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Abstract. In this article pattern statistics of typical cubical cut and project sets are studied.
We give estimates for the rate of convergence of appearances of patches to their asymptotic
frequencies. We also give bounds for repetitivity and repulsivity functions. The proofs use
ideas and tools developed in discrepancy theory.

1. Introduction
1.1. Overview. Cut and project sets, or model sets, are an important class of point sets
which are not periodic, yet are extremely regular. They were introduced by Meyer in the
framework of harmonic analysis, as a generalization of lattices, see [23].

The most acclaimed application of these point sets to date has been in crystallography.
In the early 1980s, Nobel Prize laureate Dan Shechtman [28] discovered a material for
which the diffraction pattern had both sharp peaks (a feature of order), and five-fold
symmetry (an obstruction to periodicity). Cut and project point sets, such as the Penrose
patterns, provide instructive models of these materials. Properties of cut and project sets
are also being studied in connection with signal sampling and reconstruction [22].

The idea of the cut and project method is the following. Starting with a lattice, such
as the standard integer lattice Z* C R, pick a d-dimensional subspace E (the physical
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space), and cut a slice E 4+ VWV from the lattice, for some window V. The cut and project
set associated with this data is the projection of Z* N (E + W) to E. With appropriate
irrationality conditions on E, the resulting point set is not periodic in E, yet for sensible
choices of W it inherits some of the regularity from the original lattice. The data of a
cut and project set consists of the following parameters: the subspace E, the window W
and the projection 7w onto E (determined by a choice of a complementary subspace Fy
to E). It is natural to ask how the properties of the cut and project set change when these
parameters vary.

There are three relevant functions for investigating how ordered a cut and project set is.
Firstly, the complexity function: how many patches of a given size are there? Secondly,
the repetitivity function: given a size r, how far does one need to look from any given point
of the point set before all ‘legal’ patches of size » can be found? Finally, the discrepancy:
a patch of size r has an expected frequency; what is the difference between the expected
and the actual number of times this patch occurs in a large region? The first function,
the complexity function, has been satisfactorily described in [17] for polytopal windows.
While the latter two quantities have already been studied for isolated examples of cut and
project sets, their ‘typical’ behaviour (in a measure theoretic sense to be made precise
below) is largely unexplored, and will be the focus of attention in the current work.

As we will see, the importance of F; is only marginal as long as a few degenerate
cases are ruled out. Viewing E as the graph of a linear transformation L : R? — RK—4,
we look for properties that hold for almost every choice of entries in the matrix associated
to L. We restrict our attention to cubical windows; that is, we assume that WWis a (k — d)-
dimensional face of the unit cube. Due to our choice of techniques, it is easiest for us to
work with cubical windows, which will become eminent in the course of the proofs. As a
point of reference, when W is the unit cube of R¥, the cut and project data is usually called
canonical.

For some choices of dimensions k& and d, the corresponding cut and project sets are
already well-studied. When d =1 and k = 2, cubical and canonical cut and project sets
(in the case when the line E has irrational slope) are known as Sturmian sequences [10, 24].
These sets provide a partition of the line E to two types of intervals, short and long, and
can be symbolically coded by an element in {a, b}Z. It is known that many properties of
Sturmian sequences can be determined explicitly by Diophantine properties of the slope
6 of E, using in particular the continued fraction expansion of 8. More generally, when
d =1, cut and project sets are closely related to cubic billiard sequences [3, 4]. Some
attempts have also been made to code d-dimensional cut and project sets, with d > 1, as
74 -subshifts (sometimes under the name of ‘discrete planes’ for k =3, d = 2), see [6]
and [11, Ch. I.10].

When it comes to repetitivity, most of the known results have to do with extreme cases,
rather than generic. For example, the lowest possible growth rate for the repetitivity
function of an aperiodic point set is linear [21]. When the repetitivity is indeed bounded
above by a linear function, the point set is called linearly repetitive, or LR. In a previous
paper [15], a criterion was given for cut and project sets to be linearly repetitive. In
particular, it was shown that almost no cubical or canonical cut and project set is LR.
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However, the almost everywhere behaviour of the repetitivity function has not been studied
in general.

In the particular case of Sturmian sequences, Hedlund and Morse proved in their
original series of papers [24, 25] that for almost all 6 and for all ¢ > 0, the repetitivity
function M (r) of the Sturmian sequence of slope 6 is bounded above by r log(r)!*¢.
It would appear that Sturmian sequences are not generically LR, but are fairly close to
this optimal behaviour. In the present paper, we establish a higher-dimensional analogue
of the Hedlund and Morse result. Theorem 1.2 states that, given d < k and any € > 0,
for 6 = (2k — 1)/d — 1 + ¢, for Lebesgue almost any parameters in the cut and project
method, the repetitivity function is bounded above by ¥~ (log r)%. Notice that for k = 2,
d =1 we do not quite recover the result of Hedlund and Morse. This is due to the fact
that in the arbitrary dimensions we need a more flexible framework and do not rely on
continued fraction arguments.

Discrepancy estimates for the frequencies of aperiodic Delone sets or aperiodic tilings
have been studied by many authors, but the results are usually stated for the most regular
classes of point sets: linearly repetitive or self-similar. When substitutive systems are
considered, the discrepancy bounds are given in terms of the eigenvalues of the substitution
matrix [1, 2, 7], but these quantities are usually not available in the cut and project set-up.
Further, for general tilings it is possible to derive discrepancy bounds in an implicit form
[21, 26]. In Theorem 1.1 we give an explicit discrepancy estimate for generic cubical cut
and project sets. In short, the typical convergence to ergodic averages is very fast when
looking at patches of a certain form (for definitions, see §2.1). In §5 we also give a weaker
bound which applies to more general patches which, for d > 2, is asymptotically the best
possible over general search regions.

1.2. Statement of results. A (Euclidean) cut and project scheme consists of the
following data:
e atotal space Rk:
e alinear subspace E C R of dimension d with 0 < d < k, called the physical space;
e alinear subspace F; C Rk, complementary to E in R, called the internal space;
e asubset W, C F; called the window.
The decomposition R¥ = E + F,; defines the projections 7 and 7* onto E and Fi,
respectively. The slice is defined as S := W, + E. Given s € R¥, we define the cut and
project set

Y, :=n(S N (ZF +5)).

In this paper, we restrict our attention to cubical cut and project sets, which means
that the window is given by 7*([0, 1]¥"¢ x {0}). The physical space will be assumed to
be totally irrational; that is, E + 7k is dense in R or, equivalently, n*(Zk) is dense in
F,. We also adopt the conventional assumption that 7 is injective on Z*. With these
restrictions, the patch statistics of interest in this paper will be wholly dependent on the
choice of physical space E, and in particular on its Diophantine properties. The physical
space E will always be given as the graph of a linear map L : R — RK~9, that is

E ={(x, L(x)) | x € RY}.
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It might be necessary to permute the indexing of the coordinate axes in order to write
E in this manner, but there is no loss in generality in doing so. We write L;(x) :=
L(x); = Zj{:] a;jx; and use the coefficients (;;) € RAKk=d) ¢ parametrize the choice
of physical space.

We say that s € R and its corresponding cut and project set Y; are regular if S N
(Z¥ 4+ s) = @. For all such choices of s, the finite patches in the corresponding cut and
project sets are the same. Hence for our considerations, the particular choice of a regular
Y, does not make a difference. In what follows, given a cut and project scheme, there will
be no loss in generality in assuming that some regular ¥ = Y has been fixed. For further
discussion on this, see [11, Ch. 1.2]

Given y € Y and r € R, denote by P(y, r) the r-patch at y, which we think of as the
pattern of points of Y within distance r of y. The precise definition of P(y, r) will be
given in §2 although, as shall be discussed in detail in §5, most of our results will not
be dependent upon the particular choice of notion of r-patch. We consider two r-patches
P(y1, r) and P(y3, r) to be equivalent, and write P (y, r) >~ P(y2, r), if

P(y1,r)—y1=P(y2, r) — ».

Write P(y, r) for the equivalence class of an r-patch P(y, r) and, for y € Y, let y denote
the unique element of Z* + s with 77 (§) = y. For an equivalence class P, y € Y and R > 0,
define

#y €Y |P(,r)=Pandj — 5 e[-R, Rl x RF=4}

#y' €Y |y —ye[-R, R]? x R4} '
In other words, &p(y, R) is the ratio of the number of occurrences of P in Y in a box
of size R around y (with some points of ¥ carefully chosen in or out of the box near its

boundary) relative to the total number of points of Y in this box.
The frequency of P is defined to be

§p(y, R) =

§p = lim &p(y, R).

It is a consequence of total irrationality of E and, consequently, unique ergodicity of the
Lebesgue measure, that the above limit is always well-defined and does not depend on
the choice of s € R¥ or y €Y (see, for example, [16, Lemma 3.1]). Our first theorem
concerns the typical rate of convergence of the estimates £&p(y, R) to the asymptotic patch
frequencies &p. Its proof is given in §3.

THEOREM 1.1. Fix ¢ > 0. Then for almost all linear maps L: R? — R~ for the
corresponding cubical cut and project sets we have the bound

(log R)k+8

R4 ’
for all R > 1 for all equivalence classes of patches 'P. The constant C > 0 depends on
L,sandm.

lEp(y, R) —ép|=C-

We note that in the Sturmian case of k =2, d =1, in fact, it follows from Kesten’s
theorem [18] that the discrepancy is bounded, that is, |&p (v, 1) — &p| < CpR ™!, although
the constant may depend on P. (See also Grepstad and Lev [12] for related theory in the
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case d =1, k —d > 1.) The above theorem provides a tight control of the discrepancy of
patches in typical cubical cut and project sets: even though the power of the logarithm
is not optimal (as illustrated by the Sturmian example), it is not possible to get a better
power of R. We emphasize that the constant C in the above result does not depend on
the particular equivalence class of patch P in question. One may ask how these estimates
change if the shapes of patches or search regions are altered; variants such as this are
discussed in §5. The above estimate in fact allows one to give good bounds for more
general patch types, over more general search regions.

Given ¢ : Ry — Ry, we shall say that Y is g-repetitive if, for sufficiently large r,
for any equivalence class of r-patch P and any y € Y, there exists some y’ in the ball
B(y, ¢(r)) with P(y’, r) = P. In other words, for every r-patch that occurs somewhere in
the pattern one may find a translate of it within ¢ (r) of any point of the pattern. Every cut
and project set Y is repetitive, which means that it is p-repetitive for some ¢. In [15] the
question of which cubical cut and project sets are linearly repetitive (LR) was investigated.
LR means that Y is g-repetitive with ¢(r) = Cr for some C > 0. The results of [15] show
that this property is rare, in that a typical cut and project set is not LR (and for some
choices of d and k there are no non-trivial examples of LR cut and project sets). The
following theorem, proved in §4, gives a bound for the repetitivity function of a typical cut
and project set.

THEOREM 1.2. Fix ¢, ¢ > 0. For Lebesgue almost all linear maps L ‘R — R4 the
corresponding cubical cut and project sets are @-repetitive for

go(r) 2 Crk*d(log r)((Zk*l)/d)*l%’é‘

but are not @-repetitive for
p(r) <er*4logr)l/d.

The constant C depends on L, € and 7.

For the Sturmian case k =2, d = 1, a more detailed analysis of the repetitivity function
using continued fractions is possible, and sharp bounds can be obtained, see [13, 25].

Repetitivity measures the largest gap between consecutive appearances of the same r-
patch. Another measure of the regularity of patterns, which in some sense is dual to this,
is repulsivity: what is the smallest gap between consecutive appearances of the same r-
patch? We say that Y is @-repulsive for some ¢ : Ry — Ry if, for sufficiently large r,
whenever P(y, r) =P(y’, r) for distinct y, y' € Y then d(y, y') > ¢(r). Soif Y is ¢-
repulsive for a ‘large’ function ¢, then any two occurrences of an r-patch of Y are forced
to be far apart, relative to r. It is common in the literature to refer to Y as repulsive if Y
is @-repulsive with ¢ (r) = cr for some ¢ > 0 [9, 27]. It is known that Y being repulsive
is a necessary condition for Y to be LR (see [29, Lemma 2.4]), and ford =k —d=1,Y
being LR is equivalent to ¥ being repulsive. The following theorem, proved in §4, studies
repulsivity of typical cut and project sets.

THEOREM 1.3. Fix ¢, ¢ > 0. For Lebesgue almost all linear maps L ‘R — R4 the

corresponding cubical cut and project sets are not g-repulsive for
k—d
cr

#0Z Gogry
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but are p-repulsive for

crk—d

p(r) = (log r) (/D H—d+e"

In §2 we give a precise definition of a patch and gather together the lemmas and
observations on cut and project sets and Diophantine approximation that will be necessary
for our proofs. Sections 3 and 4 contain the proofs of the main theorems. In §5 we consider
other types of r-patches and discrepancy counts.

1.3. Notation. For x € R, x € R™, denote:
e ||x|| distance to the nearest integer;

|x| absolute value;

x| integer part;

x| = maxj=1,._m|xil;

x|l = max;=1, _m x|
We use the symbols < and >> for the standard Vinogradov notation. When using this
notation, if the implied constants depend on the variables involved, unless otherwise noted,
this will be indicated by the use of subindices. For a measurable set A C R™, |A| denotes
the Lebesgue measure of A.

2. Toolbox
2.1. Patches in cut and project sets. For A CR™, we define Az :=ANZ". We let
Cr):=(-r, r]d X Rk_d)z, that is, C(r) is the cylinder of lattice points of the total space
R¥ whose first d coordinates lie in the box [—r, r]d. In addition to the internal space
F; we will often be working with a reference space, defined as F, := {0} x R¥=4_ The
decomposition R = E + F »» defines the projections p and p* onto E and F),, respectively.
Let W = p*(S), which we shall also refer to as the window. It will often be necessary to
consider linear maps as maps to the torus, and in these instances we use the corresponding
calligraphic letters; for a linear map L : R™ — R, say, we denote by £ the mapping
Lmod 1:R" — R¢/7Z¢.

Given y € Y and r € Ry, we define the r-patch at y to be

P(y.r):={eY|i —yeC)

where, for y € Y, 7 is the unique element of Z* + s for which 7(3) =y. So P(y,r)
consists of the points of ¥ which are projections of points whose first d coordinates differ
from y by at most ». While there are more geometrically intuitive notions of r-patches
from the perspective of Y as a Delone set, this definition is natural in terms of the cut and
project scheme and will be technically simple to work with. As it turns out, we will show
in §5 that many of our results are not dependent upon the precise notion of r-patch used.

With the above notation, the estimate £p(y, R) of the frequency of equivalence class of
r-patch P at a point y € Y to distance R is given as

#{y €Y | PR ,r)=Pandy —y € C(R)}
#y €Y |y —yeCR)

As with our definition of r-patch, the ‘search-region’ about y of points y’ € Y with j" —
y € C(R) has a somewhat extrinsic definition in terms of the cut and project scheme (note

&p(y, R) =
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also that the number of such points is precisely (2| R| + 1)%). We prove results for their
intrinsic counterparts in §5.

The integer lattice 7ZF acts on Fy,byn-w:=p*(n)+wforne ZF and w € F,. For
r € Ry define the set of r-singular points as

sing(r) =W N (C(r) - oW).

The r-regular points are defined to be reg(r) = W \ sing(r). For y € Y, we define y* :=
0*(¥). The map y — y* is sometimes called the star map. It is instructive to observe that
the lift of an r-patch P(y, r) to the total space does not intersect the boundary of the strip
S precisely when y* is r-regular. The following result relates the connected components
of reg(r) to the collection of patches of size r, and will be an essential ingredient in the
proofs of Theorems 1.1, 1.2 and 1.3. The lemma is formulated in [15], and the proof can
be found in [16, Lemma 3.2].

LEMMA 2.1. [15, Lemma 2.4] For a regular, cubical cut and project set, for every
equivalence class P of r-patches there is a unique connected component Q of reg(r) such
that, forany y € Y,

P(y,r)=P ifandonlyify* € Q.

We call Q the acceptance domain of the patch P. Through this lemma, and E being
totally irrational, an application of the Birkhoff ergodic theorem gives the following
lemma.

LEMMA 2.2. [16, Lemma 3.2] The frequency &p of an equivalence class P of r-patches
is equal to | Q|, where Q is the acceptance domain of the patch P from Lemma 2.1.

We record one more fact on acceptance domains in the cubical case.

LEMMA 2.3. For a regular, cubical cut and project set, every acceptance domain (that is,
every connected component of reg(r)), is an axes-parallel box.

This lemma is due to the fact that, because the window is a cube, the points of sing(r)
arise only from translates of vertical and horizontal lines. It can be gleaned from the proof
of [16, Theorem 1.1], or as a special case of Theorem 5.4 which is why we do not give the
details here.

2.2. Discrepancy. For a sequence (x,),en of R and a measurable set A C R™, we
define the discrepancy

N
> xalen) —N|A|‘

n=1

Dy(A) =

where x4 stands for the characteristic function of A. The proof of Theorem 1.1 hinges on
estimates of this quantity. The following theorem is proved as [14, Theorem 5.21], or in
the current form [19, p. 116].
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LEMMA 2.4. (Erdos-Turan—Koksma inequality) Let (x,),eN be a sequence in R™. For

any L, N €N,
oup (PN o (L > r liex Qmi(h, xn))
Ap N -\ L N P o ,
0<l|h|<L n=1
heZ™

where the supremum is taken over all axes-parallel boxes A,

r(h)~" =T ] max{1, |1}

j=1

for h e R™, and C,, is a constant only depending on m.

2.3. Diophantine approximation. Let ¢ : N — R, be a decreasing function. We say
that a linear map L : R” — R”" is y-badly approximable, and write L € (), if for some
constant C > 0,

IL(@)l = C¥(lgq]) forallg € Z™ \ {0}.

On the other hand, we say that it is ¥ -well approximable, and write L € E(), if || L(g)| <
¥ (|g]) for infinitely many g € Z™. The Khintchine—Groshev theorem below connects the
measure of £(y) to the speed of decay of . The proof may be found in [5, §12.1].

LEMMA 2.5. (Khintchine—Groshev) The set () has either full Lebesgue measure or
measure 0 according to whether the sum

[e.0]

Z rm—l 1//(},)n

r=1

diverges or converges, respectively.

Notice that this gives the corresponding zero-one law for B(y) as well. The property
of L being -badly approximable can be converted to well-distribution properties of the
orbit of L via the following transference principle.

LEMMA 2.6. [8, Theorem VI of §V] Suppose that for some ¥ and X > 0, there is no
n € 74\ {0} satisfying simultaneously

ILMI =¥ and |n]<X.
Then for all y € R¥=4, there is n € Z¢ with
IL(n) —yll<c and |n| <R,

where
c= %(h + 1Dy, R= %(h + DX and h= LX_dTPd_kJ-
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3. Quantitative estimates for frequencies of patterns

In this section we prove Theorem 1.1, which bounds the rate of convergence of the
estimates £p(y, R) to the asymptotic frequencies £&p. The proof will incorporate tools
from discrepancy theory, reviewed in §2. We start with a technical lemma.

LEMMA 3.1. For almost every matrix (a;;) € RA&=D  for any & > 0, we have that

d
Do [ 1 @) ZH 17" <o (log H)SF, 3.1)
0<|h|<H i=1
hezk—

where (h, (a;j) ;) denotes the inner product of the vector h € ZF=4 with the ith row of
(@ij), and r is defined as in the statement of Lemma 2.4,

r(h)~' = l_[ max{1, |h;[}.
=1

Proof. For h € (Ry)F~4 define
J(h) := / (I¢h, BN - gl ¢k, BYINIT) 1 ap.
Rk—d/Zk—d

We claim first of all that J(h) <« 1. Indeed, given h = (h;);, let i be fixed, such that
hi > hj for any j #i. Consider the change of basis defined by u; := (h, B) and u; := g;
for i # j. This change of basis has Jacobian determinant hfl, and the domain [0, 1)<~
transforms to a region contained in the box B = [0, /1) x - - - x [0, lx_4), where [; = 1 for
i # jand[l; = (k — d)h;. It follows that

J(h) < /B(hl- Nz - Nogllug 11') ™" du
12
= (k — d)(/ (—u; - (logui)' ™)~ du;
0

1
+ [ (=1 —u) - (log(l — u;)' )~} du,-)
1/2

=2(k —d)s ' (log 2)~°.
From J (h) « 1 we may deduce that

9] d

Do D Onlogh)'™P - hy_g(og he—a)' )7 T 7 () < oo

h]:l hk—d:1 j:l

Exchanging the order of summation and integration, the quantity

o o0
X:=) " Y (hi(ogh)' - hi_g(log b))
h1=1 hi—a=1

d
- TR, @)l - logl ¢k, ey ! +217!
j=1
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is bounded for almost every choice of o = (a) € Rk=4_ For such an «, we then have that

H

H d
AH) = Y o Y )T [ I el

hi=1 hg—q=1 j=1

d
. L 1+8 1+6
= X max ((Iog hy -+ -log hx_q) ,U] llog| (A, &) l| )

d
loo )K= (1+8) log|[(h. e} |2
Zs.q (log H) 1"[10<rﬁaéﬂ|ogn< a)lll
i

By the Khintchine—Groshev theorem (Lemma 2.5) applied to one linear form in k — d
variables, there is a full measure set of o« € R¥~9 for which, for all & > 0, there exists
C > 0 with

<7, )]l = W

for all non-zero i € ZF=4_ It follows that for almost all @ we may bound
A'(H) < (log HYE=DU+)+d1+8) (160 pykte

for any ¢ > 0 by setting § sufficiently small. The implicit constant depends on ¢ and «.
The above calculation may be repeated for the sums analogous to A’(H) but where
certain indices run over negative values. For non-empty S C {1, ..., d}, let Ag be the
sum given by equation (3.1), but where we only sum over vectors 4 which are non-zero
in those coordinates belonging to S. By the above, the quantity Ag is bounded by 25 .

(log H)**#, the lemma follows. O
We are now ready to prove Theorem 1.1.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. Let L : R¢ — R¥=? and a corresponding regular, cubical cut and
project set Y =Y be given. For any equivalence class of r-patch P and y €Y, by
Lemma 2.1 we have that P(y, r) = P if and only if y* € Q, where Q is the connected
component of reg(r) corresponding to P, which is an axes-parallel box by Lemma 2.3. By
Lemma 2.2 we have that &p = |Q|. For N € N, let

xp(y, N):={y' €Y |P(y,r)=Pand j' — j € C(N)},
so that we wish to bound the quantity
Dy(P) :=l#xp(y, N) — 2N + D)7 - ép.

Since the cubical window W with some boundary points removed is a fundamental
domain for {0} x Z¥~? in F,, we may identify xp(y, N) with the set

{ne[~N, N1%| L) +y* € Q). (3.2)
By Lemma 2.4, there is a uniform constant C > 0, independent of P, for which

Dy(P) 1 r(h)
(2N)d §C<E 2 (N + 1)d|S|>

O<|h|<H

https://doi.org/10.1017/etds.2018.15 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/etds.2018.15

Typical statistics 3375

for any H € N, where

S = Z exp(2ri{h, L(n))),

nezd
[n|<N

and
r(h)~! ]_[ max{1, |;]}.
j=1
An upper bound for the exponential sum may be given as

S| =

Z Z expQmi(h, L(ny, ..., ng)))
—_

nj=—N n

IA

2
1_[ [1 —expQmi(h, L(e)))|

i=

—_

d
1_[ 2| sin(r (A, E(el)))

d
= [ [l Lenn.
i=1 i=1
using the concavity inequality | sin(wx)| > 2|x| on [—1/2, 1/2]. This reveals how the
discrepancy may be controlled by restricting the Diophantine properties of L. By

Lemma 3.1
d

S r [ 1A L™ <s.1 (log HY*

0<|h|<H i=1
for any § > 0 for almost every L. Hence
d

N
D (P) <. — + (log H)***.
Letting H =N 4 we have that
Dy(P) <Ke,1 (log N)**¢
for any ¢ > 0. It easily follows that there exists some C > 0 for which Dg(P) <

C(log R)**¢ for any R > 1. O

Remark 3.2. Notice that in order to use Lemma 2.4 in the proof of Theorem 1.1 it is only
necessary to know that the appearance of an r-patch P corresponds to a visit under £ to
some axes-parallel box, as in (3.2). This fact will be needed in §5.

The proof of low discrepancy established in the above argument may be used to bound
the repetitivity function for typical cut and project sets. We deduce the following corollary
to Theorem 1.1, which gives a slight weakening on the first bound of the repetitivity
function given in Theorem 1.2.

COROLLARY 3.3. Fix ¢ > 0. For Lebesgue almost all linear maps L : RY — R¥=4 the
corresponding cubical cut and project sets are @-repetitive for

o(r) > Cr*=4(log r)@k/d—1+¢,

The constant C depends on L, € and 7.
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Proof. To obtain a lower bound for typical repetitivity, we wish to firstly bound the sizes
of the regions Q of Lemma 2.1 from below. This will dictate the long-term behaviour
of appearances of patches across the resulting cut and project sets. To this end, let
Y(n) = (nd(log n)1*tey—1 and consider L = (L1, ..., Li_g), written as (k — d) linear
forms in d variables, with each L; € B(y). The set of such L is full measure by
the Khintchine—Groshev theorem (Theorem 2.5). For ny,ny € [-N, N ]%, since each
L; € B(y), we have that [Lj(n1) — Lj(n2)| = [|Lj(n1 —n2)|| = Cy(r), where C only
depends on L. It follows that the volumes of the connected components of reg(r) are

bounded from below by a function that grows at least as fast as (rd(log rylte )_(k_d).
By the discrepancy estimate of Theorem 1.1, there exist constants ¢y, ¢2, which do not

depend on P, y or R, for which &p(y, R) satisfies the estimate

k+e2 k+e2

tp — e "B 2 oz ) >
where we use the fact that the frequency &p is given by the volume of a connected
component of reg(r). Recall that &p(y, R) counts the number of occurrences of P in a
region of size R about y. If we pick R = r¥~?(log r)k/9)=1%¢ \where ¢ is some positive
number that can be made arbitrarily small by setting €1, &> sufficiently small, we deduce
that the quantity of (3.3) is eventually strictly positive as r grows. O

1+51)—(k—d) — (IOg , (3.3)

4. Repulsivity and repetitivity

In this section we prove Theorems 1.2 and 1.3. Very heuristically speaking, the proofs in

this section have two key steps.

Step 1. Obtain information on the size of the acceptance domains (from Lemma 2.1)
for the cut and project sets corresponding to a Lebesgue typical choice of linear
forms. This is possible through choosing an appropriate approximation function,
and applying Lemma 2.5.

Step 2. Obtain information on the density of orbits of £ for Lebesgue typical linear forms
L. This can again be done through an appropriate choice of the approximation
function. Lemma 2.6 is often useful because it translates information on
Diophantine properties into information on the density of the orbit.

Given these strategies, to prove, for example, that a certain repetitivity function grows fast

enough to apply to cut and project sets arising from a Lebesgue typical linear form, is

simple. In Step 1, choose the approximation i carefully so that it is Lebesgue typical but
guarantees quite large acceptance domains. In Step 2, make sure that the typical choice of
approximation function v also guarantees quite a dense orbit of L. Fit the ‘quite large’
together with the ‘quite dense’ so a certain orbit of £ visits every acceptance domain. By

Lemma 2.1 this is equivalent to all of the patches appearing in a certain region, which is

exactly what repetitivity function measures. A similar philosophy applies to all the proofs

in this section.

Proof of Theorem 1.2. As in the previous proof, we will first want to investigate the sizes
of the connected components of reg(r). Let L =(Ly, ..., Ly—g) be a system of k —d
linear forms L; of d variables, where each L; € B(y) with ¢ (r) := (rd(log r+e~1 By
Lemma 2.5, a set of full L measures satisfies this condition. By the Diophantine conditions
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on each L; and Lemma 2.1, the connected components Q corresponding to r-patches of Y
are boxes whose side lengths are bounded below by constant times r? (log 1S i
Limiting the long-term frequency of appearances of a patch does not preclude it
appearing multiple times in a smaller region than expected, and then not appearing at all in
larger regions. To curtail this sort of behaviour, in addition to the conditions above, we also
wish to enforce well-distribution of £ in [0, 1)¥~%. So we suppose that L € B(¥) where
W((p) = ((pd/(k_d) (log (,zJ)(lJ“E,)/(k_d))_l for any ¢’ > 0. By Lemma 2.5, this property (in
conjunction with the property above on each L;) applies to a full measure set of linear
forms. By transference, £ applied to a box of integers of side length ¢ has density at

constant times
(p—d/(k—d) (log (p)(d—l)/(k—d)+l+6

in [0, )=, where § > 0 can by made arbitrarily small by setting ¢’ sufficiently small.

By Lemma 2.1, there is a constant C depending only on E for which, whenever each ¢-
orbit x + L([—¢, (p]%) of x € [0, 1)*~ intersects each connected component Q of reg(r),
then we have that every r-patch of Y occurs within distance ¢ of every point y € Y. By
the calculations above, given r > 0, it is sufficient to set ¢ = ¢(r) so that

(p_d/(k_d)(log (p)(d—l)/(k—d)+l+6 < C(rd(log r)l+s)—1’
for some constant C > 0 (depending only on E and ¢). A quick calculation shows that we
may choose
0(r) = cr¥ =4 (log r)Pk=D/d=1+8
for constants ¢, 8 > 0 which only depend on E and ¢, and for which 8’ can be made
arbitrarily small by setting ¢ sufficiently small.

For the other bound on the typical behaviour of the repetitivity function, let ¥ (r) =
cir— (log r)~! and L be such that L1 € £(v) and each of the L; have trivial kernels. The
set of such linear forms is a full measure by Lemma 2.5. It follows that for infinitely
many values of r, there exists some acceptance domain Q for an r-patch P which is a box
with the first side length less than c;7~%(log #)~! and other sides, by a simple counting
argument, with lengths less than »~¢. It will follow that any cubical cut and project set
associated to L is not ¢-repetitive so long as ¢ is chosen so that the orbit of £ applied to a
box of integers of size ¢(r) has gaps larger than these boxes.

Given h, v >0, let o = (h - vk’d’l)l/ 4 Then for any positive o < 1, for sufficiently
large ¢ we may subdivide [0, 1)~ into more than ag? boxes whose first side lengths are
bounded below by %, and others are bounded below by v. So there exists ¢y for which
the orbit under £ over a box of integers of size cp¢ must fail to visit some box whose
first side is v and others are 4. Set v =c;r~¢(logr)~! and h = r~4, so that ¢ = @(r) =
cl_l/ dyk—d (log r)!'/?. Choosing appropriate starting points in the cut and project set (the
positions of which correspond to a dense subset of W, by irrationality), we may arrange
for the orbit of £ under a box of integers of size cy¢(r) to miss the acceptance domain
of r-patches P, for infinitely many values of r. Since the constant ¢; was arbitrary and
¢y is fixed, it follows that almost every cut and project set is not ¢-repetitive with ¢(r) =
Crk=4(1og r)=14, for any C > 0. O

Remark 4.1. Notice that in Theorem 1.2 the upper and lower bound for the repetitivity
function differ by a power of a logarithm. The bound for the lower bound is likely to be
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far from optimal for k — d > 1, since the argument only exploits Diophantine properties
of the linear forms in a single direction, implementing trivial bounds in the others, but we
could not improve it with a simple geometric argument.

We now turn our attention to repulsivity.

Proof of Theorem 1.3. Almost every linear form L: RY — R¥~? is y/-well approximable
with
¥ (r) = cr D qog )~ HE=D,

for any ¢ > 0, and almost every linear form L also has the property that each L; has
trivial kernel. Given such an L, let non-zero n € Z¢ satisfy ||L(n)|| < ¥ (|n|) and set r :=
2714y (|n])~1/4. By a simple counting argument, for any positive o < 1, for sufficiently
large r there exists a connected component Q of reg(r) which is a box with side lengths
bounded below by r~ =ay(n)).

It follows that for m € Z¥ 4 s projecting sufficiently close to the centre of Q (which
exists by total irrationality), we have P(w(m), r) =P(@(m +n + f), r) for some f €
F, N Z*. This gives us the bound

dix(m),t(im+n+ ) < |n| K rk—d log(r)*]/d.

It follows that a cubical cut and project set corresponding to L is not g-repulsive with
@(r) :=crk¥=41og(r)~1/4, for any ¢ > 0.

For the other bound on the repulsivity function, we want to use typical Diophantine
properties for L to bound, firstly, the sizes of the connected components of reg(r)
from above and, secondly, ||L(n)|| from below. For the latter we may impose that L
is y-badly approximable with ¥ (r) = cr=4/* =D Jog(r)~(1+8)/k=d) for all ¢, e >0, a
condition which is satisfied by almost all linear maps L. For the former, we may impose
that each L; is y-badly approximable for ¥ (r) = cr =4 log(r) =119 forall ¢, ¢ > 0, which
again applies to almost all linear maps L; : R? — R. By the transference principle of
Lemma 2.6, for all ¢ > 0 the connected components of reg(r) have side lengths bounded
above by cr =4 log(r)?1#) for some ¢ = ¢ > 0.

We wish to show that, for sufficiently large r, whenever d(y,y’) <
crt=d1og(r)y~Vd-tk=d=¢ for distinct y, y' €Y, then P(y,r) #P((,r). So let
m#neZ+s with [m —n| < C'r*=1og(r)~V/4=*=D=¢ for some constant C’ and
L(m + s) and L(n + s) both belonging to the same connected component Q of reg(r). By
the above bounds on the side lengths of Q, we see that |L(m —n)|| < cr— log(r)d(l+8).
We may now use our badly approximable hypothesis on L to conclude that |m — n| must
be larger than some constant times r¥~¢ log(r)~!/4=(k-d)—¢ O

5. Intrinsically defined patches and search regions
5.1. Other patch types.  In the above proofs it was advantageous to use a specific choice
of notion of a patch. However, versions of Theorems 1.1-1.3 hold true for many other
choices as well.

Notice that a choice of notion of an r-patch is essentially a choice of equivalence
relation ~, on the points of Y for each r € R,. Say that two such choices ~! and zi
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FIGURE 1. Comparison of type I (on the left) and type II (on the right) patches. Notice that the definitions only
differ near the boundary of the patch.

are linearly equivalent if there exist constants A, ¢ > 0 such that, for every r € R, the
conditions ~!, +C§:E and ~2 +C§:} hold. Here we interpret an equivalence relation
on Y as a subset of ¥ x Y. For ~! and ~2 linearly equivalent, it is easy to see that
if Y is g-repetitive with respect to ~!, then it is ¢’-repetitive with respect to ~2, for
¢'(r) = @(Ar + ¢), and similarly in the other direction. A similar statement holds for
@-repulsivity. So Theorems 1.2 and 1.3 hold for any notion of r-patch linearly equivalent
to the one introduced in §2.

In this section, we shall focus on the following two natural definitions for a patch of

sizeratyeY:

Pi(y, rQ)={y eY |y —yerQ};
Pu(y, rQ):={y' €Y |y —Fep ')}

We call these types of patches type I and type II patches, respectively. See Figure 1 for
a comparison of the definitions. Here 2 is some bounded convex subset of E containing
a neighbourhood of the origin. For X C E, let N, (X) denote the k-neighbourhood of
X of points of E within ¥ of X € E. Assuming that 2 is convex (amongst many other
weaker conditions) we have the bound | N, (3r2)| < crd=1, for sufficiently large r. This
is required in the proof of Lemma 5.4 below.

The patches of §2 are given by

P(y,r) = Pu(y, (r[=1, 1 + F,) N E).

Hence patches of type II and patches from §2 are linearly equivalent, and Theorems 1.2
and 1.3 apply to them. It was noted in [16] as equation (4.1) that there is a constant ¢ > 0
such that for any y € Y and r > 0 large enough,

Pi(y, (r — o)) € Pu(y, r2) € Pi(y, (r +¢)2).

By this observation Theorems 1.2 and 1.3 also apply directly to the intrinsically defined
patches of type L.

In the following, we sometimes use the subindices to distinguish between patch types,
and I/II when the statement holds for both type I and type II. The objects P, &p and
Ep(y, R) for type I and type II patches are defined as in §2, and for the most part

https://doi.org/10.1017/etds.2018.15 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/etds.2018.15

3380 A. Haynes et al

the same notation is used, which should not be a cause of confusion. For example,
two r-patches Py/i(y1, 7€2) and Pyi(y2, r§2) of either type I or type II are equivalent
if Pyu(y1, r2) — y1 = Pyu(y2, r2) — y2, and we denote the corresponding equivalence
class by Pyi(y1, r€2).

The rest of this subsection is devoted to proving the following version of Theorem 1.1
for patches of types I and II. It may be paraphrased as saying that the same discrepancy
estimates hold for generalized patch types, but that for type I patches of size r the constant
term depends on r.

THEOREM 5.1. Let & > 0. Then for almost all choices of linear maps L : RY — R¥=4, for
the corresponding cubical cut and project sets Y, there is a constant C that only depends
on L, & and m such that the following holds: fix a bounded convex set Q2 C E containing
a neighbourhood of the origin. Let r > 0, and let y' € Y. Then for type Il patches Py =
Pul(y’, rQ), forall y € Y, and for all R > 1,

10g(R)k+6
|§P11(y7 R) - “;:PH| = (O T
Furthermore, for r large enough, for type I patches Py = P(y', rQ), forall y € Y, and for

all R > 1,
log(R)k+£r(d—l)(k—d—l)
R4

The proof of this claim will follow from the proof of Theorem 1.1, along with some
control on what we call acceptance domains associated to type I and II patches, see
Lemma 5.4. Set S = W — W) + E and, given a fixed patch shape 2, let Z1(rQ2) :=
7ZkNn8n 771 (rQ) and Zp(rQ) := 7% N Sn o~ (rQ). Recall the definition of the star
map from §2.

LEMMA 5.2. Let Pyn(y, rQ) be a patch of type I or II. We have that y' € Pyu(y, rQ) if
and only if y' = y + m(n) for n € Zyn(rQ) satisfying y* € W — n*.

Proof. Suppose that y" e Pyn(y,rQ). Then y,y" €Y or, equivalently, 7,y €S
N (ZF +5). Tt follows that n:=3 —5eSNZK. If y e Py, r2) then y —y=
w(n) erR, so ne Zy(rQ). Similarly, if y' € Py(y, rQ) then 3/ —j=nep~ ' (rQ),
so n € Z(r). It follows that for y' € Prju(y, r§2) it is necessary that y —y=m(n)
with n € Zy(r2). Assuming that there is such an n, we have that v e Pyu(y, r2) if
and only if y/ =y + m(n) € Y; equivalently, § + n € S which is the case if and only if
Yy ew —n*. O

The above allows us to construct acceptance domains for patches. Given an equivalence
class of patch P = P (y, r2) of type I or II, define

Zim(P) :={n € Zym(rQ) |n =3 — § for some y’ € Pyn(y, r)},

and
Zin(P) == {n € Zyn(rQ) | n # §' — y forany y' € Piyu(y, r@)}.

Of course, these sets do not depend on the choice of representative Pym(y, r€2) of P.
Notice that ZIG/II (P) and Zf’-;H(P) are complementary subsets of Z/1(r€2). To explain the
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logic of the notation, notice that the elements of ZIE/H(P) determine which lifted points
are in P, relative to the central point of the patch, and Zf¢/H(73) determines which, of the
points which could be in P, are in fact not in P.

For a subset X of (an understood) space E, we let X¢ be the closure of the complement
of X in E, thatis, X¢:= E \ X.

COROLLARY 5.3. Let P =Pyu(y1, r2) be a patch of type I or 1. Then there exists a
subset A(P) of the window for which, for any y> € Y, we have that Pyju(y2, r2) =P if
and only if y5 € A(P). Moreover, we may set

AP)= () W-n"n () W' —n" (5.1)
nEZIG/H(P) nEZF/II(P)

Proof. Suppose that y, € Y with y € A(P). So for all n € ZIE/H(P) we have that y; €
W —n*, and hence y» + w(n) € Pyu(y2, r2) by Lemma 5.2. Again by Lemma 5.2, for
all y" € Pym(y1, r€2) we have that y’ = y; 4+ m(n) for some n € ZIG/H(’P). It follows that
Pyu(y1, r2) — y1 € Pyu(y2, r2) — y2. The opposite inclusion is similar, using ZSH(P)
in place of ZIG/H(P). Conversely, suppose that y3 ¢ A(P). It follows that y5 ¢ W — n* for
some n € ZIE/H(P) or y3 ¢ W — n* for some n € Zf/H(P). By Lemma 5.2, in the former
case we have that y, 4+ m(n) ¢ Pyn(y2, r2) but that y; + 7w (n) € Pyn(y1, r<2), and in the
latter case we have that y, + 7 (n) € Pyn(y2, r2) but that yy + 7 (n) ¢ Pyn(y1, r2). O

We call the region A(P) constructed above the acceptance domain of P. This is an
extension of the definition in Lemma 2.1 to more general patches. Exactly as in [16,
Lemma 3.1], it is a consequence of the total irrationality of E that &p = |A(P)|. In order
to prove discrepancy estimates for these regions, analogously to our proof of Theorem 1.1,
we need more control over the shapes of these regions. This amounts to reducing the
number of translates of the complement of the window required on the right-hand side of
the intersection of (5.1). The following lemma shows that we may completely eliminate
these entries for type II patches, so that the corresponding acceptance domains are axes-
parallel boxes, and for type I patches we only require a number of translates which grows
at the rate of the measure of a neighbourhood of the boundary of r 2.

LEMMA 5.4. For a patch P = Pi(y, r2) of type I, we have that

AP)= () W-n"n{) W —n*
nEZIE/H(P) neZ’

where #Z' < cr?= for some constant ¢ depending only on Q, L and w. For a patch
P = Puly, r) of type II, we have that

AP)= (] W-n*
neZIE/H(P)

and so A(P) is an axes-parallel box.
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Proof. Since W is a fundamental domain for {0}¢ x Z¥~? in F,, we may express the
closure of the complement of the window in W 4+ (W — W) via the identity

WCO(W—i—(W—W)):( U W—i—m*) NW+W-W)),
mekK
where K C {0} x Z*~¢ is a finite set (in particular, it is the set of 3k=4 _ | sums of the
form Zf‘:—ld & - ej+q where the ¢; € {—1, 0, +1}, not all 0, and the e; 4, are the k — d
standard basis vectors of F,). Since n* € W — W foralln € Zf/n (P)and A(P) €W, we
may replace the occurrences of W€ in (5.1) by the union above, giving

AP)= () W-n"n ) (UW—(n—m)*).

neZpy(P) nezf/H(P) mek

So, for all n e Zf'é/n (P), there exists some m € K for which A(P) has non-trivial
intersection with W — (n — m)*. If (n —m) € ZIE/H(P), then clearly removing n from
Zf";H(P) does not change the intersection. By (5.1), since A(P) C W — (n — m)*, we
may remove n from the list if (n —m) € Zyn(rQ). Since W intersects W — (n — m)*,
we have that (n — m)* € W — W, so it suffices to check that (n —m) € 7~ (rQ) in the
case of a patch of type I and that (n — m) € p~! (rQ) for a patch of type II.

In the latter case we have that n € p~!(rQ) and, since m € F,, we still have that
(n —m) € p~'(rQ). Therefore all elements of Zﬁ (P) may be removed in (5.1) without
changing the intersection. In short, the existence of certain points not being in Py is
automatically ensured by corresponding points being in Pyy.

For patches of type I, if (n — m) ¢ s (rQ2) thenn € 771 r)¢ + K. Thus we wish to
bound the size of the set

ZirDN @' e+ K)=ZNnSna QN ¢ Q° + 7 (K)) =ZF N X,
where X, = Snx—! (r2 N (rQ° + 7 (K))). Consider the region X|. given as the union of

unit boxes centred at the points of Z* intersecting X, non-trivially. The number of lattice
points in X, is bounded by the measure of X|.. Notice that

P*X)SW—-W, and
(X)) SrQN R+ m(K)) S N, (0rL2).
Since p* and 7 are complementary, and X, € N,, (X,) (where «7 is simply the length of
the diagonal of the unit cube in Rk), it follows that
#(ZF N X,) <|X)| < CIN (0rQ),
where C and «3 are constants which depend only on €2, L and . It is not difficult to show
that for a convex set €2, given k > 0, there exists some ¢ for which [N, (arQ2)| < cr?=1 for

sufficiently large . Since we need only include those elements of Z¥ N X, in Zfé (P) in
the intersection defining A(P), and since #(Z5 N X,) < cCr?=1, the result follows. O

LEMMA 5.5. Let Ag C R™ be an axes-parallel box with side lengths at most 1, and let A
be a region obtained by removing N translates of the unit cube from Ay, that is,

N
A= Ao\ Jao, ™ +x,
i=1
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where x; € R™. Then A can be written as a union of (N + 1)"~! axes-parallel boxes, only
overlapping on their boundaries.

Proof. The claim may be proved inductively over the dimension m. The statement is
obvious when m = 1, since then A is an interval. So suppose for the inductive step that
the claim holds in dimension m, and A € R™*!, For each of the N translates of the cube
there is (at most) one face that is orthogonal to the (n + 1)st basis vector and has a non-
empty intersection with A. Denote the corresponding hyperplanes containing these faces
by Hi, ..., Hk. Let Hy and Hg 1 be the bottom and top faces defining A, respectively;
there are at most N + 2 hyperplanes in the collection {Hy, . .., Hg1}. Within each slice
between consecutive hyperplanes, up to a thickening by the distance between them, the
region A is effectively an m-dimensional axes-parallel box with (at most) N translates of
the unit cube removed, so that, inductively, there is a decomposition of them into at most
(N + 1)"~! axes parallel boxes. Since there are at most N + 1 slices, this leaves us with
a decomposition into at most (N + 1) boxes. O

Proof of Theorem 5.1. For a type II patch, by Lemma 5.4, the acceptance domain is an
axes-parallel box, and hence, by Remark 3.2, the proof of Theorem 1.1 applies, giving
the claim. For a type I patch P = Pi(y, r2), by Lemma 5.4 the acceptance domain A (P)
is a box with at most cr?~! translates of the unit cube removed. By the above lemma,
we may thus decompose A(7P) into a union of at most c¢r@~D*=4=D axes_parallel boxes.
Applying the proof of Theorem 1.1 to each of these finishes the proof. O

5.2. Other search regions. In Theorem 1.1 we were investigating the number of
occurrences of a fixed patch P within the box of points about y € Y whose lifts have
first d coordinates differing from those of y by at most R. Instead of taking a box, we may
take any general (bounded) shape in E. Given a search region A C E, we set
#y eV | Pyn(y,rQ =Pandy —ye A+ F,}

Ep(y, A) = ; = :
#Hy eV |y —yeA+F,)
}k—d:

Define A4 to be the canonical projection of A to R? x {0
Ag = {x; € RY | there exists x, € F,, with (x;, x2) € A}.
Set X4 :=Z N Ay, and note that the term of the denominator of &p(y, A) is precisely

#X 4. To estimate the quantity &p(y, A), we shall use the following theorem of
Laczkovich.

THEOREM 5.6. [20, Theorem 1.3] Let H CR? be a region which is a finite union of
integer translates of cubes [—1/2, 1/2)%. Then there are dyadic cubes Q1, . . ., Qy (ie.
cubes whose side lengths are powers of 2) such that

u=(Ue\(U, )

i=l+1

where the Q; N Q; = ) whenever i, j <l ori, j>1, and Q; N Q= Qj wheneveri <
[ < j. Furthermore, such a set of dyadic cubes can be chosen so that the number of cubes
of side length 2™ is < |0H |2~V where |dH| is the (d — 1)-dimensional Hausdorff
measure of the boundary of H, and implies the constant only depends on the dimension d.
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THEOREM 5.7. Let d > 2. Consider a cubical cut and project set Y such that for some
e>0,
(log R)k+8
lEp(y, R) —ép|<C- —gd
for all R > 1 for all equivalence classes of patches P. (By Theorem 1.1 this behaviour is
Lebesgue typical.) Fix a patch P, a point y € Y and a bounded set A C E. Let H be the
[—1/2, 1/2]% 4 n. Then
Ep(r. A) — £p| = CLo0),

T #X,
where the constant C depends on E, e, P and w. In the case of type Il patches, C is
independent of P.

cube-complex covering X a, that is, let H =, cyx,

Proof. Let (Q;) be as in Theorem 5.6, such that H is a union of the (Q,‘)f=1 minus the
(Q j);?zl +1- By aslight abuse of notation, we let #Q; denote the number of integer points
in Q,‘.

The fact that the Q; are either disjoint or included in one another implies that

1 n
#XAEP(y, A) =) #QiEp(y, Q) — Y #Qj&p(y, Q)).

i=1 j=I+1
Since (3 _; #Qi — ) ; #Qj) =#X 4, applying the triangle inequality we obtain

n
#XAlEp(y, A) —Ep| < Y #Qilép(y, Qi) — £pl.
i=1
Each of the Q;’s is a square, and therefore we can apply Theorem 1.1 repeatedly for each
Q;. For a dyadic Q; with side length 2", we have that #Q; = 2"¢, so we may write

(10 Zm)k—i-s (10 2m)k+£
Ep(r, Q) —pl = C—— =C g#Q_ .
i

Furthermore, there are at most |d H|27"?~1 boxes Q; which have length 2”. Therefore

o~ [0H]
#X|Ep(y, X) = Epl < C ) ooy (log 27,
m=0

If d > 2, this sum is finite and we get
[0H |

, X)) — <C'— O
Ep(y, X) —ép| < #X 1

Remark 5.8. The above proof does not apply when d = 1, but in that case any convex set
A C E is an interval /, so that Theorem 1.1 applies directly.

Finally, we wish to express an intrinsic and more natural version of these quantities.
Again fix a bounded search region A containing the origin, and an equivalence class of
patch P of either type I or II, and define

EL(y. A) = #y eY| 7;1/11(y’, r)and y' € A + y}.
YN (A+y)
The following theorem shows that for reasonable regions A this quantity does not differ
from &p(y, A) by too much.
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LEMMA 5.9. Let Y be a cubical cut and project set, y € Y, P be a patch of type I or II,
and A C E be a bounded search region containing the origin. Then there exists a constant
k > 0, depending only on &, for which

INc(0A)]

Ep(y, A) =&p(y, A)| =2 X

Proof. Consider the quantities #X 4&p(y, A) and #(Y N (A + y))Eé;(y, A). They are
given by the number of occurrences of P corresponding to points of X4 and to points
of Y N (A + y), respectively. More precisely, there is a canonical bijection between the
points of X 4 and the elements of the set

Xy =0'eY |V -FeA+F}={"eY|p(i)eA+po(}
and the quantity #X 4&p(y, A) is precisely the size of the set
' eY PO, rQ)=Pand p(i) €A+ p()}.

Soif y' € X/, but y' ¢ A+ y, then p(3') € A+ p(3) but y' € A°+y. Since y, y' €7,
there exists a k¥ > 0 for which this may only be the case if y/ — y € N, (dA). We have a
similar statement for the opposite inclusions, and upon restricting to points corresponding
to P, we have the inequalities

[#XA — (Y N (A+ y)| < [N(BA)],
and
[#X Aép(y, A) —#Y N (A +y)) - Ep(y, A)| < N (JA)].
It follows that

/ #HY N(A+y) —#XA)Ep(y, A)|  IN(DA)
lEp(y, A) = &p(y, Al =< v o

- INe (@A) (1 +E5(y, A)) _ 2|NK(8A)|.
- #X 4 - #X A

Finally, we deduce the following intrinsic version of Theorem 5.7. Note that the region
A N N (A€ in its statement may be interpreted as the set of points of A sufficiently far
from 0 A.

COROLLARY 5.10. Let d > 2. Consider a cubical cut and project set Y such that for
some € > 0,

(log R)k+8
lEp(y, R) —ép|=C- —Rd
for all R > 1 for all equivalence classes of patches P. (By Theorem 1.1 this behaviour is
Lebesgue typical.) Then there exists some k > 0, depending only on 7, for which, for any
patch P, point y € Y, and bounded set A C E, we have that

[N (0A)]

Ep(y, A) —&p| < CW~

3
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In particular, for A convex, bounded and containing a neighbourhood of the origin, we
have that

|&5(y, RA) — ép| < CR™!

for sufficiently large R. In each formula the constant C depends on E, ¢, w and, for type I
patches, P.

Proof. 1t follows from Theorem 5.7 and the above lemma that

EL(y. A) — £ |<C|3H|+2|NK(8A)|
P PL="%x, #X,

Firstly, we claim that there exists ¥ > 0 depending only on the dimension for which #X 4 >
|A N N (A)|. In what follows, we shall often identify A with A4, and |A| with |Ay4], etc.
Consider the set X ;1 C X4 of lattice points which are further than distance «; from A;,
where k1 is the length of the diagonal of a unit cube in R?. The cube-complex Q of unit
cubes centred at the points of X', contains all points of A; which are further than distance
«1 from A§. It follows that #X 4 > #X', = |Q| > |[A N N, (A)|.

Secondly, we claim that there exist ¢, k > 0 depending only on the dimension for which
c|0H| < |N,(0A)|. Construct a cube-complex Q by placing cubes of side lengths 1/2 at
the centres of each face of d H. Since |d H| is equal to the number of its faces, and each
cube is disjoint, we have that |Q| = (1/2)d |0H|. A face of d H must be within some «y of
the boundary of Ay, so Q € N;(dAy) for some x3 > 0. It follows that [0 H | = 24|10| <
29| N (9A).

Inserting this information into (5.2), we have that

(5.2)

[N (9A)]

Ep(y, A) = ép| < (C' + Z)W

where C’ is independent of P in the case of a patch of type I and «’ = max{«, xi, k3}
depends only on 7. For any « > 0 and A sufficiently regular (e.g. convex and containing a
neighbourhood of the origin), there exist constants c1, ¢z for which |N(dRA)| < ¢y Ri-1
and |RA N N (RA)¢| > c2 R for sufficiently large R, from which the claim follows. O
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