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Abstract. We establish new estimates for the number of m-smooth polynomials of degree n
over a finite field [~;, where the main term involves the number of m-smooth permutations on
n elements.

Our estimates imply that the probability that a random polynomial of degree n is m-
smooth is asymptotic to the probability that a random permutation on n elements is m-smooth,
uniformly for m > (2 + &) log, n as ¢" — co. This should be viewed as an unconditional
analogue of works of Hildebrand and of Saias in the integer setting, which assume the
Riemann Hypothesis. Moreover, we show that the range m > (2 + &) log, n is sharp; this
should be viewed as a resolution of a (polynomial analogue of a) conjecture of Hildebrand.

As an application of our estimates, we determine the rate of decay in the asymptotic
formula for the expected degree of the largest prime factor of a random polynomial.

Key words and phrases: smooth polynomials, smooth permutations, Dickman function, largest prime
factor, saddle point analysis

1 Introduction

Given a positive integer n, we let 77, be a permutation chosen uniformly at random from S,,. Given a prime
power g, we let f, = f, 4, € F4[T] be a polynomial chosen uniformly at random from M, , € F,[T], the
set of monic polynomials of degree n over the finite field .

We say that a permutation is m-smooth if all its cycles are of length at most m. Similarly, we say that
a polynomial is m-smooth if all its prime (i.e. irreducible) factors are of degree at most m. We define

Yr(n,m) :=#{m €S, : mis m-smooth}, Yg(n,m) =#{f € M, 4 : fis m-smooth},
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so that P(r,, is m-smooth) = ¢, (n,m)/n! and P(f, is m-smooth) = ¢, (n,m)/q".
Throughout the paper, n > 2,1 < m < n and

Smoothness probabilities in S, were studied extensively in the literature, dating back to Goncharov
[Gon44], who studied P (7, is m-smooth) in the bounded u regime; see [SL.66, ABT03] for generalizations.
The bounded m regime received attention as well [CHMS51, MWS55, WZ85]. Asymptotic results covering
the entire range of m were established by Manstavic¢ius and Petuchovas [MP16]. See also the recent works
of Ford [For22] and the author [Gor22].

Smoothness probabilities in M,, , were studied extensively as well, starting with the work of Odlyzko
[OdI85, App. 1], which was motivated by cryptography (see Pomerance’s survey for the role of smooth
numbers in cryptography [Pom95]). Subsequent works on ¢, include [War91, Lov92, Man92a, Man92b,
PGF98, LP98, Sou, ABT03, JLO6] and are expanded upon later.

Here we estimate smoothness probabilities in M, , by comparing them to the corresponding
probabilities in S,,, uniformly in the parameters n and g. Unless stated otherwise, constants, both implicit
and explicit, are absolute. For recent results where new function field estimates are obtained by comparing
to a permutation quantity, see [Gorl7, EG22].

Theorem 1.1. Ifm > 6logn, then

P(fn is m-smooth)
P(n, is m-smooth)

1+0 (LD

ulog(u+1)
mql 5 )

The previous asymptotic results for P( f,, is m-smooth) in this range of m achieved only the weaker
error terms u log(u + 1)/m (see (1.14) and (1.18)) or 1/u (see §1.3.2), but with perhaps simpler main
terms. For smaller m, we prove

Theorem 1.2. Fix e > 0. If8logn > m > (2 +¢) log, n, then

P(fn is m-smooth)
P(r, is m-smooth)

+0¢

q'"

l+a
un m
I ) (1.2)

where a = 1.

Here and throughout, log,, is the base-g logarithm. Once m > 4log, n, the error term in (1.2) decays
faster than O(1/u), the existing error term in the asymptotic result for P( f;, is m-smooth) in this range of
m (see §1.3.2). In Theorem 1.3 below, the error term in both theorems is improved, at least if m is not too
close to n, by modifying the main term 1 in the right-hand side of (1.2).

Theorems 1.1 and 1.2 cover the entire range n > m > (2 + &) log, n, and in particular show that

P(f, is m-smooth) ~ P (7, is m-smooth) (1.3)

holds as g"* — oo, uniformly in that range (a short computation shows that the relative error term in (1.3)
is <z 1/(ng)“?). Whenn — oo and m < (1 - €) log,, n, the probabilities are no longer of the same order
of magnitude. Concretely, for n tending to oo and fixed ¢, we have

P(fn is m—Smooth) = q—n+oq,£(n)
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form ~ (1 —¢) logq n by [Sou, Thm. 1.4], while, in the same limit,

n
1—

P(r, is m-smooth) = g~ T-& 0.2 (")

by Proposition 1.8. For m = o(log ) the situation is even worse: P (7, is m-smooth) decays superexpo-
nentially in n by Proposition 1.8, while P( f;, is m-smooth) > ¢~" can never decay superexponentially.

We prove a comparative result where m can be as small as (1 + €) log, n. It requires the introduction
of some notation. Define x = x,, ,, > 0 by

mn .
>oxi=n. (1.4)
j=1
Observe that 1 < x < n'/™. In fact, from Lemma 5.2 it follows that x = @(n'/). Let
deg(P)\ 7! m._j
< <
Gy(2) = 1_[ (l - (5) ) exp (—Z n

PeP i=1
deg(P)<m

where P = P, is the set of monic irreducible polynomials over F,. By (5.3), G,(x) > 1.

Theorem 1.3. Fixe > 0. If (2+¢&)log,n > m > (1 + &) log, n, then

P(fn is m-smooth) 1 n’
P(r,, is m-smooth) =Gy (1 0. (m (W ¥ q2_m))) (1)

where x is defined in (1.4). If n/(lognlog*log(n+1)) > m > (2+¢) log, n, then 1 < G4(x) < C and

P(f, is m-smooth)
P(r, is m-smooth)

=G, (x)+ 0, (1.6)

nom min{m,logu}
where a = 1y,,.

Estimate (1.5) gives an asymptotic result as n — oo if m > (3/2 + &)log, n — oo, and in any
case gives a non-trivial upper bound. Estimate (1.6) gives an asymptotic result as g — oo. Previous
asymptotic results for the range of (1.6) achieved only the weaker error terms u log(u + 1)/m (see (1.14)
and (1.18)) or 1/u (see §1.3.2).

In [Gor22] we show the condition 1/ (log nlog? log(n + 1)) > m may be omitted from (1.6), and that
a different asymptotic result holds for m < (3/2 - &) log,, n.

It is natural to ask when is the function G, (x) asymptotic to 1. This is answered in the following
theorem.

Theorem 1.4. If (m — 2log, n) log g — oo then G4(x) tends to 1, and so in particular (1.3) holds in this
limit. If m = 2log, n+ O(1) then G4(x) — 1 >4 1. If we let m/log, n tend 102 — & (& € (0,1)) then
log G4(x) = @g(n®+oM),

DISCRETE ANALYSIS, 2023:16, 31pp. 3


http://dx.doi.org/10.19086/da

OFIR GORODETSKY

We conclude with the following uniform result, holding in the entire range, but most useful when u is
bounded.

Proposition 1.5. Forn >m > 1,

0 < P(f,, is m-smooth) — P(r,, is m-smooth) < —.
mq!“% 1

We stress that our proofs of all of our estimates are direct, in the sense that we do not make use
of existing asymptotics of P( f;, is m-smooth). Rather, we bound the differences |P( f;, is m-smooth) —
P(m,, is m-smooth)| and |P( f, is m-smooth) — G, (x)P (7, is m-smooth)| themselves. In the very last
step of each proof we plug existing lower bounds on P (7, is m-smooth) to convert our bounds to relative
bounds. We explain the proof strategy in more detail in §2.1.

1.1 Optimality
Theorems 1.1 and 1.2 combined state

P(fn is m-smooth) un'n' min{m, log(u + 1)}

=140
P (7, is m-smooth) “

(1.7)

for m > (2 + &) log, n. This is essentially optimal in both the error term and the range. Indeed,
from (1.6) and the lower bound for G, (x) given in (5.3), we have a matching lower bound as long as
(2+e)log,n<m< n/(lognlog’log(n+1)) and n > 1.

We observe that for m = n — 1, (1.7) recovers the Prime Polynomial Theorem with squareroot error
term. Indeed,

P(f, is (n — 1)-smooth) = 1 — P(f;, is irreducible),
1
P(m, is (n — 1)-smooth) = 1 — P(x,, is an n-cycle) = 1 — —,
n

and so from (1.7)

q" gln/2]
#feM,,: fisirreducible} = — + O ( ) . (1.8)
n n
In view of Theorem 1.4, the range of Theorem 1.2 cannot be extended to m > 2log, n. (We can extend it

tom —2log, n — oo but with a worse error term.)

1.2 Expected largest prime factor

Let L(r) be the size of the longest cycle in the cycle decomposition of . Similarly, let L, (f) be the
largest degree of a prime polynomial dividing f € F,[T].

Golomb [GGY97] proved that EL(mr,,)/n tends to a limit, known as the Golomb-Dickman constant,
and approximated it as 0.624329 . ... Knopfmacher and Manstavi¢ius [KM97] proved that

n
ELy(fn) — EL(7mn) = O ( qlogn)
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holds uniformly in n and g. We prove the following estimate, which uncovers a transition around
log g < nlogn.

Theorem 1.6. We have

cexp(—C max{+/nlognlogg,logq}) < EL(r,)—EL,(f,) < Cexp(—cmax{ynlognloggq,logg}).

To relate L and L, to smooth permutations and polynomials, observe that P(L(m,) < m) is
equal to P(m, is m-smooth) and P(L,(f,) < m) is equal to P(f, is m-smooth). The identity EX =
1+ 251(1 =P(X <1i)) for N-valued random variables shows that

EL(7,) — ELy(fy) = Z (P(f, is m-smooth) — P(rr,, is m-smooth)) . (1.9)

m=1
By definition, the total variation distance between L ( f,) and L(r,) is

n

drv(Ly(fn), L(1,)) = Z |P( f,, is m-smooth) — P (7, is m-smooth)

m=1

— (P(f, is (m — 1)-smooth) — P(7,, is (m — 1)-smooth))]|.

The fact that P( f;, is m-smooth) > P(x,, is m-smooth) (see Proposition 1.5) implies that

1

EdTV(Lq(fn)a L(ﬂn)) < [EL(ﬂ'n) - [ELq(fn),

so Theorem 1.6 yields an upper bound for d7v (Ly (f,), L(7,)):

Corollary 1.7. We have

drv(Lg(fu), L(7,)) < Cexp(—c max{ynlognloggq,logg}).

1.3 Previous works
1.3.1 Dickman function and smoothness

To discuss previous results, we introduce the Dickman function p: [0,00) — (0, 1]. It is defined as
p(t) = 1fort € [0, 1], and for the rest of its range it is defined through the delay differential equation

tp’ (1) +p(t—1)=0.

It is a weakly-decreasing function, that decays superexponentially: p () = t=**() [HT93, Eq. (1.7)]. It
was introduced by Dickman [Dic30] in his study of smooth integers. We say that a positive integer is
y-smooth if its prime factors are no larger than y. Dickman proved that, for any fixed a > 0,

#{1 <n < x:nisx"/*smooth} ~ xp(a) (1.10)
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as x — oo. Goncharov [Gon44] proved that
P (r;, is m-smooth) = p(u) + o(1) (1.11)

as u = n/m tends to a positive constant; this is a permutation analogue of (1.10). From Proposition 1.5
and Goncharov’s result, we immediately obtain a polynomial analogue of his result:

P( fy, is m-smooth) = p(u) + o(1) + O

1
W) =p(u) +o(1)
mq' 2

as n/m tends to a positive constant. This polynomial analogue was first established by Car [Car87],
without making use of Goncharov’s work. Warlimont later proved the quantitative estimate [War91]

1
P (f, is m-smooth) = p(u) + O (—) . (1.12)
m
A slightly weaker version of (1.12) was proved independently by Panario, Gourdon and Flajolet [PGF98].
We explain how (1.12) easily follows from our work. We first state a quantitative version of (1.11),
proved in [MP16]:

P(r, is m-smooth) = p(u) (1 +0 ( (1.13)

ulog(u+1)
=)
for m > y/nlogn. For m > \/rTgn, (1.12) follows at once from Proposition 1.5 and (1.13),
with an improved error term. For m < y/nlogn, 1/m is greater than cp(u), so (1.12) amounts to
P(f, is m-smooth) = O(1/m), which follows from Proposition 1.5 and (1.13).

For m > /nlog n, Manstavi¢ius proved [Man92a, Thm. 2]

1 1

P (f, is m-smooth) = p(«) (1+0(%)). (1.14)
m
This follows at once from (1.7) and (1.13).
Under the Riemann Hypothesis, Hildebrand [Hil84] (cf. [Gra08, Thm.]) proved that
log (122X 41

1 e\

#{n < x : nis y-smooth} = xp 8% exp| O¢ M (1.15)
logy logy

uniformly for logy > (2 + £) loglog x. In fact, this result also implies the Riemann Hypothesis. In the
same range, Saias improved it to

1
#{n < x : nis y-smooth} = A(x, y) (1 +0; (_?/%i))
Yy

where A(x, y) is a main term introduced by de Bruijn [dB51]. We find (1.7) akin to Saias’s result, where
in the polynomial setting, A(x, y)/x is replaced with P (7, is m-smooth). This analogy led us in [Gor22a]
to prove a version of Theorem 1.3 in the integers, using a very similar proof method.

DISCRETE ANALYSIS, 2023:16, 31pp. 6


http://dx.doi.org/10.19086/da

UNIFORM ESTIMATES FOR SMOOTH POLYNOMIALS OVER FINITE FIELDS

Hildebrand [Hil86] conjectured that the range of validity of (1.15) cannot be extended beyond
y > (logx)**%. Theorems 1.3 and 1.4 show (1.3) does not hold in the wider range m > (2 — &) log, n,
which answers a version of Hildebrand’s conjecture in the polynomial setting (as g" and ¢"" correspond
to x and y in integers). This observation inspired us in [Gor22b] to resolve Hildebrand’s conjecture in
integers in an unconditional manner.

It is natural to ask whether the approximation P (7, is m-smooth) ~ p(u) holds beyond the range
m/+/nlogn — oo implied by (1.13). In the appendix we show that p is not an asymptotic approximation
once m/+/nlogn is bounded from above. A related result was proved in [MP16, Cor. 3] by a different
method.

1.3.2 Saddle point analysis

Odlyzko [0dI85] used saddle point analysis to estimate P( f;, is m-smooth) for ¢ = 2 and n'/1% < m <
n%/1%  Lovorn [Lov92] extended this to general ¢ in her thesis. The range n'/1% < m < n%/100 jg
captured in full by Theorem 1.1.

Manstavi¢ius [Man92a, Man92b] extended the range of these results to n > m log m (log log m)* with
m — oo, and proved a relative error term of order u~! + mg~"™. This result is an analogue of the work of
Hildebrand and Tenenbaum [HT86], who estimated #{1 < n < x : n is y-smooth} uniformly in the range
2 < y < x, with a relative error term of log y/logx + log y/y. We do not give the full statements of these
asymptotics as they are somewhat complicated and are not needed here. For permutations, Manstavicius
and Petuchovas obtained [MP16, Thm. 2, Cor. 5]

P (1, is m-smooth) = 3% (1 +0 (u-l)) (1.16)
T

uniformly in the range 1 < m < n, where

E3

D(x) =exp Z — |x7" (1.17)

J=1

~

and A = A(x) = Z;.”:l jx/. Here x is as defined in (1.4). This result provides an asymptotic as long as

u — 00,

1.3.3 Inequalities

Warlimont [War91] proved the upper bound P( f;, is m-smooth) < Cexp(—cu) in 1 < m < n. Sev-
eral lower bounds have been proved. Lovorn Bender and Pomerance [LP98, Thm. 2.1] proved
that P(f, is m-smooth) > n™ for m < +/n. Joux and Lercier proved log P( f,, is m-smooth) >
—(1+0,(1))ulogu for fixed m and growing g and n [JL0O6, App. A]. Granville, Harper and Soundararajan
[GHS15, Ex. 6] show that P( f;, is m-smooth) > p(n/m) and state, without proof, P( f;, is m-smooth) >
p(n/m)exp(cn/m?). This implies the Dickman function is not a good approximation once m//n is
bounded from above. In the appendix we make this optimal and show that the Dickman function is not an
asymptotic approximation if m /+/nlogn is bounded.
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1.3.4 Soundararajan’s polynomial results and Ford’s permutation results

In an unpublished manuscript! Soundararajan [Sou, Thm. 1.1], building on [Man92a, Man92b], proved
that

P (£, is m-smooth) = p (i) exp (0 (”Zf")) (1.18)

uniformly for n > m > log(nlog?® n)/log q. For m < log, n he gives lower and upper bounds which are
of different nature from (1.18). Additionally, he obtains an asymptotic formula for log v, (n, m) uniformly
in the full range 1 < m < n, with a relative error term 1/m + 1/logn.

Very recently, Ford proved for n > m > 1 the upper bound P (7, is m-smooth) < e~#!0gu+u=1 [For22,
Thm. 1.16] by elementary means. Additionally, he gave a short proof for for the following estimate [For22,
Thm. 1.17]

1
p(ﬁ) < P(x, is m-smooth) Sp(n+ ) (1.19)
m m+1

holding for n > m > 1. It implies P (7, is m-smooth) ~ p(u) for m/+/nlogn — oo [For22, Cor. 1.18].
In §7 we give a quick proof that Ford’s (1.19) implies the following.?2
Proposition 1.8. Forn > m > 1 we have

P (r,, is m-smooth) = p(u) exp (O (%)) .

This extends (1.13) to the full range n > m > 1. Although Proposition 1.8 does not give an asymptotic
result for P (7, is m-smooth) itself if m is relatively small, it does show that log P(r;, is m-smooth) ~
log p(u) as n,m — oo. This behavior also holds for bounded m by [MP16, Thm. 1]. We record this as

Corollary 1.9. As n — oo we have log P(r,, is m-smooth) ~ log p(u), uniformly in 1 < m < n.
Our methods allow us to deduce (1.18) from Proposition 1.8. Namely, we prove

Theorem 1.10. Suppose n > m > log(nlogn)/logq. Then
1 1
P(f, is m-smooth) = P(r,, is m-smooth) exp (0 (M)) .
m
From Theorem 1.10 and Proposition 1.8 we immediately obtain (1.18).

1.3.5 Some inaccuracies

Let W(x,y) :=#{1 < n < x: nis y-smooth}. The Buchstab—de Bruijn identity states [Gra08, Eq. (3.10)]

Wiy =1+ )P (%,p), (1.20)

P=y

1Soundararajan’s work is surveyed in [Od194, Gra08]. In [Odl00, Sch02] it is explained that Soundararajan’s work remained
unpublished in view of the stronger result published in [PGF98]; however, as shown in §1.3.5, that work is flawed.
2A slightly weaker version of Proposition 1.8 can be derived by plugging (1.18) in Proposition 1.5 and letting g — oo.
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where the sum is over primes up to y. De Bruijn used it to prove that [dB51]

I
log( lgi’; +1)

logy

Y(x,y) =xpu)|1+0,

holds in the range x > y > exp((logx)>/#+%). We are not aware of a polynomial analogue of this identity.
In the survey [Gra08], the identity

lﬁq(n,m) - wq(n,m -1)= ﬂq(m)'ﬁq(n —m,m)

is suggested as an analogue of (1.20), where 7, (m) is the number of monic irreducibles of degree m.
However, this identity is false already forn =4, m = 2 and g = 3.

In [Hil86], Hildebrand extended de Bruijn’s result to the range x > y > exp((loglogx)>/3+%), by
using the following identity:

*¥(t,y) X
Y(x,y)l = ——dt+ Y(—,y|l ,
(x,y) log x /1 ; Z oY [1ogr

p<x
pP=y
where the sum is over y-smooth prime powers up to x. Hildebrand’s identity does have a simple polynomial
analogue, namely
Wq(n,mn = Z Vg (n — deg(P"), m) deg P.
deg(P*)<n
deg(P)<m
It is proved in complete analogy with Hildebrand’s original identity.
In [Man92a, Thm. 2] (cf. [KM97, Thm. A]) it is claimed that

P(f, is m-smooth) = P(r,, is m-smooth) (1 + og(q—m<1/2—€>)) (1.21)

holds uniformly in m and g. This cannot hold as stated for small m, per the discussion in the introduction.
In particular, a short computation shows that for m = 1, P(f, is 1-smooth) /P (7, is 1-smooth) > cn?/q,
which contradicts (1.21) if, say, n > ¢. By Proposition 1.5, (1.21) is true if one replaces O (g ~"(1/2=2))
with 0,,(g=™/?).

In [PGF98] an estimate similar to Warlimont’s estimate (1.12) is proved, but with an additional factor
of log n in the numerator3. Moreover, a proof is sketched of the following estimate, for every integer

k>2:
1ogn)

P ( f, is m-smooth) = p(u) + O ( =
m

for m < n/k, as long as m* /logn — oco. However, this cannot hold as stated, even for bounded u and
k = 2. Indeed, this violates the lower bound P( f;, is m-smooth) > p(u) + cp(u)ulogu/m (valid for
n/2 > m) proven in the appendix.

3The result is stated as P( f;; is m-smooth) = p(u)(1 + O( 10%)), but — as observed in Tenenbaum’s review [Ten01] — this
should read P( f;, is m-smooth) = p(u) + 0(10% .
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2 Strategy and preliminaries

Throughout the paper, the letters C and ¢ will stand for positive absolute constants that may change from
one occurrence to the next.

2.1 Strategy

We introduce the generating functions

F(z) =1+ Z P(m, is m-smooth)z" =1 + Z Mz",
nx1 n>1 n 2.1)
. n Yq(n,m) n .

Fy(z) =1+ Z P( f,, is m-smooth)z" =1 + Z q—nz

n>1 n>1

whose analytic properties are explored in §2.3 below. Throughout we use the notation
Gy(2) = Fy(2)/F(2).
We apply Cauchy’s formula to F' and F:

Fq(Z)
Zn+l

P (7, is m-smooth) = L/ F@) dz, P( f, is m-smooth) = L/
2mi lz|=r Z""'l 2mi Iz|=r
One approach to studying these integrals is showing that the integrands are ‘close’ to p(s)e"* after a
change of variables, where p is the Laplace transform of p. This works when u is ‘small’ and implies
P(f, is m-smooth) and P (7, is m-smooth) are asymptotic to p(u) in some range [Man92a, Man92b,
MP16]. We modify this strategy: instead of studying the polynomial and permutations probabilities
individually, we study the difference

P( f, is m-smooth) — P(x,, is m-smooth) = L / Mdz.
i - Zn+1
We still think of the integrand as being related to ¢ (which influences our choice of r), but now our aim is
to upper bound the integral which is easier than studying the probabilities individually. Ultimately, this
works because the ratio G is close to 1 in an appropriate sense when u is ‘small’.

A second approach to the study of the integrals involves approximating the integrands F(z)/z"*!' and
Fy(z)/ z"*! as gaussians by choosing the radii r to be x = x,,_,, and Xq = Xg,n,m, respectively, where x is
the saddle point with respect to F(z)/z"*! (defined as the real positive solution to —z(log F(z))" = n) and
similarly x, is defined as the real solution to —z(log F,(z))" = n [Man92a, Man92b, MP16]. The saddle
point x coincides with x defined in (1.4). Again, we modify this approach: we study both F,(z)/ 7! and
F(z)/z"*! near the saddle point x associated with F(z)/z"*'. We consider the difference

P( f is m-smooth) — G, (x)P(r,, is m-smooth) = L / F(Z)(Gq(izl_ Gq ) dz.
lz|=x Z

i

We want to bound this integral, which leads to the study of G, and its derivatives.
Our strategy shares similarities with the work of Saias [Sai89], who pioneered the indirect saddle
method. He studied ¥(x, y) by comparing it to de Bruijn’s approximation A(x, y).
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2.2 Primes

We denote by m,(n) := |P N M, 4| the number of prime polynomials of degree n. From Gauss’s identity
[ABT93, Eq. (1.3)]

> dmy(d) = q", 22)
dln
we obtain the estimate
q" q"
<mm <L 23)

(cf. [Poll3, Lem. 4]) as well as (1.8).

2.3 Generating functions

Since P (7, is m-smooth) and P( f;, is m-smooth) are between 0 and 1, the generating series F* and F,
defined in (2.1) converge absolutely in |z| < 1 and define analytic function in the open disc. We shall
show that they can be analytically continued to a larger region. The logarithm function will always be
used with its principal branch.

Lemma 2.1. We have
m
Z
F(z) = -1, 2.4
(2) eXp(;:1 l.) 2.4

while for every prime power q we have

F, (Z) a; - .
Gq(2) = ;( ;= o (Z —,‘z’), 4 =aimg=q" ), drg(d). (2.5)
2 i>m ! dli,d<m
The coefficients a; satisfy, for alli > m,
%qmax{dSm:ddividesi}—i <a; < zqmax{dSm:ddividesi}—i < zqmin{m,Li/ZJ}—i' (2.6)

In particular, the functions Fy, and G 4 are analytic in |z| < q, and a; = O(q~''?) foreveni € [m+1,2m].

Proof. The exponential formula for permutations [Sta99, Cor. 5.1.9] states the following. Given a function
g: N — C, we construct a corresponding function on permutations (on an arbitrary number of elements)
as follows:

G(m) = | ] aCD,

Cen

where the product is over the disjoint cycles of 7. We then have the following identity of formal power
series:

1+Z[E,,EsiG(7r)zi = exp Z#zfl .

i1 izl
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Applying the identity with g(j) = 1;<,,, we obtain (2.4). For F, we have, by unique factorization in

[Fq[T], :
deg(P?) deg(P)\ ™~
Z Z
F,= || (Z(—) )= [ (1—(—) = Gy(2)F (2)
Pep i>0 q PeP 4
deg(P)<m deg(P)<m
and

deg(P)j m.
e -3 3 Gl -2

j=1deg(P)<m
IR _ i
= 2.7 q Z deg(P) 1) + Z - q Z deg(P).
< i>m deg(P)<m
deg(P)|i deg(P)l[i
For i < m we have Ygeq(p)<m, deg(P)|i 4€8(P)/q" = X a)i dnq(d)/q" = 1 by (2.2), proving (2.5). The
bound (2.6) now follows from (2.3). m]

3 Proof of Proposition 1.5

We write [7"*] H(z) the for the nth coefficient in a power series H. By definition, P( f;, is m-smooth) =
[z"]F(z) and P (7, is m-smooth) = [z"]F,(z), where F and F, are defined in §2.3. We are set out to

prove
C
0< [Zn](Fq -F)< —-
By Lemma 2.1,
Fq—F=F(Gq—l),

and both F and G, — 1 have non-negative coefficients. This proves [u"](F, — F) > 0. For the upper
bound we also use the non-negativity, which implies that

[2"1(Fy = F) < (max [Z]F)(G, (1) - 1).

We have _
[Z']F = P(x; is m-smooth) < 1,

and so [Z"](F; — F) < G4(1) = 1. By (2.6),

OSZ“_}'SEZ L. ¢ ¢
i m gzl Im

i>m i>m qf 2
so that
C
Gq(l)SCXp " =1+0 —
and the required bound follows. m|
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4 Analysis via Laplace transform

Here we shall use properties of the Laplace transform of p to deduce Theorem 1.1 in a limited range.
Theorem 4.1. I[fn > m > C+/nlogn, then

P(fn is m-smooth)

=1+0
P(r, is m-smooth)

ulog(u + 1))
mgl ™t )
4.1 Asymptotics of parameters
We define &: [1, 00) — [0, o), a function of variable u > 1, by
e =1+ué. 4.1
Lemma 4.2. [Hil84, Lem. 1] We have & ~ logu as u — oo, and &’ = u~' (1 + O(1/logu)).

1 1
H, ::Zy=logn+y+0(;)
i=1

Recall we have

for the Euler—-Mascheroni constant y. Define the entire function

I(s) = / U 4.2)
0

v

Note that /(£) grows faster than any polynomial in £.
Lemma 4.3. [HT93, Thm. 2.1, Lem. 2.6] We have

pls) = /O ¢ p(v) dv=exp (y + I(s)) @3)

exp (y —ué+1(§)) :p(u)\/zgz/r(1+0(i)). “4.4)

Lemma 4.4. [HT93, Lem. 2.7] The following bounds hold for s = —£(u) +it, 7 € R:

0 (exp(16)-2%)) il <
ps) =10 (exp (16) - =) iflrl 2
Lyo () iflr] > 1+ué.

forall s € C. Also,

2

We define a function T'(s) which arises in (4.7) when relating the generating function F(z) (at

z=e" 5"y to p(s): /
S LU _ v/m
T(s)=/ ¢ 1(3 ¢ —1) dv.

It is analytic in the strip |Js| < 27m.
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Lemma 4.5. [MPI16, Lem. 11] Let s =n+it,0 <n < am and —nm < v < tm. We have

n 2

Lemma 4.6. Suppose n > m > +/nlogn. If n is sufficiently large we have

< Culog(u + 1)'

0<Gylef™ -1 -

Proof. By Lemma 4.2 we have e = 1 +ué < 1+ Culogu < 1+ Cnlogn < 1+Cm? < g™ if n is
sufficiently large, and so ef/’"/\/c_j < g% <2716 We have

. | o 1 [e€mtD)/m  ,&(m+2)/m 1 +1
0< Z a—,l(ef/m)’ < — Z(ef/m)lq—ﬁ/ﬂ g — + ¢ — <X og(::m ) < 1.

i>m i>m
Since 0 < ¢Y — 1 <« y for bounded non-negative y, the inequality follows. O

Lemma 4.7. Let A > 0. Suppose mn > 1 +ué and u > max{A + 1,3}, Let Ay = {-é+it: 1 €
[-mm, —(1 +ué)] U [1+ué, mn]}. Then

/ WA p(s) ds < exp(£A)p(u).
Ay

Proof. Without loss of generality, we restrict our attention to A} = {—=¢ +it: 7 € [1 +ué, mn]} C Ay,
and the other part is bounded in the same way. We integrate by parts, differentiating 5 (s) using (4.3) and
4.2):
—&E+i

+immn 1

_ (u-A)s 1
e

e S —1

ds.

e(u—A)s
/ewmm®w= ()
A, u-=

—&E+i(14ué)

Since |exp((u — A)s)| < exp(—&(u— A)) and fA, |ds|/|s|> = O(1), the result follows by Lemmas 4.3—4.4
2
and the triangle inequality. We exploit the fact that exp(-ué&) <¢ p(u)/u€ for any C > 0, due to the

factor exp(1(£)) in (4.4). O
4.2 Proof of Theorem 4.1
Suppose u < M. By (1.13) (or Theorem A.1) and Proposition 1.5, P(f, is m-smooth) > cps > 0.

1
mgl "5 1|

Proposition 1.5 now implies that
P(f, is m-smooth) = P (7, is m-smooth)
which establishes the theorem in the case of bounded . Hence, we may assume u > 1 in our argument.

1+0M
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Let y := /™ where ¢ is defined in (4.1). By Proposition 1.5,

P(fu is m-smooth)
P (7, is m-smooth)

+0,

1
T) 4.5)

and so we may assume that n is sufficiently large. In particular, by Lemma 4.2, |y| < e€logw/m <

eClogn/Nmlogn < 37> < 4 for sufficiently large n. Since F and F, are analytic in |z| < ¢ by Lemma 2.1,
we have, by Cauchy’s integral formula,

1 F 1 F,(z
P (r,, is m-smooth) = —/ % dz, P(f, is m-smooth) = —/ qgl) dz.
lzl=y <" L Jizl=y 2"

Using the parametrization z = e~/ with s = —¢ — i, —mnm < T < mn, we obtain

P(m, is m-smooth) =

1
/Ae”SF(e_S/m) ds, P( f,, is m-smooth) = = ‘/Ae“qu(e_s/’") ds

wim wim

where A := {-¢ +it : —mn < v < mnr}. By Lemma 2.1, as in the proof of [MP16, Cor. 3],

m Zi_l zm zm _q
logF(z)—Hm=Z ; =/1 Zt’_ldt=/l — dt
i=1

i=1

mlogz e —1v dv
:A v El_e—v/m:I(mlogz)"‘T(MIng)

where I, T are defined in §4.1 and z > 1. Hence

F(e™s/™) = exp (Hp + I(=5) + T(~s5)), (4.6)
which holds for all s € A (not only s < 0) by the uniqueness principle. By (4.3) and (4.6),

F(e™s/™) = exp (Hp —y + T(=5))p(s). 4.7
Hence,

xp () [ eh05) exp(T=5)(Gy (e 1) .

. (4.8)
We have |exp(H, — y)/m| = O(1), and we turn to bound the integral in the right-hand side of
(4.8). We partition A as Ag UA; UAy, where Ag = {-é+it: —m <1t <7}, A\ ={-€&+it: 1€
[-(1+ué),—m] U [m, 1 +uél}and Ay = {-¢+it: 7 € [-mm,—(1 +ué)| U [1 +ué&, mn]}. We may
assume that mz > 1 + ué > 7 since we can take n > 1 and u > 1. By Lemma 4.5, T (-s) is bounded in
A, and so

P( f, is m-smooth) — P(r,, is m-smooth) = -
2nim

[ €5 exp(T=5)(Gyle!) = 1) ds| < [ (e p(5) explT(-5)) (G e™™ = 1)
Ai Ai

< exp(-uf) Gy (™) = 1) [ 1p(3)]as
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fori =0, 1. For i = 0 we have by the first part of Lemma 4.4

« i 2 2 exp (1(£))
N 1p(s)| |ds| < exp (I(£)) [ﬂ exp(—t°u/2x%) dr < —\/ﬁ ,

and so, by Lemmas 4.2 and 4.3,
| [ ¢“p(s)exp(T(=5))(Gy(e™/™) = 1) ds| < p(u)(Gg(ef™) - 1).
Ay
Similarly, for i = 1 we have by the second part of Lemma 4.4

A ()| |ds| < exp (1(£)) exp(=u/(x* + &) (1 + ué),

and so, by Lemmas 4.2 and 4.3,

| /A e (s) exp(T(=5))(Gg(e™*™) — 1) ds| < p(u)Vuexp(—u/(7* + 1)) (1 + ué)(Gg(eF/™) - 1)

< p(u)(Gy(e™) - 1).

As Gg(ef/™) —1=0(ulog(u+1)/(mq'"™+1/21)) by Lemma 4.6, the integrals over Ag and A; contribute
at most

< po(u)ulog(u+1)

We wish to bound the integral over A, by the same quantity. However, using the triangle inequality as
before we will incur an extra factor of log m coming from the integral of |5(s)| = O(1/|s|) on A,. To
remove this factor, we first replace exp(7 (—s)) by 1 — the error obtained is acceptable, since by Lemma 4.5

/ e p(s)(e" ™) = 1)(Gy(e ™) = )ds
Ay
< / 1% B(8)T ()| (G (e™*/™) — 1)1 ds]
Ay

|ds|

s |2+ ulog(u + 1)
m m

< e—uf(Gq(ef/m)_l)/ |s|—1 (|i’+|_
Ay m
and this is < p(u)(Gq(ef/m) — 1) which we saw is at most (4.9). It remains to bound

/ e p(s)(Gyle /™) = 1) ds. (4.10)

Ay

Lemma 2.1 shows we may write

4m 3 —S/m i Zé‘:
Gyleim—1= Y Mm(e_)

i=m+1
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with a; = O(q~""/?1). The integral -/Az le*s p(s)e*€ /g™ |ds is sufficiently small (smaller than (4.9)). The
term corresponding to i is bounded as follows by Lemma 4.7:

(,—s/m)i
/ eusﬁ(s)w ds <« exp (fl/m) p(ui) .
Ay I mqfﬂ

Summing over m + 1 < i < 4m, we see that (4.10) is smaller than (4.9). All in all,

P( f, is m-smooth) — P(x,, is m-smooth) = O

p(u)

ulog(u+1)
g m |

By (1.13) (or Theorem A.1), p(u) < P(x, is m-smooth), which gives the desired result. O

S Saddle point analysis

We shall deduce Theorems 1.2 and 1.3 from the following

Theorem 5.1. If min{n/(lognlog’log(n + 1)), n/3} > m > log,, n then

P s m- th G” (x)x* + G’ (x)xm
(n is m-smooth) _ G, |1+0 |-~ 9 : (5.1)
P (7, is m-smooth) nmG ;4 (x)
5.1 Asymptotics of parameters
Recall that x is the positive constant defined by Y7, x/ = n, and that 2 = X7, jx/.
Lemma 5.2. [MP16, Lem. 9] For u > 1 we have | — mn| < mn/logu. Foru > 3 we have
1
X" :®(nmin{1, Og”}). (5.2)
m
Lemma 5.3. Supposen/3 > m > (2 + &) log, n for some & > 0. Let a = 13, Then
1+a 1 C 1+a 1
1+ min{1, 228 < G, (0) < 1+ =20 min{1, 2221 (5.3)
51 m r==1 m
q q
and in particular,
1
Gq(X) = 1+®n,£ |- (54)
Moreover,
a 1 a-1 1
G, ()] < cs%mm{l, &} G0l = €. min 1, ﬂ} |
q[T] m q[T] m
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Proof. By (2.6),

Sy 2 (5.5)

i>m i>m mqrj-l
Since a; > ¢ /% ifi € [m + 1, 2m] is even, we also have

mexl+a

Gy =12 3 % > E i) 2

il
i>m mq[ el

(5.6)

As 1 < x < n'/m < g'/(2+2) the right-hand side of (5.5) is at most Cy(x™ /m)x'+¢g~ 0™ D/21 (consider
even and odd i separately). As x < ¢'/2, this is O 4 (1), which also proves the upper bound for G4(x) in
(5.3). For the lower bound, (5.2) guarantees that the right-hand side of (5.6) is at least as stated.

As Coux'*% = 0, (1), we obtain (5.4). Similarly, as x* < n,

m m+l a
Zaixi_lscg o + al )SC nx min{l,loﬂ}ﬁg,

m+l m+2 & m+1

yielding the bound on G7 (x) since we have the identity G, (x) = G4(x) X;>m a;x'~! and the above shows
G,(x) = O.(1). Considering separately m <i < 2m+1andi > 2m +2,

m—1 m 2m a—1 1
& m+1 + xm+2 + - 2 < C‘g nm;an min {1’ Og - } ’

Z(i - l)aixi_2 <C:.m

i>m 2

which yields the desired bound on G/ (x) as G/ (x) = G4 (x) ((X;sm aix' N2+ Y., (- Daix'™?). o

Lemma 5.4. Fix e > 0. Suppose (3 —&)log,n > m > (1+¢)log, n. Letting

1/m l+a f”‘T‘z1 2/m J
= (”_) D (”_)
qm/2 \/6 = q
where a = 15|, we have

G’q(x)x _ n? G:]’(X)XZ _ n? n?
Gy —68(S+q—m), —Gq(x) —98((S+—m)(5+—m+m)),

S 2
logG,(x) =0, (—+ n )
m

mq™
Moreover,
m if |m —2log, n| < 1/loggq,
2ym\—1 l+Lta
s=1(1-22) " (2) if m—2log, n > 1/logq,
-1
(1_#) & if m—2log, n < —1/logq.

DISCRETE ANALYSIS, 2023:16, 31pp. 18


http://dx.doi.org/10.19086/da

UNIFORM ESTIMATES FOR SMOOTH POLYNOMIALS OVER FINITE FIELDS

Proof. Letting

where a; are defined in (2.5), we have
N

by (2.6) and (5.2). To prove the estimate for G (x)x/G4(x) we use (2.6) and argue as follows:
G/ (x)x

2

q i ’ i ,y N
=N a8+ X =0, (5 +—].
Guy 2 TS 2y o ( qm)

i>m i>2m

The estimate for G/ (x)x2/ G, (x) follows similarly from

7" 2 2
%=(Zaixi) +Zal~xi(i—l)=®g
q

i>m i>m

G;(X)X 2 , mn?
(Gq(x)) +mS +q—m)

2m-1 ;
— a;xt aix’ S’ n?
— + =0, .
m mq

In the same way, the estimate for log G, (x) follows from

logG,(x) =

i=m+1 i>2m

We estimate S by the following general estimate for geometric sums: for a > 0 we have that Zd 0 a'is
O(d)ifla-1| < c/d,is®(a?/(a-1))ifa—-1>c/dandisO(1/(1 —a))ifa-1< —c/d. O

5.2 Proof of Theorem 5.1

Since F is entire, we have, by Cauchy’s integral formula,

1 F
P (r, is m-smooth) = —/ (2) dz

The parametrization z = xe'l t € [—m, ] shows, by Lemma 2.1, that

1 b/d Jpit]
P(r,, is m-smooth) = 2—/ exp E re —n(it +logx) | dt
mJ g —
J=1

D(x) xJ (e”f -1) —int | ar

where D(x) is defined in (1.17). As F, is analytic in |z| < ¢, and x < g, we similarly have, by Lemma 2.1,
that

Fq(Z) g D(x) nexp Zm: x.i(eit_i — 1)

Z
=X Zn+1 271- -7 .]

1 .
P(f, is m-smooth) = 5t / —int |Gy (xe') dt.
T J|z|

J=1
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Hence,

P(fn is m-smooth) — P(x,, is m-smooth) G, (x)

D(x) xJ(e”J -1)

—int|(Gg4(xe™) = Gg4(x))dt. (5.7)

By assumption, u > 3. Let to = n~'/3m~2/3 and t; = 1/m. We shall bound separately the contribution of

|t| < to, 20 < |t| <ty and ) < |t| < 7 to the right-hand side of (5.7). For k = 1,2, 3, let

= [ o[ S0 i 6y Gy o)

Jj=1 /

where A| = [—1o, to], Ax = [~t1,t1] \ A1 and A3 = [—-7m, 7] \ Az. A second-order Taylor approximation
shows that for |¢| < ,

Gy(xe™) = Gy(x) = G, (x) (xe' —=x)+0 (G:Z'(x) e’ — x|2)

(5.8)
=iG(x)xt + 0O ((G'q'(x)x2 +G (x)x) t2) .
For |f| = O(1/m) and 1 < j < m we have e'/ — 1 = itj — (t)*/2 + O(|t]*j3), so that
mod(eiti _ ] m o <O Ar?
Z % —int =it Zx] -n|-—= ijj +0|eP ijjz =5 +0 (|t|3/12) (5.9
j=1 j=1 ]:1 j=1
where
m . mn .
Ay = ijjz < mfoj =mA.
= =

In A; we have [[?A; = O(n"'m™2mA) = O(1) by Lemma 5.2. By (5.8) and (5.9),

to /lt2
I :/ exp (—7) (iG;(x)xt+0(|t|2a+|t|4b/12+|t|5a/12)) dt

1o
fora = G” (x)x*+G’ (x)x, b = G/ (x)x. We have fto exp(—At*/2)t dt = 0 and f exp(—Ar?/2) |tk dt <
q q ’ q : ~1 R
A~ k+D/2 for k = 2,4,5. Hence

1
L] < A732a+ 275205 + 17300, < —— 57 (a+bm+@).

Va
Asn > 3m, we have A > cnm by Lemma 5.2. Thus

1 a+bm

\/Inm

11| <
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We turn our attention to /. We have 1 — cos s > ¢s” in |s| < 7, and so

mod(eiti Z 1
exp Z % —int || < exp (—c/ltz)
j=1

for t € Ay. Moreover, |G (x) — G(xe')| < b|t|, yielding

b ) 15
lt| dt < e exp (—c/lto) < ——

Vin

We turn our attention to /3. We first treat the case m > 4. We have |Gq(xe”) - Gy(x)| < bforlt] <.
By [MP16, Lem. 12],

|| < b/ ] exp (—c/ltz) dt < bexp (—c/lté)
A2 Az

moJ(eiti _ 1 1 ul-mm 2 2
max ‘){Z M < __Zu + =+
I/m<|t|<n ‘= ] 4 logzu m logu

for n/m > 3. Hence

moJ(eiti — 1
|I3] <« b max [exp Zw—int

I/m<|t|<n = j
1 wl-mr 2 2
<bexp|l-———5—+—+
4n? log>u m logu
b logd | 1 ul—ﬁ+2+ 2
=——exp|——+logn—- ——5—+— .
vV Pl g 472 log?u m logu

We want to show that the expression in the exponent is bounded by a constant from above, and then the
upper bound for |/3| will match that of |/;|. The terms 2/m and 2/log u are already bounded. The term
log A/2 is bounded by C + (log mn)/2 by Lemma 5.2, so it suffices to bound

3logu 1 ul~me

2 _471'2 logzu '

S(m,u) :=2logm +

We may also assume n > 1, since otherwise S(m, u) is trivially bounded. As m > 4, if 4logu > m + 1
we have

4
I-3

3logu 1 us
2 471'210g2u,

3logu 1 u
2 4r? logzu

S(m,u) <2logm + < 2log(4logu—1)+

which is bounded for # > 3. If 4logu < m + 1 and r is sufficiently large,

1--4; 3
1 u RN clognlog’log(n+1) S 7logn

4n2 log>u  log®u log? log(n + 1) 2

3logu

>2logm +
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using the condition m < n/(lognlog®log(n + 1)), and so S(m,u) < 0. All in all, S(m, u) is bounded. If
1 <m < 3, we run the same argument but with the naive bound R Y7, x/ (el —1)/j < —cn'™m for
1/m < |t| £ 7 coming from considering only the first term in the sum. In summary,

b
|15 < ——

Va1
By (5.7) and our bounds on /;, we find that

D(x)a+bm

VA nm

By (1.16), D(x)/VA < P(r,, is m-smooth), which yields (5.1). O

!IP’(fn is m-smooth) — P(x,, is m-smooth) G, (x)| <

5.3 Proof of Theorem 1.1

Form > C+/nlogn this is Theorem 4.1, so it is left to deal with C+/nlogn > m > 6logn. We may assume
that n > 1 due to Proposition 1.5. The condition C+/nlogn > m implies n/(log nlog? log(n+1)),n/3 >
m (for n > 1), while the condition m > 6logn implies x = ©(1) and m > logu. Lemma 5.3 now says
that G4 (x) = ©(1) and also gives upper bounds on |G, (x)| and |Gy (x)|. Plugging these in Theorem 5.1,

we obtain
P( f, is m-smooth 1
(nis mosmooth)_ oy (14 0| 1084 ). (5.10)
P (r, is m-smooth) mql "7
By (5.3), G4 (x) = 1 + O(ulogu/(mq'"™1/21)) which yields (1.1). O

5.4 Proof of Theorem 1.2

The condition 8 logn > m implies n/(log nlog?log(n + 1)), n/3 > m as long as n is sufficiently large. In
this case, we have by Lemma 5.3 that 1 < G,(x) < C, and also upper bounds on |G, (x)| and |G (x)|.
Plugging these in Theorem 5.1, we obtain

P( f,, is m-smooth) xl*e
=G 1+0,|——1]|. 5.11
P(r, is m-smooth) a(¥) “ quT”] >-11)
By (5.3), G4(x) = 1+ O o (ux'*¢/q""*D/21) "which gives (1.2). For bounded n, the required result is
immediate from (4.5) and (5.4). O

5.5 Proof of Theorem 1.3

The estimate (1.6) is (5.11) if m < 8logn and is (5.10) otherwise. Estimate (1.5) follows from
Theorem 5.1 and Lemma 5.4. It is useful to note that if m — 2log, n > 1/log g then 1 — n?miq > c/m

andifm—ZlogqnS—l/logqthenl—q/nz/m > c/m. O
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5.6 Proof of Theorem 1.4

This follows directly from the estimates for log G, (x) given in Lemma 5.4. |

6 Proof of Theorem 1.6

We shall utilize identity (1.9). We shall also use the fact that P( f;, is m-smooth) > P (7, is m-smooth),
see Proposition 1.5. For m = 1 we have strict inequality.

We first assume 7 logn < log ¢. In this range we must prove ¢/q¢ < EL(x,) — EL,(fn) < C/qg°.
Since L(r,) and L, ( f,,) are bounded from above by n, we can bound the difference EL(7,) — EL,(f,)
by n times the total variation distance of the two random variables, which is known to be O(1/g) [ABT93,
Thm. 6.1] (cf. [BSG18]), so we have

n

EL(ry) ~ELy () =0 [%).
This shows EL(m,) — EL,(f,) < Clogg/q. To produce a lower bound, we consider the contribution of
1-smooth polynomials and permutations to (1.9):
q+n—1)

EL(7,) = ELy(fn) = P(fn is 1-smooth) — P(xr,, is 1-smooth) = —"- '
q n!

1 (& i—1 n? c
= — l_l(1+ )—1 ch_"—z—z.
n! q q q

i=1

We turn to the case nlogn > log g; we may assume n > 1. To prove an upper bound, we use Theorems 1.1
and 1.2, and the monotonicity of P( f;, is m-smooth) in m to obtain

nP(r, is m-smooth)

n
Z (P( f,, is m-smooth) — P (7, is m-smooth)) < MP( f, is M-smooth) + Z

m=1 m>M

< MP(r, is M-smooth) +

mqm/Z

n
gM/2

for any M > 3log, n. We take M = [Ay/nlogn/logq] for large A (admissible if n > 1). The term

n/gM/? is < C exp(—c+/nlognlog q). By Proposition 1.8, so is MP(x,, is M-smooth).
We now prove a lower bound for EL(7,) — EL,(f,). Considering only the term m = M in (1.9), and
using Theorem 1.3, we obtain

EL(m,) —ELy(fn) = P(m, is M-smooth) (G4 (x) =1+ 0

1+a logu
x4 min{l, = })) ©.1)

M+l'|

q'"
The term P (7, is M-smooth) is > ¢ exp(—C+/nlognlog g) by Proposition 1.8. By (5.3),

logu

M7 (6.2)

ux"+* min{1,
M+1'|

q'™

G,(x)-1>c¢
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As the right-hand side of (6.2) dominates the error term in (6.1) (if n > 1) and 1/ qr(M +1/21 is bounded
from below by c exp(—C+/nlognlog g), we conclude the proof. O

7 Deriving Soundararajan’s result from Ford’s result

7.1 Proof of Proposition 1.8

We will use two results of Hildebrand on ratios of p values. By [Hil84, Lem. 1] we have

plu—1)

=e'S(1+0@™") (7.1)
p(u)

uniformly for0 < ¢ < 1and u > 1, where £ > O is as in (4.1) and it satisfies £ ~ logu by Lemma 4.2.
The second result, given in [Hil86, Lem. 1(vi)], states that

plu—1)

< (ulog®(u + 1)) (7.2)
p(u)

uniformly for u > 1 and 0 < ¢ < u. By (1.19), it suffices to show that

P[54 (2) <o (2) o) 1)

We express the left-hand side as

n+l

/WI o’ (1)dt.

m

As p’(u) = —p(u — 1) /u, this is

< dt.

P () /m pi—1)
o Jaop(2)
If u is bounded we are done, because the integral is <, n/m — (n+1)/(m + 1) <, 1/n. We assume

u > 2. Applying (7.2) with (u,t) = (u — 1, u — t), and also invoking (7.1), we see that the last expression
is

m

n-m

—E % - 1 m(m+1) . Y
<* (ﬂm) /ml (ulog? M)”_twdt < p(u) logu/O (ulog? u)*ds < p(u)((ulog? u)wi—1),
T )

p(u)

m+1

which is < p(u)(exp(Culogu/m) — 1) as needed. O

7.2 Proof of Theorem 1.10

By Theorems 1.1 and 1.2, the required estimate already holds in the range n > m > (2+¢) log, n (witha
better error term). Moreover, for bounded # this is trivial, so we may assume »n > 1. It remains to prove a
result in the range 3log, n > m > log,(nlogn), n > 1. From this point on we shall assume m lies in
the (slightly) wider range log, n < m < 3log, n, n > 1, and we shall work out what lower bound on m
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is needed for our result to hold. Since P(f; is m-smooth) > P (7, is m-smooth) by Proposition 1.5, it
suffices to show P( f;, is m-smooth) /P (7, is m-smooth) < exp(Culogu/m).
By Theorem 5.1, it suffices to prove the following 3 bounds:

i
; 1
logG,(x) = Z ﬂ < w,
i>m m
G (x)x _ Z a;xt < oxp (Culogu)’
nGy(x) “on m
2
G/ (x)x? 1 . 1 : Culo
q i . i gu
_—a¥’ ) _ —Da: ]
MGy () - mm ;na,x + p—— ;;1(1 Ja;x' < exp( - )

In the range log, n < m < 3log, n we have ulogu/m < (n/logn) log? ¢. In particular, exp(Cu log u/m)
can absorb any power of n, m and g. This allows us to reduce the last 3 inequalities to the following:

Z aix" < nloggq,

2m=i>m
a;xt nlog?
2 < e (.3
i>2m g
: Cnlog?

Z ia;x' < exp (%) .

i>2m ogn
We will now use freely the bounds a; < ¢~%/2, g™, given in (2.6), as well as the estimate x < n'/™ < g.

To prove the first inequality in (7.3) it suffices to show

i
X
— | <« nlogg.
2mzzt'>m ( \/6)

If x < +/g, this is trivial because the left-hand side is < m. If x/4/q is greater then 1.1 then the
left-hand side is < x*"/q™ < n?/¢™ < n. In the remaining case 1 < x/ Vg < 1.1 the left-hand side is
< m(1.1)> <« logn(1.1)%°%" <« n. Here we used 6log, 1.1 <09 < 1.

We turn our attention to the second inequality in (7.3). It suffices to show

i 1 2
Z (X/'q) <g™m nlog q
i>2m ! ogn

The left-hand side is < (1 — x/q) "' (x/q)*™*'/m < (1 —x/q)"'n?/(¢*™ log,, n), so it suffices to show
-1 m]
(1 - f) < 4084 (7.4)
q n
We write m as m = log(nf)/logq for f > 1. Asx < n'/™, it suffices to show

1 1 1
1 —ex (— ogd ng) >
log(nf) floggq
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which evidently holds if f > logn. We turn our attention to the last inequality in (7.3), which will follow

from .
1 C 1 2
Z (f) [ exp(—n o8 q).
q logn

i>2m

Writing i = j + 2m + 1, the left-hand side is

RECCRIRY; 2 ! £\2 o2
<<(—) Z(—) (G+2m+1) < — Zm(l——) +(1——) <<n2(1——) .
q)]  “\q qm q q q

The required inequality now follows from (7.4), which holds if m > log(nlogn)/log g. O

Appendix

A Limitation to approximation via the Dickman function
We define a quantity A(n, m) by
P(r, is m-smooth) = p(u)(1 + A(n, m)).
By (1.13), A(n,m) = O(ulog(u + 1)/m) if nlogn < m*. We prove a matching lower bound.
Theorem A.1. Forn > m, A(n,m) > 0. If furthermore m < n/2, then A(n, m) > ulog(u)/m.

The inequality A > 0 is not new, see [GHS15, Ex. 6]. Note that if m is very close to n, we do not
expect the lower bound A(n, m) > ulog(u)/m, e.g. A(n,n—1) = 0(1/n?) = o(ulog(u + 1)/m).

An asymptotic result for A, in a restricted range, was proved by Manstavicius and Petuchovas in
[MP16, Cor. 3]. They essentially show that 1 + A(n, m) ~ exp(ué/2m) for n'/3*¢ < m < n'~%, where
¢ is as in (4.1). Their proof method is different than ours and is based on expressing the main term
D(x)/V2rA appearing in (1.16) in terms of p. Our proof is inspired by [Hil84].

See [Gor22b] for an exploration of the inequality ¥ (x, y) > xp(logx/log y) motivated by a question
of Pomerance.

A.1 Preparatory lemmas

Let

1 (1 i ! C1hp-)
Si(n,m) = 2o Gl) (E;p(u—g)—/o p(u—t)dt)—;ZW—l,

i=1

where the second equality follows from the identity /0] p(u—1t)dt =up(u). Let

L& pu =~ B)An —i.m)
Sy>(n,m) = - Zl o) .
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Lemma A.2. Forn > m > 1 we have the relation A(n, m) = S(n, m) + Sa(n, m).
Proof. By differentiating (2.4) and equating coefficients we have, for n > m,
m
nP(r,, is m-smooth) = Z P (7, _; is m-smooth).
i=1
Rewriting this in terms of A(n, m) yields the result. O
Lemma A.3. Ifn > m > 1 we have S|(n,m) > 0 with equality if and only if n = m

Proof. Since p is strictly decreasing for u > 1, for each 1 <i < m we have

1 i ifm
—p(u——)Z/ p(u—t)dt
m m (i-1)/m

with equality if and only if u < (i — 1)/m + 1. The result follows by summing overi = 1,...,m. O
Lemma A.4. For positive x let F(x) = (1 —e )" —x~!1 > 1/2. For m < n/2 we have

log Up log(ulogu)
- .

S1(n,m) = (1+0y-00(1))

Moreover, the 1 + 0,0 (1) term is bounded away from 0 (that is, there is a uniform lower bound).

Proof. We write

1 m i/m i -1 m i/m i/m
Si(n,m) = / (p (u——) —p(u—t)) dt = / / o' (u —x)dx dr.
: up(u) ; (i-1)/m m up(u) ; (i-1)/m Jt

As p’(u) = —p(u—1)/u and p(u — 1) > 0, this becomes

1+0@w™) tfm
Si(n,m) = up(u) Z/(l 1)/m/ p(u—x—1)dxdt.

By applying (7.1) to p(u —x — 1) /p(u — 1) and to p(u — 1)/ p(u), this is

(1+0Hm(1))log”2/ N / (ulog u)* dx dt

1 +04-00(1) logu iIm .
= og(ulogn) n ;/(i_l)/m((ulogu)/ — (ulogu)")dt
1+ 0y—o(l) ulogu —1 ulogu —1
u (m(l — (ulogu)~t/my log(ulogu))
logu log(ulogu)
()

S1(n,m)

(1 +0y—0(1))

and the estimate follows. Running the proof when u > 2 is bounded shows that the term 1 + 0, (1) is
> cC. |
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A.2  Proof of Theorem A.1
Positivity follows by direct induction from Lemmas A.2 and A.3. Suppose n/2 > m. We introduce

A(n, m)

aln) := log(n/m)/m

which by the recurrence in Lemma A.2 and the estimates (7.1) and Lemma A .4 satisfies the relation

a(n) > c+ M;a(n — i) (ulogu)/™

for n/2 > m. Moreover, a(n) > 1 by Lemma A.4 and the non-negativity of S».
Observe that .7, (ulog w)™ > n(1 + 0u—e(1)). Hence, if a(n),...,a(n+m —1) > A then

a(n+m),...,an+2m—-1) 2 c+A(l +0,5(1)) = (c/2) + A for u > 1. Iterating this implication
yields a(n) > n/m for u > 1, implying A(n, m) > u(logu)/m, as needed. O
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