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Abstract

In this paper we are concerned with the study of additive ergodic averages in multi-

plicative systems and the investigation of the “pretentious” dynamical behaviour of these

systems. We prove a mean ergodic theorem (Theorem A) that generalises Halász’s mean

value theorem for finitely generated multiplicative functions taking values in the unit cir-

cle. In addition, we obtain two structural results concerning the “pretentious” dynamical

behaviour of finitely generated multiplicative systems.

Moreover, motivated by the independence principle between additive and multiplica-

tive structures of the integers, we explore the joint ergodicity (as a natural notion of

independence) of an additive and a finitely generated multiplicative action, both acting on

the same probability space. In Theorem B, we show that such actions are jointly ergodic

whenever no “local obstructions” arise, and we give a concrete description of these “local

obstructions”. As an application, we obtain some new combinatorial results regarding

arithmetic configurations in large sets of integers including refinements of a special case of

Szemerédi’s theorem.
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1. Introduction

The fundamental goal of multiplicative number theory is understanding the multiplicative structure

of positive integers. A central topic in this area concerns the study of mean values of multiplicative

functions, whose properties are intimately linked to the structure of prime numbers. A function

f : N → C is called:

(i) multiplicative if f(nm) = f(n)f(m) holds for any coprime n,m ∈ N,

(ii) completely multiplicative if (i) holds for all n,m ∈ N.

Some well-known and important examples of multiplicative functions include the Dirichlet characters,

the Liouville function λ defined to take the value −1 on each prime, the Möbius function µ which is

equal to Liouville in square-free numbers and zero everywhere else and the Archimedean characters

nit, t ∈ R, among others. Note that only the first two are completely multiplicative. The mean value

of a bounded multiplicative function f : N → C is the limit of 1
N

∑N
n=1 f(n) as N → ∞ (if this limit

exists), and it is denoted byM(f). The celebrated mean value theorem of Halász [Hal68] describes the

mean value of a multiplicative function in terms of its “distance” to Archimedean characters nit, t ∈ R.

The distance between two 1-bounded multiplicative functions f, g : N → C is defined as

D(f, g) :=

(∑

p∈P

1− Re(f(p)g(p))

p

)1/2

,

where P denotes the set of primes. For N ∈ N, we define D(f, g;N) similarly with the sum ranging

over primes up to N . Consider the classes

M := {f : N → S1 : f is multiplicative} and Mc := {f : N → S1 : f is completely multiplicative},

and the classes

Mfg := {f ∈ M : f is finitely generated} and Mc
fg := {f ∈ Mc : f is finitely generated},

where a multiplicative function is finitely generated if the set {f(p) : p ∈ P} is finite. The following is

a special case of Halász’s theorem.

Theorem 1.1 (Halász’s mean value theorem for finitely generated functions1). Let f ∈ Mfg. Then

M(f) exists. Moreover, if D(f, 1) = ∞, then M(f) = 0 and if D(f, 1) <∞, then

M(f) =
∏

p∈P

(
1−

1

p

)(∑

k>0

f(pk)

pk

)
. (1.1)

In particular, if f ∈ Mc
fg and D(f, 1) <∞, then

M(f) =
∏

p∈P

(
1−

1

p

)(
1−

f(p)

p

)−1

. (1.2)

1We refer the reader to [Ell12, Theorem 6.3] for the classic version of Halász’s mean value theorem which concerns

all bounded multiplicative functions and we remark that the version stated in this paper immediately follows from the

original one.



The natural extension of multiplicative functions in the dynamical setting is encapsulated by what

is known as multiplicative systems and the associated additive ergodic averages form the dynamical

counterpart of mean values. In [BR22], Bergelson and Richter generalised several number-theoretic

results by studying uniquely ergodic, finitely generated multiplicative systems in the topological set-

ting. Motivated by their work, we will establish an ergodic-theoretic and far-reaching extension of the

above version of Halász’s theorem. In addition, we will investigate the dynamical properties of multi-

plicative systems with respect to additive ergodic averages by adapting the “pretentious” approach2

from multiplicative functions to multiplicative systems.

Definition 1.2. Let (X,µ) be a probability space3 and S = (Sn)n∈N be a sequence of commuting

invertible measure-preserving transformations on (X,µ). If for any n,m ∈ N we have

Snm = Sn ◦ Sm,

then the measure-preserving system (X,µ, S) is called multiplicative. Furthermore, we say that S is

a multiplicative action on (X,µ).

If the above holds for any coprime n,m ∈ N, then both the system and the action are called weakly

multiplicative.4

A multiplicative system (X,µ, S) is called finitely generated if S is finitely generated as an action

of (N,×), i.e., {Sp : p ∈ P} is a finite set.

Remark 1.3. For simplicity of notation and terminology, throughout this paper we are solely con-

cerned with multiplicative systems. However, it would not be that hard to extend the results of

this paper to weakly multiplicative systems. In most cases, the exact same proofs work for weakly

multiplicative systems and this will be easy to notice. In the remaining cases, we will remark how

a proof could be extended to weakly multiplicative systems. Finally, all the notions given below for

multiplicative systems are defined identically for weakly multiplicative systems.

Given a multiplicative system (X,µ, S), S induces, through the Koopman representation, an action

of the multiplicative semigroup (N,×) on L2(X) by unitary operators, denoted also by S = (Sn)n∈N

and given by SnF = F ◦Sn for any n ∈ N. We say then that S (now viewed as a sequence of operators

on L2(X), and not as a sequence of transformations on X) is a (unitary) multiplicative action on

L2(X).

In the following example we introduce two different classes of multiplicative systems. The first

class depicts why multiplicative systems are the natural ergodic extension of completely multiplicative

functions, as it consists of systems induced by such functions. The second class consists of systems

induced by completely additive functions. A function f : N → C is called:

(i) additive if f(nm) = f(n) + f(m) holds for any coprime n,m ∈ N,

(ii) completely additive if (i) holds for all n,m ∈ N.

The most studied completely additive function is Ω(n), that is, the number of prime factors of n

counted with multiplicity. If we count without multiplicity, then we get the function ω(n), which is

additive, but not completely. The Liouville function λ is equivalently defined by λ(n) = (−1)Ω(n).

2This terminology refers to the utilisation of the notion of distance in the study of mean values of multiplicative

functions. This term is attributed to Granville and Soundararajan (see [GS14]).
3Any probability space considered in this paper is assumed to be regular. According to [Fur81, Definition 5.5], a

probability space (X,B, µ) is called regular if X is a compact metric space and B is the Borel σ-algebra on X. We omit

writing the σ-algebra B, hence we write (X, µ) instead of (X,B, µ). Moreover, whenever we write A ⊆ X, it is assumed

that this set A is Borel measurable.
4Note that if (X, µ, S) is weakly multiplicative, then S does not induce an action, but by a slight abuse of terminology,

we refer to it as a weakly multiplicative action.
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Example 1.4. (A) Let f ∈ Mc. Consider the compact subgroup X = f(N) of S1, the Haar measure

mX on X and the multiplicative action S = (Sn)n∈N given by Snx = f(n)x, x ∈ X , for any

n ∈ N. The multiplicative system (X,mX , S) is induced by f and captures its behaviour. It is

called the multiplicative rotation by f . In particular, the additive ergodic averages

lim
N→∞

1

N

N∑

n=1

SnF in L2(X), (1.3)

for F ∈ L2(X), correspond to the ergodic counterpart of the mean value of f , and if F is the

identity function,5 then (1.3) coincides with the mean value of f in absolute value.

(B) Let T be an invertible measure-preserving transformation on some probability space (X,µ) and

a : N → Z be a completely additive function. Then the system (X,µ, T a) is a multiplicative

system, induced by the function a. In particular, TΩ is a finitely generated multiplicative action,

while Tω is a finitely generated weakly multiplicative action.

Example 1.4 (A) suggests the study of additive ergodic averages as in (1.3) as the natural next

step following the study of mean values of multiplicative functions. The study of ergodic averages

is a central and classical topic in ergodic theory dating back to the seminal works [vN32a] and

[vN32b] of von Neumann for single-transformation measure-preserving systems. In this paper, we

view invertible single-transformation measure-preserving systems as additive systems. An invertible

measure-preserving system (X,µ, T ) is called additive if T = (Tn)n∈N satisfies Tn+m = Tn ◦ Tm for

any n,m ∈ N. Clearly, invertible single-transformation measure preserving systems are additive and

any additive system is induced by an invertible transformation.

Given a system and a σ-algebra A, the conditional expectation E(· | A) is defined as the unique

map L2(X) → L2(X,A) satisfying the following for any F ∈ L2(X):

• E(F | A) is A-measurable,

• for any A ∈ A,
∫
A
E(F | A) dµ =

∫
A
F dµ.

Theorem 1.5 (von Neumann’s mean ergodic theorem6). Let (X,µ, T ) be an additive measure pre-

serving system and let I = {A ⊆ X : T−1A = A} denote the sub-σ-algebra of invariant sets. Then for

any F ∈ L2(X), we have

lim
N→∞

1

N

N∑

n=1

T nF = E(F | I) in L2(X).

Moreover, the system (X,µ, T ) is ergodic if and only if for any F ∈ L2(X),

lim
N→∞

1

N

N∑

n=1

T nF =

∫

X

F dµ in L2(X).

1.1. Pretentious mean ergodic theorem and pretentious ergodicity

The first main result that we present is an analogue of von Neumann’s mean ergodic theorem (Theo-

rem 1.5) for finitely generated multiplicative systems, which generalises Halász’s mean value theorem

for finitely generated functions (Theorem 1.1). To facilitate this, we generalise the notion of distance

from multiplicative functions to multiplicative systems, and more precisely, to multiplicative actions

5The space S1 is identified with [0, 1) under the map t 7→ e(t) and under this identification the function F (x) = e(x)

can be written as F (x) = x, i.e., it is the identity function.
6This theorem holds even for non-invertible T , but in this paper, we are exclusively concerned with invertible

transformations.
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on the Hilbert space of the L2 functions of a multiplicative system.

Definition 1.6. Let (X,µ) be a probability space, S,R be two unitary multiplicative actions on

L2(X) and F ∈ L2(X) be non-zero. We define the distance between S and R with respect to F as

DF (S,R) :=

(∑

p∈P

‖F‖22 − Re〈SpF,RpF 〉

p

)1/2

=

(
1

2

∑

p∈P

‖SpF −RpF‖
2
2

p

)1/2

.

For any N ∈ N, we define DF (S,R;N) similarly with the sum ranging over primes up to N and we

also define D(S,R) := infF∈L2(X) DF (S,R).
7

Let also f ∈ Mc and suppose that R is given by RnG = f(n)G for all G ∈ L2(X) and all n ∈ N.

Then we define DF (S, f) := DF (S,R), i.e.,

DF (S, f) =

(∑

p∈P

‖F‖22 − Re〈SpF, f(p)F 〉

p

)1/2

=

(
1

2

∑

p∈P

‖SpF − f(p)F‖22
p

)1/2

.

We usually refer to the latter as the distance between SnF and f(n)F (viewed as sequences of L2(X)

functions). We finally define DF (S, f ;N) := DF (S,R;N) and D(S, f) := D(S,R).

In view of Theorem 1.1, mean values of finitely generated multiplicative functions are characterised

by their distance to 1. By analogy, the additive ergodic averages in (1.3) should be characterised by

the distance between SnF and F . This suggests that additive ergodic averages in multiplicative

systems are not controlled by invariant functions (see also Example 1.21), but rather by functions

that “pretend to be invariant” in the following sense:

Definition 1.7. Let (X,µ, S) be a finitely generated multiplicative system. We say that:

(i) A function F ∈ L2(X) pretends to be invariant if DF (S, 1) <∞. We write H1 for the collection

of all pretentiously invariant functions.

(ii) A measurable A ⊆ X pretends to be invariant if 1A ∈ H1. We write Ipr for the collection of all

the pretentiously invariant sets.

We will later see that H1 is a subspace of L2(X) and Ipr is an algebra. We denote by σ(Ipr) the

σ-algebra generated by Ipr, that is, the smallest σ-algebra containing Ipr.

Definition 1.8. A finitely generated system (X,µ, S) is pretentiously ergodic if for any A ∈ Ipr we

have µ(A) ∈ {0, 1}.

Let (X,µ, S) be a multiplicative system. Consider the operator norm ‖ · ‖op on the space of

bounded linear operators from L2(X) to itself. Since
∥∥∑

k>0

S
pk

pk

∥∥
op

6
∑
k>0

1
pk

= p
p−1 < ∞ for any

p ∈ P, then
(
1−

Sp
p

)−1

:=
∑

k>0

Spk

pk

is a well-defined bounded linear operator from L2(X) to itself.

Theorem A (Pretentious mean ergodic theorem). Let (X,µ, S) be a finitely generated multiplicative

system. Then for any F ∈ L2(X), we have

lim
N→∞

1

N

N∑

n=1

SnF =
∏

p∈P

(
1−

1

p

)(
1−

Sp
p

)−1

E(F | σ(Ipr)) in L2(X). (1.4)

7It follows from the triangle inequality (see Lemma 2.1) that this infimum is actually a minimum.
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Moreover, (X,µ, S) is pretentiously ergodic if and only if for any F ∈ L2(X),

lim
N→∞

1

N

N∑

n=1

SnF =

∫

X

F dµ in L2(X).

We remark that Theorem A is the norm convergence analogue of the pointwise result [BR22,

Theorem B] concerning strongly uniquely ergodic finitely generated multiplicative dynamical systems.

The latter pointwise result is a dynamical generalisation of the prime number theorem that also

yields a new proof of it. In our case, Theorem A is a dynamical generalisation of Theorem 1.1 (and

consequently, of the prime number theorem), but it does not yield a new proof of these results, since

the theorem of Halász will be used in the proof of Theorem A.

The second statement in Theorem A suggests that pretentious ergodicity is the natural ergodicity

property in the setting of additive ergodic averages in multiplicative systems, as it is characterised

by convergence of the averages to the expected limit. Moreover, we will later see that the set P =

{p ∈ P : Sp(E(F | σ(Ipr))) 6= E(F | σ(Ipr))} in the context of Theorem A satisfies
∑
p∈P

1
p < ∞

(see Lemma 2.4), which implies that the right-hand side of (1.4) always exists. Hence we have the

following:

Corollary 1.9. For any finitely generated multiplicative system (X,µ, S), the ergodic averages in

(1.3) exist for any F ∈ L2(X).

This corollary does not necessarily hold in non-finitely generated systems. To see this, we can con-

sider the example of a multiplicative rotation (cf. Example 1.4 (A)) by some non-trivial Archimedean

character nit, t 6= 0.

Proposition 1.10. Let (X,µ, S) be a finitely generated multiplicative system. Then we have that

H1 = L2(X, σ(Ipr), µ).

The above proposition implies the following: for any finitely generated multiplicative system

(X,µ, S) and any F ∈ L2(X), we have

E(F | σ(Ipr)) = P1F, (1.5)

where P1 : L2(X) → H1 denotes the orthogonal projection operator onto the closed subspace H1.

Proposition 1.10 yields as an immediate corollary the following spectral characterisation of pre-

tentious ergodicity, analogous to the one known in the classical setting of additive systems.

Corollary 1.11. A finitely generated multiplicative system (X,µ, S) is pretentiously ergodic if and

only if H1 consists of constants.

Notice now that the second statement in Theorem A is immediately deduced from the first one,

using also (1.5) and Corollary 1.11: If (X,µ, S) is pretentiously ergodic, then in view of (1.5) and

Corollary 1.11, for any F ∈ L2(X), we have that E(F | σ(Ipr)) =
∫
X E(F | σ(Ipr)) dµ =

∫
X F dµ,

hence the right-hand side of (1.4) is equal to this integral. Similarly, one can show that if (X,µ, S) is

not pretentiously ergodic, then there exists some F ∈ L2(X) (pick a non-constant F ∈ H1) such that

the right-hand side of (1.4) is not equal to the integral of F .

6



1.2. A weighted version of Theorem A

With Theorem A and Corollary 1.11, we have initiated the study of additive ergodic averages, or in

other words, mean values, in multiplicative systems. To continue this venture, we further explore the

pretentious dynamical behaviour of multiplicative systems. We proceed by defining analogues of total

ergodicity and weak-mixing in our setting.

Definition 1.12. A finitely generated multiplicative system (X,µ, S) is called:

• aperiodic if for any F ∈ L2(X) and any r, q ∈ N, we have

lim
N→∞

1

N

N∑

n=1

Sqn+rF =

∫

X

F dµ in L2(X). (1.6)

• pretentiously weak-mixing if the action S × S is pretentiously ergodic for µ× µ.

In view of Theorem A, it is quite standard to check that another equivalent definition of (X,µ, S)

being pretentiously weak-mixing is that for any F ∈ L2(X), we have

lim
N→∞

1

N

N∑

n=1

∣∣∣∣
∫

X

SnF · F dµ−

∫

X

F dµ ·

∫

X

F dµ

∣∣∣∣ = 0.

The term aperiodic derives from the notion of aperiodic multiplicative functions. An aperiodic

multiplicative function is a multiplicative function whose mean value over arithmetic progressions is

zero, that is to say limN→∞
1
N

∑N
n=1 f(qn+r) = 0, for any r, q ∈ N. The concept of aperiodic systems

is the generalisation of aperiodic functions in the dynamical setting. We remark that mean values

along arithmetic progressions are essential in the study of multiplicative structures of the positive

integers in arithmetic progressions. This highlights the importance of studying aperiodic systems.

It will become evident through the spectral characterisation given in Corollary 1.17 that aperiod-

icity is the multiplicative analogue of total ergodicity in additive systems. In additive systems, total

ergodicity and weak-mixing are spectrally characterised using rational (periodic) eigenfunctions and

eigenfunctions respectively. Note that in finitely generated multiplicative systems (X,µ, S), an eigen-

function for the Koopman representation of the (N,×)-action S is a function F ∈ L2(X) satisfying

SnF = f(n)F, ∀n ∈ N,

for some f ∈ Mc
fg. As already explained, invariant functions are not characteristic for the ergodic

averages in (1.3). Likewise, proper eigenfunctions are not the right means to study the ergodic

averages in (1.6) and they do not characterise the dynamical notions given in Definition 1.12 (see also

Example 1.22). Instead, we utilise the distance introduced in Definition 1.6 to define the pretentious

counterparts of eigenfunctions in multiplicative systems. Given a function f ∈ Mc, we introduce the

set Af := {g ∈ Mc : D(f, g) <∞}.

Definition 1.13. Let (X,µ, S) be a finitely generated multiplicative system, f ∈ Mc and F ∈ L2(X).

(i) We say that F is a pretentious eigenfunction, with pretentious eigenvalue f if DF (S, f) < ∞.

We write Hf for the collection of all pretentious eigenfunctions with pretentious eigenvalue f .

Moreover, we define the pretentious spectrum of (X,µ, S) as

σpr(S) :=
⋃

f∈Mc : D(S,f)<∞

Af .

(ii) We say that F is a pretentious rational eigenfunction, if DF (S, f) < ∞ and f ∈ Aχ for some

7



Dirichlet character χ. Moreover, we define the pretentious rational spectrum of (X,µ, S) as

σpr.rat(S) :=
⋃

χ : D(S,χ)<∞

Aχ.

We will later see that for any f ∈ Mc, Hf is a subspace of L2(X) (see Lemma 2.9), and moreover,

that all pretentious eigenvalues in finitely generated systems are finitely generated (see Remark 2.8).

The pretentious rational spectrum is defined using Dirichlet characters, because they capture pe-

riodicity in (N,×). Strictly speaking, Dirichlet characters are not actual characters for this semigroup

and they are not pretentious rational eigenvalues either, because they do not take values exclusively

in the unit circle, as they take the value zero at most finitely many primes. To circumvent this

technicality, given a Dirichlet character χ we define its modified character χ∗, by

χ∗(n) :=

{
χ(n), if χ(n) 6= 0,

1, otherwise.

Then, since D(χ, χ∗) <∞, if χ∗ is a pretentious rational eigenvalue, by a slight abuse of language, we

say that χ is a pretentious rational eigenvalue.

Now we state a weighted version of Theorem A and using this we will be able to provide spectral

characterisations for the notions of aperiodicity and pretentious weak-mixing. Given a set P ⊆ P, we

we let Pc := P\P . Moreover, we denote the set of P-free numbers by QP , i.e.,

QP := {n ∈ N : p | n =⇒ p 6∈ P}.

In addition, given a finitely generated multiplicative system (X,µ, S), for any f ∈ Mc, we denote the

orthogonal projection operator onto the closed subspace Hf by Pf : L2(X) → Hf .

Theorem 1.14 (Weighted pretentious mean ergodic theorem). Let (X,µ, S) be a finitely generated

multiplicative system. Then for any F ∈ L2(X) and any f ∈ Mc
fg, we have

lim
N→∞

1

N

N∑

n=1

f(n)SnF =
∏

p∈P

(
1−

1

p

) ∑

n∈QPc

f(n)

n
Sn(PfF ) in L2(X), (1.7)

where P = {p ∈ P : Sp(PfF ) 6= f(p)PfF}.

The following corollary of Theorem 1.14 resembles Theorem 1.1 in the ergodic setting.

Corollary 1.15. Let (X,µ, S) be a finitely generated multiplicative system and f ∈ Mc
fg. Then the

following hold:

(i) If F ∈ L2(X) is such that PfF is constant, then

lim
N→∞

1

N

N∑

n=1

f(n)SnF =M(f) ·

∫

X

F dµ in L2(X). (1.8)

Therefore, the above convergence holds for all F ∈ L2(X), if for any non-constant G ∈ L2(X)

we have DG(S, f) = ∞.

(ii) If a non-constant F ∈ L2(X) satisfies DF (S, f) <∞, then

lim
N→∞

1

N

N∑

n=1

f(n)SnF =
∏

p∈P

(
1−

1

p

) ∑

n∈QPc

f(n)

n
SnF in L2(X), (1.9)

where P = {p ∈ P : SpF 6= f(p)F}.

8



It can be easily checked that the right-hand sides of (1.8) and (1.9) are distinct (for non-constant

functions).

One could possibly expect that in Corollary 1.15 (i) we could have the stronger statement:

DF (S, f) = ∞ =⇒ lim
N→∞

1

N

N∑

n=1

f(n)SnF =M(f) ·

∫

X

F dµ,

as in Theorem 1.1, but the following example shows that this is not generally the case.

Example 1.16. Let (S1 × S1, µ, S) where µ is the Haar measure on S1 ×S1 and the action S is given

by Sp(z, w) = (−z, w), (z, w) ∈ S1 × S1, for any p ∈ P. Let F ∈ L2(S1 × S1) given by F (z, w) = z+w
2 ,

(z, w) ∈ S1 × S1, which has
∫
S1×S1

F dµ = 0. Then using Theorem A.2, we have

∫

Mc

g(n) dµF (g) = 〈SnF, F 〉 =
λ(n) + 1

2
=

∫

Mc

g(n) d
(δλ + δ1

2

)
(g),

where λ is the Liouville function and δa denotes the Dirac point mass of a function a ∈ Mc. It follows

that

µF =
δλ + δ1

2
.

Therefore, we have

DF (S, 1)
2 =

∫

Mc

D(g, 1)2 dµF (g) =
D(λ, 1)2 + D(1, 1)2

2
= ∞,

but on the other hand we also have

lim
N→∞

∥∥∥∥
1

N

N∑

n=1

SnF

∥∥∥∥
2

=
1

2

(
lim
N→∞

∣∣∣∣
1

N

N∑

n=1

λ(n)

∣∣∣∣+ lim
N→∞

∣∣∣∣
1

N

N∑

n=1

1

∣∣∣∣
)

=
1

2
.

Utilising Corollary 1.15 we will be able to establish the following spectral characterisations of

aperiodicity and pretentious weak-mixing.

Corollary 1.17. The following are equivalent for a finitely generated multiplicative system (X,µ, S):

(i) S is aperiodic.

(ii) H1 consists of constant functions and Hχ = {0} for any non-principal Dirichlet character χ.

(iii) S is pretentiously ergodic and σpr.rat(S) = A1.

Corollary 1.18. The following are equivalent for a finitely generated multiplicative system (X,µ, S):

(i) S is pretentiously weak-mixing.

(ii) H1 consists of constant functions and Hf = {0} for any f ∈ Mc
fg with D(f, 1) = ∞.

(iii) S is pretentiously ergodic and σpr(S) = A1.

(iv) S has no non-constant pretentious eigenfunctions.

Corollary 1.17 can be viewed as a dynamical generalisation of the following corollary of Theo-

rem 1.1:

Corollary 1.19. Any f ∈ Mfg is aperiodic if and only if D(f, χ) = ∞ for any Dirichlet character χ.

The next result exhibits the relation between the classical and the pretentious dynamical behaviour

of finitely generated multiplicative system and is an immediate consequence of Corollaries 1.11, 1.17

and 1.18.
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Corollary 1.20. Any pretentiously ergodic (aperiodic, or pretentiously weak-mixing) finitely gener-

ated multiplicative system is ergodic (totally ergodic, or weak-mixing respectively).

The opposite of the above does not hold in general as one can see from the next two examples.

Example 1.21. Consider the multiplicative rotation (S1,mS1 , S) by the function f ∈ Mc
fg given by

f(p) =

{
e(α), if p = 2,

1, otherwise,

for some irrational α ∈ R. The only invariant functions of this system are the constants. This implies

that the system is ergodic in the classical sense. To see this, any S-invariant function is also invariant

under the action of the single transformation S2. But since this transformation is clearly ergodic,

then any such function has to be almost everywhere equal to some constant. On the other hand,

considering the identity function F (z) = z, we can see that DF (S, 1) <∞, hence F is a non-constant

pretentiously invariant function. We expect then that the ergodic averages of F do not converge in

the expected limit. To verify this, we have

lim
N→∞

∥∥∥∥
1

N

N∑

n=1

SnF

∥∥∥∥
2

= lim
N→∞

1

N

N∑

n=1

f(n) =
1

2 + e(α)
6= 1 =

∫

S1
F dmS1 .

Consequently, S is not pretentiously ergodic.

Example 1.22. Consider the multiplicative rotation (S1,mS1 , S) by the function f ∈ Mc
fg given by

f(p) =

{
−1, if p = 2,

χ∗(p), otherwise,

for some non-principal Dirichlet character χ. This system has no rational eigenvalues, but it is easy to

check that χ is a pretentious rational eigenvalue (with pretentious rational eigenfunction the identity).

Thus, the system is totally ergodic with the classical sense, but far from being aperiodic. Moreover,

the additive ergodic averages along arithmetic progressions are not controlled by the classical eigen-

functions and eigenvalues, but by the pretentious ones. To see this, notice that, for the identity

function F ∈ L2(X), we have

lim
N→∞

∥∥∥∥
1

N

N∑

n=1

χ(n)SnF

∥∥∥∥
2

> 0,

which, as we will see later (see Lemma 2.13), implies that there exist some r, q ∈ N such that

lim
N→∞

1

N

N∑

n=1

Sqn+rF 6=

∫

S1
F dmS1 in L2(X).

Now applying the results stated so far, we can characterise the pretentious dynamical properties

of the two classes of multiplicative systems in Example 1.4.

Corollary 1.23. Let f ∈ Mc
fg and (X,µ, S) be the multiplicative rotation by f . Then the following

hold:

(i) (X,µ, S) is pretentiously ergodic if and only if D(fk, 1) = ∞ for any positive integer k < |X |.

(ii) (X,µ, S) is aperiodic if and only if fk is aperiodic for any positive integer k < |X |.

(iii) (X,µ, S) is not pretentiously weak-mixing .
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For convenience we introduce the following terminology. Let S(p) be a statement depending on a

prime variable p and let P = {p ∈ P : S(p) is true}. Then we say that S holds for:

• almost every prime if
∑

p6∈P
1
p <∞,

• many primes if
∑

p∈P
1
p = ∞,

• a few primes if
∑

p∈P
1
p <∞.

Corollary 1.24. Let a : N → Z be a finitely generated completely additive function and (X,µ, T ) be

an additive system. Then the following hold:

(i) (X,µ, T a) is pretentiously ergodic if and only if (X,µ, T ) is ergodic and a satisfies:

– for any r/q ∈ σrat(T )\{0} with (r, q) = 1, q ∤ a(p) holds for many primes, and

– a(p) 6= 0 for many primes.

(ii) (X,µ, T a) is aperiodic if and only if (X,µ, T ) is ergodic and e(a(n)α) is aperiodic for any α ∈

(0, 1) ∩Q.

(iii) (X,µ, T a) is pretentiously weak-mixing if and only if (X,µ, T ) is weak-mixing and a satisfies the

conditions of (i).

Given P ⊆ P, we define the completely additive function ΩP(n) to be the number of prime factors

of n belonging in P counted with multiplicity, and the additive function ωP similarly. We also define

the completely multiplicative function λP (n) := (−1)ΩP(n). Clearly, all these functions are finitely

generated.

Remark 1.25. In this paper, we prove several results concerning the completely additive functions

Ω and ΩP . It would not be too hard to prove the same results for the additive functions ω and ωP .

It would require adapting all the proofs of this paper concerning multiplicative systems to weakly

multiplicative ones.

Corollary 1.26. Let a : N → {−1, 0, 1} be a completely additive function. Then the following hold:

(i) (X,µ, T a) is pretentiously ergodic for all ergodic (X,µ, T ) if and only if a(p) 6= 0 for many primes.

(ii) If a(p) = 1 for almost every prime, then (X,µ, T a) is aperiodic for all ergodic (X,µ, T ).

In particular, for any ergodic (X,µ, T ), the system (X,µ, TΩ) is aperiodic, and for any P ⊆ P the

system (X,µ, TΩP ) is:

• pretentiously ergodic if P contains many primes,

• aperiodic if P contains almost every prime.

Combining Theorem A with Corollary 1.26 (or more generally, with Corollary 1.24), we immedi-

ately obtain the following known result, which can be proved independently as well (see for example,

[Loy23, Theorem 2.5]).

Corollary 1.27. For any additive system (X,µ, T ) and any F ∈ L2(X), we have

lim
N→∞

1

N

N∑

n=1

TΩ(n)F =

∫

X

F dµ in L2(X).

This remains true if we replace Ω with ΩP , where P ⊆ P is any set containing many primes, or more

generally, with any a satisfying the conditions in Corollary 1.24 (i).

This result is the norm convergence analogue of the pointwise result [BR22, Theorem A] concerning

the convergence of averages of F (TΩ(n)x) for all points x in uniquely ergodic systems. The same result

for (non-uniquely) ergodic systems and for almost every point x is false, as it was shown in [Loy23,

Theorem 1.2].
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1.3. Decomposition theorems

Decomposition theorems on Hilbert spaces play an essential role in ergodic theory, especially in the

study of ergodic averages. We are concerned with decomposition theorems in which the L2 space

of a measure-preserving system is split into two components (subspaces) that exhibit contrasting

behaviours. Such theorems allow us to express any L2 function F as F1+F2, where F1 is “structured”

and F2 is “pseudo-random”. When studying the convergence of ergodic averages, expressing an

arbitrary L2 function in this way allows us to reduce the problem to conducting an appropriate

analysis on the prescribed subspaces to which the individual components belong. The goal of this

section is to generalise two of the most well-known decomposition theorems for additive systems to

the setting of multiplicative systems. This is paramount to understanding the pretentious dynamical

behaviour of finitely generated multiplicative systems. We remark that the first new structure theorem

that we present below is a key ingredient in the proof of Theorem B.

Given an additive system (X,µ, T ), let

Htot.erg(T ) =
{
f ∈ L2(X) : lim

N→∞

∥∥∥∥
1

N

N∑

n=1

T qnF

∥∥∥∥
2

= 0, for all q ∈ N
}

and

Hrat(T ) = {F ∈ L2(X) : T qF = F for some q ∈ N}.

A classical corollary of Theorem 1.5, which for instance can be found in [Ber96, p. 14], asserts that

L2(X) = Htot.erg(T )⊕ Hrat(T ). (1.10)

Our first decomposition result is an analogue of (1.10) for finitely generated multiplicative systems.

Given such a system (X,µ, S), we define the following closed subspaces of L2(X):

Hpr.rat := span{F ∈ L2(X) : F is a pretentious rational eigenfunction for S}

= span{F ∈ L2(X) : there exists a Dirichlet character χ such that DF (S, χ) <∞}

= span

(⋃

χ

Hχ

)
,

and

Haper :=
{
F ∈ L2(X) : lim

N→∞

∥∥∥∥
1

N

N∑

n=1

Sqn+rF

∥∥∥∥
2

= 0 for any r ∈ N, q ∈ N
}
.

When confusion may arise, we mention the action considered by writing Hpr.rat(S) and Haper(S).

Theorem 1.28. Let (X,µ, S) be a finitely generated multiplicative system. Then we have

L2(X) = Hpr.rat ⊕ Haper.

Our second decomposition theorem is an analogue of the classical Jacobs-de Leeuw-Glicksberg

theorem (see [DG61]), according to which the L2 space of an additive system is decomposed as

the direct sum of the subspace of almost-periodic functions (the closed subspace of L2 spanned by

eigenfunctions) and the weak-mixing component (the closed subspace of L2 consisting of weak-mixing

functions). Now, given a finitely generated multiplicative system (X,µ, S), we define the following
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closed subspaces of L2(X):

Hpr.eig := span{F ∈ L2(X) : F is a pretentious eigenfunction for S}

= span{F ∈ L2(X) : there exists f ∈ Mc
fg such that DF (S, f) <∞}

= span

( ⋃

f∈Mc
fg

Hf

)
,

and

Hpr.wm :=
{
F ∈ L2(X) : lim

N→∞

1

N

N∑

n=1

∣∣∣∣
∫

X

SnF · F dµ

∣∣∣∣ = 0
}
.

When confusion may arise, we mention the action considered by writing Hpr.eig(S) and Hpr.wm(S).

Theorem 1.29. Let (X,µ, S) be a finitely generated multiplicative system. Then we have

L2(X) = Hpr.eig ⊕ Hpr.wm.

1.4. Joint ergodicity of additive and multiplicative actions

For the rest of the introduction, motivated by another number-theoretic topic, we explore how additive

and multiplicative actions intertwine. Gaining better understanding on the ways in which additive

and multiplicative structures of positive integers interact with each other is a fundamental objective

in number theory. It is generally believed that such structures are independent when no “local

obstructions” arise. This philosophy underpins several theorems, open problems and conjectures in

number theory. Chowla’s conjecture (see [Cho65]) serves as a great example to elaborate on this topic.

In its simplest form -which is still open- it asserts that for all h ∈ N,

lim
N→∞

1

N

N∑

n=1

λ(n)λ(n+ h) = 0,

or in other words, that the sequences (λ(n))n∈N and (λ(n + h))n∈N exhibit independent asymptotic

behaviour. The asymptotic independence of arithmetic functions is captured by the following notion:

Given two bounded functions f, g : N → C, we say that f and g are (asymptotically) uncorrelated if

lim
N→∞

(
1

N

N∑

n=1

f(n)g(n)−

(
1

N

N∑

n=1

f(n)

)(
1

N

N∑

n=1

g(n)

))
= 0.

In [BR22], Bergelson and Richter explored the concept of independence of additive and multiplica-

tive structures in the context of topological dynamical systems, by examining when two sequences

arising from an additive and a multiplicative system respectively are uncorrelated. Our next goal is

to transfer the independence principle postulated in [BR22] to the setting of ergodic theory.

Let us first see how the notion of independence can be understood in the ergodic theoretic setting,

analogously to the way that is described for arithmetic functions above. Given a Hilbert space (H , ‖ ·

‖), we say that two essentially bounded functions F,G : N → H are asymptotically uncorrelated if

lim
N→∞

∥∥∥∥
1

N

N∑

n=1

F (n)G(n)−

(
1

N

N∑

n=1

F (n)

)(
1

N

N∑

n=1

G(n)

)∥∥∥∥ = 0.

An additive action T and a multiplicative action S on a probability space (X,µ) are independent if

for any F,G ∈ L∞(X), (T nF )n∈N and (SnG)n∈N are asymptotically uncorrelated as sequences in the
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Hilbert space (L2(X), ‖ · ‖2) . Under the natural assumptions that T is ergodic and S is pretentiously

ergodic, and in view of Theorem 1.5 and Theorem A, the notion of independence coincides with that

of joint ergodicity.

Definition 1.30. Let (X,µ) be a probability space, T be an ergodic additive action and S be an

pretentiously ergodic multiplicative action on (X,µ). We say that T and S are jointly ergodic if for

any F,G ∈ L∞(X),

lim
N→∞

1

N

N∑

n=1

T nF · SnG =

∫

X

F dµ

∫

X

G dµ in L2(X),

or equivalently if T and S are independent.

We transfer the independence principle in the ergodic-theoretic setting as follows: “An ergodic

additive action T and a pretentiously ergodic finitely generated multiplicative action S on some

probability space (X,µ) are jointly ergodic when no “local obstructions” arise”. The second main

theorem of this paper verifies this principle by identifying the “local obstructions” that violate the

independence of such actions. What we found is that the obstructions are caused by the dependence

of their (pretentiously) periodic parts.

The spectrum of an additive action T can be defined as

σ(T ) := {α ∈ [0, 1): e(α) is an eigenvalue for T }

and the rational spectrum of T is given by

σrat(T ) := σ(T ) ∩Q.

The rational spectrum captures the periodic behaviour of the action T . In particular, T is totally

ergodic if and only if T is ergodic and σrat(T ) = {0}.

Let S be a finitely generated multiplicative action. We have seen that the dynamical behaviour of

S with respect to additive ergodic averages is captured by the pretentious spectrum. The pretentious

periodic part of S is detected by the pretentious rational spectrum σpr.rat(S). We claim that “local

obstructions” between T and S occur if and only if σrat(T ) and σpr.rat(S) are dependent. Hence, we

shall find a way to link pretentious rational eigenvalues for S to rational numbers r/q which induce

the eigenvalues for T . To this end, we define the following sets:

σ̃pr.rat(S) :=

{
r

q
∈ Q : (r, q) = 1, ∃ χ ∈ σpr.rat(S) primitive Dirichlet character mod q

}
∪ {0},

σ∗
pr.rat(S) :=

{
r

q
∈ Q : (r, q) = 1, ∃ χ ∈ σpr.rat(S) primitive Dirichlet character mod q0, q0 | q

}
∪ {0}.

With the expression “χ is a primitive Dirichlet character mod q” we mean that q is the conductor of

χ. In the following lemma, we present some properties of the two sets defined above.

Lemma 1.31. The following are equivalent for any finitely generated multiplicative system (X,µ, S):

(i) σ̃pr.rat(S) ⊆ σ∗
pr.rat(S).

(ii) σ̃pr.rat(S) = {0} ⇐⇒ σ∗
pr.rat(S) = {0}.

(iii) The following are equivalent:

(a) S is aperiodic.

(b) S is pretentiously ergodic and σ̃pr.rat(S) = {0}.

(c) S is pretentiously ergodic and σ∗
pr.rat(S) = {0}.
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The first two statements of the lemma are simple observations from the definitions and the third

one follows immediately from Corollary 1.17. Moreover, the third part of the lemma shows us that

σ̃pr.rat(S) and σ
∗
pr.rat(S) indeed capture the pretentious periodicity of the action S.

We are now ready to state the second main theorem of this paper.

Theorem B (Joint ergodicity of actions). Let (X,µ) be a probability space, T be an ergodic additive

action on (X,µ) and S be a pretentiously ergodic finitely generated multiplicative action on (X,µ).

Then the following holds:

σrat(T ) ∩ σ
∗
pr.rat(S) = {0} =⇒ T, S are jointly ergodic =⇒ σrat(T ) ∩ σ̃pr.rat(S) = {0}.

A way to interpret this theorem is that under some natural assumptions, the independence of the

actions is guaranteed by the independence of their (pretentiously) periodic parts.

Using the fact that for an ergodic T and a pretentiously ergodic S we have that σrat(T ) = {0}

if and only if T is totally ergodic, and σ∗
pr.rat(S) = {0} if and only if S is aperiodic, Theorem B

immediately implies the following:

Corollary 1.32. Let (X,µ) be a probability space, T be an ergodic additive action on xm and S be

a pretentiously ergodic finitely generated multiplicative action on (X,µ). If T is totally ergodic, or S

is aperiodic, then T and S are jointly ergodic.

This corollary is the norm convergence analogue of the pointwise result [BR22, Theorem C] concern-

ing the independence (or disjointness, in the language of [BR22]) of finitely generated multiplicative

dynamical systems and nilsystems.

Corollary 1.32 leads to nice applications that are to be presented in the following subsection.

1.5. An application of Theorem B

A central topic in ergodic theory is concerned with understanding the limiting behaviour of multiple

ergodic averages of the form

1

N

N∑

n=1

T a1(n)F1 · . . . · T
aℓ(n)Fℓ in L2, (1.11)

for any (ergodic) additive system (X,µ, T ) and any F1, . . . , Fℓ ∈ L2(X), for various families of se-

quences ak : N → Z, 1 6 k 6 ℓ. The study of multiple ergodic averages was initiated in Furstenberg’s

seminal work [Fur77], where he gave an ergodic-theoretic proof of Szemerédi’s theorem on arithmetic

progressions (see [Sze75]). Furstenberg’s result corresponds to the case ak(n) = kn, 1 6 k 6 ℓ in

(1.11). Subsequently to Furstenberg’s work, there have been several works concerned with the aver-

ages in (1.11), where the iterates are taken along various families of sequences such as polynomials

([Ber87], [BL96], [FK05], [HK05],[BLL08]), Hardy field sequences ([Fra10], [Fra15], [KK19], [BMR24],

[BMR20], [Kou21], [Fra21], [Tsi23]) or fractional prime powers ([Fra22]). Here we obtain a result on

multiple ergodic averages as an application of Theorem B, which is of different flavor compared to the

aforementioned ones.

Combining Corollary 1.32 with Corollary 1.26 (or more generally, with Corollary 1.24), we obtain

the following:

Corollary 1.33. For any ergodic invertible measure-preserving transformations T1, T2 on some prob-
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ability space (X,µ) and for any F,G ∈ L2(X), we have

lim
N→∞

1

N

N∑

n=1

T n1 F · T
Ω(n)
2 G =

∫

X

F dµ

∫

X

G dµ in L2(X). (1.12)

The result remains true if we replace Ω with ΩP , for any P ⊆ P containing almost every prime, or

more generally, with any finitely generated completely additive function a : N → Z such that e(a(n)α)

is aperiodic for all α ∈ (0, 1) ∩Q.

Remark 1.34. A quite surprising fact in Theorem B, and consequently in Corollaries 1.32 and 1.33,

is that T and S are not required to commute with each other. This makes Corollary 1.33 one of

the very few results where convergence of the form (1.12) holds for non-commuting transformations.

Similar results to Corollary 1.33 with Ω replaced by any increasing sequence are known to be false for

non-commuting transformations (see [FLW12, Lemma 4.1]).

In the language of Frantzikinakis [Fra21], Corollary 1.33 applied for the same transformation

T1 = T2 = T says that n and Ω(n) are jointly ergodic, and more generally, that if a : N → Z is any

function as in Corollary 1.33, then n and a(n) are jointly ergodic.

Corollary 1.33 is equivalent to the following multiple recurrence result. Before we state it we shall

give the notion of upper density. Given a set E ⊆ N, the upper density of E is given by

d(E) := lim sup
N→∞

|E ∩ [1, N ]|

N
.

Our last to results hold in the more general context where Ω is replaced by any function a : N → Z

as in Corollary 1.33, and in particular by ΩP for any P ⊆ P containing almost every prime, but we

state them only for Ω for sake of simplicity.

Corollary 1.35. For any ergodic invertible measure-preserving transformations T1, T2 on some prob-

ability space (X,µ) and for any A ⊆ X with µ(A) > 0, we have

lim
N→∞

1

N

N∑

n=1

µ(A ∩ T−n
1 A ∩ T

−Ω(n)
2 A) > µ(A)3.

In particular, for any ε > 0, we have

d({n ∈ N : µ(A ∩ T−n
1 A ∩ T

−Ω(n)
2 A) > µ(A)3 − ε}) > 0.

Furstenberg’s correspondence principle [Fur81, Lemma 3.17] offers a standard way in which mul-

tiple recurrence results are utilized to obtain combinatorial applications concerning the richness of

arithmetic structures in large subsets of the integers. For our purposes we use the following form the

correspondence:

Theorem 1.36 (Furstenberg’s correspondence principle, see [Ber87, Theorem 1.1]). Let E ⊆ N be

a set of positive upper density. Then there exists an invertible additive system (X,µ, T ) and a

measurable set A with µ(A) = d(E) > 0, such that for any k ∈ N and any n1, n2, . . . , nk ∈ Z, we have

d(E ∩ (E − n1) ∩ · · · ∩ (E − nk)) > µ(A ∩ T−n1A ∩ · · · ∩ T−nkA).

Combining Corollary 1.35 with Theorem 1.36 yields the following combinatorial application saying

that large subsets of the positive integers contain many configurations of the form {m,m+n,m+Ω(n)}.
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Corollary 1.37. Let E ⊆ N be a set of upper density δ > 0. Then for any ε > 0, we have

lim sup
N→∞

lim sup
M→∞

|{(n,m) ∈ [1, N ]× [1,M ] : m,m+ n,m+Ω(n) ∈ E}|

NM
> δ3 − ε.

In particular, there exists n ∈ N such that

{m,m+ n,m+Ω(n)} ⊆ E

holds for m ∈ N in a set of positive upper density.

Remark 1.38. All the results in this subsection concerning the sequences n and Ω(n) (or n and a(n),

where a is as in Corollary 1.33) remain true if we replace the sequence n with any polynomial with

no constant term. The same proof that we will give for n works for such polynomials, utilising also

Weyl’s equidistribution theorem for polynomials (see [Wey16]).

1.6. Proof ideas

We conclude the introduction with a brief discussion about the ideas and tools that are used to prove

our main theorems.

Proof of Theorem A: For the proof of the pretentious mean ergodic theorem and in fact, for the

proof of its weighted version (Theorem 1.14), we combine ideas and methods from ergodic theory and

number theory. For the rest of this paragraph we consider a finitely generated multiplicative system

(X,µ, S). First, we prove a decomposition result in Theorem 3.1, according to which we can split

L2(X) into Hf and Vf , for any f ∈ Mc
fg, where Hf is the subspace of L2(X) defined in Definition 1.13

(i) and Vf is the closed subspace of L2(X) consisting of functions whose weighted ergodic averages

converge to zero. This allows us to reduce the proof of Theorem 1.14 to dealing with weighted ergodic

averages of pretentious eigenfunctions. To handle these, we adapt a classical convolution idea, that

was used in [Del83] to calculate mean values of multiplicative functions in the pretentious case, to

our setting. Now, to prove the decomposition L2(X) = Hf ⊕ Vf in Theorem 3.1, we first show that

Hf ⊥ Vf (Proposition 3.3) and then that H ⊥
f ⊆ Vf (Proposition 3.4). To prove the latter we use a

similar method to the one used to prove such results in additive systems, and the main tools we use

are the spectral theorem on unitary multiplicative actions (see Theorem A.2) along with Theorem 1.1.

To establish the orthogonality of Hf and Vf , all we have to do is prove that if the averages of form

f(n)SnF are zero, then the same averages over a set of P-free numbers, where P ⊆ P contains a few

primes, is also zero (see Corollary 3.7). Its proof is quite technical and involves some number-theoretic

ideas along with a simple approximation argument.

Proof of Theorem B: The proof of “T, S are jointly ergodic =⇒ σrat(T )∩ σ̃pr.rat(S) = {0}” does

not rely on any of the new results that we develop on multiplicative systems. We only use Theorem A.2

along with some number-theoretic results concerning correlations of linear phases with multiplicative

functions pretending to be some Dirichlet character. The proof of the other implication, namely

“σrat(T ) ∩ σ∗
pr.rat(S) = {0} =⇒ T, S are jointly ergodic”, is more interesting as it heavily depends

on some of the new results on multiplicative systems. The critical idea in this proof is the use of

decomposition theorems for both actions. We want to show that Cesàro averages of T nF · SnF

converge to the product of the integrals of F and G. Assuming that the integral of G is zero, we want

to show that the above averages converge to zero. Using the classical decomposition result in (1.10),

we can write F = Ftot.erg + Frat. Using an orthogonality criterion (Lemma 2.15), we deduce that the

totally ergodic component has zero contribution to the averages in question, hence we only have to

deal with the averages of T nFrat · SnG. Now, using the decomposition result for the multiplicative
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action given in Theorem 1.28, we can write G = Gaper + Gpr.rat. Then we are reduced to handling

the averages of T nFrat · SnGaper and T nFrat · SnGpr.rat. By some simple calculations, we easily see

that the averages of the former expression converge to zero, while for the averages of the latter one

we employ our spectral assumption along with some number-theoretic input.
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2. Preliminaries

2.1. Basics in multiplicative systems

Lemma 2.1 (Triangle inequalities for the distance). Let (X,µ, S) be a multiplicative system. Then

the following hold for any F,G ∈ L2(X) and for any f, g ∈ Mc:

(i) DF (S, f) 6 DF (S, g) + ‖F‖2D(f, g).

(ii) D(f, g) 6 1
‖F‖2

(DF (S, f) + DF (S, g)).

(iii) DF+G(S, f) 6 DF (S, f) + DG(S, f).

(iv) DFG(S, fg) 6 ‖G‖2DF (S, f) + ‖F‖2DG(S, g).

All the triangle inequalities are also true for the partial distances up to any N ∈ N.

Proof. The proofs of all the triangle inequalities are identical, so we just prove the first one.

By the triangle inequality for the L2(X) norm and by expanding the square and then by using

Cauchy-Schwarz inequality for the middle term, we have that

DF (S, f)
2 =

1

2

∑

p∈P

‖SpF − f(p)F‖22
p

6
1

2

∑

p∈P

(‖SpF − g(p)F‖2 + ‖F‖2|f(p)− g(p)|)2

p

6 DF (S, g)
2 + 2‖F‖2DF (S, f)D(f, g) + DF (f, g)

2 = (DF (S, g) + ‖F‖2D(f, g))
2.

The proof is complete.

Given a multiplicative system (X,µ, S), f ∈ Mc and F ∈ L2(X) with ‖F‖2 6 1, we have that

DF (S, f)
2
6

∑

p∈P

‖SpF − f(p)F‖2
p

6 4DF (S, f)
2, (2.1)

and also for any f, g ∈ Mc, we have that

D(f, g)2 6
∑

p∈P

|f(p)− g(p)|

p
6 4D(f, g)2, (2.2)

This can be easily checked, since for any z ∈ C with |z| 6 1, it holds: 1
2 |z − 1|2 6 |z − 1| 6 2|z − 1|2.

Lemma 2.2. Let (X,µ, S) be a finitely generated multiplicative system and F ∈ L2(X) be a preten-

tious eigenfunction. Then the set of all pretentious eigenvalues for S corresponding to F is exactly

Af , where f is any pretentious eigenvalue corresponding to F .

Proof. Fix a pretentious eigenvalue f corresponding to F and let g ∈ Af . Then by the first triangle

inequality, we have that DF (S, g) 6 DF (S, f)+ ‖F‖2D(f, g) <∞, by assumption. On the other hand,

let g ∈ Mc be a pretentious eigenvalue of S corresponding to F . Then by Lemma 2.1 (ii), we have
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that D(f, g) 6 1
‖F‖2

(DF (S, f) + DF (S, g)) < ∞, by assumption. This shows that g ∈ Af , concluding

the proof.

Remark 2.3. In view of Lemma 2.2, whenever we consider a pretentious rational eigenvalue f 6∈ A1,

we can assume that it is a Dirichlet character. Moreover, we may also assume that this Dirichlet

character is primitive.

To see why the latter is true, let χ be a Dirichlet character mod q that is a pretentious rational

eigenvalue and let χ1 the unique primitive Dirichlet character inducing χ with modulus q1. Then

q1 | q and we have

χ(n) =

{
χ1(n), if (n, q) = 1,

0, otherwise.

Then D(χ1, χ) < ∞, and by the first triangle inequality, it follows that χ1 is a pretentious rational

eigenfunction corresponding to the same pretentious rational eigenfunction as χ.

Consider an arbitrary finitely generated multiplicative system (X,µ, S). It is not hard to see that

for any F ∈ L2(X) and any f ∈ Mc
fg if SpF = f(p)F for almost every prime, then F is a pretentious

eigenfunction with pretentious eigenvalue f . In the next lemma, we show that the converse is also

true.

Lemma 2.4. Let (X,µ, S) be a finitely generated multiplicative system. For any F ∈ L2(X) and

any f ∈ Mc
fg, DF (S, f) < ∞ if and only if SpF = f(p)F for almost every prime. In other words,

Hf = {F ∈ L2(X) : SpF = f(p)F for almost every prime}.

This lemma provides us with a powerful characterisation of pretentious eigenvalues that we will

use several times in what follows (without explicitly referring to the lemma every time). However, we

avoid using it when it is not necessary. Moreover, it yields a similar result for multiplicative functions

(Lemma B.2) as an immediate consequence.

Proof of Lemma 2.4. Let f ∈ Mc
fg, F ∈ Hf and we shall show that SpF = f(p)F holds for almost

every prime. Consider integers k, ℓ, measure-preserving transformations T1, . . . , Tℓ and a partition of

primes (Pi)16i6ℓ with Pi = {p ∈ P : Sp = Ti} for any 1 6 i 6 ℓ, such that for any 1 6 i 6 k we have∑
p∈Pi

1
p = ∞ and for any k + 1 6 i 6 ℓ we have

∑
p∈Pi

1
p < ∞. Moreover, there exist some integer

m > 1, distinct a1, . . . , am ∈ C and a partition of primes (P ′
j)16j6m with P ′

j = {p ∈ P : f(p) = ai},

such that for any 1 6 j 6 m we have
∑

p∈P′

j

1
p = ∞. Here we have assumed that none of the finitely

many values a1, . . . , am of f is taken in a set P ′
j ⊆ P containing a few primes. We are allowed to do

so, because otherwise, we can always find g that is close to f and satisfies this assumption, and we

know that then Hf = Hg.

Now consider the partition {Pi ∩ P ′
j : 1 6 i 6 ℓ, 1 6 j 6 m} of the primes and let

P =
⋃

k+16i6ℓ
16j6m

Pi ∩ P ′
j .

Clearly,
∑
p∈P

1
p <∞. Then we have

DF (S, f)
2 =

∑

16i6ℓ
16j6m

∑

p∈Pi∩P′

j

‖SpF − f(p)F‖22
p

=
∑

16i6k
16j6m

‖TiF − ajF‖
2
2

∑

p∈Pi∩P′

j

1

p
+O(1). (2.3)

Claim. For any 1 6 i 6 k there exists a unique 1 6 j(i) 6 m such that |Pi ∩ P ′
j(i)| = ∞.
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Proof of Claim. Fix 1 6 i 6 k. Assume for contradiction that for any 1 6 j 6 m, |Pi∩P
′
j | <∞. Since

(P ′
j)16j6m is a partition of primes, it follows that |Pi| <∞, yielding a contradiction. Thus, there ex-

ists some j satisfying the claim. Now suppose again for contradiction that there exist 1 6 j1 < j2 6 m

such that |Pi∩P ′
j1
| = |Pi∩P ′

j2
| = ∞. Then we have, by (2.3), that aj1F = TiF = aj2 , since otherwise

we would have DF (S, f) = ∞. It follows that aj1 = aj2 , yielding a contradiction, and concluding the

proof of the claim. △

Note that the Claim implies that m 6 k. Moreover, by the Claim, for any 1 6 i 6 ℓ, we have that

∑

p∈Pi

1

p
=

∑

16i6m

∑

p∈Pi∩P′

j

1

p
=

∑

p∈Pi∩P′

j(i)

1

p
+O(1),

and since
∑
p∈Pi

1
p = ∞, it follows that

∑

p∈Pi∩P′

j(i)

1

p
= ∞. (2.4)

Using the Claim again, (2.3) becomes

DF (S, f)
2 =

k∑

i=1

‖TiF − aj(i)F‖
2
2

∑

p∈Pi∩P′

j(i)

1

p
+O(1). (2.5)

Combining (2.4) and (2.5), and using that DF (S, f) <∞, we have that TiF = aj(i)F for any 1 6 i 6 k.

Thus, we proved that if SpF 6= f(p)F , then p must belong in the set

P̃ := P ∪

( ⋃

16i6k
16j6m
j 6=j(i)

Pi ∩ P ′
j

)
,

which is exactly the complement of
⋃

16i6k Pi ∩ P ′
j(i). Then it follows that

∑
p∈P̃

1
p < ∞. This

concludes the proof.

We continue with some useful results concerning the spectral measures of L2 functions in mul-

tiplicative systems (see Theorem A.2). Throughout, we consider Mc equipped with the pointwise

convergence topology and the Borel σ-algebra. Moreover, the set Af , for any f ∈ Mc, is Borel

measurable. To see why, observe that for any f ∈ Mc and any N ∈ N, the function D(·, f ;N) is

continuous, hence the set {g ∈ Mc : D(g, f ;N) 6 k} is Borel measurable for any integer k > 0. It

follows that {g ∈ Mc : D(g, f) 6 k} is Borel measurable for any k > 0 and then Af is also Borel

measurable, as a countable union of Borel measurable sets.

Now, for any multiplicative system (X,µ, S) and any F ∈ L2(X), we denote by µF the unique

finite Borel measure in Mc satisfying

〈SnF, F 〉 =

∫

Mc

f(n) dµF (f).

Moreover, for any finite Borel measure ν on Mc, we define, for each n ∈ N, en ∈ L2(Mc, ν), en(f) :=

f(n).

Lemma 2.5. Let (X,µ, S) be a multiplicative system, F ∈ L2(X) and consider a measurable set

A ⊆ Mc such that µF (A) > 0. Then there exists G ∈ L2(X) such that µG is supported on A.
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Proof. We may assume that ‖F‖2 = 1 and we will find G ∈ L2(X) with ‖G‖2 = 1 such that µG is

supported on A. By Theorem A.2, there is a unitary isomorphism Φ from L2(Mc, µF ) to the cyclic

sub-representation of L2(X) which is generated by F . Consider the non-zero function µF (A)−1/2
1A ∈

L2(Mc, µF ) and let G ∈ L2(X) be the image of this element under Φ. This isomorphism also

conjugates Sn to multiplication by en for any n ∈ N. Therefore, applying Theorem A.2 twice, first for

G and then for F , we have that
∫

Mc

f(n) dµG(f) =

∫

X

SnG ·G dµ =

∫

Mc

f(n)µF (A)−1/2
1A(f)µF (A)−1/2

1A(f) dµF (f)

= µF (A)−1

∫

A

f(n) dµF (f) =

∫

Mc

f(n) d
(
µF (A)−1µF |A

)
(f).

By uniqueness of the spectral measure, it follows that µG = µF (A)−1µF |A, and hence we have that

µG is supported on A. Moreover, using again Theorem A.2, it is easy to check that ‖G‖2 = 1. The

proof is complete.

Lemma 2.6. Let (X,µ, S) be a finitely generated multiplicative system. Then, for any F ∈ L2(X),

the spectral measure µF of F is supported on Mc
fg.

Proof. Suppose that for any p ∈ P, Sp ∈ {T1, . . . , Td}, for some d ∈ N and some measure preserving

transformations T1, . . . , Td on X . Let F ∈ L2(X), let µF be its spectral measure with respect to the

(N,×) action S, and let νF be its spectral measure with respect to the (Nd,+) action induced by

T1, . . . , Td. For any n ∈ N, there exist k1, . . . , kd ∈ N such that SnF = T k11 · · ·T kdd F . Therefore, by

applying Theorem A.2 for S and Theorem A.1 for Sn, it follows that for any n ∈ N,
∫

Mc

f(n) dµF (f) =

∫

X

SnF · F dµ =

∫

Td

e(k1x1 + · · · kdxd) dνF (x1, . . . , xd).

This defines a map η : (N,×) → (Nd,+), which induces a map η̂ : Td = ̂(Nd,+) → (̂N,×) = Mc

such that η maps the measure νF to the measure µF . The map η is given by η̂(x1, . . . , xd)(n) =

e(〈(x1, . . . , xd), η(n)〉(Nd,+)), where 〈x,y〉(Nd,+) := x1y1 + · · · + xdyd for any x = (x1, . . . , xd),y =

(y1, . . . , yd) ∈ Nd. By assumption, the map η is finitely generated, since for any p ∈ P,
∫

Mc

f(p) dµF (f) ∈

{∫

T

e(xi) d(νF )i : i ∈ {1, . . . , d}

}
,

where (νF )i is the projection of the measure νF on the i-th coordinate (or equivalently, the spectral

measure of F with respect to Ti). Therefore, η̂ is finitely generated. Moreover, since µF is the

push-forward of νF with respect to η̂, it follows that µF is supported on a subset of η̂(Td), and any

f ∈ η̂(Td) is finitely generated. The result then follows.

It follows from the previous lemma that for any finitely generated multiplicative system and any

F ∈ L2(X), we have

〈SnF, F 〉 =

∫

Mc
fg

f(n) dµF (f).

Lemma 2.7. Let (X,µ, S) be a finitely generated multiplicative system. For any F ∈ L2(X) and

any f ∈ Mc
fg, we have that

DF (S, f)
2 =

∫

Mc
fg

D(g, f)2 dµF (g). (2.6)
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Moreover, we have that

Hf ⊆ {F ∈ L2(X) : µF is supported on Af ∩Mc
fg} ⊆ Hf . (2.7)

Proof. Let F ∈ L2(X) and f ∈ Mc
fg. We may assume that ‖F‖2 = 1. For anyN ∈ N, by Theorem A.2,

we have

DF (S, f ;N)2 =
∑

p6N

‖F‖22 − Re〈SpF, f(p)F 〉

p
=

∑

p6N

1− Re
( ∫

Mc
fg
g(p)f(p) dµF (g)

)

p

=

∫

Mc
fg

D(g, f ;N)2 dµF (g).

For any N ∈ N, we define ΨN ,Ψ : Mc
fg → [0,∞], by ΨN(g) = D(g, f ;N)2,Ψ(g) = D(g, f)2. Then

(ΨN )N∈N is an increasing sequence converging pointwise to Ψ, so by the monotone convergence the-

orem, we obtain

DF (S, f)
2 = lim

N→∞

∫

Mc
fg

D(g, f ;N)2 dµF (g) =

∫

Mc
fg

D(g, f)2 dµF (g).

This completes the proof of (2.6).

Now we prove (2.7). The first inclusion is immediate by (2.6). Thus, we show the second inclusion.

Let F, f be as above and assume that µF is supported on A′
f := Af ∩Mc

fg. For any integer k > 0,

we define the Borel measurable set A′
f,k = {g ∈ Mc

fg : D(g, f) 6 k}. Since the sequence (A′
f,k)k∈N is

increasing and the union of all the sets in the sequence is the set A′
f , we have that

lim
k→∞

µF (A
′
f,k) = µF (A

′
f ) = 1,

hence µF (A
′
f,k) > 1/2 for all sufficiently large k. Therefore, we may assume that µF (A

′
f,k) > 1/2 > 0

for all k > 0. Consider the unitary isomorphism Φ from L2(Mc
fg, µF ) to the cyclic sub-representation of

L2(X) which is generated by F , as guaranteed by Theorem A.2. For each k > 0, we let Fk = Φ(1A′

f,k
),

and since µF (A
′
f,k) > 0, then, as we did in the proof of Lemma 2.5, we can show that µFk

is supported

on A′
f,k. Then, by (2.6), we have that DFk

(S, f) 6 k, hence Fk ∈ Hf for all k > 0. Now, by the

dominated convergence theorem, we have that

lim
k→∞

‖Fk − F‖22 = lim
k→∞

∫

X

|Fk − F |2 dµ = lim
k→∞

∫

X

|1A′

f,k
− 1A′

f
|2 dµ = 0.

This shows that F ∈ Hf , establishing the second conclusion. The proof of (2.7), and hence the proof

of the lemma, is complete.

Remark 2.8. In any finitely generated multiplicative system, (2.7) implies that all the pretentious

eigenvalues are finitely generated.

Now we establish some interesting properties of the subspaces Hf .

Lemma 2.9. Let (X,µ, S) be a finitely generated multiplicative system and f ∈ Mc. Then Hf is a

subspace of L2(X).

Proof. Let F,G ∈ Hf and a, b ∈ C. By the third triangle inequality, we have

DaF+bG(S, f) 6 |b|‖G‖2DaF (S, f) + |a|‖F‖2DbG(S, f) = |b|‖G‖2DF (S, f) + |a|‖F‖2DG(S, f) <∞.

Thus, aF + bG ∈ Hf . This shows that Hf is a subspace of L2(X).
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Lemma 2.10. Let (X,µ, S) be a finitely generated multiplicative system and f, g ∈ Mc. Then

Hf = Hg if and only if D(f, g) <∞. In fact, if D(f, g) = ∞, then Hf ⊥ Hg.

Proof. We may assume that ‖F‖2, ‖G‖2 6 1.

Suppose first that D(f, g) <∞. Then by the first triangle inequality, it follows that Hf = Hg.

Now suppose that D(f, g) = ∞. Let F ∈ Hf and G ∈ Hg. Suppose, for sake of contradiction,

that 〈F,G〉 6= 0. We have that

〈F,G〉(1 − f(p)g(p)) = 〈SpF − f(p)F, SpG〉+ 〈f(p)F, SpG− g(p)G〉,

hence, by the triangle inequality and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have that

∑

p∈P

|〈F,G〉(1 − f(p)g(p))|

p
6

∑

p∈P

‖SpF − f(p)F‖2‖G‖2
p

+
∑

p∈P

‖F‖2‖SpG− g(p)G‖2
p

,

which, in view of (2.1) and (2.2) gives that

|〈F,G〉|D(f, g)2 6 4DF (S, f)
2 + 4DG(S, g)

2.

Since 〈F,G〉 6= 0, the left-hand side of the above diverges, while the right-hand side converges, by

assumption. This yields a contradiction. Therefore, 〈F,G〉 = 0, showing that Hf ⊥ Hg.

The following remark concerning the subspaces Hf and constant functions will be useful later.

Remark 2.11. Given a multiplicative system (X,µ, S), for any constant function F ∈ L2(X), we

have that DF (S, f)
2 = ‖F‖22D(f, 1)

2. So, in finitely generated systems, we have that Hf contains the

constants if D(f, 1) <∞, and it does not contain any constant otherwise.

In Proposition 1.10, we saw that in any finitely generated multiplicative system (X,µ, S), H1

coincides with the square-integrable σ(Ipr)-measurable functions. In the next lemma, we see that Ipr
is an algebra, and this fact will be useful to show that Theorem A implies Theorem 1.1.

Lemma 2.12. Let (X,µ, S) be a finitely generated multiplicative system. Then Ipr is an algebra.

Proof. To show that Ipr is an algebra, we show that it contains X and it is closed under complements

and finite intersections:

• 1X = 1 and so X ∈ Ipr.

• Let A ∈ Ipr. Then we have

D
1Ac (S, 1)

2 =
1

2

∑

p∈P

µ(S−1
p Ac△Ac)

p
=

1

2

∑

p∈P

µ(S−1
p A△A)

p
= D

1A(S, 1)
2 <∞,

hence, Ac ∈ Ipr.

• Let A1, . . . , Ak ∈ Ipr. Then we have

(
S−1
p

k⋂

i=1

Ai

)
\

( k⋂

j=1

Aj

)
⊆

k⋃

j=1

(S−1
p Aj\Aj) and

( k⋂

i=1

Ai

)
\

(
S−1
p

k⋂

j=1

Aj

)
⊆

k⋃

j=1

(Aj\S
−1
p Aj),

hence we have
(
S−1
p

k⋂

i=1

Ai

)
△

( k⋂

j=1

Aj

)
⊆

k⋃

j=1

(S−1
p Aj△Aj).
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Therefore,

D
1

⋂k
i=1

Ai
(S, 1)2 =

1

2

∑

p∈P

µ
((
S−1
p

⋂k
i=1Ai

)
△
(⋂k

j=1 Aj
))

p
6

k∑

j=1

1

2

∑

p∈P

µ(S−1
p Aj△Aj)

p

=

k∑

j=1

D
1Aj

(S, 1)2 <∞.

This concludes the proof of the lemma.

The next result is a simple lemma that provides us with characterisations for aperiodic systems

and aperiodic L2 functions.

Lemma 2.13. Let (X,µ, S) be a finitely generated multiplicative system and F ∈ L2(X). Then the

following are equivalent for any q ∈ N:

(i) limN→∞
1
N

∑N
n=1 Sqn+rF =

∫
X
F dµ in L2(X), for any r ∈ N.

(ii) limN→∞
1
N

∑N
n=1 e(

rn
q )SnF =

{∫
X
F dµ, if q | r,

0, otherwise
in L2(X), for any r ∈ N.

(iii) limN→∞
1
N

∑N
n=1 χ(n)SnF =





1
φ(q)

∫
X
F dµ, if χ = χ0,

0, otherwise
in L2(X), for any Dirichlet character

χ of modulus q, where χ0 denotes the principal character of this modulus.8

This lemma is proved in the Appendix C.

2.2. An orthogonality criterion

The following lemma is a variant of a classical result of Kátai concerning complex-valued arithmetic

functions (see [Dab75, Lemma 1], [Kát86, Eq. (3.1)], [BSZ13, Theorem 2]; see also [FH17, Proposition

9.5]), which we are stating for arbitrary Hilbert spaces.

Lemma 2.14. Let H be a Hilbert space and A(n) ∈ H for each n ∈ N. If P ⊆ P is a set of positive

relative density9 such that for any distinct p1, p2 ∈ P ,

lim
N→∞

1

N

N∑

n=1

〈A(p1n), A(p2n)〉 = 0,

then

lim
N→∞

∥∥∥∥
1

N

N∑

n=1

A(n)

∥∥∥∥ = 0.

If H = C, then Lemma 2.14 reduces to the classical statement of the lemma whose proof can be

found in the above mentioned references. Replacing the complex-valued arithmetic function with an

arithmetic function taking values on a Hilbert space, and the modulus with the norm on this Hilbert

space, does not affect the proof at all, hence there is no need to repeat it here.

As a consequence we obtain the following orthogonality criterion that is a key ingredient in proving

Theorem B.

8χ0 always stands for a principal character.
9We say that the set P ⊆ P has positive relative density if limN→∞

|P∩[1,N]|
π(N)

exists and is positive, where π(N) :=

|{p ∈ P : p 6 N}|.
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Lemma 2.15. Let (X,µ) be probability space, T be an additive and S be a finitely generated

multiplicative action on (X,µ). Let also b : N → Z and F ∈ L2(X) with
∫
X F dµ = 0. If for any

distinct p1, p2 ∈ P,

lim
N→∞

1

N

N∑

n=1

∫

X

T b(p1n)−b(p2n)F · F dµ = 0,

then for any G ∈ L2(X), we have

lim
N→∞

∥∥∥∥
1

N

N∑

n=1

T b(n)F · SnG

∥∥∥∥
2

= 0.

Proof. First, note that we may assume that |G| 6 1 and then using that any such G can be written

as G = 1
2 (G1 + G2) for some G1, G2 with |G1| = |G2| = 1, we may further that |G| = 1. Since S is

finitely generated, there exist invertible measure-preserving transformations T1, . . . , Td on (X,µ) such

that {Sp : p ∈ P} = {T1, . . . , Td}. We define for each 1 6 i 6 d the set Pi = {p ∈ P : Sp = Ti} and then

we have P =
⋃d
i=1 Pi. It follows that there exists some 1 6 i0 6 d such that P := Pi0 has positive

relative density. We now define A(n) = T b(n)F ·SnG for each n ∈ N and then, in view of Lemma 2.14,

it suffices to show that

lim
N→∞

∥∥∥∥
1

N

N∑

n=1

A(p1n)A(p2n)

∥∥∥∥
2

= 0 ∀ p1 6= p2 ∈ P . (2.8)

For any distinct p1, p2 ∈ P , we have

A(p1n)A(p2n) = T b(p1n)F · T b(p2n)F · Sn(Ti0G) · Sn(Ti0G) = T b(p1n)F · T b(p2n)F · Sn(Ti0 |G|
2)

= T b(p1n)F · T b(p2n)F = T b(p1n)−b(p2n)F · F ,

thus, (2.8) holds, concluding the proof.

Remark 2.16. The proof of Lemma 2.14 is an application of the Turán-Kubilius inequality. Doing

the proof, one could easily check that the assumption there could be weakened as follows: for any

distinct p1, p2 ∈ P ,

lim
N→∞

1

N

N∑

n=1
p1,p2∤n

〈A(p1n), A(p2n)〉 = 0.

Using this strengthened form of Lemma 2.14, Lemma 2.15 can be shown to hold in the more general

case of S being weakly multiplicative.

3. Proof of the Results for Multiplicative Systems

3.1. Proof of Proposition 1.10

First we show that H1 ⊆ L2(X, σ(Ipr), µ). It is enough to show that H1 ⊆ L2(X, σ(Ipr), µ), and

hence it suffices to show that functions of H1 are σ(Ipr)-measurable.

Let F ∈ H1 and we may assume that it is real valued. Then SpF = F for almost every p. Let

A = {x ∈ X : F (x) < a} for some a ∈ R. Notice that S−1
p A△A ⊆ {x ∈ X : F (Spx) 6= F (x)}, thus for

almost every prime we have µ(S−1
p A△A) = 0. This implies that A ∈ Ipr ⊆ σ(Ipr), which shows that

F is σ(Ipr)-measurable, establishing the first inclusion.
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For the other inclusion, we claim that H1 = L2(X, C, µ), for some sub-σ-algebra C of the Borel

and then we will show that Ipr ⊆ C. By [FK91, Lemma 3.1], the claim is equivalent to the following

statement: H1 is a closed subspace of L2(X), containing the constants, and there is a set of bounded

functions U that is dense in H1, such that for any F,G ∈ U , we have FG ∈ H1. Since H1 is indeed

a closed subspace of L2(X) and the fact that it contains the constants can be readily checked, it is

enough to show the last assertion.

Let U = H1∩L
∞(X). This is a set of bounded functions that is dense in H1. Let F,G ∈ U . Then

DF (S, 1) <∞,DG(S, 1) <∞ and FG ∈ L2(X). Then, by the third triangle inequality in Lemma 2.1,

we have that

DFG(S, 1) 6 ‖G‖2DF (S, 1) + ‖F‖2DG(S, 1) <∞,

which shows that FG ∈ H1 ⊆ H1.

We have proved that H1 = L2(X, C, µ) for some σ-algebra C. Now observe that by the definition

of H1 and Ipr, we have that Ipr ⊆ C, and then σ(Ipr) ⊆ C. Hence, L2(X, σ(Ipr), µ) ⊆ H1. This

concludes the proof.

3.2. Proof of Theorem A

We will now prove Theorem 1.14, which implies Theorem A. For the rest of this subsection, we fix

a finitely generated multiplicative system (X,µ, S). For any f ∈ Mc
fg, we define Vf to be the closed

subspace of L2(X) given by

Vf :=
{
F ∈ L2(X) : lim

N→∞

∥∥∥∥
1

N

N∑

n=1

f(n)SnF

∥∥∥∥
2

= 0
}
.

The fact that this a closed subspace can be easily checked. We begin by proving the following

decomposition result.

Theorem 3.1. For any f ∈ Mc
fg, we have

L2(X) = Hf ⊕ Vf .

Combining Lemma 2.10 and Theorem 3.1 we have that for any f, g ∈ Mc
fg with D(f, g) < ∞, it

holds that Vf = Vg. In other words, we have the following:

Corollary 3.2. For any f, g ∈ Mc
fg with D(f, g) <∞ and any F ∈ L2(X), we have that

lim
N→∞

1

N

N∑

n=1

f(n)SnF = 0 in L2(X)

if and only if

lim
N→∞

1

N

N∑

n=1

g(n)SnF = 0 in L2(X).

To prove Theorem 3.1, we split it into the following two propositions.

Proposition 3.3. For any f ∈ Mc
fg, we have Hf ⊥ Vf .
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Proposition 3.4. Let F ∈ L2(X) and f ∈ Mc
fg. If F ⊥ Hf , then

lim
N→∞

∥∥∥∥
1

N

N∑

n=1

f(n)SnF

∥∥∥∥
2

= 0.

Consequently, we have H ⊥
f ⊆ Vf .

We remark that we shall not need the full strength of Theorem 3.1 to prove Theorem 1.14, as

Proposition 3.4 is enough. Nevertheless, the full strength of Theorem 3.1 will be useful in the proof

of Theorem 1.28.

We start with the proof of Proposition 3.3, for which we need several preliminary results that we

are going to state and prove below.

For simplicity we adopt the notation En∈Aa(n) :=
1
|A|

∑
n∈A a(n) for any A ⊆ N and any arithmetic

function a. For any F ∈ L2(X), any f ∈ Mc
fg and any A ⊆ N, limN→∞ ‖En∈A∩[1,N ]f(n)SnF‖2 exists

always, and it is a function in L2(X). We denote this function by En∈Af(n)SnF , that is to say that

En∈Af(n)SnF := lim
N→∞

∥∥∥En∈A∩[1,N ]f(n)SnF
∥∥∥
2
.

In addition, whenever we write

En∈Af(n)SnF = En∈Bg(n)SnG

for some F,G ∈ L2(X), some f, g ∈ Mc
fg, and some A,B ⊆ N, it is implied that the equality is in

L2(X), which means that

lim
N→∞

∥∥∥En∈A∩[1,N ]f(n)SnF −En∈B∩[1,N ]g(n)SnG
∥∥∥
2
= 0.

Proposition 3.5. Let f ∈ Mc
fg, F ∈ Vf and P ⊆ P be finite. Then

En∈QP
f(n)SnF = 0.

Proof. The proof of the proposition consists of two steps. First, we write P = {p1, . . . , ps}, where

s = |P| ∈ N.

Claim 1. For any F ∈ L2(X), we have

En∈Nf(n)SnF =
∑

k1,...,ks∈N∪{0}

s∏

i=1

(pi − 1)f(pi)ki

pki+1
i

( s∏

i=1

S
p
ki
i

)(
En∈QP

f(n)SnF
)
.

Proof of Claim 1. First we show that En∈QP
f(n)SnF exists. To see this, by Theorem A.2, we

have that
∥∥∥∥

1

|QP ∩ [1, N ]|

∑

n∈QP∩[1,N ]

f(n)SnF

∥∥∥∥
2

=
N

|QP ∩ [1, N ]|

(∫

Mc
fg

∣∣∣ 1
N

N∑

n=1

1QP
(n)f(n)g(n)

∣∣∣
2

dµF (g)

)1/2

.

(3.1)

Notice that 1QP
is completely multiplicative and takes only two values, so, by [GS14, Corollary 2.1.12]

the absolute value of the limit of the averages of 1QP
(n)f(n)g(n) exists (and in fact, the mean value

of this function also exists, since it is finitely generated). Then, using the dominated convergence

theorem and (3.1), it follows that En∈N1QP
f(n)SnF and En∈QP

f(n)SnF exist, and moreover, they
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satisfy

En∈QP
f(n)SnF =

1

d(QP)
En∈N1QP

f(n)SnF.

Now we prove the claim by induction on s ∈ N. Let s = 1 and then we write P = {p}. Notice that

we can express the natural numbers as

N =
⊔

k∈N∪{0}

pkQP ,

where throughout we use the symbol ⊔ to denote a disjoint union. Then we have

En∈Nf(n)SnF =
∑

k∈N∪{0}

En∈N1pkQP
(n)f(n)SnF

= lim
N→∞

∑

k∈N∪{0}

f(p)kSpk

(
1

N

∑

n6N/pk

1QP
(n)f(n)SnF

)

= lim
N→∞

∑

k∈N∪{0}

f(p)k

pk
Spk

(
En6N/pk1QP

(n)f(n)SnF
)
=

∑

k∈N∪{0}

f(p)k

pk
Spk

(
En∈N1QP

(n)f(n)SnF
)

= d(QP)
∑

k∈N∪{0}

f(p)k

pk
Spk

(
En∈QP

f(n)SnF
)
=

∑

k∈N∪{0}

(p− 1)f(p)k

pk+1
Spk

(
En∈QP

f(n)SnF
)
,

where all the limits are in L2(X). This proves the base case of the induction. Now let s > 2 and

suppose that the statement is true for all the positive integers smaller than s. Let P ′ = P\{ps} =

{p1, . . . , ps−1}. By the induction hypothesis, we have that

En∈Nf(n)SnF =
∑

k1,...,ks−1∈N∪{0}

s−1∏

i=1

(pi − 1)f(pi)ki

pki+1
i

( s−1∏

i=1

S
p
ki
i

)(
En∈QP′

f(n)SnF
)
. (3.2)

Now we notice that the set of P ′-free numbers can be expressed as

QP′ =
⊔

ks∈N∪{0}

pkss QP .

Therefore, as we did in the base case, we have

En∈QP′
f(n)SnF =

∑

ks∈N∪{0}

En∈QP′
1pkss QP

(n)f(n)SnF

= lim
N→∞

∑

ks∈N∪{0}

f(ps)ksSpkss

(
1

|QP′ ∩ [1, N ]|

∑

n∈QP′∩[1,N/pkss ]

1QP
(n)f(n)SnF

)

= lim
N→∞

∑

ks∈N∪{0}

f(ps)ks

pkss
Spkss

(
En∈QP′∩[1,N/pkss ]1QP

(n)f(n)SnF
)

=
∑

ks∈N∪{0}

f(ps)ks

pkss
Spkss

(
En∈QP′

1QP
(n)f(n)SnF

)

=
d(QP)

d(QP′)

∑

ks∈N∪{0}

f(ps)ks

pkss
Spkss

(
En∈QP

f(n)SnF
)

=
∑

ks∈N∪{0}

(ps − 1)f(ps)ks

pks+1
s

Spkss

(
En∈QP

f(n)SnF
)
, (3.3)
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where all the limits are taken in L2(X). Substituting (3.3) to (3.2), we obtain

En∈Nf(n)SnF

=
∑

k1,...,ks−1∈N∪{0}

s−1∏

i=1

(pi − 1)f(pi)ki

pki+1
i

( s−1∏

i=1

S
p
ki
i

)( ∑

ks∈N∪{0}

ps − 1

pks+1
s

f(ps)ksSpkss

(
En∈QP

f(n)SnF
))

=
∑

k1,...,ks∈N∪{0}

s∏

i=1

(pi − 1)f(pi)ki

pki+1
i

( s∏

i=1

S
p
ki
i

)(
En∈QP

f(n)SnF
)
.

This completes the induction and concludes the proof of the claim. △

Claim 2. For any function G ∈ L2(X) satisfying

∑

k1,...,ks∈N∪{0}

s∏

i=1

f(pi)ki

pki+1
i

( s∏

i=1

S
p
ki
i

)
G = 0,

it holds that G = 0.

Proof of Claim 2. We also prove this claim by induction on s ∈ N. Let s = 1 and then we write

P = {p}. Then for any G ∈ L2(X), we have that

0 =
∑

k∈N∪{0}

f(p)k

pk+1
SpkG =

1

p
S1G+

∑

k∈N

f(p)k

pk+1
SpkG =

1

p
S1G+

1

p
S1

( ∑

k∈N∪{0}

f(p)k

pk+1
SpkG

)
=

1

p
S1G

and therefore, G = 0. This proves the base case of the induction. Now let s > 2 and suppose that the

statement is true for all positive integers smaller than s. Let G ∈ L2(X) satisfying the assumption of

the claim. Then we have that

0 =
∑

k1,...,ks∈N∪{0}

s∏

i=1

f(pi)ki

pki+1
i

( s∏

i=1

S
p
ki
i

)
G

=
∑

k1,...,ks−1∈N∪{0}

s−1∏

i=1

f(pi)ki

pki+1
i

( s−1∏

i=1

S
p
ki
i

)( ∑

ks∈N∪{0}

f(ps)ks

pks+1
s

Spkss G

)
.

Then, by induction hypothesis, it follows that the function G̃ :=
∑

ks∈N∪{0}
f(ps)ks

pks+1
s

Spkss G ∈ L2(X)

satisfies G̃ = 0. Then, by the base case, this implies that G = 0, concluding the induction, and hence,

the proof of the claim. △

Since F ∈ Vf , it follows by Claim 1 that

∑

k1,...,ks∈N∪{0}

s∏

i=1

(pi − 1)f(pi)ki

pki+1
i

( s∏

i=1

S
p
ki
i

)(
En∈QP

f(n)SnF
)
= 0

and so,

∑

k1,...,ks∈N∪{0}

s∏

i=1

f(pi)ki

pki+1
i

( s∏

i=1

S
p
ki
i

)(
En∈QP

f(n)SnF
)
= 0.

Then by applying Claim 2, for the function G = En∈QP
f(n)SnF , we conclude that En∈QP

f(n)SnF =

0. This concludes the proof of the proposition.

Lemma 3.6. Let P ⊆ P containing a few primes. Then for any ε > 0, there exists a finite Pε ⊆ P

such that d(QPε\QP) < ε.
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Proof. Let ε > 0 and δ = 1− ( ε
d(QP) + 1)−1 > 0. Since

∑
p∈P

1
p <∞, there exists some Nε ∈ N such

that
∑

p∈P
p>Nε

1

p
< δ.

Let Pε = {p ∈ P : p 6 Nε} which is a finite subset of P . Then we have

d(QPε\QP) = d(QPε)− d(QP) = d(QP)

(
d(QPε)

d(QP)
− 1

)
= d(QP )

( ∏

p∈P\Pε

(
1−

1

p

)−1

− 1

)

6 d(QP )

((
1−

∑

p∈P\Pε

1

p

)−1

− 1

)
< d(QP)

(
(1 − δ)−1 − 1

)
= ε.

This concludes the proof.

Corollary 3.7. Let f ∈ Mc
fg, F ∈ Vf and P ⊆ P containing a few primes. Then

En∈QP
f(n)SnF = 0.

Proof. Let ε > 0. Since
∑

p∈P
1
p < ∞, then d(QP ) > 0. Consider a finite set Pε ⊆ P such that

d(QPε\QP) < d(QP)ε
4 , as guaranteed by Lemma 3.6. Now by Proposition 3.5, for any N large

(depending on ε), we have
∥∥∥En∈QPε∩[1,N ]f(n)SnF

∥∥∥
2
<
ε

2
.

Then for any N large, we have

∥∥∥En∈QP∩[1,N ]f(n)SnF
∥∥∥
2
6

1

|QP ∩ [1, N ]|

∥∥∥∥
∑

n∈QPε∩[1,N ]

f(n)SnF
∥∥∥
2

+
1

|QP ∩ [1, N ]|

∥∥∥∥
∑

n∈(QP\QPε )∩[1,N ]

f(n)SnF

∥∥∥∥
2

6
|QPε ∩ [1, N ]|

|QP ∩ [1, N ]|

∥∥∥En∈QPε∩[1,N ]f(n)SnF
∥∥∥
2
+

|(QPε\QP) ∩ [1, N ]|

|QP ∩ [1, N ]|

6

∥∥∥EQPε∩[1,N ]f(n)SnF
∥∥∥
2
+ 2

|(QPε\QP) ∩ [1, N ]|

|QP ∩ [1, N ]|
.

Therefore,

lim sup
N→∞

∥∥∥EQP∩[1,N ]SnF
∥∥∥
2
<
ε

2
+ 2

d(QPε\QP)

d(QP)
< ε.

Since ε was arbitrary, the result follows.

Now we are ready to prove Proposition 3.3, which will follow quite easily from Corollary 3.7.

Proof of Proposition 3.3. Let f ∈ Mc
fg, and let F ∈ Hf and G ∈ Vf . Then the set P := {p ∈

P : SpF 6= f(p)F} satisfies
∑

p∈P
1
p <∞. It follows by Corollary 3.7 that En∈QP

f(n)SnG = 0. So for

any N ∈ N, we have

〈F,G〉 = EQP∩[1,N ]〈SnF, SnG〉 = EQP∩[1,N ]〈f(n)F, SnG〉 =
〈
F,EQP∩[1,N ]f(n)SnG

〉
.

By Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, for any N ∈ N, we have that

|〈F,G〉| 6 ‖F‖22

∥∥∥EQP∩[1,N ]f(n)SnG
∥∥∥
2

2
.
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Letting N → ∞, yields that 〈F,G〉 = 0. This proves that Hf ⊥ Vf .

We continue by proving Proposition 3.4.

Proof of Proposition 3.4. Let F ∈ L2(X) and f ∈ Mc
fg. Suppose that

lim
N→∞

∥∥∥∥
1

N

N∑

n=1

f(n)SnF

∥∥∥∥
2

> 0.

Our goal is to show that F 6⊥ Hf . By Theorem A.2, it follows from the assumption that

lim
N→∞

∫

Mc
fg

∣∣∣∣
1

N

N∑

n=1

g(n)f(n)

∣∣∣∣
2

dµF (g) > 0,

where µF is the spectral measure of F . It follows by Theorem 1.1 that

µF (Af ∩Mc
fg) = µF ({g ∈ Mc

fg : D(g, f) <∞}) > 0.

Now we define the non-zero function δf ∈ L2(Mc
fg, µF ) by

δf (g) =

{
1, if g ∈ Af ∩Mc

fg,

0, otherwise,

which satisfies
∫
Mc

fg
δf dµF > 0. Consider the unitary isomorphism Φ from L2(Mc

fg, µF ) to the cyclic

sub-representation of L2(X) generated by F , as guaranteed by Theorem A.2. This isomorphism

conjugates Sn to multiplication by en and also maps 1 to F . Let G = Φ(δf ) ∈ L2(X). Then we have

〈F,G〉 = 〈1, δf 〉L2(Mc
fg,µF ) =

∫

Mc
fg

δf dµF > 0.

By Theorem A.2 once again, we have that, for any n ∈ N,
∫

Mc
fg

g(n) dµG(g) =

∫

X

SnG ·G dµ =

∫

Mc
fg

g(n)δf (g)δf (g) dµF (g) =

∫

Mc
fg

g(n) d(δfµF )(g).

By uniqueness of the spectral measure, it follows that µG = δfµF , which implies that µG is supported

on Af ∩Mc
fg. It follows by Lemma 2.7 that G ∈ Hf , and since F and G are not orthogonal, we obtain

that F 6⊥ Hf . This concludes the proof.

Recall that our goal is to prove Theorem 1.14. The following is an obvious corollary of Proposi-

tion 3.4, which will be useful to this end.

Corollary 3.8. For any F ∈ L2(X) and any f ∈ Mc
fg, we have

lim
N→∞

∥∥∥∥
1

N

N∑

n=1

f(n)SnF −
1

N

N∑

n=1

f(n)Sn(PfF )

∥∥∥∥
2

= 0.

In view of Corollary 3.8, we see that in order to conclude the proof of Theorem 1.14, we need to

calculate the ergodic averages 1
N

∑N
n=1 f(n)SnF , for F ∈ Hf . In the next proposition, we do it for

F ∈ Hf .

Proposition 3.9. Let f ∈ Mc
fg and F ∈ Hf . Then

lim
N→∞

1

N

N∑

n=1

f(n)SnF =
∏

p∈P

(
1−

1

p

) ∑

n∈QPc

f(n)

n
SnF in L2(X),
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where P = {p ∈ P : SpF 6= f(p)F}.

Proof. We begin by defining a completely multiplicative sequence (Gn)n∈N of L2(X) functions and a

finitely generated completely multiplicative function h given by

Gp =

{
SpF, p ∈ P

0, p ∈ Pc
, and h(p) =

{
0, p ∈ P

f(p), p ∈ Pc

respectively. Then we observe that

SnF =
∑

ab=n

Ga · h(b).

Therefore, we have

1

N

N∑

n=1

f(n)SnF =
1

N

N∑

n=1

f(n)
∑

ab=n

Gah(b) =
1

N

N∑

a=1

f(a)Ga
∑

b6N/a

f(b)h(b)

=

N∑

n=1

f(n)

n
Gn

(
Em6N/nf(m)h(m)

)
+ o(1). (3.4)

We set K(M) = Em6Mf(m)h(m) for any M > 0. For any positive integers M < N , we have

∥∥∥∥
N∑

n=1

f(n)

n
GnK

(N
n

)
−K(N)

N∑

n=1

f(n)

n
Gn

∥∥∥∥
2

=

∥∥∥∥
N∑

n=1

f(n)

n
Gn

(
K
(N
n

)
−K(N)

)∥∥∥∥
2

6

∥∥∥∥
M∑

n=1

f(n)

n
Gn

(
K
(N
n

)
−K(N)

)∥∥∥∥
2

+
N∑

n=M+1

∥∥∥K
(N
n

)
−K(N)

∥∥∥
∞

|f(n)|

n
‖Gn‖2

6

M∑

n=1

1

n

∥∥∥K
(N
n

)
−K(N)

∥∥∥
2
+ 2

N∑

n=M+1

‖Gn‖2
n

.

Choosing M < N so that N/M → ∞, it follows that

lim sup
M→∞

lim sup
N→∞

∥∥∥∥
N∑

n=1

f(n)

n
GnK

(N
n

)
−K(N)

N∑

n=1

f(n)

n
Gn

∥∥∥∥
2

6 2 lim sup
M→∞

∑

n>M

‖Gn‖2
n

= 0,

since
∑

n∈N
‖Gn‖2

n = ‖F‖2
∑

n∈QPc

1
n = ‖F‖2

∏
p∈P

(
1− 1

p

)−1
6 ‖F‖2 exp

(∑
p∈P

1
p

)
<∞. Thus, for

large N , we can rewrite (3.4) as

1

N

N∑

n=1

f(n)SnF =

(
1

N

N∑

n=1

f(n)h(n)

)( N∑

n=1

f(n)

n
Gn

)
+ o(1)

=

(
1

N

∑

QP∩[1,N ]

1

)( ∑

n∈QPc∩[1,N ]

f(n)

n
SnF

)
+ o(1) =

|QP ∩ [1, N ]|

N

∑

n∈QPc∩[1,N ]

f(n)

n
SnF + o(1)

where equalities are taken in L2(X). Therefore,

lim
N→∞

1

N

N∑

n=1

f(n)SnF = d(QP)
∑

n∈QPc

f(n)

n
SnF =

∏

p∈P

(
1−

1

p

) ∑

n∈QPc

f(n)

n
SnF in L2(X).

This concludes the proof.

We are now ready to conclude the proof of Theorem 1.14.
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Proof of Theorem 1.14. In view of Corollary 3.8, it suffices to show that the convergence in Proposi-

tion 3.9 holds for functions in Hf .

Let F ∈ Hf and ε > 0. There exists some G ∈ Hf such that ‖F − G‖2 <
ε
2 and let P = {p ∈

P : SpG 6= f(p)G}. By Proposition 3.9, we have

lim
N→∞

∥∥∥∥
1

N

N∑

n=1

f(n)SnG−
∏

p∈P∩[1,N ]

(
1−

1

p

) ∑

n∈QPc∩[1,N ]

f(n)

n
SnG

∥∥∥∥
2

= 0.

Then by triangle inequality we have that

∥∥∥∥
1

N

N∑

n=1

f(n)SnF −
∏

p∈P∩[1,N ]

(
1−

1

p

) ∑

n∈QPc∩[1,N ]

f(n)

n
SnG

∥∥∥∥
2

6

∥∥∥∥
1

N

N∑

n=1

f(n)SnF −
1

N

N∑

n=1

f(n)SnG

∥∥∥∥
2

+

∥∥∥∥
1

N

N∑

n=1

f(n)SnG−
∏

p∈P∩[1,N ]

(
1−

1

p

) ∑

n∈QPc∩[1,N ]

f(n)

n
SnG

∥∥∥∥
2

+

∥∥∥∥
∏

p∈P∩[1,N ]

(
1−

1

p

) ∑

n∈QPc∩[1,N ]

f(n)

n
SnG−

∏

p∈P∩[1,N ]

(
1−

1

p

) ∑

n∈QPc∩[1,N ]

f(n)

n
SnF

∥∥∥∥
2

6 ‖F −G‖2 +

∥∥∥∥
1

N

N∑

n=1

f(n)SnG−
∏

p∈P∩[1,N ]

(
1−

1

p

) ∑

n∈QPc∩[1,N ]

f(n)

n
SnG

∥∥∥∥
2

+
∏

p∈P∩[1,N ]

(
1−

1

p

)
‖F −G‖2

∑

n∈QPc∩[1,N ]

1

n

<
ε

2
+

∥∥∥∥
1

N

N∑

n=1

f(n)SnG−
∏

p∈P∩[1,N ]

(
1−

1

p

) ∑

n∈QPc∩[1,N ]

f(n)

n
SnG

∥∥∥∥
2

+
ε

2

∏

p∈P∩[1,N ]

(
1−

1

p

) ∑

n∈QPc

1

n
.

By sending N → ∞, and using Euler products, we obtain

lim
N→∞

∥∥∥∥
1

N

N∑

n=1

f(n)SnF −
∏

p∈P∩[1,N ]

(
1−

1

p

) ∑

n∈QPc∩[1,N ]

f(n)

n
SnG

∥∥∥∥
2

6
ε

2
+
ε

2

∏

p∈P

(
1−

1

p

) ∑

n∈QPc

1

n
=
ε

2
+
ε

2

∏

p∈P

(
1−

1

p

) ∏

p∈P

(
1−

1

p

)−1

= ε.

Since ε was arbitrary, the result follows.

3.3. Proof of the corollaries of Theorem A

Proof of Corollary 1.15. (i) Let F ∈ L2(X) and we may assume that
∫
X
F dµ = 0. Assume that PfF

is constant. By Remark 2.11, we have that

PfF =

∫

X

PfF dµ =

{∫
X F dµ, if D(f, 1) <∞,

0, otherwise
= 0.
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It follows by Theorem 1.14 that

lim
N→∞

∥∥∥∥
1

N

N∑

n=1

f(n)SnF

∥∥∥∥
2

= 0

and the proof of (i) is complete.

(ii) Assuming that we have proved the result for zero integral functions, if F is any non-constant L2(X)

function satisfying DF (S, f) <∞, we define the non-constant, zero integral function G = F−
∫
X
F dµ.

Then DG(S, f) <∞ and so we have

lim
N→∞

∥∥∥∥
1

N

N∑

n=1

f(n)SnF −M(f) ·

∫

X

F dµ

∥∥∥∥
2

= lim
N→∞

∥∥∥∥
1

N

N∑

n=1

f(n)SnG

∥∥∥∥
2

> 0.

Therefore it suffices to show it for zero integral functions. Let F ∈ L2(X) be such a function and

suppose that DF (S, f) <∞. It follows from Lemma 2.7 that µF is supported on Af ∩Mc
fg. Then by

Theorem A.2 and the dominated convergence theorem, we have that

lim
N→∞

∥∥∥∥
1

N

N∑

n=1

f(n)SnF

∥∥∥∥
2

2

= lim
N→∞

∫

Mc
fg

∣∣∣∣
1

N

N∑

n=1

f(n)g(n)

∣∣∣∣
2

dµF (g) =

∫

Mc
fg

|M(fg)|2 dµF (g)

=

∫

Mc
fg

|M(g)|2 dνF (g), (3.5)

where νF = fµF and is supported on A1 ∩Mc
fg.

Let g ∈ A1 be finitely generated. We define the function

h(p) := 1−
(
1−

1

p

)(
1−

g(p)

p

)−1

=
1− g(p)

p− g(p)
=
p− pg(p)− g(p) + 1

|p− g(p)|2
,

and by Theorem 1.1, we have

|M(g)|2 ≫

∣∣∣∣
∏

p>5

(
1−

1

p

)(
1−

g(p)

p

)−1
∣∣∣∣
2

=

∣∣∣∣
∏

p>5

(1 − h(p))

∣∣∣∣
2

= exp

(
2
∑

p>5

log |1− h(p)|

)
. (3.6)

Now, we have that

Re(h(p)) =
(p+ 1)(1− Re(g(p)))

|p− g(p)|2
6 2

1− Re(g(p))

|p− g(p)|
, (3.7)

and then clearly Re(h(p)) ∈ [0, 1). Combining (3.6) and (3.7) and using the inequality log(1 − x) >

− x
1−x for x ∈ [0, 1) and the fact that x 7→ − x

1−x is decreasing in [0, 1), it follows that

|M(g)|2 ≫ exp

(
2
∑

p>5

log(1− Re(h(p)))

)
> exp

(
− 2

∑

p>5

Re(h(p))

1− Re(h(p))

)

> exp

(
− 4

∑

p>5

1− Re(g(p))

|p− g(p)| − 2(1− Re(g(p)))

)
> exp

(
− 16

∑

p>5

1− Re(g(p))

p

)

> exp(−16D(g, 1)2), (3.8)

where the second last inequality follows from that |p − g(p)| − 2(1 − Re(g(p))) > p − 5 > p
4 for all

primes p > 5. It follows by (3.5) and (3.8) that

lim
N→∞

∥∥∥∥
1

N

N∑

n=1

f(n)SnF

∥∥∥∥
2

2

≫

∫

Mc
fg

exp(−16D(g, 1)2) dνF (g).
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Then, by Jensen’s inequality for the convex function e−x, it follows that

lim
N→∞

∥∥∥∥
1

N

N∑

n=1

f(n)SnF

∥∥∥∥
2

2

≫ exp

(
− 16

∫

Mc
fg

D(g, 1)2 dνF (g)

)
= exp

(
− 16

∫

Mc
fg

D(g, f)2 dµF (g)

)

= exp(−16DF (S, f)
2) > 0.

This concludes the proof.

Proof of Corollary 1.17. By Lemma 2.13, S is aperiodic if and only if for any Dirichlet character χ

and any F ∈ L2(X),

lim
N→∞

1

N

N∑

n=1

χ(n)SnF =

{∫
X F dµ, if χ = χ0,

0, otherwise.

Then, in view of Corollary 3.2, Theorem A and Corollary 1.11, it suffices to show that the following

are equivalent:

(a) For any F ∈ L2(X), limN→∞

∥∥ 1
N

∑N
n=1 χ(n)SnF

∥∥
2
= 0 holds for all χ 6= χ0.

(b) Hχ = {0} for all χ 6= χ0.

(c) σpr.rat(S) = A1.

(a) is equivalent to that Vχ = L2(X) for all χ 6= χ0, which, in view of Theorem 3.1, is equivalent to

(b). Now (b) and (c) are equivalent by definition. This concludes the proof.

Proof of Corollary 1.18. At first, notice that (ii) and (iv) are obviously equivalent. Moreover, in view

of Corollary 1.11, the equivalence of (ii) and (iii) follows from the equivalence:

Hf = {0}, ∀ f ∈ Mc
fg with D(f, 1) = ∞ ⇐⇒ σpr(S) = A1,

which is true by definition. It remains to show that (i) and (iv) are equivalent.

(i) =⇒ (iv) Suppose that S is pretentiously weak-mixing, thus, S×S is pretentiously ergodic. We let

F ∈ L2(X) be a pretentious eigenfunction with corresponding pretentious eigenvalue f ∈ Mc
fg and

we define the function G ∈ L2(X ×X) by G(x, y) = F (x)F (y). Then, by the triangle inequality, we

have that

‖(Sp × Sp)G−G‖L2(X×X)

6 ‖SpF ⊗ SpF − (f(p)F )⊗ SpF‖L2(X×X) + ‖(f(p)F )⊗ SpF −G‖L2(X×X)

= ‖SpF ⊗ SpF − (f(p)F )⊗ SpF‖L2(X×X) + ‖(f(p)F )⊗ SpF − (f(p)F )⊗ (f(p)F )‖L2(X×X)

= 2‖F‖2‖SpF − f(p)F‖2,

and then by (2.1), it follows that

DG(S × S, 1)2 6
∑

p∈P

‖(Sp × Sp)G−G‖2L2(X×X)

p
6 4‖F‖22

∑

p∈P

‖SpF − f(p)F‖22
p

6 8‖F‖22DF (S, f)
2

<∞.

This shows that G is pretentiously invariant with respect to S×S, and then it follows by Corollary 1.11

that G is constant and hence, F is constant.

(iv) =⇒ (i) On the other hand, suppose that S has no non-constant pretentious eigenfunctions. It

follows that Hf also consists of constants. We want to show that for any F ∈ L2(X), we have

lim
N→∞

1

N

N∑

n=1

∣∣∣∣
∫

X

SnF · F dµ−

∫

X

F dµ

∫

X

F dµ

∣∣∣∣ = 0.
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which is an equivalent definition of S being pretentiously weak-mixing. It is enough to show this

for non-constant functions with zero integral. Let F ∈ L2(X) be a non-constant function with∫
X
F dµ = 0. Since the averages of a sequence converge to zero if and only if the averages of the

square of the sequence converges to zero, it is enough to show that

lim
N→∞

1

N

N∑

n=1

∣∣∣∣
∫

X

SnF · F dµ

∣∣∣∣
2

= 0.

By Theorem A.2 and by expanding the square, we have

1

N

N∑

n=1

∣∣∣∣
∫

X

SnF · F dµ

∣∣∣∣
2

=
1

N

N∑

n=1

∣∣∣∣
∫

Mc
fg

f(n) dµF (f)

∣∣∣∣
2

=
1

N

N∑

n=1

(∫

Mc
fg

f(n) dµF (f)

)(∫

Mc
fg

g(n) dµF (g)

)
=

∫

Mc
fg×Mc

fg

1

N

N∑

n=1

f(n)g(n) d(µF × µF )(f, g).

(3.9)

We claim that for any f ∈ Mc
fg we have µF (Af ) = 0. Suppose for contradiction that there exists some

f ∈ Mc
fg such that µF (Af ) > 0. Then by Lemma 2.5, there exists a function G ∈ L2(X) such that

µG(Af ∩Mc
fg) = 1. It can be seen by the proof of Lemma 2.5, that G is non-constant since F is non-

constant. Since µG is supported onAf , then it follows by Lemma 2.7 thatG ∈ Hf , but this contradicts

the fact that Hf consists of constants. Now we define ∆ = {(f, g) ∈ Mc
fg×Mc

fg : D(f, g) <∞}. Then,

by Tonelli’s theorem, we have that

(µF × µF )(∆) =

∫

Mc
fg

µF (Af ) dµF (f) = 0.

It follows by Theorem 1.1 that for any (f, g) ∈ supp(µF × µF ), we have M(fg) = 0. The result then

follows by sending N → ∞ in (3.9) and using the dominated convergence theorem.

Proof of Corollary 1.23. Let f ∈ Mc
fg and consider (X,µ, S) to be the multiplicative rotation by f .

(i) In view of Corollary 1.11 it is enough to show that H1 consists of constants if and only if D(fk, 1) =

∞ for any k < |X |. Recall that X = f(N) and notice that this space is either S1 (if and only if

f(p) = e(α) for p ∈ P and some irrational α), or finite (if and only if for any p ∈ P, f(p) is some

rational phase). We treat each case separately:

(a) Suppose that X = S1. Then for any k ∈ N, fk 6= 1. Moreover, the dual space of X is

X̂ = {xk : k ∈ Z} ≃ Z. Hence, L2(X) functions can be written as

F =
∑

k∈Z

ckx
k in L2(X), (3.10)

where ck ∈ S1 for all k ∈ Z. Suppose first that H1 consists of constants. Then for any k ∈ Z\{0},

the L2(X) function Fk(x) = xk satisfies SpFk 6= Fk for many primes. But SpFk = f(p)kFk, hence

f(p)k 6= 1 for many primes. It follows that D(fk, 1) = ∞, and this holds for all k ∈ Z\{0}. On

the other hand, suppose that D(fk, 1) = ∞ for any k ∈ N. hence for any k ∈ Z as well. Let

F ∈ L2(X), as in (3.10), be a pretentiously invariant function. We want to show that for any

k ∈ Z\{0}, ck = 0. Fix k ∈ Z\{0}. By assumption, f(p)k 6= 1 for many primes and also

SpF = F for almost every prime. It follows that there exists some p0 ∈ P such that f(p0)
k 6= 1

and Sp0F = F . Using (3.10), it is not hard to see that Sp0F = F implies that either ck = 0 or

f(p0)
k = 1, but the latter case is excluded, therefore we have ck = 0. This shows H1 consists of

constants, concluding the proof in the first case.
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(b) Suppose that X is finite. Then f |X| = 1 and the dual space of X is X̂ = {xk : 0 6 k < |X |},

hence L2(X) functions are expressed in the form

F =
∑

06k<|X|

ckx
k in L2(X),

where ck ∈ S1 for all 0 6 k < |X |. The proof now is identical to the previous case.

The proof of the (i) is complete.

(ii) In view of Corollary 1.17, and by using (i), we have to show that for any non-principal Dirichlet

character χ, Hχ = {0} is equivalent to D(fk, χ) = ∞. The proof of this is identical to that of (i).

(iii) Clearly, the identity F (x) = x is a non-constant pretentious eigenfunction, so in view of Corol-

lary 1.18, S is not pretentiously weak-mixing.

Before we move to the proof of the next result we need the following lemma:

Lemma 3.10. Let a : N → Z be a finitely generated additive function. Then for any α 6∈ Q and for

any Dirichlet character χ, we have D(e(a(n)α), χ) = ∞.

Proof. The non-zero values of any Dirichlet character χ mod q are the φ(q)-roots of unity. On the

other hand, if α is an irrational number, then the function e(a(n)α) does not take values on the roots of

unity at all. Hence e(a(p)α) 6= χ(p) for almost every p ∈ P and in particular, D(e(a(n)α), χ) = ∞.

Proof of Corollary 1.24. Let a : N → Z be a finitely generated completely additive function, (X,µ, T )

an additive system and consider the finitely generated multiplicative system (X,µ, T a).

(i) First, we observe that if H1 consists of constants, then the space of T -invariant functions also does.

In view of Corollary 1.11, this implies that pretentious ergodicity of T a implies ergodicity of T . Thus,

assuming that (X,µ, T ) is ergodic, it suffices to show that T a is pretentiously ergodic if and only if a

satisfies:

• for any r/q ∈ σrat(T )\{0} with (r, q) = 1, q ∤ a(p) holds for many primes, and

• a(p) 6= 0 for many primes.

Then, using Theorem A, Theorem A.1, Theorem 1.1 and Lemma 3.10, we have

T a is pretentiously ergodic ⇐⇒ ∀ F ∈ L2(X), lim
N→∞

1

N

N∑

n=1

T a(n)F =

∫

X

F dµ in L2(X)

⇐⇒ ∀ α ∈ σ(T )\{0}, lim
N→∞

1

N

N∑

n=1

e(a(n)α) = 0

⇐⇒ ∀ α ∈ σ(T )\{0}, D(e(a(n)α), 1) = ∞

⇐⇒ ∀ r/q ∈ σrat(T )\{0} with (r, q) = 1, D(e(a(n)r/q), 1) = ∞

⇐⇒ ∀ r/q ∈ σrat(T )\{0} with (r, q) = 1, the set

P := {p ∈ P : a(p)r/q 6∈ Z} contains many primes,

and since we can express P = {p ∈ P : a(p) 6= 0} ∩ {p ∈ P : q ∤ a(p)}, the result follows.

(ii) Similarly, assuming that (X,µ, T ) is ergodic, it suffices to show that T a is aperiodic if and only

if e(a(n)α) is aperiodic for any α ∈ (0, 1) ∩ Q. Then, using Theorem A.1, Theorem 1.1, Lemma B.1

and Lemma 3.10, we have:

T a is aperiodic ⇐⇒ ∀ F ∈ L2(X), ∀ r, q ∈ N, lim
N→∞

1

N

N∑

n=1

T a(qn+r)F =

∫

X

F dµ in L2(X)
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⇐⇒ ∀ α ∈ σ(T )\{0}, ∀ r, q ∈ N, lim
N→∞

1

N

N∑

n=1

e(a(qn+ r)α) = 0

⇐⇒ ∀ α ∈ σ(T )\{0}, ∀ χ, lim
N→∞

1

N

N∑

n=1

χ(n)e(a(n)α) = 0

⇐⇒ ∀ α ∈ σ(T )\{0}, ∀ χ, D(e(a(n)α), χ) = ∞

⇐⇒ ∀ α ∈ σrat(T )\{0}, ∀ χ, D(e(a(n)α), χ) = ∞,

which, in view of Theorem 1.1, is equivalent to that e(a(n)α) is aperiodic for any α ∈ (0, 1) ∩Q.

(iii) Finally, we have that T a is pretentiously weak-mixing if and only if T a × T a = (T × T )a is

pretentiously ergodic (by definition), which, in view of (i), is equivalent to that T × T is ergodic and

a satisfies the condition in (i) which eventually, is equivalent to that T is weak-mixing and a satisfies

the condition in (i). This concludes the proof.

Proof of Corollary 1.26. (i) This follows from Corollary 1.24 (i).

(ii) Suppose that a(p) = 1 holds for almost every p ∈ P. Suppose for sake of contradiction that

there exist a Dirichlet character χ and some r/q ∈ (0, 1) such that D(e(a(n)r/q), χ) < ∞. Hence,

e(a(p)r/q) = χ(p) for almost every p ∈ P. On the other hand, the assumption gives that e(a(p)r/q) =

e(r/q) for almost every p ∈ P. Combining the previous, we have that χ(p) is equal to the fixed

number e(r/q) for almost every p ∈ P, but since the non-zero values of any Dirichlet character mod s

are equidistributed in the φ(s) roots of unity, it follows that χ is principal. Then, e(r/q) = 1, which

is not possible since r/q ∈ (0, 1). This yields a contradiction. It follows by Corollary 1.24 (ii) that

(X,µ, T a) is aperiodic for any ergodic (X,µ, T ). This concludes the proof.

3.4. Proof of the decomposition theorems

Here we prove the two decompositions theorems, namely Theorem 1.28 and Theorem 1.29. The proof

of the first one will follow easily by Theorem 3.1 and the following simple lemma.

Lemma 3.11. For any A ⊆ Mc
fg, we have that

(
span

( ⋃

f∈A

Hf

))⊥

=

( ⋃

f∈A

Hf

)⊥

.

Proof. Let F ∈
(⋃

f∈A Hf

)⊥
and G ∈ span

(⋃
f∈A Hf

)
. Then there exist k ∈ N, c1, . . . , ck ∈ C,

f1, . . . , fk ∈ A and Gi ∈ Hfi for any 1 6 i 6 k, such that

G =

k∑

i=1

ciGi.

It follows that

〈F,G〉 =

k∑

i=1

ci〈F,Gi〉 = 0,

since by assumption, 〈F,Gi〉 = 0 for any 1 6 i 6 k. This shows that

( ⋃

f∈A

Hf

)⊥

⊆

(
span

( ⋃

f∈A

Hf

))⊥

.

The other inclusion is obvious.
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Proof of Theorem 1.28. We want to show that Haper = H ⊥
pr.rat. First, we show that

Haper =
⋂

χ

Vχ, (3.11)

where the intersection is over all the Dirichlet characters χ.

By Remark 2.11, it follows that for any F ∈ V1, we have
∫
X
F dµ = 0. Clearly, Haper ⊆ V1, thus,

for any F ∈ Haper, we have
∫
X F dµ = 0. Therefore, (3.11) follows from Lemma 2.13.

Now, using (3.11), Theorem 3.1 and Lemma 3.11 for A being the collection of all Dirichlet char-

acters, we have

Haper =
⋂

χ

Vχ =
⋂

χ

H
⊥
χ =

(⋃

χ

Hχ

)⊥

=

(
span

(⋃

χ

Hχ

))⊥

=

(
span

(⋃

χ

Hχ

))⊥

= H
⊥
pr.rat.

The proof of the theorem is complete.

To prove Theorem 1.29, we will use the following lemma.

Lemma 3.12. Let (wn)n∈N be a sequence of non-negative real numbers and let D ⊆ N be a set with

positive natural density. If En∈Nwn = 0, then En∈Dwn = 0.

The above result is classical and easy to show, thus its proof is omitted.

Proof of Theorem 1.29. Let F ∈ L2(X) be a pretentious eigenfunction and let G ∈ Hpr.wm. Then

there exists some f ∈ Mc
fg such that DF (S, f) < ∞. Let P = {p ∈ P : SpF 6= f(p)F} and then∑

p∈P
1
p <∞. Then we have

|〈F,G〉| = En∈QP
|〈SnF, SnG〉| = En∈QP

|f(n)〈F, SnG〉| = En∈QP
|〈F, SnG〉|.

In view of Lemma 3.12, if we set wn = |〈F, SnG〉| and D = QP with natural density

d(D) =
∏

p6∈P

(
1−

1

p

)
> exp

(
−

∑

p6∈P

1

p

)
> 0,

then we have that En∈Nwn = 0, since G is pretentiously weak-mixing, and then it follows that

En∈QP
|〈F, SnG〉| = En∈Dwn = 0.

Hence, we have that 〈F,G〉 = 0 and this shows that Hpr.eig ⊥ Hpr.wm. It remains to prove that

H ⊥
pr.eig ⊆ Hpr.wm. Let F /∈ Hpr.wm. Then, as in the proof of Corollary 1.18, we have

lim
N→∞

∫

Mc
fg×Mc

fg

1

N

N∑

n=1

f(n)g(n) d(µF × µF )(f, g) = lim
N→∞

1

N

N∑

n=1

∣∣∣∣
∫

X

SnF · F dµ

∣∣∣∣
2

> 0.

Let ∆ = {(f, g) ∈ Mc
fg×Mc

fg : D(f, g) <∞} and then it follows by Theorem 1.1 that (µF×µF )(∆) > 0.

By Tonelli’s theorem, it follows that there exists some f ∈ Mc
fg such that µF (Af ∩Mc

fg) > 0. Now,

as we argued in the proof of Proposition 3.4, we can find some G ∈ L2(X) such that DG(S, f) < ∞

and 〈F,G〉 > 0. This shows that F /∈ H ⊥
pr.eig. The proof is complete.

3.5. Deduction of Theorem 1.1 from Theorem A

Let f ∈ Mc
fg such that D(f, 1) = ∞. We want to show that M(f) = 0. Let X = f(N), µ be the Haar

measure on X and S be the multiplicative rotation by f , that is to say, Sn(x) = f(n)x for any n ∈ N.
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Let F ∈ L2(X) be the identity function. It suffices to show

lim
N→∞

∥∥∥∥
1

N

N∑

n=1

SnF

∥∥∥∥
2

= 0.

In view of Theorem A, we have to show that E(F | σ(Ipr)) = 0. Since D(f, 1) = ∞ and f is finitely

generated, SpF 6= F holds for many primes, and consequently, f(p) 6= 1 holds for many primes. Let

A ⊆ X be a measurable set that pretends to be invariant. Then S−1
p A = A holds for almost every

prime, and consequently, f(p)A = A holds for almost every prime. It follows that there exists some

p0 ∈ P such that f(p0) 6= 1 and f(p0)A = A. We write f(p0) = e(α) for some α ∈ (0, 1) and we

distinguish cases for α:

(i) If α ∈ Q, then A is invariant under a rational rotation, and so it has the form of the following

disjoint union:

A =

q−1⊔

j=0

e
( j
q

)
B,

for some measurable set B ⊆ X , where q is the denominator of α. Then

∫

A

F dµ =

q−1∑

j=0

∫

e(j/q)B

x dµ(x) =

∫

B

q−1∑

j=0

e
(
−
j

q

)
x dµ(x) = 0,

since
∑q−1

j=0 e(−j/q) = 0.

(ii) If α 6∈ Q, then A is invariant under an irrational rotation, and since irrational rotations are ergodic

with respect to the Haar measure, then the set A is trivial in the sense that µ(A) ∈ {0, 1}. Then

clearly,
∫
A
F dµ = 0.

It follows that for any A ∈ Ipr, we have
∫
A
F dµ = 0. Now let B ∈ σ(Ipr) and ε > 0. By Lemma 2.12,

Ipr is an algebra, and so there exists A ∈ Ipr such that µ(A△B) < ε. Then we have that
∣∣∣∣
∫

B

F dµ

∣∣∣∣ =
∣∣∣∣
∫

A

F dµ+

∫

B\A

F dµ

∣∣∣∣ =
∣∣∣∣
∫

B\A

F dµ

∣∣∣∣ 6 µ(B\A) < ε.

Since ε is arbitrary, it follows that
∫
B F dµ = 0. This holds for any B ∈ σ(Ipr), so we have that

E(F | σ(Ipr)) = 0. This shows that M(f) = 0.

Suppose now that D(f, 1) < ∞. Let, as before, (X,µ, S) be the multiplicative rotation by f and

F ∈ L2(X) be the identity. By assumption, we have that the set P = {p ∈ P : f(p) 6= 1} satisfies∑
p∈P

1
p <∞. For any G ∈ L2(X), we have that {p ∈ P : SpG 6= G} ⊆ P , hence G ∈ H1. This shows

that L2(X) = H1 and in particular, we have that E(F | σ(Ipr)) = F . By Theorem A, since ‖F‖2 = 1,

it follows that

lim
N→∞

∣∣∣∣
1

N

N∑

n=1

f(n)−
∏

p∈P

(
1−

1

p

)(
1−

f(p)

p

)−1
∣∣∣∣
2

= lim
N→∞

∣∣∣∣
1

N

N∑

n=1

f(n)−
∏

p∈P

(
1−

1

p

)(∑

k>0

f(pk)

pk

)∣∣∣∣
2

= lim
N→∞

∫

X

∣∣∣∣
1

N

N∑

n=1

f(n)x−
∏

p∈P

(
1−

1

p

)(∑

k>0

f(pk)x

pk

)∣∣∣∣
2

dµ(x)

= lim
N→∞

∥∥∥∥
1

N

N∑

n=1

SnF −
∏

p∈P

(
1−

1

p

)(∑

k>0

SpkF

pk

)∥∥∥∥
2

2

= 0.

The proof is complete for completely multiplicative function.

Extending Theorem A to all weakly multiplicative systems (with exactly the same formulation)
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would similarly yield the more general case of f being multiplicative, but not necessarily completely,

of Theorem 1.1.

4. Proof of Theorem B

Recall that in Theorem B, we have to treat ergodic averages of the form

1

N

N∑

n=1

T nF · SnG.

The main idea is to decompose both F and G into two distinct components that exhibit opposite

behaviours, namely one (pretentiously) periodic and one totally ergodic (or aperiodic), utilizing (1.10)

and Theorem 1.28 respectively. In this way we are reduced into dealing with ergodic averages of

T nF ·SnG with the advantage of having more information regarding the behaviour of T nF and SnG.

Hence, the proof of Theorem B heavily depends on our previous results on multiplicative systems.

For the rest of this section, we fix a probability space (X,µ), an ergodic additive action T and an

pretentiously ergodic completely multiplicative action S on (X,µ). To prove Theorem B, we need the

two lemmas below.

First let us remark that for any Dirichlet character χ and any rational α it is not hard to check

that the limit

lim
N→∞

1

N

N∑

n=1

e
(rn
q

)
χ(n)

exists. Then, combining Lemma B.4 with [DD82, Corollary 2], it follows that for any f ∈ Mfg with

D(f, χ) <∞ the limit

lim
N→∞

1

N

N∑

n=1

e
(rn
q

)
f(n)

also exists.

Lemma 4.1. Let q, q0 ∈ N and χ be a primitive Dirichlet character mod q0 such that q0 ∤ q. Then

we have

lim
N→∞

1

N

N∑

n=1

e
(an
q

)
χ(n) = 0 ∀ a ∈ N.

Proof. Let a ∈ N. Using (B.1), for any N ∈ N and for any K = K(N) such that K → ∞ and

K/N → 0 as N → ∞, we have

1

N

N∑

n=1

e
(an
q

)
χ(n) =

1

N

N∑

n=1

1

K

K∑

k=1

e
(a
q
(n+ qk)

)
χ(n+ qk) + O

(K
N

)

=
1

N

N∑

n=1

e
(an
q

)( 1

K

K∑

k=1

χ(n+ qk)

)
+ oN→∞(1)

=
1

τ(χ)

q0∑

m=1
(m,q0)=1

χ(m)

(
1

N

N∑

n=1

e
(mn
q0

+
an

q

))( 1

K

K∑

k=1

e
(mqk
q0

))
+ oN→∞(1)
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≪ max
16m6q0
(m,q0)=1

∣∣∣∣
1

K

K∑

k=1

e
(mqk
q0

)∣∣∣∣+ oN→∞(1) = oK→∞(1) + oN→∞(1) = oN→∞(1),

since for any 1 6 m 6 q0 with (m, q0) = 1, we have that q0 ∤ mq, because q0 ∤ q. The proof is

complete.

Lemma 4.2. Let r, q, q0 ∈ N with (r, q) = 1 and χ be a primitive Dirichlet character mod q0. Then

the following are equivalent:

(i) limN→∞
1
N

∑N
n=1 e(

rn
q )χ(n) = 0.

(ii) q0 6= q.

(iii) There exists some f ∈ Mfg with D(f, χ) <∞ such that limN→∞
1
N

∑N
n=1 e(

rn
q )f(n) = 0.

Proof. (i) =⇒ (ii) Assume that q0 = q. Then, using (B.1), we have

lim
N→∞

1

N

N∑

n=1

e
(rn
q

)
χ(n) =

1

q

q∑

a=1

e
(ra
q

)
χ(a) =

τ(χ)χ(q − r)

q
6= 0,

since τ(χ) 6= 0 by the fact that χ is primitive and χ(q − r) 6= 0 by the fact that (r, q) = 1.

(ii) =⇒ (i) Assume that q0 6= q. Then, using (B.3) and then (B.1), we have

1

N

N∑

n=1

e
(rn
q

)
χ(n) =

q0∑

a=1

χ(a)

(
1

N

∑

n6N
n≡a (mod q0)

e
(rn
q

))

=
1

q0

q0∑

a=1

χ(a)

q0∑

b=1

e
(
−
ba

q0

)( 1

N

N∑

n=1

e
((r

q
+

b

q0

)
n
))

=
1

q0

q0∑

a=1

χ(a)

q0∑

b=1
qq0|(rq0+qb)

e
(
−
ba

q0

)
+ oN→∞(1) =

τ(χ)

q0

q0∑

b=1
qq0|(rq0+qb)

χ(b) + oN→∞(1).

(4.1)

Suppose that qq0 | (rq0 + qb). Then rq0 + qb = kqq0 for some k ∈ N. Since (r, q) = 1, then there exists

unique x, y ∈ Z such that 1 = xr + yq, thus q0 = xrq0 + yqq0 = xkqq0 − xqb + yqq0. It follows that

q | q0 and since q 6= q0, we have that q0 = k1q for some integer k1 > 1. Therefore, rk1q + qb = kk1q
2,

hence rk1 + b = kk1q. It follows that k1 | b. Therefore, k1 | (b, q0), implying that (b, q0) > 1, thus

χ(b) = 0. We proved that for any 1 6 b 6 q0 such that qq0 | (rq0 + qb), we have χ(b) = 0. Then, the

averages on the left-hand side of (4.1) converge to zero as N → ∞.

(i) =⇒ (iii) This is obvious.

(iii) =⇒ (i) Assume that

lim
N→∞

1

N

N∑

n=1

e
(rn
q

)
χ(n) 6= 0.

Since (ii) =⇒ (i), it follows that q0 = q, i.e., χ is primitive mod q. By Lemma B.4, for any f ∈ M

with D(f, χ) <∞, we have
∑

p∈P
1
p (1− f(p)χ(p)) <∞. Using this along with that q is the conductor

of χ, it follows from the formula given in [DD82, Remark 2.1.1] that for any such f , we have

lim
N→∞

1

N

N∑

n=1

e
(rn
q

)
f(n) 6= 0.

The proof of the lemma is complete.
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Proof of Theorem B. Let (X,µ) be a probability space, T be an ergodic additive action and S be a

pretentiously ergodic finitely generated multiplicative action on (X,µ).

Assume that T, S are jointly ergodic. We want to show that σrat(T ) ∩ σ̃pr.rat(S) = {0}. Let

r/q ∈ σrat(T ) ∩ σ̃pr.rat(S) and suppose for sake of contradiction that r 6= 0. We may assume that

(r, q) = 1. Then there exists F ∈ L2(X) such that TF = e(r/q)F . Since r 6= 0, we have that∫
X F dµ = 0. Moreover, there exist G ∈ L2(X) and a primitive Dirichlet character χ mod q such that

DG(S, χ) < ∞. Since T is ergodic and F is an eigenfunction, it is a classic fact that |F | = 1. Then,

using Theorem A.2 and Lemma 2.7, since T, S are jointly ergodic, we have

0 = lim
N→∞

∥∥∥∥
1

N

N∑

n=1

T nF · SnG

∥∥∥∥
2

2

= lim
N→∞

∫

X

|F |2
∣∣∣∣
1

N

N∑

n=1

e
(rn
q

)
SnG

∣∣∣∣
2

dµ

= lim
N→∞

∫

X

∣∣∣∣
1

N

N∑

n=1

e
(rn
q

)
SnG

∣∣∣∣
2

dµ = lim
N→∞

∫

Mc
fg∩Aχ

∣∣∣∣
1

N

N∑

n=1

e
(rn
q

)
f(n)

∣∣∣∣
2

dµG(f)

>

∫

Mc
fg∩Aχ

lim inf
N→∞

∣∣∣∣
1

N

N∑

n=1

e
(rn
q

)
f(n)

∣∣∣∣
2

dµG(f) =

∫

Mc
fg∩Aχ

lim
N→∞

∣∣∣∣
1

N

N∑

n=1

e
(rn
q

)
f(n)

∣∣∣∣
2

dµG(f),

where µG is the spectral measure of G, and the inequality holds by Fatou’s lemma and the last equality

holds by the fact that the limit of the integrand exists. It follows that there exists some f ∈ Mc
fg∩Aχ

such that

lim
N→∞

1

N

N∑

n=1

e
(rn
q

)
f(n) = 0.

By Lemma 4.2, the last equation implies that the conductor of χ is not q, yielding a contradiction.

Hence, σrat(T ) ∩ σ̃pr.rat(S) = {0}.

Now assume that σrat(T ) ∩ σ
∗
pr.rat(S) = {0}. We want to show that T, S are jointly ergodic. Let

F,G ∈ L2(X) and we may assume that
∫
X G dµ = 0. Hence we shall prove that

lim
N→∞

∥∥∥∥
1

N

N∑

n=1

T nF · SnG

∥∥∥∥
2

= 0. (4.2)

In view of (1.10), we decompose F as F = Frat + Ftot.erg, for some unique Frat ∈ Hrat(T ) and

Ftot.erg ∈ Htot.erg(T ). By Lemma 2.15, we see that the contribution of Ftot.erg in the ergodic averages

in (4.2) is zero. Therefore, we may assume without loss of generality that F ∈ Hrat(T ) and a simple

approximation argument allows to further assume that F is a rational eigenfunction for T . Then there

exist r, q ∈ N such that TF = e(r/q)F , and so (4.2) is reduced to

lim
N→∞

∥∥∥∥
1

N

N∑

n=1

e
(rn
q

)
SnG

∥∥∥∥
2

= 0. (4.3)

We can also suppose that r 6= 0, since otherwise the desired convergence would follow immediately

from the fact that S is pretentiously ergodic and then we may further assume that (r0, q) = 1. Now,

by Theorem 1.28, we can decompose G as G = Gpr.rat + Gaper, for some unique Gpr.rat ∈ Hpr.rat(S)

and Gaper ∈ Haper(S). By definition, the contribution of Gaper in the ergodic averages in (4.3) is zero.

Therefore, we may assume that G ∈ Hpr.rat(S). A simple approximation argument allows to assume

that G is a finite linear combination of pretentious rational eigenfunctions and then, by the triangle

inequality for the L2 norm, we may eventually assume that G is a pretentious rational eigenfunction

for S. So there exists some Dirichlet character χ such that DG(S, χ) < ∞ and we may assume that

χ is primitive (or 1 in which case the result follows trivially). Let q0 be the conductor of χ. By the
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assumption σrat(T ) ∩ σ̃pr.rat(S) = {0}, it follows that q0 ∤ q, which implies that

lim
N→∞

1

N

N∑

n=1

e
(an
q

)
χ(n) = 0, ∀ a ∈ N,

by Lemma 4.1, and this is equivalent to that

lim
N→∞

1

N

N∑

n=1

ψ(n)χ(n) = 0, ∀ Dirichlet character mod q,

by Lemma B.1. In view of Theorem 1.1, the latter is equivalent to that D(χ, ψ) = ∞ for any Dirichlet

character ψ modulo q. Combining Lemma 2.10 and Theorem 3.1, it follows that Hχ ⊆ H ⊥
ψ = Vψ,

thus G ∈ Vψ for any Dirichlet character ψ modulo q, and then it follows from Lemma 2.13 that

lim
N→∞

∥∥∥∥
1

N

N∑

n=1

e
(an
q

)
SnG

∥∥∥∥ = 0

for any a ∈ N. In particular, this gives (4.3) and so concludes the proof of the theorem.

A. Spectral theorems

Theorem A.1 (Spectral theorem on unitary operators, see [EW13, Theorem B.12]). Let (X,µ, T )

be an additive system. For each F ∈ L2(X), there exists a unique finite Borel measure µF in S1 such

that

〈T nF, F 〉 =

∫ 1

0

e(nt) dµF (t).

Moreover, there exists a unitary isomorphism Φ from L2(S1, µF ) to the cyclic sub-representation of

L2(X) which is generated by F under T , that conjugates T with multiplication by e(t).

We are also interested in a version of the spectral theorem on unitary multiplicative actions. Recall

that (̂N,×) = Mc and that en(f) = f(n), n ∈ N.

Theorem A.2 (Spectral theorem on unitary multiplicative actions, cf. [Fol16, (1.47)]). Let (X,µ, S)

be a multiplicative system. For each F ∈ L2(X), there exists a unique finite Borel measure µF in Mc

such that

〈SnF, F 〉 =

∫

Mc

f(n) dµF (f).

Moreover, there exists a unitary isomorphism Φ from L2(Mc, µF ) to the cyclic sub-representation of

L2(X) which is generated by F under the action S, that conjugates Sn with multiplication by en, for

any n ∈ N.

If (X,µ, S) is finitely generated in Theorem A.2, then we can replace Mc with Mc
fg. This follows

from Lemma 2.6. In addition, if the system is weakly multiplicative, we have M in place of Mc.

B. Elementary facts from number theory

We start with a classical result for aperiodic functions, which the analogue of Lemma 2.13 for multi-

plicative functions.

Lemma B.1. Let f be a bounded multiplicative function. The following are equivalent for any q ∈ N:
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(i) limN→∞
1
N

∑N
n=1 f(qn+ r) = 0 for any r ∈ N.

(ii) limN→∞
1
N

∑N
n=1 e(

rn
q )f(n) = 0 for any r ∈ N.

(iii) limN→∞
1
N

∑N
n=1 χ(n)f(n) = 0 for any Dirichlet character χ of modulus q.

We omit the proof, since it is very similar with that of Lemma 2.13, which we show later in the

appendix.

Now we state some useful classical identities that relate Dirichlet characters, linear phases and

arithmetic progressions. Given a Dirichlet character χ of some modulus q, the Gauss sum τ(χ) is

given by

τ(χ) :=

q∑

m=1

e
(m
q

)
χ(m)

and it if χ is primitive, then it satisfies |τ(χ)| = q
1
2 , in particular, τ(χ) 6= 0. Moreover, we denote by

φ the classical Euler’s totient function. We state the following classical identities:

χ(n) =
1

τ(χ)

q∑

m=1

χ(m)e
(mn
q

)
, ∀ primitive Dirichlet character χ mod q. (B.1)

1n≡r (mod q) =
1

φ(q)

∑

χ mod q

χ(r)χ(n), ∀ r, q ∈ N, (r, q) = 1. (B.2)

1n≡r (mod q) =
1

q

q∑

a=1

e
(a
q
(n− r)

)
, ∀ r, q ∈ N. (B.3)

Moreover, concerning the distance of multiplicative functions, we have the following triangle in-

equalities (see [GS14]): For any multiplicative functions f, g, f ′, g′, h : N → U and any N ∈ N, we

have that

D(f, g;N) 6 D(f, h;N) + D(h, g;N) and D(ff ′, gg′;N) 6 D(f, g;N) + D(f ′, g′;N).

We conclude this appendix with some classical results on multiplicative functions.

Lemma B.2. Let f ∈ Mfg. Then D(f, 1) <∞ if and only if f(p) = 1 for almost every prime.

Lemma B.3 follows from Lemma 2.4 but it can be proved independently as well. It is used implicitly

several times in the paper.

Lemma B.3. For any f ∈ Mfg, any Dirichlet character χ and any t ∈ R\{0}, D(f, χ · nit) = ∞.

Proof. Let t ∈ R\{0} and χ be a Dirichlet character. Let α1, . . . , αd ∈ [0, 1) be distinct numbers

such that for any p ∈ P, f(p) ∈ {e(α1), . . . , e(αd)}. It suffices to show that D(f, χ∗ · nit) = ∞ for

the modified character χ∗. Now there exists some k ∈ N such that χ∗(p)k = 1 for all primes p. We

consider the multiplicative function g : N → S1 given by g(p) = (f(p)χ∗(p))k, and then there exist

distinct β1, . . . , βd ∈ [0, 1) such that g(p) ∈ {β1, . . . , βd} for any p ∈ P. For each j = 1, . . . , d, we

set Pj = {p ∈ P : g(p) = e(βj)}. Now by the triangle inequality for the distance of multiplicative

functions, we have that kD(f, χ∗ · nit) > D(g, nikt), so that it is enough to show that D(g, nikt) = ∞.
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We see that

D(g, nikt)2 =

d∑

j=1

∑

p∈Pj

1− Re(e(βj)p
−ikt)

p
.

Hence, the result will follow immediately by showing the following claim: For any z ∈ S1, and for any

t ∈ R\{0}, we have D(z, nit) = ∞.

We now prove the claim. Let z ∈ S1 and t ∈ R\{0}. For any N ∈ N and any ε > 0, we have that

D(z, nit;N)2 =
∑

p6N

1− Re(zp−it)

p
>

∑

exp((logN)2/3+ε)6p6N

1− Re(zp−it)

p

>
∑

exp((logN)2/3+ε)6p6N

1

p
−

∣∣∣∣
∑

exp((logN)2/3+ε)6p6N

zp−it

p

∣∣∣∣

=
(1
3
− ε

)
log logN −

∣∣∣∣
∑

exp((logN)2/3+ε)6p6N

1

p1+it

∣∣∣∣+O(1),

and so, it suffices to show that
∣∣∣∣

∑

exp((logN)2/3+ε)6p6N

1

p1+it

∣∣∣∣ ≪ 1.

But this term is equal to | log(ζ(1 + 1
logN + it))− log(ζ(1 + 1

(logN)2/3+ε + it)|+O(1), and this is O(1),

by the Vinogradov-Korobov zero-free region for the Riemann zeta function (see [Ric67]).

Lemma B.4. For any f ∈ Mfg and any Dirichlet character χ, we have that D(f, χ) <∞ if and only

if
∑

p∈P
1
p (1 − f(p)χ(p)) <∞.

Proof. By the previous trick with the modified character, it is enough to show that
∑

p∈P
1
p (1−f(p)) <

∞ provided that D(f, 1) < ∞. By Lemma B.2, the assumption implies that f(p) = 1 fails only in a

set P ⊆ P containing a few primes. Therefore, we have
∑

p∈P
1
p (1− f(p)) =

∑
p∈P

1
p <∞, concluding

the proof.

C. Proof of Lemma 2.13

Proof of Lemma 2.13. Let (X,µ, S) be a finitely generated multiplicative system and q ∈ N.

(i) =⇒ (ii) Let r ∈ N. The assertion in case that q | r is obvious, so we assume that q ∤ r and we let

F ∈ L2(X). We may assume that
∫
X
F dµ = 0. Then we have

lim sup
N→∞

∥∥∥∥
1

N

N∑

n=1

e
(rn
q

)
SnF

∥∥∥∥
2

= lim sup
N→∞

∥∥∥∥
q∑

a=1

1

N

N∑

n=1
n≡a (mod q)

e
(rn
q

)
SnF

∥∥∥∥
2

= lim sup
N→∞

∥∥∥∥
q∑

a=1

e
(ra
q

)( 1

N

N∑

n=1

1n≡a (mod q)SnF

)∥∥∥∥
2

6 max
16a6q

lim sup
N→∞

∥∥∥∥
1

N/q

∑

06n<N/q

Sqn+aF

∥∥∥∥
2

= 0.

This proves (i).

(ii) =⇒ (iii) Let F ∈ L2(X) and suppose that
∫
X
F dµ = 0. By (B.1), we have that for any primitive
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Dirichlet character χ of modulus q,

lim sup
N→∞

∥∥∥∥
1

N

N∑

n=1

χ(n)SnF

∥∥∥∥
2

= lim sup
N→∞

∥∥∥∥
1

τ(χ)

q∑

a=1

χ(a)

(
1

N

N∑

n=1

e
(an
q

)
SnF

)∥∥∥∥
2

≪ max
16a6q

lim sup
N→∞

∥∥∥∥
1

N

N∑

n=1

e
(an
q

)
SnF

∥∥∥∥
2

= 0.

Now for any Dirichlet character χ, we consider the primitive character χ1 inducing χ, which also has

modulus q. As we have already seen, we have D(χ, χ1) < ∞, and then using Corollary 3.2, it follows

that

lim
N→∞

∥∥∥∥
1

N

N∑

n=1

χ(n)SnF

∥∥∥∥
2

= 0,

showing the (ii) under the assumption
∫
X F dµ = 0.

Now let F ∈ L2(X) be arbitrary and consider the zero-integral function G = F −
∫
X
F dµ. Then

we have that for any Dirichlet character of modulus q,

∥∥∥∥
1

N

N∑

n=1

χ(n)SnF

∥∥∥∥
2

6

∥∥∥∥
1

N

N∑

n=1

χ(n)SnG

∥∥∥∥
2

+

(
1

N

N∑

n=1

χ(n)

)
·

∫

X

F dµ

and since

lim
N→∞

1

N

N∑

n=1

χ(n) =





1
φ(q) , if χ = χ0,

0, otherwise,

where χ0 is the principal character of modulus q, the result follows.

(iii) =⇒ (i) Let r ∈ N with d = (r, q) and write r = r1d and q = q1d with (r1, q1) = 1. Let F ∈ L2(X)

and we may assume that
∫
X
F dµ = 0. Then

∫
X
SdF dµ =

∫
X
F dµ = 0. By (B.2), we have that

lim sup
N→∞

∥∥∥∥
1

N

N∑

n=1

Sqn+rF

∥∥∥∥
2

= lim sup
N→∞

∥∥∥∥
1

N

qN+r∑

n=q+r

1n≡r (mod q)SnF

∥∥∥∥
2

= lim sup
N→∞

∥∥∥∥
1

N

q1N+r1∑

n=q1+r1

1n≡r1 (mod q1)SdnF

∥∥∥∥
2

= lim sup
N→∞

∥∥∥∥
1

φ(q1)

∑

χ mod q1

(
1

N

q1N+r1∑

n=q1+r1

χ(n)Sn(SdF )

)∥∥∥∥
2

≪ max
χ mod q1

lim sup
N→∞

∥∥∥∥
1

N

q1N+r1∑

n=q1+r1

χ(n)Sn(SdF )

∥∥∥∥
2

= 0,

since any Dirichlet character of modulus q1 has also modulus q. This concludes the proof.

Remark C.1. The proof of Lemma 2.13 can be extended to all finitely generated weakly multiplica-

tive actions. The only part that is not straightforward in this case is the proof of (iii) =⇒ (i), but one

could adapt an argument of Delange in [Del83, pp. 136-138] to handle it.
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