arXiv:2404.06417v1 [cs.IT] 9 Apr 2024

Radon–Hurwitz Grassmannian codes

Matthew Fickus, Senior Member, IEEE, Enrique Gomez-Leos, Joseph W. Iverson

Abstract—Every equi-isoclinic tight fusion frame (EITFF) is a type of optimal code in a Grassmannian, consisting of subspaces of a finite-dimensional Hilbert space for which the smallest principal angle between any pair of them is as large as possible. EITFFs yield dictionaries with minimal block coherence and so are ideal for certain types of compressed sensing. By refining classical arguments of Lemmens and Seidel that rely upon Radon–Hurwitz theory, we fully characterize EITFFs in the special case where the dimension of the subspaces is exactly onehalf of that of the ambient space. We moreover show that each such “Radon–Hurwitz EITFF” is highly symmetric.

Index Terms—equi-isoclinic, tight, fusion frame

I. INTRODUCTION

Let F be either R or C , and let d ≥ r ≥ 1 and n ≥ 2 be integers. For each index i ∈ [n] := {1, 2, . . . , n}, let U_i be a subspace of F^d of dimension r, and let Φ_i be a corresponding isometry, that is, a d × r matrix whose columns form an orthonormal basis for U_i. The block coherence of (Φ_i)^n_{i=1} is

μ := max_{i≠j} ‖Φ^∗_i Φ_j ‖_{op}. (1)

Isometries (Φ_i)^n_{i=1} with small block coherence are useful for certain types of compressed sensing. For example, a sequence (x_i)^n_{i=1} of n vectors in F^r can be uniquely and efficiently recovered from y = ∑_n i=1 Φ_ix_i ∈ F^d using block orthogonal matching pursuit [27], [12], [8], provided

#{i ∈ [n] : x_i ≠ 0} <^1_2 (^1_μ + 1).

That said, it is well known [23], [29], [10], [26], [11], [8] that the block coherence of any such sequence of isometries is bounded below by the (spectral) Welch bound:

μ^2 ≥^{nr−d}_{d(n−1)} . (2)

Moreover, as detailed in the next section, equality holds in (2) if and only if (U_i)^n_{i=1} is an equi-isoclinic tight fusion frame for F^d , denoted here as an EITFF_F(d, r, n). In particular, every such EITFF is an n-element optimal code in the Grassmannian (manifold) that consists of all r-dimensional subspaces of F^d , with respect to the spectral distance of [11]: achieving equality in (2) guarantees that the smallest principal angle between any pair of its subspaces is as large as possible.

M. Fickus is with the Department of Mathematics and Statistics, Air Force Institute of Technology, Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, OH 45433, USA, e-mail: Matthew.Fickus@afit.edu, Matthew.Fickus@us.af.mil.

E. Gomez-Leos and J. W. Iverson are with the Department of Mathematics, Iowa State University, Ames, IA 50011, USA.

This research was supported in part by the Air Force Institute of Technology through the Air Force Office of Scientific Research Summer Faculty Fellowship Program, Contract Numbers FA8750-15-3-6003, FA9550-15-0001 and FA9550-20-F-0005. The views expressed in this article are those of the authors and do not reflect the official policy or position of the United States Air Force, Department of Defense, or the U.S. Government.

These facts naturally lead to an existence problem: for what such F, d, r and n does an EITFF_F(d, r, n) exist? This problem remains mostly open despite decades of incremental progress since the seminal work of Lemmens and Seidel [23]. In particular, EITFFs with r = 1 equate to equiangular tight frames (ETFs), which remain poorly understood, particularly in the complex setting; see [17] for a survey of them. Famously, (a weak version of) Zauner’s conjecture asserts that an EITFF_C (d, 1, d^2) exists for all positive integers d [31], and it remains unresolved [18]. With the notable exception of [9], all known EITFFs have been obtained via explicit construction.

In [23], Lemmens and Seidel fully characterize the existence of EITFF_F(d, r, n) with d = 2r and F = R. In this paper, we generalize this characterization to the complex setting, showing in Theorem 3.2 that an EITFF_F(2r, r, n) exists if and only if n ≤ ρ_F(r) + 2 where ρ_F(r) is the corresponding classical Radon–Hurwitz number [24], [20], [1], [2], namely

ρ_F(r) = { 8b + 2^c, F = R, 8b + 2c + 2, F = C , (3)

where r = (2a + 1)2^{4b+c} for some nonnegative integers a, b, c with c ≤ 3. Our proof technique differs from that of [23], relying on a new characterization of the isometries of such an EITFF up to a standard notion of equivalence (Theorem 3.1). These contributions are given in Section III. In Section IV, we further exploit Theorem 3.1 to show that all such EITFFs possess a high degree of symmetry (Theorem 4.1) and, in fact, that many of them are totally symmetric (Theorems 4.3 and 4.4). Results such as these in which “optimality implies symmetry” serve as partial converses to some “symmetry implies optimality” results from the recent literature [21], [22]. Some avenues for future work are given in Section V. In the next section, we discuss some relevant background material.

II. PRELIMINARIES In this paper, a space is a finite-dimensional Hilbert space over F whose inner product ⟨·, ·⟩ is conjugate-linear in its first argument. For example, let N be a finite nonempty set, and let F^N be the standard vector space of functions from N into F where ⟨x, y⟩ := ∑ i∈N x(i)y(i). Let (δ_i)_{i∈N} be the standard basis in F^N , so that δ_i(j) is 1 if i = j and 0 otherwise.

We denote the image (range) and adjoint of a linear map A between spaces by im(A) and A^∗, respectively. For any finite nonempty sets M and N , we abuse notation and equate a linear map A : F^N → F^M with a matrix A ∈ F^{M×N} as usual, having A(i, j) = ⟨δ_i, Aδ_j ⟩ for any i ∈ M, j ∈ N . The adjoint of A ∈ F^{M×N} thus equates to its conjugate transpose A^∗ ∈ F^{N ×M} , A^∗(j, i) := A(i, j). For integers m, n ≥ 1, we abbreviate F^{[n]} and F^{[m]×[n]} as F^n and F^{m×n} , respectively.

The Frobenius inner product of two linear maps from one given space to another is ⟨A, B⟩_{Fro} := Tr(A^∗B). We will employ both the associated norm ‖A‖_{Fro} := [Tr(A^∗A)]^{12} and the induced operator norm ‖A‖_{op} := sup{‖Ax‖ : ‖x‖ ≤ 1}.

If A and B are linear maps between spaces and B = U A for some unitary map U then B^∗B = A^∗A. Conversely, as we now explain, if B^∗B = A^∗A, then B = U A for some unitary map U . Such A and B have a common domain and have rank(A) = rank(A^∗A) = rank(B^∗B) = rank(B). Since AA^∗ : im(A) → im(A) is onto, it is invertible. Thus, U : im(A) → im(B), U := BA^∗(AA^∗)^{−1} satisfies

U^∗U = (AA^∗)^{−1}(AA^∗)^2(AA^∗)^{−1} = I, U^∗B = (AA^∗)^{−1}AA^∗A = A, and so U is unitary and B = U A.

The synthesis map of a finite sequence (φ_i)_{i∈N} of vectors in a space E is Φ : F^N → E, Φx := ∑ i∈N x(i)φ_i. It is linear with im(Φ) = span(φ_i)_{i∈N} . Its adjoint Φ^∗ : E → F^N is the associated analysis map, and is given by (Φ^∗y)(i) = ⟨φ_i, y⟩. Composing Φ and Φ^∗ gives the associated frame operator ΦΦ^∗ : E → E given by ΦΦ^∗y = ∑ i∈N ⟨φ_i, y⟩φ_i and Gram matrix Φ^∗Φ ∈ F^{N ×N} given by (Φ^∗Φ)(i, j) = ⟨φ_i, φ_j ⟩. Both are positive semidefinite of rank dim(span(φ_i)^n_{i=1}). When E = F^m and N = [n] for some integers m, n ≥ 1, Φ is the m × n matrix whose ith column is φ_i.

Any linear map Φ : F^N → E is a synthesis map, namely that of (φ_i)_{i∈N} = (Φδ_i)_{i∈N} . Here, (φ_i)_{i∈N} is linearly independent if and only if Φ is injective, namely if and only if Φ^∗Φ is invertible. Moreover, Φ is unitary if and only if (φ_i)_{i∈N} is an orthonormal basis for E. By spectral decomposition, any positive semidefinite G ∈ F^{N ×N} is the Gram matrix Φ^∗Φ of a sequence (φ_i)_{i∈N} in a space of dimension rank(G) that is unique up to unitaries. This sequence can thus be chosen to lie in F^{rank(G)}, if so desired. For any i ∈ N , we can identify φ_i with the map x → xφ_i from F into E whose adjoint φ^∗_i is the linear functional y → ⟨φ_i, y⟩, implying ΦΦ^∗ = ∑ i∈N φ_iφ^∗_i . A. Regular simplices

We say that a sequence (φ_i)^m_{i=1} of m ≥ 2 unit norm vectors in a real space is a (regular) simplex if ⟨φ_i, φ_j ⟩ = −^1_{m−1} for any distinct i, j ∈ [m]. That is, in this paper, a simplex is a sequence of vectors in a real space whose Gram matrix is 1 m−1 (mI − J) where J is an m × m all-ones matrix. Such a matrix has rank m − 1 and is positive semidefinite. As such, a real space E contains an m-vector simplex if and only if m ≤ dim(E)+1. To recursively construct a matrix Ψ_m whose m columns form a simplex in R^{m−1} , let Ψ_2 := [ 1 −1 ] and Ψ_m := 1 m − 1 [ m − 1 −1^⊤ 0 √ m(m − 2) Ψ_{m−1} ] , m ≥ 3. (4) In the next result, we summarize some elementary but obscure facts about regular simplices that we will use later on:

Lemma 2.1 (Folklore). A sequence (φ_i)^m_{i=1} of m ≥ 2 vectors in a real space is a simplex if and only if there exists an orthonormal basis (υ_i)^{m−1}_{i=1} for span(φ_i)^m_{i=1} such that

φ_j = m−1∑ i=1 Ψ_m(i, j)υ_i, ∀ j ∈ [m], (5) where Ψ_m is given in (4). In that case, the following hold:

(a) υ_1 = φ_1.

(b) υ_j ∈ span(φ_i)^j_{i=1} for each j ∈ [m − 1]. (c) υ_{m−1} is a positive multiple of φ_{m−1} − φ_m.

For a proof, see the appendix. The interested reader can verify that for a given simplex (φ_i)^m_{i=1}, the associated orthonormal basis (υ_i)^{n−1}_{i=1} of Lemma 2.1 is unique, and can be iteratively constructed by orthogonalizing (φ_i)^{m−1}_{i=1} via the Gram–Schmidt process.

B. Equi-isoclinic subspaces

Let (U_i)^n_{i=1} be a sequence of r-dimensional subspaces of a space E of dimension d. For each i ∈ [n], let Φ_i : F^r → E be an isometry onto U_i, that is, be the synthesis map of an orthonormal basis (φ_{i,k})^r_{k=1} for U_i, or equivalently, satisfy Φ^∗_i Φ_i = I and im(Φ_i) = U_i. For any i ∈ [n], the (orthogonal) projection onto U_i is Π_i := Φ_iΦ^∗_i . Let Φ be the synthesis map of the concatenation (φ_{i,k})_{(i,k)∈[n]×[r]} of these bases. The associated fusion frame operator is ΦΦ^∗ = n∑ i=1 r∑ k=1 φ_{i,k}φ^∗_{i,k} = n∑ i=1 Φ_iΦ^∗_i = n∑ i=1 Π_i. (6)

Meanwhile, the associated fusion Gram matrix Φ^∗Φ satisfies (Φ^∗Φ) ( (i, k), (j, l) ) = ⟨φ_{i,k}, φ_{j,l}⟩ = (Φ^∗_i Φ_j )(k, l), for any i, j ∈ [n], k, l ∈ [r], and so is a block matrix with the cross-Gram matrix Φ^∗_i Φ_j ∈ F^{r×r} as its (i, j)th submatrix. In particular, each of its diagonal blocks is I.

In this paper, we make frequent use of the following result:

Lemma 2.2 (Folklore). Suppose (U_i)^n_{i=1} and ( ^U_i)^n_{i=1} are sequences of r-dimensional subspaces of some d-dimensional spaces E and ^E, respectively. Let (Π_i)^n_{i=1} and (^Π_i)^n_{i=1} be the associated projections, and (Φ_i)^n_{i=1} and (^Φ_i)^n_{i=1} be associated isometries with domain F^r . Then the following are equivalent:

(i) There is a unitary Υ : E → ^E such that ^U_i = Υ (U_i) for all i ∈ [n].

(ii) There is a unitary Υ : E → ^E such that ^Π_i = Υ Π_iΥ^∗ for all i ∈ [n].

(iii) There exist unitaries (Z_i)^n_{i=1} in F^{r×r} and Υ : E → ^E such that ^Φ_i = Υ Φ_iZ_i for all i ∈ [n].

(iv) There exist unitaries (Z_i)^n_{i=1} in F^{r×r} such that ^Φ^∗_i ^Φ_j = Z^∗_i Φ^∗_i Φ_j Z_j for all i, j ∈ [n].

For a proof, see the appendix. We say that two sequences of subspaces (U_i)^n_{i=1} and ( ^U_i)^n_{i=1} are equivalent if they satisfy (i)–(iv) of Lemma 2.2. Though such unitaries Υ and (Z_i)^n_{i=1} are not unique in general, if (iii) holds for a particular Υ then each corresponding Z_i is necessarily Z_i = Φ^∗_i Υ^∗ ^Φ_i. Here, for any sequence (U_i)^n_{i=1} of subspaces of E, taking Υ to be the analysis map of an orthonormal basis for E yields an equivalent sequence ( ^U_i)^n_{i=1} of subspaces of F^d .

For any distinct i, j ∈ [n], the singular values of Φ^∗_i Φ_j are bounded above by ‖Φ^∗_i Φ_j ‖_{op} ≤ ‖Φ^∗_i ‖_{op}‖Φ_j ‖_{op} = 1, and so are of the form (cos(θ_{i,j;k} ))^r_{k=1} for some unique nondecreasing sequence of principal angles (θ_{i,j;k} )^r_{k=1} in [0,^π_2 ]. By Lemma 2.2, these angles are preserved by equivalence, and in particular are invariant with respect to one’s choice of isometries for (U_i)^n_{i=1}. The spectral distance [11] between two of these subspaces is

dist_s(U_i, U_j ) := (1 − ‖Φ^∗_i Φ_j ‖^2_{op})^{12} = min_{k∈[r]} sin(θ_{i,j;k} ). (7)

With respect to it, an optimal code in the corresponding Grassmannian equates to n subspaces of E, each of dimension r, for which the smallest principal angle between any pair of them is as large as possible. In light of (7), this equates to minimizing block coherence (1).

Later on, we use the following straightforward bounds: 1 n(n−1) n∑ i=1 ∑ j≠i 1 r ‖Φ^∗_i Φ_j ‖^2_{Fro} ≤^1_{n(n−1)} n∑ i=1 ∑ j≠i ‖Φ^∗_i Φ_j ‖^2_{op}

≤ max_{i≠j} ‖Φ^∗_i Φ_j ‖^2_{op}. (8)

Clearly, equality holds throughout (8) if and only if θ_{i,j;k} is constant over all distinct i, j ∈ [n] and k ∈ [r]. When this occurs, (U_i)^n_{i=1} is said to be equi-isoclinic [23]. This equates to the existence of some σ ≥ 0 such that

Φ^∗_i Φ_j Φ^∗_j Φ_i = σ^2I, ∀ i, j ∈ [n], i ≠ j. (9)

For any σ ≥ 0, (9) equates, via the appropriate multiplication by Φ_i and Φ^∗_i , to having Π_iΠ_j Π_i = σ^2Π_i, ∀ i, j ∈ [n], i ≠ j. (10) The real instance of the following necessary condition on the existence of equi-isoclinic subspaces was given in [23]. In the appendix, we verify that its proof directly generalizes to the complex setting. Results of this type are called Gerzon bounds.

Lemma 2.3 ([23]). If a space of dimension d contains n nonidentical equi-isoclinic subspaces of dimension r then n ≤ {_1

2 d(d + 1) −^1_2 r(r + 1) + 1, F = R, d^2 − r^2 + 1, F = C .

(11)

In [23], the authors state that they “have reasons to believe that this bound is too large” in general. These reasons presumably include Theorem 5.1 of [23], which shows that this upper bound is particularly poor when d = 2r and F = R. For context, when r = 1, equality is achieved in (11) when F = R and d ∈ {2, 3, 7, 23}, and it is famously conjectured to be achieved for every d when F = C [31], [18]. Our Theorem 3.2 contributes to this discussion, showing that (11) is a weak bound on the existence of EITFFs with d = 2r and F = C .

C. Equi-isoclinic tight fusion frames

We call (U_i)^n_{i=1} a tight fusion frame for E if its fusion frame operator (6) is a positive multiple of the identity on E, namely if ΦΦ^∗ = ∑_n i=1 Π_i = aI for some a > 0. By Lemma 2.2, this property is preserved under equivalence. Taking the trace and rank of this equation reveals that this can only occur if a =^{nr}_d ≥ 1, where d is the dimension of E.

If (U_i)^n_{i=1} is a tight fusion frame for E, squaring and taking the trace of^d_{nr} Φ^∗Φ reveals that it is a rank-d projection, and so I −^d_{nr} Φ^∗Φ is a projection of rank nr − d. Provided nr > d, there thus exists a sequence (~φ_{i,k})_{(i,k)∈[n]×[r]} of vectors in a space of dimension nr − d, unique up to unitaries, whose synthesis map ~Φ satisfies ~Φ^∗ ~Φ =^{nr}_{nr−d} (I −^d_{nr} Φ^∗Φ). Here, since Φ^∗Φ is a block matrix, each of whose diagonal blocks is I ∈ F^{r×r} , the same is true for ~Φ^∗ ~Φ. As such, each synthesis map ~Φ_i of (~φ_{i,k} )^r_{k=1} is an isometry, and together they satisfy ~Φ^∗_i ~Φ_j = −^d_{nr−d} Φ^∗_i Φ_j , ∀ i, j ∈ [n], i ≠ j. (12) Moreover, since ~Φ^∗ ~Φ has eigenvalue^{nr}_{nr−d} with multiplicity nr − d, taking the singular value decomposition of ~Φ reveals that ~Φ~Φ^∗ =^{nr}_{nr−d} I. As such, the r-dimensional images of (~Φ_i)^n_{i=1} form a tight fusion frame for a space of dimension nr − d. It is called a Naimark complement of (U_i)^n_{i=1}. In light of (12) and Lemma 2.2, it is unique up to equivalence.

Regardless of whether (U_i)^n_{i=1} is a tight fusion frame for E, a direct calculation gives

0 ≤ ‖^{nr}_d I − ΦΦ^∗‖^2_{Fro} = Tr [ (^{nr}_d I − ∑_n i=1 Φ_iΦ^∗_i )^2 ] = −^{nr(nr−d)}_d + n∑ i=1 ∑ j≠i ‖Φ^∗_i Φ_j ‖^2_{Fro}. (13)

Rearranging this gives the following equivalent inequality: nr−d d(n−1) ≤ 1 n(n−1) n∑ i=1 ∑ j≠i 1 r ‖Φ^∗_i Φ_j ‖^2_{Fro}. (14)

Notably, equality holds in (14) if and only if it holds in (13) namely if and only if (U_i)^n_{i=1} is a tight fusion frame for E.

Combining (14) and (8) gives the Welch bound (2). Moreover, this argument implies that the following are equivalent: (i) (Φ_i)^n_{i=1} achieves equality in (2); (ii) (Φ_i)^n_{i=1} achieves equality in both (14) and (8); (iii) (U_i)^n_{i=1} is a tight fusion frame for E that happens to be equi-isoclinic, that is, is an EITFF for E; (iv) (Φ_i)^n_{i=1} satisfies (9) with σ^2 =^{nr−d}_{d(n−1)} .

By Lemma 2.2, tightness and equi-isoclinicity are preserved by equivalence. As such, the existence of an EITFF_F(d, r, n), namely an EITFF for a space over F of dimension d that consists of n of its subspaces of dimension r, depends only on F, d ≥ r ≥ 1 and n ≥^d_r . Moreover, if so desired, we can let E = F^d and let each Φ_i be a d×r matrix with orthonormal columns. By (2), each such EITFF_F(d, r, n) is an n-element optimal code in the Grassmannian of all subspaces of F^d of dimension r, with respect to the spectral distance (7).

By (12), a Naimark complement of any EITFF_F(d, r, n) with nr > d is an EITFF_F(nr−d, r, n). Any EITFF_F(d, r, n) of one of the following three types is said to be trivial: its subspaces are mutually orthogonal, i.e., d = nr; it consists of multiple copies of the entire space, i.e., d = r; Naimark complements of the latter, i.e., d = (n − 1)r. Every EITFF for E is also an equichordal tight fusion frame, and so is also an optimal Grassmannian code with respect to Conway, Hardin and Sloane’s chordal distance [10].

III. CHARACTERIZING RADON–HURWITZ EITFFS In this section, we characterize EITFF_F(d, r, n) for which d = 2r. When n ∈ {2, 3}, such EITFFs are trivial. When n ≥ 3, they equate to EITFF_F((n − 2)r, r, n) via Naimark complements. We begin with the following result, which characterizes the isometries of such EITFFs.

Theorem 3.1. For any integers r ≥ 1 and n ≥ 3, any EITFF_F(2r, r, n) is equivalent to an EITFF for F^{2r} with isometries (Φ_i)^n_{i=1} of the form

Φ_i = [ αI βB_i ] , ∀ i ∈ [n − 1], Φ_n = [ I 0 ] , (15)

where I is the identity matrix in F^{r×r} , α and β are the scalars

α = α(n) := (_{n−2} 2n−2 ) 1_2

, β = β(n) := (_n 2n−2 ) 1_2 , (16)

and (B_i)^{n−1}_{i=1} are unitaries in F^{r×r} that satisfy

B^∗_i B_j + B^∗_j B_i = −^2_{n−2} I, ∀ i, j ∈ [n − 1], i ≠ j. (17)

Conversely, for any such (B_i)^{n−1}_{i=1} , defining (Φ_i)^n_{i=1} by (15) and (16) yields the isometries of an EITFF_F(2r, r, n) for F^{2r} .

Proof. Let (^Φ_i)^n_{i=1} be isometries of some EITFF_F(2r, r, n) ( ^U_i)^n_{i=1} for a space ^E. Define Φ_n ∈ F^{2r×r} as in (15). Since Φ^∗_nΦ_n = I = ^Φ^∗_n ^Φ_n, there is a unitary Υ_0 from the image of Φ_n to that of ^Φ_n such that ^Φ_n = Υ_0Φ_n. Since ^E has dimension 2r over F, Υ_0 extends to a unitary Υ : F^{2r} → ^E such that ^Φ_n = Υ Φ_n. Letting Ω_i := Υ^∗ ^Φ_i ∈ F^{2r×r} for all i ∈ [n] thus yields isometries (Ω_i)^n_{i=1} of an (equivalent) EITFF for F^{2r} for which Ω_n = Υ^∗ ^Φ_n = Φ_n. As detailed in the previous section, this implies that Ω^∗_j Ω_iΩ^∗_i Ω_j = σ^2I for all distinct i, j ∈ [n] where necessarily σ = [_{nr−d} d(n−1) ] 1_2 = [_{nr−2r} 2r(n−1) ] 1_2 = (_{n−2} 2n−2 ) 1_2

= α > 0. (18)

For each i ∈ [n], take Ω_{i,1}, Ω_{i,2} ∈ F^{r×r} such that

Ω_i = [ Ω_{i,1} Ω_{i,2} ] , and so Ω^∗_nΩ_i = [ I 0 ] [ Ω_{i,1} Ω_{i,2} ] = Ω_{i,1}. For any i ∈ [n − 1], Z_i := α^{−1}Ω_{i,1} is unitary since

Z^∗_i Z_i =^1_{α2} Ω^∗_{i,1}Ω_{i,1} =^1_{σ2} Ω^∗_i Ω_nΩ^∗_nΩ_i = I.

Letting Φ_i := Ω_iZ^∗_i for all i ∈ [n−1] and Z_n := I, it follows that ^Φ_i = Υ Ω_i = Υ Φ_iZ_i for all i ∈ [n], and so (Φ_i)^n_{i=1} is a sequence of isometries that is equivalent to (^Φ_i)^n_{i=1}. Next, for any i ∈ [n − 1], let B_i := β^{−1}Ω_{i,2}Z^∗_i ∈ F^{r×r} and note

Φ_i = Ω_iZ^∗_i = [ Ω_{i,1} Ω_{i,2} ] Z^∗_i = [ αZ_i βB_iZ_i ] Z^∗_i = [ αI βB_i ] . Thus, for any i, j ∈ [n − 1],

Φ^∗_i Φ_j = [ αI βB^∗_i ] [ αI βB_j ] = α^2I + β^2B^∗_i B_j . (19)

Since α^2 + β^2 = 1, taking i = j in (19) gives that each B_i is unitary. Moreover, since (Φ_i)^n_{i=1} is a sequence of isometries of an EITFF_F(2r, r, n), (18) and (19) imply

α^2I = Φ^∗_j Φ_iΦ^∗_i Φ_j = (α^2I + β^2B^∗_j B_i)(α^2I + β^2B^∗_i B_j ) = (α^4 + β^4)I + α^2β^2(B^∗_i B_j + B^∗_j B_i)

for any distinct i, j ∈ [n−1]. Since α^2 −α^4 −β^4 = −^2_{n−2} α^2β^2 by (16), it follows that (B_i)^n_{i=1} satisfies (17).

Conversely, if (B_i)^{n−1}_{i=1} is any sequence of unitaries in F^{r×r} that satisfies (17), a straightforward reversal of these arguments gives that (15) and (16) define isometries (Φ_i)^n_{i=1} in F^{2r×r} that satisfy α^2I = Φ^∗_j Φ_iΦ^∗_i Φ_j for any distinct i, j ∈ [n], and so whose images form an EITFF_F(2r, r, n) for F^{2r} .

A. Regular simplices in Radon–Hurwitz spaces

By Theorem 3.1, the existence of an EITFF_F(2r, r, n) equates to that of unitaries (B_i)^{n−1}_{i=1} in F^{r×r} that satisfy (17). As we now explain, the existence of the latter is intimately related to the classical Radon–Hurwitz number (3).

A matrix A ∈ F^{r×r} is a scaled unitary—a scalar multiple of a unitary—if and only if A^∗A = zI for some z ∈ F. Indeed, when this occurs, taking traces gives z =^1_r Tr(A^∗A) ≥ 0. If z > 0 then z^{− 12} A is unitary. When instead z = 0, A is necessarily 0 since ker(A^∗A) = ker(A) in general. Regardless of whether F is R or C , we here regard F^{r×r} as a vector space over R. The Radon–Hurwitz number ρ_F(r) is the maximum dimension of a subspace of F^{r×r} whose every member is a scaled unitary. For example, letting

I := [^{1 0}_{0 1} ] , M :=

[_{1 0}

0 −1 ] , T := [^{0 1}_{1 0} ] , R :=

[_{0 −1} 1 0 ] , (20)

note that aI + bR = [_{a −b} b a ] is a real scaled unitary for any a, b ∈ R, and so ρ_R(2) ≥ 2. Similarly, ρ_C (2) ≥ 4 since

aI + biM + cT + diR = [_{a+ib −c+id} c+id a−ib ] is a complex scaled unitary for any a, b, c, d ∈ R where I, iM, T and iR are linearly independent. A series of classical results—due to Radon [24], Hurwitz [20] and others [1], [2]— yield the nonobvious yet simply stated formula for ρ_F(r) given in (3); see also [3], [4], [5] for related work. We now discuss some ideas from the literature that relate to condition (17).

For brevity’s sake, we often abbreviate “Radon–Hurwitz” as “ρ” when using it as a prefix. For instance, we call a subspace S of F^{r×r} a ρ-space if every A ∈ S is a scaled unitary. Thus, ρ_F(r) is the maximum dimension of a ρ-space in F^{r×r} . If a ρ-space contains A and B then A +B is a scaled unitary and (A + B)^∗(A + B) = A^∗A + A^∗B + B^∗A + B^∗B, implying there exists z ∈ F such that

A^∗B + B^∗A = 2zI. (21)

Taking the trace of (21) gives that this z is necessarily

⟨A, B⟩_ρ :=^1_r Re(Tr(A^∗B)) ∈ R. (22)

Clearly, (22) defines an inner product on a ρ-space in F^{r×r} . More generally, we call a subset S of F^{r×r} a ρ-set if for any A, B ∈ S there exists z ∈ F such that (21) holds. For any ρ-set S, taking A = B in (21) gives that any A ∈ S is a scaled unitary, whereupon (21) in general gives that A + B is a scaled unitary for any A, B ∈ S. It follows that the real span of any ρ-set is a ρ-space. For any A and B ≠ 0 in a ρ-set, multiplying (21) on the left and right by B and B^∗, respectively, gives AB^∗ + BA^∗ = 2⟨A, B⟩_ρI; clearly the latter also holds when B = 0. As such, if S is a ρ-set then so is S^∗ := {A^∗ : A ∈ S} and moreover, for any A, B ∈ S,

A^∗B + B^∗A = 2⟨A, B⟩_ρ I = AB^∗ + BA^∗. (23)

Any ρ-space is thus a finite-dimensional real Hilbert space under (22) whose unit norm elements are unitaries. We say that a finite sequence (C_i)^m_{i=1} in F^{r×r} is ρ-orthonormal if it is orthonormal with respect to (22), that is, if each C_i is unitary and they satisfy the classical Radon–Hurwitz equations

C^∗_i C_j + C^∗_j C_i = 0, ∀ i, j ∈ [m], i ≠ j. (24)

For example, in (20), (I, R) is ρ-orthonormal in R^{2×2} and (I, R, iM, iT) is ρ-orthonormal in C^{2×2} . Since the members of any such sequence form a ρ-set, their real span is a ρ-space. It follows that ρ_F(r) is the largest positive integer m for which there exist m unitary matrices in F^{r×r} that satisfy (24), and moreover, that any ρ-space of a given dimension contains a ρ-space of any lesser dimension. Combining these ideas with Theorem 3.1 gives a full characterization of EITFF_F(2r, r, n):

Theorem 3.2. Let r ≥ 1 and n ≥ 3 be integers.

(a) Matrices (B_i)^{n−1}_{i=1} in F^{r×r} are unitary and satisfy (17) if and only if they form a simplex in a ρ-space.

(b) An EITFF_F(2r, r, n) exists if and only if n ≤ ρ_F(r)+2, where ρ_F(r) is given by (3).

Proof. For (a), recall that vectors (φ_i)^m_{i=1} in a real space form a regular simplex if and only if they are unit norm and satisfy ⟨φ_i, φ_j ⟩ = −^1_{m−1} for any distinct i, j ∈ [m]. Thus, by (23), members (B_i)^{n−1}_{i=1} of a ρ-space in F^{r×r} form a simplex if and only if they are unitary and satisfy (17). Moreover, any unitaries (B_i)^{n−1}_{i=1} in F^{r×r} satisfying (17) form a ρ-set, and so their real span is a ρ-space.

For (b), further recall that a real space E contains an mvector simplex if and only if m − 1 ≤ dim(E). It follows that there are unitaries (B_i)^{n−1}_{i=1} in F^{r×r} that satisfy (17) if and only if n − 2 is at most the maximum dimension ρ_F(r) of a ρ-space in F^{r×r} , that is, if and only if n ≤ ρ_F(r) + 2. Combining this fact with Theorem 3.1 gives (b).

Henceforth, we call any EITFF_F(2r, r, n) a Radon–Hurwitz EITFF, and call (B_i)^{n−1}_{i=1} in F^{r×r} a ρ-simplex if its members are unitaries that satisfy (17). By Lemma 2.1, this occurs if and only if, for some ρ-orthonormal sequence (C_i)^{n−2}_{i=1} in F^{r×r} ,

B_j = n−2∑ i=1 Ψ_{n−1}(i, j)C_i, ∀ j ∈ [n − 1]. (25) Here, C_1 = B_1, C_i ∈ span_R(B_j )^i_{j=1} for any i ∈ [n−2], and C_{n−2} is a positive multiple of B_{n−2} − B_{n−1}. For example, combining the ρ-orthonormal sequence (I, R) from (20) with

Ψ_3 = [ 1 −^1_2 −^1_2

0^{√3}_2 −^{√3}_2 ]

yields the ρ-simplex (I, −^1_2 I +^{√3}_2 R, −^1_2 I −^{√3}_2 R) in R^{2×2} , which in turn, via Theorem 3.1, yields the following four 4×2 isometries of an EITFF_R(4, 2, 4): [_{1√} 3 I_√ 2√ 3 I ] , [_{1√} 3 I −^{1√}_6 I +^{1√}_2 R ] , [_{1√} 3 I −^{1√}_6 I −^{1√}_2 R ] , [ I 0 ] . (26)

Remark 3.3. We now discuss some Radon–Hurwitz-related folklore that can be used in conjunction with Theorems 3.1 and 3.2, and which moreover inspires some of the proof techniques of the next section. We say that a sequence in F^{r×r} is equivalent to another such sequence (A_i)^m_{i=1} if it is of the form (U^∗A_iV )^m_{i=1} for some unitaries U and V in F^{r×r} . In light of (22), this notion of equivalence preserves ρ-orthonormal sequences and ρ-simplices. In particular, unitaries (C_i)^m_{i=1} in F^{r×r} are ρ-orthonormal if and only if (C^∗_mC_i)^m_{i=1} are as well.

Moreover, (I, C) in F^{r×r} is ρ-orthonormal if and only if C is both skew-Hermitian, namely C^∗ = −C, and unitary. It follows that F^{r×r} contains m ρ-orthonormal matrices if and only if it contains m − 1 skew-Hermitian unitaries, any two of which anticommute.

For any integers r_1, r_2 ≥ 1, let r = r_1 + r_2 and let D_{r1,r2} be the block diagonal matrix in F^{r×r} whose first and second diagonal blocks are I ∈ F^{r1 ×r1} and −I ∈ F^{r2 ×r2} , respectively. Write any A ∈ F^{r×r} blockwise as A = [_{A1,1 A1,2} A_{2,1} A_{2,2} ] , where A_{2,1} ∈ F^{r2 ×r1} , A_{1,2} ∈ F^{r1 ×r2} .

If A is unitary, then it commutes with D_{r1,r2} if and only if A_{1,1} and A_{2,2} are unitary, and it anticommutes with D_{r1,r2} if and only if A_{2,1} and A_{1,2} are unitary. The latter can only occur if A_{2,1} is square, in which case r = 2r_1 = 2r_2 is even and D_{r1 ,r2} = M ⊗ I where M = [^{1 0}_{0 −1} ].

In particular, if (C_i)^m_{i=1} in F^{r×r} is ρ-orthonormal with C_m = I and moreover F = C , then C_{m−1} = V (iD_{r1,r2} )V^∗ for some unitary V , and replacing each C_i with V^∗C_iV yields a ρ-orthonormal sequence (C_i)^m_{i=1} in C^{r×r} with C_m = I and C_{m−1} = iD_{r1,r2} . If m ≥ 3 then each C_i with i ≤ m−2 anticommutes with D_{r1,r2} , implying r = 2r_1 = 2r_2 and that each of the two^r_2 ×^r_2 diagonal blocks of each C_i with i ≤ m − 2 is zero. Since (C_i)^{m−2}_{i=1} is skew-Hermitian and ρ-orthonormal, it follows that up to equivalence, every ρ-orthonormal sequence (C_i)^m_{i=1} in C^{r×r} with m ≥ 3 has C_m = [^{I 0}_{0 I} ], C_{m−1} = iM ⊗ I = i

[_{I 0}

0 −I ] , and

C_i = [_{0 − ^C∗i} ^C_i 0 ] , ∀ i ∈ [m − 2], (27) for some ρ-orthonormal sequence ( ^C_i)^{m−2}_{i=1} in C^{r2 × r2} . Conversely, any sequence of this form in C^{r×r} is ρ-orthonormal by (23). Thus, ρ_C (r) = ρ_C (^r_2 ) + 2 when r is even, and ρ_C (r) = 2 when r is odd, yielding the formula for ρ_C (r) given in (3). Moreover, the above process explicitly constructs a maximal ρ-orthonormal sequence in C^{r×r} from one in C^{r2 × r2} . For example, recalling (20), it transforms the sequence (i, 1) for r = 1 into the sequence (iT, R, iM, I) for r = 2, and transforms the latter into the following sequence for r = 4:

(iT ⊗ T, T ⊗ R, iT ⊗ M, R ⊗ I, iM × I, I ⊗ I).

Combining these constructions with (25) and Theorem 3.1 yields complex Radon–Hurwitz EITFFs of every possible size.

Theorem 3.2 generalizes one portion of the seminal paper [23] on real equi-isoclinic subspaces by Lemmens and Seidel. Though [23] predates “tight fusion frame” terminology, its Theorems 3.6 and 5.1 together imply that an EITFF_R(2r, r, n) exists if and only if n ≤ ρ_R(r) + 2. From the perspective of this literature, the novel contributions of Theorems 3.1 and 3.2 are that they generalize these facts to the complex setting and, unlike the Gram-matrix-based proof of Theorem 5.1 of [23], they provide explicit isometries for any Radon–Hurwitz EITFF. In the next section, we leverage our new characterization to show that all Radon–Hurwitz EITFFs feature remarkable symmetry.

Notably, Theorem 3.2 implies that an EITFF_C (2r, r, n(r)) only exists for an infinite number of r if n(r) is O(log(r)), whereas Lemma 2.3 only requires n(r) ≤ 3r^2 + 1. One might suspect that EITFF_F(d, r, n) with large r and n are rare since all r (_n 2 ) of their principal angles must be equal. Theorem 3.2 gives some formal credence to that intuition. For context, the bound of Lemma 2.3 is approached infinitely often when r = 1 and F = C since an EITFF_C (q + 1, 1, q^2 + q + 1) exists for any prime power q [26], [30].

Theorems 3.1 and 3.2 extend to the setting where F is the quaternions H ; see [3] for the appropriate extension of (3). For example, (1, i, j, k) is ρ-orthonormal in H , and applying Theorem 3.1 with resulting 4- and 5-member ρ-simplices in H yields 5- and 6-vector ETFs in H^2 , respectively; ETFs with such parameters are known [9], [15], [28]. Here, Hoggar’s method [19] converts an EITFF_F(d, r, n) in which F is C or H into an EITFF_{^F}(2d, 2r, n) where ^F is R or C , respectively. This method—which relates to (20), the Pauli spin matrices, and C^{2×2} representations of H —converts any quaternionic Radon–Hurwitz EITFF into a complex one with a doubled “r” parameter. Since Theorems 3.1 and 3.2 already give a full characterization of complex Radon–Hurwitz EITFFs, these are not novel. Because of this, and the subtleties of noncommutative scalar multiplication [9], [15], [28], we leave quaternionic Radon–Hurwitz EITFFs to the interested reader.

IV. SYMMETRIES OF RADON–HURWITZ EITFFS Let d ≥ r ≥ 1 be integers, let E be a d-dimensional space over F ∈ {R, C } and, for each i ∈ [n], let Φ_i be an isometry from F^r onto a subspace U_i of E with corresponding projection Π_i := Φ_iΦ^∗_i . A permutation σ of [n] is a symmetry of (U_i)^n_{i=1} if (U_{σ(i)})^n_{i=1} is equivalent to it in the sense of Lemma 2.2, that is, if there exists a unitary Υ_σ : E → E such that

Π_{σ(i)} = Υ_σ Π_iΥ^∗_σ (28)

for all i ∈ [n], or equivalently, unitaries (Z_{σ,i})^n_{i=1} in F^{r×r} such that Φ^∗_{σ(i)}Φ_{σ(j)} = Z^∗_{σ,i}Φ^∗_i Φ_j Z_{σ,j} for all i, j ∈ [n]. The symmetries of (U_i)^n_{i=1} form a subgroup of the symmetric group S_n on [n]. We say that (U_i)^n_{i=1} has total or alternating symmetry when its symmetry group equals S_n or its alternating subgroup A_n, respectively. Equivalent sequences of subspaces have the same symmetry group. When (U_i)^n_{i=1} is a tight fusion frame for E and nr > d, its symmetry group equals that of its Naimark complements: taking isometries (~Φ_i)^n_{i=1} that satisfy (12), ~Φ^∗_{σ(i)} ~Φ_{σ(j)} = −^d_{nr−d} Φ^∗_{σ(i)}Φ_{σ(j)} = −^d_{nr−d} Z^∗_{σ,i}Φ^∗_i Φ_j Z_{σ,j} = Z^∗_{σ,i} ~Φ^∗_i ~Φ_j Z_{σ,j} , ∀ i, j ∈ [n], i ≠ j. Recall that an EITFF_F(d, r, n) is trivial if d is r, (n − 1)r or nr. All such EITFFs have total symmetry. As a partial converse to this fact, any totally symmetric EITFF_F(d, r, n) with r = 1 is trivial in this sense [22]. That said, nontrivial EITFFs with total symmetry exist. In fact, [16] constructs an infinite number of them using classical representation theory, including an EITFF_R(5, 2, 5), cf. [14]. Below, we give the second-ever construction of an infinite family of them, showing that many but not all Radon–Hurwitz EITFFs are totally symmetric. For context, none of the EITFFs of [16] are of Radon–Hurwitz (d = 2r) type.

Our study of totally symmetric EITFFs is in part motivated by a “holy grail” of compressed sensing, namely the open problem of finding deterministic constructions of (block) sensing matrices which certifiably satisfy the (block) restricted isometry property [13] to a degree that rivals or exceeds those whose existence is guaranteed by random matrix theory [7]. Essentially, the goal there is to design a sequence of isometries (Φ_i)^n_{i=1} in F^{d×r} with d < nr so that the spectrum of any kr × kr principal-block submatrix of its fusion Gram matrix Φ^∗Φ is contained in the interval (1 − δ, 1 + δ), where δ > 0 and the integer k are as reasonably small and large as possible, respectively. This only occurs if the block coherence (1) of (Φ_i)^n_{i=1} is small. Since there are (_n k ) such submatrices, it is hard to certify that a given (Φ_i)^n_{i=1} has this property, in general [6]. That said, when (Φ_i)^n_{i=1} is a totally symmetric EITFF, its block coherence is minimal, and any two such submatrices have the same spectrum. Sadly, Radon–Hurwitz EITFFs are not ideal from this perspective: since d = 2r, any three of their subspaces are linearly dependent; since nr ≥ 2d, their Naimark complements offer little advantage over unitary sensing matrices in terms of efficiency. Nevertheless, the following results contribute to the development of a general theory of totally symmetric EITFFs, and the applicability of all such EITFFs to compressed sensing bears further scrutiny.

Theorem 4.1.

(a) Let (Φ_i)^n_{i=1} be isometries of an EITFF_F(2r, r, n) of the form given in Theorem 3.1. This EITFF is totally symmetric if each B_i is skew-Hermitian, i.e., B^∗_i = −B_i.

(b) A skew-Hermitian ρ-simplex (B_i)^{n−1}_{i=1} in F^{r×r} exists if and only if n ≤ ρ_F(r) + 1, where ρ_F(r) is given by (3).

(c) Any EITFF_F(2r, r, n) has alternating or total symmetry.

Proof. For (a), define α, β by (16) and (Φ_i)^n_{i=1} by (15) where (B_i)^n_{i=1} is a sequence of skew-Hermitian unitaries in F^{r×r} that satisfies (17). As such, B^2_i = −I for all i ∈ [n − 1], and

B_iB_j + B_j B_i =^2_{n−2} I, ∀ i, j ∈ [n − 1], i ≠ j. (29)

For any distinct j, k ∈ [n − 1], the matrix A_{j,k} := B_j − B_k thus satisfies A^∗_{j,k} = −A_{j,k} = A_{k,j} and

A^2_{j,k} = −2I − B_j B_k − B_kB_j = −^1_{α2} I.

Moreover, for any i ∈ [n − 1] with i /∈ {j, k}, A_{j,k}B_i = B_j B_i − B_kB_i =^2_{n−2} I − B_iB_j −^2_{n−2} I + B_iB_k = −B_iA_{j,k}.

When i is either j or k, we instead have

A_{j,k}B_j = B^2_j − B_kB_j = B^2_k − B_kB_j = −B_kA_{j,k}, A_{j,k}B_k = B_j B_k − B^2_k = B_j B_k − B^2_j = −B_j A_{j,k}.

It follows that αA_{j,k} is a skew-Hermitian unitary for which (αA_{j,k})B_i(αA_{j,k}) = B_k, i = j, B_j , i = k, B_i, else.

(30)

For any i ∈ [n], the projection Π_i := Φ_iΦ^∗_i arising from the isometry Φ_i defined by (15) is

Π_i = [ α^2I −αβB_i αβB_i β^2I ] if i < n, Π_n = [ I 0 0 0 ] .

To show that this EITFF has total symmetry, it suffices to take any j, k ∈ [n] with j < k, let σ be the corresponding transposition (jk), and provide a corresponding unitary Υ_σ in F^{2r×2r} such that (28) holds for all i ∈ [n]. If k < n, let

Υ_σ = α [ B_j − B_k 0 0 B_k − B_j ] = α [ A_{j,k} 0 0 −A_{j,k} ] . (31)

To see that (28) holds for any i ∈ [n − 1], note that by (30),

Υ_σ Π_iΥ^∗_σ = [ −α^4A^2_{j,k} −α^3βA_{j,k}B_iA_{j,k} α^3βA_{j,k}B_iA_{j,k} −α^2β^2A^2_{j,k} ]

= [ α^2I −αβB_{σ(i)} αβB_{σ(i)} β^2I ] = Π_{σ(i)}.

To see that (28) also holds when i = n, note

Υ_σΠ_nΥ^∗_σ = [ −α^2A^2_{j,k} 0 0 0 ] = Π_n = Π_{σ(n)}.

If instead k = n, let Υ_σ be the matrix

Υ_σ = [ αB_j βI −βI −αB_j ] . (32)

It is skew-Hermitian unitary since both Υ^∗_σ = −Υ_σ and

Υ^2_σ = [ α^2B^2_j − β^2I 0

0 −β^2I + α^2B^2_j ] = −I. For this choice of σ and Υ_σ, (28) holds when i = n since

Υ_σ Π_nΥ^∗_σ = [ αB_j βI −βI −αB_j ] [ I 0 0 0 ] [ −αB_j −βI βI αB_j ]

= [ α^2I −αβB_j αβB_j β^2I ] = Π_j = Π_{σ(n)}.

Since Υ is a skew-Hermitian unitary, this moreover implies that Υ_σ Π_j Υ^∗_σ = Υ^∗_σ Π_j Υ_σ = Π_n = Π_{σ(j)}, and so (28) holds when i = j. To see that (28) also holds for any i ∈ [n−1] with i ≠ j, it suffices to show that Υ_σ Π_i = Π_iΥ_σ . Since

Υ_σ Π_i = [ α^3B_j + αβ^2B_i −α^2βB_j B_i + β^3I −α^2βI − α^2βB_j B_i αβ^2B_i − αβ^2B_j ] , Π_iΥ_σ = [ α^3B_j + αβ^2B_i α^2βI + α^2βB_iB_j α^2βB_iB_j − β^3I αβ^2B_i − αβ^2B_j ] , this reduces to showing that both

−α^2βB_j B_i + β^3I = α^2βI + α^2βB_iB_j , −α^2βI − α^2βB_j B_i = α^2βB_iB_j − β^3I,

namely that B_iB_j + B_j B_i = (^{β2}_{α2} − 1)I. This is indeed the case, being a restatement of (29). Thus, the EITFF_F(2r, r, n) arising from (Φ_i)^n_{i=1} is indeed totally symmetric.

For (b), let (B_i)^n_{i=1} be a skew-Hermitian ρ-simplex in F^{r×r} . Its real span is a ρ-space in F^{r×r} of dimension n − 2 whose members are skew-Hermitian. Let (C_i)^{n−2}_{i=1} be a ρ-orthonormal basis for this ρ-space and put C_{n−1} := I. Since C^∗_{n−1}C_i + C^∗_i C_{n−1} = C_i + C^∗_i = 0 for all i ∈ [n − 2], the sequence (C_i)^{n−1}_{i=1} is ρ-orthonormal. Thus, n − 1 ≤ ρ_F(r). Conversely, if n ≤ ρ_F(r) + 1, then there exists a ρ-orthonormal sequence (C_i)^{n−1}_{i=1} in F^{r×r} . Here, (C^∗_{n−1}C_i)^{n−2}_{i=1} is a ρ-orthonormal sequence in F^{r×r} whose real span is a ρ-space of dimension n − 2 whose members are skew-Hermitian. This space thus contains a skew-Hermitian ρ-simplex (B_i)^{n−1}_{i=1} in F^{r×r} .

For (c), we show that any EITFF_F(2r̂, r̂, n) has either alternating or total symmetry. If n ∈ {2, 3}, such an EITFF is trivial and has total symmetry. Since any two equivalent EITFFs have the same symmetry group, it thus suffices via Theorem 3.1 to let n ≥ 4 and consider EITFFs with isometries (^Φ_i)^n_{i=1} in F^{2r̂ ×r̂} of the form ^Φ_i = [ αI β ^B_i ] , ∀ i ∈ [n − 1], ^Φ_n = [ I 0 ] , where ( ^B_i)^{n−1}_{i=1} is a sequence of unitaries in F^{r̂ ×r̂} for which ^B^∗_i ^B_j + ^B^∗_j ^B_i = −^2_{n−2} I, ∀ i, j ∈ [n − 1], i ≠ j. (33) Since A_n is a subgroup of S_n of index 2, it moreover suffices to show that the symmetry group of this EITFF contains all products of two transpositions. Now let r = 2r̂, and define a sequence (B_i)^n_{i=1} of skew-Hermitian unitaries in F^{r×r} by

B_i := [_{0 − ^B∗i} ^B_i 0 ] . In light of (23) and (33), this sequence (B_i)^n_{i=1} satisfies (29), and so (15) defines isometries (Φ_i)^n_{i=1} of a totally symmetric EITFF_F(2r, r, n) for F^{2r} = F^{4r̂} . Now consider the isometries (P Φ_i)^n_{i=1} of the equivalent EITFF where

P :=

[_{I 0 0 0}

0 0 0 I 0 I 0 0 0 0 I 0 ] ∈ F^{4r̂ ×4r̂} is a block permutation matrix, namely

P Φ_i =

[_{αI 0} β ^B_i 0 0 αI 0 −β ^B^∗_i ] ∀ i ∈ [n − 1], P Φ_n = [_{I 0} 0 0 0 I 0 0 ] . Each associated projection P Π_iP^∗ = P Φ_iΦ^∗_i P^∗ is a 4r̂×4r̂ block diagonal matrix whose upper left 2r̂ × 2r̂ corner is the projection ^Π_i := ^Φ_i ^Φ^∗_i onto the ith subspace of our arbitrary EITFF_F(2r̂, r̂, n). For any σ ∈ S_n and unitary Υ_σ in F^{2r×2r} that satisfy (28) for all i ∈ [n],

P Π_{σ(i)}P^∗ = (P Υ_σ P^∗)(P Π_iP^∗)(P Υ_σ P^∗)^∗.

For instance, this holds when Υ_σ is given by (31) and σ is the transposition (jk) for some j, k ∈ [n − 1] with j < k; here,

P Υ_σP^∗ = α

0 0 ^B^∗_k − ^B^∗_j 0 0 0 0 ^B_k − ^B_j ^B_j − ^B_k 0 0 0

0 ^B^∗_j − ^B^∗_k 0 0 . It also holds when Υ_σ is given by (32) and σ is the transposition (jn) for some j ∈ [n − 1]; here,

P Υ_σ P^∗ = 0 0 −α ^B^∗_j βI 0 0 βI −α ^B_j α ^B_j βI 0 0 −βI α ^B^∗_j 0 0 . For any transpositions σ_1 and σ_2, the product (P Υ_{σ1} P^∗)(P Υ_{σ2} P^∗) of the associated unitaries is thus a 4r̂ × 4r̂ block diagonal matrix with diagonal blocks of size 2r̂ × 2r̂. Since (P Υ_{σ1} P^∗)(P Υ_{σ2} P^∗) conjugates each P Π_iP^∗ to P Π_{σ1 (σ2(i))}P^∗, the upper left 2r̂ × 2r̂ corner of

(P Υ_{σ1} P^∗)(P Υ_{σ2} P^∗) conjugates each ^Π_i to ^Π_{σ1 (σ2 (i))}. As such, the product of any two transpositions in S_n indeed lies in the symmetry group of our arbitrary EITFF_F(2r̂, r̂, n).

By Theorem 4.1, an EITFF_F(2r, r, n) with total symmetry exists if n ≤ ρ_F(r) + 1. Below, we show that when F = C , this sufficient condition for the existence of a totally symmetric EITFF_F(2r, r, n) is moreover necessary. The situation is more complicated when F = R, as some EITFF_R(2r, r, n) with n = ρ_R(r) + 2 have total symmetry while others do not. For example, ρ_R(8) = ρ_C (8) = 8, and no EITFF_F(16, 8, 10) with F = R has total symmetry since, more generally, no such EITFF with F = C does. In contrast, ρ_R(2) = 2, and the EITFF_R(4, 2, 4) whose isometries are given in (26) has total symmetry: its symmetry group contains A_4 by Theorem 4.1, and moreover contains the transposition σ = (23) since (28) holds for all i ∈ [4] provided Υ_σ is taken to be [^{M 0}_{0 M} ] where M = [^{1 0}_{0 −1} ]. To better understand these facts, consider the following technical characterization of the existence of EITFF_F(2r, r, n) with total symmetry in terms of types of solutions to the classical Radon–Hurwitz equations (24).

Lemma 4.2. For any integers r ≥ 1 and n ≥ 4, an EITFF_F(2r, r, n) with total symmetry exists if and only if there exist ρ-orthonormal matrices (C_i)^{n−2}_{i=1} in F^{r×r} with C_1 = I as well as a unitary U in F^{r×r} that anticommutes with C_{n−2} and commutes with each C_i with i ≤ n − 3.

Proof. Assume that an EITFF_F(2r, r, n) with total symmetry exists. Since symmetry groups are preserved by equivalence, and since multiplying every member of any ρ-simplex (B_i)^n_{i=1} in F^{r×r} by B^∗_1 yields another ρ-simplex whose first member is I, we assume without loss of generality via Theorem 3.1 that it has isometries (Φ_i)^n_{i=1} of the form (15) where (B_i)^{n−1}_{i=1} is a ρ-simplex in F^{r×r} with B_1 = I. Then the transposition σ that interchanges n − 2 and n − 1 is a symmetry of this EITFF, and so Lemma 2.2 gives a unitary Υ_σ in F^{2r×2r} and unitaries (Z_{σ,i})^n_{i=1} in F^{r×r} such that for any i ∈ [n],

Φ_{σ(i)} = Υ_σ Φ_iZ_{σ,i}. (34)

Since Φ_{σ(n)} = Φ_n = [^I_0 ], applying (34) when i = n gives Υ_σ = [^{U 0}_{0 V} ] and Z_{σ,n} = U^∗ for some unitaries U , V in F^{r×r} . For any i ∈ [n − 1], (34) moreover guarantees that Z_{σ,i} = U^∗ since both Φ_i and Φ_{σ(i)} have αI as their upper block. Since Z_{σ,1} = U^∗ and Φ_{σ(1)} = Φ_1 has βB_1 = βI as its lower block, applying (34) when i = 1 moreover gives that V = U . Examining the bottom blocks of (34) then gives

U B_iU^∗ = B_{σ(i)} when 2 ≤ i ≤ n − 1. (35)

In particular, U commutes with each B_i with i ∈ [n − 3], and anticommutes with B_{n−2} − B_{n−1}. Now take ρ-orthonormal matrices (C_i)^{n−2}_{i=1} that satisfy (25). Here, Lemma 2.1 gives that C_1 = B_1 = I, that each C_i lies in the span of (B_j )^i_{j=1} and so commutes with U for i ≤ n − 3, and that C_{n−2} is a multiple of B_{n−2} − B_{n−1} and so anticommutes with U .

Conversely, if (C_i)^{n−2}_{i=1} is a ρ-orthonormal sequence in F^{r×r} with C_1 = I and there exists a unitary U in F^{r×r} that both anticommutes with C_{n−2} and commutes with each C_i with i ≤ n − 3, then (25) defines a ρ-simplex (B_i)^{n−1}_{i=1} in

F^{r×r} that satisfies (35) where σ is again the transposition that interchanges n − 2 and n − 1. It follows that (34) holds for all i ∈ [n], provided we define (Φ_i)^n_{i=1} by (15), let Υ_σ be [^{U 0}_{0 U} ], and let Z_{σ,i} be U^∗ for all i ∈ [n]. As such, the symmetry group of the associated EITFF_F(2r, r, n) contains σ. Since it also contains A_n by Theorem 4.1, it is necessarily S_n.

For example, by Lemma 4.2, the EITFF_R(4, 2, 4) of (26) has total symmetry since it arises from (C_i)^m_{i=1} = (I, R) where R anticommutes with the unitary U = M.

Theorem 4.3. For any integers r ≥ 1 and n ≥ 3, an EITFF_C (2r, r, n) with total symmetry exists if and only if n ≤ ρ_C (r) + 1, where ρ_C (r) is given by (3).

Proof. In light of Theorems 3.2 and 4.1, it suffices to assume that a totally symmetric EITFF_C (2r, r, n) with n = ρ_C (r)+2 exists and then arrive at a contradiction. By Lemma 4.2, there exists a ρ-orthonormal sequence (C_i)^{n−2}_{i=1} in C^{r×r} with C_1 = I and a unitary U in C^{r×r} that anticommutes with C_{n−2} and commutes with each C_i with i ≤ n − 3.

Since C is the underlying field, there exists a unitary matrix V and a diagonal matrix D, both in C^{r×r} , such that U = V DV^∗. Here, without loss of generality, assume that the columns of V have been arranged so that common diagonal values of D appear consecutively, and moreover that the same is true for D^2. To be precise, take distinct unimodular scalars (z_k)^l_{k=1} and positive integers (r_k )^l_{k=1} that sum to r such that the kth diagonal block of D^2 is z_kI ∈ C^{rk ×rk} . Replacing each C_i with V^∗C_iV yields a ρ-orthonormal sequence (C_i)^{n−2}_{i=1} in C^{r×r} with C_1 = I where D anticommutes with C_{n−2} and commutes with each C_i with i ≤ n − 3.

Each matrix C_i commutes with D^2, and so is block diagonal, with its kth diagonal block C^{(k)}_i belonging to C^{rk ×rk} . For any k ∈ [l], the sequence (C^{(k)}_i )^{n−2}_{i=1} is thus ρ-orthonormal, implying ρ_C (r) = n − 2 ≤ ρ_C (r_k ). Moreover, there exists k_0 ∈ [l] such that ρ_C (r_{k0} ) = ρ_C (r): otherwise, C^{rk ×rk} contains ρ_C (r) + 1 ρ-orthonormal matrices for each k ∈ [l], and these can form the diagonal blocks of ρ_C (r) + 1 ρ-orthonormal matrices in C^{r×r} , a contradiction. Taking any such k_0, replacing r with r_{k0} , each C_i with C^{(k0)}_i , and D with the appropriate unimodular multiple of its k_0th diagonal block yields a ρ-orthonormal sequence (C_i)^{n−2}_{i=1} in C^{r×r} with n = ρ_C (r) + 2 and C_1 = I where D = [^{I 0}_{0 −I} ] anticommutes with C_{n−2}, and commutes with C_i for i ≤ n−3. Since D anticommutes with C_{n−2}, each of its two diagonal blocks lies in C^{r2 × r2} where r is even, and so n = ρ_C (r)+2 = ρ_C (^r_2 )+4 ≥ 6. Moreover, for any i ∈ [n − 3], the fact that C_i commutes with D implies that it is of the form

C_i =

[_{C(1)} i 0 0 C^{(2)}_i ]

for some unitaries C^{(1)}_i and C^{(2)}_i in C^{r2 × r2} . Since (C_i)^{n−2}_{i=1} is ρ-orthonormal, this implies that (C^{(1)}_i )^{n−3}_{i=1} is as well, and so n − 3 ≤ ρ_C (^r_2 ) = ρ_C (r) − 2 = n − 4, a contradiction.

In the real setting, Theorems 3.2 and 4.1 imply that an EITFF_R(2r, r, n) exists only if n ≤ ρ_R(r) + 2, and that a totally symmetric such EITFF exists if n ≤ ρ_R(r) + 1. The following result gives a partial characterization of the existence of totally symmetric such EITFFs in the remaining case.

Theorem 4.4. Let ρ_R(r) = 8b + 2^c where r = (2a + 1)2^{4b+c} for some nonnegative integers a, b, c with c ≤ 3. A totally symmetric EITFF_R(2r, r, n) with n = ρ_R(n) + 2 exists if either c = 0 or c = 1, and does not exist if c = 3.

Before proving this result, it is helpful to review some more Radon–Hurwitz folklore. Recalling (3) and comparing the values ρ_R(r) = 8b+2^c and ρ_C (r) = 8b+2c+2 reveals that ρ_R(r) = ρ_C (r) when c = 3, namely when^r_8 is an odd multiple of a power of 16, and that ρ_R(r) < ρ_C (r) when instead c ∈ {0, 1, 2}. As detailed in Remark 3.3, ρ_C (r) = 8b + 2c + 2 is the maximal number of ρ-orthonormal matrices in C^{r×r} . Since every real matrix is a complex one, it follows that ρ_C (r) is also an upper bound on the maximal number of ρ-orthonormal matrices in R^{r×r} . When c ∈ {0, 1, 2}, we know of no short and elementary proof of the classical fact that ρ_R(r) = 8b + 2^c is an upper bound on this same number; one nontrivial proof of it [25] involves a series of four various nontrivial generalizations of (27) that convert any m given ρ-orthonormal matrices in R^{r×r} into m − 8 such matrices in R^{r16 × r16} . In contrast, the proof that ρ_R(r) = 8b + 2^c is a lower bound on this number is relatively simple, relying on explicit constructions of 8b + 2^c unitaries in R^{r×r} that satisfy (24). Taking the first of these to be I, it suffices to have m := 8b + 2^c − 1 anticommuting skew-Hermitian unitaries in R^{r×r} . For example, recalling (20), consider the matrix R when r = 2 and m = 1, the matrices (I ⊗ R, R ⊗ T, R ⊗ M) when r = 4 and m = 3, the matrices (M ⊗ M ⊗ R, M ⊗ T ⊗ R, M ⊗ R ⊗ I, T ⊗ R ⊗ M, T ⊗ R ⊗ T, T ⊗ I ⊗ R, R ⊗ I ⊗ I) when r = 8 and m = 7, and the matrices

R ⊗ T ⊗ T ⊗ T, T ⊗ R ⊗ T ⊗ M, T ⊗ M ⊗ R ⊗ T, T ⊗ T ⊗ M ⊗ R,

R ⊗ M ⊗ M ⊗ M, M ⊗ R ⊗ M ⊗ T, M ⊗ T ⊗ R ⊗ M, M ⊗ M ⊗ T ⊗ R,

(36)

when r = 16 and m = 8. Moreover, as noted in [5], combining the above matrices (E_i)^8_{i=1} in R^{16×16} with any anticommuting skew-Hermitian matrices (C_i)^m_{i=1} in R^{r×r} as follows yields m + 8 such matrices in R^{16r×16r} :

(R ⊗ R ⊗ R ⊗ R ⊗ C_i)^m_{i=1} ⊔ (E_i ⊗ I)^8_{i=1}. (37)

Combining these constructions with (25) and Theorem 3.1 yields real Radon–Hurwitz EITFFs of every possible size.

Proof of Theorem 4.4. If c = 3 then any totally symmetric EITFF_R(2r, r, n) with n = ρ_R(r) + 2 would also be a totally symmetric EITFF_C (2r, r, n) with n = ρ_C (r) + 2 which, by Theorem 4.3, do not exist. If c = 0 and b = 0 then n = ρ_R(r) + 2 = 8b + 2^c + 2 = 3, and a totally symmetric EITFF_R(2r, r, 3) exists, namely the Naimark complement of the trivial EITFF_R(r, r, 3). When instead either c = 1 or c = 0 and b ≥ 1, we have n = ρ_R(r)+2 = 8b+2^c +2 ≥ 4, implying by Lemma 4.2 that it suffices to construct a unitary U in R^{r×r} as well as m := n − 3 = ρ_R(r) − 1 = 8b + 2^c − 1 anticommuting skew-Hermitian matrices (C_i)^m_{i=1} in R^{r×r} whose members commute with U , save one, which anticommutes with U . Moreover, from any such U and (C_i)^m_{i=1} in R^{r×r} , we can obtain analogous matrices in R^{r̂ ×r̂} where r̂ := 16r = (2a + 1)2^{4(b+1)+c} by letting ^U := I ⊗ U and taking ( ^C_i)^{m̂}_{i=1} to be the matrices of (37), where

m̂ := m + 8 = 8(b + 1) + 2^c − 1 = ρ_R(r̂) − 1.

As such, it suffices to consider just two cases, namely when (b, c) is either (0, 1) or (1, 0). In the former, which equates to having r = (2a + 1)2^{4b+c} be an odd multiple of 2, let U be M ⊗ I and let (C_i)^1_{i=1} consist of the sole matrix R ⊗ I. In the latter, which equates to having r = (2a + 1)2^{4b+c} be an odd multiple of 16, let U and (C_i)^8_{i=1} be the tensor products of the identity matrix of size 2a + 1 with I ⊗ M ⊗ M ⊗ M and the matrices of (36), respectively.

In light of Theorems 3.2, 4.1, 4.3 and 4.4, the existence of a totally symmetric EITFF_F(2r, r, n) is settled except when F = R and (r, n) = (4(2a + 1)16^b, 8b + 6) for some integers a, b ≥ 0. The same technique we used to prove Theorem 4.4 implies that if such an EITFF exists for a particular value of b then it also holds for all larger values of b. Our preliminary work suggests that no EITFF_R(8, 4, 6) has total symmetry. We leave the remaining cases for future work.

V. CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE WORK

As part of their seminal paper on equi-isoclinic subspaces [23], Lemmens and Seidel fully characterized the existence of real instances of such objects with d = 2r in terms of classical Radon–Hurwitz theory. Refining and generalizing those ideas yields a full characterization of the existence of real and complex Radon–Hurwitz EITFFs. Each such EITFF has at least alternating symmetry, and we have a near-complete characterization of when totally symmetric such EITFFs exist. We highlight several avenues for follow-up research that were mentioned above: finish characterizing the existence of real Radon–Hurwitz EITFFs with total symmetry; develop a general theory of totally symmetric EITFFs that unites the constructions here with those of [16]; apply totally symmetric EITFFs to compressed sensing problems.

In contrast to several (“symmetry implies optimality”) results from the recent literature [21], [22], which exploit the symmetries of certain sequences of subspaces to show that they are EITFFs, Theorem 4.1 is notably of the converse (“optimality implies symmetry”) type, showing that any Radon– Hurwitz EITFF has at least alternating symmetry. That said, both Lemma 6.2 of [22], which implies that every triplytransitive EITFF_F(d, 1, n) is trivial, and Theorem 4.3 show that too much symmetry can be prohibitive.

REFERENCES

[1] J. F. Adams, Vector fields on spheres, Ann. of Math. (2) 75 (1962) 603–632.

[2] J. F. Adams, P. D. Lax, R. S. Phillips, On matrices whose real linear combinations are non-singular, Proc. Amer. Math. Soc. 16 (1965) 318–322.

[3] J. F. Adams, P. D. Lax, R. S. Phillips, Correction to “On matrices whose real linear combinations are nonsingular”, Proc. Amer. Math. Soc. 17 (1966) 945–947.

[4] Y.-H. Au-Yeung, On matrices whose nontrivial real linear combinations are nonsingular, Proc. Amer. Math. Soc. 29 (1971) 17–22.

[5] Y.-H. Au-Yeung, C.-M. Cheng, On the pure imaginary quaternionic solutions of the Hurwitz matrix equations, Linear Algebra Appl. 419 (2006) 630–642.

[6] A. S. Bandeira, E. Dobriban, D. G. Mixon, W. F. Sawin, Certifying the restricted isometry property is hard, IEEE Trans. Inform. Theory 59 (2013) 3448–3450.

[7] A. S. Bandeira, M. Fickus, D. G. Mixon, P. Wong, The road to deterministic matrices with the Restricted Isometry Property, J. Fourier Anal. Appl. 19 (2013) 1123–1149.

[8] R. Calderbank, A. Thompson, Y. Xie, On block coherence of frames, Appl. Comput. Harmon. Anal. 38 (2015) 50–71.

[9] H. Cohn, A. Kumar, G. Minton, Optimal simplices and codes in projective spaces, Geom. Topol. 20 (2016) 1289–1357.

[10] J. H. Conway, R. H. Hardin, N. J. A. Sloane, Packing lines, planes, etc.: packings in Grassmannian spaces, Exp. Math. 5 (1996) 139–159.

[11] I. S. Dhillon, J. R. Heath, T. Strohmer, J. A. Tropp, Constructing packings in Grassmannian manifolds via alternating projection, Exp. Math. 17 (2008) 9–35.

[12] Y. C. Eldar, P. Kuppinger, H. Bölcskei, Block-sparse signals: uncertainty relations and efficient recovery, IEEE Trans. Signal Process. 58 (2010) 3042–3054.

[13] Y. C. Eldar, M. Mishali, Robust recovery of signals from a structured union of subspaces, IEEE Trans. Inform. Theory 55 (2009) 5302–5316.

[14] B. Et-Taoui, Equi-isoclinic planes of Euclidean spaces, Indag. Math.

(N.S.) 17 (2006) 205–219.

[15] B. Et-Taoui, Quaternionic equiangular lines, Adv. Geom. 20 (2020) 273–284.

[16] M. Fickus, J. W. Iverson, J. Jasper, D. G. Mixon, A note on totally symmetric equi-isoclinic tight fusion frames, Proc. IEEE Int. Conf. Acoust. Speech Signal Process. (2022) 8987–8991.

[17] M. Fickus, D. G. Mixon, Tables of the existence of equiangular tight frames, arXiv:1504.00253 (2016).

[18] C. A. Fuchs, M. C. Hoang, B. C. Stacey, The SIC question: history and state of play, Axioms 6 (2017) 21.

[19] S. G. Hoggar, New sets of equi-isoclinic n-planes from old, Proc.

Edinb. Math. Soc. 20 (1977) 287–291.

[20] A. Hurwitz, Über die Komposition der quadratischen Formen, Math.

Ann. 88 (1923) 1–25.

[21] J. W. Iverson, D. G. Mixon, Doubly transitive lines I: Higman pairs and roux, J. Combin. Theory Ser. A 185 (2022) 105540.

[22] J. W. Iverson, D. G. Mixon, Doubly transitive lines II: Almost simple symmetries, Algebr. Comb. 7 (2024) 37–76.

[23] P. W. H. Lemmens, J. J. Seidel, Equi-isoclinic subspaces of Euclidean spaces, Indag. Math. 76 (1973) 98–107.

[24] J. Radon, Lineare scharen orthogonaler matrizen, Abh. Math. Semin.

Univ. Hambg. 1 (1922) 1–14.

[25] A. R. Rajwade, Squares, London Math. Soc. Lecture Note Ser. 171, Cambridge University Press, 1993.

[26] T. Strohmer, R. W. Heath, Grassmannian frames with applications to coding and communication, Appl. Comput. Harmon. Anal. 14 (2003) 257–275.

[27] J. A. Tropp, Greed is good: algorithmic results for sparse approximation, IEEE Trans. Inform. Theory 50 (2004) 2231–2242.

[28] S. Waldron, Tight frames over the quaternions and equiangular lines, arXiv:2006.06126 (2020).

[29] L. R. Welch, Lower bounds on the maximum cross correlation of signals, IEEE Trans. Inform. Theory 20 (1974) 397–399.

[30] P. Xia, S. Zhou, G. B. Giannakis, Achieving the Welch bound with difference sets, IEEE Trans. Inform. Theory 51 (2005) 1900–1907.

[31] G. Zauner, Quantum designs: Foundations of a noncommutative design theory, Ph.D. Thesis, University of Vienna, 1999.

APPENDIX

Proof of Lemma 2.1. Let (φ_i)^m_{i=1} be a sequence of m ≥ 2 vectors in a real space, and let E and Φ : R^m → E be its span and synthesis map, respectively. If Υ : R^{m−1} → E is the synthesis map of a sequence (υ_i)^{m−1}_{i=1} in E, then

Υ Ψ_mδ_j = Υ m−1∑ i=1 Ψ_m(i, j)δ_i = m−1∑ i=1 Ψ_m(i, j)υ_i (38) for each j ∈ [m]. In particular, if (υ_i)^{m−1}_{i=1} is an orthonormal basis for E that satisfies (5), then Υ is unitary and Υ Ψ_mδ_j equals φ_j = Φδ_j for each j ∈ [m]. In this case, Φ = Υ Ψ_m, implying Φ^∗Φ = Ψ^∗_mΨ_m =^1_{m−1} (mI − J), and so (φ_i)^m_{i=1} is a simplex. Conversely, if (φ_i)^m_{i=1} is a simplex then its Gram matrix is Φ^∗Φ =^1_{m−1} (mI − J) = Ψ^∗_mΨ_m, implying Φ = Υ Ψ_m for some unitary Υ : R^{m−1} → E. When this occurs, (υ_i)^{m−1}_{i=1} := (Υ δ_i)^{m−1}_{i=1} is an orthonormal basis for E that has Υ as its synthesis map, and (5) follows from the fact that (38) equals Φδ_j = φ_j for each j ∈ [m].

The remaining claims follow from (5) and properties of Ψ_m. By induction, Ψ_m is an upper triangular matrix whose diagonal entries are positive and whose first entry is 1. As such, the j = 1 instance of (5) gives φ_1 = Ψ_m(1, 1)υ_1 = υ_1, namely (a). Next, since the matrix Ψ_{m,0} obtained by removing the final column of Ψ_m is invertible, we have Υ = Φ_0Ψ^{−1}_{m,0} where Φ_0 is the synthesis map of (φ_i)^{m−1}_{i=1} and Ψ^{−1}_{m,0} is upper triangular, implying υ_j = ∑_j i=1 Ψ^{−1}_{m,0}(i, j)φ_i ∈ span(φ_i)^j_{i=1} for any j ∈ [m − 1], namely (b). Finally, by induction, Ψ_m(i, m − 1) = Ψ_m(i, m) for all i ∈ [m − 2] while 0 < Ψ_m(m − 1, m − 1) = −Ψ_m(m − 1, m), and combining these facts with (5) gives (c).

Proof of Lemma 2.2. Clearly, (i) and (ii) are equivalent, and (iii) implies both (ii) and (iv). It thus suffices to prove that either (ii) or (iv) imply (iii). If (ii) holds then for any i ∈ [n], ^Φ_i ^Φ^∗_i = (Υ Φ_i)(Υ Φ_i)∗, and so ^Φ_i = Υ Φ_iZ_i for some unitary Z_i in F^{r×r} , implying (iii). If instead (iv) holds, the fusion Gram matrix associated to (^Φ_i)^n_{i=1} equals that of (Φ_iZ_i)^n_{i=1}, and so ^Φ^∗ ^Φ = Z^∗Φ^∗ΦZ where Z is the block diagonal matrix whose ith diagonal block is Z_i. As such, ^Φ = Υ_0ΦZ for some unitary map Υ_0 from im(ΦZ) to im(^Φ), namely from the span of (U_i)^n_{i=1} to that of ( ^U_i)^n_{i=1}. Since E and ^E have equal dimension, Υ_0 extends to a unitary map Υ : E → ^E. Thus, ^Φ = Υ ΦZ. Moreover, for any i ∈ [n], applying ^Φ = Υ ΦZ to (δ_{i,k})r_{k=1} gives ^Φ_i = Υ Φ_iZ_i and so (iii).

Proof of Lemma 2.3. The sequence of projections (Π_i)^n_{i=1} of such subspaces satisfies (10) where 0 ≤ σ < 1. It lies in the real space SA(E) of self-adjoint operators on E. Since Tr(Π_iΠ_j ) = Tr(Π_iΠ_j Π_i) = Tr(σ^2Π_i) = rσ^2 whenever i ≠ j, its Gram matrix with respect to the Frobenius inner product is r[(1 − σ^2)I + σ^2J]. Since σ < 1, this matrix is invertible, and so (Π_i)^n_{i=1} is linearly independent. It thus suffices to show that the right-hand side of (11) is the dimension of some subspace U of SA(E) that contains (Π_i)^n_{i=1}. Since (10) holds and Π^3_1 = Π_1, we can take U to be the space of all self-adjoint A : E → E such that Π_1AΠ_1 is a real scalar multiple of A. Without loss of generality, Lemma 2.2 gives E = F^d and Π_1 = [^{I 0}_{0 0} ]. Thus, U consists of all A ∈ F^{d×d} of the form A = [_{xI A∗2,1} A_{2,1} A_{2,2} ]

where x ∈ R, A_{2,1} ∈ F^{(d−r)×r} and A^∗_{2,2} = A_{2,2}. Computing the dimension of this real space U gives the result.