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Abstract

Let ¢(n) denote the Euler function. In this paper, we determine
the order of growth for the number of positive integers n < x for which
©(n) is the sum of two square numbers. We also obtain similar results
for the Dedekind function 1(n) and the sum of divisors function o(n).

1 Introduction

In 1970, Motohashi [6] showed that the number N(x) of primes p < x of the
form p = a®+b*+1 with a, b € Z satisfies the lower bound N(z) > z/(In )%
Based on earlier work of Hooley [2], he conjectured that N(x) ~ Cz/(Inx)*/?
as r — 00, where
3 1\ 1
Czipzz,,l;[md@ (1_z¥) <1_p(p—1))'

In a subsequent paper [7], he proved the upper bound N(z) < x/(Inx)%/?,
but he was unable to obtain a lower bound of the same order of magnitude.

The problem of showing N(z) =< z/(Inx)%? was settled by Iwaniec [4]
(see also [5]), who established tight upper and lower bounds for the number
Nime(x) of primes p < x of the form mf(a,b) + ¢ with a,b € Z, where
f is a quadratic form with integral coefficients, m,c € Z, and f,m,c are
subject to certain natural hypotheses. He also showed that the constant
C originally conjectured by Motohashi cannot be correct, and he suggested
that the factor 3/2 should instead be replaced by 1/v/2. We remark that
Motohashi’s conjecture remains open at present.

Let ¢(n) denote the Euler function; that is,

1
gp(n):#{lSagn:gcd(a,n)zl}:n|I 1-—-, n > 1.
p|n< p)



Since ¢(p) = p—1 for every prime p, N(z) can be interpreted as the number

of primes in the set
{p <z:¢(p) =a®+b* for some a,b € Z}.

Passing from primes to all positive integers, let us consider the function M (x)

which counts the number of positive integers in the set
{n <z :p(n)=a®+b* for some a,b € Z}.

As a lower bound, one can use M(z) > N(z) > x/(Inz)*?, but it is not
immediately clear how to bound M (z) from above. Our main result is the

following;:

Theorem 1. For all x > 2, the following bound holds:

M(z) = #{n <z : p(n) = a® + b2 7} < —
() =#{n <z :9(n)=a"+b* for some a,b € }<<(lnx)3/2

In other words,

M(z) =< N(z) < z/(Inz)%2. (1)

Theorem 1 is the special case m = 1 of Theorem 3, which is proved in
Section 3 below; that section also contains several Mertens-type estimates
for the classes of primes under consideration, which may be of independent
interest.

Let ¥(n) and o(n) denote the Dedekind function and the sum of divisors
function, respectively; that is,

@D(n):nH(l%—l) and U(n):Zd:HZE, n > 1.
pin v P i e P
In Section 4, we show that results analogous to Theorem 1 and thus to (1)

hold also for the functions ¥ (n) or o(n). More precisely,
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Theorem 2. The following bounds hold:

#n <@ () = o+ for some a,b € 2} < sy
and
#{n <z :0(n)=a*+b* for some a,b € L} < (In i)s/z‘

We expect that the methods of this paper can be adapted to obtain similar

results for other quadratic forms besides a? + b?.
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to improvements in the manuscript. Part of this work was done during visits
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0070628, F. L. was supported in part by grants SEP-CONACYT 37259-E
and 37260-E, and I. S. was supported in part by ARC grant DP0211459.

2 Notation

Let Z denote the set of integers, and let N denote the set of natural numbers.
Throughout, the letter p is always used to denote a prime number, while ¢
always denotes a prime power.

In what follows, all implied constants in the symbols “O,” “>" and “<”
are absolute; in particular, they are uniform with respect to the parameters k

and m which often occur in our arguments. For positive functions A and B,
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the notations A = O(B), A < B and B > A are all equivalent to the
assertion that A < ¢B for some absolute constant ¢ > 0.

For a real number x > 0, we define logz = max{Inx, 2}, where In z is the
natural logarithm, and we put log, x = log(log x). Although our notation is
highly nonstandard (it is much more common to put logx = max{lnz, 1}
in order to handle various technical difficulties that can occur if x is very
small), the function log + = max{In z, 2} enjoys a rather convenient property;

namely, log x is submultiplicative. Thus, the inequalities

log(zy) < logz logy and log,(zy) < log, = log, y (2)

hold for all x,y > 0. The properties (2) enable us to simplify our arguments
substantially at several key places, and it is for the benefit of the overall
exposition that we have chosen to employ a nonstandard notation; we hope

that this will not lead to any confusion for the reader.

3 Sums of Squares and the Euler Function

Let S be the set of natural numbers that can be expressed as a sum of two

square numbers:
S={seN:s=da*+0b*for some a,b € Z}.
We set
M = {squarefree m e N:p|m = p=3 (mod 4)},

and for any m € M we put mS = {ms : s € §}. From the standard
characterization of those integers lying in S, it is clear that N is the disjoint

union of the sets {mS : m € M}.



As a special case of Theorem 1 of [4], one finds the estimate:

T
#p<z:p—1lemS} K () log 272" Vm < (logz)>/.

Our principal tool in this paper is the following extension of this bound for

larger values of m.

Lemma 1. For allm € M and x > 0, the following estimate holds:

#Hp<z:p—1emS} <

p(m)(log(z/m))*/>

Proof. We may assume that x > m since the result is trivial otherwise.

Throughout the proof, let

N = {neN:pjn = p=3 (mod4)},
R = {neN:pjn = p#3 (mod4)}.

It is easy to see that R C S and that mS is the disjoint union of the sets
{md*R : d € N'}; it therefore suffices to estimate #{p < z:p—1¢€ md*R}
for each d € N and then sum the results.

We apply the arithmetic form of the large sieve inequality (see, for exam-
ple, Corollary 6.1 in §1.4.5 of [8]), which states that for any finite sequence
of complex numbers {a, : M <n < M + N}, the bound

2
N -1 2
R ®)

holds, where



and for every prime p,
wp)=#{h:0<h<p, n=h (modp = a, =0}
We begin with an estimate for the cardinality of the set
Pyx)={p<z:p—1€bR},
where b € N and b < 2. Put Q = [(z/b)"/?], and let {a, : Q@ <n < Q*} be

the finite sequence defined by

1 if n € R and bn + 1 is prime,
ap = .
0 otherwise.

If p=bn+1lies in Py(z), then n € R and n < x/b < Q?; thus, either a,, = 1
orn < Q. Taking M = Q and N = Q% — Q in (3), we see that

(@ -Q)—1+@? ?
7 <+ ()

#Po() <Q+ Y an<Q+

Q<n<Q?

Now, for the sequence {a, } we are considering, one has for each prime p < @:

2 if p=3 (mod4) and p1b,
1 otherwise.

Therefore, according to Lemma 4.1 in Chapter 4 of [1], the following lower

bound for L holds: )
L> 1] (1 — #) .

p<Q

The expression on the right is bounded below (see [9]) by

-1 -1
16-) 1 (-0 > e
ppﬁ? p=3 p%rgod 4) P=e



Substituting this bound into (4) and using the fact that Q@ < (z/b)Y/2, we

derive that
x

(b)(log(/b))*/2"

P
# b(SL’) < o

uniformly for all b € N with b < x.

By the remarks at the beginning of the proof,

#Hp<z:p—lemS} = > #Pup(r)

<X B leam )

1/4

The contribution for values of d < (z/m)'/* is at most

T T 1
2 ) oa(afm) S ) (oaafm) 7 2 A

deN ¥
d<(x/m)1/4
< v
p(m)(log(z/m))3/?
For larger values of d, we also have
3 ey

2 2))3/2 5

» )1/4ded/\/( i @(md?)(log(x/md?)) @(m) (o) /A < ()1 o(d?)
x/m <d<(z/m

x x

S Slm)a/m)i S o(m)(log(w/m))2’

where we use the well-known fact that the estimate

1 1
> <

d>y Y

holds for all positive real numbers y. The result now follows. O

We need the following analogue of Lemma 1 for prime powers gq.
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Lemma 2. For allm € M and x > 0, the following estimate holds:

#lg<z:9(g) emS} K

p(m)(log(w/m))**

Proof. As before, we may assume x > m since the result is trivial otherwise.

To simplify the notation slightly, we put

T

£ ) = ) logla/m) e

We have

#Ha<z:plq)emSt=#{p<z:p—lemSt+dy > 1L
a>2 q=p°<w
e(q)ems
By Lemma 1, it suffices to show that the double sum on the right is bounded
by O(E(m, z)).

Since p(2%) € S for all @ > 1, the contribution to the double sum coming
from the prime p = 2 is at most O(logx) if m = 1, and it is 0 if m # 1; this
is O(E(m, z)) in either case.

For primes p = 1 (mod 4), we observe that ¢(p®) = p*~1(p — 1) lies in
mS if and only if p — 1 € mS. Thus, by Lemma 1, the contribution to the

double sum coming from prime powers of this form is at most

l
_2 [2log x| 1 1/21
ogx
E E 1< E 87 « E(m, ).
1/ gp(m>
p<lzx
p—1lemS
p=1 (mod 4)

Similarly, if p =3 (mod 4) and 2 { «, then p*~!(p — 1) lies in mS if and

only if p—1 € mS (since m is squarefree). By Lemma 1, the contribution to



the double sum coming from prime powers of this form is at most

5] 2loge)
n /3 1/3]
T T ogx

Yy i< < 8% <« E(m, ).
— - — p(m) p(m)
a=3 p<zl/ a=3
2ta p—1emS

p=3 (mod 4)

Finally, if p = 3 (mod 4), 2|, and « > 2, then p®~1(p — 1) lies in mS
if and only if p|m and p — 1 € (m/p)S. Since the last condition implies
that p > m'/2, there is at most one prime p of this form. Assuming that
such a prime exists and using the inequality Inp > logm, we see that the
contribution to the double sum coming from the powers of p is at most

L5

]
log x
— <<
E E 1< Tog log(z/m),

%:3 pgxl/a
p|m, p—1€(m/p)S
p=3 (mod 4)

where the last estimate follows from (2). Since (log(z/m))*? < z/m for

x > m, we see that

log(z/m) < < E(m,z),

T
mlog(x/m)3/?

and this completes the proof. O

Lemma 3. For allm € M and x > 0, the following estimate holds:

Z 1 1

—_ << ‘
>z q QO(m)(log(;p/m))lﬂ
p(g)emS

Proof. Since the condition ¢(q) € mS implies ¢ > m, we may assume that

x > m in what follows. Let X,, denote the characteristic function of the set
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of prime powers {q : v(¢) € mS}, and let z an arbitrary real number such
that z > max{z, e?m}. By partial summation and Lemma 2, we have

S 1_ 3 Xn;(n) _ %Z Xm(n)+/zt12(ZXm(n)> dt

<q<z z<n<z z<n<z z z<n<t
e(g)emS

1 1
r<q<z T<q<t
¢(q)eMS p(g)emS

1 1 Z dt
< o (<1og<z/m>>3/2 +/x t<1og<t/m>>3/2)'

If m <z < e?m, then

/z dt < 2_3/2 /ezmﬂ_'_/z dt
o tog(t/m))*? = mo b Je t(In(t/m))3?

2
2—1/2 21/2 .
* (Tog(z/m)2’

while for z > e*m, since log(t/m) = In(t/m) for all t > z, we have

/Z dt _ 2 - 2
« tlog(t/m))**  (log(x/m))/*  (log(z/m))"/*

Taking z — oo, we obtain the stated result. O

Lemma 4. For allm € M, n € N, and x > 0, the following estimate holds:

1 1
Z q (log(z/qn))'/? < p(m)(log(x/mn))1/2"

q<z
p(g)ems

Proof. Since p(q) € mS implies ¢ > m, we may assume that > m. Let

y = (mx/n)"/2, and note that x/yn = y/m = (z/mn)"/2. By Lemma 3, we

11



have for the sum over ¢ > y:

Y s Y - < 1
5=, a(log(a/qn))'/? = 4 p(m)(log(y/m))/2
p(q)eMS »(q)eMS

1
(m)(log(x/mn))!/?

Again by Lemma 3, we have for the sum over ¢ < y:

<

1 1 1 1

< - <K .

% q (log(z/qn))1/?  (log(z/yn))"/? ; q  p(m)(log(x/mn))1/?
p(q)emS o(q)emS

Combining the preceding estimates, we finish the proof. O

Let Q denote the set of prime powers.

Lemma 5. For some absolute constant C > 0, the estimate

. K 1 zlo
Z log(qi -+ qx) < kC (H ) (log(x/fnl;)lp

i p(my)

e(g;)em;S Vj
holds for all k > 1, my,...,mi € M, and x > 0, where m = my ---my and

= max{my,...,mg}.

Proof. We proceed by induction on k.
The case k = 1 is straightforward. Indeed, if m € M, using Lemma 2

together with (2), we see that the estimate

zlogz xlogm
2 lora=C o R = C ol og(efm)

q<z
p(g)ems

holds for some absolute constant C' > 0, since log ¢ < logz for each term in

the sum. This establishes the result for £ = 1.
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Taking C' larger if necessary, let us assume that C' is at least as large as
the implied constant of Lemma 4.

Let us now suppose that the result has been established for some integer
k > 1. Starting with the bound

k1
klog(qi -« qre1) < Zlog(ql C i Q)
j=1

where g; indicates that the factor g; has been omitted (in fact, the inequality
would be an identity were it not for our slightly modified definition of the

function log; see Section 2), we derive that

> klog(qr - - - qus1)

(q1yees Q1) EQFHL
Q- qrer1<z
©(q5)€EmM;S Vj

< 3 Nlog@ g aen)

(g1 Q1) EQFTE J=1
q1Gr+1<T '
©(g;)EM;S Vi

k+1

:Z Z log(qr -G -+ - Gesa)

‘7:1 qJSx (qlvvzl\J77Qk+l)er
e(g)EM;S  g1--Gj-qry1<z/q;
w(qi)em;S Vitj

k+1

k 1 zlo
=) U Zoy) 2 N

1/2°
1<k p(m <z q; (10g (m+m>)
7] w(q;)em;S o T

Dividing both sides by k£ and using Lemma 4 to estimate the last sum, it
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follows that

k+1

1 Czlogp
> los(ar ) < )] 1
. . /2
o 2| AL wlm) | o) log(a/m)
q1qr+1<T i#]
qj—leij Vi
ML xlog
= (k+1)CH! :
k0 55 ) Tatrm
This completes the induction and finishes the proof. O

Theorem 3. For allm € M and x > 0, the following estimate holds:

c(m)x
(log(z/m))*/2

for some positive function c(m) that depends only on m. Moreover, ¢(m) — 0

#{n <z :9(n) =m(a®+b*) for some a,b € 7} <

as m — Q.

Proof. Let
T(myz) ={n<z:p(n) e mS}.

We begin by estimating

(e} (e} ]‘
Z logn = Z log(py* - pi*) = il Z log(q1 - - - qi)-

neT (m;z) (P, ppk)EQF (g1, qx)€QF
w(n)=k PO ptk T (miz) q1--qr€T (miz)
1< <P ged(gi,q5)=1 Vi#j

If ¢1---qx € T(m;x) and ged(g;, q;) = 1 for all i # j, it is easy to see that
the integers myq,...,my € M defined by ¢(q;) € m;S, j = 1,...,k, satisfy
the relation my - - -my, = mt? for some odd integer ¢t < (x/m)*/2. Moreover,

since each m; is squarefree, it follows that m; < mt. Using Lemma 5, we

14



derive that

Yo loglaa) < Y ) >, loglara)

(q1,e- qi)EQF t<(z/m)"/? (ma,...,mp)EMF (q1,...,q1)EQF
ged(qirgy)=1 Vi#j ©(gj)EM;S Vj

k
1 xlog(mt)
S
= . 72
T2 (o e e 1 e(mg) ) (log(a/mit?))
t odd my---my=mt?

For each term in the double summation, we use the bound

k k k
1 1
[Tetm) = I1{m [T (1_ _) — T[] (1__)
j=1 j=1 plm; P j=1p|m; b
, 1\ #lisiskp|m;}
= mt 1—-
()
p|mt
k 2a k
p(m) 1 p(m) 2
> mt? | —= 1--) =m(Z— —1)%,
= () I0=3) = () oy
Pt Pt
By (2), we also have
log(mt) logm 5
< logt)*.
(og e /miP) 72 = Tog(e /)72 50
Putting everything together, we obtain that
k,c«k k—ll * t2 1 t2
> s < e i X TG
2 Pk (os(a/m) 2 _ 2= ] (p— 1P
n m;x t<(x/m)t/ ot
w(n)=*k t odd P
where 77 (n) denotes the number of k-tuples (n4, ..., n;) of squarefree natural

numbers such that n; ---np = n. From the identity

i =TT (1) )

p*|n

15



it follows that (since Q(m) = w(m))
7 (mt?) < 7 (m)mg (1) < mi(m)7i; (82) < k2O (8)

for each term in the preceding sum, where 7;(n) is the number of k-tuples

(n1,...,n) in N¥ such that n; - --ny, = n. Consequently, we derive that
kw(m)—i—lckmk—l logm T
logn < T , (6)
= Pl K (log(e/m))1
w(n)=k
where

Ti= Y () (logt)’ [[(p— 1)
t>1 P>t
t odd
We turn now to the estimation of Tj. By the multiplicativity of 7 (n),

the sub-multiplicativity of logn, and the identity (5), we see that

T, < 1 S logp)
k 3+H +Z 20& _1 20c

pF#2

Let us suppose that & > 32. For an odd prime p < k? and an integer @ > 1,

we have log p* < 2alog k, hence

IA

Lk/2]

1+ 4(log k)? ; (m)%
< logk2i(k)
(

1+)

< 2k%*(logk .
< <og>exp(p 1)

< 1+ k*(logk)?

16



For the product over odd primes p < 32k, we therefore have by the Prime

Number Theorem and Mertens’ Theorem:

I (13 (o) ot ) < I oo (4 + ot

p<32k p<32k
p#2 p#2 (7)
k
< exp < Z o1 + O(/f)) = exp(O(klogy k)).
p<32k

Now suppose that p > 32k. Defining

Fna)= (g ) SEEE 1<as i),

20/ (p

we have

flp,a+1)  (a+1)2*(k—2a)(k—20—1) (a+1)? (k—2a) _ 1
flp,o)  a?Qa+2)2a+1)(p—1)2 ~ a?(2e+1)2 (32k)2 2

and therefore

k2 (log p°) k/2]
1+Z<QQ)W 1+;fp, <1+f(p,)(1+ + 3 + )

_ , (log p)’ 2 (log p)”
=1+2p ) s+ se (k (p—1)? )

Now for the product over odd primes p > 32k, we have:

I (0% ()65 ) < Lo (52%5)

p>32k p>32k

< exp (2k2 Z (h;f)z>

p>32k

if k£ is larger than some absolute constant. To estimate the sum, let us

suppose that k is also sufficiently large so that the inequality 7(z) < 2z/Inx

17



holds for all x > k. Then

(Inp)? (Inp) = (In(k27))

O S R L S

p>32k J=6 k2 —1<p<k2i 7j=6

= (In(k27))? k27 Z Ink+jn2  Ink N 7In2
k249 In(k29) K ' 4k k

<8

=6
Substituting this estimate into (8) and taking into account (7), we deduce
that

Ty < exp(0.5klog k + O(klog, k)). 9)

Using this estimate in (6) together with Stirling’s formula for k!, and then
summing over all values of k£ > 1, it is now clear that for some constant ¢(m)
(which we estimate below),

c(m) x
Z Inn < Z logn < Tlog(z/m)) V2 (10)
/2
neT (m;x) neT (m;x) 10g($/m))
If z > e?m, which we may assume otherwise the statement of the theorem is

trivial, we have by partial summation:

“1
Z lnn:#T(m,x)lna:—/ 7 Z Inn | dt,

neT (m;x) m neT (m;t)
thus, by (10), it follows that
c(m)x “ c(m)
T her < —n0-"——+ — - dt.
#T (00 < e+ | oty
Since

R PR S VYO S S S
/ floglejmyz 4 =27 /L (n(e/my)2 @

<zem—m)+ [ (e~ wame)

2x 2x
— 91/2(2, _91/2,2
(m=m) =27 m + ) < a/m) e

18



we have therefore shown that

c(m)x

#T (m,z) < Toa(x /)2

To complete the proof, it remains only to show that ¢(m) = o(1). In
what follows, let us suppose that m is large enough to guarantee that the
stated estimates hold. By (9), Stirling’s formula for k!, and the estimate
w(m) > m/log, m, we find that

i kw(m +10k k— 110gm

-kl
k=

lo
< gm

Zexp —1klogk + w(m)logk + klogym + O(klog, k))

k=1

log m ~—
< i Zak(m
k=1

where

ag(m) = exp (—3klogk +w(m)logk + kloggm) .

Now let S; be the set of integers £k > 1 that satisfy both inequalities
k > 4w(m) and k > (log,m)*. If k lies in Sy, then w(m) < k/4 and
logsm < (log k)/24; therefore,

—%l{: log k4+w(m) log k+klogym < — k: log k+ klog k:—|— kloghk = ——k log k.
Hence, it follows that

Z ag(m) < Zexp(—z—lélklog k) < 1. (11)

keS k>1

Let Sy be the set of integers k& > 1 for which k& < (log, m)?*. In this case,

19



we have

ar(m) < exp(w(m)logk + klogsm)

< exp (O (W)) ey
log, m

where we used the fact that w(m) < logm/log, m. Since the cardinality of
S, is at most (logy m)?* = m°1) | we find that
> ag(m) < mW. (12)
keSs
Finally, let S3 denote the set of integers & > 1 such that the inequalities
(logym)** < k < 4w(m) hold. For any k € S3, we have klogsm < klogk

(otherwise, k < (log, m)®); hence, it follows that

ap(m) < exp (—tklogk + w(m)logk).

Defining
fm(2) = —2zlog z 4+ w(m)log z,
we have
ale) 1 wlm) logz  Ehu) 1 wlm)
dz 6 z 6’ dz? 6z 227

which shows that f,,(z) has a (unique) maximum for a value of zy satisfying

zplog zo = (6 + o(1))w(m). From this we deduce that
fm(20) = w(m)(logw(m) —log, w(m)) + O(w(m)).
From the trivial inequality w(m)! < m and Stirling’s formula, we obtain

w(m) (logw(m) + O(1)) < logm.

20



Therefore,
fm(20) < logm —w(m)logyw(m) + O(w(m)).
If S5 is not empty, then w(m) > 1(log, m)?*; hence,
a(m) < exp(fm(20)) < exp (logm — §(log,m)*)

for all k& € S3. Since S3 has at most 4w(m) < logm elements, it follows that

Y aw(m) = o (kgm) . (13)

keSs

From our original bound,
logm
c(m) < i Zak(m),
k>1

we now deduce that c¢(m) = o(1) from the estimates (11), (12) and (13), and

this completes the proof of the theorem. O

From the proof of Theorem 3, it is clear that the function c¢(m) can be

chosen to satisfy the bound

c(m) < exp (—c(log, m)*)

for any fixed constant 0 < ¢ < %; in particular, ¢(m) < (logm)~* for any
fixed constant A > 0. Though we have not attempted to do so, it would
be interesting to understand the extent to which this upper bound can be

strengthened.

4 Proof of Theorem 2

The upper bound for the first part of Theorem 2 is the special case m = 1 of
the following theorem, whose proof is virtually identical to that of Theorem 3

(one simply replaces p — 1 by p + 1 in the various statements of Section 3).
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Theorem 4. For allm € M and x > 0, the following estimate holds:

c(m)x
(log(x/m))*/?

for some positive function c(m) that depends only on m. Moreover, ¢(m) — 0

#{n<z:¢Yn) emS} K

as m — oQ.

The analogue of Lemma 1 with p — 1 replaced by p + 1 clearly gives the
desired lower bounds for both parts of Theorem 2. To complete the proof, it

remains only to establish the upper bound:

#{n <z :0(n) =a®>+b* for some a,b € Z} < (14)

x
(Inz)3/2
Noting that o(n) = ¥(n) for squarefree integers n, we have the following

corollary of Theorem 4.

Corollary 1. For allm € M and x > 0, the following estimate holds:

c(m)x
(log(x/m))>?

for some positive function c(m) that depends only on m. Moreover, ¢(m) — 0

#{n <z :0(n) € mS and n is squarefree} K

as m — oQ.

Recall that an integer k& > 1 is said to be powerful if p* | k whenever p | k.
Let 7 be the set of positive integers n < x such that k| n for some powerful
integer k¥ > (Inx)*. Then

1
#1 < Z Zlgx Z E<<(1n9;)2’

k>(lnz)* n<z k>(lnz)?
k powerful k [n k powerful

where for the above estimate we have used the known fact that

#{k <y | k powerful} < /y
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for all real numbers y (for a more precise statement, see Theorem 14.4 in [3]),
together with partial summation. Thus, to establish the estimate (14), it
suffices to prove the same upper bound for the number of integers n < =z
with o(n) € S and n € 7. Let n be one such integer. Write n = k¢, where
k is powerful, ¢ is squarefree, and ged(k,¢) = 1; then k and ¢ are uniquely

determined by n. Let us write

p* | o(k)
p=3 (mod 4)
a=1 (mod 2)

Clearly,
f(k) < o(k) < klogy k < (Inx)°.

Since o(n) = o(k)o({) € S, it follows that o(¢) € f(k)S. By Corollary 1, we
have that

#{n<z:on)eSandngT} < Z Z 1
k<(lnz)* (<z/k
k powerful £ sqfree
o()ef(k)S

<

; k(log(z/k f(K)))*/>

k powerful

T 1 x
< (In )3/ Z k < (Inx)3/2
k<z

k powerful

where we have used the fact that kf(k) < (Inx)? in the third step. This

completes the proof of Theorem 3.
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5 Remarks

A well-known asymptotic formula of Landau asserts that

T

2 2 ~ Oy ——
#{n <z:n=a"+0b"for some a,b € Z} ~ Cy (nz) 72’

where

1\ 1/2
Co 1——) =0.7642- - - .

5 I
-5 2
\/5 p=3 (mod 4) p

In view of Theorem 1, it seems reasonable to expect the asymptotic formula

X

_ _ 2 72 -~
#{n <x:p(n)=a"+b" for some a,b € Z} ~ C, TYEE

(15)

to hold for some constant C'; > 0. More generally, we can ask whether it is
true that for any integer £ > 1, there is a constant Cj > 0 for which the

asymptotic formula

#{n <z : 0" (n) =a®+ b for some a,b € Z} ~ C (16)

x
(In z)++1/2

holds, where p*)(n) denotes the k-th iterate of the Euler function. It is likely
that any proof of (16) (or even (15)) will require an asymptotic formula for
the number primes p < x with p—1 = a?+b* (that is, a proof of Motohashi’s
conjecture). On the other hand, it might be possible to establish the precise
rate of growth of the function on the left side of (16) when k > 2, perhaps
by extending the ideas of this paper. It would also be interesting to have
heuristic formulas for the constants {Cj : k > 1}.

Of course, similar questions can be posed for the Dedekind function and

for the sum of divisors function as well.
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