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THE IRRATIONALITY OF A PRIME FACTOR SERIES UNDER A

PRIME TUPLES CONJECTURE

KYLE PRATT

Abstract. Let ω(n) denote the number of distinct prime factors of n. Assuming a suitably
uniform version of the prime k-tuples conjecture, we show that the number

∞
∑

n=1

ω(n)

2n

is irrational. This settles (conditionally) a question of Erdős.

1. Introduction

Let τ(n), ϕ(n), σ(n), and ω(n) denote the number of divisors of n, the Euler totient of n,
the sum of divisors of n, and the number of distinct prime factors of n, respectively. If t ≥ 2
is an integer, then Erdős [2] proved that the series

∑

n≥1

τ(n)

tn

is irrational, and noted that proving analogous results for
∑

n≥1

ϕ(n)

tn
,

∑

n≥1

σ(n)

tn
,

∑

n≥1

ω(n)

tn

seems “to present difficulties”1. Erdős repeatedly mentioned the problems of proving the
irrationality of these series (see e.g. [3, 4], [5, p. 61]). The series involving σ(n) is now
known to be transcendental as a corollary of deep work of Nesterenko [14], but the questions
for the other two sums are open. Here we make further, albeit conditional, progress.

Let L = {L1, . . . , LK} be a set of distinct linear forms Lk(n) = akn + bk, where the
coefficients ak, bk are positive integers. For a prime p, let ωL(p) denote the number of roots

of
∏K

k=1Lk(n) modulo p. We say L is admissible if ωL(p) < p for every prime p. One has
the following conjecture (see, e.g., [6, p. 3563], [8, p. 174]).

Conjecture 1.1 (Prime K-tuples conjecture). Let L = {L1, . . . , LK} be an admissible set

of linear forms. Then there are infinitely many integers n such that L1(n), . . . , LK(n) are all

prime.

For many applications, one desires a quantitative version of Conjecture 1.1. For instance,
given a large x, one would like to know how many n ≤ x there are such that all of the
Lk(n) are prime. Additionally, it is desirable to allow for some uniformity in the conjecture,
such that the coefficients of the linear forms and the number of linear forms can change as
x increases.

1See also https://www.erdosproblems.com/69, https://www.erdosproblems.com/249, and
https://www.erdosproblems.com/250
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Conjecture 1.2 (Quantitative prime K-tuples conjecture). Let L = {L1, . . . , LK} be an

admissible set of linear forms, where Lk(n) = akn + bk with the ak, bk positive integers.

Define the singular series

S(L) =
∏

p

(

1−
ωL(p)

p

)(

1−
1

p

)−K

.

If x is sufficiently large, if ak, bk ≤ (log log x)100, and if K ≤ 100 log log log x, then
∑

n≤x
Lk(n) is prime for 1≤k≤K

1 = (1 + o(1))S(L)
x

(logx)K
,

where o(1) denotes a quantity which goes to zero as x goes to infinity.

There has been recent progress on versions of Conjecture 1.2, in which several rather than
all of the Lk(n) are prime [11].

The statement of Conjecture 1.2 suffices for our present work, but could be refined further.
There are various statements of a uniform prime tuples conjecture in the literature (e.g. [10,
Conjecture 1.3]), but usually only in the case in which Lk(n) = n + bk for each k, so that
the coefficients ak are all equal to one.

Our main result is that Conjecture 1.2 has implications for one of the irrationality questions
of Erdős.

Theorem 1.3. Assume Conjecture 1.2. Then, for every integer t ≥ 2, the number

∑

n≥1

ω(n)

tn
(1.1)

is irrational.

Of course, we recover the result mentioned in the abstract by specializing t = 2.
We use the standard asymptotic notation O(·), o(·),≪,≫. These symbols are often used

in the context of a large real x which tends to infinity; we always assume x is sufficiently
large. Implied constants may depend on the series in (1.1) and the associated integer t. If an
implied constant depends on some other quantity, we occasionally denote this in a subscript,
as in f ≪A g. We shall occasionally use without comment the fact that ω(n) ≪ log n.
We also use the fact that ω is additive: given coprime positive integers m and n, we have
ω(mn) = ω(m) + ω(n). For θ ∈ R, we let ⌊θ⌋, ⌈θ⌉ denote, respectively, the floor and ceiling
of θ. We usually write the congruence condition n ≡ a (mod q) as n ≡ a(q). We write 1A(n)
for the indicator function of a condition A(n), so that 1A(n) = 1 if A(n) is true, otherwise it
is zero. We write either gcd(m,n) or (m,n) for the greatest common divisor of two integers
(not both zero).

2. Proof of Theorem 1.3

In this section, we reduce the proof of Theorem 1.3 to a technical result (Proposition 2.1
below) that provides for the existence of a positive integer with certain desirable properties.
In order to state the proposition, we introduce some parameters that appear throughout the
paper.
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For large positive x, define positive integers K,L,Q by

K = ⌊5 log log log x⌋, L = ⌊2 log log x⌋, Q =
∏

p≤K

p2⌈
logK
log p ⌉. (2.1)

We note that k2 | Q for every positive integer k ≤ K, and that

(log log x)10−o(1) ≤ Q ≤ (log log x)20+o(1) (2.2)

by the prime number theorem.

Proposition 2.1. Assume Conjecture 1.2. Let x be large, and define K,L,Q as in (2.1).
Then there exists a positive integer n0 ≤ x such that the following hold:

(1) n0
Q
k
+ 1 is prime for every 1 ≤ k ≤ K,

(2) ω(n0Q + k) ≤ (log log x)2 for K < k ≤ L,
(3) ω(n0Q +K + 1) > 1

10
log log x.

Proof of Theorem 1.3 assuming Proposition 2.1. Given an integer t ≥ 2, let

α = αt =
∑

n≥1

ω(n)

tn

denote the series in (1.1). Assume for contradiction that α ∈ Q, so that there exist fixed
positive integers a, b such that α = a/b. Note that, for any positive integer N ,

T (N) := b
∑

k≥1

ω(N + k)

tk
= btN

(

α−
∑

n≤N

ω(n)

tn

)

is an integer.
Let x be large, and assume Conjecture 1.2. We set N = n0Q, where n0 is the positive

integer in Proposition 2.1. We then split T (n0Q) = S1 + S2 + S3, where

S1 = b
∑

k≤K

ω(n0Q + k)

tk
,

S2 = b
∑

K<k≤L

ω(n0Q + k)

tk
,

S3 = b
∑

k>L

ω(n0Q+ k)

tk
= O

( log x

tL

)

.

Since n0Q+ k = k(n0
Q
k
+ 1) and gcd(k, n0

Q
k
+ 1) = 1, we see by part (1) of Proposition 2.1

that

S1 = b
∑

k≤K

ω(k)

tk
+ b

∑

k≤K

ω(n0
Q
k
+ 1)

tk
= a− b

∑

k>K

ω(k)

tk
+ b

∑

k≤K

1

tk

= a +
b

t− 1
+O

(

logK

tK

)

.

Parts (2) and (3) of Proposition 2.1 imply

b log log x

10tK+1
≤ S2 ≤

bL(log log x)2

tK
.
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Hence T (n0Q) = a+ b
t−1

+S2+E is an integer, where E is some real number with |E| ≪ logK
tK

.
If b is not divisible by t − 1, then we obtain a contradiction since S2 = o(1), E = o(1) and
b/(t− 1) is not an integer. If b is divisible by t− 1 then we also obtain a contradiction, for
then S2 + E is nonzero by the lower bound on S2, but S2 + E = o(1). �

We derive Proposition 2.1 from a technical counting result.

Lemma 2.2. Let x be large, and let K,Q be defined as in (2.1). For 1 ≤ k ≤ K, define the

linear form Lk(n) = nQ
k
+ 1. Let

S :=
∏

p≤K

(

1−
1

p

)−K
∏

p>K

(

1−
K

p

)(

1−
1

p

)−K

.

Then
∑

n≤x
Lk(n) is prime for 1≤k≤K

ω(nQ+K+1)≤
1
10

log log x

1 ≤ S
x

(log x)K
(log x)−c0+o(1),

where c0 =
9−log 10

10
= 0.6697 . . ..

Proof of Proposition 2.1 assuming Lemma 2.2. The set of linear forms L = {Lk(n)}
K
k=1 is

admissible. Since ωL(p) = 0 for p ≤ K, and ωL(p) = K for p > K, we find S(L) = S.
In order to prove Proposition 2.1, it suffices to prove that

S :=
∑

n≤x
Lk(n) is prime for 1≤k≤K

ω(nQ+k)≤(log log x)2 for K<k≤L

ω(nQ+K+1)>
1
10

log log x

1

is positive. By inclusion-exclusion,

S ≥
∑

n≤x
Lk(n) is prime for 1≤k≤K

1 −
∑

n≤x
Lk(n) is prime for 1≤k≤K

ω(nQ+K+1)≤
1
10

log log x

1 − E ,

where

E =
∑

n≤x
∃k∈(K,L], ω(nQ+k)>(log log x)2

1.

By (2.1), (2.2), Conjecture 1.2, and Lemma 2.2, it therefore suffices to show that

E = o
(

S
x

(log x)K

)

. (2.3)

Since τ(n) ≥ 2ω(n),

E ≪ L
∑

m≪xQ

τ(m)2−(log log x)2 ≪ xLQ(log x)2−(log log x)2 . (2.4)

By crude estimation, we see that (2.4) implies (2.3) as long as, say,

S ≥ (log x)−1. (2.5)
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We now bound S from below. The portion of the product with p ≤ K is clearly ≥ 1,
and we split the remaining portion of the product into K < p ≤ 2K and p > 2K. Since
(1− K

p
)(1− 1

p
)−K is increasing in p,

∏

K<p≤2K

(

1−
K

p

)(

1−
1

p

)−K

≥
∏

K<p≤2K

(

1−
K

K + 1

)(

1−
1

K + 1

)−K

≥ K−K .

For p > 2K, we have

∏

p>2K

(

1−
K

p

)(

1−
1

p

)−K

≥ exp

(

−
∑

p>2K

∑

ℓ≥2

1

ℓ

(K

p

)ℓ
)

≥ exp

(

−K2
∑

p>2K

1

p2

)

≥ e−K .

Therefore S ≥ K−2K , and (2.5) follows, with plenty of room to spare, by (2.1). �

The remainder of the paper is devoted to proving Lemma 2.2.

3. Proof of Lemma 2.2

Before beginning the proof of Lemma 2.2, we briefly describe the main ideas. First, by
using sieves, we may win a factor of S(log x)−K+o(1) from the fact that Lk(n) is prime for
1 ≤ k ≤ K. Second, since integers n ≍ x typically have ω(n) = (1 + o(1)) log log x, the
condition that ω(nQ+K+1) ≤ 1

10
log log x is atypical. Indeed, we expect to save a factor of

(log x)−c, for some constant c > 0. If these two sources of savings are “independent,” then
we obtain the desired result.

Of course, we encounter some technical difficults in executing this strategy. Our method
for controlling the condition ω(nQ + K + 1) ≤ 1

10
log log x, when combined with a sieve,

requires us to consider integrals involving Dirichlet L-functions to fractional exponents. To
maintain holomorphy, we only shift contours of integration in a region devoid of zeros of
these L-functions. Thus, obtaining good bounds on these integrals requires the use of zero-
free regions and zero-density estimates. Since K tends to infinity, it is necessary to account
for possible Siegel zeros in order to obtain sufficiently strong error terms.

We begin the proof. By summing dyadically, it suffices to show, for large x, that

Z :=
∑

x/2<n≤x
Lk(n) is prime for 1≤k≤K

ω(nQ+K+1)≤
1
10

log log x

1 ≤ S
x

(log x)K
(log x)−c0+o(1).

For λ ∈ (0, 1), where λ is a constant we choose later, we find

1
ω(nQ+K+1)≤

1
10

log log x
≤ λω(nQ+K+1)−

1
10

log log x.

We change variables, writing n for nQ+K + 1, so that

Z ≤ (log x)
1
10

log(1/λ)
∑

xQ/2<n≤2xQ
n≡K+1(Q)

n−K−1
k

+1 is prime for 1≤k≤K

λω(n).
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Let g = gcd(K + 1, Q), and observe that g | n. We define Q′ = Q/g,K ′ = (K + 1)/g, and
change variables n→ gn to obtain

Z ≤ (log x)
1
10

log(1/λ)
∑

xQ′/2<n≤2xQ′

n≡K ′(Q′)
ng−K−1

k
+1 is prime for 1≤k≤K

λω(gn).

We note that gcd(K ′, Q′) = 1. Since ω(gn) ≥ ω(n), we can replace λω(gn) by λω(n) for an
upper bound.

We introduce a smoothing for technical convenience. We encapsulate the desired properties
of the smooth function in the following lemma.

Lemma 3.1. There is a nonnegative smooth function W (x) which is compactly supported

in [1/4, 4], and which is equal to one in [1/2, 2]. Furthermore, the derivatives of W satisfy

|W (j)(x)| ≪ j3j, where the implied constant is absolute. If we write W †(s) for the Mellin

transform of W , then W †(s) is entire, and there exists an absolute constant c > 0 such that

|W †(s)| ≪ 4|Re(s)| exp(−c|s|1/3).

Proof. The construction in [9, appendix A] yields a smooth function W (x) = G(x− 1
2
) which

is nonnegative, supported in [1/4, 4], and equal to one on [1/2, 2] (take T = 1
2
, U = 3

2
, V = 1

4
).

By differentiation and [9, Corollary A.2], we have |W (j)(x)| ≪ 4jj!(2j/e)j ≪ j3j , the implied
constants being absolute. Since W is compactly supported away from zero, the Mellin
transform

W †(s) =

∫ ∞

0

W (x)xs−1dx

is entire. To prove the bound on |W †(s)|, we may assume that |s| is sufficiently large,
otherwise the bound is trivial by suitably adjusting the implied constant. For any positive
integer k, integration by parts yields

W †(s) =
(−1)k

s(s+ 1) · · · (s+ k − 1)

∫ ∞

0

W (k)(x)xs+k−1dx.

By the triangle inequality and the bound on derivatives of W , we obtain

|W †(s)| ≪ 4|Re(s)|4kk3k
k−1
∏

j=0

|s+ j|−1.

We conclude by choosing k = ⌊δ|s|1/3⌋, where δ > 0 is a sufficiently small constant. �

Taking W to be the smooth function in Lemma 3.1, we obtain

Z ≤ (log x)
1
10

log(1/λ)
∑

n≡K ′(Q′)
ng−K−1

k
+1 is prime for 1≤k≤K

λω(n)W

(

n

xQ′

)

.

We now account for potential Siegel zeros, following the strategy of [11]. For a suitable
positive constant c, there is at most one real primitive Dirichlet character χ∗ to a modulus
q∗ ≤ exp((log x)1/3) for which L(s, χ∗) has a real zero β which is greater than 1− c

(log x)1/3
[1,

p. 95]. If q∗ exists, we let B be the largest prime factor of q∗. By the class number formula,
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we have q∗ ≥ (log x)1/2, say (see [1, p. 96, equation (12)]). As q∗ is squarefree apart from a
bounded power of two, it follows that log log x ≪ B ≤ exp((log x)1/3). If no such q∗ exists,
we set B = 1.

We define L(n) :=
∏K

k=1(
ng−K−1

k
+ 1), X := x1/(log logx)3 , P :=

∏

K2<p≤X p, and V :=

2⌊(log log x)2⌋. Since B ≤ X , we use the Brun sieve (e.g. [7, p. 56, equation (6.6)]) to
obtain

Z ≤ (log x)
1
10

log(1/λ)
∑

n≡K ′(Q′)
gcd(L(n),P/B)=1

λω(n)W

(

n

xQ′

)

≤ (log x)
1
10

log(1/λ)
∑

n≡K ′(Q′)

λω(n)W

(

n

xQ′

)

∑

d|L(n)
d|P

(d,B)=1
ω(d)≤V

µ(d).

Swapping the order of summation then gives

Z ≤ (log x)
1
10

log(1/λ)
∑

d|P
(d,B)=1
ω(d)≤V

µ(d)
∑

n≡K ′(Q′)
d|L(n)

λω(n)W

(

n

xQ′

)

.

Since d is squarefree and has no prime divisors ≤ K2, we see by the Chinese remainder
theorem that d | L(n) if and only if n lies in a particular set of reduced residue classes S(d)

modulo d of size Kω(d). We therefore have Z ≤ (log x)
1
10

log(1/λ)(M+R), where

M :=
∑

d|P
(d,B)=1
ω(d)≤V

µ(d)
Kω(d)

ϕ(Q′d)

∑

(n,Q′d)=1

λω(n)W

(

n

xQ′

)

(3.1)

and

R :=
∑

d|P
(d,B)=1
ω(d)≤V

µ(d)
∑

v∈S(d)

{

∑

n≡K ′(Q′)
n≡v(d)

λω(n)W

(

n

xQ′

)

−
1

ϕ(Q′d)

∑

(n,Q′d)=1

λω(n)W

(

n

xQ′

)

}

.
(3.2)

We note that Q′ and d are coprime, so by the Chinese remainder theorem we may combine
the congruence conditions n ≡ K ′(Q′) and n ≡ v(d) into a single congruence condition
modulo Q′d.

We first bound the error term R, and then we turn to the main term M.

3.1. Bounding the error term R. We apply the triangle inequality and take the worst
residue class in S(d) to get

|R| ≤
∑

m≤Q′XV

(m,B)=1

Kω(m)E(m),
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where

E(m) := max
(γ,m)=1

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∑

n≡γ(m)

λω(n)W
( n

xQ′

)

−
1

ϕ(m)

∑

(n,m)=1

λω(n)W

(

n

xQ′

)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

.

By Cauchy-Schwarz and the trivial bound E(m) ≪ xQ′/m, we deduce

|R|2 ≪ x(log x)3K
2

R1, (3.3)

where

R1 =
∑

m≤Q′XV

(m,B)=1

E(m).

We apply multiplicative characters to detect the congruence in E(m) and use the triangle
inequality to obtain

R1 ≤
∑

m≤Q′XV

(m,B)=1

1

ϕ(m)

∑

χ(m)
χ 6=χ0

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∑

n

λω(n)χ(n)W

(

n

xQ′

)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

,

where χ0 denotes the principal character. We then replace each character χ modulo m by the
primitive character ψ modulo r which induces it. After splitting the range of r dyadically,
we obtain

R1 ≪ (log x) sup
1≪R≪Q′XV

∑

ℓ≤Q′XV

1

ϕ(ℓ)

∑

r≍R
(r,B)=1

1

ϕ(r)

∑∗

ψ(r)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∑

(n,ℓ)=1

λω(n)ψ(n)W

(

n

xQ′

)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

,

where the starred sum denotes a sum over primitive characters.
We use the following lemma to bound R1.

Lemma 3.2. Let x be large, and let C ⊆ C denote the region

C = {u+ iv : u ≥ 1
2
, |v| ≤ (log x)20}.

For a primitive Dirichlet character ψ (mod r) with r ≤ x1/3, let σ(ψ) denote the largest real

part of a zero of L(s, ψ) contained in C. If λ ∈ (0, 1
2
], x1/2 ≤ N ≤ x2, and ℓ ≤ xO(1), then

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∑

(n,ℓ)=1

λω(n)ψ(n)W
( n

N

)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≪ r1/2Nmax(
9
10
,σ(ψ))

∏

p|ℓ

(

1 +
3

p9/10

)

.

We show how Lemma 3.2 allows us to bound R1 before proceeding to its proof. We treat
two different cases, depending on whether R ≤ 1

10
exp((log x)1/3).

If R ≤ 1
10
exp((log x)1/3), then since (r, B) = 1 the classical zero-free region (see [1, Chapter

14]) implies σ(ψ) ≤ 1− c
(log x)1/3

for every ψ, for some constant c > 0. It follows from Lemma

3.2 that

R1 ≪ (log x)2R3/2(xQ′)1−c(log x)
−1/3

≪ x exp(−
√

log x). (3.4)

Assume now that R ≫ exp((log x)1/3). We break up the sum over ψ according to the
value of σ(ψ). The contribution from those ψ with σ(ψ) ≤ 9

10
is ≤ x9/10+o(1). For those ψ
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with σ(ψ) > 9
10
, the contribution is

≪
(log x)O(1)

R1/2

∑

9
10

≤β≤1

β=
9
10

+
j

log x
j≥0

xβ
∑

r≍R

∑∗

ψ(r)

β≤σ(ψ)<β+
1

log x

1. (3.5)

Let N(σ, T, ψ) denote the number of zeros ρ of L(s, ψ) satisfying Re(ρ) ≥ β and |Im(ρ)| ≤ T .
If β ≤ σ(ψ), then N(β, (log x)20, ψ) ≥ 1, so (3.5) is

≪
(log x)O(1)

R1/2
sup

9
10

≤β≤1

xβ
∑

r≍R

∑∗

ψ(r)

N(β, (log x)20, ψ).

By work of Montgomery [12, Theorem 12.2] we have
∑

r≍R

∑∗

ψ(r)

N(β, (log x)20, ψ) ≪ R5(1−β)(log x)O(1)

since β ≥ 9
10
, and therefore

R1 ≪ x9/10+o(1) + (log x)O(1) x

R1/2
sup

9
10

≤β≤1

( x

R5

)β−1

≪
x

R1/3
. (3.6)

Taking (3.4) and (3.6) together shows |R1| ≪ x exp(−c(log x)1/3), for some positive constant
c. Inserting this bound in (3.3) then gives

|R| ≪ x exp(−(log x)1/4). (3.7)

Proof of Lemma 3.2. Let W †(s) denote the Mellin transform of W . By Mellin inversion,

∑

(n,ℓ)=1

λω(n)ψ(n)W
( n

N

)

=
1

2πi

∫ c+i∞

c−i∞

N sW †(s)
∏

p|ℓ

(

1 + λ
ψ(p)

ps − ψ(p)

)−1

A(s)L(s, ψ)λds,

where c > 1, and A(s) is an Euler product (depending on λ and ψ) that converges absolutely
for Re(s) ≥ 9

10
, and which is uniformly bounded in this region. By Lemma 3.1, we may

truncate the integral to |s| ≤ (log x)10 at the cost of negligible error. By the definition of
σ(ψ), we see L(s, ψ)λ is holomorphic for Re(s) > σ(ψ) and |Im(s)| ≤ (log x)20, so we may
move the line of integration from c to β = max( 9

10
, σ(ψ)) + 1

log x
. We apply the triangle

inequality to the integrals over this new vertical line segment and the connecting horizontal
line segments. Since 0 < λ ≤ 1

2
, the easy bound [13, Lemma 10.15] implies

|L(σ + it, ψ)λ| ≪ 1 + |L(σ + it, ψ)|1/2 ≪ r
1−σ
2

+ε(1 + |t|) ≪ r1/2(1 + |t|),

say. Also, for Re(s) ≥ 9
10
,

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∏

p|ℓ

(

1 + λ
ψ(p)

ps − ψ(p)

)−1
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤
∏

p|ℓ

(

1 +
λ

p9/10 − 1− λ

)

≤
∏

p|ℓ

(

1 +
3

p9/10

)

,

since λ ≤ 1/2. �
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3.2. Evaluating the main term M. We write

M =
1

ϕ(Q′)

∑

(n,Q′)=1

λω(n)W

(

n

xQ′

)

∑

d|P
(d,Bn)=1
ω(d)≤V

µ(d)

ϕ(d)
Kω(d).

By [7, p. 56, equation (6.8)], we see

∑

d|P
(d,Bn)=1
ω(d)≤V

µ(d)

ϕ(d)
Kω(d) =

∑

d|P
(d,Bn)=1

µ(d)

ϕ(d)
Kω(d) +O

(

∑

d|P
ω(d)=V +1

Kω(d)

ϕ(d)

)

,

and we bound the error by

∑

d|P
ω(d)=V +1

Kω(d)

ϕ(d)
≤

1

(V + 1)!





∑

K2<p≤X

K

p− 1





V+1

≪ exp(−(log log x)2).

We arrange the complete sum over d as

∑

d|P
(d,Bn)=1

µ(d)

ϕ(d)
Kω(d) =

∏

K2<p≤X
p∤Bn

(

1−
K

p− 1

)

= (1 + o(1))S
∏

p≤X

(

1−
1

p

)K

×
∏

p|Bn
K2<p≤X

(

1−
K

p− 1

)−1
∏

K<p≤K2

(

1−
K

p

)−1

.

By Mertens’ theorem and some estimations, this is

≤ S
(log log x)O(K)

(log x)K
eO(K)

∏

p|Bn

(1 + p−1/3).

It follows that

M ≤ S
(log x)o(1)

(log x)K
1

ϕ(Q′)

∑

n≍xQ′

λω(n)
∏

p|n

(1 + p−1/3).

Work of Shiu [15, Theorem 1] implies

∑

n≍xQ′

λω(n)
∏

p|n

(1 + p−1/3) ≪
xQ′

log x
exp

(

∑

p≪xQ′

λ

p
(1 + p−1/3)

)

≪
xQ′

(log x)1−λ
,

and it follows that

M ≤ S
x

(log x)K
(log x)−1+λ+o(1). (3.8)

Recalling from (2.5) that S ≥ (log x)−1, comparing (3.8) and (3.7) yields

Z ≤ S
x

(log x)K
(log x)−1+λ+ 1

10
log(1/λ)+o(1).

We choose the optimal λ = 1
10

(which is suitable for Lemma 3.2) to conclude.
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