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UNDERAPPROXIMATION BY EGYPTIAN FRACTIONS

MELVYN B. NATHANSON

ABSTRACT. An increasing sequence (z;)7; of positive integers is an n-term
Egyptian underapproximation of 6 € (0,1] if >" z% < 0. A greedy algorithm
constructs an n-term underapproximation of 6. For some but not all numbers
6, the greedy algorithm gives a unique best n-term underapproximation for
all n. An infinite set of rational numbers is constructed for which the greedy
underapproximations are best, and numbers for which the greedy algorithm is
not best are also studied.

1. THE GREEDY UNDERAPPROXIMATION ALGORITHM

An FEgyptian fraction is a fraction of the form 1/x, where x is a positive inte-
ger. Let 6 € (0,1]. A finite sequence (x;)"_; of integers is an n-term Egyptian
underapprozimation of 0 if

2<r <12 <<y,

and
n

1
g — < 0.
; ZT;
=1
For example, (2,3,7,43) is a 4-term underapproximation of 1. If x is an integer
such that > n/6, then

n

1
Zx+i<9

=1

and (x + 1) is is an n-term Egyptian underapproximation of 6.

An infinite sequence (z;)$2, of integers is an infinite Egyptian underapproxima-
tion of 6 if the finite sequence (x;)" ; is an n-term Egyptian underapproximation
of 6 for allm > 1.

For all 6 € (0, 1], there is a unique positive integer G(#) = a such that

1 1
a>2 and -—<0< —.
a a—1
Thus, G(6) is the smallest positive integer such that Egyptian fraction 1/G(0)
underapproximates 6. Equivalently,

1
a§§+1<a+1
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and scﬂ

G(o) = H 41

For all 8 € (0,1], the greedy underapprozimation algorithm applied to 6 con-
structs an infinite sequence of integers (a;)$2, as follows:

(1) ay = G(0) > 2

and, for all 7 > 1 and integers aj,as, ..., a;,

L1
ai+1:G 9—2; .
Jj=1

Thus,
1 ‘L1 1
) a; <0- a; = ajr1 — 1
1+1 j=1 7 1+1
Equivalently,
i+1 1 1 1
— <0< — +
j; a; ; aj a1 —1

We call (a;)$2, the infinite greedy underapproximation sequence of 6 and (a;)?,
the n-term greedy underapprozimation sequence of 6.
Let ¢ > 1. Inequality () implies that

i i—1

1 <f— 1 - Z 1)1
it1 Pl il a;
< 1 1
“a;—-1 a ai(a;—1)
and so
(3) ait1 > al —a;+ 1.

It follows from (2) and (@) that (a;)$2,, the infinite greedy underapproximation
sequence of @, is a strictly increasing sequence of positive integers and that

> ai = 9.
i=1 "

Here is a classical example of Egyptian underapproximation. Sylvester’s se-
quence [8] is the sequence of positive integers (s;)°; constructed recursively by the
following rule:

i
(4) S1 = 2 and Si+1 = H Sj +1

j=1

1The greatest integer function of the real number w, also called the floor of w, is the unique
integer ¢ such that £ < w < £+ 1. We write |w]| = £. The ceiling of w, denoted [w], is the unique
integer m such that m > w > m — 1. Define the interval (¢t1,t2] = {t e R:t1 <t <t2}.
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for all # > 1. We have

s1 =2

s9 =23
s3=17

s4 =43

s5 = 1807

s¢ = 3263443

s7 = 10650056950807
sg = 113423713055421844361000443
s9 = 12864938683278671740537145998360961546653259485195807.

Sylvester’s sequence is sequence A000058 in the OEIS. It follows from Theorem [I]
that Sylvester’s sequence (s;)2, is the infinite greedy underapproximation sequence
of § = 1.

The following theorem describes a set of rational numbers whose infinite greedy
approximation sequences generalize Sylvester’s sequence.

Theorem 1. Let § = p/q € (0,1], where p and q are positive integers such that p
divides g+ 1, and let (a;):2, be the infinite greedy underapprozimation sequence of

0. Then
_q+1

p

ai

and, for allk > 1,
k

ap+1 =4 H a; +1
i=1
and

. k :
i=1 q Hi:l a;
Proof. The proof is by induction on k. Let ¢ + 1 = pt. We have
1 P P p __1

t g+l g pt—1"1t-1
and so

It follows that

P 1 D 1 _ _ 1
g a g t g qu
and so )
GQ—G(B——) =qa; + 1.
q 1
We obtain
P 1 11 1 B 1 1
q a1 ax qa; qa1+1  gai(gar +1) qajas
and so
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Let k > 2. If
k
P 1 1
a P k
q ; @G q]imy as
then
P 1 b
agt1 =G ——Z— _QHaz—i—l
¢ 3% i=1
and
p 1 oy EK1 1 1 1
poylopslo
q i—1 a; q i—1 a; k41 q Hi:l a; qu:l a; + 1
B 1
o k k
q]li—; ai (q [l ai+ 1)
B 1
=—0
ql_.[z +11 a;
This completes the proof. ([

Corollary 1. Sylvester’s sequence is the infinite greedy underapproxrimation se-
quence for 8 = 1.
2. A CRITERION FOR GREEDY UNDERAPPROXIMATION
Theorem 2. Let (a;), be a sequence of integers such that
ar > 2 and a”lzaf—ai—l—l

foralli=1,...,n—1. The sequence (a;)?_ is the n-term greedy underapprozima-
tion sequence of the real number 0 if and only if

(5) 96(2 Za—z _1

- i i=1

Proof. If (a;)?_, is the n-term greedy underapproximation sequence of 6, then

and so 6 is in the interval (Hl).

To prove the converse, we observe that for all ¢ = 1,...,n — 1, the inequality
a;+1 > a? — a; + 1 implies that
1 1 1
-+ <

a; ai+1—1_ai—1'
It follows that for all kK =1,...,n we have
n—1 1 1 n—2 1 1 1 n
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and so
k n n—1 k—1
1 1 1 1 1
— <Y = <Y = <Y =
;ai_;ai ;ai+an—1_i:1ai+ak—l

If 0 is in the interval (B, then for all k = 1,...,n we have

k k—1

1 1
o< il
Zaz< _Zai—i_ak—l
i=1 =1
Equivalently,
1 = 1

— < 0- i

ag ; a; ap — 1
and

k=1
=G|0-— — .

Thus, (a;)"; is the n-term greedy underapproximation sequence of #. This com-
pletes the proof. O

Corollary 2. Let 6 € (0,1]. The pair of integers (a1, az) with 2 < a1 < ag is the
2-term greedy underapprozimation of 0 if and only if az > a3 — a1 + 1 and
1 1 1 1

—+— <0< —+ :
ai a2 a as — 1

Corollary 3. Let (a;)32, be a sequence of integers such that
ar > 2 and ai+12af—ai—|—1

for all i > 1. The infinite series

o0

>

i Y
converges to a number 0 € (0,1], and (a;)$2, is the infinite greedy underapprozima-
tion sequence of 6.

3. BEST EGYPTIAN APPROXIMATION

Let E,, be the set of all sequences (z;); of integers such that
2<z <20 <o < wy,.

For 6 € (0,1], let U,(0) be the set of all n-term Egyptian underapproximations of

0. Thus,
n — 1
Un(0) = {(xi)i_l ek, : g UC_z < 9} .

i=1
Let

1
un () = sup {Z P (wi)iz € Un(e)} :
i=1""
We call u,,(6) the best n-term Egyptian underapproxzimation of 0.
If (z;)!; € Un(9), then Y. ;1/z; < 6 and so u,(f) < . We shall prove
(Theorem [3)) that there is a sequence (b;)7_; € Un(6) such that u,(0) = >, 1/b;
and so uy, (0) is a rational number that is strictly less than . We shall also construct

examples to prove that the n-term greedy underapproximation of 6 is not necessarily
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the best n-term Egyptian underapproximation and that there is not necessarily a
unique sequence that is the best n-term Egyptian underapproximation of 6.

Theorem 3. Let 6 € (0,1]. For all n > 1, there is a sequence (b;)"_, € Uy(0) such

that
"1
N=2 3 <

Thus, the best n-term underapprozimation u,(0) is rational.
Proof. For n =1, we have
U1(0) ={(z1) : 21 > a1 = G(9)}.
Setting by = ay gives u1(0) = 1/a1 = 1/b1 < 6.
Let n > 2. Choose an n-tuple (cgl))jd € U,(0). We have

"1
2§c§1) Scél) S"'SCS) and Z(—

=1

If ()i, € Un(f) and

1
xlzncg)zx*{

then the inequality 21 < a2 < --- < x,, implies that
1 n 1 1
) < —< —=< Z W < 0.

i=1 G

3

Thus, (cgl))é is a larger n-term Egyptian underapproximation of 6 than (x;)_,.
Let =

U (0) = {(x:)], € Up(h) and z, < 27}
We have

un(0) H(wi)is € Un(9)}

(3=
LY

1

[~
8lm

sup

o
|

D (z)i, € Up(0) and 21 < :171‘}

=1

=sup{
i

Let k€ {1,...,n— 1} and let 7, ..., z} be positive integers such that

[
8m

(Ti)ie € Uﬁl)(e)} .

1

un(0) = sup i: x;)r, €Up(0) and z; < 2f foralli=1,...,kp.
=1 )

T
i=1 """

Let
UR(0) = {(x:)", €Un(0) : 2y <} foralli=1,....k}.
Thus,

wn(0) = sup {in (@) € U <9>} .
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Let Y(k,n) be the finite set of all k-tuples of positive integers y = (yl) _, such
that

(i) yi <z} foralli=1,...,k, and
(ii) there exists an n-tuple (z;);_, € Utk )(9) such that z; = y; for all i =
1,... k.
For each k-tuple y = (yi)le € Y(k,n), let U,(,y)(H) be the set of all n-tuples
(z;)i, € Uk (0) such that x; = y; for alli=1,..., k. We have

vy = |J v
yeY(k,n)
For all y € Y(k,n), choose an n-tuple (é”)" e U (0). 1f ()", € UL (0)
=1
and

Tpt1 > (n— k)c,(c“’jr)l

then :vi:yizcl(-y) foralli=1,...,k and
n k n
1 1 1
ol mt X .
i=1 i=1 % i=k+1
o n—=k
< — +
2 "
k+1 n
1 1
w2l
i=1 G i=1 G
<0

and so the n-term Egyptian underapproximation of 6 by (z;)}_, is no larger than

the n-term Egyptian underapproximation of 6 by ( ¥ )) . Therefore,
sup i 1 C(x), € UWY)(0)
iz T - !
~ 1 ¥)
= sup {Z . : 1€ U(Y)(G) and Tp41 < (n — k:)c]:jrl}
Let
Tiyq = max {(n - k)cg;_)l y € Y(k, n)} .

It follows that

I S——

i=1 "

1
_SUP{ZI_: n e UM and z; < forallizl,...,k—i—l}.
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Continuing inductively, we obtain positive integers z7, ..., z), such that
1 n
F(@i)iy € Un(0)

=~ 1
= sup {Z o (xi)ieq € Up(0) and z; <z} foralli=1,... ,n}

= sup {Z :Ei (xi)?:l (S Uén)(ﬁ)}

where
UM (0) = {(zi)- € Un(0) :2; < af foralli=1,....n}.
The set U™ () is finite and so there exists (b;)!", € AR (0) C U, () such that

n=3 g <0
P b;
This completes the proof. (Il

4. WHEN GREEDY IS BEST

It had been conjectured by G. A. Miller [5] and Kellogg [4] and then proved
by Curtiss [2] and Takenouchi [9] that, for every positive integer n, the n-tuple
of Sylvester numbers (s;)!"_; is the unique best n-term Egyptian fraction underap-
proximation of 1. Equivalently, if (z1,...,2,) € Uy,(1) and

IEEDIE LS
im1 % o i
then z; = s; for all i = 1,...,n. There is also a recent proof by Soundararajan [7].
In this section we generalize this result. We construct an infinite set of rational
numbers whose infinite greedy underapproximation sequences can be expicitly com-
puted, and for which, for every n, the n-term greedy underapproximation sequence
is the unique best n-term underapproximation by Egyptian fractions. We use the
method of Soundararajan [7], which is based on the following inequality.

Theorem 4. If (z;)},, .1 and (a;)}_,, | are increasing sequences of positive num-
bers such that (x3)j,, 1 7 (ai)j_,, .1 and

m+k m+k
II a< II =
i=m+1 i=m+1

forallk=1,...,n—m, then

n

> loy L

1=m-+1 Ti 1=m-+1

Proof. This inequality is a corollary of Muirhead’s inequality (see Nathanson [6]).
A nice direct proof due to Ambro and Barcau [I] is given in the Appendix. O
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Theorem 5. Let § = p/q € (0,1], where p and q are positive integers such that
p divides q + 1, and let (a;)$2, be the infinite greedy underapprozimation sequence
of 0. For every positive integer n, if (x;)P_, is an increasing sequence of positive
integers such that

©) DD L

=1 1=

S
—
N

then ©; = a; for alli=1,...,n.

Proof. The proof is by induction on n. For n = 1, the greedy algorithm gives

Loty !

a1 X1 ap — 1

and so 1 = ay. Thus, the Theorem is true for n = 1.

Let n > 2 and assume that the Theorem is true for all increasing sequences
(), with m < n. Let (z;)7_; be an increasing sequence that satisfies ({Gl).
Inequality (6) and Theorem [I] give

1 1
_< =
T; g ZG QH e

i i
=1

QI“@

=1

A common denominator of the n + 1 fractions p/q, 1/z1, ..., 1/, is ¢, @i,
and so there is a positive integer r such that

1 |
< == -
QH 1$1 QH 15[:1 q le QH 10/1

i=1

This implies
n n
o< T
i=1 i=1

Let m be the largest integer < n — 1 such that

i=m+1 i=m+1
We shall prove that
m+j m+j
(8) H a; < H T;
i=m+1 i=m+1

for all j € {1,...,n —m — 1}. If not, then there exists k € {1,...,n —m — 1} such
that

m-+k m-+k
[ e 11
1=m-+1 i=m-+1

It follows from (7)) that

n n m+k n n
H o < || T S | CaE H 2 < H .
1 — Hm+k ) - Hm+k ) z z
i=mtk+1 i=m+1 @i i=m+1 % /) j=mitk+1 i=mtk+1

which contradicts the maximality of m. This proves (8).
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Suppose that a; # x; for some i € {m + 1,...,n}. Applying Theorem [ to the
distinct increasing sequences (a;)i_,,,; and (x;)i_,,,, we obtain
n n

©) YDRET SRS

a
i=m+1 """ i=m+1 ¢

From inequality (@) we have 1 <m <n —1, and so

W B | 1 W |
< — — —
Sleylo(y 1oy
=1 =1 i=m-+ i=m-+1
U BN |
< — < — <=
DS <y
=1 =1
The induction hypothesis implies z; = a; for all ¢ = 1,...,m, which is absurd.
Thus, z; = a; foralli=m+1,...,n, and
IRESIEEDIE T
iz Y —1 i — i a
The induction hypothesis again implies z; = a; for all i« = 1, ..., m. This completes
the proof. (I

5. WHEN IS GREEDY BEST?

It is a critical observation that the n-term greedy underapproximation of a real
number 6 € (0,1] is not always the unique best n-term Egyptian underapproxima-
tion, nor even the best n-term Egyptian underapproximation.

Here are two examples for the case n = 2. The inequality

118 311
30 15 58 2 29
proves that (2,30) is the 2-term greedy underapproximation for all § in the interval
8 31
[T
We prove (Theorem [6]) that (2,30) is a best 2-term greedy underapproximation for
all # in this interval. The equation

1+171+178
2 3 3 5 15

shows that the best 2-term Egyptian underapproximation is not unique.
Similarly, the inequality
L1 19 1 1
3 17 51 48 3 16
proves that (3,17) is the 2-term greedy underapproximation for all # in the interval

The inequality
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proves that (3,17) is not a best 2-term Egyptian underapproximation of 4 for all 6
in the interval

E <0< E

28 ~ 48
Theorem [7] shows that (4,7) is the best 2-term Egyptian underapproximation of 6
for all # in this interval.

6. BEST 2-TERM EGYPTIAN UNDERAPPROXIMATIONS

In this section we describe best 2-term Egyptian underapproximations for 6 €
(0,1].

For all integers a; > 2 we have the harmonic interval

1 1 1 1 1
I =(— =(—,— .
(a1) (al’al—l} (al’al—i_a%—al}

The intervals I(a;) are pairwise disjoint and

0.1= (ail’all_J'

al =2

For all integers a1 > 2 and as > a% — a1 + 1, we have the harmonic subinterval

1 1 1 1
J(al,ag): (—+— — + :|

3
aq as a1 as — 1

Corollary 2 implies that (a,as) is the 2-term greedy underapproximation of 6 for
all 0 € J(a1,a2).
We have

al a1—1

J(al,ag)g(i, ! }z](al).

The intervals J(a1,as2) are pairwise disjoint. It follows from the identity

1+ 1 1+ 1 _ 1+ 1 1+ 1
al a%—al—l—l’al a%—al "oy a%—al—l—l’al a; —1

that

> > 111 1
(a1) L I (a1,a2) I I <G1 +a2’a1 +a2—1]
az=aj—ai+1 a2:a%7a1+1

Thus,

o0 oo
1 1 1 1
01 = J U (—+—,—+ ]
4122 a2:a§7a1+1 aq as a1 as — 1

The pair of integers (z1,z2) with 2 < x; < x9 is not the 2-term greedy under-
approximation of some 6 € (0,1] if and only if zo < 23 — 1.

The pair (a1, az) is not a best 2-term underapproximation of 6 € I(a1, ag) if and
only if there exists a pair of positive integers (x1,x2) with z1 < zo such that

1 1 1 1 1 1

— 4 —< —+—<bO< —+ .
a1 a2 X1 x2 a as — 1
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Lemma 1. Let a; and ag be integers such that
a; > 2 and ag > ay(a; — 1)+ 1.

If x1 and x4 are integers such that

2< 2 <x9 and (z1,22) # (a1, a2)
and
then
(11) m+1§x1§&n—1§x2<g%%a
and
(12) o < ag — 1.

Proof. Inequalities (?7?) and ([I0) imply
2 1 1 1 1 1
<

—<—+—<—+ <
To X1 X9 aq as — 1 ayp — 1

and so 2a; — 1 < 5. Similarly,
1 1 1 1

— < —+ =<
X1 I To a1—1

implies a1 < x1. If a3 = x1, then from (I0) we obtain

1 1 1
— < — <
as ~ X2 as — 1

and so ag = w9, which contradicts (z1,z2) # (a1,a2). It follows that a1 +1 < 2.
If z1 > 2aq, then

1 1 1
= — < —+ —
ai ag T1 Z2 Z1 a1 a1 a2

which is absurd. Therefore,

a1 +1<z1 <201 —1< 2.

The inequality
1 1 1 1 1
—<—=—4+—=—=<—+ =
a1 a1 as 1 2

implies
xr1 — ay 1 1 1
11 a1 € €2
and so
a1
201 — 1 < a9 < .
1 — aj

This finishes the proof of ().
Finally, a; < 7 implies

and so xo < ag — 1, which is (I2). This completes the proof. O
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Lemma 2. For all integers a1 > 2, there are ap — 1 integers x1 that satisfy
a1 +1 <2 <2a7 —1.
For each such x1 there are
a1T
{71 - w —2a1+2>1
r1 — ap

integers xo that satisfy
a1x1

xr1 — aq

261 —1 < xo <

For all integers ay > 2, the set
2 121
(13) X(al):{(xl,xg)EN :a1+1§$1§2a1—1§x2<7}
xr1 — ay
18 nonempty.
Proof. If a1 > 2, then a; +1 < 2a; — 1. There are a; — 1 > 1 integers x; such that

a1 +1 <2 <2a7—1.
If 1 < 2a; — 1, then

(a1 — 1)$1 < (a1 — 1)(2(11 — 1) < a (2(11 — 1)

Equivalently,
(2&1 — 1)($1 — al) < ai1r
and so o
207 — 1 < ———
1 — aj
It follows that there are
7] 94231
1 — aj
integers zo such that
aixry

201 — 1 <29 <
T —a

and so the set X (a1) is nonempty. This completes the proof. O
Lemma 3. Let a; > 2. If (z1,22) € X(a1) and

Sy

then
1 1 1 1 1 1
(15) —+—<—+—< —
a az 1 T2 a as — 1

1 1 1 1
pe(fili, 1]

Moreover,

if and only if
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and

if and only if

and
1 1 1 1 1 1
—Ft —<—+—<—+ .
a1 a2 x1 X2 a as — 1
This proves ([[&l). The remaining statements are immediate consequences. g

It is important to note that the integer as computed from (I4]) does not neces-
sarily satisfy the inequality as > a? — a3 + 1. Thus, (21, 72) is an equal or better
2-term underapproximation than (a1, ag) for all § > 1/x1+1/x2, but (a1, az) is not
necessarily a 2-term greedy underapproximation.

Lemmata [Il @ and [Bl enable us to compute, for all integers a; > 2, the set
of real numbers # in the harmonic interval I(a;) = (1/a1,1/(a; — 1)] for which
the 2-term greedy underapproximation is not the unique best 2-term Egyptian
underapproximation.

Here are three examples in the case a; = 5. We have a% —a1+1=21and

11 o < /1 11 1
(554:| (5) U J(5aa2) U <5+a255+a2_1

112:21 112:21

For all ag > 21, the pair (a1, az) = (5, az2) is the 2-term greedy underapproximation
of 6 of all 6 is in the harmonic subinterval J(5,a2). From (3] we obtain the
inequality that determines the set X (5):

5171
xr1 — 5'

6<z; <9< <

The set X (5) contains the pairs (z1,z2) = (7,10), (9,11), and (6,9).
The pair (7,10) € X (5) generates the integer
1 1 1\"' 70
= - (7 10 5> 3
and 24 = ay > a? — a; + 1 = 21. The pair (5,24) is the 2-term greedy underap-
proximation of all 6 € J(5,24). We have
2 1,11 1 1T 1 1%
120 5 24 7 10 70 "5 23 115
Thus, the pair (7,10) is a better 2-term underapproximation of 6 than the 2-term
greedy underapproximation (5,24) for all

17 28 29 28
Lo (=, 22 = (s, 24).
< <70’ 115} = <120’ 115] T(5,24)
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The pair (9,11) € X (5) generates the integer

-1
11 1
=495 = (-4 — —
a2 (9+11 5)

and 495 = as > a? — a; + 1 = 21. The pair (5,495) is the 2-term greedy underap-
proximation for all § € J(5,495). For all

c @ 499
99’ 2470
we have

1 1 1 20 499 1 1
— 0 <

1
57195 9 11 99 ~'S2170 5 494"
and the pairs (5,495) and(9, 11) are equal 2-term underapproximations.
The pair (6,9) € X(5) generates the integer

az =13 = L + ro1 - > %
T |6 Ty s 7
However, a; = 13 < 21 and (5,13) is not a 2-term greedy underapproximation.

7. BEST 2-TERM UNDERAPPROXIMATIONS FOR a1 = 2 AND a1 = 3

In this section we compute all real numbers 6 in the harmonic intervals I(2)
and I(3) whose 2-term greedy approximations are not best approximations or not
unique best approximations.

Theorem 6. Let a1 = 2 and as > 3. The 2-term greedy underapprorimation
(2,a2) is a best 2-term Egyptian underapproxzimation of 8 for all 8 in the harmonic
subinterval

1 11 1
J(2 =|({=+—= .
(2.a2) (2+a2’2+a2—1}
Consider the harmonic subintervals
27 7 13 8 31
26)=(=, — 2,12) = —=, = 2 =\l ="
o= (25 sew=(5a] sew- (L
(i) For all 0 € J(2,6), the pairs (2,6) and (3,3) are best 2-term underapprozi-
mations of 0, and are the only best 2-term underapprozimations of 6.
(ii) For all 6 € J(2,12), the pairs (2,12) and (3,4) are best 2-term underap-
prozimations of 6, and are the only best 2-term underapproximations of
0.
(iii) For all 6 € J(2,30), the pairs (2,30) and (3,5) are best 2-term underap-
prozimations of 6, and are the only best 2-term underapproximations of

(iv) i';or all 0 € I(2) = (1/2,1] such that 6 ¢ J(2,6) U J(2,12) U J(2,30), the
pair (a1, az2) is the unique best 2-term underapproximation of 6.
Proof. If a1 = 2, then inequality (I is simply
3=x1<29<6
and so o2 = 3,4, or 5. If zo = 3, then

1+1 1\ ! 6
as = —_ _——_— = =
2 373 2
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and
1+171+172
2 6 3 3 3
If x5 = 4, then
1+1 al 12
a> = —_ _—_— = =
2 34 2
and
1,111 7
2 12 3 4 12
If 2 = 5, then
—1
1 1 1
=(24+2-2 =30
az <3 + 5 2)
and
1,1 1.1 8
2 30 3 5 15

The only solutions (z1,z2) # (2, a2) of the diophantine inequality
1 1 1 1 1 1

16 Sh <<

( ) 2+a2_:1:1+x2 2+a2—1

are (z1,x2) = (3,3), (3,4), and (3,5). This completes the proof. O

Theorem 7. Let ay = 3 and let 0 € 1(3) = (1/3,1/2]. The 2-term greedy un-
derapproximation of 6 is a best 2-term Egyptian underapproximation if and only

if
9 11 11 19
o¢ <%’ﬂ} “(%’@]

The 2-term greedy underapproximation of 6 is a best 2-term Egyptian underapproz-
imation but not the unique best 2-term Egyptian underapproximation if and only if

0 € J(3,az2) for

as € {12,15,24, 30, 36,60, 105, 132}.
Proof. For a1 = 3, inequality (1)) gives

3171

4<z1 <5< < .
T —ap

Thus, a complete list of the 10 solutions (3,as) # (x1,22) of the diophantine in-
equality

(17) < —+—<+

is the following:

rp |4 4 4| 4] 4| 4 41 5| 5 )
(18) z2 S| 6| 7| 8| 9|10 11| 5| 6 7
az |9 121724 |36 |60 | 132 | 15| 30| 105

We have strict inequality
1 1 1 1 1 1
§+a—2<x—1+x—2<§ p—
only if either az = 9 and (x1,22) = (4,5) or az = 17 and (x1,22) = (4,7). Note
that

= g and

1 1 11
5 20 4

1

1
4
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The pair (4,5) is the unique best 2-term underapproximation of all 6 such that

9 11 411
— — | C -, — | = .
< (20’ 24} = (9’ 24] 7(3.9)

The pair (4,7) is the unique best 2-term underapproximation of all 6 such that
11 19 20 19
—, — | C | =—=,—| =J(3,17).
< (28’ 48} = (51’ 48] (8:17)
The 8 solutions (3, az) # (1, x2) with ag > 7 and 4 < 27 < x4 of the diophantine

equation
11 1 1
3 a2 1 1
are

1 1 1. 1 5
3t 1T 2
1 1 1 1 2
3715 57575
1 1 1. 1 3
3717878
1 1 1 1 11
37307576 30
11 1. 1 13
373179 36
1 1 1 1 7
3760 1710 2
1 1 1. 1 12
37705 577735
1 1 1, 1 15
3T o1t u

This completes the proof.

8. OPEN PROBLEMS
(1) Let 6 € (0,1], let n > 3, and let (a;)7; € Un(f) be the n-term greedy
underapproximation of §. Do there exist sequences (z;)i, € U,(#) such
that (a;)™, # (z;)", and
n n
1 1
— < — <07
20t
i=1 i=1
How many such sequences are there? Do there exist sequences (z1,...,z,) €
U, (0) such that (ai,...,an,) # (z1,...,z,) and
n n
1 1
— = — <67
DD Dl
i=1 i=1
How many such sequences are there? Can we identity and understand
counterexamples to unique best n-term underapproximation by the greedy

algorithm?
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(2) Consider real numbers 6 € (0, 1] whose infinite greedy underapproximation
sequence (a;)$2; has the property that (a;)?_; is the unique best underap-
proximation of @ for all positive integers n. By Theorem B every rational
number of the form p/q where p divides ¢ 4+ 1 has this property. Do other
rational numbers have this property? Do there exist irrational numbers
with this property?

(3) Let n > 3. Is there an efficient algorithm to compute the best n-term
underapproximation of a real number 6 € (0, 1]?

(4) Let 6 € (0,1]. Erd8s and Graham [3| p.31] asserted (without proof or
reference to any publication) that for every rational number 6 there exists
an integer ng = ng(#) such that, for all n > ng + 1,

Up(0) = Ung (0) + Un—ng (0 = une(0))

and the best (n—ng)-term underapproximation w, —n, (6 — un,(0)) is always
constructed by the greedy algorithm. They also wrote, “It is not difficult
to construct irrationals for which the result fails.” Prove or disprove these
statements.

(5) Let A be a nonempty set of positive integers and let

1 1

be the set of Egyptian fractins with denominators in A. An n-term A-
underapproximation of 6 is a sum of n not necessarily distinct Egyptian
fractions in 1/A that is strictly less than 6. Let

"1 "1
un,A(ﬁ):sup{Z;:(:Cl,...,xn)EA",:vl2---2xn,zg<9}.
i=1 """ i=1""

An n-term A-underapproximation Y ., wi < 0 is best if

For what real numbers 6 € (0, 1) does the greedy algorithm restricted to A
give a best n-term underapproximation?

APPENDIX A. PROOF OF AN INEQUALITY
The following proof is due to Ambro and Barcau [I].

Theorem 8. Let (u;)?; and (v;)"_, be distinct sequences of positive numbers such
that

k k
(19) H (7 S H U;

i=1 i=1
forallk=1,...,n. If (u;)" and (v;)!_, are decreasing, then

n n
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If (us)?_y and (v;)?_, are increasing, then

(21) o<y
o1 i v

Proof. Let (u;)!, and (v;)", be decreasing sequences that satisfy the product
inequality (I9). The proof of inequality (20) is by induction on n. The case n =1
is simply the assertion that if v; < uy and vy # wuq, then v < uy.

Let n > 2 and assume inequality (20)) is true for sequences of length less than n.
If u; = v; for some 4, the inequality follows from the case n — 1. If v; < u; for all
i=1,...,n, then >  v; < >, u;. Thus, we can assume that u; # v; for all 4
and that u; < v; for some j.

Let ¢ be the smallest j such that u; < v;. Inequality (IJ) with k = 1 gives
v1 < up and so v; < uy. Therefore, £ > 2 and

Up < Vp Vg1 < Up_1q.
Let

(22) t = min <u“ ﬂ) .

)
Vp—1 Uy

We have vy, < vp_1 and

(23) 1<t<t’< (%) (ﬂ) _ (W—l) ( Ve ) LU
Ve—1 Uy Up Vo1 ug

Define the sequence (u})?_; as follows:

w,=wu; ifi#Al—1,4

/ Ug—1
Up_1 = m

uy = tug.
Inequalities (22)) and 23]) imply that

Up—1
Up_q > = up_q > up = tug > ug

and so

Uy > > Uy > g > Uy > Uy > U > Up g > > U,

Thus, the sequence (u})™_, is decreasing.
We shall prove product inequality (I9) for the decreasing sequences (u})?_; and
(vi)y. For k=1,...,£ —2 we have

k
Hvi < Hulznu;

i=1 i=1 i=1
For k= /,... n, the identity

Up—1

up_qup = ( ) (tug) = wg—1ug

implies

T[o <[ - (ip) () ( 10 u> [

i=1 i=1 i=1 i=0+1 i=1
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Let k =£¢—1. We have t < up_1/v,—1 and so vp—1 < ug—1/t = uj,_;. It follows that

—1 -2 -2 —1

/ li li
[v=ves I < i ITwi= ]
=1 =1 =1 =1

This proves (I9) for the sequences (u})"_; and (v;)i~;. If ¢ = wg_1/ve—1, then
ve—1 =uy_y. If t =vg/uy, then vy = uj. The induction hypothesis implies

n n
E v; < E u.
=1 i=1

We have t < ug_1/ue from inequality ([23]) and so

(t—1Due < (1 — %) Up_1.

Equivalently,
’ ’ Ug—1
Up_q + Uy = ¥ + tug < up—1+ ug
and
n n
Doui=| Y ui| Fupy g
i=1 i=1
i#£L—1,0
n n
< Z u; —|—uz,1—|—uz:Zui.
i=1 i=1
iA6—1,0

This proves the Theorem for decreasing sequences.
If (w;), and (v;)?, are increasing sequences that satisfy (I9), then (1/u;)*
and (1/v;)®_, are decreasing sequences such that

H 1 ﬁ i
Uj v
i=1 i=1
forall k =1,...,n, and we obtain inequality (2I)). This completes the proof. O

Note that inequality (I9) does not imply inequality (20) if the sequences (u;)?
and (v;)_, are increasing. For example, the increasing sequences (v1,v2) = (1,7)
and (uy,us) = (2,4) satisfy

l=vi<u;p =2 and 7T =103 < ujug =8

but
8 =v1 +v2 > ui +us =6.
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