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Abstract

We discuss the self-adjointness in L2-setting of the operators act-
ing as −∇ · h∇, with piecewise constant functions h having a jump
along a Lipschitz hypersurface Σ, without explicit assumptions on the
sign of h. We establish a number of sufficient conditions for the self-
adjointness of the operator with H

3
2 -regularity in terms of the jump

value and the regularity and geometric properties of Σ. An important
intermediate step is a link with Fredholm properties of the Neumann-
Poincaré operator on Σ, which is new for the Lipschitz setting.

1 Introduction

Let n ≥ 2 and Ω ⊂ Rn be a non-empty bounded open set with Lipschitz
boundary. Let Ω− ⊂ Ω be a non-empty open subset with Lipschitz boundary
such that Ω− ⊂ Ω, and set

Ω+ = Ω \ Ω−, Σ = ∂Ω−, (1)

see Fig. 1. In order to avoid combinatorially involved configurations we
assume from the very beginning that

Σ is connected.
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Figure 1: The sets Ω± and Σ.

In the present work, we will be interested in the self-adjointness of the
operator formally acting as u 7→ −∇ · h∇u in L2(Ω) with the Dirichlet
boundary conditions at the exterior boundary ∂Ω, where h : Ω → R is the
piecewise constant function

h : Ω ∋ x 7→

1, x ∈ Ω+,

µ, x ∈ Ω−

and µ ∈ R \ {0} is a parameter. For µ > 0 the operator can be defined
using Lax-Milgram representation theorem and the ellipticity theory, and
it is semibounded from below with compact resolvent, so we are mainly
interested in the case µ < 0. Various equations with the above operators for
µ < 0 appear in the mathematical theory of negative-index metamaterials,
stemming from the pioneering works by Veselago [43], and they show a
number of unexpected properties compared to the usual elliptic case [13,26].
We also remark that there is an increasing interest to sign-changing problems
in the homogenization theory and the uncertainty quantification [33,34,44].

In what follows, any function u ∈ L2(Ω) will be identified with the pair
(u+, u−) with u± being its restrictions on Ω±. This gives rise to the iden-
fitication L2(Ω) ≃ L2(Ω+) ⊕ L2(Ω−). Then the above operator is expected
to act, at least at a naive level, as (u+, u−) 7→ (−∆u+,−µ∆u−) while the
functions u± should satisfy the boundary and transmission conditions

u+ = 0 on ∂Ω, u+ = u− on Σ, ∂+u+ + µ∂−u− on Σ, (2)

with ∂± being the outward normal (with respect to Ω±) derivative on Σ.
Finding precise regularity properties of the functions u± guaranteeing the
self-adjointness of the resulting operator is a non-trivial task depending on a
combination of the parameter µ (usually called contrast) and the geometric
properties of Σ, and this is the central topic of the present paper.

It seems that the problem was first addressed in [12] for the case when
both Ω± are C2-smooth. Using the results of [16] it turned out that the
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requirement u± ∈ H1(Ω±) with ∆u± ∈ L2(Ω±) leads to a self-adjoint oper-
ator for all µ ̸= −1. On the other hand, if n = 2 and Σ has corners, then the
operator is only self-adjoint if µ lies outside some non-trivial critical inter-
val, see Remark 21 below. A similar picture was found for some boundary
singularities in higher-dimensional situations as well, see [9–11].

It should be noted that the regularity of functions in the operator domain
turns out to be crucially important. For example, in the papers [4, 14, 38]
it was found that for some values of µ the operator with u± ∈ H2(Ω±) is
not closed; its closure is a self-adjoint operator whose essential spectrum can
be non-empty, which in parts explains various regularization issues found in
earlier works [13, 25, 26]. We remark that very similar effects were recently
discovered in transmission problems for Dirac operators as well [3, 7, 8].

It seems that no previous work addressed the case of general Lipschitz
Σ so far, and we are trying to close this gap in the present paper. One
should mention the existence of an approach based on modified representa-
tion theorems for quadratic forms [22,27,39,40], which allows for the study
of variable coefficients, but the final results on the self-adjointness require
higher regularity of the hypersurface Σ or suitable symmetries of the sets
Ω±.

More precisely, denote by A the linear operator in L2(Ω) acting as
(u+, u−) 7→ (−∆u+,−µ∆u−) on the functions u± ∈ H

3
2 (Ω±) such that

∆u± ∈ L2(Ω±) and that the boundary and transmission conditions (2) are
satisfied (a precise definition of the boundary values will be given in Sections
2 and 3). Our main result is a link between the self-adjointness of A and the
spectral properties of the so-called Neumann-Poincaré operator KΣ on Σ.
Recall that KΣ is a bounded linear operator KΣ : L2(Σ) → L2(Σ) defined
by

KΣf(x) = p.v.
∫

Σ

〈
ν(y), y − x

〉
σn|x− y|n

f(y) ds(y),

where ν is the unit normal field of Σ pointing to Ω+ and p.v. stands for the
Cauchy principal value. (We remark that the terminology is not unique: in
some references, it is the adjoint of KΣ which is referred to as the Neumann-
Poincaré operator). The Neumann-Poincaré operator appears naturally
when considering the boundary values of the double layer potential, see
Section 2. Its spectral analysis attracted a lot of attention during the last
decades [1, 15, 23, 28, 31, 32], and it already appeared in various problems
related to the existence of solutions in sign-indefinite problems [21, 35–37].
Nevertheless, it seems that the links between the self-adjointness of A and
the spectrum of KΣ were never addressed explicitly for the case of general
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Lipschitz Σ. Our main observation is as follows (Corollary 16):

if µ ∈ R\{−1, 0} and KΣ − µ+1
2(µ−1) is Fredholm of index zero,

then A is self-adjoint.
Using this main condition, we establish several specific situations in which
A is self-adjoint:

• the almost trivial case µ > 0 (Theorem 17),

• for all µ ̸= −1, if ν has a vanishing mean oscillation, which covers all
C1-smooth Σ (Theorem 18),

• n = 2, Σ is a curvilinear polygon with C1-smooth edges and the
sharpest corner ω ∈ (0, π), and

µ /∈
[

− cot2 ω

4 ,− tan2 ω

4
]
.

The compatibility of the last condition with the earlier conditions from
[12,17] is discussed in Remark 21.

As discussed in Remark 19, the required spectral bounds for KΣ be-
long actually to the most important conjectures in the theory of Neumann-
Poincaré operators. Very few explicit results are available so far, which in
part explains why the self-adjointness problem for the sign-indefinite case
turns out to be unexpectedly difficult. We hope that the link between the
two classes of problems we establish in this paper will draw the attention of
new communities to the respective questions.

Our approach follows the philosophy of quasi boundary triples for sym-
metric operators [5, 6], which is enhanced by the very recent sharp trace
theory on Lipschitz domains developed in [2]. Our main step is establishing
a resolvent formula for the operator A (Proposition 13). Then the self-
adjointness of A is reduced to proving the surjectivity of A− z for non-real
z, which is established with the help of the mapping properties of various
boundary integral operators [42].

2 Boundary integral operators and Dirichlet-to-
Neumann maps in Lipschitz domains

Let n ≥ 2 and U ⊂ Rn be a non-empty open set with Lipschitz boundary
∂U and ν be the outer unit normal on ∂U .

We denote by Hs the usual Sobolev spaces of order s ∈ R. In addition,
we denote

Hs
∆(U) :=

{
f ∈ Hs(U) : ∆f ∈ L2(U)

}
,
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which will be equipped with the norm ∥f∥2
Hs

∆(U) := ∥f∥2
Hs(U) + ∥∆f∥2

L2(U).
Let γ∂U

D : H1(U) → L2(∂U) be the Dirichlet trace map, i.e.

γ∂U
D f := f |∂U for f ∈ C∞(U),

which is extended by density and continuity. In fact, better mapping prop-
erties are known [2, Corollary 3.7]:

Proposition 1. The map γ∂U
D : H

3
2
∆(U) → H1(∂U) is bounded and sur-

jective. There exists a bounded linear map Υ : H1(∂U) → H
3
2
∆(U) such

that
∆Υφ = 0 and γ∂U

D Υφ = φ for any φ ∈ H1(∂U).

In addition, let γ∂U
N : H

3
2
∆(U) → L2(∂U) be the Neumann trace,

γ∂U
N f := ⟨ν,∇f |∂U ⟩ for f ∈ C∞(U),

extended by density and continuity. The following properties are known [2,
Corollary 5.7]:

Proposition 2. The above map γ∂U
N is well-defined, bounded and surjective,

and for any f, g ∈ H
3
2
∆(U) one has the usual Green formula (integration by

parts)

⟨f,∆g⟩L2(U) − ⟨∆f, g⟩L2(U) = ⟨γ∂U
D f, γ∂U

N g⟩L2(∂U) − ⟨γ∂U
N f, γ∂U

D g⟩L2(∂U).

Denote by Φ the fundamental solution of the Laplace equation in Rn

defined by

Φ : Rn \ {0} ∋ x 7→


1

2π log |x|, for n = 2,
1

σn(n− 2)|x|n−2 , for n ≥ 3,
,

where σn stands for the surface measure of the unit sphere in Rn. Define
the single layer boundary operator S∂U : L2(∂U) → L2(∂U) by

S∂Uf(·) :=
∫

∂U
Φ(· − y)f(y) ds(y).

It is clear from the definition that S∂U : L2(∂U) → L2(∂U) is bounded and
self-adjoint. In addition, ranS∂U ⊂ H1(∂U) and

S∂U : L2(∂U) → H1(∂U)

is a bounded operator as well, see [42, Lemma 1.8]. The following finer
properties of S∂U are also known:
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Proposition 3. Assume that ∂U is connected.

(a) If n ≥ 3, then S∂U : L2(∂U) → H1(∂U) is bijective.

(b) If n = 2, then two cases are possible:

(i) S∂U is injective. Then S∂U : L2(∂U) → H1(∂U) is bijective.
(ii) There exists f0 ∈ L2(∂U) such that∫

∂U
f0 ds = 1, kerS∂U = Cf0.

Denote

L2
0(∂U) :=

{
f ∈ L2(∂U) :

∫
∂U
ff0 ds = 0

}
,

then S∂U : L2
0(∂U) → H1(∂U) ∩ L2

0(∂U) is injective.

The part (a) is shown in [42, Theorem 3.3]. The part (b.i) is shown
in [42, Theorem 4.11]. The part (b.ii) is not stated explicitly in [42], but
follows directly from the argument in the proof of [42, Theorem 4.11].

We define the double layer operator K∂U : L2(∂U) → L2(∂U),

K∂Uf(·) = p.v.
∫

∂U

⟨ν(y), y − ·⟩
σn| · −y|n

f(y) ds(y).

It also also known to be bounded, [42], and its adjoint K∗
∂U is given by

K∗
∂Uf(·) = p.v.

∫
∂U

⟨ν(·), · − y⟩
σn| · −y|n

f(y) ds(y).

Definition 4. The Dirichlet Laplacian −∆U associated with U is the linear
operator in L2(U) defined by

dom(−∆U ) :=
{
f ∈ H

3
2
∆(U) : γ∂U

D f = 0
}
, −∆U : f 7→ −∆f,

which is known to be a self-adjoint operator with compact resolvent [2,
Theorem 6.9]. Remark that for any z ∈ C \ σ(−∆U ) the resolvent (−∆U −
z)−1 defines a bounded operator L2(U) → H

3
2
∆(U).

Lemma 5. Let φ ∈ H1(∂U) and z ∈ C \ σ(−∆U ), then the boundary value
problem

(−∆ − z)f = 0 in U, γ∂U
D f = φ, f ∈ H

3
2 (U),

has a unique solution, which is given by

f := z(−∆U − z)−1Υφ+ Υφ
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with Υ defined in Proposition 1. The resulting map φ 7→ f , i.e.

PU
z := z(−∆U − z)−1Υ + Υ

≡
[
z(−∆U − z)−1 + 1

]
Υ : H1(∂U) → H

3
2
∆(U)

will be called the Poisson operator for U and z. By construction, it is a
bounded operator.

Proof. One can uniquely represent f := g + Υφ with g ∈ dom(−∆U ).
The substitution into the problem shows that f is a solution if and only if
(−∆ − z)g = −(−∆ − z)Υφ.

Due to the properties of Υ this is equivalent to (−∆U − z)g = zΥφ. As
Υφ ∈ L2(U) and z ∈ C \ σ(−∆U ), one has a unique solution g given by
g = z(−∆U − z)−1Υφ.

Definition 6. For z ∈ C\σ(−∆U ) we define the Dirichlet-to-Neumann map
NU

z by
NU

z := γ∂U
N PU

z : H1(∂U) → L2(∂U).

By construction, it is again a bounded operator.

Proposition 7. For each z ∈ C \ σ(−∆U ) the operator

NU
z −NU

0 : H1(∂U) → L2(∂U)

is compact.

Proof. Using the above representation we have

NU
z −NU

0 = γ∂U
N (PU

z − PU
0 ) = zγ∂U

N (−∆U − z)−1Υ.

The embedding J : H 3
2 (U) → L2(U) is compact, and one can rewrite

NU
z −NU

0 = zγ∂U
N (−∆U − z)−1JΥ,

and the compactness follows from the boundedness of all the other factors.

The following relation will be important:

Proposition 8. There holds

S∂UN
U
0 = 1

2 −K∂U . (3)
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Proof. For g ∈ L2(∂U) and x ∈ U define the single and double layer po-
tentials,

Sg(x) =
∫

∂U
Φ(x− y)g(y) ds(y),

Dg(x) =
∫

∂U

⟨ν(y), y − x⟩
σn|x− y|n

g(y) ds(y).

It is known that S : L2(∂U) → H1(U) and D : L2(∂U) → H1(U) are
well-defined and bounded, see [30, Corollary 5.2.9 and Theorem 5.6.1]. In
addition, we have the following identities:

γ∂U
D S = S∂U , γ∂U

N S = −1
2 +K∗

∂U , γ∂U
D D = 1

2 +K∂U , (4)

see [29, Theorem 6.11 and Eq. (7.5)].
Let ψ ∈ H1(∂U) and set u = PU

0 ψ. By [30, Theorem 5.6.1] we have

u = Dγ∂U
D u+ Sγ∂U

N u ≡ Dψ + SNU
0 ψ.

Using (4) we get

ψ = γ∂U
D Dψ + γ∂U

D SNU
0 ψ =

(1
2 +K∂U

)
ψ + SNU

0 ψ.

Also, the following relation will be important:

S∂UK
∗
∂U = K∂US∂U , (5)

known as the symmetrization formula, [30, Proposition 5.7.1].
For subsequent use, we mention the following identity, which follows from

the integration by parts:

Lemma 9. For any φ ∈ H1(∂U), any z ∈ C\σ(−∆U ) and f := PU
z φ there

holds
⟨φ,NU

z φ⟩L2(∂U) =
∫

U
|∇f |2 dx− z

∫
U

|f |2 dx.

In particular, NU
z is a symmetric operator in L2(∂U) for real z.

We discuss in greater detail the case when ∂U is disconnected. Let Λ
be a connected component of ∂U and Λ0 := ∂U \ Γ ̸= ∅. This gives rise to
decompositions

Hs(∂U) ≃ Hs(Λ) ⊕Hs(Λ0)

and similar decompositions for other functional spaces over U , as well as to
the representation of trace maps γ∂U

D/N as

γ∂U
D/Nf = (γΛ

D/Nf, γ
Λ0
D/Nf), γΛ

D/Nf := γ∂U
D/Nf |Λ, γΛ0

D/Nf := γ∂U
D/Nf |Λ0 .
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For z /∈ σ(−∆U ) we introduce the partial Dirichlet-to-Neumann operators

ÑU
z : H1(Λ) ∋ φ 7→ γΛ

NP
U
z (φ, 0) ∈ L2(Λ),

i.e. ÑU
z φ := γΛ

Nf , where f is the unique solution to

(−∆ − z)f = 0 in U, γΛ
Df = φ, γΛ0

D f = 0.

In view of the relation with NU
z one obtains

Proposition 10. For each z ∈ C \ σ(−∆U ) the operator ÑU
z − ÑU

0 :
H1(Λ) → L2(Λ) is compact.

We will need the following variation of Proposition 8:

Proposition 11. There holds

SΛÑ
U
0 = 1

2 −KΛ +B,

where B : H1(Λ) → L2(Λ) is a compact operator.

Proof. The operators K∂U and S∂U are decomposed as

K∂U =
(
KΛ K12
K21 KΛ0

)
S∂U =

(
SΛ S12
S21 SΛ0

)
, N∂U

0 =
(
ÑU

0 N12
N21 N22

)
,

so taking the upper left corner in (3) gives

SΛÑ
U
0 + S12N21 = 1

2 −KΛ,

where by construction S12 and N21 are bounded operators from L2(Λ0) to
L2(Λ) and H1(Λ) to L2(Λ0), respectively. On the other hand, the operator
S12 has a Lipschitz integral kernel

Λ × Λ0 ∋ (x, y) 7→ Φ(x− y)

(as the diagonal singularity is excluded), so it defines a compact opera-
tor from L2(Λ0) to H1(Λ) by the subsequent Lemma 12. This shows that
S12N21 : L2(Λ) → H1(Λ) is compact.

Lemma 12. Let Λ,Λ0 ⊂ Rn be two compact disjoint Lipschitz hypersurfaces
and F : Λ×Λ0 → C be a Lipschitz function. Then the operator S : L2(Λ0) →
L2(Λ) given by

Sg(x) :=
∫

Λ0
F (x, y)g(y) ds(y)

is actually a compact operator from L2(Λ0) to H1(Λ)
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Proof. Let
{
(Uj , Vj , ψj)

}
j∈{1,...,N}, N ∈ N, be an atlas on Λ consisting

of local charts ψj : Rn−1 ⊃ Uj → Vj ⊂ Λ. Let χj ∈ C∞
c (Vj) form a

subordinated partition of unity, i.e., ∑N
j=1 χj = 1 on Λ. Then an equivalent

norm on H1(Λ) is given by

H1(Λ) ∋ g 7→
N∑

j=1

∥∥(χjg) ◦ ψj

∥∥
H1

0 (Uj).

Representing

(Sg)
(
ψj(u)

)
=

N∑
j=1

∫
Λ0
Fj(u, y)g(y) ds(y),

Fj(u, y) := χj
(
ψj(u)

)
F
(
ψj(u), y

)
,

we conclude that it is sufficient to show that each of the operators Sj ,

Sj : L2(Λ0) ∋ g 7→
∫

Λ0
Fj(u, y)g(y) ds(y) ∈ L2(Uj)

defines a compact operator from L2(Λ) to H1
0 (Uj).

Let j ∈ {1, . . . , N} be fixed. As Fj is Lipschitz by construction, for each
k ∈ {1, . . . , n− 1} the function ∂uk

Fj is bounded. In particular, the integral
operators

Gj,k : L2(Λ0) ∋ g 7→
∫

Λ0
∂uk

Fj(u, y)g(y) ds(y) ∈ L2(Uj)

are Hilbert-Schmidt, therefore, compact. The dominated convergence shows
the identity ∂kSj = Gj,k.

Now consider the operator

Mj : H1
0 (Uj) ∋ f 7→ ∇f ∈ L2(Uj ,Cn−1),

where ∇ is the Euclidian gradient. The operator Mj is an isomorphism
between H1

0 (Uj) and the closed subspace ranMj in L2(Uj ,Cn−1), so the
inverse

M−1
j : ranMj → H1

0 (Uj)
is bounded. We now consider the operator

Gj : L2(Λ0) ∋ g 7→

 Gj,1
. . .

Gj,n−1

 ≡

 ∂1Sj

. . .

∂n−1Sj

 ∈ ranMj ,

which is compact by the above considerations, then

Sj = M−1
j Gj : L2(Λ) → H1

0 (Uj)

is a compact operator being a composition of a compact operator with a
bounded operator.
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3 Transmission problem for Laplacians

Let us consider the geometric configuration described in the introduction,
see Fig. 1. Denote by ν the unit normal vector on Σ, exterior with respect
to Ω−, and by ν0 the exterior unit normal on ∂Ω. Consider the Dirichlet
traces

γ±
D : H1(Ω±) → L2(Σ), γ∂

D : H1(Ω+) → L2(∂Ω)

defined by

γ±
Df := (f±)|Σ and γ∂

Df := (f+)|∂Ω for f ∈ H1(Ω).

Similarly, we let

γ±
N : H

3
2
∆(Ω±) → L2(Σ),

be the Neumann traces defined by

γ±
Nf := ∓⟨ν, (∇f±)|Σ⟩ for f± ∈ H

3
2
∆(Ω±).

In addition, let µ ∈ R \ {0, 1}. Consider the following linear operator A
in L2(Ω):

domA =
{
f = (f+, f−) ∈ H

3
2
∆(Ω+) ⊕H

3
2
∆(Ω−) ≃ H

3
2
∆(Ω \ Σ) :

γ∂
Df+ = 0 on ∂Ω, γ−

Df− = γ+
Df+ on Σ,

µγ−
Nf− + γ+

Nf+ = 0 on Σ
}
,

A : (f+, f−) 7→ (−∆f+,−µ∆f−).

one has obviously C∞
c (Ω \ Σ) ⊂ domA, so A is densely defined. A direct

application of the Green formula (Proposition 2) shows that A is a symmetric
operator in L2(Ω). We are going to find several conditions guaranteeing its
self-adjoitnness. Remark that for µ = 1 the operator A is well-defined as
well, but coincides with the Dirichlet Laplacian in Ω, so we exclude this
trivial case from the very beginning. We emphasize on the fact that no
assumption on the sign of µ is made.

Let −∆± be the Dirichlet Laplacian in L2(Ω±) and denote

B := (−∆+) ⊕ (−µ∆−),

which is a self-adjoint operator with compact resolvent in L2(Ω). Remark
that both A and B are restrictions of the following linear operator T in
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L2(Ω):

domT =
{
f = (f+, f−) ∈ H

3
2
∆(Ω+) ⊕H

3
2
∆(Ω−) ≃ H

3
2
∆(Ω \ Σ) :

γ∂
Df+ = 0 on ∂Ω, γ−

Df− = γ+
Df+ on Σ

}
,

T : (f+, f−) 7→ (−∆f+,−µ∆f−).

Consider the symmetric linear operator Θ in L2(Σ),

dom Θ = H1(Σ), Θ = Ñ+
0 + µN−

0 , Ñ+
0 : H1(Σ) ∋ φ 7→ N+

0 (φ, 0)|Σ.

and the linear maps Γ0,Γ1 : domT → L2(Σ) given by

Γ0f := γ−
Df− ≡ γ+

Df+, Γ1f := −(µγ−
Nf− + γ+

Nf+) + ΘΓ0f.

Due to the results of Section 2 we have

ran Γ0 = H1(Σ), ran Γ1 ⊂ L2(Σ).

For any f, g ∈ domT one has, using the integration by parts,

⟨Tf, g⟩L2(Ω) − ⟨f, Tg⟩L2(Ω) = ⟨Γ1f,Γ0g⟩L2(Σ) − ⟨Γ0f,Γ1g⟩L2(Σ).

In addition, the domains of A and B can be represented as

domA = {f ∈ domT : Γ0f ∈ dom Θ, Γ1f = ΘΓ0f}, domB = ker Γ0.

The above properties of T,Γ0,Γ1 ensure that the triple
(
L2(Σ),Γ0,Γ1

)
is a

so-called quasi boundary triple for the adjoint S∗ of the symmetric operator
S := Tker Γ0∩ker Γ1 , see [5, Theorem 2.3], which allows to employ a number of
machineries. We are not going to cover the approach in detail (as this would
lead to an explosion of the length of the paper and we refer to [6,18,19] for a
review of various classes of boundary triples), but we remark that the main
idea of the approach is to link various properties of A with properties of the
“boundary parameter” Θ. One of the main results of the theory is a formula
relating the resolvents of A and B, which we are going to state.

Let z ∈ C \ σ(B), then we have a direct sum decomposition

domT = domB+̇ ker(T − z),

which shows that Γ0 : ker(T − z) → ran Γ0 is invertible, and we denote the
inverse by Pz. In fact, for any φ ∈ H1(Σ) the function f ≡ (f+, f−) := Pzφ

is the solution to

(−∆ − z)f+ = 0 in Ω+, (−µ∆ − z)f− = 0 in Ω−,

γ∂
Df+ = 0, γ+

Df+ = φ = γ−
Df−.

12



Due to the results of Section 2 the solution takes the form

f+ := P+
z (φ, 0), f− := P−

z
µ
φ,

where P±
z are the Poisson operators for Ω± and z and uses the natural

identifications

L2(∂Ω+) ≃ L2(Σ) ⊕ L2(∂Ω), H1(∂Ω+) ≃ H1(Σ) ⊕H1(∂Ω) etc.

We will also be interested in the operator (Weyl function)

Mz := Γ1Pz : H1(Σ) → L2(Σ),

which takes the form

Mz = Θ − (Ñ+
z + µN−

z
µ

) ≡ (Ñ+
0 − Ñ+

z ) + µ(N−
0 −N−

z
µ

),

Ñ+
z : H1(Σ) ∋ φ 7→ N+

z (φ, 0)|Σ,

and is compact by Proposition 7.
While Pz is initially defined as an operator from H1(Σ) to domT , in

fact it turns out to be bounded as an operator from L2(Σ) to L2(Ω), so the
adjoint operator P ∗

z : L2(Ω) → L2(Σ) is well-defined and bounded [5, Prop.
2.6]. The following assertions follow from abstract results on quasi boundary
triples [5, Theorem 2.8]:

Proposition 13. (a) For any z ∈ C\σ(B) one has the equality ker(A−z) =
Pz
(

ker(Θ − Mz)
)
. In particular, Θ − Mz is injective for all z ∈ C \ R, as

the operator A is symmetric.
(b) Let z ∈ C \ σ(B) such that Θ − Mz is injective and let f ∈ L2(Ω)

such that P ∗
z̄ f ∈ ran(Θ −Mz). Then f ∈ ran(A− z) and

(A− z)−1f = (B − z)−1f + Pz(Θ −Mz)−1P ∗
z̄ f.

Corollary 14. If ran(Θ − Mz) = L2(Σ) for all z ∈ C \ R, then A is self-
adjoint.

Proof. By Proposition 13, the assumption ensures ran(A− z) = L2(Ω) for
all z ∈ C \ R. As A is symmetric, this shows the self-adjointness.

4 Sufficient conditions for the self-adjointness

Our main tool to verify the assumption of Corollary 14 is:

13



Theorem 15. Let µ ∈ R \ {0, 1} such that the operator

KΣ − µ+ 1
2(µ− 1) : L2(Σ) → L2(Σ)

is Fredholm of index m, and let z ∈ C \R. Then ran(Θ −Mz) is closed with
dim ran(Θ −Mz)⊥ = m.

Proof. Let z ∈ C \ R. Remark first that

Θ −Mz ≡ Ñ+
z + µN−

z
µ

≡ Ñ+
0 + µN−

0 +B1,

where B1 : H1(Σ) → L2(Σ) is a compact operator, see Propositions 7 and
10, and (

Θ −Mz
)
SΣ = Ñ+

0 SΣ + µN−
0 SΣ +B2, (6)

where B2 : L2(Σ) → L2(Σ) is a compact operator. Now consider separately
two cases.

Case 1: The operator SΣ is injective. Then SΣ : L2(Σ) → H1(Σ) is
bijective by Proposition 3, and then S−1 : H1(Σ) → L2(Σ) is well defined
and bounded. By Proposition 8 we have

N−
0 = S−1

Σ

(1
2 −KΣ

)
and by Proposition 11 there holds

Ñ+
0 = S−1

Σ

(1
2 +KΣ

)
+B3,

where B3 : H1(Σ) → L2(Σ) is a compact operator (the minus sign in front
of KΣ is due to the fact that the normal ν is interior with respect to Ω+).
The substitution of these expressions into (6) gives

(
Θ −Mz

)
SΣ = S−1

Σ

(1
2 +KΣ + µ

2 − µKΣ
)
SΣ +B4,

where B4 := B2 + B3SΣ : L2(Σ) → L2(Σ) is a compact operator. This can
be rewritten as

(Θ −Mz)SΣ = (1 − µ)S−1
Σ

(
KΣ − µ+ 1

2(µ− 1)
)
SΣ +B4.

Using the symmetrization formula (5) we rewrite the above as

(Θ −Mz)SΣ = (1 − µ)
(
K∗

Σ − µ+ 1
2(µ− 1)

)
+B4.

14



Let KΣ − µ+1
2(µ−1) be Fredholm of index m, then K∗

Σ − µ+1
2(µ−1) is Fredholm

of index (−m). Due to the compactness of B4, the right-hand side is a
Fredholm operator of index (−m); in particular, it has a closed range. Then
the same applies to the left-hand side. The operator on the left-hand side
is injective due to Proposition 13, and due to

ran(Θ −Mz)SΣ = ran
(
Θ −M(z)

)
the operator Θ −M(z) has closed range whose codimension is m.

Case 2: The operator SΣ is not injective. By Proposition 3 the subspace
kerS is one-dimensional, kerS = Cf0. Define

L2
⊥(Σ) :=

{
f ∈ L2(Σ) :

∫
Σ
ff0 ds = 0

}
, H1

⊥(Σ) := H1(Σ) ∩ L2
⊥(Σ),

then the operator
S0 :=

(
SΣ : L2

⊥(Σ) → H1
⊥(Σ)

)
is an isomorphism. Remark that H1

⊥(Σ) is a closed subspace of H1(Σ)
of codimension one. Let P be the orthogonal projection from L2(Σ) onto
L2

⊥(Σ). Then, from Propositions 8 and 11 one has

N−
0 = S−1

0 P
(1

2 −KΣ
)

and Ñ+
0 = S−1

0

(1
2 +KΣ

)
+ B̃3

with B̃3 : H1(Σ) → L2(Σ) a compact operator. Here we used the fact that
1 −P is an operator with a rank equal to 1, and hence a compact operator.
Now, using that S−1

0 SΣ = P and PSΣ = SΣ, the same arguments as before
yield

(
Θ −M(z)

)
SΣ = S−1

0

(
P (1

2 +KΣ) + µ

2 − µKΣ
)
SΣ + B̃4,

= S−1
0

(1 + µ

2 + PSK∗
Σ − µSΣK

∗
Σ

)
+B5,

= (1 − µ)
(
K∗

Σ − µ+ 1
2(µ− 1)

)
+B6,

where B̃4, B5 and B6 are compact operators from L2(Σ) into itself. As above
we deduce that

(
Θ − M(z)

)
SΣ is Fredholm with index −m which entails

that
(
Θ − M(z)

)
SΣ has a closed range. Then, Proposition 3 yields that

ran(Θ−M(z)) = ran
(
Θ−M(z)

)
SΣ +V where V is a subspace of dimension

1. Since H1
⊥(Σ) is a closed subspace of H1(Σ) it follows that ran(Θ −M(z))

is closed. From this and the fact that SΣ is Fredholm with index zero, we
then deduce from Proposition 13 that dim ran(Θ − M(z))⊥ = m and this
proves the claim.
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For what follows, for a bounded linear operator C in a Banach space it
will be convenient to denote

σess(C) :=
{
z ∈ C : C − z is not a Fredholm operator

}
,

σ0
ess(C) :=

{
z ∈ C : C − z is not a zero index Fredholm operator

}
.

On has the trivial inclusions σess(C) ⊂ σ0
ess(C) ⊂ σ(C) and the equalities

σ(C∗) = σ(C). σess(C∗) = σess(C), σ0
ess(C∗) = σ0

ess(C).

In addition define the spectral radius r(C) and the essential spectral radius
ress(C) by

r(C) := sup
{
|λ| : λ ∈ σ(C)

}
, ress(C) := sup

{
|λ| : λ ∈ σess(C)

}
;

one has clearly

ress(C) ≤ r(C), r(C∗) = r(C), ress(C∗) = ress(C).

Recall that the index of C−λ is constant for λ in each connected component
of C \ σess(C). As the index is zero for |λ| > ∥C∥, we conclude that

σess(C) ⊂
{
λ ∈ C : |λ| ≤ ress(C)

}
.

With these conventions and observations, Theorem 15 has the following
direct consequence.

Theorem 16. Let µ ∈ R \ {0, 1} such that
µ+ 1

2(µ− 1) /∈ σ0
ess(KΣ), (7)

then A is self-adjoint with compact resolvent. The condition (7) is satisfied,
in particular, if ∣∣∣ µ+ 1

2(µ− 1)
∣∣∣ > ress(KΣ).

Proof. We only prove that (A−z)−1 is compact. Since Θ : H1(Σ) → L2(Σ)
is bounded, by the closed graph theorem it follows that (Θ−M(z))−1 is well-
defined and bounded from L2(Σ) to H1(Σ), and hence a compact operator in
L2(Σ) due to the compactness of the embedding H1(Σ) ↪→ L2(Σ). Since Pz

is bounded from L2(Σ) to L2(Ω), from the resolvent formula in Proposition
13 we deduce that (A− z)−1 is compact.

We now establish several concrete situations in which (7) is satisfied.
First remark that [20, Theorem 2]

r(KΣ) ≡ r(K∗
Σ) ≤ 1

2 . (8)
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Theorem 17. The operator A is self-adjoint for any µ > 0 without any
additional assumption on Σ.

Proof. Let µ > 0 with µ ̸= 1, then due to (8) we have∣∣∣ µ+ 1
2(µ− 1)

∣∣∣ > 1
2 ≥ r(KΣ) ≥ ress(KΣ),

and the claim follows by Corollary 16. The case µ = 1 is trivial.

Recall [24] that VMO(Σ) stands for the space of functions of vanishing
means oscillation on Σ. The bounded Lipschitz domains with normals in
VMO are those domains ”without corners”. This includes all bounded C1-
smooth domains.

Theorem 18. Let Σ be such that ν ∈ VMO(Σ), which is satisfied, in
particular for C1-smooth Σ. Then the operator A is self-adjoint for any
µ ∈ R \ {−1, 0}.

Proof. The operator KΣ is compact on L2(Σ) by [24, Theorem 4.47], so
σ0

ess(KΣ) = {0} and ress(K∗
Σ) = 0, and for µ /∈ {−1, 0, 1} the claim follows

by Corollary 16. The case µ = 1 is trivially covered.

Remark 19. So far we have no self-adjointness condition for the interesting
case µ < 0 and Σ with corners. In fact, if for a given Σ one can improve (8)
to

r := ress(KΣ) < 1
2 ,

then for µ /∈ {0, 1} there holds∣∣∣ µ+ 1
2(µ− 1)

∣∣∣ > r if and only if µ /∈ Ir :=
[

− 1 + 2r
1 − 2r ,−

1 − 2r
1 + 2r

]
,

i.e. the self-adjointness of the operator A is also guaranteed for all negative
µ outside the “critical interval” Ir. At the same time, the inequalities

r(KΣ) < 1
2 , ress(KΣ) < 1

2

represent central conjectures in the theorem of Neumann-Poincaré operators,
which are still unsolved in the general form. The papers [15, 45] contain a
rather complete bibliography and a review of available results on the spectral
radii. Let us discuss an important particular case in greater detail.
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Figure 2: Plots of ω 7→ a(ω) (solid line) and ω 7→ b(ω) (dashed line).

Theorem 20. Let n = 2 and Σ be a curvilinear polygon with C1-smooth
edges and with N interior angles ω1, . . . , ωN ∈ (0, 2π) \ {0}. Let ω ∈ (0, π)
be the sharpest angle, i.e.

|π − ω|
2 = max

k

|π − ωk|
2 ,

then the operator A is self-adjoint for all µ ̸= 0 with

µ /∈
[

− 1
a(ω) ,−a(ω)

]
for a(ω) := tan2 ω

4 ≡
1 − cos ω

2
1 + cos ω

2
. (9)

Proof. By [41, Theorem 6] there holds

ress(KΣ) = 1
2 max

k
sin |π − ωk|

2 ,

and the rest follows from the computations in Remark 19 with the help of
elementary trigonometric identities.

Remark 21. The case of curvilinear polygons was already considered (with
some non-essential restrictions) in [9, 12, 17]. These works started with a
lower regularity, i.e. they considered the operator A0 defined in the same
way as A but allowing for u± ∈ H1

∆(Ω±) instead of u± ∈ H
3
2
∆(Ω±) (with a

suitably adapted definition of boundary traces), and it was shown that A0
is self-adjoint for all µ ̸= 0 such that

µ /∈
[

− 1
b(ω) ,−b(ω)

]
for b(ω) := ω

2π − ω
. (10)

A simple analysis shows that the critical interval in our bound (9) is larger
than the one in (10), which is the price to pay to have the higher H 3

2 -
regularity. A numerical comparison of the two critical intervals is shown in
Figure 2.

18



Remark 22. We are not aware of efficient estimates for ress(KΣ) if n ≥ 3
and Σ has corners. In [28, Section 4] it was shown that if Σ is an arbitrary
three-dimensional polyhedron, then ress(Kess) < 1

2 , but no constructive up-
per bound was available. In [23, Theorem 5.5] one finds an expression for the
σess(Kess) for the case of rotationally invariant conical singularities in three
dimensions in terms of modified Legendre functions, but the expressions
obtained did not contain an explicit bound of ress(K).

Remark 23. We believe that a more general statement should be valid: if
K − µ+1

2(µ−1) is Fredholm of index m, then A is a closed symmetric operator
with deficiency indices (m,m). This should follow by a suitable extension
of the resolvent formula, but which would in turn require some non-evident
and adapted extensions of the Dirichlet/Neumann traces. We prefer to leave
this question for future work.
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