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Abstract

Efficient primality testing is fundamental to modern cryptography for the purpose

of key generation. Different primality tests may be compared using their runtimes

and rates of non-witnesses. With the Lucas primality test, we analyze the frequency

of Lucas pseudoprimes using MATLAB. We prove that a composite integer n can be

a strong Lucas pseudoprime to at most 1
6 of parameters P,Q unless n belongs to a

short list of exception cases, thus improving the bound from the previous result of 4
15 .

We also explore the properties obeyed by such exceptions and how these cases may

be handled by an extended version of the Lucas primality test.
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1 Introduction

With the advent of public-key cryptosystems in the 1970s, the demand for faster primality

tests has increased dramatically, leading to the discovery and rise in popularity of such

probabilistic algorithms as the Miller-Rabin, Lucas, and Frobenius primality tests. Given

the growing demand for large prime numbers in the field of cryptography, even modest

improvements to current algorithms may lead to increased levels of internet security. As

such, taking steps to understand more about primality tests and their rates of non-witnesses

has vast applications in modern society. We now examine the Lucas primality test and its

distribution of pseudoprimes with respect to their prime factorizations.

For P and Q fixed integers, we consider the Lucas sequences U and V defined by the

recurrence relations:

 U0 = 0, U1 = 1, Uk+2 = PUk+1 −QUk,

V0 = 2, V1 = P, Vk+2 = PVk+1 −QVk.

Let D = P 2 − 4Q and ε(n) represent the Jacobi symbol (D/n). The following is a

well-known result from which the strong Lucas pseudoprime test may be derived [2]:

Theorem 1. Let p be a prime number relatively prime to 2QD. Put p − ε(p) = 2kq with

q odd. One of the following is true:

p | Uq

or

there exists i such that 0 ≤ i < k and p | V2iq,

where U, V are the Lucas sequences of the parameters P,Q.
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A composite integer n satisfying the above conditions is known as a strong Lucas

pseudoprime to parameters P and Q, or slpsp(P,Q), using the notation of Arnault [1].

Definition 1. The set of ordered pairs of non-witnesses (P,Q) is given by

SL(D,n) = #

(P,Q)

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
0 ≤ P,Q < n, P 2 − 4Q ≡ D modulo n,

gcd(Q, n) = 1, n is slpsp(P,Q).


Definition 2. We define a function analogous to Euler’s totient function: the ϕD function,

whose value is equal to the order of the unit group of (O/nO), where O is the ring of

integers of the quadratic field Q[
√
D]. ϕD is defined as

 ϕD(p
r) = pr−1(p− ε(p)) for any prime p - 2D, and r ∈ N∗,

ϕD(n1n2) = ϕD(n1)ϕD(n2) for any n1 and n2 relatively prime.

Let pr11 . . . prss be the prime decomposition of an integer n > 2 relatively prime to 2D.

Put  n− ε(n) = 2kq,

pi − ε(pi) = 2kiqi for 1 ≤ i ≤ s,
with q, qi odd,

with the pi’s ordered such that k1 ≤ . . . ≤ ks.

Theorem 2 (Arnault). The number of pairs (P,Q) with 0 ≤ P,Q ≤ n, gcd(Q, n) =

1, P 2−4Q ≡ D modulo n and such that n is an slpsp(P,Q) is expressed by the following

formula:

SL(D,n) =
s∏

i=1

(gcd(q, qi)− 1) +

k1−1∑
j=0

2js
s∏

i=1

gcd(q, qi). (1)
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In the Methods section below, we will briefly examine the process by which data was

collected using MATLAB and present a sample data table. The Results section will focus

on extending the above formula using the ϕD function and using it to improve the bound

given by Arnault [1]. A short lemma at the beginning of the Results section precedes the

main result, Theorem 3. The proof is divided into cases based on s-values, which range

from 1 to 4. We conclude by examining possible follow-up problems in the Future Work

section, including applications of Newton’s Method and the Baillie-PSW primality test.

2 Methods

Throughout the process of collecting data on the distribution of Lucas pseudoprimes, over

a dozen MATLAB programs were written. The integers less than some arbitrary bound

(100000 was used) with the highest rates of non-witnesses were grouped based on their

prime factorizations to aid with the process of generalizing to integers with different s-

values. After numerous values of D corresponding to different quadratic integer rings

were tested, patterns emerged in the prime factorizations of integers that were frequently

Lucas pseudoprimes, leading to the main result given below. Alternate primality tests,

including the Miller-Rabin and Baillie-PSW tests, were coded in MATLAB as well to be

compared to the Lucas test.
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Table 1: Example Integers with High Rates of Non-Witnesses for D = 5

Integer Non-Witness Rate 1st Prime Factor 2nd Prime Factor 3rd Prime Factor

21 .2381 3 7

323 .4489 17 19

377 .2255 13 29

901 .1609 17 53

1081 .1785 23 47

1891 .2226 31 61

3827 .1842 43 89

4181 .1638 37 113

5671 .2478 53 107

5777 .2432 53 109

6601 .1659 7 23 41

10207 .1592 59 173

10877 .2450 73 149

11663 .3705 107 109

13861 .1879 83 167

14981 .1589 71 211

17119 .2250 17 19 53

18407 .1611 79 233

19043 .4928 137 139

25651 .2489 113 227
...
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Figure 1: n with Non-Witness Rate Exceeding 1/6 for s = 2

• n = (k + 1) ∗ (k − 1), (D/k + 1) = 1, (D/k − 1) = −1 (twin primes case)

• n = (2k − 1) ∗ (4k − 1), (D/2k − 1) = −1, (D/4k − 1) = −1

• n = (2k + 1) ∗ (4k + 1), (D/2k + 1) = 1, (D/4k + 1) = 1

• n = (2k − 1) ∗ (4k + 1), (D/2k − 1) = −1, (D/4k + 1) = 1

• n = (2k + 1) ∗ (4k − 1), (D/2k + 1) = 1, (D/4k − 1) = −1

Figure 2: n with Non-Witness Rate Exceeding 1/6 for s = 3

• 665 = (6− 1)(6 + 1)(18 + 1), q = 32 · 37

• 3655 = (6− 1)(18− 1)(42 + 1), q = 32 · 7 · 29

• 17119 = (18− 1)(18 + 1)(54− 1), q = 33 · 317

• 20705 = (6− 1)(42− 1)(102− 1), q = 31 · 7 · 17 · 29

• 39689 = (14− 1)(42 + 1)(70 + 1), q = 34 · 5 · 72

• 76589 = (18 + 1)(30− 1)(138 + 1), q = 32 · 5 · 23 · 37
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3 Results

Lemma 1.

SL(D,n)

ϕD(n)
=

1

2k1+...+ks
·

s∏
i=1

1

pri−1
i

·

(
s∏

i=1

gcd(q, qi)− 1

qi
+

2sk1 − 1

2s − 1
·

s∏
i=1

gcd(q, qi)
qi

)
(2)

Proof. From Definition 2, we have that

ϕD(n) =
s∏

i=1

ϕD(p
ri
i ) =

s∏
i=1

pri−1
i (2kiqi) = 2k1+...+ks ·

s∏
i=1

qi ·
s∏

i=1

pri−1
i (3)

Combining (1) and (3) and expanding the geometric series yields the desired expression.

Theorem 3. SL(D,n) ≤ 1
6
n unless one of the following is true:

n = 9 or 25

n = (2k1q1 − 1)(2k1q1 + 1)

n = (2k1q1 + ε1)(2
k1+1q1 + ε2)

n = (2k1q1 + ε1)(2
k1q2 + ε2)(2

k1q3 + ε3), q1, q2, q3 | q,

where εi means ε(pi).

Proof. For the sake of completeness, we start with the case s = 1, although such n do not

pose a significant problem to primality tests (perfect nth powers may be quickly detected

using Newton’s method).
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s = 1. We know that all of the product expressions in (2) are bounded above by 1. Thus,

we have
SL(D,n)

ϕD(n)
≤ 1

2k1
·

s∏
i=1

1

pri−1
i

(1 + 2k1 − 1) =
1

pr1−1
1 .

If p1 ≥ 7, then ϕD(n) ≤ 8
7
n by definition. But r1 ≥ 2 because n is composite, so

SL(D,n) ≤ 8
49
n < 1

6
n. Thus n = 9 or 25 in this case.

s = 2. Suppose rh 6= 1 for some h.

• qh = 1.

We know that gcd(q, qh) = 1 and
∏s

i=1
gcd(q,qi)−1

qi
= 0. Therefore, (2) reduces to

SL(D,n)

ϕD(n)
≤ 1

4k1
·

2∏
i=1

1

pri−1
i

· 4
k1 − 1

3 .

If kh ≤ 2, then SL(D,n) ≤ 1
16
· 1
3
· 15

3
· ϕD(n) ≤ 5

48
· 4
3
· 6
5
n = 1

6
n by the definition

of ϕD(n).

If kh ≥ 3, then SL(D,n) ≤ 1
4k1
· 1
7
· 4k1

3
· ϕD(n) ≤ 1

21
· 4
3
· 6
5
n < 1

6
n because ph is at

least 2khqh − 1 ≥ 7.

• qh 6= 1.

Instead, (2) gives

SL(D,n)

ϕD(n)
≤ 1

4k1
·

2∏
i=1

1

pri−1
i

·
(
1 +

4k1 − 1

3

)
.

If kh = 1, then SL(D,n) ≤ 1
4
· 1
5
· (1 + 1) · ϕD(n) ≤ 1

10
· 4
3
· 6
5
n < 1

6
n.

If kh ≥ 2, then SL(D,n) ≤ 1
11
·
(

1
16

+ 1
3

)
· ϕD(n) < 1

6
n because ph is at least
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2khqh − 1 ≥ 11.

So r1 = r2 = 1 and n = p1p2 =
(
2k1q1 + ε1

) (
2k2q2 + ε2

)
= 2k1+k2q1q2 + 2k1q1ε2 +

2k2q2ε1 + ε1ε2. Therefore n − ε1ε2 = n − ε(n) = 2k1+k2q1q2 + 2k1q1ε2 + 2k2q2ε1. But

n − ε(n) = 2kq, so if gcd(q, q1) = q1, then q1 | q | (n − ε(n)) and q1 | q2. Also, if

gcd(q, q2) = q2, then q2 | q1. Suppose q1 6= q2.

• If gcd(q, qj) = 1 for some j, then our lemma states that

SL(D,n)

ϕD(n)
≤ 4k1 − 1

3 · 4k1
·

2∏
i=1

gcd(q, qi)
qi .

If qj 6= 1 and kj = 1, then SL(D,n) ≤ 1
4
· 1
3
· ϕD(n) ≤ 1

12
· 4
3
· 6
5
n < 1

6
n.

If qj 6= 1 and kj ≥ 2, then SL(D,n) ≤ 1
3
· 1
3
· ϕD(n) ≤ 1

9
· 12
11
· 4
3
n < 1

6
n because pj

is at least 2kjqj − 1 ≥ 11.

Now consider the case where qj = 1. Let the other q be called q`. Then gcd(q, q`) =

q` =⇒ q` | qj =⇒ q` = qj, a contradiction, so gcd(q, q`) 6= q` and gcd(q,q`)
q`

≤ 1
3
.

If kj = 1, then SL(D,n) ≤ 1
4
· 1
3
· ϕD(n) ≤ 1

12
· 4
3
· 6
5
n < 1

6
n.

If kj ≥ 2, then SL(D,n) ≤ 1
3
· 1
3
· ϕD(n) ≤ 1

9
· 12
11
· 4
3
n < 1

6
n.

• If gcd(q, qj) 6= 1 for both j, then we know

SL(D,n)

ϕD(n)
≤ 1

2k1+k2
·

[
2∏

i=1

gcd(q, qi)− 1

qi
+

4k1 − 1

3
·

2∏
i=1

gcd(q, qi)
qi

]
.

It is true that gcd(q, q1) 6= q1 or gcd(q, q2) 6= q2 because if both were equal, then q1

would equal q2, a contradiction. Thus
2∏

i=1

gcd(q,qi)
qi
≤ 1

3
.

If k2 − k1 ≥ 1, then SL(D,n) ≤
[
1
8
· 1
3
+ 1

6
· 1
3

]
· ϕD(n) ≤ 7

72
· 4

3
· 6

5
n < 1

6
n,
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so k1 = k2. Arnault showed that the upper bound given above for SL(D,N)
ϕD(n)

is a

decreasing function of k1, so we expand the product at k1 = 1:

SL(D,n)

ϕD(n)
≤ 1

4
·

[
2 ·

2∏
i=1

gcd(q, qi)
qi

− gcd(q, q1)
q1q2

− gcd(q, q2)
q1q2

+
1

q1q2

]
.

We know that ϕD(n) = 4k1q1q2, so SL(D,n) ≤ 2 · gcd(q, q1) · gcd(q, q2) −

gcd(q, q1) − gcd(q, q2) + 1. In the case of maximal ϕD(n) when ε1 = ε2 = −1,

we have n = (2q1 − 1)(2q2 − 1). Without loss of generality, suppose q1 is the qj for

which gcd(q,qj)
qj

≤ 1
3
. Hence

SL(D,n)

n
≤ 2 · q1/3 · q2 − q1/3− q2 + 1

(2q1 − 1)(2q2 − 1)
=

(2q1 − 1)(2q2 − 1)− (4q2 − 5)

6(2q1 − 1)(2q2 − 1)
<

1

6 .

because gcd(q, q2) 6= 1 =⇒ q2 6= 1.

Finally, (2) tells us
SL(D,n)

ϕD(n)
≤ 1

2k1+k2
· 4

k1 − 1

3 .

If k2 − k1 ≥ 2, then
SL(D,n)

ϕD(n)
≤ 1

4k1 · 4
· 4

k1

3

and SL(D,n) ≤ 1
12
· ϕD(n) ≤ 1

12
· 4

3
· 6

5
n < 1

6
n. We have shown that r1 = r2 = 1,

k2 − k1 = 0 or 1, and q1 = q2. Thus, in the case of s = 2, the only remaining cases are

n = (2k1q1 − 1)(2k1q1 + 1) and n = (2k1q1 + ε1)(2
k1+1q1 + ε2).

s = 3. If there exists rj with rj 6= 1, then SL(D,n)
ϕD(n)

≤ 1
8
· 1

3
· (1 + 1) = 1

12
. Likewise,

if there exists qj with gcd(q, qj) 6= qj, then SL(D,n)
ϕD(n)

≤ 1
8
·
(
1
3
+ 1

3

)
= 1

12
. In either case,
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SL(D,n) ≤ 1
12
· ϕD(n) ≤ 1

12
· 4
3
· 6
5
· 8
7
n < 1

6
n.

Going back to our lemma, we have

SL(D,n)

ϕD(n)
≤ 1

2k1+k2+k3
·

(
3∏

i=1

gcd(q, qi)− 1

qi
+

8k1 − 1

7

)
.

Suppose that k1 6= k3.

• If qj = 1 for some j, then SL(D,n) ≤ 1
16
· 8
7
· ϕD(n) ≤ 1

14
· 4
3
· 6
5
· 8
7
n < 1

6
n.

• Otherwise, if the least qj is equal to 3, then SL(D,n) ≤ 1
16
·
(
2
3
+ 1
)
· ϕD(n) ≤

1
16
· 5
3
· 6
5
· 8
7
· 12
11
n < 1

6
n because the least possible value for pj is 21 · 3− 1 = 5.

• Lastly, SL(D,n) ≤ 1
16
· (1 + 1) · ϕD(n) ≤ 1

8
· 12
11
· 14
13
· 18
17
n < 1

6
n.

So k1 = k2 = k3 and n = (2k1q1 + ε1)(2
k1q2 + ε2)(2

k1q3 + ε3) with q1, q2, q3 | q.

s ≥ 4. We start with

SL(D,n)

ϕD(n)
≤ 1

2k1+...+k4
·

(
4∏

i=1

gcd(q, qi)− 1

qi
+

16k1 − 1

15

)
.

• If some qj = 1, then SL(D,n) ≤ 1
16
· 16
15
· ϕD(n) ≤ 1

15
· 4
3
· 6
5
· 8
7
· 12
11
n < 1

6
n.

• When the two least q values are both 3, SL(D,n) ≤ 1
16
·
(
2
3
· 2
3
+ 1
)
· ϕD(n) ≤

1
16
· 13

9
· 6
5
· 8
7
· 12
11
· 14
13
n < 1

6
n.

• When the least q value is 3 but the second least q value is greater than 3, we know

SL(D,n) ≤ 1
16
·
(
2
3
+ 1
)
· ϕD(n) ≤ 1

16
· 5
3
· 6
5
· 12
11
· 14
13
· 18
17
n < 1

6
n.

• Otherwise, SL(D,n) ≤ 1
16
· (1 + 1) · ϕD(n) ≤ 1

8
· 12
11
· 14
13
· 18
17
· 20
19
n < 1

6
n.
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Therefore, if s = 4, then SL(D,n) < 1
6
.

4 Future Work

The exceptions for s = 2 may be handled using Newton’s Method for approximating the

roots of real functions; there are only 5 such problem cases to consider. However, when

s = 3, the number of exceptions to the 1
6
n bound are too numerous to be determined with

Newton’s Method. Fortunately, in all cases except for the famous Carmichael numbers,

those composite numbers with three or more prime factors tend to have low rates of non-

witnesses when examined with the related Miller-Rabin primality test [5].

The complementary nature of the Miller-Rabin primality test and the strong Lucas test

is exploited by the Baillie-PSW primality test, which combines a Miller-Rabin test using

the parameter a = 2 with a strong Lucas test. No known composites pass this test, although

probabilistic results suggest that counterexamples do exist [3, 4]. It would be interesting to

determine specific properties that must be obeyed by all Baillie-PSW pseudoprimes. Such

results would also be applicable in the field of cryptography as the Baillie-PSW primality

test is very widely used; the apparent lack of non-witnesses makes the test more reliable

than the bounds on the Miller-Rabin and Lucas tests would suggest.
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