arXiv:2311.14001v1 [math.NT] 23 Nov 2023

Multiplicative independence in the sequence of

k−generalized Lucas numbers

Herbert Batte^{1,∗}, Mahadi Ddamulira^1, Juma Kasozi^1, and Florian Luca^2

Abstract

Let (L^{(k)}_n )_{n≥2−k} be the sequence of k−generalized Lucas numbers for some fixed integer k ≥ 2, whose first k terms are 0, . . . , 0, 2, 1 and each term afterward is the sum of the preceding k terms. In this paper, we find all pairs of the k−generalized Lucas numbers that are multiplicatively dependent.

Keywords and phrases: k−generalized Lucas numbers; multiplicatively independent integers; linear forms in logarithms.

2020 Mathematics Subject Classification: 11B39, 11D61, 11D45. ∗ Corresponding author

1 Introduction

1.1 Background

Let k ≥ 2 be an integer. The sequence of k-generalized Fibonacci numbers (F^{(k)}_n )_{n∈Z} is the sequence given by F^{(k)}_n = F^{(k)}_{n−1} + · · · + F^{(k)}_{n−k}

with F^{(k)}_1 = 1 and F^{(k)}_i = 0 for i = 2 − k, 3 − k, . . . , 0. If one keeps the same recurrence relation (every term is the sum of the previous k terms) but instead of the initial values being 0, 0, . . . , 0, 0, 1 one starts with 0, 0, . . . , 0, 2, 1, then one obtains the sequence of k−generalized Lucas numbers. When k = 2, these coincide with the classical sequences of Fibonacci and Lucas numbers. If a, b are nonzero integers then we say that they are multiplicatively independent if the only solution in integers x, y of the equation a^xb^y = 1 is x = y = 0 and multiplicatively dependent otherwise. Note that any pair of integers such that one of them is 1 is a pair of multiplicatively dependent integers.

In [10], Gómez and Luca fixed k ≥ 2 and looked at the instances n > m ≥ 1 for which F^{(k)}n and F^{(k)}m are multiplicatively dependent. This is certainly so if m ∈ {1, 2} since F^{(k)}_1 = F^{(k)}_2 = 1. In addition, since F^{(k)}m = 2^{m−2} for all m ∈ [2, k + 1], it follows that F^{(k)}n and F^{(k)}m are multiplicatively dependent when 3 ≤ m < n ≤ k + 1. The main result of [10] is that these are the only instances when F^{(k)}_n and F^{(k)}_m are multiplicatively dependent when k ≥ 3. When k = 2, there is the additional instance (m, n) = (3, 6) as F^{(2)}_3 = 2 and F^{(2)}_6 = 2^3. The instance k = 2 can be easily treated with Carmichael’s primitive divisor theorem [6] which asserts that F^{(2)}_n has a primitive prime factor (a prime factor p which does not divide F^{(2)}m for any positive integer m < n) provided n > 12. Then an immediate verification of the cases 3 ≤ m ≤ n ≤ 12 gives the solution (m, n) = (3, 6).

Similar results concerning the multiplicative dependence between terms of other linear recurrence sequences can be seen in [9] and [2]. In this paper, we investigate the multiplicative dependence between L^{(k)}_m and L^{(k)}_n for n > m. We assume again that n ≠ 1, m ≠ 1 as L^{(k)}_1 = 1. We prove the following result.

1.2 Main Result

Theorem 1.1. Let k ≥ 2 and (L^{(k)}_n )_{n∈Z} be the sequence of k–generalized Lucas numbers. If n > m ≥ 0 are integers with n ≠ 1, m ≠ 1 such that L^{(k)}n and L^{(k)}m are multiplicatively dependent then (k, m, n) = (2, 0, 3), (3, 0, 7).

2 Methods

2.1 Preliminaries

The following is a well known identity

L^{(k)}_n = 3 · 2^{n−2}, for all 2 ≤ n ≤ k. (2.1)

It can be easily proved by induction. The characteristic polynomial of (L^{(k)}_n )_{n∈Z} is given by Ψ_k(x) = x^k − x^{k−1} − · · · − x − 1. This polynomial is irreducible in Q[x]. The polynomial Ψ_k(x) possesses a unique real root α := α(k) > 1, see [15]. All the other roots of Ψ_k(x) are inside the unit circle, see [16]. The particular root α can be found in the interval

2(1 − 2^{−k}) < α < 2, for k ≥ 2, (2.2)

as noted in [20]. As in the classical case when k = 2, it was shown in [5] that

α^{n−1} ≤ L^{(k)}_n ≤ 2α^n, holds for all n ≥ 1, k ≥ 2. (2.3)

For k ≥ 2 we define

f_k(x) := x − 1 2 + (k + 1)(x − 2) . If 2(1 − 2^{−k}) < x < 2, then^∂_{∂x} f_k(x) < 0 and so inequality (2.2) implies that 1 2 = f_k(2) < f_k(α) < f_k(2(1 − 2^{−k})) ≤ 3 4 , (2.4)

holds for all k ≥ 3. The inequality 1/2 = f_k(2) < f_k(α) < 3/4 also holds for k = 2. In addition, it is easy to verify that |f_k(α_i)| < 1 holds for all 2 ≤ i ≤ k, where α_i for i = 2, . . . , k are the roots of Ψ_k(x) inside the unit disk. Lastly, it was shown in [5] that

L^{(k)}_n = k∑ i=1 (2α_i − 1)f_k(α_i)α^{n−1}_i and | | |L^{(k)}_n − fk(α)(2α − 1)α^{n−1} | | | < 3 2 , (2.5)

hold for all k ≥ 2 and n ≥ 2 − k. This means that L^{(k)}_n = f_k(α)(2α − 1)α^{n−1} + e_k(n), where |e_k(n)| < 1.5. The first expression in (2.5) is known as the Binet-like formula for L^{(k)}_n . Furthermore, the second inequality expression in (2.5) shows that the contribution of the zeros that are inside the unit circle to L^{(k)}n is small.

2.2 Linear forms in logarithms

We use Baker-type lower bounds for nonzero linear forms in logarithms of algebraic numbers. There are many such bounds mentioned in the literature but we use one of Matveev from [14]. Before we can formulate such inequalities we need the notion of height of an algebraic number recalled below. Definition 2.1. Let γ be an algebraic number of degree d with minimal primitive polynomial over the integers

a_0x^d + a_1x^{d−1} + · · · + a_d = a_0 d∏ i=1 (x − γ^{(i)}), where the leading coefficient a_0 is positive. Then, the logarithmic height of γ is given by

h(γ) := 1 d ( log a_0 + d∑ i=1 log max{|γ^{(i)}|, 1} ) .

In particular, if γ is a rational number represented as γ = p/q with coprime integers p and q ≥ 1, then h(γ) = log max{|p|, q}. The following properties of the logarithmic height function h(·) will be used in the rest of the paper without further reference:

h(γ_1 ± γ_2) ≤ h(γ_1) + h(γ_2) + log 2; h(γ_1γ^{±1}_2 ) ≤ h(γ_1) + h(γ_2); h(γ^s) = |s|h(γ) valid for s ∈ Z. With these properties, it was easily computed in Section 3 of [10] that

h (f_k(α)) < 2 log k, for all k ≥ 2. (2.6)

A linear form in logarithms is an expression of the form

Λ := b_1 log γ_1 + · · · + b_t log γ_t, (2.7)

where γ_1, . . . , γ_t are positive real algebraic numbers and b_1, . . . , b_t are nonzero integers. We assume, Λ ≠ 0. We need lower bounds for |Λ|. We write K = Q(γ_1 , . . . , γ_t) and D for the degree of K . We give the general form due to Matveev [14].

Theorem 2.1 (Matveev, [14]). Put Γ := γ^{b1}_1 · · · γ^{bt}_t − 1 = e^Λ − 1. Then

log |Γ| > −1.4 · 30^{t+3} · t^{4.5} · D^2(1 + log D)(1 + log B)A_1 · · · A_t, where B ≥ max{|b_1|, . . . , |b_t|} and A_i ≥ max{Dh(γ_i), | log γ_i|, 0.16} for i = 1, . . . , t. In our application of Matveev’s result (Theorem 2.1), we need to ensure that the linear forms in logarithms are indeed nonzero. To ensure this, we shall need the following two results given as Lemma 2.7 and Lemma 2.8 in [9].

Lemma 2.1 (Lemma 2.7 in [9]). The only solution in positive integers k ≥ 2, x, y of the Diophantine equation (2^{k+1} − 3)^x = ( 2^{k+1}k^k − (k + 1)^{k+1} (k − 1)^2 )_y

is k = 2, for which x = y.

Lemma 2.2 (Lemma 2.8 in [9]). Let N := N_{K/Q} , where K = Q(α). Then

(i) For n, m ≥ 1 and k ≥ 2, |N(α)| = 1.

(ii) N(2α − 1) = 2^{k+1} − 3 and N(f_k(α)) = (k − 1)^2/(2^{k+1}k^k − (k + 1)^{k+1}). (iii) For k ≥ 3, N((2α − 1)f_k(α)) < 1.

For the special case when t = 2 in Theorem 2.1, we instead apply a sharper result from [12]. Suppose that A_1 > 1, A_2 > 1 are real numbers such that

log A_i ≥ max { h(γ_i), | log γ_i| D , 1 D } for i = 1, 2. (2.8) Put b^′ := |b_1| D log A_2 + |b_2| D log A_1 . The following result is Corollary 2 in [12].

Theorem 2.2 (Laurent et al, 1995). In case t = 2, we have

log |Λ| ≥ −24.34D^4 ( max { log b^′ + 0.14, 21 D , 1 2 })_2 log A_1 log A_2.

However, during the calculations, upper bounds on the variables which are too large are obtained, thus there is need to reduce them. In this paper we use the following result related with continued fractions (see Theorem 8.2.4 in [17]).

Lemma 2.3 (Legendre). Let τ be an irrational number, [a_0, a_1, a_2, . . .] be the continued fraction expansion of τ. Let p_i/q_i = [a_0, a_1, a_2, . . . , a_i], for all i ≥ 0, be all the convergents of the continued fraction of τ, and M be a positive integer. Let N be a non-negative integer such that q_N > M. Then putting a(M) := max{a_i : i = 0, 1, 2, . . . , N}, the inequality | | |τ − r s | | | > 1 (a(M) + 2)s^2 , holds for all pairs (r, s) of positive integers with 0 < s < M.

However, since there are no methods based on continued fractions to find a lower bound for linear forms in more than two variables with bounded integer coefficients, we use at some point a method based on the LLL–algorithm. We next explain this method.

Let k be a positive integer. A subset L of the k–dimensional real vector space R^k is called a lattice if there exists a basis {b_1, b_2, . . . , b_k} of R^k such that L = k∑ i=1 Zb_i = {_k ∑ i=1 r_ib_i | r_i ∈ Z } . We say that b_1, b_2, . . . , b_k form a basis for L, or that they span L. We call k the rank of L. The determinant det(L), of L is defined by

det(L) = | det(b_1, b_2, . . . , b_k)|,

with the b_i’s being written as column vectors. This is a positive real number that does not depend on the choice of the basis (see [7], Section 1.2).

Given linearly independent vectors b_1, b_2, . . . , b_k in R^k , we refer back to the Gram–Schmidt orthogonalization technique. This method allows us to inductively define vectors b^∗_i (with 1 ≤ i ≤ k) and real coefficients μ_{i,j} (for 1 ≤ j ≤ i ≤ k). Specifically,

b^∗_i = b_i − i−1∑ j=1 μ_{i,j} b^∗_j , μ_{i,j} = ⟨b_i, b^∗_j ⟩ ⟨b^∗_j , b^∗_j ⟩ ,

where ⟨·, ·⟩ denotes the ordinary inner product on R^k . Notice that b^∗_i is the orthogonal projection of b_i on the orthogonal complement of the span of b_1, . . . , b_{i−1}, and that Rb_i is orthogonal to the span of b^∗_1, . . . , b^∗_{i−1} for 1 ≤ i ≤ k. It follows that b^∗_1, b^∗_2, . . . , b^∗_k is an orthogonal basis of R^k .

Definition 2.2. The basis b_1, b_2, . . . , b_n for the lattice L is called reduced if ‖μ_{i,j} ‖ ≤ 1 2 , for 1 ≤ j < i ≤ n, and ‖b^∗_i + μ_{i,i−1}b^∗_{i−1}‖^2 ≥ 3 4 ‖b^∗_{i−1}‖^2, for 1 < i ≤ n, where ‖ · ‖ denotes the ordinary Euclidean length. The constant 3/4 above is arbitrarily chosen, and may be replaced by any fixed real number y in the interval 1/4 < y < 1 (see [13], Section 1).

Let L ⊆ R^k be a k−dimensional lattice with reduced basis b_1, . . . , b_k and denote by B the matrix with columns b_1, . . . , b_k. We define l (L, y) = { min_{x∈L} ||x − y|| ; y ∉ L min_{0≠x∈L} ||x|| ; y ∈ L , where || · || denotes the Euclidean norm on R^k . It is well known that, by applying the LLL–algorithm, it is possible to give in polynomial time a lower bound for l (L, y), namely a positive constant c_1 such that l (L, y) ≥ c_1 holds (see [19], Section V.4).

Lemma 2.4. Let y ∈ R^k and z = B^{−1}y with z = (z_1, . . . , z_k)^T . Furthermore,

(i) if y ∉ L, let i_0 be the largest index such that z_{i0} ≠ 0 and put λ := {z_{i0} }, where {·} denotes the distance to the nearest integer.

(ii) if y ∈ L, put λ := 1.

Finally, we set

c_1 := max_{1≤j≤k} { ||b_1|| ||b^∗_j || } and δ := λ ||b_1|| c_1 . In our application, we are given real numbers η_0, η_1, . . . , η_k which are linearly independent over Q and two positive constants c_3 and c_4 such that

|η_0 + x_1η_1 + · · · + x_kη_k| ≤ c_3 exp(−c_4H), (2.9)

where the integers x_i are bounded as |x_i| ≤ X_i with X_i given upper bounds for 1 ≤ i ≤ k. We write X_0 := max_{1≤i≤k}{X_i}. The basic idea in such a situation, from [8], is to approximate the linear form (2.9) by

an approximation lattice. So, we consider the lattice L generated by the columns of the matrix

A = 1 0 . . . 0 0 0 1 . . . 0 0 . . . . . . . . . . 0 0 . . . 1 0 ⌊Cη_1⌋ ⌊Cη_2⌋ . . . ⌊Cη_{k−1}⌋ ⌊Cη_k⌋ ,

where C is a large constant usually of the size of about X^k_0 . Let us assume that we have an LLL–reduced basis b_1, . . . , b_k of L and that we have a lower bound l (L, y) ≥ c_1 with y := (0, 0, . . . , −⌊Cη_0⌋). Note that c_1 can be computed by using the results of Lemma 2.4. Then, with these notations the following result is Lemma VI.1 in [19].

Lemma 2.5 (Lemma VI.1 in [19]). Let S := k−1∑ i=1 X^2_i and T := 1 + ∑_k i=1 X_i 2 . If δ^2 ≥ T^2 + S, then

inequality (2.9) implies that we either have x_1 = x_2 = · · · = x_{k−1} = 0 and x_k = − ⌊Cη_0⌋ ⌊Cη_k⌋ , or

H ≤ 1 c_4 ( log(Cc_3) − log (√ δ^2 − S − T )) . Finally, we present an analytic argument which is Lemma 7 in [11].

Lemma 2.6 (Lemma 7 in [11]). If s ≥ 1, T > (4s^2)^s and T > z (log z)^s

, then

z < 2^sT (log T )^s.

SageMath 9.5 is used to perform all computations in this work.

3 Proof of the main result

We do this in the following cases.

3.1 The case k = 2

In this subsection we study the Diophantine equation

(L_n)^x = (L_m)^y, (3.1)

where n > m ≥ 0, n ≠ 1, m ≠ 1 and x, y ∈ Z.

Lemma 3.1. The only integer solution (n, m) of equation (3.1) in the range n > m ≥ 0, n ≠ 1, m ≠ 1 is (n, m) = (3, 0).

Proof. By Carmichael’s Primitive Divisor Theorem and the known relation F_{2k} = F_kL_k, it follows that for k > 6, L_k has a primitive prime factor (namely, the primitive prime factor of F_{2k}). In particular, equation (3.1) is impossible with x ≠ 0 if n > 6. One now checks that in the remaining range 0 ≤ m < n ≤ 6, the only convenient solution is (m, n) = (3, 0).

3.2 The case k ≥ 3

The equation is (L^{(k)}_n )^x = (L^{(k)}_m )^y, (3.2) where none of x, y is zero. Since n > m ≥ 0, and n ≠ 1, m ≠ 1 we have that n ≥ 2. If m ∈ [0, k], m ≠ 1, we then have that either m = 0 and L^{(k)}_0 = 2 or m ≥ 2 and L^{(k)}m = 3 · 2^{m−2}. From the above formulas, we get that if 0 ≤ m ≤ k, m ≠ 1, then n ≥ k + 1. Furthermore, P (L^{(k)}_n ) ≤ 3. All k–generalized Lucas numbers L^{(k)}n with P (L^{(k)}n ) ≤ 7 and n ≥ k + 1 have been found in [1] and they are the following

L^{(2)}_3 = 2^2, L^{(2)}_4 = 7, L^{(2)}_6 = 2 · 3^2, L^{(3)}_4 = 2 · 5, L^{(3)}_6 = 5 · 7, L^{(3)}_7 = 2^6, L^{(3)}_{12} = 2 · 3^3 · 5^2, L^{(3)}_{15} = 2^4 · 3 · 5^2 · 7, L^{(4)}_8 = 2^5 · 5 and L^{(10)}_{15} = 2^2 · 5^3 · 7^2.

We learn from the above list that the only possibilities are (k, m, n) = (2, 0, 3) and (3, 0, 6). From now on, we assume that P (L^{(k)}_m ) ≥ 11. In particular, n > m ≥ k + 1. In addition, L^{(k)}_n > L^{(k)}_m showing that x < y. It is a straightforward exercise to show that relation (2.3) together with (3.2) imply that x < m and y < n. Therefore, n = max{n, m, x, y, k}. Assume next that n ≤ 50. Then 4 ≤ n ≤ 50, 3 ≤ m ≤ 49 and 3 ≤ k ≤ 48. We wrote a code in SageMath to find all coincidences for which equations (3.2) hold. We find none in these ranges, see Appendix 1. From now on, n > 50.

3.3 An inequality for n in terms of k

Lemma 3.2. Let (n, m, x, y, k) be a solution to (3.1) with n > m ≥ k + 1, k ≥ 3, n > 50 and x < y < n. Then

n < 8.5 · 10^{34}k^8(log k)^6.

Proof. Here, we first go back to (2.5) and write it as

L^{(k)}_n = f_k(α)(2α − 1)α^{n−1} + e_k(n), where |e_k(n)| < 1.5. (3.3)

Hence, ( L^{(k)}_n )_x = (f_k(α))^x (2α − 1)^xα^{(n−1)x} [ 1 + e_k(n) f_k(α)(2α − 1)α^{n−1} ]_x . Now, we study the elements

(1 + r)^x and z := xr, where r = e_k(n) f_k(α)(2α − 1)α^{n−1} . (3.4)

Since k ≥ 3, then α ≥ 1.75 by relation (2.2) and so 2α − 1 ≥ 2.5. Moreover, f_k(α) > 1/2 by inequality (2.4). This means that |r| = | | | e^k(n) f_k(α)(2α − 1)α^{n−1} | | | < 1.5 0.5 · 2.5 · 1.5^{n−1} = 1.2 1.5^{n−1} < 1 1.5^{n−2} , and |z| = x|r| < n 1.5^{n−2} . In particular, |z| < 10^{−6} for all n > 50. Now, if r < 0, then

1 > (1 + r)^x = exp (x log(1 − |r|)) ≥ exp(−2|z|) > 1 − 2|z|,

and if r > 0, then

1 < (1 + r)^x = ( 1 + |z| x )_x < exp(|z|) < 1 + 2|z|, because |r| < 0.5 for all n > 50 and |z| < 10^{−6} is very small. Therefore in both cases we have that | | | ( L^{(k)}_n )_x − (f_k(α))^x (2α − 1)^xα^{(n−1)x} | | | < 2|z| (fk(α))^x (2α − 1)^xα^{(n−1)x} < 2n (f_k(α))^x (2α − 1)^xα^{(n−1)x} 1.5^{n−2} . (3.5)

We now use equation (3.2) together with (3.5) to have | | |(fk(α))^x (2α − 1)^xα^{(n−1)x} − (fk(α))^y (2α − 1)^yα^{(m−1)y} | | | = | | |(fk(α))^x (2α − 1)^xα^{(n−1)x} − (fk(α))^y (2α − 1)^yα^{(m−1)y} − ( L^{(k)}_n )_x + ( L^{(k)}_m )_y| | < | | | ( L^{(k)}_n )_x − (f_k(α))^x (2α − 1)^xα^{(n−1)x} | | | + | | | ( L^{(k)}_m )_y − (f_k(α))^y (2α − 1)^yα^{(m−1)y} | | | < 2n (f_k(α))^x (2α − 1)^xα^{(n−1)x} 1.5^{n−2} + 2m (f_k(α))^y (2α − 1)^yα^{(m−1)y} 1.5^{m−2} < 4m 1.5^{m−2} ( (f_k(α))^x (2α − 1)^xα^{(n−1)x} + (f_k(α))^y (2α − 1)^yα^{(m−1)y} ) , (3.6)

where in the last inequality we have used the fact that x → x/1.5^x is decreasing for all x ≥ 3, together with n > m ≥ k + 1 ≥ 4.

Dividing both sides of (3.6) by max { (f_k(α))^x (2α − 1)^xα^{(n−1)x}, (f_k(α))^y (2α − 1)^yα^{(m−1)y} } , we get | | |1 − (fk(α))^{Δ(y−x)} (2α − 1)^{Δ(y−x)}α^{Δ((m−1)y−(n−1)x)} | | | < 4m 1.5^{m−2} ( 1 + (f_k(α))^{Δ(y−x)} (2α − 1)^{Δ(y−x)}α^{Δ((m−1)y−(n−1)x)} ) < 4m 1.5^{m−2} (1 + 1) < 19m 1.5^m , (3.7)

where Δ ∈ {±1}. We now intend to apply Theorem 2.1 on the left–hand side of (3.7). Let

Γ := (f_k(α))^{Δ(y−x)} (2α − 1)^{Δ(y−x)}α^{Δ((m−1)y−(n−1)x)} − 1 = e^Λ − 1.

If Λ = 0, then (f_k(α))^{y−x} = (2α − 1)^{x−y}α^{(n−1)x−(m−1)y}. Applying norms in K = Q(α) and using |N(α)| = 1, and item (i) of Lemma 2.2, the above equation becomes |N (f_k(α)) |^{y−x} = |N(2α − 1)|^{x−y}, which implies that 1 |N (f_k(α)) | = |N(2α − 1)|. Here, we used that y > x (in particular, y − x ≠ 0). Now, by item (ii) of Lemma 2.2, we have from the above that 2^{k+1}k^k − (k + 1)^{k+1}

(k − 1)^2

= 2^{k+1} − 3,

which gives k = 2, by Lemma 2.1. This contradicts the working assumption that k ≥ 3. Thus, Λ ≠ 0. We use the field Q(α) with degree D = k. Here, t = 3,

γ_1 := f_k(α), γ_2 := 2α − 1, γ_3 := α, b_1 := Δ(y − x), b_2 := Δ(y − x), b_3 := Δ((m − 1)y − (n − 1)x).

We need to ensure that B ≥ max{|b_1|, |b_2|, |b_3|}, so we can take B := n^2. We also need to ensure that A_i ≥ max{Dh(γ_i), | log γ_i|, 0.16} for i = 1, 2, 3. So, we take A_1 := Dh(γ_1) = 2k log k. Since h(α) = (log α)/k and h(2α − 1) < 3/k, we can take A_2 := A_3 := 1. Then, by Theorem 2.1,

log |Γ| > −1.4 · 30^6 · 3^{4.5} · k^2(1 + log k)(1 + 2 log n) · 2k log k

> −1.6 · 10^{12}k^3(log k)^2 log n, (3.8) since k ≥ 3 and n > 50. Comparing (3.7) and (3.8), we get

m log 1.5 − log 19m < 1.6 · 10^{12}k^3(log k)^2 log n (3.9)

Next, we proceed in two cases, that is, we distinguish between the cases n ≤ m^2 and n > m^2. (a) When n ≤ m^2, we use (3.9) to obtain that

m log 1.5 − log 19m < 1.6 · 10^{12}k^3(log k)^2 log m^2;

m log 1.5 < 3.2 · 10^{12}k^3(log k)^2 log m + log 19 + log m; m log m

< 8 · 10^{12}k^3(log k)^2

We now apply Lemma 2.6 with the data z := m, s := 1 and T := 8 · 10^{12}k^3(log k)^2 > (4s^2)^s = 4 since k ≥ 3. We get

m < 2 · 8 · 10^{12}k^3(log k)^2 log[8 · 10^{12}k^3(log k)^2] = 1.6 · 10^{13}k^3(log k)^2 ( log 8 · 10^{12} + 3 log k + 2 log log k ) < 1.6 · 10^{13}k^3(log k)^2 (30 + 5 log k) < 5.3 · 10^{14}k^3(log k)^3. (3.10)

So, we get that n ≤ m^2 < ( 5.3 · 10^{14}k^3(log k)^3

)_2

< 2.9 × 10^{29}k^6(log k)^6.

(b) When n > m^2, we return to (3.2) and rewrite it using (3.5) as | |(L_{(k)m} )^y − (f_k(α))x (2α − 1)_xα_{(n−1)x} | | < 2n (fk(α))^x (2α − 1)^xα^{(n−1)x} 1.5^{n−2} . Dividing both sides of the above inequality by (f_k(α))^x (2α − 1)^xα^{(n−1)x}, we get | | |(fk(α))^{−x} (2α − 1)^{−x}α^{−(n−1)x} ( L^{(k)}_m )_y − 1 | | | < 4.5n 1.5^n < 1 1.5^{n/2} , (3.11)

since n > 50. We again apply Theorem 2.1 on the left–hand side of (3.11). Here, we let

Γ_1 := (f_k(α))^{−x} (2α − 1)^{−x}α^{−(n−1)x} ( L^{(k)}_m )_y − 1 = e^{Λ1} − 1.

Again, Λ_1 ≠ 0, otherwise we would have

(f_k(α))^x (2α − 1)^xα^{(n−1)x} = ( L^{(k)}_m )_y = ( L^{(k)}_n )_x . Upon simplifying the exponents, we get f_k(α)(2α − 1)α^{n−1} = L^{(k)}_n . Taking norms in K = Q(α) and using that |N(α)| = 1, by item (i) and (ii) of Lemma 2.2, we get that

1 > N((2α − 1)f_k(α)) = N(L^{(k)}_n ) = (L^{(k)}_n )^k > 1,

a contradiction. Thus, Λ_1 ≠ 0. We again use the field Q(α) with degree D = k. Here, t = 4,

γ_1 := f_k(α), γ_2 := 2α − 1, γ_3 := α, γ_4 := L^{(k)}_m , b_1 := −x, b_2 := −x, b_3 := −(n − 1)x b_4 = y.

We need B ≥ max{|b_1|, |b_2|, |b_3|, |b_4|}, so we can take B := n^2. Like before, we take A_1 := 2k log k, and we can still take A_2 := A_3 := 1. For A_4, we note that L^{(k)}_m ≤ 2α^m by inequality (2.3), so we can take A_4 = 2mk. Thus, by Theorem 2.1,

log |Γ| > −1.4 · 30^7 · 4^{4.5} · k^2(1 + log k)(1 + 2 log n) · 2k log k · 2mk > −3.5 · 10^{14}k^4(log k)^2 √ n log n, since m^2 < n in this case (b). (3.12)

Comparing (3.11) and (3.12), we get n 2 log 1.5 < 3.5 · 10^{14}k^4(log k)^2 √ n log n; √ n < 1.8 · 10^{15}k^4(log k)^2 log n; √ n log √ n < 3.6 · 10^{15}k^4(log k)^2. (3.13)

Again, we now apply Lemma 2.6 with z := √ n, s := 1 and T := 3.6 · 10^{15}k^4(log k)^2 > (4s^2)^s = 4 since k ≥ 3. We get √ n < 2 × 3.6 · 10^{15}k^4(log k)^2 log ( 3.6 · 10^{15}k^4(log k)^2 ) = 7.2 · 10^{15}k^4(log k)^2 ( log 3.6 · 10^{15} + 4 log k + 2 log log k ) < 7.2 · 10^{15}k^4(log k)^2 (36 + 6 log k)

< 2.9 · 10^{17}k^4(log k)^3;

or n < 8.5 · 10^{34}k^8(log k)^6. (3.14)

This completes the proof of Lemma 3.2.

3.4 Considerations on k

In our analysis, we consider two distinct scenarios based on the value of k: when k > 1000 and when k ≤ 1000. For the first scenario, we show that equation (3.2) has no solutions. Consequently, we focus on the case where k ≤ 1000. However, it is noteworthy that Lemma 3.2 imposes a different upper bound on n, specifically n < 9.3 × 10^{63}, which is exceedingly large and impractical for direct computation. To overcome this computational challenge, we reduce this upper bound in two cases, using inequalities analogous to (3.7) and (3.11), involving the LLL–algorithm, as we shall elaborate.

3.4.1 The case k > 1000

For this case, we have from Lemma 3.2 that

n < 8.5 · 10^{34}k^8(log k)^6 < 2^{2k/5},

for all k > 1000. Next, let a and b be nonnegative integers with b > 0. We quote the following inequality which is proved as estimate (3.14) on page 229 of [9]. It asserts that | |(u_{(k)n} )^x − 2_{(n−2)x}(a + b)_x | | < 71 · 2^{(n−2)x}(a + b)^x 2^{2k/5}

. (3.15)

For us here, u^{(k)}_n := L^{(k)}_n , a = L^{(k)}_0 = 2 and b = L^{(k)}_1 = 1. Therefore, using inequality (3.15) together with relation (3.2), we get | | |2^{(n−2)x} · 3^x − 2^{(m−2)y} · 3^y | | | = | | |2^{(n−2)x} · 3^x − 2^{(m−2)y} · 3^y + ( L^{(k)}_m )_y − ( L^{(k)}_n )_x| | ≤ | | | ( L^{(k)}_n )_x − 2^{(n−2)x} · 3^x | | | + | | | ( L^{(k)}_m )_y − 2^{(m−2)y} · 3^y | | | < 71 · 2^{(n−2)x} · 3^x + 2^{(m−2)y} · 3^y 2^{2k/5}

. (3.16)

If we divide through by max { 2^{(n−2)x} · 3^x, 2^{(m−2)y} · 3^y } , we get | |1 − 2_{ε((n−2)x−(m−2)y)} · 3_{ε(x−y)} | | < 142 2^{2k/5} , where ε ∈ {±1}. To proceed, let Γ_2 := 1 − 2^{ε((n−2)x−(m−2)y)} · 3^{ε(x−y)}. If we write

Λ_2 := ε((n − 2)x − (m − 2)y) log 2 + ε(x − y) log 3,

then |Λ_2| < e^{|Λ2|} ( e^{Λ2} − 1 ) < 284 2^{2k/5}

, (3.17)

since | |e^Λ2 − 1 | | = |Γ_2| < 142/2^{2k/5} and e^{|Λ}2^| ≤ 1 + |Γ_2| < 2 for all k > 1000. We need to ensure that Γ_2 ≠ 0. But if Γ_2 = 0, we then get x − y = 0 (from the exponent of 3) and next (n − 2)x = (m − 2)y (from the exponent of 2), so since x = y ≠ 0, we get n − 2 = m − 2, or n = m, a contradiction.

Now, we apply Theorem 2.2 on Λ_2 with γ_1 := 2, γ_2 := 3, b_1 := ε((n−2)x−(m−2)y) and b_2 := ε(x−y). Moreover, K := Q, D = 1 and so we can write log A_i := 2, for i = 1, 2. Also, we have

b^′ := |b_1| D log A_2 + |b_2| D log A_1 = 1 2 (|b_1| + |b_2|) .

Therefore,

log |Λ_2| ≥ −24.34 (max {log b^′ + 0.14, 21, 0.5})^2 · 2 · 2 > −98 (max {log b^′ + 0.14, 21})^2 .

Using the upper bound from relation (3.17), we get 2 5 k log 2 − log 284 < 98 (max {log b^′ + 0.14, 21})^2 ,

k < 354 (max {log b^′ + 0.14, 21})^2 + 21.

Now, if max {log b^′ + 0.14, 21} = 21, then k < 156135 and if max {log b^′ + 0.14, 21} = log b^′ + 0.14, then

b^′ = 1 2 (|b_1| + |b_2|) = 1 2 (|((n − 2)x − (m − 2)y)| + |(x − y)|) ≤ n + n^2 2 < n^2 < 7.3 · 10^{69}k^{16}(log k)^{12},

where we have used Lemma 3.2. Hence,

max {log b^′ + 0.14, 21} = log b^′ + 0.14 < log ( 7.3 · 10^{69}k^{16}(log k)^{12} ) + 0.14 = log(7.3 · 10^{69}) + 16 log k + 12 log log k + 0.14 < 162 + 28 log k < 52 log k, for k > 1000.

We thus get that k < 354 · (52 log k)^2 + 21 < 10^6(log k)^2. Applying Lemma 2.6 with z := k, s := 2 and T := 10^6 > (4s^2)^s = 256, we get k < 7.7 · 10^8. Therefore, in all cases, k < 7.7 · 10^8. With this upper bound, we have by Lemma 3.2 that n < 7.8 · 10^{113}.

Next, we divide (3.17) by (x − y) log 2, we have | | | log 3 log 2 − (n − 2)x − (m − 2)y x − y | | | < 410 2^{2k/5}(x − y)

, (3.18)

since x and y are distinct. By Lemma 2.3 with τ := log 3 log 2 and M := 10^{114}, we have 1 (a(M) + 2)(x − y)^2 < | | | | log 3 log 2 − (n − 2)x − (m − 2)y x − y | | | | < 410 2^{2k/5}(x − y) , where a(M) = 100 (in fact, q_{229} > 10^{114} and max{a_k : 0 ≤ k ≤ 229} = a_{218} = 100). The above inequality gives 1 (100 + 2)(x − y)^2 < 410 2^{2k/5}(x − y) ; 2^{2k/5} < 41820(x − y) < 41820n;

< 3.6 · 10^{39}k^8(log k)^6.

Taking logarithms both sides and simplifying, we get 2 5 k log 2 < log(3.6 · 10^{39}) + 8 log k + 6 log log k < 92 + 14 log k < 28 log k,

which implies that k < 101 log k. Applying Lemma 2.6 with z := k, s := 1 and T := 101 > (4s^2)^s = 4, we get k < 933. This contradicts the working assumption k > 1000.

3.4.2 The case k ≤ 1000 In this case, since k ≤ 1000, then n < 8.5·10^{34}(1000)^8(log 1000)^6 < 9.3·10^{63}, by Lemma 3.2. The purpose here is to reduce this upper bound on n. To do this, we first go back to (3.7) and recall that we had already obtained

Γ := (f_k(α))^{Δ(y−x)} (2α − 1)^{Δ(y−x)}α^{Δ((m−1)y−(n−1)x)} − 1 = e^Λ − 1.

We already showed that Λ ≠ 0, so Γ ≠ 0. Assume for a moment that m > 14, then we have that | |e^Λ − 1 | | = |Γ| < 1 and e^{|Λ|} ≤ 1 + |Γ| < 2, implying that |(m − 1)y − (n − 1)x| < 1 log α |2 + |y − x| log(2α − 1) + |y − x|| log f_k(α)|| < 1 log α

(2 + 2n + n) = n log α · ( 3 + 2 n ) < 9n, since m > 14. In the calculation above, we have used | log(2α−1)| < 2, | log f_k(α)| < 1 and n := max{x, y}. We can therefore rewrite (3.7) as |Λ| < e^{|Λ|}|e^Λ − 1| < 38m 1.5^m < 10^{28} 1.5^m , where we have used (3.10) and k ≤ 1000.

Now, for each k ∈ [3, 1000], we use the LLL–algorithm to compute a lower bound for the smallest nonzero number of the form

|Λ| := |(y − x) log f_k(α) + (y − x) log(2α − 1) + ((m − 1)y − (n − 1)x) log α| ,

with integer coefficients not exceeding 9n < 8.4 · 10^{64} in absolute value. Specifically, we consider the approximation lattice A = 1 0 0 0 1 0 ⌊C log f_k(α)⌋ ⌊C log(2α − 1)⌋ ⌊C log α⌋ ,

with C := 6 · 10^{194} and choose y := (0, 0, 0). Now, by Lemma 2.4, we get

l (L, y) = |Λ| > c_1 = 10^{−68} and δ = 10^{66}.

So, Lemma 2.5 gives S = 2.22 · 10^{130} and T = 1.26 · 10^{65}. Since δ^2 ≥ T^2 + S, then choosing c_3 := 10^{28} and c_4 := log 1.5, we get m < 891.

Recall that we are trying to reduce the upper bound on n. At this point with a reduced bound on m, we proceed in two cases.

(a) When n ≤ m^2, we have from the reduced bound on m that n < 891^2 = 793881. With this new upper bound for n we repeat the LLL–algorithm to get a lower bound of |Λ|, where now the coefficients of the linear form |Λ| are integers not exceeding 9n < 7.2 · 10^6. With the same approximation lattice and C := 10^{21}, we get |Λ| > 10^{−16}, S = 2.54 · 10^{14} and T = 1.39 · 10^7. Moreover, choosing c_3 := 38m = 33858 and c_4 := log 1.5, we obtain that m < 111, or similarly n ≤ m^2 < 12321. Repeating this algorithm twice, we conclude that n < 1600.

(b) When n > m^2, then we go back to (3.11) where we deduced

Γ_1 := (f_k(α))^{−x} (2α − 1)^{−x}α^{−(n−1)x} ( L^{(k)}_m )_y − 1 = e^{Λ1} − 1.

Clearly, Γ_1 ≠ 0 since we already showed that Λ_1 ≠ 0. If Γ_1 > 0, then e^{Λ1} − 1 > 0, so from (3.11) we obtain 0 < Γ_1 < 1 1.5^{n/2} . If Γ_1 < 0, then we can note from (3.11) that 1/1.5^{n/2} < 1/2 since n > 50. Hence, it follows that |e^{Λ1} − 1| < 1/2 which implies e^{Λ1} < 2. Since Γ_1 < 0, we obtain that

0 < |Λ_1| ≤ e^{|Λ1 |} − 1 = e^{|Λ1|}|e^{Λ1} − 1| < 2 1.5^{n/2} .

Thus, in all cases, we have |Λ_1| < 2 1.5^{n/2} . (3.19)

Observe that |Λ_1| is an expression of the form

|a_1 log f_k(α) + a_2 log(2α − 1) + a_3 log α + a_4 log L^{(k)}_m |,

where a_1 := −x, a_2 := −x, a_3 := −(n − 1)x, a_4 := y. From Lemma 3.2, we have

max{|a_i| : 1 ≤ i ≤ 4} < n^2 < 10^{128}.

At this point when k ∈ [3, 1000] and m ∈ [3, 890], we consider the approximation lattice

A = 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 ⌊C log f_k(α)⌋ ⌊C log(2α − 1)⌋ ⌊C log α⌋ ⌊C log L^{(k)}m ⌋ ,

with C := 10^{512} and choose y := (0, 0, 0, 0). By Lemma 2.4, we get |Λ_1| > c_1 = 10^{−130} and δ = 10^{129}. So, Lemma 2.5 gives S = 2 · 10^{256} and T = 1.5 · 10^{128}. Since δ^2 ≥ T^2 + S, then choosing c_3 := 2 and c_4 := log 1.5, we get n/2 < 2178. This implies that n ≤ 4356.

With this new upper bound for n we repeat the LLL–algorithm once again to get a lower bound of |Λ_1|, where now the coefficients a_i are integers satisfying

max{|a_i| : 1 ≤ i ≤ 4} < n^2 < 1.9 · 10^7.

With the same approximation lattice and C := 10^{30}, we get |Λ_1| > 10^{−10}, δ = 10^8 S = 1.45 · 10^{15} and T = 3.81 · 10^7. We then obtain that n ≤ 258.

So, in all cases n < 1600. Finally, we do a computational search for solutions to our Diophantine equation (3.2), when 3 ≤ k ≤ 1000 and 3 < m < n < 1600. First, for k fixed, we use SageMath to calculate

M(n, m) := gcd(L^{(k)}_n , L^{(k)}_m )

and we print the pairs (n, m), with n, m ∈ [3, 1600], such that

power mod(M(n, m), n, L^{(k)}_n ) = 0 and power mod(M(n, m), m, L^{(k)}_m ) = 0.

Here, power mod(A, r, B) calculate A^r (mod B). To conclude, we verify which of these pairs correspond to solutions of equation (3.2), for each k ∈ [3, 1000]. We find none, see Appendix 3. This program ran for about 20 hours.

Acknowledgments

The first author thanks the Eastern Africa Universities Mathematics Programme (EAUMP) for funding his doctoral studies. The first and last co-authors were supported in part by Grant #2024-029-NUM from Wits, Johannesburg, South Africa. The last author worked on this paper during a fellowship at STIAS. This author thanks STIAS for hospitality and support.

References

[1] Batte, H. & Luca, F. On the Largest Prime factor of the k–generalized Lucas numbers. Submitted to Boletín de la Sociedad Matemática Mexicana for review. Preprint: http://vixra.org/abs/2311.0086 [2] Behera, M., & Ray, P. K. (2023). Multiplicative dependence between Padovan and Perrin numbers.

Boletín de la Sociedad Matemática Mexicana, 29(2), 52.

[3] Bilu, Y., Hanrot, G., & Voutier, P. M. (2001). Existence of primitive divisors of Lucas and Lehmer numbers.

[4] Bravo, J. J., & Luca, F. (2012). Powers of two in generalized Fibonacci sequences. Revista Colombiana de Matemáticas, 46(1), 67-79.

[5] Bravo, J. J., & Luca, F. (2014). Repdigits in k−Lucas sequences. Proceedings-Mathematical Sciences, 124, 141-154.

[6] Carmichael, R. D. (1913). On the numerical factors of the arithmetic forms α^n ± β^n. The Annals of Mathematics, 15(1/4), 49-70.

[7] Cassels, J. W. S. (2012). An introduction to the geometry of numbers. Springer Science & Business Media.

[8] de Weger, B. M. (1987). Solving exponential Diophantine equations using lattice basis reduction algorithms, Journal of Number Theory 26, 325–367.

[9] Gómez, C. A., Gómez, J. C., & Luca, F. (2020). Multiplicative dependence between k−Fibonacci and k−Lucas numbers. Periodica Mathematica Hungarica, 81(2), 217-233.

[10] Gómez Ruiz, C. A. & Luca, F. (2016). Multiplicative independence in k−generalized Fibonacci sequences. Lithuanian Mathematical Journal, 56, 503-517.

[11] Gúzman, S. S., & Luca, F. (2014). Linear combinations of factorials and S-units in a binary recurrence sequence. Annales Mathématiques du Québec, 38(2), 169-188.

[12] Laurent, M., Mignotte, M., & Nesterenko, Y. (1995). Formes linéaires en deux logarithmes et déterminants d’interpolation. Journal of number theory, 55(2), 285-321.

[13] Lenstra, A. K., Lenstra, H. W., & Lovász, L. (1982). Factoring polynomials with rational coefficients.

Mathematisches Annalen 261, 515–534.

[14] Matveev, E. M. (2000). An explicit lower bound for a homogeneous rational linear form in the logarithms of algebraic numbers. II. Izvestiya: Mathematics, 64(6), 1217.

[15] Miles, E. P. (1960). Generalized Fibonacci numbers and associated matrices. The American Mathematical Monthly, 67(8), 745-752.

[16] Miller, M. D. (1971). On generalized Fibonacci numbers. The American Mathematical Monthly, 78, 1108-1109.

[17] Murty M. R., & Esmonde, J. (2005). Problems in Algebraic Number Theory, second edition, Graduate Texts in Mathematics, vol. 190, Springer?Verlag, New York.

[18] Rihane, S. E., Faye, B., Luca, F., & Togbé, A. (2020). Powers of Two in Generalized Lucas Sequences, Fibonacci Quart. 58 (2020), no. 3, 254-260.

[19] Smart, N. P. (1998). The algorithmic resolution of Diophantine equations: a computational cookbook (Vol. 41). Cambridge University Press.

[20] Wolfram, D. A. (1998). Solving generalized Fibonacci recurrences. Fibonacci Quarterly, 36(2), 129-145.

Addresses

1 Department of Mathematics, School of Physical Sciences, College of Natural Sciences, Makerere University, Kampala, Uganda

Email: hbatte91@gmail.com Email: mahadi.ddamulira@mak.ac.ug Email: juma.kasozi@mak.ac.ug

2 School of Mathematics, Wits University, Johannesburg, South Africa and Centro de Ciencias Matemáticas UNAM, Morelia, Mexico

Email: Florian.Luca@wits.ac.za

Appendices

Appendix 1

memo = {}
def k_generalized_lucas(n, k):
    if (n, k) in memo:
        return memo[(n, k)]
    # Base cases
    if n < 2-k:
        return 0
    elif n == 0:
        return 2
    elif n == 1:
        return 1
    else:
         # Recurrence relation
         result = sum([k_generalized_lucas(n-i, k) for i in range(1, k+1)])
         memo[(n, k)] = result
         return result
def check_multiplicative_dependence(a, b):
    # Check for multiplicative dependence
    for x in range(1, n):
       for y in range(1, n):
            if x != y and a ^ x == b ^ y:
                 return True
    return False
# Check for multiplicative dependence
for k in range(2, 51):
   for n in range(2, 51):
       for m in range(2, n): # Ensure m < n
           lnk = k_generalized_lucas(n, k)
           lmk = k_generalized_lucas(m, k)
           if check_multiplicative_dependence(lnk, lmk):
              print(f"For k={k}, the numbers L_{n}^{(k)}={lnk} and L_{m}^{(k)}={lmk}
              are multiplicatively dependent.")

Appendix 2

tau = log(3)/log(2)
M = 10^114
cf_tau = continued_fraction(tau)
N = 0

for convergent in cf_tau.convergents():
    if convergent.denominator() > M:
       break
    N += 1

print(f"The index N such that q_N > M is: {N}")
print(f"The convergent p_N/q_N is: {cf_tau.convergents()[N-1]}")

a_M = max(cf_tau[:N+1])
print(f"The value a(M) is: {a_M}")

Appendix 3

def k_generalized_lucas(n, k, memo={}):
    if (n, k) in memo:
       return memo[(n, k)]
    if n < 2 - k:
       return 0
    elif n == 0:
       return 2
    elif n == 1:
       return 1
    else:
       result = sum([k_generalized_lucas(n - i, k, memo) for i in range(1, k + 1)])
       memo[(n, k)] = result
       return result
# Function to check the GCD conditions
def check_gcd_conditions(n, m, k):
    ln = k_generalized_lucas(n, k)
    lm = k_generalized_lucas(m, k)
    gcd_val = gcd(ln, lm)
    if power_mod(gcd_val, n, ln) == 0 and power_mod(gcd_val, m, lm) == 0:
        return True
    return False
# Function to check the multiplicative dependence
def check_multiplicative_dependence(n, m, k):
    ln = k_generalized_lucas(n, k)
    lm = k_generalized_lucas(m, k)
    for x in range(1, n):
       for y in range(1, n):
           if x != y and ln ^ x == lm ^ y:
               return True
    return False
pairs = []
for k in range(3, 1001):
    for n in range(4, 1600):
        for m in range(3, n):
            if check_gcd_conditions(n, m, k):
                  pairs.append((k, n, m))
for k, n, m in pairs:
     if check_multiplicative_dependence(n, m, k):
          print(f"For k={k}, the pair (n={n}, m={m}) satisfies the
          multiplicative dependence condition.")

Appendix 4

from sage.all import *
# Define alpha and C
alpha = (1 + sqrt(5)) / 2
C = 6e194 # 6 * 10^194

# Define f_k(x) function
def f_k(x, k):
    return (x - 1) / (2 + (k + 1) * (x - 2))
# Initialize variables to store the best c1, delta, and corresponding k
best_c1 = float(’inf’) # Initialize to a large value
best_delta = 0
best_k = None

# Loop over k values
for k in range(3, 1001): # Adjust the range as needed
    # Define matrix B for each k
    B = Matrix(QQ, [[1, 0, 0],
                   [0, 1, 0],
                   [floor(C * (log(f_k(alpha, k)).n())),
                    floor(C * (log(2*alpha - 1).n())),
                     floor(C * (log(alpha).n()))]])

    # Apply LLL reduction to get a reduced basis
    B_reduced = B.LLL()

    # Perform Gram-Schmidt orthogonalization on the reduced basis
    B_orthogonalized = B_reduced.gram_schmidt()[0]

    # Compute c1
    c1 = min([B_reduced.column(0).norm() / B_orthogonalized[i].norm()
    for i in range(B_reduced.ncols())])

    # Define y and the lattice L
    y = vector([0, 0, 0]) # Replace with your actual vector
    L = B_reduced * ZZ^B_reduced.ncols()

    # Compute lambda and delta
    if y not in L:
        z = B_reduced.inverse() * y
        i0 = max([i for i in range(len(z)) if z[i] != 0])
        lambda_val = abs(z[i0] - round(z[i0]))
    else:
        lambda_val = 1

    delta = lambda_val * B_reduced.column(0).norm() / c1

    # Update best_c1, best_delta, and best_k if a better c1 is found
    if c1 < best_c1:
       best_c1 = c1
       best_delta = delta
       best_k = k

# Output the best c1, delta, and corresponding k
print(f"Best k: {best_k}")
print(f"Best c1: {float(best_c1):.6e}")
print(f"Best delta: {float(best_delta):.6e}")