arXiv:2406.19335v1 [math.NT] 27 Jun 2024

L^∞-SIZES OF THE SPACES SIEGEL CUSP FORMS OF DEGREE n VIA POINCARÉ SERIES

SOUMYA DAS

Abstract. We prove the conjectures on the (L^∞)-sizes of the spaces of Siegel cusp forms of degree n, weight k, for any congruence subgroup in the weight aspect as well as for all principal congruence subgroups in the level aspect, in particular. This size is measured by the size of the Bergman kernel of the space. More precisely we show that the aforementioned size is ≍n k^{3n(n+1)/4} . Our method uses the Fourier expansion of the Bergman kernel, and has wide applicability. We illustrate this by a simple algorithm. We also include some of the applications of our method, including individual sup-norms of small weights and non-vanishing of Poincaré series.

1. Introduction

The sup-norm problem for automorphic forms has seen a lot of activity in the recent years. Obtaining estimates of eigenfunctions of the Laplace-Beltrami operator in terms of the Laplace eigenvalues on a Riemannian manifold has a long history, germinating from classical analysis. For number theorists, the main concern is to solve the problem for arithmetic quotients i.e. for symmetric spaces of the form Γ\G where G is a Lie group and Γ rises from arithmetic input, e.g. Γ may be a congruence subgroup of some kind. Due to the availability of a nice family of Hecke operators, one can exploit non-trivial relations among them to implement an ‘amplification method’ to improve upon the bounds for an eigenform that one obtains generally over arbitrary manifolds via classical analysis.

1.1. Some conjectures. Whereas there are plenty of results for the quotients of SL_2(Z), very few such are available for the higher dimensional spaces. We now focus our attention to the particular case of our interest: the Siegel modular group and its subgroups. These correspond to G = Sp_n(R), Γ = Sp_n(Z) and its subgroups. For a cofinite group Γ ⊂ Sp_n(Z), there are two distinct problems:

(i) To obtain the correct L^∞ size of the space S^{(n)}_k (Γ) as k → ∞. Let B_k(Γ) denote an orthonormal basis for the space S^{(n)}_k (Γ), and put (our Petersson norms are not volume normalized)

B_{k,Γ} (Z) := ∑ F ∈B_k(Γ) det(Y )

k|F (Z)|^2; sup(S^{(n)}_k (Γ)) := sup_{Z∈Hn} B_{k,Γ} (Z).

One conjectures (see [DK24]) that as k → ∞,

sup_{Z∈Hn} B_{k,Γ} (Z) ≍_{n,Γ} k^{3n(n+1)/4}.

Similarly with k fixed, we conjecture that as the level N of Γ → ∞,

sup_{Z∈Hn} B_{k,Γ} (Z) ≍_{n,k} 1.

It is of course nice if one can obtain a hybrid result (cf. [KM23]). But we want to emphasize that in the average situation one would really expect the exact size in terms of the parameters and not merely lower or upper bounds.

(ii) To obtain bounds going beyond what is implied by the above inequalities for a single newform F , and ultimately reaching the limit (inspired by average lower bounds or dimension considerations) one conjectures in the weight aspect that (cf. [Blo15] for level one):

‖F ‖_∞ := sup_{Z∈Hn} det(Y )^{k/2}|F (Z)| ≪ k^{n(n+1)8} .

Similarly in the N aspect we conjecture (inspired by [Kli59]) that as N → ∞, ‖F ‖_∞ ≪_ϵ N^{− n+14 +ϵ}. 2010 Mathematics Subject Classification. Primary 11F46, 11F50, Secondary 11F37. Key words and phrases. Sup-norm, Siegel cusp forms, Poincaré series. 1

Upper bounds corresponding to (i) above have recently been announced in the pre-print [KM23] using heat-kernel techniques.^1 Prior to that one had the papers [DK24], where the n = 2 weight aspect case was solved, along with reasonable bounds for higher degrees. Prior to these, one also had the papers [Blo15] and [BP16], where the cases of Ikeda lifts and restriction to compacta when n = 2 (for Siegel Maaß forms) were considered respectively.

The aim of this paper is to provide proofs (and an algorithm: see subsection 4.1), of sufficient interest to analytic number theorists, for the above mentioned conjectures on average (thus addressing (i) above) using arguments from the perspective of analytic theory of automorphic forms. In particular our arguments use neither the heat kernel method (cf. [KM23]), nor the complicated analysis of the Bergman kernel (cf. [DK24], case n = 2). More importantly, it is essentially based on the philosophy already laid down for instance in [DK24] – that the relevant Poincaré series or it’s Fourier coefficients should play a decisive role in controlling the size of the Bergman kernel. In that sense this paper may be thought of as a sequel to [DK24].

What is new in this paper is that we work directly with the Poincaré series (at various cusps) instead of going via the quantities ∑ F |a_F (T )|^2. This makes our approach easier and more effective. We however sometimes rely on various related results from [DK24], e.g. an uniform bound for the Lipschitz series, certain bounds for sums over unimodular matrices etc.

1.2. Main results. We now state the main results of the article.

Theorem 1.1 (Weight aspect). Let k ≥ 2n + 2 and Γ be any cofinite subgroup of Sp_n(Z) for any n ≥ 1. Let ϵ > 0. Then one has

k^{3n(n+1)4} c_Γ ≪_n sup(S^{(n)}_k (Γ)) ≪_{n,ϵ} k^{3n(n+1)4} N^{n22 +ϵ},

where c_Γ is a constant depending only on Γ, and moreover c_Γ ≫_n 1 for most familiar congruence subgroups – e.g. for Γ = Γ^{(n)}_0 (N), Γ^{(n)}_1 (N), Γ^{(n)}(N), Γ^{(n),0}(N) or for any congruence subgroup with group of translations at any cusp of the form ω · Sym_n(Z); or when N ≍_n 1.

For n ≥ 2, note that cofinite subgroups of Sp_n(Z), being finite index subgroups, are automatically congruence subgroups by the results of [BMS67]. In the classical theory of Siegel modular forms, see e.g. [Kli90; Fre13], one usually encounters ‘large’ weights (usually k ≥ 2n) to ensure absolute convergence of various objects – be it Eisenstein/Poincaré series or for the validity of higher dimensional sums and integrals. For instance, comparison of ‘sum versus integral’ (cf. [Bra39]) in higher dimensions requires care in this respect. Of course one can adopt ‘Hecke’s trick’ to treat smaller weights; and this in turn would perhaps improve the conditions on weights in the results of this paper. We include a different approach, see subsection 1.6.

Next, we prove a hybrid version of the Conjectures (i) above, for all the principal congruence subgroups. The reader may notice that while Theorem 1.1 is weaker in the level aspect than that of Theorem 1.2, it covers all familiar congruence subgroups, and is readily applicable to a wide variety of situations. Indeed, the proof of Theorem 1.1 is simpler than that of Theorem 1.2, uses a ‘soft’ approach mentioned above, and probably will find use elsewhere. In addition, the key calculations in the proof of Theorem 1.1 are crucially used in the proof of the lower bounds in Theorem 1.2.

There are two main ideas behind the success of this method over that of [DK24]. The first one is the use of Poincaré series at all the (0 dimensional) cusps – or equivalently Poincaré series for all the conjugate subgroups of Γ – this allows one to work only in the convenient level one fundamental domain F^{(n)}_1 and completely dispenses with the need to work with the relevant Petersson trace formula, something which is rather hard to handle anyway in higher degrees, see the introduction of [DK24]. The second one roughly stems from the fact that Poincaré series P_{G1} for a group G_1 is in some sense ‘smaller’ than one for a bigger group G_2 ⊇ G_1 as the number of summands are more for G_2. This feature is utilized actually for majorants of these objects, and reducing bulk of the calculations to Sp_n(Z) itself.

1The author however does not understand the bound in eqn. (4.15) and the third display on p. 52 in [KM23], where the

constant c1 is claimed to be independent of k, ℓ or f and has been subsequently used at many further instances, whereas from the quoted reference [Kli90, p. 57, § 5], it is rather clear that this is not the case.

Theorem 1.2 (Hybrid aspect). Let Γ^{(n)}(N) ⊂ Sp_n(Z) be the principal congruence subgroup of level N. Then for all k > n^2/2 + n, one has the uniform bound

sup(S^{(n)}_k (Γ)) ≍_n k^{3n(n+1)4} .

We prove a slightly stronger result, see Theorem 4.1, from which Theorem 1.2 follows immediately. The advantage with principal congruence subgroups is that there is only one conjugate and the congruence c_g ≡ 0 mod N holds for all elements of the group. This can be leveraged suitably to kill the level dependence in Theorem 1.1. Probably a more conceptual argument, still within the current framework, can be found. Our calculations simplify if we assume that the group of translations look like ω · Sym_n(Z) at some cusp. This may not hold for all congruence subgroups when n ≥ 2, see Remark 2.1.

When the weight is quite large, of the order of the level at a log scale, we can prove the desired bound for all congruence subgroups.

Theorem 1.3 (Hybrid aspect). Let Γ ⊂ Sp_n(Z) be any congruence subgroup of level N. Let ϵ > 0. Then for all k ≥ N^{3+ϵ}, one has the uniform bound

k^{3n(n+1)4} c_Γ ≪_n sup(S^{(n)}_k (Γ)) ≪_n k^{3n(n+1)4} .

The proof follows by piecing together various bounds on the Bergman kernel that one obtains while proving Theorem 1.1 and on a bit different way of bounding sums over symmetric matrices. See subsection 5.2.

1.3. Co-compact case. When the fundamental domain Γ\H_n is compact, one has the bound

sup(S^n_k (Γ)) ≪_n k^{n(n+1)2} .

(1.1)

This is in spirit worked out in [CL11], even though they only consider compact regions in the co-finite setting. One can however get this bound by observing [DK24, eqn. (8.2)]. Since [DK24, eqn. (8.3)] (Godement’s theorem) notes that the absolute majorant of the Bergman kernel for Sp_n(Z) converges and gives the bound in (1.1), all co-compact subgroups Γ produce the same bound. Indeed, in [Kli90, p. 81, paragraph 2, last line] it is noted that Godement’s theorem is valid for all discontinuous subgroups of Sp_n(Z). Hence in the rest of the paper, we focus only on the case of congruence subgroups.

1.4. Further generalizations and applicability. It is clear that the method of this paper generalizes without much issue to vector-valued Siegel cusp forms. We have not included it solely because it is not clear what is the explicit relationship of some of the constants e.g. c(ρ), H(ρ) (for the spaces S_ρ(Γ), cf. [God57]) that arise via the reproducing formula of the Bergman kernel or the Gamma function for ρ with the spectral parameters. We could not find a suitable reference for this. It seems that the Cartan Seminars provide the only accessible references, where Godement comments that when n = 2, these constants may be calculated explicitly, but probably not in higher degrees. Thus one needs to understand this and formulate a suitable conjecture for S_ρ(Γ). This being granted, all one needs is to bound the relevant Poincaré series (say in level one, vector-valued) in Siegel’s fundamental domain as:

P_{T,Γ}(Z) ≪_n 1 (Z ∈ F^{(n)}_1 ),

(1.2)

in a suitable norm of the underlying vector space. This is no different than our present situation! After this, it is rather easy to obtain the desired bound (cf. subsection 4.1 (3)) – and this is indeed our overall strategy in this paper. For congruence subgroups Γ, one needs (1.2) for all the conjugates of Γ. See subsection 4.1 for the general strategy.

However the treatment of half-integral weights is verbatim the same, one could include them at the cost of more standard technicalities and notation. We choose not to do this, and leave it to the interested reader to work this out. In particular, we note that the present arguments do not rely on any kind of Atkin-Lehner-Hecke theory or specific arithmetic decomposition of congruence subgroups (cf. [AD24, Appendix]) to facilitate bounds in convenient regions. For arbitrary congruence subgroups such information may not be available anyway. The method generalizes to Hilbert modular forms easily, and also to automorphic forms on other tube domains in principle.

1.5. Lower bounds. The other point that we want to emphasize, is about the lower bounds. We believe that the lower bounds are crucial in the problem on average – as this not only implies the correct size of the relevant space; but also aids in setting up the conjectural upper bounds for various spaces where the dimension formulae not available. Indeed this was the way in which the conjectures for Sp_n(Z) and its subgroups were arrived at in [DK24]. Of course in level one, an asymptotic dimension formula is known. As far as the author is aware, even asymptotics for dimension formulae is not known for arbitrary congruence subgroups in a usable form. The respective lower bounds were easy to establish for Sp_n(Z) (cf. [DK24, Section 7.1]), presence of levels create some trouble, and delicate arguments are required. In many interesting cases, such lower bounds can be obtained, see Section 7.

1.6. Small weights. We now make some remarks for the small weights, say when k ≈ n and the level is one. Here the dimension of S^n_k is just a function of n; and also since the implied constants in Theorem 1.1, Theorem 1.2 depend on n, there is not much to do in the weight aspect. Only the level aspect is relevant and of course, more subtle. In Theorem 8.1 we show that for any L^2-normalised G ∈ S^n_k (Γ) for k ≥^n_2 satisfies the bound: ‖G‖_∞ ≪_n √ B_k where sup(S^n_k (Γ)) ≪_n B_k is the expected bound on any congruence subgroup Γ – by a norm interpolation technique using Hölder’s inequality – relying on or assuming results already proven for larger weights. The condition on the weight is the best possible, as anything lower would not admit cusp forms. Again this method is perfectly general.

1.7. Applications of our method. As immediate applications of our method, we can shed some light on the rather hard conjecture on the non-vanishing of Siegel Poincaré series (of exponential type). We essentially can show that given any set of pairwise GL_n(Z) inequivalent matrices {T_1, . . . , T_h} ⊂ Λ_n, the corresponding Poincaré series {P_{T1} , . . . , P_{Th} } on Sp_n(Z) are linearly independent provided k is large enough, depending on the traces of these matrices. This generalises and improves the main results of [BD14] where the same statement was proved for infinite families of weights k in arithmetic progressions modulo suitable primes, for Γ = Γ^{(n)}_0 (N) via congruences between modular forms. See Corollary 6.2 and Corollary 6.4. Our results are valid for all Γ. Our results also generalizes (and reproves when n = 2) some of the results in [Wei22] to higher degrees.

We also work out an uniform bound for the Bergman kernel B_{k,Γ} (Z) in the Siegel’s fundamental domain for Γ, see Corollary 5.2.

There are are further applications of our method to the problem of mass equidistribution on average on the Siegel modular variety, as well as to bounds on certain L-series arising from cusp forms – these will be treated in a forthcoming paper. It is however not clear what our method implies for the various subspaces of lifts, e.g. see [AD23], [AD24] for Saito-Kurokawa lifts. It would be interesting to try this.

1.8. Appendix: elliptic modular forms. We end the introduction by mentioning the Appendix in Section 9, where we treat the simpler case of elliptic modular forms. When k > 2, our argument is just a few lines, whereas when k = 2, we prove a large sieve inequality for arbitrary congruence subgroups and apply it to prove the bound O(log N) for the size of S_2(Γ), where the level of Γ is N. We could not find this result in the literature. Moreover treating all congruence subgroups is crucial for our approach to work. See Theorem 9.4 (A), (B). It seems that the calculations in [AD24], adapted for k = 2, might be able to show the bound O(1) (using the conditional summation of Poincaré series), but we could not be successful in this regard.

We give two methods for proving the large sieve inequality. The first one is Duke’s method [Duk95] of covering suitable subsets of H of finite volume by finitely many copies of the fundamental domain. The second one is due to Duke-Friedlander-Iwaniec [DFI94] via Petersson formula – here we feel that the situation is rather subtle since for an arbitrary congruence subgroup one does not have complete control over all the arithmetic functions at hand. For example, we have to assume a certain uniform bound for the Kloosterman sums S_Γ(m, n; c), see Hypothesis 9.3. Its likely that a suitable variant of our results also hold when k = 1. Also one might try to consider the large sieve machinery for higher degrees – for arbitrary congruence subgroups this seems to be difficult. For Γ^{(n)}_0 (N), there may be some hope, and this is under consideration by the author.

Acknowledgements. It is a pleasure to thank Pramath Anamby for comments on the topic of the paper. S.D. thanks IISc. Bangalore, UGC Centre for Advanced Studies, DST India for financial support.

2. Notation and setting

Throughout the paper we use Γ_n = Sp_n(Z) interchangeably. For g ∈ Sp_n(Z), we write g = (_{ag bg} c_g d_g ) . We write J(g, Z) := det(c_gZ + d_g) as the automorphy factor. H_n denotes the Siegel’s upper half space, and we put H := H_1. We also denote the n × n identity matrix by 1_n.

We denote by Γ_∞ = {± (_{1n S} 0_n 1_n ) | S = S^t ∈ S_Γ}; (S_Γ ⊂ Sym_n(Z) is a subgroup) the subgroup consisting of the translations in Γ, and Γ_{0,∞} = {g ∈ Γ | c_g = 0_n}. We further let U (Γ) = {m(U) ∈ Γ | U ∈ GL_n(Z)} be the subgroup of the embedded copy of GL_n(Z) inside Γ. Note that every element g ∈ Γ_{0,∞} can be uniquely represented, in the above notation, as g = m(U)g_1, where g_1 ∈ Γ_{0,∞}\Γ.

We would next require some general results about Poincaré series on Γ – especially the dependence on these results on the level. Since we could not find these in the literature, we include some details here for the convenience of the reader. Let us keep the above notation throughout.

The lattice dual (w.r.t. to the trace pairing) to S_Γ will be denoted as Λ^∗_Γ; it consists of matrices T such that t_{ij} ∈ 1 2n_{ij} Z, where the variable s_{ij} of S ∈ S_Γ traverses the subgroup n_{ij} = n_{ij} Z. When there is no confusion we drop the dependence on Γ from the notation. We denote by Λ_Γ := {T ∈ Λ^∗_Γ | T > 0}.

Let S^n_k (Γ) denote the space of holomorphic Siegel cusp forms on Γ of scalar weight k. For a T ∈ Λ_Γ, we define the Poincaré series by

P_T (Z) = P_{Γ;T} (Z) := ∑ γ∈Γ_∞\Γ e(T Z) |k γ, (2.1)

which is an element of S^n_k (Γ) provided k > 2n + 1.

There are two quantities which are relevant here: the index and the width at ∞ (and analogously at other cusps):

|S_Γ| := |Sym_n(Z): S_Γ| = ∏ i≤j n_{ij}(Γ), ω = ω_Γ := lcm._{i≤j} (n_{ij}).

We call the collection C(Γ) := {n_{ij} (Γ)} to be the cusp-width configuration for Γ at the cusp ∞.

For the principal congruence subgroup Γ^{(n)}(N) things simplify a bit: one has S_Γ = N · Sym_n(Z), |S_Γ| = N^{n(n+1)}2 and ω_Γ = N. Unfortunately not all congruence subgroups have this property as the example below shows, unlike when n = 1. Clearly ω_Γ|N for all Γ. Moreover for at least one conjugate G of Γ, one must have ω_G = N.

Remark 2.1. In this remark we want to show that the cusp-width configuration at ∞ may not be constant, i.e., n_{ij}(Γ) are not constant multiples of a fixed integer. We show this for some conjugates of Γ := Γ^{(2)}_0 (p) as examples.

We take a coset representative g = (_{A B} C D ) in Γ\Γ_n. We can assume without loss that C is upper triangular and further that it is non-singular, but we won’t use this. We just assume C is uppertriangular – and will choose specific representatives, in this form, soon.

Let G = g^{−1}Γg. For G, let n_{11} = t_1, n_{12} = t_3, n_{22} = t_2. Then the generators of the lattice S_G are S_1 = t_1 (^{1 0}_{0 0} ), S_3 = t_3 (^{0 0}_{0 1} ) and S_2 = t_2 (^{0 1}_{1 0} ) respectively. Then t_j are the smallest positive integers such that (_{1 Sj} 0 1 ) ∈ G, that is g (_{1 Sj} 0 1 ) g^{−1} ∈ Γ^{(2)}_0 (p).

A calculation shows that CS_jC^t ≡ 0 mod p. The other conditions do not play a role. Letting C = (_{c1 c2} 0 c_4 ) , this means t_1

(_{c21 0} 0 0 ) ≡ 0 mod p, t_3 (_{2c1c2 c1c4} c_1c_4 0 ) ≡ 0 mod p, t_2 (_{c2 c2c4} c_2c_4 c^2_4 ) ≡ 0 mod p.

One can translate these into divisibility conditions p t_1

| c^2_1, p t_2

| (c^2, c^2_4, c_2c_4), p t_3

| (2c_1c_2, c_1c_4).

(2.2)

Now we recall the explicit set of coset representatives in question. These can be of three types written in the form A_j := {ω_jn(B_j )m(A)}, j = 0, 1, 2 (see e. g. [BN10], [AD24]). We need to find C_γ for each of the γ ∈ ∪_jA_j, and apply (2.2) to them. A_0 corresponds to identity, i.e. Γ^{(2)}_0 (p), so here C = 0 and all the t_i = 1. For j = 2, one easily checks that C = Id. which means all the t_i = p. When j = 1, one finds that C ∈ {(^{a1 a2}_{0 0} )} with (a_1, a_2) = (1, 0), (0, −1). This gives in the first case t_1 = p and no conditions on t_2, t_3 – so by minimality t_2 = t_3 = 1. Similarly for the remaining case one finds that t_1 = 1 = t_3, t_2 = p. The the width-cusp configuration at all the cusps look like either (1, 1, 1) or (1, 1, p) or (p, 1, 1) or (p, p, p).

Every F ∈ S^n_k (Γ) can be expressed by a Fourier series of the form F (Z) = ∑ T ∈Λ_Γ a F (T )e(T Z); and the ‘denominator’ of T is ω, i.e., T ∈^1_ω Λ_n, where Λ_n denotes the usual half-integral positive definite matrices of size n. It is in the sense ω may be interpreted as the ‘maximal-width of the cusp’ at ∞ of Γ. We also refer to the n_{ij} as the cusp width at (i, j).

For T ∈ Λ_Γ, F ∈ S^n_k (Γ), one has the formula ⟨F, P_{T ;G}⟩ = |S_Γ| Γ_n(k −^{n+1}_2 ) a_F (T ) det(4πT )^{k− n+1}2 . (2.3)

Next, we note the following Lipschitz formula relative to sub-lattices: ∑ S∈S_Γ det(Z + S) −k = b^{−1}_{n,k} |S_Γ| ∑ T ∈Λ_Γ det(T ) k−^{n+1}_2 e(T Z), (2.4)

which comes from the Poisson summation formula along with holomorphicity in Z and the Köcher’s principle if n ≥ 2. These formulae together leads to the familiar geometric side of the Bergman kernel – which we mention below, for the seemingly lack of an explicit reference for arbitrary Γ. One needs to know the level dependence explicitly. First we recall B_{k,Γ}(Z, W ) := ∑ F ∈B_{k,Γ} F (Z)F (W ), where B_{k,Γ} denotes an orthonormal basis of S^n_k (Γ). Let us define the constants a(n, k) := 2^{−n(n+3)/2}π^{−n(n+1)/2} ∏_n v=1 Γ(k −^{v−1}_2 ) Γ(k −^{v+n}_2 )

≍_n k^{n(n+1)2} ,

b_{n,k} := (2 √ π)^{−n(n−1)/2}(−2πi)^{−nk} ∏_{n−1} ν=0 Γ(k − ν/2). Note that our constant a(n, k) differ from that in [Kli90] by a factor of (2i)^{nk}. Then one can write, using (2.3) and (2.4) successively to get a geometric expression for the Bergman kernel: B_{k,Γ}(Z, W ) = b^{−1}_{n,k} 1 |S_Γ| ∑ T ∈Λ_Γ

det(T )^{k− n+12} P_{T ;Γ}(Z)e(−T W )

(2.5)

= ∑ g∈Γ_∞\Γ J(g, Z)^{−k} ∑ S∈S_Γ det( g(Z) − W + S 2i )^{−k} = ∑ g∈Γ det ( Z − W 2i ) |^{(2)}_k .

(2.6)

We will further use the notation for the invariant kernel: B_{k,Γ} (Z, W ) = a(n, k) 2 det(Y )^{k/2} det(V )^{k/2} B_{k,Γ}(Z, W ).

(2.7) Further, we define the subgroup Γ_{0,∞} := {g ∈ Γ | c_g = 0}, and the subgroup of GL_n(Z) embedded in Γ by (2.8) U_Γ := {U ∈ GL_n(Z) | (_{U t 0} 0 U^{−1} ) ∈ Γ}. Note that U_{Γn} = GL_n(Z).

3. Proof of the main theorem: weight aspect – upper bounds We will first prove the statement for the group Γ_n and then reduce the case of arbitrary Γ to it. This proof is shorter than the hybrid-level aspect, and we believe is worth presenting separately. 3.1. The case Γ = Γ_n. We know that B_{k,Γn} (Z) = a(n, k) 2 det(Y )^kB_k(Z).

(3.1) We appeal to the Fourier expansion of the B_k(Z, W ), and put Z = W to get B_k(Z) = b^{−1}_{n,k} ∑ T ∈Λ_n det(T ) k−^{n+1}_2 P T (Z)e(−T Z). (3.2) First, we note that without loss, one can assume that Z ∈ F^{(n)}_1 which implies in particular that Y ≫ 1 and is Minkowski-reduced. Here P_T (Z) denotes the T -th Poincaré series on Γ_n, defined in (2.1), which converges absolutely for k > 2n + 1. Thus (3.2) holds for all k > 2n + 1.

Next, note that it is enough to show that for Z ∈ F^{(n)}_1 one has P_T (Z) ≪_n 1.

(3.3)

Indeed, if we assume this, then B_k(Z) ≪ b^{−1}_{n,k} ∑ T det(T )^{k− n+12} exp(−2πtr T Y ).

(3.4)

We know via Lipschitz’s formula that for k > n and any Y_0 > 0, ∑ S∈Sym_n(Z) det(iY

0 + S)^{−k} = b^{−1}_{n,k} ∑ T det(T )^{k− n+12} exp(−2πtr T Y_0).

(3.5) Quoting from [DK24, Lemma 6.2] which is valid for any Z ∈ H_n, ∑ S det(iY_0 + S)^{−k} ≪ k^{n(n+1)4} det(Y_0)^{−k}.

(3.6) Finally, gathering together (3.1), (3.4) and (3.6) we arrive at the desired bound: B_k (Z) ≪ a_{n,k} · k^{n(n+1)4} ≍ k^{3n(n+1)4} .

(3.7)

It therefore remains to show (3.3) for P_T (Z). Recall from (2.1) that P_T (Z) = ∑ g∈Γ_∞\Γ_n J(g, Z) −ke(T g(Z)). (3.8) Such a g can be uniquely written as g = m(U)γ, where U ∈ U_{Γn} and γ ∈ Γ_{0,∞}. Then it follows that, P_T (Z) = ∑ γ∈(Γ_n)_{0,∞}\Γ_n J(γ, Z) −k ∑ U det(U)^ke(T U^tγ(Z)U). (3.9)

In view of immediate and also future applications, we define, for any congruence subgroup Γ ⊂ Sp_n(Z) and any Y > 0, T ∈ Λ_n, H_Γ(T, Y ) := ∑ U∈U_Γ exp(−2πtr T Y [U]).

(3.10) One might think of H_Γ(T, Y ), say for Γ = Sp_n(Z) as a subset of the usual theta series ϑ(iV ) where for Z ∈ H_n, we put ϑ(Z) = ∑ X∈Z^{n×n} e(Z[X]). Via Poisson summation, one has the inversion formula

ϑ(Z) = det(−Z)^{− n}2 ϑ(−Z^{−1}) cf. [AZ95]. If we remove the X = 0 term, one may expect that ϑ(iV ) − 1 ≈ det(V )^{−n/2} if V is ‘small’. Based on this intution, we have the following proposition. Proposition 3.1. For any Y > 0, and for any D > n/2, one has H_{Γn} (T, Y ) ≪_{D,n} 1 det(Y )^D . Let us assume Proposition 3.1 for the moment and finish the proof of Theorem 1.1. Namely, from (3.9) we can write P_T (Z) ≪ ∑ γ∈Γ_{0,∞}\Γ_n J(γ, Z) −kH_{Γn} (T, Y_γ ), (3.11) where Y_γ := Imγ(Z). Then from Proposition 3.1, we get the bound H_{Γn} (T, Y_γ ) ≪ det(Y_γ )^{−n/2−ϵ} = det(Y )^{−n/2−ϵ}| det(c_γ Z + d_γ )|^{n+2ϵ}.

Using this in (3.11) we get P_T (Z) ≪ ∑ γ | det(c_γ Z + d_γ )|^{−k+n+2ϵ} ≪ 1,

(3.12)

for any Z ∈ F^{(n)}_1 and k ≥ 2n + 2, if we invoke the argument given in [DK24, eq. 6.28 onwards] and choose ϵ small depending only on n. We have already shown in (3.7), that this implies Theorem 1.1. □

3.2. Proof of Proposition 3.1. It remains to prove Proposition 3.1. Since tr T Y [U] = tr T [U^t]Y , by absolute convergence, and because the desired bounds depend only on det(Y ), clearly we can assume that both T and Y are reduced. That T can be assumed to be reduced of course follows from the definition of P_T in level one. Then H_{Γn} (T, Y ) ≪ ∑ U e(−c_ntr diag(T )Y [U^t]) ≪ ∑ U e(−c_ntr Y [U^t]) = H_{Γn} (1_n, c_nY ),

where diag(T ) denotes the matrix consisting of the diagonal elements of T .

For a matrix M, let M_j denote its j-th column. Then for some constant c_n depending only on n,

H_{Γn} (1_n, c_nY ) ≤ ∑ U exp(−c_ntr U^tU · diag(Y )) = ∑ U exp(−c_n ∑_n j=1 v_j · U^t_j U_j ) ≤ n∏ j=1 ( ∑ U_j ,g.c.d.(U_j )=1 exp(−c_n n∑ j=1 v_j · U^t_j U_j ) ) (3.13)

where v_j are the diagonal elements of Y . We look at each sum over U_j . More generally, it is easy to check that for any number a > 0, ∑ X≠0 exp(−a · X tX) ≪_n a^{−n/2−ϵ}, because we can use the inequality e^x >_{n,ϵ} 1+x^{n/2+ϵ} for x > 0 and note that ∑ X≠0 (1+X^tX)^{−n/2−ϵ} ≪_{ϵ,n} 1. Since Y is also reduced, in effect, we get from (3.13) that H_{Γn} (1_n, c_nY ) ≪_{ϵ,n} det(Y )^{−n/2−ϵ}, thereby finishing the proof. □

3.3. Handling general cofinite groups. Such groups have finite index in Γ_n. If the left coset representatives are {γ_j }, then a fundamental domain can be chosen to be ∪_j γ_j(F^{(n)}_1 ). Therefore it is enough to bound B_k (γ_j (Z)) for all j for Z ∈ F^{(n)}_1 . In other words we have to bound ∑ F ∈B(Γ) det(Y )

k|F |_kγ_j (Z)|^2 = ∑ F_j ∈B(γ^{−1}_j Γγ_j ) det(Y ) k|F_j (Z)|^2, (3.14)

for Z ∈ F^{(n)}_n . The equality in (3.14) follows since F → F |g is an isometry from S^{(n)}_k (Γ) to S^{(n)}_k (g^{−1}Γg) for any g ∈ Sp_n(Z), and g = γγ_j for some j and γ ∈ Γ. In the passing we note that for any g ∈ Sp_n(Z), one has sup(S^{(n)}_k (Γ)) = sup(S^{(n)}_k (g^{−1}Γg)), but we do not use this fact here.

We will require an elementary lemma in many of our arguments below.

Lemma 3.2. Let A ⊆ B be subgroups of Sp_n(Z) and A_1 ⊂ A, B_1 ⊂ B be subgroups such that A∩B_1 = A_1. Then one has the natural inclusion A_1\A → B_1\B.

We would now check that the same idea as in the previous subsection also works here. We next look at the Fourier expansion of B_{k,G}(Z, W ) for every conjugate G of Γ. Recall from (2.1) the definition of the Poincaré series P_{T,G} for G at the cusp ∞.

If we put G = γ^{−1}_j Γγ_j, then we can apply Lemma 3.2 with A = G, A_1 = G_∞, B = Sp_n(Z), B_1 = Γ_{n,∞}. We fix a set of coset representatives {g_j }_j for G_∞\G. Then the above says that {g_j }_j also occurs as a subset of coset representatives Γ_{n,∞}\Γ_n, and always work with this choice.

Next we take term-wise absolute values in (3.8), use the above remark, and positivity, to obtain P_{T ;G}(Z) ≪ ∑ g∈Γ_{n,∞}\Γ_n |J(g, Z)| −k e(−2πtr T Y_g/ω). (3.15)

Here we also use the fact that T has ‘denominator’ ω, i.e. ωT = T ∈ Λ_n, see Section 2.

Even after taking absolute values, the summands are invariant under the translation groups: namely Im(g_∞g(Z)) = Im(g(Z) for g_∞ ∈ G_∞, g ∈ G, therefore (3.15) holds.

We bounded the level 1 Poincaré series by taking term-wise absolute values. Hence we actually bounded the RHS of (3.15) in (3.12) with the only difference that in (3.15) we have Y_g/ω instead of Y . Therefore, P_{T ;G}(Z) ≪ ( ω^n det(Y ) ) n_{2 +ϵ} . (3.16)

Coming back to our desired objective: we recall B_{k,G}(Z) = |S_G|^{−1} b^{−1}_{n,k} ∑ T det(T )^{k− n+12} P_{T ;G}(Z)e(−T Z), which gives, after using (3.16), that B_{k,G}(Z) ≪ ( ω^n det(Y ) ) n_{2 +ϵ} |S_G|^{−1} b^{−1}_{n,k} ∑ T ∈Λ_G det(T ) k−^{n+1}_2 exp(−2πT Y )

(3.17)

≪ k^{n(n+1)4} ( ω^n det(Y ) ) n_{2 +ϵ}

if we invoke the bound for the T -sum in (3.17) from (4.5), proved in subsection 4.1.2. Then, the relation B_{k,G} (Z) =^{a(n,k)}_2 B_{k,G}(Z) gives the bound

(3.18) B_{k,G} (Z) ≪ k^{3n(n+1)4} ( ω^n det(Y ) ) n_{2 +ϵ}

on all of F^{(n)}_1 . This finishes the proof of Theorem 1.1, i.e., the k-aspect upper bound of the conjecture for all cofinite subgroups of Sp_n(Z). The lower bound requires separate treatment, and can be found in Section 7. □ Remark 3.3. One could have, at the expense of a bit worse dependence on the level, could have argued simply as follows. Put T = ωT . One can use (3.5), (3.6) to get B_{k,G}(Z) ≪ |S_Γ|^{−1} ω^{n22 + n(n+1)2 −nk+ϵ} b^{−1}_{n,k} ∑ T ∈Λ_n det(T ) k−^{n+1}_2 exp(−2πT Y/ω) ≪ |S_Γ|^{−1} ω^{n2+ n2 −nk+ϵ} k^{n(n+1)4} det(Y/ω)^{−k},

leading to the bound B_{k,G} (Z) ≪ k^{3n(n+1)4} ω^{n2+ n2 +ϵ}.

4. Congruence subgroups: proof of Theorem 1.2 and a general strategy

Our aim is to prove the following statement, from which Theorem 1.2 follows trivially. Theorem 4.1. Suppose that for all the (finitely many) conjugates G of Γ, the following conditions hold.

(i) G ⊂ Γ^{(2)}_0 (ω_G), (ii) the index of U_Γ(n)_{(N)} in U_G (cf. notation in (2.8)) is O_n(1). Then sup(S^n_k (Γ)) ≪_n k^{3n(n+1)}4 .

Since our assumption about the ‘maximal’ width of the cusps is the same for all these conjugates, it is enough to just work with Γ and then apply it to its conjugates. Our basic strategy will be the same as that of Theorem 1.1. But we will treat the estimate of P_{T,Γ} differently. Namely we will isolate the contribution of those g ∈ Γ_{0,∞}\Γ in the definition of P_{T,Γ} for which c_g = 0 and handle the rest separately. We state the necessary ingredients in two lemmas.

Lemma 4.2. Let Γ ⊂ Γ_n be a congruence subgroup with maximal cusp-width ω = ω_Γ. Suppose that Γ ⊂ Γ^{(2)}_0 (ω). For any A ≥ 0 depending only on n, and for k > 2n + 1 + A,

P_{T ;Γ}(Z) = ∑ g∈Γ_∞\Γ, c_g =0 e(T g(Z)) + O_A(ω^{−A}), (Z ∈ F^{(n)}_1 ).

Proof. We write T = ωT with T ∈ Λ_n. It is enough to consider the terms with c_g ≠ 0. That is the same as considering ∑ c_g ≠0, g∈Γ_{0,∞}\Γ J(g, Z)^{−k} ∑ U∈U_Γ e( 1 ω T [U]g(Z)) ≤ ∑ c_g ≠0, g∈(Γ_n)_{0,∞}\Γ_n |J(g, Z)|^{−k} ∑ U∈GL_n(Z) e(− 2π ω T [U]Y_g), where we have used the embedding from Lemma 3.2 and have put Y_g := Img(Z). The condition c_g ≠ 0 is stable under the aforementioned embedding. If we look at (3.10), then the expression in the RHS of the above inequality is simply bounded by ∑ c_g ≠0 |J(g, Z)|^{−k}H_{Γn} (T , Y_g/ω) ≪ max{|J(g, Z)|^{−A} : c_g ≠ 0} ∑ c_g ≠0 |J(g, Z)| −k+AH Γ_n (T , Yg/ω) ≪ max{|J(g, Z)|^{−A} : c_g ≠ 0} ω^D ∑ c_g ≠0 |J(g, Z)| −k+A+D; (4.1)

where in (4.1), we have applied Proposition 3.1 with Y = Y ≫ 1, and take D > n/2 depending only on n. We would choose A, D as a functions of n only.

Since Z ∈ F^{(n)}_1 , the sum over g is O(1) as soon as k − A − D > n + 1 (cf. [DK24, p. 24]). Next, we look at each summmad in (4.1). Since we have c_g ≠ 0, i.e. rank(c_g) ≥ 1, and Y ≫ 1, we can ‘extract’ a power of N from the factor J(g, Z). More precisely, let rank(C) = r ≥ 1. Then from Siegel [Sie35] (see also [DK15, Lemma 3.1]) we can find U, W ∈ GL_n(Z) and C_1, D_1 of size r such that (UC, UD) = (( C_1 0 0 0 ) W^t, ( D_1 0 0 I_{n−r} ) W^{−1} ) . (rank(C_1) = r)

Using this we see that

| det(CZ + D)| = | | |det (( C_1 0 0 0 ) Z_0[W ] + ( D_1 0 0 I_{n−r} ))| | = |det(C_1Z[W ]_∗ + D_1)| , where Z[W ]_∗ is the leading r × r sub-matrix of Z[W ]. Therefore, | det(CZ + D)| ≥ det(C_1)| det(Z[W ]_∗ + C^{−1}_1 D_1)| ≫ det(C_1) ≥ ω^r,

since C^{−1}_1 D_1 is symmetric, Z[W ]_∗ = X[W ]_∗ + iY [W ]_∗, and with Ω := (Y [W ]_∗)^{1/2},

| det(Z[W ]_∗ + C^{−1}_1 D_1)| = det(Y [W ]_∗) | det ( 1_r + i Ω^t(X[W ]_∗ + C^{−1}_1 D_1)Ω ) | ≥ det(Y [W ]_∗) ≫ 1.

This implies that in (4.1), we have ω^D max{|J(g, Z)|^{−A} : c_g ≠ 0} ≤ ω^{D−A}. The assertion of the lemma is now obvious, if we choose D = n/2 + ϵ, and A = D + A^′ for A^′ ≥ 0. The implied constant will depend at most on A^′ since |J(g, Z)| ≥ 1. □ Lemma 4.3. Let Γ ⊂ Γ_n be a congruence subgroup with maximal cusp-width ω = ω_Γ. Let T ∈ Λ_Γ. Suppose that the index of U_Γ(n)_{(N)} in U_G is O_n(1). Then, H_Γ(T, Y/ω) ≪ 1 for all Y ≫_n 1.

Proof. First, let us note the subtle point here: the matrix T = ω^{−1}T can not be assumed to be Minkowskireduced under GL_n(Z) = U_{Γn} , and we can only assume that it is reduced under U_Γ. The space of U_Γ reduced matrices may be described as an union of the form ∪_jU_jR_n, where R_n is the space of Minkowskireduced matrices, and GL_n(Z) = ∪_jU_ΓU_j .

But there exists some W ∈ GL_n(Z) such that T = T_0[W ], such that T_0 is reduced. Then, H_Γ(T, Y/ω) = ∑ U∈U_Γ exp(− 2π ω tr T Y [U]) ≪ ∑ U∈U_Γ exp(− 1 ω tr T_0[W U]) ≪ ∑ U∈U_Γ exp(− 1 ω tr [W U])

(4.2)

since T_0 being reduced, satisfies T_0 ≫ diag.(T_0) ≫ 1_n.

Since the index of U_Γ(n)_{(N)} in U_G is O_n(1), each U ∈ U_Γ is congruent to finitely many matrices, say, {A_1, . . . , A_t}, t = O_n(1). Thus in (4.2), we can split the sum over U as t sums of the form ∑ U≡W A_j mod N where 1 ≤ j ≤ t. It is enough to consider each such sum, and replace W A_j by W .

Next, we can assume without loss that W has entries in {0, 1, . . . , N−1} which are also non-negative, by considering U_∗W , with U_∗ ∈ U_Γ(n)_{(N)} = GL_n(Z)_N , where GL_n(Z)_N := {V ∈ GL_n(Z) | V ≡ 1_n mod N} denotes the principal congruence subgroup in GL_n(Z). This is possible since U_Γ(n)_{(N)} ⊂ U_Γ, and since for W, V ∈ GL_n(Z), one has U_∗W = V for some U_∗ ∈ GL_n(Z)_N if and only if W ≡ V mod N. Let us fix such a W .

One can thus rephrase (4.2) as H_Γ(T, Y/ω) ≪ ∑ U∈GL_n(Z), U≡W mod N exp(− ‖U‖^2 /ω) = ∑ U∈GL_n(Z), U≡W mod N exp(− 1 ω ∑ ij u^2_{ij} ),

(4.3)

with ‖U‖ = (tr U^tU)^{1/2}, and we have to show that this is O(1). Write u_{ij} = w_{ij} + b_{ij}N for some integers b_{ij} . Unless for all pairs i, j one has b_{ij} = 0, −1, we see that U^tU ≥ N^2. The number of exceptional U, for which the above is not satisfied, can be estimated as O(2^{n2} ). Recall that W is fixed. For the exceptional U we simply bound the exponential by 1 and for the rest we notice that with x = ‖U‖^2, one has x ≥ Nx^{1/2}. Using these in (4.3), we get, H_Γ(T, Y/ω) ≪ 1 + ∑ U∈GL_n(Z) exp(− N ω ‖U‖) ≪ 1 + ∑ U∈GL_n(Z) exp(− ‖U‖) ≪ 1.

(4.4)

This finishes the proof of Lemma 4.3. □

Lemma 4.2 and Lemma 4.3 together show the following result, which is the backbone of this paper. Proposition 4.4. In the setting of Theorem 4.1, one has the uniform bound P_{T ;Γ}(Z) ≪_n 1, (Z ∈ F^{(n)}_1 ) for all T ∈ Λ_Γ and k ≥ 2n + 1.

Remark 4.5. The reader may wonder why we can’t apply Lemma 4.3 to the terms with c_g ≠ 0. The reason is that Y_g in that case may not be bounded below, and the argument only would give H_Γ(T, Y_g/ω) ≪ ∏ j (1 +^1_{vDj} ), for some D > 0, where v_j are the diagonal elements of Y_g. We do not know how to handle this expression. We cannot assume that Y_g is GL_n(Z) reduced (cf. proof of Lemma 4.3). One can check that Y^{−1}_g = (c_gX + d_g)^tY^{−1}(c_gX + d_g) + c^t_gY c_g, for which one needs a suitable upper bound. One may use the Frobenius norm, which will lead one to consider a sum of the type ∑ {C,D} ( ‖CX + D‖^{2D} + ‖C‖^{2D} ‖Y ‖^D ) | det(CZ + D|^{−k} for some D > 0, where {C, D} run over co-prime symmetric pairs. This will anyway be a polynomial in Y which is not useful for us.

4.1. A general strategy. We now outline a general strategy that should work for all congruence subgroups. We present it as an algorithm.

(0) Set up the conjecture for the correct size of the L^∞-size of the Bergman kernel using the lower bound technique from, say, Section 7.

(1) Pick a conjugate G of Γ. Consider the expression of B_{k,Γ}(Z) from (2.5) with Z ∈ F^{(n)}_1 . (2) Show that for all Z ∈ F^{(n)}_1 and all T ∈ Λ_Γ, one has P_{T ;G}(Z) ≪_n 1. (3) Show that det(Y )^k B_{k,G}(Z) ≪ |S_G|^{−1} b^{−1}_{n,k} ∑ T ∈Λ_G det(T ) k−^{n+1}_2 exp(−2π T Y ) ≪ k^{n(n+1)}_4 .

(4.5)

(4) Repeat the Steps (1)–(3) for all conjugates of Γ. Conclude from the relation (2.7).

4.1.1. Discussion of (2) in certain cases not considered before. For this one needs to look more closely at the group U (G). We first note that for any m(U) ∈ U (Γ), one has m(U) (_{1n SG} 0 1_n ) m(U)^{−1} ⊂ (_{1n SG} 0 1_n ) i.e. US_GU^t ⊂ S_G;

this places congruence restrictions on the elements U ∈ U_G. For simplicity we assume that that n = 2, N odd and n_{11}, n_{12}, n_{22} are pairwise co-prime. Then one arrives, in particular, at the following conditions: n_{11}|u_{12}, n_{22}|u_{21}, n_{12}|(u_{11}u_{21}, u_{12}u_{22}) (U = (^{u11 u12}_{u21 u22} )).

We assume that G ⊂ Γ^{(2)}_0 (ω_G) for all G. In view of Lemma 4.2, it is enough to show that for all T ∈ Λ_G, H_G(T, Y ) = ∑ U∈U_Γ exp(−2πtr T Y [U]) ≪ H G(T, 1_n) ≪ 1. We write UU^t = (_{U1 U2} U_2 U_4 ) , and notice that

tr T [U] = t_1U_1 + t_2U_2 + t_{12}U_{12} ≥ ( √ t_1U_1 − √ t_2U_2)^2 + ( √ t_1t_2 − |t_{12}|) √ U_1U_2.

Whenever √ t_1t_2 − |t_{12}| ≫ ω^{−1/2} we can be successful. Notice that this condition is fulfilled if t_{12} = 0 or if t_1t_2 is large depending on the parameters n_{ij}. Namely, we will get

H_G(T, 1_n) ≪ ∑ U exp(− 2π √ ω √ U_1U_2).

Here ω = n_{11}n_{12}n_{22}. It is clear (cf. the argument preceding (4.4)) that we will be done if we can show that √ U_1U_2 ≫ ω. But this follows from the inequalities: U_1 ≥ n_2 √ n_{12}, U_2 ≥ n_1 √ n_{12}.

Finally we can then write (noting that (U_1U_2)^{1/2} ≥ √ ω(U_1U_2)^{1/4})

H_G(T, 1_n) ≪ ∑ U exp(−2π (U_1U_2)^{1/4}) ≪ ∑ (u_{11},u_{21})

(u^2_{11} + u^2_1)^{−3} · ∑ (u_{12},u_{22})

(u^2_{12} + u^2_2)^{−3} ≪ 1.□

4.1.2. Proof of (3). Let us call the RHS in (4.5) to be S_G. Then quoting [DK24, eq. (6.10)], with ℓ = 2k − n − 1, we have (noting that S_G = S_k in [DK24] with the lattice, and parameters replaced suitably)

|S_G det(Y )^{l/2}| ≍_n |S_G|^{−1} ∑ T ∈Λ_G (4π)^{nl/2}ℓ^{−n(n+2)}4 det(T Y )^{ℓ/2}e^{2πtr (T Y )} Γ(l)^{n/2} . (4.6)

This is then handled by an application of [DK24, Prop. 3.7], which in turn relies on [DK24, Lem. 3.5] on the count of the set of matrices T essentially supporting the mass of the RHS of (4.6). It is clear that after this one just has to redo this counting result. But this is immediate, since n_{ij} ≥ 1 for all i, j and and the answer is just multiplied by the ∏ i≤j n_{ij} = |S_G|. Namely:

for Y ∈ R_n the Minkowski reduced domain, we can bound the size of the aforementioned set as

#{T ∈ Λ_G|tr (T Y ) ≪_n k} ≪_n |S_G| · k^{n(n+1)2} det(Y )^{− n+12} ;

which follows from the argument of [DK24, Lem. 3.5] by replacing t_{ij} with t_{ij}/n_{ij} . Then the above sum over T is (exactly as deduced in [DK24, (6.12)])

≪_n |S_G| · det(Y )^{−(n+1)/2}(k^{n(n+1)4} + exp(−c_0k^{−ϵ}),

which implies that S_G ≪ k^{n(n+1)}4 , as required. Thus step (3) of the Algorithm follows. □

4.2. Completion of the proof of Theorem 4.1. If we follow the algorithm from 4.1, we see that only Step (2) needs to be checked (subsection 4.1.2 proves Step (3)) – which however is proved in Proposition 4.4. Lower bounds have been worked out in Section 7. □

5. Ancillary results on the Bergman kernel and applications

5.1. Polynomial bound in F^{(n)}_1 . Let Γ ⊂ Γ_n be any congruence subgroup. Let us define, for g ∈ Γ,

S_k(g) := ∑ S∈S_Γ det(Z − g(Z) + S) −k. Notice that there is a natural inclusion Γ_∞\Γ → Γ_{n,∞}\Γ_n. Also note that the positive quantity |S_k(g)| is G_∞-invariant. Thus by looking at (2.6), we get B_{k,Γ}(Z) ≤ ∑ g∈Γ_∞\Γ |J(g, Z)| −k |S_k(g)| ≤ ∑ γ∈(Γ_n)_∞\Γ_n |J(γ, Z)| −k|S_k(γ)|. Instead of using the bound (3.6) for S_k(g), we use the bound from [DK24, Lem. 6.3, second bound]: S_k(g) ≤ ∑ S∈Sym_n(Z) | det(Z − g(Z) + S)|

−k ≪_ϵ k^ϵ det(Y )^{−k+ n+14} .

We could have also used instead the bound [DK24, Lem. 6.1], but it weakens the ratio log(k)/ log(N) a bit. One immediately obtains (cf. [DK24, Thm. 6.5, bound (2)]) the following, which we summarize in a proposition. The first bound is from the discussion above, and the second is from (3.6).

Proposition 5.1. For any any congruence subgroup Γ and Z ∈ F^{(n)}_1 , one has

B_{k,Γ} (Z) ≪_n min{k^{n(n+1)2 +ϵ} det(Y )^{3(n+1)4 +ϵ}, k^{3n(n+1)4} det(Y )^{(n+1)2 +ϵ}}. (k > (n + 1)^2)

(5.1)

5.2. Proof of Theorem 1.3. Our argument will not exactly follow the algorithm in subsection 4.1, but will be an application of Proposition 5.1 and the bound (recall ω = ω_G)

B_{k,G} (Z) ≪ k^{3n(n+1)4} ( ω^n det(Y ) ) n_{2 +ϵ} (5.2)

from (3.18). Namely we apply (5.2) in the region det(Y ) ≥ ω^n, where thus B_{k,G} (Z) ≪ k^{3n(n+1)}4 . Next, in the region det(Y ) ≤ ω^n, we use (5.1) to get

B_{k,G} (Z) ≪_n k^{n(n+1)2 +ϵ} ω^{3n(n+1)4 +ϵ}.

Since we want this to be ≪ k^{3n(n+1)}4 , we find that N^{3+ϵ} ≤ k suffices, since ω|N. This completes the proof of Theorem 1.3. □ As a further corollary we can estimate the growth of the Bergman kernel in the entire Siegel’s fundamental domain F^{(n)}_Γ . This result may be useful elsewhere. It also shows the expected bound in F^{(n)}_Γ in the region det(V ) ≫ 1.

Corollary 5.2. For any any congruence subgroup Γ and W = U + iV ∈ F^{(n)}_Γ , one has

B_{k,Γ} (W ) ≪_n k^{3n(n+1)4} det(V )^{− n+12 +ϵ}. (k > (n + 1)^2)

Proof. We can find coset representatives {γ} of Γ (of level N) in Γ_n such that for all γ, one has c_γ is non-singular. This is because given any set of representatives {γ̃}, and a prime p ∤ N, we can consider γ ≡ γ̃ mod N; γ ≡ (_{0 −1n} 1_n 0 ) mod p. Then clearly det(c_γ ) ≠ 0 and {γ} is still a set of coset representatives, since γ = gγ̃ with g ∈ Γ^{(n)}(N) ⊂ Γ.

Now one can finish the proof easily by writing W = γZ for some γ as above and Z ∈ F^{(n)}_1 . Then one gets (applying the second bound in Proposition 5.1 to the conjugates of Γ)

B_{k,Γ} (W ) = B_{k,γ}−1_{Γγ} (Z) ≪_n k^{3n(n+1)4} det(Y )^{n+12 +ϵ} = k^{3n(n+1)4}

( det(V ) | det(CZ + D)|^2

) n+1_{2 +ϵ} , where we write γ = (_{A B} C D ) . The proof now follows from the inequalities | det(CZ+D)| = | det(C)| det(Z+ C^{−1}D)| ≫ | det(C)| det(Y )| ≫ | det(C)|. □

6. Quantitative asymptotic formula for the Fourier coefficients of Siegel Poincaré series and applications

The aim of this subsection is to provide a quantitative formula for the Fourier coefficients of Siegel Poincaré series P_{Γ,T} on arbitrary congruence subgroups Γ ⊂ Sp_n(Z). This will have two consequences: first, via (7.2) (in the next section) we would get the desired lower bound for the Bergman kernel of S^n_k (Γ); and second, we shall be able to conclude that for certain T > 0, one has P_{Γ,T} ≠ 0.

For this, we would continue to use ideas in this paper, adapt some of the arguments presented in [DK24], and quantify them suitably. Let p_T (T^′) = p_{T,Γ}(T^′) denote the T^′-th Fourier coefficient of P_{Γ,T} . We suppress the Γ from the notation, as it is understood. The aforementioned arguments in turn relied on an asymptotic result [KST11, Proof of Thm. 4] about p_{1n} (1_n) in degree n ≥ 1, which says more generally for Γ = Sp_n(Z) and T ∈ Λ_n that lim_{k→∞} p_T (T ) = |Aut(T )|/2;

(6.1)

where Aut(T ) denotes the number of automorphisms of T under U ∈ GL_n(Z). We would generalize this to any congruence subgroup Γ and in a quantitative sense.

Let A ≥ 0. Let us first observe that for any y_0 > 1, Z_0 = X + iy_01_n where X varies (mod ω) and any γ ∈ Sp_n(Z) with c_γ ≠ 0,

(6.2) | det(c_γ Z_0 + d_γ )|^{−A} ≤ y^{−A}_0 ,

This is because we can invoke [AD23, Lem. 3.2], which improves the result in [KST11, Lem. 5], where (6.2) was obtained for some y_0 > 1. This gives us flexibility in the asymptotic formula given below. Moreover, notice that [AD23, Lem. 3.2] holds for all X = Re(Z_0) – the proof only uses the imaginary parts all through!.

Theorem 6.1. Let Γ ⊂ Sp_n(Z) be any congruence subgroup and y_0 > 1 be arbitrary. Let P_T := P_{Γ;T} be the T -th. Poincaré series on Γ, with Fourier coefficients p_T (T^′). For k ≥ 2n + 6, one has one has an asymptotic formula

p_T (T^′) =

|Aut_Γ(T^′; T )| 2 + O ( exp(2πy_0 tr (T^′)) ( ω y_0

)^{(n2+1)/2}y^{−k/2n}_0 ) , where the implied constant depends only on n. Here ω is the maximal cusp-width of Γ at ∞.

Proof. To prove this, we would appeal to some of our earlier calculations in Section 3.3. We begin with: We write now

P_T (Z) := P_{T,Γ}(Z) = P_o(Z) + P_∗(Z),

where P_o(Z) is the contribution of all terms with c_g = 0 in (6.3), and the rest is denoted by P_∗(Z). We specialize to Z = Z_0 := X + iy_01_n, with X mod ω and y_0 > 1. We thus have, upon writing T = ωT , that

P_o(Z_0) = ∑ g∈Γ_∞\Γ : c_g =0

e(T g(Z_0)) = ∑ U∈U_Γ e((T Z_0[U]);

(6.3)

P_∗(Z_0) ≤ ∑ g∈Γ_{n,∞}\Γ_n : c_g≠0 |J(g, Z 0)|^{−k}e ( − 2π ω tr T Im(g(Z_0)) ) = ∑ g∈Γ_{n,∞}\Γ_n : c_g≠0 |J(g, Z 0)|^{−k}H_{Γn} (T , Im(g(Z_0)/ω).

where, as before (cf. the discussion around (3.15)), we have used the embedding Γ_∞\Γ → Γ_{n,∞}\Γ_n for the O(· · · ) term. Note that the condition c_g = 0 (or c_g ≠ 0) is invariant under left multiplication by Γ_∞. Next, let us record the formula for Fourier coefficient which reads as follows:

exp(−2πy_0 tr (T^′)) p_T (T^′) = |S_Γ|^{−1} ∫ X mod S_Γ P_T (Z_0)e(−T^′ X)dX. (6.4)

We next want to show that P_∗(Z_0) is negligibly small as soon as k or N is large enough. To see this, we apply Proposition 3.1 with Y = Im(g(Z_0))y_0/ω to get

P_∗(Z_0) ≪ ( ω y_0 )^{n2/2+nϵ} ∑ g∈(Γ_n)_{0,∞}\Γ_n : c_g ≠0 1 | det(c_gZ_0 + d_g)|^{k−n−2ϵ} . Let us note that Z_0 may not be in F^{(n)}_1 , which means we can not directly appeal to the argument given in [DK24, circa eq.(6.28)]. This point is relevant since we want to control the dependence on the level.

To get around this, for any S ∈ Sym_n(Z), we first note that the map (c_g, d_g) → (c^′_g, d^′_g) := (c_g, d_g +Sc_g), is a bijection on the set of coprime symmetric pairs with c_g ≠ 0. Further, this map sends GL_n(Z) inequivalent pairs and thus descends to a bijection on the set of such GL_n(Z) inequivalent pairs. All of the above follow from the observation that ( U 0 0 U^∗ ) ( ∗ ∗ c_g d_g ) = ( U 0 0 U^∗ ) ( ∗ ∗ c_g d_g ) ( 1_n S 0_n 1_n ) = ( U 0 0 U^∗ ) ( ∗ ∗ c_g d_g + Sc_g ) . But this change implies by absolute convergence, that for B large enough, ∑ g : c_g ≠0

| det(c_gZ_0 + d_g)|^{−B} = ∑ g : c^′_g ≠0

| det(c^′_gZ_0 + d^′_g)|^{−B} = ∑ g : c_g ≠0

| det(c_g(Z_0 + S) + d_g)|^{−B} , where for each X we choose S = S_X such that X + S is reduced (mod 1). This means Z_0 + S ∈ F^{(n)}_1 , and we can apply the arguments in [DK24] discussed above to conclude that the sum ∑ (c_g ,d_g ) is O(1).

More precisely, since | det(c_g(Z_0 + S) + d_g)| ≥ 1, we can write,

P_∗(Z_0) ≪ ( ω y_0

)^{n2/2+nϵ} max{| det(c_g(Z_0 + S) + d_g)|^{−kϵ} : c_g ≠ 0} ∑ g : c_g≠0

| det(c_g(Z_0 + S) + d_g)|^{−B′} ≪ ( ω y_0 )^{n2/2+nϵ}y^{−kϵ}_0 , (6.5)

where B^′ := B − kϵ = k − n − (k + 2)ϵ. Below, k will be chosen large enough so that B^′ > n + 1. At this point, note that the ϵ featuring in the exponents of ω and y_0 are actually same. By [AD23, Lem. 3.2], the max{·} term is bounded above by y^{−kϵ}_0 . Moreover, the implied constant in (6.5) is absolute – does not depend on X, S or y_0; see the argument between equations [DK24, (6.28)–(6.29)]. We will choose ϵ = 1/(2n). This means that we have to choose k a bit large, e.g. k ≥ 2n + 6 is enough.

The contribution of the terms with c_g ≠ 0 in p_T (T ) in (6.4) is ≪ |S_Γ|^{−1} ∫ X mod S_Γ P_∗(Z_0)dX ≪ y^{−k/2n}_0 . Finally we see that exp(−2πy_0tr (T^′)) p_T (T^′) equals

= |S_Γ|^{−1} ∑ U ∫ X mod S_Γ ( P_o(Z) + P_∗(Z) ) e(−T^′X/ω)dX = |S_Γ|^{−1} exp(−2πy_0tr (T^′)) ∑ U ∫ X mod S_Γ e((T [U] − T^′)X)dX + O(( ω y_0

)^{(n2+1)/2}y^{−k/2n}_0 ) = |Aut_Γ(T^′; T )| 2 exp(−2πy_0tr (T^′)) + O(( ω y_0

)^{(n2+1)/2ϵ}y^{−k/2n}_0 ),

as desired. This finishes the proof of Theorem 6.1. □

Of course by taking y_0 = ωv_0 with v_0 ≥ 1 fixed, and letting k → ∞, one immediately gets a generalization of (6.1) to arbitrary Γ.

A similar argument gives the following corollary about non-vanishing of Poincaré series from Theorem 6.1. It is generally believed that at least for large weights and level one,

all the Siegel Poincaré series P_{T,Γn} (of exponential type) are non-zero.

Not much is known – one has partial results from [DS12], where images of Saito-Kurokawa lifts were utilized towards this cause. This question has various avatars, applications, interpretations and various number theoretic consequences – we refer the reader to the nice survey [Zun] on this topic. For the author, this question for Poincaré series of exponential type (which show up often in number theory) remains an outstanding open question in the classical theory of modular forms. For other Poincaré series of ‘polynomial’ type, positive results are known – see e.g. [Zun23] for results on this topic.

Corollary 6.2 (Non-vanishing of Poincaré series (of exponential type) ). Let Γ be any congruence subgroup of Sp_n(Z) and let ω be its maximal cusp-width at ∞. Write T = ωT . Then P_{Γ;T} does not vanish identically for all T such that tr T ≪_n k log ω.

Remark 6.3. In [DS12, Thm. 1.2] it was shown that when n = 2, N = 1, P_T ≠ 0 roughly when det(T ) ≪ k^2 using the explicit Fourier expansion of certain Poincaré series of lower degree. Note that one has to count only reduced T here, as |P_T | (and indeed the conditions of the theorem loc. cit.) is invariant under GL_2(Z). Thus this result is valid for around the ‘first’ k^3 reduced matrices.

Our result 6.2 also has the same strength as discussed above (number of matrices T ∈ Λ_n with tr (T ) ≪ k is about k^3), and moreover covers all degrees n and all congruence subgroups. The main point is the intractability of the Fourier expansion of Siegel Poincaré series, which means the traditional method of, say, Rankin [Ran80] is not feasible. This point is another outstanding open question, requiring good understanding of matrix argument Kloosterman sums and Bessel functions.

The following corollary about linear relations among Poincaré series gives the p = ∞ version of the main results in [BD14], where congruences between modular forms modp were used to prove the following theorem for k in specific arithmetic progressions (depending on p) when n is even. Such progressions however do not cover all but finitely many positive integers. Our result is valid for all large enough weights and can obviously be formulated for general congruence subgroups. We state it on Sp_n(Z) for convenience.

Corollary 6.4. Let {T_1, . . . , T_h} ⊂ Λ_n be a GL_n(Z)-inequivalent subset. Then the Poincaré series {P_{T1} , . . . , P_{Th} } on Sp_n(Z) are linearly independent provided k ≫ max{tr T_j : 1 ≤ j ≤ h}.

Proof. We show that the matrix P := (p_{ij} ) with p_{ij} := p_{Tj} (T_i), 1 ≤ i, j ≤ n, has maximal rank. For this we expand det(P) according to Leibnitz rule: except for the diagonal product p_{11} · · · p_{nn}, all other terms are easily seen to be O ( exp(cy_0 max_j tr (T_j ))y^{−(n2+1)/2−k/2n} 0 ) . We choose y_0 = 2 (any y_0 > 1 should work). For k large enough as in the statement of the corollary we see that each such term is O(2^{−k/4}). Similarly the product p_{11} · · · p_{nn} = M + O(2^{−k/4n}) for some M ≫ 1. This finishes the proof. □

Corollary 6.4 generalizes the results of [Wei22] to higher degrees. Whereas in [Wei22], explicit Fourier expansion of degree 2 and level 1 Poincaré series was used – in higher degrees or levels such a formula is rare. Also when n = 2, it is clear that we can recover [Wei22, Thm. 5.1] from the above corollary.

7. Lower bounds for average sizes

To begin with, note that if Γ_1 ⊂ Γ_2 ⊂ Sp_n(Z) be two subgroups of finite index, then one has the inequality obtained by embedding one space into the other: B_{Γ2} (Z) ≤ μ(Γ_1, Γ_2)B_{Γ1} (Z), where μ(Γ_1, Γ_2) denotes the index of Γ_1 in Γ_2. Thus we immediately obtain (with μ(Γ) = μ(Γ, Sp_n(Z)))

k^{3n(n+1)4} μ(Γ)^{−1} ≪_n sup(S^{(n)}_k (Γ)).

(7.1) for any congruence subgroup Γ.

We next remove the index factor in the denominator (in many cases). At this point we want to (again) remind the reader about the issue of not having an usable bound on the Fourier coefficients of Siegel Poincaré series of higher degrees on Sp_n(Z), let alone congruence subgroups. In the context of obtaining lower bounds on sup(S^{(n)}_k (Γ)), this was overcome in [DK24, Sec. 7.1] by using only ‘soft’ asymptotic properties of these Fourier coefficients as k → ∞. Theorem 6.1 from the previous section is stronger, and allows us to control the validity of the weight k explicitly.

In the next subsection we prove the lower bounds claimed in Theorem 1.1, Theorem 1.2 and Theorem 1.3. In the case of congruence subgroups, in the weight aspect, (7.1) is enough. In the level aspect things are somewhat subtle, and we need more care.

7.0.1. Lower bound via average of Fourier coefficients. For a congruence subgroup Γ of cusp width ω at the cusp ∞, we begin with the familiar argument. Let T_0 ∈ Λ_Γ. Then

sup(S^n_k (Γ)) ≥ |S_Γ|^{−1} ∫ X mod S_Γ ∑ F ∈B(Γ) det(Y_0)^k|F (X + iY_0)|^2 dX

≥ |S_Γ|^{−1} det(Y_0)^k ∑ F ∈B(Γ) | ∫ X mod S_Γ

F (X + iY_0) e(tr T_0(X + iY_0)) dX|^2 exp (−4πtr (T_0Y_0)

= det(Y_0)^k exp (−4πtr (T_0Y_0) ∑ F ∈B(Γ) |a_F (T_0)|^2

≫ det(T_0)^{−k}( k 4π )^ke^{−nk} ∑ F ∈B(Γ) |a_F (T_0)|^2 = ( k 4π )^ke^{−nk}c^{−1}_{n,k} |S_Γ|^{−1} det(T_0)^{− n+1}2 Γ_n(k −^{n+1}_2 )

· p_{T0} (T_0),

(7.2)

where Y_0 := k/(4π) · T^{−1}_0 and the constant c_{n,k} is defined by c_{n,k} = π^{n(n−1)/2}(4π)^{n(n+1)/4−nk} ∏_n j=1 Γ(k − (n + j)/2).

The k dependence calculation remains unchanged as in [DK24], and (7.2) leads to the desired lower bound k^{3n(n+1)}4 , with the implied constant depending on Γ, which we calculate as follows. Define the constant c_Γ by

c_Γ := max_G max_{TG} |S_G|^{−1} det(T_G)^{− n+12} · p_{TG} (T_G),

where G runs over all the conjugates of Γ and for each G, T_G traverses Λ_G.

Now note that since sup(S^n_k (Γ)) = sup(S_k(G)) for any conjugate G of Γ, we can deduce from (7.2) (applied to the conjugates) that

sup(S^n_k (Γ)) ≫ c_Γ · k^{3n(n+1)4} .

In the case when N ≍_n 1; or when Γ = Γ^{(n)}_0 (N), Γ^{(n)}_1 (N), Γ^{(n)}(N), Γ^{(n),0}(N) or any of the groups from Theorem 1.1 or Theorem 1.3, we observe that c_Γ ≫_n 1.

All of the groups satisfy the property n_{ij}(Γ) = ω(Γ) (= 1 or N) at the cusp ∞ – so that the quantity |S_Γ|^{−1} det(T_Γ)^{− n+12} = 1 if we choose T_G = 1_n for the first two classes of groups and T_G =^1_{ωG} 1_n for the remaining ones. Moreover in each of these cases; the most important quantity p_{TΓ} (T_Γ) ≫ 1 for each of these groups at the cusp ∞ if we invoke Proposition 6.1 (choose y_0 = ω). Note that we could also have deduced the case of Γ^{(n),0}(N) directly from that of Γ^{(n)}_0 (N), since they are conjugate.

Of course when n = 1, there is no issue at all and c_Γ ≫ 1. This completes the discussion about the lower bounds in Theorem 1.1, Theorem 1.2 and Theorem 1.3. □

8. The small weights

In the section we will deal with the so called small weights: k ≥ n/2. For better exposition we feel that the case n = 1 should be first explicated, for better exposition.

It is clear that the strategy of the earlier sections would not work here, as the relevant Poincaré series do not converge absolutely. One can however use Hecke’s trick e.g. to construct such series P_{2,Γ} for the weight k = 2. One can write down their Fourier expansion (cf. [Sma65]), but there is some issue about bounds on Kloosterman sums on general congruence subgroups uniform in all parameters, see Hypothesis 9.3. Anyway for higher degrees this is definitely a big challenge.

Since our main objective here is not to obtain explicit Fourier expansions of Poincaré series (cf. earlier sections, where we did not use the Fourier expansion at all), we approach this issue differently. We will now propose various remedies to this situation.

We may use holomorphic weight increasing differential operators, and obtain information about sizes of Fourier coefficients on small weights from those on bigger weights. The information may be even worse than Hecke’s bound, but perhaps this would be sufficient as we need bounds only in the region F^{(n)}_1 . This kind of argument was also used in [DK24]. For instance, one may use the Serre derivative for weights k ≥ 1:

ϑ_k : S_k(Γ) → S_{k+2}(Γ); f → θf − k 12 f · E_2, where θf = q^d_{dq} f and E_2 is the holomorphic quasimodular form of weight 2. If one knows the explicit image (in wieght 4) of P_{2,Γ} under ϑ_2; one can recursively solve for the coefficients of P_{2,Γ} in terms of that of the image. Namely for the coefficients a(n) one obtains the recursion: na(n) = ∑ m<n u(a(n)) for some function u. Also the L^2 norms may be handled via ‘weight-increasing’ or ‘decreasing’ Maaß operators. See [Wil18] for a description of this ‘image’, however here k = 2 is not considered. For higher degrees one may use suitable Rankin-Cohen operators.

Here we offer the following solution to the question about small weights for any fixed cusp form. The bounds are what one would get at best from the corresponding average bounds. This may be thought of as a ‘weight-embedding’ technique as compared to the ‘level-embedding’ technique of [DFI94].

We assume that sup(S^n_κ (Γ)) ≪ B = κ^{2α} (κ ≫_n 1, α ≥ 0 depending only on n) where the implied constant depend only on the complementary set of parameters if we consider weight or level or the hybrid aspects respectively. We take α = 0 in the hybrid aspect. (*)

Theorem 8.1. Let k ∈ Z satisfy k ≥^n_2 and Γ ∈ Sp_n(Z) be any congruence subgroup. With the above assumption (*), for any L^2-normalised G ∈ S^n_k (Γ), one has the bound ‖G‖_∞ ≪_n √ B. The implied constants in each case depend on the complementary set of parameters.

Notice that strictly speaking, only the level aspect makes sense for weights k ≪ n.

Proof. The proof is based on an interpolation method using the various L^p norms. Fix any non-zero F ∈ S^n_k (Γ). We do not normalize by the Petersson norm yet. For ease of notation, let us put f(Z) = det(Y )^{k/2}F (Z). Let m ≥ 1. We first note that

sup_{Hn} |f|^m = (sup_{Hn} |f|)^m.

We choose m ∈ N large enough so that mk = κ is bigger than the weights for which (*) holds. Note that we can, and will assume that m depends only on n, since our previous results are valid for all κ ≫_n 1. (e.g. Theorem 1.1, Theorem 1.2 are valid for κ ≫ n^2 etc.) Thus using (*) for the weight κ,

|f|^m ≪ (km)^α ‖f^m‖_2 ≪_n k^α( ∫ |f|^{2m})^{1/2} ≪_n k^α ‖f‖^m_{2m} .

We now use Hölder’s inequality in the form (see, e.g. [BKY13]) ‖f‖_{2m} ≤ ‖f‖^{1/m}_2 · ‖f‖^{1−1/m}_∞ . This gives us |f|^m ≪ k^α ‖f‖_2 · ‖f‖^{m−1}_∞ , which in turn implies, by taking supnorms, ‖f‖_∞ ≪ k^α ‖f‖_2 , finishing the proof of the theorem, by taking G = F/ ‖F ‖_2. □

9. Appendix: the case n = 1

In this section we show how our ideas in this paper play out successfully for elliptic modular forms. For weights k > 2, the proof is especially short – and for the more subtle case k = 2, we develop a version of large sieve inequality for Fourier coefficients for arbitrary congruence subgroups – something which seems not available in the literature. We do need this result for arbitrary congruence subgroups, since given a congruence subgroup Γ of level N, we have to simultaneously work with all its conjugates. This will lead to a bound O(log N) for the size of S_2(Γ), which is slightly off the expected bound O(1), but is sufficient for analytic applications. We follow [DFI94] and [Duk95] for this purpose.

9.1. The case n = 1 and k > 2. This is the easy case and can be dealt with immediately following the ideas already discussed in this paper.

Theorem 9.1. For any congruence subgroup of Γ ⊂ Γ_1 and k > 2, one has sup(S_k(Γ)) ≍ 1, with the implied constant absolute.

Proof. The basic pathway of the proof of is essentially contained in the proof of Theorem 1.1. We keep the same setting as that used loc. cit. Here there is no sum over U, and we simply note that on the piece γ_j F^{(n)}_1 , with z ∈ F_1 and G = γ^{−1}_j Γγ_j , the bound B_{k,G}(z) ≤ ω^{−k} b^{−1}_{1,k} ∑ n n^{k−1}|P_{n;G}(z)|e(−2πny/ω). The remaining task is to show that P_{n;G}(z) ≪ 1 for z ∈ F_1, with an absolute implied constant, which is obvious if we just majorize by the majorant O( ∑ c,d |cz + d|^{−3}), which is absolutely bounded since k ≥ 3.

We now invoke (3.6) to finish the proof. □

9.2. The case n = 1 and k = 2. Let Γ ⊂ SL_2(Z) be a congruence subgroup of level N and let ω be the width of the cusp ∞ of Γ. In the large sieve inequality that we want, it turns out that the relevant parameter here is ω and not N. It seems this inequality is not available in the literature, yet this is crucial for us. With this in mind, we proceed as in [Iwa97, Sec. 5.4] as follows. We define the normalized Fourier coefficients of f = ∑ n≥1 a_f (n)e(nz/ω) ∈ S_2(Γ) by a(f, n) = a_f (n) (4πn)^{1/2} . For any sequence a = (a_n) of complex numbers, we further define the linear form L(f, a) = ∑ n≤K a_na(f, n). We next quote the formula for the Fourier coefficients of (analytically continued) Poincaré series of weight 2 (see [Sma65], [Par76]). Let us define the Kloosterman sum for Γ at the cusp ∞ by

S_Γ(m, n; c) = ∑ d∈D(c) e (md̄ + nd cω ) be the Kloosterman sum at the cusp ∞ for Γ. Proposition 9.2. p_m(n) = 2δ(m, n) − 4π ω ( n m )^{1/2} ∞∑ c=1 S_Γ(m, n; c) c J_1 (4π√mn cω ) (9.1)

We have the Petersson trace formula in this setting:

(9.2) ∑ f∈B_2(Γ) a(f, m)a(f, n) = 2 ω^2 (m n )_{1/2} p_m(n). Hypothesis 9.3. We make the following assumption about the general Kloosterman sum: S_Γ(m, n; c) ≪ (cω)^{1/2+ϵ}(m, n, cω)^{1/2}. It is known from Goldfeld-Sarnak ([GS83]) that lim sup_{c→∞} |S_Γ(m, n; c)|c^{−1} ≤ 1/2, and from Petersson

([Pet54]) that S_Γ(m, n; c) ≪_ϵ c^{1/2+ϵ} with the implied constant not depending on n. With these evidences, it seems likely that the above hypothesis may be proved from known techniques.

We want to offer two proofs of the desired large sieve inequality – one via the argument of Duke [Duk95] and the other via that of Duke-Friedlander-Iwaniec [DFI94]. Of these, the former has two advantages over the latter: most importantly, it does not rely on Hypothesis 9.3 on Kloosterman sums and secondly it gives a slightly better bound. We nevertheless include both approaches: this not only serves as a cross check for the result, which is a bit different in terms of a scaling factor than that for the Hecke congruence subgroups Γ_0(q), but also perhaps provides a different perspective applicable to other situations.

Proposition 9.4. Let Γ ⊂ SL_2(Z) be any congruence subgroup of level N. Suppose that Γ ⊂ Γ_0(q) for some q ≥ 1.

(A) Then with the above notation, one has the bound ∑ f∈B_2 (Γ) |L(f, a)| 2 ≪ 1 ω^2 ( log K + O( K qω ) ) ‖a‖^2 . (B) In addition, assume Hypothesis 9.3. Then,

(9.3) ∑ f∈B_2(Γ) |L(f, a)| 2 ≪ 1 ω^{2−ϵ} ( 1 + O( K qω ) ) ‖a‖^2 . Proof of (A). By the duality of the large sieve (see e.g. [Duk95]), it is enough to prove for any f ∈ B_2(Γ) that ∑ n≤K |a_f (n)|^2 ≪ K ω^2 ( 1 + O( K qω ) ) . (9.4)

Then Theorem 9.4, which is for the normalised Fourier coefficients a(f, n) ≍ a_f (n)n^{−1/2}, follows from (9.4) by partial summation.

We will only be brief and mention the important points. We start with ω ∑ n≤K |a_f (n)|^2 exp(−4πny/ω) = ∫_ω 0 |f(x + iy)|^2dx. Keeping in mind that k = 2 here, we arrive at the inequality ωY ∫_∞ 1 exp(−4πKY y/ω)dy · ∑ n≤K |a_f (n)|^2 ≤ ∫_∞ Y ∫_ω 0 |f(z)|^2dxdy. It we let P_Y := {z = x + iy ∈ H | 0 < x ≤ ω, y > Y }, then as in [Duk95], we can write that ∫ P_Y |f(z)|^2dxdy ≤ max_{z∈PY} #{γ ∈ Γ | γ(z) ∈ P_Y }⟨f, f⟩ because P_Y can be covered by finitely many translates of the fundamental domain F_Γ, which we assume to be without loss inside the strip {0 < Re(z) ≤ ω} (recall that one has Γ_∞ =<

(_{1 ωZ} 0 1 ) >). The count of γ goes through without any change as only imaginary parts of z, γ(z) play a role. We get max z∈P_Y #{γ ∈ Γ | γ(z) ∈ P_Y } ≪ 1 + 3q^{−1}Y^{−1}.

At this point, choosing Y := ωK^{−1} finishes the proof of (A). □

Proof of (B). We will closely follow the argument given in [Iwa97, Sec. 5.4], and mention only the relevant points. Opening the square on the LHS of (9.3) and using (9.1), (9.2), we get ∑ f∈B_2(Γ) |L(f, a)|^2 = 2 ω^2 ( 2 ‖a‖^2 + ∑ c≥1 1 cω ∑ ∑ m,n≤K a_ma_n S_Γ(m, n; c) J_1 (4π√mn cω ) ) (9.5)

Analogously as in [Iwa97, Sec. 5.4] we arrive at | ∑ ∑ m,n≤K a_ma_n S_Γ(m, n; c)| ≤ cω ∑ ∑ m≡n mod cω a_ma_n ≤ (cω + K) ‖a‖^2 . (9.6)

Here we have used the fact that the sets {d ∈ D(c, Γ) | d mod cω} and {a ∈ D(c, Γ) | a mod cω} are in bijection via γ → γ^{−1}. Assuming the bound from Hypothesis 9.3 and arguing as in [DFI], we also get the bound (this bound is relevant only for k = 2) | ∑ ∑ m,n≤K a_ma_n S_Γ(m, n; c)| ≤ (cω)^{1/2+ϵ}K ‖a‖^2 . (9.7)

When K ≤ ω, we use the Taylor series for the Bessel function and (9.6) to get that the summand in (9.5) as a function of c is O ( K c^2ω^2 (cω + K) ‖a‖^2 ) , which we use to bound the contribution of c ≤ K.

Whereas if we use (9.7), the same quantity as above is O ( K c^2ω^2 (cω)^{1/2+ϵ}K ‖a‖^2 ) , which we use to bound the contribution of c > K. The rest of the argument proceeds as in [Iwa97, Sec. 5.4] and as long as qω ≥ K and the bound reads O(ω^{−2+ϵ}).

When qω < K, one resorts to a level embedding technique, which is a bit subtle here. For a prime p, we take Γ^′ := Γ^0(p) ∩ Γ, and note that [Γ : Γ^′] ≤ p + 1 from the natural inclusion Γ^′\Γ → Γ^0(p)\Γ_1. We further assume (p, ω) = 1, so that the width of Γ^′ at ∞ is pω. We choose p such that K < pqω ≪ K and one note that ∑ f∈B_2(Γ) |L(f, a)|^2 ≤ (p + 1) ∑ f∈B_2 (Γ^′) |L(f, a)|^2 ≪ 1 p^2ω^{2−ϵ} (p + 1) ≪ 1 ω^{2−ϵ} ( 1 + O( K qω ) ) ‖a‖^2 , as desired. This finishes the proof. □ Theorem 9.5. One has the bound sup(S_2(Γ)) ≪ log N.

Proof. The proof is immediate from the large sieve inequality Proposition 9.4 (A). It is enough to prove that B_G (z) ≪ 1 for all conjugates G of Γ and for all z ∈ F_1.

First of all, using the trivial bound for the Kloosterman sums S_Γ(m, n; c) one can easily prove a bound a(f, n) ≪ n^D for some absolute D > 0. We can then truncate the Fourier expansion at K = δN log N for appropriate δ depending only on D, for the normalized Fourier coefficients a(f, n) for any f ∈ B_2(Γ), via the Petersson formula. E.g., see [MU98] where arithmetic new-old basis decomposition and Deligne’s bound were used. We don’t need any of them. The proof is finished by noting that

B_G (z) ≤ ∑ f∈B_2(Γ) |L(f, a)| 2 · y^2ω^{−2} ∑ n≥1 n exp(−4πny/ω) ≪ log N. Here ω = ω_G. For the bound on the n-sum above, we can use either the argument in [MU98] or simply invoke (3.6). □

References

[AD23] P. Anamby and S. Das. “Jacobi forms, Saito-Kurokawa lifts, their Pullbacks and sup-norms on average”. In: Research in the Mathematical Sciences 10.1 (2023), p. 14.

[AD24] P. Anamby and S. Das. “New and old Saito-Kurokawa lifts classically via L^2 norms and bounds on their supnorms: level aspect”. In: arXiv preprint arXiv:2403.17401v1 (2024), p. 59.

[AZ95] A. Andrianov and V. G. Zhuravlev. Modular forms and Hecke operators. American Mathematical Soc., 1995.

[BD14] S. Böcherer and S. Das. “Linear independence of Poincaré series of exponential type via non-analytic methods”. In: Trans. Amer Math. Soc. 367.2 (2014), pp. 1329–1345.

[BKY13] V. Blomer, R. Khan, and M. Young. “Distribution of mass of holomorphic cusp forms”. In:

Duke Math. J. 162.14 (2013), pp. 2609–2644.

[Blo15] V. Blomer. “On the size of Ikeda lifts”. In: Manuscripta Mathematica 148 (2015), pp. 341–349. [BMS67] H. Bass, J. Milnor, and J. P. Serre. “Solution of the congruence subgroup problem for SL_n(n ≥ 3) and Sp_n(n ≥ 2)”. In: Pub. Math. de I.H.E.S. 33 (1967), pp. 59–137.

[BN10] S. Böcherer and S. Nagaoka. “On Siegel modular forms of level p and their properties mod p”. In: manuscripta mathematica 132 (2010), pp. 501–515.

[BP16] V. Blomer and A. Pohl. “The sup-norm problem on the Siegel modular space of rank two”.

In: American Journal of Mathematics 138.4 (2016), pp. 999–1027.

[Bra39] H. Braun. “Konvergenz verallgemeinerter Eisensteinscher Reihen”. In: Math. Z. 44.1 (1939), pp. 387–397.

[CL11] J. W. Cogdell and W. Luo. “The Bergman kernel and mass equidistribution on the Siegel modular variety Sp_{2n}(Z)\H_n”. In: Forum Math. 23.1 (2011), pp. 141–159.

[DFI94] W. Duke, J. Friedlander, and H. Iwaniec. “On Modular Forms of Dimension -2”. In: Invent.

Math. 115 (1994), pp. 219–239.

[DK15] S. Das and W. Kohnen. “Nonvanishing of Koecher–Maass series attached to Siegel cusp forms”. In: Advances in Mathematics 281 (2015), pp. 624–669.

[DK24] S. Das and H. Krishna. “Bounds for the Bergman Kernel and the Sup-Norm of Holomorphic Siegel Cusp Forms”. In: International Mathematics Research Notices 2024.7 (Apr. 2024), p. 141.

[DS12] S. Das and J. Sengupta. “Nonvanishing of Siegel Poincaré series”. In: Math. Z. 272 (2012), pp. 869–883.

[Duk95] W. Duke. “The Dimension of the Space of Cusp Forms of Weight One”. In: 1995.2 (1995), pp. 99–109.

[Fre13] E. Freitag. Siegelsche modulfunktionen. Vol. 254. Springer-Verlag, 2013. [God57] R. Godement. “Fonctions holomorphes de carré sommable dans le demi-plan de Siegel”. In:

Séminaire Henri Cartan. Vol. 10, no. 1. exp. no. 6. 1957, pp. 1–22.

[GS83] D. Goldfeld and P. Sarnak. “Sums of Kloosterman sums”. In: Invent. Math. 71 (1983), pp. 243– 250.

[Iwa97] H. Iwaniec. Topics in classical automorphic forms. Vol. 17. American Mathematical Soc., 1997.

[Kli59] H. Klingen. “Bemerkung über Kongruenzuntergruppen der Modulgruppe n-ten Grades”. In:

Archiv der Mathematik X (1959), pp. 113–122.

[Kli90] H. Klingen. “Introductory lectures on Siegel modular forms”. In: Cambridge Stud. Adv. Math.

20 (1990).

[KM23] J. Kramer and A. Mandal. “Uniform sup-norm bounds on average for Siegel cusp forms”. In:

arXiv preprint arXiv:2310.05334 (2023).

[KST11] E. Kowalski, A. Saha, and J. Tsimerman. “A note on Fourier coefficients of Poincaré series”.

In: Mathematika 57.1 (2011), pp. 31–40.

[MU98] P. Michel and E. Ullmo. “Points de petite hauteur sur les courbes modulaires X_0(N)”. In:

Inventiones mathematicae 131.3 (1998), pp. 645–674.

[Par76] L. A. Parson. “Generalised Kloostermaan sums and the Fourier coefficients of cusp forms”.

In: Trans. Amer. Math. Soc. 217 (1976), pp. 329–350.

[Pet54] H. Petersson. “Über Modulfunktionen und Partitionprobleme”. In: Abh. Deutsch. Akad. Wiss.

Berlin. Kl. Math. Allg. Nat. 1954.2 (1954).

[Ran80] R. A. Rankin. “The vanishing of Poincaré series”. In: Proc. Edinb. Math. Soc. 23 (1980), pp. 151–161.

[Sie35] C. L. Siegel. “Uber Die Analytische Theorie Der Quadrischen Formen”. In: Ann. of Math.

36.3 (1935), pp. 527–606.

[Sma65] J. R. Smart. “On Modular Forms of Dimension -2”. In: Proc. Amer. Math. Soc. 116 (1965), pp. 86–107.

[Wei22] Z. Wei. “Linear relations of Siegel Poincaré series and non-vanishing of the central values of spinor L-functions”. In: J. Théor. Nombres Bordeaux 34.3 (2022), pp. 755–766.

[Wil18] B. Williams. “Rankin-Cohen brackets and Serre derivatives as POincaré series”. In: Res.

Number Theory 4.4 (2018), p. 13.

[Zun] S. Zunar. “A note on the nonvanishing of Poincaré series”. In: Women in Numbers Europe 4 – Research Directions in Number Theory.

[Zun23] S. Zunar. “On a family of Siegel Poincaré series”. In: Int. J. Number Theory 19.9 (2023), pp. 2215–2239.

Department of Mathematics, Indian Institute of Science, Bengaluru – 560012, India. Email address: soumya@iisc.ac.in