arXiv:2410.11347v1 [cs.IT] 15 Oct 2024

PERIODIC AUTOCORRELATION OF SEQUENCES

FRANÇOIS RODIER, FLORIAN CAULLERY, AND ERIC FÉRARD

Abstract. The autocorrelation of a sequence is a useful criterion, among all, of resistance to cryptographic attacks. The behavior of the autocorrelations of random Boolean functions (studied by Florian Caullery, Eric Férard and François Rodier [4]) shows that they are concentrated around a point. We show that the same is true for the evaluation of the periodic autocorrelations of random binary sequences.

1. Introduction

In this article, we are interested in random sequences of rational integers. The most interesting case occurs when the entries are just −1 or 1, in which case we call the sequence binary. More precisely we are interested in the periodic autocorrelation of the sequences that we are going to define now.

Let m be a prime number. Let Fm = {0, 1, . . . , m − 1} and F^∗_m = {1, . . . , m − 1} where the elements are taken modulo m. Let Sm = {s0, s1, . . . , sm−1} ∈ {−1, 1}^m . We endow the set {−1, 1}^m with a uniform probability distribution, so that the si’s are independent and equally likely to take the value −1 or 1. We define Cu(Sm) = ∑ i∈Fm sisi+u and the periodic autocorrelation of the sequence Sm C(Sm) = max_{u∈F∗m} | |C_u(S_m) | |. We find an evaluation of the mean of the periodic autocorrelations of the random sequences. It happens to be the point of accumulation of the periodic autocorrelations of random sequences.

We therefore want to prove the following theorem. Theorem 1.

a) The expectation (denoted E) of the periodic autocorrelation has the following limit: E(C(Sm)) √ m log m −→ √ 2 as the primes m → +∞.

b) As the primes m → ∞, in probability Cm √ m log m → √ 2. We assume that m is prime. In fact, computer calculations seem to show that it seems not necessary but it may be much more complicated.

There are several works that survey topics involving correlations of sequences. Most of them focus on particular aspects. Jungnickel and Pott [9] and Cai and Ding [2], concentrate

2020 Mathematics Subject Classification. Primary 11K45; Secondary 60C10, 68R15. Key words and phrases. periodic autocorrelation, random sequence, resistance to cryptographic attacks. 1

on optimal binary sequences and cyclic difference sets. Golomb and Gong [7] deal with theoretical aspects of binary sequences with nearly ideal autocorrelation functions and the applications of these sequences. Helleseth and Kumar [8] pay particular attention to sequences with low correlation. Other works focus on aperiodic autocorrelations. We keep that same notation. We define the aperiodic autocorrelation of Sm at shift u by C^{ap}_u (Sm) = ∑ 0≤k,k+u<m s_ks_{k+u} The relation between m-periodic and aperiodic autocorrelation reads like that Cu = C^{ap}_u + C^{ap}_{m−u} We will not deal here with aperiodic autocorrelation. See the article by Schmidt [17] which discuss the analogous problem for aperiodic autocorrelation.

On the other hand Mauduit and Sárközy introduced and studied certain numerical parameters associated to finite binary sequences in order to measure their “level of randomness”: Normality measure, Well-distribution measure, Correlation measure. But they were designed for the aperiodic autocorrelation of pseudorandom sequences whereas those we study are related to the periodic autocorrelation of random sequences. See Cassaigne, Mauduit and Sárközy [3] and Kai-Uwe Schmidt [16].

The idea of this paper came from the proof that in the similar case of all random Boolean functions, these functions accumulate around the expected values of their nonlinearity. It was proved by Schmidt in [14], finalising the work of Rodier [13], Dib [6] and Litsyn and Shpunt [10], that the nonlinearity of random Boolean functions is concentrated around its expected value. Similarly, as there does not exist a study of the distribution of the periodic autocorrelation of random sequences of rational integers, we fill the gap with our result by showing that the same phenomenon happens in the case of the periodic autocorrelation.

We follow the same scheme of proof as for the nonlinearity of random Boolean functions, except for the lower bound of the expectation of autocorrelations of random sequences which requires a more involved result. Namely, we evaluate the autocorrelation expectation of random sequences by calculating the number of even sequences with certain properties (see the Appendix).

After the introduction, we state some important propositions in a preliminary section. Then we prove the main theorem, and finally, in an Appendix, we proceed to the proof of the lower bound of the expectation of the autocorrelations of the random sequences, which is a tricky result.

2. Preliminaries

The Xx,u = sxsx+u for x in Fm are not mutually independent. But we can prove that Xx,u = sxsx+u for x in F^∗_m are mutually independent. For that we adapt the proof of Mercer [12, Prop 1.1].

Lemma 1. Let u ∈ F^∗_m . The Xx,u = sxsx+u for x ∈ F^∗_m are mutually independent.

Proof. Since x −→ u^{−1}x is an automorphism of Fm , we can assume that u = 1. Let E be a subset of F^∗_m . We must prove that P ( ⋂ x∈E (Xx,1 = bx) ) = ∏ x∈E P (Xx,1 = bx) = 2^{−#E} where the bx are ±1.

Let G be the graph whose vertices are the elements of Fm and whose edges are precisely the pairs of the from (x, x + 1) where x ∈ E. It is a subgraph of the graph with vertices the elements of Fm and with edges the pairs (x, x + 1) where x ∈ F^∗_m . Since m is prime, the latter is a path from 1 to 0. Hence, the graph G is a disjoint union of connected paths.

Let H be a connected subpath of G of length lower than m − 1. We can assume that it is a path from 1 to r. Let b1, . . . , br ∈ {±1}. We have P (X1,1 = b1, . . . , Xr,1 = br ) = P (s1s2 = b1, . . . , sr sr+1 = br ) = P (s1 = 1, s2 = b1, . . . , sr+1 = b1 · · · br) + P (s1 = −1, s2 = −b1, . . . , sr+1 = −b1 · · · br). Since r < m, the variables s1, s2, . . . , sr+1 are independent. Hence, P (X1,1 = b1, X2,1 = b2, . . . , Xr,1 = br ) = 1 2^r = P (X1,1 = b1)P (X2,1 = b2) · · · P (Xr,1 = br ). Let now H and H^′ be two disjoint connected subpaths of G of length lower than m − 1.

Since H ∩ H^′ = ∅, the events ⋂ x∈H (Xx,1 = bx) and ⋂ x′∈H′ (Xx′,1 = bx′ ) are independent.

So, we have P ( ⋂ x∈H (sxsx+1 = bx) ∩ ⋂ x′∈H′ (s_x′ s_x′_{+1} = b_x′ ) )

= P ( ⋂ x∈H (sxsx+1 = bx) ) P ( ⋂ x′∈H′ (s_x′ s_x′_{+1} = b_x′ ) )

= ∏ x∈H P (Xx,1 = bx) ∏ x′∈H′ P (X_x′_{,1} = b_x′ ).

Since G is a disjoint union of connected paths, we can conclude. □

We derive two consequences on bounds involving Sm.

Proposition 1. For all ϵ > 0, as m → +∞, P ( C(S_m) √ 2m log m

> 1 + ϵ ) −→ 0. Proof. The union bound gives P (C(Sm) > μm) ≤ ∑ u∈F∗m P (|Cu(S)| > μm) = ∑ u∈F∗m P (| | ∑ x∈Fm Xx,u | | > μ_m )

with μm = (1+ϵ) √ 2m log m. Since | ∑ x∈Fm Xx,u| ≤ |X0,u|+| ∑ x∈F∗m Xx,u| and |X0,u| = 1, we have P (C(Sm) > μm) ≤ ∑ x∈F∗m P (| | ∑ x∈F∗m Xx,u | | > μ_m − 1 ) . As the variables X1,u, . . . , Xm−1,u are mutually independent, we can apply Corollary A.1.2 of [1] with k = m to obtain P (C(Sm) > μm) ≤ 2e^{− (μm −1)} 2 2m−2 , which tends to 0 as m → +∞. □

We need this lemma from H. Cramér [5].

Lemma 2. Let X0, X1, . . . be identically distributed mutually independent random variables satisfying E[X0] = 0 and E[X^2_0 ] = 1 and suppose that there exists T > 0 such that E[e^{tX0} ] < ∞ for all |t| < T . Write Y_k = X0 +X1 +· · ·+X_{k−1} and let Φ be the distribution function of a normal random variable with zero mean and unit variance. If θ_k > 1 and θ_k/k^{1/6} → 0 as k → ∞, then P ( |Y_k| ≥ θ_k √ k ) 2Φ(−θ_k) → 1. We can now apply this lemma to obtain the following proposition.

Proposition 2. For all m sufficiently large, P ( |Cu(Sm)| ≥ √ 2m log(m) ) ≥ 1 2m √ log m . Proof. Since |X0,u| = 1, we have P (|X1,u+· · ·+Xm−1,u| ≥ √ 2m log(m)+1) ≤ P (|Cu(Sm)| ≤ √ 2m log(m)) and it suffices to prove that P (|X1,u + · · · + Xm−1,u| ≥ √ 2m log(m) + 1) ≥ 1 2m √ log m . Notice that E(e^{tX1,u} ) = cosh(t). Write √ 2m log(m) + 1 = ξ^′_m √ m − 1 with ξ^′_m = 1 √ m−1 ( √ 2m log(m) + 1). We have ξ^′_m > 1 and limm^{ξ′m}_{m1/6} = 0. So we can apply the previous lemma to obtain P (|X1,u + · · · + Xm−1,u| ≥ √ 2m log(m) + 1) ∼ 2Φ(−ξ^′_m).

For all z > 0, we have 1 √ 2πz ( 1 − 1 z^2 ) e^{−z2/2} ≤ Φ(−z) ≤ 1 √ 2πz e^{−z2/2}. So, as m → +∞,

2Φ(−ξ^′_m) ∼ 1 m √ π log(m) , from which the proposition follows. □

Proposition 3. Write λm = √ 2m log m. For all m sufficiently large and for all distinct u, v ∈ F^∗_m such that u + v <^m_{2 log m} , we have P (|Cu(Sm)| ≥ λm ∩ |Cv (Sm)| ≥ λm) ≤ 6e^2 m^2 . This result is proven in the Appendix (see section 4).

3. Proof of theorem 1

By using an inequality from martingales theory (see McDiarmid [11]), we can find an upper bound for |E(C(Sm)) − C(Sm)| (see Caullery-Rodier [4]).

Lemma 3. For all θ > 0, we have P (|C^′(Sm) − E(C^′(Sm))| ≥ θ) ≤ 2 exp ( − θ^2 8(m − 1) )

where C^′(Sm) = max_{u∈F∗m}| ∑ i∈F∗m i≠−u sisi+u|.

Proof. See section 4 of Caullery-Rodier [4]. □

Lemma 4. For all θ^′ > 4, we have P ( |E(C(Sm)) − C(Sm)| ≥ θ^′ ) ≤ 2 exp ( − (θ^′ − 4)^2 8(m − 1) ) . Proof. Let θ^′ > 4 and θ = θ^′ − 4. We check that |C(Sm) − E(C(Sm))| ≤ 4 + |C^′(Sm) − E(C^′(Sm))|. So, by lemma 3, we have P ( θ^′ < |C(Sm) − E(C(Sm))| ) ≤ 2 exp ( − θ^2 8(m − 1) ) . □ We can obtain a lower bound of C(Sm).

Lemma 5. For all m sufficiently large, we have P (C(Sm) ≥ λm) ≥ 1 15 log^{3/2} m

where λm = √ 2m log(m).

Proof. Let m be an integer greater than 2 and let W = { u ∈ Fm : 1 ≤ u ≤^m_{4 log m} } . For all m sufficiently large, we have m 6 log m ≤ |W | ≤ m 4 log m . Then P (C(Sm) ≥ λm) ≥ P (max_{u∈W} |Cu(Sm)| ≥ λm) ≥ ∑ u∈W P (|Cu(Sm)| ≥ λm) − ∑ u,v∈W u<v P (|Cu(Sm)| ≥ λm ∩ |Cv (Sm)| ≥ λm)

by the Bonferroni inequality. For all m sufficiently large, we have ∑ u∈W P (|Cu(Sm)| ≥ λm) ≥ ∑ u∈W 1 2m √ log m = |W | · 1 2m √ log m ≥ 1 12 log^{3/2} m

by proposition 2. Let u, v ∈ W with u < v. We have u + v <^m_{2 log m} . By proposition 3, we have P (|Cu(Sm)| ≥ λm ∩ |Cv (Sm)| ≥ λm) ≤ 6e^2 m^2 for all m sufficiently large. We obtain then P (C(Sm) ≥ λm) ≥ 1 12 log^{3/2} m − e^2 3 log^2 m ≥ 1 15 log^{3/2} m for all m sufficiently large. □

Finally we have

Theorem 2. The following limit holds when m → +∞ E(C(Sm)) √ m log m −→ √ 2.

Proof. Let ϵ > 0. By the union bound and triangle inequality, we have P ( E(C(S_m)) √ m log m − √ 2 > ϵ ) ≤ P ( E(C(S_m)) √ m log m − C(Sm) √ m log m > 1 2 ϵ ) +P ( C(S_m) √ m log m − √ 2 > 1 2 ϵ ) . The right hand side of the last inequality goes to zero as m → +∞ by proposition 1 and lemma 4. So we conclude lim sup m→+∞ E(C(Sm)) √ m log m ≤ √ 2. The proof of the claim is based on an idea in [10]: to bound by below^{E(C(Sm ))√}_{m log m} , we will prove that the following set is finite. Let δ > 0 and define N(δ) = { m > 1 : E(C(Sm)) √ m log m < √ 2 − δ } . For sake of contradiction, we assume that this set is infinite Then, for all m ∈ N(δ) sufficiently large, we have λm − E(C(Sm)) > 4 and so 1 15 log^{3/2} m ≤ P (C(Sm) ≥ λm) ≤ 2 exp ( − (λm − E(C(Sm)) − 4)^2 8(m − 1) ) , by lemmas 5 and 4. Hence, for all m ∈ N(δ) sufficiently large, we have λm −E(C(Sm))−4 > δ √ m log m − 4 >^δ_2 √ m log m and hence 1 15 log^{3/2} m

≤ 2 exp ( − δ^2 log m 32 ) = 2 m^{δ2/32} which cannot happen for m sufficiently large. □ Proposition 4. We have C(Sm) √ 2m log m → 1 in probabilities.

Proof. It is enough to show that limm→∞ P (| |^{C(Sm )} √ 2m log m − 1 | | | > ϵ ) = 0.

We have by the triangular inequality P (| | | C(Sm) √ 2m log m −1 | | > ϵ ) ≤ P (| | | E(C(Sm )) √ 2m log m − C(Sm) √ 2m log m | | > ϵ/2 ) +P (| | | E(C(Sm)) √ 2m log m −1 | | > ϵ/2 ) . By lemma 3 the term P (_{|E(C(Sm ))−C(Sm)|} √ 2m log m ≥ ϵ ) tends to 0 as m → ∞.

On the other hand, the term P (| |^{E(C(Sm ))} √ 2m log m − 1 | | > ϵ/2) is zero except for a finite set as

we have just seen.

So the proposition is true. □

4. Appendix : proof of the proposition 3

In this section, we will prove the proposition 3. So, we would like to find an upper bound of P ( (|Cu(Sm)| ≥ λm) ∩ (|Cv (Sm)| ≥ λm) ) . Let p be a positive integer, a, b ∈ F^∗_m and θ1, θ2 > 0. By Markov’s inequality and since (|Cu(Sm)| ≥ λm) ∩ (|Cv (Sm)| ≥ λm) =⇒ ( Cu(Sm)Cv (Sm) )_{2p} ≥ (θ1θ2)^{2p} we have P (|Ca(Sm)| ≥ θ1 ∩ |C_b(Sm)| ≥ θ2) ≤ P (( ∑ i∈Fm sisi+a ≥ θ1 )_{2p} ∩ ( ∑ j∈Fm sj s_{j+b} ≥ θ2 )_{2p})

≤ 1 (θ1θ2)^{2p} E ((∑ i sisi+a ∑ j sj s_{j+b} )_{2p}) . Before going on, we need some definitions. Let n be a positive integer. A sequence (u1, . . . , u2n) of Fm is called even if for every λ ∈ Fm the set of the ui’s equals to λ has even cardinal (see Schmidt [15]). Let ξ = (a1, . . . , an) be a sequence of Fm . We said that a sequence x = (x1, . . . , xn) of Fm is ξ-even if the sequence x(ξ) = (x1, x1 + a1, . . . , xn, xn + an) is even. We denote by E(ξ) the number of ξ-even sequences of Fm .

The last quantity of the previous inequalities is equal to number of ξ-even sequences times^1_{(θ1 θ2)2p} where ξ = (a, . . . , a, b, . . . , b) with 2p times a and 2p times b. So we have (1) P (|Ca(Sm)| ≥ θ1 ∩ |C_b(Sm)| ≥ θ2) ≤ 1 (θ1θ2)^{2p} E(ξ) and then we will get an upper bound for the number of ξ-even sequences.

4.1. Even sequences. We give the first properties of ξ-even sequences.

For all positive integers m, n such that m ≤ n, we denote by �m, n� the set of integers strictly between m − 1 and n + 1.

Lemma 6. Let a1, . . . , an be elements of Fm . Then for all element c of F^∗_m and for all permutation σ of �1, n�, we have E(ca1, . . . , can) = E(a_{σ(1)}, . . . , a_{σ(n)}). Proof. The map (x1, . . . , xn) −→ (cx1, . . . , cxn) defined a bijection between the set of (a1, . . . , an)-even sequences and the set of (ca1, . . . , can)-even sequences. Hence, we have E(ca1, . . . , can) = E(a1, . . . , an) and it is clear that E(a_{σ(1)}, . . . , a_{σ(n)}) = E(a1, . . . , an). □

A subset J of �1, n� is called a ξ-subset if ∑ j∈J ±aj = 0 for some choice of ±.

Lemma 7. If there exists a ξ-even sequence, then �1, n� is a ξ-subset.

Proof. Let x = (x1, . . . , xn) be a ξ-even sequence. Thus there exists an element in {x1 + a1, x2 + a2, . . . , xn + an} which must be equal to x1. If x1 = x1 + a1, then a1 = 0 and ∑_n i=1 ±ai = a1 + ∑_n i=2 ±ai = 0 by induction. If x1 = x2 and y = x1 +a1, then the sequence (y, y + a2 − a1, x3, x3 + a3, . . . , xn + an) is even and ∑_n i=1 ±ai = (a2 − a1) + ∑_n i=3 ±ai = 0 by induction. If x1 = x2 + a2 and y = x1 + a1, then the sequence (y, y − a1 − a2, x3, x3 + a3, . . . , xn + an) is even and ∑_n i=1 ±ai = −(a1 + a2) + ∑_n i=3 ±ai = 0 by induction. □

We now give an upper bound on the number of ξ-even sequences in terms of n and m.

Lemma 8. If ξ = (a1, . . . , an) is a sequence of Fm (where n is an integer greater than 1) such that a1 · · · an ≠ 0, then E(ξ) ≤ 2^{n−2}(n − 1)!m. Proof. Let x = (x1, . . . , xn) be an ξ-even sequence. Since the sequence x(ξ) is even, we have xn ∈ {x1, x1 + a1, . . . , xn−1, xn−1 + an−1}. If xn = x1, then the sequence deduced from x(ξ) by canceling x1 and xn is x^′(ξ^′) where ξ^′ = (an − a1, a2, . . . , an−1) and x^′ = (x1 + a1, x2, . . . , xn−1). It is cleary even. From this, we deduce that the number of ξ-even sequences x = (x1, . . . , xn) such that xn = x1 is lower or equal to E(an −a1, a2, . . . , an−1). Similary, we prove that the number of ξ-even sequences x = (x1, . . . , xn) such that xn = x1 + a1 is lower or equal to E(an + a1, a2, . . . , an−1). So, we have E(ξ) ≤ n∑ i=2 ( E(a2, . . . , ai + a1, . . . , an) + E(a2, . . . , ai − a1, . . . , an) ) . We have E(a1, a2) = 0 if a1 ≠ ±a2 and m if a1 = ±a2 ≠ 0. By induction, E(ξ) ≤ 2^{n−2}(n − 1)!m if n ≥ 2. □

We will split ξ-even sequences into even subsequences and associate to this decomposition a partition of �1, n�. We said that a sequence x = (x1, . . . , xn) of Fm is exactly ξ-even if the sequence x(ξ) = (x1, x1 + a1, . . . , xn + an) is even and, for every non-empty proper subset J of �1, n�, the sequence (xj , xj + aj )j∈J is not even.

We said that a partition of �1, n� is a ξ-partition if each of its blocks (that is the elements of the partition) is a ξ-subset. Given a ξ-partition P = (Jα)α of �1, n�, let E(P ) be the number of sequences x = (x1, . . . , xn) of Fm such that, for all α, the sequence (xj )j∈J_α is (aj )j∈J_α -even.

Let x = (x1, . . . , xn) be ξ-even sequence. If it is not exactly ξ-even, there exists a non-empty proper ξ-subset J of �1, n� such that the sequence (xj , xj + aj )j∈J is even. Since x(ξ) is even, the sequence (xj , xj + aj )j∈J c is also even and so J^c is also a ξ-subset.

Hence, continuing like this, we obtain a ξ-partition (Jα)α of �1, n� such that, for all α, the sequence (xj , xj + aj )i∈J_α is even. So, we have E(ξ) ≤ ∑ P E(P ), where the sum is over the ξ-partitions P of �1, n�.

4.2. Upper bound for ξ-partitions. From now on, unless otherwise stated, we will consider the particular sequence ξ = (ai)_{i∈�1,4p�} of elements of Fm where p is a positive integer, a and b are two coprime integers, a1 = · · · = a2p = a and a2p+1 = · · · = a4p = b. We will find an upper bound for E(P ) where P is a ξ-partition of �1, 4p� in terms of its length. For this, we need a lemma.

Lemma 9. Let r be a positive integer. Let N1, . . . , Nr integers greater than 2. Then

2^r (N1 − 1)! · · · (Nr − 1)! ≤ 2^2(N1 + · · · + Nr − (2r − 1))!.

Proof. Using that, for any integers a, b ≥ 2, 2a!b! ≤ (a + b − 1)! if a or b is greater than 2, we prove the formula by induction. □

Clearly, a ξ-partition of �1, 4p� is of length 2p if and only if its blocks are formed of two integers of �1, 2p� or of two integers of �2p + 1, 4p�. It follows that for such a partition P , we have E(P ) = m^{2p}.

Proposition 5. Let P be a ξ-partition of �1, 4p� of length 2p−k where k is a non-negative integer. Then E(P ) ≤ 2^{2k+2}(2k + 1)!m^{2p−k} .

Proof. By the remark preceding the lemma, the inequality is true for k = 0. Let P = (Jα)_{α=1,...,ℓ} be a ξ-partition of length ℓ = 2p − k where k is a positive integer. For all α, let Nα be the cardinal of Jα. Up to renumbering, we can assume that N1 ≥ · · · ≥ Nr > Nr+1 = · · · = N_ℓ = 2. Since k ≥ 1, we have r ≥ 1. We have E(P ) = ∏_ℓ α=1 eα where eα = E((aj )j∈J_α ). By lemmas 8 and 9, we have r∏ α=1 eα ≤ m^r2^{K−r} r∏ α=1 (Nα − 1)! ≤ 2^{K−2r+2}(K − (2r − 1))!m^r ,

where K = N1 +· · ·+Nr . We deduce from 4p = ∑_ℓ α=1 Nα = K +2(ℓ−r) that K = 2k+2r.

So_r ∏ α=1 eα ≤ 2^{2k+2}(2k + 1)!m^r .

Since er+1 = · · · = e_ℓ = m, we have E(P ) ≤ 2^{2k+2}(2k + 1)!m^ℓ. □

4.3. Decomposition of ξ-partitions. In this subsection, in the particular case we consider, we will explain how to construct a ξ-partition of length ℓ from a ξ-partition of length ℓ + 1. This will help us in counting the number of ξ-partitions in the next subsection.

Let j, k be two non-negative integers. A ξ-subset J of �1, 4p� is called of type (j, k) if the number of elements in J ∩ �1, 2p� (respectively J ∩ �2p + 1, 4p�) is j (respectively k).

From now on, unless otherwise stated, we assume that a is odd and 2p(a + b) < m.

Lemma 10. Let a, b, p and ξ be as above. Let J be a ξ-subset of �1, 4p� of type (j, k).

(a) If j and k are even, then J is disjoint union of^j_2 subsets of type (2, 0) and of^k_2 subsets of type (0, 2).

(b) The integer k is odd if and only if J is disjoint union of one subset of type (b, a) and some subsets of type (2, 0) and (0, 2).

Proof. (a) Since J is of type (j, k), it is the disjoint union of a subset of �1, 2p� of type (j, 0) and of a subset of �2p + 1, 4p� of type (0, k). As j is even, the subset of �1, 2p� is disjoint union of^j_2 subsets of type (2, 0) (because a − a = 0). Similary, the subset of �2p + 1, 4p� is disjoint union of^k_2 subsets of type (0, 2).

(b) Assume that k is odd. We can write J as a disjoint union of a subset of type (b, a) and a subset of type (j −b, k−a). So, to prove (b), it suffices to check that the integers j −b and k−a are even. Since J is a ξ-subset, we have ∑ i∈J ±aj = 0 for some choice of ± where aj is a or b. Let j^′ (respectively j^{′′}) be the number of +a (respectively of −a) and let k^′ (respectively k^{′′}) be the number of +b (respectively of −b). As J is of type (j, k), we have j = j^′ +j^{′′} and k = k^′ +k^{′′}. On the other hand, we have (j^′ −j^{′′})a+(k^′ −k^{′′})b ≡ 0 mod m. It follows from 2p(a + b) < m that ua = vb ∈ Z with u = j^′ − j^{′′} and v = k^{′′} − k^′. As a and b are coprime, we can write v = av^′. Since the integer v^′ is odd, the integers j − b = 2j^{′′} − b(v^′ − 1) and k − a = 2k^′ + a(v^′ − 1) are even. Reciprocally, if J is an disjoint union of one subset of type (b, a), of m subsets of type (2, 0) and n subsets of type (0, 2), then k = a + 2n is odd (since a is odd). □

Let P = (Jα)_{α∈�1,ℓ�} be a ξ-partition of �1, 4p�. Let b(P ) be the number of blocks Jα such that Jα is of type (jα, kα) where kα is odd. The integer 2p − b(P )a is even since 2p = ∑ α kα and if kα is odd, then kα ≡ a mod 2 by the previous lemma. So, since a is odd, b(P ) is even.

Lemma 11. Let d = a + b − 2. Let P be a ξ-partition of �1, 4p� of length ℓ. We set b(P ) = 2n. We have ℓ ≤ 2p − nd, and ℓ = 2p − nd if and only if there is exactly 2n blocks of type (b, a), p − nb blocks of type (2, 0) and p − na blocks of type (0, 2) in the partition P . Proof. For all α, let (jα, kα) be the type of Jα. Up to renumbering the Jα, we can assume that the integers k1, . . . , k2n are odd. By lemma 10, the blocks J1, . . . , J2n are of length greater or equal than a + b and the blocks J2n+1, . . . , J_ℓ are of length greater or equal 2. Hence, we have

4p = ℓ∑ α=1 #Jα ≥ 2n(a + b) + 2(ℓ − 2n) = 2nd + 2ℓ, so ℓ ≤ 2p − nd. We have ℓ = 2p − nd if and only if #J1 = · · · = #J2n = a + b and #J2n+1 = · · · = #J_ℓ = 2. □

Proposition 6. Let P be a ξ-partition of �1, 4p� of length ℓ with b(P ) = 2n. If ℓ < 2p−nd, then there exists a ξ-partition P^′ = (J^′_β )_{β∈�1,ℓ+1�} such that b(P ) = b(P^′) and

P = (J^′_1 ∪ J^′_2, J^′_3, . . . , J^′_{ℓ+1})

up to a permutation.

Proof. Assume that n > 0. Up to renumbering the Jα, we can assume that J1 of type (j, k) with k odd. By lemma 10, we can write J1 = J^′_1 ∪ J^{′′}_1 where J^′_1 is a ξ-subset of type (b, a) and J^′_2 is a ξ-subset of type (j − b, k − a) with k − a even.

Assume that n = 0. Then the type of J1 is (j, k) with j and k even. If j > 0, then J1 = J^′_1 ∪ J^{′′}_1 where J^′_1 is a ξ-subset of type (2, 0) and J^′_2 is a ξ-subset of type (j − 2, k). □

4.4. Bound on the number of ξ-partitions. We still assume ξ = (a1, . . . , a4p) is the sequence of Fm where a1 = · · · = a2p = a and a2p+1 = · · · = a4p = b with a and b two coprime integers such that a is odd. We will now find an upper bound for the number of ξ-partitions P of �1, 4p� in terms of its length and of the integer b(P ) which has been defined just after the proof of lemma 10.

We assume that 2p(a + b) < m and we let d = a + b − 2. For all non-negative integers n and k, let c^{(n)}_k be the number of ξ-partitions P of �1, 4p� of length 2p − k such that b(P ) = 2n and let C^{(n)}_k = ∑ R E(R), where the sum is over the ξ-partitions R of length 2p − k such that b(R) = 2n. We have c^{(n)}_k = 0 = C^{(n)}_k if k < nd or n > N where N = min(⌊p/a⌋, ⌊p/b⌋). We also have c^{(0)}_0 = (2p − 1)!!^2 and C^{(0)}_0 = (2p − 1)!!^2m^{2p} where

(2p − 1)!! =

(2p)! p!2^p = (2p − 1)(2p − 3) · · · 3 · 1

is the double factorial 2p − 1, the number of ways to arrange 2p objects into p unordered pairs.

We have therefore E(ξ) ≤ N∑ e=0

2p−1∑

k=ed C^{(e)}_k (2)

= (2p − 1)!!^2 m^{2p} + d−1∑ k=1 C^{(0)}_k + N−1∑ e=1

(e+1)d−1 ∑ k=ed e∑ n=0 C^{(n)}_k + 2p−1∑

k=Nd N∑ n=0 C^{(n)}_k .

So, to get an upper bound for E(ξ), we will study ∑_e n=0 C^{(n)}_k . Since, by lemma 8, we have C^{(n)}_k ≤ c^{(n)}_k 2^{2k+2}(2k + 1)!m^{2p−k}, it suffices to study c^{(n)}_k . Lemma 12. Let a, b, p and d be as above.

(a) For all integer k ∈ �1, 2p − 1�, we have c^{(0)}_k ≤ 2^{k−2}(2p)(2p − 1)p^{2k−2}(2p − 1)!!^2 .

(b) If n is a positive integer such that n ≤ N, then c^{(n)}_{nd} ≤ 2^np(p − 1)p^{n(d+2)−2}(2p − 1)!!^2 .

(c) For all non-negative integers n and j, we have c^{(n)}_{nd+j} ≤ 2^{n+j} p^{n(d+2)+2j} (2p − 1)!!^2 .

Proof. (a) By the proposition 6, we have c^{(0)}_1 ≤^1_2 (2p)(2p − 1)(2p − 1)!!^2 and, by induction,

c^{(0)}_{k+1} ≤ (2p − k 2 ) c^{(0)}_k ≤ 2^{k−1}(2p)(2p − 1)p^{2k}(2p − 1)!!^2.

(b) By lemma 11, a ξ-partition P of length 2p − nd such that b(P ) = 2n consists of exactly 2n blocks of type (b, a), p − nb blocks of type (2, 0) and p − na blocks of type (0, 2). Hence, we have

c^{(n)}_{nd} = 2n−1∏

i=0 (2p − ia a )(2p − ib b ) (2p − 2nb − 1)!!(2p − 2na − 1)!!

= ( 2a+b a!^2b!^2 )_n^{an−1}∏ j=0 (p − j) bn−1∏

k=0 (p − k) · (2p − 1)!!^2

≤ 2^np(p − 1)p^{n(a+b)−2}(2p − 1))!!^2 .

(c) By (b), the formula is true for j = 0. By the proposition 6, we have c^{(n)}_{nd+j+1} ≤ (2p − nd − j 2 ) c^{(n)}_{nd+j} . So, by induction, we obtain 1 (2p − 1)!!^2 c^{(n)}_{nd+j+1} ≤ (2p − nd − j)(2p − nd − j − 1) 2 2^{n+j} p^{n(d+2)+2j}

≤ 2^{n+j+1}p^{n(d+2)+2j+2}. □

We will now find an upper bound for the sum of c^{(n)}_k .

Lemma 13. Let a, b, p and d be as above. For all e ∈ �0, N� and all k ∈ �ed, 2p − 1�, we have_e ∑ n=0 c^{(n)}_k ≤ 2^{k+1}p^{3k}(2p − 1)!!^2 .

Proof. The lemma is trivial if e = k = 0 and it follows from lemma 12(a) if e = 0 and k ≥ 1. Assume that e ≥ 1. We first consider the case where d > 1. For all k ∈ �ed, 2p − 1� and all n ∈ �1, e�, we have 1 (2p − 1)!!^2 c^{(n)}_k ≤ 2^{ed+j} p^{2ed+2j} (2^{d−1}p^{d−2})^{−n}

by lemma 12(c). Hence, we have 1 (2p − 1)!!^2 e∑ n=0 c^{(n)}_k ≤ 2^{k−2}(2p)(2p − 1)p^{2k−2} + 2^{e+j} p^{(d+2)e+2j}

2^{e(d−1)}p^{e(d−2)} − 1 2^{d−1}p^{d−2} − 1 . To prove the lemma in this case, it suffices to prove that the right hand side is lower or equal to 2^{k+1}p^{2k} − 2^{k−1}p^{2k−1}. It follows from the trivial inequality 2^{d−1}p^{d−2} ≥ 2.

Assume now that d = 1. Let k ∈ �e, 2p − 1�. By lemmas 12 (b) and (c), we have 1 (2p − 1)!!^2 e∑ n=0 c^{(n)}_k ≤ k−1∑ n=0 2^{n+(k−n)}p^{3n+2(k−n)} + 2^k p(p − 1)p^{3k−2}

≤ 2^kp^{2k} p^k − 1 p − 1 + 2^{k+1}p(p − 1)p^{3k−2}.

We check that the right hand side is lower or equal to 2^{k+1}p^{3k}. □ Proposition 7. For all m sufficiently large and all distinct elements a and b of Fm such that a + b <^m_{2 log m} , we have E(ξ) ≤ 2(2p − 1)!!^2m^{2p} where p = ⌊log m⌋ and ξ is the sequence (a, . . . , a, b, . . . , b) of Fm of length 4p with 2p times a.

Proof. By lemma 6, we can assume that a and b are coprime integers and that a is odd. By (2), we have

E(ξ) ≤ (2p − 1)!!^2 m^{2p} + d−1∑ k=1 C^{(0)}_k + N−1∑ e=1

(e+1)d−1 ∑ k=ed e∑ n=0 C^{(n)}_k + 2p−1∑

k=Nd N∑ n=0 C^{(n)}_k .

By lemmas 8 and 13, we have e∑ n=0 C^{(n)}_k ≤ 2^{2k+2}(2k + 1)!m^{2p−k} e∑ n=0 c^{(n)}_k ≤ 2^{7k+5}p^{5k+1}m^{2p−k} (2p − 1)!!^2 .

As the right hand is lower or equal to ( 1 + 2^{12} p^6m^{−1} + 2^{19}p(2p − 2)(p^5m^{−1})^2 ) (2p − 1)!!^2 m^{2p} for all integer m big enough, we can conclude. □

4.5. Proof of proposition 3. We can now prove the proposition 3. Using (1) and lemma 7, for all m sufficiently large and all elements u and v of F^∗_m such that u and v are coprime and u + v <^m_{2 log m} , we have

P (|Cu(Sm)| ≥ θ1 ∩ |Cv (Sm)| ≥ θ2) ≤ 1 (θ1θ2)^{2p} E(ξ) ≤ 2 (θ1θ2)^{2p}

(2p − 1)!!^2m^{2p}

where p = ⌊log m⌋ and ξ = (a1, . . . , a4p) is the sequence of Fm such that a1 = · · · = a2p = u and a2p+1 = · · · = a4p = v. If we take θ1 = θ2 = λm, then we have

P (|Cu(Sm)| ≥ θ1 ∩ |Cv (Sm)| ≥ θ2) ≤ 2 (2p − 1)!!^2 2^{2p} log^{2p} m .

We deduce from Stirling’s approximation that^{(2p−1)!!2}_{22p log2p m} ≤^{3e2}_{m2} . So, for all m sufficiently large, we have P (|Cu(Sm)| ≥ θ1 ∩ |Cv (Sm)| ≥ θ2) ≤^{6e2}_{m2} .

References

1. N. Alon and J. H. Spencer, The probabilistic method, Wiley & Sons, Hoboken, NJ, USA (2000).

2. Y. Cai, C. Ding, Binary sequences with optimal autocorrelation. Theoretical Computer Science 410, 2316-2322 (2009).

3. J. Cassaigne, C. Mauduit, A. Sárközy, On finite pseudorandom binary sequences VII: The measures of pseudorandomness. Acta Arith., 103, pp. 97-118 (2002).

4. F. Rodier, F. Caullery, E. Férard Distribution of the autocorrelation of random Boolean functions Cryptography and Communications 15, pp. 995-1009 (2023). arXiv:1801.03337!.

5. H. Cramér, Sur un nouveau théorème-limite de la théorie des probabilités. Actualités Sci.

Indust. 736, 5-23 (1938).

6. S. Dib, Distribution of Boolean Functions According to the Second-Order Nonlinearity. Arithmetic of finite fields, Lecture Notes in Comput. Sci., 6087, 86–96, Springer, Berlin, 2010.

7. S.W. Golomb and G. Gong, Signal design for good correlation: For wireless communication, cryptography, and radar, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2005.

8. T. Helleseth and P.V. Kumar, Sequences with low correlation. Handbook of coding theory, Vol. I, II, 1765–1853, North-Holland, Amsterdam, 1998.

9. D. Jungnickel and A. Pott, Perfect and almost perfect sequences. Discrete Appl. Math., 95(1-3) :331-359, 1999.

10. S. Litsyn, A. Shpunt, On the Distribution of Boolean Function Nonlinearity. In: SIAM Journal on Discrete Mathematics n^o 1, pp. 79-95 (2009).

11. C. McDiarmid, On the method of bounded differences, Surveys in Combinatorics (J. Siemons, ed.), London Math. Soc. Lectures Notes Ser. 141, Cambridge Univ. Press, Cambridge, 1989, pp. 148-188.

12. I. D. Mercer, Autocorrelations of random binary sequences, Combin. Probab. Comput. 15 (2006), no. 5, 663-671.

13. F. Rodier, Asymptotic nonlinearity of Boolean functions, Designs, Codes and Cryptography, 40:1 2006, 14. K.-U. Schmidt Nonlinearity measures of random Boolean functions, Cryptogr. Commun. 8, n^o 4, 637-645 (2016). arXiv:1308.3112.

15. K.-U. Schmidt, The peak sidelobe level of random binary sequences. In: Bulletin of the London Mathematical Society 46, no. 3, 643-652 (2014).

16. K.-U. Schmidt, The correlation measures of finite sequences: Limiting distributions and minimum values, Trans. Amer. Math. Soc 369, no. 1, 429-446 (2017).

17. K.-U. Schmidt, Sequences with small correlation. Des. Codes Cryptogr.78, no.1, 237-267 (2016).

Aix Marseille Univ, CNRS, Centrale Marseille, I2M, Marseille, France Email address: francois.rodier@univ-amu.fr

Qualcomm Office, Sophia-Antipolis, France Email address: fcauller@qti.qualcomm.com Équipe GAATI, Université de la Polynésie Française Email address: eric.ferard@upf.pf