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THE JOINT DISTRIBUTION OF BINARY AND TERNARY DIGITS SUMS

MICHAEL DRMOTA∗ AND LUKAS SPIEGELHOFER∗∗

Abstract. We consider the sum-of-digits functions s2 and s3 in bases 2 and 3. These functions just return
the minimal numbers of powers of two (resp. three) needed in order to represent a nonnegative integer as
their sum. A result of the second author states that there are infinitely many collisions of s2 and s3, that
is, positive integers n such that

s2(n) = s3(n).

This resolved a long-standing folklore conjecture.
In the present paper, we prove a strong generalization of this statement, stating that (s2(n), s3(n)) attains

almost all values in N2, in the sense of asymptotic density. In particular, this yields generalized collisions:
for any pair (a, b) of positive integers, the equation

as2(n) = bs3(n)

admits infinitely many solutions in n.

1. Introduction and main result

The number sq(n), for natural numbers q ≥ 2 and n, is the sum of the base-q digits of n. Since the base-q
expansion of n can be found by the greedy algorithm, it is the lexicographically largest representation of n
as sum of powers of q. Using this, it is not difficult to show that sq(n) is the minimal number of powers of q
needed to represent n as their sum:

sq(n) = min
{

k ≥ 0 : there exist d0, . . . , dk−1 ∈ N such that n = qd0 + · · ·+ qdk−1
}

.

In the easiest case, the values of s2(n), as n varies in [2λ, 2λ+1), are distributed according to a binomial dis-
tribution with parameters (1/2, λ). It is not surprising that in general, the values of sq(n) are asymptotically
normally distributed [10, 18]. For example, the sum-of-digits function can be modeled by a sum of i.i.d.
random variables on {0, . . . , q − 1} [9], from which the statement follows.

In the present paper, we consider the sum-of-digits function with respect to different bases p and q
simultaneously. The corresponding normal distributions concentrate around values that are many standard
deviations apart [6, 27]. Finding integers n such that s2(n)− s3(n) is small may therefore be expected to be
a non-trivial problem.

Towards the end of the last century, the first author received a hand-written letter from A. Hildebrand,
in which the following question was asked.

(1.1) Are there infinitely many positive integers n such that s2(n) = s3(n)?

A natural number n such that sp(n) = sq(n) will be called collision of sp and sq, or (p, q)-collision, in this
paper.

The first author [9] proved a statement on the joint distribution of s2(n) and s3(n), using among others
Baker’s theorem on linear forms of logarithms. A corollary of the main result (Corollary 2 [9] states the
following.
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Corollary. Let p, q > 1 be coprime integers. As N → ∞, we have

1

N
#

{

n < N :
sp(n)− (p− 1) logp(N)/2
√

(p2 − 1) logp(N)/12
< y1,

sq(n)− (q − 1) logq(N)/2
√

(q2 − 1) logq(N)/12
< y2

}

→ Φ(y1)Φ(y2).

The statement of a local version of this result [9, Theorem 4] is at the core of our main theorem (Theo-
rem 1.1 below).

Theorem (Drmota 2001). Let p, q > 1 be coprime integers, and d = gcd(p− 1, q − 1). As N → ∞, we have
uniformly for all integers k1, k2 ≥ 0 such that k1 ≡ k2 mod d,

1

N
#
{

n < N : sp(n) = k1, sq(n) = k2
}

= d
1

√

2π(p2 − 1) logp(N)/12
exp

(

−
(kℓ − (p− 1) logp(N)/2)2

2(p2 − 1) logp(N)/12

)

× 1
√

2π(q2 − 1) logq(N)/12
exp

(

−
(kℓ − (q − 1) logq(N)/2)2

2(q2 − 1) logq(N)/12

)

+ o
(

(logN)−1
)

.

Concerning similar values of s2 and s3, Deshouillers, Habsieger, Laishram, and Landreau [6] write

“[. . . ] it seems to be unknown whether there are infinitely many integers n for which s2(n) =
s3(n) or even for which |s2(n)− s3(n)| is significantly small.”

They prove the following theorem.

Theorem. For sufficiently large N , we have

#
{

n ≤ N : |s3(n)− s2(n)| ≤ 0.1457205 logn
}

> N0.970359.

The result is nontrivial since s3(n)− s2(n) usually has a value around c logn, where

c =
1

log 3
− 1

log 4
= 0.1888 . . . .

Thus, they obtain in fact infinitely many n such that |s2(n)− s3(n)| is “significantly small”.
A partial refinement was given by La Bretèche, Stoll, and Tenenbaum [3]. They proved in particular that

for all multiplicatively independent integers p, q ≥ 2, the set

(1.2)
{

sp(n)/sq(n) : n ≥ 1}
is dense in R+.

The article [6] was the starting point of the paper [27] by the second author. Applying a rarefaction by
some power of three, we aligned the expected values of s2 and s3. The existence of infinitely many (2, 3)-
collisions was then established by means of a suitable pre-selection of shifts (see the three proof steps on
page 482 of [27]).

Theorem (Spiegelhofer 2023). There are infinitely many positive integers n such that s2(n) = s3(n).

The main theorem of the present paper yields this result, as well as the local theorem by Drmota stated
above, and the special case (p, q) = (2, 3) of the La Bretèche–Stoll–Tenenbaum result as corollaries.

Theorem 1.1. Suppose that 0 ≤ K ≤ c2 logN , where c2 > 0. Then, we have uniformly for K in this range
and for all integers k1, k2 ≥ 0, as N → ∞,

1

N
#
{

n < N
∣

∣s2(3
Kn) = k1, s3(n) = k2

}

=
1

√

2π 1
4 log2(N 3K)

exp

(

−
(

k1 − 1
2 log2(N 3K)

)2

1
2 log2(N 3K)

)

× 1
√

2π 2
3 log3 N

exp

(

− (k2 − log3 N)
2

4
3 log3 N

)

+o
(

(logN)−1
)

.
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An analogous statement holds with reversed roles of 2 and 3: in this case, rarefaction by 2K with s3(2
Kn)

for even n and s3(2
Kn+ 1) for odd n is used.

Combining the two parts of this theorem, we obtain the following corollary.

Theorem 1.2. For every δ > 0 there exists K0 > 0 such that for every pair of integers (k1, k2) with

k1 ≥ K0, k2 ≥ K0, k1 ≥ δk2, k2 ≥ δk1,

there exists a non-negative integer n satisfying

s2(n) = k1 and s3(n) = k2.

This result means that the pairs (s2(n), s3(n)) range over almost all possible pairs (k1, k2). Actually this
result is best possible, in the light of the following result by Senge and Straus [22]: for every pair (k1, k2) of
positive integers there are at most finitely many non-negative integers n such that s2(n) = k1 and s3(n) = k2.

Specializing further, Theorem 1.2 immediately yields the following result.

Corollary 1.1. Assume that a, b ≥ 1 are integers. There exist infinitely many natural numbers n such that

(1.3) as2(n) = bs3(n).

1.1. Further directions.

1.1.1. Catalan numbers, and n! in base 12. By Legendre’s identity (valid for primes p) we have

(1.4) (p− 1)
∑

1≤k≤n

νp(k) = n− sp(n),

and we see that the p-valuation of factorials, and hence combinatorial counting sequences formed by products
of factorials, is intimately tied to the sum-of-digits function in base p. For example, there is a direct connection
between (2, 3)-collisions and the base-12 expansion of n! [4, 5, 8]. By (1.4), the integer n ≥ 0 is a collision if
and only if

ν2(n!) = n− s2(n) = 2
n− s3(n)

2
= 2ν3(n!).

This is the case if and only if n! is exactly divisible by some power of 22 · 31 = 12, in symbols, 12k || n! for
some k, where

12k || m ⇐⇒ 12k | m and gcd(12,m/12k) = 1.

In this case, and in this case only, the last significant base-12 digit ℓ12(n!) of n! is an element of {1, 5, 7, 11}.
Summarizing, we have the equivalences

(1.5)

s2(n) = s3(n) if and only if

ν2(n!) = 2ν3(n!) if and only if

12k || n! for some k if and only if

ℓ12(n!) ∈ {1, 5, 7, 11}.
Together with J.-M. Deshouillers and P. Jelinek [7], second author proved that ℓ12(n!) attains each digit in
{1, . . . , 11} infinitely many times, thus refining the theorem on the infinitude of (2, 3)-collisions.

A related question concerns the 2-and 3-valuations of Catalan numbers [11, 17],

Cn =
1

n+ 1

(

2n

n

)

.

Conjecture 1.1. Assume that a, b ≥ 1 are integers. There exist infinitely many positive integers n such that

(1.6) aν2
(

Cn

)

= bν3
(

Cn

)

.

If gcd(a, b) = 1, this states that Cn is exactly divisible by some power of 2b3a infinitely often.
More generally, in the spirit of our main theorem (Theorem 1.1), we could ask whether (ν2(Cn), ν3(Cn))

attains all values in the set
{

(k1, k2) ∈ N2 : |k1 + ik2| > K, ε < arg(k1 + ik2) < π/2− ε
}

,

where ε > 0, and K = K(ε) is large enough. We leave this as another open problem.
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1.1.2. Collisions in different bases. P. Jelinek (private communication) announced a proof of the existence
of infinitely many collisions with respect to any pair (p, q) of coprime bases p, q ≥ 2. As a possible extension,
we could again ask for corresponding statements concerning the prime factorization of Catalan numbers.

Collisions in more than two bases — sp(n) = sq(n) = sr(n) — are in general certainly very difficult
to handle. For example, it follows from work in progress by Jelinek that there exist infinitely many such
collisions for some triples of bases, but it is not so clear what happens in the general case. If two of the
three bases are much larger than the third, we would need to reduce significantly the sum of digits in two
bases synchronously in order to obtain a collision. Currently we do not see a way to achieve this. In this
context, it might be of interest to recall an ergodic conjecture [16] by Furstenberg, concerning multiplicatively
independent integer bases p, q ≥ 2: let dimH(A) be the Hausdorff dimension of a set A ⊆ [0, 1], and define

Oa(x) :=
{

akx mod 1 : k ∈ N
}

Then

(1.7) dimH

(

Op(x)
)

+ dimH

(

Oq(x)
)

≥ 1

for all irrational x ∈ [0, 1]. In other words, the base-p and base-q expansions of an irrational number cannot
be “simple” at the same time (see Shmerkin [23] and Wu [32] for partial solutions of this conjecture, and
Adamczewski–Faverjon [1] for solutions of several problems concerning the joint representation of a number
in two bases).

1.2. Auxiliary results. Theorem 1.1 (and consequently Theorem 1.2) follows directly from the following
two propositions (see Section 2).

Proposition 1.1. Suppose that c2 > 0 is a real number. There exists c > 0 such that uniformly for all
integers K ≥ 0 satisfying 0 ≤ K ≤ c2 logN , and all real t1 and t2,

S
(i)
1 =

∑

n<N,n≡i mod 2

e
(

t1s2(3
Kn) + t2s3(n)

)

≪ N exp
(

−c logN‖t1‖2
)

and

S
(i)
2 =

∑

n<N,n≡i mod 2

e
(

t1s2(n) + t2s3(2
Kn+ r)

)

≪ N exp
(

−c logN‖2t2‖2
)

.

for i, r ∈ {0, 1}.

Remark 1.1. We will prove in detail only the first of these formulas, while the proof of the second is analogous.
These two statements correspond to the adjusting the expected values of s2 and s3 in opposite directions,
thus allowing for s2(n)/s3(n) to be “large” and “small”, respectively.

Proposition 1.2. Suppose that c2 > 0 is a real number. Then we have uniformly for all integers K ≥ 0
satisfying 0 ≤ K ≤ c2 logN , and all real t1 and t2

S
(i)
1 =

∑

n<N n≡i mod 2

e
(

t1s2(3
Kn) + t2s3(n)

)

=
N

2
e

(

t1
2
log2(3

KN) + t2 log3(N)

)

× exp

(

−π2

2
t21 log2(3

KN)− 4π2

3
t22 log3(N)

)

+ o(N)

and

S
(i)
2 =

∑

n<N n≡i mod 2

e
(

t1s2(n) + t2s3(2
Kn)

)

=
N

2
e

(

t1
2
log2(N) + t2 log3(2

KN)

)

× exp

(

−π2

2
t21 log2(N)− 4π2

3
t22 log3(2

KN + r)

)

+ o(N)

for i, r ∈ {0, 1}.
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1.3. Plan of the paper. We will prove first that Propositions 1.1 and 1.2 imply the main theorems. In a
short section we collect some Diophantine properties that will be then used in the subsequent two sections
that are concerned with the proofs of Propositions 1.1 and 1.2.

Notation 1.1. The symbol log denotes the natural logarithm, and loga = 1
log a log is the logarithm in base

a > 1. We use Landau notation, employing the symbols O, ≪, and o. The symbol f(n) ≍ g(n) abbreviates
the statement

(

f(n) ≪ g(n) and g(n) ≪ f(n)
)

, while f(n) ∼ g(n) means that f(n)/g(n) converges to 1 as
n → ∞. We also use the exponential e(x) = exp(2πix). For M ≥ 0, the statement “a is M -close to b” means
|a− b| ≤ M .

2. Propositions 1.1 and 1.2 imply Theorems 1.1 and 1.2

.
We set S

(i)
1 = S

(i)
1 (t1, t2) as in Propositions 1.1 and 1.2. Then we have

#{n < N : s2(3
Kn) = k1, s3(n) = k2} =

∫∫

[−1/2,1/2]2

(

S
(0)
1 (t1, t2) + S

(1)
1 (t1, t2)

)

e(−t1k1 − t2k2) dt1 dt2.

Futhermore we set

C
(0)
L =

[

− L√
logN

,
L√
logN

]2

, C
(1)
L =

[

− L√
logN

,
L√
logN

]

×
([

−1

2
,−1

2
+

L√
logN

]

∪
[

1

2
− L√

logN
,
1

2

])

and

AL =

[

−1

2
,
1

2

]2

\ (C(0)
L ∪ C

(1)
L ).

By Proposition 1.1 it directly follows that.

I1 =

∫∫

AL

|S(i)
1 (t1, t2)| dt1 dt2 ≪ N

e−cL2

logN
.

Next we apply Propositions 1.2 and observe that for every ε > 0 there exists N0 = N0(ε) such that
∣

∣

∣

∣

S
(i)
1 (t1, t2)−

N

2
e

(

t1
2
log2(3

KN) + t2 log3(N)

)

exp

(

−π2

2
t21 log2(3

KN)− 4π2

3
t22 log3(N)

)∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ εN

for all N ≥ N0 and (uniformly) for all real t1, t2 and i ∈ {0, 1}. In order to calculate the integral

I2 =

∫∫

C
(0)
L

∪C
(1)
L

(

S
(0)
1 (t1, t2) + S

(1)
1 (t1, t2)

)

e(−t1k1 − t2k2) dt1 dt2

we observe that (due to the fact that s3(n) ≡ n mod 2) we have the relation S
(i)
1 (t1, t2+1/2) = (−1)iS

(i)
1 (t1, t2)

and consequently
∫∫

C
(1)
L

S
(i)
1 (t1, t2)e(−t1k1 − t2k2) dt1 dt2 =

∫∫

C
(0)
L

S
(i)
1 (t1, t2 + 1/2)e(−t1k1 − (t2 + 1/2)k2) dt1 dt2

= (−1)i+ k2

∫∫

C
(0)
L

S
(i)
1 (t1, t2)e(−t1k1 − t2k2) dt1 dt2

Thus

I2 = 2

∫∫

C
(0)
L

S
(k2 mod 2)
1 (t1, t2)e(−t1k1 − t2k2) dt1 dt2.

Next we use the simple formula
∫

|t|≤C

eiAt− t2

2 B dt =

√

2π

B
e−

A2

2B +O

(

1

BC
e−

C2B
2

)

and Propostion 1.2 and obtain

I2 =
N

√

2
3π log2(3

KN) log3(N
exp

(

− 2∆2
1

log2(3
KN)

− 3∆2
2

4 log3(N)

)

+O

(

N

L logN
e−cL2

)

+O

(

N
L2ε

logN

)
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for some constant c > 0, where

∆1 = k1 −
1

2
log2(3

KN) and ∆2 = k2 − log3(N).

Finally we can choose

L = ⌊
√

(1/c) log(1/ε)⌋
so that the error term sums up to

O

(

N

logN
ε log(1/ε)

)

for N ≥ N0(ε). This proves the first part of Theorem 1.1.
The proof of the second part is very similar. The only difference is that we use s3(2

Kn) to cover even k2
and s3(2

Kn+ 1) to cover odd k2.

For the proof of Theorem+1.2 we fix δ > 0 and set

c2 =
1

log 3

(

2 log 2

δ log 3
− 1

)

.

With this parameter we apply Theorem 1.1 and now choose N0 large enough such that the error term
o((logN)−1) in Theorem 1.1 is negligible for all N ≥ N0 compared to the main term

T :=
N

√

2π 1
4 log2(N 3K)

exp

(

− ∆2
1

1
2 log2(N 3K)

)

1
√

2π 2
3 log3 N

exp

(

− ∆2
2

4
3 log3 N

)

when |∆1| ≤ 1 + log 3
2 log 2 and |∆2| ≤ 1. Furthermore we can assume that the main term T is greater than 1.

Now assume that (k1, k2) is a pair of positive integers satisfying

log 3

2 log 2
≤ k1

k2
≤ 1

δ

and

max{k1, k2} ≥ K0 :=
logN0

δ log 3
+ 1.

We then choose N ≥ N0 and 0 ≤ K ≤ c2 logN such that

|∆1| = |k1 − log3 N | ≤ 1 and |∆2| =
∣

∣

∣

∣

k2 −
1

2
log2(3

KN)

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ 1 +
log 3

2 log 2
.

With this choice Theorem 1.1 shows that

#{n < N : s2(3
Kn) = k1, s3(n) = k2} = T (1 + o(1)) > 1.

This proves Theorem 1.2 in the case k1/k2 ≥ log 3/(2 log 2). The other case runs along the same lines.

3. Diophantine Properties

The first property (Lemma 3.2, compare also with [9, 13]) follows from Baker’s theorem on linear forms
of logarithms (see [31]).

Lemma 3.1. Let α1, α2, . . . , αn be non-zero algebraic numbers and b1, b2, . . . , bn integers such that

αb1
1 · · ·αbn

n 6= 1

and let A1, A2, . . . , An ≥ e real numbers with logAj ≥ h(αj), where h(·) denotes the absolute logarithmic
height. Set d = [Q(α1 . . . , αn) : Q]. Then

∣

∣

∣αb1
1 · · ·αbn

n − 1
∣

∣

∣ ≥ exp (−U) ,

where

U = 26n+32n3n+6dn+2(1 + log d)(logB + log d) logA1 · · · logAn

and

B = max{2, |b1|, |b2|, . . . , |bn|}.
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Lemma 3.2. Let q1, q2 > 1 be coprime integers and m1,m2 integers such that m1 6≡ 0 mod q1 and m2 6≡
0 mod q2. Then there exists a constant C > 0 such that for all positive integers k0, k1, k2 > 1

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

m1q
k0
2

qk1
1

+
m2

qk2
2

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≥ max

(

|m1|qk0
2

qk1
1

,
|m2|
qk2
2

)

· e−C log q1 log q2 log(max(k1,k0+k2))·log(max(|m1|,|m2|)).

Proof. Since q1, q2 > 1 are coprime integers and m1 6≡ 0 mod q1, m2 6≡ 0 mod q2 we surely have m1q
−k1
1 qk0

2 +

m2q
−k2
2 6= 0. So can apply Lemma 3.1 for n = 3, α1 = q1, α2 = q2, α3 = −m2/m1, b1 = k1, b2 = −k2, b3 = 1

and directly obtain
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

m1q
k0
2

qk1
1

+
m2

qk2
2

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

= |m1| · q−k1
1 qk0

2 ·
∣

∣

∣

∣

−qk1
1 q−k0−k2

2

m2

m1
− 1

∣

∣

∣

∣

≥ |m1|q−k1
1 qk0

2 e−C log q1 log q2 log(max(k1,k0+k2))·logmax(|m1|,|m2|).

In the same way we get the lower bound
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

m1q
k0
2

qk1
1

+
m2

qk2
2

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≥ |m2|q−k2
2 e−C log q1 log q2 log(max(k1,k0+k2))·logmax(|m1|,|m2|)

which completes the proof of the lemma. �

The second one follows from the p-adic version of the subspace theorem by Schlickewei [15, Theorem 1.8].

Lemma 3.3. Let r ≥ n ≥ 2, C > 0, δ > 0 and S = {∞, p1, . . . , pt}, where p1, . . . , pt are distinct prime
numbers. Further, let L1,∞, . . . , Lr,∞ be linear forms in X1, . . . , Xn with algebraic coefficients in C in general
position, and for 1 ≤ j ≤ t, let L1,pj

, . . . , Lr,pj
be linear forms in X1, . . . , Xn with algebraic coefficients in

Qpj
in general position.

Then all integer solutions x = (x1, . . . , xn) with gcd(x1, . . . , xn) = 1 of the inequality

(3.1)
∏

p∈S

|L1,p(x) · · ·Lr,p(x)|p ≤ C‖x‖r−n−δ
∞

are contained in the union of finitely many linear subspaces of Qn.

The following two properties are corollaries of Lemma 3.3.

Lemma 3.4. Suppose that q1, q2 are different prime numbers, that h1, . . . , hd are d ≥ 1 integers not divisible
by q2 and H an integer not divisible by q1 such that

gcd(h1, . . . , hd, H) = 1.

Then for every δ > 0 there exists M0 such that we have uniformly for all integer exponents k, m1, . . . ,md,
m with k ≥ 0, m1 > m2 > · · · > md = 0 and m ≥ max(m1,M0) the inequality

(3.2)
∣

∣qk1 (q
m1
2 h1 + · · ·+ qmd

2 hd)− qm2 H
∣

∣≫ max(qk1q
m1
2 , qm2 |H |)1−δ

|h1h2 · · ·hd H | ,

where the implicit constant depends just on δ and d.

Proof. We apply Lemma 3.3 with r = d+2, n = d+1, C = 1, δ, and the set S that consists of ∞ and of the
primes q1 and q2. For p ∈ S we set

Lj,p = Xj, (1 ≤ j ≤ d+ 1), Ld+2,p = X1 +X2 + · · ·+Xd+1,

that are obviously in general position. Hence for all coprime integer tuples x = (x1, x2, . . . xd+1) we either
have

(3.3)
∏

p∈S

|(x1 + x2 + · · ·+ xd+1)x1x2 · · ·xd+1|p ≥ ‖x‖1−δ
∞

or they are contained in finitely many linear subspaces of Qd+1.
We now set

xj = qk1q
mj

2 hj (1 ≤ j ≤ d), xd+1 = qm2 H.

Clearly we have
‖x‖∞ ≥ max

(

qk1q
m1
2 , qm2 |H |

)

.
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By assumption md = 0 and hd is not divisible by q2. Furthermore H is not divisible by q1. Consequently we
have

gcd
(

qk1q
m1
2 h1, . . . , q

k
1q

md

2 hd, q
m
2 H

)

= gcd (h1, . . . , hd, H) = 1.

Suppose now that c1x1 + · · · cdxd + cd+1xd+1 = 0 is one (of finitely many) equations for the exceptional
rational subspaces, that is, we can assume that the coefficients cj are integers and not all of them are zero.
Actually, since all xj are non-zero we can assume that at least two coefficients cj are non-zero. In particular
this implies that at least one of the coefficients c1, . . . , cd is non-zero.

Suppose first that d = 1. Then c1 6= 0 and m1 = 0 and by considering the equation

c1q
k
1h1 + c2q

m
2 H = 0

modulo qm2 we get

c1 ≡ 0 mod qm2 .

If M0 is chosen large enough such that this relation is impossible for m ≥ M0 then there are no points of this
form on one of the finitely many subspaces.

Next assume that d > 1 and that cd 6= 0. Here we consider the equation

c1q
k
1q

m1
2 h1 + · · ·+ cdq

k
1q

md

2 hd + cd+1q
m
2 H = 0

modulo q
md−1

2 . Since m ≥ m1 > · · · > md−1 > 0, hd is not divisibly by q2, and q1 and q2 are different prime
numbers it follows that

cd ≡ 0 mod q
md−1

2 .

If md−1 is sufficiently large this is certainly impossible.
Similarly as above, if cd = 0 but cd−1 6= 0 we get

cd−1q
md−1

2 ≡ 0 mod q
md−2

2 or cd−1 ≡ 0 mod q
md−2−md−1

2 .

Again this is impossible if md−2 −md−1 is sufficiently large.
In this way we proceed further and observe that there exists a constant C > 0 (depending on δ) such that

(x1, . . . , xd, xd+1) is not contained in any of the exceptional subspaces provided that md−1 ≥ C, md−2 −
md−1 ≥ C, . . ., and m2 −m1 ≥ C. In all these cases the inequality (3.3) is satisfied.

By definition we have
∏

p∈S

|qℓ1+···+ℓd
1 qm1+···md+m

2 |p = 1

so that
∏

p∈S

|x1 · · ·xd+1|p =
∏

p∈S

|h1 · · ·hdH |p ≤ |h1 · · ·hdH |.

Furthermore with |x1 + · · ·+ xd+1|p ≤ 1 for p 6= ∞ it follows that (3.3) implies

|x1 + · · ·+ xd+1| |h1 · · ·hd H | ≥
∏

p∈S\{∞}

|x1 + · · ·xd+1|p|x1|p · · · |xd+1|p

≥ max(|x1|, . . . |xd+1|)1−δ

≥ max
(

qk1q
m1
2 , qm2 |H |

)1−δ

which is precisely (3.2).
Now suppose that md−1 ≤ C. Then we put the terms

qk1q
md−1

2 hd−1 + qk1hd = qk1
(

q
md−1

2 hd−1 + hd

)

together and apply inductively the lemma for the case d− 1. Since q
md−1

2 ≤ qC2 is bounded we have
∣

∣q
md−1

2 hd−1 + hd

∣

∣≪ |hd−1hd|.
Thus, (3.2) follows by induction.

Similarly, if md−2 −md−1 ≥ C then we group together the terms

qk1q
md−2

2 hd−2 + qk1q
md−1

2 hd−1 = qk1q
md−1

2

(

q
md−2−md−1

2 hd−2 + hd−1

)
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and proceed in the same way. The remaining cases can be handled, too. However, we have to take care of
the maximum max(qk1 q

m1
2 , qm2 |H |) if we group together

qk1q
m1
2 h1 + qk1q

m2
2 h2 = qk1q

m2
2

(

qm1−m2
2 h1 + h2

)

.

Since m1 −m2 ≤ C we get

qk1q
m2
2 ≥ 1

qC2
qk1q

m1
2 .

Thus, we can proceed by induction in all cases.
Summing up, we either get (3.2) directly or we reduce it to the case d − 1. Since the case d = 1 always

holds (provided that m is sufficiently large) the proof of the lemma is finished. �

Lemma 3.5. Suppose that q1, q2 are different prime numbers, that h1, . . . , hd1 are d1 ≥ 1 integers not divisible
by q2, r1, . . . , rd2 are d2 ≥ 1 integers not divisible by q1 and H an integer not divisible by q1q2 such that

gcd(h1, . . . , hd1 , r1, . . . , rd2 , H) = 1.

Then for every δ > 0 there exists M0 such that we have uniformly for all integer exponents k, m1, . . . ,md1 ,
M , n1, . . . , nd2 , N with k ≥ 0, m1 > m2 > · · · > md1 = 0, M ≥ max(m1,M0), n1 > n2 > · · · > nd2 = 0, and
N ≥ max(n1,M0) the inequality

∣

∣qk1
(

qm1
2 h1 + · · ·+ q

md1
2 hd1

)

+ qn1
1 r1 + · · ·+ q

nd2
1 rd2 − qN1 qM2 H

∣

∣

≫ max(qk1 q
m1
2 , qn1

1 , qN1 qM2 |H |)1−δ

|h1h2 · · ·hd1r1r2 · · · rd2 H | ,(3.4)

where the implicit constant depends just on δ, d1, and d2.

Proof. The proof of Lemma 3.5 is a direct extension of the proof of Lemma 3.4. �

4. Proof of Proposition 1.1

For an integer M ≥ 1, let L(M) denote the length of the longest block of 0s or 1s in the binary expansion
of M . The following lemma states that almost all powers of 3 only have short runs of 0s or 1s, where also
multiplication by a factor M is taken into account. This inconspicious lemma is in fact the key to the proof
of Proposition 1.1, as it enables us to eliminate binary digits of powers of 3 with indices lying in an interval
(Corollary 4.1 below).

Lemma 4.1. Assume that 0 ≤ η ≤ 1. Then

(4.1) sup
1≤M<2ηK

L
(

M3K
)

≤ ηK + o(K)

as K → ∞. In particular,

(1.) the longest 0-or 1-blocks in the binary expansion of 3K have length o(K) as K → ∞.
(2.) For given ε > 0 and η > 0, all sufficiently large K satisfy

sup
1≤M<2ηK

L
(

M3K
)

≤ (1 + ε)ηK.

Proof. The proof is an application of Schlickewei’s p-adic subspace theorem. Suppose that the binary expan-
sion of M3K has a 0-block of length L. Then M3K can be represented as

M3K = a+ 2k+Lb,

where 0 < a ≤ 2k and 0 < b ≤ M3K2−k−L. Hence,

|M3K − 2k+Lb| ≤ 2k.

On the other hand we have (by a direct application of the p-adic subspace theorem, see below)

(4.2) |M3K − 2k+Lb| ≥ max(3K , 2k+Lb)1−δ

Mb
≥ (2k+Lb)1−δ

Mb

or we have

c1M3K + c22
k+Lb = 0
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for one (or several) of finitely many integer pairs (c1, c2) 6= (0, 0) that depend on δ. However, by considering
such an equation modulo 2k+L it follows that

c1 ≡ 0 mod 2k+L

which is impossible if k + L is sufficiently large.
Thus, if k + L is sufficiently large we certainly have (4.2). Consequently we have

2k ≥ (2k+Lb)1−δ

Mb
or

2L ≤ M
1

1−δ (2kb)
δ

1−δ .

Since 2kb ≤ M3K and M ≤ 2Kη it also follows that

L ≤
(

η

1− δ
+

(η log 2 + log 3)δ

1− δ

)

K.

Since δ > 0 can be chosen arbitrarily small it follows that L ≤ 2ηK + o(K), as proposed. �

From Lemma 4.1 we derive the following corollary, similar in spirit to the “odd elimination lemma” in the
manuscript [28] by the second author. To this end, let us introduce the convenient notation

(4.3) nI :=
∑

a≤j<b

δj(n)2
j−a,

for n ∈ N and an interval I = [a, b) in N, where δj(n) is the base-2 digit of n at index n.

Corollary 4.1 (Odd elimination). Assume that ε, η > 0, and assume that d and k are positive integers. For
all K ≥ K0(η, ε, k), the following statement holds.

For all nonnegative integers a, b such that

εK ≤ a < b ≤ a+ ηK,

and all ω ∈ {0, . . . , 2b−a − 1}, there exists A ∈ d+ kN such that 0 < A ≤ 4k222ηK+εK and
(

A3K
)[a,b)

= ω.

The idea of proof of this statement is the following. First, we choose a factor M ≥ 1, by Dirichlet’s
approximation theorem, such that M3K does not have binary digits in the interval [a − m, b), where m is
a small margin coming from the modulus k. Due to Lemma 4.1 it is not possible that “too many” digits
below a − m are eliminated by such a multiplication. Therefore there exist binary digits equal to 0 and 1
not too far below the cleared interval of digits of M3K . This will enable us to find a factor A in a prescribed
residue class: we will r require 2 ∤ A in order to allow for uniform distribution of the lowest digits in base 2
(see (4.23) for details).

Proof of Corollary 4.1. Choose m ≥ 1 in such a way that 2m−1 ≤ k < 2m. Let η ≥ 0, and set κ := b− a+m.
By Dirichlet’s approximation theorem we may choose an integer C = C(K) ∈ {1, . . . , 2κ} in such a way that

‖C3K2−b‖ < 2−κ.

That is, the digits of C3K with indices in the interval [a−m, b) are all equal to 0, or all equal to 1. We need
to find another integer A lying in a prescribed residue class, having the sharper property that all the digits in
the smaller interval [a, b) are equal to 0 (or any other digit combination on [a, b). At this point, Schlickewei’s
p-adic subspace theorem enters in an essential way. Lemma 4.1 yields

L
(

C3K
)

≤ κ+ o(K),

and we choose K large enough (depending on η, ε, k), such that L
(

C3K
)

< b− a+ εK and εK ≥ m. Assume

for a moment that (C2K)[a−m,b) = 0. Since a ≥ εK, there exists a maximal position c ∈ {0, . . . , a−m− 1}
such that δc(C3K) = 1. (It follows that δc+1(C3K) = 0). We “shift” this appearance of the digit 1 by
a−m− c < εK places, to the position a−m. Setting B = 2a−m−cC, we obtain

(B3K)[a−m,b) = 2a−m.
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For any given M ≥ 0, the block of digits of rkB3k + M with indices in the interval [a, b) changes step by
step, as r is varied. More precisely, since we chose 2m−1 ≤ k < 2m, this block attains each value once or
twice, cycling through all 2b−a possibilities. In particular, we may choose r < 2b−a+1 in such a way that

(

rkB3K + d3K
)[a,b)

= ω

(where we can assume without loss of generality that 0 ≤ d < k). We set A := rkB + d ∈ d+ kN. Collecting
the estimates, we have C ≤ 2k2ηK , B ≤ 2εKC, r + 1 ≤ 2ηK+1, and therefore A ≤ 4k222ηK+εK .

In the case that (C2K)[a−m,b) = 2κ − 1, we choose the maximal position c ∈ {0, . . . , a−m− 1} such that
δc(C3K) = 0 (and δc+1(C3K) = 1). As r runs, the digits of rkB3K in [a, b) cycle through all possibilities in
the opposite direction, and we obtain the conclusion in a completely analogous way. �

Proof of Proposition 1.1. Assume that N ≥ 1, and choose ν ≥ 0 in such a way that

(4.4) 2ν ≤ N < 2ν+1.

In the digit elimation procedure below we will use a parameter

(4.5) R = 2m, where m = ⌊ν/10⌋.
The parameter R will be used in van der Corput’s inequality; its binary length is a fraction ∼ 1/10 of the
binary length of N .

Applying van der Corput’s inequality. Let us first introduce an additional factor detecting whether n
is even or odd. Using Iverson bracket notation for convenience, We have

S
(i)
1

=
1

N

∑

0≤n<N

e
(

t1s2
(

n3K
)

+ t2s3(n)
)

[[

n ≡ i mod 2
]]

,

therefore an application of van der Corput’s inequality yields

(4.6)
∣

∣S
(i)
1

∣

∣

2 ≪ 1

R

∑

1≤r<R
2|r

M
(i)
0

+ E0,

where

(4.7) M
(i)
0

:=
1

N

∑

n<N

e
(

t1s2
(

n3K
)

− t1s2
(

(n+ r)3K
)

+ t2s3(n)− t2s3(n+ r)
)

[[

n ≡ i mod 2
]]

and

(4.8) E0 :=
1

R
+

R

N
.

We introduce a new parameter λ3 to be chosen in a moment (see (4.13) below), and apply the “carry
lemma” [12, 19, 20, 21, 24] in order to replace s3 by a 3λ3-periodic term. Setting

(4.9) E1 :=
R

3λ3
,

we obtain

(4.10) M
(i)
0

=
1

N

∑

0≤n<N
n≡i mod 2

e
(

t1s2
(

n3K
)

− t1s2
(

(n+ r)3K
)

+ t2s
[0,λ3)
3 (n)− t2s

[0,λ3)
3 (n+ r)

)

+O(E1).

Writing n = n13
λ3 + n0, where 0 ≤ n0 < 3λ3 , we obtain

(4.11) M0 ≪
∑

0≤n0<3λ3

∣

∣M2(n0)
∣

∣ +O(E1),

where

M2(n0) :=
1

N

∑

0≤n<N
n≡i mod 2

n≡n0 mod 3λ3

e
(

t1s2
(

n3K
)

− t1s2
(

n3K + r3K
)

)

.(4.12)

Note that the 3λ3-periodic terms s
[0,λ3)
3 have vanished.
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We distinguish between the cases “K small” and “K large”. For this, we choose parameters c1, R, λ3 in such
a way that

(4.13) c1 = min

{

c2,
1

10

log 2

log 3

}

, R ≍ N1/10, 3λ3 ≍ N1/5.

We consider, respectively, the cases
{

K < c1 log2 N, and

c1 log2 N ≤ K < c2 log2 N.

Let us start with the easier case.

4.1. Small values of K. Note that our choice of λ3 implies that 3K ≤ N1/10. Choose

(4.14) λ2 = ⌊3ν/10⌋,
such that

(4.15)
R3K

2λ2
≪ N1/10.

Similarly to (4.10), we have

M2(n0) =
1

2λ23λ3

∑

0≤n<2λ2

e
(

t1s
[0,λ2)(n)− t1s

[0,λ2)
2

(

n+ r3K
)

)

+ E2,

where

(4.16) E2 := R3K
(

1

2λ2

1

3λ3
+

1

N

)

.

For this, we just note that the lowest λ2 binary digits of n3K attain each value in a periodic fashion, as n
runs through i3λ3 +2 ·3λ3Z. Excluding R3K digit combinations, the estimate follows. Next, we replace s[0,λ2)

by s again, reusing the fact that only a proportion ≪ R3K/2λ2 of integers n satisfy

s(n)− s
(

n+ r3K
)

6= s[0,λ2)(n)− s[0,λ2)
(

n+ r3K
)

.

As this error is swallowed by E2, we obtain

(4.17)
∣

∣S
(i)
1

∣

∣

2 ≪ 1

R

∑

1≤r≤R

∣

∣γr3K (t1)
∣

∣+ E0 + E1 + E2,

where

(4.18) γt(ϑ) := lim
M→∞

1

M

∑

0≤n<M

e
(

t1s(n)− t1s
(

n+ t
)

)

.

We recall a result from the paper [26] by the second author, which was also used in [29].

Lemma 4.2 ([26, Lemma 2.7]). Assume that t ≥ 1 has at least M ′ = 2M + 1 blocks of 1s. Then

|γt(ϑ)| ≤
(

1− ‖ϑ‖2
2

)M

≤ exp

(

−M‖ϑ‖2
2

)

.

In order to guarantee that r3K has sufficiently many blocks of 1s, we apply Lemma 4.1. We assume that

(4.19) R < 2ηK .

For each ε > 0, and K ≥ K0(η, ε), the lemma implies

L
(

r3K
)

≤ (1 + ε)ηK.

In particular, as K → ∞, and (4.19) is satisfied, the number of maximal blocks of 1s in r3K is ≫ Kη .
By Lemma 4.2 it follows that there exists a constant c (depending on η) such that

∣

∣S
(i)
1

∣

∣

2 ≪ exp

(

−cK‖t1‖2
)

+ E0 + E1 + E2.

Collecting the error terms, we see tht the proposition is proved for the case of “small K”.
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4.2. Large values of K. In order to handle the second case, we will use the odd elimination lemma (Corol-
lary 4.1), based on Schlickewei’s p-adic subspace theorem in an essential way.

Iterating van der Corput. Applying Cauchy-Schwarz and van der Corput alternatingly, we arrive at the
following statement [28].

Lemma 4.3. Let Q ≥ 1 be an integer. Assume that J is a finite nonempty interval in Z, and g : J → {z ∈
C : |z| = 1}. For all integers m0, . . . ,mQ−1 ≥ 1 and R ≥ 1, we have

(4.20)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

|J |
∑

n∈J

g(n)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2Q

≪ 1

RQ

∑

r∈{1,...,R−1}Q

∣

∣K
(

r0m0, . . . , rQ−1mQ−1

)∣

∣

+

(

m0 + · · ·+mQ−1

)

R

|J | +
1

R
,

where

K
(

t0, . . . , tQ−1

)

:=
1

|J |
∑

n∈J

∏

ε∈{0,1}Q

C|ε|g

(

n+
∑

0≤ℓ<Q

εℓtℓ

)

,

and C is pointwise complex conjugation. The implied constant depends only on Q.

Each factor mℓ is responsible for the “elimination of digits” in a short interval, and also in a small margin
just below the interval. Recall that m is the binary length of R 4.5. We double this value in order to obtain
a useful double margin, and we define

(4.21)
aℓ = λ2 − ℓκ bℓ = aℓ −m cℓ = aℓ − 2m,
Iℓ = [aℓ, aℓ−1), I ′ℓ = [bℓ, aℓ−1), I ′′ℓ = [cℓ, aℓ−1).

The interval of digits we want to remove in step ℓ (where 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ Q, and Q is yet to be defined) is Iℓ. In
order to achieve this, we clear the binary digits of 3K1 in the larger interval I ′′ℓ of length κ+2m, multiplying
this value by some odd integer produced by Corollary 4.1. Multiplying this new value by any number in
rℓ ∈ {0, . . . , R− 1}, we still have only 0s in the slightly smaller interval I ′ℓ of length κ+m. Consequently, in
most cases, the quantity rℓmℓ3

K1 can be added to an integer n without changing the digits in Iℓ. Namely,
this happens precisely when not all of the digits of n on the upper part [bℓ, aℓ) of the margin are equal to 1,
and thus carry propagation is interrupted. Set

g(n) = e
(

t1s
[0,λ2)
2

(

n3K1 + n03
K
))

.

Lemma 4.3 implies

(4.22)

1

|J(n0)|
∣

∣M2(n0)
∣

∣

2Q ≤ 1

RQ−1

∑

r1,...,rQ∈{1,...,R−1}

∣

∣M3

(

r03
K , r1m13

K1 , . . . , rQmQ3
K1 ;n03

K
)∣

∣

+

(

m1 + · · ·+mQ

)

R

|J | +
1

R
,

where M3 is the iterated correlation

(4.23) M3(t0, . . . , tQ; a) :=
1

|J(n0)|
∑

n1∈J(n0)

∏

ε∈{0,1}Q+1

e

(

(−1)|ε|t1s
[0,λ2)
2

(

n13
K1 +

∑

0≤ℓ≤Q

εℓtℓ + a

))

.

In the next few paragraphs, we will choose the parameters mℓ suitably in order to discard intervals of digits,
one interval for each ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , Q}.

Preparing digit elimination. We begin with the observation that the binary digits of n1 7→ n13
K1 with

indices in [bℓ, aℓ) attain all combinations in a uniform manner. This will be needed in order to bound the
number of cases where for some ℓ, carry propagation from the upper half [bℓ, aℓ) of the margin into the
interval Iℓ happens. This is our first use of Corollary 4.1. Assume that ε, η > 0. We suppose in the following
that x, y,K1 are integers satisfying

(4.24)
K1 ≥ K0(η, ε, 1),

εK1 ≤ x ≤ y ≤ x+ ηK1.
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By the corollary,

(4.25)
(

A3K1

)[x,y)
= 1 for some A ≪ 2(2η+ε)K1 .

That is, the digits of A3K1 are zero on (x, y), and the digit at index x equals 1. It follows that for each b,

n11 7→
(

(n11A+ n10)3
K1 + b

)(x,y)

attains each value once or twice in a row, running through all possibilities. Using the decomposition n1 =
n11A+ n10, we obtain, for any ω ∈ {0, . . . , 2y−x − 1},

∣

∣

{

n1 ∈ J(n0) :
(

n13
K1 + b

)[x,y)
= ω

}∣

∣≪ E3

with some absolute implicit constant, where

(4.26) E3 :=
|J(n0)|
2y−x

+A.

Recall that in our application, the role of interval [x, y) will be played by the upper part [bℓ, aℓ) of the
margin. For all (ε0, . . . , εQ) ∈ {0, 1}Q+1, the digits of

(4.27) L(ε0, . . . , εQ) := n13
K1 + ε0r0 +

∑

1≤ℓ≤Q

εℓrℓmℓ3
K1 + n03

K

with indices in [bℓ, aℓ) should not be identical to 1. That is, ω = 2y−x − 1 has to be excluded. The error
term E3 has to be multiplied by a factor Q2Q+1, since we want to avoid carry overflow simultaneously for all
1 ≤ ℓ ≤ Q and ε ∈ {0, 1}Q+1.

Consequently, for all ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , Q} and all choices εk ∈ {0, 1} for k ∈ {0, . . . , Q} \ {ℓ}, the integers

(4.28) L
(

ε0, . . . , εℓ−1, 0, εℓ+1, . . . , εQ
)

and L
(

ε0, . . . , εℓ−1, 1, εℓ+1, . . . , εQ
)

have the same digits in [aℓ, aℓ−1) for all but O(E4) integers n1 ∈ J(n0), where

(4.29) E4 :=
N

3λ32y−x
+A.

The implied constant may depend on Q.

Discarding digits block by block. Assume that c2 > 0, and consider the requirement c1 log2 N ≤ K ≤
c2 log2 N . In step ℓ, where 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ Q, we want to remove the interval [aℓ, aℓ−1) (see (4.21)). For simplicity,
we assume that its length κ is a fixed fraction of the binary length ν of N :

(4.30) κ ∼ ν/10.

After the removal of I1, . . . , IQ, only the interval [0, µ) of digits will be left, where

(4.31) µ = λ2 −Qκ

should satisfy
2κ ≤ µ < 3κ.

Clearly, this implies

(4.32) Q ≍ (1 + c2)
−1.

As for the size of the margins, we note that m = κ = log2 R. By (4.31), the intervals

I ′′ℓ =
[

aℓ − 2m, aℓ−1

)

,

where aℓ = λ2 − ℓκ as in (4.21), are well separated from 0. In particular, there are enough digits below our
intervals to be eliminated in order to apply Corollary 4.1. Suppose that K1 ≥ K0(η, ε, 2) as stated in the
corollary. (The parameter 2 handles the even/odd restriction on n.) We obtain odd factors m1, . . . ,mQ,

mℓ ≪ 2(2η+ε)K1 ,

such that
(

mℓ3
K1

)[x,y)
= 0, where [x, y) = I ′′ℓ .

Introducing the error E4 defined in (4.29) takes care of the integers n1 ∈ J(n0) that are exceptional for
some index 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ Q and some choice (ε0, . . . , εQ) ∈ {0, 1}Q+1. For the remaining n1, we consider the
product on the right hand side of (4.23). In a way analogous to [14, 25] we may discard the digits with
indices outside [0, µ). That is, we (1) exclude the critical indices n1, (2) apply the digit-cancelling argument
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implemented in the cited papers, and (3) reinsert the missing indices again. Up to an error term E4, this
leads to an expression

(4.33)
M4(t0, . . . , tQ; a) :=

1

|J(n0)|
∑

n1∈J(n0)

∏

ε∈{0,1}Q+1

e

(

(−1)|ε|t1s
[0,µ)
2

(

n13
K1 +

∑

0≤ℓ≤Q

εℓtℓ + a

))

,

where t0 = r03
K , tℓ = rℓmℓ3

K1 for 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ Q, and a = n03
K .

At this point, the main work has already been done. The remaining sum over n1 is long enough to traverse
all digit combinations on [0, µ) in a uniform manner, but by construction, the sums over rℓ are too short. In
order to transform the higher order correlations into a Gowers norm, we shorten our interval of digits once
more. This leaves only [0, ρ), where ρ = ν/6 (recall that µ ≥ 2κ = ν/5).

Removing the last interval of digits. Let the odd positive integer mQ+1 < 2µ be chosen in such a way
that

(4.34) mQ+13
K1 ≡ 1 mod 2µ.

Let ρ′ be an integers such that 0 ≤ ρ′ ≤ ρ. We apply van der Corput’s inequality one last time in order to
eliminate the digits in [ρ, µ). This yields

(4.35)

∣

∣M4(t0, . . . , tQ; a)
∣

∣

2 ≤ |J(n0)|+ 2µ+ρ′

|J(n0)|2ρ′

∑

0≤|rQ+1|<2ρ′

(

1− |rQ+1|
2ρ′

)

×
∑

n1,n1+rQ+1mQ+1∈J(n0)

M5(t0, . . . , tQ+1;σ, 3
K1 , a),

where

(4.36)
M5(t0, . . . , tQ+1;σ, x, a) :=

1

|J(n0)|
∑

n1∈J(n0)

∏

ε∈{0,1}Q+2

e

(

(−1)|ε|t1s
[0,σ)
2

(

n1x+
∑

0≤ℓ≤Q+1

εℓtℓ + a

))

,

and σ = µ, x = 3K1 , t0 = r03
K , tℓ = rℓmℓ3

K1 for 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ Q+ 1, and a = n03
K .

Note that (4.34) implies
(

rQ+1mQ+13
K1

)[ρ′,µ)
= 0.

Consequently, for any shift s and any interval I of length 2ρ, there are at most 2ρ
′

integers n1 ∈ I such that
(

n13
K1 + s

)[ρ,µ) 6=
(

(n1 + rQ+1mQ+1)3
K1 + s

)[ρ,µ)

(the critical values being those where all digits of n13
K1 + s in [ρ′, ρ) are equal to 1). Therefore, excluding

O(E′
4
) integers n1 ∈ J(n0), where

E′
4 = 2ρ

′

⌈ |J(n0)|
2ρ

⌉

≤ 2ρ
′−ρ|J(n0)|+ 2ρ

′

,

we may replace [0, µ) by [0, ρ) in the definition of M5. Note once again that the implied constant may depend
on Q.

The next step consists in replacing the sum over multiples of 3K1 by a full sum, exploiting the fact that
the sum over n1 is long enough, and 3K1 is odd. Also, we may remove the factors tℓ, for 0 ≤ ℓ ≤ Q, using
R = 2m | 2ρ. Introducing a negligible error term coming from the decomposition of J(n0) into intervals of
length 2ρ (the last interval might contribute an error), we arrive at the expression

(4.37)
M6(t0, . . . , tQ; a) :=

1

2ρ′

∑

rQ+1<2ρ′

1

2(Q+1)ρ

∑

r0,...,rQ+1<2ρ

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

M5(t0, . . . , tQ, tQ+1; ρ, 1, 0)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

,

where t0 = · · · = tQ = 1, tQ+1 = mQ+13
K1 .

We have almost arrived at a Gowers norm. In order to handle the summation over rQ+1, which is shorter than
2ρ by construction, we use a standard trick reminiscent of the “17 camels puzzle” [30]. We extend the sum to
{0, . . . , 2ρ−1} (thus inserting terms representing the 18th camel), noting that each summand is nonnegative.
Applying the the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality, we insert another variable rQ+2 ranging over {0, . . . , 2ρ − 1},



16 MICHAEL DRMOTA AND LUKAS SPIEGELHOFER

and discard the absolute value again (this is also applied in our papers [25, 14]). The expression M6 is

replaced by a Gowers-(Q+3)-norm on Z/2ρZ, where an additional factor
(

2ρ−ρ′
)2

arising from our extension
of a summation range is present. Having arrived at a full Gowers norm, we can use available techniques in
order to arrive at a nontrivial estimate. More precisely, extending the method devised in [14, Chapter 5.2]
for the Zeckendorf sum-of-digits function, we arrive at the following statement.

Proposition 4.1. Let q ≥ 2 and Q ≥ 1 be integers, and ϑ ∈ Z. There exists a constant c > 0 such that

(4.38)
1

q(Q+1)µ

∑

0≤n<qµ

∑

r∈{0,...,qµ−1}Q

∏

ε∈{0,1}Q

e

(

(−1)|ε|ϑsq
(

n+ ε · r
)

)

≪ q−cµ‖(q−1)ϑ‖2

as µ → ∞.

A full proof of this statement is given in a manuscript by Jelinek (in preparation). Provided that ρ′ is

close enough to ρ, the gain coming from this estimate is strictly bigger than the contribution (2ρ−ρ′

)2 of the
artificially added terms. Thus, “the additional camel can be returned”, leaving us with a nontrivial estimate
of the original sum.

We have to take care of the fact that ‖ϑ‖ may be very small, yielding only a small gain in the Gowers
norm. Correspondingly, our additional margin ρ − ρ′ has to be very small too. This issue has been dealt
with in our paper [14] with Müllner, see pages 80–81, and only amounts to decreasing the constant c in the

expression N−c‖ϑ‖2

by some factor.
�

5. Proof of Proposition 1.2

The proof of Proposition 1.2 relies mainly on the following lemma.

Lemma 5.1. Suppose that 0 ≤ K ≤ c2 logN , where c2 > 0. Set N1 = ⌊log2(3KN)⌋ and N2 = ⌊log3 N⌋ let
λ > 0, η > 0 be an arbitrary constant and let d1, d2 be positive integers. Then for integers

(5.1) Nη
1 ≤ k1 < k2 < · · · < kd1 ≤ N1 −Nη

1

and

(5.2) Nη
2 ≤ ℓ1 < ℓ2 < · · · < ℓd2 ≤ N2 −Nη

2

we have for i ∈ {0, 1}, as N → ∞
2

N
#
{

n < N, n ≡ i mod 2 : ε2,kj1
(3Kn) = bj1 , 1 ≤ j1 ≤ d1, ε3,ℓj2 (n) = cj2 , 1 ≤ j2 ≤ d2

}

=
1

2d13d2
+O

(

(logN)−λ
)

(5.3)

and (for r ∈ {0, 1})
2

N
#
{

n < N n ≡ i mod 2 : ε2,kj1
(n) = bj1 , 1 ≤ j1 ≤ d1, ε3,ℓj2 (2

Kn+ r) = cj2 , 1 ≤ j2 ≤ d2
}

=
1

2d13d2
+O

(

(logN)−λ
)

(5.4)

uniformly for 0 ≤ K ≤ c2 logN , bj1 ∈ {0, 1}, cj2 ∈ {0, 1, 2} and kj1 , ℓi in the given ranges, where the implicit
constant of the error term may depend on h1, h2, and on λ.

We will prove this lemma in Section 5.2 with the help of exponential sum estimates provided in Section 5.1.
The proof of Proposition 1.2 is then given in Section 5.3.

5.1. Exponential Sums. The essential part of the proof of Lemma 5.1 are upper bounds for exponential
sums of the form

(5.5) S =
∑

n<N, n≡i mod 2

e







3K
d1
∑

j1=1

hj12
−kj1−1 +

d2
∑

j2=1

rj23
−ℓj2−1



n



 ,

where hj1 are integers not divisible by 2, and rj2 are integers not divisible by 3 and hj1 and rj2 are absolutely
upper bounded by (logN)λ0 for some λ0 > 0. For the sake of shortness we only prove the relation (5.3). The
corresponding relation (5.4) can be proved in the same way by interchanging the rôles of 2 and 3.
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Clearly we have

(5.6)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∑

n<N,n≡i mod 2

e(αn)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ 1

2‖2α‖ .

Hence we have to find lower bounds for ‖2α‖, where

α = 3K
d1
∑

j1=1

hj12
−kj1−1 +

d2
∑

j2=1

rj23
−mj2−1.

Actually, we will prove that (uniformly under the above mentioned assumptions)

(5.7) ‖2α‖ ≫ (logN)λ

N
for any given constant λ > 0. This implies then the following property.

Lemma 5.2. Suppose that 0 ≤ K ≤ c2 logN , where c2 > 0. Set N1 = ⌊log2(3KN)⌋ and N2 = ⌊log3 N⌋ let
λ0 > 0, λ > 0 be arbitrary constants and let d1, d2 be positive integers. Then for integers

Nη
1 ≤ k1 < k2 < · · · < kd1 ≤ N1 −Nη

1 ,

Nη
2 ≤ ℓ1 < ℓ2 < · · · < ℓd2 ≤ N2 −Nη

2

and for odd integers h1, . . . , hd2 and integers r1, . . . , rd2 that are not divisible by 3 with

max
1≤j1≤d1

|kj1 | ≤ (logN)2λ0 and max
1≤j2≤d2

|rj2 | ≤ (logN)2λ0

we have the uniform upper bouund

(5.8) max |S| ≪ N(logN)−λ,

where S denotes the exponential sum (5.5).

We will distinguish between several cases.

5.1.1. d1 = 0. In this case α simplifies to

α =

d2
∑

j2=1

rj23
−ℓj2−1.

By assumption (5.2) we have Nη
2 ≤ ℓj2 ≤ N2−Nη

2 , |rj2 | ≤ (logN)λ and rj2 is not divisible by 3, 1 ≤ j2 ≤ d2.
Consequently

‖2α‖ = 2|α| =

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

d2
∑

j2=1

ri3
−ℓi−1

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≥ 2

3ℓd2+1
≫ ec(logN)η

N
≫ (logN)λ

N

for some constant c > 0.

5.1.2. d2 = 0. Here we have

α = 3K
d1
∑

j1=1

hj12
−kj1−1,

where Nη
1 ≤ kj1 ≤ N1 − Nη

1 , |hj1 | ≤ (logN)λ and hj1 is not divisible by 2. Recall that N1 = ⌊log2(3KN)⌋.
Let H denote the nearest integer to α, that is,

‖2α‖ = |2α−H |.
In a first step we assume that H = 0. Here we can argue similiarly as in the previous case:

‖2α‖ = 2|α| = 3K

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

d1
∑

j1=1

hj12
−kj1

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≥ 3K

2kd1

≫ 3Kec(logN)η

3KN
≫ (logN)λ

N

and we are done.
Next suppose that H 6= 0. Since ‖2α‖ ≤ 1 it follows that

|H | ≤ 1 + 3K(logN)λ2−k1 .
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Set H = 3LH ′ with (3, H ′) = 1. Since |H | ≤ 3K it follows that L ≤ K. Furthermore set

D = gcd
(

3K−Lh12
kd1

−k1 , 3K−Lh22
kd1−1−k1 , . . . , 3K−Lhd1 , H

′2kd1
+1
)

= gcd (h1, h2, . . . , hd1 , H
′) .

Note that H ′ is not divisible by 3 and hd not by 2. Thus, the last equality holds. We also set

h′
j1 = hj1/D and H ′′ = H ′/D.

Then we have

‖2α‖ =
D3L

2kd1

∣

∣3K−Lh′
12

kd1
−k1 + 3K−Lh′

22
kd1−1−k1 + · · ·+ 3K−Lh′

d1
−H ′′2kd1

+1
∣

∣ .

At this level we can apply Lemma 3.4 and we obtain

‖α‖ ≫ D3L

2kd1
+1

(

3K−L2kd1
−k1
)1−δ

|h′
1 · · ·h′

d1
H ′′|

≫ D3L

2kd1
+1

(

3K−L2kd1
−k1
)1−δ

(logN)d1λ3K−L/(D2k1)

≫ 3L
(

3K−L2kd1
−k1
)δ

≫ 1
(

3K2kd1
−k1
)δ

.

Since

3K2kd1
−k1 ≤ 32KN ≤ N1+2c2

we, thus, obtain

‖2α‖ ≫ N−δ(1+2c2).

Hence by choosing δ = (1 + 2c2)/2 we get a proper lower bound N−1/2 ≫ (logN)λ/N .

5.1.3. d1 > 0 and d2 > 0. As in the previous case let H be the nearest integer to 2α, that is, ‖2α‖ = |2α−H |.
First we consider the case H = 0. Here we have

‖α‖ =

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

3K
d1
∑

j1=1

hj12
−kj1 + 2

d2
∑

j2=1

ri3
−mi−1

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

In this case we proceed precisely as in the paper [9], where we apply Lemma 3.2 appropriately.
Without loss of generality we can assume that hj1 6= 0 and rj2 6= 0 (for all j and i). Otherwise we reduce

d1 and d2 accordingly.
We set δ = η/(d1 + d2). Clearly there exists 0 ≤ k ≤ d1 + d2 − 1 such that

hj1+1 − hj1 6∈
[

(logN)kδ , (logN)(k+1)δ
)

(1 ≤ j1 < d1)

and

rj2+1 − rj2 6∈
[

(logN)kδ, (logN)(k+1)δ
)

(1 ≤ j2 < d2).

We first suppose that

hj1+1 − hj1 ≤ (logN)kδ (1 ≤ j1 < d1) and ri+1 − rj2 ≤ (logN)kδ (1 ≤ j2 < d2).

Then we can represent α as

α = a3K2−kd2
−1 + b3−ℓd2−1,

where

a =

d1
∑

j1=1

hj12
kd1

−kj and b =

d2
∑

j2=1

rj22
ℓd2−ℓj2

satisfy

log |a| ≪ (logN)kδ and log |b| ≪ (logN)kδ.
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By a direct application of Lemma 3.2 we obtain

2|α| =
∣

∣a3K2−kd1 + 2b3−ℓd2−1
∣

∣ ≥ max
(∣

∣a3K2−kd1

∣

∣ ,
∣

∣2b3−ℓd2−1
∣

∣

)

e−C′ log logN(logN)kδ

for some constant C′ > 0. Clearly this implies

|2α| ≫ ec(logN)η

N
e−C′ log logN(logN)kδ ≫ ec

′(logN)η

N
≫ (logN)λ

N

for some constants c > 0, c′ > 0.
In general we assume that for some s1 ≤ d1 and s2 ≤ d2

hj1+1 − hj ≤ (logN)kδ (1 ≤ j1 < s1) and rj2+1 − ri ≤ (logN)kδ (1 ≤ j2 < s2)

but

hs1+1 − hs1 > (logN)(k+1)δ and rs2+1 − rs2 > (logN)(k+1)δ.

Here we set

a =

s1
∑

j1=1

hj12
ks1−kj1 and b =

s2
∑

j2=1

rj22
ℓs2−ℓj2

and use the upper bounds

d1
∑

j1=s1+1

hj12
−kj1−1 ≪ (logN)2λ02−ks1−(logN)(k+1)δ

and

d2
∑

j2=s2+1

rj23
−ℓj2−1 ≪ (logN)2λ03−ℓs2−(logN)(k+1)δ

to obtain the lower bound for

|2α| ≥
∣

∣a3K2−ks1 + 2b3−ℓs2−1
∣

∣−

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

3K
d1
∑

j1=s1+1

hj12
−kj1

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

−

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

d2
∑

j2=s2+1

rj23
−ℓj2−1

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≥ max
(∣

∣a3K2−ks1

∣

∣ ,
∣

∣2b3−ℓs2−1
∣

∣

)

e−C′ log logN(logN)kδ

−O
(

max
(∣

∣3K2−ks1

∣

∣ ,
∣

∣2 3−ℓs2−1
∣

∣

)

(logN)2λ0e−c(logN)(k+1)δ
)

≫ max
(∣

∣a3K2−ks1

∣

∣ ,
∣

∣2b3−ℓs2−1
∣

∣

)

e−C′ log logN(logN)kδ

≫ ec
′(logN)η

N
≫ (logN)λ

N
.

This completes the case H = 0.
In the case H 6= 0 we proceed very similiarly to the case d2 = 0. Since ‖2α‖ ≤ 1 we certainly have the

upper bound

|H | ≤ 1 + (logN)λ
3K

2k1

We now reduce the general case to the coprime one and apply Lemma 3.5.

This completes the proof of Lemma 5.2.

5.2. Proof of Lemma 5.1. We follow [2] and [9]. Let fb,q,∆(x) be defined by

fb,q,∆(x) :=
1

∆

∫ ∆/2

−∆/2

1[ b
q
, b+1

q
]({x+ z}) dz,

where 1A denotes the characteristic function of the set A and {x} = x − [x] the fractional part of x. The
Fourier coefficients of the Fourier series fb,q,∆(x) =

∑

m∈Z
dm,b,q,∆e(mx) are given by

d0,b,q,∆ =
1

q

and for m 6= 0 by

dm,b,q,∆ =
e
(

−mb
q

)

− e
(

−m(b+1)
q

)

2πim
· e
(

m∆
2

)

− e
(

−m∆
2

)

2πim∆
.
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Note that dm,b,q,∆ = 0 if m 6= 0 and m ≡ 0 mod q and that

|dm,b,q,∆| ≤ min

(

1

π|m| ,
1

∆πm2

)

.

By definition we have 0 ≤ fb,q,∆(x) ≤ 1 and

fb,q,∆(x) =







1 if x ∈
[

b
q +∆, b+1

q −∆
]

,

0 if x ∈ [0, 1] \
[

b
q −∆, b+1

q +∆
]

.

So if we set

t(y1, y2) :=

d1
∏

j1=1

fbj1 ,2,∆

( y1

2kj1+1

)

d2
∏

j2=1

fcj2 ,3,∆

( y2

3ℓj2+1

)

then we get for ∆ < 1/12
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

#
{

n < N, n ≡ i mod 2 | ε2,kj1
(3Kn) = bj1 , 1 ≤ j1 ≤ d1, ε3,ℓj2 (n) = cj2 , 1 ≤ j2 ≤ d2

}

−
∑

n<N,n≡i mod 2

t(3Kn, n)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤
d1
∑

j1=1

#

{

n < N

∣

∣

∣

∣

{

3Kn

2kj1+1

}

∈ Ubj1 ,2,∆

}

+

d2
∑

j2=1

#
{

n < N
∣

∣

∣

{ n

3ℓj2+1

}

∈ Ucj2 ,3,∆

}

≪ ∆N +N

d1
∑

j1=1

D1(kj1 ) +N

d2
∑

j2=1

D2(ℓj2)

where

Ub,q,∆ := [0,∆] ∪
q−1
⋃

b=1

[

b

q
−∆,

b

q
+∆

]

∪ [1−∆, 1].

andD1(kj1 ) andD2(ℓj2), respectively, denote the discrepancies of the sequences (3
Kn2−kj1−1 mod 1 : n < N)

and (n3−ℓj2−1 mod 1 : n < N). The discrepancies D1(kj1 ) and D2(ℓj2) that can be bounded with the help
of the Erdős-Turan inequality and exponential sum estimates.

For D2(ℓj2) we directly obtain

D2(ℓj2) ≪
1

H
+

H
∑

h=1

1

h

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

N

∑

n<N

e
(

hn3−ℓj2−1
)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≪ 1

H
+ logH

3ℓj2

N
≪ (logN)−λ

by using the estimate (5.6), setting H = (logN)λ0 (for some λ0 ≥ λ) and applying the bound ℓj2 ≤ N2−Nη
2 .

For D1(kj1 ) we have to be slightly more careful but we can use the bounds provided in Section 5.1.2 (note
that λ is replaced by λ+ 1):

∑

n<N

e
(

h3Kn2−kj1−1
)

≪ N(logN)−λ−1

Obviously this leads to

D1(kj1 ) ≪
1

H
+

H
∑

h=1

1

h

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

N

∑

n<N

e
(

h3Kn2−kj1−1
)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≪ 1

H
+ logH(logN)−λ−1 ≪ (logN)−λ.

Summing up, by setting ∆ = (logN)−λ0 for some λ0 ≥ λ we get
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

#
{

n < N | ε2,kj1
(3Kn) = bj1 , 1 ≤ j1 ≤ d1, ε3,ℓj2 (n) = cj2 , 1 ≤ j2 ≤ d2

}

−
∑

n<N

t(3Kn, n)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≪ N(logN)−λ.
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For convenience, let h = (h1, . . . , hd1) and r = (r1, . . . , rd2) denote d1- and d2-dimensional integer vectors
and v =

(

2−k1−1, . . . , 2−kd1
−1
)

, w =
(

3−ℓ1−1, . . . , 3−ℓd2−1
)

. Furthermore set

Th,r :=

d1
∏

j1=1

dhj1 ,bj1 ,2,∆

d2
∏

j2=1

drj2 ,cj2 ,3,∆.

Then t(y1, y2) has the Fourier series expansion

t(y1, y2) =
∑

h,r

Th,re (h · v y1 + r ·w y2) .

Thus, we are led to consider the sums

(5.9)
∑

n<N,n≡i mod 2

t(3Kn, n) =
∑

h,r

Th,r

∑

n<N

e
((

3Kh · v + r ·w
)

n
)

If h = r = 0 then

T0,0

∑

n<N,n≡i mod 2

e (0) =
N/2 +O(1)

2d13d2

which provides the leading term. Furthermore, we have (for ∆ = (logN)λ0) the estimate
∑

(h,r) 6=(0,0)

|Th,r| ≪ (2 + 2 log(1/∆))d1+d2 ≪ (log logN)d1+d2

and
∑

‖(h,r)‖≥(logN)2λ0

|Th,r| ≪ (logN)−λ0 .

Thus,
∑

n<N,n≡i mod 2

t(3Kn, n) =
N/2 +O(1)

2d13d2
+O

(

(log logN)d1+d2(logN)−λ
)

+O
(

(logN)−λ0
)

This completes the proof of Lemma 5.1.

5.3. Completion of the proof of Proposition 1.2. We finally show that Lemma 5.1 implies Proposi-
tion 1.2 (again we follows [9]).

The idea is to compare the distribution of (s2(3
Kn), s3(n)), n < N , n ≡ i mod 2, with the distribution

of independent pairs of sums of iid random variables. Let Z2,j be iid random variables that are uniformly
distribution on {0, 1} and Z3,j iid random variables on {0, 1, 2} that are also independent of Z2,j. Then we
consider the pair of random variables

S2(3
KN) =

N1
∑

j=0

Z2,j and S3(N) =

N2
∑

j=0

Z3,j

and also the trucated versions

S̃2(3
KN) =

∑

Nη
1 ≤j≤N1−Nη

1

Z2,j and S̃3(N) =
∑

Nη
2 ≤j≤N2−Nη

2

Z3,j ,

Recall that N1 = ⌊log2(3KN)⌋ and N2 = ⌊log3 N⌋ and that 0 < η < 1
2 . We also set

Ñ1 = |{j : Nη
1 ≤ j ≤ N1 −Nη

1 }| = N1 − 2Nη
1 +O(1)

and
Ñ2 = |{j : Nη

2 ≤ j ≤ N2 −Nη
2 }| = N2 − 2Nη

2 +O(1).

Clearly
∣

∣

∣
S2(3

KN)− S̃2(3
KN)

∣

∣

∣
≪ (logN)η and

∣

∣

∣
S3(N)− S̃3(KN)

∣

∣

∣
≪ (logN)η.

The normalized versions

(Y1,3KN , Y2,N ) =





S2(3
KN)− 1

2N1
√

1
4 log2(3

KN)
,
S3(N)−N2
√

2
3 log3(N)
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and

(Ỹ1,3KN , Ỹ2,N ) =





S̃2(3
KN)− 1

2Ñ1
√

1
4 log2(3

KN)
,
S̃3(N)− Ñ2
√

2
3 log3(N)





converge then to the two-dimensional normal distribution N(0, I), where I denotes the identity matrix. In
particular the characteristic functions converge:

lim
N→∞

E
(

eit1Y1,3KN
+it2Y2,N

)

→ e−t21/2−t22/2

and

lim
N→∞

E
(

eit1Ỹ1,3KN
+it2Ỹ2,N

)

→ e−t21/2−t22/2.

Note that the convergence is uniform for 0 ≤ K ≤ c2 logN . Furthermore, we have convergence of all (joint)
moments:

(5.10) lim
N→∞

E
[

Ỹ d1

1,3KN Ỹ d2

2,N

]

→ µd1µd2 ,

where µd = (d−1)!! for even d and µd = 0 for odd d denote the moments of the standard normal distribution.
Again the convergence is uniform for 0 ≤ K ≤ c2 logN . These are standard exercises for sums of independent
random variables.

Next let D2,j,K,N denote the (random) j-th digit in the binary expansion of 3Kn and D3,j,N the (random)
j-th digit in the ternary expansion of n (again) if n < N with n ≡ i mod 2 is chosen uniformly at random.
Then the sum-of-digits functions

s2(3
Kn) =

N1
∑

j=0

D2,j,K,N and s3(n) =

N2
∑

j=0

D3,j,N

model the random pair (s2(3
KN), s3(n)) if n < N with n ≡ i mod 2 is chosen uniformly at random. Again

we also consider the truncated versions

s̃2(3
Kn) =

∑

Nη
1 ≤j≤N1−Nη

1

D2,j,K,N and s̃3(n) =
∑

N2≤j≤N2−Nη
2

D3,j,N .

and the normalized versions:

(X1,3KN , X2,N ) =





s2(3
KN)− 1

2N1
√

1
4 log2(3

KN)
,
s3(N)−N2
√

2
3 log3(N)





and

(X̃1,3KN , X̃2,N) =





s̃2(3
KN)− 1

2Ñ1
√

1
4 log2(3

KN)
,
s̃3(N)− Ñ2
√

2
3 log3(N)



 .

Lemma 5.3. For every pair of non-negative integers d1, d2 and i ∈ {0, 1} we have

lim
N→∞

2

N

∑

n<N,n≡i mod 2





s̃2(3
Kn)− 1

2Ñ1
√

1
4 log2(3

KN)





d1




s̃3(n)− Ñ2
√

2
3 log3(N)





d2

= µd1µd2

uniformly for 0 ≤ K ≤ c2 logN .

Proof. We rewrite the sum-of-digits function

s̃2(3
Kn) =

∑

Nη
1 ≤j≤N1−Nη

1

ε2,j(3
Kn) =

∑

Nη
1 ≤j≤N1−Nη

1

D2,j,K,N ,

s̃3(n) =
∑

Nη
2 ≤j≤N2−Nη

2

ε3,j(3
Kn) =

∑

Nη
2 ≤j≤N2−Nη

2

D3,j,N
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and expand the moments

2

N

∑

n<N,n≡i mod 2

(

s̃2(3
Kn)− 1

2
Ñ1

)d1 (

s̃3(n)− Ñ2

)d2

in Ñd1
1 Ñd2

2 = O((logN)d1+d2)) terms of

2

N
#
{

n < N, n ≡ i mod 2 : ε2,kj1
(3Kn) = bj1 , 1 ≤ j1 ≤ d′1, ε3,ℓj2 (n) = cj2 , 1 ≤ j2 ≤ d′2

}

.

with 0 ≤ d′1 ≤ d1, 0 ≤ d′2 ≤ d2 and powers of Ñ1 and Ñ2. By Lemma 5.1 we can replace these numbers

by 2−d′

13−d′

2 + O((logN)−λ) uniformly for 0 ≤ K ≤ c2 logN , where we choose λ > 2(d1 + d2). Clearly the
resulting sum equals

E

[

(

S̃2(3
KN)− 1

2
Ñ1

)d1 (

S̃3(N)− Ñ2

)d2

]

+O
(

(logN)2(d1+d2)−λ
)

.

Finally by dividing the resulting equation by

(

1

4
log2(3

KN)

)

d1
2
(

2

3
log3(N)

)

d2
2

and by using the relation (5.10) we complete the proof of the lemma. �

Lemma 5.3 directly implies that the truncated and normalized pair of random variables

(X̃1,3KN , X̃2,N )

converges weakly to the 2-dimensional normal distribution N(0, I). Since η < 1
2 the same holds for the

untruncated pair

(X1,3KN , X2,N).

Hence, we also have for the characteristic function

(5.11) lim
N→∞

E
(

eit1X1,3KN
+it2X2,N

)

→ e−t21/2−t22/2.

More precisely by using the Taylor expansion for eit convergence of moments and in particular the uniformity
for 0 ≤ K ≤ c2 logN can be directly transformed in uniform convergence for the characteristic function. Thus,
(5.11) holds uniformly for 0 ≤ K ≤ c2 logN

By rewriting (5.11) in terms of the sum-of-digits functions this is precisely (the first part of) Proposition 1.2.
As mentioned already several times, the second part of Proposition 1.2 follows very similarly. This com-

pletes the proof of Proposition 1.2.
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