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ABSTRACT. We introduce a collection of polynomials F, associated to each
positive integer N, whose divisibility properties yield a reformulation of the
Goldbach conjecture. While this reformulation certainly does not lead to a
resolution of the conjecture, it does suggest two natural generalizations for
which we provide some numerical evidence. As these polynomials F are
independently interesting, we further explore their basic properties, giving,
among other things, asymptotic estimates on the growth of their coefficients.

1. INTRODUCTION

Let P denote the set of odd primes. One of the oldest unsolved problems in
mathematics concerns the set P +P = {p+q:p,q € P}.

Conjecture 1.1 (Goldbach Conjecture). If N > 4 is an even integer, then N €
P+P.

If N is any positive integer, we say that the Goldbach conjecture holds for N if
N € P+ P. Otherwise, we say the the Goldbach conjecture fails for N. Of course,
we make no attempt here to prove the Goldbach Conjecture, however we wish to
study a related collection of polynomials. In order to construct these polynomials,
we let xp : N — {0, 1} denote the indicator function of P. That is,

1 if n is an odd prime,
xp(n) = { 0 otherwise.

Furthermore, for each positive integer N, we define

N—1
R(N) =Y xp(n)xp(N —n)
n=1
so that R(N) counts the number of ways to write N as a sum of two odd primes.
We note that R(N) = 0 if and only if N ¢ P + P. To each positive integer N, we
associate a polynomial Fy € Z[x] given by

N—1 /N—1 2
Fy()= 3 (Z m(n)z’m) .

k=0 n=1
Our first result discusses the divisibility properties of Fy for each N and connects
Fn to the Goldbach conjecture. We write ® 5 to denote the Nth cyclotomic poly-
nomial.

Theorem 1.2. If N is a positive integer then the following conditions hold.
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(i) ®on divides Fiy.
(i) ®n divides Fy if and only if the Goldbach conjecture fails for N.

The second statement of Theorem 1.2 is closely related to the Goldbach conjec-
ture and yields two immediate consequences.

Corollary 1.3. Suppose N > 4 is an integer.
(i) If N is odd then ®y divides Fi .
(i) If Fn/®an is irreducible then the Goldbach conjecture holds for N.

Early numerical evidence seems to suggest that Fiy/®2y is, in fact, irreducible for
all even integers N > 4. If this is the case, then the Goldbach conjecture would fol-
low. Similarly, it appears that, for odd integers N > 5, we have that F /(D nyPan)
is irreducible. Although this is not relevant to the Goldbach conjecture, we find it
independently interesting.

Conjecture 1.4. If N > 5 is an integer then the following conditions hold.
(i) If N is even, then

Fy
Doy
is irreducible.
(ii) If N is odd, then
Fn
Oon Py

is irreducible.

As we have noted, Conjecture 1.4 (i) would imply the Goldbach conjecture.
However, the converse is possibly false. Indeed, Fiy/®an could be reducible but
still not divisible by ®5. As such, we should view Conjecture 1.4 as being signifi-
cantly harder than the Goldbach conjecture, and therefore, not likely within reach
using current techniques. Nonetheless, we find it interesting to see the Goldbach
conjecture in this context.

As evidence in favor of Conjecture 1.4, we have found that it holds for all N < 50.
For even N, the first few polynomials Fiy/®x are given in the following list.

Fo/®po = 246 4 244 _ 40 _ 38 | 3,36 4 4,34 | 82 330 9,28 4 3,26
+ 522 42222 2,18 _ 16 L9011 512 13,10 _ 08 326442244
Fy/®yg = 2% — 282 113,76 4 ;74 3,68 66 | 9 044 4,62 3,60, .58
— 2250 4250 1252 250 4 548 4 4,46 940 L g 42 %0
438 19,36 9 34 .82 L0 30 L 28 49 26 4 24 9 18
4921043212 43210 72842549
Fio/®g0 = 2118 4 2116 _ ;108 _ ;106 | ;104 | 102 | 9,100 4 3,98 | 96 04
— 292 %0 80 L B L 482 14280 12,70 L2, T2 70
9,66 4 9,64 4,62 5 60 4 56 4 52 g 48 44 7 42 g 40
42238 4 234 3230 4 228 13220 4 2% 1 622248220 42216
442143212 4210 4328426492240,
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Now we give the analogous list but for odd N.
Py ) (@7®4) = 28 — 246 1 ;38 | ;36 _ ;31 32 4 3,28 3,26 4 9 2
4,20 I8 9 16 g 14 10 4 8 6 42 4y
Fo/(®g®yg) = 2100 — 94 4 ;86 9,84 4 ;82 80 9,78 .76 4 3,7
44208 — 206 4 264 462 4 3,58 4 54 9,52 4 4,50 4 4,48
46 44 542 | 9 40 L g 36 9 34, 32 30 4 4 28
— 226 420 2222 4 92,20 4718 R0 R 10,12 4 3,10
+228-82549
Fiy[(@11®00) = 2120 — 2118 | 106 _ 104 4 9,100 _ 98 _ 96 | 02 90
40,88 0,86 84 82 3 80 g .74, 70 4 68 4 o 66
4204 - 2202 1 4200 258 1 252 446 L g4 12 1410
938 4 .36 9 34 32 4 30 49 28 5 26, 24 g 22

_’_2220_218+216_2214+210+28+26_922_’_9'

Indeed, we have found that the right hand sides on the above lists are all irreducible
over Z.

Because of their relevance to the Goldbach conjecture, it may also be interesting
to study the number of roots of Fiy that lie on the unit circle. In view of Theorem
1.2 (i), it is clear that Fy has at least ¢(2N) such roots. For even integers N > 4,
if Fyv has no other roots on the unit circle, then the Goldbach conjecture would
follow from Theorem 1.2 (ii). Our numerical evidence suggests this to be the case.
Furthermore, when N is odd, we know that Fiy must, in fact, have at least ©(2N)+
(V) roots on the unit circle. Again, our evidence suggests that there are no others.
Also, the identity

S2N) = {2¢(N) ?f N ?s even
o(N) if N is odd.
holds for all positive integers N. So we pose the following strengthening of the
Goldbach conjecture.

Conjecture 1.5. If N > 5 is an integer then Fi has precisely 2¢(N) roots on the
unit circle.

Similar to our note above, the converse of Conjecture 1.5 is not necessarily true.
F could have many roots on the unit circle while still not being divisible by ® .
Once again, this conjecture should be regarded as more difficult than the Goldbach
conjecture.

We have computed the number of roots of Fiy on the unit circle for N < 50 and
have found that Conjecture 1.5 holds for those Fy. This complete list is given in
Table 1 including the number of roots inside, on and outside the unit circle for each
Fy.

It is worth noting that, in our construction of Fj, the set of odd primes may
be replaced with any subset of N. In this way, one may attempt to prove theorems
analogous to those stated above. One such example, which is of particular interest
in number theory, arises in the following way.
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TABLE 1. Location of roots of Fiy

N | 20(N) | [lz2l <1 |z2|=1 |z|>1]
6| 4 [16 4 30]
7| 12 [4 12 44]
8| 8 24 8 66]
9| 12 8 12 92
0] 8 16 8 102
1] 20 [16 20 104]
12] 8 [48 8 186]
13| 24 [40 24 200]
14| 12 [40 12 286
15| 16 [0 16 308]
16| 16 36 16 338]
17| 32 36 32 348]
18] 12 56 12 510]
19| 36 [40 36 536]
20| 16 80 16 626]
21| 24 (60 24 676]
22| 20 (64 20 714]
23| 44 56 44 736]
24| 16 92 16 950]
25| 40 [84 40 980]
26 24 [100 24 1026]
27 36 [108 36 1052
28 | 24 02 24 1126]
29 56 [100 56 1132]
30| 16 (132 16 1534]
31 60 [128 60 1552]
32 32 [144 32 1746]
33 40 [136 40 1808]
34| 32 [144 32 1870]
35| 48 [160 48 1900]
36| 24 (168 24 1978]
37| 72 (136 72 2024]
38 36 [180 36 2522
39 | 48 [172 48 2592
40| 32 (184 32 2670]
41| 80 (176 80 2704]
42 24 [200 24 3138]
43| s4 [184 84 3176]
44 40 [244 40 3414]
45| 48 252 48 3484]
46 44 [228 44 3598]
A7 92 244 92 3620]
48| 32 288 32 4098
49| s4 260 84 4168]
50 | 40 264 40 4302]
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The Liouville function A : N — {—1,1} is the completely mulitplicative function
such that A(p) = —1 at every prime p. Now define the set

L={neN:A(n)=-1}.

It is a direction of our future research to examine the analogs of Fiy that are obtained
by using the above contruction with £ in place of P. Perhaps this strategy can yield
a proof that every positive even integer N > 2 satisfies NV € £+ L. On the surface,
such a result appears to be easier than the Goldbach conjecture, and therefore, is
possibly within reach.

One can also consider weighted forms of Fy. Similar to the study of the prime
number theorem, instead of using the above indicator function of P, we use the
weighted form

~ logn ifneP,
Xp(n) =

0 otherwise

and define the corresponding polynomials F'y by

N N-1 /N—-1 2

Fn(z) = Z (Z XP(”)Z]m> .
k=0 \n=1

It is clear that F'y(z) do not have integer coefficients, so we might expect different

types of results regarding these polynomials. Nonetheless, we believe they yield
another interesting route for future research.

2. PROPERTIES OF THE POLYNOMIALS Fly

Now that we understand the relevance of the polynomials Fy to the Goldbach
conjecture, we consider some of their additional properties. We begin with the
following result regarding their symmetry.

Theorem 2.1. If N is a positive integer then Fn(z) = Fy(—2z).

Theorem 2.1 certainly implies that if ® 5 (z) divides Fy(z) then so does @y (—z).
Furthermore, we know that if M is an odd integer then ®o5/(2) = ®pr(—2). Com-
bining these observations with Theorem 1.2 (ii), we obtain the following corollary.

Corollary 2.2. If M is an odd integer and N = 2M then the following conditions
are equivalent.

(i) ®n divides Fiy.

(ii) ®pr divides Fiy.

(iii) The Goldbach conjecture fails for N.

Suppose now that, for any positive integer M, (s is a primitive Mth root of
unity. We may view Corollary 2.2 as examining the value of Fy((ys) when M is
a certain divisor of N. Next, we consider the values of Fn((ps) when M is an
arbitrary divisor of M. We write [z] to denote the largest integer less than or equal
to x.

Theorem 2.3. If N > 4 is an integer and M | N then the following conditions
hold.
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(i) If M is odd then
(N/2M]
Fx(G) >N S R@nM).

n=1

(i) If M is even then
N/M
Fx(Cu) > N Y R(nM).
n=1
Applying Theorems 2.3 and 1.2 (ii) immediately yield the following simpler lower
bound on Fn ((ar)-

Corollary 2.4. If N > 4 is an integer and M | N, then Fn(Cy) > NR(N) with
equality when M = N.

The case M = N may not be the only case of equality in Corollary 2.4. In fact,
if M is odd and N = 2M, then it can be shown that Fn((y) = NR(N) as well.
This result also provides a strengthening of one direction of Theorem 1.2 (ii). If
@) ever divides Fy, then it follows from Corollary 2.4 that R(N) = 0. In other
words, we have established the following statement.

Corollary 2.5. Suppose N > 4 is an integer and M | N. If & divides Fy then
the Goldbach conjecture fails for N.

The converse of Corollary (2.5) is certainly false. Otherwise, ®; would divide
Fy for every odd N, and it certainly does not. When restricted to even integers,
it is likely true, but only because the Goldbach conjecture would imply that the
hypothesis is always false. In fact, in view of Theorem 1.2, such a statement is
equivalent to the Goldbach conjecture.

3. THE COEFFICIENTS OF Iy

Let us now turn our attention to understanding the coefficients of Fjy. For this
purpose, we note that deg Fy < 2(IN — 1)? and write

2(N—-1)2
Fn(z) = Z anmz™.
m=0

It is easy to see that the constant term in Fly is given by the formula

N-1 2
axg = (Z xP<n>> — (r(N = 1) = 1)?

where (N — 1) denotes the number of primes p < N — 1. Furthermore, by multi-
plying out the terms in the definition of Fiy, we obtain an explicit formula for all
other coefficients of Fly.
Theorem 3.1. Let N be a positive integer. We have that

min{N,d}—1

GN,m = Z Z xp(n)xp(d—n)

d|m n=max{0,d—N}+1
for all0 <m < 2(N —1)%
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Among other things, Theorem 3.1 shows that

anm <) R(d)
dlm
with equality whenever 0 < m < N. We can rephrase the case of equality by saying
that

d—1
(3.1) anm =YY xp(n)xp(d—mn)
d|m n=1
whenever 0 < m < N. If M is another integer with M > N, then ap m = anm
for all m satisfying 0 < m < N. For simplicity, we may now write

a(m) = anm
where N > m. If m is odd, then all divisors of m are also odd, so we conclude that
a(m) = 0. Hence, it is only interesting to consider the situation where m is even,
in which case the coefficients seem to behave in a rather subtle way. However, we
can obtain lower bounds in relation to other famous arithmetic functions. Before

proceeding, we recall that w(n) denotes the number of distinct prime factors of n
and d(n) denotes the number of divisors of n.

Theorem 3.2. If m > 1 is an integer then
1 if m=2mod4
> _ )
(3.2) a(2m) = w(m) { 0 otherwise.
Moreover, if the Goldbach conjecture is true, then

(3.3) a(2m) > d(m) — {

2 if m is even,
1 otherwise.

We note that the right hand side of (3.2) is always positive for m > 2. So taking
an integer n > 4, we have that a(n) = 0 if and only if n is odd. It is also worth
observing that the right hand sides of (3.2) and (3.3) are sometimes equal, namely
when m is prime. In general, however, d(m) is much larger than w(m) so that our
bound under the Goldbach conjecture is stronger than the analogous unconditional
bound.

For a positive integer M, it is also of interest to study the summatory function

oM
AM) = Z a(m).
m=1
As a consequence of Theorem 3.2, we are able to give both conditional and uncon-
ditional lower bounds on A(M). Before stating the corollary, we recall that the
Euler-Mascheroni constant « is given by

N
) 1
ny\}gI})o(g nlogn>0.5772...

n=1

and Mertens’ constant is defined by

1

By = li - =0.

1= Jlim Z log log N 0.2615
p<N

where the sum is taken over primes p < N.
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Corollary 3.3. There exist a constant c; such that

1
3.4 A(M) > Mloglog M B —- M
(3.4 (00) 2 doglog M + (B = 1) M+ 1
for all sufficiently large integers M. If the Goldbach conjecture holds, then there
exists a constant co such that

(3.5) A(M) > Mlog M + (27 - g) M + co M s

for all sufficiently large integers M.

The proof of the first statement of Theorem 3.2 uses the fact that R(2p) > 0
whenever p is an odd prime. Indeed, We always have that 2p = p+ p, so we obtain
a positive lower bound on R(2d) whenever d is an odd prime divisor of m. While
the inequality (3.4) takes advantage of this fact, it uses only the trivial bound
R(2d) > 0 in all other cases.

However, it is well-known that the set of positive integers m with R(2m) = 0
must have density zero in the even integers. In fact, Montgomery and Vaughan [6]
gave a stronger result. They showed that each inteval [1,2) may contain at most
O(z'7%) integers m with R(2m) = 0, where 1 > § > 0. Using this fact, we are
able to produce a somewhat deeper result improving the unconditional lower bound
of Corollary 3.3. While the following statement is certainly an improvement over
(3.4), the previous one is still worthwhile because of the relative simplicity of its
proof.

Theorem 3.4. There exists a real number C such that
AM) > MlogM +CM
for all sufficiently large M .

Note that the main term in Theorem 3.4 is the same as that of (3.5), an inequality
for which we needed to assume the Goldbach conjecture. The only difference lies
in the constant in front of the error term.

Generally speaking, our proof takes advantage of the fact that R(2m) > 0 for
‘most’ positive integers m. However, there is reason to believe that R(2m) is not
only positive, but quite large most of the time. Using the circle method to study the
Goldbach’s problem, Hardy and Littlewood [3] conjectured an asymptotic formula.
For this purpose, we define the twin primes constant

“-I)

p>2

and state the following conjecture.
Conjecture 3.5 (Hardy and Littlewood). We have that

n p—1

2

-2
log“n ol P
p>2

R(2n) ~ 2C,

as n tends to infinity.

We now obtain the following conditional results regarding a(2m) and A(M). We
write pf||m if p® divides m but p**! does not.
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Theorem 3.6. If Conjecture 3.5 holds then

(3.6) 4C§m < a(2m) ~ 8Com H P—Q/P
log”m log M im
and
4Am2CyM?
(3.7) A(M) ~ AT
3log” M

4. PROOFS OF THE RESULTS FROM SECTION 1

Proof of Theorem 1.2. To prove (i), we must show that Fy(e™/N) = 0. To see

this, note that

Fy(e™/N) = NZ (JVZ )
N XP
n=1

—1N-1

Wlk(rn«#n)
Z > xp(m)xp(n
k=0 m=1 n=1

N—-1N-1 N—

7r7k(7n+‘n
D> xp(m Z

m=1 n=1

The product xp(m)xp(n) = 0 unless m and n are both odd primes. In this case,
we certainly have that m + n is even so that

(4.1) ]il ewik(x+n) Z 211k((m+n)/2) )

k=0 k=0
Of course, 0 < (m + n)/2 < N implying that the right hand side of (4.1) equals
zero. In other words, we have shown that

Nl iktman)
xp(m)xp(n) p e ¥ =0
k=0
for all 1 < m,n < N, verifying (i).
To establish (ii), let ¢ be a primitive Nth root of unity. We have immediately
that

N—-1N-— N—1
= xp(m)xp(n) ¢Rm+m)
m=1 n=1 k=0
We know that
N—-1
<—k(m+n) 0
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unless m +n = 0 mod N. In our case, this may occur only when m +n = N,
implying that

N—1
Fn(Q) =Y xpm)xp(N—n) Y ¢*V =NR(N).
n=1 0

=2

=
Il

If R(N) = 0 then Fn(¢) = 0 showing that ® must divide Fy. On the other hand,
if v divides F, it is obvious that Fy({) = 0 so that R(N) = 0. ]

Let us now proceed with the proof of Corollary 1.3.

Proof of Corollary 1.3. To prove (i), it is clear that, if N is odd, , we cannot write
N as a sum of two odd primes. It follows from Theorem 1.2 (ii) that ®y divides
Fy.

To establish (ii), we note that the constant term in Fy is given by

N-1 2
<2Mﬂm>,
n=1
which is at least 4 whenever N > 6. This means that Fiy/®ax cannot be equal to

® . Therefore, if it is irreducible, then it cannot be divisible by @ and it follows
from Theorem 1.2 (i) that N € P + P. ]

5. PROOFS OF THE RESULTS FROM SECTION 2

Proof of Theorem 2.1. It follows directly from the definition that

N—1 /N—1 2
(5.1) Fy(=5) =Y <Z(—1)’“”X1>(n)z’m> .

k=0 \n=1
If n is even, we certainly have that xp(n) = 0. Otherwise, we have that (—1)" = —1,
which implies that (—=1)*"xp(n) = (=1)*xp(n) for all n. Using (5.1), we find that
N-1 N1 2 N-1 /N1 2
ru() = 3 (0 Snno) = 3 (S wotwe) =t
k=0 n=1 k=0 =1
which completes the proof. O

In view of Theorem 2.1, we obtain our proof of Corollary 2.2 almost immediately.

Proof of Corollary 2.2. In view of Theorem 1.2, we immediately have that (i) if
and only if (iii). To finish the proof, we will show that (i) if and only if (ii). To
see this, note that since M is odd, we have that ®x(z) = ®pr(—2). Furthermore,
Theorem 2.1 implies that ®x(z) divides Fy(z) if and only if ®y(—z) divides Fiy
and the result follows. O

Proof of Theorem 2.3. Suppose that a = 1 if M is odd and a = 0 if M is even. We
must show that

Fn(Cy) > N Z R(2°kM).
1<k<N/(2¢M)
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From the definition of Fiy, we have that

_ - k(p1+p2)
)=, Y, Cu

k=0 2<p1,p2<N-—1
N/M—-1M-1

_ Z Z Z C(1M+k)(p1+pz)

2<p1,p2<N—-1 =0 =
M-1

_N k(1+2
=5 2 a”

2<p1,p2<N—1 k=0

Now the inner summation over k is zero unless (p; + p2)/M € Z. Hence we have

Fn(Cyv) =N > oo

1<0<2(N—1)/M 2<p1,p2<N-—1
p1+p2=LM

=Ny D> 2. 1

1<6<N/M  N/M+1<¢<2(N—1)/M ) 2<p1,p2<N-1

p1+p2=fM
=N > R@YUM)+N > > oo
1<¢<N/(20 M) N/M+1<£<2(N-1)/M 2<p1,p2<N—-1
p1+p2=¢M
>N ) R@UM).
1<0<N/(20M)
and the result follows. O

Proof of Corollary 2.4. If M is even, we have that

N/M

Fy(Cu) =N Y R(nM)>NR (1\]\; : M) = NR(N).

If M is odd and N is even, then N/2M € N so it follows that

N/2M N
Fn(Cu) > N nz::l R(2nM) > NR (2 oAl ~M> = NR(N).

Finally, if M and N are both odd, then NR(N) = 0 so that

[N/2M)]
Fx(Cm) >N > R(2nM)>0= NR(N).

n=1

O

Proof of Corollary 2.5. If ®,; | Fiv then we have that Fy(¢ar) = 0. It follows from
Corollary 2.4 that R(N) = 0. O
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6. PROOFS OF THE RESULTS FROM SECTION 3

Proof of Theorem 3.1. We first note that

|
>
b
<)
=
b

d\m 7’L1+7’L2=d
1<ny,na<N

2(N—1)2

>

m=0

min{N,d}—1

> > xp(n)p(d—mn) [ 2™

d|m n=max{0,d— N }+1

|I£
M1
/\/_N\
]
]
>0
s
=
3
S
N
3

establishing the theorem. ([l
Proof of Theorem 3.2. Using (3.1), we have immediately that

-1
=> Y xp)xp(d—n).

d|2m n=1

However, it is clear that
Z xp(n)xp(d—n)=0

whenever d is odd, which imphes that

-1
> > xp(n)xp(d—n)

d|2m n=1
d even

2d—1

ZZXP n)xp(2d —n).

dlm n=1

a(2m)

(6.1)

We now use (6.1) to prove (3.2). If p is an odd prime, we have that x» (p)xp(2p—
p) = 1 implying
2p—1
(6.2) Z Xp(n)xp(2p —n) > 1.

Now let wogq(m) denote the number of distinct odd prime divisors of m and consider
three cases according to the residue class of m modulo 4.

(i) First assume that m is odd. In this case, we have that wegq(m) = w(m) and
m # 2 mod 4. The inequality (6.2) holds for every odd prime divisor or m.
Combining this observation with (6.1), we find that

a(2m) > weqa(m) = w(m)

completing the proof in this case.
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(ii) Now assume that m = 0 mod 4. It is easily verified that

7
> xpn)xp(8—n) =1,

dj4 n=1
and then it follows from (6.1) and (6.2) that
a(2m) > weda(m) + 1.

Since 2 divides m, we have that woqq(m) = w(m) — 1 establishing the result
in this case.

(iii) Finally, we consider the case that m = 2 mod 4. Again, m is even so that
wWodd(m) = w(m) — 1, and we conclude from (6.1) and (6.2) that a(2m) >
wodd (m). This completes the proof of (3.2).

To establish (3.3), we assume that the Goldbach Conjecture holds. Hence, we
have that
2d—1

(6.3) Z xp(n)xp(2d—n) > 1

n=1
for all divisors d of m with d & {1,2}. Here we consider two cases.

(i) Suppose first that m is odd. Here, we have that (6.3) holds for all divisors d
of m different than 1. This gives

2d—1 2d—1

=33 xpmxp@d—n)=>_ Y xp(n)xp(2d—n)

dlm n=1 dlm n=1

d#1

ZZl:d(m -

dlm
d#1
completing the proof in this case.
(ii) In the case that m is even, we have that (6.3) holds except when d = 1 or
d = 2. Therefore, we have that

2d—1 2d—1
ZZXP )xp(2d —n) = Z pr )xp(2d — n)
dlm n=1 dlm
d¢{1,2}
> Z 1=d(m)—2
4#{12)

which completes the proof in this case as well.

We are immediately prepared to give our proof of Corollary 3.3.

Proof of Corollary 3.3. Since a(m) = 0 whenever m is odd, we have that

2M M

(6.4) AM) = "a(m)=>_ a(2m).

n=1 m=1
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Applying the first statement of Theorem 3.2, we obtain that

M M
(6.5) AM) =Y w(m) =) g(m)
m=1 m=1

where
1 if m=2mod4
0 otherwise.

g(m) = {

Whenever M > 3, we have that

=R
&
Il
+
M=
=R
&
A
+
<
=1
[\
Il
S
+
N | =

m=1 m=3

which, when combined with (6.5), yields

=

M
(6.6) A(M) > Z w(m) — T3

m=1

for all M > 3. It is well-known (see [2], page 355) that

M M
Zw(m)leoglogM+BlM+O< )
= log M
which implies the existence of a positive constant C' and a positive integer M such
that

M M
> w(m) > Mloglog M + ByM — C——
= log M

holds for all M > M. Combining this with (6.6), we find that

A(M)>Mlog10gM+(Bl—l>M—C M —1.

4 log M 2
It is obvious that M/log M > 1/2 for sufficiently large M. Thus, we find that
A(M) > Mloglog M + Bf1 M-(C+1) M
2 g log 173 log M

for sufficiently large M and we complete the proof by taking ¢; = —(C + 1).
Now we proceed with our proof of the second statement assuming the Goldbach
Conjecture. Using the second statement of Theorem 3.2 we get that

AM) > f: (d(m)_{ 2 if m is even )

1 otherwise.

m=1
implying that
z 3
. A(M) > d — —M.
(67) ()2 3 dom) — 5
Using the results of [4], we find that

M
d(m) = Mlog M + (2y — 1)M + O(Mis).

m=1



POLYNOMIALS WHOSE REDUCIBILITY IS RELATED TO THE GOLDBACH CONJECTURES

In other words, there exists a positive constant C' such that
M
131
> d(m) > Mlog M + (2y — 1)M — CM s

For all sufficiently large M. Combining this with (6.7) and setting c; = —C, we
find that

A(M) > Mlog M + ( v — ) M + cy M35
for all sufficiently large integers M. (]

Proof of Theorem 8.4. Write E(X) to denote the number of even integers in [1,2X)
for which the Goldbach conjecture fails. By the results of [6], there exist positive
constants ¢ and 4 such that
(6.8) E(X) < eX'0,
In view of the results of [5], one may take § = 0.086. Recently Pintz announced
that 6 = 1/3 is admissible in (6.8).

In view of (6.4), we have that

2d—1

ZZZXP n)xp(2d —n)

m= 1d|mn 1

for all M. By interchanging the order of the summation over m and d, we get that
2d—1

ST S welien )

d=1m<M/d n=1

- vf (] e

Relabelling the indices, we have shown that

A(M) = i [M} R(2m).

and it follows that

[IngM] 2k 1
(6.9) Z > [ ] m)

m=2k—1
for all positive integers M.

We now wish to examine each individual sum Z Zor1 [M] R(2m). For this

purpose, let B = By be the number of even integers in [2¥,2%+1) for which the
Goldbach conjecture fails. Then we have

DR L E L

m=2k—1 2F—l<m<ok 1
R(2m)#0

> ) (Z-1>.

2k—l<m<ok 1
R(2m)#0
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Of course, M/m is decreasing as a function of m, so the smallest possible value of
the above summation occurs when the first B even integers in the interval [2%, 2++1)
fail the Goldbach conjecture. Consequently, we conclude that

2k 1 2k_1
M M
i > -
> o ren= X (3-1)
m=2k-1 m=2k-14+B
2k_1 1
— M - _ k_ k—l_
> — | -2 -2 B)
m=2k-14+B
and we conclude that
k k
(6.10) 22_:1 {M] R(@2m)> | M 22_:1 L) Zgp
. - > - .
m=2k-1 m=2k-14B

It is well-known that 1
Z ~= logz +v+ Oz 1)
n<z

where v is the Euler-Mascheroni constant. Hence we have

2k 1
1
> — =klog2—1log(2"' + B) + 0(27").
m=2k-14B m
Using (6.8), we have B < ¢2*(1=9) which implies that
2k 1 1
Z — > klog2 —log (2’“1 + c2k(1*5)) — 27"
m=2k-14+B m

=klog2 — (k—1)log2 — log (1 + c27FF1) — ¢y27F
=log2 — log (1 + 627k6+1) — 27k
for some constant ¢y > 0. Combining this with (6.10), we obtain
2k -1 M
Z {m] R(2m) > M (log2 — log (1 4 c277) — ¢g27F) — 2k~1
m=2k—1

for every positive integer k. Now applying this with (6.9) we find that

loi]ﬂ‘z:l |: :| )

m=2k—1

[logy, M
> Z (log2 — log (1 -+ c2*7+1) — ¢g27*) —271).
and it follows that
[Ing M]
A(M) > M log2[logy M] — M Z log (14 c27++1)
k=1
(logy M [log, M]

(6.11) — coM Z 27k = N okl

k=1
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Now notice that

[log, M]
SR
and
[log, M) [log, M]—1
ollogy M] _ 1
ok—1 — = < M-1<M.

Also, since log(l + x) <z for > 0, we have

[log, M] [log, M] %2
ks+1 kS
S log (142 M) <2c Y 27 §25—1
k=1 k=1
Combining these with (6.11), we find that
2cM
A(M) > M[log, M]log2 — 26671 — oM — M
2c
ZMIOgM—M(lOgQ-‘rT;l—FCO"Fl)
and the result follows by taking
C= <10g2+ 1+co+1>
(Il
Proof of Theorem 3.6. In view of (3.1), for 1 < m < M we have that
d p—1
(6.12) a(2m) =Y R(2d) ~4Cy Y — .
d|m d|m log (Qd) pld p 2
p>2

To establish the asymptotic lower bound for a(2m), we write, for convenience f(d) =

I1pa g 5- Then we have
p>2

df (d) df (d)
Z logQ(Qd) = Z 2 )

i i log®(2m

Since df (d) is multiplicative, we obtain that

dodf(d) = D df(a)

d|m ptllm d|p

11 A +pf)+p°F )+ + 0 ()

ptllm

1 <1+ <p;>pif_f>
— Hp

pt||m

Hp:m-

ptllm

v
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Therefore,
40277?, 4C2m

a(2m) 2 log?(2m) long'

For the upper bound, we apply the partial summation formula to obtain that

af(d
Z df(d) _ Zdﬁm df(d) + 2/m fol\gﬂi f( )dt
i log?(2d) log?(2m) 1 tlog®(2t)
We see that
m 2d<t df (d) o m
/ d|7’tdt</\ﬁmdt+ Mdt
1 tlog®(2t) T 4 tlog3(2t) Jm tlog3(2t)
vm m
~ / dt + Z df (d
1 log 2log ( )1
d
log®m 2log (2m)
Hence
3 df(d) 2ngm df (d)
e log?(2d) ~ " log?(2m)
and therefore,
8Cs Pt —2  8Cym 1 p— 2/p
a(2m) < =
log®m 11_|£1 -2 log® m ll|_[
establishing (3.6).
To prove (3.7), we write
Qn) = 0 ?f n %s odd,
nf(n) if nis even.

From [3], we know that the generating function of Q(n) has a simple pole at s = 2
with residue 1. In other words, we have that

R(s) > 2,

—9’

so by the Wiener-ITkehara Theorem (e.g. see Theorem 7.7 of [1]), we have

> )

n<M

Translating back to our definition, we have

(6.13) > mf(m) ~2M>.

m<M
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In view of (6.12)

We first write

Z {M] log Z Z log

1<m<M 1<k<M 1<m<M
[M/m]=k
Mf(M
. ) (O3 1)
1<k<M-—1 1<m<M log®(2m)  log™(2M)
M/(k+1)<m<M/k
mf(m)
~ k Z og?(2m)
1<k<M-1 1<m<M
M/(k+1)<m<M/k

By the partial summation formula, we have

vy /M/’“ 05 i
1<m<M log®(2m) M/(k+1) log (2t) o
M/ (k+1)<m<M/k

Spngemf (m) |

log2(2t) M (k+1)

P M/k o2

~ 2’ / ————dt

10g7(28) [ a1/ (ht) M/ (k+1) t1og” (2t)

_2< (M/k)? (M/(k+1)) >+4/M/k e
log?(2M /k)  log®(2M/(k + 1)) M) (k1 log®(2t)

M/k
42 / Lmzemf(m)

M/(k+1)  tlog®(2t)

(6.14)

by (6.13). We now sum the right hand side of (6.14) over k with 1 < k < M — 1.
The first term equals

(M/k)? (M/(k+ 1))
? 19%:4_1 : (1og2(2M/k) ~ log?(2M/(k + 1))>
_ kM? B (k—1)M?
(6.15) =2 19;4_1 k2 log*(2M /k) 2 ZS%;M k2log*(2M/k)
2M? 2M 5 1
- log?(2M) - log? 2 +2M Z k2log®(2M k)

2<k<M



20 PETER BORWEIN, KWOK-KWONG STEPHEN CHOI, AND CHARLES L. SAMUELS

By the partial summation formula again, we have that
M 1
1<k<t k2

Z 1 - Z1<kgac1%2
1 tlog®(2M/t)

k2log?(2M k) log(2M /)|,
_ Dockem 7 5 MY s g O/

log? 2 2 tlog®(2M/t)

oo M
:Zk=22k O(1/M) —22 2/ +0 / ;lit :
log“ 2 k tlog® 2M/t) 2 t2log”(2M/t)

Now observe that

M M
dt 1 1 1
/ — = f/ dlog 2(2M/t) = ——— — ——
o tlog®(2M/t) 2/, 2l0g?2  2log®> M

1<k<M

and

/M dt o /M dt—1
o t2log®(2M/t)  Jo log®(2M/t)
1 1 M dt
=— —t——5—+3[ ——F—— =0(log* M).
Mlog®2  2log” M o t?log™(2M/t)

Therefore,

+ O(log™ M)

> -3
ZSkSMkQIOg 2M/k: k2 log M

and hence, the first term of (6.14) after summing over k is
2

1 1 T M?
6.16) ~ — .
(6.16) log (Z k2> log? M <Z k2> log? M3 log? M

Similarly, the second term of (6.14) after summing over k is given by

M/k
2 Y k/ Lz

vk Siio1 M) log? (2t)
£2 M/k M/k tdt
ak Z k{s +3/ 1
r<haar—1 L log (26) gy o) M/(k+1) log™ (2t)
M/k)? M/(k+1))2 M?
—2 % k{ (3/) B (3/(+)) }+O< ! )
\<n<ar—y  \log”(2M/k)  log®(2M/(k + 1)) log” M
M2
(6.17) -0 <3)
log® M

by a similar argument used to treat (6.15) except with log®(-) in the place of log?(-).
Hence in view of (6.14),(6.16) and (6.17), we have

Z |:M:| (m) 772 ]\42
- _—
e log? (2m) 3 log“M
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Therefore,
4m2Cy M?
A(M) ~ %
3log” M
This proves (3.7) and completes the proof of Theorem 3.6. O
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