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ON THE UNIQUE SOLVABILITY OF THE SIMULTANEOUS

PELL EQUATIONS x2 − a y2 = 1 AND z2 − b x2 = 1.

TOBIAS HILGART AND VOLKER ZIEGLER

Abstract. We consider the simultaneous Pell equations

x2 − a y2 = 1, z2 − b x2 = 1,

where a > b ≥ 2 are positive integers. We describe a procedure which, for any
fixed b, either confirms that the simultaneous Pell equations have at most one
solution in positive integers, or finds all exceptions for which we have proved
that there are at most finitely many.

1. Introduction

A natural question to ask when considering simultaneous Pell equations

a x2 − b z2 = δ1, c y2 − d x2 = δ2

is, how many solutions (in positive integers) there are. Ineffective results from
Thue [12] and Siegel [11] imply that for gcd(ab, δ1) = gcd(cd, δ2) = 1 and bδ1 6= cδ1
there are only finitely many.

If neither ab nor bd is a perfect square, and gcd(abd, δ) = 1, then Yuan [14]
proved that if each equation is solvable, the simultaneous equations

a x2 − b z2 = δ, c y2 − d z2 = δ

have a solution (even an infinite number of them) if and only if ad is a perfect
square.

Masser and Rickert [8] proved that, given the flexibility to freely choose both
δ1 and δ2, simultaneous Pell equations can be constructed with arbitrarily many
solutions.

That is, it makes sense to narrow the scope when considering simultaneous Pell
equations; in this paper, we consider

(1) x2 − a y2 = 1, z2 − b x2 = 1.

Bennett [4] noted that an analogous version of his proof shows that the above
equations have at most three solutions. Cipu and Mignotte [6] improved this bound
to two solutions, and reformulated a conjecture of Yuan [14] on the number of
solutions,

Conjecture 1.1. If the system of simultaneous Pell equations

a x2 − b y2 = 1, c y2 − d z2 = 1

has at least two solutions in positive integers, then their coefficients are given by

(a, b, c, d) = (1,m2 − 1, 1, n(l,m)2 − 1), (a, a− 1, b(l, a), b(l, a)− 1)

or equivalent forms thereof, where

n(l,m) =

(

m+
√
m2 − 1

)2l −
(

m−
√
m2 − 1

)2l

4
√
m2 − 1
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and

4b(l, a)− 1 =

(√
a+

√
a− 1

)l −
(√

a−
√
a− 1

)l

2
√
a− 1

, l ≡ 3 mod 4.

The conjecture states for the system (1) that there is at most one solution in
positive integers, except maybe some special cases where a and b are almost squares.

For several classes of coefficients, the above conjecture was confirmed. Yuan
himself [13] proved it for b of the form 4m(m+1), and Cipu [5] for 4m2− 1. Zhang
et al. [1] completely solved the case where a is prime and b = 24, not only confirming
the conjecture in this case, but finding that there are only the solutions (99, 70, 485)
and (10, 3, 49) when a = 2 and a = 11, respectively.

In the spirit of [1], we consider b to be fixed – but now arbitrary. Without any
further restrictions, we prove that the conjecture (that there is at most one solution)
is eventually true, in the sense that when a is sufficiently large with respect to b.
We formulate this in the following

Theorem 1.2. Let a > b ≥ 2 be two positive integers, where b is fixed. Then
there exists an effectively computable constant a0, dependent only on b, such that
for a ≥ a0 the simultaneous Pell equations

(2) x2 − a y2 = 1, z2 − b x2 = 1

have at most one solution (x, y, z) in positive integers.

If we follow the proof of the above theorem and depart from it at the right
time, we can use the theory of continued fractions and a well-known reduction
method (or variant thereof) based on it to obtain an executable procedure that
can confirm the above conjecture for any (reasonably large) b. The algorithm is
described and analysed in Section 4. Our implementation in Sagemath [15] has
yielded the following results.

Theorem 1.3. For 1 ≤ b ≤ 10000, there are no two solutions to the simultaneous
Pell equations

x2 − a y2 = 1, z2 − b x2 = 1,

for any a ≥ b.

2. Auxiliary Results

In our proof of Theorem 1.2, we use the fundamental solutions of both Pell
equations to derive linear forms in logarithms and use lower bounds on them to
obtain bounds on the coefficients of the Pell equations. We use the following results
due to Matveev [9] and Laurent [7], respectively, depending on whether we have
linear forms in three or two logarithms.

Theorem 2.1 ([9, Corollary 2.3; real case and n = 3]). Let α1, α2 and α3 be three
distinct positive real algebraic numbers whose logarithms are Z-linearly independent,
let b1, b2 and b3 be integers with b3 6= 0, and put

Λ = b1 logα1 + b2 logα2 + b3 logα3.

Let

D = [Q(α1, α2, α3) : Q],

and let A1, A2 and A3 be positive real numbers such that

Aj ≥ max {Dh(αj), |logαj |} (1 ≤ j ≤ 3),

where h is the absolute Weil height.
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Choose any B satisfying

B ≥ max

{

|bj |
Aj

A1
: 1 ≤ j ≤ 3

}

,

and define

cMat =
45 · 165

4
e4
(

26.25 + log
(

D2 log(eD)
))

,

then

log |Λ| > −cmatD
2A1A2A3 log (1.5eD log(1.5eD)B)

Theorem 2.2 ([7, Corollary 2] ). Let α1, α2 ≥ 1 be two multiplicatively independent
real numbers, and let b1 and b2 be positive integers. Put D = [Q(α1, α2) : Q] and
set

b′ =
b1

D logA2
+

b2
D logA1

,

where A1 and A2 are real numbers greater than 1 such that

logAi ≥ max {h(αi), logαi/D, 1/D} (i = 1, 2).

Then

log |b1 logα1 − b2 logα2| ≥ −17.9D4 (max {log b′ + 0.38, 30/D, 1})2 logA1 logA2.

Switching to the implementation in Section 4, where before we had a linear form
in fixed but arbitrary logarithms, there we know them explicitly. We think of it as a
rational approximation to an explicitly known number and simply use the following
result involving continued fractions.

Lemma 2.3. Assume that µ is real and irrational and has the continued fraction
expansion µ = [a0; a1, a2, . . .]. Let ℓ be a positive integer, set A = maxj=1,...,ℓ {aj},
and let pℓ

qℓ
be the ℓ-th convergent to µ, then

1

(2 +A) qℓ
< |p− qµ|

for any rational fraction p
q with q ≤ qℓ.

Proof. See, for instance, page 47 of [2]. �

Finally, to reduce the bounds obtained, we use a variant of a reduction method
of Baker and Davenport [3], which can be found in [10].

Theorem 2.4 ([10, Lemma 6]). Consider a Diophantine inequality of the form

|nµ+ τ − x| < c1 exp (−c2n) ,

where n ∈ N, x ∈ Z, c1 and c2 are positive constants, and µ and τ are real numbers.
Suppose n < N and κ > 1 such that there exists a convergent p/q to µ, where

{q µ} <
1

2κN
and {q τ} >

1

κ
,

where {·} denotes the distance to the nearest integer. Then we have

n ≤ log (2κqc1)

c2
.
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3. Proof of Theorem 1.2

The pair (z1, x1) solving the equation z2 − b x2 = 1 and minimising z is given

by some convergent of
√
b and is called the fundamental solution of the Pell equa-

tion. It has the well-known property that all solutions to the Pell equation can be
constructed via

(zi +
√
bxi) = (z1 +

√
bx1)

k, k = 1, 2 . . . .

This is why the unit z1+
√
b x1 is sometimes also called the fundamental solution.

We call it ǫ and take the unit such that ǫ > 1 by changing the sign and/or taking
the inverse if necessary. Similarly, we denote the fundamental solution greater than
1 of x2 − a y2 = 1 by δa. In particular, this means that

(3) δa ≥ 2
√
a, ǫ ≥ 2

√
b.

Let (x, y, z) be a solution to Equation (2) in positive integers. Since

x2 − a y2 =
(

x+
√
a y
) (

x−
√
a y
)

= 1,

there is a positive integer m ≥ 1 such that

x+
√
a y = δma , x−

√
a y = δ−m

a ,

and eliminating y by summing the two equations gives

x =
δma + δ−m

a

2
.

We do the same thing for the second Pell equation and deduce that there exists
a positive integer n ≥ 1 such that

(4) x =
δma + δ−m

a

2
=

ǫn − ǫ−n

2
√
b

,

and so we have

(5)
ǫn√
b
− δma =

ǫ−n

√
b
+ δ−m

a > 0.

But the right-hand side of the equation is small with respect to m and n, so the
two terms on the left-hand side must be asymptotically equal with respect to m
and n. We can specify this statement as

(6) δma <
ǫn√
b
< c1 δ

m
a ,

where c1 is an upper bound to the expression

1 +
1

δ2ma
+

1

δma ǫn
√
b
;

since δa ≥ 2
√
a > 2

√
b and m,n ≥ 1, we can take

c1 = 1 +
1

4b
+

1

2bǫ
.

We then divide Equation (5) by δma and use the first inequality in Equation (6),

more precisely ǫ−n < δ−m
a /

√
b to get

0 <
ǫn√
b
δ−m
a − 1 <

(

1 +
1

b

)

δ−2m
a ,

which, since 0 < log ξ < ξ − 1 for ξ > 1, implies

(7) 0 < −m log δa + n log ǫ− log
√
b <

(

1 +
1

b

)

δ−2m
a .
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We then apply Theorem 2.1 on this non-zero linear form, where we set

D ≤ 4, A1 = 2 log δa, A2 = 2 log ǫ, A3 = 4 log
√
b.

Using the second inequality in Equation (6), we get

n
log ǫ

log δa
< m+

log(c1
√
b)

log δa
,

and with Equation (3), we can set B in Theorem 2.1 as

m+
log(c1

√
b)

log δa
< m+

log(c1
√
b)

log 2
√
b

< m+ 0.52 = B.

Plugging everything into Theorem 2.1, we compare its lower bound for the linear
form with the upper bound from Equation (7), which gives

−cMat16
2 log δa log ǫ log

√
b log (6e log(6e) (m+ 0.52)) < −2m log δa + log(1 + 1/b).

Again using Equation (3) and the worst case b = 2, we can bound log(1+1/b)
log δa

by
log(1+1/b)

log(2
√
b)

< 0.39. So, if we divide the above inequality by log δa, we get

(8) −cMat16
2 log ǫ log

√
b log (6e log(6e) (m+ 0.52)) < −2m+ 0.39,

and comparing both sides we find that there exists an effectively computable con-
stant cm such that m < cm.

These arguments hold for every solution to (2), whenever there is at least one
solution. From now on, we assume that there are two solutions (x1, y1, z1) and
(x2, y2, z2) with the corresponding exponents (m1, n1) and (m2, n2) that satisfy
n1 < n2. Equation 4 and δa, ǫ > 1 imply that then m1 < m2 as well.

Again we divide Equation (5) by δm1

a and δm2

a , respectively, but this time we use

the second inequality from Equation (6), i.e. δ−m
a < c1

√
b ǫ−n, to get upper bounds

in ǫ−2n1 and ǫ−2n2 :

0 < −m1 log δa + n1 log ǫ− log
√
b <

(

c21b+ c1
)

ǫ−2n1

0 < −m2 log δa + n2 log ǫ− log
√
b <

(

c21b+ c1
)

ǫ−2n2

(9)

We take the first linear form m2-times and subtract from it the m1-th multiple
of the second linear form. In this way, we arrive at the linear form

(10)
∣

∣

∣
(m2n1 −m1n2) log ǫ− (m2 −m1) log

√
b
∣

∣

∣
< cm

(

c21b+ c1
)

ǫ−2n1 ,

from which we have eliminated log δa. We know that this linear form still does not
vanish, since the logarithms are linearly independent and at least m2 −m1 is non-
zero. With only two logarithms, we can use the often numerically better bounds of
Laurent, Theorem 2.2; we set

D = 2, logA1 =
log ǫ

2
, logA2 = log

√
b, b′ =

|m2n1 −m1n2|
2 logA2

+
|m2 −m1|
2 logA1

.

Using the fact that all mi and ni are positive and m1,m2 < cm, we can bound
b′ in terms of n2. In addition, we can use Equtaion (6) twice in order to estimate
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n2 in terms of n1,

n2 < m2
log δa
log ǫ

+
log
(

c1
√
b
)

log ǫ

< cm
log δa
log ǫ

+
log
(

c1
√
b
)

log ǫ

< cm

(

n1 +
log

√
b

log ǫ

)

+
log
(

c1
√
b
)

log ǫ
,(11)

and can thus effectively bound b′ by n1. We can even make this explicit by writing

b′ <
c2m(n1 + log

√
b/ log ǫ) + cm log(c1

√
b)/ log ǫ

2 log
√
b

+
cm
log ǫ

.

Applying Theorem 2.2 to the linear form in Equation (10) and comparing it to
its upper bound gives

17.9 · 23 (log b′ + 0.38)
2
log ǫ log

√
b > 2n1 log ǫ− log

(

cm
(

c21b+ c1
))

,

which in turn implies n1 < cn1
for an effective constant cn1

. It then follows from
Equation (6) that

log δa < cn1
log ǫ− log

√
b < log(2

√
a0),

for an effective constant a0. Finally, by the first inequality in Equation (3), this
implies that a < a0, which completes the proof of Theorem 1.2.

4. Implementation

The proof of Theorem 1.2 is effective in the sense that it describes a procedure
that we can (theoretically) follow for any explicit b to eventually obtain an explicit
a0. We can then check for the remaining ”small” a whether any of the simultaneous
Pell equations have more than one solution.

However, the problem is that we use lower bounds for linear forms in logarithms
twice, to get the bounds cm and cn1

, respectively. For example, for b = 24 and
compared with [1], we know that the fundamental solution of z2 − 24 x2 = 1 is

5 +
√
24, which we can use for ǫ. If we calculate the two constants, we would get

cm ≈ 3.345× 1014 and cn1
= 720888. This would lead to an absolutely staggering

bound of a0 ≈ 103.3×106 for a.
So instead we depart from the theoretical proof after obtaining cm. Furthermore,

we do not calculate the fundamental solution of the Pell equation z2 − b x2 = 1,
but use the fundamental unit of the associated number field Q[

√
b]. There are lists

of these fundamental units in most computer algebra systems, such as the one we
used, Sagemath [15].

So from now on let ǫ be the fundamental unit of the number field Q[
√
b]. This

doesn’t change the derivation of Inequality (8), and we can calculate the constant
cm by solving it numerically. Instead of using lower bounds for linear forms in
logarithms, we apply Lemma 2.3 to Inequality (10). We set

c0 =
cm(c21b+ c1)

log ǫ
, µ =

log
√
b

log ǫ
,

to rewrite Inequality (10) as

(12) |(m2n1 −m1n2)− (m2 −m1)µ| < c0ǫ
−2n1 .

For µ we ensure that the logarithms are computed with a high enough precision
so that the convergents are correct. Since by Lemma 2.3 we are looking for the first
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convergent greater than q = (m2−m1) < cm, it is sufficient to take a precision some
order of magnitude greater than cm. Applying Lemma 2.3 to the first convergent

pk
qk

= [a0; a1, . . . , ak]

of µ = [a0; a1, . . .] that satisfies qk > cm and comparing to the upper bound of
Inequality (12) gives the bound

cn1
=

⌊

log qk + log c0 + log(2 + max {a1, . . . , ak})
2 log ǫ

⌋

for n1. Note that we can expect cn1
to be relatively small, somewhere in the order

of log cm/ log ǫ.
Assuming that there are two solutions, so that we can formulate Inequality (10),

the smaller solution must be one of the candidates

xn =
ǫn − ǫ−n

2
√
b

, 1 ≤ n ≤ cn1
.

We can iteratively compute the candidates in the number field Q[
√
b] quite effi-

ciently, and loop over all of them. It may happen (e.g. for b = 2) that not every
xn is an integer, and since ǫ is the fundamental unit, not the fundamental solution,
xn does not necessarily have to be a solution to z2 − b x2 = 1. Furthermore, if
xn ≤

√
1 + b <

√
1 + a then it cannot be a solution to x2 − a y2 = 1. We can skip

these candidates.
For the rest, we look at the quantity γn = xn+

√

x2
n − 1. If xn is also a solution

to x2 − a y2 = 1, then γn = xn +
√
a y. By computing the prime factorisation

x2
n − 1 =

s
∏

i=1

pαi

i ,

we can find all a and y such that x2
n − a y2 = 1. Furthermore, a is bounded from

below by the square-free part of x2
n − 1,

Π =

s
∏

i=1
αi odd

pi.

If x2
n − 1 is square-free, then a = x2

n − 1 is unique and y must be 1. Since y = 1
is minimal we can even conclude that γn = δa must be the fundamental solution
in this case. Otherwise we have γn = δla for some positive integer l which we can
bound by

cl =

⌊

log γn

2
√
Π

⌋

,

since δa ≥ 2
√
a ≥ 2

√
Π.

We can substitute δa for γ
1/l
n in the second linear form of Equation (7) and get

(13) 0 < −m2 log γn + ln2 log ǫ − l log
√
b < l(c21b+ c1)ǫ

−2n2 ,

where all the logarithms are now explicit. Furthermore, m2 is explicitly bounded
by m2, and ln2 is explicitly bounded by

cn2
(l) =

⌊

cm log γn + l log(c1
√
b)

log ǫ

⌋

according to the line above Inequality (11).
If we set

µ =
log ǫ

log γn
, τ(l) = − l log

√
b

log γn
, c2(l) =

l(c21b+ c1)

log γn
, c3(l) =

2 log ǫ

l
,
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then we can write Equation (13) as

|ln2 µ+ τ(l)−m2| < c3(l) e
−c2(l)ln2 .

We use Theorem 2.4 to reduce the bound cn2
(l) for every possible l = 1, . . . , cl.

To do this, we first compute the continued fraction expansion [a0; a1, . . .] of µ and
iterate over its convergents pk/qk = [a0; a1, . . . ak].

Setting κ = 1/(2lcn2
(l) {qkµ}) ensures that the first condition in the theorem

holds. And the qk are denominators of convergents of µ, so the fractional part
{qkµ} quickly becomes smaller than 1/(2lcn2

(l)), or equivalently κ > 1. We iterate
until the second condition in the theorem, κ {qkτ(l)} > 1, is also satisfied and then
compute the reduced bound

⌊

log(2κqkc2(l))

lc3(l)

⌋

for n2. We then take cn2
to be the largest of all these reduced bounds for 1 ≤ l ≤ cl.

At this point we have a range n + 1 ≤ n′ ≤ cn2
for the exponent of the second

solution if the candidate xn gives the first, and we can calculate the corresponding
candidates xn′ accordingly. If we indeed have two solutions, then the rational

x2
n′ − 1

x2
n − 1

=
a y′2

a y2
=

(

y′

y

)2

must be a square. If it is, we have found a pair of solutions. Computing the prime
factorisation of x2

n′ − 1 as well allows us to find all a and y′, y-values for which

x2
n′ − a y′2 = 1 = x2

n − a y2

holds, and the z-values would be
√

1 + b x2
n′ and

√

1 + b x2
n, respectively. It is

enough to know xn, xn′ (and the prime factorisation of x2
n − 1, if we do not want

to calculate it a second time) to construct the entire solution.
In conclusion, we have proved the correctness of the following algorithm.

Algorithm 1: For fixed b gives all a for which x2−a y2 = 1 and z2−b x2 = 1
has two or more solutions in positive integers.

Input :A (non-square) integer b.
Output :A list of integers (x1, x2) containing the x-values of pairs of

solutions to x2 − a y2 = 1 and z2 − b x2 = 1.

1 Get the fundamental unit ǫ > 1 of the number field Q[
√
b];

2 c1 = 1 +
1

4b
+

1

2bǫ
;

3 cmat = 45 · 49 · e4(26.25 + log(42 log(4e)));

4 cm = Solution of

−cmat16
2 log ǫ log

√
b log(6e log(6e))(m+ 0.52) < −2m+ 0.39;

5 c0 =
cm(c21b+ c1)

log ǫ
;

6 µ =
log

√
b

log ǫ
;

7 [a0; a1, . . .] = Continued fraction expansion of µ;
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8 for i = 1, 2, . . . do

9

pi
qi

= [a0; a1, . . . , ai];

10 A = max {a1, . . . , ai};
11 if qi ≥ cm then

12 cn1
=

⌊

log qi + log c0 + log(2 +A)

2 log ǫ

⌋

;

13 break;

14 for n = 1, . . . , cn1
do

15 xn =
ǫn − ǫ−n

2
√
b

;

16 if xn 6∈ Z or xn ≤
√
1 + b or

√

1 + b x2
n 6∈ Z then

17 continue;

18 γn = xn +
√

x2
n − 1;

19 Compute prime factor decomposition x2
n − 1 = pα1

1 · · · pαs

s ;

20 if any αi > 1 then

21 Π =

s
∏

i=1
αi odd

pi;

22 cl =

⌊

log γn

log(2
√
Π)

⌋

;

23 else

24 cl = 1;

25 cn2
=

[⌊

cm log γn + l log(c1
√
b)

log ǫ

⌋

for l = 1, . . . , cl

]

;

26 µn = log ǫ
log γn

;

27 [a0; a1, . . .] = Continued fraction expansion of µn;

28 for l = 1, . . . , cl do

29 τ = − l log
√
b

log γn
;

30 c2 =
l(c21b+ c1)

log γn
;

31 c3 =
2 log ǫ

l
;

32 for i = 1, 2, . . . do

33

pi
qi

= [a0; a1, . . . , ai];

34 κ =
1

2lcn2
(l) {qiµn}

;

35 if κ > 1 and κ {qiτ} > 1 then

36 cn2
(l) =

⌊

log(2κqic2)

lc3

⌋

;

37 break;

38 cn2
= max(cn2

);

39 for n′ = n+ 1, . . . , cn2
do

40 xn′ =
ǫn − ǫ−n

2
√
b

;

41 if xn′ 6∈ Z or xn′ ≤
√
1 + b or

√

1 + b x2
n′ 6∈ Z then

42 continue;

43 if

√

x2
n′ − 1

x2
n − 1

∈ Z then

44 (xn, xn′) is a pair of solutions;
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Remark 4.1. Checking all (non-square) b in the range [1, 10000] using an imple-
mentation of Algorithm 1 in Sage took approximately 101 hours and 24 minutes
on a standard desktop PC. A single b took about 37 seconds on average, while the
longest run was around 196 seconds.

Remark 4.2. There are a number of points worth noting in an implementation of
the above procedure that are not readily apparent from the pseudocode alone.

First, computing the powers of the fundamental unit ǫ = ξ + η
√
b to get the

candidates for the solutions is best done in the number field Q[
√
b].

Solving Inequality (8), or the inequality

−cMat16
2 log δa log ǫ log

√
b log

(

6e log(6e)

(

m+
log(c1

√
b)

log(2
√
b)

))

<

−2m log δa + log

(

1 +
1

b

)

to be more precise, numerically may fail or take too long. In this case, or as a
general alternative, we can use the fact that m < c logm implies m < 2c log c to
compute an upper bound cm = 2c log c (for the explicit c given by the terms in the
inequality).

When considering the continued fractional expansion of µ = log
√
b

log ǫ , we must

ensure that the convergents up to the one used in the calculation of cn1
are the

correct ones. Sagemath can compute infinite continued fraction expansions (up to
a certain memory limit). Since the convergents pk

qk
of any number always suffice

qk ≥ Φk for the golden ratio Φ, we know that we have to compute no more than the

first
⌊

log cm
log Φ

⌋

convergents to obtain qk ≥ cm.

If we instead compute the finite continued fraction expansion of an approxima-
tion of µ, we must also take into account the approximation error we have made.
This could lead to an infinite loop if the approximation error always dominates the
computed lower bound from Lemma 2.3.

It is a priori possible that the condition κ {qiτ} > 1 will never be satisfied.
The algorithm can be made terminable by stopping the iteration over the conver-
gents of log ǫ

log γn
if the reduced bound would already be greater than the initial bound

⌊

cm log γn+l log(c1
√
b)

log ǫ

⌋

, or if the reduced bound is too large for the (last) following

step to be practically feasible. In practice, it had often been the first or second κ > 1
that also satisfied κ {qiτ} > 1.
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