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Abstract

The homogenization of eigenvalues of non-Hermitian Maxwell operators is studied by the
H-convergence method. It is assumed that the Maxwell systems are equipped with suitable m-
dissipative boundary conditions, namely, with Leontovich or generalized impedance boundary
conditions of the form n × E = Z[(n ×H) × n]. We show that, for a wide class of impedance
operators Z, the nonzero spectrum of the corresponding Maxwell operator is discrete. To this
end, a new continuous embedding theorem for domains of Maxwell operators is obtained. We
prove the convergence of eigenvalues to an eigenvalue of a homogenized Maxwell operator under
the assumption of the H-convergence of the material tensor-fields. This result is used then
to prove the existence of optimizers for eigenvalue optimization problems and the existence of
an eigenvalue-free region around zero. As applications, connections with the quantum optics
problem of the design of high-Q resonators are discussed, and a new way of the quantification
of the unique (and nonunique) continuation property is suggested.
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1 Introduction

This paper is aimed to homogenization, optimization, and unique continuation for (generally non-
selfadjoint) eigenproblems associated with the time-harmonic Maxwell system

i∇×H(x) = ωε(x)E(x), −i∇×E(x) = ωµ(x)H(x), x ∈ Ω, (1.1)

in a fixed Lipschitz domain Ω ⊂ R
3. The eigenfields {E,H} of (1.1) are assumed to satisfy a

fixed m-dissipative boundary condition on the boundary ∂Ω of Ω, i.e., E and H satisfy a boundary
condition that together with the differential operationM(ε, µ) : {E,H} 7→ {iε−1∇×H,−iµ−1∇×E}
defines an m-dissipative operator M in a Hilbert space equipped with the suitable ’energy norm’.

The material parameters ε and µ, which are subjected to optimization in Section 2.4, are rep-
resented by two L∞(Ω,R3×3)-matrix-functions taking almost everywhere (a.e.) uniformly positive
symmetric values. The Hilbert space

L
2
ε,µ(Ω) coincides with the orthogonal sum L2(Ω,C3)2 = L2(Ω,C3)⊕ L2(Ω,C3) (1.2)

as a vector space, but is equipped with the equivalent norm ‖ · ‖L2
ε,µ(Ω) (energy norm) (1.3)

defined by ‖{E,H}‖2
L2
ε,µ(Ω) = (εE,E)2Ω + (µH,H)2Ω, (1.4)

where (·, ·)Ω is the standard inner product of the complex Hilbert space L2(Ω,C3) of C3-vector-
fields. The other two equations of the Maxwell system, Gauss’s law and the absence of magnetic
monopoles, can be taken into account by the consideration of the part M |Sε,µ(Ω) of the Maxwell
operator M in the closed subspace [7, 45, 3]

Sε,µ(Ω) := {{E,H} ∈ L
2
ε,µ(Ω) : div(εE) = 0 , div(µH) = 0}. (1.5)

Our primary motivation is the Applied Physics problem of design of optical resonators with
high quality-factors Q = − |Reω|

2 Imω [41, 58] and the associated mathematical problems of modelling
[45, 37, 3, 16] and optimization [25, 29, 26, 31, 50, 33, 15] of resonances in open optical, acoustic,
or quantum cavities. The key feature of these problems is the leakage of the energy to the outer
medium modelled by R

3 \ Ω. For the associated nonselfadjoint Maxwell operators M , this means
mathematically that (−i)M is a generator of a contraction semigroup {e−iMt}t≥0 in the energy
space L

2
ε,µ(Ω), or equivalently [52, 34, 18], that M is m-dissipative.
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Despite numerous related Physics studies, the spectral optimization for nonselfadjoint differen-
tial operators is presently in the initial stage of its mathematical development. Relevant analytic
results on the existence of optimizers have been obtained mainly in the cases where the weak-*-
compactness of coefficients is applicable [25, 12, 31, 50, 33]. For Maxwell systems, this approach
is difficult to use since the corresponding homogenization convergences for ε(·) and µ(·) are the
G-convergence of De Giorgi & Spagnolo [46] and, equivalently (since ε and µ are symmetric), the
H-convergence of Murat & Tartar (see the monographs [13, 8, 1, 57]).

Structural optimization problems for eigenvalues of selfadjoint partial differential operators
have been actively studied during several decades [2, 11, 27, 19, 38, 22, 30]. In particular, the
H-convergence approach to the existence of optimizers was developed in [11, 1]. Concerning the
closely connected, but somewhat different theory of shape optimization, which stems from the
Rayleigh–Faber–Krahn inequality, we refer to [2, 1, 27] and to the recent collection of works [28].

An application of the homogenization method to the proof of the existence of optimal eigenvalues
of 3-dimensional m-dissipative Maxwell operators would be a natural step forward. However, for
the nonselfadjoint case, the H-convergence approach meets the following difficulties:

(A) The homogenization method, which was initially developed for selfadjoint 2nd order elliptic
operators with discrete spectrum (see [11, 1]), substantially uses the spectral theorem for
selfadjoint operators and the Courant–Fischer–Weyl min-max principle. These tools are not
available (at least directly) in the case of nonselfadjoint operators. An alternative approach
to the convergence of eigenvalues in the case of smooth periodic coefficients was used by
Oleinik, Shamaev, and Yosifian [49] for (generally nonselfadjoint) higher order elliptic opera-
tors 1

ρ

∑
|α|,|β|≤m

(−1)|α|∂αaαβ∂
β acting in the space L2(Ω) of scalar-fields. This approach relies

on the special ‘compact convergence’ for inverse operators and has its own specific difficulties.
Namely, in addition to the compactness of inverse operators, the assumption that the limiting
eigenvalue is semi-simple is needed for the eigenvector convergence estimates. Note that the
resolvent of an arbitrary m-dissipative Maxwell operator M in L

2
ε,µ(Ω) is obviously not com-

pact since M has an infinite dimensional kernel kerM = {Φ = {E,H} ∈ D(M) : MΦ = 0}
(for the basic theory of Maxwell operators see, e.g., [7, 45, 3, 16] and Section 2.2).

(B) The question whether the restricted Maxwell operatorM |Sε,µ(Ω) has compact resolvent is more
involved since the compactness of the resolvent (T − ω)−1 for a partial differential operator
T depends generally on the associated boundary conditions even in the case of a non-empty
resolvent set ρ(T ) = C \ σ(T ) [23]. This means that there is no guaranty that the nonzero
spectrum σ(M) \ {0} for an m-dissipative Maxwell operator M is discrete (i.e., consists of
isolated eigenvalues of finite algebraic multiplicity). The description of the family of boundary
conditions such that corresponding restricted m-dissipative Maxwell operators M |Sε,µ(Ω) have
purely discrete spectra σ(M |Sε,µ(Ω)) = σdisc(M |Sε,µ(Ω)) seems to be an open problem (cf. [23]
for the discussion of related questions for Laplacians in bounded domains).

The goal of this paper is to overcome the aforementioned difficulties for Maxwell operators
associated with a sufficiently wide class of m-dissipative boundary conditions.

We first address the difficulty (B) and describe a class of generalized impedance boundary con-
ditions that, for the restricted Maxwell operator M |Sε,µ(Ω), ensure simultaneously the discreteness
of spectrum and the m-dissipativity, see Sections 2.2 and 4.1.

The m-dissipative boundary conditions that we consider are generalizations of Leontovich ab-
sorbing boundary conditions. In the Photonics settings the medium in the outer region R

3 \ Ω is
not homogeneous and usually has a sophisticated structure, which may be partially unknown or
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random [58]. Since it is difficult to justify the use of Silver-Müller radiation conditions at ∞ in
this context, a variety of approximate absorption boundary conditions are employed in computa-
tional electromagnetism to model resonances of leaky optical cavities [39, 45, 37, 3, 59] (see also
the discussion in [16]). In particular, the Leontovich boundary condition

n(x)×E(x) = a(x)[(n(x) ×H(x))× n(x)], x ∈ ∂Ω, (1.6)

which was introduced in Radiophysics publications of Shchukin and Leontovich (see [39, 59]) and
which is called also the impedance boundary condition, is widely used [45, 37, 3].

Here n(·) is the exterior normal unit vector-field along ∂Ω, and the scalar-valued measurable
function a : ∂Ω → Cright := {z ∈ C : Re z ≥ 0} in (1.6) is called an impedance coefficient. In this
paper we are interested in impedance coefficients a(·) satisfying the following set of assumptions:

a ∈ L∞(∂Ω), |a(x)| > c > 0 a.e. on ∂Ω for a certain constant c > 0, (1.7)

there exists δ > 0 such that either arg a(x) ∈ [−π/2, π/2 − δ] a.e. on ∂Ω,

or arg a(x) ∈ [−π/2 + δ, π/2] a.e. on ∂Ω, (1.8)

where the inequalities and inclusions are valid a.e. with respect to (w.r.t.) the surface measure of
∂Ω, and arg z for z ∈ C \ {0} is the complex argument of z, i.e., arg z ∈ (−π, π] and z = |z|ei arg z.

Following [37], we understand the boundary condition (1.6) in the sense that
[(n×H)× n] ∈ L2

t (∂Ω), n×E ∈ L2
t (∂Ω), and equality (1.6) holds

in the Hilbert space L2
t (∂Ω) = {v ∈ L2(∂Ω,C3) : n · v = 0 a.e. on ∂Ω}

of tangential L2-vector-fields. We denote the associated Maxwell-Leontovich operator in L
2
ε,µ(Ω) by

Mimp,a.
The operator Mimp,a is m-dissipative in L

2
ε,µ(Ω) if (1.7)-(1.8) hold true [16] (for the case of

uniformly positive a(·), see [37]). Note that, if a(·) vanishes on a set of positive surface measure
or is unbounded, the aforementioned interpretation of (1.6) does not necessarily lead to an m-
dissipative operator [16] (in the cases of degenerate or singular impedance coefficients a, other
analytic interpretations of (1.6) are needed, see [45, 3, 16, 51] and references therein).

In the case of nonselfadjoint boundary conditions, the spectral properties of Maxwell operators
M and, in particular, the discreteness of the nonzero spectrum σ(M) \ {0} are not adequately
studied. The pioneering analytic result of S.G. Krein & Kulikov [36] states that σ(M) \ {0} =
σdisc(M) in the particular case where a ≡ c with a constant c ∈ Cright and ∂Ω is smooth. The recent
paper [51] considers the case of mixed boundary condition with a constant impedance coefficient
a ≡ c > 0 for a Leontovich boundary condition on an ‘absorbing part’ Γ1 of the boundary ∂Ω, while
the remaining part of the boundary Γ0 = ∂Ω \ Γ1 is equipped with the ’perfect metal condition’
n × E = 0. We were not able to find results on the the discreteness of the nonzero spectrum of
Maxwell-Leontovich operators Mimp,a in the case where the impedance coefficient is not a constant
function on the absorbing part of the boundary.

The extension to general impedance coefficients a(·) of the Krein-Kulikov proof for the discrete-
ness of σ(M)\{0} requires not only the compact embedding for the space Himp(curl,Ω)

2∩Sε,µ(Ω)
into Sε,µ(Ω) (see [3, 51] and (3.7)), but also an additional step in the form of

the continuous embedding D(M) →֒ Himp(curl,Ω)
2 of the domain D(M) of M (1.9)

into the Hilbert space Himp(curl,Ω)
2 = Himp(curl,Ω)⊕Himp(curl,Ω),

where Himp(curl,Ω) = {u ∈ H(curl,Ω) : n× u ∈ L2
t (∂Ω)},
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and where all spaces are equipped with appropriate graph norms (see Sections 2.1 and 2.2). Without
additional assumptions on boundary conditions, (1.9) generally does not hold, see Remark 2.2.

We prove the continuous embedding (1.9) and the discreteness σ(M |Sε,µ(Ω)) = σdisc(M |Sε,µ(Ω))
of the spectrum for the case of the generalized impedance boundary conditions

n×E = Z[(n×H)× n], (1.10)

with impedance operators Z : L2
t (∂Ω) → L2

t (∂Ω) satisfying the following assumptions:

Z is an accretive bounded operator in L2
t (∂Ω) (1.11)

with the coercivity property ‖v‖2∂Ω . |(Zv,v)∂Ω|, v ∈ L2
t (∂Ω). (1.12)

Recall that a linear operator T in a complex Hilbert space {X, (·, ·)X} is called accretive if
Re (Tf, f)X ≥ 0 for all f ∈ D(T ). By (·, ·)∂Ω and ‖ · ‖∂Ω the inner product and, respectively
(resp.), the norm in the Hilbert space L2

t (∂Ω) are denoted. The notation ‘.’ means that the cor-
responding inequality is valid after multiplication of the left (or right) side on a certain constant
C > 0; i.e., (1.12) means C‖v‖2∂Ω ≤ |(Zv,v)∂Ω| for all v ∈ L2

t (∂Ω).
Taking the impedance operator Z equal to the operator of multiplication on a(·), one sees that

the class of boundary conditions (1.10)-(1.12) includes all Leontovich boundary conditions (1.6)
with a(·) satisfying (1.7)-(1.8). Note that the Maxwell operator Mimp,Z defined by (1.1), (1.10) is
m-dissipative under assumptions (1.11)-(1.12) (see [16] and a simpler proof in Appendix A).

The difficulty (A) with the proof of eigenvalue convergence for nonselfadjoint eigenproblems is
addressed in the present paper for a fixed m-dissipative boundary condition chosen in the class
(1.11)-(1.12). We obtain the theorem on the convergence of eigenvalues directly (without the use of
compact convergence of [49]) combining the properties of the H-convergence with the Helmholtz-
Hodge decompositions of C

3-vector-fields in Ω (see Sections 2.3 and 3.1). Namely, it is proved

in Section 4.2 that the Murat-Tartar H-convergence [46, 1] of material parameters, εn
H
−→ ε∞ and

µn
H
−→µ∞, and the convergence of associated eigenvalues ωn → ω∞ implies that ω∞ is an eigenvalue

of the Maxwell operator M ε∞,µ∞

imp,Z that corresponds to the homogenized material parameters ε∞ and
µ∞ (see Theorem 2.4).

As a by-product of this result, we prove that, for every uniformly positive definite and uniformly
bounded family of material parameters ε and µ, there exists a region {z ∈ C : 0 < |z| < R} that
is free of eigenvalues (see Theorem 2.5). These results are applied in Sections 2.4, 2.5, and 5 to
various eigenvalue optimization problems for Maxwell operators.

One of the nonselfadjoint spectral optimization problems arising in optical engineering and
applied physics is the Q-factor maximization for photonic crystal microcavities [41, 58], which was
partially inspired by the Haroche design of ‘Schrödinger photonic-cat’ experiments [24]. We consider
for this problem a new optimization formulation, which is different, but somewhat related, to the
formulations for the minimization of the eigenoscillation (exponential) decay rate Γ(ω) = −Im ω
that were proposed before in [25, 31, 50, 33] for other types of spectral problems.

Namely, the problem considered in Section 2.4 is to create a complex eigenvalue ω as close
as possible to a specific range I = [ϕ−, ϕ+] ⊂ R of real frequencies assuming that the material
parameter pair {ε, µ} varies in a certain family of composite structures feasible for the fabrication,
or in the corresponding relaxed H-closed feasible family. With the use of Theorems 2.4 and 2.5, we
apply the homogenization method to the question of the existence of optimizers.

The connections between the unique continuation for Maxwell system [17, 14, 48, 4] and the
optimization of eigenvalues are considered in Sections 2.5 and 5. We would like to note that from the
point of view of the Q-factor maximization, the example of nonunique continuation of [14] leads to
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a cavity with the quality-factor Q = ∞. This naturally raises the question whether the continuous
anisotropic coefficients ε and µ considered in [14] belong to the set of H-limits of piecewise constant
structures consisting of several materials available for fabrication. This question is connected with
the coupled G-closure problem that is discussed in the beginning of Section 5.

In Appendix, proofs of several important results, which we use as technical tools, are given.
These results may be already known to specialists, but either complete proofs are difficult to find
in the publications, or substantially simpler proofs can be given in the specific settings that we use.

Notation. Let IR3 denote the identity 3 × 3-matrix. We put R± = {t ∈ R : ±t > 0}.
By 〈·, ·〉 we denote the standard inner product in C

3 or R
3. For the functional spaces and basic

settings related to Maxwell systems we refer to [3, 16, 45] and Sections 2.1-2.2; for the notions of
spectral theory related to dissipative and accretive operators to [18, 34, 54, 55] and Section 3.2.
By (·, ·)X we denote the inner product in a Hilbert space X; the notation (·, ·)Ω is the shortening
for (·, ·)L2(Ω,C3), while the notation (·, ·)∂Ω is the shortening for (·, ·)L2

t (∂Ω). By 〈·, ·〉Ω we denote the

sesquilinear pairing between H−1(Ω) and H1
0 (Ω) w.r.t. the pivot space L2(Ω). The sign ⊕ stands

for an orthogonal sum of Hilbert spaces. Let T : D(T ) ⊆ X → X be a (linear) operator in X with
a domain D(T ). The range of T is denoted by ranT := {Th : h ∈ D(T )}. For Banach spaces X1

and X2, we denote by X1 →֒ X2 continuous embeddings, and by X1 →֒→֒ X2 compact embeddings.

2 Main results and settings of the paper

2.1 Spaces and trace maps associated with Maxwell operators

It is assumed always that Ω ⊂ R
3 is a Lipschitz domain. This means that Ω is a nonempty bounded

open connected set with a Lipschitz continuous boundary ∂Ω, see, e.g., [45, 3]. Let R
3×3 be the

real Banach space of 3 × 3 real-valued matrices (the choice of a norm in R
3×3 is not important).

By R3×3
sym we denote the linear subspace of R3×3 consisting of symmetric matrices.

Let α, β > 0 be constants such that 0 < α ≤ β. Modifying the notation of [1], we denote by
Mα,β the set of invertible real matrices A ∈ R

3×3 satisfying the following two coercivity conditions

α|y|2 ≤ 〈Ay,y〉 and β−1|y|2 ≤ 〈A−1y,y〉 for all y ∈ R
3, (2.1)

where 〈y, z〉 =
∑3

j=1 yjzj for y, z ∈ C
3. Let Msym

α,β be the set of symmetric matrices satisfying (2.1),

M
sym
α,β = Mα,β ∩ R

3×3
sym = {A ∈ R

3×3 : α|y|2 ≤ 〈Ay, y〉 ≤ β|y|2 for all y ∈ R
3}.

Since A ∈ Mα,β implies |Ay| ≤ β−1|y| for all y ∈ R
3, the sets Mα,β and M

sym
α,β are bounded in R

3×3.

Let L∞
(
Ω,M

(sym)
α,β

)
= {A ∈ L∞(Ω,R3×3) : A(x) ∈ M

(sym)
α,β for a.a. x ∈ Ω}. It will be assumed

always that the material parameters ε (dielectric permittivity) and µ (magnetic permeability)
satisfy ε, µ ∈ L∞(Ω,Msym

α,β ) with certain α and β such that 0 < α ≤ β.
We refer to [45, 3, 16] for the main functional spaces associated with Maxwell operators. The

space H(curl,Ω) := {u ∈ L2(Ω,C3) : ∇ × u ∈ L2(Ω,C3)} and other spaces built as domains of
operators are assumed to be equipped with the graph norms. Here H(curl,Ω) is the domain (of
definition) of the unbounded operator curl : u 7→ ∇ × u in the Hilbert space L2(Ω,C3), where
∇ × u is understood in the distribution sense. Since curl is a closed operator, H(curl,Ω) is a
Hilbert space. The Hilbert space H0(curl,Ω) is defined as the closure in H(curl,Ω) of the space
C∞
0 (Ω,C3) of compactly supported in Ω smooth C

3-vector-fields.
The space Himp(curl,Ω) = {u ∈ H(curl,Ω) : n × u ∈ L2

t (∂Ω)} is a Hilbert space, see the
proof of [45, Theorem 4.1]. This space provides one of the ways to give a rigorous interpretation
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to Leontovich boundary conditions [45, 37, 16] and can be equivalently written as

Himp(curl,Ω) = {u ∈ H(curl,Ω) : utan ∈ L2
t (∂Ω)}, where utan := (n× u)× n.

The tangential component utan = (n × u) × n = −n × n × (u|∂Ω) of the trace u|∂Ω and the
tangential trace n × u = n × (u|∂Ω) for u ∈ H(curl,Ω) are understood in a generalized sense, see
[7, 5, 45, 44, 3, 16]. Namely, in the case of a Lipschitz domains Ω, one has n ∈ L∞(∂Ω,R3) for
the unit outward normal vector-field n : ∂Ω → R

3. The operator n× : u 7→ n × (u|∂Ω) and the
operator of the tangential projection trace π⊤ : u 7→ utan first defined for C∞(Ω;C3)-fields on the
closure Ω of Ω have unique extensions as continuous (but not surjective) operators from H(curl,Ω)
to H−1/2(∂Ω,C3). The images of these operators

n×H(curl,Ω) = H−1/2(div∂Ω, ∂Ω) and π⊤H(curl,Ω) = H−1/2(curl∂Ω, ∂Ω)

can be equivalently defined as domains of special extensions of the surface divergence div∂Ω and
the surface scalar curl-operator curl∂Ω [7, 5, 6, 44] (see also the comments in [45, 3, 16]). The
role of the spaces H−1/2(div∂Ω, ∂Ω) and H−1/2(curl∂Ω, ∂Ω) is that they are the two trace spaces
associated with the integration by parts for the operator curl.

The (graph) norm ‖ · ‖2Himp(curl,Ω) of Himp(curl,Ω) is defined via the equalities

‖u‖2Himp(curl,Ω) = ‖u‖2H(curl,Ω) + ‖n× u‖2∂Ω = ‖u‖2H(curl,Ω) + ‖utan‖
2
∂Ω, (2.2)

where ‖·‖∂Ω denotes the norm in the Hilbert space L2
t (∂Ω). Note that in (2.2) we used the following

elementary fact: the map v 7→ n×v considered as a linear operator in L2
t (∂Ω) is a unitary operator.

2.2 M-dissipative Maxwell operators with discrete spectra

A linear operator T : D(T ) ⊆ X → X in a complex Hilbert space X is called accretive if
Re (Tf, f)X ≥ 0 for all f ∈ D(T ) [34], and is called dissipative if Im (Tf, f)X ≤ 0 for all f ∈ D(T )
(we use here the mathematical physics convention for dissipative operators [18]). A dissipative
operator T in a Hilbert space X is called m-dissipative if C+ := {ω ∈ C : Im ω > 0} is a subset of
its resolvent set ρ(T ) and ‖(T − ω)−1‖ ≤ 1

Im ω for all ω ∈ C+.
In this paper it is assumed that the operator Z : L2

t (∂Ω) → L2
t (∂Ω) satisfies conditions (1.11)-

(1.12), i.e., Z is a bounded accretive operator in the Hilbert space L2
t (∂Ω) generating a coercive

sesquilinear form (for discussions of boundary conditions with more general impedance operators,
see [3, 16]). We work with generalized impedance boundary conditions (1.10), which now, using
the the notation of Section 2.1, can be written shorter as n×E = ZHtan.

The Maxwell operator Mimp,Z = M ε,µ
imp,Z associated with eigenproblem (1.1) and the boundary

condition n × E = ZHtan is m-dissipative [16]. Let us give the rigorous definition of Mimp,Z . In
the energy space L

2
ε,µ(Ω) defined by (1.2)-(1.4), we consider the symmetric Maxwell operator M0,0

defined by the differential expression M(ε, µ) :

[
E

H

]
7→

[
iε−1∇×H

−iµ−1∇×E

]
on the domain

D(M0,0) = H0(curl,Ω)
2, where H0(curl,Ω)

2 = H0(curl,Ω)⊕H0(curl,Ω).

The adjoint (in L
2
ε,µ(Ω)) operator M∗

0,0 has the same differential expression M(ε, µ), but a differ-

ent domain D(M∗
0,0) = H(curl,Ω)2, which is wider and is the maximal natural domain for this

differential expression in L
2
ε,µ(Ω).

The operator Mimp,Z = M ε,µ
imp,Z is defined as the restriction Mimp,Z := M∗

0,0 ↾D(Mimp,Z ) of the

operator M∗
0,0 to D(Mimp,Z) := {{E,H} ∈ Himp(curl,Ω)

2 : n×E = ZHtan}. The notation M
ε,µ
imp,Z
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(and the notation M ε,µ
0,0 for the operator M0,0) will be used in the cases, where it is important to

emphasize the dependence on the material parameters ε and µ.

Example 2.1 (Maxwell-Leontovich operators). The Maxwell-Leontovich operator Mimp,a defined in
Section 1 can be written asMimp,Z with Z = ma, wherema : v 7→ av is the operator of multiplication
on a(·) in L2

t (∂Ω). In this case, the assumptions (1.7)-(1.8) on the impedance coefficient a(·) are
equivalent to the assumptions (1.11)-(1.12) (this follows, e.g., from [3, Remark 4.2.7]).

Remark 2.1. Since Mimp,Z is m-dissipative in L
2
ε,µ(Ω), the Maxwell-Leontovich operator Mimp,a

is m-dissipative if assumptions (1.7)-(1.8) are satisfied. This result was obtained in [16] as a by-
product of a description of all time-independent linear m-dissipative boundary conditions in terms
of m-boundary tuples. We give in Appendix A an elementary proof of the m-dissipativity ofMimp,Z ,
which, in the style of [37], is based on the Lax–Milgram lemma.

The domain D(Mimp,Z) of Mimp,Z is equipped with the graph norm for Mimp,Z in L
2
ε,µ(Ω), i.e.,

‖{E,H}‖2D(Mimp,Z) = (εE,E)Ω + (µH,H)Ω + ‖∇ ×E‖2Ω + ‖∇ ×H‖2Ω.

Note that this norm is generated by the graph norm for M∗
0,0 and is independent of Z. Recall that

‖{E,H}‖2H(curl,Ω)2 = ‖E‖2H(curl,Ω) + ‖H‖2H(curl,Ω) = ‖E‖2Ω + ‖H‖2Ω + ‖∇ ×E‖2Ω + ‖∇ ×H‖2Ω.

Since ε, µ ∈ L∞(Ω,Msym
α,β ),

the norms ‖ · ‖D(Mimp,Z) and ‖ · ‖H(curl,Ω)2 are equivalent in the space D(Mimp,Z). (2.3)

The definition (2.2) of ‖ · ‖Himp(curl,Ω) implies

‖{E,H}‖2
Himp(curl,Ω)2

= ‖E‖2H(curl,Ω) + ‖H‖2H(curl,Ω) + ‖Etan‖
2
∂Ω + ‖Htan‖

2
∂Ω . (2.4)

Theorem 2.1. Suppose (1.11)-(1.12). Then:

(i) ‖Etan‖
2
∂Ω + ‖Htan‖

2
∂Ω . ‖E‖2H(curl,Ω) + ‖H‖2H(curl,Ω) for all {E,H} ∈ D(Mimp,Z).

(ii) The following continuous embedding holds

D(Mimp,Z) →֒ Himp(curl,Ω)
2 . (2.5)

The proof of this theorem is given in Section 4.1 (note that statement (ii) follows immediately
from statement (i) combined with (2.3) and (2.4)). The role of Theorem 2.1 is that (2.5) is one of
the two components of the proof of the discreteness of the nonzero spectrum σ(Mimp,Z)\{0} of the
operator Mimp,Z , see Theorem 2.2 and Section 4.1.

Example 2.1 implies that, for the case of Maxwell-Leontovich operators Mimp,a, the estimate (i)
of Theorem 2.1 is valid for {E,H} ∈ D(Mimp,a) under assumptions (1.7)-(1.8).

Remark 2.2. While the impedance operator Z does not influence the norm in D(Mimp,Z), it influ-
ences the choice of the closed subspace D(Mimp,Z) of H(curl,Ω)2. It is easy to see that statements
(i) and (ii) of Theorem 2.1 are not valid if D(Mimp,Z) is replaced by the whole H(curl,Ω)2, and so,
Theorem 2.1 is generally not valid without assumptions (1.11)-(1.12). A simple counterexample is
provided by the ’extremal Maxwell-Leontovich operator’Mimp,0 with the identically zero impedance
coefficient a ≡ 0. In this case the multiplication operator m0 of Example 2.1 is the zero operator
in L2

t (∂Ω), and D(Mimp,0) = H0(curl,Ω) ×Himp(curl,Ω). The estimate (i) of Theorem 2.1 and,
particularly, the estimate ‖Htan‖

2
∂Ω . ‖H‖2H(curl,Ω) are not valid on D(Mimp,0) since the Hilbert

space π⊤H(curl,Ω) = H−1/2(curl∂Ω, ∂Ω) is not embedded into L2
t (∂Ω) (see [7, 5, 16]).
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For a matrix-function ξ ∈ L∞(Ω,Msym
α,β ) (later ξ = ε or ξ = µ), the ’weighted’ complex Hilbert

space L2
ξ(Ω,C

3) by definition coincides with L2(Ω,C3) as a linear space, but is equipped with the

‘weighted’ inner product (u,w)L2
ξ(Ω,C3) := (ξu,w)Ω. The norms in L2

ξ(Ω,C
3) and L2(Ω,C3) are

equivalent (due to (2.1)). The space of C-valued functions H1
0 (Ω) := {f ∈ H1(Ω) : f |∂Ω = 0} is a

closed subspace of the standard complex Hilbertian Sobolev space H1(Ω).
We use the (weighted) orthogonal Helmholtz–Weyl decomposition [21, 7, 45, 3]

L2
ξ(Ω,C

3) = H(div ξ0,Ω) ⊕ gradH1
0 (Ω), (2.6)

where H(div ξ0,Ω) = {u ∈ L2
ξ(Ω,C

3) : ∇ · (ξu) = 0 in Ω in the sense of distributions} (2.7)

and gradH1
0 (Ω) = {gradψ : ψ ∈ H1

0 (Ω)} are closed subspaces of L2
ξ(Ω,C

3) (see more details

in Section 3.2 and Appendix C). Since L
2
ε,µ(Ω) = L2

ε(Ω,C
3) ⊕ L2

µ(Ω,C
3), the Helmholtz-Weyl

decompositions of L2
ε(µ)(Ω,C

3) lead to the orthogonal decomposition of the energy space:

L
2
ε,µ(Ω) = Sε,µ(Ω)⊕G0(Ω), where G0(Ω) = gradH1

0 (Ω)⊕ gradH1
0 (Ω).

The 1st space gradH1
0 (Ω) in the orthogonal decomposition of G0(Ω) has to be understood as a

closed subspace of L2
ε(Ω,C

3) (equipped with the norm ‖ · ‖L2
ε(Ω,C3)) and the 2nd space gradH1

0 (Ω)
analogously as a closed subspace of L2

µ(Ω,C
3). The space Sε,µ(Ω) is defined by (1.5).

The orthogonal decomposition L
2
ε,µ(Ω) = Sε,µ(Ω) ⊕ G0(Ω) reduces the m-dissipative opera-

tor Mimp,Z to the orthogonal sum Mimp,Z = Mimp,Z |Sε,µ(Ω) ⊕ 0 (see [16]), where the part
Mimp,Z |G0(Ω) ofMimp,Z in the reducing subspace G0(Ω) is the zero operator in G0(Ω) (the definition
of reducing subspaces is given in Section 3.2). Moreover, since the operator Mimp,Z is m-dissipative
in L

2
ε,µ(Ω), its part Mimp,Z |Sε,µ(Ω) in the reducing subspace Sε,µ(Ω) is an m-dissipative operator in

Sε,µ(Ω) (see [16, Remark 2.2] for the details).
Note that, for any ε, µ ∈ L∞(Ω,Msym

α,β ) and any impedance operator Z, the infinite-dimensional
space G0(Ω) is a subspace of the kernel kerMimp,Z = {Φ ∈ D(Mimp,Z) : Mimp,ZΦ = 0}. So, the
eigenvalue ω = 0 of the operator Mimp,Z has infinite geometric and algebraic multiplicities (in the
sense of [34]) and ω = 0 is a point of the essential spectrum σess(Mimp,Z) = σ(Mimp,Z)\σdisc(Mimp,Z)
of Mimp,Z (in the sense of [54]).

The basic definitions of spectral theory including definitions of operators with compact resolvent
and the discrete spectrum σdisc(T ) are collected below in Section 3.2. The following theorem on
discrete spectra of Maxwell operators Mimp,Z is the main result of this subsection.

Theorem 2.2 (discreteness of spectra). Let an impedance operator Z satisfy (1.11)-(1.12). Then:

(i) The restricted Maxwell operator Mimp,Z |Sε,µ(Ω) is an m-dissipative operator with compact resol-
vent and purely discrete spectrum.

(ii) The spectrum of Mimp,Z consists of isolated eigenvalues. An eigenvalue ω of Mimp,Z has a finite
algebraic multiplicity if and only if ω 6= 0.

The proof of this theorem is given in Section 4.1.

2.3 Convergence of eigenvalues under H-convergence of material parameters

If this is not explicitly stated differently, the impedance operator Z : L2
t (∂Ω) → L2

t (∂Ω) is assumed
to be fixed in the rest of the paper and satisfies conditions (1.11)-(1.12).

The notation ’fn⇀f in X’ means that a sequence {fn}n∈N ⊂ X converges weakly in a Banach

space X. By fn → f , we denote the strong convergence. The notation An
H
−→A is used for the
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H-convergence of Murat & Tartar introduced in [46] for 2nd order elliptic operators. The following
slightly different, but equivalent, definition of H-convergence is from the monograph of Allaire [1].

Definition 2.1 ([1], cf. [46, 47, 49, 57]). A sequence {An}n∈N ⊆ L∞(Ω,Mα,β) is said to H-converge
to an H-limit (homogenization limit) A∞ ∈ L∞(Ω,Mα,β) as n → ∞ if for any f ∈ H−1(Ω,R), the
sequence {un}n∈N of H1

0 (Ω,R)-solutions to the Dirichlet boundary value problem

∇ · (An∇u) = f in Ω , u|∂Ω = 0,

satisfies un⇀u∞ in H1
0 (Ω,R) and An∇un⇀A∇u∞ in L2(Ω,R3), where u∞ ∈ H1

0 (Ω,R) is the
solution to the Dirichlet boundary value problem ∇ · (A∞∇u) = f , u|∂Ω = 0.

Note that, for a sequence {An}n∈N ⊆ L∞(Ω,Msym
α,β ) of symmetric matrix-functions, the H-

convergence is equivalent to the G-convergence introduced by De Giorgi & Spagnolo (see [46, 13, 1]).

Remark 2.3. There exist [1] infinitely many metrics (distance functions) ρH on L∞(Ω,Msym
α,β ) such

that the H-convergence in L∞(Ω,Msym
α,β ) becomes the convergence of sequences w.r.t. ρH. In what

follows, we assume that one such metric ρH is fixed. By the result of Murat & Tartar [46] (see also
[1]), the metric space (L∞(Ω,Msym

α,β ), ρH) is compact.

While Definition 2.1 is written in a nonlocal form, the H-convergence is actually a local property
(see [46, 1]). We will use the following equivalent characterization [56] of the H-convergence, which
is independent of boundary conditions.

Proposition 2.3 ([56], see also [43]). A sequence {An}n∈N ⊆ L∞(Ω,Mα,β) is H-convergent to
A∞ ∈ L∞(Ω,Mα,β) if and only if, for every two sequences {En}n∈N and {Dn}n∈N in L2(Ω,R3),
the combination of the following properties

Dn = AnE
n a.e. in Ω for all n ∈ N, (2.8)

En⇀E∞ in L2(Ω,R3), Dn⇀D∞ in L2(Ω,R3), (2.9)

{∇ ×En}n∈N is a relatively compact subset of H−1(Ω,R3), (2.10)

{∇ ·Dn}n∈N is a relatively compact subset of H−1(Ω), (2.11)

implies D∞ = A∞E∞ a.e. in Ω.

It is difficult to find a proof of this proposition published in English. That is why, we include such
a proof in Appendix B. We apply Proposition 2.3 to complex L2(Ω,C3)-eigenfields of m-dissipative
Maxwell operators. Therefore, the following remark is needed.

Remark 2.4. Since the values of An(·) are real matrices, Proposition 2.3 remains valid if the se-
quences {En}∞n=1 and {Dn}∞n=1 are allowed to be in the complex space L2(Ω,C3).

Under a nontrivial solution {E,H} to the eigenproblem

i∇×H = ωεE, −i∇×E = ωµH, n×E = ZHtan,

we understand an eigenfield {E,H} of the m-dissipative operatorMimp,Z (‘nontrivial’ in this context
means that the eigenfield {E,H} is always supposed to have positive energy ‖{E,H}‖2

L2
ε,µ(Ω) > 0).

A vector-field {E,H} is said to be L
2
ε,µ(Ω)-normalized if ‖{E,H}‖L2

ε,µ(Ω) = 1.
Under a subsequence of N, we understand a strictly increasing to +∞ sequence of indices

{nk}k∈N ⊆ N. Whenever we iteratively pass to (sub-)subsequences {nkj}, it is assumed that
{kj}j∈N ⊆ N is strictly increasing. With a conventional abuse of the notation, we sometimes keep
the same indexing {n} or {nk} for (sub-)subsequences.
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Theorem 2.4 (convergence of eigenvalues). Assume that εn, µn ∈ L∞(Ω,Msym
α,β ), n ∈ N, be such

that εn
H
−→ ε∞ and µn

H
−→µ∞ as n → ∞. Assume that, for each n ∈ N, ωn 6= 0 and the pair

{En,Hn} is an L
2
εn,µn

(Ω)-normalized solution to the eigenproblem

i∇×Hn = ωnεnE
n, −i∇×En = ωnµnH

n, n×En = ZHn
tan.

Assume that the corresponding eigenvalues ωn converge to a certain ω∞ ∈ C as n→ ∞.
Then there exists a subsequence {nk}

∞
j=1 ⊆ N and an L

2
ǫ∞,µ∞

(Ω)-normalized solution {E∞,H∞}
to the eigenproblem i∇ × H∞ = ω∞ε∞E∞, −i∇ × E∞ = ω∞µ∞H∞, n × E∞ = ZH∞

tan such
that Enk ⇀E∞ and Hnk ⇀H∞ in L2(Ω,C3) as k → ∞.

Theorem 2.4 is proved in Section 4.2 using the compactness of (L∞(Ω,Msym
α,β ), ρH) and the

(Helmholtz–)Hodge decompositions in ∂Ω and in Ω.

Remark 2.5. Theorem 2.4 states, in particular, that the convergence of ωn ∈ σ(M εn,µn

imp,Z) \ {0} to

ω∞ implies that ω∞ is an eigenvalue of a homogenized Maxwell operator M ε∞,µ∞

imp,Z . Note that, in

the case limn→∞ ωn = 0, the conclusion that ω∞ = 0 is an eigenvalue of M ε∞,µ∞

imp,Z is trivial, since

0 is an eigenvalue of every Maxwell operator M ε,µ
imp,Z defined in Section 2.2 (due to the inclusion

G0(Ω) ⊆ kerMimp,Z). However, from the weak convergence of eigenfields in Theorem 2.4, it is
possible to obtain the following result.

Theorem 2.5 (eigenvalue-free region). There exists a constant R = R(α, β,Ω, Z) > 0 (depending
on α, β, Ω, and Z) such that

σ(Mimp,Z) ∩ {ω ∈ C : 0 < |ω| < R} = ∅ for all ε, µ ∈ L∞(Ω,Msym
α,β ).

(That is, the punctured disc {ω ∈ C : 0 < |ω| < R} is an eigenvalue-free region for all Maxwell
operators M ε,µ

imp,Z with ε, µ ∈ L∞(Ω,Msym
α,β ).)

The proof of Theorem 2.5 is given in Section 4.2. It is based on Theorem 2.4 and the decom-
position of Mimp,Z in selfadjoint and completely nonselfadjoint parts [55] (see Proposition 3.2).

Let (L∞(Ω,Msym
α,β ), ρH) be the metric space with the H-convergence considered in Remark 2.3.

On the set L∞(Ω,Msym
α,β )

2
= L∞(Ω,Msym

α,β )×L
∞(Ω,Msym

α,β ) of pairs of material parameters we define

the metric ρ̂H({ε1, µ1}, {ε2, µ2}) = ρH(ε1, ε2)+ ρH(µ1, µ2). The compactness of (L∞(Ω,Msym
α,β ), ρH)

implies that

the metric space
(
L∞(Ω,Msym

α,β )
2
, ρ̂H

)
is also compact. (2.12)

When this does not leads to ambiguity, the convergence of a sequence of material parameter pairs
{εn, µn}, n ∈ N, w.r.t. the metric ρ̂H will be also called H-convergence.

The following corollary is needed for optimization of eigenvalues of Maxwell operators M ε,µ
imp,Z .

Corollary 2.6. Suppose that a set F ⊆ L∞(Ω,Msym
α,β )

2
of material parameter pairs is H-closed (i.e.,

closed w.r.t. the metric ρ̂H). Then:

(i) the set Σ[F] :=
⋃

{ε,µ}∈F

σ(M ε,µ
imp,Z) of achievable eigenvalues over F is closed in C.

(ii) the set Σ[F] \ {0} is closed in C.

Proof. The corollary follows immediately from Theorems 2.4 and 2.5.
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2.4 Applications to optimization of eigenvalues

The family F ⊆ L∞(Ω,Msym
α,β )

2
of the material parameter pairs {ε, µ}, over which the optimization

is performed, will be called the feasible family. A Lipschitz domain Ω, an impedance operator Z
satisfying (1.11)-(1.12), and the associated m-dissipative boundary condition n × E = ZHtan are
assumed to be fixed in the process of optimization.

Let {E,H} be a certain eigenfield corresponding to an eigenvalue ω of an operator M ε,µ
imp,Z .

Then Γ(ω) = −Im ω is the decay rate of the corresponding eigenoscillations {e−iωE, e−iωH}, the
physical meaning of the real part Re ω is the (real-)frequency of these eigenoscillations.

If there exists {ε, µ} ∈ F such that ω ∈ σ(M ε,µ
imp,Z), we say that ω is an achievable eigenvalue

(over F). The set Σ[F] =
⋃

{ε,µ}∈F

σ(M ε,µ
imp,Z) is the set of all achievable eigenvalues.

Let I = [ϕ−, ϕ+], where ϕ± ∈ R satisfy ϕ− ≤ ϕ+. We define

the optimization objective dI(·) as the distance dI(ω) := min
ϕ−≤ϕ≤ϕ+

|ω − ϕ|

from ω ∈ C to the interval I. We say that an achievable eigenvalue ω∗ ∈ σ(M ε∗,µ∗

imp,Z) and a
corresponding material parameter pair {ε∗, µ∗} ∈ F are dI-minimal over F if dI(ω∗) = inf

ω∈Σ[F]
dI(ω).

A dI -minimal pair {ε∗, µ∗} will be called also an optimizer (over F).

Corollary 2.7 (existence of optimizers). Let F be an H-closed subset of L∞(Ω,Msym
α,β )

2
, and let

I ⊂ R be a closed bounded interval. Then there exists at least one dI-minimal pair {ε∗, µ∗} ∈ F.

Proof. The corollary follows immediately from statement (i) of Corollary 2.6.

Remark 2.6. H-closed feasible families are typically obtained in the homogenization theory as H-
closures of composite structures consisting of several materials available for fabrication [56, 47, 35,
42, 13, 53, 1, 57, 43] (see also the bibliography in the monographs [13, 8, 1, 57, 43]). The description
of H-closures in many practical situations was reduced by Dal Maso & Kohn (unpublished work, see
[53, 1]) to the G- and Gθ-closure problems of periodic homogenization. For the case of two-phase
composites, an explicit solution for the conductivity Gθ-closure problem was obtained independently
by Murat & Tartar [47, 56] and Lurie & Cherkaev [42] (see also the references in [13, 1]). With
the use of this explicit solution, it is possible to describe explicitly the H-closure for the typical
idealized models of a vacuum-silicon photonic crystal, as it is done in the following example.

Example 2.2. (i) Composite structures consisting of two materials with isotropic (relative magnetic)
permeabilities µ̂1, µ̂2 ∈ R+ and isotropic (relative dielectric) permittivities ǫ1, ǫ2 ∈ R+ are modelled
by the two disjoint measurable subsets Ω1 and Ω2 = Ω\Ω1 of Ω. In the natural (Heaviside–Lorentz)
system of units the resulting permeability and permittivity matrix-functions are µ(x) = (µ̂1χΩ1

(x)+
µ̂2χΩ2

(x))IR3 and ε(x) = (ǫ1χΩ1
(x) + ǫ2χΩ2

(x))IR3 , resp., where χS(·) is the indicator-function of
a set S (i.e., χS(x) = 1 if x ∈ S, and χS(x) = 0 if x 6∈ S). A typical model of a photonic
crystal takes the values µ̂2 = 1, ǫ2 ≈ 11.68 for the ’silicon region’ Ω2 (the conductivity and the
magnetic susceptibility of silicon are neglected), and the values µ̂1 = ǫ1 = 1 for the remaining
’vacuum region’ Ω1 = Ω \Ω2. Denoting the family of the corresponding structures by F

0, one gets
F
0 = {{ε, µ} : µ ≡ IR3 , ε ∈ F1,ǫ2}, where

Fǫ1,ǫ2 := {ε(·) = ǫ1IR3 + (ǫ2 − ǫ1)χΩ2
(·)IR3 : Ω2 ⊆ Ω is measurable}.

Taking the H-closure of F0 (w.r.t. the metric ρ̂H), we obtain the corresponding relaxed feasible

family F =
{
{ε, IR3} : ε ∈ F

H
ǫ1,ǫ2

}
, which can be used in Corollary 2.7. Here F

H
ǫ1,ǫ2 is the H-

closure of Fǫ1,ǫ2 (w.r.t. the metric ρH). That is, F
H
ǫ1,ǫ2 is the H-closure in the usual ’conductivity’
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sense of [46, 56, 47, 1]. A descriptions of the family F
H
ǫ1,ǫ2 can be obtained [8, Section 11.2.1]

by taking the union of the Gθ-closures (with prescribed ratios of materials) explicitly derived in

[47, 56, 42]. Namely, F
H
ǫ1,ǫ2 = {ε ∈ L∞(Ω,Msym

ǫ1,ǫ2) : ε(x) ∈
⋃

θ∈[0,1]Mθ for a.a. x ∈ Ω}, where

the sets Mθ ⊆ M
sym
ǫ1,ǫ2 introduced in [47, 42] are defined in the following way. Let us denote by

TrA =
∑3

j=1Ajj the trace of a matrixA ∈ R
3×3, by ’≤’ the standard partial order in the space R3×3

sym

of symmetric matrices, by λ−θ = (θǫ−1
1 +(1−θ)ǫ−1

2 )−1 and λ+θ = θǫ1+(1−θ)ǫ2 the weighted harmonic
and arithmetic means, resp., of ǫ1 and ǫ2. Then, for each θ ∈ [0, 1], the set Mθ consists of all
symmetric matrices A ∈ R

3×3
sym such that λ−θ IR3 ≤ A ≤ λ+θ IR3 , Tr((A−ǫ1IR3)−1) ≤ 1

λ−

θ −ǫ1
+ 2

λ+
θ −ǫ1

,

and Tr((ǫ2IR3 −A)−1) ≤ 1
ǫ2−λ−

θ

+ 2
ǫ2−λ+

θ

.

(ii) We do not know if real ω 6= 0 can be an achievable eigenvalue over F =
{
{ε, IR3} : ε ∈ F

H
ǫ1,ǫ2

}

for impedance operators Z with invertible real parts Re Z (see the assumption (2.14) below).
Section 2.5 reduces this question to the unique continuation property by means of Proposition 2.9.
However, it follows from Theorem 2.5 that there exists a maximal open interval Imax = (0, ϕmax

+ ) ⊆
R+ with ϕmax

+ ∈ (0,+∞] that does not contain achievable over F eigenvalues. For any I ⊂ Imax,
the dI -minimization problem considered above is nondegenerate in the sense that min

ω∈Σ[F]
dI(ω) > 0.

Remark 2.7. For many applied problems, the zero eigenvalue of operators M ε,µ
imp,Z has no special

significance. The part (ii) of Corollary 2.6 allows one to exclude the zero eigenvalue from the
dI -optimization problem, see Section 5. Some extreme cases of such optimization problems are
demonstrated by Corollary 2.8 below.

Assume that, in the Hilbert space L2
t (∂Ω),

one of the operators iZ or (−i)Z is positive definite, selfadjoint, and bounded. (2.13)

Then, Maxwell operators M ε,µ
imp,Z are selfadjoint [16] (this follows also from Proposition 4.1 below).

Note that (2.13) implies (1.11)-(1.12). By Theorem 2.2, σ(M ε,µ
imp,Z) consists of eigenvalues.

Example 2.3 (superconductor approximation). The extremal case of Leontovich boundary condi-
tion n × E = −icHtan with a constant c ∈ R+ fits (2.13) and corresponds to a model with a
superconductor encircling Ω, see Landau, Lifshitz & Pitaevskii [39, Section 87]. Note that cooled
superconducting niobium optical cavities were used by Goy, Raimond, Gross & Haroche in experi-
ments demonstrating the Purcell effect of enhanced spontaneous emission [24].

Corollary 2.8 (optimization of positive and negative eigenvalues). Let an impedance operator Z
satisfying (2.13) be fixed. Let F be an H-closed subset of L∞(Ω,Msym

α,β )
2
. Then:

(i) A minimal positive eigenvalue is achieved over F (in the sense that there exists ω+
∗ > 0 and

{ε∗, µ∗} ∈ F such that ω+
∗ ∈ σ(M ε∗,µ∗

imp,Z) and ω
+
∗ = min{ω > 0 : ω ∈ Σ[F]}).

(ii) Analogously, a maximal negative eigenvalue ω−
∗ is achieved over F.

Proof. We fix {ε, µ} for a time being and show that σ(Mimp,Z) contains both positive and negative
eigenvalues. The closed symmetric Maxwell operatorM0,0 associated with the boundary conditions
0 = n×E = Htan was defined in Section 2.2. The symmetric sesquilinear form (M0,0 Φ,Ψ)L2

ε,µ(Ω) is

defined for all Φ,Ψ ∈ H0(curl,Ω)
2, and in the case Φ = Ψ = {E,H} generates the quadratic form

2 Im(∇×E,H)Ω = −2 Im(∇×H,E)Ω, which is not nonnegative and not nonpositive (this can be
seen by the comparison of the values of this quadratic form for Φ = {E,H} and Φ = {H,E}). Under
assumption (2.13),Mimp,Z is a selfadjoint extension ofM0,0. Thus, σ(Mimp,Z)∩R± 6= {∅}. Theorem
2.2 implies that σ(Mimp,Z) consist of eigenvalues. Corollary 2.6 (ii) concludes the proof.
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2.5 Quantification of nonunique continuation via extremal real eigenvalues

For a bounded operator T : X → X in a Hilbert space X, we denote by ReT = 1
2(T + T ∗) its real

part, and by ImT = 1
2i(T −T ∗) its imaginary part. Assume that, additionally to (1.11)-(1.12), the

boundary condition n×E = ZHtan satisfies the assumption that

the real part ReZ of the impedance operator Z is injective (i.e., ker(ReZ) = {0}). (2.14)

Proposition 2.9. Suppose (1.11), (1.12), and (2.14). Let ω ∈ R be an eigenvalue of Mimp,Z and
let {E,H} be the corresponding eigenfield. Then {E,H} is a nontrivial solution of the eigenproblem

i∇×H = ωεE, −i∇×E = ωµH, 0 = n×E, 0 = Htan. (2.15)

The proof of this proposition is given in Section 4.3. It is based on the decomposition of Mimp,Z

into selfadjoint and completely nonselfadjoint parts (see [55] and Proposition 3.2 below).
In the case of the Leontovich boundary condition n×E = aHtan, (2.14) is equivalent to

Re a(x) > 0 a.e. on ∂Ω. (2.16)

Under the Lipschitz continuity, we always mean the uniform Lipschitz continuity.

Corollary 2.10. Assume that the impedance coefficient a(·) satisfies (1.7), (1.8), and (2.16).
Assume that the material parameters ε and µ are piecewise Lipschitz in the following sense:

there exist N ∈ N and open sets Ωn ⊆ Ω, n = 1, . . . , N , such that Ω =

N⋃

n=1

Ωn, (2.17)

the boundaries ∂Ωn are Lipschitz continuous, (2.18)

and the restrictions ε|Ωn and µ|Ωn are Lipschitz continuous in Ωn for all n. (2.19)

Then R ∩ σ(Mimp,a) = {0} for the Maxwell-Leontovich operator Mimp,a.

This corollary follows from a more general result of Corollary 4.4, which is proved in Section
4.3 with the use of the unique continuation results of [4] and Theorem 2.2.

Remark 2.8. The statement that {E,H} is a nontrivial solution to eigenproblem (2.15) is equivalent
to the statement that {E,H} is an eigenfield corresponding to an eigenvalue ω of the symmetric
Maxwell operator M ε,µ

0,0 of Section 2.2. Operators M ε,µ
imp,Z are extensions of M ε,µ

0,0 . So Proposition
2.9 states that, under the additional assumption (2.14) on Z, a real number ω is an eigenvalue of
σ(M ε,µ

imp,Z) if and only if it is an eigenvalue of M ε,µ
0,0 .

If only the Hölder Cγ-regularity with γ < 1 is required from the material parameters ε and µ,
there are counterexamples to the unique continuation property for Maxwell systems [14].

Remark 2.9. The results of Demchenko [14] and the scaling properties of the Maxwell system imply
that for every Lipschitz domain Ω and every α > 0 there exists β > α such that,

for certain ε, µ ∈ L∞(Ω,Msym
α,β ), eigenproblem (2.15) has at least one nonzero real eigenvalue.

(2.20)
It is obvious from the structure of the Maxwell system that in this case (−ω) is also an eigenvalue
of (2.15). So one can assume without loss of generality that ω > 0 in (2.20). Let

βmin(α,Ω) be the infimum of all β > α such that (2.20) holds. (2.21)
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Corollary 2.11 (extremal eigenvalue for nonunique continuation). Assume that α0 > 0 and β0 >
βmin(α0,Ω) with βmin defined by (2.21). Let us denote ω∗ = ω∗(α0, β0,Ω) by

ω∗ = inf{ω > 0 : ω is an eigenvalue of (2.15) for a certain {ε, µ} ∈ L∞(Ω,Msym
α0,β0

)2 }.

Then ω∗ > 0, and ω∗ is an achievable eigenvalue for eigenproblem (2.15) over F = L∞(Ω,Msym
α0,β0

)2

(in the sense that there exists {ε, µ} ∈ L∞(Ω,Msym
α0,β0

)2 such that ω∗ is an eigenvalue of (2.15)).

The proof of this result is given in Section 4.3. This corollary and its proof can be easily adapted
to an arbitrary H-closed family F ⊂ L∞(Ω,Msym

α0,β0
)2 satisfying the property that there exist at least

one achievable over F eigenvalue ω ∈ R \ {0} of eigenproblem (2.15).

3 Main technical tools

3.1 Hodge decompositions and compact embeddings

This section provides the main technical tools for the proofs in Section 4. Let ξ ∈ L∞(Ω,Msym
α,β ). For

X ⊆ L2(Ω,C3), we denote ξX := {ξ(·)v(·) : v ∈ X} and ξ−1X := {(ξ(·))−1v(·) : v ∈ X}. Recall
that L2

ξ(Ω,C
3) is the ’weighted’ L2-space defined in Section 2.2. Let curl1 : H

1(Ω,C3) → L2(Ω,C3)

be the continuous operator defined by curl1 : v 7→ ∇ × v. Let H1(Ω,C3) ⊖ ker curl1 be the
orthogonal complement of the kernel ker curl1 := {v ∈ H1(Ω,C3) : ∇× v = 0}.

The range ran curl1 = curlH1(Ω,C3) = {∇ × v : v ∈ H1(Ω,C3)} of curl1 is a closed
subspace of L2(Ω,C3) [21, 7] (see also Appendix C). Let K0(∂Ω) be the finite-dimensional space of
locally constant C-valued functions on ∂Ω. The finite-dimensional space

H2(Ω, ξ) := {w = ∇q : q ∈ H1(Ω), ∇ · (ξ∇q) = 0 in Ω, and q|∂Ω ∈ K0(∂Ω)}

is a ‘weighted’ analogue of the cohomology space in [7, formula (104)].
The ‘weighted’ Helmholtz-Hodge decomposition of the following theorem is a more detailed

version of one particular case of [51, Corollary 3.3] (see also [3, Section 8.1]).

Theorem 3.1 (cf. [3, 51]). (i) The Hilbert space L2
ξ(Ω,C

3) admits the following orthogonal decom-

position L2
ξ(Ω,C

3) = gradH1
0 (Ω)⊕H2(Ω, ξ)⊕ ξ−1 curlH1(Ω,C3).

(ii) For every u ∈ L2
ξ(Ω,C

3), there exist a unique triple

p ∈ H1
0 (Ω), w ∈ H2(Ω, ξ), v ∈ H1(Ω,C3)⊖ ker curl1 such that u = ∇p+w + ξ−1 curl v;

moreover, ‖p‖H1(Ω) + ‖w‖L2
ξ(Ω,C3) + ‖v‖H1(Ω,C3) . ‖u‖L2

ξ(Ω,C3) . (3.1)

For the convenience of the reader, the proof of Theorem 3.1 is given in Appendix C.
Statement (i) of Theorem 3.1 can be seen as a more detailed version of the Helmholtz-Weyl-type

decomposition (2.6). Indeed, Theorem 3.1 (i) implies

the L2
ξ(Ω,C

3)-orthogonal decomposition H(div ξ0,Ω) = H2(Ω, ξ)⊕ ξ−1 curlH1(Ω,C3). (3.2)

Note that the space K0(∂Ω) can be equivalently defined as the kernel of the Laplace-Beltrami
operator ∆∂Ω : H1(∂Ω) → H−1(∂Ω). For s ∈ (0, 1], the Sobolev-type boundary spaces Hs(∂Ω) =
Hs(∂Ω,C) are well-defined. Introducing the Hilbert factor-space H0

∂Ω := L2(∂Ω)/K0(∂Ω) and, for
s ∈ (0, 1], the factor-spaces Hs

∂Ω := Hs(∂Ω)/K0(∂Ω), one can define the Hilbert space H−s
∂Ω as
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the dual to Hs
∂Ω w.r.t. the pivot space H0

∂Ω. Note that H1
∂Ω = H1(∂Ω)/K0(∂Ω) can be naturally

identified with the orthogonal complement H1(∂Ω)⊖K0(∂Ω) of K0(∂Ω).
On ∂Ω, we consider the operator of tangential gradient grad∂Ω and the surface vector curl-

operator curl∂Ω (for their definitions on various Sobolev spaces on ∂Ω, we refer to [7, 5, 44, 16]).
Since K0(∂Ω) = ker grad∂Ω = ker curl∂Ω, the operators grad∂Ω and curl∂Ω can be considered
also as operators defined on the factor-spaces Hs

∂Ω with s ∈ [0, 1] (see [16]). The quadratic form
(f |f)1 = ‖grad∂Ω f‖

2
∂Ω defined for f ∈ H1

∂Ω is closed in H0
∂Ω (in the sense of [34]). Using the

representation theorems [34, Theorems VI.2.1 and VI.2.23], one can define another version of the
Laplace-Beltrami operator as a unique nonpositive selfadjoint operator ∆∂Ω inH0

∂Ω such thatH1
∂Ω =

D
(
|∆∂Ω|

1/2
)
and (−∆∂Ωf |f)H0

∂Ω
= (f |f)1 for all f ∈ D(∆∂Ω). The operator ∆∂Ω is boundedly

invertible, and there exists an orthonormal basis {uk}
∞
k=1 in H0

∂Ω such that (−∆∂Ω)uk = λ2kuk and
σ(∆∂Ω) = {−λ2k}

∞
k=1, where λk > 0 for all k ∈ N.

We use the scale Hs
∆∂Ω

, s ∈ R, of Hilbert spaces associated with |∆∂Ω|
1/2. In particular, for

s ≥ 0, we define the Hilbert space Hs
∆∂Ω

as D(|∆∂Ω|
s/2) equipped with the graph norm, and define

H−s
∆∂Ω

as the dual to Hs
∆∂Ω

w.r.t. the pivot space H0
∆∂Ω

:= H0
∂Ω. For s ∈ [−1, 1], it follows from [20]

that Hs
∆∂Ω

can be identified with Hs
∂Ω up to equivalence of the norms.

The orthogonal Hodge decomposition of the space L2
t (∂Ω) can be written as

L2
t (∂Ω) = grad∂ΩH

1
∆∂Ω

⊕K1(∂Ω)⊕ curl∂ΩH
1
∆∂Ω

, (3.3)

where K1(∂Ω) := {u ∈ L2
t (∂Ω) : 0 = div∂Ω u = curl∂Ω u} is the finite-dimensional cohomology

space of ∂Ω [7, 5, 6, 16].
The Hodge decompositions of the trace spaces H

−1/2(curl∂Ω, ∂Ω) = π⊤H(curl,Ω) and
H

−1/2(div∂Ω, ∂Ω) = n×
H(curl,Ω) can be written as the following direct sums of closed subspaces

[5, 6, 44] (see also [7] and [16, Section 4]):

H
−1/2(curl∂Ω, ∂Ω) = grad∂ΩH

1/2
∆∂Ω

+̇K1(∂Ω)+̇ curl∂ΩH
3/2
∆∂Ω

, (3.4)

H
−1/2(div∂Ω, ∂Ω) = grad∂ΩH

3/2
∆∂Ω

+̇K1(∂Ω)+̇ curl∂ΩH
1/2
∆∂Ω

. (3.5)

For the Hilbert space

Ximp(curl,div ξ,Ω) := {u ∈ Himp(curl,Ω) : ∇ · (ξu) ∈ L2(Ω)} (see [3, 51]), (3.6)

with the graph norm defined by ‖u‖2Ximp(curl,div ξ,Ω) = ‖u‖2H(curl,Ω) + ‖∇ · (ξu)‖2Ω + ‖n× u‖2∂Ω ,

the compact embedding Ximp(curl,div ξ,Ω) →֒→֒ L2(Ω,C3) holds. (3.7)

This embedding is a particular case of [3, Theorem 8.1.3] (see also [51, Theorem 4.1]).

3.2 Elements of the spectral theory of m-dissipative operators

This subsection collects the main definitions and facts of spectral theory of nonselfadjoint operators
used in this paper. Let X be a Hilbert space and let T : D(T ) ⊆ X → X be a (linear) operator
in X. An eigenvalue ω of T is called isolated if ω is an isolated point of the spectrum σ(T ) of
T . The discrete spectrum σdisc(T ) of T is the set of isolated eigenvalues of T with finite algebraic
multiplicities (see [34, 54]). We say that T has purely discrete spectrum if σ(T ) = σdisc(T ). The
closed set σess(T ) = σ(T ) \ σdisc(T ) is called an essential spectrum of T [54].

Assume that ω0 belongs to the resolvent set ρ(T ) of T and the resolvent (T − ω0)
−1 = (T −

ω0IX)−1 at ω0 is a compact operator (for brevity, we sometimes omit the identity operator IX in X
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from the resolvent-type notations). Then the resolvent (T −ω)−1 is compact for every ω ∈ ρ(T ); in
this case, it is said that T is an operator with compact resolvent (this definition assumes ρ(T ) 6= ∅).
An operator T with compact resolvent has purely discrete spectrum [34, Theorem III.6.29].

A closed subspace X1 of X is called an invariant subspace of T if Tf ∈ X1 for every f ∈
D(T ) ∩ X1. In this case, the operator T restricted to D(T |X1

) := D(T ) ∩ X1 generates in the
Hilbert subspace X1 an operator T |X1

: D(T |X1
) ⊂ X1 → X1, which we call the part of T in X1.

If X1 and X2 are invariant subspaces of T such that the orthogonal decomposition X = X1⊕X2

takes place, the subspaces X1 and X2 are called reducing subspaces of T , and one says that the
decomposition X = X1 ⊕X2 reduces T to the orthogonal sum of its parts T = T |X1

⊕ T |X2
(e.g.,

in Section 2.2, the orthogonal decomposition L
2
ε,µ(Ω) = Sε,µ(Ω) ⊕ G0(Ω) reduces the symmetric

Maxwell operator M0,0, and as a consequence, reduces its m-dissipative extension Mimp,Z [16]).
An operator T is called completely nonselfadjoint if the zero space {0} is the only reducing

subspace X1 of T with the property T |X1
= (T |X1

)∗. A part T |X1
of an operator T in a reducing

subspace X1 is called a maximal selfadjoint part of the operator T if the part T |X2
of T in the

orthogonal complement X2 = X ⊖X1 is completely nonselfadjoint.
Accretive, dissipative, and m-dissipative operators were defined in the beginning of Section

2.2. The following statements are equivalent: (a) T is m-dissipative, (b) (−i)T is a generator of a
contraction semigroup [52, 18, 34], (c) iT is a closed maximal accretive operator [52, 34], (d) iT is a
densely defined maximal accretive operator [52, 55]. The following proposition follows immediately
from the combination of these equivalences with the results of [55, Section 4.4].

Proposition 3.2 ([55]). Let T be an m-dissipative operator in X. Then:

(i) There exists a unique orthogonal decomposition X = Xsa ⊕ Xnsa that reduces T to an orthog-
onal sum T = T |Xsa ⊕ T |Xnsa of the maximal selfadjoint part Tsa = T |Xsa of T and a completely
nonselfadjoint m-dissipative operator Tnsa = T |Xnsa .

(ii) Assume that f is an eigenvector of T associated with a real eigenvalue ω. Then f ∈ D(Tsa) ⊆
D(T ∗) and T ∗f = ωf (i.e., f is also an eigenvector associated with the eigenvalue ω of T ∗).

4 Proofs of main results

4.1 Proofs of Theorems 2.1 and 2.2, discreteness of spectra

Assume that E ∈ Himp(curl,Ω) and H ∈ Himp(curl,Ω). Then

Htan ∈ L2
t (∂Ω) ∩ π⊤H(curl,Ω) = L2

t (∂Ω) ∩H
−1/2(curl∂Ω, ∂Ω),

n×E ∈ L2
t (∂Ω) ∩ n×H(curl,Ω) = L2

t (∂Ω) ∩H
−1/2(div∂Ω, ∂Ω).

From the Hodge decompositions (3.3), (3.4), and (3.5) one obtains that

Htan = grad∂Ω p1 + v1 + curl∂Ω q1 and n×E = grad∂Ω p2 + v2 + curl∂Ω q2 (4.1)

with certain uniquely determined p1, q2 ∈ H1
∂Ω, q1, p2 ∈ H

3/2
∆∂Ω

, and v1,v2 ∈ K1(∂Ω), and that for

{E,H} ∈ Himp(curl,Ω)
2,

‖Htan‖
2
∂Ω . ‖p1‖

2
H1

∂Ω
+ ‖v1‖

2
∂Ω + ‖q1‖

2
H1

∂Ω
, (4.2)

‖p1‖
2

H
1/2
∂Ω

+ ‖v1‖
2
∂Ω + ‖q1‖

2

H
3/2
∆∂Ω

. ‖Htan‖
2
H−1/2(curl∂Ω,∂Ω)

. ‖H‖2H(curl,Ω), (4.3)

and ‖p2‖
2

H
3/2
∂Ω

+ ‖v2‖
2
∂Ω + ‖q2‖

2

H
1/2
∂Ω

. ‖n×E‖2
H−1/2(div∂Ω,∂Ω)

. ‖E‖2H(curl,Ω). (4.4)
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The impedance operator Z satisfies the assumptions (1.11)-(1.12). It follows from the Lax-
Milgram lemma that Z : L2

t (∂Ω) → L2
t (∂Ω) is a homeomorphism (see, e.g., [3, Section 4.2]).

Proof of Theorem 2.1. Statement (ii) of the theorem follows immediately from the combination of
statement (i), statement (2.3), and formula (2.4). We prove statement (i) in two steps.

Step 1. The assumption {E,H} ∈ D(Mimp,Z) is equivalent to {E,H} ∈ Himp(curl,Ω)
2 and

n×E = ZHtan. In particular, the vector-fields n×E, Etan, and Htan belong to L2
t (∂Ω).

Due to ‖n× u‖∂Ω = ‖utan‖∂Ω and the fact that the operator Z is bounded in L2
t (∂Ω),

‖Etan‖∂Ω = ‖n×E‖∂Ω . ‖Htan‖∂Ω for all {E,H} ∈ D(Mimp,Z).

Hence, in order to prove statement (i) of Theorem 2.1, it is enough to prove

‖Htan‖
2
∂Ω . ‖E‖2H(curl,Ω) + ‖H‖2H(curl,Ω) for all {E,H} ∈ D(Mimp,Z) . (4.5)

Step 2. Using the 1st decomposition in (4.1), we put g := div∂Ω (Z grad∂Ω p1) ∈ H−1
∂Ω . From

(4.1) and the boundary condition n×E = ZHtan, one gets

g = div∂Ω (Z grad∂Ω p1) = div∂Ω(ZHtan)− div∂Ω(Zv1)− div∂Ω (Z curl∂Ω q1)

= div∂Ω(n×E)− div∂Ω(Zv1)− div∂Ω (Z curl∂Ω q1) .

The assumptions (1.11)-(1.12) imply that (Zgrad∂Ωw,grad∂Ωw)∂Ω is a coercive sesquilinear form
on H1

∂Ω (in the sense of [3, Remark 4.2.7]).
Using the Lax-Milgram lemma (e.g., in the form of [3, Theorem 4.2.8]) and the 2nd decompo-

sition in (4.1), we have the estimate

‖p1‖H1
∂Ω

. ‖g‖H−1(∂Ω) . ‖div∂Ω grad∂Ω p2‖H−1(∂Ω) + ‖div∂Ω(Zv1)‖H−1(∂Ω)

+ ‖div∂Ω (Z curl∂Ω q1) ‖H−1(∂Ω) ,

where we used the facts that v2 ∈ K1(∂Ω), div∂Ω v2 = 0, and div∂Ω curl∂Ω q2 = 0 (see [5, 16]).
This implies ‖p1‖H1

∂Ω
. ‖div∂Ω grad∂Ω p2‖H−1(∂Ω) + ‖Zv1‖∂Ω + ‖Z curl∂Ω q1‖∂Ω .

Taking into account the facts that Z is bounded in L2
t (∂Ω) and div∂Ω grad∂Ω : H1

∂Ω → H−1(∂Ω)
is a homeomorphism (which can be identified with the Laplace-Beltrami operator generated by ∆∂Ω

on the factor-space H1
∂Ω), one obtains

‖p1‖H1
∂Ω

. ‖p2‖H1
∂Ω

+ ‖v1‖∂Ω + ‖q1‖H1
∂Ω
. (4.6)

From (4.4), we see that ‖p2‖H1
∂Ω

. ‖p2‖H3/2
∂Ω

. ‖E‖2H(curl,Ω). This, (4.3), and (4.6) imply

‖p1‖H1
∂Ω

. ‖E‖H(curl,Ω) + ‖v1‖∂Ω + ‖q1‖H1
∂Ω

. ‖E‖H(curl,Ω) + ‖H‖H(curl,Ω).

Applying this estimate to (4.2) and combining again with (4.3), we obtain finally

‖Htan‖
2
∂Ω . ‖p1‖

2
H1

∂Ω
+ ‖v1‖

2
∂Ω + ‖q1‖

2
H1

∂Ω
. ‖E‖2H(curl,Ω) + ‖H‖2H(curl,Ω),

which proves (4.5) of Step 1, and so, completes the proof of Theorem 2.1.

In order to prove Theorem 2.2, we show that the restricted Maxwell operator Mimp,Z |Sε,µ(Ω)

has compact resolvent. This result follows from the combination of Theorem 2.1 with the compact
embedding (3.7), more precisely, with the two compact embeddings

Ximp(curl,div ε,Ω) →֒→֒ L2(Ω,C3) , Ximp(curl,div µ,Ω) →֒→֒ L2(Ω,C3). (4.7)
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Proof of Theorem 2.2. Let us prove statement (i). As before, the domains D(Mimp,Z |Sε,µ(Ω)) and
D(Mimp,Z) are assumed to be equipped with the graph norm of Mimp,Z .

By [16, Remark 2.2], the restricted Maxwell operator Mimp,Z |Sε,µ(Ω) is m-dissipative. Hence,
for all ω ∈ C+, the resolvent (Mimp,Z |Sε,µ(Ω) − ω)−1 : Sε,µ(Ω) → Sε,µ(Ω) of Mimp,Z is a con-
tinuous operator, and so, the operator Mimp,Z |Sε,µ(Ω) − ωISε,µ(Ω) is a bijective bounded operator
from the Hilbert space D(Mimp,Z |Sε,µ(Ω)) onto Sε,µ(Ω). By the bounded inverse theorem, the re-
solvent (Mimp,Z |Sε,µ(Ω) − ω)−1 can be considered as a linear homeomorphism from Sε,µ(Ω) onto
D(Mimp,Z |Sε,µ(Ω)).

By Theorem 2.1, the continuous embedding D(Mimp,Z) →֒ Himp(curl,Ω)
2 holds. The as-

sumptions div(εE) = 0 and div(µH) = 0 (which define the subspace Sε,µ(Ω) of L2
ε,µ(Ω)) imply

that on D(Mimp,Z |Sε,µ(Ω)) the norms of the spaces Ximp(curl,div ε,Ω) ⊕ Ximp(curl,divµ,Ω) and

Himp(curl,Ω)
2 coincide. This yields the continuous embedding

D(Mimp,Z |Sε,µ(Ω)) →֒ Ximp(curl,div ε,Ω)⊕Ximp(curl,divµ,Ω).

Combining this continuous embedding with the compact embeddings (4.7) and the equivalence
of norms (1.2)-(1.4), we see that the resolvent (Mimp,Z |Sε,µ(Ω) − ω)−1 is compact as an operator
from Sε,µ(Ω) to L

2
ε,µ(Ω). Since the range ran(Mimp,Z |Sε,µ(Ω) − ω)−1 lies in Sε,µ(Ω), the operator

(Mimp,Z |Sε,µ(Ω) − ω)−1 is compact as an operator in Sε,µ(Ω). Thus, by [34, Theorem III.6.29],
Mimp,Z |Sε,µ(Ω) has purely discrete spectrum.

Now statement (ii) of Theorem 2.2 follows immediately from statement (i) and the decomposi-
tion Mimp,Z =Mimp,Z |Sε,µ(Ω) ⊕ 0 (see Section 2.2). This completes the proof of Theorem 2.2.

4.2 Proofs of Theorems 2.4 and 2.5, convergence of eigenvalues

Let Z : L2
t (∂Ω) → L2

t (∂Ω) be an impedance operator satisfying (1.11)-(1.12). Recall that M0,0 is a
symmetric Maxwell operator with the domain H0(curl,Ω)

2 and that M∗
0,0 is the Maxwell operator

with the domainH(curl,Ω)2. The m-dissipative Maxwell operatorMimp,Z =M ε,µ
imp,Z is a restriction

M∗
0,0 defined by the boundary condition n×E = ZHtan (and is an extension of M0,0).
Statement (iii) of the next proposition provides the weak formulation for the eigenproblem.

Proposition 4.1. (i) The adjoint M∗
imp,Z of Mimp,Z in L

2
ε,µ(Ω) is the Maxwell operator with

the same material parameters ε, µ ∈ L∞(Ω,Msym
α,β ), but associated with the boundary condition

n×E = −Z∗Htan. That is, M∗
imp,Z is defined by the differential expression M(ε, µ) on the domain

D(M∗
imp,Z) = {{E,H} ∈ Himp(curl,Ω)

2 : n×E = −Z∗Htan}. (4.8)

(ii) The operator (−1)M∗
imp,Z is m-dissipative in L

2
ε,µ(Ω).

(iii) A pair {E,H} ∈ H(curl,Ω)2 is a solution to the problem

i∇×H = ωεE, −i∇×E = ωµH, n×E = ZHtan (4.9)

if and only if {E,H} satisfies the identity

(E, i∇×H∗ − ωεE∗)Ω + (H,−i∇×E∗ − ωµH∗)Ω = 0 for all {E∗,H∗} ∈ D(M∗
imp,Z). (4.10)

Proof. (i) can be seen directly by the integration by parts, or can obtained from the combination of
[16, Remark 6.1] with [16, Theorem 8.1 and Definition 7.2]. (ii) follows from the m-dissipativity of
the operator Mimp,Z and [34, Problem V.3.21]. (iii) is a reformulation of the well-known statement

that ker(Mimp,Z − ω) = L
2
ε,µ(Ω)⊖ ran(M∗

imp,Z − ω).
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Let εn, µn ∈ L∞(Ω,Msym
α,β ) for all n ∈ N. Assume that, for each n ∈ N, the vector-field {En,Hn}

is an eigenvector of the Maxwell operator Mn := M εn,µn

imp,Z associated with a certain eigenvalue
ωn ∈ σ(Mn), i.e., {E

n,Hn} is a nontrivial solution to the eigenproblem

i∇×Hn = ωnεnE
n, −i∇×En = ωnµnH

n, n×En = ZHn
tan. (4.11)

Lemma 4.2. Assume additionally that, for each n ∈ N, the eigenfield {En,Hn} is

L
2
εn,µn

(Ω)-normalized in the sense (εnE
n,En)Ω + (µnH

n,Hn)Ω = 1, (4.12)

and that the sequence of eigenvalues {ωn}n∈N is bounded in C. Then there exists a subsequence
{nk}

∞
k=1 ⊂ N such that the following statements hold:

(C1) the subsequences {Enk}k∈N and {Hnk}k∈N converge weakly in L2(Ω,C3) to certain vector-fields
E∞ ∈ H(curl,Ω) and H∞ ∈ H(curl,Ω);

(C2) {∇×Enk}k∈N and {∇×Hnk}k∈N converge weakly in L2(Ω,C3) to ∇×E∞ and, resp., ∇×H∞;

(C3) {n×Enk}k∈N, {E
nk
tan}k∈N, {n×Hnk}k∈N, and {Hnk

tan}k∈N converge weakly in L2
t (∂Ω) to n×E∞,

E∞
tan, n×H∞and H∞

tan, respectively.

(C4) {εnk
}k∈N and {µnk

}k∈N H-converge to certain ε∞ ∈ L∞(Ω,Msym
α,β ) and µ∞ ∈ L∞(Ω,Msym

α,β );

(C5) {ωnk
}k∈N converges to a certain ω∞ ∈ C.

Proof. Step 1. Let us prove (C1)-(C2). The weak L2(Ω,C3)-convergences Enk ⇀E∞ and
Hnk ⇀H∞ after a passage to certain subsequences follow from the normalization of (4.12). Simi-
larly, from (4.11) and inclusions εn, µn ∈ L∞(Ω,Msym

α,β ), one sees that the sequences {∇ × En}n∈N
and {∇ × Hn}n∈N are bounded in L2(Ω,C3). Hence, after a possible iterative passage to subse-
quences, we obtain ∇×Enk ⇀u1 and ∇×Hnk ⇀u2 in L2(Ω,C3) with certain u1,u2 ∈ L2(Ω,C3).

In order to finish the proof of (C1)-(C2), one has to show that E∞,H∞ ∈ H(curl,Ω), ∇×E∞ =
u1, and ∇ ×H∞ = u2. These statements follows from the fact that the operator curl is closed,
see [34, Problem III.5.12].

Step 2. Let us prove (C3). From the proof of (C1)-(C2), one sees that the sequences {En}n∈N
and {Hn}n∈N are bounded in H(curl,Ω). We will use the fact that v 7→ n×v is a unitary operator
in L2

t (∂Ω) (see Section 2.1). Since n × En = ZHn
tan, Theorem 2.1 (i) implies that {En

tan}n∈N and
{Hn

tan}n∈N are bounded in L2
t (∂Ω), and so, {n× E}n∈N is also bounded in L2

t (∂Ω). After passing
to suitable subsequences, we get the weak L2

t (∂Ω)-convergences n × Enk ⇀w1 and H
nk
tan⇀w2 to

certain w1,w2 ∈ L2
t (∂Ω). The mappings E 7→ n × E and H 7→ Htan are bounded and closed as

operators from the Hilbert space Himp(curl,Ω) to the Hilbert space L2
t (∂Ω). Thus w1 = n × E∞

and w2 = H∞
tan ∈ L2(Ω,C3). This implies also the rest of (C3) (we use here again that v 7→ n× v

is a unitary operator in L2
t (∂Ω)).

Step 3. Conditions (C4)-(C5) are fulfilled after an additional passage to a subsequence due to
the H-compactness of L∞(Ω,Msym

α,β ) (see Remark 2.3) and the boundedness of {ωn}n∈N.

Lemma 4.3. Assume that a sequence of L2
εn,µn

(Ω)-normalized eigenfields {{En,Hn}}n∈N satisfies
statements (C1)-(C5) of Lemma 4.2 (with the index n ∈ N instead of nk). Assume that for each
n ∈ N at least one of the two following conditions is fulfilled:

ωn 6= 0 or 0 = div(εnE
n) = div(µnH

n) . (4.13)

Then:
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(C6) There exists a subsequence {nk}
∞
k=1 ⊆ N such that {εnk

Enk}k∈N and {µnk
Hnk}k∈N converge

weakly in L2(Ω,C3) to ε∞E∞ and, resp., µ∞H∞.

(C7) (ε∞E∞,E∞)Ω + (µ∞H∞,H∞)Ω = 1.

Proof. In the case ξ ≡ IR3 , we denote H(div 0,Ω) := H(div ξ0,Ω) and H2(Ω) := H2(Ω, ξ). Let
Dn = εnE

n and Bn = µnH
n, n ∈ N. Note that assumption (4.13) implies always its second

option, i.e.,
0 = divDn = divBn for all n ∈ N. (4.14)

Indeed, if ωn 6= 0, then the equations in (4.11) yield (4.14). We split the proof into two steps.
Step 1. Let us prove (C6). From (C1) and εn, µn ∈ L∞(Ω,Msym

α,β ), we infer that {Dn}n∈N and

{Bn}k∈N are bounded in L2(Ω,C3). So, after possible passing to suitable subsequences, one gets
Dnk ⇀D∞ and Bnk ⇀B∞ in L2(Ω,C3). By (C1) and (C4), ∇×Enk ⇀E∞ and ∇×Hnk ⇀H∞ in

L2(Ω,C3), as well as, εnk

H
−→ ε∞ and µnk

H
−→µ∞. Now, the H-convergence criteria of Proposition

2.3 and Remark 2.4 imply D∞ = ε∞E∞ and B∞ = µ∞H∞. This gives (C6).
Step 2. Let us prove (C7). It follows from (4.14) that Dn ∈ H(div 0,Ω) and Bn ∈ H(div 0,Ω)

for all n ∈ N. We apply the decomposition (3.2) and Theorem 3.1 with ξ ≡ IR3 in order to construct
for each n the vector fieldswn ∈ H2(Ω) and vn ∈ H1(Ω,C3)⊖ker curl1 such thatDn = wn+∇×vn.
Using εn, µn ∈ L∞(Ω,Msym

α,β ), (4.12), and estimate (3.1), we see that {wn}n∈N is bounded in the

closed subspace H2(Ω) of L2(Ω,C3), and {vn}n∈N is bounded in H1(Ω,C3). Now we can pass to
subsequences such that wnk → w∞ in H2(Ω) (recall that H2(Ω) = H2(Ω, IR3) is finite-dimensional),
vnk ⇀v∞ in H1(Ω,C3), and such that (C6) is satisfied. By Theorem 3.1, the operators that recover
wn and vn from Dn are continuous. Hence, D∞ = w∞ +∇× v∞.

Combining vnk ⇀v∞ in H1(Ω,C3) with the compact embedding H1(Ω,C3) →֒→֒ L2(Ω,C3), we
get the (strong) convergence vnk → v∞ in L2(Ω,C3), and in turn, γ(vnk) → γ(v∞) in L2(∂Ω,C3)
and n × vnk → n × v∞ in L2

t (∂Ω), where γ : H1(Ω,C3) → H1/2(∂Ω,C3) is the trace operator
v 7→ v|∂Ω. Using the integration by parts, one obtains

(εnk
Enk ,Enk)Ω = (∇× vnk ,Enk)Ω + (wnk ,Enk)Ω

= (vnk ,∇×Ek)Ω + (n× vnk ,Enk
tan)∂Ω + (wnk ,Enk)Ω.

Since L2-inner products of strongly and weakly convergent sequences are convergent, we infer that

(εnk
Enk ,Enk)Ω → (v∞,∇×E∞)Ω + (n× v∞,E∞

tan)∂Ω + (w∞,E∞)Ω .

One more integration by parts yields (εnk
Enk ,Enk)Ω → (ε∞E∞,E∞)Ω as k → ∞ . The same ar-

guments for the subsequence {Hnk}k∈N prove that (µnk
Hnk ,Hnk)Ω → (µ∞H∞,H∞)Ω. Combining

this with the normalizations (4.12), we complete the proof of (C7).

Proof of Theorem 2.4. Assume that ωn → ω∞. In order to prove Theorem 2.4 we continue the line
of Lemmata 4.2 and 4.3 and show that the L

2
ε∞,µ∞

-normalized weak limit {E∞,H∞} produced by
statements (C1) and (C7) solves

i∇×H∞ = ω∞ε∞E∞, −i∇×E∞ = ω∞µ∞H∞, n×E∞ = ZH∞
tan .

To this end, we use the weak formulation of Proposition 4.1 (iii), i.e., we only have to show that

(E∞, i∇×H∗ − ωε∞E∗)Ω + (H∞,−i∇×E∗ − ωµ∞H∗)Ω = 0 (4.15)

for all {E∗,H∗} ∈ D∗, where D∗ := {{E,H} ∈ Himp(curl,Ω)
2 : n × E = −Z∗Htan}. (Note that

the domains of operators (M ε,µ
imp,Z)

∗ do not depend on the choice of ε and µ and are equal to D∗.)
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From Proposition 4.1, we know that for all n ∈ N and {E∗,H∗} ∈ D∗,

0 = (En, i∇×H∗)− (En, ωnεnE∗)Ω + (Hn,−i∇×E∗)− (Hn, ωnµnH∗)Ω . (4.16)

Passing to subsequences satisfying the properties (C1)-(C7) and, with abuse of notation, indexing
them again with n ∈ N, we use the weak convergences of (C1) in order to obtain

(En, i∇×H∗) + (Hn,−i∇×E∗) → (E∞, i∇×H∗) + (H∞,−i∇×E∗). (4.17)

In order to take into account the remaining terms in (4.16), we consider the expression

(Hn, ωnµnH∗)Ω + (En, ωnεnE∗)Ω = (Bn, ω∞H∗)Ω + (Dn, ω∞E∗)Ω

− (ω∞ − ωn) (B
n,H∗)Ω − (ω∞ − ωn)(D

n,E∗)Ω,

which converges as n→ ∞ to

(B∞, ω∞H∗)Ω + (D∞, ω∞E∗)Ω = (H∞, ω∞µ∞H∗)Ω + (E∞, ω∞ε∞E∗)Ω.

The combination of this limit with (4.17) and (4.16) implies (4.15) and completes the proof.

Proof of Theorem 2.5. We combine now Lemmata 4.2-4.3 with Theorem 2.4 and Proposition 3.2
in order to prove Theorem 2.5 by reductio ad absurdum. We put Mn := M εn,µn

imp,Z for n ∈ N and

M∞ = M ε∞,µ∞

imp,Z , where ε∞ and µ∞ are from Theorem 2.4. Assuming that ωn 6= 0 for all n ∈ N

and that ωn converge to ω∞ = 0 as n→ ∞, we will show that this leads to a contradiction.
Passing to subsequences, one can ensure that conditions (C1)-(C7) of Lemmata 4.2-4.3 are

satisfied. We index the corresponding subsequences by n ∈ N for the simplicity of notation.
Note that the kernels K = {{E,H} ∈ Himp(curl,Ω)

2 : 0 = ∇×E = ∇×H, n×E = ZHtan}
of operators M ε,µ

imp,Z do not depend on ε and µ, and that ker(M ε,µ
imp,Z)

∗ = kerM ε,µ
imp,Z = K due to

Proposition 3.2 (ii). Thus, K = kerMn = kerM∗
n for all n ∈ N ∪ {∞}. By Proposition 3.2, K is a

reducing subspace for Mn for every n ∈ N ∪ {∞}. That is, denoting by Xn the L
2
εn,µn

-orthogonal
complement Xn = L

2
εn,µn

(Ω)⊖K, we obtain that

L
2
εn,µn

(Ω) = Xn ⊕K reduces Mn to Mn = Mn|Xn ⊕ 0 for every n ∈ N ∪ {∞}. (4.18)

Moreover, ker(Mn|Xn) = {0}. Since ωn 6= 0 for each n ∈ N, the corresponding eigenfield {En,Hn}
belongs to Xn for each n ∈ N. This and (4.18) implies 0 = (εnE

n,E0)Ω + (µnH
n,H0)Ω for all

{E0,H0} ∈ K and all n ∈ N. Passing to the limit we get 0 = (ε∞E∞,E0)Ω + (µ∞H∞,H0)Ω for all
{E0,H0} ∈ K (we have used (C6) here). This implies

{E∞,H∞} ∈ X∞, where X∞ := L
2
ε∞,µ∞

(Ω)⊖K. (4.19)

Since ωn → 0, Theorem 2.4 implies that {E∞,H∞} is an L
2
ε∞,µ∞

-normalized eigenfield of M∞

corresponding to the eigenvalue ω∞ = 0, and so, {E∞,H∞} ∈ K. This contradicts (4.19).

4.3 Proofs of Proposition 2.9 and of Corollaries 2.10 and 2.11

Proof of Proposition 2.9. Let ω ∈ R be an eigenvalue of m-dissipative operator Mimp,Z and let
{E,H} be a corresponding eigenfield. Then, by Proposition 3.2 (ii), {E,H} is also an eigen-
field associated with the same eigenvalue ω for the adjoint operator M∗

imp,Z . That is, {E,H} ∈
D(Mimp,Z) ∩ D(M∗

imp,Z). Proposition 4.1 (i) implies that ZHtan = n × E = −Z∗Htan, and so
0 = (Z + Z∗)Htan = 2Re (Z)Htan. This and (2.14) implies Htan = 0, and, in turn, implies also
n×E = 0. Thus, {E,H} is an eigenvector of the symmetric Maxwell operator M0,0.
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We prove now the following more general version of Corollary 2.10.

Corollary 4.4. Assume that the impedance operator Z satisfies (1.11), (1.12), and (2.14). Assume
that the material parameters ε and µ are piecewise Lipschitz in the sense that the assumptions
(2.17)-(2.19) are satisfied. Then R ∩ σ(Mimp,Z) = {0}.

Proof. As it is explained in Section 2.2, 0 is an eigenvalue of Mimp,Z . Assume now that ω ∈ R\{0}
and ω ∈ σ(Mimp,Z). Theorem 2.2 implies that ω is an eigenvalue of Mimp,Z . Any associated
L
2
ε,µ(Ω)-normalized eigenfield {E,H} satisfies 0 = n×E = Htan due to Proposition 2.9. We extend

E and H by 0 to R
3 \Ω and extend ε and µ by the constant matrix IR3 to R

3 \Ω. Then the unique
continuation result of [4, Theorem 2.1] implies that E = H = 0 a.e. in R

3. This contradicts the
fact that {E,H} is an L

2
ε,µ(Ω)-normalized eigenfield and completes the proof.

Proof of Corollary 2.11. Let us take an arbitrary Z satisfying (1.11), (1.12), and (2.14), e.g., the
identity operator Z = IL2

t (∂Ω). Then, by Proposition 2.9 and Remark 2.8, ω is an eigenvalue of

(2.15) if and only if ω ∈ σ(M ε,µ
imp,Z). This allows us to prove Corollary 2.11 in the way similar to

Corollaries 2.7 and 2.8. Namely, Corollary 2.6 (ii) implies that for F = L∞(Ω,Msym
α,β )

2,

0 < ω∗ = min{ω ∈ R+ : ω ∈ Σ[F] \ {0}}.

5 Discussion and additional remarks

5.1 Coupled G-closure problems and H-closed feasible families.

For Maxwell equations, the periodic homogenization has been intensively studied (see, e.g., [40]
and references therein). While applications of the homogenization method to optimization prob-
lems requires the non-periodic H-convergence, the description of relevant relaxed H-closed feasible
families can be often reduced to G-closure problems of periodic homogenization, see [8, 53, 1] and
Remark 2.6. In Example 2.2, the description of the feasible family F via Gθ-closures for two-phase
’conductivity’ problem [47, 56, 42] is possible since magnetic permeabilities µ̂1 and µ̂2 are equal. If
µ̂1 6= µ̂2 and ǫ1 6= ǫ2 (e.g., if the magnetic susceptibility of silicon is not neglected) the description
of the H-closure is connected with the problem of optimal coupled bounds for periodic homogeniza-
tion. In the 2-dimensional case, the corresponding coupled G-closure problem is addressed in [10]
and [8, Section 11.3]. However, we were not able to find in the existing mathematical literature a
general solution of the coupled G-closure problem for two materials in the 3-dimensional case.

From the point of view of the problem of high-Q design for optical cavities, it is especially
interesting to combine this coupled H-closure problem with the unique continuation problem of
Section 2.5. We discuss this in the next remark.

5.2 Extremal cases of nonunique continuation.

As it was discussed in Remark 2.9, the nonunique continuation results of [14] imply that for every
α > 0 there exist β > α, ε, µ ∈ L∞(Ω,Msym

α,β ), and ω > 0 such that the ’overdetermined’ on ∂Ω
eigenvalue problem

i∇×H = ωεE, −i∇×E = ωµH, 0 = n×E, 0 = Htan (5.1)

possesses a nontrivial solution {E,H}.
Eigenvalues ω of (5.1) are exactly eigenvalues of the symmetric Maxwell operator M ε,µ

0,0 . Their
study by classical perturbation methods (see, e.g., [34]) is difficult since σ(M ε,µ

0,0 ) = C, and so,
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these eigenvalues are not isolated (in the sense that they are surrounded by the points of residual
spectrum of M ε,µ

0,0 ).
The meaning of Remark 2.8 is that the set of eigenvalues ω of (5.1) can be realized as the part

R∩σ(M ε,µ
imp,Z) of the spectrum of an m-dissipative Maxwell operator M ε,µ

imp,Z under the assumption
that Z satisfies (1.11), (1.12), and (2.14). For instance, this statement is valid if we take the identity
operator Z = I in L2

t (∂Ω). The advantage of such a representation is that now all points of the
spectrum of M ε,µ

imp,Z are isolated eigenvalues (due to Theorem 2.2), and so, the perturbation theory
of [34] is applicable to the study of eigenvalues of (5.1).

From this point of view, various extreme cases of eigenvalues of (5.1) are especially interesting.
Note that Corollary 2.11 can be extended essentially without changes to any H-closed family F ⊆
L∞(Ω,Msym

α,β )
2 that satisfies the condition that the corresponding set Σ0,0[F] :=

⋃
{ε,µ}∈F

σ(M ε,µ
0,0 ) of

achievable eigenvalues over F intersects R \ {0}. Namely, in this case the arguments of the proof of
Corollary 2.11 show that ω+

∗ (F) = inf(R+ ∩Σ0,0[F]) is a positive eigenvalue of M ε∗,µ∗

0,0 for a certain
{ε∗, µ∗} ∈ F. In a certain sense, the value of ω+

∗ (F) quantifies the nonunique continuation property
in the family F. If Σ0,0[F] ∩ R+ = ∅, it is natural to put ω+

∗ (F) = +∞.
For the problem of high-Q design, the value of ω+

∗ (F) for the family F of Example 2.2 (i) is
especially interesting, as well as the value of ω+

∗ (F) for the coupled H-closures discussed in Section
5.1. Note that ω+

∗ (F) < +∞ means that there exists a structure in F with the quality-factor
Q = +∞ (at least on the level of the idealized model (1.1), (1.10)).

Modifying parameters α and β (or ǫ1, ǫ2, µ̂1, µ̂2), one can quantify the nonunique continuation
in other ways. The following corollary provides simplest examples of such quantifications.

Corollary 5.1. Let ω > 0, α0 > 0, and β0 > α0 be such that ω is an eigenvalue of (5.1) for a
certain pair {ε, µ} ∈ L∞(Ω,Msym

α0,β0
)2.

(i) Let us define α∗ = α∗(ω, β0,Ω) and β∗ = β∗(ω,α0,Ω) by

α∗ = sup{ α ≥ α0 : ω is an eigenvalue of (5.1) for a certain {ε, µ} ∈ L∞(Ω,Msym
α,β0

)2},

β∗ = inf{ β ≤ β0 : ω is an eigenvalue of (5.1) for a certain {ε, µ} ∈ L∞(Ω,Msym
α0,β

)2}.

Then α∗ < β0, α0 < β∗, there exists {ε, µ} ∈ L∞(Ω,Msym
α∗,β0

)2 such that ω is an eigenvalue for (5.1),

and there exists {ε, µ} ∈ L∞(Ω,Msym
α0,β∗

)2 such that ω is an eigenvalue for (5.1).

(ii) Let ωmin = ω+
∗ (L

∞(Ω,Msym
α0,β0

)2). Then there exists an interval [α1, β1] ⊆ [α0, β0] extremal in
the sense that simultaneously

ωmin = ω+
∗ (L

∞(Ω,Msym
α1,β1

)2), α1 = α∗(ωmin, β1,Ω), and β1 = β∗(ωmin, α1,Ω).

Proof. Similarly to Corollaries 2.6, 2.8, and 2.11, the proof is obtained from the H-compactness
(2.12) and Theorem 2.5 by iterative applications of Theorem 2.4 to eigenvalues of M ε,µ

imp,I . Note
that α∗ < β0 and α0 < β∗ follow from Corollary 2.10.

5.3 Optimization with excluded zero eigenvalue.

Recall that I = [ϕ−, ϕ+] ⊂ R is an arbitrary fixed compact interval and dI(ω) = minϕ−≤ϕ≤ϕ+
|ω−ϕ|

is the distance from an eigenvalue ω to I.
The zero eigenvalue of Maxwell operators M ε,µ

imp,Z has no special significance for some of ap-
plications and, in particular, for high-Q resonators. The part (ii) of Corollary 2.6 is designed to
exclude the zero eigenvalue from the dI -minimization problem of Section 2.4.
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However, one has to take care about the abstract possibility of the case of the empty spectrum
for an m-dissipative operator T1 = T |X⊖ker T that appears after factorization of the kernel of an
m-dissipative operator T in a Hilbert space X. (In this case the inverse T−1

1 is quasi-nilpotent.
Compact dissipative quasi-nilpotent operators have been studied in the theory of abstract Volterra
operators, see [55].) The physical intuition says that, in the context of wave equations, such
operators are very exceptional. However, taking into account the example of an m-dissipative
operator with empty spectrum for the damped string equation [12], it is difficult to exclude the
possibility that there exist a Lipschitz domain Ω, bounds α and β satisfying 0 < α < β, material
parameters {ε, µ} ∈ L∞(Ω,Msym

α,β )
2
, and a certain m-dissipative boundary condition (in the sense

of [16]) such that the corresponding m-dissipative Maxwell operator M has σ(M) = {0}.
Therefore, the exclusion of the zero eigenvalue from the optimization requires the following

modification of the existence result of Corollary 2.7: if F is an H-closed subset of L∞(Ω,Msym
α,β )

2

satisfying Σ[F] 6= {0}, then there exist a feasible material parameter pair {ε∗, µ∗} ∈ F and an
achievable eigenvalue ω∗ ∈ σ(M ε∗,µ∗

imp,Z) \ {0} such that dI(ω∗) = min
ω∈Σ[F]\{0}

dI(ω). This result can be

proved in a way similar to the proof of Corollary 2.7 with the additional use of statement (ii) of
Corollary 2.6.

Appendix

A M-dissipativity of generalized impedance boundary conditions

It was proved in [16] by the boundary tuple method that,

under assumptions (1.11)-(1.12), the operator Mimp,Z is m-dissipative in L
2
ε,µ(Ω). (A.1)

We give here a more elementary proof of (A.1) that relies on the Lax-Milgram lemma.
The integration by parts, the boundary condition n × E = ZHtan, and the accretivity of Z

imply 2Im (Mimp,Z Φ,Φ)L2
ε,µ(Ω) = −2Re (n × E,Htan)∂Ω = −2Re (ZHtan,Htan)∂Ω ≤ 0 for all

Φ = {E,H} ∈ D(Mimp,Z). This shows that Mimp,Z is dissipative.
Let ω = iκ with a certain κ > 0. If we show that ran(ω −Mimp,Z) = L

2
ε,µ(Ω), then [52, Section

1.1] implies that Mimp,Z is m-dissipative. For that it will suffice to show that the equation

ω

[
E

H

]
−Mimp,Z

[
E

H

]
=

[
f1

f2

]

has a solution Φ = {E,H} ∈ D(Mimp,Z) for all f = {f1, f2} ∈ L2(Ω,C6).
We consider for H ∈ Himp(curl,Ω) the following variational equation,

b(H,w) = −
1

ω
(f1,∇×w)Ω − i(µf2,w)Ω for all w ∈ Himp(curl,Ω), (A.2)

where b(u,w) = −iω(µu,w)Ω + i
ω (ε

−1∇×u,∇×w)Ω +(Zutan,wtan)∂Ω is a bounded and coercive
sesquilinear form on Himp(curl,Ω). Indeed, the boundedness of b(·, ·) is clear from (2.2). The
coercivity of (Z·, ·)∂Ω in L2

t (∂Ω) implies (see, e.g., [3, Remark 4.2.7]) that there exists ϑ ∈ R such

that Re
(
eiϑ(Zv,v)L2

t (∂Ω)

)
& ‖v‖2∂Ω for all v ∈ L2

t (∂Ω). From the accretivity of Z, one obtains

that the corresponding rotation angle ϑ can be chosen in the interval (−δ, δ) with arbitrary small
δ ∈ (0, π/4]. This yields

|b(u,u)| ≥ cos(π/4)

(
κ(µu,u)Ω +

1

κ
(ε−1∇× u,∇× u)Ω

)
+ |(Zutan,utan)∂Ω| & ‖u‖2Himp(curl,Ω)
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for all u ∈ Himp(curl,Ω), which proves that b is coercive.
The Lax-Milgram lemma implies that for every f = {f1, f2} ∈ L2(Ω,C6) there exists a unique

solution H ∈ Himp(curl,Ω) to (A.2). Now, we define E = ω−1
(
f1 + iε−1∇×H

)
. Then E ∈

L2(Ω,C3) and, for all w ∈ Himp(curl,Ω),

−iω(µH,w)Ω + (E,∇×w)Ω + (ZHtan,wtan)∂Ω = −i(µf2,w)Ω . (A.3)

Choosing w ∈ H0(curl,Ω), one sees that ∇ × E ∈ L2(Ω,C3) and ωµH + i∇ × E = µf2. Hence,
Φ = {E,H} solves the two Maxwell equations under consideration.

It remains to prove that Φ = {E,H} satisfies the boundary condition n × E = ZHtan. In
equation (A.3) we perform the integration by parts in the second term and make use of the second
Maxwell equation. Then, for all w ∈ Himp(curl,Ω),

−〈n×E,wtan〉∂Ω + (ZHtan,wtan)∂Ω = 0, (A.4)

where 〈·, ·〉∂Ω is the pairing between H−1/2(div∂Ω, ∂Ω) and H
−1/2(curl∂Ω, ∂Ω) w.r.t. the pivot space

L2
t (∂Ω). For basic facts concerning this duality, and in particular, for the equality

{wtan : w ∈ Himp(curl,Ω)} = L2
t (∂Ω) ∩H

−1/2(curl∂Ω, ∂Ω), (A.5)

we refer to [5, 6, 16]. Since L2
t (∂Ω) ∩ H−1/2(div∂Ω, ∂Ω) is dense in L2

t (∂Ω) (see Section 3.1), it
follows from (A.4) and (A.5) that n×E ∈ L2

t (∂Ω) and n×E−ZHtan = 0 in the sense of L2
t (∂Ω).

This completes the proof of (A.1).

B Proof of Proposition 2.3, equivalence of two H-convergences

We were not able to reach the publication of Tartar [56], where Proposition 2.3 is originated from.
However, in our opinion, the proof given below should be very close to the original proof of [56]
since it is heavily based on the methods of compensated compactness and oscillating test functions
of Murat & Tartar [46] (see also [1, 57]).

Proof of Proposition 2.3. Recall that 〈·, ·〉 denotes the standard inner product in C
3 or R

3. By 1

we denote the constant function equal to 1. The proof is split in several steps.
Step 1. The construction of test functions. Suppose that {An}n∈N ⊆ L∞(Ω,Mα,β) H-converges

to A∞. For any y ∈ R
3, there exists a sequence of functions {wn}n∈N such that wn⇀ 〈y, x〉1 in

H1(Ω), ∇wn⇀1y in L2(Ω,C3), An∇wn ⇀ A∞1y in L2(Ω,C3), and ∇· (An∇wn) = g for a certain
g ∈ H−1(Ω), where 1y stands for the constant R3-valued function equal to y. The existence of such
a sequence {wn}n∈N is a part of the oscillating test function method of [46] (see [1, Section 1.3.1]).

Step 2. Proof of ’only if ’. Suppose that {An}n∈N ⊆ L∞(Ω,Mα,β) H-converges to A∞. Suppose
that En ∈ L2(Ω,R3) and Dn = AnE

n ∈ L2(Ω,R3) satisfy the hypotheses (2.8)-(2.11) for all n ∈ N.
For each n ∈ N ∪ {∞}, we consider now certain measurable defined a.e. functions En, Dn, An,
and wn representing the corresponding equivalence classes En,Dn ∈ L2(Ω,R3), An ∈ L∞(Ω,Mα,β),
and, resp., wn ∈ H1(Ω). Since a countable union of sets of measure zero is also of zero measure,
there exists a set Ω0 of measure zero such that, for all N, the functions En, Dn, An, wn, and A∞

are defined on x ∈ Ω \ Ω0 and Dn = AnE
n for all x ∈ Ω \Ω0.

Evaluating 〈Dn −An∇wn,E
n −∇wn〉 pointwise in Ω, one sees that for a.a. x ∈ Ω \ Ω0,

〈Dn −An∇wn,E
n −∇wn〉 = 〈An(E

n −∇wn),E
n −∇wn〉 ≥ α|En −∇wn|

2 ≥ 0 .
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Observing that ∇ × (En − ∇wn) = ∇ × En and ∇ · An(E
n − ∇wn) = ∇ · Dn − g, we infer

from (2.10)-(2.11) that {∇ × (En − ∇wn)}n∈N is a relatively compact subset of H−1(Ω,C3) and
that {∇ · An(E

n − ∇wn)}n∈N is a relatively compact subset of H−1(Ω). Hence, using [1, Lemma
1.3.1] (which is a version of the div-curl lemma), we infer that, after a possible replacement of
Ω0 with a larger measure zero set Ω0, there is a dense countable subset Y of R

3 such that
〈D∞ − A∞y,E

∞ − y〉 ≥ 0 for all x ∈ Ω \ Ω0 and all y ∈ Y . Using now the density of Y in
R
3, one obtains 〈D∞ −A∞y,E

∞ − y〉 ≥ 0 for all x ∈ Ω \Ω0 and all y ∈ R
3.

Let x ∈ Ω \ Ω0. Then, taking y = E∞(x)− tz with arbitrary z ∈ R
3 and t > 0, we obtain

〈D∞(x)−A∞(x)E∞(x) + tA∞(x)z, z〉 ≥ 0 for all z ∈ R
3 and all t > 0.

Letting t→ 0+ proves that 〈D∞(x)−A∞(x)E∞(x), z〉 ≥ 0 for all x ∈ Ω\Ω0 and all z ∈ R
3. Thus,

the equality D∞ = A∞E∞ holds a.e. in Ω.
Step 3. Proof of ‘if ’. Suppose that D∞ = A∞E∞ a.e. in Ω for all weak L2-limits {E∞,D∞}

of sequences {En,Dn} satisfying (2.8)-(2.11).
Given f ∈ H−1(Ω), we consider for each n ∈ N the weak solution to the Dirichlet problem

∇ · (An∇un) = f in Ω , un = 0 on ∂Ω .

It can be seen from the Lax-Milgram lemma that the sequence {un}n∈N is bounded in H1
0 (Ω).

Hence, there exists a weakly convergent subsequence (for brevity also indexed by n) such that
un⇀u∞ in H1

0 (Ω) for a certain u∞ ∈ H1
0 (Ω). Set En = ∇un. Then En ⇀ E∞ in L2(Ω,C3)

with E∞ = ∇u∞, and ∇ × En = 0 for all n ∈ N. We put now Dn = AnE
n, and observe that

∇·Dn = f ∈ H−1(Ω) and that the sequence {Dn}n∈N is bounded in L2(Ω,C3). Hence, the sequence
{Dn}n∈N has a subsequence with a certain weak L2-limit w-limn→∞Dn = D∞.

We see that this construction of sequences {En}n∈N and {Dn}n∈N ensures that they satisfy
assumptions (2.8)-(2.11). Thus, D∞ = A∞E∞ = A∞∇u∞ a.e. in Ω and

w-limAn∇un = w-limDn = D∞ = A∞∇u∞ in the sense of L2(Ω,C3).

Furthermore, for arbitrary ψ ∈ H1
0 (Ω),

〈f, ψ〉Ω = 〈∇ ·Dn, ψ〉Ω = −(Dn,∇ψ)Ω = − lim
n→∞

(Dn,∇ψ)Ω = −(D∞,∇ψ)Ω = 〈∇ ·D∞, ψ〉Ω ,

where 〈·, ·〉Ω is the pairing of H−1(Ω) and H1
0 (Ω). This implies ∇ · (A∞∇u∞) = ∇ ·D∞ = f.

Thus, the sequence {An}n∈N H-converges to A∞. This completes the proof.

C Proof of Theorem 3.1, Helmholtz-Hodge decompositions in Ω

Let ξ ∈ L∞(Ω,Msym
α,β ) and u ∈ L2

ξ(Ω,C
3). Let Γ1,Γ2, . . . ,ΓN be the connected components of ∂Ω

(note that N ∈ N since Ω is a Lipschitz domain). Let 〈·, ·〉L2(∂Ω) be the sesquilinear paring of

H−1/2(∂Ω) and H1/2(∂Ω) w.r.t. the pivot space L2(∂Ω) of L2-scalar-fields on ∂Ω (we use similarly
the notation 〈·, ·〉L2(Γj)).

Let grad0 : H1
0 (Ω) → L2

ξ(Ω,C
3) be the map u 7→ ∇u understood as a bounded operator from

H1
0 (Ω) to L2

ξ(Ω,C
3). The Poincaré inequality implies that rangrad0 = gradH1

0 (Ω) is a closed

subspace in L2
ξ(Ω,C

3) and that

grad0 considered as an operator from H1
0 (Ω) to gradH1

0 (Ω) becomes a homeomorphism. (C.1)
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The integration by parts implies that the orthogonal complement L2
ξ(Ω,C

3) ⊖ gradH1
0 (Ω) is the

closed subspace H(div ξ0,Ω) defined by (2.7). In the case ξ ≡ IR3 , we denote this space H(div 0,Ω)
and equip it with the L2(Ω,C3)-norm. Recall that curl1 : H1(Ω,C3) → L2(Ω,C3) is the bounded
operator defined in Section 3.1.

Proof of Theorem 3.1. Let us prove the statement (i). In order to obtain the ‘weighted’ Helmholtz-
Hodge decomposition of Theorem 3.1, consider the bounded operator ξ−1 curl1 : H1(Ω,C3) →
L2
ξ(Ω,C

3) defined by the differential operation u(·) 7→ (ξ(·))−1(∇ × u)(·), and consider its image

ran(ξ−1 curl1) = ξ−1 curlH1(Ω,C3). The distributional equality ∇ · (∇ × u) = 0 implies that
ξ−1 curlH1(Ω,C3) ⊆ H(div ξ0,Ω). The result on the existence of vector potentials of [21, Theorem
I.3.4] (see also [45]) represents curlH1(Ω,C3) = {curl u : u ∈ H1(Ω,C3)} as

curlH1(Ω,C3) = {w ∈ H(div 0,Ω) : 〈γn(w),1〉L2(Γj) = 0, 1 ≤ j ≤ N}, (C.2)

where the bounded operator γn : H(div 0,Ω) → H−1/2(∂Ω) is the normal-component trace obtained
as the extension by continuity of w 7→ n · w|∂Ω from H1(Ω,C3) ∩ H(div 0,Ω) (this can be done
with the help of the integration by parts for the div-operator). Note that the integration by parts
gives for every w ∈ H(div 0,Ω)

0 = (w,∇1)Ω = 〈γn(w),1〉L2(∂Ω) − (∇ ·w,1)L2(Ω) = 〈γn(w),1〉L2(∂Ω).

From this equality and the fact that w 7→ 〈γn(w),1〉L2(Γj) are continuous functionals on

H(div 0,Ω), we see that ξ−1 curlH1(Ω,C3) is a closed subspace of H(div ξ0,Ω) of co-dimension
N1 ≤ N − 1. So the L2

ξ-orthogonal complement H̃2(Ω, ξ) := H(div ξ0,Ω)⊖ ξ−1 curlH1(Ω,C3) is a
space of the dimension N1 ≤ N − 1.

Let us show that H̃2(Ω, ξ) is (N − 1)-dimensional and that H̃2(Ω, ξ) is equal to

H2(Ω, ξ) := {w = ∇q : q ∈ H1(Ω), ∇ · (ξ∇q) = 0 in Ω, and q|∂Ω ∈ K0(∂Ω)},

where K0(∂Ω) is the N -dimensional space of locally constant C-valued functions on ∂Ω. Indeed,
H2(Ω, ξ) ⊆ H(div ξ0,Ω). The orthogonalities 〈γn(w),1〉L2(Γj) = 0 in the representation (C.2) show

that, for q|∂Ω ∈ K0(∂Ω) and v ∈ H1(Ω,C3), we have

(ξ−1 curl v,∇q)L2
ξ(Ω,C3) = (curl v,∇q)Ω = 〈γn(curl v) , q|∂Ω 〉L2(∂Ω) − 〈∇ · (∇× v), q〉Ω = 0.

That is, H2(Ω, ξ) and ξ
−1 curlH1(Ω,C3) are L2

ξ-orthogonal. Since H2(Ω, ξ) is (N−1)-dimensional,

we get H2(Ω, ξ) = H̃2(Ω, ξ). This finishes the proof of statement (i) of Theorem 3.1.
Let us prove the statement (ii) of Theorem 3.1. The kernel ker curl1 := {v ∈ H1(Ω,C3) :

∇ × v = 0} is a closed subspace of H1(Ω,C3). Let us consider the orthogonal complement
(ker curl1)

⊥ = H1(Ω,C3)⊖ker curl1 and the bounded bijective operator ξ−1 curl⊥ : (ker curl1)
⊥ →

ξ−1 curlH1(Ω,C3) defined as the restriction of ξ−1 curl1 to the subspace (ker curl1)
⊥. By state-

ment (i) of Theorem 3.1, ξ−1 curlH1(Ω,C3) is a closed subspace of L2
ξ(Ω,C

3). The bounded inverse

theorem implies that ξ−1 curl⊥ : (ker curl1)
⊥ → ξ−1 curlH1(Ω,C3) is a homeomorphism. Using

(C.1) and the fact that H2(Ω, ξ) is finite dimensional, one obtains statement (ii) of Theorem 3.1.
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