arXiv:2406.11449v1 [math.DG] 17 Jun 2024

HERMITIAN-EINSTEIN EQUATIONS ON NONCOMPACT MANIFOLDS

DI WU AND XI ZHANG

Abstract. This paper first investigates solvability of Hermitian-Einstein equation on a Hermitian holomorphic vector bundle on the complement of an arbitrary closed subset in a compact complex manifold. The uniqueness of Hermitian-Einstein metrics on a Zariski open subset in a compact Kähler manifold was only figured out by Takuro Mochizuki recently, the second part of this paper gives an affirmative answer to a question proposed by Takuro Mochizuki and based on which it leads to an alternative approach to the unique issue. We also prove stability from solvability of Hermitian-Einstein equation, which together with the classical existence result of Carlos Simpson in particular establish a Kobayashi-Hitchin bijective correspondence. The argument is also effective for uniqueness result and Kobayashi-Hitchin bijective correspondence on C , as well as on non-Kähler and semi-stable contexts.

1. Introduction

Let (E, ∂_E) be a holomorphic vector bundle on a compact Kähler manifold (N, J, g), the Hermitian-Einstein (abbreviated as HE, also called Hermitian-Yang-Mills because of its relation to Yang-Mills theory) equation reads as

ΛF^⊥_H ≜ ΛF_H − tr ΛF_H rank(E) id_E = 0, (1.1)

where Λ is the operator obtained as the adjoint of the multiplication of the associated fundamental form ω_g = g(J(·), ·), and F_H denotes the Chern curvature of a Hermitian metric H on (E, ∂_E ). The HE equation is one of the most important nonlinear partial differential equations in complex geometry and solving such an equation provides an effective approach to construct Yang-Mills connections on holomorphic vector bundles. A Hermitian metric satisfying the HE equation will be called a HE metric and a holomorphic vector bundle will be called indecomposable if it is not a direct sum of serval holomorphic vector bundles. Thanks to a series of works including those of Narasimhan-Seshadri [19], Kobayashi [8], Lübke [15], Metha- Ramanathan [16], Donaldson [3, 4] and Uhlenbeck-Yau [24], the celebrated Kobayashi-Hitchin correspondence (also called Hitchin-Kobayashi correspondence or Donaldson-Uhlenbeck-Yau correspondence) states that for an indecomposable holomorphic vector bundle, the existence and uniqueness of HE metrics is equivalent to the Mumford-Takemoto stability. It is a landmark in complex geometry and has been generalized in many different directions, the large majority of which themselves became very important results in complex geometry.

2020 Mathematics Subject Classification. 53C07, 14J60.

Key words and phrases. Hermitian-Einstein equation, Noncompact manifold, Uniqueness, Stability. The research is supported by the National Key R&D Program of China 2020YFA0713100. Both authors are partially supported by the National Natural Science Foundation of China No.12141104. The first author is also supported by the project funded by China Postdoctoral Science Foundation 2023M731699, the Jiangsu Funding Program for Excellent Postdoctoral Talent 2022ZB282, and the Natural Science Foundation of Jiangsu Province No.BK20230902. 1

Furthermore, the semi-stable Kobayashi-Hitchin correspondence [7, 9, 10] indicates the equivalence between the existence of an approximate Hermitian-Einstein (abbreviated as AHE) structure and the Mumford-Takemoto semi-stability, where an AHE structure is a family of Hermitian metrics {H_ϵ}_{ϵ>0} such that the HE equation can be solved in the sense of sup_N |ΛF^⊥_{Hϵ} |_{Hϵ}^{ϵ→0}−−→ 0. (1.2)

In fact, to define stability and semi-stability, it is enough to pick a Gauduchon metric (that is, ∂∂ω^{dimC N−1} g = 0) as the reference metric. By a result of Gauduchon [6], there exists on any compact complex manifold a Gauduchon metric in a fixed conformal class. Therefore, the stability and semi-stability also make sense on compact Hermitian manifolds and the above two mentioned results on HE equations also hold on non-Kähler manifolds [2, 12, 22] indeed. For more related descriptions on this problem, the reader may also consult [13, 14].

It is a natural to ask under what assumptions HE equations can be solved on noncompact Kähler manifolds and this question had been systematically investigated in various contexts, see [1, 11, 17, 18, 20, 21, 23, 27–29] and references therein. From both the theoretic point of view and that of applications, it is important and highly desirable to establish a general existence theory for HE equations on noncompact spaces with a few technical assumptions as possible, so that it covers a wide range of applications in different areas.

A first purpose of this paper is to study the above issue on a new but natural class of noncompact manifolds. We first have the following result.

Theorem 1.1. Let (M, J) be a compact complex manifold and Σ ⊂ M be an arbitrary closed subset. Suppose g is a Hermitian metric on M \ Σ equivalent to a Riemannian metric on M and √ −1∂∂ω^{dimC M−1} g ≥ 0. If (E, ∂_E, K) is a stable Hermitian holomorphic vector bundle on M \ Σ with |ΛF^⊥_K | ∈ L^∞(M \ Σ), there exists a HE metric compatible with K.

The general strategy in proving Theorem 1.1 is not so involved. In fact, one may first solve Dirichlet problems of HE equations on an exhaustion series of compact submanifolds with boundaries. Secondly, once the zeroth estimate of a sequence of solutions to Dirichlet problems is established, the evolved metrics will converge to the desired HE metric. Alternatively, the strategy in proving Theorem 1.2 below also applies to Theorem 1.1, see Remark 3.5.

We are further interested in the semi-stable context and prove

Theorem 1.2. Let (M, J) be a compact complex manifold and Σ ⊂ M be an arbitrary closed subset. Suppose g is a Hermitian metric on M \ Σ equivalent to a Riemannian metric on M and √ −1∂∂ω^{dimC M−1} g ≥ 0. If (E, ∂_E, K) is a semi-stable Hermitian holomorphic vector bundle on M \ Σ with |ΛF^⊥_K | ∈ L^∞(M \ Σ), there exists an AHE structure compatible with K.

In Theorems 1.1, 1.2, we require neither Kähler condition nor Gauduchon condition on ω_g. We should mention that if Σ ⊂ M is Zariski closed and g is the restriction of a Kähler metric on M (we call it the model of Simpson since it satisfies the key assumptions in [23]), Theorem 1.1 was proved in [23] and Theorem 1.2 was obtained in [28]. Actually, the authors in [28] studied the case of noncompact Gauduchon manifolds satisfying Simpson’s type assumptions (see [23, Section 2]) and |dω^{dimC N−1} g | ∈ L^2(N). Different from the standard method of exhaustion in stable case, the strategy we adopt in semi-stable case is to extend the method of continuity by Uhlenbeck-Yau [24] to noncompact case, meaning to solve a family of perturbed HE equations (3.37) on the noncompact space M \ Σ. The solvability of them was established on compact Gauduchon manifolds in [12, 24], on noncompact Gauduchon manifolds satisfying Simpson’s type assumptions and |dω^{dimC N−1}_g | ∈ L^2(N) in [28] with the help of solving the following

Poisson equation: √ −1Λ∂∂f = − 1 rank(E) tr ( √ −1ΛF_K − � N √ −1ΛF_K dvol_g rank(E) vol(N) id_E ) . (1.3)

However, the solvability of such a equation is not clearly since there is no enough information on both Σ and ω_g. To get around this obstacle, the observation is a carefully new choice of a perturbed heat flow (3.1) and the advantage is that, this flow preserves the property det H = det K. Finally, the existence of an AHE structure will be proved by examining the limit of {H_ϵ}_{ϵ>0} when ϵ goes to zero. In this step, one should note that again the generality of Σ and ω_g may not imply suitable Stokes lemma on M \ Σ which is a pivotal point in establishing global integral estimates [23, 28], our argument removes this technical constraint.

Below we consider the uniqueness problem of HE metrics on a stable holomorphic vector bundle. In compact case, it is not hard to know that HE metrics are unique up to constant multiples, see [9, 13] for example. However, the noncompact issue becomes more subtle. Even for the case that Σ ⊂ M is a Zariski closed subset, the uniqueness of HE metrics is unknown until the recent work [17] of Mochizuki, while the existence of HE metrics was established by Simpson [23] more than thirty years ago. Explicitly, we have

Theorem 1.3 (Mochizuki, Remark 2.13 in [17]). Let (M, J, g) be a compact Kähler manifold and Σ ⊂ M be a Zariski closed subset. Suppose (E, ∂_E, K) is a stable Hermitian holomorphic vector bundle on M \ Σ with |ΛF_K | ∈ L^∞(M \ Σ) and H_1, H_2 are two HE metrics compatible with K, then we have H_1 = H_2.

In the same paper, Mochizuki also pointed out (see the paragraph above [17, Remark 2.13]) that the key point is, it is not clear whether the stability of (E, ∂_E , K) implies the stability of (E, ∂_E , H) for a HE metric H and we need additional work. This nuisance does not appear in the case when the base space is compact since the stability condition on compact manifolds does not depend on the choice of metrics on a holomorphic vector bundle. In this paper, we answer Mochizuki’s question affirmatively for the model of Simpson as follows.

Theorem 1.4. Let (M, J, g) be a compact Kähler manifold and Σ ⊂ M be a Zariski closed subset. Suppose (E, ∂_E , K) is a stable Hermitian holomorphic vector bundle on M \ Σ with |ΛF_K | ∈ L^∞(M \ Σ) and H is a HE metric compatible with K, then (E, ∂_E, H) is stable.

As a direct consequence of Theorem 1.4, we shall present an alternative approach to the uniqueness issue of HE metrics on noncompact manifolds in Section 4.

Next we focus on the necessary condition for the existence of HE metrics on the model of Simpson. It is easy to see that the existence of a HE metric H on an indecomposable holomorphic vector bundle (E, ∂_E ) must imply the stability of (E, ∂_E , H). However, similar as Mochizuki’s question mentioned above, the stability with respect to the background data (E, ∂_E , K) is generally unknown, hence a Kobayashi-Hitchin bijective correspondence between stability and existence of HE metrics remains open. In present work, we are able to prove stability (resp. semi-stability) of (E, ∂_E , K) from stability (resp. semi-stability) of (E, ∂_E, H), therefore establishing the opposite direction of Theorems 1.1, 1.2 as follows.

Theorem 1.5. Let (M, J, g) be a compact Kähler manifold and Σ ⊂ M be a Zariski closed subset. Suppose (E, ∂_E , K) is an indecomposable Hermitian holomorphic vector bundle on M \ Σ with |ΛF_K | ∈ L^∞(M \ Σ), then we have

(1) If there exists a HE metric compatible with K, then (E, ∂_E, K) is stable. (2) If there exists an AHE structure compatible with K, then (E, ∂_E , K) is semi-stable.

Gathering Simpson’s existence result in [23] with the stability result in Theorem 1.5, we conclude a Kobayashi-Hitchin bijective correspondence for the model of Simpson.

Corollary 1.6 (Kobayashi-Hitchin bijective correspondence). Let (M, J, g) be a compact Kähler manifold and Σ ⊂ M be a Zariski closed subset. Suppose (E, ∂_E , K) is an indecomposable Hermitian holomorphic vector bundle on M \ Σ with |ΛF_K | ∈ L^∞(M \ Σ), then (E, ∂_E , K) is stable ⇔ it admits a unique HE metric compatible with K.

By Theorems 1.2, 1.5, we also obtain

Corollary 1.7 (Semi-stable Kobayashi-Hitchin bijective correspondence). Let (M, J, g) be a compact Kähler manifold and Σ ⊂ M be a Zariski closed subset. Suppose (E, ∂_E, K) is a Hermitian holomorphic vector bundle on M \ Σ with |ΛF_K | ∈ L^∞(M \ Σ), then (E, ∂_E, K) is semi-stable ⇔ it admits an AHE structure compatible with K.

It may be mentioned that Mochizuki’s discussion in [17] relies on certain crucial properties of the Donaldson functional on the space of Hermitian metrics and a priori estimate of HE equation due to Simpson [23], as well as the celebrated regularity result of weakly holomorphic subbundles due to Uhlenbeck-Yau [24]. In a different spirit, without the recourse to above deep results, our approach which is based on Theorem 1.4, seems simpler and has a merit that the proof can be readily applied to the case where the base space is C and also to the non-Kähler context. In fact, we also build

(1) Uniqueness of HE metrics on C , see Theorem 4.7.

(2) Uniqueness of HE metrics on noncompact Gauduchon manifolds, see Theorem 4.9. (3) Kobayashi-Hitchin bijective correspondence on C , see Theorem 4.8. Note the existence part was previously given by Mochizuki [17].

(4) Kobayashi-Hitchin bijective correspondence on noncompact Gauduchon manifolds, see Theorem 4.10.

(5) Semi-stable Kobayashi-Hitchin bijective correspondence on noncompact Gauduchon manifolds, see Theorem 4.11.

We remark that C is a basic model satisfying Mochizuki’s assumption (see [17, Assumption 2.1]). Compared with that of Simpson, the model of Mochizuki allows the possibility of infinite volume. Due to the infinite volume, one needs additional work to investigate the semi-stable Kobayashi-Hitchin bijective correspondence on C and it will be addressed elsewhere, see [27].

Organization of this paper. In Section 2, we give some preliminaries that will be used in later proofs. In Section 3, we study solvability of HE equations on noncompact manifolds and prove Theorems 1.1, 1.2. In Section 4, we investigate uniqueness and stabilities of HE bundles on noncompact manifolds by giving an alternative proof of Theorem 1.3 and proving Theorems 1.4, 1.5. Related results on C and non-Kähler manifolds are also presented.

2. Preliminaries

Let (E, ∂_E ) be holomorphic vector bundle on a Hermitian manifold (N, J, g). For any two Hermitian metrics K, H on E, we always denote by h = K^{−1}H ∈ C^∞(N, End(E)) the section defined by H(·, ·) = K(h(·), ·). Throughout this paper, unless otherwise mentioned, inner products and norms are always taken with respect to K and g.

Definition 2.1. We say H is compatible with K if det K = det H, |h| ∈ L^∞(N), |∂_Eh| ∈ L^2(N). (2.1)

Let us recall the definition of stability in [23]. We define

deg(E, K) = � N tr √ −1ΛF_K dvol_g, (2.2)

where F_K = D^2_K and D_K is the Chern connection. Given a saturated sub-sheaf S ⊂ O_N (E), there exists a closed complex analytic subset Z(S) of complex codimension at least two such that S|_{N\Z(S)} becomes a locally free O_N -module inheriting the holomorphic structure and metric from E, and therefore deg(S, K) can be naturally defined by integrating outside Z(S).

Definition 2.2. We say (E, ∂_E, K) is (semi-)stable if deg(S, K) rank(S) (≤) < deg(E, K) rank(E) , (2.3)

for any nontrivial saturated sub-sheaf S.

Remark 2.3. In fact, we have the Chern-Weil formula

deg(S, K) = � N\Z(S) (tr( √ −1π_K ∘ ΛF_K ) − |∂_Eπ_K |^2) dvol_g, (2.4)

where π_K denotes the projection onto S|_{N\Z(S)} with respect to K.

It is not hard to see

D_H = D_K + h^{−1}∂_K h, F_H = F_K + ∂_E(h^{−1}∂_K h),

(2.5) √ −1Λ∂∂ tr h = ( √ −1ΛF_K − √ −1ΛF_H , h) + |∂_E h ∘ h^{− 12} |^2,

(2.6) where ∂_K is the (1, 0)-component of D_K . By [13, Section 7.4] and [23, Section 4], for x ∈ N and a K-unitary basis {e_a}^{rank(E)}_{a=1} , we set

log h(x) =

rank(E) ∑ a=1 λ_ae_a ⊗ e^a, ∂_E log h(x) =

rank(E) ∑ a,b=1 A^b_ae^a ⊗ e_b, (2.7)

Θ[log h](∂_E log h)(x) =

rank(E) ∑ a,b=1 Θ(λ_a, λ_b)A^b_ae^a ⊗ e_b, (2.8)

where Θ(x, y) =^{ey−x−1}_{y−x} for x ≠ y and Θ(x, y) = 1 for x = y. Then we have √ −1Λ∂∂| log h|^2 = −2 √ −1Λ∂ < ∂_K log h, log h > = −2 √ −1Λ∂ < h^{−1}∂_K h, log h > = −2 √ −1Λ < ∂_E (h^{−1}∂_K h), log h > +2 √ −1Λ < h^{−1}∂_K h, ∂_K log h > = 2 < √ −1Λ(F_K − F_H ), log h > +2 < Θ[log h](∂_E log h), ∂_E log h >,

(2.9)

where we have used

tr(h^{−1}∂_K h ∘ log h) = tr(log h ∘ ∂_K log h), (2.10)

and the fact (see [22, (3.12)]) √ −1Λ < h^{−1}∂_K h, ∂_K log h >=< Θ[log h](∂_E log h), ∂_E log h > .

(2.11)

We denote by ∇^H the connection induced by D_H and the Chern connection ∇_g on T N, by ∇ the connection induced by D_K and ∇_g. In the local holomorphic coordinate (z^1, ..., z^{dimC N} ) of N and the holomorphic frame {e_1, ..., e_{rank E}} of E, we have √ −1Λ∂∂|h^{−1}∂_K h|^2_H = |∇^H (h^{−1}∂_K h)|^2_H + g^{ji} < ∇^H_i ∇^H_j (h^{−1}∂_K h), h^{−1}∂_K h >_H + g^{ji} < h^{−1}∂_K h, ∇^H_i ∇^H_j (h^{−1}∂_K h)) >_H .

(2.12)

Let T_{∇g} denote the torsion of ∇_g, it follows ∇^H_i ∇^H_j (h^{−1}∂_{K,m}h) = ∇^H_i ∂_j(h^{−1}∂_K h)_m = ∇^H_i F_{H,mj} − ∇^H_i F_{K,mj} = ∇^H_mF_{H,ij} + T^l_{im}F_{K,lj} + T^l_{im}∂_j(h^{−1}∂_K h)_l − ∇^H_i F_{K,mj}, (2.13)

where T^n_{im} is given by T_{∇g} (^∂_{∂zi} ,^∂_{∂zm} ) = T^l_{im}^∂_{∂zl} and we have used the relation 0 = ∇^H_i F_{H,mj} − ∇^H_mF_{H,ij} + ∇^H_j F_{H,im} − T^l_{im}F_{H,lj} = ∇^H_i F_{H,mj} − ∇^H_mF_{H,ij} − T^l_{im}F_{K,lj} + T^l_{im}∂_j(h^{−1}∂_K h)_l, (2.14)

which comes from the Bianchi identity, T^{1,1}_{∇g} = 0 and T_{∇g} (^∂_{∂zi} ,^∂_{∂zm} ) ∈ T^{1,0}N. Hence g^{ji} < ∇^H_i ∇^H_j (h^{−1}∂_K h), h^{−1}∂_K h >_H ≥ −C_1(|∇F_K |_H + |T_{∇g} ||F_K |_H + |∇ΛF_H |_H )|h^{−1}∂_K h|_H − C_1(|F_K |_H + |ΛF_H |_H )|h^{−1}∂_K h|^2_H − C_1|T ||h^{−1}∂_K h|_H |∇^H (h^{−1}∂_K h)|_H , (2.15)

where C_1 is positive constant independent of K and H. Moreover, it holds that ∇^H_i ∇^H_j (h^{−1}∂_K h)^β_{mα} = ∇^H_j ∇^H_i (h^{−1}∂_K h)^β_{mα} − R^l_{jim}(h^{−1}∂_K h)^β_{lα} + F^β_{H,jiγ} (h^{−1}∂_K h)^γ_{mα} − F^γ_{H,jiα}(h^{−1}∂_K h)^β_{mγ} , (2.16)

where R^l_{jim} is given by R_{∇g} (^∂_{∂zj} ,^∂_{∂zi} )^∂_{∂zm} = R^l_{jim}^∂_{∂zl} . Hence there is positive constant C_2 doesn’t depend on K and H such that g^{ji} < h^{−1}∂_K h, ∇^H_i ∇^H_j (h^{−1}∂_K h) >_H ≥ −C_2(|∇F_K |_H + |T_{∇g} ||F_K |_H + |∇ΛF_H |_H )|h^{−1}∂_K h|_H − C_2(|R_{∇g} | + |F_K |_H + |ΛF_H |_H )|h^{−1}∂_K h|^2_H − C_2|T ||h^{−1}∂_K h|_H |∇^H (h^{−1}∂_K h)|_H . (2.17)

Combing (2.12), (2.15), (2.17) together, we can conclude Lemma 2.4. There is a positive constant C_3 independent of K and H such that √ −1Λ∂∂|h^{−1}∂_K h|^2_H ≥ −C_3(|∇F_K |_H + |T_{∇g} ||F_K |_H + |∇ΛF_H |_H )|h^{−1}∂_K h|_H − C_3(|T_{∇g} |^2 + |R_{∇X} | + |F_K |_H + |ΛF_H |_H )|h^{−1}∂_K h|^2_H + 1 2 |∇^H (h^{−1}∂_K h)|^2_H .

(2.18)

3. Solvability of Hermitian-Einstein equations on noncompact manifolds Lemma 3.1. For a compact Hermitian manifold (N, J, g) with boundary and suppose H is a solution of the following perturbed heat flow { H^{−1 ∂H}_{∂t} = −2 (√ −1(ΛF_H −^{tr ΛFK}_{rank(E)} id_E) + ϵ log(K^{−1}H) ) , H(0) = K, H|_{∂N} = K|_{∂N} . (3.1)

Then we have det K = det H.

Proof. We compute ( ∂ ∂t − 2 √ −1Λ∂∂) ( e^{2ϵt} tr( √ −1(ΛF_H − tr ΛF_K rank(E) id_E) + ϵ log(K^{−1}H)) )

= 2ϵe^{2ϵt} tr √ −1(ΛF_H − tr ΛF_K rank(E) id_E ) + 2ϵ^2e^{2ϵt} log det(K^{−1}H)

+ e^{2ϵt}( ∂ ∂t − 2 √ −1Λ∂∂) tr √ −1(ΛF_H − tr ΛF_K rank(E) id_E) + ϵe^{2ϵt}( ∂ ∂t − 2 √ −1Λ∂∂) log det(K^{−1}H) = e^{2ϵt} ∂ ∂t tr √ −1ΛF_H − 2e^{2ϵt} √ −1Λ∂∂ tr √ −1(ΛF_H − tr ΛF_K rank(E) id_E) − 2ϵe^{2ϵt} √ −1Λ∂∂ log det(K^{−1}H)

= −2e^{2ϵt} tr (√ −1Λ∂_E ∂( √ −1(ΛF_H − tr ΛF_K rank(E) id_E ) + ϵ log(K^{−1}H)) )

− 2e^{2ϵt} √ −1Λ∂∂ tr √ −1(ΛF_H − tr ΛF_K rank(E) id_E) − 2ϵe^{2ϵt} √ −1Λ∂∂ log det(K^{−1}H)

= 0,

(3.2)

where we have used ∂ ∂t log det(K^{−1}H) = tr(H^{−1} ∂H ∂t ) = −2 tr √ −1(ΛF_H − tr ΛF_K rank(E) id_E) − 2ϵ tr log(K^{−1}H)

= −2 tr √ −1(ΛF_H − tr ΛF_K rank(E) id_E) − 2ϵ log det(K^{−1}H),

(3.3)

and ∂ tr F_H ∂t = ∂ tr ∂_E ( (K^{−1}H)^{−1}∂_K (K^{−1}H) ) ∂t = tr ∂_E∂_H ( (K^{−1}H)^{−1} ∂K^{−1}H ∂t )

= −2 tr ∂_E∂_H (√ −1(ΛF_H − tr ΛF_K rank(E) id_E) + ϵ log(K^{−1}H) ) . (3.4)

In addition, we note on N × {t = 0} and ∂N × [0, t),

e^{2ϵt} tr (√ −1(ΛF_H − tr ΛF_K rank(E) id_E ) + ϵ log(K^{−1}H) ) = 0,

(3.5) it follows from the maximum principle that on N × [0, t),

e^{2ϵt} tr (√ −1(ΛF_H − tr ΛF_K rank(E) id_E ) + ϵ log(K^{−1}H) ) = 0.

(3.6)

Thus we finish the proof by noting ∂ ∂t log det(K^{−1}H) = −2 tr (√ −1(ΛF_H − tr ΛF_K rank(E) id_E) + ϵ log(K^{−1}H) )

= 0.

(3.7) □ Remark 3.2. It seems more natural to consider { H^{−1 ∂H}_{∂t} = −2( √ −1ΛF^⊥_H + ϵ log(K^{−1}H)), H(0) = K. (3.8)

For this flow, one may not run the above argument to obtain Lemma 3.1 since ( ∂ ∂t − 2 √ −1Λ∂∂) ( e^{2ϵt} tr( √ −1ΛF^⊥_H + ϵ log(K^{−1}H)) )

= ( ∂ ∂t − 2 √ −1Λ∂∂)ϵe^{2ϵt} log det(K^{−1}H) = ϵe^{2ϵt} ( 2ϵ log det(K^{−1}H) + tr(H^{−1} ∂H ∂t ) − 2 √ −1Λ∂∂ log det(K^{−1}H) )

= −2ϵe^{2ϵt} √ −1Λ∂∂ log det(K^{−1}H).

(3.9)

Lemma 3.3. Let H, H̃ be two solutions to the perturbed heat flow (3.1) on a compact Hermitian manifold (N, J, g), then it holds ( ∂ ∂t − 2 √ −1Λ∂∂)σ(H, H̃) ≤ −|∂_Eh̃ ∘ h̃^{− 12} |^2_H − |∂_Eh̃^{−1} ∘ h̃^{12} |^2_{H̃} ,

(3.10) ( ∂ ∂t − 2 √ −1Λ∂∂)| log h|^2 ≤ 4|ΛF^⊥_K || log h| − 4ϵ| log h|^2,

(3.11) ( ∂ ∂t − 2 √ −1Λ∂∂)| √ −1ΛF^⊥_H + ϵ log h|^2_H ≤ −4|∂_E ( √ −1ΛF^⊥_H + ϵ log h)|^2_H ,

(3.12)

where h = K^{−1}H, h̃ = H^{−1}H̃ and σ(H, H̃) = tr(h̃ + h̃^{−1}) − 2 rank(E).

Proof. Based on Lemma 3.1, the proof is a direct calculation, see [28] for example. □

Using Lemmas 3.1, 3.3 and following [5, 30], we can conclude the existence result on Dirichlet problems of perturbed HE equations, see [28, Theorem 5.1].

Proposition 3.4. Let (E, ∂_E, K) be a Hermitian holomorphic vector bundle on a compact Hermitian manifold (N, J, g) with nonempty boundary. For any ϵ ≥ 0, there exists a unique Hermitian metric H_ϵ such that √ −1ΛF^⊥_{Hϵ} + ϵ log(K^{−1}H_ϵ) = 0, H_ϵ|_{∂N} = K|_{∂N} .

(3.13)

Moreover if ϵ > 0, it holds | log(K^{−1}H_ϵ)| ≤ ϵ^{−1} sup_N |ΛF^⊥_K |.

(3.14)

Proof of Theorem 1.2. We may take a family of compact submanifolds {M_j }_{j∈N} with

boundaries such that M_j^{j→∞}−−−→ M \ Σ, M_j ⊂ M_j′ , ∀j < j^′ . (3.15)

By Proposition 3.4, let H_{ϵ,j} be the unique Hermitian metric on E|_{Mj} such that √ −1ΛF^⊥_{Hϵ,j} + ϵ log(K^{−1}H_{ϵ,j}) = 0, H_{ϵ,j}|_{∂Mj} = K|_{∂Mj} . (3.16)

By setting h_{ϵ,j} = K^{−1}H_{ϵ,j} and making use of (2.9), we obtain � M_j √ −1Λ∂∂| log h_{ϵ,j}|^2 dvol_g = 2 � M_j < √ −1Λ(F_K − F_{Hϵ,j} ), log h_{ϵ,j} > dvol_g + 2 � M_j < Θ[log h_{ϵ,j}](∂_E log h_{ϵ,j}), ∂_E log h_{ϵ,j} > dvol_g .

(3.17)

Note that < √ −1Λ(F_K − F_{Hϵ,j} ), log h_{ϵ,j} > =< √ −1Λ(F^⊥_K − F^⊥_{Hϵ,j} ), log h_{ϵ,j} > =< √ −1ΛF^⊥_K , log h_{ϵ,j} > +ϵ| log h_{ϵ,j}|^2, (3.18)

the boundary condition and √ −1∂∂ω^{dimC M−1} g ≥ 0 imply � M_j √ −1Λ∂∂| log h_{ϵ,j}|^2 dvol_g = � M_j √ −1∂∂| log h_{ϵ,j}|^2 ∧ ω^{dimC M−1} g (dim_C M − 1)! = � M_j √ −1∂(∂| log h_{ϵ,j}|^2 ∧ ω^{dimC M−1} g (dim_C M − 1)! ) + � M_j √ −1∂(| log h_{ϵ,j}|^2 ∧ ∂ω^{dimC M−1} g (dim_C M − 1)! ) − � M_j √ −1| log h_{ϵ,j}|^2 ∧ ∂∂ω^{dimC M−1} g (dim_C M − 1)! ≤ 0.

(3.19)

It follows from above that � M_j < Θ[log h_{ϵ,j}](∂_E log h_{ϵ,j}), ∂_E log h_{ϵ,j} > dvol_g ≤ −ϵ � M_j | log h_{ϵ,j}|^2 dvol_g − � M_j < √ −1ΛF^⊥_K , log h_{ϵ,j} > dvol_g .

(3.20)

Below we always use C_1, C_2, C_3, ... to denote constants independent of j. For ϵ > 0, Propo-

sition 3.4 implies

| log h_{ϵ,j}| ≤ ϵ^{−1} sup_{M\Σ} |ΛF^⊥_K |. (3.21)

Moreover, a direct computation gives us that √ −1Λ∂∂ tr h_{ϵ,j} =< √ −1Λ(F_K − F_{Hϵ,j} ), h_{ϵ,j} > +|h^{− 12}_{ϵ,j} ∂_K h_{ϵ,j}|^2, (3.22) and also Lemma 2.4 implies √ −1Λ∂∂|h^{−1}_{ϵ,j} ∂_K h_{ϵ,j}|^2_{Hϵ,j} ≥ −C_1(|∇F_K |_{Hϵ,j} + |T_{∇g} ||F_K |_{Hϵ,j} + |∇ΛF_{Hϵ,j} |_{Hϵ,j} )|h^{−1}_{ϵ,j} ∂_K h_{ϵ,j}|_{Hϵ,j} − C_1(|T_{∇g} |^2 + |R_{∇g} | + |F_K |_{Hϵ,j} + |ΛF_{Hϵ,j} |_{Hϵ,j} )|h^{−1}_{ϵ,j} ∂_K h_{ϵ,j}|^2_{Hϵ,j} + 1 2 |∇^{Hϵ,j} (h^{−1}_{ϵ,j} ∂_K h_{ϵ,j})|^2_{Hϵ,j} , (3.23)

Due to (3.21) and √ −1ΛF_{Hϵ,j} = √ −1Λ tr F_K rank(E) + ϵ log h_{ϵ,j}, (3.24)

we can write (3.22) and (3.23) as √ −1Λ∂∂ tr h_{ϵ,j} ≥ C_2|h^{−1}_{ϵ,j} ∂_K h_{ϵ,j}|^2 − C_3, (3.25) √ −1Λ∂∂|h^{−1}_{ϵ,j} ∂_K h_{ϵ,j}|^2_{Hϵ,j} ≥ 1 2 |∇^{Hϵ,j} (h^{−1}_{ϵ,j} ∂_K h_{ϵ,j})|^2_{Hϵ,j} − C_4|h^{−1}_{ϵ,j} ∂_K h_{ϵ,j}|^2 − C_4. (3.26)

For any closed subset Ω ⊂ M_{j∗} ⊂ M \ Σ with large j_∗, we set

Ω_1 = {x ∈ M_{j∗} , d(x, Ω) ≤ 4^{−1} dist(Ω, ∂M_{j∗} )}, (3.27)

Ω_2 = {x ∈ M_{j∗} , dist(x, Ω) ≤ 2^{−1}d(Ω, ∂M_{j∗} )}. (3.28)

Let 0 ≤ η_1 ≤ η_2 ≤ 1 be two nonnegative cut-off functions with η_1 ≡ 1 on Ω, η_1 ≡ 0 on M_{j∗} \ Ω_1, η_2 ≡ 1 on Ω_1, η_2 ≡ 0 on M_{j∗} \ Ω_2 and |dη_i|^2 + |Λ∂∂η_i| ≤ C̃ for i = 1, 2, where C̃ depends only on dist^{−2}(Ω, ∂M_{j∗} ). We define the quantity

f = η^2_1|h^{−1}_{ϵ,j} ∂_K h_{ϵ,j}|^2_{Hϵ,j} + Ĉη^2 tr h_{ϵ,j}, (3.29)

for constant Ĉ to be determined later. By (3.25) and (3.26), we get √ −1Λ∂∂f ≥ η^2_1 ( 1 2 |∇^{Hϵ,j} (h^{−1}_{ϵ,j} ∂_K h_{ϵ,j})|^2_{Hϵ,j} − C_4|h^{−1}_{ϵ,j} ∂_K h_{ϵ,j}|^2 − C_4) + Ĉη^2 (C_2|h^{−1}_{ϵ,j} ∂_K h_{ϵ,j}|^2 − C_3) + |h^{−1}_{ϵ,j} ∂_K h_{ϵ,j}|^2_{Hϵ,j} √ −1Λ∂∂η^2_1 + Ĉ tr h_{ϵ,j} √ −1Λ∂∂η^2 + 2 < ∂η^2_1 , ∂|h^{−1}_{ϵ,j} ∂_K h_{ϵ,j}|^2_{Hϵ,j} > +2Ĉ < ∂η^2 , ∂ tr h_{ϵ,j} > . (3.30)

By the inequality ab ≤ χa^2 +^1_{4χ2} b^2 for a, b, χ > 0, we have 2 < ∂η^2_1 , ∂|h^{−1}_{ϵ,j} ∂_K h_{ϵ,j}|^2_{Hϵ,j} > +2Ĉ < ∂η^2 , ∂ tr h_{ϵ,j} > ≥ −8η_1|∂η_1||h^{−1}_{ϵ,j} ∂_K h_{ϵ,j}|_{Hϵ,j} |∇^{Hϵ,j} (h^{−1}_{ϵ,j} ∂_K h_{ϵ,j})|_{Hϵ,j} − 4Ĉη_2|∂η_2|| tr ∇^{Hϵ,j} h_{ϵ,j}| ≥ − 1 2 η^2_1 |∇^{Hϵ,j} (h^{−1}_{ϵ,j} ∂_K h_{ϵ,j})|^2_{Hϵ,j} − 32|∂η_1|^2|h^{−1}_{ϵ,j} ∂_K h_{ϵ,j}|^2_{Hϵ,j} − 2η^2 | tr ∇^{Hϵ,j} h_{ϵ,j}|^2 − 2Ĉ^2|∂η_2|^2,

(3.31) and it holds √ −1Λ∂∂f ≥ −η^2_1 (C_4|h^{−1}_{ϵ,j} ∂_K h_{ϵ,j}|^2 + C_4) + Ĉη^2 (C_2|h^{−1}_{ϵ,j} ∂_K h_{ϵ,j}|^2 − C_3) + 2|h^{−1}_{ϵ,j} ∂_K h_{ϵ,j}|^2_{Hϵ,j} (η_1 √ −1Λ∂∂η_1 + |∂η_1|^2) + 2Ĉ tr h_{ϵ,j}(η_2 √ −1Λ∂∂η_2 + |∂η_2|^2) − 32|∂η_1|^2|h^{−1}_{ϵ,j} ∂_K h_{ϵ,j}|^2_{Hϵ,j} − 2η^2 | tr ∇^{Hϵ,j} h_{ϵ,j}|^2 − 2Ĉ^2|∂η_2|^2 ≥ −η^2 (C_4|h^{−1}_{ϵ,j} ∂_K h_{ϵ,j}|^2 + C_4) + Ĉη^2 (C_2|h^{−1}_{ϵ,j} ∂_K h_{ϵ,j}|^2 − C_3) − 2C̃C_5η^2 |h^{−1}_{ϵ,j} ∂_K h_{ϵ,j}|^2 − 2ĈC̃C_6η^2 − 32C̃C_5|h^{−1}_{ϵ,j} ∂_K h_{ϵ,j}|^2 − 2C_7η^2 |h^{−1}_{ϵ,j} ∂_K h_{ϵ,j}|^2 − 2Ĉ^2C̃ = η^2 |h^{−1}_{ϵ,j} ∂_K h_{ϵ,j}|^2(ĈC_2 − C_4 − 2C̃C_5 − 32C̃C_5 − 2C_7) − C_4 − ĈC_3 − 2ĈC̃C_6 − 2Ĉ^2C̃.

(3.32)

By taking Ĉ such that ĈC_2 − C_4 − 2C̃C_5 − 32C̃C_5 − 2C_7 = 1, we have √ −1Λ∂∂f ≥ η^2 |h^{−1}_{ϵ,j} ∂_K h_{ϵ,j}|^2 − C_8. (3.33)

We assume x_0 ∈ Ω_2 such that f(x_0) = max_{Mj∗} f. Obviously, it holds

max_Ω |h^{−1}_{ϵ,j} ∂_K h_{ϵ,j}|^2_{Hϵ,j} = max_Ω η^2_1 |h^{−1}_{ϵ,j} ∂_K h_{ϵ,j}|^2_{Hϵ,j} ≤ max_Ω f ≤ f(x_0). (3.34)

If x_0 ∈ Ω_2 \ Ω_1, we have max_Ω |h^{−1}_{ϵ,j} ∂_K h_{ϵ,j}|^2_{Hϵ,j} ≤ f(x_0) = Ĉη^2 tr h_{ϵ,j}(x_0) ≤ C_9. (3.35)

If x_0 ∈ Ω_1, we have max_Ω |h^{−1}_{ϵ,j} ∂_K h_{ϵ,j}|^2_{Hϵ,j} ≤ f(x_0) = η^2_1 |h^{−1}_{ϵ,j} ∂_K h_{ϵ,j}|^2_{Hϵ,j} (x_0) + Ĉη^2 tr h_{ϵ,j}(x_0) ≤ C_{10} ( η^2|h^{−1}_{ϵ,j} ∂_K h_{ϵ,j}|^2(x_0) + 1 ) ≤ C_{10}(C_8 + 1).

(3.36)

In both cases, we conclude the uniform estimate of {h_{ϵ,j}}_{j∈N} up to arbitrary orders on Ω by standard elliptic regularity. We may take j_ϵ → ∞ so that h_{ϵ,jϵ}^{jϵ→∞}−−−−→ h_ϵ in C^∞_{loc}-topology and √ −1ΛF^⊥_{Hϵ} + ϵ log h_ϵ = 0, ϵ > 0.

(3.37)

Now we compute √ −1Λ∂∂ log( tr h_{ϵ,jϵ} rank(E) ) = < √ −1Λ(F_K − F_{Hϵ,jϵ} ), h_{ϵ,jϵ} > tr h_{ϵ,jϵ} − | tr ∂_K h_{ϵ,jϵ} |^2 (tr h_{ϵ,jϵ} )^2 + |h^{− 12}_{ϵ,jϵ} ∘ ∂_K h_{ϵ,jϵ} |^2 tr h_{ϵ,jϵ} ≥ < √ −1Λ(F^⊥_K − F^⊥_{Hϵ,jϵ} ), h_{ϵ,jϵ} > tr h_{ϵ,jϵ} = < √ −1ΛF^⊥_K + ϵ log h_{ϵ,jϵ} , h_{ϵ,jϵ} > tr h_{ϵ,jϵ} ≥ < √ −1ΛF^⊥_K , h_{ϵ,jϵ} > tr h_{ϵ,jϵ} ≥ −|ΛF^⊥_K |,

(3.38)

where we have used^{| tr ∂K hϵ,jϵ |2}_{tr hϵ,jϵ} ≤ |h^{− 12}_{ϵ,jϵ} ∘ ∂_K h_{ϵ,jϵ} |^2, and tr(log h_{ϵ,j} ∘ h_{ϵ,j}) ≥ tr log h_{ϵ,j} = 0 due to det K = det H_{ϵ,j}. For any p > 0, it holds

− sup_{M\Σ} |ΛF^⊥_K | � M_j (log( tr h_{ϵ,jϵ} rank(E)

))^p dvol_g ≤ � M_j √ −1Λ∂∂ log( tr h_{ϵ,jϵ} rank(E)

)(log( tr h_{ϵ,jϵ} rank(E)

))^p dvol_g = � M_j √ −1∂∂ log( tr h_{ϵ,jϵ} rank(E)

)(log( tr h_{ϵ,jϵ} rank(E)

))^p ∧ ω^{dimC M−1} g (dim_C M − 1)! = � M_j √ −1∂ log( tr h_{ϵ,jϵ} rank(E)

) ∧ ∂(log( tr h_{ϵ,jϵ} rank(E)

))^p ∧ ω^{dimC M−1} g (dim_C M − 1)! + � M_j √ −1∂ log( tr h_{ϵ,jϵ} rank(E)

) ∧ (log( tr h_{ϵ,jϵ} rank(E)

))^p ∧ ∂ω^{dimC M−1} g (dim_C M − 1)! = −p � M_j (log( tr h_{ϵ,jϵ} rank(E)

))^{p−1}|∂ log( tr h_{ϵ,jϵ} rank(E)

)|^2 dvol_g,

(3.39)

where we haved used log(^{tr hϵ,jϵ}_{rank(E)} ) ≥ log(^{tr hϵ,jϵ}_{rank(E)} )|_{∂Mj} = 0 and √ −1∂∂ω^{dimC M−1} g ≥ 0. Then by extending log(^{tr hϵ,jϵ}_{rank(E)} ) to a Lipschitz function on M and using Moser iteration based on � M_j |∂(log( tr h_{ϵ,jϵ} rank(E)

))^{p+12} |^2 dvol_g ≤

(p + 1)^2 4p sup_{M\Σ} |ΛF^⊥_K | � M_j (log( tr h_{ϵ,jϵ} rank(E)

))^p dvol_g, (3.40)

we conclude

log( tr h_{ϵ,jϵ} rank(E)

) ≤ C_{11}(1 + � M_{jϵ} log( tr h_{ϵ,jϵ} rank(E)

) dvol_g), (3.41) where we have used the fact that g is mutually bounded with a Hermitian metric on M. It is also easy to see log(^{tr hϵ,jϵ}_{rank(E)} ) ≤ | log h_{ϵ,jϵ} | ≤ rank(E)^32 log tr h_{ϵ,jϵ} and hence it follows | log h_{ϵ,jϵ} | ≤ rank(E)^{32} ( log( tr h_{ϵ,jϵ} rank(E)

) + log rank(E) )

≤ rank(E)^{32} ( C_{11} + C_{11} � M_{jϵ} log( tr h_{ϵ,jϵ} rank(E)

) dvol_g + log rank(E) )

≤ rank(E)^{32} ( C_{11} + C_{11} � M_{jϵ} | log h_{ϵ,jϵ} | dvol_g + log rank(E) )

= C_{12}(1 + � M_{jϵ} | log h_{ϵ,jϵ} | dvol_g).

(3.42)

By Lebesgue theorem, we then arrive at | log h_ϵ| = lim_{jϵ→∞} | log h_{ϵ,jϵ} | ≤ lim_{jϵ→∞} C_{12}(1 + � M_{jϵ} | log h_{ϵ,jϵ} | dvol_g)

= C_{12}(1 + � M\Σ | log h_ϵ| dvol_g).

(3.43)

In the remaining of the proof, we may assume � M\Σ | log h_ϵ| dvol_g > 1 and thus | log h_ϵ| ≤ A � M\Σ | log h_ϵ| dvol_g, (3.44) for a universal constant A. To prove the existence of an AHE structure, it suffices to prove sup_{M\Σ} |ΛF^⊥_{Hϵ} | = sup_{M\Σ} |ϵ log h_ϵ|^{ϵ→0}−−→ 0.

(3.45) We may assume there exists a sequence ϵ → 0 and a constant B > 0 such that || log h_ϵ||_L1_{(M\Σ)}^{ϵ→0}−−→ ∞, (3.46) |ΛF^⊥_{Hϵ} | = |ϵ log h_ϵ| ≥ B. (3.47) Set ~ log h_ϵ = || log h_ϵ||^{−1}_{L1(M\Σ)} log h_ϵ and it follows from (3.44) that |~ log h_ϵ| ≤ A, ||~log h_ϵ||_L1_{(M\Σ)} = 1.

(3.48) Using (3.20), we have ϵ|| log h_{ϵ,jϵ} ||^{−1}_{L1(Mjϵ )} � M_{jϵ} | log h_{ϵ,jϵ} |^2 dvol_g + � M_{jϵ} || log h_{ϵ,jϵ} ||_L1_{(Mjϵ )} < Θ[log h_{ϵ,jϵ} ](∂_E ~log h_{ϵ,jϵ} ), ∂_E ~log h_{ϵ,jϵ} > dvol_g = − � M_{jϵ} < √ −1ΛF^⊥_K , ~ log h_{ϵ,jϵ} > dvol_g,

(3.49) where ~ log h_{ϵ,jϵ} = || log h_{ϵ,jϵ} ||^{−1}_{L1(Mjϵ )} log h_{ϵ,jϵ} . Given any δ > 0, there exists large J_δ such that if j^′_ϵ ≥ j_ϵ ≥ J_δ, it holds vol(M_j′_ϵ \ M_{jϵ} ) ≤ δ. (3.50) We may assume | ~log h_{ϵ,jϵ} | ≤ A and therefore we deduce ϵ|| log h_{ϵ,j}′_ϵ ||^{−1}_{L1(Mj′ϵ )} � M_{jϵ} | log h_{ϵ,j}′_ϵ |^2 dvol_g + � M_{jϵ} || log h_{ϵ,j}′_ϵ ||_L1_{(Mj′ϵ )} < Θ[log h_{ϵ,j}′_ϵ ](∂_E ~log h_{ϵ,j}′_ϵ ), ∂_E ~log h_{ϵ,j}′_ϵ > dvol_g ≤ −( � M_j′_ϵ \M_{jϵ} + � M_{jϵ} ) < √ −1ΛF^⊥_K , ~ log h_{ϵ,j}′_ϵ > dvol_g ≤ vol(M_j′_ϵ \ M_{jϵ} ) sup_{Mj} ϵ | ~ log h_{ϵ,j}′_ϵ | sup_{M\Σ} |ΛF^⊥_K | − � M_{jϵ} < √ −1ΛF^⊥_K , ~ log h_{ϵ,j}′_ϵ > dvol_g ≤ δA sup_{M\Σ} |ΛF^⊥_K | − � M_{jϵ} < √ −1ΛF^⊥_K , ~ log h_{ϵ,j}′_ϵ > dvol_g .

(3.51)

Taking j^′_ϵ → ∞ firstly and j_ϵ → ∞ secondly, we can arrive at ϵ|| log h_ϵ||^{−1}_{L1(M\Σ)} � M\Σ | log h_ϵ|^2 dvol_g + � M\Σ || log h_ϵ||_L1_{(M\Σ)} < Θ[log h_ϵ](∂_E ~log h_ϵ), ∂_E ~log h_ϵ > dvol_g ≤ δA sup_{M\Σ} |ΛF^⊥_K | − � M\Σ < √ −1ΛF^⊥_K , ~log h_ϵ > dvol_g .

(3.52)

Note that ϵ|| log h_ϵ||^{−1}_{L1(M\Σ)} � M\Σ | log h_ϵ|^2 dvol_g ≥ B| log h_ϵ|^{−1}|| log h_ϵ||^{−1}_{L1(M\Σ)} � M\Σ | log h_ϵ|^2 dvol_g ≥ BA^{−1}|| log h_ϵ||^{−2}_{L1(M\Σ)} � M\Σ | log h_ϵ|^2 dvol_g ≥ B(A vol(M \ Σ))^{−1},

(3.53)

this and the fact δ is arbitrary furthermore give us B(A vol(M \ Σ))^{−1} + � M\Σ || log h_ϵ||_L1_{(M\Σ)} < Θ[log h_ϵ](∂_E ~log h_ϵ), ∂_E ~log h_ϵ > dvol_g ≤ − � M\Σ < √ −1ΛF^⊥_K , ~log h_ϵ > dvol_g .

(3.54)

Notice that lΘ(lx, ly) → (x − y)^{−1} for x > y and lΘ(lx, ly) → +∞ for x ≤ y increases monotonically as l → +∞. It holds

B(A vol(M \ Σ))^{−1} + � M\Σ (ρ[~ log h_ϵ](∂_E ~log h_ϵ), ∂_E ~log h_ϵ) dvol_g ≤ − � M\Σ < √ −1ΛF^⊥_K , ~log h_ϵ > dvol_g,

(3.55)

for ρ : R × R → R with ρ(x, y) <^1_{x−y} whenever x > y and ϵ small enough. Since {|~log h_ϵ|}_{ϵ>0} are uniformly bounded, by taking small ρ it follows that {~log h_ϵ}_{ϵ>0} are also uniformly bounded in L^2_1. We may assume ~log h_ϵ^{ϵ→0}−−→ u_∞ weakly in L^2_{1,loc}-topology and for large j,

vol(M \ (Σ ∪ M_j )) ≤ (2A)^{−1}. (3.56)

Therefore we have � M_j |u_∞| dvol_g = lim_{ϵ→0} � M_j |~ log h_ϵ| dvol_g

= lim_{ϵ→0}( � M\Σ − � M\(Σ∪M_j ) )|~ log h_ϵ| dvol_g ≥ 1 − A(2A)^{−1} = 2^{−1},

(3.57)

which indicates u_∞ ≠ 0. Meanwhile, we also have

B(A vol(M \ Σ))^{−1} + � M\Σ (ρ[u_∞](∂_Eu_∞, ∂_E u_∞) dvol_g ≤ − � M\Σ < √ −1ΛF^⊥_K , u_∞ > dvol_g .

(3.58)

Based on (3.58) and [23, Lemma 5.5], we know that u_∞ has constant eigenvalues almost everywhere. Let λ_1 < ... < λ_k denote the distinct eigenvalues of u_∞ with 2 ≤ k ≤ rank(E). Define a family of smooth nonnegative functions p_i on R such that p_i(x) = 1 if x ≤ λ_i and p_i(x) = 0 if x > λ_{i+1}. Set π_i = p_i[u_∞] which means π_i has eigenvalues p_i(λ_1), ..., p_i(λ_k). Using (3.58) again, the regularity result of Uhlenbeck-Yau [24] and following [23, pages 887-889], one further proves that each π_i represent a nontrivial saturated sub-sheaf S_i and the negativity of

W ≜ λ_k deg(E, K) − k−1∑ i=1 (λ_{i+1} − λ_i) deg(S_i, K)

= k−1∑ i=1 (λ_{i+1} − λ_i) rank(S_i)( deg(E, K) rank(E) − deg(S_i, K) rank(S_i) ), (3.59)

which we shall not repeat since there is no essential change. Hence there must exist at least one S_i violating the semi-stability assumption. In a conclusion, {H_ϵ} is an AHE structure.

Finally for any ϵ > 0, we have det K = det H_ϵ and it holds for j^′_ϵ ≥ j_ϵ that � M_{jϵ} |∂_E log h_{ϵ,j}′_ϵ |^2 dvol_g ≤ C_ϵ � M_j′_ϵ Θ[log h_{ϵ,j}′_ϵ ](∂_E log h_{ϵ,j}′_ϵ ), ∂_E log h_{ϵ,j}′_ϵ > dvol_g

≤ −C_ϵ � M_j′_ϵ < √ −1ΛF^⊥_K , log h_{ϵ,j}′_ϵ > dvol_g

≤ C_ϵ sup_{M\Σ} |ΛF^⊥_K | sup_{M\Σ} | log h_{ϵ,j}′_ϵ | vol(M \ Σ)

≤ ϵ^{−1}C_ϵ sup_{M\Σ} |ΛF^⊥_K |^2 vol(M \ Σ),

(3.60)

where C_ϵ depends on ϵ. Taking j^′_ϵ → ∞ and j_ϵ → ∞, we have � M |∂_E log h_ϵ|^2 dvol_g ≤ ϵ^{−1}C_ϵ sup_{M\Σ} |ΛF^⊥_K |^2 vol(M \ Σ).

(3.61) Hence the proof of Theorem 1.2 is completed. □ Remark 3.5. To obtain the existence of a HE metric, by (3.58) we have � M\Σ (ρ[u_∞](∂_Eu_∞, ∂_Eu_∞) dvol_g ≤ − � M\Σ < √ −1ΛF^⊥_K , u_∞ > dvol_g .

(3.62) Nore this inequality follows from the assumption || log h_ϵ||_L1_{(M\Σ)}^{ϵ→0}−−→ ∞, (3.63) and it implies the nonpositivity of W . As a consequence, there is at least one S_i violating the stability assumption. Hence there must exist a HE metric compatible with K.

4. Uniqueness and stabilities of Hermitian-Einstein bundles on noncompact manifolds We recall following key assumptions of Simpson.

Proposition 4.1 (Proposition 2.2 in [23]). Suppose (M, J, g) is a compact Kähler manifold and Σ ⊂ M is a Zariski closed subset, then M \ Σ satisfies:

(1) It has finite volume.

(2) It admits a nonnegative exhaustion function ϕ such that Δ_gϕ ∈ L^∞(M \ Σ). (3) If 0 ≤ f ∈ C^∞(M \ Σ) ∩ L^∞(M \ Σ) satisfies Δ_gf ≥ −A for a constant A, then sup_{M\Σ} f ≤ C_A(1 + � M\Σ f dvol_g), (4.1)

where C_A is a constant depending on A. Moreoover, if Δ_gf ≥ 0, then f is a constant. The second assumption in Proposition 4.1 ensures Proposition 4.2 (Lemma 5.2 in [23]). Suppose a Riemannian manifold (N, g) has an exhaustion function ϕ with Δ_gϕ ∈ L^1(N), η is a dim N − 1 form with |η|^2 ∈ L^1(N), then lim_{j→∞} � N_j dη = 0, (4.2) for a sequence of exhaustion subsets {N_j }_{j∈N} .

Remark 4.3. By Simpson’s proof, it is not hard to see that Proposition 4.2 also holds for a non-Kähler manifold (N, J, g) which satisfies √ −1∂∂ω^{dimC N−1} g ≥ 0 and admits an exhaustion function ϕ such that √ −1Λ∂∂ϕ ∈ L^1(N). To prove the stability of HE metrics, we first prove two lemmas.

Lemma 4.4. For two Hermitian metrics H_1, H_2 on a holomorphic vector bundle (E, ∂_E ) and a holomorphic sub-bundle S ⊂ E, we denote by π_{H1} the H_1-orthogonal projection onto S and ∂_S the induced holomorphic structure on S, then we have

(1) H_1|^{−1}_S H_2|_S = π_{H1} ∘ H^{−1}_1 H_2 ∘ π_{H1} , H_2|^{−1}_S H_1|_S = π_{H2} ∘ H^{−1}_2 H_1 ∘ π_{H2} . (2) ∂_S (H_1|^{−1}_S H_2|_S ) = π_{H1} ∘ ∂_E(H^{−1}_1 H_2) ∘ π_{H1} + ∂_E π_{H1} ∘ (id_E −π_{H1} ) ∘ (H^{−1}_1 H_2) ∘ π_{H1} .

Proof. For u, v ∈ C^∞(X, S), we have H_2|_S (u, v) = H_1(H^{−1}_1 H_2(u), v)

= H_1((π_{H1} ∘ H^{−1}_1 H_2)(u), v) = H_1|_S ((π_{H1} ∘ H^{−1}_1 H_2)(u), v),

(4.3)

and this proves (1). Let us write E = S ⊕ S^⊥ for the H_1-orthogonal decomposition and with respect to this decomposition, we have

∂_E = ( ∂_S −∂_E π_{H1} 0 ∂_S⊥ ) , H^{−1}_1 H_2 = ( H_1|^{−1}_S H_2|_S A B C ) , (4.4)

where ∂_S⊥ is the induced holomorphic structure on S^⊥. Then we deduce ∂_E (H^{−1}_1 H_2) = ( ∂_S −∂_E π_{H1} 0 ∂_S⊥ ) ( H_1|^{−1}_S H_2|_S A B C )

− ( H_1|^{−1}_S H_2|_S A B C ) ( ∂_S −∂_Eπ_{H1} 0 ∂_S⊥ )

= ( ∂_S ∘ H_1|^{−1}_S H_2|_S − ∂_E π_{H1} ∘ B ∂_S ∘ A − ∂_E π_{H1} ∘ C ∂_S⊥ ∘ B ∂_S⊥ ∘ C )

− ( H_1|^{−1}_S H_2|_S ∘ ∂_S −H_1|^{−1}_S H_2|_S ∘ ∂_E π_{H1} + A ∘ ∂_S⊥ B ∘ ∂_S −B ∘ ∂_Eπ_{H1} + C ∘ ∂_S⊥ )

= ( ∂_S(H_1|^{−1}_S H_2|_S ) ∂_{(S}⊥_)∗_{⊗S}A ∂_S∗_{⊗S}⊥ B ∂_S⊥ C )

+ ( −∂_E π_{H1} ∘ B −∂_Eπ_{H1} ∘ C + H_1|^{−1}_S H_2|_S ∘ ∂_E π_{H1} 0 B ∘ ∂_Eπ_{H1} ) ,

(4.5)

and also note B = (id_E −π_{H1} ) ∘ (H^{−1}_1 H_2) ∘ π_{H1} , this proves (2). □

Lemma 4.5. Let (E, ∂_E ) be a holomorphic vector bundle on a Kähler manifold (N, J, g) admitting an exhaustion function ϕ such that Δ_gϕ ∈ L^1(N) and S ⊂ E be a holomorphic sub-bundle. Suppose H_1, H_2 are two Hermitian metrics on E compatible with each other and with |ΛF_{H1} |_{H1} , |ΛF_{H2} |_{H2} ∈ L^1(N). Denote by π_{H1} , π_{H2} the H_1-orthogonal, H_2-orthogonal projections onto S respectively, it holds for a sequence of exhaustion subsets {N_j }_{j∈N} that lim_{j→∞} � N_j tr √ −1ΛF_{H2|S} dvol_g = deg(S, H_1).

(4.6)

Moreover, |∂_Eπ_{H1} |_{H1} ∈ L^2(N) if and only if |∂_Eπ_{H2} |_{H2} ∈ L^2(N).

Proof. We only prove |∂_E π_{H1} |_{H1} ∈ L^2(N) implies |∂_E π_{H2} |_{H2} ∈ L^2(N). Recall

deg(S, H_1) = � N tr √ −1ΛF_{H1|S} dvol_g = � N ( tr( √ −1π_{H1} ∘ ΛF_{H1} ) − |∂_E π_{H1} |^2_{H1} ) dvol_g,

(4.7)

it follows

deg(S, H_1) ≤ � N (√ rank(S)|ΛF_{H1} |_{H1} − |∂_Eπ_{H1} |^2_{H1} ) dvol_g ≤ √ rank(S) � N |ΛF_{H1} |_{H1} dvol_g < +∞, (4.8)

and also

deg(S, H_1) ≥ − √ rank(S) � N ( |ΛF_{H1} |_{H1} + |∂_E π_{H1} |^2_{H1} ) dvol_g > −∞. (4.9)

By Lemma 4.4 and assumptions, we have

|| tr((H_1|^{−1}_S K|_S )^{−1}∂_{K|S} (H_1|^{−1}_S K|_S)) ∧ ω^{dimC −1}_g ||_L2_{(N)}

= || tr(∂_S (H_1|^{−1}_S K|_S)(H_1|^{−1}_S K|_S )^{−1}) ∧ ω^{dimC −1}_g ||_L2_{(N)} < ∞, (4.10)

thus Lemma 4.2 implies lim_{j→∞} � N_j tr √ −1Λ∂_S ( (H_1|^{−1}_S K|_S )^{−1}∂_{K|S} (H_1|^{−1}_S K|_S ) ) dvol_g

= lim_{j→∞} � N_j tr √ −1∂_S ( (H_1|^{−1}_S K|_S )^{−1}∂_{K|S} (H_1|^{−1}_S K|_S ) ) ∧ ω^{dimC N−1} g (dim_C N − 1)!

= lim_{j→∞} � N_j d √ −1 ( tr((H_1|^{−1}_S K|_S)^{−1}∂_{K|S} (H_1|^{−1}_S K|_S )) ∧ ω^{dimC N−1} g (dim_C N − 1)! )

= 0.

(4.11)

Then by (4.8), (4.9), (4.11), we further deduce lim_{j→∞} � N_j tr √ −1ΛF_{H2|S} dvol_g

= lim_{j→∞} � N_j ( tr √ −1ΛF_{H1|S} + tr √ −1∂_S ((H_1|^{−1}_S H_2|_S )^{−1}∂_{K|S} (H_1|^{−1}_S H_2|_S )) ) dvol_g

= lim_{j→∞} � N_j tr √ −1ΛF_{H1|S} dvol_g

+ lim_{j→∞} � N_j tr √ −1∂_S ((H_1|^{−1}_S H_2|_S )^{−1}∂_{K|S} (H_1|^{−1}_S H_2|_S )) dvol_g

= deg(S, H_1),

(4.12) and therefore� N |∂_E π_{H2} |^2_{H2} dvol_g = lim_{j→∞} � N_j |∂_E π_{H2} |^2_{H2} dvol_g

= lim_{j→∞} � N_j ( tr( √ −1π_{H2} ∘ ΛF_{H2} ) − tr √ −1ΛF_{H2|S} ) dvol_g ≤ √ rank(S) � X |ΛF_{H2} |_{H2} dvol_g + deg(S, H_1) < +∞.

(4.13)

□ Now we are in a position to prove the stability of HE metrics.

Proof of Theorem 1.4. Since det K = det H and |ΛF_K | ∈ L^1(M \ Σ), we have deg(E, H) rank(E) = � M\Σ tr √ −1ΛF_H dvol_g

rank(E) = � M\Σ tr √ −1ΛF_K dvol_g

rank(E) ≤ � M\Σ |ΛF_K |_K | id_E | dvol_g √ rank(E) < +∞.

(4.14)

For any any nontrivial saturated sub-sheaf S and if |∂_Eπ_H |_H /∈ L^2(M \ (Σ ∪ Z(S))), we have deg(S, H) rank(S) = � M\(Σ∪Z(S)) ( tr( √ −1π_H ∘ ΛF_H ) − |∂_E π_H |^2_H ) dvol_g

rank(S) = � M\(Σ∪Z(S)) ( tr( √ −1π_H ∘^{tr ΛFH}_{rank(E)} ) − |∂_Eπ_H |^2_H ) dvol_g

rank(S) = � M\(Σ∪Z(S)) ( tr( √ −1π_H ∘^{tr ΛFK}_{rank(E)} ) − |∂_Eπ_H |^2_H ) dvol_g

rank(S) = deg(E, K) rank(E) − � M\(Σ∪Z(S)) |∂E πH | 2 H dvol_g

rank(S) .

(4.15)

and hence^{deg(S,H)}

rank(S) = −∞ < deg(E,H) rank(E) . If |∂EπH |H ∈ L 2(M \ (Σ ∪ Z(S))), deg(S, H) is finite and using Lemma 4.5 with H_1 = H, H_2 = K, we have lim_{j→∞} � X_j tr √ −1ΛF_{K|S} dvol_g = deg(S, H), (4.16)

for a sequence of exhaustion subsets {X_j }_{j∈N} of M \ (Σ ∪ Z(S)). Moreover, Lemma 4.5 also gives |∂_E π_K |^2_K ∈ L^2(M \ (Σ ∪ Z(S))) and thus tr √ −1ΛF_{K|S} is absolutely integrable since � M\(Σ∪Z(S)) | tr √ −1ΛF_{K|S} | dvol_g = � M\(Σ∪Z(S)) | tr( √ −1π_K ∘ ΛF_K ) − |∂_Eπ_K |^2_K | dvol_g .

(4.17)

Hence we have lim_{j→∞} � X_j tr √ −1ΛF_{K|S} dvol_g = � M\(Σ∪Z(S)) tr √ −1ΛF_{K|S} dvol_g = deg(S, K). (4.18)

By the stability of (E, ∂_E, K), (4.16) and (4.18), we deduce deg(S, H) rank(S) = deg(S, K) rank(S) < deg(E, K) rank(E) = deg(E, H) rank(E) . (4.19)

Therefore, we obtain stability of (E, ∂_E, H) from stability of (E, ∂_E , K). □ Based on the stability of HE metrics, we are able to prove the uniqueness of HE metrics.

An alternative proof of Theorem 1.3. Firstly, we compute Δ_g tr(H^{−1}_1 H_2) = 2 √ −1Λ∂∂ tr(H^{−1}_1 H_2) =< √ −1Λ(F_{H1} − F_{H2} ), H^{−1}_1 H_2 >_{H1} + √ −1Λ < H^{−1}_2 H_1∂_{H1} (H^{−1}_1 H_2), ∂_{H1} (H^{−1}_1 H_2) >_{H1} = |(H^{−1}_2 H_1)^{− 12} ∂_{H1} (H^{−1}_1 H_2)|^2_{H1} .

(4.20)

By Proposition 4.1, we get ∂_{H1} (H^{−1}_1 H_2) = 0 and ∂_E(H^{−1}_1 H_2) = 0 since H^{−1}_1 H_2 is self-adjoint with respect to both H_1, H_2. Let E = ⊕^m_{i=1}E_i denote the eigendecomposition of H^{−1}_1 H_2. Since H^{−1}_1 H_2 is D_{H1} -parallel, the eigenvalues {c_i}^m_{i=1} are constants and therefore H_2|_{Ei} = c_iH_1|_{Ei} , i = 1, ..., m. (4.21) For v_i ∈ C^∞(M \ Σ, E_i), v_j ∈ C^∞(M \ Σ, E_j ), we have H^{−1}_1 H_2(∂_E v_i) = ∂_E((H^{−1}_1 H_2)(v_i)) = c_i∂_E v_i,

(4.22) H_2(v_i, v_j ) = H_1(H^{−1}_1 H_2(v_i), v_j ) = c_iH_1(v_i, v_j ),

(4.23) H_2(v_i, v_j ) = H_1(v_i, H^{−1}_1 H_2(v_j )) = c_jH_1(v_i, v_j ).

(4.24) Thus the decomposition splits in H_1-orthogonal, H_2-orthogonal and holomorphic senses.

It suffices to show m = 1. Otherwise, each E_i is a nontrivial holomorphic sub-bundle and deg(E, H_1) rank(E) = � M\Σ tr √ −1ΛF_{H1} dvol_g rank(E) = m∑ i=1 � M\Σ tr √ −1ΛF_{H1|Ei} dvol_g rank(E) = m∑ i=1 � M\Σ tr √ −1ΛF_{H1|Ei} dvol_g rank(E_i) rank(E_i) rank(E) = m∑ i=1 deg(E_i, H_1) rank(E_i) rank(E_i) rank(E) .

(4.25)

On the other hand, recall that we have proved the stability of (E, ∂_E, H_1) in Theorem 1.4, so it leads to the following contradiction

deg(E, H_1) rank(E) < deg(E, H_1) rank(E) m∑ i=1 rank(E_i) rank(E) = deg(E, H_1) rank(E) , (4.26)

and therefore H_1 = H_2. □

Remark 4.6. Since the proof only involves stabilities of (E, ∂_E , H_1) and (E, ∂_E , K), the assumption |∂_E(K^{−1}H_2)| ∈ L^2(M \ Σ) is superfluous.

Next we prove the stability (resp. semi-stability) of a Hermitian holomorphic vector bundle which admits HE metrics (resp. AHE structures).

Proof of Theorem 1.5. For (1), once H is a HE metric, it is well-known that (E, ∂_E, H) is a direct sum of some holomorphic vector bundles (E_i, ∂_E |_{Ei} , H|_{Ei} ) and each of them is stable, see [8, 15] for example. Since (E, ∂_E) is assumed to be indecomposable, we further find the stability of (E, ∂_E , H), from which and a similar argument in our proof Theorem 1.4 (only need to exchange the roles of K and H), we can conclude the the stability of (E, ∂_E, K).

Next we prove (2). Note in compact case, the semi-stability of a holomorphic vector bundle admitting an AHE structure follows from a vanishing theorem [9]. It requires additional work to generalize the argument to noncompact context. The proof below bypasses the use of any vanishing theorem which seems more natural and directly. Let {H_ϵ}_{ϵ>0} be an AHE structure compatible with K. Following [25], we have for any saturated nontrivial sub-sheaf S that

deg(S, H_ϵ) rank(S) = � M\(Σ∪Z(S)) tr(πH^ϵ ∘ √ −1ΛF_{Hϵ} ) − |∂_Eπ_{Hϵ} |^2_{Hϵ} dvol_g rank(S) ≤ � M\(Σ∪Z(S)) tr(πH^ϵ ∘ √ −1ΛF_{Hϵ} ) dvol_g rank(S) = � M\(Σ∪Z(S)) tr(πH^ϵ ∘ tr √ −1ΛF_{Hϵ} rank(E) ) + tr(πH^ϵ ∘ √ −1ΛF^⊥_{Hϵ} ) dvol_g rank(S) ≤ deg(E, K) rank(E) + � M\(Σ∪Z(S)) |πH^ϵ |H^ϵ |ΛF ⊥ H_ϵ |Hϵ dvolg rank(S) ≤ deg(E, K) rank(E) + ϵ vol(M) √ rank(S) .

(4.27)

If |∂_E π_K |_K /∈ L^2(M \ (Σ ∪ Z(S))), we have deg(S, K) rank(S) ≤ � M\(Σ∪Z(S)) (√ rank(S)|ΛF_K | − |∂_Eπ_K |^2_K ) dvol_g rank(S) = −∞ < deg(E, K) rank(E) . (4.28)

If |∂_θπ_K |_K ∈ L^2(M \ (Σ ∪ Z(S))), we know deg(S, K) is finite. Note that � M\Σ |ΛF_{Hϵ} |_{Hϵ} dvol_g = � M\Σ (|ΛF^⊥_{Hϵ} |_{Hϵ} + | tr ΛF_K rank(E) id_E |_{Hϵ} ) dvol_g, (4.29) therefore |ΛF_{Hϵ} |_{Hϵ} ∈ L^1(M \ Σ) since {H_ϵ} is an AHE structure. Using Lemma 4.5 with H_1 = K, H_2 = H_ϵ and that in the proof of Theorem 1.4 as before, we can conclude

deg(S, H_ϵ) = lim_{j→∞} � X_j tr √ −1ΛF_{Hϵ|S} dvol_g = deg(S, K), (4.30)

for a sequence of exhaustion subsets {X_j }_{j∈N} of M \ (Σ ∪ Z(S)). Hence we have deg(S, K) rank(S) = deg(S, H_ϵ) rank(S) ≤ deg(E, K) rank(E) + ϵ vol(M) √ rank(S) ϵ→0−−→ deg(E, K) rank(E) . (4.31)

The proof is completed. □

Finally, our proof also works for C and non-Kähler context.

Theorem 4.7. Let (E, ∂_E , K) be a stable Hermitian holomorphic vector bundle on C with |F_K | ∈ L^1(C ) and H_1, H_2 be two HE metrics compatible with K, then we have H_1 = H_2.

Proof. Tracking the proof, it is not hard to conclude Theorems 1.3, 1.4 for the case where the base space is C . In fact, instead of (4.11) in Lemma 4.5, we note | lim_{R→∞} � B_{2R} η^2_R tr √ −1∂_S ( (H_1|^{−1}_S K|_S )^{−1}∂_{K|S} (H_1|^{−1}_S K|_S ) ) | = | lim_{R→∞} � B_{2R} η^2_Rd √ −1 ( tr((H_1|^{−1}_S K|_S )^{−1}∂_{K|S} (H_1|^{−1}_S K|_S )) ) | = 2| lim_{R→∞} � B_{2R}\B_R η_Rdη_R ∧ √ −1 ( tr((H_1|^{−1}_S K|_S )^{−1}∂_{K|S} (H_1|^{−1}_S K|_S )) ) | ≤ 2 lim_{R→∞} vol(B_{2R} \ B_R)|dη_R|^2|| tr((H_1|^{−1}_S K|_S )^{−1}∂_{K|S} (H_1|^{−1}_S K|_S ))||_L2_{(B2R\BR)}

≤ 2C^2 lim_{R→∞} R^{−2} vol(B_{2R} \ B_R)|| tr((H_1|^{−1}_S K|_S )^{−1}∂_{K|S} (H_1|^{−1}_S K|_S ))||_L2_{(B2R\BR)}

= 0,

(4.32)

where {η_r ∈ C^∞_0 (B_{2R})}_{R∈N} is a sequence of cut-off functions such that 0 ≤ η_R ≤ 1, η_R = 1 on B_R, and |dη_R| ≤ CR^{−1} for constant C. Therefore it holds lim_{R→∞} � B_{2R} η^2_R tr √ −1F_{H2|S} = deg(S, H_1).

(4.33)

Moreover, we also need to use the Liouville theorem for bounded subharmonic functions. □

Theorem 4.8. Let (E, ∂_E , K) be an indecomposable Hermitian holomorphic vector bundle on C with |F_K | ≤ C(1 + |z|^2)^{−p} for some p ∈ (1, 2] and positive constant C, then (E, ∂_E , K) is stable ⇔ it admits a unique HE metric compatible with K.

Proof. Similar as Theorem 4.7, Theorem 1.5-(1) also holds for the case where the base space is C . By [17, Theorem 1.2], it suffices to verify that C must satisfy [17, Assumption 2.1] with respect some suitable underlying metrics, readers may consult [26, Corollary 3.2]. □

Theorem 4.9. Let (M, J, g) be a compact Gauduchon manifold and Σ ⊂ M be a smooth divisor. Suppose (E, ∂_E , K) is a stable Hermitian holomorphic vector bundle on M \ Σ with |ΛF_K | ∈ L^∞(M\Σ) and H_1, H_2 are two HE metrics compatible with K, then we have H_1 = H_2.

Theorem 4.10. Let (M, J, g) be a compact Gauduchon manifold and Σ ⊂ M be a smooth divisor. Suppose (E, ∂_E, K) is an indecomposable Hermitian holomorphic vector bundle on M \ Σ with |ΛF_K | ∈ L^∞(M \ Σ), then

(E, ∂_E , K) is stable ⇔ it admits a unique HE metric compatible with K.

Theorem 4.11. Let (M, J, g) be a compact Gauduchon manifold and Σ ⊂ M be a smooth divisor. Suppose (E, ∂_E , K) is a Hermitian holomorphic vector bundle on M \Σ with |ΛF_K | ∈ L^∞(M \ Σ), then

(E, ∂_E, K) is semi-stable ⇔ it admits an AHE structure compatible with K.

In Theorems 4.9, 4.10, 4.11, M \ Σ clearly satisfies assumptions (1), (2) in Proposition 4.1 as long as Δ_g is replaced by √ −1Λ∂∂. The existence part follows from Theorems 1.1, 1.2. As for the remaining part, the previous discussion in Kähler context also works if one uses the non-Kähler analogue of Proposition 4.2 (see Remark 4.3) and the following variant of (4.11): lim_{j→∞} � N_j tr √ −1Λ∂_S ( (H_1|^{−1}_S K|_S )^{−1}∂_{K|S} (H_1|^{−1}_S K|_S ) ) dvol_g

= lim_{j→∞} � N_j d √ −1 ( tr((H_1|^{−1}_S K|_S)^{−1}∂_{K|S} (H_1|^{−1}_S K|_S )) ∧ ω^{dimC N−1} g (dim_C N − 1)! )

+ lim_{j→∞} � N_j √ −1 ( tr(∂_{K|S} log(H_1|^{−1}_S K|_S)) ∧ ∂ω^{dimC N−1} g (dim_C N − 1)! )

= lim_{j→∞} � N_j d √ −1 ( tr((H_1|^{−1}_S K|_S)^{−1}∂_{K|S} (H_1|^{−1}_S K|_S )) ∧ ω^{dimC N−1} g (dim_C N − 1)! )

+ lim_{j→∞} � N_j d √ −1 ( tr log(H_1|^{−1}_S K|_S ) ∧ ∂ω^{dimC N−1} g (dim_C N − 1)! )

= 0.

(4.34)

Acknowledgement

The first author would like to thank Doctor Chao Li for several useful discussion.

References

[1] S. Bando, Einstein-Hermitian metrics on noncompact Kähler manifolds. Einstein metrics and Yang-Mills connections (Sanda, 1990), 27-33, Lecture Notes in Pure and Appl. Math. 145, Dekker. New York, 1993.

[2] N.P. Buchdahl, Hermitian-Einstein connections and stable vector bundles over compact complex surfaces.

Math. Ann. 280 (1988), no. 4, 625-648.

[3] S.K. Donaldson, Anti self-dual Yang-Mills connections over complex algebraic surfaces and stable vector bundles. Proc. London Math. Soc. (3). 50 (1985), no. 1, 1-26.

[4] S.K. Donaldson, Infinite determinants, stable bundles and curvature. Duke Math. J. 54 (1987), no. 1, 231-247.

[5] S.K. Donaldson, Boundary value problems for Yang-Mills fields. J. Geom. Phys. 1992, 8 (1992), no. 1-4, 89-122.

[6] P. Gauduchon, Le théorème de l’excentricité nulle. (French) C. R. Acad. Sci. Paris Sér. A-B. 285 (1977), no. 5, A387-A390.

[7] A. Jacob, Existence of approximate Hermitian-Einstein structures on semi-stable bundles. Asian J. Math.

18 (2014), no. 5, 859-883.

[8] S. Kobayashi, Curvature and stability of vector bundles. Proc Jpn Acad Ser A Math Sci Math Sci. 58 (1982), no. 4, 158-162.

[9] S. Kobayashi, Differential geometry of complex vector bundles. Publications of the Mathematical Society of Japan, 15. Kanô Memorial Lectures, 5. Princeton University Press, Princeton, NJ; Princeton University Press, Princeton, NJ, 1987. xii+305 pp. ISBN: 0-691-08467-X.

[10] J. Li and X. Zhang, Existence of approximate Hermitian-Einstein structures on semi-stable Higgs bundles.

Calc. Var. Partial Differential Equations. 52 (2015), no. 3-4, 783-795.

[11] J. Li and Y. Wang, Existence of Hermitian-Einstein metrics on stable Higgs bundles over open Kähler manifolds. Internat. J. Math. 10 (1999), no. 8, 1037–1052.

[12] J. Li and S.T. Yau, Hermitian-Yang-Mills connection on non-Kähler manifolds. Mathematical aspects of string theory (San Diego, Calif., 1986). 560-573, Adv. Ser. Math. Phys., 1, World Sci. Publishing, Singapore, 1987.

[13] M. Lübke and A. Teleman, The Kobayashi-Hitchin Correspondence. World Scientific Publishing Co., Inc., River Edge, NJ, 1995. x+254 pp. ISBN: 981-02-2168-1.

[14] M. Lübke and A. Teleman, The universal Kobayashi-Hitchin correspondence on Hermitian manifolds.

Mem. Amer. Math. Soc. 183 (2006), no. 863, vi+97 pp.

[15] M. Lübke, Stability of Einstein-Hermitian vector bundles. Manuscripta Math. 42 (1983), no. 2-3, 245-257. [16] V.B. Mehta and A. Ramanathan, Restriction of stable sheaves and representations of the fundamental group. Invent. Math. 77 (1984), no. 2-3, 245-257.

[17] T. Mochizuki, Kobayashi-Hitchin correspondence for analytically stable bundles. Trans. Amer. Math. Soc.

373 (2020), no. 1, 551-596.

[18] O. Munteanu and N. Sešum, The Poisson equation on complete manifolds with positive spectrum and applications. Adv. Math. 223 (2010), no. 1, 198-219.

[19] M.S. Narasimhan and C.S. Seshadri, Stable and unitary vector bundles on a compact Riemann surface.

Ann. of Math. (2). 82 (1965), 540-567.

[20] L. Ni, The Poisson equation and Hermitian-Einstein metrics on vector bundles over noncompact Kähler manifolds. Indiana Univ. Math. J. 51 (2002), no. 3, 679-704.

[21] L. Ni and H. Ren, Hermitian-Einstein metrics for vector bundles on complete Kähler manifolds. Trans.

Amer. Math. Soc. 353 (2001), no. 2, 441-456.

[22] Y. Nie and X. Zhang, Semistable Higgs bundles over compact Gauduchon manifolds. J. Geom. Anal. 28 (2018), no. 1, 627-642.

[23] C.T. Simpson, Constructing variations of Hodge structure using Yang-Mills theory and applications to uniformization. J. Amer. Math. Soc. 1 (1988), no. 4, 867-918.

[24] K.K. Uhlenbeck and S. T. Yau, On the existence of Hermitian-Yang-Mills connections in stable vector bundles. Frontiers of the mathematical sciences: 1985 (New York, 1985). Comm. Pure Appl. Math. 39 (1986), no. S, Suppl., S257-S293.

[25] D. Wu and X. Zhang, Higgs bundles over foliation manifolds. Sci. China Math. 64 (2021), no. 2, 399-420. [26] D. Wu and X. Zhang, Prescribing Chern scalar curvatures on noncompact manifolds. J. Differential Equations. 387 (2024), 448-470.

[27] D. Wu and X. Zhang, Kobayashi-Hitchin correspondence for analytically semi-stable bundles. Preprint. [28] C. Zhang, P. Zhang and X. Zhang, Higgs bundles over non-compact Gauduchon manifolds. Trans. Amer.

Math. Soc. 374 (2021), no. 5, 3735-3759.

[29] J. Zhang, Hermitian-Yang-Mills connections on some complete non-compact Kähler manifolds. arXiv:

2206.13579 [30] X. Zhang, Hermitian-Einstein metrics on holomorphic vector bundles over Hermitian manifolds. J. Geom.

Phys. 53 (2005), no. 3, 315-335.

Di Wu, School of Mathematics and Statistics, Nanjing University of Science and Technology, Nanjing 210094, People’s Republic of China

Email address: wudi@njust.edu.cn

Xi Zhang, School of Mathematics and Statistics, Nanjing University of Science and Technology, Nanjing 210094, People’s Republic of China

Email address: mathzx@njust.edu.cn