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FINER LIMIT CIRCLE/LIMIT POINT CLASSIFICATION FOR

STURM–LIOUVILLE OPERATORS

MATEUSZ PIORKOWSKI AND JONATHAN STANFILL

Abstract. In this paper we introduce an index ℓc ∈ N0 ∪ {∞} which we call
the ‘regularization index’ associated to the endpoints, c ∈ {a, b}, of nonoscilla-

tory Sturm–Liouville differential expressions with trace class resolvents. This
notion extends the limit circle/limit point dichotomy in the sense that ℓc = 0
at some endpoint if and only if the expression is in the limit circle case. In
the limit point case ℓc > 0, a natural interpretation in terms of iterated
Darboux transforms is provided. We also show stability of the index ℓc for
a suitable class of perturbations, extending earlier work on perturbations of
spherical Schrödinger operators to the case of general three-coefficient Sturm–
Liouville operators. We demonstrate our results by considering a variety of
examples including generalized Bessel operators, Jacobi differential operators,
and Schrödinger operators on the half-line with power potentials.

1. Introduction

The well-known limit circle/limit point classification introduced by Weyl tells us
how many boundary conditions are necessary to define a self-adjoint realization of
a three-coefficient Sturm–Liouville differential expression given by

τ =
1

r(x)

[
−

d

dx
p(x)

d

dx
+ q(x)

]
for a.e. x ∈ (a, b) ⊆ R.

(see Hypothesis 2.1 for details). Limit point implies no boundary conditions are
needed at the given endpoint, while limit circle implies one boundary condition is
needed. Since the introduction by Weyl, the limit circle/limit point dichotomy of
Sturm–Liouville expressions has been thoroughly studied- for recent treatments of
Sturm–Liouville theory with encyclopedic references, we refer the interested reader
to [13] and [39].

The purpose of the present paper is to study an extension of the classic binary
classification of limit circle/limit point in the case of nonoscillatory Sturm–Liouville
differential expressions. This is achieved by means of the regularization index which
gives a natural finer classification of certain limit point endpoints: those with fi-
nite regularization index lead to eigenvalues satisfying Weyl asymptotics (i.e., grow
like n2); those with infinite regularization index have eigenvalues satisfying growth
quicker than n (i.e., trace class resolvent); those for which the regularization index
is undefined have nonempty essential spectrum and/or eigenvalues that grow slower
than the above.
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In order to define the regularization index for the endpoint a (resp., b) we need to
assume τ |(a,c) (resp., τ |(c,b)) has self-adjoint realizations with trace class resolvents.
This spectral condition, essential in our work, turns out to be equivalent with
the following simple integrability condition on the product of the principal and
nonprincipal solutions near the respective endpoint (see Theorem 4.2): Assume
that the equation τf = 1

r (−(pf ′)′ + qf) = λf on (a, b), is nonoscillatory at the
endpoint a (resp., b) for some λ ∈ R, and that for some c ∈ (a, b)

∫ c

a

|ua(x)va(x)r(x)|dx <∞

(
resp.,

∫ b

c

|ub(x)vb(x)r(x)|dx <∞

)

where ua, va (resp., ub, vb) are any principal, resp. nonprincipal solutions of τf = λf
near the endpoint x = a (resp., x = b). This integrability assumption then allows
one to iteratively construct a spectral parameter power series (i.e., a Taylor series
in the spectral parameter z) for solutions of the Sturm–Liouville problem τy = zy.
This series can be equivalently viewed as a type of Born expansion, and we show that
in a certain precise sense this series is well-behaved if and only if the aforementioned
trace class condition is satisfied (see Remark 4.4). The regularization index at the
singular endpoint x = a (resp., x = b) is then defined by comparing the growth in
x of the coefficients of the power series of the principal and nonprincipal solutions
as x→ a+ (resp., x→ b−). See Definition 5.1.

The regularization index turns out to be well-behaved under Darboux trans-
forms as seen in Theorem 9.1. Hence, one important implication is that a finite
regularization index allows one to quantify how far certain limit point endpoints
are away from being Darboux transformed to a limit circle endpoint, which in turn
can be regularized in the sense of Niessen and Zettl (see [35] and [39, Thm. 8.3.1]),
thus the appropriateness of the name regularization index. In particular, our work
extends the notion of regularization to include limit point nonoscillatory endpoints
of Sturm–Liouville expressions with finite regularization index that can be Darboux
transformed (equivalently, transformed into Schrödinger form). As a corollary, we
obtain Weyl eigenvalue asymptotics for this class of problems. For more informa-
tion on Darboux transforms directly related to the current study, we refer to [2],
[16] (see also [26] and the extensive list of references therein) and [1], [18], [19] (in
the context of exceptional orthogonal polynomials).

We also study the structure of the Weyl m-function under our regularization
process. In particular, we obtain an alternative proof that the Weyl m-functions in
the case of finite regularization index is in the subclass N∞

κ consisting of generalized
Nevanlinna–Herglotz functions with κ = ⌊(ℓ+1)/2⌋ negative squares (where ⌊x⌋ is
the floor function and ℓ = min{ℓa, ℓb}), no nonreal poles, and the only generalized
pole of nonpositive type at infinity. This extends some of the results for specific
examples studied in the series of papers [24]–[27]. In addition to these papers, for
more information on singular Weyl m-functions we refer to [8], [17], and [25].

The notion of the regularization index has appeared (sometimes implicitly) in
various previous works. The prime example of a Sturm–Liouville operator for which
the index is particularly useful is the perturbed spherical Schrödinger operator (or
Bessel operator). Some earlier works include the papers of Fulton [7], Fulton-Langer
[8], and Kurasov-Luger [30], where analytic perturbations where studied and the
authors relied on the Frobenius method. Here the regularization index can be
explicitly computed in terms of the roots of the corresponding indicial equation.
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Kostenko, Sakhnovich, and Teschl in a series of papers [23]–[27] included nonana-
lytic perturbations and used methods more inline with the present paper. In fact,
our perturbation result Theorem 5.4 can be viewed as a natural generalization of the
perturbative approach used in [23, Lem. 2.2] for spherical Schrödinger operators.
See Remark 5.6 for more details.

The first explicit definition of an index, seemingly equivalent to the one defined in
the present paper, seems to originate from the work of Kaltenbäck and Woracek on
canonical systems and Pontryagin spaces of entire functions in [21, 22]. This index,
denoted by the greek letter ∆, can be associated to certain canonical Hamiltonian
systems which encompass the Sturm–Liouville operators treated here as a special
case. Of particular significance is the paper of Winkler and Woracek [37], where an
accessible method for computing the index ∆ is provided and the paper of Langer
and Woracek [32], where the special case of Sturm–Liouville operators is treated.
In particular, Langer and Woracek use essentially the same recursion to define ∆
as we do to define ℓ, however subtle differences remain; see, for instance, Open
Problem 6.5 and Remark 6.6. We nonetheless believe both notions to be equivalent
and fully agree with the assessment of the authors of [37] that ‘limit point but
finite index’ is in many respects similar to the limit circle case, which becomes even
more apparent through our regularization process. Interestingly, when the index is
infinite, certain examples can still share properties of the limit circle case such as
Weyl asymptotics- see Section 11.3 which includes inverse quartic potentials.

We do not use the theory of canonical systems or Pontryagin spaces in our work,
though we certainly believe that there are interesting connections to these areas
which deserve further attention. We also avoid the notion of rigged (distributional)
Hilbert spaces and supersingular perturbations (see [3], [29], [30, App. A], [33]).
Instead our proofs mainly rely on classical ODE-methods for absolutely continuous
functions. This is motivated by the fact that our Definition 5.1 of the regularization
index relies exclusively on growth properties of classical solutions to τy = zy near
the endpoints, rather than on their L2-integrability or membership in a rigged
Hilbert space.

The present paper is organized as follows:

• In Section 2 we give some background and introduce the main integrability, equiv-
alently trace class, assumptions that will be used throughout the paper.

• In Section 3 we construct a spectral parameter power series representation for
the principal solution to the Sturm–Liouville problem and show its convergence
in Proposition 3.3.

• In Section 4 we start with the crucial Theorem 4.2 giving us equivalent char-
acterizations of the trace class resolvent condition in terms of properties of the
principal and nonprincipal solutions. We also list an array of consequences of
Theorem 4.2 for the properties of the entire nonprincipal solution, in particular,
Corollaries 4.5 and 4.7.

• In Section 5 we introduce the regularization index in Definition 5.1 and discuss
some simple examples in Remark 5.2. We then proceed to prove a stability result
in Theorem 5.4, generalizing earlier work on perturbed spherical Schrödinger
operators.

• In Section 6 we relate the regularization index to the classic limit circle/limit
point classification. This is done in Theorem 6.1. We then study the relationship
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between the regularization index ℓa and the index ∆ used in [32], [37]. This
relationship is encapsulated in Open Problem 6.5.

• In Section 7 we introduce in Definition 7.1 a useful choice of normalized system
of entire solutions, which we label ‘naturally normalized system’. This notion
plays an important role in the subsequent sections. We also give a more intuitive
characterization of this normalization in Theorem 7.6 (see in particular (7.4)).

• In Section 8 we introduce additional hypotheses to study the relationship between
Darboux transforms and naturally normalized systems. The crucial result of this
section is Corollary 8.5 showing that the natural normalization is preserved under
Darboux transforms.

• In Section 9 we determine how the regularization index changes under a Darboux
transform depending on the (non)principality property of the seed function (see
Theorem 9.1). We also illustrate how applying a series of Darboux transforms
can be viewed as a regularization process, showing that Weyl asymptotics hold
for problems with finite regularization indices.

• In Section 10 we use the results on Darboux transforms of the previous section
to explicitly compute Weyl m-functions for problems with finite regularization
indices.

• In Section 11 we demonstrate our results by considering a variety of exam-
ples including generalized Bessel operators, Jacobi differential operators, and
Schrödinger operators on the half-line with power potentials. We also provide
an example with an infinite regularization index for which Weyl asymptotics still
holds (Mie-type potentials) and consider the Laguerre operator at ∞ for which
our main hypothesis is not satisfied.

• Appendix A contains certain technical proofs not included in the main text.

We include a few open problems throughout the paper.

2. A trace class integrability Condition

We begin by recalling the typical integrability hypotheses that we will make
throughout.

Hypothesis 2.1. Let (a, b) ⊆ R and suppose that p, q, r are (Lebesgue ) measurable

functions on (a, b) such that the following items (i)–(iii) hold:

(i) r > 0 a.e. on (a, b), r ∈ L1
loc((a, b); dx).

(ii) p > 0 a.e. on (a, b), 1/p ∈ L1
loc((a, b); dx).

(iii) q is real-valued a.e. on (a, b), q ∈ L1
loc((a, b); dx).

Given Hypothesis 2.1, we study Sturm–Liouville operators associated with the
general, three-coefficient differential expression

(2.1) τ =
1

r(x)

[
−

d

dx
p(x)

d

dx
+ q(x)

]
for a.e. x ∈ (a, b) ⊆ R.

As such, the Wronskian of f and g, for f, g ∈ ACloc((a, b)), is defined by

W (f, g)(x) = f(x)g[1](x)− f [1](x)g(x), x ∈ (a, b),

with
y[1](x) = p(x)y′(x), x ∈ (a, b),

denoting the first quasi-derivative of a function y ∈ ACloc((a, b)). In the following
we will drop the a.e. from equalities between functions in L1

loc.
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Let us now introduce maximal and minimal operators in L2((a, b); r(x)dx) asso-
ciated with τ in the usual manner as follows.

Definition 2.2. Assume Hypothesis 2.1. Given τ as in (2.1), the maximal operator
Tmax in L2((a, b); r(x)dx) associated with τ is defined by

Tmaxf = τf,

f ∈ dom(Tmax) =
{
g ∈ L2((a, b); r(x)dx)

∣∣ g, pg′ ∈ ACloc((a, b));

τg ∈ L2((a, b); r(x)dx)
}
.

The preminimal operator Tmin,0 in L2((a, b); r(x)dx) associated with τ is defined

by

Tmin,0f = τf,

f ∈ dom(Tmin,0) =
{
g ∈ L2((a, b); r(x)dx)

∣∣ g, pg′ ∈ ACloc((a, b));

supp (g) ⊂ (a, b) is compact; τg ∈ L2((a, b); r(x)dx)
}
.

One can prove that Tmin,0 is closable, and one then defines the minimal operator
Tmin as the closure of Tmin,0. We have that (Tmin,0)

∗ = Tmax.

It is known (see, e.g., [35]) that if the equation

τf = λf, λ ∈ R(2.2)

is nonoscillatory near a (resp., b), meaning that its solutions have finitely many
zeros in a vicinity of the respective endpoint, then there exists an up to constant
multiples unique solution ua (resp., ub) of (2.2) satisfying

lim
x→a+

ua(x)

va(x)
= 0

(
resp., lim

x→b−

ub(x)

vb(x)
= 0
)

for any linearly independent solution va (resp., vb) of (2.2). In this case ua (resp.,
ub) is called the principal solution of (2.2) at a (resp., b), and va (resp., vb) is called
a nonprincipal solution of (2.2). Note that the nonoscillatory condition (2.2) near
a (resp., b) is equivalent to the semiboundedness of one (hence any) self-adjoint
realization of τ |(a,c) (resp., τ |(c,b)).

We now come to the main spectral condition of the present paper. We say that
τ satisfies the trace class property at x = a (resp., at x = b) if and only if every
self-adjoint realization T of τ |(a,c) (resp., τ |(c,b)) for some (hence any) c ∈ (a, b) has

trace class resolvent (T − zI)−1 for some (hence any) z in the resolvent set ρ(T ).
The main goal of the present paper is to study the implications of the trace class
property in the semibounded case:

Hypothesis 2.3. Assume that τ satisfies the trace class property at a (resp., b) and
that self–adjoint realizations of τ |(a,c) (resp., τ |(c,b)) with c ∈ (a, b) are semibounded.

As we will demonstrate, it is more practical to work instead with Hypothesis
2.4 stated below, as it is computationally more tractable. We will eventually prove
in Theorem 4.2 that Hypothesis 2.4 is in fact equivalent to Hypothesis 2.3 at the
respective endpoint, giving an easy criterion for the trace class property of τ .



6 M. PIORKOWSKI AND J. STANFILL

Hypothesis 2.4. Assume that the equation τf = λf is nonoscillatory at the end-

point a (resp., b) for some λ ∈ R, and that for some c ∈ (a, b)
∫ c

a

|ua(x)va(x)r(x)|dx <∞

(
resp.,

∫ b

c

|ub(x)vb(x)r(x)|dx <∞

)
(2.3)

where ua, va (resp., ub, vb) are any principal, resp. nonprincipal solutions of (2.2)
near the endpoint x = a (resp., x = b).

It is important to clarify that as our analysis is local, we will mostly require
condition (2.3) to hold only at one of the endpoints, which we conventionally take
as a. In case of doubt, we will explicitly state that we require Hypothesis 2.4 at
x = a (resp., at x = b). We now add some context for this hypothesis.

Remark 2.5. (i) Notice that Hypothesis 2.4 holds at limit circle nonoscillatory end-
points for every λ ∈ R by definition.

(ii) We will show in Corollary 3.6 that if Hypothesis 2.4 holds for some λ ∈ R

it holds for all λ ∈ R. Therefore, if q ≡ 0 in (2.1), we can choose without loss
of generality λ = 0 in Hypothesis 2.4, and one confirms that linearly independent
solutions are given by y1(x) = 1 and y2(x) =

∫ x0

x
dt
p(t) with x0 ∈ (a, b). So we now

consider two case distinctions:
(a) Suppose 1/p /∈ L1((a, c); dx). Then limx→a+ y1(x)/y2(x) = 0 so y1 is princi-

pal and y2 is nonprincipal. Hence in this case Hypothesis 2.4 at x = a is equivalent
to assuming that (cf. [32, Def. 7.1])

(2.4)

∫ c

a

∫ c

x

dt

p(t)
r(x)dx <∞,

1

p
/∈ L1((a, c); dx), c ∈ (a, b),

which in particular implies that r ∈ L1((a, c); dx).
(b) Suppose 1/p ∈ L1((a, c); dx). Then y3(x) =

∫ x
a

dt
p(t) exists, solves τy = 0,

and satisfies limx→a+ y3(x)/y1(x) = 0 so that y3 is principal and y1 is nonprincipal.
Hence in this case Hypothesis 2.4 is equivalent to (cf. [32, Def. 8.1])

(2.5)

∫ c

a

∫ x

a

dt

p(t)
r(x)dx <∞,

1

p
∈ L1((a, c); dx), c ∈ (a, b),

where r might or might not be in L1((a, c); dx). Therefore, if q ≡ 0, then Hypothesis
2.4 holds at x = a if and only if one of (2.4) or (2.5) holds.

(iii) If p ≡ r ≡ 1 in (2.1), then Hypothesis 2.4 at x = a is equivalent to assuming
∫ c

a

u2a(x)

∫ x0

x

dt

u2a(t)
dx <∞

(cf. [32, Def. 9.3]). ⋄

3. Properties of the principal solution

The goal of the present section is to construct a fundamental solution ϕ(z, x)
satisfying

τϕ(z, x) = zϕ(z, x),(3.1)

which is principal at the endpoint x = a and entire in z ∈ C (a similar construction
can be performed at the endpoint x = b). No additional requirements are needed
at x = b. The key to this construction is the following technical lemma which we
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will use repeatedly in the present paper. While we believe it to be known, we were
unable to find this result in the literature, so we include the proof in the appendix.

Lemma 3.1. Let D = U × (c, d), where a < c < d < b and U ⊆ C is open. Denote

by T
(c,d)
max the maximal operator associated with τ |(c,d).

(i) Let y : D → C be given such that y(z, · ) ∈ dom(T
(c,d)
max ) for all z ∈ U . More-

over, assume that τy(z, x) = zy(z, x) for (z, x) ∈ D, with y(z, x) being holo-
morphic in z. Then the mapping z 7→ y(z, · ) is an L2((c, d); r(x)dx)-valued
holomorphic mapping and y has locally around z0 ∈ U a series expansion

y(z, x) =
∑

n≥0

yn(z0, x)(z − z0)
n,(3.2)

where each yn is in dom(T
(c,d)
max ) and

(τ − z0)y0 = 0, (τ − z0)yn = yn−1, n ≥ 1.(3.3)

(ii) Assume that y : D → C has locally the series representation (3.2) in the

space L2((c, d); r(x)dx) with yn ∈ dom(T
(c,d)
max ) satisfying (3.3) (in particular

z → y(z, · ) is an L2((c, d); r(x)dx)-valued analytic mapping). Then y(z, · )

for z ∈ U is in dom(T
(c,d)
max ) and satisfies τy(z, x) = zy(z, x) for (z, x) ∈ D.

Proof. See Appendix A. �

We now construct the solution ϕ(z, x) via the infinite power series given by

ϕ(z, x) =

∞∑

n=0

ϕn(x)(z − λ)n, x ∈ (a, b), λ ∈ R.(3.4)

In fact, rewriting (3.1) as

(τ − z)ϕ =
1

r

(
− (pϕ′)′ +

(
q − λr − (z − λ)r

)
ϕ
)
= 0,

we see that (3.4) is the usual Born series, where we view (z−λ) ∈ C as the coupling
constant for the potential −r (see [15] and Remark 4.4).

We note that ϕn(x) clearly depends on the choice of λ, so a more precise notation
would be ϕn(λ, x) (see (3.2)). However, to keep the notation short we will suppress
this λ-dependence and simply write ϕn(x) as is customary with u and v. It will
turn out that the choice of λ ∈ R does not play any significant role (see Cor. 3.6).

We remark that other spectral parameter power series have been discussed in
[28], specifically, the numerical aspects regarding eigenvalue problems (see also the
review [31]). An equivalent construction also appeared in [32] in relation to the
index ∆ mentioned in the Introduction.

Assuming Hypothesis 2.4 holds at x = a, we define ϕ0(x) = ua(x), where ua is a
principal solution of (2.2). That is, we begin by constructing the series (3.4) about
a point λ ∈ R such that τf = λf is nonoscillatory (though this can be extended to
all λ ∈ R by Corollaries 3.4–3.6). We then define iteratively

ϕn(x) =

∫ x

a

[ua(t)va(x)− va(t)ua(x)]ϕn−1(t)r(t)dt, x ∈ (a, b),(3.5)

where va is a nonprincipal solution of (2.2) satisfying W (va, ua) = 1. In the follow-
ing, we fix a c ∈ (a, b) such that ua, va have no zeros on (a, c]. We remark that in
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this case we also have (see [35, Thm. 2.2(iii)])

|ua(t)va(x)| < |va(t)ua(x)|, a < t < x < c.(3.6)

In Lemma 3.2 below we prove that the integral (3.5) indeed exists.
As we assume Hypothesis 2.4, we can define the function

ρ(x) =

∫ x

a

|va(t)ua(t)r(t)|dt, x ∈ (a, c).(3.7)

Note that ρ(x) → 0 for x→ a+. This leads to the following:

Lemma 3.2. Assume Hypothesis 2.1 and that Hypothesis 2.4 holds at x = a. Let

c ∈ (a, b) be chosen such that ua, va have no zeros on (a, c]. Then the following

estimates hold for x ∈ (a, c):

|ϕn(x)| ≤ ρn(x)|ua(x)|, n ∈ N.(3.8)

Proof. We proceed by induction. The estimate is trivial for n = 0 and let us assume
it holds for up to n− 1. Observe that as by assumption ua(x), va(x) do not have
zeros for x ∈ (a, c), it follow from (3.6) that

|ua(t)va(x)− va(t)ua(x)| < |va(t)ua(x)|, a < t < x < c.(3.9)

Using now the monotonicity of ρ together with the induction hypothesis we obtain
∣∣∣
∫ x

a

[ua(t)va(x)− va(t)ua(x)]ϕn−1(t)r(t)dt
∣∣∣ <

∫ x

a

|va(t)ua(x)ϕn−1(t)r(t)|dt

<

∫ x

a

|va(t)ua(t)r(t)|dt ρ
n−1(x)|ua(x)|

= ρn(x)|ua(x)|,

which finishes the proof. �

We now want to show that the series (3.4) is indeed entire in z. From the previous
lemma it follows that (3.4) is convergent on Dρ,c = {(z, x) : x ∈ (a, c), |z| <
ρ−1(x)}. Moreover, by definition (τ −λ)ϕ0 = 0 and a direct calculation shows that

(τ − λ)ϕn = ϕn−1, n > 0.

In particular for (z, x) ∈ Dρ,c it follows by Lemma 3.1 (ii) that

τϕ(z, x) = zϕ(z, x).

To show that (3.4) converges not only inDρ,c but in fact defines an entire function
in z for all x ∈ (a, b), let us choose an xε = a+ε, with ε > 0 small enough such that
xε ∈ (a, c). Consider the entire system of solutions sε(z, x) and cε(z, x) of τf = zf
satisfying

sε(z, xε) = 0 = c[1]ε (z, xε), s[1]ε (z, xε) = 1 = cε(z, xε).

Let us now define
◦
ϕ(z, x) = ϕ(z, xε)cε(z, x) + ϕ[1](z, xε)sε(z, x), x ∈ (xε, b), |z| < ρ−1(xε).

Note that
◦
ϕ is holomorphic in its first argument and satisfies τ

◦
ϕ(z, x) = z

◦
ϕ(z, x).

By a standard uniqueness results for differential equations we must have
◦
ϕ(z, x) =

ϕ(z, x) for (z, x) ∈ Dρ,c ∩ dom(
◦
ϕ). Hence for any fixed x0 ∈ (xε, c) it follows

that ϕ(z, x0) can be analytically continued to a holomorphic function in the disc
of radius ρ−1(xε) around λ. Letting ε → 0 and thus ρ−1(xε) → ∞, we see that



FINER LIMIT CIRCLE/LIMIT POINT CLASSIFICATION 9

ϕ(z, x) is indeed entire in z for all x ∈ (a, c). To extend this result to x ∈ (a, b),
observe that we can write using Lemma 3.1 (i),

◦
ϕ(z, x) =

∑

n≥0

◦
ϕn(x)(z − λ)n,

with
◦
ϕn|(a,c) = ϕn|(a,c) and (τ−λ)

◦
ϕ0 = 0, (τ−λ)

◦
ϕn =

◦
ϕn−1 for n > 0. Again from

the uniqueness of solutions to differential equations, we can iteratively conclude

that ϕn(x) =
◦
ϕn(x) for x ∈ (a, b). We have thus shown the following:

Proposition 3.3. The infinite series (3.4) converges for all x ∈ (a, b), z ∈ C, and

defines a function ϕ(z, x) which is entire in z and satisfies

τϕ(z, x) = zϕ(z, x).

It should be noted that while the series (3.4) converges for all x ∈ (a, b), the
estimate in (3.8) will not hold in general for x ∈ (c, b).

We now note a few immediate corollaries from the construction of ϕ.

Corollary 3.4. Assume Hypothesis 2.1 and that Hypothesis 2.4 holds at x = a.
Then ϕ defined by (3.4), (3.5) satisfies

lim
x→a+

ϕ(z1, x)

ϕ(z2, x)
= 1, z1, z2 ∈ C.(3.10)

In particular, τf = λf is nonoscillatory for all λ ∈ R.

Note that this immediately implies that (3.4) can be interpreted as a perturbative
Born series, in the sense that higher-order corrections ϕn, n ≥ 1 become negligible
in the limit x→ a+. This should be contrasted with the case of discrete spectrum
but non-trace class resolvents (see Theorem 4.2 and the subsequent Remark 4.4).

The converse of the above corollary will be stated in Corollary 4.3. From the
previous corollary, we also conclude the following.

Corollary 3.5. Assume Hypothesis 2.1 and that Hypothesis 2.4 holds at x = a.
Then ϕ(z, x) is principal at a for all z ∈ R.

Proof. We know that in the nonoscillatory case at a, a solution f of τf = zf is
principal at a if and only if the function (pf2)−1 is not integrable near the endpoint
x = a (see e.g. [35, Thm. 2.2(ii)]). Due to (3.10), (pϕ2(λ, · ))−1 is not integrable
near x = a if and only if (pϕ2(z, · ))−1 is not integrable for any z ∈ R. �

Note that as ϕ(z, x) is principal at x = a and τf = zf is nonoscillatory at a
for all z ∈ R, we can obtain a nonprincipal solution va(z, · ) of τf = zf via the
formula va(z, x) = ϕ(z, x)

∫ c
x

dt
p(t)ϕ2(z,t) , where c is chosen such that ϕ(z, · ) does not

vanish on (a, c]. In particular, the asymptotic behavior of nonprincipal solutions for
x→ a+ is already dictated by the corresponding behavior of the principal solution
ϕ(z, x) (cf. the proof of Lem. 4.6). Thus, (3.10) also implies the independence of
Hypothesis 2.4 from the generalized eigenvalue λ ∈ R.

Corollary 3.6. The Hypothesis 2.4 is independent of λ ∈ R, that is, if it holds for

one λ ∈ R it will hold for all λ ∈ R.

As previously pointed out, Corollaries 3.4–3.6 now imply that the choice λ ∈ R

does not play any significant role in the iterative construction of ϕ. We also obtain
the following from [17, Lem. 3.2].
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Corollary 3.7. Assume Hypothesis 2.1 and that Hypothesis 2.4 holds at x = a.
Then all self-adjoint realizations of the restriction τ |(a,c) to an interval (a, c) with

c ∈ (a, b) have a purely discrete spectrum.

Remark 3.8. The inverse of Corollary 3.7 does not hold. A simple counterexample is
given by the Laguerre differential expression, for which all self–adjoint realizations
have purely discrete spectrum, but the principal solution at ∞ has asymptotically
different behavior for different generalized eigenvalues (see (11.1)), hence Hypoth-
esis 2.4 does not hold. The details can be found in Section 11.5. ⋄

We next turn to the properties of a second linearly independent fundamental
solution θ(z, x).

4. Properties of the nonprincipal solution

By Corollary 3.7 and Remark 3.8 we know that the following hypothesis is weaker
than Hypothesis 2.4.

Hypothesis 4.1. Assume that all self–adjoint realizations of the restriction τ |(a,c)
to an interval (a, c) with c ∈ (a, b) and the Dirichlet boundary condition at c have

a purely discrete spectrum.

As shown in [17], Hypothesis 4.1 is equivalent to the existence of an entire funda-

mental system of solutions ϕ̃(z, x), θ̃(z, x) of τf = zf , real on the real axis, such that

ϕ̃(z, x) is principal for all z ∈ R and W (θ̃(z, · ), ϕ̃(z, · )) = 1. The tilde indicates
that our standard Hypothesis 2.4 is not assumed, and no additional normalization

conditions on ϕ̃ and θ̃ are imposed. We now state the following:

Theorem 4.2. Assume Hypotheses 2.1, 4.1 and let ϕ̃, θ̃ be chosen as above. Then

the following are equivalent:

(i) Hypothesis 2.4 at x = a for some λ ∈ R;

(ii) lim
x→a+

ϕ̃(z1, x)

ϕ̃(z2, x)
∈ R \ {0} for all z1, z2 ∈ R;

(iii) lim
x→a+

W (θ̃(z2, x), ϕ̃(z1, x)) ∈ R \ {0} for all z1, z2 ∈ R;

(iv) lim
x→a+

θ̃(z1, x)

θ̃(z2, x)
∈ R \ {0} for all z1, z2 ∈ R;

(v)
∫ x
a |θ̃(z1, t)ϕ̃(z2, t)r(t)|dt <∞ for all z1, z2 ∈ R and x ∈ (a, b);

(vi) Hypothesis 2.3 at x = a.

Moreover, in conditions (ii)–(iv) ‘ for all z1, z2 ∈ R’ can be replaced by ‘ for some
distinct z1, z2 ∈ R’.

Proof. The equivalence between (i)–(v) is rather simple, however point (vi) requires
more technical arguments. We provide the complete proof in Appendix A. �

We can now state the converse of Corollary 3.4.
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Corollary 4.3. Assume Hypothesis 2.1 and let ϕ̃ be an entire fundamental solution

of τf = zf which is principal at x = a for all z ∈ R. If ϕ̃ satisfies

lim
x→a+

ϕ̃(z1, x)

ϕ̃(z2, x)
= 1, z1, z2 ∈ C,

then Hypothesis 2.4 holds at x = a and ϕ̃ is equal to ϕ constructed via (3.4), (3.5)
up to a multiplicative constant.

Remark 4.4.We already observed in Corollary 3.4 that the Born series given through
(3.4) and (3.5) has the convenient property of the leading term ϕ0 being dominant
as x → a+, that is, higher order terms ϕn can be viewed as small corrections.
Theorem 4.2 further tells us that this happens if and only if τ |(a,c) has self-adjoint
realizations with trace class resolvents, meaning that Hypothesis 2.4 is the most
general condition under which one can expect a well-behaved Born series with the
spectral parameter as the coupling constant. We find it interesting that the condi-
tion for the mere existence of an entire fundamental solution ϕ̃ which is principal
at x = a is significantly weaker, and only requires self-adjoint realizations of τ |(a,c)
to have a purely discrete spectrum (see Hypothesis 4.1). Being entire, ϕ̃ will again
have an everywhere convergent power series expansion of the form (3.4), however
with ϕ̃n not necessarily given through (3.5). As in the absence of the trace class
resolvent condition the behavior of ϕ̃ must necessarily depend on the spectral pa-
rameter z due to Theorem 4.2 (ii), it follows that higher order terms ϕ̃n cannot be
viewed as small corrections for x → a+, despite the series being convergent. See
Section 11.5 for an explicit example of this phenomenon. ⋄

Returning to the normalization (3.10), we obtain the following corollary.

Corollary 4.5. Assume Hypothesis 2.1 holds and let ϕ satisfy the normalization

(3.10). Then any entire fundamental solution θ satisfying W (θ(z, · ), ϕ(z, · )) = 1
will also satisfy

lim
x→a+

θ(z1, x)

θ(z2, x)
= 1, lim

x→a+
W (θ(z2, x), ϕ(z1, x)) = 1, z1, z2 ∈ R.(4.1)

Proof. That follows immediately from (A.2) and (A.3) in the proof of Theorem 4.2
in Appendix A. �

Note W (θ(z, · ), ϕ(z, · )) = 1 implies that θ(z, · ) is linearly independent of
ϕ(z, · ) and hence nonprincipal.

For technical reasons, we will also need that limx→a+
θ(z,x)
θ(λ,x) converges locally

uniformly for z ∈ C. This is shown next.

Lemma 4.6. Denote by hx(z) =
θ(z,x)
θ(λ,x) . Then as x→ a+, the entire function hx(z)

converges locally uniformly in C to the constant function 1.

Proof. Note that locally in z we can write

θ(z, x) = ϕ(z, x)

∫ c0

x

dt

p(t)ϕ2(z, t)
+ η(z)ϕ(z, x),

where c0 is sufficiently close to a such that ϕ(z, t) does not vanish, and η(z) is
holomorphic. Now as for x → a+ we have ϕ(z, x)/ϕ(λ, x) = 1 + O(ρ(x)) with the
error being locally uniform in z, we conclude that the same is true for θ. �
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As a corollary of Lemma 4.6 we can now prove the following (cf. Lemma 3.2).

Corollary 4.7. Consider the power series expansion of θ with respect to z,

θ(z, x) =

∞∑

n=0

θn(x)(z − λ)n.

Then

lim
x→a+

θn(x)

θ0(x)
= 0 for all n ≥ 1.(4.2)

Proof. Note that as hx(z) = θ(z,x)
θ(λ,x) → 1 converges locally uniformly for x → a+,

we can conclude that ∂nz hx(z) → 0 locally uniformly for x → a+ and n ≥ 1. In
particular,

∂nz hx(z)|z=λ =
n!θn(x)

θ0(x)
→ 0 for x→ a+.

�

Due to Lemma 3.1 (i) we know that (τ−λ)θ0(x) = 0 and (τ−λ)θn(x) = θn−1(x)
for n ≥ 1. Hence we can write a general expression for θn in terms of θn−1

θn(x) = Anϕ0(x) +Bnθ0(x)

+ θ0(x)

∫ x

a

ϕ0(t)θn−1(t)r(t)dt + ϕ0(x)

∫ c

x

θ0(t)θn−1(t)r(t)dt.(4.3)

Note that the two integrals above sum up to the usual formula involving the Green’s
function, however we prefer to keep these integrals separate.

In the proof of Lemma 5.3 we will show that Bn = 0, while the constant An will
be determined later and depends additionally on the choice of c ∈ (a, b). Note that
it is crucial that θn−1(x) = O(θ0(x)) as x → a+ for all n ≥ 1, to make sure that
the first integral in (4.3) exists due to Hypothesis 2.4.

We finish this section with a few technical results on the behavior of θn(x) as
x→ a+, which will be used in the following section.

Lemma 4.8. The functions Wn(x) = W (θn(x), ϕ0(x)) and θn(x) are nonoscilla-

tory as x→ a+ for all n ≥ 0. Additionally, the function W̃n(x) =W (θn(x), θ0(x))
is nonoscillatory as x→ a+ for n ≥ 1.

Proof. We proceed by induction. The claim is clearly true for n = 0 by Theorem
4.2 (iii). Let us assume it is true up to n− 1. Then we can use the general formula

[
W (f, g)

]t=β
t=α

=

∫ β

α

[(
τf(t)

)
g(t)− f(t)

(
τg(t)

)]
r(t)dt

to obtain

∂xWn(x) =
[(
τθn(x)

)
ϕ0(x) −

(
τϕ0(x)

)
θn(x)

]
r(x) = θn−1(x)ϕ0(x)r(x).

By the induction hypothesis, the right-hand side is nonoscillatory as x → a+.
Hence, Wn(x) is monotonic as x → a+, implying that it is nonoscillatory. To see
that θn(x) is nonoscillatory, observe that

(
θn(x)

ϕ0(x)

)′

= −
Wn(x)

p(x)ϕ2
0(x)

,



FINER LIMIT CIRCLE/LIMIT POINT CLASSIFICATION 13

where we already know that the right-hand side is nonoscillatory. As before this

implies that θn(x)
ϕ0(x)

is monotonic, in particular nonoscillatory near a. As ϕ0(x) is

nonoscillatory, the same must be true of θn(x).

The proof for W̃n is similar but no longer requires induction. For n ≥ 1 we have

∂xW̃n(x) = θn−1(x)θ0(x)r(x),

hence W̃n is monotonic, implying that W̃n(x) is nonoscillatory, as x→ a+. �

Note that we have also shown in the previous proof that
( θn(x)
ϕ0(x)

)±1
is monotonic

as x→ a+, and we will use this fact later.

Corollary 4.9. The function
( θn(x)
ϕ0(x)

)±1
is monotonic as x → a+. In particular

the limit lim
x→a+

ϕ0(x)
θn(x)

exists in R ∪ {±∞}.

Analogously, using that W̃n is nonoscillatory it follows that
( θn(x)
θ0(x)

)±1
is mono-

tonic as x→ a+ for n ≥ 1. We need this fact in the proof of Lemma 5.3.

Corollary 4.10. The function
( θn(x)
θ0(x)

)±1
is monotonic as x→ a+ for n ≥ 1.

5. The regularization index

We now come to the main definition of the present paper. Observe that as

limx→a+
ϕ0(x)
θ0(x)

= 0 by the principality of ϕ and the nonprincipality of θ, the regu-

larization index ℓa is well-defined.

Definition 5.1 (Regularization index). Assume Hypothesis 2.1 and that Hypothesis

2.4 holds at x = a. Let ϕ be given via (3.4), (3.5) and take any entire nonprincipal

solution θ(z, x) satisfying W (θ(z, · ), ϕ(z, · )) = 1 which is real for z ∈ R. Then we

define the regularization index ℓa ∈ N0 ∪ {∞} of τ at the endpoint x = a to be the

smallest non-negative integer ℓa such that

lim
x→a+

ϕ0(x)

θn(x)
= 0 for all n ∈ {0, . . . , ℓa},

lim
x→a+

ϕ0(x)

θℓa+1(x)
6= 0,

in case such an integer exists. Otherwise

lim
x→a+

ϕ0(x)

θn(x)
= 0 for all n ≥ 0,

and we set ℓa = ∞.

The appropriateness of the terminology ‘regularization index’ will become more
apparent in Theorem 9.2 and Section 10. For now, we note that, loosely speaking,
this index (when 0 < ℓa ≤ ∞) allows one to quantify how far a limit point endpoint
is away from being transformed to a limit circle endpoint via Darboux transforms.
We will see in Theorem 6.1 that ℓa = 0 exactly corresponds to the limit circle case,
which, if singular, can then be regularized in the sense of Niessen and Zettl (see [35]
and [39, Thm. 8.3.1]). This has implications for the spectral theory of self-adjoint
realizations, which will be discussed in Sections 9 and 10.

It turns out that the regularization index at a (resp., b) depends only on τ as
explained in the following remark.
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Remark 5.2. (i) Note that any other system θ̃, ϕ̃ satisfying the assumptions of
Definition 5.1 is related to θ, ϕ via

ϕ̃(z, x) = cϕ(z, x), θ̃(z, x) = c−1θ(z, x) + f(z)ϕ(z, x),

where c ∈ R \ {0} and f is an entire function that is real on the real axis. It is easy

to see that the choice θ̃, ϕ̃ lead to the same regularization index, so ℓ̃a = ℓa. The
question whether the regularization index depends on the choice of λ ∈ R is the
content of Corollary 5.5. It turns out that ℓa is independent of λ, meaning that the
regularization index at a (resp., b) depends only on the Sturm–Liouville differential
expression τ .

(ii) Returning to Remark 2.5, we provide a few general examples demonstrating how
the regularization index depends on the behavior of p, r, q near singular endpoints.
Here and in the following the notation f(x) ∝ g(x) (for x→ a+) will be shorthand

for lim supx→a+

∣∣ f(x)
g(x)

∣∣±1
∈ R+.

(a) Let a ∈ R. Assume q ≡ 0, p(x) ∝ (x − a)ν , and r(x) ∝ (x − a)δ with
δ, ν ∈ R. By Remark 2.5 (ii), we must restrict the powers to satisfy the integrability
conditions given there. Independently of the integrability of 1/p, this condition
reads 2− ν + δ > 0. If ν ≥ 1, that is 1/p /∈ L1((a, c); dx), and 2 + δ > ν ≥ 1, then
ϕ0(x) is constant and θn(x) ∝ (x − a)n(2−ν+δ)+1−ν (times a possible logarithm)
for ν ≥ 1. Thus one concludes ℓa =

⌊
ν−1

2−ν+δ

⌋
in this case. If ν < 1, that is 1/p ∈

L1((a, c); dx), and ν − 2 < δ, then ϕ0(x) ∝ (x− a)1−ν and θn(x) ∝ (x− a)n(2−ν+δ)

(times a possible logarithm) so that ℓa =
⌊

1−ν
2−ν+δ

⌋
in this case. Combining these

two cases gives the regularization index as ℓa =
⌊ |ν−1|
2−ν+δ

⌋
in general. The logarithms

show up if n ≥ ℓa and either ℓa = ν−1
2−ν+δ for ν ≥ 1, or ℓa = 1−ν

2−ν+δ for ν < 1. Notice

that the index is always finite and θn ∈ L2((a, c); r(x)dx) for n > (ℓa − 1)/2.
(b) Let a ∈ R. If one assumes p ≡ r ≡ 1 and ϕ0(x) ∝ (x−a)α with α ≥ 1/2, then

Hypothesis 2.4 holds by Remark 2.5 (iii) (note α ≥ 1/2 is necessary as otherwise
ϕ−2
0 would be integrable near a contradicting its principality). Furthermore, x = a

is limit circle for α ∈ [1/2, 3/2) and θn(x) ∝ (x − a)1−α+2n (times a possible
logarithm) for α ≥ 1/2 so that ℓa =

⌊
α − 1

2

⌋
. Once again, the index is finite and

θn ∈ L2((a, c); dx) for n > (ℓa − 1)/2. ⋄

The following lemma is one of the main structural results of the present paper
and will enable us to interpret the regularization index as an extension of the binary
limit circle/limit point classification.

Lemma 5.3. Assume Hypothesis 2.1 and that Hypothesis 2.4 holds at x = a. Then

lim
x→a+

θn+1(x)

θn(x)
= 0 for all n ∈ {0, . . . , ℓa}.(5.1)

Proof. We will use the representation (4.3). Let us assume that n ≤ ℓa. First,
observe that

θ0(x)
∫ x
a
ϕ0(t)θn(t)r(t)dt

θn(x)
=

∫ x

a

(
ϕ0(t)θ0(t)r(t)

) θn(t)θ0(t)

θn(x)
θ0(x)

dt

=

∫ x

a

(
ϕ0(t)θ0(t)r(t)

) Fn(t)
Fn(x)

dt.
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Where we defined Fn(s) =
θn(s)
θ0(s)

. We know from Corollary 4.7 and Corollary 4.10

that Fn(s) → 0 monotonically as s → a. In particular,
∣∣∣ Fn(t)Fn(x)

∣∣∣ ≤ 1 for t ∈ (a, x)

and x sufficiently close to a. Thus it follows that

lim
x→a+

θ0(x)
∫ x
a
ϕ0(t)θn(t)r(t)dt

θn(x)
= 0.

Next, let us consider

ϕ0(x)
∫ c
x θ0(t)θn(t)r(t)dt

θn(x)
=

∫ c

x

(
ϕ0(t)θ0(t)r(t)

) ϕ0(x)
θn(x)

ϕ0(t)
θn(t)

dt

=

∫ c

x

(
ϕ0(t)θ0(t)r(t)

)Gn(x)
Gn(t)

dt,

where Gn(s) = ϕ0(s)
θn(s)

. Now observe that as n ≤ ℓa, we have by Definition 5.1

that lims→aGn(s) = 0, and this convergence is monotonic due to Corollary 4.9. In

particular, we can assume that c is chosen close enough to a such that
∣∣∣Gn(x)Gn(t)

∣∣∣ ≤ 1

for a < x ≤ t < c. An application of dominated convergence gives us

lim
x→a+

ϕ0(x)
∫ c
x θ0(t)θn(t)r(t)dt

θn(x)
= 0.

It now follows from (4.2) that necessarily Bn = 0. Moreover, as n ≤ ℓa we have

limx→a+
Anϕ0(x)
θn(x)

= 0. Hence, (5.1) follows, finishing the proof. �

Note that we still have some freedom in choosing the An, which is expected as
θ(z, x) is only unique up to additions of entire multiples of ϕ(z, x). We will see in
Section 7 that further conditions need to be imposed on θ through the choice of An
to guarantee that (5.1) holds for all n ≥ 0 (see Theorem 7.6).

We continue this section with the following result on the stability of the regular-
ization index ℓa under perturbations of the potential q. The proof is modeled on
Lemma 2.2 in [23].

Theorem 5.4. Assume Hypothesis 2.1 and that Hypothesis 2.4 holds at x = a.
Choose ua, va to be principal resp. nonprincipal solutions of τf = λf , λ ∈ R satis-

fying W (va, ua) = 1 and define the perturbed Sturm–Liouville differential expression

τper =
1

r(x)

[
−

d

dx
p(x)

d

dx
+ qper(x)

]
for a.e. x ∈ (a, b) ⊆ R,

where the potential qper = q + q0 satisfies q0 ∈ L1
loc((a, b); dx) and

∫ b

a

|ua(x)va(x)q0(x)|dx <∞.(5.2)

Then τper will satisfy Hypothesis 2.4 and the regularization indices of τ and τper

at x = a coincide, that is, ℓpera = ℓa.

Proof. We will use a similar Born series construction as for ϕ(z, x). Let upera,0 (x) =

ua(x) and define iteratively using the Green’s function

upera,n(x) =

∫ x

a

[
ua(t)va(x)− va(t)ua(x)

](
− q0(t)u

per
a,n−1(t)

)
dt,

x ∈ (a, b), n ≥ 1.
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Note that we then have (τ − λ)upera,n = −q0
r upera,n−1 for n ≥ 1 and (τ − λ)upera,0 = 0.

Let c ∈ (a, b) be chosen such that ua(x), va(x) do not have any zeros for x ∈ (a, c).
Then just as in the proof of Lemma 3.2 we can show inductively that |upera,n(x)| ≤

σn(x)|ua(x)| for x ∈ (a, c) and σ(x) =
∫ x
a
|ua(t)va(t)q0(t)|dt. Note that we have

σ(x) → 0 as x→ a+. It follows that upera (x) =
∑∞

n=0 u
per
a,n(x) converges for x close

enough to a, and upera (x) = ua(x)[1+O(σ(x))]. One can check that τperupera = λupera
and that 1/[p(upera )2] is not integrable, meaning that upera is a principal solution for
τperf = λf . As the regularization index ℓpera only depends on the behavior of the
principal (or nonprincipal) solution as x → a+ if the coefficients p, r are fixed, it
follows that ℓpera = ℓa. �

Provided Hypothesis 2.4 is satisfied, we can always chose q0 = λ̃r and (5.2) will
hold. Note that this just corresponds to a spectral shift of λ. Thus we have shown

Corollary 5.5. The regularization index ℓa is independent of the choice of λ ∈ R

in (3.4).

Remark 5.6. The perturbation condition (5.2) generalizes the condition in [23,
Hypo. 2.1] for perturbed spherical Schrödinger operators. In fact, the unperturbed
case treated in [23] corresponds to

τ = Hl = −
d2

dx2
+
l(l+ 1)

x2
, x ∈ (0, 1), l ≥ −1/2.

Entire principal and nonprincipal solutions are given in terms of Bessel functions
and satisfy

ϕ(z, x) ∝ xl+1, x→ 0+,

θ(z, x) ∝

{
x−l, l > −1/2

x1/2 ln(x), l = −1/2
, x→ 0+.

Thus for ϕθq0 to be integrable we need to require q0 ∈ L1
loc((0, 1); dx) and{

xq0(x) ∈ L1((0, 1); dx), l > −1/2,

x ln(x)q0(x) ∈ L1((0, 1); dx), l = −1/2.

This is equivalent to Hypothesis 2.1 stated in [23] and allows for the inclusion of
the classical Coulomb case q0(x) = C/x. ⋄

6. Relation to limit circle/limit point classification

We will now describe the relationship between the regularization index ℓa and
the limit circle/limit point classification of τ at a.

Theorem 6.1. Assume Hypothesis 2.1 and that Hypothesis 2.4 holds at x = a.
Then τ is in the limit circle case at x = a if and only if ℓa = 0.

Proof. First, let us assume that τ is in the limit circle case at x = a (recall that
Hypothesis 2.4 always holds in the limit circle case). We can then write (see (4.3))

θ1(x) = A1ϕ0(x) + θ0(x)

∫ x

a

ϕ0(t)θ0(t)r(t)dt + ϕ0(x)

∫ c

x

θ20(t)r(t)dt(6.1)

= A′
1ϕ0(x) +

∫ x

a

[
θ0(x)ϕ0(t)− ϕ0(x)θ0(t)

]
θ0(t)r(t)dt,
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with A′
1 = A1 +

∫ c
a
θ20(t)r(t)dt, which exists due to the limit circle assumption.

Using (3.9) with ϕ0 = ua and θ0 = va, we conclude that for x close enough to a,

|θ0(x)ϕ0(t)− ϕ0(x)θ0(t)| < |ϕ0(x)θ0(t)|, a < t < x

holds. In particular for x→ a+ we have
∣∣∣∣∣

∫ x
a

[
θ0(x)ϕ0(t)− ϕ0(x)θ0(t)

]
θ0(t)r(t)dt

ϕ0(x)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
∣∣∣
∫ x

a

θ20(t)r(t)dt
∣∣∣ → 0,

implying limx→a+
θ1(x)
ϕ0(x)

= A′
1, showing that indeed ℓa = 0.

Now assume that ℓa = 0. We will again use the above integral representation of
θ1, that is, the first line of (6.1), with c chosen such that ϕ0(t), θ0(t) have no zeros
on (a, c). As ℓa = 0, we have that the limit

lim
x→a+

θ0(x)
∫ x
a
ϕ0(t)θ0(t)r(t)dt + ϕ0(x)

∫ c
x
θ20(t)r(t)dt

ϕ0(x)
∈ R,(6.2)

exists. Note that due to our assumption on c, both terms in the numerator have
the same sign (namely the sign of ϕ0 close to a). In particular, this implies

lim sup
x→a+

∣∣∣∣∣
ϕ0(x)

∫ c
x θ

2
0(t)r(t)dt

ϕ0(x)

∣∣∣∣∣ = lim sup
x→a+

∣∣∣
∫ c

x

θ20(t)r(t)dt
∣∣∣ <∞,

(due to monotonicity one can substitute lim for lim sup) which shows that τ is in
the limit circle case at x = a. �

As a corollary, we have the following.

Corollary 6.2. Assume Hypothesis 2.1, that Hypothesis 2.4 holds at x = a and

theta θ satisfies (4.1). Then τ is in the limit point case at x = a if and only if

lim
x→a+

ϕ0(x)

∂zθ(z, x)|z=0
= c ∈ R.

This brings up the following general open problem which can now be understood
as an extension of studying stability of the limit circle/limit point classification:

Open Problem 6.3. Under which types of perturbation of the coefficient functions

is a finite regularization index of τ at x = a stable?

Note that Theorem 5.4 gives one class of perturbations under which the regular-
ization index remains stable.

For general ℓa <∞ we also have the following characterization.

Proposition 6.4. Assume Hypothesis 2.1, that Hypothesis 2.4 holds at x = a, and
ℓa <∞. Then

θ0θn 6∈ L1((a, c); r(x)dx), n ∈ {0, . . . , ℓa − 1},

θ0θℓa ∈ L1((a, c); r(x)dx).(6.3)

In case ℓa = ∞, we have θ0θn 6∈ L1((a, c); r(x)dx) for all n ≥ 0.
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Proof. The proof is a simple adaptation of the second part of the proof of Theorem
6.1. Let us first show that θ0θℓa ∈ L1((a, c); r(x)dx). By definition we have that
(cf. (6.2))

lim
x→a+

θ0(x)
∫ x
a
ϕ0(t)θℓa(t)r(t)dt + ϕ0(x)

∫ c
x
θ0(t)θℓa(t)r(t)dt

ϕ0(x)
∈ R.(6.4)

As θn is nonoscillatory for x → a+ by Lemma 4.8, we can assume that c is chosen
such that ϕ0, θ0, and θℓa have no zeros on (a, c). Thus, both terms in the numerator
of (6.4) have the same sign, so we can conclude that

lim sup
x→a+

∣∣∣∣∣
ϕ0(x)

∫ c
x θ0(t)θℓa(t)r(t)dt

ϕ0(x)

∣∣∣∣∣ = lim sup
x→a+

∣∣∣
∫ c

x

θ0(t)θℓa(t)r(t)dt
∣∣∣ <∞.

Again, as θn is nonoscillatory at x = a, it follows that

lim sup
x→a+

∫ c

x

|θ0(t)θℓa(t)|r(t)dt <∞,

showing that θ0θℓa ∈ L1((a, c); r(x)dx).
Now assume that θ0θn ∈ L1((a, c); r(x)dx). Then we can define similarly to (3.5)

Θn+1(x) =

∫ x

a

[ϕ0(t)θ0(x)− θ0(t)ϕ0(x)]θn(t)r(t)dt, x ∈ (a, b),

as the integral converges. Note that Θn+1 differs from θn+1 by at most a multiple
of ϕ0. From (3.6) we thus have for x close enough to a that

|Θn+1(x)| ≤ |ϕ0(x)|

∫ x

a

|θ0(t)θn(t)r(t)|dt,

implying that limx→a+
Θn+1(x)
ϕ0(x)

= 0. Hence we must have n ≥ ℓa. This argument

also shows the statement regarding ℓa = ∞, thus finishing the proof. �

Note that the above proposition implies that θℓa ∈ L2((a, c); r(x)dx) due to (4.2).
However, it can happen that θn ∈ L2((a, c); r(x)dx) for n < ℓa <∞. For example,
the generalized Bessel operator in Section 11.1 and the Jacobi equation in Section
11.2 both show that this is satisfied for roughly half of n < ℓa. This leads to the
following open problem:

Open Problem 6.5. If ℓa < ∞, can one characterize for what n < ℓa one has

θn(x) ∈ L2((a, c); r(x)dx)?

Open Problem 6.5 is closely related to the question of equivalence between ℓa
and the index ∆ studied [32], as explained in the following remark.

Remark 6.6. In [32] an index ∆ related to canonical systems is considered, which
is defined through an L2-condition. In the Schrödinger case p ≡ r ≡ 1 the is index
is defined through the following procedure (see [32, Eq. (9.3)]). Choose a principal
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solution ϕ0 of τf = 0 and define recursively the following sequence:

w̃0(x) =
1

ϕ0(x)
,

w̃k(x) =





ϕ0(x)

∫ c

x

1

ϕ0(t)
w̃k−1(t)dt, if k is odd,

1

ϕ0(x)

∫ x

a

ϕ0(t)w̃k−1(t)dt, if k is even.

It turns out that τw̃k+2 = w̃k for all odd k. In fact, the above recursion is equivalent
the recursion (4.3) with Bn = 0 written in two steps, and w̃1 is a nonprincipal
solution of τf = 0. This implies that one can identify θn = w̃2n+1.

The authors then define the index ∆Schr to be the smallest k such that w̃k ∈
L2((a, c); dx). Thus, this index is closely related to local L2-integrability of the θn.
A similar condition is used in the case q ≡ 0 and either 1/p or r not in L1((a, c); dx),
leading to the indices ∆SL, respectively, ∆

+
SL. Comparing [32, Prop. 7.18, Ex. 9.5]

to our Remark 5.2 it would appear that in these cases one would have ℓa+1 = ∆SL,
ℓa = ∆+

SL and ℓa + 1 = ∆Schr. ⋄

Based on these considerations, we expect that the correct answer to Open Prob-
lem 6.5 would be θn ∈ L2((a, c); r(x)dx) if and only if n ≥ κ = ⌊ ℓa+1

2 ⌋ (cf. Cor. 10.3).
This can be directly checked in the setting of Remark 5.2 (ii) where q ≡ 0 and p, r
have power like behavior at x = a.

7. natural normalization

Note that so far there is plenty of freedom in choosing the nonprincipal solution

θ. In fact, θ̃(z, x) = θ(z, x)+ f(z)ϕ(z, x), with f being entire and real-valued on R,
will still satisfy all the results from the previous section. We now introduce another
stronger normalization requirement by additionally including condition (iii) below,
which narrows down the class of admissible θ’s. It turns out that this condition is
very convenient in the study of Darboux transforms in Section 8 and guarantees
that the corresponding Weyl m-function lies in a suitable generalized Nevanlinna
class N∞

κ in Section 10.

Definition 7.1 (Naturally normalized system). Assume Hypothesis 2.1 and that

Hypothesis 2.4 holds at x = a. We call the system of entire solutions ϕ, θ of

τf = zf naturally normalized (at x = a) if and only if

(i) ϕ(z, · ) is principal at x = a for all z ∈ R and limx→a+
ϕ(z1, x)

ϕ(z2, x)
= 1 for

z1, z2 ∈ R;

(ii) W (θ(z, · ), ϕ(z, · )) = 1 for all z ∈ R;

(iii) limx→a+
θn(x)

ϕ0(x)
= 0 for all n > ℓa.

As ϕ is fixed up to multiplicative constants by (i), we will sometimes also say that θ
is naturally normalized if it satisfies (ii) and (iii), where (i) is implicitly assumed.
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Note that by Corollary 4.5, if ϕ, θ are naturally normalized then we must also

have limx→a+
θ(z1,x)
θ(z2,x)

= 1 for z1, z2 ∈ R. Also, if ℓa = ∞ condition (iii) is vacu-

ous. A more complete description of naturally normalized systems ϕ, θ is given in
Theorem 7.6. Moreover, in the special case of the perturbed spherical Schrödinger
operator, condition (iii) defines a ‘Frobenius solution’ in the sense of [24, Def. 3.10].

Remark 7.2. We remark that it would be of interest to directly compare our notion
of a naturally normalized system of solutions to those used in [32]. In particular,
it is shown there that in the presence of a finite index every solution of the Sturm–
Liouville problem (more generally, canonical systems) attains regularized boundary
values in the sense that finitely many divergent terms are discarded in defining the
values (see [32, Thms. 4.2, 7.4, and 9.6]). The regularized boundary values are
then used to fix a fundamental system of solutions in order to construct a singular
Weyl m-function, much as we do in Section 10 via a naturally normalized system.
⋄

It will follow from the proof of Lemma 7.3 that given ϕ defined via (3.4), (3.5)
(which is unique up to multiplicative constants), the natural normalization condi-
tion is equivalent to the recursion

θn(x) =

∫ x

a

[
θ0(x)ϕ0(t)− ϕ0(x)θ0(t)

]
θn−1(t)r(t)dt for all n > ℓa.(7.1)

In fact, (7.1) can also be used to simply define θn for all n > ℓa from some initial
choice of θk with k = 0, . . . , ℓa coming from the recursion (4.3), implying that at
least one naturally normalized θ always exists. For uniqueness, see Remark 7.4.

Lemma 7.3. Assume Hypothesis 2.1, that Hypothesis 2.4 holds at x = a, and let

θn for n > ℓa be defined inductively by (7.1). Then there exists c ∈ (a, b) such that

ϕ0(x), θ0(x) have no zeros for x ∈ (a, c] and

|θn(x)| ≤ ρn−ℓa−1(x)|ϕ0(x)| for x ∈ (a, c) and n > ℓa(7.2)

holds, where ρ is defined in (3.7). In particular, all integrals (7.1) exist.

Proof. The proof is similar to the proof of Lemma 3.2. We will show the statement
via induction. For n = ℓa+1 and choosing c close enough to a such that(3.6) holds
we obtain

|θℓa+1(x)| =
∣∣∣
∫ x

a

[
θ0(x)ϕ0(t)− ϕ0(x)θ0(t)

]
θℓa(t)r(t)dt

∣∣∣

≤

∫ x

a

|ϕ0(x)θ0(t)θℓa(t)r(t)|dt = |ϕ0(x)|

∫ x

a

|θ0(t)θℓa(t)r(t)|dt

︸ ︷︷ ︸
→0 by (6.3)

.(7.3)

If necessary, redefining c such that the last integral above is ≤ 1 it follows that
|θℓa+1(x)| ≤ |ϕ0(x)| for x ∈ (a, c], showing (7.2) for n = ℓa + 1. Now using
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induction and monotonicity of ρ, we obtain for n > ℓa + 1

|θn(x)| =
∣∣∣
∫ x

a

[
θ0(x)ϕ0(t)− ϕ0(x)θ0(t)

]
θn−1(t)r(t)dt

∣∣∣

≤

∫ x

a

|ϕ0(x)θ0(t)θn−1(t)r(t)|dt

≤

∫ x

a

|θ0(t)ϕ0(t)r(t)|dt ρ
n−ℓa−2(x)|ϕ0(x)|

= ρn−ℓa−1(x)|ϕ0(x)|,

finishing the proof. �

One can now proceed as in Proposition 3.3 to show that θ(z, x) =
∑∞

n=0 θn(x)(z−
λ)n will define an entire function for each x ∈ (a, b) and λ ∈ R.

Remark 7.4. Note that if θI and θII are both naturally normalized, one has

θII(z, x) = θI(z, x) + f(z)ϕ(z, x),

where f is a real polynomial of degree ℓa. If f were of a higher degree or a non-
polynomial entire function, (7.2) could not be satisfied by both θI and θII . The
appearance of the polynomial f comes from the freedom to choose ℓa arbitrary
real constants A1, . . . , Aℓa in (4.3), together with the fact that θ0 is also fixed only
up to the addition of a constant multiple of ϕ0. In particular, in the limit circle
case, ℓa = 0, our normalization condition fixes θ up to the addition of a constant
multiple of ϕ. This is not surprising, as we just recover the usual normalization for
nonoscillatory singular Sturm–Liouville operators in the limit circle case, that is, ϕ
and θ will be normalized in the sense of [9]. ⋄

Next, we want to refine Lemma 5.3 in the case when the system ϕ, θ is naturally
normalized. For this, we will make use of the following lemma.

Lemma 7.5. Assume f1, f2 are nonoscillatory near x = a, such that

Fj(x) =

∫ x

a

[
θ0(x)ϕ0(t)− ϕ0(x)θ0(t)

]
fj(t)r(t)dt, x ∈ (a, b), j = 1, 2,

exist, that is, the integrals converge. Then Fj are nonoscillatory and if lim
x→a+

f1(x)
f2(x)

=

0, then lim
x→a+

F1(x)
F2(x)

= 0.

Proof. Recall that θ0(x)ϕ0(t)−ϕ0(x)θ0(t) with t ∈ (a, x) will have no sign changes
for x close enough to a (see (3.6)). The same is true for fj by assumption. From
this, it follows that Fj are monotonic, hence nonoscillatory. Thus we can estimate

lim
x→a+

∣∣∣F1(x)

F2(x)

∣∣∣ = lim
x→a+

∣∣∣∣∣

∫ x
a

[
θ0(x)ϕ0(t)− ϕ0(x)θ0(t)

]
f1(t)r(t)dt∫ x

a

[
θ0(x)ϕ0(t)− ϕ0(x)θ0(t)

]
f2(t)r(t)dt

∣∣∣∣∣

≤ lim
x→a+

(
sup
t∈(a,x]

∣∣∣f1(t)
f2(t)

∣∣∣
)

= 0,

finishing the proof. �

We state now the refinement of Lemma 5.3 for the case that θ is normalized
according to Definition 7.1.
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Theorem 7.6. Assume Hypothesis 2.1, that Hypothesis 2.4 holds at x = a, and let

ϕ, θ be naturally normalized. Then for all k ≥ 0 we have

lim
x→a+

ϕk(x)

θℓa+k(x)
= 0, lim

x→a+

θℓa+k+1(x)

ϕk(x)
= 0,

and

lim
x→a+

ϕk+1(x)

ϕk(x)
= 0, lim

x→a+

θk+1(x)

θk(x)
= 0.

Proof. Note that by (3.8), the definition of ℓa, and (7.3) we have

lim
x→a+

ϕ1(x)

ϕ0(x)
= 0, lim

x→a+

ϕ0(x)

θℓa(x)
= 0, lim

x→a+

θℓa+1(x)

ϕ0(x)
= 0.

Together with (5.1) the theorem follows by Lemma 7.5. �

Note that Theorem 7.6 can be summarized as stating that

|θ0(x)| ≫ · · · ≫ |θℓa(x)| ≫ |ϕ0(x)| ≫ |θℓa+1(x)| ≫ |ϕ1(x)| ≫ . . . ,(7.4)

where f ≫ g is shorthand for limx→a+
g
f = 0.

Note that in the more general setting of Corollary 4.5, that is only assuming

W (θ(z, · ), ϕ(z, · )) = 1 and the standard assumption limx→a+
ϕ(z1,x)
ϕ(z2,x)

= 1, the

three limits

lim
x→a+

ϕk(x)

ϕm(x)
, lim

x→a+

θk(x)

θm(x)
, lim

x→a+

ϕk(x)

θm(x)
, k,m ∈ N0,(7.5)

always exist in the extended real numbers R ∪ {±∞} (use the previous theorem
and Remark 5.2 (i)). This will be useful in the proof of Corollary 8.5 which relies
on L’Hôpital’s rule.

Before continuing with an application to Darboux transforms, we show that the
property of being a naturally normalized system is independent of the choice of
λ ∈ R in Definition 7.1.

Proposition 7.7. The property of being a naturally normalized system is indepen-

dent of the choice λ ∈ R.

Proof. Let ϕ, θ be naturally normalized for some fixed choice of λ ∈ R. Choose

any λ̃ ∈ R and write

θ(z, x) =
∑

n≥0

θ̃n(x)(z − λ̃)n, ϕ(z, x) =
∑

n≥0

ϕ̃n(x)(z − λ̃)n.

We need to show that θ̃n satisfies

lim
x→a+

θ̃n(x)

ϕ̃0(x)
= 0 for n > ℓa.(7.6)

To this end, observe that

θ̃n(x) =
∑

j≥n

θj(x)
(
λ̃− λ

)j−n
(
j

n

)
.
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Thus as limx→a+
ϕ̃0(x)
ϕ0(x)

= 1 by (3.10), we have

lim
x→a+

θ̃n(x)

ϕ̃0(x)
= lim

x→a+

θ̃n(x)

ϕ0(x)
= lim

x→a+

[
θn(x)

ϕ0(x)
+

∞∑

j=n+1

θj(x)

ϕ0(x)

(
λ̃− λ

)j−n
(
j

n

)]
.

Now for n > ℓa we have limx→a+
θn(x)
ϕ0(x)

= 0. In fact,
∣∣ θj(x)
ϕ0(x)

∣∣ ≤ ρj−ℓa−1(x) for j > ℓa
and x ∈ (a, c) for some c ∈ (a, b) by Lemma 7.3. Hence, we can estimate
∣∣∣∣∣

∞∑

j=n+1

θj(x)

ϕ0(x)

(
λ̃− λ

)j−n
(
j

n

)

︸︷︷︸
≤jn/n!

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ρ(x)
1

n!

∞∑

j=n+1

ρj−ℓa−2(x)
∣∣λ̃− λ

∣∣j−njn

︸ ︷︷ ︸
=Σ(x)

, x ∈ (a, c).

Note that j ≥ ℓa+2 in the above sum and Σ(x) converges as long as ρ(x)|λ̃−λ| < 1,
which is true for x close enough to a. Moreover, Σ(x) is a monotonically increasing
function (for x increasing), while limx→a+ ρ(x) = 0. Thus limx→a+ ρ(x)Σ(x) = 0
and the claim (7.6) follows finishing the proof. �

8. Connection with Darboux transforms

Let us now turn to an application of the regularization index. For this we make
additional regularity assumptions on our Sturm–Liouville differential expression.

Hypothesis 8.1. In addition to Hypothesis 2.1, assume further that (pr), (pr)′/r ∈
ACloc((a, b)) and (pr)

∣∣
(a,b)

> 0.

With these assumptions the Sturm–Liouville differential expression (2.1) can be
transformed into an equivalent Schrödinger differential expression given by

−
d2

dX2
+Q(X), X ∈ (A,B) ⊆ R,(8.1)

via the Liouville transform (see [4] and [13, Sect. 3.5]). As mentioned in [13, Sect.
3.5], we point out that the conditions given in Hypothesis 8.1 allow for different
examples that are not included under the typical conditions assumed, namely, the
conditions p, p′, r, r′ ∈ ACloc((a, b)) with p, r > 0 on (a, b). This can be seen by
considering the elementary example p(x) = r(x)−1 = |x− 1|1/2, q(x) = 0 on (0, 2)
for instance. Returning to applying the transform, choose k ∈ (a, b) and define

X(x) =

∫ x

k

√
r(t)

p(t)
dt, x ∈ (a, b),

A = −

∫ k

a

√
r(t)

p(t)
dt ∈ [−∞, 0), B =

∫ b

k

√
r(t)

p(t)
dt ∈ (0,∞],(8.2)

Y (X) =
(
p(x)r(x)

)1/4
y(x), x ∈ (a, b),

Q(X) =
q(x)

r(x)
−

1

16p(x)r(x)

[
(pr)′(x)

r(x)

]2
+

1

4r(x)

[
(pr)′(x)

r(x)

]′
, x ∈ (a, b).

Then y solves τy = zy, if and only if

−
d2

dX2
Y (z,X) +Q(X)Y (z,X) = zY (z,X), X ∈ (A,B),
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where one readily verifies that under the assumptions in Hypothesis 8.1, one has
Q ∈ L1

loc((A,B); dX) where dX = [r(x)/p(x)]1/2dx. Note in particular that the
regularization index remains invariant under the above transformation.

The motivation for introducing Hypothesis 8.1 is twofold. First, defining Dar-
boux transforms for general Sturm–Liouville differential expressions requires addi-
tional regularity assumptions on p and r (see [16]). Secondly, Darboux transforms
applied to differential expressions in Schrödinger form (also Liouville form) have
a much simpler form (cf. [18]). Similar to the Liouville transform, Hypothesis 8.1
is weaker than the typical assumptions for Darboux transformations such as those
found in [16], allowing for more general examples to be considered.

To avoid unnecessary notation, we will assume that p ≡ 1 and r ≡ 1, so that

τ = − d2

dx2 + q is already in Schrödinger form for the rest of this section.
Let us now assume that ψ is a positive solution of τy = λy, meaning that

τψ = λψ with ψ(x) > 0, x ∈ (a, b).

Such ψ, often called the seed function, exists if and only if τ is nonoscillatory at
both endpoints, which we will assume from now on (see, e.g., [14, Cor. 2.4]). Then
as a formal differential expression, τ can be factorized as follows:

τ = −
d2

dx2
+ q =

( d
dx

+
ψ′

ψ

)(
−

d

dx
+
ψ′

ψ

)
+ λ = BψAψ + λ.

Note that we avoid the common notation Bψ = A∗
ψ to emphasize that Aψ and

Bψ are just formal differential expressions rather than operators. We define the
associated Darboux transformed differential expression by

τ̂ = AψBψ + λ =
(
−

d

dx
+
ψ′

ψ

)( d
dx

+
ψ′

ψ

)
+ λ = −

d2

dx2
+ q̂,

where

q̂ = q − 2
d

dx

(ψ′

ψ

)
,

as can be verified by a direct computation. We say that τ̂ is obtained from τ via a
Darboux transform with seed function ψ.

Take two functions f, g such that τf = g, and define f̂ = Aψf , ĝ = Aψg. Then
a quick computation shows that

τ̂ f̂ =
(
AψBψ + λ

)
Aψf = Aψτf = Aψg = ĝ.

We want to study what happens if we apply Aψ to the naturally normalized system
ϕ, θ defined in the previous sections (cf. [26, Sect. 3]). Here we assume that Hy-
pothesis 2.4 holds without any additional assumptions on the regularization index
ℓa ∈ N0 ∪ {∞}. We have to distinguish between two cases:

Case 1: The seed function ψ is principal at a: In this case, possibly after
scaling ϕ by a real non-zero constant, we have

ϕ(z, x) = ψ(x) +
∑

n≥1

ϕn(x)(z − λ)n,

that is, ψ = ϕ0, as principal solutions are unique up to scalar multiples. We define

ϕ̂(z, x) =
1

z − λ
Aψϕ(z, x) =

∑

n≥0

ϕ̂n(x)(z − λ)n, where ϕ̂n = Aψϕn+1.
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Here we have used the analogue of Lemma 3.1 for Aψ. Note that Aψψ = 0. In a
similar manner we define

θ̂(z, x) = Aψθ(z, x) =
∑

n≥0

θ̂n(x)(z − λ)n, where θ̂n = Aψθn.

Case 2: The seed function ψ is nonprincipal at a: In this case, possibly after
scaling θ by a real non-zero constant and adding a real multiple of ϕ to it, we have

θ(z, x) = ψ(x) +
∑

n≥1

θn(x)(z − λ)n,

that is, ψ = θ0. We then define

θ̂(z, x) =
1

z − λ
Aψθ(z, x) =

∑

n≥0

θ̂n(x)(z − λ)n, where θ̂n = Aψθn+1.(8.3)

In a similar manner, we define

ϕ̂(z, x) = Aψϕ(z, x) =
∑

n≥0

ϕ̂n(x)(z − λ)n, where ϕ̂n = Aψϕn.(8.4)

8.1. Properties of ϕ̂, θ̂. Independent of the (non)principality of the seed function
ψ, we have the equality

W
(
θ̂(z, · ), ϕ̂(z, · )

)
= 1.(8.5)

This formula follows from the identity W (Aψθ, Aψϕ
)
= (z − λ)W (θ, ϕ), which can

be verified by direct computation (note that the Wronskian W (f, g) = fg′ − f ′g is
the same for τ and τ̂ ).

Throughout this section we will repeatedly use L’Hôpital’s rule as summarized
in the following lemma.

Lemma 8.2. Let f, g ∈ ACloc((a, b)) be given such that either limx→a+
f(x)
ψ(x) =

limx→a+
g(x)
ψ(x) = 0 or limx→a+

g(x)
ψ(x) = ±∞. If the limit limx→a+

Aψf(x)
Aψg(x)

exists in the

extended real numbers, then

lim
x→a+

f(x)

g(x)
= lim
x→a+

Aψf(x)

Aψg(x)
∈ R ∪ {±∞}.

Proof. This is a simple application of L’Hôpital’s rule:

lim
x→a+

f(x)

g(x)
= lim
x→a+

(
f(x)

ψ(x)

)′

(
g(x)

ψ(x)

)′ = lim
x→a+

Aψf(x)

Aψg(x)
.

�

We now proceed with the normalization properties of ϕ̂ and θ̂. We begin with
the following proposition.

Proposition 8.3. Assume Hypothesis 2.1, that Hypothesis 2.4 holds at x = a, and
let ϕ, θ be naturally normalized with either ψ = ϕ0 or ψ = θ0. Then
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(i) lim
x→a+

ϕ̂(z1, x)

ϕ̂(z2, x)
= 1, for all z1, z2 ∈ R,

(ii) lim
x→a+

θ̂(z1, x)

θ̂(z2, x)
= 1, for all z1, z2 ∈ R.

In particular, τ̂ satisfies Hypothesis 2.4 at x = a.

Proof. First observe that Aψf = W (f,ψ)
ψ . Moreover, if f is a solution of τf = zf ,

z 6= λ, we have

d

dx

(
W (f, ψ)(x)

)
= (z − λ)f(x)ψ(x),(8.6)

which implies thatW (f, ψ)(x) is monotonic as x→ a+, as τy = zy is nonoscillatory

for all z ∈ R. It then follows that Aψf = W (f,ψ)
ψ is nonoscillatory, implying that

τ̂y = zy is nonoscillatory at a for all z ∈ R\ {λ}. It is also nonoscillatory for z = λ,
as being nonoscillatory for λ1 implies being nonoscillatory for any λ2 < λ1.

Note the limit lim
x→a+

ϕ̂(z1,x)
ϕ̂(z2,x)

exists in the extended real numbers as
( ϕ̂(z1,x)
ϕ̂(z2,x)

)′
=

W (ϕ̂(z2,x),ϕ̂(z1,x))
ϕ̂(z2,x)2

is nonoscillatory near a by (8.6). In case ψ is nonprincipal, we

obtain using L’Hôpital’s rule,

1 = lim
x→a+

ϕ(z1, x)

ϕ(z2, x)
= lim
x→a+

(
ϕ(z1, x)

ψ(x)

)′

(
ϕ(z2, x)

ψ(x)

)′ = lim
x→a+

Aψϕ(z1, x)

Aψϕ(z2, x)
= lim

x→a+

ϕ̂(z1, x)

ϕ̂(z2, x)
.

If ψ is principal we instead write

1 = lim
x→a+

θ(z1, x)

θ(z2, x)
= lim
x→a+

(
θ(z1, x)

ψ(x)

)′

(
θ(z2, x)

ψ(x)

)′ = lim
x→a+

Aψθ(z1, x)

Aψθ(z2, x)
= lim

x→a+

θ̂(z1, x)

θ̂(z2, x)
.

Now the asymptotics (i) and (ii) are equivalent by Corollary 4.5 together with
(8.5), finishing the proof. �

The next results concern the (non)principality of ϕ̂, θ̂.

Proposition 8.4. Assume Hypothesis 2.1, that Hypothesis 2.4 holds at x = a, and
let ϕ, θ be naturally normalized such that additionally either ψ = ϕ0 or ψ = θ0,
where ψ > 0 is the seed function.

(i) If the seed function ψ is nonprincipal and τ is in the limit circle case at

a, then ϕ̂(z, x) is nonprincipal and θ̂(z, x) is principal at x = a for all z ∈ R.

(ii) In all other cases ϕ̂(z, x) is principal and θ̂(z, x) is nonprincipal at x = a
for all z ∈ R

Proof. (i) By assumption, τ is in the limit circle case at x = a so that ℓa = 0 by

Theorem 6.1. We know from the proof of Proposition 8.3 that ϕ̂, θ̂ are nonoscillatory
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at a, meaning that the limit limx→a+
θ̂0(x)
ϕ̂0(x)

must exist in the extended real numbers

(as (θ̂0/ϕ̂0)
′ = −ϕ̂−2

0 ). Hence, using L’Hôpital’s rule and definitions (8.3), (8.4), as
ψ is assumed to be nonprincipal, we obtain

0 = lim
x→a+

θ1(x)

ϕ0(x)
= lim

x→a+

(
θ1(x)

ψ(x)

)′

(
ϕ0(x)

ψ(x)

)′ = lim
x→a+

Aψθ1(x)

Aψϕ0(x)
= lim
x→a+

θ̂0(x)

ϕ̂0(x)
.

Note that limx→a+
θ1(x)
ψ(x) = limx→a+

ϕ0(x)
ψ(x) = 0, allowing us to use L’Hôpital. Hence,

θ̂ is principal and ϕ̂ is nonprincipal for all z ∈ C by Proposition 8.3.
(ii) This case is essentially identical to the previous one with the roles of ϕ and

θ interchanged. First let us assume that ψ is nonprincipal, that is, ψ = θ0. Then
necessarily a is in the limit point case as otherwise, we are in the previous case (i).
Thus we have ℓa ≥ 1 and we obtain

0 = lim
x→a+

ϕ0(x)

θ1(x)
= lim

x→a+

(
ϕ0(x)

ψ(x)

)′

(
θ1(x)

ψ(x)

)′ = lim
x→a+

Aψϕ0(x)

Aψθ1(x)
= lim
x→a+

ϕ̂0(x)

θ̂0(x)
.

In case ψ is principal, that is, ψ = ϕ0 we obtain

0 = lim
x→a+

ϕ1(x)

θ0(x)
= lim

x→a+

(
ϕ1(x)

ψ(x)

)′

(
θ0(x)

ψ(x)

)′ = lim
x→a+

Aψϕ1(x)

Aψθ0(x)
= lim
x→a+

ϕ̂0(x)

θ̂0(x)
.

Similarly to before, it follows from Proposition 8.3 that θ̂ is nonprincipal and ϕ̂ is
principal for all z ∈ C. �

As a corollary we now obtain the following.

Corollary 8.5. Assume Hypothesis 2.1, that Hypothesis 2.4 holds at x = a, and
let ϕ, θ be naturally normalized with either ψ = ϕ0 or ψ = θ0. Then

lim
x→a+

ϕ̂n+1(x)

ϕ̂n(x)
= 0, lim

x→a+

θ̂n+1(x)

θ̂n(x)
= 0, n ∈ N0.

In particular, the system θ̂, ϕ̂ is naturally normalized.

Proof. First let us assume that ψ is principal, that is, ψ = ϕ0. Then we compute
using (7.5) and Lemma 8.2,

0 = lim
x→a+

ϕn+2(x)

ϕn+1(x)
= lim

x→a+

(
ϕn+2(x)

ψ(x)

)′

(
ϕn+1(x)

ψ(x)

)′ = lim
x→a+

Aψϕn+2(x)

Aψϕn+1(x)
= lim
x→a+

ϕ̂n+1(x)

ϕ̂n(x)
,
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and

0 = lim
x→a+

θn+1(x)

θn(x)
= lim

x→a+

(
θn+1(x)

ψ(x)

)′

(
θn(x)

ψ(x)

)′ = lim
x→a+

Aψθn+1(x)

Aψθn(x)
= lim

x→a+

θ̂n+1(x)

θ̂n(x)
.

Note that for n ≤ ℓa we indeed have limx→a+
θn(x)
ψ(x) = ±∞, while for n > ℓa we

have limx→a+
θn(x)
ψ(x) = limx→a+

θn+1(x)
ψ(x) = 0, allowing us to use Lemma 8.2.

The case of ψ nonprincipal, that is, ψ = θ0 can be shown analogously. �

9. Regularization via Darboux transforms

The goal of the present section is to demonstrate how applying a series of Dar-
boux transforms can, in certain cases, be viewed as a type of regularization pro-
cedure. More precisely, we will say that a Schrödinger differential expression τ
is ‘regularizable via Darboux transforms at a’ if and only if there exists a finite
sequence of Darboux transforms

τ → τ̂1 → · · · → τ̂N = τ̃

such that τ̃ is in the limit circle case at x = a.
It turns out that being regularizable via Darboux transforms at a is equivalent

to ℓa being finite (see Theorem 9.2 below). The key to this observation is the
following theorem which shows that the regularization index is well-behaved under
Darboux transforms. For this, recall that τ̂ will satisfy Hypothesis 2.4 in case τ
satisfies it (see Proposition 8.3), and thus will have a well-defined regularization

index ℓ̂a ∈ N0 ∪ {∞}.

Theorem 9.1. Assume Hypothesis 2.1 and that Hypothesis 2.4 holds for τ at the

endpoint x = a. If ℓa is the regularization index of τ at x = a then the regularization

index ℓ̂a of τ̂ at x = a satisfies (where we interpret ∞± 1 as ∞)

(i) ℓ̂a = ℓa + 1 if the seed function ψ is principal at x = a,

(ii) and

ℓ̂a =

{
0, if ℓa = 0,

ℓa − 1, if ℓa > 0,

if the seed function ψ is nonprincipal at x = a.

Proof. Let us choose a naturally normalized system ϕ, θ and let k > 0, m ≥ 0 if ψ
is principal, and k ≥ 0, m > 0 if ψ is nonprincipal. Then using L’Hôpital’s rule we
can compute

lim
x→a+

ϕk(x)

θm(x)
= lim

x→a+

(
ϕk(x)

ψ(x)

)′

(
θm(x)

ψ(x)

)′ = lim
x→a+

Aψϕk(x)

Aψθm(x)
= lim
x→a+

ϕ̂k−δ1 (x)

θ̂m−δ2(x)
,
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where δ1 = 1, δ2 = 0 if ψ is principal, and δ1 = 0, δ2 = 1 if ψ is nonprincipal. Note
that the requirements for k,m guarantee that we are in the setting of Lemma 8.2.

Thus, in case θ̂ is nonprincipal, the regularization index of τ̂ is given by ℓ̂a = ℓa +

δ1−δ2 by Definition 5.1. In case θ̂ is principal (so ϕ̂ is nonprincipal), which can only

happen if ψ is nonprincipal and ℓa = 0, we have limx→a+
ϕ̂0(x)

θ̂0(x)
= limx→a+

ϕ0(x)
θ1(x)

=

±∞ and limx→a+
ϕ̂1(x)

θ̂0(x)
= limx→a+

ϕ1(x)
θ1(x)

= 0. Thus ℓ̂a = 0, finishing the proof. �

We can now prove the following result stating that Hypothesis 2.4 with ℓa <∞
is necessary to transform a Schrödinger differential expression into one which is in
the limit circle case at a through a finite number of Darboux transforms. This then
gives us a complete characterization of those Schrödinger differential expressions
which can be regularized via Darboux transforms.

Theorem 9.2. Assume Hypothesis 2.1 and let τ be a Schrödinger differential ex-

pression which is nonoscillatory at both endpoints. Then τ can be transformed via a

finite series of Darboux transforms to a Schrödinger differential expression τ̃ which

is in the limit circle case at x = a if and only if Hypothesis 2.4 holds at x = a
and ℓa <∞. In this case, the minimal number of Darboux transforms is ℓa and is

achieved if the seed functions are always chosen to be nonprincipal at x = a.

Proof. First, let us remark that as τ is assumed to be nonoscillatory at both end-
points, nonvanishing seed functions can always be found. Indeed, as we will see in
(10.2), one can explicitly write down such seed functions which are nonprincipal at
both endpoints. Hence, it follows from Theorem 9.1 that if ℓa < ∞ there exists a
sequence of ℓa many Darboux transforms leading to a τ̃ which is in the limit circle
case at x = a. It is also immediate from Theorem 9.1 that no smaller number of
Darboux transforms will achieve this.

It remains to show that if Hypothesis 2.4 does not hold for τ , then it also does
not hold for its Darboux transform τ̂ .

Let us now assume that the seed function ψ is principal (the other case is proven
in a similar manner). Then using L’Hôpital’s rule we obtain

lim
x→a+

θ(z1, x)

θ(z2, x)
= lim

x→a+

(
θ(z1, x)

ψ(x)

)′

(
θ(z2, x)

ψ(x)

)′ = lim
x→a+

Aψθ(z1, x)

Aψθ(z2, x)
= lim

x→a+

θ̂(z1, x)

θ̂(z2, x)
.

Now it follows from Theorem 4.2 that if Hypothesis 2.4 does not hold for τ , it
will also not hold for τ̂ . By induction, the same is true for any τ̃ obtained from τ
through a finite series of Darboux transform, implying that τ̃ must remain in the
limit point case at x = a. This finishes the proof. �

As a simple corollary we also obtain.

Corollary 9.3. A Schrödinger differential expression τ which is nonoscillatory

at both endpoints can be transformed (via Darboux transforms) to one which is

in the limit circle case at both endpoints if and only if Hypothesis 2.4 holds and

ℓa, ℓb <∞. In this case the minimal number of Darboux transforms is max{ℓa, ℓb}
and is achieved by choosing seed functions which are nonprincipal at both endpoints.
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In other words, τ is regularizable via Darboux transforms at both endpoints if
and only if ℓa, ℓb <∞.

We should remark that while these results are proven for Schrödinger differ-
ential expressions, analogous statements can be made for general Sturm–Liouville
differential expressions satisfying Hypothesis 8.1 through the use of the Liouville
transform which leaves the regularization index invariant.

To justify the terminology ‘regularization via Darboux transforms’ we recall that
Darboux transforms as above can change the spectrum only at the value of the
spectral parameter of the seed function, provided correct boundary conditions are
specified (see [2]). In particular, self-adjoint realizations of τ and self-adjoint real-
izations of its Darboux transform τ̂ will have in general similar spectral properties.
Thus we expect problems having finite regularization indices to behave similarly to
regular problems. As an example, we say that τ satisfies Weyl asymptotics if and
only if every self-adjoint realization T of τ has a discrete spectrum such that the
eigenvalues additionally satisfy the asymptotics

(9.1) λn ∼
n→∞

π2n2

(∫ b

a

√
r(t)

p(t)
dt

)−2

, σ(T ) = {λn}
∞
n=1.

Here it is implicitly assumed that the integral above is finite.
It is known that τ satisfies Weyl asymptotics if it is regular, or more generally

limit circle nonoscillatory at both endpoints (see [35, Remark 3.1, Lem. 3.5(3)]).
Hence, we obtain from Corollary 9.3 an elementary proof of the following fact.

Corollary 9.4. Assume Hypotheses 2.1 and 8.1. If Hypothesis 2.4 is satisfied at

x = a, b with ℓa, ℓb <∞, then the Weyl asymptotics (9.1) hold.

Proof. Note that given τ satisfying Hypothesis 8.1 we can transform it to an equiv-

alent differential expression τSF = − d2

dX2 +Q(X), X ∈ (A,B) ⊆ R in Schrödinger
form via the Liouville transform. A similar isospectral transformation T → TSF
with σ(T ) = σ(TSF ) holds for self-adjoint realizations of τ (see, e.g., [6, Sect. 3.2]
for the regular case). From Prop. 10.5, and as the interval (A,B) remains in-
variant under Darboux transforms, it follows that the eigenvalues of TSF (hence
of T ), satisfy λn ∼

n→∞
n2π2(B − A)−2, in particular B − A must be finite. But

B −A =
∫ b
a

√
r(t)
p(t)dt according to (8.2). This shows (9.1) finishing the proof. �

We remark that the above result is not new. In fact [37, p. 33] implies that,
provided the regularization indices are finite, Weyl asymptotics hold even without
Hypothesis 8.1. This result is based on [38, Thm. 4.8], which appears to use very
different techniques compared to the present paper.

Proposition 9.5. ([38, Thm. 4.8], [37]) Assume Hypothesis 2.1. If Hypothesis 2.4

is satisfied at x = a, b with ℓa, ℓb <∞, then the Weyl asymptotics (9.1) hold.

Proof. This result follows from [37, p. 33] since ℓa, ℓb <∞ implies ∆ used in [32] is
also finite (see Remark 6.6 for instance). �

As our regularization procedure relies on the Liouville and Darboux transforms,
Hypothesis 8.1 was necessary. This raises the following question:

Open Problem 9.6. Assume Hypothesis 2.1. If Hypothesis 8.1 does not hold,

but Hypothesis 2.4 is satisfied at x = a, b with ℓa, ℓb < ∞ and at least one index
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positive, can the problem still be regularized (in the sense of transforming into an

associated regular problem) using a different method?

Regarding Weyl asymptotics, our work relies heavily on the finiteness of the
regularizations indices. However, having an infinite regularization index is still
compatible with Weyl asymptotics (see Section 11.3 for an example). This leads us
to the following problem:

Open Problem 9.7. Can one characterize when Weyl asymptotics will hold based

on the behavior of the system ϕ, θ for problems with infinite index?

We point out that Sections 11.3 and 11.4 show that for an infinite regularization
index, Weyl-asymptotics may or may not hold. In such cases we cannot rely on Dar-
boux transforms, so we instead use the following lemma to prove Weyl asymptotics
for the example in Section 11.3 which has an infinite regularization index.

Lemma 9.8. Let a, b be finite and assume that τ satisfies Weyl asymptotics. If the

potential q1 is bounded from below, then τq1 := τ + q1(x)
r(x) satisfies Weyl asymptotics.

Proof. Fix p, r, and q, and assume w.l.o.g that q1 ≥ 0. Let λq1,εn be the Dirichlet
eigenvalues of τq1 |(a+ε,b−ε) for ε > 0 small enough. Then these eigenvalues will

satisfy Weyl asymptotics, λq1,εn = n2π2
(∫ b−ε

a+ε

√
r(t)
p(t)dt

)−2

(1 + o(1)) as n → ∞, as

the problem is regular at both endpoints. Similarly, the Dirichlet eigenvalues λεn of
τ |(a+ε,b−ε) also satisfy the same asymptotics.

By the Sturm–Picone comparison theorem we must have that λεn ≤ λq1,εn for
all n ≥ 0. Moreover [39, Thm. 4.4.4] (and the remark after it) shows that the
Dirichlet eigenvalues λεn and λq1,εn increase as a function of ε, while [39, Thm. 10.8.2]
shows that limε→0 λ

q1,ε
n = λq1n resp. limε→0 λ

ε
n = λn, where λ

q1
n and λn are the

eigenvalues of the Friedrichs realization of τq1 and τ , respectively. Note that as τ

has Weyl asymptotics by assumption, we have λn = n2π2
(∫ b

a

√
r(t)
p(t)dt

)−2

(1+o(1))

as n→ ∞. Thus it follows that λn = limε′→0 λ
ε′

n ≤ λq1n ≤ λq1,εn for all ε > 0, proving
Weyl asymtptotics for τq1 . �

10. Weyl m-function in case of finite regularization index

In this section we compute Weyl m-functions in the case of a finite regularization
index. As it turns out, these m-functions will be in the generalized Nevanlinna–
Herglotz classN∞

κ with κ = ⌊(ℓ+1)/2⌋. More explicitly, the underlyingm-functions
can be written in terms of m-functions of limit circle problems having the familiar
Nevanlinna–Herglotz property (see Propositions 10.1 and 10.5).

Again to simplify our analysis, we assume that τ is in the Schrödinger form (8.1)
with ℓa, ℓb < ∞. As we are interested in at least one endpoint being in the limit
point case, we will exclude the case of both endpoints being limit circle and without
loss of generality assume 0 ≤ ℓa ≤ ℓb <∞ with ℓb ≥ 1.

Assuming momentarily that ℓa ≥ 1, we denote by T the unique self-adjoint
realization of τ (as both endpoints are in the limit point case). Consider now an ar-
bitrary naturally normalized system θa, ϕa at the endpoint x = a (and analogously
θb, ϕb at the endpoint x = b). Then we can define the singular Weyl m-function
(see [17], [25]) satisfying the equation

θa(z, x) +mT (z)ϕa(z, x) = D(z)ϕb(z, x), x ∈ (a, b), z ∈ C \ R,(10.1)
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where D( · ) is some holomorphic function on C \R. It is known that the spectrum
of T can be recovered from the limits limδ→0±mT (x+ iδ), x ∈ R. In particular, in
the presence of a purely discrete spectrum, mT can be extended to a meromorphic
function with poles at the eigenvalues of T .

As described in the previous section, we will ‘regularize’ the expression τ by
applying a sequence of Darboux transforms which lower the regularization index
ℓa to zero so that x = a is a limit circle endpoint while simultaneously lowering ℓb.
While this process will not be unique, we will choose the optimal method in the
sense of the least number of transforms while also adding the fewest eigenvalues
possible. To this end we are looking for a seed function ψ solving τψ = λψ satisfying
the following properties:

(i) ψ(x) 6= 0 for all x ∈ (a, b);

(ii) ψ is nonprincipal at both endpoints.

We choose an appropriate seed function ψ1 satisfying conditions (i), (ii) above as
follows. Consider any λ1 < inf σ(T ) (note that T is bounded from below as τ is
nonoscillatory at both endpoints). Then ϕa(λ1, x) is nonprincipal at x = b, as
otherwise λ would be an eigenvalue of T (recall that Hypothesis 2.4 implies that
principal solutions are L2-integrable near the endpoint in question). Moreover, it
follows from [14, Cor. 2.4] that ϕa(λ1, x) has a fixed sign on (a, b). We now define
the seed function as

ψ1(x) = ϕa(λ1, x)

[∫ b

x

dt

p(t)ϕ2
a(λ1, t)

+ 1

]
.(10.2)

It is easy to see that conditions (i), (ii) are satisfied. Moreover, we add a constant
multiple C1 = C1(λ1) ∈ R of ϕa to θa in order to also have

ψ1(x) = θa,1(λ1, x) = θa(λ1, x) + C1ϕa(λ1, x).

Introducing the notation ϕc,1 = ϕc, c ∈ {a, b}, we arrive at the equation

θa,1(z, x) + (mT (z)− C1)ϕa,1(z, x) = D(z)ϕb,1(z, x), x ∈ (a, b), z ∈ C \ R.

(10.3)

This corresponds to changing mT in (10.1) by an additive constant.
Applying 1

z−λ1
Aψ1 to both sides of (10.3) yields

θ̂a,1(z, x) +
mT (z)− C1

z − λ1︸ ︷︷ ︸
mT̂1

(z)

ϕ̂a,1(z, x) =
1

z − λ1
D(z)ϕ̂b,1(z, x), x ∈ (a, b), z ∈ C \ R.

Note that mT̂1
is the m-function of the self-adjoint realization T̂1 of the Darboux

transformed τ̂1, with Dirichlet boundary conditions (if any) since ϕ̂a,1 and ϕ̂b,1 are
principal at a and b, respectively. Moreover, as θa,1(λ1, x) = ψ1(x) is nonprincipal

at x = b, it follows that limδ→0±mT (λ1 + iδ) − C1 6= 0, implying that σ(T̂1) =
σ(T )∪ {λ1}, that is, one eigenvalue was added to the spectrum. Also, by Theorem
9.1, we have that both indices have been lowered by 1.

Now, since we assumed ℓa ≤ ℓb, we can repeat this procedure ℓa times as follows:
we introduce the notation ϕc,j+1 = ϕ̂c,j , c ∈ {a, b}, j ∈ N, and shift by a constant
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Cj+1 = Cj+1(λj+1) ∈ R after choosing λj+1 < λj at each step through

θa,j+1(z, x) = θ̂a,j(z, x) + Cj+1ϕ̂a,j(z, x), x ∈ (a, b), z ∈ C \ R,

j ∈ {1, 2, . . . , ℓa − 1}.

Hence, after ℓa steps one arrives at

θ̂a,ℓa(z, x) +mT̂ℓa
(z)ϕ̂a,ℓa(z, x) =

ℓa∏

j=1

(z − λj)
−1D(z)ϕ̂b,ℓa(z, x),

x ∈ (a, b), z ∈ C \ R,(10.4)

with

(10.5) mT̂ℓa
(z) =

[
ℓa∏

j=1

(z − λj)
−1

][
mT (z)−

ℓa∑

k=1

Ck

k−1∏

n=1

(z − λn)

]
, z ∈ C \R,

where λj denotes the eigenvalue added (below the previous step’s spectrum) at the
jth step with j ∈ {1, 2, . . . , ℓa} and the product is empty and equal to 1 for k = 1.
If ℓa = 0, then the products in (10.5) are considered empty and equal to 1 (i.e., no
Darboux transformation was needed to make the endpoint a limit circle so (10.4)
and (10.1) agree). As ϕ̂a,ℓa and ϕ̂b,ℓa remain principal at a and b, respectively (see

Proposition 8.4), mT̂ℓa
is the m-function of the self-adjoint realization T̂ℓa of τ̂ℓa

with necessarily Dirichlet boundary conditions at x = a (as ℓ̂aℓa = 0) and either
Dirichlet at x = b if ℓa = ℓb or no boundary conditions at x = b if ℓb > ℓa (as

ℓ̂bℓa = ℓb − ℓa). That is, T̂ℓa is the Friedrichs realization of τ̂ℓa (see [9, Thm. 4.7]).
As it is known that when a is a limit circle endpoint, the Weylm-function defined

via (10.5) with a naturally normalized system of solutions is in fact a Nevanlinna–
Herglotz function (also called a Pick function; see [9, Eq. (5.12)]), we arrive at the
following result (see Remark 10.4 for weaker conditions for the theorem to hold):

Proposition 10.1. Assume Hypotheses 2.1 and 8.1. Furthermore, assume Hy-

pothesis 2.4 is satisfied at x = a, b with ℓa, ℓb < ∞, let ℓ = min{ℓa, ℓb}, and

denote by T either the unique self-adjoint realization of τ if ℓa, ℓb 6= 0 or the

Friedrichs realization otherwise. Then for each choice of ℓ real numbers satisfy-

ing λℓ < · · · < λ1 < inf σ(T ) there is a Nevanlinna–Herglotz function mT̂ℓ
and ℓ

constants Cj = Cj(λj) ∈ R, j = 1, . . . , ℓ such that the Weyl m-function mT in

(10.1) can be written as

mT (z) =

[
ℓ∏

j=1

(z − λj)

]
mT̂ℓ

(z) +

ℓ∑

k=1

Ck

k−1∏

n=1

(z − λn), z ∈ C \ R.

If ℓ = 0, the sum and products are understood as empty and equal to 0 and 1,

respectively.

Moreover, mT̂ℓ
can be understood as the m-function for the Friedrichs realization,

T̂ℓ, of an ℓ-times Darboux transformed τ̂ℓ so that σ(T̂ℓ) = σ(T ) ∪ {λj}
ℓ
j=1.

Proof. Follows from the previous discussion (after a possible Liouville transform)
by using the naturally normalized system of solutions at the endpoint corresponding
to ℓ on the left-hand side of (10.1). Note that the solutions will still be naturally
normalized after the application of Darboux transforms by Corollary 8.5. �
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Remark 10.2. Due to Remark 7.4, a naturally normalized system (at x = a) is
essentially unique up to the addition of f(z)ϕ(z, x) to θ(z, x), where f is an arbitrary
real polynomial of degree ℓa. Under such a transformation the m-function in (10.1)

would become
◦
mT = mT − f . In particular, we can always normalize θ such that

the new m-function has the simpler form

◦
mT (z) =

[
ℓa∏

j=1

(z − λj)

]
mT̂ℓ

(z).(10.6)

⋄

Notice that one implication of Proposition 10.1 is that the m-function satisfying
(10.1) for any naturally normalized system is not a Nevanlinna–Herglotz function
unless ℓa = 0. In fact, as a corollary we see that under the assumptions of the
previous theorem, the m-function of the original problem is a type of generalized
Nevanlinna–Herglotz function.

Corollary 10.3. In addition to the assumptions and notation of Proposition 10.1,

let κ = ⌊(ℓ+1)/2⌋. Then any singular m-function mT coming from (10.1) with ϕ, θ
are naturally normalized is in the subclass N∞

κ consisting of generalized Nevanlinna–

Herglotz functions with κ negative squares, no nonreal poles, and the only general-

ized pole of nonpositive type at infinity.

Proof. We first point out that N0 = N∞
0 is the class of Nevanlinna–Herglotz func-

tions. Also, by Remark 10.2 the m-function mT can be written as
◦
mT + f , with

◦
mT of the form (10.6), and f a real polynomial of degree ℓ. Furthermore, the
m-function mT̂ℓa

in (10.5) is a Nevanlinna–Herglotz function satisfying

(10.7) lim
y→∞

mT̂ℓ
(iy)

iy
= 0,

as this holds for any Weyl m-function for Sturm–Liouville operators with one limit
circle endpoint. In particular, it has a Nevanlinna–Herglotz representation (see [13,
Eq. (6.2.39)]).

Moreover, by performing one more Darboux transformation with nonprincipal
seed function, one would multiply mT̂ℓ

by another simple pole and still have a

Nevanlinna–Herglotz function (see 10.8). Thus, mT̂ℓ
cannot decay and must grow

sublinearly by (10.7). In fact, it must grow since if it had a finite limit at infinity, one

could redefine θ̂a,ℓa in (10.4) by adding this limit times ϕ̂a,ℓa to reach a contradiction
since the new m-function would decay. We suspect this is well-known behavior for
the Friedrichs m-function of this form, but could not find an explicit statement in
the literature.

The generalized Nevanlinna–Herglotz property for
◦
mT of the form (10.6) now

follows from repeated applications of [26, Cor. 3.6] taking λ = λj = inf σ(H) in
[26, Eq. (3.14)] at each step and understanding the infinite limit in [26, Cor. 3.6]
as unbounded growth of the ratio. In particular, the first and then every other
multiplication by (z − λj) raises the index κ in N∞

κ by one. As the class N∞
κ is

invariant under addition of a real polynomial f of degree ℓ ≤ 2κ (see [8, p. 190]),
the claim follows for the general mT . �

A few remarks are now in order.
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Remark 10.4. (i) Proposition 10.1 and Corollary 10.3 remain true by assuming
Hypothesis 2.4 holds with a finite regularization index at only one endpoint, and
the other endpoint is nonoscillatory, with no further restrictions.

(ii) We remark that since the seed function was chosen to be nonprincipal at both
endpoints at each step, this is the optimal method to regularize the endpoint with
smallest regularization index in the sense of the least number of transforms and
adding the fewest eigenvalues by Theorem 9.2.

(iii) The definition of the regularization index ℓa at x = a is closely related to the
angular momentum l ≥ − 1

2 of a perturbed Bessel operator studied in the series of

papers [23]–[27]. More precisely, ℓ0 = ⌊l+ 1
2⌋, that is, in our language the perturbed

Bessel operator studied in [23]–[27] has a regularization index ⌊l+ 1
2⌋ at x = 0. ⋄

So far we applied Darboux transforms until one of the endpoints (in our case
a) is in the limit circle case. If the regularization indices are equal, then the Dar-
boux transformed expression τ̂ℓa is in the limit circle nonoscillatory case at both
endpoints. Otherwise, assuming ℓa < ℓb, we now want to continue the procedure
ℓb− ℓa-times choosing seed functions with nonprincipal behavior at both endpoints
as before. Care will now be needed as the principal/nonprincipal behavior of the
naturally normalized system at the endpoint x = a will swap with every further
transform by Proposition 8.4.

Assume now that 0 ≤ ℓa < ℓb < ∞, and that we have completed ℓa Darboux
transforms to arrive at (10.5). As ϕ̂a,ℓa and ϕ̂b,ℓa are still principal at a and b,
respectively, the next Darboux transformation is exactly the same as previously.
Hence, preceding as before, choosing λℓa+1 < λℓa , yields

θ̂a,ℓa+1(z, x) +mT̂ℓa+1
(z)ϕ̂a,ℓa+1(z, x) =

ℓa+1∏

j=1

(z − λj)
−1D(z)ϕ̂b,ℓa+1(z, x),

x ∈ (a, b), z ∈ C \ R,(10.8)

where

mT̂ℓa+1
(z) =

[
ℓa+1∏

j=1

(z − λj)
−1

][
mT (z)−

ℓa+1∑

k=1

Ck

k−1∏

n=1

(z − λn)

]
, z ∈ C \ R.

However, ϕ̂a,ℓa+1 will now be nonprincipal at a, while θ̂a,ℓa+1 will be principal at a,
by Proposition 8.4. Note that ϕ̂b,ℓa+1 will remain principal at b (which will continue
to be the case). This time mT̂ℓa+1

is the m-function of the self-adjoint realization

T̂ℓa+1 of τ̂ℓa+1 with the Neumann-type boundary condition at x = a defined via
ϕ̂a,ℓa+1 and either Dirichlet at x = b if ℓb = ℓa + 1 or no boundary conditions at
x = b if ℓb > ℓa + 1. While this step once again adds an eigenvalue, we will have
to modify the next seed function chosen since the principal/nonprincipal behavior
near x = a interchanged.

Assuming now that ℓb > ℓa + 1 (so that at least one more step is needed in the
regularization process), we choose the seed function with λℓa+2 < λℓa+1,

ψℓa+2(x) = ϕ̂a,ℓa+1(λℓa+2, x),

which is nonprincipal at both endpoints (as the nonprincipality at x = b remained
unchanged through each transformation). The main difference now is that no con-
stant shift is needed for the choice of seed function above. Therefore we need only
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apply Aψℓa+2
to (10.8) on this step to arrive at

θ̂a,ℓa+2(z, x) +mT̂ℓa+2
(z)ϕ̂a,ℓa+2(z, x) =

ℓa+1∏

j=1

1

z − λj
D(z)ϕ̂b,ℓa+1(z, x),

x ∈ (a, b), z ∈ C \ R,(10.9)

where

mT̂ℓa+2
(z) = (z − λℓa+2)

[
ℓa+1∏

j=1

(z − λj)
−1

][
mT (z)−

ℓa+1∑

k=1

Ck

k−1∏

n=1

(z − λn)

]
,

z ∈ C \ R.(10.10)

In particular, (10.10) shows that we did not add an eigenvalue in this step and
instead added a zero to the m-function (since λℓa+2 was not an eigenvalue of the
previous step). Moreover, the principal/nonprincipal behavior at x = a once again
swaps, somT̂ℓa+2

is the m-function for the corresponding Friedrichs realization once

again (with Dirichlet boundary conditions at x = b if and only if ℓb = ℓa + 2).
In case ℓb > ℓa + 2 we have to apply another Darboux transform (from then on

the pattern will repeat). Similarly to before, as the endpoint x = a is in the limit

circle case, θ̂a,ℓa+2 defines a Neumann-type boundary condition at this endpoint. In
fact, λℓa+2 is the lowest eigenvalue of the self-adjoint realization of τ̂ℓa+2 with the

θ̂a,ℓa+2-boundary condition at x = a. This mean that we can apply [14, Cor. 2.4]
to conclude that for any λℓa+3 < λℓa+2 we have that

ψℓa+3(x) = θ̂a,ℓa+2(λℓa+3, x).

is nonvanishing and nonprincipal at the endpoint x = b (as otherwise λℓa+3 would be
a smaller eigenvalue). In particular, no constant shift in the m-function is required.
We can apply 1

z−λℓa+3
Aψℓa+3

to both sides of (10.9) which adds an eigenvalue and

swaps the principal/nonprincipal behavior at x = a.
Finally, this process can be iterated ℓb − ℓa times to arrive at the case of both

regularization indices becoming zero and the m-function

mT̂ℓb
(z) =

[
ℓb∏

i=ℓa+1

(z − λi)
(−1)i−ℓa

][
ℓa∏

j=1

(z − λj)
−1

]

×

[
mT (z)−

ℓa+1∑

k=1

Ck

k−1∏

n=1

(z − λn)

]
, z ∈ C \ R.(10.11)

We remark that the additional poles and zeros added after the ℓath step in (10.11)
will necessarily interlace by construction, and a total of ⌊(ℓa+ℓb+1)/2⌋ eigenvalues
were added during the regularization process.

We now summarize this regularization process by extending Proposition 10.1:

Proposition 10.5. Assume Hypotheses 2.1 and 8.1. Furthermore, assume Hypoth-

esis 2.4 is satisfied at x = a, b with ℓa, ℓb <∞, let ℓ = min{ℓa, ℓb}, N = max{ℓa, ℓb},
and denote by T either the unique self-adjoint realization of τ if ℓa, ℓb 6= 0 or the

Friedrichs realization otherwise. Then for each choice of N real numbers satisfying

λN < · · · < λ1 < inf σ(T ) there is a Nevanlinna–Herglotz function mT̂N
and ℓ + 1
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constants Cj = Cj(λj) ∈ R, j = 1, . . . , ℓ + 1 such that the Weyl m-function mT in

(10.1) can be written as

mT (z) =

[
N∏

i=ℓ+1

(z − λi)
(−1)i−ℓ+1

][
ℓ∏

j=1

(z − λj)

]
mT̂N

(z) +
ℓ+1∑

k=1

Ck

k−1∏

n=1

(z − λn),

z ∈ C \ R.(10.12)

Moreover, if |ℓa − ℓb| is even, then mT̂N
can be understood as the m-function for

the Friedrichs realization, T̂N , of a N -times Darboux transformed quasi-regular τ̂N .

If |ℓa − ℓb| is odd, then mT̂N
can be understood as the m-function for a self-adjoint

realization with Dirichlet boundary condition at the endpoint with larger index, and

a Neumann-type boundary condition at the other endpoint.

In both cases, σ(T̂N ) = σ(T )∪{λj}
ℓ
j=1∪{λn}n∈S where S = {ℓ+1, ℓ+3, . . . , ℓ+1+

2⌊(N− ℓ−1)/2⌋} so that the number of eigenvalues added during the regularization

process is ⌊(ℓa + ℓb + 1)/2⌋.

Proof. Follows from the previous discussion combined with Prop. 10.1. �

As both endpoints of τ̂N are now in the limit circle nonoscillatory case, a corre-
sponding regular expression can be found by utilizing [39, Thm. 8.3.1], effectively
regularizing τ . Once again, since the seed function was chosen to be nonprinci-
pal at both endpoints at each step, this is the optimal method to regularize both
endpoints in the sense of the least number of transforms and adding the fewest
eigenvalues by Corollary 9.3. We also point out that the analog of Remark 10.2 is
true in this more general case as well, that is, the sum in (10.12) can be removed.

We end by posing the following question:

Open Problem 10.6. If both ℓa, ℓb are infinite (or one is infinite and the other

is not defined but the problem is still nonoscillatory for all λ ∈ R), is the m-

function corresponding to naturally normalized systems in some larger special class

of functions than generalized Nevanlinna–Herglotz functions?

Given the relation κ = ⌊(ℓ+1)/2⌋, we would expect the m-functions when ℓ = ∞
to display superpolynomial growth. Moreover, the corresponding special class of
functions would have to be invariant under the addition of arbitrary entire functions
which are real on the real line by Remark 7.4.

11. Examples

We now turn to a few examples for which we can determine the regularization
indices and, in some cases, write down naturally normalized systems explicitly.
We begin by working out the generalized Bessel equation in full detail, illustrating
our previous results. We then discuss the Jacobi differential equation, a Mie-type
potential on a finite interval, power potentials on (0,∞), and end with the Laguerre
differential equation.

11.1. Generalized Bessel equation. We start by recalling the generalized Bessel
equation following the analysis in [12] (see also [5], [10], and [13, Sect. 8.4]). Let
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a = 0, b ∈ (0,∞), and consider

τδ,ν,γ = x−δ
[
−
d

dx
xν

d

dx
+

(2 + δ − ν)2γ2 − (1− ν)2

4
xν−2

]
,

2 + δ − ν > 0, γ ≥ 0, x ∈ (0, b),

which is possibly singular at the endpoint x = 0 (depending on parameter choices)
and always regular at x = b when b ∈ (0,∞). (As we are concerned with the
endpoint x = 0 here, the case b = ∞ can be treated similarly by simply replacing b
with some c ∈ (0,∞) throughout.) We recall some basic facts about this equation
and the interested reader is directed to [13, Sect. 8.4] for more details.

This problem is nonoscillatory at x = 0 (and x = b) for all λ ∈ R under the
parameter choices above, and principal and nonprincipal solutions at x = 0 with
λ = 0 are given by

u0;δ,ν,γ(0, x) = x[1−ν+γ(2+δ−ν)]/2, γ ∈ [0,∞),

v0;δ,ν,γ(0, x) =





1

γ(2 + δ − ν)
x[1−ν−γ(2+δ−ν)]/2, γ ∈ (0,∞),

ln(1/x)x(1−ν)/2, γ = 0,

2 + δ − ν > 0, x ∈ (0, b).

The nonprincipal solution behavior shows that τδ,ν,γ is in the limit circle case at
x = 0 if 0 ≤ γ < 1 and in the limit point case at x = 0 when γ ≥ 1. Furthermore, one
readily verifies that Hypothesis 2.4 holds at x = 0 for this example as multiplying
u, v, and r, and integrating, yields a multiple of x2+δ−ν (times a log term when
γ = 0), which has positive power under the parameter assumptions.

Next, one can construct ϕn;δ,ν,γ(0, x) by choosing ϕ0;δ,ν,γ(0, x) = u0;δ,ν,γ(0, x)
and then iterating the recursion given in (3.5). For instance, one easily finds

ϕ1;δ,ν,γ(0, x) = −
1

(1 + γ)(2 + δ − ν)2
x2+δ−ν+([1−ν+γ(2+δ−ν)]/2)

= −
1

(1 + γ)(2 + δ − ν)2
x2+δ−νϕ0;δ,ν,γ(0, x).

Similarly, to construct θn;δ,ν,γ(0, x), one can first choose θ0;δ,ν,γ(0, x) = v0;δ,ν,γ(0, x)
and then iterate (4.3) while choosing An = −Cn, where Cn is defined implicitly by

∫ c

x

θ0(t)θn−1(t)r(t)dt = Dnx
(2+δ−ν)n+([1−ν+γ(2+δ−ν)]/2) + Cn.

In general, iterating the recursions yields a pattern that can then be proven by
induction. In particular, by denoting with Hk the k-th harmonic number,

H0 = 0, Hk =

k∑

j=1

1

j
,



FINER LIMIT CIRCLE/LIMIT POINT CLASSIFICATION 39

one now finds for 2 + δ − ν > 0, γ ∈ [0,∞), x ∈ (0, b),

ϕn;δ,ν,γ(0, x) =
(−1)nΓ(1 + γ)

(2 + δ − ν)2nn!Γ(n+ 1 + γ)
x(2+δ−ν)n+([1−ν+γ(2+δ−ν)]/2),

θn;δ,ν,γ(0, x) =





(−1)nΓ(1− γ)

γ(2 + δ − ν)2n+1n!Γ(n+ 1− γ)
x(2+δ−ν)n+([1−ν−γ(2+δ−ν)]/2),

γ ∈ (0,∞)\N,

(−1)n[2Hn − (2 + δ − ν) ln(x)]

(2 + δ − ν)2n+1(n!)2
x(2+δ−ν)n+[(1−ν)/2],

γ = 0.

We point out that for brevity we have not included the remaining logarithmic
θn;δ,ν,k terms that occur when considering γ = k ∈ N. The case γ = 0 is included to
illustrate the main difference in these cases. These expressions allow one to readily
find that ℓ0 = ⌊γ⌋ and θn;δ,ν,γ ∈ L2((0, b);xδdx) for n > (γ − 1)/2, γ ∈ [0,∞)\N.
Moreover, θn;δ,ν,γ was constructed to satisfy the normalization (7.1) for n > ℓ0,
implying that the resulting θδ,ν,γ(z, x) will be naturally normalized.

Finally, one concludes that the following expressions hold for the solutions ϕ, θ:

ϕδ,ν,γ(z, x) =

∞∑

n=0

(−1)nx(2+δ−ν)n+([1−ν+γ(2+δ−ν)]/2)Γ(1 + γ)

(2 + δ − ν)2nn!Γ(n+ 1 + γ)
zn, γ ∈ [0,∞),

θδ,ν,γ(z, x) =





∞∑

n=0

(−1)nx(2+δ−ν)n+([1−ν−γ(2+δ−ν)]/2)Γ(1− γ)

γ(2 + δ − ν)2n+1n!Γ(n+ 1− γ)
zn,

γ ∈ (0,∞)\N,

∞∑

n=0

(−1)n[2Hn − (2 + δ − ν) ln(x)]x(2+δ−ν)n+[(1−ν)/2]

(2 + δ − ν)2n+1(n!)2
zn,

γ = 0,

2 + δ − ν > 0, x ∈ (0, b), z ∈ C.

Up to multiples, these solutions are identical with the ones given in [12, Sect. 6]
constructed out of the Bessel functions J±γ (and Y0 for γ = 0). This fact can be
seen from the series expansions of J±γ , Y0 around 0 (see [34, Eqs. 10.2.2, 10.8.2]).

For the next few examples, we focus on the leading behavior of the principal and
nonprincipal solutions only to illustrate our main theory.

11.2. Jacobi equation. This example considers the Jacobi differential equation.
See [11] for more details and an extensive list of references (see also [4, Sects. 9 and
23]). In particular, we consider the Jacobi differential expression

τα,β = −(1− x)−α(1 + x)−β(d/dx)
(
(1− x)α+1(1 + x)β+1

)
(d/dx),

α, β ∈ R, x ∈ (−1, 1).

This example follows from Remark 5.2 (ii) by setting ν−1 = β + 1, δ−1 = β
and ν1 = α + 1, δ1 = α for the endpoints x = ±1 to arrive at ℓ−1 = ⌊|β|⌋ and
ℓ+1 = ⌊|α|⌋. Therefore, we recover the well-known fact that this equation is in the
limit circle case at both endpoints if and only if α, β ∈ (−1, 1).

It now follows that τα,β can be transformed to a Sturm–Liouville differential
expression which is in the limit circle case at both endpoints via a sequence of
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max{⌊|α|⌋, ⌊|β|⌋} Darboux transforms (and no shorter sequence will achieve this).
Explicit examples of Darboux transforms of the Jacobi equation appear naturally
in the study of exceptional Jacobi polynomials (see [18], [19, Sect. 5]; for the case
of Darboux–Crum transformations see [1]).

11.3. Mie-type (incl. inverse quartic) potentials on a finite interval. We
will now consider an example of a Schrödinger equation on a finite interval with
ℓ0 = ∞ and Weyl asymptotics. Consider the Schrödinger differential expression
given by

τµ = −
d2

dx2
+

µ2

x2µ+2
+
µ(1 − µ)

xµ+2
, µ > 0, x ∈ (0, b).

Note that in the special case µ = 1 we recover the inverse quartic potential studied
in [33]. One can compute that ϕ0;µ(0, x) = x exp(−x−µ) solves τy = 0. A linearly

independent solution is given by θ0;µ(0, x) = x exp(−x−µ)
∫ c
x t

−2 exp(2t−µ)dt, which
is nonprincipal. Moreover, W (θ0;µ(0, · ), ϕ0;µ(0, · )) = 1 holds. Note that

ϕ0;µ(0, x)θ0;µ(0, x) =

∫ c

x

x2

t2
exp

(
2[t−µ − x−µ]

︸ ︷︷ ︸
≤1

)
dt,

which is bounded, hence integrable, at x = 0. Thus Hypothesis 2.4 is satisfied.
Let θn;µ(0, x) be given through the recursion (4.3) with Bn = 0 and arbitrary

An ∈ R. One can now show inductively that

|θn;µ(0, x)| & cn|θ0;µ(0, x)x
n(µ+2)|, x→ 0+,

for some sequence cn > 0, cf. [33, Lem. 8]. As θ0;µ(0, x) ∝ xµ exp(x−µ) diverges
exponentially for x → 0+, so does θn;µ(0, x) for all n ≥ 0, and we conclude that
ℓ0 = ∞. At the same time, it follows from Lemma 9.8 that the eigenvalues λn of
any self-adjoint realization of τµ satisfy Weyl asymptotics.

11.4. Power function potentials on the half-line. The equation considered
here is an example on an infinite interval with ℓ∞ = ∞ that has eigenvalues satis-
fying the growth nγ for any γ ∈ (1, 2) (i.e., trace class resolvent but slower growth
than Weyl given in (9.1)). Consider the half-line Schrödinger differential expression

τα = −
d2

dx2
+ xα, α > 0, x ∈ (0,∞).

Note that the problem ταy = λy is limit point and nonoscillatory for all λ ∈ R

at x = ∞. Specializing to the case λ = 0 here for simplicity, linearly independent
solutions to ταy = 0 are given by (see [34, Eqs. 10.40.1 and 10.40.2])

ϕ0;α(0, x) = x1/2K 1
α+2

([
2x(2+α)/2

]
/(α+ 2)

)
∝

x→∞
x−α/4e−

2
2+αx

(2+α)/2

,

θ0;α(0, x) = −(2/(α+ 2))x1/2I 1
α+2

([
2x(2+α)/2

]
/(α+ 2)

)
∝

x→∞
x−α/4e

2
2+αx

(2+α)/2

,

where Iν ,Kν are the typical modified Bessel functions (see [34, Sect. 10.25]), which
allows one to directly verify that x = ∞ is in the limit point case as only the first so-
lution is square-integrable near∞. One can verify thatW (θ0;α(0, · ), ϕ0;α(0, · )) = 1
by applying the Wronskian given in [34, Eq. 10.28.2].

The asymptotic behavior of the solutions shows that Hypothesis 2.4 holds if and
only if α > 2. Furthermore, when iteratively constructing θα(z, x) using (4.3), the
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terms θn;α(0, x) will always include an exponentially growing term for x→ ∞. This
allows one to immediately conclude that ℓ∞ = ∞ for α > 2.

We end this example by remarking that the eigenvalue asymptotics for the prob-
lem ταy = zy are explicitly given by (see [36, Eq. (7.1.7)])

λn ∼
n→∞

[
2π1/2αΓ(32 + 1

α )

Γ( 1
α )

]2α/(α+2)

n2α/(α+2), α > 0,

which satisfies growth nγ for any γ ∈ (1, 2) under the additional assumption α > 2
required above.

11.5. Laguerre equation. For our final example, we consider the Laguerre equa-
tion which serves more as a non-example in the sense that Hypotheses 2.3 and
2.4 are not satisfied and eigenvalues of this equation grow like n (see [4, Sects. 10
and 27], [9, Sect. 6], [11, App. D], and [34, Ch. 13]). The form of the Laguerre
differential expression we will study is given by

τα = −x1−αex
d

dx
xαe−x

d

dx
, α ∈ (0,∞)\N, x ∈ (0,∞).

We will be interested in the endpoint x = ∞ as τα|(c,∞) does not have trace class
resolvents, meaning that Hypothesis 2.3 (and hence Hypothesis 2.4) is not satisfied
at this endpoint. Again, for simplicity we have restricted the set of admissible α,
however the general case α ∈ R can be handled in a similar fashion.

Linearly independent solutions of ταy = λy with λ ∈ R are then given by (see
[34, Eqs. 13.2.6 and 13.2.26])

U(−λ, α;x) ∝
x→∞

xλ, x1−α1F1(1− α− λ, 2− α;x) ∝
x→∞

x−λ−αex, (λ+ α) /∈ N,

where 1F1 is the confluent hypergeometric function (also frequently denoted byM),
U the associated logarithmic solution, and the asymptotic behavior follows from
[34, Eqs. 13.7.1 and 13.7.3]. (For brevity, we once again remove some parameter
choices that require different solutions to be chosen.) We immediately see the λ-
dependence in the asymptotics as predicted by Theorem 4.2. Also, we can directly
verify that Hypothesis 2.4 does not hold at ∞ since multiplying the lead behaviors
by r(x) = xα−1e−x gives x−1, which is not integrable near ∞. The Wronskian of
the two solutions can be computed via [34, Eq. 13.2.36].

Note that an entire system of solutions ϕ̃, θ̃ exists by [17] as Hypothesis 4.1 is
satisfied. In particular, one has for λ ∈ R,

ϕ̃(λ, x) ∝
x→∞

xλ ∈ L2((c,∞);xα−1e−xdx),

θ̃(λ, x) ∝
x→∞

x−λ−αex /∈ L2((c,∞);xα−1e−xdx),
(11.1)

where we dropped the α-dependance for brevity. Again, the tilde indicates that ϕ̃, θ̃
do not satisfy any normalization except being entire in z and principal, respectively
nonprincipal, at x = ∞. In fact, our standard normalization (3.10) cannot hold for
this example due to the lead behavior differing depending on the choice of z ∈ C

(as it has to by Theorem 4.2) since for z1 6= z2 one has

ϕ̃(z1, x)

ϕ̃(z2, x)
∝

x→∞
xz1−z2 , z1, z2 ∈ C,

and similarly for θ̃.
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We can now expand ϕ̃, θ̃ around λ ∈ R:

ϕ̃(z, x) =
∑

n≥0

ϕ̃n(λ, x)(z − λ)n, θ̃(z, x) =
∑

n≥0

θ̃n(λ, x)(z − λ)n.(11.2)

By Lemma 3.1 we know that ϕ̃n, θ̃n will satisfy the recursion (3.3). However,
as Hypothesis 2.4 is not satisfied, we cannot use the recursions (3.5) and (4.3)
anymore as some of the integrals will not converge. Instead we need to modify
these recursions by replacing the integration limit a by some d ∈ (a, b) in order to
find the behavior of the coefficients of the Born series for this example. This results
in the following recursions:

ϕ̃n(x) = Anϕ̃0(x) +Bnθ̃0(x)

+ θ̃0(x)

∫ x

d

ϕ̃0(t)ϕ̃n−1(t)r(t)dt + ϕ̃0(x)

∫ c

x

θ̃0(t)ϕ̃n−1(t)r(t)dt,(11.3)

θ̃n(x) = A′
nϕ̃0(x) +B′

nθ̃0(x)

+ θ̃0(x)

∫ x

d′
ϕ̃0(t)θ̃n−1(t)r(t)dt + ϕ̃0(x)

∫ c′

x

θ̃0(t)θ̃n−1(t)r(t)dt,(11.4)

c, d, c′, d′ ∈ (a, b), An, Bn, A
′
n, B

′
n ∈ R.

Care needs to be taken in constructing ϕ̃n in this setting to ensure that ϕ̃ is still
principal. For instance, the first term containing an integral in (11.3) will behave

like a constant times θ̃0 for x → ∞, meaning that Bn must be chosen to cancel

this behavior as otherwise ϕ̃ would in fact behave like θ̃0, contradicting ϕ̃ being
principal.

Iterating (11.3) and (11.4) for this example with ϕ̃0 and θ̃0 as above (with ap-
propriately chosen Bn) yields

ϕ̃n(λ, x) ∝
x→∞

[ln(x)]nxλ ∈ L2((c,∞);xα−1e−xdx),

θ̃n(λ, x) ∝
x→∞

[ln(x)]nx−λ−αex /∈ L2((c,∞);xα−1e−xdx), n ∈ N0, λ ∈ R.

We see that in the absence of Hypothesis 2.4 the coefficients ϕ̃n and θ̃n near x =
∞ can grow in n as opposed to (3.8) and (4.2), respectively. This behavior is
expected by Theorem 4.2 as higher order terms in the Born series (11.2) cannot be
neglected and must contribute to the lead behavior near x = ∞. This is true in
general whenever Hypothesis 2.4 (or equivalently Hypothesis 2.3) is not satisfied,
as explained in Remark 4.4.

Appendix A. Proofs of Lemma 3.1 and Theorem 4.2

This appendix contains the more technical proofs not included in the main text.
We begin with a complete proof for Lemma 3.1, which requires more technical
arguments and will need the following standard result (cf. [39, Thm. 1.6.1]).

Lemma A.1. The following initial value problem,

τf = zf, f(z, x0) = y0, f [1](z, x0) = y1,

has for any x0 ∈ (a, b) and y0, y1, z ∈ C a unique solution y ∈ ACloc((a, b)),
y[1] ∈ ACloc((a, b)). Moreover, for any compact K ⊂ (a, b), we have that the

mapping z 7→ y(z, x)|x∈K ∈ L∞(K) is locally Lipschitz continuous.
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Proof of Lemma 3.1. (i) First note by the assumption a < c < d < b the differential
expression τ |(c,d) is regular at both endpoints. Consider some point x0 ∈ (c, d) and
let c(z, x), s(z, x) be the entire system of solutions of τf = zf satisfying

s(z, x0) = 0 = c[1](z, x0), s[1](z, x0) = 1 = c(z, x0).

By a standard uniqueness result for differential equations, we have

y(z, x) = y(z, x0)c(z, x) + y[1](z, x0)s(z, x).

As y(z, · ), s(z, · ) and c(z, · ) are all holomorphic in z, it follows that y[1](z, x0)
must be meromorphic in z. However, as y[1] ∈ ACloc((a, b)) for all z ∈ U , it is in
fact holomorphic. In particular, y(z, x0), y

[1](z, x0) are locally Lipschitz for z ∈ U .
Hence, by the previous Lemma A.1, the solution y(z, · ) depends locally Lipschitz
on z ∈ U in the space L∞((c, d); dx).

We can now conclude that for any z ∈ U there exists a Lipschitz constant Lz > 0
such that

|y(z + h, x)− y(z, x)| ≤ Lz|h|, x ∈ (c, d) and z + h ∈ U with |h| < ε,

for ε > 0 small enough. In particular, it follows by dominated convergence that

lim
h→0

y(z + h, · )− y(z, · )

h
= ∂zy(z, · )

in the space L2((c, d); r(x)dx) for any z ∈ U . This shows that the mapping
U → L2((c, d); r(x)dx), z 7→ y(z, · ) is an L2((c, d); r(x)dx)-valued holomorphic
mapping. Thus in the following, we can use the theory of Banach-valued holomor-
phic functions (see, e.g., [20, Ch. 3]). In particular, we have the series expansion 3.2,

but with yn ∈ L2((c, d); r(x)dx). To show that indeed yn ∈ dom(T
(c,d)
max ) we choose a

smooth contour γ ⊂ U going once around the point z0 ∈ U in the counterclockwise

direction. Then as y(z, · ) and T
(c,d)
max y(z, · ) = zy(z, · ) are Bochner integrable on γ,

we conclude by Hille’s Theorem (see [20, Thm. 3.7.12]) that

yn(z0, · ) =
1

2πi

∮

γ

y(z, · )

(z − z0)n+1
dz ∈ dom(T (c,d)

max )

and for n > 0

(τ − z0)yn(z0, · ) =
1

2πi

∮

γ

(τ − z0)y(z, · )

(z − z0)n+1
dz =

1

2πi

∮

γ

y(z, · )

(z − z0)n
dz = yn−1(z0, · ).

Here we used that T
(c,d)
max is a closed operator as it is the adjoint of the minimal

operator T
(c,d)
min . This shows (3.3) and finishes the proof of (i).

(ii) Let us define the truncated sums y(M)(z, x) =
∑M

n=0 yn(z0, x)(z− z0)
n. One

then obtains for M > 0 and z ∈ U chosen such that the series (3.2) converges in
L2((c, d); r(x)dx) the formula

T (c,d)
max y

(M)(z, · ) = zy(M−1)(z, · ) + z0yM (z0, · )(z − z0)
M .

Note that limM→∞ y(M)(z, · ) = y(z, · ) and limM→∞ yM (z0, · )(z − z0)
M = 0 in

L2((c, d); r(x)dx) by assumption. Again, as T
(c,d)
max is a closed operator, it follows

that y(z, · ) ∈ dom(T
(c,d)
max ) and T

(c,d)
max y(z, · ) = τy(z, · ) = zy(z, · ). This finishes the

proof of (ii). �

Next we provide the proof of Theorem 4.2.
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Proof of Theorem 4.2. (i) ⇒ (ii): By Corollary 3.4 we know that a principal entire

solution ϕ satisfying limx→a+
ϕ(z1,x)
ϕ(z2,x)

= 1 exists. By the uniqueness of the principal

solution up to real multiples, we know that there is an entire non-vanishing function
f such that ϕ̃(z, x) = f(z)ϕ(z, x). The claim follows.

(ii) ⇔ (iii): Note that as ϕ̃ is principal, we must have (cf. Cor. 3.5)

lim
x→a+

ϕ̃(z1, x)

θ̃(z2, x)
= 0 for all z1, z2 ∈ R.

Moreover, we have the formula
[
W (θ̃(z2, t), ϕ̃(z1, t))

]t=c
t=x

= (z2 − z1)

∫ c

x

θ̃(z2, t)ϕ̃(z1, t)r(t)dt,(A.1)

which implies that the limit lim
x→a+

W (θ̃(z2, x), ϕ̃(z1, x)) exists in the extended real

line R ∪ {±∞}. Hence we can apply L’Hôpital’s rule to arrive at

lim
x→a+

ϕ̃(z1, x)

ϕ̃(z2, x)
= lim

x→a+

(
ϕ̃(z1, x)

θ̃(z2, x)

)′

(
ϕ̃(z2, x)

θ̃(z2, x)

)′ = lim
x→a+

W (θ̃(z2, x), ϕ̃(z1, x))

p(x)

W (θ̃(z2, x), ϕ̃(z2, x)) ≡ 1

p(x)

= lim
x→a+

W (θ̃(z2, x), ϕ̃(z1, x)),(A.2)

showing the equivalence of (ii) and (iii).
(iii) ⇔ (iv): Similar as before we obtain

lim
x→a+

θ̃(z1, x)

θ̃(z2, x)
= lim

x→a+

(
ϕ̃(z1, x)

θ̃(z2, x)

)′

(
ϕ̃(z1, x)

θ̃(z1, x)

)′ = lim
x→a+

W (θ̃(z2, x), ϕ̃(z1, x))

p(x)

W (θ̃(z1, x), ϕ̃(z1, x)) ≡ 1

p(x)

= lim
x→a+

W (θ̃(z2, x), ϕ̃(z1, x)).(A.3)

(ii)+(iii)+(iv)⇒ (v): Note that due to formula (A.1) and the assumption that

the limit limx→a+ W (θ̃(z2, x), ϕ̃(z1, x)) exists, together with θ̃, ϕ̃ being nonoscilla-
tory at the endpoint x = a, condition (v) follows for z1 6= z2. It then follows for
z1 = z2 due to (ii) and (iv).

(v) ⇒ (i): This implication is trivial.
We have thus shown that (i)–(v) are all equivalent. Clearly for some fixed

z1, z2 ∈ R with z1 6= z2, the statements of (ii)–(iv) are again pairwise equivalent.
But then together they imply via (A.1) that (i) holds for λ = z1, z2.

It remains to deal with (vi).
(vi) ⇒ (i): Assuming Hypothesis 2.3 at x = a, one can write the trace of

the resolvent of any self-adjoint realization T of τ |(a,c), c ∈ (a, b), with separated
boundary conditions as

(A.4) TrL2((a,c);r(x)dx)

(
(T − zI)−1

)
=

∫ c

a

G(z, x, x)r(x)dx, z ∈ ρ(T ),

where G(z, x, x) is the diagonal Green’s function.
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In the special case that T is the Friedrichs extension, the diagonal of the Green’s
function takes on the form

(A.5) G(z, x, x) = ϕ̃(z, x)[θ̃(z, x) +m(z)ϕ̃(z, x)], z ∈ ρ(T ),

where, as usual, ϕ̃, θ̃ are principal, respectively nonprincipal, entire solutions at

x = a satisfying W (θ̃, ϕ̃) ≡ 1, and m(z) is the Weyl m-function for T (see Section
10). As (A.4) converges by assumption, (A.5) implies that (i) holds for λ ∈ ρ(T )∩R.

(i) ⇒ (vi): Take any λ ∈ R such that τf = λf becomes nonoscillatory at x = a.
Now choose solutions u, v of τf = λf on (a, b), such that u is principal and v is
nonprincipal at a. Define xε = a+ ε < c with ε > 0 sufficiently small. Then τ |(xε,c)
is regular at both endpoints. Hence, for each xε we can define a fundamental system
φε(z, x), ϑε(z, x), x ∈ (xε, c), entire in z, such that

φε(z, xε) = u(xε) φ[1]ε (z, xε) = u[1](xε)

ϑε(z, xε) = v(xε) ϑ[1]ε (z, xε) = v[1](xε).

for all z ∈ C. In other words, φε, ϑε satisfy the boundary condition defined by u,
v at the point xε ∈ (a, c). Let Tε be the self-adjoint realization of τ |(xε,c) satisfying
the φε-boundary condition at x = xε and the Dirichlet boundary condition at x = c.
Associated to Tε let mε be its Weyl m-function. Then

ϑε(z, x) +mε(z)φε(z, x)

will satisfy the Dirichlet boundary condition at x = c for all z ∈ C \ σ(Tε).
Note that φε(λ, x) = u(x) and ϑε(λ, x) = v(x). If necessary, we can perturb

the endpoint c such that u does not vanish at x = c. Then it follows that v(x) +
mε(λ)u(x) satisfies the Dirichlet boundary condition at x = c, hence mε(λ) = m ∈
R is independent of ε. In particular we can now write

TrL2((xε,c);r(x)dx)

(
(Tε − λI)−1

)
=

∫ c

xε

u(x)[v(x) +mu(x)]r(x)dx,

=

∞∑

n=1

1

λεn − λ
, λεn ∈ σ(Tε).

Denote by λε,Dn ∈ σ(Tε,D) the eigenvalues of the Dirichlet (i.e., Friedrichs) exten-
sion corresponding to τ |(xε,c). Then we know that λεn ≤ λε,Dn . If we for simplicity
assume that λ < λεn for all n (only finitely many λεn could violate this), we conclude
from above that

TrL2((xε,c);r(x)dx)

(
(Tε − λI)−1

)
≥

∞∑

n=1

1

λε,Dn − λ
, λε,Dn ∈ σ(Tε,D).

Now, let {λn}
∞
n=1 = σ(TF ) be the eigenvalues of the Friedrichs extension of τ .

We can disregard any continuous spectrum of TF , as its presence would already
violate Hypothesis 4.1 which we assume. Then it follows from [39, Thm. 10.8.2]
that limε→0 λ

ε,D
n = λn for all n ∈ N+. As (λε,Dn − λ)−1 > 0 by assumption, it

follows through an application of Fatou’s Lemma that

lim inf
ε→0

∫ c

xε

u(x)[v(x) +mu(x)]r(x)dx ≥ lim inf
ε→0

∞∑

n=1

1

λε,Dn − λ
≥

∞∑

n=1

1

λn − λ
.

Hence if Hypothesis 2.4 holds at x = a for λ, the infinite sum on the right must
converge, implying Hypothesis 2.3 holds. This finishes the proof. �
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