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INTEGERS DIVISIBLE BY A LARGE SHIFTED PRIME

KEVIN FORD

ABSTRACT. We determine the exact order of growthf{z, y), the number of integers < x divisible by a
shifted primep — 1 > y, uniformly for allx > 2y > 4.

1 Introduction

Let N(z,y) be the number of integers < z divisible by some number— 1, wherep > y is prime. The
problem of boundingV (z, ) originated in 1980 with Erdés and Wagstaff [2], who provied tipper bound

(1.2) N(z,y) < some constant > 0,

_r

(logy)e’

uniformly for z > y > 10, and applied this estimate to the study of denominators afi@éli numbers.
In [7], the following improved estimates were shown. H&rg, » = loglog x, log; z = logloglog

- 1+loglog2
andd =1 — % = 0.08607. ...

Theorem A ([[7]). () If 3 <y < z, then

T
N(z,y) < :
(log )° (logy y)*/
and for every: > 0 there is any > 0 so that for3 < y < zexp{—(logz)' 7"},
T
N —_—
9 Tog e
.. @ logs ©
(i) If y = x/exp{(logz)*}, and@ <a<l1l- 102390' then

z(logy )0
(log x)é-ﬁ-a—l—(log a)/log2”

(i) If y = 2z/exp{(logz)*}, and0 < a < @, then

_ xlog(z/y)(logy(z/y))°OM
log x :

N(ﬂj‘,y) =

N(z,y)

The authors remark (Remark 2.11 of [7]) that they can verylyeastablish the following with their
methods: For any > 0, if y > x/ exp{(log z)'/>~¢} andxz/y — oo, then

vlog(z/y)

N(z,y) ~ og 2

The authors also claim in [Remark 2.10][7] that they can pdar(ii)) to N (z,y) =< %(Z/y) by taking

more care of the “singular series” factor coming from a sieggmate. As we shall see below, this is a
delicate matter.
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In this paper, we determine the correct order of magnitudeé\for, y) uniformly for all z,y and show
an asymptotic forV(z,y) in most of the range (iii) of Theorem A. As inl[7], defireimplicitly by y =
x/exp{(log z)*}, so thatd < a < 1inthe rangel < y < x/e. Near the threshold value = @, define
0 by

1 n 0
@ log 4 R /10g2 T ’

Theorem 1. We have (i) FoB < y < 2'~¢, wherec > 0 is an arbitrary fixed constant,

X
N =, .
(#:9) = og g1 (oga 9] 2

<a<l- ﬁ)oggfm (the upper bound is equivalent 10> z/2), then

(i) When 55

T
max(1, 0)(log z)d+a—1-(oga)/log2"

(i) If 2/y — oo and® — —oo (in particular, 0 < a < @), then

N(z,y) <

xlog(x
Nz y) ~ 1g( /y)
ogx
Uniformly in the slightly larger range:/ exp{(log =)'/ 1°84} <y < x/2, z > 10, we have
zlog(z/y)
logz
Remarks. In part (i) of Theorenil, if@ < a < lisfixed, therf < /log, x.
Our proof of Theorerhl1 parts (ii) and (iii) refines the methéfeém@d in [7]. To prove the lower bound for
part (i), we do not follow the method frorni[7] (which is basedtbe theory of the Carmichargtfunction),

but rather use a technique which is similar to that used ih(par The resason that this works is described
in the next section.

N(z,y) <

Notation w(n) and2(n) denote the number of prime factorsrond the number of prime power factors
of n, respectively2(n, t) is the number of prime power divisop§ of n with p < t. Q*(n, t) is the number
of prime power divisorg® of n with 2 < p < t. P*(n) and P~ (n) denote the largest and smallest prime
factors ofn, respectively.

2 Heuristic discussion

The quantityN(x,y) counts integers with a particular type of divisor, thus hssabout the distribu-
tion of divisors of integers, say from|[6, Ch. 2] arl [3], may kEevant to the problem. To bound the
density of integers possessing a divisor in an intefyak|, the right “measuring stick” for the problem
is sum of the densities of the integers which are divisibleehgh candidate divisor, namely the quantity
n =3 ,cac, 1/d ~ log(z/y). Whenn is very small, the “eventsd|n for the variousd are essentially
independent and the likelihood of an integer having suchvisdiis aboutn; this independence persists
below a threshhold value of about= (logy)'~'°84. Asn grows, however, these events become more and
more dependent and wherr 1, the likelihood that an integer has a divisor(in z] has dropped to about

(logy) % (logy ) ~3/2; moreover, the most likely integers to have such a divisettwse WithlffTQQy +0(1)
prime divisors< ¥, and also these prime factors must be “nicely” distributedat, then the divisors of are
highly clustered and there is a much lower probability ofihg\a divisor in(y, z]). Whenn = (logy)~?,
with 0 < 3 < log 4 — 1, most integers with a divisor ify, z] haveQ(n,y) = == log, y + O(1); a heuristic

~ log2
explaining this may be found i§l.5 of [3]. ¢
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For N(z,y) the analogous “measuring stick” is the quantity= Y- _ ., ﬁ. Whenz!'/?2 < y <

x/ exp{(log z)1/ 184}, (log(z/y))'°8* < v < 1 and this roughly corresponds to the “short but not too
short interval” case for unrestricted divisors, witiheplacingn andz/y replacingz (because:/y is roughly
the size of the smaller factor af in this case, and that is the deciding quantity). One miglksguhat the
density is then given by Theorem 1 of [3], but this is not gtiite case. Because the interyal z] in the
unrestricted case is genuinely very short, integers wiplicy distribution of their prime factors have very
non-uniform divisor distribution (lots of tight clustergnd this makes it highly unlikely to have a divisor in
(y, z]. Thus, most integers with a divisor (g, z] have an atypical prime factor distribution. In the case of
shifted prime factor divisors, the interv@), =] is very long, and this issue does not affect whether] has

a shifted prime divisor and the actual liklihood is are tiiere a bit larger (by roughly factdog, y). This
also makes it much easier to obtain sharper bound&’far, ), as delicate divisor distribution issues do not
need to be dealt with.

The techniques of this paper may be easily adapted to obitaimp €stimates for the number of integers
n < zx divisible by an integek > y which comes from an arbitrary sgtwhich is “thin”, in the sense that
that sum of reciprocals of elements $fdiverges very slowly like that of primes, and for which the¢ lsas
nice distribution in arithmetic progressions (in order pply sieve methods and obtain, e.g. analogs of the
Timofeev bounds from the next section).

3 Toolsfrom the anatomy of integers

Beginning with the work of Hardy-Ramanujan (1917), and canihg with work of Erdés and others in
the 1930s and beyond, it is now well-known that the primediacof integers, viewed onlag log-scale,
behave like a Poisson process. In particular, the numberimiepfactors which are< z behaves roughly
like a Poisson random variable with parametelog, z asz — oo.

Lemma 3.1. For any fixedd > 0, we have uniformly for: > 4, 0 < k < (2 — ) log, z that

Z lv (logzaz)k
n 9 k!

n<x

Q(n)=k
Proof. This is a corollary of a classical result of Selberg (see [edrem 11.6.5]) about the distribution of
Q(n). O
The next two lemmas are due to Halédsz [4], with an extensidtati and Tenenbaum [6, Theorem 08].

Lemma3.2. Fix§ > 0. Uniformly forz > z > 3 and0 < m < (2 — ¢) log, z, we have

| B x(logy 2)™
#in <@ Qn,z) =mp <5 = TR
v L e (o )

= n log =z m)!
Q(n,z)=m
Uniformly forz > z > 3and0 < m < (3 — 9) logs 2,
2(logy &)™
m!logz ’
Z 1 <; log z (logy z)m.
n logz  m!

#{n<x:Q%n,2z) =m} <5
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Lemma3.3. Fixd > 0. Uniformly forz > z > 3 anddlog, z < m < (2 — ) log, 2, we have

x(logy 2)™
#{n <z :Q(n,z) € {m,m+1}} > “mllogz

The next two lemmas, due to Timofeev [10], state that the gprfiactors of shifted primes have roughly
the same distribution as prime factors of integers takenvasade.

Lemma3.4. Fix § > 0. There is some constant(d) so that uniformly forr > z > ¢;(0) and0 < m <
(2 —§)log, z, we have

z(logy 2)™
m!(log x)(log 2)’

z(logy 2)™
m!(log x)(log z)’

#Hp<z:Qp-1,2) =m} <5

#Hp<z:V(p—1,2) =m} <

Proof. This is a special case of Theorem 2[of![10].

Lemma3.5. Fix § > 0. There is some constani(d) so that uniformly forz > z > c2(0) andd log, z <
m < (2 —6)logy 2,

1 m
#{p<z:Qp—1,2) e {mm+1,m+2}} >5 z(logy 2)

m!(log x)(log z)

Proof. This is essentially a special case of part of Theorem 3_df, [@%dept that in the cited theorem it is
stated that we must have— oo asx — oo. This condition does not make sense in light of the unifoymit
claimed in the theorem, and in fact this stronger hypothasis (which comes into play when dealing with
a setE of primes, which in our application is taken to be the set @hps in[2, z]) is never used in the
proof. Indeed, in the place where it is claimed to be neededr, o [10, (18)], no hypothesis is needed at
all on the setF, sinceE(z/t) < E(x) for any setE and (18) follows immediately. O

Lemma 3.6. Uniformly fore? < z < z, k < 1.81logy 2,0 < € < 0 < ¢ < 10, we have

_1
5logx?’

1 n \° logz (log,2)*
Z nl—¢ ((b(n)) < loiz( g/f! : '
Pt (n)
Q(n,z)

AN

k
Proof. We follow the proof of Theorem 08 of [6] with small modificati®. Note that < 0.1. Thus, since
209 > 1.86, for any complex with |v| < 1.8 we have

E e (i) I ) w0 () L (5 (G2 =0 ()

p<z z<p<x

Now (%) = 1+ O(1/p) andp® = 1+ O(&logp) sincet < 55— < 511 So

> %(%)C:HGJF%JFO(@ZW)) I1 <1+%+0<€1<;gp>>

P+ (n)<z Pz Z<psT

Ry lOg T

< (log z) gz’
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Letr = k/log, z andv = re? where0 < 6 < 2. Then, as in [6],

1 n C_ 1 2r o (T,eiﬁ)ﬂ(n,z) n ¢
2 <¢<n>> ‘W/o DD <¢n>> a0

Pt(n)<z Pt(n)<z
Q(n)=k
1 k 2w
og T (10g2 Z) / ek cos 0 do
logz Kk 0
1 k
ogz (logy =) -
log z k!
Our next tool is a hybrid of the classical theorem of Hardy¥leaujan and the Brun-Titchmarsh inequal-
ity.
cct| Lemma3.7 ([1], Theorem 1.1) Uniformly forx > 1,k > 0, ¢ € Nand (a,q) = 1with1 < ¢ < =z we
have -
Z 1< Z (loga( 10$/Q))
~ < o(q >log 10z/q) £
n=a (mod q)
w(n)<k
Finally, we need crude estimates for partial sums of thed@aislistribution.
Lemma3.8. Letv > 0andv/2 < A < 1. Then
—vQ(1-)) k k —vQ(1-))
€ v v €
—— < > e N
| |
AV (1=X)v—1/A<k<(1-A)v ! k<(1—=A)v ! AV
and Q(1+)) k k Q(1+))
e " v v e
— < > T I e ey
! !
AV (14N o<k (14H ) v+1/X R E=(14+A)v Rt Ao
whereQ(y) = ylogy —y + 1.
Proof. These may be found, e.g. in Norton [8l]. O

Useful corollaries of these bounds include bounds on this*taf the distribution of Q(n, z) and
Q*(n, 2).

Lemma 3.9. Fix § > 0 and suppose is sufficiently large in terms af.
(i) Uniformly forz > zand1 < A < 1 — 4, we have
T

(log 2)QU+Y max(1, \\/logy 2)

X

(log 2)Q0+Y max(1, \/log, 2)

Proof. Without loss of generality, suppose< 1/10. For (i), we have
#{m < x:Q(m,z) > (1+ M) logy 2} < > #{m < z:Q(m, 2) = j}

(14X) log, z<j<(2—6/2) logy 2z
+ Z 5/2 —(2—-6/2) log, z

m<x

#{m <z :Q(m,z) = (1+ A)logy 2} <5

(i) Uniformly for z > zand1 < w < 2 — §, we have
> (

Z
#{m < x: Q% (m,z) = (14 N)logy 2} <5




6 KEVIN FORD

the second sum being an upper bound for the number af x with Q(m,z) > (2 — §/2)log, z. The
terms in the first sum are estimated with the first part of LeB@aogether with Lemma_3.8. The second
sum is estimated using standard estimates for sums of hizdtige functions, e.g.L[6, Theorem 01], and
one obtains

Z (2 o 5/2)Q(m,z)—(2—5/2) log, z < :U(log Z)_Q(2_5/2),

m<x
which is smaller than the other term, sin@éu) is an increasing function far > 1.

Part (ii) is proved similarly, using the second part of Leni&ad, and by breaking up the sum at=

(3—14/2)log, =. O

4 Toolsfrom sieve methods

sec:sieve
smooth| Lemmad.l. We have#{n < z: PT(n) < y} < ze=0-500g2)/logy yniformly forz >y > 2.
Proof. Standard. See e.d./[9, Theorem III.5.1]. g

Lemma4.2. We haveft{n < z : P~(n) > 2} = 57— uniformly forz > 2z > 4. The upper bound holds
uniformly forx > z > 2.

Proof. Standard. Use the asymptotic formula [9, Theorem 11.6.3(@83 whenz is large andz/z is large,
the prime number theorem fat/z bounded, and Bertrand’s postulate for small O

Lemma 4.3. Suppose that a non-negative integer valued multiplicative functionhyitp) < min(x,p—1)
for every primep, and that for any prime, €2, is some set gf(p) residue classes modufo Then

#{1<n<x:Vp,n modpQQp}<<,.@xH<l—@>.

p<T p

Proof. This is a standard application of Montgomery’s Large Siee® e.g.[[9, Corollay 1.4.6.1], together
with an estimate for the denominator in the sieve bound, [Blg.emma 4.1]. It does not seem to appear

explicitly in the literature anywhere, to the authors knedde. d
Lemma4.4. Letz > 2, z > 2z, and supposé andC are distinct, even, positive integers. Then
x B xlogy(2B)

#{h <z:P (h) > 2 Bh+1prime} <

(log 2)(log z) ¢(B)  (log z)(logz)

_r P P
(1og 2)(log” 2) p|Bcl(_J£—c> pet p|<gc> p=t
z(logy BO)?

(log 2)(l0g )

Proof. Completely routine exercise using Lemma 4.3 ¥ 2 orlog z > log z, these follow from classical
literature, e.g.[[b, Theorem 2.2]. O

and
#{h<x:P (h) >z, Bh+ 1prime Ch+ 1 prime} <«

5 Proof of Theorem[I: upper bounds
The upper bound in part (i) is proven in [7, Theorem 1.2].

The upper bound in part (iii) is very easy. Mertens’ theoremplies that

X
N(z,y) < Y, —— =a(logya —logyy + O(1/logy)).
y<p<a P T 1
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If /y — oo, the right side isv '%%/%) I the Iarger range < x/2, the right side i (%521,
Finally, we prove part (ii). Let = z/y, v = alog4 andw = |vlog, z|. The hypotheses amimply that
w < log, z. Consider first integers < x with Q*(n, z) > 2w. By Lemmd3.9, the number of suehis

x x
< =

(log z)Q(2’y) \/log7 (log :L')(;—i-oz—l—log a/ log2\/@'
Next, consider integers of the form= (p — 1)m withm < z, Q*(p — 1,2) = i andQ*(m) = j, where
i+j < 2w. With i andj fixed, we may use Lemnia 3.4, provided that 1.99 log, z, together with Lemma
[3.2, to bound the number of suehby

z(logy 2)" z(logy 2)"*
ilm(logx)(logz)  ij!(log z)(log z)
m)=j
By Lemmd 3.8, the total number of integers counted is

<

m<z
*

Q*(

z 3 (logy 2)"*

L T——7——~ ey
(log x)(log 2) T ily!

x Z (2log, 2)*

<
|
(log x)(log 2) Poryl h!

T
(log x)é-i—oc—l—log o/ log2 max(l 9) ’

If ¢ > 1.991og, 2, thenj < 0.01 log, z. The number of such integers is bounded above by

<

1 0.0140.01 log 100 x
w(x/m — log )™ ) —_—
> em<p Y < (log) < Tog 705"
m<z m<z
Q*(m,z)<0.01log, z Q*(m,z)<0.01log, z

using Lemma 3]2, which is much smaller than the bound for theracases. This completes the proof of
the upper bound in part (ii).

6 Proof of Theorem[(iii) lower bound when § — —oo

Here we prove the lower bound claim in part (i) of the thenreexcept in the case whefds positive
and bounded. We begin with a Lemma, which is similar to LerhrBa 3

Lemma 6.1. Uniformly for = sufficiently large and < A < 0.7, we have

Z 1 (log 2)1—QU+Y)

< .
P (my<= ¢(m) — max(1,\\/log, 2)

Q(m)>(14+X) logy 2

Proof. Let w = (1 4+ \)log, 2. We use Lemma_3/6 to take care of the summands witkk Q(m) <
1.81og, z and a simple “Rankin trick” for the rest, as in the proof of Lreai3.6. We obtain

(log, 2)!
2 <z> w2t
P*(m) w<j<1.8log, 2 Pt (m)<z
Q(m )>w

1.89(m)—1.8 log, z
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Use Lemma&_3]8 for the first sum. The second sum equals

1.8 1.82
log z) 18l 18 <1 + + + - ) < (log 2)'=@018),
(log 2) };[z p—1 »plp-1) (log =)
which is smaller than the bound claimed. O

Let z = z/y. First assume that < 1/3. Letr(n) be the number of ways to write = (p — 1)m where
y < p < xis prime andn is any integer. Note that < z is very small. By the upper bound calculation,
My =3, r(n) ~ xiggfc if 2 — oo (and M; > xiggfc in the larger rangg < z/2). The quantity
My =730 r(n)? —r(n) counts solutions ofp; — 1)m; = (p2 — 1)mg With p; # pa. Puta = (mq,ma),
my = ab, ma = ac, g = (p1 —1,p2 — 1), so thatp; — 1 = gcandpy — 1 = gb. Note thaiabe < 2% < z1/10,

a(log, x)*

By Lemmd 4.4, giver, b, c the number of choices faris O( bl ). Hence
z(logy )2 1 z(logy )2
My < =5 ) o < e = o(My).
log” z abots abec  (log x)?—3
By simple inclusion-exclusion (z,y) > M; — M} ~ x}ggfﬂ if z — oo, and in the larger range < /2
we haveN (z,y) > My — M} > x%.

Now assume thatx > 1/3. It follows easily froméd — —oo thatz — oo as well. Letr(n) be the
number of ways to writes = (p — 1)m, with p prime,p > y, andmax(2(m),Q2(p — 1,2)) < w, where
w = |logy z — (6/2)/log, z|. The hypotheses omimply thatlog, z < w < 1.7log, 2. We have

(6.1) M, = Z (m(z/m) — #{p<z/m:Q(p—1,2) > w}) — O( Z w(:p/m))

m<z m<z

Q(m)>w
Applying Lemmd6.1L, we quickly find that the b@-term in [6.1) is

1 1 1-Q(w/ logy z) 1
x Z E<<ac(ogz) <w ogz>.

< log x (—0)log - log =

m<z
Q(m)>w
Next, consider a primg < x/m with Q(p — 1, 2) > w. The number of primes wit®* (p — 1) < z is, by
Lemmadl10(z/(mlog!®z)). If PT(p —1) > 2, letk be the largest factor gf — 1 which is composed
only of primes< z, so thatt < 2z/mz and€Q2(k) > w. By Lemmd4.4, the number of such primes, for a

givenk, O(m). Thus the total number of such primes is, using Lerhmh 6. Inded above by

< x Z 1 < z(log z)~@w/logz 2) _, x
mlog x(log 2) (k) (=0)ymlogz \mlogz /)’

Pt(k)<z
Q(k)>w
We also have that ) |
T z log 2
Z m(@/m) log Z m  logz’
m<z m<z

and therefore conclude fror (6.1) that

1
(6.2) M, ~ 2982

Tog 7 (0 — —o0).

Arguing asin[[7],M} := -, ., r(n)*—r(n) counts the number of solutions @f; —1)m; = (p2—1)ms
with Q(p; — 1,2) < w, Q(m;) < wfori = 1,2, andp; # ps. We may assume; < po. Again put
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a = (my,ms), my = ab, my = ac,g = (p1 — 1,p2 — 1), so thatp; — 1 = gcandpy — 1 = gb. Letg = dh,
whereP*t(d) < z < P~ (h). Observe thatl < 24 < 2% < /19, Givena, b, ¢, d, we bound the number
of h with hed + 1 andhbd + 1 both prime using Lemmia 4.4, and get

M, < z(logy 2)? Z 1

(log? x) log = alodes abed’
Q(abed)<2w

Since
1 92w—Q(abed) —4
oo —< > 22“’H<1——>
a,b,c,d<z abed a,b,c,d<z ade p<z
Q(abed)<2w
< 22w(10g 2)2 < (log 2')2“0g4 exp{(log4)(—0/2)\/log, z},

we get

rlogz (log z)le4

My < e Togr o2 2)? exp{(log 4)(—0/2)/1og, }
zlog z

= oy (l022)” exp {~6(log ) (~v/Iogew + §/lomz2) } =o(M) (6= —o0).

The theorem now follows upon comparing with (6.2).

7 Proof of Theorem [ lower bounds (i), (ii), and (iii) when —6 isbounded

In the proof, we will need to bound sums of the type

1 d \* b c b—c
Slakwis) bZ abedl ¢ (qs(d)) 50) é(c) ob—o)
PHd)<Y
Q(abed)<w
b>c

The only complicated part to take care of is the fractﬁﬁ%).

Lemma7.1. Suppose that > ¢®,2 < Y < z, 1 < w < 1.5logyz and0 < ¢ < gy () If
Y < exp{(log 2)%9}, then
S(z,Y;w;€) < (log 2)°.
(i) If Y > exp{(log 2)**°}, then
(4logy 2)"

S(2, Y w; ) < —4

Proof. Part (i) is immediate from the elementary bound®(n) < logs P (n), >, .. 1/n < logz and

n<z
1 p¢ 1+ 0O(&logp)

> g < 11 <1+5> <exp{zp < log,
PH(d)<Y p<Y p<Y

since¢ < forallp <Y.

1 1
10logY < 10logp

For part (ii), first apply Cauchy’s inequality, and get tldt, Y;w; &) < S 1/251/2 where

s 2 e (i) (i) () - = 2 (675)
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where in each sum we have the same conditions,dnc, d. We may quickly deal witht; using Lemma

[3.6 repeatedly.
(logy 2)"+** (logy Y)" (4log, Z)j (4logy 2)"
(7.1) S D Plsttil D
r+s+t+uw j<w
where we used the lower bound ®nwhich implies that: < w < 1.5log, 2z < 1.81log, Y andY >
For S,, write ( ) Z”f g(1), whereg is muItipIicatNe, supported on squarefree numbers and

g(p) = (]23’11)1 for prlmeSp. Letly = |log® z|. Recalling thaib, ¢) = 1, we then have

1
:Zz:g(l) > “hed

a,b,c,d
b>c,l|(b—c)
1 1 1 1
=2 00 > > oD g X ;tE
I<lp r+st+itusw asz PH(a)Y ez c<b<z
Q(a)=r Q(d)=s Qc)=u Qb)=t

where the “error term’E satisfies

E<Y gy Y ﬁ

>lp a,b,c<z,PT(d)<z
b>c,l|(b—c)
3w(l) 5 1 1
«Q g} = >
I>lo c<z c<b<z
b=c (mod [)

< Z 3w ( logz (log 2)4

oog -~ < L
0

[>lo
By Lemmd 3.Y and partial summation (sir@éc) = w implies thatw(c) < u),

t—1 t .
1 /Z (logy( 10s/l 1 (logy y)?
- <K ds < —
2 7<) o Tog G070 2 EOP
Q(b)=t
b=c (mod I)

Applying Lemmd_3.P to the sums overb andd in 52, we obtain that

g 10g2 y r+s+u+j
seydl v %
1glylq
I<lp r+s+t+u<w 7=0 s ‘7
(logy y)"Ho+utd .
< Z rlsluly! (w=r=s—u=j+l)
r4+s+u+j<w J
41 v
- Z(w —v+ 1)7( og'Qy) .
v<w v:

Sincew — v + 1 < 2¥~?, we quickly arrive at

(7.2) Sy < (4108;2 z)" (4logy 2)"

+ 1K |
w!
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Combining [Z.1) and (712) gives the lemma. O
Now we prove the lower bound in Theordm 1. Write= min(y, z/y), v = min(1, ﬁ) and put
w = 2|ylog, z]. Notice thaty = m unless? < 0 and we are in case (jii).

We may assume without loss of generality thatya)x ='/'! or that (b)y > «'9/11, for if z!/11 <
y < 291 we haveN(z,y) > N(z,z'%') and the result follows from the lower bound for the case
y = z'0/11 Consequently, in either case we have< z!/!'. We may also assume thatandy are
sufficiently large so that > 3.

Let »(n) denote the number of ways to facterasn = (p — 1)m, wherep is prime,y < p < y'!,
Q((p — 1)m, z) < w, and furthermore we have in case (a) that= kh with k& < /10 andP~(h) > y'1.

By Cauchy’s inequality,

M2
(7.3) N(z,y) 2 #{n<zxz:r(n) >0} > ﬁ;’ M, = Zr(n), My = Zr(n)2.
n<e n<e

First we bound\/; from below. Start with case (a). Givgnandk, we have(p — 1)k < y'2 < 292, so by
Lemmd 4.2, the number of possible choices/fas > ;#ogy- Hence

M1>>L Z L

1 kp
o8y y<p<y'l b
k<y1/10
Qk(p—1))<w
We note thaty = 1 — O(1/log, ) andw = 1fogg22y +O(1). Consider numbers with (k) = mq, Q(p—1) =
mg andm; + mg € {w — 2, w — 1,w}. With m; < 0.9w — 2 fixed, Lemma 35 implies that
1 1 w—2—mq
Z T (logy v) : '
oot p~ (w—2—mq)logy
w—2—m1<Q(p—1)<w—my
By Lemmd3.1,
1 1 m
Z s (loga y)
k m1!
k<y1/1o
Q(k)=m1
uniformly in m4. Putting these bounds together and summing:gnwe obtain
1 w=2 1

o D I =y

(7.4) log™y | O ow—2 mil(w — 2 —my)!
z(logy y)” 22" 2 x

> .
(log”y)(w —2)! ~ (logy)’\/logy y
In case (b), we similarly use Lemmlas|3.1 3.5 to bound agghparthe number of. with Q(m) = j
andQ(p —1,2) € {k — 2,k — 1,k} with j + k < w. This gives
1
M1>§ Z Z #{p<ax/m:Qp—-1,2) e{k—2k—1,k}}
jt+k<w m<z
0.1w<k<0.9w Q(m)=j
> z(logy 2) T2

> (log 2)(log 2)j1(k — 2)'

Jj+k<w
0.1w<k<0.9w
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Next, gather together the summands wjith & = [ for fixed! > w/2. We obtain

x (logs 2)! l
(log x)(log 2) Z l? Z <l<: - 2>

w/2<I<w—2 k<l
0.1w<k<0.9w

M >

T (2logs 2)"
>> - e
(7.5) (log x)(log 2) w/2<Zl<:w—2 I!
x 6(2 10g2 Z)(l_Q(’Y))
> log z(logz)  max(1,0)
x

~ max(1,6)(log x)(log z)1+27log1=27"
We next bound from above the quantity;, = M, — M;. In case (a))M} counts the number of solutions
of
(p1 — Dk1h = (p2 — 1)kah <,

with p; prime,y < p; <y, k;j <10, Q(k;j) + Qp; — 1) <w (j =1,2), P~(h) > y"! andp; # ps.
We may assume that < ps. Givenpq, ps, k1, andks, there are

choices forh by Lemma4.R. Writen = (kq, ko), putky = ab, ko = ac, g = (p1 — 1,p2 — 1) so that
p1—1=cg, pp—1 = bg. Note thaty > y%/0 andb > c. Lett = P*(g), g = td. Then(p; —1)k; = abcdt.

Suppose thal’ < t < 2T, whereT is a power of 2. by Lemmla 4.4, if, b, ¢, d, T are fixed, the number af
such that, cdt + 1 andbdt 4 1 are all prime is bounded above by

. T <d>zb_c_b—c
log? T \¢(d)) ¢(b) ¢(c) d(b—c)

If 7>y, set¢ = 0, and otherwise leg = Wl(zT)' In the latter casé > 3% and thus in either case
we have

1 < 1 1

d S yo8E ¢
Hence,

z 1
My < —— > ————Sy" 2T w;9).
08 3 ) ) )
log y Ty Y $log® T

If T < exp{(logy)®?}, theny®¥ > (logy)'°, hence by Lemm&a 7.1, these summands contribute
O(z/10g™ y) to the above right side. For eathsatisfyingT > exp{(log3)*%}, we see from Lemma 7.1

that
Sy 2T wif) _ wlog”y 1
y0.8§ 10g3 T \/@ (10g3 T)€0‘08 logy/log(2T) "

Summing ovefl” which are powers of two, we get
x
(7.6) My < :
(logy)®+/logy y

In case (b) M}, equals twice the number of solutions of the equation

(p1 —1)my = (p2 — 1)ma < z,
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with p; > y, p1 < p2, m; < z = z/y, andQ((p; — 1)m;, 2z) < w fori = 1,2. Asin case (i), we write

a = (my,msg), my = ab, me = ac, and note thab > c. Also write (p; — 1,po — 1) = dh, where
Pt(d) < z < P (h). Thenp; — 1 = cdh andps — 1 = bdh. There are two cases to considérs /= and

d > /z. If d < /z, we haveabed < x'/22% < 2'%/?2. Using Lemmé4J4 to bound the number of possible
h for a given quadrupléa, b, ¢, d), and then applying Lemnia 7.1 and Stirling’s formula, we findttthe
number of solutions in this case is bounded by

x
L ———5—8(z;z;w;0
(log 2)(log? x) (2523 w;0)
x (4logy 2)*
(log z)(log? ) w!
x

< |
(log x)2(10g Z)1+27 log v—2v—2vlog 2 \/@

(7.7) <

Now assume > /z and lett = P*(d), d = d't. We further subdivide into two subcasesabt:d'h < z%/4,
then by Lemm& 414, for each quintugle, b, ¢, d’, h) the number of possible < oy, With £, tbd'h + 1
andted'h + 1 all prime (withd > c) is

< x < d )2 b c b—c
abed'hlog®z \o(d')) ¢(b) é(c) ¢b—c)
Summing over al possible, b, ¢, d’, h we see that the above & msw z;w;0) and we get the
same bound as ifL(7.7) for the number of solutions. Wited'h > z3/4, we note that > P*(d’) and thus
abed'h < z/P*(d"). By Lemmd4H, for each quintuple, b, ¢, d’, h) the number of possibleis

- T <d’>2b'c‘b—c
abed'hlog?® P*(d') \o(d)) ¢(b) é(c) ¢(b—c)

Suppose thall < P*(d') < V2, whereV is of the formV = z!/2' for some positive ineget. Put

£ = Toregrry- Sincet < z'/*, &’ > z'/* and it follows that

1 < 1
d = a€A(d)-E

By Mertens estimate,

Summing over all possible, b, ¢, d’, we find that the total number of solutions counted in thiscagk is at
most

xlogx 1 9
——==5(z; V5 w; §).
< IOgZ Z $§/410g3V (Z7 710)5)

V:m1/21<22
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WhenV < exp{(log 2)>9}, 28/ > (log )'°° and the number of solutions @&(z/log® z) by Lemma
[Z.]. Otherwise, using Lemna¥.1, the number is bounded dbove

2 log x Z 1 (4logs 2)*

/11003 !
log z V:x1/21<22w/ log® V/ w

xT
<
(log LL’)2(10g z)1+2~/ log v—2~v—2+log 2 /10g2 - ; eXp{Ql 7}

X

K .
(log w)Z(log Z)1+2'y log y—2v—2vlog 2 /10g2 P
Recalling the bound(7.7) for the number of solutions witk /z, we find that

T T
-MZ—' j 7.8 M) < < .
1] (7.8) > (log 2)2(log 2)+27les7—21-271082 flog, = (log z)(log 2) 1427108727, /log, 2

sincey < al

Inserting [&h) and_(716) int@_(4.3) gives the desired balangbart (i). Inserting[(75) and (7.8) intb (7.3)

gives the desired bound for part (ii), and also handles the wdnen—6 is bounded in part (iii).
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