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DIOPHANTINE PROPERTIES OF FIXED POINTS OF MINKOWSKI QUESTION MARK
FUNCTION.

Dmitry Gayfulinfl, Nikita A. Shulgal

Abstract

We consider irrational fixed points of the Minkowski question mark function ?(z), that is irrational solutions of
the equation ?(x) = z. It is easy to see that there exist at least two such points. Although it is not known if
there are other fixed points, we prove that the smallest and the greatest fixed points have irrationality measure
exponent equal to 2. We give more precise results about the approximation properties of these fixed points.
Moreover, in Appendix we introduce a condition from which it follows that there are only two irrational fixed
points.

1 Introduction

For = € [0, 1] we consider its continued fraction expansion

x:[al,ag,...,an,...]:—l, a; € Ly

a + ———
a2+...

which is unique and infinite when z € Q and finite for rational x. Each rational x has just two representations

x =lay,a9,...,apn-1,a,), and zx=[ay,as9,...,apn_1,a, —1,1], where a, > 2.
By
P
Pt o, a
qk

we denote the kth convergent fraction to z. By B, we denote the nth level of the Stern-Brocot tree, that is
B, :={z=a1,...,ax] ;a1 +...+ap =n+1}.

In [9] Minkowski introduced a special function ?(x) which may be defined as the limit distribution function of
sets By,. This function was rediscovered and studied by many authors (see [8],[7],[1],[5],[13]). For irrational z =

[a1,a9,...,an,...] the formula
i~ (_1)k+1

z) = Z DT TE = (1)

k=1
introduced by Denjoy [2, 8] and Salem [I5] may be considered as one of the equivalent definitions of the function
?(x). If x is rational, then the infinite series in (Il is replaced by a finite sum. Note that ?([0;a1,...,a; + 1]) =
?([0;aq,...,a 1)) and hence ?(z) is well-defined for rational numbers too. It is known that ?(x) is a continuous
strictly increasing function, its derivative ?'(x) exists almost everywhere in [0, 1] in the sense of Lebesgue measure,
and ?'(z) =0 for z € Q.
As ?(z) is continuous, ?(0) =?(3) = 0 and

we see that there exist at least two points x1 € (0, 5) and xo € (%, 1) with
7(3;]) = Ty, j = 1,2.

A folklore conjecture states that
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Conjecture 1. The Minkowski question mark function ?(z) has exactly five fized points. There is only one irrational
fized point of ?(x) in the interval (0, 3).

This conjecture has not yet been proved (for certain discussion see survey preprint by Moshchevitin [10]). Our
computations show that if there is more then one fixed point in the interval (0; %), then the first 5400 partial
quotients in the continued fraction expansion of these numbers coincide. Although we do not know if there are
exactly two irrational fixed points of 7(x), we are able to say something about Diophantine properties of some of
them. In the present paper we give explicit lower bounds for the irrationality measure of the smallest and the

greatest fixed points from (0, %) interval, that is lower bounds of the form

1 _ 1
q2 . [(q) o q2+6(q)’

satisfied by all p,q € Z,q > qg, where the dependence I(q) on ¢ is explicit and ¢g is given. Usually the infimum
infyez, (24 9(q)) is called irrationality measure (or exponent) of x.

As ?(1 —x) = 1-7(x) Yz € [0, 1], the set of fixed point of the Minkowski question mark function is symmetric
with respect to the point % Therefore, one can study the fixed points on [0, l] interval only.

0(q) >0

o - 2|~
q

2 Main results

Our first result establishes some properties of the continued fraction expansion of certain fixed points of 7(x).

Theorem 1. Let x = [ay,...,an,...] be the smallest or the greatest fized point of Minkowski question mark function
on the interval (0, %) Then a1 =2 and

n
An+1 S Z 073 (2)
=1

for all n € N.

We give a proof of Theorem []in Section @l The following theorem is a stronger version of Theorem [ It uses
some new geometrical considerations.

Theorem 2. Denote k1 = 210g2(@) —1~0.38848383.... Let x be fized point from Theorem[d, then

)
ant1 < K1 Z a; + 2log, (Z ai) (3)

i=1 i=1
for allm > 1.
Formula (3)) gives an explicit irrationality measure lower estimate for the fixed points under considerations.
Theorem 3. Let x be fized point from Theorem [, then Jqg € Z such that
1

(1(2)’;12 log ¢ + O(log log q)> q?

p
x__

q

>

for all g > qo € Ny;p € N.

We give a proof of Theorem Blin Section [fl The O(loglog ¢) term is calculated explicitly there.
The following statement reduces the problem of fixed points of 7(x) to the properties of values of 7(z) at rational
points only.

Theorem 4. Conjecture[1 follows from the inequality

)2

for all p,q € Z4 with ¢ > qo for some qo € Z.
We prove Theorem [ in Appendix.



3 Preliminaries

By F}, we denote kth Fibonacci number, that is
Fo=F =1,Fy11 =F,+ Fp1.

n—1 k
Lemma 3.1. Let ?([a1,a9,...,an—1]) = [b1,bo,...,bk] and > a; =s+1>2, then > b; > s+ 1.
i=1 i=1

Proof. Reducing (Il) to a common denominator we get

2a2+...+an71 _ 2(13+~~~+[ln71 + ...+ -1 n—1 9an—1 + _1)n
?([a17a27"'7an—1]) = — ( ) ( ) ) (5)
S ai—1
2i=1

Here the denominator is equal to 2%, and the numerator is an odd number. Let us consider the level By of the
Stern-Brocot tree, which contains the number [aj, ag,...,a,—1]. The greatest denominator on this level is equal to
Fsio9. We know that for all s > 2 one has Fgyo < 2°. This means that the image of the number [ay, a2, ..., a,-1],
given by the formula (), belongs to level By, for some k > 1, since the denominator of the image is greater than
the greatest denominator on the level Bj. O

Letting S([a1,...,an]) = a1 + ... + a,, Lemma [B1] is actually proving the inequality S(7(x)) > S(z) for every
xeQn(0,1), =z # %

Corollary 3.1. The Minkowski question mark function has exactly 3 rational fized points: 0, % and 1.

Proof. We see that Fsy9 = 2% only for s = 0,1, that is for numbers from the Oth and the 1st levels of the Stern-
Brocot tree, which only contain the numbers 0,% and 1. For every other rational number, the sum of its partial
quotients increases under the map ?(x). So the number is not mapped onto itself. O

The following lemma about the values of Minkowski function at rational points is related to a famous statement
known as "Folding lemma" (see [14]).

Lemma 3.2. Let s be an arbitrary nonnegative integer and

?([CLl,CLQ,- . 7an—1]) = [b17b27 s 7bk2]7 bk‘ 7& L.

Consider the number .
e
0 =lay,a9,...,an_1,a,], where a, = Zai +s, s>0.
i=1
Then

1. If n = k(mod 2), then 7(0) = [b1,ba, ... by_1,br — 1,1,25T1 — 1, by, ..., by].
2. If n =k + 1(mod 2) then ?(0) = [by,ba, ..., bp, 25T  —1,1,by — 1,bp_1,...,b1].

Proof. We know that by, = 1. Let us choose one of the representations % = [b1,ba,...,bg] or % = [b1,ba,...,bp—1,1]
so that the length [ of the continued fraction expansion is of the same parity as n+ 1, that is l = n+ 1 (mod 2),
nil et

and | =k or l =k + 1. From () we know that ¢, = 2i=1 :
Without loss of generality suppose that n =k + 1 (mod 2), then

O™ e GO e (D) a2t - (e — ap1)
2N amies W 2w 2 2Hqf
2 i=1

?(9) :?([al, as, ... ,an_l]) +

(25T — =) oy

q s+1_ di-1 s+1
- — brybo b 25— T by b 25— 11 b — 1 b, byl
2@ I g, [b1, b2 k ” ] =[b1,02 k k k—1 1]
In the last equality we use 1 — [bg,...,b1] = [1,bx — 1,bk—1,...,b1]. O



Remark 1. H.Niederreiter [11] proved that if m is a power of 2, then there exists an odd integer a with 1 < a < m
such that all partial quotients in continued fraction expansion of - are bounded by 3. In fact, he took iterations
of the Minkowski question mark function of the continued fractions of a special form, where each partial quotient
is equal to the sum of all previous ones or to the sum of all previous ones plus 1.

Lemma 3.3. Let ay,...,a,_1 be the partial quotients of a fixed point x, then, depending on the parity of n, the
next partial quotient a, satisfies one of the following systems

1. Ifn is even, then a, satisfies (01,5 @n1, an] <¥([ar, - a1, an +1]),
: 4 n
[a1,...,an-1,an + 1] >7([a1,...,an-1,ap]).
A1y eeyUp_1,an] >7(lar, ..., an_1,an + 1]),
2. If n is odd, then a, satisfies a1 n=1; an] >? (a1 n—1,0n + 1))
[a1,...,an—1,an + 1] <?([a1,...,an-1,ap]).

Proof. Let [ay,...,ay,...] be the fixed point. Let us show 1).
Since n is even, from the continued fraction theory we know

[a1,...,an] < [a1,...,an,...] <[a1,...,an +1].
That is [a1,...,a,] and [ay, ..., a, + 1] lie on opposite sides with respect to z, and hence their images lie on different
sides too, and we have
[a1,...,an-1,a,] <?([a1,...,Qn—1,an + 1]),
[a1,...,ap—1,an + 1] >7([a1,...,an-1,ap]).

Case 2) can be treated similarly, since for odd n one has

[a1,...,an + 1] <[a1,...,6p,...] <|a1,...,az]

The following lemma localizes fixed points.

Lemma 3.4. All fized points of ?(z) inside the interval (0,%) belong to the interval (2, 2).

Proof. First of all, we will show that there are no fixed points on the interval (0, %) Decompose the interval (0, %)

oo

into the union of subintervals (0, %)\ Q = |J (n+-17 1)\ Q. Assume that for some ng there exists z € (ﬁ, n%))
n=3

such that ?(zg) = z¢. Then

1 1 1
<z =7 <l — ) = .
ng+1 zo ="(wo) <n0> ono—1

So ng + 1 > 2™~1 and this is not true for ¥Yng > 3.
This means that the first partial quotient is equal to 2 (1 is excluded, since we are on the interval (0, 1)).

2
Now we show that there are no fixed points on the interval (%, 1). Consider the decomposition (%, H\Q =
[e.e]

U (g %) \ Q. Assume that for some ng there exists z € (5,297, 277‘100113) such that ?(x) = .
n—=

no + 1 no 11
> w0 =2x0) > [ 2 ) =2 — ——.
g3~ 0 =" @0) <2n0 + 1> 2~ 2l

We get 2™0 < 2ng 4+ 3, which holds only for ng = 1, 2, 3.

To show that there all fixed points are on the interval (2,2), we observe that ?(?(2)) =?(2) = & < % and

207(2) =%) =2 > 1. O

Lemma [3.4] means that the continued fraction expansion of every fixed point in (0, %) is of the form [2,2,...].

The next statement is an obvious property of continuous functions. We formulate it without a proof.

Lemma 3.5. Let f(x) be a continuous function. Consider an interval [a,b] such that there are no fized points
inside (a,b). Then f(x) — x does not change sign on (a,b).



4 Proof of Theorem [I

1

Let us prove this theorem for the leftmost fixed point of ?(z) on the interval (0,3), which we denote by =z =

[a1,...,ap,...]. Our proof goes by contradiction. Assume that there exists n > 3 SL,l(Izh that
n—1
> a ©)
i=1
Consider [a1,...,an—1] and let ?([a1,...,an—1]) = [b1,...,bk], br > 2. Now we distinguish cases 1) - 4) with several

subcases. In each of them we will deduce a contradiction. We present a very detailed exposition of the case 1)
below. Cases 2) - 4) are quite similar. We establish them with less details.

1) n odd, k odd. Then by Lemma B2, ?([a1, as,...,a,]) = [b1,b2, ..., bp_1,bp — 1,1, 25T — 1.6, ... by].

By Lemma B3] a,, should satisfy

{[al,...,an_l,an] >?([a1,...,an_1,an+1] [bl,bg,...,bk_l,bk—1,1,25+2—1,bk,...,bl], (7)

):
[al, cey Qp—1,0p + 1] <?([a1,. .. ,an_l,an]) = [bl,bg, ey bp_1,bp — 1, 1,25+1 —1,b,... ,bl].

Now we consider the possible three subcases 1.1), 1.2) and 1.3).
k

n—1
1.1) k < mn —1. Then by Lemma B we have ) b; > > a;, hence there exists i € {1,...,k} such that a; # b;.
i=1 i=1

By considering a partial quotient with the smallest index ¢ < k for which a; # b;, we get that the system ([7) is
incompatible by the rules of comparison of continued fractions.

1.2) k > n. If there is i € {1,...,n — 1} such that a; # b;, then similarly to case 1.1) system (7)) is incompatible.
Hence we assume that a; = b; for all ¢ € {1,...,n — 1}. Let us consider the four possible variants for b,,.

1.2.1) b, < a, — 1. The first inequality of () can be rewritten as

[al,. .. ,an_l,an] > [al,ag,. .. ,an_l,bn,. .. 7bk—17bk — 1, 1,25+2 — 1,bk,. .. ,bl]. (8)

But n is odd and b, < a,, — 1, so () cannot be true.
1.2.2) by, > ay, + 2. The second inequality of (7)) can be rewritten as

[al,... ,Qp—1,Qn + 1] < [al,ag,... s Gp—1,bn, ..., bp_1,br — 1,1,28+1 —1,bg,... ,bl]. (9)

But n is odd and b, > a,, + 2, so (@) cannot be true.
1.2.3) by, = ay, + 1. The second inequality in () can be rewritten in this case in the form

[al,...,an—i—l] < [al,...,an+1,bn+1,...,bk_1,bk—1,1,2S+1—1,bk,...,bl].

This inequality fails since the value of continued fraction is always less than an odd convergent.
1.2.4) by, = a,. Now the equality ?([a1,...,an—1]) = [b1,...,bx] gives

?([al, R ,an_l]) = [al, vy Op—1,0py .- ,bk] > [al, . ,an_l].
The last inequality is due to the fact that n is odd. But [aq,...,a,—1] < z is also a convergent for our fixed point
x, so we have
[a1,...,an—1] <?([a1,...,an-1]) <[a1,...,an,...] =z

This contradicts Lemma because by Lemma [3.4] we have % <z < % and 7(%) = % < %, hence ?(y) < y should
hold for every y € (0,z), and in particular for y = [a1,...,an,—1], which is not possible.

1.3) kK = n. Similarly to the case 1.2) we get a; = b; for all i = 1,...,n — 1. Let us consider the following four
possible subcases.

1.3.1) by, < ay,. In this case we deduce a contradiction similarly to the case 1.2.1).

1.3.2) b, > ay, + 3. In this case we deduce a contradiction similarly to the case 1.2.2).

1.3.3) b, = a, + 1. Equality ?([a1,...,an—1]) = [b1,...,bk] under the assumptions of this case gives

2([a1y ..y an—1]) = [a1,...,apn—1,an + 1] > [a1,...,an—1].



But this contradicts Lemma [3:5] as in the case 1.2.4).
1.3.4) b, = a, + 2. The system (7)) gives now in particular

[at1,...,an+1] < [a1,...,an +1,1,2°T =1 a,, ... a1].

This inequality fails since odd convergents are always greater than the value of the continued fraction.

2) n even, k even. Then by Lemma B2 ?([a1, az, ..., a,]) = [b1,b2, ... bp_1,bp — 1,1, 25T — 1.6, ... by
By Lemma B3 a,, should satisfy
[al, ... ,an_l,an] <?([CL1,. ey Qp—1,Qn + 1]) = [bl,bg, e, bp_1,bp — 1, 1,25+2 —1,b, ... ,bl], (10)
[al, e, Qp—1,0p + 1] >?([a1, ce ,an_l,an]) = [bl,bg, ey b1, — 1, 1,28+1 —1,bg,... ,bl].

As before, there are three possible cases.

2.1) k <n—1. In this case we deduce a contradiction similarly to the case 1.1).

2.2) k > n. In the same way as in 1.2), we come to four options:

2.2.1) b, < a,, — 1. In this case we deduce a contradiction similarly to the case 1.2.1).
2.2.2) b, > a, + 2. In this case we deduce a contradiction similarly to the case 1.2.2).
2.2.3) b, = ap + 1. The system (I0) gives now

[al, vy Qp_1,0p + 1] >?([CL1,. .. ,an_l,an]) = [al, ceesOp + 1 bpgq, .0 b1, b — 1, 1,25+1 —1,bg,... ,bl].

This second inequality fails since even convergents are always smaller than the value of the continued fraction.
2.2.4) b, = ay. Let us consider the even convergent [ay,...,a,] of our fixed point, or rather its image. Taking into
account the assumptions and using Lemma B2] we obtain

?([al,...,an]) = [al,... ,an,bn+1,... b — 1,1,28+1 —1,bg,... ,bl] > [al,... ,an].
We get a contradiction in the same way as in 1.2.4), since we found a number [aq, ..., a,] less than the the smallest
fixed point, whose image is greater than this number.
2.3) k = n. Similarly to the case 1.2) we come to the assumption that a; = b; for all i € {1,...,n — 1} and so we

consider the following four possible subcases:

2.3.1) b, < ay. In this case we deduce a contradiction similarly to the case 1.2.1).
2.3.2) b, > a, + 3. In this case we deduce a contradiction similarly to the case 1.2.2).
2.3.3) b, = a, + 1. We have

2([a1, ... an]) = [a1, . a0, 1,25 =1 ap, ..., a1] > [a1,. .., an).
Now we get a contradiction as in 1.2.4).
2.3.4) b, = a, + 2. The system (I0) gives now in particular
[a1,...,an+1] > [a1,...,an +1,1,2°T =1 a,, ..., a1].

This inequality fails since even convergents are always smaller than the value of the continued fraction.

Cases
3) n even, k odd and  4) n odd, k even

follow by a similar argument. For example, in case 3) by Lemma [3.2]
(a1, a2, ... an)) = [br, ..., by, 25T — 1,10 — 1by_q, ..., b
By Lemma B3] a,, satisfies

[CLl,. .. 7an—laan] < [bla .. '7bk728+2 - 17 17bk - 17bk—17’ .. 7b1]7
[al,... , p—1,0n + 1] > [bl,... ,bk,28+1 —1,1,b —1,bp_1, ... ,bl],



and we need to consider only two subcases (subcase n = k is impossible since the parity of n and k is different)

3Nk<n-—-1 and 3.2)k >n. (11)
In the case 3.2), analogously to the case 1.2), we come to four options:
3.21)b, = a, + 1, 3.2.2) b, = ay, 3.23)b, < an —1, 3.2.4) b, > ap + 2. (12)

In every subcase we get a contradiction.
In the case 4) we have by Lemma

?([al,ag,. .. ,an]) = [bl,. .. ,bk,23+1 — 1, 1,bk — 1,bk_1,. .. ,bl],

and by Lemma B3] a,, satisfies

[al,. .. ,an_l,an] > [bl, .. .,bk,23+2 — 1, 1,bk — 1,bk_1,. .. ,bl],
[al,... ,n—1,0n + 1] < [bl,... ,bk,25+1 —1,1,b —1,b_1,... ,bl].

Now we consider the same subcases as in ([[1]), and the second subcase splits into the same subcases as in ([I2]).
We exhausted all possibilities, getting a contradiction in each of them, hence the assumption (6l was false. [J

Remark 2. To prove Theorem [I] for the greatest fixed point y we should consider the interval [y, %] and the
number % which belongs to it (by Lemma [3.4]) to deduce a contradiction using Lemma

Remark 3. One can see that a slight generalization of Theorem [Il can be proven not only for the smallest and the
greatest fixed points, but for any fixed point x which is isolated and unstable at least at one side.

For example, x is isolated and unstable at the left side if and only if

Je>0:Vy € (x —e,2) onehas |y — x| <|?(y) — x|

For the isolated and unstable fixed points instead of Theorem [Il one can show that the inequality (2]) is valid for
all large enough n.

5 Proof of Theorem

Consider an arbitrary continued fraction [a,...,a,,...]. Denote S, = a1 + ...+ a,. We need the following lemma
from (6], Theorem 4).

Lemma 5.1. Denote p = @ For any n € N one has
Gn < Fs,41 < 9. (13)

Now we are ready to prove Theorem 2l We will only consider the case of the smallest fixed point in the interval
(0, %) The case of the greatest fixed point is treated in the same way.

Proof. First of all, one can easily see that Theorem [2] holds for n < 36, as we know the first 36 partial quotients of
x. The corresponding sequence is OEIS A058914 ([12]). Suppose that n is even. Then by Lemma we have

‘?<Zﬁ> < Pn <z =7(x) <?<p—n+1>.
qn dn dn+1

Hence

1 Pn (pn> (pn—i-l) (pn> 1
<@ ) <2 )2 = ——— 14
(an—i-l + 1)%21 dn ( ) dn qn+1 dn 25ntant1—1 ( )

We obtain the inequality

(@ni1+ Dy

25n+an+1—1 > 1. (15)

7



x

Suppose that a, 1 > K15, + 2logy S,,. We apply the upper estimate from Lemma 5.1l and use the fact that o7 is

strictly decreasing function for x > 4 we obtain

(ant1+1gp (k15w +2logy Sp + D)p** 2(k1 Sy + 2logy Sp + 1)
<

ZS’! n 2 n 2 Pn ’
+a +1 1 S, (Ki]+l)+2 og S, 1 Sn

(16)

One can easily see that
2(k1Sy + 2logy Sp + 1)

Sa

<1

for S,, > 4. We obtain a contradiction.
The case when n is odd is slightly more complicated. Now we have ?(i”ﬁ) < z”—i < x =?(x). Using the same
argument we obtain that

2
(ant2 +1)q;1q
2S7L +an+1+tant2 -1

> 1.

n 1
As Gn+1 < (an-i-l + 1)Qn and az‘;:z%r—g <1,

(an+1 + 1)2qg

25n+an+1—1 > 1. (17)

Suppose that a,+1 > k1S, + 2logy S,,. Similarly to the previous case, we apply Lemma [5.T] and use the fact that

2? g strictly decreasing function for x > 7. We have

b
1< (ans1 +1)2¢2  (k1Sn +2logy Sp +1)2025%  2(ky Sy, + 2logy Sy, + 1)2 (18)
9Sntant1—1 95 (R1+1)+21ogy Sp—1 52 :
From (I8) one can easily see that
2logy Sy, 1 1
K+—F—+t 5> —. 19
s TS T » 1)
But (9] is not true for S,, > 36 and we obtain a contradiction. O
Remark 4. One can prove an even stronger statement, namely
Opt1 + - oo+ Qpgk < K1Sp + 2k logy Sy,
Combining (I7) with n = m + k — 1 we obtain
(am+k + 1)2(]2 k1
e ——— (20)
Let us estimate left-hand side of (20):
» (@mik + 1)2q$n+k_1 - 2amyr + 12 (amer +1)%¢3,
25m+k—1 2Sm+am+1+-n+am+k :

By assuming that am+1 + ... + amik > K1Sm + 2klog, Sy, and applying a similar argumen as in the proof of

Theorem [2, we will get
K1 logy S 1 1
K2 Ts. tg. T s
and this inequality fails for every k > 1 whenever S,, > 36.
Remark 5. Theorem [2] provides a (non-optimal) upper estimate on partial quotients of x. However, their mean

behavior is much simpler. Denote

iVt 4 5log Ay — 4log A5

Y K9 = ~ 4.40104874. ... 21
’ 2 27 0.5log 2 + log Ay — log A5 (21)
In [5] Dushistova, Moshchevitin and Kan proved
k K
*We use the fact that the product H ai, ar € Z4+ with the fixed sum of elements Si = Z a; attains its maximum when

i=1 i=1
lai —3k|<1Vi:1<i<k



Lemma 5.2 (|5], Theorem 3). Let for an irrational number x there exists a constant C' such that for all natural n
one has

Sp > kan — C. (22)
Then ?'(x) exists and equals 0.
In fact, they showed that if (22) holds, then
2
dn
55, 0. (23)

The fact that 7(x—J) < —0 for any positive ¢ implies that x—z—z <7(:17)—7(§—Z) for any even n. Hence the inequality
(I5) holds and we obtain a contradiction with (23]). This implies that for any C' the inequality S,, < kan + C holds
for all n large enough. Some calculations show that one can take C' = 0 for all n > 1. Now we have an obvious
consequence of Theorem [2] and Lemma

Corollary 5.1. Let z be fized point from Theorem [, then
apy1 < K1kan + 21ogy(kan) (24)

for allm > 2.

6 Proof of Theorem
Proof. From (3] and (I7)) we deduce that for any n € N one has

(an+1 + 1)2qg

25n+an+1—1 > 1. (25)
As %7?,122 < %, we have
2,8, _ 2
§2 "< gy
or
2 9
Sn < Tog 2 log g, + logs 7

As ant1 < K1Sp + 2logy Sy, we have

9 2 2 9
log g5, + logy 3 ) ioe0 log | — log g, + logy 5 )

<
Ontl < F1 < log 2 log 2

log 2

Consider an arbitrary convergent continued fraction to z. As

':U 2 N
4n (an+1 + 1)Q%’
we see that )
LA
qn

</~£1 <% log g, + logy %) +@ log(@ log g, + logy %) —|—1> qz



Appendix

Proof. Suppose that there are at least two fixed points from (0, 2) interval, namely z; and 2. Consider an arbitrary
rational number £ between them. Note that the sequence of iterations z, = ?(?(...7 (£)...)) is monotonic and
q N , g
n iterations

converges to some fixed point in [x1, 2] interval. Suppose that the sequence is decreasing. Denote the limit lim z,
n—o0

by z, which may coincide with x;. Denote the n-th convergent fraction to z/ by p”. There exists N such that

Vn > N one has o < 2=t < B As ?(2) < 2 by Lemma 3.5 we have z <7(§;” 1)<Z;” L for all n > N. Thus,

0< p2n—1_?<p2n—1> < Don—1 " 1

-] < ———. 26
q2n—1 q2n—1 q2n—1 ! a2nq§n_1 (26)

Note that if the sequence z, is increasing, then using the same argument we obtain that x/ > p 2 > p for all n
big enough. The inequality (26]) is replaced by

1
0<‘?<p2”>—@<x’1’—@<72. (27)
q2on q2n q2n a2n4-145,

We will finish the proof for decreasing z, only, because the second case is treated in exactly the same way.
It follows from (26]) that if ag, > 2 for infinitely many n > N, we have a contradiction with (). Hence there
exist M such that ag, = 1 for n > M. We know that

1 Py 2! >?<p2n—1>_?(x/1,)'

q%n_l q2n—1 q2n—1

The right-hand side of the previous inequality may be estimated as follows:

]92n/ 1 2 /i 1 1 1
’ _'(xl) > San—1tazn—1  9San_1tazntaznii—1 > Son—1+azn
q2TL—1 2 n— n 2 n— n n—+ 2 n— n

Hence, as ag, = 1 for n > M, we have

q% 1
-
oot <L (28)

If there exist infinitely many s such that ? <p 25>> P2s " then the following holds for s > N:
P2s—1_ 9 ( P2s—1 P2s—1 _ .0
0< q2s—1 <q231> < ey M
o p2s | _ p2s o1 _ p2s
0 < <QZS> q2s < xl q2s

A classical theorem states that for any s € N at least one of the inequalities 2 e -y < A or zf — 22 < 1

q2 2(125,1 q2s 2(]%8
holds. Thus we obtain a contradiction with ().

Now suppose that for all n big enough we have ? <M> < %. Then, by (I5) and ag, = 1 we have

q2n

(agni1 +1)q3, S

232n—1+a2n+1 1 (29)
From (28) and ([29) we obtain that
2
Gon '\ G2n41+1
<q2n—1> 2a2n4+1—1 > 1. (30)
Note that )
2
72 "1 =1+ [aon_1,02n-2,a2n_2,...,a1] <1+ [1,a2,_2,1,...,a1]. (31)
n—
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As we already mentioned, ag, = 1 for all n > M. Hence one can estimate the right-hand side of (31]) as follows
q 2
<i> < (p+4en)? <1.622 =2.6244 for n large enough. (32)
q2n—1

Here €, is some function, which exponentially tends to 0 as n tends to infinity. Now we can see that ag,4+1 < 4,
because if ag,4+1 > 5, from (BII) we have

2
G2n agnt1 + 1 6
<q2n_1> e < 2624450 <1 (33)

and we obtain a contradiction. Hence there exists K such that for any n > K we have a,, < 4. By ([4], Theorem
3), we havdf (xf) = +o0. As

o Pen—1 \ _or 0

) <Q2n1> ?(7)

<1
P2n—1 1
o1 01
for all n > N, we obtain a contradiction. That finishes the proof. O
Remark 6. The inequality () has been verified for all g € [0, %] with ¢ < 30000 and, separately, for 5400 first
convergents to the irrational fixed point (or the set of points if Conjecture [lis false) of ?(z) from (0, 1) interval.
The only counterexamples, apart from the three trivial rational fixed points 0, % and 1, were % and 1%, both being

the convergents to the fixed point. So the numerical calculations allows us to suggest that the inequality (@) holds
for ¢ > 19.
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