arXiv:1403.2155v3 [math.CO] 22 Sep 2015

EQUIANGULAR LINES IN EUCLIDEAN SPACES

GARY GREAVES, JACOBUS H. KOOLEN, AKIHIRO MUNEMASA, AND FERENC SZÖLLŐSI

Abstract. We obtain several new results contributing to the theory of real equiangular line systems. Among other things, we present a new general lower bound on the maximum number of equiangular lines in d dimensional Euclidean space; we describe the two-graphs on 12 vertices; and we investigate Seidel matrices with exactly three distinct eigenvalues. As a result, we improve on two long-standing upper bounds regarding the maximum number of equiangular lines in dimensions d = 14, and d = 16. Additionally, we prove the nonexistence of certain regular graphs with four eigenvalues, and correct some tables from the literature.

Keywords and phrases. Equiangular lines, Seidel matrix, Switching, Twograph

1. Introduction

Let d ≥ 1 be an integer and let R^d denote the Euclidean d-dimensional space equipped with the usual inner product ⟨., .⟩. A set of n ≥ 1 lines, represented by the unit vectors v_1, v_2, . . . , v_n ∈ R^d , is called equiangular if there exists a constant α ≥ 0, such that ⟨v_i, v_j ⟩ = ±α for all 1 ≤ i < j ≤ n. This constant is referred to as the common angle between the lines. If α = 0 then the line system is just a subset of an orthonormal basis. If n ≤ d then it is easy to construct equiangular line systems for all 0 ≤ α ≤ 1. Hence we exclude these trivial cases by assuming that n > d and consequently α > 0.

Equiangular lines were introduced first by Haantjes [19] in 1948 and then investigated by Van Lint and Seidel in a seminal paper [27] and were further studied during the 1970s [6, 9, 36, 48]. Recently there has been an interest in some special, highly structured complex equiangular line systems [17]. In the engineering literature these objects are called tight frames, and they are used for various applications in signal processing [15, 22]. Some of these complex tight frames are studied by physicists under the name of SIC-POVMs, and are used in quantum tomography [1, 39]. Discussion of the complex case and these applications are beyond the scope of this paper.

This paper is motivated by the fundamental problem of determining the maximum number, N(d), of equiangular lines in R^d . In Table 1 we display the current best known lower and upper bounds on N(d) for the first few values of d. The table includes the contributions of this paper; compare to the relevant table in [26].

Date: March 31, 2018.

2010 Mathematics Subject Classification. Primary 05B20, secondary 05B40. 1

d 2 3 4 5 6 7–13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23–41 N(d) 3 6 6 10 16 28 28–29 36 40–41 48–50 48–61 72–76 90–96 126 176 276 1/α 2 √ 5 √ 5, 3 3 3 3 3, 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5

Table 1. The maximum number of equiangular lines for d ≤ 41.

We remark that there exist several incorrectly revised tables in the current literature (see Remark 1.1), which might suggest to the uninitiated that N(d) is known for small d. Table 1 shows that, despite a considerable amount of research in the past 40 years, determining N(d) even for relatively small values of d is still out of reach. The methods used to obtain configurations with the above indicated number of lines are discussed throughout the scattered literature [26, 40, 47, 48, 49], while the upper bounds will be mentioned later. The reader may wish to jump ahead to Section 5.3, where the new results regarding dimensions d = 14 and d = 16 are presented.

Remark 1.1. Seidel seems to claim in [40, Section 3.3] that the lower bounds indicated in Table 1 above cannot be improved unless d = 19 or 20. This might be true, but it is unclear whether or not his statement follows implicitly from the cited literature.

The Gram matrix of the equiangular line system [G]_{i,j} := ⟨v_i, v_j ⟩, 1 ≤ i, j ≤ n, is of fundamental interest. It contains all the relevant parameters of the line system and thus the study of equiangular lines using matrix theoretical and linear algebraic tools is possible. We find it, however, more convenient to consider the Seidel matrix S := (G − I)/α instead, which is a symmetric matrix with zero diagonal and ±1 entries otherwise. The multiplicity of the smallest eigenvalue λ_0 = −1/α of S describes the smallest possible dimension d such that the line system can be embedded into R^d (see [26] for more details). Seidel matrices are the central objects of this paper.

The outline of this paper is as follows. In Section 2 we provide an overview of the subject and present both classical and recent results on fundamental properties of equiangular lines. The main result of this part is an improved general quadratic lower bound on the maximum number of equiangular lines (cf. [12]). In Section 3 we prove new modular identities involving the determinant and the permanent of Seidel matrices. In Section 4 we report on our computational results: we present a full classification of Seidel matrices up to order 12 (cf. [6, 32, 43]). In Section 5 we investigate Seidel matrices with three distinct eigenvalues, and we give new upper bounds for N(d) for several values of d. In Section 6 we discuss equiangular line systems with common angle 1/5. During the course of the paper we extend (and occasionally correct) several tables from the literature.

2. Large sets of equiangular lines

In this section we recall some fundamental structural results on equiangular lines, and discuss several lower and upper bounds on N(d). The main contribution here is Corollary 2.7, which extends an earlier construction of de Caen (see the discussion preceding Theorem 2.5) and describes a new general lower bound for N(d).

The first result is the absolute bound.

Theorem 2.1 (Gerzon, see [26]). For every d ≥ 2 we have

(2.1) N(d) ≤ d(d + 1) 2 , and if equality holds then d = 2, 3, or d + 2 is the square of an odd integer.

Equality indeed holds for d = 2, 3, 7, and 23. For long it was conjectured that the upper bound (2.1) is attained whenever d + 2 is an odd square, until Makhnev, in a surprising breakthrough paper [29], proved that N(47) < 24 · 47. Additional counterexamples were found subsequently by a different method [2]; and recently, by employing semidefinite programming, the upper bound (2.1) for N(d) was considerably improved for various dimensions d ≤ 136 [3]. It is worthwhile to note that these are three fundamentally different approaches.

It turns out that the common angle α is heavily restricted when n > 2d.

Theorem 2.2 (Neumann, see [26]). Assume that there exist n equiangular lines in R^d with common angle α.

a) If the associated Seidel matrix has an even eigenvalue, then it has multiplicity 1. b) If n > 2d, then 1/α is an odd integer.

Theorem 2.2 is particularly useful for deciding the maximum number of equiangular lines in R^d for small d. The result above can be combined with the following improved upper bound, called the relative bound, which takes into consideration the common angle under some assumptions on the ambient dimension d.

Proposition 2.3 (cf. [27, Lemma 6.1]). Assume that there exist n equiangular lines in R^d with common angle α ≤ 1/ √ d + 2. Then n ≤ d(1 − α^2)/(1 − dα^2), and equality holds if and only if the corresponding Seidel matrix has exactly two distinct eigenvalues.

Remark 2.4. The relative bound, described by Proposition 2.3, does not exceed the absolute bound, given by Theorem 2.1.

We provide a slight generalization of Proposition 2.3 in Section 5 (see Theorem 5.6), and investigate the case of “almost” equality in Theorem 5.21. For other bounds, similar in spirit, see [37].

Now we turn to the discussion of lower bounds. It is easy to show that N(d) ≥ cd √ d for some c > 0 (see [26]), but for many years the asymptotic behavior of N(d) was unknown (see [40, p. 884]). De Caen [12] was the first to show that N(d) ≥ 2(d + 1)^2/9 for infinitely many values of d. His results imply a general quadratic lower bound, with a smaller leading coefficient, namely N(d) ≥ (d+2)^2/72 for every d ≥ 1, see [45, pp. 79–80]. We analyze de Caen’s construction and improve upon the previously mentioned general lower bound by a factor of 2.

Theorem 2.5. For each i ≥ 1 and m = 4^i there exists an equiangular set of (a) m(m/2 + 1) lines in R^{3m/2+1} ; and (b) m(m/2 + 1) − 1 lines in R^{3m/2} ; and (c) mj lines in R^{m+j−1} , for every j satisfying 1 ≤ j ≤ m/2. In each of the three cases the common angle is α = 1/(2^i + 1).

The proof is based on the existence of a complete set of m/2+1 pairwise mutually unbiased bases in R^m , whenever m = 4^i for some i ≥ 1. For a gentle introduction see [31]; for more details see Kantor’s work^1 [23, p. 157], and [8, 24]. We remark here that the case j = m/2 in part (c) gives exactly the same number of lines in R^{3m/2−1} as de Caen’s construction [12].

Proof. Let i ≥ 1 and consider a complete set of real mutually unbiased bases in R^m , where m = 4^i, i.e., m/2 + 1 orthonormal bases represented by orthogonal matrices B_0 := I, . . ., B_{m/2}. On the one hand, every entry of B^T_j B_k is ±1/ √ m, where 0 ≤ j < k ≤ m/2. On the other hand, we may assume that the first row of each of the matrices B_j , 1 ≤ j ≤ m/2 is normalized to be e_m/ √ m, where e_j denotes a row vector of length j having all entries 1. Having these matrices at our disposal, we build a block matrix whose columns will form the desired configuration of equiangular lines. Let a = 1/ √√ m + 1 and b = a^4 √ m. Consider

M(j) := [ bI bB_1 . . . bB_{j−1} bB_j aI_{j+1} ⊗ e_m ] , 1 ≤ j ≤ m/2. Part (a) follows from M(m/2). Part (b) follows by discarding the first column of M(m/2), and observing that [ −b 0 ⊗ e_m a ⊗ e_{m/2} ] is in its left nullspace.

Therefore the dimension of the column space is at most 3m/2. Part (c) follows by discarding the first m columns of M(j), and observing that [ −b 0 ⊗ e_m a ⊗ e_j ] and [ 0 ⊗ e_m 1 0 ⊗ e_j ] are in its left nullspace. □

Remark 2.6. To maximize the number of equiangular lines in a given dimension d the choice of the angle α is crucial. Indeed, in R^{95} we have n ≤ 438 for α ≤ 1/11 by Proposition 2.3. However, for α = 1/9, for which the previously mentioned bound does not apply, we can construct 2048 lines via part (c) of Theorem 2.5. On the other hand, for α = 1/3 the maximum number of equiangular lines is just 188 (see [26]). Therefore, in general, using an angle that is too small or too large does not give rise to a maximum number of equiangular lines.

We note some consequences.

Corollary 2.7. Let d ≥ 25 and let m = 4^i with i ≥ 2 be the unique power of 4 for which 3m/2 + 1 ≤ d ≤ 6m. Then

N(d) ≥ m(m/2 + 1) 3m/2 + 1 ≤ d ≤ 33m/8 − 1; 4m(d − 4m + 1) for 33m/8 ≤ d ≤ 6m − 1; 4m(2m + 1) − 1 d = 6m.

Proof. The result is an immediate consequence of Theorem 2.5. The first case follows from part (a) for i ≥ 2. The second case follows from part (c) by replacing m with 4m. Indeed, by using j mutually unbiased bases of size 4m, where m/8 + 1 ≤ j ≤ 2m, we have 4mj ≥ 4m(m/8 + 1) > m(m/2 + 1) lines in dimension d = 4m + j − 1 ≥ 33m/8. The third case follows from part (b) by replacing m with 4m. □ We remark that de Caen constructs equiangular lines for d = 6m − 1, (m = 4^i for some i ≥ 0), and his construction gives the same lower bound as indicated by Corollary 2.7.

1Note that the quadratic form x 1x_3 + x_1x_4 + x_2x_3 + x_2x_4 should be replaced by x_1x_3 + x_1x_4 + x_2x_3 + x_3x_4 in the relevant example of [23, p. 157].

Corollary 2.8 (cf. [12] and [45, pp. 79–80]). For every d ≥ 2 we have N(d) ≥ ⌈ 1 1089 ( 32d^2 + 328d + 296 ) ⌉ . Proof. Let f(d) := (32d^2 + 328d + 296)/1089. For 2 ≤ d ≤ 22 the statement is trivial since f(d) < d. For 23 ≤ d ≤ 24 we have f(d) < 276 and hence the 276 lines in R^{23} (see Table 1) satisfy the claim. Therefore we can assume that d ≥ 25 and so invoke Corollary 2.7. We readily see that f is the quadratic curve fit to the set of points {(33m/8 − 1, m(m/2 + 1)): m = 4^i, i ≥ 2} ⊂ R × R. By noting that N(33m/8) ≥ 4m(m/8 + 1) > f(33m/8) for m = 4^i, i ≥ 2, the convexity of f yields the desired result. □

It would be interesting to see whether the gap between the constants 32/1089 and 1/2 (cf. Theorem 2.1) could be further reduced. This could be achieved by either obtaining better constructions resulting in larger lower bounds on N(d); or by showing the non-existence of certain configurations, obtaining smaller upper bounds on N(d).

3. Some structural results on Seidel matrices

The switching class of a Seidel matrix S is the set of all Seidel matrices P DSDP^T where P is a permutation matrix and D is a ±1 diagonal matrix. Two Seidel matrices, S_1 and S_2, are called switching equivalent, if S_2 = P DS_1DP^T holds for some P and D. This equivalence captures the symmetries of the equiangular line systems. Indeed, the described operations correspond to relabeling the spanning unit vectors and replacing some of them with their negatives. It is customary to associate an ambient graph Γ to a Seidel matrix S, defined via its adjacency matrix A := (J − S − I)/2, where J is the matrix with all entries 1. In this terminology, by switching with respect to a vertex v in Γ, we obtain the graph Γ^′ in which the neighbors of v in Γ^′ are its nonneighbors in Γ and vice versa.

In this section we state some new structural results on Seidel matrices. To motivate our efforts we begin this part with a result about the determinant of a Seidel matrix whose ambient graph is regular.

Lemma 3.1. Let Γ be a connected k-regular graph on n vertices with adjacency matrix A. Assume that A has exactly r distinct eigenvalues. Then S := J − 2A − I has at most r distinct eigenvalues.

Proof. If the eigenvalues of A are k, and λ_1 < · · · < λ_{r−1}, then the eigenvalues of S are n − 2k − 1, and −2λ_i − 1 for all 1 ≤ i ≤ r − 1. □

Lemma 3.2. Let Γ be a connected k-regular graph on n vertices with e edges and let A be its adjacency matrix. Then det (J − 2A − I) ≡ (−1)^n(1−n)+4en (mod 8).

In particular, if the switching class of a Seidel matrix contains a connected regular graph then we know its determinant modulo 8.

Proof. The proof follows from a standard spectral analysis. Let k and λ_2, λ_3, . . . , λ_n be the eigenvalues of A. Note that trA = 0 and trA^2 = nk = 2e. The eigenvalues of S := J − 2A − I are n − 2k − 1 and −2λ_i − 1 for 2 ≤ i ≤ n from the proof of

Lemma 3.1. We find

detS = (n − 2k − 1) n∏ i=2 (−2λ_i − 1)

≡ (−1)^n(2k + 1 − n)

1 + 2 n∑ i=2 λ_i + 4 ∑ 2≤i<j≤n λ_iλ_j = (−1)^n(2k + 1 − n)(1 − 2k + 4(k^2 − e)) = (−1)^n(1 − n + 8k^3 − 16ek + 4en) ≡ (−1)^n(1 − n) + 4en (mod 8). □

We generalize Lemma 3.2 and prove it for arbitrary graphs (see Theorem 3.5), along with a related result on permanents. Let us recall that a derangement is a permutation without any fixed points. It is clear from the definition that the number of derangements on n elements, δ(n), is exactly per(J − I). By expanding this permanent along the first row we find that δ(n) = (n − 1)(δ(n − 1) + δ(n − 2)) for n ≥ 3. Combining this with the initial values δ(1) = 0 and δ(2) = 1 and using induction on n we obtain for n ≥ 2 that (3.1) δ(n) = nδ(n − 1) + (−1)^n.

Remark 3.3. It is possible to determine δ(n) (mod 8) based on equation (3.1). An easy inductive argument shows that δ(n) ≡ 1 (mod 8) for n even, and δ(n) ≡ n − 1 (mod 8) for n odd. In particular δ(n) ≡ n − 1 (mod 2).

Lemma 3.4. Let [S]_{i,j} = s_{i,j} be a Seidel matrix of order n ≥ 2. Let S^′ be obtained from S by changing s_{12} = s_{21} to their negatives. Then, we have detS^′ ≡ detS + 4n (mod 8).

We write S_n to denote the symmetric group on n elements.

Proof. For n = 2 the result is immediate, therefore we can assume that n ≥ 3. Let us define R_n := {σ ∈ S_n : σ(1) = 2, σ(2) ≠ 1, σ(i) ≠ i for 3 ≤ i ≤ n} and note that its cardinality is δ(n − 1). Since the inversion number obeys I(σ) = I(σ^{−1}) we readily find that

detS − detS^′ = 4 ∑ σ∈R_n (−1)^{I(σ)} n∏ i=1 s_{i,σ(i)}, and hence, since we are working modulo 8, it is enough to determine the parity of the above sum, or equivalently, since all terms are ±1, the parity of δ(n − 1). By Remark 3.3 this is exactly the same as the parity of n. □

The following is the main contribution of this section.

Theorem 3.5 (cf. [20, p. 659]). Let Γ be a graph on n ≥ 2 vertices with e edges and let A be its adjacency matrix. Then det(J − 2A − I) ≡ (−1)^n(1 − n) + 4en (mod 8).

Proof. Let S = J − I and observe that S^′ = J − 2A − I can be obtained from S by changing the sign of 2e off-diagonal entries. Since detS = (−1)^{n−1}(n − 1), repeated application of Lemma 3.4 yields the desired result. □

We will use Theorem 3.5 in the following qualitative form.

Corollary 3.6. Let S be a Seidel matrix of order n. Then detS ≡ 1 − n (mod 4).

Proof. If n = 1 then detS = 0. Otherwise the statement follows from Theorem 3.5. □ We point out the following analogous property.

Theorem 3.7. Let Γ be a graph on n ≥ 2 vertices with e edges and let A be its adjacency matrix. Then per(J − 2A − I) ≡ (−1)^n + n(1 − (−1)^n)/2 + 4en (mod 8).

Proof. Follows along the same lines as the proof of Lemma 3.4 and Theorem 3.5, mutatis mutandis. Since per(J − I) = δ(n), we find that per(J − 2A − I) ≡ δ(n) + 4en (mod 8). The result follows from Remark 3.3. □

As an application of Theorem 3.5, we prove the following result. Recall that a Seidel matrix S is self-complementary if S and −S are switching equivalent [42].

Proposition 3.8. Let S be a Seidel matrix of order n ≡ 3 (mod 4). Then det(−S) ≡ detS + 4 (mod 8). In particular, S cannot be self-complementary.

Proof. From Theorem 3.5 it follows that detS ≡ ±2 (mod 8) and hence det(−S) = −detS ≡ ∓2 ≡ ±2 + 4 ≡ detS + 4 (mod 8). □

We do not know any applications of Theorem 3.7, but we will use Corollary 3.6 several times in the following sections. Understanding the determinant modulo further values might lead to some non-existence results on Seidel matrices with prescribed spectrum.

4. Small sets of equiangular lines

In this section we report on some computational results on Seidel matrices. Prior to this work one representative from each of the switching classes was available up to order n ≤ 11, see [6, 32, 43]. The aim of this section is to present a complete classification of Seidel matrices up to order n ≤ 12. We achieve this result in the following way: first, we present a list of Seidel matrices of order n = 12 thus complementing the earlier results mentioned above; second, and perhaps more importantly, we provide an efficient way to determine the equivalence of Seidel matrices of these orders using various invariants.

Interestingly, the number of switching classes are known explicitly, due to the following spectacular equicardinality result. Recall that an Euler graph is a (not necessarily connected) graph, all of whose vertices are of even degree.

Theorem 4.1 (Mallows–Sloane [30]). The number of switching classes of Seidel matrices of order n and the number of Euler graphs on n vertices are equal in number.

Since the number of Euler graphs are known due to explicit formulae [28, 38] (see also [9, 30]), once enough inequivalent switching classes are identified, they constitute a full classification. It is worthwhile to note that while, for n odd, each switching class contains a unique Euler graph [21, 41], this property fails to hold for n even [30].

Let φ be a map defined on the set of Seidel matrices of order n. We call this map a complete invariant if φ(S_1)=φ(S_2) holds if and only if the Seidel matrices S_1 and S_2 are equivalent. A carefully chosen complete invariant could provide a convenient way to determine equivalence of Seidel matrices. Therefore the most time-consuming part of the classification, which is equivalence rejection, can be avoided by employing suitably chosen invariants. The choice of the invariants introduced in this section was motivated by the graph reconstruction conjecture (see [33]).

Let det(xI − S) = x^n + ∑_{n−2} i=0 a_ix^i be the characteristic polynomial of a Seidel matrix S of order n. Given an explicit list of Seidel matrices (see [6, 43]) it is easy to check that the truncated coefficient list, denoted by

(4.1) χ_n(S) := [a_0, a_1, . . . , a_{n−2}]

is a complete invariant for n ≤ 7. One slight inconvenience is the data structure of χ_n: comparing and storing vectors is infeasible for higher n due to the large number of inequivalent matrices. Instead, we map various vector valued invariants into the cyclic group Z/mZ, which we identify with {0, 1, 2, . . . , m − 1}.

Example 4.2. Let S be a Seidel matrix of order n. If n ≤ 6 then χ_n(S), defined in (4.1), is a complete invariant. For n ∈ {7, 8, 9, 10} the following functions φ_n : M_n(Z) → Z/mZ defined as

φ_7(S) := ∏ a_i∈χ_7(S)

a_i (mod 409), φ_8(S) := ∏ S^′ φ_7(S^′) (mod 7507),

φ_9(S) := ∏ S^′ φ_8(S^′) (mod 268921), φ_{10}(S) := ∏ S^′ φ_9(S^′) (mod 45131767),

where S^′ runs through all (n−1)×(n−1) principal minors, are complete invariants.

The invariants φ_8, φ_9 and φ_{10} in Example 4.2 are recursively defined, and their computation becomes less and less efficient. Therefore we devise an improved invariant for n = 11, one which can be computed faster, as follows. Let S be a Seidel matrix of order 11, and let us define the following functions:

ψ(S) := {(v_i, m_i): v_i is a 9 × 9 principal minor of S of multiplicity m_i},

φ_{11}(S) := detS ∏ (v_i ,m_i)∈ψ(S) (v_i + 1)(m_i + 1) (mod 97124414801).

(4.2)

Formula (4.2) was found by trial and improvement. We have the following.

Proposition 4.3. The Seidel matrices S_1 and S_2 of order 11 are switching equivalent if and only if φ_{11}(S_1) = φ_{11}(S_2), where φ_{11} is defined in (4.2).

Proof. This claim can be verified by using the classification of Euler graphs on 11 vertices [32]. □

The main achievement of this section is the following result.

Theorem 4.4. The Seidel matrices S_1 and S_2 of order 12 are switching equivalent if and only if φ_{12}(S_1) = φ_{12}(S_2), where φ_{11} is defined in (4.2) and φ_{12}(S) is the following multiset:

φ_{12}(S) = {φ_{11}(S^′): S^′ is a 11 × 11 principal submatrix of S}.

Proof. From Theorem 4.1 we know that there exist exactly 87723296 switching classes of order 12 (see an explicit table in [30]). We have generated this number of matrices with distinct values of φ_{12}, which are available as a supplement on the web page [46]. □

As an application, we recall that if S is a Seidel matrix of order n with eigenvalues λ_i, 1 ≤ i ≤ n, then S(S) := ∑_n i=1 |λ_i| is the energy of S. Haemers conjectures, and R. Swinkels verifies for n ≤ 10, that S(S) ≥ 2(n − 1) for all S (see [16, 20, 25]). We contribute some additional empirical evidence.

Corollary 4.5. Let S be a Seidel matrix of order n ≤ 12. Then S(S) ≥ 2(n − 1), with equality if and only if S = ±(J_n − I_n), up to switching equivalence.

Proof. We have verified this by computing the spectrum in Mathematica numerically. □

Recall that the automorphism group of a Seidel matrix S, denoted by Aut(S), is formed by the pairs (P, D) where P is a permutation matrix, D is a diagonal ±1 matrix, such that S = P DSDP^T , and where we do not make a distinction between the group elements (P, D) and (P, −D). Having classified all Seidel matrices of order 12, we have enumerated those having an interesting automorphism group. One of the (many) fascinating properties of Seidel matrices is that their automorphism group can be larger than the automorphism group of any of the ambient graphs contained in their switching class. This property is captured by Cameron’s first cohomology invariant γ [9], which is nonzero if and only if |Aut(S)| > max{|Aut(Γ)|: Γ is an ambient graph in the switching class of S}. Since almost all two-graphs satisfy γ = 0 [9], those for which this does not hold are of exceptional interest. The number of such Seidel matrices up to order n ≤ 12 is presented in the concluding summarizing table (cf. [6, 9], but note that both papers incorrectly report the number of 8 × 8 Seidel matrices with γ ≠ 0).

n 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 total 1 1 2 3 7 16 54 243 2038 33120 1182004 87723296 γ ≠ 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 21 0 392 0 15274 self-compl. 1 1 0 1 1 4 0 19 10 360 0 25112 λ_{min} = −5 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 8 33 306 6727 219754 invariant det det det χ_4 χ_5 χ_6 φ_7 φ_8 φ_9 φ_{10} φ_{11} φ_{12}

Table 2. Summary of Seidel matrices of order n ≤ 12.

The number of self-complementary Seidel matrices is known explicitly [42]. Note that by Proposition 3.8 there do not exist such Seidel matrices of order n ≡ 3 (mod 4). Also γ ≠ 0 can hold only if n is even [9].

Remark 4.6. We remark here that instead of considering Seidel matrices, one might want to construct the frame vectors v_i, 1 ≤ i ≤ n directly. This can be achieved by recursively extending a linearly independent set of frame vectors. It is not too hard to see that, up to change of basis, each coordinate of the frame vectors squares to a rational number.

5. Two-graphs with three eigenvalues

Two-graphs were introduced as a tool for studying doubly transitive groups [47]. We do not recall the concept here rigorously, but rather remark that two-graphs form a class of 3-uniform hypergraphs and are in one-to-one correspondence with switching classes of Seidel matrices (see [40, p. 881]). A two-graph is said to be regular if the corresponding Seidel matrix has exactly two distinct eigenvalues. These objects are extremely useful as they correspond to the equality case in the relative bound (see

Proposition 2.3). However, for many values of n, there is no regular two-graph on n points. We observe that there exist various large sets of equiangular line systems, whose corresponding Seidel matrices have exactly three distinct eigenvalues (see Examples 5.10, 5.17, 5.18, and 5.19) and therefore we begin to investigate them in this section. The analogous question for graph adjacency matrices is considered in a series of papers [10, 11, 13, 35].

5.1. Existence and structure. In this section we completely settle the existence of Seidel matrices with exactly three distinct eigenvalues (see Theorem 5.9). We also show in Theorem 5.2 that every such Seidel matrix is switching equivalent to one having an Euler graph as an ambient graph.

We begin by recalling a fundamental tool, crucial to this section, called interlacing.

Lemma 5.1 (see [4]). Let [_{A B} B^T C ] be a real symmetric matrix of order n with eigenvalues λ_1 ≤ · · · ≤ λ_n where A is of order m with eigenvalues μ_1 ≤ · · · ≤ μ_m. Then we have λ_i ≤ μ_i ≤ λ_{n−m+i} for all i with 1 ≤ i ≤ m.

In what follows we will be interested in Seidel matrices of order n, having spectrum {[λ]^{n−d} , [μ]^m , [ν]^{d−m}}, where 2 ≤ d ≤ n − 1 and 1 ≤ m ≤ d − 1. If λ happens to be the smallest eigenvalue then such a matrix corresponds to n equiangular lines in R^d . We state what we will refer to as the standard equations which we will frequently employ during the course of this section: trS = (n − d)λ + mμ + (d − m)ν = 0, (5.1)

trS^2 = (n − d)λ^2 + mμ^2 + (d − m)ν^2 = n(n − 1).

(5.2)

Since S is real and symmetric, its minimal polynomial is (x − λ)(x − μ)(x − ν), we obtain (5.3) S^3 = (λ + μ + ν)S^2 − (λμ + μν + νλ)S + λμνI.

We get another formula by cubing S = J − 2A − I, namely S^3 = (n^2 − 3n + 3)J + 4(A^2J + JA^2) + 4AJA − 2JAJ

+ 2(3 − n)(AJ + JA) − 8A^3 − 12A^2 − 6A − I.

(5.4)

We start with a structural result, interesting in its own right.

Theorem 5.2. Let S be a Seidel matrix with exactly three distinct eigenvalues. Then S is switching equivalent to a Seidel matrix S^′, whose ambient graph is an Euler graph.

Proof. Assume that S is of order n. For n odd, the statement follows from a general result due to Seidel [21, 41]. Hence, we assume that n is even. Moreover, up to switching equivalence, we can assume that S is a Seidel matrix whose ambient graph Γ has e edges and has a vertex v_1 with vertex degree d(v_1) = 0. From equation (5.3) we observe that for all i with 1 ≤ i ≤ n we have (5.5) [S^3]_{ii} = [S^3]_{11}.

From equation (5.4) it follows, by using JAJ = 2eJ, that

(5.6) [S^3]_{ii} = n^2 − 3n + 2 − 4e + 4[A^2J + JA^2]_{ii} − 8[A^3]_{ii} + 4(d(v_i))^2 − 4nd(v_i). Plug in i = 1 to conclude that [S^3]_{11} = n^2 − 3n + 2 − 4e. Therefore, by combining equations (5.5) and (5.6), it follows that 4[A^2J + JA^2]_{ii} − 8[A^3]_{ii} + 4(d(v_i))^2 −

4nd(v_i) = 0 for all i with 1 ≤ i ≤ n. Since n is even so is (d(v_i))^2 for all i with 1 ≤ i ≤ n, and hence Γ is an Euler graph as claimed. □

The following is a consequence of Theorem 5.2.

Corollary 5.3. Let S be a Seidel matrix of order n with exactly three distinct eigenvalues λ, μ, and ν. Then (a) (n − 1)(λ + μ + ν) + λμν ≡ n^2 + n + 2 (mod 4); (b) (n − 2)(λ + μ + ν) + λμ + μν + νλ ≡ n^2 + n + 1 (mod 4); (c) λμ + μν + νλ ≡ 1 (mod 2).

Proof. We can assume, by Theorem 5.2, that S = J − 2A − I, where A is the adjacency matrix of some Euler graph Γ. Therefore AJ +JA ≡ 0 (mod 2). Consider equation (5.4) modulo 4 and note that JAJ = 2eJ, where e is the number of edges in Γ. Whence, we have S^3 ≡ 2A − I + (n^2 + n − 1)J (mod 4). Comparing this with equation (5.3) and replacing S^2 by (J − 2A − I)^2 yields (λ + μ + ν)((n − 2)J + I) − (λμ + μν + νλ)(J − 2A − I) + λμνI ≡ 2A − I + (n^2 + n − 1)J (mod 4).

Consider the (i, j)th entry of this congruence. By taking i = j we obtain part (a). By taking two distinct off-diagonal coordinates i ≠ j and k ≠ ℓ, for which a_{ij} = 0 and a_{kℓ} = 1, respectively, we obtain a system of two congruences, being equivalent to part (b) and (c). □

Next we prove that if S is a Seidel matrix with exactly three distinct eigenvalues, then the multiplicities of these cannot be all equal.

Proposition 5.4. Let S be a Seidel matrix of order n with spectrum {[λ]^{n−d} , [μ]^m, [ν]^{d−m}} where 2 ≤ d ≤ n − 1 and 1 ≤ m ≤ d − 1. Then the case m = n − d = d − m is impossible.

Proof. Suppose the contrary, i.e., there exists a Seidel matrix where m = n − d = d − m = n/3. It follows that n ≡ 0 (mod 3). Using equations (5.1) and (5.2) we find that λ + μ + ν = 0 and λμ + μν + νλ = −3(n − 1)/2. In particular, n is odd. Plugging these into part (a) of Corollary 5.3 we find that n ≡ 3 (mod 4). Now we can put n = 12M + 3 and use Corollary 3.6 to infer that detS = (λμν)^{4M+1} ≡ 1 − n ≡ 2 (mod 4). This forces λμν to be even and M = 0, and since there is no such 3 × 3 Seidel matrix, we have a contradiction. □

Corollary 5.5. Every Seidel matrix with exactly three distinct eigenvalues has an integer eigenvalue.

Proof. Follows immediately from Proposition 5.4. □

The following is a generalization of Proposition 2.3.

Theorem 5.6. Let d ≥ 1 and let S be a Seidel matrix of order n ≥ 2 with smallest eigenvalue λ_0 of multiplicity n − d ≥ 1. Assume that S has another eigenvalue μ of multiplicity m ≤ d. Then

(5.7) | | |μ + λ^0(n − d) d | | | ≤ √ n(d(n − 1) − λ^2_0(n − d)) d · √ d − m m . Equality holds if and only if S has at most three distinct eigenvalues.

The proof is standard, and follows the same spectral analysis that appears in [27].

Proof. First note that the right hand side is well-defined by [27, Lemma 6.1]. Let us denote the remaining eigenvalues of S by λ_1, λ_2, . . . , λ_{d−m}. Then, by using that trS = 0 and trS^2 = n(n − 1), we find, after an application of the Cauchy–Schwartz inequality, that

((n − d)λ_0 + mμ)^2 = (_{d−m} ∑ i=1 λ_i )_2

≤ (d − m) d−m∑ i=1 λ^2_i = (d − m) ( n(n − 1) − (n − d)λ^2_0 − mμ^2 ) . The result follows after some algebraic manipulations. □

If S is a Seidel matrix with exactly three distinct eigenvalues, then Theorem 5.6 boils down to an algebraic identity, which in turn can be used to tabulate feasible parameter sets of such Seidel matrices. Some interesting parameter sets are shown in Appendix A.

Now we turn to a description of the case when two of the three multiplicities are equal.

Proposition 5.7. Let S be a Seidel matrix of order n, let (n + 1)/2 ≤ d ≤ n − 1, and suppose that S has smallest eigenvalue λ_0 of multiplicity n−d. Assume further that S has two additional eigenvalues μ ∈ Z and ν of multiplicity 2d − n and n − d, respectively. Then {λ_0, ν} = { (n − 2d)μ ∓ √ n(2(n − 1)(n − d) + (n − 2d)μ^2) 2(n − d) } , with λ_0 < ν, and hence necessarily dμ ≡ 0 (mod n − d), and

n(n − 1)/2 + (1 + (−1)^μ)dμ/4 ≡ 0 (mod n − d).

Note that Proposition 5.7 covers all cases where two out of the three eigenvalue multiplicities are equal, up to taking the negative of the Seidel matrix if it is necessary.

Proof. The values of λ_0 and ν follow from Theorem 5.6, while the necessary conditions can be obtained as follows. On the one hand λ_0 + ν is an algebraic integer, hence we readily see that there exists an integer M such that dμ = M(n − d). On the other hand λ_0ν is also an algebraic integer, and therefore −2(n − d)λ_0ν = n(n − 1) + dμ(μ − M). Hence, we have

n(n − 1) + dμ(μ − 1) ≡ M(M − 1)(n − d) ≡ 0 (mod 2(n − d)).

For μ odd μ − 1 is even and the statement follows after recalling dμ = M(n − d). Otherwise, if μ is even then we can rewrite the left hand side as n(n − 1) + dμ(μ − 2) + dμ = n(n − 1) + M(n − d)(μ − 2) + dμ, and the statement follows. □

An infinite family of examples where the multiplicity of two eigenvalues agree can be obtained from the symmetric Paley matrices of prime power order n ≡ 1 (mod 4); the spectrum of these matrices is {[− √ n]^{(n−1)/2} , [0]^1 , [ √ n]^{(n−1)/2}}. There exists an additional example of order n = 12 ≡ 0 (mod 4) with spectrum

{ [ −1 − 2 √ 5 ]_3 , [1]^6, [ −1 + 2 √ 5 ]_3 }, coming from the icosahedron. Note that in all of the previous examples the integer eigenvalue is neither the smallest, nor the largest one. This is not the case in general, as there exists a Seidel matrix of order n = 10 ≡ 2 (mod 4) with spectrum {[−3]^4, [2 − √ 5]^3, [2 + √ 5]^3}. Further examples with quadratic irrational eigenvalues come from Proposition 5.11, but none of them is of order n ≡ 3 (mod 4), as we show next.

Lemma 5.8. Let S be a Seidel matrix of order n with exactly three distinct eigenvalues such that two of them have the same multiplicity. Then n ≢ 3 (mod 4).

Proof. Assume to the contrary that S is a Seidel matrix of order n ≡ 3 (mod 4) with exactly three eigenvalues out of which two have the same multiplicity. By considering −S instead, if necessary, S has spectrum {[λ]^{n−d}, [μ]^{2d−n}, [ν]^{n−d}}, where the values are given by Proposition 5.7. By Corollary 3.6 we see that (λν)^{n−d} μ^{2d−n} ≡ 2 (mod 4), and therefore either μ ≡ 2 (mod 4) and d = (n + 1)/2 or μ is odd and d = n − 1. In the first case we find that λν = (n + 1)μ^2/(n − 1)^2 − n and hence (n − 1) divides μ for elementary divisibility reasons. Therefore, by the Gershgorin circle theorem, μ^2 = (n − 1)^2. In particular λ = ν, a contradiction. Otherwise, from the discriminant appearing in Proposition 5.7, we must have 2(n−1)(n−d)+(n−2d)μ^2 ≥ 0. Hence μ^2 = 1, and we find that (λ−μ)(ν −μ) = 0, a contradiction. □

We decide all admissible orders of Seidel matrices with exactly three distinct eigenvalues.

Theorem 5.9. There exists a Seidel matrix of order n ≥ 3 with exactly three distinct eigenvalues if and only if n ≠ 4 and n is not a prime p ≡ 3 (mod 4).

Proof. The composite case follows from the Seidel matrices J_a ⊗ (J_b − 2I_b) + I_{ab}, apart from order n = 4, in which case no such Seidel matrix exists. For primes p ≡ 1 (mod 4) the Paley matrices described above form a family of examples. Therefore our goal is to show that Seidel matrices of prime order p ≡ 3 (mod 4) having exactly three eigenvalues do not exist. Assume that this is not the case: fix a prime p ≡ 3 (mod 4) and consider such a Seidel matrix S. Note that S has integer eigenvalues by Corollary 5.5 and Lemma 5.8. It follows from Corollary 3.6 that S has spectrum {[λ]^{p−d} , [μ]^1 , [ν]^{d−1}} for some 2 ≤ d ≤ p − 1 with μ/2, λ, and ν all being odd. By eliminating μ from the standard equations (5.1) and (5.2) (where n = p and m = 1) we infer that d(d − 1)(λ − ν)^2 ≡ 0 (mod p), and hence λ ≡ ν (mod p). Since they are both odd and at most p − 1 by the Gershgorin circle theorem, λ = ν follows, a contradiction. □

5.2. Constructions and some sporadic examples. In this section we give various constructions of Seidel matrices with exactly three distinct eigenvalues. As shown in the next result, examples of such Seidel matrices come from connected regular graphs with three or four distinct eigenvalues. Note that connected regular graphs with three eigenvalues are known as strongly regular graphs [4, 14].

Example 5.10. Let Γ be a strongly regular graph with spectrum {[2]^{24} , [−4]^{15} , [12]^1} (see [44]). Then from Lemma 3.1 we obtain a Seidel matrix with spectrum {[−5]^{24}, [7]^{15} , [15]^1}. The corresponding 40 lines form the largest known equiangular line system in R^{16} .

The next result is a generalization of [27, Construction 6.2].

Proposition 5.11. Let S be a Seidel matrix with spectrum {[λ_0]^{a−c}, [λ_1]^c}. Then for all b ≥ 2 there exists a Seidel matrix with spectrum {[1 − (1 − λ_0)b]^{a−c}, [1]^{a(b−1)}, [(λ_1 − 1)b + 1]^c}.

Proof. The Seidel matrix J_b ⊗(S−I_a)+I_{ab} of order ab has the desired spectrum. □

The following, besides being a folklore technical result, serves as another example of Seidel matrices with three distinct eigenvalues.

Lemma 5.12. Let S be a Seidel matrix of order n ≥ 2 with spectrum {[λ_0]^{n−d} , [λ_1]^d} for some d with 1 ≤ d ≤ n − 1. Let S^′ be a principal (n − 1) × (n − 1) submatrix of S. Then the spectrum of S^′ is {[λ_0]^{n−d−1} , [λ_1]^{d−1} , [λ_0 + λ_1]^1}.

Proof. By interlacing (see Lemma 5.1) S^′ has spectrum {[λ_0]^{n−d−1} , [λ_1]^{d−1} , [x]^1} for some x with λ_0 ≤ x ≤ λ_1. Since trS = trS^′ = 0, it follows that x = λ_0 + λ_1, as claimed. □

Proposition 5.13. Let S be a Seidel matrix of order n ≥ 2 with spectrum {[λ_0]^{n−d}, [λ_1]^d} for some d with 1 ≤ d ≤ n − 1 and assume that for some c with 1 ≤ c ≤ d it admits the block partition S = [_{Jc−Ic ∗} ∗ S^′ ] . Then tr ( (S^′)^3 ) = (n − 3c)(n − 1)(λ_0 + λ_1) + c(c − 1)(3λ_0 + 3λ_1 − c + 2).

Proof. For c = 1 the spectrum is known by Lemma 5.12, while for c = 2 it can be determined from the standard equations (5.1) and (5.2), and hence the claim follows in these cases. Therefore we assume that c ≥ 3 and compare tr((S^′)^3) with tr(S^3) to find:

tr(S^3) = 3 ∑ M∈M detM

= tr ( (S^′)^3 ) + 3 ∑ M∈M_1 detM + 3 ∑ M∈M_2 detM + 3 ∑ M∈M_3 detM, (5.8)

where M is the subset of all 3 × 3 principal submatrices of S, while M_i, i = 1, 2, 3 are those subsets of M whose members intersect the first c rows of S in exactly i places. We calculate these sums separately.

The last term is straightforward, as we have (_c 3 ) minors within the first c × c submatrix of S, each contributing the value 2 to the sum:

(5.9) ∑ M∈M_3 detM = 2 ( c 3 ) . The value of the sum over M_2 can be obtained by evaluating the inner products of the rows of S, ⟨S_i, S_j ⟩, via two different ways. First, since S has two eigenvalues only, it satisfies

(5.10) S^2 = (λ_0 + λ_1)S + (n − 1)I

and consequently for every i and j with 1 ≤ i < j ≤ c we have ⟨S_i, S_j ⟩ = [ S^2 ] ij = λ_0 + λ_1. Second, we count the number of vertical pairs [1, 1]^T , [1, −1]^T , [−1, 1]^T and [−1, −1]^T within the ith and jth rows of S, which we denote by w_{i,j} , x_{i,j} , y_{i,j} , and z_{i,j} , respectively. It follows that ⟨S_i, S_j ⟩ = w_{i,j} − x_{i,j} − y_{i,j} + z_{i,j} . By combining these two equations for the inner products we find that the quantity w_{i,j} − x_{i,j} − y_{i,j} + z_{i,j} does not depend on the subscripts, and hence (5.11) ∑ M∈M_2 detM = 2 c∑ i,j=1 i<j (w_{i,j} − x_{i,j} − y_{i,j} + z_{i,j} − (c − 2)) = c(c − 1)(λ_0 + λ_1 − c + 2).

The value of the final sum can be obtained by summing up the signed closed 3-walks originating from the first c vertices of S in two ways. Firstly, by counting, double counting, and triple counting, we have c∑ i=1 [ S^3 ] ii = c∑ i=1 ∑ k,l s_{ik}s_{kl}s_{li} = ∑ k,l s_{kl} c∑ i=1 s_{ik}s_{li} = ∑ M∈M_1 detM + 2 ∑ M∈M_2 detM + 3 ∑ M∈M_3 detM. Secondly, we know from (5.10) that [ S^3 ] ii = (n − 1)(λ_0 + λ_1) for all 1 ≤ i < j ≤ n and hence_c ∑ i=1 [ S^3 ] ii = c(n − 1)(λ_0 + λ_1).

Comparing these two we find that

(5.12) ∑ M∈M_1 detM = c(n − 1)(λ_0 + λ_1) − 2 ∑ M∈M_2 detM − 3 ∑ M∈M_3 detM, and therefore combining (5.9), (5.11), and (5.12) with (5.8) yields tr ( (S^′)^3 ) = tr(S^3) − 3c(n − 1)(λ_0 + λ_1) + 3 ∑ M∈M_2 detM + 6 ∑ M∈M_3 detM

= (n − 3c)(n − 1)(λ_0 + λ_1) + c(c − 1)(3λ_0 + 3λ_1 − c + 2). □

Now we can generalize Lemma 5.12 as follows.

Proposition 5.14. Let S be a Seidel matrix of order n ≥ 2 with spectrum {[λ_0]^{n−d}, [λ_1]^d} for some d with 1 ≤ d ≤ n − 1 and assume that for some c with 1 ≤ c ≤ min{d, n − d} it admits the block partition S = [_{Jc−Ic ∗} ∗ S^′ ] . Then the spectrum of S^′ is {[λ_0]^{n−d−c} , [λ_1]^{d−c} , [λ_0 + λ_1 + 1 − c]^1 , [λ_0 + λ_1 + 1]^{c−1}}.

Remark 5.15. If J_c − I_c is a principal submatrix of a Seidel matrix S of order n ≥ 2 with largest eigenvalue λ_1, then c ≤ min{d, n − d} unless S is switching equivalent to J − I. Another bound, c ≤ λ_1 + 1 follows from interlacing.

Proof. We prove by induction on c. For c = 1 the claim follows from Lemma 5.12 and, for c = 2, it is easy to determine the spectrum from the standard equations (5.1) and (5.2). Therefore we assume that c ≥ 3. By removing the first c−1 rows and columns from S we obtain, by our induction hypothesis, a Seidel matrix whose spectrum is the following: {[λ_0]^{n−d−c+1} , [λ_1]^{d−c+1} , [λ_0 + λ_1 + 2 − c]^1 , [λ_0 + λ_1 + 1]^{c−2}}, where all the multiplicities are at least 1. We now remove the cth row and column from S as well and use interlacing to find that the spectrum of S^′ reads

{[λ_0]^{n−d−c} , [λ_1]^{d−c} , [λ_0 + λ_1 + 1]^{c−3} , [x]^1 , [y]^1 , [z]^1} for some real numbers x, y, and z. By the standard equations and Proposition 5.13 we find that

tr(S^′) = (n − d − c)λ_0 + (d − c)λ_1 + (c − 3)(λ_0 + λ_1 + 1) + x + y + z = 0, tr ( (S^′)^2 ) = (n − d − c)λ^2_0 + (d − c)λ^2_1 + (c − 3)(λ_0 + λ_1 + 1)^2 + x^2 + y^2 + z^2 = (n − c)(n − c − 1), tr ( (S^′)^3 ) = (n − d − c)λ^3_0 + (d − c)λ^3_1 + (c − 3)(λ_0 + λ_1 + 1)^3 + x^3 + y^3 + z^3 = (n − 3c)(n − 1)(λ_0 + λ_1) + c(c − 1)(3λ_0 + 3λ_1 − c + 2).

Now by noting that λ_1 = −(n − d)λ_0/d and λ^2_0 = d(n − 1)/(n − d) it is immediate to check that {x, y, z} = {λ_0 + λ_1 + 1 − c, λ_0 + λ_1 + 1, λ_0 + λ_1 + 1} (in any order) is a solution. Since the elementary symmetric polynomials x + y + z, xy + yz + zx and xyz can be expressed using the equations above, it follows that this is the only solution. □

The following is the main result of this section.

Theorem 5.16 (cf. [5, Lemma 2.1]). Let S be a Seidel matrix of order n ≥ 2 with spectrum {[λ_0]^{n−d}, [λ_1]^d} with λ_1 ≤ min{d−1, n−d−1} and assume that it admits the block partition S = [_{Jλ1+1−Iλ1+1 ∗} ∗ S^′ ] . Then the spectrum of S^′ is {[λ_0]^{n−d−λ1} ,

[λ_1]^{d−λ1 −1}, [λ_0 + λ_1 + 1]^{λ1} }.

Proof. Setting c = λ_1 + 1 in Proposition 5.14 and observing that in this case λ_0 + λ_1 + 1 − c = λ_0 we obtain the desired result. □

Note that Theorem 5.16 describes a method to obtain equiangular lines in a smaller dimensional space by removing a maximal independent set (see Remark 5.15) from the underlying graph. One consequence is the following result of Tremain.

Example 5.17 (cf. [49]). We construct 28 equiangular lines in R^{14} with common angle 1/5 from a regular two-graph on 36 vertices. Consider the 35 × 35 matrix S in [7, p. 75]. Let S^′ be constructed from −S by extending it with a 36th row and column with all entries equal to 1 except for S^′_{36,36} = 0. Upon removing rows {1, 6, 11, 17, 20, 33, 34, 36} along with the same set of columns from S^′ we find, by Theorem 5.16, that the spectrum of the resulting Seidel matrix of order 28 is {[−5]^{14} , [3]^7 , [7]^7}. Additional inequivalent examples might be obtained from other regular two-graphs on 36 vertices; these have been classified in [34].

Next we discuss some relevant, sporadic examples of equiangular line systems.

Example 5.18 (see [26]). Let B := {{4^i + j, 7 · 4^i + j, 11 · 4^i + j} (mod 19): 0 ≤ i ≤ 2, 0 ≤ j ≤ 18} be the set of blocks of the Netto triple system on the ground set X = {1, 2, . . . , 19}. Let e_i denote the standard basis vectors in R^{19} for 1 ≤ i ≤ 19 and for a subset T ⊆ X let us denote e_T := ∑ i∈T e_i. The vectors v_B := (6e_B +e_1−e_X )/ √ 90 for which 1 /∈ B ∈ B are all orthogonal to both e_1 and e_X and form an equiangular line system of 48 lines in R^{17} . Moreover, the corresponding Seidel matrix has spectrum {[−5]^{31} , [7]^8 , [11]^9}.

The known maximal set of equiangular lines in dimensions 19–23 all come from the Witt design. The examples in dimension 21, 22, and 23 are regular two-graphs;

Taylor’s example [48] in dimension 20 has spectrum {[−5]^{70}, [15]^9, [19]^{10}, [25]^1}; while the following construction, discovered by Asche, leads to a Seidel matrix with three distinct eigenvalues in dimension 19.

Example 5.19 (see [48, p. 124]). Let B be the set of 759 blocks of the Witt design, the “octads”, defined on the ground set X = {1, 2, . . . , 24}. Let e_i denote the standard basis vectors in R^{24} for 1 ≤ i ≤ 24 and for a subset T ⊆ X let us denote e_T := ∑ i∈T e_i. Let B_1, B_2 ∈ B such that 1 /∈ B_1, B_2 and B_1 ∩ B_2 = {2, 3}. The vectors v_B := (4e_B − 4e_1 − e_X )/ √ 80 for which 1 ∈ B ∈ B are all orthogonal to 4e_1 + e_X . Those, which in addition are orthogonal to all of e_1 − e_2, e_1 − e_3, v_{B1} , and v_{B2} , form an equiangular line system of 72 lines in R^{19} . Moreover, the corresponding Seidel matrix has spectrum {[−5]^{53} , [13]^{16} , [19]^3}.

The following observation nicely connects the existence of some hypothetical strongly regular graphs on 76 and 96 vertices, corresponding to some of the upper bounds in Table 1.

Remark 5.20. One can see the following by repeated application of Theorem 5.16. Assume that there exists a Seidel matrix of order 96 with spectrum {[−5]^{76} , [19]^{20}} containing a J_{20} −I_{20} principal minor (see Remark 5.15). Then, there exists a Seidel matrix of order 76 with spectrum {[−5]^{57} , [15]^{19}}. If, in addition, this latter matrix contains a J_{16} − I_{16} principal minor, then there further exists a Seidel matrix of order 60 with spectrum {[−5]^{42} , [11]^{15} , [15]^3}. These examples would improve upon the best known lower bounds on the number of equiangular lines in dimensions 20, 19, and 18. Regular two-graphs with maximal cliques were considered in [18].

In Table 3 we display the number of inequivalent Seidel matrices with exactly three distinct eigenvalues up to order n ≤ 12 (cf. Theorem 5.9 and the results of Section 4).

n 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 0 0 1 2 0 2 3 4 0 10 Table 3. The number of Seidel matrices of order n with exactly three distinct eigenvalues, up to switching equivalence.

5.3. A nonexistence result. Let λ_0 < λ_1 ≤ λ_2 ≤ · · · ≤ λ_d be the eigenvalues of a Seidel matrix of order n, and let μ ≠ λ_0 be an integer. In the following theorem we estimate the quantity ∑_d i=1(λ_i − μ)^2 in a nonstandard way (cf. Theorem 5.6, where we have obtained an upper bound on |μ + λ_0(n − d)/d|), and prove that in case of equality the corresponding Seidel matrix must have at most four distinct eigenvalues. This provides us with a crucial insight into the structure of certain Seidel matrices which we can further analyze in detail.

Theorem 5.21 (cf. Theorem 5.6). Let d ≥ 1, let S be a Seidel matrix of order n ≥ 2 with smallest eigenvalue λ_0 of multiplicity n − d ≥ 1 and let μ ≠ λ_0 be an integer satisfying dim(ker (S − μI)) = m. Assume further that λ_0 ≤ − √ d(n^2 − n + m − d)/(n^2 − dn). Then

(5.13) | | |μ + λ^0(n − d) d | | | ≥ √ d^2 − d (m + n (λ^2_0 + n − 1)) + λ^2_0n^2 d , with equality if and only if S has spectrum {[λ_0]^{n−d}, [μ − 1]^w, [μ]^m, [μ + 1]^{d−m−w}}, where w = ((n − d)λ_0 + dμ + d − m)/2.

Proof. Let λ_1 ≤ λ_2 ≤ · · · ≤ λ_d be the other eigenvalues of S. We have the following chain of (in)equalities:

n(n − 1) + μ^2n − (λ_0 − μ)^2(n − d) = d∑ i=1 (λ_i − μ)^2 ≥ (d − m) d∏ i=1 λ_i ≠μ (λ_i − μ)^{2/d} ≥ d − m,

where the leftmost relation follows from the standard equations (5.1) and (5.2); the middle relation is the inequality of arithmetic and geometric means; and the rightmost relation follows from the fact that the set {λ_i − μ: 1 ≤ i ≤ d, λ_i ≠ μ} consists of nonzero algebraic integers closed under algebraic conjugation. The claim follows after simple algebraic manipulations. In the case of equality, λ_i = μ ± 1 for all 1 ≤ i ≤ d, for which λ_i ≠ μ. The values of μ and w can be obtained from the standard equations.

Conversely, assume that S is a Seidel matrix of order n having spectrum {[λ_0]^{n−d}, [μ−1]^w, [μ]^m, [μ+1]^{d−m−w}}, where w is as defined in the theorem. Then the claimed inequality holds with equality. □

Remark 5.22. We remark that if there is equality in (5.13) in Theorem 5.21 and, in addition, 3 ≤ d ≤ λ^2_0 − 2, then n = ⌊ d(λ^2_0 − 1)/(λ^2_0 − d) ⌋ . Indeed, (5.13) implies that μ must satisfy a quadratic equation with discriminant d^2 − dnλ^2_0 − dn^2 + dn + n^2λ^2_0 − dm ≥ 0. In particular d^2 − dnλ^2_0 − dn^2 + dn + n^2λ^2_0 ≥ 0. Combining this latter inequality with the relative bound given in Proposition 2.3 gives us

L := d(λ^2_0 − 1) + d √ (λ^2_0 − 3)^2 + 4d − 8 2(λ^2_0 − d) ≤ n ≤ d(λ^2_0 − 1) λ^2_0 − d =: R. Since R − L = 2d/(λ^2_0 − 1 + √ (λ^2_0 − 3)^2 + 4d − 8) < 1, the claim follows. In particular, n is as close to the relative bound as it can be.

Example 5.23. Here we illustrate the utility of Theorem 5.21 by showing that there do not exist n = 22 lines in R^{12} with common angle 1/5. Assume that S is the Seidel matrix of such a configuration with smallest eigenvalue λ_0 = −5. Let μ := 4 and observe that Corollary 3.6 implies that μ cannot be an eigenvalue of S. Therefore m = 0, which contradicts (5.13).

It follows from Theorem 5.21 (see Corollary 5.27) that 30 lines in R^{14} must correspond to a Seidel matrix with spectrum {[−5]^{16}, [5]^9, [7]^5}. Similarly, 42 lines in R^{16} must come from a Seidel matrix with spectrum {[−5]^{26}, [7]^7, [9]^9}. We prove that these Seidel matrices do not exist.

Lemma 5.24. Let M be a positive semi-definite {0, ±1} matrix of order n with constant diagonal entries 1. Then there exist positive integers c, k_1, . . . , k_c, such that M is switching equivalent to the block diagonal matrix diag [J_{k1} , . . . , J_{kc} ].

Proof. The proof goes by induction on n. For n = 1 there is nothing to prove, so we can consider an (n + 1) × (n + 1) matrix M^′. We can assume, by the inductive hypothesis, that its leading principal n × n submatrix M is already in the desired form, namely M = diag [J_{k1} , . . . , J_{kc} ] for some positive integers c, k_1, . . . , k_c. Since M^′ is positive semi-definite, it follows that it cannot have any principal submatrices, switching equivalent to either

1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 or 1 1 1 1 1 −1 1 −1 1 . Therefore either M^′ is switching equivalent to diag [J_{k1} , . . . , J_{kc} , J_1] or, up to reordering the blocks, M^′ is switching equivalent to diag [J_{k1} , . . . , J_{kc +1}]. □

Theorem 5.25. Let S be a Seidel matrix with spectrum {[λ]^a, [μ]^b, [ν]^c} of order n ≡ 0 (mod 2). Assume that λ + μ ≡ n − 2 (mod 4), and |n − 1 + λμ| = 4. Then |(ν − λ)(ν − μ)|/4 = n/c ∈ Z, and |ν| ≤ n/c − 1. Proof. Let ϱ := (ν − λ)(ν − μ) and let σ := sgnϱ. Consider the positive semidefinite matrix M := σ(S − λI)(S − μI) with spectrum {[0]^{a+b}, [|ϱ|]^c}. Let A be the adjacency matrix of the ambient graph corresponding to S. By Theorem 5.2 we may assume that AJ + JA ≡ 0 (mod 2) and hence S^2 = (n − 2)J − 2(AJ + JA) + 4(A^2 +A)+I ≡ (n−2)J +I (mod 4). Therefore the off-diagonal entries of M are all divisible by 4, while the diagonal entries of M are all equal to 4 = σ(n−1+λμ) ≥ 0. Since every 2 × 2 submatrix of M must be positive semi-definite, it follows that every off-diagonal entry m satisfies |m| ≤ |n − 1 + λμ| = 4. Therefore m ∈ {0, ±4}, and hence M is a {0, ±4}-matrix, and |ϱ| is divisible by 4. By Lemma 5.24 we may assume that M = 4diag [J_{k1} , . . . , J_{kc} ] for some positive integers k_1, . . . , k_c. Since each block must have an eigenvalue |ϱ|/4, it follows that k_i = |ϱ|/4 for all i, and thus c|ϱ|/4 = n. Therefore M = 4J_{n/c} ⊗ I_c. On the one hand, we find that

[S^3]_{11} = [(σM + (λ + μ)S − λμI) S]_{11} = [(4σJ_{n/c} ⊗ I_c)S]_{11} + (λ + μ)(n − 1).

On the other hand, from equation (5.3) we have [S^3]_{11} = (λ + μ + ν)(n − 1) + λμν. Therefore, we have |ν(n − 1 + λμ)| = 4|[(J_{n/c} ⊗ I_c)S]_{11}| ≤ 4(n/c − 1), and the result follows. □

Corollary 5.26 (cf. [14, Appendix A]). There do not exist regular graphs with spectrum {[11]^1, [2]^{16}, [−3]^9, [−4]^4} or {[12]^1, [2]^{16}, [−3]^8, [−4]^5}.

Proof. Either of these graphs would lead, via Lemma 3.1, to a Seidel matrix with spectrum {[−5]^{16}, [5]^9, [7]^5}, which does not exist by Theorem 5.25. □

In [14] the authors used a computer search to claim the nonexistence of regular graphs with spectrum {[11]^1, [2]^{16}, [−3]^9, [−4]^4}. However, the case {[12]^1, [2]^{16}, [−3]^8, [−4]^5} was left open.

By combining Theorems 5.21 and 5.25, we obtain the main result of this subsection.

Corollary 5.27. The maximum number of equiangular lines in R^{14} is at most 29. The maximum number of equiangular lines in R^{16} is at most 41.

Proof. We apply Theorem 5.21 as follows. Assume that there exists n = 30 (n = 42, resp.) equiangular lines in dimension d = 14 (d = 16, resp.). Set μ to be the closest integer to −λ_0(n − d)/d. In both cases μ is even. Since, by Corollary 3.6, S cannot have even eigenvalues in these cases, we get m = 0. Therefore, in both cases, we have equality in (5.13), and hence S must be a Seidel matrix with three distinct eigenvalues. However, application of Theorem 5.25 shows that these Seidel matrices do not exist. □

A further implication of Theorem 5.21 (combined with the first part of Theorem 2.2) is that 61 equiangular lines in R^{18} must necessarily correspond to a Seidel matrix with spectrum {[−5]^{43}, [11]^9, [12]^1, [13]^8}. We were unable to settle the existence of such matrices.

6. Equiangular lines with common angle 1/5

Maximal equiangular line systems with common angle α = 1/3 are completely understood. In particular, the corresponding Seidel matrices must contain an I_4 −J_4 principal submatrix [26], and consequently one cannot have more than 2(d−1) such equiangular lines in R^d for d ≥ 15 (see also [19, 27]). In this section we discuss results regarding N_5(d), the maximum number of equiangular lines with common angle 1/5.

Theorem 6.1 (see [26]). Let S be a Seidel matrix of order n with smallest eigenvalue −5 of multiplicity n − d, containing an I_6 − J_6 principal submatrix. Then n ≤ 276 for 43 ≤ d ≤ 185, and n ≤ ⌊3(d − 1)/2⌋ for d ≥ 186.

Remark 6.2. One out of the four Seidel matrices of order 12 corresponding to maximal equiangular line systems in R^9 with common angle 1/5 does not contain (up to switching) any I_6 − J_6 principal submatrix.

Theorem 6.1 was subsequently improved by Neumaier, who determined the maximum number of equiangular lines with common angle 1/5 in R^d for large d [36]. It turns out that the Seidel matrix of all such line systems is switching equivalent to one whose ambient graph has largest eigenvalue at most 2. Such graphs are called Dynkin graphs [26].

Theorem 6.3 (Neumaier [36]). There exists a positive integer V , for which if S is a Seidel matrix of order n ≥ V with smallest eigenvalue −5, then S is switching equivalent to some Seidel matrix S^′ such that its ambient graph Γ^′ is a Dynkin graph.

Remark 6.4. Neumaier [36] claims, without proof, that 2486 ≤ V ≤ 45374.

The case t = 2 of the following technical result is the one we are interested in.

Lemma 6.5. Let Γ be a graph with adjacency matrix A having largest eigenvalue t of multiplicity m and let S := J − 2A − I be the corresponding Seidel matrix. Then S has smallest eigenvalue λ_0 ≥ −(2t + 1) with equality if and only if m ≥ 2; in this case λ_0 has multiplicity m − 1.

Proof. We have x^T Sx = x^T Jx − 2x^T Ax − x^T Ix ≥ −(2t + 1) for any unit vector x and hence λ_0 ≥ −(2t + 1), as claimed. Moreover, equality holds if and only if dim(kerJ ∩ ker(A − tI)) ≥ 1. By Perron–Frobenius theory, A has a nonnegative t-eigenvector, which cannot be a 0-eigenvector of J, and consequently dim(kerJ + ker(A − tI)) = n. Therefore

dim(ker(S − (2t + 1)I)) = dim(kerJ ∩ ker(A − tI)) = dim(kerJ) + dim(ker(A − tI)) − dim(kerJ + ker(A − tI)) = n − 1 + m − n = m − 1. □ The following result was announced, without a proof, in [36].

Corollary 6.6. Let d ≥ ⌈(2V + 5)/3⌉, where V is given in Theorem 6.3. Then N_5(d) = ⌊3(d − 1)/2⌋.

Proof. First we argue that N_5(d) ≥ ⌊3(d − 1)/2⌋ for d ≥ 5. For d odd this immediately follows by setting a = (d − 1)/2, S = J_a − I_a, and b = 3 in Proposition 5.11. For d even consider the graph Γ on n = 3(d − 2)/2 + 1 = ⌊3(d − 1)/2⌋ vertices formed by (d − 2)/2 disjoint triangles and an additional isolated node. By Lemma 6.5 the smallest eigenvalue of the corresponding Seidel matrix S is −5 of multiplicity (d − 2)/2 − 1 and hence we have the desired configuration. Note that this construction is only interesting for d ≥ 186.

Secondly we show that N_5(d) ≤ ⌊3(d − 1)/2⌋ for d ≥ ⌈(2V + 5)/3⌉. Suppose that S is a Seidel matrix of the largest set of equiangular lines in R^d with common angle 1/5. We estimate n − d, which is the multiplicity of the −5 eigenvalue of S through the ambient graph Γ as follows. From the first part and from the assumption on d we find that n ≥ ⌊3(d − 1)/2⌋ ≥ V . Therefore Theorem 6.3 applies and we may assume that the ambient graph Γ with adjacency matrix A = (J − S − I)/2 is a Dynkin graph. By applying Lemma 6.5, it also follows that A has largest eigenvalue at least 2 of multiplicity m = n − d + 1. Consequently A has largest eigenvalue exactly 2. Furthermore, since m ≤ ⌊n/3⌋, we have n − d ≤ ⌊n/3⌋ − 1 and we obtain n ≤ ⌊3(d − 1)/2⌋ as claimed. □

We conclude this section with an updated table containing bounds on N_5(d).

Theorem 6.7. Bounds for the maximum number of equiangular lines in R^d with common angle α = 1/5 is given in Table 4 below.

d 2–4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 N_5(d) d 6 7 9 10 12 16 18 20–21 26 28–29 36 40–41 48–50 48–61 72–76 90–96

d 21 22 23–60 61–136 137–185 186–⌈(2V + 2)/3⌉ ⌈(2V + 5)/3⌉– N_5(d) 126 176 276 276–B(d) 276–d(d + 1)/2 ⌊3(d − 1)/2⌋–V ⌊3(d − 1)/2⌋

Table 4. Bounds for the maximum number of equiangular lines with α = 1/5.

Proof. We compare upper bounds given by Proposition 2.3 with lower bounds arising from direct constructions. For d ≤ 8 we have n ≤ 12 and we infer the result from the full classification of Seidel matrices (see Section 4). For d = 9 we have n ≤ 13, but n = 13 lines could have only been obtained by extending one of the four Seidel matrices of order 12 with smallest eigenvalue −5 of multiplicity 3. This is shown to be impossible by a simple computer search. For d = 10 there is equality in the relative bound and 16 lines can be obtained from the symmetric Hadamard matrix H = (J_4 − 2I_4) ⊗ (J_4 − 2I_4) after removing its diagonal. The Seidel matrix H − I_{16} can be extended, via an easy computer search, with further two lines to obtain 18 equiangular lines in R^{11} (see Remark 4.6). For d = 13 we have four inequivalent conference graphs [34, 43], and an application of Theorem 5.16 shows the existence of 20 lines in R^{12} , while 22 lines are impossible by Example 5.23. Finally, cases 14 ≤ d ≤ 23 agree with the values of Table 1; cases 24 ≤ d ≤ 136 along with the upper bounds B(d) are discussed in [3]; and the remaining values follow from Corollary 6.6. □

Finally, we remark that it would be nice to see a combinatorial interpretation of Seidel matrices with three distinct eigenvalues. Such new perspective might shed some light on the existence of the hypothetical Seidel matrices highlighted in the appendix. This will hopefully lead to further improvements upon the best known bounds on the number of equiangular lines in small dimensions.

Acknowledgments

We are greatly indebted to Andries Brouwer and Donald Taylor for their helpful remarks regarding questions raised during the preparation of this manuscript. We are grateful for Alexander Barg and Wei-Hsuan Yu for sharing their notes prior to publication. We also thank the reviewers for their thorough work. This work was supported in part by the Hungarian National Research Fund OTKA K-77748; by the JSPS KAKENHI Grant Numbers 24 · 02789, and 24 · 02807; and by the “100 talent” program of the Chinese Academy of Sciences. Part of the computational results in this research were obtained using supercomputing resources at Cyberscience Center, Tohoku University.

References

[1] D. M. Appleby et al.: The monomial representations of the Clifford group, Quantum Information and Computation, 12, 0404–0431 (2012).

[2] E. Bannai, A. Munemasa, B. Venkov: The nonexistence of certain tight spherical designs, Algebra i Analiz, 16, 1–23 (2004).

[3] A. Barg, W.-H. Yu: New bounds for equiangular lines, Discrete Geometry and Algebraic Combinatorics, AMS Contemporary Mathematics Series, to appear (2013).

[4] A.E. Brouwer, W. H. Haemers: Spectra of Graphs, Springer, New York, (2012). [5] F. C. Bussemaker, W. H. Haemers, E. Spence: The search for pseudo orthogonal Latin squares of order six, FEW Research Memorandum, Tilburg: Operations research, 780, 8 pages (1999).

[6] F. C. Bussemaker, R. A. Mathon, J. J. Seidel: Tables of two-graphs, Combinatorics and Graph Theory, Lecture Notes in Mathematics, 885, 70–112 (1981).

[7] F. C. Bussemaker, J. J. Seidel: Symmetric Hadamard matrices of order 36, Annals of the New York Academy of Sciences, 175, 66–79 (1970).

[8] A. R. Calderbank, P. J. Cameron, W. M. Kantor, and J. J. Seidel: Z_4-Kerdock codes, orthogonal spreads, and extremal Euclidean line-sets, Proc. London Math. Soc. 75(2) 436–480 (1997).

[9] P. J. Cameron: Cohomological aspects of two-graphs, Math. Z., 157, 101–119 (1977). [10] X.-M. Cheng, A. L. Gavrilyuk, G. R. W. Greaves, J. H. Koolen: Biregular graphs with three eigenvalues, preprint, arXiv:1412.6971 [math.CO] (2014).

[11] H. Chuang, G. R. Omidi: Graphs with three distinct eigenvalues and largest eigenvalue less than 8, Linear Algebra Appl., 430, 2053–2062 (2009).

[12] D. de Caen: Large equiangular sets of lines in Euclidean space, Electron. J. Comb., 7, #55, 3 pp. (electronic) (2000).

[13] E. R. van Dam: Nonregular graphs with three eigenvalues, J. Comb. Theory B, 73, 101–118 (1998).

[14] E. R. van Dam, E. Spence: Small regular graphs with four eigenvalues, Discr. Math., 189, 233–257 (1998).

[15] M. Fickus, D. G. Mixon and J. C. Tremain: Steiner equiangular tight frames, preprint, arXiv:1009.5730 [math.FA] (2010).

[16] E. Ghorbani: On eigenvalues of Seidel matrices and Haemers’ conjecture, preprint, arXiv:1301.0075 [math.CO] (2013).

[17] C. Godsil, A. Roy: Equiangular lines, mutually unbiased bases, and spin models, European J. Combin. 30, 246–262 (2009).

[18] S. Gosselin: Regular Two-Graphs and Equiangular Lines, MSc thesis, Waterloo, Ontario, Canada (2004).

[19] J. Haantjes: Equilateral point-sets in elliptic two- and three-dimensional spaces, Nieuw Arch. Wisk., 22, 355–362 (1948).

[20] W. H. Haemers: Seidel switching and graph energy, MATCH Commun. Math. Comput.

Chem., 68, 653–659 (2012).

[21] J. Hage, T. Harju, E. Welzl: Euler graphs, triangle-free graphs and bipartite graphs in switching classes, Fundamenta Informaticae, 58, 23–37 (2003).

[22] R. B. Holmes, V. I. Paulsen: Optimal frames for erasures, Linear Algebra Appl., 377, 31–51 (2004).

[23] W. M. Kantor: Codes, quadratic forms and finite geometries, Proceedings of Symposia in Applied Mathematics, 50, 153–177 (1995).

[24] W. M. Kantor: MUBs inequivalence and affine planes, J. Math. Phys., 53, 032204 (2012). [25] J. H. Koolen, V. Moulton: Maximal energy graphs, Advances Appl. Math. 26, 47–52 (2001).

[26] P. W. H. Lemmens, J. J. Seidel: Equiangular lines, J. Algebra, 24, 494–512 (1973). [27] J. H. van Lint, J. J. Seidel: Equilateral point sets in elliptic geometry, Indag. Math., 28, 335–348 (1966).

[28] V. A. Liskovec: Enumeration of Euler graphs, Vescī Akad. Navuk BSSR Ser. Fiz.-Mat.

Navuk., 6, 38–46 (1970).

[29] A. A. Makhnev: On the nonexistence of strongly regular graphs with parameters (486, 165, 36, 66), Ukrainian Mathematical Journal, 54, 1137–1146 (2002).

[30] C. L. Mallows, N. J. A. Sloane: Two-graphs, switching classes, and Euler graphs are equal in number, SIAM J. Appl. Math., 28, 876–880 (1975).

[31] M. Matolcsi, I. Z. Ruzsa, M. Weiner: Systems of mutually unbiased Hadamard matrices containing real and complex matrices, Australas. J. Comb., 55, 35–48 (2013).

[32] B. D. McKay: Home page. http://cs.anu.edu.au/~bdm/.

[33] B. D. McKay: Small graphs are reconstructible, Australas. J. Comb., 15, 123–126 (1997). [34] B. D. McKay, E. Spence: Classification of regular two-graphs on 36 and 38 vertices, Australas. J. Comb., 24, 293–300 (2001).

[35] M. Muzychuk, M. Klin: On graphs with three eigenvalues, Discr. Math, 189, 191–207 (1998).

[36] A. Neumaier: Graph representations, two-distance sets, and equiangular lines, Linear Algebra Appl., 114-115, 141–156 (1989).

[37] T. Okuda, W.-H. Yu: Nonexistence of tight spherical designs of harmonic index 4, preprint, arXiv:1409.6995 [math.MG] (2014).

[38] R. W. Robinson: Enumeration of Euler graphs, Proof Techniques in Graph Theory. Academic Press, NY, 147–153 (1969).

[39] A. J. Scott, M. Grassl: SIC-POVMs: A new computer study, J. Math. Phys., 51, 042203 (2010).

[40] J. J. Seidel: ‘Discrete non-Euclidean geometry’, In Buekenhout (ed.), Handbook of Incidence Geometry, Elsevier Science, Amsterdam, The Netherlands (1995).

[41] J. J. Seidel: Graphs and two-graphs, Proc. 5th Southeastern Conf. on Combinatorics, Graph Theory, and Computing, Winnipeg, Canada, Utilitas Mathematica Publishing Inc. (1974).

[42] T. Sozański: Enumeration of weak isomorphism classes of signed graphs, J. Graph Theory, 4, 127–144 (1980).

[43] E. Spence: Home page. http://www.maths.gla.ac.uk/~es/.

[44] E. Spence: The strongly regular (40, 12, 2, 4) graphs, Electron. J. Comb., 7, #22, 4 pp. (2000).

[45] F. Szöllősi: Construction, classification and parametrization of complex Hadamard matrices, PhD Thesis, Central European University, Budapest (2012).

[46] F. Szöllősi: Home page. http://www.math.bme.hu/~szoferi/Seidel/. [47] D. E. Taylor: Regular 2-graphs, Proc. London Math. Soc. 35, 257–274 (1977). [48] D. E. Taylor: Some topics in the theory of finite groups, PhD thesis, University of Oxford (1972).

[49] J. C. Tremain: Concrete constructions of equiangular line sets, arXiv:0811.2779 [math.MG], (2008).

Appendix A. A supplementary table

Here we display a list of feasible spectra for Seidel matrices whose existence would lead to an attainment of or improvement upon the known maximum number of equiangular lines in dimensions 14 and 16–20. The table was compiled using Theorem 5.6, Corollary 3.6, and Corollary 5.3. n d λ μ ν Existence Remark 28 14 [−5]^{14} [3]^7 [7]^7 Y Example 5.17 30 14 [−5]^{16} [5]^9 [7]^5 N Theorem 5.25 40 16 [−5]^{24} [5]^6 [9]^{10} ?

40 16 [−5]^{24} [7]^{15} [15]^1 Y Example 5.10 42 16 [−5]^{26} [7]^7 [9]^9 N Theorem 5.25 48 17 [−5]^{31} [7]^8 [11]^9 Y Example 5.18 49 17 [−5]^{32} [9]^{16} [16]^1 ? 48 18 [−5]^{30} [3]^6 [11]^{12} ? 48 18 [−5]^{30} [7]^{16} [19]^2 ? 54 18 [−5]^{36} [7]^9 [13]^9 ?

60 18 [−5]^{42} [11]^{15} [15]^3 ? Remark 5.20 72 19 [−5]^{53} [13]^{16} [19]^3 Y Example 5.19 75 19 [−5]^{56} [10]^1 [15]^{18} ? Lemma 5.12 90 20 [−5]^{70} [13]^5 [19]^{15} ?

95 20 [−5]^{75} [14]^1 [19]^{19} ? Lemma 5.12 Table 5. Feasible parameters of Seidel matrices with exactly three distinct eigenvalues.

G. G., A. M., and F. Sz.: Research Center for Pure and Applied Mathematics, Graduate School of Information Sciences, Tohoku University, Sendai 980-8579, Japan E-mail address: grwgrvs@gmail.com, munemasa@math.is.tohoku.ac.jp, szoferi@gmail.com

J. H. K.: School of Mathematical Sciences, University of Science and Technology of China, Hefei, Anhui, 230026, P. R. China

E-mail address: koolen@ustc.edu.cn