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BOUNDS ON ENERGY AND POTENTIALS OF DISCRETE MEASURES ON THE SPHERE

S. V. BORODACHOV, P. G. BOYVALENKOV, P. D. DRAGNEV, D. P. HARDIN, E. B. SAFF, AND M. M. STOYANOVA

ABSTRACT. We establish upper and lower universal bounds for potentials of weighted designs on the sphere S
n−1 that depend

only on quadrature nodes and weights derived from the design structure. Our bounds hold for a large class of potentials that

includes absolutely monotone functions. The classes of spherical designs attaining these bounds are characterized. Additionally,

we study the problem of constrained energy minimization for Borel probability measures on S
n−1 and apply it to optimal

distribution of charge supported at a given number of points on the sphere. In particular, our results apply to p-frame energy.

1. INTRODUCTION AND REVIEW OF KNOWN RESULTS

Universal upper and lower bounds for potentials of (equi-weighted) spherical designs with a characterization of ex-

tremal spherical designs as well as a closely related question of describing all universal maxima (resp. minima) of the

extremal spherical designs have recently received a noticeable attention in mathematical literature [26, 27, 22, 24, 25, 4,

6, 7, 8, 9, 16, 17]. The first part of our paper is devoted to extending these results to the case of weighted spherical designs

and their associated potentials (see Theorems 5.2 and 5.3, two of the main results of the paper).

The problem of minimizing the (equi-weighted) energy of a point configuration on the sphere of a fixed cardinality

was studied by a large number of authors, see [29, 1, 18, 12, 13, 14, 15, 3] and references therein. See also [11] for more

extensive reviews on this problem. In particular, Bilyk et al [3] minimized the energy of a Borel probability measure with

respect to the p-frame potential showing the optimality of discrete distributions supported at points of tight designs (for

certain ranges of the power p). Motivated by applications to p-frame energy, in the second part of this paper (Section 7,

and in particular Theorems 7.1 and 7.4 and Corollaries 7.5 and 7.6 as the other main results), we minimize the energy of

a Borel charge distribution subject to additional constraints. Placing additional constraints on the distribution allowed us

to extend the range of potential functions under consideration.

Denote by S
n−1 := {(t1, . . . , tn) ∈ R

n : t21 + . . .+ t2n = 1} the unit sphere in R
n and let Jn,N , n ≥ 2, N ≥ 1, be the

set of all ordered pairs (C,W ), where C = {x1, . . . , xN} is a configuration of pairwise distinct points on the sphere Sn−1

(called a spherical code) and W = (w1, . . . , wN ) ∈ (R>0)
N is a vector such that w1+ . . .+wN = 1 (called a normalized

vector of weights). Each weighted code (C,W ) can be considered as a mapping w : C → R>0 defined by w(xi) = wi,

i = 1, . . . , N . We will also use the notation (C,W ) = (x1, . . . , xN ;w1, . . . , wN ) and call (C,W ) a weighted code.

There is a one-to-one correspondence between weighted codes (C,W ) in Jn,N and discrete probability measures

κ(C,W ) :=

N∑

i=1

wiδxi
,

where δxi
is the Dirac delta-function in R

n with mass 1 at xi. There is also a one-to-one correspondence between the

set Jn,N and the set of cubature formulas for integration over the uniform probability distribution on S
n−1 which have

N pairwise distinct nodes and strictly positive weights and are exact on constant functions. Any multiset on S
n−1 (a

spherical code where points with distinct indices may coincide) gives a rise to an element (C,W ) of Jn,N for some N
where all components of the vector of weights W are rational.

Any function f : [−1, 1] → (−∞,∞] finite and differentiable on (−1, 1) such that lim
t→−1+

f(t) = f(−1) and

lim
t→1−

f(t) = f(1) will be called an admissible potential function. Given a weighted code (C,W ) ∈ Jn,N , we define its

(polarization) potential with respect to x ∈ S
n−1 as

Uf (x,C;W ) :=
N∑

i=1

wif(x · xi)

(
=

∫

Sn−1

f(x · y) dκ(C,W )(y)

)
,

where x · y := t1s1 + . . . + tnsn denotes the standard dot product of vectors x = (t1, . . . , tn) and y = (s1, . . . , sn) in

R
n.
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Our work is related to the following problem. Given a weighted code (C,W ) ∈ Jn,N and an admissible potential

function f , find

inf
x∈Sn−1

Uf(x,C;W ) (1)

and points x∗ ∈ S
n−1 that attain the infimum of (1). If f is finite at t = 1 and t = −1, one may consider a similar

problem of maximizing the potential.

In the equi-weighted case; i.e., when W = (1/N, . . . , 1/N), problem (1) was solved for several important classes of

spherical designs. Recall that a spherical code C = {x1, . . . , xN} ⊂ S
n−1 is called a spherical m-design if for every

polynomial p in n variables of degree at most m,

1

N

N∑

i=1

p(xi) =

∫

Sn−1

p(x)dσn(x),

where σn is the area measure on S
n−1 normalized to be a probability measure.

Following [18], we call a spherical code C m-sharp, m ≥ 1, if C is a (2m − 1)-design with m values of the dot

product occurring between distinct points of C and strongly m-sharp if, in addition, C is a 2m-design. A list of known

sharp and strongly sharp configurations on the Euclidean sphere can be found, for example, in [18, Table 1]. A spherical

code C ⊂ S
n−1 is called m-stiff if C is a (2m− 1)-design and there is a point on S

n−1 forming m distinct values of the

dot product with points of C.

Recall also that a function f : [−1, 1) → R, R = (−∞,∞), is called absolutely monotone if f (k) ≥ 0 on [−1, 1)
for all k ≥ 0 and strictly absolutely monotone if, in addition, f (k) > 0 on (−1, 1) for all k ≥ 0. A point z ∈ S

n−1 will

be called a universal minimum (maximum) of a spherical code C ⊂ S
n−1 if for every admissible potential function f

absolutely monotone on [−1, 1), the equi-weighted potential

Uf (x,C) :=
1

N

N∑

i=1

f(x · xi)

attains its absolute minimum (maximum) over Sn−1 at z. In the earlier papers [26, 27, 24, 25] which considered the Riesz

potential and in recent works [4, 5, 6, 8] universal minima and maxima of the regular N -gon on S
1 and of the regular

simplex, cross-polytope, and cube on S
n−1 were found1. Some of these four basic codes are sharp antipodal, some are

strongly sharp, and some are stiff. For any m-stiff code, the set of its universal minima is exactly the set of points on

S
n−1 forming m distinct dot products with points of the code (cf. [5, 8]). In fact, many known sharp codes listed in

[18, Table 1] are also stiff (cf. [17]). At the same time, several interesting stiff codes are not sharp (e.g., cube on S
n−1,

n ≥ 3, symmetrized regular simplex on S
n−1, n ≥ 5 odd, and the 24-cell on S

3 with more examples given in [8]). Sharp

antipodal and strongly sharp codes form the class of tight designs as defined in [19]. For any strongly sharp code, the set

of its universal minima is the set of antipodes of points of the code and the set of its universal maxima is the code itself

(cf. [5, 6]). Finally, for any sharp antipodal code, the set of its universal maxima is also the code itself [5, 6]. Certain

remarkable spherical codes are not sharp (for example, the 600-cell on S
3). Universal maxima of the 600-cell were shown

to be exactly the points of the 600-cell itself in [16]. The problem about universal minima of the 600-cell remains open.

Certain sharp antipodal codes that are of great interest in mathematics are not stiff, for example, regular icosahedron and

dodecahedron, minimal vectors of the E8 and Leech lattices, and the 241 polytope in R
8. Finding the universal minima

for these codes required a more sophisticated technique, see [7] for the first three codes, [17] for the Leech lattice, and [9]

for the 241 polytope.

The paper is organized as follows. Weighted spherical designs are introduced in Section 2 and special classes of

weighted designs are defined in Section 4. Gauss-type quadratures and associated orthogonal polynomials are reviewed in

Section 3. Our universal bounds on potentials of weighted designs are derived in Section 5 and illustrated with examples

in Section 6. The constrained (frame) energy minimization results are found in Section 7 with needed auxiliary results

presented in an Appendix.

2. DEFINITION OF A WEIGHTED SPHERICAL DESIGN

Denote by Pn, n ≥ 0, the set of all polynomials of one variable of degree at most n.

1Absolute maxima in the case of a cube were only found for the Riesz potential, see [25]. The proof in [25] uses induction on dimension and can be

extended to absolutely monotone potential functions (to appear in our upcoming work).
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Definition 2.1. Let n ≥ 2, N ≥ 1 and m ≥ 0. A weighted code (C,W ) ∈ Jn,N is called a (weighted) spherical

m-design if, for any polynomial p ∈ Pm,

N∑

i=1

wip(x · xi) = c, x ∈ S
n−1, (2)

for some constant c independent of x.

Remark 2.2. If (2) holds for a polynomial p, then

c = α0(p) :=

∫ 1

−1

p(t)wn(t)dt, (3)

where wn(t) = γn(1 − t2)(n−3)/2, t ∈ [−1, 1], and γn is a positive constant such that wn is a probability density on

[−1, 1].

There are several equivalent definitions of a (weighted) spherical design. We will mention one of them. Denote by

P
(n)
m the m-th Gegenbauer polynomial corresponding to the sphere Sn−1. It is orthogonal to the polynomial space Pm−1

with weight wn and is normalized by setting P
(n)
m (1) = 1. A weighted code (C,W ) ∈ Jn,N is called a (weighted)

spherical m-design if
N∑

i=1

N∑

j=1

wiwjP
(n)
k (xi · xj) = 0, 1 ≤ k ≤ m.

The equivalence of this definition to Definition 2.1 can be proved similarly to the equi-weighted case which can be found

in, e.g., [11, Chapter 5].

Many spherical designs are known when W = (1/N, . . . , 1/N); i.e., (equi-weighted) spherical designs as defined

in [19]. Widely known examples are sets of vertices of a regular N -gon inscribed in S
1, of a regular cross-polytope,

simplex, and cube inscribed in S
n−1, of the regular icosahedron and dodecahedron on S

2, of the 24-cell, 120-cell, and

600-cell on S
3, and sets of minimal vectors of E8 and Leech lattices. As an example of a weighted design, we mention

the weighted code (C,W ) ∈ J3,5, where C = C1 ∪ C2 consists of C1 = {(0, 0, 1)} with a weight 1/4 and C2 =
{(±2/3,±2/3,−1/3)}, four points with equal weights 3/16. This is the only weighted code (C,W ) ∈ J3,5, where C
is a square-based pyramid on S

2, which is a weighted spherical 2-design. As other examples, we mention pairs cube–

cross-polytope, icosahedron–dodecahedron, 120-cell–600-cell, and the 56-point sharp code–roots of E7 lattice, which

with certain weights form weighted 5-, 9-, 19-, and 7-designs, respectively, see [21, 30, 10]. More examples are given in

[21] and in this paper.

3. QUADRATURES OF THE HIGHEST ALGEBRAIC DEGREE OF PRECISION

Before stating the main definitions and results, we will review the necessary background material. Let −1 < α1 <

. . . < αm < 1 be the zeros of the m-th Gegenbauer polynomial P
(n)
m . We will also denote it by P 0,0

m . Let also

(ρ1, . . . , ρm) be the unique vector of coefficients such that the quadrature

α0(p) =

∫ 1

−1

p(t)wn(t)dt ≈
m∑

i=1

ρip(αi) (4)

is exact for all polynomials p of degree up to 2m− 1. Quadrature (4) is known as the Gauss-Gegenbauer quadrature.

Let −1 < γ1 < . . . < γm < 1 be the zeros of the m-th Jacobi polynomial J
(n−1

2 ,n−3
2 )

m ; i.e. the polynomial of degree

m orthogonal to Pm−1 with weight (1− t)wn(t). We will also denote it by P 1,0
m . Let (σ1, . . . , σm+1) be the unique vector

of coefficients such that the quadrature

α0(p) =

∫ 1

−1

p(t)wn(t)dt ≈
m∑

i=1

σip(γi) + σm+1p(1) (5)

is exact for all polynomials p of degree up to 2m.

The numbers −1 < −γm < . . . < −γ1 < 1 are the zeros of the m-th degree Jacobi polynomial J
(n−3

2 ,n−1
2 )

m (it is

orthogonal to Pm−1 with weight (1 + t)wn(t)). We will denote it by P 0,1
m . The quadrature

α0(p) =

∫ 1

−1

p(t)wn(t)dt ≈ σm+1p(−1) +

m∑

i=1

σip(−γi) (6)
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is exact for all polynomials p of degree up to 2m.

Let −1 < α̃1 < . . . < α̃m < 1 be the zeros of the m-th Gegenbauer polynomial P
(n+2)
m corresponding to the sphere

Sn+1 denoted also by P 1,1
m . It is orthogonal to Pm−1 with weight wn+2(t) = (1 − t2)wn(t). Let (θ0, . . . , θm+1) be the

unique vector of coefficients such that the quadrature

α0(p) =

∫ 1

−1

p(t)wn(t)dt ≈ θ0p(−1) +
m∑

i=1

θip(α̃i) + θm+1p(1) (7)

is exact for all polynomials p of degree up to 2m+ 1. Levenshtein calls Pµ,ν
m , µ, ν ∈ {0, 1}, adjacent polynomials.

Quadratures (4)–(7) are special cases of the Gauss-Jacobi mechanical quadrature (see, e.g. [28, Chapter 3.4]). It is

convenient to describe them as one quadrature with parameters. Let µ = 0 or 1 and ν = 0 or 1. The polynomials Pµ,ν
m

are normalized by requiring that Pµ,ν
m (1) = 1. For each pair (µ, ν), the corresponding quadrature (4)–(7) has the form

∫ 1

−1

p(t)wn(t)dt ≈
m+µ∑

k=1−ν

τkp(λk), (8)

where the nodes −1 ≤ λ1−ν < . . . < λm+µ ≤ 1 are the zeros of the polynomial Pµ,ν
m (t)(1 − t)µ(1 + t)ν and

τ1−ν , . . . , τm+µ are the unique weights such that quadrature (8) is exact on PL for L := 2m− 1 + µ+ ν. The nodes λj

and weights τj are functions of (µ, ν); however, we omitted indices µ and ν in their notation. Quadrature (4) corresponds

to the case µ = ν = 0 with τj = ρj , j = 1, . . . ,m, quadrature (5) corresponds to the case µ = 1, ν = 0 with τj = σj ,

j = 1, . . . ,m+1, quadrature (6) corresponds to the case µ = 0, ν = 1 with τj = σm+1−j , j = 0, . . . ,m, and quadrature

(7) corresponds to the case µ = ν = 1 with τj = θj , j = 0, . . . ,m+ 1.

The weights of every quadrature (8) (and, hence, of each quadrature (4)–(7)) are strictly positive, see [28]. Indeed,

denote by ϕj the polynomial of degree m − 1 such that ϕj(λk) = 0 for k ∈ {1, . . . ,m} \ {j} and ϕj(λj) = 1,

j = 1, . . . ,m, and let

Rj(t) := (ϕj(t))
2 (1− t)µ(1 + t)ν

(1 − λj)µ(1 + λj)ν
. (9)

Denote ϕ(t) = (t− λ1) · · · (t− λm) and let

Rm+1(t) :=

(
ϕ(t)

ϕ(1)

)2 (
1 + t

2

)ν

if µ = 1 and R0(t) :=

(
ϕ(t)

ϕ(−1)

)2 (
1− t

2

)µ

(10)

if ν = 1. The polynomials Rj are positive on [−1, 1] except for finitely many points and have degree at most L. Then

quadrature (8) is exact on each Rj and we have

τj =

m+µ∑

k=1−ν

τkRj(λk) =

∫ 1

−1

Rj(t)wn(t)dt > 0, j = 1− ν, . . . ,m+ µ. (11)

4. WEAKLY SHARP WEIGHTED DESIGNS

We now define the classes of weighted designs, for which the corresponding universal bounds will be sharp. Further-

more, if the derivative of the potential function of the corresponding order is strictly positive, sharpness of the universal

bound will imply that the weighted design must be in one of these three classes.

Definition 4.1. A weighted code (C,W ) ∈ Jn,N is called m-stiff, m ≥ 1, if the weighted code (C,W ) is a weighted

spherical (2m− 1)-design and there exists a point z on S
n−1 that forms at most m distinct values of dot product with all

points of the spherical code C.

If it does not cause any confusion, we will omit the word “weighted” when discussing designs (C,W ).

Definition 4.2. A weighted code (C,W ) ∈ Jn,N is called a weakly sharp 2m-design, m ≥ 1, if in addition to being a

2m-design, it contains a point z that forms at most m distinct dot products with other points of C.

Definition 4.3. A weighted code (C,W ) ∈ Jn,N is called a weakly sharp (2m+ 1)-design, m ≥ 0, if it is a (2m+ 1)-
design containing a point z that forms at most m+ 1 distinct dot products with other points of C one of which is −1.

In the equi-weighted case, Definition 4.2 is equivalent to the definition of a strongly m-sharp code and Definition 4.3

is equivalent to that of an (m+ 1)-sharp antipodal code. For example, let C ⊂ S
n−1 be an equi-weighted spherical 2m-

design and z ∈ C be such that {z·x : x ∈ C\{z}} = {t1, . . . , tm}. Using Definition 2.1 with p(t) = (t−t1)
2 . . . (t−tm)2
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and z, we conclude that p0|C| = p(1). Now Definition 2.1 with the same polynomial and any point y ∈ C implies that

{y · x : x ∈ C \ {y}} = {t1, . . . , tm} (the argument for Definition 4.3 is similar).

One can show that in the weighted case, Definition 4.2 does not imply that C is an m-distance set, and Definition 4.3

does not imply that C is an (m+ 1)-distance set.

We will call point z in Definitions 4.1–4.3 an extremal point of the stiff or weakly sharp design C. For such a code C
define the set

Aµ,ν :=





S
n−1, (µ, ν) = (0, 0),

C, (µ, ν) = (1, 0),

−C, (µ, ν) = (0, 1),

C ∩ (−C), (µ, ν) = (1, 1).

Remark 4.4. Let a weighted code (C,W ) ∈ Jn,N be a (2m − 1 + µ + ν)-design such that there is a point in the set

Aµ,ν forming at most m+ µ + ν distinct dot products with points of C. If (µ, ν) = (0, 0), the weighted code (C,W ) is

m-stiff, if (µ, ν) = (1, 0) or (0, 1), the weighted code (C,W ) is a weakly sharp 2m-design, and if (µ, ν) = (1, 1), then

(C,W ) is a weakly sharp (2m+ 1)-design.

A point on the sphere cannot form “too few” dot products with points of a given design. The next lemma is a weighted

analog to Theorems 6.6 and 6.7 in [19] for the equi-weighted case.

Lemma 4.5. Let n ≥ 2, m ≥ 0, N ≥ 1, α, β ∈ {0, 1}, a weighted code (C,W ) ∈ Jn,N be a (2m+ α+ β)-design, and

z ∈ Aα,β be arbitrary point. Then z must form at least m+ 1 + α+ β distinct dot products with points of C.

Proof. When m = 0, we will assume that α = 1 or β = 1 (otherwise, the assertion is trivial). Assume that C is a

(2m+α+β)-design and that z ∈ Aα,β is an arbitrary point. Assume that z forms a set of k+α+β distinct dot products

with points x1, . . . , xN from C. If α = 1, we exclude 1 from this set, if β = 1, we exclude −1 from this set, and denote

the remaining dot products by −1 ≤ t1 < . . . < tk ≤ 1.

Assume to the contrary that k ≤ m. Let p(t) := (t+1)β(t− t1)
2 · · · (t− tk)

2(1− t)α, which is strictly positive except

for finitely many points. Since (C,W ) is a (2m+ α+ β)-design and degp = 2k+ α+ β ≤ 2m+ α+ β, in view of (2)

and (3), we have

0 =

N∑

i=1

wip(z · xi) = α0(p) =

∫ 1

−1

p(t)wn(t)dt > 0.

This contradiction shows that k ≥ m+ 1 proving the lemma. �

Extremal points of a weighted design have the following distributions of dot products with points of the design.

Lemma 4.6. Let n ≥ 2, m,N ≥ 1, µ, ν ∈ {0, 1}. If (C,W ) is an L-design, L = 2m− 1 + µ+ ν, and a point z ∈ Aµ,ν

forms exactly m + µ+ ν distinct dot products with points of C, then they are λ1−ν , . . . , λm+µ as defined in (8), and for

each j = 1− ν, . . . ,m+ µ, the sum of the weights of points in C forming dot product λj with z equals τj .

Proof. Assume that (C,W ) is an L-design and some point z ∈ Aµ,ν forms exactly M := m+µ+ν distinct dot products

with points of the code C. Denote all the dot products by t1−ν < . . . < tm+µ. Then t0 := −1 and tm+1 = 1, whenever

present. Denote q(t) := (t − t1) · · · (t − tm). Let βj , j = 1 − ν, . . . ,m+ µ, be the sum of the weights wi of all points

in C forming dot product tj with z. Let r(t) be any polynomial of degree at most m− 1. Since (C,W ) is a L-design and

the polynomial p(t)r(t), where p(t) := (1 + t)ν(t− t1) · · · (t− tm)(1 − t)µ, has degree at most L, we have
∫ 1

−1

q(t)r(t)(1 − t)µ(1 + t)νwn(t)dt =

∫ 1

−1

p(t)r(t)wn(t)dt = α0(pr)

=
N∑

i=1

wip(z · xi)r(z · xi) =

m+µ∑

j=1−ν

βjp(tj)r(tj) = 0.

Then q(t) is the m-th degree orthogonal polynomial with the weight (1− t)µ(1 + t)νwn(t); i.e., it equals Pµ,ν
m modulo a

constant factor. Recall that all zeros of Pµ,ν
m lie in (−1, 1) [28]. Hence, {t1, . . . , tm} is the set {λ1, . . . , λm} of zeros of

Pµ,ν
m and tj = λj , j = 1− ν, . . . ,m+ µ.

Since λ0 := −1, λm+1 = 1, (C,W ) is a L-design, and degRj ≤ L, where the polynomials Rj , j = 1−ν, . . . ,m+µ,

are defined in (9) and (10), by (11) we have

τj =

∫ 1

−1

Rj(t)wn(t)dt = α0(Rj) =

N∑

i=1

wiRj(z · xi) = βjRj(λj) = βj ;
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that is, the sum of the weights of points in C that form dot product λj with z is τj , j = 1− ν, . . . ,m+ µ. �

5. UNIVERSAL BOUNDS ON POTENTIALS OF WEIGHTED DESIGNS

In this section we state and prove two of our main results. We start with the following auxiliary statement.

Lemma 5.1. If f : (−1, 1) → R has a bounded below derivative f ′′ on (−1, 1), then f ′ is bounded above on (−1, 0) and

bounded below on (0, 1) while f is bounded below on (−1, 1).

Proof. Let b be a lower bound for f ′′ on (−1, 1). Then for any t ∈ (−1, 0), there is ξ ∈ (t, 0) such that

f ′(t)− f ′(0) = f ′′(ξ)t ≤ bt ≤ max{−b, 0}
while for any t ∈ (0, 1), there is η ∈ (0, t) such that

f ′(t)− f ′(0) = f ′′(η)t ≥ bt ≥ min{b, 0}.
Then f ′ is bounded above on (−1, 0), say by b1, and bounded below on (0, 1), say by b2. For any t ∈ (−1, 0), there is

ζ ∈ (t, 0) such that

f(t)− f(0) = f ′(ζ)t ≥ b1t ≥ min{−b1, 0}
and for any t ∈ (0, 1), there is τ ∈ (0, t) such that

f(t)− f(0) = f ′(τ)t ≥ b2t ≥ min{b2, 0}.
Then f is bounded below on (−1, 1). �

The following universal lower bound holds for the potential of a given weighted design. We also characterize weighted

designs of a given strength that attain this universal lower bound for that strength. Here, τj and λj are weights and nodes

of quadrature (8) for the corresponding pair (µ, ν).

Theorem 5.2. Let µ = 0, ν = 0 or 1, n ≥ 2, m,N ≥ 1, f : [−1, 1] → (−∞,∞] be an admissible potential function

such that f (2m+ν) ≥ 0 on (−1, 1), and a weighted code (C,W ) ∈ Jn,N , be a (2m− 1 + ν)-design.

Then

Uf (x,C;W ) =

N∑

i=1

wif(x · xi) ≥
m∑

j=1−ν

τjf(λj), x ∈ S
n−1, (12)

where λj and τj are the nodes and weights, respectively, of quadrature (8) with µ = 0.

If ν = 0 and (C,W ) is m-stiff or ν = 1 and (C,W ) is a weakly sharp 2m-design, then equality holds in (12) at every

point x ∈ A0,ν forming m+ ν distinct dot products with points of the code C.

If f (2m+ν) > 0 on (−1, 1) and equality holds in (12) at some point x ∈ S
n−1, then (i) the point x lies in A0,ν and

forms exactly m+ν distinct dot products λ1−ν , . . . , λm with points of the code C, (ii) the weighted code (C,W ) is m-stiff

if ν = 0 or is a weakly sharp 2m-design if ν = 1, and (iii) for every j = 1 − ν, . . . ,m, the sum of the weights of points

from C forming dot product λj with x is exactly τj .

We remark that by Lemma 5.1, we have f(−1) < ∞ in the above theorem when ν = 1. Indeed, from f (2m+1) ≥ 0
we conclude inductively that f ′ is bounded below, which implies that f is bounded above on (−1, 0).

Proof of Theorem 5.2. Let q ∈ P2m−1+ν be the polynomial interpolating f and f ′ at points λ1, . . . , λm which also

interpolates f at λ0 = −1 if ν = 1. For every t ∈ (−1, 1), there is a point ξ ∈ (−1, 1) such that

f(t)− q(t) =
f (2m+ν)(ξ)

(2m+ ν)!
(t− λ1)

2 · · · (t− λm)2(t+ 1)ν . (13)

If f(1) < ∞, then (13) holds for t = 1. If f(−1) < ∞, then (13) also holds for t = −1. Since, by assumption,

f (2m+ν) ≥ 0 on (−1, 1), we have f(t) − q(t) ≥ 0 or q(t) ≤ f(t), t ∈ [−1, 1] (these inequalities hold trivially at t = 1
or −1 if f(1) = ∞ or f(−1) = ∞, respectively). Since (C,W ) is a (2m− 1 + ν)-design and quadrature (8) is exact on

q(t), for every point x ∈ S
n−1, using (3) we have

Uf (x,C;W ) =

N∑

i=1

wif(x · xi) ≥
N∑

i=1

wiq(x · xi) = α0(q)

=
m∑

j=1−ν

τjq(λj) =
m∑

j=1−ν

τjf(λj).

(14)
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Let now (C,W ) be m-stiff if ν = 0 or a weakly sharp 2m-design if ν = 1. Let also z ∈ A0,ν be any point that forms

m + ν distinct values of the dot product with points from C (such z exists by definition). By Lemma 4.6, the values of

these m+ ν dot products are the zeros λ1−ν < . . . < λm of (1 + t)νP 0,ν
m (t) and for each j = 1− ν, . . . ,m, the sum of

the weights of points in C that form dot product λj with z is τj . Then

Uf (z, C;W ) =

N∑

i=1

wif(z · xi) =

m∑

j=1−ν

τjf(λj).

Assume now that f (2m+ν) > 0 on (−1, 1). Then in view of (13) we have f(t) > q(t) for t ∈ [−1, 1]\{λ1−ν, . . . , λm}.

Let x ∈ S
n−1 be any point such that equality holds in (12). Then we have equality in the first line of (14). Since f ≥ q

on [−1, 1], we cannot have f(x · xi) > q(x · xi) for any i without ruining this equality. Therefore, each dot product x · xi

is a point of equality of f and q; that is, one of the numbers λ1−ν , . . . , λm.

If ν = 0, since (C,W ) is a (2m− 2)-design, by Lemma 4.5 with α = β = 0 (note that then Aα,β = S
n−1) and m− 1

instead of m, dot product x · xi must assume at least m distinct values. Then it assumes each of the values λ1, . . . , λm.

If ν = 1, since (C,W ) is a 2m-design, by Lemma 4.5 with α = β = 0, any point on S
n−1 must form at least m + 1

dot products with points from C. Therefore, x forms all dot products λ0, . . . , λm. In particular, x ∈ −C = A0,1.

Thus, in both cases, x ∈ A0,ν and dot product x · xi assumes exactly m + ν values λ1−ν , . . . , λm. By definition, the

(2m− 1 + ν)-design (C,W ) is m-stiff if ν = 0 or is a weakly sharp 2m-design if ν = 1. By Lemma 4.6, the sum of the

weights of points in C forming dot product λj with x is τj , j = 1− ν, . . . ,m. �

A similar universal upper bound holds for the potential of a given weighted design. We also characterize weighted

designs of a given strength that attain this universal upper bound. Note that A1,ν ⊂ C, ν = 0, 1.

Theorem 5.3. Let µ = 1, ν = 0 or 1, n ≥ 2, m,N ≥ 1, f : [−1, 1] → R be an admissible potential function such that

f (2m+1+ν) ≥ 0 on (−1, 1), and a weighted code (C,W ) ∈ Jn,N be a (2m+ ν)-design.

Then

Uf (x,C;W ) =

N∑

i=1

wif(x · xi) ≤
m+1∑

j=1−ν

τjf(λj), x ∈ S
n−1, (15)

where λj and τj are the nodes and weights, respectively, of quadrature (8) with µ = 1.

If (C,W ) is a weakly sharp (2m + ν)-design, then equality holds in (15) at every point x ∈ A1,ν forming m + ν
distinct dot products with other points of C.

If f (2m+1+ν) > 0 on (−1, 1) and equality holds in (15) at some point x ∈ S
n−1, then (i) the point x lies in A1,ν and

forms exactly m+1+ ν distinct dot products, λ1−ν , . . . , λm+1, with points of the code C, (ii) the weighted code (C,W )
is a weakly sharp (2m + ν)-design, and (iii) for every j = 1 − ν, . . . ,m + 1, the sum of the weights of points from C
forming dot product λj with x is exactly τj .

Most of the proof of Theorem 5.3 repeats the proof of Theorem 5.2. However, item (i) in Theorem 5.3 requires a

longer proof and the potential function in Theorem 5.3 has a finite value at t = 1 which must also be an interpolation

point. Therefore, we do not combine the two proofs. This also helps with their readability.

Proof of Theorem 5.3. Let q ∈ P2m+ν be the polynomial interpolating f and f ′ at points λ1, . . . , λm which interpolates

f at λm+1 = 1, and if ν = 1, interpolates f at λ0 = −1. For every t ∈ [−1, 1], there is a point ξ ∈ (−1, 1) such that

f(t)− q(t) =
f (2m+1+ν)(ξ)

(2m+ 1 + ν)!
(t− 1)(t− λ1)

2 · · · (t− λm)2(t+ 1)ν . (16)

Since, by assumption, f (2m+1+ν) ≥ 0 on (−1, 1), we have f(t)− q(t) ≤ 0 or q(t) ≥ f(t), t ∈ [−1, 1]. Since (C,W ) is

a (2m+ ν)-design and quadrature (8) is exact on q(t), for every point x ∈ S
n−1, using (3) we have

Uf (x,C;W ) =
N∑

i=1

wif(x · xi) ≤
N∑

i=1

wiq(x · xi) = α0(q)

=
m+1∑

j=1−ν

τjq(λj) =
m+1∑

j=1−ν

τjf(λj).

(17)

Let now (C,W ) be a weakly sharp (2m+ ν)-design. Let also z ∈ A1,ν be any point that forms m+ ν distinct values

of the dot product with other points from C. By Lemma 4.6, the values of these dot products plus the dot product 1 are
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the zeros λ1−ν < . . . < λm+1 of the polynomial (1− t)(1 + t)νP
(1,ν)
m (t) and for each j = 1− ν, . . . ,m+ 1, the sum of

the weights of points in C that form dot product λj with z is τj . Then

Uf (z, C;W ) =

N∑

i=1

wif(z · xi) =

m+1∑

j=1−ν

τjf(λj).

Assume now that f (2m+1+ν) > 0 on (−1, 1). Then in view of (16) we have f(t) < q(t) for t ∈ [−1, 1] \
{λ1−ν , . . . , λm+1}. Let x ∈ S

n−1 be any point such that equality holds in (15). Then we have equality in the first

line of (17). Since f ≤ q on [−1, 1], we cannot have f(x · xi) < q(x · xi) for any i without ruining this equality.

Therefore, each dot product x · xi is a point of equality of f and q; that is, one of the numbers λ1−ν , . . . , λm+1.

If ν = 0, since (C,W ) is a 2m-design, by Lemma 4.5 with α = β = 0, dot product x · xi assumes at least m + 1
distinct values. Then it assumes each of the values λ1, . . . , λm+1. In particular, x ∈ C = A1,0.

If ν = 1, since (C,W ) is a 2m-design, by Lemma 4.5 with α = β = 0, the point x must form at least m + 1 dot

products with points from C. Then x must form at least one of the dot products λ0 = −1 or λm+1 = 1 with points from

C; that is, x ∈ C ∪ (−C). We now apply again Lemma 4.5 with α = 1 and β = 0 if x ∈ C = A1,0 or with α = 0 and

β = 1 if x ∈ −C = A0,1. Since (C,W ) is a (2m+ α+ β)-design, x must form at least m+ 2 distinct dot products with

points from C thus forming each dot product λ0, . . . , λm+1. In particular, x ∈ C ∩ (−C) = A1,1.

Thus, in both cases, x ∈ A1,ν and dot product x · xi assumes exactly m + 1 + ν values, which are λ1−ν , . . . , λm+1;

that is, (C,W ) is a weakly sharp (2m + ν)-design. By Lemma 4.6, the sum of the weights of points in C forming dot

product λj with x is τj , j = 1− ν, . . . ,m+ 1. �

6. EXAMPLES

In this section, we will first consider positive linear combinations of weighted designs of equal strength to obtain a

weighted design of the same strength, see Proposition 6.1. This construction does not depend on the mutual placement

of the designs on the sphere. Utilizing a careful mutual placement of the component designs and their weights yields

weighted designs of a higher strength. The corresponding bounds will be explored in a future work.

Given two weighted spherical codes (C1,W1) and (C2,W2), and positive numbers α, β such that α + β = 1, denote

by α(C1,W1) + β(C2,W2) the code (C1 ∪ C2,W ), where each point x ∈ C1 \ C2, has weight α times the weight of

x in (C1,W1), each point x ∈ C2 \ C1 has weight β times the weight of x in (C2,W2), and each point in C1 ∩ C2

has weight αw + βv, where w is the weight of x in (C1,W1) and v is the weight of x in (C2,W2). We will call this

code the weighted union of (C1,W1) and (C2,W2). It corresponds to the discrete probability measure κ(C1 ∪C2,W ) =
α · κ(C1,W1) + β · κ(C2,W2).

Proposition 6.1. Let (C1,W1) and (C2,W2) be spherical m-designs on S
n−1, n ≥ 2, m ≥ 1, and α, β > 0 be real

numbers such that α+ β = 1. Then their weighted union α(C1,W1) + β(C2,W2) is also an m-design.

Proof. Let w(z) be the weight of a point z in α(C1,W1) + β(C2,W2), w1(z) be the weight of a point z in (C1,W1) and

w2(z) be the weight of a point z in (C2,W2). For every polynomial p ∈ Pm and every x ∈ S
n−1,

∑

z∈C1∪C2

w(z)p(x · z) =
∑

z∈C1\C2

αw1(z)p(x · z) +
∑

z∈C2\C1

βw2(z)p(x · z)

+
∑

z∈C1∩C2

(αw1(z) + βw2(z))p(x · z)

= α
∑

z∈C1

w1(z)p(x · z) + β
∑

z∈C2

w2(z)p(x · z)

= αα0(p) + βα0(p) = α0(p);

that is, the weighted union is also an m-design. �

An example of a weighted design attaining both universal bounds is the square-based pyramid we mentioned earlier.

It is the weighted code (C,W ) ∈ J3,5, where C ⊂ S
2 consists of the point y = (0, 0, 1) with a weight 1/4 and four

points (±2/3,±2/3,−1/3) each with a weight 3/16. It is a weighted 2-design with the point y ∈ C forming only one

dot product (which is −1/3) with other points of the code. Thus, it is a weakly sharp 2-design. The adjacent polynomial

P
(1,0)
1 has a zero at γ1 = −1/3 and the corresponding weights of quadrature (5) are

σ1 =
1

2

∫ 1

−1

R1(t)dt =
1

2

∫ 1

−1

(1− t)

4/3
dt =

3

4
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and

σ2 =
1

2

∫ 1

−1

R2(t)dt =
1

2

∫ 1

−1

(
t+ 1/3

4/3

)2

dt =
1

4
,

where Rj , j = 1, 2, is the polynomial defined in (9) and (10). Then Theorem 5.3 implies that for every admissible

potential function f : [−1, 1] → R such that f ′′′ ≥ 0 on (−1, 1), we have

Uf (x,C;W ) ≤ 1

4
f(1) +

3

4
f

(
−1

3

)
, x ∈ S

2.

This bound is sharp and is attained at y = (0, 0, 1). If f ′′′ > 0 on (−1, 1), then this bound is attained only at y because y
is the only point in the code forming one dot product with other points of the code. Similarly, by Theorem 5.2, for every

Uf (x,C;W ) ≥ 1

4
f(−1) +

3

4
f

(
1

3

)
, x ∈ S

2.

This bound is sharp and is attained at −y = (0, 0,−1). If f ′′′ > 0 on (−1, 1), then this bound is attained only at −y
because −y is the only point in the code −C forming two dot products with points of the code one of which is −1.

A second example of a weighted design satisfying the assumptions of Theorem 5.2 and attaining the universal lower

bound is the set C ⊂ S
n−1, n ≥ 4, of vertices of a hypercube obtained as a weighted union of two demihypercubes.

Every point of C is a vector of the form
(
± 1√

n
, . . . ,± 1√

n

)
∈ R

n. Let C0 be the set of all such vectors with an even

number of minus signs and C1 be the set of all such vectors with an odd number of minus signs. Each set C0 and C1 is an

equi-weighted 3-design, see [9], of cardinality 2n−1. We assign a weight w0 > 0 to each point of C0 and a weight w1 > 0
to each point of C1 so that w0 + w1 = 21−n. By Proposition 6.1, this yields a weighted 3-design (C,W ). The set of

points on S
n−1 forming two distinct dot products with points of C is the cross-polytope Ω∗

2n = {±e1, . . . ,±en}, where

e1, . . . , en are the standard basis vectors in R
n. Then (C,W ) is 2-stiff. The Gegenbauer polynomial P

(n)
2 (t) = nt2−1

n−1

has zeros α1 = − 1√
n

and α2 = 1√
n

. Each vector ±ej from Ω∗
2n forms dot product 1√

n
with exactly half of points of C0

and with exactly half of points of C1. Thus, the total weight of points from C forming dot product 1√
n

with ±ej is 1
2 .

Then the total weight of points from C forming dot product − 1√
n

with ±ej is also 1
2 . By Theorem 5.2, for any admissible

potential function f : [−1, 1] → (−∞,∞] with f (4) ≥ 0 on (−1, 1), the universal lower bound

Uf (x,C;W ) ≥ 1

2

(
f

(
− 1√

n

)
+ f

(
1√
n

))
, x ∈ S

n−1,

holds. It is sharp and is attained at every point x ∈ Ω∗
2n. If, in addition, f (4) > 0 on (−1, 1), then it is attained only at

points x ∈ Ω∗
2n.

A third example of weighted designs that attain the universal lower bound can be constructed from any m-stiff config-

uration C̃N on S
n−1 which does not have an antipodal pair. Such codes can be found on S

20 for N = 112 or N = 162
and m = 2 and on S

21 for N = 100 and m = 2 (the Higman-Simms configuration) or for N = 891 and m = 3, see [17].

They also exist on S2k, k ≥ 2, with N = 22k and m = 2 mentioned above as a demihypercubes in R
n for n ≥ 5 odd2.

We construct the weighted code as the set C2N := C̃N ∪ (−C̃N ) assigning weight α > 0 to each point of CN and

weight β > 0 to each point of −CN such that α + β = 1
N . By Proposition 6.1, the disjoint union C2N is a weighted

(2m− 1)-design. It is m-stiff, since by Lemma 4.6, for every point z ∈ S
n−1 forming m distinct dot products with points

of C̃N , those dot products are zeros −1 < α1 < . . . < αm < 1 of the Gegenbauer polynomial P
(n)
m and, hence, are

symmetric about 0. Then z forms the same set of dot products with points of −CN . Thus, z forms m distinct dot products

with points of C2N . By Theorem 5.2, for any admissible potential function f : [−1, 1] → (−∞,∞] with f (2m) ≥ 0 on

(−1, 1), the universal lower bound

Uf (x,C2N ;W ) ≥
m∑

j=1

ρjf(αj), x ∈ S
n−1, (18)

holds. It is sharp and is attained at every point x ∈ S
n−1 forming m distinct dot products with points of C2N . If, in

addition, f (2m) > 0 on (−1, 1), then bound (18) is attained only at such points.

2For n ≥ 4 even, the demihypercube on the unit sphere in R
n is an antipodal configuration.
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7. CONSTRAINED FRAME ENERGY MINIMIZATION

This section is devoted to energy minimization problem for a class of charges that contains certain discrete distributions

and certain charges with a discrete and continuous (singular) component; the total charge is fixed. We start with a general

result. A Borel probability measure µ on S
n−1 is called a (k, k)-design, k ≥ 1, if

∫

Sn−1

∫

Sn−1

P
(n)
2ℓ (x · y) dµ(x)dµ(y) = 0, ℓ = 1, . . . , k.

By default, any Borel probability measure on S
n−1 is a (0, 0)-design. Given a weighted code (C,W ) =

(x1, . . . , xN ;w1, . . . , wN ), recall that κ(C,W ) =
N∑
i=1

wiδxi
, where δx is the Dirac delta-measure with mass 1 at x.

The weighted code (C,W ) is called a weighted (k, k)-design, k ≥ 1, if the measure κ(C,W ) is a (k, k)-design; i.e., if

N∑

i=1

N∑

j=1

wiwjP
(n)
2ℓ (xi · xj) = 0, ℓ = 1, . . . , k. (19)

For a given set K ⊂ [−1, 1], let

DK := {(x, y) ∈ S
n−1 × S

n−1 : x · y ∈ K}.
Let µ be any Borel probability measure on S

n−1, n ≥ 2. Denote

θµ := (µ× µ)(D{−1,1}).

If µ = κ(C,W ), we have

θµ =

N∑

i=1

wi(wi + w′
i), (20)

where w′
i is the weight corresponding to −xi (if −xi 6∈ C, we let w′

i = 0). For any continuous function f : [0, 1] → R,

we define the f -energy of µ as

Ef (µ) :=

∫

Sn−1

∫

Sn−1

f
(
(x · y)2

)
dµ(y)dµ(x). (21)

For a weighted code (C,W ), its f -energy is the f -energy of the measure µ = κ(C,W ):

Ef (C,W ) := Ef (µ) =
∑

x,y∈C

µ{x}µ{y}f
(
(x · y)2

)
=

N∑

i,j=1

wiwjf
(
(xi · xj)

2
)
.

When f(t) = |t|p/2, p > 0, in (21), we obtain the p-frame energy of a general Borel probability measure on the sphere.

In particular, the p-frame energy of a weighted code (C,W ) equals

Ep(C,W ) :=

N∑

i,j=1

wiwj |xi · xj |p .

The following general result holds.

Theorem 7.1. Let n ≥ 2, m ≥ 1, and A be a set of numbers −1 < α1 < . . . < αm < 1 symmetric about the origin.

Suppose there exists a weighted (m − 1,m − 1)-design (C,W ) on S
n−1 such that any dot product formed by a pair of

points from C lies in the set A ∪ {−1, 1}.

Let f : [0, 1] → R be a continuous function such that f (k) ≥ 0 in (0, 1), k = 1, . . . ,m. If µ is any Borel probability

measure with θµ ≥ θµ∗ , where µ∗ = κ(C,W ), then

Ef (µ) ≥ Ef (µ
∗) =

N∑

i,j=1

wiwjf
(
(xi · xj)

2
)
. (22)

Assume, in addition, that f (k) > 0 on (0, 1) for k = 1, . . . ,m. Then equality in (22) holds if and only if µ is a

(m− 1,m− 1)-design, (µ× µ)
(
D(−1,1)\A

)
= 0, and θµ = θµ∗ .



UNIVERSAL WEIGHTED BOUNDS 11

We recall that for potential functions with positive first M derivatives and negative (M + 1)-th derivative, Bilyk et. al.

[3] established the energy minimizing property of equi-weighted discrete measures supported at points of tight spherical

M -designs among all Borel probability measures on S
n−1. The optimal configuration in Theorem 7.1 need not be a

tight design due to a weaker requirement for the strength of the optimal design. The clustering phenomenon of measures

minimizing the energy integral on the sphere was also studied in [2].

Remark 7.2. When f(t) = tp/2 (we call f the p-frame potential in this case), the assumption that f (k) > 0 in (0, 1) for

k = 1, . . . ,m holds when p > 2m− 2.

Proof of Theorem 7.1. Denote by L ≥ 0 and ν ∈ {0, 1} integers such that m = 2L + ν and let βi := 2α2
i − 1,

i = 1, . . . , L + ν. Denote by p(t) the unique polynomial in Pm−1 interpolating values of the function g(t) := f
(
t+1
2

)
,

t ∈ [−1, 1], at points βi, i = 1, . . . , L+ ν, and values of the derivative g′ at βi, i = 1, . . . , L. For every t ∈ [−1, 1], there

exists a point ξ = ξ(t) ∈ (−1, 1) such that

g(t)− p(t) =
g(m)(ξ)

m!
(t+ 1)ν(t− β1)

2 · · · (t− βL)
2. (23)

Since g(m) ≥ 0, t ∈ (−1, 1), we have g(t) ≥ p(t), t ∈ [−1, 1]. Let

p(2t2 − 1) = d0 +

m−1∑

k=1

dkP
(n)
2k (t)

be the Gegenbauer expansion of the even polynomial p(2t2 − 1). Taking into account the fact that f(t) = g(2t − 1) ≥
p(2t− 1), t ∈ [0, 1], we have

Ef (µ) =

∫∫

D(−1,1)

f
(
(x · y)2

)
d(µ× µ)(x, y) +

∫∫

D{−1,1}

f
(
(x · y)2

)
d(µ× µ)(x, y)

≥ G(µ) :=

∫∫

D(−1,1)

p
(
2(x · y)2 − 1

)
d(µ× µ)(x, y) + f(1)(µ× µ)

(
D{−1,1}

)

=

∫

Sn−1×Sn−1

p
(
2(x · y)2 − 1

)
d(µ× µ)(x, y) + (f(1)− p(1))(µ× µ)

(
D{−1,1}

)

= d0 +

m−1∑

k=1

dk

∫

Sn−1

∫

Sn−1

P
(n)
2k (x · y) dµ(y)dµ(x) + (f(1)− p(1))θµ.

(24)

The classical positive definiteness property of Gegenbauer polynomials implies that
∫

Sn−1

∫

Sn−1

P
(n)
2k (x · y) dµ(y)dµ(x) ≥ 0, k = 1, . . . ,m− 1. (25)

We have f(1) ≥ p(1) and, by assumption, θµ ≥ θµ∗ . By Theorem A.10 in Appendix, we have dk ≥ 0, k = 1, . . . ,m− 1,

when m ≥ 2, and, consequently,

Ef (µ) ≥ G(µ) ≥ d0 + (f(1)− p(1))θµ ≥ d0 + (f(1)− p(1))θµ∗ . (26)

For m = 1, estimate (26) holds without using Theorem A.10. At the same time, for the weighted (m− 1,m− 1)-design

(C,W ), we have

Ef (µ
∗) =

N∑

i=1

N∑

j=1

wiwjf
(
(xi · xj)

2
)

=
∑

x∈C

∑

y∈C

y 6=x,−x

µ∗{x}µ∗{y}f
(
(x · y)2

)
+ f(1)

∑

x∈C

µ∗{x}µ∗{x,−x}.

For any y 6= x,−x, dot product x · y equals αj for some 1 ≤ j ≤ m. Since p interpolates g at each βi = 2α2
i − 1,

i = 1, . . . , L+ ν, we have f
(
(x · y)2

)
= g

(
2α2

j − 1
)
= g(βj) = p(βj) = p(2(x · y)2 − 1). Since (C,W ) is a weighted
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(m− 1,m− 1)-design, we have

Ef (µ
∗) =

∑

x∈C

∑

y∈C

y 6=x,−x

µ∗{x}µ∗{y}p
(
2(x · y)2 − 1

)
+ f(1)

∑

x∈C

µ∗{x}µ∗{x,−x}

=
∑

x∈C

∑

y∈C

µ∗{x}µ∗{y}p
(
2(x · y)2 − 1

)
+ (f(1)− p(1))

∑

x∈C

µ∗{x}µ∗{x,−x}

= d0 +
m−1∑

k=1

dk

N∑

i,j=1

wiwjP
(n)
2k (xi · xj) + (f(1)− p(1))θµ∗

= d0 + (f(1)− p(1))θµ∗ .

Combined with (26), this yields (22).

Assume now that f (k) > 0 on (0, 1), k = 1, . . . ,m. Then g(k)(t) > 0, t ∈ (−1, 1), k = 1, . . . ,m. By (23), we have

g(t) > p(t) for all t ∈ [−1, 1] \ {β1, . . . , βL+ν} and g(t) = p(t), t ∈ {β1, . . . , βL+ν}. Consequently, f
(
(x · y)2

)
=

g(2(x · y)2 − 1) > p
(
2(x · y)2 − 1

)
, (x, y) ∈ D(−1,1)\A = D(−1,1) \ DA and f

(
(x · y)2

)
= g(2(x · y)2 − 1) =

p
(
2(x · y)2 − 1

)
, (x, y) ∈ DA. Then equality in (24) holds if and only if (µ× µ)

(
D(−1,1)\A

)
= 0.

If m ≥ 2, by Theorem A.10, we have dk > 0, k = 1, . . . ,m− 1. The second inequality in (26) becomes an equality if

and only if all integrals in (25) equal zero; i.e., if and only if µ is a (m− 1,m− 1)-design with θµ ≥ θµ∗ . If m = 1, then

the second inequality in (25) is an equality for any Borel probability measure µ with θµ ≥ θµ∗ . Since µ is a (0, 0)-design

by default, the second equality holds if and only if µ is a (0, 0)-design with θµ ≥ θµ∗ .

Since by (23) f(1) = g(1) > p(1), the third inequality in (26) becomes an equality if and only if θµ = θµ∗ . �

We will call a weighted code (C,W ) antipodal if for any point x ∈ C, the point −x is in C and the weights of x and

−x are equal.

Remark 7.3. Recall that the real projective space RP
n−1, n ≥ 2, can be considered as a metric space where points are

pairs of antipodal vectors on S
n−1 with the distance d(x,y) between pairs x and y represented by vectors x and y being

defined by cos d(x,y) = 2(x · y)2 − 1. Observe that f
(
(±x · (±y))2

)
= f

(
1+cos d(x,y)

2

)
= g (cos d(x,y)), where the

function g(t) = f
(
1+t
2

)
is used in the proof of Theorem 7.1. Then the f -energy of any weighted code

(C,W ) = (x1, . . . , xN ,−x1, . . . ,−xN ;w1, . . . , wN , v1, . . . , vN )

consisting of N distinct antipodal pairs with points in each pair having arbitrary non-negative weights with the sum of

all 2N weights being 1 can be written as the energy of the corresponding weighted code {x1, . . . ,xN ;wx1 , . . . , wxN
} in

RP
n−1:

Ef (C,W ) =

N∑

i,j=1

(wi + vi)(wj + vj)f
(
|xi · xj |2

)
=

N∑

i.j=1

wxi
wxj

g (cos d(xi,xj)) ,

where each xi is represented by vectors xi and −xi and wxi
= wi + vi, i = 1, . . . , N . This also means that the energy

Ef (C,W ) of a weighted code (C,W ) with an antipodal code C is independent of the distribution of the weights within

each antipodal pair of C.

Theorem 7.1 has the following consequence for weighted codes. In view of the above remark, Theorem 7.4 has

an analogue in the projective space. We recall that the universal energy minimization property of sharp codes among

equi-weighted point configurations was established by Cohn and Kumar in their seminal paper [18] for any two-point

homogeneous metric space which includes the Euclidean sphere and the real projective space.

Theorem 7.4. Let n ≥ 2, m,N ≥ 1, and A be a set of numbers −1 < α1 < . . . < αm < 1 symmetric about the origin.

Suppose there exists an equi-weighted N -point (m − 1,m − 1)-design C∗ = {x∗
1, . . . , x

∗
N} ⊂ S

n−1 with no antipodal

pairs and x∗
i · x∗

j ∈ A, 1 ≤ i 6= j ≤ N . Let f : [0, 1] → R be a continuous function such that f (k) ≥ 0 in (0, 1) for

k = 1, . . . ,m. Suppose (C,W ) = (x1, . . . , x2N ;w1, . . . , w2N ), where C consists of N distinct antipodal pairs on S
n−1

and W = (w1, . . . , w2N ) is any vector of non-negative numbers that add up to 1. Then

Ef (C,W ) =

2N∑

i,j=1

wiwjf
(
(xi · xj)

2
)
≥ Ef (C

∗,W ∗) =
1

N2

N∑

i,j=1

f
(
(x∗

i · x∗
j )

2
)
, (27)

where W ∗ =
(

1
N , . . . , 1

N

)
∈ R

N .
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Assume, in addition, that f (k) > 0 on (0, 1) for k = 1, . . . ,m. Then equality in (27) holds if and only if (C,W ) is

a weighted (m − 1,m − 1)-design on S
n−1, where each antipodal pair in C has a total weight of 1

N , and dot products

between points from distinct antipodal pairs lie in A.

Proof. Select one point from each antipodal pair of the code C and denote the selected points by y1, . . . , yN . Then

C = {±y1, . . . ,±yN}. Letting µ =
2N∑
i=1

wiδxi
and ǫi = µ{yi,−yi} − 1

N , i = 1, . . . , N , we have
∑N

i=1 ǫi = 0 and

θµ =

N∑

i=1

(µ{yi}µ{yi,−yi}+ µ{−yi}µ{yi,−yi}) =
N∑

i=1

(µ{yi,−yi})2

=

N∑

i=1

(
ǫi +

1

N

)2

=

N∑

i=1

ǫ2i +
2

N

N∑

i=1

ǫi +
1

N
=

N∑

i=1

ǫ2i +
1

N
≥ 1

N
= θµ∗ ,

where µ∗ = 1
N

∑N
i=1 δx∗

i
. Applying Theorem 7.1, we have

Ef (C,W ) = Ef (µ) =
2N∑

i,j=1

wiwjf
(
(xi · xj)

2
)
≥ Ef (µ

∗) =
1

N2

N∑

i,j=1

f
(
(x∗

i · x∗
j )

2
)
= Ef (C

∗,W ∗). (28)

Assume now that f (k) > 0 on (0, 1) for k = 1, . . . ,m. By Theorem 7.1, equality holds in (28) for a given (C,W ) if and

only if (C,W ) is a weighted (m− 1,m− 1)-design, (µ× µ)
(
D(−1,1)\A

)
= 0, and θµ = θµ∗ . We have θµ = θµ∗ if and

only if ǫi = 0, i = 1, . . . , N ; that is, µ{yi,−yi} = 1
N , i = 1, . . . , N .

Let (C,W ) be such that equality holds in (28). Take any two points, z1 and z2 in C from distinct antipodal pairs. Then

µ{zi,−zi} = 1
N , i = 1, 2, and we can guarantee that µ{zi} > 0, i = 1, 2, replacing zi with its antipode if necessary. If

it were that z1 · z2 /∈ A, then the pair (z1, z2) would be in D(−1,1)\A. Since (µ × µ){(z1, z2)} = µ{z1}µ{z2} > 0, the

condition (µ× µ)
(
D(−1,1)\A

)
= 0 would not hold. Therefore, z1 · z2 ∈ A. Thus, (C,W ) is a weighted (m− 1,m− 1)-

design on S
n−1 with each antipodal pair having a total weight of 1

N , and dot products between points from distinct

antipodal pairs lying in A. Conversely, if (C,W ) is a weighted (m − 1,m − 1)-design on S
n−1 with each antipodal

pair in C having a total weight of 1
N and dot products between points from distinct antipodal pairs lying in A, then

θµ = θµ∗ . Since for any z1, z2 ∈ C from distinct antipodal pairs, we have z1 · z2 ∈ A, and for z1, z2 from the

same antipodal pair, z1 · z2 = ±1, the set C × C (which has (µ × µ)-measure 1) is contained in DA∪{−1,1}. Then

DA∪{−1,1} =
(
S
n−1 × S

n−1
)
\D(−1,1)\A also has (µ× µ)-measure 1. Consequently, (µ× µ)

(
D(−1,1)\A

)
= 0. Then

equality holds in (28) and, hence, in (27). �

We now state the first consequence of Theorem 7.4.

Corollary 7.5. Let n ≥ 2, m ≥ 1, N ≥ 2, and A be a set of numbers −1 < α1 < . . . < αm < 1 symmetric about

the origin. Suppose there exists an equi-weighted N -point (m − 1,m− 1)-design C∗ = {x∗
1, . . . , x

∗
N} ⊂ S

n−1 with no

antipodal pairs and x∗
i ·x∗

j ∈ A, 1 ≤ i 6= j ≤ N . Let f : [0, 1] → R be a continuous function such that f (k) ≥ 0 in (0, 1)

for k = 1, . . . ,m. Suppose (C,W ) = (x1, . . . , xN ;w1, . . . , wN ) is any weighted code of N distinct points on S
n−1 and

W = (w1, . . . , wN ) is any vector of non-negative numbers that add up to 1. Then

Ef (C,W ) =

N∑

i,j=1

wiwjf
(
(xi · xj)

2
)
≥ Ef (C

∗,W ∗) =
1

N2

N∑

i,j=1

f
(
(x∗

i · x∗
j )

2
)
, (29)

where W ∗ =
(

1
N , . . . , 1

N

)
∈ R

N .

Assume, in addition, that f (k) > 0 on (0, 1) for k = 1, . . . ,m. Then equality holds in (29) if and only if (C,W ) is an

equi-weighted (m− 1,m− 1)-design with no antipodal pairs and dot products between distinct points lying in A.

Proof. Let (C,W ) be any weighted code of N distinct points on S
n−1. For each point in C that does not have an antipode

in C, we augment (C,W ) with its antipode with weight 0. Then, if necessary, we add to C antipodal pairs with total

weight 0 to get exactly N antipodal pairs in C. Since we added to C only points of weight 0, the energy of the augmented

weighted code (C′,W ′) satisfies Ef (C
′,W ′) = Ef (C,W ). Then by Theorem 7.4,

Ef (C,W ) = Ef (C
′,W ′) ≥ Ef (C

∗,W ∗).

Assume that f (k) > 0 on (0, 1) for k = 1, . . . ,m and that equality holds in (29). By Theorem 7.4, each antipodal pair in

C′ has weight 1
N . Therefore, we did not add to C any antipodal pairs of total weight 0. This also means that all N points
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of C do not have an antipode in C. Then the antipode of each point in C has weight 0 in (C′,W ′). Since each antipodal

pair of C′ has a total weight 1
N , each point of the original code C must have a weight 1

N ; that is, C is an equi-weighted

(m − 1,m− 1)-design with no antipodal pairs. Theorem 7.4 also implies that dot products between distinct points in C
lie in A.

Conversely, every N -point equi-weighted (m − 1,m − 1)-design (C,W ) with no antipodal pairs and dot products

between distinct points lying in A can be augmented with antipodes of all its points with weight 0 to obtain the antipodal

code C′ and the vector W ′ of 2N weights. Then the corresponding probability measure µ = κ(C′,W ′) satisfies

θµ =
∑

y∈C

1

N

(
1

N
+ 0

)
+

∑

y∈−C

0

(
0 +

1

N

)
=

1

N
= θµ∗ .

The weighted code (C′,W ′) is a weighted (m − 1,m − 1)-design with each antipodal pair having a total weight 1
N .

Any two points z1, z2 ∈ C′ from distinct antipodal pairs are modulo the sign two distinct points y1, y2 ∈ C. Since

y1 · y2 ∈ A and A is symmetric, z1 · z2 ∈ A. Then Ef (C
′,W ′) = Ef (C

∗,W ∗) by Theorem 7.4. Consequently,

Ef (C,W ) = Ef (C
′,W ′) = Ef (C

∗,W ∗). �

We next state the second consequence of Theorem 7.4.

Corollary 7.6. Let n ≥ 2, m,N ≥ 1, and A be a set of numbers −1 < α1 < . . . < αm < 1 symmetric about the origin.

Suppose there exists an antipodal equi-weighted 2N -point (2m− 1)-design C̃ = {x̃1, . . . , x̃N ,−x̃1, . . . ,−x̃N} ⊂ S
n−1

with dot products between points from distinct antipodal pairs lying in A. Let f : [0, 1] → R be a continuous function such

that f (k) ≥ 0 in (0, 1) for k = 1, . . . ,m. Suppose (C,W ) = (x1, . . . , xN ,−x1, . . . ,−xN ;w1, . . . , wN , w1, . . . , wN ) is

any antipodal weighted code of 2N distinct points. Then

Ef (C,W ) = 4

N∑

i,j=1

wiwjf
(
(xi · xj)

2
)
≥ Ef (C̃, W̃ ) =

1

N2

N∑

i,j=1

f
(
(x̃i · x̃j)

2
)
, (30)

where W̃ =
(

1
2N , . . . , 1

2N

)
∈ R

2N .

Assume, in addition, that f (k) > 0 on (0, 1) for k = 1, . . . ,m. Then equality holds in (30) if and only if (C,W ) is

an antipodal equi-weighted 2N -point (2m− 1)-design on S
n−1 with dot products between points from distinct antipodal

pairs lying in A.

The case N = 1 of Corollary 7.6 is trivial, since the set of weighted antipodal 2-point codes consists only of equi-

weighted antipodal pairs, which all have the same energy (one should let m = 1). The only other values of N the case

m = 1 of Corollary 7.6 applies to are 2 ≤ N ≤ n. The optimum is any equi-weighted code consisting of N pairwise

orthogonal antipodal pairs; i.e., a regular cross-polytope on S
n−1 of dimension N ≤ n. The set of vertices of an N -

dimensional cross-polytope on S
n−1 minimizes the p-frame energy among weighted antipodal 2N -point codes for any

p > 0. The set of vertices of a regular simplex on S
n−1, n ≥ 3, symmetrized about the origin (it becomes a cube when

n = 3) minimizes the p-frame energy among weighted antipodal N -point codes for N = 2n+ 2 and any p ≥ 2. The set

of vertices of the 24-cell on S
3 does so for N = 24 and any p ≥ 4.

Remark 7.7. We call a code C ⊂ S
n−1 half-m-sharp if for some m ≥ 1, C is an equi-weighted (m− 1,m− 1)-design

on S
n−1 with no antipodal pairs and distinct points of C forming dot products that lie in a m-point set symmetric about

0. If, in addition, C is an equi-weighted (m,m)-design, then C ∪ (−C) is an (m + 1)-sharp antipodal code; i.e., it is

an antipodal (m + 1)-distance set on S
n−1, which is a (2m + 1)-design. Such a code C ∪ (−C) will be a tight design,

see [19]. For dimension n and cardinality N such that a half-sharp code C of N points exists on S
n−1, by Corollary 7.5,

the code C is a solution to the f -energy minimization problem for arbitrary N -point weighted codes on S
n−1 and by

Corollary 7.6, the code C ∪ (−C) is a solution to the f -energy minimization problem for antipodal 2N -point weighted

codes on S
n−1.

Proof of Corollary 7.6. By deleting one point from each antipodal pair of (C̃, W̃ ) one can obtain an N -point equi-

weighted (m − 1,m − 1)-design C∗ with no antipodal pairs and dot products between distinct points lying in

A. Let W ∗ =
(

1
N , . . . , 1

N

)
∈ R

N . Then Theorem 7.4 can be applied and for any weighted code (C,W ) =
(x1, . . . , xN ,−x1, . . . ,−xN ;w1, . . . , wN , w1, . . . , wN ), we obtain that

Ef (C,W ) ≥ Ef (C
∗,W ∗) = Ef (C̃, W̃ ). (31)

Assume that that f (k) > 0 on (0, 1) for k = 1, . . . ,m. Let (C,W ) be any antipodal weighted code on S
n−1 of 2N

distinct points such that equality holds in (30). Then equality holds in (27), and by Theorem 7.4, (C,W ) is a weighted
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(m− 1,m− 1)-design with each antipodal pair having weight 1
N and dot products between points from distinct antipodal

pairs lying in A. Since the weighted code (C,W ) is antipodal, it is a weighted (2m−1)-design. Since each antipodal pair

must have weight 1
N , each point of C must have a weight of 1

2N ; i.e., (C,W ) is equi-weighted with dot products between

points of C from distinct antipodal pairs lying in A.

Conversely, every antipodal equi-weighted (2m − 1)-design (C,W ) on S
n−1 with dot products between points from

distinct antipodal pairs lying in A is an (m − 1,m − 1)-design with each antipodal pair having a total weight 1
N . By

Theorem 7.4 it attains equality in (31) and, hence, in (30). �

We conclude this section with an example for a regular simplex which follows from Corollary 7.5.

Proposition 7.8. Let n ≥ 2 and (C∗,W ∗) = (x∗
0, . . . , x

∗
n;

1
n+1 , . . . ,

1
n+1 ) be an equi-weighted code on S

n−1 with∣∣x∗
i · x∗

j

∣∣ = 1
n , 0 ≤ i 6= j ≤ n (this includes the case of a regular n-simplex inscribed in S

n−1). Suppose f : [0, 1] → R

is a continuous function such that f ′, f ′′ ≥ 0 on (0, 1). If (C,W ) = (x0, . . . , xn;w0, . . . , wn) is an arbitrary weighted

(n+ 1)-point code on S
n−1, where W = (w0, . . . , wn) is a vector of non-negative numbers that add up to 1, then

n∑

i,j=0

wiwjf
(
(xi · xj)

2
)
≥ f(1) + nf

(
1
n2

)

n+ 1
=

1

(n+ 1)2

n∑

i,j=0

f
(
(x∗

i · x∗
j )

2
)
. (32)

Assume, in addition, that f ′, f ′′ > 0 on (0, 1). Then equality in (32) holds if and only if w0 = . . . = wn = 1
n+1 and

|xi · xj | = 1
n , i 6= j.

Proof. The equi-weighted code (C∗,W ∗) is a (1, 1)-design. This is due to the fact that

n∑

i,j=0

P
(n)
2 (x∗

i · x∗
j ) = (n+ 1)

(
P

(n)
2 (1) + nP

(n)
2

(
± 1

n

))
= 0.

The regular n-simplex is an equi-weighted (1, 1)-design with no antipodal pairs and dot products between distinct points

lying in the set A = {− 1
n ,

1
n}. By Corollary 7.5, we obtain (32).

Assume now that f ′, f ′′ > 0 on (0, 1). Assume that equality holds in (32). Then by Corollary 7.5, (C,W ) is an

equi-weighted (n + 1)-point code with dot products between points with distinct indices being 1
n or − 1

n . Conversely, if

(C,W ) is an equi-weighted (n + 1)-point code on S
n−1 whose points with distinct indices form dot products 1

n or − 1
n ,

then one can show directly the equality in (32). �

APPENDIX A. PROOF OF A LEMMA FOR THEOREM 7.1

For completeness, we give the proof due to Levenshtein [23] and Cohn and Kumar [18] of the positive definiteness

of the Hermite interpolating polynomial for the potential function. We start by recalling the following general result

from [18].

Theorem A.1. Let µ be any Borel measure on R such that all polynomials are integrable with respect to µ with squares of

non-zero polynomials having positive integrals over µ. Suppose {pk}∞k=0 is the sequence of monic orthogonal polynomials

with respect to µ such that deg pk = k, k ≥ 0. Let γ be any real number and let r1 < r2 < . . . < rℓ be roots of

pℓ(t) + γpℓ−1(t).
Then for every 1 ≤ k < ℓ,

k∏

i=1

(t− ri)

has positive coefficients in terms of p0(t), p1(t), . . . , pk(t).

We will also need the following result from [20].

Theorem A.2. If α ≥ β > −1, α + β + 1 ≥ 0, and {Qk}∞k=0 is the sequence of Jacobi polynomials orthogonal with

weight (1− t)α(1 + t)β , then
1∫

−1

Qi(t)Qj(t)Qk(t)(1 − t)α(1 + t)β dt ≥ 0

for all indices i, j, k ≥ 0.
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Given n ≥ 2 and µ, ν ∈ {0, 1}, denote by {Pµ,ν
k }∞k=0 the sequence of monic polynomials orthogonal with the weight

vµ,ν(t) = vnµ,ν(t) := (1 + t)ν−
1
2 (1− t)µ+

n−3
2 , t ∈ [−1, 1],

such that deg Pµ,ν
k = k, k ≥ 0, and let Pk := P 0,0

k .

Lemma A.3. Let n ≥ 2, L ≥ 2, ν ∈ {0, 1}, and numbers −1 < βL < . . . < β1 < 1 be such that the polynomial

ΠL(t) :=
L∏

i=1

(t− βi)

is orthogonal to PL−2 with weight v1,ν(t). Then for k = 2, . . . , L,

L∏

i=k

(t− βi) =

L−k+1∑

j=0

cjP
1,ν
j (t), and

L∏

i=2

(t− βi)

L∏

i=k

(t− βi) =

2L−k∑

j=0

djP
1,ν
j (t),

where βi := 2α2
i − 1, i = 1, . . . , L, cj ≥ 0, j = 0, . . . , L− k + 1, and dj ≥ 0, j = 0, . . . , 2L− k.

Proof. Since ΠL is orthogonal to PL−2 with weight v1,ν(t), there exists γ ∈ R such that ΠL(t) = P 1,ν
L (t) + γP 1,ν

L−1(t).
Theorem A.1 now implies that for k = 2, . . . , L,

L∏

i=k

(t− βi) =
L−k+1∑

j=0

cj,kP
1,ν
j (t),

where cj,k ≥ 0, j = 0, . . . , L− k + 1, k = 2, . . . , L. Furthermore,

L∏

i=2

(t− βi)

L∏

i=k

(t− βi) =




L−1∑

j=0

cj,2P
1,ν
j (t)







L−k+1∑

j=0

cj,kP
1,ν
j (t)


 =

L−1∑

i=0

L−k+1∑

j=0

ci,2cj,kP
1,ν
i (t)P 1,ν

j (t).

By Theorem A.2, each polynomial P 1,ν
i (t)P 1,ν

j (t) has non-negative coefficients in terms of P 1,ν
k . Then

L∏

i=2

(t− βi)

L∏

i=k

(t− βi) =

2L−k∑

j=0

djP
1,ν
j (t)

for some dj ≥ 0, j = 0, . . . , 2L− k. �

The polynomialΠL(t) defined in Lemma A.3 is known as the Levenshtein polynomial. We next establish the following

two positive definiteness results.

Lemma A.4. Let n ≥ 2, k ≥ 0, and ν = 0, 1. Then the polynomial (1+ t)νP 1,ν
k (t) has non-negative coefficients in terms

of polynomials Pi, i = 0, . . . , k + ν.

Proof. Let k = 0. If ν = 0, we have (1 + t)νP 1,ν
0 (t) = 1 = P0(t) and if ν = 1, we have P1(t) = t + b for some

b ∈ (−1, 1) and (1 + t)νP 1,ν
0 (t) = 1 + t = P1(t) + (1− b)P0(t). That is, (1 + t)νP 1,ν

0 (t) has non-negative coefficients

in terms of Pi.

Assume that k ≥ 1. If ν = 0, then (1 + t)νP 1,ν
k (t) = P 1,0

k (t) has non-negative coefficients in terms of P 1,0
i . If ν = 1,

for every polynomial Q ∈ Pk−1,

1∫

−1

(1 + t)P 1,1
k (t)Q(t)v1,0(t)dt =

1∫

−1

P 1,1
k (t)Q(t)v1,1(t)dt = 0.

Therefore, (1 + t)P 1,1
k (t) = P 1,0

k+1(t) + aP 1,0
k (t). Letting t = −1, we have P 1,0

k+1(−1) + aP 1,0
k (−1) = 0. Since all zeros

of P 1,0
i are simple and located in (−1, 1) and its leading coefficient is positive, the sign of P 1,0

i is that of (−1)i. Then

a > 0; that is, (1+ t)P 1,1
k (t) has non-negative coefficients in terms of P 1,0

i . Since each P 1,0
i has non-negative coefficients

in terms of Pj , see [23, Equation (3.91)], the assertion of the lemma follows. �
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Corollary A.5. Let n ≥ 2, L ≥ 2, ν = 0, 1, and numbers −1 < βL < . . . < β1 < 1 be such that the polynomial ΠL(t)
is orthogonal to PL−2 with weight v1,ν(t). Then the polynomials (1 + t)ν ,

(1 + t)ν
L∏

i=k

(t− βi) and (1 + t)ν
L∏

i=2

(t− βi)

L∏

i=k

(t− βi), 2 ≤ k ≤ L,

have non-negative coefficients in terms of Pi.

Proof. If k = L+ 1, the polynomial (1 + t)ν has non-negative coefficients in terms of Pi by Lemma A.4. If 2 ≤ k ≤ L,

the polynomials (1 + t)ν
L∏

i=k

(t− βi) and (1 + t)ν
L∏

i=2

(t− βi)
L∏

i=k

(t− βi) have non-negative coefficients in terms of Pi in

view of Lemmas A.3 and A.4. �

It remains to prove that the polynomial (1 + t)ν
L∏

i=1

(t − βi)
L∏

i=2

(t − βi) also has non-negative coefficients in terms

of Pi. To do this, we will use the auxiliary result stated below.

Lemma A.6. Let n ≥ 2, ν ∈ {0, 1}, and k ≥ 0. Then for every polynomial p ∈ Pk, we have

1∫

−1

(1 + t)νp(t)P 1,ν
k (t)v0,0(t)dt = p(1)

1∫

−1

(1 + t)νP 1,ν
k (t)v0,0(t)dt.

Proof. There exists a polynomial r ∈ Pk−1 if k ≥ 1 (r(t) = 0 if k = 0) such that p(t) = (1− t)r(t) + p(1). Then

1∫

−1

(1 + t)νp(t)P 1,ν
k (t)v0,0(t)dt =

1∫

−1

(1 + t)ν(1− t)r(t)P 1,ν
k (t)v0,0(t)dt+ p(1)

1∫

−1

(1 + t)νP 1,ν
k (t)v0,0(t)dt

=

1∫

−1

r(t)P 1,ν
k (t)v1,ν(t)dt+ p(1)

1∫

−1

(1 + t)νP 1,ν
k (t)v0,0(t)dt

= p(1)

1∫

−1

(1 + t)νP 1,ν
k (t)v0,0(t)dt,

which completes the proof. �

PolynomialsPi are related to even degree Gegenbauer polynomials in the following way. Observe that with t = 2u2−1,

we have

vµ,ν(t)dt = 2
n
2 +µ+νu2ν(1− u2)µ+

n−3
2 du =

2
n
2 +µ+ν

γn+2µ
u2νwn+2µ(u)du.

Proposition A.7. Let n ≥ 2, k ≥ 0, and a2k be the leading coefficient of the Gegenbauer polynomial P
(n)
2k . Then

Pk(2u
2 − 1) = 2k

a2k
P

(n)
2k (u) and a2k > 0.

Proof. For every even polynomial Q ∈ P2k−2, there is a polynomial q ∈ Pk−1 such that Q(u) = q(2u2 − 1). Then
∫ 1

−1

Pk(2u
2 − 1)Q(u)wn(u)du =

γn

2
n
2

∫ 1

−1

Pk(t)q(t)v0,0(t)dt

If Q ∈ P2k−1 is any odd polynomial, then P (2u2 − 1) is orthogonal to it with weight wn(u), since wn(u) is even. Every

polynomial in P2k−1 is the sum of an even and an odd polynomial. Therefore, the polynomial Pk(2u
2 − 1) is orthogonal

to P2k−1 with weight wn(u). Since Pk is monic, we have Pk(2u
2 − 1) = 2k

a2k
P

(n)
2k (u). Since P

(n)
2k (1) = 1 > 0 and P

(n)
2k

does not have zeros in (1,∞), we have a2k > 0. �

We next establish a positive definiteness result for the polynomial ΠL.

Lemma A.8. Let n ≥ 2, m = 2L + ν, where L ≥ 1 and ν ∈ {0, 1}, and numbers −1 < α1 < . . . < αm < 1 be

symmetric about the origin. Suppose there exists (C,W ), a weighted (m − 1,m − 1)-design on S
n−1 such that all dot

products formed by any pair of points from C lie in the set A ∪ {−1, 1}. Denote βi := 2α2
i − 1, i = 1, . . . , L. Then there

exists γ ≥ 0 such that ΠL(t) =
L∏

i=1

(t− βi) = P 1,ν
L (t) + γP 1,ν

L−1(t).
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Proof. If L = 1, then there exists γ ∈ R such that Π1(t) = t−β1 = P 1,ν
1 (t)+γP 1,ν

0 (t). In the case L ≥ 2, let Q ∈ PL−2

be an arbitrary polynomial. Then the polynomial T (u) :=
L∏

i=1

(
u2 − α2

i

)
· (1 − u2)Q(2u2 − 1)u2ν has degree at most

4L − 2 + 2ν = 2m − 2 and vanishes on any of the dot products formed by points from C. Since (C,W ) is a weighted

(m− 1,m− 1)-design, by Definition 2.1 and Remark 2.2, for any fixed point y0 ∈ C, we have

1∫

−1

ΠL(t)Q(t)v1,ν(t)dt =
2

n
2 +1+ν+L

γn+2

1∫

0

L∏

i=1

(
u2 − α2

i

)
·Q(2u2 − 1)u2νwn+2(u)du

=
2

n
2 +ν+L

γn

1∫

−1

L∏

i=1

(
u2 − α2

i

)
· (1 − u2)Q(2u2 − 1)u2νwn(u)du =

=
2

n
2 +ν+L

γn

∑

y∈C

wyT (y0 · y) = 0.

Thus, the degree L polynomial ΠL is orthogonal to PL−2. Since ΠL is monic, there exists a constant γ ∈ R such that

ΠL(t) = P 1,ν
L (t) + γP 1,ν

L−1(t).
The rest of the proof is devoted to showing that γ ≥ 0. We assume that L ≥ 1. If (C,W ) is a weighted (m,m)-design,

then one can take as Q in the above proof any polynomial of degree up to L − 1. Then the polynomial T (u) will have

degree at most 4L+ 2ν = 2m and one will show that ΠL is orthogonal to Q = P 1,ν
L−1 with weight v1,ν(t); that is, γ = 0.

Therefore, we assume that (C,W ) is not a weighted (m,m)-design (but it is still an (m− 1,m− 1)-design).

Let Q ∈ Pm be any polynomial. It can be written as Q(t) =
m∑
i=0

piPi(t). Then with P (t) := Q(2t − 1) taking into

account Proposition A.7, relation (19), and the fact that a0 = 1, we have

EP (C,W ) =

N∑

i,j=1

wiwjP
(
(xi · xj)

2
)
=

N∑

i,j=1

wiwjQ
(
2(xi · xj)

2 − 1
)

=

m∑

k=0

pk

N∑

i,j=1

wiwjPk(2(xi · xj)
2 − 1) =

m∑

k=0

2kpk
a2k

N∑

i,j=1

wiwjP
(n)
2k (xi · xj)

= p0

N∑

i,j=1

wiwj +
2mpm
a2m

N∑

i,j=1

wiwjP
(n)
2m (xi · xj) = p0 +

2mpm
a2m

N∑

i,j=1

wiwjP
(n)
2m (xi · xj).

(33)

Denote b :=
∫ 1

−1
v0,0(t)dt and let

bk :=
1

b

1∫

−1

(1 + t)νP 1,ν
k (t)v0,0(t)dt, k = 0, . . . ,m.

Setting first Q(t) = (1 + t)νΠL(t) = (1 + t)νP 1,ν
L (t) + γ(1 + t)νP 1,ν

L−1(t), we have pm = 0, since Q has degree

L+ ν < m, and from (33) we have

EP (C,W ) = p0 =
1

b

∫ 1

−1

Q(t)v0,0(t)dt = bL + γbL−1.

Since Q(βi) = 0, i = 1, . . . , L, and Q(−1) = 0 when ν = 1, we have Q(2(xi · xj)
2 − 1) = 0 whenever xi · xj ∈

{α1, . . . , αm}. Then

EP (C,W ) =
N∑

i,j=1

wiwjQ
(
2(xi · xj)

2 − 1
)
=

N∑

i=1

wi(wi + w′
i)Q(1) = θµ∗Q(1) = 2νθµ∗

(
P 1,ν
L (1) + γP 1,ν

L−1(1)
)
,

(34)
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where µ∗ =
N∑
i=1

wiδxi
, the quantity θµ∗ is defined in (20), and w′

i is the weight corresponding to −xi (if −xi 6∈ C then

w′
i = 0). Then bL + γbL−1 = 2νθµ∗

(
P 1,ν
L (1) + γP 1,ν

L−1(1)
)

; that is,

bL − 2νθµ∗P 1,ν
L (1) + γ

(
bL−1 − 2νθµ∗P 1,ν

L−1(1)
)
= 0. (35)

Let now Q(t) = (1+ t)νΠL(t)P
1,ν
L (t), which has degree 2L+ ν = m. Then pm = 1 > 0 because Q is monic and, since

(C,W ) is not a weighted (m,m)-design,
N∑

i,j=1

wiwjP
(n)
2m (xi · xj) > 0. From (33), taking into account Lemma A.6 and

the fact that a2m > 0 by Proposition A.7, we have

EP (C,W ) > p0 =
1

b

1∫

−1

(1 + t)νΠL(t)P
1,ν
L (t)v0,0(t)dt =

ΠL(1)

b

1∫

−1

(1 + t)νP 1,ν
L (t)v0,0(t)dt = ΠL(1)bL.

Since Q(βi) = 0, i = 1, . . . , L, and Q(−1) = 0 when ν = 1, similarly to (34) we have

EP (C,W ) = θµ∗Q(1) = 2νθµ∗ΠL(1)P
1,ν
L (1).

Since ΠL(1) > 0, we have

bL − 2νθµ∗P 1,ν
L (1) < 0. (36)

Finally, we let Q(t) = (1 + t)ν
(
P 1,ν
L−1(t)

)2

, which has degree 2L− 2 + ν = m− 2. Then pm = 0 and from (33) taking

into account Lemma A.6, we have

Ep(C,W ) = p0 =
1

b

∫ 1

−1

(1 + t)ν
(
P 1,ν
L−1(t)

)2

v0,0(t)dt

=
P 1,ν
L−1(1)

b

∫ 1

−1

(1 + t)νP 1,ν
L−1(t)v0,0(t)dt = P 1,ν

L−1(1)bL−1.

Since Q(t) ≥ 0, t ∈ (−1, 1), we omit all terms with xi · xj ∈ {α1, . . . , αm} in the energy sum below and obtain that

EP (C,W ) =

N∑

i,j=1

wiwjQ
(
2(xi · xj)

2 − 1
)
≥

N∑

i=1

wi(wi + w′
i)Q(1) = 2νθµ∗

(
P 1,ν
L−1(1)

)2

.

The polynomial P 1,ν
L−1 does not have zeros in [1,∞). Since its leading coefficient is 1, we must have P 1,ν

L−1(1) > 0. Then

bL−1 − 2νθµ∗P 1,ν
L−1(1) ≥ 0. Taking into account (36) from (35) we obtain that γ > 0. �

Lemma A.8 has the following consequence. We agree that
1∏

i=2

(t− βi) = 1.

Corollary A.9. Let n ≥ 2, m = 2L + ν, where L ≥ 1 and ν ∈ {0, 1}, and numbers −1 < α1 < . . . < αm < 1 be

symmetric about the origin. Suppose there exists (C,W ), a weighted (m − 1,m − 1)-design on S
n−1 such that all dot

products formed by any pair of points from C lie in the set A ∪ {−1, 1}. Denote βi := 2α2
i − 1, i = 1, . . . , L. Then the

polynomial (1 + t)ν
L∏

i=2

(t− βi)
L∏

i=1

(t− βi) has non-negative coefficients in terms of Pi.

Proof. The polynomial ΠL(t) =
L∏

i=1

(t − βi), L ≥ 1, has non-negative coefficients in terms of P 1,ν
i by Lemma A.8. In

view of Lemma A.3, the polynomial
L∏

i=2

(t − βi), L ≥ 2, also has non-negative coefficients in terms of P 1,ν
i (for L = 1,

this statement is trivial). Then by Theorem A.2, the product ΠL(t)
L∏

i=2

(t − βi) has non-negative coefficients in terms of

P 1,ν
i . In view of Lemma A.4, the polynomial (1 + t)νΠL(t)

L∏
i=2

(t− βi) has non-negative coefficients in terms of Pi. �
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Theorem A.10. Let n ≥ 2, m ≥ 2, and A be a set of numbers −1 < α1 < . . . < αm < 1 symmetric about the origin.

Suppose there exists a weighted (m− 1,m− 1)-design (C,W ) on S
n−1 such that all dot products formed by any pair of

points from C lie in the set A ∪ {−1, 1}.

Let g : [−1, 1] → R be a continuous function such that g(k) ≥ 0 in (−1, 1) for k = 1, . . . ,m− 1, and p ∈ Pm−1 be

the unique polynomial interpolating the values of g at points of the set B := {2α2
j − 1 : j = 1,m} and derivatives g′ at

points of B distinct from −1. Then the even polynomial q(t) := p(2t2 − 1) satisfies

q(t) =
m−1∑

i=0

diP
(n)
2i (t)

with di ≥ 0, i = 1, . . . ,m− 1. If, in addition, g(k) > 0 on (−1, 1), k = 1, . . . ,m− 1, then di > 0, i = 1, . . . ,m− 1.

Proof. Let L ≥ 1 and ν ∈ {0, 1} be such that m = 2L + ν. For every t ∈ [−1, 1], there exist numbers ξi ∈ (−1, 1),
i = ν, . . . ,m− 1, such that

p(t) = νp(−1)+(t+1)ν
L−1+ν∑

i=ν

g(i)(ξi)

i!

i−ν∏

j=1

(t−βL+1−j)+(1+ t)ν
L∏

j=2

(t−βj)

2L−1+ν∑

i=L+ν

g(i)(ξi)

i!

i+1−L−ν∏

j=1

(t−βL+1−j).

(37)

Since g(k) ≥ 0 on (−1, 1) for each k = 1, . . . ,m−1 = 2L−1+ν, the polynomial p(t) is a linear combination of a constant

function, polynomial (1 + t)ν , and polynomials (1 + t)ν
L∏

i=k

(t− βi), k = 2, . . . , L, and (1 + t)ν
L∏

i=2

(t− βi)
L∏

i=k

(t− βi),

k = 1, . . . , L, where all polynomials of degree at least 1 have non-negative coefficients. If L ≥ 2, by Lemma A.8,

the polynomial ΠL(t) is orthogonal to PL−2 with weight v1,ν(t). By Corollaries A.5 and A.9, polynomials (1 + t)ν ,

(1 + t)ν
L∏

i=k

(t − βi), k = 2, . . . , L, and (1 + t)ν
L∏

i=2

(t − βi)
L∏

i=k

(t − βi), k = 1, . . . , L, have non-negative coefficients

in terms of Pi. If L = 1, the polynomial (1 + t)ν(t − β1) has positive coefficients in terms of Pi by Corollary A.9. The

polynomial (1 + t)ν also has non-negative coefficients in terms of Pi, since P1 has a zero in (−1, 1). Thus,

p(t) = d0 +

m−1∑

i=1

ciPi(t),

for some d0 ∈ R and ci ≥ 0, i = 1, . . . ,m− 1. By Proposition A.7,

q(u) = p(2u2 − 1) = d0 +

m−1∑

i=1

ciPi(2u
2 − 1) = d0 +

m−1∑

i=1

diP
(n)
2i (u),

where di :=
2ici
a2i

≥ 0, i = 1, . . . ,m− 1.

Assume now that g(k) > 0 on (−1, 1), k = 1, . . . ,m − 1. Then g(i)(ξi) > 0, i = 1, . . . ,m − 1 = 2L − 1 + ν,

in (37). For each k = 1, . . . ,m − 1, the expansion in terms of Pi of the product of factors (t − βj) and (1 + t)ν of

degree k in (37) contains Pk with coefficient 1. The expansion of every such product of degree greater than k contains Pk

with a non-negative coefficient. Then ck is strictly positive as the sum of these coefficients multiplied by strictly positive

values
g(i)(ξi)

i! . Therefore, di > 0, i = 1, . . . ,m− 1. �
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