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Abstract

We introduce the notion of scale to generalize and compare different invariants of metric spaces and their measures.
Several versions of scales are introduced such as Hausdorff, packing, box, local and quantization. They moreover are
defined for different growth, allowing in particular a refined study of infinite dimensional spaces. We prove general
theorems comparing the different versions of scales. They are applied to describe geometries of ergodic decompositions,
of the Wiener measure and of functional spaces. The first application solves a problem of Berger on the notions of
emergence (2020); the second lies in the geometry of the Wiener measure and extends the work of Dereich-Lifshits

(2005); the last refines Kolmogorov-Tikhomirov (1958) study on functional spaces.
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1 Introduction and results

Dimension theory was popularized by Mandelbrot in the article How long is the coast of Britain ? [ ] and shed
light on the general problem of measuring how large a natural object is. The category of objects considered are metric
spaces possibly endowed with a measure.

Dimension theory encompasses not only smooth spaces such as manifolds, but also wild spaces such as fractals, so
that the dimension may be any non-negative real number. There are several notions of dimension: for instance Hausdorff
[ ], packing [ ] or box dimensions; also when the space is endowed with a measure, there are moreover the
local and the quantization dimensions. These different versions of dimension are bi-Lipschitz invariants. They are
in general not equal, so that they reveal different aspects of the underlying space. The seminal works of Hausdorff,
Frostman, Tricot, Fan, Tamashiro, Pétzelberger, Graf-Luschgy and Dereich-Lifshits described the relationship between
these notions and gave conditions under which they coincide.

Obviously these invariants do not give much information on infinite dimensional spaces. However such spaces
are subject to many studies. Most relevantly, Kolmogorov-Tikhomirov in [ ] gave asymptotics of the covering
numbers of functional spaces. Dereich-Lifshits gave asymptotics of the mass of the small balls for the Wiener measure
and exhibited their relationship with the quantization problem, see [ , R , , , ]. Also
Berger and Bochi [ ] gave estimates on the covering number and quantization number of the ergodic decomposition
of some smooth dynamical systems. See also [ , s ].

This leads to the following natural question:
Question. Are there infinite dimensional counterparts of the different versions of dimension with the same relationships ?

To answer this question, we introduce the notion of scale. The key idea is to consider a scaling, that is a one parameter
family of gauge functions verifying some mild assumptions, that prescribes at which "scale" the size of space is studied.
For instance the given for the dimension or the order given in Proposition 2.4 are scalings. Given by a scaling, different
versions of scales are defined. In particular, the Hausdorff dimension, packing dimension or the box dimension are
scales.

We will generalize comparison theorems between the different kind of dimensions to all the different growths of
scales in Theorem A, Theorem B and Theorem C. The definition of scaling is tuned so that the proofs of Theorem A

and Theorem B are almost direct generalization of the established case of dimension (see Section 1.2).

The main difficulty will be then to prove Theorem C which enables to compare the quantization scales with both the
local and the box scales. Also even for the specific case of dimension, new inequalities between quantization dimension of a

measure and box dimension of the set of positive mass are proven in Theorem C (inequalities (f) and (h)).

In the next Section 1.1 we recall usual definitions of dimension and introduce the notions of scaling and scales.
The theorems comparing the different versions of scales are stated in Section 1.2. Precise definitions of the involved
scales are given in Section 2 and in Section 3 when the space is endowed with a measure. Then Section 1.3 is dedicated

to applications of the main results. In Section 1.3.1, a first application of Theorem C together with Dereich-Lifshits



estimate| ] implies the coincidence of local, Hausdorf, packing, quantization and box orders of the Wiener measure
for the LP-norm, for any p € [1, 00]. Then in Section 1.3.2, we apply Theorem A to show the coincidence of the box,
Hausdorff and packing orders for finitely regular functional spaces; refining Kolmogorov-Tikhomirov study in [ ,
Thm XV]. Lastly in Section 1.3.3, a consequence of Theorem C is that the local order of the ergodic decomposition is

at most its quantization order. This solves a problem set by Berger in [ ]

Thanks: Warmest thanks to Pierre Berger for his investment and advice; to Ai-Hua Fan for his interest, references and
advice, Francois Ledrappier for answering my questions and giving references, Martin Leguil for his interest, and Camille

Tardif and Nicolas de Saxcé for giving me references.

1.1 From dimension to scale

Let us first recall some classical definitions of dimension theory and see how the could be naturally extended to define
finite invariants for infinite dimensional spaces. The Hausdorff, packing and box dimensions of a totally bounded metric
space (X, d) are defined by looking at families of subsets of X. For the box dimensions. Given an error € > 0, recall that
the covering number N, (X) is the minimal cardinality of a covering of X by balls of radius €. Then lower and upper

box dimensions of (X, d) are given by:

dimp X = sup{a > 0: ¢4(e) - No(X) = +o0} and dimpX :=inf{a > 0: ¢,(c) - No(X) — 0},

(63

where (¢q)a>0 is the family of functions on (0, 1) given for & > 0 by ¢, : € — €*.

In general upper and lower box dimensions do not coincide (see e.g. [ , ]). However when X is a smooth
manifold endowed with the euclidean metric these definitions coincide with the usual definition of dimension. Basic
properties of box dimensions are revealed when looking at subsets of a metric space with the induced metric. Notably,
box dimensions are non decreasing for the union of subsets and invariant by topological closure. In particular, in general
they are not countable stable: the box dimensions of a countable union of subsets of a metric space are a priori not equal
to the suprema of the corresponding dimensions of the subsets. The most popular version of dimension that enjoy the

property of being countable stable is Hausdorff dimension. Let us recall its definition. Given an error € > 0, consider:

where Cy(€) is the set of countable coverings of X by disjoint balls of radius at most €. Then, the Hausdor{f dimension
of (X, d) is given by:

dimg X :sup{a >0:HI(X) — +oo} :inf{oz >0:HIX) — 0} .

e—0

Lastly, another interesting dimensions that enjoys countable stability is the packing dimension. Its construction is
analogous to the one of Hausdorff dimension and was introduced by Tricot in his thesis [ ]. It is actually linked to

upper box dimension by the following characterization that we will use for now as a definition:

dimpX := infsupdimpE, ,
n>1



where the infimum is taken over countable coverings (E,,),>1 by subsets of X. These four versions of dimension are
bi-Lipschitz invariants; they quantify different aspects of the geometry of the studied metric space since they a priori
do not coincide. However, it always holds:

Seeeg. [ 1 ] for full proofs.

Let us now introduce scales. A simple observation is that all of the above versions of dimension imply a specific
parameterized family (¢q)as0 = (€ — €%)a>0 of gauge functions with polynomial behaviour. Classically, a gauge
function is a generalization of the measurement of diameters of balls that is used to refine the definition of Hausdorff
measure for finite dimensional spaces. The idea here is totally different, instead of finding a refinement we will take
functions with behaviour possibly far away from being polynomial. Let us precise the discussion. If a space (X, d) is
infinite dimensional then its covering number A (X ) grows faster than any polynomial in ¢! as ¢ decreases to 0. Thus
to hope defining finite invariants for infinite dimensional spaces we must allow other gauge functions that decreases
faster than any polynomial when the radius of the involved balls decrease to 0. Consequently, we propose here to
replace in all the above definitions of dimensions, the family (¢4 )a>0 = (¢ € (0,1) — €“)4>0 by another family of

gauge functions which encompasses the following examples of growth:
Example 1.1. 1. The family dim = (e € (0,1) — €*)4>0 which is used in the definitions of dimensions,

2. the familyord = (e € (0,1) — exp(—€~ %)) >0 Which is called order. It fits with the growth of the covering number
of spaces of finitely regular functions studied by Kolmogorov-Tikhomirov [ ], see Theorem 1.11, or with the one

of the space of ergodic measures spaces of dynamics by Berger-Bochi [ ], as we will see in Proposition 1.16,

3. the family (e € (0,1) — exp(—(log eil)a))a>0 which fits with the growth of the covering number of holomorphic
functions estimated by Kolmogorov-Tikhomirov [ ], as we will see in Theorem 2.5.

Yet to extend properly the definitions and comparison theorems between the scales, i.e. the generalization of box,
Hausdorff and packing dimensions-, the family (¢, )0 must satisfy some mild assumptions, which leads to introduce

scalings:

Definition 1.2 (Scaling). A family scl = (scly)a>0 of positive non-decreasing functions on (0,1) is a scaling when for
any o > 8> 0 and any A > 1 close enough to 1, it holds:

(%) scly(e) =0 (sclg(eA)) and scly(€) =o (Sclﬁ(e))\) whene — 0 .

Remark 1.3. The left hand side condition is used in all the proof of our theorems represented on Fig. 1. The right hand
side condition is only used to prove the equalities between packing and upper local scales in Theorem B and to compare
upper local scales with upper box and upper quantization scales in Theorem C inequalities (¢)&(g). It moreover allows to

characterize packing scale with packing measure.
Remark 1.4. There are scalings that allows to study 0-dimensional spaces, e.g. (¢ € (0,1) + log(e™1)™%)450.

We will show in Proposition 2.4 that the families in Example 1.1 are scalings. Scalings allow to define scales which
generalize packing dimension, Hausdorff dimension, box dimensions, quantization dimensions and local dimensions

that are local counterparts for measures. For each scaling, the different kind of scales do not a priori coincide on a



generic space. Nevertheless in Section 1.3, as a direct application of our comparison theorems, we bring examples of
metric spaces and measures where all those definitions coincide. In these examples, equalities between the different
scales are linked to some underlying "homogeneity" of the space.

Now for a metric space (X, d), replacing the specific family dim in the definition of box dimensions by a given

scaling scl = (scly)a>0 gives the following:

Definition 1.5 (Box scales). Lower and upper box scales of a metric space (X, d) are defined by:

sclp X = sup {oz > 0: N (X) - scly(e) — +oo} and sclpX = inf{a > 0: N (X) - scly(e) — O} .
€E— €E—
Moreover we will generalize the notion Hausdorff and packing dimensions to the Hausdorff scale denoted scly X
(see Definition 2.13) and packing scale denoted sclp X (see Definition 2.14). The construction are fully detailed in the

next section. Let us now state the main results on comparison of scales of metric spaces.

1.2 Results on comparisons of scales

sclg X

TheoremA / \
sclp X sclp X
sclgp X / a*BM
/ Y  TheoremC
S_wa S_ticgu
s_(iQu / aBM\ | Scl’;u = Schocuj
[sclyypu = sup ess scl, .4 sclpp / \ 'sclpp = inf ess scligept |
TheoremB

e

[ sclgp = inf ess scl; .4

Figure 1: Diagram presenting results of Theorems A, B and C. Each arrow is an inequality, the scale at the starting point

7 =7 >7.None of them is an equality in the general case. If

of the arrow is at least the one at its ending point : 7 —
there is no path between two scales scl; and scly then there exist examples of spaces endowed with a measure such that

both scl; > scls and scl; < scls can happen. See Example 4.6.

In this section, we introduce other kind of scales and Theorems A, B and C which state the inequalities between

them as illustrated in Fig. 1. First, we bring the following generalization of classical inequalities comparing dimensions

of metric spaces to the frame of scales:



Theorem A. Let (X, d) be a metric space and scl a scaling, the following inequalities hold:

sclgpX <sclpX <sclpX and sclgX <sclpX <sclpX .

In the specific case of dimension these inequalities are well known and redacted for instance by Tricot [ ] or
Falconer [ , ]. The proof of this theorem will be done in Section 2.5. The key part is to show that Hausdorff scales

and packing scales are well defined quantities. Then we will follow the lines of Falconer’s proof to show Theorem A.

When the metric space (X, d) is endowed with a measure u, Frostman first studied the relationship between the
Hausdorff dimension and the growth of the mass of the small balls. This has been intensively studied by Fan [ ,
], Potzelberger [ ], Tamashiro [ ] as local dimension. Similarly we introduce local scales that extend the

notion of local dimensions of a measure:

Definition 1.6 (Local scales). Let ;1 be Borel measure on a metric space (X, d) and scl a scaling. The lower and upper
scales of u are the functions that map a point x € X to:

(B(z,€))

S—Cllocru(x) = sup {Oé >0: a SCIQ(G) M

"0% 0} and schocp(x) = inf {a >0: H — Jroo} .
e—

scly(e)  e=0
As in dimension theory, we should not compare the local scales with the scales of X but to the ones of its subsets

with positive mass. This observation leads to consider the following:

Definition 1.7 (Hausdorff, packing and box scales of a measure). Let scl be a scaling and p a non-null Borel measure on

a metric space (X, d). For anyscly € {scIH, sclp,sclg, ag} we define lower and upper scales of the measure (1 by:
sclep = éréfB {scleE : u(E) >0} and sclyp= éren; {scleE : u(X\E) =0} ,
where B is the set of Borel subsets of X.

In the case of dimension, Frostman [ ], Tricot [ ], Fan [ , ] and Tamashiro [ ] exhibited the
relationship between the Hausdorff and packing dimensions of measures and their local dimensions that we generalize

as:

Theorem B. Let u be a Borel measure on a metric space (X, d), then for any scaling scl, Hausdorff and packing scales of

1 are characterized by:
sclgp = ess infscly ., sclju = esssupscl,.p, sclpp = essinfschocp, sclpu = ess supsclioept

where ess sup and ess inf denote the essential suprema and infima of a function.

The proof of the latter theorem is done in Section 3.1. The proof follows the lines of the one of the case of dimension
from Fan in [ , ].
Let us introduce a last kind of scale, the quantization scale. It generalizes the quantization dimension which dragged

much research interest [ , , , , , , ].

Definition 1.8 (Quantization scales). Let (X, d) be a metric space and 1 a Borel measure on X . The quantization number
Q.. of u is the function that maps € > 0 to the minimal cardinality of a set of points that is on average e-close to any point
in X:

Qu(€) = inf {N >0: El{ci}i:l,....N - Xy/x d(z, {Ci}1§z'§1v)dﬂ($) < 5} .



Then lower and upper quantization scales of 4 for a given scaling scl are defined by:

sclgu = sup {a >0:Q,(€) - scly(e) — Jroo} and sclop = inf {a >0:Q,(e) - scly(€) — 0} .

e—0

The following gives relationships between the remaining kind of introduced scales of measures:

Theorem C (Main). Let (X, d) be a metric space. Let i be a Borel measure on X. For any scaling scl, the following
inequalities on the scales of (1 hold:

essinfscl,.u < sclpu < sclop essinfschoep < sclpu < s lop
(a) (b) (©) (d)
and
esssupscl,.p < sclop < sclpp 3 esssupschoep < sclop < sclpp .
(e) €)) (9) (h)

The proof of inequalities (b) and (d) is done at Theorem 3.10 and relies mainly on the use of Borel-Cantelli lemma.
Even in the specific case of dimension, these inequalities were not shown yet, as far as we know. The proof of inequali-
ties (f) and (h) is straightforward, see Lemma 3.8. Inequalities () and (g) were shown by Pétzelberger in [ ] for
dimension and in [0, 1]¢. A new approach for the general case of scales of inequalities (¢) and (g) is brought in Theo-
rem 3.12. We deduce the inequality (a) from (e) and (f) and inequality (¢) from (g) and (h). As a direct application,
inequality (e) allows to answer to a problem set by Berger in [ ] (see Section 1.3.3). We will give in Section 4.1
examples of topological compact groups different versions of orders do not coincide. Moreover in that same section we
show that for a metric group where the law is Lipschitz, the Hausdorff scale coincides with the lower box scale and the

packing scale coincides with the upper box scale.

1.3 Applications

Let us see how our main theorems imply easily the coincidence of the scales of some natural infinite dimensional spaces.

1.3.1 Wiener measure

First example is the calculus of the orders of the Wiener measure W that describes uni-dimensional standard Brownian
motion on [0, 1]. Recall that W is the law of a continuous process (B;).c[o,1] With independent increments. It is such
that for any ¢ > s the law of the random variable B; — B is N'(0,t — s). Computation of the local scales of the Wiener
measure relies on small ball estimates which received much interest [ , , , ]. These results gave
asymptotics on the measure of small balls centered at 0 for LP norms and Hélder norms. Moreover for a random ball

the Dereich-Lifshits made the following estimate for LP-norms:

Theorem 1.9 (Dereich-Lifshits [ 1(3.2, 5.1, 6.1, 6.3]). For the Wiener measure on C°([0,1],R) endowed with the
LP-norm, forp € [1, 00|, there exists ' a constant r > 0 such that for W -almost any w € C°([0,1], R):

—e - log W (B(w,€)) — K, whene — 0

and moreover the quantization number of W verifies:

¢? -log Qw (€) — ki, whene — 0 .

!Note that for p < oo, the constant « does not depend on the value of p.



As a direct consequence of Theorem B and Theorem C we get that the new invariants we introduced for a measure

with growth given by ord all coincide:

Theorem D (Orders of the Wiener measure). For the Wiener measure on C°([0, 1], R) endowed with the LP-norm, for
p € [1, 00], verifies for W almost every w € C°([0,1]) :

ordy,.(w) = ordg W = ord; W = ordioc(w) = ordpW = ordpW = ordgW = ord, W = ordgW = ordqW = 2.
Proof. By Theorem 1.9, for W-almost w and for any p € [1, o0}, in the LP-norm it holds:
ord, W (w) = ordioc W (w) = 2 = ord W = ordq W' .
Now by Theorem B:
ordgW = ord;, . W(w) = ord; W and ordpW = ordjoc W (w) = ord s W .

Finally since by Theorem C:
ordgW > ordgW > ord W > ordg W ,

the sought result comes by combining the three above lines of equalities and inequalities. O

Remark 1.10. Since C°([0, 1], R) and endowed with the LP-norm is not totally bounded, as well as any of its subsets with

total mass, it holds ord; = +o0.

1.3.2 Functional spaces endowed with the C’-norm

Let d be a positive integer. For any integer k£ > 0 and for any « € [0, 1] denote:
Fhko={fec®(0,1]% [~1,1]) : | fllex <1, and if & > 0, the map D" f is a-Holder with constant 1 } .

We endow this space with the C° norm. See Section 4.2 for the definition of the C*-norms.

Kolmogorov-Tikhomirov gave the following asymptotics:

Theorem 1.11 (Kolmogorov-Tikhomirov, [ ][Thm XV]). Let d be a positive integer. For any integer k and for any
a € [0, 1], there exist two constants Cy > Cy > 0 such that the covering number N.(F %) of the space (F“*< || - || o0)

verifies:

C1-e e > log N (FHH) > Cy - e Foa

In Section 4.2 by embedding a group whose Hausdorff order is bounded from below into F*% (see Section 4.2),

via an expanding map, we will prove:

Lemma 1.12. Let d be a positive integer. For any integer k and for any « € [0, 1], it holds:

d
dg Fohe > —— |
or H]: ki ta

The above lemma together with Theorem A gives the following extension of Kolmogorov-Tikhomirov’s Theorem:



Theorem E. Let d be a positive integer. For any integer k and for any « € [0, 1], it holds:

d

ord gy FFe = ord p FhFe = ordB]-'d’k’O‘ = ordg Fke = Pta
a

Proof of Theorem E. First, by Theorem A, it holds:
ordg F*5* < ordp FY* < ordp F*** and  ordy F*H* < ordp F*** < ordg FMe .

From there by Theorem 1.11 and Lemma 1.12, it holds:

d — d
< ord ]_-d,k:,a < ord fd,k:,a < ord J—_-d,k,a —

k‘—|—0¢70rH =% = ords k+a’
and

4 < ordg F4Fe < ordp FR@ < ord g Foke = _d

k+a — - - k+a’
From there, all of the above inequalities are indeed equalities, which gives the sought result. O
1.3.3 Local and global emergence
The framework of scales moreover allow to answer to a problem set by Berger in [ ] on wild dynamical systems.

We now consider a compact metric space (X, d) and a measurable map f : X — X. We denote M the set of probability
Borel measures on X and M the subset of M of f-invariant measures. The space M is endowed with the Wasserstein
distance W defined by:

Wi(vi,12) = sup /¢d(V1 — 1),
¢eLipt(X)

inducing the weak *- topology for which M is compact. A way to measure the wildness of a dynamical system is to
measure how far from being ergodic an invariant measure . is. Then by Birkhoft’s theorem given a measure ;1 € My,

for pi-almost every & € X the following measure is well defined:

n—1

e(x) = lim —~ ];)51”“(90) :

and moreover the limit measure is ergodic. The definition of emergence, introduced by Berger, describes the size of the

set of ergodic measures reachable by limits of empirical measures given an f-invariant probability measure on X.

Definition 1.13 (Emergence, [ , ). The emergence of a measure ;1 € My ate > 0 is defined by:
£4(6) = min{N €N : Jnr....,un € M, / Wi(ep (@), {vshesen)duz) < €}
X

The case of high emergence corresponds to dynamics where the considered measure is not ergodic at all. The

following result shows us that the order is an adapted scaling in the study of the ergodic decomposition.

Theorem 1.14 ( [ , , 1). Let (X, d) be a metric compact space of finite then:

dimp X < @B(M) < mB(M) < mBX .

\=]



For a given measure u € M we define its emergence order by:

— log1
ord€,, := limsup M = inf{

nst v a>0:&,(e) - exp(—e ¥) — 0} .

e—0

We denote i, := epxu the ergodic decomposition of i; it is the probability measure on My equal to the push forward
by e of . A local analogous local quantity to the emergence order is the local order of the ergodic decomposition of g,
for v € M it is defined by:

_ e loa(n (B0
ordE™ (1) = lim sup 25— 08Her (B:e))
e—0 _loge

Berger asked if the the following comparison between asymptotic behaviour of the mass of the balls of the ergodic

decomposition of 1 and the asymptotic behaviour of its quantization holds.

Problem 1.15 (Berger, [ , Pbm 4.22] ). Let (X, d) be a compact metric space, f : X — X a measurable map and 1
a Borel f-invariant measure on X. Does the following holds ?

/ ord&,**dpie, < ord€, .
My

We propose here a stronger result that answer to latter problem as a direct application of Theorem C:

Proposition 1.16. Let (X, d) be a compact metric space, f : X — X a measurable map and y a Borel f-invariant

measure on X . For ey -almost every v € M, it holds:
ord&,%°(v) < ord€,, .

Proof. Note that ﬂg}fc = ordocfle ; and REM = ﬂ@ﬂe ;- Now by Theorem C, it holds i, -almost surely that
ordioefle ; < RQ Me, which is the sought result. O

2 Metric scales

Before defining and comparing metric scales we show basic handful properties of scalings and present some relevant

examples of scalings.

2.1 Scalings

We first recall that a scaling is a family scl = (scla)a >0 of positive non-decreasing functions on (0, 1) is a scaling when

for any @ > 8 > 0 and any A > 1 close enough to 1, it holds:
(%) scla(€) = 0 (sclg(e*)) and scly(e) = o (sclg (e)A) whene — 0.
An immediate consequence of the latter definition is the following:
Fact 2.1. Let scl be a scaling then for any o > 3 > 0 and for any constant C' > 0 it holds for e > 0 small enough:

scly(€) < sclg(C -¢) .

10



A consequence of the latter fact is the following which compares scales of metric spaces and measures:

Lemma 2.2. Let f,g: R} — R% be two functions defined such that f < g near 0, thus for any constant C' > 0:

inf {a >0: f(C-¢€)-scly(e) — 0} <inf {a >0:g(e) - sclo(e) — 0}

e—0
and
sup {a >0: f(C-e)-scly(e) A—0+ +oo} < sup {a > 0: g(e) - scly(€) ‘—Ty +OO} )
e— €

Proof. 1t suffices to observe that, by Fact 2.1, for any o > 8 > 0, and € > 0 small, it holds:
f(e) -scly(e) < g(e) -sclg(C™1-€) = g(C - €) - sclg(€) ,
withé =C - e O
The following gives a sequential characterization of scales.
Lemma 2.3 (Sequential characterization of scales). Let scl be a scaling and f : R, — R be a non increasing function.
Let (ry,)n>1 be a positive sequence decreasing to 0 such thatlog r,4+1 ~ logr, asn — +oco, then it holds:

inf{a >0: f(e) - scly(e) — O} = inf {oz >0: f(ry) - scly(ry) —— 0}

n—-+o0o
and

sup {a > 0: f(e) - scly(€) — +oo} = sup {a >0: f(ry) - scly () e —1—00} .

Proof. Consider « > 0 and € > 0. If € is small enough, there exists an integer n > 0 that verifies r,, 11 < € < r,, thus,

since f is not increasing and scl,, is increasing, it holds:

f(ra) - scla(rns1) < f(€) -scla(e) < f(rny1) - scla(rn) -

Let 3, v be positive real numbers such that 0 < 8 < « < 7. For A close to 1 and € small enough, by Definition 1.2 of
scaling, it holds:
scly () < scly(rp) and  scly(r,) < sclg(r)) .

log T 41
Observe now that r,, 11 = ;™

, and since log 7,41 ~ log 7. For n great enough, it holds then:
7'2 < Tpt1 -
Since the functions of the scaling are increasing, it follows:
scly (1) < scla(rne1) and  scla(rn) < sclg(rpga) -
We can now deduce from the latter and the first line of inequalities that:
f(rn) -scly(rn) < f(€) -scla(e) and  f(e) - scla(e) < f(rny1) - sclg(rnst) -

It follows:
limsup f(ry) - scly(r,) < limsup f(e) - scla(e) < limsup f(ry) - sclg(ry)

n——+oo e—0 n—-+oo
and
liminf f(ry,) - scl,(r,) < lim ionff(e) -scly(€) < liminf f(r,) - sclg(ry,) .
e—

n——+oo n—-4oo

Since this holds for every positive « and that 5 and «y can be taken arbitrarily close to «, we get the sought result. [
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The following provides many scalings and shows in particular that the families brought in Example 1.1 are indeed
scalings.
Proposition 2.4. For any integers p,q > 1, the family scl”? = (scl2?) o defined for any o > 0 by:
1

expP(a Lo (e 1)

sclb? e e (0,1) —

is a scaling; wherelog, :t € R — log(t) - 1Ly~1 is the positive part of the logarithm.

(1.1 2.1

=dim = (e € (0,1) = €¥)a>0 and sc

ord = (e € (0,1) — exp(—€~%))a>0 are both scalings. Let us give an example of space which have finite box scales for

We prove this proposition below. Now note in particular that sc

the scaling scI*? as defined in Proposition 2.4. Consider the space A of holomorphic functions on the disk D(R) ¢ C
of radius R > 1 which are uniformly bounded by 1:

A=q¢p= Zanz” € C*(D(R),C) : sup |¢| <1 p endowed with the norm||¢||o := sup |P(2)] .
n>0 D(R) 2€D(1)

The following implies:

992  —22 .
sclg”A=sclg A=2.

Theorem 2.5 (Kolmogorov, Tikhomirov [ ][Equality 129]). The following estimate on the covering number of (4, || -
loo) holds:
log NV.(A) = (log R)™' - |loge|* + O(loge™" -logloge™!), when e tends to0. .

Let us now prove Proposition 2.4:

Proof of Proposition 2.4. First it is clear that scI”? is a family of non-decreasing functions. Moreover the family is non-

increasing. We prove the following below:

Lemma 2.6. Forany~y > 0 andv > 1 close to 1, it holds for e > 0 small:
scl?(e) <sclh?(e”) and scl}d(e) <sclh(e)” .

Let us show how this lemma implies condition (*) in Definition 1.2 of scaling and thus the result of the proposition.

For a > 8 > 0, consider A > 1 such that o > A2 B, since the family is non-increasing, it holds:

sclb? < sclby! 5 -
Now by the above lemma, it holds for € > 0 small:
2

A
scl’;\;q_ﬁ(e) < scl’/{i%(eA) < (sclg’q(e)‘)> and scli’zq_ﬁ(e) < (sclg’q(e))

Thus it comes:

sclb () A-1 scl?4(e) A(A-1)
‘o < (s (> ) 0 and o < ( 1P ) 0-
scly?(er) — (SCB (<) an scly?(e)* — el (€) ’

e—0 e—0

which allows to conclude the proof of the proposition. It remains to show the above lemma. First observe the following:

12



Fact 2.7. Foreveryv > 1, for everyd > 1 and fory > 0 great enough, it holds:
log*(y") < v -log*(y) .

Proof. We prove this fact recursively on d > 1. For d = 1 note that for every y > 0, we have log(y”) = v - logy.
Assume then that the inequality holds for d > 1, then for y great enough, it holds:

log®“™) () = log(log®(y")) < log(vlog®y) = log v + log®TV) y

o(d+1) o(d+1

Then, since v > 1, for y great enough we have log v + log y <v-log ) y which allows to conclude. O

Using Fact 2.7 with d = g and y = ¢! for € > 0 small gives:
7-1og® (") < Ay -log®(e7) .
Since t + exp®P(t)~! is decreasing, it comes:
sclpd (€) < sclh9(e”) ,

which gives the first inequality in the lemma.
Moreover by Fact 2.7 with d = p and y great enough, it holds:

log®(y") < v -log™(y) .

Applying exp°? to both sides gives:
y” < exp”(v - log™(y)) .

1

Now with y~! = scl,(¢), we have:

exp (v - 10g™ (y)) = (sclur (€)™ -

From there we obtain:
scly.(€) < scly(e)”,

which is the remaining inequality in the lemma. O

2.2 Box scales

As we introduced in Definition 1.5, lower and upper box scales of a metric space (X, d) are defined by:

e—0

sclp X = sup {a > 0: N (X) - scly(e) — —1—00} and sclpX = inf {a > 0: N(X) - scly(6) — O} )
e—

where the covering number NV, (X) is the minimal cardinality of a covering of X by balls with radius € > 0.
In general, the upper and lower box scales must not coincide, we give new examples for order in Example 4.6. Now

we give a few properties of box scales that are well known in the specific case of dimension.
Fact 2.8. Let (X, d) be a metric space. The following properties hold true:
1. ifsclg(X) < 400, then (X, d) is totally bounded,

2. forevery subset E C X it holdssclgE < sclg X andsclgE < sclgX,

13



3. for every subset E of X it holds sclg E = sclgcl(E) and sclg E = sclgcl(E).

1. and 2. are straightforward. To see 3. it is enough to observe that N (E) < N (cl(E)) < N, /2(E) for every e > 0.
Box scales are sometimes easier to compare with other scales using packing number:

Definition 2.9 (Packing number). For e > 0 let N.(X) be the packing number of the metric space (X, d). It is the

maximum cardinality of an e-separated set of points in X for the distance d:
/\~/6(X) =sup{N > 0:3x1,...25y € X,d(z;, ;) > €cforeveryl <i<j<N}.
A well know comparison between packing and covering number is the following:

Lemma 2.10. Let (X, d) be a metric space. For every ¢ > 0, it holds:

In virtue of basic properties of scalings, the covering number can be replaced by the packing number in the definitions

of box scales:

Lemma 2.11. Let (X, d) be a metric space and scl a scaling, then box scales of X can be written as:

sclp X = sup {a > 0: N(X) - scly(e) — —|—oo} and sclpX = inf{a > 0: N (X) - scly(€) — O} .
e—

e—0

Proof. Since for any € > 0 it holds by Lemma 2.10:
we obtain the sought result by Lemma 2.2. O

Remark 2.12. Another property for the scaling sc”? from Proposition 2.4, with p, q > 1, is that the upper and lower box

scales for a metric space (X, d) can be written as:

: o log® (NVe(X)
sclp?(X) = lim inf Tlog® (e 1)

and log™ (N.(X))
P UX) = ki 08 WNelA))
sclp (X) U = e 1)

In particular, for dimension and order:

. o logMl(X) - C log(MNL(X))
and log log (V. (X)) log log (N, (X))
.. 0g 10g(/NVe — . 0g log(/Ve
OrdB(X) = llggélf W y OrdB(X) = hlzljélp W .

The above equalities coincide with the most usual definitions of box dimensions and orders.
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2.3 Hausdorff scales

The definition of Hausdorff scales, generalizing Hausdorff dimension, is introduced here using the definition of Haus-
dorff outer measure as given by Tricot in [ ]. We still consider a metric space (X, d). Given an increasing function

¢ € C(R7,R%), such that ¢(¢) — 0 when € — 0, we recall:

HO(X):= inf Z¢|B| X=JBj,VieJ:|Bj|<ep,

J countable set
JjeJ

where |B| is the radius of a ball B C X. A countable family (B;),c; of balls with radius at most € > 0 such that
X = UjeJ B; will be called an e-cover of X. * Since the set of e-cover is not decreasing for inclusion as € decreases to

0, the following limit does exist:
HO(X) = lim HO(X) .

e—0
Now replacing (X, d) in the previous definitions by any subset E of X endowed with the same metric d, we observe

that 1% defines an outer-measure on X. We now introduce the following:

Definition 2.13 ( Hausdorff scale). The Hausdorff scale of a metric space (X, d) is defined by:
scly X = sup {a > Q0 e (X) — —l—oo} inf {a >0 %bcl _ 0}

Note that the above definition gives us two quantities that are a priori not equal. However, the mild assumptions in
the definition of scaling allow to verify that they indeed coincide and allows to use the machinery of Hausdorff outer

measure to define metric invariants generalizing Hausdorff dimension.

Proof of the equality in Definition 2.13. Ttis clear from definition that a ++ !« (X) is non-increasing. It is then enough
to check that if there exists a > 0 such that 0 < H*« (X) < 400 then, for any positive § < «, it holds:

Holots(X) =0 and H*—4(X) = +o0.
Let us fix n > 0, by Definition 1.2, for € > 0 small it holds:
sclats(€) < m-scly(e) and  scly(e) < m-scly—s(e) .

Since ¢ is small, it holds: .
< GHS(X) SHE(X) < H(X) < o0
Given (Bj) ;e an e-cover of X, the following holds:
1 SC. SC
FH(X) S HE(X) < ;SCla(lBﬂ) ,
j

and then:

’Hsd Zscl (1Bj]) < scla—s(|B;]) -

]GJ jeJ

2Note that the historical construction of the Hausdorff measures uses subsets of X with diameter at most € instead of the balls with radius at most
€. However both these constructions lead to the same definitions of Hausdorff scales.
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Since this holds for every e-cover, the latter inequality leads to:
irHscla (X) < rHscla_g (X)
2,'7 — € )

and so:

1 1 scl
— e (X) < Ho (X))
gyt (X) S HE(X)

On the other side, there exists an e-cover (B;) ;e of E such that:

> scla(|B;) < 2HEM (X) .

jeJ

Now since = (X) < H¢le (X)), this leads to:

> sclags(IBj]) < n- Y scla(|By]) < 2 H<(X) .
jeJ J

From there:
Helers (X) < 2n- WM (X))

and this holds for every small e. We have just shown:
1

5 M (X) SHS (X)) and HEew (X) < 20 1 (X))
n

Since 7 can be arbitrarily close to 0, it follows that H*?le=¢(X) = +o0 and H!a+5(X) = 0, which concludes the
proof. O
As box scales, Hausdorff scales are increasing for inclusion. We show a stronger property of Hausdorff scales in

Lemma 2.20.

2.4 Packing scales
2.4.1 Packing scales through modified box scales

The original construction of packing dimension relies on the packing measure introduced by Tricot in [ ]. We first

define packing scales by modifying upper box scales and we show then later how it is related to packing measures.

Definition 2.14 (Packing scale). Let (X, d) be a metric space and scl a scaling. The packing scale of X is defined by:

sclpX = inf { supsclpEy ¢ (Ep)n>1 € XV st | B =X

nzl n>1
The following comes directly from definition of packing scale:

Proposition 2.15. Let (X, d) be a metric space and let scl be a scaling. It holds:

sclpX <sclpX .
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2.4.2 Packing measures

In this paragraph we show the relationship between packing measures and packing scales. Let us first recall a few
definitions.

Given € > 0, an e-pack of a metric space (X, d) is a countable collection of disjoint balls of X with radii at most e.
As for Hausdorff outer measure, consider ¢ : R — R an increasing function such that ¢(¢) — 0 when ¢ — 0. For
e > 0, put:

PA(X —sup{Z¢|B| Bi)icr 1sanepackofX}

el

Since P?(X) is non-increasing when ¢ decreases to 0, the following quantity is well defined:
PY(X) := lim P(X).
e—0
The idea of Tricot is to build an outer measure from this quantity:

Definition 2.16 (Packing measure). For every subset E/ of X endowed with the same metric d, the packing ¢-measure of
E is defined by:

=infd Y P(E.):E= ] E

n>1 n>1

Note that ¢ is an outer-measure on X and can eventually be infinite or null. The following shows the equivalence
of Tricot’s counterpart definition of the packing scale; this will be useful to show the equality between upper local scale

and packing scale of a measure given by Theorem C eq. (c&g).

Proposition 2.17. The packing scale of a metric space (X, d) verifies:
sup {a > 0: P*(X) = +o00} = sclpX = inf {a > 0: P*(X) =0} .

Proof. Let (E,,)n>1 be a family of subsets of X. Since each map o — P (E,,) is not increasing and non negative, we

have:

(2.1) infda>0: ZPSd n) =0 —suplnf{a>0 Py (B ):0}.

n>1 n21

We show below the following:

Lemma 2.18. Given o > 0, if P53 (E) is finite, then for every § € (0, o), it holds:
Pt (B) =0 and P (E) = +o0.

The right hand side equality of the latter lemma implies:

(2.2) sup a >0 Z pscle = 400 p = supsup {a>0 Pl (B ):+OO} )
n>1 nzl

We now compare the right hand term using the following shown below:

17



Lemma 2.19. Forevery B C X, it holds:
sup {a >0: Pl (E) = —|—oo} = sclgE = inf {a >0: Pl (E) = O} .

Consequently by Egs. (2.1) and (2.2) and Lemmas 2.18 and 2.19:

sup{ a>0: ZPSCIQ (E,) = +oc p =supsclgE, =inf{ a>0: ZPSCIQ (E,) =0

n>1 nz1 n>1
Taking the infimum over families (E,,),>1 which covers X we obtain the sought result. O
Proof of Lemma 2.18. Given 1) > 0, by Definition 1.2 of scaling, for € > 0 small enough, it holds:
sclats(e) < m-scly(e) and  scly(e) < n-scly_s(e) .

Moreover there exists (B;),>1 an e-pack of E such that:

1 scly
SPE(B) < sela(By))

Jz1

Combining the two inequalities above leads to:

1 - SC.
SPe(B) <t D scla—s(|Bjl) < Pl (E) .
Jj=1
Taking the limit when e tends to 0 gives 1P (E) < 73861“’5 (E). On the other side consider (B;);>1 an e-pack of E.
It holds:
Y scla(|Bj]) < Pl (B) < Pyl (E)
i>1
moreover it holds:

-y sclays(IBjl) < sela(|By)) -

Jj=1 Jj=21

Since this holds true for any e-cover and € > 0 arbitrary small, it follows:
Pyt (B) < - P (B)
By taking 7 arbitrarily small, it comes P*'a~5 (E') = 400 and P*le+5 (E) = 0. O
Proof of Lemma 2.19. By Lemma 2.18, it suffices to show that:
(2.3) sup {a >0: Py (E) = —l—oo} <sclpE < inf {a >0: P (E) = 0} )

Consider @ > 0 such that P (E) = 0. Then for ¢ > 0 sufficiently small it holds P5°'« (E)) < 1. In particular the
packing number (see def. 2.9) satisfies N, (E) - scl (€) < 1. Taking the limit when e tends to 0 leads to sclp E < o by
Lemma 2.11. This proves the right hand side of Eq. (2.3).

To show the left hand side inequality, it suffices to show that scl F is at least o for every o > 0 such that P (E) =

+00. For such an a, given € > 0, there exists an e-pack (B;);>1 such that:

> sela(|Bj]) > 1.

jz1
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For k > 1 an integer, put:
ni == Card {j >1: 2D < sl (|By) < 2—’“} .

Thus, since scl,, is not decreasing, it holds:

an-Q_k>1.

Since B; has radius at most ¢, we have nj, = 0 for any k < —log, scl,(6). Then for § > 0 small, there exists an integer

j > 2 such that n; > j —297 . In fact, otherwise we would have:

an-2*’“§2%<1,

k>1 k>2

which contradicts the above inequality. Then £ contains the centers of n; disjoint balls with radii at least scl ! (2-G+0),
in particular:
Naa=1(2-G+0y(B) =y > j7227

and moreover:

Jj > —logyscly(0) .

Since this inequality holds true for § arbitrarily small, there exists an increasing sequence of integers (j,),>1 such that:

N, (E) > j 22

with ¢, = scl;*(2-0Un*1). Let us consider a positive number 3 < «, by Definition 1.2 of scaling, for A > 1 close to 1,
it holds:
_)\!
sclg(e) - (scla(e)) — T

On the other hand, given a such A > 1, for n large enough, it holds:

jr220n > A et

it follows:
- ) -2t 3\t
N. (E) > (24%“)) = (scla(en)) ™ .
Thus we finally have:
sclg(en) - Ne, (E) > sclg(e) - (scla (€)™ —— oo
e—
By Lemma 2.11 we deduce sclg E > a. Since this holds true for /3 arbitrary close to a, it follows sclg E > a. O

The following is similar to the proof below Definition 3.1 that Hausdorff scales are well defined.

2.5 Properties and comparison of scales of metric spaces

We first give a few basic properties of scales that would allow to compare them. Since both packing and Hausdorff scales

are defined via measures, they both are countable stable as shown in the following:

Lemma 2.20 (Countable stability). Let (X, d) be a metric space. Let I be a countable set and (E;);cs a covering of X,
then for any scaling scl:
scly X =supsclyFE; and sclpX =supsclpF; .
iel iel
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Proof. The equality on packing scales is clear by definition. Let us prove the equality on Hausdorff scales. By monotonic-
ity of the Hausdorff measure, it holds scly X > sup,¢; scly &;. For the reverse inequality, consider o > sup;¢ sclg Ej,
then for any 4 € I it holds H*¢'>(E;) = 0. Thus:

Wl (X) <Y H(E) =0,
el
and then sclg X < a. Since this is true for any o > sup,; sclg E;, the sought result comes. O

Note that countable stability is not a property of box scales. To see that, it suffices to consider a countable dense
subset of a metric space (X, d) with positive box scales. This is actually a basic know fact for the specific case of
dimension that naturally still holds there.

The following lemma shows in particular that the above scales are bi-Lipschitz invariants.

Lemma 2.21. Let (X, d) and (Y, d) be two metric spaces such that there exists a Lipschitz map f : (X,d) — (Y, d). Then
for any scaling scl, the scales of f(X) are at most the ones of X :

SC|Hf(X) S SC|HX; SC|pf(X) S SC|pX; LdBf(X) S LdBX; an(X) S QBX .

Remark the above lemma holds even for scalings that have sub-polynomial behaviours. We prove this lemma below.

As a direct application, we obtain the following:

Corollary 2.22. Let (X, d) and (Y, d) be two metric spaces. Assume that there exists an embedding g : (Y,0) — (X, d)

-1

such that g~ is Lipschitz on g(X). Then for every scaling scl, the scales of Y are at most the ones of X :

SC|HY < SC|HX; SC|pY < SC|pY; LdBY < Si(llBAXV7 QBY < QBX .

Proof. By Lemma 2.21 we have scl,Y < sclog(Y) for any scly € {sclg,sclpsclg,sclg}. As g(Y) C X, we have also
scleg(Y) < sclo X. O

Proof of Lemma 2.21. Letusfix e > 0. Suppose that f is K- Lipschitz for a constant K > 0. We first show the inequalities

on box and packing scales. Consider a finite covering by a collection of balls (B(z;,€))1<j<n Where z; € X for any
1<j< Nand N =N/(X).Since X = Ujvzl B(xj,€), it comes:

N N
fx)yc | Be) | c UB(fa).K-¢).
j=1 j=1

Then (B(f(z;), K - €))1<j<n is a covering by K - e-balls of f(X). Then N..(f(X)) < N¢(X) and all the inequalities
on the box and packing scales are immediately deduced. Now for Hausdorff scales, consider a countable set J and
{B(zj,€j) : j € J} an e-cover of X. Then it comes:

FX)c U B(f(z)), K - ¢)) .

jeJ
For any o > 8 > 0 and § > 0 small enough, by Fact 2.1, it holds:

scly (8) < sclg(K™1-9) .
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Hence for € small, it holds:

MR (FO0) < D scla(K ) < D sela(ey)

jeJ jeJ

As 3 > scly X, the e-cover (B(z;,€;));es can be chosen such that ), ; sclg(e;) is arbitrary small. Consequently, it
holds H5< (£(X)) = 0, and so scly f(X) < a. As a is arbitrary close to sclg X, it holds:

scly f(X) <scyX .

O

The end of this section consists of comparing the different scales introduced and prove Theorem A. We start by

comparing the Hausdorff with lower box scales. The following proposition generalizes well known facts on dimension.

Seeeg. [ 1[(3.17)].
Proposition 2.23. Let (X, d) be a metric space and scl a scaling, its Hausdor{f scale is at most its lower box scale:
sclp X <sclpX .

Proof. We can assume without any loss that (X, d) is totally bounded. If scly X = 0 the inequality obviously holds, thus
consider a positive number o < scly X. For § > 0 small enough, 5" (X) > 1. Thus for every §-cover (Bj)1<j<ns(x)»
it holds:

1< Z scla(|Bj|) = N5(X) - scla(0) -

1<j<N5(F)

From there, it holds scl; X > a. We conclude by taking o arbitrarily close to sclz X. O

We have compared Hausdorff and packing scales with their corresponding box scales. It remains to compare each
other with the following:

Proposition 2.24. Let (X, d) be a metric space and scl a scaling. It holds:
sclg X <sclpX .
Proof. By Lemma 2.20, it holds:
sclgX = inf supsclg By, ,
Unzl En,=X n>1

where the infimum is taken over countable coverings of X. Moreover by Proposition 2.23, we have:

sclgE < sclgE <sclgE,
for any subset E of X. It follows then:

sclg X < inf supsclgF,, =sclpX .
Uns1 En=Xn>1

For the sake of completeness we will resume:
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Proof of Theorem A. Let (X, d) be a metric space and scl a scaling. By Proposition 2.23, Proposition 2.24 and Proposi-
tion 2.15, it holds respectively:

sclgX <sclpX, sclgX <sclpX and sclgX <sclpX .
Now since scl X < sclg X obviously holds, we deduce the sought result:

sclgX <sclpX <sclpX and sclgX <sclpX <sclpX .

3 Scales of measures

In this section we recall the different versions of scales of measures we introduced and show the inequalities and equal-
ities comparing them. In particular we provide proofs of Theorem B and Theorem C. They generalize known facts
of dimension theory to any scaling and moreover bring new comparisons (see Theorem 3.10) between quantization and

box scales that were not shown yet for even for the case of dimension.

3.1 Hausdorff, packing and local scales of measures

Let us recall the definition of local scales. Let i be a Borel measure on a metric space (X, d) and scl a scaling. The lower

and upper scales of 1 are the functions that map a point x € X to:

(B(z, €))

I
I =5 :
sclpt() = sup {a >0 scla(6)

— B
—0 and scligcpu(z) =infqa > 0: r(B(z,9) — S 4o0 .
=0 scly(€) €0

We shall compare local scales with the followings:

Definition 3.1 (Hausdorff scales of a measure). Let scl be a scaling and y a non-null Borel measure on a metric space
(X, d). We define the Hausdorff and *-Hausdorff scales of the measure 11 by:

sclgp = é%% {sclgE : u(E) >0} and sclyu= ]_}TIéfB {sclgE : p(X\E) =0} ,
where B is the set of Borel subsets of X .

Definition 3.2 (Packing scales of a measure). Let scl be a scaling and p a non-null Borel measure on a metric space (X, d).

We define the packing and *-packing scales of © by:
sclpu = ElIéfB {sclpE : u(E) >0} and sclpp= Elré% {sclpE : n(X\E) =0} .

Remark 3.3. In order to avoid excluding the null measure 0, we set scl 70 = scl3;0 = sclp0 = sclp0 = 0.
The lemma below will allows to compare local scales with the other scales of measures.

Lemma 3.4. Let i1 be a Borel measure on X. Then for any Borel subset F' of X such that u(F') > 0, the restriction o of
to F verifies:
ess inf aloc,u < essinfscli,co and ess inf scl;,.pt < ess inf scl, 0.
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Moreover, if there exists a > 0 such that F' C {:13 e X: aloc,u(;v) > a}, it holds then:
ess inf sclioco >
and similarly if F C {z € X : sclj,.p(z) > a}, it holds:
ess inf scly, .0 > o .
Proof. Consider a point « € X, then for any € > 0, one has 0(B(z,€)) < u(B(z,€)), thus by definition of local scales:
sChocpt < sclhgeo and  scly,epr < sclyy.0 -

Now if there exists v > 0 such that F' C {z € X : scliocp(z) > a}, as sclioepu(x) > o for p-almost every x in F), it
comes by the above inequality that scli,.o(z) > « for yu-almost every z in F, and thus for o-almost every x € X. It
follows ess inf scli,co > . And the same holds for lower local scales. O

The following is a first step in the proof of Theorem B. We prove this lemma later. We first use it to prove Theo-
rem C.

Lemma 3.5. Let (X, d) be a metric space and . a Borel measure on X. Let scl be a scaling. The lower and upper local

scales of 1 are respectively not greater than the Hausdorff and packing scales of the space X :
esssupscl,.p <sclgX and ess supalocu <sclpX .
Remark 3.6. Note that in the above we can replace X by any subset of X with total mass, this leads to:

ess supscl,.p <scliypu  and  esssupsclipep < sclpu® .

3.2 Quantization and box scales of measures

Let us first recall the definition of quantization scales. Let (X, d) be a metric space and p a Borel measure on X. The
quantization number Q,, of i is the function that maps € > 0 to the minimal cardinality of a set of points that is on

average e-close to any point in X:

.....

Then lower and upper quantization scales of y for a given scaling scl are defined by:
sclop = sup {a >0:Q,(e) - scla(e) — —|—oo} and sclgu = inf {a >0:Q,(e) - scly () - O} .

Quantization scales of a measure are compared in Theorem C with box scales:

Definition 3.7 (Box scales of a measure). Let scl be a scaling and 1 a positive Borel measure on a metric space (X, d). We

define the lower box scale and the -lower box scale of 11 by:

sclpp = jnf {sclpE: u(E) >0} and sclpp = inf {sclpE: u(X\E) =0} .
Similarly, we define the upper box scale and the x-upper box scale of 1 by:

sclpp = éIéfB {sclpE : n(E) >0} and sclgp= éIéfB {sclpE : n(X\E) =0} ,

where B is the set of Borel subsets of X.
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As for Hausdorff scales of measures we chose that all box scales of the null measure are equal to 0 as a convention.
The following is straightforward:

Lemma 3.8. Let (X, d) be a metric space and 1 a Borel measure on X. Given scl a scaling, it holds:
sclop < sclpu and sclopu < sclpp .

Proof. We can assume without loss of generality that E*B p and scl i are finite. Let E be a Borel set with total mass
such that sclg F is finite, then E is totally bounded by Fact 2.8. Now for ¢ > 0, consider a covering by e-balls centered

at some points z1, ..., 2y in E. Since u(X\F) = 0, it comes:

/X d(z, {1711}1gi§1v)d#(1’) = [Ed(l’» {l’ihgigz\/)d#(ﬂﬁ) <e€.
Thus Q,,(¢) < N.(E), and by Lemma 2.2:
sicIQy <sclpE and EQu <sclgE .
Since this holds true for any Borel set ' with total mass, the sought results comes. O

The following lemma will allow to compare quantization scales with box scales.

Lemma 3.9. Let 1 be a Borel measure on (X, d) such that Q,,(¢) < +oo for any e > 0. Let us fix e > 0 and an integer
N > Q,,(¢). Thus consider x1,...,xn € X such that:

/ (@, {zi} <icn)dp(z) <e.
X

Foranyr > 0, with B, := Uf\il B(x;, ), it holds:

HX\E) < 5.

Proof. Since X\ E,, the complement of E, in X is the set of points with distance at most r from the set {z1,...,2,},
it holds:
ra(OE) < [ dla (b cen)dule) < .
X\E,
which gives the sought result by dividing both sides by 7. O

The following result exhibits the relationship between quantization scales and box scales. As far as we know, this
result has not yet have been proved even for the specific case of dimension. It is a key element in the answer to
Problem 1.15.

Theorem 3.10. Let i1 be a non null Borel measure on a metric space (X, d). For any scaling scl, there exists a Borel set F’
with positive mass such that:

LClBFSLC'QH and aBFgaQu.

In particular, it holds:
sclppu <sclop and sclpp <sclgu .
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Proof. If Q,,(€) is not finite for any € > 0, then F' = X satisfies the sought properties. Let us suppose now that the

quantization number of 1 is finite. Given an integer n > 0, we set €,, := exp(—n) and 7, 1= n? - exp(—n) = n? - ¢,,.

We also consider a finite set of points C,, C X that contains exactly Q,,(e,) points and such that:

/ d(z,Cp)du(z) < €y .
X

We can then consider the following set:

E, = U Bl(e,ry) ,
ceChp
then by Lemma 3.9, it holds:
€n 1
X\FE, —= .
HX\E,) < 2 = =
Thus, it holds:

> WX\E,) < 400
n>0

By Borell-Cantelli lemma, we obtain:

pl U (B ] =m(X)>0.

m>0n>m

Thus there exists an integer m > 0 such that (ﬂn>m En> > 0. We fix such an integer m and set F' := (), En,. It

remains to check that sclz F' < LdQ wand sclgF < EQ 1. By definition, one has F' C E,, for any n > m. Then since
FCE,= Ucecn B(c,ry), it holds:
N, (F) < Card C,, = Q,(en)

Since this holds true for any n greater than m, and since log r,, ~ log¢,, = —n, we finally have by Lemmas 2.2 and 2.3
that:

As a corollary of the proof observe the following:

Remark 3.11. If i is positive finite, then by taking m large in the above we can have u(F') arbitrarily close to ji(X).

3.3 Comparison between local and global scales of measures and proof of Theorem C
By the latter theorem, to finish the proof of Theorem C, it remains only to show:

Theorem 3.12. Let (X, d) be a separable metric space and yu a finite Borel measure on X . Let scl be a scaling. It holds:
ess sup sclj,.p < sicIQp and ess sup@locp < EQ/J .

Proof. We can suppose without any loss of generality that there exists a < ess supscly .z and 3 < ess sup scljocfi.
We now set £ := {z € X :scl, u(z) > and scloep(x) > B}. By definition of essential suprema, we have
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#(E) > 0. Thus the restriction ¢ of y to E is a positive measure. Thus by Lemma 3.4 one has ess inf scl,.0 > o
and ess inf sclj,co > 3. Moreover by Theorem 3.10, there is a Borel set ' C E with o(F) > 0 an such that:

sclp B’ < sileo < LdQu and sclgF < QQJ < QQM .
Yet by Proposition 2.23 and Proposition 2.15, it holds respectively:
sclgpF <sclpF and sclpF < sclgF .
Now, by setting 7 the restriction of i to F', Lemma 3.4 also gives:
a < essinfscl, o <essinfscl,, 7 and B < essinfsclo.o < essinfscl.T .

By Lemma 3.5, it holds:
essinfscl, .7 <sclgF and essinfscl,.7 < sclpF .

Finally, combining all the above inequalities leads to:
a <essinfscl, .7 <sclyF <sclpF' < sclyu

and
B < essinfsclo.T <sclpF <sclgF <sclgpu .

Since this holds true for any o and /3 arbitrarily close to ess sup scl,, .t and ess sup scljoc 1 we have the sought results.  []
We shall now prove:
Proof of Theorem C. By Theorem 3.10 and Lemma 3.8, it holds:
* — — —x
sclpu < SL'@M <sclpp and sclpu <sclop <sclgu .

By Theorem 3.12 it holds:
ess supsch, i < sclop  and  ess sup schoeu < sclgp .

Thus it remains only to show:
ess infscl .p <sclgp and ess infalocu < aB,u .
Given F a subset of X with positive mass, we set o the restriction of i to E. By Lemma 3.4, it holds:
ess inf sclj,.pt < essinfsclj .0 and essinf ﬁocu < ess inf scligeo .

By Theorem 3.12 it holds:
ess supscl,.0 <sclpo and ess sup scligept < aQa .

Moreover by Lemma 3.8:
sileo <sclgE and QQU <sclgE .

Combining all of the above leads to:
essinfscl, . <sclgE and essinfschocp < sclgFE .

Taking the infima over such subsets £ C X with positive mass leads to the sought result. O
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3.4 Proof of Theorem B

This subsection contains the proof of Theorem B, we recall its statement below. We use Vitali’s lemma [ ] to

compare local scales with Hausdorff and packing scales as Fan and Tamashiro did in their proof for the case of dimension.

Lemma 3.13 (Vitali). Let (X, d) be a separable metric space. Given 6 > 0, B a family of open balls in X with radii at
most § and F' the union of these balls. There exists a countable set J and a §-pack (B(xz;,7;))jes C B of F' such that:

F C UB(ﬁj,5T’j) .
J

We first prove Lemma 3.5 that was used to prove Theorem C in the previous paragraph.

Proof of Lemma 3.5. First we can assume that sclg X < +o00, sclpX < 400, and that y is not null, otherwise both
inequalities immediately hold true. In particular, we can assume that X is separable.
LEFT HAND SIDE INEQUALITY: If ess sup scl;,.pt = 0 the inequality is obviously true. Suppose then that this quantity

is positive and consider a positive a < ess sup scl;, /. Thus, there exists ry > 0 such that the set:
A:={z e X : p(B(z,r)) <scly(r), Vr € (0,79)}
has positive measure. Consider § < ry and any d-cover (B;) es of A. Then it holds:

0<p(A) <D u(B;) <D sa(|By]) -
jeJ jeJ
Since this holds true for any such cover, it follows:
0 < p(A) < H'=(4).
Taking ¢ arbitrarily close to 0 leads to:
0 < pu(A) < H*(A).

Finally since Hausdorff scale is non-decreasing for inclusion, it holds:
sclpyX > sclgpA> o

Note that since this holds true for any o < ess sup scl;,.it, we indeed have ess sup scl .1t < sclg (X).
RIGHT HAND SIDE INEQUALITY: Similarly, without any loss of generality we assume that there exists 0 < a <

ess sup sclioc 1 and put:
F= {x € X : schoep(z) > a}.

Let us fix a family of Borel subsets (Fiy)n>1 of X such that F' = UNzl Fpn.For 0 < 8 < a, by Fact 2.1, there exists
do > 0 such that for any r < §g, it holds:
sclo (5r) <sclg(r) .

We fix 6 € (0,0p) and an integer N > 1. For any « in Fiy by Lemma 2.3 there exists an integer n(x), minimal, such
that r(z) := exp(—n(z)) < ¢ and:
w(B(x,5r(x))) < scly(5r(z)) .

27



We now set:
F={B(z,r(x)):x € Fn} .

Thus by Vitali Lemma 3.13 there exists a countable set J and a d-pack {B(z;,r;) : j € J} C F of Fy such that
Fn C U, ey B(zj,5r;). From there it holds:

p(Fn) < u(B(xj,5r5)) <Y scla(5r) <> sclg(ry) .

jed Jj€J jed
Since this holds true for any pack, we have:
i (Fx) 2 u(Fy)
and then taking ¢ arbitrarily close to 0 leads to:
Po’? (Fx) > p(Fy) -
By taking the sum over N > 1, it holds:

Z,PSCIIS(FN) > ZM(FN) > pu(F)>0.

N>1 N>1

Recall that (Fiv) n>1 is an arbitrary covering of Borel sets of F', thus:
P (F) > pu(F) > 0.
It holds then sclp F' > 3 for any 3 < a < ess sup ess sup scljcp which allows to conclude the proof. O
We deduce then:
Proposition 3.14. Let (X, d) be a metric space and . a Borel measure on X, then:
ess infscl,.p < sclgp and essinfscloep < sclpp,

and

esssupscl, . <scljju and esssupschocp < sclpp .

Proof. The second line of inequalities are given by Remark 3.6. It remains to show the first line of inequalities. Let E be

a Borel subset of X with 4 positive mass. Thus with o the restriction of i to F, it holds by Lemma 3.5:
esssupscl,.0 <sclgE and ess sup sclioco < sclpE .

By Lemma 3.4, it holds:

essinfscly .t <sclgE and ess infalocu <sclpFE .

Taking the infima over E with positive mass ends the proof. O

Explicit links between packing scales, Hausdorff scales and local scales of measures can be now established by

proving Theorem B. Let us first recall its statement: Let (X, d) be a metric space and 1 a Borel measure on X, then:
sclip = ess inf scljo p < sclpp = ess inf scligept
and

scljp = ess supscly, . < sclpp = ess sup scligeft -
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Proof of Theorem B. By Proposition 3.14 it remains only to show four inequalities. We first prove sclgu < ess inf scly . p.
We can assume that ess inf scl) . < 400, otherwise the result immediately comes, and fix o > ess inf scl;,.. Consider
B > «, thus by definition of scaling, there exists 6 > 0 such that for any r € (0, §) one has sclg(5r) < scly (7). Denote:

F:={z e X :scl pulx) <a},

then p(F') > 0 and by Lemma 2.3 for any « in F' there exists an integer n(x), minimal, such that r(z) := exp(—n(z))

is at most  and:
1 (B(z,r(x))) = scla(r(z)) .

Now set:

F :={B(z,r(z)):x € F}.

By Vitali Lemma 3.13, there exists a countable set J and a -pack { B(z;, 1)}, ; C F of F'suchthat ' C {J;¢ ; B(j, 57;).

Then, it holds:
Zsc15(5r] Zscl ri) < Z,u (xj,7r5)) < w(F).
JjEJ jeJ jeJ

We then have Hbdﬁ (F) < p(F). Since this holds true § as small as we want, we deduce H'¢ (F) < u(F); and this
holds true for any 8 > «. We finally get sclgF* < « and then by taking « close to ess inf scljocpt, we indeed have
sclgp < sclgF < ess inf scliocp.

We prove now sclpp < ess inf aloc,u Similarly as for Hausdorff scales, we can assume ess inf glocu < 4o0.
Consider then o > ess sup scliocpt and set £ = {x e X: scllocu ) < a} thus (X \ E) = 0. Moreover it holds:

E = U E; where E; = {z € E:Vr <27%, p(B(z,r)) > scla(r)} .
i>1
By Lemma 2.20, it holds sclp /= sup, >, sclp E;. It is then enough to show that for any 7 > 1, we have sclp F; < .
Indeed, then taking « arbitrarily close to ess sup scljo. allows to conclude. In that way let us fix i > 1. Fix § € (0,27%),
and consider J a countable set and (B} ) cs a 6-pack of E;. It follows:

ZSC]a(|Bj|) < Z/’[’(BJ) <1
JjeJ JjEJ

Since this holds true for any J-pack, we have:

PbCl( 1)§1

Taking ¢ arbitrarily close to 0 leads to:
pSCIa( ) < Pscl ( z) < 1.

It follows that we indeed have sclp E; < a.

Let us now prove sclj;u < ess inf scljocp1. We can assume that ess supscl,,. < +00 and fix a real positive number
« > ess supscly,.. For 8 > «, then consider § > 0 such that for any r € (0, ) we have sclg(5r) < scly(r). Denote
F:={r e X :sclj,.p(x) < a}, thus F has total mass and by Lemma 2.3 for any = in F there exists an integer n(z),

minimal, such that r(x) := exp(—n(z)) < § and moreover:

p(B(z,r(2))) = scla(r(z)) -
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Now put:
F:={B(z,r(x)):xz € F} .
By Vitali’s Lemma 3.13, there exists a countable set J and a d-pack (B(z;,7;))jes C F of F' such that F'is included
in ;¢ B(xj,5r;). Thus, it holds:

> sclg(5r)) <D scla(ry) <> u(Blag,ry) < p(F) .

jeJ jEJ jeJ

Finally H(SSCI” (F) < p(F). Since this holds true for ¢ arbitrarily close to 0, we deduce that H!¢ (F') < pu(F). Then,

taking 5 > « close to « leads to scly F' < «, and thus by taking « close to ess sup scliocpt, we end up with:
sclip < sclyF < ess supscly b -

Now we shall prove sclpp < ess inf sclic/t. Let E be a Borel set with positive measure. Let o be the restriction of
u to E, thus by Lemma 3.4:

ess inf scljocpt < ess inf scljpco

and then by Lemma 3.5, it holds:
€ess infalocu < ess inf sclipeo < ess sup sclioco < sclpE .

This holds true for any E such that ;(E) > 0, thus ess inf sclipcp < sclpp.
Finally, let us show sclpp < ess supsclioep. Put a > ess infsclioep and set F' := {x € X : scliocpn < a}, then
w(F) > 0, and denote:

E := U E; where B; = {z € E:Vr <27, u(B(z,r)) > scla(r)} .

i>1

By Lemma 2.20, we have sclp E = Sup;>1 sclp E;, it is then enough to show that for any « > 1, we have sclp E; < o
Indeed we can take « arbitrarily close to ess inf Qlocu. We then fix ¢ > 1. Fix § € (0, 2_i). We consider J a countable
set and (B;);c a 0-pack of F;. Then:

S sela(1By) < S u(B)) < 1.

jed jeJd
Since this holds true for any d-pack, it follows:
Pyl (B;) <1.
When § tends to 0, the latter inequality leads to:
Pl (By) < Py (By) < 1.

From there, we deduce sclp E; < «, which concludes the proof of the last inequality and thus the one of Theorem B. [
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4 Applications

4.1 Scales of infinite products of finite sets

A natural toy model in the study of scales is given by a product Z = [], ., Zj of finite sets. To define the metric
J on this set, we fix a decreasing sequence (€,),>1 which verifies log en+1_ ~ loge, when n — +o0. We put for
= (Tn)n>1 € Zand y = (Yn)n>1 € Z:

0z, y) == ¢€m ,

where m = v(z,y) := inf{n > 1: x, # y,} is the minimal index such that the sequences z and y differ. Note that
then if each Z,, is endowed with the discrete topology, then § provides the product topology on Z.

A natural measure on Z is the following product measure:

M= ®n21,u/n 5
where ji,, is the equidistributed measure on Z,, for n > 1. The scales of Z and p are given by the following:
Proposition 4.1. For any scaling scl, it holds for any x € Z:

n
1
| =sclpZ =s 0:scla(en) [ 5 ——
scliyop(z) = sclg sup{a> scla (€n) 11 Card Z, noi —|—oo}

and
sclioept(z) = sclpZ = inf ¢ a > 0 : scly ( ).ﬁ#——m
sClhoept(z) =sclpZ = inf ¢ & s scly (en 11 Card Z, ot .
We shall prove this proposition below. A first corollary can be deduced directly from Theorem A and C:

Corollary 4.2. For any scaling scl, it holds moreover:
sclyZ = sclopu =sclgZ

and

SC|PZ = QQ/,L = QBZ .

For some particular choice of the sequence (€, ),,>1 and for scl = ord we obtain moreover:

Corollary 4.3. Suppose that —8<~ converges to C' > 1 whenn — +oc. Then for any scaling scl, it holds moreover:

n

1 n
ordy Z = ordp Z = lim nf Tos C log <; log (Card Zk.)>

and

ordpZ =ordgZ = lim sup
n—+oo N

1 n
g C log (Z log (Card Zk)> .

k=1
Note that log e, ~ —C' - n implies log €, ~ log €,,+-1 when n — +o0.

The following lemma allows to prove both Proposition 4.1 and its corollaries:
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Lemma 4.4. For anyn > 1 the e, -covering number N (Z) verifies for any z € Z:
N (Z) = w(B(z,en)) ' = H Card Zj, .

k=1

Proof of Proposition 4.1. Since log €,,+1 ~ log ¢, when n — 400, we have by Lemma 2.3:

sclpZ = sup {a > 0:scly(en) - N, (Z2) —— —|—oo} and sclpZ = inf{a > 0:scly(en) - N, (Z2) —— O} ,

n—roo n— oo
and we have the same form for local scales. Then the sought results follow from Lemma 4.4. O

Before proving the remaining lemma we first prove the second corollary:

Proof of Corollary 4.3. By Lemma 4.4, for any n > 1 we have N, (Z) = [[,_, Card Zj, then by Remark 2.12 and
Lemma 2.3, it holds:

oo loglog(N, (2) ] -
ordp (X) =l f == ) it oo og | 2 los (Card 2
and
— : loglog(N,, (%)) 1 -
ordp(X) = limsup —————=limsu lo log (Card Z .
5(X) 0T log(ent) o nlog C 8 kz::l B( )
This concludes the proof of the corollary. O

Finally we provide the remaining:
Proof of Lemma 4.4. Note that for any n > 1 and for any z € Z:
B(z,en)={w e Z:wy =21,...,W, =25} -

Thus:
(z,€n)) H ng

This shows the first equality, it remains to show that V; (Z) = H x—1 Nk Letus consider { 2., 2N } a set of minimal

cardinality such that:
N
U 2 en) .

For 1 < j < N, denote 27 = (zi)kzl, thus we have the following;:

Fact 4.5. The map:

p:ic{l,..., N} (2},....,22) € Z1 x -+ X Z, .

? n

is a bijection.

Proof. We first start by showing ¢ injective. Let us assume that there exists i # j such that ¢(i) = ¢(j), then it holds
B(z%,e,) = B(27, €,). It follows that there exists a covering of Z by N — 1 balls with radius ¢,,, which contradicts the
assumption on minimality of N. Thus ¢ is injective. We now show that ¢ is also surjective. Consider & € Z7 X -+ X Zn.
Since Zj; is not empty for any £ > 1, there exists z € Z such that for any 1 < k < n it holds z; = ay, . Then there
existsi € {1,..., N} such that z € B(z%,¢,). Thus ¢(i) = o which gives us the surjectivity. O
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From there since ¢ is a bijection, we have:

N
/\/;,,L(Z):N:Cardzl X e XZN: an )
k=1

Such examples of products of groups allow to exhibit compact metric spaces with arbitrary high order:

Example 4.6. For any o > 3 > 0, there exists compact metric probability space (Z, 8, i) such that for any z € Z:
B = ord,.p(2) = ordyZ = ordppu = ordp Z

and

a = ordjecpu(z) = ordpZ = ordgu = ordg Z .

In particular with o > [ we obtain examples of metric spaces with finite order such that the Hausdorff and packing
orders do not coincide. Moreover, for a countable dense subset £ of X, it holds ordg F' = ordpF' = 0 and ordg F' =
B < a = ordp F. It follows that none of the inequalities of Theorem A for the case of order in a equality in the general
case. Moreover, using disjoint unions of such spaces allows to produce examples of metric spaces where either of the

strict equality can happen between any pair of scales that are not compared in Fig. 1.

Proof. Let (uy)k>0 be the sequence defined by:

= lexp(exp(B - k))| if ¥ <k<c¥HL
"7\ lexplexp(a- k)| if ¢t < k< 2t

where ¢ = [ ] + 1. We denote Z := [], >, Z/uxZ endowed with the metric § defined by:
0(z,w) :=exp(—inf{n >1: z, # w,})
for z = (zn)n>1 and w = (W )p>1 in Z. Let us denote A\, = % log >"7_, log ug. Thus by Corollary 4.3, it follows:

ordgZ = ordpZ = liminf A\,

n—-+oo
and
ordpZ = ordgZ = limsup \,, .
n—-+oo
It remains to show that A~ := liminf, , ;. A, = f and A" := limsup,,_,, . A\, = a in order to show that (Z,d)

satisfies the sought properties. First notice that exp(exp(5 - n)) < u, < exp(exp(a - n)) for every integer n. It follows
that A= > 3 and AT < «. Denote n; = %11 and observe that:

1
Anj Z - IOg log(un7) =
. n .

Thus, taking j — +oo leads to AT > . Moreover, denote m; = %+l — 1. We have the following:
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Lemma 4.7. Forany j > 1 and for any 1 < k < my, it holds:
U < Umy; -

Proof. If ¢ < k < mj;, then uj, = exp(exp(S - k)) < exp(exp(f - m;)) = U, . Otherwise, we have k < ¢*/, and then
up, < exp(exp(a - ¢*)) < exp(exp(f - ¥ Tl)) = U, since o < 3 - c.
O

From the above lemma, we have:

1
< — ; ) —
Am,; < py log m ; log(tm,) p—— 8,

and so A~ < 3 which concludes the proof of the proposition. O

4.2 Functional spaces

Metric spaces studied here are sub-spaces of differentiable spaces on compact subset of R for d a positive integer. We
denote by || - ||+ the C*-uniform norm on C*([0, 1], R):

[ fllox = sup [|D?f|loc -
0<j<k

Definition 4.8. Ford > 1 and k an integer, o € [0, 1] let us define:
Fhka . — {re C*(0,1)4,[=1,1]) : | fllex €1, and ifa > 0, the map D* f is a-Holder with constant 1 }.
Recall that for a > 0, the map D¥ f is a-Holder with constant 1 if for any z,y € [0, 1]¢ it holds:

ID*f(z) = D*f ()l < llz —yll* -

In particular, F4*0 is the unit ball for the C*-norm in C*([0, 1]¢,[~1,1]). Let us recall the asymptotic given by
Kolmogorov-Tikhomirov [ ][Thm XV] on the covering number of (F4*< || - ||») , see Theorem 1.11:

Cl.e_lwia > log,/\/'e(]-“d’kfa) > 02.6_1#% 7

where C; > C5 > 0 are two constants depending on d, k and . In order to prove Theorem E which states that box,
packing and Hausdorff scales of 7% are all equal to ]H_La by Theorem B, it remains to prove Lemma 1.12. The latter

states: d
ordy Fhko > —
H T k4 a

Proof of Lemma 1.12. We first start with the case @ > 0. The case o = 0 will be deduced from it. We consider the

following set:
A=]]A

n>1

where A, = {~1,0,+1}%"" and with R = L5H%J + 1. We endow A with the metric § defined by:
5(&7 A/) = 6Wl )

with m the minimal index such that the sequences A and )\ differ and with (€n)n>0 is a decreasing sequence of positive

real numbers such that % — RET when n — +00. We can choose (¢,,),>1 such that the following holds:
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Lemma 4.9. There exists an embedding I : (A, 6) — (F@*¥2 || - ||s) such that for any X\, \' € A it holds:
1
) = IV lee = 500 X) -

The above lemma allows to conclude the proof of Lemma 1.12. Indeed, since A is a product of finite sets endowed

with a product metric, and since log €,,11 ~ log €,,, by Corollary 4.3 it holds:

ordgA = lim inf

n—+oo n log R+

n o 1 n i
log ;logCardAj zlégirgmlog ZRJ-Iog?)

j=1

Now, for n > 1 it holds:

loglog 3 + log % d
log Rk+a n—+oo k+a

=1

j_
It comes ordy A = —4_ Now since by assumption on I in Lemma 4.9, it holds by Corollary 2.22:
k4o Yy p Yy y

d
k+ «

ordy F*e > ordy A =

which concludes the proof of Lemma 1.12. It remains to show:
Proof of Lemma 4.9. Let us denote ¢ := k 4+ « and recall that R := L5%J + 1. We consider the following map on R:
¢ teER— (2t)q(2 - 2t)q . ]10<t<1 .

Note that the function ¢ has its support in [0, 1] and takes the value 1 at % The k" derivative of ¢ is non-constant. For
f € F&Fa let || f||, be the infimum of the constants C' > 0 such that for any z,y € R:

ID*f(2) = D*f(y) < C - llz —yl|* .
Note that || - ||, is a semi-norm on F%** and moreover:
fd,k:,a _ {f c fd,k:,O . ||qu S 1} .

Observe that [|¢[|; > 0. Let ()< ;< be an exhaustive sequence of the set:

{(;;) :il,...,ide{07...,R”—1}} .

Forany A = (A1,...,Agan) € A, = {—1,0, +1}Rdn we associate the following map:

Rdn
Proie= (e, 2a) €00, e DN SR - Iz — )

j=1

with
6

w2 n?- R 6lly |

€p 1=

Let us denote S,, the set of such maps:

Sn={fi:AeA,}.

The sequence (€,,>1) is chosen such as the following holds:
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Lemma 4.10. The distance between fy, f\ € S,, is given by:

6
15 = Fxlle = 55 - 1A= Moo and [Ifx = fallos = €n [IX = Nlsc
where |[A — N||o := sup |\ — N
1<i<Rdn
Proof. For any x € [0, 1]%, there exists at most one value j € {1,..., R%"} such that ||z — z;|| < R™", thus the maps

x> ¢(||lz — ;]| - R™) for 1 < j < R have disjoints supports. It comes then:

Rdn
6
x—fullg =¢€n Xi — N|p(R™|| - —x; =€,- sup |\ — |- R™|o|l, = A= N -
U = Sl = [ s = Il = - s X Bl = 1A= ]

q
Now, for the C°-norm, it holds:

Rdn

1A = fxlloe = €n | DA =N) - @R —aill) || =en- A= Noo -

i=1
00

Note in particular that since 0 € S,,, for any f\ € S,,\ {0}, it holds:

6
I£xllg = —— 5 and [Ifsllec = €n .

We now embed [], -, S, into Fdka For A = (Ay)n>1 € A we associate the formal series Yons1 fr, where fr € S,,.

Then we have the following:

Lemma 4.11. Forany A = (\,)n>1 € A the function series Y, <, fx, convergesin C°([0,1]¢,[—1, 1]) and moreover its
limit lies in FFe,

Proof. By Lemma 4.10, it holds:

D llfanlle €D €n < o0

n>1 n>1
It comes that the series ) - f», is normally convergent, thus it is also point-wise convergent and moreover the limit
g is continuous. Now note that for anyn > 1and for any 1 < [ < k it holds D!fy, (0) = 0, thus by Taylor integral
formula, it holds:
1D frulloo < ID* fr, lloo -

Moreover, still by Lemma 4.10, it holds:

6
Z ||f)\n g = Z 202 =1

n>1 n>1

Now since D* fy is -2+~ a-Hélder and D¥ fy, (0) = 0, for any n > 1, it follows:

2n2
Z ||f)\ank < Z 7T26n2 =1.

n>1 n>1

Thus the partial sums lie in F d.k.a and so does g as a limit of elements of F d.k.a which is closed for the C%-norm. [
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By Lemma 4.11, the following map is well defined:

I:d= ezt € (A,0) = Tim > fi, € (FE | ) -

To conclude the proof, it remains to show that for any A, \’ € A:

I7(2) = I(X)lloe > 50(A, ")

Consider A = (A)n>1,) = (X))n>1 € A. We denote k := (A, \'). Then it holds:

IT(A) = I(X)]loe = Z Do =l = 1 = g lloo — Z Ilfx. = o lloo -

n>k n>k
= 9]

Now by Lemma 4.10, it holds respectively:

Now recall that ¢,, =

1Fxe = Falloo = e and Y [l fa, = P lloe 2D en

n>k n>k
for any n > 1, then:

Z €n < Z € - R7IF) = ¢, . qu_ T

n>k n>k

__6
T2n2Ran

Now since R? > 5, it holds then ﬁ < % and it follows:

1) = I )llse > Fevan) -

Now since €,(y,x') = 6(A, A") by definition of 4, the sought result comes. O

This concludes the proof of Lemma 1.12 for the case o > 0. It remains to deduce the case a = 0 from that previous

one. For any 8 > 0, it holds F d.k.B = Fdk.0 From there since Hausdorff scales are non decreasing for inclusion, it holds
then ord g F%:0 > ord g Fd-k:B > ﬁ. Since we can take 8 > 0 arbitrary small, it indeed holds ord g Fd-k:0 > %. O
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