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NON-EXISTENCE OF A HOLOMORPHIC IMBEDDING OF
THE SOBOLEV LOOP SPACE INTO THE

HILBERT PROJECTIVE SPACE

ANAKKAR M., IVASHKOVICH S*.

Abstract. The goal of this paper is to understand the properties of meromorphic map-
pings with values in two model complex Hibert manifolds: Hilbert projective space P(l2)
and Sobolev loop space of the Riemann sphere LP1. It occurs that these properties are
quite different. Based on our study we obtain as a corollary that LP1 does not admit a
closed holomorphic imbedding to P(l2). In other words LP1 is not a Hilbert projective
variety despite of the fact that it is Kähler and meromorphic functions separate points
on it.
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1. Introduction

1.1. On the imbedding of the loop space to the projective space. By a complex
Hilbert manifold we understand a Hausdorff topological space X locally homeomorphic to
an open subsets in a separable Hilbert space L, i.e., Cn or l2 , such that the transition maps
are holomorphic. The notation l2 stands for the Hilbert space of sequences of complex
numbers z = {zk}

∞
k=1 such that ||z||2 :=

∑

k |zk|
2 <∞ with the standard Hermitian scalar

product (z,w) =
∑

k zkw̄k and the standard basis {e1, e2, ...}. By B(z0, r) we denote the
ball of radius r centered at z0 in L, by B(r) the ball centered at origin and by B the unit
ball. If we want to underline that we are speaking about unit ball in l2 we write B∞.
We say that meromorphic functions separate points on the complex Hilbert manifold X
if for every pair p 6= q of points of X there exists a meromorphic function f on X such
that f is holomorphic near p and q and f(p) 6= f(q). It is not difficult to see that a
compact (⇒ finite dimensional) complex manifold X such that meromorphic functions
separate points on it admits a meromorphic injection to the complex projective space PN

for some N , see Proposition 4.3. By a meromorphic injection we mean a meromorphic
mapping f :X → PN such that it is a holomorphic injection outside of an analytic set of
codimension > 2.
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2 Section 1

It occurs not to be the case in infinite dimensions. Namely, despite of the fact that the
loop space LP1 of the Riemann sphere possesses the property of meromorphic separation,
see Proposition 4.2, it cannot be meromorphically injected to the Hilbert projective space
P(l2 ). We prove the following statement.

Theorem 1. LP1 doesn’t admit a closed meromorphic injection to P(l2), i.e., there doesn’t
exist a meromorphic map g : LP1 → P(l2 ) such that:

i) g : LP1 \ I → P(l2 ) is a holomorphic injection, where I is analytic codimI > 2;
i) dgz is injective and has closed range for all z ∈ LP1 \ I;
ii) the full image g(LP1) is closed in P(l2 ).

The non existence of an equivariant holomorphic imbedding with respect to the natural
group actions on LP1 and P(l2) was proved in [Z] answering the question from [MZ].
The proof in [Z] is based on the comparison of Picard groups. Our proof is based on
the comparison of extension properties of meromorphic mappings with values in these
manifolds.

1.2. Hilbert projective space. Let X and Y be complex Hilbert manifolds. Intuitively
a meromorphic mapping X → Y should be defined by a holomorphic map f : X \ I →Y ,
where I is a Hilbert analytic set in X of codimension > 2 such that the graph Γf of
f “extends” in some sense to X ×Y . And this “extended object” is what we call a
meromorphic graph (or, a a meromorphic map) and denote it still as Γf (or, as f). The
indeterminacy set of a meromorphic mapping f is the smallest closed subset I of X such
that f is holomorphic on X \I. It will be denoted as If . We do not claim that If is Hilbert
analytic in general, but this will be so in both model examples of Hilbert manifolds
mentioned above. Furthermore we shall investigate in what sense the aforementioned
extension realizes on the examples of LP1 and P(l2 ). They are quite different in nature
but have one common feature, namely the notion of meromorphicity for them are somehow
“predefined”.

We start with the case when Y is the Hilbert projective space P(l2 ) := (l2 \{0})/w ∼
λw , λ 6= 0, where w = (w0,w1, ...) ∈ l2 . By zjk = wj/wk we denote the affine coordinates
in the affine chart Uk = {[w] : wk 6= 0}= P(l2)\Hk, where Hk is the hyperplane

Hk := {[w] ∈ P(l2 ) : wk = 0}. (1.1)

Let a holomorphic mapping f : X \ I → P(l2) be given. Assuming that f(X \ I) 6⊂ H0

set A0 := f−1(H0). Observe that f |X\A0
is a holomorphic map with values in U0 ≡ l2 and

therefore writes as f = (f1,f2, ...). Here fk are holomorphic functions on X \A0 and such

that ‖f(z)‖2l2 =
∑

k |fk(z)|
2 is locally bounded, see subsection 2.2. We prove the following

Theorem 2. The closure Ā0 of the divisor A0 is a divisor in X and all fk extend mero-
morphically to the whole of X . Moreover, the orders of the poles of these extensions are
locally uniformly bounded along Ā0. In addition the following is true:

i) For every point a ∈ X there exists a neighborhood V ∋ a and holomorphic in V
functions ϕ0,ϕ1, ... without common factors such that

a) ‖ϕ(z)‖2 =
∑

k |ϕk(z)|
2 is locally bounded and fk = ϕk/ϕ0 on V;

b) V ∩ I ⊃ {z ∈ V : ϕk(z) = 0 for all k}.
ii) The indeterminacy set If of the meromorphic map f thus obtained is locally defined
by the equation ϕ(z) = 0, i.e., If ∩V = {z ∈ V : ϕ0(z) = ϕ1(z) = ...0}.
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Now it is clear that by a meromorphic mapping in the case of P(l2 ) we should under-
stand the object obtained by the extension from X \ I to X of a holomorphic map f as
in this theorem. It is worth to note that on V \ If our map is defined as

f(z) = [ϕ0(z) : ϕ1(z) : ...] (1.2)

for an appropriate holomorphic map ϕ = (ϕ0,ϕ1, ...) with values in l2 . Therefore it is
natural to give the following

Definition 1. A meromorphic mapping from a Hilbert manifold X to the Hilbert projective
space P(l2 ) is defined by a sequence f1,f2, ... of meromorphic functions on X such that
locally there exist holomorphic functions ϕ0,ϕ1, ... with ‖ϕ‖l2 bounded and fk = ϕk

ϕ0
for

all k ∈ N. Mapping f is locally given by (1.2) outside of the set of common zeroes of
ϕ0,ϕ1, ....

We prove Thullen, Levi and Hartogs type extension theorems for meromorphic map-
pings with values in P(l2), see Theorems 3.1 and 3.2 as well as Corollary 3.1. In this
Introduction we shall need the following corollary from the Hartogs type extension.

Corollary 1. Let Γ be a C1-smooth closed curve in C2 and let f : C2 \Γ → P(l2 ) be a
holomorphic map. Then f extends meromorphically to the whole of C2.

This corollary follows from the Hartogs type extension theorem by placing a Hartogs
figure H near a given point a ∈ Γ in such a way that H ∩Γ =∅ but the associated to H
polydisk D2 contains a.

1.3. Case of loop spaces. Our second model example when the meromorphicity is
predefined is the case when Y is a Sobolev loop space of the Riemann sphere P1, i.e.
LP1 =W 1,2(S1,P1). The natural complex structure on LP1 will be recalled in section 4.
For the moment it will be sufficient to say that a holomorphic map f : X → LP1 from a
complex Hilbert manifold X to LP1 can be seen as a mapping f : X ×S1 → P1 such that:

• for every s ∈ S
1 the map f(·, s) : X → P

1 is holomorphic,
• for every z ∈ X one has f(z, ·) ∈W 1,2(S1,P1) and the correspondence

X ∋ z 7→ f(z, ·) ∈W 1,2(S1,P1)

is continuous with respect to the standard topology on X and the Sobolev topology
on W 1,2(S1,P1).

Such description will be called the represention of f . We shall prove the following

Theorem 3. Any holomorphic mapping f : X \ I → LP1, where X is a Hilbert manifold
and I a Hilbert analytic set in X of codimension > 2 possesses the following properties:

i) for every s ∈ S
1 the map f(·, s) is a meromorphic function which meromorphically

extends to the whole of X ;
ii) the family of indeterminacy sets {If(·,s) : s ∈ S1} is locally finite in X ;
iii) mapping f holomorphically extends to X \ If , and therefore If =

⋃

s∈S1 If(·,s)
is the indeterminacy set of the meromorphic mapping thus obtained.

Notice that since every If(·,s) is an analytic set of pure codimension two such is their
union If . These items force us to give the following

Definition 2. A meromorphic mapping f : X → LP1 from a Hilbert manifold X to the
Sobolev loop space W 1,2(S1,P1) is defined by a family of meromorphic on X functions
{f(·, s) : s ∈ S1} such that:
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i) the family of their indeterminacy sets {If(·,s) : s ∈ S1} is locally finite in X ;
ii) f is holomorphic when restricted to X \

⋃

s∈S1 If(·,s).

Extension properties of meromorphic mappings with values in LP1 occur to be not
as good as for those with values in P(l2). In Example 4.1 we construct a holomorphic
mapping f : C2 \Γ → W 1,2(S1,P1), where Γ = {γ(s) = (γ1(s),γ2(s))} is a loop in C2 of

class W 2,2 ⊂ C1, 1
2 , such that for every s ∈ S1 the point γ(s) is an essential singularity of

f . That is f doesn’t extend to any neighborhood of γ(s) even meromorphically. This
example shows that neither Thullen no Hartogs type extension theorems are valid for
meromorphic mappings with values in LP1.

Assumption that there exists a meromorphic injection g : LP1 → P(l2 ) quickly leads to
a contradiction between the already mentioned Example 4.1 and Corollary 1, see the end
of the section 4 for more details.

2. Meromorphic functions on Hilbert manifolds

2.1. Hilbert manifolds and analytic sets. For standard facts from infinite dimensional
complex analysis we refer to [Mu]. By a complex Hilbert manifold in this paper we shall
understand a Hausdorff topological space X covered by coordinate charts (Uk,hk), where
hk : Uk → Vk are local homeomorphisms to an open subsets of a separable complex Hilbert
space L, i.e., L is Cn or l2 , such that the transition maps are holomorphic. We shall say,
if needed, that X is modeled over L. If L= Cn we say that X is n-dimensional, if L= l2

that X is infinite dimensional.

We shall consecutively use results about Hilbert analytic sets from [Ra], where they are
proved for analytic sets in Banach spaces in which every closed subspace admits a closed
complement. By LOz0 we denote the ring of germs of holomorphic functions at z0 in the
separable complex Hilbert space L. For L= C

n we write nOz0 , for L= l2 we write l2Oz0 .
But more often when L is clear from the context we shall write simply Oz0 . This is a
factorial domain, see Theorem I.1.4.4 in [Ra]. Let X be a Hilbert manifold modeled over
L.

Definition 2.1. By a Hilbert analytic set in X we understand a subset A ⊂ X such
that for every point a ∈ X there exists neighborhood V ∋ a and a holomorphic mapping
h : V → F to a separable complex Hilbert space F such that

A∩V = {z ∈ V : h(z) = 0}.

If F = Cn for all a ∈ A we say that A is an analytic set of finite definition. If A is locally
contained in a finite dimensional locally closed submanifold M of X and is an analytic
set in M we say that A is finite dimensional.

We denote the germ of an analytic subset A at a by Aa and by J (Aa)⊂Oa the ideal of
germs of holomorphic functions that vanish identically on Aa. We say that A is principal
at a if the ideal J (Aa) is principal and we say that A is principal if Aa is principal at
every a ∈ A. Given a holomorphic map f : X → F we write V (f) = f−1(0) and if
f = (f1, . . . ,fn) is C

n-valued we write V (f1, . . . ,fn) = V (f1)∩· · ·∩V (fn). Given a ∈ X the
zero locus of a holomorphic germ V (fa) is defined by the germ of analytic set at a of the
zero locus of f , i.e V (fa) =

(

V (f)
)

a
. We say that a germ of an analytic subset Aa is of

codimension p if the height of the ideal J (Aa) is equal to p. This is equivalent to saying
that

sup{n ∈ N | ∃E subspace of L, dimE = n and (a+E)∩Aa = {a}}= p,
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see corollary on the page 70 of [Ra]. And we say that A is of codimension p if codim(Aa) =
p at every a ∈A. It is proved in [Ra], see Proposition II.3.3.3 that for any d ∈ N the germ
Aa of a Hilbert analytic set A at a admits the following decomposition

Aa =

(

⋃

k6d

Ak
a

)

∪Aa,d, (2.1)

where Ak
a are germs of codimension k for k = 1, . . . ,d and Aa,d is the union of germs of

codimension > d.

For a Hilbert analytic set in X the regular part Areg of A is the set of points a ∈ A
such that A is a submanifold of X in a neighborhood of a. Asing := A\Areg is called the
singular locus of A. Clearly Areg is a union of arcwise connected components, which are
locally closed submanifolds of X . Let Bk be such a component of codimension k (suppose
such exists). It is proved in [Ra], see Theorem II.4.1.2 that the closure B̄k is a Hilbert
analytic subset of X of codimension k which is globally irreducible in X . We call B̄k an
irreducible k-codimensional component of A. The union of all B̄k-s is locally finite in X ,
see Proposition II.3.3.2 in [Ra].

If A is an analytic set in a complex Hilbert manifold X of codimension > 2 then A
doesn’t contain a principal germ at any of its points. This means in other words that
in decomposition (2.1) A1

a = ∅ for every a ∈ A. The following statement gives a more
detailed description of analytic sets of codimension > 2. It is proved in [Ra], see Lemma
II.1.1.12. We shall give the proof of it as well as of Proposition 2.1 in order to make our
exposition more accessible.

Lemma 2.1. Let A be a germ at zero of an analytic set in a complex Hilbert space L. If
A does not contain a principal germ at zero then there exist holomorphic germs f1 and f2
at zero such that A ⊂ V (f1,f2). Moreover V (f1,f2) does not contain a principal germ at
zero.

Proof. Since A is analytic there exists h ∈ O(L,F ), with F a complex Hilbert space,
such that A = V (h). Since h 6≡ 0 we find a non-zero element u1 of the dual F ∗ such
that u1 ◦ h 6≡ 0L∗ . Let u1 ◦ h = gα1

1 . . .gαn
n be the decomposition to irreducible factors

and set f1 = g1 . . .gm. Choose a direction v ∈ L such that f1 does not vanish identically
on 〈v〉 and consider the decomposition L = 〈v〉⊥ ⊕ 〈v〉 with corresponding coordinates
(z′, z′′). The Weierstrass Preparation Theorem applied to f1 gives that f1 = AP1 where
P1(z

′, z′′) ∈ O(〈v〉)[z′′] is a Weierstrass polynomial and A is an invertible germ. Divide h
by P1 using the Weierstrass Division theorem and get h = P1Q+R where Q ∈ O(L,F )
and R ∈O(〈v〉⊥,F )[z′′] with degR < degP1.

Now assume that for u ∈ F ∗ we have u ◦ h|V (f1) = 0. Then there exists q ∈ O(L)
such that u ◦h = P1q. At the same time we have u ◦h = P1 (u ◦Q)+u ◦R and we can
deduce from the unicity of the Euclidean division that u ◦R = 0. If this holds for every
u ∈ F ∗ we obtain that R = 0 and h = P1Q. Therefore A would contain the principal germ
V (P1) = V (f1). Contradiction. We conclude that exists is u2 ∈ F ∗ such that f2 = u2 ◦h
satisfies f2|V (f1) 6= 0. Now A⊂ V (f1,f2) and V (f1,f2) doesn’t contain a principal germ at
zero as stated.

�

The following proposition is a particular case of Proposition III.2.1.3 from [Ra].
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Proposition 2.1. Let X be a complex Hilbert manifold and A an analytic subset of
codimension > 2 of X . Let B be an analytic set of pure codimension one in X \A. Then
B is an analytic subset of X .

Proof. The question is local, therefore the only thing we need to do is to extend B to a
neighborhood of any point a ∈ B∩A. In the sequel we assume that a = 0 and let U be a
neighborhood of 0 in L. By Lemma 2.1 we can suppose that A = V (f1,f2). If for every
direction v ∈ L the analytic in 〈v〉∩ (U \A) set 〈v〉∩U ∩B is not discrete in 〈v〉∩ (U \A)
we have that B contains an open subset of L, which is a contradiction.

Therefore there exists a direction v ∈ L such that A∩〈v〉 = {0} and 〈v〉∩B is discrete
in U \A. Decompose L = L′ ⊕ 〈v〉 where L′ = 〈v〉⊥. Taking U smaller, if necessary,
we can assume that U = U ′ ×U ′′ corresponding to this decomposition. Moreover, we
can chose U ′ and U

′′

in such a way that B̄ ∩ (U ′ × ∂U
′′

) = ∅. Let π : U → U ′ be the
orthogonal projection to U ′ and et P1 and P2 be Weierstrass polynomials of f1 and f2
respectively. Denote by ρ(P1,P2) ∈ O(U ′) the resultant of P1 and P2. We have that
π(A) = {x ∈ U ′ | ρ(P1,P2) = 0} and the latter is an analytic subset of U ′ of codimension
one. Set U0 = (U ′\π(A))×U ′′. Then (A∩U0,π|B∩U0

,U ′\π(A)) is a ramified cover. Denote
by d the number of preimages of a generic z′ ∈ U ′\π(A). The fiber over z′ writes as

π−1({z′}) = {z′+ z′′1(z
′)v, . . . , z′+ z′′d(z

′)v}.

Consider the function P : L′×C→ C defined by

P (x′, z) =

d
∏

j=1

(

z−x′′j (x
′)
)

. (2.2)

We have that B ∩U0 = {z′ + zv ∈ U\A | P (z′, z) = 0}. Elementary symmetric functions
of {z′′j (z

′)}dj=0 are bounded and holomorphic and therefore extend holomorphically to U ′.
This gives us the extension of B to U .

�

2.2. Holomorphic functions and mappings. An l2 -valued holomorphic mapping from
an open subset X of l2 is a mapping f : X → l2 which is Fréchet differentiable at all
points of X . It is well known that f : X → l2 is holomorphic if and only if it is G-
holomorphic, i.e., Gâteaux differentiable, and ‖f(z)‖ is locally bounded, see Proposition
8.6 and Theorem 8.7 in [Mu]. This implies that if f is written in coordinates as

f(z) = (f1(z),f2(z), ...) (2.3)

then f is holomorphic if and only if all fk are holomorphic functions and ‖f(z)‖2 =
∑∞

k=1 |fk(z)|
2 is locally bounded. Indeed, since we need to prove the Gâteaux differentia-

bility only we can suppose that z ∈ C and then Cauchy formula and local boundedness of
‖f(z)‖ gave us the local boundedness of ‖f ′(z)‖ where f ′(z) = (f ′

1(z),f
′
2(z), . . . ). Indeed

‖f ′(z)‖
2
=

1

(2π)2

∑

k

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

|ζ−z|=ε

fk(ζ)

(ζ− z)2
dζ

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

6
1

(2π)2ε4

∑

k





2π
∫

0

|fk(ζ)|εdθ





2

6 (2.4)
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6
1

(2πε)2

∑

k

2π
∫

0

|fk(ζ)|
2dθ ·2π 6

1

2πε2
sup |ζ−z|=ε‖f(ζ)‖

2 .

In the same fashion one proves the local boundedness of
∥

∥f
′′

(z)
∥

∥ and hence the continuity
of f ′(z). And this in its turn implies Gâteaux differentiability:

‖f(z+h)−f(z)−f ′(z)h‖=

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

1
∫

0

df(z+ th)

dt
dt−f ′(z)h

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

=

=

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

1
∫

0

(f ′(z+ th)−f ′(z))dt ·h

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

= o(h)

by the continuity of f ′(z).

Lemma 2.2. Let A be an analytic subset of the ball B ⊂ L that doesn’t contain a principal
germ at any of its points. Then every holomorphic map h ∈ O(B \A,F ), where F is a
Hilbert space, extends holomorphically to B.

Proof. It is sufficient to prove that h extends to a neighborhood of a given point, say
a zero point. By the Lemma 2.1 there exist germs f1 and f2 such that the germ of A at
zero is contained in V (f1,f2). Choose a direction a ∈ L such that f1 and f2 do not vanish
identically on Vect(a) and decompose L = L′ ⊕Vect(a). The Weierstrass Preparation
Theorem gives the Weierstrass polynomials P1(z

′, z) and P2(z
′, z) in O(L′)[z] such that

X ⊂ V (f1,f2) = V (P1,P2). Therefore there exists r1 > 0 such that {0L′}× ∆̄r1 ⊂ B and
P1(0L′ , z) and P2(0L′, z) do not vanish on {0L′}×∂∆r1 .

The number of roots of P1(0L′, z) and P2(0L′ , z) is finite. By continuity of P1 and P2

there exists r2 such that P1 and P2 do not vanish on B(0L′, r2)× ∂∆r1 , i.e. V (P1,P2) ⊂

B(0L′, r2)× ∆̄r1 . We define h̃ by

h̃(z′, z) =
1

2πi

∫

∂∆r1

h(z′,u)
du

u− z
. (2.5)

This h̃ a holomorphic function on B(0L′ , r2)×∆r1 . Let Q1, ...,Qm the irreducible factors of
P1 and consider the resultant ρj = Res(Qj ,P2). Qj does not divide P2 because in the other
case V (Qj) would be a principal germ contained in V (P1,P2). Therefore ρj 6≡ 0. Consider
Y = V (ρ1 . . .ρm). Let π : L→ L′ be the canonical projection. Since π(A) is contained in

Y , h̃ coincides with h on B(0L′, r2)\
(

Y × ∆̄r1

)

. Therefore h̃ is the holomorphic extension
of h to a neighborhood of 0.

�

Remark 2.1. Using (2.5) and the Riemann extension theorem one can prove that if A is
a proper analytic subset of a Hilbert manifold U and h is a bounded holomorphic function
on U \A then h extends holomorphically to U .
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2.3. Meromorphic functions. The field quotient of LOz0 is denoted as LMz0 (or, simply
as Mz0) and is called the ring of germs of meromorphic functions at z0. A meromorphic
function on a Hilbert manifold X is defined by the following data: an open covering {Uk}
of X , holomorphic functions hk,gk ∈ O(Uk) with gk 6≡ 0 such that hkgj = hjgk on Uk∩Uj .
By M(X ) we denote the field of meromorphic functions on X .

Lemma 2.3. A formal power series with coefficients in the integral domain O

F (λ) =
∞
∑

n=1

a−nλ
n ∈O[[λ−1]]

represents a rational function P (λ)
Q(λ)

with P,Q ∈ O[λ] and degQ6N if and only if
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

a−n1
a−n2

. . . a−nN+1

...
...

...
...

a−n1−N a−n2−N . . . a−nN+1−N

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

(2.6)

for all (N +1)-tuples n1 < · · ·< nN+1.

Proof. Indeed we look for a non-zero polynomial Q(λ) = c0 + c1λ+ · · ·+ cNλ
N with

coefficients in O such that FP ∈ O[λ]. But this condition means that for every k > 1 one
should have

a−kc0+ · · ·+a−k−NcN = 0. (2.7)

This relation means that vectors bk := (a−k,a−k−1, . . . ,a−k−N), k ∈ N belong to the
hyperplane with the equation 2.7 in the M-linear space MN+1. The latter means that
every N +1 of them are linearly dependent, and this is precisely what tells the condition
2.6

�

Let A be a subset of B∞. We say that A is thick at z0 ∈ B∞ if for any neighborhood
V ∋ z0 the set A∩V is not contained in a proper analytic subset of V. The domain R∞

r1,r2

R∞
r1,r2

= Ar1,r2 ×B
∞ (2.8)

will be called a ring domain. Here Ar1,r2 =∆r1 \ ∆̄r2 is an annulus, 06 r1 < r2.

Lemma 2.4. Let f be a holomorphic function in the ring domain R∞
1−r,1. Suppose that for

w in some subset A⊂B∞ thick at origin restrictions fw := f(·,w) meromorphically extend
from A1−r,1 to ∆ and the number of poles counted with multiplicities of these extensions
is uniformly bounded. Then f extends to a meromorphic function on ∆×B∞.

Proof. Write f as

f(z,w) = f+(z,w)+f−(z,w) =
∑

n>0

an(w)z
n+
∑

n<0

an(w)z
n (2.9)

where an ∈ O(B∞). Notice that f+ is already holomorphic in ∆×B∞. Our task therefore
is to extend f−. By Lemma 2.3 applied to the ring C the extendability of f−(z,w) for
w ∈ B∞ to the disk together with the condition on poles means that for an = an(w)
the determinants 2.6 vanish. Therefore they vanish identically as functions of w. And
therefore, again by Lemma 2.3 but this times applied to the ring O(B∞) , we have that
f−(z,w) is rational over the field M(B∞). I.e., is meromorphic on ∆×B∞.

�
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Lemma 2.5. Let I be an analytic set with codimI > 2 in a complex Hilbert manifold X
and let f be a meromorphic function on X\I. Then f extends to a meromorphic function

f̃ on the whole of X .

Proof. Denote Pf the divisor of poles of f . Pf ⊂ X\I is a complex hypersurface and

by Proposition 2.1 its closure of Pf is an analytic subset of X . Let a ∈ I. If there is a
neighborhood U of a such that Pf ∩U =∅ then f ∈ O(U\I) extends holomorphically to
U by Lemma 2.2. Let a ∈ I∩Pf . Choose coordinates (z,w) in a neighborhood U of a= 0
associated to a decomposition L = 〈b〉⊕L′ for some b ∈ L such that 〈b〉∩ P̄f is discrete.
Now one can place a ring domain R∞

1−r,1 ⊂ U \ P̄f . Therefore f will be holomorphic on
R∞

1−r,1 and for every w0 ∈ {w | (z,w) ∈ (∆×B∞) \ I} f(·,w) extends meromorphically
to ∆. By Lemma 2.4 f extends meromorphically to a neighborhood of 0 and therefore f
extends meromorphically to X .

�

We continue with the Thullen type extension of meromorphic functions.

Theorem 2.1. Let A be an analytic subset of a complex Hilbert manifold X and let f be
a meromorphic function on X \A. Suppose that for every irreducible component A1 of A
of codimension one there exists a point p1 ∈ A1 such that f meromorphically extends to
some neighborhood V1 of p1. Then f meromorphically extends onto the whole of X .

Proof. If A has codimension > 2 irreducible components then by Lemma 2.5 f extends
across them. Now consider A1 a irreducible component with codimA1 = 1. Let p1 the
point where f extends and take p2 another point of A1. Consider the path γ : [0,1]→A1

such that γ(0) = p1 and γ(1) = p2. Let define the set E by

E = {t ∈ [0,1] | f extends meromorphically to a neighborhood of γ([0, t])}. (2.10)

Let t0 = supE. We need to prove that t0 = 1. Suppose not. Then one can find a complex
disk ∆ through γ(t0) transverse to A1 which do not intersects other components of A and is
not contained in the set of indeterminacy of f . We can find a local coordinates (λ,w) with
center γ(t0) such that ∆×{0} is our disk. By Lemma 2.4 f extends meromorphically to
a neighborhood of γ(t0). Contradiction. Therefore t0 = 1 and f extends meromorphically
to A. �

The infinite dimensional 1-concave Hartogs figure H∞
1 (r)⊂ l2 was defined in the intro-

duction.

Corollary 2.1. Every f ∈M(H∞
1 (r)) extends meromorphically to ∆×B∞.

Proof. Notice first that the set I of such w ∈ B∞ that If ⊃ A1−r,1×{w} is a proper
analytic subset of B∞. One easily local derives equations for I from that of If . If w0 ∈ I
then for z0 ∈ A1−r,1 the equation of If in a neighborhood of (z0,w0) have the form
f(z,w) =

∑∞
k=0 fk(w−w0)(z− z0)

k = 0. For w = w0 all fk ≡ 0 and I = {f1(w−w0) =
f2(w−w0) = · · · = 0}. Extension of f to ∆× (B∞ \ I) can be achieved as in the proof
of Theorem 2.1 using Theorem 2.4. Now f is meromorphic on (∆×B∞) \ (∆× I) and
meromorphic on A1−r,1×B

∞. So we are under assumptions of the Thullen-type Corollary
2.1 and conclude that f extends to a meromorphic functions on ∆×B∞.

�
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3. Meromorphic mappings to Hilbert projective space

3.1. Holomorphic mappings to Hilbert projective space. In the definition of the
Hilbert projective space over l2 one requires that homogeneous coordinates [w] = [w0 : w1 :
...] are such that w = (w0,w1, ...) ∈ l2 \ {0}. Notice that the affine coordinate (zj1, z

j
2, ...)

in the chart Uj belong to l2 as well. Denote by hj : Uj → l2 the corresponding coordinate
map, namely hj([w]) = {wk

wj
}k 6=j. Transition maps

hj ◦h
−1
i : l2 \{z ij = 0}→ l2 \{z ji = 0}

are given by

hj ◦h
−1
i : (zi0, z

i
1, ...) 7→ (zi0/z

i
j , z

i
1/z

i
j , ...) = (zj0, z

j
1, ...). (3.1)

They are obviously biholomorphic and therefore P(l2 ) is a complex Hilbert manifold
modeled over l2 . Closed submanifolds of P(l2 ) will be called Hilbert projective or simply
projective manifolds. I.e, a Hilbert projective manifold is a closed subset M of P(l2) such
that for every point m ∈ M there exists a neighborhood U ∋ m and a holomorphic map
h : U → L to a Hilbert space L with surjective differential such that M= {z ∈ U : h(z) =
0}. Their intersections with affine coordinate charts Uj will be called affine. As well as
closed submanifolds of l2 will be called Stein.

Let X be a complex Hilbert manifold and let f : X → P(l2 ) be a holomorphic map-
ping. Without loss of generality we assume that the image of f is not contained in any
hyperplane Hj , see (1.1). Otherwise we would get f : X →Hj

∼= P(l2 ) and so on. Taking
into account the fact that

P :=
⋂

Hj⊃f(X )

Hj

is a closed linear subspace of P(l2 ) isomorphic either to P(l2 ) or to PN for some N ∈
N, we find ourselves under our assumption with P as a target space of f . Set Aj :=
f−1(Hj). These are hypersurfaces (some of them may be empty) in X . For the restriction
f |X\A0

: X \A0 →U0 the composition h0◦f is a holomorphic l2 -valued mapping. In affine
coordinates z01 , ..., z

0
k , ... it writes as

(h0 ◦f)(z) = (f 0
1 (z),f

0
2 (z), ...), (3.2)

where f 0
k are holomorphic and ‖(h0 ◦f)(z)‖

2 =
∑

k |f
0
k (z)|

2 is locally bounded in X \A0.

Proposition 3.1. Holomorphic on X \A0 functions {f 0
k} are meromorphic on the whole

of X . Moreover, their orders of poles along A0 are locally bounded and consequently our
mapping in a neighborhood of any point a ∈ X writes as

f(z) = [ϕ0(z) : ϕ1(z) : ...], (3.3)

where ϕk are holomorphic, have no common zeros and, in addition, ‖ϕ(z)‖2 :=
∑

k |ϕk(z)|
2

is locally bounded.

Proof. Take a point a ∈ A0 such that a /∈ A1 i.e., f(a) /∈ H1. Then the holomorphic
map h1 ◦f : X \A1 → U1 writes as h1 ◦f = (f 1

0 ,f
1
2 , ...) with f

1
0 = 1/f 0

1 ,f
1
2 = f 0

2 /f
0
1 , ...,f

1
k =

f 0
k/f

0
1 , ... holomorphic in a neighborhood of a and ‖(f 1

0 (z),f
1
2 (z), ...)‖ locally bounded

there. This proves that f 0
k are meromorphic in a neighborhood of a and therefore on

X \(A0∩A1). The same argument can be repeated for any Aj and since
⋂

Aj =∅ we see
that f 0

k are meromorphic on the whole of X .



Meromorphic mappings to Hilbert projective space 11

To prove the second assertion fix again a point a ∈ A0 and let h = 0 be the primitive
equation of A0 in a neighborhood U of a. Existence of such h follows from the fact that
the ring Oa is factorial. We can choose U in such a way that U =∆×B, where B is the
unit ball and A0∩ (∂∆×B) =∅. Such U will be called adapted to A0.

Claim 1. For every k ∈ N there exists Nk ∈ N0 := {0}∪N such that

f 0
k =

ψk

hNk
with ψk holomorphic and not divisible by h in U. (3.4)

To prove this claim suppose first that A0∩U is irreducible. Let P (z1, z
′) be the Weierstrass

polynomial for h, i.e., h(z1, z
′) = zp1 + a1(z

′)zp−1
1 + ...+ ap(z

′) with aj ∈ O(B),aj(0
′) = 0

and h= Pϕ, where ϕ is holomorphic in U and doesn’t vanish. Since f 0
k has poles at most

on A0∩U we can multiply it by PNk , where Nk ∈ N0 is the order of the pole of f 0
k along

A0 ∩U to get a holomorphic function ψk in U which is obviously not divisible by h. If
A0 ∩U is reducible represent it as a union of a finite number of irreducible components
A0∩U =

⋃

lA
l
0 with primitive equations hl = 0 and repeat the argument as above to each

Al
0. The rest is obvious.

Claim 2. Next we claim that the sequence {Nk} in 3.4 is bounded. If not one can find a
subsequence {kn} such that Nkn ր+∞ and

f 0
kn

=
ψkn

hNkn

with ψkn holomorphic an not divisible by h in U. (3.5)

Since
⋂

Aj =∅ there exists m such that a ∈A0 \Am. Then

fm
j =

f 0
j

f 0
m

=
ψj

ψm

·hNm−Nj

should be holomorphic in a neighborhood of a for all j. But this is certainly not true for
j = kn with n big enough, contradiction.

Let N =maxk∈NNk and set ϕ0 := hN , ϕk := f 0
kh

N for k = 1,2, .... Consider the map

ϕ := (ϕ0,ϕ1, ...) : U → l2 . (3.6)

We need to prove that ϕ indeed takes its values in l2 and is locally bounded on U . Remark
that ‖ϕ(z)‖ = |h(z)|N ‖(1,(h0 ◦f)(z))‖ for z in a neighborhood of ∂∆×B and therefore
is locally bounded there. Using compactness of ∂∆ we deduce that ‖ϕ‖ is bounded on

∂∆×Bδ, say by M , for δ > 0 small enough. Each cut
∑N

k=0 |ϕk|
2 is plurisubharmonic on

U and therefore is bounded by M on ∆×Bδ. Tending N → ∞ we get the boundedness
of ‖ϕ‖ on ∆×Bδ.

All what left to prove is that ϕ0,ϕ1, ... can be taken without common zeroes. Set
I = {z ∈ U : ϕ0(z) = ϕ1(z) = ... = 0}. If ϕj-s have common divisor in LOa we can divide
them by this divisor and this will not change our map f . Therefore codimI > 2. Suppose
it is non-empty an choose some b ∈ I. Our map on U \ I is given by

f(z) = [ϕ0(z) : ϕ1(z) : ...].

Since f is holomorphic in a neighborhood of b there exists j such that f(b) ∈ Uj . Therefore
ϕj(b) 6= 0. Contradiction.

�

Remark 3.1. 1. The affine coordinate chart U0 will be considered as distinguished and
f 0
k -s will be denoted simply as fk-s. We proved that our holomorphic map f is represented
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by a sequence of meromorphic on X functions (f1,f2, ...,fk, ..) which are holomorphic on
X \A0 = f−1(U0) and ‖f‖2 =

∑∞
k=1‖fk‖

2 is locally bounded on X \A0.

2. Moreover, we proved that for every point a ∈ X there exits a neighborhood V ∋ a,
holomorphic in V functions ϕ0,ϕ1, ... without common zeroes such that ϕ = (ϕ0,ϕ1, ...) is
locally bounded as a mapping V → l2 and such that our f is represented on V as in (3.3),
i.e., f = π ◦ϕ, where π : l2 \{0}→ P(l2 ) is the canonical projection.

3. Remark that if a holomorphic mapping f : X → P(l2 ) is given on an open V ⊂ X by a
representation (3.3) then Aj ∩V = {ϕj = 0}. Indeed, Aj ∩V is the preimage of Hj under
ϕ, here Hj = {w ∈ l2 : wj = 0}, since it is the preimage of Hj under f .

3.2. Meromorphic mappings to P(l2 ). Recall that a meromorphic mapping between
finite dimensional complex manifolds X and Y is a holomorphic mapping f : X \ I → Y
where I is analytic set with codimI > 2, such that the closure Γ̄f of its graph Γf is an
analytic set in X×Y and the restriction of the natural projection π1 :X×Y →X to Γ̄f

is proper. With some ambiguity this meromorphic mapping is denoted still as f , instead
of Γ̄f one writes simply Γf and calls it the graph of f .

Therefore an object which pretends to be a meromorphic map in Hilbert case should
be at least holomorphic outside of an analytic set of codimension two.

Proposition 3.2. Let X be a complex Hilbert manifold, I a codimension at least 2 analytic
set in X and let f : X \ I → P(l2 ) be a holomorphic mapping. Then for every a ∈ I there
exists a neighborhood a ∈ U ⊂ X and holomorphic in U functions {ϕk} such that

i) ϕ= (ϕ0,ϕ1, ...) is a holomorphic mapping from U to l2 ;
ii) U ∩ I ⊃ {z ∈ U : ϕk(z) = 0 for all k};
iii) (π◦ϕ)(z) = f(z) for z ∈ U \I, where π : l2 \{0}→ P(l2 ) is the canonical projection.

Proof. As we saw in Proposition 3.1 mapping f is defined by a sequence {fk}k∈N of
meromorphic functions on X\I which are holomorphic on X\(I∪A0) where A0 = f−1(H0).

We can extend fk meromorphically to X by Lemma 2.5, denote by f̃k these extensions,
and by Proposition 2.1 we can extend A0 to an analytic set Ã0 in X . Given a ∈ I we
need to examine f in a neighborhood of a. If a ∈ I \ Ã0 all fk extend holomorphically
to a neighborhood of a by Lemma 2.2, i.e., our mapping f extends holomorphically to a
neighborhood of such a. Suppose now that a ∈ I ∩ Ã0. Meromorphic functions f̃k have
poles at most on Ã0 and we need to prove that their orders stay bounded, i.e., that there
exists Nk such that hNk f̃k is holomorphic on a neighborhood of a for every k ∈ N and
N = sup k∈NNk < ∞. Here h is a minimal defining function of Ã0 at a. We assume
that that Nk are minimal that do the job. Suppose this is not true, i.e., there exists
a subsequence Nkj → ∞ such that hNkj f̃kj are holomorphic but hNkj

−1f̃kj are not. But

h= 0 is an equation for Ã0 in a neighborhood of a and we get in this case that hNkj
−1f̃kj

are not holomorphic in this neighborhood. This contradicts to Proposition 3.1. Now set
ϕ0 = hN and ϕk = hN f̃k. Then ii) and iii) are satisfied. The same consideration as in
Proposition 3.1 gives us i) .

�

The discussion above leads us to the following

Definition 3.1. Let X be a complex Hilbert manifold. A meromorphic map f : X → P(l2)
is given by a holomorphic map f : X\I → P(l2), where codimI > 2, such that for every
a ∈ I there exists a neighborhood V of a and a holomorphic map ϕ = {ϕk}k∈N : V → l2

such that f = π ◦ϕ, i.e. f(z) = [ϕ0(z) : ϕ1(z) : . . . ] for z ∈ V\I.
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The minimal such I is called the indeterminacy set of f and is denoted as If . We
can interpret Proposition 3.2 as follows : if f : X \ I → P(l2) is a holomorphic map and
codimI > 2 then f extends meromorphically to X . One more remark: every meromorphic
map f : X → P(l2) can be represented by globally defined meromorphic functions {fk}
such that their denominators are bounded in the following sense. Let A0 = f−1(H0) be the
preimage of the hyperplane H0 = {z0 = 0} under the holomorphic map f : X \If → P(l2 ).
Then A0 extends to an analytic hypersurface in the whole of X , we denote it still as A0.
And now the poles of all fk are on A0 and their orders are uniformly bounded.

The indeterminacy set I of a meromorphic mapping between Hilbert manifolds might
look not as an analytic set in finite dimensions. And, moreover, the graph of f might be
not a direct analytic subset of X ×Y in the sense that it cannot be locally represented as
a finite analytic cover.

3.3. Example. Consider the following mapping f : l2 → P(l2 )

f : z = {zk}
∞
k=1 7→ [{zk(zk−1/k)}∞k=1] , (3.7)

or, in more details

{zk}
∞
k=1 7→ [z1(z1−1) : ... : zk(zk−1/k) : ...] .

The indeterminacy set I of f ( i.e., all z such that all components in (3.7) vanish) is of
Cantor type, see pp. 33-34 in [Ra]. In particular it is totally disconnected and contains
the sequence {e1, ...,

1
k
ek, ...} converging to zero.

Fix z = {zj}
∞
j=1 ∈ l

2 and fix k ∈ N∗. Consider yn,k ∈ l
2 defined for n ∈ N∗ by

yn,k =

(

1

k
+
kzk
n2

)

ek+
n
∑

j=1,j 6=k

−jzj
n2

ej =

=

(

−z1
n2

,
−2z2
n2

, . . . ,
−(k−1)zk−1

n2
,
1

k
+
kzk
n2

,
−(k+1)zk+1

n2
, . . . ,

−nzn
n2

,0, . . .

)

.

Notice that yn,k −→
n→∞

1
k
ek. For n big enough we have

f(yn,k) =

[

−z1
n2

(

−z1
n2

−1

)

:
−2z2
n2

(

−2z2
n2

−
1

2

)

: · · · :

(

1

k
+
kzk
n2

)

kzk
n2

: . . .

]

(3.8)

=

[

−z1

(

−z1
n2

−1

)

:−2z2

(

−2z2
n2

−
1

2

)

: · · · :

(

1

k
+
kzk
n2

)

kzk : . . .

]

. (3.9)

Therefore f(yn,k) −→
n→∞

[z1 : z2 : · · · : zk : . . . ] and consequently (yn,k,f(yn,k)) −→
n→∞

( 1
k
ek, [z]).

This means that π−1
1

({

1
k
ek
})

= P(l2) for every k ∈ N
∗, i.e., the set π−1

1 (I)⊃ { 1
k
ek}×P(l2)

is not direct.

3.4. Restrictions to complex curves. Let us prove that any meromorphic mapping
f : X → P(l2) œrestricted to a complex curve is holomorphic. Since f is meromorphic on X
it exists an analytic subset I ⊂ X of codimension > 2 such that f is holomorphic on X \I.
Let ϕ : ∆→X be a complex curve which is not contained in I. Then ϕ is holomorphic on
∆\ϕ−1(I). Moreover the subset ϕ−1(I) is discrete. Let λ0 ∈ ϕ<−1>(I). Consider a ball

B ⊂ X centered on ϕ(λ0) such that there exists F ∈ O(B,l2) with f |B\I = π ◦F . Then
there exists 0< r < 1 such that ∂∆(λ0, r)∩ I =∅ and ϕ(∆(λ0, r))⊂ B.
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For every j ∈ N we have Fj ◦ϕ(λ0) = 0. So there exists kj ∈ N such that

Fj ◦ϕ(λ) = (λ−λ0)
kjGj(λ)

with Gj ∈O(B) and Gj does not vanish on ∆(λ0, r). Let k =min{kj | j ∈ N}. Therefore

f ◦ϕ(λ) = [F0 ◦ϕ(λ) : F1 ◦ϕ(λ) : . . . ] =
[

(λ−λ0)
k0−kG0(λ) : (λ−λ0)

k1−kG1(λ) : . . .
]

with

(λ−λ0)
2k

+∞
∑

j=0

|(λ−λ0)
kj−kGj(λ)|

2 =

+∞
∑

j=0

|Fj ◦ϕ(λ)|
2 = ‖F ◦ϕ(λ)‖2 <∞

and then f ◦ϕ is holomorphic on λ0.

3.5. Extension properties of meromorphic maps to P(l2 ). Now we shall prove the
following generalization of the classical Levi, Thullen and Hartogs type theorems. We
start with Levi-Thullen.

Theorem 3.1. Let X be a complex Hilbert manifold and let f : X \A → P(l2) be a
meromorphic mapping where A is analytic and

i) either codimA> 2 or, more generally,
ii) for every irreducible component Aα of A of codimension one there exists a point
pα ∈Aα such that f meromorphically extends to some neighborhood Vα of pα.

Then f meromorphically extends to the whole of X .

Proof. i) We start with codimension > 2 and denote A as I. Our f is defined on X \ I
by meromorphic functions {fk} as above. Let A0 be as above, i.e., A0 is the set of poles
of all fk and their orders along A0 are uniformly bounded. A0 extends to an analytic
hypersurface in the whole of X by Proposition 2.1 and fk meromorphically extend to X
by Lemma 2.5. All we need to prove that the orders of poles of these extensions stay
uniformly bounded. We proceed as in the proof of Proposition 3.1. Let a ∈ Ã0 \A0.

There exists a neighborhood U of a and g ∈ O(U) such that U ∩ Ã0 = {g = 0}. Consider
the Weierstrass polynomial P of g such that g = Pϕ where ϕ is holomorphic and does not
vanish on U . Since the poles of fk are uniformly bounded on U∩A0 we can multiply them
by PL to obtain a holomorphic map ψk = fkP

L on U ∩A0. ψk extends holomorphically
to U and then the poles are uniformly bounded on Ã0.

ii) Represent f by meromorphic functions {fk}k∈N∗ on (X \A)∪α Vα. By Theorem 2.1
every fk extends meromorphically to the whole of X . Notice that at pα the orders of poles
of fk-s are uniformly bounded by say Nα. Let qα ∈ Aα be another point. We what to
prove that the orders of poles of fk-s are bounded at qα with the same Nα. Clearly we
can assume that both pα and qα are smooth points of Aα. Consider a path γ : [0,1]→ A

reg

α

from pα to qα. Set

E = {t ∈ [0,1] | all fk have orders of poles bounded by Nα at γ(t)}.

E is nonempty and obviously open. Let t0 = supE and let V be a neighborhood of γ(t0) in
X . Suppose there exists k such that hNαfk is not holomorphic at γ(t0). Take t1 < t0 such
that t1 ∈ E. Now hNαfk is holomorphic in V \Aα∪{neighborhood of γ(t1)}. By Thullen
type extension for holomorphic functions it extends holomorphically to a neighborhood
of γ(t0). Contradiction.

�
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The n-dimensional Hartogs figure for n> 2 is the following open subset of Cn

Hn−1
1 (r) = (∆×Bn−1(r))∪ (A1−r,1×B

n−1). (3.10)

Here r ∈]0,1[ and A1−r,1 = ∆\∆̄1−r is an annulus. Analogously an infinite dimensional
Hartogs figure is the following open subset of l2

H∞
1 (r) = (∆×B∞(r))∪ (A1−r,1×B

∞). (3.11)

Denote by H(r) either of these figures and by B the unit ball in Cn−1 or l2 respectively.

Theorem 3.2. Every f ∈M(H(r),P(l2)) extends meromorphically to ∆×B.

Proof. We give the proof in l2 . f is represented by functions fk ∈ M(H∞
1 (r)) ∩

O(H∞
1 (r) \A0). By Corollary 2.1 fk extend meromorphically to ∆×B∞. Let A0 be the

divisor of poles of f1 in ∆×B∞. Every irreducible component of A0 intersects H
∞
1 (r). To

prove this choose a straight one-dimensional closed disk D ⊂ B∞ in such a way that ∆×D
intersects the chosen component. The question is reduced now to a two-dimensional case.

Take a1 ∈ A
reg

0 and choose a1 ∈ Ã
reg

0 ∩H∞
1 (r) on the same irreducible component as a0.

Consider a path γ : [0,1]→ Ã
reg

0 such that γ(0) = a0 and γ(1) = a1. Let E be the set

E = {t ∈ [0,1] | all fk have bounded denominators in a neighborhood of γ(t)}. (3.12)

Since f is meromorphic on H∞
1 (r) the set E 6=∅ and obviously open. Denote t0 = supE.

In a neighborhood U of γ(t0) functions fk have bounded denominators hNk where N is the
uniform bound. In the same manner as in the proof of Theorem 3.1 one proves that at
γ(t1) the orders of poles of fk- are bounded by N .

�

Recall that a domain X in a complex Hilbert manifold is pseudoconcave at a boundary
point a if there exists a direction v ∈ T c

a∂X on which the Levi form of some defining
function is negative definite. Extension of an analytic object across a pseudoconcave
boundary point of a domain in a complex Hilbert manifold is equivalent to the Hilbert-
Hartogs extension. This was explained in [AI] for the case of holomorphic maps. Then
the previous theorem implies the following

Corollary 3.1. If a domain X in a complex Hilbert manifold X is pseudoconcave at a
boundary point p then every meromorphic map f : X → P(l2) extends meromorphically to
a neighborhood of p.

Proof. The problem is local in X and therefore we can assume that X = l2. The
pseudoconcavity of the point p ∈ ∂X implies that there exists U ⊂ l2 a neighborhood of
p such that U ∩X = {z ∈ U | u(z) < 0} with ∇u 6= 0. Take v ∈ Tp∂X ⊂ l2 such that the
Levi form Lu,p(v)< 0. After a complex linear change of coordinates we can suppose that
p= 0 and v = e1,∇up = e2. We define the following figure ϕ :H∞

1 (r)→ l2 by

z 7→ ηz1e1+(ηǫz2− r
′)e2+ δ

∞
∑

s=3

zses. (3.13)

We choose ǫ, r′, δ and η such that ϕ(H∞
1 (r)) ⊂ U ∩X and ηǫ > r′ to insure that the

image of the polydisk ϕ(∆×B∞) contains the origin.
Fix h and j and consider now the map f ◦ϕ : H∞

1 (r) → P(l2). By Theorem 3.2 f ◦ϕ

extends meromorphically to f̃ : ∆×B∞ → P(l2). Then f̃ ◦ϕ−1 gives the desired extension
to a neighborhood of p.
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�

4. Loop space of the Riemann sphere

4.1. Complex structure on the loop space of a complex manifold. Let S1 be the
unit circle and consider the Hilbert manifold W k,2(S1,X) of Sobolev W k,2 - mappings of
S1 to a complex manifold X , dimCX = n> 1. Notice that by Sobolev imbedding

W 1,2(R,RN )⊂ C
1

2 (R,RN), N = 2n in our case, (4.1)

and this inclusion is a compact operator. In particular mappings from W 1,2(S1,X) are
Hölder 1

2
-continuous. From now on we shall always assume that k > 1. Sobolev topology

onW k,2(S1,X) can be defined as follows. Take g ∈W k,2(S1,X) and cover g(S1) by finitely
many coordinate charts (Xj,αj), αj : Xj → C

n. Similarly cover S
1 by charts (Sj,βj)

making sure that g(S̄j)⊂Xj for all j. In Hilbert spaces W k,2(Sj ,C
n) take neighborhoods

Vj of αj ◦ g ◦β
−1
j . Then define a neighborhood of g in W k,2(S1,X) as

V := {f ∈W k,2(S1,X) : αj ◦f ◦β
−1
j ∈ Vj for all j}. (4.2)

As for the complex structure on W k,2(S1,X) recall first of all that if g,h ∈ W k,2(R)
then gh ∈ W k,2(R), and this operation is continuous in Sobolev norm, see for example
Lemma 2.2 in [A]. This enables us to define correctly a W k,2-vector bundle over S1 as
well as a pull-back g∗TX of a tangent bundle of X under a W k,2-map g : S1 → X . By
that we mean that the transition functions of the bundle are in W k,2.

Take now g ∈W k,2(S1,X). We are going to construct a complex coordinate neighbor-
hood of g in W k,2(S1,X). Consider a neighborhood Ug of the graph Γg of g in S1×X .
For every s ∈ S1 consider the following neighborhood of g(s) in X

Ug(s) := {x ∈X : (s,x) ∈ Ug}, (4.3)

and define εs : Ug(s)→ Ug as

x→ (s,x). (4.4)

Lemma 4.1. There exists a W k,2-diffeomorphism G between a neighborhood Ug of Γg in
S1×X and a neighborhood Vg of the zero section of the induced bundle g∗TX such that

i) {G(s,g(s)) : s ∈ S
1} is the zero section of g∗TX;

ii) Gs :=G◦ εs maps Ug(s) biholomorphically to a neighborhood of 0 ∈ Tg(s)X.

Mapping G is constructed roughly as follows. For a chart (Xj ,αj) in X consider a chart
(Sj,βj) in S1 with g(Sj)⊂Xj as before. Consider an appropriate neighborhood Uj of the
graph g|Sj

in Sj ×Xj and define Gj : Uj → g∗TXj as follows

Gj : (s,x)→
(

s,(dα−1
j )αj(g(s))[αj(x)−αj(g(s))]

)

. (4.5)

In the right hand of (4.5) we use the natural identification of Tαj(Xj) with αj(Xj)×C
n

and treat αj(x)−αj(g(s)) as vector in Tαj(g(s))αj(X) = {αj(g(s))}×C. Then glue the

maps Gj together to obtain the desired G(s,x) =
∑

j ηj(s)Gj(s,x) using a Ck-partition

of unity subordinate to the covering {Sj}. For the more detailed proof of the lemma we
refer to [A], see Lemma 3.1 there.

Let Ug be a neighborhood of Γg in S1×X as in this lemma. Set

Ug = {h ∈W k,2(S1,X) : Γh ⊂ Ug}. (4.6)
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For h ∈ Ug set Ψg(h) :=G(·,h(·)) ∈W k,2(S1,g∗TX). Ψg is a homeomorphism between Ug

and a neighborhood Vg of the zero section in the space W k,2(S1,g∗TX), which consists
from sections that are contained in Vg. We take (Ug,Ψg) as a complex l2 - coordinate chart
in W k,2(S1,X). Let h ∈ W k,2(S1,X) be such that Γh ⊂ Ug ∩Ug′ , i.e., h ∈ Ug ∩Ug′ . For
s ∈ S1 we have

Ψg′(h)(s) =
(

Ψg′ ◦Ψ
−1
g

)

Ψg(h)(s) =
(

G
′s ◦Gs−1

)

(Ψg(h)(s)) =

=
(

G′(s, ·)◦G(s, ·)−1
)

(Ψg(h)(s)) . (4.7)

Due to the item (ii) of Lemma 4.1 for every s mapping G′(s, ·) ◦G(s, ·)−1 is a biholo-
morphism between an appropriate open subsets of g∗Tg(s)X and g′∗Tg′(s)X . Therefore
Ψg′(h)(s) holomorphically depends on Ψg(h)(s), see [F] and [L1],[L2] for more details on
this construction.

From this description of the complex structure on W k,2(S1,X) one can deduce, see [L1]
and Lemma 3.2 in [A], the following:

Proposition 4.1. A holomorphic map from a complex Hilbert manifold X to W k,2(S1,X)
can be represented by a mapping f : X ×S1 →X such that:

i) for every s ∈ S1 mapping f(·, s) : X →X is holomorphic;
ii) for every z ∈ X one has f(z, ·) ∈W k,2(S1,X) and the correspondence

X ∋ z→ f(z, ·) ∈W k,2(S1,X)

is continuous with respect to the Sobolev topology on W k,2(S1,X) and the
standard topology on X . Mapping f : X →W k,2(S1,X) is actually z→ f(z, ·).

Remark 4.1. a) Notice that if X = Cn then G(s,x) = (s,x−g(s)) because TX ≡X×Cn

in this case. The same simple form has G if the image of g is contained in one chart
Xj ∼ X̃j ⊂ C

n. Therefore Ψg has the form Ψg(h)(s) = (s,h(s)−g(s)) in these cases.

b) And one more remark, let f be a holomorphic function on Xj and let Xj be the open
set of such h ∈ W k,2(S1,X) that h(s0) ∈ Xj. Then F (h) := f(h(s0)) is a holomorphic
function on Xj . Indeed, we can assume that Xj is a coordinate neighborhood of some
g(S1) and consider loops h close to g. Then using the coordinate chart (Xj,G) as above
we see that F (h) = f ((Gs0)−1(h(s0)−g(s0))) in the notation of Lemma 4.1. This proves
the holomorphicity of F .

c) If f is meromorphic write (locally) f = p/q and set F (g) = f(h(s0)) = p(h(s0))/q(h(s0))
in the case when h(s0) 6∈ If . This will be a meromorphic function on Xj \{h ∈ Xj : h(s0) ∈
If}. The analytic set {h ∈ Xj : h(s0) ∈ If} is of codimension > 2 in Xj and therefore
F extends to a meromorphic function on Xj . If f was meromorphic on the whole of X
we obtain a meromorphic function F on the whole of W k,2(S1,X), in fact a family of
meromorphic functions parametrized by s0 ∈ S1.

d) Finally let us remark that LP1 is homogeneous since the loop group LG, where G =
PGL(2,C) obviously acts holomorphically and transitively on LP1.

Proposition 4.2. Let X be a complex manifold such that M(X) separates points in X.
Then M(W k,2(S1,X)) separates points in W k,2(S1,X).

For if g,h ∈W k,2(S1,X) are distinct then g(s0) 6= h(s0) for some s0 ∈ S1. By assump-
tion there exists a meromorphic function on X which separates g(s0) and h(s0). The
corresponding F constructed as in the remark above will separate g and h.
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We finish this subsection with statement mentioned in the Introduction.

Proposition 4.3. Let X be a finite dimensional compact complex manifold such that
M(X) separates points on X. Then X admits a meromorphic injection to the complex
projective space PN for some N .

Proof. For any point x1 ∈X we can find a non-constant meromorphic function f1 which
is holomorphic in a neighborhood of x1. Multiplying f1 by a constant > 1 we find another
function g1 and a neighborhood U1 of x1 such that f1(U1)∩g1(U1) =∅. By compactness
of X we find a finite cover U1, ...,Ud of X and meromorphic on X functions f1,g1, ...,fd,gd
such that fj and gj are holomorphic on Uj and fj(Uj)∩ gj(Uj) = ∅ for every j. Set

U =
⋃d

j=1Uj ×Uj . This is an open neighborhood of the diagonal D in X×X .

Further on we proceed as follows. For every (y1, z1) ∈ X×X \U find a neighborhood
V1 of y and W1 of z1 and meromorphic function h1 on X such that h1 is holomorphic
on V1 and on W1 and h1(V1) ∩ h1(W1) = ∅. Using compactness of X ×X \U find a
finite cover {Vk×Wk}k=1,...,l of it by such pairs. Denote by F1, ...,FN all the meromorphic
functions {fj,gj ,hk : j = 1, ...,dk = 1, ..., l} thus obtained. Consider the meromorphic
mapping F :X → P

N defined by F1, ...,FN . We claim that F is a meromorphic injection.
Denote by I the union of indeterminacy sets of all F1, ...,FN . This is an analytic subset of
codimension two in X and F is holomorphic on X \ I. Take two points p 6= q in X \ I. If
they both belong to some Uj as above functions fj and gj will separate them. Othervice
the pair (p,q) belong to some Vk×Wk and then hk will separate them.

�

4.2. Meromorphic maps to the loop space. From now on we assume that X = P1,
k = 1 and we are going to explain that the Definition 2 from the Introduction gives the
natural notion of a meromorphic mapping in the case of LP1 = W 1,2(S1,P1) as a target
manifold. Let a meromorphic (in any sense) mapping f : X → LP1 be given. Then the
least thing we know is that there should exist an analytic of codimension > 2 set I in
X such that the restriction of f to X \ I is holomorphic. Denote this restriction still as
f : X \ I → LP1 as well as its representation f : (X \ I)×S1 → P1. Notice that the latter
satisfies items (i) and (ii) of Proposition 4.1.

Theorem 4.1. Let a holomorphic mapping f : X \ I → LP1 be given, where I is analytic
in X of codimension > 2. Then

i) for every s ∈ S1 mapping f(·, s) is a meromorphic function which extends mero-
morphically on the whole of X and its indeterminacy set If(·,s) is contained in I;

ii) the family of the indeterminacy sets {If(·,s) : s ∈ S
1} is locally finite in X and

If =
⋃

s∈S1 If(·,s) is an analytic set in X of pure codimension two;
iii) mapping f holomorphically extends to X := X \ If .

Proof. The proof will be achieved in several steps.

Step 1. Meromorphicity of f(·, s). Notice that for every s ∈ S
1 mapping f(·, s) : X \

I → P1 is in fact a meromorphic function without indeterminacy points and it extends
to a meromorphic function on the whole of X by Lemma 2.5. Denote by If(·,s) the
indeterminacy set of the extended f(·, s). We have that If(·,s) ⊂ I because f is holomorphic
on X \I. Since If(·,s) is the indeterminacy set of a meromorphic function and, therefore is
locally an intersection of two relatively prime divisors it is of pure codimension two. Take
some point z0 ∈

⋃

s∈S1 If(·,s) ⊂ I2z0, where I
2
z0
is the (necessarily finite) union of codimension
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two components of I at z0 as in (2.1). Due to the description of the structure of Hilbert
analytic sets of finite definition in [Ra] one can find a neighborhood U = B∞×∆2 of z0
such that I2z0 ∩U is a finite cover of B∞ in these coordinates. Therefore

(
⋃

s∈S1 If(·,s)
)

∩U
can have only finitely many components. We obtain as a result that the union

⋃

s∈S1 If(·,s)
is an analytic of pure codimension two subset of X .

Items (i) and (ii) are proved and we turn to item (iii) . Take some z0 ∈ X \
⋃

s∈S1 If(·,s) and
let U be a neighborhood of z0 not intersecting

⋃

s∈S1 If(·,s). Then f extends to a mapping
f : U ×S1 → P1. We need to prove its holomorphicity. Condition (i) of Proposition 4.1
for our f is obviously satisfied. Therefore all we need to prove is the condition (ii) , i.e.,
continuity of the mapping z→ f(z, ·) in Sobolev topology.

Step 2. Continuity in classical topology. We shall prove first that f : U × S1 → P1 is
continuous in the classical sense. We need to prove this at points (z0, s0) ∈ U ×S

1 with
z0 ∈ I \ If only. Fix such point z0 and take an open neighborhood U of z0 biholomorphic
to B∞×∆2, where bidisk {0}×∆2 intersects I at z0 transversely, i.e., z0 is an isolated
point of ({0}×∆2)∩I. Natural coordinates in B∞×∆2 centered at z0 = (0,0) denote as
z = (w,t). Note that f is holomorphic on B∞×∂∆2, provided B∞ was taken sufficiently
small, and that f(w, ·, s0)|∆2 is holomorphic over the whole of {w}×∆2 for every fixed
w ∈B∞. Due to Lemma 3.1 from [AZ] to prove the continuity of f at (z0, s0) it is sufficient
to prove that for any sequences sn → s0 in S1, wn → 0 in B∞ and any neighborhood V
of the graph Γ0 of f(0, ·, s0)|∆2 in U ×P1 the graphs Γn of f(wn, ·, sn)|∆2 are contained in
V for n big enough. By the main result of [AZ], i.e., Theorem 2.1 there, we can assume
that V is 1-complete. That is it admits a strictly plurisubharmonic exhausting function ρ.
Now it is easy to conclude from Sobolev imbedding (4.1) that for wn and sn close enough
to 0 and s0 respectively f(wn, ·, sn)|∂∆2 is close to f(0, ·, s0)|∂∆2 . And than by maximum
principle for ρ to deduce that Γn stays in V. The step is proved.

Step 3. Continuity in Sobolev topology. Now we need to prove that a continuous in
classical sense mapping f : U × S1 → P1 is continuous also in Sobolev topology. Using
compactness of S1 cover it by arcs Sj(ε) =]sj − ε,sj + ε[, j = 1, ...,N centered at sj and
shrink a neighborhood U of z0 so that f(U×Sj) is contained in a coordinate chart (Vj,αj)

of P1. Make sure that f
(

U ×Sj(ε1)
)

⊂ Vj still holds true for some ε1 > ε. Consider

the mapping fj := ρjαj ◦f |U×Sj(ε1), where ρj is a cut-off function supported in Sj(ε1) and
equal to 1 on Sj(ε). Take U this time in the form ∆×B∞ and find a Hartogs figure
H∞

1 (r) = ∆×B∞(r)∪A1−r,1×B
∞ ⊂∆×B∞ not intersecting I. Let (z, t) be the natural

coordinates in ∆×B∞.

Note that:

a) for every (z, t) ∈H∞
1 (r) mapping fj is in W

1,2(Sj(ε1),C) and has compact support.

b) Mapping (z, t)→ fj(z, t, ·) ∈W
1,2(Sj(ε1),C) is continuous in Sobolev topology.

c) Moreover, for every s ∈ Sj(ε1) mapping fj(·, s) is holomorphic on Ĥ∞
1 (r) = ∆×B∞.

The latter is because the multiplication by a smooth cutoff function preserves the
Sobolev class and continuity in Sobolev topology and since it depends only on the space
variable s it doesn’t spoils the holomorphicity in (z, t). Therefore fj is a holomorphic
mapping from H∞

1 (r) to a complex Hilbert space. Consequently it extends holomorphi-
cally to ∆×B∞. In particular we obtain that f |U×Sj(ε) is continuous in Sobolev topology.
By the definition of the Sobolev topology, see (4.2) we obtain the desired continuity of f .
Lemma is proved.
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�

Remark 4.2. As the result we reach the understanding that the Definition 2 from the
Introduction is the natural definition of meromorphicity for mappings with values in LP1.
Indeed, what we proved in Proposition 4.1 is that a holomorphic map f : X \ I → LP1,
where I is Hilbert analytic of codimension > 2, extends to a meromorphic map from X
to LP1 in the sense of Definition 2.

4.3. Non-existence of an imbedding of the loop space to the projective space.
We start this subsection with the following example.

Example 4.1. Let γ(s) = (γ1(s),γ2(s)) be loop in C2 of class W 1,2. Denote by Γ the
image of γ. Consider the mapping f : C2 \Γ→W 1,2(S1,P1) defined as follows

f(z1, z2, s) = [z1−γ1(s) : z2−γ2(s)]. (4.8)

For every fixed s ∈ S1 mapping f(·, s) is holomorphic on C2 \ {γ(s)} and moreover γ(s)
is the only indeterminacy point of f(·, s). Furthermore, for every z ∈ C2 \ Γ we have
that f(z, ·) ∈ W 1,2(S1,P1) and it continuously depends on z. This means that f is a
holomorphic mapping from C2 \Γ to W 1,2(S1,P1). Notice that for any fixed s mapping
f(·, s) : C2 \ {γ(s)} → P1 extends meromorphically onto the whole C2 having γ(s) as its
single indeterminacy point and therefore

⋃

s∈S1 If(·,s) = Γ, i.e., the family {If(·,s)} is not
locally finite and henceforth is not an analytic set in C2. We see that Γ is an essential
singularity of f in the sense that f does not extend meromorphically to a neighborhood
of any point of Γ. For would f extend meromorphically to a neighborhood V of some
γ(s0) ∈ Γ it should be holomorphic on V minus a discrete set. But f is obviously not
holomorphic at any point of Γ∩V .

Remark 4.3. This example shows that the Hartogs type extension theorem is not valid
for meromorphic values in LP1. Taking Γ ⊂ C⊂ C2 we obtain a counterexample also for
the Thullen type extension.

Proof of Theorem 1. Suppose to the contrary that g : LP1 → P(l2) is such a map and let

γ be such as in Example 4.1. Take γ in addition such that it is of class W 2,2 ⊂ C1, 1
2 and

that its image Γ is not contained in any complex curve in C2. Consider a holomorphic
map f : C2 \Γ→ LP1 defined as in (4.8). Using the homogeneity of LP1 compose f with
an automorphism of LP1 in order to map some point by a resulting map to the regular
point of g. Denote this resulting map still as f . Now the composition h := g ◦ f is well
defined and by Corollary 1 h : C2\Γ→ P(l2) extends meromorphically to C2. Denote this
extension still as h. Take a ∈ Γ \ Ih and consider a neighborhood V of a which do not
contain points from Ih, i.e., the restriction h|V : V → P(l2) is holomorphic.

Lemma 4.2. The differential of mapping f : C2 \Γ → LP1 is very generically injective,
i.e., dfz is invective for z outside of a complex curve.

Proof. We need to prove this for the original f as in (4.8) since a composition with an
automorphism doesn’t affect the injectivity. Take z0 = (z01 , z

0
2) ∈ C\Γ such that z0j −γj(s)

never vanishes. Then
f(z,s) = [z1−γ1(s) : z2−γ2(s)]

takes its values in U0 = {[w] ∈ P
1 : w0 6= 0} for z in some neighborhood U ∋ z0 . I.e.,

f(z,s) =
z2−γ2(s)

z1−γ1(s)
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represents a holomorphic map f : U →W 1,2(S1,C). Now for z ∈ U and v ∈ C2 one has

dfz[v] =
∂f(z,s)

∂z1
v1+

∂f(z,s)

∂z2
v2 =

(

s,
z2−γ2(s)

[z1−γ1(s)]2
v1+

v2
z1−γ1(s)

)

. (4.9)

Here the right hand side of (4.9) should be understood as a section of the pulled-back
tangent bundle f ∗(z, ·)TP1 ≡ S1×C. To prove the injectivity of dfz assume that dfz[v] =
dfz[w] for some v 6= w. Then

z2−γ2(s)

[z1−γ1(s)]2
v1+

v2
z1−γ1(s)

=
z2−γ2(s)

[z1−γ1(s)]2
w1+

w2

z1−γ1(s)

for all s. And this means that

z2−γ2(s)

z1−γ1(s)
(v1−w1)+v2−w2 = 0.

Since v 6= w this implies that z2−γ2(s)
z1−γ1(s)

= const and therefore γ2(s)− c1γ1(s) = c2 for some

constants c1,c2 and all s. I.e., Γ is contained in the complex line C = {z2c1− z1 = c2}.
Contradiction.

We proved that dfz is injective for z in a non-empty open U and therefore it can
degenerate for z in a complex curve C ⊂ C

2 \Γ at most.

�

Therefore the differential of h= g◦f is very generically injective on V \Γ and therefore
on V . Since Γ is not locally contained in a complex curve we see that the locus of
degeneration of dh intersects Γ by a finite number of points at most. We can move our
point a together with V to ensure that not only h|V is holomorphic but also its differential
is injective at all points of V .

Furthermore, dhz[C
2] is closed in Th(z)P(l

2 ) for all z ∈ V since it is a two-dimensional
subspace of Th(z)P(l

2 ) ≡ l2 . We find an affine chart U containing h(V ). For this one
might need to shrink V again. Now we compose h with the orthogonal projection π of l2

to dha[C
2] ≡ C2. This composition is biholomorphic in a neighborhood (again call it V )

of a. Therefore h(V ) is a graph over π(h(V )) in C2× l2 . This proves that h|V : V → h(V )
is a biholomorphism to a local submanifold h(V ) of g(LP1). g−1 is well defined on h(V )
and therefore g−1 ◦h is holomorphic on V . But it coincides with f on V \Γ. We got a
holomorphic extension of f from V \Γ to V . Composing this extension with the inverse
to the automorphism of LP1 taken at the beginning of the proof we get an extension of
the original f , contradiction. Theorem is proved.

�
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