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MINIMAL EIGENVALUE ESTIMATES FOR SELF-ADJOINT

TRACE-CLASS OPERATORS

RICHÁRD BALKA, GÁBOR HOMA, AND ANDRÁS CSORDÁS

Abstract. Spectral properties of bounded linear operators play a crucial role

in several areas of mathematics and physics, and arguably the most important

one is being positive semidefinite. For each self-adjoint, trace-class operator O

we construct a monotone increasing sequence qn which tends to the minimal

eigenvalue λmin if O is not positive semidefinite, and to 0 otherwise. This

sequence only depends on the moments of O and a concrete upper estimate of

its 1-norm; we also demonstrate that it can be effectively calculated for a large

class of physically relevant operators. As a by-product, we obtain computable

estimates for the 1-norm of O, too.

First assume that O is positive semidefinite. Unfortunately, positivity tests

fail to prove this in finitely many steps. However, qn gives a rigorous, monotone

increasing lower estimate for all eigenvalues, providing a quantitative way of

measuring positivity. In this case the speed of convergence is qn ≈ − c
n
.

Now suppose that O is not positive semidefinite. Then qn monotonically

converges to λmin with super-exponential speed. Hence if qn stabilizes at a

negative value, we obtain a strong indication that O is in fact not positive

semidefinite. We also construct an easier computable sequence qn,0 which

fails to be monotone, but converges to λmin < 0 faster, providing an even

better indicator of non-positivity.

1. Introduction

1.1. History and motivation. Self-adjoint trace-class linear operators on infinite
dimensional separable Hilbert spaces played an inevitable role in the foundation of
quantum mechanics [1, 2, 3, 4, 5]. In particular, density operators [1] have found
many applications in quantum chemistry, statistical mechanics, quantum optics,
quantum information theory, and the theory of open quantum systems [6, 7, 8, 9,
10, 11, 12, 13]. These operators occur in mathematical physics [14, 15, 16], and
they recently appeared in the modern physical description of our universe [17, 18].

Finding the spectrum of linear operators, or deciding whether they are at least
positive semidefinite is an important and delicate problem: positivity preservation
during the time evolution is a crucial question in the dynamics of open quantum
systems [19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24]. Quantum entanglement problems still pose hard
challenges to mathematicians and theoretical physicists [25, 26, 27, 28]; they are
also intimately connected to positivity via the Peres–Horodecki criterion [27, 29].
Describing entanglement in a quantitative way is a very important task in the
theory of quantum computing, and quantum communication. Therefore, it is useful
to know the magnitude of the minimal eigenvalue or negativity (the sum of negative
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eigenvalues) of a density operator after the partial transpose [30, 31, 32]. While
the spectrum can be calculated relatively easily in finite dimensional Hilbert spaces
[33, 34, 35, 36], for infinite dimensional non-Gaussian operators it is still a hard
problem [37, 38, 39, 40].

1.2. Summary of our results and the structure of the paper. Let H be a
separable, complex Hilbert space and let O : H → H be a self-adjoint, trace-class
linear operator. Then O has only countably many real eigenvalues, let us enumerate
them with multiplicities as {λi}i≥0. As O is trace-class, we have

∑
i≥0 |λi| < ∞.

Let us define

λmin
def
= min{0, λi : i ≥ 0}

which is zero if O is positive semidefinite, and equals to the minimal eigenvalue1

smaller than zero otherwise.
Assume that c > 0 is a number satisfying

(1.1)
∑

i≥0

|λi| ≤ c.

Then, as one of the main results of the paper, we can construct and calculate a
sequence {qn,c}n≥0 with the following properties:

(i) qn,c is monotone increasing and qn,c → λmin as n→ ∞;
(ii) qn,c ≈ − c

n
if O is positive semidefinite;

(iii) qn,c → λmin with super-exponential speed if O is not positive semidefinite.

We demonstrate in Section 3 that we can effectively find values c according to
(1.1) for a large class of integral operators having polynomial Gaussian kernels, see
Definition 3.2 for the precise notion. Finding an upper bound for the Schatten–von
Neumann 1-norm

∑
i≥0 |λi| is a hard problem in itself. We do this by writing O

as the product of two, typically not self-adjoint Hilbert–Schmidt integral operators
in different ways, and we apply Hölder’s inequality (3.3); finally, we are even able
to optimize the result. This upper bound gives an automatic lower bound for
the minimal eigenvalue and the negativity as well, see the inequality (3.7) and its
practical calculation in (3.20). In Subsections 3.2 and 3.3 we show this method
in case of a Gaussian kernel, and a Gaussian kernel multiplied by a quadratic
polynomial, respectively.

In Subsection 4.2 we define qn,c using the functions of eigenvalues ek from [21];
we also recall in Subsection 4.1 the definition of ek and how they can be effectively
calculated from the kernel of the operator. We prove (i) in Theorem 4.3. This means
that the sequence qn,c is monotone increasing and converges to λmin no matter
what the value of c is, getting better and better, rigorous lower bounds during
the process. We show (ii) with precise lower and upper bounds in Theorem 4.5,
implying basically that qn,c depends on c in a linear way if O is positive semidefinite.
For (iii) see Theorem 4.6, where we prove an error estimate

|qn,c − λmin| ≤ exp

[
−|λmin|

c
n log(n) +O(n)

]

if O is not positive semidefinite. This is the most important case: if qn,c tends
to λmin fast enough and it seems to stabilize at a negative value, that is a strong
indication that our operator is not positive semidefinite. Hence our approximation

1λmin is the infimum of the eigenvalues except for the case when O has only finitely many

strictly positive eigenvalues; we are clearly more interested in the infinite dimensional case though.
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might work as a positivity test, too. However, if our exponent |λmin|/c is small,
then the convergence slows down in practice in accordance with our error estimate.

Therefore, we give another estimate qn,0 of λmin using also ek in Subsection 4.3.
On the bad side, qn,0 is not necessarily monotone anymore. On the good side, it
seems to approximate λmin much better than qn,c, and the main reason of this is
that qn,0 does not depend on c through the later sub-optimal estimate (4.1). In
Theorem 4.8 we prove the super-exponential upper bound

|qn,0 − λmin| ≤ exp [−n log(n) +O(n)]

under the slight technical condition that the minimal eigenvalue λmin < 0 has
multiplicity one. We also calculate and compare our estimates qn,c and qn,0 for a
concrete operator in Figure 3, obtaining that the sequence qn,0 converges extremely
fast in practice.

2. Preliminaries

Let H be a separable, complex Hilbert space and let O : H → H be a bounded
linear operator. We say that λ ∈ C is an eigenvalue of O if there exists a nonzero
f ∈ H such that Of = λf ; then f is an eigenvector corresponding to λ. The set of
eigenvectors

Eλ = {f ∈ H : Of = λf}
is called the eigenspace corresponding to λ. We call O self-adjoint if O† = O,
which implies that all eigenvalues are real. We say that O is positive semidefinite
if 〈Of, f〉 ≥ 0 for all f ∈ H. A positive semidefinite operator is always self-adjoint.
We call O Hilbert–Schmidt if there exists an orthonormal basis {fi}i≥0

2 of H such
that

∑
i≥0 |〈Ofi, fi〉|2 <∞. We say that O is trace-class3 if there is an orthonormal

basis {fi}i≥0 of H such that
∑

i≥0 |〈Ofi, fi〉| < ∞. Then the trace of O is defined
as

Tr{O} def
=
∑

i≥0

〈Ofi, fi〉,

where the sum is absolutely convergent and independent of the orthonormal basis
fi, see [41, Definition 9.3]. Now assume that O is self-adjoint and trace-class.
Every trace-class operator is compact by [41, Proposition 9.7]. As O is compact
and self-adjoint, the spectral theorem [42, Theorem 3 in Chapter 28] implies that
it has countably many eigenvalues4 {λi}i≥0, and there exists an orthonormal basis
consisting of eigenvectors. Choosing such a basis yields

Tr{O} =
∑

i≥0

λi.

The main example in this paper is H = L2(Rd), that is, the Hilbert space of the
complex-valued square integrable functions defined on Rd endowed with the scalar
product5 〈f, g〉 =

∫
Rd f(x)g

∗(x) dx, where z∗ denotes the complex conjugate of z.

2The notation {fi}i≥0 and {λi}i≥0 wants to take into account that there might be only finitely

many basis vectors fi and eigenvalues λi, respectively.
3Linear operators satisfy the inclusion: trace-class ⊂ Hilbert–Schmidt ⊂ compact ⊂ bounded.
4Note that in the enumeration {λi}i≥0 we list every eigenvalue λ with multiplicity dimEλ.
5We use the mathematical convention for the scalar product.
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A kernel K ∈ L2(R2d) defines an integral operator K̂ : L2(Rd) → L2(Rd) by the
formula (

K̂f
)
(x) =

∫

Rd

K(x,y)f(y) dy.

The operator K̂ is always Hilbert–Schmidt, so compact, see e. g. [41]. Thus K̂ has
countably many eigenvalues {λi}i≥0, and each eigenvalue λ satisfies a Fredholm
integral equation ∫

Rd

K(x,y)f(y) dy = λf(x)

with some nonzero functions f ∈ L2(Rd). If the kernel K is continuous, then

K̂ is self-adjoint if and only if K(y,x) = K∗(x,y) for all x,y ∈ Rd. It is a

trickier question when K̂ becomes trace-class; somewhat surprisingly adding the
natural-looking condition K ∈ L1(R2d) is not sufficient, see [41, Subsection 9.2.2].
The Schwartz space S(Rd) is the set of smooth functions f : Rd → C with rapidly
decreasing mixed partial derivatives, see e. g. [43, Section V.3]. If K ∈ S(R2d), then

K̂ is trace-class, see [44, Proposition 287] or [45, Proposition 1.1] with the remark

afterwards. If K is continuous and K̂ is trace-class, then [46, 45] yield the useful
formula

Tr
{
K̂
}
=

∫

Rd

K(x,x) dx.

Note that K̂ is positive semidefinite if and only if all of its eigenvalues are greater
than equal to zero, which is equivalent to∫

Rd

∫

Rd

K(x,y)f(x)f∗(y) dxdy ≥ 0 for all f ∈ L2(Rd).

For more on Hilbert–Schmidt and trace-class operators see e. g. [44, 41, 47].
In quantum mechanical descriptions of physical systems the eigenvalues must

be probabilities. Therefore, we say that ρ̂ is a density operator if it is positive
semidefinite with Tr

{
ρ̂
}
= 1, that is, we have λi ≥ 0 and

∑
i≥0 λi = 1.

3. Approximation of the Schatten–von Neumann 1-norm

Let H be a separable, complex Hilbert space. For the following definition see for
example [43, Chapter VI].

Definition 3.1. Assume that O : H → H is a Hilbert–Schmidt operator. Let
{si}i≥0 be the singular values of O, that is, the sequence of the square roots of the
eigenvalues of OO† with multiplicities. Then we can define the finite 2-norm of O
as

‖O‖2 def
=

(
∑

i≥0

s2i

) 1
2

.

If O is trace-class, we can define its Schatten–von Neumann 1-norm as

‖O‖1 def
=
∑

i≥0

si.

By [43, Theorem VI.23] for K ∈ L2(R2d) the 2-norm of the Hilbert–Schmidt

integral operator K̂ can be calculated as

(3.1)
∥∥K̂
∥∥2
2
=

∫

R2d

|K(x,y)|2 dxdy.
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Now assume that O is a self-adjoint, trace-class operator, then clearly we obtain
that ‖O‖1 =

∑
i≥0 |λi| <∞, where {λi}i≥0 are the eigenvalues with multiplicities.

The main goal of this section is to find an upper bound for ‖O‖1 which can be
effectively calculated. By [43, Theorem VI. 22] the operator O can be written as a
product

(3.2) O = O1O2,

where O1, O2 : H → H are Hilbert–Schmidt operators, so ‖Oi‖2 < ∞ for i = 1, 2.
Hölder’s inequality [43, Problem 28 in Chapter VI] yields

(3.3) ‖O‖1 ≤ ‖O1‖2‖O2‖2,
giving an upper bound for the Schatten–von Neumann 1-norm of O. However, it
is a hard problem to find a decomposition (3.2) where we can also calculate or
estimate the norms ‖O1‖2 and ‖O2‖2.

We propose a solution to self-adjoint trace-class integral operators K̂ with kernels
consisting of a polynomial multiplied by a Gaussian kernel, see Subsection 3.1. Then
a decomposition to Hilbert–Schmidt operators

(3.4) K̂ = K̂1K̂2

implies that the kernels satisfy

(3.5) K(x,y) =

∫

Rd

K1(x, z)K2(z,y) dz.

Applying Hölder’s inequality (3.3) to the decomposition (3.4), and using the formula
(3.1) for K1 and K2 yield

(3.6)
∥∥K̂
∥∥
1
≤
(∫

R2d

|K1(x,y)|2 dxdy

) 1
2
(∫

R2d

|K2(x,y)|2 dxdy

) 1
2

.

This upper bound has a direct connection to the minimal eigenvalue problem. We

obtain an immediate lower bound for λmin and the negativityN def
=
∑∞

i=0 min{λi, 0}
as

(3.7) λmin ≥ N =
Tr
{
K̂
}
−
∥∥K̂
∥∥
1

2
≥

Tr
{
K̂
}
−
∥∥K̂1

∥∥
2

∥∥K̂2

∥∥
2

2
.

We will see more sophisticated estimates of λmin in Section 4, where we will also

use an upper bound for
∥∥K̂
∥∥
1
of the form (3.6). It is interesting that while our

operator K̂ is always self-adjoint, sometimes we only found decompositions (3.4)

where neither K̂1 nor K̂2 is self-adjoint. In the rest of this section we show a method
how calculate upper bounds of the form (3.6).

3.1. Decomposition and optimisation. First we need some preparation.

Definition 3.2. A Gaussian kernel KG ∈ L2(R2d) is of the form

KG(x,y) = exp
{
−r⊤Mr−V⊤r+ F

}
,

where r = (x,y)⊤, and M = M1 + iM2 ∈ C2d×2d is a complex matrix such
that M1,M2 ∈ R

2d×2d and M1 is positive definite, V ∈ C
2d is a complex vector,
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and F ∈ C is a complex number. In particular, a self-adjoint Gaussian kernel
KG ∈ L2(R2d) is of the form

KG(x,y) = exp
{
−(x− y)⊤A(x− y) − i(x− y)⊤B(x+ y)

−(x+ y)⊤C(x+ y)− iD⊤(x− y) −E⊤(x+ y) + F
}
,

where A,B,C ∈ Rd×d are real matrices such that A,C are symmetric and positive
definite, E,D ∈ Rd, and F ∈ R. We call K ∈ L2(R2d) a polynomial Gaussian
kernel if

(3.8) K(x,y) = P (x,y)KG(x,y),

where P is a self-adjoint polynomial in 2d variables, and KG ∈ L2(R2d) is a self-
adjoint Gaussian kernel.

Given a polynomial Gaussian kernel K ∈ L2(R2d) of the form (3.8), we want

to decompose the operator K̂ to a product according to (3.4). We will search the
decomposition in the form

K1(x,y) = P1(x,y)KG1
(x,y) and K2(x,y) = P2(x,y)KG2

(x,y),

where KG1
,KG2

are not necessarily self-adjoint Gaussian kernels in 2d variables,
and P1, P2 are polynomials in 2d variables such that degP1 + degP2 = degP . In
particular, if degP1 = 0 or degP2 = 0 then the decomposition leads us to a system
of linear equations which can be solved effectively, and we can even try to minimize∥∥K̂1

∥∥
2

∥∥K̂2

∥∥
2
coming from the different decompositions of K̂. We demonstrate

this algorithm in the d = 1 case together with a minimization in the following
subsections.

3.2. Gaussian operators in dimension one. Consider the self-adjoint Gaussian
kernel KG : R2 → C as

KG(x, y) = N0 exp
{
−A(x− y)2 − iB(x2 − y2)− C(x + y)2

−iD(x− y)− E(x+ y)} ,(3.9)

with real parameters A > 0, C > 0, B, D, E, where N0 = 2
√

C
π
exp

[
−E2

4C

]
is a

normalizing factor ensuring that Tr
{
K̂G

}
=1. The eigenvalue equation was solved

in [48]; the eigenvalues are given by

λi =
2
√
C√

A+
√
C

(√
A−

√
C√

A+
√
C

)i

, i = 0, 1, . . . .

Correspondingly, the Schatten–von Neumann 1-norm of the Gaussian K̂G is

(3.10)
∥∥K̂G

∥∥
1
=

∞∑

i=0

|λi| =
{
1 if A ≥ C,√

C
A

if C > A.

By (3.5) we consider the decomposition of KG as

(3.11) KG(x, y) =

∫ ∞

−∞

K1(x, z)K2(z, y) dz.

We define K1 and K2 containing the free parameter w ∈ R as follows. Let

K1(x, y) = N1 exp
(
−A1x

2 −B1y
2 − C1xy −D1x− E1y

)
,
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with

A1 = w + iB +
AC

w

B1 = w − iB +
AC

w
,

C1 = −2

(
w − AC

w

)
,

D1 = iD +
AE

w
,

E1 = −iD +
AE

w
,

N1 =
2
√
C

π

√
(w2 −AC)2

w(A − w)(C − w)
exp

(
−
(
AC − w2

)
E2

4w(C − w)C

)
.

(3.12)

Similarly let

K2(x, y) = exp
(
−A2x

2 −B2y
2 − C2xy −D2x− E2y

)

with

A2 = iB +
(A− w)C

C − w
+
A(C − w)

A− w
,

B2 = −iB +
(A− w)C

C − w
+
A(C − w)

A− w
,

C2 = 2

(
(A− w)C

C − w
− A(C − w)

A− w

)
,

D2 = iD +
(A− w)E

C − w
,

E2 = −iD +
(A− w)E

C − w
.

(3.13)

It is easy to check that (3.11) holds and the integral is finite if w satisfies

(3.14) 0 < w < min(A,C) or 0 < max(A,C) < w.

Straightforward calculation leads to
∫∫

R2

|K1(x, y)|2 dxdy =
C(w2 −AC)2

π
√
ACw(A − w)(C − w)

exp

(
− (A− w)E2

2(C − w)C

)
,

∫∫

R2

|K2(x, y)|2 dxdy =
π

4
√
AC

exp

(
(A− w)E2

2(C − w)C

)
,

(3.15)

provided that w is taken from the allowed intervals (3.14). By (3.15) we can calcu-
late the product

∫∫

R2

|K1(x, y)|2 dxdy

∫∫

R2

|K2(x, y)|2 dxdy =
(w2 −AC)2

4Aw(A− w)(C − w)
.

We can minimize this in w on [0,min[A,C]] ∪ [max[A,C],∞], which gives

wG
min =

{
A∓

√
A2 − AC if A ≥ C,

C ∓
√
C2 −AC if C > A.

(3.16)
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The minimum value are the same at both (±) values. Therefore, using Hölder’s
inequality (3.6) we obtain the upper bound

∥∥K̂G

∥∥
1
≤
√∫∫

R2

|K1(x, y)|2 dxdy

∫∫

R2

|K2(x, y)|2 dxdy

∣∣∣∣∣
w=wG

min

=

{
1 if A ≥ C,√

C
A

if C < A.

Comparing this with (3.10) shows that our upper bound equals to the exact value

of the norm
∥∥K̂G

∥∥
1
.

3.3. Quadratic polynomials multiplied by a Gaussian. Our second example
is the polynomial Gaussian kernel K : R2 → C given by

(3.17) K(x, y) = P (x, y)KG(x, y),

where KG(x, y) is the self-adjoint Gaussian kernel with trace 1 from (3.9), and
P (x, y) is the self-adjoint polynomial given by

P (x, y) =
1

N

(
AP (x− y)2 + iBP (x

2 − y2) + CP (x+ y)2

+iDP (x− y) + EP (x+ y) + FP ) ,

with real parameters AP , BP , CP , DP , EP , FP and normalizing factor

N = FP +
CP − EPE

2C
+
CPE

2

4C2
.

This ensures that Tr
{
K̂
}
= 1. Let us decompose K̂ = K̂1K̂2, by (3.5) the kernels

must satisfy

(3.18) K(x, y) =

∫ ∞

−∞

K1(x, z)K2(z, y) dz.

We assume that K1 is a Gaussian kernel and K2 is a Gaussian multiplied by a
quadratic polynomial of the form

K1(x, y) = N ′
1 exp

(
−A1x

2 −B1y
2 − C1xy −D1x− E1y

)
;

K2(x, y) = P2(x, y) exp
(
−A2x

2 −B2y
2 − C2xy −D2x− E2y

)
,

where

P2(x, y) =AP2
(x− y)2 + iBP2

(x2 − y2) + CP2
(x+ y)2

+ iDP2
(x − y) + EP2

(x+ y) + FP2
,

and all the parameters are real. Choose the exponential parameters A1, . . . , E1,
and A2, . . . , E2 according to (3.12)-(3.13). By a straightforward calculation the
normalizing factor N ′

1 and the polynomial parameters AP2
, . . . , FP2

are uniquely
determined by the decomposition (3.18): one obtains linear equations for the poly-
nomial parameters. Then the only free parameter is w (as before), which allows
minimization. Allowed regions for w are still given by (3.14), where A and C are
real parameters of the Gaussian KG(x, y). The quantity

R(w) =

(∫∫

R2

|K1(x, y)|2 dxdy

)(∫∫

R2

|K2(x, y)|2 dxdy

)
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Figure 1. Upper bounds for the Schatten–von Neumann 1-norm

of the operator K̂ as a function of the polynomial parameter CP .
The Gaussian parameters are given as A = 3

2 , C = 1, B = D =
E = 0, and the polynomial parameters are AP = −1, FP = 1, and

BP = DP = EP = 0. Note that the operator K̂ is easily seen to be

positive semidefinite at CP = 1. Here L
(1)
1 =

√
R(wmin) is the solid

line, L
(2)
1 =

√
R(wG

min) is the dashed curve. The dash-dotted curve

L
(3)
1 shows an estimate obtained from numerical diagonalization of

the operator K̂, for the details see Subsection 4.4.

can be easily calculated. It is a lengthy rational function of the free parameter
w, thus we do not quote it here. Finding the minimum point wmin of R(w) in the

allowed regions (3.14) give an optimized upper bound to the norm
∥∥K̂
∥∥
1
. Note that

the value of wmin is different from wG
min given in (3.16), our minimum is affected

by the polynomial parameters as well. On Figure 1 we display upper bounds of the
Schatten–von Neumann 1-norm for a family of quadratic Gaussian operators of the
form (3.17). The decomposition (3.18) is not as optimal as in our first example. It

can be proved that at CP = 1 the the operator K̂ is positive semidefinite, thus the
1-norm is exactly 1, but our decomposition (3.18) after the minimization leads to
the upper bound

(3.19)
∥∥K̂
∥∥
1
≤ 1.04054.

Then (3.7) yields a lower bound for the minimal eigenvalue λmin and the negativity
N as follows:

(3.20) λmin ≥ N ≥ 1− 1.04054

2
= −0.02027.
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4. Approximations of the minimal eigenvalue

4.1. The quantities ek and their calculation. Let O : H → H be a self-adjoint,
trace-class linear operator acting on a separable, complex Hilbert space H. Then O
has only countably many real eigenvalues, let us enumerate them with multiplicities
as {λi}i≥0. As O is trace-class, we have

∑
i≥0 |λi| < ∞. If there are only finitely

many eigenvalues λ0, . . . , λm then define λi = 0 for each integer i > m. Following
[21] let e0 = 1 and for positive integers k ≥ 1 define

ek
def
=

∑

0≤i1<···<ik

λi1 · · ·λik .

It was proved in [21, Proposition 2.1] that the quantities ek are intimately connected
to the positivity of the operator O.

Theorem 4.1 (Homa–Balka–Bernád–Károly–Csordás). The operator O is positive
semidefinite if and only if ek ≥ 0 for all integers k ≥ 1.

Let K ∈ L2(R2d) be a self-adjoint kernel, it was showed in [21] that the values

ek corresponding to the operator K̂ can be calculated by

ek =
1

k!

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

M1 1 0 · · ·
M2 M1 2 0 · · ·
...

. . .
. . .

Mk−1 Mk−2 · · · M1 k − 1
Mk Mk−1 · · · M2 M1

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

,

where the moments {Mℓ}1≤ℓ≤k are defined as

Mℓ
def
=

∞∑

i=0

λℓi = Tr
{
K̂ℓ
}
=

∫

Rℓd

[
K(xℓ,x1)

ℓ−1∏

i=1

K(xi,xi+1)

]
dx1 · · ·dxℓ.

Also, it was demonstrated in [21] that this calculation is effective for polynomial
Gaussian kernels according to Definition 3.2.

Considering the algebraic expansion of (
∑∞

i=0 |λi|)
k
yields that the sequence ek

rapidly converges to 0. More precisely, we obtain the following [49, Lemma 3.3 (3.4)]:

(4.1) |ek| ≤
(
∑∞

i=0 |λi|)
k

k!
for all k ≥ 1.

4.2. The estimate qn,c and its speed of convergence. Define g : R → R as

g(x)
def
=

∞∏

i=0

(1 + λix).

By [49, Lemma 3.3] we obtain that g(x) is finite for all x ∈ R and

(4.2) g(x) =

∞∑

k=0

ekx
k,

see also [21] for an elementary proof. From now on let us fix c > 0 satisfying

(4.3)

∞∑

i=0

|λi| ≤ c.
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Recall that λmin = min{0, λi : i ≥ 0}, and note that

(4.4) λmin =
−1

min{x > 0 : g(x) = 0} ,

where we use the convention min ∅ = +∞.

Definition 4.2. For n ≥ 0 define gn = gn,c : [0,∞) → R as

gn,c(x)
def
=

n∑

k=0

ekx
k −

∞∑

k=n+1

(cx)k

k!
,

and define qn = qn,c as

(4.5) qn,c
def
=

−1

min{x > 0 : gn(x) = 0} .

The following theorem shows that qn is a monotone, asymptotically sharp lower
bound of the minimal eigenvalue λmin.

Theorem 4.3. The sequence qn is monotone increasing and

lim
n→∞

qn = λmin.

Proof. First we show that for all x ≥ 0 and n ≥ 0 we have

(4.6) g(x) ≥ gn+1(x) ≥ gn(x).

Let us fix x ≥ 0 and n ≥ 0. The definition of g, gn and (4.1) imply that

g(x) =

∞∑

k=0

ekx
k ≥

n∑

k=0

ekxk −
∞∑

k=n+1

(cx)k

k!
= gn(x).

Inequality (4.1) also implies that

gn+1(x) − gn(x) =

(
en+1 +

cn+1

(n+ 1)!

)
xn+1 ≥ 0,

thus (4.6) holds. Therefore the definition of qn, inequalities (4.4) and (4.6), and
g(0) = gn(0) = 1 imply that qn is monotone increasing and qn ≤ λmin for all n ≥ 0.
Finally, qn → λmin follows from the fact that gn uniformly converges to g on any
bounded interval I ⊂ [0,∞). �

Fact 4.4. Let n ≥ 0 be an integer and let 0 ≤ x ≤ n+2
2 . Then

∞∑

k=n+1

xk

k!
≤ 2xn+1

(n+ 1)!

Proof. We can use a geometric sum for the estimate as
∞∑

k=n+1

xk

k!
≤ xn+1

(n+ 1)!

∞∑

i=0

(
x

n+ 2

)i

≤ 2xn+1

(n+ 1)!
. �

The following theorem states that if λmin = 0 then qn ≈ − c
n
.

Theorem 4.5. Let λmin = 0. Then for any integer n ≥ 0 we have
c

n+ 1
≤ |qn| ≤

ec

n+ 1
.

Moreover, the lower bound of |qn| holds without the assumption λmin = 0, too.
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Proof. First we prove the upper bound. Let ψn(x) =
∑∞

k=n+1
xk

k! and let bn be
the only positive solution to the equation ψn(x) = 1. As ek ≥ 0 for all k, we have∑n

k=0 ekx
k ≥ 1 for all x ≥ 0. Therefore, the definition of gn implies that

min{x > 0 : gn(x) = 0} ≥ min{x > 0 : ψn(cx) = 1} =
bn
c
,

which yields

(4.7) |qn| ≤
c

bn
.

Before proving a lower bound for bn we show that

(4.8) bn ≤ n+ 2

2
.

Let xn = n+2
2 , we need to prove that ψn(xn) ≥ 1. By a straightforward estimate

ψn(xn) ≥
(xn)

n+1

(n+ 1)!
=

(n+ 2)n+1

2n+1(n+ 1)!
,

so it is enough to show that the sequence an
def
= (n+2)n+1

2n+1(n+1)! satisfies an ≥ 1 for all n.

Indeed, a0 = 1 and using the monotonicity of the sequence
(
1 + 1

n

)n
for all n ≥ 1

we obtain
an
an−1

=
1

2

(
1 +

1

n+ 1

)n+1

> 1,

so an ≥ 1. Therefore (4.8) holds.
By Fact 4.4 we have

ψn(x) ≤
2xn+1

(n+ 1)!
for all 0 ≤ x ≤ n+ 2

2
.

Using this together with (4.8), and the well-known inequality n! ≥ e
(
n
e

)n
we obtain

1 = ψn(bn) ≤ 2
(bn)

n+1

(n+ 1)!
<

(
ebn
n+ 1

)n+1

.

Thus bn ≥ n+1
e

. Hence (4.7) yields

|qn| ≤
c

bn
≤ ec

n+ 1
,

which finishes the proof of the upper bound.
Finally, we will prove the lower bound. For integers n ≥ 0 and reals x ≥ 0

consider the function

fn(x) =

n∑

k=0

xk

k!
−

∞∑

k=n+1

xk

k!
,

and let
dn = min{x > 0 : fn(x) = 0}.

By (4.1) we obtain that gn(x) ≤ fn(cx). This inequality and gn(0) = fn(0) = 1
imply that

min{x > 0 : gn(x) = 0} ≤ min{x > 0 : fn(cx) = 0} ≤ dn
c
,

which yields that

(4.9) |qn| ≥
c

dn
.
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Figure 2. Consider the positive semidefinite polynomial Gaussian

operator K̂ of the form (3.17) with parameters A = 3
2 , C = 1,

B = D = E = 0, AP = −1, CP = 1, FP = 1, and BP = DP =

EP = 0. By (3.19) the upper bound of
∥∥K̂
∥∥
1
can be chosen to be

c = 1.04054. We plotted |qn| = |qn,c|, q<n = c
n+1 , and q

>
n = ec

n+1 as

a function of n calculated from (4.5).

Thus it is enough to show that

(4.10) dn ≤ n+ 1,

for which it is sufficient to see that fn(n+1) ≤ 0. In order to see this, it is enough
to prove that for all integers 0 ≤ m ≤ n we have

(4.11)
(n+ 1)n−m

(n−m)!
≤ (n+ 1)n+1+m

(n+ 1 +m)!
,

since summarizing (4.11) from m = 0 to n clearly yields

n∑

k=0

(n+ 1)k

k!
≤

2n+1∑

k=n+1

(n+ 1)k

k!
<

∞∑

k=n+1

(n+ 1)k

k!
.

Inequality (4.11) is equivalent to
m∏

i=−m

(n+ 1 + i) ≤ (n+ 1)2m+1,

which clearly follows from the identity

(n+ 1− i)(n+ 1 + i) = (n+ 1)2 − i2 ≤ (n+ 1)2.

Hence we proved (4.10). Inequalities (4.9) and (4.10) imply that

|qn| ≥
c

dn
≥ c

n+ 1
,

so the proof of the lower bound is also complete. �
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In the case of λmin < 0 the following theorem establishes that qn → λmin with
super-exponential speed.

Theorem 4.6. Let λmin < 0 and α = c
|λmin|

. Then for all n we have

(4.12) |qn,c − λmin| ≤
δn

1− δn
|λmin|,

where 0 < δn < 1 is the unique solution of the equation

xα = 2

∞∑

k=n+1

(α(1 − x))k

k!
.

For n ≥ max{3, 2(α− 1)} we have the estimate

(4.13) δn ≤
(

eα

n+ 1

)n+1

α

= exp

[
−|λmin|

c
n log(n) +O(n)

]
.

Proof. First we show (4.12). Let

θ = min{x > 0 : g(x) = 0} =
1

|λmin|
and θn = min{x > 0 : gn(x) = 0}.

Since θn ≤ θ, we can define 0 ≤ sn < 1 such that θn = (1− sn)θ. Then we have

|qn − λmin| =
∣∣∣∣−

1

θn
+

1

θ

∣∣∣∣ =
|θn − θ|
θnθ

=
sn

1− sn
|λmin|,

so as the function x 7→ x
1−x

is monotone increasing on [0, 1), it is enough to show
that sn ≤ δn. For 0 ≤ x ≤ 1 let

ϕn(x) = xα − 2

∞∑

k=n+1

(α(1 − x))k

k!
.

Since ϕn is strictly monotone increasing and ϕn(δn) = 0, it is enough to prove that

(4.14) ϕn(sn) ≤ 0.

First we prove that

(4.15) g(θn) ≥ sαn .

Let λ = |λmin|. It is easy to see that the function x 7→ (1 − x)
1
x is monotone

decreasing on (0, 1], so for all 0 ≤ x ≤ θ = 1
λ
we have

g(x) =

∞∏

i=0

(1 + λix) ≥
∏

i:λi<0

(1 + λix) ≥
∏

i:λi<0

(1− λx)
|λi|

λ ≥ (1− λx)α,

which implies (4.15). On the other hand, by the definitions of g, gn and (4.1) for
all x ≥ 0 we obtain

g(x)− gn(x) =

∞∑

k=n+1

(
ek +

ck

k!

)
xk ≤ 2

∞∑

k=n+1

(cx)k

k!
,

therefore

(4.16) g(θn) ≤ 2

∞∑

k=n+1

(α(1 − sn))
k

k!
.

Then (4.15) and (4.16) imply (4.14), so the proof of (4.12) is complete.
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Finally, we prove (4.13). By a well-known estimate for factorials we have

(4.17) (n+ 1)! ≥
√
2nπ

(
n+ 1

e

)n+1

> 4

(
n+ 1

e

)n+1

and n ≥ max{3, 2(α− 1)} implies

(4.18) α(1 − δn) < α ≤ n+ 2

2
.

Then (4.18) with Fact 4.4 and (4.17) yield

δαn = 2

∞∑

k=n+1

(α(1 − δn))
k

k!
≤ 4

(α(1− δn))
n+1

(n+ 1)!
≤
(
eα(1− δn)

n+ 1

)n+1

.

Substituting N = n+1
α

implies

Nδ
1
N

n ≤ e(1− δn) ≤ e.

Thus

δn ≤
( e
N

)N
=

(
eα

n+ 1

)n+1

α

= exp

[
−|λmin|

c
n log(n) +O(n)

]
,

hence (4.13) holds. This completes the proof of the theorem. �

4.3. The estimate qn,0 and its speed of convergence.

Definition 4.7. For all integers n ≥ 1 define

(4.19) qn,0
def
=

−1

min {x > 0 : hn(x) = 0} , where hn(x) =

n∑

k=0

ekx
k.

We consider the approximation of λmin by qn,0. On the bad side, qn,0 is not
necessarily monotone anymore, so our result does not provide a rigorous lower
bound. However, on the good side, qn,0 approximates λmin much better than qn,c
with c > 0 satisfying (4.3), and the main reason of this is that qn,0 does not
depend on the value of c through the sub-optimal estimate (4.1). In the next
theorem we prove that qn,0 → λmin with super-exponential speed under the slight
technical condition that λmin < 0 has multiplicity one. Note that inequality (4.20)
is better than (4.13), since the coefficient of −n log(n) in the exponent is 1 instead

of |λmin|
c

≤ 1, avoiding the critical case when |λmin|
c

is very small.

Theorem 4.8. Assume that λmin < 0 has multiplicity one. Then qn,0 → λmin.
Moreover,

(4.20) |qn,0 − λmin| ≤ exp[−n log(n) +O(n)].

Proof. First we prove that qn,0 → λmin. Assume that λ0 = λmin and fix γ0 such
that λ0 < γ0 < min{0, λi : i ≥ 1}. Define

θ0 = − 1

λ0
and θ1 = − 1

γ0
.

Since g has no root between θ0 and θ1, and θ0 is the smallest root of g with
multiplicity 1, we obtain that g(x) > 0 for all 0 ≤ x < θ0 and g(x) < 0 for all
θ0 < x ≤ θ1. Fix an arbitrary 0 < ε < min{θ0, θ1 − θ0}, and define δ > 0 as

δ
def
= min{|g(x)| : x ∈ [0, θ0 − ε] ∪ {θ0 + ε}}.
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Figure 3. Consider the polynomial Gaussian operator K̂ of the
form (3.17) with parameters A = 3

2 , C = 1, B = D = E = 0,
AP = −1, CP = 40, FP = 1, and BP = DP = EP = 0. We plotted

q
(i)
n = qn,c as a function of n calculated from (4.5) and (4.19). For
i = 1 we obtain c =

∑
j |λj | = 1.16445 from diagonalization, for

the details see Subsection 4.4. For i = 2 we take c = 0, and for
i = 3 the value c = 1.4941 was calculated from the Hölder’s upper
bound and optimization given in Subsection 3.3. The horizontal
dashed line indicates the common limit −0.082228.

Since hn uniformly converges to g on the interval [0, θ0 + ε], we obtain that there
exists an integer N = N(ε) ≥ 0 such that

(4.21) |hn(x)− g(x)| < δ for all x ∈ [0, θ0 + ε] and n ≥ N.

The definition of δ and (4.21) imply that for all n ≥ N we have hn(x) > 0 for all
x ∈ [0, θ0 − ε] and hn(θ0 + ε) < 0. Hence min {x > 0 : hn(x) = 0} ∈ [θ0 − ε, θ0 + ε]
for all n ≥ N . Taking the limit ε → 0+ yields that min {x > 0 : hn(x) = 0} → θ0
as n→ ∞, which implies that qn,0 → λ0 by definition.

Now we prove the upper bound (4.20). Let F (x) = |λ0|
∏

i≥1(1 + λix), and let

∆
def
= min {F (x) : 0 ≤ x ≤ θ1} .

As F is continuous and positive on the interval [0, θ1], we obtain that ∆ > 0.
Consider x = θ0 + s, where s ∈ [−θ0, θ1 − θ0]. Then the definition of ∆ yields

(4.22) |g(x)| =
∣∣∣∣∣

∞∏

i=0

(1 + λix)

∣∣∣∣∣ = |sλ0|
∏

i≥1

(1 + λix) ≥ ∆|s|.

Define

L
def
=

∞∑

i=0

|λi|,
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and assume that n > 2θ1L. Then Lx ≤ Lθ1 <
n
2 for every x ∈ [0, θ1]. Thus (4.1),

Fact 4.4, and the inequality n! ≥ e
(
n
e

)n
imply that for all 0 ≤ x ≤ θ1 we have

(4.23) |hn(x)−g(x)| =
∣∣∣∣∣

∞∑

k=n+1

ekx
k

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
∞∑

k=n+1

(Lx)k

k!
≤ 2

(Lx)n+1

(n+ 1)!
<

(
eLθ1
n+ 1

)n+1

.

Now define εn > 0 as

(4.24) εn
def
=

1

∆

(
eLθ1
n+ 1

)n+1

.

Then (4.22), (4.23), and (4.24) yield that for all large enough n we have hn(x) > 0
for all 0 ≤ x ≤ θ0 − εn and hn(θ0 + εn) < 0; so we can define

rn
def
= min{x > 0 : hn(x) = 0} ∈ [θ0 − εn, θ0 + εn].

Then rn ∈ [θ0 − εn, θ0 + εn], and the definition of εn with some straightforward
analysis imply that for all large enough n we have

|qn,0 − λ0| =
∣∣∣∣
1

θ0
− 1

rn

∣∣∣∣ ≤
∣∣∣∣
1

θ0
− 1

θ0 − εn

∣∣∣∣ ≤ 2|λ0|2|εn| = exp[−n log(n) +O(n)].

The proof of the theorem is complete. �

Remark 4.9. Note that the proof of an analogous theorem would also work if we
only assumed that λmin < 0 has odd multiplicitym in the sequence {λi}i≥0, with the
only difference that n log(n) need to be replaced by 1

m
n log(n) in (4.20). However,

having multiplicity bigger than one does not seem to be a natural condition for the
minimal eigenvalue of a linear operator.

4.4. Numerical calculation of the spectrum in an important special case.

Matrix representation Km,n of an arbitrary quadratic polynomial Gaussian kernel
in case of d = 1 can be calculated rigorously, see [21, Equations (22), (23)]. Since
the matrix elements Km,n decrease exponentially as m,n → ∞, we can truncate
the matrix at a finite size, and the original spectrum can be numerically approxi-
mated with the eigenvalues of the resulting finite dimensional operator. In the more
general case, numerical diagonalization is not an easy task even for a polynomial
Gaussian kernel. Our results derived from the numerical diagonalization are shown
in Figure 1, and we also used it for Figure 3. The efficiency and accuracy of this
method is confirmed by comparing it with the results of [21, 50].
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