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Algebraic proof of modular form inequalities for optimal

sphere packings

Seewoo Lee

ABSTRACT. We give algebraic proofs of Viazovska and Cohn-Kumar-Miller-Radchenko-
Viazovska’s modular form inequalities for 8 and 24-dimensional optimal sphere packings.

1. Introduction

In their celebrated papers [20, 3], Viazovska and Cohn-Kumar-Miller-Radchenko-

Viazovska proved the optimality of Eg and Leech lattice sphere packings in dimensions

8 and 24, respectively. Their proof is based on the Cohn and Elkies’ linear programming

bound [2], which states that the existence of a function on R? satisfying certain inequali-

ties implies an upper bound on the sphere packing densities. The conjectural magic func-

tions in dimensions 8 and 24 are constructed by Viazovska and Cohn et al. as integral

transforms of certain (quasi)modular forms. When the dimension is 8, the required in-

equalities for the function and its Fourier transform reduce to the following inequalities

on modular forms.

Theorem 1.1 (Viazovska [20]). Deﬁ'ne1

(ExEq — Eg)?
Po= 12 T
4 6
O;+0;  0;-0;
s = —128 < 3 + ,
©; 63
Then
36 .
¢o(it) — ﬁ‘/fs(lt) >0,
, 6
po(it) + —¢s(it) >0,
forallt > 0.

1)

()

(3)
(4)

INote that the original inequality is written in terms of ¢;(z) = z%9s(—1/z), but we found that the

above form is more convenient for us to work with.
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(See Section 2 for the definitions of the terms appearing above.) Similarly, the case of
dimension 24 reduces to the following three inequalities. Here we abuse notations so that
two s in (2) and (6) are different.

Theorem 1.2 (Cohn et al. [3]). Define
49EZE3 — 25E3E2 — 48E,EJEq — 25E7 + 49E4E2

¢ = 2 : (5)
s = 0932205 + 1@;‘5@3 +705) ©)
Then forall t > 0,
plit) + Dy s(it) <0, 7)
plit) = 5 s(it) > 0. ®

and forall t > 1,

1 432 1 725760 - 10
(o () - (1)) 2 e (50 ©)

In dimension 8, the inequality (3) is easier to prove than (4) since we have ¢o(it) > 0
and —¢s(it) > 0 separately. However, (4) is trickier and also looks unnatural in the sense
that we need to compare two modular forms with different weights, and it also includes a
bizarre constant % (note that both ¢y and s have rational Fourier coefficients). The third
inequality (9) is much more complicated due to the non-modular terms (polynomial and
exponential). The original proofs in [20, 3] use approximations of Fourier coefficients and
numerical analysis, and it is natural to ask whether there’s a more conceptual and simpler
proof of the inequalities. Recently, Romik proposed an alternative proof of (3) and (4) [14],
based on various identities among modular forms and special values of them at z = i
(which can be expressed in terms of 7t and I'(1/4)).

In this article, we provide simple and algebraic proofs of theorems 1.1 and 1.2 which do
not require any approximations or numerical analysis. For (4) and (8), the idea is simple:
the ratio of two forms with the input z = it is a monotone function in t, and the limit as
t — 0" equals the constants % or %2 appearing in Theorem (1.1) and Theorem (1.2) (see
Proposition 5.2, 5.1, 6.5, and 6.4). Figure 1 shows this pheonomenon for d = 8, where
F and G are certain normalization of ¢y and s respectively (see (55) and (56)). We can
compute the limit easily using the modular transformation laws of F and G, and they
coincide with the above constants. Also, the monotonicity of the quotient is equivalent to

F'(it)G(it) — F(it)G'(it) > 0,

(where the derivatives are defined as in (13)), which is now a homogeneous inequality. For
(9), we first reduce it to a simpler inequality by replacing the exponential term with A
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FIGURE 1. Graph of the quotient F(it)/G(it) as a function in t > 0. Here
F = Agbo and G = —ZAlle.

(Lemma 6.7). After rewriting the inequality as (75), we observe that the resulting function
is also monotone (Figure 3 and Proposition 6.8).

To prove these inequalities, we develop a general theory of quasimodular forms that
are nonnegative on the imaginary axis or have nonnegative Fourier coefficients (Section
3). In particular, we study how the positivity behaves under (anti-)(Serre-)derivatives,
which are simple but surprisingly useful. Combined with the differential equations that
the modular forms satisfy ((64),(65), (71), and (72)), our theory gives short proofs of the
inequalities, by considering their Serre derivatives of appropriate weight (Corollary 3.6,
Proposition 5.2, Lemma 6.1, Proposition 6.5, and Proposition 6.8). Along the way, we
found that the modular forms are closely connected to the extremal quasimodular forms de-
tined by Kaneko and Koike [10]. The extremal forms are conjectured to have nonnegative
Fourier coefficients, and can be defined recursively when the depth is less than 5 [10, 7].
As a byproduct, we prove their conjecture in the case of depth 1 (Corollary 4.3).

Our proofs are based on several nontrivial identities among modular forms. These
can be checked directly with SageMath [19], since the rings of quasimodular forms are
polynomial rings over certain generators, and we only need to check identities for the
corresponding polynomials. Also, we can easily factor a given modular form or write it as
a (nonnegative) linear combination of other modular forms using SageMath, for example
(43), (45), (46), (64), (65), (71), and (72). Codes are available in the GitHub repository
https://github.com/seewoo5/posqmf, checking all the identities appearing in the paper.


https://github.com/seewoo5/posqmf
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2. Preliminaries

2.1. Quasimodular forms. For any function f : H — C defined on the complex upper
half plane H = {z € C: 3z > 0} and integer k, we define the action of y € SL,(Z) as

P = e (Eg), v=|0

] S SLz(Z).

We denote T = [} 1] and S = [9}] that generate SL»(Z). Let ¢ = ¢*™ for z € H.
Define the Eisenstein series of weight 2,4, 6 as

Er=1-24) oi(n)q",

n>1
E;=1+240) o3(n)q",
n>1
Ee =1—504 ) o5(n)q"
n>1

where 0, (1) := Y4/, d. The last two Eisenstein series Ey4, E¢ are genuine modular forms.
However, E; is not a modular form - it is a quasimodular form of weight 2 and level 1.
They obey the following transformation laws:

(EaS)(2) =2 262 (- ) = Bale) ~ o, (10
(E4‘4S)(Z) = Z_4E4 (—%) = E4(Z), (11)
(Esl6S)(2) = 2™ °Es (—%) = E¢(2). (12)

The (graded) ring of quasimodular forms is isomorphic to a polynomial ring in 3 variables
with generators E;, E4, and E¢ [1, §5.1], and we define the depth of a quasimodular form
as the highest degree of E; in its expression as a polynomial in E;, E4, and Eg. It is closed
under the differentiation

1 dF
F' = DF := rids qdq 2“”‘7 = Znanq (13)
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which increases depth by 1 and weight by 2. For the Eisenstein series, we have Ramanu-
jan’s identities [1, Proposition 15, p. 49]

E2—E,4
E;Es — E

Ey=—5— (15)
EyE¢ — E2

E, = %. (16)

We write QM3 = QM3 (SLy(Z)) for the space of quasimodular forms of weight w and
depth < s, and My, := QMY for the space of genuine modular forms of weight w. We
denote A := (E3 — E2)/1728 for the discriminant form, which is the unique normalized
cusp form of weight 12 and level SL,(Z). It can be expressed as an infinite product

2)=q[[(1—g")* =n(z)*

n>1

where 77(z) 1= g1/ [T;,>1(1 —g") is the Dedekind eta function (g% = e™i2/12),
2.2. Jacobi’s thetanull functions. ]acobi’s thetanull functions are defined as

@y (z) = b10(2) = ) g2+

nez

O3(z) = foo(z) = ) q”T

nez
n2
O4(z) = fo1(z) = )_ (-1)"q~.
nezZ
Here we choose q'/? = ¢™Z. These are weight 1/2 modular forms of level ['(2) = {v €

SLy(Z) : v = [} } (mod2)}. Although the definition of half-integral weight modular
forms is quite subtle (for example, see [18]), we can ignore such subtleties since we will
only care about 4-th powers of these forms, which are modular forms of weight 2 and
level T'(2). We will denote them as Hj, H3, and Hy, which admit Fourier expansions

Hy(z) := ©3(z) =2 ;}m 2n+1)g""z, (17)
Hy(z) := ©3(z) = 1+ n;m(nm?, (18)
Hi(2) = O}(2) =1+ X (~1)'ra(n)’, 19)
where r4(k) := {x € Z*: ||x||> = k}. They tran:form under SLy(Z) as
(HaoT)(z) = ~Ha(z), (H3hhT)(2) = Ha(z), (HuhT)(z) = Ha(z),  (20)

(H2|2S)(z) = —Ha(z), (H3|2S)(z) = —Hs(z), (Ha|2S)(z) = —Ha(z).  (21)
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Also, we have the Jacobi identity H3 = Hj 4 Hy. These functions are related to the Eisen-
stein series and the discriminant form as ([1, p. 29])

1

Ea = 5 (H} + Hj + H}) = H} + HyHy + H} (22)
1 1
Es = E(Hz + H3)(H3 + Hy)(Hy — Hp) = E(Hz +2H,)(2H, + Hy)(Ha — Hz)  (23)
1
A = — (H,H3Hy)?.
256( 2H3Hy) 24)

We also have the following identities relating weight 2 Eisenstein series and theta func-
tions (See Exercises of [15, Chapter 5]):

Hoz) = 5 (E2 (221) B (;)) (25)

Hy(z) = 3 (48:2) - B2 () 26
Ha(z) = % (4152(22) _E (231)) 27)
Note that E; also satisfies the following identity
Ex(z) = % <4E2(22)+E2 (;) +E (“;1)) (28)
Combining (25), (27), and (28), we obtain
Hy(z) +2Hy(z) = 4E>(2z) — 2E3(2). (29)

2.3. Serre derivative. For a (positive) integer k and a quasimodular form F, the weight
k Serre derivative d;F of F is given by

akP = F/ - %EzF.
For F € QM;,, ocF is a priori quasimodular form of weight w + 2 and depth s + 1, but
when k = w — s, Kaneko and Koike proved that it preserves depth of quasimodular
forms, i.e. 9 F € QM ., [10, Proposition 3.3]. Serre derivative is equivariant under the

SL;,(Z)-action in the sense that
I (Fley) = (0cF)lk+27, V7 € SLa(Z).

Here is a list of special Serre derivatives of Eisenstein series and Jacobi thetanull func-

tions: 1 ! 1
= - = —— —_ — — 2
o1Ex = 15 Ey, 04E4 3 Es, 96Es 5 E} (30)



and

dy(Hy) =

N~

Serre derivative satisfies the product rule
aw1+w2 (FG) = (aw1F)G + F(asz)-

In particular, we have
1

90 (E2F) = E2(d-1F) — 5 EuF,
1

9u(EsF) = E4(du-4F) — S EeF,
1

0w(EgF) = Eg(dp_¢F) — EEEF'

1
(H3 +2H2Hy), 92(Hs) = 6(H§ —Hj), 9(Hy) =

1
—6(2H2H4 + H?).

(31)

(32)

(33)
(34)

(35)

which are useful for the computations. Also, combining the product rule with the Serre

derivatives of theta functions, we have the following formula: For 4,b > 0, we have

1
0rayop(HEHY) = 6Hngf((a —2b)Hy + (2a — b)Hy).

At last, we often denote the r-fold Serre derivatives as

RF = io(r-1)0k12(r—2) - kF, RF:=F.

(36)

2.4. Linear programming bounds for optimal sphere packings and modular form

inequalities. Cohn-FElkies’ linear programming bound for sphere packings [5] reads as

follows.

Theorem 2.1 (Cohn-Elkies [2, Theorem 3.2]). Let f : RY — R be an admissible function

satisfying the following three conditions for some r > 0:

-~

(1) £(0) = f(0) > 0;
(2) f(x) < Ofor||x]| > 7;
(3) f(x) > 0forall x € RY.

Then the optimal density A4 of sphere packings in RY is bounded above by

d/2
8= (5) G

Hence one can prove optimality of certain sphere packings by finding magic functions

with the corresponding radius r. For example, when d = 1, the function

o = g ()

7TX



satisfies all the conditions above for r = 1, and yields the (trivial) bound A; < 1. Based
on their numerical experiments, Cohn and Elkies conjectured the existence of magic func-
tions in dimension 2, 8, and 24 giving the optimal bounds correspond to the best known
packings. After few years, Viazovska [20] found an elegant construction of a magic func-
tion in dimension 8 that proves optimality of the Eg lattice sphere packing, and it only took
one more week for her and other colleagues to find a similar magic function in dimension
24 (for Leech lattice) [3]. Sphere packing problem can be also viewed as a special case of
potential minimization problem, and more general question on the universal optimality
of Eg and Leech lattices is recently resolved by the same authors via similar methods [4].
Especially, they proved Fourier interpolation formula for these dimensions, which imply
uniqueness of magic functions in dimensions 8 and 24 up to a constant (see Theorem 1.7 and
Corollary 1.8 of [4]). Existence of a magic function in dimension 2 is still wide open.
Viazovska and Cohn et al.’s constructions are based on ingenious use of (quasi)modular

forms. They first decompose it as a sum of (£1)-Fourier eigenfunctions f = f} + f_
(hence ﬁr = fiand ]?, = —f_), and assume that they have a following form:

f+(x) = sin® (M) /OOO o (it)e Xty

for x € RY, where ¢, is function defined on H. Here we can assume that f is radial
(by averaging over spheres centered at the origin), and the sin? factor is added to enforce
roots at the desired radii, i.e. the lengths of the vectors in Eg or Leech lattices (if f is a
magic function, then both f and fshould have zeros at the nonzero lattices points, which
follows from the proof of Theorem 2.1). Surprisingly, under this assumption, they proved
that f+ is a (1)-Fourier eigenfunction if and only if ¢+ behaves as “modular forms”. For
example, when d = 8, we have ¢ (t) = > (i/t) with?

~ (BE2E4— Eg)?
170-‘1- - (PO - A ’
b= 2pe— 18 ©*(205 +50;0] + 50

The corresponding integrals only converge for ||x|| > 1/2, and one needs to analytically
continue to 0 < ||x|| < v/2. Under this construction, the corresponding inequalities for f
and freduces to the inequalities between 1, and 1_, which are essentially the inequal-
ities (3) and (4). Viazovska proved the inequalities by approximating the functions and
reducing it to the finite calculations, which can be checked by interval arithmetic with
computer calculations. d = 24 case is similar but more involved, and requires more com-
plicated and careful computer analysis.

-~

Here we normalized in a slightly different way. We have f(0) = f(0) = 1~ This normalization will
be also used in Section 5.



In [14], Romik proposed an alternative proof of (3) and (4). His proof of (4) uses
explicit values of modular forms at z = i, such as

) 3 . 3r(1/4)8
R

(Note that the first and third identity directly follows from (10) and (12), respectively.) He
treated 0 < t < 1andt > 1 cases separately. Proofs for the both cases utlize monotonicity

Ee(i) = 0. (37)

of certain modular forms on the imaginary axis and reducing the inequalities to compar-
isons of the values of the functions at ¢t = 1. This gives a simpler proof of the inequality
(4) that requires no interval arithmetic.

3. Positive quasimodular forms

In this section, we study properties of quasimodular forms that are positive on the
imaginary axis or have nonnegative Fourier coefficients. We say that a quasimodular
form F € QMj, is positive if it takes nonnegative real values on the (positive) imagi-
nary axis (F(it) > 0 for all + > 0). We denote as QM;" C QM for the subset of
positive quasimodular forms. We define completely positive quasimodular forms as those
with nonnegative (real) Fourier coefficients, i.e. F(z) = Y~ axq" with a, > 0 for all
n > ng. We denote the set of such forms of weight w and depth s as QM3 ™. Both
QM and QMS; T are convex cones in QM they are closed under nonnegative linear
combinations. Clearly we have QM3 N QMS and the inclusion is strict in general

(eg Az) = qTT=1(1 — g% € QMY but A(z) = g — 249> +252¢° — 1472¢* + - - - &
0++
)-

3.1. Derivative and positivity. Differentiation preserves complete positivity of quasi-
modular cusp forms, since it changes the n-th Fourier coefficient from a,, to na,.

Proposition 3.1. Let F € QMS, and F' € QMS'L,. Assume F is a cusp form. Then F €
QM ifand only if F' € QMEFIHT,

Positivity (not necessarily complete) is not preserved under derivatives in general.
For example, the discriminant form A is positive due to its product expansion, but its
derivative A’ = E;A has a unique simple zero on the imaginary axis (lim;_, Ep(it) = 1
and lim; .o+ Ey(it) = —oc0). However, the positivity is preserved under antiderivatives.

Proposition 3.2. Let X € QM be a cusp form. If X' € Q/\/lf;:f;r, then X € QMY

PROOF. Let x(t) := X(it) fort > 0. If X' € Q/\/lz;jrl;, then & = —27X'(it) < 0 and

x(t) is monotone decreasing for all t. Hence x(#) > limy, e x (1 ) = 0. O



Complete positivity can be characterized as positivity of (higher) derivatives. To prove

this, we need the following version of Bernstein’s theorem.’

Theorem 3.3 (Bernstein). Let g : (0,00) — R be a smooth function. Then the following are
equivalent:
(1) g(t) is a completely monotone function, i.e. (—1)"g"™(t) > 0 for all n > 0 and
t>0.
(2) There exists a unique nonnegative measure p on (0,00) such that

g(t) = | e dn(u)
0
where the integral converges absolutely.

A proof can be found in [16, Theorem 4.8, page 40]. Note that the original version
of the Bernstein’s theorem consider functions on [0, c0) and finite measures, and this is a
slightly generalized version of it.

Proposition 3.4. F € QM3 is completely positive if and only if its derivatives are all positive.

PROOF. This is a direct corollary of Theorem 3.3. Observe that g—scF(it) = (—2m)KE®) (it),
and the series f(t) = ¥,>, aye~ 2" is the Laplace transform of the measure y = Yon>ny Anb2mn-
Although the measure y is not finite, the integral

F0) = [ e dn(u)

0
converges absolutely (by the polynomial growth of the coefficients [17, Theorem 5, page
94]) and we can apply Theorem 3.3. U

3.2. Serre derivative and positivity. We can also prove that anti-Serre derivative pre-
serves positivity, which is a simple but surprisingly powerful theorem.

Proposition 3.5. Let F € QM3 be a quasimodular form. Assume that there exists k and ty > 0
such that (9 F)(it) > 0 forall 0 < t < tgand F(itg) > 0. Then F(it) > 0 forall 0 < t < f.

PROOF. By A’ = E;A, we have

k

' F/(it)A(it) 12 — F(it) £ Ey(it) A(it) T2
d (R ) _ L, PnAGNE - F@n SE@AGE @B
dt \ A(it) 2 A(it)s A(it) 12
hence t — F(it)/ A(it)% is monotone decreasing and the result follows. O

Corollary 3.6. Let F € QM be a quasimodular form. If oyF € QM;;:&Z’JF and F(it) > 0 for
sufficiently large t > 0, then F € QM3;". Especially, the assumption holds if all the Fourier
coefficients of F are real and the first nonzero Fourier coefficient of F is positive.

3This theorem was the motivation for the naming of complete positivity.
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PROOF. First assertion directly follows from Propositon 3.5. For the last assertion,
when F has a Fourier expansion F(z) = Yon>ng anq" with a,, > 0, then
eZnnotF(it) = ay, _1_6727'(1% Z ane*ZTC(ﬂ*nO*l)t
n>np+1

and lim¢_,c €20 F(it) = ay, > 0, so F(it) > 0 for sufficiently large . O

Remark 3.7. It is also possible solve the differential equation o F = G and express f(t) =
F(it) in g(t) = G(it) as

£(t) = (;((iig)))Zkf(to) vor [ (Z((ff}))zkgw)du. 39)

Also, Proposition 3.5 holds for more general class of functions, e.g. differentiable on (0, o)
with

k_ . 1d k.
ak =D — EEz(lt) = _Eﬁ — EEZ(Zt)’

and this version will be used in the proof of the inquality (9) later.

In general, the Serre derivative does not preserve complete positivity, e.g. E, is com-
pletely positive but 04E; = —% = —% +168q + - - - is not. However, when the vanishing
order at the cusp is sufficiently large, than it actually does.

Proposition 3.8. Let F = ¥,,~ . anq" € QM3 . Fork > 0and n > k/12, the n-th coefficient
of oxF is nonnegative. Especially, if ng > k/12 > 0, 0 F is also completely positive.

PROOF. One can directly check that the Fourier expansion of Serre derivative is
O F = O (anoqno + A28 @y 2g™ T 4 >

= (noanoqno + (ng + V)ayy 1™ + - )
k

B E(l — 249 - 72q2 - 966]3 - ) <an0q”0 + an0+1an0+1 + ﬂno+2qn0+2 +e )

k k
= (1’10 — E) anoqno -+ ((7’[0 -+ 1-— E) ﬂn0+1 + 2kﬂn0> qn0+1 + -

k 4 .
+ ((no +m— E) Apg+m + 2k Z o (m+1— ])an0+]._1> gt 4 ...
j=1

Hence if ny > k/12 and aj >0 for all j > ny, the Fourier coefficients of dyF are also all
nonnegative. U

11



3.3. Level and positivity. We also consider (completely) positive quasimodular forms
of higher level. For completely positive forms, we will only consider the g-expansions at
the cusp ioo, although there are several cusps for a congruence subgroup I' C SL,(Z) in
general. One easy way to construct (completely) positive quasimodular forms of level
I'o(N) is using old forms.

Proposition 3.9. Let F(z) € QM:,(SLy(Z)) be a positive (resp. completely positive) quasi-
modular form of weight w, depth s, and level SLy(Z). Then for any N € Zx1, the form
G(z) := F(Nz) € QM;,(To(N)) is also a positive (resp. completely positive) quasimodular
form.

PROOF. If f has a g-expansion f(z) = Y,>,, anq", then g(it) = f(iNt) and g(z) =
Yn>ng a,q"", and the proposition immediately follows. U

4. Extremal quasimodular forms

4.1. Definitions and examples. In [10], Kaneko and Koike defined and studied ex-
tremal quasimodular forms, which are the quasimodular forms of given depth with maxi-
mum possible order of zeros at infinity. In other words, for given weight w and depth s,
a quasimodular form f € QMS\ QM: L is extremal if, for m = dime QMS,, the first m
Fourier coefficients of f =}~ a,q" are

aO:a1:~~~:am,2:O,am_17éO.

The authors conjectured existence and uniqueness (up to a constant) of extremal forms
for each (even) weight w and depth s (satisfying 0 < s < w/2,s # 7 — 1), and give
examples in case of depth 1 and 2 that are defined recursively and satisfying certain dif-
ferential equations. Pellarin [13] established the conjecture for s < 4, and Grabner [7]
extended Kaneko—Koike’s result and construct differential equations satisfied by depth
< 4 extremal quasimodular forms. For these depths, we will denote the normalized (i.e.
the first nonzero Fourier coefficient is zero) extremal form of weight w and depth s as
Xw,s. Kaneko and Koike also conjectured that the Fourier coefficients of extremal forms
of depth < 4 are all positive [10, Conjecture 2], and Grabner [8] proved the conjecture
for all but finitely many coefficients. The proof uses Jenkins and Rouse’s explicit version of
Deligne’s bound [9].

We can check complete positivity of certain low-weight extremal forms from Ramanu-
jan’s identities:

12



Lemma 4.1. The following modular forms are extremal and completely positive:

1 24+
_ Lt
X6,1 720(E2E4 E6) € QM
1 L4+
X8,1 1008(E E2E6) S QM

PROOF. Extremality are mentioned in [10]. Complete positiveness directly follows
from Ramanujan’s identities,

1 1
Xyp = @(h —E3) = 24E2 =) noi(n)q",
n>1
Xe1 = 70 onn(E2Ey — Eg) = 210 40 =Y noz(n)q",
n>1
1
X E — E>E
81 = 7008 2Be) = 504 ,1;”‘75

More examples can be found in Appendix B, Table 1.

4.2. Kaneko-Koike’s conjecture for depth 1. In this subsection, we prove the conjec-
ture of Kaneko and Koike [10, Conjecture 2] in the case of depth 1.

For even w > 6, let Xy, = X, 1 be the unique normalized extremal quasimodular form
of weight w and depth 1. We have X4 = (EzE4 — E¢) /720 and X,,’s satisfy the following
recursive formula for w > 6 with 6|w [10, 7]:

12

w+2 — w——Haw_lxw (39)
Xw+a = EsXop (40)
w—+6 w+1
X = Eq0, 1 Xy — EcX
w+6
= — (E4X — EcXy) . 41
864(w+5) ( 4N w42 6 w) ( )

The vanishing order of Xy, at the cusp is [%¥]. Also, Xy is a solution of the following
differential equation (for 6|w)
n_w ), ww—1)
Yo~ ghXet g
Following new recurrence relation (43) can be easily shown from the above identities,

(E3 —E4) Xy =0 (42)
which immediately implies the complete positivity of Xy,’s.

13



Theorem 4.2. Let Xy, = Xy, 1 be the unique normalized extremal quasimodular form of weight
w and depth 1. For 6w and w > 12, we have

Sw 7w
X, = ﬁX6Xw,4 + ﬁXng—s- (43)
PROOF. (39),—4 is equivalent to
_w- 5 w—7
X, B Ex Xy -4+ 1 E4Xw—6 (44)
and differentiating (41)y,_¢ gives
w
. w E2E4 — E6 w—>5 w—7
= 864w 1) ( 7 Xw-at 5 BEaXe-s + —5— ——EiXuw 6 (44)w
E2E6 E4 w—>5 -7
———=X E X —EX e _
5 w—6 — 6( B oat W 2w6)) (39w-6
@ Y BBy — B Xea+ PN (B2~ EEg)X
864(w — 1) 1o \F2ba = Ee)Xw-4 1o k4 2L6) Xw—6
Sw 7w
= ﬁX6Xw—4 + — X8 Xw—6

Corollary 4.3. The Kaneko—Koike’s conjecture is true for depth 1 extremal forms.

PROOF. The conjecture holds for X4 and Xg by Lemma 4.1, and X9 = E4 X4 shows that
Xjp is also completely positive. Now, assume that X} is completely positive for k < w — 2.
Then (43),, implies that Xy, is also completely positive. Combining it with Proposition 3.8

(recall that the vanishing order of Xy, at the cusp is ¢ > wl_zl) shows X402 € QMItF

w427
and we also get X, 14 € Q/\/lw 14 from (40), since E4 has nonnegative Fourier coefficients.
O
Remark 4.4. We also have the following relations (for 6|w):
5w 7w
y 7w Sw
Xipyq = 240X6 Xy + 7 —XgXyp—_2 + ﬁXlon 4 (46)

which can be proven similarly and also provide an alternative proof of Corollary 4.3.
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4.3. Extremal forms of depth 2. For even w > 4 and w # 6, the depth 2 (normalized)

_r2
extremal forms X, » satisfy the following recurrence relations [7]% Xy4p = % and

3(w + 4)? w(w +1) )
X = EiXypo— 05 »X 47
6
Xw422 = w—_Haw—ZXw,z- (48)

3w? (w—4)(w —5)
16(w? — 1) (w — 6)2 ( 36

The vanishing order of X, at the cusp is |§|. Also, Xy, (for 4|w) is a solution of the

EsXyp—22 — ai,_4Xw2,2) (49)

differential equation

w(w—1) w(w—1)(w — 2)
4 24

We found the following (exceptional) identities that verify the conjecture for depth 2

w
XUy — —EpX, +

1~
w2 4 EZXw,Z -

E6Xwo = 0. (50)

and weight < 14 that can be checked directly, although we could not find a similar recur-
rence relations as (43) in the case of depth 2 that may prove the conjecture completely.

Proposition 4.5. We have the following identities:

Xgp = 2X42X6,1, (51)
8 10

Xigp = §X4,2X8,1 + gxél, (52)

X1po = 3X61X32, (53)

X1ap = 3X42Xi121- (54)

Especially, Xy, » is completely positive for w < 14.
PROOF. Complete positivity follows from the identities and Proposition 3.1. U

5. 8-dimensional inequalities
Now we are ready to give a new proof of Theorem 1.1. Define
F(z) = (Ea(2)Ea(2) — Eo(2))? (55)
G(z) = Ha(2)*(2H2(2)* + 5Ha(z) Ha(2) + 5Hy(2)?). (56)

Then we can check F(z) = A(z)¢o(z) and G(z) = —2A(z)Ps(z), where the second identity
on G(z) follows from the Jacobi identity and (24). Since A(it) > 0, the inequalities (3) and

4There’s a minor error in [6]. We need to replace w? with (w + 4)2 on the numerator to make sure that
Xy+4p is normalized, i.e. its leading coefficient is 1. We fix this in (47).

15



(4) are equivalent to

F(it) + 5 Glit) > 0, (57)
E(it) — 1—82G(it) <0, (58)

As already mentioned in [14], F(it) = 9E)(it)? = 9(240Y,> nos(n)e >™*)2 > 0, and
G(it) > 0 follows from @, (it) > 0 and @4(it) > 0. Note that F can be also written as
F =720°X3 .

As we mentioned before, our proof of the “hard” inequality (58) is based on the fol-
lowing observations (Figure 1).

Proposition 5.1.
F(it) 18
im —= = —.
t—ot G(it) 72

(59)

Proposition 5.2. The function t — (( )) is strictly decreasing on t > 0.

It is clear that the inequality (58) follows from Proposition 5.1 and 5.2.

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 5.1. We have
EGit) . F(i/t)
=1 .
I Gt i G(i/1)

By using the transformation laws of Eisenstein series and the thetanull functions (10)-(12)

and (21), we get

F (;) — 1127 (if) — 12:1 (Ea(it) Eq(it) — Eo(it))Es(it) + 36t10 Eit)?,

G G) = t10H, (it)3(2H4(it)? 4+ 5Hy(it)Ha (it) + 5Ha (it)?).

Since F, E;E4 — Eg and H, are cusp forms, we have lim;_,« t*A(it) = 0 when A(z) is one
of these forms and k > 0. From lim;_,o E4(it) = 1 = lim;_,co Hy(it), we get
oo FG/t) o HPEGD) - 22 (E(it) Ea(it) — Eo(it)) Ea (it) + 225" Ey(it)?
t—oo G(i/t)  t—oo t10H, (it)3(2Hy(it)% 4+ 5Hy(it) Hp(it) + 5H2(zt) )
_ B2F(it) — 2L (Ex(it) Eq(it) — Eo(it)) Ea(it) + 2§ E4(it)?
= O, #73 (2, (i6)” + 5Ha (i) Hy (iF) + 5 (i£)2)
18
2
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PROOF OF PROPOSITION 5.2. It is enough to show that the derivative

d <F(it)> __, _Fit)G(it) - FiHG'(it)

dt \ G(it) F(it)G(it)
is negative, which is equivalent to the positivity of (recall that F(it) > 0 and G(it) > 0)
F/G - FG/ = (alop)G - F(alOG) = £1,0 (60)

that has weight 24, level I'(2), and depth 2. Here we give two different proofs of £;y > 0.
First proof. Using (33)-(35) and (36), one can check that the inequality (60) nicely factors
as

1
(Hp + Hy)?*H3(EE4 — Eg) <E4 — E152(1712 - 2H4)) >0 (61)

for z = it with t > 0. Since the first three factors are all positive, it is enough to prove that
the last factor is positive, i.e.

Ey(it) — %Ez(it)(Hz(it) +2H,(it)) > 0. 62)
Using (29), we can rewrite the inequality (62) as
E4(it) — Ex(it)(2E(2it) — Ep(it)) > 0,
and the left hand side can be written as
(E4(it) — E4(2it)) 4 (E4(2it) — Ex(2it)?) + (Ex(it) — Eo(2it))? (63)

where each term is positive (E4(it) is monotone decreasing in t, Ey — E3 = 3E}, and the
square is nonnegative).

Second proof. We can directly check that F and G satisfy the following differential
equations:

5

3%, F = (EaF +aAXy), (64)
5

92,G = (F4G — bAH,, (65)

where a = 172800 and b = 640. Combining these with (32), we get
L1 = (3F)G — F(93,G) = A(aX4,G + bHyF) > 0. (66)
Since £ o has a Fourier expansion
Lo = 5308416000q% + 5096079360047% — 5287182336000]% + O(q%)

and the first nonzero coefficient is positive, the positivity follows from Corollary 3.6. [

Remark 5.3. For k € Z, let Ly := 07 — k(ﬁf) E4 be the type (k, k +4) modular linear
differential operator defined in [12] that is originated from [11]. Then the identities (64)
and (65) show Lj 1oF > 0 and Ly 10G < 0.
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6. 24-dimensional inequalities

We give a similar proof of Theorem 1.2. The easy inequality (7) is not easy as (3), but
it almost directly follows from Corollary 3.6. The idea for the proof of the inequality (8)
is the same as that of (4), and (9) is more involved. We will abuse notation and write
F = —A?p and G = —A?ys for the numerators of (5) and (6). Then the inequalities (7), (8)
and (9) are equivalent to

o
F(it) + ?G(zt) > 0, (67)
F(it) — %G(it) <0, (68)

w( FG/t) 432 G(i/t)\ _ 725760 5y (, 10

: ( st T aiee) S 7 ¢ \UTan) (9)

6.1. “Easy” inequality (67). As in the d = 8 case, we can prove (67) by proving the
easy inequalities F(it) > 0 and G(it) > 0 separately. Especially, the second inequality
directly follows from its expression (which is already mentioned in [3, p. 1028]). However,
the other inequality F(it) > 0 is less trivial, although it follows from Corollary 3.6 and the
following surprising identity.

Lemma 6.1. We have
914F = 6706022400 - Xg1X121 € QM.

PROOF. The identity follows from direct calculations. (Complete) positivity follows
from Theorem 4.2. 0

Corollary 6.2. F(it) > 0 forall t > 0.

PROOF. This follows from Lemma 6.1 and Corollary 3.6. Note that F has a Fourier
expansion

F = 36578304004° + 1389975552004* + 25677969408007° + O(4°)

and its first nonzero Fourier coefficient is positive. U

Remark 6.3. F is a constant multiple of f14 that appears in the family of Feigenbaum-
Grabner-Hardin [6, Proposition 5.1]. The authors already proved that the functions f
are completely positive for w < 94 [6, Remark 6.3], and they conjectured that all the forms
in the family are completely positive [6, Conjecture 1]. However, their proof uses approx-
imations based on Jenkins and Rouse’s explicit bound on Fourier coefficients [9].
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FIGURE 2. Graph of the quotient F(it)/G(it) as a function in t > 0.

6.2. “Hard” inequality (68). The previous approach we used in the proof of (58) also
works for (68), as we can expect from Figure 2. It follows from the following two propo-
sitions.

Proposition 6.4.
i F(it) _ 432
o+ G(it) w2’

F(it)
G(it)

(70)

Proposition 6.5. The function t —

is strictly decreasing on t > 0.

The computation of the limit in Proposition (6.4) follows the same lines as the proof of
Proposition 5.1, and we omit the details.

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 6.5. The idea is similar to that of 5.2 (second proof). It is
enough to show that
FIG - FG/ = (814F)G - F(814G) = El,()
is positive, which has weight 32, level I'(2), and depth 2. F and G satisfy the following

differential equations similar to (64) and (65):
14

9%, F = 5 EaF + cAXs, (71)
14
02,G = 5 E4G (72)
where ¢ = 5486745600. If we take the Serre derivative d3p, by (32), (71), and (72), we have
d30L10 = L2 := (03,F)G — F(33,G) = cAXg2G >0 (73)
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and L1 o has a Fourier expansion
L1, = 134242960932864007 7 -+ 494781198866841600q 2 + O(77 )

where the first nonzero Fourier coefficient is positive. Hence Corollary 3.6 applies and we
get the positivity of L . g

Remark 6.6. As in d = 8 case, (71) and (72) are about the action of the operator L, 14 of
type (14,18) in [11, 12] on F and G. Especially, G is a solution of the linear differential
equation L 14G = 0.

6.3. “Harder” inequality (69). The last inequality (69) is more involved than the pre-

vious inequalities because of the presence of the non-modular terms t!? and e*. We first

27tt

replace the exponential term e“™™ with 1/A using the following inequality.

Lemma 6.7. For t > 0, we have

A(it) < e” ™, (74)
PROOF. This directly follows from the product formula of A,
lt — p 2t H 27'cnt 24 < e 27t
n>1

4

The inequality (69) is true for 1 < t < 310, since the left hand side (resp. the right
hand side) is nonnegative (resp. nonpositive) on this range (by (68)). Hence it is enough
to show for t > 30 On this range, we can bound the right hand side of (69) with (74)

725760 <t 10) 725760 1 (t_ 10 > 725760 t12 (t_ 10)

T 3 T A(it) 37 T A(i/t) 3
and the inequality reduces to
o F(i/t) 432 G(i/t) _ 725760 t12 ;10
A(i/t)2 2 A(i/t)? m A(i/t) 37
1/ F(i/t) _|_432G(i/t) S 725760 t—1—0
2\ A(i/t) 7% Ai/t) T 3
fort > 30 If we replace t by 1/t, the last inequality becomes
5 ( F(it) 432 G(it) 725760 10t
£ = : > 1——
A(it) 2 A(it) T 37
432 F(it) _ 725760A(it) ( 1 10 >

— = . - 75
2 G(it) ” G(it) 3 3722 5
for0 <t < 1 . From Proposition 6.5, we know that the left hand side of (75) is monotone
increasing in f. Our main observation is that the difference between two sides of (75) is

also monotone increasing (Figure 3).
20
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-g(t) = LHS(t) - RHS(t)

30 A

20 A

104

—10

_20-
FIGURE 3. Graph of LHS(t), RHS(¢), and g(t) = LHS(t) — RHS() of (75).

Proposition 6.8. The function
432 F(it)  725760A(it) ( 1 10 )

W=7 "G T Gcan \xB  3mn

is monotone increasing in t for 0 < t < 3% and lim, o+ g(t) = 0. Especially, we have g(t) > 0
forall0 < t < %.

PROOF. After writing the limitas lim; ,o+ g(#) = lim;—, g(1/t), we can compute limit
from Proposition 6.4 and the fact that A|15S = A is a cusp form but G|14S = —HZ(7H% +
7HyH, +2H7) is not, so the third term in g(t) vanishes as t — 0. We will omit the details
and focus on the monotonicity part. We have

d (FGD\ . Liolit
at (G(it)) = 2T

and by A" = ExA,

d {A(it) ( 110 )]
dt |G(it) \ n3 322
B A(it) (Eo(it)G(it) = G'(it)) (1 10 A(it) (3 20
= (=271) G(it)? B 3ee) " G(it) \ mt* t 3
B A(it) . 110\ . 3 10
B (ZN)G(it)Z {(alzG)(lt) (% 3n2t2) G(it) <2n2t4 3n3t3)] /

so dg/dt > 0 if and only if (after factoring out 1/G?)

5 . . . . 1 10 , 3 10
ﬁl,O(lt) = El,o(lt) - 725760A(lt) |:(812G)(lt) <7‘[t3 — 37‘[2t2> - G(lt) (27‘[2t4 - 37‘[3t3):| > O.
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We have £1(320) > 0, since Proposition 6.5 gives £1(3F) > 0 and when t = 3%,

/110 /3 10 37i\ (5000
(9126) (i) (ﬁ N 3n2t2) - Git) <2n2t4 N 3n3t3> =-C <ﬁ> ' <817T6) <0.

From Proposition 3.5 (see also Remark 3.7), it is enough to show that its Serre derivative

= o m o B 1 dLio(it) 5. .. %
d30L10(it) = E’Lo(zt) — EEz(zt)L’LO(zt) = _EZI—(;() — EEz(zt)L‘l,o(zt)

is positive (i.e. t — L1 o(it)/5(it) is a monotone decreasing function in t) on 0 < t < g
Recall d30L1 9 = cAX3g2G (73). Using (32), d12A = 0, and (72), one can check that the Serre
derivative of the second term of £ o is 725760A times

(1 10 . 3 10
9 [(alzc)(lt) (7tt3 - 3n2t2> —G(it) (27T2t4 - 3n3t3>}

 [37E4(it) — Ex(it)? [ 1 10 , 3 5 3 5 :
_{ 24 3 3722 + Eo(it) 42t 37313 e i G(it), (76)

so AG factors out from 83051,0(#) > 0 and it reduces to the positivity of

o B7Eg(it) —Ep(it)* (1 10\ . 3 5 3 5
7560Xs2((t) 24 3 ) "B\ gap —5ee ) T \mE mmn ) @)
Let h(t) be the above function in (77). Then
t=8h (1>
t
. . 7E2(if)E4(if) — Eé(it) _ E4(it)
= 7560 (Xs,z(lf) + 302407t 14407242
1 . o 12Ex(it) 36 1 10
L (37E4<1t> ~ Eyfity? + 220 W) (m - mz)
6 3 5 3 5
B <_E2(lt) + m‘) (47‘(2t2 B 37r3t3> + <7T3t3 B 7(41‘4)
= 7560X3g2 (lt)
1 (7Ep(it)Eq(it) — Ee(it)  37E4(it) — Ep(it)? 1 [ 4E4(it) + 5E,(it)? N Ea(it) 78)
it 4 24 242 36 4

and since X3 is (completely) positive, it is enough to show that (78) is positive, i.e. show
the following nonhomogeneous inequality (after factoring out 1/ 7tt)

7Ea(it)E4(it) — Ee(it)  37Eg(it) — Ea(it)* 1 (SEz(it)z +4E4(it) 1

2 24 por 36 - 4E2(lt)> >0 )

for t > 3. We can further reduce it to an inequality with only quasimodular terms (i.e.
no rational terms) with the following lemma.

Lemma 6.9. The following (nonhomogeneous) quasimodular forms are completely positive:

5, 1. 1
1= %Ez + §E4 ZLEZ; (80)

J2 = Ez — E. (81)
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PROOF. By using the Fourier expansions of E;, E4, Eg, and (14), we can compute the
Fourier expansions of the above forms explicitly as

5 1 1

Ji =3B~ B2+ jEs= ) (6003(n) — 40n0y (n) + 601 (n))q",
n>1
Jo = Y (50405(n) — 2407 (n))q".
n>1

The complete positivity of J; follows from the trivial estimates o3(n) > n3 and 0q(n) <
1+2+---+n= @ < n?,and that of ], follows from 50405(n) — 2401 (n) = Zd‘n(504d5 -
24d) > 0. O

By Lemma 6.9, for t > ;—2 we have
7Ea(it)Ey(it) — Ee(it)  37E4(it) — Ea(it)*> 1 <5E2(it)2 + 4E4(it) Ez(it)>

4 24 it 36 4
TE,(it)Ea(it) — Eo(it)  37Ea(it) — Ea(it)? 3 (SEa(it)2 +4Ea(it) Ea(if) "
~ 4 - 24 T 10 < 36 T4 ) €2
_ 7E2(lt)E4(;t) — Eé(lt) . %E;}(lt) + %Ez(lt)
> 7E2(it)E4(Z) — Belit) _ %E4(it) + %E(,(it) (83)
7 . . 1 . 9 . 7
=1 (Ez(zt)E4(zt) — EE6(zt) — 10E4(zt)> =: 1]3 (84)

where the positivity of J; and ], are used in (82) and (83), respectively. Now, we can
prove the positivity of (84) (i.e. J3) as follows. As in Lemma 6.9, we can compute the
Fourier expansion of 3 as

1 9
= EyE4 — —FE¢ — —E
Js = ExEq4 10F6 ~ 19t
9 9
= 3E,+ —Eg— —E
kst qgte — 3ot
22
=) (72011(73(11) — ﬁagg(n) — 21603(71)) q"
5
n>1
= Zanq”.
n>1
We have a; = %—2 > 0. Forn > 2,
3 1?2 9 9 2268
< 341934 ... 3y — TZ(L <« 25 2 _£ePo
nog(n) <n(1°+2°>+---+n’) 1 < 1¢" < 16(75(11) < 720.5(75(11)

and we get a, < 0. From this observation, the function

t— e (it) = aq + 2 aye2t(n=1)t
n>1
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is monotone increasing, so

T (it) > €2 J5(i) = T <% — %) E4 (i) > 0= J3(it) >0

fort > 1, hence for t > %—2. O

Remark 6.10. The estimate 7t < % is used in the proof (e.g. (82)), and this can be verified
geometrically (without calculators) by considering the area of a regular octagon circum-

scribed to a unit circle: 10

T < 8tan (E) =8(vV2-1) < —.

8 3
Remark 6.11. The inequalities (75) and (77) are “homogeneous” if one regard % = % and
}T as “weight 1” objects, which makes sense if we consider the transformation law of E,
(10). However, we had to flip it under ¢ < % and prove the nonhomogeneous inequalities
(79)-(84) instead. It would be interesting if one can prove the inequality (69) in a purely

homogeneous way.
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Appendix
A. Implementation details

All the codes are available in the GitHub repository https://github.com/seewoo5/
posqgmf. Our SageMath codes are heavily based on the current implementation of quasi-
modular forms, thanks to David Ayotte. In SageMath, the ring of quasimodular forms
of level Ty(N) or I'1(N) are essentially implemented as polynomial rings of one variable
(E2) with the ring of (genuine) modular forms as a coefficient ring, based on [11]. The
implementation of extremal quasimodular forms simply follow the recurrence relations
(43)-(46) and (47)-(49).

For the quasimodular forms of level SL;(Z), we can simply define the ring as QM =
QuasiModularForms (1). However, for the ring of quasimodular forms of level I'(2), we
had to implement it ourselves since the current implementation of the modular forms
does not support the level. The ring of quasimodular forms of level I'(2) is isomorphic to
a polynomial ring with three generators, namely H, = @5, Hy = 0%, and E,. So we sim-
ply define it as a polynomial ring QM2.<H2,H4,E2 > = QQ[‘H2,H4,E2’], and implement
functions that compute the g-series, (Serre) derivatives, and plotting a graph of a given
form in t for z = it. We use (31) to implement (Serre) derivatives as follows.

def gm2_weight(qm):
w = None
for (a, b, e) in gm.dict() .keysQ:
if w is None:
w=2%*a+2*xb+2x*xe
else:
assert w == 2 x a + 2 *x b + 2 * e, "Not homogeneous"

return w

def gm2_depth(qm):
dp = 0
for (_, _, e) in gm.dict() .keysQ:
dp = max(e, dp)

return dp

def gm2_derivative(qm):
r = QM2(0)
for (a, b, e), coeff in gm.dict().items():
r += (coeff/6) * H27a * H4 b * ((a-2xb)*H2 + (2*a-b)*H4 + (a+b)*E2_) * E2_"e
if e >= 1:
r += coeff * H2"a * H4"b * e * E2_"(e-1) * (E2_"2 - E4_) / 12

return r
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def gm2_serre_derivative(qm, k=None):
s = qm2_depth(qm)
if k is None:
# Serre derivative that preserves depth
k = gm2_weight(qm) - gm2_depth(qm)
return gqm2_derivative(qm) - (k / 12) * E2_ * gm

For g-series, we expressed them in gh = g'/? instead of q = g, since the power series
ring does not support non-integer powers. We also need a function that embeds the ring
Q1 (QM (SL,(Z))) into the ring QM2 (QM(T(2))), using (22) and (23) (11_to_12).

E4_
E6_

H2°2 + H2 * H4 + H4"2
(H2 + 2 = H4) = (2 * H2 + H4) * (H4 - H2) / 2

def 11_to_12(qm):
r = QM2(0)
for (d2, d4, d6), coeff in gm.polynomial.dict().items():
r += coeff * E2_"d2 * E4_"d4 * E6_"d6

return r

Now, we can check various quasimodular form identities using assert as follows.
Note that the ring QM is implemented as a polynomial ring in three variables (namely E,,
E4, and Eg), and SageMath simply checks whether given two polynomials are equal or

not.

>>> X_4_2 = extremal _qgm(4, 2)
>>> X_6_1 = extremal _qgm(6, 1)
>>> X_8_2 = extremal_qm(8, 2)

>>> assert X_8_2.derivative() == 2 *x X_4_2 * X_6_1 # Check (51)

>>> Disc = (E4°3 - E672) / 1728

>>> F_8d = (E2 * E4 - E6)"2

>>> assert qm_serre_derivative_fold(F_8d, 2, 10) == (5/6) * E4 * F_8d + 172800 * Disc *
— X_4_2 # Check (64)

>>> G_24d = H2°5 * (2 * H2"2 + 7 * H2 * H4 + 7 * H4"2)

>>> assert qm2_serre_derivative_fold(G_24d, 2, 14) == (14/9) * E4_ * G_24d # Check (72)

For the computations in the proof of “harder” inequality (9), we define auxilary rings
RQM and RQM2 corresponds to

RQM(T) = QM(T) Eé]

27



forI' = SL,(Z) and I'(2), by adding two formal variables ip and ioz correspond to 1/7
and i/z = 1/t, respectively. As we mentioned before, we regard these new elements as
“weight 1” objects. Then we extend the derivative D on these rings using

1 i 1 d /i 11 /i\?
D(;)—Of D(z)—z—m&(z)—ﬁ(;)

and the product rule.

# Level SL_2(Z)
RQM.<ip, ioz> = QM['ip','ioz'] # “ip =1 / pi, G0z =41/ z=1/1

# Weight
def rgqm_weight (rqm):
w=20
for (dip, dioz), gm in rgm.dict().items():
w = max(w, gm.weight() + dip + dioz)

return w

def is_rqm_homogeneous (rqm) :
w = None
for (dip, dioz), gm in rgm.dict().items():
w_ = gqm.weight() + dip + dioz
if w is None:
W= wW_
else:
if w = w_:
return False

return True

# Depth
def rqm_depth(rqgm):
dp = 0
for gm in rgm.dict() .values():
dp = max(dp, gm_depth(qgm))

return dp

def rqm_derivative(rqm):
r=20
for (dip, dioz), gm in rgm.dict().items():
r += gm.derivative() * ip~dip * ioz"dioz
if dioz >= 1:
r += gm * ip~dip * dioz * ioz”(dioz - 1) * ((1/2) * ip * io0z"2)

return r
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# Level \Gamma(2)
RQM2.<ip_, ioz_> = QM2['ip','ioz'] # “ip~ =1 / pi, 40z =14 / z

# Weight
def rgm2_weight (rqm):
w=20
for (dip, dioz), gm in rgm.dict().items():
w = max(w, gm2_weight(qm) + dip + dioz)

return w

def is_rqm2_homogeneous (rqm) :
w = None
for (dip, dioz), gm in rgm.dict().items():
w_ = gm2_weight(gqm) + dip + dioz
if w is None:
W= w_
else:
if w !'= w_:
return False

return True

# Depth
def rgm2_depth(rgm):
dp = 0
for gm in rgm.dict() .values():
dp = max(dp, qm2_depth(qm))

return dp

def rqm2_derivative(rqm):
r=20
for (dip, dioz), gm in rgm.dict().items():
r += gqm2_derivative(gm) * ip_"dip * ioz_"dioz
if dioz >= 1:
r += gm * ip_"dip * dioz * ioz_"(dioz - 1) * ((1/2) * ip_ * ioz_"2)

return r

We can also define S-actions on these rings, using the transformation laws of Eisen-
stein series and thetanull functions. Note that, if input is a quasimodular form without
any rational terms, then the output is homogeneous. Otherwise, the output may not be
homogeneous in general. Also, we always assume that the input is homogeneous. On
each monomial, the action |,,S on F - (1/71)% - (i/z)? where F € QM,_,_4(T) equals

(Flo—a-S) - (1/70)" - (i/(=1/2))" - 270 = (=)D (Fly 4 35) - (1/7)" - (i/2)"
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(we only deal with inputs of even weights, so a + b is always even). We can extract
homogeneous components using rqm_homogeneous_comps and rqm2_homogeneous_comps.

# For homogeneous inputs with rational terms
def rgm_S_action(rqm):
r=20
assert is_rqm_homogeneous(rqm), "Input is not homogeneous."
for (dip, dioz), gm in rgm.dict().items():
r += (-1)"((dip + dioz)/2) * gm_S_action(gm) * ip~dip * ioz dip

return r

# For homogeneous inputs with rational terms
def rgm2_S_action(rqm):
r=20
assert is_rqm2_homogeneous(rgm), "Input is not homogeneous."
for (dip, dioz), gm in rgm.dict().items():
r += (-1)"((dip + dioz)/2) * gm2_S_action(gm) * ip_"dip * ioz_"dip

return r

# Extract each of homogeneous components
def rqm_homogeneous_comps (rqm) :
r = dict()
for (dip, dioz), gm in rgm.dict().items():
gm_comps = gm.homogeneous_components ()
for w_, qm_ in gm_comps.items():
w = w_ + dip + dioz
if w not in r:
r(w] = gmn_ * ip~dip * ioz"dioz
else:
rlw] += gm_ * ip“dip * ioz"dioz

return r

def gm2_homogeneous_comps (qm) :
r = dict()
for (dh2, dh4, de2), coeff in gm.dict().items():
w = 2 * (dh2 + dh4 + de2)
if w not in r:
r[w] = coeff * H2°dh2 * H4"dh4 * E2_"de2
else:
rlw] += coeff * H2°dh2 * H4"dh4 * E2_"de2

return r

def rqm2_homogeneous_comps (rqm) :
r = dict()
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for (dip, dioz), gm in rgm.dict().items():
qm_comps = qm2_homogeneous_comps (gqm)
for w_, qm_ in gqm_comps.items():
w = w_ + dip + dioz
if w not in r:
rlw] = gqm_ * ip_"dip * ioz_"dioz
else:
rlw] += gm_ * ip_"dip * ioz_"dioz

return r

Note that these functions also help us for the limit computations such as (59), (70),
and the one in Proposition 6.8, since we essentially use S-action to change the limits from
lim; o+ to lim; .. For example, the following code recovers the proof of Proposition 5.1,
computing F|12S and GJ19S and extract their modular form components.

>>> F_8dS = gm_S_action(F_8d)

>>> G_8dS = gm2_S_action(G_8d)

>>> print_rqm(F_8dS, "F_8d[S")

F_8dlS

polynomial (E272*%E472 - 2*E2*E4*E6 + E672) + (-12+E2+E472 + 12xE4xE6)*(1/mm)*(i/z) +
—  (36xE472)*(1/7m)"2%(i/z)"2

weight 12

depth 2

>>> print_rqm2(G_8dS, "G_8d|S")

G_8d|S

polynomial (-5%xH27°2xH4"3 - b5*H2*xH4"4 - 2xH4"5)

weight 10

depth O

>>> print("F_8dS, ip~0 * i0z~0:", F_8dS.coefficient ([0, 0]))

F_8dS, ip~0 * ioz"0: 518400%q~2 + 18662400*q~3 + 255052800*%q~4 + 1870387200*q~5 + 0(q~6)
>>> print("F_8dS, ip~1 * ioz"1:", F_8dS.coefficient([1, 1]))

F_8dS, ip~™1 * ioz"1: -8640*%q - 2229120*%q~2 - 56712960*%q~3 - 570689280*q~4 -

< 3375043200%q"5 + 0(q~6)

>>> print("F_8dS, ip~2 * ioz"2:", F_8dS.coefficient([2, 2]))

F_8dS, ip~™2 * ioz"2: 36 + 17280%q + 2229120%q~2 + 37808640*q~3 + 285344640%q~4 +

< 1350017280%q~5 + 0(q"6)

>>> print("G_8dS, ip~0 * i0z"0:", gqm2_q_series(QM2(G_8dS.coefficient ([0, 0])), 10))
G_8dS, ip~0 * i0z"0: (-2) + (-240)*%qh~2 + 10240%qh~3 + (-134640)*qh"4 + 1007616%qh~5 +
— (-5215680)*qh~6 + 20828160*qh~7 + (-69131760)*qh~8 + 199966720*qh~9 + Order(qh~10)
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B. Table of extremal forms

Table 1 gives first few extremal quasimodular forms of Kaneko and Koike [10].

w | Xus
E,E, — E
6 | 2224 Z6 7420 © = ¢4 1842 + 84¢° +2924* + 630q° + - - -
—EyEq + E3
8 —21060; 4 — g+ 6642 + 73243 + 42284* + 1563045 + - - -
E,E? — E4E
10 247#()46 = g+ 25842 + 65644° + 660524* + 3906304° + - - -
—12E,E4E +5E3 +7E2
12 = 564° + 1002g* + 92964° + 577084 + - - -
3991680 g7 56" + 100297 + 925647 + (i
7E>E3 + 5E,E% — 12E2E,
14 4 6 470 — 12 412843 + 40500* + 588804° + 5253004° + - - -
4717440 g+ 12oq” + 405097 + 7+ (A
—E24+E
4 %:q+6q2+12q3+28q4+30q5+-~
—7E2E, + 2E,E¢ + 5E2
8 24 4 — 2 +164g° + 102g* + 4164° + 13084° + - - -
362880 g+ 107+ 10297 + 2loq™ + 150547 +
5E2E¢ + 2E,E2 — 7E4E, 104
10 | —2 4 = g2 + ——g% +390g* + 2480g° + 111404° + - - -
1088640 97 3 P00+ 24800 + (i
—77E2E2 4 34E,E4E¢ + 50E3 — 7E2 51 1422
12 2 4 4 6 — B+ gt 2705 1194400 + 971497 + - - -
798336000 R e e
13E3E4E¢ + EoE3 — 3E,E2 — 11E2E, 93
14 2 4 6 4 — 43 Y 4 1 5 46 44747
115134720 q° + 2q + 8109 + 80044° + 5 q° +

TABLE 1. Extremal forms of depth < 2 and weight < 14.

32



	1. Introduction
	2. Preliminaries
	3. Positive quasimodular forms
	4. Extremal quasimodular forms
	5. 8-dimensional inequalities
	6. 24-dimensional inequalities
	References
	Appendix
	A. Implementation details
	B. Table of extremal forms

