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Abstract

We lay some mathematically rigorous foundations for the resolution of differential equations with re-
spect to semi-classical bases and topologies, namely Freud–Sobolev polynomials and spaces. In this quest,
we uncover an elegant theory melding various topics in Numerical and Functional Analysis: Poincaré
inequalities, Sobolev orthogonal polynomials, Painlevé equations and more. Brought together, these
ingredients allow us to quantify the compactness of Sobolev embeddings on Freud-weighted spaces and
finally resolve some differential equations in this topology. As an application, we rigorously and tightly
enclose solutions of the Gross–Pitaevskii equation with sextic potential.
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1 Introduction

Given a potential V ∈ C2(R), it is well-known that if the probability measure ν(dx) := e−V dx/Z has finite
moments of all orders, then one may construct a Hilbert basis of orthonormal polynomials P = {pn}n∈N on
(L2(ν), ⟨·, ·⟩), that is

⟨pn, pm⟩ =
ˆ
R
pnpmdν = δmn, Z :=

ˆ
R
e−V (x)dx.

Orthogonal polynomials [1, 35, 45, 67, 71] have been a topic of interest since the birth of Numerical
Analysis and much is known about their construction, asymptotic behaviour, relation with special functions
and random matrices, zeroes etc. However, disappointingly, almost all the resolutions of differential equa-
tions with orthogonal polynomials are achieved using the classical families (Fourier, Hermite, Jacobi and
Laguerre) [38]. One of the reasons is that these classical families have the property that the derivative of a
classical orthogonal polynomial is a polynomial in the same family. Therefore, these bases allow for simple
representations of the differentiation operator ∂x (typically diagonal, maybe up to a shift), which makes
them very convenient for the study of differential equations.

However, some (non-quantitative) results in Functional Analysis [5, 6] (most notably in Probability
Theory) show that the Sobolev embedding H1(ν) ↪→ L2(ν) is often compact, even beyond the classical
weights. In principle, this allows for the approximation of compact operators on these spaces with finite-
dimensional matrices on the computer, in order to solve equations of the type

Lu = f(u), L := V ′(x)∂x − ∂xx, (1)
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which are naturally posed in H1(ν), where L is a well-studied operator in Probability Theory. Note that
this type of equations are equivalent to (possibly nonlinear) Fokker–Planck equations and Schrödinger type
equations [69, §4.9]. Ideally, for both theoretical and practical purposes, we would like to have L diagonal
with respect to the associated orthogonal polynominal basis {pn}. Unfortunately, it is established [6, 7, 8,
64] that this only occurs if the pn’s belong to a classical family, suggesting that working with respect to
non-classical weights is much more intricate.

Taking inspiration from this functional analytic theory, in this work, we overcome the apparent hurdles
of working with non-classical orthogonal polynomials, and show that it is in fact possible to effectively solve
some differential equations with respect to non-classical weights [61], numerically but also rigorously.

1.1 A natural Sobolev Hilbert structure

A first problem arising in the numerical treatment of differential equations on weighted Sobolev spaces is that
it is not so immediate that there exists a natural complete inner product, i.e. a natural Hilbert structure on
such spaces. For instance, on bounded domains with appropriate boundary conditions (say Dirichlet), the
simple norm induced by ⟨∇·,∇·⟩ defines a natural Hilbert structure. This simplifies the tackling of problems
with Finite Elements, Chebyshev or Fourier bases. However, on weighted Sobolev spaces on unbounded
domains, this inner product does not define a complete topology, essentially because there does not hold a
classical Poincaré inequality, i.e. there does not exist CP > 0 such that

ˆ
R
u2dν ≤ CP

ˆ
R
(u′)2dν for all u ∈ H1(ν).

However, a fundamental tool in the analysis of weighted Sobolev spaces [15] is that there often holds a
modified Poincaré inequality on H1(ν): there exists CP > 0 such that

ˆ
R
u2dν −

(ˆ
R
udν

)2

≤ CP

ˆ
R
(u′)2dν for all u ∈ H1(ν). (2)

From now on, we will simply refer to (2) as the Poincaré inequality on H1(ν). It allows us to immediately
give a natural inner product on H1(ν)

(u, v) :=

ˆ
R
u′v′dν +

ˆ
R
udν

ˆ
R
vdν, (3)

whose induced norm (henceforth denoted ∥ · ∥H1(ν)) can be shown to be Lipschitz equivalent to the standard
norm on H1(ν); demonstrating that (H1(ν), (·, ·)) is indeed a Hilbert space.

While this new inner product may appear “unusual” at first sight, it is actually very natural; for instance,
it reduces to the inner product ⟨∂x·, ∂x·⟩ on the subspace of ν-mean zero functions of H1(ν). Furthermore,
it allows us to propose a natural solution to the problem of the construction of orthogonal polynomials
Q = {qn}n∈N on a non-classical Sobolev space H1(ν).

Proposition 1. For all n ≥ 1, the polynomials Q = {qn}n∈N orthonormal with respect to (·, ·) are uniquely
defined by the properties

q′n = pn−1 and

ˆ
R
qndν = 0.

Proof. It suffices to check that these are orthonormal with respect to (·, ·), the uniqueness (up to sign) follows
from the Gram–Schmidt algorithm.

Note that the qn’s do not scricto sensu fall under the usual construction of orthogonal polynomials on a
Sobolev space [4, 59, 60, 62, 73] which should be induced by an inner product of the typeˆ

R
uvdν0 +

ˆ
R
u′v′dν1 for some Borel measures ν0, ν1. (4)

However, from now on, we will refer to the basis Q = {qn}n∈N associated to the scalar product (3) as
Sobolev orthogonal polynomials. There is a vast literature on polynomials orthogonal with respect to an
inner product of the form (4) (See [59, 60, 62, 73] and references therein). Particularly when considering
non-classical weights, the construction from (4) encounters several difficulties:
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• A serious issue is that many of the particular cases of (4) studied in the literature (e.g. taking ν1 to
be some discrete measure) do not necessarily induce a meaningful Sobolev topology.

• Barring some special cases, the construction of such orthogonal basis is typically very involved [60, 73].

• They are often not practical in the Numerical Analysis of differential equations, which should be their
main purpose (See [60, §12] for a discussion).

In some sense, our approach is more topological and directly inspired from the Functional Analysis of
weighted Sobolev spaces. Proposition 1 shows that the qn’s can be indeed simply obtained by integrating
the pn’s which is a natural (maybe naive) first approach when considering this problem. For instance, in
the semi-classical setting [61] of V being a even polynomial, we will see that the qn’s can be inexpensively
evaluated from the pn’s via the resolution of a banded triangular linear system.

More than that, we will show that they are quite useful in the Numerical Analysis of differential equations
on weighted Sobolev spaces.

Example 2. Consider the case of the Gaussian measure, i.e. V (x) = x2/2 such that ν(dx) = e−x2/2dx/
√
2π.

Then ∂x acts very simply on the basis {pn}, namely p′n =
√
n pn−1 for all n ≥ 1 and therefore qn = pn/

√
n

for n ≥ 1: in that case, the Sobolev orthonormal polynomials are simply renormalized classical orthogonal
polynomials. However, we emphasize that, in general, qn need not be proportional to pn, and indeed this will
not be the case in the main example considered in this work, as we have to work with non-classical weights.

1.2 A Numerical-Functional Analysis of Freud-weighted Sobolev spaces

While our approach may agree on classical settings, as previously mentioned, we are mainly interested in
problems outside of these families. A natural example to consider is the case of Freud-weighted spaces
associated with a quartic (or double-well) potential

V (x) =
x4

4
− κ

x2

2
, κ ∈ R,

as the first step departing from the classical paradigm. We will show that this already leads to a rich theory
bringing together several ideas in Numerical and Functional Analysis.

(a) p1, . . . p5 orthonormal with respect to ⟨·, ·⟩ (b) q1, . . . q5 orthonormal with respect to (·, ·)

Figure 1: Plots of orthonormal polynomials with respect to ν(dx) = e−V (x)dx/Z with V (x) = x4/4− κx2/2
with κ = 4.

In this context, the operator L = −∂xx + V ′∂x of Eq. (1) becomes

L = (x3 − κx)∂x − ∂xx.

Note that this operator or very closely related operators are of importance as they appear in the probabilistic
treatment of several models of noise-induced phenomena in Random Dynamics such as:
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• the stochastic resonance phenomenon for the noisy Duffing oscillator [29, 40, 69] (or Benzi–Parisi–
Sutera–Vulpiani model [10] which we will treat in an upcoming version of this work),

• the Hopf bifurcation with additive noise [9, 19, 37, 28],

• the Desai–Zwantig model [36],

• the (non)-destruction of the pitchfork bifurcation by additive noise [26, 34]. See also [12] for a recent
example where our methods could be applied.

Our approach relies on exploiting the structure of the bidiagonal differentiation operator with respect to
the bases {pn} and {qn} to give a thorough and precise Numerical and Functional Analysis of the Sobolev
space H1(ν). Our techniques are to be put in perspective with the related work [20].

For instance, our method allows us to compute the optimal Poincaré inequality constant CP onH1(ν) [15].
Note that, in general, even giving a non-sharp upper bound on CP is not trivial [6, 13, 15, 17, 51, 75] especially
when V is not convex (which can be the case here depending on the value of κ). In contrast, in this particular
case, we can give a very tight enclosure for CP .

Theorem 3. Consider V (x) = x4/4− κx2/2 with κ = 4, the best Poincaré inequality constant CP in (2) is
given by

CP = 33.58004242± 2.3× 10−7. (5)

In fact, we can do much better by rigorously proving and quantifying the compactness of the embedding
H1(ν) ↪→ L2(ν), a rare occurence in Numerical Analysis.

Theorem 4. Consider V (x) = x4/4− κx2/2, then there exists C > 0 and N ∈ N such that for all m ≥ N

and u ∈ Span{qj}j>m
H1(ν)

∥u∥L2(ν) ≤
C

m3/4
∥u∥H1(ν). (6)

In particular, if κ = 4, the above holds for C = 1.2233 and N = 2, 187.

It is well-established [2, 22, 27, 31, 43, 65] that such kind of estimates are useful in the numerical resolution
of partial differential equations (PDEs), as they constitute a key ingredient to show the convergence of
spectral methods. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first derivation of such compactness estimate in a
non-classical setting. Indeed, while in classical polynomial settings, these estimates can be obtained trivially
from a diagonal differentiation operator (e.g. see Example 14) or a well-structured integration operator (e.g.
in Chebyshev [54]), much work is needed to obtain Theorem 4.

Remark 5. Note that this embedding is “more compact” than the known Hermite/Gaussian embedding

H1(e−x2/2/
√
2π) ↪→ L2(e−x2/2/

√
2π) which only decays like 1/

√
n (See Example 14). This agrees with our

expectation that the compactness of the embedding H1(ν) ↪→ L2(ν) should get better as the potential V is
more confining (i.e. as V grows faster, see also Conjecture 11).

Brought together, these insights allow for the resolution of new differential equations in a natural and
mathematically rigorous framework, using the topology of Freud-weighted spaces and using Sobolev orthog-
onal polynomials. To showcase that our approach does indeed provide an excellent numerical framework
beyond numerical experiments, we incorporate our estimates into computer-assisted proofs (CAPs) to provide
some rigorous bounds on our numerical approximations, proving the existence of a nearby solution.

We first consider the Gross–Pitaevskii equation with sextic potential

i∂tv = −∂xxv +W (x)v + |v|2v, (7)

where W (x) = x6/4 − κx4/2 + cx2 + d. We look for standing wave solutions v(t, x) = eiωtφ(x) of Eq. (7)
where φ satisfies the elliptic semilinear equation

−∂xxφ+W (x)φ+ φ3 = ωφ (8)

which can be reformulated as an equation of the form 1. Within our framework which makes use of Sobolev
orthgonal polynomials and estimates such as (6), we not only obtain accurate approximate solutions to this
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equation plotted in Figure 2, but also prove the existence of true solutions of Eq. (8) nearby. The very small
error bounds obtained below showcase that using Sobolev orthogonal polynomials to numerically solve such
equations leads to very efficient numerical methods.

Theorem 6. Let c = 5/2, d = 2, κ = 4, ω = 8 and φ̄ : R → R be the function whose restriction to
the interval [−5, 5] is depicted in Figure 2(a), and whose precise description is available at [30] in the file
GP eq/ubar1. There exists an even strictly positive solution φ⋆

1 ∈ H1(R) to Eq. (8) such that

∥φ⋆
1 − φ̄1∥H1(R) ≤ 3.6711× 10−101,

where ∥ · ∥H1(R) is the standard H1-norm on R equipped with the Lebesgue measure dx, i.e. ∥φ∥H1(R) =(´
R φ2dx+

´
R(φ

′)2dx
)1/2

.

Theorem 7. Let c = 5/2, d = 2, κ = 4, ω = 8 and φ̄ : R → R be the function whose restriction to
the interval [−5, 5] is depicted in Figure 2(b), and whose precise description is available at [30] in the file
GP eq/ubar2. There exists an even solution φ⋆

2 ∈ H1(R) to Eq. (8) such that

∥φ⋆
2 − φ̄2∥H1(R) ≤ 8.1614× 10−141.

(a) φ̄1 in Theorem 6 (b) φ̄2 in Theorem 7

Figure 2: Plots of the numerical approximations φ̄1 and φ̄2 in Theorems 6 and 7.

Computer-assisted proofs have become more and more common in the study of differential equations,
and we refer to the expository article [74], the surveys [46, 52] the books [66, 72] and the references therein
for an overview of the field. A the notable feature of the computer-assisted proofs performed in this work is
that they deal with problems on unbounded domains, for which fewer techniques are available (See [66, Part
II], and the more recent [16, 25, 18]). Our proofs belong to the family of CAPs based on spectral methods,
but with the unusual twist that we work between two different bases {pn} and {qn}. Moreover, the dominant
operator L is not going to be diagonal but merely bidiagonal or tridiagonal in these bases, which means we
have to resort to some of the tools developed in [20] in order to control its inverse. Furthermore, contrary
to usual computer-assisted proofs, the formulae for the representations of our differential operators are not
known explicitly in closed form and their coefficients are actually challenging to control.

1.3 A differential counterpart to Freud’s conjecture

We recall that any family of orthogonal polynomials associated to a positive weight function satisfies a
three-term recurrence relation. When the weight function is even, this recurrence relation simplifies to

xpn = an+1pn+1 + anpn−1, n ≥ 1, (9)

where the coefficients an are positive and a0 = 0. To any even potential V , we can therefore associate a
unique (positive) sequence (an)n≥0 satisfying (9), with a0 = 0. Under the hood, the proofs of Theorems 3
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and 4 (and ultimately Theorems 6 and 7) rely crucially on quantifying explicitely the asymptotic growth of
the positive sequence (an)n≥0 satisfying (9). This can be accomplished by first deriving a recurrence relation
satisfied by the coefficients an themselves. For instance, in the case, where V is polynomial, we have the
following.

Lemma 8. There exists a computable set of homogeneous polynomials
{
Rj : R2j−1 → R

}∞
j=1

having positive

integer coefficients and with degRj = j− 1 such that, for every k ∈ N∗ and every even polynomial potential

V (x) =
∑k

j=1 cj
x2j

2j , the positive sequence (bn)n∈N = (a2n)n∈N satisfies the recurrence relation

n

bn
=

k−1∑
j=0

cjRj(bn−j , . . . , bn, . . . , bn+j), (10)

where (an)n∈N is the sequence associated to V via (23).

Proof. See Remark 32.

In our case of the quartic potential V (x) = x4/4 − κx2/2, we have that R0 = 1 and R1(x−1, x0, x1) =
x−1 + x0 + x1 such that (bn)n∈N = (a2n)n∈N is the (unique) positive solution to the recurrence relation

n

bn
= bn−1 + bn + bn+1 − κ, n ≥ 1, (11)

which is known as the discrete Painlevé I equation (See also [14]). From (11), one expects that bn ∼
√
n/

√
3.

However, (11) has high sensitivity on initial conditions and we furthermore require a tight quantitative con-
trol on the bn’s. We achieve this control via computer assistance which gives a substantial improvement
on previous non-constructive approaches [3, 32, 42, 47, 55, 68] which could not in general produce rigorous
estimates such as the one below. Our work establishes an important connection between the said Freud’s con-
jecture and the compact embedding of weighted Sobolev spaces previously established (in a non-quantitative
manner) by probability theorists [5, 6].

Proposition 9. Let (bn)n∈N be the unique positive solution to the recurrence relation (11). For all c− < 1
and c+ > 1, there exists N ∈ N such that for all n ≥ N

c−
√
n√
3
≤ bn ≤ c+

√
n√
3
. (12)

In particular, if κ = 4, c− = 0.987 and c+ = 1.025, the above holds for N = 2, 187.

More generally, the asymptotic behaviour in n1/k is expected for the positive solution of the recurrence
relation (10), a case of a statement known as the celebrated Freud’s conjecture [42] of which we give a version
below.

Conjecture 10. Let V (x) = x2k/(2k)+O(x2k) be an even polynomial potential of degree 2k, then we have
the following growth for the positive sequence (bn)n∈N = (a2n)n∈N defined by (9)

bn ∼ n1/k

(
2k − 1

k

)−1/k

. (13)

For instance, this conjecture is proved in the case V (x) = x2k [56]. This allows us in turn to speculate
the following on the compactness of the embedding H1(ν) ↪→ L2(ν).

Conjecture 11. Let V (x) = x2k/(2k) + O(x2k) be an even polynomial potential of degree 2k and denote
by {qn}n∈N the Sobolev orthogonal polynomials with respect to dν = e−V dx/Z. Then there exists C > 0

and N ∈ N such that for all m ≥ N and u ∈ Span{qj}j>m
H1(ν)

∥u∥L2(ν) ≤
C

m
2k−1
2k

∥u∥H1(ν). (14)
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Heuristics. On H1(ν), taking a derivative is essentially equivalent to multiplying by V ′ in the sense that
they induce the same loss of regularity (they both send H1(ν) to L2(ν)). This will be discussed further and
more precisely in the subsequent sections, see in particular Remark 30. Since V ′ is of degree (2k − 1) and
equivalent to x2k−1 at infinity, multiplying by V ′ essentially amounts to multiplying by x (2k − 1) times,
i.e. applying (2k − 1) times the recurrence relation (9). Therefore, using (13) and ignoring multiplicative
constants, we expect to have

∥pn∥H1(ν) = ∥p′n∥L2(ν) ≳ ∥V ′pn∥L2(ν) ≳ ∥x2k−1pn∥L2(ν) ≳ ∥a2k−1
n pn∥L2(ν) ≳ n

2k−1
2k ∥pn∥L2(ν)

This yields the proposed compactness estimate (14).

Remark 12. Note that (14) is known to hold for k = 1 (See example 14), and that we prove the case k = 2
with Theorem 4. On the other hand, as k → ∞ then exp(−x2k/(2k)) → 1[−1,1], such that the asymptotic
of (14) as k → ∞ agrees with the compactness on the embedding H1([−1, 1]) ↪→ L2([−1, 1]) which decays
like 1/m.

Organisation of the paper

The remainder of the paper is organised as follows. In Section 2, we first recall some results about weighted
Sobolev spaces and Poincaré inequalities, and then discuss our construction of Sobolev orthogonal polynomi-
als and the structure of operators with respect to orthogonal polynomial bases. Building on these insights,
we focus in Section 3 on the case of the quartic potential V (x) = x4/4 − κx2/2, and prove embedding
estimates for H1(ν) ↪→ L2(ν), i.e. Theorems 3 and 4, as well as Proposition 9 on which they rely crucially.
In Section 4, we apply these estimates to solve the Gross–Pitaevskii equation with sextic potential and prove
Theorems 6 and 7.

2 Weighted Sobolev spaces

2.1 The Functional Analytic point-of-view

The present work is motivated by the study of the overdamped Langevin (or Smoluchowski) dynamics

dXt = −V ′(Xt)dt+
√
2dWt, (15)

for a potential V ∈ C2(R) which induce a reversible diffusion process (Xt)t≥0 with stationary probability
measure

ν(dx) =
e−V (x)

Z
dx Z =

ˆ
R
e−V dx,

where V and ν will always be of this form unless stated otherwise. The Markov semi-group (Tt)t≥0 of (Xt)t≥0

is generated by −L, where
L = V ′(x)∂x − ∂xx

is a positive self-adjoint operator with respect to the L2-inner product ⟨·, ·⟩. Indeed, by parts, one has that

⟨u,Lv⟩ =
ˆ
R
u(Lv)dν =

ˆ
R
u′v′dν =

ˆ
R
(Lu)vdν = ⟨Lu, v⟩, for all u, v ∈ H1(ν), (16)

which can thus also be written as a Dirichlet form. An accessible introduction to this theory can be found
in [69, §4] (See also [15] for a nice introduction to Poincaré inequalities) but we emphasize that various
aspects of this theory can be generalised [5, 6], to higher dimensions and to various geometries.

Much of this theory relies on the following Poincaré inequality on H1(ν), i.e. on the existence of a
constant CP > 0 such that for all u ∈ H1(ν),

ˆ
R
u2dν −

(ˆ
R
udν

)2

≤ CP

ˆ
R
(u′)2dν. (17)
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For instance [69, Theorem 4.4], such Poincaré inequality immediately implies the exponential ergodicity of
the process (Xt)t≥0 evolving under (15). A criterion for the Poincaré inequality (17) to hold and which will
be sufficient for our purposes is given by the following proposition. See [15] for various functional analytic
aspects related to this Poincaré inequality.

Proposition 13. Suppose that the potential V is such that

lim
x→±∞

(V ′(x))2

2
− V ′′(x) = +∞,

then there holds a Poincaré inequality of the form (17) on H1(ν) = H1(e−V /Z).

Proof. See [76, Theorem A.1].

This criterion essentially amounts to V having to grow faster than linearly at infinity. Note that a more
sophisticated way to verify the Poincaré inequality is via the Muckenhoupt criterion [6, Theorem 4.5.1]
which is actually an equivalent statement and gives (large) bounds on the optimal Poincaré constant CP

(See also [76, §A.19]).

Example 14. Consider the case of the Gaussian measure, i.e. V (x) = x2/2 such that ν(dx) = e−x2/2dx/
√
π.

Then, we have the following Poincaré inequality, for all u ∈ H1(ν),

ˆ
R
u2dν −

(ˆ
R
udν

)2

≤
ˆ
R
(u′)2dν.

This is easily shown by decomposing u in terms of the orthonormal Hermite polynomials P = {pn}n∈N [1,
§22]. One can actually improve this further and obtain the compactness estimates

∥u∥L2(ν) ≤
1√
n
∥u∥H1(ν),

for all u ∈ Span{pm}m≥n
H1(ν)

.

The Hermite case is actually one of the few settings for which such constructive compactness estimates
have so far been able to be proved. This stems from the diagonal nature of the operator ∂x when represented
with respect to P (See [7, 8, 64]). This is a shame, as from the probability theoretic point of view, the
Hermite case (associated to the so-called Ornstein–Uhlenbeck process) is a limiting in the classification of
diffusion semi-groups generated by −L and associated to ν (See [6, §7.7] for a discussion, see also [5, 53]).

However, the embedding H1(ν) ↪→ L2(ν) is known to be compact (without quantitative estimates) in a
much broader setting.

Theorem 15. Let V (x) = x2k/(2k) + O(x2k) be a polynomial potential such that k ≥ 1, then H1(ν) =
H1(e−V /Z) is compactly embedded in L2(ν).

Proof. The case k = 1 follows from Example 14. The case k > 1, it suffices to check that V satisfies
the assumptions of [53, Theorem 1.4] which implies the embedding H1(ν) ↪→ L2(ν) by [6, Theorem 6.4.2].
This last theorem (which is non constructive) relies on the fact that if k > 1, the semi-group (Tt)t≥0 is
“ultracontractive” (the property that Tt sends a function u ∈ L1(ν) to Ttu ∈ L∞ for all t > 0 and in
particular is associated to a L∞-kernel representation for t > 0).

As stated in Conjecture 11, we expect that if V (x) ∼ |x|p as x → ∞ for p ∈ (1,∞), then the embeddings
should get quantitatively better as p increases. We note that in the limiting case p = 1, while the Poincaré
inequality (17) holds, the embedding H1(ν) ↪→ L2(ν) does not (See [6, §4.4.1]).

Finally, we emphasize that, once the Poincaré inequality (17) is available, all the Functional Analysis
on H1(ν) is reduced to textbook analysis of elliptic PDEs on Hilbert spaces. For instance, concerning the
well-posedness of

Lu = g,

ˆ
R
gdν = 0,

we have the following weak formulation.
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Proposition 16. Suppose there is a Poincaré inequality of the form (17) on H1(ν). Let H−1(ν) be the dual
of

H1
0 (ν) :=

{
u ∈ H1(ν)

∣∣∣ˆ
R
udν = 0

}
.

Then for all g ∈ H−1(ν), there exists a unique u ∈ H1
0 (ν) such that for all v ∈ H1

0 (ν)ˆ
R
u′v′dν =

ˆ
R
gvdν.

We denote u = L−1g. Furthermore, L−1 : H−1(ν) → H1
0 (ν) is a bounded linear operator.

Proof. Using the Poincaré inequality (17), this follows immediately from the Lax–Milgram Theorem [23,
Corollary V.8].

Similarly, L has positive unbounded discrete spectrum, etc.

2.2 Sobolev orthogonal polynomials

A problem naturally arising in Numerical Analysis is the construction of Sobolev orthonormal polynomials
on the Sobolev space H1(ν) and their use in the resolution of partial differential equations [60]. A first
approach could consist in using the standard inner product on H1(ν):

ˆ
R
u′v′dν + λ

ˆ
R
uvdν u, v ∈ H1(ν), λ > 0,

which is a specific instance of (4). However, orthogonal polynomials generated with such inner product
have not been very successul in the Numerical Analysis of PDEs. In particular, these polynomials have
not achieved the quantification of compactness between weighted Sobolev spaces, in non-classical settings.
Furthermore, even the construction of such basis is not necessarily simple; showing that in some sense the
above inner product is not the “correct” choice. In particular, it is unclear what value of λ should be chosen,
as each one gives rise to a different basis of orthonormal polynomials (even up to rescaling).

To construct a natural basis of Sobolev orthonormal polynomials, we propose to instead use the Poincaré
inequality on H1(ν).

Theorem 17. Suppose that ν is a probability measure such that on H1(ν), there holds a Poincaré inequal-
ity, i.e. there exists a constant CP > 0 such that for all u ∈ H1(ν)

Varν(u) =

ˆ
R
u2dν −

(ˆ
R
udν

)2

≤ CP

ˆ
R
(u′)2dν. (18)

Then the inner product (·, ·) defined by

(u, v) =

ˆ
R
u′v′dν +

ˆ
R
udν

ˆ
R
vdν u, v ∈ H1(ν)

defines a Hilbert structure on H1(ν) inducing its topology. In particular, H1(ν) is complete under the
induced norm ∥ · ∥H1(ν) :=

√
(·, ·).

Proof. Verifying that (·, ·) is indeed an inner product is straightforward. In particular, if (u, u) = 0, then

ˆ
R
(u′)2dν = 0 and

(ˆ
R
udν

)2

= 0.

The first inequality implies that u′ is identically zero such that u is constant. Then, the second equality in
turn implies that u is identically zero, proving the positive-definiteness. Now, let us show that the induced
norm ∥ · ∥H1(ν) :=

√
(·, ·) is Lipschitz-equivalent to the standard Sobolev H1(ν)-norm defined by(ˆ

R
(u′)2dν +

ˆ
R
u2dν

)1/2

u ∈ H1(ν).
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The fact that ∥ · ∥H1(ν) is dominated by the standard Sobolev H1(ν)-norm is a direct consequence of the
Cauchy–Schwarz inequality (or Jensen or that the variance is positive). Now for the other direction, the
Poincaré inequality (18) shows that

∥u∥2L2(ν) = ⟨u, u⟩ =
ˆ

u2dν ≤ max(1, CP )

{ˆ
R

(u′)2dν +

(ˆ
R
udν

)2
}

= max(1, CP )∥u∥2H1(ν).

Since, it is clear that for u ∈ H1(ν), ⟨u′, u′⟩ ≤ ∥u∥2H1(ν), this finishes the proof.

Remark 18. On the space of mean-zero functions

H1
0 (ν) :=

{
u ∈ H1(ν)

∣∣∣ˆ
R
udν = 0

}
,

the standard Poincaré inequality ˆ
R
u2dν ≤ CP

ˆ
R
(u′)2dν. (19)

holds, it is actually equivalent to (18).

After identifying that q0 = p0 = 1, one can thus think of the construction of the mean-zero Sobolev
orthonormal polynomials {qn}∞n=1 as the orthogonalisation of the basis {pn}∞n=1 of H1

0 (ν) with respect to
the inner product ˆ

R
u′v′dν, for u, v ∈ H1

0 (ν),

which is another way to show Proposition 1, i.e.

q′n = pn−1 and

ˆ
R
qndν = 0.

Remark 19. Note that, up to normalisation, the qn’s do not depend on any possible additional weighting
coefficients λ1 and λ2 that could be appended to form an inner product of the form

λ1

ˆ
R
u′v′dν + λ2

ˆ
R
udν

ˆ
R
vdν u, v ∈ H1(ν).

Remark 20. Note that in the case V (x) = x4/4, our Freud–Sobolev orthogonal polynomials are different
to the ones obtained in [44], which do not actually correspond to the H1(e−V /Z)-topology.

2.2.1 Some examples outside of our setting

The main focus of this paper is on measures of the form ν(dx) = e−V dx/Z supported on the whole real
line. However, even for different measures, our construction of Sobolev orthogonal polynomials can be used
as soon as a form of Poincaré inequality is at hand, and in some specific cases it produces back classical
orthogonal polynomials.

Example 21 (The Legendre case). Consider dν = dx/2 on [−1, 1], where the orthonormal polynomials are
the Legendre polynomials [1, §22]. While this example does not sit within the general setting of this paper,
it satisfies the assumptions of Theorem 17. Indeed on H1(ν), we have the Poincaré–Wirtinger inequality [39,
§5.8.1] (See also [6, §4.5.2])

ˆ 1

−1

u2dν −
(ˆ 1

−1

udν

)2

≤ CP

ˆ 1

−1

(u′)2dν, CP =
4

π2
.

The Sobolev orthogonal polynomials qn associated to the scalar product (3) are then given by

q0 = 1, q1 =
p1√
3
, q2 =

p2√
15

, qn =
1√

2n− 1

(
pn√
2n+ 1

− pn−2√
2n− 3

)
for n ≥ 3.
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Note that qn(−1) = qn(1) = 0 for all n ≥ 3, which furthermore shows that the qn’s cannot simply be some
(even rescaled) Jacobi polynomials, as those have interlacing zeros in (-1,1). For for n ≥ 3, the qn’s in fact
coincide with some so-called Legendre associated polynomials [1, §8], which are the natural extension of the
Jacobi polynomials at the parameters α = β = −1.

Note that it might sometimes be more natural to construct H1-Sobolev orthogonal polynomials {qn}n∈N
with respect to an inner product with two different measures ν and ν̃

ˆ
R
u′v′dν +

ˆ
R
udν̃

ˆ
R
vdν̃, (20)

which extends our construction of Sobolev orthogonal polynomials naturally. For instance, in the case of
beta distributions we have the following.

Example 22 (The Jacobi family). Let α, β > 0 and denote να,β(dx) = (1− x)α(1 + x)βdx/Zα,β on [−1, 1],
for which the pn’s are Jacobi polynomials of parameter (α, β) [1, §22]. Then, on H1(να,β) ∩ L2(να−1,β−1),
there holds a Poincaré inequality

ˆ 1

−1

u2dνα−1,β−1 −
(ˆ 1

−1

udνα−1,β−1

)2

≤ CP

ˆ 1

−1

(u′)2dνα,β , CP = α+ β.

See [6, §2.7.4] for more details about the associated semi-group. Then the qn’s associated to the inner prod-
uct (20) (with ν = να,β and ν̃ = να−1,β−1) are nothing but the (rescaled) Jacobi polynomials associated to
να−1,β−1. Observe that the Legendre-Sobolev polynomials on H1(ν0,0) (Example 21), cannot be constructed
via this inner product as we require α, β > 0.

Similarly, concerning the gamma distributions, we have the following.

Example 23 (The Laguerre family). For α > −1, denote να = xαe−xdx/Zα on R+ = [0,∞) such that the
pn’s are orthonormal Laguerre polynomials of parameter α [1, §22].

• If α > 0, on H1(να) ∩ L2(να−1), we have the Poincaré inequality [6, §4.4.1]

ˆ ∞

0

u2dνα−1 −
(ˆ ∞

0

udνα−1

)2

≤
ˆ ∞

0

(u′)2dνα,

such that the qn’s associated to the inner product (20) (with ν = να and ν̃ = να−1) are (rescaled)
Laguerre polynomials of parameter α− 1.

• In the case α = 0, we have the Poincaré inequality [6, §4.4.1]

ˆ ∞

0

u2dν0 −
(ˆ ∞

0

udν0

)2

≤ 4

ˆ ∞

0

(u′)2dν0.

In a similar way as in the Legendre case, for n ≥ 2, the qn’s correspond to a natural extension of the
Laguerre polynomials at the parameter α = −1 (which are not orthogonal with respect to a probability
measure). They are for instance obtained by generalising the closed form of the Laguerre polynomials.

2.3 The differentiation operator

Notation 24. In the rest of this paper, so that all our statements are precise, we denote the ℓ2- representation
of an element u of a weighted Sobolev space

• by [u]L2 if we consider its representation with respect to the orthonormal basis P = {pn}∞n=0 of L2(ν),

• by [u]H1 if we consider its representation with respect to the orthonormal basis Q = {qn}∞n=0 of H1(ν).
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That is, [u]L2 ∈ ℓ2 is the infinite vector of coefficients ⟨pn, u⟩, and [u]H1 ∈ ℓ2 is the infinite vector of
coefficients (qn, u). Furthermore, for the sake of clarity, we may shorten some notations by omitting the ν.
Henceforth, ∥ · ∥H1 (resp. ∥ · ∥L2) will always denote ∥ · ∥H1(ν) (resp. ∥ · ∥L2(ν)).

Given an operator A acting between two weighted Sobolev spaces, for instance A : H1 → L2, we denote
by [A]H1→L2 : ℓ2 → ℓ2 the operator such that [Au]L2 = [A]H1→L2 [u]H1 . In other words, [A]H1→L2 is the
infinite matrix representing the operator A with basis Q for the domain and basis P for the range. We use
similar arrow notations for operator norms, i.e.,

∥A∥H1→L2 = sup
u∈H1

u̸=0

∥Au∥L2(ν)

∥u∥H1(ν)
,

and note that
∥A∥H1→L2 = ∥[A]H1→L2∥ℓ2→ℓ2

.

When the two spaces are the same, we sometimes write [A]L2 instead of [A]L2→L2 .

In order to eventually deal with L, we first consider the (unbounded) differentiation operator ∂x, which
we write with respect to P, i.e.,

[∂x]L2→L2 = D =


0
... D0

.

As a differentiation operator acting on a polynomial basis, D is strictly upper triangular. The submatrix
D0, which corresponds to ∂x from the subspace of mean zero functions of L2(ν) to L2(ν), will play a central
role in the analysis to come.

As made clear by Proposition 31, the operator ∂x (or equivalently D) is closely related to the change of
basis matrix P = [id]L2→H1 from P to Q, i.e. the matrix such that [u]H1 = P [u]L2 .

Proposition 25. The change of basis matrix P from P to Q is given by

P = [id]L2→H1 =


1 0 · · ·
0
... D0

. (21)

Proof. We normalized the pn and qm so that p0 = q0 = 1, which explains the first column of P . The first
row of zeros is an immediate consequence of the fact that the pn all have mean 0 for n ≥ 1. Finally, using
that the qm also all have mean 0 for m ≥ 1, we get

(qm, pn) = ⟨q′m, p′n⟩+ ⟨qm, 1⟩⟨pn, 1⟩
= ⟨pm−1, p

′
n⟩

= Dm−1,n.

These observations are useful for the resolution of differential equations involving the operator L such
as (8).

Proposition 26. We have that

[L]L2 = DTD and [L]H1
0
= D0D

T
0 .

Proof. This follows from (16) such that for all u, v ∈ H1

⟨u,Lv⟩ = ⟨u′, v′⟩ = [∂xu]
T
L2 [∂xv]L2 = (D[u]L2)T (D[v]L2) = [u]TL2DTD[v]L2 .
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Since D is upper triangular, [L]L2 = DTD gives a Cholesky factorisation (LU) of [L]L2 , whereas [L]H1
0
=

D0D
T
0 gives a reverse Cholesky factorisation (UL) of [L]H1

0
. UL decompositions are rather uncommon as

they are typically non-unique in infinite dimensions but it seems to be canonical in this case.
This allows for a simple inversion of the operator L. This is particularly the case if the potential V is

polynomial. Indeed, we have

Lemma 27. Let V (x) = x2k/(2k) + O(x2k) be a polynomial of degree 2k, and ν(dx) = e−V dx/Z. Then,
for all m ≤ n− 2k

Dm,n = ⟨pm, p′n⟩ = 0

such that D (and P ) are upper triangular operators on ℓ2 of upper bandwidth (2k − 1).

Proof. Let m < n, then

⟨pm, p′n⟩ =
1

Z

ˆ +∞

−∞
pm(x)p′n(x)e

−V (x)dx

= − 1

Z

ˆ +∞

−∞
pn(x)

(
pm(x)e−V (x)

)′
dx By parts

=
1

Z

ˆ +∞

−∞
pn(x)pm(x)V ′(x)e−V (x)dx− 1

Z

ˆ +∞

−∞
pn(x)p

′
m(x)e−V (x)dx

=

ˆ +∞

−∞
pn(x)pm(x)V ′(x)ν(dx) By orthogonality since deg(p′m) = m− 1 < n.

Since pmV ′(x) is a polynomial of degree m+2k−1, the above term is zero by orthogonality if m+2k−1 < n,
i.e. m ≤ n− 2k.

Remark 28. In the case of a polynomial potential V , one can think of the basis {pn}n∈N as semi-classical in
the sense that [∂x]L2 is banded with upper bandwidth (2k−1), in contrast with the classical case of Hermite

polynomial (ν(dx) = e−x2

dx/Z) where [∂x]L2 is diagonal. This, in turn, implies that [L]L2 is banded with
bandwidth (4k − 3), extending the result of [64].

Remark 29. Of course, if V is an even polynomial then for all m = n mod 2, Dm,n = ⟨pm, p′n⟩ = 0.

Remark 30. Observe that
L = −J ◦ ∂x where J · = −V ′ ·+∂x·

is the so-called probability flux (or current) operator [69]. Now, for u, v ∈ H1(ν),

⟨u, ∂xv⟩ =
1

Z

ˆ
R
u(∂xv)e

−V dx

= − 1

Z

ˆ
R
v∂x(ue

−V )dx

= − 1

Z

ˆ
R
v(−V ′u+ ∂xu)e

−V dx

= ⟨−J u, v⟩,

which shows that −J is the L2(ν)-adjoint of ∂x, and provides another proof of the first identity of Proposi-
tion 26. Another consequence of this observation is that

DT = [−J ]L2 = [V ′·]L2 −D, and thus [V ′·]L2 = D +DT ,

where [V ′·]L2 is the multiplication operator by V ′. This means that the coefficients of [V ′·]L2 grow at the
same speed as the ones of D, which is consistent with the expectation that multiplying by V ′ loses as much
regularity as differentiating once on a ν-weighted Sobolev space. Furthermore, when V is a polynomial, note
that one can therefore deduce the differentiation matrix D, directly from the multiplication by V ′ operator,
and thus from the multiplication by x (Jacobi) operator.
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3 Functional and Numerical Analysis on Freud-weighted Sobolev spaces

We consider the double-well potential

V (x) =
x4

4
− κ

x2

2
, (22)

so that

dν =
e−V (x)

Z
dx, with Z =

ˆ +∞

−∞
exp

(
−x4

4
+ κ

x2

2

)
dx,

where Z can be expressed and computed via the use of Bessel functions.

3.1 Freud-type orthogonal polynomials

The orthonormal polynomials with respect to ν are the so-called Freud-type orthonormal polynomials
{pn}n∈N and constitute a family of semi-classical orthonormal polynomials. These pn’s can be constructed
recursively via a three-term recurrence formula of the form{

p0 = 1

xpn = an+1pn+1 + anpn−1, where an > 0,
(23)

without any pn term in the r.h.s. since V is even.
Furthermore, in the case of Freud-type polynomials, one can give an “explicit” recurrence formula for the

positive sequence (an)n∈N. Indeed, the sequence (bn)n∈N := (a2n)n∈N satisfies the so-called discrete Painlevé I
equation

n

bn
= bn−1 + bn + bn+1 − κ, n ≥ 1, (24)

with b0 = 0 and

b1 =

ˆ
R
x2ν(dx) =

ˆ +∞

−∞
x2 exp

(
−x4

4
+ κ

x2

2

)
dx

ˆ +∞

−∞
exp

(
−x4

4
+ κ

x2

2

)
dx

, (25)

which can also be computed via Bessel functions.
In view of Lemma 27 and Remark 29, p′n should be a linear combination of pn−1 and pn−3 and we

furthermore have the following:

Proposition 31. Let {pn}n∈N be the basis of orthonormal polynomials of L2(ν) = L2(e−V /Z) generated
by (23) and (24), then

p′n =
n

an
pn−1 + anan−1an−2pn−3. (26)

Proof. This can be obtained rather easily from Remark 30. Indeed, applying (23) three times to express
x3pn yields

V ′(x)pn = (x3 − κx)pn

= an+1an+2an+3pn+3 + an+1

(
a2n+2 + a2n+1 + a2n − κ

)
pn+1

+ anan−1an−2pn−3 + an
(
a2n+1 + a2n + a2n−1 − κ

)
pn−1.

Using that [V ′]L2 = D+DT and that D is upper triangular allows us to extract the formula for p′n, namely

p′n = anan−1an−2pn−3 + an
(
a2n+1 + a2n + a2n−1 − κ

)
pn−1,

and using (24) (with an = b2n) gives (26).
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Remark 32. Proposition 31 is exactly the implication (iv) =⇒ (ii) of the main Theorem of [14], but
they instead directly observe that by looking at the leading coefficient of pn (and thus of p′n) in terms of
monomials

⟨pn−1, pn⟩ =
ˆ
R
pnpn−1dν =

n

an
.

This calculation does not actually depend on the chosen polynomial V (x) = x2k/(2k)+O(x2k), and thus by
computing

⟨pn−1, V
′pn⟩ = ⟨pn−1, pn⟩

by applying 2k − 1 times the recurrence formula (23), one can automatically deduce recurrence the relation
on the an’s. Identifying the polynomial Rj such that

⟨x2j+1pn, pn−1⟩ = anRj(a
2
n−j+1, . . . , a

2
n, . . . , a

2
n+j−1)

shows Lemma 8. Similar formulations of these recurrence relations are for instance found in [33, 56].

Proposition 31 means that the differential operator D and change of basis operator P are bidiagonal and
can be written as

D =


0 α1 0 β1

0 α2 0 β2

. . .
. . .

. . .
. . .

 and P =


1 0 0

α1 0 β1

α2 0 β2

. . .
. . .

. . .

 ,

where
αn =

n

an
, βn = anan+1an+2. (27)

Remark 33. Bonan and Nevai [14] actually prove that [∂x]L2 is bidiagonal if and only if V is of the form (22),
up to a translation and scaling (in x).

In order to justify the invertibility of P and to get explicit compactness estimates for its inverse, we need
a precise control on the growths of the αn’s and the βn’s, and thus on the growth of the bn’s. Indeed, using
the triangular structure of P one can easily derive a formal inverse P−1, but to prove that this yields a well
defined and bounded operator, and to then get quantitative compactness estimates, we will need an estimate
of the form

βn

αn
≤ θ < 1 for all n ≥ N, (28)

with an explicit threshold N and constant θ. This condition, which naturally appears in our proof of
Theorem 4 in Section 3.3.1, was also already used in [20] in the slightly more general context of tridiagonal
operators.

Looking at (24), a formal calculation suggests that bn ∼
√
n/

√
3 as n → ∞, and this can in fact be

established rigorously [3, §6]. From the formulas (27) and the fact that an =
√
bn, we get βn/αn → 1/3,

which shows the existence of a θ < 1 and of an N large enough such that (28) holds. However, since we
require explicit N and θ, we need more quantitative estimates on the an’s (or equivalently on the bn’s), like
the ones stated in Proposition 9, with explicit constants c− and c+. In order to establish these bounds, we
have to overcome the following difficulties. While the recurrence relation (24) might seem in appearance
very innocent, it turns out that it is extremely unstable and sensitive to initial conditions. More is in fact
true [3, 14]: the initial condition given by (25) is the unique one such that bn ≥ 0 for all n ∈ N. In particular,
this suggests that one cannot get estimates solely from (24), the positivity condition being crucial. This
furthermore constitutes a computational challenge as even calculating a finite number of terms in double
precision quickly diverges from the positive solution.

We point out the analysis of the recurrence relation (24) has been the topic of a vast literature [3, 11,
32, 41, 47, 55, 56, 57, 58, 68] including the celebrated Freud’s conjecture and its proof in the case κ = 0 [42]
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(See [3, §2] for a nice historical review of the problem). However, quantitative bounds like (29) with explicit
constants do not seem to be already available, and we obtain those via a computer-assisted proof, which,
although based on a fixed point argument, has some unorthodox features.

Finally, let us emphasize we do not have access to an explicit form of the pn’s and qn’s, and nor of
the an’s, but we show in this work that these explicit descriptions are in fact not necessary (contrarily to
what was suggested in [49]) in order to successfully use these bases in practice. This is demonstrated in an
unequivocal manner via the establishment of Theorems 6 and 7, which use these bases both for the obtention
of the approximate solutions, and for deriving the compactness estimates required for the proof.

3.2 A precise analysis of the discrete Painlevé I equation

Proof of Proposition 9. The qualitative statement, namely that for all 0 < c− < 1 < c+, there exists N
such that (12) holds for all n ≥ N , follows directly from the fact that bn ∼

√
n/

√
3, which is for instance

proved nicely in [3, §6]. However, such asymptotic analysis does not provide quantitative bounds on the bn’s.
The quantitative statement follows from a computer-assisted proof and adapts a construction first proposed
in [55] (which gives quantitative bounds in the case κ = 0) and greatly simplified in [47] in the case of this
particular recurrence. We describe below a procedure where, for a given κ and fixed c− and c+ close enough
to 1, we find the smallest possible N such that, for (bn)n∈N satisfying (24) and (25), we get

c−
√
n√
3
≤ bn ≤ c+

√
n√
3
, (29)

for all n ≥ N .

Step 1 (Set-up of a fixed-point problem). Adapting the strategy in [47], we introduce

f(x) = −x+
√
1 + x2 and gn(x, y) =

x+ y − κ

2
√
n

, n ≥ 1,

and the map S : RN∗ → RN∗
such that, for b ∈ RN∗

,

(Sb)n =
√
nf(g(bn−1, bn+1)), for n > 1,

(Sb)1 = f(g(0, b2)),

where RN∗
is endowed with the product topology. It is then straightforward to check that, if Sb = b, then,

defining b0 = 0, b satisfies the recurrence relation (24), and we thus seek a fixed point of S in RN∗

+ . Note
that, by the aforementioned uniqueness of a positive solution of (24) (see [3, 14]), the solution to (24)-(25)
is the unique fixed point of S in RN∗

+ .

Step 2 (Upper and lower bounds of a fixed point). We keep following the ideas from [47, Theorem 2.1.(a)],
which relies on a Banach lattice theory argument, and state the following lemma.

Lemma 34. If there are sequences b−, b+ ∈ RN∗

+ such that for all n ∈ N∗

0 ≤ b−n ≤ (Sb+)n ≤ (Sb−)n ≤ b+n , (30)

then the unique positive solution b of (24) satisfies b−n ≤ bn ≤ b+n for all n ∈ N∗.

Proof. The inequality (Sb+)n ≤ (Sb−)n is implied by b−n ≤ b+n , as from its definition S is monotone decreasing
with respect to the canonical partial order ≤ on RN∗

+ . Now, for the same reason, we have that for all n ∈ N∗,

(S(K))n ⊂ [b−n , b
+
n ], where K =

∞∏
n=1

[b−n , b
+
n ] ⊂ RN∗

.

Thus S(K) ⊂ K, which is convex and compact in RN∗
by Tychonoff’s theorem. Since S : RN∗ → RN∗

is
continuous and RN∗

is locally convex, by Schauder–Tychonoff theorem, we have that there exists b ∈ K such
that Sb = b. Since K ⊂ RN∗

, this fixed point is the positive solution of (24), and the fact that b belongs to
K finishes the proof.
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We are now going to get explicit enclosures of b by constructing explicit sequences b− and b+ satisfying
the assumptions of Lemma 34.

Step 3 (Criterion for very large n). We henceforth assume that κ > 0 (the same procedure, with slightly
different conditions, can be used if κ < 0 or κ = 0). Let c+ > 1 and c− < 1 such that there exists N1 > 1
satisfying √√√√12 +

(
c+
√
1− 1

N1
+ c+

√
1 +

1

N1
−

√
3κ√
N1

)2

− 2c+ − 2c− ≥ 0, (31)

and √
12 + (2c−)

2
+

√
3κ√
N1

− c−
(√

1− 1

N1
+

√
1 +

1

N1

)
− 2c+ ≤ 0. (32)

Note that, if c− and c+ are both close enough to 1, such an N1 always exists. For all n ≥ N1, let

b+n = c+
√
n√
3
, b−n = c−

√
n√
3
. (33)

Then, for n > N1,

(Sb+)n =
√
n


√√√√( c+

√
n−1√
3

+ c+
√
n+1√
3

− κ
)2

4n
+ 1−

c+
√
n−1√
3

+ c+
√
n+1√
3

− κ

2
√
n


=

√
n

2
√
3


√√√√12

(
c+

√
1− 1

n
+ c+

√
1 +

1

n
−

√
3κ√
n

)2

+

√
3κ√
n

− c+

(√
1− 1

n
+

√
1 +

1

n

)
≥ n

2
√
3


√√√√12 +

(
c+
√

1− 1

N1
+ c+

√
1 +

1

N1
−

√
3κ√
N1

)2

− 2c+

 ,

and similarly, we get that

(Sb−)n =

√
n

2
√
3


√√√√12 +

(
c−

√
1− 1

n
+ c−

√
1 +

1

n
−

√
3κ√
n

)2

+

√
3κ√
n

− c−

(√
1− 1

n
+

√
1 +

1

n

)
≤

√
n

2
√
3

(√
12 + (2c−)

2
+

√
3κ√
N1

− c−
(√

1− 1

N1
+

√
1 +

1

N1

))
.

Thanks to (31)-(32), we do get that

0 ≤ b−n ≤ (Sb+)n ≤ (Sb−)n ≤ b+n ,

for all n > N1.

Step 4 (Construction of K). We start by defining b+ and b− as in as in (33), for all n ≥ 1.

• Picking N1 as in Step 3, i.e. satisfying (31)-(32), we already have proven that (30) holds for all n > N1.

• However, we do not expect the threshold given by (31)-(32) to be sharp. We therefore look for the
smallest N2 ≤ N1 such that (30) holds for all n > N2. In principle it could be that N2 = N1, but in
practice we typically get N2 ≪ N1.

• For n ≤ N2, we gradually decrease b−n and increase b+n by ε-inflation [63], until (30) holds for all n ≥ 1.
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All the calculations are guaranteed via interval arithmetic. If this step succeeds, We have constructed
b− = (b−n )n≥1 and b+ = (b+n )n≥1 such that (30) holds for all n ∈ N∗. Thus, we can apply Lemma 34, which
yields that b−n ≤ bn ≤ b+n for all n ∈ N∗. In particular the estimate (29) holds for all n > N2.

Step 5 (Estimates for small n). Finally, we compute b1 with extended precision using the formula

b1 =

ˆ
R
x2ν(dx) =

κ2I− 1
4

(
κ2

8

)
+ κ2

(
I 3

4

(
κ2

8

)
+ I 5

4

(
κ2

8

))
+
(
κ2 + 4

)
I 1

4

(
κ2

8

)
2κ
(
I− 1

4

(
κ2

8

)
+ I 1

4

(
κ2

8

)) ,

where Iγ denotes the modified Bessel function of the first kind with parameter γ (and can be evaluated
rigorously with Arb [50]). Recall that we assumed κ > 0, otherwise a slightly different expression in terms of
Bessel functions is obtained for b1. We can then compute the bn’s by recursion, to find the smallest N ∈ N∗

such that the estimate (29) also holds for all n ∈ {N, . . . , N2}.
With κ = 4, c− = 0.987 and c+ = 1.025, the entire procedure is successful with N1 = 9, 000, 000,

N2 = 9, 215 and N = 2, 187; the proof is performed at [30] in the file GP eq/Painleve bounds.ipynb.

(a) Construction of (b−n )n≥1 and (b+n )n≥1 by
ε-inflation for n ≤ N2

(b) Verification of the bounds (29) for
n ∈ {N, . . . , N2}

Figure 3: Bounds on bn for k = 4, c− = 0.987 and c+ = 1.025.

3.3 Compactness estimates

We now show how estimates on the growth of the positive solution of the discrete Painlevé I equation
can be leveraged to quantify the compactness of the Sobolev embedding H1(ν) ↪→ L2(ν) and the Poincaré
inequality on H1(ν), i.e. we give quantitative versions of Proposition 13 and Theorem 15 via Theorems 3
and 4 respectively.First, using the upper bound on bn = a2n from Proposition 9, we now obtain explicit
bounds on the coefficients

αn =
n

an
and βm = anan+1an+2

of the (unbounded) ℓ2-operator P introduced in Section 2.3, which in particular allow us to satisfy (28).

Corollary 35. For all c+ > 1, there exists N ∈ N such that

bn ≤ c+
√
n√
3
, (34)

for all n ≥ N . Defining

Cα =
4
√
3√
c+

, θ =
(c+)2

3

((
1 +

1

N

)(
1 +

2

N

))1/4

,
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we get, for all n ≥ N ,

αn ≥ Cαn
3/4 and

βn

αn
≤ θ. (35)

In the case κ = 4, one can take c+ = 1.025 and N = 2, 187, which yields

Cα ≈ 1.299925254 and θ ≈ 0.350328462

Remark 36. Recall that bn ∼
√
n/3 yields αn ∼ 4

√
3n3/4 and βn ∼ (n/3)3/4, and therefore βn/αn ∼ 1/3.

In particular, up to taking N large enough, one can always get θ < 1. Moreover, if c+ is arbitrarily close to
1, then θ can be brought arbitrarily close to 1/3. The above explicit values show that, in practice, we can
indeed rather close to the optimal value of θ.

Note that we only needed the upper-bounds on bn from Proposition 9 here, but the lower-bounds will
also be used, in the Appendix A.

Remark 37. Of course, these estimates become worse and harder to obtain as κ gets larger. Furthermore,
if c− and c+ were chosen to be further from 1, then N would be smaller, though the quality of Cα and θ
would be worse. However, the crucial feature is for θ be strictly less than 1.

Notation 38. Note that id : L2(ν) → H1(ν) obviously maps even functions to even functions and odd
functions to odd functions, which is reflected in the fact that the action of P on even and odd modes is
decoupled. In the sequel, we only consider the subspace of even functions (the case of odd functions is
analogous), which amounts to considering

P =



1 0
α2 β2

α4
. . .

. . .

 .

Furthermore, for a matrix or operator A, we use the computational notations for selection of indices, e.g.
A1:n,−1 denotes the vector made up of the first n indices (i.e. the first index is 1 and notations are inclusive)
of the last column of A.

The computational parts of the subsequent subsections are given at [30] in the file GP eq/Poincare.ipynb.

3.3.1 Proof of Theorem 4

Observe that P−1 is the ℓ2-representation of the embedding ι : H1(ν) ↪→ L2(ν), that is

P−1 = [ι]H1→L2 .

We thus aim to obtain compactness estimates via the analysis of the ℓ2-operator P−1. We first pick an
even integer n, n ≥ N , with respect to which we carve up our problem. Let us carve P as follows

P :=


βn

P̄

Dn


:=


βn

1

D̄0

Dn


,
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where

P̄ =



1 0 · · · · · · · · · · · ·
0
...

D̄0


=



1 0
α2 β2

α4
. . .

. . .
. . .

. . . βn−2

αn


,

and

Dn =



αn+2 βn+2

αn+4 βn+4

αn+6
. . .

. . .

 . (36)

Computing the inverse of P seen as a two-by-two block matrix and using the Schur complement, one thus
infer that

P−1 =



βn(P̄
−1):,−1(D

−1
n )1,:

P̄−1 βn(P̄
−1):,−1(D

−1
n )1,:

D−1
n


=



βn(D̄
−1
0 ):,−1(D

−1
n )1,:

1

D̄−1
0

D−1
n


, (37)

where we will show that P−1 : ℓ2(N∗) → ℓ2(N∗) is a bounded operator. Since

∥u∥L2 = ∥ιu∥L2 =
∥∥P−1[u]H1

∥∥
ℓ2
,

and

∥u∥H1 = ∥[u]H1∥ℓ2 ,

in order to prove Theorem 4, we need to find a constant C such that, for all u ∈ Span{qj}j>m
H1(ν)

, m ≥ N ,

∥∥P−1[u]H1

∥∥
ℓ2

≤ C

m3/4
∥[u]H1∥ℓ2 .

In the remainder of this proof, we take n = N , but some of the calculations will be reused in the proof of
Theorem 3 with a different (larger) n.

Denoting m = n+ 2k, k ≥ 0, and recalling that we only work on even subspaces here, we therefore need
to find C such that ∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥


βn(P̄

−1):,−1(D
−1
n )1,k+1:βn(P̄

−1):,−1(D
−1
n )1,k+1:

(D−1
n ):,k+1:



∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥
ℓ2

≤ C

(n+ 2k)3/4
.

We are going to obtain two separate constants C12 and C22 such that

∥βn(P̄
−1):,−1(D

−1
n )1,k+1:∥ℓ2 ≤ C12(n+ 2k)−3/4 and ∥(D−1

n ):,k+1:∥ℓ2 ≤ C22(n+ 2k)−3/4, (38)
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and then take C defined by

C :=
√
C2

12 + C2
22 =

∥∥∥∥(C12

C22

)∥∥∥∥
ℓ2
.

Starting with C12, note that by backward substitution, we get from (36) that

(D−1
n )ij =


(−1)i−j

αn+2j

j−1∏
l=i

βn+2l

αn+2l
, for i ≤ j,

0 otherwise.

(39)

Using Corollary (35), assuming N is taken largen enough so that θ < 1 (see Remark 36), we can therefore
estimate

∥(D−1
n )1,k+1:∥ℓ2 =

 ∞∑
j=k+1

1

α2
n+2j

j−1∏
l=1

β2
n+2l

α2
n+2l

1/2

≤ 1

Cα(n+ 2k)3/4

 ∞∑
j=1

θ2(j−1)

1/2

,

and thus,

∥(D−1
n )1,k+1:∥ℓ2 ≤ 1

Cα

√
1− θ2(n+ 2k)3/4

. (40)

Since, by the extremal case of the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality,

∥βn(P̄
−1):,−1(D

−1
n )1,k+1:∥ℓ2 = βn∥(P̄−1):,−1∥ℓ2∥(D−1

n )1,k+1:∥ℓ2 ,

we choose

C12 =
βn∥(P̄−1):,−1∥ℓ2

Cα

√
1− θ2

. (41)

Turning our attention to C22, let us first recall that for an operator A : ℓ2(N∗) → ℓ2(N∗),

∥A∥ℓ2 ≤ ∥A∥1/2ℓ1 ∥A∥1/2ℓ∞ ,

where ∥ · ∥ℓ1 , ∥ · ∥ℓ∞ can be evaluated easily via the formulae

∥A∥ℓ1 = sup
j∈N∗

∥A:,j∥ℓ1 and ∥A∥ℓ∞ = sup
i∈N∗

∥Ai,:∥ℓ1 .

Using again (39) together with (35), we estimate, for all i ≥ 1,

∥(D−1
n )i,k+1:∥ℓ1 =

∞∑
j=i∨(k+1)

∣∣∣∣∣ (−1)i−j

αn+2j

j−1∏
l=i

βn+2l

αn+2l

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ 1

Cα(n+ 2k)3/4

∞∑
j=i

θj−i ≤ 1

Cα(1− θ)(n+ 2k)3/4
,

which yields

∥(D−1
n ):,k+1:∥ℓ∞ ≤ 1

Cα(1− θ)(n+ 2k)3/4
.

Similarly, we estimate, for all j ≥ k + 1,

∥(D−1
n ):,j∥ℓ1 =

j∑
i=1

∣∣∣∣∣ (−1)i−j

αn+2j

j−1∏
l=i

βn+2l

αn+2l

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ 1

Cα(n+ 2k)3/4

j∑
i=1

θj−i ≤ 1

Cα(1− θ)(n+ 2k)3/4
,
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which yields

∥(D−1
n ):,k+1:∥ℓ1 ≤ 1

Cα(1− θ)(n+ 2k)3/4
.

Combining the two above estimates, we get

∥(D−1
n ):,k+1:∥ℓ2 ≤ 1

Cα(1− θ)

1

(n+ 2k)3/4
,

such that we can choose

C22 =
1

Cα(1− θ)
. (42)

When κ = 4, according to Proposition 9 we can pick c+ = 1.025 and N = 2, 187 in Corollary 35.
Repeating the same analysis on the odd subspaces and taking the maximum of the two constants yields the
announced value of the constant C, and finishes the proof of Theorem 4.

3.3.2 Proof of Theorem 3

Recalling Remark 18, the Poincaré constant is the smallest number CP such that for all u ∈ H1
0 (ν),ˆ

R
u2dν ≤ CP

ˆ
R
(u′)2dν,

i.e. such that
∥u∥2L2 ≤ CP ∥u′∥2L2 = CP ∥u∥2H1 ,

which means

Cp = sup
u∈H1

0
u̸=0

∥u∥2L2

∥u∥2H1

.

Rephrasing this in terms of our operators P and D0, we have that the Poincaré constant is the smallest
number CP such that for all u ∈ H1

0 (ν),

∥[u]L2∥2ℓ2 = ∥P−1[u]H1∥2ℓ2 ≤ CP ∥[u]H1∥2ℓ2 .

Since u ∈ H1
0 (ν), i.e. (q0, u) = ⟨p0, u⟩ = 0, and recalling (21), we get

CP = ∥D−1
0 ∥2ℓ2 = sup

v∈ℓ2(N∗)
v ̸=0

∥D−1
0 v∥2ℓ2
∥v∥2ℓ2

and we therefore prove Theorem 3 by rigorously enclosing the norm of D−1
0 .

First, since D−1
0 is upper triangular, using the carving and notations from Section 3.3.1 we have that

∥D̄−1
0 ∥ℓ2 ≤ ∥D−1

0 ∥ℓ2 . A lower bound for the Poincaré constant is therefore given by

C̄P := ∥D̄−1
0 ∥2ℓ2 .

Since D̄0 is a finite matrix, C̄P can be enclosed, sharply and rigorously, via the Gershgorin circle theorem:

• First, compute rigorously M = D̄−1
0 (D̄−1

0 )T , so that ∥D̄−1
0 ∥ℓ2 = ∥M∥1/2ℓ2 . Since M is symmetric, ∥M∥ℓ2

is simply the maximum of |λ(M)| over all the eigenvalues λ(M) of M .

• Secondly, diagonalise M numerically, i.e. find Q such that Q−1MQ is approximately diagonal.

• Then, rigorously (i.e. in interval arithmetic) compute Q−1; this can be achieved via the function inv

in the Julia library IntervalArithmetic.jl [70].

• Rigorously compute Λ̄ := Q−1MQ. Note that Λ̄ and M have same spectrum.
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• Enclose the spectrum of Λ̄ (and thus M , which is a subset of R+) via the Gershgorin circle theorem.

This gives an upper bound on ∥D̄−1
0 ∥ℓ2 = ∥M∥1/2ℓ2 .

• Finally, take v the column of Q corresponding to the largest numerical eigenvalue of M in modulus,
and rigorously compute ∥D̄−1

0 v∥ℓ2/∥v∥ℓ2 , which gives a lower bound on ∥D̄−1
0 ∥ℓ2 .

It thus remains to find an upper bound for CP . We pick some n ≥ N , extract D−1
0 from (37), and

proceeding as in the proof of Theorem 4, to get

CP = ∥D−1
0 ∥ℓ2 ≤

∥∥∥∥(∥D̄−1
0 ∥ℓ2 βn∥(D̄−1

0 ):,−1(D
−1
n )1,:∥ℓ2

0 ∥D−1
n ∥ℓ2

)∥∥∥∥2
ℓ2

≤
∥∥∥∥(C̄1/2

P C12n
−3/4

0 C22n
−3/4

)∥∥∥∥2
ℓ2

,

where C12 and C22 are as in (41) and (42). We again pick c+ = 1.025, this time with n = 3, 500, which
yields the announced enclosure for Cp.

Remark 39. Note that

C̄P ≤ CP ≤
∥∥∥∥(C̄1/2

P C12n
−3/4

0 C22n
−3/4

)∥∥∥∥2
ℓ2

= C̄P +
C2

12

n3/2
+O

(
1

n3

)
,

which explains the sharpness of the estimate (5) in Theorem 3.

3.3.3 Other embedding estimates

In the context of (nonlinear) PDEs, it is often useful to make use of Sobolev inequalities [23, Corollary IX.13]
to deal with nonlinearities. In one dimension, this can be achieved via the derivation of L∞-bounds which
are also useful in the proof of the positivity of solutions to elliptic equations in the fashion of [18, §4.3]. Such
bounds can be obtained via the standard inequality [23, Theorem VIII.7]

∥φ∥∞ ≤
√
2∥φ∥1/2L2(R)∥φ

′∥1/2L2(R), for all φ ∈ H1(R).

By setting φ = e−V/2u, we then obtain

∥e−V/2u∥∞ ≤
√
2∥e−V/2u∥1/2L2(R)∥(e

−V/2u)′∥1/2L2(R).

Now, observe that

eV/2(ue−V/2)′ = −1

2
V ′u+ u′ =

1

2
(−V ′u+ u′) +

1

2
u′ =

1

2
(J u+ ∂xu) ,

where J = −V ′(x) + ∂x, such that

∥(e−V/2u)′∥L2(R) =
√
Z∥eV/2(e−V/2u)′∥L2(ν) ≤

√
Z

2
(∥J u∥L2 + ∥∂xu∥L2) .

Note that this calculation does not depend on the choice of V . Since −J is the L2(ν)-adjoint of ∂x (cf.
proof of Proposition 26, also Remark 30), it is expected that ∥J ∥H1→L2 is finite as

∥J ∥H1(ν)→L2(ν) = ∥[J ]H1→L2∥ℓ2 = ∥[J ]L2→L2P−1∥ℓ2 = ∥ −DTP−1∥ℓ2 = ∥DTP−1∥ℓ2 .
We furthermore need to quantify this bound and have the following lemma.

Lemma 40. For V = x4/4−κx2/2, if J = −V ′(x)+ ∂x, then there exist c > 0 such that for all u ∈ H1(ν),

∥J u∥L2(ν) ≤ c∥u∥H1(ν).

Furthermore, for all u ∈ H1(ν),

∥e−V/2u∥∞ ≤
√

Z(c+ 1)∥u∥1/2L2(ν)∥u∥
1/2
H1(ν) ≤

√
Z(c+ 1)max(1, CP )

1/4∥u∥H1(ν), (43)

and

∥e−V/2u∥H1(R) ≤
√
Z

(
max(1, CP ) +

(c+ 1)2

4

)1/2

∥u∥H1(ν). (44)

Finally, if κ = 4, we can choose c = 29.492.

Proof. See Appendix A.

23



4 The Gross–Pitaevskii equation with sextic potential

Notation 41. From the rest of this section, we fix some n ∈ N greater than N in Theorem 4 and for some
u ∈ L2(ν) (resp. H1) we denote by ΠL2

n (resp. ΠH1

n ) the projection onto Span{pm}nm=0 (resp. Span{qm}nm=0)

and by ΠL2

∞ (resp. ΠH1

∞ ) the projection onto Span{pm}m>n
L2

(resp. Span{qm}m>n
H1

). Furthermore, we
treat the problem of this section only with respect to even subspaces and polynomials of L2(ν) and H1(ν),
and all operators are restricted to these subspaces.

We look for solutions of the Gross–Pitaevskii equation

−∂xxφ+W (x)φ+ φ3 = ωφ,

where W (x) = x6/4− κx4/2 + cx2 + d is a sextic polynomial potential. We look for real even solutions φ of
the above equation such that ˆ

R
φ2Wdx < ∞. (45)

Then, still with V (x) = x4/4− κx2/2, writing u = e−V/2φ gives

Lu+ e−V u3 − ωu+ r(x)u = 0

where r(x) = (6+4c−κ2)x2/4+(2d−κ)/2. For simplicity, we choose parameters c and d such that r(x) = 0,
though this term does not contain any additional difficulty. We are thus left with the equation

Lu+ e−V u3 − ωu = 0, (46)

which is equivalent to the zero-finding problem

F (u) := u− L̃−1f(u) = u− L̃−1(ωu+ u0 − e−V u3) = 0, u0 :=

ˆ
R
udν, (47)

where we introduced L̃ := L+ΠL2

0 = L+ΠH1

0 in order to get rid of the one-dimensional kernel of L and get
an invertible operator.

Corollary 42. We have the following representations of L̃ on L2(ν) and H1(ν):

[L̃]L2 = PTP, [L̃]H1 = PPT and [L̃]H1→L2 = PT . (48)

Furthermore,

∥ΠH1

∞ L̃−1ΠL2

∞ ∥L2→H1 ≤ C22

n3/4
, ∥ΠH1

∞ L̃−1∥L2→H1 ≤ C

n3/4
, (49)

where C22 and C are as in Section 3.3.1 and

ΠH1

n L̃−1ΠL2

∞ = 0 such that ΠH1

n L̃−1 = ΠH1

n L̃−1ΠL2

n . (50)

Proof. The identities in (48) follow from Proposition (26) by adding the action of L̃ on constants. Combin-
ing (48) with the estimates of Section 3.3.1, gives (49). The identities in (50) follow from the fact that PT

and thus (P−1)T is lower triangular. Note that we also have that for u, v ∈ H1(ν),

⟨u, L̃v⟩ =
ˆ
R
u′v′dν +

ˆ
R
udν

ˆ
R
vdν = (u, v).

Since [L̃−1]L2→H1 = (P−1)T which is a bounded (actually compact from Theorem 4) ℓ2-operator, L̃−1

is bounded and compact as an operator from L2(ν) to H1(ν). Moreover, by the Sobolev embeddings (see
Section 3.3.3), u ∈ H1(ν) implies e−V/2u ∈ L∞(R) and thus e−V u3 ∈ L2(ν). Therefore, F : H1(ν) → H1(ν)
is bounded and a compact perturbation of the identity. Given an approximate solution ū to Eq. (47), this
motivates the introduction of an operator A : H1(ν) → H1(ν) defined as

A = An +ΠH1

∞ ,
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where An ≈ (ΠH1

n DF (ū)ΠH1

n )−1 (note that ΠH1

n DF (ū)ΠH1

n is finite-dimensional, hence this approximate
inverse can be computed numerically), so that ≈ DF (ū)−1. This approximate inverse A can then be used
to introduce a quasi-Newton (fixed-point) operator

T : H −→ H
u 7−→ u−AF (u),

(51)

where
H =

{
u ∈ H1(ν) | u is even

}
.

This is a common reformulation for computer-assisted proofs, and we will show that T : H → H is a
contraction around ū, such that there exists a true solution u to Eq. (46) in a tight and explicit neighbourhood
around ū. Note that by Lemma 40, if we find a solution u ∈ H ⊂ H1(ν) to Eq. (46), then φ = e−V u satisfies
the integrability condition (45). Finally, the positivity of a solution u may be checked using the criterion of
Appendix B.

Remark 43. Any Schrödinger operator with sextic potential

−∆+
1

4
x6 − κ2

2
x4 + ax2 + b,

is tridiagonal symmetric (i.e. Jacobi) with respect to the weighted basis {e−V/2pn}∞n=0, where V (x) =
x4/4− κx2/2.

4.1 The Newton–Kantorovitch theorem

In order to show that T is actually a contraction on a neighbourhood of ū, we make use of the following
statement, which is used in many computer-assisted proofs, and can be interpreted as a kind of Newton-
Kantorovich theorem when its assumptions are expressed in terms of F rather than T .

Theorem 44. Let T be as in (51) and suppose that for some Y,Z1, Z2, Z3

∥T (ū)− ū∥H1 ≤ Y,

∥DkT (ū)∥H1 ≤ Zk, k = 1, 2, 3.

Then assume that for the radii polynomials

Q(δ) = Y − δ +

3∑
k=1

Zk

k!
δk,

R(δ) = −1 +

3∑
k=1

Zk

(k − 1)!
δk−1,

there exists δ > 0 such that Q(δ) < 0 Then, denoting δ the smallest positive root of Q and δ̄ the unique
positive root of R, for all δ ∈ (δ, δ̄), T has a unique fixed point u⋆ ∈ B̄(ū, δ) ⊂ H.

Proof. See for instance [21, Theorem 2.1 and Corollary 4.4], where this version of the theorem is proved in
a more general form, and where further historical references are given.

4.2 The bounds

We first compute an approximate solution ū ∈ ΠH1

n (H) ⊂ C∞(R), for n = 2500 (such that n > N = 2, 187

in the case κ = 4 of Theorem 4). Note that this implies that ΠL2

n ū = ΠH1

n ū = ū and ΠL2

∞ ū = ΠH1

∞ ū = 0. We
then derive below appropriate bounds Y,Z1, Z2, Z3 to prove the existence of an actual solution u to Eq. (47)
(and thus to Eq. (46)) close to ū via Theorem 44. Our estimates rely on a carving of the problem in the
fashion of Section 3.3.1.

Finally, much of our proofs will rely on rigorously computing integrals of polynomials against Freud-
weights. This is done using a quadrature rule given in Appendix C and implemented in the file GP eq/quadrature.jl

at [30].
The computation of the bounds Y, Z1, Z2, Z3 and application of Theorem 44 can be found at [30] in the

files GP eq/proof1.ipynb and GP eq/proof2.ipynb for Theroem 6 and 7 respectively.
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4.2.1 The Y bound

We estimate the difference T (ū)− ū as follows

∥T (ū)− ū∥2H1 = ∥AF (ū)∥2H1

= ∥A(ū− L̃−1f(ū))∥2H1

= ∥ΠH1

n A(ū− L̃−1f(ū))∥2H1 + ∥ΠH1

∞ A(ū− L̃−1f(ū))∥2H1 By Parseval’s identity

= ∥An(ū−ΠH1

n L̃−1f(ū))∥2H1 + ∥ΠH1

∞ (ū− L̃−1f(ū))∥2H1

= ∥An(ū−ΠH1

n L̃−1ΠL2

n f(ū))∥2H1 + ∥ΠH1

∞ L̃−1f(ū)∥2H1 using (50).

The first term requires a finite computation and can therefore evaluated exactly, while the second term has
to be decomposed as follows

∥ΠH1

∞ L̃−1f(ū)∥H1 ≤ ∥ΠH1

∞ L̃−1ΠL2

n f(ū)∥H1 + ∥ΠH1

∞ L̃−1ΠL2

∞ f(ū)∥H1 .

Now, we have[
ΠH1

∞ L̃−1ΠL2

n f(ū)
]
H1

=
[
ΠH1

∞ L̃−1ΠL2

n

]
L2→H1

[
ΠL2

n f(ū)
]
L2

= βn(D
−1
n )1,:(P̄

−1)T:,−1

[
ΠL2

n f(ū)
]
L2

,

so that
∥ΠH1

∞ L̃−1ΠL2

n f(ū)∥H1 = βn∥(D−1
n )1,:∥ℓ2

∣∣∣(P̄−1)T:,−1

[
ΠL2

n f(ū)
]
L2

∣∣∣ ,
where we recall (40)

∥(D−1
n )1,:∥ℓ2 ≤ 1

Cα

√
1− θ2

1

n3/4
. (52)

We also have that

∥ΠH1

∞ L̃−1ΠL2

∞ f(ū)∥H1 ≤ ∥ΠH1

∞ L̃−1ΠL2

∞ ∥L2→H1∥ΠL2

∞ f(ū)∥L2

≤ ∥ΠH1

∞ L̃−1ΠL2

∞ ∥L2→H1∥ΠL2

∞ (ωū+ ū0 − e−V ū3)∥L2

≤ ∥ΠH1

∞ L̃−1ΠL2

∞ ∥L2→H1∥ΠL2

∞ (e−V ū3)∥L2

≤ ∥ΠH1

∞ L̃−1ΠL2

∞ ∥L2→H1

(
∥e−V ū3∥2L2 − ∥ΠL2

n (e−V ū3)∥2L2

)1/2
≤ C22

n3/4

(
∥e−V ū3∥2L2 − ∥ΠL2

n (e−V ū3)∥2L2

)1/2
by (49).

We can thus take

Y 2 :=∥An(ū−ΠH1

n L̃−1ΠL2

n f(ū))∥2H1

+
1

n3/2

{
βn

Cα

√
1− θ2

∣∣∣(P̄−1)T:,−1

[
ΠL2

n f(ū)
]
L2

∣∣∣+ C22

(
∥e−V ū3∥2L2 − ∥ΠL2

n (e−V ū3)∥2L2

)1/2}2

.

4.2.2 The Z1 bound

We choose to compute Z1 by treating finite and infinite dimensional parts separately, and therefore take

Z1 :=

∥∥∥∥(Z11 Z12

Z21 Z22

)∥∥∥∥
2

where the Zij are real numbers satisfying
∥ΠH1

n DT (ū)ΠH1

n ∥H1 ≤ Z11,

∥ΠH1

∞ DT (ū)ΠH1

n ∥H1 ≤ Z21,

∥ΠH1

n DT (ū)ΠH1

∞ ∥H1 ≤ Z12,

∥ΠH1

∞ DT (ū)ΠH1

∞ ∥H1 ≤ Z22.

(53)

26



Indeed, for h ∈ H with ∥h∥H1 = 1, write h = hn + h∞ such that hn ∈ ΠH1

n (H), h∞ ∈ ΠH1

∞ (H). Then,

∥DT (ū)h∥H1 =
√
∥ΠH1

n DT (ū)h∥2H1 + ∥ΠH1

∞ DT (ū)h∥2H1

≤
√(

∥ΠH1

n DT (ū)hn∥H1 + ∥ΠH1

n DT (ū)h∞∥H1

)2
+
(
∥ΠH1

∞ DT (ū)hn∥H1 + ∥ΠH1

∞ DT (ū)h∞∥H1

)2
≤
√

(Z11∥hn∥H1 + Z12∥h∞∥H1)
2
+ (Z21∥hn∥H1 + Z22∥h∞∥H1)

2

=

∥∥∥∥(Z11 Z12

Z21 Z22

)(
∥hn∥H1

∥h∞∥H1

)∥∥∥∥
2

≤ Z1 since ∥hn∥2H1 + ∥h∞∥2H1 = 1.

In the following subsections, we derive computable bounds Zij satisfying (53).

4.2.3 The bound Z11

For hn ∈ ΠH1

n (H),

ΠH1

n DT (ū)hn = ΠH1

n (id−ADF (ū))hn = (ΠH1

n −AnΠ
H1

n DF (ū)ΠH1

n )hn,

by construction of A. Then, we get the estimate

∥ΠH1

n DT (ū)ΠH1

n ∥H1,H1 = ∥ΠH1

n −AnΠ
H1

n DF (ū)ΠH1

n ∥H1,H1 = ∥[ΠH1

n ]H1−[An]H1 [ΠH1

n DF (ū)ΠH1

n ]H1∥ℓ2 =: Z11.

This quantity is expected to be very small as An is constructed as a numerical inverse of [ΠH1

n DF (ū)ΠH1

n ]H1 .
This estimate is only the two-norm of a finite-dimensional matrix and we bound this quantity via the

inequality ∥A∥ℓ2 ≤ ∥A∥1/2ℓ1 ∥A∥1/2ℓ∞ .

4.2.4 The bound Z21

For hn ∈ ΠH1

n (H), we have

∥ΠH1

∞ DT (ū)hn∥H1 = ∥ΠH1

∞ (hn −ADF (ū)hn∥H1

= ∥ΠH1

∞ DF (ū)hn∥H1

= ∥ΠH1

∞ (hn − L̃−1Df(ū)hn∥H1

= ∥ΠH1

∞ L̃−1Df(ū)hn∥H1

≤ ∥ΠH1

∞ L̃−1ΠL2

n Df(ū)hn∥H1 + ∥ΠH1

∞ L̃−1ΠL2

∞ Df(ū)hn∥H1 .

On the one hand, we have[
ΠH1

∞ L̃−1ΠL2

n Df(ū)hn

]
H1

=
[
ΠH1

∞ L̃−1ΠL2

n

]
L2→H1

[
ΠL2

n Df(ū)ΠH1

n

]
H1→L2

[hn]H1

= βn(D
−1
n )1,:(P̄

−1
:,n )T

[
ΠL2

n Df(ū)ΠH1

n

]
H1→L2

[hn]H1 ,

such that

∥ΠH1

∞ L̃−1ΠL2

n Df(ū)hn∥H1 ≤ βn∥(D−1
n )1,:∥ℓ2

∥∥∥(P̄−1
:,n )T

[
ΠL2

n Df(ū)ΠH1

n

]
H1→L2

∥∥∥
ℓ2
∥hn∥H1

≤ βn

Cα

√
1− θ2

1

n3/4

∥∥∥(P̄−1
:,n )T

[
ΠL2

n Df(ū)ΠH1

n

]
H1→L2

∥∥∥
ℓ2
∥hn∥H1 using (52).

On the other hand, we have

ΠH1

∞ L̃−1ΠL2

∞ Df(ū)hn = ΠH1

∞ L̃−1ΠL2

∞ (ωhn + h0 − 3e−V ū2hn) = −3ΠH1

∞ L̃−1ΠL2

∞ (e−V ū2hn).

27



Now, writing hn as

hn =

n∑
m=0

amqm,

we get by linearity

∥ΠL2

∞ (e−V ū2hn)∥2L2 =

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

m=0

amΠL2

∞ (e−V ū2qm)

∥∥∥∥∥
2

L2

≤

(
n∑

m=0

|am|∥ΠL2

∞ (e−V ū2qm)∥L2

)2

≤

(
n∑

m=0

a2m

)(
n∑

m=0

∥ΠL2

∞ (e−V ū2qm)∥2L2

)
By Cauchy–Schwarz inequality

≤
n∑

m=0

∥ΠL2

∞ (e−V ū2qm)∥2L2 Since ∥hn∥H1 = 1

≤
n∑

m=0

∥e−V ū2qm∥2L2 − ∥ΠL2

n (e−V ū2qm)∥2L2 By Parseval’s identity.

This implies that

∥ΠH1

∞ L̃−1ΠL2

∞ Df(ū)hn∥L2 ≤ ∥ΠH1

∞ L̃−1ΠL2

∞ ∥L2→H1∥ΠL2

∞ Df(ū)hn∥L2

≤ 3C22

n3/4

(
n∑

m=0

∥e−V ū2qm∥2L2 − ∥ΠL2

n (e−V ū2qm)∥2L2

)1/2

∥hn∥H1 using (49).

Thus, we can choose

Z21 :=
1

n3/4

 βn

Cα

√
1− θ2

∥∥∥(P̄−1
:,n )T

[
ΠL2

n Df(ū)ΠH1

n

]
H1→L2

∥∥∥
ℓ2
+ 3C22

(
n∑

m=0

∥e−V ū2qm∥2L2 − ∥ΠL2

n (e−V ū2qm)∥2L2

)1/2
 .

4.2.5 The bound Z12

For h∞ ∈ ΠH1

∞ (H), we have

∥ΠH1

n DT (ū)h∞∥H1 = ∥ΠH1

n (h∞ −ADF (ū)h∞)∥H1

= ∥AnΠ
H1

n DF (ū)h∞∥H1

= ∥AnΠ
H1

n (h∞ − L̃−1Df(ū)h∞)∥H1

= ∥AnΠ
H1

n L̃−1Df(ū)h∞∥H1

= ∥AnΠ
H1

n L̃−1ΠL2

n Df(ū)h∞∥H1

≤ ∥AnΠ
H1

n L̃−1ΠL2

n (Df(ū)ΠL2

n h∞)∥H1 + ∥AnΠ
H1

n L̃−1ΠL2

n (Df(ū)ΠL2

∞ h∞)∥H1 .

Note that h∞ = ΠH1

∞ h, where the projection is the H1 one, therefore ΠL2

n h∞ is not equal to 0. We start with
the first term, for which we have[
AnΠ

H1

n L̃−1ΠL2

n (Df(ū)ΠL2

n h∞)
]
H1

= [An]H1

[
ΠH1

n L̃−1ΠL2

n

]
L2→H1

[
ΠL2

n Df(ū)ΠL2

n

]
L2

[
ΠL2

n ιΠH1

∞

]
H1→L2

[h∞]H1

= [An]H1 (P̄
−1)T

[
ΠL2

n Df(ū)ΠL2

n

]
L2

βn(P̄
−1):,−1(D

−1
n )1,: [h∞]H1 .
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where we used that [ι]L2→H1 = P−1 and its carving given by (37). We thus get

∥AnΠ
H1

n L̃−1ΠL2

n (Df(ū)ΠL2

n h∞)∥H1 ≤ βn

∥∥∥[An]H1 (P̄
−1)T

[
ΠL2

n Df(ū)ΠL2

n

]
L2

(P̄−1):,−1

∥∥∥
ℓ2

∥∥(D−1
n )1,:

∥∥
ℓ2
∥h∞∥H1

=
βn

Cα

√
1− θ2

1

n3/4

∥∥∥[An]H1 (P̄
−1)T

[
ΠL2

n Df(ū)ΠL2

n

]
L2

(P̄−1):,−1

∥∥∥
ℓ2
∥h∞∥H1 ,

where we have used (52). For the second term, we have

ΠL2

n Df(ū)ΠL2

∞ h∞ = ΠL2

n ((ω − 3e−V ū2)ΠL2

∞ h∞) = −3ΠL2

n (e−V ū2ΠL2

∞ h∞),

and we now estimate each coefficient of the above term

|⟨pm, e−V ū2ΠL2

∞ h∞⟩| = |⟨pme−V ū2,ΠL2

∞ h∞⟩|

= |⟨ΠL2

∞ (pme−V ū2),ΠL2

∞ h∞⟩|

≤ ∥ΠL2

∞ (pme−V ū2)∥L2∥ΠL2

∞ h∞∥L2

≤
(
∥pme−V ū2∥2L2 − ∥ΠL2

n (pme−V ū2)∥2L2

)1/2
∥D−1

n ∥ℓ2∥h∞∥H1

≤ C22

n3/4

(
∥pme−V ū2∥2L2 − ∥ΠL2

n (pme−V ū2)∥2L2

)1/2
∥h∞∥H1 using (38).

Finally, writing wm = [−1, 1]
(
∥pme−V ū2∥2L2 − ∥ΠL2

n (pme−V ū2)∥2L2

)1/2
, we obtain

∥AnΠ
H1

n L̃−1ΠL2

n (Df(ū)ΠL2

∞ h∞)∥H1 ≤ 3C22

n3/4

∥∥∥[An]H1

[
ΠH1

n L̃−1ΠL2

n

]
L2→H1

w
∥∥∥
ℓ2

≤ 3C22

n3/4

∥∥[An]H1 (P̄
−1)Tw

∥∥
ℓ2
.

We can therefore choose

Z12 :=
1

n3/4

{
βn

Cα

√
1− θ2

∥∥∥[An]H1 (P̄
−1)T

[
ΠL2

n Df(ū)ΠL2

n

]
L2

(P̄−1):,−1

∥∥∥
ℓ2
+ 3C22

∥∥[An]H1 (P̄
−1)Tw

∥∥
ℓ2

}
.

4.2.6 The bound Z22

For h∞ ∈ ΠH1

∞ (H),

∥ΠH1

∞ DT (ū)h∞∥H1 = ∥h∞ −ΠH1

∞ ADF (ū)h∞∥H1

= ∥h∞ −ΠH1

∞ DF (ū)h∞∥H1

= ∥h∞ −ΠH1

∞ (h∞ − L̃−1Df(ū)h∞)∥H1

= ∥ΠH1

∞ L̃−1Df(ū)h∞∥H1

= ∥ΠH1

∞ L̃−1(ω − 3e−V ū2)h∞∥H1

≤ ∥ΠH1

∞ L̃−1∥L2→H1∥(ω − 3e−V ū2)h∞∥L2

≤ C

n3/4
∥(ω − 3e−V ū2)∥∞∥h∞∥L2 by Hölder’s inequality and (49)

≤ C2

n3/2

{
3∥e−V/2ū∥2∞ + |ω|

}
∥h∞∥H1 by Theorem 4.

We thus choose

Z22 :=
C2

n3/2

{
3∥e−V/2ū∥2∞ + |ω|

}
.

While other methods are possible, in practice, we simply use the estimate (43) to bound ∥e−V/2ū∥∞.
Note that our estimates are sharp in the sense that they agree with the estimates of the diagonal case

(See [18, Section 4.1]) and that we observe in practice that Z22 is the largest of the Zij ’s.
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4.2.7 The bound Z2

We have that for h ∈ H,

∥D2T (ū)h2∥H1 = ∥AD2F (ū)h2∥H1

≤ ∥A∥H1∥D2F (ū)h2∥H1

≤ ∥A∥H1∥L̃−1(D2(ū)h2)∥H1

≤ ∥A∥H1∥L̃−1∥L2→H1∥(D2(ū)h2)∥L2

≤ 6∥A∥H1∥(P−1)T ∥ℓ2∥e−V ūh2∥L2

≤ 6∥A∥H1∥P−1∥ℓ2∥ū∥L2∥e−V/2h∥2∞ By Hölder’s inequality

≤ 6max(1, CP )∥A∥H1∥ū∥L2(
√
Z(c+ 1)max(1, CP )

1/4∥h∥H1)2 by (43)

≤ 6Z(c+ 1)max(1, CP )
3/2∥A∥H1∥ū∥L2∥h∥2H1 .

We can thus choose
Z2 := 6Z(c+ 1)max(1, CP )

3/2∥A∥H1∥ū∥L2

where ∥A∥H1 = max{∥An∥H1 , 1}.

4.2.8 The bound Z3

Directly from the above bound we obtain that h ∈ H,

∥D3T (ū)h3∥H1 ≤ 6∥A∥H1∥(P−1)T ∥ℓ2∥e−V h3∥L2 by (43)

≤ 6Z(c+ 1)max(1, CP )
3/2∥A∥H1∥h∥L2∥h∥2H1

≤ 6Z(c+ 1)max(1, CP )
5/2∥A∥H1∥h∥3H1 .

and thus choose
Z3 := 6Z(c+ 1)max(1, CP )

5/2∥A∥H1 .
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[50] F. Johansson. Arb: Efficient Arbitrary-Precision Midpoint-Radius Interval Arithmetic. IEEE Transac-
tions on Computers, 66(8):1281–1292, Aug. 2017.

[51] R. Kannan, L. Lovász, and M. Simonovits. Isoperimetric problems for convex bodies and a localization
lemma. Discrete & Computational Geometry, 13(3-4):541–559, June 1995.

[52] T. Kapela, M. Mrozek, D. Wilczak, and P. Zgliczyński. CAPD:: DynSys: a flexible C++ toolbox for
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A Proof of Lemma 40

Again, without loss of generality, we work on the subspace of even functions. Recall that we want to find a
constant c such that

∥J ∥H1→L2 = ∥[J ]H1→L2∥ℓ2 = ∥DTP−1∥ℓ2 ≤ c.

Note that

DT =



0
α2 0

β2 α4
. . .

β4
. . .

. . .


.

Thus,
∥DTP−1∥ℓ2 ≤ ∥Diag(α2:2:)P

−1∥ℓ2 + ∥Diag(β2:2:)P
−1∥ℓ2 .

For instance, we have

Diag(α2:2:)P
−1 :=



Diag(α2:2:n+2)P̄
−1

βnDiag(α2:2:n+2)(P̄
−1):,−1(D

−1
n )1,:

Diag(α2:2:n+2)P̄
−1 βnDiag(α2:2:n+2)(P̄

−1):,−1(D
−1
n )1,:

Diag(αn+4:2:)D
−1
n


.
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Mimicking the calculations of Section 3.3, we find that

∥
(
Diag(αn+4:2:)D

−1
n

)
i,:
∥ℓ1 = αn+2i+2

∞∑
j=i

∣∣∣∣∣ (−1)i−j

αn+2j

j−1∏
k=i

βn+2k

αn+2k

∣∣∣∣∣
≤
√

c+

c−

(
n+ 2i+ 2

n+ 2i

)3/4 ∞∑
j=i

θj−i

≤
√
c−√

c+(1− θ)

(
n+ 4

n+ 2

)3/4

,

and

∥Diag(αn+4:2:)(D
−1
n ):,j∥ℓ1 =

j∑
i=1

∣∣∣∣∣αn+2i+2
(−1)i−j

αn+2j

j−1∏
k=i

βn+2k

αn+2k

∣∣∣∣∣
≤
√

c+

c−

(
n+ 2j + 2

n+ 2j

)3/4 j∑
i=1

θj−i

≤
√
c+√

c−(1− θ)

(
n+ 4

n+ 2

)3/4

,

such that

∥Diag(αn+4:2:)D
−1
n ∥ℓ2 ≤ ∥Diag(αn+4:2:)D

−1
n ∥ℓ1∥Diag(αn+4:2:)D

−1
n ∥1/2ℓ∞ ≤

√
c+√

c−(1− θ)

1/2(
n+ 4

n+ 2

)3/4

.

This yields that

∥Diag(α2:2:)P
−1∥ℓ2 ≤ cα :=

∥∥∥∥∥∥∥
∥Diag(α2:2:n+2)P̄

−1∥ℓ2 βn∥Diag(α2:2:n+2)(P̄
−1):,−1∥ℓ2∥(D−1
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√
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(
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)3/4


∥∥∥∥∥∥∥
ℓ2

,

where

∥(D−1
n )1,:∥ℓ2 ≤ 1

Cα

√
1− θ2

1

n3/4
.

Similarly, we find that

∥Diag(βn+4:2:)D
−1
n ∥ℓ2 ≤ (c+)2

3(1− θ)

(
n+ 4

n+ 2

)3/4

,

such that

∥Diag(β2:2:)P
−1∥ℓ2 ≤ cβ :=

∥∥∥∥∥∥
∥Diag(β2:2:n+2)P̄

−1∥ℓ2 βn∥Diag(β2:2:n+2)(P̄
−1):,−1∥ℓ2∥(D−1

n )1,:∥ℓ2

0
(c+)2

3(1− θ)

(
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n+ 2

)3/4
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ℓ2

.

We thus choose c := cα + cβ . Now, to finalize our estimates, first note that

∥e−V/2u∥2L2(R) = Z∥u∥2L2(ν) ≤ max(1, CP )∥u∥2H1(ν).

Then, for all u ∈ H1(ν)

∥(e−V/2u)′∥L2(R) ≤
√
Z

2

(
∥J u∥L2(ν) + ∥u∥H1(ν)

)
≤

√
Z

2
(∥J u∥H1→L2 + 1) ∥u∥H1(ν) ≤

√
Z

2
(c+ 1) ∥u∥H1(ν).
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By [23, Theorem VIII.7],

∥e−V/2u∥∞ ≤
√
2∥e−V/2u∥1/2L2(R)∥(e

−V/2u)′∥1/2L2(R)

≤
√

Z(c+ 1)∥u∥1/2L2(ν)∥u∥
1/2
H1(ν)

≤
√

Z(c+ 1)max(1, CP )
1/4∥u∥H1(ν),

which yields (43). Similarly,

∥e−V/2u∥H1(R) : =
(
∥e−V/2u∥2L2(R) + ∥(e−V/2u)′∥2L2(R)

)1/2
≤

√
Z

(
∥e−V/2u∥2L2(ν) +

(c+ 1)2

4
∥u∥2H1(ν)

)1/2

≤
√
Z

(
max(1, CP ) +

(c+ 1)2

4

)1/2

∥u∥H1(ν),

which yields (44).
In the case κ = 4, the calculation leading to an explicit value of c is performed at [30] in the file

GP eq/embedding.ipynb.

B Positivity of solutions

In this appendix, we give a criterion to prove the positivity of solutions to Eq. (8) (in particular for The-
orem 6). We use the criterion proposed in [18, §4.3] reformulated in the lemma below. It is based on the
maximum principle.

Lemma 45. Let c : R → R a C0 function and φ : Rd → R a C2 function such that

−∂xxφ+ cφ = 0. (54)

Assume there exists r0 > 0 such that c(x) > 0 for all |x| ≥ r0. Assume further that φ(x) > 0 for all |x| ≤ r0,
and that φ(x) −→

|x|→∞
0. Then, φ(x) > 0 for all x ∈ R.

Proof. See the proof of [18, Lemma 31]

Now, by a usual bootstrap argument, if φ = e−V/2u ∈ H1(R) is a solution to

−∂xxφ+Wφ+ φ3 − ωφ = 0,

then φ ∈ C∞(R+). Furthermore, since φ ∈ H1(R), by [23, Corollary VIII.8], limr→+∞ φ(x) = 0 as |x| → ∞.
We choose c = W + φ2 − ω ∈ C∞. Denoting φ̄ = e−V/2ū, by Lemma 40, we have that

∥φ− φ̄∥∞ ≤
√
Z(c+ 1)max(1, CP )

1/4δ, where ∥u− ū∥H1(ν) ≤ δ (55)

and
∥φ∥∞ ≤

√
Z(c+ 1)max(1, CP )

1/4∥u∥H1(ν) ≤
√

Z(c+ 1)max(1, CP )
1/4(∥ū∥H1(ν) + δ).

That allows us to find a positive real r0 such that c(x) = W (x)+φ2(x)−ω ≥ W (x)−ω > 0 for all |x| ≥ r0.
Then using the estimate (55) and rigorously evaluating φ̄ on [−r0, r0] finishes verifying the assumptions of
Lemma 45.
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C Quadrature

To obtain the bounds of Section 4.2, we need to compute rigorously many integrals of the form

1

Z̃

ˆ
R

(
m∏

k=1

fk

)
e−Ṽ dx,

where the fk’s are polynomials, m = 4 or m = 6, Ṽ is a quartic potential of the form Ṽ = mV/2, and Z̃ is
the corresponding normalisation constant. Similarly, we denote the orthonormal polynomials with respect to

e−Ṽ by {p̃n}n∈N and the coefficients of their recurrence relation (9) by {ãn}n∈N. We achieve this integration
by essentially following the method employed in [18, §3] (See also [24] in the case of unweighted polynomial
nonlinearities). Given some N ∈ N such that 2N − 1 ≥

∑m
k=1 deg fk, we denote by (x̃i)

N
i=1 the roots of p̃N .

Then, given the weights [48, p. 390]

W̃i =
ãN

ãN−1

1

Z̃

ˆ
p̃2N−1e

−Ṽ dx

p̃′N (x̃i)pN1(x̃i)
=

ãN
ãN−1

1(
N

ãN
pN−1(x̃i) + ãN ãN−1ãN−2pN−3(x̃i)

)
pN1(x̃i)

, i = 1, . . . , N,

we have that

1

Z̃

ˆ
R

(
m∏

k=1

fk

)
e−Ṽ dx =

N∑
i=1

W̃i

(
m∏

k=1

fk(x̃i)

)
.

The x̃i’s are enclosed rigorously similarly to [18] by

• finding approximate roots of p̃N by numerically finding eigenvalues of the N -dimensional (tridiagonal)
Jacobi matrix constructed from {ãn}N−1

n=1 ,

• refining these approximate roots using Newton’s method in BigFloat arithmetic,

• and rigorously enclosing these roots via a combination of the Intermediate Value Theorem and the
Fundamental Theorem of Algebra (recall that orthogonal polynomials always have simple real roots).

As in [18], in practice we will express a function u in ΠL2

n (L2(ν)) with respect to the basis {pn} (orthogonal
with respect to dν = e−V dx/Z now!), i.e.

u =

n∑
j=0

cjpj , c := (c0, . . . , cn)
T ,

such that it suffices to evaluate pj(x̃i) via the recurrence relation

pj+1(x̃i) =
x̃ipj(x̃i)− ajpj−1(x̃i)

aj+1
i = 1, . . . , N.

This defines a pseudo-Vandermonde matrix M = (pj(x̃i)). As in [18], we regularise M by replacing it by
M̄ = Diag(W )1/mM which can be stored in lower precision. For instance, we then have that the finite-
dimensional projection of the a cubic nonlinearity can be handled by the matrix

Gij = ⟨pi, e−V u2pj⟩,

which can be written as G = M̄TDiag(M̄c)2M̄ .
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