arXiv:2012.15507v3 [math.NT] 16 Aug 2021

MOMENTS OF POLYNOMIALS WITH RANDOM MULTIPLICATIVE COEFFICIENTS

JACQUES BENATAR, ALON NISHRY, BRAD RODGERS

Abstract. For X(n) a Rademacher or Steinhaus random multiplicative function, we consider the random polynomials

P_N (θ) = 1 √ N ∑ n≤N X(n)e(nθ), and show that the 2k-th moments on the unit circle ∫_1 0 | |P_N (θ) | |^{2k} dθ tend to Gaussian moments in the sense of mean-square convergence, uniformly for k ≪ (log N/ log log N)^{1/3}, but that in contrast to the case of i.i.d. coefficients, this behavior does not persist for k much larger. We use these estimates to (i) give a proof of an almost sure Salem-Zygmund type central limit theorem for P_N (θ), previously obtained in unpublished work of Harper by different methods, and (ii) show that asymptotically almost surely

(log N)^{1/6−ε} ≪ max_θ |P_N (θ)| ≪ exp((log N)^{1/2+ε}),

for all ε > 0.

1. Introduction

1.1. Background. In the seminal paper [SZ54] Salem and Zygmund studied the distribution of a random trigonometric polynomial

Q_N (θ) = 1 √ N N∑ n=1 r_ne(nθ). Here the coefficients r_n are taken to be independent random variables; for concreteness take r_n independent and identically distributed taking the values +1 and −1 with probability 1/2 for all n. Among other results, Salem and Zygmund demonstrated that

(i) if θ is drawn randomly at uniform from the interval (0, 1), then Q_N (θ) converges in distribution (and in moments) to a standard complex Gaussian, and 1

(ii) almost surely, we have for sufficiently large N,

max_θ |Q_N (θ)| ≍ √ log N. In fact Halasz [Hal73] showed that the estimate in (ii) can be replaced with an asymptotic formula: almost surely max_θ |Q_n(θ)| ∼ √ log N. These results have stimulated a great deal of subsequent work, for instance [AP19, BL01, Kah85, Web00, Web06].

Our purpose in this note is to investigate what happens when independence between coefficients is replaced by a type of weak but non-local dependence. Instead of the i.i.d. sequence of Salem and Zygmund, we consider coefficients given by a random multiplicative function. In this case it is not clear that we should expect the same asymptotic behavior as found by Salem and Zygmund.

Recall that a function f : N → C is said to be multiplicative if it satisfies f(mn) = f(m)f(n) for all coprime m, n ∈ N; if this holds for all m, n the function is said to be completely multiplicative. We will slightly abuse terminology and say that a function defined only on an interval [1, N] is multiplicative or completely multiplicative if this relation holds for all m, n ∈ [1, N] with mn ∈ [1, N].

1.2. Polynomials with non-random multiplicative coefficients. The Fekete polynomials are perhaps the most famous example of a trigonometric polynomial for which the coefficients are completely multiplicative and take the value ±1. For primes p they are the p − 1 degree polynomial defined by

F_p(θ) = 1 √ p − 1 p−1∑ n=1 ( n p ) e(nθ), where (_· p ) is the Legendre symbol. Recently, building upon work in [HJ88, BC02], Günther and Schmidt [GS17] established the p → ∞ limiting value of moments ∫_1 0 |F_p(θ)|^{2k} dθ, for all fixed integers k. The moments are not Gaussian. Earlier, Montgomery [Mon80] has shown that

log log p ≪ max_θ |F_p(θ)| ≪ log p,

and conjectured that max_θ |F_p(θ)| ≍ log log p.

By contrast, if λ(n) is the Liouville function, then the polynomials defined by

L_N (θ) = 1 √ N N∑ n=1 λ(n)e(nθ), arise naturally in the circle method and other parts of number theory (though it is perhaps more common to have the Möbius function in place of the Liouville function, see for instance [Dav37]). These polynomials also have coefficients which are completely multiplicative and take the value ±1. Numerical evidence in this case suggests that L_N (θ) does indeed tend to a Gaussian distribution as N → ∞ (so that in particular the polynomial’s L^1-norm, investigated in [BP98, BR99], will be of constant order) and max_θ |L_N (θ)| ≍ √ log N, though it would seem that both of these claims lie far outside the reach of what can now be proven.

1.3. Main results. The known and conjectured results for polynomials with nonrandom multiplicative coefficients that we have just described leave us wondering what behavior we should expect to be typical for random coefficients.

In order to investigate this, we consider random multiplicative functions of the following sort: if for each prime p, X(p) is an independent random variable taking the values +1 and −1 with probability 1/2 each, and if for composite n = p^{e1}_1 ...p^{ek}_k we set X(n) = X(p_1)^{e1} · · · X(p_k)^{ek} , we say that {X(n)}_{n≥1} is a Rademacher random multiplicative function (Some authors restrict n to be squarefree, setting X(n) = 0 otherwise, but we will not follow this convention here). If instead X(p) is uniformly distributed on the complex unit circle, and X(n) is generated from X(p) as before, we say that {X(n)}_{n≥1} is a Steinhaus random multiplicative function.

We define the random trigonometric polynomial

P_N (θ) = 1 √ N N∑ n=1 X(n)e(nθ), and the normalized unit-circle-moments,

(1.1) m^{(j,k)}_N =

∫_1 0 ( P_N (θ) )_j( P_N (θ) )_k dθ, m^{(k)}_N =

∫_1 0 | |P_N (θ) | |^{2k} dθ.

Note that m^{(j,k)}_N and m^{(k)}_N are random variables, determined by the random function X(n). From the definition we have m^{(j,k)}_N = m^{(k,j)}_N .

Random multiplicative functions have been extensively studied, starting with Wintner [Win44]. Some recent works are [HL16, HNR15, Sár01, Naj20, Har20, BS16, AHZ20].

Our main result shows that m^{(j,k)}_N tend to Gaussian moments for relatively large j and k, at the level of the mean and mean-square. Throughout this paper we will use the abbreviation log_2 N = log log N.

Theorem 1.1. For X(n) a Rademacher or Steinhaus random multiplicative function, we have

(1.2) E | |m^{(j,k)}_N − k! 1jk | |^2 ≪ 1 N^{1/15k} uniformly for 1 ≤ j ≤ k ≤ A (log N/ log_2 N)^{1/3}, where A > 0 is a small absolute constant.

As a consequence of Theorem 1.1, we will prove the following central limit theorem. Theorem 1.2. For X(n) drawn randomly as a Rademacher or Steinhaus random multiplicative function, define random trigonometric polynomials P_N by

P_N (θ) = 1 √ N N∑ n=1 X(n)e(nθ). Then almost surely,

(1.3) lim_{N→∞} meas { θ ∈ [0, 1] : P_N (θ) ∈ E } = 1 π ∫ E e^{−x2−y2} dxdy, for any rectangle E ⊂ C .

Here “almost surely” means upon drawing X(n), this event occurs with probability 1. The measure in (1.3) is the Lebesgue measure on [0, 1], with meas{[0, 1]} = 1.

Theorem 1.2 was first obtained by A. Harper [Har] using martingale methods, though this work was not published. The approach we give here is via moments.

Furthermore, from the information on high moments in Theorems 1.1 and a few additional estimates we obtain information about the sup-norm of P_N . Recall that a sequence of events E_n is said to occur asymptotically almost surely if P(E_n) = 1−o(1) as n → ∞. Theorem 1.3. For X(n) a Rademacher or Steinhaus random multiplicative function, we have ( log N

log_2 N )_{1/6} ≤ max_θ |P_N (θ)| ≤ exp ( 3 √ log N log_2 N ) , asymptotically almost surely as N → ∞.

This result allows us to see that max_θ |P_N (θ)| will typically be at least as large as a power of log N, thus distinguishing conjectural behavior of Fekete polynomials from typical behavior of random multiplicative functions.

A well-known conjecture of Sárközy [Sár01, Conj. 49] is that if f(n) : N → {±1} is any multiplicative function, then

lim sup N→∞ 1 √ N max_θ | | ∑ n≤N f(n)e(nθ) | | = +∞.

The lower bound in Theorem 1.3 shows that for a typical completely multiplicative function a rather stronger statement holds.

1.4. Long tails. In fact it seems likely that asymptotically almost surely,

(1.4) max_θ |P_N (θ)| ∼ (log N)^{1/2},

and it may even be that this is true almost surely as for independent coefficients. Nonetheless we expect the random variables max_θ |P_N (θ)| to have rather longer tails than in the independent case, presenting a serious challenge in proving (1.4) via a moment or exponential moment method.

In fact, such long tails are already present in the computation of high moments. E m^{(k)}_N is much larger than a Gaussian moment for k larger than (log N)^{1/2+ϵ}, and the standard deviation of m^{(k)}_N will be at least as large as the expected value, indicating that there is no concentration of this random variable in the mean-square sense.

Theorem 1.4. For X(n) a Rademacher or Steinhaus random multiplicative function, we have for positive integers k ≤ N^{1/4},

(1.5) E m^{(k)}_N = e^{O(log N)}E | | | 1 √ N ∑ n≤N X(n) | | |^{2k}. As a consequence for any ε > 0, there is a constant B_ε such that if N is sufficiently large (depending on ε) and B_ε(log N/ log_2 N)^{1/2} ≤ k ≤ N^{1/4},

(1.6) E m^{(k)}_N ≫ ( E | | 1√ N ∑ n≤N X(n) | |^{2k})^{1−ε}.

Moreover, there is an absolute constant B such that for B(log N/ log_2 N)^{1/2} ≤ k ≤ N^{1/4},

(1.7) Var(m^{(k)}_N ) ≫ (E m^{(k)}_N )^2.

Remark 1.5. The implicit constants in this theorem are to be understood as absolute (independent of k, N and ϵ).

A considerable amount is known about the moments on the right hand side of (1.5) and (1.6). We recall the most relevant result in Theorem 4.3 below.

From Theorem 4.3 the reader should check that the right hand side of (1.6) is considerably larger than the gaussian moment k! for large k. Thus the asymptotic E m^{(k)}_N ∼ k! implied by Theorem 1.1 for k ≪ (log N/ log_2 N)^{1/3} cannot be true for k ≫ (log N/ log_2 N)^{1/2}.

Note that while (1.7) indicates that m^{(k)}_N will not concentrate around its mean value for such large k in the mean-square sense, it is quite possible that m^{(k)}_N will concentrate around a median value in probability, even for k of order (log N)^{1/2} or larger. The latter phenomenon would be far more subtle, and we are not able to address it here.

Remark 1.6. The estimate (1.5) is not useful for k = o(log N/ log_2 N)^{1/2}) as in this range the error term is larger than the main term. It seems possible that with more work the range of k in which the moments of Theorem 1.1 are Gaussian in mean square can be extended to k = o((log N/ log_2 N)^{1/2}), but Theorem 1.4 tells us we can go no further.

Remark 1.7. As we will discuss in section 4.2, unit-circle-moments would need to be well understood for k ≈ log N in order to capture the true order of magnitude of max_θ |P_N (θ)| (see also [Gre01, Sec. 4.5]). Theorem 1.4 thus rules out such an approach, at least if (1.4) is true.

Remark 1.8. Note that N^{−1/2} ∑ n≤N X(n) = P_N (0). Thus the average value of 2kth moments on the unit circle are essentially controlled for large enough k by the values of the polynomial at θ = 0.

1.5. Notation. We will write f ≪ g or alternatively f = O(g), if there exists a positive constant C such that |f| ≤ C|g|. A subscript f ≪_t g may be added to emphasize the depence of the implicit constant C on the parameter t. The symbol τ_k is reserved for the k-fold divisor function and we will write n = □ to indicate that the integer n is a perfect square.

1.6. Acknowledgments. We thank Adam Harper for explaining his previous work on Theorem 1.2 to us, pointing us in the direction of [VW95] for the computation of high-moments, and comments on a preprint version, Trevor Wooley for explaining some of the details of a point counting method to us, and Maxim Gerspach for pointing out a mistake in Theorem 1.4 in an earlier draft. Likewise we thank Oleksiy Klurman and an anonymous referee for helpful comments and corrections. J.B. is supported by ERC Advanced Grant 692616. The research of A.N. was funded by ISF Grant 1903/18. B.R. received partial support from an NSERC grant and US NSF FRG grant 1854398.

2. Method of proof

2.1. Point counting. We will explicitly compute moments. Note that for X(n) a Rademacher random multiplicative function, the value of

(2.1) N^12^{(j+k)} · E

∫_1 0 ( P_N (θ) )_j ( P_N (θ) )_k dθ is equal to the count of integer solutions to the system of equations m_1 · · · m_j n_1 · · · n_k = □ m_1 + · · · m_j = n_1 + · · · + n_k,

(2.2)

with m_r, n_s ∈ [1, N] for all r, s. We label this count by N^□_{j,k}(N).

Likewise for X(n) a Steinhaus random multiplicative function the value of (2.1) is given by the count of integer solutions to the system of equations m_1 · · · m_j = n_1 · · · n_k m_1 + · · · m_j = n_1 + · · · + n_k,

(2.3)

with m_r, n_s ∈ [1, N] for all r, s. We label this count by N^•_{j,k}(N).

An important subcollection of solutions to the systems (2.2) and (2.3) is given by the diagonal contributions, in which {m_r} is a permutation of {n_s}. In the notation of multisets, we define the count of diagonal contributions to be the count of integers solutions to {m_1, ..., m_j} = {n_1, ..., n_k}, with m_r, n_s ∈ [1, N] for all r, s. We label this count by D_{j,k}(N). Lemma 2.1. For j, k ≤ N^{1/2}, D_{j,k}(N) = 1_{jk} k! N^k ( 1 + O(k^2/N) ) . Proof. If j ≠ k obviously D_{j,k}(N) = 0. For j = k, we have k!N(N − 1) · · · (N − k + 1) ≤ D_{j,k}(N) ≤ k!N^k, with the lower bound coming from matches of m_1, ..., m_k in which all m_j are distinct. And a crude bound reveals

N(N − 1) · · · (N − k + 1) = N^k exp ( log(1 −^1_N ) + · · · + log(1 −^{k−1}_N ) ) = N^k ( 1 + O(k^2/N) ) . □ These diagonal contributions will constitute the most important contribution to the counts (2.2) and (2.3). We thus seek to bound off-diagonal counts, E^□_{j,k}(N) = N^□_{j,k}(N) − D_{j,k}(N), and E^•_{j,k}(N) = N^•_{j,k}(N) − D_{j,k}(N).

2.2. A factorization of Vaughan and Wooley. Our main tool will be a variant of a device introduced by Vaughan and Wooley [VW95]. Let sq(ν) be the largest square divisor of a positive integer ν, so that ν/sq(ν) is squarefree.

Lemma 2.2. If for positive integers ν_1, ..., ν_ℓ we have ν_1 · · · ν_ℓ = □, then there exists an upper triangular array of (_{ℓ+1} 2 ) positive integers

(2.4) b_{11} b_{12} · · · b_{1ℓ} b_{22} · · · b_{2ℓ} ... . b_{ℓℓ} such that for 1 ≤ r ≤ ℓ, we have b^2_{rr} = sq(ν_r), and ν_r is the product of row r and column r in this array: ν_r = (b_{1r} · · · b_{rr})(b_{rr} · · · b_{rℓ}). Proof. Note the numbers ν_r/sq(ν_r) will be squarefree for all r. We fix ℓ and let E = (ν_1/sq(ν_1)) · · · (ν_ℓ/sq(ν_ℓ)). Obviously such an array exists if E = 1. We use induction on E, supposing we have proved the claim for all smaller values. We have E = □, and so if E > 1, we must have gcd(ν_u/sq(ν_u), ν_v/sq(ν_v)) > 1 for some distinct indices u < v. Let c = gcd(ν_u/sq(ν_u), ν_v/sq(ν_v)). Note that c must be squarefree, and further note

(ν_1/sq(ν_1)) · · · (_{νu/sq(νu)} c ) · · · (_{νv/sq(νv )} c ) · · · (ν_ℓ/sq(ν_ℓ)) = □. By inductive hypothesis an array b_{rs} generates the values ν_1, · · · , (_{νu} c ) , · · · , (_{νv} c ) , · · · , ν_ℓ with its row-times-column products, and thus one may check the array { b_{rs} if (r, s) ≠ (u, v) c b_{uv} if (r, s) = (u, v) generates the values ν_1, ..., ν_ℓ with its row-times-column products, which completes the proof. □

The above lemma will allow us to consider moments for both Rademacher and Steinhaus random multiplicative functions. If we were treating the Steinhaus case alone, then it would be enough to use the original version of the device, that follows.

Lemma 2.3 (Vaughan-Wooley). If for positive integers m_1, ..., m_j and n_1, ..., n_k we have m_1 · · · m_j = n_1 · · · n_k, then there exists a j × k array of positive integers

(2.5) a_{11} a_{12} · · · a_{1k} a_{21} a_{22} · · · a_{2k} . . . . ... . . a_{j1} a_{j2} · · · a_{jk} such that for 1 ≤ r ≤ j the product of row r is equal to m_r: m_r = a_{r1}a_{r2} · · · a_{rk}, and for 1 ≤ s ≤ k the product of column s is equal to n_s: n_s = a_{1s}a_{2s} · · · a_{js}. This lemma can be proved using the same inductive procedure as above (see also the original proof in [VW95, Section 8], and see also [GS01, Section 4]).

2.3. A rough outline. We carry out the details of bounding E^□_{j,k}(N) and E^•_{j,k}(N) later, but an approximation to the idea can be explained here. As observed by Vaughan and and Wooley, each non-diagonal solution to (2.3) implies at least one ‘non-diagonal’ solution to

(a_{11} · · · a_{1k}) + · · · + (a_{j1} · · · a_{jk}) = (a_{11} · · · a_{j1}) + · · · + (a_{1k} · · · a_{jk}),

in which at least one of the products on the left hand side has no matching product on the right hand side, which will be seen to force a solution to one of the a_{rs} in terms of the others, e.g.

a_{11}(a_{12} · · · a_{1k}−a_{21} · · · a_{j1}) = (a_{12} · · · a_{j2}+· · ·+a_{1k} · · · a_{jk})−(a_{21} · · · a_{2k}+· · ·+a_{j1} · · · a_{jk}),

and this loss in degrees of freedom entails fewer non-diagonal solutions than diagonal. This is a slight oversimplification, but with only a little more care the argument can be made rigorous. A similar argument works for the system (2.2). Likewise we obtain the mean-square estimate in Theorem 1.1 by reducing the variance of m^{(j,k)}_N to a related point count.

Note however the number of solutions to e.g. m_1 = a_{11} · · · a_{1k} grows as k grows, and this phenomenon is responsible for this argument breaking down as k increases with N in the form of Theorem 1.4.

Theorem 1.2 then follows from these moment estimates by using the moment method and a simple bound on L^p-norms of short-interval sums of random multiplicative functions to bootstrap from an asymptotically almost sure central limit theorem to an almost sure central limit theorem. Theorem 1.3 likewise follows from these moment estimates, using the fact that for degree N trigonometric polynomials, the sup-norm is reasonably close to an L^p-norm, even for p relatively small compared to N.

3. Point counting 3.1. Preliminary results. We state the following results regarding the k-fold divisor function for easy reference later.

Lemma 3.1 (Divisor sum bounds). For N ≥ 3 and ℓ ≥ 1, ∑ n≤N τ_ℓ(n) ≤ N(2 log N)^{ℓ−1}.

Proof. We have ∑ n≤N τ_ℓ(n) = ∑ a_1···a_ℓ≤N 1 ≤ ∑ a_1···a_{ℓ−1}≤N N a_1 · · · a_{ℓ−1} ≤ N(1 + log N)^{ℓ−1}.

As 1 + log N ≤ 2 log N for N ≥ 3 the result follows. □

We also note the well-known pointwise divisor bound: for all fixed ℓ ≥ 1 and ε > 0, we have (3.1) τ_ℓ(n) ≤_{ℓ,ε} n^ε, obtained by iterating the bound for ℓ = 2 (see e.g. [MV07, (2.20)]).

In addition we have the crude estimates (3.2) τ_j (n)τ_k(n) ≤ τ_{jk}(n),

(3.3) τ_k(nm) ≤ τ_k(n)τ_k(m).

Both are simple if slightly tedious to verify by setting m = p^a and n = p^b for a prime p, then using multiplicativity to extend to other values. (3.3) has appeared before as [S´96, (45)].

These estimates then imply the following bounds, for all ℓ ≥ 1

(3.4) ∑ n≤N τ_ℓ(n)^2 ≤ ∑ n≤N τ_ℓ2 (n) ≤ N(2 log N)^{ℓ2−1},

(3.5) ∑ n≤N τ_ℓ(n^2) ≤ ∑ n≤N τ_ℓ(n)^2 ≤ N(2 log N)^{ℓ2−1}.

A somewhat better estimate than (3.4) has appeared in [Nor92, Theorem 1.7] for a limited range of ℓ, but the estimate here will be sufficient for our purposes.

3.2. The mean of moments: Gaussian range. We compute counts which are related to E m^{(j,k)}_N . In the arguments that follow we label the collection of triangular arrays of positive integers (2.4) by T_ℓ (thus T_ℓ is isomorphic to N(^{ℓ+12} )) and for b ∈ T_ℓ, we let b^∗_r = (b_{1r} · · · b_{rr})(b_{rr} · · · b_{rℓ}) denote the product of the rth column and rth row. Lemma 3.2. Uniformly for all 1 ≤ j ≤ k and N ≥ 10,

E^□_{j,k}(N) ≪ N^{(j+k)/2} exp [ − log N 6k + O(k^2(log k + log_2 N)) ] . Proof. We first prove an upper bound for F^□_{j,k}(N) defined as follows: F^□_{j,k}(N) is the count of (m_1, ..., m_j , n_1, ..., n_k) ∈ N^{j+k} such that m_r, n_s ∈ [1, N] for all 1 ≤ r ≤ j, 1 ≤ s ≤ k, and m_1 · · · m_j n_1 · · · n_k = □ m_1 + · · · m_j = n_1 + · · · + n_k, the sets {m_1, ...m_j } and {n_1, ..., n_k} have no elements in common.

We also define G^□_{j,k}(N) to be the count of b ∈ T_{j+k} satisfying (i) b^∗_1, ..., b^∗_{j+k} ∈ [1, N], (ii) b^∗_1 + · · · + b^∗_j = b^∗_{j+1} + · · · + b^∗_{j+k}, and (iii) the sets {b^∗_1, ..., b^∗_j } and {b^∗_{j+1}, ..., b^∗_{j+k}} have no elements in common. For notational reasons let ℓ = j + k. For indices u ≤ v of the ℓ × ℓ upper triangle, we likewise let G^□_{j,k}(N; u, v) be the count of b ∈ T_ℓ satisfying (i), (ii), (iii) above and in addition

(iv) b_{uv} is a maximal entry of b. By Lemma 2.2, (3.6) F^□_{j,k}(N) ≤ G^□_{j,k}(N), and plainly (3.7) G^□_{j,k}(N) ≤ ∑ 1≤u≤v≤ℓ G^□_{j,k}(N; u, v). So it will be sufficient to treat G^□_{j,k}(N; u, v). When b_{uv} is the largest entry of b, then b^∗_u ≤ N and b^∗_v ≤ N imply that either (b_{1u} · · · b_{uu})(b_{uu} · · · ^b_{uv} · · · b_{uℓ}) ≤ N^{1−1/(ℓ+1)} and (b_{1v} · · · ^b_{uv} · · · b_{vv} )(b_{vv} · · · b_{vℓ}) ≤ N^{1−1/(ℓ+1)} (if u < v)

(3.8) or (3.9) (b_{1v} · · · ^b_{vv} )(^b_{vv} · · · b_{vℓ}) ≤ N^{1−2/(ℓ+1)} (if u = v),

where ^b_{uv} or ^b_{vv} indicates these terms are excluded from the products above.

Furthermore, if 1 ≤ u ≤ j and j+1 ≤ v ≤ k, and utilizing that by (ii) b^∗_1 +· · ·+b^∗_j = b^∗_{j+1} + · · · + b^∗_{j+k}, we must have b_{uv} ( (b_{1u} · · · b_{uu})(b_{uu} · · · ^b_{uv} · · · b_{uℓ}) − (b_{1v} · · · ^b_{uv} · · · b_{vv} )(b_{vv} · · · b_{vℓ}) ) = b^∗_u − b^∗_v = ∑ j+1≤r≤j+k r≠v b^∗_r − ∑ 1≤r≤j r≠u b^∗_r .

By (iii) the sets {b^∗_1, ..., b^∗_j } and {b^∗_{j+1}, ..., b^∗_{j+k}} are disjoint, and in particular b^∗_u −b^∗_v ≠ 0. Hence, if 1 ≤ u ≤ j and j + 1 ≤ v ≤ k, for b contributing to the count of G^□_{j,k}(N; u, v), we have that b_{uv} is determined by the values of b_{rs} for (r, s) ≠ (u, v). An easier analysis shows b_{uv} is determined by other values of b_{rs} for u, v not in this range as well. It thus follows for all u ≤ v, G^□_{j,k}(N; u, v) ≤ #{(b_{11}, b_{12}, ..., ^b_{uv}, ..., b_{ℓℓ}) : b^2_{11}b^2_{12} · · · ^(b^2_{uv} ) · · · b^2_{ℓℓ} ≤ N^{ℓ−1/(ℓ+1)}}, since multiplying together the relations b^∗_r ≤ N for all r ≠ u, v with the relations (3.8) or (3.9) for r = u or v yield the inequality inside the brackets above. The above count is just the sum of a divisor function, and applying Lemma 3.1 we obtain, G^□_{j,k}(N; u, v) ≪ N ℓ 2 − 1 2(ℓ+1) (ℓ log N)(^{ℓ+1}_2 )−1,

for all u, v. Thus from (3.7) and (3.6), F^□_{j,k}(N) ≪ ( ℓ + 1 2 ) N ℓ 2 − 1 2(ℓ+1) (ℓ log N)(^{ℓ+1}_2 )

≪ ℓ^{ℓ2} N^ℓ2^{− 1}3ℓ (log N)^{ℓ2}

≪ (2k)^{4k2} N^{j+k}2^{− 1}6k (log N)^{4k2} ,

(3.10)

as ℓ = j + k ≤ 2k.

Turning finally to E^□_{j,k}(N) with j ≤ k, if m_1, ...m_j , n_1, ..., n_k is a non-diagonal solution to the system (2.2), then either (i) m_r = n_s for some 1 ≤ r ≤ j and 1 ≤ s ≤ k and the remaining m, n are a non-diagonal solution to such a system with j and k reduced by 1, or the sets {m_1, ..., m_j} and {n_1, ..., n_k} have no elements in common. Hence E^□_{j,k}(N) ≤ jk N E^□_{j−1,k−1}(N) + F^□_{j,k}(N), and by inductively expanding this relation E^□_{j,k}(N) ≤ F^□_{j,k}(N) + jk N F^□_{j−1,k−1}(N) + j(j − 1)k(k − 1) N^2 F^□_{j−2,k−2}(N) + · · · + j! k(k − 1) · · · (k − j + 1) N^{j−1}F^□_{1,k−j+1}(N), noting that E^□_{1,k}(N) = F^□_{1,k}(N). Hence from (3.10), E^□_{j,k}(N) ≪ j · j! k! (2k)^{4k2} N^{(j+k)/2−1/6k} (log N)^{4k2} ≪ N^{(j+k)/2} exp [ − log N 6k + O(k^2(log k + log_2 N)) ] , as claimed. □ As an immediate consequence, because any off-diagonal solution to (2.3) also constitutes an off-diagonal solution to (2.2), we immediately obtain Lemma 3.3. Uniformly for all 1 ≤ j ≤ k and N ≥ 10, E^•_{j,k}(N) ≪ N^{(j+k)/2} exp [ − log N 6k + O(k^2(log k + log_2 N)) ] . Note that if A is a sufficiently small constant, for k ≤ A (log N/ log_2 N)^{1/3}, we have exp[− log N/6k + O(k^2(log k + log_2 N))] ≪ 1/N^{1/7k}. Thus, combining these upper-bounds for off-diagonal counts with Lemma 2.1, we deduce Proposition 3.4. For X(n) a Rademacher or Steinhaus random multiplicative function, we have E m^{(j,k)}_N = k! 1_{jk} + O ( 1 N^{1/7k} ) , uniformly for 1 ≤ j ≤ k ≤ A (log N/ log_2 N)^{1/3}, for a sufficiently small absolute constant A > 0.

3.3. The variance of moments: Gaussian range. We define the count V^•_{j,k}(N) = ∑_∗ m,m^′∈[1,N]^j n,n^′∈[1,N]^k 1

where the asterisked sum above is restricted to tuples m, m^′, n, n^′ satisfying, m_1 + · · · + m_j = n_1 + · · · + n_k, m_1 · · · m_j ≠ n_1 · · · n_k, m^′_1 + · · · + m^′_j = n^′_1 + · · · + n^′_k, m^′_1 · · · m^′_j ≠ n^′_1 · · · n^′_k, m_1 · · · m_j m^′_1 · · · m^′_j = n_1 · · · n_kn^′_1 · · · n^′_k.

(3.11)

The reader can verify for X(n) a Steinhaus random multiplicative function,

(3.12) N^{j+k} · Var ( ∫ 1 0 (P_N (θ))^j (P_N (θ))^k dθ ) = V^•_{j,k}(N).

Corollary 3.5. Uniformly for all 1 ≤ j ≤ k and N ≥ 10,

(3.13) V^•_{j,k}(N) ≪ N^{j+k} exp [ − log N 12k + O(k^2(log k + log_2 N)) ] . Proof. Let us first suppose that j ≠ k. Since each solution (m, m^′, n, n^′) to (3.11) may be combined to form a pair (3.14) m = (m_1, ..., m_j , m^′_1, ..., m^′_j ), n = (n_1, ..., n_k, n^′_1, ..., n^′_k), it follows from Lemmas 2.1 and 3.3 that V^•_{j,k}(N) ≤ N^•_{2j,2k}(N) ≪ N^{j+k} exp [ − log N 12k + O(k^2(log k + log_2 N)) ] , since for 2j ≠ 2k all contributions to N^•_{2j,2k}(N) are off-diagonal.

We may now focus on the case j = k, once again arguing inductively with k. Writing V^•_k (N) = V^•_{k,k}(N), we begin by observing that V^•_1 (N) = 0.

We make two simplifications. First, it will be sufficient to restrict our attention to solutions (m, m^′, n, n^′) satisfying the following property: either {m_1, ..., m_k} and {n_1, ..., n_k} have no elements in common, or {m^′_1, ..., m^′_k} and {n^′_1, ..., n^′_k} have no elements in common. Indeed, letting W^•_k (N) be the set of solutions for which this is not the case, by reducing the system by removing two equal pairs (m_{r1} = n_{s1} ) and (m^′_{r2} = n^′_{s2} ) from the solution, we see

W^•_k (N) ≤ k^2N^2V^•_{k−1}(N)

and the quantity V^•_{k−1}(N) we will deal with inductively.

Second, we may also assume that the tuple m = (m_1, ...m_K , m^′_1, ..., m^′_K ) is a permutation of n = (n_1, ...n_K , n^′_1, ..., n^′_K ) since if U^•_k (N) is the set of solutions for which this is not the case we have

(3.15) U^•_k (N) ≤ E^•_{2k,2k}(N) ≪ N^{2k} exp [ − log N 12k + O(k^2(log k + log_2 N)) ] by Lemma 3.3.

Let ~V_k(N) denote the set of solutions satisfying both simplifications. Given any (m, m^′, n, n^′) ∈ ~V_k(N), we see that m has to be a permutation of n^′ and similarly that m^′ must be a permutation of n. Thus

(3.16) | ~V_k(N)| ≤ (k!)^2 ∑ m,m^′∈[1,N]^K m_1+···+m_k=m^′_1+···+m^′_k 1 ≤ k^{2k}N^{2k−1}.

Hence V^•_k (N) ≪ k^{2k}N^{2k−1} + U^•_k (N) + k^2N^2V^•_{k−1}(N).

Expanding inductively and using (3.15) we verify the claim. □

We also have an analogous count for Rademacher random multiplicative functions. Define V^□_{j,k}(N) = ∑_∗ m,m^′∈[1,N]^j n,n^′∈[1,N]^k 1,

where here the asterisked sum is restricted to m, m^′, n, n^′ satisfying,

m_1 + · · · + m_j = n_1 + · · · + n_k, m_1 · · · m_j n_1 · · · n_k ≠ □, m^′_1 + · · · + m^′_j = n^′_1 + · · · + n^′_k, m^′_1 · · · m^′_j n^′_1 · · · n^′_k ≠ □, m_1 · · · m_j m^′_1 · · · m^′_j n_1 · · · n_kn^′_1 · · · n^′_k = □.

(3.17)

Plainly for Rademacher random multiplicative functions, (3.12) remains true with V^□_{j,k}(N) in place of V^•_{j,k}(N).

Corollary 3.6. Uniformly for all 1 ≤ j ≤ k and N ≥ 10, we have the estimate

(3.18) V^□_{j,k}(N) ≪ N^{j+k} exp [ − log N 12k + O(k^2(log k + log_2 N)) ] . Proof. As in (3.14), each solution (m, m^′, n, n^′) to (3.17) may be concatenated to form a pair m, n. When j ≠ k we may apply Lemma 3.2 to find that

(3.19) V^□_{j,k}(N) ≤ E^□_{2j,2k}(N) ≪ N^{j+k} exp [ − log N 12k + O(k^2(log k + log_2 N)) ] . When j = k, we consider two sets of solutions to (3.17). First we count the number of solutions (m, m^′, n, n^′) for which m_1 · · · m_jm^′_1 · · · m^′_j = n_1 · · · n_kn^′_1 · · · n^′_k. Invoking Corollary 3.5 these contribute no more than N^{j+k} exp[− log N/12k + O(k^2(log k + log_2 N))] to V^□_{k,k}(N). The remaining solutions are counted in precisely the same manner as (3.19) since we have removed all diagonal tuples (m, n). □

From Corollaries 3.5 and 3.6, as we did in Proposition 3.4, we obtain the following estimate for the variance.

Proposition 3.7. For X(n) a Rademacher or Steinhaus random multiplicative function, we have

Var(m^{(j,k)}_N ) = O ( 1 N^{1/15k} ) , uniformly for 1 ≤ j ≤ k ≤ A (log N/ log_2 N)^{1/3}, for a sufficiently small absolute constant A > 0.

3.4. Moments of short interval polynomials. In bounding the mean of moments of sums ∑ n∈[M,M+L] X(n)e(nθ), we will use the following estimate.

Lemma 3.8. Fix ℓ ≥ 1 and ε > 0. For any N ≥ 1 and any collection of intervals I_1, ..., I_ℓ ⊂ [1, 2N], we have

(3.20) ∑ ν_1···ν_ℓ=□ ν_r∈I_r 1 ≪_{ℓ,ε} N^ε ℓ∏ r=1 (|I_r|^{1/2} + 1)

Proof. Note that by Lemma 2.2 it will be sufficient to show

(3.21) ∑ b∈T_ℓ b^∗_r ∈I_r 1 ≪_{ℓ,ϵ} N^ε ℓ∏ r=1 (|I_r|^{1/2} + 1).

We will prove the above estimate by induction.

For ℓ = 1 this is just the claim ∑ b^2_{11}∈I_1

1 ≪ N^ε(|I_1|^{1/2} + 1),

but for I = (T −L, T ] the left hand side is ⌊ √ T ⌋−⌊ √ T − L⌋ ≪ L/ √ T +1 ≤ L^{1/2} +1, as claimed.

Suppose (3.21) has been verified for ℓ − 1. Then for ℓ, suppose without loss of generality |I_ℓ| ≤ |I_1|, |I_2|, ..., |I_{ℓ−1}|. We have by inductive hypothesis ∑ b∈T_ℓ b^∗_r ∈I_r 1 = ∑ β_1···β_{ℓ−1}β^2_ℓ ∈I_ℓ ∑ b∈T_{ℓ−1} β_rb^∗_r ∈I_r ∀ 1≤r≤ℓ−1 1 ≪ ∑ β_1···β_{ℓ−1}β^2_ℓ ∈I_ℓ ℓ−1∏ r=1 (|I_r|1/2 β^{1/2}r + 1 ) N^ε,

where we have relabeled the right column of T_ℓ by β_r in place of b_{rℓ}.

Note that the number of tuples satisfying β_1 · · · β_{ℓ−1}β^2_ℓ ∈ I_ℓ is ≪_ℓ (|I_ℓ| + 1)N^ε by the pointwise divisor bound (3.1). If we expand the product above, getting 2^{ℓ−1} terms, the contribution from any term in which 1 appears instead of |I_s|^{1/2}/β^{1/2}s is thus

≪ (|I_ℓ| + 1)N^ε · ∏ 1≤r≤ℓ−1 r≠s (|I_r|^{1/2} + 1)N^ε.

As |I_ℓ| ≤ |I_s| and ε > 0 is arbitrary, this yields an acceptable contribution to (3.21).

On the other hand, in expanding the product, the only term not considered above is (3.22) ∑ β_1···β_{ℓ−1}β^2_ℓ ∈I_ℓ ℓ−1∏ r=1 |I_r|^{1/2} β^{1/2}r N^ε = ∑ δβ^2_ℓ ∈I_ℓ τ_{ℓ−1}(δ) δ^{1/2} ℓ−1∏ r=1 |I_r|^{1/2}N^ε. If we show

(3.23) ∑ δβ^2 ∈I 1 δ^{1/2} ≪ (|I|^{1/2} + 1)N^ε,

for all intervals I ⊂ [1, 2N], we will be done, since then (3.22) therefore yields an acceptable contribution to (3.21), by the pointwise divisor bound.

But note that if I ⊂ [N, 2N], we can split the sum in (3.23) into two pieces: one in which δ > |I|, which yields a contribution no larger than the right hand side by the divisor bound, and a second in which δ ≤ |I|, which yields a contribution no more than ∑ δ≤|I| 1 δ^{1/2} ∑ b^2∈I/δ 1 ≪ ∑ δ≤|I| 1 δ^{1/2} ( |I|/δ √ N/δ + 1 ) ≪ |I|^{1/2} log N. This yields (3.23) if I ⊂ [N, 2N]. But then summing dyadically (splitting I up into pieces if necessary) gives (3.23) for all I ⊂ [1, 2N]. □

4. Proofs of the main results 4.1. Gaussian moments and an almost sure central limit theorem. 4.1.1. A proof of Theorem 1.1. It does not take much more work to prove Theorem 1.1. Indeed, using Propositions 3.4 and 3.7, note that in both the Rademacher and Steinhaus cases, we have from the triangle inequality,

(E |m^{(j,k)}_N −k!1_{jk}|^2)^{1/2} ≤ (E |m^{(j,k)}_N −E m^{(j,k)}_N |^2)^{1/2} +(E |k!1_{jk} −E m^{(j,k)}_N |^2)^{1/2} ≪ 1 N^{1/30k} , which implies the theorem.

4.1.2. From asymptotically almost sure to almost sure. Theorem 1.1 shows that asymptotically almost surely the fixed moments of the polynomials P_N (θ) become Gaussian. In this section we will prove the almost sure central limit theorem, Theorem 1.2, by repeatedly applying Borel-Cantelli type arguments to this result. We begin with a lemma.

Lemma 4.1. Almost surely for all p > 0, ε > 0, and uniformly for L ≤ M,

(4.1)

∫_1 0 | | ∑ M<n≤M+L X(n)e(nθ) | |^p dθ = Op,ε(L^{p/2+ε}M^ε).

Proof. By Hölder’s inequality, if (4.1) is true for some exponent p, it will be true for all smaller exponents p, and plainly if it is true for some ε, it remains true for all larger ε. Therefore by examining any countable collection of p → ∞ and ε → 0, it will be sufficient to prove that for any fixed p and ε, (4.1) is true almost surely.

Now, we note that Lemma 3.8 immediately implies that for all k ≥ 1 and L ≤ M,

(4.2) E

∫_1 0 | | ∑ M<n≤M+L X(n)e(nθ) | |^{2k} dθ = O_{k,ε}(L_kM_ε)

Fix p and ε, and let A be the event that for infinitely many M, L, ∫_1 0 | | ∑ M<n≤M+L X(n)e(nθ) | |^p dθ ≥ L^{p/2+ε}M^ε. To prove the lemma, we need only to show that A is null.

But on A, we see by Hölder that for all t ≥ 1, ∫_1 0 | | ∑ M<n≤M+L X(n)e(nθ) | |^{pt} dθ ≥ L^{pt/2+εt}M^{εt}, for infinitely many M, L. We choose t large enough that εt ≥ 2 + ε and also take pt an even integer 2k. Then on the one hand from (4.2) E ∑ M,L≥1 1 L^{pt/2+εt}M^{εt} ∫_1 0 | | | ∑ M<n≤M+L X(n)e(nθ) | | |^{pt} dθ ≤ ∑ M,L≥1 1 L^2M^2 < +∞. But on the other hand the sum here is infinite on A, so A must be a null event. □

We now turn to the almost sure central limit theorem.

Proof of Theorem 1.2. We use the method of moments: we will show that for all j, k ≥ 1, almost surely

(4.3) m^{(j,k)}_N = 1_{jk} · k! + o(1),

as N → ∞. Since these are the moments of a standard complex normal random variable, the theorem will follow (see e.g. [Bil95, p. 388]).

To establish (4.3), fix arbitrary 1 ≤ j ≤ k and let λ ∈ N be such that (λ+1)/15k > 1. Then by Proposition 3.7, ∞∑ M=1 Var ( m^{(j,k)}_{M λ+1} ) < +∞, and so almost surely,

(4.4) m^{(j,k)}_{M λ+1} = E m^{(j,k)}_{M λ+1} + o(1) = 1_{jk} · k! + o(1), as M → ∞, with the last equation following from Proposition 3.4. Note that this implies in particular almost surely, for all p > 0, ∫_1 0 |P_M λ+1 (θ)|^p dθ = O_p(1).

It remains to pass from the sequence {M^{λ+1}} to the integers. We note that if we take N with M^{λ+1} ≤ N < (M + 1)^{λ+1}, then N = M^{λ+1} + L, for L = O(M^λ).

Write √ NP_N (θ) = M^{(λ+1)/2}P_M λ+1 (θ) + ∑ M^{λ+1}<n≤N X(n)e(nθ) =: F + f, and observe that for all X and θ, by a binomial expansion,

(F + f)^j (F + f)^k = F^jF^k + O_{j,k} ( ∑ a≤j,b≤k (a,b)≠(0,0) |F |^{(j−a)+(k−b)}|f|^{a+b} ) .

We seek to integrate the error term in θ; note that for any p_1p_2 ≥ 0, ∫_1 0 |F |^{p1} |f|^{p2} dθ ≤ ( ∫ 1 0 |F |^{2p1} dθ )_{1/2}( ∫ 1 0 |f|^{2p2} dθ )_{1/2} . But from our almost sure computation of moments along the sequence {M^{λ+1}} we have that almost surely ∫_1 0 |F |^p dθ = O_p(M^{p(λ+1)/2}) = O_p(N^{p/2}),

for any p > 0. Furthermore, because L = O(M^λ) and N > M^{λ+1}, applying Lemma 4.1 with ε < 1/4(λ + 1) we find that ∫_1 0 |f|^p dθ = O_{p,λ}(N^{2ε}N^{(p/2)(1−1/(λ+1))} ) = o(N^{p/2}),

for any p > 0.

Therefore almost surely ∫_1 0 (F + f)^j(F + f)^k dθ =

∫_1 0 F^jF^k dθ + o(N^{(j+k)/2}).

But dividing by N^{(j+k)/2} applying (4.4), we see that (4.3) holds as claimed. □

4.2. Estimates for the sup-norm. Before proving Theorem 1.3 we need the following simple lemma, which tells us the sup-norm of a degree N polynomial is characterized by L^p norms for p of order at least log N, and gives less precise bounds in the case of smaller p.

Lemma 4.2. For an arbitrary trigonometric polynomial p_N (θ) = ∑ n≤N a_ne(nθ) of degree N,

(4.5) ( ∫ 1 0 |p_N (θ)|^{2k} dθ )_{1/2k} ≤ max_θ |p_N (θ)| ≪ ( N ∫_1 0 |p_N (θ)|^{2k} dθ )_{1/2k} , for all k ≥ 1, where the implied constant is absolute

Proof. Let H = max_θ |p_N (θ)|. The lower bound in (4.5) is obvious. For the upper bound, note that Bernstein’s inequality (see [Kat04, Ex 7.16]) implies |p^′_N (θ)| ≤ 2πNH. Thus if |p_N (θ)| achieves its maximum for θ = θ^∗, then |p_N (θ^∗ + t)| ≥ H − 2πNH|t|, so |p_N (θ^∗ + t)| ≥ H/2, for |t| ≤ 1/2πN. This immediately implies the upper bound in (4.5). □

We now turn to:

Proof of Theorem 1.3. We will prove the lower bound first. We may take X(n) either a Rademacher or Steinhaus random multiplicative function. Note by Chebyshev’s inequality, P ( |m^{(k)}_N − k!| ≥ k!/2 ) ≤ E | |m(k)_N − k! | |^2 (k!)^2/4

= o(1),

for any choice of k ≤ A (log N/ log_2 N)^{1/3} for a small absolute constant A. Thus m^{(k)}_N ≥ k!/2 with probability 1 − o(1), for any choice of k in this range. Hence using the lower bound in Lemma 4.2,

H := max_θ |P_N (θ)| ≥ (m^{(k)}_N )^{1/2k} ≥ (k!/2)^{1/2k} ≫ √ k, with probability 1 − o(1) for any choice of k in this range. Using Stirling’s formula and taking k to be of order (log N/ log_2 N)^{1/3} yields the lower bound in the theorem.

For the upper bound, if X(n) is a Rademacher random multiplicative function, E ∫_1 0 |P_N (θ)|^{2k} dθ = 1 N^k N^□_{k,k}(N) ≤ 1 N^k ∑ m_1···m_kn_1···n_k=□ m_r ,n_s≤N 1

≤ 1 N^k ∑ n≤N^k τ_{2k}(n^2) ≤ (2k log N)^{4k2−1}, using (3.5) in the final step. It is easy to see in the same way that if X(n) is instead a Steinhaus random multiplicative function the same bound is satisfied (in fact a slightly better bound is satisfied)

Thus from Lemma 4.2

E H^{2k} ≤ C^{2k}N(2k)^{4k2−1}(log N)^{4k2−1},

Hence for all λ > 0 and all integers k ≥ 1, P(H ≥ λ) ≤ C^{2k}N(2k)^{4k2−1}(log N)^{4k2−1} λ^{2k} . We approximately optimize the right-hand side in k by setting k = ⌊log λ/6 log_2 N⌋, and then we set λ = exp(3 √ log N log_2 N) to see that for such λ, P(H ≥ λ) → 0. This proves the claim. □

4.3. Large mean and variance. In this section we prove Theorem 1.4. We first recall a recent result estimating moments of sums of random multiplicative functions.

Theorem 4.3 (Harper). There is a small positive absolute constant c such that the following holds. For X(n) a Steinhaus random multiplicative function, for all 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ c log N/ log_2 N,

(4.6) E | | | ∑ n≤N X(n) | | |^{2ℓ} = N^ℓ exp(−ℓ^2 log ℓ − ℓ^2 log_2(2ℓ) + O(ℓ^2))(log N)^{(ℓ−1)2} .

For X(n) a Rademacher random multiplicative function, for all 2 ≤ ℓ ≤ c log N/ log_2 N,

(4.7) E | | | ∑ n≤N X(n) | | |^{2ℓ} = N^ℓ exp(−2ℓ^2 log ℓ − 2ℓ^2 log_2(2ℓ) + O(ℓ^2))(log N)^{2ℓ2+O(ℓ)}.

Proof. The estimate (4.6) is just a restatement of of Harper [Har19, Thm. 1]. (4.7) is very nearly [Har19, Thm.2], except the result there actually pertains to Rademacher random multiplicative functions supported on squarefree integers. However, in our setting, we may recover the estimate (4.7) by way of Hölder’s inequality. Writing ♭ to indicate a summation over squarefree integers, we see that | | ∑ n≤N X(n) | |^{2ℓ} = | | ∑ r^2≤N ♭∑ n≤N/r^2 X(n) | |^{2ℓ} ≤ (log N)_{2ℓ} max D≤N^{1/2} dyadic | | ∑ r∈[D,2D] ♭∑ n≤N/r^2 X(n) | |^{2ℓ}

≤ (log N)^{2ℓ} ∑ D≤N^{1/2} dyadic D^{2ℓ−1} ∑ r∈[D,2D] | | | ♭∑ n≤N/r^2 X(n) | | |^{2ℓ}.

We have used Hölder’s inequality in the last step, and then replaced the maximum with a sum. Taking expectations, we obtain the desired upper bound. The matching lower bound follows upon noting that our 2ℓ-th moments, expanded into lattice point counts, are larger than those in the squarefree Rademacher setting. □

Remark 4.4. These estimates hold for all ℓ, though we only need them for integer ℓ. Harper actually gives a formula for (4.7) in a slightly larger range 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ c log N/ log_2 N, with a somewhat more complicated right hand side (involving a phase change at ℓ = (1 + √ 5)/2 ≈ 1.618), but we will not need this.

We now prove Theorem 1.4, treating the mean-value estimate (1.5), the lower bound (1.6), and the variance estimate (1.7) separately.

Proof of (1.5) of Theorem 1.4. We first treat the case that X(n) is a Steinhaus random multiplicative function. We will find upper and lower bounds for the quantity E m^{(k)}_N .

For the upper bound, note by examining the point counts corresponding to the left- and right- hand side, we have

(4.8) E

∫_1 0 |P_N (θ)|^{2k} dθ ≤ E | | 1 √ N ∑ n≤N X(n) | |^{2k}. For the lower bound, note

E ∫_1 0 |P_N (θ)|^{2k} dθ ≥ E ∫ [0,N^{−3/2}] |P_N (θ)|^{2k} dθ = 1 N^k ∫ [0,N^{−3/2}] ∑ m_r ,n_s∈[1,N] m_1···m_k=n_1···n_k e([(m_1 + · · · + m_k) − (n_1 + · · · + n_k)]θ) dθ

≥ 1 N^{k+3/2} ∑ m_r ,n_s∈[1,N] m_1···m_k =n_1···n_k ( 1 − O ( k N^{1/2} ))

using a pointwise bound of the (positive) integrand in θ to arrive at the last line. For k ≤ N^{1/4} and sufficiently large N this gives

(4.9) E

∫_1 0 |P_N (θ)|^{2k} dθ ≫ 1 N^{3/2} E | | 1√ N ∑ n≤N X(n) | |^{2k}

By possibly adjusting the implicit constant and using compactness it follows that this result is true for all N.

(4.8) and (4.9) then give (1.5).

The case for X(n) a Rademacher random multiplicative function is the same, replacing a sum over m_1 · · · m_k = n_1 · · · n_k with a sum over m_1 · · · m_kn_1 · · · n_k = □. □ Proof of (1.6) of Theorem 1.4. Let X(n) be either a Steinhaus or Rademacher random multiplicative function. We claim that for any δ > 0, that if N is sufficiently large, C_δ is a sufficiently large constant, and C_δ(log N/ log_2 N)^{1/2} ≤ k, then

(4.10) log N ≤ δ log E | | 1 √ N ∑ n≤N X(n) | |^{2k}. This follows directly from Theorem 4.3 if k = k_0 = ⌈C_δ(log N/ log_2 N)^{1/2}⌉ as long as C_δ and N are chosen large enough. But note for k ≥ k_0

log E | | 1√ N ∑ n≤N X(n) | |^{2k0} ≤ 2k0 2k log E | | 1√ N ∑ n≤N X(n) | |^{2k} ≤ log E | | 1√ N ∑ n≤N X(n) | |^{2k}, using Hölder’s inequality to deduce the first inequality. This implies that (4.10) is true for all k as claimed.

(1.6) then follows from (1.5) and (4.10), choosing δ based on ε and the implicit constant in (1.5). □

In order to treat the variance estimate (1.7) we use the following lemma.

Lemma 4.5. Let X(n) be a Rademacher or Steinhaus random multiplicative function and suppose that k ≤ N^{1/4}. We have the lower bound

(4.11) N^{2k} · Var(m^{(k)}_N ) ≥ N^{−3} E | | ∑ n≤N X(n) | |^{4k} − ( E | | ∑ n≤N X(n) | |^{2k} )_2 . Proof. We treat the case that X(n) is a Steinhaus random multiplicative function first. Since E (m^{(k)}_N ) ≤ N^{−k} E ( | ∑ n≤N X(n)|^{2k} ) , we first observe that

Var(m^{(k)}_N ) = E [(m^{(k)}_N )^2] − (E m^{(k)}_N )^2 ≥ N^{−2k} ∑_∗ m,m^′∈[1,N]^k n,n^′∈[1,N]^k 1 − N^{−2k} ( E | | ∑ n≤N X(n) | |^{2k} )_2

(4.12)

where the asterisked sum here is restricted to tuples m, m^′, n, n^′ satisfying, ∑ j≤k m_j = ∑ j≤k n_j , ∑ j≤k m^′_j = ∑ j≤k n^′_j m_1 · · · m_km^′_1 · · · m^′_k = n_1 · · · n_kn^′_1 · · · n^′_k.

(4.13)

To treat the asterisked sum on the right-hand side of (4.12), consider the random trigonometric polynomial

F_k(α, α^′) = ∑ n,n^′∈[1,N]^k X(n_1 · · · n_kn^′_1 · · · n^′_k) e ( α ∑ j≤k n_j + α^′ ∑ j≤k n^′_j )

and observe that ∑_∗ m,m^′∈[1,N]^k n,n^′∈[1,N]^k 1 = ∫ [0,1]^2 E |F_k (α, α^′)|^2 dα dα^′

≥ ∫ [0,N^{−3/2}]^2 E |F_k (α, α^′)|^2 dα dα^′. (4.14)

For any |α|, |α^′| ≤ N^{−3/2} we gather that

E |F_k (α, α^′)|^2 = ∑_† n,n^′∈[1,N]^k m,m^′∈[1,N]^k e ( α ( ∑ j≤k n_j − ∑ j≤k m_j ) + α^′ ( ∑ j≤k n^′_j − ∑ j≤k m^′_j ))

≥ ∑_† n,n^′∈[1,N]^k m,m^′∈[1,N]^k

( 1 + O ( k N^{1/2} )) ≫ ∑_† n,n^′∈[1,N]^k m,m^′∈[1,N]^k 1,

where the outer sums range over n, n^′, m, m^′ ∈ [1, N]^k satisfying the multiplicative constraint in (4.13). Inserting this information into (4.14) and then (4.12), we get that ∑_∗ m,m^′∈[1,N]^k n,n^′∈[1,N]^k 1 ≫ N^{−3} ∑_† n,n^′∈[1,N]^k m,m^′∈[1,N]^k 1 = N^{−3} E (| | ∑ n≤N X(n) | |^{4k}).

Collecting all of the previous estimates, we find the lower bound (4.11).

The proof for X(n) a Rademacher random variable carries through in the same manner. The multiplicative constraint in (4.13) is replaced by the constraint

m_1 · · · m_km^′_1 · · · m^′_kn_1 · · · n_kn^′_1 · · · n^′_k = □. □ Proof of (1.7) of Theorem 1.4. Lemma 4.5 shows that in the range k ≤ N^{1/4}, for X(n) either a Steinhaus or Rademacher random multiplicative function, we will have

(4.15) Var(m^{(k)}_N ) ≥ (E m^{(k)}_N )^2 if (4.16) ( E | | | ∑ n≤N X(n) | | |^{4k} )/( E | | | ∑ n≤N X(n) | | |^{2k} )_2 ≥ 2N^3.

But for k ≤^c_2 log N/ log_2 N we may apply the estimates of Theorem 4.3 to the numerator and denominator of the left-hand side of (4.16), and we see with a little computation that such an inequality is true as long as k ≥ B(log N/ log_2 N)^{1/2} for a sufficiently large absolute constant B, in both the Steinhaus and Rademacher cases.

This proves (4.16) for B(log N/ log_2 N)^{1/2} ≤ k ≤^c_2 log N/ log_2 N. But note that if for p ∈ (0, ∞) we define

ϕ(p) = log E | | | ∑ n≤N X(n) | | |^{2p}, then ϕ(p) is a convex function (see [Gar07, Thm. 5.5.1]). It follows that ϕ(2k) − 2ϕ(k) is an increasing function in k. Therefore, fixing N, if (4.16) is true for some value of k, it will remain true for all larger values of k. This implies (4.15) for all B(log N/ log_2 N)^{1/2} ≤ k ≤ N^{1/4}, completing the proof of Theorem 1.4. □

Remark 4.6. We have made no attempt to optimize the upper limit N^{1/4} above. It may be that (1.7) of Theorem 1.4 holds for all B(log N/ log_2 N)^{1/2} ≤ k < ∞.

References

[AHZ20] M. Aymone, W. Heap, and J. Zhao. Partial sums of random multiplicative functions and extreme values of a model for the riemann zeta function. arXiv preprint arXiv:2006.02754, 2020.

[AP19] J. Angst and G. Poly. Variations on Salem–Zygmund results for random trigonometric polynomials. application to almost sure nodal asymptotics. arXiv preprint arXiv:1912.09928, 2019.

[BC02] P. Borwein and K.-K. S. Choi. Explicit merit factor formulae for Fekete and Turyn polynomials. Trans. Amer. Math. Soc., 354(1):219–234, 2002.

[Bil95] P. Billingsley. Probability and measure. Wiley Series in Probability and Mathematical Statistics. John Wiley & Sons, Inc., New York, third edition, 1995. A Wiley-Interscience Publication.

[BL01] P. Borwein and R. Lockhart. The expected L_p norm of random polynomials. Proc. Amer.

Math. Soc., 129(5):1463–1472, 2001.

[BP98] A. Balog and A. Perelli. On the L^1 mean of the exponential sum formed with the Möbius function. J. London Math. Soc. (2), 57(2):275–288, 1998.

[BR99] A. Balog and I. Z. Ruzsa. A new lower bound for the L^1 mean of the exponential sum with the Möbius function. Bull. London Math. Soc., 31(4):415–418, 1999.

[BS16] A. Bondarenko and K. Seip. Helson’s problem for sums of a random multiplicative function. Mathematika, 62(1):101–110, 2016.

[Dav37] H. Davenport. On some infinite series involving arithmetical functions (ii). The Quarterly Journal of Mathematics, 8(1):313–320, 1937.

[Gar07] D. J. H. Garling. Inequalities: a journey into linear analysis. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2007.

[Gre01] B. Green. Some applications of harmonic analysis to arithmetic combinatorics. Submission for the Smith-Raleigh-Knight Prize of the University of Cambridge, 2001.

[GS01] A. Granville and K. Soundararajan. Large character sums. J. Amer. Math. Soc., 14(2):365–397, 2001.

[GS17] C. Günther and K.-U. Schmidt. L^q norms of Fekete and related polynomials. Canad. J.

Math., 69(4):807–825, 2017.

[Hal73] G. Halász. On a result of Salem and Zygmund concerning random polynomials. Studia Sci. Math. Hungar., 8:369–377, 1973.

[Har] A. J. Harper. Private communication.

[Har19] A. J. Harper. Moments of random multiplicative functions, II: High moments. Algebra Number Theory, 13(10):2277–2321, 2019.

[Har20] A. J. Harper. Moments of random multiplicative functions, I: Low moments, better than squareroot cancellation, and critical multiplicative chaos. Forum Math. Pi, 8:e1, 95, 2020.

[HJ88] T. Hoholdt and H. E. Jensen. Determination of the merit factor of legendre sequences.

IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 34(1):161–164, 1988.

[HL16] W. P. Heap and S. Lindqvist. Moments of random multiplicative functions and truncated characteristic polynomials. Q. J. Math., 67(4):683–714, 2016.

[HNR15] A. J. Harper, A. Nikeghbali, and M. Radziwiłł. A note on Helson’s conjecture on moments of random multiplicative functions. In Analytic number theory, pages 145–169. Springer, Cham, 2015.

[Kah85] J.-P. Kahane. Some random series of functions, volume 5 of Cambridge Studies in Advanced Mathematics. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, second edition, 1985.

[Kat04] Y. Katznelson. An introduction to harmonic analysis. Cambridge Mathematical Library.

Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, third edition, 2004.

[Mon80] H. L. Montgomery. An exponential polynomial formed with the Legendre symbol. Acta Arith., 37:375–380, 1980.

[MV07] H. L. Montgomery and R. C. Vaughan. Multiplicative number theory. I. Classical theory, volume 97 of Cambridge Studies in Advanced Mathematics. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2007.

[Naj20] J. Najnudel. On consecutive values of random completely multiplicative functions. Electron. J. Probab., 25:Paper No. 59, 28, 2020.

[Nor92] K. K. Norton. Upper bounds for sums of powers of divisor functions. J. Number Theory, 40(1):60–85, 1992.

[S´96] J. Sándor. On the arithmetical functions d_k(n) and d^∗_k(n). Portugal. Math., 53(1):107–115, 1996.

[Sár01] A. Sárközy. Unsolved problems in number theory. Period. Math. Hungar., 42(1-2):17–35, 2001.

[SZ54] R. Salem and A. Zygmund. Some properties of trigonometric series whose terms have random signs. Acta Math., 91:245–301, 1954.

[VW95] R. C. Vaughan and T. D. Wooley. On a certain nonary cubic form and related equations.

Duke Math. J., 80(3):669–735, 1995.

[Web00] M. Weber. Estimating random polynomials by means of metric entropy methods. Math.

Inequal. Appl., 3(3):443–457, 2000.

[Web06] M. Weber. On a stronger form of Salem-Zygmund’s inequality for random trigonometric sums with examples. Period. Math. Hungar., 52(2):73–104, 2006.

[Win44] A. Wintner. Random factorizations and Riemann’s hypothesis. Duke Math. J., 11:267– 275, 1944.

School of Mathematics, Tel Aviv University, Tel Aviv 6997801, Israel E-mail address: benatar@mail.tau.ac.il School of Mathematics, Tel Aviv University, Tel Aviv 6997801, Israel E-mail address: alonish@tauex.tau.ac.il Department of Mathematics and Statistics, Queen’s University, Kingston, Ontario, K7L 3N6, Canada

E-mail address: brad.rodgers@queensu.ca