arXiv:2504.01000v1 [math-ph] 1 Apr 2025

A model and characterization of a class of symmetric semibounded operators

M. I. Belishev^∗, S. A. Simonov^†

Abstract

Let G be a Hilbert space and B(G ) the algebra of bounded operators, H = L_2([0, ∞); G ). An operator-valued function Q ∈ L_{∞,loc} ([0, ∞); B(G )) determines a multiplication operator in H by (Qy)(x) = Q(x)y(x), x ⩾ 0. We say that an operator L_0 in a Hilbert space is a Schrödinger type operator, if it is unitarily equivalent to −^{d2}_{dx2} + Q(x) on a relevant domain. The paper provides a characterization of a class of such operators. The characterization is given in terms of properties of an evolutionary dynamical system associated with L_0. It provides a way to construct a functional Schrödinger model of L_0.

About the paper

• Let G be a (separable) Hilbert space, B(G ) the algebra of bounded operators, H := L_2([0, ∞); G ). A locally bounded operator-valued function Q ∈ L_{∞,loc} ([0, ∞); B(G )) determines the operator of multiplication in H by the rule (Qy)(x) = Q(x)y(x), x ⩾ 0. We call an operator in a Hilbert space an Schrödinger type operator, if it is unitarily equivalent to a Schrödinger operator −^{d2}_{dx2} + Q(x) on a relevant domain in H . Our paper provides a characterization of a class of such operators. The characterization is given

∗St. Petersburg Department of Steklov Mathematical Institute of Russian Academy of Sciences, Fontanka 27, St. Petersburg, Russia, 191023; belishev@pdmi.ras.ru †St. Petersburg Department of Steklov Mathematical Institute of Russian Academy of Sciences, Fontanka 27, St. Petersburg, Russia, 191023; Alferov Academic University of the Russian Academy of Sciences, Khlopina 8/3, St. Petersburg, Russia; sergey.a.simonov@gmail.com

in terms of some properties of a dynamical system associated with these operators. It provides a way to construct a functional Schrödinger model of a Schrödinger type operator.

• The system used for constructing the model is a second-order evolutionary dynamical system. In many applications, it is governed by various versions of the (hyperbolic) wave equation, which motivates the terminology we use: waves, a wave model, wave subspaces, and so on.

The wave model owes its appearance to inverse problems of mathematical physics. There is an approach to inverse problems, the so-called Boundary Control method, based on their deep relations with control and system theories, functional analysis, operator theory. Its achievements include reconstruction of the Riemannian manifold from spectral and dynamical inverse data [3, 4, 11]. At some point it became clear that solving the problem by the BC-method is in fact equivalent to constructing a functional model of the operator that determines the evolution of a relevant dynamical system. Such a theoretical background is revealed and analyzed in [9, 11, 12].

The novelty and advantage of the wave model may be demonstrated by the following example. Assume that we are given the characteristic function (or the Weyl–Titchmarsh function) of a minimal Schrödinger operator L_0 = −^{d2}_{dx2} + q(x) in L_2([0, ∞)). Constructing traditional models (see, e. g., [18, 21, 20, 15, 16, 23, 25], we can realize L_0 as the multiplication operator by z ∈ Ω ⊂ C on holomorphic functions f(z), which take values in a relevant Hilbert space. At the same time, constructing the wave model, we get the operator −^{d2}_{dx2} + q(x) [8]. This clarifies usefulness of the wave model and its productivity in applications. However, of course, in contrast to known general models, the wave model is relevant for a narrower specific class of operators. In particular, the semi-boundedness (the positive definiteness) of L_0 is substantial.

• A rather short list of references to papers dealing with models is explained by the fact that we did not find any real predecessors of the wave model in the literature.

Operators and systems

• Let L_0 be a closed symmetric positive definite operator in a Hilbert space H with the defect indices 1 ⩽ n^{L0}_± ⩽ ∞. Let L be the extension of L_0 by Friedrichs, so that L_0 ⊂ L ⊂ L^∗_0 (1) holds. Let P be the projection in H onto K := Ker L^∗_0. From the assumptions, L^{−1} = (L^{−1})^∗ ∈ B(H ).

The operators Γ_1 := L^{−1}L^∗_0−I, Γ_2 := P L^∗_0, Dom Γ_{1,2} = Dom L^∗_0, Ran Γ_{1,2} = K , are called the boundary operators. The Green formula

(L^∗_0u, v) − (u, L^∗_0v) = (Γ_1u, Γ_2v) − (Γ_2u, Γ_1v), u, v ∈ Dom L^∗_0, holds. For operators in (1) one has L_0 = L^∗_0 ↾ [Ker Γ_1 ∩ Ker Γ_2] , L = L^∗_0 ↾ Ker Γ_1.

The well-known M. I. Vishik decompositions are Dom L^∗_0 = Dom L_0 ∔L^{−1}K ∔K = Dom L∔K , Dom L = Dom L_0 ∔L^{−1}K (see, e. g., [26, 6, 17]). The triple (K ; Γ_1, Γ_2) is an ordinary boundary triple for the operator L^∗_0 [17].

• Fix T > 0. The operator L_0 determines the dynamical system α^T of the form u^{′′}(t) + L^∗_0u(t) = 0 in H , t ∈ (0, T ), (2) u(0) = u^′(0) = 0 in H , (3) Γ_1u(t) = f(t) in K , t ∈ [0, T ], (4) where a K -valued function of time f = f(t) is a boundary control, u = u^f (t) is the solution (a wave). System theory attributes of α^T are as follows. 1. The outer space of controls is F^T := L_2([0, T ]; K ). The class of smooth controls Ḟ^T := {f ∈ C^∞([0, T ]; K ) | supp f ⊂ (0, T ]} is dense in F^T and satisfies d^p dt^p Ḟ T = Ḟ T , p = 1, 2, . . . . (5) For f ∈ Ḟ^T the classical solution u^f is unique and the relation u^f (t) ∈ Dom L^∗_0, t > 0, (6) holds. Representations

u^f (t) = −f(t) + L^{− 12} ∫_t 0 sin[(t − s)L^{12} ] f^{′′}(s) ds = −f(t) + ∫_t 0 cos[(t − s)L^{12} ] f^′(s) ds = −f(t) + L^{−1} ∫_t 0 ( I− cos[(t − s)L^{12} ] ) f^{′′′}(s) ds (7) for f ∈ Ḟ^T take place [6]. Here equalities are derived using integration by parts.

Since the operator L^∗_0 that governs the evolution of α^T does not depend on time, the equalities u^{−f ′′} (t) = −(u^f )^{′′ (} 2) = L^∗_0 u^f (t), t > 0, (8)

hold. The space F^T contains the extending family (a nest) of subspaces of delayed controls F^T_s := {f ∈ F | supp f ⊂ [T − s, T ]}}, s ∈ [0, T ]; here s is the time of action and T − s is the delay, so that F^T_0 = {0} and F^T_T = F^T holds. We put Ḟ^T_s := F^T_s ∩ Ḟ^T .

2. The inner space of states is H . It contains the nest of reachable sets U̇ s := {u^f (s) | f ∈ Ḟ T }, s ∈ [0, T ]; we call the elements of U̇^s the smooth waves. Note that the definition of U̇^s does not depend on T . The invariance (5) and relations (6), (8) lead to the equality L^∗_0 U̇^s = U̇^s, s ∈ [0, T ] .

We denote U^s := U̇^s and call it the wave subspace.

3. The control operator W^T : F^T → H , W^T f := u^f (T ), is defined on Ḟ T . It can be unbounded, but is always closable [5]. The second of the representations (7) shows that W^T can be extended from Ḟ^T to the Sobolev space F^T_1 := {f ∈ W^1_1 ([0, T ]; K ) | f(0) = 0} so that the extension is a bounded operator from F^T_1 to H . Closure of W^T is also denoted by W^T . We have U̇^T = W^T Ḟ^T and U^T = W^T Ḟ^T .

4. By the von Neumann theorem, the operator C^T := (W^T )^∗W^T is densely defined and positive (but not necessarily positive definite) in F^T , whereas its closure (also denoted by C^T ) satisfies C^T = (C^T )^∗ [13]. It connects the metrics of the outer and the inner spaces by the equalities

(C^T f, g)^T_F = (W^T f, W^T g)_H = (u^f (T ), u^g(T ))_H , f, g ∈ Dom C^T ,

and is called a connecting operator.

Operator parts

• The operator L̇^{∗ T}_0 := L^∗_0 ↾ U̇^T is densely defined in U^T and can also be defined by its graph

graph L̇^{∗ T}_0 = {(W^T f, −W^T f^{′′}) | f ∈ Ḟ^T }.

Introduce the total reachable set U̇ := span {U̇^T | T > 0} and note its invariance L^∗_0U̇ = U̇ . The subspace U := U̇ ⊂ H is called the total wave subspace.

Let G and G^′ ⊂ G be a Hilbert space and its (closed) subspace, let A be an operator in G . The subspace G^′ is called an invariant subspace of A, if

G^′ ∩ Dom A = G^′, A [G^′ ∩ Dom A] ⊂ G^′

holds [10]. The operator A_G ′ := A ↾ [G^′ ∩ Dom A] : G^′ → G^′ is called the part of A in G^′. The part is necessarily a closed operator.

The subspace G^′ splits the operator A, if the subspaces G^′ and G ⊖ G^′ are invariant for it. If additionally P_G ′ Dom A = Dom A ∩ G^′, then the subspace G^′ reduces the operator A. It is known that every symmetric non-self-adjoint operator has the smallest reducing subspace such that its part there is nonself-adjoint (the completely non-self-adjoint, or simple, part); the part of the operator in the orthogonal complement (which may be trivial) to that subspace is self-adjoint.

In [6], the following is shown.

Proposition 1. The subspace U reduces the symmetric operator L_0, and the part of L_{0U} is its completely non-self-adjoint part.

Hence, if L_0 is completely non-self-adjoint, then U = H .

Definition. The operators L^{∗ T}_0 := L̇^{∗ T}_0 and L^{∗ ∞}_0 := L^∗_0 ↾ U̇ are called the wave part of L^∗_0 for the time T and the wave part of L^∗_0, respectively.

The equality L^{∗ ∞}_0 = L^∗_{0U} is not guaranteed. Note that the case U^T = U and L^{∗ T}_0 = L^{∗ ∞}_0 = L^∗_{0U} for all T > 0 is possible, but is not interesting [5]. • Here we formulate the first of the conditions on the operator L_0, which provide a characterization of the class of Schrödinger type operators that we consider. We begin with an inspiring example of an invariant subspace.

Let G = L_2([0, ∞); C^n ); C^∞_c ((0, ∞); C^n ) ⊂ G is the class of smooth vector-functions compactly supported in (0, ∞). Assume that q = q(x) is a locally bounded Hermitian matrix-valued function such that the operator

S_0 := ( − d^2 dx^2 + q ) ↾ C^∞_c ((0, ∞); C^n )

is positive definite. Then from the results of [22] it follows that the adjoint of this operator acts by S^∗_0 = −^{d2}_{dx2} + q(x) on the domain

Dom S^∗_0 = {y ∈ L_2([0, ∞); C^n )∩H^2_{loc}([0, ∞); C^n ) | −y^{′′}+qy ∈ L_2([0, ∞); C^n )},

and the operator S_0 acts on the domain

Dom S_0 = {y ∈ Dom S^∗_0 | y(0) = y^′(0) = 0}

and is symmetric with defect indices n^{S0}_± = n. The subspaces G^{ab} := {y ∈ G | supp y ⊂ [a, b] ⊂ [0, ∞)}, 0 ⩽ a < b < ∞, are invariant for both S_0 and S^∗_0 . Moreover, in the case 0 < a < b < ∞ one has S_{0 G} ab = S^∗_{0 G ab} , so that the part S^∗_{0 G ab} is a symmetric operator. For 0 ⩽ a < b < ∞ we put

U^{ab} := U^b ⊖ U^a.

It turns out (see the next section) that the relations U^T = L_2([0, T ]; C^n ), U^{ab} = G^{ab}, and

Dom S^{∗ T}_0 = {y ∈ H^2([0, T ]; C^n ) | y(T ) = y^′(T ) = 0},

are valid, whereas U^{ab} is an invariant subspace for S^{∗ T}_0 and Dom S^{∗ T}_{0 U ab} = Dom S^∗_{0 G ab} hold.

• The following assumptions give a relevant abstract version of the Schrödinger operator properties mentioned above.

Condition 1. For every finite T > 0 and 0 ⩽ a < b ⩽ T , the subspace U^{ab} is an invariant subspace of the operator L^{∗ T}_0 . If 0 < a < b ⩽ T , then the part L^{∗ T}_{0 U ab} is a symmetric operator.

Regarding the first part of Condition 1, it is worth to note the following fact. If the subspace U^T is invariant for L^∗_0, then the wave part L^{∗ T}_0 and the part L^∗_{0 U T} (the space part, cf. [5]) are related as L^{∗ T}_0 ⊂ L^∗_{0 U T} , and their coincidence may not hold. However, the following is shown in [5]. By an isomorphism we mean a bounded and boundedly invertible operator.

Proposition 2. If W^T : F^T → U^T is an isomorphism, the subspace U^T is invariant for the operator L^∗_0 and the relation U^T ∩ K = {0} holds, then the equality L^{∗ T}_0 = L^∗_{0 U T} is valid.

It is possible that the second part of Condition 1 can be derived from general properties of the system α^T : a close statement is established in [5], Lemma 9.

The diagonal

• Let F and H be two Hilbert spaces and f = {F_s}_{0⩽s⩽T} be a nest of subspaces in F obeying {0} = F_0 ⊂ F_s ⊂ F_s′ ⊂ F_T = F , s < s^′. Let X_s be the projection in F onto F_s. For a bounded operator A : F → H by P_s we denote the projection in H onto AF_s. Choose a partition Ξ = {s_k}^N_{k=0} : 0 = s_0 < s_1 < · · · < s_N = T of [0, T ] of the range r^Ξ := max_{k=1,...,N}(s_k − s_{k−1}). Denote ΔX_k := X_{sk} − X_{sk−1} , ΔP_k := P_{sk} − P_{sk−1} and put

D^Ξ_A := N∑ k=1 ΔP_k A ΔX_k. (9)

The operator D_A : F → H , D_A = w - lim_{rΞ→0} D^Ξ_A =: ∫ [0,T ] dPs A dXs is called the diagonal of A with respect to the nest f. Not every isomorphism possesses a diagonal (A. B. Pushnitskii, [7]).

If it exists, the diagonal intertwines the projections: P_sD_A = D_AX_s holds for all s. The representation D^∗_A = ∫ [0,T ] dXs A ∗ dP_s is valid. Construction of the diagonal generalizes the classical triangular truncation integral by M. S. Brodskii and M. G. Krein [14, 19, 1, 12].

• For the system α^T take the nest f^T = {F^T_s }_{0⩽s⩽T} ; let X^T_s and P_s be the projections in F^T onto F^T_s and in U^T onto U^s, respectively. The following assumption on the control operator is in fact an assumption imposed implicitly on the operator L_0, which determines the system (2)–(4).

Condition 2. For every T > 0 the operator W^T : F^T → U^T is bounded and injective. It possesses the diagonal D_W T = ∫ [0,T ] dPs W T dX^T_s obeying Ker D_W T = {0} and Ran D_W T = U^T .

By terminology of [12], W^T is a strongly regular operator.

This condition is inspired by applications to inverse problems [1, 4]. Under such assumptions, the following is proved in [12].

The connecting operator C^T = (W^T )^∗W^T admits a triangular factorization in F^T of the form C^T = (V^T )^∗V^T with

V^T := Φ_D∗_{W T} W^T

obeying V^T F^T_s = F^T_s , s ∈ [0, T ], where Φ_D∗_{W T} : U^T → F^T is the unitary factor in the polar decomposition D^∗_{W T} = Φ_D∗_{W T} |D^∗_{W T} |. If W^T is an isomorphism, then the operator V^T is also an isomorphism. The representation

V^T = Φ_D∗√_{CT} √ C^T (10)

holds, where √ C^T is the positive square root of C^T .

• The diagonal realizes the spectral theorem for the eikonal operator E^T := ∫ [0,T ] s dPs, which is self-adjoint and positive in U

T : the relation

Ê^T := Φ_{D∗W T} E^T (Φ_{D∗W T} )^∗ = ∫ [0,T ] s dX^T_s = T I− t̂ (11) holds, where I is the identity operator in F^T and t̂ is the multiplication by the variable t (the time): (t̂f)(t) = tf(t), 0 ⩽ t ⩽ T , [12].

Models • Introduce the model space Ũ := L_2([0, ∞); K ) of K -valued functions y = y(τ), τ > 0, and its subspaces Ũ^T := {y ∈ Ũ | supp y ⊂ [0, T ]} = L_2([0, T ]; K ). We use the auxiliary operators Y^T : F^T → F^T , (Y^T f)(t) := f(T − t), 0 ⩽ t ⩽ T and Ỹ^T : F^T → Ũ^T , (Ỹ^T f)(τ) := f(T − τ), 0 ⩽ τ ⩽ T . Define the model control operator W̃^T : F^T → Ũ^T ,

W̃^T := Ỹ^T V^T Y^T = Φ^T W^T Y^T

with the unitary (under Condition 2) map Φ^T := Ỹ^T Φ_D∗_{W T} from U^T to Ũ^T . According to the results of [12], the families {W̃^T }_{T >0} and {Φ^T }_{T >0} possess the property

W̃^T = W̃^{T ′} ↾ F^T , Φ^T = Φ^{T ′} ↾ U^T , T < T^′.

Moreover, there exists a unitary operator Φ : U → Ũ (the so-called global orthogonalizer) such that Φ^T = Φ ↾ U^T , T > 0 holds.

The wave part of the operator L^∗_0 and all its parts are transferred to the model space Ũ : operators L̃^∗_{0U} := ΦL^∗_{0U} Φ^∗, L̃^{∗ T}_0 := ΦL^{∗ T}_0 Φ^∗.

are regarded as models of L^∗_{0U} and L^{∗ T}_0 , respectively. The following assumption is imposed on smoothness of functions from Dom L̃^{∗ T}_0 = ΦDom L^{∗ T}_0 . Condition 3. For every T > 0 the inclusion Dom L̃^{∗ T}_0 ⊂ H^2([0, T ]; K ) holds.

By the latter, the operator

Q^T := L̃^{∗ T}_0 + d^2 dτ^2 in Ũ^T is defined on Dom L̃^{∗ T}_0 .

Condition 4. For every T > 0 the operator Q^T is bounded. • The conditions accepted above are motivated by the following result. Lemma 1. Under Conditions 1–4 there exists an operator-valued function q ∈ L_{∞,loc}([0, ∞); B(K )) such that q(τ) = q^∗(τ) holds for every τ ⩾ 0, and for every T > 0, y ∈ L_2([0, T ]; K ) one has (Q^T y)(τ) = q(τ)y(τ), τ ∈ [0, T ]. In other words, Q^T is a self-adjoint decomposable operator in Ũ^T = L_2([0, T ]; K ).

Proof. Let 0 < a < b < T and Ũ^{ab} := ΦU^{ab} = Φ(U^b ⊖ U^a) = (ΦU^b) ⊖ (ΦU^a) = Ũ^b ⊖ Ũ^a = L_2([a, b]; K ). Consider the linear set

Ũ^{ab}_m := Dom L̃^{∗ T}_0 ∩ Ũ^{ab} ⊂ H^2([0, T ]; K ) ∩ L_2([a, b]; K ).

For every y ∈ Ũ^{ab}_m one has y(a) = y^′(a) = y(b) = y^′(b) = 0, so Ũ^{ab}_m ⊂ H̊ 2([a, b]; K ). Owing to Condition 1 and the unitarity of Φ, Ũ ab_m = Φ(Dom L∗ T_0 ∩ U^{ab}) is dense in Ũ^{ab}, hence the operator^{d2}_{dτ 2} ↾ Ũ^{ab}_m is symmetric in Ũ^{ab}.

By the same Condition 1, the restriction L̃^{∗ T}_0 ↾ Ũ^{ab}_m = L̃^{∗ T}_{0U ab} = Φ(L^{∗ T}_{0U ab} )Φ^∗ is also symmetric in Ũ^{ab}, and hence such is Q^T ↾ Ũ^{ab}_m . The linear span of Ũ ab_m over all a, b such that 0 < a < b < T is dense in Ũ T , therefore QT is a bounded self-adjoint operator.

Let us show that the subspaces Ũ^{ab}, 0 ⩽ a < b ⩽ T , reduce the operator Q^T . From the invariance of U^{ab} for L^{∗ T}_0 and the unitarity of Φ it follows that for every y ∈ Ũ^{ab}_m one has L̃^{∗ T}_0 y ∈ Ũ^{ab}; besides that clearly y^{′′} ∈ Ũ^{ab}. Therefore Q^T Ũ^{ab}_m ⊂ Ũ^{ab}, and hence Q^T Ũ^{ab} ⊂ Ũ^{ab}. Since Q^T is self-adjoint, this means that the subspace Ũ^{ab} is reducing for Q^T . We have shown that Q^T P~_U ab = P~_U ab Q^T for 0 < a < b < T . This equality can be extended to the case 0 ⩽ a < b ⩽ T by taking a limit in the sense of strong operator convergence.

Consider the space Ũ^T = L_2([0, T ]; K ) as a direct integral of Hilbert spaces K , i. e., Ũ^T = ⊕ ∫ [0,T ] K dτ. The projection-valued measure d

P̃_τ ,

where P̃_τ := P~_U τ , is the spectral measure of the operator [τ] of multiplication by the independent variable in this space. By [13, Theorem 7.2.3], commutation Q^T P̃ (δ) = P̃ (δ)Q^T (12)

for every Borel set δ implies decomposability of Q^T : there exists an operatorvalued function q^T ∈ L_∞([0, T ]; B(K )) such that (Q^T y)(τ) = q^T (τ)y(τ) for a. e. τ ∈ [0, T ] and ‖q^T ‖_{L∞([0,T ];B(K ))} = ‖Q^T ‖_{B(}~_U T_). One can show that since the measure in the direct integral is the Lebesgue measure, the condition (12) can be checked only for intervals δ = (a, b), 0 ⩽ a < b ⩽ T , and it holds for intervals in our case. The property of the family of operators Q^T , Q^T = Q^{T ′} ↾ Ũ^T , T^′ > T, implies that q^T = q^{T ′} ↾ [0, T ], T^′ > T, which means that there exists a function q ∈ L_{∞,loc}([0, ∞); B(K )) such that q^T = q ↾ [0, T ] for every T > 0.

As a result, we conclude that the model of the wave part L^{∗ T}_0 has the form L̃^{∗ T}_0 = −^{d2}_{dτ 2} + q(τ), i. e., is a Schrödinger operator on some domain in L_2([0, T ]; K ). Moreover, the construction of the model provides an efficient way to realize L^{∗ T}_0 in such a form. To this end, it suffices to have the connecting operator C^T , to provide its factorization C^T = (V^T )^∗V^T , determine

W̃ T and then to find the model L̃∗ T_0 via its graph

graph L̃^{∗ T}_0 = {(W̃^T f, −W̃^T f^{′′}) | f ∈ Ḟ^T }.

A remarkable fact is that in actual applications the inverse data determine the connecting operator. The latter enables one to recover the ‘potential’ q from the data. We may call the operators L̃^{∗ T}_0 , T > 0, the local wave models of the operator L^∗_0.

• For 0 < T < T^′ we evidently have L̃^{∗ T}_0 ⊂ L̃^{∗ T ′}_0 ⊂ L̃^{∗ ∞}_0 . Sending T to the infinity, we obtain an extending family of operators and determine the operator L̃^{∗ ∞}_0 ↾ span_{T >0}Dom L̃^{∗ T}_0 which, after taking the closure, becomes L̃∗ ∞_0 , the model of the wave part of L∗_0. By construction, this model is a Schrödinger operator of the form −^{d2}_{dτ 2} + q(τ) acting on a certain domain. With this differential expression we associate two ‘standard’ Schrödinger operators, defined by their domains: the minimal S^q_{min} acting on

Dom S^q_{min} := Dom ([ − d^2 dτ^2 + q ] ↾ C^∞_c ((0, ∞); K ) ) , and the maximal S^q_{max} acting on

Dom S^q_{max} := {y ∈ L_2([0, ∞); K )∩H^2_{loc}([0, ∞); K ) | −y^{′′}+qy ∈ L_2([0, ∞); K )}.

The model of the wave part L̃^{∗ ∞}_0 acts on the domain which is contained in Dom S^q_{max}, but may be smaller. We arrive at the following result.

Lemma 2. Let a closed symmetric positive definite operator L_0 be such that Conditions 1–4 hold. Then the wave part L^{∗ ∞}_0 of its adjoint is unitarily equivalent to a Schrödinger operator.

Assume in addition that L_0 is a completely non-self-adjoint operator. Then by Proposition 1 we have U = H , so that L^{∗ ∞}_0 is a densely defined closed Schrödinger type operator. It is not automatically true that its adjoint (L^{∗ ∞}_0 )^∗ is also a Schrödinger type operator, unless we impose one more condition.

Condition 5. The relation L^{∗ ∞}_0 = L^∗_0 holds.

This implies complete non-self-adjointness of L_0, since it means that H ⊖ U = {0}. Moreover, then L_0 = (L^{∗ ∞}_0 )^∗ ⊂ L^{∗ ∞}_0 , and hence L_0 is also a Schrödinger type operator, so we conclude the following.

Theorem 1. If a closed symmetric positive definite operator L_0 satisfies Conditions 1–5 then its adjoint L^∗_0 is unitarily equivalent to a Schrödinger operator −^{d2}_{dτ 2} + q(τ) in L^2([0, ∞); K ), which is an extension of S^q_{min} and a restriction of S^q_{max}, with an Hermitian operator-valued potential q from the class L_{∞,loc}([0, ∞); B(K )).

• The situation becomes significantly simpler, if the defect indices of the operator L^∗_0 are finite. In this case the operator-valued potential becomes equivalent to a matrix-valued one, and for matrix Schrödinger operators an analog of the Povzner–Wienholtz theorem holds [22], which states that positive definiteness of the minimal operator implies that its defect indices n^{Sqmin}_± , which generically could range from 0 to 2n, are in fact equal to n. This means that the defect is related to the boundary condition at τ = 0 and that the maximal and the minimal operators share the same (absent) boundary condition at infinity. This leads to the following result. Below M^n_C denotes square matrices of size n with complex entries.

Theorem 2. A closed symmetric positive definite operator L_0 with finite defect indices satisfying Conditions 1–5 is unitarily equivalent to a minimal Schrödinger operator S^q_{min} = −^{d2}_{dτ 2} + q(τ) with an Hermitian matrix-valued potential q ∈ L_{∞,loc}([0, ∞); M^n_C ).

Proof. The situation of Theorem 1 can be immediately reduced from the K -valued L_2 space to the C^n -valued one by picking an orthonormal base k̂_1, ..., k̂_n in K and taking the unitary transform

L_2([0, ∞); K ) ∋ y(·) → ŷ(·) = ((y(·), k̂_i)_H )^n_{i=1} ∈ L_2([0, ∞); C^n ).

The resulting operator L̂^∗_0 = L̂^{∗ ∞}_0 acts as −^{d2}_{dτ 2} + q̂(τ) with a matrix-valued locally bounded potential q̂ on some domain contained in Dom S^{q̂}_{max}. It is known that S^{q̂}_{max} = (S^{q̂}_{min})^∗, thus one has

S^{q̂}_{min} ⊂ L̂_0 ⊂ L̂^∗_0 ⊂ S^{q̂}_{max}.

The defect indices of the operators S^{q̂}_{min} and L̂_0 coincide, which means that these operators are the same, and one can take q̂ as q from the statement of the theorem.

• In the light of the spectral theorem, the unitary operator Φ : U → Ũ that provides the wave models to L^∗_0 and L_0, is a Fourier transform, which diagonalizes the eikonal operator E := ∫ [0,∞) t dPt by transferring it to the

operator of multiplication by independent variable: Ẽ := ΦEΦ^∗ = τ̂ in Ũ , see (11). Such a transform is not unique, but constructing the model based on factorization (10), we select a canonical one. From the fact that Ẽ = τ̂ we conclude that under Conditions 1–4 the eikonal E has the spectrum σ(E) = σ_{ac}(E) = [0, ∞) of constant multiplicity dim K .

Characterization • In what follows we deal with an operator L_0 which satisfies the assumptions of Theorem 2. It turns out that in such a case a characterization takes place. Theorem 3. Let L_0 be a closed symmetric positive definite operator with finite defect indices. Then L_0 is unitarily equivalent to a minimal Schrödinger operator, if and only if it satisfies Conditions 1–5.

Sufficiency of these conditions is already shown by Theorem 2. To prove necessity, it remains to show that a minimal matrix Schrödinger operator does satisfy Conditions 1–5. Indeed, then for an operator which is unitarily equivalent to such an operator, these conditions are fulfilled automatically in view of their invariant character.

• In the space H = L_2([0, ∞); C^n ) consider the minimal Schrödinger operator S_0 := S^q_{min} = [ − d^2 dx^2 + q ] ↾ C^∞_c ((0, ∞); C^n ) ,

where q = q(x) is a locally bounded Hermitian M^n_C - valued function. Lemma 3. If the operator S_0 is positive definite, then it satisfies Conditions 1–5.

Proof. 1. The following are well-known facts about S_0.

∗ Assuming that S_0 is positive definite, we denote by S its Friedrichs extension. The following relations hold by virtue of the Povzner–Wienholz theorem [22]:

Dom S^∗_0 = {y ∈ L_2([0, ∞); C^n ) ∩ H^2_{loc}([0, ∞); C^n ) | − y^{′′} + qy ∈ L_2([0, ∞); C^n )}; Dom S_0 = {y ∈ Dom S^∗_0 | y(0) = y^′(0) = 0}; Dom S = {y ∈ Dom S^∗_0 | y(0) = 0};

K = Ker S^∗_0 = {y ∈ Dom S^∗_0 | − y^{′′} + qy = 0}, n^{S0}_± = dim K = n.

∗ The M. I. Vishik decomposition

Dom S^∗_0 = Dom S_0 ∔ S^{−1}K ∔ K = Dom S ∔ K

of y ∈ Dom S^∗_0 is

y = y_0 + L^{−1}g + h; y_0 ∈ Dom S_0, g, h ∈ K ,

and we have [26, 17] Γ_1y = −h, Γ_2y = g. (13) Since dim K = n, there exist exactly n linearly independent C^n -valued solutions of the equation −y^{′′} +qy = 0 which belong to L_2([0, ∞); C^n ). Take them as columns to form the matrix K. It is a matrix-valued square summable solution of the same equation. The matrix K(0) is non-degenerate: if it were degenerate, there would exist a zero non-trivial linear combination of its columns, and hence an element y ∈ K with y(0) = 0. That would mean that y ∈ Dom S, which is impossible owing to the Vishik’s decomposition, since Dom S ∩ K = {0}. One can multiply K by K^{−1}(0) and assume that K(0) = I from the beginning. Let K_1 := S^{−1}K in the sense that each column of K_1 is obtained by applying S^{−1} to the corresponding column of K as a vector-valued solution as an element of L_2([0, ∞); C^n ). Since each column of K_1 belongs to Dom S, it should vanish at x = 0. One has g(x) = K(x)c, h(x) = K(x)d (14) with some constants c, d ∈ C^n . To find them, we use the fact that y_0 ∈ Dom S_0, so y_0(0) = 0 and y^′_0(0) = 0. This can be written as

y_0(0) = y(0) − d = 0; y^′_0(0) = y^′(0) − K^′_1(0)c − K^′(0)d = 0.

Then d = y(0), and the second equality implies

c = (K^′_1)^{−1}(0)[y^′(0) − K^′(0)y(0)].

The matrix K^′_1(0) is non-degenerate for similar reasons to why K(0) is: otherwise there would exist a vector y ∈ K such that S^{−1}y ∈ Dom S_0, but Dom S_0 ∩ S^{−1}K = {0}. Substituting c and d to the relations (14) and (13), we get

Γ_1y = −K(x)y(0), (15) Γ_2y = K(x)(K^′_1)^{−1}(0) [y^′(0) − K^′(0)y(0)] .

2. Consider the dynamical system with boundary control α^T for S. ∗ Taking into account (15), one can rewrite the system (2)–(4) in the form u_{tt} − u_{xx} + q(x)u = 0, x > 0, 0 < t < T ; (16) u|_{t=0} = u_t|_{t=0} = 0, x ⩾ 0; (17) − Ku |_{x=0}= f(t), 0 ⩽ t ⩽ T. (18) Here the corresponding inner and outer spaces are H = L_2([0, ∞); C^n ) and F^T = L_2([0, T ]; K ), the solution u^f (x, t) as function of x is supposed to be from Dom S^∗_0 and the differentiation in t is understood in the sense of differentiating of an H -valued function.

One can parametrize f(x, t) = −K(x)f_v(t) with a vector-valued function f_v ∈ F^T_v := L_2([0, T ]; C^n ). Define the maps λ : C^n → K , λ : v → −K(·)v, and Λ : L_2([0, ∞); C^n ) → L_2([0, ∞); K ), (Λf_v)(t) = λ(f_v(t)), t ∈ [0, ∞),

as well as its restrictions Λ^T : L_2([0, T ]; C^n ) → L_2([0, T ]; K ), T > 0. Then the system (16)–(18) becomes u_{tt} − u_{xx} + q(x)u = 0, x > 0, 0 < t < T ; (19) u|_{t=0} = u_t|_{t=0} = 0, x ⩾ 0; (20) u |_{x=0}= f_v(t), 0 ⩽ t ⩽ T, (21)

where f_v = (Λ^T )^{−1}f and the derivative with respect to the variable t is understood in the same way. An analog of the control operator for the system (19)–(21) can be defined by the equality

(W^T_v f_v)(·) = u^{fv} (·, T ), f_v ∈ F^T_v .

In [24] this situation is considered in detail and it is shown that the solution u^{fv} has the following representation:

u^{fv} (x, t) = f_v(t − x) + ∫_t x w(x, s)f_v(t − s) ds, x ⩾ 0, 0 ⩽ t ⩽ T, (22) which holds under the agreement that f_v|_{t<0} ≡ 0. Here w is a continuous matrix-valued kernel which obeys w(0, ·) ≡ 0. Clearly one has

W^T = W^T_v (Λ^T )^{−1}.

∗ Let Y^T_v denote the reflection operator in L_2([0, T ]; C^n ), (Y^T_v f_v)(x) := f_v(T − x), x ⩾ 0. Then the operator W^T_v Y^T_v − I is a Volterra integral operator in L_2([0, T ]; C^n ), and W^T_v Y^T_v is an isomorphism. Therefore W^T_v is also an isomorphism of L_2([0, T ]; C^n ). The linear set

Ḟ T_v := (ΛT )−1Ḟ T = {f_v ∈ C∞([0, T ]; C n ) | supp f_v ⊂ (0, T ]}

is dense in F^T_v and one has U̇^T = W^T_v Ḟ^T_v . Consequently, U̇^T = W^T_v Ḟ^T_v = W^T_v L_2([0, T ]; C^n ) = L_2([0, T ]; C^n ),

U^T = L_2([0, T ]; C^n ),

and the control operators W^T_v : F^T_v → U^T and W^T : F^T → U^T are isomorphisms.

One can show [24, Theorem 3] that W^T_v is also an isomorphism of H^2([0, T ]; C^n ). This means that

Dom S^{∗ T}_0 = U̇^{T S} ∗ 0 = U̇^{T H} 2 = W^T_v Ḟ^T_v^H 2 = W^T_v Ḟ^T_v^H 2 = W^T_v ({f_v ∈ H^2([0, T ]; C^n ) | f_v(0) = f^′_v(0) = 0}) = {y ∈ H^2([0, T ]; C^n ) | ((W^T_v )^{−1}y)(0) = ((W^T_v )^{−1}y)^′(0) = 0}.

It is easy to see from (22) that conditions f_v(0) = f^′_v(0) = 0 are equivalent to y(T ) = y^′(T ) = 0. We conclude that

Dom S^{∗ T}_0 = {y ∈ H^2([0, T ]; C^n ) | y(T ) = y^′(T ) = 0}. (23)

One can check now that Condition 1 is satisfied for S^∗_0 . Indeed, for a, b ∈ [0, T ] such that 0 ⩽ a < b ⩽ T one has

Dom S^{∗ T}_0 ∩ U^{ab} = {y ∈ H^2([0, T ]; C^n ) | supp y ⊂ [a, b], y(T ) = y^′(T ) = 0}.

This linear set is dense in U^{ab}, and clearly S^{∗ T}_0 (Dom S^{∗ T}_0 ∩ U^{ab}) ⊂ U^{ab}. Therefore U^{ab} is an invariant subspace of S^{∗ T}_0 . Moreover, if 0 < a < b ⩽ T , then Dom S^{∗ T}_0 ∩ U^{ab} = H̊^2([a, b]; C^n ),

and for y ∈ Dom S^{∗ T}_0 ∩U^{ab} integrating by parts gives (S^{∗ T}_0 y, y)_H = ∫_b a (‖y^′‖^2+ (qy, y)) ∈ R. Hence the part S^{∗ T}_{0 U} ab is symmetric, which means that Condition 1 is satisfied.

∗ Condition 5 can also be checked now. We see that Dom S^{∗ ∞}_0 contains Dom S^{∗ T}_0 for all T > 0, and hence contains C^∞_c ([0, ∞); C^n ). The closure of the restriction S^∗_0 ↾ C^∞_c ([0, ∞); C^n ), on the one hand, is contained in S^{∗ ∞}_0 and, on the other, coincides with the maximal operator which is S^∗_0 (this follows from the Povzner–Wienholtz theorem). Therefore S^{∗ ∞}_0 = S^∗_0 . 3. Consider the diagonal construction.

∗ Choose a partition Ξ of [0, T ] of a sufficiently small range δ and recall that X^T_s cuts off controls to the segment [T − s, T ]. Take any f_v ∈ F^T_v with f = Λ^T f_v ∈ F^T and compose the sums (9) for the operators W^T and W^T_v :

D^Ξ_W T f = N∑ k=0 ΔP^T_k W^T ΔX^T_k f = N∑ k=0 ΔP^T_k W^T_v (Λ^T )^{−1}ΔX^T_k Λ^T ΔX^T_{vk} f_v

= N∑ k=0 ΔP^T_k W^T_v ΔX^T_{vk} f_v = D^Ξ_W T_v f_v,

where {X^T_{vs} }_{0⩽s⩽T} is the nest of projections in F^T_v on F^T_{vs} = (Λ^T )^{−1}F^T_s and ΔX^T_{vk} := X^T_{vsk} − X^T_{vsk−1} = (Λ^T )^{−1}ΔX^T_k Λ^T . Thus the sums always converge simultaneously and we can show the existence of the diagonal of W^T_v with respect to the nest {F^T_{vs} }_{0⩽s⩽T} . It also follows that if the diagonals exist, they are related by D_W T = D_W T_v (Λ^T )^{−1}.

Consider the k-th summand. Taking into account the fact that ΔP^T_k cuts off functions to the segment [s_{k−1}, s_k] and ΔX^T_{vk} to the segment [T − s_k, T − s_{k−1}], by the representation (22) one has

(ΔP^T_k W^T_v ΔX^T_{vk} f_v)(x) = { f_v(T − x) + ∫_{sk} x w(x, s)f_v(T − s)ds, x ∈ [s_{k−1}, s_k], 0, x ∈ [0, T ]\[s_{k−1}, s_k]. Denote w_k(x) := ∫_{sk} x w(x, s)f_v(T − s)ds, x ∈ [s_{k−1}, s_k], k = 1, ..., n, and ω := max_{{(x,t)|t∈[0,T ],x∈[0,t]}} ‖w(x, t)‖^2_M n_C . Estimates give: ‖w_k‖^2_{L2([sk−1,sk];C} n_) ⩽ ω^2 ∫_{sk} s_{k−1} (∫_{sk} x ‖f_v(T − s)‖_C n ds )_2 dx ⩽ δω (∫_{T −sk−1} T −s_k ‖f_v‖_C n )_2 ⩽ δ^2ω ∫_{T −sk−1} T −s_k ‖f_v‖^2_C n .

Then

‖D^Ξ_W T_v f_v(·) − f_v(T − ·)‖^2_H = N∑ k=0 ‖ω_k‖^2_{L2([sk−1,sk];C} n_) ⩽ δ^2ω‖f_v‖^2_F T_v .

As a result we conclude that the sums converge as δ → 0+ in norm, i. e., the diagonal D_W T_v = ∫ [0,T ] dPsW T v dX^T_{vs} ds converges in the strong sense and acts from F^T_v to H by the rule (D_W T_v f_v)(x) = f_v(T − x), x ∈ [0, T ].

As we mentioned above, the diagonal D_W T = D_W T_v (Λ^T )^{−1} also exists and is an isomorphism of F^T and U^T , because clearly both Λ^T and D_W T_v are isomorphisms. Thus Condition 2 is satisfied. A remarkable fact is that the diagonal D_W T_v does not depend on q.

4. To check Condition 3 we need to find Dom S̃^{∗ T}_0 = Φ^T Dom S^{∗ T}_0 , where Φ^T = Ỹ^T Φ_D∗_{W T} . Since the operators (Λ^T )^{−1} and D_W T_v commute, one has |D^∗_W T |^2 = D_W T D^∗_W T = D_W T_v (Λ^T )^{−1}((Λ^T )^{−1})^∗D^∗_W T_v = ((Λ^T )^∗Λ^T )^{−1} = [(λ^∗λ)^{−1}], where [·] denotes the operator of multiplication by the constant matrix (λ^∗λ)^{−1}. For f = λf_v, g = λg_v one has

(λ^∗λf_v, g_v)_C n = (λf_v, λg_v)_K = (Kf_v, Kg_v)_H = n∑ i,j=1 f^i_vg^j_v(k_i, k_j)_H = (G_K f_v, g_v)_C n ,

where G_K is the Gram matrix of the system of vectors k_1(x), ..., k_n(x), which are the columns of the matrix K(x), (G_K )_{ij} = (k_i, k_j)_H . Therefore λ^∗λ = G_K and |D^∗_{W T} | = [G^{− 12}_K ]. Then, since (λ^{−1})^∗ = λG^{−1}_K ,

Φ_D∗_{W T} = D^∗_W T (|D^∗_W T |)^{−1} = [(λ^{−1})^∗]D^∗_W T_v [G^{12}_K ] = [λG^{−1}_K ]D^∗W^T_v with the same meaning of [·] as a ‘pointwise’ constant operator, and Φ^T = Ỹ^T Φ_D∗_{W T} = Ỹ^T [λG^{−1}_K ]D^∗_W T_v = [λG^{− 12}_K ]

(which is indeed a unitary operator from F^T_v to F^T ), because both Ỹ^T and D^∗_{W Tv} act as reflection operators. Since λG^{− 12}_K is an isomorphism of C^n and K , it follows from (23) that

Φ^T Dom S^{∗ T}_0 = {ũ ∈ H^2([0, T ]; K ) | ũ(T ) = ũ^′(T ) = 0},

which shows that Condition 3 is satisfied. 5. Consider

Q^T = Φ^T S^{∗ T}_0 (Φ^T )^∗ + d^2 dτ^2 = [λG^{− 12}_K ] ( − d^2 dτ^2 + [q(τ)] ) [G^{12}_K λ^{−1}] + d^2 dτ^2 = [λG^{− 12}_K q(τ)G^{12}_K λ^{−1}].

The operator λG^{− 12}_K q(τ)G^{12}_K λ^{−1} is bounded in K (for a. e. τ) and

‖Q^T (τ)‖_{B(K )} ⩽ ‖λ‖_{B(C} n_{,K )}‖λ^{−1}‖_{B(K ,C} n_)‖G^{− 12}_K ‖_M n_C ‖G^{12}_K ‖_M n_C ‖q(τ)‖_M n_C .

It follows that Q^T ∈ L_∞([0, T ]; B(K )), which means that Condition 4 is satisfied.

We have shown that Conditions 1–5 hold for S_0 and for any symmetric operator unitarily equivalent to S_0, hence the proof is complete.

Comments

• In applications, constructing a Schrödinger model of an operator provides a way for solving inverse problems. For a wide class of problems the connecting operator C^T is determined by the inverse data [1, 2, 3]. Owing to this, given appropriate inverse data, it is possible to realize triangular factorization (10) and perform a procedure that produces the model L̃_0 and thus determines the ‘potential’ Q. In view of the invariant character of the wave model construction, the appropriate data can be anything which determines the operator L_0 up to unitary equivalence. For instance, the characteristic function of L_0 is a valid data.

• The local boundedness of Q is typical for one-dimensional inverse problems, whereas the case of unbounded Q corresponds to multidimensional settings. To generalize the above scheme to this case would be an interesting and important task. However, the necessity in Theorem 3 may be a dificult matter.

• Not much is said in the paper about the eikonal operator E, which in essence is a background for the wave model. To construct the latter, we determine E via the systems α^T , T > 0, and diagonalize it by the Fourier transform associated with diagonals of operators W^T , which control the wave propagation in α^T .

References

[1] M. I. Belishev. Boundary control in reconstruction of manifolds and metrics (the BC method). Inverse Problems, 13(5): R1–R45, 1997.

[2] M. I. Belishev. Dynamical systems with boundary control: models and characterization of inverse data. Inverse Problems, 17: 659–682, 2001.

[3] M. I. Belishev. Boundary Control and tomography of Riemannian manifolds. Russian Mathematical Surveys, 72(4): 581–644, 2017. DOI:10.4213/rm 9768

[4] M. I. Belishev. New notions and constructions of the Boundary Control method. Inverse Problems and Imaging, 16(6): 1447–1471, 2022. DOI:10.3934/ipi.2022040

[5] M. I. Belishev. Wave propagation in abstract dynamical system with boundary control. Zapiski Nauch. Semin. POMI, 521: 8–32, 2023. (in Russian)

[6] M. I. Belishev, M. N. Demchenko. Dynamical system with boundary control associated with a symmetric semibounded operator. Journal of Mathematical Sciences, 194(1): 8–20, 2013. DOI:10.1007/s10958-013- 1501-8

[7] M. I. Belishev, A. B. Pushnitskii. On triangular factorization of positive operators. Zapiski Nauch. Semin. POMI, 239: 45–60, 1997. (in Russian)

[8] M. I. Belishev, S. A. Simonov. Wave model of the Sturm–Liouville operator on the half-line. St. Petersburg Mathematical Journal, 29(2): 227–248, 2018.

[9] M. I. Belishev, S. A. Simonov. A wave model of metric spaces.

Functional Analysis and Its Applications, 53(2): 79–85. 2019. DOI:10.1134/S0016266319020011

[10] M. I. Belishev, S. A. Simonov. Evolutionary dynamical system of the first order with boundary control. Zapiski Nauch. Semin. POMI, 483: 41–54, 2019. (in Russian)

[11] M. I. Belishev, S. A. Simonov. The wave model of a metric space with measure and an application. Sbornik: Mathematics 211(4): 44–62, 2020. DOI:10.1070/SM9242.

[12] M. I. Belishev, S. A. Simonov. Triangular factorization and functional models of operators and systems. Algebra i Analiz, 36(5): 1–26, 2024. (in Russian)

[13] M. Sh. Birman, M. Z. Solomak. Spectral theory of self-adjoint operators in Hilbert space. Reidel Publishing Comp., 1987.

[14] M. S. Brodskii. Triangular and Jordan representations of linear operators. Moscow, Science, 1969. (in Russian).

[15] M. S. Brodskii, M. S. Livsic. Spectral analysis of non-self-adjoint operators and intermediate systems. Uspehi Mat. Nauk (N.S.), 13(1): 3–85, 1958. (in Russian)

[16] V. F. Derkach, M. M. Malamud. The extension theory of Hermitian operators and the moment problem. J. Math. Sci. 73(2): 141–242, 1995.

[17] V. F. Derkach, M. M. Malamud. Theory of symmetric operator extensions and boundary value problems. Kiev, 2017. ISBN 966-02-2571.

[18] C. Foias, B. Sz.-Nagy. Harmonic analysis of operators on a Hilbert space.

North-Holland, Amsterdam, 1970.

[19] I. Ts. Gohberg, M. G. Krein. Theory and applications of Volterra operators in Hilbert space. Transl. of Monographs No. 24, Amer. Math. Soc, Providence. Rhode Island, 1970.

[20] S. N. Naboko. Functional model of perturbation theory and its applications to scattering theory. Trudy Mat. Inst. Steklov., 147:86–114, 1980. Boundary Value Problems of Mathematical Physics, 10.

[21] B. S. Pavlov. Selfadjoint dilation of a dissipative Schrödinger operator, and expansion in its eigenfunction. Mat. Sb. (N.S.) 102(144): 511–536, 631, 1977. (in Russian)

[22] S. Clark, F. Gesztesy. On Povzner–Wienholtz-type self-adjointness results for matrix-valued Sturm–Liouville operators. Proc. Royal Soc. Edinb., 133A: 747–758, 2003.

[23] M. M. Malamud, S. M. Malamud. Spectral theory of operator measures in Hilbert space. St. Peterb. Math. J. 15(3): 323–373, 2003.

[24] S. A. Simonov. Smoothness of solutions to the initialboundary value problem for the telegraph equation on the half-line with a locally summable potential. Submitted.

https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2503.09397

[25] A. V. Strauss. Functional models and generalized spectral functions of symmetric operators. Saint-Petersburg Mathematical Journal, 10(5): 733–784, 1999.

[26] M. I. Vishik. On general boundary value problems for elliptic differential equations. Proceedings of Moscow Math. Society, 1: 187–246, 1952 (in Russian). English translation: Amer. Math. Soc. Transl. Ser. 224: 107– 172, 1963.

Keywords: Triangular factorization, nest theory, functional model, inverse problem, characterization, matrix Schrödinger operator. MSC: 47A45, 47A46, 47A68, 47B25, 47B93, 35R30.