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Introduction

CHAPTER 1

On the 7" of June 1742, German math-
ematician Christian Goldbach conjectured
in a letter to Leonhard Euler that every
even number greater than two can be ex-
pressed as a sum of two primes. Proof of
this statement, which is well known today
as Goldbach’s conjecture, has evaded math-
ematicians to the present day, and remains
one of the oldest and best known unsolved
problems in mathematics.

The so-called ternary Goldbach conjecture
is a “weaker” analogue to the Goldbach
conjecture. It was proven to be true in a
preprint published on ArXiV by H. Helfgott
in 2014, and states the following.
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FIGURE 1.1: Goldbach’s letter to Euler

Theorem 1.1 (Ternary Goldbach Conjecture). Every odd integer greater than 7 can be

written as the sum of three primes.

It is weaker in the sense that, if the Goldbach conjecture is true, then the ternary Goldbach
conjecture is automatically true. Indeed, suppose the Goldbach conjecture is true, and N
is an odd number greater than 7. Then N — 3 is even, and we can express N —3 = p1 + po
using the Goldbach conjecture. Thus, N = p;+pa+3, and the ternary Goldbach conjecture

is true.

What follows is a brief timeline of the results established that lead towards the proof of
theorem 1.1. In 1923, the British mathematicians G. H. Hardy and J. E. Littlewood made
use of their so-called circle method to establish that, assuming the Generalised Riemann
Hypothesis, the ternary Goldbach conjecture is true for sufficiently large odd numbers.
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In other words, there exists some N large enough so that, for all odd numbers greater
than N, the statement is true. In 1937, Soviet mathematician I. M. Vinogradov was able
to remove the dependence on the Generalised Riemann Hypothesis and proved directly,
by studying exponential sums, that the ternary Goldbach conjecture was true, again for
sufficiently large N.['9) Vinogradov also did not give a bound for “sufficiently large”, but in
1956, a student of Vinogradov, K. Borozdkin, determined that 33" is large enough. Even
though this leaves a finite number of cases to check, it is far from feasible to do so (3315
has 6846169 digits). In the 2014 preprint, Helfgott uses a tweaked version of the circle
method to improve this bound to something much more reasonable: odd numbers larger
10%7; the remaining cases can easily be checked by computer (it takes around 5 hours on a
modern Linux desktop).!'"]

In this project, we shall first go over Hardy—Littlewood’s proof (chapter 2), next we will see
a simplified version of Vinogradov’s proof which makes use of Vaughan’s identity to make
the argument unconditional (chapter 3), and finally we will discuss how Helfgott obtains a
log-free bound for the minor arcs, which is the main novelty of his 2014 proof (chapter 4).

1.1 Notation and Preliminaries

Let us introduce some notation and get some preliminary definitions out of the way, so
that in the next section, we may formulate the result more precisely.

Let & be a proposition. Then we denote by 1g the indicator function of P, i.e.,

1 if 9 is true
]195 =
0 otherwise.

Moreover, if X is a set, we write 1x(z) for 1,cx. Without a subscript, 1 denotes the
function 1(z) =1 for all x.

We write f(z) = O(g(x)), or equivalently f(x) < g(x), to denote the fact that for some
C > 0, we have |f(z)| < C g(x) for all x under consideration; usually for all x larger than a
fixed constant. If both f(z) < g(z) and g(x) < f(x), then we write f < g. For g(x) # 0, we
write f(z) = o(g(z)) as x — oo if for all € > 0, there exists N > 0 such that |f(z)| < eg(x)
for all x > N. Finally, we write f(x) ~ g(z) if f(z)—g(z) = o(g(x)). This is stronger than
the =< relation; for instance, we have 2z < x but 2x ~ = as x — oo.

R/Z denotes some real interval of length 1 (such as [0, 1]), and we define the map e: R/Z —
C by e(#) := >, The “circle” in the circle method is the image of R/Z under this map.

For a ring R, we denote the group of units by R*. For instance, the group of integers
modulo ¢ which have a multiplicative inverse is denoted (Z/qZ)*. This is just the set
{ne{0,....,¢—1}: (n,q) = 1}, and we denote its cardinality by ¢(n), where ¢ is known
as the (Euler) totient function.
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For a € R, we denote the distance to the nearest integer by |||, i.e., ||| = min,ez |a—n|.

The von Mangoldt function, A: IN — R, is defined by

A(n) logp if n = p* for some prime p and integer k > 1
n) =
0 otherwise,

and the Chebychev ¥ function W: R — R is defined by ¥(z) := > . A(n). These
functions play a significant role in analytic number theory, they often make it simpler to
phrase major results. For example, the prime number theorem (PNT) 7(z) ~ i is
equivalent to the fact that ¥(x) ~ z, where 7(n) = #{p < n : p is prime}.

We also make use of the Mébius function, denoted by p(n), defined by
(—=1)¥ if n is square-free and has k distinct prime divisors
p(n) = :
0 otherwise,
where by square-free, we mean that there is no d > 2 such that d? | n. Note that p(1) = 1.

Finally, we introduce Dirichlet convolution. For two functions f,g: IN — C, we define their
Dirichlet (or multiplicative) convolution f * g: IN — C by

(fxg)(n):=>_ f(d)g(v/a) =" f(a)g(b)
dn ab=n

Analogously to the usual additive convolutions, we have that Dirichlet convolution is com-
mutative, associative and distributive. To avoid confusion of Dirichlet convolution with
additive convolution, we will denote the latter by f x g, i.e.,

(f * o)t /f ot —7)d

The Fourier transform of a function f is denoted by f , i.e., A f]R e(z) dr, and

the inverse Fourier transform is denoted f, i.e., f(£) = f (— 5). We can relate some of the
functions we have introduced using the language of Dirichlet convolutions.

Proposition 1.2 (Dirichlet convolution properties). Let 1—1: IN — IN denote the function
which is 1 at 1, and O everywhere else, i.e., 1_1(n) := 1,—=1. Then we have the following.

(i) f=Ffxla=1axf,

(ii) 1 =1,
(iii) (Mobius inversion). For any f,g: N — C, g = f 1 if and only if f=gx*p,
(iv) 1% A =log.

The proofs are straightforward and are omitted for brevity.
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1.2 Formulating the Ternary Goldbach Conjecture

Let 1p be the indicator for the set P of primes. Then observe that for odd N, the sum

tN):= > 1p(k) Lp(ks) 1p(ks)
k1+ko+ks=N

over k; € IN, counts the number of ways in which N can be expressed as the sum of three
primes. The statement of the ternary Goldbach conjecture is therefore equivalent to the
statement that ¢(N) > 0 for odd N > 7.

It turns out that calculations are made simpler if we instead consider a weighted version
of the above sum. Rather than working with ¢(N), we instead consider

r(N)i= Y A(k1) A(ka) Aks),

k1+ko+k3=N

which counts the number of ways N can be expressed as a sum of three prime powers
p1® 4 pa® + p3© (not just primes), with a weight of log(p1) log(p2) log(ps) attached to each
such representation. Now, define

S(N,a) =Y A(k) e(ka).

k<N

Then
S(N,a)® = Z ry(n)e(na),

where 7 (n) is defined similarly to r(n), with the added condition that each k; < N.
In particular, we have r(n) = ry(n) for n < N, and since S(N,a)? is a trigonometric
polynomial, we may extract r(IN) by taking the inverse Fourier transform, i.e.,

r(N) = S(N,a)?e(—Na) da. (1.1)
R/Z

We will see that the integrand turns out to be large when « is close to rational points with
small denominators, and by estimating the contribution at these points, we manage to
prove the following; from which the ternary Goldbach conjecture follows for IV sufficiently
large.

Theorem 1.3 (Vinogradov, 1937). Let N be an odd integer. Then
r(N) ~ 3 &(N) N2, (1.2)

where &(N) := Hp|N (1- ﬁ) HMN (1+ (;;—%)3)
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How does it follow? Firstly, observe that since the nth prime is greater than n,
eV <[[(t+ B IT(1+ 1< [Texp (i) — exp(C(3)) ~ 3.32,
P (p 1) n n’ n n
and that when N is odd,
p—12 -1y (p-134+1 n—2 n 1
G(N) = H 1 H 1)3 > H 9y

i G g in—1

so &(N) =< 1 for odd N, and it follows from the theorem that »(N) > 0 for N large enough.
But this counts the representations of N as three prime powers, not just primes. Consider
the set P} of proper prime powers less than N, i.e., Py = {p* < N :p € Pk > 2}.
Clearly each p* e P}, must have p < N /2 and the number of choices for k is O(log N), so
#P < w(N'/?)log N < N'/> by PNT. Thus the contribution to 7(N) by representations
N = ki + ko + k3 with k; GPJI\; is

> Alk)Alk) A(ks) <log®N > 1
ki+ko+k3=N ki+ko+kz=N
k1€PJ,V klepll\,

< (log® N) (#Py) N
< N°2log® N,

and similarly for ko € Py, k3 € Pj. Thus by theorem 1.3,

> Alky) A(k2) Aks) = r(N) — O(N"?log® N) > N2,

p1+p2+p3=N
p1,p2,P3EP

Therefore we have obtained a lower-bound for the number of ways of writing large odd
numbers as a sum of three primes.



CHAPTER 2

Hardy—Littlewood’s Proof

In this chapter, we introduce Dirichlet characters and see how they help us study primes
in progressions, then we discuss Hardy—Littlewood’s conditional proof of theorem 1.3 on
GRH. We mainly follow the arguments outlined in [16, pp. 18-22] for the proof, adding
details for more clarity where necessary.

2.1 Dirichlet Characters, PNT in Progressions

We will first start by introducing Dirichlet characters, and subsequently use them to for-
mulate the part of the proof which depends on GRH. I referred to [1] as well as [7] when
compiling this section.

Let g be a positive whole number. A Dirichlet character mod q is a multiplicative function
x: (Z/qZ)* — C*, i.e., we have x(ab) = x(a)x(b) for all a,b € (Z/qZ)*. Moreover, we
extend Dirichlet characters to Z by periodicity mod g, i.e., x(n 4+ ¢) = x(n) for all n, and
by setting x(n) := 0 for all n € Z not coprime to q. The Dirichlet character defined by
x(n) := 1 for all n € (Z/qZ)* is denoted by xo and called the principal character. (We
still have xo(n) = 0 if (n,q) # 1.)

From this definition one may deduce several facts. For instance, it is easily seen that
x(1) = 1 and x(0) = 0 for all Dirichlet characters (unless ¢ = 1 and x = xo, in which
case xo(n) =1 for all n € Z, this is called the trivial character). Additionally, by Euler’s
theorem, we see that y(n) is always some ¢(q)th of unity,! i.e., x(n) = e("™/s(q)) for some
m. Thus, x(n) is some point on the unit circle for (n,q) = 1. There are ¢(q) distinct
Dirichlet characters mod ¢. Dirichlet characters form an orthonormal basis for the set of
functions (Z/qZ)* — C. In particular, they satisfy the orthogonality relation

1 V% P —
o(q) szodqu) X(@) = Ln=a mod g- (2.1)

! Euler’s theorem. For all a € Z, a®@ =1 mod q.
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For any Dirichlet character x, the Dirichlet L-function is defined for $(s) > 1 by

— x(n)
ns ’

L(Sv X) =
n=0
and can be extended to a meromorphic function on all of C by analytic continuation. The
Generalised Riemann Hypothesis (GRH) asserts that for any Dirichlet character y and
s € C with L(s, x) = 0, if s is not a negative real number, then R(s) = 1/2. The Riemann
Hypothesis (RH) is equivalent to the GRH in the case where x is the trivial character, in
which case, L(s, xo) equals the so-called Riemann zeta function, {(s).

The Generalised Chebychev VU function is defined by
U(z,x) = > An)x(n).
n<x
This allows us to state Dirichlet’s theorem, which is an analogue to the prime number
theorem (V(x) = ¥(x, xo) ~ @ with ¢ = 1) for primes in arithmetic progressions. Dirichlet’s
theorem asserts that
x+o(z) if x = xo
o(x) otherwise,

\Il(xa X) = {

where the implicit constants depend on g. Unfortunately the error terms here are not good
enough for us to prove Vinogradov’s theorem. It is at this stage (and only this stage) that
we invoke GRH, to get a better bound to use in the proof.

Theorem 2.1 (PNT in arithmetic progressions, on GRH). Let x be a Dirichlet character
mod q, and assume GRH for L(s,x). Then

z+ O(yzlog?z +logxlogq) if x = xo

Wz, ) =
() { O(y/xlog? qx) otherwise.

For a derivation of this consequence of GRH, see, for example, the end of [1, §20].

Finally, consider ¥(z; ¢, a), defined by

U(z;q,a) = Z A(n),

n<x
n=a mod ¢q

a variant of the ¥ function that sums over n < x congruent to a mod ¢. It follows from
(2.1) that the relation between ¥(z;q,a) and ¥(z, x) is

U(rig,a) = —— 3 x(a) U, ),

vla) oo,
and so theorem 2.1 gives, on GRH, that
x
V(z;q,a) = () + O(Vzlog? q). (2:2)

10
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2.2 Gaufl and Ramanujan Sums

In this section, we discuss a pair of sums which we will encounter in the proof of Vino-
gradov’s theorem, and establish properties about them which will prove useful. The proofs
of these properties are not given in [16], we provide them here.

Let x be a Dirichlet character modulo ¢, and ¢ be a positive integer. Then the Gauf§ sum
7(x) is the sum defined by

)= > x(b)e®/a).

b mod ¢q

We will make use of the following two facts on Gaufl sums.
Proposition 2.2. Let x be a Dirichlet character modulo q. Then
(i) if x = xo, then 7(x) = p(q),
(i) |70 < V-

Proof. We prove (i), and omit the proof of (ii) for brevity. See [1, §9] for a proof of (ii).

q q q/d

q
T(x0) = > _xo®)e(®a) = Y eltf)) =D pu(d)> e(edfy) = p(q)
b=1 b=1 d=1 a=1
(b,g)=1
since > din wu(d) =1 only if n = 1, and by summing roots of unity. O

Next, we have the Ramanujan sum c4(n), defined by

cq(n) = Z e(*/a).
b mod ¢
(b,g)=1
We will make use of the following.
Proposition 2.3. Let c4(n) be the Ramanujan sum defined above. Then

(i) cq(n) is multiplicative in q, i.e., cqr(n) = cq(n) cr(n),

(ii) for p prime,

e)(n) = {@(p) ifpln

—1  otherwise.

Proof. For (i), observe that

) * cq(n Z Cafa(n Z Z (bn/q) = Z e(*/a) = (Ln=0mod ¢) ¢

dlq dlg bmod ¢ b mod g
(b,g)=d

11
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by summing roots of unity. Convolving with u both sides, we get that

= 3" dulo/a) (2.3)

dl(g;n)

by proposition 1.2. We conclude that ¢,(n) is always an integer, and that it is multiplicative
in g, since it depends only on its divisors. Now for (ii), observe that if p | n, then by
(2.3), ep(n) = Xog, dp(r/d) = pu(p) + pu(l) = p— 1 = @(p), whereas if p { n, ¢p(n) =
2an du(r/a) = p(p) = —1. O

2.3 Bounds on S(N,«)

In this section, we will make use of theorem 2.1 to obtain a bound for the sum S(N, «).
Notice that since |e(na)| = 1, we have the obvious bound

S(N,a) < U(N) < N (2.4)

by the PNT. Now in the introduction, we mentioned that the integrand in r(N) (1.1)
turns out to be large when « is close to rational points with small denominators. Since
this will be important in proving theorem 1.3, we will need better estimates for S(N, )
which incorporate this information about «. Let us start by giving a bound for S(x, «) for
rational values of a.

Proposition 2.4. Let a/q be a rational number with a coprime to q. Then on GRH, we
have

S(x4fa) = “(gg + O/ log? gx). (2.5)

Proof. Notice that terms with (n,q) > 1 barely contribute to the sum, in particular,

x,a/q) = Z A(n) e(an/q) + O(log = log q), (2.6)

n<x
(n,q)=1

since q has < log ¢ prime factors, and p¥ | ¢ implies that A(p)+---+A(p*) = log p* < log .
Now at this stage, we could split n into progressions mod ¢ and invoke (2.2), but this
introduces an error of O(qy/z log? gx) which is not good enough to get (2.5). Instead, we
proceed as follows. For (an,q) = 1, by orthogonality of Dirichlet characters, we have

e(an/q): Z e(b/‘l) ]leanmodq

bmodq

T X X B eth) =~ 30 700 Wan).

bmodquodq

12
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Using this in (2.6), we get
1 _ _
S(x,9/) = — > 7(x)X(a) ¥(z,¥) + O(log xlog q).

©(q) Ny

By theorem 2.1 and proposition 2.2(ii), we see that for all non-principal characters, the
contribution to the above sum is < ,/qz log? gz, and for the principal character yo, the
contribution is

LT X 11302 a :M.’E .’1702 A
= (x0)(z + O(Vzlog® qx)) w(q)( + O(Vzlog® qx)),

by proposition 2.2(i). O
Next, we use summation by parts on the result of proposition 2.4 to obtain a bound for «
“close to” a rational a/q.

Corollary 2.5. Let o = a/q+ 3, where a is coprime to q and || < 1/2. Then on GRH,
we have

—M Ne xz)dx og?
SV = 28 /0 (B1) dz + O((1 + |BIN) /2N log? 4N).

Proof. We have

S(N,a) =) A(n)e(m/q) e(np)

n<N

N
= /0 e(xB) d(S(z,a/q))

_ /ON e(zf) d(fo‘% z + e(x, a/q))

by proposition 2.4, where €(x,/q) denotes the error term. The first term of the integral
gives the first term of the corollary. For the second term, integration by parts yields

N N
/ e(zp)d(e(x,a/q)) = e(NB)e(N,a/q) — 27riﬁ/ e(zp) e(x,9/q) dx
0 0

< O(/qNlog? N) — 2mif3 N O(~1/qN log? ¢N)
< O((1 +|B|N)+/gN log? gN),

as required. ]

Next, let us make precise the notion of “close to rational points with small denominators”,
which we alluded to in the introduction.

13
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Definition 2.6. We shall say that a rational number ¢/q with (a,q) = 1 approximates the
number a € R if

o — a/q| < 1/q@,
where ) > ¢ is suitably large (we define “suitably large” in a bit, in terms of V).

Such rational approximations of real numbers are known as Diophantine approrimations.
It turns out to be an easy consequence of the pigeonhole principle that we can always find
one for ) > ¢, see proposition A.1 in appendix A.

Now, notice that by corollary 2.5, if a/q approximates «, then

N N )
S(N,a) €« — + <1+q—Q>\/quog N

¢(q)
N N°/
< —+(VON + log® N,
¢(q) ( Q ) &
and by choosing Q = N3, we get that
N ,
S(N,a) < —— + N°/ote (2.7)

©(q)

for any € > 0.

2.4 Conditional Proof of Vinogradov’s Theorem

Motivated by (2.7), following Hardy-Littlewood, we shall say, for the remainder of the
chapter, that « is close to a rational number with small denominator if there exists a/q
which approximates «, with Q = N3 and ¢ < log'® N (the latter condition is for “small
denominators”, the power 10 is arbitrary). If v is such a number, we say « lies on a major
arc, and denote the set of such points by 9. Otherwise, « lies on a minor arc, and the
set of such points is denoted m. In other words, we have

m= J U (Y@ 9at+'Ye@) and m=(R/Z)\ M.
qglog10 N 1<a<gq
(a,g)=1
This idea of partitioning the circle R/Z into MM U m is Hardy—Littlewood’s circle method.
The bulk of the contribution to 7(N) (1.1) (i.e., the main term in (1.2)) will come from
integrating over the major arcs, and then we can bound the contribution on the minor arcs
close to zero. Note that both MM and m are measurable, and we are therefore justified in
splitting the integral. Moreover, for N large enough, we have that I is a union of disjoint
intervals: indeed, if ¢, ¢’ < log!® N, and a/q, b/ € M with a/g # b/y, then

‘a/q — by

> 1/qq/ > 1/logzoN > Z/NZ/3

14
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for N sufficiently large, so ¢/q, b/¢’ cannot lie in the same arc.

A historical note: the initial idea behind the circle method originates in the joint work of
G. H. Hardy and S. Ramanujan from 1916, when they were studying asymptotics of integer
partitions. Hardy and J. E. Littlewood later developed the method in a series of papers
on Waring’s problem.”> 18]

Now, let us start by bounding the minor arc contribution to (1.1).

Proposition 2.7 (The minor arc contribution). On GRH,
2

log® N

)/mS(N,a)%(Na) dal <

Proof. Since ¢(q) > q/loglogq > q/logq (see [6, ch. 18, thm. 328]), for ¢ > log!’ N, we
have ¢(q) > log” N, therefore by (2.7), we have S(N,a) < N/log” N, so

)/ S(N —Na) da / IS(N,a)®da

/ |S(N, a)|? do = N ZA(n)2<N—2
loggN loggN log® N’

n<N

since ),y A(n)? < Nlog N. O

Notice that although we get some saving using Parseval’s identity, the step of extracting
the N/ log? N term is quite costly, yet we are still able to prove the result. This attests
to the fact that (2.7) is an excellent bound, resting on the strength of GRH. Next, we
determine the major arc contribution, which we expect to dominate the contribution of
O(N?/log® N) from the minor arcs. The proof here is much more detailed than the one
given in [16].

Proposition 2.8 (The major arc contribution). On GRH,
/ S(N (~Na)da ~ L &(N) N?

Proof. We have |a — a/q| < 1/4Q with ¢ < log!® N, so the major arc contribution equals

1/qQ

S Y [ S0t 5 =Nl 8)) d, 28)

a<logh® N [=asq H/aQ
(a,q)=

since intervals for different rational numbers are disjoint. Now, observe that

N _e(NB) -1 1
/oewx)d“ onif A’

15



§2.4. Conditional Proof of Vinogradov’s Theorem Luke Collins

and also fo ﬁ$ dzr < fo le(Bx)|dx = N, so we have fo e(Bz) dr < min{N,1/|8||}. Thus
by corollary 2.5, S(N,a/q + 3)3 equals

ZEZ;;: (/ON e(Bx) dm>3 + O(

1 . 1
i i {7 o U+ BIN) Val log? N)

.

-1—0(@111111{ HBH}GHWHN) qN log* N)
+O((L+[|BIN)*(¢N)* 1og® V).

Now notice that min{N?, W}( + |IB]IN) < N? and min{N, ||l19H}( + |IBIN) < N, and

also ||B|| < 1/a@ = 1/gN?2. Therefore, since ¢ < log!® N < N¢ for all € > 0, the error terms
become

O(N? VNN + O(N (1+ N') N'€) + O((1 + N'/#)3N"2He) = O(N*/2+),

Thus, we can write (2.8) as

)DID D

q<log'® N 1<a<q
(a,q)=

G o) ([ ([ o)) con

(2.9)

1/qQ

ua)® /ON e(fx) d:c>3 + O(N5/2+6)) e(=N(e/a+5)) dp

1/4Q q

q<log'® N

since f_l/lq/fQ O(N°Pte)df < N°2HeN—/% <« N'"/ote Let us simplify the integral first. We
make the substitutions z = Ny and N§ = £, and the integral becomes

v [ z//i (/ e(we) dy) el de

:N2</_°O (/01 e(y€) dy)ge(—f) d§+0((N;Q)2>>, (2.10)

o0

since the integrand is < 1/¢3. Notice that the integral is simply

—

(i[0711)3(1),

which, by the convolution theorem, equals (1o 1) % 1jg 1) * Lo 1) (1). We have 1o 1) x Lo ) =
Njog, where Ao denotes a symmetric triangle of height 1 on the interval [0,2], i.e
Ajpg(z) = (1 = |1 —z[) L g (7). The second convolution evaluated at 1 is

1
1
(Ljo,1) * Dpo,21)( / Njo g (T 01](1—T)d7—/0 TdTZi,

16



§2.4. Conditional Proof of Vinogradov’s Theorem Luke Collins

and so (2.10) equals N?/2 + O((¢Q)?) = N?/2 + O(N*/**€), which means we can write our
major arc contribution in (2.9) as

2 3
T X B ) -on,

3
g<log'® N SO(Q) 1<a<q
(a,9)=1

Now we can recognise the inner sum as ¢,(—N). We are interested in it for square-free g,
since otherwise the factor of u(q)? annihilates the summand. Since both c,(n) and ¢ are
multiplicative, we have that c¢,(—N) < ¢(¢) by proposition 2.3. Thus we can extend the
outer sum to infinity, with error term at most Zq>log10N #(@)? fp(g)? < 1/10g" N, and so our
major arc contribution is asymptotic to

N? 3 plg)? N? cp(—N)
2 o= - )

P

2
=S =) (=)

p|N

which completes the proof. O
Therefore we conclude that
r(N) = /932 S(N,a)®e(~Na)da + / S(N,a)?e(—Na) da
m
=1©(N)N? + O(N?/log® N),

which establishes theorem 1.3 on GRH.

Remark 2.9. Notice that in our proof of the major arc estimate, we made use of corol-
lary 2.5, which depends on GRH (because of the dependency on theorem 2.1). However
instead of theorem 2.1, we can adapt the argument to use the bound

U(z,x) < zexp(—cpy/logx)

for non-principal x (where cp is a constant?), which is a consequence of Siegel’s theorem
and does not depend on GRH (see [1, §22] for a derivation). Indeed, in [1, §26], the bound

/ S(a, N e(~Na) da = 1&(N) N2 + O(N?/1ogB~! N)
m

is derived this way. Thus the real work in making the proof unconditional will be in the
treatment of the minor arcs.

2¢p depends on B, where B is such that ¢ < log® N, in this chapter we have B = 10.

17



CHAPTER 3

Vinogradov’s Proof

The key to Vinogradov’s proof is in the careful treatment of exponential sums to bound
the contribution of the minor arcs. In particular, we will be making use of the following
bound.

Theorem 3.1 (Vinogradov’s Bound). Let « be a real number, let a/q be a rational number
such that |a — a/q| < 1/¢? where (a,q) =1, and suppose N > q. Then

S(N,a) < (\]/\; + N5 4 \/Nq) log? N.

In view of this theorem, we shall adjust slightly our definitions of major and minor arcs.
We shall say that the rational number a/q approzimates o if |ao — a/q| < 1/g2. (In other
words, we are taking Q = ¢ rather than Q = N/ as in the last chapter.) We shall say that
a is close to a rational number if there exists @/; which approximates a, with ¢ < log? N,
where B > 0 will be specified later. If « is such a number, we say « lies on a major arc,
and denote the set of such points by . Otherwise, « lies on a minor arc, and the set of
such points is denoted m = (R/Z) ~ M.

3.1 Vaughan’s Identity

In [19], Vinogradov introduces a technique for estimating sums of the form >y f(p)
where f is periodic, e.g., f(p) = e(pa). Following [20, ch. 1X], set P := Hpg\/ﬁp. Then
the sieve of Eratosthenes asserts that for 1 <n < N, (n,P) =1if and only if n =1 or n
is a prime in the range vV'N < n < N. Thus

FM+ D fo)= > f) =) pwd) D fyd),

VN<p<N ( ng;v . dd<\1; y<N/d
n7 = ~

18



§3.1. Vaughan’s Identity Luke Collins

and we are led to bound sums of the form }_, /4 f(yd). We would like to show that these
sums are small, but we cannot hope to get much cancellation when d is nearly as large
as IV, so Vinogradov rearranges the terms arising from N < d < N with d | P, but this
becomes rather complicated.

In [18, ch. 3], Vaughan simplifies Vinogradov’s method substantially. He starts by giving
the following identity.

Proposition 3.2 (Vaughan, [18]). For a function f, let f<a and fsa denote the functions
fea(x) = f(x) Lpca, and fsa(z) := f(x) Ly 4 respectively. In this notation, we have

A=pcx xlog—pex * Ay * T+ psx s Asy * 1T+ Ay (3.1)

In [18], Vaughan obtains this as a consequence of another combinatorial identity which he
proves directly. To make things simpler here, we have stated the result in terms of Dirichlet
convolutions instead, so that we may give an easy proof by using known properties of
convolutions.

Proof. The result is essentially a consequence of the fact that 1*p = 11 (proposition 1.2).
Indeed,

A=Ay +Acy
=Asyx(Lxp)+Acy
= Aoy x Lx (pex + p>x) + Ay
=(A—Acy)* Txpex + Aoy * L psx + Acy
=(Ax1)sxpcx —Acy xLxpucx + Asy x Lxpusx + Acy
= pex *log —prex ¥ Acy * T+ psx x Asy * 1T+ Acy,

as required. ]

The motivation behind this identity is to express A in terms of sums of the form ) | 2|Ne<X Gz
ranging over small numbers (called type I sums), and sums of the form wy=N.z>Xy>y Gaby
which range over large numbers (called type 11 sums). Sums of type I can be dealt with by
bounding the magnitude of the inner sum, whereas type II sums can be dealt with using
bilinear methods (usually Cauchnychwarz[w]), as we shall see in the proof of Vinogradov’s
bound.

Applying the identity to S(N,«), by proposition A.2 (appendix A), we get that

S(N.a) = 3 ( S ) logy— " u@AW)+ Y ul)Aly) +A<y<n>> e(an)
nsN Y s X gy o ey

19



§3.2. Proving Vinogradov’s Bound Luke Collins

=3 Y u@ogyyetazy) — 3 S (X w(d)AR)) elazy)

<X y<N < XY y<N dz=x
y<N/a y<N/a ity

3 Y (X ud) A elaay) + S(Y.a)

e>XY<y<Nfe dlz
<z

== SI,I + 51,2 + SII + O(Y) (32)

3.2 Proving Vinogradov’s Bound

Before we can prove theorem 3.1, we need the following technical result. The result is
stated this way in [18], but we give a proof adapted from [1]. We gloss over the detail that
the numbers 7a/q are “spread out” mod 1, a proof of this can be seen in [2].

Lemma 3.3. Suppose that A, B, « are real numbers with A, B > 1, and that |a—a/q| < 1/
with (a,q) = 1. Then

;‘mm{AB Ho}x\} < AB<1 + ; + E) log(24q).

Proof. Let S denote the sum. Writing z = ¢j + r, we have

1
P> me{é]ﬁﬂ“ ||a<qg+r>||}

0<J<A/q r<q

Now let 8 := o — a/q (notice |3| < 1/¢2). Then ||a(qj + r)|| = ||re/a + jgB + rB]|, and terms
with 7 = 0 and 1 < r < 9/2 have |rf| < 1/2¢, which implies that their contribution to the
sum is

< < <2 <q — < qlog2q.
;q/z II’““/qH 124 dn% . Hd/aH Lf2g = K;/Q 4fq — 1/2q ngl
d#0
Now the remaining terms contribute

1
< 2 me{ y+1 um/q+jq5+rmr}’

0<j<A/q T<q

and for fixed j, the values of re/q + jqf8 4+ 3 are “spread out” modulo 1 for r = 1,...,q,
thus we get a contribution

Y (anr S H <y

0<j<4/q k<a/2

A
log(2A4) + (E + 1>qlog(2q),
which completes the proof. O
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§3.2. Proving Vinogradov’s Bound Luke Collins

Now we can give the proof of Vinogradov’s bound. We follow [18] here again, but give
much more detail, referring to [7, ch. 2].

Proof of Theorem 3.1. Recall that by (3.2), we may write S(N,a) = S;1+Si2+Su+O0(Y).
We start by bounding the two type I sums, S; 1 and ;2. Writing logy = fy di Si,1 equals

S e [y [F

<X y<N/z m<X t<y<N/z

and because

>

t<y<N/a

claa(l + ")) - faafrl)
e(ax) — 1

< 2 _ 1 < 1

= le(orf2) —e(—ezpp)] - [sin(maz)|  2]ax|’

together with the trivial bound |}, < n/, e(aay)| < N/z, we get that

Si1 <logNZm1n{N ||al:c||}

Also, 374, 1(d) A(z) < log z, so similarly we get that Si2 < 3 vy [{ Dicyeny, da:cy) dt,
and using the same bound for | e(azy), that Si2 < log N >~y min{N/z, 1/jjaz|}. Puttlng

X = N’/ =Y and applying lemma 3.3 with A = XY and B = N/, we get

1 1 N
311,812<(10gN)N( + 1/5 )IOgN (logQN)(;+N4/5+q).

Next we treat the type 11 sum Sy, which gives the main term. Let k& be the integer such
that 28 N5 < N < 2MHIN*5 ) and set of = {2/N*/ : ¢ = 1,... k}. Then we can split S
over intervals [M,2M] for M € :

Su= Y SM

Med

sy = > > (X wd) Ay eawy)

M<x<2M X<y<N/z d|z
d<X

where

(taking Z = X). Now we apply Cauchy—Schwarz to extract the two inner sums

sanp=| ¥ (Su@)( T Aw)elasy)|’

M<x<2M d|x X<y<N/a
d<X
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‘ZN(’ Z ‘ Z Ay a:vy)’

M<z<2M  dlz M<z<2M  X<y<N/s
d<X

<Y T | T Awetm

x<2M  d|z M<z<2M X<y<N/z

:Zd(aj)z Z ’ Z Ay aacy)‘

x<2M M<z<2M X<y<N/s

:

Y oe<A d(x)? < Alog®2A (see proposition A.3 in appendix A), so we have

|S(M)|* < Mlog® M Z Z A(y) e(azy) Z A(2) e(azz)

M<x<2M X<y<N/ac X<Z<N/x

< Mlog® M Z Z Z Ay) A(z) e(ax(y — 2))

M<z<2M X <y<N/o X<z<N/x

<Mlog? M > Aly) > Alz) Y. elox(y - 2))

y<N/m 2<N /M M<x<2M
1
<M10gN Z Zmln{ }
<N N ”O‘( - Z)H
y<N/Mm z<N /M
then by lemma 3.3,
2 6 N N
IS(M)[? < N log N(;+M+—+q>,

M
and so
SH < Z log N|— + + +
3ot (g T g V)
c ﬁ 4/5 4
<<\/§+N —I—\/Nq) log™ N,
as required. O

3.3 Deducing Vinogradov’s theorem

In this section, we adapt the reasoning presented in the conclusion of [1, ch. 26].

Recall that in our conditional proof, the key to bounding the minor arcs was the bound
in (2.7), which required GRH. Our new bound, although worse than (2.7), is still strong
enough for us to prove theorem 1.3.

By Dirichlet’s theorem on Diophantine approximation (proposition A.1), we can approx-
imate o by o/q with | — a/g| < 1/g@ < g2, taking @ = Nlog 8 N. We said that if
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q < logB N, then o € M, otherwise, « € m. Thus for « € m, we have logBN < g <
Nlog 2 N, and so
S(N,a) < N log= P4 N

by Vinogradov’s bound (theorem 3.1). Proceeding similarly to the proof of proposition 2.7,
we obtain that

S(N,a)®e(=Na)da < N?log= "> N,

m

Now recall that in the last chapter, the major arcs consisted of reals which can be approx-
imated with denominator ¢ < log!® N, where the integer 10 was arbitrary. But if we put
B = 10 into the above, we get an error of N2, which is not good enough for the proof!
If we adjust the definition of minor arcs by taking any B > 10, then we can adapt the
proof of proposition 2.8 to still get the same result, but with an error of O(N?/log? N)
(rather than O(N?/log' N), which is what we got in the end). Thus the term 1 N?&(N)
dominates the minor arc contribution, and the proof is complete.
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CHAPTER 4

Helfgott’s Proof

In [10], Helfgott studies the sum

Sy(a, ) =Y A(n) e(an) n(n/z), (4.1)

where 77: R — R is a smooth function which decays fast enough for convergence. (Usually
n(t) =0 for t > 1, so z here is playing a similar role to our usual upper bound N.) Using
different weights n, Helfgott is able to get more control over explicit constants in his bounds
in order to establish that the contribution over the major arcs wins over that of the minor
arcs for N > 10%7.

For our considerations, we are interested in Helfgott’s techniques for improving the bounds,
but not so much in explicit constants. The main bound which Helfgott achieves is the
following.

Theorem 4.1. Let Sy(z,«) be as in (4.1), with n(t) = 4max{log2 — |log2t|,0}. Let
20 = ajg + 8/x with a,q coprime integers, where [5/z| < 1/4Q, Q = (3/1)2”, and q < ¥/x/6.

Then

I
1Sy, )] < T22L (4.2)

©(q)

Comparing this with the bound in theorem 3.1, we notice that the improvement is essen-
tially in the removal of of four logarithm factors. Throughout this chapter we will use some
results from previous chapters, such as Vaughan’s identity and the lemmas in chapter 3,
but state them in a different way to be consistent with Helfgott’s notation in [11].

4.1 Main Ideas

The general strategy of Helfgott’s proof is similar to that of the unconditional proof pre-
sented in chapter 3, utilising the circle method and Vaughan’s identity to obtain the bound
in (4.2).
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§4.2. Type I Sums Luke Collins

In his proof, the major arcs 9 consist of those o € R/Z which can be approximated (in
the usual sense of definition 2.6) with ¢ < 300000 and @) a constant times x/300000. The
major arc bounds which Helfgott obtains rely on verifying GRH up to a given imaginary
height 7" in the complex plane, i.e., showing that L(s, x) has no zeros with R(s) # 1/2 and
|S(s)| < T. These bounds work only for |§| < 4 -300000/q, where o = @/q + 6/z.

Thus for the minor arcs m, we want a bound on |S,(x,a)| which decreases as ¢ and §
increase, where o = /g + 9/z, and because of the restrictions on the major arc bounds, we
cannot allow any log z factors in front of terms such as =/, /g, because for large x we would
have that this is worse than the trivial bound x (2.4). Helfgott remarks that a main bound
proportional to (log? ¢/ v/@)r was not good enough either for computing purposes, such a
bound was obtained by Tao in 2014.0'"> 17} We should also mention that there are better
asymptotic bounds than (4.2) in the literature. Indeed, in [14], Ramaré gives the bound

Va
S(x,an/q)| < 13000 =,

which is the best sort of bound one expects to obtain through Vinogradov’s method, but
the large explicit constant, in addition to the requirement g < z'/* makes this bound un-
suitable for keeping the explicit constants small. Particularly because we care mainly about
q around 300 000, which is the cut-off point that Helfgott sets for major arc denominators.

The four logx factors are removed using ideas detailed in the following sections. Notice
that two of the four logarithm factors can be traced back to Vaughan’s identity itself
(indeed, summing over the left-hand side of (3.1) gives > ., A(n) = ¥(n) ~ x, but the
sum over the right-hand side is < zlog?z). We closely follow chapters 1 and 3 of [11] in
this exposition.

4.2 Type I Sums

Just as before, we have two type I sums, namely
Sii= > Y pu(m) (logn) e(amn) n(mn/z)
m<U n

and

Stz = 30 M) 307 plm) e(avun) (/)

<V u<U n

where o = /g + /2, the difference here from chapter 3 is simply the smoothing n (we are
also using U and V in place of X and Y in Vaughan’s identity). As these are usually
treated the same, here we will study the simpler sum

Si= 30 S ulm) elamn) n(me)

m<D n
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where D is, as usual, a bound smaller than x. It suffices to study this sum because S, 1 is
basically of the same form (log is slowly varying so we can ignore it for small numbers), and
the inner sum of S, 2 is the same as S; with av in place of «, which means that for ¢ small
we can use S; to estimate S;2. For ¢ not small, we can treat Sio as ) (A<y * p<y)(n)
and bound it trivially (by logn).

Now recall that in Vinogradov’s proof, we bound |}  ye(an)| by min{N,1/|a|}, and
invoke lemma 3.3. The proof of the lemma essentially involved splitting up the sum into
sums of length ¢ and bounding ||a|| from below. Applying this directly to our sum we get
a bound of the form

Z w(m) Z e(amn)’ < Z ‘ Z e(amn)‘

y<m<y+q n<N y<m<y+q n<N
<2min{7fy,q} +2 Y
r<(q—1)/2
< 2min {2/y,q} + qlogq

/2
r/q

for all y. There are two obvious improvements to be made here, firstly we can estimating
the inner sum more precisely. One can define a smoothing 7 and get that

/ / /7/
'l 'l " llso } (4.3)

2 ' 2|sinmal’ 4z sin? To

> elan)n(nse)

n<N

< min {eln] +

where | - ||, denotes the L™ norm ( [ |- ]T)l/ "1 This gives an improvement for large m,
however the resulting term is still < z/y, resulting in a contribution of (xlogz)/q to S,
(so still not log-free). When m is small, the terms which cause ma to be close to zero are
those with ¢ | m. If we exclude them, we can get a bound of the form

B C
Z min {A; . ) . 2} < min{0q27m, quaX{Q’long/B}}7
y<m<y+q |sinran|” [sinwan|
qtm

where m is small in the sense that y + ¢ < @/2, @ being the usual value so that |a — a/q| <
1/4Q@ holds. There are still terms having m < min{D,@/2} with ¢ | m and those with
Qf2 < m < D left. For the former, we use the Poisson summation formula (Lf = Xf)
to estimate the inner sum. Summing over m without applying the triangle inequality (in
contrast to the above), we get the main term

z p(q) A(=5) 3 u(aa)
4 a<min{D,Q/2}/q
(a,q)=1
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where aqg = m. Now comes the second improvement: cancellation over u. It can be shown
that the sum over a is at most 1.¥l This does not give us back a factor of logz though.
Luckily, in [15], Ramaré provides the bound

‘ (; 'ufza)’ S ;lcp(qq) loglﬂﬁ/q

(a,9)=1

for ¢ < z. This bound is obtained by non-elementary methods (using known properties of
the Riemann ¢ function). Finally, for m > Q/2, we can obtain a bound of the form

> min{d,—— ¢ } <A+qVAC (4.4)
| sin Tan|?
y<m<y+q
for any y, using ideas not dissimilar to the proof of lemma 3.3. The term A in the bound
is proportional to ||n1]|z/y (from (4.3)), which then results in a multiple of (zlogx)/q in
Si. Since m is large here, am being close to zero no longer necessarily corresponds to
terms with m = 0 mod ¢, so we cannot extract them as before. So here, Helfgott reapplies
Dirichlet’s approximation theorem (proposition A.1) to obtain another approximation for
a, this time taking Q = x/|dq|. If ¢ is very small (in other words, if the original ¢/q is a very
good approximation) then there will be no terms with @/2 < m < D, since @ will exceed
2D. If this is not the case, let @'/¢ be another approximation of « taking some Q' > @ in
proposition A.1. Then |e/q —a'/q| > 1/q¢’, which implies that ¢’ > 1@, and so if we apply
(4.4) with this new approximation instead, this effectively gets rid of A, since for the first
sum over y < m < y + ¢ with y > @/2, the contribution is at most z/(?/2), and all other
contributions of A add up to < (zlogq)/q .
Summing everything up produces a bound with main terms
1 1/s2
W, D, and  glog(max{P/s,q}),

and in most cases, the main term is the first one. Notice this has the shape x/(¢(q) log x)
for small ¢, and decreases rapidly as the error ¢ increases.

4.3 Type II Sums

The type 11 sum we have is
Su=Y_ > (L*p=p)(m) A(n) e(amn) n(mn/z).
m n>V

We assume that the smoothing 7 is the multiplicative convolution of two functions 79 and
m, e, n(t) = (mo@m)(t) = J5° no(T) m(t/r) 47 Analogously to the proof of theorem 3.1,

T
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we write the sum as

/v% 2 (2 r@)m(zrw) 2 A e(omn) () W

m  d>U
dlm

so that the we can apply Cauchy—Schwarz to the integrand. Indeed, the integrand is at
most +/S1 (U, W) Sa(U, W) where

sy = Y | u L suw) = Y o A(n)e(amn)f.

zfow <m<eE /W Czli|>U zow<m<e/w  max{V,W/2}<n<W
m

Now in the last chapter, we would bound S (U, W) by something like =/w log®(z/w) using
proposition A.3. What we would like here is a bound < x/W. Indeed, this is possible, using
bounds on ), , y(n)/n, and properties of the divisor sum function o(n) = n]],, (1+ %)

To bound Ss, we make use of the large sieve. The idea is the following. Suppose f: Z — C
is a function supported on an interval I of length £. Parseval’s identity gives us that
f]R/Z |f(a)?da =Y, |f(n)? If we take a “sample” of reasonably spaced out points in C,
say ai,...,ap where |a; — a;| > 8 for i # j, we have that

Do) <+ Y Ifn)P,

i<k

which we can think of as a statistical equivalent of Parseval’s identity. Now suppose a1 = «;,
ag = 2, and so on. If a = a/g, then the angles ai,..., o, are spaced out with a distance
of 1/g between any two, and oy4+1 = ;. So by the above, we can split Sz, which is a sum
over an interval of length /2w, into ¢ bits of length [(¢/2wq)]| to get a bound of the form

logW (Sox qW ) (4.5)

log W/2q \ p(q) " ©(q)

after applying Montgomery’s inequality.! Now if the error numerator || is not close to
zero, then oy and a4 are different, in particular a1 is at least g|d|/x away from each «.
Thus we can plug in these angles to the large sieve instead; namely aq, ..., a;, until there
is overlap (auy, is the first within < 1/ of the others). Thus doing this [¢/m] < [¢/(x/|d]q)]
times, where ¢ = z/2W, we get a bound of [¢/(z/|8|q)1(W/2 + z/|8|q) >_,, | f(n)]?, which
results in about

(Wg —i-a:) log W

provided ¢ > x/|d|q. If not, there is no overlap, and we put all «; into the large sieve. The
total bound obtained this way is (W?2/4+xW/2|8|q) log W. If £ is significantly than z/|d|q,

2 w
U3 el (@) Ty 7225 < Yoy (agy=t | Soncn @ne(e/a)], see [13, pp. 27-29].

28
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then the «; “swarm” around rationals ¢/q. If we apply Montgomery’s inequality here, this
has the effect of spreading out these angles, while keeping them sufficiently separated. This
gives us a bound with the shape

logW ( x n qW
logW/isla \[6] 0(q) ~ (q)

which saves a factor of |§] when compared with (4.5).

yw.

Thus we have no log factors, apart from log 2 /UV which comes from evaluating the integral.
Thus we want to choose the parameters of Vaughan’s identity to be close to x to counteract
this, but at the same time we want to keep the term D = UV small, since it is one of the
main terms in the bound for the type 1 sums. Thus U and V are chosen so that

UV = x/+/qmax(4,]d|).

Combining everything, with various intricate arguments, Helfgott finally obtains the bound

Ry 5,0 10g dpq + 0.5 2.5x 2x 5
S, (o, )| < =224 T+ + =2 Lysogq + 3.3627°,

where Jp = max{2, %},

log 4
Ry = 027125 log (1 + %) +0.41415,
2 2.004¢
and
Lytg= ﬁ(% logt + 7.82) + 13.66 log ¢ + 37.55.

The factor R;; is bounded, Helfgott states that for “difficult” values of z and oz it is still
less than one. We therefore have the main term in (4.2).
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CHAPTER 5

Conclusion

Let us end by giving a retrospective bird’s eye view of the proof, and compare the different
minor arc bounds we had in the different versions we saw. The general strategy is to ensure
that the quantity r(N), which counts the number of ways of representing N as the sum
of three prime powers is positive (we saw in the introduction that proper prime powers
contribute little to 7(IV) overall). In particular, we achieve this by showing that

/SNa —Na) da+/SNa) e(—Na) da

is non-negative for large enough N, since the major arc contribution will be ~ N2, and the
minor arc term will be O(N?log=* N) for some A > 0.

The strategy for estimating the major arc integral is the following. Using either the PNT
in arithmetic progressions (on GRH) or Siegel’s theorem (unconditional), we can obtain
that S(N,a/q) ~ (1u(q)/¢(q)) - N. Then if M(a, q) denotes the arc centred at @/q, we have

/mS(N,oz)?’e( -y /aq) 3e(—Na) da

q<Q
N?Z g Z e(—Najg) < N2.
q<Q (a,q)=1

Loosely speaking, Helfgott’s treatment of the major arcs is closer to the conditional proof
than the one using Siegel’s theorem, because the constants which come from Siegel’s the-
orem are not explicit. Indeed, to prove the bounds he obtains, he uses D. Platt’s finite
verification method to verify GRH up to a certain imaginary height.

For the minor arcs, the strategy is the following. In both Hardy-Littlewood and Vino-
gradov’s proof, we made use of Parseval’s identity to get that

/ S(N (=Na)da < sup\S |ZA 2 < sup |S(N,a)| Nlog N,
acm

n<N
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5.1. The Binary Goldbach Conjecture Luke Collins

so to win over the major arcs, we needed a bound at least as good as N/ log!te N.
In the conditional proof, the good error terms in the conditional PNT in arithmetic
progressions (theorem 2.1) allowed us to deduce a bound on S(N,a) with main term
N/¢(q) < N/log? N (since we defined the minor arcs to have ¢ > log!® N). In the un-
conditional Vinogradov proof, we used Vaughan’s identity to carefully take advantage of
cancellation in exponential sums, obtaining a bound with main term (N log N)/ V/q. Here
we had ¢ > logB N with B unspecified, which makes the bound < N long/QJr4 N. Thus
taking any B > 10 gives us what we need.

Finally, Helfgott gives a bound of the form < Nlogq/+/¢(q) for S(N,a), but his approach
to bounding the minor arc contribution is different to the classical one, since the presence
of 3,y A(n)? introduces a log N factor so the bound is not log-free. In his proof, the

contribution over the minor arcs turns out to be proportional to ||1.||2%(|7«||1, which are two
smoothing weights appearing in the minor arc integral [, Sy, (N, )25, (N, @) e(—Na) da.

5.1 The Binary Goldbach Conjecture

Having developed this proof strategy, why not try to attack the binary Goldbach conjecture
in a similar way? If we let

r(N)= Y A(k)Ak2) and  S(N,a) =Y A(k) e(ka),
k1+ko=N k<N

then just as in the ternary case, we get r(IN) = fR/Z S(N,a)? e(—Na) da, so we would
want to define major and minor arcs so that

r(N):/zmS(N,a)Qe(—Na)da#—/ S(N,a)*e(—Na)da > 0.

(We similarly have that proper prime powers contribute a negligible amount). By analogous
arguments, we can establish that S(N,a/q) ~ (u(q)/v(q))- N, and that for even N, &(N) =

q % > (aq)=1 €( ~N9/q) < 1. But this time, we get that

/ S(N,a)2e(—Na)da =< N,
m

but for the minor arc contribution, both pointwise and square-integral estimates are too
large; we have
2

/ IS(N,a)?da < Nlog N and sup [S(N,o)> < —;

for any A > 0, which follow by Parseval and Vinogradov’s bound respectively. Therefore
it is simply not true that the minor arcs contribute less to 7(/N) than the major arcs do.
Thus, to prove the binary Goldbach conjecture, a fundamentally new idea is required.
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APPENDIX A

Auxiliary Results

Proposition A.1 (Dirichlet’s approximation theorem). Let o and @ be real numbers with
Q > 1. Then there exists a rational number a/q with (a,q) =1 and 1 < g < Q such that

la — a/q| < 1/40.

Proof. Let 5y :=at — |at| € [0,1) for t =1,...,[Q]. Partition [0,1) into intervals

r—1 r
b= LQJ+1’LQJ+1)

where r = 1,...,|Q| + 1. If there is a f; € By or B|g|+1 then we are done. Indeed,
if 8y € By, then |a — a/q] < 1/q(1Q] +1) < 1/4Q where a = |«a] and ¢ = 1, and a similar
argument applies for B|g|4;. If not, then by the pigeonhole principle, there are B, 8, € By
for some w,v,r with u < v and 2 <7 < |Q]. Set a:= |av| — |au] and ¢ := v — u. Then

lov — a/a| = 1/q|By — Bul < Ha(lQ)+1) < /4@,

as required. ]

Proposition A.2. Let N, X,Y be positive integers and f: N> — C, g: N — C. Then

(i) YD fly)gn) =D > fla,y)gl

n<N 2= 2<X y<N/o
@) 2 fewgm=23 >, 2, fdz)g),
n< N TYzZ=n < XY y<N/z =
<X d<X z<Y
y<Y
(m)z foy Z Z Zfdy g(zy) for any Z with XY Z > N.
n<N Iinn 2>XY<y<N/z d|x
X
y>Y d<Z
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Proof. For (i), we have

n<N $1/<)? n<N z<X
x
=D Lay—n f(z,y) g(ay)
<X n<N

=> > fley)glzy)

<X y<N/z
for (ii), let 7 = zy. Then

DT faygm) =D )0  Layemn fla,y) g(n)

n<N TYz=n n<N z<X y<Y

> »> ( > ﬂr:my)ﬂwz:n f(z,y) g(rz)

y<Y
n<N z<X y<Y r<XY

= Y DD Lmaylagemn f(2,) 9(r2)

r<XY n<N z<X y<Y

= > > Nrmylayemn f(z,y) 9(r2)

r<XY 2<N/r z<X y<Y

DD YD W

r<XY 2<N/r xy XT
y<Y

and for (iii), suppose Z > N/xy. Then if zyz =n with z > X and y > Y, we have z < Z,

S Y faepgn) =3 3 Lyl fa,y) g(n)

n<N TYzZ=n n<N x> X 2<7

z>X
= Z Z Z ( Z ]lr:xz>]1:r:yz:n]1y>Y f(ﬂf7y) g(’l”y)

y>Y
n<N ax>X 2<Z r>X

= Z Z Z Z ]lr:acz]l:cyz:n]ly>Y f(x,y) g(ry)

r>X y<KN/r 2<Z x>X

r>X Y<y<N/r 2<Zx>X

=3 > DD My fmy) g(ry)

r>X Y<y<N/r = r z>X

=3 ¥ wa,ygry- M

N /. ZT=T
r>X Y <y< /r 2<Z
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Proposition A.3. Let d(n) = #{m € N : m | n}, i.e., the number of divisors of n. Then

Proof.

Z d*(x

r<n

Z d(x)? < n log3n.

r<n

SEETI-YY Y o

z<n alz bl as<n b<n k<n/lcm{a,b}

222 2!

c<n k‘ﬁ"/c fgn/ck: m<”/ck£

XYY

c<n kg"/c Zgn/ck

DI SRV

csn k<n /e 0<n ek

< Z Z n/ek(logn + 1)

SN k<n/c

<) nfe(logn +1)°

c<n

< n(logn 4 1)3. O
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