ− z
− λ

λ2 + 1

)
dµ(λ), z ∈ C+,

for the Weyl-Titchmarsh function associated with the pair (Ȧ, A).
In view of Remark C.2 in Appendix C it suffices to show that if

(2.12)
1

λ− z
− α

1

λ− z
∈ Dom(B̂),

then

(2.13) α = |S(z)|, z ∈ C+.

We claim that
1

λ− z
=

λ

λ2 + 1
+

M(z)

λ2 + 1
+ f(λ),

where f ∈ Dom(Ḃ).
Indeed,

∫

R

f(λ)dµ(λ) =

∫

R

(
1

λ− z
− λ

λ2 + 1

)
dµ(λ) −M(z)

∫

R

dµ(λ)

λ2 + 1

=M(z)−M(z) = 0, z ∈ C+.

Here we have used (2.11) and the normalization condition (C.5) in Appendix C.

From the characteriszation of the domain of the symmetric operator Ḃ given by
(C.7) in Appendix C, it follows that f ∈ Dom(Ḃ), proving the claim.

Next, we have

(2.14)
1

λ− z
− α

1

λ− z
=

(1− α)λ

λ2 + 1
+
M(z)− αM(z)

λ2 + 1
+ h(λ),

where h ∈ Dom(Ḃ).
Recall that by (C.8) in Appendix C,

1

λ− i
− κ

1

λ + i
∈ Dom(B̂),

where κ is the von Neumann parameter of the triple (Ḃ, B̂,B). Since the triples

(Ȧ, Â, A) and (Ḃ, B̂,B) are mutually unitarily equivalent, κ coincides with von

Neumann parameter of the triple (Ȧ, Â, A) as well.
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Since

(1− α)λ

λ2 + 1
+
M(z)− αM(z)

λ2 + 1
=

1

2
[(1− α)− i(M(z)− αM(z)]

1

λ− i

+
1

2
[(1 − α)− i(M(z)− αM(z)]

1

λ+ i
,

in view of (2.14), the requirement (2.12) connecting the characteristic functions
S(z) of the triple and the Weyl-Tichmarsch function yields the relation

−κ =
(1− α) + i(M(z)− αM(z)

(1− α)− i(M(z)− αM(z)
, z ∈ C+.

Hence,

α =
F (z)

F (z)
,

where
F (z) = 1 + κ + iM(z)(1− κ).

On the other hand, from the relation (2.7) it follows that

S(z) =
F (z)

F (z)

and therefore
|α| = |S(z)|, z ∈ C+.

which proves (2.13) and completes the proof of the proposition. �

Remark 2.3. Notice that given the deficiency elements ‖gz‖ = ‖gz‖ 6= 0, z ∈ C+,
one can always find γ(z) such that (2.10) holds. Indeed, from the definition of the

quasi-selfadjoint extension Â it follows that one can find α and β such that

0 6= αgz + βgz ∈ Dom(Â).

Therefore, it suffices to show that α 6= 0. Otherwise, gz ∈ Dom(Â) and hence

Im(Âgz, gz) = Im((Ȧ)∗gz, gz) = Im(zgz, gz) = Im(z)‖gz‖2 < 0,

which conradicts the requirement that Â is a dissipative operator.

Definition 2.4. We call the harmonic function

(2.15) ΓÂ(z) = log |γ(z)| = log |S(z)|, z ∈ C+ \ {zk |S(zk) = 0},
the von Neumann (logarithmic) potential of the dissipative operator Â. Here γ(z)
is the function referred to in Proposition 2.2.

Remark 2.5. We remark that under the assumption that the symmetric operator
Ȧ is prime, both the Weyl-Titchmarsh function M(z) and the Livšic function s(z)

are complete unitary invariants of the pair (Ȧ, A). Moreover, in this case, the

characteristic function S(z) is a complete unitary invariant of the triple (Ȧ, Â, A)
(see [77], also see Theorem C.1 in Appendix C). Notice that if the symmetric

operator Ȧ from a triple (Ȧ, Â, A) in the Hilbert space H is not prime and Ȧ′ is its

prime part in a subspace H′ ⊂ H, then the triples (Ȧ, Â, A) and (Ȧ|H′ , Â|H′ , A|H′)
have the same characteristic function (see Theorem B.2 in Appendix B for details).

As it follows from Lemma E.1 and Proposition E.2 in Appendix E, the absolute
value of the Livšic function |s(z)| is a complete unitary invarinat of the symmetric

operator Ȧ while |S(z)| is a (complete) unitary invariant of the maximal dissipative
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operator Â. In particular, in view of (2.8), the von Neumann parameter κ(Ȧ,Â,A)

is a unitary invariant of the triple (Ȧ, Â, A), while its absolute value

(2.16) κ̂(Â) = |κ(Ȧ,Â,A)|

is a well defined unitary invariant of the dissipative operator Â.
We also refer to [67] where it was shown that the knowledge or s(z) and S(z)

(up to a unimodular constant factor), equivalently, |s(z)| and |S(z)| characterizes
the symmetric operator Ȧ and is maximal dissipative extension Â, respectively, up
to unitary equivalence (whenever Ȧ is a prime operator).

We also notice that the knowledge of the von Neumann logarithmic potential

ΓÂ(z) determines the dissipative operator Â. up to unitary equivalence.

3. The commutation relations and character-automorphic functions

Throughout this section we assume the following hypothesis.

Hypothesis 3.1. Assume that Ȧ is a symmetric operator with deficiency indices
(1, 1) and R ∋ t 7→ Ut a strongly continuous unitary group. Suppose, in addition,

that Dom(Ȧ) is Ut-invariant and the commutation relations

(3.1) U∗
t ȦUt = Ȧ+ tI on Dom(Ȧ), t ∈ R,

hold.

It is well known that under Hypothesis 3.1 the symmetric operator Ȧ has either

a) a self-adjoint A or/and b) a non-selfadjoint maximal dissipative extension Â
satisfying the same commutation relations (cf. [46, Theorem 15], also see [79,
Theorem 5.4]).

It is worth mentioning that the existence of a quasi-selfadjoint extension of Ȧ
that solves (3.1) required in Hypothesis 3.1 is a consequence of the Lefschetz fixed
point theorem for flows on manifolds:

Proposition 3.2 (see, e.g., [125, Theorem 6.28]). If M is a closed oriented man-
ifold such that the Euler characteristic χ(M) of M is not zero, then any flow on
M has a fixed point.

Indeed, if Ȧ satisfies Hypothesis 3.1 and Â is a maximal dissipative extension of

Ȧ, then Ât = UtÂU
∗
t also extends Ȧ. Since the set of maximal dissipative extensions

of Ȧ is in one-to-one correspondence with the closed unit disk D, and

(3.2) Â 7→ Ât

determines a flow ϕ(t, ·) on D (the continuity of the flow can easily be established
(see, e.g., [79])). By the Lefschetz theorem the flow ϕ(t, ·) has a fixed point either
on the boundary of the unit disk or in its interior.

First, consider the case where the flow ϕ(t, ·) has a fixed point on the boundary
of the unit disk and therefore the commutation relations (3.1) have a self-adjoint
solution.

Theorem 3.3. Assume Hypothesis 3.1. Suppose that A is a self-adjoint extension
of the symmetric operator Ȧ such that

(3.3) U∗
t AUt = A+ tI on Dom(A).
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Then the Weyl-Titchmarsh function M(z) of the pair (Ȧ, A) has the form

M(z) = i, z ∈ C+.

Equivalently, the Livšic function s(z) associated with the pair (Ȧ, A) vanishes
identically in the upper half-plane,

s(z) = 0, z ∈ C+.

Proof. Introducing the family of bounded operators

Bt = Ut(A− iI)(A− iI + tI)−1, t ∈ R,

it is easy to see that the family R ∋ t 7→ Bt forms a strongly continuous (com-
mutative) group. Indeed, using the commutation relation (3.3) for the self-adjoint
operator A one obtains

BtBs = Ut(A− iI)(A+ (−i+ t)I)−1Us(A− iI)(A+ (−i+ s)I)−1

= UtUsU
∗
s (A− iI)(A− iI + tI)−1Us(A− iI)(A+ (−i+ s)I)−1

= Ut+s(A− iI + sI)(A− iI + (t+ s)I)−1(A − iI)(A− iI + sI)−1

= Ut+s(A− iI + (t+ s)I)−1(A− iI)

= Bt+s, s, t ∈ R.

Let g+ ∈ Ker((Ȧ)∗ − iI), ‖g+‖ = 1, be a normalized deficiency element of Ȧ.
Since

(A− iI)(A− (i− t)I)−1g+ ∈ Ker((Ȧ)∗ − (i− t)I)

and

UtKer((Ȧ)∗ − (i− t)I) = Ker((Ȧ)∗ − iI),

one concludes that the deficiency subspace Ker((Ȧ)∗ − iI) is invariant for Bt,
t ∈ R. Therefore, the restriction Bt on the deficiency subspace is a continuous
one-dimensional representation (a one-dimensional representation of a strongly con-
tinuous group is continuous). Hence,

Btg+ = btg+ for some b ∈ C.

From the definition of the Weyl-Titchmarsh function (2.2) it follows that

M ′(z) :=
d

dz
M(z) = ((A2 + I)(A− zI)−2g+, g+), z ∈ C+.
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One computes

|b|2tM ′(i − t) = |b|2t((A2 + I)(A − iI + tI)−2g+, g+)

= ((A2 + I)(A− iI + tI)−2Btg+, Btg+)

= (B∗
t (A

2 + I)(A− iI + tI)−2Btg+, g+)

= ((A+ iI)(A+ iI + tI)−1U∗
t (A

2 + I)(A− iI − tI)−2Btg+, g+)

= ((A+ iI)(A+ iI + tI)−1U∗
t (A

2 + I)(A− iI − tI)−2Ut

× (A− iI)(A− iI + tI)−1g+, g+)

= ((A+ iI)(A+ iI + tI)−1((A+ tI)2 + I)(A− iI)−2(A − iI)

× (A− iI + tI)−1g+, g+)

= ((A+ iI)(A− iI)−1g+, g+)

= (g+, (A− iI)(A+ iI)−1g+).

Hence,

(3.4) M ′(i− t) = |b|−2t(g+, g−), t ∈ R,

where

g− = (A− iI)(A+ iI)−1g+ ∈ Ker((Ȧ)∗ + iI).

Denote by µ(dλ) the spectral measure of the element g+, that is,

µ(dλ) = (EA(dλ)g+, g+),

where EA(dλ) is the projection-valued spectral measure of the self-adjoint operator
A from the spectral decomposition

A =

∫

R

λdEA(λ).

Since

M(z) =

∫

R

λz + 1

λ− z
dµ(λ),

and therefore

M ′(i− t) =

∫

R

λ2 + 1

(λ− t− i)2
dµ(λ),

one gets the estimate

|M ′(i− t)| ≤
∫

R

λ2 + 1

(λ+ t)2 + 1
dµ(λ)

=

∫

{|λ|≤2|t|}

λ2 + 1

(λ+ t)2 + 1
dµ(λ) +

∫

{|λ|>2|t|}

λ2 + 1

(λ+ t)2 + 1
dµ(λ)

≤ (4t2 + 1)µ{|λ| ≤ |t|}+
(

1

(1 − 1
2 )

2
+ 1

)
µ{|λ| > |t|}.

Therefore,

(3.5) M ′(i − t) = O(t2) as t→ ∞.

Combining (3.5) with (3.4) shows that either (g+, g−) = 0 or |b| = 1.
In the first case, i.e. (g+, g−) = 0, M(z) is a constant function and hence

M(z) =M(i) = i, z ∈ C.
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If |b| = 1, we have
M ′(i− t) = (g+, g−), t ∈ R.

In particular, M ′(z) = (g+, g−) for all z ∈ C+ and hence

M(z) = (g+, g−)z + C, z ∈ C+,

for some constant C. We have, see [50],

lim
y→∞

M(iy)

y
= 0,

which implies (g+, g−) = 0 and again shows thatM(z) is a constant function in the
upper half-plane and

M(z) = C =M(i) = i, z ∈ C+,

which completes the proof.
�

Remark 3.4. In connection with our main hypothesis of this section, we remark
that if a self-adjoint operator A solves commutation relations (3.3), then one can

always find a symmetric restriction Ȧ that satisfies Hypothesis 3.1. Indeed, the
commutation relations (3.3) imply that the one-parameter group Vs = eisA gener-
ated by A satisfies commutation relations in the Weyl form (see, e.g., [25, Ch. 3,
Sect. 1, Theorem 5] or [116]) and then the existence of such a symmetric operator

Ȧ is an immediate corollary of the Stone-von Neumann uniqueness theorem.

Next, we threat the case where the flow ϕ(t, ·) associated with the transformation

(3.2) has a fixed point in the interior of the unit disk. That is, Ȧ admits a maximal
dissipative “invariant” extension that is not self-adjoint (cf. [49, Theorem 20]). We
present the corresponding result in a slightly stronger form. In particular, in this
case the requirement (3.1) can be relaxed.

Theorem 3.5. Suppose that Â is a quasi-selfadjoint dissipative extension of a
closed symmetric operator Ȧ with deficiency indices (1, 1) and A is a (reference)

self-adjoint extension of Ȧ.
Suppose that the commutation relation

(3.6) U∗
t ÂUt = Â+ tI on Dom(Â)

hold.
Then the characteristic function S(z) associated with the triple (Ȧ, Â, A) admits

the representation

(3.7) S(z) = keiℓz, z ∈ C+,

for some |k| ≤ 1 and ℓ ≥ 0. Furthermore, if ℓ = 0, then necessarily |k| < 1 and if
|k| = 1, then ℓ > 0.

In particular, the von Neumann parameter κ of the triple (Ȧ, Â, A) is given by

κ = ke−ℓ.

Proof. Since Â is a quasi-selfadjoint extension of Ȧ, we have

(3.8) Ȧ = Â|Dom(Â)∩Dom((Â)∗).

We claim that

(3.9) U∗
t (Â)

∗Ut = (Â)∗ + tI on Dom((Â)∗).
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To see that assume that g ∈ Dom(Â) and f ∈ Dom((Â)∗). Then

(Âg, Utf) = (U∗
t Âg, f) = (U∗

t ÂUtU
∗
t g, f) = ((Â + tI)U∗

t g, f)(3.10)

= (U∗
t g, ((Â)

∗ + tI)f) = (g, Ut((Â)
∗ + tI)f).

Here we have used that the domain Dom(Â) is Ut-invariant for all t ∈ R and

therefore U∗
t g ∈ Dom(Â). Since (3.10) holds for all g ∈ Dom(Â), one ensures that

Dom((Â)∗) is Ut-invariant and

(Â)∗Utf = Ut((Â)
∗ + tI)f, f ∈ Dom((Â)∗),

which proves (3.9).

Since Ut(Dom((Â)∗)) = Dom((Â)∗), from (3.8) one concludes that the commu-
tation relations

(3.11) U∗
t (Ȧ)

∗Ut = (Ȧ)∗ + tI on Dom((Ȧ)∗).

hold.
Taking into account that

Â = Ut(Â+ tI)U∗
t

and

Ȧ = Ut(Ȧ+ tI)U∗
t ,

and also observing that the operator At given by

At = Ut(A+ tI)U∗
t

is a self-adjoint extension of Ȧ, we see that the triples (Ȧ, Â, At) and (Ȧ + tI, Â+
tI, A+ tI) are mutually unitarily equivalent. In particular,

S(Ȧ+tI,Â+tI,A+tI)(z) = S(Ȧ,Â,At)
(z), z ∈ C+.

Since At is a self-adjoint extension of Ȧ, by Lemma E.1 (see (E.4)) in Appendix E,
we have

S(Ȧ,Â,At)
(z) = Θ

(1)
t S(Ȧ,Â,A)(z), z ∈ C+,

for some unimodular constant Θ
(1)
t , |Θ(1)

t | = 1, which is a continuous function of
the parameter t (see [79] for the proof of continuity).

By Theorem F.1 in Appendix F,

S(Ȧ+tI,Â+tI,A+tI)(z) = Θ
(2)
t S(Ȧ,Â,A)(z − t), z ∈ C+,

where Θ
(2)
t is another continuous unimodular function in t. Therefore, the func-

tional equation

S(Ȧ,Â,A)(z − t) = ΘtS(Ȧ,Â,A)(z), t ∈ R,

holds, where

Θt = Θ
(1)
t Θ

(2)
t .

From the functional equation it also follows that Θt is a continuous unimodular
solution of the equation

Θt+s = ΘtΘs, s, t ∈ R,

and therefore (see, e.g., [29, XVII, 6])

Θt = eiℓt for some ℓ ∈ R.
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In particular, this proves that the characteristic function S(Ȧ,Â,A) is a character-

automorphic function with respect to the shifts, that is

(3.12) S(Ȧ,Â,A)(z + t) = eiℓtS(Ȧ,Â,A)(z), t ∈ R.

Since S(Ȧ,Â,A)(z) is a contractive analytic function on C+, it admits the repre-

sentation

S(Ȧ,Â,A)(z) = θB(z)eiM(z),

where |θ| ≤ 1, B is the Blaschke product associated with the (possible) zeros of
S(Ȧ,Â,A)(z) in the upper half-plane, and M(z) is a Herglotz-Nevanlinna function.

Suppose that the characteristic function S(Ȧ,Â,A)(z) is not identically zero and

thus θ 6= 0. Then, from the functional equation (3.12) it follows that S(Ȧ,Â,A)(z)

has no zeros in C+, and hence

S(Ȧ,Â,A)(z) = θeiM(z), z ∈ C+.

Since S(Ȧ,Â,A)(z) is character-automorphic, one concludes that the functional equa-

tion

M(z + t) = ℓt+M(z)

holds.
Next, we have

d

dt
M(z + t)|t=0 =M ′(z) = ℓ.

Taking into account that M(z) maps the upper half-plane into itself, we obtain
that

M(z) = ℓz + b,

where ℓ ≥ 0 and Im(b) ≥ 0. Therefore,

S(Ȧ,Â,A)(z) = θeibeiℓz,

which proves (3.7) with k = θeib. �

Remark 3.6. Notice that in the situation of Therem 3.5 we have that

Ȧ = Â|Dom(Â)∩Dom(Â∗).

Therefore the symmetric operator Ȧ is uniquely determined by the generator Â. In

this case we will call Ȧ the symmetric part of Â.
We also remark that if under the hypothesis of Theorem 3.5 there is no self-

adjoint extension satisfying the commutation relations (3.3), the corresponding

maximal dissipative extension Â is unique (see, e.g., [79, Theorem 6.3]).

The following corollary is the first step towards a complete classification up to
unitary equivalence of “invariant” symmetric operators from Hypothesis 3.1 (see
Problem (I) a) in Introduction).

Corollary 3.7. Assume Hypothesis 3.1. Then there exists a self-adjoint extension
A of Ȧ such that the Livšic function associated with the pair (Ȧ, A) admits the
representation

s(Ȧ,A)(z) = k
eizℓ − e−ℓ

k2e−ℓeizℓ − 1
, z ∈ C+,

for some 0 ≤ k ≤ 1 and ℓ > 0.
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Proof. If Ȧ admits a self-adjoint extension A that satisfies the same commutation
relations as Ȧ does, then by Theorem 3.3

s(Ȧ,A)(z) = 0, z ∈ C+,

which proves the claimed representation with k = 0.

If Ȧ admits a maximal (non-selfadjoint) dissipative extension Â that satisfies
the same commutation relations, then by Theorem 3.5 there exists a (reference)

self-adjoint extension A′ of Ȧ such that the characteristic function of the triple

(Ȧ, Â, A′) is of the form

S(z) = keiℓz, z ∈ C+.

Therefore, by (2.9)

s(Ȧ,A′)(z) =
S(z)− S(i)

S(i)S(z)− 1
= k

eizℓ − e−ℓ

|k|2e−ℓeizℓ − 1
.

By Lemma E.1 in Appendix E, one can always find a possibly different self-adjoint
extension A of Ȧ such that

s(Ȧ,A)(z) = |k| eizℓ − e−ℓ

|k|2e−ℓeizℓ − 1
, z ∈ C+,

and the claim follows. �

4. The differentiation operator on metric graphs

Let Y be a directed metric graph (see, e.g., [8, 53]). We will distinguish the
following three cases.

Case (i):

Y = (−∞, 0) ⊔ (0,∞),

with (−∞, 0) the incoming and (0,∞) outgoing bonds;
Case (ii):

Y = (0, ℓ), the outgoing bond;

Case (iii):

Y = (−∞, 0) ⊔ (0,∞) ⊔ (0, ℓ),

with (−∞, 0) the incoming and both (0,∞) and (0, ℓ) the outgoing bonds.

Denote by Ḋ = i ddx the differentiation operator on the metric graph Y in Cases

(i)-(iii) defined on the domain Dom(Ḋ) of functions f ∈ W 1
2 (Y) with the following

boundary conditions on the vertices of the graph,
in Case (i):

f∞(0+) = f∞(0−) = 0;(4.1)

in Case (ii):

fℓ(0) = fℓ(ℓ) = 0;(4.2)

in Case (iii):




f∞(0+) = kf∞(0−)

fℓ(0) =
√
1− k2f∞(0−)

fℓ(ℓ) = 0

for some 0 < k < 1.(4.3)

Here we have used the following notation.
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If the graph Y is in Cases (i) and (ii), the functions from the Hilbert space L2(Y)
are denoted by f∞ and fℓ, respectively.

If the metric graph Y is in Case (iii), in view of the natural identification of
L2(Y) with the orthogonal sum L2(R) ⊕ L2((0, ℓ)), it is convenient to represent an
arbitrary element f ∈ L2(Y) as the two-component vector-function

f =

(
f∞
fℓ

)
.

(Here L2(Y) denotes the Hilbert space of square-integrable functions with respect
to Lebesgue measure on the edges of the metric graph Y.)

Notice that if the graph Y is in Case (iii) and k = 0 in (4.3), then the boundary
conditions (4.3) can be rewritten as





f∞(0+) = 0

fℓ(0) = f∞(0−)

fℓ(ℓ) = 0

.

In this case, the operator Ḋ splits into the orthogonal sum of the symmetric differen-
tiation operators on the semi-axes (−∞, ℓ) and (0,∞) with the Dirichlet boundary

conditions at the end-points, respectively. Therefore, if k = 0, then the operator Ḋ
is unitarily equivalent to the symmetric differentiation in Case (i).

Remark 4.1. In Cases (i) and (iii) the metric graph Y is not finite. However, one can
assign two additional vertices to the external edges at ±∞. Under this hypothesis,
in all Cases (i)-(iii) the Euler characteristics χ(Y) of the graph Y, the number of
vertices minus the number of edges, equals one. Therefore, the corresponding first
Betti number β(Y) = −χ(Y) + 1 of the graph Y, the number of edges that have to
be removed to turn the graph into a connected tree, vanishes.

Lemma 4.2. The operator Ḋ on a metric graph Y is Cases (i)−(iii) is symmetric.
Moreover,

Dom((Ḋ)∗) =

{
W 1

2 ((−∞, 0))⊕W 1
2 ((0,∞)), in Case (i)

W 1
2 ((0, ℓ)), in Case (ii)

.

In Case (iii), the domain Dom((Ḋ)∗) consists of the vector-functions

h = (h∞, hℓ)
T ∈ (W 1

2 (R−)⊕W 1
2 (R+))⊕W 1

2 ((0, ℓ))

satisfying the “boundary condition”

(4.4) h∞(0−)− k h∞(0+)−
√
1− k2 hℓ(0) = 0.

Proof. The corresponding result in Cases (i) and (ii) is well known.

In Case (iii), from (4.3) it follows that for f = (f∞, fℓ)T ∈ Dom(Ḋ) the “quantum
Kirchhoff rule”

|f∞(0−)|2 = |f∞(0+)|2 + |fℓ(0)|2
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holds. Since also fℓ(ℓ) = 0, integration by parts

(Ḋf, f) =

∫ 0

−∞
if ′

∞(x)f∞(x)dx+

∫ ∞

0

if ′
∞(x)f∞(x)dx+

∫ ℓ

0

if ′
ℓ(x)fℓ(x)dx

= −
∫ 0

−∞
if∞(x)f ′

∞(x)dx−
∫ ∞

0

if∞(x)f ′
∞(x)dx−

∫ ℓ

0

ifℓ(x)f ′
ℓ(x)dx

+ i
(
|f∞(0−)|2 − |f∞(0+)|2 − |fℓ(0)|2

)
, f ∈ Dom(Ḋ),

shows that the quadratic form (Ḋf, f) is real and therefore the operator Ḋ is indeed
symmetric.

Similar computations show that

(h, Ḋf) =

∫ 0

−∞
ih′∞(x)f−(x)dx+

∫ ∞

0

ih′∞(x)f+(x)dx+

∫ ℓ

0

ih′ℓ(x)fℓ(x)dx

= −
∫ 0

−∞
ih∞(x)f ′

∞(x)dx−
∫ ∞

0

ih∞(x)f ′
∞(x)dx−

∫ ℓ

0

ihℓ(x)f ′
ℓ(x)dx

+ i
(
h∞(0−)f∞(0−)− h∞(0+)f∞(0+)− hℓ(0)fℓ(0)

)
, f ∈ Dom(Ḋ).

Therefore, h ∈ Dom((Ḋ)∗) if and only if

h∞(0−)f∞(0−)− h∞(0+)f∞(0+)− hℓ(0)fℓ(0) = 0 for all f ∈ Dom(Ḋ).

Taking into account the boundary conditions (4.3), we have

(4.5)
(
h∞(0−)− h∞(0+)k − hℓ(0)

√
1− k2

)
f∞(0−) = 0

for all f ∈ Dom(Ḋ). Since f∞(0−) may be chosen arbitrarily, (4.4) follows from
(4.5).

�

The following lemma introduces a natural (standard) basis in the subspace

N = Ker((Ḋ)∗ − iI)+̇Ker((Ḋ)∗ + iI).

Lemma 4.3. The deficiency subspaces Ker((Ḋ)∗ ∓ iI) of the symmetric operator

Ḋ on the metric graph Y is Cases (i)-(iii) are spanned by the following normalized
deficiency elements g±. Here,

in Case (i),

(4.6) g+(x) =
√
2exχ(−∞,0)(x) and g−(x) =

√
2e−xχ(0,∞)(x), x ∈ R,

in Case (ii),

(4.7) g+(x) =

√
2√

e2ℓ − 1
ex and g−(x) =

√
2√

e2ℓ − 1
eℓ−x, x ∈ [0, ℓ].

Finally, in Case (iii),

(4.8) g+(x) =

√
2√

e2ℓ − k2
ex

{√
1− k2χ(−∞,0)(x), x ∈ (−∞, 0) ⊔ (0,∞)

1, x ∈ [0, ℓ]
,

(4.9) g−(x) =

√
2√

e2ℓ − k2
eℓ−x

{
−
√
1− k2χ(0,∞)(x), x ∈ (−∞, 0) ⊔ (0,∞)

k, x ∈ [0, ℓ]
.
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In particular, Ḋ is a symmetric operator with deficiency indices (1, 1).

Proof. The deficiency subspaces of the symmetric operator Ḋ in Cases (i) and (ii)
can be easily calculated.

Indeed, in Case (i), we have

Ker((Ḋ)∗ − zI) = span{gz},
where

(4.10) gz(x) =

{
e−izx, x < 0

0, x ≥ 0
and gz(x) =

{
0, x < 0

e−izx, x ≥ 0

for z ∈ C+ and z ∈ C−, respectively, which proves (4.6).
In Case (ii),

Ker((Ḋ)∗ − zI) = span{gz},
where

(4.11) gz(x) = e−izx, x ∈ [0, ℓ], z ∈ C \ R,

and (4.7) follows.

In Case (iii), from the description of Dom((Ḋ)∗) provided by Lemma 4.2 it follows

that the deficiency subspace Ker((Ḋ)∗ − zI) = span{gz}, z ∈ C \R, is generated by
the functions

(4.12) gz(x) =

{√
1− k2e−izxχ(−∞,0)(x), x ∈ (−∞, 0) ⊔ (0,∞)

e−izx, x ∈ [0, ℓ]
, z ∈ C+,

and

(4.13) gz(x) =

{
−
√
1− k2e−izxχ(0,∞)(x), x ∈ (−∞, 0) ⊔ (0,∞)

ke−izx, x ∈ [0, ℓ]
, z ∈ C−,

proving (4.8) and (4.9).
�

Recall (see Appendix B) that a symmetric operator Ȧ is called a prime operator

if there is no (non-trivial) subspace invariant under Ȧ such that the restriction of

Ȧ to this subspace is self-adjoint.

Lemma 4.4. The symmetric differentiation operator Ḋ on the metric graph Y in
Cases (i)-(iii) is a prime operator.

Proof. In Cases (i) and (ii) the corresponding result is known (see [3]).

Suppose therefore that Ḋ is in Case (iii).
First, we show that if f ∈ L2(Y) = L2(R)⊕ L2((0, ℓ)) and

(4.14) (f, gz) = 0, for all z ∈ C \ R,

then necessarily f = 0.
Indeed, suppose that f = (f∞, fℓ)T , with f∞ ∈ L2(R) and fℓ ∈ L2((0, ℓ)) and

let (4.14) hold. In particular, for all 0 6= s ∈ R

(f, gis) = 0.
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Then, given the description of the deficiency subspaces (4.12) and (4.13), one gets
that

(4.15)
√
1− k2

∫ 0

−∞
f∞(x)esxdx+

∫ ℓ

0

fℓ(x)e
sxdx = 0 for all s > 0,

and

(4.16) −
√
1− k2

∫ ∞

0

f∞(x)e−sxdx+ k

∫ ℓ

0

fℓ(x)e
−sxdx = 0 for all s > 0.

Therefore, from (4.15) it follows that
∫ ℓ

−∞
h(x)esxdx = 0 for all s > 0,

where

h(x) =

{√
1− k2f∞(x), x < 0

fℓ(x), x ∈ [0, ℓ]
.

By the uniqueness theorem for the Laplace transformation (see, e.g., [20, Theo-
rem 5.1], we have that h(x) = 0 almost everywhere x ∈ R. Since k 6= 1 (see (4.3)),
we have

f∞(x) = 0, a.e. x ∈ (−∞, 0)

and
fℓ(x) = 0, a.e. x ∈ [0, ℓ].

Then, from (4.16) it follows that
∫ ∞

0

f∞(x)e−sxdx = 0 for all s > 0.

By the uniqueness theorem f∞(x) = 0 for x ≥ 0 as well. That is,

f = (f∞, fℓ)
T = 0.

Thus, (4.14) implies f = 0 and therefore, by Theorem B.2 in Appendix B, the

differentiation operator Ḋ in Case (iii) is a prime symmetric operator as well.
�

Remark 4.5. We remark that the symmetric operator Ḋ in Case (iii) determined
by the boundary conditions (4.3) with k = 0 is also a prime operator: in this case

Ḋ is unitarily equivalent to the symmetric differential operator in Case (i), which
is a prime operator by Lemma 4.4.

Remark 4.6. It is easy to see that the prime symmetric differentiation operator
Ḋ on the metric graph Y in Cases (i)-(iii) satisfies the semi-Weyl commutation
relations in the form (cf. Hypothesis 3.1)

(4.17) U∗
t ḊUt = Ḋ + tI on Dom(Ḋ), t ∈ R,

where Ut = e−itQ is the unitary group generated by the operatorQ of multiplication
by independent variable on the graph Y.

To show that the commutation relations (4.17) hold we proceed as follows. Let
A(x) denote a real-valued piecewise continuous function on Y. We remark that the

operators Ḋ and Ḋ+A(x) are unitarily equivalent. Indeed, let φ(x) be any solution
to the differential equation

(4.18) φ′(x) = A(x)
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on the edges of the graph. Since the graph Y is a connected tree, the function φ(x)
is determined up to a constant, and we may without loss require that φ vanishes at
the origin of the graph Y, that is,

(4.19) φ(0) = 0.

Denote by V the unitary local gauge transformation

(4.20) (V f)(x) = eiφ(x)f(x), f ∈ L2(Y).

Taking into account the boundary conditions (4.1), (4.2) and (4.3) one concludes

that the domain of Ḋ is V -invariant, that is,

V (Dom(Ḋ)) = Dom(Ḋ).

Next, a simple computation shows that

(4.21) Ḋ = V ∗(Ḋ +A(x))V.

In the particular case of a constant (magnetic) potential A(x) ≡ t, t ∈ R, solv-
ing (4.18) with the boundary condition (4.19) on the graph Y, one immediately
concludes that the unitary operator V from (4.20) is given by

V = eitQ,

and therefore (4.21) implies the commutation relations (4.17).

5. The magnetic Hamiltonian

In this section we explicitly describe the set of all self-adjoint (reference) and,
more generally, quasi-selfadjoint extensions of the differentiation symmetric opera-
tors Ḋ on the metric graph Y in Cases (i)-(iii) introduced in Section 4.

Theorem 5.1. Suppose that the metric graph Y is in one of the Cases (i)-(iii)

and let Ḋ be the symmetric differentiation operator given by (4.1), (4.2) and (4.3),
respectively.

Then the one-parameter family of differentiation operators DΘ, |Θ| = 1 on the
graph Y in Cases (i)-(iii) with boundary conditions

f∞(0+) = −Θf∞(0−),(5.1)

fℓ(0) = −Θfℓ(ℓ),(5.2)
(
f∞(0+)
fℓ(0)

)
=

(
k

√
1− k2Θ√

1− k2 −kΘ

)(
f∞(0−)
fℓ(ℓ)

)
,(5.3)

respectively, coincides with the set of all self-adjoint extensions of the symmetric
operator Ḋ.

Moreover, let g± be the deficiency elements of Ḋ referred to in Lemma 4.3.
Then

g = g+ − κg− ∈ Dom(DΘ), |κ| = 1,

if and only if

Θ = F (κ),

where

(5.4) F (κ) =





κ, in Case (i)

− κ−e−ℓ

e−ℓκ−1
, in Case (ii)

− κ−ke−ℓ

ke−ℓκ−1
, in Case (iii)

.
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Proof. If Y is in Cases (i)-(ii), the first assertion of the theorem is well known (see,
e.g., [3]).

If the graph Y is in Case (iii) and

Y = (−∞, 0) ⊔ (0,∞) ⊔ (0, ℓ),

one can identify the right endpoint of the edge [0, ℓ] of the graph Y with its origin
thus making the number of incoming and outgoing bonds equal. Since the incoming(
f∞(0−)
fℓ(ℓ)

)
and outgoing

(
f∞(0+)
fℓ(0)

)
data are related by the unitary matrix σ with

σ =

(
k

√
1− k2Θ√

1− k2 −kΘ

)
,

from [8, Theorem 2.2.1] it follows that the operator D is self-adjoint. Recall that
this theorem states that the differentiation operator D = i ddx on an oriented graph
is self-adjoint if and only if for each (finite) vertex v the numbers of incoming and
outgoing bonds are equal and the vectors F in(v) and F out(v) composed from the
values of f ∈ Dom(D) attained by f from the incoming and outgoing bonds satisfy
the condition

F out(v) = σ(v)F in(v),

where σ is a unitary matrix. Next, if f ∈ Dom(Ḋ), the boundary conditions (4.3)
imply that the boundary conditions (5.3) also hold, and therefore the self-adjoint

operator D extends Ḋ.
Conversely, if D is a self-adjoint extension of Ḋ, by [8, Theorem 2.2.1] the bound-

ary conditions
(
f∞(0+)
fℓ(0)

)
= σ′

(
f∞(0−)
fℓ(ℓ)

)
,(5.5)

hold, where σ′ is a unitary matrix. The requirement that the self-adjoint operator
D extends Ḋ shows that σ′ has to be of the form

σ′ =

(
k α√

1− k2 β

)

for some α and β. Since σ′ is unitary, we have that

σ′ =

(
k

√
1− k2Θ√

1− k2 −kΘ

)

for some Θ, |Θ| = 1, which completes the proof of the first assertion of the theorem.
To prove (5.4) we argue as follows.
We use the following notation g = g∞ in Case (i), g = gℓ in Case (ii), and finally,

g = (g∞, gℓ)T in Case (iii) as introduced in Section 4.
From the representation (4.6) we get that

g∞(x) =
√
2exχ(−∞,0)(x)− κ

√
2e−xχ(0,∞)(x), x ∈ R,

so that

g∞(0+) = −κ
√
2 while g∞(0−) =

√
2.

That is, the element g satisfied boundary condition (5.1) with Θ = κ which proves
(5.4) in Case (i).
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In Case (ii), we use (4.7) to see that

gℓ(0) =

√
2√

e2ℓ − 1
(1− κeℓ)

and

gℓ(ℓ) =

√
2√

e2ℓ − 1
(eℓ − κ),

which shows that the requirement g+ − κg− ∈ Dom(DΘ) means that

Θ = −1− κeℓ

eℓ − κ
= − κ − e−ℓ

κe−ℓ − 1
.

In Case (iii), from the representations for the deficiency elements g± (4.8) and
(4.9) it follows

g∞(0+) = a
√
1− k2eℓκ,

g∞(0−) = a
√
1− k2,

gℓ(ℓ) = a(1− keℓκ),

where

a =

√
2√

e2ℓ − k2
.

Since g ∈ Dom(DΘ), by (5.3) we have

g∞(0+) = kg∞(0−) +
√
1− k2Θgℓ(ℓ),

which implies
√
1− k2eℓκ = k

√
1− k2 +Θ

√
1− k2(1− keℓκ).

Therefore

Θ =
eℓκ − k

1− keℓκ
= − κ − ke−ℓ

ke−ℓκ − 1
.

�

Remark 5.2. Notice that in Case (i) the self-adjoint operator DΘ satisfies the semi-
Weyl commutation relations

(5.6) U∗
t DΘUt = DΘ + tI on Dom(DΘ), t ∈ R, |Θ| = 1.

Here Ut = e−itQ is the unitary group generated by the self-adjoint operator Q of
multiplication by independent variable on the graph Y.

However, if the graph Y is in Cases (ii) and (iii), then we only have the commu-
tation relations with respect to a discrete subgroup

Z ∋ n 7→ Un 2π
ℓ

of the group Ut. That is,

(5.7) U∗
n 2π

ℓ
DΘUn 2π

ℓ
= DΘ + n

2π

ℓ
I on Dom(DΘ), n ∈ Z, |Θ| = 1.

This phenomenon has the following topological explanation: the set of self-
adjoint extensions DΘ, |Θ| = 1, is in one-to-one correspondence with the unit
circle T. The map

DΘ → DΘt = U∗
t DΘUt,
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determines the flow Θ 7→ Θt on T. Using boundary conditions (5.1)-(5.3) it is
straightforward to see that

Θt = Θ

{
1, in Case (i)

eiℓt, in Cases (ii) and (iii)
,

so that in Cases (ii) and (iii) Dom(DΘ) is not invariant with respect to the whole
group Ut, t ∈ R, but only to its subgroup Un 2π

ℓ
, n ∈ Z. In particular, the flow Θ 7→

Θt has no fixed point, whenever the graph Y is in Cases (ii) and (iii) (notice that the
Euler characteristics of T is zero and hence Proposition 3.2 is not applicable). In
this regard, it is worth mentioning the fall to the center “catastrophe” in Quantum
Mechanics [65, 99, 100]. For a related discussion of the Efimov Effect in three-
body systems see [24, 28, 83] where the collapse in a three-body system with point
interactions has been discovered, also see [76] and references therein.

More generally, suppose that A(x) is a real-valued piecewise continuous function
on Y. Prescribing the magnetic potential A(x) to all edges of the graph, consider
the magnetic differentiation operator DΘ +A(x).

If the graph Y is in Case (i), the local gauge transformation

f(x) 7−→ eiφ(x)f(x), f ∈ L2(Y),

where φ(x) is a solution to the differential equation

φ′(x) = A(x), x ∈ Y,

φ(0) = 0,

eliminates the magnetic potential and one shows that the self-adjoint operators DΘ

and DΘ+A(x) are unitarily equivalent, with the unitary equivalence performed by
the unitary operator

(5.8) (V f)(x) = eiφ(x)f(x), f ∈ L2(Y).

Clearly Dom(DΘ) is V -invariant, that is,

V (Dom(DΘ)) = Dom(DΘ),

and therefore

(5.9) DΘ = V ∗(DΘ +A(x))V.

If the graph Y is in Cases (ii) and (iii), the gauge transformation still eliminates
the magnetic potential but changes the boundary conditions. That is,

V (Dom(DΘ)) = Dom(DΘ·e−iΦ),

where

Φ =

∫ ℓ

0

A(s)ds, the flux of the magnetic field,

and hence

(5.10) DΘ·e−iΦ = V ∗(DΘ +A(x))V.

Notice, that in the particular case of a constant potential

A(x) ≡ t,

one gets the commutation relations (5.6) and (5.7) as a corollary of (5.9) and (5.10),
respectively.
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Having in mind the unitary equivalences (5.9) and (5.10) we adopt the following
definition.

Definition 5.3. The self-adjoint differentiation operator DΘ for |Θ| = 1 referred
to in Theorem 5.1 will be called the magnetic Hamiltonian.

Notice that in Cases (ii) and (iii), the boundary conditions (5.2) and (5.3) are
not local vertex conditions. Bearing in mind applications in quantum mechanics,
in Cases (ii) and (iii) one can identify the end points of the interval [0, ℓ] to get a
one-cycle graph Y. As it has been explained in Remark 4.1, in Case (iii) one can also
assign two additional vertices to the external edges at ±∞ of the one-cycle graph
Y, so that the one-cycle graphs in Case (ii) and (iii) have the Euler characteristics
χ(Y) zero with the corresponding first Betti numbers equal to one. In this case,
the graph Y can be considered to be the Aharonov-Bohm ring, the configuration
space for the quantum system with the magnetic Hamiltonian DΘ. This system
describes a (massless) quantum particle moving on the edges of the graph and the
argument of the parameter Θ that determines the magnetic Hamiltonian DΘ can
be interpreted to be the flux of the (zero) magnetic field through the cycle (see
(5.10)). For a related information about graphs with Euler characteristic zero in
the context of the inverse scattering theory we refer to [61].

Our next goal is to obtain an explicit description of all quasi-selfadjoint exten-
sions of the symmetric differentiation operators Ḋ introduced in Section 4.

Theorem 5.4. The differentiation operators DΘ, Θ ∈ C ∪ {∞} with |Θ| 6= 1
referred to in Theorem 5.1 with boundary conditions (5.1)-(5.3) is in one to one
correspondence with the set of all quasi-selfadjoint extensions of the symmetric
operator Ḋ.

Remark 5.5. If Θ = ∞, the boundary conditions (5.1)-(5.3) in Cases (i)-(iii) should
be understood as follows

f∞(0−) = 0,(5.11)

fℓ(ℓ) = 0,(5.12)
(
k

√
1− k2

0 0

)(
f∞(0+)
fℓ(0)

)
=

(
f∞(0−)
fℓ(ℓ)

)
,(5.13)

respectively.
Notice that the boundary condition (5.13) can be justified as follows. Rewrite

(5.3) as
(

k
√
1− k2Θ√

1− k2 −kΘ

)−1(
f∞(0+)
fℓ(0)

)
=

(
f∞(0−)
fℓ(ℓ)

)

and observe that
(
k

√
1− k2

0 0

)
= lim

Θ→∞

(
k

√
1− k2Θ√

1− k2 −kΘ

)−1

= lim
Θ→∞

1

−Θ

(
−kΘ −

√
1− k2Θ

−
√
1− k2 k

)

to get (5.13) as a limiting case.
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Notice that the boundary conditions (5.13) can also be rewritten as

kf∞(0+) +
√
1− k2fℓ(0) = f∞(0−),

fℓ(ℓ) = 0.

Proof. If Y is in Case (i) or (ii), the corresponding result is well known (see, e.g.,
[3]).

Suppose that the metric graph Y is in Case (iii). We will describe the required
one to one correspondence explicitly.

Denote by Dκ (κ ∈ C, |κ| 6= 1) a quasi-selfadjoint extension of Ḋ such that

(5.14) Dom(Dκ) = Dom(Ḋ) + span{g+ − κg−},
where the deficiency elements g± are given by (4.8) and (4.9).

If

(5.15) f =

(
f∞
fℓ

)
∈ Dom(Dκ),

then

f∞(x) = α
√

1− k2exχ−(x) + ακ
√

1− k2eℓ−xχ+(x) + h∞(x), x ∈ R,

fℓ(x) = αex − ακkeℓ−x + hℓ(x), x ∈ [0, ℓ),

for some α ∈ C and some

h =

(
h∞
hℓ

)
∈ Dom(Ḋ).

In particular,

f∞(0−) = α
√
1− k2 + f∞(0−),

f∞(0+) = ακ
√

1− k2eℓ + h∞(0+),

and

fℓ(0) = α(1 − kκeℓ) + hℓ(0),

fℓ(ℓ) = α(eℓ − kκ) + hℓ(ℓ).

Since h ∈ Dom(Ḋ), the boundary conditions (4.3) hold and therefore

f∞(0−) = α
√
1− k2 + h∞(0−),

f∞(0+) = ακ
√

1− k2eℓ + kh∞(0−),

fℓ(0) = α(1 − kκeℓ) +
√
1− k2h∞(0−),

fℓ(ℓ) = α(eℓ − kκ).

Equivalently,
(
f∞(0+)
fℓ(0)

)
=

(
κ
√
1− k2eℓ k

1− kκeℓ
√
1− k2

)(
α

h∞(0−)

)

and (
f∞(0−)
fℓ(ℓ)

)
=

(√
1− k2 1

eℓ − kκ 0

)(
α

h∞(0−)

)
.
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If eℓ − kκ 6= 0, one obtains that

(5.16)

(
f∞(0+)
fℓ(0)

)
= S

(
f∞(0−)
fℓ(ℓ)

)
,

where

S =

(
κ
√
1− k2eℓ k

1− kκeℓ
√
1− k2

)(√
1− k2 1

eℓ − kκ 0

)−1

=

(
k

√
1− k2Θ√

1− k2 −kΘ

)
.

Combining (5.15), (5.16) and (5.3) shows that

Dκ = DΘ,

where

(5.17) Θ = −κeℓ − k

kκ − eℓ
.

If eℓ − kκ = 0, then necessarily fℓ(ℓ) = 0 and

kf∞(0+) +
√
1− k2fℓ(0) = k

(
ακ
√

1− k2eℓ + kh∞(0−)
)

+
√
1− k2

(
α(1− kκeℓ) +

√
1− k2h∞(0−)

)

= α
√
1− k2 + h∞(0−)

= f∞(0−),

which shows that boundary conditions (5.13) holds (Θ = ∞, formally).
It remains to consider the case of the quasi-selfadjoint extension D∞ defined on

(5.18) Dom(D∞) = Dom(Ḋ) + span{g−},
which corresponds to the infinite value of the von Neumann parameter κ (κ = ∞).

If (5.18) holds (κ = ∞), a similar computation shows that the corresponding
quasi-selfadjoint extension corresponds to the boundary condition (5.3) with

Θ = −e
ℓ

k
,

which is well defined (k 6= 0 by the hypothesis).
Notice that (5.17) gives the link between the boundary condition parameter Θ

and the von Neumann extension parameter κ from (5.14) and thus establishes the
required correspondence.

�

Remark 5.6. Observe that in Case (i) the operator DΘ satisfies the semi-Weyl
commutation relations

(5.19) U∗
t DΘUt = DΘ + tI on Dom(DΘ), t ∈ R,

for all Θ ∈ C ∪ {∞}, where Ut = e−itQ is the unitary group generated by the
self-adjoint operator Q of multiplication by independent variable on the graph Y.
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If the graph Y is in Cases (ii) and (iii), the commutation relations (5.19) hold
only if Θ = 0 or Θ = ∞. Otherwise, we only have the commutation relations with
respect to the discrete subgroup Z ∋ n 7→ Un 2π

ℓ
, cf. Remark 5.2,

(5.20) U∗
n 2π

ℓ
DΘUn 2π

ℓ
= DΘ + n

2π

ℓ
I on Dom(DΘ), n ∈ Z, |Θ| = 1.

It is interesting to notice that the metric graph Y = (−∞, 0) ⊔ (0,∞) ⊔ (0, ℓ)
in Case (iii) serves as the configuration space for a minimal self-adjoint dilation of
almost all (with the only one exception) maximal dissipative differentiation opera-
tors on the finite interval (0, ℓ). Actually, the corresponding self-adjoint dilations
coincide with the set of magnetic Hamiltonians DΘ, |Θ| = 1, in Case (iii).

Theorem 5.7 (cf. [92]). The self-adjoint operator DΘ, |Θ| = 1, on the metric
graph Y = (−∞, 0) ⊔ (0,∞) ⊔ (0, ℓ) in Case (iii) with the boundary conditions
(5.3) (0 < k < 1) is a (minimal) self-adjoint dilation of the maximal dissipative

differentiation operator d̂Θ on its subgraph K = (0, ℓ) determined by the boundary
condition

(5.21) Dom(d̂Θ) = {fℓ ∈W 1
2 ((0, ℓ)) | fℓ(0) = −kΘfℓ(ℓ)}.

That is,

(5.22) P (DΘ − zI)−1|K = (d̂Θ − zI)−1, z ∈ C−,

where P is the orthogonal projection from L2(Y) onto the subspace K = L2(K) =
L2((0, ℓ)). In particular,

eitd̂Θ = PeitDΘ |K , t ≥ 0.

Proof. Let g = (g∞, gℓ)T ∈ L2(Y) and

f = (DΘ − zI)−1g, z ∈ C−.

Since f = (f∞, fℓ)T ∈ Dom(DΘ), the boundary conditions

(5.23)

(
f∞(0+)
fℓ(0)

)
=

(
k

√
1− k2Θ√

1− k2 −kΘ

)(
f∞(0−)
fℓ(ℓ)

)

hold. We have

i
d

dx
f∞(x) − zf∞(x) = g∞(x), x ∈ (−∞, 0) ∪ (0,∞) ⊂ Y,

and

(5.24) i
d

dx
fℓ(x) − zfℓ(x) = gℓ(x), x ∈ (0, ℓ) ⊂ Y.

If g ∈ K, then g∞ = 0 and hence

i
d

dx
f∞(x)− zf∞(x) = 0, x ∈ (−∞, 0) ∪ (0,∞) ⊂ Y.

Since z ∈ C−, the function f∞ has to vanish on the negative real-axis. In particular,
f∞(0−) = 0. From (5.23) it follows that

fℓ(0) = −kΘfℓ(ℓ).
Therefore the boundary condition (5.21) holds and hence f ∈ Dom(d̂Θ). Combined
with (5.24) this means that

fℓ = (d̂Θ − zI)−1gℓ, z ∈ C−,
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which proves (5.22) and eventually shows that DΘ is a self-adjoint dilation of d̂Θ.
�

Remark 5.8. Theorem 5.7 does not say anything about the dilation of the (excep-

tional) maximal dissipative differentiation operator d̂ defined on

Dom(d̂) = {fℓ ∈ W 1
2 ((0, ℓ)) | fℓ(0) = 0}

(it is explicitly assumed that k 6= 0 in the boundary condition (5.21)).
In fact, the corresponding self-adjoint dilation coincides with the self-adjoint

realization of i ddx on the metric graph

Y = (−∞, 0) ⊔ (0, ℓ) ⊔ (ℓ,∞),

which can be identified with the real axis. Therefore, in the exceptional case the
configuration space of the dilation can be identified with the graph Y in Case (i).

Indeed, to treat the exceptional case, assume that g ∈ L2(R) is supported by the
finite interval [0, ℓ]. Then the element

f = (D − zI)−1g, z ∈ C,

is supported by the positive semi-axis and its continuous representative satisfies the
boundary condition f(0) = 0. In particular,

i
d

dx
f(x)− zf(x) = g(x), x ∈ [0, ℓ], f(0) = 0,

and therefore the compressed resolvent of D in the lower half-plane coincides with

the resolvent of d̂ proving that D dilates the dissipative operator d̂.

6. The Livšic function s(Ḋ,DΘ)(z)

The main goal of this and the forthcoming section is to describe those unitary
invariants of the prime symmetric operator Ḋ that characterize the operator up to
unitary equivalence. Here Ḋ is the symmetric differentiation operator on the metric
graph Y in one of the Cases (i)-(iii) with boundary conditions (4.1), (4.2) and (4.3),
respectively.

To do so, we need to fix a (reference) self-adjoint extension of the operator Ḋ.
We choose as such an extension the self-adjoint realization D = DΘ|Θ=1 of the
differentiation operator referred to in Theorem 5.1. Recall that the domain of the
self-adjoint operator D = D1 is characterized by the following boundary conditions

f∞(0+) = −f∞(0−),(6.1)

fℓ(0) = −fℓ(ℓ),(6.2)
(
f∞(0+)
fℓ(0)

)
=

(
k

√
1− k2√

1− k2 −k

)(
f∞(0−)
fℓ(ℓ)

)
,(6.3)

whenever the graph Y is in Cases (i)–(iii), respectively.
We start with the following important observation.

Lemma 6.1. Let g± be the deficiency elements of the symmetric operator Ḋ re-
ferred to in Lemma 4.3. Then

(6.4) f = g+ − g− ∈ Dom(D).
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Proof. In Case (i) we have the representation

f(x) =
√
2(exχ(−∞,0)(x)− e−xχ(0,∞)(x))

so that f(0−) =
√
2 = −f(0+) and therefore f ∈ Dom(D).

In Case (ii),

f(x) =

√
2√

e2ℓ − 1
(ex − eℓ−x), x ∈ [0, ℓ],

which implies

f(0) =

√
2√

e2ℓ − 1
(1 − eℓ) = −

√
2√

e2ℓ − 1
(eℓ − 1) = −f(ℓ)

thus showing that f ∈ Dom(D) as well.
Finally, in Case (iii), from (4.8) and (4.9) it follows that the element f admits

the representation

f =

√
2√

e2ℓ − k2
(f∞, fℓ)

T ,

where

f∞(x) =
√
1− k2exχ(−∞,0)(x) +

√
1− k2eℓ−xχ(0,∞)(x), x ∈ R,

and

fℓ(x) = ex − keℓ−x, x ∈ [0, ℓ].

We have

f∞(0−) =
√
1− k2, f∞(0+) =

√
1− k2eℓ,

and

fℓ(0) = 1− keℓ, fℓ(ℓ) = eℓ − k.

Here k, 0 < k < 1, is the parameter from the boundary conditions (4.3) and (6.3)

describing the domains Dom(Ḋ) and Dom(D) in Case (iii), respectively.

As a consequence, the incoming F in =

(
f∞(0−)
fℓ(ℓ)

)
and outgoing F in =

(
f∞(0+)
fℓ(0)

)

boundary data are related as
(
f∞(0+)
fℓ(0)

)
=

(√
1− k2eℓ

1− keℓ

)
=

(
k

√
1− k2√

1− k2 −k

)(√
1− k2

eℓ − k

)

= S(1)

(
f∞(0−)
fℓ(ℓ)

)
,

where the bond scattering matrix S(1) is given by (5.3) for Θ = 1, which shows
that

f ∈ Dom(D(1)) = Dom(D).

�

Based on Lemma 6.1, now we are ready to evaluate the Livšic function associated
with the pair (Ḋ,D), which is one of the unitary invariants that characterizes the

pair (Ḋ,D) up to unitary equivalence.
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Lemma 6.2. The Livšic function associated with the pair (Ḋ,D) admits the rep-
resentation

(6.5) s(Ḋ,D)(z) =





0, in Case (i)
eizℓ−e−ℓ

e−ℓeizℓ−1
, in Case (ii)

k eizℓ−e−ℓ

k2e−ℓeizℓ−1
, in Case (iii)

.

Here k, 0 < k < 1, is the parameter from the boundary conditions (4.3) and (6.3)

describing the domains Dom(Ḋ) and Dom(D) in Case (iii).

Proof. Denote by g± the deficiency elements of the symmetric operator Ḋ referred
to in Lemma 4.3. By Lemma 6.1,

(6.6) g+ − g− ∈ Dom(D)

in all Cases (i)-(ii). As long as (6.6) is established, in accordance with definition

(2.3), the Livšic function associated with the pair (Ḋ,D) can be evaluated as

s(Ḋ,D)(z) =
z − i

z + i
· (gz, g−)
(gz , g+)

, z ∈ C+.

Here the deficiency elements gz ∈ Ker((Ḋ)∗ − zI), z ∈ C \ R are given by (4.10),
(4.11), (4.12) and (4.13) in Cases (i)-(iii), respectively.

In Case (i), one observes that gz ⊥ g−, z ∈ C+, and hence

s(Ḋ,D)(z) = 0, z ∈ C+.

In Case (ii), one computes

s(Ḋ,D)(z) =
z − i

z + i
· (gz, g−)
(gz , g+)

= eℓ
z − i

z + i
·
∫ ℓ
0 e

(−iz−1)xdx
∫ ℓ
0
e(−iz+1)xdx

= eℓ
e(−iz−1)ℓ − 1

e(−iz+1)ℓ − 1

=
eizℓ − e−ℓ

e−ℓeizℓ − 1
.

Finally, in Case (iii), we have

s(Ḋ,D)(z) =
z − i

z + i
· (gz, g−)
(gz , g+)

=
z − i

z + i
· k

∫ ℓ
0 e

(−iz−1)xdx

(1 − k2)
∫ 0

−∞ e(−iz+1)xdx+
∫ ℓ
0
e(−iz+1)xdx

eℓ

=
k(e(−iz−1)ℓ − 1)

(1− k2) + e(−iz+1)ℓ − 1
eℓ

=
k(e−izℓ − eℓ)

eℓe−izℓ − k2
= k

eizℓ − e−ℓ

k2e−ℓeizℓ − 1

= k
eizℓ − e−ℓ

k2e−ℓeizℓ − 1
.

Combing these results proves (6.5).
�

Remark 6.3. The representation (6.5) in Cases (i) and (ii) is known (see, e.g., [3]).
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The following corollary provides a complete characterization of prime symmetric
operators with deficiency indices (1, 1) satisfying the commutation relations (1.3)
(see Problem (I) a) in the Introduction).

Corollary 6.4. Let Ȧ be a symmetric operator referred to in Hypothesis 3.1. Sup-
pose that Ȧ is a prime operator. Then Ȧ is unitarily equivalent to one of the
differentiation operators Ḋ = i ddx on a metric graph Y in one of the Cases (i)-(iii)
introduced in Section 4 (see eqs. (4.1), (4.2) and (4.3)).

Proof. By Corollary 3.7, Ȧ admits a self-adjoint extensions such that the Livšic
function associated with the pair (Ȧ, A) coincides with the one referred to in Lemma

6.2. Since Ȧ is a prime operator, by the Uniqueness Theorem C.1 in Appendix C,
the operator Ȧ is unitarily equivalent to the symmetric differentiation operator on
the metric graph Y in one of the cases Cases (i)-(iii). �

More generally, the Livšic function associated with the pair (Ḋ,DΘ), |Θ| = 1,
where DΘ is the self-adjoint realization of the differentiation operator referred to
in Theorem 5.1, differs from the function s(Ḋ,D)(z) evaluated above in Lemma 6.2

by a constant unimodular factor. For the sake of completeness, we present the
following result.

Theorem 6.5. Suppose that |Θ| = 1. The Livšic function s(Ḋ,DΘ)(z) associated

with the pair (Ḋ,DΘ) admits the representation

(6.7) s(Ḋ,DΘ)(z) = e−2iα





0, in Case(i)
eizℓ−e−ℓ

e−ℓeizℓ−1 , in Case (ii)

k eizℓ−e−ℓ

k2e−ℓeizℓ−1 , in Case (iii)

.

Here k, 0 < k < 1, is the parameter from the boundary conditions (4.3) and (5.3)

describing the domains Dom(Ḋ) and Dom(DΘ) in Case (iii), respectively.
Here α and the boundary condition parameter Θ are related as follows

(6.8) e2iα =





Θ, in Case (i)
Θ+e−ℓ

e−ℓΘ+1
, in Case (ii)

Θ+e−(ℓ+ℓ′)

e−(ℓ+ℓ′)Θ+1
, in Case (iii)

, with ℓ′ = ln
1

k
.

In particular,

(6.9) s(Ḋ,DΘ)(z) = e−2iαs(Ḋ,D)(z),

where

D = DΘ|Θ=1.

Proof. From Theorem 5.1 it follows that

(6.10) F = g+ − e2iαg− ∈ Dom(DΘ),

where g± are the deficiency elements referred to in Lemma 4.3 and e2iα is given by
(6.8). Now (6.7) follows from (6.5) by Lemma E.1 in Appendix E. �

We conclude this section with several remarks of analytic character.
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Remark 6.6. (i). One observes that the Livšic function

sII(z; ℓ) =
eizℓ − e−ℓ

e−ℓeizℓ − 1
, z ∈ C+,

given by (6.7) in Case (ii) admits the representations

sII(z; ℓ) =
eiℓz − e−ℓ

e−ℓeiℓz − 1
=

sin(z − i) ℓ2
sin(z + i) ℓ2

=
z − i

z + i
·

∏
n∈Z

(
1−

(
z−i
2πnℓ

)2)

∏
n∈Z

(
1−

(
z+i
2πnℓ

)2) .

Therefore, sII(z; ℓ) is a pure Blaschke product with zeroes zn located on the lattice

zn = i+
2π

ℓ
n, n ∈ Z.

(ii). A direct computation shows that the Livšic function

sIII(z; k, ℓ) = k
eizℓ − e−ℓ

k2e−ℓeizℓ − 1
, z ∈ C+, 0 < k < 1,

(cf. (6.7) in Case (iii)) can be obtained by an analytic continuation of sII(z; ℓ) with
an appropriate identification of the parameters. That is,

(6.11) sIII(z; e−ℓ
′
, ℓ) = sII

(
ℓz + iℓ′

ℓ+ ℓ′
; ℓ+ ℓ′

)
, z ∈ C+.

(iii). In the inner-outer factorization of the Livšic function in Case (iii)

sIII(z; k, ℓ) = k
eizℓ − e−ℓ

k2e−ℓeizℓ − 1
= sIIIin (z) · sIIIout (z)

the inner factor sIIIin (z) coincides with the Livšic function in Case (ii), i.e.,

sIIIin = sII(z; ℓ) =
eizℓ − e−ℓ

e−ℓeizℓ − 1
.

Indeed,

sIII(z; e−ℓ
′
, ℓ) =

sin(z − i) ℓ2
sin
(
(z + i) ℓ2 + iℓ′

) = sII(z; ℓ) · sin(z + i) ℓ2
sin
(
(z + i) ℓ2 + iℓ′

) .

(In particular, the functions sIII(z; e−ℓ
′
, ℓ) and sII(z; ℓ) have the same set of zeros).

To complete the proof of the claim it remains to show that the function

(6.12) t(z) =
sin(z + i) ℓ2

sin
(
(z + i) ℓ2 + iℓ′

)

is an outer function.
First, one observes that t(z) is a contractive function in the upper half-plane.

Next, let

t(z) = tin(z)tout(z)

be its inner-outer factorization. Since t(z) does not vanish in the upper half-plane,
the inner factor of t(z) is necessarily a singular inner function. Since t(z) admits an
analytic continuation into a strip in the lower half-plane, the singular measure in
the exponential representation of tin(z) does not charge bounded sets and therefore

tin(z) = eiLz
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for some L ≥ 0, “mass” at infinity. In particular,

lim
y→∞

tin(iy) = 0

unless L = 0. However, from (6.12) it follows that

lim
y→∞

t(iy) = e−ℓ
′
,

which implies that L = 0. Therefore tin(z) = 1 and hence t(z) is an outer function.
(iv). In fact, for the outer factor sIIIout (z) = t(z) one gets the representation

(6.13) sIIIout (z) =

√
sinh ℓ

sinh(ℓ+ 2ℓ′)
exp

(
i

2π

∫

R

(
1

λ+ z
+

λ

1 + λ2

)
ρ(λ)dλ

)
,

where the density is given by

ρ(λ) = log
Pe−ℓ−2ℓ′ (λℓ)

Pe−ℓ(λℓ)
.

Here

Pr(θ) =
1− r2

1 + r2 − 2r cos θ
is the Poisson kernel.

Indeed, since t(z) is an outer function in the upper half-plane, we have the
representation [54]

(6.14) t(z) = exp

(
i

π

∫

R

(
1

λ+ z
+

λ

1 + λ2

)
log |t(λ)|dλ

)
.

Using (6.12) one computes that

log |t(λ)| = log

∣∣∣∣e
−ℓ′ eizℓ − e−ℓ

e−2ℓ′e−ℓeizℓ − 1

∣∣∣∣

= −ℓ′ + 1

2
log

(cos ℓλ− e−ℓ)2 + sin2 ℓλ

(e−ℓ−2ℓ′ cos ℓλ− 1)2 + e−2ℓ−4ℓ′ sin2 ℓλ

= −ℓ′ + 1

2
log

1− 2 cos ℓλe−ℓ + e−2ℓ

1− 2e−ℓ−2ℓ′ cos ℓλ+ e−2ℓ−4ℓ′

=
1

2
log

(
e−2ℓ′ · 1− e−2ℓ

1− e−2ℓ−4ℓ′
· Pe−ℓ−2ℓ′ (λℓ)

Pe−ℓ(λℓ)

)

=
1

2
log

sinh ℓ

sinh(ℓ + 2ℓ′)
+ ρ(λ),

and since
i

π

∫

R

(
1

λ+ z
+

λ

1 + λ2

)
dλ = 1, z ∈ C+,

representation (6.14) simplifies to (6.13).

7. The Weyl-Titchmarsh function M(Ḋ,DΘ)(z)

Along with the Livšic function, the Weyl-Titchmarsh function associated with a
pair consisting of a prime symmetric operator and its self-adjoint extension char-
acterizes the pair up to mutual unitary equivalence. So that our next goal is to
evaluate the Weyl-Titchmarsh function associated with the symmetric differentia-
tion Ḋ on the metric graph Y and its self-adjoint reference extension.
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Suppose that Y is the metric graph Y in one of the Cases (i)–(iii). As it follows
from Lemma 6.2, the Weyl-Titchmarsh function M(Ḋ,D) associated with the pair

(Ḋ,D) has the form

(7.1) M(Ḋ,D)(z) =





i, in Case (i)

coth ℓ
2 tan

ℓ
2z, in Case (ii)

coth ℓ+ℓ′

2 tan
(
ℓ
2z + i ℓ

′

2

)
, in Case (iii)

,

where

ℓ′ = ln
1

k
(0 < k < 1)

and k, 0 < k < 1, is the parameter from the boundary conditions (4.3) and (6.3)

describing the domains Dom(Ḋ) and Dom(D) in Case (iii).
Indeed, in Case (iii) one observes that

M(Ḋ,D)(z) =
1

i

s(Ḋ,D)(z) + 1

s(Ḋ,D)(z)− 1
=

1

i

keizℓ−ke−ℓ

k2e−ℓeizℓ−1
+ 1

keizℓ−ke−ℓ

k2e−ℓeizℓ−1
− 1

=
1

i
· 1 + ke−ℓ

1− ke−ℓ
· ke

iℓz − 1

keiℓz + 1
= coth

ℓ+ ℓ′

2
· tan

(
ℓ

2
z + i

ℓ′

2

)
.

Case (ii) then follows by setting ℓ′ = 0, equivalently k = 1, and the corresponding
representation in Case (i) is obvious (formally take the limit as ℓ→ ∞ in Case (ii)).

More generally, we have the following result.

Theorem 7.1. Let DΘ, |Θ| = 1, be the one-parameter family of self-adjoint ref-
erence operators referred to in Theorem 5.1. Then the Weyl-Titchmarsh function
M(Ḋ,DΘ) associated with the pair (Ḋ,DΘ) admits the representation

(7.2) M(Ḋ,DΘ)(z) =





i, in Case (i)

A(Φ) tan
(
ℓ
2z − Φ

2

)
+ sinΦ

sinh ℓ , in Case (ii)

A(Φ) tan
(
ℓ
2z +

ℓ′

2 i− Φ
2

)
+ sinΦ

sinh(ℓ+ℓ′) , in Case (iii)

,

where

Φ = argΘ, ℓ′ = log
1

k
(0 < k < 1)

and k, 0 < k < 1, is the parameter from the boundary conditions (4.3) and (5.3)

describing the domains Dom(Ḋ) and Dom(DΘ) in Case (iii).
Here in Case (iii) the amplitude A(Φ) is given by the convex combination

(7.3) A(Φ) = cos2
Φ

2
· coth ℓ+ ℓ′

2
+ sin2

Φ

2
· tanh ℓ+ ℓ′

2
,

and in Case (ii) A(Φ) is given by the same expression with ℓ′ = 0.

Proof. In Case (i) there is nothing to prove, since s(Ḋ,DΘ)(z) = 0 and hence

M(Ḋ,DΘ)(z) = i for all z ∈ C+.

In Case (ii), by Theorem 6.5 (see eq. (6.9)), we have

(7.4) s(Ḋ,DΘ)(z) = e−2iαs(Ḋ,D)(z),

where
D = DΘ|Θ=1

and α and Θ are related as in (6.8).
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From (7.4) and Lemma E.1 in Appendix E it follows

(7.5) M(Ḋ,DΘ)(z) =
M(Ḋ,D)(z)− tanα

1 + tanα ·M(Ḋ,D)(z)
.

By (7.1),

(7.6) M(Ḋ,D)(z) = coth
ℓ

2
tan

ℓ

2
z = m tan ζ,

where

(7.7) m = coth
ℓ

2
and ζ =

ℓ

2
z,

and therefore

M(Ḋ,DΘ)(z) =
m tan ζ − tanα

1 +m tanα tan ζ
.

Using the identity

m tan ζ − tanα

1 +m tanα tan ζ
=

1 + tan2 α

1 +m2 tan2 α
m

tan ζ −m tanα

1 +m tanα tan ζ
+
m2 tanα− tanα

1 +m2 tan2 α
,

we obtain the following representation

(7.8) M(Ḋ,DΘ)(z) =
1 + tan2 α

1 +m2 tan2 α
M(Ḋ,D)(ζ − t) +

m2 tanα− tanα

1 +m2 tan2 α
,

where
tan t = m tanα.

Therefore, (7.8) can be rewritten as

M(Ḋ,DΘ)(z) =
1 + 1

m2 tan
2 t

1 + tan2 t
M(Ḋ,D)(ζ − t) +

m− 1
m

1 + tan2 t
tan t.

In view of (7.6) and (7.7), we have

(7.9) M(Ḋ,DΘ)(z) =

(
coth

ℓ

2
cos2 t+ tanh

ℓ

2
sin2 t

)
tan

(
ℓ

2
z − t

)
+

1

sinh ℓ
sin 2t.

From (6.8) it follows that

tanα =
1

i

Θ−e−ℓ

e−ℓΘ−1 − 1

Θ−e−ℓ

e−ℓΘ−1 + 1
= tanh

ℓ

2
· tan

(
1

2
argΘ

)
,

so that

tan t = m tanα = coth
ℓ

2
· tanα = tan

(
1

2
argΘ

)
.

In particular,

(7.10) t =
1

2
argΘ =

1

2
Φ,

which along with (7.9) shows that

M(Ḋ,DΘ)(z) = A(Φ) tan

(
ℓ

2
z − Φ

2

)
+

sinΦ

sinh ℓ
,

proving (7.2) with A(Φ) given by (7.3) in Case (ii).
To prove (7.2) in Case (iii), in a similar way one gets (cf. (7.5))

M(Ḋ,D)(z) = coth
ℓ+ ℓ′

2
tan

(
ℓ

2
z + i

ℓ′

2

)
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and establishes that (7.8) holds where now

ζ =
ℓ

2
z + i

ℓ′

2
, m = coth

ℓ + ℓ′

2

and

tan t = m tanα.

Observing that

tanα =
1

i

Θ+e−ℓ−ℓ′

e−ℓ−ℓ′Θ+1
− 1

Θ+e−ℓ−ℓ′

e−ℓ−ℓ′Θ+1
+ 1

= tanh
ℓ+ ℓ′

2
tan

(
1

2
argΘ

)
,

one justifies (7.10) in Case (iii) as well. Literally repeating the reasoning above one
obtains the representation (7.2) in Case (iii).

�

Our last result in this section shows that the spectral measure of the reference
operator DΘ, |Θ| = 1, is rather sensitive to the magnitude of the “flux” Φ = argΘ.

Corollary 7.2. The Weyl-Titchmarsh function MΘ(z) = M(Ḋ,DΘ)(z) associated

with the pair (Ḋ,DΘ) admits the representation

MΘ(z) =

∫

R

(
1

λ− z
− λ

1 + λ2

)
dµΘ(λ), |Θ| = 1,

where µΘ(dλ), the spectral measure, is

(i) the absolutely continuous measure with a constant density

(7.11) µΘ(dλ) =
1

π
dλ in Case (i);

(ii) the discrete pure point measure

(7.12) µΘ(dλ) =
2

ℓ
A(argΘ)

∑

k∈Z

δ (2k+1)π+Φ
ℓ

(dλ) in Case (ii),

with δx(dλ) the Dirac mass at x and

A(Φ) = cos2
Φ

2
· coth ℓ

2
+ sin2

Φ

2
· tanh ℓ

2
;

(iii) the absolutely continuous measure with a periodic density

(7.13) µΘ(dλ) =
1

π
A(argΘ)Pe−ℓ′ (ℓλ− π − argΘ)dλ.

Here

Pr(ϕ) =
1− r2

1 + r2 − 2r cosϕ

is the Poisson kernel,

ℓ′ = log
1

k
,

with k, 0 < k < 1, the parameter from the boundary conditions (4.3), (5.3),
and

A(Φ) = cos2
Φ

2
· coth ℓ+ ℓ′

2
+ sin2

Φ

2
· tanh ℓ+ ℓ′

2
.
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Proof. Indeed, since

i =
1

π

∫

R

(
1

λ− z
− λ

1 + λ2

)
dλ, z ∈ C+,

(7.11) follows from the equality MΘ = i in Case (i).
To check (7.12), we use the representation

tan(z) = −
∞∑

k=0

(
1

z − (k + 1
2 )π

+
1

z + (k + 1
2 )π

)
(7.14)

=

∫

R

(
1

λ− z
− λ

1 + λ2

)
dν(λ),

where ν(dλ) is a discrete point measure

(7.15) ν(dλ) =
∑

k∈Z

δ(k+ 1
2 )π

(dλ),

which proves (7.12) in the particular case of ℓ = 2, and Θ = 1, and then the general
case follows by making a simple change of variables.

Using the explicit representation (7.2) for the Weyl-Titchmarsh function MΘ(z)
in Case (iii) one observes thatMΘ(z) is bounded in the upper half-plane. Therefore,
the representing measure µΘ(dλ) in Case (iii) is absolutely continuous with the
density given by

µΘ(dλ) =
1

π
ImMΘ(λ+ i0)dλ =

1

π
A(argΘ) · Im tan

(
ℓλ+ ℓ′i− argΘ

2

)
dλ

=
1

π
A(argΘ)Pe−ℓ′ (ℓλ− π − argΘ) dλ,(7.16)

which proves (7.13).
Here we have used the representation for the imaginary part of the tangent

function of a complex argument via the the Poisson kernel,

Im tan (λ+ iτ) = Im
1

i
· e

i(λ+iτ) − e−i(λ+iτ)

ei(λ+iτ) + e−i(λ+iτ)

= −Re
eiλe−τ − e−iλeτ

eiλe−τ + e−iλeτ
· e

−iλe−τ + eiλeτ

e−iλe−τ + eiλeτ

=
e2τ − e−2τ

e2τ + 2 cos 2λ+ e−2τ
= Pe−2τ (2λ− π),

λ ∈ R, τ > 0.

�

Remark 7.3. Observing that

1

2π
Pr(λ)dλ →

∑

n

δn(dλ) as r ↑ 1,
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we get the following spectral hierarchy of the representing measures given by (7.13),
(7.12) and (7.11):

1

π
A(argΘ) · Pe−ℓ′ (ℓλ− π − argΘ) dλ

↓ (ℓ′ → 0)

2

ℓ
A(argΘ)·

∑

k∈Z

δ (2πk+1)π+Φ
ℓ

(dλ)

↓ (ℓ→ ∞)

1

π
dλ,

with the limits as ℓ′ → 0 and ℓ→ ∞ taken in the sense of the weak convergence of
the measures. Here we used the inequality (see (7.3))

tanh
ℓ+ ℓ′

2
≤ A(Φ) ≤ coth

ℓ+ ℓ′

2

on the last step that ensures that the amplitude A(Φ) approaches 1 as ℓ→ ∞.

8. The model dissipative operators

Given a metric graph Y in one of the Cases (i)–(iii) and a real parameter k,
0 ≤ k < 1, we construct a family of model maximal dissipative differentiation
operators on Y. In what follows we will refer to the parameter k as the quantum
gate coefficient on the graph Y.

If the metric graph Y is in Case (i),

Y = (−∞, 0) ⊔ (0,∞),

denote by

D̂ = D̂I(k) = i
d

dx
, 0 ≤ k < 1,

the maximal dissipative differentiation operator with the boundary condition at the
origin

(8.1) f∞(0+) = kf∞(0−), 0 ≤ k < 1.

Notice that the case k = 0 is exceptional in the sense that the point spectrum of

the dissipative operator D̂I(0) fills in the entire (open) upper half-plane.

The corresponding strongly continuous semi-group generated by D̂I(k) describes
the motion from left to right of a (quantum) particle which is emitted outside (see
Fig. 1) with probability 1 − k2 through the quantum gate at the origin and keeps
moving along the axes with probability k2.
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k

b

Fig. 1 Dynamics on the metric graph Y in Case (i)

with the quantum gate coefficient k

If the metric graph Y is in Case (ii) and

Y = (0, ℓ)

for some ℓ > 0, denote by

(8.2) D̂ = D̂II(k, ℓ) = i
d

dx
,

the maximal dissipative differentiation operator determined by the boundary con-
dition

(8.3) fℓ(0) = kfℓ(ℓ), 0 ≤ k < 1.

Notice that the case k = 0 is also exceptional. That is, the dissipative differen-

tiation operator D̂II(0, ℓ) corresponding to the boundary condition

(8.4) fℓ(0) = 0

has no spectrum.

The (nilpotent) semi-group generated by D̂II(0, ℓ) describes the motion of a
particle which is emitted with probability one at the right end-point of the finite
interval [0, ℓ] (see Fig. 2).

b

Fig. 2 Dynamics on the metric graph Y in Case (ii)

with the quantum gate coefficient k = 0

Finally, if the graph Y is in Case (iii),

Y = (−∞, 0) ⊔ (0,∞) ⊔ (0, ℓ),
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denote by D̂ = D̂III(k, ℓ) = i ddx the maximal dissipative differentiation operator
on Y with the boundary conditions

(8.5)

(
f∞(0+)
fℓ(0)

)
=

(
k 0√

1− k2 0

)(
f∞(0−)
fℓ(ℓ)

)
, 0 < k < 1.

The dynamics associated with the strongly continuous semi-group generated by

D̂III(k, ℓ) describes the motion a wave-packet moving from left to right (see Fig.
3).

b

b

k

√
1− k2

Fig. 3 Dynamics on the metric graph Y in Case (iii)

with the quantum gate coefficient k

If the packet is initially supported by the negative semi-axis, after the interaction
with the scatterer located at the center of the graph, the particle continues its
rightward motion along the real axis with its initial shape amplified by the factor k
while a copy of the wave-packet amplified by

√
1− k2 turns right onto an appendix

of length ℓ attached to the obstacle. When the wave-packet approaches the right
end of the interval [0, ℓ] the wave is terminated.

From the boundary conditions (8.5) it follows that the quantum Kirchhoff rule
(at the junction)

(8.6) |f∞(0−)|2 = |f∞(0+)|2 + |fℓ(0)|2

holds.
Taking into account wave-particle duality, one can also say that the correspond-

ing particle with probability k2 keeps moving along the real axis and with prob-
ability 1 − k2 enters the appendix. Then, assuming that the initial profile of the
wave-packet was supported by the interval [−L, 0), the particle is emitted with
probability one after time t = ℓ+ L has elapsed.

Notice that a wave-packet initially supported to the right of the obstacle moves
to the right without changing its shape regardless whether the wave is supported
by the semi-axis (−∞, 0] or by the finite interval [0, ℓ]. To complete the description
of the dynamics in the general case, one applies the superposition principle.
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Remark 8.1. Notice that the boundary conditions (8.1), (8.4) and (8.5) (but not
(8.3) with k 6= 0) are the local vertex conditions, which means that different ver-
tices do not interact. In particular, the domains of the corresponding dissipative

operators D̂ are invariant with respect to the group of local gauge transformations.

As a corollary, the dissipative operators D̂ = D̂I,II,III satisfy the commutation
relations

(8.7) U∗
t D̂Ut = D̂ + tI on Dom(D̂), t ∈ R,

where Ut = e−itQ is the unitary group generated by the operatorQ of multiplication
by independent variable on the graph Y.

This can be justified immediately but it also follows from a more general con-
siderations below (cf. Remark 4.6).

Let A(x) denote a real-valued piecewise continuous function on Y. We remark

that the operators D̂ and D̂ + A(x) are unitarily equivalent. Indeed, let φ(x) be
any solution to the differential equation

φ′(x) = A(x),

on the edges of the graph and continuous at the origin {0} ∈ Y. Denote by V the
unitary local gauge transformation

(8.8) (V f)(x) = eiφ(x)f(x), f ∈ L2(Y).

Then, taking into account the boundary conditions (8.1), (8.4) and (8.5) one con-

cludes that the domain of D̂ is V -invariant

V (Dom(D̂)) = Dom(D̂),

and moreover,

D̂ = V ∗(D̂ +A(x))V.

In particular, (8.7) holds.

Remark 8.2. Notice that the model dissipative differentiation operators D̂ extend
the symmetric differentiation operator Ḋ on the graph Y with the boundary con-
ditions (4.1), (4.2) and (4.3), respectively. Moreover, the symmetric operator Ḋ is

uniquely determined by D̂ and

Ḋ = D̂|D where D = Dom(D̂) ∩Dom((D̂)∗).

If D̂ is in Case (i), then the corresponding symmetric operator Ḋ admits a quasi-
selfadjoint extension the point spectrum of which fills in the entire upper half-plane.
Notice that this property characterizes the operator up to unitary equivalence. That
is, any prime closed symmetric operator with deficiency indices (1, 1) that admits
a quasi-selfadjoint extension with point spectrum filling in the whole upper half-
plane is unitarily equivalent to the operator Ḋ in Case (i) [3, Ch. IX, Sec. 114].

Apparently, any point from C+ is an eigenvalue for the extension D̂I(0).

Moreover, the symmetric operator Ḋ has a relatively poor family of unitarily
inequivalent (dissipative) quasi-selfadjoint extensions. The reason is that any two
(dissipative) extensions with the same absolute value of the von Neumann param-

eter k, (0 ≤ k ≤ 1), are unitarily equivalent to the operator D̂I(k). Recall that
the absolute value of the von Neumann parameter of the dissipative operators in
question is well defined (see Remark 2.5). This property also characterizes Ḋ up to
unitary equivalence: any prime closed symmetric operator with deficiency indices
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(1, 1) that admits two distinct unitarily equivalent quasi-selfadjoint extensions is

unitarily equivalent to the operator Ḋ [5, Theorem 2].

The dissipative operator D̂ = D̂II(0, ℓ) in Case (ii) given by (8.2) and (8.3)

is the only dissipative extension of ḊII(ℓ) whose resolvent set coincides with the
whole complex plane C. Moreover, any dissipative quasi-selfadjoint extension of a
prime closed symmetric operator with deficiency indices (1, 1) without spectrum

is unitarily equivalent to the symmetric differentiation operator ḊII(ℓ) on a finite
interval of length ℓ [67, Theorem 14].

We remark that in contrast to Case (i), in Cases (ii) and (iii) the maximal

dissipative operator D̂ with the boundary conditions (8.1) and (8.4), respectively, is
the only one maximal dissipative extension of the symmetric differentiation operator
Ḋ with a gauge invariant domain. Indeed, the boundary conditions (5.2) and (5.3)
are gauge invariant if either Θ = 0 or Θ = ∞. If Θ = ∞, the corresponding
quasi-selfadjoint extension is not dissipative, which proves the claim.

The following structure theorem shows that the differentiation operator D̂,

D̂ = D̂III(k, ℓ),

in Case (iii) can be obtained as the result of an operator coupling (spectral synthesis)

of the more “elementary” dissipative differentiation operators D̂ = D̂I(k) in Case

(i) and D̂ = D̂II(0, ℓ) in Case (ii). For the concept of an operator coupling we refer
to Appendix G.

Theorem 8.3. The differentiation operator D̂III(k, ℓ) on the metric graph

YIII = (−∞, 0] ⊔ [0,∞) ⊔ [0, ℓ]

with the quantum gate coefficient k is an operator coupling of the differentiation

operator D̂I(k) on the edge

YI = (−∞, 0] ⊔ [0,∞)

with the same quantum gate coefficient k and the operator D̂II(0, ℓ) on the remain-
ing edge

YII = [0, ℓ]

with the quantum gate coefficient 0, respectively. That is,

YIII = YI ⊔ YII

and

(8.9) D̂III(k, ℓ) = D̂I(k) ⊎ D̂II(0, ℓ).

Proof. To see that, set H1 = L2((−∞,∞)) and H2 = L2((0, ℓ)). One observes that

D̂III(k, ℓ)|Dom(D̂III (k,ℓ))∩H1
= D̂I(k)

and hence the requirement (i) in the definition G.4 (see Appendix G) of a coupling
of two dissipative operators is met.

Next, Dom(D̂I(0, k)) ⊕ Dom((D̂II(ℓ))
∗) consists of the three-component func-

tions f = (f−, f+, fℓ)T , with

f− ⊕ f+ ⊕ fℓ ∈ W 1
2 ((−∞, 0))⊕W 1

2 ((0,∞))⊕W 1
2 ((0, ℓ))

such that

(8.10) f+(0+) = kf−(0−) and fℓ(ℓ−) = 0
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and hence

Dom(Ḋ) ⊂ Dom(D̂I(k))⊕Dom((D̂II(0, ℓ))
∗).

In particular,

Ḋ ⊂ D̂I(k)⊕ (D̂II(0, ℓ))
∗

and hence the requirement (ii) in the definition of an operator coupling is met as
well. Therefore, (8.9) holds. �

For the further references it is convenient to adopt the following Hypothesis.

Hypothesis 8.4. Assume that the metric graph Y is in one of the Cases (i)–(iii)

and D̂ is the model dissipative operator with the quantum gate coefficient k on Y

given by the boundary conditions (8.1), (8.3) and (8.5), respectively. Let Ḋ be the

restriction of D̂ on D = Dom(D̂)∩Dom((D̂)∗). Assume that DΘ is the self-adjoint

reference extension of Ḋ referred to in Theorem 5.1 (see (5.1), (5.2), and (5.3)). If
the graph Y is in Case (ii) assume that k = 0 and if Y is in Case (iii) we require
that k 6= 0.

Definition 8.5. Under Hypothesis 8.4 suppose that k = 0 whenever the graph Y

is in Case (ii) and that k 6= 0 whenever Y is in Case (iii). Under this assumption

we call the triple of differentiation operators (Ḋ, D̂,DΘ) the model triple on Y with
the quantum gate coefficient k.

More explicitly, each of the differentiation operators from the triple (Ḋ, D̂,DΘ)
in the Hilbert L2(Y) is given by the differential expression

τ = i
d

dx

(on the edges of the graph Y) initially defined on the Sobolev space W 1
2 (Y),

W 1
2 (Y) =





W 1
2 ((−∞, 0))⊕W 1

2 ((0,∞))

W 1
2 ((0, ℓ))

(W 1
2 ((−∞, 0))⊕W 1

2 ((0,∞))⊕W 1
2 ((0, ℓ))

.

In Case (i), the metric graph has the form Y = (−∞, 0) ⊔ (0,∞), and

Dom(Ḋ) = {f∞ ∈ W 1
2 (Y) |f∞(0+) = f∞(0−) = 0},

Dom(D̂) = {f∞ ∈ W 1
2 (Y) | f∞(0+) = kf∞(0−)},

Dom(DΘ) = {f∞ ∈ W 1
2 (Y) | f∞(0+) = −Θf∞(0−)},

0 ≤ k < 1.

In Case (ii), Y = (0, ℓ),

Dom(Ḋ) = {fℓ ∈ W 1
2 (Y) |fℓ(0) = fℓ(ℓ) = 0},

Dom(D̂) = {fℓ ∈ W 1
2 (Y) |fℓ(0) = 0},

Dom(DΘ) = {fℓ ∈ W 1
2 (Y) |fℓ(0) = −Θfℓ(ℓ)}.
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In Case (iii), Y = (−∞, 0) ⊔ (0,∞) ⊔ (0, ℓ), and

Dom(Ḋ) =




f∞ ⊕ fℓ ∈W 1

2 (Y) |





f∞(0+) = kf∞(0−)

fℓ(0+) =
√
1− k2f∞(0−)

fℓ(ℓ) = 0




,

Dom(D̂) =

{
f∞ ⊕ fℓ ∈W 1

2 (Y) |
{
f∞(0+) = kf∞(0−)

fℓ(0+) =
√
1− k2f∞(0−)

}
,

Dom(DΘ) =

{
f∞ ⊕ fℓ ∈W 1

2 (Y) |
{
f∞(0+) = kf∞(0−) +

√
1− k2Θfℓ(ℓ)

fℓ(0+) =
√
1− k2f∞(0−)− kΘfℓ(ℓ)

}
,

0 < k < 1.

9. The characteristic function S(Ḋ,D̂,DΘ)(z)

Now we are ready to evaluate the characteristic function S(Ḋ,D̂,DΘ)(z) of the

triple (Ḋ, D̂,DΘ) of differentiation operators on a metric graph Y in Cases (i)-(iii).

First, we evaluate the characteristic function of the triple (Ḋ, D̂,D) for a par-
ticular choice of the reference self-adjoint operator D referred to in Theorem 5.1,
in Cases (i), (ii) and (iii) with Θ = 1, respectively. Recall that the operator D is
determined by the boundary conditions

f∞(0+) = −f∞(0−),

fℓ(0) = −fℓ(ℓ),{
f∞(0+) = kf∞(0−) +

√
1− k2fℓ(ℓ)

fℓ(0+) =
√
1− k2f∞(0−)− kfℓ(ℓ)

in Cases (i)–(iii), respectively.

Lemma 9.1. Let (Ḋ, D̂,D) be the model triple of the differentiation operators on
the metric graph Y in one of the Cases (i)− (iii) as above. Then the characteristic

function of the triple (Ḋ, D̂,D) admits the representation

(9.1) S(Ḋ,D̂,D)(z) =





k, in Case (i)

eiℓz, in Case (ii)

keiℓz, in Case (iii)

, z ∈ C+,

where 0 ≤ k < 1 (in Case (i)) and 0 < k < 1 (in Case (iii)).

Proof. To check (9.1) we proceed as follows.
Let g± be the deficiency elements given by (4.6) in Case (i), (4.7) in Case (ii)

and (4.8), (4.9) in Case (iii).
We claim that

(9.2) f = g+ − S(i)g− ∈ Dom(D̂),

where we have used the shorthand notation

S(z) = S(Ḋ,D̂,D)(z).

It suffices to check that f satisfies the boundary conditions (8.1), (8.4) and (8.5)
in Cases (i)-(iii), respectively, and therefore

f = g+ − S(i)g− ∈ Dom(D̂).
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Indeed, in Case (i),

(9.3) S(i) = k,

and hence

f∞(x) =
√
2(exχ(−∞,0)(x) + ke−xχ(0,∞)(x)).

Clearly,

f∞(0−) = kf∞(0+),

and therefore f∞ ∈ Dom(D̂).
In Case (ii),

(9.4) S(i) = e−ℓ,

and therefore the element

fℓ(x) =

√
2√

e2ℓ − 1
(ex − e−ℓeℓ−x), x ∈ [0, ℓ],

satisfies the Dirichlet boundary condition fℓ(0) = 0 which proves that fℓ ∈ Dom(D̂).
Finally, in Case (iii) we have that

(9.5) S(i) = ke−ℓ.

Therefore, the element f = g+ − S(i)g− = g+ − ke−ℓg− admits the representation
(see (4.8) and (4.9))

f =

√
2√

e2ℓ − k2
(f∞, fℓ)

T ,

where

f∞(x) =
√
1− k2exχ(−∞,0)(x) + ke−ℓ

√
1− k2eℓ−xχ(0,∞)(x), x ∈ R,

and

fℓ(x) = ex − (ke−ℓ)keℓ−x, x ∈ [0, ℓ].

We have

f∞(0−) =
√
1− k2,

f∞(0+) = k
√
1− k2,

fℓ(0) = 1− k2,

which shows that the boundary conditions (8.5) hold. Therefore f ∈ Dom(D̂).
Since

g+ − g− ∈ Dom(D)

and

g+ − S(i)g− ∈ Dom(D̂),

one computes

S(Ḋ,D̂,D)(z) =
s(Ḋ,D)(z)− S(i)

S(i)s(Ḋ,D)(z)− 1
=

s(Ḋ,D)(z)− ke−ℓ

ke−ℓs(Ḋ,D)(z)− 1
.

It remains to remark that since the Livšic function s(Ḋ,D)(z) is given by (6.5), one

gets (9.1) by a direct computation.
�
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Remark 9.2. Notice that Lemma 9.1, in particular, states that the characteristic

function of the triple (Ḋ, D̂,D) in Case (iii) is the product of the characteristic
functions in Cases (i) and (ii), respectively. That is,

(9.6) S(Ḋ,D̂,D)(z) = k · eiℓz .
In view of Theorem 8.3, the rule (9.6) can also be obtained as a corollary of the
Multiplication Theorem G.5 in Appendix G.

Also, comparing (9.3), (9.4) and (9.5), one observes that the von Neumann

parameter ke−ℓ of the coupling D̂III(k, ℓ) associated with the bases (4.8) and (4.9)
is the product of the von Neumann parameters k and e−ℓ of the dissipative operators
D̂I(k) and D̂II(ℓ) with respect to the bases (4.6) and (4.7), respectively (see Remark
2.1 for the terminology). This observation illustrates the multiplicativity property
for the absolute values of the von Neumann extension parameters under coupling
(see [78, Theorem 5.4] or Theorem G.5 in Appendix G). Recall that the concept of
absolute value of the von Neumann parameter is well defined by Remark 2.5.

The more general result below can be understood as the solution of the following
inverse problem: find a triple with a prescribed characteristic function referred to
in Theorem 3.5 (cf. [49, Theorem 20]).

Theorem 9.3. The characteristic function S(Ḋ,D̂,DΘ)(z) of the model triple (Ḋ, D̂,DΘ),

|Θ| = 1, admits the representation

(9.7) S(Ḋ,D̂,DΘ)(z) = e−2iα





k, in Case (i)

eiℓz , in Case (ii)

keiℓz, in Case (iii)

, z ∈ C+,

where 0 ≤ k < 1 (in Case (i)) and 0 < k < 1 (in Case (iii)).
Here α and the boundary condition parameter Θ are related as follows

(9.8) e2iα =





Θ, in Case (i)
Θ+e−ℓ

e−ℓΘ+1
, in Case (ii)

Θ+e−(ℓ+ℓ′)

e−(ℓ+ℓ′)Θ+1
, in Case (iii), with ℓ′ = ln 1

k .

.

In particular,

(9.9) S(Ḋ,D̂,DΘ)(z) = e−2iαS(Ḋ,D̂,D)(z).

Proof. In view of Lemma E.1 in Appendix E, the assertion of the theorem is a
direct consequence of Theorem 6.5. �

Remark 9.4. Observe that in Case (ii) the characteristic function of the triple

(Ḋ, D̂,DΘ) is a singular inner function with “mass at infinity.”

Corollary 9.5. The model triples (Ḋ, D̂,DΘ), |Θ| = 1, and (Ḋ, D̂,DΘ′), |Θ′| = 1,
Θ′ 6= Θ, are not mutually unitarily equivalent unless the graph Y is in Case (i) and

the point spectrum of the dissipative differentiation operator D̂ fills in the whole
upper half-plane C+. In the latter case the triples in question are mutually unitarily
equivalent to one another for any Θ and Θ′ (|Θ| = |Θ′| = 1).

Proof. Combining (9.7), (9.8) and (9.9) shows that the characteristic functions
S(Ḋ,D̂,DΘ)(z) and S(Ḋ,D̂,DΘ′)(z) are different for Θ 6= Θ′ unless

S(Ḋ,D̂,DΘ)(z) = 0 for all z ∈ C+
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for some (and therefore for all) |Θ| = 1. In the latter case D̂ has no regular points

in the upper half-plane and the triples (Ḋ, D̂,DΘ), |Θ| = 1, and (Ḋ, D̂,DΘ′),
|Θ′| = 1, are mutually unitarily equivalent by the uniqueness Theorem C.1 in
Appendix C. �

Remark 9.6. Let A be a real-valued piecewise continuous function on the metric
graph Y in Cases (i)-(iii). Combining Remarks 4.6, 5.2 and 8.1 imply that if the

graph Y is in Case (i), then the triple (Ḋ+A(x), D̂+A(x), DΘ+A(x)) is mutually

unitarily equivalent to the triple (Ḋ, D̂,DΘ). If the graph is in Cases (ii) or (iii),

then (Ḋ+A(x), D̂+A(x), DΘ+A(x)) is mutually unitarily equivalent to the triple

(Ḋ, D̂,DΘe−iΦ), where

Φ =

∫ ℓ

0

A(x)dx.

Moreover, the corresponding unitary equivalence is given by a gauge transformation.

The knowledge of the characteristic function of the triple (Ḋ, D̂,DΘ), which is its
complete unitary invariant, enables us to obtain the converse to structure Theorem
3.5.

Theorem 9.7. Let (Ȧ, Â, A) be a triple of operators in a Hilbert space H where

Ȧ is a prime symmetric operator with deficiency indices (1, 1), Â is its dissipative

quasi-selfadjoint extension and A is a reference self-adjoint extension of Ȧ

Suppose that the characteristic function S(z) = S(Ȧ,Â,A)(z) of the triple (Ȧ, Â, A)

admits the representation

(9.10) S(z) = keiℓz, z ∈ C+,

for some |k| ≤ 1 and ℓ ≥ 0. We also assume that if ℓ = 0, then necessarily |k| < 1
and if |k| = 1, then ℓ > 0.

Then there exists a unitary group Ut such that the domains Dom(Ȧ) and Dom(Â)
are Ut-invariant and

(9.11) U∗
t ȦUt = Ȧ+ tI on Dom(Ȧ),

(9.12) U∗
t ÂUt = Â+ tI on Dom(Â).

Proof. By the uniqueness Theorem C.1 in Appendix C, the triple (Ȧ, Â, A) is mu-

tually unitarily equivalent to the triple (Ḋ, D̂,DΘ) referred to in Theorem 9.3 for
some choice of the extension parameter Θ. By (4.17) and (8.7),

eitQḊe−itQ = Ḋ + tI on Dom(Ḋ), t ∈ R,

and

eitQD̂e−itQ = D̂ + tI on Dom(D̂), t ∈ R,

where Q the self-adjoint operator of multiplication by independent variable on the
graph Y. Pulling back the group e−itQ in L2(Y) to the original Hilbert space H
proves the assertion. �

It is worth mentioning that the choice of the orientation of the graph Y was ad
hoc from the very beginning. To complete the exposition, along with the graph
Y, consider the metric graph Y

∗ obtained from Y by reversing the orientation.
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The corresponding differentiation operator −(D̂)∗ on Y∗ extends the (symmetric)
differentiation operator

−Ḋ = −i d
dx
,

and its domain is determined by the following boundary conditions
in Case (i):

f∞(0−) = kf∞(0+);(9.13)

in Case (ii):

fℓ(ℓ) = 0;(9.14)

in Case (iii):

{
f∞(0−) = kf∞(0+) +

√
1− k2fℓ(0)

fℓ(ℓ) = 0
.(9.15)

Notice that the graph Y∗ in Case (iii) (as opposed to the graph Y) has only two
incoming and only one outgoing bonds which is reflected in a slightly different way
of posing boundary conditions (cf. (8.5) and (9.15)). Meanwhile, both −(Ḋ)∗ and

−(D̂)∗ solve the commutation relations (8.7).
On the algebraic level, it can be seen by observing that the relations

U∗
t ÂUt = Â+ tI on Dom(Â).

and

V ∗
t (−Â)∗Vt = (−Â)∗ + tI on Dom(Â),

with Vt = U−t, imply one another.
In fact, reversing the orientation of the graph Y does not lead to the new solutions

as far as the classification up to unitary equivalence is concerned.

Lemma 9.8. The triples (Ḋ, D̂,DΘ) and (−Ḋ,−(D̂)∗,−DΘ) are mutually unitar-
ily equivalent.

Proof. From Theorem 9.3 it follows that

S(Ḋ,D̂,DΘ)(z) = e−2iαkeiℓz,

where α is given by (6.8). Applying Lemma F.2 in Appendix F, we have that

S(−Ḋ,−(D̂)∗,−DΘ)(z) = S(Ḋ,D̂,DΘ)(−z) = e−2iαkeiℓz = S(Ḋ,D̂,DΘ)(z),

which ensures a mutual unitary equivalence of the triples in question by the unique-
ness Theorem C.1 in Appendix C (the symmetric operator Ḋ is prime by Lemma

4.4, so is the operator −Ḋ).
�
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10. The transmission coefficient and the characteristic function

Recall that if the metric graph Y is in Cases (ii) or (iii), the differentiation
operators DΘ, Θ ∈ C ∪ {∞}, referred to in Theorem 5.4 satisfy the commutation
relations

U∗
t DΘUt = DΘ + tI, t ∈ 2π

ℓ
Z,

with respect to a discrete subgroup of one-parameter strongly continuous group of
unitary operators Ut. On fact, one can choose

Ut = e−itQ, t ∈ R,

where Q is the multiplication operator by independent variable on the graph Y.
However, in the exceptional cases Θ = ∞, the semi-Weyl relations

U∗
t DΘUt = DΘ + tI, t ∈ R, (Θ = 0 or Θ = ∞),

hold (D∞ = −D∗
0).

Suppose that the metric graph Y is in Case (ii), that is,

Y = (0, ℓ).

Our fist goal is to evaluate the characteristic function of a dissipative triple on
the graph Y.

To be more specific, let (ḋ, d̂Θ, d) be the triple, where ḋ is the symmetric differ-
entiation on

Dom(ḋ) = {fℓ ∈W 1
2 ((0, ℓ)) | fℓ(0) = fℓ(ℓ) = 0},

d̂Θ = D̂II(−kΘ, ℓ) (0 < k < 1)

is the maximal dissipative differentiation operator on

Dom(d̂Θ) = {fℓ ∈W 1
2 ((0, ℓ)) | fℓ(0) = −kΘfℓ(ℓ)},

and d is the self-adjoint differentiation operator defined on

Dom(d) = {fℓ ∈W 1
2 ((0, ℓ)) | fℓ(0) = −fℓ(ℓ)}.

Lemma 10.1. The characteristic function S(ḋ,d̂Θ,d)
(z) of the triple (ḋ, d̂Θ, d) has

the form

(10.1) S(ḋ,d̂Θ,d)
(z) =

Θ + e−ℓk

ke−ℓΘ+ 1
· B(z), z ∈ C+,

where

B(z) =
eiℓz + kΘ

Θ+ eiℓzk
=

cos ℓz−argΘ−iℓ′
2

cos ℓz−argΘ+iℓ′

2

, z ∈ C+,

is a pure Blaschke product with simple zeros zn given by

(10.2) zn = i
ℓ′

ℓ
+ (2πn+ 1)

π

ℓ
+

argΘ

ℓ
, with ℓ′ = log

1

k
,

0 < k < 1.

In particular, the characteristic function S(ḋ,d̂Θ,d)
(z) of the triple (ḋ, d̂Θ, d) is a

periodic function

S(ḋ,d̂Θ,d)

(
z +

2π

ℓ

)
= S(ḋ,d̂Θ,d)

(z), z ∈ C+,

with the minimal period T = 2π
ℓ .
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Proof. Let g± be the deficiency elements of the symmetric operator ḋ given by
(4.7).

Since d̂Θ is a quasi-selfadjoint extension of ḋ, its domain can be represented as

Dom(d̂Θ) = Dom(ḋ)+̇span{g+ − κg−},
for some |κ| < 1. In particular the function g+ − κg− satisfies the boundary
condition

(g+ − κg−)(0) = −kΘ(g+ − κg−)(ℓ),
which allows to relate the von Neumann extension parameter κ and the coefficient
k as

1− κeℓ = −kΘ(eℓ − κ).
Therefore,

κ =
kΘ+ e−ℓ

kΘe−ℓ + 1
.

Since g+ − g− ∈ Dom(d), one computes (see (2.9)) that

(10.3) S(z) = S(ḋ,d̂Θ,d)
(z) =

s(z)− κ
κs(z)− 1

,

where s(z) = s(ḋ,d)(z) is the Livšic function associated with the pair (ḋ, d) given by

Lemma 6.2 as

s(z) = s(ḋ,d)(z) =
eiℓz − e−ℓ

e−ℓeiℓz − 1
.

We claim that the inner functions B(z) and S(z) have the same set of (simple)
roots.

Indeed, if S(z0) = 0, then

(10.4) s(z0) =
eiℓz0 − e−ℓ

e−ℓeiℓz0 − 1
= κ.

Therefore,

eiℓz0 =
e−ℓ − κ
1− κe−ℓ

=
1− eℓκ
eℓ − κ

= −kΘ,
which implies that B(z0) = 0, and vice versa.

Since both B(z) and S(z) are Blaschke products, we get

(10.5) B(z) =
B(i)

S(i)
S(z).

To complete the proof it remains to observe that

(10.6)
B(i)

S(i)
=
B(i)

κ
=
e−ℓ + kΘ

Θ+ e−ℓk
· kΘe

−ℓ + 1

kΘ+ e−ℓ
=
kΘe−ℓ + 1

Θ + e−ℓk
.

�

Next, recall that by Theorem 5.7 the self-adjoint magnetic Hamiltonian DΘ,
|Θ| = 1, on the metric graph

Y = (−∞, 0) ⊔ (0,∞) ⊔ (0, ℓ)

in Case (iii) referred to in Theorem 5.7 dilates the maximal dissipative differentia-

tion operator d̂Θ.
Define the transmission coefficient t(λ) in the scattering problem on the graph

Y (obtained from Y by identifying the right vertex of the edge [0, ℓ] with the vertex
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at the origin) as the amplitude of the generalized eigenfunction of the Hamiltonian
DΘ, the solution f to the equation

(10.7) i
d

dx
f = λf on Y = (−∞, 0) ⊔ (0,∞) ⊔ (0, ℓ)

that coincides with e−iλx on the incoming edge (−∞, 0) of the graph Y, equals
t(λ)e−iλx on the outgoing edge (0,∞), and f = (f∞, fℓ) satisfies the boundary
conditions (5.3),

(
f∞(0+)
fℓ(0)

)
=

(
k

√
1− k2Θ√

1− k2 −kΘ

)(
f∞(0−)
fℓ(ℓ)

)
.(10.8)

The analytic counterpart of the dilation Theorem (5.7) is as follows.

Theorem 10.2. The transmission coefficient t(λ) in the scattering problem (10.7),
(10.8) has the form

(10.9) t(λ) =
Θ + eiℓλk

eiℓλ + kΘ
, λ ∈ R.

Proof. Let f be the solution to the scattering problem (10.7).
We have

f∞(λ, x) = e−iλxχ(−∞,0)(x) + t(λ)e−iλxχ(0,∞)(x), x ∈ R,

and

fℓ(λ, x) = a(λ)e−iλx, x ∈ (0, ℓ).

From (5.3) it follows that
(
t(λ)
a(λ)

)
=

(
k

√
1− k2Θ√

1− k2 −kΘ

)(
1

a(λ)e−iλℓ

)
.

Solving for a(λ) we get that

a(λ) =

√
1− k2

1 + kΘe−iλℓ

and hence

t(λ) = k +
√
1− k2Θe−iλℓa(k) = k +

√
1− k2Θe−iλℓ

√
1− k2

1 + kΘe−iλℓ

=
Θ+ eiℓλk

eiℓλ + kΘ
, λ ∈ R.

�

Remark 10.3. We observe that if one sets Θ = 1 in (10.9), then

t(λ) =
1

sℓ′
(
ℓ
ℓ′λ
) ,

where ℓ′ = log 1
k and

sℓ′(z) =
eizℓ

′ − e−ℓ
′

e−ℓ′eizℓ′ − 1

is the Livšic function associated with the pair (Ḋ,D) on the metric graph

Y = (0, ℓ′)

in Case (ii) referred to in Lemma 6.2.



DISSIPATIVE AND NON-UNITARY REPRESENTATIONS 57

Corollary 10.4. Let t(λ) be the transmission coefficient in the scattering problem
(10.7), (10.8).

Then,

(10.10) t(λ) =
Θ + e−ℓk

ke−ℓΘ+ 1
· S−1(λ+ i0), λ ∈ R,

where S(z) is the characteristic function of the triple (ḋ, d̂Θ, d) in Case (ii).
In particular, the poles of the analytic (meromorphic) continuation of the trans-

mission coefficient t(λ) to the upper half-plane coincide with the eigenvalues of the

dissipative operator d̂Θ.

Proof. Representation (10.10) follows from (10.1) and (10.9). Since S(z) is analytic
in C+, the transmission coefficient t(λ) can be meromorphically continued on the
whole complex plane. The (simple) poles of this continuation are located at the
zeroes of the characteristic function S(z) which are the eigenvalues of the dissipative

operator d̂Θ.
�

Remark 10.5. The exceptional case of the triple (ḋ, d̂, d), where d̂ is the differenti-
ation operator on

(10.11) Dom(d̂) = {fℓ ∈ W 1
2 ((0, ℓ)) | fℓ(0) = 0}

deserves a special discussion. Notice that d̂ is the only one dissipative quasi-
selfadjoint extension of the symmetric differentiation ḋ which is not in the family
(5.21) with k 6= 0 (cf. Frostman’s observation of general character: if S is an inner
function, then S−κ

1−κS is a pure Blaschke product for almost all κ ∈ D).
By Lemma 9.1, the characteristic function of the triple

S(ḋ,d̂,d) = eiℓz, z ∈ C+,

is a singular inner function (see Remark 9.4).
On the other hand, the transmission coefficient of the self-adjoint dilation D of

the dissipative operator d̂ on the one-cycle graph can be evaluated by solving the
equation

i
d

dx
f = λf

on the metric graph Y with boundary conditions (5.3) with k = 0, and Θ = 1,
(
f∞(0+)
fℓ(0)

)
=

(
0 1
1 0

)(
f∞(0−)
fℓ(ℓ)

)

to get an analog of (10.10). In this case,

t(λ) = e−iℓz = S−1

(ḋ,d̂,d)
(λ), λ ∈ R.

11. Uniqueness results

So far we were interested in characterizing solutions to the commutation relations
(1.3) under the assumption that the unitary group Ut is given. Our next goal is to

show that if the symmetric operator Ȧ (from Hypothesis 3.1) is a prime symmetric
operator, then the commutation relations (1.3) uniquely determine the group Ut
up to a character t→ eitµ (with the only one exception).
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We start with a preliminary observation that a prime symmetric operator with
deficiency indices (1, 1) has a rather poor set of symmetries.

Lemma 11.1. Suppose that Ȧ is a symmetric operator with deficiency indices (1, 1)

and U is a unitary operator. Assume that the operator U commutes with Ȧ in the
sense that

(11.1) U(Dom(Ȧ)) = Dom(Ȧ)

and

ȦUf = UȦf for all f ∈ Dom(Ȧ).

Then the subspaces

H± = spanz∈C± Ker((Ȧ)∗ − zI)

are invariant for U . Moreover, the corresponding restrictions of U onto those sub-
spaces are multiples of the identity. That is,

(11.2) U|H± = Θ±IH± for some |Θ±| = 1.

Proof. Suppose that f ∈ Dom((Ȧ)∗). Then

(Ȧg,Uf) = (U∗Ȧg, f) = (U∗ȦUU∗g, f) for all g ∈ Dom(Ȧ).

From (11.1) it follows that U∗g ∈ Dom(Ȧ), g ∈ Dom(Ȧ). Therefore,

(U∗ȦUU∗g, f) = (ȦU∗g, f) = (g,U(Ȧ)∗f).
That is,

(Ȧg,Uf) = (g,U(Ȧ)∗f) for all g ∈ Dom(Ȧ),

which means that

U(Dom((Ȧ)∗)) ⊂ Dom((Ȧ)∗)

and

(11.3) (Ȧ)∗U = U(Ȧ)∗ on Dom((Ȧ)∗).

Since (11.3) holds, the deficiency subspace

Nz = Ker((Ȧ)∗ − zI), z ∈ C+,

is an eigensubspace of U . Therefore, the subspace

H+ = spanz∈C+
Ker((Ȧ)∗ − zI)

is invariant for U .
Next we claim that the deficiency subspaces Nz and Nζ are not orthogonal to

each other for z, ζ ∈ C+.

Indeed, let A be a self-adjoint extension of Ȧ. Suppose that g+ ∈ Ni with g+ 6= 0.
Then the element gz = (A−iI)(A−zI)−1g+ generates the subspace Nz, Im(z) 6= 0.
Therefore,

(gz, gζ) =
(
(A− iI)(A− zI)−1g+, (A− iI)(A− ζI)−1g+

)

=

∫

R

λ2 + 1

(λ− z)(λ− ζ)
dµ(λ)

=
1

z − ζ

∫

R

(
1

λ− z
− 1

λ− ζ

)
(λ2 + 1)dµ(λ),
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where µ(dλ) is the spectral measure of the element g+ associated with the self-
adjoint operator A. That is,

dµ(λ) = (dE(λ)g+, g+),

where E(λ) is the resolution of identity for the self-adjoint operator A,

A =

∫

R

λdE(λ).

Clearly,

Im

(
1

λ− z
− 1

λ− ζ

)
> 0, whenever z, ζ ∈ C+,

and therefore

(gz, gζ) 6= 0, z, ζ ∈ C+,

which proves the claim.
Finally, since Ker((Ȧ)∗−zI) and Ker((Ȧ)∗−ζI) for z, ζ ∈ C+ are not orthogonal

to each other, the restrictions of U onto these subspaces have the same eigenvalues,
proving that the restriction of U onto H+ is a multiple of the identity.

The same reasoning shows that the restriction of U onto its invariant subspace

H− = spanz∈C− Ker((Ȧ)∗ − zI)

is also a (possibly different) multiple of the identity as well.
The proof is complete.

�

Lemma 11.2. Suppose that Ȧ is a symmetric operator with deficiency indices
(1, 1). Assume that Ut and Vt are strongly continuous unitary groups such that the
commutation relations

U∗
t ȦUt = V ∗

t ȦVt = Ȧ+ tI on Dom(Ȧ)

hold.
Then the subspaces

H± = spanz∈C± Ker((Ȧ)∗ − zI)

reduce the groups Ut and Vt and

Vt|H± = eitµ±Ut|H± for some µ± ∈ R.

Proof. In a similar way as in the proof of Lemma 11.1, one observes that the
commutation relations

U∗
t (Ȧ)

∗Ut = V ∗
t (Ȧ)

∗Vt = (Ȧ)∗ + tI on Dom((Ȧ)∗)

for the adjoint operator (Ȧ)∗ hold.
Since obviously

Ut(Ker((Ȧ)∗ − zI)) = Vt(Ker((Ȧ)∗ − zI)) = (Ker((Ȧ)∗ − (z − t)I)), t ∈ R,

the subspacesH± are invariant for both Ut and Vt for all t, and thereforeH± reduce

the groups Ut and Vt. Since the unitary operator Ut = U∗
t Vt commutes with Ȧ on

Dom(Ȧ), by Lemma 11.1 one gets that

(11.4) U∗
t Vt|H± = Ut|H± = eiα±(t)IH± , t ∈ R,



60 K. A. MAKAROV AND E. TSEKANOVSKĬI

for some continuous real-valued functions α±(t) (the continuity of the function α(t)
follows from the hypothesis that the groups Ut and Vt are strongly continuous).
That is,

Vt = eiα±(t)Ut on H±.

Since Ut and Vt are one-parameter groups, it follows that the functional equation

α±(t+ s) = α±(t) + α±(s)

holds and hence, due to the continuity of α±, we conclude that

α±(t) = µ±t,

for some µ± ∈ R, which combined with (11.4) completes the proof. �

Theorem 11.3. Suppose that Â is a maximal dissipative extension of a prime
symmetric operator Ȧ with deficiency indices (1, 1).

Assume that Ut and Vt are strongly continuous unitary groups such that the
commutation relations

(11.5) U∗
t ÂUt = V ∗

t ÂVt = Â+ tI on Dom(Â)

hold.
If Â is self-adjoint assume, in addition, that

(11.6) U∗
t ȦUt = V ∗

t ȦVt = Ȧ+ tI on Dom(Ȧ).

If Â has a regular point in the upper half-plane, in particular, if Â is self-adjoint,
then

(11.7) Vt = eitµUt for some µ ∈ R.

Moreover, in the exceptional case when the spectrum of Â fills in the whole upper
half-plane, the subspaces

H± = spanz∈C± Ker((Ȧ)∗ − zI)

are orthogonal, reduce the groups Ut and Vt and

Vt|H± = eitµ±Ut|H± for some µ± ∈ R.

Proof. Let z be a regular point of Â in the upper half-plane. As it has been

explained in the proof of Theorem 3.5, if Â is not self-adjoint, then (11.6) holds
automatically. Therefore, Lemma 11.2 is applicable and hence

Utg = eiµ−tg for some µ− ∈ R,

where Ut = U∗
t Vt and 0 6= g ∈ Ker((Ȧ)∗ + iI) ⊂ H−.

Set
f = (Â+ iI)(Â− zI)−1g.

Since f ∈ Ker((Ȧ)∗ − zI) ⊂ H+, by Lemma 11.2,

Utf = eiµ+tf for some µ+ ∈ R.

On the other hand, since the unitary operator Ut commutes with Â, we have

Utf = (Â+ iI)(Â− zI)−1Utg = (Â+ iI)(Â− zI)−1eiµ−tg = eiµ−tf.

Therefore, µ+ = µ−.
Finally, taking into account that Ȧ is a prime operator, it follows that the sub-

spaces H± span the whole Hilbert space H, and the claim follows.
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In view of Lemma 11.2, to prove the last assertion it remains to show that H±
are mutually orthogonal whenever the spectrum of Â fills in the upper half-plane.

Since (11.5) holds and the dissipative operator Â has no regular points in the
upper half-plane, one can apply Theorem 3.5 to conclude that for any self-adjoint

extension of Ȧ the characteristic function of the triple (Ȧ, Â, A) is identically zero.

By Lemma 9.1, the characteristic function of the triple (Ḋ, D̂I(0), D) on the metric
graph Y in Case (i) with quantum gate coefficient k = 0 also vanishes identically

in the upper-half-plane. The operators Ȧ and Ḋ are prime symmetric operators,
therefore Ȧ is unitarily equivalent to Ḋ on the metric graph Y in Case (i), where

D̂ is in the exceptional case, that is, its point spectrum fills in C+. In this case the

subspaces H±(Ḋ) = spanz∈C± Ker((Ḋ)∗ − zI) = L2(R±) for the operator Ḋ are
orthogonal, so are the subspaces

H±(Ȧ) = spanz∈C± Ker((Ȧ)∗ − zI)

for the symmetric operator Ȧ.
�

12. Dissipative solutions to the CCR

Now we are prepared to get a complete classification (up to unitary equivalence)

of the simplest non-self-adjoint maximal dissipative solutions Â to the commutation
relations (1.4).

More generally, we have the following result.

Theorem 12.1. Assume Hypothesis 3.1. Suppose, in addition, that Ȧ is a prime

operator and A its self-adjoint extension. Suppose that Â is a maximal dissipative
extension of Ȧ such that

U∗
t ÂUt = Â+ tI on Dom(Â).

(i) If Â is self-adjoint, then there exists a unique Θ, |Θ| = 1, such that the

triple (Ȧ, Â, A) is mutually unitarily equivalent to the triple (Ḋ,D,DΘ) on
the metric graph Y in Case (i) and therefore Θ is a unitary invariant of

(Ȧ, Â, A).

(ii) If Â is not self-adjoint, then the triple (Ȧ, Â, A) is mutually unitarily equiv-

alent to the model triple (Ḋ, D̂,DΘ) in one of the Cases (i)− (iii) for some

|Θ| = 1. If, in addition, Â has at least one regular point in the upper half-

plane, then the parameter Θ is uniquely determined by the triple (Ȧ, Â, A)

and therefore Θ is a unitary invariant of (Ȧ, Â, A) in this case. That is,

if some triples (Ȧ, Â, A) and (Ȧ′, Â′, A′) are mutually unitarily equivalent,
then the corresponding parameters Θ and Θ′ coincide.

Proof. (i). If Â is self-adjoint, we argue as follows. By Theorem 3.3, the Weyl-

Titchmarsh function of (Ȧ, Â) coincides with i in the upper half-plane. Therefore,

since Ȧ is a prime operator, the pair (Ȧ, Â) is mutually unitarily equivalent to the

pair (Ḋ,D) on the metric graph Y in Case (i). Since A is a self-adjoint extension

of Ȧ, the triple (Ȧ, Â, A) is mutually unitarily equivalent to the triple (Ḋ,D,DΘ)
for some |Θ| = 1, which proves the existence of such a Θ.



62 K. A. MAKAROV AND E. TSEKANOVSKĬI

To establish the uniqueness, suppose that the triples (Ḋ,D,DΘ1) and (Ḋ,D,DΘ2)
in Case (i) (recall that D is self-adjoint here) are mutually unitarily equivalent.

In particular, there exists a unitary operator U such that

U(Dom(Ḋ) = Dom(Ḋ)), U(Dom(D)) = Dom(D),

UḊf = ḊUf for all f ∈ Dom(Ḋ),

UDf = DUf for all f ∈ Dom(D)

and

U∗DΘ1U = DΘ2 .

By Lemma 11.2, the subspaces L2(R±) are eigensubspaces for the unitary op-
erator U , and since U(Dom(D)) = Dom(D), the corresponding eigenvalues of U
coincide. Therefore, U is necessarily a (unimodular) multiple of the identity and
hence

DΘ2 = U∗DΘ1U = DΘ1

so that

Θ1 = Θ2.

(ii). Suppose that Â is not self-adjoint. By Theorem 3.5, the characteristic
function of the triple admits the representation (3.7). Combining Theorem 3.5 and
Lemma 9.1 one concludes that there exists a (possibly different) self-adjoint exten-

sion A′ of Ȧ such that the triples (Ȧ, Â, A′) and (Ḋ, D̂,D) are mutually unitarily
equivalent.

In particular, U−1ȦU = Ḋ and U−1A′U = D for some unitary operator. Hence
U−1AU is a self-adjoint extension of Ḋ and hence U−1AU = DΘ for some Θ. It is the
unitary transformation U that establishes the required mutual unitary equivalence
of the triples.

To prove the last assertion, one observes that since Â has at least one regu-
lar point in the upper half-plane, the characteristic function of the triple is not
identically zero. In particular, if A′ is another reference operator, then the triples

(Ȧ, Â, A) and (Ȧ, Â, A′) are mutually unitarily equivalent if and only if A′ and A
coincide by Lemma E.1 in Appendix E.

Therefore, taking into account that the triple (Ȧ, Â, A) is mutually unitarily

equivalent to (Ḋ, D̂,DΘ) for some |Θ| = 1, one concludes that in this case the

unimodular parameter Θ is uniquely determined by the triple (Ȧ, Â, A).
�

Remark 12.2. If Â has no regular points in the upper half-plane, then (Ȧ, Â, A′)

is mutually unitarily equivalent to (Ḋ, D̂,DΘ) for some (and therefore for all) Θ,

|Θ| = 1, where D̂ is in the exceptional case (Case (i) with k = 0) (see Corollary 9.5).
Therefore, in this exceptional case, the parameter Θ is not determined uniquely by

the triple (Ȧ, Â, A′).

Remark 12.3. On account of the remarks that we made in Section 8, structure
Theorem 8.3 combined with Theorem 12.1 provides the following intrinsic charac-
terization of all symmetric operators satisfying Hypothesis 3.1 thus giving a com-
plete solution of the Jørgensen-Muhly problem for symmetric operators in the case
of deficiency indices (1, 1) (see Problem (I) b) in the Introduction):

either
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i) Ȧ admits a (dissipative) quasi-selfadjoint extension with the point spectrum

filling in C+, equivalently, Ȧ admits a pair of distinct quasi-selfadjoint ex-
tensions that are unitarily equivalent,
or,

ii) Ȧ admits a quasi-selfadjoint extension with no spectrum,
or, finally,

iii) Ȧ is the symmetric part of an operator coupling of a dissipative extension

of the symmetric operator Ȧ without point spectrum in case i) and the

dissipative extension of Ȧ with no spectrum in case ii) (see Remark 3.6 for
the definition of the symmetric part of a dissipative operator in connection
with Hypothesis 3.1).

13. Main results

In this section we provide the complete classification of the simplest solutions to
the restricted Weyl commutation relations

VsUt = eistUtVs, t ∈ R, s ≥ 0,

for a strongly continuous group of unitary operators Ut and a strongly continuous
semi-group of contractions Vs in a separable Hilbert space H.

Hypothesis 13.1. Let (−∞,∞) ∋ t → Ut = eiBt be a strongly continuous group

of unitary operators and [0,∞) ∋ s → Vs = eiÂs a semi-group of contractions in a
separable Hilbert space H. Suppose that the restricted Weyl commutation relations

(13.1) VsUt = eistUtVs, t ∈ R, s ≥ 0,

hold.

We remark that in the light of Corollary 6.4 one could have started from the
much weaker Hypothesis 3.1.

The following two results characterize the simplest solutions to the restricted
Weyl commutation relations. We start with the case where Vs is a semi-group of
isometries.

Theorem 13.2. Assume Hypothesis 13.1. Suppose, in addition, that the generator

Â of the semi-group Vs is a prime symmetric operator with deficiency indices (0, 1).
Then there exists a unique metric graph Y = (µ,∞), µ ∈ R, such that the pair

(Â, B) is mutually unitarily equivalent to the pair (P̂ ,Q), where P̂ = i ddx is the

differentiation operator in L2(Y) = L2((µ,∞)) on

Dom(P̂) = {f ∈ W 1
2 ((µ,∞)) | f(µ) = 0}

and Q is the operator of multiplication by independent variable in L2(Y).

Proof. Since Â is a generator of a semi-group, Â is a closed operator. By the Stone-
von Neumann uniqueness result (see, e.g., [3, Theorem 2, Ch. VIII, Sec. 104]) there

exists a isometric map U from H onto L2((0,∞)) such that UÂU−1 coincides with
the differentiation operator in L2((0,∞)) with the Dirichlet boundary condition at
the origin.

Lemma 11.2 and Lemma B.5 in Appendix B show that there exists a µ such that

the pair (Â, B) is mutually unitarily equivalent to the pair (P0,Q0 + µI), where

P0 = i
d

dx
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is the differentiation operator in L2((0,∞)) on

Dom(P0) = {f ∈W 1
2 ((0,∞)) | f(0) = 0},

and Q0 is the operator of multiplication by independent variable in L2((0,∞)).

Clearly the pairs (P0,Q0 + µI) and (P̂ ,Q) in the Hilbert spaces in L2((0,∞)) and
in L2((µ,∞)), respectively, are mutually unitarily equivalent. By construction, the
spectrum of the generator B coincides with the semi-axis [µ,∞). Therefore, µ is

a unitary invariant which is uniquely determined by the pair (Â, B). In particular,

the graph Y = (µ,∞) is also uniquely determined by the pair (Â, B). �

In a completely analogous way one proves the following result.

Theorem 13.3. Assume Hypothesis 13.1. Suppose, in addition, that the generator

Â of the semi-group Vs is a maximal dissipative extension of a prime symmetric
operator with deficiency indices (1, 0).

Then there exists a unique metric graph Y = (−∞, ν), ν ∈ R, such that the pair

(Â, B) is mutually unitarily equivalent to the pair (P̂ ,Q) where P̂ = i ddx is the

differentiation operator in L2(Y) = L2((−∞, ν)) on

Dom(P̂) =W 1
2 ((−∞, ν))

and Q is the operator of multiplication by independent variable in L2(Y).

Remark 13.4. We remark that if Â is a prime symmetric operator with deficiency
indices (0, 1) or (1, 0) in a Hilbert space H, then H is necessarily separable.

Remark 13.5. Theorems 13.2 and 13.3 are dual to each other: if (Â, B) satisfies the

hypotheses of Theorem 13.2, then (−Â∗,−B) satisfies the hypotheses of Theorem

13.3, however the pairs (Â, B) and (−Â∗,−B) are not mutually unitarily equivalent.
In this case the self-adjoint operator B is semi-bounded from below but −B is semi-

bounded from above. Moreover, the generator Â has no point spectrum while the

point spectrum of (−Â)∗ fills in the entire open upper half-plane.

Next we treat the case where the dissipative generator of the semi-group Vs is
a quasi-selfadjoint extension of a prime symmetric operator with deficiency indices
(1, 1).

To formulate the corresponding uniqueness result, we need some preparations.

Definition 13.6. Let Y be a metric graph in the following cases

(13.2) Y =





(−∞, ν) ⊔ (µ,∞) Case I∗ (ν 6= µ)

(−∞, µ) ⊔ (µ,∞) Case I

(µ, ν) Case II (µ < ν)

(−∞, µ) ⊔ (µ,∞) ⊔ (µ, ν) Case III (µ < ν).

.

Given a real number k, 0 ≤ k < 1, define

the position operator Q as the operator of multiplication by independent
variable on the edges of the graph Y

and
the momentum operator P̂ as the differentiation operator i ddx on the edges
of the graph Y,

(13.3) (P̂f)(x) = i
d

dx
f(x) a. e. x ∈ e on every edge e of Y
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on
Dom(P̂) $

⊕

e⊂Y

W 1
2 (e) $ L2(Y),

the space of locally absolutely continuous functions on the edges with the
following vertex boundary conditions

Dom(P̂) =





{
f− ⊕ f+ ∈W 1

2 ((−∞, ν)) ⊕W 1
2 ((µ,∞)) | f+(µ+) = 0

}
, in Case I∗{

f∞ ∈W 1
2 ((−∞, µ)) ⊕W 1

2 ((µ,∞)) | f∞(µ+) = kf∞(µ−)
}
, in Case I{

fℓ ∈ W 1
2 ((µ, ν)) | fℓ(µ+) = 0

}
, in Case II

.

Here, in Case I we require that 0 < k < 1 and in Case II we assume that ν =
µ+ ℓ > µ.

In Case III, Dom(P̂) consists of the two-component vector-functions f = (f∞, fℓ)T ,

f∞ ⊕ fℓ ∈
(
W 1

2 ((−∞, µ))⊕W 1
2 ((µ,∞))

)
⊕W 1

2 ((µ, ν))

that satisfy the “boundary conditions”

(13.4) f∞(µ+) = kf∞(µ−) and fℓ(µ+) =
√
1− k2f∞(µ−) (Case III).

By definition the pair (P̂ ,Q) is said to be the dissipative canonical pair with the
quantum gate coefficient k, 0 ≤ k < 1 on the metric graph Y. In Case III we always
assume that k > 0 and formally set k = 0 whenever the graph Y is in Case I∗ or in

Case II. We also call the triple (Ṗ , P̂,Q), where

Ṗ = P̂|Dom(P̂)∩Dom(P̂∗),

the canonical dissipative triple on Y with the quantum gate coefficient k.

Remark 13.7. In Case I∗ the metric graph is “disconnected” whenever ν < µ, while
if µ < ν, one may think that the edges of the graph eventually “overlap” over the
finite interval [µ, ν]. Also, in Case III the boundary conditions (13.4) at the junction
point µ of the graph Y, the center of the graph, yield the quantum Kirchhoff rule

|f∞(µ+)|2 + |fℓ(µ+)|2 = |f∞(µ−)|2.
Remark 13.8. It is easy to see that the spectrum of the position operator Q is given
by

(13.5) spec(Q) =





(−∞, ν] ∪ [µ,∞), in Case I∗

(−∞,∞), in Case I

[µ, ν], in Case II

(−∞,∞), in Case III

.

From (13.5) it follows that if Y is in Case I∗ with ν > µ or in Case III, then the
spectrum of the position operator Q has multiplicity 2 on the finite interval [µ, ν].
In Case I and II the position operator Q has simple Lebesgue spectrum filling in
the whole real axis (−∞,∞) and the finite interval [µ, ν] respectively.

We also notice that the spectrum of the dissipative momentum operator P̂ is

(13.6) spec(P̂) =





C+ ∪ (−∞,∞), in Case I∗ and Case I with k = 0

(−∞,∞), in Case I with k > 0

∅, in Case II

(−∞,∞), in Case III

.
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Notice that Case I∗ and Case I with k = 0 are exceptional in the sense that any

point in the (open) upper half-plane is an eigenvalue of P̂ .

If a metric graph Y is in Case I, we also introduce the concept of the Weyl
canonical triple on Y.

Definition 13.9. Let Y be a metric graph in Case I, that is,

Y = (−∞, µ) ⊔ (µ,∞) for some µ ∈ R.

Let P = i ddx be the self-adjoint differentiation operator on

(13.7) Dom(P) = {f ∈W 1
2 (Y) | f(µ− 0) = f(µ+ 0},

Ṗ its symmetric restriction on

Dom(Ṗ) = {f ∈ W 1
2 (Y) | f(µ− 0) = f(µ+ 0) = 0},

and Q the position operator on Y. We call (Ṗ ,P ,Q) the Weyl canonical triple on
Y (centered at µ).

Remark 13.10. If (P̂ ,Q) = (P̂(k),Q) is the dissipative canonical pair on the metric
graph Y = (−∞, µ] ∪ [µ,∞) with the quantum gate coefficient k, then

s-lim
k→1

P̂(k) = P ,

where P is the self-adjoint differentiation operator defined on (13.7) and the limit
is taken in the strong resolvent sense. Therefore, the Weyl canonical triple on
the metric graph Y can be considered the limiting case of the dissipative triple

(Ṗ, P̂ ,Q) = (Ṗ(k), P̂(k),Q) with the quantum gate coefficient k as k → 1.

Our first auxiliary result is that the pair (Y, k) is a unitary invariant of a dissi-
pative canonical pair.

Lemma 13.11. Suppose that the canonical pairs (P̂(k),Q) and (P̂ ′(k′),Q′) with
the quantum gate coefficients k and k′ on metric graphs Y and Y′, respectively, are
mutually unitarily equivalent. Then

Y = Y
′ and k = k′.

Proof. As it has been explained in Remark 13.8, there are two options: either the
position operator Q has simple spectrum or Q has spectrum of multiplicity 2 filling
in a finite interval.

Assume, first, that the position operator Q has spectrum of multiplicity 2 sup-
ported by a finite interval [µ, ν], ν > µ. So does Q′. Therefore the graphs Y and Y′

have the same vertices but may possibly be in different cases, in Case I∗ or in Case
III only.

Suppose that Y is in Case I∗and therefore k = 0. Then the point spectrum of

the dissipative momentum operator P̂ = P̂(0) fills in the whole upper half-plane

C+, so does the dissipative momentum operator P̂ ′ since P̂ and P̂ ′ are unitarily
equivalent. Therefore, Y′ is in Case I∗ with k′ = 0 as well. Analogously, if Y is

in Case III, then C+ belongs to the resolvent set of P̂(k). Again, since P̂(k) and

P̂ ′(k′) are unitarily equivalent, C+ belongs to the resolvent set of P̂ ′(k′) and then
necessarily Y′ is in Case III. Thus Y and Y′ have the same vertices and are in the
same cases. Therefore, Y = Y

′.
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It remains to treat the case where the multiplication operator Q has simple
spectrum. There are two options: either both Y and Y′ are in Case II, or both of
them are in Case I.

If they are in Case II, the knowledge of the spectrum of Q (Q′) uniquely deter-
mines the location of the vertices of the graph Y (Y′) and the graph(s) itself.

If both Y and Y
′ are in Case I, we proceed as follows. Since the pairs (P̂(k),Q)

and (P̂ ′(k′),Q′) are mutually unitarily equivalent andQ = Q′, there exists a unitary
operator U commuting with the multiplication operator Q such that

P̂ ′(k′) = U∗P̂(k)U.

Since Q has simple spectrum and the unitary operator U commutes with Q, the
operator U is the multiplication operator by a unimodular function u. We have

(13.8) Dom(P̂(k)) = U(Dom(P̂ ′(k′))).

Suppose that the vertices µ and µ′ of the graphs Y and Y′ are different, that
is, µ 6= µ′. From (13.8) it follows that the function u(x)f(x) is a continuous

function in a neighborhood of the point µ′ for all f ∈ Dom(P̂ ′(k′)), so is the
function |f(x)| = |u(x)f(x)|, which is incompatible with the boundary condition

f(µ′+) = k′f(µ′−) for all f ∈ Dom(P̂ ′(k′)), since k′ < 1. Therefore, the vertices
of the graphs Y and Y′ coincide, µ = µ′, and hence Y = Y′.

To prove that k = k′, notice that if the metric graph Y and therefore Y
′ is in

Cases I∗ or II, then k = k′ = 0 by definition.
Suppose that Y = Y′ is in Cases I,

Y = (−∞, µ) ⊔ (µ,∞) = Y
′.

In this case, the absolute values of the von Neumann parameters of P̂(k) and P̂ ′(k′)
(more precisely, of the corresponding triples) coincide with k and k′, respectively.

By the hypothesis, P̂(k) and P̂ ′(k′) are unitarily equivalent. Therefore,

k = k′,

since the absolute value of the von Neumann parameter is a unitary invariant of a
dissipative operator by Remark 2.5.

Next, assume that Y = Y′ is in Case III,

Y = (−∞, µ) ⊔ (µ,∞) ⊔ (µ, ν) = Y
′ (µ < ν).

By Theorem 9.3, the absolute values of the von Neumann parameters of P̂(k) and

P̂ ′(k′) are ke−ℓ and k′e−ℓ, respectively (see the relation (2.8)), where

ℓ = ν − µ.

Therefore, k = k′, since P̂(k) and P̂ ′(k′) are unitarily equivalent by the hypothesis.
�

Now we are ready to present the central result of the first part of the book.

Theorem 13.12. Assume Hypothesis 13.1. Suppose, in addition, that the genera-

tor Â of the semi-group Vs is not self-adjoint and that the restriction

Ȧ = Â|Dom(Â)∩Dom((Â)∗)

is a prime symmetric operator with deficiency indices (1, 1).
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Then there exists a unique metric graph Y in one of the Cases I∗, I–III and a

unique k ∈ [0, 1) such that the pair (Â, B) (triple (Ȧ, Â, B)) is mutually unitarily

equivalent to the canonical dissipative pair (P̂(k),Q) (triple (Ṗ , P̂(k),Q)) on Y,
respectively.

Proof. By the hypothesis the restricted Weyl relations (13.1) hold. Therefore (see
[25, 116])

(13.9) U∗
t ÂUt = Â+ tI on Dom(Â), t ∈ R.

As in the proof of Theorem 3.5 one shows that symmetric operator Ȧ solves the
commutation relations

(13.10) U∗
t ȦUt = Ȧ+ tI on Dom(Ȧ).

Therefore, the operator Ȧ satisfies Hypothesis 3.1. In this situation one can apply
Theorem 12.1 (ii) to see that there is a metric graph Y0 in one of the Cases (i)-(iii)

with the quantum gate coefficient k such that the dissipative operator Â is unitarily
equivalent to the one of the following model dissipative differentiation operators:

(i) D̂ = D̂I(k) = i ddx on Y0 = (−∞, 0) ⊔ (0,∞) with the boundary condition

(13.11) f∞(0+) = kf∞(0−), 0 ≤ k < 1;

or

(ii) D̂ = D̂II(0, ℓ) = i ddx on Y0 = (0, ℓ) with the boundary condition

(13.12) fℓ(0) = 0;

or

(iii) D̂ = D̂III(k, ℓ) = i ddx on Y0 = (−∞, 0) ⊔ (0,∞) ⊔ (0, ℓ) with the boundary
conditions

(13.13)

(
f∞(0+)
fℓ(0)

)
=

(
k 0√

1− k2 0

)(
f∞(0−)
fℓ(ℓ)

)
, 0 < k < 1.

That is, there exists a unitary map W from H onto L2(Y0) such that

(13.14) WÂW−1 = D̂.

In particular, from (13.9) it follows that

(13.15) W ∗
t D̂Wt = D̂ + tI on Dom(D̂), t ∈ R,

where Wt is the unitary group on L2(Y) given by

Wt = WUtW−1, t ∈ R.

On the other hand,

eitQ0D̂e−itQ0 = D̂ + tI on Dom(D̂), t ∈ R,

where Q0 is the operator of multiplication by independent variable on the graph
Y0.

Applying Theorem 11.3 to the dissipative operator D̂, one obtains

(13.16) Wt = WeiBtW−1 = e−iµteiQ0t for some µ ∈ R,

whenever D̂, and therefore Â, has a regular point in the upper half-plane.
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In this case, combining (13.14) and (13.16) one concludes that the pair (Â, B)

is mutually unitarily equivalent to the pair (D̂,Q− µI) on the graph Y0 (with the

quantum gate coefficient k). The pair (D̂,Q − µI) is in turn mutually unitarily

equivalent to the canonical dissipative pair (P̂(k),Q) with the quantum gate coef-
ficient k on the metric graph Y centered at µ. Notice that Y can be obtained from
the graph Y0 by a shift.

If the dissipative operator Â has no regular points in the upper half-plane, The-

orem 12.1 asserts that Â is unitarily equivalent the model differentiation operator

D̂ = D̂I(0) on the graph Y0 = (−∞, 0) ⊔ (0,∞) in Case (i) with quantum gate
coefficient k = 0.

The same reasoning as above shows that in this exceptional case, the pair (Â, B)

is mutually unitarily equivalent to the pair (D̂I(0),Q − µ−R− − µ+R+) on the
graph Y0 = (−∞, 0)⊔(0,∞) for some µ± ∈ R. Here R− and R+ are the orthogonal
projections in

L2(Y0) = L2((−∞, 0))⊕ L2((0,∞))

onto the subspace L2((−∞, 0)) and L2((0,∞)), respectively.

If µ+ = µ− = µ, the pair (D̂I(0),Q − µ−R− − µ+R+) = (D̂I(0),Q − µI) is

mutually unitarily equivalent the canonical dissipative pair (P̂(0),Q) on the graph
Y = (−∞, µ) ⊔ (µ,∞) in Case I with quantum gate coefficient k = 0.

If µ+ 6= µ−, then the pair (D̂I(0),Q − µ−R− − µ+R+) on the metric graph
Y0 = (−∞, 0)⊔ (0,∞) (in Case(i)) is mutually unitarily equivalent to the canonical

dissipative pair (P̂ ,Q) on the graph Y = (−∞, µ−) ⊔ (µ+,∞) in Case I∗.
The uniqueness part of the statement is an immediate consequence of Lemma

13.11.
�

Remark 13.13. If in addition to the hypotheses of Theorem 13.12 one assumes
that A is a self-adjoint (reference) extension of Ȧ, then we immediately get that

there exists a self-adjoint extension P of Ṗ such that the quadruple (Ȧ, Â, A,B) is

mutually unitarily equivalent to the quadruple (Ṗ, P̂(k),P ,Q) on the metric graph
Y in Cases I∗, I–III with the quantum gate coefficient k 6= 0 for some k ∈ [0, 1).

The extension P is determined by the quadruple (Ȧ, Â, A,B) uniquely unless the
graph Y is in Case I∗ or in Case I with the quantum gate coefficient k = 0.

With a minor modification, the result of Theorem 13.12 extends to the case

where the generator Â is self-adjoint.

Theorem 13.14. Assume Hypothesis 13.1. Supose, in addition, that Â = A is self-

adjoint and that Ȧ is a prime symmetric restriction of Â with deficiency indices
(1, 1) such that

(13.17) U∗
t ȦUt = Ȧ+ tI on Dom(Ȧ).

Then there exists a unique metric graph Y = (−∞, µ) ⊔ (µ,∞) (in Case I)

centered at µ ∈ R such that the triple (Ȧ, A,B) is mutually unitarily equivalent to

the Weyl canonical triple (Ṗ ,P ,Q) on Y (see Definition 13.9).

Proof. From the hypothesis it follows that in fact (unrestricted) Weyl commutation
relations

VsUt = eistUtVs, t ∈ R, s ∈ R,
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hold and therefore

(13.18) U∗
t AUt = A+ tI on Dom(A), t ∈ R.

By Theorem 3.3, the Weyl-Titchmarsh function associated with the pair (Ȧ, A)
has the form

M(z) = i, z ∈ C+.

So does the Weyl-Titchmarsh function associated with the pair (Ṗ ,P) on the graph
Y0 = (−∞, 0) ⊔ (0,∞) in Case (i).

Since Ȧ and Ṗ are prime operators, the pair (Ȧ, A) is mutually unitarily equiv-

alent to the pair (Ṗ ,P) on the graph Y0. That is, there exists a unitary operator
W : H → L2(R) such that

WAW−1 = P and WȦW−1 = Ṗ.
From (13.17) and (13.18) it follows that

W ∗
t PWt = P + tI on Dom(A)

and
W ∗
t ṖWt = Ṗ + tI on Dom(Ȧ),

where
Wt = WU∗

t W−1.

By the definition of the Weyl canonical triple (Ṗ,P ,Q), the commutation rela-
tions

eitQPe−itQ = P + tI and eitQṖe−itQ = Ṗ + tI

hold. Now one can apply Theorem 11.3 to see that there exists a µ ∈ R such that

Wt = WUtW−1 = e−iµteitQ = eit(Q−µI).

Therefore, the triple (Ȧ, A,B) is mutually unitarily equivalent to the triple

(Ṗ,P ,Q− µI) on the metric graph Y0.

In turn, the triple (Ṗ ,P ,Q − µI) is mutually unitarily equivalent to the Weyl

canonical triple (Ṗµ,P ,Q) on the metric graph Yµ = (−∞, µ) ⊔ (µ,∞) in Case I.

(Recall that Dom(Ṗµ) = {f ∈W 1
2 (R) | f(µ) = 0}.)

To complete the proof of the theorem it remains to show that the Weyl triples
(Ṗµ,P , Q) and (Ṗµ′ ,P , Q) on the graphs Yµ and Yµ′ , respectively, are not mutually
unitarily equivalent unless µ = µ′. Indeed, assume that they are. Denote by U
the unitary operator that establishes the mentioned mutual unitary equivalence.
Since U commutes with P and Q, the operator U is a (unimodular) multiple of

the identity. Therefore, U∗ṖµU = Ṗµ′ implies Ṗµ = Ṗµ′ and hence µ = µ′, a
contradiction.

�

Remark 13.15. Comparing the assumptions of Theorems 13.12 and 13.14 it is clearly
seen that the main difference is that in Theorem 13.14 one has to require the
commutation relation for the symmetric operator Ȧ, while in the case of Theorem
13.12 the corresponding relations hold automatically. As we have already mentioned
in the Introduction, the existence of a symmetric operator Ȧ with the required
properties in the hypothesis of Theorem 13.14 follows from the Stone-von Neumann
uniqueness result.

Indeed, let (P ,Q) be the canonical pair with P = i ddx and Q the operator of

multiplication by independent variable in L2(R).
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Suppose that W : H → L2(R) is a unitary operator such that

(13.19) WAW−1 = P and WBW−1 = Q.
Then the symmetric restriction Ṗµ of P on

Dom(Ṗµ) = {f ∈W 1
2 (R) | f(µ) = 0}

has deficiency indices (1, 1) and satisfies the commutation relations

eitQṖµe−itQ = Ṗµ + tI.

It remains to choose

(13.20) Ȧ = W−1ṖµW
and the existence of a restriction with the required properties follows.

From the uniqueness part of Theorem 13.14 it also follows that if a closed sym-
metric restriction Ṗ of P (with deficiency indices (1, 1)) satisfies commutation re-
lations

eitQṖe−itQ = Ṗ + tI,

then Ṗ = Ṗµ for some µ ∈ R (cf. [44]). In this sense as far as the unitary
equivalence (13.19) is established (based on the Stone-von Neumann uniqueness

result), the choice of Ȧ via (13.20) in the hypothesis of Theorem 13.14 is canonical.
Notice that as long as the existence of such a restriction is established/required

the reasoning above can be considered an independent proof of the Stone-von Neu-
mann uniqueness result.

The following corollary can be considered an important extension of the Stone-
von Neumann uniqueness theorem.

Corollary 13.16. Suppose that strongly continuous groups of unitary operators
Vt = eiAt and Ut = eiBt in the Hilbert space H solve the Weyl commutation relations

VsUt = eistUtVs, s, t ∈ R.

Assume that the self-adjoint operator A has simple spectrum. Without loss of gen-
erality suppose that Ȧ is a closed symmetric restriction of A with deficiency indices
(1, 1) such that

(13.21) U∗
t ȦUt = Ȧ+ tI on Dom(Ȧ), t ∈ R.

If A′ is any other self-adjoint extension of Ȧ, then the Weyl commutation rela-
tions

(13.22) V ′
sUt = eistUtV

′
s , with V ′

s = eisA
′
, s, t ∈ R,

hold.

Proof. By Theorem 13.14, there exists a unique metric graph Y = (−∞, µ)⊔ (µ,∞)

such that the triple (Ȧ, A,B) is mutually unitarily equivalent to the Weyl canonical

triple (Ṗ ,P ,Q) on Y, so that

Ȧ = UṖU−1, A = UPU−1 and B = UQU−1

for some unitary map U from L2(Y) onto H. Let A′ be a self-adjoint extension of

Ȧ. Therefore, P ′ = U−1A′U is a self-adjoint extension of Ṗ on

Dom(P ′) = {f ∈W 1
2 ((−∞, µ))⊕W 1

2 ((µ,∞)) | f(µ−) = Θf(µ+)}
for some |Θ| = 1.
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We have

(13.23) eitQP ′e−itQ = P ′ + tI on Dom(P ′), t ∈ R,

and therefore

(13.24) U∗
t A

′Ut = Ȧ′ + tI on Dom(A′), t ∈ R,

which in turn implies (13.22). �

Remark 13.17. In the situation in question one can state more, cf. Remark 13.13.
For instance, there exists a unique µ ∈ R and a unique Φ ∈ [0, 2π) such that the

quadruples (Ȧ, A,A′, B) and (Ṗ ,P ,P ′,Q) are mutually unitarily equivalent.

Here Ṗ ,P and P ′ are differentiation operators in L2(R) defined on

Dom(Ṗ) = {f ∈ W 1
2 (R) | f(µ) = 0},

Dom(P) =W 1
2 (R),

Dom(P ′) = {f ∈ W 1
2 ((−∞, 0))⊕W 1

2 ((0,∞)) | f(µ+) = eiΦf(µ−)},
respectively, and Q is the operator of multiplication by independent variable in
L2(R).

More generally, if Â is a maximal dissipative extension of Ȧ, then the restricted
Weyl commutation relations

V̂sUt = eistUtV̂s, with V̂s = eisÂ, t ∈ R, s ≥ 0,

hold.
In this case, there exists a unique point (µ,Φ, k) ∈ R × [0, 2π)× [0, 1) such that

the quadruples (Ȧ, Â, A′, B) and (Ṗ , P̂,P ′,Q) are mutually unitarily equivalent.

Here the operators Ṗ ,P ′ and Q are as above and P̂ is differentiation operators in
L2(R) on

Dom(P̂) = {f ∈W 1
2 ((−∞, µ)) ⊕W 1

2 ((µ,∞)) | f(µ+) = kf(µ−)}.
To be complete, we provide the description of the dynamics associated with the

strongly continuous semi-group Vs = eiP̂s generated by the dissipative momentum

operator P̂ = P̂(k) with the quantum gate coefficient k ∈ [0, 1) on a metric graph
Y in Cases I∗, I–III (see Section 8 for a more informal description of the dynamics).

Theorem 13.18. Let P̂ = P̂(k) be the canonical dissipative momentum operator
with the quantum gate coefficient 0 ≤ k < 1 on a metric graph Y in one of the Cases

I*, I-III. Then the strongly continuous semi-group V̂s of contractions generated by

P̂(k) in the Hilbert space L2(Y) admits the following explicit description.

In Case I*, the semigroup V̂s acts as the right shift on the semi-axis [µ,∞) and
as the truncated right shift on (−∞, ν]

(V̂sF )+(x) = χ[s+µ,∞)(x)f+(x − s), x ∈ [µ,∞),

and
(V̂sF )−(x) = f−(x− s), x ∈ (−∞, ν],

where
F = (f−, f+)

T ∈ L2(Y) = L2((−∞, ν))⊕ L
2((µ,∞)).

In Case I, we have that

(V̂sF )(x) = (χ(−∞,µ)(x) + kχ[µ,∞)(x))f∞(x− s), x ∈ R,



DISSIPATIVE AND NON-UNITARY REPRESENTATIONS 73

F = f∞ ∈ L2(Y) = L2((−∞, µ))⊕ L
2((µ,∞)).

In Case II, the semi-group Vs is a nilpotent shift with index ℓ = ν−µ > 0 (Vs = 0
for s ≥ ℓ)

(V̂sF )ℓ(x) = χ[µ+s,ν](x)fℓ(x), x ∈ [µ, ν],

F = fℓ ∈ L2(Y) = L2((µ, ν)).

In Case III, the action of the semi-group V̂s is given by

(V̂sF )∞(x) = (χ(−∞,µ)(x) + kχ[µ,∞)(x))f∞(x− s), x ∈ R,

(V̂sF )ℓ(x) = χ[µ+s,ν](x)fℓ(x− s) +
√
1− k2f∞(x− s), x ∈ [µ, ν],

where

F = (f∞, fℓ)
T ∈ L2(Y) = L2((−∞, µ))⊕ L2((µ,∞)) ⊕ L2((µ, ν))

and ℓ = ν − µ.

Proof. If the metric graph Y is in Cases I* or II, there is nothing to prove.
We provide a complete proof when Y is in Case I.
Without loss we may assume that µ = 0. From the definition of the semi-group

Vs it follows that

(13.25) lim
s↓0

s−1(V̂s − I)f = −f ′ = iP̂f, f ∈ C∞
0 (R \ {0}).

Introduce the functions

g(x) =

{
ke−x, x ≥ 0

ex, x < 0
and h(x) =

{
ke−x, x ≥ 0

−ex, x < 0
.

Clearly, g ∈ Dom(iP̂) and iP̂g = h. It is sufficient to show that

(13.26) lim
s↓0

s−1(V̂s − I)g = h = iP̂g.

Indeed, (13.25) and (13.26) mean that the generator of Vs restricted on the dense

linear set D = C∞
0 (R \ {0}) + span{g} coincides with the operator P̂|D. Since the

generator is a closed operator and the closure of P̂|D coincides with P̂ one proves

that P̂ is the generator of the semi-group V̂s.
Thus, it remains to prove (13.26).
We proceed as follows. Note that

(V̂sg)(x) =





ex−s, x < 0

kex−s, 0 ≤ x < s

es−x, x− s ≥ 0

, a. e. x ∈ R,
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and hence

‖s−1(V̂sg − g)− h‖2 =

∫ 0

−∞
|s−1(ex−s − ex) + ex|2dx

+

∫ s

0

|s−1(kex−s − kex)− ke−x|2dx

+

∫ ∞

s

|s−1(kes−x − ke−x)− ke−x|2dx

=

(
e−s − 1 + s

s

)2 ∫ 0

−∞
e2xdx+ s−2k2

∫ s

0

e2x
∣∣(e−s − 1− se−2x

∣∣2 dx

+ k

(
es − 1− s

s

)2 ∫ ∞

s

e−2xdx→ 0 as s→ 0,

proving (13.26).
The proof is complete.

�

Remark 13.19. Taking into account that the generator of the group Vs in Case
III is an operator coupling of the ones in Cases I and II, cf. Theorem 8.3, the
restriction of the dissipative dynamics in case III to its invariant subspace L2((µ, ν))
(with ν = µ + ℓ > µ) gives rise to the dissipative dynamics in Case II, while the
compression PHVs|H of the dissipative dynamics Vs onto its coinvariant subspace
H = L2((−∞, µ))⊕ L2((µ,∞)) leads to the dissipative dynamics in Case I.

One can also compress the dynamics to the channel L2((−∞, ν)) ⊕ L2((µ,∞))

to obtain the semi-group V̂s in Case I∗, provided that ν < µ.

14. Unitary dynamics on the full graph

The metric graph Y given by (13.2) can naturally be considered a subgraph of
the full metric graph X = Yµ ⊔ Yµ composed of two identical copies of the metric
graph Yµ = (−∞, µ) ⊔ (µ,∞).

In turn, the dynamics on the metric graph Y can be dilated to the unitary groups

V̂s and Ût generated by the canonical variables on X.
To be more precise, we proceed as follows.
In the Hilbert space L2(X) introduce the unitary group of shifts Vt that can be

recognized as the evolution operator that maps the initial values of the solution of
the following first order hyperbolic system

(14.1) ∂t

(
u
v

)
+ ∂x

(
u
v

)
= 0

with the boundary condition at the vertex x = µ

(14.2)

(
u
v

)
(µ+) =

(
k −

√
1− k2√

1− k2 k

)(
u
v

)
(µ−)

into their value at t. Here k is a parameter such that 0 ≤ k ≤ 1.
The action of the group Vt can easily be described explicitly.
If t > 0, one gets that

(14.3)

(
Vt

(
u
v

))
(x) =

(
u(x− t)
v(x− t)

)
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whenever x < µ or t ≤ x+ µ, and

(14.4)

(
Vt

(
u
v

))
(x) =

(
k u(x− t)−

√
1− k2 v(x − t)√

1− k2 u(x− t) + k u(x− t)

)

whenever µ ≤ x < t.
If t < 0, one clearly has that

Vt = (V−t)
∗, t < 0.

The self-adjoint generator P of the group is the following self-adjoint realization
of the differentiation operator on the full graph X on Dom(P) consisting of the
two-component functions f = (f↑, f↓)T ,

(f↑, f↓) ∈
[
W 1

2 ((−∞, µ))⊕W 1
2 ((µ,∞))

]
⊕
[
W 1

2 ((−∞, µ))⊕W 1
2 ((µ,∞))

]

that satisfy the boundary conditions

(14.5)

(
f↑(µ+)
f↓(µ+)

)
=

(
k −

√
1− k2√

1− k2 k

)(
f↑(µ−)
f↓(µ−)

)
.

We will call the generator P the self-adjoint momentum operator with the quantum
gate coefficient 0 ≤ k ≤ 1 on the full graph X.

The unitary dynamics Vt can be illustrated on the example of wave propagation
along the transmission line (see (14.2) and also Fig. 4 below) and can be described
informally as follows.

The wave packet initially located on (−∞, µ) in the upper channel is transmitted
to the upper channel of the semi-axis (µ,∞) with the quantum gate coefficient k.

The “rest” of the packet gets amplified by
√
1− k2 and then is transmitted to the

lower channel of the semi-axis (µ,∞). The wave packet on (−∞, µ) in the lower

channel gets amplified by the factor −
√
1− k2 and by the quantum gate coefficient

k and then is transmitted to the upper and lower channel of the semi-axis (µ,∞),
respectively.

b µ

Fig. 4 Unitary dynamics on the full metric graph X

Based on the explicit description of the semi-group of contractions V̂s provided
by Lemma 13.18, we arrive to the main result of this section that shows that the

dissipative dynamics V̂s, s ≥ 0, on the metric graph Y in any of the Cases I*, I-III
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can be dilated to a unitary one in the Hilbert space L2(X) where X is the full graph.
Equivalently, any solution to the restricted Weyl commutation relations

UtV̂s = eistV̂sUt, s ≥ 0, t ∈ R,

such that the generator of the semi-group V̂s belongs to the class D(H) (see Appen-
dix G for the definition of the class D(H)) is unitarily equivalent to a compression
of the canonical solution to the Weyl commutation relations

UtVs = eistVsUt, s, t ∈ R,

in L2(R,C2) onto an appropriate coinvariant subspace K ⊂ L2(R,C2) that reduces
the multiplication group Ut.

The precise statement is as follows (cf. [49, Theorem 15]).

Theorem 14.1. Let Y ⊂ X be a metric graph in one of the Cases I*, I-III given by

(13.2). Suppose that (P̂(k),Q(Y)) is the canonical dissipative pair with the quantum
gate coefficient k on the metric graph Y and (P(k),Q(X)) is the canonical pair on
the full graph X.

Then

(14.6) eiP̂(k)s = PL2(Y)e
iP(k)s|L2(Y), s ≥ 0,

and

(14.7) eiQ(Y)t = PL2(Y)e
iQ(X)t|L2(Y), t ∈ R.

Here PL2(Y) stands for the orthogonal projection from the space L2(X) onto the

subspace L2( Y) ⊂ L2(X).

Proof. It is convenient to identify the Hilbert space L2(X) as the von Neumann
integral

L2(X) =

(
L2((−∞, µ)) L2((µ,∞))
L2((−∞, µ)) L2((µ,∞))

)
.

Since any metric graph Y in one of the Cases I*, I-III can naturally be considered
a subgraph of the full graph X, the Hilbert space L2(Y) can be identified with

L2(Y) ≈









(
L2((−∞, ν)), L2((µ,∞))

0 0

)
, (ν < µ)

(
L2((−∞, µ)) L2((µ,∞))

0 L2((µ, ν))

)
, (ν ≥ µ)

, in Case I*

(
L2((−∞, µ)) L2((µ,∞))

0 0

)
, in Case I

(
0 0

0 L2((µ, ν))

)
, in Case II

(
L2((−∞, µ)) L2((µ,∞))

0 L2((µ, ν))

)
, in Case III

.

Clearly, the subspace L2(X)⊖L2(Y) splits into the direct sum of incoming D− and

outgoing subspaces D+ for the group V̂t,

L2(X) ⊖ L2(Y) = D− ⊕D+.
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For instance, in Case III,

D− =

(
0 0

L2((−∞, µ)) 0

)
and D+ =

(
0 0
0 L2((ν,∞)).

)

Therefore the restriction of the unitary group Vt = eiP(k)t onto its coinvariant
subspaces K = L2(Y) is a strongly continuous semi-group of contractions.

Comparing (14.3), (14.4) with the explicit description for the semi-groups V̂s
action provided by Lemma 13.18 in each of the cases, one gets that the unitary
evolution Vs, s ∈ R, in L2(X) compressed to the (coinvariant) subspace L2(Y) gives
rise to the corresponding semi-groups of contractions

V̂s = PL2(Y)Vs|L2(Y), s ≥ 0,

which proves (14.6). To obtain (14.7) it remains to observe that the subspace L2(Y)
reduces the multiplication group Ut = e−iQ(X)t. �
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Part 2. Applications

15. Continuous monitoring of the quantum systems

The aim of this section is to present a general discussion of possible outcomes in
the frequent quantum measurement theory.

Let H be the Hilbert space used in the description of a quantum system with
the Hamiltonian H , a self-adjoint operator in H. Recall that the time evolution
of an initial state φ of the system, a unit vector in the Hilbert space H, is de-
scribed by a one-parameter group of unitary operators Ut = e−it/~H . Notice that if
φ ∈ Dom(H), the vector ψ(t) = e−it/~Hφ satisfies the time-dependent Schrödinger
equation

i~
∂ψ

∂t
= Hψ.

Let p(t) denote the survival probability

(15.1) p(t) = |(e−it/~Hφ, φ)|2 = |(eit/~Hφ, φ)|2.
One of the central problems of frequent quantum measurement theory is to study

the time behavior of [p(t/n)]m for largem and n, and, in particular, the computation
of the limit

pc(t) = lim
n→∞

[p(t/n)]n.

We will call pc(t) the survival probability under continuous monitoring of the
system and focus on the following three possible scenarios:

α) pc(t) = 1, the quantum Zeno effect;
β) pc(t) = 0, the quantum Anti-Zeno effect;
γ) pc(t) = e−τ |t| for some τ > 0, the Exponential Decay.

15.1. Quantum Zeno effect.

Hypothesis 15.1. Suppose that H is a self-adjoint operator in the Hilbert space
H expressed by

H =

∫

R

λdEH(λ),

where EH(λ) is a resolution of the identity. Let φ be a unit vector (state) in H and
νφ(dλ) denote the spectral measure of the state φ,

νφ(dλ) = (EH(dλ)φ, φ).

Assume that N(λ) is the corresponding right-continuous distribution function

(15.2) N(λ) = νφ((−∞, λ]), λ ∈ R.

Definition 15.2. We say that φ is a Zeno state under continuous monitoring of
the quantum unitary evolution φ→ eitHφ if

lim
n→∞

|(eit/nHφ, φ)|2n = 1 for all t ≥ 0.

Recall the following necessary and sufficient conditions for the Quantum Zeno
effect to occur.

Proposition 15.3 ([6]). Assume Hypothesis 15.1. Then the state φ is a Zeno state
if and only if the light tails requirement

(15.3) lim
λ→∞

λ(1 −N(λ) +N(−λ)) = 0
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holds.
In particular, if φ ∈ Dom(|H |1/2), then φ is a Zeno state.

Remark 15.4. The discovery of the phenomenon that the evolution of quantum sys-
tem can be eventually frozen under continuous monitoring is due to L. Khalfin [52]
while the term the quantum Zeno effect was coined by B. Misra and E. C. G. Sudar-
shan [84]. The necessary and sufficient condition for the occurrence of the quantum
Zeno effect is due to H. Atmanspacher, W. Ehm and T. Gneiting [6] where the
authors explored the well known fact (see [30, Theorem 1, p. 232]) that the light
tails requirement (15.3) is necessary and sufficient for the weak law of large num-
bers to hold. We also refer to [110] for an excellent introduction to the subject.
The quantum Zeno dynamics of a relativistic system is discussed in [82]. As for an
experimental confirmation of the effect see [111].

Remark 15.5. Notice that the membership φ ∈ Dom(|H |1/2) means that the spec-
tral (probability) measure (EH(dλ)φ, φ) has the first moment and hence φ is a Zeno
state. This can also be seen directly (cf. [52]) as follows.

Consider a sequence ξ1, ξ2, . . . of independent copies of a random variable ξ with
the common distribution function N(λ) given by (15.2). By the strong law of large
numbers,

lim
n→∞

ξ1 + ξ2 + · · ·+ ξn
n

= a almost surely,

where
a = Eξ = (sgn(H)|H |1/2φ, |H |1/2φ) ∈ R

is the mathematical expectation of the random variable ξ. Recall that φ ∈ Dom(|H |1/2)
and therefore the right hand side (sgn(H)|H |1/2φ, |H |1/2φ) is well defined. Since
the random variables ξ1, ξ2, . . . are independent and equidistributed, we have

(eit/nHφ, φ)n = (Eeit/nξ)n = Eeit/nξ1 · Eeit/nξ2 · · · · Eeit/nξn︸ ︷︷ ︸
n times

= Eeit
ξ1+ξ2+···+ξn

n → eita as n→ ∞,

which shows that

(15.4) lim
n→∞

|(eit/nHφ, φ)|2n = 1.

That is, φ is a Zeno state.

15.2. Anti-Zeno effect. Frequent observations can also accelerate the decay pro-
cess and the corresponding phenomenon is known as the quantum anti-Zeno effect.

Definition 15.6. We say that φ, ‖φ‖ = 1, is an anti-Zeno state under continuous
monitoring of the quantum unitary evolution φ→ eitHφ if

(15.5) lim
n→∞

|(eit/nHφ, φ)|2n = 0 for all t > 0.

The following lemma provides a simple sufficient condition for a state to be
an anti-Zeno state. We state the corresponding result using the language of the
theory of limit distributions of sums of independent random variables (we refer to
Appendix H for the terminology and a brief exposition of the theory).

Lemma 15.7 (cf. [27]). Assume Hypothesis 15.1. Suppose that the distribution
N(λ) of the state φ belongs to the domain of attraction of an α-stable law with
0 < α < 1. Then φ is an anti-Zeno state.
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Proof. The characteristic function of the distributionN(λ) coincides with (eitHφ, φ)
and therefore admits the representation (by Remark H.2 in Appendix H)

(eitHφ, φ) = exp

(
−σ|t|αh̃(t)(1 − iβ

t

|t|ω(t, α))
)
,

where h̃(t) is slowly varying as t→ 0. In particular,

|(eit/nHφ, φ)|2n = exp(−2cn1−αh̃(t/n)|t|α(1 + o(1)) as n→ ∞.

Since (see, e.g., [43, Appendix 1])

lim
n→∞

n1−αh̃(t/n) = +∞,

one concludes that

lim
n→∞

|(eit/nHφ, φ)|2n = 0, t 6= 0.

�

Remark 15.8. Necessary and sufficient conditions for the quantum anti-Zeno effect
to occur can be found in [6, Theorem 2].

Remark 15.9. It is worth mentioning that the situation is quite different if the
distribution function belongs to the domain of attraction of an α-stable law with
1 < α ≤ 2. In this case the probability measure νφ(dλ) has the first moment and
therefore the state φ is a Zeno state.

15.3. The exponential decay. Next we turn to the borderline case of α-stable
distributions with α = 1 which play an exceptional role in explanation of the
exponential decay phenomenon under continuous monitoring.

Definition 15.10. We say that φ is a resonant state under continuous monitoring
of the quantum unitary evolution φ→ eitHφ if

(15.6) lim
n→∞

|(eit/nHφ, φ)|2n = e−τ |t|, for some τ > 0 and all t ≥ 0.

Remark 15.11. Notice that one can also consider exponentially decaying (resonant)
states by requiring that the survival probability p(t) = |(eitHφ, φ)|2 tends to zero
exponentially fast as |t| approaches infinity. In this case, however, the spectrum
of the Hamiltonian H has to fill in the whole real axis which excludes from the
consideration the quantum systems with semi-bounded Hamiltonians.

It can be easily seen as follows. The requirement that the survival probability
p(t) falls off exponentially implies that the survival probability amplitude (eitHφ, φ)
is the Fourier transform of an absolute continuous measure with the density that
is analytic in a strip containing the real axis. In particular, the Radon-Nykodim
derivative d

dλ(EH(λ)φ, φ) of the spectral measure of the element φ is positive almost
everywhere which shows that spec(H) = R. If the Hamiltonian H has a gap in its
spectrum, then there are no exponentially decaying states whatsoever unless the
quantum system is under continuous monitoring. The geometric reason behind
is that the unitary group eitH does not have orthogonal incoming and outgoing
subspaces as it follows from the Hegerfeldt Theorem [41].

A sufficient condition for the exponential decay (15.6) is provided by the following
corollary of the Gnedenko-Kolmorogov limit theorem (see Theorem H.1 in Appendix
H).
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Theorem 15.12. Assume Hypothesis 15.1. Suppose, in addition, that

(15.7) lim
λ→∞

λ(1 −N(λ)) =
1 + β

π
σ and lim

λ→∞
λN(−λ) = 1− β

π
σ

for some σ > 0 and β ∈ [−1, 1]. Then φ is a resonant state and

(15.8) lim
n→∞

|(eit/nHφ, φ)|2n = e−2σ|t|, t ∈ R.

Proof. By Theorem H.1 and Remark H.2 in Appendix H, the distribution N(λ)
belongs to the domain of normal attraction of the 1-stable law. In particular, there
are constants An such that

lim
n→∞

(eit/nHφ, φ)neiAn = exp

(
−σ|t|

(
1 + iβ

2

π

t

|t| log |t|
))

,

from which (15.8) follows. �

Remark 15.13. If σ > 0 and therefore φ is a resonant state, the probability measure
νφ(dλ) does not have the first moment and hence

φ /∈ Dom(|H |1/2).
In this case the “total energy” of the quantum system in the state φ is infinite.
Introducing the “ultra-violet” cut-off Hamiltonian

HE =

∫

|λ|≤E
λdEH(λ),

one observes that the “truncated” energy (|HE |φ, φ) of the state φ is log-divergent
as the truncation parameter E approaches infinity. That is,

(15.9) (|HE |φ, φ) =
2

π
σ logE + o(logE) as E → ∞.

In particular, the parameter σ determines the rate of convergence of the mean-value
cut-off energy in the logarithmic scale as

σ =
π

2
lim
E→∞

(|HE |φ, φ)
logE

.

Indeed, one gets that

(15.10) (HEφ, φ) =

∫

[−E,E]

λdN(λ) =

∫

[−E,0)
λdN(λ) +

∫

(0,E]

λdN(λ).

Integrating by parts (see, e.g., [34, Theorem 3.36]) one obtains
∫

(0,E]

λdN(λ) =

∫

(0,E]

λd(N(λ) − 1)

= E(N(E)− 1) +

∫ E

0

(1−N(λ))dλ

= −1 + β

π
σ +

(
1 + β

π
σ logE + o(logE)

)
as E → ∞,

where we have used (15.7) on the last step.
Therefore,

(15.11)

∫

(0,E]

λdN(λ) =
1 + β

π
σ logE + o(logE) as E → ∞.
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In a similar way one shows that

(15.12)

∫

[−E,0)
λdN(λ) = −1− β

π
σ logE + o(logE) as E → ∞,

which together with (15.11) implies (15.9).
Combing (15.10), (15.11) and (15.12), one also justifies the logarithmic diver-

gence of the averaged truncated energy of the state (β 6= 0), that is,

(15.13) (HEφ, φ) =
2β

π
σ logE + o(logE) as E → ∞.

We conclude this subsection by an abstract result that takes place for a special
class of hyperbolic (quantum) systems the Hamiltonian of which is a self-adjoint
dilation of a dissipative operator (cf. (5.22) for the definition of a self-adjoint
dilation).

Lemma 15.14. Suppose that a self-adjoint operator H in a Hilbert space H dilates

a maximal dissipative operator Â acting in a subspace K ⊂ H. Assume that φ ∈
Dom(Â) ⊂ K is such that ‖φ‖ = 1.

Then

(15.14) lim
n→∞

|(eit/nHφ, φ)|2n = lim
n→∞

|(eit/nÂφ, φ)|2n = e−τt, t ≥ 0,

where
τ = 2Im(Âφ, φ).

Proof. Since φ ∈ Dom(Â), we have

(eiεÂφ, φ) = 1 + iε(Âφ, φ) + o(ε) as ε ↓ 0.

Therefore,

|(eiεÂφ, φ)| = 1− εIm(Âφ, φ) + o(ε) as ε ↓ 0,

and hence
lim
n→∞

|(eit/nÂφ, φ)|2n = e−2Im(Âφ,φ)t, t ≥ 0.

By the hypothesis, the Hamiltonian H dilates Â and hence

lim
n→∞

|(eit/nHφ, φ)|2n = lim
n→∞

|(eit/nÂφ, φ)|2n = e−τt, t ≥ 0.

�

15.4. Frequent measurements and the time-energy uncertainty principle.

The study of the limit behavior of the survival probability [pc(t/n)]
m as m,n→ ∞

and m 6= n in appropriate time-scales is also of definite interest. For instance, if
m
n → ∞, we deal with the case of prolonged frequent quantum measurements.

For instance, prolonged frequent measurements with m(n) = n2 can eventually
“unfreeze” states that were a priory Zeno states.

Indeed, assume that φ ∈ Dom(H) and therefore φ is a Zeno state. We have

(eitHφ, φ) = 1 + i(Hφ, φ)t− 1

2
(Hφ,Hφ)t2 + o(t2), as t→ 0.

In particular,
|(eitHφ, φ)|2 = 1− t2(∆H)2 + o(t2),

where

∆H =
(
‖Hφ‖2 − (Hφ, φ)2

)1/2
<∞.
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Therefore,

(15.15) lim
n→∞

|(eit/nHφ, φ)|2n2

= e−(∆H)2t2

and the state φ exhibits an exponential decay in a non-linear time scale. In other
words, if the quantum system is observed n2 times with the “frequency” ω = n/t
(t is fixed and n is large) the results of the prolonged frequent measurements of the
survival probability unfreezes the Zeno state φ ∈ Dom(H).

More precisely, the state φ is a resonant state in the time-scale

t(t) =
√
t

in the sense that

(15.16) lim
n→∞

[p(t(t/n))]n = exp
(
−(∆H)2|t|

)
.

In this situation one can give an estimate for the survival probability from above
via the angle θ(t) = arccos |(eitHφ, φ)| between the states φ and eitHφ, which is an
important geometric characteristics of the trajectory ψ(t) = eitHφ in the Hilbert
space.

To do so, we use the Mandelstam-Tamm time-energy uncertainty relation [81]
(also see [101])

(15.17) θ(t) ≤ t∆H
(
0 ≤ t∆H ≤ π

2

)
,

one gets an aposteriory estimate

lim
n→∞

|(eit/nHφ, φ)|2n2 ≤ e−θ
2(t).

via the angle θ(t).

16. The Quantum Zeno versus Anti-Zeno effect alternative

In this section we focus our attention on continuous monitoring of massive one-
dimensional particles on a semi-axis. We assume that the Hamiltonian for a particle
with one degree of freedom is the one-dimensional Schrödinger operator

H = − ~2

2m

d2

dx2

in the Hilbert space L2((0,∞)). In the system of units where ~ = 1 and mass
m = 1/2 the Hamiltonian is given by the differential expression

H = − d2

dx2

with appropriate boundary conditions at the origin. It turns out that the results
of frequent measurements for such quantum systems depend on the specific choice
of the boundary conditions at the origin and they differ qualitatively. For instance,
in the case of the Dirichlet Schrödinger operator, any smooth initial state with
φ(0) 6= 0 is an Anti-Zeno state under the continuous monitoring. In contrast to
this, if the quantum evolution is governed by any other self-adjoint realization of
the second order differentiation operator, then all smooth initial states are Zeno
states.

The proper understanding of this phenomenon requires a more thorough analysis
of the decay properties of quantum systems, which we will proceed below.
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We start with a definition of a resonant state under continuous monitoring in a
non-linear time-scale.

Definition 16.1. Let t(t) be an increasing continuous function of t such that

t(0) = 0.

We say that the state φ is a resonant state under continuous monitoring of the
quantum unitary evolution φ→ eitHφ in the time-scale t(t) if

lim
n→∞

[p(t(t/n))]n = e−σ|t|.

where

p(t) = |(eitHφ, φ)|2

is the survival probability.

Remark 16.2. If φ ∈ Dom(H), then φ is a Zeno state by Proposition 15.3 in the
standard (linear) time-scale

t(t) = t,

but φ is simultaneously a resonant state in the non-linear time-scale

t(t) =
√
t

as it follows from (15.15) (see Subsection 15.4 where the concept of a prolonged
frequent measurement is discussed).

First, we treat the case of the Schrödinger operator on the positive semi-axis
with the Dirichlet boundary condition at the origin.

Before formulating the corresponding result recall (see [30]) that if N denotes
the normal distribution

N (λ) =
1√
2π

∫ λ

∞
e−

1
2y

2

dy,

then

(16.1) Fσ(λ) = 2

[
1−N

(√
σ

λ

)]
, λ > 0,

defines one-sided stable (Lévy) distribution with index of stability 1
2 the character-

istic function f(t) of which is given by

(16.2) f(t) = exp

(
−σ|t|1/2

(
1− i

t

|t|

))
.

It is remarkable that along with the Gaussian and Cauchy distributions, the prob-
ability density function of the Lévy distribution is known in closed form [30]

ρ(λ) =
( σ
2π

)1/2 1

λ3/2
e−

σ
2λ , λ > 0.

Our first result shows that for a typical initial state φ (φ ∈ W 2
2 ((0,∞)) such

that φ(0) 6= 0) the spectral measure (EH(dλ)φ, φ) of the state φ has r-moments for
all r < 1/2 but not for r = 1/2. Here H denotes the Schrödinger operator with
the Dirichlet boundary condition at the origin. In particular this means that such
states are anti-Zeno states under continuous monitoring of the quantum evolution
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φ 7→ eitHφ. However, in the time scale t(t) = t2 such states do exhibit exponential
decay. Equivalently, short frequent measurements yield

lim
n→∞

∣∣∣(eit/nHφ, φ)
∣∣∣
2
√
n

= e−σ|t|
1/2

for some σ > 0.

Theorem 16.3. Let H = L2((0,∞)) and

(16.3) H = − d2

dx2

be the Schrödinger operator with the Dirichlet boundary condition at the origin

Dom(H) = {f ∈W 2
2 ((0,∞)) | f(0) = 0}.

Suppose that φ ∈W 2
2 ((0,∞)) is such that φ(0) 6= 0 and ‖φ‖ = 1.

Then the distribution function N(λ) of the spectral measure

νφ(dλ) = (EH(dλ)φ, φ)

of the element φ belongs to the domain of normal attraction of the one-sided 1
2 -

stable Lévy distribution Fσ (16.1) the characteristic function of which is given by
(16.2) with

σ =

√
2

π
|φ(0)|2.

In particular, the state φ is a resonant state in the time-scale

t(t) = t2.

That is,

(16.4) lim
n→∞

[p(t(t/n))]n = exp (−2σ|t|) ,
where

p(t) = |(eitHφ, φ)|2
is the survival probability.

Proof. Let Ḣ be the restriction of H on

Dom(Ḣ) = {f ∈ Dom(H) | f(0) = f ′(0) = 0}.
It is known that the Weyl-Titchmarsh function M(z) associated with the pair

(Ḣ,H) admits the representation [38]

M(z) = i
√
2z + 1, z ∈ C+.

By the Stieltjes inversion formula, we have that

M(z) =

∫ ∞

0

(
1

λ− z
− λ

λ2 + 1

)
dµ(λ),

where µ(dλ) is an absolutely continuous measure supported by the positive semi-
axis with the density

(16.5)
dµ(λ)

dλ
=

1

π
Im(M(λ + i0)) =

√
2

π

√
λ, λ > 0.

Suppose that g±, ‖g±‖ = 1, are deficiency elements g± ∈ Ker((Ḣ)∗ ∓ iI) such
that

(16.6) g+ − g− ∈ Dom(H).
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In fact, the deficiency elements g± of the symmetric operator Ḣ can be chosen
as (see, e.g., [38])

(16.7) g+(x) = 21/4ei
√

2
2 xe−

√
2

2 x and g−(x) = g+(x), x ≥ 0.

In this case, g+(0)− g−(0) = 0 which shows that (16.6) holds.
One can apply Theorem C.1 in Appendix C to conclude that there is a unitary

map U from L2((0,∞)) onto L2((0,∞); dµ) such that UHU−1 is the operator of
multiplication by independent variable in L2((0,∞); dµ).

Since (16.6) holds, from Remark C.2 in Appendix C it follows that

(16.8) (Ug±)(λ) =
Θ

λ∓ i
, λ > 0,

for some |Θ| = 1.

By the hypothesis, φ ∈ W 2
2 ((0,∞)) = Dom((Ḣ)∗). Therefore, in accordance

with von Neumann’s formula the element φ admits the representation

(16.9) φ = αg+ + βg− + h

for some uniquely determined α, β ∈ C and h ∈ Dom(Ḣ) ⊂ Dom(H).
We claim that the distribution function N(λ) of the spectral measure

νφ(dλ) = (EH(dλ)φ, φ)

of the element φ admits the asymptotic representation

(16.10) 1−N(λ) =
2
√
2

π

|α+ β|2√
λ

+ o(λ−5/4) as λ→ ∞.

Indeed, from (16.8) and (16.9) it follows that

(16.11) (Uφ)(λ) =
a

λ− i
+

b

λ+ i
+ (Uh)(λ),

where a = Θα and b = Θβ. In particular,

(16.12) |a+ b| = |α+ β|.
Working out the computations in the model representation provided by Theorem
C.1, in Appendix C, we obtain for the distribution function N(λ) the representation

1−N(λ) =

∫ ∞

λ

∣∣∣∣
a

s− i
+

b

s+ i
+ (Uh)(s)

∣∣∣∣
2

dµ(s) = |a+ b|2
∫ ∞

λ

dµ(s)

s2 + 1
(16.13)

+ 2Reab

∫ ∞

λ

(
1

(s− i)2
− 1

s2 + 1

)
dµ(s)

+ 2Re

∫ ∞

λ

(
a

s− i
+

b

s+ i

)
(Uh)(s)dµ(s)

+

∫ ∞

λ

|(Uh)(s)|2 dµ(λ), λ ≥ 0.

From (16.5) it follows

(16.14)

∫ ∞

λ

dµ(s)

s2 + 1
=

√
2

π

∫ ∞

λ

√
s

s2 + 1
ds =

2
√
2

π

1√
λ
+O(λ−3/2) as λ→ ∞.
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Therefore, for the first term of the right hand side of (16.13) we have the asymptotic
representation

|a+ b|2
∫ ∞

λ

dµ(s)

s2 + 1
= |α+ β|2 2

√
2

π

1√
λ
+O(λ−3/2).

Here we have used (16.12).
The remaining three terms in (16.13) can be estimated as follows

∫ ∞

λ

∣∣∣∣
1

(s− i)2
− 1

s2 + 1

∣∣∣∣ dµ(s) ≤
3

λ

∫ ∞

λ

dµ(s)

s2 + 1
= O(λ−3/2),(16.15)

∣∣∣∣∣

∫ ∞

λ

(Uh)(s)

s± i
dµ(s)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
1

λ

√∫ ∞

λ

dµ(s)

s2 + 1
·
√∫ ∞

λ

(1 + s2)|(Uh)(s)|2dµ(s)(16.16)

= o(λ−5/4),

and

(16.17)

∫ ∞

λ

|(Uh)(s)|2 dµ(s) ≤ 1

λ2

∫ ∞

λ

(1 + s2)|(Uh)(s)|2dµ(s) = o(λ−2),

as λ→ ∞.

Here, in (16.16) and (16.17) we have used that h ∈ Dom(Ḣ) ⊂ Dom(H), so that

Uh ∈ L2(R; (1 + λ2)dµ(λ)).

Combining (16.14) and the asymptotic estimates (16.15)-(16.17), from (16.13),
we get

(16.18) 1−N(λ) =
2
√
2

π

|α+ β|2√
λ

+ o(λ−5/4) as λ→ ∞.

Next, we evaluate |α+ β|2 via the boundary data |φ(0)|2.
One observes (see (16.9)) that the boundary condition

φ(0) = αg+(0) + βg−(0) + h(0)

holds. Now, since h ∈ Dom(Ḣ), we have h(0) = 0, so that

φ(0) = αg+(0) + βg−(0) = 21/4(α + β)

as it follows from (16.7). Hence,

|α+ β|2 =
|φ(0)|2√

2
.

Now, taking into account that φ(0) 6= 0, from (16.18) we get the asymptotic
representation

N(λ) = 1− 2

π

|φ(0)|2
λ1/2

(1 + o(1)) as λ→ ∞.

Moreover, since H is a non-negative operator, we obviously have

N(λ) = 0, λ < 0.

By Theorem H.1 in Appendix H, the distribution N(λ) belongs to the domain
of normal attraction of the one-sided stable Lévy distribution Fσ with the charac-
teristic function

(16.19) f(t) = exp

(
−σ|t|1/2

(
1− i

t

|t|

))
,
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where

σ =

√
2

π
|φ(0)|2.

Indeed, the distributionN(λ) satisfies the conditions (H.4) and (H.5) of Theorem
H.1 in Appendix H with α = 1

2 ,

c1 =
2

π
|φ(0)|2 and c2 = 0.

Therefore, N(λ) belongs to the domain of normal attraction of a stable law with
the characteristic function

f(t) = exp

(
−σ|t|1/2

(
1− i β

t

|t|ω
(
t,
1

2

)))
.

Here

σ = (c1 + c2)d

(
1

2

)
=

2

π
|φ(0)|2 · d

(
1

2

)
,

β =
c1 − c2
c1 + c2

= 1,

ω

(
t,
1

2

)
= tan

(π
4

)
= 1,

and

d

(
1

2

)
= Γ(1/2) cos

π

4
=

1

2

√
2π.

The main assertion of the theorem is now proven.
To complete the proof of the theorem it remains to apply the 1/2-stable limit

theorem to see that

(16.20) lim
n→∞

∣∣(exp
(
in−2tH

)
φ, φ

)∣∣2n = exp
(
−2σ|t|1/2

)
,

which justifies (16.4) by a change of variables.
�

The situation is quite different for any other self-adjoint realization of the free
Schrödinger operator H ′ on the semi-axis. In this case, the spectral measure
(EH(dλ)φ, φ) of a typical state φ ∈ W 2

2 ((0,∞)) has r-moments for all r < 3/2.
As a consequence, such states are Zeno states under continuous monitoring of the
quantum evolution φ 7→ eitH

′
φ. However, φ becomes a resonant state in the time

scale t(t) = t2/3. Equivalently, prolonged measurements “unfreeze” the quantum
system and

lim
n→∞

∣∣∣(eit/nHφ, φ)
∣∣∣
2n

√
n

= e−σ
′|t|3/2

for some σ′ > 0.

Theorem 16.4. Let H = L2((0,∞)), γ ∈ R and

(16.21) H ′ = − d2

dx2

be the Schrödinger operator with the mixed boundary condition at the origin

Dom(H ′) = {f ∈W 2
2 ((0,∞)) | f ′(0) + γf(0) = 0}.
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Suppose that φ ∈W 2
2 ((0,∞)), ‖φ‖ = 1, and assume, in addition, that

φ′(0) + γφ(0) 6= 0.

Then the distribution function N(λ) of the spectral measure

νφ(dλ) = (EH′ (dλ)φ, φ)

of the element φ belongs to the domain of normal attraction of the 3/2-stable law
with the characteristic function

f(t) = exp
(
−σ′|t|3/2(1 + i sgn(t))

)
,

where

σ′ =
2

3

√
2

π
|φ′(0) + γφ(0)|2.

In particular, the state φ is a resonant state in the time-scale

t(t) = t2/3.

That is,

(16.22) lim
n→∞

[p(t(t/n))]n = exp (−2σ′|t|) ,
where

p(t) = |(eitHφ, φ)|2
is the survival probability.

Proof. Let Ḣ be the symmetric restriction of the operator H ′ on

Dom(Ḣ) = {f ∈ Dom(H ′) | f(0) = f ′(0) = 0}.
Denote by g±, ‖g±‖ = 1, the deficiency elements of the symmetric operator Ḣ

(16.23) g+(x) = 21/4ei
√

2
2 xe−

√
2

2 x and g−(x) = g+(x)Θ,

where Θ is chosen in such a way to ensure that

(16.24) g+ − g− ∈ Dom(H ′).

The parameter Θ can be determined as follows. From (16.24) it follows that
g+(x) − g−(x) should satisfy the boundary condition

(g′+(0)− g′−(0)) + γ(g+(0)− g−(0)) = 0

and hence

(16.25) (ζ − ζ̄Θ) + γ(1−Θ) = 0,

where

(16.26) ζ =

√
2

2
(1 − i).

Solving (16.25) for Θ yields

Θ =
ζ + γ

ζ̄ + γ
.

Since (16.24) holds, one can apply Theorem C.1 in Appendix C, and the same
reasoning as the one in the proof of Theorem 16.3 shows that the leading term of
the asymptotics of the distribution function N(λ) is given by

(16.27) 1−N(λ) = |α+ β|2
∫ ∞

λ

dµ(s)

s2 + 1
+ o(λ−7/4) as λ→ ∞.
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Here µ(dλ) is the measure associated with the Herglotz-Nevanlinna decomposition

for the Weyl-Titchmarsh function M(z) associated with the pair (Ḣ,H ′)

M(z) =

∫

spec(H′)

(
1

λ− z
− λ

λ2 + 1

)
dµ(λ)

and α and β are determined by the von Neumann decomposition

(16.28) φ = αg+ + βg− + h, h ∈ Dom(Ḣ).

To justify the asymptotic representation (16.27) we argue as follows.
First recall, that it is known that the Weyl-Titchmarsh function associated with

the pair (Ḣ,H ′) has the form

(16.29) M(z) =
cosα+ sinα(i

√
2z + 1)

sinα− cosα(i
√
2z + 1)

, z ∈ C+.

Here the boundary condition parameter γ and (the von Neumann extension) pa-
rameter α are related as [38]

(16.30) γ = 2−1/2(1− tanα), α 6= π

2
.

From (16.29) it follows that the restriction of the measure µ(dλ) on the positive
semi-axis is an absolutely continuous measure with the density given by

dµ(λ)

dλ
=

1

π
Im(M(λ+ i0))dλ, λ > 0.

Explicit computations show that

1

π
Im(M(λ+ i0))dλ =

1

π
Im

cosα+ sinα(i
√
2λ+ 1)

sinα− cosα(i
√
2λ+ 1)

=
1

π
Im

(cosα+ sinα(i
√
2λ+ 1))(sinα− cosα(−i

√
2λ+ 1))

(sinα− cosα)2 + 2λ cos2 α

=
1

π
Im

(cosα+ sinα+ i
√
2λ sinα)(sinα− cosα+ i

√
2λ cosα)

(sinα− cosα)2 + 2λ cos2 α

=
1

π

√
2λ

(sinα− cosα)2 + 2λ cos2 α
, λ > 0.

Therefore,

(16.31) dµ(λ) =
1

π

√
2λ

(sinα− cosα)2 + 2λ cos2 α
dλ, λ > 0.

To justify (16.27), in particular, to see that the error term is of the order of
o(λ−7/4) as λ→ ∞, we argue exactly as in the proof of Theorem 16.3. To do so, we
need to estimate the following three integrals (we use the notation from the proof
of Theorem 16.3)

I =

∫ ∞

λ

∣∣∣∣
1

(s− i)2
− 1

s2 + 1

∣∣∣∣ dµ(s),

II =

∣∣∣∣∣

∫ ∞

λ

(Uh)(s)

s± i
dµ(s)

∣∣∣∣∣ ,
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and

III =

∫ ∞

λ

|(Uh)(s)|2 dµ(s).

We have (as λ→ ∞)

(16.32) I ≤ 3

λ

∫ ∞

λ

dµ(s)

s2 + 1
= O(λ−5/2).

Since h ∈ Dom(Ḣ) ⊂ Dom(H), and therefore Uh ∈ L2(R; (1 + λ2)dµ(λ))), we also
have the asymptotic estimates

II ≤ 1

λ

√∫ ∞

λ

dµ(s)

s2 + 1
·
√∫ ∞

λ

(1 + s2)|(Uh)(s)|2dµ(s) = o(λ−7/4)(16.33)

and

(16.34) III ≤ 1

λ2

∫ ∞

λ

(1 + s2)|(Uh)(s)|2dµ(s) = o(λ−2)

as λ→ ∞.

Therefore,

I + II + III = o(λ−7/4) as λ→ ∞,

which completes the justification of the representation (16.27).
Next, combining (16.27) and (16.31) we obtain

1−N(λ) = |α+ β|2
∫ ∞

λ

1

π

√
2s

(sinα− cosα)2 + 2s cos2 α

ds

s2 + 1
+ o(λ−7/4)

= |α+ β|2
√
2

3π cos2 α
λ−3/2(1 + o(1)) + o(λ−7/4)

= |α+ β|2
√
2

3π
((
√
2γ − 1)2 + 1)λ−3/2(1 + o(1)) + o(λ−7/4) as λ→ ∞.(16.35)

Here we have used the relation

1

cos2 α
= ((

√
2γ − 1)2 + 1)

that easily follows from (16.30). Recall that α 6= π
2 and therefore cosα 6= 0.

Our next claim is that

(16.36) |α+ β|2 =
1√
2

1

(γ −
√
2
2 )2 + 1

2

|φ′(0) + γφ(0)|2.

From (16.28) it follows that

(16.37) φ(0) = αg+(0) + βg−(0) = αg+(0) + βΘg+(0) = (α+ βΘ)21/4

and

(16.38) φ′(0) = αg′+(0) + βg′−(0) = (αζ + βζΘ)21/4,

where ζ is given by (16.26).
Rewriting (16.37) and (16.38) as

(
1 Θ
ζ ζ̄Θ

)(
α
β

)
= 2−1/4

(
φ(0)
φ′(0)

)
,
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and solving this system of algebraic equations one obtains
(
α
β

)
=

1

Θ(ζ̄ − ζ)

(
ζ̄Θ −Θ
−ζ 1

)
2−1/4

(
φ(0)
φ′(0)

)
.

Therefore,

α+ β =
1

21/4Θ(ζ̄ − ζ)
[(ζ̄Θ− ζ)φ(0) + (1−Θ)φ′(0)]

=
1−Θ

21/4Θ(ζ̄ − ζ)

[
ζ̄Θ− ζ

1−Θ
φ(0) + φ′(0)

]
.

From (16.25) it follows that

γ =
ζ̄Θ− ζ

1−Θ
,

so that

α+ β =
1−Θ

21/4Θ(ζ̄ − ζ)
[γφ(0) + φ(0)].

One also observes that
1−Θ

Θ(ζ̄ − ζ)
=

1

ζ + γ
,

which yields

|α+ β|2 =
1√
2

1

|ζ + γ|2 |φ
′(0) + γφ(0)|2

=
1√
2

1

(γ −
√
2
2 )2 + 1

2

|φ′(0) + γφ(0)|2,

and the claim (16.36) follows.
Combining (16.35) and (16.36) and taking into account that φ′(0) + γφ(0) 6= 0

(by the hypothesis), we finally obtain the asymptotic representation

1−N(λ) = |α+ β|2
√
2

3π
((
√
2γ − 1)2 + 1)λ−3/2(1 + o(1))(16.39)

=
1√
2
·
√
2

3π

(
√
2γ − 1)2 + 1

(γ −
√
2
2 )2 + 1

2

|φ′(0) + γφ(0)|2λ−3/2(1 + o(1))

=
2

3π
|φ′(0) + γφ(0)|2λ−3/2(1 + o(1)) as λ→ ∞.

Notice that for γ < 0 the operator H ′ has a simple eigenvalue λ0 = −γ2 and
therefore N(λ) = 0 whenever λ < −γ2, and N(λ) = 0 for all λ < 0 if γ ≥ 0.
Therefore,

(16.40) lim
λ→−∞

|λ|3/2N(λ) = 0.

By Theorem H.1 in Appendix H, the distribution N(λ) belongs to the domain
of normal attraction of the one-sided 3

2 -stable distribution with the characteristic
function

(16.41) f(t) = exp

(
−σ′|t|3/2

(
1 + i

t

|t|

))
,

where

σ′ =
2

3

√
2

π
|φ′(0) + γφ(0)|2.
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Indeed, the distributionN(λ) satisfies the conditions (H.4) and (H.5) of Theorem
H.1 in Appendix H with α = 3

2 ,

c1 =
2

3π
|φ′(0) + γφ(0)|2 and c2 = 0.

By Theorem H.1, N(λ) belongs to the domain of normal attraction of a stable law
with the characteristic function

f(t) = exp

(
−σ′|t|3/2

(
1− i β

t

|t|ω
(
t,
3

2

)))
,

where the parameters σ′ and β are given by

σ′ = (c1 + c2)d

(
3

2

)
=

2

π
|φ′(0) + γφ(0)|2 · d

(
3

2

)
,

β =
c1 − c2
c1 + c2

= 1,

with

d

(
3

2

)
= Γ(−1/2) cos

3π

4
=

1

2

√
2π,

and

ω

(
t,
3

2

)
= tan

(
3π

4

)
= −1.

Now (16.41) follows.
To complete the proof of the theorem it remains to apply the 3/2-stable limit

theorem to see that

(16.42) lim
n→∞

∣∣∣
(
exp

(
in−2/3tH

)
φ, φ

)∣∣∣
2n

= exp
(
−2σ′|t|3/2

)
,

which justifies (16.22) by a change of variables. �

Remark 16.5. The right hand side of (16.42) is the characteristic functions of the
Holtsmark distribution [42]. The Holtsmark distribution is a special case of a
symmetric stable distribution with the index of stability α = 3/2 and skewness
parameter β = 0 (see Appendix H, eqs. (H.1), (H.2) with α = 3/2 and β = γ = 0).

Scholium. The 1/2- and 3/2-central limit theorems, Theorems 16.3 and 16.4,
respectively, show that the results of continuous monitoring of the quantum evolu-
tion of a smooth state φ are rather sensitive to the choice of a self-adjoint realization
of the Hamiltonian, the Schrödinger operator (16.3) and(16.21), respectively.

For instance, for the Schrödinger operator H with the Dirichlet boundary con-
dition at the origin we have

lim
n→∞

|(eit/nHφ, φ)|2
√
n = e−2σ|t|1/2 ,

where

σ =

√
2

π
|φ(0)|2.

Therefore, if the probability density |φ(0)|2 to find a quantum particle at the origin
does not vanish, then the state φ is an anti-Zeno state. That is,

lim
n→∞

|(eit/nHφ, φ)|2n = 0.
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In the meanwhile, for the Schrödinger operator H ′ with the mixed boundary
condition

f ′(0) + γf(0) = 0,

one obtains that

lim
n→∞

|(eit/nH′
φ, φ)|2n

√
n = e−2σ′|t|3/2 ,

where

σ′ =
2

3

√
2

π
|φ′(0) + γφ(0)|2.

Hence,

lim
n→∞

|(eit/nH′
φ, φ)|2n = 1.

In other words, any smooth state φ is a Zeno state under the continuous monitoring
of the evolution φ 7→ eit/nH

′
φ where H ′ is any self-adjoint realizations of the second

differentiation operator different form the Friedrichs extension H of Ḣ .
We summarize the observations above in a more formal way.

Corollary 16.6. Suppose that φ ∈W 2
2 ((0,∞)), ‖φ‖ = 1.

(i) Let H be the Schrödinger operator with the Dirichlet boundary condition at
the origin. Then φ is a Zeno state under the continuous monitoring of the
unitary evolution φ 7→ eitHφ if and only if φ(0) = 0. Otherwise, φ is an
anti-Zeno state.

(ii) If H ′ is any other self-adjoint realization of the differential expression

τ = − d2

dx2

different from its Friedrichs extension, then φ is a Zeno state under the
continuous monitoring of the unitary evolution φ 7→ eitH

′
φ.

Proof. (i). If φ(0) = 0, then φ ∈ Dom(H) and therefore φ is a Zeno state under the
continuous monitoring of the unitary evolution φ 7→ eitHφ. If φ(0) 6= 0, by Theorem
16.3 the distribution function of the spectral measure of the element φ belongs to
the domain of attraction of a 1/2-stable law, and therefore φ is an anti-Zeno state
by Lemma 15.7.

(ii). Notice that for any self-adjoint extension H ′ different from the Friedrichs
extensionH the domain of the quadratic form ofH ′ coincides with the Sobolev class
W 1

2 ((0,∞)). Since φ ∈ W 2
2 ((0,∞)) ⊂ W 1

2 ((0,∞)), we have that the distribution
N(λ) of the spectral measure (EH′(dλ)φ, φ) of the state φ has the first moment and
hence φ is necessarily a Zeno state.

�

Remark 16.7. (i). In the case of the Schrödinger operator H with the Dirichlet
boundary condition at the origin, one can slightly relax the smoothness requirement
on the state φ that φ ∈ W 2

2 ((0,∞)): If φ ∈W 1
2 ((0,∞)) only and φ(0) = 0, then the

state φ belongs to the domain of the quadratic form of the Schrödinger operator H .
In this case, φ is also a Zeno state under the continuous monitoring of the unitary
evolution φ 7→ eitHφ by Proposition 15.3.

(ii). From Theorem 16.4 it follows that the spectral measure

νφ(dλ) = (EH′(dλ)φ, φ)
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of the state φ has moments of order r for all r < 3
2 . In particular, the state φ belongs

to the domain of the quadratic form of H ′ and therefore, φ is a Zeno state under
the continuous monitoring of the unitary evolution φ 7→ eitH

′
φ by Proposition 15.3.

(iii). As far as the domain issues are concerned, we have the following inclusions

Dom(Ḣ) ⊂ Dom(H) ⊂ Dom((Ḣ)∗) =W 2
2 ((0,∞))

and

Dom((Ḣ)∗) ∩Dom(H1/2) = Dom(H) = {f ∈W 2
2 ((0,∞)) | f(0+) = 0}

for the Friedrichs extension H of Ḣ , H ≥ 0. For any self-adjoint extension H ′

different from the Friedrichs extension H we have

Dom(Ḣ) ⊂ Dom(H ′) ⊂ Dom((Ḣ)∗) ⊂ Dom(|H ′|1/2) =W 1
2 ((0,∞))

and therefore

Dom((Ḣ)∗) ∩Dom(|H ′|1/2) = Dom((Ḣ)∗) =W 2
2 ((0,∞)).

Notice that for the Friedrichs extension H we have

Dom(H1/2) = {f ∈ W 1
2 ((0,∞)) | f(0+) = 0} 6= Dom(|H ′|1/2) =W 1

2 ((0,∞)),

which explains the peculiar “phase transition” in the relative geometry of domains
(the Sobolev spaces) when replacing the Friedrichs extension H with any other
self-adjoint extension H ′.

17. The Quantum Zeno Effect versus Exponential Decay alternative

Throughout this section we assume that Y is a metric graph in one of the Cases

(i)-(iii) (see the classification in the beginning of Section 4). Denote by (Ḋ, D̂,D)
the triple of differentiation operators on Y as introduced in Section 9.

Recall that in Case (i), the metric graph has the form Y = (−∞, 0) ⊔ (0,∞), in
Case (ii), Y = (0, ℓ), in Case (iii), Y = (−∞, 0) ⊔ (0,∞) ⊔ (0, ℓ). Also recall that
the reference self-adjoint operator D is the differentiation operator on the graph Y

defined on

Dom(D) = {f∞ ∈W 1
2 (Y) | f∞(0+) = −f∞(0−)},

Dom(D) = {fℓ ∈ W 1
2 (Y) | fℓ(0) = −fℓ(ℓ)},

Dom(D) =

{
f∞ ⊕ fℓ ∈ W 1

2 (Y)

∣∣∣∣∣

{
f∞(0+) = kf∞(0−) +

√
1− k2fℓ(ℓ)

fℓ(0+) =
√
1− k2f∞(0−)− kfℓ(ℓ)

}
,

in Cases (i)–(iii), respectively. Here 0 < k < 1 is the parameter from the bound-
ary condition (4.3) (the quantum gate coefficient) that determines the symmetric

operator Ḋ in Case (iii).
More generally, see Theorem 17.4 below, we will also deal with the triples

(Ḋ, D̂,DΘ) where DΘ, |Θ| = 1 is the self-adjoint operator referred to in Theo-
rem 5.1.

Our main concern is to study small-time asymptotic behavior of the quantum
survival probability

p(t) = |(eitHφ, φ)|2 as t→ 0,

where H = D, or, more generally, H = DΘ, the magnetic Hamiltonian. We also
assume that the state φ belongs to the test space

L = Dom((Ḋ)∗).
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We obviously have the inclusion

L $
⊕

e⊂Y

W 1
2 (e),

where the sum is taken over all edges e of the graph Y.
The main goal of this section is to show that the survival probability under

continuous monitoring of the quantum evolution

φ 7→ eitHφ, φ ∈ L,
on the metric graph either experiences an exponential decay or, alternatively, the
quantum Zeno effect takes place. This justifies the complementarity of the Expo-
nential Decay and the Quantum Zeno Effect scenarios for hyperbolic systems first
indicated in [60].

We start our analysis with the observation that the normalized deficiency ele-
ments of the symmetric operator Ḋ are resonant states under continuous monitoring
of the unitary evolution φ 7→ eitHφ where H = D.

Lemma 17.1. Suppose that a metric graph Y is in one of the Cases (i)− (iii) and

Ḋ is the symmetric differentiation operator on Y with boundary conditions (4.1),

(4.2) and (4.3), respectively. Let g± ∈ Ker((Ḋ)∗ ∓ iI), ‖g±‖ = 1, be normalized

deficiency elements g± of the symmetric operator Ḋ. Then g± are equidistributed,
that is, g± have the same spectral measure

(17.1) ν(dλ) = (EH(dλ)g+, g+) = (EH(dλ)g−, g−),

where the Hamiltonian H is given by the differentiation operator D.
Moreover,

lim
λ→+∞

λν ((λ,∞)) = lim
λ→+∞

λν ((−∞,−λ))(17.2)

=
1

π





1, in Case (i)

coth ℓ
2 , in Case (ii)

coth ℓ+ℓ′

2 , in Case (iii)

.

Here, in Case (iii),

ℓ′ = log
1

k

and 0 < k < 1 is the quantum gate coefficient from the boundary condition (4.3)

that determines the symmetric operator Ḋ in Case (iii).
In particular, the deficiency elements g± are resonant states with respect to the

continuous monitoring of the unitary dynamics g± 7→ eitHg±.
In this case,

(17.3) lim
n→∞

|(eit/nHg±, g±)|2n = e−τ |t|,

where the decay constant τ is given by

τ = 2





1, in Case (i)

coth ℓ
2 , in Case (ii)

coth ℓ+ℓ′

2 , in Case (iii)

.
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Proof. LetM(z) be the Weyl-Titchmarsh function associated with the pair (Ḋ,D).
By Corollary 7.2,

(17.4) M(z) =

∫

R

(
1

λ− z
− λ

1 + λ2

)
dµ(λ),

where the measure µ(dλ) is given by

(17.5) µ(dλ) =
1

π





dλ, in Case (i)

2π
ℓ coth ℓ

2

∑
k∈Z

δ (2k+1)π
ℓ

(dλ), in Case (ii)

coth ℓ+ℓ′

2 Pe−ℓ′ (ℓλ− π) dλ, in Case (iii)

.

Here, in Case (iii),

Pr(ϕ) =
1− r2

1 + r2 − 2r cosϕ

denotes the Poisson kernel.
Recall that by Lemma 4.4 the operator Ḋ is a prime symmetric operator. There-

fore, Theorem C.1 in Appendix C ensures the existence of a unitary map U from
L2(Y) onto the Hilbert space L2(R, dµ), where µ(dλ) is given by (17.5), with the
following properties:

(i) UDU−1 coincides with the operator of multiplication by independent vari-
able and

(ii) the deficiency elements g± get mapped to simple fractions

(Ug±)(λ) =
Θ±
λ∓ i

for some |Θ±| = 1.

In particular, for any Borel set δ ⊂ R we have

(EH(δ)g+, g+) = (EH(δ)g−, g−) =

∫

δ

dµ(s)

s2 + 1
,

which shows that g± are equidistributed and hence the spectral measure ν(dλ) in
(17.1) is well defined.

It follows that

λν((λ,∞)) = λ

∫ ∞

λ

dµ(s)

s2 + 1
.

In Case (i), in view of (17.5) we have the following asymptotic representation

λν((λ,∞)) = λ

∫ ∞

λ

1

π

ds

s2 + 1
=

1

π
(1 + o(1)) as λ→ +∞,

which proves that the first limit in (17.2) exists and coincides with the right hand
side of (17.2).
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In Case (ii), by (17.5),

λν((λ,∞)) = λ
2

ℓ
coth

ℓ

2

∑

(2k+1)π
ℓ ≥λ

1
(

(2k+1)π
ℓ

)2
+ 1

=
2

ℓ
coth

ℓ

2

(
ℓ

2π

)2

λ

∫ ∞

λℓ
2π

dk

k2
· (1 + o(1))

=
2

ℓ
coth

ℓ

2
· ℓ

2π
(1 + o(1))

=
1

π
coth

ℓ

2
(1 + o(1)) as λ→ +∞,

proving the first equality (17.2) in Case (ii).
Finally, in Case (iii), using (17.5) we have

λν((λ,∞)) =
1

π
coth

ℓ+ ℓ′

2
λ

∫ ∞

λ

Pe−ℓ′ (ℓs− π)
ds

s2 + 1

=
1

π
coth

ℓ+ ℓ′

2
(1 + o(1)) as λ→ +∞,

which shows that the first limit in (17.2) exists and coincides with the right hand
side of (17.2). Here we used that the Poisson kernel admits the representation

Pr(s) =
1− r2

1 + r2 − 2r cos s
= 1 +Gr(s),

where Gr(s) is a bounded 2π-periodic function with zero mean over the period such
that

lim
λ→+∞

λ

∫ ∞

λ

Ge−ℓ′ (ℓs− π)
ds

s2 + 1
= 0.

Notice that the equality above can be justified by integration by parts.
In a completely similar way one shows that in all Cases (i)-(iii) the second limit

in (17.2) exists and coincides with the right hand side of (17.2).
�

Remark 17.2. In Case (i), one can apply the residue theorem to see that the survival
probability amplitude (eitDg±, g±) itself is exponentially decaying as

(eitDg±, g±) =
1

π

∫ ∞

−∞
eiλt

dλ

λ2 + 1
= e−|t|,

which in particular implies (17.3). In this case the result of continuous monitoring
of the corresponding quantum system on the time interval [0, t] and a “one time
observation” at the moment of time t are identical. That is,

(eit/nDg±, g±)
n = (eitDg±, g±)

and therefore

|(eit/nDg±, g±)|2n = |(eitDg±, g±)|2 for all t.

In this exceptional (resonant) case the continuous monitoring can neither stop nor
modify the evolution.
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To understand better fine decay properties of a particular state from the test
space L = Dom(Ḋ∗) we need a comprehensive information about the boundary
functionals associated with the von Neumann decomposition of the test space

(17.6) L = Dom((Ḋ)∗) = Ker((Ḋ)∗ − iI)+̇Ker((Ḋ)∗ + iI)+̇Dom(Ḋ).

Lemma 17.3. Suppose that a metric graph Y is in one of the Cases (i)-(iii) and

Ḋ is the symmetric differentiation operator on Y with boundary conditions (4.1),
(4.2) and (4.3), respectively. Denote by g± the deficiency elements of the symmetric

operator Ḋ referred to in Lemma 4.3.
Assume that φ ∈ L = Dom((Ḋ)∗) and let

(17.7) φ = αg+ + βg− + f, φ ∈ Dom((Ḋ)∗),

be the decomposition associated with von Neumann’s formula (17.6), where α, β ∈ C

and f ∈ Dom(Ḋ).
Then

(17.8) α+ β =
1√
2





φ∞(0−) + φ∞(0+), in Case (i)√
tanh ℓ

2 (φℓ(0) + φℓ(ℓ)) , in Case (ii)√
tanh ℓ+ℓ′

2

(
φℓ(ℓ)− φ∞(0+)−kφ∞(0−)√

1−k2

)
, in Case (iii)

,

where, in Case (iii),

ℓ′ = log
1

k
and 0 < k < 1 is the quantum gate coefficient from the boundary condition (4.3)

that determines the symmetric operator Ḋ in Case (iii).

Proof. In Case (i), we have

φ∞(x) = α
√
2exχ(−∞,0)(x) + β

√
2e−xχ(0,∞)(x) + f(x)

for some f ∈ Dom(Ḋ).
Since f(0−) = f(0+) = 0, we have

φ∞(0−) = α
√
2 and φ∞(0+) = β

√
2.

Therefore

α+ β =
φ∞(0+) + φ∞(0+)√

2
,

proving (17.8) in that case.
In Case (ii),

φℓ(x) = α

√
2

e2ℓ − 1
ex + β

√
2

e2ℓ − 1
eℓ−x + f(x)

and therefore

α+ eℓβ =

√
e2ℓ − 1

2
φℓ(0)

and

eℓα+ β =

√
e2ℓ − 1

2
φℓ(ℓ).

Hence

α+ β =

√
eℓ − 1

eℓ + 1

φℓ(0) + φℓ(ℓ)√
2

=

√
tanh

ℓ

2
· φℓ(0) + φℓ(ℓ)√

2
,



100 K. A. MAKAROV AND E. TSEKANOVSKĬI

proving (17.8) in Case (ii).
In Case (iii), the elements φ and f from the von Neumann decomposition (17.7)

are the two-component vector functions

φ =

(
φ∞
φℓ

)
and f =

(
f∞
fℓ

)
.

From (17.7) it follows that

φ∞(x) = αξ
√

1− k2exχ(−∞,0)(x)− βξ
√

1− k2eℓ−xχ(0,∞)(x) + f∞(x), x ∈ R,

and

φℓ(x) = αξex + βξkeℓ−x + fℓ(x), x ∈ [0, ℓ),

where the norming constant ξ is given by

ξ =

√
2

e2ℓ − k2
.

In particular,

φ∞(0−) = αξ
√
1− k2 + f∞(0−),

φ∞(0+) = −βξ
√
1− k2eℓ + f∞(0+),

φℓ(ℓ) = αξeℓ + kβξ + fℓ(ℓ).

Since f ∈ Dom(Ḋ), the boundary conditions

f∞(0+) = kf∞(0−),

fℓ(0) =
√
1− k2f∞(0−),

fℓ(ℓ) = 0

hold and hence

φ∞(0−) = αξ
√
1− k2 + γ,

φ∞(0+) = −βξ
√
1− k2eℓ + kγ,

φℓ(ℓ) = αξeℓ + kβξ,

where we use the shorthand notation

γ = f∞(0−).

Combing the obtained equations we arrive at the following system of equations


√
1− k2 0 1

0 −eℓ
√
1− k2 k

eℓ k 0





αξ
βξ
γ


 =



x
y
z


 ,

where 

x
y
z


 =



φ∞(0−)
φ∞(0+)
φℓ(ℓ)


 .

Taking into account that the inverse matrix of the system is of the form

1

(e2ℓ − k2)
√
1− k2




−k2 k eℓ
√
1− k2

keℓ −eℓ −k
√
1− k2

e2ℓ
√
1− k2 −k

√
1− k2 −eℓ(1 − k2)



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one easily obtains that

αξ =
−k2x+ ky + eℓ

√
1− k2z

(e2ℓ − k2)
√
1− k2

and βξ =
keℓx− eℓy − k

√
1− k2z

(e2ℓ − k2)
√
1− k2

.

Therefore,

α+ β = ξ−1 (ke
ℓ − k2)x+ (k − eℓ)y + (eℓ − k)

√
1− k2z

(e2ℓ − k2)
√
1− k2

= ξ−1 (ke
ℓ − k2)φ∞(0−) + (k − eℓ)φ∞(0+) + (eℓ − k)

√
1− k2φℓ(ℓ)

(e2ℓ − k2)
√
1− k2

= ξ−1 1

(eℓ + k)

(
φℓ(ℓ)−

φ∞(0+)− kφ∞(0−)√
1− k2

)

=
1√
2

√
tanh

ℓ+ ℓ′

2

(
φℓ(ℓ)−

φ∞(0+)− kφ∞(0−)√
1− k2

)
,

which completes the proof of (17.8) in Case (iii).
�

The main result of this section is the following

Theorem 17.4 (Exponential Decay-Quantum Zeno Effect alternative).

Suppose that a metric graph Y is in one of the Cases (i)-(iii). Let Ḋ be the sym-
metric differentiation operator given by (4.1), (4.2) and (4.3), respectively. Assume,

in addition, that φ ∈ Dom((Ḋ)∗), ‖φ‖ = 1.
Let H = DΘ, |Θ| = 1, be the (magnetic) Hamiltonian referred to in Theorem

5.1.
Then

(17.9) lim
n→∞

|(eit/nHφ, φ)|2n = e−τ(Θ)|t|, t ∈ R,

where the decay constant τ(Θ) is given by

(17.10) τ(Θ) =





|Θφ∞(0−) + φ∞(0+)|2, in Case (i)

|Θφℓ(ℓ) + φℓ(0)|2, in Case (ii)∣∣∣Θφℓ(ℓ)− φ∞(0+)−kφ∞(0−)√
1−k2

∣∣∣
2

, in Case (iii)

.

Here 0 < k < 1 is the quantum gate coefficient from the boundary condition (4.3)

that determines the symmetric operator Ḋ in Case (iii).

In particular, the state φ ∈ L = Dom((Ḋ)∗) is a resonant state under continuous
monitoring of the quantum unitary evolution φ→ eitHφ if and only if

φ /∈ Dom(H) = Dom(DΘ).

Otherwise, the state φ is a Zeno state.

Proof. Part 1. First, we prove the assertion in the particular case of Θ = 1, where
the Hamiltonian H is given by the differentiation operator D, i.e.,

H = D = DΘ|Θ=1.

Since φ ∈ Dom((Ḋ)∗), by the von Neumann formula, the element φ admits a
unique decomposition

(17.11) φ = αg+ + βg− + f,
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where α, β ∈ C, f ∈ Dom(Ḋ). Here we choose the deficiency elements g± to be
given by (4.6), (4.7), and finally by (4.8) and (4.9) whenever the graph Y is in Cases
(i), (ii), and (iii), respectively.

Without loss of generality, we may assume that the operator H = D is already
realized in its model representation in the Hilbert space L2(R; dµ) as the operator
of multiplication by independent variable with the measure µ(dλ) determined by
(17.5).

Indeed, the Weyl-Titchmarsh functionM(Ḋ,D)(z) associated with the pair (Ḋ,D)

and given by (7.1) admits the representation (17.4) with the measure µ(dλ) from

(17.5). By Lemma 4.4, the symmetric differentiation operator Ḋ is prime and
therefore the Hamiltonian H = D is unitarily equivalent to its model representation
in the Hilbert space L2(R; dµ) by Theorem C.1 in Appendix C. By Lemma 6.1,

g+ − g− ∈ Dom(H) = Dom(D).

Therefore, one can also assume that the decomposition (17.11) takes place in the
model Hilbert space L2(R; dµ), where the deficiency elements g± are given by the
partial fractions (see Remark C.2 in Appendix C)

g± =
1

λ∓ i
, λ ∈ R µ− a.e.,

and

(17.12) f ∈ L2(R; (1 + λ2)dµ(λ)).

The spectral measure (EH(dλ)φ, φ) of the element φ can be evaluated as follows

(EH(δ)φ, φ) =

∫

δ

∣∣∣∣α
1

λ− i
+ β

1

λ+ i
+ f(λ)

∣∣∣∣
2

dµ(λ),

with δ ⊂ R a Borel set.
Therefore,

(EH(δ)φ, φ) = |α+ β|2
∫

δ

dµ(λ)

λ2 + 1
(17.13)

+ 2Reαβ

∫

δ

(
1

(λ − i)2
− 1

λ2 + 1

)
dµ(λ)

+ 2Re

∫

δ

(
α

1

λ− i
+ β

1

λ+ i

)
f(λ)dµ(λ)

+

∫

δ

|f(λ)|2 dµ(λ).

It turns out that the first term in (17.13) determines the leading term of the
asymptotics in the heavy-tailed distribution of the spectral measure (EH(dλ)φ, φ)
whenever

α+ β 6= 0.

Indeed, we have

I =:

∫

|s|>λ

∣∣∣∣
1

(s− i)2
− 1

s2 + 1

∣∣∣∣ dµ(s) ≤
2

λ

∫

|s|>λ

dµ(s)

s2 + 1
.

By Lemma 17.1, the following limit exists,

lim
λ→+∞

λ

∫

|s|>λ

dµ(s)

s2 + 1
<∞
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and therefore

I = O(λ−2) as λ→ +∞.

Next,

II =:

∣∣∣∣∣

∫

|s|>λ

f(s)

s± i
dµ(s)

∣∣∣∣∣

≤ 1

λ

√∫

|s|>λ

dµ(s)

s2 + 1
·
√∫ ∞

|s|>λ
(1 + s2)|f(s)|2dµ(s)

= o(λ−3/2) as λ→ +∞,

where we have used (17.12).
Finally,

III =:

∫

|s|>λ
|f(s)|2 dµ(s)

≤ 1

λ2

∫

|s|>λ
(1 + s2)|f(s)|2dµ(s) = o(λ−2) as λ→ ∞.

Therefore,

I + II + III = o(λ−3/2) as λ→ +∞
and from (17.13) we obtain

λ(EH((λ,∞))φ, φ) = |α+ β|2λ
∫ ∞

λ

dµ(s)

s2 + 1
+ o(λ−1/2) as λ→ ∞.

In a similar way one proves that

λ(EH((−∞,−λ))φ, φ) = |α+ β|2λ
∫ −λ

−∞

dµ(s)

s2 + 1
+ o(λ−1/2) as λ→ ∞.

By Lemma 17.1,

lim
λ→+∞

λ

∫ ∞

λ

dµ(s)

s2 + 1
= lim

λ→+∞
λ

∫ −λ

−∞

dµ(s)

s2 + 1
=





1, in Case (i)

coth ℓ
2 , in Case (ii)

coth ℓ+ℓ′

2 , in Case (iii)

.

Therefore,

lim
λ→+∞

λ(EH((λ,∞))φ, φ) = lim
λ→+∞

λ(EH((−∞,−λ))φ, φ)

=
1

π
|α+ β|2





1, in Case (i)

coth ℓ
2 , in Case (ii)

coth ℓ+ℓ′

2 , in Case (iii)

.

On the other hand, from Lemma 17.3 it follows that

(17.14) |α+ β|2 =
1

2





|φ∞(0−) + φ∞(0+)|2 , in Case (i)

tanh ℓ
2 |φℓ(0) + φℓ(ℓ)|2 , in Case (ii)

tanh ℓ+ℓ′

2

∣∣∣φℓ(ℓ)− φ∞(0+)−kψ∞(0−)√
1−k2

∣∣∣
2

, in Case (iii)

.

Here, in Case (iii),

ℓ′ = log
1

k
.
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Hence

lim
λ→+∞

λ(EH((λ,∞))φ, φ) = lim
λ→+∞

λ(EH((−∞,−λ))φ, φ)

=
1

2π





|φ∞(0−) + φ∞(0+)|2 , in Case (i)

|φℓ(0) + φℓ(ℓ)|2 , in Case (ii)∣∣∣φℓ(ℓ)− φ∞(0+)−kφ∞(0−)√
1−k2

∣∣∣
2

, in Case (iii)

.

To complete the proof of (17.10) in case Θ = 1 it remains to apply Theorem 15.12.
Part 2. Now we can treat the general case of an arbitrary Θ, |Θ| = 1.
Let H = DΘ be the magnetic Hamiltonian in Case (i). Denote by UΘ the unitary

operator in L2(Y) = L2(R) defined as

(UΘf)(x) = Θχ(−∞,0)(x)f(x) + χ(0,∞)(x)f(x).

One verifies that
DΘ = UΘDU

∗
Θ

and therefore

lim
n→∞

|(eit/nHφ, φ)|2n = lim
n→∞

|(eit/nDΘφ, φ)|2n = lim
n→∞

|(eit/nDU∗
Θφ, U

∗
Θφ)|2n.

By Part 1 of the proof,

lim
n→∞

|(eit/nDU∗
Θφ, U

∗
Θφ)|2n = exp

(
−|(U∗

Θφ∞)(0+) + (U∗
Θφ∞)(0−)|2|t|

)

= exp
(
−|φ∞(0+) + Θφ∞(0−)|2|t|

)
.

Therefore,
τ(Θ) = |φ∞(0+) + Θφ∞(0−)|2,

which proves (17.10) in Case (i).
In Cases (ii) and (iii), we have the commutation relation (cf. (5.6))

DΘ = UΘ

(
D +

argΘ

ℓ
I

)
U∗
Θ,

where UΘ the unitary multiplication operator in L2(Y) given by

(UΘφ(x)) = e−i
arg Θ

ℓ xφ(x), x ∈ Y.

Therefore,

lim
n→∞

|(eit/nHφ, φ)|2n = lim
n→∞

|eit arg Θ
nℓ (eit/nDU∗φ, U∗φ)|2n

= lim
n→∞

|(eit/nDU∗φ, U∗φ)|2n.

Now the claim (17.10) follows by applying the result of Part 1 of the proof to the
state U∗φ.

To complete the proof it remains to show that under the hypothesis that φ ∈
Dom((Ḋ)∗) the decay constant τ(Θ) vanishes if and only if φ ∈ Dom(DΘ). Indeed,
if φ ∈ Dom(DΘ) ⊂ Dom(|DΘ|1/2), then φ is a Zeno state (by Proposition 15.3) and
hence τ(Θ) = 0. One can also see right away that the boundary conditions (5.1),
(5.2) and (5.3) imply τ(Θ) = 0.

The converse (under the hypothesis that φ ∈ Dom(Ḋ)∗)) is also true. It is
obvious in Cases (i) and (ii). In Case (iii) the equality τ(Θ) = 0 implies

(17.15) Θφℓ(ℓ) =
φ∞(0+)− kφ∞(0−)√

1− k2
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and since φ ∈ Dom((Ḋ)∗), from (4.4) it also follows that

(17.16) φ∞(0−)− k φ∞(0+)−
√
1− k2 φℓ(0) = 0.

Multiplying (17.15) by k and using (17.16) we obtain

kΘφℓ(ℓ) =
kφ∞(0+)− k2φ∞(0−)√

1− k2

=
φ∞(0−)−

√
1− k2 φℓ(0+)− k2φ∞(0−)√

1− k2

=
√
1− k2φ∞(0−)− φℓ(0),

which shows that

(17.17) φℓ(0) =
√
1− k2φ∞(0−)− kΘφℓ(ℓ).

From (17.15) and (17.17) we get
(
φ∞(0+)
φℓ(0)

)
=

(
k

√
1− k2Θ√

1− k2 −kΘ

)(
φ∞(0−)
φℓ(ℓ)

)

and hence (5.3) holds proving that φ ∈ Dom(DΘ). �

Let D̂ be the maximal dissipative differential operator defined by (8.1) (with
k = 0) whenever the graph Y is in Case (i) and by (8.4) and (8.5) whenever the
graph Y is in Cases (ii) and (iii), respectively. Assume, in addition, that the initial

state φ is such that φ ∈ Dom(D̂) ∪Dom(D̂∗).
The following lemma shows that under these assumptions the decay rate of the

state φ under continuous monitoring of the unitary evolution

(17.18) φ 7→ eitHφ

is determined by the state only and is, in fact, independent of the self-adjoint
realization H = DΘ of the symmetric differentiation operator Ḋ.

Lemma 17.5. Assume the hypothesis of Theorem 17.4. Let D̂ be the maximal
dissipative differential operator defined by (8.1) (with k = 0) whenever the graph
Y is in Case (i) and by (8.4) and (8.5) whenever the graph Y is in Cases (ii) and
(iii), respectively.

Then the decay constant τ = τ(Θ) given by (17.10) does not depend on Θ if and
only if

φ ∈ Dom(D̂) ∪Dom((D̂)∗).

In this case,

(17.19) τ =





|φ∞(0−)|2, in Case (i)

|φℓ(ℓ)|2, in Case (ii)

|φℓ(ℓ)|2 , in Case (iii)

, whenever φ ∈ Dom(D̂),

and

(17.20) τ =





|φ∞(0+)|2, in Case (i)

|φℓ(0)|2, in Case (ii)
|φ∞(0+)−kφ∞(0−)|2

1−k2 , in Case (iii)

, whenever φ ∈ Dom((D̂)∗).

Here, in Case (iii), k is the quantum gate coefficient.
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Proof. It is easily seen from (17.10) that the decay constant τ(Θ) does not depend
on Θ if and only if either

(17.21)





φ∞(0+) = 0, in Case (i)

φℓ(0) = 0, in Case (ii)

φ∞(0+) = kφ∞(0−), in Case (iii)

,

or

(17.22)





φ∞(0−) = 0, in Case (i)

φℓ(ℓ) = 0, in Case (ii)

φℓ(ℓ) = 0, in Case (iii),

or both.
Recall that the boundary conditions (8.1) (with k = 0), (8.4), and (8.5) for the

dissipative differentiation operator D̂ yield

φ∞(0+) = 0 (in Case (i))(17.23)

φℓ(0) = 0 (in Case (ii))

and

(17.24)

{
φ∞(0+) = kφ∞(0−)

φℓ(0) =
√
1− k2φ∞(0−)

(in Case (iii)).

Notice that in Case (iii) the first condition in (17.24) implies the second one when-

ever φ ∈ Dom((Ḋ)∗). Indeed, the membership φ ∈ Dom((Ḋ)∗) means that

φ∞(0−)− k φ∞(0+)−
√
1− k2 φℓ(0) = 0

by Lemma 4.2 and the claim follows by a simple computation.
Now, it is straightforward to see that under the hypothesis that φ ∈ L =

Dom((Ḋ)∗) the boundary conditions (17.21) hold if and only if φ ∈ Dom(D̂). In
this case (17.19) follows from (17.10) in Theorem 17.4.

Next, the boundary conditions for the adjoint operator (D̂)∗ (9.13) (with k = 0),
(9.14), and (9.15) can be rewritten as

φ∞(0−) = 0 (in Case (i))(17.25)

φℓ(ℓ) = 0 (in Case (ii))

and

(17.26)

{
φ∞(0−) = kφ∞(0+) +

√
1− k2φℓ(0)

φℓ(ℓ) = 0
(in Case (iii)).

By Lemma 4.2, the first condition in (17.26) simply means that φ ∈ Dom((Ḋ)∗).

Therefore, the boundary conditions (17.22) hold if and only if and φ ∈ Dom(D̂∗),
In this case (17.20) follows from (17.10) in Theorem 17.4.

�

If the initial state φ is taken from the somewhat narrower test space

M = Dom(D̂) ∪Dom((D̂))∗ ⊂ Dom((Ḋ)∗) = L,
then Lemma 17.5 states that continuous monitoring of the unitary evolution (17.18)
is universal (in the sense that the corresponding decay rate τ referred to in Lemma
17.5 is independent of the choice of the magnetic Hamiltonian H).
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In this case, i.e. if φ ∈ M, the universal exponent τ can also be recognized as
the decay rate associated with continuous monitoring of the unitary evolution

(17.27) φ̂ 7→ eitHφ̂

in an extended Hilbert H containing L2(Y) as a proper subspace. Here H = L2(X),
where X is the full metric graph: X = Y ⊔ Y if the metric graph Y in Cases (i) and
(iii), and X can be identified with R if Y = (0, ℓ) is in Case (ii), the Hamiltonian H

is a self-adjoint dilation of the dissipative differentiation operator D̂, and the new

state φ̂ ∈ L2(X) of the extended quantum system is identified with the initial state
φ being naturally imbedded to the space H = L2(X).

The precise statement is as follows.

Corollary 17.6. Let H be a self-adjoint dilation in the Hilbert space H = L2(X) of

the dissipative differentiation operator D̂. Assume that

φ ∈ M = Dom(D̂) ∪Dom(D̂∗), ‖φ‖ = 1.

Denote by φ̂ a state in H such that

φ = PL2(Y)φ̂ and (I − PL2(Y))φ̂ = 0,

where PL2(Y) is the orthogonal projection from the Hilbert space L2(X) onto its

subspace L2(Y).
Then

(17.28) lim
n→∞

|(eit/nHφ̂, φ̂)|2n = e−τ |t|, t ∈ R,

where the decay constant τ is given by (17.19) if φ ∈ Dom(D̂) and by (17.20) if

φ ∈ Dom((D̂)∗), respectively.

Proof. Suppose first that φ ∈ Dom(D̂).
Denote by D the differentiation operator i ddx on

Dom(D) =
⊕

e⊂Y

W 1
2 (e),

where the sum is taken over all edges e of the graph Y.
Integration by parts for φ ∈ Dom(D) yields

(17.29) Im(Dφ, φ) = 1

2





|φ∞(0−)|2 − |φ∞(0+)|2
|φℓ(ℓ)|2 − |φℓ(0)|2
|φ∞(0−)|2 − |φ∞(0+)|2 + |φℓ(ℓ)|2 − |φℓ(0)|2

in Cases (i), (i) and (iii), respectively. Since φ ∈ Dom(D̂), taking into account the
boundary conditions (17.23) and (17.24), from (17.29) we obtain

Im(D̂φ, φ) = Im(Dφ, φ) = 1

2





|φ∞(0−)|2, in Case (i)

|φℓ(ℓ)|2, in Case (ii)

|φℓ(ℓ)|2, in Case (iii)

.

Therefore,

2Im(D̂φ, φ) = τ,

where τ is given by (17.19).
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By Lemma 15.14,

lim
n→∞

|(eitD̂φ, φ)|2n = e−2Im(D̂φ,φ)t, t ≥ 0, φ ∈ Dom(D̂),

and therefore

(17.30) lim
n→∞

|(eit/nD̂φ, φ)|2n = e−τt, t ≥ 0, φ ∈ Dom(D̂),

where τ given by (17.19).

Since H dilates D̂, we have

(17.31) (eit/nHφ̂, φ̂) = (eitD̂φ, φ), t ≥ 0,

and therefore

(17.32) lim
n→∞

|(eit/nHφ̂, φ̂)|2n = lim
n→∞

|(eit/nD̂φ, φ)|2n = e−τt, t ≥ 0.

To complete the proof of (17.28) for φ ∈ Dom(D̂) it remains to observe that the

return probability p(t) = |(eit/nHφ̂, φ̂)|2 is an even function in t.

Next, suppose that φ ∈ Dom((D̂)∗).
As above, by Lemma 15.14,

(17.33) lim
n→∞

|(e−it/n(D̂)∗φ, φ)|2n = e2Im((D̂)∗φ,φ)t, t ≥ 0.

Since φ ∈ Dom((D̂)∗), one can use boundary conditions (17.25), (17.26) and the
equality (17.29) to obtain that

Im((−D̂)∗φ, φ) = Im((−D)φ, φ)

=
1

2





|φ∞(0+)|2, in Case (i)

|φℓ(0)|2, in Case (ii)

|φ∞(0−)|2 − |φ∞(0+)|2 − |φℓ(0)|2, in Case (iii)

.

(In Case (iii), we took into account the second condition in (17.26) that φℓ(ℓ) = 0).
Now, using the first condition in (17.26), one computes

|φ∞(0−)|2 − |φ∞(0+)|2 − |φℓ(0)|2 =

∣∣∣∣
φ∞(0+)− kφ∞(0−)√

1− k2

∣∣∣∣
2

,

which shows that

2Im((D̂)∗φ, φ) = −





|φ∞(0+)|2, in Case (i)

|φℓ(0)|2, in Case (ii)∣∣∣φ∞(0+)−kφ∞(0−)√
1−k2

∣∣∣
2

, in Case (iii)

= τ,

where τ is given by (17.20).
Again, by Lemma 15.14,

lim
n→∞

|(e−it(D̂)∗φ, φ)|2n = e2Im((D̂)∗φ,φ)t, t ≥ 0, φ ∈ Dom((D̂)∗),

and therefore

(17.34) lim
n→∞

|(e−it/n(D̂)∗φ, φ)|2n = e−τt, t ≥ 0, φ ∈ Dom((D̂)∗),

where τ given by (17.20).
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Since H dilates D̂, we obtain

lim
n→∞

|(e−it/n(D̂)∗φ, φ)|2n = lim
n→∞

|(φ, (e−it/n(D̂)∗)∗φ)|2n = lim
n→∞

|(eit/nD̂φ, φ)|2n

= lim
n→∞

|(eit/nHφ, φ)|2n = e−τt, t > 0,

which proves (17.28) for φ ∈ Dom((D̂)∗) with τ given by (17.20) and then, by
symmetry, for all t ∈ R.

�

Remark 17.7. We remark that if φ ∈ Dom(D̂) ∩Dom((D̂)∗) = Dom(Ḋ) and there-
fore φ ∈ Dom(DΘ) for all |Θ| = 1, then φ is a Zeno state under continuous moni-
toring of the dynamics φ 7→ eitHφ for any self-adjoint realizations H = DΘ of the
differentiation operator. Therefore, in this case the corresponding decay constant
τ = τ(Θ) = 0 is Θ-independent for an obvious reason.

Also notice that under the requirement that φ ∈ M = Dom(D̂) ∪ Dom((D̂)∗)
the boundary data that determine the decay constant (17.19) and (17.20) can also
be evaluated as follows.

Assume, for instance, that the metric graph Y is in Case (iii) with its main
vertex at the origin (µ = 0). Denote by X the full metric graph containing Y as its
subgraph and let H be the self-adjoint dilation in the extended Hilbert space L2(X)

of the dissipative operator D̂ in L2(Y).

Suppose that a two-component vector-function Ψ =

(
φ↑
φ↓

)
∈ L2(X) is a contin-

uation of the function φ from the graph Y onto the full graph X,

(17.35) Ψ(x) = φ(x), x ∈ Y,

such that Ψ ∈ Dom(H).
Then the decay constant (17.19) can be evaluated via the second component of

the vector-function Ψ as

τ = |φ↓(ℓ)|2.
Indeed, since Ψ ∈ Dom(H), the two-component vector-function Ψ(x) is continu-

ous, so is its second component φ↓(x). In particular, Ψ(ℓ) = φ(ℓ), so that

(17.36) φℓ(ℓ) = φ↓(ℓ)

and hence

τ = |φℓ(ℓ)|2 = |φ↓(ℓ)|2.
Moreover, for the decay constant (17.20) we have a similar expression

(17.37) τ = |φ↓(0−)|2.
Indeed, since Ψ ∈ Dom(H), by (14.5) we get

(
φ↑(0+)
φ↓(0+)

)
=

(
k −

√
1− k2√

1− k2 k

)(
φ↑(0−)
φ↓(0−)

)
.

In particular,

φ↑(0+) = kφ↑(0−)−
√
1− k2φ↓(0−).

Hence

(17.38) φ↓(0−) =
kφ↑(0−)− φ↑(0+)√

1− k2
=
kφ∞(0−)− φ∞(0+)√

1− k2
.
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By (17.20),

τ =

∣∣∣∣
kφ∞(0−)− φ∞(0+)√

1− k2

∣∣∣∣
2

,

which together with (17.38) proves (17.37).

18. Preliminaries. Probabilities versus amplitudes

To discuss applications of the continuous monitoring principle in connection
with the exponential decay phenomenon in quantum mechanics, we need to warm
up with some preliminaries.

Recall that “when we deal with probabilities under ordinary circumstances, there
are the following “rules of composition”: 1) if something can happen in alternative
ways, we add the probabilities for each of the different ways: 2) if the event occurs
as a succession of steps - or depends on a number of things happening —‘concomi-
tantly” (independently) - then we multiply the probabilities of each of the steps (or
things)” [31, Ch. 3].

Apparently, under certain circumstances the probability P of an event that can
be realized in two (at first glance mutually exclusive) alternative ways A1 and A2

is not necessarily equals the sum of probabilities P1 and P2 of the events A1 and
A2, that is,

P 6= P1 + P2 (in general).

A more detailed analysis of the experimental data shows that the concept of an
alternative should be analyzed more carefully and one has to distinguish between
exclusive and interference alternatives. The latter occurs if there is no (experi-
mental) evidence available to answer the question of how the final event has been
realized, via the occurrence of A1 or A2? In other words, “when alternatives cannot
possibly be resolved by any experiment, they always interfere” [32, page 14].

If the alternative ways of a realization of the event are exclusive, one has the
usual addition law of probabilities

(18.1) Pex = P1 + P2.

In the case of an interference alternative, the rules of composition should be
applied to the amplitudes of probability instead. Recall that there are complex
numbers φ, φ1, φ2 (the probability amplitudes), obtained, for example, by solving
a kind of wave equation, such that

Pint = |φ|2, P1 = |φ1|2 and P2 = |φ2|2.
In particular, the addition law for (probability) amplitudes

(18.2) φ = φ1 + φ2

yields

(18.3) Pint = |φ|2 = |φ1 + φ2|2 (6= Pex in general).

In this context it should be stressed that the (experimental) knowledge of the
probabilities P1,2 (but not the amplitudes φ1,2) only gives the two sided-estimate
for the probability Pint of the final event

P1 + P2 − 2
√
P1P2 ≤ Pint ≤ min{1, P1 + P2 + 2

√
P1P2}.
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All of this is well known and has been extensively discussed in detail in connection
with the two slit experiment (see, e.g., [31, 32, 40], also see [26, 64] for the concept
of interaction-free measurements).

Our goal is to provide a solid mathematical background for understanding the
phenomenon on a simple one-dimensional example of a quantum system and develop
a framework where the concepts of exclusive and interference alternatives can be
rigorously discussed

19. Massless particles on a ring

Consider a quantum system the configuration space of which is a ring S obtained
by identifying the end-points of a finite interval [0, ℓ]. The dynamics of the system
is described by the strongly continuous group of unitary operators U(t) = e−it/~H ,
where the Hamiltonian H is given by the differentiation operator on the ring, or,
equivalently, by the differentiation operator on the finite interval [0, ℓ] with periodic
boundary conditions. That is,

(19.1) H = ic~
d

dx
on Dom(H) = {f ∈W 1

2 ((0, ℓ)) | f(0) = f(ℓ)}.

To motivate the choice of the Hamiltonian we use the energy-momentum relation

E2 = (cP )2 + (mc2)2

and assume that we are dealing with a massless particle (m = 0) and then choose
a square root brunch of (cP )2 to define the energy operator H as (cf. [121])

H = −cP.
Here P denotes the momentum of a particle moving with no dispersion at the speed
of light on the ring S in the direction from “x = 0 to x = ℓ.”

In order to save ourselves from inventing new words such as “wavicles”, we have
chosen to call these objects ”particles-גל“ (cf. [31, p. 85]). In our opinion, -גל
particles may, for instance, serve as a one-dimensional prototype of low energy
electrons in the vicinity of an impurity in a zero-gap semiconductor. Recall that
such electrons can formally be described by the two-dimensional Dirac-like Hamil-
tonian

H = −ic~σ ·∇+ V , with c = νF ,

where νF is the Fermi velocity, σ = (σx, σy) are the 2 × 2 conventional Pauli
matrices and V is a short range “defect” potential [18]. In this simplified model we
will imagine these electrons as fake spin-zero electrons which, however, can carry
the charge e.

Suppose that φ ∈ L2((0, ℓ)), ‖φ‖ = 1, is a wave-function describing the initial
state of the quantum system with the Hamiltonian

H = ic~
d

dx

with periodic boundary conditions (19.1). If no observation is made whatsoever,
the time evolution

U(t)φ = e−it/~Hφ

of the state φ is given by the family of unitary transformations

(U(t)φ)(x) = φ̃(x+ ct), x ∈ [0, ℓ], t ∈ R.
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Here φ̃ denotes the periodic extension of the function φ(x) from the interval [0, ℓ]
onto the full real axis. In other words, the wave packet U(t)φ is confined to move
at the speed of light c without dispersion on the ring S of radius ℓ/2π, obtained
from the interval [0, ℓ] by identifying its end-points.

In this case, the survival probability

p(t) = |(e−it/~Hφ, φ)|2

to the initial state φ is a periodic function with the period T = ℓ/c.
In the forthcoming sections we will learn that under continuous monitoring the

quantum system on the ring S becomes an open quantum system, the particles can
be emitted and the whole system can be considered as a kind of quantum antenna.

20. Continuous monitoring with interference

Throughout this section we assume that the initial state φ is a W 1
2 ((0, ℓ))-

function that is allowed to have a discontinuity (jump) at the point of the ob-
servation x = 0 ≡ ℓ, that is,

φ(0) 6= φ(ℓ), in general.

Notice that although φ ∈ W 1
2 ((0, ℓ)), the initial state φ is not required to belong

to the domain of the Hamiltonian H in general. That is, it is not assumed that
φ ∈ W 1

2 (S), with S the ring obtained by identifying the end-points of the interval
[0, ℓ]

The decay properties of states with a unique jump-point on the ring under con-
tinuous monitoring are described by the following result.

Theorem 20.1. Suppose that Y is the metric graph Y = (0, ℓ) in Case (ii). In the
Hilbert space H = L2(Y) denote by H the differentiation operator

(20.1) H = ic~
d

dx
on Dom(H) = {f ∈ W 1

2 ((0, ℓ)) | f(0) = f(ℓ)}.

If φ ∈W 1
2 ((0, ℓ)) and ‖φ‖ = 1, then

(20.2) lim
n→∞

|(e−it/(~n)Hφ, φ)|2n = e−τ |t|, t ∈ R,

where

(20.3) τ = c|∆φ|2 = c|φ(ℓ)− φ(0)|2.
Proof. Let DΘ be the differentiation operator i ddx on the finite interval [0, ℓ] defined
on

Dom(DΘ) = {f ∈ W 1
2 (0, ℓ) | f(0) = −Θ(ℓ)}.

Since H = c~DΘ, with Θ = −1, by Theorem 17.4 (see (17.10) in Case (ii) with
Θ = −1) we have

lim
n→∞

|(e−it/(n~)Hφ, φ)|2n = lim
n→∞

|(e−ict/nD−1φ, φ)|2n

= e−|−φ(ℓ)+φ(0)|2c|t| = e−c|∆φ|
2|t|,

which proves (20.2). �

More generally, just repeating the proof presented above for an arbitrary Θ,
|Θ| = 1, we have the following
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Corollary 20.2. Let HΦ, Φ ∈ R, be the self-adjoint realization of the differential
expression

HΦ = ic~
d

dx
on

Dom(HΦ) = {f ∈W 1
2 ((0, ℓ)) | f(0) = e−iΦf(ℓ)}.

Then,

(20.4) lim
n→∞

|(e−it/(~n)HΦ

φ, φ)|2n = e−τΦ|t|,

where

(20.5) τΦ = c|∆Φφ|2 = c|e−iΦφ(ℓ)− φ(0)|2.
In particular, if

e−iΦφ(ℓ) 6= φ(0),

then φ is a resonant state under continuous monitoring of the unitary evolution

φ 7→ e−it/~H
Φ

φ

governed by the Hamiltonian HΦ.

Remark 20.3. Notice that the magnetic Hamiltonian HΦ is unitarily equivalent to
the operator H + eA(x) with

Φ =
e

c~

∫ ℓ

0

A(x)dx.

Here e is the “charge” of the ,particle-גל A(x) is the magnetic potential (we assume

that A(x) is a piecewise real-valued continuous function), and
∫ ℓ
0 A(x)dx is the flux

of the field through the ring.
Indeed, denote by U the unitary multiplication operator

(UΨ)(x) = exp

[
i
e

c~

∫ x

0

A(s)ds

]
·Ψ(x), Ψ ∈ L2((0, ℓ)).

Then

U∗(H + eA(x))U = HΦ,

which follows from the equality
(
ic~

d

dx
+ eA(x)

)
[E(x) ·Ψ(x)] = E(x) · ic~ d

dx
Ψ(x),

where

E(x) = exp

[
i
e

c~

∫ x

0

A(s)ds

]
,

and the observation that

Dom(H) = U(Dom(HΦ)) = U
(
{f ∈ W 1

2 ((0, ℓ)) | f(0) = e−iΦf(ℓ)}
)
.

Theorem 20.1 and Corollary 20.2 clearly suggest that continuous observation
over a quantum system should rather be treated in the framework of open quantum
systems theory. Below is a suitable model for that.
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Theorem 20.4. Given Φ ∈ [0, 2π), in the Hilbert space H = L2((0, ℓ))⊕C introduce

the maximal dissipative operator ĤΦ defined on

Dom(ĤΦ) =

{(
f
c

) ∣∣∣∣∣ f ∈W 1
2 ((0, ℓ)), c = f(0)

}

as

ĤΦ

(
f
c

)
= i

(
d
dxf(x)

f(0)− e−iΦf(ℓ)

)
.

If φ ∈ H is a state such that φ ∈ Dom(ĤΦ),
∫ ℓ

0

|φ(x)|2dx+ |φ(0)|2 = 1,

then

(20.6) lim
n→∞

|(eit/n)ĤΦ

φ, φ)|2n = e−τΦ|t|,

where

(20.7) τΦ = |e−iΦφ(ℓ)− φ(0)|2.
Proof. We have

(ĤΦf, f) = i

∫ ℓ

0

f ′(x)f(x)dx+ i(f(0)− e−iΦf(ℓ))f(0), f ∈ Dom(ĤΦ).

In particular,

Im
(
(ĤΦf, f)

)
=

1

2
|f(ℓ)|2 − 1

2
|f(0)|2 + |f(0)|2 − Re

(
e−iΦf(ℓ)f(0)

)

=
1

2
|e−iΦf(ℓ)− f(0)|2 ≥ 0,

which shows that ĤΦ is a dissipative operator. To complete the proof it remains

to check that the lower half-plane belongs to the resolvent set of ĤΦ, so that ĤΦ

is a maximal dissipative operator, and then use the same reasoning as the one in
the proof of Lemma 15.14.

�

Remark 20.5. The idea to add to the original Hilbert space H a one-dimensional
“vacuum” subspace C is due to Schrader [114], also see [75], [94] and [117], where
such extensions of a non-densely-defined symmetric operators found applications in
modeling three-body systems with δ-like interactions that are free of the “fall to
the center” phenomenon. For the general extension theory for non-densely-defined
operators and its applications we also refer to [4, 55, 57, 93].

20.1. Discussion. The decay law (20.2) shows that continuous monitoring eventu-
ally triggers an exponential decay of the system. Meanwhile, the explicit expression
(20.3) for the decay constant τ , τ = c|∆ψ|2, suggests that we are dealing with an
interference alternative, which means that we cannot apply the laws of probabilities
(18.1) and have to count on the composition laws of amplitudes (18.2). Indeed, a
particle arriving at the junction point, the point of observation, has two options:
a) either to stay on the track or b) be emitted. However, there is no way to “exper-
imentally” confirm which option has been realized in reality. That is, we are not
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certain about what happened at the junction point x = 0 = ℓ, and consequently,
the description of motion becomes an interference alternative.

On the quantitative level, the reasoning presented above can be supported by
the following considerations.

The incoming φ(ℓ), outgoing φ(0) and emission amplitudes φem are to satisfy
the “interference” relation

(20.8) φ(ℓ) = φem + φ(0).

Since the quantity c|φem|2t asymptotically describes the probability that the
emitted particle can eventually be detected during the time interval [0, t], 1 the
probability P (t) of staying on the ring should fall off exponentially as

(20.10) P (t) = e−c|φem|2t = e−c|∆φ|
2t, t ≥ 0,

where

(20.11) |φem|2 = |∆φ|2 = |φ(ℓ)− φ(0)|2,
which gives a heuristic justification of decay law (20.2) in Theorem 20.1.

Notice that if φ ∈ Dom(H), then the wave function is continuous at the junction
point, that is,

(20.12) φ(ℓ) = φ(0).

1This can be justified as follows. Suppose we put in an ideal detector that counts particles
passing through the point x0 in the interval (0, ℓ). If the initial state φ is a smooth function in a
neighborhood of x0, the probability px0(t) that the detector will detect a particle during the time
interval t is asymptotically given by

(20.9) px0(t) = c|φ(x0)|
2t+ o(t) as t → 0.

To justify the claim, recall that in accordance with the probabilistic interpretation of the
wave-function, the probability to find the particle inside the interval δ ⊂ [0, ℓ] is given by

Pr{“particle” ∈ δ} =

∫

δ

|φ(x)|2dx.

In particular,

Pr{“particle” ∈ [x0 − ε, x0]} =

∫ x0

x0−ε

|φ(x)|2dx

= |φ(x0)|
2ε+ o(ε) as ε → 0.

If we repeat the experiment N∞ times, the quantity

∆N = N∞

∫ x0

x0−ε

|φ(x)|2dx

gives the (average) number of outcomes when the (quantum) particle is accommodated by the
interval [x0 − ε, x0].

One can change the point of view and assume that we are dealing with a beam of particles and
that initially there were N∞ particles in the system. Therefore, ∆N would have the meaning of
the averaged number of particles in the interval [x0 − ε, x0]. For the quantum system in question
wave-particle duality is exact and hence we may assume that the particles are moving to the right
with speed of light c. Therefore, in time

t =
ε

c
all the particles will leave the interval [x0 − ct, x0] and will eventually be counted by the detector.

Finally, the probability that the detector will go off within the time interval [0, t] is asymptot-
ically given by

px0(t) ∼
∆N

N∞

=

∫ x0

x0−ct

|φ(x)|2dx = c|φ(x0)|
2t+ o(t) as t → 0,

which justifies the claim (20.9).
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Therefore, |φem|2 = 0 by (20.11) and hence there is no emission of particles. In this
case, the dynamics is frozen by the continuous monitoring and we face the quantum
Zeno effect.

However, in the situation in question, in view of Corollary 20.2 and Remark 20.3
one can unfreeze the evolution (stopped by continuous monitoring) by switching
on the magnetic field through the ring. Indeed, since the configuration space of
the system (the ring S) is not a simply connected set, the effect of the magnetic
potential will be to produce the phase shift of the wave function [2] at the junction
point even if the magnetic field is absent in a neighborhood of the ring S (the
Aharonov-Bohm effect)

φ(ℓ) 7→ φ(ℓ)e−iΦ,

where

Φ =
e

c~

∫ ℓ

0

A(x)dx.

Here e is the “charge” of the particle-גל and
∫ ℓ
0
A(x)dx is the flux of the field through

the ring.
In this case, the interference relation (20.8) should be modified as

e−iΦφ(ℓ) = φem + φ(0).

Therefore, the decay properties of the state under continuous monitoring are de-
termined by the quantity

(20.13) |∆Φφ|2 = |e−iΦφ(ℓ)− φ(0)|2,
which finally leads to the decay law

P (t) = e−|φem|2ct = e−|∆Φφ|2ct, t ≥ 0,

for the probability P (t) to detect a particle remaining on the ring.
In particular, under the assumption that |φ(ℓ)| = |φ(0)|, it follows from (20.13)

that the decrement |∆Φφ|2 experiences quite typical Aharonov-Bohn oscillations
which are periodic with respect to the flux of the field. That is,

|∆Φφ|2 = |e−iΦei argφ(ℓ) − ei argφ(0)|2 · |φ(ℓ)|2

= 4 sin2
(
Φ−∆argφ

2

)
· |φ(ℓ)|2,(20.14)

where

∆argφ = argφ(ℓ) − argφ(0).

The above discussion provides a physically motivated example of a quantum
system with the decay law (20.4), (20.5), see Corollary 20.2.

21. Continuous monitoring with no interference

Continuous monitoring of open quantum systems leads to a completely different
understanding of decay processes.

We will assume that the time evolution of the system is governed by a semi-group
of contractive transformations generated by a dissipative differentiation operator
such that the initial state belongs to the domain of the operator.
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Theorem 21.1. Suppose that Y is the metric graph Y = (0, ℓ) in Case (ii). Given

|κ| < 1, in the Hilbert space H = L2(Y) denote by Ĥκ the dissipative differentiation
operator

Ĥκ = ic~
d

dx
on

(21.1) Dom(Ĥκ) =
{
f ∈W 1

2 ((0, ℓ)) | f(0) = κf(ℓ)
}
.

Assume that φ ∈ Dom(Ĥκ) and ‖φ‖ = 1.
Then

(21.2) lim
n→∞

|(eit/(~n)Ĥκφ, φ)|2n = e−τt, t ≥ 0,

where

(21.3) τ = c∆|φ|2 = c(|φ(ℓ)|2 − |φ(0)|2).
Proof. Integration by parts yields

∫ ℓ

0

φ′(x)φ(x)dx = |φ(ℓ)|2 − |φ(0)|2 −
∫ ℓ

0

φ(x)φ′(x)dx,

and therefore

Re

∫ ℓ

0

φ′(x)φ(x)dx =

∫ ℓ
0 φ

′(x)φ(x)dx+
∫ ℓ
0 φ

′(x)φ(x)dx

2

=
|φ(ℓ)|2 − |φ(0)|2

2
≥ 0 (for φ ∈ Dom(Ĥκ).

Since φ ∈ Dom(Ĥκ), as in the proof of Lemma 15.14 one obtains

lim
n→∞

|(eit/(n~)Ĥκφ, φ)|2n = e−2~−1Im(Ĥκφ,φ)t, t ≥ 0,

with

2~−1Im(Ĥκφ, φ)t = 2c Im

(
i

∫ ℓ

0

φ′(x)φ(x)dx

)

= c(|φ(ℓ)|2 − |φ(0)|2) = τ.

�

One can go back from the reduced description of the open quantum system to
the full one following the extended Hilbert space approach presented below.

Consider an open quantum system prepared in the state φ ∈ L2(S) = L2((0, ℓ))

the time evolution of which generated by the dissipative operator Ĥκ with the
boundary condition parameter κ, |κ| < 1, referred to in Theorem 21.1.

Suppose that φ ∈ W 1
2 ((0, ℓ)) is such that the radiation condition

(21.4) |φ(ℓ)| > |φ(0)|
holds. Assume, in addition, that φ ∈ Dom(Ĥκ), that is,

κ =
φ(0)

φ(ℓ)
.

Along with the open quantum system in the state space L2((0, ℓ)) introduce
a new quantum system in an extended Hilbert space H containing L2((0, ℓ)) as
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a (proper) subspace. For the Hamiltonian H of the new system in the extended
Hilbert space we choose a (minimal) self-adjoint dilation of the dissipative operator

Ĥκ and the new state of the system φ̂ ∈ H is a clone of φ considered as an element
of the extended Hilbert space H.

The results of continuous monitoring of the quantum evolution φ̂ 7→ e−it/~Hφ̂
generated by the self-adjoint Hamiltonian H in the Hilbert space H can be described
as follows.

Corollary 21.2. Suppose that Y is the metric graph Y = (0, ℓ) in Case (ii). Given

|κ| < 1, in the Hilbert space H = L2(Y) denote by Ĥκ the dissipative differentiation
operator

Ĥκ = ic~
d

dx
on

(21.5) Dom(Ĥκ) =
{
f ∈W 1

2 ((0, ℓ)) | f(0) = κf(ℓ)
}
.

Let H be a self-adjoint dilation of the dissipative operator Ĥκ in an extended
Hilbert H space containing the original Hilbert space H as a (proper) subspace H =
L2((0, ℓ)) ⊂ H. Suppose that

φ ∈ H, ‖φ‖ = 1.

Then

lim
n→∞

|(e−it/(~n)Hφ, φ)|2n = lim
n→∞

|(ei|t|/(~n)Ĥκφ, φ)|2n, t ∈ R,

provided that at least one (and therefore both) of the limits exist.
In particular, if

φ ∈ Dom(Ĥκ),

then
lim
n→∞

|(e−it/(~n)Hφ, φ)|2n = e−τt, t > 0,

where the decay constant τ is given by

(21.6) τ = c(|φ(ℓ)|2 − |φ(0)|2).

21.1. Discussion. The decay law (21.2), (21.3) suggests that the interference ef-
fects are definitely absent. In order to get an adequate explanation for the phe-
nomenon, instead of applying the composition law of amplitudes (20.8) one has to
use the calculus of probabilities

(21.7) |φ(ℓ)|2 = |φem|2 + |φ(0)|2.
Here is an argument supporting (21.7): a particle arriving at the junction point
still has two options: a) either to stay on the track or b) be emitted. However, the
transition from the open quantum system with state space H = L2(S) referred to
in Theorem (21.1) to the closed one in the extended Hilbert space H containing H
as a proper subspace and discussed in Corollary 21.2 assumes that an additional
scattering channel H ⊖ H is added and the emitted particles as well as the ones
stayed on the track can eventually be counted. In other words, we are dealing with
an exclusive alternative.

From the experimental viewpoint in this case, the arrangement of the corre-
sponding Gedankenexperiment involves the installation of two additional detectors
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Dℓ and D0 that count the particles that pass through the point x = ℓ and x = 0. In
other words, we accept the experimental condition that the emitted particles can
eventually be counted (by combining the readings of the two detectors).

Given (21.7), arguing as in Section 19 we arrive to the exponential decay law

(21.8) P (t) = e−|φem|2ct = e−c∆|φ|2t, t ≥ 0,

where P (t) stands for the probability to detect the particle on the ring at the
moment of time t and

(21.9) |φem|2 = ∆|φ|2 = |φ(ℓ)|2 − |φ(0)|2.
Below we offer an heuristic explanation of the law (21.9) based on purely classical

interpretation of the nature of a .particle-גל
When we watch the beam of particles-גל by observing the readings of the two

detectors, we indeed deal with an exclusive alternative. Denote by N∞(t) the total
amount of particles on the ring at the moment of time t and let Nℓ be the amount
of particles that passed through the point x = ℓ and arrived at the check point
x = 0 during the time interval [0, t]. The arrived particles “have” the alternative:
either to keep moving on the ring or to be emitted. By checking the readings of
the detector D0 we know that N0 out of N∞ particles stayed traveling along the
ring. Next, taking into account the readings of the detector Dℓ, we conclude that
the remaining ∆N = Nℓ−N0 particles have beed emitted during the time interval
[0, t]. (Here we implicitly assume that there is no other mechanism that causes the
particles to radiate. Why this hypothesis is consistent with the way of the suggested
reasoning will be explained later).

Given the wave-function probabilistic interpretation above, it is easy to see that

Nℓ
N∞

= c|φ(ℓ−)|2t+ o(t) and
N0

N∞
= c|φ(0+)|2t+ o(t) as t→ 0.

Therefore,
∆N

N∞
=
(
|φ(ℓ)|2 − |φ(0)|2

)
ct+ o(t).

Repeating that monitoring over and over, in the limit t → 0, we arrive at the
differential equation

dN

dt
= −c

(
|φ(ℓ)|2 − |φ(0)|2

)
N,

N(0) = N∞,

that governs the counting process.
Therefore, under continuous monitoring with detectors that are going off, the

total number of particles N(t) as a function of time falls off exponentially as

(21.10) N(t) = N∞e
−c∆|φ|2t,

where the decrement ∆|φ|2 > 0 is given by (21.9) (provided that |φ| has a jump at
the point x = 0).

Notice that if the state φ is a continuous function on the ring, then no emission
is observed and then the quantum Zeno effect takes place.

Summarizing, we arrive at the conclusion that the computation of the emission
probability for the quantum system (H,φ) referred to in Theorem 20.1 requires the
application of the composition law of amplitudes (20.8) (the interference alternative

scenario). Meanwhile, the decay rate for the open quantum system (Ĥκ , φ) referred
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to in Theorem 21.1 or for the quantum system (H, φ̂) in the extended Hilbert space H
(see Corollary 23.3) can be evaluated using the rules of the calculus of probabilities
(21.7) (the exclusive alternative scenario).

22. The Self-adjoint dilation

The self-adjoint dilation H of the dissipative operator Ĥκ referred to in Corollary
21.2 can be described explicitly as the differentiation operator on the metric graph
Y with appropriate boundary conditions. However, the geometry of the metric
graph that determines the configuration space of the quantum system depends on
whether or not the parameter κ in the boundary condition (21.1) vanishes.

If κ 6= 0, as it follows from Theorem 5.7, the extended Hilbert space can be
chosen to coincide with H = L2(Y) = L2(Y) where Y is the metric graph

Y = (−∞, 0) ⊔ (0, ℓ) ⊔ (0,∞) in Case (iii)

and Y denotes its one-cycle completion, the configuration space of the extended
quantum system, while the self-adjoint dilation H, the Hamiltonian, coincides with
the differentiation operator on the graph

(22.1) H = ic~
d

dx

defined on the domain of functions satisfying the boundary conditions

(22.2)

(
f∞(0+)
fℓ(0)

)
=

(
|κ| −

√
1− |κ|2 κ

|κ|√
1− |κ|2 κ

)(
f∞(0−)
fℓ(ℓ)

)
.

In the exceptional case κ = 0, the boundary condition (21.1) that determines

the dissipative operator Ĥ0 is local. Therefore, it is convenient to assume that the
configuration space for the corresponding open quantum system (if κ = 0) is the
finite interval (0, ℓ) rather than a ring. Consequently, in this case the extended
Hilbert space may be chosen as H = L2(Y) where Y is the metric graph

Y = (−∞, 0) ⊔ (0, ℓ) ⊔ (ℓ,∞) in Case (i).

The self-adjoint dilation (the Hamiltonian) H of the dissipative operator Ĥ0 can be
chosen to be the differentiation operator on the graph

(22.3) H = ic~
d

dx

with the self-adjoint boundary condition

(22.4) f(ℓ+) = Θf(ℓ−), |Θ| = 1,

with an arbitrary choice of the unimodular extension parameter Θ.
Notice that in the limit κ → 0 along the ray κ = −|κ|Θ the boundary conditions

(22.2) split as

f∞(0+) = Θfℓ(ℓ)

and

(22.5) f∞(0−) = fℓ(0).

In view of (22.5), the one-cycle graph Y “unwinds” to a straight line

Y = (−∞, 0) ⊔ (0, ℓ) ⊔ (ℓ,∞)
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which can naturally be identified with the real axis. One can show that the corre-

sponding self-adjoint dilations of the dissipative operators Ĥ−|κ|Θ approach (in the
strong resolvent sense) the operator (22.3) with the boundary condition (22.4).

Notice that emission amplitude φem from (21.9) can be evaluated by directly
solving the Schrödinger equation

(22.6) i~
∂

∂t
Ψ = HΨ

on the one-cycle graph Y.

Indeed, representing the initial state φ̂ in the extended Hilbert space H = L2(Y)
as the two-component vector function

φ̂ =

(
φ̂∞
φ̂ℓ

)
=

(
0
φ

)
, φ̂ ∈ L2(Y),

denote by Ψ(t, x), x ∈ Y the solution of the Schrödinger equation (22.6) with the
initial condition

Ψ|t=0 = φ̂ =

(
0
φ

)
.

We claim that emission amplitude φem can be evaluated as the limiting value of
the first component Ψ∞(t, 0+) of the solution Ψ as t→ 0.

Indeed, since

lim
t↓0

lim
ε↓0

Ψ(t, ε) =

(
f∞(0+)
fℓ(0)

)
=

(
|κ| −

√
1− |κ|2 κ

|κ|√
1− |κ|2 κ

)(
0
φ(ℓ)

)
,

we have

φem = Ψ∞(0+, 0+) = −
√
1− |κ|2 κ

|κ|φ(ℓ).

Therefore, the probability density of the event of emission of a particle is given by

|φem|2 = (1− |κ|2)|φ(ℓ)|2 = |φ(ℓ)|2 − |φ(0)|2 = ∆|φ|2,
which agrees with (21.2), (21.3) (cf. Remark 17.7). Here we have used that the
boundary condition

φ(0) = κφ(ℓ)

holds, that is,

φ ∈ Dom(Ĥκ).

Notice, that in the exceptional case, that is, if the initial state is such that φ(0) =

0, the dissipative operator Ĥ0 associated with the corresponding open quantum
system has the domain

Dom(Ĥ0) = {f ∈ W 1
2 ((0, ℓ)) | f(0) = 0}.

In this case, the differentiation operator H on the whole real axis,

H = ic~
d

dx
on Dom(H) =W 1

2 ((−∞,∞)),

dilates Ĥ0. Therefore, the configuration space of the extended quantum system is
just the real axis Y = R, not the one-cycle graph Y. The corresponding solution
Ψ(x, t) of the Schrödinger equation (22.6) with the initial data

Ψ|t=0 = φ
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(here we do not distinguish the function φ on [0, ℓ] and its extension by zero on the
whole real axis R) is a one-component function given by

Ψ(x, t) = φ(x − ct).

In this case the emission amplitude φem can be evaluated as

φem = Φ(x − ct)|x=ℓ, t=0 = φ(ℓ),

so that again

|φem|2 = |φ(ℓ)|2 = |φ(ℓ)|2 − |φ(0)|2 = ∆|φ|2.
It is also worth mentioning that the decrement ∆|φ|2 given by (21.9) and referred

to in Theorem 21.1 is gauge invariant while |∆φ|2 defined in (20.11) is not.
Indeed, if

(22.7) (V f)(x) = eiλ(x)f(x), x ∈ (0, ℓ),

is a (unitary) gauge transformation, where λ(x) is a differentiable function on [0, ℓ],
then

∆|V φ|2 = ∆|φ|2
and

|∆V φ|2 = |eiΦφ(ℓ)− φ(0)|2 6= |∆φ|2 (in general).

Here,

Φ = λ(ℓ)− λ(0) =

∫ ℓ

0

d

dx
λ(x)dx.

is a shift of the relative phase of the wave function.
As we have already pointed out, if the wave function is continuous at the junction

point, that is

φ(0) = φ(ℓ),

then

∆|φ|2 = |∆φ|2 = 0.

In this case the quantum Zeno effect takes place regardless of whether both of the
detectors D0 and Dℓ go off or only one of them does. Moreover, if V is a gauge
transformation, we also have that

∆|V φ|2 = ∆|φ|2 = 0

that shows that the Zeno effect is stable with respect to the gauge transformations
when both of the detectors D0 and Dℓ go off. The situation is quite different in
the experiment when only one of the detectors goes off. A tiny variation of the
phase of the wave functions can easily transfer the system from the quantum Zeno
mode to the exponential decay regime with the decay rate given by the “magnetic”
decrement

|∆Φφ|2 = |e−iΦφ(ℓ)− φ(0)|2.
We remark that

(|φ(ℓ)| − |φ(0)|)2 ≤ |∆Φφ|2 ≤ (|φ(ℓ)|+ |φ(0)|)2.
Moreover, by changing the “flux” Φ, the upper and as well as the lower bound for
the magnetic decrement can easily be attained. In particular,

0 ≤ |∆Φφ|2 ≤ 4|φ(0)|2,
whenever the continuity condition (20.12) at the junction point holds.
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23. General open quantum systems on a ring

Notice that while considering open quantum systems (Ĥκ , φ) on a ring referred
to in Theorem 21.1, we assumed

φ ∈ Dom(Ĥκ).

This requirement can be relaxed and we arrive at the following more general result.

Theorem 23.1. Suppose that φ ∈ W 1
2 ((0, ℓ)) is a state, ‖φ‖ = 1. Given |κ| ≤ 1,

in the Hilbert space H = L2(Y), Y = (0, ℓ), denote by

Ĥκ = ic~
d

dx

the differentiation operator with the boundary condition

f(0) = κf(ℓ),

that is,

Dom(Ĥκ) =
{
f ∈W 1

2 ((0, ℓ)) | f(0) = κf(ℓ)
}
.

Then

(23.1) lim
n→∞

|(eit/nĤκφ, φ)|2n = e−τt, t > 0,

where

(23.2) τ = |φ(0)− κφ(ℓ)|2 + (1 − |κ|2)|φ(ℓ)|2.
Proof. Without loss we will assume that we work in the system of units where c = 1
and ~ = 1.

It is sufficient to prove the asymtotic representation

(23.3) Re(eitĤκφ, φ) = 1− 1

2
τt + o(t) as t ↓ 0.

Denote by W (t) = eitĤκ the contractive semi-group generated by the operator

Ĥκ. Notice that

W (t+ ℓ) = κW (t), t ≥ 0,

with

(W (t)φ(x) =

{
κφ(ℓ + x− t), 0 < x < t

φ(x − t), x < t < ℓ
.

Assume that φ ∈ W 1
2 ((0, ℓ)) is the (absolutely) continuous representative of the

element φ (denoted by the same symbol). We have

(W (t)φ, φ) =

∫ t

0

κφ(ℓ + x− t)φ(x)dx+

∫ ℓ

t

φ(x− t)φ(x)dx = I + J,

where

I = κ
∫ t

0

φ(ℓ+ x− t)φ(x)dx

and

J =

∫ ℓ

t

φ(x− t)φ(x)dx.

Since φ is a continuous function, we get

I = tκφ(ℓ)φ(0) + o(t) as t ↓ 0.
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Moreover, the membership φ ∈W 1
2 ((0, ℓ)) ensures the representation

φ(x − t) = φ(x) − tφ′(x) + ηt(x), for a.e. x ∈ [ℓ− t, ℓ]

where φ′ denotes the generalized derivative of φ and

‖ηt‖L2((ℓ−t,ℓ)) = o(t) as t ↓ 0.

Therefore,

J =

∫ ℓ

t

φ(x)φ(x)dx− t

∫ ℓ

t

φ(x)φ′(x)dx+ o(t)

=

∫ ℓ

0

φ(x)φ(x)dx−
∫ t

0

φ(x)φ(x)dx− t

∫ ℓ

0

φ(x)φ′(x)dx+ o(t)

=

∫ ℓ

0

φ(x)φ(x)dx− t|φ(0)|2 − t

∫ ℓ

0

φ(x)φ′(x)dx+ o(t)

= 1− t

[
|φ(0)|2 +

∫ ℓ

0

φ(x)φ′(x)dx

]
+ o(t) as t ↓ 0.

Here we have used that φ is a state, that is,

‖φ‖2 =

∫ ℓ

0

φ(x)φ(x)dx = 1.

Combining the asymptotic representations for I and J we get

I + J = 1− t

[
|φ(0)|2 +

∫ ℓ

0

φ(x)φ′(x)dx− κφ(ℓ)φ(0)

]
+ o(t) as t ↓ 0.

Since

Re

(∫ ℓ

0

φ(x)φ(x)dx

)
=

|φ(ℓ)|2 − |φ(0)|2
2

,

we have

Re(eitĤκφ, φ) = Re(W (t)φ, φ) = Re(I + J)

= 1− 1

2
τt+ o(t) as t ↓ 0.

Here

τ = |φ(0)|2 + |φ(ℓ)|2 − 2Re
(
κφ(ℓ)φ(0)

)

= |φ(0)− κφ(ℓ)|2 + (1− |κ|2)|φ(ℓ)|2,
which proves (23.3).

�

Remark 23.2. Notice that Theorems 20.1 and 21.1 (with c = ~ = 1) are particular

cases of the obtained result. Indeed, if |κ| = 1 and therefore the operator Ĥκ is
self-adjoint, then the expression for the decay rate τ in (23.2) simplifies to

τ = |φ(0)− κφ(ℓ)|2 = |∆κφ|2

(cf. Theorem 20.1 (κ = 1)).
On the other hand, if

φ ∈ Dom(Ĥκ),
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we have that φ(0) = κφ(ℓ) and therefore the general expression (23.2) for the decay
rate reduces to

(23.4) τ = (1 − |κ|2)|φ(ℓ)|2 = |φ(ℓ)|2 − |φ(0)|2 = ∆|φ|2

(cf. Theorem 21.1).

Applying Corollary 21.2 and taking into account that the self-adjoint dilation of

the dissipative operator Ĥκ is now explicitly available, see Section 21, in view of
Theorem 23.1, we arrive at the following two results. It is convenient to threat the
case κ 6= 0 and the exceptional case κ = 0 separately.

Theorem 23.3. (κ 6= 0) Suppose that Y is the metric graph in Case (iii),

Y = (−∞, 0) ⊔ (0, ℓ) ⊔ (0,∞).

Given 0 < |κ| < 1, in the Hilbert space H = L2(Y) denote by H the differentiation
operator

(23.5) H = ic~
d

dx

defined on the domain of functions satisfying the boundary conditions
(
f∞(0+)
fℓ(0)

)
=

(
|κ| −

√
1− |κ|2 κ

|κ|√
1− |κ|2 κ

)(
f∞(0−)
fℓ(ℓ)

)
.

Suppose that φ̂ =

(
0
φ

)
∈ H is a state (‖φ‖ = 1) such that

(23.6) φ ∈W 1
2 ((0, ℓ)) ⊂ L2(Y).

Then

(23.7) lim
n→∞

|(e−it/(~n)Hφ̂, φ̂)|2n = e−τ |t|, t ∈ R,

where

(23.8) τ = c|φ(0)− κφ(ℓ)|2 + c(1 − |κ|2)|φ(ℓ)|2.
Theorem 23.4. (κ = 0) Suppose that Y is the metric graph Y = (−∞, 0)⊔ (0, ℓ)⊔
(ℓ,∞) in Case (i). In the Hilbert space H = L2(Y) denote by H the differentiation
operator

(23.9) H = ic~
d

dx

defined on W 1
2 (Y).

Suppose that φ ∈W 1
2 ((0, ℓ)) ⊂ L2(Y) and ‖φ‖ = 1.

Then

(23.10) lim
n→∞

|(e−it/(~n)Hφ, φ)|2n = e−τ |t|, t ∈ R,

where

(23.11) τ = c(|φ(0)|2 + |φ(ℓ)|2).
Below provide an independent (illustrative) proof of Theorem 23.4 based on a

direct application of the Gnedenko-Kolmorogov limit theorem.
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Proof. Let φ̂ denote the Fourier transform of the state φ,

φ̂(λ) =
1√
2π

∫ ∞

−∞
e−iλxφ(x)dx =

1√
2π

∫ ℓ

0

e−iλxφ(x)dx.

Under the hypotheses of φ ∈ W 1
2 ((0, ℓ)), we integrate by parts and obtain the

asymptotic representation

φ̂(λ) =
i√
2π

φ(ℓ)e−iℓλ − φ(0)

λ
+ o

(
1

|λ|

)
as |λ| → ∞.

We have∫ ∞

λ

|φ̂(s)|2ds = 1

2π

∫ ∞

λ

|φ(ℓ)|2 + |φ(0)|2
s2

ds

− 2Re

[
φ(ℓ)φ(0)

∫ ∞

λ

e−iℓs
ds

s2

]
+ o

(
1

|λ|

)

=
|φ(ℓ)|2 + |φ(0)|2

2π

1

λ
+ o

(
1

|λ|

)
as λ→ ∞.

In a completely similar way one shows that
∫ λ

−∞
|φ̂(s)|2ds = |φ(ℓ)|2 + |φ(0)|2

2π

1

|λ| + o

(
1

|λ|

)
as λ→ −∞.

Therefore, the distribution function F (x) of the (absolutely continuous) probabil-

ity measure |φ̂(x)|2dx satisfies the hypotheses (H.4) and (H.5) of Theorem H.1 in
Appendix H with α = 1, h(x) = 1 and

c1 = c2 =
|φ(ℓ)|2 + |φ(0)|2

2π
· π
2
=

|φ(ℓ)|2 + |φ(0)|2
4

.

Therefore, the law F (x) belongs to the normal domain of attraction of the sym-
metric 1-stable law the characteristic function of which is given by

e−
1
2 |(|φ(ℓ)|

2+|φ(0)|2)|t|.

In particular,

lim
n→∞

|Φ(t/n)|2n = e−|(|φ(ℓ)|2+|φ(0)|2)|t|,

where

Φ(t) =

∫

R

eitxdF (x)

is the characteristic function of the probability distribution |φ̂(x)|2dx. Since
(e−it/~Hφ, φ) = Φ(−ct),

we conclude that

lim
n→∞

|(e−it/(~n)Hφ, φ)|2n = lim
n→∞

|Φ(−ct/n)|2n = e−τ |t|,

where τ is given by (23.11). �

The main idea of the proof (with appropriate minimal adjustments) can be used
to obtain the following more general result.

Suppose that the state φ is a piecewise continuous function with discontinuity
points a1 < a2 < . . . , aN such that

φ ∈W 1
2 ((−∞, a1))⊕W 1

2 ((a1, a2))⊕ · · · ⊕W 1
2 ((aN−1, aN))⊕W 1

2 ((aN ,∞)).
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Then
lim
n→∞

|(e−it/(~n)Hφ, φ)|2n = e−τ |t|,

where

τ = c

N∑

k=1

|∆φ(ak)|2

and

∆φ(ak) = φ(ak + 0)− φ(ak − 0), k = 1, 2, . . . , N,

is the jump of the piecewise continuous representative of the state φ at the point
ak.

23.1. Discussion. The decay law (23.1) shows that the decay rate (23.2) splits
into two terms,

τ = τexcl + τinter,

where

(23.12) τexcl = c(1− |κ|2)|φ(ℓ)|2

and

(23.13) τinter = c|φ(0)− κφ(ℓ)|2.
Recall that the configuration space of the open quantum system referred to in

Theorem 23.1 is the ring S obtained from the interval [0, ℓ] by identifying its end-
points. As the result of gluing the ends of the interval, a “point defect” occurs which
can be perceived as a kind of membrane which can be characterized by a quantum
gate coefficient κ, the amplitude that the particle goes through the membrane.
Arguing as a pure probabilist, one can conclude that the particle penetrates through
the membrane with probability |κφ(ℓ)|2 and therefore with probability proportional
to (1− |κ|2)|φ(ℓ)|2 it should be emitted. In other words, the law of probabilities is
applicable

(23.14) |φ(ℓ)|2 = |φexclem |2 + |κ|2|φ(ℓ)|2.
However, a secondary emission mechanism is available: the amplitude κφ(ℓ)

that the particle can be found to the right from the membrane interferes with the
amplitude φ(0) to stay on the ring S. So composition law for amplitudes

(23.15) κφ(ℓ) = φinterem + φ(0)

should be take into account.
It remains to recall that the emission amplitudes and the corresponding decay

constants are related as

(23.16) τexcl = c|φexclem |2

and

(23.17) τinter = c|φinterem |2

and then (23.12) and (23.13) follow from (23.14), (23.16) and (23.15), (23.17),
respectively.

Summarizing, we arrive at the following descriptive understanding of the decay
processes under continuous monitoring. A particle-גל moves along the ring from 0 to
ℓ as a particle, hits the membrane and with some probability is emitted following
the classical scheme (21.9) discussed in Section 20. After the collision with the
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membrane, the particle transforms into a wave, interferes with itself and experiences
the secondary emission following the radiation szenario described in Section 19.

The suggested interpretation allows one to enhance the status of informal rea-
soning that led to the decay law (21.10): set

κ =
φ(0)

φ(ℓ)

and observe that

τinter = |φ(0)− κφ(ℓ)|2 = 0

whenever the initial state φ belongs to the domain of the dissipative operator Ĥκ.
This is what was implicitly assumed in the derivation of the law (21.10). Having
these remarks in mind, one can consider that derivation being an informal retelling
of the rigorous time-dependent proof of Theorem 23.1 in the case where the initial

state φ belongs to the domain of Ĥκ .

23.2. Random Phase method. The traditional way of deriving the laws of prob-
abilities (18.1) from the law of amplitudes (18.2), (18.3) is based on the hypothesis
that “the performance of the corresponding experiment will necessarily alter the
phase” [40] of the wave function by an unknown amount which eventually, after
averaging, yields the law of probabilities (18.1).

We suggest the following mnemonic rule for heuristic derivation of the decay law
when dealing with the open system referred to in Theorem 23.1.

Start with the Kirchhoff rule for the amplitudes (see (20.8))

φem = φ(ℓ)− φ(0)

and rewrite the rule in the following equivalent form

φem + κφ(ℓ) = φ(ℓ) + (κφ(ℓ) − φ(0)).

The performance of the corresponding experiment assumes counting incoming and
emitted particles by observing readings of the corresponding detectors.

Rewrite as

Θemφem + κφ(ℓ) = Θℓφ(ℓ) + (κφ(ℓ) − φ(0)),

where Θem and Θℓ are unimodular independent random variables with zero mean.
After the corresponding averaging we get

E|Θemφem + κφ(ℓ)|2 = E|Θℓφ(ℓ) + (κφ(ℓ) − φ(0))|2,

where E denotes the corresponding mathematical expectation. Since Θem and Θℓ
are independent with zero mean, we arrive at the law

|φem|2 + |κ|2φ(ℓ)|2 = |φ(ℓ)|2 + |κφ(ℓ) − φ(0)|2.

Hence

|φem|2 = (1− |κ|2)|φ(ℓ)|2 + |κφ(ℓ) − φ(0)|2,
which coincides with the decay rate τ given by (23.2).



DISSIPATIVE AND NON-UNITARY REPRESENTATIONS 129

24. Operator coupling limit theorems

We say that a dissipative operator Â belongs to class D(H) if Â is a quasi-

selfadjoint extension of a symmetric operators Ȧ with deficiency indices (1, 1) (see

Appendix G). Recall that in this case the symmetric operator Ȧ can be recovered

from Â as

(24.1) Ȧ = Â|Dom(Â)∩Dom((Â))∗ .

Definition 24.1. We will say that two dissipative operators Â1 ∈ D(H1) and

Â2 ∈ D(H2) coincide in distribution (are equally distributed), in writing

Â1
d= Â2

if there are appropriate self-adjoint reference operators A1,2 such that the charac-

teristic functions of the triples (Ȧ1, Â1, A1) and (Ȧ2, Â2, A2) coincide. That is,

S(Ȧ1,Â1,A1)
(z) = S(Ȧ2,Â2,A2)

(z), z ∈ C+.

Here the symmetric operators Ȧ1,2 (Ȧ1,2 ⊂ A1,2) are defined by (24.1).

Recall that an operator Â in the Hilbert space H is completely non-self-adjoint
if H cannot be represented in the form of an orthogonal sum of two subspaces H1

and H0 6= 0 with the following properties, see, e.g., [13]:

1) H1 and H0 are invariant relative to Â;

2) Â induces in H0 a self-adjoint operator.

It is worth mentioning that if completely non-selfadjoint operators Â1 ∈ D(H1)

and Â2 ∈ D(H2) are equally distributed, then they are unitarily equivalent. Indeed,

in this case the corresponding symmetric operators Ȧ1,2 are prime and then the
claim follows from the Uniqueness Theorem C.1 in Appendix C.

Definition 24.2. We say that a sequence of dissipative operators {Ân}∞n=1, Ân ∈
D(Hn) converges in distribution to a dissipative operator Â ∈ D(H), in writing,

lim
n→∞

Â d= Â,

if one can find a sequence of reference self-adjoint operatorsAn = A∗
n inHn and A =

A∗ in H such that the corresponding characteristic functions converge pointwise.
That is,

lim
n→∞

S(Ȧn,Ân,An)
(z) = S(Ȧ,Â,A)(z), z ∈ C+.

As long as convergence in distribution for a sequence of operators is introduced,
the next natural question is to understand the behavior of the n-fold coupling of
an operator with itself as n→ ∞.

The following limit theorem sheds some light on the typical behavior of n-fold
couplings of operators from the class D(H).

Theorem 24.3. Suppose that Â is a maximal dissipative operator from the class
D(H). Assume that the characteristic function S(z) = S(Ȧ,Â,A)(z) associated with

the triple (Ȧ, Â, A) for some (and therefore with all) reference self-adjoint extension
A admits an analytic continuation to the lower half-plane in a neighborhood of a
point µ ∈ R.



130 K. A. MAKAROV AND E. TSEKANOVSKĬI

(i) If |S(µ)| = 1, then

lim
n→∞

n (Â− µI) ⊎ (Â− µI) ⊎ · · · ⊎ (Â− µI)︸ ︷︷ ︸
n times

d= D̂II(ℓ),

where D̂II(ℓ) is the dissipative differentiation operator on the finite interval
[0, ℓ] with

Dom(D̂II(ℓ)) = {f ∈W 1
2 ((0, ℓ)) | f(0) = 0}

and

(24.2) ℓ =
1

i

d

dλ
logS(Â,A)(µ) > 0.

(ii) If |S(µ+ i0)| < 1, then

(24.3) lim
n→∞

n (Â− µI) ⊎ (Â− µI) ⊎ · · · ⊎ (Â− µI)︸ ︷︷ ︸
n times

d= D̂I(0),

where D̂I(0) is the dissipative differentiation operator on the real axis on

Dom(D̂I(0)) = {f ∈ W 1
2 ((−∞, 0))⊕W 1

2 ((0,∞)) | f(0+) = 0}.
Proof. (i). Introduce the n-fold coupling

B̂n =

n⊎

k=1

n(Â− µI).

Combining the invariance principle (see Theorem F.1 in Appendix F) and the Mul-
tiplication Theorem G.5 in Appendix G, one ensures the existence of the corre-
sponding reference operators Bn and unimodular factors Θn such that

S(Ḃn,B̂n,Bn)
(z) = Θn

(
S(Ȧ,Â,A)

( z
n
+ µ

))n

= Θn

(
S(Ȧ,Â,A)(µ) + i

d

dλ
S(Ȧ,Â,A)(µ)

z

n
+ o(n−1)

)n
as n→ ∞.

By choosing a possibly different sequence of reference operators B′
n one obtains

that

S(Ḃn,B̂n,B′
n)
(z) =

(
1 + iℓ

z

n
+ o(n−1)

)n
as n→ ∞,

where ℓ is given by (24.2).
Therefore,

lim
n→∞

S(Ḃn,B̂n,B′
n)
(z) = eiℓz, z ∈ C+.

To complete the proof it remains to notice that

S(ḊII ,D̂II (ℓ),DII)
(z) = eiℓz , z ∈ C+,

where (ḊII , D̂II(ℓ), DII) is the triple (Ḋ, D̂(ℓ), D) referred to in Lemma 9.1 in Case
(ii).

(ii). From Theorem F.1 in Appendix F it follows that there exists a sequence of
unimodular factors |Θn| = 1 such that

S(n(Ȧ−µI),(n(Â−µI),n(A−µI))(z) = ΘnS(Ȧ,Â,A)

( z
n
+ µ

)
.

Since

lim
n→∞

S(Ȧ,Â,A)

( z
n
+ µ

)
= S(µ+ i0), z ∈ C+,
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one can always choose reference operators A′
n such that

(24.4) lim
n→∞

S((n(Ȧ−µI),n(Â−µI),n(A′−µI))(z) = |S(µ+ i0)| = k.

Since k < 1, we have that

(24.5) lim
n→∞

(
S(n(Ȧ−µI),(n(Â−µI),n(A−µI))(z)

)n
= 0 for all z ∈ C+.

However, by Lemma 9.1, we have that

S(ḊI(0),D̂I (0),DI(0))
(z) = 0, z ∈ C+,

and hence (24.5) means that the sequence of operators

B̂n = (Â− µI) ⊎ (Â− µI) ⊎ · · · ⊎ (Â− µI)︸ ︷︷ ︸
n times

converges to D̂I(0) in distribution.
�

Remark 24.4. A closer look at the proof shows that (ii) is a simple consequence of
the limit relation (combine (24.4) and Lemma 9.1)

(24.6) lim
n→∞

(n(Â− µ)I) d= D̂I(k),

where k = |S(µ + i0)| and D̂I(k) is the dissipative differentiation operator on the
real axis on

Dom(D̂I(0)) = {f ∈W 1
2 ((−∞, 0))⊕W 1

2 ((0,∞)) | f(0+) = kf(0−)}.
Remark 24.5. Borrowing the terminology from probability theory, we will say that

an operator Â has a (strictly) stable distribution if for arbitrary constants c1 and
c2 there exists a constant c such that

c1Â1 ⊎ c2Â2
d= cÂ,

whenever

Â1
d= Â2

d= Â.

In particular, the operator D̂II(ℓ) has a stable distribution since

(24.7) c1D̂II(ℓ) ⊎ c2D̂II(ℓ)
d= cD̂II(ℓ)

with

(24.8)
1

c
=

1

c1
+

1

c2

The stability laws (24.7) and (24.8) in particular imply

(24.9) n · D̂II(ℓ) ⊎ D̂II(ℓ) ⊎ · · · ⊎ D̂II(ℓ)︸ ︷︷ ︸
n times

d
= D̂II(ℓ)

and

(24.10)
1

n
· Vℓ ⊎ Vℓ ⊎ · · · ⊎ Vℓ︸ ︷︷ ︸

n times

d= Vℓ,

which is in a good agreement with limit Theorems 24.3 and Theorem 24.6 (see
below).
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Although the distribution laws for the operators D̂I(k), 0 < k < 1, and D̂III(k, ℓ)
are not stable, nevertheless corresponding laws are infinitely divisible in the sense
that

n · D̂I(k
1/n) ⊎ D̂I(k

1/n) ⊎ · · · ⊎ D̂I(k
1/n)︸ ︷︷ ︸

n times

d= D̂I(k),

where D̂I(k) is the dissipative differentiation operator on the real axis on

Dom(D̂I(k)) = {f ∈ W 1
2 ((−∞, 0))⊕W 1

2 ((0,∞)) | f(0+) = kf(0−)},
and

n · D̂III

(
k1/n, n−1ℓ

)
⊎ · · · ⊎ D̂III

(
k1/n, n−1ℓ

)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
n times

d= D̂III(k, ℓ),

with D̂III(k, ℓ) the dissipative differentiation operator on the metric graph

Y = (−∞, 0] ⊔ [0,∞) ⊔ [0, ℓ]

on

Dom(D̂III(k, ℓ)) =

{
f∞ ⊕ fℓ ∈W 1

2 (Y) |
{
f∞(0+) = kf∞(0−)

fℓ(0+) =
√
1− k2f∞(0−)

}
.

It is also worth mentioning that by Lemma 9.1 and the Multiplication Theorem

G.5 in Appendix G, the basic differentiation operators D̂I(k), D̂II(ℓ) and D̂III(k, ℓ)
have the “addition” laws with respect to the operator coupling

(24.11) D̂I(k) ⊎ D̂I(k
′) d= D̂I(kk

′),

while

(24.12) D̂II(ℓ) ⊎ D̂II(ℓ
′) d= D̂II(ℓ+ ℓ′).

One also gets the following spectral synthesis rule

(24.13) D̂III(k, ℓ) ⊎ D̂III(k
′, ℓ′) d= D̂III(kk

′, ℓ+ ℓ′).

Notice that in the first two cases one can even state that the equalities in distribution
imply the unitary equivalence of the corresponding operators.

The Limit Theorem 24.3 (i) has its natural counterpart for the class D0(H) (see
Appendix G for the definition of the class).

Theorem 24.6. Suppose that Â ∈ D0(H) is a maximal bounded dissipative opera-
tor. Then

(24.14) lim
n→∞

1

n
Â ⊎ Â ⊎ · · · ⊎ Â︸ ︷︷ ︸

n times

d
= Vℓ,

where Vℓ is the Volterra operator in L2((0, ℓ))

(Vℓf)(x) = i

∫ x

0

f(t)dt, f ∈ L2((0, ℓ)),

and

ℓ = 2tr
(
Im(Â)

)
.
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Proof. Since
(

1

2i
(Vℓ − V ∗

ℓ )f

)
(x) =

1

2

∫ ℓ

0

f(t)dt · χ[0,ℓ](x), f ∈ L2((0, ℓ)),

where

χ[0,ℓ](x) = 1 on [0, ℓ],

the imaginary part of Vℓ is one-dimensional and therefore Vℓ ∈ D0(L
2((0, ℓ)).

Next, we evaluate the characteristic function of the (bounded) operator Vℓ (see
(A.10) in Appendix A). We have

SVℓ
(z) = 1 + i(V ∗

ℓ − zI)−1χ[0,ℓ], χ[0,ℓ]).

Since
(
(V ∗
ℓ − zI)−1χ[0,ℓ]

)
(x) =

(−1)

z
e

i
z (x−ℓ), x ∈ [0, ℓ],

we finally get that

SVℓ
(z) = 1− 1

iz

∫ ℓ

0

e
i
z (x−ℓ)dx = exp

(
−i ℓ
z

)
, z ∈ C+.

Next, since Â ∈ D0(H), we have the representation

Â = A+ i(·g)g
for some g ∈ H, g 6= 0. Therefore, the characteristic function SÂ has the following
asymptotics

SÂ(z) = 1 + 2i((Â)∗ − zI)−1g, g) = 1− 2i
tr(Im(Â))

z
+ o

(
1

z

)
as z → ∞.

Set

Bn =
Â ⊎ Â ⊎ · · · ⊎ Â

n
.

Using the invariance principle, Theorem F.1 in Appendix F, and the Multiplication
Theorem G.2 in Appendix G, one concludes that

lim
n→∞

SBn(z) = lim
n→∞

SÂ(nz) = lim
n→∞

(
1− 2i

tr(Im(Â))

nz
+ o

(
1

n

))n

= exp

(
− iℓ
z

)
, z ∈ C+.

Therefore, limn→∞ SBn(z) coincides with the characteristic function of the Volterra
operator Vℓ which completes the proof. �

Remark 24.7. Notice that the addition laws with respect to operator coupling
(24.11)-(24.13) can be extended by the following rule

Vℓ ⊎ Vℓ′ d= Vℓ+ℓ′ ,

which can be deduced from (24.12) applying the invariance principe combined with
the observation that

Vℓ = −DII(ℓ)
−1.

In particular, the operator Vℓ has a stable distribution:

(c′1Vℓ) ⊎ (c′2Vℓ)
d= c′Vℓ,
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with

c′ = c′1 + c′2.

We conclude this section by the discussion of the limit distribution universality
of the real part of n-fold couplings (as n → ∞) of bounded dissipative operators
from the class D0(H).

Corollary 24.8. Suppose that Â ∈ D0(H) is a maximal bounded dissipative oper-

ator and ℓ = 2tr
(
Im(Â)

)
. Let

Bn =
1

n
Â ⊎ Â ⊎ · · · ⊎ Â︸ ︷︷ ︸

n times

denote the “averaged” n-fold coupling of the operator Â with itself.

LetMn(z) be the Weyl-Titschmarsh function of the self-adjoint operator Re(B̂n),

Mn(z) =
1

tr(Im(B̂n))
tr
(
(Re(B̂n)− zI)−1Im(B̂n)

)
.

Suppose that µn(dλ) is the probability measure from the representation theorem

Mn(z) =

∫

R

dµn(λ)

λ− z
, z ∈ C+.

Then the sequence of the measure {µn(dλ)}∞n=1 converges weakly to the pure point
probability measure µ(dλ) given by

(24.15) µ(dλ) =
4

π2

∑

k∈Z

1

(2k + 1)2
δzk(dλ),

with the “Dirac masses” δzk(dλ) at the points

zk =
1

ℓ

2

(k + 1
2 )π

, k ∈ Z.

That is,

lim
n→∞

µn((−∞, λ)) = µ((−∞, λ))

at every point of continuity of the function F (λ) = µ((−∞, λ)).

Proof. From Lemma A.4 in Appendix A it follows that

Mn(z) =
1

itn

SB̂n
(z)− 1

SB̂n
(z) + 1

,

where SB̂n
(z) is the characteristic function of B̂n and

tn = tr(Im(B̂n)) = tr(Im(Â)) =
ℓ

2
.

Applying Theorem 24.6 we get that

lim
n→∞

SB̂n
(z) = exp

(
− iℓ
z

)

and therefore

lim
n→∞

Mn(z) =
2

iℓ

exp
(
− iℓ
z

)
− 1

exp
(
− iℓ
z

)
+ 1

= −2

ℓ
tan

ℓ

2
z, z ∈ C+.
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Since

tan(z) = −2

∞∑

k=0

(
z

z2 − (k + 1
2 )

2π2

)

and hence

− tan
1

z
= 2

∞∑

k=0

(
z

1− (k + 1
2 )πz)(1 + (k + 1

2 )πz)

)
,

it is easy to see that

−2

ℓ
tan

ℓ

2
z =

∫

R

dµ(λ)

λ− z
, z ∈ C+,

with µ(dλ) given by (24.15). Since µn and µ are probability measures and

(24.16) lim
n→∞

Mn(z) = lim
n→∞

∫

R

dµn(λ)

λ− z
=

∫

R

dµ(λ)

λ− z
, z ∈ C+,

the pointwise convergence of the Stieltjes transforms (24.16) ensures the weak con-
vergence of µn to µ by an analog of the Lévy continuity theorem [37].

�

Appendix A. The characteristic function for rank-one perturbations

In this section we introduce a characteristic function of a maximal dissipative

operator Â in the case where the domains of the operator and its adjoint coincide
[4, 13, 62, 68, 72, 77, 91, 119], that is,

(A.1) Dom(Â) = Dom((Â)∗).

For instance, if the operator Â is bounded, condition (A.1) holds automatically.

We will treat the simplest case where Â has a rank-one imaginary part of the
form

Im(Â) =
1

2i
(Â− (Â)∗) = tP,

where t > 0 and P is a rank-one orthogonal projection,

P = (·, g)g, ‖g‖ = 1.

Denote by A the real part of Â,

A = Re(Â) =
1

2
(Â+ (Â)∗), Dom(A) = Dom(Â) = Dom((Â)∗),

so that

Â = A+ itP.

The resolvent of Â is described in the following lemma.

Lemma A.1 (cf. [115]). Let Â be a maximal dissipative operator with a rank-one
imaginary part,

Â = A+ itP,

A = A∗, P = (·, g)g, ‖g‖ = 1, and t > 0.
Denote by

M(z) = ((A− zI)−1g, g), z ∈ ρ(A),

the M -function associated with the real part Re(Â) of the operator Â and the unit
vector g.
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Then the following resolvent formula

(A.2) (Â− zI)−1 = (A− zI)−1 − p(z)(A− zI)−1P (A− zI)−1,

z ∈ ρ(Â) ∩ ρ(A),
holds, where

p(z) =
1

M(z) + 1
it

.

In particular,

(A.3) ((Â − zI)−1g, g) =
M(z)

1 + itM(z)
.

Moreover,

(A.4) spec(Â) ⊂ {z : 0 ≤ Im(z) ≤ t}.
Proof. To prove the resolvent formula (A.2), one observes that

(A.5) (Â− zI)−1 = (A− zI)−1 − it(Â− zI)−1P (A− zI)−1,

and hence

(Â− zI)−1g = (A− zI)−1g − it((A− zI)−1g, g)(Â− zI)−1g,

which yields the representation

(Â− zI)−1g = (1 + itM(z))−1(A− zI)−1g.

Substituting this equality back to (A.5), one obtains

(Â− zI)−1 = (A− zI)−1 − it

1 + itM(z)
(A− zI)−1P (A− zI)−1,

which proves (A.2).

Now, it is easy to see that the non-real spectrum of Â coincides with those z
that satisfy the equation

1

it
+M(z) = 0, Im(z) 6= 0.

To complete the proof, we use the inequality

|M(z)| ≤ 1

Im(z)
, z ∈ C+.

Therefore, {z : Im(z) > t} ⊂ ρ(Â), which proves (A.4). �

Theorem A.2. Let Â be a maximal dissipative operator with a rank-one imaginary
part

Â = A+ itP,

A = A∗, P = (·, g)g, ‖g‖ = 1, and t > 0. Then Â is completely non-self-adjoint if

and only if the element g is generating for the self-adjoint operator A = Re(Â).

Proof. Introduce the subspace,

Hg = spanδ∈B(R){EA(δ)g}, with B(R) the Borel σ-algebra.

Only If Part. Suppose that Â is completely non-self-adjoint. Assume that g is not

a generating element for the self-adjoint operator A = Re(Â). Then the orthogonal
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complement Hg reduces the real part A and since the element g is orthogonal to
H⊥
g of H, one obtains that

Âh = Ah for h ∈ H⊥
g .

Since Hg reduces A, the subspace H⊥
g reduces Â as well. Furthermore, the part of

Â on H⊥
g is a self-adjoint operator. Therefore, Â is not completely non-self-adjoint.

We get a contradiction.
If Part. Suppose that g is a generating element for the self-adjoint operator

A = Re(Â). Assume that Â is not completely non-self-adjoint and let H0 be its

reducing subspace such that the part of Â in this subspace is a self-adjoint operator.
Given 0 6= h ∈ H0, using the resolvent formula (A.2), one obtains that

((Â− iyI)−1h, h) = ((A − ityI)−1h, h)

− ((A− ityI)−1h, g)((−ityI)−1g, h)
1
it +M(iy)

,

|y| > t, y ∈ R.

Therefore,

(A.6) f1(y) = f2(y)−
f3(y)

f4(y)
, |y| > t,

where the functions fk, k = 1, 2, 3, 4 are given by

f1(y) = ((Â− iyI)−1h, h),

f2(y) = ((A− ityI)−1h, h),

f3(y) = ((A− ityI)−1h, g)((A− ityI)−1g, h)),

f4(y) =
1

it
+M(iy).

One observes that

(A.7) fk(y) = fk(−y), y ∈ R, |y| > t, k = 1, 2, 3.

However,

(A.8) f4(y) 6= f4(−y)
for

f4(−y) =
1

it
+M(−iy) = (−1)

it
+M(iy) 6= 1

it
+M(iy) = f4(y).

Inequality (A.8) together with (A.7) is inconsistent with (A.6), provided that
f3(y) 6= 0. Finally, the fact that the function f3(y) is not identically zero eas-
ily follows from the assumption that the element g is generating for A.

The obtained contradiction shows that there is no reducing subspace such that

the part of Â in this subspace is self-adjoint. Therefore, Â is completely non-self-
adjoint.

�

Theorem A.3 (cf. [12]). Assume that Â is a maximal dissipative operator with a

rank-one imaginary part, Â = A + itP, A = A∗, P = (·, g)g, ‖g‖ = 1, and t > 0.

Assume, in addition, that Â is completely non-self-adjoint.
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Let µ(dλ) be the probability measure from the representation

((A− zI)−1g, g) =

∫

R

dµ(λ)

λ− z
, z ∈ C+.

Then the operator Â is unitarily equivalent to the operator B̂ of the form

(B̂f)(λ) = λf(λ) + it(f, 1)1(λ),

Dom(B̂) =
{
f ∈ L2(R; dµ)

∣∣∣∣
∫

R

λ2|f(λ)|2dµ(λ) <∞
}
,

in the Hilbert space L2(R; dµ), where

(A.9) 1(λ) = 1 for µ-a.e. λ ∈ R.

Proof. By hypothesis Â is completely non-self-adjoint and therefore, by Theorem
A.2, the real part A has simple spectrum and the vector g is generating for A.

It follows that the spectral measures

ν(dλ) = (EA(dλ)g, g)

and

µ(dλ) = (EB(dλ)1, 1),

where B is the self-adjoint operator of multiplication by independent variable in
L2(R; dµ) and 1(λ) is given by (A.9), coincide. Since B has simple spectrum and
1(λ) is a generating vector for the self-adjoint operator B, the Spectral Theorem for
self-adjoint operators yields the existence of a unitary operator U : H → L2(R; dµ)
such that

UAU−1 = B and Ug = 1.

Hence

UÂU−1 = B̂,
which completes the proof. �

Given a non-self-adjoint dissipative operator Â with a rank-one imaginary part,

Â = A + itP, A = A∗, P = (·, g)g, ‖g‖ = 1, and t > 0, denote by S(z) the

characteristic function of operator Â following [68]

(A.10) S(z) = 1 + 2it
(
((Â)∗ − zI)−1g, g

)
, z ∈ C+.

Lemma A.4. Let Â be a maximal dissipative operator with a rank-one imaginary

part, Â = A+ itP, A = A∗, P = (·, g)g, ‖g‖ = 1, and t > 0.

Then the characteristic function S(z) of Â admits the representation

S(z) =
1 + itM(z)

1− itM(z)
, z ∈ C+,

where M(z) is the M -function of Re(Â) = A given by

M(z) = ((A− zI)−1g, g), z ∈ ρ(A).

Proof. Introduce the function

Mt(z) = ((Â− zI)−1g, g) = ((A + itP − zI)−1g, g), z ∈
{

C−, if t > 0

C+, if t < 0
.
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From the resolvent formula (A.2) one gets that

Mt(z) =
M(z)

1 + itM(z)
, z ∈

{
C−, if t > 0

C+, if t < 0
,

and hence

S(z) = 1 + 2itM−t(z) =
1 + itM(z)

1− itM(z)
, z ∈ C+,

completing the proof. �

Theorem A.5 ([68]). The characteristic function of a completely non-self-adjoint
operator with a rank-one imaginary part uniquely determines the operator up to
unitary equivalence.

Proof. Suppose that Â is a completely non-self-adjoint operator with a rank-one
imaginary part so that

Â = A+ it(·, g)g
for some ‖g‖ = 1, A = A∗ and t > 0.

In view of Theorem A.3, it suffices to show that the characteristic function
uniquely determines the parameter t and the (probability) measure µ from the
representation for the M -function (in the case in question, µ(R) = ‖g‖2 = 1)

(A.11) M(z) = ((A − zI)−1g, g) =

∫

R

dµ(λ)

λ− z
, z ∈ C+.

Indeed, by Lemma A.4,

S(z) =
1 + itM(z)

1− itM(z)
=

1− itz−1 + o(z−1)

1 + itz−1 + o(z−1)
= 1− 2it

z
+ o(z−1), z → ∞,

and hence
i

2
lim
z→∞

z(S(z)− 1) = t,

which uniquely determines the perturbation parameter t. Since

M(z) =
1

it
· S(z)− 1

S(z) + 1
,

the knowledge of the characteristic function S(z) also uniquely determines the prob-
ability measure µ(dλ) in (A.11) by the Stieltjes inversion formula. �

Appendix B. Prime symmetric operators

Recall that a densely defined linear operator Ȧ in a Hilbert space H is called
symmetric if

(Ȧx, y) = (x, Ȧy) for all x, y ∈ Dom(Ȧ).

Definition B.1. A symmetric operator Ȧ is called a prime operator if there does
not exist a (non-trivial) subspace invariant under Ȧ such that the restriction of Ȧ
on this subspace is self-adjoint.

If a symmetric operator is not prime, it is useful to separate its self-adjoint part
from its prime part.
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Theorem B.2. Let Ȧ be a closed symmetric operator with equal deficiency indices
in a Hilbert space H. Then the Hilbert space splits into the orthogonal sum of two
subspaces

(B.1) H = K ⊕ L,
where

K = spanIm(z) 6=0 Ker((Ȧ)∗ − zI)

and

L =
⋂

Im(z) 6=0

Ran(Ȧ− zI).

Both of the subspaces K and L reduce the symmetric operator Ȧ. Moreover, the
part Ȧ|L of Ȧ in L is a self-adjoint operator and the part Ȧ|K of Ȧ in K is a prime
symmetric operator.

Proof. Since by hypothesis the operator Ȧ is a closed symmetric operator, Ran(Ȧ−
zI), Im(z) 6= 0, is a closed subspace and hence L being the intersection of closed
subspaces is a closed subspace itself.

Assume that h ∈ L and hence

(B.2) h ∈ Ran(Ȧ− zI) for all z ∈ C \ R.

Since

(B.3) H = Ker((Ȧ)∗ − zI)⊕ Ran(Ȧ− zI), z ∈ C \ R,

from (B.2) and (B.3) one concludes that h is orthogonal to the subspace Ker((Ȧ)∗−
zI) for any z ∈ C \ R. Hence h is orthogonal to K, which means that

(B.4) L ⊂ K⊥.

Now, assume that an element h is orthogonal to K.
Since the linear set D = spanz∈C\R Ker((Ȧ)∗ − zI) is a dense subset in K, the

element h is orthogonal to Ker((Ȧ)∗ − zI) for any z ∈ C \ R. Therefore, by (B.3),

h ∈ Ran(Ȧ− zI) for all z ∈ C \ R

and hence h ∈ L which means that

(B.5) K⊥ ⊂ L.
Combining (B.4) and (B.5) completes the proof of (B.1).

To prove the remaining assertion of the theorem, we show first that the subspace
L is Ȧ-invariant.

Indeed, assume that f ∈ L ∩ Dom(Ȧ) and hence

(B.6) f ∈ Ran(Ȧ− zI) for all z ∈ C \ R.

Then from (B.6) follows that

Ȧf = (Ȧ− zI)f + zf ∈ Ran(Ȧ− zI) for all z ∈ C \ R,

and hence Ȧf ∈ L by the definition of the space L.
Next, we will show that

(B.7) (Ȧ− zI)(L ∩Dom(Ȧ)) = L for any z ∈ C \ R.
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To see this, take an f ∈ L. Then f ∈ Ran(Ȧ − zI) for any z ∈ C \ R, and

therefore, for any z ∈ C \ R there exists an element gz ∈ Dom(Ȧ) such that

f = (Ȧ− zI)gz.

We claim that

gz ⊥ Ker((Ȧ)∗ − zI) for all z ∈ C \ R.

Indeed, let A be a(ny) self-adjoint extension of Ȧ (recall that Ȧ has equal defi-

ciency indices and therefore Ȧ admits self-adjoint extensions). Then

f = (Ȧ− zI)gz = (A− zI)gz

and hence

(B.8) gz = (A− zI)−1f, z ∈ C \ R.

Fix a z with Im(z) 6= 0. For any element fζ such that

fζ ∈ Ker((Ȧ)∗ − ζI), ζ ∈ C \ R,

with ζ 6= z, one gets that

(gz, fζ) = ((A− zI)−1f, fζ) = (f, (A − zI)−1fζ)

=
1

z − ζ

(
(f, (A− ζI)(A − zI)−1fζ)− (f, fζ)

)
.(B.9)

By assumption f ∈ L and hence f ⊥ K by the first part of the proof. Since

(A− ζI)(A − zI)−1fζ ∈ Ker((Ȧ)∗ − zI) ⊂ K,
fζ ∈ Ker((Ȧ)∗ − ζI) ⊂ K,

and f ⊥ K, from (B.9) follows that (gz, fζ) = 0, i.e.,

(B.10) gz ⊥ Ker((Ȧ)∗ − ζI), ζ 6= z, Im(ζ) 6= 0.

It remains to show that

(B.11) gz ⊥ Ker((Ȧ)∗ − zI).

Indeed, for any fz ∈ Ker((Ȧ)∗ − zI) we have that

(A− zI)(A− ζI)−1fz ∈ Ker((Ȧ)∗ − ζI).

Therefore, by (B.10),

(gz, (A− zI)(A− ζI)−1fz) = 0, ζ 6= z, Im(ζ) 6= 0.

Hence,

(gz, fz) = lim
ζ→z

(gz , (A− zI)(A− ζI)−1fz) = 0, for all fz ∈ Ker((Ȧ)∗ − zI),

which proves (B.11)
From (B.1) follows that gz ∈ L which justifies (B.7) for gz was chosen to be an

element of Dom(Ȧ).

Denote by B the restriction of Ȧ on

Dom(B) = L ∩Dom(Ȧ).

Our next claim is that Dom(B) is dense in L.
Indeed, let f ∈ L and f ⊥ Dom(B), that is,

(f, g) = 0 for all g ∈ Dom(B).
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From (B.7) follows that f ∈ Ran(B − iI) and hence f = (B − iI)h for some
h ∈ Dom(B). Thus, for all g ∈ Dom(B) one obtains that

(B.12) (f, g) = ((B − iI)h, g) = (h, (B + iI)g) = 0.

On the other hand, (B.7) yields

Ran(B + iI) = L
and therefore from (B.12) follows that h = 0 and hence f = (B − iI)h = 0.

So, we have shown that the operator B is a densely defined symmetric operator
in the Hilbert space L such that Ran(B±iI) = L which means that B is self-adjoint.

Now suppose that a subspace K0 reduces Ȧ and that the part Ȧ|K0 is self-adjoint.
Then

Ran(Ȧ|K0 − zIK0) = K0, z ∈ C \ R,

which means that K0 ⊂ L, proving that the part Ȧ in the subspace K is a prime
symmetric operator.

The proof is complete.
�

Remark B.3. In the situation of Theorem B.2 the operator Ȧ|K is called the prime

part of the symmetric operator Ȧ.

Recall that an element h ∈ H is said to be a generating element for a self-adjoint
operator H in the Hilbert space H if

spanIm(z) 6=0{(H − zI)−1h} = H.
We also say that a self-adjoint operator has simple spectrum if it has a generating
element.

Corollary B.4 (cf. [124]). Let Ȧ be a closed symmetric operator with equal defi-
ciency indices in a Hilbert space H.

Then Ȧ is a prime operator if and only if

H = spanIm(z) 6=0 Ker((Ȧ)∗ − zI).

If, in addition, Ȧ has deficiency indices (1, 1), then Ȧ is a prime operator if

and only if for any self-adjoint extension A of Ȧ a deficiency element 0 6= g+ ∈
Ker((Ȧ)∗ − iI) is generating, that is,

(B.13) H = spanIm(z) 6=0(A− zI)−1g+.

In particular, in this case, any self-adjoint extension of Ȧ has simple spectrum.

Proof. The first assertion has already been proven in Theorem B.2.
To prove the remaining statement, one proceeds as follows.
Suppose that (B.13) fails to hold and therefore the orthogonality condition

(B.14) ((A− zI)−1g+, h) = 0 for all z ∈ C \ R

holds for some element h ∈ H, h 6= 0. Since

((A− zI)−1g+, h) = ((A − zI)−1g+, (A+ iI)(A+ iI)−1h)

= ((A − iI)(A− zI)−1g+, (A+ iI)−1h),

one concludes that

(B.15) ((A− iI)(A− zI)−1g+, g) = 0 for all z ∈ C \ R,
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where
g = (A+ iI)−1h.

Observing that
(A− iI)(A− zI)−1g+ ∈ Ker((Ȧ)∗ − zI),

the hypothesis that Ȧ has deficiency indices (1, 1) yields the orthogonality condition

g ⊥ spanIm(z) 6=0 Ker((Ȧ)∗ − zI),

and therefore Ȧ is not a prime operator by Theorem B.2.
Conversely, suppose that Ȧ is not a prime operator and therefore (B.15) holds

for some 0 6= g ∈ H. In particular,

(B.16) (g+, g) = 0.

Using the first resolvent identity,

(A− zI)−1 − (A− iI)−1 = (z − i)(A− iI)−1(A− zI)−1,

one obtains
(A− iI)(A− zI)−1 = I + (z − i)(A− zI)−1.

Therefore,

((A− iI)(A− zI)−1g+, g) = (g+, g) + ((z − i)(A− zI)−1g+, g)

for all z ∈ C \ R. Using (B.15) and (B.16), this equality yields

((A − zI)−1g+, g) = 0 for all z ∈ C \ R, z 6= i,

and therefore, by continuity,

((A− zI)−1g+, g) = 0 for all z ∈ C \ R,

which shows that
H 6= spanIm(z) 6=0(A− zI)−1g+.

So, we have shown that Ȧ is a prime operator if and only if (B.13) holds.
The proof is complete. �

We will also need a variant of the first part of this corollary in case when Ȧ has
deficiency indices (0, 1) or (1, 0).

Lemma B.5. Let Ȧ be a symmetric operator with deficiency indices (0, 1) in a

Hilbert space H. Then Ȧ is a prime operator if and only if

(B.17) H = spanIm(z)<0 Ker((Ȧ)∗ − zI).

Proof. “Only if ” Part. Without loss one may assume that Ȧ is a closed operator. It
is well known (see, [3, Theorem 2, Ch.VIII, Sec. 104]) that Ȧ is unitarily equivalent
to the differentiation operator on the positive semi-axis with the Dirichlet boundary
condition at the origin. So, without loss of generality, one may assume that H =
L2(R+) and

(B.18) (Ȧf)(x) = −1

i

d

dx
f(x) a. e. x ∈ R+

on
Dom(Ȧ) =

{
f ∈ W 1

2 (R+), f(0) = 0
}
.

Clearly, the functions
hz(x) = e−izx, x ∈ (0,∞),
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generate the subspaces Ker((Ȧ)∗ − zI), Im(z) < 0.
Now, if f ∈ L2((0,∞)) is orthogonal to hz for all z ∈ C−, then

∫ ∞

0

e−izxf(x)dx = 0 for all z ∈ C−.

In particular,

H(s) =

∫ ∞

0

e−sxf(x)dx = 0, s > 0,

and hence f = 0 by the uniqueness theorem for the Laplace transform (see, e.g.,
[20, Th. 5.5]. Therefore, (B.17) holds which completes the proof.

“If ” Part. Suppose that Ȧ is not a prime operator. Thereofre, by Theorem B.2,

H 6= spanIm(z) 6=0 Ker((Ȧ)∗ − zI).

Since Ȧ has deficiency indices (0, 1),

spanIm(z) 6=0 Ker((Ȧ)∗ − zI) = spanIm(z)<0 Ker((Ȧ)∗ − zI),

and hence

H 6= spanIm(z)<0 Ker((Ȧ)∗ − zI).

Therefore, (B.17) fails to hold, which completes the proof of the “If ” Part. �

In a similar way one proves the following statement.

Lemma B.6. Let Ȧ be a symmetric operator with deficiency indices (1, 0) in a

Hilbert space H. Then Ȧ is a prime operator if and only if

(B.19) H = spanIm(z)>0 Ker((Ȧ)∗ − zI).

Appendix C. A functional model of a triple

Recall the notion of a functional model of a prime dissipative triple parameterized
by the characteristic function [77].

Given a contractive analytic map S(z),

(C.1) S(z) =
s(z)− κ
κ s(z)− 1

, z ∈ C+,

where |κ| < 1 and s(z) is an analytic, contractive function in C+ satisfying the
Livšic criterion [67] (also see [77, Theorem 1.2]), that is,

(C.2) s(i) = 0 and lim
z→∞

z(s(z)− e2iα) = ∞ for all α ∈ [0, π),

0 < ε ≤ arg(z) ≤ π − ε,

introduce the function

(C.3) M(z) =
1

i
· s(z) + 1

s(z)− 1
, z ∈ C+.

One observes that

M(z) =

∫

R

(
1

λ− z
− λ

1 + λ2

)
dµ(λ), z ∈ C+,

for some infinite Borel measure,

(C.4) µ(R) = ∞,
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such that

(C.5)

∫

R

dµ(λ)

1 + λ2
= 1.

In the Hilbert space L2(R; dµ) introduce the (self-adjoint) operator B of multi-
plication by independent variable on

(C.6) Dom(B) =
{
f ∈ L2(R; dµ)

∣∣∣∣
∫

R

λ2|f(λ)|2dµ(λ) <∞
}
.

Denote by Ḃ its restriction on

(C.7) Dom(Ḃ) =
{
f ∈ Dom(B)

∣∣∣∣
∫

R

f(λ)dµ(λ) = 0

}
,

and let B̂ be the dissipative quasi-selfadjoint extension of the symmetric operator
Ḃ on

(C.8) Dom(B̂) = Dom(Ḃ)+̇lin span

{
1

λ− i
− κ

1

λ + i

}
,

where the von Neumann parameter κ of the triple (Ḃ, B̂,B) is given by

κ = S(i).

Notice that in this case

(C.9) Dom(B) = Dom(Ḃ)+̇lin span

{
1

λ− i
− 1

λ+ i

}
.

We will refer to the triple (Ḃ, B̂,B) as the model triple in the Hilbert space
L2(R; dµ).

Let Ȧ be a densely defined symmetric operator with deficiency indices (1, 1), A

its self-adjoint (reference) extension and Â a maximal non-selfadjoint dissipative

extension of Ȧ.
Denote by SA(z) = S(Ȧ,Â,A)(z) the characteristic function of the triple A =

(Ȧ, Â, A) as introduced in Section 3 by eq. (2.9). Notice that the characteristic

function SB(z) of the model triple M = (Ḃ, B̂,B) is given by (C.1).
The following uniqueness result shows that the characteristic function of a triple

(Ȧ, Â, A) is a complete unitary invariant of the triple whenever the symmetric

operator Ȧ is prime, equivalently, the dissipative operator Â is completely non-
selfadjoint.

Theorem C.1 ([77, Theorems 1.4, 4.1]). Suppose that Ȧ and Ḃ are prime, closed,
densely defined symmetric operators with deficiency indices (1, 1). Assume, in ad-

dition, that A and B are some self-adjoint extensions of Ȧ and Ḃ and that Â and B̂

are maximal dissipative extensions of Ȧ and Ḃ, respectively (Â 6= (Â)∗, B̂ 6= (B̂)∗).
Then

(i) the triples A = (Ȧ, Â, A) and B = (Ḃ, B̂, B) are mutually unitarily equiv-
alent2 if, and only if, the characteristic functions SA(z) = S(Ȧ,Â,A)(z) and

SB(z) = S(Ḃ,B̂,B)(z) of the triples coincide;

2We say that triples of operators (Ȧ, Â, A) and (Ḃ, B̂, B) in Hilbert spaces HA and HB are

mutually unitarily equivalent if there is a unitary map U fromHA onto HB such that Ḃ = UȦU−1,

B̂ = UÂU−1, and B = UAU−1.
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(ii) the triple (Ȧ, Â, A) is mutually unitarily equivalent to the model triple

M = (Ḃ, B̂,B)
in the Hilbert space L2(R; dµ), where µ(dλ) is the representing measure for
the Weyl-Titchmarsh function M(z) = M(Ȧ,A)(z) associated with the pair

(Ȧ, A).

In particular,

(iii) the pairs (Ȧ, A) and (Ḃ, B) are mutually unitary equivalent if and only if
M(Ȧ,A)(z) =M(Ḃ,B)(z).

Remark C.2. Notice that in view of (C.9), if U is the unitary operator from the
Hilbert space H onto L2(R; dµ) that implements mutual unitary equivalence of the

triples (Ȧ, Â, A) and (Ḃ, B̂,B), then

(Ug±)(λ) =
Θ

λ∓ i
for some |Θ| = 1,

provided that g± ∈ Ker((Ȧ)∗ ∓ iI) are normalized deficiency elements of Ȧ such
that

(C.10) g+ − g− ∈ Dom(A).

Indeed, for the normalized deficiency elements g± and Ug± of the symmetric oper-

ators Ȧ and Ḃ, respectively, we have

(Ug±)(λ) =
Θ±
λ∓ i

for some |Θ±| = 1.

Since B = UAU−1, from (C.10) it follows that the function h = U(g+ − g−) given
by

h(λ) =
Θ+

λ− i
− Θ−
λ+ i

, λ ∈ R,

belongs to Dom(B) = L2(R; (1 + λ2)dµ(λ)) and therefore
∫

R

∣∣∣ Θ+

λ− i
− Θ−
λ+ i

∣∣∣
2

(1 + λ2)dµ(λ) <∞.

Taking into account that by (C.4) the measure µ(dλ) is infinite, one necessarily
gets that Θ+ = Θ− and the claim follows.

Appendix D. The spectral analysis of the model dissipative operator

In the suggested functional model for a triple in L2(R; dµ), the eigenfunctions

of the model dissipative operator B̂ from the model triple (Ḃ, B̂,B) given by (C.6)-
(C.8) look exceptionally simple [77].

Lemma D.1. Suppose that M = (Ḃ, B̂,B) is the model triple in L2(R; dµ) given
by (C.6)-(C.8). Then a point z0 ∈ C+ is an eigenvalue of the dissipative operator

B̂ if and only if

SM(z0) = S(Ḃ,B̂,B)(z0) = 0.

In this case, the corresponding eigenfunction f is of the form

f(λ) =
1

λ− z0
for µ-almost all λ ∈ R.
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Proof. Suppose that z0 ∈ C+ is an eigenvalue of B̂ and f ∈ L2(R; dµ) is the corre-
sponding eigenvector,

B̂f = z0f, f ∈ Dom(B̂).
Since f ∈ Dom(B̂), the element f admits the representation

f(λ) = f0(λ) +K

(
1

λ− i
− κ

1

λ+ i

)
,

where f0 ∈ Dom(Ḃ), K is some constant and κ = SB(i). Then

0 = ((B̂ − z0I)f)(λ) = (λ− z0)f0(λ) +K

(
i− z0
λ− i

+ κ
i + z0
λ+ i

)
.

Hence,

f0(λ) = − K

λ− z0

(
i− z0
λ− i

+ κ
i+ z0
λ+ i

)
.

Since f0 ∈ Dom(Ḃ), one obtains that
∫

R

f0(λ)dµ(λ) = 0

and hence

0 =

∫

R

1

λ− z0

(
i− z0
λ− i

+ κ
i + z0
λ+ i

)
dµ(λ)

= −
∫

R

(
1

λ− z0
− 1

λ− i

)
dµ(λ) + κ

∫

R

(
1

λ− z0
− 1

λ+ i

)
dµ(λ)

= −M(z0) +M(i) + κ(M(z0)−M(−i))

= −M(z0) + i+ κ(M(z0) + i),

where M(z) = M(Ḃ,B)(z) is the Weyl-Titchmarsh function associated with the

model pair (Ḃ,B).
Therefore,

κ =
M(z0)− i

M(z0) + i
= s(Ḃ,B)(z0),

where s(Ḃ,B)(z) is the Livšic function associated with the pair (Ḃ,B). Hence, the

characteristic function SB(z) vanishes at the point z0,

SB(z0) =
s(Ḃ,B)(z0)− κ

κs(Ḃ,B)(z0)− 1
= 0.

In this case,

f(λ) = K

[(
1

λ− i
− κ

1

λ+ i

)
− 1

λ− z0

(
i− z0
λ− i

+ κ
i + z0
λ+ i

)]

= K

[
1

λ− i

(
1− i− z0

λ− z0

)
− κ

1

λ + i

(
1 +

i+ z0
λ− z0

)]

= K(1− κ) · 1

λ− z0
.
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So, we have shown that if z0 is an eigenvalue of B̂, then
SM(z0) = 0,

with the corresponding eigenelement f of the form

(D.1) f(λ) =
1

λ− z0
.

Repeating the same reasoning in the reversed order, one shows that if SM(z0) =

0, then the function f given by (D.1) belongs to Dom(B̂) and B̂f = z0f . �

For the resolvents of the model dissipative operator B̂ and the self-adjoint (ref-

erence) operator B from the model triple M = (Ḃ, B̂,B) one gets the following
resolvent formula [77].

Theorem D.2. Suppose that M = (Ḃ, B̂,B) is the model triple in the Hilbert space
L2(R; dµ) given by (C.6)-(C.8).

Then the resolvent of the model dissipative operator B̂ in L2(R; dµ) has the form

(D.2) (B̂ − zI)−1 = (B − zI)−1 − p(z)(· , gz)gz,
with

(D.3) p(z) =

(
M(Ḃ,B)(z) + i

κ + 1

κ − 1

)−1

,

z ∈ ρ(B̂) ∩ ρ(B).
Here M(Ḃ,B)(z) is the Weyl-Titchmarsh function associated with the pair (Ḃ,B)
continued to the lower half-plane by the Schwarz reflection principle, κ is the von
Neumann parameter of the triple M, and the deficiency elements gz,

gz ∈ Ker((Ḃ)∗ − zI), z ∈ C \ R,

are given by

(D.4) gz(λ) =
1

λ− z
for µ-almost all λ ∈ R.

Proof. Given h ∈ L2(R; dµ) and z ∈ ρ(B̂), suppose that

(D.5) (B̂ − zI)f = h for some f ∈ Dom(B̂).
Since f ∈ Dom(B̂), one gets the representation

(D.6) f(λ) = f0(λ) +K

(
1

λ− i
− κ

1

λ + i

)

for some f0 ∈ Dom(Ḃ) and K ∈ C. Eq. (D.5) yields

(λ− z)f0(λ) +K

(
i − z

λ− i
+ κ

i+ z

λ + i

)
= h(λ)

and hence

(D.7) f0(λ) =
h(λ)

λ− z
− K

λ− z

(
i− z

λ− i
+ κ

i+ z

λ + i

)
.

Since f0 ∈ Dom(Ḃ), ∫

R

f0(λ)dµ(λ) = 0.
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Integrating (D.7) against the measure µ(dλ), one obtains that

(D.8) K

∫

R

1

λ− z

(
i− z

λ− i
+ κ

i+ z

λ + i

)
dµ(λ) =

∫

R

h(λ)

λ− z
dµ(λ).

Observing that
∫

R

1

λ− z

(
i− z

λ− i
+ κ

i+ z

λ + i

)
dµ(λ) = i−M(z) + κ(M(z) + i),

with M(z) =M(Ḃ,B̂)(z), and solving (D.8) for K, one obtains

K =
1

(κ − 1)M(z) + i(1 + κ)

∫

R

h(λ)

λ− z
dµ(λ).

Combining (D.6) and (D.7), for the element f we have the representation

f(λ) =
h(λ)

λ− z
+

K

λ− z

(
λ− z

λ− i
− κ

λ− z

λ+ i
−
[
i− z

λ− i
+ κ

i+ z

λ+ i

])

=
h(λ)

λ− z
−K

κ − 1

λ− z
(D.9)

=
h(λ)

λ− z
−
(
M(z) + i

κ + 1

κ − 1

)−1
1

λ− z

∫

R

h(λ)

λ− z
dµ(λ),

z ∈ ρ(B̂) ∩ ρ(B),
where we have used (D.8) on the last step.

To complete the proof, it remains to recall that f = (B̂−zI)−1h and to compare
(D.2) with (D.9).

�

Remark D.3. Using (C.3), it is easy to see that the poles of the function p(z),
defined in (D.3), in the upper half-plane coincide with the roots of the equation

s(Ḃ,B)(z) = κ, z ∈ C+,

provided that κ 6= 0 and M(z) 6= i identically in the upper half-plane. Therefore,
the zeros of the characteristic function SM(z) = S(Ḃ,B̂,B)(z) in the upper half-pane

determine the poles of the resolvent of the dissipative operator B̂ (cf. Lemma D.1).
We also remark that if κ = 0 and M(z) = i for all z ∈ C+, then the point

spectrum of the dissipative operator B̂ fills in the whole open upper half-plane C+.

Given a triple (Ȧ, Â, A) satisfying (2.1) and (2.5), the following corollary provides
an analog of the Krein formula for resolvents for all quasi-selfadjoint dissipative
extensions of the symmetric operator Ȧ with deficiency indices (1, 1).

Corollary D.4 ([77]). Let A = (Ȧ, Â, A) be a triple satisfying (2.1) and (2.5).
Then the following resolvent formula

(D.10) (Â− zI)−1 = (A− zI)−1 − p(z)(· , gz)gz ,
z ∈ ρ(Â) ∩ ρ(A),

holds.
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Here

(a) the function p(z) is given by

p(z) =

(
M(Ȧ,A)(z) + i

κ + 1

κ − 1

)−1

(D.11)

= i

(
s(Ȧ,A)(z) + 1

s(Ȧ,A)(z)− 1
− κ + 1

κ − 1

)−1

;(D.12)

(b) M(Ȧ,A)(z) and s(Ȧ,A)(z) are the Weyl-Titchmarsh and the Livšic function

of the pair (Ȧ, A), respectively;

(c) gz are deficiency elements of Ȧ,

gz ∈ Ker((Ȧ)∗ − zI),

satisfying the normalization condition

(D.13) ‖gz‖ =

(∫

R

dµ(λ)

|λ− z|2
)1/2

(the deficiency elements gz can be chosen to be analytic in z ∈ ρ(Â)∩ρ(A));
(d) µ(dλ) is the measure from the Herglotz-Nevanlinna representation

M(Ȧ,A)(z) =

∫

R

(
1

λ− z
− λ

1 + λ2

)
dµ(λ);

(e) κ is the von Neumann parameter of the triple (Ȧ, Â, A) which characterizes

the domain of the dissipative extension Â in such a way that

(D.14) g+ − g− ∈ Dom(A) and g+ − κg− ∈ Dom(Â),

where g± = g±i.

Remark D.5. We would like to stress that the von Neumann parameter κ of the

triple A = (Ȧ, Â, A), the Livšic function s(Ȧ,A)(z), and the Weyl-Titchmarsh func-

tionM(Ȧ,A)(z), can easily be recovered from the knowledge of the the characteristic

function S(z) = SA(z). (Recall that the characteristic function S(z) is a complete

unitary invariant of the triple A = (Ȧ, Â, A), provided that Ȧ is a prime operator).
Indeed,

κ = S(i),

s(Ȧ,A)(z) =
S(z)− κ
κS(z)− 1

,

M(Ȧ,A)(z) =
1

i
·
s(Ȧ,A)(z) + 1

s(Ȧ,A)(z)− 1
,

z ∈ C+,

withM(Ȧ,A)(z) continued to the lower half-plane by the Schwarz reflection principle

M(Ȧ,A)(z) =M(Ȧ,A)(z), z ∈ C−.

Remark D.6. The resolvent formula (D.10)–(D.11) also holds if |κ| = 1 and hence

Â is self-adjoint. In this case, it coincides with the Krein resolvent formula for
self-adjoint extensions of Ȧ.
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Remark D.7. If two triples (Ȧ, Â1, A) and (Ȧ, Â2, A) with the same reference op-
erator A satisfy (2.1) and (2.5) and have the von Neumann parameters κ1 and
κ2, respectively, then one gets the following resolvent formula for the dissipative

extensions Â1 and Â2 refining, in the rank-one setting, a result in [56]:

(Â2 − zI)−1 = (Â1 − zI)−1 − q(z)(·, gz)gz,
where q(z) = p2(z)− p1(z) with

pk(z) =

(
M(Ȧ,A)(z) + i

κk + 1

κk − 1

)−1

,

= i

(
s(Ȧ,A)(z) + 1

s(Ȧ,A)(z)− 1
− κk + 1

κk − 1

)−1

, k = 1, 2,

z ∈ ρ(A) ∩ ρ(Â1) ∩ ρ(Â2).

We recall, see (2.9), that if S1(z) and S2(z) are the characteristic functions of the

triples (Ȧ, Â1, A) and (Ȧ, Â2, A), respectively, then

s(Ȧ,A)(z) =
Sk(z)− κk
κkSk(z)− 1

, k = 1, 2.

Corollary D.8. Suppose that M = (Ḃ, B̂,B) is the model triple in L2(R; dµ) given
by (C.6)-(C.8). Assume that z = 0 is a regular point for both the dissipative operator

B̂ and the (reference) self-adjoint operator B. Then the inverse B̂−1 is a rank-one
perturbation of the (bounded) self-adjoint operator B−1. That is,

B̂−1 = B−1 − pQ,

where

(D.15) p =

(
M(0) + i

κ + 1

κ − 1

)−1

,

Q is a rank-one self-adjoint operator

(Qf)(λ) =
1

λ

∫

R

f(s)

s
dµ(s), µ-a.e. λ ∈ R,

and M(0) is the value of the Weyl-Titchmarsh function associated with the pair

(Ḃ,B) at the point zero.

Appendix E. Transformation laws

In this section we discuss the dependence of the Livšic, Weyl-Titchmarsh and
characteristic functions upon the reference operator.

Lemma E.1. Assume that Ȧ is a symmetric, densely defined, closed operator with

deficiency indices (1, 1) and Â its maximal dissipative extension such that Â 6= (Â)∗.
Suppose that g± ∈ Ker((Ȧ)∗ ∓ iI), ||g±|| = 1. Given α ∈ [0, π), denote by Aα a

unique self-adjoint extension of Ȧ such that

(E.1) g+ − e2iαg− ∈ Dom(Aα).

Let sα(z) = s(Ȧ,Aα)(z), Mα(z) = M(Ȧ,Aα)(z), and Sα(z) = S(Ȧ,Â,Aα)
(z) be the

Livšic function, the Weyl-Titchmarsh function associated with the pair (Ȧ, Aα),

and the characteristic function associated with the triple (Ȧ, Â, Aα), respectively.
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Then

sα(z) = e2i(β−α)sβ(z),(E.2)

Mβ(z) =
cos(β − α)Mα(z)− sin(β − α)

cos(β − α) + sin(β − α)Mα(z)
,(E.3)

Sα(z) = e2i(β−α)Sβ(z).(E.4)

Proof. Suppose that the deficiency elements g± ∈ Ker((Ȧ)∗ ∓ iI), ||g±|| = 1, are
such that

g+ − κg− ∈ Dom(Â).

for some κ, |κ| < 1. Denote by A∗ the reference self-adjoint extension of Ȧ such
that

g+ − g− ∈ Dom(A∗),

and let s∗(z) = s(Ȧ,A∗)
(z), M∗(z) = M(Ȧ,A∗)

(z) and S∗(z) = S(Ȧ,Â,A∗)
(z) be the

corresponding Livšic, Weyl-Titchmarsh and the characteristic functions, respec-
tively. From the definition of the Livšic function sα(z) it follows that

sα(z) = e−2iαs∗(z).

By (2.4) we have

s∗(z) =
M∗(z)− i

M∗(z) + i
and sα(z) = e−2iαs∗(z) =

Mα(z)− i

Mα(z) + i

and hence

Mα(z) =
cos(α)M∗(z)− sin(α)(z)

cos(α) + sin(α)M∗(z)
.

From (2.9) it follows

S∗(z) =
s∗(z)− κ
κs∗(z)− 1

.

Therefore,

e−2iαS∗(z) =
e−2iαs∗(z)− e−2iακ

(e−2iακ)e−2iαs∗(z)− 1
=

sα(z)− e−2iακ

(e−2iακ)sα(z)− 1
= Sα(z),

which proves (E.2), (E.3), (E.4) first for β = 0 and hence for all β taking into
account that the transformations α→ sα,Mα, Sα are one-parameter groups. �

Our next result shows that the concept of a characteristic function of a triple is
essentially determined by the corresponding dissipative operator only rather than
by the triple itself (cf. [3, 67]).

Proposition E.2. Let (Ȧ, Â, A) and (Ḃ, B̂, B) be two triples satisfying the hypoth-

esis of Lemma E.1. Suppose that the dissipative operators Â and B̂ are unitarily
equivalent.

Then the characteristic functions of the triples (Ȧ, Â, A) and (Ḃ, B̂, B) coincide
up to a constant unimodular factor.

In particular, the absolute values of the von Neumann parameters κ(Ȧ,Â,A) and

κ(Ḃ,B̂,B) of the triples (Ȧ, Â, A) and (Ḃ, B̂, B) coincide,

(E.5) |κ(Ȧ,Â,A)| = |κ(Ḃ,B̂,B)|.
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Proof. To be more specific, assume that U is a unitary operator such that

B̂ = U−1ÂU .
That is,

U(Dom(B̂)) = Dom(Â)

and
UB̂f = ÂU for all f ∈ Dom(B̂).

Literally repeating the proof of Lemma 11.1 one shows that

(B̂)∗ = U−1(Â)∗U .
Therefore, the symmetric operators Ȧ and Ḃ are unitarily equivalent

Ḃ = U−1ȦU ,
since

Ȧ = Â|Dom(Â)∩Dom((Â)∗) and Ḃ = B̂|Dom(B̂)∩Dom((B̂)∗).

Moreover, the operator B′ = U−1AU is a self-adjoint extensions of Ḃ.
By Lemma E.1, the characteristic functions S(Ḃ,B̂,B)(z) and S(Ḃ,B̂,B′)(z) of the

triples (Ḃ, B̂, B) and (Ḃ, B̂, B′) are related as

S(Ḃ,B̂,B)(z) = ΘS(Ḃ,B̂,B′)(z), z ∈ C+,

for some constant Θ, |Θ| = 1. Since the tripes (Ḃ, B̂, B′) and (Ȧ, Â, A) are mutually
unitarily equivalent by construction, we have

S(Ḃ,B̂,B′)(z) = S(Ȧ,Â,A)(z), z ∈ C+,

by the uniqueness Theorem C.1. Therefore,

S(Ḃ,B̂,B)(z) = ΘS(Ȧ,Â,A)(z), z ∈ C+,

which completes the proof of the first assertion of the proposition.
To prove (E.5), we use the relation (2.8) to conclude that

|κ(Ȧ,Â,A)| = |S(Ȧ,Â,A)(i)| = |S(Ḃ,B̂,B)(i)| = |κ(Ḃ,B̂,B)|.
�

Our next goal is to establish a transformation law for the Livšic function under
the affine transformations of the pair (Ȧ, A),

(Ȧ, A) −→ (aȦ+ bI, aA+ bI), a, b ∈ R, a > 0.

Lemma E.3. Let Ȧ be a symmetric operator with deficiency indices (1, 1) and A
its self-adjoint extension. Suppose that f(z) = az + b with a, b ∈ R, a > 0 is an
affine transformation.

Then the Livšic function associated with the pair (f(Ȧ), f(A)) admits the repre-
sentation

(E.6) s(f(Ȧ),f(A))(z) =
m(z)−m(i)

m(z)−m(i)
,

where
m(z) =M(f−1(z))

and M(z) = M(Ȧ,A)(z) is the Weyl-Titchmarsh function associated with the pair

(Ȧ, A).
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Proof. By Remark 2.5, without loss of generality one may assume that Ȧ is a prime
symmetric operator. Let M(z) = M(Ȧ,A)(z) be the Weyl-Titchmarsh function

associated with the pair (Ȧ, A). Next, we may assume that A is the multiplication

operator by independent variable in L2(R, dµ) and Ȧ is its restriction on

Dom(Ȧ) =

{
f ∈ Dom(A)

∣∣∣∣
∫

R

f(λ)dµ(λ) = 0

}
,

where µ(dλ) is the representing measure for M(z) (see Theorem C.1).
Introduce the family of functions

Gz(λ) =
1

λ− f−1(z)
, Im(z) 6= 0.

Clearly,

Gz ∈ Ker((f(Ȧ)∗)− zI), Im(z) 6= 0.

Set

G+ = Gf−1(i) and G− = Gf−1(−i).

One easily checks that

‖G+‖ = ‖G−‖, G± ∈ Ker((f(Ȧ)∓ iI),

and that

G+ −G− ∈ Dom(A) = Dom(f(A)).

Therefore, the Livšic function s(f(Ȧ),f(A))(z) has the representation

(E.7) s(f(Ȧ),f(A))(z) =
z − i

z + i

(Gz , G−)

(Gz , G+)
.

We have

(Gz , G−) =

∫

R

dµ(λ)

(λ− f−1(z))(λ− f−1(−i))
and

(Gz, G+) =

∫

R

dµ(λ)

(λ− f−1(z))(λ− f−1(i))
,

where µ(dλ) is the measure from the representation

M(z) =

∫

R

(
1

λ− z
− λ

1 + λ2

)
dµ(λ), Im(z) 6= 0.

Therefore,

(z − i)(Gz , G−) = (z − i)

∫

R

dµ(λ)

(λ− f−1(z))(λ− f−1(i))
(E.8)

=
z − i

f−1(i)− f−1(z)

(
M(f−1(z))−M(f−1(i))

)

= −a
(
M(f−1(z))−M(f−1(i))

)



DISSIPATIVE AND NON-UNITARY REPRESENTATIONS 155

and

(z + i)(Gz, G+) = (z + i)

∫

R

dµ(λ)

(λ− f−1(z))(λ− f−1(−i))(E.9)

=
z + i

f−1(−i)− f−1(z)

(
M(f−1(z))−M(f−1(−i))

)

= −a
(
M(f−1(z))−M(f−1(−i))

)
.

Now (E.7), (E.8) and (E.9) yield

s(f(Ȧ),f(A))(z) =
M(f−1(z))−M(f−1(i))

M(f−1(z))−M(f−1(−i)) =
m(z)−m(i)

m(z)−m(i)
,

which completes the proof.
�

Next, we discuss the transformation law under the affine transformation of the
pair (Ȧ, A) given by

(Ȧ, A) −→ (−Ȧ,−A).
Lemma E.4. If Ȧ is a closed symmetric operator with deficiency indices (1, 1) and
A its self-adjoint extension, then the Weyl-Titchmarsh functions M±(z) associated
with the pairs (±Ȧ,±A) are related as follows

(E.10) M−(z) = −M+(−z), z ∈ ρ(A).

In particular, for the Lǐsic functions associated with the pairs (Ȧ, A) and (−Ȧ,−A)
we have

(E.11) s(−Ȧ,−A)(z) = s(Ȧ,A)(−z), z ∈ C+.

Proof. Let n be a unit vector in Ker((Ȧ)∗ − iI) and

(E.12) m = (A− iI)(A+ iI)−1n.

Then m ∈ Ker((Ȧ)∗ + iI) = Ker((−Ȧ)∗ − iI). By the definition of the Weyl-
Titchmarsh function one obtains that

M−(z) =
(
(−Az + I)(−A− zI)−1m,m

)
.

Therefore,

−M−(−z) = ((Az + I)(A− zI)−1m,m)

= ((Az + I)(A− zI)−1(A− iI)(A+ iI)−1n, (A− iI)(A+ iI)−1n)

= ((A− iI)(A+ iI)−1(Az + I)(A − zI)−1n, (A− iI)(A+ iI)−1n)

= ((Az + I)(A− zI)−1n, n) =M+(z) =M+(z).(E.13)

Here we have used the Schwarz symmetry principle for the Weyl-Titchmarsh func-
tion

M+(z) =M+(z), z ∈ ρ(A),

and the observation that the Cayley transform (A − iI)(A + iI)−1 is a unitary
operator commuting with the operator A. Finally, (E.10) follows from (E.13) by
the substitution z → −z.
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To prove the last assertion, we use the relation (2.4) to conclude that

s(−Ȧ,−A)(z) =
M−(z)− i

M−(z) + i
=

−M+(−z)− i

−M+(−z) + i
= s(Ȧ,A)(−z),

completing the proof. �

Appendix F. The invariance principle

The main goal of this section is to establish an invariance principle for the charac-
teristic function of a triple of operators under linear transformations of the operators
from the triple.

Introduce the class D(H) of maximal dissipative unbounded densely defined

operators Â, (Â 6= (Â)∗), in the Hilbert space H such that

Ȧ = Â|Dom(Â)∩Dom(Â∗)

is a densely defined symmetric operator with deficiency indices (1, 1). In this case,

Ȧ ⊂ Â ⊂ (Ȧ)∗

and therefore Â is automatically a quasi-selfadjoint extension of Ȧ (see, e.g., [77]).
If f(z) is the affine transformation f(z) = az + b, introduce the triple f(A) as

f(A) = (f(Ȧ), f(Â), f(A)).

Theorem F.1. Let A = (Ȧ, Â, A) be a triple such that Â ∈ D(H). Suppose that
f(z) = az + b with a, b ∈ R, a > 0, is an affine transformation.

Let M(z) be the Weyl-Titchmarsh function associated with the pair (Ȧ, A). Then
the von Neumann parameters κ and κ′ of the triples A and f(A) are related as

(F.1)
1 + κ
1− κ

=
m− κ′m

i(1− κ′)
,

where
m =M(f−1(i)).

Moreover, the characteristic functions Sf(A)(z) and SA(z) are related as

(F.2) Sf(A)(f(z)) = ΘfSA(z), z ∈ C+,

where

Θf =

(
1− κ
1− κ

)−1

· 1− κ′

1− κ′ .

is a unimodular factor. In particular, Θf continuously depends on f .

Proof. As in the proof of Lemma E.3, from the very beginning one can assume that
Ȧ is a prime symmetric operator.

Let µ(dλ) denote the representing measure for the Weyl-Titchmarsh function
M(z). Without loss of generality (see Theorem C.1) one may assume that A is the

multiplication operator by independent variable in L2(R, dµ) and Ȧ coincides with
its restriction on

Dom(Ȧ) =

{
h ∈ Dom(A)

∣∣∣∣
∫

R

h(λ)dµ(λ) = 0

}
.

In this case, from Theorem D.2 (see (D.4)), we know that the functions

g+(λ) =
1

λ− i
and g−(λ) =

1

λ+ i
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form a basis in the deficiency subspace,

g± ∈ Ker((Ȧ)∗ ∓ iI), ‖g±‖ = 1.

From (C.9) is also follows that

(F.3) g+ − g− ∈ Dom(A).

Clearly, the functions

G±(λ) =
1

λ− f−1(±i)
have the properties

G± ∈ Ker((f(Ȧ)∗)∓ I), ‖G+‖ = ‖G−‖,
and

(F.4) G+ −G− ∈ Dom(A) = Dom(f(A)).

From the definition of the von Neumann parameters κ,κ′ ∈ D for the triples A
and f(A) it follows that

(F.5) g+ − κg− ∈ Dom(Â)

and

(F.6) G+ − κ′G− ∈ Dom(f(Â)) = Dom(Â).

Introduce the function

(F.7) m(z) =M(f−1(z)), Im(z) 6= 0.

In order to establish the relationship (F.1) between the von Neumann parame-
ters, notice that

(F.8) G± −
[
m(±i)g+ − g−

2i
+
g+ + g−

2

]
∈ Dom(f(Ȧ)),

that is,
∫

R

(
G±(λ)−

[
m(±i)g+(λ) − g−(λ)

2i
+
g+(λ) + g−(λ)

2

])
dµ(λ) = 0.

Indeed, since

g+(λ) − g−(λ)

2i
=

1

λ2 + 1
,

g+(λ) + g−(λ)

2
=

λ

λ2 + 1
,

and

G±(λ) =
1

λ− f−1(±i) ,

one needs to verify the equality
∫

R

(
1

λ− f−1(±i) −
[
M(f−1(±i))

λ2 + 1
+

λ

λ2 + 1

])
dµ(λ) = 0,

which simply follows from the observations that
∫

R

M(f−1(±i))
λ2 + 1

dµ(λ) =M(f−1(±i))

and ∫

R

(
1

λ− f−1(±i) −
λ

λ2 + 1

)
dµ(λ) =M(f−1(±i)).
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Combining (F.6) and (F.8) we get that

h =

(
m
g+ − g−

2i
+
g+ + g−

2

)
− κ′

(
m
g+ − g−

2i
+
g+ + g−

2

)

=
m− κ′m+ i− iκ′

2i
g+ +

i− iκ′ −m+ κ′m

2i
g− ∈ Dom(Â).

Therefore, in view of (F.5),

(F.9) κ =
m− κ′m− i+ iκ′

m− κ′m+ i− iκ′ =
m− i− κ′(m− i)

m+ i− κ′(m+ i)

and (F.1) follows.
From (F.5) and (F.6) it follows that the characteristic function SA(z) associated

with the triple A = (Ȧ, Â, A) (see (2.6)) can be evaluated as

SA(z) =
s(Ȧ,A)(z)− κ

κs(Ȧ,A)(z)− 1
.

Representing s(Ȧ,A)(z) via the Weyl-Titchmarsh function M(z),

s(Ȧ,A)(z) =
M(z)− i

M(z) + i
,

one concludes that

SA(z) =

M(z)−i
M(z)+i − κ

κM(z)−i
M(z)+i − 1

.

Therefore, taking into account (F.7), one obtains

(F.10) SA(f
−1(z)) =

m(z)−i
m(z)+i − κ

κm(z)−i
m(z)+i − 1

.

In a similar way, using that

G+ −G− ∈ Dom(f(A)) and G+ − κG+ ∈ Dom(f(Â)),

one also gets

Sf(A)(z) =
s(f(Ȧ),f(A))(z)− κ′

κ′s(f((Ȧ),f(A))(z)− 1
.

By Lemma E.3,

s(f(Ȧ),f(A))(z) =
m(z)−m

m(z)−m
,

so that

(F.11) Sf(A)(z) =

m(z)−m
m(z)−m − κ′

κ′m(z)−m
m(z)−m − 1

.
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From (F.10) one gets that

SA(f
−1(z)) =

m(z)−i
m(z)+i − κ

κm(z)−i
m(z)+i − 1

=
m(z)− i− κ(m(z) + i)

κ(m(z)− i)− (m(z) + i)
(F.12)

=
(1− κ)m(z)− i(1 + κ)
(κ − 1)m(z)− i(1 + κ)

=
1− κ
κ − 1

·
m(z)− i 1+κ

1−κ

m(z) + i 1+κ

1−κ

.

A similar computation for the right hand side of (F.11) yields

Sf(A)(z) =

m(z)−m
m(z)−m − κ′

κ′m(z)−m
m(z)−m − 1

=
m(z)−m− κ′(m(z)−m)

κ′(m(z)−m)− (m(z)−m)
(F.13)

=
(1− κ′)m(z)− (m− κ′m)

(κ′ − 1)m(z) + (m− κ′m)
=

1− κ′

κ′ − 1
·
m(z)− m−κ

′m
1−κ′

m(z) + m−κ′m
κ′−1

=
1− κ′

κ′ − 1
·
m(z)− i 1+κ

1−κ

m(z) + i 1+κ

1−κ

,

where we used the relation (F.1) on the last step.
Comparing (F.12) and (F.13), we obtain

Sf(A)(f(z)) =

(
1− κ
1− κ

)−1

· 1− κ′

1− κ′ · SA(z),

which proves (F.2).
�

We conclude this section by establishing an invariance principle under the anti-
holomorphic transformation (involution) of the triple

A = (Ȧ, Â, A) −→ −A∗ = (−Ȧ,−(Â)∗,−A).
Theorem F.2. Let Ȧ be a densely defined, closed symmetric operator with defi-

ciency indices (1, 1), A its self-adjoint extension and Â quasi-selfadjoint dissipative

extension of Ȧ.

Then the characteristic functions associated with the triples A = (Ȧ, Â, A) and

−A∗ = (−Ȧ,−(Â)∗,−A) are related as follows

(F.14) S−A∗(z) = SA(−z).
Proof. Let g± be normalized deficiency elements of Ȧ,

g± ∈ Ker((Ȧ)∗ ∓ I),

such that

g+ − g− ∈ Dom(A) and g+ − κg− ∈ Dom(Â).

Clearly,

g± ∈ Ker((−Ȧ)∗ ± I),

g− − g+ ∈ Dom(A) = Dom(−A),
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and

g− − κg+ ∈ Dom((Â)∗) = Dom((−Â)∗).
Hence, using Lemma E.4, one obtains

S−A∗(z) =
s(−Ȧ,−A)(z)− κ

κs(−Ȧ,−A)(z)− 1
=
s(Â, A)(−z)− κ

κs(Ȧ,A)(−z)− 1

= SA(−z).
The proof is complete. �

Appendix G. The operator coupling and the multiplication theorem

Introduce the class D0(H) of maximal dissipative densely defined operators Â in
the Hilbert space H of the form

Â = A+ itP,

where A = Re(Â) is a self-adjoint operator, t > 0, and P is a rank-one orthogonal
projection [4, 13, 68].

Introduce the concept of an operator coupling of two operators from the classes
D0(H1) and D0(H2).

Definition G.1. Suppose that Â1 ∈ D0(H1) and Â2 ∈ D0(H2) are maximal
dissipative operators acting in the Hilbert spaces H1 and H2, respectively.

We say that a maximal dissipative operator Â from the class D0(H1 ⊕ H2) is

an operator coupling of Â1 and Â2, in writing,

Â = Â1 ⊎ Â2,

if Â − (Â1 ⊕ Â2) is a rank-one operator, the Hilbert space H1 is invariant for Â,

and the restriction of Â on H1 coincides with the dissipative operator Â1. That is,

Dom(Â) ∩H1 = Dom(Â1)

and

Â|H1∩Dom(Â1)
= Â1.

Theorem G.2 (cf. [4, 12, 13, 73]). Let Â = Â1 ⊎ Â2 be an operator coupling of

two maximal dissipative operators Âk ∈ D0(Hk), k = 1, 2. Then the characteristic

function of an operator coupling Â1 ⊎ Â2 coincides with the product of the ones of

Â1 and Â2,

(G.1) SÂ1⊎Â2
(z) = SÂ1

(z) · SÂ2
(z), z ∈ C+.

Proof. Suppose that

Âk = Ak + i(·, gk)gk, k = 1, 2,

where Ak = A∗
k, gk ∈ Hk. Denote by Pk (k = 1, 2) the orthogonal projections

onto the subspaces Hk, respectively. From the definition of an operator coupling it
follows that

Â = Â1P1 + Â2P2 + (·, g̃)g
for some g, g̃ ∈ H1 ⊕H2 and that

ÂP1 = Â1P1.
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In particular,

(Â)∗P2 = (Â2)
∗P2

and therefore

(G.2) g̃ ∈ H2 and g ∈ H1.

First we show that

Im(Â) = (·, φ)φ,
where

(G.3) φ = (Θ1g1)⊕ (Θ2g2)

for some |Θk| = 1, k = 1, 2. Indeed, we have

(G.4) (·, g1)g1 + (·, g2)g2 +
1

2i
((·, g̃)g − (·, g)g̃) = (·, φ)φ.

Introducing

φk = Pkφ, k = 1, 2,

from (G.2) and (G.4) it follows that

|(gk, gk)| = |(gk, φ)| = |(gk, φk)|, k = 1, 2,

and then we get (G.3).
Rewrite the equality (G.4) one more time

(·, g1)g1 + (·, g2)g2 +
1

2i
((·, g̃)g − (·, g)g̃) = (·, (Θ1g1)⊕ (Θ2g2))(Θ1g1)⊕ (Θ2g2).

We get
1

2i
((·, g̃)g − (·, g)g̃) = Θ1Θ2(·, g1)g2 +Θ1Θ2(·, g2)g1

and therefore

(·, g̃)g = 2i(·, φ2)φ1.
In particular, we have that

Â = (A1 + i(·, φ1)φ1)P1 + (A2 + i(·, φ2)φ2)P2 + 2i(·, φ2)φ1,

Im(Â) = (·, (φ1 + φ2))(φ1 + φ2)

and we arrive at the definition of an operator coupling as presented in [14, eq.
(2.1)]. Literally repeating step by step the proof of the Multiplication Theorem
[13, Theorem 2.1] one justifies (G.1). �

Remark G.3. We remark that an operator coupling of two dissipative operators
from the classes D0(H1) and D0(H2) is not unique. In fact, we have shown that

an operator coupling Â1 ⊎ Â2 of two dissipative operators

Âk = Ak + i(·, gk)gk, k = 1, 2,

is necessarily of the form

(G.5) Â1 ⊎ Â2 = (A1 + i(·, g1)g1)P1 + (A2 + i(·, g2)g2)P2 + 2iΘ(·, g2)g1,
for some |Θ|=1. Moreover, for any choice of Θ such that |Θ| = 1 the right hand

side of (G.5) meets the requirements to be an operator coupling of Â1 and Â2.
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Recall that the class D(H) consists of all maximal dissipative unbounded densely

defined operators Â, (Â 6= (Â)∗), in the Hilbert space H such that

Ȧ = Â|Dom(Â)∩Dom((Â)∗)

is a densely defined symmetric operator with deficiency indices (1, 1) (see Appendix
F).

Definition G.4 ([78]). Suppose that Â1 ∈ D(H1) and Â2 ∈ D(H2). We say that

a Â ∈ D(H1 ⊕H2) is an operator coupling of Â1 and Â2, in writing,

Â = Â1 ⊎ Â2,

if

(i) the Hilbert space H1 is invariant for Â and the restriction of Â on H1

coincides with the dissipative operator Â1, that is,

Dom(Â) ∩H1 = Dom(Â1),

Â|H1∩Dom(Â1)
= Â1,

and

(ii) the symmetric operator Ȧ = Â|Dom(Â)∩Dom((Â)∗) has the property

Ȧ ⊂ Â1 ⊕ (Â2)
∗.

The corresponding multiplication theorem for the class D(H) can be formulated
as follows (see [78, Theorem 6.1, cf. Theorem 5.4]).

Theorem G.5. Suppose that Â = Â1 ⊎ Â2 is an operator coupling of two max-

imal dissipative operators Âk ∈ D(Hk), k = 1, 2. Denote by Ȧ, Ȧ1 and Ȧ2 the
corresponding symmetric operators with deficiency indices (1, 1), respectively. That
is,

Ȧ = Â|Dom(Â)∩Dom((Â)∗)

and

Ȧk = Âk|Dom(Âk)∩Dom((Âk)∗)
, k = 1, 2.

Then there exist self-adjoint reference operators A, A1, and A2, extending Ȧ, Ȧ1

and Ȧ2, respectively, such that

(G.6) S(Ȧ,Â1⊎Â2,A)(z) = S(Ȧ1,Â1,A1)
(z) · S(Ȧ2,Â2,A2)

(z), z ∈ C+.

Moreover, for any operator coupling Â of Â1 and Â2, the multiplication rule

(G.7) κ̂(Â) = κ̂(Â1) · κ̂(Â2)

holds. Here κ̂(·) stands for the absolute value of the von Neumann parameter of a
dissipative operator defined by (2.16).

Corollary G.6. Assume the hypotheses of Theorem G.5. Then the von Neumann
logarithmic potential ΓÂ(z) (see Definition 2.4) is an additive functional in the
sense that

ΓÂ1⊎Â2
(z) = ΓÂ1

(z) + ΓÂ2
(z), z ∈ ρÂ1

∩ ρÂ2
∩ ρÂ1⊎Â2

∩ C+.
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Appendix H. Stable Laws

Recall (see, e.g., [30, 43, 130]) that a distribution G (of a random variable) is
said to be stable, if a linear combination of two independent random variables with
this distribution has the same distribution, up to location and scale parameters.
That is, for any b1, b2 > 0, there exist a b > 0 and a ∈ R such that

G

(
x

b1

)
⋆ G

(
x

b2

)
= G

(
x− a

b

)
,

where ⋆ denotes the convolution of distributions (see [30, Ch. V.4]).
It turns out that a (non-degenerated) law G is stable if and only if the logarithm

of its characteristic function has the representation [130, Theorem B.2]

(H.1) log g(t) = σ

(
itγ − |t|α

(
1− iβ

t

|t|ω(t, α)
))

for some σ > 0, −∞ < γ <∞,

0 <α ≤ 2, (the index of stability)

−1 ≤β ≤ 1, (the skew parameter).(H.2)

Here

(H.3) ω(t, α) =

{
tan

(
π
2α
)
, α 6= 1,

− 2
π log |t|, α = 1.

The skew parameter β is irrelevant when α = 2.
Recall (see, e.g., [130]) that a distribution F is said to belong to the domain of

attraction of a law if there are constants An and Bn > 0 such that the following
non-zero limit

lim
n→∞

log [f(t/Bn)]
n eiAnt

exists, where f(t) is the characteristic function of the distribution F ,

f(t) =

∫

R

eitxdF (x).

In this case the limit coincides with the logarithm of a stable law (H.1) for an
appropriate choice of the parameters α, β, γ and σ.

Recall that a positive function h(x), defined for x ≥ 0, is said to be slowly varying
if, for all t > 0,

lim
x→∞

h(tx)

h(x)
= 1.

Also, by the Karamata theorem (see, e.g., [43, Appendix 1] for an exposition of
the Karamata theory), a slowly varying function h which is integrable on any finite
interval can be represented in the form

h(x) = c(x) exp

{∫ x

x0

ε(t)

t
dt

}
, x0 > 0,

where

lim
x→∞

c(x) = c 6= 0 and lim
x→∞

ε(x) = 0.

A key result in this area is the following Gnedenko-Kolmogorov limit theorem.
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Theorem H.1 ([43, Theorem 2.6.1]). A distribution F belongs to the domain of
attraction of a stable law (H.1) with exponent α, 0 < α ≤ 2, and parameters σ, β
and γ if and only if

1− F (x) =
c1 + o(1)

xα
h(x), x > 0(H.4)

F (x) =
c2 + o(1)

(−x)α h(−x), x < 0(H.5)

as |x| → ∞, where c1, c2 ≥ 0, c1 + c2 > 0 and h is slowly varying in the sense of
Karamata.

In this case,

(H.6) σ = (c1 + c2)d(α),

where

(H.7) d(α) =

{
Γ(1− α) cos

(
1
2πα

)
, α 6= 1

π
2 , α = 1

,

and

(H.8) β =
c1 − c2
c1 + c2

.

Remark H.2. The (tauberian type) relationship between the set of data (c1, c2, h)
and (α, β, γ, σ) referred to in Theorem H.1 (also see (H.2)) can be described as
follows: if a distribution F belongs to the domain of attraction of the stable law
(H.1), that is,

lim
n→∞

log [f(t/Bn)]
n
eiAnt = σ

(
itγ − |t|α + iβ

t

|t|ω(t, α)
)

for some constants An and Bn > 0, then (see, e.g., [43, Theorem 2.6.5])

log f(t) = iγ̃t− σ|t|αh(1/t)
(
1− iβ

t

|t|ω(t, α)
)
(1 + o(1)) as t→ 0,

where γ̃ is in general not necessarily the same as γ. Recall that in this case the
norming constants Bn necessarily satisfy the relation

lim
n→∞

nB−α
n h(Bn) = 1.

If in the hypothesis of Theorem H.1 the slowly varying function h(x) has the
property that lim

x→∞
h(x) = 1, then the scaling factors Bn can be given by

Bn = n1/α.

Under this hypothesis, the probability distribution F is said to belong to the domain
of normal attraction of a stable law. In particular, every stable law belongs to the
normal of its own normal attraction.
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