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EXPLICIT VAN DER CORPUT’S d-TH DERIVATIVE ESTIMATE.

J. ARIAS DE REYNA

Abstract. We give an explicit version for van der Corput’s d-th derivative estimate of
exponential sums.

Theorem. Let X, and Y ∈ R be such that ⌊Y ⌋ > d where d ≥ 3 is a natural number.
Let f : (X,X +Y ] → R be a real function with continuous derivatives up to the order d.
Assume that 0 < λ ≤ f (d)(x) ≤ Λ for X < x ≤ X + Y . Denote by D = 2d. Then

(1)
∣∣∣ 1
Y

∑

X<n≤X+Y

e(f(n))
∣∣∣ ≤ max

{
Ad

( Λ

λY

)2/D

, Bd

(Λ2

λ

)1/(D−2)

, Cd(λY
d)−2/D

}
,

where Ad, Bd, and Cd are explicit constants. They depend on d but for d ≥ 2 for example
Ad < 7.5, Bd < 5.8 and Cd < 10.9.

We follow the reasoning of van der Corput in three papers published in 1937, that
contained an error. I correct this error and try to get the smallest possible constants.
We apply this theorem to zeta sums, giving the best choice of d in each case. Also, we
prove that our Theorem implies Titchmarsh’s Theorem 5.13.

1. Introduction

The van der Corput d-th derivative estimate gives a bound of an exponential sum

∣∣∣ 1
Y

X+Y∑

n=X

e2πif(n)
∣∣∣,

assuming that f : [X,X + Y ] has continuous derivatives up to order d and also satisfies
the inequalities 0 < λ ≤ f (d)(x) ≤ Λ. Here, we prove an explicit version

Theorem. Let X, and Y ∈ R be such that ⌊Y ⌋ > d, where d ≥ 3 is a natural number.

Let f : (X,X + Y ] → R be a real function with continuous derivatives up to the order d.
Assume that 0 < λ ≤ f (d)(x) ≤ Λ for X < x ≤ X + Y . Denote by D = 2d. Then

(2)
∣∣∣ 1
Y

∑

X<n≤X+Y

e(f(n))
∣∣∣ ≤ max

{
Ad

( Λ

λY

)2/D

, Bd

(Λ2

λ

)1/(D−2)

, Cd(λY
d)−2/D

}
,

where the constants Ad, Bd and Cd are given in Table 1, all of them less than 11.

We do not find explicit versions in modern references. Titchmarsh’s Theorem 5.13 is
the best known. Our corollary 25 shows an explicit version of Titchmarsh’s theorem as
a consequence of our fundamental theorem. The Graham and Kolesnik book Theorem
[6, Th. 2.8] is also non-explicit and has slightly worse exponents than our theorem. Other
non-explicit expositions of the van der Corput theorem can be found in Montgomery [10],
Bordellès [1], Robert [11], and many others.
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The techniques of van der Corput were refined by Vinogradov et al. Notably the
recent results of Wooley [14], Bourgain et al. [2]. These results have allowed considerable
improvement of the exponents in theorems of van der Corput type, see, for example, the
theorem proved by Heath-Brown [7].

Our main interest in the subject is the search for explicit results. To this end, modern
results are useless. It is true that in number theory, interest is generally focused on the
order of magnitude, in which case modern theorems are much better. But in certain
numerical studies, explicit results are needed. For example, to bound the error when
truncating certain series or to improve the time cost of certain algorithms. We refer to
the Hiary presentation [8] for more details of this.

The original result of van der Corput [3, 1928] was explicit. It contained instead of the
supremum, the sum of the three terms on the right-hand side of (2) all with constant
21. In [4, 1937] and [5, 1937] a version of the theorem was given, where it contained the
maximum of the three terms, all with constant 25. Shortly after the appearance of [3]
Titchmarsh [12, 1931] published a simpler proof of a similar theorem (Theorem 5.13 in
[13]), not explicit but having practically the same utility. After this, the explicit versions
of van der Corput were somewhat forgotten.

Since I needed to make use of an explicit version, my attention fell on van der Corput’s
second proof. It was surprising that neither Titchmarsh [13], Montgomery [10] nor Gra-
ham and Kolesnik [6] cited this work of van der Corput. I found a problem in van der
Corput’s proof of the analog of our Theorem 7, which appears in [4, p. 670–671]. The
problem is in equality between line −7 and line −6 on page 671. This equality can be
summarized in

1

N

N∑

n=1

max(A, an) = max
(
A,

1

N

N∑

n=1

an

)
.

Since the function f(x) = max(A, x) is convex, the correct sign would be ≥. The proof
fails at this point. But the demonstration is easy to correct (see our Theorem 7). The
proof of Theorem 7 is by induction, in our proof the main induction step is changed. I
consider it useful to write it in detail.

After I wrote this some other explicit version of the d-th estimate have been published.
See [15].

1.1. Some notation. We denote by N the set of natural numbers, excluding 0. A ⊂ B
means x ∈ A =⇒ x ∈ B, hence including the case A = B. For typographical reasons, we
use the abbreviation e(x) = e2πix. We will use the letter S to denote a sum of exponentials
and E to denote the corresponding mean value, when S is divided by the length of the
range.

2. Kusmin Landau lemma

Lemma 1. Let f : (X,X + Y ] → R a real function continuously differentiable with a

monotonous derivative and such that θ ≤ f ′(x) ≤ 1− θ for some 0 < θ ≤ 1
2
, then

∣∣∣
∑

X<n≤X+Y

e2πif(n)
∣∣∣ ≤ cot

πθ

2
.

Proof. This is proved in Landau [9]. As this sharp version is not usually given and
the original is in German, a detailed proof has been included in the TeX source of this
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document. To make it appear in the resulting pdf, you should interchange the % symbols
in lines 11 and 12 of the TeX file. �

Remark 2. The sum does not change if we replace f(x) by f(x) + kx with k ∈ Z,
therefore the hypothesis on f ′ can be substituted by θ ≤ f ′(x)− k ≤ 1− θ for some fixed
integer k.

Remark 3. van der Corput noticed that there is a bound of the trigonometric sum
depending only on θ. Kusmin gives a simple proof with a bound of type A/θ. It was
Landau [9] who gave the sharp constant cot πθ

2
, and proved that it is the best possible

bound.

Lemma 4. Let f : (X,X + Y ] → R a real valued function two times differentiable with

continuity. Assume that 0 < λ ≤ f ′′(x) ≤ Λ, then
∣∣∣

∑

X<n≤X+Y

e(f(n))
∣∣∣ ≤ (ΛY + 2)

(
1 +

4√
πλ

)
+ 1.

Proof. Since f ′ is continuous, the image f ′(X,X+Y ] is an interval I. For any two points
in I, we have |f ′(b)− f ′(a)| ≤ |f ′′(ξ)(b− a)| ≤ ΛY . Let [a, b] be the least closed interval
with extremes a, b ∈ Z and such that [a, b] ⊃ I. The bound on the length of I implies
0 ≤ b− a ≤ ΛY + 2. For any 0 < θ < 1/2 we split the sum

∑

X<n≤X+Y

e(f(n)) =
∑

a≤f ′(n)≤a+θ

e(f(n)) +
b−1∑

k=a+1

∑

k−θ<f ′(n)≤k+θ

e(f(n)) +
∑

b−θ<f ′(n)≤b

e(f(n))

+

b−1∑

k=a

∑

k+θ<f ′(n)≤k+1−θ

e(f(n)).

If there are two integers n and m with a ≤ f ′(n), f ′(m) ≤ a+ θ, we have

θ ≥ |f ′(n)− f ′(m)| = |(n−m)f ′′(ξ)| ≥ |n−m|λ.
Therefore, the first sum contains 0, 1, or ≤ (1 + θ/λ) terms. In any case ≤ (1 + θ/λ)
terms. The same happens for the sum on b − θ < f ′(n) ≤ b. A similar reasoning gives
that each sum on k − θ < f ′(n) ≤ k + θ contains at most (1 + 2θ/λ). By the trivial
bound, all these sums are bounded by

(1+θ/λ)+(b−a−1)(1+2θ/λ)+(1+θ/λ) = (b−a)(1+2θ/λ)+1 ≤ (ΛY +2)(1+2θ/λ)+1.

To each sum
∑

k+θ<f ′(n)≤k+1−θ e(f(n)) =
∑

k+θ<f ′(n)≤k+1−θ e(f(n)− kn) we may apply

Kusmin-Landau’s lemma (see remark 2). Note that f ′(x)− k is monotonous. Therefore,
∣∣∣

∑

X<n≤X+Y

e(f(n))
∣∣∣ ≤ (ΛY + 2)(1 + 2θ/λ) + 1 + (b− a) cot

πθ

2

≤ (ΛY + 2)
(
1 + 2θ/λ+ cot

πθ

2

)
+ 1.

Since cotα ≤ 1
α

(3)
∣∣∣

∑

X<n≤X+Y

e(f(n))
∣∣∣ ≤ (ΛY + 2)

(
1 + 2θ/λ+

2

πθ

)
+ 1.
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Taking θ =
√

λ/π we obtain
∣∣∣

∑

X<n≤X+Y

e(f(n))
∣∣∣ ≤ (ΛY + 2)

(
1 +

4√
πλ

)
+ 1.

This will end the proof if θ ≤ 1/2 that is, when λ ≤ π/4, When λ > π/4, the sum is
bounded by the trivial bound as Y + 1, therefore,

1

ΛY + 2

∣∣∣
∑

X<n≤X+Y

e(f(n))
∣∣∣ ≤ Y + 1

ΛY + 2
.

as a function of Y ∈ [0,∞), Y+1
ΛY+2

is monotonous and varies between 1
2

and 1
Λ
, both

≤
(
1 + 4√

πλ

)
in fact 1

2
< 1 and 1

Λ
≤ 1

λ
. This is less than 4√

πλ
for λ > π/16. �

The next lemma, due to van der Corput, is a version of Lemma 4.

Lemma 5. Let f : (X,X + Y ] → R a real-valued function twice differentiable with con-

tinuity. Assume that 0 < λ ≤ f ′′(x) ≤ Λ, and Y ≥ 1, then
∣∣∣

∑

X<n≤X+Y

e(f(n))
∣∣∣ ≤ A√

λ
(ΛY + 2),

with A = 2√
π
(1 +

√
1 + 3π/8) = 2.79368380731 . . .

Proof. We assume the hypothesis of Lemma 4, therefore we have (3). Assume also that
λ ≤ β2 for some β > 0 to be determined, then the sum S :=

∑
e(f(n)) satisfies, taking

θ = α
√
λ. If α

√
λ < 1/2, we have

|S|
ΛY + 2

≤ 1 +
2θ

λ
+

2

πθ
+

1

ΛY + 2
≤ 1.5β√

λ
+

2α√
λ
+

2

πα
√
λ
=

(
1.5β + 2α +

2

πα

) 1√
λ
.

The best option here is to take α = 1/
√
π so we look for a constant A such that

1.5β +
4√
π
≤ A.

For λ < β2, and our final choice: A = 1
β
= 2.793 . . . , we have θ = α

√
λ =

√
λ/π <

β/
√
π < 1/2.

For λ ≥ β2 we use the trivial bound for the sum

|S|
ΛY + 2

≤ Y + 1

ΛY + 2
.

As a function of Y for Y ≥ 1 this is a monotonous function taking values between 1
Λ
≤ 1

λ

and 2
2+Λ

≤ 2
2+λ

. We want these two quantities to be bounded by A/
√
λ. In particular

1/A ≤
√
λ must be true for λ ≥ β2. Therefore 1/A ≤ β. We also need that 2

2+λ
≤ A/

√
λ

for λ ≥ β2.
We take A as 1/β where β is defined by the equation

1

β
= 1.5β +

4√
π
.

The solution gives us

A =
2√
π
(1 +

√
1 + 3π/8) = 2.79368380731 . . .
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It is mechanical to check that with this election we have 2
2+λ

≤ A/
√
λ for λ ≥ β2. �

3. Weyl-van der Corput Lemma

The idea of Weyl was to bound the square of the sum of exponentials to get a new
easier sum of exponentials. van der Corput added a clever use of the Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality to get a sum with fewer terms.

Lemma 6 (Weyl-van der Corput). Let f : (X,X + Y ] → C a complex function with

|f(x)| ≤ 1 and H ≤ Y a natural number, then

(4)
∣∣∣ 1
Y

∑

X<n≤X+Y

f(n)
∣∣∣
2

≤ 4

H
+

4

HY
Re

( 1

H

H−1∑

a=1

(H − a)
∑

X<n,n+a≤X+Y

f(n+ a)f(n)
)
.

Proof. It is convenient to extend f putting f(x) = 0 for x 6∈ (X,X + Y ]. These values
do not appear in equation (4).

Notice that we have

H
∑

X<n≤X+Y

f(n) =
∑

X<n≤X+Y+H−1

H−1∑

a=0

f(n− a)

Now, Cauchy-Schwarz’s inequality yields

H2
∣∣∣

∑

X<n≤X+Y

f(n)
∣∣∣
2

≤ (Y +H)
∑

X<n≤X+Y+H−1

∣∣∣
H−1∑

a=0

f(n− a)
∣∣∣
2

.

Each individual square can be expanded

∣∣∣
H−1∑

a=0

f(n− a)
∣∣∣
2

=
H−1∑

a=0

f(n− a)
H−1∑

b=0

f(n− b).

We divide each of these sums into three parts
∑

a=b

+
∑

a<b

+
∑

a>b

f(n− a)f(n− b), with 0 ≤ a, b ≤ H − 1.

In each of these sums a fixed n appears, some terms can be = 0 due to the extension of
f we have made. In the sum with a = b, since |f(x)| ≤ 1, we will have

∑

a=b

f(n− a)f(n− b) =
H−1∑

a=0

|f(n− a)|2 ≤ H.

The other two sums are complex conjugates, so their sum is twice their real part. There-
fore,

H2
∣∣∣

∑

X<n≤X+Y

f(n)
∣∣∣
2

≤ H(Y+H)2+2(Y+H)
∑

X<n≤X+Y+H−1

Re
( ∑

0≤a<b≤H−1

f(n−a)f(n− b)
)
.

or

H2
∣∣∣

∑

X<n≤X+Y

f(n)
∣∣∣
2

≤ H(Y +H)2 + 2(Y +H) Re
( ∑

X<n≤X+Y+H−1

∑

0≤a<b≤H−1

f(n− a)f(n− b)
)
.



6 ARIAS DE REYNA

For each term, we have n−a > n−b, so the non-null terms are of the form f(m+k)f(m),
where X < m < m+ k ≤ Y .

Once fixed m and m + k with X < m < m + k ≤ X + Y , we can take (a, b) with
0 ≤ a < b ≤ H − 1 giving this product only for b = a + k. The possible pairs are as
follows

(a, b) = (0, k), (1, k + 1), (2, k + 2), . . . , (H − k − 1, H − 1).

These are (H − k) pairs. For each of these pairs, the corresponding value of n = m + b
satisfies the condition X < n ≤ X + Y +H − 1. It follows that the sum can be written
as follows ∑

X<n≤X+Y+H−1

∑

0≤a<b≤H−1

f(n− a)f(n− b)
)
=

∑

m,k

(H − k)f(m+ k)f(m),

where the sum is in al k with 1 ≤ k ≤ H − 1 and only the terms with X < m < m+ k ≤
X + Y are not null. Therefore,

H2
∣∣∣

∑

X<n≤X+Y

f(n)
∣∣∣
2

≤ H(Y+H)2+2(Y+H) Re
(H−1∑

k=1

(H−k)
∑

X<m<m+k≤X+Y

f(m+k)f(m)
)
.

Since H ≤ Y

H2
∣∣∣

∑

X<n≤X+Y

f(n)
∣∣∣
2

≤ 4HY 2 + 4Y Re
(H−1∑

k=1

(H − k)
∑

X<m<m+k≤X+Y

f(m+ k)f(m)
)
.

We get (4) dividing by H2Y 2. �

4. Induction and main result of van der Corput

We need to introduce some notation to simplify the statement of the main result. We
will start with a function f : (X,X + Y ] → R, with X, Y ∈ R and Y > 0, and we get
bounds for the sum of exponentials

(5) E(f) :=
1

Y

∑

X<n≤X+Y

e2πif(x) =
1

Y

∑

X<n≤X+Y

e(f(x)).

For typographical reasons, we will use the standard notation e(x) = e2πix.
By induction, we define new functions starting with f . Given a = (a1, a2, . . . , ah) with

aj ∈ R, we define

f(a1)(x) = f(x+ a1)− f(x),

f(a1,a2)(x) = f(a1)(x+ a2)− f(a1)(x),

· · · · · ·
f(a1,a2,...,ah)(x) = f(a1,a2,...,ah−1)(x+ ah)− f(a1,a2,...,ah−1)(x).

With a = (a1, a2, . . . , ah), we put a
′ = (a1, . . . , ah−1), and the last equation is equivalent

to
fa(x) = fa′(x+ ah)− fa′(x).

If f is d-times differentiable with continuity, we find by induction the integral represen-
tation

(6) fa(x) =

∫ ad

0

· · ·
∫ a2

0

∫ a1

0

f (d)(x+td+· · ·+t1) dt1 dt2 · · · dtd, a = (a1, a2, . . . , ad).
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This shows that fa(x) does not depend on the order of elements in a, but this property
does not depend on the differentiability of f .

In the next theorem we will use the constant
(7)

B = 2 + 2
√
2 = 4.8284271247 . . . , with the property

4

H
+ 4T ≤ max(B2H−1, BT ).

Because if 4
H

≤ (B− 4)T , then 4
H
+4T ≤ BT in the other case, if 4

H
> (B− 4)T we have

4

H
+ 4T ≤ 4

H
+

16

(B − 4)H
=

4B

B − 4

1

H
=

B2

H
.

The domain of definition fa is only a subset of (X,X+Y ] that may be empty. But notice
that fa(x) is a linear combination of f(x+aJ) where J ⊂ {1, 2, . . . , h} and aJ :=

∑
j∈J aj .

We will use only positive aj and in this case fa is defined exactly in (X,X+Y −
∑h

j=1 aj].

We will use the notation I(a) to denote this domain of the natural definition of fa.
However, we use the convention that e(fa(x)) = 0 if the value of fa(x) is not defined.

This simplifies the range of our sums.

Theorem 7. Let f : (X,X + Y ] → R be a real function, d, and H1, . . . , Hd natural

numbers with H1 +H2 + · · ·+Hd ≤ Y , then

(8) |E(f)| :=
∣∣∣ 1
Y

∑

X<n≤X+Y

e(f(x))
∣∣∣ ≤ Bmax(H

−1/2
1 , H

−1/4
2 , . . . , H

−1/2d

d , B−1/2dT
1/2d

d ),

where B is the constant defined in (7) and

Td =
1

Y H1 · · ·Hd

∑

a

∣∣∣
∑

n∈I(a)

e(fa(n))
∣∣∣,

where a run through all vectors (a1, a2, . . . ad) with integers ar such that 1 ≤ ar ≤ Hr −1.

Proof. We proceed by induction on d. For d = 1, the Weyl-van der Corput lemma (6)
yields

|E(f)|2 ≤ 4

H1
+

4

H1Y
Re

( 1

H1

H1−1∑

a=1

(H1 − a)
∑

X<n,n+a≤X+Y

e(f(n+ a)− f(n))
)
.

This easily implies that

|E(f)|2 ≤ 4

H1
+

4

H1Y

H1−1∑

a=1

∣∣∣
∑

n∈I(a)

e(f(a)(n))
∣∣∣ = 4

H1
+ 4T1 ≤ max

(B2

H1
, BT1

)
.

So,

|E(f)| ≤ max
(
BH

−1/2
1 ,

√
B T

1/2
1

)
≤ Bmax

(
H

−1/2
1 , B−1/2T

1/2
1

)
,

and (8) is proved for d = 1.
For d > 1, by the induction hypothesis, since H1 + · · ·Hd−1 ≤ Y we have

(9) |E(f)| ≤ Bmax(H
−1/2
1 , . . . , H

−1/2d−1

d−1 , B−1/2d−1

T
1/2d−1

d−1 ),

where

Td−1 =
1

Y H1 · · ·Hd−1

∑

a
′

∣∣∣
∑

n∈I(a′)

e(fa′)(n))
∣∣∣, a

′ = (a1, . . . , ad−1).
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The domain I(a′) = (X,X + Y − (a1 + · · · ad−1)]. Therefore, we have Hd ≤ Y − (H1 +
· · ·+Hd−1) ≤ Y − (a1+ · · · ad−1) and we can apply Lemma (6) to e((fa′)(n)). This yields

∣∣∣ 1

Y − (a1 + · · ·+ ad−1)

∑

n∈I(a′)

e(fa′)(n))
∣∣∣
2

≤

4

Hd

+
4

Hd(Y − (a1 + · · ·+ ad−1))

Hd−1∑

ad=1

∣∣∣
∑

n,n+ad∈I(a′)

e(fa′(n + ad)− fa′(n))
∣∣∣.

By definition, fa′(n+ ad)− fa′(n) = fa(n). Therefore, we have

∣∣∣ 1

Y − (a1 + · · ·+ ad−1)

∑

n∈I(a′)

e(fa′)(n))
∣∣∣
2

≤ 4

Hd
+

4

Hd(Y − (a1 + · · ·+ ad−1))

Hd−1∑

ad=1

∣∣∣
∑

n∈I(a)

e(fa(n))
∣∣∣.

Multiplying by (Y − (a1 + · · ·+ ad−1))
2 we can change the factor on the right side by Y ,

and dividing by Y 2 we get

∣∣∣ 1
Y

∑

n∈I(a′)

e(fa′)(n))
∣∣∣
2

≤ 4

Hd
+

4

HdY

Hd−1∑

ad=1

∣∣∣
∑

n∈I(a)

e(fa(n))
∣∣∣.

Hence, by the Schwarz inequality

T 2
d−1 =

{ 1

Y H1 · · ·Hd−1

∑

a
′

∣∣∣
∑

n∈I(a′)

e(fa′)(n))
∣∣∣
}2

≤ 1

H1 · · ·Hd−1

∑

a
′

∣∣∣ 1
Y

∑

n∈I(a′)

e(fa′)(n))
∣∣∣
2

≤ 1

H1 · · ·Hd−1

∑

a
′

( 4

Hd
+

4

HdY

Hd−1∑

ad=1

∣∣∣
∑

n∈I(a)

e(fa(n))
∣∣∣
)

≤ 4

Hd

+
4

Y

1

H1 · · ·Hd

∑

a
′

Hd−1∑

ad=1

∣∣∣
∑

n∈I(a)

e(fa)(n))
∣∣∣.

This can be written

T 2
d−1 ≤

4

Hd
+

4

Y

1

H1 · · ·Hd

∑

a

∣∣∣
∑

n∈I(a)

e(fa)(n))
∣∣∣

Hence,

T 2
d−1 ≤

4

Hd

+
4

Y

1

H1 · · ·Hd

∑

a

∣∣∣
∑

n∈I(a)

e(fa)(n))
∣∣∣ = 4

Hd

+ 4Td ≤ max(B2H−1
d , BTd).

Joining this with (9) yields

|E(f)| ≤ Bmax(H
−1/2
1 , . . . , H

−1/2d−1

d−1 , B−1/2d−1

(max(B2H−1
d , BTd))

1/2d)

≤ Bmax(H
−1/2
1 , . . . , H

−1/2d−1

d−1 , H
−1/2d

d , B−1/2dT
1/2d

d ). �
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5. Specific bounds for the sum

To apply Theorem 7 we need bounds of Td and also select adequate values of the Hj’s.
In this section, we show how to achieve a practical solution to these problems. The
integral representation (6) is useful to bound Td in terms of the derivatives of f .

We will need two lemmas to minimize our bounds, choosing some variables adequately.

Lemma 8. Let δ be a natural number and ξ and Y real numbers such that 1 ≤ ξ ≤ Y δ.

Then there exist positive real numbers x1, x2, . . . , xδ such that

(10)

δ∏

n=1

xn = ξ, min(ξ2
n/(2δ+1−2), Y 2n/2δ) ≤ xn ≤ Y.

Proof. Separate the proof in two cases depending on whether ξ2
δ ≤ Y 2δ+1−2 or not.

(a) If ξ2
δ ≤ Y 2δ+1−2, we take for 1 ≤ n ≤ δ

xn := ξ2
n/(2δ+1−2) ≤ ξ2

δ/(2δ+1−2) ≤ Y.

In this case, the product
∏δ

n=1 xn = ξ, because
∑δ

n=1 2
n = 2δ+1 − 2.

(b) ξ2
δ
> Y 2δ+1−2. Find N the least natural number such that

(11) ξ2
N+1

> Y (δ−N+1)2N+1−2.

For N = δ− 1 this inequality is ξ2
δ
> Y 2δ+1−2 that is true by hypothesis. For N = 0, the

inequality is ξ2 > Y 2δ. This is false, since we assume ξ ≤ Y δ. Therefore 1 ≤ N ≤ δ − 1
and the inequality must be false for N − 1 so that

(12) ξ2
N ≤ Y (δ−N+2)2N−2.

Then we take xn as

xn =

{
(ξY N−δ)2

n/(2N+1−2) 1 ≤ n ≤ N,

Y N + 1 ≤ n ≤ δ.

The product is easily computed

x1 · · ·xδ = (x1 · · ·xN)(xN+1 · · ·xδ) = (ξY N−δ)Y δ−N = ξ.

We now prove xn ≤ Y . For N + 1 ≤ n ≤ δ this is trivial. For 1 ≤ n ≤ N we have

xn = (ξY N−δ)2
n/(2N+1−2) ≤ (ξY N−δ)2

N/(2N+1−2)

and the inequality (ξY N−δ)2
N/(2N+1−2) ≤ Y is equivalent to ξ2

N ≤ Y (δ−N)2N+2N+1−2 and
this is equivalent to (12).

We end the proof showing that xn ≥ Y 2n/2δ . For N + 1 ≤ n ≤ δ we have xn = Y ≥
Y 2n/2δ .

In the case 1 ≤ n ≤ N , note that (11) is equivalent to ξY N−δ > Y 1−2−N
so that

xn = (ξY N−δ)2
n/(2N+1−2) > Y 2n/2N+1

Since δ ≥ N + 1 we have 2n/2N+1 ≥ 2n/2δ and this ends the proof. �

Lemma 9. Let M , N , Z, α and β positive real numbers. There exists 0 < ξ ≤ Z such

that

(13) max(ξ−α,Mξ−β, Nξβ) ≤ max(Z−α,MZ−β,M
1
2N

1
2 , N

α
α+β ).
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Proof. Let us consider the function h(ξ) := max(ξ−α,Mξ−β, Nξβ). There is a point
0 < ξ0 ≤ Z such that h(ξ0) ≤ h(ξ) for 0 < ξ ≤ Z. This is true since limξ→0+ h(ξ) = +∞.

If ξ0 = Z, then Nξβ0 ≤ max(ξ−α
0 ,Mξ−β

0 ). In the other case Nξβ0 > max(ξ−α
0 ,Mξ−β

0 )
implies h(ξ) ≤ h(ξ0) para ξ0 − ε < ξ < ξ0, contradicting the definition of ξ0. Therefore,
in this case

h(ξ0) = max(ξ−α
0 ,Mξ−β

0 ) = max(Z−α,MZ−β) ≤ max(Z−α,MZ−β,M
1
2N

1
2 , N

α
α+β ).

If 0 < ξ0 < Z, we will have ξ−α
0 = Nξβ0 , or, Mξ−β

0 = Nξβ0 . In the other case, if
the maximum were taken in only one of the terms, h(ξ0 − δ) or h(ξ0 + δ) will be less
than h(ξ0). A similar situation occurs if the maximum is taken at a point ξ0 where

ξ−α
0 = Mξ−β

0 > Nξβ0 .

When ξ−α
0 = Nξβ0 , N−1 = ξα+β

0 and

h(ξ0) = ξ−α
0 = N

α
α+β ≤ max(Z−α,MZ−β ,M

1
2N

1
2 , N

α
α+β ).

When Mξ−β
0 = Nξβ0 , ξ2β0 = M/N and

h(ξ0) = Nξβ0 = N(M/N)
1
2 = (MN)

1
2 ≤ max(Z−α,MZ−β ,M

1
2N

1
2 , N

α
α+β ). �

Lemma 10. Let X, and Y ∈ R be such that Y ≥ 1. Let f : (X,X + Y ] → R be a real

function with continuous derivatives up to the order 2. Assume that 0 < λ ≤ f ′′(x) ≤ Λ
for X < x ≤ X + Y . Then,

∣∣∣ 1
Y

∑

X<n≤X+Y

e(f(n))
∣∣∣ ≤ A

{(Λ2

λ

)1/2

+ 2(λY 2)−1/2
}
,

where A is the constant defined in Lemma 5.

Proof. Lemma 5 yields
∣∣∣

∑

X<n≤X+Y

e(f(n))
∣∣∣ ≤ A√

λ
(2 + ΛY ).

Then we have

A√
λ
(2 + ΛY ) ≤ AY

( 2

Y
√
λ
+

Λ√
λ

)
= AY

{(Λ2

λ

)1/2

+ 2(λY 2)−1/2
}
.

This ends the proof, but later we will need a slightly weaker result. For any r > 0 we
have U + V ≤ max{(1 + r)U, (1 + r−1)V }. Taking r so that (1 + r)A = 21/4B, we get
r = 21/4B/A− 1 = 1.05535 . . . , and C2 := 2(1+ r−1)A = 10.881690878 . . . Therefore, we
have

(14)
∣∣∣ 1
Y

∑

X<n≤X+Y

e(f(n))
∣∣∣ ≤ max

{
B2

(Λ2

λ

)1/2

, C2(λY
2)−1/2

}
,

with B2 = 21/4B = 5.74199 . . . , and C2 =
25/4AB
21/4B−A

= 10.881690 . . . . �

Theorem 11. Let X, and Y ∈ R be such that ⌊Y ⌋ > d where d ≥ 3 is a natural number.

Let f : (X,X + Y ] → R be a real function with continuous derivatives up to the order d.
Assume that 0 < λ ≤ f (d)(x) ≤ Λ for X < x ≤ X + Y . Denote by D = 2d. Then

(15)
∣∣∣ 1
Y

∑

X<n≤X+Y

e(f(n))
∣∣∣ ≤ max

{
Ad

( Λ

λY

)2/D

, Bd

(Λ2

λ

)1/(D−2)

, Cd(λY
d)−2/D

}
,
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where

Ad = B
√
2 (d− 2)2/D, Bd = B((34/23)(2/3)2d2D/4A2B−2)1/(D−2),

Cd = B(AD/B)4/D(d− 2)2(d−2)/D.
(16)

Proof. Denote by δ = d− 2. We apply Theorem 7. Let H1, H2, . . . , Hδ natural numbers
with H1 + · · ·+Hδ ≤ Y , then

(17)
∣∣∣ 1
Y

∑

X<n≤X+Y

e(f(x))
∣∣∣ ≤ Bmax(H

−1/2
1 , H

−1/4
2 , . . . , H

−1/2δ

δ , B−1/2δT
1/2δ

δ ),

where

Tδ =
1

H1 · · ·Hδ

∑

a1,...,aδ

∣∣∣ 1
Y

∑

n∈I(a)

e(fa(n))
∣∣∣

In this sum 1 ≤ ar ≤ Hr − 1 and fa(n) is defined for X < n ≤ X + Y − a1 − · · · − aδ.
Notice that

Y ≥ Y − a1 − · · · − aδ ≥ Y − (H1 − 1)− · · · − (Hδ − 1) ≥ δ ≥ 1.

This allows one to apply Lemma 5 to the function fa.
We have

fa(x) =

∫ aδ

0

· · ·
∫ a2

0

∫ a1

0

f (δ)(x+ tδ + · · ·+ t1) dt1 · · · dtδ.

Therefore (recall δ = d− 2)

f ′′
a
(x) =

∫ aδ

0

· · ·
∫ a2

0

∫ a1

0

f (d)(x+ tδ + · · ·+ t1) dt1 · · · dtδ > λa1a2 · · · aδ,

and also f ′′
a
(x) ≤ Λa1a2 · · · aδ. Hence, Lemma 5 yields

∣∣∣
∑

n∈I(a)

e(fa(n))
∣∣∣ ≤ A(2 + Y Λa1a2 · · · aδ)√

λa1a2 · · · aδ
=

A√
λ

( 2√
a1a2 · · ·aδ

+ Y Λ
√
a1a2 · · ·aδ

)
.

Therefore, for any H1 +H2 + · · ·+Hδ ≤ Y we have

Tδ ≤
1

H1 · · ·HδY

∑

a1,...,aδ

A√
λ

( 2√
a1a2 · · · aδ

+ Y Λ
√
a1a2 · · · aδ

)
,

where each ar runs through 1 ≤ ar ≤ Hr − 1. Since

H−1∑

a=1

1√
a
≤

∫ H−1

0

dt√
t
= 2

√
H − 1 ≤ 2H√

H + 1
, and

H−1∑

a=1

√
a ≤

∫ H

1

√
t dt ≤ 2

3
H3/2.

It follows that

Tδ ≤
A

Y
√
λ

( 2δ+1

√
(H1 + 1) · · · (Hδ + 1)

+ (2/3)δY Λ
√

H1 · · ·Hδ

)

Tδ ≤
2A

Y
√
λ
max

( 2δ+1

√
(H1 + 1) · · · (Hδ + 1)

, (2/3)δY Λ
√
H1 · · ·Hδ

)
.
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In our main inequality (17) Tδ appear with exponent 1/2δ as B−1/2δT 1/2δ . Since δ = d−2
and D = 2d, we have 2δ = D/4. Hence we are interested in

( 2A

BY
√
λ

2δ+1

√
(H1 + 1) · · · (Hδ + 1)

)4/D

=
( 4A2

B2Y 2λ

D2/4

(H1 + 1) · · · (Hδ + 1)

)2/D

=
√
2M((H1 + 1) · · · (Hδ + 1))−2/D,

with √
2M = (A2B−2D2Y −2λ−1)2/D.

Analogously, we have

( 2A

BY
√
λ
(2/3)δY Λ

√
H1 · · ·Hδ

)4/D

=
( 4A2

B2Y 2λ
(2/3)2d−4Y 2Λ2H1 · · ·Hδ

)2/D

=
√
2N(H1 · · ·Hδ)

2/D

where √
2N = (342−2A2B−2(2/3)2dΛ2λ−1)2/D.

Hence,

B−1/2δT
1/2δ

δ ≤ max
(√

2M((H1 + 1) · · · (Hδ + 1))−2/D,
√
2N(H1 · · ·Hδ)

2/D
)
,

and by (17) we get, for any natural numbers H1, . . . , Hδ with H1 + · · ·+Hδ ≤ Y

∣∣∣ 1
Y

∑

X<n≤X+Y

e(f(x))
∣∣∣

≤ Bmax
(
H

−1/2
1 , H

−1/4
2 , . . . , H

−1/2δ

δ ,
√
2M((H1 + 1) · · · (Hδ + 1))−

2
D ,

√
2N(H1 · · ·Hδ)

2
D

)

≤ B
√
2 max

(
(H1+1)−1/2, . . . , (Hδ+1)−1/2δ ,M((H1+1) · · · (Hδ+1))−

2
D , N(H1 · · ·Hδ)

2
D

)
.

The objective of the last step will be seen in the proof of claim 1 below. In the next
steps, we apply Lemma 8 and 9 to pick up adequate values of the Hj. We will change
this inequality in several forms given in the following claims:

Claim 1. For any positive real numbers x1, . . . , xδ with x1 + · · ·+ xδ ≤ Y we have
∣∣∣ 1
Y

∑

X<n≤X+Y

e(f(n))
∣∣∣ ≤ B

√
2 max(x

−1/2
1 , . . . , x

−1/2δ

δ ,M(x1 · · ·xδ)
−2/D, N(x1 · · ·xδ)

2/D).

The first member of this inequality is ≤ (Y +1)/Y ≤ 2 ≤ B
√
2, so that the inequality

is trivially true in the case of some of the xk ≤ 1. If all xk ≥ 1, take Hk = ⌊xk⌋, and

Claim 1 follows because x
−1/2k

k > (Hk + 1)−1/2k , x
2/D
k ≥ H

2/D
k and the inequality shown

above.

Claim 2. For any 0 ≤ ξ ≤ (Y/δ)δ the inequality
∣∣∣ 1
Y

∑

X<n≤X+Y

e(f(n))
∣∣∣ ≤ B

√
2 max((Y/δ)−4/D, ξ−2/(D−4),Mξ−2/D, Nξ2/D)

holds.
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The inequality is true for 0 < ξ ≤ 1 since in this case B
√
2 ξ−2/(D−4) ≥ 2 and the

left-hand side is bounded by 2. Therefore, we may assume 1 ≤ ξ ≤ (Y/δ)δ. Then by
Lemma 8 there exist positive real numbers xn for 1 ≤ n ≤ δ such that

δ∏

n=1

xn = ξ; min(ξ2
n/(2δ+1−2), (Y/δ)2

n/2δ) ≤ xn ≤ Y/δ, 1 ≤ n ≤ δ.

Therefore, these numbers xn satisfies x1 + · · ·+ xδ ≤ Y and

x−1/2n

n ≤ max(ξ−2/(D−4), (Y/δ)−4/D).

Combining these inequalities with the Claim 1 instance for these numbers xn we get
Claim 2.

Claim 3. The inequality
∣∣∣ 1
Y

∑

X<n≤X+Y

e(f(n))
∣∣∣ ≤ B

√
2 max((Y/δ)−4/D,M(Y/δ)−2δ/D,M1/2N1/2, ND/(2D−4))

holds.

The lemma 9 shows that there is some ξ ∈ (0, (Y/δ)δ] such that

max(ξ−2/(D−4),Mξ−2/D, Nξ2/D) ≤ max((Y/δ)−2δ/(D−4),M(Y/δ)−2δ/D,M
1
2N

1
2 , N

D
2D−4 ).

Combining this with claim 2 yields
∣∣∣ 1
Y

∑

X<n≤X+Y

e(f(n))
∣∣∣

≤ B
√
2max((Y/δ)−4/D, (Y/δ)−2δ/(D−4),M(Y/δ)−2δ/D,M1/2N1/2, ND/(2D−4)).

Since δ = d− 2 and D = 2d, we have 4/D ≤ 2δ/(D − 4) for d ≥ 3, and since Y > d > δ
we have

(Y/δ)−2δ/(D−4) ≤ (Y/δ)−4/D.

This proves claim 3.
Now we bound each of the terms in the inequality in Claim 3.

B
√
2(MN)1/2 = B(

√
2M

√
2N)1/2

= B(A2B−2D2Y −2λ−1)1/D(342−2A2B−2(2/3)2dΛ2λ−1)1/D

= B(322−1(2/3)dA2B−2D)2/D
( Λ

λY

)2/D

= A′
d

( Λ

λY

)2/D

, for d ≥ 3.

Since λ ≤ Λ and Y ≥ d > δ, we have

B
√
2(Y/δ)−4/D ≤ B

√
2(Y/δ)−2/D ≤ B

√
2(Y λ/δΛ)−2/D

= B
√
2δ2/D

( Λ

λY

)2/D

= Ad

( Λ

λY

)2/D

.

B
√
2 ·ND/(2D−4) ≤ B

√
2 · 2−D/(4D−8)(342−2A2B−2(2/3)2dΛ2λ−1)1/(D−2)

= B · 2
2d−3
D−2

+ D
4(D−2) · 3 4−2d

D−2 · (A/B)
2

D−2

(Λ2

λ

)1/(D−2)

= B((81/8)(2/3)2d2D/4A2B−2)1/(D−2)
(Λ2

λ

)1/(D−2)

= Bd

(Λ2

λ

)1/(D−2)

.
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B
√
2M(Y/δ)−2δ/D = B(A2B−2D2Y −2λ−1)2/D(Y/δ)−2δ/D

= B(AD/B)4/Dδ2δ/D · (Y 2+δλ)−2/D

= B(AD/B)4/Dδ2δ/D · (Y dλ)−2/D = Cd(λY
d)−2/D, for d ≥ 3.

It is easy to show that A′
d ≤ Ad and equation (15) is proved. �

Remark 12. The sequences of the coefficients Ad, Bd, and Cd are convergent.

lim
d→∞

Ad = B
√
2, lim

d→∞
Bd = B21/4, lim

d→∞
Cd = B.

Remark 13. The numerical upper bounds for the coefficients are given in the next table

Table 1. Coefficients in (15)

d Ad Bd Cd

2 0 5.742 10.882
3 6.829 4.971 10.389
4 7.447 5.094 10.016
5 7.314 5.286 8.545
6 7.131 5.445 7.197
7 7.003 5.558 6.264
8 6.925 5.632 5.679
9 6.881 5.678 5.324
10 6.857 5.706 5.114
11 6.844 5.722 4.992

> 21 6.829 5.742 4.829

Remark 14. Taking the supremum of the coefficients, we obtain an expression valid for
all d ≥ 3
(18)∣∣∣ 1
Y

∑

X<n≤X+Y

e(f(n))
∣∣∣ ≤ Bmax

{
25/8

( Λ

λY

)2/D

, 21/4
(Λ2

λ

)1/(D−2)

, 2
√
2A/B(λY d)−2/D

}
.

And for all d ≥ 2, under the hypothesis of Theorem 11 or Lemma 10
(19)∣∣∣ 1

Y

∑

X<n≤X+Y

e(f(n))
∣∣∣ ≤ max

{
7.447

( Λ

λY

)2/D

, 5.742
(Λ2

λ

)1/(D−2)

, 10.882(λY d)−2/D
}
.

6. Applications

In the Theory of the Zeta function we are interested in the zeta-sums

∑

n≤X

1

nσ
e−it logn =

∑

n≤X

1

nσ
e(f(n)), f(x) =

t

2π
log x.

By partial summation, we may reduce to the case σ = 0. Usually the range of n is
separated in intervals, so that in the end the objective is to bound

(20) S(X, t) := sup
0<Y≤X

∣∣∣
∑

X<n≤X+Y

e(f(n))
∣∣∣, X =

( t

2π

)α

,
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where α will be called the exponent of the sum S(X, t), they are convenient to express
the bounds.

Proposition 15. Let X > 0 and t > 2π be real numbers and d ≥ 2 be an integer such

that X1−2/D ≥ d with D = 2d, then

(21) S(X, t) ≤ ταmax
{
Âd τ

−2α/D , B̂d τ
1−αd
D−2 , Ĉd τ

−2/D
}
, τ = t/2π, X = τα,

where the constants Âd, B̂d and Ĉd are given in (22)

Proof. Let d < Y ≤ X, we apply Theorem 11 (or Lemma 10 (14) for d = 2). The
derivatives of our function f(x) = t

2π
log x are

f ′(x) =
t

2πx
, f ′′(x) = − t

2πx2
, f (k)(x) = (−1)k+1 t (k − 1)!

2πxk
.

Therefore, for X < x ≤ X + Y ≤ 2X we have

λ =
t(d− 1)!

2π2dXd
≤ |f (d)(x)| ≤ t(d− 1)!

2πXd
= Λ

It follows that
∣∣∣

∑

X<n≤X+Y

e(f(n))
∣∣∣ ≤ Y max

{
ÂdY

−2/D, B̂d

( t

2πXd

)1/(D−2)

, Ĉd

( tY d

2πXd

)−2/D}
,

where

(22)

Âd = 22d/DAd

B̂d = ((d− 1)!D)1/(D−2)Bd

Ĉd = ((d− 1)!/D)−2/DCd

In the main inequality, the exponent of Y in the three terms are ≥ 0 so that we can
change Y by its limit superior X.

∣∣∣
∑

X<n≤X+Y

e(f(n))
∣∣∣ ≤ X max

{
ÂdX

−2/D, B̂d

( t

2πXd

)1/(D−2)

, Ĉd

( t

2π

)−2/D}
.

When d ≥ 3, since ÂdX
1−2/D ≥ 6d, this inequality is also true for Y ≤ d, for d = 2 the

coefficient Â2 = 0, but the second term is ≥ B̂2 > 11 and the inequality is also true for
Y ≤ 2. Therefore, taking sup in Y we obtain

S(X, t) ≤ X max
{
ÂdX

−2/D, B̂d

( t

2πXd

)1/(D−2)

, Ĉd

( t

2π

)−2/D}
.

Now by hypothesis X = τα with τ = t/2π so that

S(X, t) ≤ ταmax
{
Âd τ

−2α/D , B̂d τ
1−αd
D−2 , Ĉd τ

−2/D
}
. �

Remark 16. Upper bounds of the new coefficients Âd, B̂d and Ĉd, are given in table 2.

Remark 17. For α > 1 we have −2α/D < −2/D and (1− αd)/(D − 2) < −2/D so we
get S(X, t) ≤ Cdτ

α−2/D for t large. The best inequality for t large will be obtained for
d = 2. But in this case the constant can be improved by using directly lemma 10, as in
the next proposition.
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Table 2. Coefficients in (21)

d Âd B̂d Ĉd

2 0 11.484 21.764
3 11.484 7.891 14.692
4 10.531 7.058 11.323
5 9.083 6.596 8.700
6 8.121 6.290 7.057
7 7.554 6.086 6.098
8 7.232 5.953 5.548
9 7.051 5.869 5.234
10 6.950 5.817 5.056
11 6.895 5.786 4.955

> 21 6.829 5.743 4.829

Proposition 18. Let α > 0 and t > 2π, then

(23) S(τα, t) ≤ 2A(τ 1/2 + 2τα−1/2).

Proof. Put X = (t/2π)α = τα, and f(t) = − t
2π
log x we have f ′(t) = − t

2πx
and f ′′(x) =

t
2πx2 . The function f ′′(x) satisfies the bounds

λ =
t

8πX2
≤ f ′′(x) ≤ Λ =

t

2πX2
, X < x ≤ 2X.

Applying Lemma 21 with 1 < Y ≤ X yields
∣∣∣

∑

X<n≤X+Y

e(f(n))
∣∣∣ ≤ AY (Λ2λ−1)1/2 + 2Aλ−1/2 ≤ AX(Λ2λ−1)1/2 + 2Aλ−1/2

= AX
( 4t

2πX2

)1/2

+ 2A
( t

8πX2

)−1/2

= 2Aτ 1/2 + 4Aτα−1/2

This inequality is also true for 0 < Y ≤ 1, since 2A ≥ 5, and τ ≥ 1. Taking the supremum
for 0 < Y ≤ X we obtain (23). �

Remark 19. It is easy to show that

(24)

min
d≥2

max(−2α/D,(1− αd)/(D − 2),−2/D)

=




−2/D for α ≥ 1 with d = 2,
1− αd

D − 2
for 2d−1

1+(d−1)2d−1 < α ≤ 2d−2

1+(d−2)2d−2 with d.

Therefore, the exponent α determines which value of d gives the least exponent. The
next display shows the best values of d for the given intervals of α

··, 256

2049
, d = 9,

128

897
, d = 8,

64

385
, d = 7;

32

161
, d = 6,

16

65
, d = 5,

8

25
, d = 4,

4

9
, d = 3,

2

3
, d = 2.

In applications, we divide the summation range into blocks; in some cases, the most im-
portant is the one with the largest exponent α. In this situation, the following proposition
is useful
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Proposition 20. Let α > 0 be a real number and d ≥ 2 an integer. Assume that

α < 2d−2

1+(d−2)2d−2 . For any M ≥ B̂d, there exists a number τ0 = τ0(M) such that

S(τα, t) ≤ Mτα+
1−αd
D−2 τ = t/2π ≥ τ0.

The number τ0 is the least number such that

(25) τ0 ≥ dD/α(D−2), τ
2
D
+ 1−αd

D−2

0 ≥ Ĉd/M, τ
2α
D

+ 1−αd
D−2

0 ≥ Âd/M.

Proof. First, we show that −2/D ≤ −2α/D < (1 − αd)/(D − 2). By hypothesis α <
2d−2

1+(d−2)2d−2 ≤ 1, and this proof the first inequality. For the second, notice that it is

equivalent to D − αdD > −2αD + 4α, and therefore to D > α((d − 2)D + 4) that by
hypothesis is true.

The exponents of τ0 in (25) are positive. This implies that τ0 exists.
Assume that τ > τ0, with τ0 satisfying (25). Define X = (t/2π)α since τ > τ0 ≥ 1, we

have
X1−2/D = τα(D−2)/D ≥ τ

α(D−2)/D
0 ≥ d.

By Proposition 15 we have

S(X, t) ≤ τα max
{
Âdτ

−2α/D , B̂dτ
1−αd
D−2 , Ĉdτ

−2/D
}

with Âd, B̂d and Ĉd given by (22).
Since the exponents in (25) are positive, the inequalities there are also true for τ instead

of τ0, and this implies that

max
{
Âdτ

−2α/D, B̂dτ
1−αd
D−2 , Ĉdτ

−2/D
}
≤ Mτ

1−αd
D−2 ,

and the proof is complete. �

Remark 21. We can always take M = B̂d, but we may obtain a too large value for τ0.
The role of M in Proposition 20 is to allow a reasonable value for τ0, changing it to a
larger coefficient. For example, the last two conditions in (25) are automatically satisfied

if we take M = max{Âd, B̂d, Ĉd}.
Also, the following proposition is useful to treat general zeta sums.

Proposition 22. Let σ > 0, X > 0 and t > 1 be given, then

(26) Sσ(X, t) := max
X<Z≤2X

∣∣∣
∑

X<n≤Z

1

nσ+it

∣∣∣ ≤ X−σS(X, t).

Proof. For y > 0 denote by S(y) =
∑

X<n≤y n
−it, so that S(y) = 0 for y ≤ X. By partial

summation we have for any X < Z ≤ 2X

∑

X<n≤Z

1

nσ+it
=

S(Z)

Zσ
+ σ

∫ Z

X

S(y)y−σ−1 dy

Hence, ∣∣∣
∑

X<n≤Z

1

nσ+it

∣∣∣ ≤ S(X, t)

Zσ
+ σS(X, t)

∫ Z

X

y−σ−1 dy =
S(X, t)

Xσ
.

Our result follows from taking supremum for X < Z ≤ 2X. �

We finish by giving a classical example of an application to the Riemann zeta function.
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Proposition 23. The following inequality holds

(27)
∣∣∣

∑

n≤(t/2π)1/2

1

n1/2+it

∣∣∣ ≤ 1.89725 τ 1/6 log τ + 9.89044 τ 1/6, for τ := t/2π ≥ 648.

Proof. We have

∣∣∣
∑

n≤τβ

1

n1/2+it

∣∣∣ ≤
∑

n≤τβ

1

n1/2
≤

∫ τβ

0

u−1/2 du = 2τβ/2.

Then we will have

∣∣∣
∑

n≤(t/2π)1/2

1

n1/2+it

∣∣∣ ≤
∣∣∣
∑

n≤τ1/3

1

n1/2+it

∣∣∣+
∣∣∣

∑

τ1/3<n≤τ1/2

1

n1/2+it

∣∣∣

≤ 2 τ 1/6 +

K∑

k=1

∣∣∣
∑

2−kτ1/2<n≤2−k+1τ1/2

1

n1/2+it

∣∣∣,

where K is defined by the inequalities 2−Kτ 1/2 < τ 1/3 ≤ 2−K+1τ 1/2, and in the sum for
n ≤ τ 1/3 we eliminate the terms appearing in the sum corresponding to k = K, the bound
2t1/6 is still valid for this sum. Applying Proposition 22 yields

∣∣∣
∑

n≤(t/2π)1/2

1

n1/2+it

∣∣∣ ≤ 2 τ 1/6 +
K∑

k=1

(2−kτ 1/2)−1/2S(2−kτ 1/2, t).

Here S(Xk, t) corresponds to the exponent αk = 1
2
− k log 2

log τ
so that αk < 1

2
< 2d−2

1+(d−2)2d−2

for d = 3. We want to apply Proposition 20, to each of these S(Xk, t), to this end we

need τ satisfies (25), with M = B̂d, that is,

D − 2

D

(1
2
− k

log 2

log τ

)
log τ ≥ log d,

{ 2

D
+

1

D − 2
− d

D − 2

(1
2
− k

log 2

log τ

)}
log τ ≥ log(Ĉd/B̂d),

{ 1

D − 2
+
( 2

D
− d

D − 2

)(1
2
− k

log 2

log τ

)}
log τ ≥ log(Âd/B̂d), for 1 ≤ k ≤ K.

It is sufficient to check the first inequality for k = K and the others for k = 1. Since
d = 3 and D = 8, the inequalities are equivalent to

τ ≥ 22K38/3, 23τ ≥ (Ĉ3/B̂3)
6, 26τ ≥ (Â3/B̂3)

24

Since 2K ≤ 2τ 1/6 the first inequality follows from τ ≥ 23 · 34 and our conditions are

τ ≥ 23 · 34 = 648, τ ≥ (Ĉ3/B̂3)
6/23 = 5.207 . . . , τ ≥ 127.537 . . . .
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Assuming this, we continue our bound

∣∣∣
∑

n≤(t/2π)1/2

1

n1/2+it

∣∣∣ ≤ 2 τ 1/6 + B̂3

K∑

k=1

(2−kτ 1/2)−1/2ταk+
1−dαk
D−2

≤ 2 τ 1/6 + B̂3τ
1
6

K∑

k=1

(2−kτ 1/2)−1/2(2−kτ 1/2)1−
1
2

= 2 τ 1/6 + B̂3Kτ
1
6

≤ 2 τ 1/6 + B̂3τ
1
6

(
1 +

1

6

log τ

log 2

)

Equation (27) is obtained when we compute numerically the constants. �

Remark 24. Taking into account τ = t/2π equation (27) is equivalent to
∣∣∣

∑

n≤(t/2π)1/2

1

n1/2+it

∣∣∣ ≤ 1.39668 t1/6 log t+ 4.71400 t1/6.

There are better bounds in the literature, but the bound has been obtained in a very
straightforward way.

7. Titchmarsh explicit Theorem

The d-th derivative tests given usually are versions of Titchmarsh’s Theorem 5.13,
we will show that it is a consequence of van der Corput Theorem proving the following
explicit version of it.

Corollary 25. Let f(x) be real and have continuous derivatives up to the order d-th,
where d ≥ 4. Let 0 < λ ≤ f (d)(x) ≤ Λ. Let X and Y be real numbers with Y > d and

D = 2d. Then,

(28)
∣∣∣ 1
Y

∑

X<n≤X+Y

e2πif(n)
∣∣∣ ≤ C4max

{(Λ
λ

)4/D

λ1/(D−2), Y −4/Dλ−1/(D−2)
}

where C4 ≤ 10.016.

Proof. The trivial bound shows that the left-hand side of (28) is E ≤ 1. Hence we only
have to proof our Theorem assuming that

(Λ
λ

)4/D

λ1/(D−2) < 1, Y −4/Dλ−1/(D−2) < 1.

We note that these inequalities are equivalent to

(29) Λ < λ
1− D

4(D−2) , λ
− D

4(D−2) < Y.

We are in a position to apply Theorem 11 so that

E :=
∣∣∣ 1
Y

∑

X<n≤X+Y

e(f(n))
∣∣∣ ≤ max

{
Ad

( Λ

λY

)2/D

, Bd

(Λ2

λ

)1/(D−2)

, Cd(λY
d)−2/D

}
.

The maximum value of Ad, Bd and Cd for d ≥ 4 is C4 = 2(2AB3)1/4 ≤ 10.016. Therefore,

E ≤ C4max
{( Λ

λY

)2/D

,
(Λ2

λ

)1/(D−2)

, (λY d)−2/D
}
.
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We end the proof showing that
(30)

max
{( Λ

λY

)2/D

,
(Λ2

λ

)1/(D−2)

, (λY d)−2/D
}
≤ max

{(Λ
λ

)4/D

λ1/(D−2), Y −4/Dλ−1/(D−2)
}
.

(a) The term (Λ/λY )2/D is less than Y −4/Dλ−1/(D−2) when Y 2/D ≤ λ2/D−1/(D−2)Λ−2/D.
In the other case,

( Λ

λY

)2/D

≤
(Λ
λ

)2/D

λ−2/D+1/(D−2)Λ2/D =
(Λ
λ

)4/D

λ1/(D−2).

(b) For the second term on the left-hand side of (30) we have
(Λ2

λ

)1/(D−2)

≤
(Λ
λ

)4/D

λ1/(D−2).

This is true because it is equivalent to

Λ
2

D−2
− 4

D ≤ λ
2

D−2
− 4

D

Since Λ ≥ λ this is equivalent to 2
D−2

≤ 4
D

, that is true for d ≥ 2.
(c) Only the case remains in which the maximum on the left-hand side of (30) is

attained at (λY d)−2/D so we may assume that

(31)
( Λ

λY

)2/D

< (λY d)−2/D,
(Λ2

λ

)1/(D−2)

< (λY d)−2/D.

The first of these inequalities is equivalent to Y < Λ− 1
d−1 . Since Y ≥ d ≥ 4 it follows

that 0 < λ < Λ < 1. We divide the proof into two subcases according to which is the
maximum of the two terms on the right-hand side of (30).

(c1) Here, we assume that
(Λ
λ

)4/D

λ1/(D−2) ≤ Y −4/Dλ−1/(D−2).

So, the maximum on the right-hand side of (30) is Y −4/Dλ−1/(D−2). And we have to prove
(λY d)−2/D ≤ Y −4/Dλ−1/(D−2). By contradiction assume that

(λY d)−2/D > Y −4/Dλ−1/(D−2) i. e. Y < λ− D−4
2(D−2)(d−2) .

Then by (29) we have

λ− D
4(D−2) < Y < λ− D−4

2(D−2)(d−2) .

Since λ < 1 this implies that

D

4(D − 2)
<

D − 4

2(D − 2)(d− 2)
.

And this is equivalent to saying that dD + 8 < 4D. Therefore d < 4 − 8 × 2−d, that
contradicts our hypothesis d ≥ 4.

(c2) Now, we assume that

Y −4/Dλ−1/(D−2) ≤
(Λ
λ

)4/D

λ1/(D−2) i. e. λ
1− D

2(D−2)Λ−1 ≤ Y.

Hence, the maximum on the right-hand side of (30) is
(
Λ
λ

)4/D
λ1/(D−2). We have to prove

that (λY d)−2/D ≤
(
Λ
λ

)4/D
λ1/(D−2). Arguing by contradiction, assume that

(Λ
λ

)4/D

λ1/(D−2) < (λY d)−2/D i. e. Y < λ
D−4

2d(D−2)Λ− 2
d .
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Then, we obtain

λ
1− D

2(D−2)Λ−1 ≤ Y < λ
D−4

2d(D−2)Λ− 2
d .

It follows that
λ1− D

2(D−2)Λ−1+ 2
d < λ

D−4
2d(D−2)

By (29) we have Λ < λ1− D
4(D−2) and therefore

λ
2
d
− D

4(D−2)
− D

2d(D−2) < λ
D−4

2d(D−2) .

Since λ < 1, this gives us

D − 4

2d(D − 2)
<

2

d
− D

4(D − 2)
− D

2d(D − 2)

which is equivalent to dD < 4D − 8, which contradicts d ≥ 4. �
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