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REPDIGITS AS DIFFERENCE OF TWO BALANCING OR
LUCAS-BALANCING NUMBERS

M. MOHAPATRA, P. K. BHOI, AND G. K. PANDA

ABSTRACT. Repdigits are natural numbers formed by the repetition of a single digit.
In this paper, we study the problem of writing repdigits as the difference of two bal-
ancing or Lucas-balancing numbers. The method of proof involves the application
of Baker’s theory for linear forms in logarithms of algebraic numbers and the Baker-
Davenport reduction procedure. Computations are done with the help of a simple
computer program in Mathematica.

1. INTRODUCTION

The balancing number sequence (B, ),>o and the Lucas-balancing sequence (C,),>0
are defined by the binary recurrences

Bn+1 - 6Bn - Bn—h BO == 0, Bl - 1 (11)

and
Cphi1=6C,—Ch_q, Cy=1, C;=3. (1.2)
The Binet’s formula for the sequences are given by

B, = O‘Z\_/gn and C,, = an;B”; forn >1,

where (o, ) = (3 + 2v/2,3 — 2v/2) is the pair of roots of the characteristic polynomial
2?2 — 6z — 1. Furthermore, it can be noted that 5 < o < 6, 0 < 8 < 1 and we can
prove by induction that

a" < B, <a"and a" < 2C, < o™,
holds for all n > 1.

A repdigit is a positive integer N that has only one distinct digit when written in

10 —1
base 10. Mathematically, it is in the form d(T), where d € {1,2,...,9}. For
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reduction method.
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k =1, it is a trivial repdigit.

Recently, searching of repdigits in linear recurrence sequences have been seen in sev-
eral papers. Adegbindin et. al [I] determined all Lucas numbers that are sums of two
repdigits. MG Duman [5] has found all Padovan numbers which can be expressed as
difference of two repdigits. Erduvan et. al [6] found all Fibonacci and Lucas numbers
which can be written as a difference of two repdigits. F. Luca [8] has found all Fibonacci
and Lucas numbers which are repdigits. S. G. Rayaguru and G. K. Panda [10] investi-
gated the existence of all balancing and Lucas-balancing numbers that are expressible
as the sums of two repdigits. The authors showed that 35 is the only balancing number
which is concatenation of two repdigits in [11]. In [I2], the authors solved the problem of
finding the repdigits as product of consecutive balancing and Lucas-balancing numbers.
K. Bhoi and P.K. Ray [2] proved that 11, 33, 55, 88 and 555 are the only repdigits that
can be expressed as difference of two Fibonacci numbers and 11, 22 and 44 are the only
repdigits that can be expressed as difference of two Lucas numbers. Our work closely
follows K. Bhoi and P.K. Ray [2].

The objective of this paper is to extend this study by exploring the repdigits express-
ible as difference of two balancing or Lucas-balancing numbers. For this purpose, we
have considered the following two equations

k_
o ) 0

k _
Cn—Cm:d(log 1), (1.4)

withn >mand 1 <d <9. Assume k£ > 2 to avoid trivial solutions.

and

2. AUXILIARY RESULTS

To solve the Diophantine equations involving repdigits and terms of binary recurrence
sequences, many authors have used Baker’s theory to reduce lower bounds concerning
linear forms in logarithms of algebraic numbers. These lower bounds play an important
role in solving such Diophantine equations. We start by recalling some basic definitions
and results from algebraic number theory.

Let A be an algebraic number with minimal primitive polynomial

FX) =ag(X =AWy (X = AW) e Z[X],

where ag > 0 and A?)’s are conjugates of \. Then
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1 k '
h()\) = E (log ag + ;max{(]’ log |)\(ﬁ)|})

J

is called the logarithmic height of \. If A\ = % is a rational number with ged(a,b) =1
and b > 1, then A(\) = log(max{|a|,b}). We give some properties of the logarithmic
height whose proofs can be found in [3].

Let v and n be two algebraic numbers. then
(1) h(y£n) < h(y) + h(y) +log2,
(i) h(yn™") < h(y) + h(n),
(iti) h(~*) = [Klh(7).
Now we give a theorem which is deduced from Corollary 2.3 of Matveev [9] and provides a

large upper bound for the subscript n in the equations (I.3]) and (L4]) (also see Theorem
9.4 in [3]).

Theorem 2.1. [9]. Let L be an algebraic number field of degree dy,. Let v1,...,7v € L

1
be positive real numbers and by, ..., b be nonzero integers. If T = [] %@’i —1 is not zero,
i=1
then
log [T > —1.4-30"% - 15 df (1 + logd} ) (1 4 log(D)) A1 Az - - - A,

where D > maz{|bi|,....,|b|} and Ay, ---, A; are positive integers such that A; > N (v;)
= maz{dLh(v;), |logv;|,0.16}, for j =1,... 1.

The following result of Baker-Davenport due to Dujella and Pethé [4] is another tool in
our proofs. It will be used to reduce the upper bounds of the variables on (IL3]) and (L4)).

Lemma 2.1. [4]. Let M be a positive integer and E be a convergent of the continued
fraction of the irrational number T such that 7 > 6M. Let A, B, i be some real numbers
with A > 0 and B > 1. Let € := ||uq|| — M ||7q||, where ||.|| denotes the distance from
the nearest integer. If € > 0, then there exists no solution to the inequality

0<|ur—v+pul <AB™Y, (2.1)

log(Aq/€)

i positive integers u, v, w with u < M and w >
log B

We conclude this section by recalling the following lemma that we need in the sequel:

Lemma 2.2. [7]. Letr > 1 and H > 0 be such that H > (4r*)" and H > L/(log L)".
Then L < 2"H(log H)".
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3. REPDIGITS AS DIFFERENCE OF TWO BALANCING NUMBERS

Theorem 3.1. There are no non-trivial repdigits which can be expressed as the differ-
ence of two balancing numbers.

Proof. A brief computer search assures that there is no solution of (3] in the range
n € {1,50}, i.e., there is no repdigit as difference of two balancing numbers for n < 50.

So, assume that n > 50. Using Binet’s formula for the balancing number sequence,
(L3) can be written as

an_ﬁn am_ﬁm 10k_1)
- —d , 3.1
44/2 44/2 ( 9 (3:1)
which further implies TL— - % =1 \/— + \;— — 45—:/% — &£. Taking absolute values on both
sides, we obtain

a” d10* a™ 4a™
— < +3< —=.
442 9 44/2 44/2

Dividing both sides of the above inequality by f—\;i yields

'1 —a‘"10k<£g;/§>' <2 (3.2)

an—m
4d\/2

Weset I'y =1—a™ — ) We need to show I'y # 0. On the contrary, suppose
I'y =0, then o®" 3,2612%% € Q, which is a contradiction to the fact that o™ is irrational
for any n > 0. Therefore, I'; # 0.
Take
4d
Ao=a, Ay =10, Ay = T‘f by=—n, by =k by=1,1=3,

where A1, A2, A3 € Q and by, bs,b3 € Z. Observe that Q(Aq, Ao, A3) = Q(a), so di, =
2. Since k < n, we take D = max{n, k,1} = n. By the properties of the absolute
logarithmic height, the logarithmic heights of A;, Ay and A3 are calculated as h(\;) =
22 h(Ng) = log 10 and h(\3) < h(4dv2) + h(9) < 6.2.

Thus

max{2h(A1), |log \1],0.16} = loga = Ay,
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max{2h(As), |log \2|,0.16} = 2log 10 = As,
max{2h(A3), |log A3|,0.16} < 12.4 = A;.

Applying Theorem 21}, we get a lower bound for log |T'y| as
log |T'y| > —1.4-30%-3*".2%(1 + log 2)(1 + logn)(log a)(2log 10)(12.4).
Comparing the above inequality with (3.2]) leads to
(n —m)log(a) < log4 +9.8-10"(1 +logn) < 9.9 - 10'*(1 + logn). (3.3)

After a rearrangement of equation ([B.1), we get

an_am_dlok_ﬁn_ﬁm_c_l
W2 429 42 a2 9

Taking absolute values on both sides, we obtain

a” a™  d10ok
— — <3.
W2 429
Dividing both sides of the above inequality by %(1 —a™™™), we get
4dv/2 4
1—a™0% || < —. 3.4
oo (g )| < o
4dv/2
We set I'y = 1 — o~ ™10% —\/_ .
9(1 — amm)

Similarly, one can check that I'; # 0. Thus, we have h()\l):h(a):b% and h(A\2)=h(10)=log 10.

4d~/2
Let )\3 = (E)(:[—d—\(f;'_n)) . Then,

h(As) < h(4dV2) + h(9(1 — a™™))

1
< 2log 9 + log 4 + log(v2) +log2 + (n — m) oga
1
<6.94 (n—m) og2(0z).

Hence, from (B.3) we obtain
h(A3) < 5-10'3(1 + logn).

Thus, A3 = 10 - 103(1 +logn) = 10*(1 + logn). By virtue of Theorem 2.1]
log [Ty| > —1.4-30°- 3% . 2%(1 + log 2)(1 + log n)(log ) (21og 10)(10'*(1 + log n)).
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Comparing the above inequality with (3.4]) gives
nloga < log4 +7.9-10%°(1 4 logn)® < 8- 10°°(1 + logn)?.

With the notations of Lemma 2.2, we take r =2, L =2, H = %Olgof to get

, (8-10% 8- 10%\\?
n<?2 log .
log log
Hence, a computer search with Mathematica gives n < 6.9 - 103, Now, let us try to

reduce the upper bound on n by using the Baker-Davenport reduction method due to
Dujella and Pethé[4]. Let

4d/2
Ay = —nloga + klog 10 + log(Tf).
The inequality ([3.2) can be written as

4

aQn—m :

leM — 1] <

Observe that A; # 0 as eM — 1 = F #+ O Assummg n —m > 2, the right hand side in

the above inequality is at most G2 f) . The mequahty le* — 1| < y for real values

of z and y implies z < 2y. Thus, we get |A1| < a" —C— which implies that

d\f)‘ 8

‘ —nloga+klog10+log( 5

anh—m '

Dividing both sides of the above inequality by log o, we obtain

5

anh—m '

‘k<log10) Cons log(14v2) 35)

log «v log «v

To apply Lemma 2.1], let

log 10 (log(‘ld\/_)
u=k, = v=mn, S —

, ,A=5B=a,w=n—m.
log log

We can take M = 6.9 - 10 which is an upper bound on u. The denominator of
62" convergent of 7 is gg= 82660367338512336905381670798737, which exceeds 6M.
Considering the fact that 1 < d < 9, a quick computation with Mathematica gives us
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the inequality 0 < € := ||ugea|| — M ||7ge2|| = 0.243566. Applying Lemma 2.1] to the
inequality (3.5]) for 1 < d <9, we get n —m < 43.

Now, for n —m < 43, put

4dr/2
Agz—nloga+klog10+log< V2 )

9(1 — am—n)
The inequality (3.4]) can be written as

4
lehe — 1| < —.
an

Observe that Ay # 0 as €2 — 1 =T # 0. Assuming n > 2, the right hand side in the
above inequality is at most . The 1nequahty le? — 1] < y for real values of z and y
implies z < 2y. Thus, we get |A2| < which implies that

an?

) —nloga+klog10+log< d\/_)) i

an

Dividing both sides of the above inequality by log o gives

/s
log 10 log(ga=y)| 5
(82 -y e O (3.6)
log log an
Let
log (grihy2—
u:l{:,T:bglO,v:n, M,A:\B,B:a,w:n.
log « log av

Choose M = 6.9 - 10%°. We find ¢5,=193515224029707700321265026524859 , the de-

nominator of 64" convergent of 7 exceeds 6M with 0 < € := ||ugesl — M ||7qeall =
0.1734988. Applying Lemma 2.1] to the inequality (B.6) for 1 < d < 9, we get n < 44.
This contradicts the assumption that n > 50. O

4. REPDIGITS AS DIFFERENCE OF TWO LUCAS-BALANCING NUMBERS

Theorem 4.1. There are no non-trivial repdigits which can be expressed as the difference
of two Lucas-balancing numbers.
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Proof. The proof is similar to that of Theorem [B.Il Using Mathematica, it is easy to
see that there is no repdigit as difference of two Lucas-balancing numbers for n < 50.
So, assume that n > 50. Let

an_ﬁn am_ﬁm 10k_1
2 2 ( 9 ) (4.1)
which further implies 0‘7” — leOk = % + % — % — g. Taking absolute values on both

sides, we obtain

o™ d10k

2 9 2
Dividing both sides of the above inequality by 0‘7” yields

2d
1—a 10" =
o (5)

2d

Take 'y = 1 —a~"10* (5) . We need to show I'; £ 0. On the contrary, suppose '3 = 0,

3a™
2 < —.
tes 2

am
<

3

anh—m '

(4.2)

then o®" = % € Q, which is a contradiction to the fact that a™ is irrational for any
n > 0. Therefore, I's # 0.

Take
2d
)\1:a,)\2:10,)\3:j,blz—n,bgzk‘,bg:l,l:?),

where A, A2, A3 € Q and by, be, b3 € Z. Observe that Q(\i, A2, A\3) = Q(«), so dp, = 2.
Since k < n, we take D =max{n, k,1} = n. The logarithmic heights of A;, Ay and A3
are calculated as h(\;) = %% h(\;) = log 10 and h(\3) < h(4dv/2) + h(9) < 5.1 .
Thus,

max{2h(A\1), |log A\1|,0.16} = loga = A, max{2h(A2), |log A2|,0.16} = 21log 10 = A,
max{2h(A3), |log A3],0.16} < 10.2 = A;.

Now, applying Theorem 2.1 we get a lower bound for log|I'3| as
log |T'3| > —1.4-30%-3%% . 2%(1 + log 2)(1 + log n)(log a’)(21log 10)(10.2).
Comparing the above inequality with (4.2]), gives
(n —m)log(a) < log3 +8.1-10"(1 +logn) < 8.2-10"*(1 + logn). (4.3)
Rearranging equation (L1]), we get

2 2 9 2 2 9
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Taking absolute values on both sides of the above inequality, we obtain

Dividing both sides of the above inequality by %-(1 — a™™") implies

2d 3
1—a ™0 —— —
‘ oo (9(1—am—">)‘ S

2d
Take 'y =1 —a "10F[ ————— ).
tela= i (9(1—am—n>)

In a similar manner, one can check that I'y # 0. Here we have h(\) = h(«)

h(s) = h(10) = log 10. Tet As = ( ——2 ) Then,
9(1 —amm)

h(hs) < h(2d) + h(9(1 — o™ ™))

1
< 2log9+2log2+ (n—m) oga
1
<584 (n—m) og2(a).

Hence, from (£3)) we obtain
h(\s) < 4.2 - 103(1 + log n).

Thus, we take A3 = 8.4 -10'3(1 + logn).

By virtue of Theorem 2]
log |Ty| > —1.4-30%- 3% - 2%(1 + log 2)(1 + log n) (log @) (2 1og 10)
x (8.4-10")(1 + logn)

Comparing the above inequality with (£4]) gives
nloga < log3 + 6.7-10%°(1 4+ logn)® < 6.8 - 10°°(1 + logn)*.

With the notations of Lemma 2.2 we take r =2, L =2, H = % to get

8.1 26 8.1 26 2
n < 22 6.8 107 log 6.8 107 < 5.8-10%.
log « log «

_ loga
-2

(4.4)

and

Now, we reduce the bound by using the Baker-Davenport reduction method due to

Dujella and Pethé [4]. Let
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2d
A3 = —nloga + klog 10 + log(j) .

The inequality (£.2)) can be written as

3

aQn—m '

lefs — 1] <

Observe that As # 0 as e —1 =T # 0. Assuming n — m > 2, the right hand side in

the above inequality is at most m < % The inequality |e* — 1| < y for real values

of z and y implies z < 2y. Thus, we get |A3] < a%m, which implies that

6

qn—m '

2
' —nloga+klog10+log(§d> <

Dividing both sides of the above inequality by log a, we obtain

4

aqnh—m :

4.5
log o log «v (4.5)

log( 24
‘k(logm)_m 0(3)

To apply Lemma 2.1], let

u==k,T

log 10 (log(%d)
= v=n, =

= , JA=4,B=a,w=n—m.
log log

We can take M = 5.8 - 10%° which is an upper bound on u. The denominator of
62" convergent of 7 is gg= 82660367338512336905381670798737, which exceeds 6M.
Considering the fact that 1 < d < 9, a quick computation with Mathematica gives us
the inequality 0 < € := ||ugeo|| — M ||7gs2|| = 0.0781826. Applying Lemma 2] to the
inequality (4.3]) for 1 < d <9, we get n —m < 43. Now, for n —m < 43, put

2d
Ay = —nlog o + klog 10 +1og<m)~

The inequality ([4.4) can be written as

3
et — 1] < =,

an
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Observe that Ay, # 0 as eM — 1 =T # 0. Assuming n > 2, the right hand side in the
above inequality is at most % The inequality |e* — 1| < y for real values of z and y
implies z < 2y. Thus, we get |A4| < O%, which implies that

6
< —.
an

2
‘ —nloga+klog10+log(§d)

Dividing both sides of the above inequality by log o gives

log 10 log(gr—asmy)| 4
(280 o e o 2 (4.6)
log log an
Let
log 10 log(57—%—)
u=~k, 1= 8 U=, = B Gt ,A=4,B=a,w=n.
log « log av

Choose M = 5.8-10%°. We find gg; = 497885304750610764058413408775840, the denom-
inator of 65 convergent of 7 exceeds 6 M with 0 < € := ||uges|| — M || Tqe5]| = 0.0041201.
Applying Lemma 2.1] to the inequality (46]) for 1 < d < 9, we get n < 46. This
contradicts our assumption that n > 50. U
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