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Abstract

We obtain asymptotic bounds on the number of natural numbers less than X satisfying
ged (n, [P(n)]) = 1, under some diophantine conditions on the coefficient of = in P, and show

1
that the density of such naturals is exactly —.

¢(2)
1 Introduction

If m and n are two natural numbers chosen at random, the probability that they are coprime is
known to be %. This result extends beyond independent integers and can hold when m and n are
functionally related. For instance, Watson proved in [2] that if « is irrational, the density of natural
numbers n satisfying ged(n, |[an|) = 1 is precisely %. Similarly, Lambek and Moser demonstrated
in [3] that if f(1), f(2),... is a non-decreasing sequence of non-negative integers that grows slowly
to infinity, and if the intervals over which f(m) = n grow slowly with n, then the probability that

f(n) is relatively prime to n is also %.

In this paper, we extend Watson’s result to a broader class of functional relationships.
Roughly speaking, we show that if P is a polynomial with real coefficients and the coefficient of x

in P is not too well-approximable, then the probability that n and | P(n)| are coprime is exactly
6
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Main Result
More specifically:

Theorem. Let P € R[z] be a polynomial such that the coefficient of x in P is non-Liouville (we
shall define this in Definition 1). Then we have that:

X X NGO
S(X) = + O (log logX1/3> and hence Xl1_1>noo X~
where  S(X) =:{z < X : ged (z, |[P(z)]) =1}.

Heuristic

For a prime p, the probability that p | ged (n, |[P(n)]) is equal to % times the probability that

{@} < %, which is 1715. Therefore, the probability that p does not divide ged (n, [P(n)]) is
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Heuristically, we expect that the density of natural numbers n

satisfying ged (n, [P(n)]) =1 is
1
I (-5)
p prime

This product is well-known to evaluate to %, consistent with earlier results for simpler cases.
This motivates us to proceed with sieving to establish the result rigorously. However, precise
bounds require good control over the error terms, which arise when applying Weyl’s equidistribution
theorem. To manage these errors effectively, we impose certain Diophantine conditions on the
coefficient of z in P.

2 Diophantine Approximation

Definition 1. Let w € R and B > 0. We say that a number o € R is w-badly-approzimable (with
constant B > 0) if we have

mi% lgoe — p| > Bq™  for all sufficiently large q € N.
pe

In particular, a number a € R is said to be Liouville if there are no w € R for which « is
w-badly-approximable.

3 Bounds for Weyl Sums

P(d
Now we obtain bounds on the weyl sums of mT(x), independent of d and m, for m in a

certain range.

Theorem 3.1. Suppose P € R[z| with coefficient of x, o, being non-Liouville. Then we can find
constants T, p, Xg > 0 such that

P(d
Sm(X) =: Z e (m%) < X" forall m<X? and X > X,.
<X

To Prove this we will use the following Theorem.

Theorem 3.2. [1, Theorem 1.6] Let T and § be reals such that 7=1 > 4k(k — 1) and 6 > kr.
Suppose that X is sufficiently large in terms of k, 8 and T and suppose that | fi(c; X)| > X', then
dq, a1, - ap € Z such that

1<q< X’ and |qoj —aj| < X°IV1<j<k

Here o= (a1, az,- -+ ,ax) and fy(o; ) := Z e (04171-1-042712 +“‘aknk)

n<x

Proof of Theorem 2.1. Let us consider

1 1= (w+1)0 B o
s L and T = o)




Then it is clear that d, 7 satisfy the hypothesis for Theorem 3.2. Suppose m < X” and assume

for sake of contradiction |Sm( )| > X'=7. Now, since the coefficient of = in mp(fllm) = ma, we have
by Theorem 3.2 that 3¢/, a’ € Z, such that
with ged(a’,q') =1and1< ¢ < X°. (1)

Now let us define:

w =14 max{k,inf{wy € R | ais wy-badly-approximable}} and
1
B = 3 ~sup{Bp € (0,1) | ais w -badly-approximable with constant By}.

So « is wq -badly-approximable with constant B. Now by Definition 1, we know that there is a
constant X = Xo(«) such that for all r > X, |ra — s| > Br=*. Now combining this with (1), we
have that

B(Xoqm)™ < | Xogma — pXo| < XoX°*
— m > BXO—wX(l—(w+1)6)/w S x(I=(@+1)8)/2w

= X? contradiction to assumption.

Hence our assumption that |s,,(X)| > X!~7 is wrong. So we have that [s,,(X)| < X'~7 for all
m < X* as desired. O

4 Sieving

4.1 Controlling Error Terms

We will now apply the bounds on Weyl sums derived in the previous section along with the Er-
dos—Turan Discrepancy Theorem to estimate the error terms in the sieving process.

Theorem 4.1. Let us define:
Ag(X) = {x < X :d| gcd(x, | P(x)]|}.
Then 3 constants pu,C,Cy > 0 such that
1—p
X

Proof. By Theorem 3.1, we know that dp, 7 > 0 such that for large enough X and for all m < X*,
we have that s,,(X) < X'~7. Thus we can find a positive constant C such that whenever % > C,

we have that - )
m (X/d) < <§> for all m < (%) .

Now by Erdos-Turan-Discrepancy Theorem, we know that:

X

Aa(X) — 7z

X Sm X/d
||Ad(X SR +z’ Iy
¥\’
Finally choosing T = (F) and p:=max{l — p,1 — 7/2}, we obtain the desired bound. O
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4.2 Doing The Sieving

Theorem 4.2. Let P € R[z] be a polynomial such that the coefficient of x in P is non-Liouville.
Then we have that:

X X CS(x) 1
S(X) = +0 <(log o X)1/3> and hence Xhm =

where  S(X) =: #{x < X : ged (z, |[P(z)]) = 1}.
Proof. Let us define
S(X,z) :=#{x < X :ged (gcd (z, LP(m)J),Pz) =1}.
Let €, A > 0 be arbitrary. Then we notice that

SX)-S(X,z) < > |Ad

(d,P:)=1;d<X
= > |Adl + > | Adl
(d,P:)=1;d<X/log® =z (d,P:)=1;d>X/1log® =

Now we shall estimate the the sums on the RHS seperately.

3 Al < 3 %H) ((%)1—;1)

(d,P2)=1;d<X/log® z (d,P;)=1;d< X/ log® z
X X
< _ [
- ng d? +0 <log5“z>

X
— 0| —=_
<log5“ z)
Furthermore, we also have

> | Ag| < log® 2 > 1

(d,P:)=1;d>X/log® =z (d,P:)=1;d>X/log® =z

=logtz [ X (p];[ (1— %) + 0 <10g114X>)

(for z:= X¢/108lodX  where ¢=1/(2(A+1)))

X X
<——+0 v
log" ™z log™ X
Thus in conclusion, we have that

X X X
S(X)-9X,2) =0 ———— O — Ol ——
() (X,2) <log1_ez> * <log5“z> * <logAX>

where 7z = X¢/loglogX




So now it just remains for us to estimate S(X, z). For this, we observe that

S = Y udlAd

d|Py;d<X
1 1 x\'
- X (p];[z <1 — P) +0 (Y)) +0 KX%;gez (E) (2)

+ > | Adl

d|P;; X/ log® z<d<X

X
Now if d | P, with w(d) < loglogd + (loglogd)?/® and d > Togz’ then we can find a prime factor

of d of size atleast M = d'/21°810gd e claim M > z. To see this, we note that

log d

logM = ————
o8 2log log d

log X 1 c
“loglog X \ 2 2loglog X
log X
>
2(A +1)loglog X

> logz (for large enough X)

Thus M > z. But then this means that d has a prime factor > z and thus d fP,, a contradiction.
Therefore the contribution of the last sum in (2) is atmost

X

‘ 2/3
#{n < X : jo(n) loglogn| > (loglogn)*/*} < iz

(Hardy-Ramanujan Theorem)
So in conclusion we have that

X X X
S(X.2) = €(2) o (10ng> o ((loglogX)1/3)

Combining this with the estimate for S(X) — S(X, z) we obtained earlier gives us

S(X) = X +0 X 73 as desired.
(loglog X) /
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