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Abstract. We provide inequalities enabling to bound the error be-
tween the exact solution and an approximated solution of an eigen-
value problem, obtained by subspace projection, as in the reduced basis
method. We treat self-adjoint operators and degenerate cases. We ap-
ply the bounds to the eigenvector continuation method, which consists
in creating the reduced space by using basis vectors extracted from per-
turbation theory.

1. Introduction

A classical issue in eigenvalue problems is to reduce the number of degrees
of freedom of the studied systems by extracting only the relevant ones, the
full considered Hilbert space H being too large to be addressed in its exact
form. Reduced basis method approximations aim at approximating H by a
well-chosen low-dimensional subset PH, created via an orthogonal projector
P. Our interest here will be eigenvalue problems. Denoting the exact self-
adjoint operator by H, then the approximated operator is

(PHP)
PH→PH

,

the restriction of H to PH → PH, and we want to study its eigenmodes.
Among other works, reduced basis problems have been investigated in [19,
20,29], the case of several eigenvalues was examined in [15].

In Theorem 3.1, Propositions 3.2 and 3.3, we provide bounds enabling to
estimate the error between the eigenmodes of the exact operator H and the
ones of the approximated operator (PHP)

PH→PH
. We treat the degenerate

and almost-degenerate case by using the formalism of density matrices, and
we treat the non-degenerate cases with a vector formalism. We sought to
derive general bounds which could be applied to diverse settings.

We then apply our bounds to a reduced basis method which uses the
derivatives of the eigenvectors to build the reduced space. Such a method was
introduced in the context of computational engineering science in [1,16,24],
and was named eigenvector continuation in [12]. Recently, many works
showed the very interesting performance of this method applied to quan-
tum physics, see for instance [8–11, 13, 18, 22, 26, 27], providing perspectives
to improve several areas of quantum physics. This method gives a systematic
way of forming effective systems. The situation is illustrated on Figure 1,
on which we represent the spectra of H(λ) and of (PH(λ)P)

PH→PH
, where
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2 LOUIS GARRIGUE AND BENJAMIN STAMM

H(λ) is the exact self-adjoint operator, depending on one parameter λ ∈ R.
Denoting one eigenvector of H(λ) by ϕ(λ), if

(
dn

dλnϕ(λ)
)
λ=0

∈ PH for all
n ∈ {0, . . . , ℓ}, it was practically remarked that the corresponding eigen-
mode of (PH(λ)P)

PH→PH
is very close to the exact one, much closer than

the perturbation approximation. To explain this phenomenon, quantitative
bounds are provided in Corollaries 4.1 and 4.3 and in Theorem 4.9.

λ
0 λ0−λ0

σ(H(λ))

λ
0 λ0−λ0

σ
(
(PH(λ)P)

PH→PH

)

Figure 1. Eigenvector continuation approximates very well
the targeted eigenmodes corresponding to the eigenvalue
branches in red, but can fail to reproduce the other ones.
One can put several eigenvectors from the Taylor series in
PH if one wants to model several eigenmodes, as on this fig-
ure where two eigenmodes in red are taken into account. In
quantum physics, most of the time one is interested in only
a few eigenmodes, those which are at the interface between
occupied and unoccupied spectrum.

2. Definitions

We choose a standard but general mathematical setting which can address
common operators involved in quantum mechanics, including Dirac opera-
tors, many-body Schrödinger operators and Bloch transforms of periodic
operators.

2.1. First definitions. Let H be a separable Hilbert space, endowed with
a scalar product ⟨·, ·⟩ and a corresponding norm ||·||. We will denote by

||B|| := sup
ψ∈H\{0}

||Bψ||
||ψ||

the canonical operator norm. Let us consider a self-adjoint operator H of
H, we want to approximate some of its eigenmodes by using a reduced basis
method.

Let us take a self-adjoint operator A of H, possibly unbounded, which will
implement the energy norm, and we consider that it has a dense domain and
a dense form domain. On vectors φ ∈ H, the energy norm is

||φ||e := ||Aφ|| ,
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it is the natural norm for eigenvectors. For instance when H = L2(R3), in the
case of a Schrödinger operator H = −∆+v, it is natural to choose A =

√
−∆

and ||·||e is equivalent to the Sobolev norm H1(R3). We define ||·||e,0 := ||·||
and ||·||e,1 := ||·||e, so for any φ ∈ H and δ ∈ {0, 1}, ||φ||e,δ =

∣∣∣∣Aδφ∣∣∣∣.
We will always assume that cA < +∞ and cH < +∞ where

cA :=
∣∣∣∣A−1

∣∣∣∣ , cH :=
∣∣∣∣A−1HA−1

∣∣∣∣ .
2.2. Density matrices. For any φ ∈ H, we denote by Pφ the orthogonal
projector onto Cφ. For any orthogonal projection P , we will use the notation
P⊥ := 1− P .

The analogous objects as eigenvectors, but for degenerate systems, are
density matrices of a set of eigenvectors. For any φ := (φµ)

ν
µ=1 ∈ Hν , we

define the corresponding density matrix

Dφ :=

ν∑
α=1

|φα⟩ ⟨φα| =
ν∑

α=1

Pφα ,

being an orthogonal projection on H, that is D2
φ = D∗

φ = Dφ. We denote by

Uν := {U ∈ Cν×ν | U∗U = 1}
the group of unitary matrices of dimension ν and for any U ∈ Uν we define
its action Uφ := ((Uφ)α)

ν
α=1 on Hν where (Uφ)α :=

∑ν
β=1 Uαβφβ . We have

DUφ = Dφ uniformly in U ∈ Uν and φ ∈ Hν .
For any operators B,D on H, the Hilbert-Schmidt scalar product is de-

noted by (B,D)2 := TrB∗D its norm ||B||2 := TrB∗B, and the correspond-
ing normed space is the space of Hilbert-Schmidt operators, denoted by

S2 := {B : H → H, ||B||2 < +∞}. (1)

For δ ∈ {0, 1} and any B ∈ S2, we use the notation

||B||2,δ :=
∣∣∣∣∣∣AδB∣∣∣∣∣∣

2
. (2)

The norm ||·||2,1, called the energy norm, is the natural one on the set of
density matrices, as ||·||e is the natural norm on vectors.

2.3. Consider a reduced space. Let us take an orthogonal projection P
on H, we assume that P is neither the identity nor the null projection to
avoid the trivial cases, and we set P⊥ := 1− P. The reduced space is PH,
it can be infinite-dimensional, and we will need to assume that cP < +∞
where

cP :=
∣∣∣∣APA−1

∣∣∣∣ .
Our central object will be (PHP)

PH→PH
: PH → PH, which is the restric-

tion of H to PH, hence it is an operator of PH, while PHP is an operator
of H. If d := dimPH is finite, we can see this operator as a d × d matrix.
We take (PHP)

PH→PH
as an approximation of H, in the sense that its

eigenmodes will well approximate the ones of H. Remark that since P ̸= 1,
σ (PHP) = σ

(
(PHP)

PH→PH

)
∪ {0} because ImP⊥ ⊂ KerPHP. More-

over, in our approach we avoid to use a variational point of view, so that we
can reach eigenvalues having continuous spectrum below for instance.
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2.4. Choose sets of eigenmodes. Take ν ∈ N, we choose a set of eigen-
values

{Eµ}1⩽µ⩽ν ∈ σ(H)

in the spectrum ofH, they are counted with multiplicity and their normalized
eigenvectors are denoted by ϕµ and grouped into ϕ := (ϕµ)

ν
µ=1. We define

the associated density matrix

Γ :=
ν∑

µ=1

|ϕµ⟩ ⟨ϕµ| = Dϕ.

The purpose of taking ν ⩾ 2 is to be able to treat the almost-degenerate
and degenerate cases, i.e. when eigenvalues are close or even equal. If the
eigenvalues are not close, one can take the non-degenerate case ν = 1 since
no singular quantity will appear. Note that the eigenvalues Eµ are not
necessarily sorted in increasing order.

For any operator B, we denote by σd(B) the discrete spectrum of B. Then
we assume that (PHP)

PH→PH
has at least ν eigenvalues in its discrete

spectrum, we take ν of them, we denote them by

{Eµ}1⩽µ⩽ν ⊂ σd
(
(PHP)

PH→PH

)
, (3)

we denote by ψµ the corresponding normalized eigenvectors, grouped into
ψ := (ψµ)

ν
µ=1. We define the associated density matrix

Λ :=

ν∑
µ=1

|ψµ⟩ ⟨ψµ| = Dψ.

We will study the closeness between ϕµ and ψµ for any µ ∈ {1, . . . , ν}, So
to each level µ of H corresponds to a level µ of (PHP)

PH→PH
. But they

are not sorted in increasing order, so for instance if we follow a variational
approach, the label µ can denote the 3rd level of H and the 5th level of
(PHP)

PH→PH
, and ϕµ−ψµ can be small. For example Figure 1 illustrates

this principle.

2.5. Definition of partial inverses. For any self-adjoint operator B, if
{eµ}αµ=1 ⊂ σd(B), then there exists κB > 0 such that(

σ(B)\{eµ}αµ=1

)
∩
(
∪αµ=1 ]eµ − κB, eµ + κB[

)
= ∅. (4)

In addition to (3) we will also assume that

dim PH ∩
ν⊕

µ=1

Ker
(
PHP − Eµ

)
= ν, (5)

to ensure that all the eigenvectors associated to {Eµ}νµ=1 are taken into ac-

count. For any z ∈ {Eµ}νµ=1 ∪
(
C\σ

(
(PHP)

PH→PH

))
we define

(z − PHP)−1
⊥ :=

{ (
(z − PHP)

Λ⊥PH→Λ⊥PH

)−1
on Λ⊥PH,

0 on ΛH⊕P⊥H,
(6)
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extended by linearity on H. We also define

Rµ := (Eµ − PHP)−1
⊥ .

For any µ ∈ {1, . . . , ν}, by (3) and (4) there exists κPHP > 0 such that
||Rµ|| ⩽ κ−1

PHP .

3. Main result

In this section we present our main result, which is a comparision between
exact and approximated eigenmodes. It is a basic estimate that does not yet
consider the parametrized setting, which is left for Section 4. We take the
same notations as in Section 2.

3.1. Clusters of eigenmodes.

Theorem 3.1 (Error between exact eigenmodes and reduced basis eigen-
modes). Take a Hilbert space H, and a self-adjoint operator A which is
built to form a norm. Take a self-adjoint operator H which eigenmodes will
be approximated. Consider an orthogonal projector P, assume that H and
PHP have at least ν eigenvalues (counted with multiplicity). We consider ν
eigenmodes of respectively H and PHP, denoted by respectively (Eµ, ϕµ) and
(Eµ, ψµ), where µ ∈ {1, . . . , ν}, ||ϕµ|| = ||ψµ|| = 1 and we assume (3) and (5).
We define ϕ := (ϕµ)

ν
µ=1, ψ := (ψµ)

ν
µ=1, Γ := Dϕ, Λ := Dψ. We assume that

cP , cA < +∞, where those quantities are defined in Section 2, and that all
the quantities involved in the following are finite. For δ ∈ {0, 1}, we have

Γ− Λ =
ν∑

µ=1

(
(1 +HRµ)P⊥ΓPψµ + s.a

)
+Ω, (7)

where

||Ω||2,δ ⩽ cδA

∣∣∣∣∣∣P⊥Γ
∣∣∣∣∣∣2
2,δ

+
(
1 +

(
cAc

2
P
)δ )

(1 + cA(1 + cA) ||AΛ||)2δ ||Γ− Λ||22,δ

+2

(
cδP + νc2δA ||P⊥HΛ|| max

1⩽µ⩽ν
||AδRµ||

)
(cA (1 + ||AΛ||))δ

∣∣∣∣∣∣P⊥Γ
∣∣∣∣∣∣
2,δ

||Γ− Λ||2,δ .

(8)

A proof is given in Section 6. The term “s.a” denotes the self adjoint
operator. The next result provides another bound for P (Γ− Λ)P, using
another method. For any z ∈ {Eµ}νµ=1 ∪ (C\σ(H)) we define

(z −H)−1
⊥ :=

{ (
(z −H)

Γ⊥H→Γ⊥H

)−1
on Γ⊥H,

0 on ΓH
(9)

extended by linearity on H.

Proposition 3.2 (Another bound for P (Γ− Λ)P). Let us make the same
assumption as in Theorem 3.1, and moreover assume that

dist
(
{Eµ}νµ=1, σd

(
H

Γ⊥H→Γ⊥H

))
> 0,

dist
(
{Eµ}νµ=1, σd

(
(PHP)

Λ⊥PH→Λ⊥PH

))
> 0. (10)
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Then

||Γ− Λ||2,δ ⩽ cδA

∣∣∣∣∣∣P⊥Γ
∣∣∣∣∣∣2
2,δ

+ νcδP

(
max
1⩽µ⩽ν

∣∣∣∣∣∣Aδ (Eµ −H)−1
⊥

∣∣∣∣∣∣) ∣∣∣∣∣∣P⊥HΛ
∣∣∣∣∣∣

+ (cAcP ||AΓ||)δ
(
2 + ν max

1⩽µ⩽ν

∣∣∣∣∣∣(Eµ − PHP)−1
⊥ HP⊥

∣∣∣∣∣∣) ∣∣∣∣∣∣P⊥Γ
∣∣∣∣∣∣
2,δ
. (11)

The proof of this result is provided in Section 6.

3.2. One eigenmode. In the case where we treat only one eigenmode, one
can obtain more precision about the errors, this is the object of the following
result. We drop the subscripts 1 labeling the different eigenvectors, because
we consider only one of them and write ϕ := ϕ1, ψ := ψ1, E := E1, E := E1,
and R := R1.

Proposition 3.3 (Further detail in the non-degenerate case). Make the
same assumptions as in Theorem 3.1, take ν = 1 and remove the sub-
scripts 1. Thus (E, ϕ) is an eigenmode of H and (E , ψ) is an eigenmode
of (PHP)

PH→PH
. In a gauge where ⟨ψ, ϕ⟩ ∈ R,

ϕ− ψ = (1 +RH)P⊥ϕ− 1
2 ||ϕ− ψ||2 ψ + (E − E)R (ϕ− ψ) , (12)

E − E =
〈
P⊥ϕ, (E −H) (1 +RH)P⊥ϕ

〉
+ (E − E) ||ϕ− ψ||2

− ||ϕ− ψ||2Re
〈
P⊥ϕ, (H − E)(ϕ− ψ)

〉
+ (E − E)2 ⟨ϕ− ψ,R (ϕ− ψ)⟩ .

(13)

The proof is presented in Section 7.

3.3. Remarks. Let us now proceed with some remarks.

Remark 3.4 (Leading term in Γ− Λ). Since P⊥Λ = 0, we have∣∣∣∣∣∣P⊥Γ
∣∣∣∣∣∣
2,δ

=
∣∣∣∣∣∣AδP⊥A−δAδ (Γ− Λ)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2,δ

⩽ (1 + cP)
δ ||Γ− Λ||2,δ ,

hence we see in (8) that Ω is quadratic in ||Γ− Λ||2,δ, and thus negligi-
ble in (7) when ||Γ− Λ||2,δ is small. The leading term for Γ − Λ is thus∑ν

µ=1

(
(1 +HRµ)P⊥ΓPψµ + s.a

)
, as emphazised in (7).

Remark 3.5 (Invariance under unitary transforms). All the quantities in-
volved in (7) and (8) and (11) are invariant under the transformations
ϕ→ Uϕ and ψ → Vψ, where U, V ∈ Uν .

Remark 3.6 (Main consequences of Theorem 3.1). From Theorem 3.1, for
||Γ− Λ||2,δ small enough, and δ ∈ {0, 1},

||Γ− Λ||2,δ ⩽ 4ν (cA ||AΛ||)δ
∣∣∣∣∣∣P⊥Γ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2,δ

max
1⩽µ⩽ν

∣∣∣∣∣∣Aδ(1 +RµH)P⊥A−δ
∣∣∣∣∣∣ , (14)

see Section 7.3 to have more details on how to obtain this inequality. More-
over, by Lemma B.1, there exists a rotation U ∈ Uν such that

ν∑
µ=1

∣∣∣∣∣∣A(ϕµ − (Uψ)µ
)∣∣∣∣∣∣ ⩽ c

∣∣∣∣∣∣AP⊥Γ
∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

(15)
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for some constant c, and again by Lemma B.1, and yet for another constant
c, the error in the sums of eigenvalues is quadratic, that is∣∣∣∣∣∣

ν∑
µ=1

(Eµ − Eµ)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ⩽ c
∣∣∣∣∣∣AP⊥Γ

∣∣∣∣∣∣2
2
. (16)

Hence those errors are controled by the key quantity
∣∣∣∣AP⊥Γ

∣∣∣∣.
Remark 3.7 (Main consequences of Proposition 3.3). If ||ϕ− ψ||e is small
enough, then Proposition 3.3 yields

||ϕ− ψ||e ⩽ 2 (1 + cH ||ARA||)
∣∣∣∣∣∣AP⊥ϕ

∣∣∣∣∣∣ , (17)

|E − E| ⩽ 4
(
cH + c2A |E|

)
(1 + cH ||ARA||)2

∣∣∣∣∣∣AP⊥ϕ
∣∣∣∣∣∣2 , (18)

see Section 7.3 to have more details on the derivation of those inequalities.
Thus those errors are controlled by the key quantity

∣∣∣∣AP⊥ϕ
∣∣∣∣.

Remark 3.8 (About the smallness of the different terms in (12) and (13)).
The term P⊥ϕ = P⊥ (ϕ− ψ) is controled by ||ϕ− ψ||e in norm. When
||ϕ− ψ||e is small, in (12) the leading term is (1 +RH)P⊥ϕ, then the second
term is of order 2 and (E − E)R (ϕ− ψ) is of order 3. In (13), the lead-
ing term is

〈
P⊥ϕ, (E −H) (1 +RH)P⊥ϕ

〉
(which is of order 2), the second

term is of order 4, the third term is of order 4 and the last one of order 6.

Remark 3.9 (Making P grow improves the error, in general). Consider the
vector case corresponding to Proposition 3.3. We numerically see that making
P larger by adding more vectors to PH decreases the error, in general. This
can be expected from the form of the leading term (1 +RH)P⊥ϕ, in which,
for any vector φ ∈ H, P⊥φ decreases. However, as will be seen in Section 5,
there are some exceptional cases where making P larger increases the error.

Remark 3.10 (Difference between (7) and (11)). The quantity P⊥HΛ can
be interpreted as an a posteriori one. When Γ is close to Λ it is small
because, since [H,Γ] = 0 and P⊥Λ = 0, then P⊥HΛ = P⊥[H,Λ − Γ]. The
bound (8) involves ||Γ− Λ||22,δ while (11) does not. If one rather needs a
posteriori quantification, (11) might be better.

4. Application to eigenvector continuation

We now put the results of the previous section in the context of the eigen-
vector continuation. We refer to Figure 1 to illustrate our reasoning.

4.1. Definitions and assumptions. We start by introducing some defi-
nitions and making some assumptions, which will enable to apply Rellich’s
theorem and Theorems 3.1 and 3.3.

4.1.1. Analytic family of operators. We present here assumptions which will
be sufficient to use the Rellich theorem on the existence of analytic eigen-
modes.

Let us take a self-ajoint operator H0 such that σ(H0) ̸= R, so there exists
r ∈ R and ε > 0 such that

σ(H0)∩ ]r − ε, r + ε[ = ∅. (19)
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Let us take a self-adjoint energy norm operator A, for instance one can take
A =

∣∣H0 − r
∣∣ 12 . We will choose a simple case for the family of operators,

that is we consider M ∈ N ∪ {0}, a series of self-adjoint operators Hn for
n ∈ {0, . . . ,M} such that

D(H0) ⊂ D(Hn) (20)

where D(·) denotes the domain of an operator, and such that

sup
n∈N

∣∣∣∣∣∣Hn
(
H0 − r

)−1
∣∣∣∣∣∣ < +∞, max

n∈N∪{0}

∣∣∣∣A−1HnA−1
∣∣∣∣ < +∞. (21)

For instance, one can take Hn as bounded operators for any n ∈ {1, . . . ,M}.
We also define Hn := 0 for any n ⩾M + 1. Finally, we define

H(λ) :=

+∞∑
n=0

λnHn.

4.1.2. Choose a set of eigenvalues of H(λ). Let us assume that H0 has at
least ν eigenvalues

{E0
µ}νµ=1 ⊂ σd(H

0) (22)

in the discrete spectrum, counted with multiplicity but not necessarily sorted
in increasing order. By (4), there exists κH0 > 0 such that(

σ(H0)\{E0
µ}νµ=1

)
∩
(
∪νµ=1 ]E

0
µ − κH0 , E0

µ + κH0 [
)
= ∅, (23)

and assume that

dim
ν⊕

µ=1

Ker
(
H0 − E0

µ

)
= ν. (24)

Rellich’s theorem states that the eigenmodes ofH(λ) are also analytic in λ,
see [25, Theorem XII.3 p4], [25, Problem XII.17, p71], [28, Theorem 1.4.4 p25]
and [3, Theorem 1 p21] for instance. The extension to infinite-dimensional
space also holds under some technical assumptions, see [17], [25, Lemma
p16], [25, Theorem XII.8 p15] and [25, Theorem XII.13 p22].

We denote by (Eµ(λ), ϕµ(λ)) the eigenmodes, analytic in λ, respecting
Eµ(λ) = E0

µ and ⟨ϕµ(λ), ϕα(λ)⟩ = δµα for any µ, α ∈ {1, . . . , ν}. The phasis
of the vectors is not fixed by those conditions, meaning that taking smooth
maps θµ : R → R, the eigenvectors eiθµ(λ)ϕµ(λ) also respect the previous
conditions.

For any λ ∈]− λ0, λ0[, we define Γ(λ) := Dϕ(λ) and the partial inverse

Kµ(0) :=

{ (
(Eµ(0)−H(0))

(Γ(0))⊥H→(Γ(0))⊥H

)−1
on (Γ(0))⊥H,

0 on Γ(0)H,
(25)

extended by linearity on H. By (23) we have ||Kµ(0)|| ⩽ κ−1
H0 , and we assume

that

max
1⩽µ⩽ν

||AKµ(0)A|| < +∞. (26)
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4.1.3. Starting point for (PH(λ)P)
PH→PH

. The starting point of the anal-
ysis of the reduced operator will be λ = 0, on which the eigenmodes under
study of the exact and reduced operators are equal. So the first step consists
in exploiting this fact.

Let us consider an orthogonal projection P, where PH can be infinite-
dimensional. The hypothesis of eigenvector continuation, which we will
see later, imply that the exact eigenvector ϕµ(0) belongs to PH, hence
PH(0)Pϕµ(0) = Eµ(0)ϕµ(0), so ϕµ(0) is also an eigenvector of (PH(0)P)PH→PH
with eigenvalue Eµ(0). We need to assume that

{Eµ(0)}νµ=1 ⊂ σd
(
(PH(0)P)

PH→PH

)
(27)

and

dim PH ∩
ν⊕

µ=1

Ker(PH(0)P − Eµ(0)) = ν. (28)

Those last assumptions mean that the reduction from H to PH does not
produce spectral pollution close to the Eµ(0)’s for H(0).

4.1.4. Analytic branches for (PH(λ)P)
PH→PH

. To be able to apply Rel-
lich’s theorem for (PH(λ)P)

PH→PH
, we make several assumptions. Let us

assume that σ
(
(PH(λ)P)

PH→PH

)
̸= R, so there exists rP ∈ R and εP > 0

such that

σ
(
(PH(λ)P)

PH→PH

)
∩ ]rP − εP , rP + εP [ = ∅, (29)

assume that

sup
n∈N

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣PHnP
((

PH0P − rP
)
PH→PH

)−1
∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣ < +∞. (30)

and that for any n ∈ N,

D(PH0P) ⊂ D(PHnP). (31)

Rellich’s theorem ensures the existence of ν eigenmodes (Eµ(λ), ψµ(λ))νµ=1

of (PH(λ)P)
PH→PH

, analytic in λ ∈] − λ0, λ0[ where λ0 > 0, such that
Eµ(0) = Eµ(0), ψµ(0) = ϕµ(0) and ⟨ψµ(λ), ψα(λ)⟩ = δµα for any µ, α ∈
{1, . . . , ν}. We take λ0 small enough so that for some κH > 0 (which does
not depend on λ) and any λ ∈]− λ0, λ0[,(

σ
(
(PH(λ)P)

PH→PH

)
\{Eµ(λ)}νµ=1

)
∩
(
∪νµ=1 ]Eµ(λ)− κH , Eµ(λ) + κH [

)
= ∅, (32)

meaning that the rest of the spectrum remains far from {Eµ(λ)}νµ=1, uni-
formly in λ. Together with (28), this implies that for any λ ∈]− λ0, λ0[,

dim PH ∩
ν⊕

µ=1

Ker(PH(λ)P − Eµ(λ)) = ν.
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For any λ ∈]− λ0, λ0[ we can hence define

Rµ(λ)

:=

{ (
(Eµ(λ)− PH(λ)P)

Λ(λ)⊥PH→Λ(λ)⊥PH

)−1
on Λ(λ)⊥PH,

0 on Λ(λ)H⊕P⊥(λ)H,
(33)

extended by linearity on H. From (32) we have ||Rµ(λ)|| ⩽ κ−1
H(λ).

4.2. Statement of the results. For any λ ∈] − λ0, λ0[, we recall that
Γ(λ) := Dϕ(λ). For any n ∈ N ∪ {0} and any µ ∈ {1, . . . , ν},

ϕnµ :=

(
dn

dλn
ϕµ(λ)

)
λ=0

, Γn :=

(
dn

dλn
Γ(λ)

)
λ=0

. (34)

See Proposition 9.1 to see how to obtain the Γn’s. Let us also define

ξdeg
ec,ℓ,δ :=

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣∣
ν∑

µ=1

(1 +Rµ(0)H(0))P⊥Γℓ+1Pϕµ(0) + s.a

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣∣
2,δ

.

The main theorem of this section is about the closeness of the density
matrix Γ(λ) associated to the exact operator H(λ) with the one of the ap-
proximate operator (PH(λ)P)

PH→PH
, when PH contains the first ℓ + 1

derivatives of Γ(λ).

Corollary 4.1 (Eigenvector continuation in the perturbative regime, for
clusters of eigenmodes). As in Section 4.1.1, consider a Hamiltonian fam-
ily H(λ) :=

∑M
n=0 λ

nHn and consider ν analytic families of eigenmodes
(Eµ(λ), ϕµ(λ))

ν
µ=1 with ⟨ϕµ(λ), ϕα(λ)⟩ = δµα. Make the presented assump-

tions (19), (20), (21), (22), (26), (24), (27), (28), (29), (30), (31) and (32).
Consider an orthogonal projector P, satisfying (27), (28). Then, there are ν
eigenmodes (Eµ(λ), ψµ(λ))νµ=1 of (PH(λ)P)

PH→PH
, analytic in λ such that

Eµ(0) = Eµ(0), ψµ(0) = ϕµ(0) and ⟨ψµ(λ), ψα(λ)⟩ = δµα for any µ, α ∈
{1, . . . , ν}. We define ϕ(λ) := (ϕ(λ))νµ=1, ψ(λ) := (ψ(λ))νµ=1, Γ(λ) := Dϕ(λ)
and Λ(λ) := Dψ(λ). Given ℓ ∈ N ∪ {0}, if

∀n ∈ {0, . . . , ℓ}, ImΓn ⊂ PH, (35)

then there exists λ0 > 0 such that for any λ ∈]− λ0, λ0[ and δ ∈ {0, 1},∣∣∣||Γ(λ)− Λ(λ)||2,δ − |λ|ℓ+1 ξdeg
ec,ℓ,δ

∣∣∣ ⩽ c (|λ| b)ℓ+2 , (36)

where b and c are independent of λ and ℓ.

We give a proof in Section 10. Proposition 9.1 recalls the results of [21]
showing how to obtain Γn. The next result provides a practical way of
building the reduced space used in (35), via an explicit and simple basis.

Lemma 4.2 (Building the reduced space for density matrices). Consider the
context of Corollary 4.1. Take (φµ)

ν
µ=1 ∈ Hν to be a basis of the unperturbed
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space ⊕ν
µ=1Ker (H(0)− Eµ(0)). Then

ℓ⊕
n=0

ImΓn = Span (Γnφµ | 0 ⩽ n ⩽ ℓ, 1 ⩽ µ ⩽ ν) .

A proof is provided in Section 10.
We now discuss the vector case and as in Proposition 3.3 we drop the

subscripts 1, so R(λ) := R1(λ), ϕ(λ) := ϕ1(λ), ψ(λ) := ψ1(λ), E(λ) :=
E1(λ), E(λ) := E1(λ), ϕn := ϕn1 . We define

ξnd,V
ec,ℓ,δ :=

∣∣∣∣∣∣(1 +R(0)H(0))P⊥ϕℓ+1
∣∣∣∣∣∣
e,δ

ξnd,E
ec,ℓ :=

∣∣∣〈P⊥ϕℓ+1, (H(0)− E(0)) (1 +R(0)H(0))P⊥ϕℓ+1
〉∣∣∣ .

We now state the corresponding result but in the non-degenerate case and
for vectors.

Corollary 4.3 (Eigenvector continuation in the perturbative regime, one
eigenmode). We make the same assumptions as in Corollary 4.1, we take
ν = 1 and remove the subscripts 1, and we take ℓ ∈ N ∪ {0}. We choose the
phasis of ϕ(λ) and ψ(λ) such that

〈
ϕ0, ϕ(λ)

〉
∈ R+ and ⟨ϕ(λ), ψ(λ)⟩ ∈ R. If

∀n ∈ {0, . . . , ℓ},
(

dn

dλnϕ(λ)
)
λ=0

∈ PH, (37)

then there exists λ0 > 0 such that for any λ ∈]− λ0, λ0[ and δ ∈ {0, 1},∣∣∣||ϕ(λ)− ψ(λ)||e,δ − |λ|ℓ+1 ξnd,vec
ec,ℓ,δ

∣∣∣ ⩽ c (|λ| b)ℓ+2 , (38)∣∣∣|E(λ)− E(λ)| − |λ|2(ℓ+1) ξnd,E
ec,ℓ

∣∣∣ ⩽ c (|λ| b)2ℓ+3 , (39)

where b and c are independent of λ and ℓ.

We provide a proof in Section 10.

4.3. Remarks. Now, several remarks seem in order.

Remark 4.4 (Error with explicit constant). Inequality (38) could be written
as

||ϕ(λ)− ψ(λ)||e,δ = |λ|ℓ+1 ξnd,vec
ec,ℓ,δ +O

(
(|λ| b)ℓ+2

)
,

where O(·) would be a function bounded in λ and ℓ.

Remark 4.5 (Equality of perturbation terms). A consequence of (38) and (39)
is that for all n ∈ {0, . . . , ℓ}, k ∈ {0, . . . , 2ℓ+ 1},(

dn

dλnψ(λ)
)
λ=0

=
(

dn

dλnϕ(λ)
)
λ=0

,
(

dk

dλk
E(λ)

)
λ=0

=
(

dk

dλk
E(λ)

)
λ=0

,

meaning that the first perturbation terms of eigenvector continuation are the
same as the ones of the exact problem.

Remark 4.6 (Intermediate normalization). Intermediate normalization is
reviewed in Appendix A. Instead of building the reduced space PH from the
ϕn’s, one can form it by using the eigenvectors in intermediate normalization,
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denoted by Φn. Using this last normalization is more convenient because it
involves less computations. From (125) we have

Span
(
Φk, 0 ⩽ k ⩽ ℓ

)
= Span

(
ϕk, 0 ⩽ k ⩽ ℓ

)
. (40)

Hence one can form the reduced space of eigenvector continuation by using
either intermediate or unit normalization perturbation vectors, this is equiv-
alent.

Remark 4.7 (Comparision to perturbation theory). We provide a compar-
ision of eigenvector continuation with perturbation theory in Section 5.

Remark 4.8 (Generalization to higher-dimensional parameter space). Corol-
lary 4.1 is stated for a one-dimensional parameter space, parametrized by λ,
but one can straightforwardly extend it to general parameter spaces.

4.4. Vectors in the degenerate case. The bounds of Corollary 4.1 do not
enable to obtain bounds on individual eigenvectors and individual eigenval-
ues in the degenerate case. Nevertheless, following a different strategy of
proof can lead to such bounds and this is the purpose of this section.

4.4.1. Assumptions on derivatives. Let us define

H := Γ(0)H1Γ(0),

we denote by H
Γ(0)H

its restriction as an operator of Γ(0)H. Let us make
the hypothesis on the Eµ(λ)’s, but we could make them on the Eµ(λ)’s, this
is equivalent since Γ(0)H1Γ(0) = Λ(0)H1Λ(0). We assume that

∀α, β ∈ {1, . . . , ν}, Eα(0) = Eβ(0), (41)

i.e. the system is exactly degenerate. For any α ∈ {1, . . . , ν}, we define

E′
α(0) :=

(
d
dλEα(λ)

)
λ=0

,

and it is well-known that from first-order perturbation theory (see [17] for
instance) the E′

α(0)’s are the eigenvalues of H. We take µ ∈ {1, . . . , ν} and
we make the assumption that

the eigenvalue E′
µ(0) is non-degenerate for H

Γ(0)H
, (42)

implying the the other branches have a different derivative at zero. Thus
there exists κH > 0 such that(

σ (H) \{E′
µ(0)}

)
∩ ]E′

µ(0)− κH, E
′
µ(0) + κH[ = ∅,

and we can define

Gµ(0) :=


((
E′
µ(0)− H

)
P⊥
ϕµ(0)

Γ(0)H

)−1

on P⊥
ϕµ(0)

Γ(0)H,

0 on Γ(0)⊥H⊕ Cϕµ(0),
(43)

extended by linearity on all of H. More explicitely, we have

Gµ(0) =
∑

1⩽α⩽ν
α ̸=µ

(
E′
µ(0)− E′

α(0)
)−1

Pϕα(0).



RBM AND EIGENVECTOR CONTINUATION 13

We then define, for δ ∈ {0, 1},

ξdeg,vec
ec,µ,ℓ,δ :=

∣∣∣∣∣∣(1 +Gµ(0)H
1
) (

1 +Rµ(0)H
0
)
P⊥ϕℓ+1

µ (0)
∣∣∣∣∣∣
e,δ
.

4.4.2. Statement of the result. We are now ready to state our last result on
eigenvector continuation.

Theorem 4.9 (Degenerate case with vectors). We make the same assump-
tions as in Corollary 4.1 except (35), so we consider a cluster of ν eigenmodes
(Eµ(λ), ϕµ(λ))

ν
µ=1. Moreover, let us assume (41), take some µ ∈ {1, . . . , ν}

and assume (42). We choose the phasis of ϕµ(λ) and ψµ(λ) such that〈
ϕ0µ, ϕµ(λ)

〉
∈ R+ and

〈
ϕ0µ, ψµ(λ)

〉
∈ R+. Take ℓ ∈ N ∪ {0} and δ ∈ {0, 1}.

If

∀n ∈ {0, . . . , ℓ},
(

dn

dλnϕµ(λ)
)
λ=0

∈ PH, (44)

∀α ∈ {1, . . . , ν}, ϕα(0) ∈ PH,

then there exists λ0 > 0 such that for any λ ∈]− λ0, λ0[,∣∣∣||ϕµ(λ)− ψµ(λ)||e,δ − |λ|ℓ+1 ξdeg,vec
ec,µ,ℓ,δ

∣∣∣ ⩽ c (|λ| b)ℓ+2 , (45)

where b and c are independent of λ and ℓ.

As in (16), Corollary 4.1 only provides a convergence of the density ma-
trices and of the sum of eigenvalues in a cluster, not a convergence of the
individual eigenvectors and eigenvalues. Hence Theorem 4.9 provides more
information. An error in individual eigenvalues can be deduced from an error
in individual eigenvectors by Lemma 7.2. The proof of Theorem 4.9, pro-
vided in Section 4.9, is very different from the ones of the previous results,
and uses a purely perturbative approach.

5. Comparision between eigenvector continuation
and perturbation theory

In this section, we present a numerical experiment investigating eigenvec-
tor continuation in the perturbative regime. We consider non-degenerate
levels, and the vector case, as treated in Corollary 4.1.

5.1. Operators Hn. We will work with periodic one-dimensional Schrödinger
operators. Take H = L2

per(R) to be the space of L2 functions with pe-
riod L > 0, take Vj : R → R for j ∈ {1, 2, 3} three smooth functions,
H0 = −∆+V1, H1 = V2, H2 = V3 and Hn = 0 for any n ⩾ 3. We represent
the Vj ’s on Figure 2 together with their ground states denoted by uj .

5.2. Eigenvector continuation versus perturbation theory. We define
the approximation of ϕµ(λ) given by perturbation theory and the correspond-
ing eigenvalue approximation

φµ(λ) :=

∑ℓ
n=0 λ

nϕnµ∣∣∣∣∣∣∑ℓ
n=0 λ

nϕnµ

∣∣∣∣∣∣ , eµ(λ) := ⟨φµ(λ), H(λ)φµ(λ)⟩ .

It is well-known that those quantities coming from perturbation theory re-
spect the following bounds.
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V0

u0
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u1

V2

u2

Figure 2. Potentials Vj for j ∈ {1, 2, 3} and the ground
states uj of −∆+ Vj .

Lemma 5.1. Let us make the definitions and assumptions of Sections 4.1.1
and 4.1.2. By defining ξnd,vec

pert,ℓ,δ :=
∣∣∣∣ϕℓ+1

µ

∣∣∣∣
e,δ

and ξnd,E
pert,ℓ :=

∣∣∣E2(ℓ+1)
µ

∣∣∣, for
δ ∈ {0, 1} we have∣∣∣||ϕµ(λ)− φµ(λ)||e,δ − |λ|ℓ+1 ξnd,vec

pert,ℓ,δ

∣∣∣ ⩽ c (|λ| b)ℓ+2 ,∣∣∣|Eµ(λ)− eµ(λ)| − |λ|2(ℓ+1) ξnd,E
pert,ℓ

∣∣∣ ⩽ c (|λ| b)2ℓ+3 ,

where b and c are independent of λ and ℓ.

A proof is provided in Section 12. The errors given by eigenvector contin-
uation and perturbation theory have the same order in |λ| but have different
constants. The relevent quantity enabling to compare eigenvector continu-
ation and perturbation theory in the asymptotic regime is ξ0 := 1 and for
ℓ ⩾ 1,

ξℓ := lim
λ→0

||ϕµ(λ)− φµ(λ)||
||ϕµ(λ)− ψµ(λ)||

=
ξnd,vec
pert,ℓ,0

ξnd,vec
ec,ℓ,0

=

∣∣∣∣ϕℓ+1
µ

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣(1 +Rµ(0)H(0))P⊥ϕℓ+1
µ

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ,
but one could also use

∣∣∣∣(1 +Rµ(0)H(0))P⊥ϕℓ+1
µ

∣∣∣∣−1

e

∣∣∣∣ϕℓ+1
µ

∣∣∣∣
e
, which is very

close. This quantifies the acceleration that eigenvector continuation provides
with respect to perturbation theory. The larger ξℓ is, the most efficient P is.
We numerically found situations such that ξℓ < 1 so eigenvector continuation
is not necessarily better than perturbation theory, but in general we observe
ξℓ > 1.

In our simulations, we will display the errors made by eigenvector con-
tinuation (plain lines) and the ones made by perturbation theory (dashed
lines), at the level of eigenvectors and eigenvalues.

It is as if the perturbative regime was attained sooner than with pertur-
bation theory

5.3. Varying ℓ. In this section, we aim at making ℓ vary. We choose Pℓ to
be the orthogonal projection onto

Span
((

dn

dλnϕ(λ)
)
λ=0

, 0 ⩽ n ⩽ ℓ
)
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where ϕ(λ) is the eigenvector corresponding to the lowest eigenvalue E(λ)
of H(λ), and we denote by ψℓ(λ) the eigenvector of lowest eigenvalue Eℓ(λ) of

PℓH(λ)Pℓ. We define the perturbative approximations φℓ(λ) :=
∑ℓ
n=0 λ

nϕn

||∑ℓ
n=0 λ

nϕn||
and eℓ(λ) :=

〈
φℓ(λ), H(λ)φℓ(λ)

〉
.

On Figure 3, we plot the errors against λ and near λ = 0. The asymptotic
slopes correspond to (38) and (39). We see that the perturbation regime
(the value of λ for which the asymptotic slopes of λ → 0 are followed) for
perturbation theory is precisely attained around λ ≃ 1.5 for all values of ℓ.
On the contrary, in the case of eigenvector continuation, it is not clear where
the asymptotic regime starts.

On Table 1 and Figure 4, we display the acceleration constant ξℓ with re-
spect to ℓ. We also define ξsimple

ℓ :=
∣∣∣∣P⊥ϕℓ+1

µ

∣∣∣∣−1 ∣∣∣∣ϕℓ+1
µ

∣∣∣∣ to show in Figure 4
that this simpler quantity is close to ξℓ. We see on Figure 4 that the asymp-
totic behaviors when ℓ → +∞ are ξnd,vec

pert,ℓ ≃ cperts
ℓ
pert and ξnd,vec

ec,ℓ ≃ cecs
ℓ
ec

with sec < spert. Hence we can conjecture that∣∣∣∣∣∣ϕ(λ)− φℓ(λ)
∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≃ rpert (|λ| qpert)

ℓ ,
∣∣∣∣∣∣ϕ(λ)− ψℓ(λ)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≃ rec (|λ| qec)ℓ

with qec < qpert, as if eigenvector continuation had the same error behavior
as perturbation theory but where the perturbative regime is attained sooner
than for perturbative theory.

𝜆
10−0.5 100.0 100.5 101

10−10

10−5

100

|E(𝜆) − 𝓔ℓ(𝜆)|/|E(0)|

|E(𝜆) − eℓ(𝜆)|/|E(0)|

𝜆
10−0.5 100.0 100.5 101

10−10

10−5

100

‖𝜙(𝜆) − 𝜓ℓ(𝜆)‖/‖𝜙(0)‖

‖𝜙(𝜆) − 𝜑ℓ(𝜆)‖/‖𝜙(0)‖

ℓ = 

0 1 2 3 5 8 14 20 30 40 50 60 80 100

Figure 3. Varying ℓ, in the case of only one eigenmode. The
asymptotic slopes near 0 are ℓ+1 on the right and 2ℓ+2 on
the left, corresponding to (38) and (39).
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ℓ 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
ξℓ 1 1.7 1.3 2.1 6.7 2.4 9.3 10 110 127 37 260 149 899

ξsimple
ℓ 1 1.7 1.6 2.2 7.8 3.7 12 14 122 178 57 339 203 1242

Table 1. First values of the asymptotic acceleration coef-
ficients against ℓ, quantifying the advantage of eigenvector
continuation with respect to perturbation theory in the per-
turbative regime.

ℓ
10 20 30 40 50

10−30

10−20

10−10

100

ℓ
10 20 30 40 50

100

105

1010

1015

𝜉ec,ℓ,0
nd,vec

𝜉pert,ℓ,0
nd,vec

𝜉ℓ

𝜉ℓ
simple

Figure 4. Left: values of ξnd,vec
pert,ℓ and ξnd,vec

ec,ℓ against ℓ. Right:
acceleration factor ξℓ against ℓ. We approximately observe a
behavior ln10 ξℓ ≃ 0.35ℓ.

6. Proof of Theorem 3.1

We recall that for any self-adjoint operators B,C of H,

||BC||2 ⩽ ||B|| ||C||2 . (46)

Moreover, for any u, v ∈ H, we have

|||u⟩ ⟨v|||2 = |||u⟩ ⟨v||| = ||u|| ||v|| . (47)

6.1. Decomposition of the error. We decompose the error Γ − Λ into
several terms, which will be possible to handle individually. First, we have
ϕα ∈ PH, so

PΛ =
ν∑

µ=1

|Pϕα⟩ ⟨ϕα| =
ν∑

µ=1

|ϕα⟩ ⟨ϕα| = Λ,

hence

PΛ = ΛP = Λ, P⊥Λ = ΛP⊥ = 0. (48)

Then we can decompose the error Γ− Λ in the following way

Γ− Λ =
1=P+P⊥

P⊥ (Γ− Λ)P⊥ + P (Γ− Λ)P⊥ + P⊥ (Γ− Λ)P + P (Γ− Λ)P

=
(48)

P⊥ΓP⊥ + PΓP⊥ + P⊥ΓP + P (Γ− Λ)P. (49)

We will follow those steps :
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• in Section 6.2 we show how to treat the first terms P⊥ΓP⊥, PΓP⊥,
and P⊥ΓP,

• in Section 6.3 we present a first way of treating the term P (Γ− Λ)P,
which will be developed in Sections 6.4, 6.5, 6.6 and 6.7,

• in Section 6.9 we present a second way of treating P (Γ− Λ)P, lead-
ing to a different kind of inequalities.

6.2. Treating P⊥ΓP⊥, PΓP⊥ and P⊥ΓP. We start by treating the first
terms of (49). We have∣∣∣∣∣∣P⊥ΓP⊥

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2,δ

=
Γ=Γ2

∣∣∣∣∣∣AδP⊥Γ2P⊥
∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

⩽
(46)

∣∣∣∣∣∣P⊥Γ
∣∣∣∣∣∣
2,δ

∣∣∣∣∣∣P⊥Γ
∣∣∣∣∣∣

=
∣∣∣∣∣∣P⊥Γ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2,δ

∣∣∣∣∣∣A−δAδP⊥Γ
∣∣∣∣∣∣ ⩽ cδA

∣∣∣∣∣∣P⊥Γ
∣∣∣∣∣∣2
2,δ
.

Then,∣∣∣∣∣∣AδP⊥ΓP
∣∣∣∣∣∣
2
+
∣∣∣∣∣∣AδPΓP⊥

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2
⩽ cδA

(∣∣∣∣∣∣AδP⊥ΓPAδ
∣∣∣∣∣∣
2
+
∣∣∣∣∣∣AδPΓP⊥Aδ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

)
= 2cδA

∣∣∣∣∣∣AδP⊥ΓPAδ
∣∣∣∣∣∣
2
= 2cδA

∣∣∣∣∣∣AδP⊥Γ2AδA−δPAδ
∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

⩽ 2cδA

∣∣∣∣∣∣AδP⊥Γ
∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

∣∣∣∣∣∣ΓAδ∣∣∣∣∣∣ ∣∣∣∣∣∣A−δPAδ
∣∣∣∣∣∣ = 2 (cAcP ||AΓ||)δ

∣∣∣∣∣∣P⊥Γ
∣∣∣∣∣∣
2,δ
.

6.3. A first treatment of P (Γ− Λ)P. We present a first treatment of
P (Γ− Λ)P, based on the decomposition P = P(Λ+Λ⊥) = PΛ⊥+Λ. More
precisely,

P (Γ− Λ)P = PΛ⊥ (Γ− Λ)Λ + Λ (Γ− Λ)PΛ⊥

+ Λ(Γ− Λ)Λ + PΛ⊥ (Γ− Λ)Λ⊥P

=
(48)

PΛ⊥ΓΛ + ΛΓPΛ⊥ + Λ(Γ− Λ)Λ + PΛ⊥ΓΛ⊥P. (50)

In the following sections, we provide inequalities for each of those terms.

6.4. Treating Λ (Γ− Λ)Λ. On the first hand,

(Λ (Γ− Λ)Λ)2 = (ΛΓΛ− Λ)2 = ΛΓΛΓΛ− 2ΛΓΛ + Λ

hence

||Λ (Γ− Λ)Λ||22 = Tr (Λ (Γ− Λ)Λ)2 = TrΓΛΓΛ− 2TrΓΛ + ν.

On the other hand,

(Γ− Λ)4 = (Γ + Λ− ΛΓ− ΓΛ)2

= Γ + Λ− ΛΓΛ− ΓΛΓ− ΓΛ− ΛΓ + ΓΛΓΛ + ΛΓΛΓ,

so ∣∣∣∣∣∣(Γ− Λ)2
∣∣∣∣∣∣2
2
= 2 (TrΓΛΓΛ− 2TrΓΛ + ν) .

Then, we see that

||Λ (Γ− Λ)Λ||2 =
1√
2

∣∣∣∣∣∣(Γ− Λ)2
∣∣∣∣∣∣
2
⩽

1√
2
||Γ− Λ||22 . (51)
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Finally,

||Λ (Γ− Λ)Λ||2,δ =
∣∣∣∣∣∣AδΛ (Γ− Λ)Λ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2
=
∣∣∣∣∣∣AδΛ2 (Γ− Λ)Λ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

⩽
∣∣∣∣∣∣AδΛ∣∣∣∣∣∣ ||Λ (Γ− Λ)Λ||2 = ||AΛ||δ ||Λ (Γ− Λ)Λ||2

⩽
(51)

2−
1
2 ||AΛ||δ ||Γ− Λ||22 ⩽ 2−

1
2
(
c2A ||AΛ||

)δ ||Γ− Λ||22,δ

⩽ (1 + cA(1 + cA) ||AΛ||)2δ ||Γ− Λ||22 . (52)

6.5. Treating PΛ⊥ΓΛ⊥P. We have∣∣∣∣∣∣APΛ⊥A−1
∣∣∣∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣APA−1

(
1−AΛA−1

)∣∣∣∣
⩽ cP

(
1 +

∣∣∣∣AΛA−1
∣∣∣∣) ⩽ cP (1 + cA ||AΛ||) . (53)

Now, we develop∣∣∣∣∣∣PΛ⊥ΓΛ⊥P
∣∣∣∣∣∣
2,δ

⩽ cδA

∣∣∣∣∣∣AδPΛ⊥Γ2Λ⊥PAδ
∣∣∣∣∣∣
2
⩽ cδA

∣∣∣∣∣∣AδPΛ⊥Γ
∣∣∣∣∣∣2
2

= cδA

∣∣∣∣∣∣AδPΛ⊥ (Γ− Λ)
∣∣∣∣∣∣2
2
= cδA

∣∣∣∣∣∣AδPΛ⊥A−δAδ (Γ− Λ)
∣∣∣∣∣∣2
2

⩽ cδA

∣∣∣∣∣∣AδPΛ⊥A−δ
∣∣∣∣∣∣2 ||Γ− Λ||22,δ ⩽ cδA

∣∣∣∣∣∣APΛ⊥A−1
∣∣∣∣∣∣2δ ||Γ− Λ||22,δ

⩽
(53)

cδA (cP (1 + cA ||AΛ||))2δ ||Γ− Λ||22,δ

⩽
(
cAc

2
P
)δ

(1 + cA(1 + cA) ||AΛ||)2δ ||Γ− Λ||22,δ . (54)

6.6. Definition and properties of partial inverses. To prepare the next
section, we need Liouvillian operators, which are standard tools to partially
invert Hamiltonians acting on density matrices, see for instance [2,17,23,30]
and [7, Section 5.1]. We show several basic equations that will be used.

We define

Rµ := (Eµ − PHP)−1
⊥ ,

the super-operators L and L+ acting on S2 by

B 7→ LB := [PHP, B], B 7→ L+B := −
ν∑

µ=1

RµBPψµ

and the subspaces

O1 := {B ∈ S2, B = PΛ⊥BP⊥}, O2 := {B ∈ S2, B = P⊥BPΛ⊥}.

By definition of Rµ we have

P (Eµ −H)Rµ = Λ⊥P = Rµ (Eµ −H)P. (55)



RBM AND EIGENVECTOR CONTINUATION 19

We compute, for any B ∈ S2,

L+LB = −
ν∑

µ=1

Rµ[PHP, B]Pψµ =
PHPPψµ
=EµPψµ

ν∑
µ=1

(
EµRµBPψµ −RµPHPBPψµ

)

=
ν∑

µ=1

Rµ (Eµ −H)PBPψµ =
(55)

PΛ⊥B
ν∑

µ=1

Pψµ = PΛ⊥BΛ.

We can show that L+L is the orthogonal projection onto O1. We provide
the details here as well for the sake of completeness. For any B ∈ S2, we
have

LL+B =

PHP,−
ν∑

µ=1

RµBPψµ

 =

ν∑
µ=1

(
EµRµBPψµ − PHPRµBPψµ

)
=

ν∑
µ=1

P (Eµ −H)RµBPψµ = Λ⊥PBΛ,

hence LL+ = L+L. Moreover, for any F,B ∈ S2,(
F,L+LB

)
2 = TrF ∗Λ⊥PBΛ = TrΛF ∗Λ⊥PB = Tr

(
PΛ⊥FΛ

)∗
B

=
(
L+LF,B

)
2

thus (L+L)∗ = L+L. Finally,(
L+L

)2
B =

(
L+L

) (
Λ⊥PBΛ

)
= Λ⊥P

(
Λ⊥PBΛ

)
Λ = Λ⊥PBΛ = L+LB,

hence (L+L)2 = L+L, and we can conclude that L+L is the orthogonal
projection onto O1.

From (48), we have that Λ and Λ⊥ commute with P and H, hence for
Q,G ∈ {Λ,PΛ⊥} and for any operator B ∈ S2,

L (QBG) = Q (LB)G. (56)

6.7. Treating PΛ⊥ΓΛ and ΛΓPΛ⊥. We now use the Liouvillian operator
to treat PΛ⊥ΓΛ. The Euler-Lagrange equation for Γ is [H,Γ] = 0 and can
be verified by developping Γ into projectors. There holds

LΓ = [PHP,Γ] = P[H,Γ]P −
(
PH[P⊥,Γ] + [P⊥,Γ]HP

)
=

[H,Γ]=0
−PH[P⊥,Γ]− [P⊥,Γ]HP. (57)

Next,

PΛ⊥ΓΛ = L+LΓ =
(57)

ν∑
µ=1

Rµ

(
PH[P⊥,Γ] + [P⊥,Γ]HP

)
Pψµ

=
P⊥Pψµ=0

RµP⊥=0

ν∑
µ=1

Rµ
(
HP⊥Γ− ΓP⊥H

)
Pψµ . (58)
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This part is to be associated with Λ⊥

P⊥ΓP = P⊥ΓΛ + P⊥ΓΛ⊥P = P⊥Γ
ν∑

µ=1

Pψµ + P⊥ (Γ− Λ)2 Λ⊥P,

where we see that the last term is quadratic in Γ − Λ and hence will be
negligible. Thus

PΛ⊥ΓΛ + P⊥ΓP =

ν∑
µ=1

(1 +RµH)HP⊥ΓPψµ

−
ν∑

µ=1

RµΓP⊥HPψµ + P⊥ (Γ− Λ)2 Λ⊥P. (59)

Taking the adjoint operator of (58) yields

ΛΓPΛ⊥ =
ν∑

µ=1

Pψµ
(
ΓP⊥H −HP⊥Γ

)
Rµ.

As for the bounds, we have∣∣∣∣∣∣(1 +RµH)P⊥ΓPψµ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2,δ

+
∣∣∣∣∣∣PψµΓP⊥(1 +HRµ)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2,δ

=
∣∣∣∣∣∣Aδ(1 +RµH)P⊥ΓPψµΛA

δA−δ
∣∣∣∣∣∣
2
+
∣∣∣∣∣∣AδΛPψµΓP⊥(1 +HRµ)A

δA−δ
∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

⩽ 2cδA

∣∣∣∣∣∣Aδ(1 +RµH)P⊥ΓPψµΛA
δ
∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

= 2cδA

∣∣∣∣∣∣Aδ(1 +RµH)P⊥A−δAδP⊥ΓPψµΛA
δ
∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

⩽ 2 (cA ||AΛ||)δ
∣∣∣∣∣∣Aδ(1 +RµH)P⊥A−δ

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ∣∣∣∣∣∣P⊥Γ
∣∣∣∣∣∣
2,δ
. (60)

Similarly,∣∣∣∣∣∣RµΓP⊥HPψµ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
e,2

+
∣∣∣∣∣∣PψµHP⊥ΓRµ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
e,2

⩽ 2cδA

∣∣∣∣∣∣AδRµΓP⊥HPψµA
δ
∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

=
RµΛ=0

2cδA

∣∣∣∣∣∣AδRµ (Γ− Λ)Γ
(
P⊥)2HΛPψµΛA

δ
∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

⩽ 2cδA

∣∣∣∣∣∣AδRµ∣∣∣∣∣∣ ||Γ− Λ||
∣∣∣∣∣∣ΓP⊥

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

∣∣∣∣∣∣P⊥HΛ
∣∣∣∣∣∣ ||ΛA||δ

⩽ 2
(
c2A ||AΛ||

)δ ∣∣∣∣∣∣AδRµ∣∣∣∣∣∣ ||Γ− Λ||
∣∣∣∣∣∣P⊥HΛ

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ∣∣∣∣∣∣P⊥Γ
∣∣∣∣∣∣
2,δ
. (61)

Finally,∣∣∣∣∣∣P⊥ΓΛ⊥P
∣∣∣∣∣∣
2,δ

+
∣∣∣∣∣∣PΛ⊥ΓP⊥

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2,δ

⩽ 2cδA

∣∣∣∣∣∣AδP⊥Γ (Γ− Λ)Λ⊥PAδ
∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

= 2cδA

∣∣∣∣∣∣AδP⊥Γ (Γ− Λ)AδA−δΛ⊥AδA−δPAδ
∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

⩽ 2 (cAcP (1 + ||AΛ||))δ
∣∣∣∣∣∣P⊥Γ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2,δ

||Γ− Λ||2,δ .
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6.8. First form. Remark that in this form, gathering all the terms, we have

Γ− Λ = P⊥ΓP⊥ + PΓP⊥ + P⊥ΓP + Λ(Γ− Λ)Λ + PΛ⊥ΓΛ⊥P

+

ν∑
µ=1

(
Pψµ

(
ΓP⊥H −HP⊥Γ

)
Rµ −Rµ

(
ΓP⊥H −HP⊥Γ

)
Pψµ

)
.

Now using (59) to associate P⊥ΓP with PΛΓΛ, we obtain (7) where

Ω = P⊥ (Γ− Λ)2 P⊥ + Λ(Γ− Λ)Λ +
(
P⊥ (Γ− Λ)2 Λ⊥P + s.a

)
+ PΛ⊥ (Γ− Λ)2 Λ⊥P −

ν∑
µ=1

(
Rµ (Γ− Λ)2 P⊥HPψµ + s.a

)
. (62)

From (51) we know that Λ (Γ− Λ)Λ is quadratic in Γ − Λ. Hence, we
immediately see with this form (7) that when Γ − Λ is small, the leading
term is

∑ν
µ=1

(
(1 +HRµ)P⊥ΓPψµ + s.a

)
, and Ω is quadratic in Γ− Λ, and

thus much smaller.
We obtain (8) from the developed inequalities.

6.9. Second form. In this section we present another way of treating Γ−Λ.
For any z ∈ C\σ

(
(PHP)

PH→PH

)
, we define the partial inverse

(z − PHP)−1
PH :=

{ (
(z − PHP)

PH→PH

)−1
on PH,

0 on P⊥H,
(63)

extended by linearity on H. By the definition (63),

(z − PHP) (z − PHP)−1
PH φ =

{
φ if φ ∈ PH,
0 if φ ∈ P⊥H,

hence

(z − PHP) (z − PHP)−1
PH = P. (64)

Then

P(z −H)−1P − (z − PHP)−1
PH = P(z −H)−1

(
P − (z −H)(z − PHP)−1

PH
)

= P(z −H)−1
(
P − (z − PHP + PHP −H)(z − PHP)−1

PH
)

=
(64)

P(z −H)−1(H − PHP)(z − PHP)−1
PH

= P(z −H)−1P⊥H(z − PHP)−1
PH,

where we used that (z − PHP)−1
PH = P(z − PHP)−1

PH in the last step. We
now use that

Γ(z −H)−1 =

ν∑
µ=1

Pϕµ(z −H)−1 =

ν∑
µ=1

Pϕµ(z −H)−1 =

ν∑
µ=1

Pϕµ(z − Eµ)
−1
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to deduce Γ(z−H)−1Γ⊥ = Γ⊥(z−H)−1Γ = 0 and Γ(z−H)−1 = Γ(z−H)−1Γ,
so we can write

(z −H)−1

= Γ(z −H)−1Γ + Γ⊥(z −H)−1Γ + Γ(z −H)−1Γ⊥ + Γ⊥(z −H)−1Γ⊥

= (z −H)−1
⊥ +

ν∑
µ=1

Pϕµ(z − Eµ)
−1.

Similarly,

(z − PHP)−1
PH = Λ(z − PHP)−1

PH + Λ⊥(z − PHP)−1
PHΛ

⊥

= (z − PHP)−1
⊥ +

ν∑
µ=1

Pψµ(z − Eµ)−1.

The operators (z −H)−1
⊥ and (z −PHP)−1

⊥ are holomorphic in the interior
of C so they will “participate passively” to the Cauchy integral. Moreover,

1

2πi

∮
C
(z − Eµ)

−1(z − Eα)−1dz = δEµ ̸=Eα
(
(Eα − Eµ)

−1 + (Eµ − Eα)−1
)
= 0.

(65)

We are ready to compute

P (Γ− Λ)P =
1

2πi

∮
C

(
P(z −H)−1P − (z − PHP)−1

PH
)
dz

=
1

2πi

∮
C
P(z −H)−1P⊥H(z − PHP)−1

PHdz

=
ν∑

µ=1

(
PPϕµP⊥H (Eµ − PHP)−1

⊥ + P (Eµ −H)−1
⊥ P⊥HPψµ

)
.

As for inequalities, we have∣∣∣∣∣∣AδPPϕµP⊥H (Eµ − PHP)−1
⊥

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

=
∣∣∣∣∣∣AδPA−δAδΓPϕµΓP⊥P⊥H (Eµ − PHP)−1

⊥

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

⩽
∣∣∣∣∣∣AδPA−δ

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ∣∣∣∣∣∣AδΓ∣∣∣∣∣∣ ∣∣∣∣Pϕµ∣∣∣∣2 ∣∣∣∣∣∣ΓP⊥
∣∣∣∣∣∣ ∣∣∣∣∣∣P⊥H (Eµ − PHP)−1

⊥

∣∣∣∣∣∣
⩽ (cAcP ||AΓ||)δ

∣∣∣∣∣∣(Eµ − PHP)−1
⊥ HP⊥

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ∣∣∣∣∣∣P⊥Γ
∣∣∣∣∣∣
2,δ
,

and∣∣∣∣∣∣AδP (Eµ −H)−1
⊥ P⊥HPψµ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2
=
∣∣∣∣∣∣AδPA−δAδ (Eµ −H)−1

⊥ P⊥HΛPψµ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

⩽
∣∣∣∣∣∣AδPA−δ

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ∣∣∣∣∣∣Aδ (Eµ −H)−1
⊥

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ∣∣∣∣∣∣P⊥HΛ
∣∣∣∣∣∣ ∣∣∣∣Pψµ∣∣∣∣2

⩽ cδP

∣∣∣∣∣∣Aδ (Eµ −H)−1
⊥

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ∣∣∣∣∣∣P⊥HΛ
∣∣∣∣∣∣ ,

and also using the inequalities of Section 6.2, we can deduce (11) of Propo-
sition 3.2.
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7. Proof of Proposition 3.3

We now treat the vector case and aim at showing (12) and (13).

7.1. Equality on eigenvectors. Let us keep ν ∈ N general first, we will
assume ν = 1 later.

Lemma 7.1. Given the setting of Proposition 3.3, for any µ ∈ {1, . . . , ν},
assuming that ⟨ϕµ, ψµ⟩ ∈ R, there holds(

Λ⊥ + Pψµ
)
(ϕµ − ψµ) = (1 +RµH)P⊥ϕµ

− 1

2
||ϕµ − ψµ||2 ψµ + (Eµ − Eµ)Rµ (ϕµ − ψµ) . (66)

The remaining component of ϕµ − ψµ which is not taken into account in
this lemma is ΛP⊥

ψµ
(ϕµ − ψµ).

Proof. We have (H − Eµ)ϕµ = 0 and P (H − Eµ)ψµ = 0, thus

P (H − Eµ) (ϕµ − ψµ) = (Eµ − Eµ)Pϕµ. (67)

We first use [PHP,Λ] = 0, hence PHPΛ⊥ = Λ⊥PHP and applying Λ⊥ on
the left we obtain Λ⊥PHPΛ⊥ = Λ⊥PHP, so

PΛ⊥ (Eµ −H) Λ⊥P (ϕµ − ψµ) = PΛ⊥ (Eµ −H)P (ϕµ − ψµ)

= Λ⊥P (Eµ −H) (ϕµ − ψµ)− Λ⊥P (Eµ −H)P⊥ (ϕµ − ψµ)

=
(67)

(Eµ − Eµ) Λ
⊥Pϕµ + Λ⊥PHP⊥ϕµ.

We apply Rµ and use (55), RµΛ⊥P = Rµ and Rµψµ = 0 to obtain

PΛ⊥ (ϕµ − ψµ) = RµHP⊥ϕµ + (Eµ − Eµ)Rµ (ϕµ − ψµ) . (68)

Moreover, in a gauge where ⟨ψµ, ϕµ⟩ ∈ R,

⟨ψµ, ϕµ⟩ = 1− 1

2
||ϕµ − ψµ||2

hence

Pψµ (ϕµ − ψµ) =
(
⟨ψµ, ϕµ⟩ − 1

)
ψµ = −1

2
||ϕµ − ψµ||2 ψµ. (69)

Finally, Λ⊥ + Pψµ = P⊥ +PΛ⊥ + Pψµ and we obtain (66) by summing (68)
and (69) with P⊥ (ϕµ − ψµ) = P⊥ϕµ. □

We obtain (12) by applying this lemma to ν = 1, in which case Λ⊥+Pψµ =
1. For ν ⩾ 2, this methods with vectors does not enable to obtain a bound
on the remaining component ΛP⊥

ψµ
, that is why the previous density matrix

approach is useful.

7.2. Equality on eigenvalues. Let us first present a well-known and basic
estimate showing that the errors between eigenvalues can be expressed as
the square of the error between eigenvectors. We give a proof for the sake of
completeness.
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Lemma 7.2 (Eigenvalue error is quadratic in eigenvector error). Take two
self-adjoint operators A and H, assume that

∣∣∣∣A−1
∣∣∣∣ < +∞ and cH :=∣∣∣∣A−1HA−1

∣∣∣∣ < +∞. Take ψ in the form domain of H and ϕ in the do-
main of H, such that Hϕ = Eϕ, ||ψ|| = ||ϕ|| = 1, and define E := ⟨ψ,Hψ⟩.
Then

E − E = ⟨ϕ− ψ, (E −H) (ϕ− ψ)⟩ , (70)

|E − E| ⩽
∣∣∣∣A−1(H − E)A−1

∣∣∣∣ min
θ∈[0,2π[

∣∣∣∣∣∣A(ϕ− eiθψ)
∣∣∣∣∣∣2 . (71)

Usually the bound (71) is used as

|E − E| ⩽
(∣∣∣∣A−1

∣∣∣∣2 |E|+
∣∣∣∣A−1HA−1

∣∣∣∣) min
θ∈[0,2π[

∣∣∣∣∣∣A(ϕ− eiθψ)
∣∣∣∣∣∣2 .

Proof. By using (E −H)ϕ = 0 and ||ψ|| = 1, we have

⟨ϕ− ψ, (E −H) (ϕ− ψ)⟩ = −⟨ϕ− ψ, (E −H)ψ⟩
= −⟨(E −H) (ϕ− ψ) , ψ⟩ = ⟨(E −H)ψ,ψ⟩ = E − ⟨ψ,Hψ⟩ = E − E .

Then

|E − E| =
∣∣〈A(ϕ− ψ), A−1(E −H)A−1A (ϕ− ψ)

〉∣∣
⩽
∣∣∣∣A−1(E −H)A−1

∣∣∣∣ ||A(ϕ− ψ)||2 .

To conclude, we change ψ → eiθψ. □

We now have ν = 1 and remove the subscript 1 everywhere. Let us now
show (13). First,

R (H − E) (1 +RH)P⊥ = R(H − E)P⊥ +R (H − E)RHP⊥

=
RP⊥=0

RHP⊥ +R (H − E)PRHP⊥

=
R(E−H)P=PP⊥

ψ

RHP⊥ − PP⊥
ψ RHP⊥ =

PP⊥
ψ R=R

0. (72)

Moreover, using (12) we have

(E −H) (ϕ− ψ) =
(PH−E)ψ=0

(E −H)
(
(1 +RH)P⊥ϕ+ (E − E)Rϕ

)
+ 1

2 ||ϕ− ψ||2 P⊥Hψ

= (E −H) (1 +RH)P⊥ϕ+ (E − E)P (E −H)Rϕ

+ (E − E)P⊥ (E −H)Rϕ+ 1
2 ||ϕ− ψ||2 P⊥Hψ

= (E −H) (1 +RH)P⊥ϕ+ (E − E)PP⊥
ψ ϕ+ (E − E)P⊥HRϕ

+ 1
2 ||ϕ− ψ||2 P⊥Hψ. (73)
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Similarly as in (70), using (E −H)ϕ = 0 and ||ψ|| = 1, we have

E − E = ⟨ϕ− ψ, (E −H) (ϕ− ψ)⟩

= ⟨ϕ− ψ, (E −H) (ϕ− ψ)⟩+ (E − E) ||ϕ− ψ||2

=
(12)

〈
(1 +RH)P⊥ϕ, (E −H) (ϕ− ψ)

〉
− 1

2 ||ϕ− ψ||2 ⟨ψ, (E −H) (ϕ− ψ)⟩

+ (E − E) ⟨Rϕ, (E −H) (ϕ− ψ)⟩+ (E − E) ||ϕ− ψ||2 . (74)

We now compute each of those terms. First, by (73) we have〈
(1 +RH)P⊥ϕ, (E −H)(ϕ− ψ)

〉
=
〈
(1 +RH)P⊥ϕ, (E −H) (1 +RH)P⊥ϕ

〉
+ (E − E)

〈
(1 +RH)P⊥ϕ,PP⊥

ψ ϕ
〉
+ (E − E)

〈
(1 +RH)P⊥ϕ,P⊥HRϕ

〉
+ 1

2 ||ϕ− ψ||2
〈
(1 +RH)P⊥ϕ,P⊥Hψ

〉
.

Then using RP⊥ = 0 and (72), we get〈
(1 +RH)P⊥ϕ, (E −H)(ϕ− ψ)

〉
=
〈
P⊥ϕ, (E −H) (1 +RH)P⊥ϕ

〉
+ (E − E)

〈
RHP⊥ϕ,PP⊥

ψ ϕ
〉
+ (E − E)

〈
P⊥ϕ,P⊥HRϕ

〉
+ 1

2 ||ϕ− ψ||2
〈
P⊥ϕ,P⊥Hψ

〉
=

P⊥
ψ PR=R

〈
P⊥ϕ, (E −H) (1 +RH)P⊥ϕ

〉
+ 1

2 ||ϕ− ψ||2
〈
P⊥ϕ,Hψ

〉
,

giving the first term of (74). Using (73), the second term of (74) comes from

⟨ψ, (E −H)(ϕ− ψ)⟩ =
〈
Pψ, (E −H) (1 +RH)P⊥ϕ

〉
=
〈
Pψ, (E −H)P⊥ϕ

〉
+
〈
Pψ, (E −H)RHP⊥ϕ

〉
=

P(E−H)R

=P⊥
ψ P

−
〈
Hψ,P⊥ϕ

〉
.

The third term of (74) comes from

⟨Rϕ, (E −H) (ϕ− ψ)⟩ =
(72),(73)
RP⊥=0

〈
Rϕ, (E − E)PP⊥

ψ ϕ
〉

=
RPP⊥

ψ =R
(E − E) ⟨ϕ,Rϕ⟩ =

Rψ=0
(E − E) ⟨ϕ− ψ,R (ϕ− ψ)⟩ .

Summing all the terms of (74) yields

E − E =
〈
P⊥ϕ, (E −H) (1 +RH)P⊥ϕ

〉
+ (E − E)2 ⟨ϕ− ψ,R (ϕ− ψ)⟩

+ (E − E) ||ϕ− ψ||2 + ||ϕ− ψ||2Re
〈
P⊥ϕ,Hψ

〉
.

Moreover,
(
(E −H)(1 +RH)

)∗
= (1 +HR)(E −H) = (E −H)(1 +RH) is

self-adjoint so
〈
P⊥ϕ, (E −H) (1 +RH)P⊥ϕ

〉
∈ R, ⟨ϕ− ψ,R (ϕ− ψ)⟩ ∈ R.

To conclude, we use that
〈
P⊥ϕ,Hψ

〉
= −

〈
P⊥ϕ, (H − E)(ϕ− ψ)

〉
.
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7.3. Inequalities (17) and (18). From (12) we have

||ϕ− ψ||e ⩽
∣∣∣∣∣∣A (1 +RH)P⊥ϕ

∣∣∣∣∣∣ + 1

2
||ϕ− ψ||2 ||ψ||e + |E − E| ||AR (ϕ− ψ)||

⩽
∣∣∣∣∣∣(1 +ARAA−1HA−1

)
AP⊥ϕ

∣∣∣∣∣∣ + 1

2
cA ||ϕ− ψ|| ||ϕ− ψ||e ||ψ||e

+ ||AR|| |E − E| ||ϕ− ψ||

⩽ (1 + ||ARA|| cH)
∣∣∣∣∣∣P⊥ϕ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
e
+ cA

(
1

2
||ϕ− ψ|| ||ψ||e + ||AR|| |E − E|

)
||ϕ− ψ||e ,

and we obtain (17) when

cA

(
1

2
||ϕ− ψ|| ||ψ||e + ||AR|| |E − E|

)
⩽

1

2
.

Proving (18) uses (70).
We can obtain (14) with the same method, which also needs to use (60).

8. Bounds on the Rayleigh-Schrödinger series
in perturbation theory

In the proofs of the theorems of Section 4, we will need some general
results about perturbation theory, which we show here. The main results are
Lemma 8.3 and Lemma 8.5 on the boundedness of the Rayleigh-Schrödinger
series Enµ and ϕnµ.

We take the context of an analytic and self-adjoint operator family H(λ),
presented in Section 4.1. In particular, we consider a series of operators

H(λ) =
+∞∑
n=0

λnHn,

and a cluster of eigenmodes (Eµ(λ), ϕµ(λ))νµ=1 of H(λ), where all those maps
are analytic in λ ∈]− λ0, λ0[. We define respectively an energy norm and a
parameter norm, for any operator B of H, by respectively

||B||2,ee := ||ABA||2 , ||B||p :=
∣∣∣∣A−1BA−1

∣∣∣∣ .
We have ||B||2,1 ⩽

∣∣∣∣A−1
∣∣∣∣ ||B||2,ee, so the energy norm ||·||2,ee controls the

energy norm ||·||2,1, defined in (2). We use intermediate normalization, which
is reviewed in Section A. We set

Φµ(λ) :=
ϕµ(λ)〈

ϕ0µ, ϕµ(λ)
〉 , ϕnµ :=

1

n!

(
dn

dλn
ϕµ(λ)

)
λ=0

,

Φnµ :=
1

n!

(
dn

dλn
Φµ(λ)

)
λ=0

, Enµ :=
1

n!

(
dn

dλn
Eµ(λ)

)
λ=0

.

8.1. A preliminary bound on “Cauchy squares”. First we will need the
following result, which is a bound on a series that we can call the “Cauchy
square” series.
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Lemma 8.1 (Upper bound on the Cauchy square series). Take α, β > 0 and
let us define x1 := α and for any n ∈ N, n ⩾ 2,

xn := β

n−1∑
s=1

xn−sxs.

Then for any n ∈ N,

xn ⩽ α

(
2ζ
(
3
2

)
αβ
)n−1

n
3
2

. (75)

where ζ is Riemann’s zeta function so 2ζ
(
3
2

)
≃ 5.2248...

Remark 8.2. We made a numerical study giving evidence that
xn

απ−
1
2 (4αβ)n−1n−

3
2

−→
n→+∞

1.

Proof. First, we show that proving the result with β = 1 enables to show it
for any β > 0. Take a general β > 0. By using yn := βxn, we have y1 = αβ
and yn =

∑n−1
s=1 yn−sys. We use the result for β = 1 on yn, which yields the

claimed result for xn.
Hence without loss of generality we can take β = 1. Let us prove (75)

by induction. We define ξ := 2ζ
(
3
2

)
, for any x ∈]0, n[ we define g(x) :=

(x(n− x))−
3
2 , we extend it on C\{0, n}, and we define Sn :=

∑n−1
s=1 g(s) for

any n ⩾ 2.
For n = 1 the right hand side of (75) is α so the initial step is valid. Take

n ∈ N, n ⩾ 2, such that for any s ∈ {1, . . . , n− 1}, xs ⩽ α(ξα)s−1s−
3
2 . Then

xn ⩽ α2 (ξα)n−2
n−1∑
s=1

1

(s(n− s))
3
2

= α2 (ξα)n−2 Sn. (76)

Defining G(x) := n−2x√
x(n−x)

we have G′(x) = −n2

2 g(x) so∫ n−1

1
g =

2

n2
(G(1)−G(n− 1)) =

4(n− 2)

n2
√
n− 1

.

Moreover, g(z) = g(z) and by the Abel-Plana formula,

Sn =

∫ n−1

1
g(s)ds+ 1

2g(1) +
1
2g(n− 1)

− 2 Im

∫ ∞

0

g(1 + iy)− g(n− 1 + iy)

e2πy − 1
dy

=
5n2 − 12n+ 8

(n− 1)
3
2n2

− 4 Im

∫ ∞

0

g(1 + iy)

e2πy − 1
dy

hence

lim
n→+∞

n
3
2Sn = 5− 4 Im

∫ ∞

0

(1 + iy)
3
2

e2πy − 1
dy = 2ζ

(
3
2

)
= ξ,

where we used the Abel-Plana formula again. Moreover, (n3/2Sn)n⩾2 is an
increasing sequence, thus Sn ⩽ ξ/n3/2. Then (76) enables to conclude. □



28 LOUIS GARRIGUE AND BENJAMIN STAMM

8.2. Bound on the Rayleigh-Schrödinger series : the non-degenerate
case. We are now ready to obtain a bound on Enµ and Φnµ. In particular,
this provides a bound on the convergence radius of the perturbation series.
We take the non-degenerate case, that is ν = 1, so µ = 1.

For any m ∈ N ∪ {0} and any n ∈ N, we define

hmµ := Hm − Emµ , Qnµ := hnµ +
n−1∑
s=1

hn−sµ Kµ(0)Q
s
µ. (77)

Then, by a classical result which can be found in [14, 17] for instance, we
have

Φnµ = Kµ(0)Q
n
µΦ

0
µ, ∀n ⩾ 1, (78)

where the partial inverse Kµ was defined in(25). Moreover, we can compute

Enµ =
〈
Φ0
µ,
(
Qnµ + Enµ

)
Φ0
µ

〉
. (79)

Lemma 8.3 (Bound on En, ϕn and Φn, non-degenerate case). Let us con-
sider the Hamiltonian family H(λ) =

∑+∞
n=0 λ

nHn under the assumptions
of Sections 4.1.1 and 4.1.2, with ν = 1. The non-degenerate eigenmode is
denote by (Eµ(λ), ϕµ(λ)), we fix the phasis of ϕµ(λ) such that

〈
ϕ0µ, ϕµ(λ)

〉
∈

R+, the intermediate normalization eigenvector is Φµ(λ) :=
ϕµ(λ)

⟨ϕ0µ,ϕµ(λ)⟩ and

the Taylor series are written

Enµ := 1
n!

(
dn

dλnEµ(λ)
)
λ=0

, ϕnµ := 1
n!

(
dn

dλnϕµ(λ)
)
λ=0

,Φnµ := 1
n!

(
dn

dλnΦµ(λ)
)
λ=0

.

Then for any n ∈ N ∪ {0},∣∣Enµ ∣∣+ ∣∣∣∣ϕnµ∣∣∣∣e + ∣∣∣∣Φnµ∣∣∣∣e ⩽ abn, (80)

where a, b ∈ R+ are independent of n.

Proof. For clarity, we drop the subscripts 1, so E := E1, ϕ := ϕ1, Φ := Φ1,
K := K1, Q := Qµ, h := hµ. We define

cH,∞ := sup
n∈N∪{0}

∣∣∣∣A−1HnA−1
∣∣∣∣ , cK := ||AKA|| , cA :=

∣∣∣∣A−1
∣∣∣∣ .
(81)

For any n ∈ N let us define

qn := Hn +

n−1∑
s=1

hn−sKQs. (82)

From (77) we have Qn = qn −En, from (79) we have En =
〈
Φ0, qnΦ0

〉
, and

we recall that hn = Hn − En hence

|En| =
∣∣〈AΦ0, A−1qnA−1AΦ0

〉∣∣ ⩽ ||qn||p
∣∣∣∣Φ0

∣∣∣∣2
e
,

||Qn||p ⩽ ||qn||p + c2A |En| ⩽ ||qn||p
(
1 + c2A

∣∣∣∣Φ0
∣∣∣∣2
e

)
,

||hn||p ⩽ cH,∞ + c2A ||qn||p
∣∣∣∣Φ0

∣∣∣∣2
e
. (83)
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Thus from (82) we have

||qn||p ⩽ cH,∞ + cK

n−1∑
s=1

∣∣∣∣hn−s∣∣∣∣
p
||Qs||p

⩽ cH,∞ + cK

(
1 + c2A

∣∣∣∣Φ0
∣∣∣∣2
e

) n−1∑
s=1

(
cH,∞ +

∣∣∣∣qn−s∣∣∣∣
p
c2A
∣∣∣∣Φ0

∣∣∣∣2
e

)
||qs||p

⩽ cH,∞ + β
n−1∑
s=1

(
1 +

∣∣∣∣qn−s∣∣∣∣
p

)
||qs||p

where

β := cK

(
1 + c2A

∣∣∣∣Φ0
∣∣∣∣2
e

)
max

(
cH,∞, c

2
A

∣∣∣∣Φ0
∣∣∣∣2
e

)
.

Defining yn := ||qn||p + 1, we have

yn ⩽ 1 + cH,∞ + β

n−1∑
s=1

yn−s(ys − 1) ⩽ (1 + cH,∞ + β)

n−1∑
s=1

yn−sys. (84)

We now show the bound for ||ϕn||e. For any n ∈ N∪{0} we define Y n and
Xn as in (124), and

un := max
(
|Y n| ,

∣∣Xn−1
∣∣ , yn) .

We have |Y n| ⩽
∑n−1

s=1 un−sus and

Xn−1 = −
n−3∑
s=0

XsY n−1−s = −
n−2∑
s=1

Xs−1Y n−s so
∣∣Xn−1

∣∣ ⩽ n−2∑
s=1

un−sus.

We deduce that

un ⩽ (1 + cH,∞ + β)
n−1∑
s=1

un−sus.

Using Lemma 8.1, we deduce that there are a, b > 0 such that un ⩽ abn

for any n ∈ N ∪ {0}. We can propagate this result for ||qn||p, |En|, ||Qn||p
using (83), for ||Φn||e by using (78), giving

||Φn||e ⩽ cKc
2
A ||qn||p

∣∣∣∣Φ0
∣∣∣∣
e

(
1 + c2A

∣∣∣∣Φ0
∣∣∣∣2
e

)
, (85)

and for ||ϕn||e by using (125). □

Remark 8.4 (On the radius of convergence of the perturbative approxima-
tion). Defining the perturbation approximation in the intermediate normal-
ization φ(λ) :=

∑ℓ
n=0 λ

nϕnµ, (80) yields

||φ(λ)||e ⩽ a
ℓ∑

n=0

(|λ| b)n = a
1− (|λ| b)ℓ+1

1− |λ| b
⩽

a

1− |λ| b
,

and the radius of convergence of the right-hand side is b−1. Moreover,

||ϕµ(λ)− φ(λ)||e ⩽
a

1− |λ| b
(|λ| b)ℓ+1 . (86)
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8.3. Bound on the Rayleigh-Schrödinger series : the degenerate
case, when degeneracy is lifted at first order. To show Theorem 4.9,
we will need a similar lemma as Lemma 8.3 but for the degenerate case. We
consider a degenerate case, so for all α, β ∈ {1, . . . , ν}, E0

α = E0
β . As before,

Γ0 is the orthogonal projector onto ⊕ν
µ=1Ker

(
H0 − E0

µ

)
. It is well-known

that the ν eigenvalues of Γ0H0Γ0, as an operator of Γ0H, are the

E1
µ =

(
d
dλEµ(λ)

)
λ=0

=
〈
ϕ0µ, H

1ϕ0µ
〉
.

Here we assume that degeneracy is lifted at first order for some µ ∈ {1, . . . , ν},
meaning that for any α ∈ {1, . . . , ν}\{µ}, E1

α ̸= E1
µ.

8.3.1. Pseudo-inverses. In the degenerate case, we need to introduce two
kinds of partial inverse operators. The “zeroth order” partial inverse Kµ(0)
was defined in (25), and we set

K0
µ := Kµ(0).

We take some µ ∈ {1, . . . , ν} and assume that degeneracy is lifted at first
order We also set

K1
µ := Gµ(0),

where Gµ(0) was defined in (43).

8.3.2. Series. We present degenerate perturbation theory as in the work of
Hirschfelder [14], in the case where all degeneracies are lifted at first order.
We define hnµ := Hn − Enµ , the operators

qn0,µ := Hn +
n−1∑
s=1

hsµK
0
µQ

n−s
0,µ , qn1,µ := qn0,µ +

n−1∑
s=2

Qs0,µK
1
µQ

n−s+1
1,µ (87)

and Qni,µ = qni,µ − Enµ for i ∈ {0, 1}. Then for any m ∈ N ∪ {0} and any
n ∈ N, we have

Emµ =
〈
ϕ0µ, q

m
1,µϕ

0
µ

〉
, Φnµ =

(
K0
µQ

n
1,µ +K1

µQ
n+1
1,µ

)
ϕ0µ. (88)

Lemma 8.5 (Bound on Enµ , ϕnµ and Φnµ, degenerate case). Let us consider
the Hamiltonian family H(λ) =

∑+∞
n=0 λ

nHn under the assumptions of Sec-
tions 4.1.1 and 4.1.2. We take µ ∈ {1, . . . , ν} and an eigenmode denoted
by (Eµ(λ), ϕµ(λ)). We consider the degenerate case, where the degeneracy
is lifted at first order, as described in Section 4.4, i.e. E0

µ = E0
α for all

α ∈ {1, . . . , ν} and E1
µ ̸= E1

α for all α ∈ {1, . . . , ν}\{µ}. We fix the phasis
of ϕµ(λ) such that

〈
ϕ0µ, ϕµ(λ)

〉
∈ R+, the intermediate normalization eigen-

vector is Φµ(λ) :=
ϕµ(λ)

⟨ϕ0µ,ϕµ(λ)⟩ and the Taylor series are written

Enµ := 1
n!

(
dn

dλnEµ(λ)
)
λ=0

, ϕnµ := 1
n!

(
dn

dλnϕµ(λ)
)
λ=0

,Φnµ := 1
n!

(
dn

dλnΦµ(λ)
)
λ=0

.

Then for any n ∈ N ∪ {0},∣∣Enµ ∣∣+ ∣∣∣∣ϕnµ∣∣∣∣e + ∣∣∣∣Φnµ∣∣∣∣e ⩽ abn, (89)

where a, b > 0 are independent of n and µ, and depend polynomially on∣∣∣∣AK0
µA
∣∣∣∣.
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Proof. We recall that cH,∞ was defined in (81). From (88) we have

∣∣Enµ ∣∣ ⩽ ∣∣∣∣qn1,µ∣∣∣∣p ∣∣∣∣Φ0
µ

∣∣∣∣2
e
,∣∣∣∣hnµ∣∣∣∣p ⩽ cH,∞ + c2A

∣∣Enµ ∣∣ ⩽ cH,∞ + c2A
∣∣∣∣qn1,µ∣∣∣∣p ∣∣∣∣Φ0

µ

∣∣∣∣2
e
, (90)

and for i ∈ {0, 1},

∣∣∣∣Qni,µ∣∣∣∣p ⩽ ∣∣∣∣qni,µ∣∣∣∣p + ∣∣∣∣qn1,µ∣∣∣∣p ∣∣∣∣Φ0
µ

∣∣∣∣2
e
. (91)

Next,

∣∣∣∣qn0,µ∣∣∣∣p ⩽ cH,∞ +
∣∣∣∣K0

µ

∣∣∣∣
ee

n−1∑
s=1

∣∣∣∣hsµ∣∣∣∣p ∣∣∣∣∣∣Qn−s0,µ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
p

⩽ cH,∞ +
∣∣∣∣K0

µ

∣∣∣∣
ee

n−1∑
s=1

(
cH,∞ + c2A

∣∣∣∣qs1,µ∣∣∣∣p ∣∣∣∣Φ0
µ

∣∣∣∣2
e

)
×
(∣∣∣∣∣∣qn−s0,µ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
p
+
∣∣∣∣∣∣qn−s1,µ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
p

∣∣∣∣Φ0
µ

∣∣∣∣2
e

)
,

We define

C := max
(
cH,∞,

∣∣∣∣K0
µ

∣∣∣∣
ee
,
∣∣∣∣K1

µ

∣∣∣∣
ee
, c2A

∣∣∣∣Φ0
µ

∣∣∣∣2
e
, 1 +

∣∣∣∣Φ0
µ

∣∣∣∣2
e

)
,

and we have

∣∣∣∣qn0,µ∣∣∣∣p ⩽ C + C3
n−1∑
s=1

(
1 +

∣∣∣∣qs1,µ∣∣∣∣p )(∣∣∣∣∣∣qn−s0,µ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
p
+
∣∣∣∣∣∣qn−s1,µ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
p

)
.

Moreover,

∣∣∣∣qn1,µ∣∣∣∣p ⩽ ∣∣∣∣qn0,µ∣∣∣∣p + ∣∣∣∣K1
µ

∣∣∣∣
ee

n−1∑
s=2

∣∣∣∣Qs0,µ∣∣∣∣p ∣∣∣∣∣∣Qn−s+1
1,µ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
p

⩽
∣∣∣∣qn0,µ∣∣∣∣p + (1 + ∣∣∣∣Φ0

µ

∣∣∣∣2
e

) ∣∣∣∣K1
µ

∣∣∣∣
ee

n−1∑
s=2

(∣∣∣∣qs0,µ∣∣∣∣p + ∣∣∣∣qs1,µ∣∣∣∣p ∣∣∣∣Φ0
µ

∣∣∣∣2
e

) ∣∣∣∣∣∣qn−s+1
1,µ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
p

⩽
∣∣∣∣qn0,µ∣∣∣∣p + C3

n−1∑
s=2

(∣∣∣∣qs0,µ∣∣∣∣p + ∣∣∣∣qs1,µ∣∣∣∣p) ∣∣∣∣∣∣qn−s+1
1,µ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
p
.
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We define xn :=
∣∣∣∣qn0,µ∣∣∣∣p + ∣∣∣∣qn1,µ∣∣∣∣p + 1 and estimate

xn ⩽ 2C + 2C3
n−1∑
s=1

(
1 +

∣∣∣∣qs1,µ∣∣∣∣p )(∣∣∣∣∣∣qn−s0,µ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
p
+
∣∣∣∣∣∣qn−s1,µ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
p

)

+ C3
n−1∑
s=2

(∣∣∣∣qs0,µ∣∣∣∣p + ∣∣∣∣qs1,µ∣∣∣∣p) ∣∣∣∣∣∣qn−s+1
1,µ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
p

⩽ 2C
(
1 + C2

)(n−1∑
s=1

xsxn−s +
n−1∑
s=2

xsxn−s+1

)

= 2C(1 + C2)

(
x1xn−1 +

n−2∑
s=1

(xs + xs+1)xn−s

)

⩽ 4C(1 + C2)

n−2∑
s=1

(xs + xs+1)xn−s.

Then with yn := xn + xn+1, we have

yn ⩽ xn + 4C(1 + C2)
n−1∑
s=1

(xs + xs+1)xn+1−s

⩽ yn−1 + 4C(1 + C2)

n−1∑
s=1

ysyn−s ⩽ (1 + 4C(1 + C2))

n−1∑
s=1

ysyn−s,

where we used that 1/y1 ⩽ 1 in the last inequality. Using Lemma 8.1, we
deduce that there are a, b > 0 such that for any n ∈ N ∪ {0}, yn ⩽ abn,
and then

∣∣∣∣∣∣qni,µ∣∣∣∣∣∣
p
⩽ abn for i ∈ {0, 1}. We propagate this property for

∣∣Enµ ∣∣,∣∣∣∣∣∣Qni,µ∣∣∣∣∣∣
p

using (90) and (91) and for
∣∣∣∣Φnµ∣∣∣∣e by using

||Φn||e ⩽
(∣∣∣∣K0

µ

∣∣∣∣
ee

∣∣∣∣Qn1,µ∣∣∣∣p + ∣∣∣∣K1
µ

∣∣∣∣
ee

∣∣∣∣∣∣Qn+1
1,µ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
p

) ∣∣∣∣Φ0
µ

∣∣∣∣
e
.

As we see in C, we can bound a and b using polynomials in

cH,∞,
∣∣∣∣K0

µ

∣∣∣∣
ee
,
∣∣∣∣K1

µ

∣∣∣∣
ee
,
∣∣∣∣Φ0

µ

∣∣∣∣
e
, cA.

The bound on
∣∣∣∣ϕnµ∣∣∣∣e can be deduced with the same method as in Lemma 8.3.

□

9. Coefficients in density matrix perturbation theory

In this section we present how to compute the coefficients of the pertur-
bative series in density matrix perturbation theory. We use the Liouvil-
lian operator and its partial inverse, a classical too in perturbation theory,
see [17,30], used in [2,23], with a detailed exposition in [7, Section 5.1]. See
also for instance [31].
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9.1. Definitions. We choose the same context and notations as in Sec-
tion 4.1, in particular, we consider a series of operators

H(λ) =
+∞∑
n=0

λnHn.

We consider a cluster of eigenmodes (Eµ(λ), ϕµ(λ))
ν
µ=1 of H(λ), where all

those maps are analytic in λ ∈] − λ0, λ0[. Let us take λ0 small enough so
that there is κH > 0, independent of λ, such that for any λ ∈]− λ0, λ0[,(

σ(H)\{Eµ(λ)}νµ=1

)
∩
(
∪νµ=1 ]Eµ(λ)− κH , Eµ(λ) + κH [

)
= ∅.

Take (φµ(λ))
ν
µ=1 ∈ Hν such that

⟨φµ(λ), φα(λ)⟩ = δµα, φµ(λ) ∈ Ker (H(λ)− Eµ(λ)) , (92)

the density matrix corresponding to those eigenmodes is

Γ(λ) :=
ν∑

µ=1

|φµ(λ)⟩ ⟨φµ(λ)| =
+∞∑
n=0

λnΓn, where Γn :=
1

n!

(
dn

dλn
Γ(λ)

)
λ=0

,

and is independent of the choice of the frame φµ(λ), as long as it respects (92).

9.2. Statement. Let us take (φµ)νµ=1 ∈ Hν such that φµ ∈ Ker (H(0)− Eµ(0))

and ⟨φµ, φα⟩ = δµα for any µ, α ∈ {1, . . . , ν}, so Γ0 =
∑ν

µ=1 |φµ⟩ ⟨φµ|. Let
us define A0 := Γ0, B0 := 0, C0 := 0 and for any n ∈ N, n ⩾ 1,

An := −
n−1∑
k=1

(
An−kAk +B∗

n−kBk
)
, Cn :=

n−1∑
k=1

(Cn−kCk +Bn−kB
∗
k)

bn :=
(
Γ0
)⊥ n−1∑

k=0

(
Hn−k (Ak +Bk)− (B∗

k + Ck)H
n−k
)
Γ0

Bn :=

ν∑
µ=1

Kµ(0)bnPφµ , (93)

where
∑b

m=a := 0 if b < a, and Kµ(0) is defined in (25). We see that An
and Cn are self-adjoint. The following result is classical and comes from [21].
See also [31] for other methods of computing Γn.

Proposition 9.1 (Coefficients in density matrix perturbation theory, [21]).
Let us consider a Hilbert space H, a self-adjoint energy operator A, an an-
alytic family of self-adjoint operators H(λ) =

∑+∞
n=0 λ

nHn, we make the
assumptions of Sections 4.1.1 and 4.1.2. Take ν ∈ N, consider a set of eigen-
modes (Eµ(λ), ϕµ(λ))νµ=1, analytic in λ, and the corresponding density matrix
Γ(λ) :=

∑ν
µ=1 |ϕµ(λ)⟩ ⟨ϕµ(λ)| =

∑+∞
n=0 λ

nΓn. Then for any n ∈ N ∪ {0},
Γn = An +Bn +B∗

n + Cn, (94)

where the involved operators are define in (93).

For the sake of completeness, we give a more mathematical proof in Sec-
tion 9.3.

Remark that Γn is invariant under the gauge change (φµ)
ν
µ=1 =: φ→ Uφ,

for any unitary U ∈ Uν . Hence An, Bn and Cn are also invariant under this
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transformation. So one does not need to compute the exact ϕµ(0), which are
notoriously hard to obtain.

Moreover, Γ0H being the active space, we have

An = Γ0ΓnΓ0, Bn = (Γ0)⊥ΓnΓ0, B∗
n = Γ0Γn(Γ0)⊥, Cn = (Γ0)⊥Γn(Γ0)⊥,

and we can rewrite

An = −Γ0
n−1∑
k=1

Γn−kΓkΓ0, Cn = (Γ0)
⊥
n−1∑
k=1

Γn−kΓk (Γ0)
⊥

bn =
(
Γ0
)⊥ n−1∑

k=0

[Hn−k,Γk]Γ0, Bn =

ν∑
µ=1

Kµ(0)bnPφµ .

Then to prove (36) we will need to following bound on the Γn series.

Proposition 9.2 (Bound for the coefficients of density matrix perturbation
theory). There exist a, b > 0, independent of n ∈ N ∪ {0}, such that for any
n ∈ N ∪ {0},

||AΓnA||2 ⩽ abn. (95)

9.3. Proof of Proposition 9.1.

9.3.1. First relations. The Euler-Lagrange equation [H(λ),Γ(λ)] = 0 gives
that for any n ∈ N ∪ {0},

n∑
k=0

[
Hn−k,Γk

]
= 0. (96)

Moreover, Γ(λ)∗ = Γ(λ) and Γ(λ)2 = Γ(λ) so for any n ∈ N∪{0}, (Γn)∗ = Γn

and
n∑
k=0

Γn−kΓk = Γn. (97)

9.3.2. Decomposition of the projection. We define P := Γ0, P⊥ := 1 − Γ0

and

An := PΓnP, Bn := P⊥ΓnP, Cn := P⊥ΓnP⊥

so A∗
n = An and C∗

n = Cn and

Γn = An + Bn + B∗
n + Cn (98)

so we want to compute the series An, Bn, Cn.

9.3.3. Formulas for An and Cn. We define the Liouvillian

L :=
[
H0, ·

]
,

and S2 denotes the space of Hilbert-Schmidt operators, defined in (1). For
any B,F ∈ S2, we compute

(LB,F )2 = Tr (LB)∗ F = Tr[H0, B]∗F = TrB∗H0F − TrH0B∗F

= TrB∗H0F − TrB∗FH0 = TrB∗[H0, F ] = TrB∗LF = (B,LF )2,
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hence L is self-adjoint, or in other words, L∗ = L. We define

Xn := −
n−1∑
k=0

[
Hn−k,Γk

]
, Yn :=

n−1∑
k=1

Γn−kΓk. (99)

Then (96) transforms to

LΓn = Xn

and (97) transforms to

ΓnP + PΓn − Γn = −Yn. (100)

From (98) we can compute ΓnP + PΓn − Γn = An − Cn so (100) implies
An − Cn = −Yn and

An = −PYnP Cn = P⊥YnP
⊥. (101)

so we can develop

Yn =
(98)
(99)

n−1∑
k=1

(
An−k + Bn−k + B∗

n−k + Cn−k
)
(Ak + Bk + B∗

k + Ck)

=

n−1∑
k=1

An−k (Ak + B∗
k)+Bn−k (Ak + B∗

k)+B∗
n−k (Ck + Bk)+Cn−k (Bk + Ck) .

Applying P on the left and on the right, and applying P⊥ on the left and
on the right, together with (101) we obtain

An = −
n−1∑
k=1

(
An−kAk + B∗

n−kBk
)
, Cn =

n−1∑
k=1

(Cn−kCk + Bn−kB∗
k) .

(102)

9.3.4. LBn. We haveH0P = PH0 = PH0P andH0P⊥ = P⊥H0 = P⊥H0P⊥

hence for Q,G ∈ {P, P⊥} and for any operator F ∈ S2,

L (QFG) = Q (LF )G. (103)

By taking F = Xn, Q = P⊥, G = P , we have

LBn = P⊥XnP =
(98)
(99)

n−1∑
k=0

(B∗
k + Ck)Hn−kP − P⊥Hn−k (Ak + Bk) . (104)

9.3.5. Partial inverse of the Liouvillian. We define

O := {L ∈ S2 | L = P⊥LP}.

Let us take (φµ)
ν
µ=1 such that φµ ∈ Ker (H(0)− Eµ(0)) and ⟨φµ, φα⟩ = δµα

for any µ, α ∈ {1, . . . , ν} and the operator of S2

L+ :
S2 −→ S2

F 7−→ −
∑ν

µ=1Kµ(0)FPφµ .
(105)
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For any F ∈ S2, we compute

L+LF =−
ν∑

µ=1

Kµ(0)[H
0, F ]Pφµ =

ν∑
µ=1

Kµ(0)FH
0Pφµ−Kµ(0)H

0FPφµ

=
ν∑

µ=1

Eµ(0)Kµ(0)FPφµ + P⊥FPφµ − Eµ(0)Kµ(0)FPφµ = P⊥FP,

(106)

where we used thatKµ(0)
(
H0 − Eµ(0)

)
= −P⊥. So if F ∈ O, then L+LF =

F . By a similar computation, we have LL+ = L+L. Moreover, (L+L)2 =
L+L and (L+L)∗ = L+L, where the dual operator is taken with respect to
the scalar product (·, ·)2. Hence L+L is the orthogonal projection onto O,
and L+ is a partial inverse.

9.3.6. Formula for Bn. Since Bn ∈ O, and since L+L is the orthogonal
projection onto O, we have

Bn = L+LBn =
(104)

n−1∑
k=0

L+
(
(B∗

k + Ck)Hn−kP
)
− L+

(
P⊥Hn−k (Ak + Bk)

)
=

(105)

ν∑
µ=1

n−1∑
k=0

Kµ(0)
(
Hn−k (Ak + Bk)− (B∗

k + Ck)Hn−k
)
Pφµ . (107)

9.3.7. Conclusion. The recursive relations (102) and (107) respected by An,
Bn and Cn are the same as the ones respected by An, Bn and Cn. Thus from
A0 = A0, B0 = B0, C0 = C0, we conclude that An = An, Bn = Bn and
Cn = Cn for any n ∈ N ∪ {0}.

9.4. Proof of Proposition 9.2. We recall that

||B||2,ee := ||ABA||2 , cK := max
1⩽µ⩽ν

||AKA|| ,

cH,∞ := max
n∈N∪{0}

∣∣∣∣A−1HnA−1
∣∣∣∣ .

For any n ∈ N ∪ {0}, we define

vn := max
(
||An||2,ee , ||Bn||2,ee , ||Cn||2,ee

)
.

Let us take n ∈ N and. We have

ABnA =

ν∑
µ=1

n−1∑
k=0

AKµ(0)A

×
(
A−1Hn−kA−1A (Ak +Bk)A

−1 −A−1 (B∗
k + Ck)AA

−1Hn−kA−1
)

×APφµA.

Moreover, for any k ∈ N ∪ {0} and any L ∈ {Ak, Bk, Ck},∣∣∣∣ALA−1
∣∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣ALAA−2

∣∣∣∣ ⩽ c2A ||ALA|| ⩽ c2A ||L||2,ee ⩽ c2Avk,

and ∣∣∣∣APφµA∣∣∣∣2 = ∣∣∣∣AΓ0PφµΓ
0A
∣∣∣∣
2
⩽
∣∣∣∣AΓ0

∣∣∣∣ ∣∣∣∣Pφµ∣∣∣∣2 ∣∣∣∣Γ0A
∣∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣AΓ0

∣∣∣∣2 ,
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hence

||Bn||2,ee ⩽ 4νcKcH,∞c
2
A

∣∣∣∣AΓ0
∣∣∣∣2 n−1∑

k=0

vk.

For any k ∈ N ∪ {0} we define uk := vk + 1, we have vk ⩽ uk ⩽ ukun−k so
for any n ⩾ 1,

||Bn||2,ee + 1 ⩽
(
1 + 4νcKcH,∞c

2
A

∣∣∣∣AΓ0
∣∣∣∣2) n−1∑

k=0

ukun−k.

Similarly, we have

||An||2,ee ⩽ 2c2A

n−1∑
k=1

vkvn−k, ||Cn||2,ee ⩽ 2c2A

n−1∑
k=1

vkvn−k,

so for any n ⩾ 2,

||An||2,ee + 1 ⩽
(
1 + 2c2A

) n−1∑
k=1

ukun−k, ||Cn||2,ee + 1 ⩽
(
1 + 2c2A

) n−1∑
k=1

ukun−k

and we can conclude that

un ⩽
(
1 + 2c2Amax

(
1, 2νcKcH,∞c

2
A

∣∣∣∣AΓ0
∣∣∣∣2)) n−1∑

k=1

ukun−k.

We obtain (95) by applying Lemma 8.1 to un.

10. Proof of Corollaries 4.1 and 4.3

We only give a proof of Corollary 4.3 in detail, because the proof of Corol-
lary 4.1 uses the exact same method.

To apply Rellich’s theorem, we remark that we automatically have

max
n∈N∪{0}

∣∣∣∣A−1PHnPA−1
∣∣∣∣ < +∞

because
∣∣∣∣A−1PHnPA−1

∣∣∣∣ ⩽ c2P
∣∣∣∣A−1HnA−1

∣∣∣∣, which was already assumed
to be bounded.

10.1. Proof of Corollary 4.3. The proof of Corollary 4.3 uses Proposi-
tion 3.3, and Lemma 8.3.

Defining

cH,∞ := max
n∈N∪{0}

∣∣∣∣A−1HnA−1
∣∣∣∣ < +∞,

for any λ < 1 we have
∣∣∣∣A−1H(λ)A−1

∣∣∣∣ ⩽ cH,∞ (1− |λ|)−1 so for any λ < 1/2,∣∣∣∣A−1H(λ)A−1
∣∣∣∣ ⩽ 2cH,∞. (108)
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We have∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣−1

2
||ϕ(λ)− ψ(λ)||2 ψ(λ) + (E(λ)− E(λ))R(λ) (ϕ(λ)− ψ(λ))

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
e

⩽
1

2
c2A ||ϕ(λ)− ψ(λ)||2e ||ψ(λ)||

2
e + c2AcR |E(λ)− E(λ)| ||ϕ(λ)− ψ(λ)||e

⩽
(71)
(108)

c2A ||ϕ(λ)− ψ(λ)||2e
(
1
2 ||ψ(λ)||

2
e + cR

(
c2A |E(λ)|+ 2cH,∞

)
||ϕ(λ)− ψ(λ)||e

)
.

(109)

Since ϕ(0) = ψ(0), and by continuity of the maps λ 7→ ϕ(λ) and λ 7→ ψ(λ),
we have ||ϕ(λ)− ψ(λ)||e → 0 as λ→ 0, and then we can take λ0 small enough
such that for any λ ∈]− λ0, λ0[,

||ϕ(λ)− ψ(λ)||e

⩽
1

2
c−2
A

(
1
2 ||ψ(λ)||

2
e + cR

(
c2A |E(λ)|+ 2cH,∞

)
||ϕ(λ)− ψ(λ)||e

)−1
. (110)

We use ⟨ϕ(λ), ψ(λ)⟩ ∈ R, to apply Proposition 3.3 at each λ. Thus from (12)
and (109) (see also (17)) we obtain that for any λ ∈]− λ0, λ0[,

||ϕ(λ)− ψ(λ)||e ⩽ 2 (1 + cA ||ARA||)
∣∣∣∣∣∣P⊥ϕ(λ)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
e
.

We recall from Appendix A that

Φ(λ) :=
ϕ(λ)

⟨ϕ0, ϕ(λ)⟩
, Φn :=

1

n!

(
dn

dλn
Φ(λ)

)
λ=0

, ϕ(λ) =
Φ(λ)

||Φ(λ)||
.

so

P⊥ϕ(λ) = ||Φ(λ)||−1 P⊥Φ(λ) =
(37)

||Φ(λ)||−1
+∞∑
n=ℓ+1

λnΦn.

We use the phasis gauge
〈
ϕ0, ϕ(λ)

〉
∈ R+ to obtain the bounds on the

derivatives (80), and thus there is c, b > 0 independent of ℓ and λ such
that

||ϕ(λ)− ψ(λ)||e ⩽ c (|λ| b)ℓ+1 .

From this, we deduce that ϕn = ψn for any n ∈ {0, . . . , ℓ}. From this last
inequality and (71) we also obtain that for some c, b > 0 independent of ℓ
and λ,

||ϕ(λ)− ψ(λ)||2 ⩽ c (|λ| b)2(ℓ+1) , |E(λ)− E(λ)| ⩽ c (|λ| b)2(ℓ+1) . (111)

Using (12) once more, we have

ϕ(λ)− ψ(λ)− λℓ+1 (1 +R(0)H(0))P⊥ϕℓ+1

= (1 +R(λ)H(λ))P⊥
(
ϕ(λ)− λℓ+1ϕℓ+1

)
+ λℓ+1 (R(λ)H(λ)−R(0)H(0))P⊥ϕℓ+1 − 1

2
||ϕ(λ)− ψ(λ)||2 ψ(λ)

+ (E(λ)− E(λ))R(λ)ϕ(λ). (112)
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We now seek to bound each of those terms. First,∣∣∣∣∣∣P⊥
(
ϕ(λ)− λℓ+1ϕℓ+1

)∣∣∣∣∣∣
e
=

∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣

+∞∑
n=ℓ+2

λnϕn

∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
e

⩽
(80)

c (|λ| b)ℓ+2

for some c, b > 0 independent of ℓ and λ. Then, by analyticity of λ 7→
R(λ)H(λ), at λ = 0, we have∣∣∣∣A (R(λ)H(λ)−R(0)H(0))A−1

∣∣∣∣ ⩽ cλ,

where c does not depend on λ. We can reproduce the same reasoning for the
norm ||·||. Finally, also using (111), (112) yields, for δ ∈ {0, 1},∣∣∣||ϕ(λ)− ψ(λ)||e,δ − |λ|ℓ+1 ξnd,vec

ec,ℓ,δ

∣∣∣
⩽
∣∣∣∣∣∣ϕ(λ)− ψ(λ)− λℓ+1 (1 +R(0)H(0))P⊥ϕℓ+1

∣∣∣∣∣∣
e,δ

⩽ c (|λ| b)ℓ+2 .

The proof of the eigenvalue bound (38) is similar.

10.2. Proof of Corollary 4.1. We remark directly from (7) that the leading
order of Γ(λ)− Λ(λ) is

ν∑
µ=1

(
(1 +Rµ(λ)H(λ))P⊥Γ(λ)Pψµ(λ) + s.a

)
= λℓ+1

ν∑
µ=1

(
(1 +Rµ(0)H(0))P⊥Γℓ+1Pϕµ(0) + s.a

)
+O(λℓ+2).

We used that Γ(λ)P⊥ =
∑+∞

n=ℓ+1 λ
nΓnP⊥, because P⊥Γk = 0 for all k ∈

{0, . . . , ℓ} by the assumption (37) stating that ImΓk ⊂ PH. The bounds (36)
and (39) are obtained by using similar arguments, and follow the same steps.
We need the bound (95) on the derivatives Γn for showing (36).

10.3. Proof of Lemma 4.2. We have ϕµ(λ) =
∑+∞

n=0 λ
nϕnµ and

Γ(λ) =
ν∑

µ=1

|ϕµ(λ)⟩ ⟨ϕµ(λ)| =
∑

0⩽k,p<+∞
1⩽µ⩽ν

λk+p
∣∣∣ϕkµ〉 〈ϕpµ∣∣

hence identifying the coefficients of λn gives Γn =
∑n

k=0

∑ν
µ=1

∣∣ϕn−kµ

〉 〈
ϕkµ
∣∣.

From this we see that
ℓ⊕

n=0

ImΓn = Span
(
ϕnµ | 0 ⩽ n ⩽ ℓ, 1 ⩽ µ ⩽ ν

)
.

Moreover, take µ ∈ {1, . . . , ν}, then

Γnφµ =
ν∑

α=1

ϕnα
〈
ϕ0α, φµ

〉
+

∑
1⩽α⩽ν

0⩽k⩽n−1

ϕn−kα

〈
ϕkα, φµ

〉
.
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Since (φµ)
ν
µ=1 is a basis of Span

(
(ϕ0µ)

ν
µ=1

)
, this relation enables to show

recursively the following proposition for any n ∈ N ∪ {0},

P(n) :

Span
(
Γkφα | 0 ⩽ k ⩽ n, 1 ⩽ α ⩽ ν

)
= Span

(
ϕkα | 0 ⩽ k ⩽ n, 1 ⩽ α ⩽ ν

)
.

11. Proof of Theorem 4.9

We consider Appendix A for intermediate normalization. Let us recall
that

Φµ(λ) :=
ϕµ(λ)〈

ϕ0µ, ϕµ(λ)
〉 , Ψµ(λ) :=

ψµ(λ)〈
ϕ0µ, ψµ(λ)

〉 ,
ϕnµ :=

1

n!

(
dn

dλn
ϕµ(λ)

)
λ=0

, Φnµ :=
1

n!

(
dn

dλn
Φµ(λ)

)
λ=0

,

Ψn
µ :=

1

n!

(
dn

dλn
Ψµ(λ)

)
λ=0

, Enµ :=
1

n!

(
dn

dλn
Eµ(λ)

)
λ=0

.

The proof of this result is different from the proof of Corollaries 4.1 and 4.3.
In particular it does not use the results of Section 3.

11.1. Core lemma. Before starting the proof, we show the following lemma,
giving the error at order n+ 1 when the previous orders are equal.

Lemma 11.1. Take n ∈ N ∪ {0}. If for all k ∈ {0, . . . , n}, Φkµ = Ψk
µ and

Ekµ = Ekµ , then En+1
µ = En+1

µ and

Φn+1
µ −Ψn+1

µ =
(
1 +Gµ(0)H

1
) (

1 +Rµ(0)H
0
)
P⊥Φn+1

µ . (113)

Proof. We have ϕ0α ∈ PH for any α ∈ {1, . . . , ν} so

Γ0P = PΓ0 = P, (114)

hence P
(
Γ0
)⊥

=
(
Γ0
)⊥ P, we have

1 = P⊥ + P
(
Γ0
)⊥

+ Γ0P⊥
ϕ0µ

+ Pϕ0µ

and we will split

H = P⊥H⊕P
(
Γ0
)⊥H⊕ Γ0P⊥

ϕ0µ
H⊕ Pϕ0µH.

We will compute Φn+1
µ −Ψn+1

µ on each of those subspaces.
We define ξqµ := Φqµ −Ψq

µ for any q ∈ N ∪ {0}. For any q ∈ N,

Φqµ ⊥ Φ0
µ and Ψq

µ ⊥ Φ0
µ, hence Pϕ0µξ

q
µ = 0. (115)

We define wkµ := Hk − Ekµ , hkµ := Hk − Ekµ and

wµ(λ) := H(λ)− Eµ(λ) =
+∞∑
k=0

λkwkµ, hµ(λ) := H(λ)− Eµ(λ) =

+∞∑
k=0

λkhkµ.
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Since Ψµ(λ) is en eigenvector of (PH(λ)P)
PH→PH

with eigenvalue Eµ(λ),
Pwµ(λ)Ψµ(λ) = 0, so identifying the different factors of λq of the last equa-
tion, for any q ∈ N ∪ {0} we have that

q∑
k=0

Pwq−kµ Ψk
µ = 0. (116)

Since (Eµ(λ),Φµ(λ)) is an eigenmode of H(λ), hµ(λ)Φµ(λ) = 0, and this
yields that for any q ∈ N ∪ {0},

q∑
k=0

hq−kµ Φkµ = 0. (117)

Applying P to (117) and substracting (116) yields

0 =

q∑
k=0

P
(
hq−kµ Φkµ − wq−kµ Ψk

µ

)
=

q∑
k=0

P
(
hq−kµ ξkµ +

(
Eq−kµ − Eq−kµ

)
Ψk
µ

)
=

q∑
k=0

P
(
hq−kµ ξkµ +

(
Ekµ − Ekµ

)
Ψq−k
µ

)
. (118)

We know that Ekµ −Ekµ = 0 and ξkµ = 0 for all k ∈ {0, . . . , n}. So using (118)
with q = n+ 1 gives

0 = Ph0µξn+1
µ +

(
En+1
µ − En+1

µ

)
Φ0
µ.

Taking the scalar product with Φ0
µ gives En+1

µ = En+1
µ and applying P⊥

ϕ0µ

gives Ph0µξn+1
µ = 0, so

Ph0µPξn+1
µ = −Ph0µP⊥ξn+1

µ = −PH0P⊥Φn+1
µ

and applying Rµ(0) yields

P
(
Γ0
)⊥
ξn+1
µ = Rµ(0)H

0P⊥Φn+1
µ . (119)

Next, applying (118) with q = n+ 2 gives

0 = Ph1µξn+1
µ + Ph0µξn+2

µ +
(
En+2
µ − En+2

µ

)
Φ0
µ.

Applying Γ0P⊥
ϕ0µ

and using (114) gives

0 = Γ0P⊥
ϕ0µ
h1µξ

n+1
µ = Γ0P⊥

ϕ0µ
h1µ

(
P⊥ + P

(
Γ0
)⊥

+ Γ0P⊥
ϕ0µ

+ Pϕ0µ

)
ξn+1
µ

=
P
ϕ0µ
ξqµ=0

(119)

Γ0P⊥
ϕ0µ
h1µΓ

0P⊥
ϕ0µ
ξn+1
µ + Γ0P⊥

ϕ0µ
h1µ
(
1 +Rµ(0)H

0
)
P⊥Φn+1

µ .

We now applyGµ(0), being such thatGµ(0)Γ0P⊥
ϕ0µ
h1µΓ

0P⊥
ϕ0µ

= −Γ0P⊥
ϕ0µ

, which
gives

Γ0P⊥
ϕ0µ
ξn+1
µ = Gµ(0)h

1
µ

(
1 +Rµ(0)H

0
)
P⊥Φn+1

µ . (120)
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Finally, using it, together with (119) and Pϕ0µξ
q
µ = 0 yields

ξn+1
µ =

(
P⊥ + P

(
Γ0
)⊥

+ Γ0P⊥
ϕ0µ

+ Pϕ0µ

)
ξn+1
µ

=
(
1 +Gµ(0)h

1
µ

) (
1 +Rµ(0)H

0
)
P⊥Φn+1

µ

=
(
1 +Gµ(0)H

1
) (

1 +Rµ(0)H
0
)
P⊥Φn+1

µ ,

where we used that Γ(0)Rµ(0) = 0, and hence Gµ(0)Rµ(0) = 0, in the last
line. □

We then transform the last result into a result on the intermediate nor-
malization series.

Lemma 11.2. Take n ∈ N ∪ {0}. If for all k ∈ {0, . . . , n}, Φkµ = Ψk
µ, then

for all k ∈ {0, . . . , n}, ϕkµ = ψkµ, and ϕn+1
µ − ψn+1

µ = Φn+1
µ −Ψn+1

µ .

Proof. As in Lemma A.1, for Θ ∈ {Φ,Ψ}, we define Y 0
Θ := 1, Y 1

Θ := 0, and
for any q ∈ N,

Y q
Θ :=

1

2

q−1∑
k=1

(〈
Θq−k
µ ,Θk

µ

〉
− Y q−k

Θ Y k
Θ

)
,

and we have

ϕqµ = Φqµ −
q−2∑
k=0

Y q−k
Φ ϕkµ, ψqµ = Ψq

µ −
q−2∑
k=0

Y q−k
Ψ ψkµ.

Since for any k ∈ {0, . . . , n}, Φkµ = Ψk
µ, then one can prove by induction that

Y k
Φ = Y k

Ψ for any k ∈ {0, . . . , n + 1}, then ϕkµ = ψkµ for any k ∈ {0, . . . , n}
and ϕn+1

µ − ψn+1
µ = Φn+1

µ −Ψn+1
µ . □

11.2. Proof of (45). We are now ready to prove (45).

11.2.1. From n = 0 to n = ℓ. We make a recursive proof on n ∈ {0, . . . , ℓ}
of the proposition

F(n) :

∀k ∈ {0, . . . , n}, p ∈ {0, . . . , 2n}, Φkµ = Ψk
µ, ϕkµ = ψkµ and Epµ = Epµ.

(121)

We have Φ0
µ = Ψ0

µ = ϕ0µ = ϕµ(0) and E0
µ = E0

µ = Eµ(0), proving F(0).
Let us now take n ∈ {0, . . . , ℓ − 1}, assume F(n) and we want to show

F(n+1), that is we want to show that Φn+1
µ = Ψn+1

µ , ϕn+1
µ = ψn+1

µ ,and that
Epµ = Epµ for p ∈ {2n+1, 2n+2}. Since P⊥Φn+1

µ = 0, applying Lemma 11.1
yields Φn+1

µ = Ψn+1
µ and applying Lemma 11.2 yields ϕn+1

µ = ψn+1
µ . Then

we have

ϕµ(λ)− ψµ(λ) =
+∞∑

k=n+2

λk
(
ϕkµ − ψkµ

)
.
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We use Lemma 8.3, i.e. that
∣∣∣∣ϕkµ∣∣∣∣e+ ∣∣∣∣ψkµ∣∣∣∣e ⩽ abk for any k ∈ N∪{0}, some

a, b > 0. We have

||ϕµ(λ)− ψµ(λ)||e ⩽
+∞∑

k=n+2

|λ|k
(∣∣∣∣∣∣ϕkµ∣∣∣∣∣∣

e
+
∣∣∣∣∣∣ψkµ∣∣∣∣∣∣

e

)
⩽

2a

1− |λ| b
(|λ| b)n+2 ⩽ c (|λ| b)n+2 ,

for some constant c > 0 independent of λ and n. Applying it with (71) gives

|Eµ(λ)− Eµ(λ)| ⩽ c (|λ| b)2n+4

where c is independent of λ and n. Letting λ → 0 gives Epµ = Epµ for
p ∈ {2n+ 1, 2n+ 2} as expected, and this concludes the induction, showing
F(n) for all n ∈ {0, . . . , ℓ}.

11.2.2. n = ℓ and the conclusion. By Lemma 11.2, we have

ϕℓ+1
µ − ψℓ+1

µ = Φℓ+1
µ −Ψℓ+1

µ .

Applying P⊥ yields P⊥ϕn+1
µ = P⊥ϕn+1

µ and thus with (113),

ϕℓ+1
µ − ψℓ+1

µ =
(
1 +Gµ(0)H

1
) (

1 +Rµ(0)H
0
)
P⊥ϕℓ+1

µ .

Returning to the series,

ϕµ(λ)− ψµ(λ) = λℓ+1
(
ϕℓ+1
µ − ψℓ+1

µ

)
+

+∞∑
n=ℓ+2

λn
(
ϕnµ − ψnµ

)
.

We obtain (45) by using the same reasoning as in Section 10.1, and we need
Lemma 8.5.

12. Proof of Lemma 5.1

We have

ϕµ(λ)− φµ(λ) = ϕµ(λ)−
ℓ∑

n=0

λnϕnµ +
ℓ∑

n=0

λnϕnµ − φµ(λ)

=

+∞∑
n=ℓ+1

λnϕnµ +

1−

∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
ℓ∑

n=0

λnϕnµ

∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
−1
 ℓ∑

n=0

λnϕnµ.

Then we write 1 =
∣∣∣∣∑+∞

n=0 λ
nϕnµ

∣∣∣∣−1 and use that for any u, v > 0,∣∣u−1 − v−1
∣∣ ⩽ |u− v|u−1v−1
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so

||ϕµ(λ)− φµ(λ)||e,δ ⩽

∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣

+∞∑
n=ℓ+1

λnϕnµ

∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
e,δ

+

∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
+∞∑
n=0

λnϕnµ

∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣ −

∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
ℓ∑

n=0

λnϕnµ

∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
ℓ∑

n=0

λnϕnµ

∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
−1 ∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
ℓ∑

n=0

λnϕnµ

∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
e,δ

⩽

∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣

+∞∑
n=ℓ+1

λnϕnµ

∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
e,δ

1 +
∣∣∣∣A−1

∣∣∣∣δ ∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
ℓ∑

n=0

λnϕnµ

∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
−1 ∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
ℓ∑

n=0

λnϕnµ

∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣
e,δ

 .

Finally,
∣∣∣∣∑+∞

n=ℓ+1 λ
nϕnµ

∣∣∣∣
e,δ

⩽
∑+∞

n=ℓ+1 |λ|
n
∣∣∣∣ϕnµ∣∣∣∣e,δ and we apply Lemma 8.3.

The bound en eigenvalues can be deduced from the previous one.

Acknowledgement. We warmly thank Long Meng for a useful discussion.

Appendix A. Intermediate normalization

In this section, we show several results about intermediate normalization,
which is aimed to be applied to Rayleigh-Schrödinger series eigenvectors in
another part of this document, for both degenerate and non-degenerate cases.

A.1. Unit normalization. We consider a Hilbert space H with scalar prod-
uct ⟨·, ·⟩ and norm ||·||, and a map ϕ : R → H depending on one real parameter
λ. We consider that

||ϕ(λ)|| = 1

for any λ ∈ R, which is called unit normalization. We assume that ϕ is
analytic at 0 so we can expand it

ϕn :=
1

n!

(
dn

dλn
ϕ(λ)

)
λ=0

, ϕ(λ) =
+∞∑
n=0

λnϕn.

A.2. Definition of intermediate normalization. Let us define

Φ(λ) :=
ϕ(λ)

⟨ϕ0, ϕ(λ)⟩
, Φn :=

1

n!

(
dn

dλn
Φ(λ)

)
λ=0

.

We then define Z(λ) := 1
⟨ϕ0,ϕ(λ)⟩ . Let us denote by Pϕ0 the projector onto

Cϕ0, so Pϕ0ϕ(λ) =
〈
ϕ0, ϕ(λ)

〉
ϕ0. Then we have

Φ(λ) = Z(λ)
(
Pϕ0ϕ(λ) +

(
1− Pϕ0

)
ϕ(λ)

)
= ϕ0 +

(
1− Pϕ0

)
Z(λ)ϕ(λ),

Thus Φ0 = ϕ0 = Φ(0) = ϕ(0), and for any n ∈ N, Φn ∈
(
1−Pϕ0

)
H = {Φ0}⊥.

We conclude that

Φn ⊥ Φ0, ∀n ⩾ 1. (122)

The normalization of Φ(λ) is called the intermediate normalization. It
is not a unit vector for all λ ̸= 0 in general, but has the convenient prop-
erty (122). For instance in the case of families of eigenvectors, it is com-
putable as recalled in Section 8. For this reason, this is usually the one that
is computer first in eigenvalue problems depending on one parameter.
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A.3. From standard normalization to unit normalization. Once Φn

is computed, or once one has proved properties on it, one can need to work
with ϕn again. One way of going from intermediate normalization to unit
normalization is to fix the phasis gauge of ϕ(λ) such that〈

ϕ0, ϕ(λ)
〉
∈ R+.

Then Φ(λ)
||Φ(λ)|| =

(
||Φ(λ)||

〈
ϕ0, ϕ(λ)

〉)−1
ϕ(λ) so Φ(λ)

||Φ(λ)|| and ϕ(λ) have the same
phasis, and since they both have unit normalization they are equal,

ϕ(λ) =
Φ(λ)

||Φ(λ)||
. (123)

The next result shows how to obtain the series ϕn from the Φn’s.

Lemma A.1 (Obtaining the unit normalization series from the intermedi-
ate normalization one). We define Y 0 := X0 := 1, Y 1 := X1 := 0 and,
recursively, for any n ⩾ 2,

Y n :=
1

2

n−1∑
k=1

(〈
Φn−k,Φk

〉
− Y n−kY k

)
, Xn := −

n−2∑
k=0

XkY n−k. (124)

Then ϕ0 = Φ0, ϕ1 = Φ1 and for any n ⩾ 2,

ϕn = Φn +
n−2∑
k=0

Xn−kΦk. (125)

We remark that ϕ2 = Φ2 − 1
2

∣∣∣∣ϕ1∣∣∣∣2 ϕ0.
Proof. We define y(λ) := ||Φ(λ)|| and consider its Taylor series

yn :=
1

n!

(
dn

dλn
y(λ)

)
λ=0

,

the relation y(λ)2 = ||Φ(λ)||2 gives, for any n ∈ N ∪ {0},
n∑
k=0

yn−kyk =
n∑
k=0

〈
Φn−k,Φk

〉
hence, using y0 =

∣∣∣∣ϕ0∣∣∣∣−2
= 1 and (122), we get a recursive way of obtaining

the yn’s, which is y1 = 0 and for any n ⩾ 2, via

yn =
1

2

n−1∑
k=1

(〈
Φn−k,Φk

〉
− yn−kyk

)
,

so yn = Y n for any n ∈ N ∪ {0}. We then define x(λ) := 1/y(λ), and
its Taylor series xn := 1

n!

(
dn

dλnx(λ)
)
λ=0

. The relation x(λ)y(λ) = 1 gives∑n
k=0 x

kyn−k = δn for any n ∈ N ∪ {0}, yielding x0 = 1, x1 = 0 and for any
n ⩾ 2,

xn = −
n−2∑
k=0

xkyn−k,

so xn = Xn for any n ∈ N∪{0}. Finally, from (123) we have ϕ(λ) = Φ(λ)x(λ)
hence we deduce (125). □
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Appendix B. Error bounds between eigenvectors,
density matrices and eigenvalues

Eigenvectors are controled by eigen-density matrices, so it is equivalent to
obtain bounds using eigenvectors or bounds using density matrices. This is
the object of this appendix, and it enables to provide precisions on how to
derive the bounds (15) and (16).

For any set of eigenvalues φ := (φα)
ν
α=1 ∈ Hν , we define the norm

||φ||2 :=
ν∑

µ=1

||φµ||2 .

The following Lemma is well-known, see [5, Lemma 3.3] and [6, Lemma 2.1].

Lemma B.1 (Comparing errors between eigenvectors, density matrices and
eigenvalues, [5, 6]). Take two self-adjoint operators A and H acting on a
Hilbert space H, assume that there exists a ∈ R such that 0 is in the resolvent
set of H + a. Take an orthogonal projection P, consider ϕ := (ϕα)

ν
α=1 ∈ Hν

and ψ := (ψα)
ν
α=1 ∈ (PH)ν such that (Eα, ϕα)να=1 are eigenmodes of H and

(Eα, ψα)να=1 are eigenmodes of PHP. Define the density matrices Γ := Dϕ,
Λ := Dψ, define Uϕ,ψ as one of the optimizer(s) of the problem

min
U∈Uν

||ϕ− Uψ||

and define ψϕ := Uϕ,ψψ. Then we have∣∣∣∣∣∣A(ϕ−ψϕ
)∣∣∣∣∣∣ ⩽ ∣∣∣∣∣∣A |H + a|−

1
2

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ∣∣∣∣∣∣|H + a|
1
2 A−1

∣∣∣∣∣∣
×
(
1 +

1

4

∣∣∣∣∣∣(H + a)−
1
2

∣∣∣∣∣∣2 ||Γ− Λ||22 max
1⩽α⩽ν

|Eα + a|
) 1

2

||A (Γ− Λ)||2 , (126)

and∣∣∣∣∣
ν∑

α=1

(Eα − Eα)

∣∣∣∣∣ ⩽
(∣∣∣∣A−1HA−1

∣∣∣∣ + ∣∣∣∣A−1
∣∣∣∣2 max

1⩽α⩽ν
|Eα|

) ∣∣∣∣∣∣A(ϕ−ψϕ
)∣∣∣∣∣∣2 .
(127)

We provide a proof in our context for the sake of completeness. It closely
follows [5, Lemma 3.3] and [6, Lemma 2.1].

Proof. First,

2−
1
2 ||Γ− Λ||2 ⩽

∣∣∣∣∣∣ϕ−ψϕ
∣∣∣∣∣∣ ⩽ ||Γ− Λ||2 (128)

is obtained from [6, Lemma 2.1] and [4, Lemma 4.3]. In [6] and [4] it is proved
for orthogonal matrices, i.e. in the real case, but the proof extends naturally
to the complex case. Defining the ν × ν matrix M by Mα,µ :=

〈
ψϕα , ϕµ

〉
for

any α, µ ∈ {1, . . . , ν}, by [4, Lemma 4.3], M is hermitian (again, we apply
the results to the complex case), so〈

ϕα, ϕµ − ψϕµ

〉
− 1

2

〈
ϕα − ψϕα , ϕµ − ψϕµ

〉
=

1

2

〈
ϕα, ϕµ − ψϕµ

〉
+

1

2

〈
ψϕα , ϕµ − ψϕµ

〉
=

1

2

(〈
ψϕα , ϕµ

〉
−
〈
ϕα, ψ

ϕ
µ

〉)
= 0
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and for any α, µ ∈ {1, . . . , ν} we have〈
ϕα, ϕµ − ψϕµ

〉
=

1

2

〈
ϕα − ψϕα , ϕµ − ψϕµ

〉
. (129)

Then ∣∣∣∣∣∣|H + a|
1
2 Λ
∣∣∣∣∣∣2
2
=

ν∑
α=1

⟨ψα, |H + a|ψα⟩ =
ν∑

α=1

|Eα + a|

∣∣∣∣∣∣|H + a|
1
2 Γ
∣∣∣∣∣∣2
2
=

ν∑
α=1

|Eα + a| ,

and(
|H + a|

1
2 Λ, |H + a|

1
2 Γ
)

2
= TrΛ |H + a|Γ = Tr

ν∑
α=1

Λ |H + a| |ϕα⟩ ⟨ϕα|

=

ν∑
α=1

|Eα + a| ⟨ϕα,Λϕα⟩ =
Λ=Λ2

ν∑
α=1

|Eα + a| ||Λϕα||2

=
ν∑

α=1

|Eα + a|
(
1−

∣∣∣∣∣∣Λ⊥ϕα

∣∣∣∣∣∣2) .
We can hence compute∣∣∣∣∣∣|H + a|

1
2 (Γ− Λ)

∣∣∣∣∣∣2
2
=
∣∣∣∣∣∣|H + a|

1
2 Γ
∣∣∣∣∣∣2
2
+
∣∣∣∣∣∣|H + a|

1
2 Λ
∣∣∣∣∣∣2
2

− 2Re
(
|H + a|

1
2 Λ, |H + a|

1
2 Γ
)

2

=

ν∑
α=1

|Eα + a| − |Eα + a|+ 2 |Eα + a|
∣∣∣∣∣∣Λ⊥ϕα

∣∣∣∣∣∣2 .
Then,∣∣∣∣∣∣|H + a|

1
2

(
ϕ−ψϕ

)∣∣∣∣∣∣2 = ν∑
α=1

∣∣∣∣∣∣|H + a|
1
2

(
ϕα − ψϕα

)∣∣∣∣∣∣2
=

ν∑
α=1

∣∣∣∣∣∣|H + a|
1
2 ϕα

∣∣∣∣∣∣2 + ∣∣∣∣∣∣|H + a|
1
2 ψϕα

∣∣∣∣∣∣2 − 2Re
〈
|H + a|ϕα, ψϕα

〉
=

ν∑
α=1

|Eα + a|+ |Eα + a| − 2 |Eα + a|Re
〈
ϕα, ψ

ϕ
α

〉
=

ν∑
α=1

|Eα + a| − |Eα + a|+ |Eα + a|
∣∣∣∣∣∣ϕα − ψϕα

∣∣∣∣∣∣2 .
where we used

〈
ϕα, ψ

ϕ
α

〉
= 1− 1

2

∣∣∣∣∣∣ϕα − ψϕα

∣∣∣∣∣∣2 in the last equality, which comes
from (129). We define λmax := max

1⩽α⩽ν
|Eα + a| and following [5, Appendix
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A], we have

∣∣∣∣∣∣|H + a|
1
2

(
ϕ−ψϕ

)∣∣∣∣∣∣2 − ∣∣∣∣∣∣|H + a|
1
2 (Γ− Λ)

∣∣∣∣∣∣2
2

=

ν∑
α=1

|Eα + a|
(∣∣∣∣∣∣ϕα − ψϕα

∣∣∣∣∣∣2 − 2
∣∣∣∣∣∣Λ⊥

(
ϕα − ψϕα

)∣∣∣∣∣∣2)

⩽
ν∑

α=1

|Eα + a|
(∣∣∣∣∣∣ϕα − ψϕα

∣∣∣∣∣∣2 − ∣∣∣∣∣∣Λ⊥
(
ϕα − ψϕα

)∣∣∣∣∣∣2)

=

ν∑
α=1

|Eα + a|
∣∣∣∣∣∣Λ(ϕα − ψϕα

)∣∣∣∣∣∣2 = ∑
1⩽α,µ⩽ν

|Eα + a|
∣∣∣〈ϕα − ψϕα , ϕµ

〉∣∣∣2
⩽

(129)

1

4
λmax

∑
1⩽α,µ⩽ν

∣∣∣〈ϕα − ψϕα , ϕµ − ψϕµ

〉∣∣∣2 ⩽ 1

4
λmax

∣∣∣∣∣∣ϕ−ψϕ
∣∣∣∣∣∣4
2

⩽
(128)

1

4
λmax ||Γ− Λ||42

⩽
1

4
λmax

∣∣∣∣∣∣(H + a)−
1
2

∣∣∣∣∣∣2 ||Γ− Λ||22
∣∣∣∣∣∣|H + a|

1
2 (Γ− Λ)

∣∣∣∣∣∣2
2
.

Then

∣∣∣∣∣∣|H + a|
1
2

(
ϕ−ψϕ

)∣∣∣∣∣∣ ⩽ (1 + 1

4
λmax

∣∣∣∣∣∣(H + a)−
1
2

∣∣∣∣∣∣2 ||Γ− Λ||22
) 1

2

×
∣∣∣∣∣∣|H + a|

1
2 (Γ− Λ)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2
. (130)

Next, ∣∣∣∣∣∣A(ϕ−ψϕ
)∣∣∣∣∣∣ ⩽ ∣∣∣∣∣∣A |H + a|−

1
2

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ∣∣∣∣∣∣|H + a|
1
2

(
ϕ−ψϕ

)∣∣∣∣∣∣
⩽
∣∣∣∣∣∣A |H + a|−

1
2

∣∣∣∣∣∣ (1 + 1

4
λmax

∣∣∣∣∣∣(H + a)−
1
2

∣∣∣∣∣∣2 ||Γ− Λ||22
) 1

2

×
∣∣∣∣∣∣|H + a|

1
2 (Γ− Λ)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2
,

and we deduce (126) by using (130).
Let us now show (127). For any U ∈ Uν , we have

ν∑
α=1

⟨Uψα, HUψα⟩ =
∑

1⩽α,µ,β⩽ν

UαµUαβ ⟨ψµ, Hψβ⟩

=
∑

1⩽α,µ,β⩽ν

UαµUαβEβ ⟨ψµ, ψβ⟩ =
∑

1⩽α,µ,β⩽ν

UαµUαβEβδµ−β

=
∑

1⩽α,µ⩽ν

UαµUαµEµ =
ν∑

µ=1

Eµ
ν∑

α=1

U∗
µαUαµ =

ν∑
µ=1

Eµ (U∗U)µµ =
ν∑

µ=1

Eµ.
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Hence similarly as in (70),

ν∑
α=1

〈
ϕα − ψϕα , (Eα −H)

(
ϕα − ψϕα

)〉
=

ν∑
α=1

〈
ψϕα , (Eα −H)ψϕα

〉
=

ν∑
α=1

Eα −
〈
Uϕ,ψψα, HU

ϕ,ψψα

〉
=

ν∑
α=1

(Eα − Eα) .

Thus∣∣∣∣∣
ν∑

α=1

(Eα − Eα)

∣∣∣∣∣ ⩽
ν∑

α=1

∣∣∣〈A(ϕα − ψϕα
)
, A−1

(
Eα −H

)
A−1A

(
ϕα − ψϕα

)〉∣∣∣
⩽

(
max
1⩽α⩽ν

∣∣∣∣A−1 (Eα −H)A−1
∣∣∣∣) ν∑

α=1

∣∣∣∣∣∣ϕα − ψϕα

∣∣∣∣∣∣2
e

⩽

(
cH + c2A max

1⩽α⩽ν
|Eα|

) ∣∣∣∣∣∣A(ϕ−ψϕ
)∣∣∣∣∣∣2 .

□
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