arXiv:2401.14984v1 [math.RT] 26 Jan 2024

PROJECTION OF ELLIPTIC ORBITS AND BRANCHING LAWS

HONGYU HE

Abstract. Let G be a Lie group, and H ⊂ G a closed subgroup. Let π be an irreducible unitary representation of G. In this paper, we briefly discuss the orbit method and its application to the branching problem π|_H . We use the Gan-Gross-Prasad branching law for (G, H) = (U(p, q), U(p, q − 1)) as an example to illustrate the relation between Pro^{u(p,q)}_{u(p,q−1)}O(λ) and the branching law of the discrete series D_λ|_{U(p,q−1)} for λ an regular elliptic element. We also discuss some results regarding branching laws and wave front sets. The presentation of this paper does not follow the historical timeline of development.

1. Coadjoint Orbits and Their Projections

Let G be a connected Lie group. Let g be its Lie algebra, and g^∗ its dual space (over R). The Lie group G acts on g and g^∗ respectively. Each orbit is called an adjoint orbit or a coadjoint orbit respectively. If g is reductive, then g can be identified with g^∗ such that the adjoint action coincides with coadjoint action. Then adjoint orbits can be identified with coadjoint orbits. We denote the set of adjoint orbits by g//G and the set of coadjoint orbits by g^∗//G. For each λ ∈ g^∗, let O(λ) be the corresponding orbit generated by λ. Since our discussion will not involve the topology on g//G or g^∗//G, we will not address this issue in this paper.

One classical example is the unitary Lie algebra u(n), consisting of the n × n skew- Hermitian matrices. The unitary group U(n) acts on u(n) adjointly. The adjoint orbits in this case are in one-to-one correspondence with iλ with λ ∈ R^n and λ_1 ≥ λ_2 . . . ≥ λ_n.

Let H be a Lie subgroup of G. Let O(λ) be a coadjoint orbit. Let Pro^g_h : g^∗ → h^∗ be defined as (Pro^g_hϕ)(h) = ϕ(h), (∀ ϕ ∈ g^∗, h ∈ h).

Clearly the set Pro^g_hO(λ) is H-invariant under the coadjoint action. Hence Pro^g_hO(λ) is a union of coadjoint orbits of H. For each λ ∈ g^∗//G, we define Pro^g_h(λ) to be the subset of h^∗//H, {μ ∈ h^∗//H : O(μ) ∈ Pro^g_h(O(λ))}.

Notice Pro^g_hO(λ) is a subset of h^∗ and Pro^g_hλ is a subset of h^∗//H.

It may have been more reasonable to use Res^g_h, instead of Pro^g_h. However, in

2010 Mathematics Subject Classification. 22E46, 22E45.

Key words and phrases. Discrete Series, elliptic orbits, Wave Front Set, Weil representation, Reductive Lie Group, coadjoint orbits, Branching laws, orbit method, Gan-Gross-Prasad conjectures. 1

most applications in the literature, g and h are both reductive. In this situation, by identifying g^∗ with g and h^∗ with h, Pro^g_h is indeed a projection from g to h. Since we focus on the case both G and H are reductive, we retain the notation Pro^g_h. One advantage we gain is that g and h can both be treated as linear Lie algebras.

The most well-know case of orbital projection is the following

Theorem 1.1 (Cauchy Interlacing Relation). Let iu(n) be the space of n × n Hermitian matrices. Define Pro^{iu(n)}_{iu(n−1)} to be the projection of a Hermitian matrix to

its upper left (n − 1) × (n − 1) submatrix. Then μ ∈ Pro^{iu(n)}_{iu(n−1)}(λ) if and only if (λ, μ) satisfies the Cauchy interlacing relations:

λ_1 ≥ μ_1 ≥ λ_2 ≥ μ_2 ≥ . . . ≥ λ_{n−1} ≥ μ_{n−1} ≥ λ_n.

The case that both G and H are compact was intensively studied in the past. In this case, the Pro^g_h(λ) is a convex polytope, denoted by Δ_H (λ). We shall refer the reader to [11] for details and references. In our paper, we will focus on the case where both G and H are noncompact.

When G is semisimple and noncompact, Pro^g_h(O(λ)) is a lot more complex. First of all, there are often nonconjugate Cartan subalgebras and each Cartan subalgebra yields a class of semisimple adjoint orbits. Each class of semisimple adjoint orbit must be treated differently. Secondly, semisimple adjoint orbits do not exhaust all adjoint orbit and there are nilpotent orbits which behave quite differently. Thirdly to treat all adjoint orbits, an induction process will be needed and it will involve the nilpotent orbits of certain smaller subalgebra. Generally speaking, Pro^g_h(λ) will not be convex unless H is compact.

2. Branching Laws

Let G be a Lie group and π be a unitary representation of G. Let H be a Lie subgroup of type I and Ĥ the unitary dual of H ([7]). Then π|_H decomposes into a direct integral of irreducible unitary representations of H with multiplicities ∫ μ∈Ĥ ⊕^{mπ (μ)}μd_π(μ). Here m_π(μ) is the multiplicity of μ in π, which can assume the value ∞. Perhaps, the most important part of this direct integral decomposition is the discrete spectrum, namely, those μ ∈ Ĥ that occur as subrepresentations of π|_H . We denote the discrete spectrum by π|^{dis}_H .

The fundamental case to study is the decomposition of π|_H when π is irreducible. For irreducible π, the direct integral decomposition of π|_H is often called a branching law. One of the most well-known branching laws is the following

Theorem 2.1 (Weyl). Let λ ∈ Z^n be arranged in descending order. Let π_λ be the irreducible unitary representation of U(n) with highest weight λ. Let U(n − 1) be any subgroup of U(n) preserving a nonzero vector in C^n . Then π_λ|_{U(n−1)} ∼= ⨁ μ∈Z^{n−1},λ_1≥μ_1 ≥λ_2≥μ_2 ≥...≥λ_{n−1}≥μ_{n−1} ≥λ_n τ_μ.

Here τ_μ is an irreducible unitary representation of U(n − 1) corresponding to the highest weight μ.

We observe here that Cauchy interlacing relation is manifested here in the branching law.

Here we list a few important cases of branching laws.

(1) Let (G, H) be a symmetric pair, i.e., the subgroup H is the set of fixed points of a certain involution of G. Let π be an irreducible unitary representation of G. If π is an induced representation, then the problem of π|_H can be reduced to a direct integral decomposition of a Hilbert space on a homogeneous vector bundle. However, when π is a discrete series representation, π|_H can be difficult to study. Some important results were obtained by Kobayashi in a series of papers ([31][32][33]) regarding the discrete decomposibility of a larger class of unitary representation A(q, λ).

(2) Let (G, H) be both compact. Then every π ∈ Ĝ is finite dimensional and is in the discrete series. This case has been intensely studied. A particular example is G = U(n)×U(n) and H = U(n) diagonally embedded in G. The branching law in this case is exactly the decomposition of tensor product of two irreducible unitary representations, given by Littlewood-Richardson rule.

(3) Let (H_1, H_2) be a dual reductive pair in a symplectic group Sp_{2n}(R) and ω the Weil representation of ~Sp_{2n}(R). Then branching law ω|_{~H1 ×H2} is given by the L^2 Howe’s correspondence ([23]). We understand well the cases that (H_1, H_2) are of the same size ([36] [1]) or (H_1, H_2) in the stable range ([34]) or one of (H_1, H_2) is compact ([24]). There are many other cases that we do not have a complete description of the branching law ([35]).

(4) There are also the problems of studying the multiplicities in the branching laws. A great deal of effort was made to understand the multiplicity one branching laws, both in compact cases and noncompact cases. For the compact case, see [9] and the references therein.

The literature for the branching laws mentioned above is vast. There are still a lot of problems not mentioned here. It is impossible to include all the references here. The main point is that many of these branching problems have ”counterpart” problems for coadjoint orbits, as we shall discuss in the next section.

3. Orbit Method

From Theorem 1.1 and Theorem 2.1, we already see that orbit projection and the branching law are related. In fact, this kind of relation is exactly suggested by the orbit method. The orbit method, pioneered by Kirillov and Kostant, is a method to produce a correspondence between coadjoint orbits and irreducible unitary representations, by which both the structure of coadjoint orbits and irreducible unitary representations can be better understood.

In the early 1960’s, Kirillov proved that there is a one-to-one correspondence between irreducible unitary representations of a simply connected nilpotent group N and the coadjoint orbits in n^∗ ([26]). Later Auslander and Kostant extended this correspondence to type I solvable groups ([2]). However, for semisimple Lie groups, the orbit method runs into serious issues. There is no one-to-one correspondence between g^∗//G and Ĝ. One remedy, is to use orbit datum instead of coadjoint orbit ([45]). Nevertheless, a lot of details remain to be worked out. For the purpose of this paper which only involves the discrete series representations, there is a satisfactory theory that ties each discrete series representation to a unique elliptic orbit.

To understand what the orbit method says about branching law, let us recall the theorem of Kirillov regarding branching laws of nilpotent groups (page 81, [26]).

Theorem 3.1 (Kirillov). Let N be a simply connected nilpotent Lie group and H a closed connected Lie subgroup. For each λ ∈ n^∗//N, let π_λ be the irreducible unitary representation constructed by polarization of the coadjoint orbit O(λ). Then

π_λ|_H = ∫ μ∈Pro^n_h(λ) ⊕^{m(μ)}τ_μd_λ(μ), with τ_μ the irreducible unitary representation of H corresponding to μ ∈ h^∗//H.

This theorem can be characterized by the following commutative diagram

(3.1) O(λ) ⊂ n^∗ −−−−→ π_λ Pro^nh Res^|H ⊔_{μ∈Pro}n_{h(λ)}O(μ) −−−−→ ∫ μ∈Pro^n_h(λ) ⊕ m(μ)τ μd_λ(μ) One important question is whether Kirillov’s theorem can be extended to semisimple groups. A lot of work has been done when G is compact ([20] [28])). When G is noncompact and semisimple, the correspondence between Ĝ and g^∗//G runs into several problems. Nevertheless, A theorem due to Harish-Chandra and Rossmann provides a good foundation to discuss irreducible tempered representations and coadjoint orbits ([15] [39]).

Theorem 3.2 (Rossmann). Let G be a real reductive group of Harish-Chandra class. Let π be an irreducible tempered representation of G with regular infinitesimal character ([29]). Then there exists a unique coadjoint orbit O(λ) such that Θ_π(g), the Harish-Chandra character of π satisfies

Θ_π(exp x) = C_πp^{−1}(x)F(μ(O(λ)))(x), (x ∈ g^′)

as distributions on g. Here C_π is a constant; μ(O(λ)) is the canonical invariant measure on O(λ); p^{−1}(x) is a factor related to exp : g → G; g^′ consists of regular elements in g and F is the Fourier transform from tempered distributions S^′(g^∗) to S^′(g).

Essentially, the pull back of the Harish-Chandra character exp^∗(Θ_π), as a distribution on g, is the Fourier transform of the invariant measure dO_λ multiplied by C_πp^{−1}(x). In any case, what the orbit method suggests is that understanding coadjoint orbits can help us understand unitary representations. Similarly the study of orbit projection problem often provides new insights and perspectives to the study of branching problem and vice versa.

4. Discrete Series and Elliptic Orbits

Let G be a semisimple Lie group. Let G × G act on L^2(G) from the left and right. Then L^2(G) becomes a unitary representation of G × G. The decomposition of L^2(G) into the direct integral of irreducible unitary representations of G is known as the Plancherel formula. In the 1960’s, Harish-Chandra successfully carried out the determination of the Plancherel formula. One critical step is the determination of the discrete spectrum L^2(G)^{dis}. Harish-Chandra proved that discrete spectrum exists if and only if the group G has a compact Cartan subgroup. He also parametrized the discrete spectrum of L^2(G). We now state Harish-Chandra’s parametrization of discrete series ([14] [16]).

Theorem 4.1 (Harish-Chandra). Let G be a connected reductive Lie group of Harish-Chandra class. Let K be a maximal compact subgroup of G. Then G has discrete series representation if and only if rank(G) = rank(K). Let T be a maximal torus of K. Let L be the integral lattice dual to T and ρ be half of the sum of positive roots of g with respect to t. Let W (K, t) Be the Weyl group of K with respect to t. Let (L + ρ)^′ be the regular elements L + ρ with respect to the action of W (g_C , t). Then discrete series of G is in one-to-one correspondence with (L + ρ)^′//W (K, t), the W (K, t) orbits of (L + ρ)^′.

The element λ ∈ (L + ρ)^′//W (K, t), or simply λ ∈ (L + ρ)^′ is called the Harish- Chandra parameter of the corresponding discrete series D_λ.

Notice that L + ρ is a subset of t^∗, which can be embedded “diagonally ”in g^∗. Under this identification, t^∗//W (K) is in one-to-one correspondence with the elliptic coajoint orbits in g^∗. Namely, for each λ ∈ L + ρ//W (K, t), we have a unique elliptic coadjoint orbit O(λ). The elliptic coadjoint orbit O(λ) is then attached to the discrete series D_λ.

Despite Harish-Chandra’s great success of classifying discrete series representation, the structure of the discrete series representation is still not well-understood. In particular, we do not have a good understanding of K-types of discrete series representations. The branching laws of discrete series π_K are provided by the Blattner’s formula ([21]). However, the coefficients in Blattner’s formula are difficult to computer and it is not easy to know which ones are nonzero. As to restrictions to other subgroups, even though discrete series representation can be constructed geometrically as cohomology classes ([41]), the restrictions of cohomolgy classes to submanifolds may not even make sense. There is no general construction of discrete series by which branching laws can be easily derived. One exception here is the holomorphic discrete series. A range of branching laws are known for holomorphic discrete series.

Get back to the Harish-Chandra parameters. We shall now discuss semisimple adjoint orbits, in particular the elliptic orbits, with the understanding that the coadjoint orbits are identified with adjoint orbits once we fix an invariant bilinear form. The reason we want to use adjoint orbits is that the computation on projection of adjoint orbits can be carried out entirely using linear algebra. Recall that the semisimple adjoint orbits are represented by elements in Cartan subalgebras of g. Hence they are parametrized by the related Weyl group orbit in the related Cartan subalgebra. The elliptic adjoint orbits are simply orbits generated by elements in the compact Cartan subalgebra.

5. The Gan-Gross-Prasad Branching problem for unitary groups

Let us now consider the discrete series of G = U(p, q). The compact Cartan subalgebra can be identified with iR^p ×iR^q . In linear algebra terms, an elliptic element in u(p, q) is a diagonalizable matrix in u(p, q) with purely imaginary eigenvalues (iχ_1, iχ_2, . . . , iχ_{p+q}). The regular elements are just those iχ with distinct χ_i. Suppose that χ_i’s are all distinct. The defining Hermitian form of signature (p, q) restricted onto each eigenspace E(iχ_k) is either positive definite or negative definite. If we attach a + sign (+1) or − sign (−1) to iλ_k, we obtain a sequence of sign in {±1}^{p+q} with p +1’s and q −1’s. We denote it by z. Now we see that the regular elements in a compact Cartan subalgebra can be parametrized by (χ, z) with χ ∈ R^{p+q} and z ∈ {±1}^{p+q} and z has signature (p, q). The Weyl group W (K, t) acts on (iχ, z) be permuting the (iχ, z) simultaneously and preserving z. In other words, W (K, t) permutes those iχ_i with the same sign z_i. For convenience, one may think of (iχ, z) as signed eigenvalues, with each eigenvalue iχ_i a sign z_i attached to it. Now an regular elliptic orbit O(iχ, z) is simply the conjugacy class of matrices in u(p, q) with the signed eigenvalue (iχ, z).

We make a quick remark here. If χ is not regular, E(iλ_k ) may be more than one dimensional. In this case, we will have λ_k appear dim(E(iλ_k)) times. Suppose that the defining Hermitian form restricted onto E(iλ_k ), which is necessarily nondegenerate, has signature (r, s). Then we assign r +1’s and s −1’s to λ_k’s. Now (iχ, z) will no longer be unique. In any case, compact Cartan subalgebra can be represented by its signed eigenvalues (iχ, z). There is no ambiguity what O(iχ, z) is even when (iχ, z) is not regular.

Definition 5.1 ([10] [8]). We say that two signed elliptic element (iχ, z) and (iη, t), of U(p, q) and U(p − 1, q) respectively, satisfy the Gan-Gross-Prasad interlacing relation, if one can line up χ and η in the descending ordering such that the corresponding sequence of signs from z and t only has the following eight adjacent pairs (⊕+), (+⊕), (−⊖), (⊖−), (+−), (−+), (⊕⊖), (⊖⊕). Here ⊕ and ⊖ represent +1 and −1 in t, and + and − represent +1 and −1 in z. We call such a sign sequence the (interlacing) sign pattern of (χ, z) and (η, t). Clearly, when there is neither − nor ⊖, this interlacing relation is exactly the classical Cauchy interlacing relation.

Now we have the following theorem regarding the projection of elliptic orbits in u(p, q). Theorem 5.2. Let (iχ, z) be a regular elliptic element in a compact Cartan subalgebra in u(p, q). Suppose that q ≥ 1. Then an elliptic orbit O(iη, t) appears in Pro^{u(p,q)}_{u(p,q−1)}O(iχ, z) if and only if (iχ, z) and (iη, t) satisfy the Gan-Gross-Prasad interlacing relation.

The proof of this theorem is based on linear algebra. We omit it here.

Let us look at the elliptic orbit corresponding to holomorphic discrete series. Consider (iχ, z) with χ_1 > χ_2 . . . > χ_{p+q} ,

z_1 = z_2 = . . . z_p = 1, z_{p+1} = z_{p+2} = . . . = z_{p+q} = −1.

We have the sign pattern of (iχ, z): p + + . . . + q − − . . . − . We now insert (iη, t) into (ıχ, z) in descending order. The only sign pattern allowed by GGP interlacing relation is ⊕ + ⊕ + ⊕ + . . . ⊕ + − ⊖ − ⊖ − . . . ⊖ −. Hence the elliptic element appears in the projection must have the sign pattern p ⊕ ⊕ . . . ⊕ q−1 ⊖ ⊖ . . . ⊖ . We see that these elliptic elements again correspond to holomorphic discrete series. In addition, we can show that these elliptic elements exhaust all regular semisimple orbits in Pro^{u(p,q)}_{u(p,q−1)}(O(ξ, z)).

A similar statement holds on the branching law side, as conjectured by Gan, Gross and Prasad ([10] [8]). Let (iχ, z) be a Harish-Chandra parameter for a discrete series representation D(iχ, z) for U(p, q). Here χ ∈ R^{p+q} is a sequence of distinct integers if p + q is odd, of half integers if p + q is even. Let D(iη, t) be a discrete series representation of U(p − 1, q).

Theorem 5.3 ([18]). Suppose q ≥ 1. The discrete spectrum D(iχ, z)|^{dis}_{U(p,q−1)} = ^⊕_{(η,t)}D(iη, t) where the direct sum is taking over all those Harish-Chandra parameters (iη, t) such that (iχ, z) and (iη, t) satisfy the GGP interlacing relation.

The main idea of the proof is to relate the branching law of D(iχ, z) to the branching laws of the Weil representation ω restricted to a noncompact dual pair (U(n), U(n + 1)). One critical ingredient is the determination of discrete spectrum of ω, due to Jian-Shu Li ([35]). This allows us to apply Howe’s correspondences in a see-saw fashion to obtain the discrete spectrum of D(iχ, z)|_{U(p,q−1)} inductively.

As we can see, in the case of (U(p, q), U(p, q − 1)), the projection of elliptic coadjoint orbits Pro^g_h does tell correctly which discrete series representations occurs in D_H . However, one cannot use this fact to prove the branching law. The orbit method is a good way to suggest the branching laws. But one can hardly use it to prove the branching laws when G is semisimple ([28]). Kirillov’s branching law is an exception since all irreducible unitary representations can be obtained through polarization.

6. Wave Front set

The projection of coadjoint orbits Pro^g_h, in the most general cases, will not tell exactly which representations occurs in π|_H . In addition, the correspondence between coadjoint orbits and unitary dual may not be available. One remedy is to study the wave front set. Let π be a unitary representation of G, not necessarily irreducible. The wave front set W F (π), defined by Howe, is the union of the wave front sets of all matrix coefficients of π ([22]). It is a conic subset of the cotangent bundle T^∗G. Due to the action of G, it is enough to consider T^∗_e G which can then be identified with g^∗. Without loss of generality, we assume W F (π) is in g^∗. Due to the adjoint action of G, W F (π) is invariant under the coadjoint action of G.

When π is an irreducible unitary representation of a semisimple Lie group, W F (π) lies in the zero set of all homogeneous G-invariant functions on g^∗. Hence W F (π) lies in N (g^∗), the nilcone of g^∗. In particular, W F (π) can be defined as the wave front set of the Harish-Chandra character Θ_π(g). It is closed related to other invariants of π, the asymptotic cycle, characteristic cycle, and associated variety ([3] [42] [44]). Since a series of representations may share the same wave front set, one usually does not gain precise information about the branching laws. The issue is less about G, since many irreducible representations of G with the same wave front set also have the similar branching laws. It is more about the group H. More precisely, let us consider the following diagram

(6.1) π ⊂ Ĝ^{W F}−−−−→ W F (π) Res Pro π|_H = ∫ μ∈Ĥ ⊕ m(μ)μd λ(μ)^{???}−−−−→ Pro^n_hW F (π)

One important result, due to Howe, asserts that

W F (π|_H ) ⊇ Pro^g_hW F (π).

But we do not know whether W F (π|_H ) = Pro^g_hW F (π). Even if we assume the equality, we still cannot read π|_H off the W F (π|_H ). Nevertheless, once we know Pro^g_hW F (π), we gain some information about π|_H . There are many important results regarding branching laws based on wave front sets.

Theorem 6.1 (Kobayashi, Cor. 3.4 [33]). Let π be an irreducible unitary representation of a reductive group G. Let H be a reductive subgroup. Suppose that π|_H is infinitesimally discretely decomposable, then

Pro^g_h(W F (π)) ⊆ N (h^∗).

Here reductive subgroup means H is reductive in G. Infinitesimally discretely decomposable means that the underlying (g, K) module can be decomposed as a direct sum of irreducible (h, K_H ) submodules.

Clearly, this theorem gives us a criterion for π|_H not infinitesimally discretely decomposable.

For the branching law ω|_{G̃} in the dual reductive setting, we have

Theorem 6.2 (Przebinda). Let (G, G^′) be a dual pair Sp_{2N} (R). Let ω be the Weil representation of ~Sp_{2N} (R). If π is in the discrete spectrum of ω|_{G̃} then

W F (π) ⊆ Pro^{sp2N (R)} g W F (ω). Here the W F (ω) is the minimal nilpotent orbit of sp_{2N} (R) consisting of all rank 1 and 0 matrices in sp_{2N} (R).

In fact, Przebinda proved this theorem for all π ∈ R(G̃, ω)( Cor. 2.8, page 557 [37]). This theorem can be applied to detect those representations that are not in R(G̃, ω) ([19]). Important results concerning Pro^{sp2N (R)}_g W F (ω) can be found in [4].

Finally, we shall mention a result due to Harris, Olafsson and myself that describes the wave front set for any unitary representation weakly contained in the L^2 space of a reductive group of Harish-Chandra class ([17]). Let G be a reductive Lie group of Harish-Chandra class. Let ^G_{temp} be the tempered dual ([30]), the part of unitary dual appearing in the Plancherel formula of L^2(G). To each irreducible tempered representation σ of G, as we have seen for the discrete series, Duflo and Rossmann associated a finite union of coadjoint orbits O_σ ⊂ g^∗ ( [5],[39],[40]). In the generic case, O_σ is a single coadjoint orbit.

For each π weakly contained in the regular representation, we define the orbital support of π by O - supp π = ⋃ σ∈supp π O_σ . Here supp π is a closed subset of Ĝ_{temp}.

Theorem 6.3. If G is a noncompact reductive Lie group of Harish-Chandra class and π is weakly contained in the regular representation of G, then

W F (π) = AC(O - supp π).

where AC(S) for any S in a linear space V is defined to be

AC(S) = {ξ ∈ V | Γ an open cone containing ξ ⇒ Γ ∩ S is unbounded} ∪ {0}.

When G is compact and connected, this result is known. See Cor 5.10 of [25], Proposition 2.3 of [22] and [12].

Corollary 6.4. Let π be a unitary representation of a reductive Lie group G in the Harish-Chandra class. Suppose that W F (π) contains a regular elliptic element in g^∗. Then there are infinitely many discrete series representations in the discrete spectrum of π.

Combined with Howe’s result that W F (π|_H ) ⊇ Pro^g_hW F (π), we have

Corollary 6.5. Let G be a Lie group and H be a Lie subgroup that is reductive of the Harish-Chandra class. Let π be an irreducible unitary representation of G such that π|_H is weakly contained in L^2(H). Suppose that Pro^g_hW F (π) contains a regular elliptic element in h^∗. Then there are infinitely many discrete series representations of H in the discrete spectrum of π|_H .

References

1. J. Adams, D. Barbasch “Genuine Representations of the Metaplectic Group,”Compositio Mathematica, Volume 113 , Issue 1 , 1998 , ( 23 - 66 ).

2. M. Auslander, B. Kostant “Quantization and representations of solvable Lie groups,”Bull.

Amer. Math. Soc. 73 (1967), 692-695.

3. D. Barbasch, D. Vogan, “The Local Structure of Characters ”, Journal of Functional Analysis, (37), 1980, (27-55).

4. A. Daszkiewicz, W. Kraskiewicz, Tomasz Przebinda, “Nilpotent Orbits and Complex Dual Pairs” Journal of Algebra (V. 190), 1997, (518-539).

5. M. Duflo, Fundamental Series Representations of a Semisimple Lie Group, Functional Analysis Applications, Volume 4, 122-126 (1970) 6. M. Duflo, J. Vargas, Branching Laws for Square Integrable Representations, Proceedings of the Japan Academy 86 (2010), Series A, 49-54.

7. J. Dixmier, C^∗-algebras, North Holland Press, Amsterdam (1977) 8. W.-T. Gan, B. Gross, D. Prasad “Symplectic local root numbers, central critical L values, and restriction problems in the representation theory of classical groups. Sur les conjectures de Gross et Prasad. I.”Asterisque No. 346 (2012), 1-109.

9. R. Goodman and N. Wallach, Representations and Invariants of the Classical Groups, Cambridge University Press, 2003.

10. B. Gross, D. Prasad “On the decomposition of a representation of SO_n when restricted to SO_{n−1} ”, Canad. J. Math. No. 5 Vol. 44 (1992), 974-1002.

11. V. Guillemin, R. Sjamaar it Convexity Properties of Hamiltonian Group Actions, CRM Monograph Series, American Mathematical Society, Providence. 2005.

12. S. Hansen, J. Hilgert, S. Keliny, Asymptotic K-support and Restrictions of Representations, Representation Theory, Volume 13, 460-469 (2009) 13. Harish-Chandra, “Invariant Eigendistributions on a semisimple Lie Group ”, Transactions of American Mathematical Society, (V. 119), 1965, (457-508).

14. Harish-Chandra, The Discrete Series for Semisimple Lie Groups II: Explicit Determination of the Characters, Acta Mathematica 116 (1966), 1-111.

15. Harish-Chandra: Invariant eigendistributions on a semisimple Lie algebra, Inst. Hautes Etudes Sci. Publ. Math. No. 27, 5-54 (1965).

16. Harish-Chandra: Discrete series for semisimple Lie groups I, II, Acta Math. 113, 241-318 (1965), 116, 1-111 (1966) 17. B. Harris, H. He, G. Olafsson, ”Wave front sets of reductive Lie group representations,” Duke Math. J. 165(5), 2016 (793-846).

18. H. He, “On the Gan–Gross–Prasad conjecture for U(p, q),”Inventiones Mathematicae, Vol.

209 (3), 2017 (837-884).

19. H. He, “Unipotent Representations and Quantum Induction, ”to appear (2021). 20. G. Heckman “Projections of orbits and asymptotic behavior of multiplicities for compact connected Lie groups, ”Inventiones mathematicae 67 (2), 333-356.

21. H. Hecht, W. Schmid, A Proof of Blattner’s Conjecture, Inventiones Mathematicae, Volume 31, 129-154 (1975) 22. R. Howe, Wave Front Sets of Representations of Lie Groups, In “Automorphic Forms, Representation Theory, and Arithmetic” (Bombay 1979), Tata Inst. Fund. Res. Studies in Math., 10, 117-140, Tata Inst. Fundamental Res., Bombay (1981) 23. R. Howe, “Transcending Classical Invariant Theory”Journal of American Mathematical Society (Vol. 2), 1989 (535-552).

24. M. Kashiwara, M. Vergne, “On the Segal-Shale-Weil Representations and Harmonic Polynomials”, Invent. Math. (44), 1978, (1-47).

25. M. Kashiwara, M. Vergne, K-types and Singular Spectrum, Noncommutative Harmonic Analysis (Proc. Third Colloq., Marseilles-Luminy, 1978), Lecture Notes in Mathematics, Volume 728, Springer Verlag, Berlin, 177-200 (1979) 26. A. Kirillov, “Unitary representations of nilpotent Lie groups,”Uspehi Mat. Nauk 17 , no. 4 (106),1962 (57–110).

27. Kirillov, A.: The characters of unitary representations of Lie groups, Functional Anal. Appl.

2, 90-93, 133 146 (1968), 3, 29-38 (1969) 28. A. Kirillov, Lectures on the Orbit Method, American Mathematical Society, Providence, 2004.

29. A. Knapp, Representation Theory on Semisimple Groups: An Overview Based on Examples, Princeton University Press, 1986.

30. A. Knapp, G. Zuckerman, Classification of Irreducible Tempered Representations of Semisimple Lie Groups, Annals of Mathematics Series 2, Volume 118, 389-501 (1982) 31. T. Kobayashi, Discrete decomposability of the restriction of A_q(λ) with respect to reductive subgroups and its applications, Inventiones Mathematicae 117 (1994), no. 2, 181-205.

32. T. Kobayashi, Discrete decomposability of the restriction of A_q(λ) with respect to reductive subgroups. II. Micro-local analysis and asymptotic K-support, Annals of Mathematics Series 2, Volume 147, Number 3, 709-729 (1998) 33. T. Kobayashi, Discrete decomposability of the restriction of A_q(λ) with respect to reductive subgroups. III. Restriction of Harish-Chandra modules and associated varieties, Inventiones Mathematicae, Volume 131, Number 2, 229-256 (1998).

34. J-S. Li, ”Singular Unitary Representation of Classical Groups,” Inventiones Mathematicae (V. 97), 1989 (237-255).

35. J.-S. Li, “Theta lifting for unitary representations with nonzero cohomology, ”Duke Mathematical Journal. 61 (V3), 1990 (913-937).

36. A. Paul , “Howe Correspondence for Real Unitary Groups,”Journal of Functional analysis 159, (1998) 384-431.

37. T. Przebinda,”Characters, Dual Pairs, and Unitary Representations” Duke Journal of Mathematics (V. 69), 1993 (547-592).

38. B. Ørsted, J. Vargas, Restriction of Square Integrable Representations: Discrete Spectrum, Duke Mathematical Journal, Volume 123, Number 3, 609-633 (2004) 39. W. Rossmann, Kirillov’s Character Formula for Reductive Lie Groups, Inventiones Mathematicae, Volume 48, Number 3, 207-220 (1978) 40. W. Rossmann, Limit Characters of Reductive Lie Groups, Inventiones Mathematicae, Volume 61, Number 1, 53-66 (1980).

41. W. Schmid, “L^2 cohomology and discrete series, ”, Annals of Math. 103, 1976 (375-394). 42. W. Schmid, K. Vilonen, Characteristic Cycles and Wave Front Cycles of Representations of Reductive Lie Groups, Annals of Mathematics Series 2, Volume 151, Number 3, 1071-1118 (2000) 43. V.S. Varadarajan, Harmonic Analysis on Real Reductive Groups, Lecture Notes In Mathematics, Volume 576, Springer-Verlag (1977) 44. D. Vogan, Associated Varieties and Unipotent Representations, Harmonic Analysis on Reductive Groups (Brunswick, ME, 1989), Progress in Mathematics 101, 315-388, Birkhauser, Boston, MA (1991) 45. D. Vogan, “The Orbit Method and Unitary Representations for Reductive Lie Groups,”Algebraic and Analytic Methods in Representation Theory, 1994, (243-339).

46. A. Weil, “Sur certains groupes d’opérateurs unitaries”, Acta Math., (113), 1965, (143-211).

Department of Mathematics, Louisiana State University, Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70803

Email address: hongyu@math.lsu.edu