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Abstract. We prove that the pushforwards of a very general class
of fractal measures µ on Rd under a large family of non-linear maps
F : Rd → R exhibit polynomial Fourier decay: there exist C, η > 0
such that |F̂ µ(ξ)| ≤ C|ξ|−η for all ξ ̸= 0. Using this, we prove that if
Φ = {φa : [0, 1] → [0, 1]}a∈A is an iterated function system consisting
of analytic contractions, and there exists a ∈ A such that φa is not
an affine map, then every non-atomic self-conformal measure for Φ has
polynomial Fourier decay; this result was obtained simultaneously by
Algom, Rodriguez Hertz, and Wang. We prove applications related to
the Fourier uniqueness problem, Fractal Uncertainty Principles, Fourier
restriction estimates, and quantitative equidistribution properties of
numbers in fractal sets.
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1. Introduction

1.1. Background and results. The Fourier transform of a Borel probability
measure µ supported on R is the function µ̂ : R → C given by

(1.1) µ̂(ξ) =
∫
R
e−2πiξxdµ(x).

It is an important quantity giving ‘arithmetic’ information about the measure.
However, it is often difficult to calculate. A measure µ is said to be a
Rajchman measure if µ̂(ξ) → 0 as |ξ| → ∞. Determining whether a measure
is Rajchman, and if it is Rajchman, the speed at which the Fourier transform
converges to zero, is an interesting and important problem.

In this paper we consider this problem in the context of fractal measures.
Historically, the study of the Fourier transform of fractal measures was
initiated by problems coming from uniqueness of trigonometric series, metric
number theory, Fourier multipliers, and maximal operators defined by fractal
measures. We refer the reader to [48,49,60] for a thorough historical overview.
Well-studied families of fractal measures include self-similar measures and
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self-conformal measures; these arise from iterated function systems, which
are defined as follows. We call a map φ : [0, 1]d → [0, 1]d a contraction if
there exists r ∈ (0, 1) such that ∥φ(x)−φ(y)∥ ≤ r∥x−y∥ for all x, y ∈ [0, 1]d.
We call a finite set of contractions an iterated function system, or IFS for
short. A well-known result due to Hutchinson [38] states that for any IFS
Φ = {φa}a∈A, there exists a unique non-empty compact set X satisfying

X =
⋃
a∈A

φa(X).

We call X the attractor of Φ. We will always assume that our IFS is non-
trivial, by which we mean that the contractions do not all share a common
fixed point, and thus X is always uncountable. The attractors of iterated
function systems very often exhibit fractal behaviour. To understand the
metric properties of an attractor X, one typically studies measures supported
on X. The most well studied fractal measures are the stationary measures
arising from probability vectors (see [34,64,68]). Given an IFS Φ = {φa}a∈A
and a probability vector p = (pa)a∈A (0 < pa < 1 for all a and

∑
a∈A pa = 1),

another well-known result, also due to Hutchinson [38], states that there
exists a unique Borel probability measure satisfying

(1.2) µ =
∑
a∈A

pa · φaµ.

We call µ the stationary measure corresponding to Φ and p, and emphasise
that we always assume that all probability weights are strictly positive, so
supp(µ) = X. Recall that a map φ : [0, 1]d → [0, 1]d is called a similarity if
there exists r ∈ (0, 1) such that ∥φ(x) −φ(y)∥ = r∥x−y∥ for all x, y ∈ [0, 1]d.
If an IFS Φ consists of similarities, and we want to emphasise this property,
then we say that the IFS is a self-similar iterated function system, and
the corresponding stationary measures are known as self-similar measures.
Similarly, if Φ consists of C1+α angle-preserving contractions with non-
vanishing derivative, then the IFS is called a self-conformal IFS, and the
corresponding stationary measures are known as self-conformal measures1.
Self-conformal IFSs and self-conformal measures arise naturally in several
areas of mathematics. They appear in number theory by considering the
inverse branches of the Gauss map [39]. Similarly, the Furstenberg measures
that play an important role in random matrix theory can under suitable
hypothesis be realised as self-conformal measures [9, 70].

Understanding the Fourier decay properties of stationary measures for
IFSs is an active area of research; see [60] for a recent survey, which also
discusses several applications of this problem. In this paper we study the

1In this paper, whenever we refer to self-conformal measures they will be supported in
the line, so for our purposes the angle preserving property is superfluous.
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Fourier decay properties of non-linear pushforwards of self-similar measures.
This problem has been studied previously by Kaufman [43], Chang and
Gao [21], and Mosquera and Shmerkin [55]. They each proved polynomial
Fourier decay results for pushforwards of self-similar measures coming from
homogeneous self-similar IFSs in R (i.e. where all contraction ratios are
equal) by C2 maps with nonvanishing second derivative. These results were
recently generalised to R2 by Mosquera and Olivo [54]. Our main result
in this direction is the following theorem, which makes no assumption of
homogeneity and allows the second derivative of the pushforward map to
vanish in places. A measure ν is said to have polynomial Fourier decay (or
power Fourier decay) if there exist C, η > 0 such that |ν̂(ξ)| ≤ C|ξ|−η for all
ξ ∈ R \ {0}.

Theorem 1.1. Let µ be a self-similar measure with support in [0, 1] and let
F : [0, 1] → R be analytic and non-affine. Then the pushforward measure Fµ
has polynomial Fourier decay.

We will also prove statements for more general stationary measures on Rd
and for pushforwards that are only C2 instead of analytic (see Section 1.2).
Theorem 1.1 has an immediate consequence for the Fourier decay properties
of certain self-conformal measures. Before formulating this statement we will
recall some recent results on these measures.

It is generally believed that if a C1+α IFS is sufficiently non-linear then
each of its self-conformal measures will exhibit polynomial Fourier decay.
This line of research was taken up by Jordan and Sahlsten [39] who, building
upon work of Kaufman [42], and later Queffélec and Ramaré [58], proved that
if µ is a Gibbs measure for the Gauss map of sufficiently large dimension then
the Fourier transform of µ has polynomial Fourier decay. This result was then
generalised by Bourgain and Dyatlov in [17], who used methods from additive
combinatorics to establish polynomial Fourier decay for Patterson–Sullivan
measures for convex cocompact Fuchsian groups. The additive combinatorics
methods of Bourgain and Dyatlov were later applied by Sahlsten and Stevens
in [61]. In this paper they proved that Gibbs measures for well separated
self-conformal IFSs acting on the line satisfying a suitable non-linearity
assumption have polynomial Fourier decay. Algom, Rodriguez Hertz, and
Wang [3, 4] established weaker decay rates for the Fourier transform of
self-conformal measures under weaker assumptions than those appearing
in [61]. Recently both the first named author and Sahlsten [12], and Algom,
Rodriguez Hertz, and Wang [5], gave sufficient conditions for an IFS which
guarantee that every self-conformal measure exhibits polynomial Fourier
decay. Both of these papers used a disintegration method inspired by work
of Algom, the first named author, and Shmerkin [1], albeit in different ways.
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Importantly, the results in [3, 4, 5, 12] do not require the IFS to satisfy any
separation assumptions.

Building upon existing work, in this paper we use Theorem 1.1 to prove
that a self-conformal measure coming from an IFS consisting of analytic maps2

will have polynomial Fourier decay under the weakest possible non-linearity
assumption. In particular, the following holds.

Theorem 1.2. Let {φa : [0, 1] → [0, 1]}a∈A be an IFS such that each φa is
analytic, and suppose that there exists a ∈ A such that φa is not an affine
map. Then for every self-conformal measure µ there exist C, η > 0 such that
|µ̂(ξ)| ≤ C|ξ|−η for all ξ ̸= 0.

Theorem 1.2 was obtained simultaneously and independently by Algom
et al. in [2]. This theorem was announced in [5] and in [5, Section 6] a
short argument, conditional on what was at the time a forthcoming result3

of Algom et al. [2] (which also follows from this paper), was provided.
The proof of Theorem 1.2 divides into two cases depending on whether or

not the IFS admits an analytic conjugacy to a self-similar IFS; both cases
are highly non-trivial. The case where no such conjugacy exists follows
from the main results in [5] and [12], which are proved by establishing
spectral gap-type estimates for appropriate transfer operators. For the case
when the IFS admits such a conjugacy, each self-conformal measure can be
realised as a pushforward of a self-similar measures under the conjugacy map.
Using this observation, the conjugacy case of Theorem 1.2 follows from a
suitable application of Theorem 1.1 (see the argument given in Section 3).
Similarly, a suitable theorem on the behaviour of non-linear pushforwards
of self-conformal measures was obtained by Algom et al. in [2]. It was this
result that was relied upon in the conditional argument given in [5].

The present paper and [2] differ in two key ways. Whereas [5], [12] and
this paper made use of a disintegration technique from [1] to establish Fourier
decay, Algom et al. [2] use a large deviations estimate of Tsujii [67]. Our
non-linear projection theorem applies more generally and covers some higher-
dimensional and infinite iterated function systems. On the other hand, the
non-linear projection theorem of Algom et al. is a more direct analogue
of the classical van der Corput inequality from harmonic analysis. They
also use this theorem to prove equidistribution results for the sequence (xn
mod 1)∞

n=1, where x is distributed according to a self-similar measure.

2Recall that a function f : [0, 1] → R is real analytic if for all x0 ∈ [0, 1] there exists
ε > 0 and a power series about x0 which converges to f(x) for all x ∈ (x0 −ε, x0 +ε)∩ [0, 1].

3Preprints of the present paper and [2] were made available to experts at the time [5]
was made publicly available.
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1.2. Non-linear pushforwards of fractal measures. Our results on
non-linear pushforwards of fractal measures hold in the general setting of
countable IFSs, which were studied systematically in [50]. As such it is
necessary to introduce some additional terminology. We call a countable
family Φ = {φa : [0, 1]d → [0, 1]d}a∈A of contractions satisfying

(1.3) sup
a∈A

sup
x,y∈[0,1]d

∥φa(x) − φa(y)∥
∥x− y∥

< 1

a countable iterated function system, or CIFS for short. Whenever we use the
phrase IFS we will mean a non-trivial finite set of contractions; when we say
CIFS we will mean a countable (possibly finite, possibly trivial) collection of
contractions satisfying (1.3). For a countable iterated function system there
no longer necessarily exists a unique non-empty compact set X satisfying
X = ∪a∈Aφa(X).4 As such, given a CIFS we define

X :=
⋃

(ai)∞
i=1∈AN

∞⋂
n=1

(φa1 ◦ · · · ◦ φan)([0, 1]d),

and call X the attractor of Φ. When our countable IFS contains finitely many
contractions, i.e. it is an IFS, then the attractor as defined above coincides
with the unique non-empty compact set satisfying X = ∪a∈Aφa(X), so there
is no ambiguity in our use of the term attractor. Given a CIFS Φ = {φa}a∈A
and a probability vector p = (pa)a∈A there exists a unique Borel probability
measure satisfying5

µ =
∑
a∈A

pa · φaµ.

We call µ the stationary measure for Φ and p.
In this paper we will focus on the stationary measures coming from the

following special class of CIFSs.

Definition 1.3. Let Ψ := {ψj : [0, 1]d → [0, 1]d}j∈J be a CIFS. Suppose that
for each j ∈ J there exists a CIFS Ψj := {γl,j : [0, 1] → [0, 1]}l∈Lj

consisting
of similarities, i.e. each Ψj has the form Ψj = {γl,j(x) = rl,j · x + tl,j}l∈Lj

where |rl,j | ∈ (0, 1) and tl,j ∈ R. Also, suppose that there exists Ψj∗ such
that the corresponding attractor is not a singleton. Then we define the fibre
product CIFS (consisting of maps from [0, 1]d+1 to itself) to be

Φ = {φj,l(x1, . . . , xd+1) = (ψj(x1, . . . , xd), γl,j(xd+1))}j∈J,l∈Lj
.

4The well-known fixed point proof no longer works because the map X 7→ ∪a∈Aφa(X)
does not necessarily map compact sets to compact sets.

5The fixed point proof works in this context because µ 7→
∑

a∈A paφaµ is a map from
the space of Borel probability measures supported on [0, 1]d to itself, see [63, Theorem 2].
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We refer to Ψ as the base CIFS, and to each Ψj as a fibre CIFS. We will
always assume that the fibre product CIFS is itself a CIFS, so satisfies the
condition

sup
j,l

sup
x,y∈[0,1]d+1

∥φj,l(x) − φj,l(y)∥
∥x− y∥

< 1.

Examples of CIFSs that can be realised as fibre product CIFSs arise in
the study of self-similar or self-affine carpets and sponges such as those of
Bedford–McMullen [15, 53], Gatzouras–Lalley [33], or Barański [13] type.
Some more detailed examples are given in Figure 1.

Given a C2 function F : [0, 1]d+1 → R, we associate the quantities

∥F∥∞,1 := max
x∈[0,1]d+1

∣∣∣∣ ∂F

∂xd+1
(x)
∣∣∣∣ , ∥F∥∞,2 := max

x∈[0,1]d+1

∣∣∣∣∣ ∂2F

∂x2
d+1

(x)
∣∣∣∣∣

and
∥F∥min,2 := min

x∈[0,1]d+1

∣∣∣∣∣ ∂2F

∂x2
d+1

(x)
∣∣∣∣∣ .

Our main result for non-linear pushforwards of fractal measures is
Theorem 1.4. It is proved in Section 4, which constitutes much of the
work in this paper.

Theorem 1.4. Let Φ be a fibre product CIFS for some Ψ = {ψj}j∈J and
{Ψj}j∈J . Let p = (pj,l)j∈J,l∈Lj

be a probability vector and assume that there
exists τ > 0 such that

(1.4)
∑
j∈J

∑
l∈Lj

pj,l|rj,l|−τ < ∞.

Let µ be the stationary measure for Φ and p. Then there exist η, κ, C > 0
such that the following holds. For all C2 functions F : [0, 1]d+1 → R which
satisfy ∂2F

∂x2
d+1

(x) ̸= 0 for all x ∈ [0, 1]d+1, we have

|F̂ µ(ξ)| ≤ C(1+∥F∥∞,1+∥F∥−κ
∞,1+∥F∥∞,2)(1+∥F∥−κ

min,2)|ξ|−η for all ξ ̸= 0.

In particular, if we only assume that F : [0, 1]d+1 → R is a C2 function
which satisfies ∂2F

∂x2
d+1

(x) ̸= 0 for all x ∈ supp(µ), then there exists CF,µ > 0
depending upon F and µ such that

|F̂ µ(ξ)| ≤ CF,µ|ξ|−η for all ξ ̸= 0.

Theorem 1.4 immediately implies the following statement for stationary
measures for a CIFS consisting of similarities acting on [0, 1].

Corollary 1.5. Let Φ be a non-trivial CIFS acting on [0, 1] consisting of
similarities, and let p be a probability vector. Assume that∑

a∈A
pa|ra|−τ < ∞
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for some τ > 0. Let µ be the stationary measure for Φ and p. Then there exist
η, κ, C > 0 such that the following holds. For all C2 functions F : [0, 1] → R
which satisfy F ′′(x) ̸= 0 for all x ∈ [0, 1], we have

|F̂ µ(ξ)| ≤ C
(
1 + max

x∈[0,1]
|F ′(x)| +

(
max
x∈[0,1]

|F ′(x)|
)−κ

+ max
x∈[0,1]

|F ′′(x)|
)

×
(
1 +

(
min
x∈[0,1]

|F ′′(x)|
)−κ)

|ξ|−η

for all ξ ̸= 0.
In particular, if we only assume that F : [0, 1] → R is a C2 function which

satisfies F ′′(x) ̸= 0 for all x ∈ supp(µ), then there exists CF,µ > 0 such that

|F̂ µ(ξ)| ≤ CF,µ|ξ|−η for all ξ ̸= 0.

Proof. Let Φ = {φa}a∈A and p respectively be a CIFS and probability
vector satisfying our assumptions, and let µ be the corresponding stationary
measure. Let Ψ = {ψ0} be the single-element self-similar IFS acting on
R consisting of the map ψ0(x) = x/2. Let Ψ0 = {φa}a∈A and Φ̃ be the
corresponding fibre product IFS. Let ν be the stationary measure (on R2)
corresponding to Φ̃ and p. It is straightforward to verify that ν = δ0 × µ,
where δ0 is the Dirac mass at 0.

Now let F : [0, 1] → R be a C2 function satisfying F ′′(x) ̸= 0 for all
x ∈ [0, 1] (or all x ∈ supp(µ)). We define F̃ : [0, 1]2 → R by F̃ (x, y) = F (y).
Then F̃ ν = Fµ. Now applying Theorem 1.4 for F̃ and ν implies the desired
statements for F and µ. □

We now make several comments about the statement of Theorem 1.4
and Corollary 1.5. The first part of Corollary 1.5 will be used in
an important way in our proof of Theorem 1.1. The bound involving
the maxx∈[0,1] |F ′(x)|,maxx∈[0,1] |F ′′(x)| and minx∈[0,1] |F ′(x)| terms will be
sufficiently flexible to allow us to control pushforwards where the underlying
F may satisfy F ′′(x) = 0 for some x ∈ supp(µ). The second part of
Corollary 1.5 in the special case of self-similar measures has been obtained
independently and simultaneously by Algom et al. in [2], using a somewhat
different method. As well as holding for IFSs, Theorem 1.4 and Corollary 1.5
hold for CIFSs, where the condition (1.4) is important as it allows us to
apply Cramér’s theorem for large deviations. This condition also implies
that the Lyapunov exponent Λ is finite, where we define

(1.5) Λ :=
∑
j∈J

∑
l∈Lj

pl,j log |r−1
l,j |.

We emphasise that we do not assume that the CIFS satisfies any homogeneity
or separation assumptions (a well-studied example of a CIFS of similarities
which does satisfy nice properties is the Lüroth maps). We also emphasise
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that the base CIFS Ψ can be an arbitrary CIFS (the contractions do not
need to be “nice” maps). The constants η, κ, C > 0 do not depend upon
the choice of F and only depend upon the underlying CIFS and probability
vector. Given a particular CIFS, one could carefully follow the proof to make
the constant η explicit. However, this argument does not yield a general
formula for η, and as such we will not pursue this here.

(a) The attractor for Φ1. (b) The attractor for Φ2. (c) The attractor for Φ3.

Figure 1. Let

Φ1 =
{
φ1(x, y) =

(x
2 ,
y

3
)
, φ2(x, y) =

(x
2 ,
y + 2

3
)
,

φ3(x, y) =
(x+ 1

2 ,
y + 1

3
)}
,

Φ2 =
{
φ1(x, y) =

(x
3 ,
y

5
)
, φ2(x, y) =

(x
3 ,

4y + 5
10

)
,

φ3(x, y) =
(x+ 1

2 ,
y + 1

2
)
, φ4(x, y) =

(x+ 2
5 ,

9y
10
)
,

φ5(x, y) =
(7x+ 1

10 ,
3y + 6

10
)
, φ6(x, y) =

(3x+ 6
10 ,

2x+ 2
5

)}
,

Φ3 =
{
φ1(x, y) =

(x
3 ,
y

5
)
, φ2(x, y) =

(x+ 1
3 ,

y + 2
5

)
,

φ3(x, y) =
(x+ 2

3 ,
y + 4

5
)}
.

The attractor for Φ1 is a Bedford–McMullen carpet to which
Theorem 1.4 can be applied, and Φ2 is an overlapping IFS to
which Theorem 1.4 applies. Notice that for both Φ1 and Φ2
the maps φ1 and φ2 have the same horizontal component but
have vertical components with distinct fixed points. Therefore
Φ1 and Φ2 can both be realised as fibre product CIFSs. Notice
however that Φ3 cannot be realised as a fibre product CIFS
because the vertical slices through this set always consist of
singletons.
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1.3. Structure of the paper. In Section 2 we prove several applications,
assuming Theorems 1.2 and 1.4. These applications relate to the Fourier
uniqueness problem, Fractal Uncertainty Principles, Fourier restriction
estimates, quantitative equidistribution properties of numbers in fractal sets,
and conditional mixing. In Section 3 we prove Theorem 1.1 and observe that
combining this with existing results in the literature [3,12] gives Theorem 1.2.
In Section 4 we prove Theorem 1.4; an informal outline of the proof, which
involves disintegrating the measure µ, using large deviations theory, and
applying an Erdős–Kahane-type argument, is given in Section 4.1. We also
prove that the Fourier transform of countably generated self-similar measures
decays outside a sparse set of frequencies (see Corollary 4.11), which may
be of interest in its own right. We will conclude in Section 5 with some
discussion of future directions.

1.4. Notation. Throughout this paper we will adopt the following notational
conventions. We write O(X) to denote a quantity bounded in modulus by
CX for some C > 0. We also write X ⪯ Y if X = O(Y ), and X ≈ Y if
X ⪯ Y and Y ⪯ X. We write Ok(X), X ⪯k Y , or X ≈k Y when we want
to emphasise that the underling constant C depends upon some parameter
k. We similarly write ok(1) to denote a function of k which tends to 0 as
k → ∞. We let e(y) = e−2πiy for y ∈ R.

We will also use the following standard notation from fractal geometry.
Given a CIFS Φ = {φa}a∈A with digit set A, we let A∗ = ∪∞

n=1An. Moreover,
given a = (a1, . . . , an) ∈ A∗ we let φa = φa1 ◦ · · · ◦φan . If a CIFS consists of
similarities then for each a = (a1, . . . , an) ∈ A∗ we let ra =

∏n
j=1 raj denote

the product of the contraction ratios. Similarly, given a probability vector
p = (pa)a∈A and a word a = (a1, . . . , an) ∈ A∗ we let pa =

∏n
j=1 paj .

2. Applications

Equipped with suitable knowledge about the Fourier transform of a
measure one can derive a number of interesting applications. In this section
we will detail several consequences of our results.

2.1. The Fourier uniqueness problem. A set X ⊂ [0, 1] is called a set of
uniqueness if every trigonometric series∑

n∈Z
ane

2πix

with coefficients an ∈ C that takes the value 0 for all x ∈ [0, 1] \X is a trivial
trigonometric series in the sense that an = 0 for all n ∈ Z. It is known
that every countable closed set is a set of uniqueness, whereas every set of
positive Lebesgue measure is a set of multiplicity. We refer the reader to [44]
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and [48] for a more detailed introduction to this topic. If a set X supports
a Rajchman measure, then a result of Salem [62] asserts that X is a set of
multiplicity for the Fourier uniqueness problem. Combining this result with
Theorem 1.2 immediately implies the following statement.

Theorem 2.1. Let X be the attractor for a IFS Φ = {φa : [0, 1] → [0, 1]}a∈A
consisting of analytic maps. If there exists a ∈ A such that φa is not an
affine map then X is a set of multiplicity.

Theorem 1.4 implies an analogous statement about non-linear images of
fractal sets being sets of multiplicity.

2.2. Fractal Uncertainty Principles. Fractal Uncertainty Principles are
tools that (roughly) state that a function cannot be localised in position
and frequency near a fractal set. This idea is made precise as follows: we
say that sets X,Y ⊂ Rd satisfy a Fractal Uncertainty Principle at the scale
h > 0 with exponent β > 0 and constant C > 0 if for all f ∈ L2(Rd) with

{ξ ∈ Rd : f̂(ξ) ̸= 0} ⊂ {h−1y : y ∈ Y },

we have
∥f∥L2(X) ≤ Chβ∥f∥L2(Rd).

Here, L2(X) and L2(Rd) are defined using Lebesgue measure. The existence
of Fractal Uncertainty Principles for neighbourhoods of fractal sets arising
from hyperbolic dynamics has had significant applications in the field of
quantum chaos (see [26, 27]). For more on Fractal Uncertainty Principles we
refer the reader to the survey by Dyatlov [25] and the paper of Dyatlov and
Zahl [28].

Given a finite Borel measure µ supported on R, let

δ(µ) := inf{δ ≥ 0 : ∃C > 0 s.t. ∀x ∈ supp(µ) and r ∈ (0, 1)

we have µ(B(x, r)) ≥ Crδ}.

The quantity δ(µ) is the upper Minkowski dimension of µ introduced in [30].
Moreover, [30, Theorem 2.1] asserts that for all compact K ⊂ Rd,

dimBK = min{δ(µ) : µ is a fully supported finite Borel measure on K},

so in the theorem below δj ≥ dimBKj = dimHKj .
Using [12, Proposition 1.5] together with the Fourier decay guaranteed by

Theorem 1.2, we immediately have the following statement.

Theorem 2.2. Let K1,K2 ⊂ R be the attractors for two analytic IFSs Φ1
and Φ2, both acting on [0, 1]. Assume that Φ2 contains a contraction that is
not an affine map. For j ∈ {1, 2}, let

δj = inf{δ(µ) : µ is a self-conformal measure for Φj},
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and assume that δ1 + δ2 < 1. Then for all κ ∈ (δ1 + δ2, 1) there exists C > 0
(depending upon κ, Φ1, Φ2) such that for all h > 0, the Fractal Uncertainty
Principle is satisfied for X = K1 +B(0, h) and Y = K2 +B(0, h) at scale h
with exponent β = 1

2 − κ
2 and constant C.

By considering suitable iterates of the Φj , it is possible to improve the
exponent β. Indeed, if Φ1 and Φ2 satisfy the strong separation condition
then for any κ > dimHK1 + dimHK2 the conclusion of Theorem 2.2 holds.
We expect that a similar statement holds without assuming the strong
separation condition. Unlike the Fractal Uncertainty Principle of Bourgain
and Dyatlov [18, Theorem 4] we make no assumption of porosity or Ahlfors–
David regularity. On the other hand, Theorem 2.2 can be applied only if
dimHK1 + dimHK2 < 1, and we make a non-linearity assumption on Φ2 to
guarantee Fourier decay.

2.3. Fourier restriction estimates. If 1 < p ≤ 2, the classical Hausdorff–
Young inequality allows one to view the Fourier transform as a map Lp(Rd) →
Lq(Rd), where 1/p+ 1/q = 1. Therefore at first sight f̂ may appear to be
definable only almost everywhere. Fourier restriction theory relates to the
interesting fact that f̂ can in fact be restricted to certain sets of zero Lebesgue
measure in a meaningful way, and our next application of Theorem 1.2 is an
example of this.

Theorem 2.3. Let {φa : [0, 1] → [0, 1]}a∈A be an IFS such that each φa is
analytic, and suppose that there exists a ∈ A such that φa is not an affine
map. Let X be the attractor and µ be any self-conformal measure for the
IFS (so supp(µ) = X). Then there exists pµ > 1 such that for all p ∈ [1, pµ]
there exists Cp > 0 such that(∫

X
|f̂(ξ)|2dµ(ξ)

)1/2
≤ Cp||f ||Lp(R)

for all Schwartz functions f : R → C. Therefore the linear operator f 7→ f̂

extends uniquely to a bounded linear operator Lp(R,Lebesgue) → L2(X,µ).

Proof. By Theorem 1.2, µ has polynomial Fourier decay. It is straightforward
to deduce (see the short argument from [51, page 5] for example) that µ
has a positive Frostman exponent, meaning that there exists C, s > 0 such
that µ(B(x, r)) ≤ Crs for all x ∈ R. We note that the existence of such
a Frostman exponent could also be proved more directly by adapting the
proof of [31, Proposition 2.2]. Given these two properties of µ, the restriction
estimate follows from a result of Mockenhaupt [52, Theorem 4.1] (see also
Mitsis [51, Corollary 3.1] and Stein’s earlier argument [65, page 353]). □
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2.4. Normal numbers and effective equidistribution. Given an integer
b ≥ 2, a real number x is said to be normal in base b if the sequence (bnx)∞

n=1
is uniformly distributed modulo one. This property is equivalent to the
base-b expansion of x observing all finite words with the expected frequency.
A well-known result due to Borel [16] states that Lebesgue almost every x is
normal in every base. Despite this result, it is a notoriously difficult problem
to verify that a given real number (such as π, e or

√
2) is normal in a given

base. A more tractable line of research is the problem of determining when
a Borel probability measure gives full mass to the set of normal numbers in
a given base. This problem was considered by Cassels in [20], who proved
that with respect to the natural measure on the middle third Cantor set,
almost every x is normal in base b if b is not a power of 3. In [37] Host
proved that if p, q ∈ N satisfy gcd(p, q) = 1 and µ is an invariant and ergodic
measure for the map x 7→ px mod 1 with positive entropy, then µ-almost
every x is normal in base q. This result was generalised by Lindenstrauss [47],
and then generalised further by Hochman and Shmerkin in [35] to the case
where log p

log q /∈ Q. Hochman and Shmerkin also proved that for a stationary
measure µ for a well separated self-similar IFS, µ-almost every x is normal
in base b for every self-similar measure if log |ra|

log b /∈ Q for some contraction
ratio ra. Hochman and Shmerkin’s result was extended by Algom, the first
named author, and Shmerkin in [1] to the case where the IFS could be
potentially overlapping. Recently Bárány et al. [14] further generalised this
result to apply to self-conformal measures. We also refer the reader to the
work of Dayan, Ganguly and Weiss [23], who considered a complementary
approach. They showed that under suitable irrationality assumptions for
the translations appearing in the IFS one can prove normality results. For
more on this topic we refer the reader to the book by Bugeaud [19] and the
references therein.

In this paper we will show that if Φ is an IFS consisting of analytic maps,
one of which is not an affine map, then µ-almost every x is normal in all
bases for every self-conformal measure µ. In fact we are able to show that for
µ-almost every x a more quantitative normality result holds (see Theorem 2.7
below). These results will be proved by using the fact that our measure
has polynomial Fourier decay and therefore existing results in the literature
can be applied. In particular, a classical criterion of Davenport, Erdős, and
LeVeque [22] gives normality of µ-typical points in all bases, and more recent
results of Pollington et al. [57] immediately give effective equidistribution
results for qnx mod 1 for certain strictly increasing sequences (qn), which
can be improved further in the case qn = bn for some natural number b.

In addition to applications on normal numbers in fractal sets, our
main results will also be applied to certain shrinking target problems and
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Diophantine approximation with b-adic rationals. Given a sequence of real
numbers (qn)∞

n=1, a function ψ : N → [0, 1/2], and γ ∈ [0, 1], we associate the
set

W ((qn), γ, ψ) := {x ∈ [0, 1] : ∥qnx− γ∥ ≤ ψ(n) for infinitely many n ∈ N}.

Here and throughout we let ∥ · ∥ denote the distance to the integers, i.e.
∥x∥ = d(x,Z) for all x ∈ R. For some of our results we will assume that the
sequence (qn)∞

n=1 is lacunary, which means that there exists K > 1 such that
qn+1/qn > K for all n ∈ N.

In the special case where (qn)∞
n=1 = (bn)∞

n=1 we will denote W ((qn), γ, ψ)
by Wb(γ, ψ). Taking γ = 0 we see that Wb(0, ψ) coincides with the set of x
that can be approximated by a b-adic rational p

bn with error ψ(n)
bn for infinitely

many n. In [56] Philipp proved that for all b ≥ 2, ψ : N → [0, 1/2], and
γ ∈ [0, 1] we have

L(Wb(γ, ψ)) =
{

1 if
∑∞
n=1 ψ(n) = ∞;

0 if
∑∞
n=1 ψ(n) < ∞.

Here L denotes the one-dimensional Lebesgue measure. The convergence part
of Philipp’s result is simply the Borel–Cantelli lemma. The more interesting
and technically demanding statement is the divergence part. As is the case
for normal numbers, it is difficult to verify that specific constants belong
or do not belong to a given Wb(γ, ψ). Therefore it is natural to consider
the related problem of determining whether a probability measure exhibits
analogous behaviour to that observed for the Lebesgue measure. This idea
is expressed more formally in the following conjecture due to Velani6.

Conjecture 2.4. Let ψ : N → [0, 1/2], γ ∈ [0, 1], and let µ be the natural
measure on the middle third Cantor set. Then

µ(W2(γ, ψ)) =

1 if
∑∞
n=1 ψ(n) = ∞,

0 if
∑∞
n=1 ψ(n) < ∞.

Initial progress towards Conjecture 2.4 has been made in [7,8,10]. Velani’s
conjecture is formulated for the natural measure on the middle third Cantor
set, but one could just as easily ask whether the same conclusion holds
for any fractal measure. In Theorem 2.7 below we will prove the following
statement which shows that a version of Velani’s conjecture holds when
µ is a self-conformal measure coming from a suitable IFS. In fact, in this
theorem and others, we will prove that a wide class of fractal measures

6Velani originally formulated this conjecture with ψ monotonically decreasing and γ = 0,
as it is written in [8].
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satisfy the following three equidistribution properties. In what follows, given
ψ : N → [0, 1/2] we let

Σ(N) :=
N∑
n=1

ψ(n).

• Property (A): We say that a measure µ satisfies this property
if given any sequence of positive real numbers (qn)∞

n=1 satisfying
infn∈N(qn+1 −qn) > 0, the sequence (qnx)∞

n=1 is uniformly distributed
modulo one for µ-almost every x.

• Property (B): We say that a measure µ satisfies this property if
given any lacunary sequence (q′

n)∞
n=1 of natural numbers, ψ : N →

[0, 1/2], γ ∈ [0, 1] and ε > 0, then
(2.1)
#{1 ≤ n ≤ N : ∥q′

nx−γ∥ ≤ ψ(n)} = 2Σ(N)+O
(
Σ(N)2/3 (log(Σ(N) + 2))2+ε

)
for µ-almost every x.

• Property (C): We say that a measure µ satisfies this property if
for all integers b ≥ 2, ψ : N → [0, 1/2], γ ∈ [0, 1] and ε > 0, one has

(2.2)
#{1 ≤ n ≤ N : ∥bnx−γ∥ ≤ ψ(n)} = 2Σ(N)+O

(
Σ(N)1/2 (log(Σ(N) + 2))2+ε

)
for µ-almost every x.

Proposition 2.5 ( [22, 57]). If a measure µ on R has polynomial Fourier
decay then it satisfies Properties (A), (B) and (C).

Proof. Property (A) is a consequence of the well-known criterion of
Davenport, Erdős, and LeVeque [22]. Property (B) holds by [57, Theorem 1]
and Property (C) holds by [57, Theorem 3] due to Pollington et al. □

We make two remarks about Property (C).

Remark 2.6. • For measures with fast enough (for example polynomial)
Fourier decay, Property (C) also holds for certain non-lacunary
sequences, for example when bn is replaced by the increasing sequence
of numbers of the form {2n3m} for n,m ∈ N. We refer the reader
to [57, Theorem 3] for the most general formulation.

• Ignoring the logarithmic error terms, for the class of self-conformal
measures we consider one cannot hope to improve the exponent 1/2
in Property (C). This is a consequence of the law of the iterated
logarithm.

Theorem 2.7. Let Φ = {φa : [0, 1] → [0, 1]}a∈A be an IFS such that each φa
is analytic. Suppose that there exists φa which is not an affine map. Then
every self-conformal measure µ satisfies Properties (A), (B) and (C).
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Proof. By Theorem 1.2, µ has polynomial Fourier decay. The result therefore
follows from Proposition 2.5. □

We also have the following result for non-linear pushforwards. We
emphasise that a pushforward measure Fµ on R satisfies Properties (A), (B)
and (C) if and only if for all (qn), (q′

n), ψ, γ and ε as in the statements of these
properties, for µ-almost every y, the real number x := F (y) satisfies (2.1)
and (2.2) and (qnx)∞

n=1 is equidistributed modulo 1.

Theorem 2.8. Let Φ be a fibre product CIFS for some Ψ = {ψj}j∈J and
{Ψj}j∈J . Let p = (pj,l)j∈J,l∈Lj

be a probability vector and assume that there
exists τ > 0 such that ∑

j∈J

∑
l∈Lj

pj,l|rj,l|−τ < ∞.

Let µ be the stationary measure for Φ and p. Suppose that F : [0, 1]d+1 → R
is a C2 function such that ∂2F

∂x2
d+1

(x) ̸= 0 for µ-almost every x. Then the
pushforward measure Fµ satisfies Properties (A), (B) and (C).

Proof. Let Φ = {φj,l}j∈J,l∈Lj
, p, and F satisfy the assumptions of our

theorem. Let A = {(j, l) : j ∈ J, l ∈ Lj}, and let π : AN → [0, 1]d+1 be the
map given by

π((ai)) = lim
n→∞

(φa1 ◦ · · · ◦ φan)(0).

We also let m denote the infinite product measure on AN corresponding to the
probability vector p. Importantly, the stationary measure µ satisfies µ = πm.
Using this property and our assumptions on F , we have that ∂2F

∂x2
d+1

(π((ai))) ̸=
0 for m-almost every (ai). Appealing now to the fact F is a C2 function, we
see that for m-almost every (ai) there exists a prefix (a1, . . . , an) of minimal
length such that ∂2F

∂x2
d+1

(x) ̸= 0 for all x ∈ (φa1 ◦ · · · ◦ φan)([0, 1]d+1). We let
GF ⊂ A∗ denote the countable set of prefixes arising from this observation.
The set GF satisfies the following properties:

(1) If a,b ∈ GF are distinct then a is not a prefix of b, and b is not a
prefix of a.

(2)

m

 ⋃
a∈GF

{(bi) ∈ AN : a is a prefix of (bi)}

 = 1.

Property (1) follows because by definition GF is the set of prefixes of
minimal length satisfying ∂2F

∂x2
d+1

(x) ̸= 0 for all x ∈ (φa1 ◦ · · · ◦ φan)([0, 1]d+1).
Property (2) holds because m-almost every (ai) is contained in one of the
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sets appearing in this union. Using properties (1) and (2) and iterating the
self-similarity relation µ =

∑
a∈A paφaµ gives

µ =
∑

a∈GF

paφaµ.

This in turn implies that

(2.3) Fµ =
∑

a∈GF

pa(F ◦ φa)µ.

Appealing to the definition of GF and the chain rule, for each a ∈ GF ,
the map F ◦ φa satisfies

∂2(F ◦ φa)
∂x2

d+1
̸= 0

for all x ∈ [0, 1]d+1. By Theorem 1.4, this implies that for all a ∈ GF

there exists η > 0 such that | ̂(F ◦ φa)µ(ξ)| ⪯F,a |ξ|−η for all ξ ̸= 0. By
Proposition 2.5, (F ◦ φa)µ satisfies Properties (A), (B) and (C) for any
a ∈ GF . Combining this observation with (2.3) completes our proof. □

Note that in the statement of Theorem 2.8 we only assume ∂2F
∂x2

d+1
(x) ̸= 0

for µ-almost every x, which is why the result was not just an immediate
consequence of Theorem 1.4 and Proposition 2.5. This weaker assumption
allows for greater flexibility and yields Corollaries 2.9 and 2.10. The IFS
considered in Corollary 2.9 is of Bedford–McMullen type [15, 53]. The
arguments given in its proof apply more generally to Gatzouras–Lalley
carpets [33] and Barański carpets [13], but for simplicity we content
ourselves with this application to Bedford–McMullen carpets. The IFS
Φ1 in Figure 1 gives an explicit example of a Bedford–McMullen carpet to
which Corollary 2.9 applies.

Corollary 2.9. Let m,n ≥ 2 be integers. Let Φ = {φi,j(x, y) =
(x+i
m , y+j

n )}(i,j)∈A for some A ⊂ {0, . . . ,m − 1} × {0, . . . , n − 1}. Suppose
that there exists i ∈ {0, . . . ,m − 1} such that (i, j), (i, j′) ∈ A for distinct
j, j′ ∈ {0, . . . , n− 1}. Moreover, assume that there exists (i1, j1), (i2, j2) ∈ A
such that i1 ̸= i2. Let F : [0, 1]2 → R be a multivariate polynomial of the
form F (x, y) =

∑
(d1,d2)∈D cd1,d2x

d1yd2 for some finite set D ⊂ N2 where
cd1,d2 ̸= 0 for all (d1, d2) ∈ D. Assume that d2 ≥ 2 for some (d1, d2) ∈ D.
Let µ be a stationary measure for Φ and some probability vector p. Then the
pushforward measure Fµ satisfies Properties (A), (B) and (C).

Proof. It is straightforward to see that this Φ can be realised as a fibre
product CIFS. If we want to apply Theorem 2.8 and complete our proof, it
therefore remains to verify that ∂2F

∂y2 (x, y) ̸= 0 for µ-almost every (x, y). By
our assumption that d2 ≥ 2 for some (d1, d2) ∈ D, it follows that ∂2F

∂y2 (x, y)
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is a non-zero multivariate polynomial. To each x ∈ [0, 1] we associate the
function Gx(y) = ∂2F

∂y2 (x, y). We now make three simple observations:

(1) There exists a finite set Z ⊂ [0, 1] such that for all x ∈ [0, 1] \ Z the
function Gx is a non-zero polynomial, and therefore has finitely many
roots.

(2) The measure πµ is a non-atomic self-similar measure, where
π : [0, 1]2 → [0, 1] is the projection map given by π(x, y) = x. This
follows from our assumption that there exists (i1, j1), (i2, j2) ∈ A
such that i1 ̸= i2.

(3) We can disintegrate µ along vertical fibres to obtain µ =∫
µx d(πµ)(x). Each µx is supported on the vertical fibre given

by {(x′, y) ∈ [0, 1]2 : x′ = x}. From our assumption that there
exists i ∈ {0, . . . ,m − 1} such that (i, j), (i, j′) ∈ A for distinct
j, j′ ∈ {0, . . . , n− 1}, it is not hard to deduce that µx is non-atomic
for πµ-almost every x (see Section 4).

Using these three observations, we have the following:

µ

({
(x, y) ∈ [0, 1]2 : ∂

2F

∂y2 (x, y) = 0
})

=
∫

[0,1]
µx

({
(x, y) ∈ [0, 1]2 : ∂

2F

∂y2 (x, y) = 0
})

d(πµ)(x)

=
∫

[0,1]\Z
µx
({

(x, y) ∈ [0, 1]2 : Gx(y) = 0
})

d(πµ)(x)

= 0.

Therefore all of the assumptions of Theorem 2.8 are satisfied, and applying
this theorem yields our result. □

The following corollary extends [35, Theorem 1.7]. It generalises this
statement in three ways: it permits countably many contractions, the CIFS
can contain overlaps, and it considers a more general family of (qn)∞

n=1. No
analogue of the counting parts of this corollary appeared in [35].

Corollary 2.10. Let Φ be a non-trivial CIFS acting on [0, 1] consisting of
similarities, and let p be a probability vector. Assume that∑

a∈A
pa|ra|−τ < ∞

for some τ > 0. Let µ be the stationary measure for Φ and p. Let F : [0, 1] →
R be an analytic function that is not an affine map. Then the pushforward
measure Fµ satisfies Properties (A), (B) and (C).



18 SIMON BAKER AND AMLAN BANAJI

Proof. Since F is not an affine map, the function F ′′ is not the constant
zero function. It is well known that the zeros of a non-zero analytic function
cannot have an accumulation point, so #{x : F ′′(x) = 0} < ∞. Since µ
is non-atomic, it follows that µ({x : F ′′(x) = 0}) = 0. Using the same
argument as in the proof of Corollary 1.5, our result now follows by applying
Theorem 2.8 to a stationary measure ν for a suitable choice of fibre product
IFS and a suitable function F̃ : [0, 1]2 → R. □

2.5. Conditional mixing. Another application of Fourier decay results
relates to mixing properties of chaotic dynamical systems. Indeed,
Wormell [69] has shown how information on the Fourier decay of stationary
measures can be used to establish a phenomenon known as conditional
mixing. She used results of Mosquera and Shmerkin [55], and Sahlsten and
Stevens [61], to show that conditional mixing holds for a class of generalised
baker’s maps. Using our results it is possible to deduce that conditional
mixing holds for a wider class of such maps. In particular, in [69, Theorem 4.2],
assumption III can be relaxed in two ways: firstly, to remove the homogeneity
assumption on the affine contractions, and secondly, to allow ψ to be either
C2 with ψ′′ ̸= 0 (as in III), or analytic and non-affine.

3. Proof of Theorems 1.1 and 1.2

In this section we prove Theorem 1.1 assuming Corollary 1.5. We will
then combine Theorem 1.1 with results in [3, 12] to deduce Theorem 1.2.

3.1. Proof of Theorem 1.1. Before presenting our proof we need the
following two lemmas. The first lemma is well known and says that our
measure has a positive Frostman exponent; this property is often used when
estimating the Fourier decay of a measure.

Lemma 3.1. [31, Proposition 2.2]. Let µ be a self-similar measure on R.
Then there exist C, s > 0 such that

µ(B(x, r)) ≤ Crs

for all x ∈ R.

Lemma 3.2. Let F : [0, 1] → R be an analytic function which is not the
constant zero function. Then there exist C > 0, k ∈ N and x1, . . . , xn ∈ [0, 1]
such that for all r sufficiently small,

(3.1) {x ∈ [0, 1] : |F (x)| < r} ⊆
n⋃
i=1

B(xi, Cr1/k).

Proof. Let F : [0, 1] → R be an analytic function which is not identically zero.
We may assume that there exists x ∈ [0, 1] such that F (x) = 0 (otherwise
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our result holds trivially). We let x1, . . . , xn denotes the zeros of F . Note
that F must have finitely many zeros because, as is well known, the zeros of
a non-zero analytic function cannot have an accumulation point.

We now consider the power series expansion of F around each xi, that is
the expansion

F (x) =
∞∑
k=1

ak,i(x− xi)k.

Since F is not the constant zero function, for each i there exists a minimal
ki ≥ 1 such that aki,i ̸= 0. This in turn implies that for each xi, there exists
ci > 0 such that for all x sufficiently close to xi we have

ci(x− xi)ki ≤ |F (x)|.

Therefore for all x sufficiently close to xi, if x satisfies |F (x)| < r then
we must have x ∈ B

(
xi, (r/ci)1/ki

)
. Taking k = max{k1, . . . , kn} and

C = max{c−1/k1
1 , . . . , c

−1/kn
n }, it now follows from a compactness argument

that for all r sufficiently small the desired inclusion (3.1) holds. □

We now prove Theorem 1.1.

Proof. First note that neither F ′ nor F ′′ is the constant zero function.
Applying Lemma 3.2 for both of these functions, we see that there exist
C > 0, k ∈ N, and x1, . . . , xn such that

(3.2) {x ∈ [0, 1] : |F ′(x)| < r}∪{x ∈ [0, 1] : |F ′′(x)| < r} ⊆
n⋃
i=1

B(xi, Cr1/k)

for all r sufficiently small.
Let

δ = η

4(k + 2)κ,

where k is as above and η, κ > 0 are as in Corollary 1.5 for the measure µ.
Let ξ ̸= 0 and let

W (ξ) =
{

a = (a1, . . . , an) ∈ A∗ :
n∏
i=1

|rai | ≤ |ξ|−δ <
n−1∏
i=1

|rai |
}
.

Recalling that e(y) = e−2πiy and using the self-similarity of µ, we have the
following:

F̂ µ(ξ) =
∫
e(ξF (x)) dµ(x)

=
∑

a∈W (ξ)
pa

∫
e(ξF (ψa(x))) dµ(x)



20 SIMON BAKER AND AMLAN BANAJI

=
∑

a∈W (ξ)
ψa([0,1])∩

⋃n

i=1(xi−C|ξ|−δ,xi+C|ξ|−δ)=∅

pa

∫
e(ξF (ψa(x))) dµ(x)(3.3)

+
∑

a∈W (ξ)
ψa([0,1])∩

⋃n

i=1(xi−C|ξ|−δ,xi+C|ξ|−δ )̸=∅

pa

∫
e(ξF (ψa(x))) dµ(x).

Observe that
̂(F ◦ ψa)µ(ξ) =

∫
e(ξF (ψa(x))) dµ(x).

Applying the chain rule twice gives

(3.4) (F ◦ ψa)′(x) = F ′(ψa(x))ra and (F ◦ ψa)′′(x) = F ′′(ψa(x))r2
a.

It now follows from (3.2), (3.4) and the definition of W (ξ) that whenever |ξ|
is sufficiently large, if a ∈ W (ξ) is such that ψa([0, 1])∩

⋃n
i=1(xi−C|ξ|−δ, xi+

C|ξ|−δ) = ∅, then

|ξ|−δ(k+2) ⪯ min
x∈[0,1]

|(F ◦ ψa)′′(x)| ≤ max
x∈[0,1]

|(F ◦ ψa)′′(x)| ⪯ 1,

and
|ξ|−δ(k+1) ⪯ max

x∈[0,1]
|(F ◦ ψa)′(x)| ⪯ 1.

Using these bounds together with Corollary 1.5, we have that for a such that
ψa([0, 1]) ∩

⋃n
i=1(xi − C|ξ|−δ, xi + C|ξ|−δ) = ∅,∣∣∣∣∫ e(ξF (ψa(x))) dµ(x)

∣∣∣∣ ⪯ |ξ|δ(2k+3)κ|ξ|−η ⪯ |ξ|−η/2

(in the final inequality we used the definition of δ). It follows that
(3.5)∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

∑
a∈W (ξ)

ψa([0,1])∩
⋃n

i=1(xi−C|ξ|−δ,xi+C|ξ|−δ)=∅

pa

∫
e(ξF (ψa(x))) dµ(x)

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣ ⪯ |ξ|−η/2.

We bound the remaining term on the right hand side of (3.3) as follows:∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

a∈W (ξ)
ψa([0,1])∩

⋃n

i=1(xi−C|ξ|−δ,xi+C|ξ|−δ )̸=∅

pa

∫
e(ξF (ψa(x))) dµ(x)

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤

∑
a∈W (ξ)

ψa([0,1])∩
⋃n

i=1(xi−C|ξ|−δ,xi+C|ξ|−δ) ̸=∅

pa

≤ µ

(
n⋃
i=1

(xi − (C + 1)|ξ|−δ, xi + (C + 1)|ξ|−δ)
)
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⪯ |ξ|−δs,(3.6)

where the s > 0 appearing in the final line is the exponent whose existence is
guaranteed by Lemma 3.1. Substituting (3.5) and (3.6) into the right hand
side of (3.3) implies our result. □

3.2. Proof of Theorem 1.2. For an IFS of analytic maps Φ = {φa : [0, 1] →
[0, 1]}a∈A, there is a dichotomy: either there exists an analytic diffeomorphism
F : [0, 1] → [0, 1] and a self-similar IFS Ψ := {ψa}a∈A such that Φ = {F ◦
ψa ◦ F−1}a∈A (in this case we say that Φ is conjugate to self-similar), or Φ
admits no such conjugacy. The following lemma is basic and well known (for
example it was clearly known to be true by the authors of [3, Section 6]),
but we include the details for completeness.

Lemma 3.3. Let Φ = {φa : [0, 1] → [0, 1]}a∈A be an analytic IFS and assume
there is an analytic diffeomorphism F : [0, 1] → [0, 1] and a self-similar IFS
Ψ := {ψa}a∈A such that Φ = {F ◦ ψa ◦ F−1}a∈A.

(1) If there exists a ∈ A such that φa is not affine then F is not affine.
(2) If µ is a self-conformal measure for Φ corresponding to the probability

vector p = (pa)a∈A, and ν is the self-similar measure for Ψ also
corresponding to p, then Fν = µ.

Proof. (1). If F were affine then each φa would be a composition of affine
maps and would therefore be affine.

(2). Using the characterisation in (1.2), for all Borel A ⊂ [0, 1] we have

Fν(A) = ν(F−1A) =
∑
a∈A

paν(ψ−1
a ◦ F−1(A)) =

∑
a∈A

paν(F−1 ◦ φ−1
a (A))

=
∑
a∈A

paφa(Fν)(A).

In the third equality we have used that ψ−1
a ◦F−1 = F−1 ◦φ−1

a . This follows
from the equation F ◦ ψa ◦ F−1 = φa. The equation above shows that Fν
satisfies (1.2) for Φ and p. However, µ is the unique probability measure
satisfying (1.2), so Fν = µ. □

Proof of Theorem 1.2. If the IFS is not conjugate to self-similar, then the
result follows from both [5, Theorem 1.1] and [12, Theorem 1.4]. We refer
the reader to [5, Section 6] and the discussion before Theorem 1.1 in [12]
for a detailed explanation as to why the assumptions of these theorems are
satisfied when there is no conjugacy.

If, on the other hand, the IFS is conjugate to self-similar, then by
Lemma 3.3 one can write µ = Fν for some self-similar measure ν on [0, 1]
and some non-affine analytic map F : [0, 1] → [0, 1]. The result therefore
follows from Theorem 1.1 in this case. □
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4. Proof of Theorem 1.4

4.1. Outline. We briefly outline the proof of Theorem 1.4. We do so in the
setting of Corollary 1.5 (rather than Theorem 1.4) for notational simplicity,
and because most of the ideas in the proof of the general case are needed
even in this simpler setting. The first step in our proof will be to disintegrate
our measure as

µ =
∫

Ω
µω dP (ω).

Each µω will be a probability measure on R. The set Ω will be a suitable
space of infinite sequences ([ai])∞

i=1, where each [ai] encodes a choice of
homogeneous self-similar IFS. For notational simplicity we will denote a
typical element in Ω by ω, and P will be a natural probability measure on
Ω. Crucially, a typical µω will resemble a self-similar measure for a well
separated, homogeneous self-similar IFS. Moreover, each µω will have an
infinite convolution structure. It is these properties which make µω easier to
analyse than µ. We expect that this method of disintegrating a stationary
measure generated by an arbitrary countable IFS will be of independent
interest. This idea of disintegrating a stationary measure in terms of a
family of simpler measures was introduced by Galicer, Saglietti, Shmerkin
and Yavicoli [32]. In this paper they showed that an arbitrary self-similar
measure can be expressed as an integral of random measures where each
measure in the integral can be described as an infinite convolution of Dirac
masses. This technique has also been applied in [40, 59, 66]. Algom, the first
named author, and Shmerkin [1] showed that one can express an arbitrary
self-similar measure in terms of an integral of random measures where each
measure resembles a self-similar measure for a well separated IFS.

Perhaps the most challenging step in our proof is establishing
Proposition 4.10, which asserts that for a set of ω with large P -measure, the
Fourier transform of µω decays outside of a sparse set of frequencies. We
use some ideas from Kaufman [43], and Mosquera and Shmerkin [55], but
the presence of infinitely many maps and maps with different contraction
ratios causes substantial additional difficulties. Indeed, we make extensive
use of tools from large deviations theory, namely Hoeffding’s inequality
and Cramér’s theorem, to prove that for a set of ([ai])∞

i=1 with large P -
measure, most elements in the sequence ([ai])∞

i=1 will correspond to a self-
similar IFS that is well-separated and contains many similarities. Using the
assumption (1.4), we can prove that with large probability the average of
the contraction ratios corresponding to the entries in ([ai])∞

i=1 will not be
too small, and that most individual elements in ([ai])∞

i=1 will not have a
corresponding contraction ratio that is very small. Since µω has an infinite
convolution structure, µ̂ω has an infinite product structure. Under the above



FOURIER DECAY FOR FRACTAL MEASURES 23

assumptions on ω, for a large set of frequencies, a significant proportion of
the important terms in this infinite product will have absolute value strictly
less than υ for some uniform υ ∈ (0, 1). This is because each term in this
product is the average of points on the unit circle in the complex plane, and
a non-trivial combinatorial argument bounds the number of strings of indices
of ([ai]) such that for each index in such a string, all corresponding points
on the circle are very close together (which is the only way that it is possible
for there not to be decay). This combinatorial argument is sometimes known
as an Erdős–Kahane argument, after [29,41].

The next step is to use Proposition 4.10 to prove Proposition 4.12, which
asserts that the magnitude of the Fourier transform of |F̂ µω| can be bounded
above by some power of the frequency multiplied by some constant depending
upon the first and second derivative of F . To do so, after again using the
convolution structure of µω and Taylor expanding F , we need to estimate
the µω-measure of a set of points whose image under F ′, once rescaled, lies
in the exceptional set of frequencies from Proposition 4.10. This is done by
using large deviations theory to prove that with large P -measure, ([ai])∞

i=1
will contain lots of indices corresponding to well-separated maps with large
contraction ratios, so µω will have a uniform positive Frostman exponent.

We conclude the proof by observing that there exist η, δ > 0 such that
for all ξ ̸= 0 we can find a set Good ⊂ Ω (given by Propositions 4.10
and 4.12) such that P (Goodc) ⪯ ξ−δ and such that for all ω ∈ Good we have
|F̂ µω(ξ)| ⪯ |ξ|−η. Then

|F̂ µ(ξ)| ≤
∫

Good
|F̂ µω(ξ)| dP (ω) + P (Goodc) ⪯ |ξ|−δ + |ξ|−η,

which will complete our proof.

4.2. Disintegrating the measure. For the rest of this section we fix a
CIFS Φ = {φj,l}j∈J,l∈Lj

and a probability vector p = (pj,l)j∈J,l∈Lj
satisfying

the hypotheses of Theorem 1.4. To simplify our notation, we let A =
{(j, l)}j∈J,l∈Lj

. Since the fibre IFS Ψj∗ is non-trivial, let the maps γl,j∗ and
γl′,j∗ have distinct fixed points, and consider the compositions

×n︷ ︸︸ ︷
γl,j∗ ◦ · · · ◦ γl,j∗ ◦

×n︷ ︸︸ ︷
γl′,j∗ ◦ · · · ◦ γl′,j∗ and

×n︷ ︸︸ ︷
γl′,j∗ ◦ · · · ◦ γl′,j∗ ◦

×n︷ ︸︸ ︷
γl,j∗ ◦ · · · ◦ γl,j∗

for n ∈ N. These two compositions have the same contraction ratio and
associated probability vector, and when n is sufficiently large, the set [0, 1]
has disjoint images under these two compositions. Note that for all n′ ∈ N,
the set of n′-fold compositions of the maps in the CIFS gives another CIFS.
Moreover, the stationary measure µ can be realised as a stationary measure
for this new CIFS with respect to a different probability vector. Therefore
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we henceforth assume without loss of generality that there exist two maps
γl1,j∗ , γl2,j∗ in the original fibre IFS Ψj∗ such that

(4.1) γl1,j∗([0, 1]) ∩ γl2,j∗([0, 1]) = ∅.

We may also assume that the contraction ratios of γl1,j∗ and γl2,j∗ are
equal (denote the common value by r∗), and for the underlying probability
vectors we have pl1,j∗ = pl2,j∗ (denote the common value by p∗). It follows
trivially from (4.1) that there exists c > 0 such if γl1,j∗(x) = r∗x+ tl1,j∗ and
γl2,j∗(x) = r∗x+ tl2,j∗ then

(4.2) |tl2,j∗ − tl1,j∗ | ≥ c.

Our disintegration is defined using words of length k, i.e. Ak. Here, k ∈ N
is some fixed parameter that we will eventually take to be sufficiently large
in our proof of Theorem 1.4. Given a ∈ A∗, we let ψa : [0, 1]d → [0, 1]d and
γa : [0, 1] → [0, 1] be the maps defined implicitly via the equation

φa(x1, . . . , xd+1) = (ψa(x1, . . . , xd), γa(xd+1)).

It follows from the fact that our CIFS is a fibre product IFS that for every
a ∈ A∗, the map ψa only depends upon the j-component of each entry in a.
We emphasise that the map γa is always an affine contraction.

Given a = (a1, . . . , ak), b = (b1, . . . , bk) ∈ Ak, we write a ∼ b if for all
i such that ai ∈ {(j∗, l1), (j∗, l2)} we have bi ∈ {(j∗, l1), (j∗, l2)}, and for
all i such that ai /∈ {(j∗, l1), (j∗, l2)} we have ai = bi. Clearly ∼ defines
an equivalence relation on Ak. For each a ∈ Ak we let [a] denote the
equivalence class of a. The following lemma records some useful properties
of this equivalence relation.

Lemma 4.1. The equivalence relation ∼ on Ak satisfies the following
properties:

1. If a ∼ b and a ̸= b, then γa([0, 1]) ∩ γb([0, 1]) = ∅.
2. If a ∼ b then ψa = ψb.
3. If a ∼ b then γ′

a = γ′
b and pa = pb.

4. For all a ∈ Ak we have #[a] = 2#{1≤i≤k:ai∈{(j∗,l1),(j∗,l2)}}.

Proof. This lemma follows immediately from the definition of our equivalence
relation and the properties of γl1,j∗ and γl2,j∗ stated above. □

It is useful to think of an equivalence class [a] as an IFS in its own right.
Given an equivalence class [a], Lemma 4.1.3. states that each element in [a]
has the same contraction ratio. We denote this common contraction ratio by
r[a]. Given a we let {tb,[a]}b∈[a] be the set of real numbers such that if we
write γb,[a](x) = r[a]x+ tb,[a] for each b ∈ [a], then

{φb}b∈[a] = {(ψa, γb,[a])}b∈[a].
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We let I = {[a] : a ∈ Ak} and Ω = IN. It will sometimes be convenient
to denote elements of Ω by ω = ([ai])∞

i=1 for some arbitrary choice of
representatives ai. Given such an ω, we let (ji,ω) ∈ (Jk)N be the unique
sequence such that if b ∈ [ai] then ψb = ψji,ω

for all i. The existence of (ji,ω)
follows from Lemma 4.1.2. Recall that J is the index set for the base CIFS
(see Definition 1.3). Given ω ∈ Ω we also let

(4.3) xω := lim
n→∞

(ψj1,ω ◦ · · · ◦ ψjn,ω )(0).

We let σ : Ω → Ω be the usual left shift map, i.e. σ(ω) = ([a2], [a3], . . .).
We define the probability vector q on I according to the rule

q[a] =
∑

b∈[a]
pb = pa · 2#{1≤i≤k:ai∈{(j∗,l1),(j∗,l2)}}.

The second equality holds because of properties 3. and 4. stated in Lemma 4.1.
We let P denote the corresponding infinite product measure (Bernoulli
measure) on Ω, i.e. the unique measure which satisfies

P ({([ai])∞
i=1 ∈ Ω : [a1] = [b1], . . . , [an] = [bn]}) =

n∏
i=1

q[bi]

for all n ∈ N and [b1], . . . , [bn] ∈ I. Moreover, for each [a] ∈ I we define the
uniform probability vector q̂[a] = (q̂[a]

b )b∈[a] on [a], where

q̂
[a]
b = 1

#[a] = 1
2#{1≤i≤k:ai∈{(j∗,l1),(j∗,l2)}}

for all b ∈ [a]. It follows from Lemma 4.1.4. that q̂[a] is a probability vector.
We now fix ω = ([ai])∞

i=1 ∈ Ω. Let Σω :=
∏∞
i=1[ai] and let mω :=

∏∞
i=1 q̂[ai]

be the infinite product measure supported on Σω. We let πω : Σω → Rd be
given by

πω((b1,b2, . . .)) := lim
n→∞

(φb1 ◦ · · · ◦ φbn)(0) =
(

xω,
∞∑
m=1

tbm,[am]

m−1∏
i=1

r[ai]

)
with the convention that the empty product is 1. The measure which will
appear in the disintegration is µ̃ω := πωmω. Note that µ̃ω is the law of
the random variable πω((X1, X2, . . .)), where each Xi is chosen uniformly at
random from [ai] according to q̂[ai]. Note that

µ̃ω = δxω × µω

where δxω is the Dirac mass as xω and µω is the probability measure supported
in [0, 1] given by the infinite convolution:

(4.4) µω = ∗∞
i=1

1
#[ai]

∑
b∈[ai]

δ
tb,[ai]·

∏i−1
j=1 r[aj ]

.
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The following proposition shows that we can reinterpret our stationary
measure µ in terms of the measures µ̃ω. To streamline the proof of this
proposition we let Sλ : R → R be given by Sλ(x) = λx for each λ ∈ R.

Proposition 4.2. The following disintegration holds:

µ =
∫

Ω
µ̃ω dP (ω).

Proof. The proof is similar to that of [1, Theorem 1.2], but we give the details
for completeness. We will show that the probability measure ν :=

∫
Ω µ̃ω dP (ω)

satisfies the equation

(4.5) ν =
∑

a∈Ak

pa · φaν.

Crucially, the stationary measure µ is the unique probability measure
satisfying this equation, so once we have established (4.5) we can deduce
that µ = ν, completing the proof.

We observe∫
Ω
µ̃ω dP (ω)

=
∫

Ω
δxω × µω dP (ω)

=
∫

Ω
δxω ×

∗∞
m=1

1
#[am]

∑
b∈[am]

δ
tb,[am]·

∏m−1
i=1 r[ai]

 dP (ω)

=
∫

Ω
δxω ×

 1
#[a1]

∑
b∈[a1]

δtb,[a1] ∗

∗∞
m=2

1
#[am]

∑
b∈[am]

δ
tbm,[am]·

∏m−1
i=1 r[ai]

 dP (ω)

=
∫

Ω
δxω ×

 1
#[a1]

∑
b∈[a1]

δtb,[a1] ∗ Sr[a1]µσ(ω)

 dP (ω)

=
∫

Ω
δxω ×

 1
#[a1]

∑
b∈[a1]

γbµσ(ω)

 dP (ω)

=
∫

Ω

1
#[a1]

∑
b∈[a1]

δxω × γbµσ(ω) dP (ω)

=
∫

Ω

1
#[a1]

∑
b∈[a1]

φb(δxσ(ω) × µσ(ω)) dP (ω)

=
∑

[a]∈I

∫
[a]×Ω

1
#[a]

∑
b∈[a]

φb(δxσ(ω) × µσ(ω)) dP (ω)

=
∑

[a]∈I

∑
b∈[a]

1
#[a]

∫
[a]×Ω

φb(δxσ(ω) × µσ(ω)) dP (ω)
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=
∑

[a]∈I

∑
b∈[a]

q[a]
#[a]

∫
Ω
φb(δxω × µω) dP (ω)

=
∑

[a]∈I

∑
b∈[a]

pb

∫
Ω
φb(δxω × µω) dP (ω)

=
∑

b∈Ak

pb

∫
Ω
φb(δxω × µω) dP (ω).

In the penultimate line we used that q[a]
#[a] = pb for all b ∈ [a]. Summarising

the above, we have shown that the measure ν :=
∫

Ω µ̃ω dP (ω) satisfies (4.5),
which by our earlier remarks completes the proof. □

Now suppose µ is the stationary measure for a CIFS on R with probability
vector p. By iterating, we may assume without loss of generality that our
CIFS has two well-separated maps φ1 and φ2 with equal contraction ratios
and probabilities. As above, we can define an equivalence relation on words
of length k on the alphabet of our CIFS, and a probability measure P on
infinite sequences of equivalence classes. The probability measures µω can
then be defined as in (4.4).

Corollary 4.3. If µ is the stationary measure for a CIFS Φ on R with
probability vector p, and µ is not supported on a singleton, then

µ =
∫

Ω
µω dP (ω).

Proof. Consider the fibre product CIFS where Ψ = ψ0 is the single-element
self-similar IFS on R consisting of the map ψ0(x) = x/2 and whose
corresponding fibre is Φ. Let µ′ be the stationary measure for the fibre
product CIFS. Then by Proposition 4.2,

δ0 × µ = µ′ =
∫

Ω
(δ0 × µω) dP (ω) = δ0 ×

∫
Ω
µω dP (ω),

which completes the proof. □

4.3. Large deviations and Frostman exponent. We begin this section by
proving a large deviation bound. This bound provides two useful properties.
Loosely speaking, the first property ensures that with high probability, a
sequence ([ai])∞

i=1 ∈ Ω will be such that for all N ≥ N ′, [ai] contains
many elements for most values 1 ≤ i ≤ N (see the definition of Ω̃1). The
second property will ensure that with high probability, after a time N ′, for a
sequence ([ai])∞

i=1 ∈ Ω we will be able to control the average behaviour of
the contraction ratios r[ai] when viewed at a scale N ≥ N ′ (see the definition
of Ω̃2, Ω̃3, and Ω̃4). This large deviation bound will be used in the proof
of Proposition 4.8 regarding the Frostman exponent of a typical µω, and
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Proposition 4.10 which guarantees polynomial Fourier decay for µω outside
of a sparse set of frequencies with high probability.

Recall that p∗ is the probability weight associated to the maps φj∗,l1

and φj∗,l2 , and that Λ is the Lyapunov exponent defined in (1.5). Given
k,N ′ ∈ N, and α > 0, and using the convention that the empty product is 1,
let

Ω̃1 :=
∞⋂

N=N ′

{
([ai])∞

i=1 ∈ Ω : #{1 ≤ i ≤ N : #[ai] > 2p∗k} ≥ N(1 − e−αk)
}
,

Ω̃2 :=
∞⋂

N=N ′

{
([ai])∞

i=1 ∈ Ω :
N∏
i=1

|r[ai]| > e−2ΛkN
}
,

Ω̃3 :=
∞⋂

N=N ′

{
([ai])∞

i=1 ∈ Ω : #{1 ≤ i ≤ N : |r[ai]| ≥ exp(−e3αk/4)} ≥ N(1 − e−αk)
}
,

Ω̃4 :=
∞⋂

N=N ′

{
([ai])∞

i=1 ∈ Ω :
∏

1≤i≤N
|r[ai]|<exp(−e3αk/4)

|r[ai]| ≥ exp
(
2N

∑
[a]∈I

|r[a]|<exp(−e3αk/4)

q[a] log |r[a]|
)}
.

The expression exp(−e3αk/4) which appears in the definition of Ω̃3 may seem
odd; it is a much smaller term than one would expect to see in a large
deviation argument. However, taking this term instead of a more traditional
large deviation term significantly simplifies part of our later arguments, and
in particular simplifies the proof of Proposition 4.10.

Define
Ω∗ = Ωk,α,N ′ := Ω̃1 ∩ Ω̃2 ∩ Ω̃3 ∩ Ω̃4.

In order to bound the measure of Ω∗, we will make repeated use of the
following large deviations inequality, which is a straightforward application
of Hoeffding’s inequality [36].

Lemma 4.4. Let X1, X2, . . . be i.i.d. real-valued random variables, let
S ⊂ R, let p := P(X1 ∈ S), and let q < p. Then for all N ∈ N,

P(#{n ∈ {1, . . . , N} : Xn ∈ S} ≤ Nq) ≤ e−2(p−q)2N .

Proof. For all n ∈ N let Yn be the random variable taking value 0 if Xn /∈ S

and 1 if Xn ∈ S. Then the Yn are i.i.d. with E(Y1) = p. The probability we
are trying to calculate is precisely

P
(( N∑

n=1
Yn
)

−NE(Y1) ≤ −(p− q)N
)
.

By Hoeffding’s inequality we can bound this above by e−2(p−q)2N , as required.
□

We will also need the following version of Cramér’s theorem.
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Lemma 4.5 (Section 2.7 in [24], page 508 in [46]). Let X1, X2, . . . be i.i.d.
discrete real-valued random variables. Assume that E(eτX1) < ∞ for some
τ > 0. Then for all δ > 0 there exist γ > 0, N0 ∈ N such that for all
N ≥ N0,

P (|X1 + · · · +XN −NE(X1)| > Nδ) ≤ e−γN .

We are now ready to bound the measure of Ω∗.

Proposition 4.6. Let Φ and p be a CIFS and a probability vector satisfying
the hypotheses of Theorem 1.4. There exists α > 0 such that for all k ∈ N
sufficiently large, there exists βk > 0 such that for all N ′ ∈ N,

1 − P(Ω∗) ⪯k e
−βkN

′
.

Proof. Throughout the proof we let N ′ ∈ N be arbitrary and fixed. The
probability of the event ai ∈ {(j∗, l1), (j∗, l2)} is 2p∗ for all 1 ≤ i ≤ k.
Therefore applying Lemma 4.4 there exists some small α > 0 such that for
all integers k we have∑

[a]∈I: #[a]≤2p∗k

q[a]

=
∑

a∈Ak

#{i:ai∈{(j∗,l1),(j∗,l2)}}≤p∗k

pa

= m
({

a ∈ AN : #{1 ≤ i ≤ k : ai ∈ {(j∗, l1), (j∗, l2)}} ≤ p∗k
})

≤ e−2αk.(4.6)

Here m denotes the infinite product measure on AN corresponding to the
probability vector p. In the first equality we used Lemma 4.1.4.

We now fix α such that (4.6) holds. To complete our proof of this
proposition, it suffices to show that for this value of α, for each Ω̃i, for
all k sufficiently large there exists βi,k > 0 such that for all N ′ ∈ N,

(4.7) 1 − P (Ω̃i) ⪯k e
−βi,kN

′
.

Taking βk := min{β1,k, β2,k, β3,k, β4,k}, our result will then follow.

Verifying (4.7) for Ω̃1.
We begin by emphasising that (4.6) gives an upper bound for the

probability of the event #[a] ≤ 2p∗k. Therefore if we let

Ω̃(N)
k,α :=

{
([ai]) ∈ Ω : #{1 ≤ i ≤ N : #[ai] > 2p∗k} ≥ N(1 − e−αk)

}
,

then we can apply Lemma 4.4 again to show that for all k ∈ N there exists
β1,k > 0 such that for all N ∈ N we have

P (Ω̃(N)
k,α ) ≥ 1 − e−β1,kN .
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Using this inequality, we observe that

1−P (Ω̃1) = P

( ∞⋃
N=N ′

(Ω \ Ω̃(N)
k,α )

)
≤

∞∑
N=N ′

e−β1,kN = e−β1,kN
′

1 − e−β1,k
⪯k e

−β1,kN
′
.

Therefore (4.7) holds for Ω̃1.

Verifying (4.7) for Ω̃2.
First observe the following:

P

({
([ai]) ∈ Ω :

N∏
i=1

|r[ai]| ≤ e−2ΛkN
})

=
∑

a∈AkN∏kN

i=1 |rai |≤e−2ΛkN

pa

= m

({
a ∈ AN : −

kN∑
i=1

log |rai | − ΛkN ≥ ΛkN
})

.(4.8)

Since
∑
j∈J

∑
l∈Lj

pl,j |rl,j |−τ < ∞ for some τ > 0, we can apply Lemma 4.5,
considering the − log |rai | as i.i.d. random variables with expectation Λ.
Applying this lemma to the expression in (4.8), we see that there exists δ > 0
and N ′′ ∈ N such that for all N ≥ N ′′ we have

P

({
([ai]) ∈ Ω :

N∏
i=1

|r[ai]| ≤ e−2ΛkN
})

≤ e−δkN .

For such a value of δ we let β2,k := δ/2. If N ′ ≥ N ′′ is sufficiently large, the
following string of inequalities holds:

P

( ∞⋃
N=N ′

{
([ai]) ∈ Ω :

N∏
i=1

|r[ai]| ≤ e−2ΛkN
})

≤ e−δkN ′
∞∑
i=0

e−δki

≤ e−β2,kkN
′

≤ e−β2,kN
′
.

Thus the desired bounds holds for all N ′ sufficiently large. Therefore we can
ensure that (4.7) holds for Ω̃2 for all N ′ ∈ N.

Verifying (4.7) for Ω̃3.
We begin by remarking that for a ∈ Ak the condition |ra| ≥ exp(−e3αk/4)

is equivalent to
∑k
i=1 log |rai | ≥ −e3αk/4. For all k sufficiently large, the

following holds: ∑
[a]∈I

|r[a]|<exp(−e3αk/4)

q[a] =
∑

a∈Ak

|ra|<exp(−e3αk/4)

pa
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=
∑

a∈Ak

−
∑k

i=1 log |rai |<e3αk/4

pa

≤
∑

a∈Ak

(
∑k

i=1 log |rai |+kΛ)2>(−e3αk/4+kΛ)2

pa

≤
Var

[∑k
i=1 log |rai |

]
(−e3αk/4 + kΛ)2

≤
2Var

[∑k
i=1 log |rai |

]
e3αk/2

= 2kVar[log |ra|]
e3αk/2

≤ e−5αk/4.

In the second inequality we used Markov’s inequality. In the penultimate line
we used that the random variable a 7→

∑k
i=1 log |rai | is the sum of independent

random variables and therefore Var
[∑k

i=1 log |rai |
]

= kVar[log |ra|]. In the
final line we used that Var[log |ra|] < ∞, which is a consequence of (1.4).

Summarising, we have shown that

(4.9)
∑
[a]∈I

|r[a]|<exp(−e3αk/4)

q[a] ≤ e−5αk/4

for all k sufficiently large. Equation (4.9) gives an upper bound for the
probability of the event |r[ai]| < exp(−e3αk/4). As such we can apply
Lemma 4.4 in an analogous way to our argument for Ω̃1 to show that
for all k sufficiently large there exists β3,k > 0 such that

1 − P (Ω̃3) ⪯k e
−β3,kN

′

holds for all N ′ ∈ N. Therefore (4.7) holds for Ω3.

Verifying (4.7) for Ω̃4.
Consider the random variable f : I → R given by

f([a]) =

0 if |r[a]| ≥ exp(−e3αk/4),
log |r[a]| if |r[a]| < exp(−e3αk/4).

The significance of the random variable f is that for all ([ai]) ∈ Ω we have

∏
1≤i≤N

|r[ai]|<exp(−e3αk/4)

|r[ai]| = exp
(

N∑
i=1

f([ai])
)
.
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It follows from our underlying assumptions

−
∑

pl,j log |rl,j | < ∞ and
∑

pl,j |rl,j |−τ < ∞

for some τ > 0, that∑
[a]∈I

q[a]f([a]) < ∞ and
∑

[a]∈I
q[a]e

−τf([a]) < ∞

for the same value of τ . Therefore the random variable f satisfies the
assumptions of Lemma 4.5. We also remark that

E[f ] =
∑

[a]∈I
q[a]f([a]) =

∑
[a]∈I

|r[a]|<exp(−e3αk/4)

q[a] log |r[a]|.

Now applying Lemma 4.5 and replicating the argument given in the proof
of (4.7) for Ω̃2 with the random variable a 7→ log |ra| replaced with the
random variable [a] 7→ f([a]), we see that there exists β4,k > 0 such that for
all N ′ ∈ N, the following probability can be bounded above by e−β4,kN

′ :

P

( ∞⋃
N=N ′

{
([ai]) :

∏
1≤i≤N

|r[ai]|<exp(−e3αk/4)

|r[ai]| < exp
(
2N

∑
[a]∈I

|r[a]|<exp(−e3αk/4)

q[a] log |r[a]|
)})

.

This final statement is equivalent to (4.7) for Ω̃4. Our proof of Proposition 4.6
is therefore complete. □

The expression appearing within the exp term in the definition of Ω̃4 might
at first appear not to be particularly meaningful. The following lemma shows
that in fact it can be controlled by our parameter k.

Lemma 4.7. Let Φ and p be a CIFS and a probability vector satisfying the
hypotheses of Theorem 1.4. Then for α as in the statement of Proposition 4.6,
we have that

−
∑
[a]∈I

|r[a]|<exp(−e3αk/4)

q[a] log |r[a]| = ok(1).

Proof. Let α be as in the statement of Proposition 4.6. Replicating the
argument used to prove (4.9) we can show that for all k sufficiently large
and any j ≥ k we have

(4.10)
∑
[a]∈I

|r[a]|<exp(−e3αj/4)

q[a] ≤ e−5αj/4.

Therefore the following holds for all k sufficiently large:

−
∑
[a]∈I

|r[a]|<exp(−e3αk/4)

q[a] log |r[a]|
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= −
∞∑
j=k

∑
[a]∈I

exp(−e3α(j+1)/4)≤|r[a]|<exp(−e3αj/4)

q[a] log |r[a]|

≤ e3α/4
∞∑
j=k

∑
[a]∈I

exp(−e3α(j+1)/4)≤|r[a]|<exp(−e3αj/4)

q[a]e
3αj/4

≤ e3α/4
∞∑
j=k

e3αj/4 ∑
[a]∈I

|r[a]|<exp(−e3αj/4)

q[a]

≤ e3α/4
∞∑
j=k

e−αj/2 = ok(1),

where in the final line we applied (4.10). □

The following proposition is an application of Proposition 4.6. It says that
outside of a set of ω whose P -measure decays in a way that depends upon
k, the Frostman exponent of µω can be bounded from below by a quantity
that only depends upon our initial IFS and the underlying probability vector.
Recall the Lyapunov exponent Λ from (1.5). Here and elsewhere, ‘sufficiently
large’ allows dependence on the IFS and the measure µ only.

Proposition 4.8. For all k ∈ N sufficiently large, there exists β ∈ (0, 1] such
that for all r′ ∈ (0,∞), there exists Ω1 ⊂ Ω such that P (Ω \ Ω1) ⪯k (r′)β
and such that for all ω ∈ Ω1, r ∈ (0, r′) and x ∈ R,

µω((x, x+ r)) ≤ 3rsΦ ,

where
sΦ := p∗ log 2

5Λ > 0.

Proof. Let α > 0 be as in Proposition 4.6. Let k ∈ N be sufficiently
large that e−αk < 1/2 and let βk be the associated parameter coming from
Proposition 4.6. We let β = min{βk/(3kΛ), 1}. If r′ ≥ 1 then the result is
true simply by letting Ω1 = ∅, so we let r′ ∈ (0, 1) be arbitrary.

For any r ∈ (0, 1) we let N (r) := ⌊− log r
2kΛ ⌋. Letting N ′ = N (r′), we get a

set Ω∗ from Proposition 4.6, which we define to be Ω1. Observe that

P (Ω \ Ω1) ⪯k e
−βkN

(r′) ⪯k (r′)β.

Now fix any ω ∈ Ω1 and r ∈ (0, r′). Since ω ∈ Ω1 we also have ω ∈ Ω̃1.
Appealing now to the definition of Ω̃1, and recalling parts 1., 3. and
4. of Lemma 4.1, we see that µω is supported inside at least 2p∗kNr/2

disjoint intervals which each have length
∏N(r)
n=1 |r[an]| and mass at most

2−p∗kNr/2. Here we have used our assumption that k is sufficiently large
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so that e−αk < 1/2. Since ω ∈ Ω1 and therefore ω ∈ Ω̃2, we have∏N(r)
n=1 |r[an]| ≥ exp(−2ΛkN (r)) ≥ r. Using this inequality and the above, it

follows that for all x ∈ R,

µω((x, x+ r)) ≤ 3 · 2−p∗kNr/2 ≤ 3rsΦ . □

4.4. Decay outside sparse frequencies. We will use the following basic
fact about weighted sums of points on the unit circle.

Lemma 4.9. Let p = (p1, . . . , pn) satisfy pi > 0 for all i and
∑
i pi = 1.

Then for all δ ∈ (0, π] there exists υ ∈ (0, 1) (depending upon p and δ) such
that if the points z1, . . . , zn ∈ C each satisfy |zi| = 1, and if there exist j, k
such that dist(arg(zj) − arg(zk), 2πZ) ≥ δ, then |

∑
i pizi| ≤ υ.

Proof. This lemma is straightforward to verify, and is left to the reader. □

It follows from (4.4) that for all ω ∈ Ω, the Fourier transform of µω is the
infinite product

(4.11) µ̂ω(ξ) =
∞∏
m=1

1
#[am]

∑
b∈[am]

e
(
ξ · tb,[am] ·

m−1∏
i=1

r[ai]
)
.

We are now ready to prove the key technical result that if we fix k large
enough, for a set of ω with large P -measure, the Fourier transform of µω
decays at a polynomial rate outside of a sparse set of frequencies. To prove
this result we will use (4.11) which connects the behaviour of µ̂ω(ξ) to the
distribution of a sequence modulo one depending on ξ, namely the sequence
given by the terms on the left-hand side of (4.18) below. In particular, the
failure of Fourier decay at a certain frequency means that this sequence spends
a disproportionate amount of time being close to 0 or 1. This observation is
what is exploited in the classical Erdős–Kahane argument to prove Fourier
decay outside a sparse set of frequencies. However, this argument will not
work for all ω = ([ai])∞

i=1 ∈ Ω, because it is possible that a disproportionate
number of the [ai] will be a single element set. To overcome this issue we
use the large deviation results from Section 4.3 to show that this problem
can only occur for a small set of P -measure. Therefore we can successfully
apply the Erdős–Kahane argument for a set of large P -measure, giving the
desired result.

Proposition 4.10. For all k ∈ N sufficiently large there exist ε, Ck > 0 such
that for all T ′ > 0 there exists Ω2 ⊂ Ω such that P (Ω \ Ω2) ⪯k (T ′)−ε, and
such that for all T ≥ T ′ and ω ∈ Ω2, the set {ξ ∈ [−T, T ] : |µ̂ω(ξ)| ≥ T−ε}
can be covered by at most CkT ok(1) intervals of length 1.

Proof. The proof of this proposition is long so we split it into more manageable
parts.
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Part 1. Defining Ω2 and introducing our strategy of proof.
Let α be as in Proposition 4.6. Let k ∈ N be sufficiently large so that

Proposition 4.6 applies and let βk > 0 be the corresponding parameter. It
clearly suffices to prove the proposition for T ′ > e2Λk, so fix an arbitrary such
T ′, and let N ′ ∈ N be such that e2ΛkN ′

< T ′ ≤ e2Λk(N ′+1). Let Ω2 := Ω∗ for
these values of k, α and N ′. If we let ε′ := βk/(2kΛ), then it follows from
Proposition 4.6 and the definition of N ′ that

P (Ω \ Ω2) ⪯k e
−βkN

′ ⪯k (T ′)−ε′
.

We fix ω ∈ Ω2 and T ≥ T ′. We now set out to show that for some
ε > 0 depending only upon k, the set of frequencies ξ ∈ [−T, T ] for which
|µ̂ω(ξ)| ≥ T−ε can be covered by CkT ok(1) intervals of length 1. If we can do
this, then without loss of generality we can assume ε ≤ ε′, and the proof will
be complete.

Let N ∈ N be such that e2Λk(N−1) < T ≤ e2ΛkN , noting that N ≥ N ′.
Without loss of generality we may assume T = e2ΛkN . Let Nω ∈ N be the
minimal positive integer satisfying

(4.12)
∣∣∣∣∣T ·

Nω+1∏
i=1

r[ai]

∣∣∣∣∣ < 1.

It follows from the fact that our CIFS in uniformly contracting that there
exists c1 > 1 depending only on the underlying CIFS such that Nω ≤ c1N .
Since ω ∈ Ω2 and therefore ω ∈ Ω̃2, it also follows that N ≤ Nω. Combining
these statements gives

N ≈ Nω.

Using this expression together with the inequalities e2Λk(N−1) < T ≤ e2ΛkN

yields

(4.13) log T
k

≈ Nω.

It follows from the definition of Nω that∣∣∣∣∣T ·
Nω∏
i=1

r[ai]

∣∣∣∣∣ ∈ [1, |r[aNω+1]|−1].

Now using the fact that ω ∈ Ω2, and therefore ω ∈ Ω̃4, the above inclusion
implies that
(4.14)∣∣∣∣∣T ·

Nω∏
i=1

r[ai]

∣∣∣∣∣ ∈
[
1,max

{
exp(e3αk/4), exp

(
−2Nω

∑
[a]∈I

|r[a]|<exp(−e3αk/4)

qa log |r[a]|
)}]

.
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Let ξ ∈ [−T, T ] \ {0}. By (4.11),

(4.15) |µ̂ω(ξ)| ≤
Nω∏
i=1

1
#[ai]

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

b∈[ai]
e
(
ξ · tb,[ai] ·

i−1∏
j=1

r[aj ]
)∣∣∣∣∣∣ .

Let

Gω := {1 ≤ i ≤ Nω : #[ai] ≥ 2p∗k and |r[ai]| ≥ exp(−e3αk/4)}.

Since ω ∈ Ω2 (and therefore ω ∈ Ω̃1 ∩ Ω̃3), and Nω ≥ N ′, we know that

(4.16) #Gω ≥ Nω(1 − 2e−αk).

We call each i ∈ Gω a decay level. We enumerate the decay levels by

i1 < · · · < i#Gω .

For each decay level il we can choose two distinct words a,b ∈ [ail ] and
1 ≤ j ≤ k such that an = bn for n ̸= j and aj = (j∗, l1) and bj = (j∗, l2). We
let t1,il and t2,il be the translation parameters for the maps γa and γb, i.e.
they satisfy

γa(x) = r[ail
]x+ t1,il ; γb(x) = r[ail

]x+ t2,il .

Without loss of generality we may assume that t1,il > t2,il . Recall from (4.2)
that c > 0 is the constant such that |tl1,j∗ − tl2,j∗ | ≥ c. Because of our
assumptions on a and b, we know that

1 ≥ t1,il − t2,il =
k∑

n=1
tan

n−1∏
q=1

raq −
k∑

n=1
tbn

n−1∏
q=1

rbq = (tl1,j∗ − tl2,j∗)
j−1∏
q=1

raq

(4.17)

≥ c exp(−e3αk/4).

In the final inequality we used (4.2) and the fact that |r[ai]| ≥ exp(−e3αk/4)
when i is a decay level.

Our strategy for proving what remains of this proposition is to examine
for each decay level il and ξ ∈ [−T, T ] the quantities

ξ · t1,il ·
il−1∏
j=1

r[aj ] and ξ · t2,il ·
il−1∏
j=1

r[aj ].

In particular, we will be interested in the distance between Z and the
difference between these terms. If a decay level is such that the distance
is large, then we can apply Lemma 4.9 in a meaningful way to bound the
expression on the right hand side of (4.15).

Part 2. Introducing Bad(ξ) and bounding |µ̂ω(ξ)| when Bad(ξ) is
small.
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With the above strategy in mind, for each 1 ≤ l ≤ #Gω and ξ ∈ [−T, T ],
we let pl(ξ) ∈ Z and εl(ξ) ∈ [−1/2, 1/2) be such that

(4.18) ξ(t1,il − t2,il)
il−1∏
j=1

r[aj ] = pl(ξ) + εl(ξ).

We observe that

(4.19) pl(ξ) + εl(ξ) = ξ(t1,il − t2,il)
i#Gω∏
j=1

r[aj ] ·

i#Gω∏
j′=il

r[aj′ ]

−1

.

Equation (4.19) implies that for all 1 ≤ l < l′ ≤ #Gω we have the following
relation between pl(ξ) + εl(ξ) and pl′(ξ) + εl′(ξ):

(4.20) pl(ξ) + εl(ξ) = (t1,il − t2,il)
(t1,il′ − t2,il′ )

·

il′ −1∏
j=il

r[aj ]

−1

(pl′(ξ) + εl′(ξ)) .

Moreover, by (4.17) we know that

(4.21) c exp(−e3αk/4) ≤ (t1,il − t2,il)
(t1,il′ − t2,il′ )

≤ 1
c

exp(e3αk/4)

for all 1 ≤ l < l′ ≤ #Gω.
If il + 1 = il+1 then

∏il+1−1
j=il r[aj ] = r[ail

] so it follows from (4.21) and the
fact il is a decay level that we have the upper bound

(4.22)

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
(t1,il − t2,il)

(t1,il+1 − t2,il+1) ·

il+1−1∏
j=il

r[aj ]

−1
∣∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ 1

c
exp(2e3αk/4).

Let

ε∗ := c exp(−2e3αk/4)
5 .

The number ε∗ has the important property that if il+1 = il + 1 and
max{|εl(ξ)|, |εl+1(ξ)|} ≤ ε∗, then pl(ξ) is uniquely determined by pl+1(ξ).
This follows because if one assumes il + 1 = il+1 and |εl+1(ξ)| ≤ ε∗, then
by (4.20) and (4.22), pl(ξ) + εl(ξ) belongs to an interval of length at most
2/5.

For each ξ ∈ [−T, T ] we consider the set

Bad(ξ) :=

i ∈ Gω : ξ(t1,i − t2,i)
i−1∏
j=1

r[aj ] ∈ Z + [−ε∗, ε∗]

 .
If ξ is such that

(4.23) #Bad(ξ) ≤ #Gω
(

1 − 1
k!

)
,
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then by Lemma 4.97 and (4.15), there exists υ ∈ (0, 1) depending only upon
our IFS and k such that

|µ̂ω(ξ)| ≤ υ#Gω/k! ≤ υNω(1−2e−αk)/k!.

Now using (4.13), we see that (4.23) implies that there exists a small constant
ε > 0 (depending only on our IFS and k) such that |µ̂ω(ξ)| ≤ T−ε.

Part 3. Making a choice of large Bad(ξ).
For the remainder of the proof, we suppose that ξ ∈ [−T, T ] is such that

#Bad(ξ) ≥ #Gω
(

1 − 1
k!

)
.

Under this assumption, we proceed to determine how many different possible
choices of p1(ξ) there are (this will be the main focus of parts 3, 4, 5 and
6 of the proof). Now, Bad(ξ) is a subset of Gω with cardinality at least
#Gω(1 − 1

k!). As such, by Stirling’s formula, we can bound the number of
choices for Bad(ξ) from above by

#Gω∑
i=⌈#Gω(1−1/k!)⌉

(
#Gω
i

)
≤ #Gω

k!

(
#Gω

⌈#Gω(1 − 1/k!)⌉

)

⪯ #Gω
k! · e2#Gω ·(− 1

k! log 1
k! −(1− 1

k! ) log(1− 1
k! ))

≤ Nω

k! · e2Nω ·(− 1
k! log 1

k! −(1− 1
k! ) log(1− 1

k! ))

= T ok(1).

(4.24)

In the final line we used (4.13) and the inequality x ≤ ex for x ≥ 0.
Let I ⊂ Gω be a specific choice for Bad(ξ). Let us enumerate the elements

of I by il(1) < il(2) < · · · < il(#I). We also let

(4.25) J = {il(n) ∈ I : il(n) + 1 < il(n+1)}.

Combining our assumptions #I ≥ #Gω(1−1/k!) and #Gω ≥ Nω(1−2e−αk)
gives

#I ≥ Nω(1 − 1/k!)(1 − 2e−αk) = Nω(1 − ζk)
for some ζk satisfying

ζk = O(e−αk).
Part 4. Bounding the number of choices for pl(#I)(ξ) given our
fixed I.

We now derive an upper bound for the number of choices for p1(ξ) for
those ξ ∈ [−T, T ] satisfying Bad(ξ) = I.

7In our application of Lemma 4.9 we are implicitly using the fact that there are at most
k choices of p. This is the case because p is the uniform probability vector on 2l elements
for some 1 ≤ l ≤ k.
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Let ξ ∈ [−T, T ] be such that Bad(ξ) = I. We begin by remarking that
for 1 ≤ l < l′ ≤ #Gω, by (4.20) and (4.21), given pl′(ξ) there are at most

(4.26)
∏il′ −1
j=il |r[aj ]|−1

c exp(−e3αk/4)

choices for pl(ξ).
From (4.19),

(4.27)

pl(#I)(ξ) + εl(#I)(ξ) = ξ(t1,il(#I) − t2,il(#I))
Nω∏
j=1

r[aj ] ·

 Nω∏
j′=il(#I)

r[aj′ ]

−1

.

Using (4.14), Lemma 4.7, and the fact |ξ| ≤ T , we know that ξ
∏Nω
j=1 r[aj ]

belongs to an interval of length ⪯k T
ok(1). Combining this observation with

(4.17), we see that (4.27) implies that pl(#I)(ξ) belongs to an interval of size

⪯k T
ok(1) ·

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
 Nω∏
j=il(#I)

r[aj ]

−1
∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

Therefore the number of choices for pl(#I)(ξ) is bounded above by

(4.28) ⪯k T
ok(1) ·

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
 Nω∏
j=il(#I)

r[aj ]

−1
∣∣∣∣∣∣∣ .

Since I ⊂ {1, . . . , Nω} and #I ≥ Nω(1 − ζk), the product∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
 Nω∏
j=il(#I)

r[aj ]

−1
∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

contains at most Nωζk terms. If a term in this product satisfies |r[aj ]| ≥
exp(−e3αk/4) then we bound |r[aj ]|−1 from above by exp(e3αk/4). We collect
the remaining terms which satisfy |r[aj ]| < exp(−e3αk/4) and bound their
contribution to this product from above by∏

1≤i≤Nω

r[ai]<exp(−e3αk/4)

|r[ai]|
−1.

Combining these bounds, we see that∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
 Nω∏
j=il(#I)

r[aj ]

−1
∣∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ exp(e3αk/4Nωζk) ·

∏
1≤i≤Nω

r[ai]<exp(−e3αk/4)

|r[ai]|
−1.
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Now using the fact that ζk = O(e−αk), together with Lemma 4.7 and the
fact ω ∈ Ω2 and therefore ω ∈ Ω̃4, we see that∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

 Nω∏
j=il(#I)

r[aj ]

−1
∣∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ (eNω )ok(1) = T ok(1),

where in the final inequality we used (4.13). Therefore by (4.28) we have
⪯k T

ok(1) choices for pl(#I)(ξ).

Part 5. Bounding the number of choices for p1(ξ) given pl(#I)(ξ).
Now suppose pl(#I)(ξ) is given. Recall the set J from (4.25). We can use

the bound provided by (4.26) repeatedly to the elements of J , and use the
fact that our choice of ε∗ means that if il + 1 = il+1 then pl+1(ξ) uniquely
determines pl(ξ), to assert that we have at most

(4.29)
∏

il(n)∈J

il(n+1)−1∏
j=il(n)

|r[aj ]|−1

c exp(−e3αk/4)

choices for pl(1)(ξ). We now argue as in Part 4 above. Since #I ≥ Nω(1−ζk),
the above product contains at most 2Nωζk terms. For each term in this
product, if |r[aj ]| ≥ exp(−e3αk/4) then we bound |r[aj ]|−1 from above by
exp(e3αk/4). We collect all of the remaining terms which satisfy |r[aj ]| <
exp(−e3αk/4) and bound their contribution to this expression from above by∏

1≤i≤Nω

r[ai]<exp(−e3αk/4)

|r[ai]|
−1.

Applying both of these bounds, and using the fact this product contains at
most 2Nωζk terms, gives that there are at most

(4.30) c−2Nωζk · exp(4e3αk/4Nωζk) ·
∏

1≤i≤Nω

r[ai]<exp(−e3αk/4)

|r[ai]|
−1

choices for pl(1)(ξ). Now by an analogous argument to that given above we
can show that the quantity in (4.30) is ⪯k T

ok(1), so given pl(#I)(ξ) we have
⪯k T

ok(1) choices for pl(1)(ξ).
Finally, given pl(1)(ξ), we can apply (4.26) to bound the number of choices

for p1 from above by ∏il(1)−1
j=i1 |r[aj ]|−1

c exp(−e3αk/4)
.
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Using the fact that this product contains at most Nωζk terms we can proceed
by an analogous argument to that given above to show that∏il(1)−1

j=i1 |r[aj ]|−1

c exp(−e3αk/4)
⪯k T

ok(1).

Therefore given pl(1)(ξ) we have ⪯k T
ok(1) choices for p1(ξ).

Part 6. Collecting our counting bounds and concluding.
Combining the counting bounds obtained above, we see that for a specific

choice of I we have at most Ck,1T ok(1) choices for p1(ξ), where Ck,1 > 0 is a
constant depending upon k. Combining this with our bound (4.24) coming
from Stirling’s inequality, we have a total (across all possible choices of I)
of at most Ck,2T ok(1) choices for p1(ξ), where Ck,2 is some other constant
depending upon k.

Recall now the identity

ξ(t1,i1 − t2,i1)
i1−1∏
j=1

r[aj ] = p1(ξ) + ε1(ξ).

Rearranging this expression, we see that if ξ is a frequency with |µ̂ω(ξ)| > T−ε

for the choice of ε given above, then it belongs to at most Ck,2T ok(1) intervals
of length ∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

(t1,i1 − t2,i1)
i1−1∏
j=1

r[aj ]

−1
∣∣∣∣∣∣∣ .

This product contains at mostNωζk terms. Thus if we replicate the arguments
given above (recall Part 4, for example), we can show that∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

(t1,i1 − t2,i1)
i1−1∏
j=1

r[aj ]

−1
∣∣∣∣∣∣∣ ⪯k T

ok(1).

Proposition 4.10 now follows once we observe that any interval of length
T ok(1) can be covered by at most T ok(1) intervals of length 1. □

Before proceeding with the proof of Theorem 1.4, we give a consequence
of Proposition 4.10 which may be of interest in its own right. In [43,55,67] it
has been proved that the set of frequencies for which the Fourier transform
of a self-similar measure in the line does not exhibit polynomial decay is
‘sparse’ in a precise sense. In [45, Corollary 1.8], such estimates have also
been proved for a wide class of measures which are not necessarily self-similar.
In Corollary 4.11, we generalise the main result of Tsujii [67] to stationary
measures for a class of CIFSs consisting of similarities; these measures do
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not generally satisfy the uniform affine non-concentration condition assumed
by Khalil [45, Corollary 1.8].

Corollary 4.11. Let p be a probability vector and Φ be a non-trivial CIFS
acting on R consisting of similarities. Assume that

∑
a∈A pa|ra|−τ < ∞ for

some τ > 0. Let µ be the stationary measure for Φ and p. Then for all γ > 0
there exist η, C > 0 such that for all T > 0, the set {ξ ∈ [−T, T ] : |µ̂(ξ)| ≥
T−η} can be covered by at most CT γ intervals of length 1.

Proof. Assume for the purposes of a contradiction that this result is false.
The idea will be to use this to find well-separated frequencies where |µ̂| is
large, but show that Proposition 4.10 implies that the mean average of |µ̂|
over these frequencies must be small, which will give a contradiction. We
use this averaging argument to overcome the fact that in Proposition 4.10,
different ω may give rise to different bad frequencies.

Firstly, there exists γ > 0 such that for all η > 0 there exists a sequence
of positive numbers Tn → ∞ and frequencies

(4.31) {ξn,m}n≥1,1≤m≤⌈T γ
n ⌉ ∈ [−Tn, Tn]

such that for all n ∈ N we have |µ̂(ξn,m)| ≥ T−η
n for all m, and ξn,m+1 >

ξn,m + 1 for all m < ⌈T γn ⌉ − 1. Fix k ∈ N large enough that the ok(1)
term in Proposition 4.10 is smaller than γ/4. Then there exists ε > 0
such that (setting T ′ = T ) for all T > 0 sufficiently large there exists
ΩT ⊂ Ω such that P (Ω \ ΩT ) ≤ T−ε, and such that for all ω ∈ ΩT , the
set {ξ ∈ [−T, T ] : |µ̂ω(ξ)| ≥ T−ε} can be covered by at most T γ/4 intervals
of length 1. The previous sentence is also clearly true if ε is replaced
by any ε′ ≤ ε, and in particular for ε′ = min{ε, γ/20}. Henceforth fix
η := min{ε/4, γ/80}, and let {ξn,m} be the set of frequencies from (4.31)
corresponding to this value of η.

By our disintegration from Corollary 4.3, for all n sufficiently large and
1 ≤ m ≤ ⌈T γn ⌉,

|µ̂(ξn,m)| ≤
∫

Ω
|µ̂ω(ξn,m)|dP (ω) ≤ P (Ω \ ΩTn) +

∫
ΩTn

|µ̂ω(ξn,m)|dP (ω),

and rearranging gives

(4.32)
∫

ΩTn

|µ̂ω(ξn,m)|dP (ω) ≥ |µ̂(ξn,m)|−P (Ω\ΩTn) ≥ T−η
n −T−4η

n ≥ T−2η
n .

Observe that for all n sufficiently large and all ω ∈ ΩTn , since
the frequencies are separated by gaps larger than 1, our application of
Proposition 4.10 above gives that

#{1 ≤ m ≤ ⌈T γn ⌉ : |µ̂ω(ξn,m)| ≥ T−4η
n } ≤ T γ/4

n ,
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so

(4.33) (⌈T γn ⌉)−1
⌈T γ

n ⌉∑
m=1

|µ̂ω(ξn,m)| ≤ (⌈T γn ⌉)−1 · T γ/4
n + T−4η

n ≤ T−3η
n .

Combining (4.32) and (4.33) gives that for all n sufficiently large,

T−2η
n ≤ (⌈T γn ⌉)−1

⌈T γ
n ⌉∑

m=1

∫
ΩTn

|µ̂ω(ξn,m)|dP (ω)

=
∫

ΩTn

(⌈T γn ⌉)−1
⌈T γ

n ⌉∑
m=1

|µ̂ω(ξn,m)|dP (ω)

≤ T−3η
n ,

which is a contradiction. This completes the proof. □

4.5. Decay of non-linear images. We now show that for a P -large set of
ω, the magnitude of the Fourier transform of Fµ̃ω can be bounded above
by some particular power of the frequency multiplied by some constant
depending upon the first and second derivative of F . Given a C2 function
F : [0, 1]d+1 → R, we recall the following notation:

∥F∥∞,1 := max
x∈[0,1]d+1

∣∣∣∣ ∂F

∂xd+1
(x)
∣∣∣∣ , ∥F∥∞,2 := max

x∈[0,1]d+1

∣∣∣∣∣ ∂2F

∂x2
d+1

(x)
∣∣∣∣∣

and
∥F∥min,2 := min

x∈[0,1]d+1

∣∣∣∣∣ ∂2F

∂x2
d+1

(x)
∣∣∣∣∣ .

Recall also that sΦ is the Frostman exponent from Proposition 4.8. Our
proof of the following proposition uses ideas of Mosquera and Shmerkin [55],
with additional complications related to how to choose ω and the possible
presence of infinitely many maps.

Proposition 4.12. For all k ∈ N sufficiently large there exist C, β, β′, ε > 0
such that for all C2 functions F : [0, 1]d+1 → R satisfying ∂2F

∂x2
d+1

(x) ̸= 0 for
all x ∈ [0, 1]d+1, for all ξ ̸= 0 there exists Ωξ ⊆ Ω satisfying

P (Ω \ Ωξ) ≤ C(1 + ∥F∥−ε
∞,1)(1 + ∥F∥−β

min,2)|ξ|−β′
,

and such that for all ω ∈ Ωξ we have

|F̂ µ̃ω(ξ)| ≤ C(1 + ∥F∥∞,1 + ∥F∥−ε
∞,1 + ∥F∥∞,2)

× (1 + ∥F∥−sΦ
min,2)|ξ|− min{sΦ/3−ok(1),ε/3,0.2}.

Proof. Without loss of generality we assume ∂2F
∂x2

d+1
(x) > 0 for all x ∈ [0, 1]d+1.

Let α be as in Proposition 4.6. Fix k ∈ N sufficiently large so that
Propositions 4.6, 4.8 and 4.10 hold. Fix ε and Ck as given by Proposition 4.10
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for this choice of k. We will only consider positive ξ (the proof when
ξ < 0 is analogous), and in fact we may assume ξ > 1 since the case
ξ ∈ [0, 1] can be dealt with by increasing C. We let N ′ ∈ N be such that
e2ΛkN ′

< ξ2/3 ≤ e2Λk(N ′+1). Let Ω∗ be as in Proposition 4.6 for these values
of k, α, N ′, so by this proposition there exists βk > 0 such that

(4.34) 1 − P (Ω∗) ⪯k e
−βkN

′ ⪯k ξ
−βk/(3Λk),

where in the final inequality we used that ξ2/3 ≤ e2Λk(N ′+1).
Given ω ∈ Ω, we let Nω ∈ N be such that

Nω∏
i=1

|r[ai]| ≥ ξ−2/3 >
Nω+1∏
i=1

|r[ai]|.

Appealing to the definition of Ω∗ and N ′, we see that there exists c′ > 1 such
that if ω ∈ Ω∗ then

(4.35) N ′ ≤ Nω ≤ c′N ′.

Again appealing to the definition of Ω∗, we see that

|r[aNω+1]| ≥ min

exp(−e3αk/4), exp

2Nω

∑
[a]∈I

|r[a]|<exp(−e3αk/4)

q[a] log |r[a]|


 .

As such, if we apply Lemma 4.7 together with the inequalities e2ΛkN ′
<

ξ2/3 ≤ e2Λk(N ′+1) and (4.35), we can conclude that if ω ∈ Ω∗ then
Nω∏
i=1

|r[ai]| ≤ ξ−2/3|r[aNω+1]|−1 ⪯k ξ
−2/3+ok(1).

We can therefore assume that k has been chosen sufficiently large that there
exists C ′

k > 0 such that

(4.36) ξ−2/3 ≤
Nω∏
i=1

|r[ai]| ≤ C ′
kξ

−0.6

for all ω ∈ Ω∗.
Recall the definition of µω from (4.4), and recall that Sλ(x) = λx. We see

that µω = µNω ∗ λNω , where

µNω
:= ∗Nω

i=1
1

#[ai]
∑

b∈[ai]
δ
tb,[ai]·

∏i−1
j=1 r[aj ]

; λNω
:= S∏Nω

i=1 r[ai]
µσNωω.

For each ω ∈ Ω let Fω : R → R be the function given by Fω(x) = F (xω, x)
(recall (4.3) for the definition of xω). By considering the Taylor expansion
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of each Fω and using a similar calculation to the one given in the proof
of [55, Theorem 3.1], we obtain the following for all ω ∈ Ω∗:

|F̂ µ̃ω(ξ)|

=
∣∣∣ ∫

[0,1]d+1
e(ξF (x))dµ̃ω(x)

∣∣∣
=
∣∣∣ ∫

[0,1]
e(ξFω(y))dµω(y)

∣∣∣
=
∣∣∣ ∫

[0,1]

∫
[0,1]

e(ξFω(y1 + y2))dµNω (y1)dλNω (y2)
∣∣∣

=
∣∣∣ ∫

[0,1]

∫
[0,1]

e
(
ξFω(y1) + ξF ′

ω(y1)y2
)

(1 + O(∥F∥∞,2ξy
2
2))dµNω (y1)dλNω (y2)

∣∣∣
≤
∣∣∣ ∫

[0,1]
e(ξFω(y1))

(∫
[0,1]

e
(
ξF ′

ω(y1)y2
)
dλNω (y2)

)
dµNω (y1)

∣∣∣
+ Ok

(
∥F∥∞,2ξ

−0.2
)

≤
∫

[0,1]
|λ̂Nω

(
ξF ′

ω(y1)
)

|dµNω (y1) + Ok

(
∥F∥∞,2ξ

−0.2
)

=
∫

[0,1]

∣∣∣µ̂σNωω

(
ξF ′

ω(y1)
Nω∏
i=1

r[ai]

) ∣∣∣dµNω (y1) + Ok

(
∥F∥∞,2ξ

−0.2
)
.

(4.37)

We emphasise that the constant implicit in the O and Ok notation does not
depend on F , and note that we used (4.36) for the first inequality.

Let T ′ = ∥F∥∞,1ξ
1/3 and T := ∥F∥∞,1 · ξ ·

∏Nω
i=1 |r[ai]|. Then by (4.36), we

have
T ′ ≤ T ≤ ∥F∥∞,1C

′
kξ

0.4

for all ω ∈ Ω∗. We now apply Proposition 4.10 for our previously fixed choice
of k (which defined ε and Ck) and this value of T ′. We let Ω2 be as in the
statement of this proposition. Let us now fix ω ∈ Ω∗ satisfying σNωω ∈ Ω2.
By Proposition 4.10 let I1, . . . , I⌊CkT

ok(1)⌋ be intervals of length 1 covering
the set of frequencies ξ′ ∈ [−T, T ] for which |µ̂σNωω(ξ′)| ≥ T−ε. Define

Γ :=

y1 : ξF ′
ω(y1)

Nω∏
i=1

r[ai] ∈
⌊CkT

ok(1)⌋⋃
i=1

Ii

 .
Note that Γ = ∪⌊CkT

ok(1)⌋
i=1 (F ′

ω)−1Ji for some intervals Ji of length

|Ji| =

∣∣∣∣∣∣
(
ξ
Nω∏
n=1

r[an]

)−1∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ξ−1/3.
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This is the point in the proof where we use in a crucial way our assumption
that ∂2F

∂x2
d+1

(x) > 0 for all x ∈ [0, 1]d+1. Since ∥F∥min,2 > 0, we see that Γ

can be covered by ⌊CkT ok(1)⌋ intervals J ′
i of length at most ∥F∥−1

min,2ξ
−1/3.

Let r′ = ∥F∥−1
min,2ξ

−1/3 + C ′
kξ

−0.6. We apply Proposition 4.8 for this choice
of r′ and let Ω1 be as in the statement of this proposition. Let us now also
assume that our ω satisfies ω ∈ Ω1. Since µω = µNω ∗ λNω , and supp(λNω )
is contained in an interval [−C ′

kξ
−0.6, C ′

kξ
−0.6], we see that for any interval

I = (c1, c2),
µNω (I) ≤ µω(c1 − C ′

kξ
−0.6, c2 + C ′

kξ
−0.6).

Recalling that sΦ is the Frostman exponent from Proposition 4.8, it follows
from this proposition, and the fact that ω ∈ Ω1, that

µNω (J ′
i) ⪯k ∥F∥−sΦ

min,2ξ
−sΦ/3 + ξ−0.6sΦ ≤ (1 + ∥F∥−sΦ

min,2)ξ−sΦ/3

for all i. Therefore

µNω (Γ) ⪯k T
ok(1)(1 + ∥F∥−sΦ

min,2)ξ−sΦ/3

⪯k (1 + ∥F∥∞,1)(1 + ∥F∥−sΦ
min,2)ξ−sΦ/3+ok(1),

where in the final inequality we have used that T ≤ ∥F∥∞,1C
′
kξ

0.4.
Let

Ωξ = {ω ∈ Ω∗ ∩ Ω1 : σNωω ∈ Ω2}.
Summarising the above, from (4.37) we have shown that if ω ∈ Ωξ then

|F̂ µ̃ω(ξ)| ⪯k

∫
Γ∪(R\Γ)

∣∣∣µ̂σNωω

(
ξF ′

ω(y1)
Nω∏
n=1

r[an]

) ∣∣∣dµNω (y1) + ∥F∥∞,2ξ
−0.2

⪯k µNω (Γ) + T−ε + ∥F∥∞,2ξ
−0.2

⪯k (1 + ∥F∥∞,1)(1 + ∥F∥−sΦ
min,2)ξ−sΦ/3+ok(1)

+ ∥F∥−ε
∞,1ξ

−ε/3 + ∥F∥∞,2ξ
−0.2

⪯k (1 + ∥F∥∞,1 + ∥F∥−ε
∞,1 + ∥F∥∞,2)

× (1 + ∥F∥−sΦ
min,2)ξ− min{sΦ/3−ok(1),ε/3,0.2},

where in the penultimate line we used that ∥F∥∞,1ξ
1/3 ≤ T .

All that remains is to bound P (Ω \ Ωξ). With this goal in mind, recall the
constants βk, β and ε (which may each depend on k) from Propositions 4.6,
4.8 and 4.10 respectively, and observe the following:

P (Ω \ Ωξ)

≤ P ({ω : ω /∈ Ω∗}) + P ({ω : ω /∈ Ω1}) + P ({ω : σNωω /∈ Ω2})

⪯k ξ
−βk/3Λk + (r′)β +

∞∑
k=0

P ({ω : Nω = k, σkω /∈ Ω2}) ((4.34) and Prop. 4.8)
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⪯k ξ
−βk/3Λk + (r′)β +

∞∑
k=0

P ({ω : Nω = k})P ({ω : σkω /∈ Ω2}) (independence)

⪯k ξ
−βk/3Λk + (r′)β + P (Ω \ Ω2)

∞∑
k=0

P ({ω : Nω = k}) (σ-invariance of P )

= ξ−βk/3Λk + (r′)β + P (Ω \ Ω2)
(

since
∞∑
k=0

P ({ω : Nω = k}) = 1
)

⪯k ξ
−βk/3Λk + (r′)β + (T ′)−ε (Prop. 4.10)

⪯k ξ
−βk/3Λk + (1 + ∥F∥−β

min,2)ξ−β/3 + ∥F∥−ε
∞,1ξ

−ε/3

⪯k (1 + ∥F∥−ε
∞,1)(1 + ∥F∥−β

min,2)|ξ|− min{βk/3Λk,β/3,ε/3}.

In the penultimate line we used that

r′ = ∥F∥−1
min,2ξ

−1/3 + C ′
kξ

−0.6 ⪯k (1 + ∥F∥−1
min,2)ξ−1/3

and T ′ = ∥F∥∞,1ξ
1/3. Taking β′ := min{βk/3Λk, β/3, ε/3} completes the

proof. □

In the next proposition we will only assume that ∂2F
∂x2

d+1
(x) ̸= 0 on the

support of µ.

Proposition 4.13. For all k ∈ N sufficiently large, letting β′, ε be the
constants from Proposition 4.12, the following holds. For all C2 functions
F : [0, 1]d+1 → R satisfying ∂2F

∂x2
d+1

(x) ̸= 0 for all x ∈ supp(µ), there exists
CF > 0 (depending on F, µ, k) such that for all ξ ̸= 0 there exists Ωξ ⊆ Ω
satisfying P (Ω \ Ωξ) ≤ CF |ξ|−β′, and such that for all ω ∈ Ωξ we have

|F̂ µ̃ω(ξ)| ≤ CF |ξ|− min{sΦ/3−ok(1),ε/3,0.2}.

Proof. Since supp(µ) is compact, there exists cF > 0 depending only on
F such that

∣∣∣ ∂2F
∂x2

d+1
(x)
∣∣∣ > 2cF for all x ∈ supp(µ). Since F ′′ is uniformly

continuous on [0, 1]d, there exists rF ∈ (0, 1) depending only on F such
that if the distance from a point x ∈ [0, 1]d to supp(µ) is at most rF then∣∣∣ ∂2F
∂x2

d+1
(x)
∣∣∣ > cF .

As in the proof of Proposition 4.12, fix k ∈ N sufficiently large so that
Propositions 4.6, 4.8 and 4.10 hold, and we may assume that ξ > 0. We now
follow the proof of Proposition 4.12 using the same notation, to get a set
Γ = ∪⌊CkT

ok(1)⌋
i=1 (F ′

ω)−1Ji for some intervals Ji of length |Ji| ≤ ξ−1/3. Fix any
one of the intervals Ji, and let A be the rF -neighbourhood of supp(µω), so
µω((F ′

ω)−1Ji) = µω((F ′
ω)−1Ji∩A). But the sign of F ′′

ω (x) is constant on each
connected component of A, and A has at most ⌈r−1

F ⌉ connected components,
so (F ′

ω)−1Ji ∩A consists of at most ⌈r−1
F ⌉ intervals, each of length at most
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ξ−1/3/cF . Assume ω ∈ Ω1, where Ω1 is the set from Proposition 4.8 for
r′ = ξ−1/3/cF + C ′

kξ
−0.6, and write µω = µNω ∗ λNω . Then since supp(λNω )

is contained in an interval [−C ′
kξ

−0.6, C ′
kξ

−0.6],

µNω (Γ) ⪯k T
ok(1)⌈r−1

F ⌉(ξ−1/3/cF + ξ−0.6)sΦ

⪯k (1 + ∥F∥∞,1)⌈r−1
F ⌉(1 + c−sΦ

F )ξ−sΦ/3+ok(1).

The rest of the proof proceeds as for Proposition 4.12, with (1 + ∥F∥−sΦ
min,2)

replaced by ⌈r−1
F ⌉(1 + c−sΦ

F ). □

It is now straightforward to deduce Theorem 1.4 from Propositions 4.12
and 4.13.

Proof of Theorem 1.4. We now fix a k ∈ N large enough that Proposition 4.12
can be applied and sΦ/3 − ok(1) ≥ sΦ/4, where the ok(1) term is as in the
statement of this proposition. It follows from Proposition 4.12 that for all
ξ ̸= 0,

|F̂ µ(ξ)| ≤
∫

Ωξ

|F̂ µ̃ω(ξ)|dP (ω) + P (Ω \ Ωξ)

⪯ (1 + ∥F∥∞,1 + ∥F∥−ε
∞,1 + ∥F∥∞,2)(1 + ∥F∥−sΦ

min,2)|ξ|− min{sΦ/4,ε/3,0.2}

+ (1 + ∥F∥−ε
∞,1)(1 + ∥F∥−β

min,2)|ξ|−β′

⪯ (1 + ∥F∥∞,1 + ∥F∥−ε
∞,1 + ∥F∥∞,2)

× (1 + ∥F∥− max{sΦ,β}
min,2 )|ξ|− min{sΦ/4,ε/3,0.2,β′}.

Taking κ = max{ε, sΦ, β}, and η = min{sΦ/4, ε/3, 0.2, β′} completes the
proof of the first part of Theorem 1.4. Similarly, the second part of
Theorem 1.4 follows from Proposition 4.13. □

Remark 4.14. Results for the measures µω may be of interest in their own
right. By a straightforward application of the first Borel–Cantelli lemma,
we see from Propositions 4.10 and 4.12 that when k is sufficiently large, for
P -almost every ω, for all |ξ| sufficiently large (where ‘sufficiently large’ can
depend on ω), µω will exhibit polynomial Fourier decay outside a sparse set
of frequencies, and images of µω under maps with positive second derivative
will exhibit polynomial Fourier decay.

5. Future directions

In this section we ask several questions. The Fourier dimension of a Borel
measure µ on Rd is

dimF µ := 2 sup{ε ≥ 0 : there exists Cε > 0 such that |µ̂(ξ)| ≤ Cε|ξ|−ε

for all ξ ̸= 0}.
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The Fourier dimension of a Borel set X ⊂ Rd is

dimFX := sup{s ∈ [0, d] : ∃µ ∈ M(X) such that dimF µ ≥ s},

where M(X) is the set of finite Borel measures with compact support
contained inX. The conclusion of Theorem 1.2 implies that the self-conformal
measure and its support have positive Fourier dimension. It is natural to
ask the following.

Question 5.1. Let Φ = {φa : [0, 1] → [0, 1]}a∈A be an IFS such that each
φa is analytic, and suppose that there exists a such that φa is not an affine
map. Can one obtain improved lower bounds on the Fourier dimensions of
the attractor X and self-conformal measures supported on X? In particular,
does dimFX = dimHX always hold (i.e. is X necessarily a Salem set)?

If X is indeed always a Salem set then this is likely to be difficult to prove.
In a different direction, one can ask the following.

Question 5.2. Consider an IFS of analytic maps on [0, 1], at least one of
which is not affine. If µ is merely assumed to be a non-atomic Gibbs measure
for a Hölder potential (or a quasi-Bernoulli measure) for the IFS, does µ
necessarily have polynomial Fourier decay?

Question 5.3. Consider an IFS Φ = {φa : [0, 1] → [0, 1]}a∈A whose
contractions have weaker regularity than being analytic. Are there easily
verifiable conditions for Φ under which the conclusion of Theorem 1.2 still
holds?

Finally, one can ask if an appropriate analogue of Theorem 1.2 holds
in higher dimensions. Note that if the measure is contained in a proper
subspace of Rd then there will be no Fourier decay in directions orthogonal
to the subspace.

Question 5.4. If Φ is a conformal IFS on a subset of Rd for some d ≥ 2,
are there natural conditions on Φ which guarantee that every self-conformal
measure has polynomial Fourier decay?

After the present paper appeared on arXiv, the first named author, Khalil
and Sahlsten [11] used tools from Khalil [45] to establish rates of decay
for the Fourier transform of a wide class of dynamically defined measures
which includes certain self-conformal measures and certain Gibbs measures
on Rd. Moreover, Algom, Rodriguez Hertz and Wang [6] proved polynomial
Fourier decay for a class of self-conformal measures in the plane satisfying a
nonlinearity condition.
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