
Dear Andreea, 

 

Appended you find a scan of those pages of your thesis which I annotated. However, here 

is a list of those things which I definitly would like you to change to conform to 

correct scientific publishing: 

 

1. All theorems which are not due to you should be marked clearly as cited from the 

literature.  

 

This is usually done as follows in LaTeX: 

\begin{Theorem}[\protect{\cite[Thm.5, p.24]{Serre63}}] ....\end{Theorem} 

 

It does not suffice to give the reference say somewhere 5 lines before or after the 

theorem as you do. (Some people like Zagier even insist that theorems which are not due 

to the author are not marked as theorem, butI find a this bit extreme.) 

 

So please go through your thesis with a "search and find" and correct all theorem 

statements accordingly. 

 

 

 

2. The "Appendix" should be placed before the Bibliography. (This is usually achieved by 

using macros like \frontmatter, \backmatter etc. in the LaTeX book styles.) 

 

 

3. It is not really necessary but I  propose emphatically to have the tags in the 

bibliography not as numbers [1], [2] etc. but as [Aj], [Brm], [Boy] etc. For a reader of 

your thesis it is completely meaningless when you say "it was proved in [5] ...", but 

much more informative if he reads "it was proved in [Boy] ..." (since then often he has 

not to look up in the bibliography but can make a guess, thereby saving time). 

 

 

4. If you did not use Bibtex then please use it in your revised version. This 

 

a) makes sure that only those items show up in the bibliography which are really cited 

(which is absolutely mandatory for a scientific publication with very few exceptions like 

a compilation of references, of course). 

 

b) simplifies it to apply a style which uses name abbreviations as tags instead of 

numbers (see remark before). 

 

 

5. The table of Hecke eigenvalues should be replaced by the Fourier coefficients of the 

Jacobi forms. (I think Ali also did not do this and I regret that I missed to point this 

out to him.) 

 

 

6. The two subsub...sections "1.2.4.2 Jacobi forms and Siegel modular forms" and "1.2.4.4 

Jacobi forms and orthogonal modular forms" should be suppressed since 

 

a) they do not contain any discovery or notion due to you, 

 

b) they do not contain any discovery or notion which needs to be cited to understand your 

main results and their proofs, 

 

c) they contain very wrong statements which in view of a) and b) are not worth to be 

discussed and corrected now (see the scans which follow if you are interested or ask me 

at a later point). 

 

So, please throw them out. 

 

 

7. Suppress all text from page 91, line 6 (i.e. "We introduce some additional notions 

from [41]" until page 95, line -7 (i.e. until the end ofSections 3.2). The reason is 

 

a) these pages do not contain any discovery or notion due to you, 

 

b) they do not contain any discovery or notion which needs to be cited to understand your 

main results and their proofs, 



 

c) these pages reflect genuine research work of a book fragment of myself which will be 

eventually published in some book series; I gave this fragment a while ago to Fredrik 

with the explicit request "not to distribute it". It is more or less OK that he shared 

those insights from the fragment with you while advising your thesis, but it is 

definitely not OK to include them into your thesis without my allowance (which anyway I 

would not have given because of b)). 

 

 

I am convinced that these revisions will make your thesis much nicer and I hope that the 

accompanying comments are helpful for your future publications. 

 

One last point which, as I hope, will also be helpful for you in the future: At various 

places there are quite general and somewhat bold statements in the thesis which make 

readers unhappy: "Orthogonal modular forms have many applications in algebraic geometry" 

(p. 30) or "Jacobi Eisenstein series ... were used to develop a theory of newforms" (p. 

1). These make unhappy because they give no real information (since they are too vague) 

and because they do not necessarily agree with the understanding of the reader or since 

they are even objectively wrong (like the second example). Such remarks do not belong 

into a scientific publication (which tries to discover facts and truth, but should not 

propose subjective interpretations or assessments)! They are acceptable in a talk (since 

the audience has the chance to correct a wrong point of view) and maybe not avoidable in 

an article for a general audience. Asides, such statements often have a bad impact: A 

young thesis student 10 years from now might read some of your statements, and since they 

are 10 year old and in an officially accepted thesis they grew in weight over time: so he 

takes them as true and propagates them by himself. This kind of game led often to 

complete wrong and partly ridiculous assessments of historical facts in Mathematics as 

every senior mathematician knows from many examples. 

 

In the following pages there are a few more minor corrections (and maybe some of the 

above repeated). 

 

Best, 

---Nils 


































































































