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Abstract

Consider a non-relativistic quantum particle with wave function ψ in a bounded C2 region
Ω ⊂ Rn, and suppose detectors are placed along the boundary ∂Ω. Assume the detection pro-
cess is irreversible, its mechanism is time independent and also hard, i.e., detections occur only
along the boundary ∂Ω. Under these conditions Tumulka [32] informally argued that the dy-
namics of ψ must be governed by a C0 contraction semigroup that weakly solves the Schrödinger
equation and proposed modeling the detector by a time-independent local absorbing boundary
condition at ∂Ω. In this paper, we apply the newly discovered theory of boundary quadruples
[33] to parameterize all C0 contraction semigroups whose generators extend the Schrödinger
Hamiltonian, and prove a variant of Tumulka’s claim: all such evolutions are generated by the
placement of a linear absorbing boundary condition on ψ along ∂Ω. We combine this result
with the work of Werner [12] to show that each C0 contraction semigroup naturally admits a
Born rule for the time of detection along ∂Ω, and we prove that a detection will almost surely
occur in finite time if detectors have been placed everywhere along ∂Ω.

1 Introduction and Statement of Main Results

1.1 Irreversible Hard Autonomous Detection

Suppose that a detecting surface, such as a scintillating screen, is placed along the boundary ∂Ω of
a bounded region Ω ⊂ R3 in physical space, and suppose that a non-relativistic quantum particle
is prepared at time 0 with wave function ψ0 whose support lies in Ω. We would like to understand
how placing this detector along the boundary ∂Ω affects the dynamics of the wave function ψ in
Ω. We expect that as detections occur, the total probability that the particle remains undetected
in Ω decreases. As an idealization, we take the detector to be hard, so detections only occur along
the boundary ∂Ω. The detection process should also be irreversible, i.e. probability in the particle-
detector state space should irreversibly transfer from the space of undetected states to the space
of detected states. We additionally assume that the mechanism of detection is time-independent,
it depends only on the initially prepared state of the detector. This paper aims to provide an
explicit parameterization of all quantum-mechanical models which satisfy these assumptions, and
to demonstrate that every such model admits a natural Born rule for the distribution of times at
which the particle is detected along ∂Ω.
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We are primarily motivated by a recent paper of Tumulka [32], in which he informally argued
that the dynamics of a particle interacting with an idealized detecting screen should be governed
by a C0 contraction semigroup that weakly solves the Schrödinger equation. In summary, Tumulka
analyzes the particle and detector together as a quantum system with wave function Ψt. This wave
function evolves unitarily in a Hilbert space of the form HP ⊕HF , where HF denotes the space of
states in which a detector has fired while HP = L2(Ω)⊗HD consists of states in which the particle
resides in Ω and the detectors are primed. The system is initially prepared as a pure product state
Ψ0 = ψ0 ⊗ ϕ0 ∈ L2(Ω) ⊗ HD, with ψ0 and ϕ0 of unit norm. Tumulka models detection as an
irreversible process that transports probability from HP to HF . This means the dynamics of the
projection Ψt

∣∣
HP

are norm non-increasing and autonomous, they are not affected by the dynamics
in HF .

Since the detector is assumed to be hard, detections cannot occur in the interior of Ω. Tumulka
also neglects the formation of entanglement in the dynamics of Ψt

∣∣
HP

, as the only interactions
between the particle and the idealized detector are those that lead to immediate firings. So, the
wave function of the particle conditioned on non-detection is given by a pure state ψt that undergoes
a non-relativistic Schrödinger evolution in Ω. This returns our first condition (C1).

(C1) ψt satisfies a Schrödinger equation inside Ω in a weak distributional sense.

i
∂ψ

∂t
= Ĥ∗ψ in Ω (1.1)

where, setting ℏ = ℏ2

2m = 1, Ĥ∗ denotes the adjoint of the Hamiltonian Ĥ = −∆+ V defined

on D(Ĥ) = C∞
c (Ω) with V a real valued potential depending on the experimental apparatus.

Time independence of the detection mechanism implies that the evolution of ψt should be au-
tonomous, although it may depend on the initial detector state ϕ0. Then the dynamics of ψt
inherits linearity, continuity in time, and the semigroup property from the dynamics of Ψt

∣∣
HP

.

(C2) The evolution maps Wt : ψ0 7→ ψt define a C0 semigroup on L2(Ω):

(a) The maps Wt : L
2(Ω) → L2(Ω) are linear for t ≥ 0.

(b) They are strongly continuous, limt→t0 ||Wtψ−Wt0ψ||L2(Ω) = 0 for all ψ ∈ L2(Ω), t0 ≥ 0.

(c) They form a semigroup under composition, WtWs =Wt+s for t, s ≥ 0, with W0 = 1.

The quantity ||ψt||2L2(Ω) represents the probability that the particle has remained undetected in Ω
up to time t, so we expect the dynamics of ψt to be non-unitary. This returns the final condition.

(C3) Wt are contractions, ||Wtψ||L2(Ω) ≤ ||ψ||L2(Ω) for all ψ ∈ L2(Ω).

The reasoning above is a slight refinement of the argument presented in [32], which only implicitly
stipulated (C2b) and demanded further conditions that we will show are effectively redundant. It
would be interesting to investigate the circumstances in which we expect a real-life detecting screen
to be approximately described by such an idealized model, but we do not do that here. Our goal is
to study the mathematical implications of conditions (C1-C3).

C0 contraction semigroups have a long history in the study of quantum particles undergoing
irreversible interactions with their environment (see e.g. [10, 11]). Allcock [8] famously modeled soft
detection with the non-unitary evolution operators Wt = exp(−it(−∆− iV )) : L2(Rn) → L2(Rn),
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where iV is an imaginary potential. In this model, quantum particles are gradually detected with
rate 2V upon entering the region where iV is supported. It is tempting to model hard detection
along the boundary of a region Ω using an imaginary potential supported in the complement Rn \Ω
and taking a limit of the dynamics as V → ∞. However, this limit famously returns norm-preserving
dynamics in Ω, so with probability 1 the particle is never detected.

Tumulka has instead proposed that the interaction between the particle and the hard detector
should be modeled by a local time-independent linear absorbing boundary condition, so that the
dynamics of ψt in Ω are governed by the initial-boundary value problem i∂tψ = (−∆+ V )ψ in Ω

ψ = ψ0 at t = 0
∂nψ = iβψ on ∂Ω

(1.2)

Here, ∂n denotes the outwards normal derivative of Ω, and β is a function on ∂Ω satisfying Re(β) ≥
0. The real part of β should be taken strictly positive wherever detectors are present along ∂Ω.

Tumulka’s absorbing boundary condition was largely motivated by the question of detection
time distributions. Quantum mechanics accurately predicts the formation of interference patterns
in the distribution of particle positions measured along a screen, but a theoretical description
of the distribution of times at which a particle is detected on a screen is still an open question
[15]. Various competing proposals have been made for this distribution (see e.g. [18] for a wide
review), but Tumulka’s model admits a natural Born rule. For initial wave functions satisfying
||ψ0||L2(Ω) = 1, the absorbing boundary rule states that over any time interval 0 ≤ t1 < t2, the
probability of detecting a particle with wave function ψt satisfying equation (1.2) is

Probψ0(t1 ≤ t ≤ t2) =

∫ t2

t1

∫
∂Ω

n⃗ · j⃗ψt dx
n−1dt =

∫ t2

t1

∫
∂Ω

2Re(β)|ψt|2 dxn−1dt (1.3)

where dxn−1 denotes the surface element on ∂Ω, n⃗ the outwards unit normal and j⃗ψt
= 2Im(ψ∗

t ∇⃗ψt)
is the probability current. It has been shown in [35] that for sufficiently regular β, the initial-
boundary value problem (1.2) admits a unique global-in-time solution ψt for each ψ0 ∈ H2(Ω)
satisfying ∂nψ0

∣∣
∂Ω

= iβψ0

∣∣
∂Ω

. The solution mappings Wt : ψ0 7→ ψt were shown to continuously

extend to a unique C0 contraction semigroup on L2(Ω), and the detection time probability distri-
butions are well defined for any initial data ψ0 ∈ L2(Ω). We emphasize that this proposal provides
a probability distribution for the times at which the particle is first detected along ∂Ω, not the
arrival time of the particle in the absence of detectors.

This paper aims to establish a converse of the result in [35]. We shall prove that every C0

contraction semigroup on L2(Ω) whose generator is extended by −iĤ∗ corresponds to the placement
of a time-independent linear absorbing boundary condition. In one space dimension this result is
known (see e.g. [33]), and we will find it instructive to state for the simplest case Ω = (−∞, 0).

Theorem. Let Ĥ := (−∂2x + V )
∣∣
C∞

c ((−∞,0))
with V ∈ L∞((−∞, 0],R). Then a C0 contraction

semigroup Wt on L2((−∞, 0]) has its generator extended by −iĤ∗ if and only if there exists a
Φ ∈ C with |Φ| ≤ 1 such that Wt is the solution mapping of the initial-boundary value problem i∂tψ = Ĥ∗ψ in Ω

ψ = ψ0 at t = 0
ψ + i∂xψ = Φ(ψ − i∂xψ) at x = 0

(1.4)
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Analogous results in higher space dimensions require considerable effort to state and prove, as
it is not immediately clear how to formalize the notion of boundary values for distributional wave
functions residing in D(Ĥ∗). Generalizations of the theorem stated above do exist in the literature
in terms of multivalued linear operators (see e.g. [17, 29]); however, we shall offer an alternative
characterization using explicit boundary conditions. This characterization generalizes the work of
[27], and naturally lends itself to the statement of a Born rule for the distribution of times at which
the particle is detected along ∂Ω.

Our work is based on the theory of boundary tuples, a framework that goes back to the work
of von Neumann [1, 2] and later J.W. Calkin [3] on the parameterization of self-adjoint extensions
of symmetric operators. Boundary triples and their modern incarnations have proven robust in
parameterizing extensions of symmetric operators, and are notably applied to study spectral prop-
erties of elliptic differential operators (see e.g. [19, 24]). Recently, Wegner [26] demonstrated that a
large class of C0 contraction semigroups could be parameterized in the boundary triple framework
without the use of multivalued linear operators and his result was soon extended by Arendt et al.
[33] through the newly discovered theory of boundary quadruples.

For a densely defined symmetric operator Ĥ on a Hilbert space H, a boundary quadruple for
−iĤ consists of two Hilbert spaces H± and two linear mappings G± : D(Ĥ∗) → H± such that

⟨−iĤ∗ψ, ϕ⟩H + ⟨ψ,−iĤ∗ϕ⟩H = ⟨G+ψ,G+ϕ⟩H+
− ⟨G−ψ,G−ϕ⟩H− (1.5)

holds for all ψ, ϕ ∈ D(Ĥ∗), and the map (G+, G−) : D(Ĥ∗) → H+ × H− is surjective. When
Ĥ : C∞

c (Ω) → L2(Ω) is a symmetric differential operator on H = L2(Ω), it is often possible to
construct a boundary quadruple for −iĤ where G±ψ ∈ L2(∂Ω) are functions of ψ or its derivatives
restricted to ∂Ω, in which case we call equation (1.5) an “abstract Green’s identity”. All densely
defined symmetric operators Ĥ admit boundary quadruples, and any quadruple can be used to
parameterize the set of C0 contraction semigroups whose generators are extended by −iĤ∗.

Theorem. [33, Theorem 3.10] Let −iĤ be a densely defined skew-symmetric operator on a Hilbert
space H, and let (H±, G±) be a boundary quadruple for −iĤ. Then the following are equivalent

(a) Wt = exp(−itL) is a C0 contraction semigroup on H with generator L ⊂ Ĥ∗.

(b) There exists a linear contraction Φ : H− → H+ such that Wt is the solution mapping of the
abstract initial-boundary value problem i∂tψ = Ĥ∗ψ

ψ
∣∣
t=0

= ψ0

G+ψ = ΦG−ψ

(1.6)

Stated formally, the generator of Wt = exp(−itL) takes the form L = ĤΦ where

D(ĤΦ) := {ψ ∈ D(Ĥ∗) : G+ψ = ΦG−ψ}, ĤΦψ := Ĥ∗ψ. (1.7)

If exp(−itĤΦ) is a C0 contraction semigroup with ĤΦ of the form in equation (1.7), we call
G+ψ = ΦG−Ψ an “abstract absorbing boundary condition” because the norm of ψt = exp(−itĤΦ)ψ0

is lost at rate
d

dt
||ψt||2H = ||ΦG−ψt||2H+

− ||G−ψt||2H−
≤ 0. (1.8)
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1.2 Main Results

Several results in this paper are based on the following regularity assumptions for Ω and V .

Hypothesis 1. We assume Ω ⊂ Rn is a bounded C2 domain of dimension n ≥ 2, and we take
Ĥ := (−∆+ V )

∣∣
C∞

c (Ω)
with V ∈ L∞(Ω,R).

We shall provide an explicit parameterization of all C0 contraction semigroups that “weakly
solve” the Schrödinger equation i∂tψ = Ĥ∗ψ in Ω, proving that they are the solution mappings of
a particular class of initial-boundary value problems.

Theorem 1. Assume Hypothesis 1. Then there exists linear maps G± : D(Ĥ∗) → L2(∂Ω) that
define a boundary quadruple for −iĤ, where G±ψ are linear functions of ψ and its normal derivative
∂nψ along ∂Ω (see Proposition 3.3). Consequently, a C0 contraction semigroup Wt on L2(Ω) has
its generator extended by −iĤ∗ if and only if there exists a linear contraction Φ : L2(∂Ω) → L2(∂Ω)
such that Wt is the solution mapping of the initial-boundary value problem i∂tψ = Ĥ∗ψ in Ω

ψ = ψ0 at t = 0
G+ψ = ΦG−ψ on ∂Ω

(1.9)

Hence, all models for idealized hard detection that satisfy conditions (C1-C3) must come from
placing an absorbing boundary condition along ∂Ω, and this boundary condition completely speci-
fies the interaction between the particle and the detecting screen while the detector has not yet fired.
Most of these C0 contraction semigroups admit highly nonlocal dynamics. This is hardly surprising,
given that our assumptions never ruled out dynamics where probability is instantaneously trans-
ported from one part of the boundary to another. For the modeling of hard detectors, only local
absorbing boundary conditions are relevant. We shall study a large family of such boundary condi-
tions known as the “Robin” boundary conditions ∂nψ

∣∣
∂Ω

= iβψ
∣∣
∂Ω

, extending the well-posedness
result of [35] to an even wider class of boundary operators β.

Hypothesis 2. Suppose that β = β1 + β2 + β3 is a sum of three bounded linear operators βk :
H1/2(∂Ω) → H−1/2(∂Ω) having “non-negative real parts”, meaning Re⟨βkζ, ζ⟩H−1/2(∂Ω)×H1/2(∂Ω) ≥
0 for all ζ ∈ H1/2(∂Ω) and each k ∈ {1, 2, 3}, with the following conditions on β1, β2, and β3:

1. Compactness: β1 : H1/2(∂Ω) → H−1/2(∂Ω) is a compact operator.

2. Smallness in operator norm: ||β2||B(H1/2(∂Ω),H−1/2(∂Ω)) < ||τD||−2
B(H1(Ω),H1/2(∂Ω))

, where τD :

H1(Ω) → H1/2(∂Ω) denotes the boundary value operator mapping ψ 7→ ψ
∣∣
∂Ω

.

3. Non-negative imaginary part: Im⟨β3ζ, ζ⟩H−1/2(∂Ω)×H1/2(∂Ω) ≥ 0 for all ζ ∈ H1/2(∂Ω).

These conditions are quite general, allowing the Robin boundary operator to contain small
tangential derivatives and; if dim(Ω) > 2; multiplication by unbounded functions with poles of
order up to 1 (see [28] and Remark 4.3). The special case where iβ is self-adjoint, for which
detectors are absent and ∂Ω consists only of reflecting walls, has been studied in [20] using the
theory of quadratic forms. These methods may be insufficient to study post-detection states and
relativistic generalizations of our model, so we take a more general approach in extending those
results to the dissipative setting; we shall explicitly construct the linear contractions Φ on L2(∂Ω)
corresponding to the Robin boundary conditions and prove the following well-posedness theorem.
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Theorem 2. Assume Hypothesis 1 and suppose that β satisfies the conditions of Hypothesis 2.
Then the initial-boundary value problem i∂tψ = Ĥ∗ψ in Ω

ψ = ψ0 at t = 0
∂nψ = iβψ on ∂Ω

(1.10)

admits a unique global-in-time solution ψt ∈ C1([0,∞), L2(Ω)) for all initial data ψ0 ∈ H1(Ω) ∩
D(Ĥ∗) satisfying ∂nψ0

∣∣
∂Ω

= iβψ0

∣∣
∂Ω

. In addition, the solution mappings Wt : ψ0 7→ ψt extend

continuously to a C0 contraction semigroup on L2(Ω).

For initial states ψ0 of unit norm, the probability that the particle is never detected along ∂Ω
is limt→∞ ||ψt||2L2(Ω). A natural question is whether this probability becomes zero whenever the
particle has been completely enveloped by detectors, meaning that the Robin boundary operator β
has strictly positive real part on ∂Ω: Re⟨βζ, ζ⟩H−1/2(∂Ω)×H1/2(∂Ω) > 0 for all 0 ̸= ζ ∈ H1/2(∂Ω).

Theorem 3. Assume Hypothesis 1 and suppose that β satisfies the conditions of Hypothesis 2
while having strictly positive real part. Then all solutions of the initial-boundary value problem

(1.10) asymptotically vanish, ||Wtψ0||L2(Ω)
t→∞−−−→ 0 for all ψ0 ∈ L2(Ω).

While studying a much broader class of detector models, Werner [12] showed that any C0

contraction semigroup Wt on a Hilbert space H admits a positive operator-valued measure E(·)
defined on Lebesgue measureable subsets I ⊂ [0,∞) ∪ {N} and acting on H which produces the
detection time probability distribution

⟨E(I)ψ0, ψ0⟩H = Probψ0
(t ∈ I) :=

{
||Wt1ψ0||2H − ||Wt2ψ0||2H for I = (t1, t2) ⊂ [0,∞)

limt→∞ ||Wtψ0||2H for I = {N}
(1.11)

Here, t = N denotes the event that the particle is never detected. The construction of this positive
operator-valued measure is in general very abstract. The final result of this paper applies the
boundary quadruple framework to explicitly construct E(·) whenever the C0 contraction semigroup
“weakly solves” i∂tψ = Ĥ∗ψ for some densely defined symmetric operator Ĥ.

Theorem 4. Let −iĤ be a densely defined skew-symmetric operator on a Hilbert space H and
let Wt be a C0 contraction semigroup on H whose generator is extended by −iĤ∗. Choosing any
boundary quadruple (H±, G±) for −iĤ, we may write Wt = exp(−itĤΦ) where Φ : H− → H+ is the
linear contraction in (1.7). Then the linear mapping ψ0 7→

√
1− Φ∗ΦG−Wtψ0 defines a bounded

operator J : H → L2([0,∞),H−) such that || (Jψ0) (t)||2H−
is a (unnormalized) probability density

for the detection time distribution

Probψ0
(t1 ≤ t ≤ t2) := ||Wt1ψ0||2H − ||Wt2ψ0||2H =

∫ t2

t1

|| (Jψ0) (t)||2H−
dt. (1.12)

Consequently, the positive operator-valued measure E(·) that produces the detection time probability
distribution(1.11) can be expressed in terms of the indicator function χI as E(I) = J∗χIJ for
Lebesgue measureable subsets I ⊂ [0,∞) and E({N}) = 1H − J∗J .

The organization of this paper is as follows. Section 2 reviews the theory of boundary quadruples.
Section 3 reviews the standard boundary tuple construction for Schrödinger operators on bounded
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C2 domains, culminating in a proof of Theorem 1. Section 4 discusses particular initial-boundary
value problems associated with Schrödinger operators, and presents a proof of Theorems 2 and 3.
In Section 5 we combine the work of Werner [12] with the theory of boundary quadruples to state
a Born rule for the time of detection.

2 Dissipative Extensions of Skew-Symmetric Operators

In this section, we review some applications of boundary quadruples presented in [33]. A Hilbert
space H is taken to be a vector space over C equipped with an inner product ⟨·, ·⟩H that is linear
in the first slot and anti-linear in the second slot, such that H is complete with respect to the norm
|| · ||H :=

√
⟨·, ·⟩H. An operator A on H is a linear mapping defined on a subspace D(A), called its

domain, which takes values in H.

Definition 2.1. (a) An operator B is an extension of A, denoted A ⊂ B, if D(A) ⊂ D(B) and
Bψ = Aψ for ψ ∈ D(A).

(b) An operator A is called dissipative if

Re⟨Aψ,ψ⟩H ≤ 0, ∀ψ ∈ D(A). (2.1)

(c) An operator A is called skew-symmetric if ±A are dissipative.

(d) An operator A is called maximal dissipative if A ⊂ B with B dissipative implies that
A = B.

(e) An operator A is called m-dissipative if A is maximal dissipative and D(A) is dense in H.
Equivalently, A is m-dissipative if A is dissipative and (A− 1) : D(A) → H is invertible.

(f) A C0 semigroup Wt on H is a one parameter family of linear operators on H for t ∈ [0,∞)
satisfying

1. W0 = 1, the identity operator on H.

2. ∀t, s ≥ 0, WtWs =Wt+s, they form a semigroup under composition.

3. ∀ψ ∈ H, limt→0 ||Wtψ − ψ||H → 0.

(g) Wt is a C0 contraction semigroup if additionally ||Wtψ||H ≤ ||ψ||H for all ψ ∈ H, t ≥ 0.

The connection between m-dissipative operators and C0 contraction semigroups is established
by a theorem of Lumer and Phillips.

Theorem 2.1. [6] (Lumer-Phillips) Suppose Wt is a C0 contraction semigroup on some Hilbert
space H. Then there exists a linear operator B such that

1. D(B) := {ψ ∈ H : limt→0+
Wtψ−ψ

t exists in H} is dense in H.

2. Wt = exp(tB) i.e. limt→t0
Wtψ−Wt0ψ

t−t0 = BWt0ψ for all ψ ∈ D(B), and all time t0 ≥ 0.

3. Wt : D(B) → D(B) and WtBψ = BWtψ for all ψ ∈ D(B), and all t ≥ 0.

4. B is maximally dissipative, and hence also m-dissipative.
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The converse is also true, if B is m-dissipative on H then it generates a C0 contraction semigroup.

If B is the generator of a C0 contraction semigroup, then 2Re⟨Bψ,ψ⟩H represents the rate at
which exp(tB)ψ loses norm at t = 0

d

dt
|| exp(tB)ψ||2H

∣∣∣∣
t=0

= ⟨Bψ,ψ⟩H + ⟨ψ,Bψ⟩H = 2Re⟨Bψ,ψ⟩H, ∀ψ ∈ D(B). (2.2)

For a densely defined symmetric operator Ĥ0, our goal is to describe all m-dissipative extensions
of A0 = −iĤ0, as these generate contraction semigroups that “weakly” solve i∂ψ∂t = Ĥ0ψ. We
begin by showing that all dissipative extensions of a densely defined skew-symmetric operator A0

are restrictions of a “maximal operator”.

Definition 2.2. For a densely defined operator B on H, we define its adjoint B∗

D(B∗) := {ψ ∈ H : there exists some η ∈ H s.t ⟨ψ,Bϕ⟩H = ⟨η, ϕ⟩H, ∀ϕ ∈ D(B)}, B∗ψ := η.
(2.3)

Proposition 2.1. [33, Theorem 2.5] Let A0 be a densely defined skew-symmetric operator and B
a dissipative operator such that A0 ⊂ B. Then B ⊂ (−A0)

∗.

Any dissipative extension of A0 must be given by some restriction of (−A0)
∗, so we would like to

identify which class of restrictions return m-dissipative operators. To do this we apply the theory
of boundary quadruples. For convenience we henceforth denote A := (−A0)

∗.

Definition 2.3. A boundary quadruple for a densely defined skew-symmetric operator A0 con-
sists of Hilbert spaces H± and continuous, surjective linear maps G± : D(A) → H± satisfying

⟨Aψ, ϕ⟩H + ⟨ψ,Aϕ⟩H = ⟨G+ψ,G+ϕ⟩H+ − ⟨G−ψ,G−ϕ⟩H− (2.4)

for all ψ, ϕ ∈ D(A), and

kerG+ + kerG− = D(A), or equivalently (G+, G−) : D(A) → H+ ×H− surjective. (2.5)

Boundary quadruples always exist (see [33, Example 3.6 and Example 3.7]), and all boundary
quadruples are isometric (see [33, Theorem 3.16]), but they may not obviously correspond to the
behavior of wave functions along the boundary of some region. The example below does.

Example 2.1. Consider A0 = ∂x densely defined on C∞
c ((0, 1)) ⊂ L2((0, 1)). This operator is

skew symmetric, and its maximal extension is A = ∂x : H1((0, 1)) → L2((0, 1)). Recall by Sobolev
embedding theorems [21] that H1((0, 1)) ⊂ C([0, 1]), the space of continuous functions on [0, 1], so
the values of H1 functions are well-defined at the endpoints. Integration by parts returns

⟨∂xψ, ϕ⟩L2((0,1)) + ⟨ψ, ∂xϕ⟩L2((0,1)) = ψ(1)ϕ∗(1)− ψ(0)ϕ∗(0), ∀ψ, ϕ ∈ H1([0, 1]). (2.6)

A boundary quadruple for A is thus given by G± : H1((0, 1)) → C with G+ψ := ψ(1), G−ψ := ψ(0),
after checking that (G+, G−) : H

1((0, 1)) → C× C surjective.

Given a fixed boundary quadruple (H±, G±) for a densely defined skew symmetric operator
A0, we will now parameterize all of its m-dissipative extensions. It is useful to first state a lemma
relating the boundary quadruple to A0. Recall that any densely-defined skew-symmetric operator
A0 is closeable, and its closure A0 is also skew-symmetric.
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Lemma 2.1. [33, Proposition 3.9] D(A0) = kerG+ ∩ kerG− and A0ψ = Aψ for all ψ ∈ D(A0).

Like A0, the domain of any m-dissipative extension of A0 can be easily expressed in terms of
the boundary quadruple. For Φ : H− → H+ a linear contraction, we define the operator AΦ on H
via

D(AΦ) := {ψ ∈ D(A) : ΦG−ψ = G+ψ}, AΦψ := Aψ. (2.7)

Clearly A0 ⊂ AΦ ⊂ A, and AΦ dissipative because for all ψ ∈ D(AΦ)

2Re⟨AΦψ,ψ⟩H = ||G+ψ||2H+
− ||G−ψ||2H−

= ||ΦG−ψ||2H+
− ||G−ψ||2H−

≤ 0. (2.8)

We shall now state a parameterization of all C0 contraction semigroup generators that extend A0.

Theorem 2.2. [33, Theorem 3.10] Let B be an operator on H such that A0 ⊂ B. Then the
following are equivalent

(a) B is m−dissipative.

(b) There exists a linear contraction Φ : H− → H+ such that B = AΦ.

When the boundary quadruple mappings G± directly relate to the values of the wave func-
tion along the boundary ∂Ω of some region Ω, as was the case in Example 2.1, the condition
G+ψ = ΦG−ψ becomes identifiable as an “absorbing boundary condition”. In combination with
the theorem of Lumer-Phillips, Theorem 2.2 states that for every linear contraction Φ : H− → H+,
the initial-boundary value problem 

∂tψ = Aψ
ψ
∣∣
t=0

= ψ0

G+ψ = ΦG−ψ
(2.9)

admits a unique global-in-time solution for each initial ψ0 ∈ D(AΦ), and the solution mappings
Wt : ψ0 7→ ψt extend to a C0 contraction semigroup on H. Theorem 2.2 states that a converse is
also true, any C0 contraction semigroup whose generator is an extension of A0 (or equivalently, a
restriction of −A∗

0) must be the solution mapping of an initial-boundary value problem of the form
(2.9).

When the boundary condition is strictly absorbing; ||Φξ||H+
< ||ξ||H− for all ξ ̸= 0 in H−; one

may expect exp(tAΦ)ψ to asymptotically vanish as t → ∞. This is generally not true, but the
Theorem below provides necessary and sufficient conditions when AΦ has compact resolvent. Note
that since AΦ is m-dissipative its resolvent set ρ(AΦ) is non-empty with 1 ∈ ρ(AΦ).

Theorem 2.3. Let Φ : H− → H+ be a linear contraction satisfying ||Φξ||H+
< ||ξ||H− for all

0 ̸= ξ ∈ H−, and suppose (AΦ − α)−1 is a compact operator on H for some α ∈ ρ(AΦ). Then the
following are equivalent

1. A0 has no eigenvalues on the imaginary axis.

2. || exp(tAΦ)ψ0||H
t→∞−−−→ 0 for each ψ0 ∈ H.

Proof. The first direction is straightforward. Suppose A0 admits an eigenvalue iλ on the imaginary
axis, and let 0 ̸= ψλ ∈ D(A0) satisfy A0ψλ = iλψλ. Then AΦψλ = iλψλ, hence exp(tAΦ)ψλ =
eiλtψλ, which does not asymptotically vanish as t→ ∞.

To prove the other direction, we rely on a theorem of Arendt, Batty, Lyubich and Phong.
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Theorem. [13, 14] Let Wt = exp(tB) be a C0 contraction semigroup on H such that B has no

eigenvalues on the imaginary axis and σ(B) ∩ iR is countable. Then ||Wtψ0||
t→∞−−−→ 0 for each

ψ0 ∈ H.

We aim to show that AΦ has no eigenvalues on the imaginary axis and σ(AΦ) ∩ iR is count-
able. The second condition follows almost immediately from our assumption that AΦ has compact
resolvent.

Lemma 2.2. If B is a densely defined operator with (B − λ)−1 compact for some λ ∈ ρ(B). Then
σ(B) consists only of countably many eigenvalues.

Proof. When H is finite dimensional this proof becomes trivial, so take dim(H) = ∞. Since
(B − λ)−1 is a compact operator on H, the spectral theorem for compact operators [21, Theorem
6.8] states that σ((B − λ)−1) consists only of countably many eigenvalues and 0. Take 0 ̸= µ ∈
ρ((B − λ)−1). Then

1

µ
− (B − λ) =

1

µ
(B − λ)

(
(B − λ)−1 − µ

)
. (2.10)

So 1
µ ∈ ρ(B − λ) with (

1

µ
− (B − λ)

)−1

= µ
(
(B − λ)−1 − µ

)−1
(B − λ)−1. (2.11)

Hence for any ν ∈ σ(B − λ) we have ν ̸= 0 (since B − λ is invertible) and 1
ν ∈ σ((B − λ)−1), in

particular 1
ν must be an eigenvalue of (B − λ)−1. But this implies ν is an eigenvalue of B − λ, so

the spectrum of B − λ only consists of countably many eigenvalues, and consequently σ(B) only
consists of countably many eigenvalues.

Returning to our proof of Theorem 2.3, it is now sufficient to prove that AΦ has no eigenvalues
on the imaginary axis whenever A0 has no eigenvalues on the imaginary axis. We proceed by
contrapositive, suppose AΦ has an eigenvalue iλ along the imaginary axis, and let ψλ ∈ D(AΦ) be
a corresponding eigenvector. Then

||ΦG−ψλ||2H+
− ||G−ψλ||2H−

= 2Re⟨Aψλ, ψλ⟩H = 2Re⟨iλψλ, ψλ⟩H = 0. (2.12)

Since ||ΦG−ψλ||H+ = ||G−ψλ||H− and Φ is strictly contractive, we must have G+ψλ = ΦG−ψλ =

G−ψλ = 0. By Lemma 2.1, ψλ ∈ D(A0) and A0ψλ = AΦψλ = iλψλ, so A0 must also have
eigenvalues along the imaginary axis.

Remark 2.1. Theorem 2.3 is typically useful when A0 is a differential operator on a bounded
Lipschitz domain Ω with domain D(A0) = C∞

c (Ω) dense in L2(Ω). In practice D(AΦ) is often (but
not always) a subset of Hs(Ω) for some s > 0, in which case AΦ has compact resolvent on L2(Ω).

3 Schrödinger Operators on Bounded C2 Domains

In this section, we parameterize all m-dissipative extensions of the densely defined skew-symmetric
operator −iĤ0 = −i(−∆+V ) : C∞

c (Ω) → L2(Ω), where Ω is some bounded C2 region in Rn and V
a real valued and bounded potential. Parameterization results for second-order elliptic differential
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operators can be found in the literature (see, e.g. [22, 24]) and go back to the classical work of
Birman [5], Visik [4], and Grubb [7]. However, we will find that taking the approach of Wegner [26]
and Arendt et al. [33] simplifies the parameterization to a form that is well adapted to defining
detection time distributions.

Before tackling the higher dimensional case, let us first review the parameterization result in a
simple one dimensional setting.

3.1 One Dimensional Case

For simplicity we only consider the case of a bounded interval Ω = (a, b) ⊂ R. We define the pre-
minimal operator Ĥ0 = −∂2x + V : C∞

c ((a, b)) → L2((a, b)), where V ∈ L∞((a, b),R). The closure
of the pre-minimal operator is called the minimal operator Ĥ and has domain D(Ĥ) = H2

0 ((a, b)),
while the maximal operator Ĥ∗ = (−∂2x + V ) has domain D(Ĥ∗) = H2((a, b)). For ψ ∈ H2((a, b))
the Sobolev embedding theorems [21] guarantee ψ and ∂xψ admit continuous representatives in
C([a, b]). We define the mappings G± : H2((a, b)) → C2

G+ψ :=
1√
2

(
ψ(a)− i∂xψ(a)
ψ(b) + i∂xψ(b)

)
, G−ψ :=

1√
2

(
ψ(a) + i∂xψ(a)
ψ(b)− i∂xψ(b)

)
. (3.1)

It is then straightforward to apply integration by parts and show

⟨−iĤ∗ψ, ϕ⟩L2((a,b)) + ⟨ψ,−iĤ∗ϕ⟩L2((a,b) = ⟨G+ψ,G+ϕ⟩C2 − ⟨G−ψ,G−ϕ⟩C2 , ∀ψ, ϕ ∈ H2((a, b)).
(3.2)

We now state the parameterization result for Schrödinger operators in one space dimension.

Theorem 3.1. [33, Theorem 6.5] Let (a, b) ⊂ R be a bounded interval, and let Ĥ := (−∂2x +
V )

∣∣
H2

0 ((a,b))
with V ∈ L∞((a, b),R). Then the maps G± : H2((a, b)) → C2 define a boundary

quadruple for −iĤ. Consequently, a C0 contraction semigroup Wt on L2((a, b)) has its generator
extended by −iĤ∗ if and only if there exists a linear contraction Φ : C2 → C2 such that Wt =
exp(−itĤΦ) with

D(ĤΦ) := {ψ ∈ H2((a, b)) : G+ψ = ΦG−ψ}, ĤΦψ := (−∂2x + V )ψ. (3.3)

Proof. By Theorem 2.1, Theorem 2.2, and equation (3.2), it suffices to show

kerG− + kerG+ = H2((a, b)). (3.4)

Let ψ ∈ H2((a, b)), and choose ξ, ϕ ∈ C2((a, b)) such that

ϕ(a) = −i∂xψ(a), ∂xϕ(a) = iψ(a), ϕ(b) = ∂xϕ(b) = 0. (3.5)

ξ(b) = −i∂xψ(b), ∂xξ(b) = iψ(b), ξ(a) = ∂xξ(a) = 0. (3.6)

Then
1

2
(ψ + ϕ− ξ) ∈ kerG+, and

1

2
(ψ − ϕ+ ξ) ∈ kerG−, (3.7)

so the sum ψ ∈ kerG+ + kerG−.
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Remark 3.1. This simple boundary quadruple construction fails for Schrödinger operators in di-
mensions n ≥ 2. This is because in higher space dimensions the domain of the maximal operator
D(Ĥ∗) is not contained within any Sobolev space Hs(Ω) for s > 0. So, one cannot rely on the
standard Sobelev embedding theorems to make sense of the values of ψ and its normal derivative
along the boundary ∂Ω.

The following proposition reviews some classical examples of boundary conditions and their
associated extensions of Ĥ.

Proposition 3.1. Setting ΦN = 1, the identity on C2, returns the Neumann extension ĤN of
Ĥ, with domain

D(ĤN ) = {ψ ∈ H2((a, b)) : ∂xψ(a) = ∂xψ(b) = 0}. (3.8)

Setting ΦD = −1 returns the Dirichlet extension ĤD of Ĥ, with domain

D(ĤD) = {ψ ∈ H2((a, b)) : ψ(a) = ψ(b) = 0}. (3.9)

Setting ΦP =

(
0 1
1 0

)
returns the periodic extension ĤP of Ĥ, with domain

D(ĤP ) = {ψ ∈ H2((a, b)) : ψ(a) = ψ(b), ∂xψ(a) = ∂xψ(b)}. (3.10)

Remark 3.2. The evolutions generated by these extensions preserve the total probability in Ω and
are thus not valid as theoretical models for quantum particles undergoing detection. The last example
additionally gives rise to non-local dynamics, with probability allowed to exit through one end-point
and be instantly transported to the other.

Proposition 3.2. ĤΦ generates local dynamics in (a, b) if and only if Φ is of the form Φ =(
Φa 0
0 Φb

)
with |Φa|, |Φb| ≤ 1. If Φa ̸= −1 ̸= Φb then HΦ is a local Robin extension

D(ĤΦ) = {ψ ∈ H2((a, b)) : −∂xψ(a) = i
1− Φa
1 + Φa

ψ(a), ∂xψ(b) = i
1− Φb
1 + Φb

ψ(b)}. (3.11)

If |Φa| and |Φb| are strictly less than 1, then by Theorem 2.3 the evolution generated by ĤΦ is

asymptotically stable, || exp(−itĤΦ)ψ0||L2((a,b))
t→∞−−−→ 0 for each ψ0 ∈ L2((a, b)).

3.2 Higher Dimensions

Fix n ≥ 2 and let Ω be a bounded domain in Rn with C2 boundary ∂Ω. In this section we seek to
describe all m−dissipative extensions of the Schrödinger operator −iĤ0 = −i(−∆+V ) : C∞

c (Ω) →
L2(Ω), where V ∈ L∞(Ω,R). We accomplish this by constructing a boundary quadruple for the
maximal operator −iĤ∗

0 . This section will closely follow the boundary triple construction presented
in chapter 9 of [29].

We denote the Sobolev space of order k ∈ R on Ω by Hk(Ω), and the closure of C∞
c (Ω) in Hk(Ω)

is denoted Hk
0 (Ω). Sobolev spaces on the boundary are denoted Hs(∂Ω) for s ∈ R. For s > 0 the

dual space pairing ⟨·, ·⟩H−s(∂Ω)×Hs(∂Ω) is anti-linear in the second slot and satisfies

⟨ξ, χ⟩H−s(∂Ω)×Hs(∂Ω) =

{
⟨ξ, χ⟩L2(∂Ω), ξ ∈ L2(∂Ω)

⟨ξ, χ⟩H−t(∂Ω)×Ht(∂Ω), ξ ∈ H−t(∂Ω), 0 ≤ t ≤ s
(3.12)
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for χ ∈ Hs(∂Ω). Let ι± : H±1/2(∂Ω) → L2(∂Ω) denote the isometric isomorphisms such that

⟨ξ, χ⟩H−1/2(∂Ω)×H1/2(∂Ω) = ⟨ι−ξ, ι+χ⟩L2(∂Ω). (3.13)

Remark 3.3. On Rn the isometries ι± : H±1/2(Rn) → L2(Rn) can be represented in terms of the
Fourier transform F as ι± = F−1(1 + | · |2)±1/4F .

For s ∈ [0, 3/2] the restrictions

ι+ : Hs+1/2(∂Ω) → Hs(∂Ω) (3.14)

and
ι− : Hs(∂Ω) → Hs+1/2(∂Ω) (3.15)

are isometric isomorphisms such that ι+ι−ξ = 0 for all ξ ∈ Hs(∂Ω) and ι−ι+χ = χ for all χ ∈
Hs+1/2(∂Ω).

Denoting the unit normal vector field pointing outwards of Ω by ∂n, we recall a classical result
for the trace operator of H2(Ω) functions to the boundary.

Lemma 3.1. [9, Theorem 8.3][23, Theorem 1.5.1.2] For Ω ⊂ Rn a bounded C2 domain, the trace
map ψ 7→

(
ψ
∣∣
∂Ω
, ∂nψ

∣∣
∂Ω

)
defined for ψ ∈ C∞(Ω) → H3/2(∂Ω) × H1/2(∂Ω) admits a continuous

extension ψ 7→ (τDψ, τNψ) that is surjective for H2(Ω) → H3/2(∂Ω) × H1/2(∂Ω) and admits a
continuous right inverse.

We call τD and τN the Dirichlet and Neumann operator respectively. These operators can be
used to prove a Green’s identity for the Laplacian.

Lemma. (Green’s identity). For u, v ∈ H2(Ω), one can integrate by parts to show

⟨i∆u, v⟩L2(Ω) + ⟨u, i∆v⟩L2(Ω) = i
(
⟨τNu, τDv⟩L2(∂Ω) − ⟨τDu, τNv⟩L2(∂Ω)

)
. (3.16)

To construct a boundary quadruple for −iĤ∗
0 , we wish to extend these trace operators to

D(−iĤ∗
0 ) and prove a similar Green’s identity.

First, let us recall that the preminimal operator for −∆+V is defined on D(Ĥ0) = C∞
c (Ω). The

closure of Ĥ0 is the minimal operator Ĥ, and has domain D(Ĥ) = H2
0 (Ω). The maximal operator

is the adjoint of the minimal operator, i.e Ĥ∗. We must point out that H2(Ω) ⊂ D(Ĥ∗) but the
two sets are not equal, so some care must be taken when defining (ψ, ∂nψ)

∣∣
∂Ω

for ψ ∈ D(Ĥ∗).
In addition to the minimal and maximal operators, our boundary quadruple construction will

frequently refer to two closed extensions of Ĥ.

Lemma 3.2. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a C2 bounded region, and let Ĥ := (−∆+V )
∣∣
H2

0 (Ω)
with V ∈ L∞(Ω,R).

Then the Dirichlet extension ĤD defined by

D(ĤD) := {ψ ∈ H2(Ω) : τDψ = 0}, ĤDψ := (−∆+ V )ψ (3.17)

is a closed symmetric operator on L2(Ω). Similarly, the Neumann extension ĤN defined by

D(ĤN ) := {ψ ∈ H2(Ω) : τNψ = 0}, ĤNψ := (−∆+ V )ψ. (3.18)

is a closed symmetric operator on L2(Ω).
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These operators are useful in allowing us to write the domain of the maximal operator as a
direct sum of familiar spaces.

Lemma 3.3. For any λ ∈ ρ(ĤD) we have the direct sum decompositions

D(Ĥ∗) = ker τD ⊕ ker(Ĥ∗ − λ) (3.19)

H2(Ω) = ker τD ⊕
{
ψλ ∈ H2(Ω) : (Ĥ∗ − λ)ψλ = 0

}
. (3.20)

Proof. Let ψ ∈ D(Ĥ∗). By the invertibility of (λ − ĤD) : H
2(Ω) → L2(Ω), there exists a unique

ψD ∈ H2(Ω) such that (ĤD − λ)ψD = (Ĥ∗ − λ)ψ. Since ĤD ⊂ Ĥ∗, it follows that ψλ := ψ − ψD
satisfies (Ĥ∗ − λ)ψλ = 0. Hence ψ = ψD + ψλ ∈ D(ĤD)⊕ ker(Ĥ∗ − λ), and the proof follows from
D(ĤD) = ker τD.

These decompositions are used to extend the trace operators τD, τN to the domain of the
maximal operator, and play a crucial role in writing down an “abstract Green’s identity” for −iĤ∗.

Lemma 3.4. [29, Theorem 8.3.9] The Dirichlet and Neumann trace operators τD : H2(Ω) →
H3/2(∂Ω), τN : H2(Ω) → H1/2(∂Ω) admit continuous and surjective extensions

τ̃D : D(Ĥ∗) → H−1/2(∂Ω), τ̃N : D(Ĥ∗) → H−3/2(∂Ω) (3.21)

In addition,
ker(τ̃D) = ker(τD) = D(ĤD), ker(τ̃N ) = ker(τN ) = D(ĤN ). (3.22)

The extended trace operators give rise to an extended Green’s identity for elements in Ĥ∗.

Corollary 3.1. [29, Corollary 8.3.11] The Green’s identity can be extended to

⟨−iĤ∗ψ, v⟩L2(Ω)+⟨ψ,−iĤ∗v⟩L2(Ω) = i
(
⟨τ̃Nψ, τDv⟩H−3/2(∂Ω)×H3/2(∂Ω) − ⟨τ̃Dψ, τNv⟩H−1/2(∂Ω)×H1/2(∂Ω)

)
.

(3.23)
for ψ ∈ D(Ĥ∗), v ∈ H2(Ω).

The formula above does not seem sufficient for our purposes, as we require a Green’s identity
in the case that both ψ and v are in D(Ĥ∗). Luckily, it is possible to extend this identity by
decomposing the wave functions appropriately.

Proposition 3.3. Let η ∈ ρ(ĤD) ∩ R, which exists since ĤD − V is a positive operator and V ∈
L∞(Ω,R). Also let ι± : H±1/2(∂Ω) → L2(∂Ω) be the isomorphisms such that ⟨ξ, χ⟩H−1/2(∂Ω)×H1/2(∂Ω) =

⟨ι−ξ, ι+χ⟩L2(∂Ω). Then, defining G±(η) : D(−iĤ∗) → L2(∂Ω) by

G+ψ :=
1√
2
(ι−τ̃Dψ + iι+τNψD) (3.24)

G−ψ :=
1√
2
(ι−τ̃Dψ − iι+τNψD) (3.25)

where ψ = ψD + ψη is decomposed according to equation (3.19) returns a further extension of the

Green’s identity for elements in ψ, ϕ ∈ D(Ĥ∗)

⟨−iĤ∗ψ, ϕ⟩L2(Ω) + ⟨ψ,−iĤ∗ϕ⟩L2(Ω) = ⟨G+ψ,G+ϕ⟩L2(∂Ω) − ⟨G−ψ,G−ϕ⟩L2(∂Ω). (3.26)
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Proof. Let ψ, ϕ ∈ D(Ĥ), and decompose ψ = ψD + ψη, ϕ = ϕD + ϕη according to equation (3.19).

First, since ĤD is self-adjoint

⟨−iĤ∗ψD, ϕD⟩L2(Ω) + ⟨ψD,−iĤ∗ϕD⟩L2(Ω) = ⟨−iĤDψD, ϕD⟩L2(Ω) + ⟨ψD,−iĤDϕD⟩L2(Ω) = 0.
(3.27)

Similarly, since η is real we have

⟨−iĤ∗ψη, ϕη⟩L2(Ω) + ⟨ψη,−iĤ∗ϕη⟩L2(Ω) = ⟨−iηψη, ϕη⟩L2(Ω) + ⟨ψη,−iηϕη⟩L2(Ω) = 0. (3.28)

Hence

⟨−iĤ∗ψ, ϕ⟩L2(Ω) + ⟨ψ,−iĤ∗ϕ⟩L2(Ω) = ⟨−iĤ∗ψη, ϕD⟩L2(Ω) + ⟨ψη,−iĤ∗ϕD⟩L2(Ω)

+ ⟨−iĤ∗ψD, ϕη⟩L2(Ω) + ⟨ψD,−iĤ∗ϕη⟩L2(Ω).
(3.29)

Since ψD, ϕD ∈ H2(Ω), we may apply the generalized Green’s identity (3.23) to the two pairs of
terms. Applying the identity along with τDψD = τDϕD = 0 returns

⟨−iĤ∗ψ, ϕ⟩L2(Ω) + ⟨ψ,−iĤ∗ϕ⟩L2(Ω) =

= i
(
⟨τNψD, τ̃Dϕη⟩H1/2(∂Ω)×H−1/2(∂Ω) − ⟨τ̃Dψη, τNϕD⟩H−1/2(∂Ω)×H1/2(∂Ω)

)
= i

(
⟨τNψD, τ̃Dϕ⟩H1/2(∂Ω)×H−1/2(∂Ω) − ⟨τ̃Dψ, τNϕD⟩H−1/2(∂Ω)×H1/2(∂Ω)

)
= i

(
⟨ι+τNψD, ι−τ̃Dϕ⟩L2(∂Ω) − ⟨ι−τ̃Dψ, ι+τNϕD⟩L2(∂Ω)

)
.

(3.30)

It is then not difficult to compute

⟨G+ψ,G+ϕ⟩L2(∂Ω) − ⟨G−ψ,G−ϕ⟩L2(∂Ω) = i
(
⟨ι+τNψD, ι−τ̃Dϕ⟩L2(∂Ω) − ⟨ι−τ̃Dψ, ι+τNϕD⟩L2(∂Ω)

)
.

(3.31)
This concludes our proof of Proposition 3.3.

We now formally restate and prove the first main result of this paper.

Theorem 1. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded C2 domain, and let Ĥ := (−∆ + V )
∣∣
H2

0 (Ω)
with V ∈

L∞(Ω,R). Then for any η ∈ ρ(ĤD)∩R, the maps G±(η) : D(Ĥ∗) → L2(∂Ω) defined in Proposition
3.3 define a boundary quadruple for −iĤ. Consequently, a C0 contraction semigroup Wt on L

2(Ω)
has its generator extended by −iĤ∗ if and only if there exists a linear contraction Φ : L2(∂Ω) →
L2(∂Ω) such that Wt = exp(−itĤΦ) with

D(ĤΦ) := {ψ ∈ D(Ĥ∗) : ΦG−ψ = G+ψ}, ĤΦψ := (−∆+ V )ψ. (3.32)

Proof. Fix η ∈ ρ(ĤD) ∩ R. By Theorem 2.1, Theorem 2.2, and equation (3.26), it suffices to show

(G+, G−) : D(Ĥ∗) → L2(∂Ω)× L2(∂Ω) is surjective. (3.33)

To that end, let ξ, χ ∈ L2(∂Ω) and consider ι−1
− χ ∈ H−1/2(∂Ω), ι−1

+ ξ ∈ H1/2(∂Ω). From (3.1)

we have that τN is a surjective mapping from D(ĤD) onto H1/2(∂Ω), hence there exists some
ϕD ∈ D(ĤD) such that τNϕD = ι−1

+ ξ. Recall also that τ̃D is surjective from D(Ĥ∗) to H−1/2(∂Ω),

and that ker τ̃D = ker τD = D(ĤD). It follows from the direct sum decomposition (3.19) that the
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restriction τ̃D : ker(Ĥ∗ − η) → H−1/2(∂Ω) is bijective, hence there exists ϕη ∈ ker(Ĥ∗ − η) such

that τ̃Dϕη = ι−1
− χ. Consequently ϕ := ϕD + ϕη ∈ D(Ĥ∗) satisfies

ι−τ̃Dϕ = ι−τ̃Dϕη = ι−ι
−1
− χ = χ (3.34)

ι+τNϕD = ι+ι
−1
+ ξ = ξ. (3.35)

It follows that (√
2(G− +G+)√
2i(G− −G+)

)
: D(Ĥ∗) → L2(∂Ω)× L2(∂Ω) is surjective. (3.36)

The surjectivity of (G+, G−) also follows immediately.

4 Generalized Robin Boundary Conditions

In this section we fix a boundary quadruple and construct linear contractions Φ which correspond to
commonly known boundary conditions for the Schrödinger operator. We will find it most convenient
to fix η ∈ ρ(ĤD) ∩ ρ(ĤN ) ∩ R, which exists since ĤD − V and ĤN − V are positive operators and
V ∈ L∞(Ω,R). Any choice of η ∈ ρ(ĤD)∩ρ(ĤN )∩R can be used to prove the results in this section,
although we will eventually find it useful to set η < −(1 + ||V ||L∞(Ω)). For a given contraction Φ,

the m-dissipative extension −iĤΦ of −iĤ is defined via

D(ĤΦ) :=
{
ψ ∈ Ĥ∗ : G+ψ = ΦG−ψ

}
=

{
ψ ∈ Ĥ∗ : i(1− Φ)ι−τ̃Dψ = (1+Φ)ι+τNψD

}
. (4.1)

4.1 Dirichlet and Neumann boundary conditions

Example 4.1. Dirichlet boundary conditions: Setting Φ = −1 returns

D(Ĥ−1) =
{
ψ ∈ Ĥ∗ : τ̃Dψ = 0

}
. (4.2)

From Lemma 3.4 we know ker(τ̃D) = ker(τD) = D(ĤD), so Ĥ−1 = ĤD.

Example 4.2. Krein type extension: Setting Φ = 1 returns

D(Ĥ1) =
{
ψ ∈ Ĥ∗ : τNψD = 0

}
. (4.3)

This must not be mistaken for the Neumann extension, as ψD = (ĤD − η)−1(Ĥ∗ − η)ψ ̸= ψ.

To recover the Neumann boundary condition we must construct a contraction Φ so that τ̃Dψ
and τNψD drop out of the boundary condition, and we are just left with τ̃Nψ = 0. To accomplish
this, we introduce the “Dirichlet solution” map γ(λ) and the “Dirichlet-to-Neumann” map D(λ).

Definition 4.1. For λ ∈ ρ(ĤD) ∩ R, the “Dirichlet solution” map γ(λ) is defined by

γ(λ) : ξ 7→ ψλ where

{
(Ĥ∗ − λ)ψλ = 0

ψλ
∣∣
∂Ω

= ξ
(4.4)

The “Dirichlet-to-Neumann” map is defined as D(λ) := τNγ(λ), it maps Dirichlet values to Neu-
mann values D(λ) : τDψλ 7→ τNψλ.

16



These mappings are well-studied in the literature and are famously used in the study of inverse
problems. We will primarily refer the reader to section A of the Appendix for the proofs of Lemmas
regarding these mappings, such as the one below.

Lemma 4.1. For λ ∈ ρ(ĤD) ∩ R, the map γ(λ) is a bounded linear operator from H3/2(∂Ω) →
H2(Ω). Consequently, the “Dirichlet-to-Neumann” map D(λ) is a bounded linear map from H3/2(∂Ω) →
H1/2(∂Ω). D(λ) is also a densely defined symmetric operator on L2(∂Ω), and for λ ∈ ρ(ĤD) ∩
ρ(ĤN ) ∩ R the operator D(λ) : H3/2(∂Ω) → H1/2(∂Ω) is bijective with bounded inverse.

Proof. See the proofs of Lemma A.1 and Lemma A.2 in the Appendix.

We also require an additional Lemma.

Lemma 4.2. Let λ ∈ ρ(ĤD)∩ ρ(ĤN )∩R. Then the operator ΘN (λ) : H2(∂Ω) → L2(∂Ω), defined
as ΘN (λ) := ι+D(λ)ι−1

− is a densely defined bijective symmetric operator in L2(∂Ω), and is hence
an unbounded self-adjoint operator on L2(∂Ω) with ±i ∈ ρ(ΘN ).

Proof. It suffices to show that ⟨ΘN (λ)χ, χ⟩L2(∂Ω) ∈ R for all χ ∈ H2(∂Ω). Let χ be such an element,

and let ξ = ι−1
− χ ∈ H3/2(∂Ω). Then

⟨ι+D(λ)ι−1
− χ, χ⟩L2(∂Ω) = ⟨ι+D(λ)χ, ι−χ⟩L2(∂Ω) = ⟨D(λ)ξ, ξ⟩L2(∂Ω). (4.5)

Hence ⟨ΘNχ, χ⟩L2(∂Ω) = ⟨D(λ)ξ, ξ⟩L2(∂Ω) ∈ R for all χ ∈ H2(∂Ω) as desired.

Example 4.3. Neumann boundary condition: Set ΘN = ΘN (η) and Φ = (i + ΘN )(i − ΘN )−1,
which is well defined since i ∈ ρ(ΘN ). It is easy to verify

(1+Φ) = 2i(i−ΘN )−1, (1− Φ) = −2ΘN (i−ΘN )−1. (4.6)

so the domain of ĤΦ is given by

D(ĤΦ) =
{
ψ ∈ Ĥ∗ : −ΘN (i−ΘN )−1ι−τ̃Dψ = (i−ΘN )−1ι+τNψD

}
. (4.7)

For ψ ∈ D(ĤΦ) our boundary condition implies

ι−τ̃Dψ = (i−ΘN )(i−ΘN )−1ι−τ̃Dψ = i(i−ΘN )−1ι−τ̃Dψ + (i−ΘN )−1ι+τNψD (4.8)

hence ι−τ̃Dψ ∈ D(ΘN ) = H2(∂Ω). Consequently, the trace τ̃Dψ ∈ H3/2(∂Ω) which by Lemma 3.4
implies that ψ ∈ H2(Ω), so τ̃Dψ = τDψ. Applying (i−ΘN ) to both sides of the boundary condition
returns

ι+τNψD = −ΘN ι−τDψ = −ΘN ι−τDψη = −ι+D(η)τDψη = −ι+τNψη = ι+(τNψD − τNψ) (4.9)

so τNψ = 0, and we have ĤΦ = ĤN as desired.
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4.2 Regular Robin boundary conditions

In what follows we will be primarily interested in extensions of −iĤ that generate non-unitary
dynamics. The extensions will have compact resolvents, so the following lemma will be useful in
proofs concerning asymptotic stability.

Lemma 4.3. For Ω ⊂ Rn a bounded C2 domain, the minimal operator Ĥ = (−∆+ V ) : H2
0 (Ω) →

L2(Ω) admits no eigenvalues.

Proof. We proceed by contradiction. Suppose that there exists a λ ∈ C and ψλ ∈ H2
0 (Ω) such that

Ĥψλ = λψλ. Denote V+ := V + ||V ||L∞(Ω), so ψλ is an eigenvector of (−∆+ V+) with eigenvalue

λ + ||V ||L∞(Ω). We may extend ψλ to a function ψλ on Rn by setting ψλ = 0 on Rn \ Ω. Since

this extension mapping ψ 7→ ψ is a continuous linear operator [21] from H2
0 (Ω) → H2(Rn), it

follows that ψλ is an eigenvector of the operator (−∆+ V +) : H
2(Rn) → L2(Rn) with eigenvalue

λ+ ||V ||L∞(Ω). However, it can be shown that this operator has no eigenvalues. To see this we note

that (−∆+ V +) is a positive operator on L2(Ω) so σ(∆ + V +) ⊂ [0,∞). By Rellich–Kondrachov
[21] 1Ω ◦ (−∆+ µ)−1 : L2(Rn) → H2(Rn) → H2(Ω) ↪→ L2(Ω) → L2(Rn) is a compact operator on
L2(Rn) for any µ ∈ ρ(−∆), so −∆+ V + is a relatively compact perturbation of −∆. This implies
that the essential spectrum of these operators are the same [16, Theorem 8.4.3], σess(−∆+ V +) =
σess(−∆) = [0,∞). Hence σ(−∆+ V +) = σess(−∆+ V +), contradicting our early statement that
ψλ is an eigenvector of −∆+ V +.

Theorem 4.1. (regular Robin boundary condition) Let β : H3/2(∂Ω) → H1/2(∂Ω) be a compact
operator such that Re⟨βχ, χ⟩L2(∂Ω) ≥ 0 for all χ ∈ H3/2(∂Ω). Then the operator defined via

D(−iĤβ) :=
{
ψ ∈ H2(Ω) : τNψ = iβτDψ

}
, −iĤβ := −iĤ∗∣∣

D(−iĤβ)
(4.10)

is an m-dissipative extension of −iĤ. If the real part of β is strictly positive, Re⟨βχ, χ⟩L2(∂Ω) > 0

for all 0 ̸= χ ∈ H3/2(∂Ω), then || exp(−itĤβ)ψ0||L2(Ω)
t→∞−−−→ 0 for each ψ0 ∈ L2(Ω).

As before, our goal is to construct a contraction Φ so that τNψD drops out of the boundary
condition and we are left with a relation between τDψ and τNψ. Towards this goal we first prove
the following lemma.

Lemma 4.4. Let λ ∈ ρ(ĤD) ∩ ρ(ĤN ) ∩ R. Then the operator Θβ(λ) := ΘN (λ) − iι+βι
−1
− :

H2(∂Ω) → L2(∂Ω) is a densely defined operator in L2(∂Ω), with i ∈ ρ(Θβ(λ)).

Proof. Recall that i − ΘN (λ) : H2(∂Ω) → L2(∂Ω) is a bijective and bounded linear map, and is
thus Fredholm with index 0. Since β is compact and ι−1

− : H2(∂Ω) → H3/2(∂Ω), ι+ : H1/2(∂Ω) →
L2(∂Ω) are isometries, it follows that ι+βι

−1
− : H2(∂Ω) → L2(∂Ω) is also compact. By the stability

of Fredholm operators under compact perturbations [21], we have that i − Θβ(λ) = i − ΘN (λ) +
iι+βι

−1
− is also Fredholm of index 0, so it suffices to prove that the map is injective. Let ξ ∈ H2(∂Ω)

with χ = ι−1
− ξ ∈ H3/2(∂Ω). Since ΘN (λ) is symmetric

Im⟨(i−Θβ(λ))ξ, ξ⟩L2(∂Ω) = Im⟨iξ, ξ⟩L2(∂Ω) +Re⟨ι+βι−1
− ξ, ξ⟩L2(∂Ω) = ||ξ||2L2(∂Ω) +Re⟨βχ, χ⟩L2(∂Ω).

(4.11)
Hence

||ξ||2L2(∂Ω) ≤ |Im⟨(i−Θβ(λ))ξ, ξ⟩L2(∂Ω)| ≤ ||(i−Θβ(λ))ξ||L2(∂Ω)||ξ||L2(∂Ω) (4.12)

which implies ||ξ||L2(∂Ω) ≤ ||(i−Θβ(λ))ξ||L2(∂Ω). It follows that (i−Θβ(λ)) is an injective Fredholm
operator of index 0 and is thus invertible.

18



Proof of Theorem 4.1. Set Θβ = Θβ(η) and Φ = (i+Θβ)(i−Θβ)
−1. It is easy to verify

(1+Φ) = 2i(i−Θβ)
−1, (1− Φ) = −2Θβ(i−Θβ)

−1. (4.13)

The domain of ĤΦ is then given by

D(ĤΦ) =
{
ψ ∈ D(Ĥ∗) : −Θβ(i−Θβ)

−1ι−τ̃Dψ = (i−Θβ)
−1ι+τ̃NψD

}
. (4.14)

To show ĤΦ is a maximally dissipative extension of Ĥ, we must prove ||(i+Θβ)(i−Θβ)
−1χ||L2(∂Ω) ≤

||χ||L2(∂Ω). Setting ξ = (i−Θβ)
−1χ, it is equivalent to prove ||(i+Θβ)ξ||L2(∂Ω) ≤ ||(i−Θβ)ξ||L2(∂Ω)

for all ξ ∈ H2(∂Ω). This follows immediately from

||(i−Θβ)ξ||2L2(∂Ω) − ||(i+Θβ)ξ||2L2(∂Ω) = 4Re⟨ι+βι−1
− ξ, ξ⟩L2(∂Ω) = 4Re⟨βι−1

− ξ, ι−1
− ξ⟩L2(∂Ω) ≥ 0.

(4.15)
Repeating the same steps as in the Neumann example, the boundary condition implies ι−τ̃Dψ ∈
D(Θβ) = H2(∂Ω) for all ψ ∈ D(ĤΦ), and in particular τ̃Dψ ∈ H3/2(∂Ω) which by Lemma 3.4
implies that ψ ∈ H2(Ω), so τ̃Dψ = τDψ. Applying (i−Θβ) to both sides of the boundary condition
returns

ι+τNψD = −(ΘN − iι+βι
−1
− )ι−τDψ

= (iι+βτDψ −ΘN ι−τDψη)

= ι+(iβτDψ −D(η)τDψη)

= ι+(iβτDψ − τNψ + τNψD)

(4.16)

so D(ĤΦ) =
{
ψ ∈ H2(Ω) : τNψ = iβτDψ

}
as desired.

Now, when the real part of β is strictly positive we have from equation (4.15) that Φ is strictly
contractive on L2(Ω). The contraction semigroup generator −iĤΦ has compact resolvent because
for λ ∈ ρ(−iĤΦ) the resolvent operator (−iĤΦ − λ)−1 maps L2(Ω) to H2(Ω), which by Rellich-
Kondrachov [21] embeds compactly into L2(Ω). The generator −iĤΦ meets the requirements of

Theorem 2.3, so || exp(−itĤΦ)ψ0||L2(Ω)
t→∞−−−→ 0 holds for all ψ0 ∈ L2(Ω) if the operator (−∆+V ) :

H2
0 (Ω) → L2(Ω) admits no real eigenvalues. This follows immediately from Lemma 4.3, concluding

our proof of Theorem 4.1.

Remark 4.1. Since the embeddings H1/2+ϵ(∂Ω) ↪−→ H1/2(∂Ω) and H3/2(∂Ω) ↪−→ H3/2−ϵ(∂Ω) are
compact [21] for any ϵ > 0, a sufficient condition for β to be compact is taking β : H3/2(∂Ω) →
H1/2+ϵ(∂Ω) or β : H3/2−ϵ(∂Ω) → H1/2(∂Ω) bounded for some ϵ > 0. If β is multiplication by some
function, it suffices to take β ∈ Hs(∂Ω) for any s > max{ 1

2 ,
n−2
2 } [31].

4.3 Generalized Robin boundary conditions with compactness

The construction provided in the previous subsection does not allow β to be multiplication by some
function of low regularity, such as a generic L∞ function. Our generalization to lower regularity
β will be slightly more complicated, and we no longer expect D(ĤΦ) to reside within H2(Ω) since
τ̃Nψ = iβτ̃Dψ /∈ H1/2(∂Ω).
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Theorem 4.2. (Robin boundary condition) Let β : H1/2(∂Ω) → H−1/2(∂Ω) be a compact operator
such that Re⟨βχ, χ⟩H−1/2(∂Ω)×H1/2(∂Ω) ≥ 0 for all χ ∈ H1/2(∂Ω). Then operator defined via

D(−iĤβ) :=
{
ψ ∈ H1(Ω) ∩D(Ĥ∗) : τ̃Nψ = iβτ̃Dψ

}
, −iĤβ := −iĤ∗∣∣

D(−iĤβ)
(4.17)

is a maximally dissipative extension of −iĤ. If the real part of β is strictly positive;

Re⟨βχ, χ⟩H−1/2(∂Ω)×H1/2(∂Ω) > 0 for all 0 ̸= χ ∈ H1/2(∂Ω); then || exp(−itĤβ)ψ0||L2(Ω)
t→∞−−−→ 0 for

each ψ0 ∈ L2(Ω).

The proof of this theorem will require us to introduce the “extended” Dirichlet-to-Neumann
maps.

Lemma 4.5. For λ ∈ ρ(ĤD)∩R, the operator γ(λ) admits extensions to bounded linear operators
γ(λ) : Hs(∂Ω) → Hs+1/2(Ω) for all s ∈ [− 1

2 ,
3
2 ]. Consequently, the “Dirichlet-to-Neumann” map

D(λ) also admits extensions to bounded linear maps D̃(λ) := τ̃Nγ(λ) : H
s(∂Ω) → Hs−1/2(∂Ω) for

all s ∈ [− 1
2 ,

3
2 ].

The restriction D̃(λ) : H1/2(∂Ω) → H1/2(∂Ω) is a “symmetric” operator, in the sense that
⟨D̃(λ)ζ, ζ⟩H−1/2(∂Ω)×H1/2(∂Ω) ∈ R for all ζ ∈ H1/2(∂Ω). Lastly, for λ ∈ ρ(ĤD) ∩ ρ(ĤN ) ∩ R the

restrictions D̃(λ) : Hs(∂Ω) → Hs−1/2(∂Ω) are bijective linear maps with bounded inverses for all
s ∈ [− 1

2 ,
3
2 ].

Proof. See the proofs of Lemma A.1 and Lemma A.2 in the Appendix.

Corollary 4.1. For λ ∈ ρ(ĤD) ∩ R, the operator ΘN (λ) = ι+D̃(λ)ι−1
− : H1(∂Ω) → H−1(∂Ω)

is “symmetric” in the sense that ⟨Θ̃N (λ)ξ, ξ⟩H−1(∂Ω)×H1(∂Ω) ∈ R for all ξ ∈ H1(∂Ω). For λ ∈
ρ(ĤD) ∩ ρ(ĤN ) ∩ R this operator is also bijective.

Lemma 4.6. Let λ ∈ ρ(ĤD)∩ρ(ĤN )∩R. Then the operator (i−Θ̃β(λ)) := (i−Θ̃N (λ)+iι+βι
−1
− ) :

H1(∂Ω) → H−1(∂Ω) is a bijective linear operator with bounded inverse.

Proof. Recall that Θ̃N (λ) : H1(∂Ω) → H−1(∂Ω) is a bijective and bounded linear map, and is thus
Fredholm with index 0. Since β is compact and ι−1

− : H1(∂Ω) → H1/2(∂Ω), ι+ : H−1/2(∂Ω) →
H−1(∂Ω) are isometries, it follows that ι+βι

−1
− : H1(∂Ω) → H−1(∂Ω) is also compact. By compact

embedding of Sobolev spaces, multiplication by i is also a compact operator from H1(∂Ω) →
H−1(∂Ω). So, the stability of Fredholm operators under compact perturbations [21] informs us
that i − Θ̃β(λ) = i − Θ̃N (λ) + iι+βι

−1
− is also Fredholm of index 0, and it again suffices to prove

that the map is injective. Let ξ ∈ H1(∂Ω) with χ = ι−1
− ξ ∈ H1/2(∂Ω). Since Θ̃N (λ) is symmetric

Im⟨(i−Θ̃β(λ))ξ, ξ⟩H−1(∂Ω)×H1(∂Ω) = ||ξ||2L2(∂Ω)+Re⟨βχ, χ⟩H−1/2(∂Ω)×H1/2(∂Ω) ≥ ||ξ||2L2(∂Ω). (4.18)

Consequently ξ = 0 whenever (i− Θ̃β(λ))ξ = 0, so (i− Θ̃β(λ)) is an injective Fredholm operator of
index 0 and is thus invertible.

Proof of Theorem 4.2. Set Θ̃β = Θ̃β(η) and Φ = (i+Θ̃β)(i− Θ̃β)
−1

∣∣
L2(∂Ω)

. Since (i+Θ̃β) maps its

domain into H−1(∂Ω), it is not immediately clear that Φ maps into L2(∂Ω). Before we continue,
we will prove that ||(i + Θ̃β)(i − Θ̃β)

−1χ||L2(∂Ω) ≤ ||χ||L2(∂Ω) for all χ ∈ L2(∂Ω). Setting ξ =
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(i − Θ̃β)
−1χ ∈ H1(∂Ω), it is equivalent to prove ||(i + Θ̃β)ξ||L2(∂Ω) ≤ ||(i − Θ̃β)ξ||L2(∂Ω). This

follows immediately from

||(i− Θ̃β)ξ||2L2(∂Ω) − ||(i+ Θ̃β)ξ||2L2(∂Ω) = 4Im⟨Θ̃βξ, ξ⟩H−1(∂Ω)×H1(∂Ω)

= 4Re⟨βι−1
− ξ, ι−1

− ξ⟩H−1/2(∂Ω)×H1/2(∂Ω) ≥ 0.
(4.19)

Φ is therefore contractive on L2(∂Ω), and the associated extension −iĤΦ is maximally dissipative
with domain

D(ĤΦ) =
{
ψ ∈ D(Ĥ∗) : −Θ̃β(i− Θ̃β)

−1ι−τ̃Dψ = (i− Θ̃β)
−1ι+τ̃NψD

}
. (4.20)

For ψ ∈ D(ĤΦ) our boundary condition implies

ι−τ̃Dψ = (i− Θ̃β)(i− Θ̃β)
−1ι−τ̃Dψ = i(i− Θ̃β)

−1ι−τ̃Dψ + (i− Θ̃β)
−1ι+τNψD (4.21)

so ι−τ̃Dψ ∈ D(Θ̃β) = H1(∂Ω), and in particular τ̃Dψ ∈ H1/2(∂Ω). By Corollary A.1 it follows that

ψ ∈ H1(Ω), so D(ĤΦ) ⊂ H1(Ω).
Applying (i−Θβ) to both sides of the boundary condition in (4.20) returns

ι+τ̃NψD = −(Θ̃N − iι+βι
−1
− )ι−τ̃Dψ

= (iι+βτ̃Dψ − Θ̃N ι−τ̃Dψη)

= ι+(iβτ̃Dψ − D̃(η)τ̃Dψη)

= ι+(iβτ̃Dψ − τ̃Nψ + τ̃NψD)

(4.22)

so D(ĤΦ) =
{
ψ ∈ H1(Ω) ∩D(Ĥ∗) : τ̃Nψ = iβτ̃Dψ

}
as desired.

When the real part of β is strictly positive we repeat the last steps in the proof of Theorem 4.1.
Φ is strictly contractive on L2(Ω) by equation (4.19), and −iĤΦ has compact resolvent because
for λ ∈ ρ(−iĤΦ) the resolvent operator (−iĤΦ − λ)−1 maps L2(Ω) to H1(Ω), which by Rellich-
Kondrachov [21] embeds compactly into L2(Ω). The generator −iĤΦ meets the requirements of

Theorem 2.3, so || exp(−itĤΦ)ψ0||L2(Ω)
t→∞−−−→ 0 holds for all ψ0 ∈ L2(Ω) if the operator (−∆+V ) :

H2
0 (Ω) → L2(Ω) admits no real eigenvalues. This follows immediately from Lemma 4.3, and we

conclude our proof of Theorem 4.2.

Remark 4.2. Since the embeddings H−1/2+ϵ(∂Ω) ↪−→ H−1/2(∂Ω) and H1/2(∂Ω) ↪−→ H1/2−ϵ(∂Ω)
are compact [21] for any ϵ > 0, a sufficient condition for β to be compact is taking β : H1/2(∂Ω) →
H−1/2+ϵ(∂Ω) or β : H1/2−ϵ(∂Ω) → H−1/2(∂Ω) bounded for some ϵ > 0. If β is multiplication by
some function, it suffices to take β ∈ L∞(∂Ω).

4.4 Generalized Robin boundary conditions without compactness

We turn our attention to the least regular class of Robin boundary operators β : H1/2(∂Ω) →
H−1/2(∂Ω); those that are bounded with non-negative real part but are not compact operators.
Looking back at our proof of Theorem 4.2, we see that once the invertibility of (i − Θ̃β(η)) =

(i − ι+(D̃(η) − iβ)ι−1
− ) : H1(∂Ω) → H−1(∂Ω) is established then all further steps are effectively

identical to those in the proof of Theorem 4.1. However, the compactness assumption played a
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crucial role in our analysis: it allowed us to apply Fredholm theory to derive the surjectivity of
(i − Θ̃β(η)) from its injectivity. We will demonstrate how this compactness assumption can be
dropped from the statement of Theorem 4.2 at the expense of picking up alternative conditions.

We now restate and prove the second main result of this paper.

Theorem 2. (Generalized Robin boundary condition) Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded C2 domain of
dimension n > 1, and let Ĥ := (−∆+V )

∣∣
C∞

c (Ω)
with V ∈ L∞(Ω,R). Suppose that β = β1+β2+β3

is a sum of three bounded linear operators βk : H1/2(∂Ω) → H−1/2(∂Ω) having “non-negative
real parts”, meaning Re⟨βkχ, χ⟩H−1/2(∂Ω)×H1/2(∂Ω) ≥ 0 for all χ ∈ H1/2(∂Ω), with the following
conditions on β1, β2, and β3:

(R1) Compactness: β1 : H1/2(∂Ω) → H−1/2(∂Ω) is a compact operator.

(R2) Smallness in operator norm: ||β2||B(H1/2(∂Ω),H−1/2(∂Ω)) < ||τ̃D||−2
B(H1(Ω),H1/2(∂Ω))

.

(R3) Non-negative imaginary part: Im⟨β3χ, χ⟩H−1/2(∂Ω),H1/2(∂Ω) ≥ 0 for all χ ∈ H1/2(∂Ω).

Then the operator defined by

D(−iĤβ) :=
{
ψ ∈ H1(Ω) ∩D(Ĥ∗) : τ̃Nψ = iβτ̃Dψ

}
, −iĤβ := −iĤ∗∣∣

D(−iĤβ)
(4.23)

is a maximally dissipative extension of −iĤ. Consequently, for each ψ0 ∈ D(−iĤβ) the initial-
boundary value problem  i∂tψ = Ĥ∗ψ in Ω

ψ = ψ0 at t = 0
∂nψ = iβψ on ∂Ω

(4.24)

admits a unique, global-in-time solution ψt = exp(−itĤβ) ∈ C1([0,∞), L2(Ω)), and the solution
mappings Wt : ψ0 7→ ψt extend continuously to a C0 contraction semigroup on L2(Ω).

For any choice of η ∈ ρ(ĤD)∩R, Theorem 1 offers an explicit parameterization of all maximally
dissipative extensions of −iĤ in terms of linear contractions Φ on L2(∂Ω). In practice, certain
choices of η are more convenient when trying to construct the linear contraction associated with a
particular extension. In the last three subsections we took η ∈ ρ(ĤD)∩ρ(ĤN )∩R when constructing
the linear contractions associated with the Neumann and compact Robin extensions. For the proof
of Theorem 2 we will find it convenient to additionally demand η < −(1 + ||V ||L∞(Ω)). Our

construction of the linear contraction Φ associated with the extension −iĤβ defined in (4.23) relies
entirely on the following Lemma.

Lemma 4.7. Let λ < −(1+||V ||L∞(Ω)), so λ ∈ ρ(ĤD)∩ρ(ĤN )∩R. Then the operator (i−Θ̃β(λ)) :=

(i− Θ̃N (λ) + iι+βι
−1
− ) : H1(∂Ω) → H−1(∂Ω) is a bijective linear operator with a bounded inverse.

Proof. Repeating the same set of inequalities as in equation (4.18) shows that the operator (i −
Θ̃β(λ)) is injective. However, our proof for surjectivity will require more care. Since ι+β1ι

−1
− is a

compact operator it does not impact the Fredholm index of (i−Θ̃β(λ)), so without loss of generality
we may set β1 = 0. Let ξ ∈ H1(∂Ω) and define χ = ι−1

− ξ ∈ H1/2(∂Ω). Then by (R3)

Re⟨(Θ̃β(λ)−i)ξ, ξ⟩H−1(∂Ω)×H1(∂Ω) ≥ ⟨D̃(λ)χ, χ⟩H−1/2(∂Ω)×H1/2(∂Ω)+Im⟨β2χ, χ⟩H−1/2(∂Ω)×H1/2(∂Ω).
(4.25)
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Introducing ψλ := γ̃(λ)χ ∈ H1(Ω), the unique element in ker(Ĥ∗−λ) such that τ̃Dψλ = χ, we may
apply the Green’s identity (3.23) and integration-by-parts to compute

⟨D̃(λ)χ, χ⟩H−1/2(∂Ω)×H1/2(∂Ω) = ⟨τ̃Nψλ, τ̃Dψλ⟩H−1/2(∂Ω)×H1/2(∂Ω)

= ||∇⃗ψλ||2L2(Ω) + ⟨(V − λ)ψλ, ψλ⟩L2(Ω)

≥ ||∇⃗ψλ||2L2(Ω) + ||ψλ||2L2(Ω) = ||ψλ||2H1(Ω)

(4.26)

where we’ve used inf(V −λ) ≥ 1. Let us recall the trace theorem for functions that reside in H1(Ω).

Lemma 4.8. [23, Theorem 1.5.1.2] For Ω ⊂ Rn a bounded C2 domain, the trace map ψ 7→ ψ
∣∣
∂Ω

defined for ψ ∈ C∞(Ω) → H1/2(∂Ω) admits a continuous extension τ̃D : H1(Ω) → H1/2(∂Ω).

Denoting the norm of this bounded linear operator CD := ||τ̃D||B(H1(Ω),H1/2(∂Ω)), we see

||ξ||2H1(∂Ω) = ||χ||2H1/2(∂Ω) ≤ C2
D||ψλ||2H1(Ω) ≤ C2

D⟨D̃(λ)χ, χ⟩H−1/2(∂Ω)×H1/2(∂Ω). (4.27)

Introducing the shorthand ||β2|| := ||β2||B(H1/2(∂Ω),H−1/2(∂Ω)), we recall from condition (R2) that

C−2
D − ||β2|| > 0. Also,∣∣Im⟨β2χ, χ⟩H−1/2(∂Ω)×H1/2(∂Ω)

∣∣ ≤ ||β2χ||H−1/2(∂Ω)||χ||H1/2(∂Ω) ≤ ||β2|| ||χ||2H1/2(∂Ω) = ||β2|| ||ξ||2H1(∂Ω)

(4.28)
Combining the inequalities of equations (4.25), (4.27), and (4.28), we arrive at

||(i− Θ̃β(λ))ξ||H−1(∂Ω)||ξ||H1(∂Ω) ≥ Re⟨(Θ̃β(λ)− i)ξ, ξ⟩H−1(∂Ω)×H1(∂Ω)

≥ ⟨D̃(λ)χ, χ⟩H1/2(∂Ω)×H−1/2(∂Ω) − ||β2|| ||ξ||2H1(∂Ω)

≥
(
C−2
D − ||β2||

)
||ξ||2H1(∂Ω).

(4.29)

Hence ||ξ||H1(∂Ω) ≤
(
C−2
D − ||β2||

)−1 ||(i− Θ̃β(λ))ξ||H−1(∂Ω) and

||(i− Θ̃β(λ))
−1ζ||H1(∂Ω) ≤

(
C−2
D − ||β2||

)−1 ||ζ||H−1(∂Ω), for all ζ ∈ Ran(i− Θ̃β). (4.30)

This provides us with an operator norm bound of the inverse, but we have yet to prove that (i−Θ̃β)

is surjective. Towards that goal we first note that the range of (i − Θ̃β) is closed, since for any

sequence ζn = (i− Θ̃β(λ))ξn that is Cauchy in H−1(∂Ω)

||ξn − ξm||H1(∂Ω) ≤
(
C−2
D − ||β2||

)−1 ||ζn − ζm||H−1(∂Ω). (4.31)

So ξn is also Cauchy in H1(∂Ω) with some limit ξ ∈ H1(∂Ω). The boundedness of (i − Θ̃β(λ)) :

H1(∂Ω) → H−1(∂Ω) ensures that ζn converges to (i−Θ̃β(λ))ξ ∈ Ran(i−Θ̃β(λ)) in H
−1(∂Ω) norm.

Now we may apply the closed range theorem to state that Ran(i− Θ̃β(λ)) = ker(−i− Θ̃β(λ)
∗)⊥,

where Θ̃β(λ)
∗ : H1(∂Ω) → H−1(∂Ω) denotes the Banach space adjoint of Θ̃β(λ). The inequalities

we’ve already proven are sufficient to show that ker(−i − Θ̃β(λ)
∗) = {0}. Let ξ ∈ H1(∂Ω). Then

by definition of the Banach space adjoint

−Im⟨(−i− Θ̃β(λ)
∗)ξ, ξ⟩H−1(∂Ω)×H1(∂Ω) = Im⟨(i− Θ̃β(λ))ξ, ξ⟩H−1(∂Ω)×H1(∂Ω) ≥ ||ξ||2L2(∂Ω) (4.32)

so ξ ∈ ker(−i − Θ̃β(λ)
∗) if and only if ξ = 0. So (i − Θ̃β(λ)) is a bounded bijective operator from

H1(∂Ω) onto H−1(∂Ω) as desired.
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Proof of Theorem 2. Set Θ̃β = Θ̃β(η) and Φ = (i + Θ̃β)(i − Θ̃β)
−1

∣∣
L2(∂Ω)

. To show that Φ is

linear contraction on L2(∂Ω) one applies the same sequence of inequalities in equation (4.19). The
associated extension −iĤΦ is therefore maximally dissipative with domain

D(ĤΦ) =
{
ψ ∈ D(Ĥ∗) : −Θ̃β(i− Θ̃β)

−1ι−τ̃Dψ = (i− Θ̃β)
−1ι+τ̃NψD

}
. (4.33)

Repeating the same steps in the proof of Theorem 4.2 starting from equation (4.20) returnsD(ĤΦ) ={
ψ ∈ H1(Ω) ∩D(Ĥ∗) : τ̃Nψ = iβτ̃Dψ

}
.

Remark 4.3. Condition (R2) allows the Robin boundary condition to include tangential derivatives
along the boundary, while conditions (R1) and (R3) allow for singular multiplication operators. For
example, if Ω ⊂ Rn is a bounded C2 domain of dimension n > 2 and y ∈ ∂Ω, then the fractional
Hardy inequality [28] implies that multiplication by 1

|x−y|1/2 defines a bounded linear operator from

H1/2(∂Ω) → L2(∂Ω). Duality then shows that multiplication by 1
|x−y|1/2 extends to a bounded linear

operator from L2(∂Ω) → H−1/2(∂Ω), therefore multiplication by 1
|x−y| defines a bounded positive

operator from H1/2(∂Ω) → H−1/2(∂Ω).

We now restate and prove the third main result of this paper, the asymptotic stability of all
solutions to the initial-boundary value problem when the real part of β is strictly positive; meaning
Re⟨βχ, χ⟩H−1/2(∂Ω)×H1/2(∂Ω) > 0 for all 0 ̸= χ ∈ H1/2(∂Ω).

Theorem 3. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded C2 domain of dimension n > 1, let Ĥ := (−∆+ V )
∣∣
C∞

c (Ω)

with V ∈ L∞(Ω,R), and suppose that β satisfies the assumptions of Theorem 2 while having strictly
positive real part. Then all solutions of the initial-boundary value problem (4.24) asymptotically

vanish, ||Wtψ0||L2(Ω)
t→∞−−−→ 0 for all ψ0 ∈ L2(Ω).

Proof. We again follow the last steps in the proofs of Theorem 4.1 and Theorem 4.2. The linear
contraction Φ = (i + Θ̃β)(i − Θ̃β)

−1
∣∣
L2(∂Ω)

is strictly contractive on L2(∂Ω) by the same set of

inequalities as in equation (4.19). Once again −iĤΦ has compact resolvent since for λ ∈ ρ(−iĤΦ)
the resolvent operator (−iĤΦ − λ)−1 maps L2(Ω) into H1(Ω), which by Rellich-Kondrachov [21]
embeds compactly into L2(Ω). By the compactness of the resolvent and Lemma 4.3, Theorem 2.3

states ||Wtψ0||L2(Ω)
t→∞−−−→ 0 for all ψ0 ∈ L2(Ω).

5 Detection Time Distributions

Suppose that a quantum particle is initially prepared with state ψ0 of unit norm in a Hilbert space
H, and suppose that the particle undergoes an idealized detection process which is irreversible,
autonomous, and highly sensitive to interactions; so that the formation of any entanglement between
the particle and the detector leads to an immediate firing. Then; as argued in the introduction; the
dynamics of the particle is governed by a C0 contraction semigroup Wt = exp(−itL) on H while
the detector has not yet fired, with the quantity ||Wtψ0||2H representing the probability that the
particle remains undetected up to time t. Hence, the probability that the particle will be detected
between times 0 ≤ t1 < t2 <∞ is given by

Probψ0(t1 < t < t2) := ||Wt1ψ0||2H − ||Wt2ψ0||2H (5.1)
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while the event that the particle is never detected; denoted by t = N; has probability

Probψ0
(t = N) := lim

t→∞
||Wtψ0||2H (5.2)

where this limit exists by monotonicity. Werner [12] demonstrated that every C0 contraction semi-
group Wt on a Hilbert space H admits a “Born rule” for the detection time distribution above.
Formally stated, there exists a positive operator-valued measure defined on Lebesgue measureable
subsets I ⊂ [0,∞) ∪ {N} and acting on H such that

⟨E(I)ψ0, ψ0⟩H = Probψ0
(t ∈ I) (5.3)

agrees with (5.1) and (5.2) for all ψ0 ∈ H. Werner begins his analysis by pointing out that

J (ψ, ϕ) := − d

dt
⟨Wtψ,Wtϕ⟩H

∣∣
t=0

= ⟨iLψ, ϕ⟩H + ⟨ψ, iLϕ⟩H (5.4)

defines a non-negative Hermitian form on the domain of the semigroup generator D(L). In most
cases this Hermitian form may not be positive, so D(L) is not a pre-Hilbert space. Werner only
considered cases where D(L) is a pre-Hilbert space, however, we can apply the Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality to show that the set of ψ ∈ D(L) such that J (ψ,ψ) = 0 is a linear subspace of D(L), in
fact it is the radical of J

Rad(J ) := {ψ ∈ D(L) : J (ψ, ϕ) = 0 ∀ϕ ∈ D(L)} = {ψ ∈ D(L) : J (ψ,ψ) = 0}. (5.5)

Taking the quotient of D(L) with Rad(J ) returns a pre-Hilbert space (D(L)/Rad(J ),J (·, ·)). Let
K denote the completion of this pre-Hilbert space, and let j : D(L) → K denote the canonical
embedding, so the inner product on K is defined on the dense set j(D(L)) ⊂ K

⟨jψ, jϕ⟩K = ⟨iLψ, ϕ⟩H + ⟨ψ, iLϕ⟩H. (5.6)

For each ψ ∈ D(L) we consider the function Jψ : [0,∞) → K defined by (Jψ)(t) := j(Wtψ). Then∫ ∞

0

||(Jψ)(t)||2K dt = −
∫ ∞

0

d

dt
||Wtψ||2H dt = ||ψ||2H − lim

t→∞
||Wtψ||2H ≤ ||ψ||2H. (5.7)

where these limits exist by the monotonicity of ||Wtψ||2H. This bound shows that J extends from
D(L) to a linear contraction J : H → L2([0,∞),K). The quantity ||(Jψ)(t)||2K measures the rate
at which probability flows from the space of states where the detector is primed Hp to the space of
states where the detector has fired HF . It therefore acts as a probability density for the particle’s
time of detection. Now, for any Lebesgue measureable subset I ⊂ [0,∞), we introduce the operator
E(I) := J∗χIJ acting on H, with χI denoting the indicator function. Then

⟨E(I)ψ0, ψ0⟩H =

∫
I

||(Jψ)(t)||2K dt ≥ 0, (5.8)

so E(I) is a positive operator. It is straightforward to show that E(·) forms a (unnormalized)
positive operator-valued measure, which, when extended by setting E({N}) = 1 − J∗J forms a
normalized positive operator-valued measure on [0,∞) ∪ {N} that agrees with (5.1) and (5.2.

Any Hilbert space K with a linear map j : D(L) → K satisfying equation (5.6) is called an exit
space. All C0 contraction semigroups admit at least one exit space; such as the abstractminimal exit
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space detailed above; and the detection time probability density ||(Jψ)(t)||2K and positive operator-
valued measure E(·) is independent of the choice of exit space. The last main result of this paper
applies the theory of boundary quadruples to explicitly construct exit spaces for C0 contraction
semigroups Wt that “weakly solve” a Schrödinger equation i∂tψ = Ĥ∗ψ for some densely defined
symmetric operator Ĥ on H.

Theorem 4. Let −iĤ be a densely defined skew-symmetric operator on a Hilbert space H and let
Wt be a C0 contraction semigroup on H whose generator is extended by −iĤ∗. Then for any choice
of boundary quadruple (H±, G±) for −iĤ we may write Wt = exp(−itĤΦ) where Φ : H− → H+ is
the linear contraction guaranteed by Theorem 2.2, and

j : D(ĤΦ) → H−, j : ψ 7→
√
1− Φ∗ΦG−ψ (5.9)

defines an exit space for Wt. Consequently (Jψ0)(t) :=
√
1− Φ∗ΦG−Wtψ0 extends to a linear

contraction J : H → L2([0,∞),H−) with ||
√
1− Φ∗ΦG−Wtψ0||2H−

equal to the (unnormalized)
probability density for the time of detection. Lastly, the positive operator-valued measure for the
detection time probability distribution can be expressed as E(I) = J∗χIJ for Lebesgue measureable
subsets I ⊂ [0,∞) and E({N}) = 1H − J∗J .

Proof. Let Φ∗ : H+ → H− denote the Hilbert space adjoint of Φ. Then for all ψ, ϕ ∈ D(ĤΦ)

⟨iĤΦψ, ϕ⟩H + ⟨ψ, iĤΦϕ⟩H = ⟨G−ψ,G−ϕ⟩H− − ⟨G+ψ,G+ϕ⟩H+

= ⟨G−ψ,G−ϕ⟩H− − ⟨ΦG−ψ,ΦG−ϕ⟩H+

= ⟨(1− Φ∗Φ)G−ψ,G−ϕ⟩H−

= ⟨
√
1− Φ∗ΦG−ψ,

√
1− Φ∗ΦG−ϕ⟩H−

(5.10)

where the square root of the bounded positive operator 1 − Φ∗Φ on H− is defined by a power
series.

6 Summary and Outlook

We have shown that wave functions of non-relativistic quantum particles undergoing idealized
irreversible hard autonomous detection along the boundary of some bounded C2 region Ω ⊂ Rn
must evolve according to the Schrödinger equation while satisfying a time-independent absorbing
boundary condition along ∂Ω. Every such detector model admits a natural Born rule for the
distribution of times at which the particle is detected along ∂Ω, and we have shown that a detection
will almost surely occur in finite time whenever the particle is completely surrounded by screen
detectors.

There are several exciting directions to go in extending these results. The local Robin boundary
conditions studied in this paper offer a large family of possible hard detector models, but it is
worthwhile to also look into other types of local absorbing boundary conditions. The modern
theory of boundary triples for Schrödinger operators [24, 25] might allow us to extend the theorems
in this paper to the case of unbounded Lipschitz domains Ω ⊂ Rn. A boundary triple construction
for the Dirac Hamiltonian is nearly complete [30, 34] and it would be of great interest to prove
similar results for spin 1

2 relativistic quantum particles undergoing irreversible hard autonomous
detection. We also plan to investigate in an upcoming paper [36] the behavior of the detection time
probability distribution under perturbations of the boundary condition.
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Another avenue of research might focus on providing similar parameterization results when one
of our idealizations regarding the detecting screen is relaxed. If one allows the detection mechanism
to vary with time, then the dynamics of the wave function are not autonomous, and one would
investigate whether the results of Wegner [26] and Arendt et al. [33] generalize to the setting where
Wt does not form a semigroup under composition. If one instead allows Ψt

∣∣
HP

to become entangled
in its dynamics, then it would be interesting to see if a similar parameterization result holds for the
particle’s density matrix dynamics.
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A Dirichlet-to-Neumann Maps

This appendix is dedicated to the study of Dirichlet boundary value problems and the Dirichlet-
to-Neumann map. We assume throughout this section that Ω ⊂ Rn is a bounded C2 domain of
dimension n > 1, V ∈ L∞(Ω,R), and we take Ĥ := −∆+V densely defined on the minimal domain
D(Ĥ) = H2

0 (Ω). Recall that the Dirichlet extension ĤD of Ĥ defined by

D(ĤD) := {ψ ∈ H2(Ω) : τDψ = 0}, ĤDψ := (−∆+ V )ψ (A.1)

is a self-adjoint operator on L2(Ω). This operator can be used to prove an existence and uniqueness
result for a class of Dirichlet boundary value problems.

Lemma A.1. Let λ ∈ ρ(ĤD) ∩ R and s ∈ [−1
2 ,

3
2 ]. For each ξ ∈ Hs(∂Ω), there exists a unique

ψλ ∈ Hs+1/2(Ω) to the boundary value problem{
(Ĥ∗ − λ)ψ = 0

ψ
∣∣
∂Ω

= ξ
(A.2)

The solution mappings ξ 7→ ψλ define a bounded linear map γ(λ) : Hs(∂Ω) → Hs+1/2(Ω).

Proof. We first prove the existence and uniqueness of a solution to (A.2) for ξ ∈ H−1/2(∂Ω).
By Lemma 3.4 there exists some ψ ∈ D(Ĥ∗) such that τ̃Dψ = ξ. It is then easy to verify that
ψλ := ψ − (ĤD − λ)−1(Ĥ∗ − λ)ψ resides in ker(Ĥ∗ − λ) and satisfies τ̃Dψλ = τ̃Dψ = ξ, and is
hence a solution to (A.2). For uniqueness, we observe that if ψλ and ψ′

λ both solve (A.2) then

ψλ − ψ′
λ ∈ ker(τD) ∩ ker(Ĥ∗ − λ) = {0}, where the last equality follows from λ ∈ ρ(ĤD). Hence,

the solution mapping ξ 7→ γ(λ)ξ := ψλ is a well-defined linear map from H−1/2(∂Ω) → L2(Ω). In
fact, if ξ ∈ H3/2(∂Ω) then Lemma 3.1 ensures that there exists a ψ ∈ H2(Ω) such that τDψ = ξ,
so ψλ = ψ − (ĤD − λ)−1(Ĥ∗ − λ)ψ is a difference of two H2(Ω) functions and is thus in H2(Ω).
So γ(λ) maps H3/2(∂Ω) → H2(Ω). This establishes existence and uniqueness of solutions at the
end-point cases s = − 1

2 and s = 3
2 .

For continuity at the end-point cases we will show that γ(λ) is the Banach space adjoint of
−τN (ĤD − λ)−1 : L2(Ω) → H1/2(∂Ω), making it a bounded operator from H−1/2(∂Ω) → L2(Ω).
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To see this, let ξ ∈ H−1/2(∂Ω) and ϕ ∈ L2(Ω). Then γ(λ)ξ ∈ ker(Ĥ∗ − λ) and we have

⟨γ(λ)ξ, ϕ⟩L2(Ω) = ⟨γ(λ)ξ, (Ĥ∗ − λ)(ĤD − λ)−1ϕ⟩L2(Ω)

= ⟨γ(λ)ξ, Ĥ∗(ĤD − λ)−1ϕ⟩L2(Ω) − ⟨λγ(λ)ξ, (ĤD − λ)−1ϕ⟩L2(Ω)

= ⟨γ(λ)ξ, Ĥ∗(ĤD − λ)−1ϕ⟩L2(Ω) − ⟨Ĥ∗γ(λ)ξ, (ĤD − λ)−1ϕ⟩L2(Ω)

= −⟨ξ, τN (ĤD − λ)−1ϕ⟩H−1/2(∂Ω)×H1/2(∂Ω),

(A.3)

where in the last step we applied the abstract Green’s formula (3.23) along with τ̃Dγ(λ)ξ = ξ
and τD(ĤD − λ)−1ϕ = 0. Hence γ(λ) is a bounded operator from H−1/2(∂Ω) → L2(Ω) that also
maps H3/2(∂Ω) → H2(Ω). The closed graph theorem then implies that the restriction γ(λ) :
H3/2(∂Ω) → H2(Ω) is also a bounded operator, and interpolation (see e.g. [23, Theorem 1.4.3.3]
and [9, Theorems 5.1 and 7.7]) returns that the restrictions γ(λ) : Hs(∂Ω) → Hs+1/2(Ω) are
bounded for s ∈ [− 1

2 ,
3
2 ].

Corollary A.1. If ψ ∈ D(Ĥ∗) has trace τ̃Dψ ∈ Hs(∂Ω) for some s ∈ [− 1
2 ,

3
2 ], then ψ ∈ Hs+1/2(Ω).

Proof. Let ψ ∈ D(Ĥ∗) with τ̃Dψ ∈ Hs(∂Ω), and let λ ∈ ρ(ĤD)∩R. Then ψ−γ(λ)τ̃Dψ ∈ ker(τ̃D) ⊂
H2(Ω), so ψ is the sum of two elements in Hs+1/2(Ω) and is thus in Hs+1/2(Ω).

We now turn our attention to the “Dirichlet-to-Neumann” map.

Definition A.1. For λ ∈ ρ(ĤD) ∩ R, the “Dirichlet-to-Neumann” map is defined by

D(λ) : H3/2(∂Ω) → H1/2(∂Ω), D(λ)ξ := τNγ(λ)ξ. (A.4)

Clearly D(λ) is a bounded linear operator since it is a composition of two bounded linear opera-
tors, andD(λ) can be continuously extended to a bounded operator D̃(λ) := τ̃Nγ(λ) : H

−1/2(∂Ω) →
H−3/2(∂Ω) using the extension τ̃N . We now prove several useful facts about the extended “Dirichlet-
to-Neumann” map. We should recall that the Neumann extension ĤN of Ĥ defined by

D(ĤN ) := {ψ ∈ H2(Ω) : τNψ = 0}, ĤNψ := (−∆+ V )ψ (A.5)

is a self-adjoint operator on L2(Ω).

Lemma A.2. For λ ∈ ρ(ĤD)∩R, the extended “Dirichlet-to-Neumann” map D̃(λ) : H−1/2(∂Ω) →
H−3/2(∂Ω) is equal to the Banach space adjoint of D(λ) : H3/2(∂Ω) → H1/2(∂Ω). In addition,
its restrictions D̃(λ) : Hs(∂Ω) → Hs−1(∂Ω) are bounded linear operators for s ∈ [− 1

2 ,
3
2 ], with

D̃(λ) : H1/2(∂Ω) → H−1/2(∂Ω) “symmetric” in the sense that ⟨D̃(λ)ζ, ζ⟩H−1/2(∂Ω)×H1/2(∂Ω) ∈ R
for all ζ ∈ H1/2(∂Ω). For λ ∈ ρ(ĤD) ∩ ρ(ĤN ) ∩ R the operators D̃(λ) : Hs(∂Ω) → Hs−1(∂Ω) are
bijective linear maps with bounded inverse for s ∈ [− 1

2 ,
3
2 ].

Proof. Let λ ∈ ρ(ĤD) ∩ R, ξ ∈ H−1/2(∂Ω), and χ ∈ H3/2(∂Ω). Setting ψλ = γ(λ)ξ ∈ ker(Ĥ∗ − λ)
and ϕλ = γ(λ)χ ∈ H2(Ω)∩ker(Ĥ∗−λ), we can compute from the extended Green’s identity (3.23)
that

⟨D̃(λ)ξ, χ⟩H−3/2(∂Ω)×H3/2(∂Ω) = ⟨τ̃Nψλ, τDϕλ⟩H−3/2(∂Ω)×H3/2(∂Ω)

= ⟨τ̃Dψλ, τNϕλ⟩H−1/2(∂Ω)×H1/2(∂Ω)

= ⟨ξ,D(λ)χ⟩H−1/2(∂Ω)×H1/2(∂Ω)

(A.6)
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where in the second line we used ⟨−iĤ∗ψλ, ϕλ⟩L2(∂Ω) + ⟨ψλ,−iĤ∗ϕλ⟩L2(∂Ω) = 0. Hence D̃(λ)

is equal to the Banach space adjoint of D(λ). Now D̃(λ) is a bounded linear operator from
H−1/2(∂Ω) → H−3/2(∂Ω) which also maps H3/2(∂Ω) → H1/2(∂Ω), so interpolation (see e.g. [23,
Theorem 1.4.3.3] and [9, Theorems 5.1 and 7.7]) implies the restrictions

D̃(λ) : Hs(∂Ω) → Hs−1(∂Ω) (A.7)

are bounded for s ∈ [− 1
2 ,

3
2 ]. In particular, D̃(λ) : H1/2(∂Ω) → H−1/2(∂Ω) is “symmetric” by

equation (A.6).
Now let λ ∈ ρ(ĤD) ∩ ρ(ĤN ) ∩ R. We wish to prove the bijectivity of the extended operator

D̃(λ) : H−1/2(∂Ω) → H−3/2(∂Ω). To show injectivity, suppose D̃(λ)ξ = 0 for some ξ ∈ H−1/2(∂Ω).
Then γ(λ)ξ ∈ D(ĤN ) ∩ ker(Ĥ∗ − λ) = {0}, hence ξ = τ̃D0 = 0. To prove surjectivity, let
χ ∈ H−3/2(∂Ω). By Lemma 3.4 there exists some ψ ∈ D(Ĥ∗) such that τ̃Nψ = χ. Setting ψλ =
ψ − (ĤN − λ)−1(Ĥ∗ − λ)ψ ∈ ker(Ĥ∗ − λ), we have τ̃Nψλ = τ̃Nψ = χ. So, ξ = τ̃Dψλ ∈ H−1/2(∂Ω)
satisfies D̃(λ)ξ = τ̃Nψλ = χ as desired. It follows that D̃(λ) : H−1/2(∂Ω) → H−3/2(∂Ω) is bijective
with D̃−1(λ) : Hs−1(∂Ω) → Hs(∂Ω) a bounded linear operator for each s ∈ [− 1

2 ,
3
2 ].
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