HUA’S LEMMA AND EXPONENTIAL
SUMS OVER BINARY FORMS

TREVOR D. WOOLEY*

ABSTRACT. We establish mean value estimates for exponential sums over binary
forms of strength comparable with the bounds attainable via classical, single variable
estimates for diagonal forms. These new mean value estimates strengthen earlier
bounds of the author when the degree d of the form satisfies 5 < d < 10, the
improvements stemming from a basic lemma which provides uniform estimates for the
number of integral points on affine plane curves in mean square. Exploited by means
of the Hardy-Littlewood method, these estimates permit one to establish asymptotic
formulae for the number of integral zeros of equations defined as sums of binary forms
of the same degree d, provided that the number of variables exceeds %Qd, improving
significantly on what is attainable either by classical additive methods, or indeed the
general methods of Birch and Schmidt.

1. Introduction. Rather general versions of the Hardy-Littlewood method due
to Birch [2] and Schmidt [13] offer remarkably successful approaches to estimating
the number of integral zeros of prescribed height satisfying a given homogeneous
polynomial with integral coefficients. Both approaches require the polynomial un-
der investigation to possess many variables in terms of its degree, and there are
further hypotheses to be negotiated involving, directly or indirectly, the singular
locus of the associated hypersurface. These unfortunate deficiencies of the method
are significantly less pronounced when the polynomial under investigation is diago-
nal, which is to say, of the shape ajz¢+---+asx¢ (see Chapter 9 of Vaughan [19]),
and such is also the case when the polynomial diagonalises over C (see Birch and
Davenport [3]). The availability of superior analytic methods for the diagonal sit-
uation motivates investigation of polynomials intermediate in complexity between
the diagonal ones, and the quite general homogeneous polynomials investigated by
Birch and Schmidt, the hope being that insight will be obtained relevant to the
general situation. One such intermediate situation is that in which the polynomial
splits as a sum of binary homogeneous polynomials, and such has been investigated
with some success for cubic forms by Chowla and Davenport [7], and more recently
by Briidern and Wooley [6]. The author [22] has rather recently obtained analogues

1991 Mathematics Subject Classification. 11D72, 11L07, 11E76, 11P55.
Key words and phrases. Exponential sums, binary forms, diophantine equations.
*Packard Fellow and supported in part by NSF grant DMS-9970440.

Typeset by AMS-TEX



2 TREVOR D. WOOLEY

of Weyl’s inequality and Hua’s lemma for exponential sums over binary forms of
higher degree, and thereby has made progress on problems involving sums of bi-
nary forms of arbitrary degree. This work was hindered by our lack of good uniform
estimates for the number of integral points on affine plane curves. The object of
this paper is to sharpen our earlier conclusions, and this we achieve by developing
useful mean square estimates for the number of integral points on certain families
of affine plane curves. It is to be hoped that progress will be stimulated in problems
involving higher degree forms in many variables.

Before proceeding to the main thrust of this paper, it seems worthwhile to recall
the conclusions stemming from the classical additive theory, and the work of Birch
and Schmidt, so far as the density of integer points on hypersurfaces is concerned.
First, on combining estimates of Weyl and Hua, one obtains the following classical
conclusion (see Chapter 9 of Vaughan [19]).

Theorem A (Classical). Let aq,...,as € Z\ {0} and write
F(x) =az{+ - +asz?
Then whenever s > 2%, one has
card({x € [-B,B]*NZ* : F(x)=0})~CB* %,
where C' denotes the “product of local densities” within the box [—B, B]®.

In order to save space at this point, we avoid explaining what is meant by the term
“product of local densities”, and instead note merely that this number is positive
and uniformly bounded away from zero whenever the equation F(x) = 0 possesses
non-singular real and p-adic solutions for every prime p. We refer the reader to
Vaughan [17], [18], Heath-Brown [10] and Boklan [4] for the theory underlying the
latest developments concerning the asymptotic formula in the diagonal situation.
In order to describe Birch’s theorem (see [2]), we recall that the singular locus of
the hypersurface defined by the homogeneous equation F'(x1,...,z) = 0 is the set
of points y € C? satisfying the equations
oF OF

8—331(3’) =T o (y) =0.

Theorem B (Birch). Let F(x) € Z[z1,...,xs| be homogeneous of degree d, and
suppose that the variety defined by the equation F(x) = 0 has a singular locus of
dimension at most D. Then whenever s — D > (d — 1)2%, one has

card{x € [-B,B*NZ° : F(x)=0})~CB* ¢,
where C' denotes the “product of local densities” within the box [—B, B]®.

Mention of the singular locus is removed by Schmidt [13] at the cost of introducing
an invariant h associated with the polynomial under consideration. When F'(x) €
Q[z1, ..., x4 is a form of degree d > 1, write h(F') for the least number h such that
F may be written in the form

F = ABy + AyBy +--- + A By,
with A;, B; forms in Q[x] of positive degree for 1 < i < h.
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Theorem C (Schmidt). Let d be an integer exceeding 1, and write x(d) =
d?2%d\. Let F(x) € Z[xy,...,1s] be homogeneous of degree d, and suppose that
h(F) > x(d). Then one has

card({x € [-B,B*NZ° : F(x)=0})~CB* ¢,

where C' denotes the “product of local densities” within the box [—B, B]®.

We reiterate that the relative simplicity and strength of Theorem A over Theorems
B and C seems to us to justify the investment of further effort in investigations which
carry successful elements of the classical methods over to more general situations.
We are now at liberty to focus on the topics central to this paper.

Over sixty years ago, Hua [11] greatly simplified the analysis of the asymptotic
formula in Waring’s problem and allied additive problems with the introduction
of a new mean value estimate which, to this day, remains central to the theory
of exponential sums of small degree in a single variable. Roughly speaking, Hua
observed that by Weyl differencing half of the exponential sums in a suitable mean
value, and interpreting the result in terms of the underlying diophantine equation,
one obtains a recursive estimate for successive mean values in terms of divisor sum
estimates of particularly simple type. The author has recently obtained a version
of Hua’s lemma for exponential sums of the type

> elad(z,y)),

O0<sz,y<P

in which ®(x,y) is a non-degenerate binary form with integral coefficients, and as
usual, we write e(2) to denote €2™* (see [22]). By means of a carefully orchestrated
differencing procedure, we are able to engineer a recursion similar to that of Hua in
the situation of a single variable. Unfortunately, however, the divisor sum estimates
are complicated by the presence of estimates for the number of integral points on
affine plane curves, and our relative ignorance of such matters somewhat weakens
the ensuing mean value estimates. In this paper we sharpen our analogue of Hua'’s
lemma by means of an enhanced treatment of the affine curves that arise from the
differencing process at the heart of our treatment.

In order to describe our version of Hua’s lemma, we require some notation.
Suppose that ®(z,y) € Z[x,y] is a binary form of degree d exceeding 1. Then we
say that ® is degenerate if there exist complex numbers « and (3 such that ®(x,y) is
identically equal to (ax + By)e. Tt is easily verified that when ®(x,y) is degenerate,
then there exist integers a, b and ¢ with ®(z,y) = a(bz + cy)?. Finally, define the
exponential sum

fola; P) =" > e(a®(x,y)). (1.1)

O0<z,y<P

Theorem 1. Suppose that ®(z,y) € Z[x,y] is a non-degenerate form of degree
d > 3. Then the following estimates hold.
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(i) When d =3 or 4 and j is an integer with 1 < j < d, or when d > 5 and j =1
or 2, one has for each positive number e the bound

1 - ey
/ folas P)P " da < P¥ 94,
0
(ii) When d =5, one has for each positive number ¢ the bounds

! 1
/ fa s P)[*da < PP/, / |fo(a; P)|Bda < PY9/4+e,
0 0

1 1
| (s Pda < PR fyas P Tda < P
0 0

(iii) When 6 < d < 10 and j is an integer with 3 < j < d — 2, then for each positive
number € one has

1 Y .
/ |fo(a; P)[F da < P¥ —i+1/(d=j+2)+e,
0
Also, when 6 < d < 10, one has for each € > 0 the bounds
1
/ |f<1>(a;P)|%2dda < prs2i—dtite
0

and .
/ | fa(a; P)| %2 da < PTE2" e,
0

Of course, bounds for moments of fg(«; P) intermediate between those recorded
in the statement of Theorem 1 may be obtained by applying Hélder’s inequality to
interpolate between those above. For comparison, Theorem 2 of Wooley [22] shows
that when d > 5 and j is an integer with 1 < j < d — 1, one has

1 - .
/ |f¢>(a;P)|QJ 1da < 1323—J+%+s7
0
and also provides the estimates
! 1
/ [fo(a; P)|15% da < PR2'-dt1te ang / | fo(a; P)|762" do < PR2'-dte,
0 0

Case (iii) of Theorem 1 above plainly provides estimates superior to the latter
bounds. On the other hand, case (i) of Theorem 1 is simply a restatement of the
first estimate of [22, Theorem 2]. We note also that when d is greater than or equal
to 11, it is possible to apply a trivial variant of Vinogradov’s methods in order
to obtain conclusions superior to those stemming from Theorem 1 (see [22, §8] for
details). Since we are interested primarily in ideas likely to generalise successfully to
homogeneous forms in many variables, we discuss Vinogradov’s methods no further
herein.

There are immediate consequences of the estimates recorded in Theorem 1 for
the solubility of homogeneous diophantine equations which split as sums of binary
forms. We confine ourselves here to a routine conclusion discussed in detail in [22].
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Theorem 2. Let d be an integer with 3 < d < 10, and define so(d) by

(d) = 2¢=1 " when d = 3,4,
%0 94 when 5 < d < 10.

Let s > so(d), and let ®; € Zlz,y] (1 < j < s) be homogeneous forms of degree d
with non-zero discriminants. Let N (B) = Ns(B; ®) denote the number of solutions
of the diophantine equation

Qi (x1,91) + -+ Po(as,ys) =0, (1.2)

subject to |x;| < B and |y;| < B (1 < j < s). Then provided that the form
Oy (x1,y1) + -+ Ps(xs, ys) is indefinite, one has

Ny(B; ®) = C6B* 74 4 05(B*747°),

for some positive number 6. Here, C denotes the volume of the (2s —1)-dimensional
hypersurface determined by the equation (1.2) contained in the box [—1,1]%¢. Also,
S denotes the singular series Hp vp, where the product is over prime numbers,

vp = lim ph(lf%)Ms(ph; D),

h—o0

and M, (p"; ®) denotes the number of solutions of the congruence
¢1($17y1>+“'+¢s($says)EO (mOdph);
with 1 < x;,y; <ph (1< <s).

We note that the expression CS explicitly describes the “product of local den-
sities”, for the problem at hand, previously mentioned in Theorems A, B and C.
Given the existence of non-singular real and p-adic solutions of the equation (1.2),
the proof of Theorem 2 follows precisely the argument of the proof of [22, Theorem
3], and hence we omit details in the interest of saving space.

Following some preliminary reductions in §2, we grapple with basic estimates
for the number of integral points on affine plane curves in §3. We discuss the
main induction in §4, thereby establishing the majority of the estimates recorded
in Theorem 1. The closing stages of the induction have a different flavour, and this
we defer to §5, completing the proof of Theorem 1.

Throughout this paper, implicit constants occurring in Vinogradov’s notation
< and > will depend at most on the coefficients of the implicit binary forms, a
small positive number ¢, exponents d and k, and quantities occurring as subscripts
to the latter notations, unless otherwise indicated. We write f < g when f < ¢
and ¢ < f. When z is a real number, we write [z] for the greatest integer not
exceeding x. Also, we use vector notation for brevity. Thus, for example, the s-
tuple (®q,...,P,) will be abbreviated simply to ®. In an effort to simplify our
exposition, we adopt the convention that whenever € appears in a statement, we
are implicitly asserting that the statement holds for each € > 0. Note that the
“value” of € may consequently change from statement to statement.

The author is grateful to the referee for useful comments.



6 TREVOR D. WOOLEY

2. Preliminary reductions. Let k be an integer with & > 3 and let ®(z,y) €
Z|x,y] be a non-degenerate homogeneous polynomial of degree k. Let P be a large
real number, and define the exponential sum f(a) = fo(a; P) as in (1.1). We
aim initially to transform f(«) into an associated exponential sum amenable to
our differencing procedure, and the latter goal we achieve by following closely the
argument of [22, §2].

When ®(z,y) € Z[z,y|, we describe the polynomial ¥ as being a condensation
of ® when the following condition (C) is satisfied.

(C) We have ¥(u,v) € Z[u,v], and the coefficients of ¥ depend at most on those
of ®. Further, the polynomial ¥(u,v) has the same degree as ®(x,y), and
takes the shape

U (u,v) = Au® + BuP~ 0! + Z Ciub=Iv7, (2.1)
J=t+1

with AB #0and 2 <t < k.

Lemma 2.1. There is a condensation V¥ of ®, and a positive real number X with
X =< P, with the property that for every natural number s one has

1 1
/ fo(as P)[**da < / |Hy(a: X)[2da,
0 0

where we write

Z Z 0V (u,v) (2.2)

lu| <X |v]<X

Proof. This is [22, Lemma 2.3].

The work of [22, §5] takes care of certain special cases that arise in our treat-
ment. We summarise the relevant conclusions of this discussion in the following
two lemmata.

Lemma 2.2. Suppose that k = 3 or 4 and j is an integer with 1 < 7 < k, or else
that k > 5 and 5 =1 or 2. Then for each positive number €, one has

1 - L
/ |[fa(e; P)|* da < P¥ 772,
0

Proof. This estimate is recorded as the first conclusion of [22, Theorem 2].
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Lemma 2.3. Suppose that V(u,v) € Z[u,v] has the shape (2.1). Suppose also that
k > 5, that X is a large real number, and that Hy(o; X) is defined as in (2.2).
Then for 1 < j < k, and for each positive number €, one has the upper bound

1 a .
/ |Hy(o; )P da < X277,
0

provided either that t =k, or else thatt =k —1 and Cp, =0. Whent=k —1 and
Cr # 0, meanwhile, then there is a condensation Y of W with the property that T
has the shape

k
Y(x,y) = A'z® + B'aF 2y + Z C']’-wk_jyj,
j=3

with A’B’ # 0, and there is a positive real number Y with Y < X, and T and Y
satisfy the property that for each natural number s, one has

1 1
/|Hq,(oz;X)|25doz<</ |y (a: V)| > da.
0 0

Proof. The situations in which ¢t = k, or else t = k — 1 and C}, = 0, are dealt with,
respectively, in Lemmata 5.2 and 5.3 of [22]. The alternative situation in which
t =k —1and Cy # 0, on the other hand, is discussed in the preamble to Lemma
5.3 of [22].

Our deliberations are also greatly simplified through a manoeuvre that trans-
forms a polynomial of the shape (2.1) with ¢ = k—2 into a corresponding polynomial
in which ¢ = 2 or 3. We begin with an analogue of Lemma 5.3 of [22]. Suppose,
temporarily, that W(u,v) has the shape (2.1) with ¢ = k — 2, so that for some
integers a, b, ¢, d with ab # 0, one has

U(x,y) = az® + by =2 + cay® ! + dyF. (2.3)
Lemma 2.4. Suppose that k > 4, and that ¥(u,v) € Z[u,v] has the shape (2.3)

with ab # 0 and d = 0. Define the exponential sum Hy(c; X) as in (2.2). Then for
1 < j <k, and for each positive number €, one has the upper bound

1 - i
/ |Hy(a; X)[2 " do < X2 9F¢, (2.4)
0

Proof. Our argument is a variant of the proof of Lemma 5.3 of [22]. We abbreviate
Hy(a; X) simply to H(a). Also, when 1 < j < k, we write

[(X) = /O H()[2 ™ da (2.5)
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The bound (2.4) is immediate from Lemma 2.2 when j = 1,2. Suppose then that
Jj is an integer with 2 < j < k — 1, and that the inequality (2.4) holds. We seek
to show that (2.4) holds with j replaced by j + 1, whence the desired conclusion
follows for 1 < j < k by induction.

Observe first that

[H (o) < X+ Z ) Z e(a(GQTk + ba?yh? +cacyk_1)) )
1<z <X [y|<X

Define the exponential sum h;(a) = hi(a; X) by

hi(o; X) = Z e(oz(blyk_2 + cyk_l)).

ly|<X

Then it follows from (2.5) via Hélder’s inequality that

27 -1

L) < X7 L0+ [ (@] Y Jhta)]) da
0 1<|z[<X

< XY LX)+ XY IN(X), (2.6)

where

1 o i1
:/O H@QP™ S @) da. (2.7)

1<]2]<X

In the special situation in which j = k — 1 and ¢ = 0, we instead note that by
Cauchy’s inequality, one has

‘Z Z e(a(ax® 4 bay*~ 2))‘2

lyl <X 1<]z[<X

<X Y| Y elafant +baryt2)|

ly| <X 1<|x|<X

< X3+ X Z ’Z e(ab(x? — z2)y*~ 2)’

1<z ]2 <X yI<X
T1#ET2

Thus, on applying Hélder’s inequality within (2.5), we now obtain

L(X) < X321, _1(X)

2k73

k—3 k:2
2 L@ (Y @)

1<|$1|7|5€2|<X
$1¢i$2

< X¥2 L (X) + X3 2 M(X), (2.8)
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where

_ /0 H@QPT Y Jhe_p(@)P da. (2.9)

1]z ], |22 <X
.T17é:|:$2

By orthogonality, it follows from (2.7) that N(X) is equal to the number of
integral solutions of the equation

x Z (ba(y; > =28 ) + el —27h) = Z (U (us, v:) — Uty wy)),  (2.10)

with 1 < |z < X, and with each of v;, 2, us, vs, t;, w; (1 < i< 2772) bounded in
absolute value by X. Let Ny(X) denote the number of such solutions of (2.10) in
which the right hand side of the equation is equal to zero, and let N;1(X) denote
the corresponding number of solutions with the latter expression non-zero. Then
one has

N(X) = No(X) + Ny(X). (2.11)

We first estimate No(X). On considering the underlying diophantine equations
and recalling (2.5), we have

No(X) < L;(X) Y /yh (@)? da

1<]z|<X

But a classical version of Hua’s lemma (see Lemma 2.5 of Vaughan [19]) shows that
for 2 < j < k—1, one has

1 o o ]
/ ha(@)? " da < X¥' 7 —aHITe
0

uniformly in x # 0. Thus we deduce that for 2 < 7 < k — 1, one has
No(X) < X2 ' -it2te (X)), (2.12)

In order to dispose of N;(X), we introduce some additional notation. For each
integer [, we denote by r;(n;l) the number of representations of the integer n in

the form
292

n=1I Z (bl(yf_2 — 2P pe(yFt - zf_l)) ,
i=1

with |y;] < X and |z;] < X (1 <@ < 2772). Similarly, for each integer n we write
Rj(n) for the number of representations of n in the form

272

n = Z (\I/(UZ,UZ) - \Ij(tzywl)) )

=1
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with each of u;, vs, t;, w; (1 < i < 2772) bounded in absolute value by X. Then on
writing v = (|b| + |¢|)27, we find that

M(X)< ) Ri(n) Y ().
1<In] <y Xk In
<X

On applying an elementary estimate for the divisor function, we therefore deduce
from Cauchy’s inequality that

ne < (Sre?) (X (X nm))

nez 1<|n|<yXE - din
<X

1/2

1/2

<<X€<2Rj(n)2>1/2<z 3 rj(n;zf) . (2.13)

nez n€Z1<|l|<X

However, on considering the underlying diophantine equations, it is apparent from
(2.13) that

M) € X G (X [ @ aa)
1<)lj<x 70

But the classical version of Hua’s lemma (see Lemma 2.5 of [19]) shows that for
1< j<k-—2, one has

1 , o
/ (@) da < X¥ i+,
0

uniformly in [ # 0. Moreover, the latter conclusion remains valid for j = k — 1
whenever c is non-zero. In either circumstance, we deduce that

i\ /2
Ni(X) < XE (I (X)2 (3 x¥ i) (2.14)
1Y<X

On combining (2.6), (2.11), (2.12) and (2.14), we find that for 2 < j < k — 2,
and also when j =k — 1 and ¢ # 0, one has

[1(X) < <X2j*1 JrX2?’—j+1+e) L;(X) 4+ X2 -0+1)/2+4e (Ij+1(X))1/2,
whence our inductive hypothesis (2.4) leads to the upper bound
L (X) < X2 —imtbe o x2 =G0 /24e (1 (X))V2,
Thus the estimate (2.4) follows with j+1 in place of j in the current circumstances,

and so the conclusion of the lemma has been established in all cases but that in
which c=0and j =k — 1.
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We now turn to the final elusive case wherein ¢ = 0 and j = k — 1. By orthogo-
nality, it follows from (2.9) that M (X) is equal to the number of integral solutions
of the equation

2k74 2k73

b(af —a3) Y (uf 2 =27 = ) (Wi, vi) — Ui, w;)), (2.15)

with 1 < |21], |22] < X and x; # 425, and with each of y;, z; (1 < i < 2F%), and
ui, i, ti, w; (1 < i < 283) bounded in absolute value by X. Let My(X) denote
the number of such solutions of (2.15) in which the right hand side of the equation
is equal to zero, and let M;(X) denote the corresponding number of solutions with
the latter expression non-zero. Then plainly one has

M(X) = Mo(X) + My (X). (2.16)

We first estimate Mp(X). On considering the underlying diophantine equations
and recalling (2.5), we have

Mo(X) < L1 (X)) /]hlm 112 dar

1<Im<2X

But a classical version of Hua’s lemma shows that
/ (@ da < Xk
0
uniformly in Im # 0, whence we obtain
My(X) < X2 —kt5ter (X)), (2.17)
Meanwhile, recycling the notation introduced to treat N7 (X), we see that

My (X) < Z Ry ( Z Z T(n;lm),

1< n| <y XE ln m|n
I<2X |m|<2X

where we write T'(n; A) for the number of representations of the integer n in the

form
2k —4

n=b\Y (yi P27,
=1

with |y;| < X and |z < X (1 <i < 2*%). Again applying an elementary estimate
for the divisor function, we deduce from Cauchy’s inequality that

X)<(2Rk_1(n)2>1/2< 5 (Z S 1 nlm>>1/2

nez 1< n| <y Xk ln mln
[<2X |m|<2X

<X (L) (X X X Tm?)

nez neZ 1<|11<2X 1<|m|<2X (2.18)

1/2
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On considering the underlying diophantine equations, we find from (2.18) that

mx) < X mE)( Y Y /01|hlm(a)|2’“‘2da)1/2.

1<]11<2X 1<|m|<2X

Again applying the classical version of Hua’s lemma, one has

1
| (@) o 2
0

uniformly in Im # 0, whence

k—2 1/2
Ml(X)<<XE(Ik(X))1/2< oy x —k+2+6> . (2.19)
1<]1<2X 1<|m|<2X

On combining (2.8), (2.16), (2.17) and (2.19), we find that when ¢ = 0, one has
L(X) < (X3.2H +X2k71—1@+3+5) Lo 1(X) +X2’“*1—k/2+s(1k(X))1/2,
whence our inductive hypothesis (2.4) with j = k& — 1 leads to the upper bound
L(X) < X2 ke x 2 R (1 (X)) V2

We therefore conclude that (2.4) holds with j = k even when ¢ = 0, and this
completes the proof of the lemma.

Lemma 2.5. Suppose that k > 4, and that ¥(u,v) € Z[u,v] has the shape (2.3)
with abd # 0. Define the exponential sum Hg(a; X) as in (2.2). Then there is a
condensation Y of U with the property that T has the shape

k
Y(z,y) = A'z" + B’z "ty + Z Cia* 7y, (2.20)
j=t+1

with A’B’ # 0 and 2 < t < 3, and there is a positive real number Y with Y < X,
and Y and Y satisfy the property that for each natural number s, one has

1 1
/ |Hy (a; X)[*da < / |Hy (o; Y)|**dar. (2.21)
0 0

Proof. By hypothesis, the coefficient d is non-zero, and thus we may make the
non-singular change of variable u = kdy + cx, v = x. Write

Y (u,v) = V(kdv,u — cv), (2.22)
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so that one has Y(u,v) = (kd)*¥(x,y). Then it follows from the argument of the
proof of Lemma 2.3 of [22] that for some positive real number ¥V with Y < X, and
for every natural number s, one has the upper bound (2.21). The proof of the lemma
will therefore be completed on establishing that the polynomial Y(x,y), defined in
(2.22), has the shape (2.20). In order to establish the latter conclusion, we apply
Taylor’s theorem to determine whether or not various coefficients of Y (u, v) vanish.

Write 0, for the differential operator 3/9z. Then the coefficient of u* in Y (u,v)
is equal to

1
E@ﬁql(kdv,u —cv)

(u,0)=(0,0)
On writing ¥; ; for
9,0, ¥ (z,y)

(2,y)=(0,0)’

one finds by the chain rule, therefore, that the coefficient of u* in Y (u,v) is equal

to N
Sk =d (2.23)
and this is non-zero by hypothesis. Similarly, the coefficient of u*~1v in Y (u,v) is

equal to

1
(k—1)!

1
(u,v)=(0,0) B (k — 1)'
= kdc — ckd = 0. (2.24)

k=10, (kdv,u — cv)

(k?d\lfl,k_l — C\Ifo’k)

Next, the coefficient of u*~2v? in Y (u,v) is equal to

1
o —yon SVkdvu—co)l
1
~ 2k —2)! ((kd)*Wg o — 2kdcWq p—1 + Vo)
= bk2d? — Lk(k — 1)dc?. (2.25)

Finally, the coefficient of u*~3v3 in Y (u,v) is equal to

1
393 (kdv,u —
3|(k . 3)| u v ( v, U C’U) (2,6)=(0.0)
1
- 3l(k — 3)! ((kd)* W5 k—3 — 3(kd)*cWs j—2 + 3kdc* ¥y 1 — A Wq 1)
= —bk2(k — 2)d%c + L1k(k — 1)(k — 2)dc®. 2.26
3

When ¢ = 0, one finds from (2.25) that the coefficient of u*~2v? is bk?d?, and
this is non-zero by hypothesis. When ¢ # 0, on the other hand, it follows from
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(2.25) and (2.26) that when the coefficients of both u*~2v? and u*~3v3 are zero,
then necessarily

2kbd = (k —1)c®* and 3kbd = (k —1)c?,

whence bd = ¢ = 0, contrary to hypothesis. We therefore conclude from equations
(2.23)—(2.26) that Y(x,y) does indeed take the shape (2.20), wherein A’B’ # 0 and
t = 2 or 3. This completes the proof of the lemma.

We next recall the Weyl differencing lemma. Let A; denote the jth iterate of
the forward differencing operator, so that for any function €2 of a real variable «,
one has

A1(Q(a); B) = Qa + B) — Q(a),

and when j is a natural number,

A1 (Q(a); Bry -5 Bj1) = Ar(A;(Qa); Br,y - - -, B5)5 Bjr1)-
We adopt the convention that Ag(Q(a); 3) = ().

Lemma 2.6. Let X be a positive real number, and let Q(z) be an arbitrary arith-
metical function. Write

o] <X
Then for each natural number j there exist intervals I; = I;(h) (1 < i < j), possibly
empty, satisfying
Il(hl) g [—X,X] and Iz(hl,,hz) g[i_:[(hl,...,hi_l) (2<z<j),

with the property that

T@QP <@ax+1¥=t N 0 N T,

|h1[<2X [hy|<2X

and here we write

Tp= > e(AjQ)h,. ... hy)).

IGIjﬂZ

Proof. This trivial variant of Lemma 2.3 of Vaughan [19] is recorded as Lemma 3.2
of [22].

We must also make use of a two dimensional forward differencing operator A, ;
defined as follows. When Q(z,y) is a function of the real variables x and y, one
defines

Al,O(Q(xvy);ﬁ) = Q(.%’ + 5, y) - Q(xay)

and
Ao 1 (U, y);v) = U,y + ) — Qz,y).
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When i and j are non-negative integers, one then defines

AZ,J(QCva)ﬂﬁla < 76i;717 s 77])

by taking A o(2(z,y); B;v) = Q(z,y), and in general by means of the relations

Aip1,; (U, ) Bis oo Bit13 715 -5 75)
= A10(Ai (U, y): By -5 Bis Vs -5 75); Big1)

and

A i1 (Qz,y); Brs - Bis 1, -5 Y1)
= 80,1 (Ai (U, y); Bry o Bis Y1y -+ 5 Y5)5 Vi)

3. Integral points on affine plane curves. Essential to the main body of our
argument are estimates for the number of integral points on affine plane curves,
and in this section we record the estimates required for later use. Our basic tool is
the following result of Bombieri and Pila [5].

Lemma 3.1. Let C be the curve defined by the equation F(x,y) = 0, where
F(x,y) € Rlz,y] is an absolutely irreducible polynomial of degree d > 2. Also,
let N > exp(d®). Then the number of integral points on C, and inside a square
[0, N] x [0, N|, does not exceed

NY4exp(12(dlog N loglog N)/?).

Proof. This is Theorem 5 of Bombieri and Pila [5]. We note that slightly sharper
estimates are now available through work of Pila [12], though these new estimates
have no impact on the present work.

At the request of the referee, we point out that applications of this result of
Bombieri and Pila (of a rather different flavour, involving slicing arguments) may
be found in [1], [14], [15] and [16]. An application more akin to that at hand may
be examined in §3 of [21] (the argument therein was in fact inspired by the proof
of Lemma 3.2 below). We avoid detailed discussion of the absolute irreducibility
condition occurring in the above lemma by careful averaging. Here the initial stages
of our argument are modelled closely on the method of the proof of [22, Lemma
4.2].

Lemma 3.2. Let X denote a large real number. Suppose that F(x,y) € Z[x,y]
1$ a non-degenerate polynomial of degree d > 2, and that X is sufficiently large in
terms of d. Suppose also that for some fized positive number A, one has that the
coefficients of F are each bounded in absolute value by X*. Given a polynomial
T(z,y) € Rlx,y], denote by rr(n; X) the number of solutions of the diophantine
equation T(z,y) = n, with (z,y) € [-X, X|* NZ2. Then one of the following two
situations must occur, and in each of the bounds which follows, implicit constants
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depend at most on d, € and A, and otherwise are independent of the coefficients of
F.
(i) There exist polynomials G(x,y) € Z[x,y] and g(t) € Q[t] satisfying the following
conditions.
(a) G is non-degenerate of degree exceeding 1;
(b) g has degree exceeding 1;
(c) the equation F(x,y) = g(G(z,y)) is satisfied identically;
(d) one has
Z rr(n; X)? « X2/ d4e 4 xe Z ra(n; X)2
nez neZ
(ii) No polynomials G, g exist satisfying the conditions (a), (b), (¢), (d) above. Then
one has
S i (ns X)? < XEHVS
neZ

Proof. Consider an integer n € N with rp(n; X) # 0. In view of the hypotheses of
the statement of the lemma, we may suppose that for some fixed positive number
B, one has |n| < XB. When i is a non-negative integer, write

Zi={neZ : |n|<2'XP}.

Also, let N7 denote the set of integers n € Zy for which the polynomial F(z,y) —n
is absolutely irreducible. Then an application of Lemma 3.1 reveals that for each
n € N1, one has rp(n; X) = O(X/4+¢), whence

Z rp(n; X)? < X1/d+e Z rp(n; X) < XF1/dte, (3.1)
neNi ne€Zo

Suppose next that n ¢ Nj, so that the polynomial F(x,y) — n factors as a
product of absolutely irreducible factors, say

l

Fz,y)—n=[]g;(@v) [] bu(z,v),

j=1 k=1

where [ +m > 2, and where g,(z,y) € R[z,y] (1 <j <), and

hie(z,y) = up(2,y) + ve(z,9)vV-1 (1 <k <m),

with ug, vy € Rz, y| for each k. Since hg(x,y) is presumed to be absolutely ir-
reducible, we may suppose that uy(z,y) and vg(z,y) have no non-trivial polyno-
mial common divisor over C|z,y]. It therefore follows from Bezout’s theorem that
the number of solutions of the simultaneous equations ug(z,y) = vi(z,y) = 0 is
bounded above by d?. By considering real and imaginary components, therefore,
the number of integral solutions of the equation hi(z,y) = 0 is also bounded above
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by d?. Next, if g;(z,y) is not some constant multiple of a Q-rational polynomial,
then since g;(x,y) is necessarily a constant multiple of a polynomial with alge-
braic coefficients, we deduce that the number of integral solutions of the equation
gj(x,y) = 0 is at most d*. For we may remove the aforementioned constant factor
and consider components with respect to some basis for the field extension contain-
ing the coefficients of g;(z,y). Then since g;(x,y) is not a constant multiple of a
Q-rational polynomial, we find that the integral zeros of g;(x,y) = 0 necessarily
satisfy at least two linearly independent Q-rational polynomial equations of degree
at most d, whence the desired conclusion follows as in the complex case. Let N5
denote the set of integers n € Zy\ N for which the polynomial F'(xz,y)—n possesses
no non-trivial, absolutely irreducible Q-rational polynomial factor. Then the above
argument shows that for each n € N, one has rr(n; X) = O(1), whence

Z re(n; X)? < Z re(n; X) < X2 (3.2)
neNs nezy

Suppose next that the set Zy \ (N; UMN2) is non-empty, so that there exists
some integer ng € Zy with the property that F'(x,y) — ng possesses a non-trivial,
absolutely irreducible Q-rational polynomial factor. Since F'(z,y) has integer coef-
ficients, it follows that F'(x,y) — ng may be written as a product

F<x7y)_n0:¢l(wvy)"'¢m(x7y)’ (33)

with each ¢;(z,y) € Z[z, y] irreducible of degree d;, say. Moreover, we may suppose
without loss of generality that m > 2 and that dy + - -- + d,,, = d. Furthermore, on
writing

R(u,¢,X) :R(ulv"'7um;¢1>"'7¢m;X)

for the number of integer solutions of the system of equations
di(z,y) =u;, (1<i<m), (3.4)

with |z|, |y| < X, it follows from (3.3) that when Z; \ (N7 UA5) is non-empty, one

has
Y. rrmX)P< ) < > R(U;@D;X)>-

neZo\{no} neZi\{0} \u1..um=n

Notice here that on the right hand side of the last inequality, we are implicitly
applying a shift by —ng to 2y, and then we note that this shifted set is contained
in Z;. Thus, on combining an application of Cauchy’s inequality with an elementary
estimate for the divisor function, we obtain

Yo re(mX)? <rp(ng; X)P+ X5 Y Y R(wiX)’
nezy neZ1\{0} v1...um=n

<X?+X° ) R(ujyp; X)% (3.5)

uczZm™
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Suppose now that m > 2, and that for 1 < i < m the polynomials ¢;(z,y) €
Z|x,y] have degree d; > 1. Suppose also that these polynomials satisfy the condition
that dy + -+ + d,, < d, that F(z,y) is a polynomial in ¢q,...,¢,,, and that for
some j with 1 < j < d, one has the upper bound

Z rr(n; X)? < X2t 4 X© Z R(u; ¢; X)?. (3.6)

ne€Zo uEZ}”

Note that by (3.3) and (3.5), this condition is already met when ¢ = 1), wherein
we take j = 1. It is possible that the intersection (3.4) is proper for every available
choice of u, by which we mean that the intersection over C consists of isolated

points only, and in such circumstances an application of Bezout’s theorem leads to
the bound R(u; ¢; X) = O(1) uniformly in u, whence

> R X)) < ) Ru;¢i X) < X2,

uerTn uEZJ?”

If, on the other hand, there exists a choice of u in the summation for which the
intersection defined by (3.4) is improper, say u = u*, then the polynomials ¢; — u}
(1 < i < m) must possess a non-trivial common factor x,,+1 € Z[x,y]. Denote by
X1,---sXm € Z]z,y] the quotient polynomials satisfying the equations

¢i(z,y) —ui = Xm+1(z,y)xi(z,y) (1<i<m). (3.7)
Then it is apparent that

Y R(u;; X)* <) R(uj; ¢ X)?

ueZ}" =1

2
. ( 3 R(V;X;X)>,
ue(Z;41\{0pH™ veznit

ViUm41=Ug (1<z<m)

whence by combining Cauchy’s inequality with an elementary divisor function es-
timate, one obtains

Z R(u;¢;X)2 < X%+ X° Z Z R(v;x;X)2

uezZm ue(Z; 11\ {0H™ ve(Z;41\{op)™H!
ViVm41=Uq (1<z§m)
<X?4+X° ) R(vix; X)*. (3.8)
vEZﬁ"{l

Let {xi,,---,Xi, | denote the subset of {x1,...,Xm+1} in which constant poly-
nomials are omitted. Then it is apparent from (3.7) and our initial hypothesis that
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F(z,y) is a polynomial in x;,,..., ;. If the degrees of the latter polynomials are
respectively eq, ..., e, then it is clear from (3.7) also that

e1+ - de <d 4 +dm <d
Also, on combining the hypothesis (3.6) with (3.8), one deduces that

ZT‘F(R;X)2<<X2+E+X€ Z R(W; Xy -5 Xiys X)2 (3.9)

1
neZo wezl,

In view of the above discussion, therefore, we infer from the hypotheses concluding
with (3.6) either that
Z re(n; X)? < X2+e, (3.10)
neZy
or that (3.9) holds with [ = 1, or else that these initial hypotheses again hold,
but with j replaced by j + 1, and with the m-tuple ¢ replaced by an m/-tuple of
polynomials with strictly smaller degree in the sense that their sum of degrees is
strictly smaller. Since the sum of the degrees of the ¢; must always be at least
1, we conclude that repeated application of this reduction must terminate after at
most d steps either with the conclusion (3.10), or else with the conclusion that (3.9)
holds with [ =1 and j = d. In the former case we deduce that

> re(n; X)? < X7t (3.11)

nez

In the latter situation, meanwhile, we may conclude that polynomials G(x,y) €
Zlz,y] and g(t) € QJt] exist satisfying the conditions (b), (c) of the statement
of Lemma 3.2. If G(x,y) has degree 1, or else is degenerate of degree exceeding
1, moreover, then it follows from conditions (b) and (c) that F(x,y) is itself de-
generate, contrary to our earlier hypotheses. Thus condition (a) is also satisfied.
Furthermore, our above discussion also yields the bound

D e X)? < X2+ XY “ra(n; X)* (3.12)
nez nez

On combining the estimates (3.1), (3.2), (3.11) and (3.12), we find that the
conclusion of the lemma follows in all cases.

In the later stages of our argument we are reduced to equations quadratic with
respect to a subset of the variables. These we handle with the aid of the following
elementary estimate.

Lemma 3.3. Let a,b,c be integers with abc # 0, and let S(a,b,c; P) denote the
number of integral solutions of the equation ax?+by? = ¢, with |z| < P and |y| < P.
Then for each positive number €, one has S(a,b,c; P) < 1+ (|abc|P)®.

Proof. This well-known estimate can be found in Estermann [8] or Vaughan and
Wooley [20, Lemma 3.5].

We now provide the refinement of Lemma 3.2 of such utility in quadratic cases,
basing our argument on that occurring in the proof of Lemma 7.1 of [22].
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Lemma 3.4. Let X denote a large real number. Suppose that F(x,y) € Z[z,y] is a
non-degenerate polynomial of degree d > 2, and suppose also that F(x,y) has degree
precisely 2 in terms of x. Suppose in addition that for no rational numbers A and
p is it true that there exists a polynomial f(x,y) € Z[x,y] for which the equation

F(z,y) = Mf(z,9)* +

1s satisfied identically. Further, suppose that for some fixed positive number A, the
coefficients of F are each bounded in absolute value by X*. Then in the notation
defined in the statement of Lemma 3.2, one has

Z rp(n;X)2 < X2t
nez

Proof. We may rewrite the polynomial F'(z,y) in the form

F(z,y) = a(y)z® + By)z +v(y), (3.13)

where a(y) is a polynomial in y with integral coefficients which is not identically
zero, though possibly constant, and 5(y),v(y) € Z[y]. Let R1(X) denote the num-
ber of solutions of the equation

F(z1,p1) = F(x2, y2), (3.14)

with |z;| < X, |yi| < X (i = 1,2), in which «a(y;) = 0 for i = 1 or 2. Define the
polynomial A( ) by

A(y) = B(y)* — 4a(y)v(y), (3.15)

and let Ry(X) denote the corresponding number of solutions of (3.14) in which
a(y;) # 0 (i = 1,2), and one has that A(y) is identically zero as a polynomial in
y. Let R3(X) denote the corresponding number of solutions in which a(y;) # 0
(i =1,2), and A(y) is not identically zero as a polynomial in y, and moreover one
has

a(y2)A(y1) = a(y1)A(ya). (3.16)

Finally, let R4(X) denote the corresponding number of solutions with a(y;) # 0
(1 =1,2), and for which the equation (3.16) does not hold. Then plainly,

4
S orp(m X)2 <Y Ri(X (3.17)
=1

nez

We first bound R;(X). Suppose that a(y;) = 0 for ¢ = 1,2. Since a(y) is
not identically zero, it follows that there are at most d? permissible choices for y.
Since there are trivially O(X?) possible choices for x, we find that the contribution
to R;(X) from this first class of solutions is O(X?). Consider next the remaining
solutions for which «a(y;) = 0 for at most one value of 7. By relabelling variables, we
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may suppose that a(y;) = 0. There are consequently at most d choices permissible
for ;. Fix any one such choice, and also fix any one of the O(X) available choices
for x1. Since a(yz) is non-zero, it follows from (3.13) and (3.14) that the latter
equation is explicit in both x5 and y,, whence a simple counting argument reveals
that the number of possible choices for x5 and ys satisfying (3.14) is at most O(X).
There are thus O(X?) solutions of this second type, whence

Ri(X) < X2 (3.18)

Consider next the solutions counted by Rs(X). There exist non-trivial polyno-
mials o (y), az(y) € Zly] with the property that a(y) = a1(y)az(y)?, and a;(y)
has no repeated factors over Cly]. Since a(y) is a non-trivial polynomial in y, it
follows from (3.15) that if A(y) is identically zero as a polynomial in y, then ((y) is
divisible by the polynomial a1 (y)as(y). Such is immediate when v(y) is non-zero,
and when 7(y) is equal to zero one has 3(y) = 0, and the desired conclusion again
follows. But if 5(y) is divisible by a;(y)asz(y), then the vanishing of A(y) ensures,
by (3.15), that y(y) is divisible by «1(y). We therefore deduce that for some non-
zero integers K1, K2, and some polynomial in y with integral coefficients, say d(y),
one has

k1F(z,y) = on(y) (k202(y)z + 6(y))? (3.19)

identically as a polynomial in z and y. We observe here that since a;(y) and
as(y) are divisors of a(y), it follows that their coefficients have absolute values at
most O(X4) (see, for example, Granville [9]). One finds in like manner that the
coefficients of d(y), and also k1 and k2, may be chosen with absolute values at
most O(X24). Notice also that our hypothesis that F is not a rational multiple
of the square of a polynomial ensures that a;(y) is not a constant polynomial.
Let 22 and y» be any one of the O(X?) permissible choices counted by Ra(X).
Since, by an elementary counting argument, the number of solutions of the equation
F(z,y) = 0 with |z|] < X and |y|] < X is O(X), the total number of solutions
x,y counted by Ry(X) with F(z2,y2) = 0 is O(X?). We may therefore suppose
that our aforementioned choice of o, yo satisfies the condition that F(xs,y2) # 0,
whence k1 F(z2,y2) # 0. But it follows from (3.14) and (3.19) that «;(y1) and
koaa(y1)x1 + (y1) are both divisors of the fixed non-zero integer ko F'(x2,y2). By
elementary estimates for the divisor function, therefore, there are at most O(X¢)
possible choices for integers d; and dy with a4 (y1) = dq and koo (y1)x1+5(y1) = do.
Since a1 (y) is not a constant polynomial, the first of the latter equations shows that
there are at most d possible choices for y;. Given any one fixed such choice of y,
on noting that the non-vanishing of «(y;) ensures also that as(y;) # 0, one finds
that x, is uniquely determined from the second of these equations. Thus we deduce
that

Ro(X) <« X 2=, (3.20)

Consider next the solutions x,y counted by Rs(X). If, on the one hand, the
polynomial equation (3.16) is non-trivial in y; and y,, then a simple counting
argument shows that there are O(X) permissible choices for y; and y, satisfying
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(3.16). Given any one such choice of y, in view of the presumed non-vanishing of
a(y;) (i = 1,2), it follows from (3.13) that the equation (3.14) is non-trivial in z;
and zo, whence there are O(X) permissible choices of z; and zo satisfying (3.14).
Thus the total number of solutions of this type is O(X?). If, on the other hand,
the polynomial equation (3.16) is trivial in y; and ys, then it follows that A(y)
is a non-zero constant multiple of a(y), say A(y) = Aa(y). We may again write
a(y) = ai(y)as(y)?, with oy and ay defined as in the treatment of Ry(X). An
inspection of (3.15) now reveals that

Aar(y)az(y)® = B(y)? — das(y)az(y)*y(y),

whence ((y) is a multiple of a1 (y)az(y). Write 3(y) = u=181(y)aq (y)az(y), where
1 is a non-zero integer and (31 (y) € Z[y]. Note here that, as in the above discussion,

one may suppose that the coefficients of 51(y), a1 (y) and as(y), together with the
integer s, have absolute values at most O(X?24). We thus infer that

APy (y) = o1 (y)Br(y)® — M.

On substituting into (3.13), we find that

4P F(z,y) = a1(y) (2paz(y)z + B1(y)* — .

In particular, our hypothesis that F'(z,y) is not a translation of a rational multiple
of a square of a polynomial ensures that «;(y) is not a constant polynomial. In
this way, it follows that the equation (3.14) takes the shape

a1 (y1) 2uaz(yr)zr + Bi1(y1))? = oa(y2) 2uas(y2)z2 + B1(y2))?.

A comparison between the polynomial ai(y)(2uas(y)x + B1(y))? and that on the
right hand side of (3.19) reveals that we may now apply the argument concluding
the treatment of Ro(X) above in order to conclude that the number of solutions of
this type is O(X?"¢). Thus we have

R3(X) < X*e, (3.21)
Finally, we discuss the solutions counted by R4(X). Let x,y be any solution of

(3.14) of the latter type. Then on recalling (3.13), (3.14) and (3.15), we deduce
that

a(y2)2a(y)zr + B(y1))? — alyr) Ralyz)zs + 6(y2))?
= a(y2) A(y1) — a(y1)Ays). (3.22)

But in view of our hypotheses relevant to R4(X), for each of the O(X?) permissible
values of y, one has that the right hand side of (3.22) is a non-zero integer, say
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N. Fix any one such choice of y, and note that our hypotheses ensure also that
a(y;) # 0 (i = 1,2). But by Lemma 3.3, the number of solutions of the equation

a(y2)&® — a(y)n® = N,

with £ and 7 each bounded in absolute value by a fixed power of X, is O(X¢).
Consequently, the number of possible z; (i = 1,2) is also O(X*®), and thus we
conclude that

Ry(X) < X?e, (3.23)

The conclusion of the lemma now follows immediately on collecting together the
estimates (3.18), (3.20), (3.21), (3.23) with (3.17).

We note that the treatment of K3(X; h) in the proof of Lemma 7.1 of [22] contains
an oversight in that 3(y;h) was presumed to be necessarily zero, as a consequence
of the argument presented therein. The treatment of R3(X) above takes care of this
oversight, and the diligent reader will find that there are no substantive difficulties
encountered here. Indeed, one may assume in the above treatment that as(y) is
identically equal to 1 when applying this argument in the context of the treatment
of £3(X;h) in the aforementioned work.

Before proceeding to the main inductive part of our argument, we require still
another estimate of simpler type than those embodied in Lemmata 3.2 and 3.4.

Lemma 3.5. Let X denote a large real number. Suppose that F(x,y) € Zx,y]
is a non-degenerate polynomial of total degree 2, and suppose also that F(x,y)
has degree precisely 1 in terms of x. Further, suppose that for some fixed positive
number A, the coefficients of F are each bounded in absolute value by X*. Then
in the notation defined in the statement of Lemma 3.2, one has

Z rp(n;X)2 < X?te,
nez

Proof. We may rewrite the polynomial F'(z,y) in the shape

F(z,y) = a(y)z + B(y),

where a(y) is a linear polynomial in y with integral coefficients that is not identi-
cally zero, and ((y) is a quadratic polynomial in y with integral coefficients. By
considering the putative coefficient of 2, it is apparent that F(z,y) cannot be the
translate of a rational multiple of the square of a polynomial. Consequently, when
[B(y) has non-vanishing leading coefficient we may reverse the roles of z and y, and
appeal to Lemma 3.4 in order to establish the conclusion of the lemma. When
the leading coefficient of 3(y) is zero, on the other hand, it follows that for some
integers a, b, ¢ and d, with a # 0, one has

F(x,y) = axy + bx + cy + d,
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whence
aF(z,y) = (ax + ¢)(ay + b) + ad — be.

But then one has
er(n;X)2 = ng(n;X)2, (3.24)
neZ nez

where G(z,y) = (azx + ¢)(ay + b).

When n is non-zero and G(z,y) = n, an elementary divisor function estimate
shows that there are O(X¢) possible choices for ax + ¢ and ay + b, whence also for
x and y. When n is zero, on the other hand, one has that ax + ¢ = 0 or else that
ay + b = 0, so that the corresponding number of solutions is O(X). Consequently,

Y ram X)? <ra(0;X)° + X5 > ra(n; X) < X,
nez n€Z\{0}

and the desired conclusion is again immediate, in view of (3.24).

4. The inductive step. We are now equipped to discuss the main inductive step
in the proof of Theorem 1. Consider a non-degenerate binary form ¥(x,y) of the
shape (2.1), and define the exponential sum Hg (0; X) as in (2.2). When X is a
large real number and s is a positive number, define

7.(X) = /0 | Hy (0: X)|*da.

Lemma 4.1. Let ¥(x,y) € Z[x,y] be a non-degenerate form of degree k, with
3 < k <10, of the shape discussed above. Then one of the following statements is
true.

(i) For 1< j <k, and for each positive number €, one has

Toi—1(X) < XZ —ite,

(ii) For each positive number s, and for each integer j with 1 < j < k — 3, one has
for each € > 0 the upper bound

Is+2j (X) < X2j+171:z'8(X) + X2j+1*%(]‘+275)+€(1'28(X))1/2’
where § = 6(j) is defined by

5(j) = 1/(k—j), whenl<j<k-—3,
1= 0, when j =k — 3.

Proof. We begin by noting that the conclusion (i) of the lemma is immediate from
Lemma 2.2 when £ = 3 or 4, and also when £ > 5 and j = 1 or 2. When £ > 5
and t > k — 1, moreover, the conclusion of Lemma 2.3 demonstrates either that
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conclusion (i) holds, or else that conclusion (ii) will follow provided we establish
the validity of the latter when W is replaced by a condensation T of ¥ of the shape
(2.1) wherein ¢ = 2. There is therefore no loss of generality in supposing that
2 <t < k—2. Similarly, when £ > 5 and ¢t = k — 2, the conclusions of Lemmata 2.4
and 2.5 ensure either that conclusion (i) holds, or else that conclusion (ii) will follow
provided we establish the validity of the latter when W is replaced by a condensation
T of ¥ of the shape (2.1) wherein t = 2 or t = 3. We therefore deduce that the
conclusion of the lemma follows by establishing the inequality recorded in (ii) for
those polynomials ¥ for which either k =5 and t =2 or 3, or else 6 < k£ < 10 and
2 <t < k—3. We suppose henceforth that the latter conditions do indeed hold.

We now modify the argument applied in §§6 and 7 of [22], applying a more
elaborate differencing procedure, and considering also moments other than the even
ones. Let w be a parameter to be chosen later satisfying the inequalities

max{l,j —k+t+2} <w < min{j,t — 1}. (4.1)

The significance of these inequalities will become clear in due course. For the
moment we remark only that our hypotheses concerning j, t and k ensure that an
integral value of w can always be found satisfying (4.1).

We first view the exponential sum H(0) = Hy(0; X) as an exponential sum over
v, so that on applying Hoélder’s inequality to (2.2), and then making use of Lemma
2.6, we deduce that

|H(0)>" <« X1 Z‘Z (0¥ (u,v)

[u|<X |v|<X

< x¥ ez N S K(0;hy), (4.2)

he[-2X,2X]v vel(h)

-

where I = I(hy,...,hy) is an interval of integers contained in [—X, X], and

K(0;hv) = Y e(Aow(0¥(u,v);h)).

Ju <X

Next applying Lemma 2.6 to the latter exponential sum, we obtain

|K(9;h;v)\2j7w < X¥ T ite—l Z Z (Op(v;u; g5 h)), (4.3)

ge[—2X,2X)I~w ueJ(g)

where J = J(g1,...,9;—w) is an interval of integers contained in [—X, X]|, and the
polynomial p(v;u;g;h) is defined by

p(v;usgih) = Aj (¥ (u,v); g5 h). (4.4)

We note for future reference that, on recalling (4.1), and considering the term
Bu*~tv! in (2.1), it is apparent that the polynomial p(v;u;g;h) is not identically
Zero.
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On combining (4.2) and (4.3) via Holder’s inequality, we conclude that
IH(O)[? < X" -172G(0), (4.5)
where

) = Z S 3 clOp(viugh)), (4.6)

—2X,2X)9 ueJ(g) vel(h)

and here, and throughout, we adopt the convention that
m= (mq,...,m;), h=(mq,...,my) and g= (myt1,...,m;). (4.7)

Define the exponential sum G;(«) by

=> ) elap(v;u; g; h)),

m u,v
where the summation is restricted to the values of m, u, v satisfying
€ [-2X,2X), we J(g), wvelh), (4.8)

with
p(v;u;g;h) # 0. (4.9)

Since p(v;u;g;h) is not identically zero, it follows from an elementary argument
that the number of choices of m, u, v satisfying (4.8) and p(v;u;g,h) = 0 is at most
O(X7*+1). Consequently, one has

G(a) = Gia)] < X7H1.
Then in view of (4.5), we obtain
! J J+1_ 5 !
oo (X) = / H()[*+? da < X2 -1—2/ G(a)|H(a)|"da
0 0
J+1 ! JHL_ !
< X? _1/ |H()|*da + X2 _3_2/ |G1 () H () ®|d .
0 0
Let 7 denote the mean value
1
- / G, (o) 2dar. (4.10)
0
Then an application of Schwarz’s inequality leads us to the estimate

Toror(X) < X2 AT (X)) 4+ X2 072(T (X)) V2 (Zas (X)) V2. (4.11)
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Next observe that, in view of (4.8) and (4.9), and on considering the diophantine
equation underlying (4.10), the mean value 7 (X) is bounded above by K(X), where
K(X) denotes the number of integral solutions of the equation

p(x1;y1581; 1) = p(a2;y2; 823 ha), (4.12)

with m; € [-2X,2X])/, in the sense of (4.7), also with |z;|,|y;| < X (i = 1,2),
and subject to the conditions p(z;,vy;;8i;h;) # 0 (i = 1,2). A comparison between
(4.11) and the estimate claimed in the statement of the lemma therefore reveals
that the desired conclusion follows immediately from the upper bound

K(X) < XIT2Hote, (4.13)

We henceforth concentrate our efforts on establishing (4.13).
On recalling (4.4), a modicum of computation reveals that

p(z;y;g;h) =my ... m;F(z,y;m), (4.14)

where

k
F(z,y;m) = Z D;¢p—i(y; m)y;(x;m), (4.15)

in which D; is an integer for ¢t < i < k, and D; # 0, and in which each ¥;(x; m) is
a polynomial with integral coefficients of degree i — w with respect to x, and each
¢kr—i(y;m) is a polynomial with integral coefficients of degree k — i — j + w with
respect to y. In view of (4.1),onehas2 < k—t—j+w<k—j—landt—w > 1.
Thus F(x,y;m) has degree at least 1 with respect to x, and degree at least 2 and
at most £ — 7 — 1 with respect to y. We note also for future reference that when
w =1 and j = 1, one may take

dp—t(y;m) ="' and  y(z;m) = m (@ +m)" — o). (4.16)

Finally, we observe that the argument surrounding equations (6.17) and (6.18)
of [22] easily establishes that when m; # 0 (1 < [ < j), then one has that the
polynomial F'(z,y;m) is non-degenerate with respect to = and y.

When m € [-2X,2X]7, let p(n;m) denote the number of integral solutions of
the equation p(z;y;g;h) = n, with |z|, |y] < X. Then it follows from (4.14) and
(4.12) that

2

K= X (X X pteem))

neZN{0} \[mi|<2X  |my|<2X
mi|n mj|n



28 TREVOR D. WOOLEY

Consequently, on applying Cauchy’s inequality in combination with an elementary
estimate for the divisor function, one obtains

/C(X) < X°¢ Z Z p(”? m)2
n€Z\{0} me[—2X,2X]’

< Xt max Z p(n; m)?
me[-2X2X) o=
mi£0 (1<i<j)

=X’"  max  M(X;m), (4.17)
me[—2X,2X]I
mi#0 (1<i<))

where M(X;m) denotes the number of solutions of the equation
F(z1,y1;m) = F(x3,y2;m), (4.18)

with |z;], ly;] < X (i =1,2).
We recall at this point that, by hypothesis, one has either

k=5 t=2or3 and j=1or2,

or else
6<k<10, 2<t<k—3 and 1<j<k—-3.

We now divide our argument into a number of cases, our aim being to make a choice
of w, satisfying the condition (4.1), for which the estimates of §3 prove effective.
(a) (k,t,j) satisfies j = k — 3. We take w = ¢t — 1. In this situation it is apparent

that
k—t—j74+w=2, (4.19)

and also that
(k—j,t—w) =1 (4.20)

Consider the shape of the polynomial F'(x,y; m) when the conditions (4.19) and
(4.20) hold. We isolate the monomial of highest degree with respect to y that has
highest degree with respect to z. In view of (4.15) and the associated discussion,
this monomial has the shape

Dyt vyktmitw, (4.21)

Suppose, if possible, that there exist polynomials G(z,y) € Z[z,y| and g(t) €
Q|t] satisfying the conditions (a) and (b) of the statement of Lemma 3.2, and
also satisfying the condition that F(z,y) = g(G(z,y)). Then the monomial of
highest degree with respect to y that has highest degree with respect to  in the
polynomial g(G(z,y)), must necessarily have the shape Cz"y"™ where h is the
degree of g(t). But the condition (4.20) implies that

(k—t—j+wt—w) =1, (4.22)
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and so the latter conclusion contradicts (4.21). It follows, in particular, that for
no rational numbers A and p is it true that there exists a polynomial f(z,y) €
Z|z,y] for which the equation

F(z,y;m) = M (z,y)° + p

is satisfied identically in = and y. But in view of (4.21) and (4.19), the polyno-
mial F(z,y;m) has degree precisely 2 with respect to y. Since, moreover, the
coefficients of F' are each bounded in absolute value by a fixed power of X, it
follows from Lemma 3.4 that in this case one has

M(X;m) < X*e, (4.23)

On recalling (4.17), we find that (4.13) holds with § = 0, and thus the proof of
the lemma in the case j = k — 3 is complete.

(b) (k,t,j) satisfiest —1 < j < k —3. We take w =t — 1, and find that (4.20), and
hence also (4.22), remain true. In view of the discussion in case (a) above, it
follows that there can exist no polynomials g and G that satisfy the hypotheses
(a), (b), (c) of Lemma 3.2(i). We therefore deduce from Lemma 3.2(ii) that in
this case one has

M(X;m) <« X2/ (k=i)te, (4.24)

Recalling (4.17) again, we now find that (4.13) holds with 6 = 1/(k — j), and
hence the proof of the lemma follows in the case currently under consideration.
(c¢) (k,t,j) = (5,3,1). We take w = 1, and find that (4.19) holds. Then it follows
from (4.21) that in the polynomial F'(x,y; m), the monomial of highest degree
with respect to y, that has highest degree with respect to x, has the shape Cx?y?2.
It is possible that Lemma 3.4 succeeds in supplying the bound (4.23). If such
is not the case, then there exists a polynomial f(z,y) € Z[z,y|, and rational
numbers A and pu, for which F(z,y; m) = \f(z,y)? + u. Moreover, it is apparent
that A must be non-zero, and our previous discussion ensures that f(z,y) must
be non-degenerate of total degree 2, with degree precisely one in terms of y.
Thus we deduce that
M(X;m) <) rp(n; X)?,

neZ

whence by Lemma 3.5 one again obtains the conclusion (4.23). Recalling (4.17),

we now find that (4.13) holds with § = 0, and thus the proof of the lemma again

follows.

By combining the conclusions of cases (a) and (b) above, one finds that when
k =5 and j = 1 or 2, our hypothesis that ¢t = 2 or 3 leaves only the situation in
which (k,t,7) = (5,3,1) to consider. But the latter case is resolved in case (c) above,
and so henceforth we may suppose that 6 < k < 10. In the latter circumstances,
cases (a) and (b) also dispose of all cases in which ¢ = 2, and also all cases wherein
j =t — 1. Thus we may suppose henceforth that

6<k<10, 3<t<k-3 and 1<j<t—2.
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We treat the remaining allowable cases by hand.

(d) (k,t,j) = (6,3,1), (7,4,2). We take w = j, and find that (4.20) holds, since
(5,2) = 1. The argument of part (b) therefore yields the bound (4.24), and
hence also (4.13).

(e) (k,t,j)=(8,3,1), (8,4,1), (8,5,1). We take w = 1, and find that (4.20) holds,
since (7,t —1) =1 for t = 3,4,5. The argument of part (b) therefore yields the
bound (4.24), and hence also (4.13).

(f) (k,t,7) = (8,5,3). We take w = 3, and find that (4.20) holds, since (5,2) = 1.
The argument of part (b) therefore yields the bound (4.24), and hence also (4.13).

(g) (k,t,7) = (9,4,1), (9,6,1). We take w = 1, and find that (4.20) holds, since
(8,t —1) =1 for t = 4,6. The argument of part (b) therefore yields the bound
(4.24), and hence also (4.13).

(h) (k,t,7) =(9,4,2), (9,5,2), (9,6,2). We take w = 2, and find that (4.20) holds,
since (7,t —2) =1 for t = 4,5,6. The argument of part (b) therefore yields the
bound (4.24), and hence also (4.13).

(i) (k,t,j7) = (10,3,1), (10,5,1), (10,6,1). We take w = 1, and find that (4.20)
holds, since (9,¢t — 1) = 1 for ¢t = 3,5,6. The argument of part (b) therefore
yields the bound (4.24), and hence also (4.13).

(G) (k,t,7) = (10,4,2), (10,6,2). We take w = 1, and find that (4.20) holds, since
(8,t —1) =1 for t = 4,6. The argument of part (b) therefore yields the bound
(4.24), and hence also (4.13).

(k) (k,t,5) = (10,5,2), (10,7,2). We take w = 2, and find that (4.20) holds, since
(8,t —2) =1 for t = 5,7. The argument of part (b) therefore yields the bound
(4.24), and hence also (4.13).

(1) (k,t,j7) = (10,5,3), (10,6,3), (10,7,3). We take w = 3, and find that (4.20)
holds, since (7,t —3) = 1 for t = 5,6,7. The argument of part (b) therefore
yields the bound (4.24), and hence also (4.13).

(m) (k,t,j) = (9,6,4). We take w = 3, and find that (4.19) and (4.20) both hold,
since (5,3) = 1. The argument of part (a) now establishes the bound (4.23), and
hence also (4.13).

(n) (k,t,j) = (10,7,5). We take w = 4, and find that (4.19) and (4.20) both hold,
since (5,3) = 1. The argument of part (a) now establishes the bound (4.23), and
hence also (4.13).

(o) (k,t,5) =(7,4,1). We take w = 1, and find from (4.21) that in the polynomial
F(z,y;m), the monomial of highest degree with respect to y, that has highest
degree with respect to x, has the shape Cx3y3. It is possible that Lemma 3.2
succeeds in supplying the bound (4.24). If such is not the case, then there exist
polynomials G(z,y) € Z[z,y| and g(t) € Q[t] satisfying the conditions (a), (b),
(c) of Lemma 3.2. It is evident, moreover, that in such circumstances the degree
of g must be 3, and the total degree of G(z,y) must be 2, and also the degree of
G(z,y) with respect to y must be 1. In the latter circumstances, it follows from
Lemma 3.5 that one has the estimate

Y ra(n X)? < X2, (4.25)
nez
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whence by Lemma 3.2(i),

M(X;m) < XFH/E=D4e 1 X2 3" g (n; X)?
nez
< X2/ (k=i)te (4.26)

Then in any case, one has the upper bound (4.24), and hence (4.13).

(k,t,j7) = (8,5,2). We take w = 2, and find from (4.21) that in the polynomial
F(x,y;m), the monomial of highest degree with respect to y, that has highest
degree with respect to z, has the shape Cz3y3. The desired bound (4.24), and
hence (4.13), now follows by the argument of case (o).

(k,t,j7) =(9,5,3). We take w = 2, and find from (4.21) that we may again apply
the argument of case (p).

(k,t,7) = (9,6,3). We take w = 3, and find from (4.21) that we may again apply
the argument of case (p).

(k,t,j) = (10,6,4). We take w = 3, and find from (4.21) that we may again
apply the argument of case (p).

(k,t,7) = (10,7,4). We take w = 4, and find from (4.21) that we may again
apply the argument of case (p).

(k,t,j) = (7,3,1). We take w = 1, and find from (4.21) that in the polynomial
F(z,y;m), the monomial of highest degree with respect to y, that has highest
degree with respect to x, has the shape Cz?y*. It follows that if there exist
polynomials G(z,y) € Z[z,y| and g(t) € Q[t] satisfying the conditions (a), (b),
(¢) of Lemma 3.2, then g must have degree 2. Moreover, in the polynomial
G(z,y), the monomial of highest degree with respect to y, that has highest
degree with respect to x, must have the shape C’zy?. In such circumstances,
one may apply the argument of case (a) above to obtain the bound (4.25). Then
the estimate (4.24) follows in all circumstances from Lemma 3.2, and this suffices
to establish (4.13).

(k,t,j) = (8,4,2). We take w = 2, and find from (4.21) that in the polynomial
F(z,y;m), the monomial of highest degree with respect to y, that has highest
degree with respect to x, has the shape Cz?y*. The desired bound (4.24), and
hence (4.13), now follows by the argument of case (u).

(k,t,j) = (9,5,1). We take w = 1, and find from (4.21) that in the polynomial
F(z,y;m), the monomial of highest degree with respect to y, that has highest
degree with respect to x, has the shape Cx%y*. It follows that if there exist
polynomials G(z,y) € Zlz,y] and g(t) € Q[t] satisfying the conditions (a), (b),
(c) of Lemma 3.2, then g must have degree either 2 or 4. When the degree of g
is 4, the polynomial G(z,y) must have total degree 2, and the degree of G(z,y)
with respect to y must be 1. In these circumstances, Lemma 3.5 establishes
the estimate (4.25). When the degree of g is 2, meanwhile, we may suppose
without loss of generality that there are no rational numbers A and p for which
a polynomial f(z,y) € Z[x,y] exists satisfying G(z,y) = Af(x,y)? + p (if such a
polynomial f were to exist, then we would be in the situation already considered
wherein the degree of g was presumed to be 4). But then, in the polynomial
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G(z,y), the monomial of highest degree with respect to y, that has highest
degree with respect to x, has the shape C’x%y?. The hypotheses of Lemma 3.4
are therefore satisfied with F' replaced by G, and the upper bound (4.25) again
follows. We may therefore conclude from Lemma 3.2(i) that in either case, one
has the estimate (4.26). If no such polynomials G' and g exist, on the other hand,
then the estimate (4.26) is immediate from Lemma 3.2(ii).

(k,t,7) = (10,4,1). We take w = 1, and find from (4.21) that in the polynomial
F(x,y;m), the monomial of highest degree with respect to y, that has highest
degree with respect to x, has the shape Cx3y®. It follows that if there exist
polynomials G(z,y) € Zlz,y] and ¢(t) € Q]t] satisfying the conditions (a), (b),
(c¢) of Lemma 3.2, then g must have degree 3. Moreover, in the polynomial
G(z,y), the monomial of highest degree with respect to y, that has highest
degree with respect to z, has the shape C’zy?. Thus we may proceed as in case
(u) to obtain the desired estimate (4.13).

(k,t,j) = (9,3,1). We take w = 1, and find from (4.21) that in the polynomial
F(x,y;m), the monomial of highest degree with respect to y, that has highest
degree with respect to x, has the shape Cx2y®. It follows that if there exist
polynomials G(z,y) € Zlz,y] and g(t) € Q[t] satisfying the conditions (a), (b),
(c) of Lemma 3.2, then g must have degree 2, and G(z,y) must have the shape

G(z,y) = azy® + By + H(z,y), (4.27)

with H(x,y) of degree at most 2 with respect to y. In view of (4.16), one finds
that with a suitable non-zero constant K, one has that

F(z,y;m) = Ky°(32% + 3zm + m?) + I(z,y; m), (4.28)

where I(z,y;m) is a polynomial of degree at most 5 with respect to y. Since we
may suppose that g has degree 2, it follows from (4.27) and (4.28) that there is
a non-zero number a with

alaxy® + By*)? = Ky® (322 + 3zm +m?).
On equating coefficients of powers of x, we find that
aa? = 3K, 2a0f =3Km, af3*>=Km?,
whence
IK?*m? = 4(ac®)(af?) = 12K*m?.

This yields a contradiction whenever m # 0, as we may suppose. In this way we
find that no such polynomials G, g exist, and hence Lemma 3.2(ii) establishes
that the estimate (4.26) holds.

(k,t,j) =(10,7,1). We take w = 1, and find from (4.21) that in the polynomial
F(z,y;m), the monomial of highest degree with respect to y, that has highest
degree with respect to x, has the shape Cz%y3. It follows that if there exist
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polynomials G(z,y) € Zlz,y] and ¢(t) € Q]t] satisfying the conditions (a), (b),
(c) of Lemma 3.2, then g must have degree 3, and G(z,y) must have the shape

G(z,y) = ayz?® + Py + vy + H(x), (4.29)

with H(x) a polynomial independent of y. In view of (4.16), one finds that with
a suitable non-zero constant K, one has that

F(z,y;m) =Ky (72° + 212°m + 352*m? + 352°m> + 212°m* + Tom® + m?%)
+ I(z,y;m), (4.30)
where I(x,y;m) is a polynomial of degree at most 2 with respect to y. Since we

may suppose that g has degree 3, it follows from (4.29) and (4.30) that there is
a non-zero number a with

a(az’y+pry + vy)*
= Ky* (725 + 212°m + 352 m? + 3523m3 + 212*m* + 7Tam® 4+ mP).

On equating coeflicients of powers of x, we find that
ac® =TK, 3a0’B=21Km, a(30*y+3a8%) =35Km?, ay®=Km°.
Thus we deduce that
27050 Kmb = a®(3027)® = (35Km? — 3aaf?)?,
whence

3375 (Km)® = (35Km?(ac®) — 3(ac?B)?)?
= (245K%m? — 147TK?m?)? = (98K?m?)3.

Since 3375 # 983, we obtain a contradiction whenever m # 0, as we may suppose.
In this way, we find that no such polynomials G, g exist, and hence Lemma 3.2(ii)
establishes that the estimate (4.26) holds.

On collecting together the conclusions of cases (a)—(z), we find that the estimate
(4.13) holds in all circumstances under consideration. The conclusion of the lemma
now follows immediately from (4.11).

5. The completion of the proof of Theorem 1. We are now prepared to
complete the proof of Theorem 1. We begin with an induction based on the use of
Lemma 4.1 for the small moments.
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Lemma 5.1. Let ¥(x,y) € Z[x,y] be a non-degenerate form of degree k, with
5 < k < 10, of the shape discussed in the opening paragraph of §4. Then for each j
with 3 < 7 < k — 2, and for each positive number €, one has

1 y .
/ |Hy (o X)[2 da < X% 31/ (k=it2)+e
0

Proof. The conclusion of the lemma is either immediate from part (i) of Lemma
4.1, or else we may apply part (ii) of that lemma. By part (i) of Theorem 1, which
we have already established in Lemma 2.2, one has

1
/ |Hy (a; X)|?da < X6,
0

Thus we have
To(X) < X*te,

Suppose that, in fact, one has the estimate
Toi1(X) < X2j—j+1/(k:—j+2)+a, (5.1)

for 2 < j < J, where J is an integer with 2 < J < k — 3. We apply part (ii) of
Lemma 4.1 with j = J — 1 and s = 277! in order to obtain

IS+2.771(X) < XQJ—IIS(X> + XQJ—%(J+1—5)+E<IQS(X>)1/27
with § =1/(k — J +1). On employing the inductive hypothesis (5.1), we obtain
Ty (X) < X2‘]+1—J—1+1/(k—J—&—2)+€+XQJ—%(J—H—SH—&(IQJ(X))l/Q,

whence
Ty (X) < X277 =T =141/ (k=T 1) +e

This establishes the inductive hypothesis for j = J 4 1, and thus the conclusion of
the lemma follows by induction.

Lemma 5.2. With the hypotheses of the statement of Lemma 5.1, one has

1
/ |H\p(oz;X)|3%2kdoz < X 62" —htlte,
0

Proof. As in the proof of the previous lemma, the desired conclusion is either im-
mediate from part (i) of Lemma 4.1, or else we may apply part (ii) of that lemma.
By the conclusion of Lemma 5.1 with j = k — 2, one has

1
Tyea(X) = / o (a: X)[2 " da < X272 -k49/4+2. (5.2)
0
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On applying part (ii) of Lemma 4.1 with s = 2873 and j = k — 3, one obtains
Tora(X) < X2 T Tpins (X) + X2 D/20E(T,, 4 (X)),
whence by (5.2),
Tor—2(X) < X2 —h+5/4te (5.3)
An application of Holder’s inequality establishes the upper bound

1
25 (0) = [ Hulai )57 da
0

1 B 1/4 1 B 3/4
< (/ [Ho (o ) do) (/ [H(o: X)) da)
0 0
Thus, by (5.2) and (5.3) we deduce that
Ty 5 (X) < X 52 —kt2te (5.4)

A second application of part (ii) of Lemma 4.1, now with s = 3 kand j = k—3,
gives the estimate

-2 -2 1/2
13%2k(X) < X2k _11.?%21@()() +X2k —(k—1)/2+¢ <I5 Qk(X)> )

16

But a trivial estimate for Hy(a; X) demonstrates that

1
Ts,u(X) < X /0 |[Hy (05 X)| %2 do = X2 T o 50 (X).

In view of (5.4), therefore, we obtain

1/2
I%Qk(X) < X162 —htlte o x a2t —(k—1)/2+¢ <Ig2k(X)) ,

32
and the conclusion of the lemma follows immediately.
The large moments are estimated via the Hardy-Littlewood method by means
of a treatment contained, in all essentials, within the proof of Lemma 7.4 of [22].

We include an account of the proof for the sake of completeness. We first require a
major arc estimate stemming from our version of Weyl’s inequality.

Lemma 5.3. Suppose that ®(z,y) € Zlx,y| is a non-degenerate form of degree

d> 3, and let o € R.

(i) Suppose that there exist r € Z and q € N with (r,q) = 1 and |a —r/q| < ¢2
Then for each € > 0, one has

Z Z (a®(z,y)) < X*te (q_1+X_1+qX_d)
1<e<X 1<y<X
(ii) Whenever r € Z and q € N satisfy 1 < q < X and |ga — 7| < X'~¢, one has

S Y elod(ay) < X2 (g + Xga — )7
1<z X 1<y<X

227(1

Proof. The first conclusion is immediate from Theorem 1 of [22], and the second
conclusion is Lemma 7.3 of [22].
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Lemma 5.4. With the hypotheses of the statement of Lemma 5.1, one has

1
/ |Hy (a; X)|522" da < X 162" kte,
0

Proof. For the sake of concision, we abbreviate Hy(a; X) to H(a). When r € Z
and g € N, write

M(q,7) = {a€0,1) : |ga—r| < X'7F}.

Take 9 to be the union of the intervals M(q,r) with 0 < r < ¢ < X and (r,q) = 1.
Note that the intervals occurring in the latter union are disjoint. Also, write m =
[0,1) \ M. Since Lemma 5.3(i) yields the estimate

sup |H(a)| < X272 "+,

aem

and Lemma 5.2 establishes that
1
/ |H(Oé)|3%2kda < X%2k7k+1+5’
0

we deduce that

2k:2

/]H(a)]ngdoz« (sup |H(a > /|H 32 “da
m acm

< X162 —kte (5.5)

On making use of Lemma 5.3(ii) and the definition of 9, on the other hand, we
obtain

/Sm|Ial<a>|é52’“da<<X%Z YOy / (¢ + X*q3))~2d3

1<q<X a=1 JIBIS(gX* 1)~ 1
q—l

<<X%2k—k+s Z Z q—z

14X a:)l )
a,q)=—
< X162 —ht2e (5.6)

Consequently, on combining the estimates (5.5) and (5.6), we arrive at the upper

bound
1
/ VH(O‘N%‘;deOé:/ IH(a)|52kda+/ |H ()% da
0 m m

179k _fy2e
< X716 ,
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and so the conclusion of the lemma follows immediately.

On recalling the conclusion of Lemma 2.1, and noting that all of the moments
occurring in the statement of Theorem 1(iii) are even, one finds that the upper
bounds provided in Theorem 1(iii) are immediate from Lemmata 5.1, 5.2 and 5.4.
The same is true also for the first three bounds recorded in Theorem 1(ii), but in
this case, for the second two estimates, one combines Lemmata 5.1, 5.2 and 5.4 via
Holder’s inequality in the respective shapes

1 1
/ folas P)Pda < / |Hy(a: X)[3da
0 0

< (/01 |Hq,(a;X)|4da>

1/5 4/5

(/ 1 Holes X)Pda)

and

1 1
/ fo(as P)[Pda < / |Hy(a: X)[da
0 0

<(/ 1 Hates X)Pda) (| 1 Hofes )] da

The final estimate of Theorem 1(ii), on the other hand, may be established along
the lines of the proof of Lemma 5.4, now working from the 10th moment

7/8 1/8

1
/LM@HWM<pmmﬁ
0

together with the minor arc bound

sup | fo(o; P)| < PY/8+e,

aem

which is immediate from Lemma 5.3.
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