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SHRINKING SCALE EQUIDISTRIBUTION FOR
MONOCHROMATIC RANDOM WAVES ON COMPACT
MANIFOLDS

MATTHEW DE COURCY-IRELAND

ABSTRACT. We prove equidistribution at shrinking scales for the monochro-
matic ensemble on a compact Riemannian manifold of any dimension. This
ensemble on an arbitrary manifold takes a slowly growing spectral window in
order to synthesize a random function. With high probability, equidistribution
takes place close to the optimal wave scale and simultaneously over the whole
manifold. The proof uses Weyl’s law to approximate the two-point correlation
function of the ensemble, and a Chernoff bound to deduce concentration.

1. INTRODUCTION

Consider a compact manifold M together with a Riemannian metric g. By
compactness, the spectrum of the Laplacian is a discrete sequence of eigenvalues
0= t% < t% < t% < ... — o0, possibly with multiplicity. The corresponding
eigenfunctions ¢; : M — R satisfy

(1.1) Ag; + t?¢j =0.

These eigenfunctions form an orthonormal basis for L?(M), the L? space with
respect to integration against the volume form of g. Thus one can expand functions
in terms of the Laplace eigenfunctions, and a natural model for a random function
on M is to randomize the coefficients in such an expansion. The monochromatic
ensemble takes the specific form

(1.2) da)= Y cigi(x)
T—n(T)<t; <T

where the coefficients ¢; are independent, identically distributed Gaussian random
variables of mean 0. The parameter T is large. If the window n(T") is short compared
to T, then ¢(z) is a stand-in for a “random eigenfunction” with eigenvalue 72. The
problem with literally taking a random eigenfunction is that when an eigenvalue
has multiplicity 1, the random function would simply be a deterministic function
multiplied by a random scalar.

Consider a ball B = B,(z) with center z € M whose radius r > 0 is allowed to
vary with T. We can normalize so that fB ¢?, in expectation, is close to vol(B).

Theorem 1. If rT/log(T) — oo (or in case dim M = 2, rT/log(T)? — co) and
the spectral window obeys n(T)/log(T) — oo and n(T) < TY?, then for any € > 0,

sup |1 _ 2
P{ | B o T oo ] >5} o
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The wave scale 1/T is the natural wavelength of an eigenfunction with Laplace
eigenvalue T2, also called the Planck scale or de Broglie wavelength. At such a fine
scale, there could be a large discrepancy between [, |$2| and vol(B). For instance,
[ ¢* may be much larger than vol(B) if ¢ achieves its maximum inside B. The
hypothesis of Theorem 1 is that r is large compared to the wave scale in the sense
that 7T/ log(T) — oo. We then conclude there is only a small deviation even in the
worst case over all centers z. The assumption is a relatively mild one, as it allows
rT/log(T) to grow arbitrarily slowly so that Theorem 1 takes place almost at the
wave scale.

Theorem 1 follows from a more explicit bound: for any € > 0, there are positive
C. and c(¢g) such that the probability of an e-deviation occurring somewhere on M
is at most

(1.3) CT" exp (—e(e) (7)== D/2 471 1)

The factor T in (1.3) arises from taking a union bound over roughly 7™ points,
separated pairwise by a distance 1/T. The exponential factor is an upper bound for
the probability of a deviation at a single point. Under the assumption that n and rT’
grow faster than logarithmically, the factor 7™ can be absorbed into the exponential
and Theorem 1 follows. We describe the union bound in more detail in Section 3.
Section 4 uses a Chernoff bound to estimate the probability of a deviation at a
single point. The result is expressed in terms of the variance of the local integrals
I} B ¢?, which we estimate in Lemma 4. The key input is the Local Weyl Law for
Laplace eigenfunctions, in a form proved by Canzani and Hanin [6] and described in
Section 5. This is used to estimate the two-point correlation function of ¢, defined
in Section 2. We complete the proof of (1.3) in Sections 6 and 7. Section 8 concludes
with some further questions and a lemma that applies if the coefficients in (1.2) are
not necessarily Gaussian.

To have a model for random eigenfunctions, the window 7 should be as small
as possible, so it is not a serious restriction to assume that n < 7/2 in Theorem 1.
This assumption is convenient for stating simplified estimates, but the arguments
below could still be implemented as long as n = o(T'/logT).

We mainly have in mind real-valued functions ¢; : M — R, but we write absolute
values in Theorem 1 because a similar statement holds for complex-valued functions
as well. However, the complex version is not as sharp since complex eigenfunctions
may equidistribute at even smaller scales than their real counterparts. For instance,
on the circle M = S, €!7® is uniform at all scales because its modulus is identically
1, whereas cos(T'x) is limited by the wave scale 1/T. Nevertheless, the notation
below will involve complex conjugates in order to include the complex case. It would
also be appropriate to take Gaussians in the complex plane if one were interested in
the complex case, instead of the real coefficients c¢;. This can be incorporated into
the same proof as for the real case, since a single complex Gaussian is equivalent to
two independent real Gaussians.

To provide some context for Theorem 1, consider the property of quantum unique
ergodicity (QUE). By QUE for a Riemannian manifold M, we mean that for any
fixed measurable subset A of M,

(1.4) /A |pa|?d vol — vol(A)
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for any sequence of Laplace eigenfunctions ¢, with growing eigenvalue A\ — oo.
There is a further question of the distribution of the microlocal lifts of |¢|?d vol
to phase space S*M, but we confine our attention to the base space M. If (1.4)
holds along a full subsequence of eigenfunctions, the manifold enjoys gquantum
ergodicity but may lack uniqueness of quantum limits. The quantum ergodicity
theorem proved by Shnirelman [25, 26], Colin de Verdiere [8], and Zelditch [28]
shows that negative curvature implies quantum ergodicity. Rudnick and Sarnak
conjecture that the stronger property of QUE is true on any compact negatively
curved surface [24]. This has been shown for examples of arithmetic origin in
work of Lindenstrauss [22, 23], and Bourgain-Lindenstrauss [4], Jakobson [19],
Holowinsky [17], and Holowinsky-Soundararajan [16]. For a general metric, work of
Anantharaman [1], Anantharaman-Nonnenmacher [2], Anantharaman-Silberman
[3], and Dyatlov-Jin [10] places constraints on the measures that arise as quantum
limits but it remains unknown whether the uniform measure is the only possibility.

From this point of view, it is of interest to randomize and see whether one at least
has uniform distribution with high probability. VanderKam [27] showed that one
does have equidistribution for random spherical harmonics on the sphere, where QUE
is known to fail. A more refined question is whether there is equidistribution even if
the test set A shrinks as the frequency grows. This scenario has been studied recently
in papers of Han [12] (assuming high multiplicity), Han-Tacy [13] (with a spectral
window instead of high multiplicity), Granville-Wigman [11] (on an arithmetic
torus guaranteeing high multiplicity), Lester-Rudnick [21] (on higher-dimensional
tori), Humphries [18] (for non-random functions on arithmetic surfaces, with the
averaging being done over the sphere center instead). In particular, Theorem 4.4
from Han-Tacy [13] estimates the probability that there is some point with a given
deviation, much like our Theorem 1 but in a different context. In [13], instead of
fluctuating near 1, || M ¢? is conditioned to be exactly 1. This is more natural for
the quantum interpretation, but the corresponding coefficients in (1.2) are no longer
independent random variables, and Han-Tacy treat this with an elegant application
of Lévy’s concentration of measure in high-dimensional spheres. The radius in [13]
is r = T~P with p close to 1/2, whereas we take r equal to 7! up to a logarithmic
power. Thus Theorem 1 is closer to the wave scale, but in the easier case of a fixed
e > 0 instead of the shrinking deviation from [13].

2. TWO-POINT FUNCTION

A fundamental quantity governing the statistics of random functions of the form
(1.2) is the two-point function of the ensemble, given by

(2.1) K@a)y= Y @)
T—n<t;<T

At each point, ¢(z) is a Gaussian of mean zero, and it is K (z,2’) that records the
correlation of these random variables at different points on the manifold. Indeed,
suppose the coefficients ¢; in (1.2) are independent with mean 0 and variance
0? = E[c3]. We then have

(2:2) Elp(z)o(@)] =D > ¢;(2)or(a)Elcjcr] = 0° K (x,2').
7 k
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A natural normalization is to require

(2.3) E {Vol(lM) /M |¢|2} —1

To arrange this, the variance of the coefficients must be
_vol(M)  vol(M)
S K@, z)de 37 [y 1651
The basis functions are orthonormal in L?(M), so the denominator is just the
number of eigenvalues in the interval, say N:

(2.4) o?

(2.5) S G- #li T-aT) < <TH=N,
J
Thus we choose the variance of the coeflicients to be
(M
(2.6) o? = var[c] = %) = N1

For other sets B C M, we then have

K d 1(B
E [/ |¢|2] = 02/ K(z,z)dz = vol(B) Jp K (@, z)dx/ vol(B)
B B fM K(z,x)dz/vol(M)

In the homogeneous case, K (x, ) is independent of  and the expectation is simply
vol(B). In general, it is never very far from vol(B), as we will see from Weyl’s law:

o? /B K(z,z)dz = vol(B)o? (vol](VM) + O(Tn_1)> =vol(B) (1+0(n"))

3. OUTLINE OF THE PROOF: UNION BOUND

To prove Theorem 1, we follow the strategy of [9]. We write the random variable
of interest as
1

(3.1) X. = =5 /B N

It has expectation E[X.] = 1 + O(n~!) of order 1. The key point is that for a
monochromatic wave ¢ of frequency T, the modulus of continuity at scale 1/T
is under control. This allows one to replace the supremum over all z € M by a
maximum over roughly 7™ sample points, where n = dim(M). The union bound is
that for a finite number of points z

(3.2) P{|X,—EX,| > ¢ for some z} < (number of points) maxP{| X, —EX,| > }.

For our application, the number of points is proportional to T™. By the union
bound, there will be only a o(1) probability of there being some point z at which a
deviation of € occurs, provided the probability of a deviation at any single point z
is o(T~™). Thus the union bound reduces the problem to a calculation at a single
point. That calculation can be done by a Chernoff bound.

Passing to the grid brings with it another error: Conceivably the integrals around
all the gridpoints are within € of their average, but nevertheless the integral around
some point off the grid differs considerably. We must show that this “off-grid” error
occurs with only a low probability.

To be more precise, suppose there is a point z such that

X, — E[X.]| > <.
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Take a grid of points z; such that every point of M is within 1/T of a gridpoint.
The number of gridpoints is thus of order 7". We have

€< ‘Xz - XZj| + |ij' - E[ng'” + |E[ij] - E[XZH
Thus one of the three terms must be greater than £/3. The difference of expected
values is non-random and small: Both are 1+ O(n~1), so their difference is O(n~1).

Eventually, this will not be greater than /3 since we assume 7(T") — oo. Alterna-
tively, note that

2 # T, Tr)daxr — # L, x)ax
0] B0 = G o S B o
_ vol(B,(2)AB,(2))
vol(B,.)

To bound the volume of the symmetric difference, we have the following claim.

Claim 2. If B,(z) and B,(z") are balls of radius r — 0 centered at points z,z’
separated by less than r in a Riemannian manifold of dimension n,

(3.3) vol(B,(2)AB,(2)) < r"d(z, ).

Proof. Indeed, for small radii r, we can compare to Euclidean balls or simply to
a Euclidean box with n — 1 sidelengths of order r and a remaining side of order
s = d(z,2'). The bound r"~!s holds for larger separations as well, but becomes
worse than the easier bound

vol(BAB') < vol(B) + vol(B') < r™.

O
With a separation of less than 1/T between z and z;, we therefore have
proir-l 1
EX,]|-EX,)]|S—=—.
EIX.,] - EIX) S ——— = —

Assuming T — oo, this term will be less than /3. Thus the difference of expected
values will eventually be less than €/3 whether we assume 7 — oo or rT" — oo (and
later, we will assume that both of them diverge faster than logarithmically). In
the case of an e-difference of [, [¢|? from its mean, it is one of the other two terms
|X. — X;,| or |X., — E[X.,]| that must be greater than /3 (and in fact, almost
greater than /2 once 7T and 7 are large enough).

Suppose it is the integrals around z versus z’ = z; that differ by more than /3.

‘We have
\ Lo = [ 1ok s [ 1P g voBaB)lol.
B B’ BAB/’

Since d(z, z;) < 1/T, the same volume bound as above gives

S ST (T lL).

That is,

1 lloe Z VerT.
To control the probability of ¢ having such a large maximum, we use another union
bound. More precise estimates of ||@||- have been given by Burq-Lebeau [5] and
Canzani-Hanin [6], but we include the following sketch to keep the present argument
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self-contained. Again, take a grid of roughly 7™ points. Either there is a gridpoint
w; at which |¢(w;)| > CVerT or else there are two points separated by only 1/T
at which the values of ¢ differ by at least CverT. The latter is very unlikely
because 1/T is the wave scale for ¢. Whereas the values ¢(w) are Gaussian with
unit variance, the derivatives of ¢ are Gaussian with variance 72, so a difference
of CVerT between points separated by only 1 /T would require ¢ to have some
directional derivative more than verT standard deviations above its mean. This
occurs with probability less than exp(—cerT). Likewise, having |¢(w;)| > CvVerT
requires a Gaussian to be more than v/erT standard deviaions above its mean. From
the union bound,
P([glloc > eVerT) S T exp(~cerT)

which is negligible as long as rT'/log(T) — co. Thus we can move to the final case:
The probability that an integral around any single point shows a deviation of more
than &/3.

4. CHERNOFF BOUND

Each variable X, is a quadratic form in the coefficients ¢;. Writing B = B,(z),
we have

(11) X. = g | 1oF = XYoo & [ oo

We scale by the variance to write c; = 03;, where 3; is a standard Gaussian of mean
0 and variance 1. Thus

(4.2) X.=3"43

where the matrix A has entries

o? —_—
(4~3) Ajk = m/}g@bj@bk

Note that this matrix depends on z, as well as r and T, but we have suppressed this
in the notation. Since A is a symmetric matrix, or Hermitian if we prefer to start
from complex-valued eigenfunctions ¢;, we may diagonalize to write A = UT DU
where U is orthogonal (or unitary, in the complex case) and D is diagonal with
entries, say, A;. In eigencoordinates, the random variable X, becomes

(4.4) X, =3T4; = (U3)"D(U3) = Z)\Jy]

where y = U} is again a standard Gaussian vector.
Evaluating a Gaussian integral, it follows that the moment generating function

of a quadratic form 37 A3 in standard Gaussians 3 = (31,...,3n) is
. N
(4.5) g(s) =E [e% Az} = [T —2s0)2
j=1

where A; are the eigenvalues of A. In the complex case, each factor effectively occurs
twice because of the real and imaginary parts of y;, leading to (1 — 2s);)~! instead
of (1 —2s\;)~!/2. One has convergence in (4.5) as long as 1 — 2s); > 0 for all j, so
s must be small enough. Specifically, g(s) is defined for s < 1/(2Amax), Where Apax
is the largest eigenvalue of A.
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Estimates for g(s) allow us to execute a Chernoff bound on the tail probability.
For any s > 0, X > E[X]+¢ if and only if e5X > e*ElXI+52 50 by Markov’s inequality

(4.6) P{X > E[X] + ¢} < g(s)e *BXI75¢ = exp (—se — sE[X] +log g(s)) .

In the case at hand, where X = 37 A3, we have

(4.7 — se — sE[X] + log g(s) = —se — sE[X] + %Z —log(1 — 2s);).

Expanding the logarithm in a power series (provided 2sAnax < 1), we have
1 — 1
3 Z —log(l —2s)\;) = Z » Z(Zs)\j)p.
J p=1 J

The term p = 1 contributes s >, A; = sE[X]. This cancels the expected value above
so that '

—se — sE[X] +logg(s) = —se + Z QL Z(2sAj)P

p>2 P
1

= et TN+
J p2>3

We would like to minimize the sum of the first two terms by choosing

5
2522

but it is not clear whether 2s7 Amax < 1, that is, whether g(s7) is defined. We would
need to know that )
2
Ama < — Z A2
J

at least for sufficiently small . In the case of the manifold S? with its usual round
metric, we were able to show in [9] that Apax and Y- A3 are of the same order of
magnitude, so that this holds once ¢ is small enough. Here, we choose a different s
to guarantee that 2sAn.x < 1, namely

—1/2

(4.9) s=c Z )\?
J
where ¢ < 1/2. Note that Apax < /. A?, so that this is a valid choice of s.
Claim 3. For this choice s = c/\/3 A3, where 0 < ¢ < 1/2, we have
(4.10) log g(s) — sE[X] < As? Z A?
J

where A can be taken as 2¢/(1 — 2¢)?.

Proof. Indeed, this follows from Taylor’s theorem. For a twice differentiable function
f, we have

@) = @)+ F@e—a)+ | "0 @ — byt
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Applied to the function f(x) = —log(1l — z), this gives

—log(l—2) = x—&-/oz ﬁ(m—t)dt.

In particular, for x < a we have
—log(l —z) —z < z*(1—a)~?
so we may take A = (1 —a)~? to have a bound valid for all 2 up to a. We take

x = 2sA; where s = ¢(> )\5)71/2 with 0 < ¢ < 1/2. These values of = are at most

AI‘I"l' X
T =2s)\; < 2c——r < 2c.

(X7 =

Taylor’s theorem then gives
log(1 — 25);) — 25\, < (1 —26) 245222 = —2C 32,37 2
—log(1 —25X;) —2sA; < (1 —2¢) "4s iT 1202 j/zi: i

Summing over j and dividing by 2, we get
2c?
—logyg(s) — Szj:)‘j < m
Hence, noting again that >, A; = E[X], we have proved the claim. O

With this estimate in hand, we can bound the tail probability as follows:

(4.11) P{X >E[X]+¢} < e2¢/(1-20% oy —cs(z )\?)71/2

J

The lower tail, where X < E[X] — ¢, is slightly different but can be treated by
the same method. We have X < E[X] — ¢ if and only if —X > E[-X] + ¢, so we
can apply the argument above with —X in place of X. Instead of g(s), the relevant
function for the Chernoff bound is

(4.12) g-(s)=E[eX] = H(l +2s);) 712

J
This function g_(s) is defined for all s > 0 whereas g(s) is defined only for sufficiently
small s. The Chernoff bound is

(4.13) P{—X > E[-X] +e} < g_(s)eEX]ems
We have —log(1 + z) < —z + 22 /2 for all x > 0, so that

1 2 2
logg_(s) + sE[X] < 1 ;(23}\]') <c

where we choose s = C(Z)\?)fl/z as above. This shows that the lower tail
probability obeys the same bound as the upper tail probability, namely

(11 PX>EX] ) < e e (—es( 10017,
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In fact, since g_(s) is defined for all s, we could simply choose s = s7 to get an even

better bound. This doesn’t help us though, since we control both upper and lower
tail together by the sum of their respective bounds:

P{|X — E[X]| > e} < P{—X > E[-X] + ¢} + P{X > E[X] + ¢}

(o e (25) )

for any ¢ < 1/2.
In order to take advantage of this, we need an estimate on the second moment

T2

Lemma 4.

2
(4.15) Z)\ (rT ~(n— 1>/2+n—1) .
We will prove the lemma using estimates for the two-point function K (z,z’). We
have
DA =tr(4%).
J

The trace tr(A?), and also the trace of any power of A, can be expressed in terms
of K(x,z") as follows.
Recall that

7) = ¢:(2)6;@

Since the (j, k)-entry of A is

o? —
Ajp = m/}g%%,

the entries of AP are

(p)
AR - Z Z/asjml/%%. R (T
When we sum the diagonal entries, we get

») :ZA%{)
= Vol EJ:Z Z/¢j¢k1/ Pry Py - - /¢kp 2Pk, 1/ Dry 1 Oj

We can equally well express this product of integrals as one multiple integral:

tr(AP) = vol(B /dxl /dxp

SN D bi(@n) by (1) bk, (w2)Pky (02) - - Pk (Tp-1) bk, (1) B, ()05 ()
7k k,
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The integrand factors:

Z Z T Z 05 (21)Pry (1) Py (22)Dry (%2) - - - Dhoy s (Tp—1) Proy s (Tp—1) Dre, .y (T) B ()

= Zd)j z1 ¢j Tp Z¢k1 Ty ¢k1 x2 Z ¢kp 1 xp 1)¢kp 1(5%)

= K(ml, zp) K (2, :cl) < K(xp, zp-1)
‘We summarize this as follows:

Lemma 5. If A is the matriz with entries

A i Y

(4.16) jk = \@KB)/Jg¢j¢k

and K is the kernel given by

(4.17) K(z,2') =) ¢j(2)¢;(z')
J

then

(4.18) tr(AP) = Vol / /HK xj,xj—1) dxy ... dzp

with the indices interpreted cyclically so that xo means x,,.

In particular, with p = 2, we have

= /del/ dl’2|K $171'2)| .
Vol

5. INPUT FROM SEMICLASSICS

(4.19) tr(A2

To prove the variance estimate in Lemma 4 , we need to know the size of K (x,z’).
Here is the basic estimate:

Claim 6. On a compact manifold of dimension n, with spectral kernel

K(a)= Y ¢;(2)d;)

T-n<t;<T
defined over a window n(T) — oo growing arbitrarily slowly and such that
n(T) S T2,
we have
(5.1) K(z,2") ST n(T)
for all z, 2’ and an improved bound for well-separated pairs:

(5:2) K(w,a') 5 Ty ((Td(w,a) =072 47

improving on the trivial bound once d(z,z') > 1/T.
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For d(x,y) < 1/T, the basis for claim 6 is Hormander’s Theorem 4.4 from [17].
This in turn is based on Lax’s parametrix for the wave equation, constructed in [20].
Using the wave equation in this way may break down when T'd(z,y) is unbounded.
For larger distances we instead appeal to the results of Canzani-Hanin [7]. Their
Theorem 2 improves the O(7™~!) error term in Hérmander’s estimate for K (z,y) to
o(T™™1), assuming x,y are in a ball B,.(z) of radius 7 — 0 arbitrarily slowly around
some non-self-focal point z. Without the assumption on z, one cannot conclude the
remainder is o(7T™ 1) since the sphere is a counterexample, but the method of [7]
still gives

T P d ]
5.3 ; ; = — 7‘T<exPy (z)7£>gy O Tn 1
(5.3) > 6(x);(y) /ggy<1 e N +o (1)

t;<T (2m)" |9y

where the error term is uniform over pairs (z,y) with d(x,y) < r. In this notation,
gy and | x|, are the length and inner product on the tangent space at y defined

by the metric g, \/@ is the volume form, and exp, is the exponential map. Note
that exp, ' (x) is well defined for d(x,y) sufficiently small (less than the injectivity
radius of M).

Using polar coordinates at y, with w = exp, Y(z) and ¢ = sa, the difference
between the main terms for 7" and T — 7 is

n o .l
<T> / / ede(:c,y)w-aSnfldea
27 s=1-n/T JSn—1

T\"1—(1—n/T)" ;
— ( ) ( 77/ ) / esz(z,y)a'wda.
gn—1

2 n
The integral over S ! gives the Bessel function
J(T(d.’b, y)) = Jn/g_l(Td(x, y))/(Td(x’ y)n/271,

up to a normalizing factor depending only on n. This is a bounded function that
begins to oscillate when T'd(z,y) reaches the first zeros of .J,, o1, and decays as a
power (Td(z,y)~™/?*t1/2? as Td(z,y) — co. We have

1-(1—n/T)" 1 n)?
o Lo g o2
by the binomial expansion. This implies
Jnj2—1(Td(z,z"))
(Td(z, 2'))"/2~1

(5.5) K(z,y) = cT™ 'n(T) ( +0(n '+ nT—1)>

for some constant ¢ = ¢, > 0. Note that the n~! in the error corresponds to the
remainder in Weyl’s law whereas nT~! is from truncating the binomial expansion
in (5.4). They are equal when 5 = T/2.
If d(z,y) < 1/T, we simply use the fact that J is bounded to obtain the trivial
bound
K(z,y) ST" .

This is useful for nearby pairs (z,y), but for d(z,y) = 1/T it is better to input the
fact that J(u) < u"/?*/2 to obtain

K(z,y) STt ((Td(x,y)—"/2+1/2 + O(n—l n UT_1)> .
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We have assumed 7 < T2 so that n7~! can be absorbed into the error n~'. This
gives (5.2). O

We have assumed that < T"/2 for convenience, and indeed what we have in
mind is that 7 is a power of logT". If one did want to allow larger 7, the error in
(5.2) would become nT~! instead of n~1. For the arguments in Section 7 below to
go through, one would then need to assume n = o(T/logT).

6. UPPER BOUND ON THE VARIANCE
By the triangle inequality, d(z,2’) < d(z, z) + d(z,2') < 2r. Since the integrand

is nonnegative, we can bound the inner integral in (4.19) by

(6.1) / |K@JNMx§/ K (2, 2/)[2da.
B, (z)

Bzr(l”)

Having moved the center to 2/, we introduce polar coordinates (p,w) where the
radial coordinate p = d(z,z’) ranges from 0 to 2r. The volume form is given
approximately by its Euclidean counterpart:

(6.2) dvol(z) = (1 + O(p?))p" *dpdw.

Indeed, the volume form is obtained from the metric g by y/det(g) and we have the
expansion

1 X
det(g) =1-— ERickl(:E’)xka:l +0(z’) = 1+ 0(p?).
We integrate the estimate (5.2) from section 5, namely
K(w,a') STy ((Tp) =702 571

This diverges as p — 0, since we would be better off using the trivial bound for
p < 1/T, but the singularity is integrable. We obtain

2r 2
K(z,2')%d2’ < (T”’ln)g/ ((Tp)’("’”/2 +77’1) p" tdp
B, (z) 0

< T2y ((rT) (n=1) 4 - (rT)_("_l)/2+n_2)

Integrating over = and noting that vol(B,) =< r™, we obtain

//K z,x")?dx'dz < vol(B)? (T" 1 ) ((TT)*("*U+n*1(rT)*(”71)/2+7f2)

as claimed in Lemma 4. This improves on what one would get by replacing K with
its maximum, namely

//Kx:c 2da’da S vol(B) (T 'n)?

Recall that we have normalized to have Gaussian coefficients of variance proportional
to T 1y. Thus this factor (7"~ 'n)? will cancel, leaving

1 21 O 2 (n—1) (n—1)/2 2
ﬂmwémwa//K<ﬁ) oy T)" -

This vanishes as 7T — oo and 1 — oo, whereas the trivial bound would only show
the variance is bounded.
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7. COLLECTING THE BOUNDS AND PROVING THEOREM 1

From the union bound, we had
P (32 |X. — E[X.]| > &) S P(|¢llc > c1VerT) + T"P(|X. — E[X.]| > £/3)
ST (exp(—czerT) + P(|1 X, — E[X.]| > ¢/3))
From the Chernoff bound,

—1/2
(7.1) P(|X, — E[X.]| > £/3) < exp (—C4e (Z A?) )
From the variance formula,

DA D) g ) I
S (G gy
Therefore
(72)  P(X.—E[X.]| >¢/3) Sexp <—c55 ((rT)’(”’l)/z + 77,1) _1>

We already assumed 77/ log(T) — oo so that T exp(—czerT) — 0 no matter how
small is the given e, which controls the probability of an “off-grid” deviation. To
control the “on-grid” deviation, we must further assume that

((TT)—(TL—l)ﬂ + 77_1)71 /1og(T) — .

This guarantees that, again, the factor of 7™ can be absorbed. Equivalently, we
need

((rT)’("’l)/2 + rfl) log(T) — 0,

that is, both (rT")~(»=1/21og(T) — 0 and 5~ 'log(T) — 0. For n > 3, the first of
these is already implied by the assumption rT/log(T) — co. If n = 2, then we
instead assume (r7")/log(T)? — oo. Thus the requirements amount to both 7" and
7(T) being asymptotically larger than log(7T):
rT

log(T)

n(T)

log(T)
These are the hypotheses of Theorem 1, and the proof is complete. Moreover, we
have proved the rate of convergence for Theorem 1 claimed in (1.3): for any € > 0,
there are positive C. and c(e) such that

(7.3)  P(:|X. ~E[X.]| > ¢) < C.T" exp (—e(e) ((T) " D/2 4 971) 7).

— 00, (or rT/log(T)?* — oo if n = 2)

8. CONCLUSION

The proof we have given relies on a union bound, ignoring the interesting question
of how integrals [, |¢|* and [, |¢|* over different sets are correlated. One might
also wonder about other ensembles of random functions, for instance band-limited
functions with a window n(T") proportional to T instead of o(T'), or where the
distribution of the coefficients is not Gaussian. One could study other sets B, not
necessarily balls, either with diameter shrinking like the r in our setup, or volume
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shrinking like 7. The lifts of |¢|?dvol to S*M are another interesting class of
random measures. Regarding more general coefficients, we note the article [14]
of Hanson-Wright on concentration for quadratic forms in independent random
variables.

As a first step addressing two of these further directions, here is an exact covariance
formula. The covariance between two of our integrals takes a similar form to the
variance of a single one. In [9], we did this calculation on the sphere. This was an
algebraic calculation valid in more general circumstances, as we now indicate. This
proof applies to non-Gaussian distributions of the coefficients, as long as the first
four moments are the same as for a Gaussian, whereas the proof by differentiating
the moment generating function is specific to Gaussians. Without the assumption on
the fourth moment, there is a more complicated formula involving 3. ¢;(x)*¢;(y)>
in addition to the kernel 3, ¢;(z)d;(y).

Lemma 7. Suppose ¢; are independent random variables with first and third mo-
ments 0, variance o2, and fourth moment 30*. Suppose ¢; : M — C are functions
on some measure space M (assumed o-finite for purposes of Fubini’s theorem) and
¢ = Zj cj¢; is the corresponding random function. Then for any measurable subsets
BCM,B CM,

(8.1) cov [/B|¢2,/B,|¢|2} :204/B/B/K(x,x’)2dxdx’

where K(z,2") =3, ¢;(x)¢;(z'). If the fourth moment E[c*] does not necessarily
equal 30*, then the covariance is given by

cov UB|¢|2,/B/ |¢|2] :204// K(x,2')*dxds’
+ (E[¢Y] - 30%) ///Z@ 2¢;(2")?dwdx’.

Proof. We compute the covariance E[ [, |¢]* [5, [6|*] — E[[5 [¢[*]E[[5, |#]?] by ex-
panding |¢|? and using linearity of expectation to exchange E with the sums and
integrals. For the expectation of the product, we have

E[/B ¢2/,¢2} :/B/B/ZZE};Z:¢i(x)@-(m)(pk(x’)(ﬁl(:v’)E[cicjckcl]dxdx/.

Since the coefficients are independent and have mean 0, the expectation E[c;c;crci]
is 30* if all indices i, j, k, and [ are equal, o if they are equal in pairs, and 0 in
all other cases. In light of the different cases i = j #k =1, i =k # j =1, or
1 =1%#j =k, it follows that

B | [ 1o [ 1o]

=o! SZ\@ Wi )2+ (@) Plon(a)? + 2> ¢i()di(@) s (2) b, (")

i#£k i#£]

The factor of 3 means that the first term exactly supplies the missing diagonal terms
i=k,i=7,and i = (which we have merged with i = k, the two cases giving the
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same contribution) in the three other sums. The completed sums then factor, so
that

E [[¢(2) o)) = o [ Y 16i@)* Y [ou(@)> +2 " dul@)di(a') Y ds(x)ds(w
i k i J
=o* (K(z,2)K(2',2") + 2K (z,2')?)

For the product of the expectations, we have

E[/Bms?} ;;E[CiCj]L¢i@U2LK(x,Z)dx

by independence of the coefficients. Thus subtraction gives

cov [ 1ot [ 1ee| =] [ 168 [ 18] -2 [ [ 108]E][ 108]

= 0’4/ / (K(l‘,l‘)K($’,x/) + QK(.’E,J?/)Q) _ 0_4/ K(Z’,l‘)K(l",a?/)ddej/
BB BJB
= 20" / K(z,2')?dzds’
B/

which is (8.1).
If the fourth moment E[c*] does not match that of a Gaussian, then the same
method shows that the covariance is given by

cov U |¢|2/ |¢|2] =20* // K(z,2")?dzds’
+ (B[] - 30%) ///Zoﬁj 2¢;(2")?dwdx’.

]

Note that, whereas ) ; ¢;(z)¢; (') is unaffected by an orthogonal change of basis
¢j > > ) ajkPk, the sum of squares >, ¢; (z)?¢;(2")? may depend on the choice of
orthonormal basis. If E[¢!] = 304, then this extra term disappears.
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