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At the bottom of page 15, the statement of Lemma 3 is incorrect. Replace its
claim

pe(U) = b~ ey (B U — b )
with
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The extra term arises only if x € U. For d = 0, the extra term vanishes: if I’ > [,
then j' > j, and k > j’ forces 0, ; = 0. For d > 0, the error in the proof on page
16 is in the sentence “Multiplying this by b~ we obtain indeed wi({z})”. This
assumes I’ = [, apparently from a confusion with j' = j. For I’ > I, when U = {z}
or, more generally, x € U, the argument in the proof leads to the above extra term.

The sentence immediately preceding Lemma 3 should be modified: replacing
“starting with k = j/” with “starting with k¥ = max(j’,j + 1)” makes it true.

The only subsequent use of Lemma 3 is in the proof of Proposition 9. There,
k > 1. Hence, if I’ > I, then k > 1’ > | > j, so the problematic case k = j, I’ > I
does not occur.

The paper contains a number of typographical infelicities of varying severity:
e On page 3, in Section 2, the map from strings to integers is written as
nX)=db +---+dy  for X =(dy,...,d).
The leading term should of course be d;b!~1.

e On page 4, in Theorem 1, in the recurrence defining u;.,,, for j > 1, the letter
J is used both for the fixed first index of u;.,, and as the summation index in
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both sums. This is unfortunate; the right-hand side should read

m

Z (T) Yiljsm—i + Z (7?) di“j*l;mfi'
i=0

i=1
The same problem occurs on page 6 in Theorem 2, in the recurrence defining

Vj.m, Whose right-hand side should read
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e On page 5, in Remark 2, the text says “Combined with the 0 < wu,, <
b/(m + 1) bounds”. Replace [ with j.

e On page 5, Theorem 2 starts with “Let b > 0”. Replace it with “Let b > 1”.
e On page 9, in the proof of Corollary 1, replace fig_g(n);m+1 With Ug_gm)m1-

e On page 15, in Remark 9, one reads that “u([z,z +b7")) is 0 for k < j and
b'~! for j > k”. The latter should of course read “for k > j”.

e In the proof of Theorem 3 at the bottom of page 16, it would have been better
to write limp_ o0 f[o 1 %’”L(dm The shift “—k(n)” from Proposition 4 was

deliberately omitted, as it does not affect the limit.

Acknowledgement. The author is very grateful to Jeffrey Shallit for bringing
the issue with Lemma 3 to his attention.



