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BOX-COUNTING DIMENSION AND DIFFERENTIABILITY OF
BOX-LIKE STATISTICALLY SELF-AFFINE FUNCTIONS

PIETER ALLAART* AND TAYLOR JONES

ABSTRACT. We consider a class of “box-like” statistically self-affine functions, and
compute the almost-sure box-counting dimension of their graphs. Furthermore,
we consider the differentiability of our functions, and prove that, depending on
an explicitly computable functional of the model, they are almost surely either
differentiable almost everywhere or non-differentiable almost everywhere.

1. INTRODUCTION

Let Sy,...,S, be an iterated function system (IFS) of affine contractions on R,
whose images of [0, 1]? are rectangles with sides parallel to the coordinate axes. It is
well know that the IFS admits an attractor E; that is, a unique nonempty compact
set satisfying

see [7, Chapter 9]. Following the literature we call the attractor of such an IFS a
box-like self-affine set. Farly examples of box-like self-affine sets are the generalized
Sierpinski carpets of Bedford [3] and McMullen [19], whose Hausdorff and box di-
mensions these authors explicitly computed. Their work was generalized by Lalley
and Gatzouras [16]. In each of these papers, however, it is assumed that (i) each of
the maps in the IFS contracts more sharply in the horizontal than in the vertical
direction; and (ii) the images of the unit square under the maps “line up” neatly
in horizontal strips. More recently, Fraser [9] has dropped these assumptions and
computed the box-counting dimension of box-like self-affine sets.

In this article, we will be looking at cases when box-like self-affine sets are the
graphs of continuous functions, and adding an element of randomization. In the
deterministic setting, Bedford [4] computes the box-counting dimension of the graphs
of such functions. One particular class of deterministic box-like self-affine sets which
are the graphs of continuous functions is known as Okamoto functions [20]. For
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FIGURE 1. Graphs of Okamoto’s function for a = 5/6 (Perkins’ func-
tion; left) and a = 1/5 (right).

a fixed o € (0,1), the graph of an Okamoto function F, with parameter « is the
attractor of the IFS

So(z,y) = [1(/)3 g} [ﬂ : Sy(z,y) = {163 1 —OQa] [ﬂ + {143] ,
e[ 35

The family {F,} has several well-known members, such as Perkins’ function [21]
(aw = 5/6), the Cantor “devil’s staircase” (o = 1/2) and even the identity function
(v =1/3). Pictured in Figure 1 are two examples of Okamoto’s function Fy,.

Some basic facts on the differentiability of F,, are proved in [20]. For example, let
oo ~ 0.5598 be the (unique) real root of 5423 — 2722 — 1 =0 in (0,1). Then

o If & > 2/3, then F, is differentiable nowhere.

o If oy < @ < 2/3, then F, is not differentiable at almost every x € [0, 1], with
uncountably many exceptions. (The case of o = ap was determined in [15]).

o If0 < o < ap and a # 1/3, then F, is differentiable for almost every = € [0, 1],
with uncountably many exceptions.

At the points where F,, is non-differentiable, it may still be the case that F, has an
infinite derivative. An extensive treatment of the set D(«) := {x € [0,1] : F.(z) =
+oo} may be found in [1].

A simple application of [4] gives the box-counting dimension of the graph of F:

1 log(4a—1) if o >
dimp Graph(F,) = {1 T o ;fz ;

N = N|—=
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Our goal is to prove analogous results on the differentiability and box-counting
dimension of the graphs of randomized versions of these functions, which are con-
structed through a process having non-homogeneous contractions in the z-direction
and random contractions in the y-direction. Our construction somewhat resembles
that of Dubins and Freedman [5], who use a probability measure on [0, 1] to create
the graph of a random cumulative distribution function on [0, 1]. The main idea of
our construction is to first partition the unit interval into m pieces of (deterministic)
lengths [y, ...,l,,—1. Then we form m random affine contractions Ty, ..., T,,_1 for
which each T; maps the unit square to a rectangle having width [; and (random)
height h;. We iterate this process independently within each sub-rectangle, and in
the limit, under very weak assumptions, obtain the graph of a continuous function.
In Section 2 we give a precise formalization these ideas. For m = 2 our construc-
tion is contained in that of Dubins and Freedman, and the questions pursued in this
article are trivial. But for m > 3 the random functions we construct are typically
nowhere monotone, and both questions of differentiability and the dimension of the
graph become interesting.

Graphs of random functions have of course been studied in other settings as well.
For example, Hunt [12] calculates the almost sure Hausdorff dimension of the graphs
of Weierstrass functions with random phase shifts. It is also well known that the
graph a Brownian sample function has Hausdorff and box-counting dimension 1.5
almost surely (see [7, Theorem 16.4]). Neither Weierstrass functions nor Brownian
motion are constructed through an IFS however.

There are several ways one may add an element of randomness to the construction
of box-like self-affine sets. For example, start with a collection T = {I;,... 1.},
where each I; = {S1,..., 5., } is an IFS as described at the beginning of this article.
At each stage of the construction, and to each rectangle in the construction at that
stage, choose an IF'S in I to apply to that rectangle. This model was considered by
Gatzouras and Lalley [11], who, under restrictive assumptions on the maps in each
IF'S, compute the almost sure box-counting and Hausdorff dimension. More recently,
a similar model was studied by Troscheit [23], who computes the almost sure box-
counting dimension under more relaxed conditions. The Assouad dimension in this
model is considered in [10].

Another example of randomizing box-like self-affine sets is to consider the transla-
tion vectors a; of the self-affine maps {7;(¥) = AZ+a;}!,. This was first considered
by Falconer [8], who shows the Hausdorff dimension of the attractor is the same for
Lebesgue almost every choice of translation vectors (aq,...,a,) provided the norm
of each A; is at most 1/3. Solomyak [22] later showed that the bound 1/3 can be
replaced with 1/2. A further generalization of this result was given by Urbanski [24],
who considered countably many maps {7;},en. A random analog of this work is
found in [14], where Jordan et al consider random perturbations of the translation
vectors a; at each stage of the construction.
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Another model for randomizing the translation vectors at each stage is studied by
Jarvenpéé et al [13]. Here the randomization has considerable overlap with the pre-
viously discussed model, where at each stage of the construction, IFS’s are randomly
chosen to be applied from a finite collection.

While each of the models discussed above are very natural, they are quite different
from the construction considered here. For one thing, in our affine maps, both the
vertical contraction ratios and the translation vectors are random, which is neces-
sarily the case if one wants to obtain the graph of a continuous function. Another
reason is that we do not pick our affine maps from a finite (or countable) family of
IF'Ss, but rather choose their parameters at random from an arbitrary probability
distribution on [0, 1].

The rest of this article is organized as follows: In Section 2, we give a formal
description of our model and the precise statements of the main results. Theorem
2.2 describes a dichotomy, namely our random self-affine function is either almost
surely differentiable almost everywhere, or almost surely non-differentiable almost
everywhere, and the theorem specifies exactly when each case holds. Theorem 2.4
gives a formula for the almost sure box-counting dimension of the graph of a random
self-affine function. At the end of Section 2 we give two specific examples illustrating
the theorems. Sections 3 and 4 are dedicated to the proofs of Theorems 2.2 and 2.4,
respectively.

2. NOTATION AND MAIN RESULTS

We begin by describing the notation used for the symbolic space. First, let 0 =
bp < by < -+ <by_1 <by =1 be a partition of [0, 1] into m pieces. For each finite
word of length n

w=wy,...,w, €L, :={0,1,...,m—1}",
we define
n k-1
by = wak H(bwﬂrl - bUJi)’
k=1

=1

where the empty product will be taken to mean 1. We let

WAE [j T,
n=0

denote the set of all finite words, including the empty word if n = 0. The restriction
of a word w to k € N is denoted by w| := wy,...,wx € Iy, provided k < |w]|, the
length of w. Concatenation of a finite word w € Z* with i € {0,1,...,m — 1} will be
denoted by wi. For w € T*, we say wl|,|-1 is the parent of w, and wi is a child of w.
We will denote the set of infinite words by

T:={0,1,...,m—1}".
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We will now construct the graph of a random self-affine function. First fix a
probability space (0, .%#,P), and let

{Yo = Wots -+ s Yo(m-1)) 1w €L7}

be a collection of independent random vectors, all having the same joint distribution,
defined on ©. The base vector is Yg := (y1,...,Ym—1). For each w € Z* we also set

Yuwo ‘= 07 Ywm = 1.

Note that for fixed w, we do not require the independence of the random variables

Yuls - - > Yu(m—1)- 1o avoid degenerate cases, we assume P(y; € {0,1}) = 0 for all
1 =1,...,m — 1. This is to prevent any jump discontinuities. We also assume that
(1) P(yz+1—yzzbz+1—bl><1, 1=1,...,m—1.

This assumption is used only in Proposition 3.2.
Now for each w € Z* we define random affine transformations T, : [0, 1]* — [0, 1J?
fort=0,1,...,m—1 by

I R [ R i
Yy 0 Yo(i+1) = Ywi| Y Ywi

Then for n > 1 and w = wy,...,w, € Z,, we define R, to be the rectangle
R, =T, oT,,0--0T,, ,oT,(0,1]%.

Finally, let
(2) = U R

We use the following notation throughout: For w € Z, \{(m —1,...,m —1)}, let o/
denote the smallest word in Z,, (according to lexicographical order) larger than w. If
w is maximal in Z,,, i.e. w=(m —1,m—1,...,m — 1), define b, := 1 and y, := 1.
For w=wq,...,w, € 1,,

Ay = |yw’ - yw‘

will denote the the ratio of the height of R, to the height of its parent rectangle,

while

hy, = H Ay,

k=1
will be used to denote the height of the rectangle R,,.

Proposition 2.1. With probability one, the set I' is the graph of a continuous func-
tion F':[0,1] — [0, 1].
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Proof. We modify the argument from the proof of [5, Theorem 4.1]. Each z € [0, 1]
admits an infinite word w € Z such that x = lim,,_, b, If a number z admits two
such words, we take the one ending in all zeros. For any realization # € © we define

(3) (2, Fy(x ﬂ R, (6

To justify that this is indeed Well—deﬁned, we need to show that for P-almost
every § € ©, diamR,,,(f) — 0 for all w € Z. Since the bases of the rectangles are
deterministic, their widths clearly go to zero. Thus, it suffices to show
(4) lim max{h,(0):wel,} =0

n—oo

for P-almost all #. To that end, we note that the assumption P(y; € {0,1}) = 0
implies that P(a; < 1) = 1 for all i = 0,1,...,m — 1. Thus, a] — 0 almost surely
for each ¢ as r — o0, so by the Bounded Convergence Theorem there exists an r > 1
such that

—

Y E(a]) <1

=0

E (Z h;) =p".
wely
Now by Markov’s inequality,

ZP(ZM>5)<Z (Zm> Iy e

UJEIn OJGIn n=1

Therefore

Hence by the first Borel-Cantelli lemma, the probability that ., hl, > ¢ infinitely
often is zero. Since € was arbitrary, it follows that ), h{, — 0 almost surely, which
then implies (4) for P-almost all 6.

Now for each € such that (4) holds, the right hand side of (3) is a single point for
every w € Z. Therefore I' is the graph of a function F’ with probability one, and F
is continuous since I' is closed. U

Convention: Throughout this paper, by a “random self-affine function” we shall
mean a random function F' constructed by the above process.

We illustrate our construction by taking b; = i/3 for : = 0, 1,2, 3. At the first stage
we choose y; and y, uniformly and independently in [0, 1]. In the first stage we get
three rectangles Ry, Ry, and Ry (see Figure 2). Then we repeat this process to get
three sub-rectangles for each of Ry, R; and Rs. These are seen in the left-hand graphs
of Figure 3. Taking the images of these sub-rectangles under the appropriate maps
gives the nine rectangles Ryg, Ro1, - - ., Roo seen in the right most graph of Figure 3.



BOX-LIKE STATISTICALLY SELF-AFFINE FUNCTIONS 7

1

02 04 06 08

FIGURE 2. First iteration

FIGURE 3. Second iteration

We show the diagonals of the rectangles in Figures 2 and 3 to emphasize how the
graph takes shape. Figure 4 shows the graph after five iterations.

For a given partition 0 = by < by < -+ < b1 < by, = 1, let I; := b;11 — b; be the
length of the interval [b;, b;11]. Let A denote Lebesgue measure on [0, 1]. Notice that
for any finite word w = (wy,...,w,) € Z,,

Lo = A([bu, b)) = [ [l
i=1

We now state our main results, and provide examples.
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Theorem 2.2. Let F' be a random self-affine function, and compute
m—1

0= Z l;(Eloga; —logl;).
i=0

(1) If ¢ <0, then almost surely, F'(x) =0 at A\-almost every z € [0, 1].
(2) If ¢ > 0, then almost surely, F is non-differentiable at A-almost every x €

0, 1].

We also calculate the almost sure box-counting dimension of the graph of random
self-affine functions. Before stating the theorem, we recall the definition of the box-
counting dimension of a set: For § > 0 and a bounded set £ C R", let

N;s(E) := min{#.A : A is a cover of E by cubes of side length 0}.

Definition 2.3. Let E C R" be bounded. The upper and lower box-counting dimen-
sions of E are defined as

—— log Ns(E log Ns(E
dimp F := lim sup log Ns(E) and dimp E := liminf log Ns(E)
550 —logé =0  —logd

I

respectively. If the upper and lower boz-counting dimensions agree, then we say the
box-counting dimension of F is

log N5(E
dimy E = lim 128V (E).
=0 —logd

For a general overview of the basic facts about box-counting dimension, we refer
the reader to [7, Chapter 3].
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Theorem 2.4. Let s be the unique solution to the equation

(5) 1=E (nf ailfl> .

Then almost surely, s is the box-counting dimension of the graph of F.
We end this section with two examples illustrating Theorems 2.2 and 2.4.

Example 2.5. Let by = 0,0y = 2,by = 2, and by = 1,80l = lp = 2 and [; = ;.
If y; is chosen with Beta(2,1) distribution on [0, 1], and we set yo = 1 — y;, then
the random function F' is almost surely non-differentiable almost everywhere, with
box-counting dimension approximately 1.561. The calculations are as follows:

First, y; has density function 2z for 0 < x < 1. Therefore, since ay = y1, as =

1 —ys=wy1, and a1 = |y2 — y1| = |1 — 2y1|, we have

1

1

E(logag) = E(logay) = 2/ xlogxdxr = ~5
0

and

1
E(loga;) = 2/ zlog |l — 2z|dx = —1.
0

Then compute ¢ = Zz_ol l;(Eloga; —logl;) ~ 0.455 > 0. So by Theorem 2.2, F'is
almost surely non-differentiable at almost every = € (0, 1).
In order to apply Theorem 2.4, we first calculate E(ag) = E(as) = 2/3 and

1
1
0

Solving (5) for s gives dimp Graph(F') = s ~ 1.561.

Note that it is usually not possible to give a closed form expression for the box-
counting dimension. An exception is when the z-axis intervals are all the same
length, as shown below.

Example 2.6. If b; = i/m for i = 0,1,...,m, and y,...,yn_1 are chosen inde-
pendently according to the uniform distribution on [0, 1], then F' is almost surely
differentiable almost everywhere and

log(m + 1) — log 3

(6) dimp Graph(F) =1+ log 1

almost surely. The calculations are as follows: First, E(ag) = E(a,,—1) = 3, while

1 1 1
Bla) = [ [ fo-yldndy =
0 0
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for all 1 <7 <m — 2. Thus,

E (’”Z_l ailfl> =m' (mTH)

i=0
Applying Theorem 2.4 yields (6). For the differentiablity of F', we have that

m—1

2logm — 3m + 2
o= L(Eloga; — logly) = ~8™ I+
i=0

2m

<0 VmeN.

By Theorem 2.2, F'is almost surely differentiable almost everywhere.

3. PROOF OF THEOREM 2.2

Throughout, let ' be a random self-affine function as constructed in the previous
section. The following is an immediate consequence of the construction:

Lemma 3.1. For every finite subset A C Z*, the random variables {a,, : w € A} are
mutually independent provided no two words in A share the same parent. Further-
more, if w = (wy,...,w,) € Z*, then a, has the same distribution as a,,,. Conse-
quently

E(a,) = E(ay,,)-

We first prove that the only possible finite derivative of F' is zero:
Proposition 3.2. If F' is differentiable at x, then almost surely F'(z) = 0.

Proof. Suppose F' is differentiable at x, and let w € Z be the coding of x. Letting
Tp = by|, and x;, = b,y , we then have

F(ay,) = F(rn)

n
F'(r) = lim = = lim H lw|i>
n—00 T, — Ty n—o00 oy s
where we write Gy, = Y,y — Yulss SO Gu|, = |Gy),|- If this last limit is finite and
nonzero, then lim,,_, ‘;“‘" = 1. This means for every € > 0, there exists an /N such

that n > N implies lwn(f —¢) < ay|, <ly,(1+¢). Fix € > 0 small enough so that
P(li(1—¢) <a; <li(l+¢€)) <1lfori=0,...,m— 1. This can be done since every
a; is not identically /; in view of the assumption (1). Put

p=max{P(l;(1—¢) <@ <l(1+¢)):i=0,...,m—1}.
Then by identical distribution
P(lw, (1 =€) < dy, <l (14¢)) <p<1
for all n € N. Since the random variables a,,,, © € N are independent, we have that

n—oo wn

P(F'(z) exists and #0) < P <1im Qo _ 1) < lim p" =0,
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completing the proof. 0

Remark 3.3. By using a stochastic version of the careful argument in the proof of
[2, Proposition 2.1], the conclusion of Proposition 3.2 may be obtained under the
weaker assumption that P(y; = b;) < 1 for at least one index i € {1,...,m — 1},
instead of (1). This involves additional technicalities, however.

We now begin work on proving Theorem 2.2. Note that the lengths (ly, ..., l,_1)
form a probability vector p. As in Proposition 2.1, each = € [0, 1] may be identified

by an infinite word w(z) € Z. Let Cq(f)(:v) count the number of times ¢ appears in
the first n letters of w(z), that is

CO(z) :=#{k <n:wx) =1}
We say that x is p~normal if for all i =0,1,...,m —1

(4)
(7) tim )

n—00 n

Lemma 3.4. Pick an z € [0,1] randomly according to X\. Then
A{z : x is p-normal}) = 1.
Proof. Let w € T be the coding for z. Fix an i € {0,1,...,m — 1} and consider the

random variables
X’gi) _ 1 if Wi :.i
0  otherwise.
A straightforward exercise shows that {X ,gi)}keN is a sequence of independent iden-

tically distributed random variables with mean [; with respect to A. By the strong
law of large numbers,

Cr(zz) 1 = 1) a.s
() L5 xo ey,
n n
k=1
But as this holds for all 7, x is almost surely p~normal. [l

Next, for z € [0, 1], define
M, (z) =1inf{k > n:w(@)r = w(x),}.

Basically, M, (z) records the very next time we see the letter w(x), again in the
coding for x. We will make use of the following lemma, whose proof is a slight
modification of an argument given in [17].

Lemma 3.5. If x is p-normal, then

M,(x) =n+o(n) as n — 0o.
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Proof. Let w € T be the coding for x. Take ¢ € Z; and let ny be the position of the
kth occurrence of the digit ¢ in w. Write M, () = M, and cY) (x) = CY for short.

Then C](\Z% = T(fk) +1, since M, (z) denotes the first reappearance of w,. This means
; (1)
Cy) +1 Oy My g
= Tim 2 gy e S gy S
k—o0 ng k—o0 Mnk Nk k—oco M
which in turn implies M,,, /n;, — 1. However, this was true for eachi =0, 1,...,m—1,
and therefore M, /n — 1 as well. O

If w(z) admits a long string of 0’s or (m — 1)’s, then the smallest basic interval
containing both x and x + ¢ can be quite large, even when ¢ is very small. The next
lemma deals with this issue.

Lemma 3.6. Let x be p-normal with coding w € Z. For |§| < 1 let n(d) be the largest
n such that both x and x + 0 are contained in the basic interval [b,,, ,bwy.y] of length
ly|,- Note that n(0) — oo as || — 0. Then

_1
I ZW\ma) o) 1
550 \ 0| v

Proof. Let L :=min{ly,...,ln_1}. We first show that
(8) LMn(s)+1—n(8

)lw|n(5) < ’5| < lw|n(5>7

where again we write M, (x) = M, for convenience. The second inequality is imme-
diate from the definition of n(d); the first is more involved. Let v € Z be the coding
for z 4+ 0. Then v = wyi ... WnE) Yn@)+1 - - - » Where Y541 7 Wn(s)+1-

First assume § > 0, then since x + § > x, 7 > w in the lexicographic order,
implying wy(s5)+1 < m — 1. Since z and z + ¢ have positive distance, there must be a
basic interval between them. As discussed, the worst case scenario is when w admits
a long run of (m — 1)’s after wy(s)+1, while  has a corresponding run of 0’s. In this
situation:

W= W1 ... Wye) Wn(§)+1 m—1 ... m—1 wy
Y= Wro-.. o Wio) wn(5)+1+1 0 0 YN e,
where wy # m — 1 marks the end of the run of (m — 1)’s, the length of such run
being N — (n(d) + 2) < Mys)+1 — n(6). Therefore
5> LMn<a>+1—n(5)lw|n(6)’

as claimed. The argument for § < 0 is symmetric. Finally, from (8) we conclude

1
1

L @ s
| < ( |n(5)> < (L—Mn(a)+1+”(5)>n6) —1 asd—=0
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by Lemma 3.5. U
We are now ready to prove Theorem 2.2.

Proof of Theorem 2.2. For part (1), assume that

m—1
> 1 (Eloga; —logl;) < 0,
=0

and let x be p‘normal coded by w € Z. For small § we write n = n(d) (where n(d)
was defined in Lemma 3.6) and consider the n'" root of the difference quotient

F(zx+0) — F(x)
)
By Lemma 3.6, [, will decrease at the same rate as § when ¢ \, 0. Observe that

Flx+06) —F(x)|» _ 1. hy, -
( ) (z) gﬁ | ——Zlogaw‘k Zloglwk
"=

1
n

log

lw|n W‘n
m—1
= (Z log a,|, — Z loglwk>
n k:wi=1 k:wip=t
s C'q(f) x log a,,
— —n< ) ( Z Ci)( L —logli> :
i=0 krwp=i —N )

Now by independence of the a,,,’s and the strong law of large numbers,

log a,,
Z Oi)a L — Eloga; a.s.
Cr/(x)

k:wp=1

Hence using (7) we get that almost surely

) F(z+9)— e
(1513(1) log‘ 5 E_O i (Eloga; —logl;) < 0.
But this implies
F _
lim ‘ (z+9) ‘ =0 a.s.
0—0 )

Since Lebesgue-almost every x is p-normal by Lemma 3.4, an application of Fubini’s
theorem yields that with probability one, F’(z) = 0 almost everywhere.

For part (2), assume first that

m—1

> Li(Eloga; — logl;) > 0.

=0
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Let x be pnormal, coded by w € 7, and let x,, = b, 7], = b(|,y. It is easy to see
F' is not differentiable at x by looking at the sequence of secant lines. In the same
way as above we get

AN m—1 (%) 1
1o P = Flaw) 5~ G <x><z ogawk_logh)

n Tn = In n kiwi=1 C7(12) (I)

m—1

225 Li(Rlog a; — logly) > 0
=0

almost surely. But this implies that the difference quotients, in absolute value,
increase exponentially. Therefore F' is not differentiable at x.
The more difficult case is when we assume

-1

3

l;(Eloga; —logl;) = 0.

ﬂ.
=]

The next lemma will be needed to deal with this case; see [6, Exercises 4.1.8-4.1.11].

Lemma 3.7. Let { X, }nen be independent and identically distributed non-degenerate
random variables with mean 0. Let S, = X1 + -+ + X,,. Then almost surely S, > 0
infinitely often and S,, < 0 infinitely often.

We now complete the proof of Theorem 2.2. Recall that we constructed the random
function F' on the sample space ©; we will denote by Fjy a realization of a random
self-affine function for § € ©. We consider the product space © x [0,1] along with
the product c-algebra % x %, where 4 denotes the Borel o-algebra on [0, 1], and
product measure P := P x \. Define random variables

(), (0)

Xi(0,x) :=log ot
wi (x

)

where w(x) is the coding for x € [0,1], and ay(y)|, (0) is the ratio a, for a given x

and realization Fy. Note that the X}’s are mutually independent with respect to P.
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Letting E denote expectation with respect to the product measure ]f”, we find

Therefore, by Lemma 3.7 we may (almost surely with respect to @’) find a sub-
sequence (k;) such that Sy, > 0 for each j, where S, := X; +---+ X,,. To conclude
we observe

Fy(zy,) — Folzry) o Qus(w)], (0)

logHawx Zlog i

(z) =1

Sk > 0.

log ;
T, —T
k; K

i$

So for almost every 6 € © and almost every = € [0, 1], Fp is non-differentiable at z,
in view of Proposition 3.2. D

4. PROOF OF THEOREM 2.4

Let G denote the graph of a random self-affine function and let ¢ := min{ly, ..., ln_1}-
To estimate Ngn(G), we construct a stopping set @, in the following way: For each
infinite word w € Z, let k(w) be the unique integer k such that

§H <y, ey O < Dy e

Wk—1"

We let ), denote the finite set of finite words obtained by restricting each w to w|i (.
Note that each word in @), has length at least n. The point is that for w € @, the
width [, of the rectangle R, is comparable to 6. Thus, a reasonable approximation
for the number of boxes of side length ¢" needed to cover the graph is

5"y ha,
wERR

since we cannot do much better than to cover each rectangle R,, completely. However,
this last sum is awkward to work with, so instead we follow Troscheit [23] and consider

the sums
= > hdyh

UJGQTL
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where s is as in the statement of Theorem 2.2. Asymptotically, the process {X,}
(suitably normalized) provides a good estimate of Ng»(G), but it is not a martingale.
Therefore we consider the conditional expectation

Y, = E(X,|.Z

where Z#,, := o{Y, 1 w € Uz;é Zx} is the sigma algebra generated by the first n

levels of the construction of F. It turns out that {Y,,} is a martingale and a good

approximation of { X, } as well. The following lemmas are to prove these assertions.
Let (po,--.,pm—1) be the probability vector defined by

i = E(apli™), k=0,1,...,m— 1.

Note that ZZL;OI pr = 1 by the choice of s. The first lemma is standard; however we
include a proof for completeness.

Lemma 4.1. Let Q) be a finite subset of I* such that for all w € T there exists a
unique k € N such that w|, € Q. Then

||

(9) Zpri =1L

weq i=1
Proof. We induct on N(Q) := max{|y|: v € @}. If N(Q) = 1, then Q =Z; and
|w] m—1
> Ive =2 m=1
weQ i=1 k=0
Now suppose that N(Q) = n and (9) holds for any stopping set @' with N(Q’) <
n — 1. Define the sets Q™ := {y € Q : |y| = n}, Q' = {wlp_1 : w € Q™*}, and
Q" = (Q\ Q™) U Q. Observe that ' and @ \ Q™ are disjoint. Then we have

|| ||

2 1re= > Ilva+ 2 1lr.
weQ i=1 weQ\Qmax i=1 weQmax j=1
|
= 2 Ira+ > przzpk
weR\Qmax i=1 weR! 1=1
||
= > Ir+ X prz
weQ\Qmax i=1 weR! i=1
o]
Y I
weR i=1

by the induction hypothesis, since Q" is a stopping set with N(Q") =n — 1. O
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For each n € N and w € Z,,, we define a sub-stopping set
Qn(w) == {7 € @n Vo = w}.
For w € Z* we will use the short hand notation
ty = hwlffl,

so X, = ZweQn t,. Forw e @, and v € Q,(w), we define

ol
t~ - t_’Y _ a ls—l
Yo - 'Y|k Ve o
2%
k=n+1

Corollary 4.2. For alln € N we have

Yn:th.

wel-n

Proof. Observe that

Y, =E(X,|Z,) =E

>t 3%]

weQn

(10) 1

—E th Z ty|Fn :thJE Z |,

w€Ln  vEQR(w) w€Lp YEQn (w)

where the last equality uses that ¢, is .%,,-measurable and ﬂy is independent of .%,,.
To evaluate the last expectation in (10), we note that for any v € Q,(w)

o]
I s—1
t,y = | | CL,Y“JWC .

k=n+1

By letting Q" = {7V = (Vnt1,-- -, V1) 1 7 € Qn(w)} we can rewrite (10) as

V'l
Vo= to 3 1B =3 k.
w€ELy ¥eq! i=1 w€ELy
where the last equality follows from Lemma 4.1. 0

Lemma 4.3. {Y,, },en is a martingale with respect to the filtration {%,}.
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Proof. Indeed,

m—1
E(Yn-&-l}ﬁn):E Z tw|Fn| =E thzawilf_l j\n]
WELn 41 w€eLy =0
m—1
=> tE (Z ailf_1> =Y,
w€Ly =0

The first equality is from Corollary 4.2. The second equality uses that for w € Z,,
a.,; is independent of .%,, and has the same distribution as a;; and the last equality
follows from the definition of s. Therefore, {Y}, },en is a martingale. [

In order to make stronger conclusions about the convergence of Y,,, we will show
that the process {Y,,} is £?>-bounded. In the next two lemmas we make use of the
quantity

=0

m—1
a:=E (Z a?l?(s_1)> .

Observe that o < 1 by the definition of s.

Lemma 4.4. We have

sup E(Y?) < <.
neN

Proof. To begin, we look at the conditional expectation of Y2 iRt

m—1 2
E(Y,?,|%.) =E <Z ty Y amlf—1>

w€Ly 1=0

Fn

(11) =E|Y 2 (nil amlf_1>

w€Ln 1=0

m—1 m—1
+ Z to-t‘,- (Z am-lf_l) (Z Cl”'lf_l)
1=0 =0

OH#T

where in the last line we sum over the pairs (o, 7) of different words in Z,. The
conditional expectation in the second term can be simplified:
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m

m—1 -1
E ZtatT< 3 am»lf_1> ( aﬁl;—l) ‘ %]
oAT i=0 i=0
= t,t.E

OET

:ZtUtTE (Wi A5 1) (7712:1 ailf_1>

O#T

= tyt. <Y

m—

(St ) (o) 5

=0

Here the second equality follows since a,; and a,; are independent of .%, and each
other for o # 7. Substituting this back in (11) we obtain

m—1
2l Z) < v+ 2B (Yak ) | = vzre Y 2
wely i=0 w€eLn

Taking expectation of both sides yields

E(Y?2,) <E(Y?) +CE (Z t2> =E(Y;?) + Ca™

UJGITL

Since a < 1, it follows that
E(Y;?) <E(YY)+CY af <o,

completing the proof. O

The next lemma asserts that Y, is in fact a good approximation of X,.
Lemma 4.5. There is a constant C' > 0 such that for all n € N, we have
(12) E[(X, — Y,)% < Ca™

Proof. We employ a similar strategy as in Lemma 4.4. First define the notation
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and notice that for each w € Z,, we have E(S(w)) = 1 by the proof of Corollary 4.2.
Furthermore, S(w) is independent of .%,. Next, we calculate

r 2
E[(X, — Y,)2| %] = E ( ty — tw) ‘ ﬂn]
L \weQn wel,

The double sum vanishes because for each o, 7 € Z,, with ¢ # 7 we have

Elt,t.(S(0) — 1)(S(r) - 1)\%] — tUtTE[(S(U) —1)(S(r) — 1)
— 1,1, E(S(0) — DE(S(r) — 1)
= 0.

Here, the first equality follows since ¢, and ¢, are .%,-measurable and S(o) and S(7)
are independent of .%,,, and the second equality comes from the fact that ¢ and 7
have split before level n, and thus S(¢) and S(7) are independent of each other. As
a result, we have

(13) E[(X, —Y,)?[.Z.) =E

MACOE 1)2

wW€EIy

%] == th[(sw . 1)2].

w€Ly

We next estimate E[(S(w) — 1)?] for each w € Z,. Note that this expectation is
just the variance of S(w). We show that it is bounded by a uniform constant, as
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follows:

<E Z i
O’,TEQR(UJ)
OFT

Here we used the fact that £2 < ¢, in combination with E(S(w)) = 1. Now, in
order to estimate the right side of the last inequality, we split the terms in the sum
according to the last common ancestor of the words ¢ and 7. To that end we define

W(w):={y€Z":|y| >n, and 7 is a prefix of some 7' € Q,(w)}.
Note that w € W(w). Next we define the set
U(v) :={(0,7) € Qu(w) X @n(w) 1 o AT =7},

where o A 7 denotes the longest common prefix of o and 7. Now observe that

Bl 3 ii|= Y Z E(i,i.)
U,Tegn(w) yeEW (w) (o,7)EU(y

- Z Z ]E(i?Y)E<a0|IVI+1lUIW\1+1 T‘\W\Jrllil'ﬂl-%l)

1EW () (0,7)€U ()

(14)
|o] I7|
<E[ J] etz |E| ] anls
i=|v[+2 i=|y[+2
|o| I7|

¢ > E@) > E| [ aa B [T ants).

YEW (w) (o,7)EU(Y) i=|y[+1 i=|vy|+1
where

"= max —E(akal) :
C' = {]E(ak)]E(al) : (k,l) c Il X Il} .
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Using that U(y) C Qn(7) X Qn(7y), we estimate the double sum over (o, 7) in the
last expression in (14) by

|o

7
Y E\ ] torle |E| ] anils

(o,m)EU(7) i=|y|+1 i=[y|+1
|o] I7]
< > Ef{ [ aole |E{ [] anln
o,7€Qn(v) i=[y|+1 i=|y[+1

2
= (E(S(7)) =1.
Next, we group the elements of W (w) by their length, to obtain the estimate

Y OE@ <Y Y B@-Y Y B

YEW (w) Jj=n v€L;,y|n=w Jj=ny€Lj_n

o]

, 1—a’

j=n

where the first equality follows since h,, ;. i has the same distribution as Ew-

Substituting the last two estimates into (14) and combining with (13) we see that

E[(X, - Y,)*| ] = 3 £E [ }_ _azz

WELy wELn

(15)

Put C := C'/(1 — ), then by taking expectation of both sides we obtain (12). [

Lemma 4.6. We have the inequalities

57“5
)

Proof. As in the proof of [7, Proposition 11.1], we estimate the number of boxes
Ns»(G) by adding the heights of the rectangles in @, and dividing by the box size
0". To be more precise, we first notice that this way of counting could have missed
out on the top and bottom of each rectangle, and therefore we have an upper bound

of

X, < Ny (G) < 67X, + 26~ (D),

Ny (G) < 2#Qu+ > hud ",

wEQn

where #(Q denotes cardinality. Because each w € @Q,, satisfies "t < [, < 6", we
have that #Q,, < §~ 1),
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On the other hand, any single box of width 6" can meet at most 6! many rect-
angles, since the width of each rectangle is at least 6"**. Thus

1 —-n —(n —n

5 D hud " < New(G) <2070 43 "
Multiplying the left and right sides of this inequality by 0™*0~"™® and using the as-
sumptions on the lengths [, for w € Q),,, gives the result. 0]

Proof of Theorem 2.4. By Lemmas 4.3 and 4.4 and the martingale convergence the-
orem (see [25]), there exists a non-negative random variable Y such that (almost
surely) Y,, = Y, and E(Y) = E(Y;) = 1. In fact, Y is positive almost surely. Indeed,
since E(Y) > 0, Y = 0 with some probability p < 1. However, Y = 0 if and only if
the sums through each branch converge to zero. That is

S bS50 as n— oo

weZTk
for each k = 0,1,...,m — 1, where Z* denotes the set of words w € Z, such that
wy; = k. However, each of these events also happens with probability p independently
of one another. Therefore p™ = p, which implies p = 0 since p < 1. In particular
there exist, with probability one, positive (random) constants M < N such that

M <Y, < N for all n.
Now Lemma 4.5 implies

0 C oo
; ( | >e) ggga o0

for any € > 0, by Chebyshev’s inequality. By the Borel-Cantelli lemma, the prob-
ability that |X,, — Y,| > ¢ infinitely often is zero. But ¢ was arbitrary, so almost
surely | X, — Y,| — 0. Hence, with probability one,

(16) M< X, <N for all sufficiently large n.

Thus, we have

1 Nsn 1 —ns x
dimpy G — lim 208N (G) _ (6™ X)
n—oo  —nlogd n—soo  —nlogd
. log X,
=s— lim =5

n—oo nlogd

The first equality comes from the discussion following Definition 3.1 in [7]; namely,
it is sufficient to consider the limit along an exponentially decreasing sequence. The
second equality follows by Lemma 4.6, and the last equality follows from (16). O
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