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Abstract

We investigate the question of the optimality of Fibonacci lattices
with respect to tensor product energies on the torus, most notably
the periodic Lo-discrepancy, diaphony and the worst case error of the
quasi-Monte Carlo integration over certain parametrized dominating
mixed smoothness Sobolev spaces Hg of periodic functions. We con-
sider two methods for this question.

First, a method based on Delsarte’s LP-bound from coding theory
which will give us, among others, the Fibonacci lattices as the natural
candidates for optimal point sets. Second, we will adapt the contin-
uous LP-bound on the sphere (and other spaces) to the torus to get
optimality in the continuous setting.

We conclude with a more in depth look at the 5-point Fibonacci
lattice, giving an effectively computable algorithm for checking if it is
optimal and rigorously proving its optimality for quasi-Monte Carlo
integration in the range 0 < p < 11.66. We also prove a result on the
universal optimality of 3 points in any dimension.

The novelty of this approach is the application of LP-methods for
tensor product energies in the torus and the systematic study of the
simultaneous global optimality of periodic point sets for a class of
tensor product potential functions.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Motivation

The notion of an energy of a point set is by now a classical one in physics,
geometry and coding theory. Simply put, this asks to find a configuration
of a given number of points in some space such that the total energy of
the system, that is the sum of all the potential interactions between the
points, is minimized. The case of the sphere (or more generally of two-point
homogeneous spaces, such as the projective plane) has garnered particular
attention over the last couple of decades [1I, 2, &, @, 10, 1], 12, 17, 18, 20,
211, 23| 241, 29, 36l 37, 62] [72]. There, a straight forward notion of energy of
a finite point set X C S¢ C R for a potential function ¢ : (0,2] — R is

given by
> elllx =yl
x,yeX
x#y
where || - || denotes the Euclidean norm in R%*!. A classical example would

be Thomson’s problem [2 59, [68, [72] on S? with the (scaled) Coulomb po-
tential c(r) = r~!. In this particular case, the optimal configurations for
N =1,2,3,4,5,6 and 12 points are known. Much more general, for certain
dimensions d and certain numbers of points N there are point sets that are
the minimizers of a large class of potentials simultaneously, a phenomenon
known as universal optimality [24].

In this paper we will consider the case of the torus, denoted by [0, 1)¢ (in the
literature also denoted by T¢) with opposite faces identified. Consequently,
functions on [0,1)? will be considered as periodic functions, extended to R?
in the obvious way if desired. So far, energies on the torus have mostly been
studied where the interaction between particles depends on the Euclidean
distance between them. In this sense, every point on the torus [0,1)¢ is
associated to a corresponding shifted (and possibly skewed) lattice in R? and
all possible interactions from a given point to all points of the corresponding
lattice are considered, see [25] 26] 27, 40}, 56, [58] 67] for some references. In
this context, tools from complex analysis and modular forms are frequently
used.

In contrast, we will be interested in energies that reflect the product structure
of the torus. Given a potential ¢ : [0,1)¢ — R these energies are of the form

ECO) = 3 ellar =yl 2a — val), (L1)
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where usually ¢(s) = H?Zl fi(si) tensorizes. For some situations we will also
assume further, natural properties, see for example (IL4]) or (2Z.I]) below. The
necessity of such energies should not be understated and can be motivated
in multiple ways. Here we want to demonstrate a connection to quasi-Monte
Carlo integration as was stated in [43].

1.2 Quasi-Monte Carlo integration, discrepancy and di-
aphony

Let p > 0 be a parameter. Consider the space HI} of 1-periodic, absolutely
continuous functions f : [0,1) — R with
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(f" denoting the first weak derivative of f and f its Fourier coefficients). This
space turns out to be a reproducing kernel Hilbert space with kernel function
[7, 43| [69]

p

1
Kito) =145 (G~ lo =yl + o= o).

that is function evaluation at any point y € [0, 1) can be realized via a scalar
product with K(-,y) in H):

s = ([ rwar) ([ i) +1 [ 10 2K

for all f € H; (in particular, function evaluation is continuous). Taking d-
fold tensor products H;l = HI} ®...Q HI} gives a reproducing kernel Hilbert
space of functions f : [0,1)¢ — R (a Sobolev space of periodic functions of
dominating mixed smoothness) having the kernel

d
K,‘f(x, y)= H K; (73, i)

i=1

for x,y € [0,1)¢. With this at hand we can consider the quasi-Monte Carlo
integration algorithm [33] 39, 46, 50] for f € HY, that is we approximate

1
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where X C [0,1)? is a finite set of sample nodes with #X = N. The quality
of this approximation depends on the choice of evaluation nodes X and can
be quantified via the worst case error [33] 51]

dx——Zf

xeX
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(another notion would be an average case error for some probability distri-
bution on Hg [71]). The expression on the right hand side is related to the
mainly geometric notion of periodic Lo-discrepancy on the torus [32] 41], 149]

= Y H( o=l 1oy = P

x,yeX i=1

(unnormalized, as given in [41]), in fact for p = 6 it only differs from the
worst case integration error by a factor of N?/3%. It is also similar to the
notion of diaphony [49, [73]

Fn(X)? = Z <Hmax{1,|h,~|}> %

hezd—0 \i=1
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see [41), 53] for details. For small N or d optimal point configurations mini-
mizing the discrepancy have been determined in [52, [70] (note that they use
a slightly different notion of discrepancy) and [43].

It is useful to think of these concepts as measuring how “uniform” a finite
set is in [0, 1)%. Intuitively, if a set avoids having large gaps or concentrated
clusters of points then it more evenly samples a function and should give
better results for the quasi-Monte Carlo algortihm. It is also possible to
consider quasi-Monte Carlo integration and its corresponding worst case error
over other (periodic) reproducing kernel Hilbert spaces, see Example 19 on
page 318 in [7]. While we will concentrate on the case for smoothness s = 1
(the above described Sobolev space) in this paper it seems like it could be
possible to generalize this to spaces of arbitrary smoothness s € N although
with some modifications to the method, see the remark after Theorem
below.



1.3 Tensor product energies

Another interpretation, more akin to the notion of energy, is to observe that
minimizing the worst case integration error is equivalent to minimizing

d
d _ p (1 2
Z Ky(x,y) = Z H <1+§ (6 — |2 =yl + [z — yil ))7
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which is of the form [LIl We can think of every point as some sort of parti-
cle whose interaction is given by some potential function and the potential
between any two points x and y only depends on

(min{|zy — |, 1 = |z —wl}, ... min{|zg —val, 1 = |2a —wal})  (1.2)

(since s> —s = (1—5)?—(1—s) for 0 < s < 1). The terms in the components
are respectively the shortest distances between two points on the circle of cir-
cumference 1. Minimizing the worst case integration error is thus equivalent
to minimizing this sort of energy given by the kernel function Kg. Note that
the diaphony can also be expressed to fit this tensor product energy form.

Remark 1.1. Note that due to the kink of the kernel K} (x,y) for z = y the
minimizers of this tensor product energy as given by the worst case error will
consist of points with distinct coordinates, as was already used implicitly in
Section 3.3 of [43]. Intuitively one should think of this as a force pushing
the particles apart so that the points become roughly evenly distributed if
we looke at their projections onto the coordinate axes. This statement is
nontrivial and will be further elaborated on in the future work [13].

In the case of d =2 and p € {1,6} the minimizers of the worst case integra-
tion error were determined in [43] for N < 16 points. Interestingly, it was
observed that if N = F} is a Fibonacci number (in this range 1,2,3,5,8,13)
the algorithm found that the Fibonacci lattices given by

cbg::{(%{k%‘l}):k:o,1,...,Fg—1} (1.3)

(where {-} denotes the fractional part) are the global optimizers for the worst
case integration error for their respective numbers of points. Ever since these
results, and perhaps already before that, it was commonly believed that the
Fibonacci lattices indeed could be best possible for this situation, although
a rigorous proof remains elusive. Prior to that, it was already known that




the Fibonacci lattices are at least asymptotically of optimal order, matching
(up to a multiplicative constant) the lower bound given by (for d = 2)

1 : log N
_1+m Z Kp<X7y)Z N2

x,yeX

see [14] 15, 6], [34] 411, 42] [54] [66]. In this paper we pose the question whether
Fibonacci lattices are also optimal with respect to a larger class of energies
and give an affirmative answer for 5-point Fibonacci lattices for the potential
from the worst case integration error in the range 0 < p < 11.66 (see Theorem
[£.2), with numerics suggesting that this could even be the case up to p <
13.38 (see end of Section [5.2]). The precise setup goes as follows:

Given a potential function ¢ : [0,1)¢ — R having the property

c(81,89,...,8q4) =c(1 — 81, 89,...,54)
:C<81, 1-— S9, ..., Sd)

(1.4)
=c(s1,89,...,1—54),

for a given N € N we want to find a set X C [0,1)¢ with #X = N such
that for any other set Y C [0,1)¢ with #Y = N it holds E(Y) > E(X),
that is X minimizes the energy for the potential ¢ among all point sets of
given cardinality. The requirement (I[.4]) on the potential naturally reflects
the geometry of the torus as in (L.2)).

1.4 Outline of the paper and main results

The paper will be structured as follows. First, we will use a discretization of
the torus to apply Delsarte’s method from coding theory to energies on the
torus (a similar approach for discrepancy on finite metric spaces was already
used in [5], [6]). The section will be completely selfcontained and no deeper
knowledge about these algebraic techniques will be required. This will lead
to an LP (2.5]) which can be solved easily by computer. Furthermore, in some
cases the LP also gives a hint at the structure of the possibly optimal point
sets (given by their distance distribution which will be elaborated further
below). We thus get candidate sets for further investigations.

Next we will use a continuous method to show optimality of finite sets on
the torus (Theorem B.]). This follows what was already done on the sphere
[24, 29, [72], but we will again give a completely selfcontained account. It
will turn out that the optimality of a certain point set (namely the Fibonacci
lattices) follows from the existence of a “magic” function f.
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We will need some technical but well known tools from numerical analysis,
namely Hermite interpolation and absolutely monotonic functions, which we
will introduce in Section 4] as well as some of their important properties.
We will apply this to get a candidate for an explicite construction of such
a function § for the 5-point Fibonacci lattice in (&.7), showing that it is
optimal for quasi-Monte Carlo integration as described above for in the range
0 < p < 11.66 (generalizing the results for p € {1,6} as were considered
in [43] in the case of the 5-point Fibonacci lattice). These results will be
summarize in Theorem

We will finish by showing the universal optimality of 3-point lattices in arbi-
trary dimensions for a large class of potential functions (Theorem [6.T]) and
conclude with an outlook at similar problems on products of spheres, where
an analogous statement for point sets derived from regular simplices can be
attained.

As far as the author is aware, these LP-bounds have not been studied for
these sort of energies on the torus and results on the optimality of a given
point set relied heavily on numerical computations without a clear way how
this would generalize to an arbitrary number of points. We aim to develope
some new direction that could lead to such a more systematic result.

In the upcoming paper [I3]| by the author and colleagues we will investigate
further techniques to give lower bounds on such energies with focus on per-
mutation sets, especially the 5-point Fibonacci lattice. It turns out that for
a large class of potentials the 5-point Fibonacci lattice turns out to be the
unique minimizer among all 5-point sets in the discretized torus G5 (see next
section) and it is also the minimizer among all point sets in the continuous
case that have the same permutation type as it, that is those whose points
are ordered in the same way relative to each other. Details and more can be
found in the paper once it is available. This gives further evidence that a
universal optimality result for Fibonacci lattices should be achievable.

As for notation #X will denote the cardinality of a set X. Removing an
element of a set, we will write X — z for X \ {z}. For intervals, a bracket
means that we include the endpoint, a parenthesis means that we exclude
it. Vectors and points will be written in bold letters, number such as their
components will be denoted by usual type. By v' and v* we will denote the
transpose and hermitian transpose respectively, with the same convention for
matrices. Given a function f we will denote its coefficients expressed using
an orthogonal basis by f (such as the representation via Fourier series or via
Chebyshev polynomials).



2 Delsarte’s LP-Method

2.1 Derivation of the constraints

We will outline the method as we need it for our situation, for a more detailed
account see [5 [6l 28], [57].

To start, this method only works over finite sets. We thus introduce a dis-
cretization parameter R € N and the discretized torus

0 1 R—1)"
Gp=<—,— ....—— % .
R {R’R’ ) R }
For s,t € [0,1) we set

d(s,t) :=min{|s — t|,1 —|s — t|}

(similar to the Lee metric in coding theory [31, 47, 55|, called symmetrized
metric in [43]) and define the distance vector between x,y € [0,1)¢ by

dV(X, Y) = (5(377(1)7%(1))7 .- -ﬁ(%(d)’%(d))) )
where 7 is a permutation of {1,...,d} (depending on x and y) such that
71y, Yr1) < 6(T72), Yr2) < -0 < 0(Tra), Yr(a))s

that is we order the distances by size. One should think of the distance vector
as a sort of “vector valued metric” on [0,1)¢. For any (periodic) potential
c:[0,1)¢ — R which fulfills the symmetry assumptions

c(81,89,...,8q¢) = c(l —s1,89,...,84)
and
c(s1,...,8qa) = c(5:q)s - -5 5r(a)) (2.1)
for all permutations 7 of {1,...,d} we thus have
c(x—y)=clles—ml, - |l2a — yal) = c(dv(x,y)). (2.2)

We impose (Z1)) as a symmetry reduction, making it less computationally
heavy to solve the linear programm (23] later on, although such energies are
also natural considering the symmetries of the torus.

If x,y € G then dv(x,y) only takes values in

k k
AR::{<E1,...,E‘1) ki, .. kg €N by <o < kg < LR/QJ}.

For every d € Agr we define a relation on Gy by

Ra={(x,y) € G} : dv(x,y) =d}.
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Proposition 2.1. The relations Rq,d € Ag form a symmetric association
scheme over Gg, that is ...

(i) Ro = {(x,x) : x € GR} is the identity relation, ...

(ii) for any x,y € G and any d € Ap it holds (x,y) € Rgq if and only if
(v,x) € Ra (all relations are symmetric), ...

(iti) Ugea, Ra = G% disjointly and ...
(iv) for any d,e,f € Ag and (x,y) € Rq the number
4z € G (x,7) € Re, (2,y) € Re)
only depends on d, e and f but not on the specific choice of (x,y).

Proof. Points (i), (ii) and (iii) are clear. As for (iv), note that if (x,y), (X', y’) €
Rgq then there is an isometry, that means a mapping f : Gg — Gg preserv-
ing distance vectors, that maps x to x’ and y to y’. This isometry maps the
e-sphere {z € G : dv(x,z) = e} bijectively to {z € Gg : dv(x/,z) = e}
and the same holds for the corresponding f-spheres around y and y’. Con-
sequently the intersections

{z € Gg:dv(x,z) =e}N{z € Gg:dv(z,y) =f}
and
{zeGr:dv(x,z) =e}N{z € Gg:dv(z,y) =1}

are also in bijection to each other via this isometry, in particular they are of
the same size. This cardinality is precisely the quantity given in (iv) so that
it does not depend on the specific choice of (x,y). O

There is a large literature on association schemese, see [4, [19] 30} 38, 60, [63]
to name a few. The numbers in (iv) above are called structure constants,
parameters or intersection numbers of the symmetric association scheme
Ra,d € Ag and will be denoted by pd. The quantity v(d) = pYy is called
the valency of d and can be written as

v(d) = #{x € G : dv(0,x) = d},

that is the size of a d-sphere. As an example, in d = 2 dimensions the valency
only takes the values 1,2,4 or 8 and can be given explicitely as

,ifd = (0,0) or d = (1/2,1/2)

,ifd = (0,1/2)

,ifd € {(0,k/R), (k/R,1/2),(k/R,k/R): 1< k < R/2}
cifd e {(k/R,I/R):1<k<Il< R/2}

v(d) =

o = N =

9



One can do a similar case distinction in arbitrary dimensions but this will
not be too important for us.

Next consider the adjacency matrices Aq € {0, 1}¢7*C® for every d € Ag
given by (Aq)xy = 1if and only if dv(x,y) = d (or equivalently (x,y) € Ra)-
We can interprete these matrices as a convolution operator on C¢# with its

action given by
(Aav)y = Z Uy

x€GR:
dv(x,y)=d

for v.€ CY%. The properties (i) to (iv) of Proposition 2] translate in the

following way in terms of the adjacency matrices:

(i) Ap = I is the identity on CY%, ...

)
(ii) A] = Aq for alld € Ap, ...
(iil) > gea, Aa is the all-ones matrix and ...
)

(iv) for all e,f € Ag it holds

AcAr = ) piAa (2.3)

deAgr

The last point is arguably the most important one and states that span{Aq :
d € Agr} forms an algebra closed under matrix multiplication. Furthermore
this multiplication is commutative since

Achr = > phAa= ) PiAa = ArAe.

deAgr deAr

This commutative algebra is referred to as the Bose-Mesner algebra of the
symmetric association scheme Rq,d € Agr [4, 19, 22]. The following lemma
expresses the adjacency matrices via another set of matrices E, with desirable
properties.

Lemma 2.2. We have

Aa= 3 A(Q)E, (2.4)

ecAgr

where

Ae(d) = Z exp (2miRe ' x)
x€EGR:
dv(0,x)=d

10



and

mEGR:
dv(0,m)=e

with )
v = — [exp(2riRm ' x

7 [exp( )]
Morally this states that, since the adjacency matrices are symmetric and
commute with each other, they are simultaneously diagonalizable. The com-
mon, normalized eigenvectors are given by v™. The spaces W, := span{v™ :
dv(0,m) = e} form an orthogonal decomposition C°% = @, We into
the common subeigenspaces of the Aq,d € Agr and A(d) is the common
eigenvalue of all vectors in W, for Aq. Also note that dim W, = v(e).

xeGgr ’

Proof of Lemmal[2.2. We first show that v™ is an eigenvector of Aq with
eigenvalue A\e(d) for e = dv(0,m). Indeed, for any y € G we have

1
(Agv™)y = E I exp(27riRm " x)
x€GR:
dv(y,x)=d

1
= Z exp(27riRm " x) -Eexp(QWiRmTy).

xEGR:
dv(0,x)=d

The term in the paranthesis only depends on dv(0, m) but not on m directly.
Indeed, if m" € G fulfills dv(0, m’) = dv(0, m) then we get that m’ can be
constructd from m by permuting its components in some way and exchanging
some components m; by 1 —m;. Howevery, the sum

Z exp(27iRm " x)
x€GR:
dv(0,x)=d

is built in a way as to compensate these sort of symmetries by summing
over the corresponding symmetries for x. Thus this sum only depends on
e = dv(0,m) and we get

(Aav™®)y = Ae(d)vy?

y’

that is it is an eigenvector of the corresponding eigenvalue. The system
{v™},, is an orthonormal basis of C“% as the tensor product of the Fourier

11



basis, so that this is a complete description of all eigenvectors of Aq and its
eigenvalue decomposition is given by

Aa= ) Aavoum(@Vv™(™) = ) Ac(d)E..

meGRr ecARr

O

By symmetry (namely dv(0,x) = dv(0,1 — x)) we can write equivalently
de(d) = Z cos (2rRe'x)

x€GR:
dv(0,x)=d

emphasizing that these quantities are real valued. The matrices E, are the
orthogonal projection onto W, and thus are hermitian E} = E, and fulfil
E? = E, and E.Ey = 0 if e # €. By (24) they are also a basis of the
Bose-Mesner algebra of Rq,d € Ag with basis exchange matrix

A= [)\e(d)]e,dEAR )

so that (with some abuse of notation)

[Ad]dTeAR = [Ee]geARA'
We will need to express the matrices E, in terms of Agq.

Lemma 2.3. It holds Ee = ) 4. a . ¢e(d)Aq with

__u(e)
Qe(d) - W)\e(d)

Proof. By (2.3) for the trace we have
tI‘(AdAd/) = Z pfid/ tr Af = pgd/ tr AO = R2’U<d)5dd/.
feAgr

But note that since Aq and A; are simultaneously diagonalizable, the eigen-
values of AqAgr are Agy(o,m)(d)Aav(o,m)(d’) for m € G and thus

tr(AaAa) = Y v(e)re(d)Xe(d).

Combining the two expressions for tr(AqAq/) we get

3 U(US})%Q Ae(d)Ao(d) = baqr.
eEApR

Using this orthogonality relation in (24)) to express F, in terms of Aq yields
the claim. 0

12



We will collect the values ge(d) in a matrix

Q = [ge(d)]e.acar

as well as a reduced version

@:{ﬁngm.

We now come to the main part of Delsarte’s LP-method. For a set X C Gy
let a be its distance distribution defined by

a(d) == ax(d) = #{(x,y) € X? : dv(x,y)}.
Theorem 2.4. If a is the distance distribution of a set X C GGr then Qa > 0

componentwise.

Proof. Let xx € {0,1}%% be the characteristic vector of X, that is yyx(x) =1
if and only if x € X. Then we have (using that the matrices F, are orthogonal
projections)

0 < |Boxx|® = XxEiEexx = Xx FoXx

= Z qe(d)X;AdXX = Z Qe(d)a(d)a

dEAR dEAR
where Y+ Aaxy = a(d) follows easily from the definition of Agq. O

Clearly we could equivalently write Qa > 0.

2.2 Numerical experiments for Delsarte’s LP-bound

Given a symmetric potential ¢ as to have (2.2)) the energy F(X) of a set
X C G as given by [Tl can be written in terms of the distance distribution
aof X as

deAr-0

We want to optimize this quantity over all X C Gg of given size #X = N.
Theorem 2.4 allows us to get a linear relaxation of this problem by (using
Ae(0) =1, Mo(d) = v(d) and a(0) = N)

min 3 gep,—o¢(d)a(d)
st. a(d)>0 (de Ar—0),

Sacan oa(d) = N2 — N, (2:5)
Y deano5ta(d) > —N (e € Ap—0).

13



The solution of this LP will give a lower bound for £(X) as X runs through
all N-element subsets of Gg. The optimality of a solution can be verified by
finding a corresponding solution with the same objective value in the dual
problem

max
s.t.

N? = N)H(0) = N e, o b(e)
(e) >0 ((? € Ag), (2.6)

v(ld) ZeGAR be)re(d) < c¢(d) (de Ar—0)

D>~

(the condition b(0) > 0 is not necessary for the dual but it seems like its
inclusion does not compromise the optimal solution). The reason why we
chose to name the dual variables by l;(e) is due to the following interpretation,
similar to the Fourier transform: defining

b(d) = L > ble)Ae(d) (2.7)

v(d)

ecApR

Xe(d)
N v(d)
and it fulfills b(d) < ¢(d) (except for at most at d = 0), then N?b(0) — Nb(0)
is a lower bound for F(X) as X runs through all N-clement subsets of G.
We will investigate something similar but in a continuous setting in the next
section.
While it seems hard to solve the primal or dual programm by hand, we
can look at the numerical calculations. If we do this for the potential of
the periodic Lo-discrepancy on [0, 1) and for multiple values of N with the
refinement R = N we get the values in Table [ (up to 11 digits).
Here Xy denotes a point set, rounded to lie in G'g if necessary, as was
already investigated in [43] or the Fibonacci lattice (IL3)) for larger values of
N. We emphasize that these are just numerical values which we have cut off
after numerical imprecision takes over, but they still seem to show that for
certain values the derived bound via Delsarte’s method seems to reconstruct
the periodic Lso-discrepancy of a point set. If we increase the refinement
R=EkN,k=1,2,... for Fibonacci numbers N this even seems to be stable
as shown in Table
Increasing the refinement for the 4- and 12-point sets, where we also get
a matching bound between the discrepancy and the solution of the LP for
R = N, we see that the LP will not anymore reconstruct the periodic Lo-
discrepancy. Even though the 12-point set, which is a lattice, is still of
optimal periodic Lo-discrepancy [43], the LP does not seem to be fine enough
to capture this. We will thus not investigate these exceptional cases further
here.

we see that if b(d) has positiv coefficients b(d) if we expand it in terms of

14



Table 1: A comparisson between the point sets from [43] and the numerically
calculated solution to (23] for refinement R = N.

L5 (Xn)?

LP solution

Match?

@OO\I@OT%OOI\DHZ

0.13888838888
0.18055555555
0.21296296296
0.23784722222
0.24022222222
0.26080246913
0.27494331065
0.27170138888
0.29679164761
0.29788888888
0.30914137619
0.29976851851
0.30062458908
0.31515225137
0.3237777TITT
0.33289930555
0.33087679516
0.36048635140
0.39039302111
0.42016650534

0.13888838888
0.18055555555
0.21296296296
0.23784722222
0.24022222222
0.25648148148
0.26991658971
0.27170138888
0.28172999364
0.28907202296
0.29493932090
0.29976851851
0.30062458908
0.30711124073
0.31308804345
0.31830881022
0.33087679516
0.36048635140
0.39039302111
0.42016650534
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Table 2: The solutions to (2.5]) for higher refinements R = kN.

R

Ly (Xy)?

LP solution

3
10
15
20
30
50

0.24022222222

0.24022222222
0.24022222222
0.24022222222
0.24022222222
0.24022222222
0.24022222222

8
16
24
32
40
64

0.27170138888

0.27170138888
0.27170138888
0.27170138888
0.27170138888
0.27170138888
0.27170138888

13

13
26
39
52
65

0.30062458908

0.30062458908
0.30062458908
0.30062458908
0.30062458908
0.30062458908

21

21
42
63

0.33087679516

0.33087679516
0.33087679516
0.33087679516

34

34
68

0.36048635140
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We can even look at the solution vector a the programm finds and every time
N = I} is a Fibonacci number it turns out to find the distance distribution of
the Fibonacci lattice. These results thus seem to suggest that the Fibonacci
lattices are the optimal point sets with respect to this energy. For no other
values N < 100 did we find an integer solution a, in particular no distance
distribution of a real point set.

Before coming to another method we conclude with some experiments for
higher dimensions d. For d = 3 the optimal assignment of a in (2.5) only
gives vectors with integer entries if N = 1,2, 3,5, 7 (for relatively small N, at
some point the LP becomes too big for a computer to solve in a reasonable
time). In fact, these correspond to the distance distributions of the lattices
in [0,1)3 spanned respectively by the vectors

1 1 1 1 1

~[0,0,0", =[1,1, 1", =[1,1,1]7, -[1,1,2] ", =[1,2, 3] .
1[77]72[77]73[77]75[77]77[77]

For d > 4 we only seem to get the distance distribution of a point set for

N =1,2,3,5, again lattices spanned by

where the last vector consists of [IN/2| ones and |N/2] twos. The cases
for N = 1 and N = 2 are optimal for trivial reasons (N = 1 needs no
argument, N = 2 follows for all potentials ¢ which attain their minimum in
(1/2,...,1/2)). For the case of N = 3 we will give an easy argument for
their optimality below in Theorem (for certain ¢). The case of N =5
in general d and N = 7 in d = 3 seems to be more interesting. Indeed, it
is notable that we seem to find infinitely many optimal point sets in d = 2
(the Fibonacci lattices), one exceptional case for d = 3 (the 7-point lattice,
which we call the 123-lattice due to its generating vector) and otherwise just
N =1,2,3,5. It should also be noted that all these lattices are generated by

vectors of the form |

N(1797927 s 7gd_1)

where g € {1,..., N—1} with ged(g, N) = 1 and the powers g* are evaluated
modulo N. For every case mentioned above it is easy to find the correspond-
ing value of ¢ (using torus symmetries to transform the above vectors into
a vector of this type). Note the similarities to so called Frolov lattices, see
[35], 144, [45] [65] for details.
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3 Continuous LP

We already mentioned another interpretation of the dual LP (Z8) via a
positive definite function (27) lying below the potential. More general in
the continuous setting we have the following theorem [24, 29| [72]. In this
case we generally do not require ¢ or b to be invariant under permutation of
the variables.

Theorem 3.1. Let ¢ : [0,1)? — R and let b : [0,1)¢ — R such that ¢(x) >
b(x) for all x € [0,1)¢ and for its Fourier expansion we have

b(x) = Z b(m) exp(27im ' x)

mecZ4
with b(m) > 0 for all m € Z¢ — 0. Then
E(X) > N?b(0) — Nb(0)
(see () for all X C [0,1)? with #X = N.

A function on the torus [0, 1)? all of whose Fourier coefficients are nonnegative
is also called positive definite. Since b is real-valued and has real Fourier
coefficients we know that b(m) = b(—m).

Proof of Theorem[3 1. Let b be as in the assumptions, then

E(X)= ) cx-y)> > blx-y)=-Nb0)+ ) bx-y)

x,yeX x,yeX x,yeX
x#y x#y
= —Nb(0) + Y _ b(m) > exp(2rim’(x —y))
mezd x,yeX
2
= —Nb(0) + Y b(m)|>  exp(2rim'x)
meZad xeX

> N2b(0) — Nb(0).
0

Since we aim to show the optimality of the Fibonacci lattice ®, (L3), we
would like to have a function b as in Theorem Bl with N2b(0) — Nb(0) =
E(®,). Since we then would have equality everywhere in the above chain of
inequalities we also get the condition that c¢(x) = b(x) for all x € &, — 0 as

well as
2

=0

~

b(m) Z exp(2mim " x)

XE@[
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for all m € Z? — 0. This can be reformulated as saying that

Z exp(2mim " x) # 0

xedy

implies that l;(m) = 0. For the Fibonacci lattice this is the case if and only
if
mq+ Fy_ymy =0 mod Fy.

Thus, we want to construct a function b with the following properties:
(i) b(x) < ¢(x) for all x € [0,1)?, ...
(i) b(x) = c¢(x) for all x € &, — 0, ...
(iii) b(m) > 0 for all m € Z? — 0 and ...
(iv) b(m) = 0 for m € Z2 — 0 with m; + Fy_ymy =0 mod F}.

Assuming that b and ¢ are sufficiently smooth, points (i) and (ii) amount
to an interpolation problem where we do not just interpolate the function
values but also all partial first derivatives. An approach would thus be to
construct b via an Hermite interpolation of ¢ at the desired points. Indeed,
in [24] it was shown that in the one-dimensional setting and for a large class
of potentials ¢ this method is enough to give a feasible interpolant b. The
higher dimensional (here two-dimensional) analogue of that seems to be more
involved though: Hermite interpolation at the points of the Fibonacci lattice
even for the potential of the periodic Lo-discrepancy does not yield a function
lying below ¢ (to try to fix this one could introduce auxiliary functions such
as in (5.12) below). We thus need to add some further assumptions and use
some new techniques.

Following [24], we start by transforming our potential and interpolant using

(5.1) arccos s arccost
s, t) =c
A or ' 27

(assuming c(z,y) = ¢(1 — z,y) = ¢(x,1 — y) the function ¢ is completely
de&ermined by its values on [0,1/2]%, the image of (s,t) — (25ss arcost))
an

arccos s arccost
t):=>b .
s,y =0 (G 2
The energy of a point set X C [0,1)? in this formulation is given by

Z v(cos(2m(xy — y1)), cos(2m(z2 — y2)))- (3.1)

x,yeX
XEy

The corresponding conditions on b become the following for 3:
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(i) t) < (s, t) for all (s,t) € [0,1),

B
(ii) fﬁ k) = ’V(Uk,vk) with (ug,v) = (cos(2mk/Fy), cos(2mFy_1k/FY))

(s,
(up, v
rk=1,...,F,—1, ...

=

(m) >0 for allm € Z> — 0 and ...

(i)
(iv) f(m) = 0 for m € Z* — 0 with mq + Fy_ymy =0 mod Fy.

= > Bm) Ty (5) Lo (1)

meZ?2

Here

is the expansion with (tensor product) Chebyshev polynomials, where
T, (s) = cos(narccos s), and indeed

~

B(m) = b(m)

for all m € Z2. For the Chebyshev polynomials we also have the recurrence
To(s) =1, Ti(s) = s and

Thi1(s) = 25T, (s) — Th—1(s) (3.2)

for n > 1. Frequencies m whose corresponding coefficients B(m) are re-
quired to be zero according to condition (iv) above will be called forbidden
frequencies. All other frequencies will be called allowed.

For the special case where the potential is given via the worst case integration
error with parameter p > 0 we set

Wy (5) = 1+g (% B ar(;c;(:ss N (arc;;)s s)2> (3.3)
and
Vp(8: 1) = wy(s)wp(t). (3.4)

Note that due to Remark [T we may restrict v, to [—1,1)? without compro-
mising any minimizers.

4 Hermite interpolation and absolutely mono-
tonic functions

We will recall some technical definitions and tools from [24].

20



Given a function f : [a,b] — R, nodes a < x; < -+ < x, < b and numbers
ki,...,k, € N, the Hermite interpolant of f in the nodes z1,...,z, of
respective orders ky, . . ., k, is the unique polynomial h of degree < k{+- - -+k,
such that ) (z;) = hU)(x;) for alli =1,...,n and all 0 < j < k;. Here f0)
denotes the j-th derivative with f© = f. Of course, we always assume that
f is sufficiently smooth so that all required derivatives exist. We will recall
some facts about the Hermite interpolation. We start with an error formula
(|24], Lemma 2.1 or [3|, 64]).

Lemma 4.1. Let h be the Hermite interpolant of f at the points described
above. For every t € [a, b] there is a 7 = 7(t) € [a,b] with

f(k?1+ +k5n

(k4 'gt—xz

ft) = h(t) =

A smooth function f is called absolutely monotonic if () > 0 for all
n € Ny and all ¢ € (a,b). These functions are of special importance since
if we consider their Hermite interpolant with k; all even (except if possibly
xr1 = a), then by the above error formula we see that f(¢t) > h(t) for all
t € [a,b]. The following also holds true ([24], Proposition 2.2).

Lemma 4.2. Let h be the Hermite interpolant of f at the points described
above. If f is absolutely monotonic, then so is

f{t) = h(t)

(t—x)k . (t—xy)kn

The following is a special case of the main result of [24] for the circle S* and
follows from the discussion in Section 6 therein.

Lemma 4.3. Let f be an absolutely monotonic function on [—1,1) and let
h be the Hermite interpolant of f at x; = cos(2wi/N),i = 1,...,[N/2| up
to order k; = 2. Writing

= Z h(m)T,

m>0
in terms of the Chebyshev polynomials it holds A(m) > 0 for all m.

A particular example of an absolutely monotonic function is given by (B.3))
for 0 < p < 24 since it holds (by formula (13) in [48])

wp<>—1——+4i§:j

for all -1 < s <1.

s—i—l (4.1)
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5 The 5-point Fibonacci lattice

We will concentrate on the particular case of the 5-point Fibonacci lattice.
The forbidden frequencies are of the form (my, my) # (0,0) with m;+3ms =0
mod 5. Our construction will only use frequencies from the square (my, ms) €
{0,1,2,3,4}? although a bigger range could also be considered. There, the
forbidden frequencies are

(1,3),(2,1),(3,4), (4,2). (5.1)
We also need  to eventually interpolate v in the points

(u,v) = (cos(27m/5), cos(67/5)) = <\/54_ 1, _\/54+ 1) (5.2)

and (v, u) up to first partial derivatives.

5.1 A rigorous construction

Assume for now that the potential has the form ~(s,t) = fi(s)f2(t) with
fi, f2 1 [=1,1) — [0, 00) absolutely monotonic (it will turn out that having
fi(k) > 0 for & < 5 will suffice for what follows). Consider the Hermite
interpolants hq, ho for fi, fo respectively at the points —1, v, v, u, u, meaning
that we interpolate the function values in —1, v, v and also the derivatives in
v, u. By Lemma [.1] and the small discussion thereafter we have

fi(8) = ha(s),  fa(s) = hals). (5-3)

We collect some facts for the interpolation at these points.

Lemma 5.1. Let h be the Hermite interpolant of f : [-1,1) — R at
—1,v,v,u,u. Then

h(s) = 3 h(m)To(s)

m=0
with coefficients given by
72 o] r 10+4V/5 5+v5 10-4v/5 5-v5 7 r .
}}<O) ’ _100+%6\/5 17+53\/5 _100 %6\/5 17 53\/5 /(=)
}}(1) - 75 %51ﬁ GJE?/E - 75 _2251\/5 6_1?/5 f/(v)
}}(2) =16 - +25 +5 s E F'(v)
h( 3) 4 — 5o+2151\/5 4+5\/3 50— 2151\/5 4—5\/5 f(u)
h(4) 9 _249V5 345 _25-9V5  3-\5 f(u)
L . L 25 10 25 o 4 - -

Furthermore, if f is absolutely monotonic then all h(m) > 0.
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Proof. The formula for the coefficients can be verfied by simply checking
the interpolation conditions. We omit the details here, but note that the
columns of the matrix are the Chebyshev coefficients of the basis functions
expressing the Hermite interpolant directly through the data f®*)(s),k €
{0,1},s € {—1,v,u} akin to Lagrange polynomials for standard polynomial
interpolation (see equations (3.6.2-4) in [3]).

Assume now f to be absolutely monotonic. By Lemma we have that

ol = LI

is also absolutely monotonic. Let h be the Hermite interpolant of g in
v,v,u,u. By Lemma [L.3] we know that h has nonnegative Chebyshev coeffi-

cients. But then h(s) = f(—1) + (s + 1)h(s) (by uniqueness of the Hermite
interpolant) and using (B.2]), from which we get

sT(s) = Ti(s) ;m =0
" M Ts1(8) + T (s)) ,m>1"

we obtain that h only has nonnegative Chebyshev coefficients. O

The nonnegativity of 2(m) can also be proven in a more elementary way.
Using the divided difference algorithm for Hermite interpolation [3], [64] we
get coefficients ¢, . .., cs with

h(s) =co+c1(s+ 1) + ca(s+ 1)(s — v)

(s 4 1)(s — 0)2 + eals + 1)(s — 0)2(s — w). (5.4)

Using Rolle’s theorem and the divided difference structure of the ¢, it is
possible to show that c,, = f™(s,,)/m! > 0 for suitable s,, € [~1,u] (which
can also be seen as a consequence of the Hermite-Genocchi formula [3]). The
basis functions (s+1)(s—v), (s+1)(s—v)? and (s+1)(s —v)*(s—u) can all
easily be expressed as nonnegative combinations of Chebyshev polynomials,
for example

(s+1)(s—v)*= 1Tg(s) + ’ +4\/5T2(S) + wﬂ(s) + 9%83\/5

4
and similarly for the other basis functions, from which h(m) > 0 follows.
We come back to finding a suitable function g to show the optimality of the
5-point Fibonacci lattice. If we would have hi(s), ha(s) > 0 then together

with (5.3) we get

hi(s)ha(t) = > ha(ma)ha(mo) T, (8) Ty (1) < (s, 1)

m1,m2=0
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with equality in (s,t) € {—1,v,u}?, importantly for (s,t) = (u,v) and (v, u).
The nonnegativity of the Hermite interpolant at the points —1,v, v, u, u can
be verfied in multiple ways:

(1)

Since |T;,(s)] < 1fors € [~1,1] we get h(s) = h(0)+> % _, h(m)Tp(s) >
0 if

h(0) > ) h(m). (5.5)

m=1

This condition in turn is implied by h(m) < 2-™h(0) for 1 < m < 4,
which seems to hold in certain cases. In the case of the worst case
integration error w,, which is absolutely monotonic for 0 < p < 24 by

1), (5.5) is fulfilled for all p < 17.49.

Taking the representation via divided differences (5.4]) and using the
bounds

7—3v5

s+1>0, (s+1)(s—wv)> —— 33 > —0.01, (s+1)(s—v)?>0,

> —0.21

349 + 591v/5 + 31/230334 + 32182V/5
1)(s—v)?(s—u) > —
(s+1)(s—v)*(s—u) > 16384
for s € [—1, 1], the positivity of h follows by (for nonnegative coefficients
Cm)

Co Z 0.0102 + 0.2104. (56)

For absolutely monotonic f and by the remark after (5.4)) this is implied
by

.01 21
F-1) > O () + 2 ),

Again for f = w, this is fulfilled for p < 22.11.

We could also inspect a representation of the form h(s) = 370 _ hp(s+1)™
However, the coefficients h,, seem to be hard to control analytically and do
not seems to give too much of an improvement to the above methods. So
far, we do not have a systematic criterion on f that implies h(s) > 0.

Since all coefficients h;(m;) are nonnegative by Lemma 5.1, hy(s)ho(t) would
almost qualify as a function [ verifying the optimality of the 5-point Fi-
bonacci lattice. The only problem is that we possibly use some of the for-
bidden frequencies (5.J]). This can be fixed by considering the following
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functions
1
dag (s, t) = 5(23 + 2t + 1)*#,

1
d(271)(8, t) = 1(23 + 2t + 1)2(3 +1),

desa)(s,t) = (4st + 1)2(5(2752 —1)+1),
da2) (s, t) = (4st + 1)%s.

These functions are chosen so that ...
(1) dimyme)(s,t) >0 forall =1 < s, <1and ...

(ii) d(mhmg)(u, U) = d(ml’mQ)(U, ’LL) = 0.

Indeed, point (i) follows by inspection of the expressions for the individual
functions. Point (ii) is a consequence of the identities 2u+2v+1 = 4duv+1 =
0, as can be easily verfied from (5.2)). Furthermore, their representations
using tensor product Chebyshev polynomials are given in Tabel Bl

The idea is to subtract of suitable, nonnegative multiples of the functions
d(myms) Off of hi(s)ha(t) as to eliminate all forbidden frequencies. By (i)
above, we still get a function that lies below v and by (ii) we do not disturb
the relevant interpolation conditions. Setting

B(s,t) == hi(s)ha(t) — h1(4)ha(2)d(49)(5, 1)
—h1(3)ha(4)d(z,4 (s, 1)

1(2)ha(1) = 201 (3)ha(4))d21) (5, )

1(1)32(3)d(1,3)(5>t)

)h
)h

>

(5.7)

>,

thus results in a function that does not have any forbidden frequencies. Note
that one also needs to check

~ ~

h(2)ha(1) = 201 (3)ha(4) > 0. (5.8)

It remains to check that all other Chebyshev coefficients are nonnegative.
This can be interpreted as a certain decay condition on ﬁl(ml)ﬁ] (m;). One
could also try to find other functions d(m, m,) which might be better suited
for other potentials ~.

It is a straightforward task to check these finitely many inequalities for a
given potential v. We will discuss the case for v, in particular. Let h, be
the Hermite interpolant of w, at —1,v,v,u,u. The coefficients ﬁp(m) are
of the form ¢y + c;p for some constants ¢y, c; depending on m. Thus, the
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Table 3: Tables of (tensor product) Chebyshev coefficients of the functions
d(m,,ms), forbidden frequencies are in bold.

daz) | To(s) | Ti(s) | Ta(s) | T5(s) | Tu(s)
T 132 1 | 12

TG | 32 | 3

o) 74 [ 1 |12

Lo 12 | 1

()| 1/4

diy | To(s) | Ti(s) | Ta(s) | T5(s) | Tu(s)
o) | 7/4 [ 52 1 | 1/4

T 2 | 3

L) | 12 | 12

T35(t)

Ty(t)

dia | To(s) | Ti(s) | Ta(s) | T5(s) | Tu(s)
Tot) | 5 3 | 4 1

Tt | 2 s | 2

L) | 4 7 4 | 2

)| 2 5

0 3 i

dug) | To(s) | Ti(s) | Ta(s) | T5(s) | Tu(s)
To(t) | 7/2 9/2 1
0 6 5

T | 3 1 i
T5(1)

Ty(t)
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tensor product Chebyshev coeflicients of h,(s)h,(t) and of the corresponding
function (,(s,t) are degree 2 polynomials in the variable p. It can be checked
that the coefficients of 3, are all nonnegative for 0 < p < 11.66439115.. .,
after which only the (0, 4)-coefficient h,(0)h,(4) — iﬁp(l)ﬁp(@ turns negative.
The precise value of the upper bound can be determined by solving for the
positive root of this quadratic equation if desired. Otherwise, in the range
0 < p < 24 only the (0,2)-, (2,0)- and (3,0)-coefficient of 5, will turn
negative at some point. It would thus be interesting to know if there are
other auxiliary functions d(,,, m,) such that all coefficients of 3, in this range
stay nonnegative.

We suspect that not only the absolute monotonicity of f but also (logarith-
mic) convexity might be important to get a corresponding function g (as well
as possibly further assumptions). It is not hard to check that w, is logarith-
mically convex for s € [—1,1] (so that -, is convex in (s,t) € [—1,1]?) if and
only if

2472

p < Tk 8.4992. .. (5.9)
(while the corresponding, untransformed version 1+ 5(% — 2 +2?),z € [0,1]
is only logarithmically convex for p < 6 [43]). For more on convexity and its
relation to tensor products see [61]. Further below we will show how such
concepts will help to prove the optimality of the 3-point lattices as discussed
at the end of Section 2]in arbitrary dimensions.

To conclude this section we also ask how necessary the tensor product struc-
ture of vy(s,t) = fi(s)f2(t) in this scenario really is. It is easy to see that
if v1,...,7, have suitable functions f, ..., 3,, then for v; + --- + ~, the
function f; 4+ --- + [, is a certificate for the optimality of a given point
set (so far the 5-point Fibonacci lattice), thus the method can also be ap-
plied to potentials that can be represented (or even just approximated) by
sums of such terms fi(s)f2(f) with absolute monotonic fi, fo. In general
we could simply interpolate « directly in {—1,v,u}* with matching par-
tial derivatives where necessary (obtaining 25 conditions), to get h(s,t) =

~

s h(my, ma) T, (8)Tm,(t). We do not know of any condition on ~y

mi,m2=0
that guarantees that this function h lies below it. Only requiring

orF ot
@@7(&@ >0

for all £,/ € Ny and all —1 < s,t < 1 will not suffice as can be observed with
the function (1 + s)'°(1 + ¢)!°, which has only nonnegative derivatives but
the interpolant at the above points does not stay below. The main problem
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here is that we cannot guarantee h(s) > 0 for the Hermite interpolants of the
individual factors except if say (5.6) holds, but it would be more desirable
to have a more direct condition on the potential and its derivative, akin to
[24]. Perhaps logarithmic convexity, (5.15) below or other properties could
help in that.

We summarize this section into the following theorem.

Theorem 5.2. Let f; : [-1,1) — R,i = 1,2 be functions such that fi(k)
is nonnegative for all k& < 5 and assume that (5.6]) holds for the Hermite
interpolants of f; at the nodes —1,v,v,u,u (B.2). If 5 as in (5.7) only has
nonnegative tensor product Chebyshev coefficients and (5.8]) holds, then the
5-point Fibonacci lattice is a minimizer of the energy given by the potential
v(s,t) = fi(s)f2(t) as in (BI). In particular this holds for the worst case
integration error v, (3.4]) for p < 11.66.

It would already be interesting to do a similar analysis for the potentials given
by the worst case error of quasi-Monte Carlo integration over periodic Sobolev
spaces of higher smoothness as given in Example 19 in [7]. Unfortunately
the here described algorithm does not seem to work for that (the (2,2)-
coefficient of the corresponding [ functions turns ever so slightly negative,
perhaps finding other auxiliary functions d(m, m,) or using more frequencies
for B could already help).

5.2 A numerical construction

We want to describe another construction for the function S which relies
more on numerics but therefore gives a slightly expanded range for p. In the
previous part we first constructed a function that lies below v and then used
auxiliary functions to eliminate forbidden coefficients. Now we first construct
an interpolant of v at the desired points and then use auxiliary functions to
guarantee that it stays below v while avoiding forbidden frequencies. Since
we only have numerical calculations we only want to outline the method,
mainly for the case of ,.

We start with constructing a function h(s,¢) which interpolates v(s,t) in
(s,t) = (u,v) and (v, u) up to first partial derivatives. Assume for simplicity
that

(s, t) = (¢ s) (5.10)

is symmetric (as is the case for ,), so if we impose symmetry on h then we
only need to check the conditions at (u,v), the respective conditions at (v, u)
follow by symmetry. As an ansatz we use

h(s,t) = co + c1(s + 1) + co(25% + 2t* — 2),
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which consist of symmetrized Chebyshev polynomials 7,,(s) + 71, (t). We use
the frequencies (0,0), (0, 1),(0,2),(1,0),(2,0), which are all allowed (using
other frequencies is also possible). Determining the coefficients ¢y, ¢1, ¢y using

0

0 0
/Y(u)v) = h(ua U), %7(7% U) = Os

we get
5+25 0 5250
=l g g I T
VB D)4 B2YED
= —~(u,v —~(u,v
1T T0 s 0 ot
c __L (2 (u v)—g (u,v)
2 — 2\/5 687 Y at’y 9 .
For 7, we can calculate the coefficients ¢; and c; numerically and see that
they are nonnegative for p < 11.97. More systematically, ¢; > 0 follows from

the absolute monotonicity of w, (4.1 since

2 O _ 9—D
+\/_> \/_>0

10 10
> 0). As for ¢o > 0, note that by (5.9) we

P 2, .
< {2, in particular for a fixed parameter

(the same argument shows cq

know that -+, is convex for p
—1 < rg < 1 the function

g(r) =, (ro+r,ro — 1)

is symmetric g(r) = g(—r) by (B.10) and convex (where it is defined, so that

—1 <ry+tr<1). We conclude
, 0 0
0<4g(r)= %fyp(roer,'ro —r)— Pl (ro+mr,m0 — 1)

for r > 0. Setting ro = —1/4, r = v/5/4 and using (5.2) we thus obtain

0 0
— — > 0.
p(,0) = 2p(u,0) 2 0

In fact, more generally we have shown
0 0
- > .
(85 at)ws,t) >0 (5.11)

29



for all s > ¢, as long as v is symmetric, convex and sufficiently smooth (so
that the partial derivatives exist).

While h has nonnegative Chebyshev coefficients and fulfils the interpolation
conditions, it generally does not stay below ~ (as can be seen by ploting
the two funcions for 7,). Similar to (5.7) we have some symmetric auxiliary
functions, namely

dy(s,t) =5+ 6(Ta(s) + Ta(t)) + 4(T5(s) + T3(t))
= — 7 —12(s + 1)+ 12(s* +*) + 16(s> + 1*),
do(s,t) =5+ 2(Ty(s) + Ty(t)) + 4(Ta(s) + To(t)) + 2(Ts(s) + T3(t)) (5.12)
+ 4T (s)T1(t)
= — 3 —4(s+1t) + 8(s* +1?) + 8(s* + t*) + 4st,

(in the following only d; will be important for us but it could still be useful
to have other functions with similar properties for different potentials) which
have nonnegative Chebyshev coefficients of allowed frequencies and fulfil

9 i) = L v) =0,

di(U,'U) = ot

SO
B(s,t) = h(s,t) + ardi(s,t) + aads(s,t)

for a;; > 0 has nonnegative Chebyshev coefficients of allowed frequencies and
still fulfils the desired interpolation conditions. At least in the case of (B3)
these functions are negative where v,(s,t) < h(s,t) and indeed for the right
choice of «; this 8 seems to stay below 7,. While we do not have an analytic
way how to choose «; nor a systematic way of proving that indeed 8 < ~,
for these values of «;, we found that

10 10 18(11

== - - - —0 (5.1
= 3595 (V) 3w v) = o ) 22 =0 (5.13)

474
seems to work for 0.12 < p < 15.31, at least by looking at the plots of (8
and 7,. The motivation for choosing this value for o; comes from trying to
guarantee that the function v, (s, t)— (s, t) is monotonically increasing on the
ray starting at (u,v) (where we know 7,(u,v) — B(u,v) = 0 by interpolation
independent of a;) and ending at (s, t) for s > ¢, which would imply 7, (s,t)—
B(s,t) > 0 there and by symmetry also for s < t. That is we want to have

t—wv

Vhﬂ&ﬂ—E@J»TF_u}ZO (5.14)
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forall1 > s>t > —1, where V = [%, %]T. It is straight forward to check
that the left-hand side at (s,t) = (—1/4, —1/4) evaluates to 0 independent
of 1. A necessary condition for (5.14)) to hold in a neighborhood of (s,t) =
(—1/4,—1/4) in {(s,t) : =1 < s,t < 1,s > t} then is that the gradient of the
left-hand side at (s,t) = (—1/4, —1/4) points in the direction [1, —1]", which
leads to (BI3]). Again, we do not have any analytic guarantee on v for (5.14)
to hold. By inspection of the plot it seems like (5.14]) holds for 1 < p < 15.24.
At the end, remembering that we also need to have nonnegative Chebyshev
coefficients, this approach seems to work for 0.12 < p < 13.38 (the term
aydy (s, t) gives an extra contribution to the coefficient of Ty (s) + T(t)).
For this method the condition (B.I1]) was of importance to show nonnegativity
of the involved coefficients and it is conceivable that for Fibonacci lattices
containing even more points we would even want to have

(% - %)ky(s,t) >0 (5.15)

for k € N and s > t, as well as perhaps even more conditions of similar type
on 1.

6 Universal optimality of the 3-point lattices
Consider, as mentioned at the end of Section 2 the lattice
T :={(k/3,...,k/3) : k=0,1,2} C[0,1)%,

which is up to torus symmetries the uniquely determined d-dimensional ra-
tional lattice with 3 elements (see [14, 4] for details on rational lattices,
often also called integration lattices).

Theorem 6.1. Let d € N, v : [-1,1)? — R be convex and assume there is
an affine function §(s) = g + h's with ¢ € R, h € R? with h; > 0 for all
i=1,...,d, B(s) <(s) for all s € [-1,1)¢ and

W(=1/2, ... —1/2) = B(~1/2,....,—1/2).

Then for every X C [0,1)? with #X = 3 it holds

Z v(cos(2m(xy — y1)),s ... cos(2m(zg — ya))) > 67(—1/2,...,—1/2).
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The right-hand side corresponds to the energy of the 3-point lattice T, show-
ing its optimality for these potential functions. Equivalently, we can also
define 8 as a supporting hyperplane of v at the point

(cos(2m/3),...,cos(21/3)) = (—1/2,...,—1/2)

which is required to be increasing in every coordinate. The existence of such
a function 8 can be guaranteed if

0
8Si

v(s) > 0

for all s € [~1,1)? (or at least in s = —11) and all ¢ = 1,...,d holds,
assuming - is differentiable and convex.

Proof of Theorem[6.1. The result follows directly from Theorem B.1], trans-
formed to the Chebyshev setting via the cosine-substitution. The frequencies

(1,0,...,0),(0,1,0,...,0),...,(0,...,0,1)

are allowed since

> cos(2mz;) =1-1/2-1/2=0

xeT
for all ¢+ = 1,...,d. Since  has by assumption nonnegative coeflicients
(except for possibly hgy) the bound in Theorem [B.1] gives the result. O

Since this case is relatively manageable computation wise it could even be
possible to give a simpler proof without using the LP-method, for example
via Jensen’s inequality similar to [2I]. We leave this question to the interested
reader.

7 Conclusion and outlook

We investigated point sets on the torus with respect to their optimality for
energies defined in a tensor product way. We introduced two methods via
linear programming, one deriving from Delsarte’s method from coding theory
and one in the continuous setting, which gave us candidates for possibly
optimal point sets and ways to show their optimality. It turned out that in
the case of d = 2 we recover the well known Fibonacci lattices in this way,
giving further evidence for their utility for quasi-Monte Carlo algorithms and
in discrepancy theory. In higher dimensions we determined similar sets, but
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only for N < 7 points, one notable construction being the 123-lattice in
d = 3. We demonstrated how one can get a candidate function  showing
the optimality of the 5-point Fibonacci lattice for a given potential v, given
a finite set of inequalities holds. If this algorithm succeedes then the 5-point
Fibonacci lattice is optimal for this potential function. We hope that future
research will determine systematic conditions on +, ideally only using basic
properties like nonnegativity after applying differential operators such as in
(EI5) or convexity.

We would like to end with one last remark. Note that the torus can be
written as a product of circles S! x --- x S, It is natural to ask how this
looks more generally on Q = S™ x ... x S™. Given 7 : [-1,1)¢ — R the
energy of a finite set X C Q) can be given (analogous to [24]) by

> Y((xy), L (x ).
(Xl7"'7xd)7(y17"'7yd)€X
(b DAy )

Using tensor product Gegenbauer polynomials (as considered for S™ in [24])
it is possible to write down an LP-bound similar to Theorem 3.1l While in
general we do not have good candidates for optimal point configurations in
this setting (the adapted Delsarte method on the discretized torus worked so
well, because the circle S, contrary to S™ for n > 2, has arbitrarily dense,
finite subgroups in its isometry group, namely rotations generated by a %’r
angle for all R € N, in addition to coordinate reflexions and permutations),
we can still get an analogous result to Theorem If A"t C 8™ are the

vertices of the regular simplex consisting of n + 2 points and setting
D= {(x,...,x) :x € A"} C (5™)¢

(the diagonal of (A"*1)9) it is possible to prove, completely analogous to
Theorem [6.1], the universal optimality of D™? among all n + 2 point sets
X C (8™)? with respect to the potential + fulfilling analogous conditions to
the ones in Theorem [6.1], namely convexity and the existence of an increasing
supporting hyperplane in

1 1
n+17 4l

(the inner product between two distinct points from A™1). This is also
similar to the proof of the special case of Theorem 1.2 in [24] on pages 104
and 105. While it is also possible to consider projective planes or any other
spaces for further tensor product constructions, we do not have any results
in this direction.
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