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Abstract

We consider a model for which every site of N is assigned a fitness
in [0, 1]. At every discrete time all the sites are updated and each site
samples a uniform on [0, 1], independently of everything else. At every
discrete time and independently of the past the environment is good with
probability p or bad with probability 1−p. The fitness of each site is then
updated to the maximum or the minimum between its present fitness and
the sampled uniform, according to whether the environment is good or
bad. Assuming the initial fitness distribution is exchangeable over the site
indexing, the empirical fitness distribution is a probability-valued Markov
process. We show that this Markov process converges to an explicitly-
identified stationary distribution exhibiting a self-similar structure.

Keywords: Markov chain, exchangeable stochastic process, self-similar
measure, population biology.

1 Introduction and statement of results

1.1 Introduction

We consider a discrete-time model on state space [0, 1]N. At each time unit
t ∈ Z+, each site n ∈ N has “fitness” ηt(n) ∈ [0, 1]. The system evolves in time
as follows. Let p be a fixed number in (0, 1). At any time t ≥ 0 we generate a
Bernoulli random variable Bt+1 with parameter p, and independently a sequence
(Ut+1(n) : n ∈ N) of IID uniform random variables on [0, 1]. We update the
model according to the following rules.

• If Bt+1 = 1 then for every n ∈ N, ηt+1(n) = max(ηt(n), Ut+1(n)).

• If Bt+1 = 0 then for every n ∈ N, ηt+1(n) = min(ηt(n), Ut+1(n)).
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We think of the (Bt : t ∈ N) as a time-evolving environment. At a given time
the environment can be“good” or “bad”, it is the same for all sites. The impact
of the environment at a given site, however, depends on the current site fitness
as well as its own “luck”, independently of what happens to the other sites.

The resulting process is a Markov chain. Additionally, the evolution of each
individual site is also a Markov chain. Thus, the entire system can be viewed
as a system of infinitely many coupled Markov chains.

The present model is related to the so-called “catastrophe” models, see for
instance [5] and [4]. In particular a model introduced in [9] and studied in
[3] is reminiscent of our model. We now describe it. At every discrete time
the population increases by one unit with probability p or is subjected to a
catastrophe (i.e. it loses a random number of individuals) with probability
1− p. Hence, similarly to the present model the evolution is caused by external
environmental changes. A major difference with the present model, however, is
that catastrophe models only track the overall size of the population. We track
every individual in the population.

Also related to the present model is the Bak-Sneppen model, see [1]. There,
a fixed number of sites are arranged in a circle. At the initial time every site
is given a fitness uniformly distributed in [0, 1]. At every discrete time the site
with the smallest fitness as well as its two nearest neighbors have their fitness
updated by sampling three independent uniform random variables. One can
think of Bak-Sneppen as a model for a group of species that evolve through
internal competition alone. At the other extreme, our model follows a group of
species that evolve through external pressure alone. Our model can be compared
to Bak-Sneppen through the marginal distribution of the stationary distribution
at a site. For Bak-Sneppen the marginal distribution is believed to be uniform
(see [7] and [8]) as it is for our model in the case p = 1/2. For p 6= 1/2 on the
other hand the marginal distribution for our model will be computed explicitly
and shown not to be uniform.

Thanks to the exchangeable dynamics of our model de Finetti’s Theorem
provides an underlying Markov chain which turns out to be quite interesting
in its own right. In particular, this underlying Markov chain has a stationary
measure that has been studied in the fractals literature, see [10]. We believe
this to be an interesting example of a self-similar measure that arises naturally
from a rather simple Markov chain.

1.2 Main Results

The dynamics for the system are exchangeable. That is, if the initial distribution
is exchangeable, for example IID, then (ηt(·) : n ∈ Z+) is an exchangeable
sequence for all t. We can apply de Finetti’s theorem. In order to do so, assume
that the initial distribution is exchangeable. Let u ∈ [0, 1] and let

It(n, u) = 1{ηt(n)≤u}.

Then for every t and u, the family (It(n, u) : n ∈ N) is an exchangeable
sequence. In particular, it follows from de Finetti’s theorem that there exists a
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random variable Θt(u), measurable with respect to the exchangeable σ-algebra
E such that the distribution of (It(n, u) : n ∈ N), conditioned on E is IID with
a Bernoulli distribution with parameter Θt(u). Furthermore,

Θt(u) = lim
N→∞

1

N

N∑
n=1

It(n, u), a.s.

A key observation is the following recursion formula for Θt(u).

Θt+1(u) =

{
Θt(u)u if Bt+1 = 1

Θt(u) + (1−Θt(u))u if Bt+1 = 0.
(1)

We now prove this formula. Note that if Bt+1 = 1 then

It+1(n, u) = It(n, u)1{Ut+1(n)≤u}.

On the other hand if Bt+1 = 0 then

It+1(n, u) = It(n, u) + (1− It(n, u))1{Ut+1(n)≤u}.

The formula (1) now follows from the Law of Large Numbers for exchangeable
sequences and the independence of ηt and (Ut+1(n) : n ∈ N).

Note that the function u→ Θt(u) is a random cumulative distribution func-
tion, and its distribution determines the distribution of ηt, conditioned on E .
Furthermore, t→ Θt(·) is a Markov chain on the space of CDFs.

Theorem 1. Let G0, G1, . . . be IID Geom(1− p)-distributed RVs, and for k ∈
Z+, let Tk = G0 + · · · + Gk. Then the distribution of the random CDF Θt(·)
converges as t→∞ to that of the random CDF Θ∞ given by

Θ∞(u) =

∞∑
k=0

uTk

(
1− u
u

)k
, u ∈ (0, 1). (2)

Observe that since the CDF-valued process (Θt(·) : t ∈ Z+) is a Markov
process, the convergence in the theorem implies that the process possesses a
unique stationary distribution given by the expression in (2), though this can
be also verified by a direct calculation. For every u in (0, 1) the probability
distribution of Θ∞(u) belongs to a family of probability measures known in the
literature as self-similar measures associated with an iterated function system.
Fix u ∈ (0, 1) and define the function system {S0, S1}, Sj : [0, 1] → [0, 1] by
S0(x) = u+ (1−u)x and S1(x) = ux. By (1) the unique stationary distribution
µu for the process (Θt(u) : t ∈ Z+) satisfies

µu = (1− p)µu ◦ S−10 + pµu ◦ S−11 . (3)

The cumulative distribution function Gu corresponding to µu turns out to have
remarkable properties, see Figure 1. It is continuous, see Proposition 5 but
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singular with respect to the Lebesgue measure, see Proposition 10. Moreover,
we have an explicit formula for Gu on a dense set of [0, 1], see equation (11).

The results above are related to a long standing open problem. Consider
the following iterated function system. Let {T0, T1}, Tj : [0, 1] → [0, 1] by
T0(x) = 1 − u + ux and T1(x) = ux. In [6] examples for u’s in (1/2, 1) are
given for which the stationary distribution corresponding to the system {T0, T1}
is continuous but singular with respect to the Lebesgue measure. It is also
known that the stationary distribution is absolutely continuous for some values
in (1/2, 1) and singular for all values in (0, 1/2). Unfortunately our method does
not apply to the system {T0, T1}. As far as we know the question of determining
for which u’s in (1/2, 1) the stationary measure is singular is still open, see also
the discussion in [2, p. 24]. However, we prove the following representation for
the unique stationary distribution of the system {T0, T1}. For a fixed u in (0, 1),
the stationary distribution has the same distribution as

1− u
u

∑
k≥0

uTk ,

where Tk = G0 + · · ·+Gk, and G0, G1, . . . are IID Geom(1− p). This represen-
tation formula is an application of Corollary 8.

The exchangeability of the random variables (ηt(n) : n ∈ N) implies that for
every t ∈ Z+, N ∈ N and and every (u1, u2, . . . , uN ) in [0, 1]N ,

P (

N⋂
n=1

{ηt(n) ≤ un}|E) =

N∏
n=1

P (ηt(n) ≤ un|E) =

N∏
n=1

Θt(un)

As a consequence, we have the following

Corollary 2. The Markov chain (ηt : t ∈ Z+) has a unique stationary distri-
bution πp given by

πp

(
η ∈ [0, 1]N :

N⋂
n=1

{0 ≤ η(n) ≤ un}

)
= E[

N∏
n=1

Θ∞(un)],

for every natural number N and every (u1, u2, . . . , uN ) in [0, 1]N .

The moments of Θ∞(u) can be computed iteratively using the following
formula.

Proposition 3. For k = 1, 2, . . .

E[Θk
∞(u)] =

1− p
1− puk − (1− p)(1− u)k

k−1∑
j=0

(
k

j

)
uk−j(1− u)jE[Θj

∞(u)].

The marginal distribution at a single site can be computed explicitly,
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Corollary 4. The single site chain (at any site) has a unique stationary dis-
tribution with CDF Fp and density fp given by

Fp(u) =
(1− p)u

(1− p)u+ p(1− u)

fp(u) =
p

1− p
(
Fp(u)

u
)2 =

p(1− p)
((1− 2p)u2 + p)2

Note the following:
Fp(u) = F1−u(1− p) (4)

as well as

fp(0+) =
1− p
p

=
1

fp(1−)
.

Setting k = 1 in Proposition 3 we obtain

E[Θ∞(u)] =
(1− p)u

1− pu− (1− p)(1− u)
=

(1− p)u
(1− p)u+ p(1− u)

. (5)

Using (5) in Corollary 2 proves Corollary 4.

1.3 Self-similarity

Fix u ∈ (0, 1) and define the function system {S0, S1}, Sj : [0, 1] → [0, 1] by
S0(x) = u+ (1− u)x and S1(x) = ux. Then (1) can be written as

Θt+1(u) = SBt+1
(Θt(u)) (6)

It therefore follows that a probability distribution µu on [0, 1] is stationary for
Θ·(u) if and only if

µu = (1− p)µu ◦ S−10 + pµu ◦ S−11 . (7)

That is, µu is self-similar with respect to the function system {S0, S1} and the
probability vector (1− p, p), see [10].

As the images of S0 and S1 are [u, 1] and [0, u], it follows that µu satisfies
(7) if and only if its CDF Gu satisfies

Gu(uz) = pGu(z) (8)

Gu(u+ (1− u)z) = p+ (1− p)Gu(z) (9)

for all z ∈ [0, 1]. Here is an explicit formula for the CDF of Θ∞(u) on a dense
set.

Proposition 5. Let u ∈ (0, 1). Let D be the set of numbers of the form

y =

m∑
l=1

unl(1− u)l−1 (10)

for some m ∈ N and for n1, n2, . . . , nm as follows,
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• If m = 1, then n1 ∈ Z+ ∪ {∞}.

• If m > 1, then

– n1, . . . , nm−1 ∈ N ∪ {∞} satisfying n1 ≤ · · · ≤ nm−1; and

– nm ∈ Z+ ∪ {∞} satisfying nm−1 ≤ nm + 1.

1. The set D is dense in [0, 1].

2. Let Gu denote the CDF of Θ∞(u). Then, Gu is continuous, and for y
defined by (10),

Gu(y) =

m∑
l=1

pnl(1− p)l−1. (11)

It follows from the proposition that for u = p, we have Gp(y) = y for all y
in D. Since this is a dense set, it follows that µp is uniform on [0, 1].

From (8) Gu(un) = pn, for all n ∈ N. Then by right continuity, Gu(0) = 0.
Note that (11) is a consequence of (8) and (9). The rest of the proposition will
be proved below.

1.4 Proof of Proposition 3

Since the distribution of Θ∞(u) satisfies (7), it follows that for any bounded
Borel function f ,

E[f(Θ∞(u))] = pE[f(uΘ∞(u))] + (1− p)E[f(u+ (1− u)Θ∞(u))]. (12)

We can harness (12) to calculate the moments of Θ∞(u). Indeed, let f(z) =
eλz, and let ϕu(λ) = E[f(Θ∞(u))] be the moment generating function for

Θ∞(u). Then since Θ∞(u) takes values in [0, 1], ϕu is entire, and ϕ
(k)
u (0) =

E[Θ∞(u)k]. From (12), we have

ϕu(λ) = pϕu(uλ) + (1− p)euλϕu((1− u)λ).

By taking derivatives with respect to λ we obtain,

ϕ(k)
u (λ) = pukϕ(k)

u (uλ) + (1− p)
k∑
j=0

(
k

j

)
uk−jeλu(1− u)jϕ(j)

u ((1− u)λ).

Letting λ = 0 and doing the algebra, we obtain Proposition 3.

1.5 Proof of Proposition 5

Proof of Proposition 5. The continuity of Gu is proved below in Proposition 9.
We show now that D is dense in [0, 1].

Let J1,d = {1, u, u2, . . . , 0}, and let J1,u = {u + (1 − u)x : x ∈ J1,d}. Then
every element in y ∈ J1,u is of the form u + (1 − u)uk for some k ∈ Z+ ∪ {∞}
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and by (9) for such y, Gu(y) = p+ (1− p)pk. Iterating the definition, for m ≥ 1
let

Jm+1,d = {ukx : x ∈ Jm,u, k ∈ Z+ ∪ {∞} (13)

Jm+1,u = {u+ (1− u)x : x ∈ Jm+1,d} (14)

We will now prove that for every m ∈ N, Jm,d is the set of numbers express-
ible as (10). The case m = 1 follows directly from the definition of J1,d. We
continue to the general case and will apply induction, with the base case being
m = 2. From (13), we have

J2,d = {u1+k2 + (1− u)uk1+k2 : k1, k2 ∈ Z+ ∪ {∞}}.

Therefore letting n1 = 1 + k2 ∈ N ∪ {∞} and n2 = k1 + k2 ∈ Z+, we also have
n1 ≤ n2 + 1, and (10) holds for m = 2.

We turn to the induction step. From the induction hypothesis on Jm,d and
the definition of Jm,u, we have that y ∈ Jm,u if and only if

y = u+ (1− u)

m∑
l=1

unl(1− u)l−1. (15)

and then from (13), y ∈ Jm+1,d if and only if there exists km+1 ∈ Z+ ∪ {∞}
such that

y = ukm+1+1 +

m∑
l=1

unl+km+1(1− u)l

= ukm+1+1 + un1+km+1(1− u) + un2+km+1(1− u)2 + · · ·+ unm+km+1(1− u)m

=

m+1∑
l=1

un
′
l(1− u)l−1,

where n′1 = km+1 + 1, and for l = 2, . . . ,m + 1, n′l = nl−1 + km+1. By the
induction hypothesis,

• 1 ≤ n1 ≤ · · · ≤ nm−1, and therefore it follows that 1 ≤ n′1 ≤ · · · ≤ n′m.

• nm−1 ≤ nm + 1, and therefore

n′m = nm−1 + km+1 ≤ nm + 1 + km+1 = n′m+1 + 1.

This completes the proof that for all m ≥ 1, Jm,d is the set of numbers express-
ible as (10).

Finally, it remains to show that the union of Jm,d, m ∈ Z+, is dense in [0, 1].
Let

Rm =

m∑
j=1

(1− u)j−1.
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Then R∞ = limm→∞Rm = 1
u .

Let x ∈ (0, 1), and let n1 = min{n : un ≤ x}. Then necessarily, n1 ∈ N, and
x ∈ [un1 , un1−1). Since

un1 = un1R1 < un1R2 < · · · < un1R∞ = un1−1,

there exists m1 ∈ N such that

un1Rm1
≤ x < un1Rm1+1.

Set x1 = un1Rm1
, and let x2 = x − x1. Then x2 ∈ un1 [0, (1 − u)m1).

Therefore we can write x2 = un1(1− u)m1y1 where y1 ∈ [0, 1). In other words,

x = x1 + x2 = un1Rm1︸ ︷︷ ︸
∈Jm1,d

+ un1(1− u)m1y1,

where y1 ∈ [0, 1). If y1 = 0, we stop. Otherwise, we iterate the process for y1.
That is, we find natural numbers n2 and m2 such that

y1 = un2Rm2
+ un2(1− u)m2y2

where y2 ∈ [0, 1). Hence,

x = un1Rm1
+ un1+n2(1− u)m1Rm2

+ un1+n2(1− u)m1+m2y2.

It is easy to check that un1Rm1 +un1+n2(1−u)m1Rm2
is in Jm1+m2,d. If y2 = 0

we stop. If not we continue this process to get arbitrarily close to x.

2 More general Self-Affine Markov Chains

In this section we describe dynamics that generalize the Markov chain dynamics
given in (1) in a natural way, derive the corresponding limit results, and use
this to prove Theorem 1.

2.1 Setup and Convergence of Marginals

We begin with the setup.
Fix K ∈ N. Let (p0, . . . , pK) be a probability vector with strictly positive

entries. That is

min
0≤j≤K

pj > 0,

K∑
j=0

pj = 1 (16)

Also, let{
0 ≤ aj(u) ≤ aj(u) + bj(u) ≤ 1 j = 0, . . . ,K, u ∈ [0, 1)

j → (aj(u), bj(u)) is 1− 1 for every u ∈ [0, 1).
(17)
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For each u and j = 0, . . . ,K, let Sj(u)x = aj(u) + bj(u)x be an affine map from
[0, 1) into [0, 1].

Next, let

(Bt : t ∈ N) be IID with P (B1 = j) = pj , j = 0, . . . ,K. (18)

We now define a family of Markov chains indexed by u ∈ [0, 1) according to
the rule: {

Θ0(·) ∈ [0, 1]

Θt(u) = SBt
(u)Θt−1(u) = aBt

(u) + bBt
(u)Θt−1(u).

(19)

Assumption 1. Let K ∈ N. Assume that (16), (17), (18) hold, and let (Θt(·) :
t ∈ Z+) be as in (19).

Finally, define

Nt,j = |{s ≤ t : Bs = j}|, j ∈ 0, . . . ,K.

We have the following

Theorem 6. Let Assumption 1 hold. Then for every u ∈ [0, 1)

1. the process (Θ̃t(u) : t ∈ Z+) defined as

Θ̃t(u) =

t∑
s=1

aBs(u)

K∏
i=0

b
Ns−1,i

i (u) + Θ0(u)

K∏
i=0

b
Nt,i

i (u).

is identically distributed as (Θt(u) : t ∈ Z+).

2.

lim
t→∞

Θ̃t(u) = Θ̃∞(u) =

∞∑
s=1

aBs(u)

K∏
i=0

b
Ns−1,i

i (u), a.s. (20)

3.

E|Θ̃t(u)− Θ̃∞(u)| ≤ ρt(u)
2− ρ(u)

1− ρ(u)
,

where ρ(u) =
∑K
i=0 pibi(u) ∈ (0, 1).

Proof. From (19) we see that Θt(u) is a deterministic function of Θ0, B0, . . . , Bt
and of a0(u), . . . , aK(u), b0(u), . . . , bK(u). In order to keep the notation simple,
in what follows we fix u, and suppress the dependence on it.

By (19) we get

Θt = aBt
+ bBt

aBt−1
+ bBt

bBt−1
aBt−2

+ · · ·+ bBt
bBt−1

· · · bB2
aB1

+ bBt
bBt−1

· · · bB1
Θ0.

=

t∑
s=1

aBs

∏
s<k≤t

bBk
+ Θ0

t∏
k=1

bBk
.
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Now fix t ∈ N. For r = 1, . . . , t, let B̃r = Bt−r+1, so B̃1 = Bt, B̃2 = Bt−1, . . . .
Also, let Ñr,i = |{1 ≤ ρ ≤ r : B̃ρ = i}|. Then,

Nt,i −Ns,i = 1{Bs+1=i} + · · ·+ 1{Bt=i} = 1{B̃1=i} + · · ·+ 1{B̃t−s=i} = Ñt−s,i,

and Bs = B̃t−s+1. With this, we can write

aBs

∏
s<k≤t

bBk
= aBs

K∏
i=0

b
Nt,i−Ns,i

i = aB̃t−s+1

K∏
i=0

b
Ñt−s,i

i ,

and so changing the summation from s to r = t− s+ 1, we obtain

Θt =

t∑
r=1

aB̃r

K∏
i=0

b
Ñr−1,i

i + Θ0

K∏
i=0

b
Ñt,i

i .

Since the joint distribution of B̃1, B̃2, . . . B̃t coincides with that of B1, . . . , Bt,
it follows that

Θt
dist
= Θ̃t :=

t∑
s=1

aBs

K∏
i=0

b
Ns−1,i

i + Θ0

K∏
i=0

b
Nt,i

i . (21)

Note that this equality in distribution holds also for the function Θt(u). Note
that the expression on the right hand side is a partial sum of a series. By (16)

maxj pj < 1, and by (17), maxj bj ≤ 1. In particular, ρ = ρ(u) =
∑K
i=0 pibi ≤ 1

with equality if and only if bj = 1 for all j, which violates our assumptions. Using
the formula for the probability generating function of a multinomial distribution,

E

[
K∏
i=0

b
Ns−1,i
i

]
=

(
K∑
i=0

bipi

)s−1
= ρs−1,

monotone convergence guarantees that the partial sum in (21) converges a.s. to
Θ̃∞ which is defined by (20). We also have

Θ̃∞ − Θ̃t =

∞∑
s=t+1

aBs

K∏
i=0

b
Ns−1,i

i −Θ0

K∏
i=0

b
Nt,i

i .

Therefore,

E|Θ̃∞ − Θ̃t| ≤
∞∑

s=t+1

(ρs−1) + ρt

= ρt(
1

1− ρ
+ 1)

= ρt
2− ρ
1− ρ

,
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2.2 Convergence of CDFs

We will make the following assumptions

Assumption 2. Assumption 1 holds, and

1. For every z ∈ [0, 1] and i ∈ {0, . . . ,K}, the function u→ Si(u)z is right-
continuous and nondecreasing.

2. The function u→ Θ0(u) right-continuous and non-decreasing on [0, 1) and
has range contained in [0, 1].

Observe that under Assumption 2, for every t ∈ Z+, the function u→ Θt(u)
can be extended to a CDF by letting

Θt(u) =

{
0 u < 0

1 u ≥ 1
(22)

Proposition 7. Let Assumption 2 hold. Then the distribution of the random
CDFs Θt(·) converges as t→∞ to the distribution of the random CDF Θ̃∞:

Θ̃∞(u) =


0 u < 0;∑∞
s=1 aBs

(u)
∏K
i=0 b

Ns−1,i

i (u) u ∈ [0, 1);

1 u ≥ 1.

a.s.

Proof. We extend Θ̃t(·) to R analogously to (22). As a non-decreasing and right-
continuous function is determined by the values it attains on the rationals, and
all finite-dimensional distributions of Θt(·) and of Θ̃t(·) coincide, it follows the
two function-valued processes (Θt(·) : t ∈ Z+) and (Θ̃t(·) : t ∈ Z+) are identi-
cally distributed. Since a.s. convergence implies convergence in distribution, it
is enough to show that Θ̃t(·) converges a.s. to the prescribed limit.

Let (un : n ∈ N) be a sequence in [0, 1) increasing to 1, and let An be the
event that the right hand side of (21) converges for u = un. By (19), Θt(u) is
a (random) composition of the functions S0 . . . , SK , all of which are increasing
in u, so we have An+1 ⊆ An. Now let A = ∩∞n=1An. Then,

P (A) = lim
n→∞

P (An) = 1.

Therefore, on A, limt→∞ Θ̃t(u) exists for all u ∈ [0, 1), and is equal to Θ̃∞(u),
the expression on the righthand side of (20). By monotone convergence, this
latter expression is right-continuous on [0, 1). We have therefore shown that
Θ̃t(·) converges pointwise to Θ̃∞(·) on [0, 1) a.s. Finally, extend Θ̃∞ to R
according to (22) and the result follows.

2.3 Proof of Theorem 1

We start with the following corollary of Theorem 6.

11



Corollary 8. Let K = 1, a0(u) = 0, and (p0, p1) = (p, 1−p) for some p ∈ (0, 1).
Then, for u ∈ [0, 1),

lim
t→∞

Θ̃t(u) =
a1(u)

b0(u)

∞∑
k=0

bTk
0 (u)(

b1(u)

b0(u)
)k a.s., (23)

where Tk = G0 + · · ·+Gk, and G0, G1, . . . are IID Geom(1− p).

Proof. Since a0(u) = 0, the summation in the expression for Θ̃∞(u) in Theorem
6 is only over those s such that Bs = 1. Let T−1 = 0 and continue inductively,
letting Tk = inf{t > Tk−1 : Bt = 1}, k ∈ Z. Then (Tk − Tk−1 : k ∈ N)
is an IID sequence with distribution Geom(1 − p), or, equivalently, Tk is the
partial sum of exactly k + 1 IID Geom(1 − p). Note that NTk−1,1 = k and
NTk−1,0 = Tk − 1− k. Therefore,

Θ̃∞(u) =

∞∑
k=0

a1(u)b0(u)Tk−1−kbk1(u)

=
a1(u)

b0(u)

∞∑
k=0

bTk
0 (u)(

b1(u)

b0(u)
)k.

We now apply Corollary 8 to the case

(a0(u), b0(u)) = (0, u) and (a1(u), b1(u)) = (u, 1− u).

This proves (2).
Observe that since the function on the right hand side of (23) is continuous

a.s. it follows that the limit holds for all u ∈ (0, 1), a.s. This implies that the
distribution of the random function Θ̃t(·) converges as t→∞ to the distribution
of the function on the right hand side of (23), completing the proof of Theorem
1.

3 Properties of the self-similar measure

3.1 Continuity

Proposition 9. Let Assumption 1 hold and assume now that bi(u) > 0 for all
i and that Si(u) is 1 − 1 for all i, and also that for i 6= j, the intersection of
the images of Si(u) and Sj(u) is either empty or contains exactly one element.
Then the distribution of Θ∞(u) is continuous and its CDF satisfies

Gu(z) =
Gu(Si′(u)z)−

∑
i<i′ pi

pi′

for all i′ ∈ {0, . . . ,K}, u ∈ [0, 1) and z ∈ R.

12



Proof. Since each of the Markov chains (Θt(u) : t ∈ Z+), u ∈ [0, 1) converges
as t → ∞ to a unique distribution indexed by u, it follows that the limiting
distribution is the unique stationary distribution for the given dynamics. On
the other hand, if µu is the stationary distribution for that chain, then

µu(·) =

K∑
i=0

piµu ◦ S−1i (u)(·).

Hence, for every x,

µu({x}) =

K∑
i=0

piµu ◦ Si(u)−1({x}), (24)

and there can be at most two distinct i’s such that Si(u)−1({x}) is not empty.
We now prove that µu has no atoms. By contradiction, assume that the set of

atoms is not empty. Since the cumulative distribution function Gu is increasing
and every atom for µu is a discontinuity point for Gu there are at most countably
many atoms for µu. Since the sum over all atoms

∑
z µu({z}) ≤ 1 it is easy to

see that µu({z}) attains a maximum for some z = x.
Then either

1. x is in the image of Si(u) for exactly one i. Let {z} = Si(u)−1({x}). By
(24)

µu({x}) =piµu ◦ Si(u)−1({x})
=piµu({z})
<µu({x}),

where we used the assumed maximality of µu({x}). This is a contradiction;

2. or x is the image of Si(u) and Sj(u) for i 6= j. Then, there is a unique
i ∈ {0, . . . ,K − 1} such that Si(u)1 = x = Si+1(u)0. By (24) µu({x})
is equal to piµu({1}) + pi+1µu({0}). By the maximality of µu({x}), it
follows that µu({0}) = µu({1}) = µu({x}) and pi + pi+1 = 1. Therefore,
we necessarily have K = 1 and i = 0. We are now back to case 1 for x = 0
and x = 1. That is, µu reaches a maximum at 0 and at 1 but 0 and 1
are each the image of a single Si(u). As in case 1 above this leads to a
contradiction.

Therefore µu has no atoms and the corresponding distribution function is
continuous.

We now turn to the proof of the second statement in Proposition 9.
If Ii is the image of [0, 1] under Si(u), then µu(Ii) = pi, and if Gu is the

CDF of µu,

Gu(x) =

K∑
i=0

piGu(S−1i (u)(x)).

13



If x ∈ Ii′ , the sum above becomes

Gu(x) =
∑
i<i′

pi + pi′Gu(S−1i′ (u)(x)) + 0.

We can rewrite this by letting z = S−1i′ (u)(x) = (x− ai′(u))/bi(u) to obtain
the following,

Gu(z) =
Gu(Si′(u)z)−

∑
i<i′ pi

pi′
.

3.2 Local exponents and singularity

Next, we will get some additional information on the behavior of µu in the
particular case K = 1, S0(x) = u+(1−u)x, S1(x) = ux and (p0, p1) = (1−p, p).
We already know that µu has no atoms because Gu is continuous. We will next
explore its local behavior, and will use that to conclude that with the exception
of the case p = u, µu is singular with respect to the Lebesgue measure.

Recall that D denotes the set of all points in the form (10). Then D is
countable and dense, and therefore µu(D) = 0. We will show that the local
exponent of µu on D is quite different from the local exponent outside of D, see
Figure 3.2.2

3.2.1 Local exponent on D

We will first look at the behavior of Gu near points in D. Let y ∈ D

y =

m∑
l=1

unl(1− u)l−1 (25)

be of the form m ≥ 2 and n1, . . . , nm all finite. We make this restriction only
to simplify the argument. Now, let δ = unm+k(1− u)m. Then, by (11),

Gu(y + δ)−Gu(y) = pnm+k(1− p)m

= u
ln p
lnu (nm+k)(1− p)m

= (δ/(1− u)m)
ln p
lnu (1− p)m

= C(y, u, p)δ
ln p
lnu . (26)
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We will now approach the same y from the left.

y =

m∑
l=1

unl(1− u)l−1

=

m−1∑
l=1

unl(1− u)l−1 + unm(1− u)m−1

=

m−1∑
l=1

unl(1− u)l−1 +

∞∑
l′=m

unm+1(1− u)l
′−1.

For k ∈ N, let

δ =

∞∑
l′=m+k

unm+1(1− u)l
′−1 = unm(1− u)m+k−1.

Note that as k →∞, δ → 0. With this choice,

y − δ =

m−1∑
l=1

unl(1− u)l−1 +

m+k−1∑
l′=m

unm+1(1− u)l
′−1

and so the by the continuity of Gu we have

Gu(y)−Gu(y − δ) =

∞∑
l′=m+k

pnm+1(1− p)l
′−1

= pnm(1− p)m+k−1

= pnm(1− u)(m+k−1) ln(1−p)
ln(1−u)

= pnm(δ/unm)
ln(1−p)
ln(1−u)

= C ′(y, u, p)δ
ln(1−p)
ln(1−u) . (27)

Combining (26) and (27) we obtain that

lim
δ→0+

ln |Gu(y + δ)−Gy(y)|
ln δ

=
ln p

lnu
(28)

lim
δ→0−

ln |Gu(y + δ)−Gy(y)|
ln δ

=
ln(1− p)
ln(1− u)

(29)

Note that when the right hand side in (28) or (29) is larger or equal to 1, then the
respective one-sided derivative exists, and is equal to zero if the limit is strictly
larger than 1. Furthermore, ln p < lnu if and only if ln(1 − p) > ln(1 − u),
therefore exactly one of the one-sided limits is larger than 1 except for u = p.
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3.2.2 Local exponent outside of D

To ease notation we will freeze u and drop the dependence on it. For each t ∈ N,
let ε = (ε1, . . . , εt) ∈ {0, 1}t. Write |ε| =

∑
εi. Let

I(ε) = Sε1 ◦ Sεt−1
· · · ◦ Sεt ([0, 1]) .

Note that we compose from the right rather than the left. Let Ft = {I(ε) : ε ∈
{0, 1}t}. Since [0, 1] = S0([0, 1]) ∪ S1([0, 1]), it follows from induction that the
union of all elements in Ft is [0, 1]. In what follows, if I is an interval, write |I|
for its length. If ε ∈ {0, 1}t, then |I(ε)| = (1− u)t−|ε|u|ε|. Now

∑
ε∈{0,1}t

|I(ε)| =
t∑

k=0

(
t

k

)
(1− u)t−kuk = 1,

Therefore the intervals in Ft are non overlapping. We also observe that the
points which belong to exactly two intervals are elements in the countable set
D.

Suppose x ∈ [0, 1] ∩ Dc. Then for every t there exists a unique element
It(x) ∈ Ft such that x ∈ It(x). Also since every element in Ft+1 is a subset of
a unique element in Ft, it follows that It+1(x) ⊂ It(x). As a result,

∞⋂
t=1

It(x) = {x},

and there exists a unique sequence ε ∈ {0, 1}N such that x ∈ I(ε1, . . . , εt) for all
t. Note that ε1, ε2, . . . are all functions of x, and that for every I ∈ Ft, x ∈ I if
and only if I = I(ε1(x), ε2(x), . . . , εt(x)).

Let’s sample X according to µ and fix (ε′1, ε
′
2, . . . , ε

′
t) ∈ {0, 1}t. Then

P (X ∈ I(ε′1, ε
′
2, . . . , ε

′
t)) = p0µ

(
x : S0x ∈ Sε′2 · · · ◦ Sε′t([0, 1])

)
+ p1µ

(
x : S1x ∈ Sε′2 · · · ◦ Sε′t([0, 1])

)
= pε′1µ(x : x ∈ Sε′2 ◦ · · · ◦ Sε′t([0, 1])).

Iterating,

P (X ∈ I(ε′1, . . . , ε
′
t)) =

t∏
i=1

pε′i .

Equivalently,

P (ε1(X) = ε′1, ε2(X) = ε′2, . . . , εt(X) = ε′t) =

t∏
i=1

pε′i .

That is, when X is sampled according to µ, the RVs (ε1(X), ε2(X), . . . ) are IID
Bern(p1). Let Bt(x) =

∑t
i=1 εi(x) and recall that It(x) is the unique interval in

16



Ft containing x. Then by construction µ(It(x)) = (1 − p)t−Bt(x))pBt(x), while
|It(x)| = (1− u)t−Bt(x))uBt(x). Therefore by the law of large numbers

lim
t→∞

lnµ(It(x))

ln |It(x)|
=
p ln p+ (1− p) ln(1− p)
p lnu+ (1− p) ln(1− u)

, µ a.s. (30)

Proposition 10. For every u 6= p the measure µu is singular with respect to
the Lebesgue measure.

Proof. The r.h.s of (30) is in (0, 1] and is equal to 1 if and only if u = p, in
which case µu is uniform. Assume now u 6= p. Let N be the differentiability
set of Gu in (0, 1). Since Gu is nondecreasing, N has Lebesgue measure one.
However, (30) shows that µu(N) = 0. Therefore µu is singular with respect to
the Lebesgue measure.
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Figure 1: The cumulative distribution function of Θ∞(u) for some values of u
and with p = 0.4
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Figure 2: The local exponents for µu as a function of u, with p = 0.4. The red
graph represents the minimum of the left and right limits from (29) and (28).
The blue graph represents the a.s. limit of (30).
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