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BETTER THAN SQUAREROOT CANCELLATION IN NUMBER
THEORY

ADAM J HARPER

ABSTRACT. We give a short survey of the phenomenon of better than squareroot can-

cellation, specifically as it applies to averages of multiplicative character sums (such as

1
r—1

chaos.

>y mod r | 2on<az x(n)|??) thanks to their connection with so-called multiplicative

We focus on the number theoretic aspects of the arguments, and also touch on some

possible applications.

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. Squareroot cancellation. It is a familiar heuristic across much of mathematics
that if one sums a sequence of oscillating terms, then “typically” the sum should have
size “around squareroot” of the “trivial bound”. This phenomenon often goes under the
name of squareroot cancellation. Each of the highlighted parts of the sentence deserves
some attention, but lots of cases should spring to mind that certainly conform to it.
The most fundamental example perhaps arises from taking a sequence (€,)5°, of
independent, fair £1 coin tosses (so P(e, = 1) = P(¢, = —1) = 1/2, independently
for all n). Then a trivial bound for ) _ e, is > _ |e,| = [z]. But this is a sum of
independent, mean zero, variance one random varialgles, and the most classical version
of the Central Limit Theorem asserts that \%Z
a standard normal random variable as x — oo. In particular, this means that for
en| < C with probability at least 0.99

(say), for appropriate constants 0 < ¢ < C. In this example, “typically” meant “for

n<e €n converges in distribution to

any given large x, we will have ¢ < %5' Y n<s

most realisations” of the random sequence €,. Let us also note carefully that we have

squareroot cancellation, but not more than that. The sum is typically no more than

a large constant times \/x (the squareroot of the trivial bound of |z] ~ z), but it

is also at least a small constant times \/x. Another (perhaps better) way of thinking
n

about this is that the variance of the random sum, namely E| > _ €,> =Y _ Ee2 =

Y nes L = x|, turns out to accurately reflect the typical behaviour of the sum: the
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variance suggests that we might usually have | > _ €,| &~ y/z, and the Central Limit

n<x

Theorem confirms this is indeed the case.

In many settings, including those we shall discuss in more detail in this survey, the
“typical” size of a sum has a similar meaning as in the above example. That is, we
actually have a family of many different but related sums, and we want to obtain size
bounds that hold for most sums in the family. We emphasise, however, that the kinds
of families we shall focus on will be deterministic: they will come from number theory
and involve no “genuine” randomness, although it will turn out that their behaviour is
closely tied up with probabilistic ideas.

In other cases, one has a single specific sum, and expects it by itself to exhibit
cancellation. Or one might have a family of sums, but expect all of them to exhibit
cancellation unless there is some “obvious”, checkable reason why that cannot hold.
For example, we can consider the sum of the M&bius function p(n), an object that
we shall discuss extensively. Recall that © : N — R is defined by p(n) = 0 if n has
any repeated prime factors, and otherwise (i.e. if n is squarefree) pu(n) is £1 according
to the parity of the number of prime factors of n. A trivial bound for ) _ pu(n) is
again »_ _ |u(n)| < > .. 1= |z] (and a slightly less trivial bound, takiné account
of the derzsity of the squarefree numbers, would be & (6/7*)z). Tt is known that
Y nes i(n) = o(x) as © — 00, a deep result equivalent to the Prime Number Theorem.
And it is conjectured, and equivalent to the Riemann Hypothesis, that one should have
|3, <p i(n)] < 2¥/2+°W) as x — oo. Since the Mobius function is a specific deterministic
funct_ion7 we must be careful when trying even to guess its exact behaviour (a point we
shall return to later). Using its connection with the Riemann zeta zeros and random
matrix theory, Gonek has conjectured (see Ng’s paper [16]) that the largest fluctuations
of >, <, 1(n), as x varies, should have order /z(logloglog x)>/4,

Before moving on to our main objects of study, let us comment a bit more on the
general meaning of “around squareroot of the trivial bound”. As in the above dis-
cussion, it is clearly a subjective matter to identify “the” trivial bound in any given
problem. But motivated by the probabilistic situation, if (a,)32, is a sequence of sum-

a,| <

mands then (by the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality) we certainly always have |

n<x
\/anml\/anm la,|? < V& Y n<e lan|?, and if the size of the sum is actually ~

Y n<a |an|? (i-e. saving a factor around /) then we might consider ourselves to have

squareroot cancellation. Notice that > _ an€, would again be a sum of independent

n<x
random variables a,e,, with mean zero but now each having variance |a,|?>. Under
mild conditions (that no small collection of summands is too highly weighted relative

to the others, see e.g. Chapter 7.2 of Gut [6]), one again has a Central Limit Theorem
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an€,| will lie

after renormalising by the standard deviation /> _ la,|?, andso |y .

between ¢y />, . [an|* and Cy /> _ |a,|* with probability 0.99.

Let us finally observe that there is much overkill in invoking the Central Limit The-

n<x

orem in this discussion. For upper bounds, Chebychev’s inequality alone implies that

E|Z < an€n| 1
An€n| > A\ | la,|? | < n=t — VA >0.
< ; ; anaz |Cln| )‘2

an€n| must typically be at most Cy/>- . la,[* (but the Central Limit

Thus | >

Theorem, or other large deviation results, would give stronger upper bounds for the

n<x

probability). Lower bounds require more than just the second moment, but (importantly

using the independence of the €,) one can compute e.g. that

2
E| Zanen\4 = Z oy Ay Oy Oy < 3 (Z \an\2> )

n<z n1,n2,n3,M4<x, n<w
n1=n2 and nz3=nq,
or n1=ns and na=ny,
or n1=ng4 and na=ns

Combining this fourth moment estimate with the fact that E| >, - anée,|* = > - |an|?,
and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we get e.g. that

(13 r> [l Bl ancal> Jy Sz TPl Zone Onnl’)?
E|Zn<xa’n6n|

n<z n<x

v

(3 2 laal®)? _ 1

> > —.
N 3(Zn§m |(ln|2)2 12

1.2. Better than squareroot cancellation. In many number theoretic problems,

proving anything close to squareroot cancellation (especially for individual sums) seems
tremendously difficult, and even far weaker bounds constitute huge breakthroughs. For
example, the best known unconditional estimate for ) _ _pu(n), equivalent to the very
deep Vinogradov—Korobov zero-free region for the Riemann zeta function, is of the

1=0(1) rather than the conjectured x'/2t°)  In other problems, one can prove

shape z
squareroot cancellation and knows this to be unimprovable. Thus the celebrated Weil
bound [22] for Kloosterman sums (and more general types of character sum) implies
that | S27_) exp(Qﬂi”p%bfﬂ < 2,/p, if p is a prime not dividing ab, and T denotes the
inverse of x modulo p. And it is known e.g. that | 7] exp(2mi=E)| > \/p for a
proportion 0.99 of values 1 < b < p — 1 (where p is large), and in fact one understands
the distribution of 2\[| S P exp(2mi ‘”+b2’)| as b varies (thanks to the work of Katz [10]
on the vertical Sato-Tate law).

In this survey we shall discuss a natural class of problems where it has been discov-

ered, in recent years, that one actually obtains better than (i.e. more than) squareroot
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cancellation. The extra saving one obtains is quite small— perhaps indicating the sub-
tlety of the underlying behaviour— but has potentially very appealing consequences.
Our goal here is to explain this, as well as some ideas from the proof of better than

squareroot cancellation, and possible further developments in this programme of work.

We consider two families of sums: the sums ) _ a,x(n), which one wants to un-
derstand for most Dirichlet characters y modulo r (_a large prime, say); and the sums
> <n ann” ", which one wants to understand for most values of 0 < ¢ < T (or possibly,
for technical convenience, with some smooth weighting applied to the t values).

Dirichlet characters x(n), and the “continuous characters” n +— n~%, share the crucial
property of (total) multiplicativity:

x(nm) = x(n)x(m) Vn,m, (nm)™=n"m"" Vnm.

This property is very natural in the context of multiplicative number theory problems,
such as the distribution of primes or smooth numbers, and many classical number
theoretic functions are multiplicative. It turns out that multiplicativity can be a key
driver of the better than squareroot cancellation phenomenon, so we will be interested
in coefficients a,, that are themselves multiplicative (or somewhat close to being so) as
a function of n. With truly arbitrary coefficients (e.g. independent random coefficients)
the phenomenon would disappear, as in our initial example of ) _ €, which typically
has squareroot cancellation and not more than that. B

Dirichlet characters and continuous characters also both enjoy orthogonality proper-
ties (meaning, in particular, that their values are typically oscillatory). For Dirichlet
characters modulo a prime r the property is very clean: for any n,m € N that are not

divisible by r, we have

Z X(TL)W = Loz mod r,

x mod r

r—1

where 1 denotes the indicator function, and the sum is over the r—1 different characters.
In particular, if we constrain n,m to satisfy 1 < n,m < r, but crucially only with such
a constraint, then in fact

1 -

- D x(m)x(m) = Lo, (1.1)

x mod r

r —

When averaging over 0 <t < T, we get approximate orthogonality:

l /T n_z‘tmitdt _ l /T e_itlog(n/m)dt -1 _ + 19) (]-ni) ‘
T Jo T Jo - Tl log(n/m)]
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Notice that if 1 < m < n, say, then Taylor expansion of the logarithm implies the “big
Oh” term can be bounded by O(%), so it will be small provided m, n are rather smaller
than 7. With a smoothly weighted integral over ¢, one could improve this further.

A third important property to note is some form of periodicity, and resulting sym-
metry in certain sums involving x(n) or n~%. Again, this is cleanest in the Dirichlet
character case. By definition, one has x(n+r) = x(n) for all n € N and all characters x
modulo r. Thus y is sensitive to additive structure modulo r, or (the reverse viewpoint)
X is really a character on the finite multiplicative group of invertible residue classes
mod r, with its definition extended to be a function on N. All of this means that the
additive Fourier coefficients of xy mod r have very nice structure, which manifests itself
in properties like the functional equations of the corresponding Dirichlet L-functions
L(s,x). For our purposes, a key consequence is the so-called “Fourier flip” (see e.g.
section 10 of Granville and Soundararajan [5]): roughly speaking, and in a suitably

averaged sense over y and/or z, one has

D IOIENED SR

n<az n<r/x

So when the weights a,, are identically 1, say, a long character sum of length x ~ r is
essentially the same, up to scaling, as a very short character sum of length r/x ~ 1.
For continuous characters n — n~% there is no such perfect periodicity, but one obtains
a similar “flip” corresponding to the functional equation of the Riemann zeta function:

for large ¢, and in a suitably averaged sense, we get
1 , T ,
—| ) nl= /o nt, e <t
AN P

With the above preamble, we can state some concrete results. Because of orthogo-
nality, it is easy to see that for any & <7 we have 25> o[>0 _ x(n)]> = |z], as
in the random case with ¢,. With a little work, approximate orthogonality (or in fact
the Montgomery—Vaughan mean value theorem, see e.g. Chapter 7 of Montgomery [15])

similarly implies that

%/0 |Zn_“|2dt = |z| + O(z*/T).

n<x
The squareroot cancellation heuristic would suggest that for most y and ¢ we should
have | >, -, x(n)], >, <, n " =</, for x < r and x < T respectively. But in fact, we
get:
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Theorem 1.1 (Harper [8], 2023). In the above setting with r a large prime, uniformly
forany 1 <x<r and any 0 < g <1 we have

1 2q L q
p— Z |Zx(n)| < (1+(1_q) 1Oglog(1OL)> ’

x modr n<xz

where L = L, := min{z,r/z}.
Uniformly for any 1 <z <T (with T € R large) and any 0 < q < 1, we have

q
— n'|*dt < i ,
/ | Z 1+ (1 —q)y/loglog(10Lr)

n<x

where Ly := min{z,T/x}.
And more generally, we have:

Theorem 1.2 (Harper [8], 2023). In the above setting with r a large prime, uniformly
forany 1 < x < r, any 0 < ¢ < 1, and any multiplicative function h(n) that has

absolute value 1 on primes and absolute value at most 1 on prime powers, we have

1 Z ’Zh ’2q<< <1+(1_q) loglog(loL)) ’

x modr n<lx

where L = L, := min{z,r/z}.
Uniformly for any 1 < x < T (with T € R large), any 0 < q¢ < 1, and any multi-
plicative function h(n) that has absolute value 1 on primes and absolute value at most

1 on prime powers, we have

q
— h(n)n™|*dt < x ,
/ | Z | 1+ (1 —q)+/loglog(10Ly)

n<x

where Ly := min{x, T /x}.

Recall here that a function h is multiplicative if h(mn) = h(m)h(n) for all coprime
m, n (total multiplicativity required this for all m,n). In particular, the Mébius function
p(n) is multiplicative, and so a permissible choice of h(n).

As a consequence of all this, provided that L, — oo as r — oo (which means x — oo
but x = o(r)) we get 7’_112)( mod r | Dn<e X(0)] K W = o(y/x), and so we
must have ‘an (n)] = o(y/x) for most x. The same holds in the case of zeta
sums anx t provided that Ly — oo as T — oo. And likewise for the sums with

multiplicative weights.

In view of the “Fourier flip”, the appearance of L, and Ly in Theorem is very
natural, since up to scaling the sums up to x there are essentially the same (in a loose

sense) as the corresponding sums up to r/z and 7'/x. When we discuss the proofs
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in section |4 we will see how L, and Lp arise, and it isn’t too hard to show that if
0.01r < x < 0.99r (say) then indeed ﬁzx mod r | 2on<e X(n)[?7 < 29, with no extra
cancellation. See the introduction of the original paper [§] for more discussion of this.
In the more general setting of Theorem there will not typically be any Fourier flip,
and one might hope (for many h) that the bounds should be valid in a stronger form

with loglog(10L) replaced by loglog(10z). We will revisit this point later.

The proofs of these theorems involve two types of arguments. The first, which is
where the better than squareroot cancellation is really produced, shows that one has
the same type of behaviour in an appropriate random model setting, of so-called random
multiplicative functions. We will discuss this a little in section [3| but it is not our focus
here. See the author’s paper [9] for a recent survey of this random side of the theory.
The other type of argument, which we will concentrate on, is of a more analytic and
number theoretic flavour (although heavily motivated by the probabilistic side). This
works to show, in a somewhat general way, that one can transfer the results for averages
of random multiplicative functions to deterministic families of multiplicative functions,
it

like Dirichlet characters or n~. We will discuss this in section 4]

1.3. Potential application: the Mobius function in short intervals and arith-
metic progressions. When Wintner [23] initiated his study of Rademacher random
multiplicative functions (see section , a key motivation was to model and gain insight
into the behaviour of a specific multiplicative function, namely the Mobius function
p(n). Nowadays it seems fairly safe to say that, except perhaps by “coincidence”, the
sequence of values of a Rademacher random multiplicative function do not generally
provide a good model for p(n). The Mébius function is too special, with various prop-
erties flowing from its connection with Riemann zeta zeros that do not have analogues
on the random multiplicative side. But this doesn’t mean that the random multiplicative
model has nothing to say about u(n). As we will describe now, better than squareroot
cancellation ideas originating in random multiplicative functions can not only predict,
but (potentially) rigorously prove, results about u(n) that are beyond the reach of other
techniques. The key point is that these ideas are not applied directly to the single func-
tion u(n), but to other families of multiplicative functions (like Dirichlet characters or
n~% twisted by u(n)).

One of the most important questions in analytic number theory is to understand the
distribution of primes in short intervals, or in arithmetic progressions. A close cousin

of this question is to do the same thing for the values of the Mobius function. It seems
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very safe to conjecture that for any fixed € > 0, as  — oo one should have

xr+x€
> i=arom) [

:E<p§z+x‘ ’
p prime

and

1 odt
1=(14+o0(1 —/ — r<z'c (a,r) =1,
> =g |y (@1)
p;a?n(;dr

and likewise

Z u(n) =o(x), and Z pw(n) =o(z/r), r < '

r<n<x+x n<x,
n=a mod r

Assuming the Riemann Hypothesis or the Generalised Riemann Hypothesis, these
estimates are known to hold provided € > 1/2 (in fact one can count primes in inter-
vals of length > y/xlog” z, and work of Maier and Montgomery [13] obtains Mdbius
cancellation in intervals of length v/z log® 2 for a certain constant A). For the Mbius
function, a consequence of the breakthrough work of Matoméki and Radziwitt [I4] is
the existence of positive and negative Mobius values (or, strictly speaking, values of the
closely related Liouville function) in intervals of length C'y/z, for a large constant C.
But we cannot handle intervals of length /x, or smaller. This is fundamentally due
to squareroot cancellation, and not better than that, in the proofs: they discard the
oscillations of certain terms and end up relying on only the horizontal, as opposed to
vertical, distribution of zeros of L-functions; or (essentially equivalently) end up relying
on estimates for absolute values of Dirichlet polynomials, rather than the polynomials
themselves as complex numbers; and this seems to limit the maximum amount of can-
cellation available. In particular, Legendre’s famous conjecture that there should be a
prime between any two squares seems out of reach, since this would be equivalent (for
x large) to finding primes in intervals of length (v/x + 1) — (y/7)? ~ 2/7.

It turns out that a certain conjectural extension of Theorem would allow one to
estimate sums of p(n) in intervals of length (just) o(y/x), or in arithmetic progressions
mod 7 with 7/y/x (just) tending to infinity. In particular, this would resolve the Mdbius

function analogue of Legendre’s conjecture. The required statement is:

Conjecture 1.1 (Harper [8], 2023). For all 0 < g <1 and any fired A > 0, we should
have (for r a large prime)
! v )V <

T 2 I < (e <

x modr n<z
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and (for T € R large}

nit|2 X A
ISt s o e Ve ST
In addition to the extended ranges of x, we emphasise that in the denominators here
we have loglog x rather than loglog L, or loglog L.
In fact, for the applications discussed we would “only” need Conjecture when
A = 2 (note that Theorem [1.2| already proves it when A < 1). Taking the short interval
problem as an example, Perron’s formula (multiplicative Fourier inversion) on the 0-line

implies that

> n

r<nlzr+y

’(“’/y ) (A+y/r)—1)
27rz/ ) d

S

§ f;_'/( |2£: u n

(z/y) n<2x z/y n<2z

Provided that y < 2%%!, say, we can apply Conjecture with T' = x/y > 2% and
A =1/0.49 to obtain (something like)

> un)

r<n<z+y

VT

(loglog x)'/4

This bound is o(y), as desired, provided that y grows faster than W.

Conjecture remains open, apart from the piece already proved in Theorem [1.2]
and is no doubt itself very challenging. Indeed, the full statement would imply the
Riemann Hypothesis, since taking y = 2! and A = 1/e we could deduce roughly
squareroot, cancellation for partial sums of p(n) (which is well known to be equivalent
to the Riemann Hypothesis). However, this is not obviously the case when A ~ 2
And in any event it would be extremely interesting to prove the conjecture, with the
consequences for p(n) in short intervals and arithmetic progressions, even if one needed
to assume the (Generalised) Riemann Hypothesis to do so. Note that the conjecture
is still a statement about absolute values of Dirichlet polynomials and character sums,
not about extra cancellation coming from their phases. In support of the conjecture,

we have:

Theorem 1.3 (Wang and Xu [21], 2025). Let r be a large prime. Assume the truth of
the Generalised Riemann Hypothesis for all Dirichlet L-functions modulo r, and of a

suitable form of the Ratios Conjecture for all primitive Dirichlet L-functions modulo r.
Then for all 0 < q <1 and any fired A > 0, we have

A 2q T < A
|Z ol <<A<1+(1—q)\/loglogx) =T

xnwdr n<x

where A(n) is the Liouville function.
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Note that the Liouville function is just the totally multiplicative variant of the Mobius
function, in other words A(n) := (—1)% for all n (without any condition of being
squarefree), where 2(n) denotes the total number of prime factors (with multiplicity)
of n. Wang and Xu ultimately work with A(n) for technical convenience, but their
arguments should certainly go through for u(n) as well (and they already work out
many steps of their proof explicitly in that case).

We will say a little about the proof of this theorem in section|bl We do not attempt to
precisely state the Ratios Conjecture, which asserts that averages of ratios of (Dirichlet)
L-functions should behave in the way suggested by assuming their zeros obey random
matrix theory heuristics. This is unlikely to be proved any time soon, but it seems of
some significance that Conjecture [I.1, whose origins have no apparent connection with
random matrix theory, is also consistent with those ideas. As Wang and Xu [21] remark,

“Morally, [our] paper passes from random matrices to random multiplicative functions”.

2. ASIDE: OTHER CASES OF BETTER THAN SQUAREROOT CANCELLATION

Given the title of this survey, it seems remiss not to pause and briefly note some
other number theoretic and analytic instances of better than squareroot cancellation.
As the reader will see, although the phenomenon occurs in various places and may be
exploited to great effect there, most of these are of a quite different nature to what
happens in Theorems and Firstly, in these examples one often sees not just
better than squareroot cancellation, but much better than squareroot cancellation. More
importantly, the cause of the behaviour is very different. The extra cancellation is not
produced by multiplicativity or any subtle connections with randomness, but by the
presence of quite rigid structure.

We can consider the additive character sum (or Dirichlet kernel) > _ e(nf), where
e(-) := e*™ is the complex exponential. The trivial pointwise bound for this is x, and
its second moment may easily be computed (using Parseval’s identity /orthogonality of
additive characters) to be fol | > <, e(nd)|?dd = |z]. So, by any reckoning, squareroot
cancellation would suggest that for most 0 < 6 < 1 we should have |> <, e(nd)]| < /z.
But this sum is simply a geometric progression, and may be compute_d explicitly for

any given 0. We find that | > _ e(nf)| = |%| < min{z, m}, where ||0]] is the

distance from @ to the nearest integer. In particular, whenever 1/2%/10 < § < 1—-1/2/19,

n<x

say (which is certainly “most” 6), we get | Y. _ e(nf)| < z/1%. We can also note that
the first moment fol > . e(nd)|do < fol min{z, ﬁ}d@ < log z, again much smaller
than squareroot size. The cause of this is the extreme additive structure of the set

n<x

{1,2,..., [z} over which we sum, interacting with the additive nature of the e(nf). The
enormously better than squareroot cancellation that one gets here drives many common

techniques in analytic number theory, such as the completion of sums method.
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A related example arises from additive character sums over sets defined by digit
constraints. For example, suppose that b € N\{1} is some base; that (di)rex is
some prescribed vector of base b digits (so K is a small subset of {0, 1, o K — 1},
and each of the dj lies between 0 and b — 1); and D := {n = k, 0 "aght o 0 <
ar < b—1, ap = dp ¥V k € K}. Then D is a subset of {0,1,...,b% — 1}, with
cardinality #D = bX~#X  and squareroot cancellation would suggest that for most

¢ we should have | . e(nf)| < /#D (and then also fol | > nep €(nb)|dd < /#D).

But Bourgain [2] (for b = 2, and Swaenepoel [I8] for general base b) has shown that
the sums are typically much smaller, indeed fol | > hepe(nd)|do < (#Dg#m, where
the o(1) term tends to zero with the proportion of prescribed digits. Actually this
follows, with some careful work, from the preceding example of the Dirichlet ker-

nel, since | ) .pe(nd)| = H |Z o €(nbFA)|. The very strong cancellation here
makes it feasible to apply the Hardy—thtlewood circle method to attack two vari-

able additive problems involving D. For example, Bourgain [2] was able to count
primes with a small positive proportion of binary digits fixed, by writing this count as
fo nep €(n0)) (> ,<px, e(—p0))do, and bounding the contribution from ¢ in the “mi-

p prime

2 1
nor arcs” m by supycy, | Zpgb.K, e(=pd)|- [o | > nep e(nd)]df < supye, | Zpgb.@ e(—pbd)|-
p prime p prime
@%m. If one has a small power saving for supge,, | D <%, €(—pf)|, which is possible

p prime
with a good choice of m, then the minor arc contribution will be negligible compared

with the anticipated size of the count (which is =< % under mild assumptions on

To,
the prescribed digits, the logarithm coming from theg density of the primes). Notice
that if fol | > nep €(nh)|dO were anything close to +/#D, as one would expect for a non-
structured set, such an argument would completely fail. This is why one cannot apply
this strategy to resolve e.g. the binary Goldbach problem.

Exponential sums over sets like the squarefree numbers or the k-free numbers typi-
cally enjoy much better than squareroot cancellation, because they can be obtained from
the natural numbers by rather rigid sieve processes (with few sieving steps), and then
inherit the better than squareroot cancellation of the Dirichlet kernel. More explicitly,

we have }©  n<e,  e(nl) =3, e(nf) >, 42, #(d), with the Mobius function playing
n squarefree - '
its classical inclusion-exclusion role to detect the squarefree condition. Swapping the

sums, we get Y,z u(d) 3o, cpgen €(M0) = 3o 4c sz i(d) Do<0a e(md?0), and using
Parseval’s identity we find for example that fol |3 peacys (d) 3 e a2 €(md?0)|2df =

X 10, ( >.fl?

Zn<x(zd>2D,lu’(d))2 < Zn<x ( )Zd>D I < lg . Here d( ) = Zd|n1 was the
B d?ln d?n

divisor function. So for most 0, e.g. for a proportion 0.99 of 6, the contribution

from d > D is < 1/ %. In particular, this is significantly smaller than /x
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if we take D = %!, say, and we are left with only the short sum of Dirichlet ker-
nels > o1 p(d) D2, < e e(md?@). By elaboration of such ideas, Balog and Ruzsa [I]
showed that the first moment fol |1S° n<e e(nf)|dd < /3 (and so the typical size

n squarefree
of this exponential sum is < z'/3). For k-free numbers with k& > 3 the first moment

is even smaller (of order z!/*+1)) reflecting the increasingly structured nature of these
sets.

As a final and slightly different example, we mention the small size of the error
terms in lattice point counting problems, such as the classical Dirichlet divisor problem
(counting points under a hyperbola) and Gauss circle problem (counting points inside

a circle). See e.g. the recent paper [12] of Lamzouri for a discussion of such issues.

3. RANDOM MULTIPLICATIVE FUNCTIONS

Let (f(p))p prime be independent Steinhaus random variables, i.e. independent ran-
dom variables distributed uniformly on the complex unit circle {|z| = 1}. We define a
Steinhaus random multiplicative function f : N — C, by setting f(n) = [, f(p)*
for all natural numbers n (where p®||n means that p® is the highest power of the prime
p that divides n, so n = Hpa||n p*). Thus f is a random function taking values in the
complex unit circle, that is totally multiplicative, i.e. satisfies f(nm) = f(n)f(m) for
all n, m. This is the type of random multiplicative function most relevant to this survey.

An alternative model, and the one originally introduced by Wintner [23], is to let
(f(P))p prime be independent Rademacher random variables (i.e. taking values +1 with
probability 1/2 each), and then set f(n) := [],, f(p) for all squarefree n, and f(n) =0
when n is not squarefree. This gives a Rademacher random multiplicative function. As
discussed previously, Wintner intended this as a direct model for (at least some features
of) the Mébius function u(n), although nowadays one perhaps doesn’t think of it quite
like that. Note that both functions are supported on squarefree numbers, and both
are multiplicative (but not totally multiplicative), i.e. satisfy f(nm) = f(n)f(m) and

p(nm) = p(n)u(m) for all coprime n, m.

By construction, a Steinhaus random multiplicative function shares the total multi-
plicativity property of Dirichlet characters x(n) and continuous characters n + n=%,
and all of these take values in the complex unit circle (except when n and r are not
coprime in the case of x). They also enjoy similar orthogonality properties. Now one

takes an expectation E in place of averaging over y or ¢, and we may calculate that

Ef(n)f(m) =E H f(p)* H fip)™ | =E H f(p)etmp)—almp) — H E f (p)*(P)-a(mp),

p||n p°||lm plmn p|lmn
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where a(n, p),a(m, p) are the exponents of p in the prime factorisations of n,m. Since
f(p)*mp)=alm-p) is yniformly distributed on the unit circle except when a(n, p) = a(m, p),
we get Ef(n)m = lo(np)=a(mp)¥p = Ln=m. Notice this holds for all n,m, without
any of the size restrictions we had earlier for Y and n~%. This is a crucial point that we
shall return to later. A related observation is that a Steinhaus random multiplicative
function will (almost surely) not exhibit any of the periodicity or symmetry properties

it

of x(n) or n=". Indeed this would not make sense, since for a random multiplicative

function there is no attached “conductor” r or 7.

Since Steinhaus random multiplicative functions share two of the three key properties
of Dirichlet characters and continuous characters (i.e. multiplicativity and some form of
orthogonality, but not periodicity), one may hope that results about Steinhaus random
multiplicative functions could be a useful guide to what happens for x(n) and n™=*. It
turns out this is often the case, provided the question one studies only involves values
of n (on the deterministic side) not “too close” to the conductor r or T, so one doesn’t
“see” the period too mucH]

Although random multiplicative functions share several properties of number theo-
retic functions, making them rather interesting, they also enjoy a crucial property that
the number theoretic functions lack— the exact independence of the underlying f(p).
This makes them much more susceptible to analysis with probabilistic tools and ideas.
In the author’s opinion, the general scheme of work in this area is to first prove re-
sults for f(n) using any available tools, in particular leveraging the independence of the
(f(P))p prime, and then see how far these can be transported to deterministic results for

x(n) or n=% (or potentially for other families of multiplicative functions as well).

Thanks to orthogonality, it is easy to see that

E[Y f)P= ) Lu—pm=|z]

n<x n,m<x

for a Steinhaus random multiplicative function f(n). Squareroot cancellation would
then suggest that we should typically (e.g. with probability 0.99) have | _ f(n)| <
Vr. But a result of the author [7] shows that we get more cancellation than this.
Indeed, uniformly for all large x and all real 0 < ¢ < 1 (possibly depending on z) we
have

E[Y  f(n)*" = (3.1)

n<x

q

x
(1 +(1— q)\/loglogac) ’
with an extra saving factor of loglog x in the denominator. Notice the strong (and of
course not coincidental!) similarity of this statement with Theorems and [L.2] On

IFor a couple of examples, see the papers of Granville and Soundararajan [5] and Lamzouri [II]. The
same point is briefly discussed in Sarnak’s letter [I7] on positive definite L-functions.
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the random side one has an order of magnitude result rather than (as yet) just an upper
bound on the number theoretic side, suggesting that the apparently strange shape of the
bounds in Theorems[I.1) and[I.3 may be the correct answer. As one should expect since
there is no notion of conductor r or T" here, the denominator in is log log x rather
than loglog L.

We will not say too much about the proof of , referring the reader to e.g.
Harper [9] for a survey of this and related results. The introduction of the original
paper [7] also contains a (hopefully) fairly accessible discussion, although lacking some
more recent technical simplifications. But one key point is that the proof splits quite
neatly into two, somewhat uneven, parts. In the first part, one shows that for a suitable
parameter P < x (which can be chosen with a lot of flexibility, at least for the upper

bound argument) we have

1 1/2 g
E f(n)* < 2E —/ Frnd(1/2 +it)|?dt | + small error, 3.2
I fm) Q%PAAP</ ) (3.2

n<x

where Fpd(s) := [, p(1— f]gf ))=1is the random Euler product corresponding to f(n).

Then one shows that

1 [ 1
E Frnd(1/2 +it)|*dt)? ~ 1, 3.3
(ogp |, Q2 0 i) = (o 6
Provided P may be chosen so that loglog P > loglogx, the combination of these
estimates gives the desired upper bound for E[ Y~ _ . f(n)[*.

The second step of the argument, estimating E( fjﬁQ | Frend(1/24-4t)|2dt)?, is cer-

tainly the more challenging part, and involves probabilistic ideas related to random walk
and critical multiplicative chaos. Very loosely, the additional saving factor loglog P re-
flects non-trivial correlations between the Euler products FE4(1/2+it), Frd(1/24it’)
for nearby ¢,¢'. But when it comes to transferring the result to the number theoretic

side, it turns out that we can insert this estimate for E(y 5 f_I{?Q |Frend(1/2 + 4t)|2dt)?

entirely as a black box. In particular, we emphasise that the argument to bound

ﬁ ZX mod r ’ anm X<n)|2q or ﬁ x mod r ’ anx /’L(n)X(n)Fq? or the ana’logous L av-

erages, directly exploits an estimate for the random quantity ]E(log1 5 jﬁz |Frend(1/2 +
it)|2dt)?.

To make a transfer to the deterministic side, the new work is to establish a de-
terministic analogue of with e.g. ﬁzx mod r | 2om<a X(1)[?* on the left hand
side, but still with a random quantity like ]E(log#P f_152 |Framd(1/2 + it)|[2dt)? on the
right. In fact, we end up producing a slightly weaker and more complicated variant
of , where the right hand side can still be bounded by inserting our estimate for
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logP f152 | Frand(1/2 + 4t)|?dt)9. This is the argument that we shall try to explain in

the next section.

4. PROOF IDEAS FOR THEOREMS [I.1] AND [[.2]

We try to indicate how one can obtain a deterministic version of . For concrete-
ness, we shall mostly write things in the particular case of — Dy mod ¢ | 2om<a X(1)]%,
and to simplify the writing we shall hereafter write E"® to denote averaging over all
Dirichlet characters mod r. (Thus if W () is a function, then E®@ W .= L >y mod » W(X)-)
See also the introduction of the original paper of Harper [§], for a similar but more com-

pressed and technical discussion.

To set the scene, we first observe that if py, ..., px, Dk+1, ---, P are any (not necessarily

distinct) primes such that Hle Dj, Hé:k 41 Pj <7, we have an equality

k l k
ECharHX(pj) H X(pj> - ECharX(HpJ H p] ] 1 D= H;ZkJrlpj mod 7
j=1

j=k+1 j=1 j=k+1

k l
= ]‘H;‘ 1Pi= ] k+1p1 - H p]) H f(p]) (41)

j=k+1
Here we used multiplicativity and orthogonality of Dirichlet characters; the size
restrictions on Hle p; and Hé:k +1p; (to crucially replace a congruence mod 7 by
an equality); and finally the orthogonality property Ef(n)f(m) = 1,-,, of Steinhaus
random multiplicative functions. Notice we are exploiting precisely the propertiesﬂ
shared by x and the random multiplicative model f.

More generally, implies that the E" average of polynomials in the x(p;) will
exactly match the E average of the same polynomials in f(p;), provided the “degree”
(or length, or complexity) of all the terms remains under control, i.e. provided we
have H?Zl Dy, Hé:k +1pj <7 in all the arising terms. Since one can approximate quite
general functions by polynomials, this gives us some hope of being able to match up
the distribution of terms involving y with the corresponding terms involving f. To
understand the behaviour of > _ x(n), it is clearly the terms (x(p)),<. that need to
be analysed. Unfortunately, unless z is very small compared with r (e.g. a small power
of logr) any direct argument along these lines, trying to match the (joint) distribution
of the x(p) with that of the f(p), will not succeed. This is because the degree of the
memphasise here the reason for assuming the conductor r to be prime: if it were not, then
can fail for any primes p; dividing r, where the left hand side would vanish but the right hand
side need not. However, it should be straightforward to extend everything to the case of more general r
(at least those not having “too many” small prime divisors, e.g. assuming that the Euler totient value

o(r) > r), by modifying the definition of f(n) on primes dividing r to preserve (4.1)). If one looks at ¢
averages rather than character averages, this sort of issue does not arise.
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polynomials needed to produce good approximations grows quickly, thus the condition
that H?zl Dy H;:kﬂ p; < r will quickly be violated as = (and so the number and size of
the primes p;) grows. As we will explain shortly, there is also a clear conceptual reason
why a full comparison of joint distributions must fail unless x is small.

But the equality will be fundamental to our more subtle argument, that can
be made to work and deliver strong bounds even for larger z (as it is fundamental,
whether used implicitly or explicitly, in essentially all arguments involving averages
of character sums). At a high level, the key observation is that one does not need a
good understanding of the joint distribution of all the (x(p))p<z in order to understand
Echer| S x(n)[*?. The different y(p) are “blended together” inside the sum, moreover
we are heﬁaed because we are only seeking understanding at the level of moments (albeit

fractional moments), and only seeking upper bounds.

We now change direction for a moment, and discuss how (3.2)) can be obtained for
random multiplicative functions. As we shall see, this again exploits multiplicativity
and orthogonality (which would be available for y as well, at least to some extent), but
also crucially uses a conditioning procedure that does not extend immediately (unless
x, or really the parameter P, is very small). This part of our discussion will have a bit
more probabilistic flavour than the rest of this survey.

Let P(n) denote the largest prime factor of n. Provided our parameter P isn’t too
close to z, the contribution to > __ f(n) from P-smooth numbers n (i.e. those n with
P(n) < P) may be discarded into the error term in (3-2), because the second moment
of this contribution is fairly small (there aren’t many P-smooth numbers). This leaves
us to deal with E| 3, . p(,y5p f(12) |?¢. Each number in this sum factors uniquely in the
form nm, where n > 1 has all of its prime factors > P (and therefore actually n > P),

and m is P-smooth. Then using multiplicativity of f, we can write

Yoo f)y= Y fm) Y flm).

n<z,P(n)>P P<n<z, m<z/n,
pln=p>P P(m)<P

Note that the inner sums are entirely determined by the (f(p))p<p. Thus if we let E de-
note expectation conditional on the values (f(p)),<p (i-e. expectation with those values

treated as fixed and the (f(p)),>p remaining random, so the conditional expectation of
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any quantity is a function of the values (f(p))y,<p), we observe

- ¥ E(f(ﬂﬁ( > )T (Y W))

2

E Y fn)

n<z,P(n)>P P<ni,na<a, mi<z/ni, ma<z/na,
plnine=p>P P(m1)<P P(m2)<P
2
= ) > f(m)]
P<n<z, | m<z/n,

pln=p>P P(m)<P

because the (f(p)),>p remain independent with mean zero, and so the terms f(ny), f(n2)
remain orthogonal under the conditional expectation E. This step crucially uses the
independence of the f(p), more specifically the fact that fixing all of the (f(p)),<p
changes nothing about the distribution of the (f(p)),>p. As we shall emphasise shortly,
such full independence cannot possibly extend to the x(p) unless P is very small.

To finish the derivation of , by the Tower Property of conditional expectation
(which here is simply Fubini’s theorem, breaking up the multiple “integration” E into

separate integrations corresponding to the (f(p)),<p and the (f(p)),>p) we can write

E[ > <e piny>p f(n)|? = EE| D n<e P(n)>P f(n)|*?. So applying Holder’s inequality to
> fm)

the conditional expectation E only, we get

2q 2\ ¢ 2\ ¢

> sof <2(f ¥ sl ) -5 ¥ )
P<n<z, | m<z/n,

pln=p>P P(m)<P

n<z,P(n)>P n<z,P(n)>P
Having reached this point, one can perform some smoothing of the n sum and use a

E

suitable form of Parseval’s identity to relate the right hand side to an Euler product

average like E(j, 5 f_lﬁz |FE(1/2 + it)|dt)?. The factor i reflects the density of
P-rough numbers n (i.e. numbers n with all their prime factors > P) on the interval

(P, z].

We mentioned a couple of times that we cannot hope to match up the joint dis-
tribution of the (x(p))y,<p or (x(p))p<z With the corresponding f(p), or perform the
sort of conditioning that would follow from this, unless P or z is very small. This
is simply because there are not enough characters x mod r for the distributions to
possibly remain close. Indeed, the smallest possible non-zero “probability” of any
“event” involving the y will be 1/(r — 1), if precisely one character x satisfies the
given conditions. In contrast, on the random side one has a much richer product prob-
ability space. As a simple but very relevant example, on the random side we have
PRf(p) > 0V p < P) = (1/2)#r=P} ~ (1/2)P/1°8P which will be much smaller
than 1/(r — 1) (yet still non-zero) as soon as P > (logr)loglogr. So if we try to
condition (freeze) the values x(p) for too many primes p, even at the crude level of the

signs of Rx(p), we cannot hope for conditioning on such configurations to match the
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calculations in the random multiplicative case. The failure of (4.1)) when the condition
H?Zl Dj, Hé:k L1 Pj < ris violated is a manifestation of the failure of such matching,

and of the lack of genuine independence of the values x(p).

To rescue the situation, we observe that we did not really need to condition on the
exact values of all (f(p)),<p on the random multiplicative side. Again, these values are
“blended together” inside an, P(n)>P f(n), which in any case we are only trying to
understand at the level of upper bounds for fractional moments. Looking at the final
statement of gives us a good idea of the amount of information we really needed
to condition on (freeze) in E to carry through the proof. Since we ultimately bound

> Pen<a, | 2 m<a/m, f(m)|? by something like —— 11/22 |Frend(1/2 + it)|dt, the proof
p\n:>p>P P(m)<P &
could proceed similarly if we conditioned on any (potentlally much lesser) information

about the (f(p)),<p that roughly fixes the value of f |F]Eand(1/2—|—it) |2dt. Putting this

another way, we want to ultimately have a bound roughly like E log 5 /- 162 |Fremd(1/2+

it)|2dt)?, and this will be unchanged provided enough randomness remains in the outer

averaging E to roughly preserve the distribution of 15 [~ 152 |Frend(1/2 + 4t)|?dt. This

should certainly be possible with much less kept on the outside than a full averaging

1/2

over each individual (f(p))y<p-

It turns out that [FE™(1/2 +it)| =~ exp{R}_ _p plf/(ﬁm} does not usually change
much when ¢ varies by less than about 1/log P. So if we replace E in the above
description by a coarser conditioning, only on the approximate values of %ZPS p l%
at a net of ¢ values with spacing roughly 1/log P, this should fix enough information
on the inside of the g-th power (and therefore leave enough averaging on the outside of
the q th power) that we still end up with an overall bound of roughly the desired shape

1/2 ran
logP Iy | Frend(1/2 + it)|?dt ).
Let us try to make this even more explicit on the probabilistic side, to make the

passage back to the character sum problem more obvious. If E is now any conditioning
that still only involves the values (f(p))p<p, (so the values f(n) on P-rough numbers

n remain orthogonal under IE), then exactly the same Tower Property argument as
above would yield a bound E| Y-, _, p()-p f(n)|? < E(E f(m)]?)%.
- pln=p>P  P(m)<P

Notice that E remains on the inside at present, since if we do not condition on all the

exact values of (f(p))p<p then EY" pen<a, | D m<a/n, f(m)|* may no longer be the same
- p|ln=p>P P(m)<P
as Y p<n<a, |Zm<x/n f(m)[>. But by the same smoothing and Parseval argument as
p|nép>P P(m)<P

before, which is rather general and makes little use of the nature of E, we can upper

bound Y pen<a, | D m<a/n, f(m)|? here (up to acceptable average errors) by something
pln=p>P P(m)<P

f1/22 |F2nd(1/2 4 it)|2dt. Thus we end up with E(E logP f1/2

like

1ogP s |Frand 1/2 +
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it)|2dt) Provided E conditions on enough information to roughly fix the value of

log 5 - Y 22 |Frend(1/2 4 4t)|dt, for example it conditions on the approximate values of

R> I®) ot a net of ¢ values with spacing 1/ log P, then E now disappears and we

p<P pl/2+it
again arrive at an upper bound like the desired E(=4 gP f1/22 |Frend(1/2 4 it)|*dt)?.

Now let us return to the deterministic setting, and more explicitly number theoretic
considerations. For character sums, our version of “conditioning” will simply be break-
ing up ZX mod » according to the behaviour of certain quantities, in this case something
like the values of R ZPS p 1% at all points ¢ in a suitable net. The earlier discussion
about the coarseness of this conditioning roughly translates into the fact that, at least

quite often, we want the subsums into which > is broken to still contain a large

mod r
number of characters. At first pass one could th?nk of this breaking up as simply split-
ting up the characters into classes using indicator functions, but in fact (precisely so
that we can exploit the match between averages of polynomials in y(p) and in f(p), as
in (4.1)) we will do the splitting using smooth functions.

Let us give a little more detail, referring to the original paper of Harper [§] for much

more precise discussion. We write

EP Y x(m)P =BG (0)1D x(n)*,

n<x j n<lz

where Gj(x) are smooth, non-negative functions satisfying Z Gj(x) = 1 that approx-
x(p)

p<P pl 1/2%it
of t, have a given collection of values. (In fact, for the later steps one should first

imately pick out all characters y for which sums like ) at a suitable net
remove those n from the sum that don’t have a large prime factor, which can be
done with exactly the same second moment argument as in the random case.) Here
the sum Zj plays roughly the same role as the outer averaging E in the equality
El > <e piny>p f(n)|* = EE| ZnSxLP(n)>Pf(n)|2q’ and the EMrG;(x) play the same
role as the conditional expectations E. To make the analogy even closer, we can rewrite

our equality slightly as

2q
B S v = 3 oS x|
n<lx j n<x
where for each j in the outer sum we set o(j) := E®*G;(x), and (for all functions

W(x)) set BIW := 1 ]ECharG ()W (x). These manipulations ensure that the weighted
outer summation ZJ o(j) is actually an averaging (i.e. > ;0(j) = 1), likewise each of

the inner “conditional” EJ is actually an averaging (i.e. Ei1 = 1).
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We can apply Holder’s inequality to each inner average 3| Y. _ y(n)|?, exactly as

we did with B[ Y2, ., pup f(n)[*, and find

Echar‘ Z X( ‘2q < Z (EJ

n<x

n<x

ASEG (0| e, x(0)

Since the Gj are nice smooth functions, we can then approximate each Gj(x) by a polyno-

> x(n)

n<x

This leaves us to understand quantities like B 3> _ x(n)[* =

mial in the x(p) (up to acceptable errors), and also expand out the square | Y7, . x(n)[*.
Thus we can (potentially) invoke (1)) to replace o(j) by ¢™(j) := EG;(f), and replace
EM GG (x0)] D <0 X(0) P by EG;(f)] 22, <, f(n)]?. This leads to a bound of the shape

B Y Xm0 o™ G) (E S )

n<x n<x

q
> + small error, (4.2)

where we wrote E3 W () to denote Urand(J)

type of bound that we wanted, with the deterministic quantity Eher| S

—m1 EG; ()W (f). Notice this is precisely the
e X(R) om the
left, and everything on the right hand side genuinely random. If G;(x) (and thus Gj(f))
F(n)]” the

values of f on P-rough numbers will remain orthogonal, and so }Zm (n)‘2 can be

is constructed to only involve the values (x(p))y<p, then inside Efrand }Zn <z

replaced by something like > p<n<a, | Y- m<a/m, f(m)]?. Then we can invoke our usual
p|n=p>P P(;—L)gp
smoothing and Parseval type argument, and end up with a bound like

q
1 1
Echar|zx( |2Q<xqzarand ( Jrand@/ | rand(1/2+it)|2dt) . (43)

n<x

We end with a few more remarks about the derivation and exploitation of .

Most importantly, we remarked above that we could potentially invoke to re-
place o(j) by o™4(j), and replace B Gy(x)| 3,2, x(n)|? by EG5 (/)] ¥pe f(m)[2. Tn
fact, we can do this precisely when the total lengtlzs of the involved character sums are

< r. Since Gj is a smooth function that is supposed to (approximately) detect the joint

values of R)° _p pf‘/g’fit at ~ log P points ¢, it turns out that Gj(x) can be accept-
ably approximated by a character sum of length €'°2”" P, Meanwhile, | e X(0)]?

contributes a character sum (and its conjugate) of length x. So we can make our

argument work provided ze'2””F < r_ allowing us to choose P ~ exp{log® L,} (re-

call that L, = min{z,r/z}). We then Seeﬂ that we will ultimately obtain a saving

31f we had not switched to “conditioning” on the sums éRZpS p %, and persevered with a direct
approach of using Gj(x) to roughly detect the individual values of all (x(p))p<p, then the approximating
character sum would need to have length more like e”’. Thus we would need a condition like ze? < r,
and could not generally take P large enough to conclude a sharp bound in Theorem
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loglog P =< loglog L,, as claimed in Theorem [I.1} As already discussed in the Intro-
(n) (but perhaps not for

duction, and see also section [5) I 5| below, in the case of »_ _ x

some weighted sums) this appearance of L, in our bounds reflects a real feature of the
problem, namely the “Fourier flip” symmetry of the sums. We see again that the length
restriction in (4.1)) reflects genuine aspects of the behaviour of these characters, whereby
they do not entirely mimic the pure random multiplicative model as the period r comes
into play.

Note that in the derivation of , we pass to the random side very early. Indeed this
is already done in , after some basic manipulations to set up our “conditioning” and
apply Holder’s inequality, and then a matching of character sum averages with random
multiplicative function expectations. In particular, all of the smoothing and Parseval
steps to reach an Euler product, and then all work with Euler products, is done on
the random side. Organising the argument in this way is not essential, one could work
directly with Dirichlet characters for much longer and only match up with the random
side at the end (to allow a final invocation of ) However, although it may make
things a little less familiar for a number theory audience, there seem to be advantages to
proceeding as we do. For example, working with characters one could never successfully
analyse Euler product averages (unless the Euler products were extremely short). Thus
it would be necessary to work with shorter character sums that approximate the Euler
product, in a suitable sense, instead. This style of argument is now well established
in analytic number theory, especially the study of moments of L-functions, and could
be implemented— but at the price of additional technicality. By passing quickly to
random multiplicative functions, one quickly gets access to perfect orthogonality (with
no attached size restrictions on the variables) and independence, and can handle objects
like full Euler products directly.

As Written the right hand side of does not look exactly like the right hand side
2IE( f1/22 |Fmd(1/2 4 4t)[*dt)? of (3.2). The point is that, provided the functions

log P
Gj and the parameter P are set properly (to localise all the sums Zp< P lf/(ﬁ)l, precisely

enough, to some values depending only on j), then the values of —5 P f % 22 |F rand (] /9 4

,ran 1/2 ran 1/2 ran
it)[*dt that contribute to BV s 1o | FE 4(1/2+4it)|?dt = Orand Niegr J- 12 1FF d(1/2+
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it)|2dt will all be more or less the same (depending only on j). Then in ({4.3]) we get

q

rand /3 j,rand rand
Do <.1><E 1ogp/§' <+n>|>
q

— ) j,rand rand
JZEG.l(f)(E 1ogp/§| ¢ +zt>\>

1 q
2 1
]E Frand
Z <logP/_ <2 +it)l > ’

1
2

Q

rand (1) “and the second

where the first equality comes from unpacking the deﬁnition of o
(approximate) equality comes from the fact that =+ P I Y 22 | Frend(1/2+-4t)|*dt is more or
less the same wherever Gj(f) is supportedﬂ (or, in reahty, Wherever it is not very small).
Then recalling that > ; Gj(f) = 1, we recover a bound like E( logP f1/2 |FEmd(1/2 +

1/2
it)|2dt)?.

Finally, we take this opportunity to flag up a couple of aspects of the proof that a
reader seeking to generalise to other situations should especially keep in mind. Most
importantly, when constructing the functions Gj(x) for conditioning, one must en-
sure that they fix enough information (i.e. approximately localise enough sums like

R ZP<P %) so that at the end of the proof (when one has passed to the random side),
V2 prand(1 /9 4 gf) |2dt is approximately

1/2
1/2 ran
| PR (124

it)|*dt that appears (we wrote this as a slight exposruory simplification), one rather gets

something like ; p s |Frjjj21+/2t|+;t dt. The part of this integral where |t| > log”%' P,

say, can fairly easﬂy be discarded thanks to the decay from

whatever quantity appears in place of ——= log 5 f

fixed. For example, in the proof of Theorem |1.1|it is not actually log 5 -

m, but we cannot sim-
ply discard all |t| > 1/2. Thus in Gj(x) we actually “condition” on R _p % (or
later %8 p I%) at a net of ¢ values covering all |t| < log”®" P, not just [¢t| < 1/2. In
other situations, different types of integral will arise, and the important sums and range
of t may be different again. We emphasise in particular that, although the distribution
of —— log 5 :jll/; |Frand(1/2 4 it)|?dt is exactly the same for any shift n, the actual values
of these integrals (for any given realisation of the random multiplicative function f(n))
will change as n varies. Thus it is necessary to include all [t| < log""! P (or whatever
the relevant range of ¢ proves to be) in the conditioning construction.

We also note that in the setting of Theorem [1.2] if the twist function h(n) is not
totally multiplicative (only multiplicative) then some small adjustments are required

when taking account of the prime square contribution in the conditioning process. This

“In the rigorous proofs of Theorems and this is the step with the most demanding conditions
on the functions Gj.
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is worked out explicitly by Harper [8]. Similar considerations may be relevant if one
tried to adapt the entire set-up to situations where total multiplicativity or perfect
orthogonality breaks down, for example replacing the average ﬁ ZX mod » DY an average

over quadratic characters, or families arising from higher degree L-functions.

5. THE WORK OF WANG AND XU

Recall that the key source of the restrictions x < r and x < T in our unconditional
main theorems was the need, in the proofs, to always be working with (squares of)
character sums or Dirichlet polynomials of length < r and < T', so that their averages
over x or t would match the corresponding averages involving random multiplicative
functions f.

We should also note again that, in general, this is not simply an artefact of the proof,
but may reflect real changes in behaviour. For example, if one studies the moments
L >y mod r | 2om<a X(1)[*® of unweighted character sums with 2 large enough compared
with 7, then the principal character xo = 1(,,)=1 alone gives a contribution > x¢/r,
which may be much larger than z9. This is a somewhat artificial objection, which one
might look to resolve simply by excluding the principal character from the sum (see e.g.
the work of Szabé [19, 20] on high moments of character sums, assuming the Generalised
Riemann Hypothesis for the upper bounds). However, if one does this it still makes
little sense to consider these unweighted sums with « > r, since the sum of x(n) over
a complete period r is exactly zero for any x # Xo, so all such sums anyway reduce to
being of length < r. Recall also that for e.g. >y mod r | 2om<a #(n)x(n)]??, one hopes
to obtain a saving loglogx in the denominator in Conjecture [1.1] as opposed to the
loglog(10L) = loglog(10 min{z,r/z}) that must arise for > __x(n). Thus, to obtain
strong bounds for ﬁzx mod r | 2omeg (1) X (n)[?* where 2 is permitted to approach

n<x

or exceed r, one should expect to input some extra information about p(n) (which in

particular distinguishes it from the constant weight 1).

In proving Theorem [1.3] Wang and Xu [2I] achieve exactly this on assuming the
Generalised Riemann Hypothesis and the Ratios Conjecture. They work to show that
whenever z < r# (with A fixed but potentially large), and G(x) is a short character
sum (arising as a polynomial approximation to a function Gj(x), as in section , one
has

> GO um)x(m)]> =EG()] Y u(n)f(n)]* + small error.  (5.1)

x mod 7 n<x n<x

r—1

Given such a statement, (which would hold with no error term at all if x < r and
G(x) has length < r/z, by orthogonality as in (4.1))), one can otherwise follow the
proof of Theorem [1.2| more or less exactly to obtain Theorem (although with some
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non-trivial calculation to check that the combination of all the small, but non-zero,
error terms remains under control). Note that the reason one can have a denominator
loglog z for - Dy mod r | Dom<a () x(1)]?? is because G(x) will always be allowed to
have length up to a small power of x in (5.1)), rather than min{x,r/x} when invoking
orthogonality.

To obtain (j5.1)), most of Wang and Xu’ sﬂ work is with ) _ u(n)x(n). The short

character sum G(x) is simply broken up and treated termwise (so they actually work to

show that 1537 oq, X(0)X(m)| 32, <, n(n)x(n)[* = Ef(n) f(m)] 32, <, n(n) f(n)* +

small error, uniformly for all n,m up to a small power of x). Using Perron’s formula,

and assuming the Generalised Riemann Hypothesis to shift the line of integration close

to 1/2, we have Y _ pu(n) R g fll//;J:JTTT T 17X) £ ds, where T is suitably large (in

terms of r,x) and € > 0 is a small constant. Expanding out, this implies that

S X0 Y ()P

x mod r n<z

1 Z 1 /1/2+e+iT /1/2+e+iT X(n)m :E 25
r—1 (2m)?

x mod r 1/24e—iT J1/24e—iT L(817X)L(527X> S, Sy

Q

o 1 x(n)x(m) _ _
To understand this, it would clearly suffice to understand — Zx mod 7 sy ) L(s2 )

n X
—1 ZX mod r L(s1,x)L(32,X)’

Ratios Conjecture. (Actually one should exclude the principal character from the

and this is what can be done with some work assuming the

sum at this point, and reinsert it later.) Indeed, the terms y(n), x(m) are simply
Dirichlet series coefficients of L(z1, x), L(z2,X), so another application of Perron’s for-
mula or Mellin inversion implies that it would suffice to understand the behaviour of
— >y mod r %, with z1, 2o further complex variables. Wang and Xu [21] as-
sume the Ratios Conjecture in the form of a main term for this average (predicted by
random matrix theory), and an error term giving a small fixed power saving in r, and
which is reasonably uniform in |z|, |22], |s1], |S2]-

1+4+2¢

Note that the very rough size of the integrand above is 2'*2¢. Here 2¢ < r4¢, and

since € may be taken arbitrarily small (thanks to the Generalised Riemann Hypothesis),

T
psmall power *

This is acceptable for (5.1). The main term supplied by the Ratios Conjecture splits

into two pieces. The first of these exactly corresponds to the random multiplicative

the overall contribution from the Ratios Conjecture error term becomes < 4

function average (or diagonal contribution), as desired for ((5.1)). The second piece turns

®As discussed in the Introduction, Wang and Xu’s [2I] final result (our Theorem handles
Y o<z AMn)x(n) with A(n) the Liouville function, but the distinction between this and the Mobius
function is purely technical and is unimportant in almost all steps of their argument. In particular,
they prove for both p(n) and A(n), assuming the Generalised Riemann Hypothesis and the Ratios
Conjecture.
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out to contribute negligibly because of the way it appears inside a contour integral,
specifically because we remain strictly to the right of the 1/2 line in the variables sq, so.

We emphasise some very particular properties of u(n) that drove this argument,
which would be unavailable for a general multiplicative weight h(n). The most crucial
feature is the expression for > _ u(n)x(n) in terms of L(l

5X)’
nice properties (at least assuming strong conjectures) and can be understood. However,

where the L-function has

one could not do the same for all sums expressible in some way in terms of L(s, x), as we
noted earlier the analogue of Theorem for the unweighted sum », _ x(n) would be
false in various ways. Thus the specific main term supplied by the Ratios Conjecture,
and the nature of the contribution from the principal character (negligible when twisted

by p(n), but not when untwisted), are also both important.

6. FINAL REMARKS

We close this survey with some very brief further remarks.

The arguments leading to in the random case are quite robust, and have al-
ready been applied to various weighted sums ) _  f(n)a, as well (and to other, less
obviously related, situations). See e.g. the final section of the author’s survey [9] for
some examples. Given a result on the random side, the procedure from section {4| for
deducing corresponding deterministic results is also robust (although less so than the
purely random steps), so one should be able to obtain better than squareroot cancel-
lation bounds for character and zeta sums in various settings. One example that has
already been worked out to some extent is that of short interval sums > _ .. f(n)
and ) .o, +y x(n). Although the indicator function of a short interval is certainly not
a multiplicative weight, one may think of it as somewhat close to that if y isn’t too
far from z, and Caich [4] has shown that better than squareroot cancellation persists
for >, cncpyy, f(n) (ie. the sum is typically o(y/y)) provided log(z/y) grows slower
than \/loglogz. He obtains roughly analogous results for - _ ... x(n), although
now with somewhat complicated interaction between the sizes of z,y and r. It would
be interesting to explore this further, as well as other sums.

As already mentioned, at present Theorems and provide upper bounds only,
whereas in the probabilistic situation (3.1) we have matching upper and lower bounds.
Motivated by this, the author [§] conjectured that the bounds in Theorem should
be sharp, provided that < 0.99r in the character sum case (when z is extremely close
to r, the behaviour changes because of perfect periodicity). The best existing lower
bounds for these moments differ from our upper bounds by powers of log L, see e.g.
section 1.5 of La Breteche, Munsch and Tenenbaum [3]. (Note that we do not expect
the bounds in Theorem to be sharp in general, as for a typical multiplicative twist

h(n) one expects a saving log log x rather than the weaker loglog L.)
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Matching lower bounds, if true, would have applications to non-vanishing of character
sums, and to the closely related Dirichlet theta functions (s, x) at s = 1, say. For
example, if y is an even Dirichlet character mod 7 then 6(1,x) = 3.°7, x(n)e ™ /" ~
>on <JF x(n), and it follows easily from Theorem and partial summation that for any

large prime r, and uniformly for 0 < ¢ < 1, we have

q
1 NG
9(1, x)|* . 6.1
T_lxmzo;r| (Lx)[" < <1+(1—q)\/10g10gr> (6.1)
X even

See Corollary 2 of Harper [§] for a full proof of this. If we had sharp lower bounds in
Theorem when = &~ /r (and when averaging only over even characters), this would
essentially imply a matching lower bound in . Comparing these estimates when e.g.
g =1/2 and ¢ = 2/3 using Hélder’s inequality, because the moments depend on ¢ only
linearly in the exponent (provided g is strictly away from 1) we could then deduce that
0(1,x) # 0 for a positive proportion of (even) y mod r. No such positive proportion
non-vanishing result is currently known by any method. This lower bound question will
be addressed in forthcoming work of the author.

The most tantalising prospect is perhaps to establish a result like Theorem under
less formidable hypotheses. This would be a considerable challenge, but it is worth

noting that even if one follows Wang and Xu’s [21] strategy exactly there is no real need

L(z1,x) L(#2,X)
xmod r L(s1,x)L(32,X)
all appear with (some) averaging over those variables. One could also hope to access

for a precise asymptotic for T%l > for all z1, 29, $1, S, since these ratios

further averaging at the point where L-function computations are required, by suitably

adjusting some earlier steps of the argument.
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