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Four-point semidefinite bound for equiangular lines

Wei-Jiun Kaol* Wei-Hsuan YulT

Abstract

A set of lines in R? passing through the origin is called equiangular if any two lines in
the set form the same angle. We proved an alternative version of the three-point semidefinite

constraints developed by in, and the multi-point semidefinite constraints de-
veloped by for spherical codes. The alternative semidefinite constraints are simpler when
the concerned object is a spherical s-distance set. Using the alternative four-point semidefinite
constraints, we found the four-point semidefinite bound for equiangular lines. This result im-
proves the upper bounds for infinitely many dimensions d with prescribed angles. As a corollary
of the bound, we proved the uniqueness of the maximum construction of equiangular lines in
R? for 7 < d < 14 with inner product o = 1/3, and for 23 < d < 64 with a = 1/5.

1 Introduction

A set of lines in R¢ passing through the origin is called equiangular if any two lines in the set
form the same angle. We denote the maximum cardinality of sets of equiangular lines in R? by N (d).
Searching the values of N(d) is one of the classical problems in discrete geometry. The history can
be traced back to by the work of Haantjes ], who settled the problem for d = 3 and d = 4.
To the best of our knowledge, the results for the bounds for N(d) are summarized in Table [I} see
Appendix [A Tl for the details. One can also refer to Sequence A002853 in The On-Line Encyclopedia
of Integer Sequences @] for the latest results.

d 2 3-4 5 6 714 15 16 17
Nd) | 3 6 10 16 28 36 40 48
d 18 19 20 21 22 2341 42 43
N(d) | 57-60 72-74 90-94 126 176 276 276288 344

Table 1: The maximum cardinality of equiangular lines for small dimensions d

For a set of equiangular lines in R?, let X C S?~! be a set of unit vectors constructed by choosing
a unit vector along every line. Then the set X satisfies

c-d=xaforalle,d € X and c# ¢

for some real number « € [0,1). The set X is called a spherical projection of the original set of
equiangular lines. A spherical projection is a spherical 2-distance set, i.e., a set of unit vectors with
the inner product set

AX)={c-d:¢c,d € X,c#}

containing two different elements. A set X C S~ of unit vectors is a spherical s-distance set if
A(X)] = 5.
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Let N, (d) be the maximum cardinality of sets of equiangular lines in R? with prescribed inner
products +a. Neumann [27] proved that, for a set of equiangular lines in R? with cardinality greater
than 2d, the reciprocal of the inner product o must be an odd integer. Therefore, the values of
Ny /4(d) for odd integers a are essential for determining N(d). Below are some partial results on
Ny /4(d); see Appendix for the details.

Lemmens and Seidel [27] completely determined Nj,3(d) for all dimensions d as in Table
Note that the maximum cardinalities remain the same from d = 7 to d = 15, and become a linear
function in d for d > 15. There is a similar phenomenon when « = 1/5: Cao et al. [11] proved that
Ny5(d) = 276 for 23 < d < 185, and Ny /5(d) = L%(d —1)] for d > 185.

d |3 4 5 6 715 15
Nijs(d) |4 6 10 16 28 2d—2

Table 2: The maximum cardinality of equiangular lines for « = 1/3

In general, the asymptotic behaviors of N, (d) are also determined.

Theorem 1.1 (Jiang et al. [20]). Let a > 3 be an odd integer. Then Ny,,(d) = |21 (d—1)] for all
sufficiently large dimensions d.

As for the constant upper bound counterpart, there is a theorem proved by applying the three-
point semidefinite programming method to spherical projections of sets of equiangular lines.

Theorem 1.2 (Yu [43]). Let a > 3 be an odd integer. Suppose d < D3(a) = 3a® — 16. Then

Nijo(d) < =(a® = 1)(a® - 2).

The three-point semidefinite programming method is initially developed by Bachoc and Vallentin
[3] to bound the kissing numbers in R%. The method consists of some constraints on the three-point
distance distribution, i.e., the number of triples in a spherical set X with three specified values

for pairwise inner products. Theorem is called the three-point semidefinite bound for
equiangular lines.

The aim of this paper is to generalize Theorem We consider the multi-point distance dis-
tributions, which must satisfy some constraints developed by Musin [32]. We proved an alternative
version of the semidefinite constraints. The alternative semidefinite constraints are simpler
when the concerned object X is a spherical s-distance set. When X is a spherical projection of a
set of equiangular lines, the constraints can be simplified further by considering the mutual rela-
tions of different spherical projections. We call this simplification by switching reduction. Using
the alternative four-point semidefinite constraints with switching reduction, we proved the following
four-point semidefinite bound for equiangular lines.

Theorem 1.3. Let a > 3 be an odd integer. Suppose d < Dy(a) = 3a® 4 (12/+/5)a —948/25 + o(1).
Then

Nijo(d) < =(a® = 1)(a® - 2).

N =

The four-point semidefinite bound is a generalization of the three-point semidefinite bound, in
the sense that Theorem [L.3] gives upper bounds for Ny ,(d) for infinitely many pairs (a,d) more
than Theorem To be specific, the largest applicable dimensions d are improved from Ds(a) =
3a® 4+ O(1) to D4(a) = 3a®+ (12/+/5)a+ O(1). The improvements for small a are shown in Table Bl



a | 3 5 7 9 11
D3(a) | 11 59 131 227 347
Dy(a) | 14.42 64.56 144.52 250.41 380.96

Table 3: D3(a) and Dy(a) for small a

The four-point semidefinite bound agrees with the work by de Laat et al. |[13]. They gave the
upper bounds for Ny,,(d) for a = 5,7,9,11 by the four-point semidefinite programming method.
By this method, they showed that N/5(65) < 276, N;,7(145) < 1128, Nj/9(251) < 3160 and
N71(381) < 7140 numerically. Theorem [[3]serves as a rigorous proof of their results and is applicable
for infinitely many a.

If a set of equiangular lines is a maximum construction attaining the equality in Theorem [[.3]
we can derive more information about it.

Theorem 1.4. Let a > 3 be an odd integer and d < Dy(a). Then a set of equiangular lines in
R? with cardinality (a®> — 1)(a® — 2)/2 and inner product 1/a must lie in an (a® — 2)-dimensional
subspace.

By Theorem [[4] along with the uniqueness of the strongly regular graphs with some specific
parameters, we proved the uniqueness of the maximum construction of equiangular lines in R? for
7 <d <14 with « = 1/3, and for 23 < d < 64 with o = 1/5.

The article is organized as follows: In Section Bl we review the three-point semidefinite con-
straints developed by Bachoc and Vallentin [3], and the multi-point semidefinite constraints devel-
oped by Musin [32]. We also prove an alternative version of these constraints in Section In
Section Bl we develop the switching reduction on the regime that X is a spherical projection of a set
of equiangular lines. In Section [4] we give the proof of the main results, namely, Theorem and
Theorem [[L4l Section [l contains some further questions.

In the following text, X is a spherical s-distance set in S¥~! when not specified, and the cardinality
is N = | X/|. The inner product set of X is defined by

AX)={c-c:¢,d € X,c#}.

So |A(X)| = s. We also write A’(X) = A(X) U {1}. When it is specified that X is a spherical
projection of a set of equiangular lines in R¢, we fix A(X) = {£a} and a = 1/a.

2 Semidefinite constraints

The semidefinite programming method is developed by Bachoc and Vallentin [3]. This method
is a generalization of the linear programming method developed by Delsarte et al. [14].

The two methods are initially developed to bound the kissing numbers in R, that is, the max-
imum cardinality of X C S9! such that A(X) C [~1,1/2]. In1979, Odlyzko and Sloane [35] and
Levenshtein [28] independently proved that the kissing numbers in R® and R?* are 240 and 196560
using the linear programming method. Musin [31] proved that the kissing number in R* is 24 by
a modification of the linear programming method. Meanwhile, Bachoc and Vallentin [3] gave the
same result by the semidefinite programming method.

The linear programming method and the semidefinite programming method involve the following
parts:



1. Consider the distance distribution of a spherical set X.
2. The distance distribution is related to the cardinality N = |X]|.

3. Meanwhile, the distance distribution satisfies some specific inequalities or semidefinite con-
straints.

4. The upper bound for the cardinality N is given by considering a linear program or a semidefinite
program with IV being the objective function and the distance distribution being the variables.

This framework can also be applied to spherical s-distance sets, as well as spherical projections
of sets of equiangular lines. See [, 8, 15, 136, 43] for some upper bounds on spherical 2-distance sets
and equiangular lines proved by using the semidefinite programming method.

Bachoc and Vallentin’s semidefinite programming method involves the three-point distance dis-
tribution satisfying the so-called three-point semidefinite constraints. Musin [32] generalized the
method and developed the multi-point semidefinite constraints of (m + 2)-point distance distribu-
tions for m > 1. As an application, de Laat et al. [13] gave some numerical upper bounds on
the cardinality of sets of equiangular lines by (m + 2)-point semidefinite programming method for
1<m<4.

In this section, we review the linear inequalities and the semidefinite constraints and prove an
alternative version of the semidefinite constraints. The alternative semidefinite constraints (The-
orem and Theorem 2T3)) are simpler than the original ones (Theorem and Theorem [Z12])
when the concerned object X is a spherical s-distance set.

2.1 Two-point linear inequality

Part 1. Consider the two-point distance distribution
z(t) = #{(c,d) € X?:c- =t}.

The value z(t) counts the number of pairs in X with inner product ¢. Clearly z(1) = N, and x(t) > 0
only when ¢t =1 or t € A(X).

Part 2. 3, 4 x)z(t) = N(NV —1).

Part 3. The inequalities for the distance distribution z(t) arise from the property of a series
of polynomials called Gegenbauer polynomials. The Gegenbauer polynomials {P,f(t) k=
0,1,2,...} are defined by

P(t) =1,
Pl(t) =t,
1

Pl(t) = i d—3 ((2k+d— 4P (t) — (k— )P, (t)), k>2.

For ¢,c’ € S, Pd(c- ') can be realized as a specific inner product (Delsarte et al. [14]).
Therefore
> Ple-d)=0fork=0,1,2,.... (2.1)
c,c’eX
By rewriting the inequality (2.1]) in terms of the two-point distance distribution, we have the following
theorem.



Theorem 2.1. For a spherical set X in S** with inner product set A, Y, , x(t) = N(N —1) and

N+ x(t)P(t) > 0 for k > 1.
teA

Part 4. One can establish a linear program using Theorem [2.1] to bound the cardinality N.

2.2 Three-point semidefinite constraint

Part 1. Consider the three-point distance distribution
y(u,v,t) = #{(b,c,d) € X>:b-c=u,b- =v,c-c =t}.

The value y(u, v,t) counts the number of triples in X with pairwise inner products u, v and t.
Part 2. The distance distributions are related to each other and the cardinality N by

y(1,1,1) = (1) = N,

y(L,t,t) =y(t, 1,t) = y(t,t,1) = x(t),

y(1,u,v) = y(u, 1,v) = y(u,v,1) = 0 for u # v, and

S mseage) U0, 8) = N(N = 1)(N —2).

Part 3. Bachoc and Vallentin [3] proved that, there is a specific series of matrices {ka,n tk >
0,n > 0} such that

Z Y (b-eb-cied) =0 (2.2)
c,c’eX

for any fixed point b € S¥~1. The matrices kam are defined by

1
ka,n(uuvut) = Qz(u,’l},t) u (1 v e Un) ,
u'”
_ t —uv
Qi (u,v,t) = (1 — u?)F/2(1 — v?)k/2 pa=1 < T vz)) .

The order of kam (u,v,t) is n 4+ 1, and in which every entry is a polynomial of u,v, ¢ in degree k.

By summing b in [22) over elements of X, we have the following constraints about y(u, v,t).

Theorem 2.2 (Bachoc and Vallentin [3]). For a spherical set X in S¥=1 with inner product set A,
Syt = (N =23 a()
u,v,tEA teA

and
NY¢, (1,1,1)

+ at (Ykn (L, t) + Vi (6, 1,8) + Y, (8.1, 1))
teA

+ Z uthkn(uvt) =0 for k,n > 0.
u,v,tEA



Part 4. One can establish a semidefinite program using Theorem[2Z.2to bound the cardinality N.
In Bachoc and Vallentin [3], the variables of the semidefinite program are x(t)/N and y(u,v,t)/N,
and the objective function is 1+ ), z(t)/N = N.

Below shows an alternative version of Theorem

Part 3 (alternative version). Let A’ = AU {1}. The semidefinite constraint in Theorem 22]
is equivalent to

1
U
> oy Qi) | [ v o) =0
u,v,teA’ :
u'ﬂ
The positive semidefiniteness means that
1
U
al Z y(u, v, )Q (u,v,t) | . (1 v - v")]a=0
u,v,teA’ :
un
for all a € R**! or
Syl v, Q0,0 f () f(0) = 0 (2.3)
u,v,teA’

for all polynomials f(z) with degree at most n. Since n can be arbitrary, the inequality (23] holds
for any polynomial f(z).

Let {e, : u € A’} be the standard basis of R**1. We rewrite (Z.3) as
D ylu o, QL (u, v, t)(FTey)(e) £) > 0
u,v,tEA’

where f = >\, f(u)e, for some polynomial f(z). In fact, f can be taken as arbitrary vector in
R*+1: that is, given any vector f = > wear fu€u, we can always find a polynomial f(x) such that

fu)= fu, ue A
Therefore, the matrix

Z y(u, v, t)QZ(u, v, t)euej (2.4)

u,v,teA’
is positive semidefinite. We denote the matrix (Z4) by Q%(X), and call it by the alternative
three-point semidefinite constraint.

Theorem 2.3 (Alternative three-point semidefinite constraint). For a spherical s-distance set X
in S4=1 with inner product set A,

Syt = (N -2) Y a().
u,v,t€EA teA
Let {e, :u € AU{1}} be the standard basis of R**1. Then

04(X) = NQ(1,1,1)ere]
+3 ( (1,1, )ere] + QL 1, t)ere] + QU(t, 1, 1)ese, )

teA

+ Z (u,v,)Q%(u, v, t)e e, =0
u,v,tEA



for any k > 0.

Remark 2.4. When the concerned object X has a finite number of distances, the alternative
semidefinite constraints Qf(X) are simpler than the original ones in Theorem For a spherical
s-distance set X, the original constraints consist of sums of s> + 3s + 1 matrices with order (n + 1);
in the alternative constraints Q%(X), there are only s® + 3s + 1 terms in a (s + 1) x (s + 1) matrix.

Remark 2.5. One might think that the original semidefinite constraints are better with larger
matrix size (n + 1). However, an argument similar to the proof of Theorem [2Z3] indicates that the
restricting ability on y(u,v,t) of the original semidefinite constraints is the same as the alterna-
tive constraints whenever n > s. Therefore, it suffices to take n = s when applying the original
semidefinite constraints.

Example 2.6. Consider a 2-distance set X with A(X) = {a,}. The alternative three-point
semidefinite constraint is

NQH1,1,1) 2(a)QF(1, a, @) z(B)QL(1, 8, B)
55(04)@%(0470471) d
(aaﬂaQ)Qk(avﬁva)
4 B x(a)Qg(a,l,a) +y(a,a,a)Qz(a,a,a) y g
%l = +u(on 0 Q0. TP IOOAI =0
d x(ﬂ)@k(ﬂvﬁvl)
sBQUB 1) VRO (55,0016, .0)
YWD @BV 6P (8, 8, B)QL(B, B, B)

2.3 Multi-point semidefinite constraint

The multi-point semidefinite constraints are generalizations of the three-point semidefinite con-
straints. Fix m to be a positive integer with 1 < m < d — 2. The multi-point constraints become
the three-point constraints when m = 1.

Part 1. We use the notation of Gram matrices to define the multi-point distance distri-
bution.
Definition 2.7. Suppose B = {b1,...,b,,} C X is a set of unit vectors, and ¢, ¢ € S¥~1.

(a) The Gram matrix of B is an m x m matrix

G=G(B) = (b,-b,)

1<p,q<m ’

The Gram matrix G is symmetric and positive semidefinite. If G is positive definite, i.e., B is
linearly independent, we say G is a proper Gram matrix.

(b) For ¢ € %=1, denote the vector BT -c:= (b1 -¢,...,by -c)" in R™.
(c) Suppose u= BT ¢ € R™, then the Gram matrix of B U {c} is

ana= (9% 7= (8 )

We denote the (m + 1) x (m + 1) Gram matrix by the pair (G;u).
(d) Suppose u= BT -cand v= BT -¢, then the Gram matrix of BU {c,c'} is

G(B) BT".¢ B'.¢ G u v
GB,e,d)=|c"-B c¢-¢c c¢-cd |=|u 1 t
"B ¢ d-¢ vi ot 1



We denote the (m + 2) x (m + 2) Gram matrix by the tuple (G;u,v,t).

Definition 2.8. Suppose G is an m X m proper Gram matrix, u,v € R™ and ¢t € R. Define the
(m 4+ 2)-point distance distribution by

N (Giu, v, t) = #{(B,c,d) € X" . G(B,c,c) = (G;u,v,t)},

that is, the number of (m + 2)-tuples (B, ¢, ¢') with a specific Gram matrix. Also, we can define the
(m 4+ 1)-point and m-point distance distributions

Np_1(Gin) = #{(B,c) € X" : G(B,c) = (G;u)},
No_o(G) = #{B € X™ : G(B) = G).

Remark 2.9. For m = 1, G = (1) and Ni(G;u,v,t) is the three-point distance distribution
y(u,v,t); for m = 0, (m + 2)-tuples (B, ¢, ') degenerated to pairs, so No(G) is the two-point
distance distribution z(¢) if G = (1 i), for N = —1, define N_; = N.

Part 2. The distance distribution NN, is related to the cardinality N by the following equation:
N!
g E g m(Giu,v,t) = ————
— — 2
G u,veA(X)™tecA(X) (N —m—2)!

in which G is summed over all possible m x m proper Gram matrices. Furthermore, we have the
following relations for IV, and their degenerations.

Proposition 2.10. Let G be an m x m proper Gram matriz and Ny, be defined as above. Let G )
be the p-th column of G.

(a) Suppose u, = vy =1 for some 1 <p,q <m. Then

No(Gs, v, 1) = {NM(G) Fu=Ge)v =Gt =G

otherwise.

b) Suppose u, =1 for some 1 <p < m. Then
( ppose uy p

Np(Giu,v,t) =

Nm—1(G;v)  ifu=G),t =1y,
otherwise.

Similarly, suppose vg =1 for some 1 < g <m. Then

Np(Giu,v,t) =

otherwise.

{le(G;u) if v.==Gg),t=ug

(c) Suppose t =1. Then

N (Gsu, v, t) =

otherwise.

{Nm_l(G; u) fu=v,
0

Proof. For (a), recall that N,,(G;u,v,t) counts the tuples (B, ¢, ) with

— . = ol = ol =
bp - bg =Gpg, bp-c=1up, bg-c =vg, c-c =1t.



If u, = vg = 1, then ¢ = b, and ¢/ = by. Therefore, the (m + 1)-th column and the p-th column
in (G;u,v,t) must be the same, i.e., u = G, and t = v,. Similarly, v = G, and t = u; = Gp,.
Hence N,,(G5u,v,t) > 0 only if u = Gy, v = G(q) and t = Gpg; also, the Gram matrix (G;u, v, 1)
of (B, ¢, ) degenerates to the Gram matrix G of B.

For (b), if u, = 1 then ¢ = by, and the Gram matrix of (B, c,¢’) degenerates to that of (B,¢'); if
vg = 1 then ¢’ = b, and the Gram matrix degenerates to that of (B, c). For (c), if ¢t = 1 then ¢ = ¢/,
and the Gram matrix degenerates to that of (B, c). O

Part 3. Musin [32] proved a multi-point generalization for the semidefinite constraints (2.2I),
which we use to formulate the constraints for the multi-point distance distribution V,,.

Definition 2.11 (Musin [32]). Let G be an m X m proper Gram matrix, u,v € R™ and ¢ € R.
Define the multivariate Gegenbauer polynomials by

t— -1y, T
QZ"m(G;u,v,t) =(1—-uG tu")*2(1 - vGilvT)k/QPg_m ( uG v ) )

VA —uG a1 —vG-vT)

Let B, (u) be the column vector collecting all monomials of {us,...,un} with degree at most n.
Define the matrices ka;:n by

Y,j’:l(G; u,v,t) = QZ’m(G; u, v, ) B, (u)B,(v)".

The order of Y,j;:n is (”;;m), and in which every entry is a polynomial of u, v, ¢ in degree k. When
m = 1, the Gram matrix G is the identity matrix of order 1, and the above definitions of QZ"m and
Y,j;:n agree with Q¢ and ka)n defined by Bachoc and Vallentin |3].

Fix a subset B = {by,...,bn} C X of linearly independent vectors. Let G = G(B) be the Gram
matrix of B. Musin |32] proved that

> YVIMGBT - e,BT - c-d) = 0. (2.5)
c,c’eX

By summing B in (23] over all subsets of X with fixed proper Gram matrix G, we have the
following constraints about V.

Theorem 2.12. For a spherical set X in S%1 with inner product set A,

N!
Z Z ZNm(G;u,V,t) = N_m_o

G u,veAmtecA

in which G is summed over all possible m x m proper Gram matrices. Let A’ = AU{1}. For a fized
m X m proper Gram matriz G,

Z Z Nm(G;u,V,t)Yk‘%;T(G;u,v,t) =0 for k,n > 0.
u,ve(A)m teA’

Note that there is one semidefinite constraint for each proper Gram matrix G. For example, for a
spherical s-distance set X with —1 ¢ A(X), there are s possible 2 x 2 proper Gram matrices G, and
accordingly s different semidefinite constraints for the 4-point distance distribution No(G;u,v,t).

Part 3 (alternative version). Similar to the relation of Theorem 22l and Theorem 2.3 there is
also an alternative version of Theorem [Z.121 We call it the alternative multi-point semidefinite
constraint.



Theorem 2.13 (Alternative multi-point semidefinite constraint). For a spherical s-distance set X
in ST with inner product set A,

NI
ZZZN (Gsu,v,t) m

G u,veA™teA

in which G is summed over all possible m x m proper Gram matrices. Let A’ = AU {1} and
{eq :u € (A")™} be the standard basis of RCTV™ . Then for a fized m x m proper Gram matriz G,

QZ’m(G;X) = Z Z N (G u,v,t)QZ’m(G; u, v, t)egel =0 for k> 0.

u,ve(A)™ te A’
Proof. The proof is similar to the proof of Theorem By Theorem 2.12]

Z Z N (G u,v,t)Yk‘%;lm(G; u,v,t) =0,

u,ve(A/)m te A’

i.e.

> D Na(Giu, v, Q1™ (Gru, v, £)By (w)B,(v) " = 0.

u,ve(A)m te Al

Hence

S Y NG v, Q" (Giu, v ) f () f(v) 2 0 (2.6)

u,ve(A)m tEA!
for all m-variable polynomials f, since the degree n is arbitrary.

Let £ =3 caym f(u)eu € R™+1" . Then inequality (0) becomes

uc

fT( 3 Y Nul(Gu v, )QE (G, v, eqe )f_fTng(GX)f>o

u,ve(A)mtcA’

for all possible f. Since the possible range of f is as large as R+ QZ’m(G;X) is positive
semidefinite. O

For a spherical s-distance set X, the matrices QZ’m(G; X)) in the above semidefinite constraints
are (s + 1)™ x (s + 1)™ matrices, in which every entry contains (s 4+ 1) terms corresponding to
(s+1) values t € A’. When k = 0, the polynomial QZ’m is constant; when k£ > 0, the polynomial
QZ’m(G; u, v, t) vanishes for some specific input. In either case, the matrix QZ’m(G; X) has a cleaner
format. As the following indicates, QZ’W(G; X) can be represented as a (s" + 1) x (s™ + 1) matrix
if k=0, and a s™ x s™ matrix if kK > 1.

Corollary 2.14. Let G, be the p-th column of G.
(a) For k=0, let eq = eGo, t tea,,- Then
QY™(G; X) = Ni—2(G)ere;
+ Z Np_1(Gsu)(ere] + eneq + enel)

ucA™
T
+ Z Z N (Gsu, v, t)eye,, .
u,veA™ teA

10



(b) Fork>1,

QLG5 X) Z Ny 1 (G 0)QE™ (G, u, 1) eyeq
ucA™

+ Z ZNm(G;u,V,t) z’m(G;u,v,t)eue:,r.

u,veAmtcA

Proof. By Proposition 210 if at least one of {u1, ..., Um,v1,..., 0, equals 1, then there is at most
one N,,(G;u,v,t) being positive among all t € A’; if t = 1, then N,,(G;u,v,t) > 0 only when
u = v. After specifying all the special cases, the matrix QZ’m(G; X)) becomes

d,m
(G5 X) Z Nin—2( (G;G(p)’G(q)vaq)eG@)eg(q)
1<p,q<m
+ Z Z Nmfl(G;V)szm(G?G(p)’V’”p)eG@)e;r
1<p<mveA™

+ Z Z Nyp—1(G;u) Z’m(G;u,G(q),uq)eueg(q)

ucAm 1<qg<m

+ Y No(Gu)Qg ™ (Gsu,u, Deney

ucAm™
+ Z ZNm(G;u,V,t) z’m(G;u,v,t)eueI.
u,vEA™ te A

The equation in (a) follows from the fact that Qg’m(G; u,v,t) = 1. For (b), we claim that all
QZ’m(G; u,v,t) in the first three lines vanish since QZ’m(G; u,v,t) is a polynomial in t — uG~ v’
and (1—uG tu")(1-vG~'vT). For example, with input (G;u,v,t) = (G; G (p),V,Vp) in the second
line,

t—uG vl =u, - G(p)G_lvT =, —epV! =0, —v, =0
and
1-uG 'u' =1-G,)G'Gl,y =1-Gp, =0,

SO QZ’W(G; Gpyv,vp) = 0. O

Part 4. One can establish a semidefinite program using Theorem [2.12] or using Theorem [2.13]
to bound the cardinality N.

3 Switching reduction

In this section, we give a simplification of the semidefinite constraints on the regime that X is a
spherical projection of a set of equiangular lines, which we call by switching reduction.

The simplification is given by considering the mutual relations of different spherical projections.
We say that two Gram matrices G1, G2 are switching equivalent, if G5 is given by changing the
sign of some columns and the corresponding rows in G;. The Gram matrices of different spherical
projections of the same set of equiangular lines are switching equivalent: let X = {c1,...,cn} be a
spherical projection with Gram matrix G = G(X). Any possible spherical projection is of the form

{5101, . ,ENCN},Ei S {:l:l}
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Let A = diag(e1,...,en) be the diagonal matrix with diagonal entries €1,...,ex. Then the Gram
matrix G of the corresponding spherical projection is

GA = (EiCi . EjCj) <N = AGA.

1<ig<

That is, G4 is given by changing the sign of the column i and the corresponding row i with ; = —1.
Then G, is switching equivalent to G.

In the following, we demonstrate the modification of the semidefinite constraints after switching
reduction.

Part 1. We can define the distance distribution N,,(G;u,v,t) for a spherical projection X of
a set of equiangular lines. Meanwhile, we can never define N,,,(G;u,v,t) for the set of equiangular
lines itself, since the number of (m 4+ 2)-tuples with a fixed Gram matrix depends on the chosen
spherical projection. However, the sum of N,,(G;u,v,t) over a switching class of the Gram matrix
(G;u,v,t) is independent of the choice of spherical projections.

We define the distance distribution of switching classes, which do not rely on the spherical

projections. We use square brackets to represent the sums over switching classes.

Definition 3.1. Suppose G is an m x m proper Gram matrix and u;,v;,t € {£a}. Define the
distance distribution of the switching class [G;u, v, ] by

N |Giu, v, t] = Z N (G v 1),
(G'u/ v/ 1) ~(Gsu,v,t)

in which ~ means switching equivalence. The value N,,[G;u, v, ] is the number of (m + 2)-tuples
(B, ¢, ) with Gram matrix switching equivalent to (G;u, v,t). We also define

Npoa[Giul= > Npoa(Gi),
(G/5u)~(Gru)
NpaGl = > Nmo(G).
G'~G

Algebraically, (G';u’,v’,t') is switching equivalent to (G;u,v,t) if and only if
(G/7 u/a V/a t/) = AO(G7 u, v, t)AO

for some (m+2)x (m+2) diagonal matrix Ay = diag(ey, ..., em+2) with diagonal entries ey, ..., em42 €
{£1}. Write A = diag(e1,...,&m), we have

G dud Vv A 0 0 G u v A 0 0
)" 1 ¢ ]=10 eus1 O u’ 1 t| |0 ens1 O
VHT 1 0 0 emi2/ \vI t 1/ \0 0 cnio
AGA Ems1Au EmaoAv
= | empu’ A Efnﬂ Em41Em+at |
Emia0 A Epgomait 5,2,”2

therefore
G = AGA, U = e p1Au, vV =, oAV, t' = e i16maat.

Proposition 3.2. Let G be an m x m proper Gram matriz and w;,vj,t € {xa}. Then

(a) Np[Giu,v,t] =13, Z€m+175m+2€{i1} N (AGA; 1A, €y oAV, €y 1Em10t).

12



(b) Np-1[Giu] =530, Yemire{a1y Nm—1(AGA; em 1 Au).
(¢) Np—2o|G] = % YA Nm—2(AGA).
In all cases, A is summed over all m x m diagonal matrices with diagonal entries e1,...,em € {£1}.

There is a multiple 1/2 in Proposition B2 since two diagonal matrices define the same Gram
matrix if and only if the matrices are opposite.

Part 2. The distance distribution N,,[G;u, v, t] of switching classes are related to the cardinality
N by the following equations.

Proposition 3.3. Let G be a collection of representatives of switching classes of m xm proper Gram
matrices. Fiz u1 = v1 = «, and let up,vq,t € {£a} for 2 <p,q <m. Then

N!
Z Z Z Nm[G;u,v,t]:m,

GeGgui=ni=ate{ta}

N!
Z Z Nm-1[G;u] = N—m—1)

GeGui=a

N!
ZN —2[G] - (

N —m)!
Geg

Proof. The right hand side of the first equation is the sum of N,,(G;u,v,t) over all proper (m +
2) x (m+2) Gram matrices N,,,(G;u,v,t). For any (G';u’, v/, t), there is exactly one m x m Gram
matrix G = AG'A which is switching equivalent to G’. Therefore, the number N,,(G’;u’,v',t') is
counted in
N |Gy eAd’ e/ AV’ g€t

for e,e’ € {£1}. Only one of the four terms is counted in the left hand side since u; and vy are
restricted to +«. Therefore, the both sides are the same. By similar arguments the other two
equations are true. O

There are several duplications of values in the distance distribution N,,(G;u,v,t), as
Nin(Giu, v, 1) = Ny (G50, v/, 1)

if the matrices (G;u,v,t), (G';u',v',t') are identical up to permutations. We extend this fact to
the duplication of values in the distance distribution of switching classes.

Proposition 3.4. If (G'; 0/, v/, t') is switching equivalent to P(G;u,v,t)PT for some permutation
matriz P, then Np,|G';u', v/ t'] = N [G;u,v,t]. Similarly, if (G';0') is switching equivalent to
P(G;u)PT for some permutation matriz P, then Ny, _1[G';0'] = N,,_1[G;u]; if G’ is switching
equivalent to PGPT for some permutation matriz P, then Np,_2[G'] = N,,_2[G].

Example 3.5. For the two-point distance distribution, the two 2 x 2 proper Gram matrices are

switching equivalent to each other, so Ny[G] = N(N — 1) for either G. For the three-point distance

distribution, note that any 3 x 3 proper Gram matrix (1;u,v,t) is switching equivalent to either
1 a «o 1 « @

a 1 a)or|la 1 —al,sothere are 2 switching classes in total. Denote

a o 1 a —a 1
Y1 = N1 [17 «, &, O[] = y(O&, «, Oé) + y(O&, —Q, —Oé) + y(—Oé, Q, —O[) + y(—O[, —Q, Oé),
Y2 = N1 [17 «, &, —Oé] = y(O[, «, —Oé) + y(O[, —Q, Oé) + y(—O[, «, O[) + y(—O[, —Q, —O[).

13



By PropositionB3] y1 +y2 = N!/(N—-3)! = N(N—1)(IN—2). For the four-point distance distribution
N3 [G;u,v,t], note that any 4 x 4 proper Gram matrix (G';u’,v’,t') is switching equivalent to a
Gram matrix of the form

1
G u v Cf @ @
o Uy v
u' 1 t|= 2 2 , U2,v2,t € {F+al,
T a uy 1 t
A t 1
o Uy 1

so there are 23 = 8 switching classes in total. Furthermore, the six Gram matrices

1 o « « 1 o o « 1 « « o

a 1 « « a 1 a —« a 1 a -«

a a 1 —al’'la a 1 al|l'la « 1 —al’
a o —a 1 a —a a 1 a —a —oa 1

1 « a o« 1 « « o 1 « o «

a 1 —a o a 1 —a « a 1 —a -«

a —a 1 al’'la —a 1 —-al]l’'la —a 1 o

o o« a 1 a a —-o 1 a —oa o 1

T T
are identical up to switching and permutations. Let u; = (a a) and ug = (a —a) . By

Proposition [3.4]
N3[Giuy,up, —a] = No[Giug,ug, o] = No[Gug, ug, —af
=N;[G;uz,uy, 0] = Nao[Giuz, ur, —a] = N2 [Giug, ug, af.

Denote z1 = No[G;uq,u,al, 22 = No[G;ug,ug, —a] and z3 = No[G;ug,us, —a]. By Proposi-
tion B3] we have z; 4+ 622 + 23 = N(N — 1)(N — 2)(N — 3).

Remark 3.6. In general, there are 2("3") different (m+2) x (m + 2) Gram matrices and 2("")

switching classes. In the spirit of Proposition B4l there are at most a(m + 2) different values of
the distance distribution N,,[G;u,v,t] of switching classes, where a(m) is the number of Seidel
matrices of order m. The first seven terms for a(m) is 1,1,2,3, 7,16, 54; see Sequence A002854 in
The On-Line Encyclopedia of Integer Sequences |38] for detail. Therefore, the number of variables of
a semidefinite program developed by (m + 2)-point semidefinite constraints is decreased to a(m + 2)
after switching reduction.

Part 3. The reduction in the alternative semidefinite constraints Qz’m(G;X ) is due to the
switching property of the polynomial QZ’m(G; u,v,t).
Proposition 3.7. If (G';u/, v/, t) is switching equivalent to (G;u,v,t) by the relation

G' = AGA, U =, 1A, vV = e oAV, ' = e 16maat,
then QL™ (Gl ) = (emarmy) QI (G, v, 1) for any k > 0.
Proof. Since
t—u' (G = epmp1Emya(t —uG V)
and
(1-u'(@) ()1 =V(E) V) ) =1 —uG taT)(1 - vG v,

the only difference in QZ’m(G; u,v,t) and QZ’m(G’;u’,v’,t’) is the input of P/™™ in a multiple

Em+1€m+2- Meanwhile, ngm is an odd function when k is odd and an even function when k is
even, so the two values differ by a multiple of (£,,416m12)". O
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Due to Proposition B.7] we can safely sum over switching classes in the alternative semidefinite
constraints Qz’m(G; X), since the coefficients QZ’m for inputs (G;u, v,t) in the same switching class
are identical. We also use the square bracket to represent the sum of the matrices over a switching
class.

Theorem 3.8. For a spherical projection X of a set of equiangular lines in R® with inner product
set A = {=xa}, fixr ur, 1 = «, and let up,vq,t € {xa} for 2 < p,q < m. For a fized m x m proper
Gram matriz G,

QL™[G; X] i= Np_o[Glere]
+ Z Ny 1[G; u](e1eq + ene] + eqe])
+ Z |Gy, v, a] + Ny [Giu, v, —a]) egel = 0.
Fork>1,
Q4@ X] Z Ny 1G5 0]QE™ (G u, u, V)eged

U=

+ Z ( [G;u, v, a]Qk (G;u,v,a) + Np[Giu, v, —a]QZ’m(G;u,V,—a)) eue = 0.

U1=vV1=C

Proof. We first prove the statement for k£ = 0. By Corollary Z14(a), for any G’ = AGA where A is
a diagonal matrix with diagonal entries +1,

Qg’m(G'; X) = N,,_o(AGA)ere] + Z Ny 1 (AGA; Au)(eres, + eauney + €runery)
ucAm™
+ Y (Nm(AGA; Au, Av, a) + Ny (AGA; Au, Av, —a)) eaueny, = 0. (3.1)
u,veAm

Let S be the linear transformation defined by S(e1) = e1, S(eau) = ey for u1 = a, and S(ean) = €—u
for u; = —a. By conjugating S on (31, we have

Ni—2(AGA)ere] + > Np_1(AGA; Au)(e(Sean) " + (Sean)e] + (Seau)(Seau)”)
ucAm™
+ ) (Nm(AGA; Ao, Aoy, @) + Ny (AGA; Aa, Aary, —a)) (Seau)(Seav) " = 0,
u,veA™
therefore
Ny_o(AGA)eqe; + Z Z Np_1(AGA; eAu)(ere + ene] + euel)
ur=aec{£l}
+ Z Z (N (AGA; eAu, €' Av, e’ ar) + N, (AGA; eAu, e’ Av, —ee’a)) eqel = 0. (3.2)
ur=vi=ag,e’€{+1}
Summing over all A in (B2 gives 200™[G; X] = 0.
Now we fix k > 1. By Corollary ZT4|b), for any G’ = AGA,
QU™(G5X) = > Np 1(AGA; Au)Qy™ (AGA; Au, Au, 1)epney,
ucAm™

+ 3 (Nm(AGA;Au,Av,a) EmAGA; Au, Av, a) + Ny (AGA; Au, Av, —a) Z’m(AGA;Au,Av,—a)>eAueXVtO.
u,veA™

(3.3)
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Let S be the linear transformation defined by S(eau) = ey for u; = o, and S(epy) = (—1)Fe_y for
u; = —a. By conjugating S on (3.3) and applying Proposition B.7] the first term in (3.3]) becomes

(Nm_l(AGA; AWQE™(AGA; Au, Au, 1) + (1) N, (AGA; —Aw)QP™(AGA; —Au, —Au, 1))eueI

[0}

u1

_ (Nm_l(AGA; Au) + Ny 1 (AGA; —Au)) 4 (Ga a1 egen

«

U1

and the second term becomes

Z [ Z N (AGA;eAu, eAv,ec’a) Z’m(G; u,v,q)

U1=v1=0 ee’e{£1}

= Z N (AGA;eAu, eAv, —ce'a) Z’m(G;u,v, —a)|eqey .
e,e’e{x1}

Therefore, summing over all A in (33) gives QQZ’W[G; X] = 0. O

Remark 3.9. After switching reduction, the matrices Qz’m[G; X] have order 2m~! + 1 if k = 0,
and order 2™~ 1 if k > 1. The order is halved in contrast to Corollary 214l Furthermore, if G’ is
switching equivalent to PGP for some permutation matrix P, then QZ’W[G; X] and QZ’m[G'; X] are
identical up to relabelling of basis. Therefore, the number of semidefinite constraints of a semidefinite
program developed by (m + 2)-point semidefinite constraints is decreased to a(m) after switching
reduction.

4 Four-point semidefinite bound for equiangular lines

Yu [43] proved the three-point semidefinite bound, which states that Ny /,(d) < (a®—1)(a*—2)/2
for d < D3(a) = 3a®—16. The bound was proved by using the three-point semidefinite programming
method based on Theorem Furthermore, Glazyrin and Yu [15] proved that the constructions
attaining this bound must lie in an (a? — 2)-dimensional subspace. We prove the generalizations of
these results, namely, Theorem and Theorem [[L4] in this section.

4.1 Proof of Theorem [1.3

We state Theorem [[.3] as follows.

Theorem 4.1. Let a > 3 be an odd integer. Suppose d < |Dy4(a)], where Dy(a) is the mazimum
root of the equation

ga() = (=Ta* — 122a'% — 3424"° + 27764 + 7049a° — 17238a* — 229324 — 6048)z*
+12(4a'® + 21a™* — 227a'? — 46a'° + 3338a® — 7643a° + 2693a” + 71404 + 864)2>
—9a*(11a'® — 94a™ — 254" + 3068a'° — 13951a® + 25882a° — 15987a* — 9608a> 4 14800)2>
+54a%(a — 2)*(a — 1)*(a + 1)*(a + 2)*(a* + 1)(a* — a® — 5a* + 3a + 10)(a* + @® — 5a® — 3a + 10)z
—81a%(a — 2)*(a — 1)*(a + 1)*(a 4 2)*
=0.

Then

Nyjq(d) < (a2 — 1)((12 —2).
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Furthermore, when a tends to infinity,
12 948
D =3a®>+ —a— —
1(a) = 3a” + \/ga 5 T

Theorem 1] can be proved by using the alternative four-point semidefinite constraints with

O(a™1).

1
switching reduction, i.e., Theorem with m = 2. In the following we fix o = 1/a, G = ( ?),
a

T T
u; = (a a) and up = (a —a) . As shown in Example [3.5] the two-point distance distribution
of switching classes is Ny[G] = N(N — 1); the three-point distance distribution of switching classes

18
Y1 = Nl[l;aaaaa]va = Nl[l;Oé,Oé, —CY],

the four-point distance distribution of switching classes is
21 = No[G;ug,up, 0], 22 = No[Giug, a1, —al, 23 == No[G;uz, uz, —al.

By Theorem B.8|

4 N(N - 1) Y1 Y2
Qr*G; X = Y1 Y1+ 21 + 22 229 = 0;
Y2 229 Yo + 22 + 23

for k> 1,

d,2
Q" (Giug,uy, 1) 4,2
9 G.
+21QZ’2(G;u1,u1,a) 20Q, " (G5 uy, ug, o)

d,2
+2z “(Giug,ug, —a
0123, X #2aQ) G e TG -0
g A= = U
42 (. ¥2Qp (G5 uz, 12, 1)
Z2Qk ( 7u27u17a) d,2 G-
+22Qd,2(G'u2 w, —CY) +Z2Q§ ( ,UQ,ug,Oé)
k R +23Qk’2(G; ug, Uz, —)

Let (-,-) be the Frobenius inner product of matrices defined by (A4, B) = tr(A" B). By the Schur
product theorem, (A, B) > 0 when both A and B are positive semidefinite. Our goal is to find the
dual matrices {F}} such that

(a® —1)(a® - 2).

N =

Z<QZ’2[G;X],F1€> >0 < N<
k

If so, then Ny /,(d) has an upper bound (a? —1)(a* —2)/2 whenever all the matrices Fj, are positive
semidefinite.

Lemma 4.2. There exists a symmetric 3 X 3 matriz F' and two real numbers f1, fo such that

(ateixt.r)+ (@i%6ix1, (1)) =N 1) (5@ =@ -2~ 2) ~ (n + o)

0 f2
Fo Fi F
Proof. Let F = | F, F3 F;|. The matrix F' we found has null space
Fy, F, F;
4
R (a+1)3(a—2)



That is,
4F 4+ (a+1)*(a—2)F3+ (a—1)*(a+2)F1 =0 (E1)
4+ (a+1)*(a—2)Fi+ (a—1)3(a+2)F5 =0 (E2)

On the other hand, to equate both sides of the equation, the coefficients of the variables in both
sides should be the same. Therefore

1

N(N—l):F0:§(a2—1)(a2—2)—2 (E3)
yi: (2P + F3) + Q5 %(Gsup, g, 1) fr = —1 (E4)
vt (2Fs + F5) + Q3 %(Gsuz, up, 1) fo = —1 (E5)
20t Fy+ Q3 (Giuy,up,0) fy = 0 (E6)
20 (Fy+4F, + F5) + Q3*(Grur,uy, —a) fi + Q5 (G ug, u,0) f = 0 (E7)
z3: F5 + Qg’Q(G; Ug, Uz, —a)fo =0 (E8)

(E1) to (E8) is a system of linear equations. When (a* — 5a? + 12) — (a? + 7)d # 0, we can solve
Fy, Fy, Fy, F5, Fy, F5, f1, f2 in terms of d and a. The values of f; and fs are

. a3(d — 3) (3a(a —2)2(a+1)% - (a® + 9a — 6)d)

3d(a — 2)(a — 1)(a + 1)(a4 —5a2+12 — (a® + 7)d) ’

—a3(d - 3) (3a(a +2)%(a—1)% — (a® + 9a + 6)d)
Ja=

3d(a+2)(a — 1)(a+ 1)(a4 —5a2+12 — (a® + 7)d) '

The principal minors of F' are

Fy= %((f —1)(a®-2) -2,
(a— 1) (3(a +2)? - d)
b=y pa—s /v
—(a+ 1)3(3(a —9)2 d)
B = a3(a—1)3(d - 3) f2,
FyFs — F} = ga(d) 3
3642(a — 2)2(a + 1)8 (a4 —5a2+12 — (a® + 7)d)
FyFs — F2 = 9a(d) -,
36d2(a + 2)2(a — 1) (a4 —5a2 +12 — (a% + 7)d)
FyFy — F42 _ 4ga(d) -
9d2(a — 2)2(a + 2)%(a — 1)5(a + 1) (a4 —5a2+12 — (a® + 7)d)
det FF = 0.

Note that the polynomial g,(2) mentioned in the statement of Theorem [ Tlappears as the numerator
of the 2 x 2 principal minors of F'. o
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Proof of Theorem[{.1] By Lemma [42] if f1, fo and all the principal minors of F' are nonnegative,
then

0< <Q§’2[G; X],F> + <Q§’2[G;X], <J;1 J?2>> =N(N-1) (%(QQ —1)(a®-2) — N)

= N < %(CL2 —1)(a® - 2).

For a = 3, D4(3) =~ 14.42 and | D4(3)| = 14; for a > 5, one can check that the leading coefficient of
ga () is negative, and the equation g,(x) = 0 has four real roots in the disjoint intervals

37 [6 6
0.2 | [2,2.8 2,2
_’2&}’[7" ’7"]’

[ 12 948 305
302 - S22 4 20VE _ =
oA T N

12 048 325, , 12 9048 2\/5]

g2 12948 45\/5]

302 + —2q — 2 it
A o« Ut R

which proves the asymptotic argument of D4(a). In addition, we have

12 948  32+/5 12 948  2+/5
2, C,_=_TEVE 1< <8a24+ S22V
3a“ + \/ga 9% " 1< |Dy(a)] <3a” + \/ga o7 + "

In either case, when taking d = | D4(a)], one can check that f1, fo and all the principal minors of
F except det F' are positive. Therefore

Nijo(d) < =(a® —1)(a* - 2)

N =

whenever d < | Dy(a)]. O

Remark 4.3. Theorem ] explained the numerical results by de Laat et al. [L3] partially. By the
four-point semidefinite programming method, which is denoted by A4(G)* by [13],

Ny5(65) <276, Nyj7(145) < 1128, Njs9(251) < 3160, Ny/q11(381) < 7140,
while the largest applicable dimensions we found are

|D4(5)] = 64, | D4(7)] =144, | D4(9)] = 250, | D4(11)] = 380.

Remark 4.4. Lemmald2] can be understood as the duality of semidefinite programming. The found
dual matrix F paired with Q%*[G; X] is a matrix with the null space

1
R (a+1)3(a—2)/4
(a—1)3(a+2)/4
This is consistent with the fact that, all the known constructions attaining the bound in Theorem [4.1]
satisty
1
d, a 3(a— a—1)3(a
QPG X =NV =1) [(a+ D¥a—2)/4 | (1 2 oiet),

(a—1)3(a+2)/4
which is a rank-1 matrix. On the other hand, the found dual matrix paired with Qg’Q[G; X]is a
diagonal matrix. The off-diagonal entries are irrelevant, since the off-diagonal entry in Qg’Q[G; X]is

Z2 (Qg)2(G7 up, Uy, CY) + Q?Q(Gv up, ug, —CY)) 9

which must be zero.
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4.2 Proof of Theorem [1.4]

Glazyrin and Yu |15] proved that the constructions attaining the three-point semidefinite bound
must lie in an (a? — 2)-dimensional subspace. As a generalization, Theorem [[.4] states that the
constructions attaining the four-point semidefinite bound must lie in an (a?—2)-dimensional subspace
as well. Therefore Theorem [[4] gives restrictions for the constructions of equiangular lines with
cardinality (a® — 1)(a? — 2)/2 and inner product 1/a for dimensions d € (D3(a), Dy(a)].

If a spherical projection X is given by choosing an unit vector b along one line, and then choosing
unit vectors with positive inner products with b along the other lines, then X \ {b} is called the
derived code of the set of equiangular lines with respect to b.

The proof by Glazyrin and Yu [15] analyzes the structure of the derived codes, of which the
two-point distance distributions are known from the linear programming method. However, our
proof of Theorem [[.3] cannot determine the distance distributions of derived codes directly. Instead,
we consider the distance distribution with two fixed points, and show that the distribution
can be determined if the matrix Qg’2[G; X] in the semidefinite constraint has rank 1, which is the
case when d < Dy(a).

Lemma 4.5. Let a > 3 be an odd integer and d < Dy4(a). Suppose X is a spherical projection of a
set of equiangular lines in R with cardinality (a® — 1)(a® — 2)/2 and inner product 1/a. Then the
matriz QF2[G; X| is of rank 1.

Proof. Without the loss of generality, we may assume that d = [Dy(a)|. As in the proof of Theo-
rem [4.7]

o< (ogtiex) )+ (oG x (3 D)) =N -1 (5 - n@ -2 - N ) =0,

therefore both ( Q%2 G; X|,F) and o2 G; X], fr 0 are zero. Recall that for two positive
0 3 0 f
2

semidefinite n x n matrices A, B with (A, B) = 0, we have the inequality rank(A)+rank(B) < n, and
all the eigenvectors of A with positive eigenvalues are in ker B. For d = | D4(a)], all the principal
minors of F' except det F' are positive, hence F' is a rank 2 matrix with null space

R((a+1)3*a-2)/4],
(a—1)3(a+2)/4

and the rank of the matrix QS’Q[G; X] is at most 1. Since the matrix is nonzero, the rank is 1 and

A~ =

QG; X]=N(N-1) [ (a+1)3@a—-2)/4| (1 (a+1*@—2)/4 (a—1)3(a+2)/4).
(a—1)3(a+2)/4
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Let b, € X be different unit vectors. Consider the distance distribution with two fixed points

1 a «
Ny =#{ce X: GV, c)~[a 1 al},
a o 1
1 « «
Nyy =#{ce X :GbV,c)~[a 1 —al}
a —a 1

Clearly, we have Né,b' = (N —2) — Ny . Furthermore, the two values can be determined when the
matrix QF2[G; X] is of rank 1.

Lemma 4.6. Suppose the matriz

N(N—-1) Y1 Y2
Q4°(G; X] = v Y1+ 21 + 22 22y
Y2 229 Y2 + 22 + 23
is of rank 1. Then for any b,b' € X and b #V/,
U1 / Y2
Nppy = ——— and Ny ,) = ———.
YN -1 TR T N(N - 1)
Proof. Consider the matrix
1 Nb,b’ Nl;,b’

2
Npy (Now)?  NowNpy
2 12 / 2
Ny NopNjy (Nj )

It is not hard to see that the sum of such matrices over all (b,0') € X? with b # ¥ is QS’Q[G; X].
Since Q1?[G; X] is of rank 1, we have

2
0=NIN-D+a+z)-vi=D 1| (D Ny | =D Now
b£b! b£b! b£b!

Therefore, the values Ny for all b # b’ must be the same and equal y1/N(N — 1). Similarly, we
have Ny, = y2/N(N —1). O

Proof of Theorem[Ij] Suppose a > 3 is an odd integer, d < D4(a), and X is a spherical projection
of a set of equiangular lines in R¢ with cardinality (a? —1)(a?—2)/2 and inner product 1/a. Without
the loss of generality, we assume that the spherical projection is chosen such that X \ {b} is a derived
code for some b € X. Consider a graph H with vertex set V = X \ {b}, and (c,c’) € V? forms an
edge if and only if ¢- ¢’ = a. We first show that the graph H must be a strongly regular graph with
parameters

a*(a*—3) (a+1)3a—2) (a+1)(a+2)(a®-5) (a+1)*(a—2)
SRG( 2 1 ’ 8 ’ 8 >

Indeed, the number of vertices is v = |[V| = N—1 = a?(a?—3)/2. By LemmalL5land Lemma 6]
we have Ne = (a+1)*(a —2)/4 and N/ ., = (a — 1)*(a +2)/4 for any ¢,¢’ € X and ¢ # ¢/. For
any b € V', the degree of b in H is

(a+1)3(a— 2)'

} = Nbo,b = 4

1
degy(b) = #{ceV :G(bo,b,c) = |«
a

S = Q
— 9o Q
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Therefore H is k-regular with k = (a+ 1)3(a — 2)/4. For nonadjacent vertices b,b’ € V, let u be the
number of the common neighbors of b and & in H. Then there are (k — p) neighbors of b which are
not neighbors of v’, and (k — u) neighbors of b" which are not neighbors of b. Therefore

(a+1)3(a—2)

k=Nyy =(k—p)+(k—p) = pu= 3 .

o |

By a similar argument, one can show that any two adjacent vertices has A = (3k —v — 1)/2 =
(a+1)(a+ 2)(a® —5)/8 common neighbors.

Let M be the adjacency matrix of H. By the theory of strongly regular graphs, the eigenvalues
of M are k, # and — %t with multiplicities 1, a? —3 and v — a? +2, respectively. Since the derived
code X \ {bo} is a spherical two-distance set in S?~2 with inner product set

+a —a? _ +a—1 _ 1 -1
1—a2 " la2-1) la+1'a-1["

the Gram matrix of the derived code is

1 1
M —

a+1 a—1

I+

(J—I—M).

% and 0 with multiplicities a? —3 and v—a?+3, respectively.
Therefore, the unit vectors in the derived code span an (a? — 3)-dimensional space, and the original

The eigenvalues of the Gram matrix are

set of equiangular lines lie in an (a? — 2)-dimensional space.

O

The above proof indicates that the derived code of a construction attaining the four-point semidef-
inite bound must form a strongly regular graph with parameters

SRG (a2(a2—3) (a+1)3(@—-2) (a+1)(a+2)(a®-5) (a+1)3(a—2)>'

2 ’ 4 ’ 8 ’ 8

Such strongly regular graphs are known to exist and are unique for « = 3 and a = 5 (see Seidel
[37], Goethals and Seidel [17]). Therefore, we can determine the uniqueness of some maximum
constructions of equiangular lines.

Corollary 4.7. The following mazimum constructions of equiangular lines are unique up to orthog-
onal transformations.
(a) 28 equiangular lines in R? for 7 < d < 14 with o = 1/3.
(b) 276 equiangular lines in R? for 23 < d < 64 with a = 1/5.
By Glazyrin and Yu [15], Theorem 4, the uniqueness is only known for 7 < d < 11 with « = 1/3,
and 23 < d < 59 with o = 1/5.

Remark 4.8. Delsarte et al. [14] proved that Ni/5(d) = 28 for 7 < d < 15. There are at least
two maximum constructions in R'>. Meanwhile, Cao et al. [11] proved that Ny,5(d) = 276 for
23 < d < 185. It is known that there are at least two maximum constructions in R'®%, so it remains
unknown that whether the maximum constructions in R? for 65 < d < 184 are unique.
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5 Further questions

We have established the four-point semidefinite bound by using the alternative four-point semidef-
inite constraints with switching reduction, namely, Theorem 3.8 with m = 2. The five-point and the
six-point semidefinite bounds may be able to be established in a similar way; however, the calculation
may be quite complicated.

Question 5.1. Establish the five-point and the six-point semidefinite bounds for equiangular lines.

In the proof of the four-point semidefinite bound, we have also noticed some facts, but we fail to
give the insights into them.

Question 5.2.

(a) Give a geometric interpretation of the multi-point Gegenbauer polynomials QZ’m(G; u,v,t),
and prove the switching property (Proposition B.7)) with this interpretation.

(b) Give an explanation for the fact that the four-point semidefinite bound for equiangular lines
only depends on the constraints QZ’2[G; X] for k=0 and k = 3, but not any other k.

(c) Give a characterization of the set of equiangular lines such that the matrix QZ’W[G; X| vanishes
for some certain m, k and proper Gram matrix G.

For odd integers a > 3, the existences of constructions of (a? — 1)(a? — 2)/2 equiangular lines in
R’ =2 with inner product o = 1/a are of much importance. By Theorem [[3] if such a construction
is found for some a, then the values of Ny /,(d) are answered for a wide range of d. However, such
constructions are only known for ¢ = 3 and a = 5.

Question 5.3. For which odd integers a > 3 does the maximum cardinality Ny /a(a2 — 2) equal
(a® — 1)(a® — 2)/2? If the cardinality (a? — 1)(a®? — 2)/2 is not attainable, what is the value of
Nl/a(CLQ — 2)7

The specific family of equiangular lines is also related to tight spherical 5-designs and tight
spherical 4-designs introduced by Delsarte et al. [14]. They proved that a tight spherical 5-design in
S9! is a both-end spherical projection of a set of equiangular lines in R¢ with cardinality d(d+1)/2
and inner product o = 1/v/d + 2, and a tight spherical 4-design in S?~2 is a derived code of a set of
equiangular lines in R? with the same parameters. By Neumann’s Theorem, such constructions of
equiangular lines exist only if d < 3 or 1/« is an odd integer.

Question is equivalent to classify tight spherical 5-designs and tight spherical 4-designs.
The only known constructions for tight spherical 5-designs are in S?, S® and S?2; the only known
constructions for tight spherical 4-designs are in S!, S® and S?!. Furthermore, Bannai et al. [6], Nebe
and Venkov [33] proved that the tight spherical 5-designs in S9” =3 as well as tight spherical 4-designs
in 4 do not exist for a = 7,9,13,21,25,45,57,61,69,85,93,.... Our numerical experiments
suggest that the multi-point semidefinite programming method for m < 4 may not be able to show
the nonexistence for any other a.

On the other hand, for a = 5 Cao et al. [11] proved that N;,5(d) = 276 for 23 < d < 185.
Corollary .7 indicated that the constructions of 276 equiangular lines in R? for 23 < d < 64 are
unique. However, the number of different maximum constructions for d > 64 is not known well.

Question 5.4. What is the number of different constructions of 276 equiangular lines in R? for
65 < d < 185 with a = 1/57

As indicated in Remark 24 the alternative semidefinite constraints Q¢(X) is simpler than the
original one developed by Bachoc and Vallentin |3] when the concerned object X is a spherical

23



s-distance set. The alternative constraints may be also useful when concerning objects other than
sets of equiangular lines.

Question 5.5. Derive new results of the maximum cardinality of spherical s-distance sets or new
non-existences of strongly regular graphs using the alternative semidefinite constraints.
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A Research review on equiangular lines

A.1 Previous results on N(d)

Table @l records the current known lower and upper bounds for N(d) as well as their references.

d N(d) construction upper bound
2 3
3-4 6 Haantjes [23] Haantjes [23]
5 10 van Lint and Seidel [42] van Lint and Seidel [42]
6 16 van Lint and Seidel [42] van Lint and Seidel [42]
7-13 28 van Lint and Seidel [42] Lemmens and Seidel [27]
14 28 van Lint and Seidel [42] Greaves et al. [21]
15 36 Bussemaker and Seidel [10] Lemmens and Seidel [27]
16 40 Higman [24] Greaves et al. [21]
17 48 Lemmens and Seidel [27], Greaves et al. [19] Greaves et al. [22]
18 57-60 Greaves et al. [22] Greaves [20]
19 72-74 Taylor [41] Greaves et al. [21]
20 90-94 Taylor [41] Greaves et al. [21]
21 126 Taylor [41] Lemmens and Seidel [27]
22 176 Goethals and Seidel [16], Taylor [41] Lemmens and Seidel [27]
23 276 Goethals and Seidel [16], Taylor [41] Lemmens and Seidel [27]
24-41 276 Goethals and Seidel [16], Taylor [41] Barg and Yu [8], Yu [43]
42 | 276-288 Goethals and Seidel [16], Taylor [41] Barg and Yu [8], Yu [43]
43 344 Taylor [41] Barg and Yu [8], Yu [43]
Table 4: Lower and upper bounds for N(d)

Below is a brief review for the bounds for N(d) in small dimensions:
e Haantjes [23] proved that N(3) = N(4) = 6.

e van Lint and Seidel [42] determined N(5) and N(6) and constructed 28 equiangular lines in
R”. They also proved that N /,(d) < d(a® —1)/(a® — d) for d < a?, which is known as the
relative bound.

e Gerzon [27] proved that N(d) < d(d+1)/2. This bound is known as the absolute bound. The
equality occurs only if d = 1,2, 3, or a® — 2 for some odd integer a. Neumann |27] proved that

24



a set X of equiangular lines in R? with |X| > 2d must have inner product a being reciprocal
of an odd integer.

e Lemmens and Seidel [27] collected the maximum known constructions of equiangular lines in
dimensions 15-17, 19-23 and 43. Most of the constructions can be found inTaylor’s thesis [41].
An explicit construction of 48 equiangular lines in R'7 can be found in Greaves et al. [19].
Lemmens and Seidel also determined N(d) for d = 7-13, 15 and 21-23 by Neumann’s theorem,
the relative bound and some analysis on pillars.

e Barg and Yu [§] showed numerically that Ny ,5(d) = 276 for 23 < d < 60 by the semidefinite
programming method. The results can determine that N(d) = 276 for 24 < d < 41,
N (42) < 288 and N (43) = 344. A rigorous proof of the numerical results is given by Yu [43].
The theorem is Theorem [[.2]in the present article.

e The maximum known construction in R'® was the same as R'7 until Szollgsi [40] found a
construction of equiangular lines with cardinality 54. Later, Lin and Yu [30] and Greaves et al.
[22] found constructions with cardinalities 56 and 57, respectively.

e For d = 14, 16-20, all the best possible constructions have inner products o = 1/5 (Lemmens
and Seidel [27]). The following are the improvements of the upper bounds:

1. N(14): 30 (relative bound) — 29 (Greaves et al. [19]) — 28 (Greaves et al. [21]).

2. N(16): 42 (relative bound) — 41 (Greaves et al. [19]) — 40 (Greaves et al. [21]]).

3. N(17): 51 (relative bound) — 50 (Sustik et al. [39]) — 49 (Greaves and Yatsyna [18])
— 48 (Greaves et al. [22]).

4. N(18): 61 (relative bound) — 60 (Greaves |20]).
5. N(19): 76 (relative bound) — 75 (Azarija and Marc [1]) — 74 (Greaves et al. |21]]).
6. N(20): 96 (relative bound) — 95 (Azarija and Marc [2]) — 94 (Greaves et al. |21]]).

)
)

For the asymptotic lower bound, Taylor [41] proved that N(¢?> — g+ 1) > ¢® + 1 for odd prime
powers g. This construction indicates that N(d) = Q(d%/?). de Caen [12] proved that N(d) >
2(d+1)? for d = 6 - 4% — 1, which implies that

2 N(d
§§limsup (d)

<
d— o0 az -

N | =

Greaves et al. [19] offered another construction, indicating that

32d2 4 328d + 296
N(d) >
(d) = 1089

A.2 Previous results on N,(d)

Neumann’s theorem starts the study on Nj,(d) for odd integers a. Below is a brief review of
the researches on N, (d).

e For a = 1/3, Lemmens and Seidel [27] proved that Ny,3(d) = 28 for 7 < d < 15, and

e For a = 1/5, Lemmens and Seidel [27] conjectured that N;,5(d) equals 276 for 23 < d < 185
and [3(d —1)] for d > 185.

— Neumaier [34] proved the conjecture for sufficiently large d.
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— Yu [43] proved the conjecture for 23 < d < 60.

— Lin and Yu [29] proved that the conjecture is true when the base size K = 2,3,5, as
Lemmens and Seidel claimed.

— Recently, Cao et al. [11] completely proved the conjecture.
e For the asymptotic behavior of N, (d) as d — oo,

— Bukh [9] proved that N,(d) = O(d) for any « € (0,1).

— Balla et al. |5] proved that N, (d) < 1.93d if o # 1/3.

— Jiang and Polyanskii [25] proved that Ny/5(d) = (3/2)d+O(1), Ny ;1405 (d) = (3/2)d+
O(1), and N, (d) < 1.49d for every a # 1/3,1/5 and 1/(1+2+/2) and for sufficiently large

d.
— Jiang et al. [26] proved that N,(d) = kafl(d — 1)] for all sufficiently large d, where k is
the spectral radius order of (1 — «)/(2cx). In particular, Ny/,(d) = |25 (d — 1)] for all

odd integers a > 3 and all sufficiently large d. If k = oo, then N, (d) = d + o(d).
e Some new relative bounds.

— Okuda and Yu [36] proved that

Nl/a(d)§2+(d—2)max( (a—1)3 (a+1)° )

d— (3a®> —6a+2) (3a2+6a+2)—d

for 3a% — 6a + 2 < d < 3a® + 6a + 2.
— Glazyrin and Yu [15] proved that

for a > 3.

— Balla [4] proved that

3 1
Ny ja(d) < %\/E+ a; d
and
Ny /o(d) < max ( 2a® + 2a! 2+ i )(d+1)
1/al®) = a—1’ (a —1)2 '
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