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Abstract

The model problem of a plane angle for a second-order elliptic system with
Dirichlet, mixed, and Neumann boundary conditions is analyzed. The existence of
solutions of the form rv is, for each boundary condition, reduced to solving a matrix
equation. Leveraging these matrix equations and focusing on Dirichlet and mixed
boundary conditions, optimal bounds on |Re 1| are derived, employing tools from
numerical range analysis and accretive operator theory. The developed framework
is novel and recovers known bounds for Dirichlet boundary conditions. The results
for mixed boundary conditions are new and represent the central contribution of this
work. Immediate applications of these findings are new regularity results in linear
elasticity.
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1 Introduction

Regularity theory for differential equations is concerned with the question of how regular a
solution can be with respect to the input data, such as the source function and the boundary
data. A classic example is the Laplace equation, Au = f, on a domain Q with smooth
boundary d€Q, subject to Dirichlet boundary conditions # = 0 on dQ. In this case, it is
established that u € W**27(Q) when f € W*P(Q), forany k € Nand p > 1 (§2.4 in
[1]). This result does not hold if we consider domains € which include edges or vertices.
However, the irregularities of solutions in polygonal domains exhibit a similar structure.
Considering a cone K C R”", a solution u to an elliptic equation near the vertex of K can
asymptotically be described by terms of the form (neglecting factors of log r, see [2], [[1],

[3):

u(r,w) ~ r'v(w), (1.1)
where (r, w) are spherical coordinates with r being the distance to the vertex.
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Here, v is a function on a subset of the sphere w € S"~! (the cone opening), and 1 € C
represents the regularity parameter linking integrability and differentiability of u to Re A.
The associated operator pencil A(A) is a A-dependent differential operator such that
A(A)v =0, i.e., the spectrum of A consists of the possible exponents A in the asymptotic
expansion (1.1J).

By localization, the regularity of boundary value problems in general polyhedral domains
can be reduced to model problems in cones and angles. This means the (ir)regularity of so-
lutions to elliptic equations is characterized by solutions of the form (I.1), or equivalently,
by the spectrum of the corresponding operator pencil A. A well-established reference in
this regard is [4], which provides estimates for Re A for various model problems. These
include the Lamé system (for general boundary conditions) or general elliptic systems (for
Dirichlet and Neumann boundary conditions) in cones. The follow-up work [5] applies
these results to specific problems in three-dimensional polyhedral domains, translating
the estimates for Re A into regularity results. These references address a broad range of
model problems and include extensive discussions. As noted in the Introduction of [6]
”No general, even to some extent, methods of obtaining this information are known, since
even for the simplest problems of mathematical physics these spectral problems have a
rather complicated form”. Despite originating in the last century, this observation is still
valid today.

From the above considerations, it is evident that regularity results for elliptic equations
are inherently linked to solutions of the form rv, arising from model problems that
reflect the geometry of the original problem. The primary motivation for this paper is to
improve the known regularity estimates for solutions in linear elasticity. The underlying
equations can be nuanced because elasticity involves systems of elliptic equations, as the
displacement is a vector field, and often incorporates mixed boundary conditions. Existing
literature on regularity theory for linear elasticity is sparse, with many results providing
only relatively weak estimates or lacking full generality. The regularity of solutions to the
Lamé system with mixed boundary conditions is discussed in [7] for three-dimensional
polygonal domains, including edges and vertices. In [8], it is shown (without using the
expansion v at all) that u € W!2*¢ for some & > 0, which is only a small improvement
with respect to u € W'? from general solution theory. In [9], one can find results on
three-dimensional scalar elliptic model problems, including mixed boundary conditions,
that yield u € Wb? for some p > 3. A famous counter-example in [10] demonstrates an
upper bound, showing that we cannot expect u € W? for p > 4 for scalar equations in
the two-dimensional half-space, and consequently not for elliptic systems.

This work develops a framework to study the model problem in a two-dimensional angle
for a second-order elliptic system with real-valued coefficient matrices. Utilizing this
framework, we recover well-known bounds for Dirichlet boundary conditions in a novel
way. The main result of this work, however, focuses on the model problem with mixed
boundary conditions (Theorem([7.2)). For these, we prove (under mild ellipticity conditions)
that any solution 7!y of the model problem satisfies the bounds | Re A| > % for o < 7 and
|Re 1| > }1 for @ < 2m, where « is the opening angle. These bounds are optimal, and they
coincide with those for the Laplace equation. Unlike implicit solution strategies in other
works, this framework allows for the explicit construction of solutions. Also, it might be
possible to adapt the framework to further boundary conditions, three-dimensional cones



or higher-order elliptic equations.

As mentioned before, our findings have applications in the regularity theory of linear
elasticity. For brevity, we only sketch a simple scenario: Consider the linear elastic
equation div o (1) = 0 in a domain Q ¢ R3 with smooth boundary, where Dirichlet and
Neumann boundary conditions are separated by a finite number of smooth, nonintersecting
closed curves. Here, o(u) = Ce(u), where C denotes the elasticity tensor and e(u) the
symmetrized gradient. Under suitable conditions, it can be shown that solutions u satisfy
u € Wh= for any € > 0. For details, we refer to Theorem 8.1.7 and §8.3.1 in [5].
Applications to elasticity and other geometries will be addressed in a subsequent paper.

While the given approach provides new insights and results, its limitations must be ac-
knowledged. The present work focuses exclusively on the model problem in a plane angle.
Hence, the results are only applicable to domains Q ¢ R?, where non-smoothness of
0Q manifests as an edge. More complex geometric structures, such as vertices, are not
covered.

Structure of the paper

In Section [3] following [5] and [4], the model problem is introduced for an elliptic system
of the form

La(x,y) = A1102 +2A120,0y + A202,

where A, are real-valued, symmetric matrices satisfying the strong ellipticity condition
(weaker than the formal positivity condition in elasticity, see Lemma[B.3)). The domain is
given by the two-dimensional angle

Ko = {(rcos(p),rsin(p)) :r>0,0< ¢ <a}C R?,

for some fixed 0 < @ < 2n. We consider either Dirichlet or Neumann boundary conditions
on the two sides of the angle, respectively. Finding for the model problem solutions of the
form r'v, where A € C, is reformulated as determining the eigenvalues of the so-called
operator pencil by translating L4 to a A-dependent differential operator L4 (1).

In Section[d] it is shown that it suffices to consider elliptic systems with Ay, = Id, referred
to as monic elliptic systems. Moreover, we study the algebraic structure of the polynomial
CopB A1 +2ApB+1d ,82 and show, using a result in [[11], that one has the factorization

Al +2ApB+1dB% = (VF —1dB)(V - 1d B),

for V a complex-valued matrix with (V) C {z € C : Imz > 0}. The matrix V is unique
(Theorem [.6), and is referred to as the standard root of the matrix polynomial. Using
V, one can show that all solutions of the model problem without boundary conditions are

given by (Prop. 4.7)):

u, R? \ {0} - Cg, (x1,x2) > (x1Idy +x2V)’lcl + (x1 Id, +x2V)/lcz, c1,Co € CZ,
(1.2)

where { € N is the dimension of the system. The exponentiation of matrices here is
defined via the functional calculus, and the choice of complex exponentiation e > e*
required for smooth solutions is discussed.



In Section Dirichlet, mixed, and Neumann boundary conditions for u, are implemented.
It is shown that existence of a nontrivial solution 7*v for the model problem with angle a
is for each boundary condition equivalent to the vanishing of the determinant of a matrix
M, o (Prop. Prop. Prop. [5.5). E.g., for Dirichlet boundary conditions, we get the
equivalent condition

0=det(My,) forMy, =2 -2, (1.3)

where Z, is a complex symmetric matrix derived from V. The matrices M, , for mixed and
Neumann boundary conditions have a similar structure. Additionally, we introduce two
ellipticity conditions, Neumann well-posedness and contractive Neumann well-posedness
(Def. [5.3), related to spectral properties of V. The former is equivalent to the com-
plementing boundary condition for Agmon-Douglis-Nirenberg (ADN)-elliptic systems
[12]] implementing Neumann boundary conditions (see Appendix [B). The latter relates
to path-connectedness of Neumann well-posed systems to the Laplace operator (Lemma

5.4).

In Section [6] utilizing the numerical range and results on fractional powers of accretive
operators [13]], we are able to provide bounds on the spectrum of M,, for Dirichlet
(Theorem and mixed boundary conditions (Theorem Theorem [6.6). These
results are used to bound | Re 4| for A € C a solution to equations like (1.3).

In Section [7, we summarize our findings and give bounds on | Re A| for solutions r'v of
the model problem for Dirichlet and mixed boundary conditions. In particular, Theorem
establishes for mixed boundary conditions the bounds |Re | > % for @ < 7 and
|Re | > % for @ < 2n, provided that the system is contractive Neumann well-posed.
If the system is not contractive Neumann well-posed, then cases with |Re A| < % resp.
|Re 1| < }P may occur, but only in the form Re A = 0.

In Section (8] the paper is summarized. Also, Neumann boundary conditions, optimality
of the given bounds, and the scalar case ¢ = 1 are briefly discussed.

The appendices provide supplementary material and detailed proofs that might disturb
the flow of the paper. In Appendix [A} the concrete form of the differential operator L4
is derived. In Appendix |B, Neumann well-posedness is related to the complementing
boundary condition for ADN-elliptic systems. Also, it is shown that formal positivity
implies contractive Neumann well-posedness. In Appendix |C} a factorization result for
nonnegative matrix polynomials is given. In Appendix [D] the functional calculus is
summarized. In Appendix [E} the numerical range is summarized and results on accretive
operators are adapted to our setting.
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2 General prerequisites and notation

This section summarizes notation and standard results in linear algebra. The reference
is [14]. For r € R\ {0}, let sgn(r) € {—1,+1} denote the sign of r. R.( denotes
positive numbers, and Rsg = Roo U {0}. We use (x,x2) € R? for Cartesian coordinates
and (r, ¢) € Roo X [0,27) for polar coordinates. Re z and Im z will denote the real and
imaginary part of a complex number z € C (or matrix). Also, we write 7 for complex
conjugation. For a set A ¢ C, we write clos(A) for its closure. LHS and RHS will be
used as abbreviations for "left-hand side” and right-hand side”, respectively.

Subsets of C
Let us denote the (open) upper half-plane UHP c C and the right half-plane RHP c C by

UHP := {z € C:Im(z) >0}, RHP:={z € C:Re(z) > 0}.

The lower half-plane and left half-plane are simply denoted by — UHP and — RHP, where
we use the following notation for set operations: For two sets A,B € C and r € C we
write

A+B:={a+b:acA, beB}, rA={r-a:acA}, A:={a:acA),
ReA :={Re(a):a€ A}, ImA :={Im(a):ac€ A}.

Vectors and Matrices

For the entire text, let us fix £ € N to denote the dimension of the vector spaces we consider.
We denote by R’ and CY, respectively, the canonical real and complex vector spaces. By
(e, ®), we denote the scalar product on C’, and by || e || the vector norm ||v|| = +/(v, V)
for v € C¢. Write Mat,(C) for matrices of size £ X £ with entries in C, and let us assume
A € Mat;(C) in what follows. We denote by A/ the entry in the i-th row and j-th column.
If the entries are only real-valued, we may also write A € Mat,/(R) and often view this set
as a subset of Mat,(C). Id, € Mat,(C) will denote the identity matrix. We write A” for
the transpose and A~! for the inverse matrix (if it exists). Further, we write A* = ZT for the
adjoint. We consider symmetric matrices A7 = A, Hermitian matrices A* = A and unitary
matrices A* = A™'. The operator norm on Mat,(C) is given by ||A| = supy, =1 1AVI[-
The commutator is denoted by [A, B] = AB — BA. Additionally, we rely on the following
result on block matrices (see [[15]], Exercise 5.30).

Lemma 2.1. Consider for A, B, C, D € Mat,(C) the block matrix
A B
R = ( A D) |
If A is invertible, then det(R) = det(A) - det(D — CA™'B).

Spectral Theory

If there exists a pair (1, v) € C x C’ such that Av = Av, we call A an eigenvalue of A and
v the corresponding eigenvector. The set of all eigenvalues of A is called the spectrum of
A, denoted by o(A). We say A is diagonalizable if there exist Q, B € Mat,(C), with Q
invertible and B a diagonal matrix, such that

A=0BO7". 2.1)



In this case, B € C for 1 < i < ¢ is an eigenvalue of A, and the i-th row of Q is a
corresponding eigenvector. We say A and C € Mat,(C) are similar if there is an invertible
matrix § € Mat,(C) such that A = SCS~!. In this case o(A) = o(C). A key result in
spectral theory ist that normal matrices (A*A = AA™) are always unitarily diagonalizable,
meaning there exists a decomposition with Q unitary. For Hermitian matrices, the
spectrum satisfies o(A) c R, while for unitary matrices, o (A) c S!, where S! denotes the
complex unit circle. Properties of the spectrum include the following: o (AB) = o(BA)
for A, B invertible, 0 € 0(A) &= det(A) =0, and 0 (A*) = 0 (A). The spectral radius
of A is given by

p(A) = sup |[4].
Aea(A)

It satisfies p(A) < ||A||, and for Hermitian matrices, p(A) = ||A||. The equality also holds
for A € Mat,(R) skew-symmetric (AT = —A), since iA is Hermitian.

Positive definite matrices

We call A positive definite, and write A > 0, if it is Hermitian and satisfies (v, Av) > 0
for any vector v € C/\ {0}. A Hermitian matrix A is positive definite if and only if
0(A) c Ryg. If 0(A) C Ry, A is called positive semi-definite, denoted A > 0. The
product A*A is always positive semi-definite, and it is positive definite if 0 ¢ o (A).
Furthermore, A~! > 0 if and only if A > 0. For matrices A and C, we have A — C > 0
if and only if C-! — A~! > 0. Additionally, if A > 0 and C > 0, then A + C > 0. Any
positive definite matrix A has a unique positive definite square root C € Mat,(C), i.e.,
C? = A. We often write C = A!/2,

3 The model problem

This section introduces the model problem as presented in §6 of [5]. The domain of
interest is given, for 0 < @ < 2, by the two-dimensional angle
K, = {(rcos(¢),rsin(¢)) :r >0, 0< ¢ <a} cR?,
which has the boundary
0K, =T"uT*u{(0,0)}
for T7:={(x,0): x>0} and I :={(rcos(a),rsin(a)):r > 0}.

For A = (A1, A2, Apy), where A, € Mat,(R) are symmetric matrices, the second-order
differential operator L4 is given by

3.1)

X2

2
LA(axl, 8}62) = Z Aijax[axj = Alla;gl + 2A128x16x2 + 142262
i,j=1

where we set A>; = Aj> in the following. The conormal derivatives NA—' associated to L4
on I'* are given by

N (8, 0y,) =Na(0,0y,,0y,) and Nj(0y,,0x,) = Na(a,dy,,0y,) for

2
Na(g, 0y, 0x,) = Z AjjniOy; = Ain1 0y, + A12(n10y, + 120y,) + Aona0y,, ¢ € {0, a},
(=1



where n = (—sin(p), cos(¢)) for ¢ € {0, a} is the normal vector perpendicular to T'=. We
investigate complex-valued solutions u : K, — C! to the equations

LA(8y,0u,)u=0 on%Ky, B;(dy,0,)u=0 onl*, (3.2)

where u can be decomposed in the radial form u(r,¢) = r*v(p) for some A € C and
v:|[0,a] = C* smooth. Here,

B (8y,,0y,) = (1 — d*)u + d*N%(d,,, 0.,)u (3.3)

for d* € {0, 1} such that (d*,d”) = (0,0) implements Dirichlet, (d*,d”) = (1,1)
Neumann and (d*,d™) = (0, 1) mixed boundary conditions. The problem of finding a
solution u of radial form to the equations (3.2)) is called the model problem. If we only
consider

La(0x,,0y,)u=0 on%K,, (3.4

then we call (3.4) the model problem without boundary conditions.

Remark. In the following, £ € N in u : K, — C! always denotes the dimension of the
codomain, and @ in 0 < @ < 27 always the opening angle.

Our question is the following: For fixed @ € (0,2x], for which 4 € C can we expect
a solution of the form v for the model problem (3.2)? More specifically, what is the
smallest value for | Re 4| that we can expect for a solution? These results can be translated
to regularity of solutions for strongly elliptic systems in polyhedral domains (see §2 and
§6 in [S]).

3.1 Ellipticity

So far, we have not implemented ellipticity of L4. One can find the next definition in a
similar form in §1.1.2 of [5]].

Definition 3.1. Consider the elliptic operator L4 in (3.1) where A, € Mat,(R) are sym-
metric. For & = (£, &,) € R?, we define the polynomial

2
L(§) = Z Ajj &)
ij=1
We say
* Ly, is elliptic if
detL(&) 20 V& e R*\ {0} (3.5)
» L, is strongly elliptic if there exists k > 0 such that

(La(©n.n) = klnlPIIEN* VneCt, & e R (3.6)

Remark. L,(¢) € Maty(R) is symmetric real-valued and thus Hermitian for any & € R.
So the LHS in (3.6)) is always real.



Obviously, strong ellipticity implies ellipticity. From now on, we always assume that A
and Aj; are positive definite. In this case, one can show that the two notions coincide,
simplifying the analysis.

Lemma 3.2. Assume that Ay1, A1z, Ayy € Maty(R) are symmetric matrices and A1y, Az
are positive definite. Then the following are equivalent:

i) det(LA(&)) # 0 for all ¢ € R? of the form & = (1,8) € R
ii) Ly is elliptic.
iii) Ly is strongly elliptic.
In this case, in particular, det(L(£€)) > 0 for any & € R* \ {0}.

For the proof, see Appendix Bl Throughout this work, we refer to A as an elliptic sys-
tem or elliptic tuple if A = (A1, A2, Axp) are all symmetric and A;; > 0, Ay > 0.
Correspondingly, we refer to the operator L4 as an elliptic operator.

Remark. The condition for strong ellipticity is sometimes referred to as Legendre-
Hadamard condition (see §3.4.1 of [16]).

Remark. Thus far, we have only described the ellipticity of the operator L. However,
to ensure the well-posedness of the elliptic problem, it is also necessary to specify a
complementing condition for the boundary operators B%. These conditions, introduced in
the framework of elliptic systems by Agmon, Douglis, and Nirenberg in [12], establish
compatibility between the boundary operators and the elliptic operator. The need for such
a condition will arise naturally in our analysis, so we postpone this discussion to a later
section. The ellipticity conditions are discussed in more detail in Appendix

3.2 Eigenvalues of the operator pencil

In this section, the model problem is translated to a parameter-dependent second-order
ODE, and the operator pencil is introduced. The reference is §6.1.3 of [3].

Writing u = r'v for A € C, we define the A-dependent differential operators £ (8, 1),
B3 (0p, A) and N (0, 1) by:

La(0p, ) := LA (8)r Yy,
Na(8y, v = r' AN (9)ry,
BE(0,, A)v i= (1 = d¥)v + d*Na (8, A)v.

A long but straightforward calculation (see Appendix [A) shows that:
L4(8y,2) = ba(9)0; + (A= Db1()d, + A(A = Dbo(@) + Aba2(9),  (3.7)
Na(8p. 1) = ba(9)3, + 51 (4,

where the b,’s are the periodic functions:

bo(p) = A1 cos(9)? + A sin(p)? + 2412 sin(g) cos(), (3.8)
b1(g) = 2(Ax — A11) sin(p) cos(p) + 2A12(cos(p)* — sin(g)?),
ba(p) = Aqy sin(p)* + Ax cos(p)* — 2415 cos(¢) sin(g).
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We define the A-dependent mapping:
AA) : WH((0, @), C) — L*((0,),C x Ct x ¢t (3.9)

by
v (LaOv. B0 BV, ).

Here, W>? and L? denote the usual Sobolev and Lebesgue space. In the literature, A (A1)
is called the operator pencil. If there exist A € C and v # 0 such that A(A)v = 0, then A
is called an eigenvalue of ‘A and v an eigenvector to A. See §1 in [4] for an introduction
to operator pencils and further references. With the above derivations, the model problem
is reduced to a A-dependent second-order ODE, and we have the following: The model
problem has a solution of the form r'v for A € C if and only if A € C is an eigenvalue
of the corresponding operator pencil A(A) in (3.9).

Remark. Note that the leading coefficient by(¢) in L4 is positive definite for any ¢ €
[0,27). This can be seen by taking ¢ = (sin(¢), —cos(¢)) € R? and observing that

ba(¢) = La(€) > 0 due to Lemma[3.2

Remark (Solution theory for L4(0,,4)v = 0). We refer to [17] for the following ar-
guments. Fix 4 € C, and observe that the system of ¢ second-order ODE’s given by
L4(0y, )y = 0 can be reduced, by a standard trick, to a system of first order ODE’s of
the form

Opy = M(p,A)y.

Here, the entries of M(¢,1) € Maty(C) are analytic in ¢. This reduction requires
inverting b, (), which is possible due to the last remark. Using the results of §IV.10in [[17]],
this first order ODE has a fundamental matrix Y (¢, A1) which is analytic in ¢. This implies
that one can choose 2¢ linearly independent analytic solutions v ;(4),...,v 2¢(1) : R —
C! (depending on 1), and any solution v(1) of L4(A, 0,)v(A) = 0 is given by a linear
combination:

20
v(Ad) = Z cva(d) for some c, € C. (3.10)
I=1

We do not discuss the analytic dependence of v(4) on A € C here, as it will be revealed at
a later point (Section 4.2)). Furthermore, by the preceding discussion, any solution u, to
the model problem without boundary conditions can be expressed as u, = r*v(1), where
v(Q) is given in (3.10).

3.3 Thecased =0

The subsequent derivation does not cover A # 0, which is why we address this case now.
A solution u = r*v to the model problem (3.2) is called a trivial solution if v = 0.

Lemma 3.3. The model problem admits for 1 = 0 and any angle 0 < a < 2r only the
trivial solution for Dirichlet and mixed boundary conditions, and only constant solutions
for Neumann boundary conditions.
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This is not a new result but included for completeness.

Proof. Consider an elliptic tuple A, and assume L4(d)v = 0 for 4 = 0. By (3.7), this
reduces to

0y (b20,v) () =0, (3.11)

due to d,by = —by. The 2¢ linearly independent solutions are given by
v(@) =c1 + P(@)cy forca € C,

where P(p) = fo‘p bgl(s)ds. Note that P(¢) > 0 for ¢ > 0, ensuring that P(y) is
invertible. Dirichlet boundary conditions yield

c1=0 and c1+P(a)ca=0 = ¢1=0=cy,

so only the trivial solution exists. Neumann boundary conditions (check (3.7)) yield ¢, = 0
for ¢ € {0,a} (b; is invertible), so v(¢) = c; is the most general solution. Finally, for
mixed boundary conditions, both ¢; = 0 = ¢; are enforced, so only the trival solution
exists. This completes the proof. O

3.4 Laplace equation

If we assume Ay = Id, = A and A = 0, then the system reduces to decoupled Laplace
equations in ¢ components. In this case, L4(1d) = Idg((?‘% + A%) and solutions to the
A-dependent ODE without boundary conditions are given by

va(e) = cosin(Ag) + ¢ cos(dg) for co, 1 € CL.

Let us implement boundary conditions for ¢ € {0,a}. Note that N4(1) = Id; d,, so
nontrivial solutions are given by ¢; = 0 and 4 € 7 - Z \ {0} for Dirichlet, ¢o = 0 and
A € 2 - Z for Neumann, and ¢; = 0 and A4 € 5 - Z \ {0} for mixed boundary conditions
(compare to §2.1 in [4]). This leads for @ < 7 to the bounds | Re 4| > 1 for Dirichlet and
Neumann boundary conditions (ignoring constant solutions at 4 = 0 for the latter) and
|Re 1| > % for mixed boundary conditions. Although this is the simplest example of an
elliptic system, we will derive similar lower bounds for more general elliptic systems.

4 Analysis of the model problem without boundary con-
ditions
4.1 Algebraic properties of L4

Reduction to monic matrix polynomials

The elliptic operator L4 is normalized in the sense that one only needs to consider the
case of Ay =Idy.
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Lemma 4.1. Consider an elliptic tuple A = (A1, A1z, Axp). The model problem
La(0y,,00,)u=0 on%K,, Bj(0y,0,)u=0 onl*
admits the solution u = r'v if and only if the model problem

L;(0y,,0)u=0 on%K,, B;—%(axl, O,)u=0 onT*

for A = (A;z1 /ZAHA;z1 /2, A;zl/zAle;; /2, Id;) admits the solution r'v, where ¥ = A;ézv.
-1 ~
Here, we write A3)/* = (A})%) . Note that A is an elliptic tuple if and only if A is an

elliptic tuple: This can be shown by using Lemma and the determinant product rule

(observe Aj; > 0 due to A;zl /2 being symmetric, invertible and Sylvester’s law of inertia,
see Theorem 4.5.8 in [14]). This ensures that L ; is a well-defined elliptic operator.

Proof. Assume that Lau = 0. It is clear that i := Aéf

Also, if u has the form u = r'v, then i has the form r'¥ for ¥ := A;ézv. Lastly, we show

that boundary conditions are transformed accordingly: Assume ¢ € {0, a}. Observe for
Dirichlet boundary conditions:

u will be a solution to L ;i = 0.

v(p) =0 = A%y (p) =0, 4.1)

due to invertibility of A'/2. For Neumann boundary conditions, assume:

b2($)(0,)(9) + 5b1(@)v(9) =0,

where b, are defined as in (3.8) by A. Observe that b, = Agzl/ 2b.A;z1 /2 are the corre-

sponding coefficients for the tuple A and that:
- . Ade L -l A _
b2 () (0,7) () + zbl (@) (@) = AL, (b2(9) (Byv) () + Ebl (@)v(p)) = 0.

. 1/2 . . . . . . .
Since Azé is invertible, the converse implication is clear. O

In the following, we refer to elliptic tuples A with Ay, = Id, as monic elliptic tuples, and to
L4 as a monic elliptic operator. Additionally, we call A, given in Lemma the monic
reduction of A.

Factorization of monic matrix polynomials

Consider a monic elliptic operator L. Taking & = (1,8) € R?, we obtain the matrix
polynomial

La(1,8) = La(§) = Ay +2A108 +1d, B2,
which can be factorized into linear terms.

Lemma 4.2. . Consider a monic elliptic tuple A = (A1, A12,1d¢). Then:
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i) There exists some V € Maty(C) such that
A +24pB+1d, g7 = (V= 1d,B)(V -1d,8) VBeC, (4.2

and o (V) c UHP.
ii) AssumeV = C +iD with C =ReV and D =1ImV, then

1
Ap = _§(c+cT), A =CT'Cc+D™D, (4.3)
D =DT, c'p=pDTc. (4.4)

2. On the other hand, assume V = C + iD for C,D € Maty(R) which satisfy the
algebraic relations ({#.4). Then:

i) V satisfies ([4.2)) for A. as defined by (4.3).
ii) Ifc(V)NR = 0, then the tuple defined by Ay, = 1d; and is monic elliptic.
This result relies on a factorization property of nonnegative matrix polynomials as found

in [11]. For the convenience of the reader, this result and all definitions necessary to
understand it are summarized in Appendix [C] which we refer to in the proof.

Proof. 1.i) Existence of such V with o-(V)) c clos(UHP) follows from Theorem|[C.]|since
the matrix polynomial L4 (1, ) is monic, self-adjoint, and nonnegative due to Lemma
3.2l It remains to show o (V) NR = (. Assuming the contrary, we have 8 € (V) N R,
implying

E.2)
det(V —-1d,B) =0 det(An +2A16 + Idgﬁz) =0,

a contradiction to Lemma [3.2]
L.ii) WritingV=C +iD, A;; =V*V,and Aj; = —%(V* +V), we get:

A = (CT —iD")(C+iD) =C"C+D"D +i(-D"C + C" D),
1
Ap = —E(CT +C)+i(-DT + D).

Now, the imaginary part in both RHS’s must vanish since Aj; and A, are real-valued.

Thus, (4.3) and (4.4) follow.
2.i) Assume we define V. = C +iD for C, D € Mat,(R) satisfying (4.4). It is clear from

the last calculation that we obtain (.2)) for A, given in (.3).

2.ii) We additionally assume o (V) N R = @ and prove that the corresponding operator L 4
is elliptic. First, we need to show that Ay, A2, Id, are all symmetric and that Ay, Id, > 0.
Symmetry is clear by the definition of Aj and Ay; given in (4.3)). For positive definiteness,
note that A1} = V*V, which is positive definite since 0 ¢ o-(V). Lastly, using Lemma 3.2}
it suffices to show that

det(Ls(1,8)) #0 VB eR.
This follows from
det ((V* =1d; B)(V = 1d; B)) = det(V* —1d; ) det(V —1d; 8) #0 VB €R,
since o(V) N R = 0 and thus also o(V*) N R = (. By definition, L4 is monic, which

completes the proof. O
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Definition 4.3. Assume that L, is a monic elliptic operator. We call V € Mat,(C)
fulfilling 1.i) in Lemma.2]a standard root of L.

Example 4.4. In the case of the Laplacian tuple A = (Id,, 0, Id;), a standard root is given
by V= iIdg.

By Lemma it is clear that any monic elliptic operator admits at least one standard
root. We derive some more interesting properties of standard roots.

Lemma 4.5. Let V be a standard root of a monic elliptic differential operator Ly. Then
D =1ImYV is positive definite.

Proof. Letus write V = C +iD for C, D € Mat,;(R), where V is the standard root under
consideration. Due to Lemma we have D = DT such that all eigenvalues of D are
real, and we need to show that they are all positive. First, we argue that 0 ¢ o (D).
Assume the contrary, 0 € o (D), and derive a contradiction. In this case, there is
v € RO\ {0} such that Dv = 0. Due to the commutativity relations in Lemma we
have 0 = CTDv = DCv. From this, it follows that either Cv = 0 or Cv # 0 is also an
eigenvector of D with eigenvalue 0. If Cv = 0, it would follow that Vv = 0, which is a
contradiction since 0 cannot be an eigenvalue of V by Lemma[d.2] So, assuming the latter,
spanc ({v, Cv}) C ker D. But repeating the discussion with Cv instead of v, we conclude
that C"v # 0, for arbitrary n € N, must also be an eigenvector of D with eigenvalue 0.
Define the cyclic (complex) subspace generated by v:

Sy :=spang ({C"v : n € Ng}).

By the above derivation, we have D(S,) = {0}, and by its definition, it is clear that
C(Sy) c §,. This implies C|s, = V|s,. Thus, S, is an eigenspace of V and moreover, V
has a real-valued matrix representation (the same as C) for the subspace S,. This implies
that V has either a real eigenvalue or two different complex conjugated eigenvalues, which
contradicts V being a standard root since (V) c UHP. Thus, we have shown that
0¢ o(D).

Next, we argue why D cannot have negative eigenvalues. This follows by a simple scaling
argument. Define for any p > 1

V,:=C+i-pD.

Observe that C, := ReV,, = C and D, := ImV, = pD still fulfill the algebraic relations
(4.4). Moreover, the operator L, , defined by V,, (second part of Lemma is elliptic
for any p > 1, since we can write the matrix polynomial as

Lap(1,B) = (p = 1)D* + A1 + 2418 +1d¢ B,
and Ls(1,B8) > 0, for g € R, implies L4 ,(1,8) > 0 since (p — 1)D? is positive semi-

definite. Now, let us assume that » € o (D) for some r < 0 and derive a contradiction.
Since all eigenvalues of D are nonzero, we get for the spectrum

o (V,) = (C+ipD) =55 ip - (D)
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in the appropriate sense. Since 0 > r € o (D), it means that for sufficiently large p > 1
there exists some S, € o (V,) with Im 8, < 0. Consequently, because the path

[1,00) 3 p =V, € Mat,(C)
is continuous and o (V) c UHP, there must be some intermediate 1 < § < p where
o(Vs) NR £ 0.

However, this contradicts the ellipticity of L, 5 which we just have shown. O
The next statement summarizes the main result concerning standard roots.
Theorem 4.6. Consider L4, a monic elliptic operator, and V a standard root of L 4.

i) The standard root of L 4 is unique.

i) V satisfies Ay +2A1V +1d, V2 = 0= Ajy + 241,V +1d, V.

iii) V can be written as V = (S +ild;) D, where both S, D € Mat;(R) are symmetric
and D > 0.

Conversely, any V = (S +ildg)D with S, D € Mat(R, £) symmetric and D > 0 is the
standard root of the monic elliptic operator L for the tuple

1
A= (A11 = V*V,Alz = —5(V+ V*),Azz = Idg). (4.5)

Proof. Consider L4, a monic elliptic operator, and let V € Mat,(C) be a standard root.

i) Uniqueness of V follows from L4 (1, 8) = (V*-1d, B)(V-1d,; B), o (V) c UHP, o (V*) C
— UHP, and uniqueness of monic I'-spectral right divisors for matrix polynomials. For
the latter, we refer to §4.1 in [11], in particular Theorem 4.1 and the comment thereafter.
ii) The first equality follows by Aj; = V*V and A, = —%(V+ V*). The second by complex
conjugation and A, € Mat,(R).

iii) By Lemma 4.2 and Lemma 4.5, we can write V = C +iD for C, D € Mat;(R), where
D > 0 and holds. In particular, we can invert D and thus V = (S +iId,)D for
S = CD~'. The symmetry of S follows from:

"= H'c"=p'c"pp' = D'DcD ' =CcD7! =5.

Lastly, consider V = (S +i1dy)D with S, D € Mat(R, £) symmetric and D > 0. We show
that V is the standard root of L4 for A given in (4.5). By Lemma it suffices to verify
the algebraic relations

D=D", (SD)'D =D(SD),

which are trivially fulfilled by symmetry of S and D, and to show o (V) NR = (. The latter
statement follows, due to D > 0, from Lemma and o(V) = o(D'>SD'? +iD). O
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Remark. One may wonder if V with the properties given in Theorem[4.6|is diagonalizable.
A counter example is given by:

= T 6 )6

Remark. The discussion generalizes for nonmonic elliptic tuples A = (A, A1z, A22) by
defining a standard root V € Mat,(C) to satisfy o-(V) c UHP and

Al +2A18 + App* = (V* = 1d; B)An(V - 1d; B).

One can show that V is related to the standard root V of the monic reduction A of A by
V= A;zl / ZVA%Z. For our purposes, it suffices to work with the monic reduction.

4.2 Solutions for the model problem without boundary conditions

It is time to close the gap between algebra and analysis and justify the time spent on
exploring the algebraic structure of L4. In this section, solutions for the model problem
without boundary conditions are derived. The idea is based on the solution basis given in
§2.2 of [18]. For this, we first need to define the complex exponent A € C of a complex
number o € C\ {0}. We do so by using three branches of the complex logarithm, i.e. three
different arg-functions (see §8.2 in [[19] for a reference). To distinguish between them,
we introduce the set of symbols a € {0, +, —} and use these as decoration. Explicitly, we
define

o'a :=exp(dlog,(c)) for log, (o) :=log(|o|) +idarg, (o). (4.6)

Here, log(r) for r € R is simply the standard logarithm for positive real numbers. The
arg ,-functions are uniquely determined by requiring that log, inverts exp on the domain
C \ {0} and by the following conditions:

arg, (o) € [0,2n), arg, (o) € (-n,n], arg_(o) € (-2x,0] Vo e€C\ {0}.

With this choice, log, represents the principal logarithm, denoted by log in the following,
and it exhibits a discontinuity along the branch cut of the negative real axis. The introduc-
tion of log, and log_ serves to provide continuous extensions of the logarithm that avoid
the discontinuity at arg(o) = 7, shifting the branch cut instead to the positive real axis.
Note that arg, = arg, on UHP and arg, = arg_ on — UHP.

Consider 0 < @ < 27 and the model problem for a monic elliptic tuple A with standard
root V. We define, for A € C\ {0} and ¢y, ¢y € C¢ arbitrary, the complex vector-valued
functions:

u, . R? \ {0} — Cf, (x1,x2) — (x11dg +x2V)l+c1 + (x1 Idg +X2V)/l_ C). “4.7)

Here, the exponentiation of matrices is defined via the functional calculus (see Appendix
D). It is well-defined if 0 ¢ o (x| Id; +x2V) = x1 + x20 (V) is ensured for any (x1,x2) €
R? \ {0}, which follows from o (V) ¢ UHP. We will show that any solution to the
model problem without boundary conditions is of the form (4.7). For this, note that

uy = r'v,, where

vy:[0,27) —> Cf, ¢ — (cos(p) Idg+sin(<p)V)’l+cl + (cos(¢p) Idg+sin(<p)V)ch.
(4.8)
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Remark. Let us briefly discuss the choice of A... Since (V) c UHP, we have

o(cos(p)Ids+sin(p)V) ¢ UHP for0 < ¢ < 7,
o(cos(p)Id,+sin(¢p)V) c —UHP fornm < ¢ < 2n.

Because the arg-function in the principle logarithm has a discontinuity at ¢ = 7, the func-
tion ¢ > (cos(¢) Ids +sin(p)V)* is not continuous. This issue is resolved by changing A
to A;+. A similar reasoning applies to V and A_.

Also, note that u, satisfies L u, = 0. For this, observe that

2
LA(axla aXQ)u/l = Z Aijaxiaxju/l
i,j=1

—(Ay1 + 2415V + V2 (x1 Tdg +16V) T2y 4 (Apy + 2410 + V) (x) 1dg +02V) -,

vanishes by Theorem Here, the chain rule is applied, and it is important to note that
the differentiation rules for o'« are consistent regardless of the choice a € {0, +, —}.
We have the following result.

Proposition 4.7. Consider 0 < a < 2r and a monic elliptic operator Ly with standard
rootV. For A € C\ {0}, any solution uy = r'v to Lyu, = 0 is of the form (@ Similarly,
any solution to L4()v, = 0 is of the form (4.8).

Proof. By the preceding discussion and the final remark in Section[3.2] it suffices to show
that there are no (¢, c2) € C*\ {0} such that u, in (4.7) reduces to u, = 0. Let us assume
the contrary and derive a contradiction. Then there are c1,c; € C?!, at least one co # 0,
such that

(cos(¢) Idg +sin(@)V)* ey + (cos(¢) Ids +sin(@)V)*co =0 for g € [0,a). (4.9)

In particular, for ¢ = 0, this leads to ¢; = —cj. Differentiating (4.9) and evaluating at
¢ = 0,4, we get the condition

(V-V)e; =0 = det(ImV) =0,
which is a contradiction to Theorem 4.6 m|
Remark. Note that we excluded A4 = 0 because
uo(x1,x2) =1 +ca, forey, ey € CY,

does not yield 2¢ linearly independent solutions. For this reason, the case 4 = 0 was
treated separately in Lemma (3.3

Example 4.8. Assume the standard root V in the above discussion is diagonalizable. Then
we can write V = QBQ~! for Q, B € Mat,(C) with B = diag(B,, ..., S¢) the diagonal
matrix of eigenvalues. A corresponding eigenvector g to S; for 1 < k < € is given by
the k-th row of Q. Using properties of the functional calculus (Appendix [D), we derive:

(x1 Idg +x02V)Y = (x Idp +02,0BO DY = Q(x; Idg +x2B) 07
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By a similar argument for (x; Id; +x,V)*-, it is deduced that any solution 1, = rv to
Lau, = 0 can be written as

¢
uy(x1,x2) = Z diqi(x1 +x2B)" + diveq, (x1 + x28) ford. € C.
=1

To see this, observe that (x; Id, +x,B)"* is diagonal, with entries (x| + x>3.)**, and that
the vectors d,q, are related to c, in (4.7) through Q.

Remark. The representation of solutions for the model problem without boundary condi-
tions provided in is new. However, an alternative representation involving complex
contour integrals is known and can be found in [20] and [18]]. In these references, the
explicit solution basis discussed in Example (with a slightly different representation)
is introduced. In fact, this basis served as the foundational idea for the representation of
solutions for general (non-diagonalizable) V as presented in this work.

Remark. The reason for avoiding @ = 2x in the discussion and Prop. is to prevent
multivalued arg,-functions. Nonetheless, Prop. can be canonically generalized to
a = 2n by considering a continuous continuation of arg, from the case o < 27.

S Analysis of the model problem with boundary condi-
tions

After deriving explicit formulas for solutions of the model problem without boundary
conditions, we now investigate solutions of the model problem with boundary conditions.
This will be equivalent to the vanishing of the determinant of some matrix M, ,. For the
remainder of this section, let us assume 0 < @ < 27, and that we consider a monic elliptic
tuple A = (A1, A1z, Idy) with standard root V. We consistently write V = (S +i1d;)D =
C+iD for C, D, S € Mat;(R) given in Lemmaand Theorem In this case, by Prop.
we have that u = r*v for A € C \ {0} is a solution to L (dx,, 6,)u = 0 if there exist
c1, ca € C! such that:

v() = (cos(¢) Id +sin(@)V)* ey + (cos(¢) Idg +sin(¢) V) cs. (5.1

5.1 Dirichlet boundary conditions

Assume that 71v, for v in , satisfies Dirichlet boundary conditions on I'*. Conse-
quently,
0=v(0)=ci+c2, O=v(a)= V(f’fcl +V_a/l_cz,
where we denote
Vo = cos(a@) Idy +sin(a@)V = cos(a) Id; + sin(a@)SD + i sin(a)D. (5.2)

Thus, finding u = r'v # 0 for the model problem with Dirichlet boundary conditions is
equivalent to the vanishing of the determinant of M, , € Maty,;(C) which is given by

Id, 1d,
M/l,cx = —/1_) .

Vit Vg
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To see this, apply the block vector (cy,cz) € C from the right to My,. Using Lemma
we derive:

0=det(My,) = 0=det(V-V,"). (5.3)
We can further manipulate the RHS in (5.3):
0= det(vj+ _ V_QL) — 0= det(Dl/zvj+D‘1/2 _ Dl/zv—ahD—l/z)
by the product rule for determinants since D is positive definite and thus det(Dil/ 2) # 0.
We set Z,, := DV2V,D~1/2 and note that
Z, = cos(a) + D'2SD'?sin(@) +iD sin(a) (5.4)

is a symmetric matrix. By properties of the functional calculus like D'/ 2V(’,l+D_1/ = Zi*
(Appendix D)), we derive:

0=det(M;,) < 0= det(Zﬁ[+ - Z_QL).

The discussion shows the following result.

Proposition 5.1. Consider 0 < a < 2r and a monic elliptic operator L with standard
root V.= (S +ildy)D. The model problem with Dirichlet boundary conditions has for
A € C\ {0} a solution r*v # 0 if and only if

0= det(zj; -Z."), (5.5)

for Z, given in (5.4).

5.2 Mixed boundary conditions

Before we continue, let us characterize the Neumann boundary condition Nqv(¢) = 0 for
¢ € {0, a}. For this, we calculate (note that n = (—sin(¢), cos(¢)) = %(—xz,xl) is the
normal vector):

2
A _
Z Aijniaxj (x1 Idg +x2V)A+ = ;( - x2(A11 + A]QV) + X (A12 + V))(x1 Idg +)CQV)(/l 1)+.
ij=1
Since V solves A + A2V = —A12V — V2 (see Theorem , we obtain
2 24
D Aijnid; (1 1dg 432V = =2 (A + V) (31 Tdg +x3V)
r
ij=1

Similarly, we derive Zi =1 A;jn;dy, (x1 Idp +x,V) - = 27/1(1412 +V)(x; Id; +x,V)*-. Now,

assume that rv # 0, for v in 1| satisfies Dirichlet boundary conditions on I'* and
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Neumann boundary conditions on I'". Thus, the coefficients c, in (5.1) satisfy (recall that
we assumed A # 0):

O=ci+cp, 0= (A12 + V)V&L“C] + (AIZ +V)V_a/l_(,‘2,

for V, in (5.2). This is equivalent to the condition 0 = det(M, o), where:

Id, Id,
Mﬂ,a = /1+ —_ —A_ .
(A + V)Vt (Ap+ V)V,

Using Lemma [2.1] we derive:
0= det(MLa) — 0 :det((A12 + V)V(/IL' - (A +‘_/)V_a/l_).

Write Ay, = —%(V +V*)and V = (S +ild;)D (see Theorem | such that:

A +V ==[S,D]+iD, A;p+V==[S,D]-iD, (5.6)

| =

1
2

and we conclude:

0=det(M;,) & 0=det ((%[s, D] + iD) v — (%[s, D] - iD) VT/‘) .

Now, again using Z, = D'/?V,D~1/? and det(Dil/z) # 0, we reformulate 0 = det(M, o)
as:

1 1 1
0 =det (D—‘/2 (E[S’ D] + iD) D12z _ p-1/2 (5[5, D] - iD) p-12z,! )
1 . —
= det (50‘1/2[5, DD\ (zM - Z Y v i(Z + Z, )) .

This leads to the following result.

Proposition 5.2. Consider 0 < a < 2r and a monic elliptic operator L with standard
root V.= (S +ildg)D. The model problem with mixed boundary conditions has for
A € C\ {0} a solution r*v # 0 if and only if

1 —a —
0 =det(3[D25D"2, D](Z} - Zo Y+ iz + Z2)),
for Z, given in (5.4).

5.3 Additional ellipticity conditions for Neumann boundary

So far, we have only set ellipticity conditions for the operator L4 (Def. but no
conditions for B%. For the model problem to be an elliptic system in the sense of Agmon-
Douglis-Nirenberg, we additionally need that B satisfies the so called complementing
boundary condition (discussed in more detail in Appendix [B). To motivate the following
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definitions, note that the matrix M, , for Neumann boundary conditions will have the
form:

— —A_
_[An+V)Vyr (A + V)

Mo = — —
“TlAn+nvy A+, (Ap+ V)V (Ap+ V)V,

_( A12+V A12+V

This form is deduced by similar derivations as in the last section, and the last equation is
due to Vj = Id,. Now, using Lemma|2.1]is not immediate since it is not clear if A +V is
invertible. One can show that invertibility of A1 + V is equivalent to the complementing
boundary condition for Ny (Appendix .

Remark. A discussion of the complementing boundary condition in the case of Dirichlet
boundary conditions for I'~ was not necessary, as it is automatically satisfied for strongly
elliptic systems. See Remark 3.2.7 in [21]].

For the subsequent derivations, we introduce the following ellipticity conditions:

Definition 5.3. Consider an elliptic tuple A, where V = C +iD for C, D € Mat/(R) is the
standard root of its monic reduction. We say

e A is Neumann well-posed if 2i ¢ o ([D~!, C]).
* A is contractive Neumann well-posed if p([D™', C]) < 2.
Clearly, contractive Neumann well-posedness implies Neumann well-posedness. How do
these definitions relate to the considerations discussed above? From (5.6)):
Ap+V = %[S,D] +iD = %D(D‘ISD — S +2i1ds),
which is invertible if and only if —2i is not an eigenvalue of:
D'sp-s=D'c-cp' =D, C]. (5.7)

Note that, first, o([D~!,C]) c iR, and second, it € o-([D~!,C]) if and only if —it €
o([D7!,C]) for any ¢ € R. This follows from the computation:

o([D7',C]) = c(D'*[D7',C1D7Y?) = o([D~'/>SD~'/?, D]) c iR. (5.8)

The last inclusion holds since D~'/2SD~1/2 and D are symmetric, their commutator
is skew-symmetric, and skew symmetric matrices have imaginary, complex conjugated
eigenvalues. Thus, we have shown that invertibility of A + V is equivalent to Neumann
well-posedness.

Contractive Neumann well-posedness is related to path-connectedness to the Laplace
operator via Neumann well-posed elliptic tuples. To understand this, consider a contractive
Neumann well-posed tuple A = (A, A2, A22). We can find a continuous path

[0,1] 3 5 = A(s) = (A11(s), A12(s), Ana(5)) € (Mate(R))?

such that A(1) = (Id., 0,1d,) and A(0) = A, with each A(e) being contractive Neumann
well-posed. The path is constructed in three segments which can be glued together.
First Segment: Start with (A, A2, A2») and deform it as follows:

—-s/2 =s/2 4-s/2 —-s/2 -
[0,1] 35 = A(s) = (A} A1 A% AP ARAS ALY).
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Note that

1

A0) =4, A1) = (A,*A143%, A2 41,437, 1dp),

and that all A(e) are elliptic tuples and have the same monic reduction as A(1). Thus,
if A(0) is contractive Neumann well-posed, then all A(e) are contractive Neumann well-
posed.

Second Segment: Start with a contractive Neumann well-posed elliptic tuple of the form
(Aq1,A12,1ds). Letus write V = C +iD for its standard root and define a path of matrices
Vs = (1 —s)C+iD for s € [0, 1]. Using Theorem[4.6| these represent the standard roots
of the elliptic tuples:

I
[0.1] 55+ A(s) = (ViVio =5 (V) + V). 1de

Note that:
p([(ImVy)™" ReVy]) = (1 = 5)p([D~',C]) <2(1 —s) <2

since p([D~!,C]) < 2 due to A(0) being contractive Neumann well-posed. Moreover,
we have A(1) = (D?,0,1d,) due to —%(Vl* +V,) =0.
Third Segment: Start with an elliptic tuple of the form (A;y, 0, 1d,), set:

[0,1] 35 = A(s) = (A7, AnA}",0,1dp),

and note that A(1) = (Idg, 0,1d,). Ellipticity along the path is clear by Lemma [3.2] as
is contractive Neumann well-posedness since Re V = 0 for any standard root V' along the
way.

On the other hand, any tuple not being contractive Neumann well-posed cannot be con-
nected to the Laplace operator by a path of Neumann well-posed systems. To illustrate
this, consider a continuous path of elliptic tuples

[0,1] 55 = A(s) = (A11(5), A12(5), Ana(s)) € (Mate(R))?

such that A(1) = (Id;, 0,1ds). Let Vi = Cs + iDg denote the standard root of the monic
reduction of A(s). If A(0) is not contractive Neumann well-posed, then there is t > 2
such that it € o ([D;", Co). Note that o-([D7", C1]) = {0}, due to C; = 0 (see Example
. So by continuity and o ([D;!, Cs]) C iR, there must be some intermediate value
s € (0,1) such that 2i € o([D;!,C,]) and Neumann well-posedness is violated. The
discussion leads to the following result:

Lemma 5.4. Consider A an elliptic touple. Then:

i) If A is contractive Neumann well-posed, there exists a continuous path of contractive
Neumann well-posed elliptic tuples connecting A to (1d¢, 0, 1dy).

ii) If there exists a continuous path from A to (1d;,0,1dy) consisting of Neumann
well-posed tuples, then A is contractive Neumann well-posed.
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5.4 Neumann boundary conditions

We proceed with Neumann boundary conditions for the model problem. Assume that
rtv # 0, for v in , satisfies Neumann boundary conditions on I'*. Additionally,
assume that the elliptic tuple A is Neumann well-posed. As mentioned in the last section,
we can derive the condition det(M, o) = 0 for

A12+V A12+‘_/

—
(Ap+ V)V (Ap+V)V,

Using Lemma [2.1| and determinant rules (here Neumann well-posedness is essential such
that Aj, + V is invertible), we obtain:

O=detM,, & 0= det((Alz +V)VH (AR +V) ! = (A TV (A +V)—1).

By substituting (5.6), we derive:

—1 -1
0:det((%[5,D]+iD)V§+ (%[S,D]+iD) —(%[S,D]—iD)V_aL (%[S,D]—iD) .

Rewriting Z, = D'/?V,D~'/? and using similar arguments as before, we arrive at the
following result.

Proposition 5.5. Consider 0 < a < 2n and a Neumann well-posed monic elliptic operator
L with standard root V = (S +ild;)D. The model problem with Neumann boundary
conditions has for 1 € C\ {0} a solution r'v # 0 if and only if

———1
0= det(E Z“E'-EZ, E )

or Zy, given in (5.4) and E = 1D~V2[S, D]D~'/? + i1d,.
2

6 Matrix equations associated to the model problem

In the previous section, we derived matrix equations 0 = det(M,,) corresponding to
solutions of the model problem with Dirichlet, mixed, or Neumann boundary conditions.
This section provides bounds on | Re 4|, where 0 = det(M La) is solvable for the case of
Dirichlet and mixed boundary conditions. We emphasize the following two points, which
will be relevant throughout the section:

* Note that 0 = det(A) for A € Mat,(C) if and only if 0 € o(A). Our strategy is to
use the numerical range W (A) and angular field W’ (A) to bound the eigenvalues of
A away from zero. For details and the properties N1-N8 of the numerical range, we
refer to Appendix [E]

» A matrix Z € Mat,(C) satistfying Z = Z (i.e., both its real and imaginary part are
symmetric) is called a (complex) symmetric matrix. Note that Z* = Z for symmetric
matrices.
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Definition 6.1. Denote by Mat,(C),; the subset of symmetric matrices Z € Mat,(C)
satisfying Im(Z) > 0. Similarly, denote by Mat,(C)_; the set of symmetric matrices
satisfying —Im(Z) > 0.

For Z € Mat,(C) with Z = Z', Im Z > 0 is equivalent to W(Z) c + UHP. This is derived
by applying N7 in Appendix [Ejto FiZ.

We present two key results that will guide the subsequent proofs. The proofs of these
results are given in Appendix

Lemma 6.2. Consider Z € Mat;(C).;. For A € [—1,1] \ {0} we have
W(ZY) c sgn(d) - {z € C\ {0} : +arg(z) € (0,An)},

and, in particular, W (Z*) c + sgn(1) UHP.
Lemma 6.3. Consider Z € Mat;(C),; and A € R\ {0}. Then the following holds:

i) sen(d) (Idg —(ziﬂ)*ziﬂ) >0,

i) p((Z1)Z1) =50,

i) min{g: B € o (217"} 2272 o,
Finally, note that, in this section, complex exponentiation, as well as arg- and log-functions,

will always refer to the principal branch.

6.1 Dirichlet boundary conditions
Theorem 6.4. Consider Z € Maty(C),; and A € C. The equation
0 = det (zﬁ -7') 6.1)

admits for | Re 1| < 1 only the trivial solution A = 0.

Proof. Consider Z € Mat/(C),; and A € C. Decompose A into real and imaginary part
A = Ay +id, and write:

0= det(zﬂ - 7*) - det(z“zzﬂl - Z”‘Z“Z) - det(zfﬂzzﬂl A (Z‘”Z)*) (6.2)
_ det(ZMZZ’l‘ (Zi42)* _ Z”') det((z—“z)*) — 0= det(zfﬂzzﬂl (Z42)* — Zﬂ‘).

Here, we used Z = Z7 and that matrix exponentials of symmetric matrices are again

. . . ; - =il )
symmetric, which allowed us to write (Z74?)* = Z-it2 = Z?. We also relied on

det(?ﬂz) £0, (Z7Ht = (ZH7!, and ZieZzh = ZM 72 (see Appendix@for all of these
statements).
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Case 1: Re 1 # 0. .
Letusassume A; € [—1, 1]\{0}. We aim to show that the spectrum of Z2Z41 (Zi%2)* 7"

is bounded away from 0, implying that 0 = det(Zl - 71) is not possible. From properties
of the numerical range:
o-(ZM2Z’“(ZMZ)* _Zﬂl) c W(Zi/lgz/ll (ZM?)* _ Zh)
c W(ZHzh(Zi2)y —w(Z") ¢ W/(Z" 21 (Z2)*) + sgn(A,) UHP
c W/ (Z*) +sgn(1;) UHP c sgn(A;) UHP, (6.3)
where we used properties N3, N5, N4 given in Appendix [E] and Lemma|[6.2] (twice).

Case 2: Red = 0.
Next, assume A; = 0 and 4, € R\ {0}. By (6.2), the argument boils down to show
0 # det(Z™2(Z"2)* - 1d;). This follows directly from Lemma

The above cases show that (6.1) for 4 € C\ {0} with |[Red| < 1 does not have a

solution. Finally, note that 4 = 0 is always a solution for any Z € Mat,(C),;, since

Z20=1d,=7". 0

6.2 Mixed boundary conditions

Theorem 6.5. Let Z € Mat,(C),; and A, B € Maty;(R) be symmetric. Consider the
equation:

0=det ([4,B](z' - Z") +i(z' +Z")). (6.4)
Then:
i) Equation has no solution A € C with |Re 4| € (0, %]
ii) Equation has a solution A € C with Re A = 0 if and only if p([ A, B]) > 1.
Note that [A, B] € Mat;(R) is skew-symmetric due to
[A,B]" = (AB - BA)T = BTAT — ATBT = BA- AB =—[A, B].

Thus, o([A, B]) C iR, and all eigenvalues come in conjugate pairs. Similarly, i[A, B] is
Hermitian, so o (i[A, B]) C R.

Proof. Consider Z,A,B as given in the statement, and 1 € C with |Re 1| < % Decompose
A into real and imaginary part 1 = Ay +id,. Rewrite as:

0 = det (([A, Bl(Z -7 +i(Z* +Zﬂ))
= det ([A, BI(Z2zM (2" ~Z") +i(Zz7Rzh (272)" + 71)) det((z-m)*)
—o0eco ([A, B|(Z2z (Zi%) — 7Y 4 iz Z (7172 +?‘)) . (6.5)

Here, we used the same arguments as in the derivation for (6.2)). Again, we separate into
two cases.
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Case1: 1; # 0.
In this case, Z2Z41 (Z*2)* — Z"" is invertible as shown in Ib Thus, Equation || is
due to (6.5) equivalent to:

0 € o (M{[A, BIM; +iM{M,) for
M, = 7 zh (70 7Y and My = Zi 0 (71 2 71,
For Case 1, it suffices to prove the following claim.

Claim 1: o (M;[A, BIM, +iM;M,)  sgn(4;) RHP for A; € [-3, ]\ {0}
Due to N3 in Appendix it suffices to show W(Mi“ [A, B]M| +iM{M;) C sgn(4d;) RHP.
Note that:

W (M:[A, BIMy) C W (M;[A, BIM;) ¢ W ([A,B]) c —i - W(i[A, B]) C iR.

Here, we used properties N4, N2, N6 of the numerical range (Appendix [E), as well as
i[A, B] being Hermitian. So by additivity of the numerical range NS5, it suffices to show
W(iM{M,) C sgn(4;) RHP for the claim. This result follows from a more extensive
derivation: Note that

sen(A1) RHP > W(iM; My) = W (i (Z“ZZ’“ (Z142)* — Z”l)* (z’“zzﬂ1 (Z42)* 4 Zﬂl))
—w (i (Zmz?/ll(zmz)* _ Z/ll) (Zi/lzlel(zi/lz)* +711))
is, due to N7, equivalent to:
0 < isgn(d)) (ZWZ/II (Zi42)* — Zﬂ') (z“zzﬂ' (Z%2)* +Z“)

—isgn(dy) (202" (Z0y 4 20 ) (27020 2y - 21

2isgn(A;) (ZWZ”‘ (Zi2y 7" _ (ZWZ”‘ (ZMZ)*?‘) )

2sen(dy) (127" (20 2" + (242" (2 Z") ).
which is, again using N7, equivalent to:

()

sgn(1;) RHP > W (ith?'(z’”z)*?‘) 2y (iZ“zZ”‘

(Z)")
& sgn(1;)RHP > W’ (iZ“sz (ZMZ)*) N (iZ”‘)

k% —_— 8
&y (Z“') c —sgn(1,) UHP = W’ (Z”') c sgn(4;) UHP,

where we used Z' (Zi2)* = (Z%)*Z"" at (+) and UHP = iRHP at (+). The last
statement holds true by Lemma and 0 < 2|4;| < 1. This shows Claim 1 and closes
Case 1.

Case 2: 11 =0.
In this case, (6.5]) can be rewritten as:

0 € o ([A, BI(Z"(Z2")* = 1de) +i(Z"(Z")* +1d,)), (6.6)
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where we write A, = ¢ € R in the following. For ¢ = 0, this is equivalent to 0 € o (2i Id),
which is not possible. So assume ¢ # 0 such that —sgn(¢)(Z(Z")* — 1d;) > 0 due to
Lemma[6.3] Define for t € R \ {0}:

K, = (Z"(Z")" = 1d) (2" (Z"")" +1d,) " .
Alternatively, K; can be given by the functional calculus K, = f(Z"(Z")*) for
-1
FrC\(-1} >C, 2 6.7)
z+1
Note that K; is Hermitian, and by the spectral mapping theorem, along with Lemma
one has —sgn(7)K, > 0. Now is equivalent to:
& 0€o([A,BlK;+ild)) < —-i€ o([A,B]K,)
— —isgn(1) € o(~[A, Bl sgn()K,) < —isgn(1) € o(|K|'*[A, B]|K/|'?)
= ico(K|'?[A BlIK|"),
where we used det(Z"(Z")* +1d;) # O and the abbreviation |K;| = —sgn(t)K, > 0.
The sign flip in the last line is due to skew-symmetry (note |K;|'/?[A, B]|K;|'/? is skew-

symmetric since |K;|'/? symmetric and [A, B] skew-symmetric). Before we continue, let
us show the following claim.

Claim 2: p(|K;|'"?[A, B]|K:|'/?) < p([A, B]) for any ¢ € R.
By the spectral mapping theorem, (6.7), and o-(Z"(Z"")*) c Rs, we deduce that p(K;) =

||[K:|| < 1, since K, is Hermitian. Consequently, we have |[[A, B]|K:||| < ||[A, B]|| =
o([A, B]). It follows that:

p (K" [A, BlIK:|'?) = p([A, B]IK:|) < |I[A, B]IK:||| < p([A, B]),
which shows the claim.

It remains to show that Equation (6.4) has a solution 4 € C with Re A = 0 if and only if
plA,B]) > 1. So far, we have shown that Equation (6.4) admits such a solution if and
only if

3r e R\ {0} :i € o(|K:|'*[A, B]|K;|'/?). (6.8)

Case 2a: p([A,B]) < 1.

If p([A, B]) < 1, then Claim 2 implies p(|K;|'/?[A, B]|K;|'/?) < 1 for any ¢ € R \ {0}.
This shows that cannot hold, and hence, no solution exists in this case.

Case 2b: p([A, B]) > 1.

In this case, there exists some 8 € o (i[A, B]) such that 8 > 1. To complete the proof, it
suffices to consider from now on ¢ < 0 such that |K;| = K;. Due to Lemma [6.3| and the

—0_ ——00
definition of K;, we have K; =, 0 and K; o, Id, such that:
—0_ ——00
K24, Bk 50, ik!P(A, BIK? 25 014, BY.

Note that iK,l/ 2[A, B]Ktl/ ? is Hermitian and admits only real eigenvalues. By continuity
of eigenvalues, and since S > 1, there exist some ¢ < O such that 1 € 0'(iKl1/2 [A, B] Ktl/z).

Consequently, +i € O'(Ktl/ 2 [A, B]K,l/ 2) which shows that 1@} holds. This completes the
proof. O
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The next result is needed for mixed boundary conditions in the case where « € {x, 2r}.

Theorem 6.6. Let Z € Mat,(C)y; and A, B € Mat,(R) be symmetric. Consider the
equation:

0 = det ([A, B] (e — ¢717) 4 (T 4 omiAT) Idg) . (6.9)
Then:
i) All solutions A € C of satisfy Re A € %Z.
ii) If p([A, B]) < 1, then all solutions A1 € C of satisfy Re A = % +7Z.

iii) If p([A, B]) < 1, then for any k € Z there exist £ solutions A € C (counted with
multiplicity) satisfying Re A = % + k.

Proof. i) Equation can be rewritten as:
0 =det ([A, B] sin(Ax) + cos(An) Idy) . (6.10)

First, note that A € Z cannot be a solution to (6.10) since then sin(Ax) = 0 and cos(Ax) # 0.
Thus, we can assume sin(Ax) # 0. Dividing by sin(Ax), the conditions becomes:

1
— A, B]). 6.11
69) — ~rs € o((aB)) (6.11)
Now assume A € C \ Z solves the RHS in (6.11). Since o-([A, B]) € iR, it follows that

tan(Ax) € iR. Using the following representation of complex tangent:
sin(2x) + i sinh(2y)
cosh(2y) + cos(2x)

tan(x +iy) = forx,y € R,
we deduce that |@| implies 0 = sin(27r Re ). This is equivalent to Re A € %Z which
shows 1).
ii) Assume p([A,B]) < 1. Write 1 = % +it for k € Z and t € R. Using the tangent
representation, we have:

1 cosh(2tn) + (-1)*

tan(Azw) ! sinh(2t7) ' 6.12)

If k € 27Z, then |tan(/17r)_1| > 1. In this case, A4 cannot solve l@b due to 1} and
p([A,B]) < 1.

iii) Assume p([A, B]) < 1,s00([A, B]) ci(-1,1). If k € 14+2Z, then the RHS of (6.12)
can be continuously extended to r = 0 (with the value 0) such that it defines a surjective
function f : R — i(—1, 1). By relation (6.11) and o-([A, B]) c i(-1, 1), Equation
has ¢ solutions (counted with multiplicity) as ¢ in (6.12) varies over (—oo, o). O

7 Regularity results for the model problem

The main results of this work, bounds on | Re 1| for Dirichlet and mixed boundary condi-
tions, are given. Neumann boundary conditions are briefly discussed in Section
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7.1 Dirichlet boundary conditions

Theorem 7.1. Consider an elliptic tuple A = (A1, A2, Apy). Define
Ag = {1 € C: 3rty # 0 solving (3-2) with angle « and Dirichlet b.c.}

Then, forall 1 € Ay:
i) |[Red|>1if0<a<nm.
ii) A€ Z\ {0} if a=nm.
iii) |Red| > % if 7 < @ < 2n.
iv) AE%Z\{O}ifa:%r.

This result is not new, compare with §8.6 and §11.3 in [4]. However, the proof is new and
utilizes the methods derived in this work.

Proof. Due to Lemma we can assume A # 0 in the following. Furthermore, by
Lemma (4.1} it suffices to prove the result for monic elliptic tuples. For such tuples,
Theorem guarantees the existence of a standard root V = (S +ild,)D € Mat,(C),
where S, D € Mat;(R) are symmetric, and D > 0. Due to Prop. the corresponding
model problem with Dirichlet boundary conditions admits a solution 7%v # 0 for A € C\{0}
and 0 < a < 2 if and only if

0= det(zf; - Z_O/‘) (7.1)

admits a solution. Here, Z, = cos(a) + D'/2SD'?sin(@) + iD sin() is a complex
symmetric matrix. We now analyze the different cases for a:

N0<a<m.

In this case, Z, € Mat;(C),; due to D > 0 and sin(a) > 0. By Lemma[E.1] this implies
0(Zy,) € UHP and o(Z,) c —UHP. Consequently, we can replace A, and A_ with the
principal branch 4, = 4, and Equation (/.1 simplifies to:

0= det(z; - z_ﬁ).

The results follows by Theorem|[6.4]and 2 # 0.
i) a =m.
In this case, Z; = —1d,, so (7/.1) reads

0= det(((—l)h —(=1)™) Idg) - det((e"M _emimd) Idg) —0 e sin(x) = 0.

The last equation holds if and only if A € Z. This shows A; = Z\ {0} due to 1 # 0.

i) m < a < 2.

Before we can reduce A, to A asin i), we need a trick. Since D > 0 and sin(a) < 0, Lemma
implies W(Z,) ¢ —UHP. By Lemma this further implies W(Zj,/ 2) c —UHP.
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Define Y, = —Z(ll/2 and observe W(Y,) c UHP and Y? = Z,. Since o(Y,) c UHP by N3,
it follows that Y(f’l = Y(gmh = Zé*. Similarly, we obtain Y_Qm = Z_QL. Thus, (|7.1) reads:

0= det(Yy - Y_a”).

Note thatY,, = —ch/ isa complex symmetric matrix withIm Y, > 0 (dueto W(Y,) c UHP
and N7 applied to —i¥,). The result follows by Theorem[6.4]and A # 0.

iv) a = 2.
Here, Z>, = Id,, and we cannot use the original definition of A.. However, as pointed out
in the last remark of Section[4.2] the result can be obtained as a boundary case of & < 2.

—0,
For this, define Z, := (1 —ie) Id; for € > 0. Note Z, R, Zor, as well as
(Z‘g)/l+ - ezm/lldg, (ZS)L - e_z’mldg.
Thus, taking the limit, (7.1) becomes:

det((ezfM _ e2imdy Idg) —0 e sin(2A7) = 0.

This shows Ay, = %Z \ {0}. O

7.2 Mixed boundary conditions

Theorem 7.2. Consider an elliptic tuple A = (A1, A12, Ap). Define:
Ao = {1 € C: 3r'y # 0 solving (3.2)) with angle a and mixed b.c.}

1. If A is contractive Neumann well-posed, then for all 1 € A,:
i) |[Red| > Lif 0<a<m.
i) Rede L +Zif a=n.
iii) |Red| > 1 if m < a < 2n.
iv) Red € ;+3Zif a =2n.

2. If the assumption on contractive Neumann well-posedness is dropped, the only
additional solutions not satisfying the above conditions are of the form:

(a) Red =0 fori)and iii).
(b) Red € 37 for ii).
(c) Red € IZ foriv).

This result is new and was the central motivation for developing the framework introduced
in this work. Many arguments in the proof are similar to those for Dirichlet boundary
conditions, so we omit details where appropriate.
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Proof. By Lemma we can assume A # 0 in the following. Furthermore, by Lemma
(and the definition of contractive Neumann well-posedness), it suffices to prove the
result for monic elliptic tuples (which are contractive Neumann well-posed). For such
tuples, let V = (S+i1d;) D € Mat,(C),;, where S, D € Mat;(R) are symmetric and D > 0,
denote its standard root. Recall that contractive Neumann well-posedness means:

o([ImV)"L,ReV]) <2 0 %[D‘I/ZSD‘I/Z,D]) <1. (7.2)

Due to Prop. [5.2] the model problem with mixed boundary conditions admits a solution
r*y #0for 1 € C\ {0} and 0 < a < 27 if and only if

| — —
0 = det (E[D‘I/ZSD‘W, DI(ZM ~Za ) +i(ZM + Zy )) (1.3)

admits a solution for Z, defined in (5.4).

N0<a<m.
As in the case of Dirichlet boundary conditions, 1. = A, and Equation (7.3) becomes:

| _ _
0 = det (5 [D712SD 12 D1(Z} - Z3) +i(Z + Zcf)) :

where Z, is a complex symmetric matrix with Im Z, > 0. The result for i) and (a) follows
from Theorem [6.5]and (7.2)).

i) a =m.

Similar to the case of Dirichlet boundary conditions, (7.3]) becomes:

1 . . . .
0 = det (E[D_l/zSD_l/z, D] (e — e + i (&7 + 71T Idg) .

The result for ii) and (b) follows from Theorem[6.6/and (7.2).
) < a < 2.
By the same argument as in the Dirichlet case, we can rewrite ((7.3)) as

1 . R
0 = det (5[0—1/250—1/2, D](Y* - Yw”) +i(Y + Ya“)) ,

for some Y, € Mat;(C),;. The result for iii) and (a) follows from Theorem[6.5]and (7.2).
iv) a = 27.
Using the same limiting argument as in the Dirichlet case, we conclude in this case:

0 = det (E[D—I/ZSD—I/Z’ D] (621/171' _ 6—21/171') + l-(€21/17r + 6—21/171') Id[) )

The result for iv) and (c) follows from Theorem 6.6 and (7.2)). O

Remark. For 1.) in Theorem[7.2] we could also include elliptic tuples where the standard
root V satisfies p([(ImV)~!,ReV]) = 2. This follows because the main ingredients,
Theorem|6.5]and Theorem[6.6] cover this case. Then, however, the system is not Neumann
well-posed.
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Remark. Neglecting the case mentioned in the previous remark, contractive Neumann
well-posedness precisely distinguishes scenarios where purely imaginary solutions occur.
Verifiying contractive Neumann well-posedness can be challenging in practice, however,
Appendix [B| relates it to a stronger ellipticity condition that is commonly used in linear
elasticity.

Remark. Theorem and Theorem are highly relevant in the context of regularity
theory, as they provide the sharpest lower bounds on | Re 1| that can be expected for given
0 < a < 2. This is also discussed in Section [8.4

8 Summary and comments

In this work, we analyzed the model problem for an elliptic system in an angle 0 < @ < 27
under Dirichlet, mixed, and Neumann boundary conditions within a new framework. For
all three boundary conditions, we derived a matrix equation of the form det(M,,) = 0,
which characterizes the pairs (@, A1) such that the model problem with angle @ admits a
solution of the form r'v. Equivalently, this equation determines eigenvalues of the corre-
sponding operator pencil. For Dirichlet and mixed boundary conditions, we established
lower bounds on |Re A| for nontrivial solutions. For the former, these results align with
those found in the literature. For the latter, our findings represent a new contribution.

8.1 Bounds on | Re 4| for Neumann boundary conditions

We did not discuss bounds for | Re 4| in the case of Neumann boundary conditions. Recall
that the corresponding matrix equation in this case is:

0= det(E ZHE - Ez_cf‘E_l),

where Z, is given in 1} and E = %D_l/z[S, D]D~'? +iId,. For @ = &, we have
Zﬁ* = Id, e*'*, so the equation reduces to sin(Ar) = 0, as in the Dirichlet case (similarly
for « = 2m). For all other angles, the bounds on Re A are less clear. As Figure
suggests, assuming contractive Neumann well-posedness does not guarantee | Re 1| > 1/2
for 7 < @ < 2n. However, if the elliptic tuple A is formal positive (see Appendix [B]),
the literature (see §12 in [4]) indicates that similar bounds to those for Dirichlet boundary
conditions can be obtained (for 4 # 0).

8.2 The scalar case

In the scalar case (¢ = 1), the matrices A, reduce to real numbers, and the matrix equation

det(M,) = 0 simplifies significantly. For Dirichlet and Neumann boundary conditions,
. A . .. .

the equations both reduce to ZY =7Z,". For mixed boundary conditions, the equation

—1
becomes Zi* =—-Z,

8.3 Location of zeros

Theorem and Theorem provide bounds on |Re 4|, but they do not specify the
existence and location of A in the complex plane. In principle, the corresponding statements
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Figure 2: Relation between Re A and @ € [n, 27] for Neumann boundary conditions. The standard

root of the monic elliptic tuple is given by V = (S+ildy)D for S = (8 g), D= (% ;) Although

this tuple is contractive Neumann well-posed, it is not formal positive. The qualitative behavior
differs from the Dirichlet (and mixed) case: Branch merging and |Re 1| < 1/2 can be observed.
Note that only selected branches are plotted.

do not exclude the possibility of A, = 0 for given @. However, as Figure[I|suggests, this is
not the case. For the particular cases a € {r,2x}, it is straightforward to show that A = 1
(for @ = m) and A = 1/2 (for @ = 2x) are solutions with multiplicity ¢ for Dirichlet and
Neumann boundary conditions. This follows from det(Id; sin(Ax)) = sin(An)’. Similarly,
by using iii) in Theorem|[6.6] one can show for mixed boundary conditions that there exist
¢ solutions r*v (counted with multiplicity) satisfying Re A = % fora = (Red = }‘ for
a = 2r) if we assume contractive Neumann well-posedness. For angles a ¢ {x, 27}, it is
also possible to show the existence of solutions in certain strips of the complex plane. See
the proof of Theorem 8.6.2 in [4] for details, where a generalization of Rouché’s theorem
is used.

8.4 Optimality of the bounds

The bounds on | Re 2| for different cases of 0 < @ < 27 in Theorem([7.1Jand 1.) of Theorem
[7.2]are sharp in the sense that one can construct a sequence of elliptic systems approaching
these bounds. Note that the bounds for @ € {x, 27} are sharp, as discussed in Section
To illustrate this for other angles, it suffices to consider the scalar case. For k € N, define
Sk := —k and Dy := 1. This yields the standard root V; = (Si +i)Dy = —k + i, and from
(5.4)) we derive:

Zok = cos(a@) — ksin(a@) +isin(a@).

For 0 < @ < & and Dirichlet boundary conditions, we obtain, as previously discussed,
the condition Z;l P = a,kﬂ = 0 (here A, = A). This is solved by A, € R such that
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k—o0 k—00
Im(Zir;c’k) = 0. As arg(Zyx) — n, it follows that Ay , —— 1 forany 0 < @ < 7,
which aligns with the bound given in Theorem Similar arguments can be given for
m < a < 2m and for mixed boundary conditions.

1.5 T
i\| Neumann
| —-—- Dirichlet
: —— Mixed
1
1
1
————— e e e [\
10 e ——— }K. —y——————
\
\
1
1

Re A

—————

0.5 h
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
!
n

0.0
2n

Angle a

Figure 3: Relation between Re A and « € [1, 2x] for different boundary conditions. The (scalar)
elliptic tuple is defined by the standard root V = —10 +i. In this case, the single branch for
Neumann and Dirichlet boundary conditions coincides, and all branches closely approximate the
bounds given in Theorem([7.1|and 1.) of Theorem([7.2}

Numerical implementation

Some parts of this work, such as the plots, can be found as a numerical implementation in
the publicly available Jupyter Notebook: https://doi.org/10.528 1/zenodo.14417259.
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A Derivation of L4 and N,

The explicit form of L4 and Ny in (3.7) is derived. A similar result is presented in [9]
(see Def. 6), but without derivation. For this, we need to translate the differential operator

La(0y, 0y,) = A11OF + 24120y, 0x, + A0y

into radial coordinates. The relation between Cartesian and polar coordinates is (x1,x) =
(r cos(¢p), rsin(¢)), so we have for the Jacobian and its inverse:

d(x1,x2) _ [cos(¢) —rSin(<P)) a(r,p) _( cos(p)  sin(yp)
A(r,e) \sin(p) rcos(e) |’ d(xi,x2) !

—Lsin(p) Lcos(yp))
Using the chain rule, we compute (write 9; for dy,):

or de L

(9] = a_XI ar + 6_xla¢ = COS(SO)(?Y - ; Sln(go)(') ’
or dy . !

&y = s 0, + a_xza“’ = sin(¢)0, + - cos(¢)d,.

The second-order derivatives are derived by using the product rule:
0101 :cos((,o)zé),2 + %cos(go) sin(¢)0, — %cos(go) sin(¢)0,0, + % sin(¢)?d, + rl_z sin(go)zaé,
910> = cos(¢) sin(p)d> + riz(sin(cp)2 - cos(gp)z)(?(p + %(cos((,o)2 - sin(go)z)ar&p
—% cos(¢) sin(¢)d, — rizcos(gp) sin(go)aé = 0,01,
Ohoh = sin(cp)zé?r2 - %cos(go) sin(¢)d, + %cos(cp) sin(¢) 0,0, + %cos(g&)zar + rizcos(go)zéé.

We calculate L4, where L4 (0y,, Ox,)r'v = r*2L4(d,, A)v, and obtain:

L4(3p, 2) = bo(9)0% + (A = Db1(9)d, + A(A = Dbo () + b2 (),
where

bo(p) = A11cos(p)* + Az sin(g)* + 2412 sin(p) cos(y),
bi(p) =2(Axn — Ap1) sin(p) cos(p) +2A12(cos(¢)” - sin(p)?),
ba(¢) = Ayysin(@)® + A cos(g)® — 2415 cos () sin(g).
For the conormal derivative, we start with:
—sin
NA((,D) = A]]I/L]a] + A]2(”1(92 + I’lz@]) + Azznzaz, where n = ( COS(EP"?)) .

Exchanging Cartesian with polar coordinates yields:
1 . .
Na(9) =~ (Aursin(¢) + Az cos*(¢) —2A125in(6) cos() ) 4,

+((422 = A1) cos(@) sin(g) + Anz(cos’(¢) = sin*(9))) 4y,

such that, using N (¢)u = r’l_lNA(&p, A)v, we derive:
A
Na(0p, 2) = ba(9)dp + 5 b1(p).
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B Ellipticity conditions

Proof of Lemma 3.2
We provide the proof of Lemma restated here for completeness:

Lemma B.1. Assume that A1y, A1z, Ayy € Maty(R) are symmetric matrices and that A,
Ay are positive definite. Then the following are equivalent:

i) det(La(&)) # 0 forall &€ € R? of the form & = (1, B) € R2.
ii) Ly is elliptic.
iii) L is strongly elliptic.
Moreover, in this case, det(L4(€)) > 0 for any &€ € R* \ {0}.
For clarity, let us write L4 (1, 8) instead of L4 ((1,3)) in the following.

Proof. The implications iii) = 1ii) = 1) are clear. Now, let us assume that
det(Ls(1,8)) #0 VB €eR, (B.1)

and show that L4 is strongly elliptic.

Claim 1: L4(1,8) > 0 forany 8 € R.

Take B € R. Symmetry of Ly(1,3) follows from symmetry of the A,’s. Since
det(L4(1,8)) is the product of eigenvalues of L4(1,83) (factors occurring with alge-
braic multiplicity), and because L4(1,0) = A;; > 0 has only positive eigenvalues, we
conclude that o-(L4(1,8)) c Ry for all 8 € R. This follows from (B.1)), continuity of
B+ det(L4(1,8)), and continuity of eigenvalues. This shows Claim 1.

Claim 2: L4(B,1) > O forany 8 € R.
Observe that L4 (8, 1) = B2LA(1,1/p) for 8 # 0. Claim 2 then follows from Claim 1. For
B = 0, the claim follows from A, > 0.

To complete the proof, we need to show that there exists k > 0 such that
(La@n.m) = klnlPIIEI* v e C’, £ e R2. (B.2)

Set My := {¢ = (£1,&) e R? 1 &1 £ 0} and M, := {¢ = (£1,&) € R? 1 & # 0}. We show
uniform boundedness for each M, separately.

Claim 3a: Jx; > 0 such that

(La©nn) = «1llnlP€NI> Vi e Ch & € My. (B.3)

2
Dividing both sides of (B.3) by ff # 0 yields the equivalent condition (note 5 = %):
1

(La(L,B)n, ) = killnl*(1+ 8% VneCh, peR.
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Assume this is false and derive a contradiction. Then there exist sequences (77,,)en C ct
with ||77.]| = 1 and (8,,)sen C R such that

(La(1, Bn)ns1n)
1442
Note that (8,)seny € R cannot be bounded. Otherwise it admits an accumulation point

B € Rwhichimplies (L4 (1, 8))n,1) = 0 for some 1 € C/\ {0}, a contradiction to Claim 1
(not that the set of normalized vectors is compact). So without loss of generality, assume

|Bn] —— co. Rewriting 1; yields:

1
<- VmneN. (B.4)
n

2

n

1483

Bn

1
(A120n, n) = —5 (A1, ) — 0.

1
A , <--2
( 221n 77n> » 1+ﬁ;% 2

2
As |B,| — oo, and thus 1f ;’3'21 — 1, it follows that {(A1,,7,) — 0. This contradicts the
assumption that Aj; is positive definite (again by compactness). Thus, Claim 3a is shown.

Claim 3b: J«, > 0 such that

(La(©n.n) = k2llnlPENIF Vi eCh & € Ma. (B.5)

This follows by the same reasoning as for Claim 3a, swapping the roles of Aj; with Aj,
and using Claim 2 instead of Claim 1.

Since M; U M, = R?\ {0}, we can define k = min{«1, 2} to satisfy (B.2). For ¢ = 0,
(B.2) holds for any x > 0. Thus, i) = iii). Positivity of det(L4(&)) for & € R?\ {0} is
clear by ellipticity and continuity. O

Complementing b.c. and Neumann well-posedness

We aim to relate the ellipticity conditions presented in this work to those found in the

literature, in particular to ADN-elliptic systems [[12]]. The reference for the next paragraphs
is §1.1.2 of [5]].

Recall the setup given in Section [3} Consider the domain %K, with boundaries I'*, and
let L4 denote the differential operator defined by A = (A, A2, App) for A, € Mat/(R)
symmetric and Ay, A2 > 0. On the boundary, we have two differential operators Bj,
which we summarize as B4 (x) = B (x) for x € I'*. The system (L4, Ba) is called elliptic
(or ADN-elliptic) if the following two conditions are met:

1.) The operator L4 is properly elliptic.
2.) By satisfies the complementing boundary condition on 0%K,.

For 1.), in the case of real-valued A., proper ellipticity of L4 is equivalent to L4 being
elliptic (3.5). For details, refer to §1 in [22].

To address 2.), we introduce some terminology. Consider xg € 9%, and & tangential to
0K, at xg. Denote by M (&) the subspace of solutions u to the ODE:

La(é—ind)u(t) =0, >0,
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suchthatu(¢) — 0 forz — co. Here, n denotes the unit vector orthogonal to ¢ and pointing
outward from K,. Now, By is said to satisfy the complementing boundary condition if,
for every xo € 0K, every & tangential to K, at xo, and every g € C’, there exists a unique
u € M(¢) satisfying:

B4 (& —ind;)u(t)|i=0 = g.

In our case, the tangential vectors & at xg € 0K, and the corresponding unit vectors n can
be parameterized as:

cos(p) —sin(yp)
e =r (8] nor = (o).

for r # 0 and ¢ € {0,a}, depending on xo € I'*. For ¢ = 0, the above n is actually
pointing inward, but without loss of generality, we can reverse the sign for a simpler (but
similar) argument. One can compute:

2
La(€(r,¢) = in(9)d) = Y Au(&(r, @) = in(9)d)i (£(r, ¢) = in(¢)d));

k,[=1
=r’bo(g) — irb1(9)8 — ba(p)d?,

where the b,’s are given in Appendix [A]l Since the case of ¢ = @ boils down to a rotated
version of ¢ = 0, we restrict to discuss ¢ = 0. Then the above reduces to:

LA(f(r, 0) - m(O)a,) = r2A11 - 2i7‘A123t - Azzatz.

Let us assume A is monic, and let V be the standard root of A. Then for » > 0 any
u € M(&(r,0)) is of the form (recall Theorem [4.6]ii):

u(t) = exp(irtV)c forc € Clandt € [0, o).

Note that exp(irtV) does not occur, since || exp(irtV)cll 2%, oo for any ¢ € C*\ {0}

(deduced by the spectral mapping theorem). For r < 0, we simply swap V and V.
Continuing with » > 0, we now analyze the complementing boundary condition on I'™ for
B, (x0) = N (x0) (Neumann boundary conditions). In this case, we have:

2
B, (£(r,0) = in(0)3) = > Aun(0)i(£(r,0) = in(0)3))1 = rA1> = iAzd).
k=1

So the complementing boundary condition reduces to the statement that, for any g € C?,
there exists a unique ¢ € C! such that (recall Ay = Idy):

¢
Z(Alz +V)c=g,
=1

which is equivalent to invertibility of Aj,+V. Comparing to Secion[5.3] this shows that the
complementing boundary condition at points B4 (xg) = N (xo) is equivalent to Neumann
well-posedness. The arguments can also be generalized to nonmonic tuples.
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Formal positivity and contractive Neumann well-posedness

The tuple A = (A1, A2, A2p) is said to be formal positive (§3.2 in [21]]) if there exists
k > 0 such that:

2
D AGFO DY = k(IO +IFPIP) forall £, fP e (B.6)

ij=1
This condition is often found in the context of linear elasticity and is sometimes called
Legendre condition (§3.1.4 in [16]). Note that the LHS of can be rewritten in block
matrix form as fT My f > «|| f||?, where

A A
f = (f(l) f(z)) c C%, My = (AE AZ) € Matzg(R).

Thus, formal positivity is equivalent to M4 > 0. Before continuing, let us state a result
about block matrices, from Theorem 7.7.6 in [14].

Lemma B.2. Consider A, B, C € Maty(C) and the block matrix

A B
M= (B* C) |
M is positive definite if and only if A > 0 and C > B*A~'B. Furthermore, this is equivalent
to p(B*A~'BC™1) < 1.

The next result relates formal positivity and contractive Neumann well-posedness.

Lemma B.3. Consider an elliptic tuple A which is formal positive. Then it is contractive
Neumann well-posed.

Proof. Consider an elliptic tuple A. Note that A is formal positive if and only if its monic
reduction is formal positive. To see this, one can apply diag(Agzl/ 2, A;zl / 2) from the left
and right to M 4. So, without loss of generality, assume A, = Id,. We prove the following

claim.
Claim: Formal positivity of A implies that A is Neumann well-posed.

Before proving the claim, let us argue why the claim shows the statement. Due to M4 > 0
and Lemma [B.2] we have:

(A sAp
Mu(s) = (SA12 1d, ) >0 forallse[0,1].

Thus, using the claim, any A(e) on the path s — A(s) = (A1, 5A2,1dy) is Neumann
well-posed. Using techniques from the proof of Lemma we can further deform
(A11,0,1dy) to (Ids, 0,1d,), showing that A is path-connected to (Id,, 0, Id;) by a path of
Neumann well-posed systems. From Lemma [5.4]it follows that A is contractive Neumann
well-posed. It remains to prove the claim.

Proof of the claim: Using Theorem we write for the standard root V = (S +ild,)D
for S, D € Mat,(R) symmetric and D > 0, and My as:

_(D(S*+1d,)D -1(SD + DS) .

Ma = ~1(SD + DS) 1d,
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Now assume M4 > 0 and that A is not Neumann well-posed, and derive a contradiction.
The latter implies 2i € o(D~'SD —S) (recall (5.7)). M4 > Ois by Lemmaequivalent
to:

p((SD +DS)(D(S? +1d;)D)"'(SD + DS)) <4 < p(N*N) <4 < |IN| <2,
(B.7)

where N := (S +il1d,)"'(D~'SD + S). By assumption, there exists y € C with ||y|| = 1
such that (D~'SD — S§)y = 2iy. This implies (D™'SD + §)y = 2(S +i1d,)y, and thus
INy|| = 2, contradicting (B.7). This proves the claim. O

Remark. The statement that formal positivity implies Neumann well-posedness (a.k.a.
the complementing boundary condition for N,4) is given, in a more general context, in
Theorem 3.2.6. of [21]].

Remark. Assuming that A is an elliptic tuple, the various (ellipticity) conditions discussed
in this work are related as follows:

formal positive = contractive Neumann well-posed = Neumann well-posed

= complementing boundary condition for N,.

C Factorization of nonnegative matrix polynomials

The reference is [[11]], in particular the Introduction, §1.4 and §12.5. A matrix polynomial
L is a matrix-valued polynomial function L(¢) = 3 _, Aré*, where ¢ € C and A, €
Mat,(C). Here, r > 0 is called the order of L. L is called monic if A, = Id,. If all A,
are Hermitian matrices, L is called self-adjoint. The spectrum of a matrix polynomial,
denoted by o (L), generalizes the spectrum of matrices and is defined as:

o(L) := {1 e C:3veC\ {0} with L(1)v = 0}.

L(¢) is called nonnegative if one has (L(1)v,v) > 0 forall A € R and v € C’. The main
result is the following.

Theorem C.1. For a monic, self-adjoint matrix polynomial L(Q), the following statements
are equivalent:

i) L(Q) is nonnegative.
ii) L(A) admits a representation of the form
L(A) = M* ()M (2),
where M (Q) is a monic matrix polynomial and (M) C clos(UHP).

For a matrix polynomial of order 2, this yields M () of the form M (A1) = Id; A — My, for
My € Mat,(C) and o(M) = o (M)).
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D Functional calculus

General concept

We briefly summarize the functional calculus adapted to finite-dimensional vector spaces.
The reference is Symbolic Calculus in §10 of [23]. Let A € Mat,(C) be fixed for this
subsection. For a polynomial f(z) = co+c1z+- - -+c,Z", where ¢, € C, we can canonically
define f(A) by setting:

f(A) :=co+clA+---+c,A".

The functional calculus generalizes this idea, addressing whether a more general complex
function f : C — C (with possible restrictions to the domain) can be meaningfully lifted
to a function f : Mat,;(C) — Mat,(C), denoted by the same symbol. Remarkably, this is
possible for a broad class of functions, including holomorphic ones. Using a generalization
of the Cauchy integral formula, we define:

Definition D.1. Consider a holomorphic function f : & ¢ C — C on an open set Q and
let A € Mat,(C) with o(A) C Q. We define

_ L el
f(A) = 2m_/rf(z)(ldg z—A) dz, (D.1)

where I" is a contour enclosing o (A).

Remark. 1) The integral is understood componentwise in the entries of the integrand.
ii) The definition is independent of the choice of contour I', provided it encloses o (A).
Then, (Id, -z — A)~! and the integral are well-defined.

The functional calculus exhibits several key properties:

* The spectrum of f(A) satisfies o(f(A)) = f(o(A)). This is called the spectral
mapping theorem.

« For any invertible Q € Mat,(C), it holds that f(QAQ™!) = Qf(A)Q~\.

« If A is diagonalizable such that A = QBQ~! for Q, B = diag(Bi, . .., B¢) € Mat,(C),
the functional calculus simplifies to:

f(A)=0f(B)Q7,

where f(B) = diag(f(B1),-..,f(Br)). This is consistent with (D.1]), which boils
down to Cauchy’s integral formula for complex numbers in the diagonal components.
This representation does not depend on the choice of Q, resp. eigenvectors.

Complex Exponentation

For A € C and A € Mat,(C) with 0 ¢ 0 (A), complex exponentiation was defined in
Section 4.2|by Ata = exp(dlog,(z)). The following exponential rules hold for A, u € C
and a € {+,—, 0}:

A(/“'/l)a — A/laA/la’ (A/la)/iu — A(/l'ﬂ)a.

44



These results can first be proven for diagonalizable A and then extended to general A

_/lu .
using a density argument. Similarly, one can show A1« = A™. By the spectral mapping
theorem, 0 ¢ o (A%«), implying that matrix exponentials are always invertible.

Remark. For Ay, A; € Mat,(C), it is generally not true that (A A,)% = Af”Aga.

Most of the time, we consider Z4« for Z € Mat,(C).; (see Def. . This is well-defined
due to 0 ¢ 0 (Z) (see LemmalE.1). Also, (Z%)" = Z%«. This follows from the Cauchy
integral formula and the fact that Id, z—Z, and thus also its inverse, are complex symmetric
matrices for any z € C.

E Numerical range and accretive operators

We summarize the relevant definitions and provide the proofs, which were used in Section|6]
to bound the spectrum of M, , away from zero.

Numerical range

The reference for this subsection is §1 in [24], where the numerical range is referred to as
’field of values”. Additional results can be found in [25]. For A € Mat,(C), the numerical
range of A is defined as:

(x,Ax)
(x,x)

W(A):{ xecf\{O}},

and the angular field of A as:
W (A) = {{x,Ax) : x € C\ {0}}.

Using the scaling x +— rx for r > 0, it follows that W’(A) consists of rays connecting the
origin 0 € C to points in W(A). Also, it is clear that W(A) c W’/(A). For A, B € Mat,(C)
and «a, 8 € C, the following hold:

N1: W(A) is convex and compact.
N2: W(aA +B1d;) = aW(A) + {B}.
N3: The spectrum is bounded by the numerical range: o (A) C W(A).

N4: W(A) = W(U*AU) for any unitary U € Mat,(C) and W/ (A) = W/(C*AC) for any
C € Mat,(C).

N5: W(A +B) c W(A) + W(B).

N6: W(A) is aline segment [, 8] if and only if A is Hermitian. Then A,j,(A) = @ and
Amax(A) = B.

N7: W(A) c RHP if and only if A + A* > 0.
N8: W(A*) = W(A).
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Here, we used Apin(A) := min{o(A)} and Anax(A) := max{c(A)} for Hermitian A.
Additionally, we have the following result.

Lemma E.1. Consider Z € Maty(C).; (see Def. [6.1). Then o-(Z),W(Z) c + UHP.

Proof. This follows from W(Z) c W(Re Z) + iW(ImZ) C R + iR, using N2, N3, NS5,
and N6. |

Accretive operators

Throughout this section, the arg- and log-function correspond to the principal branch. To
bound the spectrum of M, , away from zero, as discussed in Section[6] we used results on
the numerical range of Z* for Z € Mat,(C).; (recall Def. . These classes of matrices
are naturally closely related to symmetric matrices Mat,(C) > A = AT with Re A > 0,
which are examples of accretive operators. Bounds for fractional powers of accretive
operators are known, and our task is to translate these to Mat,(C).;. The reference for all
definitions and results in this section is the dissertation [13]. Some concepts have been
simplified, in particular the notion of maximal accretive operators is not required for finite
dimensions.

For 0 < w < 7, the open sector is defined as:
Sw:={z€C:z#0and|arg(z)| < w}.

The following definition, found on p.101 of [13]], introduces the concept of w-accretivity.

Definition E.2. Let 0 < w < 5. A € Mat,(C) is called w-accretive if W(A) C clos(S,,).
For w = 7,1i.e., W(A) C clos(RHS), A is simply called accretive.

Accretive operators often appear as generators of contraction semigroups.

Theorem E.3 (Theorem B.21 in [13]). A € Mat,(C) is accretive if and only if —A
generates a strongly continuous contraction semigroup, i.e., |[e || < 1 for all t > 0.

Remark. See Appendix A.7 in [13]] for a summary on semigroups and generators. In our
case, the semigroup can be expressed, using the functional calculus, as T(¢) = e~4'.

The numerical range of fractional powers of accretive operators is well understood. The
following results, all found in § Fractional Powers of m-Accretive Operators and the Square
Root Problem of [13]], will be used to extend these results to Mat,(C).;.

Proposition E.4. Let § > 0 and A — 6 1d; be accretive for A € Maty(C). Then A* — 6*1d,
is accretive for each 0 < 1 < 1.

Proposition E.5. Let A € Mat;(C) be accretive, and let 0 < 1 < 1. Then A" is %’T—
accretive, i.e., W(AY) c ClOS(S/lTn).

Proposition E.6. Let A € Mat,(C) be an injective w-accretive operator for some 0 < w <
5. Then:

W(log(A)) c {z€C: |Imz| < w}.
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Now that we established the necessary tools, we can prove Lemma [6.2f and Lemma |6.3
For the reader’s convenience, we restate them:

Lemma E.7. Consider Z € Mat;(C).;. For A € [—1,1] \ {0} we have
W(ZY) c sgn(d) - {z € C\ {0} : xarg(z) € (0,An)},
and, in particular, W (Z*) c + sgn(1) UHP.

Proof. Consider Z € Maty(C).; and 0 < A < 1. Define AL = FiZsoRe AL =ImZ > 0,
implying W(A.) c RHP. Thus, A is %5*-accretive for some & > 0. Using this, we bound
the numerical range of Z* as follows:

W(ZY) = (i)' W(AL) = 22w (AL) c 72 clos (5@ ) (E.1)
c{z e C\ {0} : +arg(z) € (0, A7)} U {0},

where we applied N2 and Prop. It remains to show 0 ¢ W(Z4). For this, note that
there exists 6 > 0 such that Z ¥ i6 Id, € Maty(C).;, implying W(A. — 61d,) c RHP.
By Prop. W(A% — 6*1d;) < clos(RHP), which implies W(A4) ¢ RHP. Thus,
0 ¢ W(Z*) by the second equality in . This completes the proof for A € (0, 1]. For
A € [~1,0), the proof follows from (Z~!)* = Z~* and the next result. O

Lemma E.8. We have Z € Mat;(C),; & Z~' € Mat;(C)5.

Proof. Consider Z € Mat,(C),; and show Z € Mat;(C)_;. The reverse implication follows
similarly. (Z=1)T = Z~! is clear, and it remains to show Im Z~! < 0.

Claim: Z~! € Mat,(C)_; for Z =Re Z +i1d,.

First, we assume that Z has the simple form Z = Re Z + i Id,. Since Re Z is symmetric,
there exists a diagonalization Re Z = QBQ for Q, B € Mat;(R) and Q orthogonal. Thus,
we can write Z = Q(B +ild,)Q”. The inverse is given by Z~' = Q(B +ild,)~'Q".
Now observe that InZ~! = QIm[(B + iId;)~']Q7, since Q is real-valued, as well as
Im[(B +ild;)~'] < 0. This shows the claim.

Now for general Z = Re Z +iIm Z € Mat,(C),; we have Z~! = (Im Z)~'/2Z~1(Im Z)~'/?
for Z := (ImZ)""?Re Z(ImZ)~"? + iId;. Due to the claim, InZ~! < 0, and by
Sylvester’s law of inertia, ImZ~' = (ImZ)"'/2Im Z~'(Im Z)~'/? < 0. This completes
the proof. O

Lemma E.9. Consider Z € Mat;(C),; and A € R\ {0}. Then the following holds:

i) sen(d) (Idg —(zm)*z“) >0,

i) (22 50,

i) min{B: B € o ((Z1) 7"} L22% o,
Proof. Claim 1: ||Z*|| < 1 for A > 0.
Consider Z € Mat;(C),; and A > 0. We have Z* = exp(i1log(Z)), and due to Theorem
it suffices to show that —iW(log(Z)) c RHP. Let A = —iZ, so W(A) c RHP and A

is %-accretive for some £ > 0. Then:

—ilog(Z) = —ilog(iA) = —i(log(i) Id +log(A)) = %Idg —ilog(A),
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where we used the functional calculus and properties of the log-function. By N2 and Prop.

we obtain:

T —

W(=ilog(iA)) c g—i- {z €C:|Imz| < 8} c RHP.

This establishes Claim 1.

Claim 2: p(Z1) < 1for A > 0 and min{|B| : B € o (Z*)} > 1 for 1 < 0.
The first part follows from Claim 1, as p(Z*) < ||Z*||. The second part follows since
(Z)~! = Z71_ and the spectral theorem implies:

min{|B| : B € 0(Z")} = max{|f] : B € 7 (Z7)}.

This establishes Claim 2.

i) Note that for any A € Mat,(C) one has ||AA*|| = ||A*A|| = ||A]|?> = p(A*A), so
Id, —A*A > O is equivalent to ||A|| < 1. Thus, the case sgn(1) > 0 follows from Claim 1.
The case sgn(4) < 0 can be derived from the case sgn(1) > 0, the fact

A-B>0 < B'l-aA1>0

applied to A = Id; and B = (Z)*Z*, and o ((Z74)*Z7 1) = o (Z74(Z71)*).
ii) For any N € N, we have:

p((ZMY*Z) = (2 Z )| = 12741 = 1[(ZYNN)? < 127NN,
where we used ||AVY|| < ||A||N. Claim 1 implies p((Z*)*Z'*) 2200,

iii) This follows from ii) using (Z4)~! = Z74, o ((Z74)*Z7") = o(Z7*(Z7**)*), and
the spectral theorem. O
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